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THE POWER AND AUTHORITY
IN THE <NOMADIC EMPIRES» OF EURASIA
(historiography of problem)

Main conceptual positions and methodological paradigms to problem power and authority in the
«nomadic empires» are considered in the article. The presented historiographical analysis shows that the
power in nomadic formations and the Mongolian empire itself was a complex and internally structured
political phenomenon. The effectiveness of theoretical and methodological constructions raises the task
for researchers to study administrative institutions of nomadic formations, a new quality of scientific
knowledge requires their reconstruction as a complex of different types and models of power, united
in a single imperial structure. At the present stage of the development of historical science, specialists
are interested in developing criteria, models and typologization of the structures of the nomadic soci-
ety, which would allow us to express definitively on the problems of the addition of the political and
administrative system of the nomadic empires. The complex and ambiguous nature of the development
of political institutions of nomads makes promising the application of system principles for the analysis
of power structures, the social system and the peculiarities of the process of transformation in nomadic
empires. The article deals with different conceptual positions and approaches to the problem power and
authority institutes of the nomadic society and presents historiographical review of the modern historical
science.
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OA-Dapabu aTbiHAaFbl Kasak, yATTbIK, yHMBepcuTeTi, KasakcraH, AAMathi K.

Eypasus «keluneAi umrnepusiaapbiHAAFbl» OMAIK KoHe GuAeyLli
(MaceAeHiH, TapMXHAMaCbl)

Makanaaa keuineAi MNEpPUsAapPbIHAAFbI GUAIK NeH GuAeyLI casicy KyObIAbICbIHbIH, KOHLENTYaAAbI
KOPBITBIHABIAAPbI MEH METOAOAOTMSABIK, MapaAMrMaAapbl KapacTblpblAaAbl. YCbIHbIAbIM  OTbIPFaH
TapyXHaMaAbIK, capanTay KepceTkeHAern MOHFOA MMMepUsiCbiHAQ XKOHe KellneAi Koramaapaa BUAIK
KYPAEAI KoHe ilTer KypbIAbIMAAHFaH casic KyObIAbIC GOAFaH eai. TeOpUSAbIK-METOAOAOTUSIABIK,
KYPYAbIH TUIMAIAITIHIH Taaabbl 3epTTeywliAepAiH aAAblHA KeLMeAi  KypbIAbIMAAPAbIH, Gackapy
MHCTUTYTTapblH 3ePAEAEYAl, FbIAbIMM OiAIMHIH >aHa carnacbl 6ipTyTac MMMEPUSIAbIK, KYPbIAbIMFA
GipikTipiAreH GUAIKTIH BPTYPAI TUMTEPi MEH MOAEAbAEPIH KaiTa KapacTblpyAbl KaxkeTciHeai. Tapux
FBIAbIMbI AAMYbIHbIH, 3aMaHayn Ke3eHiHAEe MaMaHAAP KeLUMeAi KOFaM KYPbIAbIMbIHbIH, KpUTEPUIMAEPIH,
MOAEAbAEPI MEH TUMTEPIH TaAAQN XKacayFa MYAAEAT GOAbIN OTbIP. MyHbIH 63i KeLlneAi uMnepusinapAbiH
cagcn 6ackapy >KyMeci TypaAbl aHblK MiKip KaAbINTacTblpyra >keTeaenai. Kewneainepaid casicm
MHCTUTYTTapbl AaMYybIHbIH KYPAEAIAIT )KoHe 8pKMAbl CUMNaTbl GMAEYLIT KYPbIAbIMAAPAbI, SAEYMETTIK
JKOHe KelLlUmneAi MMnepmaAarbl TpaHCopMaUmsl YAEPICIHIH epekLIeAiKTepiH capanTayaAa >KYMeAiAik
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KaFuMAQAapblH KOAAQHYAbI TaAan eTeai. TaprxHamMaAblK, capanTay Kasipri TapuX FbIAbIMbIHbBIH, KOLLTeAi
KOFaMHbIH, OMAIK >KoHe 6uAeyLlli MHCTUTYTTapbiHbIH KaAbINTacy MOCEAEAEpiH KepceTeai, i3AeHic
rnapaAaurMaAapbl MeH KOHUENTYaAAbIK, TY>KbIPbIMAAP MEeH K63KapacTapblH alkbiHAAMADI.
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BAacTb M BAQCTBOBaHME B «<KOYEBbIX MMMepusix» EBpasum
(ucTopmorpadpusi npob6AEMbI)

B cratbe paccmaTtpmBaloTCSl KOHLEMNTYaAbHble 3aKAIOUYEHUSI U METOAOAOTMYECKMe MapaAurmbl O
TakuX MOAMTUYECKUX SBAEHMSX, Kak BAACTb M BAACTBOBaHME B «KOUYEBbIX UMMEpusx». [TpeACTaBAEHHbI
MCTOPUOrpahMuUecKmini aHaAM3 MOKa3bIBAET, UYTO BAACTb B KOYEBbIX 0Opa3oBaHMsSX M COOCTBEHHO
MOHIOAbCKOM  MMMEpUM, MPEACTAaBASAQ COOOM CAOXKHbIE M BHYTPEHHE CTPYKTYpPMPOBaHHbIE
noAMTUYEcKre sBAeHMS. DPEKTUBHOCTb TEOPETUKO-METOAOAOTMYECKMX MOCTPOEHUI CTaBUT Mepea
MCCAEAOBATEAIMU 33AQUM MO M3YUYEHMIO YMPABAEHUYECKMX WHCTUTYTOB KOYEBbIX 06Opa3oBaHuid,
HOBOE KaueCTBO HAy4HbIX 3HAHWI TpebyeT UX PEKOHCTPYKLUMU Kak CAOXKHOrO KOMMAEKCa pPasHbIX
TUMOB U MOAEAEl BAACTM, COEAMHEHHbIX B EAMHYIO MMMEpCKylo CTpykTypy. Ha coBpemeHHOM
3Tane pasBUTUS MCTOPUYECKOM HayKM CreuMaAucCTbl 3aMHTEpPECcOBaHbl B pa3paboTke KpuTepues,
MOAEAEN U TUMOAOTM3aLMK CTPYKTYP KOUYEBOro OOLIEeCTBa, KOTOPbIE MO3BOAMAM Obl OMPEAEAEHHO
BbICKA3aTbCsl MO MPOOAEMAM CAOXEHUS MOAUTUKO-YNPABAEHUYECKOM CUCTEMbI KOYEBbIX WMMEPUiA.
CAOXHbBI U HEOAHO3HAYHbIM XapakTep PasBWUTUS MOAUTUYECKMX MHCTUTYTOB KOUYEBHMKOB AeAaeT
nepcrneKkTUBHbIMU MPUMEHEHWE CUCTEMHbIX MPUHLMMOB aHaAM3a BAACTHbIX CTPYKTYpP, COLMAAbHOM
cucTeMbl M 0COBEHHOCTEN NpoLecca TpaHCopmaLmn B KOUEBbIX MMMepMsX. B cTaTbe ocBelatoTcs
pa3AMUHble KOHLIENTYaAbHble MOAOXKEHWMS U MOAXOAbl K mnpobAeme (DOPMUPOBaHMS WMHCTUTYTOB
BAQCTM M BAACTBOBaHMSI, MPEACTABAEH UCTOPUOrpacdhruyeckmii 0630p MCCAEAOBATEAbCKMX MapaAUIM

COBPEMEHHOM MCTOPUYECKOM HayKM.

KAroueBble cAOBa: KoueBble WMMMEPWM, METOAOAOTMYECKMEe MapaAMrMbl, CTPYKTYpa, BAACTb,

BAAQCTBOBaHMe.

Introduction

The interest to the issue of new political
structures in the «nomadic empires» of Eurasia,
caused by necessity to identify a new, alternative
and prospective theoretical and methodological
approaches in framework of the problems of the
dialectical development of nomadic political
entities. For a long time historical science has been
solved one of the main matter — how and why «the
super-transcontinental nomadic empires» emerged.
The history of nomadic structures in Central Asia
and their political structures is still one of the
most important objects of study. New approaches
and systems analysis consider process of different
directions of study and discourse. The content and
meaning of methodological approaches depend on
particular researcher, the specific conditions of his
work, as well as many other factors.

The period of «nomadic empires» formation
was distinguished by sharp and permanent changes
in the socio-political structure, accompanied by the
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destruction of traditional social institutions. The
subsystems ratio has been unstable and mobile,
given the dynamics nature of political processes in
nomadic societies

Modern methodology of political and social
anthropology has brought into focus the studies
of American and European scholars. According to
American researchers, repetitive cycles of the rise
and fall of empires can’t show signs of evolutionary
change. In this regard, the whole anthropological
schools of Europe and America have considered the
nomadic society as a fully stagnated, deprived of
historical development.

Methods of research

At the present stage of development of historical
science and its theories as historical knowledge
there is an urgent need for the formulation and
analysis of the various conceptual problems.
Conceptual conclusion of such political entity
to problem power and authority in the «nomadic
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empires» is one of the difficult to understand and
has different level of generalization and coverage of
historical reality. Changing of paradigms identified
different methodological approaches and principles
in studying of the problem of the existence and
functioning of the «nomadic empire». The modern
history identifies the elements in early-state imperial
structures of nomads. Research paradigms in their
comparative analysis determine the similarities in the
description of the specific forms of power among the
nomads, but emphasize it differently. Some of them
are based on the assessment of governance structures
by nomads directly; others emphasize the essence of
the entire military-hierarchical organization empires
in cowing dependent peoples and the removal of
their surplus product. The sequence of historical
thinking and concrete historical analysis, modern
methodological approaches indicates that family
structure and genealogy conditioned a «dispersion»
and centrifugal nomadic societies. However, in
the nomadic empires military hierarchical bodies
of political management closely intertwined with
tribal segments, while being high above them,
control them, and organized their effective use in
accordance with the aims of the imperial leadership.

The main part

The representatives of evolutionary theory sug-
gest that Mongol Empire is the highest point of the
previous nomadic empires of the steppe and the
classic example of nomadic statehood. Theorists
of evolutionary nomadizm have drawn attention to
nomadic state as the result of gradual internal de-
velopment and have denied that the nomads created
the some semblance of Chinese political system. J.
Fletcher determines that all theories can be reduced
to the seven characteristics: 1. greedy and predatory
nature of the steppe; 2. climate change; 3. overpopu-
lation steppe; 4. reluctance of farmers to trade with
the nomads; 5. necessity for additional sources of
income; 6. a need to establish over tribes association
of nomads; 7. psychology of nomads — the duality
of nature — be equal to the farmers and the belief in
Tengri, who has given a divine mission to conquer
the world. Proceeding from these provisions, the au-
thor comes to the conclusion that if the bulk of the
Mongolian population was left «supporters of noma-
dization» and followed its traditional steppe models
to exploit the agricultural world, their empire would
have lasted longer (Fletcher, 2004: 221-222).

Analyzing the conceptual conclusions of Ameri-
can anthropologist O. Lattimore (Lattimore. 1940)
it appears that the specificity of nomadic society

cannot be properly understood only on the basis of
internal development logic. Nomad needs agricul-
tural food, handicrafts, weapons, etc. all that could
be obtained in peaceful trade with farmers or war.
That is another way involves pooling and creating
over tribal society. But not always and not every-
where nomads need to establish contacts with the
sedentary and urban societies in order to create of
«nomadic empires». A.M. Khazanov, who rep-
resents contemporary American anthropological
school, determines the system of interaction of set-
tled agricultural areas and nomadic environments as
a process of addition of large communities due to
the asymmetry of nomad’s relations between them
and their external settled surroundings (Khazanov,
2000: p.270).

T. Barfield via rejection «diffusionistic» inter-
pretation, that nomads borrowed state from farmers,
has showed the degree of centralization of the steppe
society which was directly linked to the level of po-
litical integration of the settled agricultural society.
At the same time the specificity of the political orga-
nization of the nomadic societies is largely mediated
by the peculiarities of the regional environment and
the size of the neighboring agricultural civilizations
(Barfild, 2006:425-426.).

Modern anthropologist, T. Hall understands on
the world-system approach, so if we consider no-
madizm in terms of this methodology, the pre-in-
dustrial era nomads ranked as «semi — peripheral»
(Hall, 2004:136-167). The various regional econo-
mies united in a single space (local civilization,
the «world- emperies»). He has shared the view of
T. Barfield that there are synchronous cycles of rises
and declines of agricultural civilization and the no-
madic empires.

The individual opinions and hypotheses of
modern historical science, is not fully reflect the
characteristics of the phenomenon under study.
In the course of historical debate even more con-
tradictory theories are not mutually exclusive,
and reflect important structural parameters of the
research object. J. Fletcher (Fletcher, 2004:221-
222) emphasizes that the state is not an institution
that is vital for the nomadic society, and, in turn,
P. Golden (Golden, 2004: 109) is skeptical about
the idea that the nomads can create their own state,
but does not deny that under the influence of Chi-
nese civilization steppe empires took shape of ear-
ly-societies. A somewhat different view is held by
L. Kwanten (Kwanten, 1979) in his work «Nomads
founders of empires,» he points out to the similar-
ity of traditions of creating nomadic empires, and
also requires a strategic plan for the Mongols in
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formation Empire in order to avoid the mistakes of
previous nomadic states.

The nomads could use two different models in
relation to the conquered sedentary urban society :
1. the destruction of cities, the agricultural popula-
tion, the transformation of the fields into pastures
for cattle; 2. the complexity of their own govern-
ment — sedentarization of the ruling elite in the cit-
ies, the establishment of the bureaucracy, the intro-
duction of writing and record keeping. As long as
the conquered territories could not be controlled by
traditional nomadic society institutions, it requires
a fundamental modernization of the administra-
tion. Russian researcher S.A. Vasjutin points out:
«The peculiarity of nomadic empires, including the
Mongolian, that ratio of chiefdom and early-state
components of power is not constant and mobility»
(Vasyutin, 2005: 109).

The modern historical science believes that
more appropriate to consider these relationships
in terms of the «elite theory» ,when «on the one
hand, within the new political association there is
a higher elite from among the conquerors, and on
the other, is formed or supported by the elite of the
autochthonous masses of people, representatives
which reached great heights in the social hierarchy.
« Contemporary researcher A.A. Tishkin (Tishkin,
2003:8) notes that as a result of the interaction of no-
madic elite often becomes a «double elite» in rela-
tion to the ruling class has openly appropriating the
surplus product and is widely participating in vari-
ous spheres of activity. V.V. Trepavlov (Trepavlov,
1993:14) has been reflecting on existing models of
nomadic society, has pointed out two major trends:
1. the establishment of a centralized autocratic mon-
archy; 2. the association is gradually decaying tribal
tribes adaptation of institutions to the functions of
over tribal power structure. The researcher analyses
the socio-political organization of nomadic empires
and suggests that they are a kind of single steps of
the development process of the social system of no-
mads.

The progressive development of historical
thought has led to the definition of the main stages
of the dialectical development of the political sys-
tem in nomadic society’s (Kljashtornyj, 2005:30):

1. Community nomadic tribes in VIII-V centu-
ries B.C. in Central Asia accordance of sufficient
certain characteristic in the written sources had no
political organization that goes beyond tribal, mili-
tary and democratic institutions.

2. The fundamental changes in their environ-
ment occurred in IV-III centuries BC, when there
was recorded in the sources existence of over
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tribal new political organization as early state gov-
erned by hierarchically structured military-tribal
aristocracy.

3. Imperial structure of supreme power deter-
mined the profound social changes not only within
the dominant tribal groups, but also in the commu-
nities dependent on them, which sharply intensified
the politogenesis processes. These processes are
reflected in the unified for the entire Central Asian
political terminology sources.

4. its new incarnation of the classic socio-politi-
cal structure reached in the VI-VIII centuries, when
the runic texts of Orkhon and Yenisei Kyrgyz Turks
were their own terms, is referred to as a state politi-
cal organization (el), continuing over tribal commu-
nity (budun).

At the present stage of development of historical
science and its theories as historical cognition there
is an urgent need for the formulation and analysis
of different conceptual problems. One of the most
difficult to comprehend, and distinguished by the
levels of generalization and the coverage of histori-
cal reality, are conceptual findings of such political
entity as a «nomadic empire». Change of method-
ological paradigms has been identified different ap-
proaches and principles of the study of the problem
of the existence and functioning of the «nomadic
empire». Modern historical science has been deter-
mined the presence of early-state elements in the
imperial structures of nomads. Progress in the study
of nomadic statehood problems is impossible with-
out taking into account philosophical knowledge
of past social reality and integrated approach to the
socio-historical knowledge.

The discussions of the last decade have identi-
fied two approaches for the assessment of the no-
madic empires. Predominant in modern historical
scholarship is a provision stating that the nomadic
empires were complicated chiefdoms (Kradin, Tre-
pavlov, Skrynnikova, Bondarenko, Korotaev). The
researchers Skrynnikova T., N. Kradin describe
these formations as «tribal confederation». Howev-
er, a number of researchers as T. Barfield, C. Vasju-
tin, A. Khazanov prefer to talk about the relationship
with the most formidable political entities of no-
mads (state Stinnu, Turk Empire, Mongol Empire)
as an early form of state (Vasyutin, 2005:56). Re-
search paradigms in comparative analysis determine
similarities in the description of the specific forms
of power among the nomads, but different empha-
ses. Some are based on an assessment of governance
structures directly nomads, while others emphasize
the essence of the entire military-hierarchical orga-
nization of empires aimed at the subordination of
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dependent peoples and seizure of their portion of the
surplus product.

One of the urgent sides of the conceptual provi-
sions of «nomadic empire» is the need to develop
criteria that would clearly define its nature and con-
tent. N.N. Kradin’s research paradigm considering
the nature of the object identifies two main sign of
«nomadic empire»: 1. large areas, 2. the presence
of dependent or colonial possessions. Describing the
nomadic empire as a nomadic society organized on
military-hierarchical principle, occupy a relatively
large space and the exploitation of the neighboring
territories by external forms of exploitation (looting,
war and indemnities, extortion of «gifts» are not
equivalent trade and tribute , etc.), researcher identi-
fies the following features of the nomadic empire:
multi-hierarchical nature of social organization,
trial or dual principle of the administrative divi-
sion of the empire, the military-hierarchical social
organization, coachman service as a specific way
of organizing administrative infrastructure, specific
system of inheritance of power, etc. N.N. Kradin’s
models of the power structure in the nomadic forma-
tions divided into three levels: 1. Ruler of nomadic
empire; 2. imperial governors, appointed to manage
the tribes, formed part of the empire; 3. Local tribal
leaders (Kradin, 2001:22).

The definition of the Mongolian and other no-
mad empires as «super complex chiefdoms» reveals
a number of contradictions in the logical construc-
tions of the supporters of this concept. The genesis
of hierarchical structures in nomads is associated
only with war, robbery, conquests of neighbors and
primarily farmers. A key role in nomadic empires
is given to exopolitarian forms of exploitation. The
classification of these empires is built on the basis
of various forms of relationships with sedentary ag-
ricultural peoples (typical, tributary, aggressive). At
the same time, when we characterize the type of the
administrative system of the «nomadic empire» all
the above-mentioned factors recede into the back-
ground, and the essence of power within the nomad-
ic community becomes the main criterion (Vasyu-
tin, 2004:273).

According to N.N. Kradin’s research experi-
ence, the mechanism that connected the rulers with
their nomadic subjects was «a prestigious econo-
my.» Thus, the emphasis is on the redistributive
functions of the nomadic leader with respect to the
nomadic population groups that played a decisive
role in the creation of the empire. All its organiza-
tional principles aimed at the outside world are rec-
ognized only as «state-like». This approach, on the
whole, will allow us to speak about the dual nature

of power in nomadic empires (the state and the early
state) (Kradin, 2006:491).

Historical cognition the basis of comparative
and retrospective analysis shows numerous histori-
cal examples of the middle Ages, where the nomad-
ic relatives of different ranks were real elements of
internal socio-economic, political and mental link-
ages. Therefore, based on the current state of his-
torical science and its evidence base, their presence
cannot be considered an unequivocal argument in
favor of the pre-state character of the nomadic so-
cial system. The sequence of historical thinking and
concrete historical analysis, modern methodological
approaches shows that related structures and gene-
alogies caused «dispersity» and centrifugal nomadic
societies. However, in the nomadic empires, the
military hierarchical bodies of political management
were closely intertwined with the tribal segments, at
the same time they towered over them, controlled
them, and organized their effective use in accor-
dance with the goals of the imperial leadership.

A renowned researcher of nomadizm, A.M. Kha-
zanov, realizing specific research tasks, mentioned
that the existence in the Mongol Empire of the con-
cept of a ruler whose authority was sanctioned by
Heaven evidently underwent some development. In
the preceding states of nomads, Heaven first sanc-
tioned the power of the Khagans over their own
people, in the Mongol Empire it gave them power
over the whole world. According to the author, the
Turkic Khagans and possibly their predecessors —
the Huns, propagandized the idea of the divine ori-
gin of their power, their sanctioned right to govern
the people and the kingdom, but their claims never
included the belief in the Heavenly Mandate to rule
the whole world (Khazanov, 2005:399). The author
has investigated the nature of power in Mongolian
society and he notes that the sole purpose was pro-
claimed how to subordinate the world of power to
the Golden Genghis Khan. «In the Mongol Empire,
and then in all the Chingizid states, the nomads al-
ways occupied a dominant position, many of them
migrated to the conquered countries, but there they
continued to lead a nomadic way of life.» The Mon-
golian ruling elite also didn’t want to settle ... all of
the Chingizid states, and even in many states of their
successors, for example the Timurids, the military
elite consisted of nomads and in ethnic and tribal
respect was always closely connected with the rulers
«- sums up A.M. Khazanov (Khazanov 2005:397).

E.I. Kychanov, drawing historical parallels and
modeling the management systems of nomadic so-
cieties, has determined that all the known great no-
madic states of Central Asia possessed such an at-
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tribute of statehood as sovereignty expressed in the
supremacy of the ruler (shanyu, kagan, khan) in the
country and its independence outside. According to
the view of the researcher, this sign is expressed in
the manifestation of sovereignty of the supreme au-
thority and its bodies to resolve criminal and civil
cases in the established order. Law as a collection of
norms sanctioned or established by the supreme au-
thority had as its source both the norms of customary
law recognized by the sovereign supreme authority,
the state, and new norms established by the supreme
authority, the state (Kychanov, 1997:301).

S.A.Vasyutin, continuing the research tradi-
tions of previous generations and using methods of
critical analysis, points out: «The peculiarity of all
the nomad empires, including the Mongolian one,
is that the ratio of the leading and early state com-
ponents of power is unstable and mobile, and there
have been occasional» rollbacks «to such archaic
institutions that could have ended with the disinte-
gration of the organizational structures of the early
state« (Vasyutin, 2005:57).

The researcher emphasizes the role of the su-
preme ruler in the Mongolian empire, which united
in his person the functions of the traditional clan
leader, the head of the tribal confederation of no-
mads (complex or super sophisticate chiefdom) and
the head of a poly-cultural (with nomadic and sed-
entary population) political formation. One thing
was common for all types of nomadic empires — cer-
tain entropy of the behavior of the supreme rulers
(the transition from charismatic to traditional domi-
nance). Defining the nature and nature of power in
nomadic empires, as well as those who personified
it (nomadic leaders), S.A. Vasyutin comes to the
conclusion that they were complex and internally
structured political phenomena (Vasyutin, 2005:68).

E.D. Skrynnikova poses the problem in two
ways: 1. Firstly, about the presence or absence of
statchood of Mongolians proper, and, secondly,
about the statehood of the Mongolian empire. The
second presupposes the presence of features of the
state (a certain territory, the tax system, the adminis-
trative apparatus for executing the functions of lead-
ership and management) that have exopolitan forms,
since they must be directed at exploiting the popula-
tion of more developed societies. The supreme ruler
objectively contributed to overcoming the resistance
of related clans in the process of social evolution.
The author notes the existence of two tendencies:
1) the destruction of leaders, who resisted the cen-
tralization under the rule of a new leader; 2) the use
by the new leader in the leadership of the confedera-
tion of the established clan system and mechanisms.
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Combination a) military journey, when the seizure
of power was carried out by military leaders with
the participation of military democracy / military hi-
erarchy and squads, b) aristocratic, in which power
was concentrated among tribal leaders. Both types
of power relations — traditional and charismatic —
were reflected in the division of the Mongol rulers
into two groups. The first group consisted of repre-
sentatives of the hereditary aristocracy — behi, ebu-
gen, echige; the second included leaders who came
to power thanks to personal merit — khan, bagatury,
mergen, seetsen, etc. but there is no a sharp border
between these two groups, primarily because all of
their representatives were leaders due to the posses-
sion of charisma. Thus, both types of “’domination
and submission’’ were used in substantiating the
right to power.

The variability and controversy of the concep-
tual situation «nomadic empire» showed the insuf-
ficiently developed problems of the typology of
socio-political structures and the formation of state
institutions in nomadic societies. This puts the re-
searchers in need of a diversified approach to the
problems of studying nomadic political entities of
their systematization and reconstruction as a com-
plex of different types and models of power united
in a single imperial structure. The study of concrete
historical events and processes associated with no-
madic structures provides the ground for the formu-
lation and analysis of conceptual, methodological
problems (Skrynnikova, 2013).

Reconstruction of the political-administrative
and system-structural model of the Mongolian em-
pire promotes a deepening of understanding of gen-
eral trends and directions in studying the modern
movement of historical knowledge in the issues of
interconnection and interaction of the political and
social system of nomadic societies. Modern histori-
cal science aims to conduct a systematic analysis of
the Mongolian society proper, its social structure
and social organization, the identification of the ba-
sic and significant prerequisites for the formation of
the empire, the nature of its socio-political and ad-
ministrative-managerial position. Mobility, the dy-
namism of political processes in nomadic societies
led to instability and mobility of the whole structure,
and cardinal changes led to the transformation of the
whole system as a whole.

Russian historical science on the basis of his-
torical and comparative analysis and systems ap-
proach determined the predominance of leadership
or early state components of power in nomadic em-
pires, which was determined by the type of impe-
rial organization. In typical and tributary empires,
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where the exopolitan forms of exploitation assumed
a leading role, the tasks of power were reduced to
the creation of a military and political organization
that could most effectively exert pressure on farmers
in order to obtain nomadic resources from part of
their resources. In the conquering nomad empires,
the tasks of power were substantially transformed.
The main ones were the organization of a system of
military and political control over the subordinate
sedentary population and the creation of a bureau-
cratic apparatus to ensure regular (tax) seizures of
a part of the surplus product of farmers. Character-
izing one of the first nomad empires, the Hun em-
pire, the modern researcher N.N. Kradin notes: «In
fact, the Hun Empire was, in effect, a» tribal empire,
«in which the new military hierarchical relations not
only changed the complex system of clan and tribal
genealogy of nomads, but co-existed and interwo-
ven with it» (Kradin, 2002:192). The current stage
of discussions on the problems of statehood and the
limits of the political development of nomadic soci-
eties shows the need to develop common criteria for
evaluating nomadic management systems and their
classification. In nomadic formations it is difficult to
define a clear line between supercomplex chiefdom
and the early state. Modern historical thought em-
phasizes that even with nomad empires, it is neces-
sary to talk about the dual nature of power — pre-state
(like complex and supercomplex chiefdoms, tribal
confederations, archaic empires, quasi-empires) and
early xenocratic statehood (Vasyutin, 2005:56)

The historical findings of the last decade re-
vealed that in the Mongol Empire, the number of
officials and the complexity of the administrative
apparatus directly depended on the territorial scope
of the gains (especially the inclusion of territories
with sedentary and semi-nomadic populations in the
empire) and the traditions of political power in con-
quered lands. Later, this factor undoubtedly had sig-
nificance for the political organization of other no-
mad empires. (Vasyutin, 2005:57). In the research
paradigms, the solution of these questions presents
great difficulties, because in all nomadic empires
the ratio of pre-state and early-state components of
power was unstable and agile.

In the context of diverse historical research on
the problems of power relations and manifestations
of various forms of supreme power in the nomads
V.V. Trepavlov, in turn, singles out some general
paradigms of organizing the management system:
1. Khan’s dignity was regarded as acquired as a
result of the favor of the divine forces, as well as
personal valor. 2. These circumstances served as the
basis for distinguishing the khan from among his fel-
low tribesmen, as well as concentrating in his hands

the functions of the owner of cattle, the leader, the
defender and the judge of the people. 3. The pow-
er was concentrated in the collective of the khan’s
direct and cousin relatives. 4. The Khan status and
prerogatives of the supreme administration were
usually inherited by the eldest sons. 5. Ulus shared
between the khan and his brother (or twin) and his
son according to the two-winged principle. Per-
haps, there was a subsequent fragmentation of these
wings, which resulted from the multistage hierarchy
of the ulus chiefs. 6. Management of the ulus took
several stages. Initially, the power was concentrated
in the hands of one leader, who later transferred part
of his prerogatives (in particular, military, econom-
ic, and priestly) to special ulus magistrates, form-
ing the ulus administration (Trepavlov, 2005:72-85).
The evolution of the political system of nomads is
shown on the basis of a modification of administra-
tive mechanisms and a combination of ideological,
social, and military methods. The methodological
value of these studies in the use of a coherent and
consistent model of the development of Mongolian
society.

As the development of historical thought shows,
the symbiosis of the administrative institutions of no-
mads and settled-agricultural state traditions makes
the application of system principles for the analysis
of power structures promising. Researchers consis-
tently raise the problems of folding the institutions
of early statehood in fairly complex forms, both at
the level of the empire, and in combination with the
strengthening of power centers in the uluses. In the
Mongol Empire and its individual uluses, there was
a combination of the roles of the supreme rulers and
at the same time the leaders of the nomadic forma-
tions, the supreme officials and functions — the su-
preme commander, the judge and administrator, the
resource manager, the bearer of sacred rights. All
this speaks of the complex and ambiguous nature
of power and domination in the Mongol Empire.
Historical thought in the course of its development
also determined the negative factors in the political
system of the empire, which, in particular, pointed
out the outstanding scientist G.V. Vernadsky: «The
internal contradictions that threatened the entire
structure of the Mongol Empire were numerous and
varied, first of all, there was a basic incompatibility
of a number of principles on which the empire was
built, primarily a discrepancy between the imperial
system and the feudal nature of Mongolian society.
Further, there was no absolute coherence of actions,
which led to numerous conflicts between the empire
and the local khanates ... Third, under the primitive
technological conditions of this time and the vast-
ness of the empire represented an eternal problem
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for its rulers» (Vernadskiy, 1997:136). Across the
territory of the empire in the political and admin-
istrative system, there were two opposite tenden-
cies — centrifugal nomadic and centralist. In the
works of V.V. Bartold, A.Yu. Yakubovsky, S.P.
Tolstova, I.P. Petrushevsky, N.C. Munkueva et al.
Carried out a comparative-historical and analytical
work with respect to these two trends. The basis for
this confrontation, as defined by I.P. Petrushevsky
was the question of the methods of exploitation of
the indigenous population «and at the same time
the question of merging the conquered countries
with the feudal elite, accepting their feudal state-
hood, ideology and cultural traditions» (Petrush-
evskiy, 1970:32).

Modern methodology defines new approaches
in the study of the functions of rulers, which became
wider, and the hierarchy of subordination and de-
pendence in Mongolian society is much more com-
plex and diverse. According to the scientific concept
of T.I. Sultanova the supreme power of the medi-
eval Mongols, based on the right of reign of any
representative of the «altan of the Urugu» Genghis
Khan and was affirmed on the croquet of princes and
the higher aristocracy. At the same time, in uluses-
states, the succession of power correlated with the
consideration of political traditions and specific
circumstances (Sultanov, 2008:228). The Russian
author S.A. Vasyutin rightly notes: «The concept
of the» dual nature «of nomad empires developed
by nomadic scholars in recent decades is undoubt-
edly positive, but even it can not give exhaustive an-
swers. Apparently, one must take into account that
the management systems of nomadic empires, as a
complex and multifaceted phenomenon, cannot be
with the help of unambiguous definitions ... A cer-
tain internal differentiation of administrative institu-
tions and political events in nomadic empires allows
us to talk about different strata in the pre-state and
early state political cultures of nomads» (Vasyutin,
2004: p. 270).

The paradigms of research in their compara-
tive analysis determine similar features in describ-
ing specific forms of power for nomads, but the ac-
cents differ in different ways. Some proceed from
the assessment of managerial structures directly by
the nomads, others attach special importance to the
essence of the whole military hierarchical organiza-
tion of empires, aimed at subjugation of dependent
peoples and the elimination of part of the excess
product from them. As the American author A.M.
Khazanov notes: «To some extent, social stratifi-
cation in nomadic societies can intensify when the
nomadic aristocracy managed to subordinate other
groups of nomads ... ... socially and politically, the
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problem was the lack of a sufficiently strong law en-
forcement apparatus» (Khazanov 2006:479).

The conceptual provisions and methodological
approaches of the last decades show that the dynam-
ics of the evolution of social relations in nomadic
empires was not one-liner and one-vector. Russian
historical science in the person of a well-known
researcher D.G. Savinov suggested the system of
ethno political stratification of nomadic societies.
Based on the author’s conceptual framework, the
structure of the nomadic society did not change
within the framework of the newly created state as-
sociations and was a kind of «core» of social orga-
nization from the Hun and the period of the Mongol
Empire. Developing the theoretical and method-
ological foundations of the problem, D.G. Savinov
notes: «The main forces of the ethnos-elite have al-
ways been aimed at creating a multi-ethnic state for-
mation with the aim of using the economic potential
of various areas in the cultural and economic respect
... Dependent tribes, especially those belonging to
the same (or similar) economic-cultural type as the
ethnos — elit, always strove to leave the existing sys-
tem of protectorate, to change political hegemony
and create their own statehood ...» (Savinov, 2005).

Conclusion

This historiographical review shows the complex
and ambiguous nature of the administrative institutions
of the «nomadic empires» and makes perspective of
application of principles of comprehensive analysis
in historical science, an integrated approach to the
consideration of the power structures of political
formations of nomads. According the comprehensive
analysis, the political and political institutions of
nomads are a complex of elements (subsystems)
that are in constant interaction and movement.
Research practice shows that it is necessary to take
into account the problems of continuity, analogies
and special features of state traditions in nomadic
empires. The variability and controversy of the
conceptual underlining «nomadic empire» showed
the insufficiently developed problems of the typology
of socio-political structures and the formation of
state institutions in nomadic societies. This puts the
researchers in need of a diversified approach to the
problems of studying nomadic political entities of
their systematization and reconstruction as a complex
of different types and models of power united in a
single imperial structure. The study of concrete
historical events and processes associated with
nomadic power structures creates the ground for the
formulation and analysis of conceptual conclusions
and methodological approaches.
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