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Imperial confederations and 
nomadic associations of Central 
Asia (historiography of problem)

Main conceptual positions and methodological paradigms to problem 
«leading a nomadic life empire» are considered in the article. There are 
considered different approaches and methods of the study of the shaping 
and operating the political system «leading a nomadic life empire». The 
onward development to modern history thought in study social-political 
sphere of the nomadic formation is shown.

Analysis of the modern historiography on the continuity and trans-
formation of the political organization of nomadic societies in research 
surveys and discourse observed processes of different directions. Research 
evidence shows that it is necessary to take into account the problem of 
succession, analogies and special features of the state in the imperial tra-
dition of the Imperial confederations. The article deals with diversified 
approaches to the problems by adding the migratory habits of political 
entities of their systematization and reconstruction of a complex set of dif-
ferent types and models of power coupled into a single imperial structure. 

Key words: Imperial confederations, the nomads, the scientific para-
digm, structure, power, management. 

Май да нә лі З.

Им пе рия лық  
кон фе де ра ция лар жә не  

Ор та лық Азия ның көш пе лі 
бір лес тік те рі (та рих на ма лық 

мә се ле лер)

Ма қа ла да «им пе рия лық кон фе де ра ция» мә се ле сі бо йын ша не-
гіз гі кон цеп ту ал дық тұ жы рым дар жә не әдіс те ме лік па ра диг ма лар 
қа рас ты рыл ған. Бір қа тар әдіс-тә сіл дер ар қы лы им пе рия лық кон фе-
де ра ция ның саяси жүйе нің құ ры луы мен қа лып та су ерек ше лік те рі 
ай қын да ла ды. Көш пе лі құ ры лым дар дың саяси-әлеу мет тік жағ да йын  
зерт теу де та ри хи ой дың да муы көр се ті ле ді. Көш пе лі бір лес тік тер-
дің да муы жә не саяси ұйым ның саяси транс фор ма циясы мә се ле ле-
рі бо йын ша за ма науи та рих на ма лық са рап тау көр сет кен дей зерт теу 
із де ніс те рі мен шо лу лар да әр түр лі ба ғыт та ғы үде ріс тер бай қа ла ды. 
Ғы лы ми-зерт теу тә жі ри бе сі анық та ған дай бұл мә се ле де жал ғас тық, 
ұқ сас тық жә не им пе рия лық кон фе де ра ция лар да ғы мем ле кет тік дәс-
түр лер дің ерек ше бел гі ле рі ес ке ру қа жет ті лі гі туын дай ды. Ма қа ла да 
көш пе лі саяси құ ры лым дар дың қа лып та суы мә се ле ле рі көп жақ ты 
ке ліс тер са рап та ла ды, олар ды бір тұ тас им пе рия лық құ ры лым да бі-
рік кен би лік тің әр түр лі тип те рі мен моде лде рі ре тін де жүйелеу мен 
қайта құ ру мә се ле ле рі қа рас ты ры ла ды.

Тү йін  сөздер: им пе рия лық кон фе де ра ция, көш пе лі лер, ғы лы ми 
тұ жы рым дар, құ ры лым, би лік, бас қа ру.

Май да на ли З.

Им пе рс кие кон фе де ра ции  
и ко че вые объеди не ния  

Цент раль ной Азии  
(ис то риог ра фия проб ле мы)

В статье расс мат ри вают ся кон цеп ту альные зак лю че ния о та ком 
по ли ти чес ком об ра зо ва нии, как «им пе рс кая кон фе де ра ция» и ме то-
до ло ги чес кие па ра диг мы. Выяв ле ны раз ные под хо ды и прин ци пы 
исс ле до ва ния проб ле мы су ще ст во ва ния и функ цио ни ро ва ния «им-
пе рс кой кон фе де ра ции» и ко че вых объеди не ний на тер ри то рии Ев-
ра зии. По ка зан прог ресс ис то ри чес ко го зна ния в изу че нии проб лем 
со ци ально-по ли ти чес ких ст рук тур им пе рс кой кон фе де ра ции. Ана лиз 
сов ре мен ной ис то риог ра фии по проб ле мам раз ви тия и транс фор ма-
ции по ли ти чес кой ор га ни за ции ко че вых объеди не ний по ка зал, что 
в исс ле до ва тельс ких изыс ка ниях и дис кур се наб лю дают ся про цес сы 
раз ной нап рав лен нос ти. Исс ле до ва тель ская прак ти ка по ка зы вает, 
что необ хо ди мо учи ты вать проб ле мы преемст вен нос ти, ана ло гий и 
осо бен ных черт го су да рст вен ных тра ди ций в им пе рс ких кон фе де ра-
циях. В статье ос ве щают ся ди вер си фи ци ро ван ные под хо ды к проб-
ле мам по сло же нию но мад ных по ли ти чес ких об ра зо ва ний, их сис те-
ма ти за ции и ре ко нст рук ции как слож но го комп лек са раз ных ти пов и 
мо де лей влас ти, соеди нен ных в еди ную им пе рс кую ст рук ту ру. 

Клю че вые сло ва: им пе рс кая кон фе де ра ция, ко чев ни ки, науч ные 
па ра диг мы, ст рук ту ра, влас ть, уп рав ле ние.
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Currently there are new conceptual – methodological approaches 
that allow establishing the historical, socio-political and ideological 
background of the genesis, formation and development of the 
phenomenon of «imperial confederation» and to extend opportunity 
of their learning.In historical science, there are several theories of 
state formations among the nomads. Discussion on the political 
structures of the nomads has a sufficiently broad historiographical 
base [Fedorov-Davydov; Khazanov; Markov; Pershytz; Kogan; 
Khalil Ismail; Khazanov; Gellner; Popov A.V.; Kradin; Massanov; 
Vasjutin etc.]. But this diversity of opinions and views in historical 
science problem nomadic imperial political confederations and 
nomadic structures is one of the little-known.

In development of the theory of a nomadizm the huge 
contribution was made by L.N. Gumilev. The idea about the nature 
and character of early statehood at nomads is most brightly expressed 
in Gumilev’s works. The statehood at huns arose, according to the 
historian, because of transition of the nomads separatedby ailam of 
nomads to year-round migrations. According to L. Gumilevthis germ 
of statehood is more ancient, than institute of the class state. The 
Hun scientists consider as a society dominated by tribal institutions 
and defines as «generic empire» [1]. As part of the Eurocentric 
approach G. E. Markov developed nomadism problems. According 
to his concept, in nomadic societies there are processes of property 
differentiation and allocation of the dominating layer – military and 
breeding leaders [2, page 14]. Strengthening military organization 
eventually led to the emergence of nomadic empires, personified 
the military centralization of pastoralists. But the nomadic empires 
were the ephemeral education and did not have a strong economic 
base. Association of various tribes to the nomadic empire could 
be carried out only on condition of creation of the uniform control 
system relying on strong military force. However when weakening 
the central power disintegration of the nomadic empire began, the 
military management system stopped the existence and steppes came 
back from «Military and nomadic» in the «Community – nomadic» 
state. Thus, the nomadic empires, according to the concept of 
Markov, are not a state in the full sense of the word. G.E. Markov puts 
forward conceptual situation that in traditional society fictional idea 
of «unity of an origin» acts as an ideological form of understanding 
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of really existing military-political, economic, 
ethnic and other communications [3, p. 83-84]. The 
modern Russian researcher A.I. Selitsky believes 
that all members of a team the connected with secret 
military cult, system of sacral knowledge, the strict 
organization, the initiation ceremonies «turning» 
them into «soldiers animals». It is interesting that, 
on the one hand, these military associations went 
against the principles of the breeding organization, 
often broke the signed peace contracts, plundered 
the next tribes, and their leaders could become rivals 
to the local breeding authorities. But, on the other 
hand, when squadleaders became military leaders of 
the tribes / unions of tribes and teams turned into a 
kernel of breeding army, these contradictions were 
removed [4, p. 99]. The modern Russian researcher 
V. V. Trepavlov believes that there was an organic 
communication of the nomadic states with each 
other. This communication defined continuity in 
them socially – economic and political development 
that allowed the above-named author to present each 
subsequent nomadic state education arising in the 
history as a stage or «steps of uniform development 
of a social order of nomad» [5, p. 14-15].

One of the actual parties of modern historical 
science is need of development of criteria which 
would allow defining accurately the nature and 
the maintenance of imperial structures of nomadic 
associations. The research paradigm of N.N. Kradin 
considers essence of object, defines two main 
signs of «the nomadic empire»: 1. big territories, 
2. existence of dependent or colonial possession. 
Characterizing the nomadic empire as the nomadic 
society organized by military hierarchically 
principle, occupying rather big space and operating 
the neighboring territories by means of external 
forms of operation (robberies, war and contribution, 
extortion of «gifts», nonequivalent trade, tribute, etc.) 
the researcher allocates the following signs of the 
nomadic empire: multistage hierarchical character 
of the social organization, dual or triad principle of 
administrative division of the empire, military and 
hierarchical public organization, coachman serviceas 
specific way of the organization of administrative 
infrastructure, specific system of inheritance of the 
power, etc. Further N.N. Kradin models structure of 
the power in nomadic educations and allocates three 
of their levels: 1. governor of the nomadic empire 
and his rate; 2. the imperial deputies appointed 
to operate the tribes entering the empire; 3. local 
breeding leaders [6, p. 22]. Modern researchers note 
inheritance the ancient Turkic of the state traditions 
with different degree of their completeness later 
Turkic state educations [7, p.  228-261]. One of 

interesting research constructions is the point of 
view of S.G. Klyashtorny and T.I. Sultanov who as 
follows define the term «empire» in relation to the 
states created by nomads of Central Asia. «Without 
trying to universalize the option of definition, we 
will note that the concept «empire» extends us only 
on the multiethnic educations created by military 
force in the course of a gain, created by military 
force in the course of a gain, operated by military 
and administrative methods and which are breaking 
up after decline of political power of the founder of 
the empire… At the first stage of a gain the factor 
defining its purposes is consolidation of steppe 
tribes under the power, one dynasty and one tribe. 
Then there are aspirations realized usually during 
military actions – to put into dependence on the 
consolidated military power of nomads of area and 
the state with more difficult device and more diverse 
economic activity, such balance of forces assumes 
the final result – treaty dependence or any forms of 
direct political submission. At this stage of the state, 
created by nomad tribes, will be transformed to the 
empire» [8, p. 9].

Essential to historical science is a solution 
of a question of institutes of the state type in the 
developed nomadic associations covering the 
considerable mass of actually nomadic population. 
Modern historians concentrate the attention on 
one of such problems in nomadic associations of 
Central Asia as structure of the power. Thomas D. 
Barfild, analyzing the nomadic states of Central 
Asia, comes to conclusion: «The nomadic states 
represent «imperial confederations», autocratic 
and state-like in foreign and domestic policy, but 
the deliberative adhering to the principles and 
federalism in internal affairs. They included the 
administrative hierarchy consisting, at least, of 
three levels: 1. imperial leader and his yard, 2. 
the imperial deputies appointed for control of the 
tribes entering the empire, 3. local breeding leaders 
…Vassal tribes were controlled by the empire by 
means of system of deputies, often members of 
the imperial yard. Imperial deputies dealt with 
regional problems, organized a set of recruits and 
suppressed discontent of local breeding leaders. 
The imperial government monopolized the sphere 
of the international relations and military science, 
speaking at negotiations with other powers on behalf 
of all empire» [9]. Analyzing components of these 
nomadic educations, it defines them as autocratic 
and state-like in foreign and military policy, but 
the deliberative adhering to the principles and 
federalism in internal affairs. For such political 
associations stability of existence it was maintained 



ISS N 1563-0269                                               KazNU Bulletin. History series. №1 (80). 2016 55

Maydanali Z.

due to extraction of financial resources outside the 
steppe. T. Barfild puts forward the theory of cycles 
of the power, i.e. synchronism in dynamics of 
changes is state – a bureaucratic organism in China 
and military – political structure of nomads in the 
steppe [9, p. 44].

T.D. Skrynnikova and N.N. Kradin define 
process of creation of government institutions in 
nomadic associations as «need for association and 
creation of the centralized hierarchy at nomads 
arose only in case of war for existence sources, 
for the organization of robberies of farmers or 
expansion on their territory, establishment of 
control over trade ways. In this situation folding of 
the difficult political organization of nomads in the 
form of nomadic empires at the same time is both a 
product of integration, and a conflict consequence 
between nomads and farmers. From this point of 
view creation of nomadic empires – is a special case 
of «the aggressive theory» of a politogenesis». The 
conceptual conclusions and the research principles 
of these authors indicated absence in nomadic 
empires of opportunity to control the power and to 
carry out sanctions by means of legitimized violence 
[10, p. 34]. Research receptions and the theorist – 
methodological creation of S.A. Vasyutin denies 
possibility of existence of ethno cultural integrity 
with the general ideological system in the Mongolian 
empire (carriers of such «imperial» ideology only 
Mongols and, first of all, their elite could act). «In 
the middle of the XIII century result of aggressive 

actions of troops of Genghis Khan as a part of the 
state appeared both nomadic territories and lands 
mainly with settled population. The Mongolian 
empire was transformed to the Mega Empire 
including various political, economic, ethnic, 
religious and other subsystems (uluses, «wings», 
segments of decimal system, tribal structures, oases, 
the cities and agricultural territories, confessional 
communities, etc. It was a peculiar symbiosis of 
tribute and aggressive types of the nomadic imperial 
organizations that distinguished the Mongolian 
empire from most of her predecessors» – the author 
emphasizes [11, p. 271].

The sequence of historical thinking and the 
concrete historical, retrospective analysis and 
modeling in modern the theorist – methodological 
approaches shows that related structures and 
genealogy caused «dispersion» and acentrifugal 
of nomadic societies. However in nomadic 
confederations military – hierarchical bodies of 
political management, closely intertwined with 
tribal segments, at the same time towered over 
them, controlled them, organized their effective 
use in compliance with the purposes of the imperial 
management. Updating in modern historical science 
of such layers as «imperial confederation of nomads», 
«nomadic political system», «political legal 
relations» in nomadic associations and designing 
them on the basis of new historical methods allows 
to present complete model of difficult development 
of nomadic statehood.
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