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On the base of new archival documents from the National Archive Republic of Kamykia this pa-
per examines V.N. Tatishchev’s activities to regulate the relations between Kazakhs and Kalmyks dur-
ing 1741-1745 crisis in Kalmyk Khanate. Thanks to the tireless attention and consistent actions, V.N.
Tatishchev managed to get in touch with the Kazakh elite and promote the conclusion of a peace treaty
between the Kazakhs and the Kalmyks. The management style of V.N. Tatishchev, aimed at establishing
an alliance with the nomadic elite, and the policy of peaceful conquest of the steppes, allowed Russia to
control the border zone, unfortified by structures, without the use of military force. This was important
during the waretime (Russian- Sweden war of 1741-1743). And as subsequent events showed, I. Neply-
uev’s tough management style led to opposition with the Kazakh Khan Abulhair, which led to a breach
of stability in the region. The next period of time 1743-1744 was characterized by numerous raids of
Kazakhs to Russian fortresses and neighboring Kalmyks. The stability of the border region has been bro-
ken. Regular military units were not enough. The result was that the situation demanded a lot of attention
from both central and local governments.

Key words: National Archive of the Republic of Kalmykia, V.N. Tatishchev, borderline zone, Ka-
zakhs, Volga Kalmyks, management style.

CyeeBa A.A.", ToponmubiH M1.B.2, KyHaak6aesa X.b.?
'B.B. N'opoa0oBMKOB aTbiHAaFbl KaAMbIK, MEMAEKETTIK YHMBEPCUTETIHIH Npocheccopsl,
KaAMmbikunsi, Dauncta K., e-mail: suseeva@gmail.com
2PhD, ActpaxaHb MeMAEKeTTIK YHUBEPCUTETIHIH KaybIMAACTbIPbIAFaH NPoeccopsbl,
Pecen, ActpaxaHb K., e-mail: itoropitsyn@mail.ru
3T.F.A., Npocheccop, ar-Mapabu atbiHAarbl Kasak, yATTbIK YHUBEpCUTETI,
KasakcraH, AAamarbl K., e-mail: janbekkun@mail.ru

XVIII FacbipAbiH, 40-11bl XXbIAAAPbIHbIH, OiPiHLLI XKaPTbICbIHAAFDI
Ka3aK-KaAMakK KaTblHACTapbl TYPaAbl XKaHa MaAiMeTTep:
DAMCTAAAH aAbIHFAH MYparaTTbIK, MAAIMeTTEp

Makana broaketTik Mmekeme Kaamak, PecrnybamKacbiHbiH, YATTbIK, MyparaTbiHAQ >KaHa MyparaTTbik,
AepekTep HeridiHae aHbIkTanraH 1741-1745 >biapapAaFbl  AQFAQPbIC  Ke3iHAE KaAMakKTapMeH
KasakTapAblH 63apa KapbiIM-KaTbiHACbIH peTTey GoibiHwa B.H. TatniesTiH KbI3MeTi TypaAbl. Y3AiIKCi3
>KaHe XyMeAi apekeTTiH apkacbiHaa B.H. TaTuuies Kasak, sAMTacbiMeH GariAaHbIC OpHATbIMN, KasakTap
MEH KaAMaKTap apacbiHAA GiTIMrepLUiAik KeAiciM opHaTyfa bikMaA eTTi. KeluneAi sAMTaMeH 0AaKTbl
opHatyra OarbiTTanfraH B.H. TatuieBTiH 6ackapy TacCiAi »keHe aaAaHbl 6erbIT >KOAMEH >KayAar aAy
casicaTbl Pecerire ackepu Kyl KOAAaHOaM, GeKeMAEATreH KYPbIAbICTAPMEH LeKapa anmMarbiH OakbiAayFa
MYMKiHAIK 6epai. bya LLBeunsmen (1741-1743 >K.) COFbIC Ke3iHAE MaHbI3Abl GOAAbI. ByaaH KeniHri
okuranap kepcetkeHaen, M. HenatoeBTiH kaTaa Gackapy YArici kasak, xaHbl ©6iAxaibipAblH TaparbiHaH
KapCbl BPEKeT eTyre aAbin KeAAi, OyA aiMakTarbl TYPAKTbIABIKTbIH Oy3blAyblHA OKeAAi. 1743-1744
>KbIAAAP apaAbifbl Ka3akTapAblH Pecer 6ekiHicTepiHe eHe KepLIiAeC KaAMaKTapFa >kacaFraH KernTereH
wabybIAbIMEH cuMaTTaAasbl. ByA >KepriAikTi >keHe opTaAblK YKIMETTiH KywTepi MeH KypaAAapsbl
AAAHAQATTbI.

Tyiiin cesaep: Kaamak PecrniybamkacbiHbiH MemaekeTTik Myparatbl, B.H. Tatuiies, wekapaabik,
anMak, KasakTap, BOAXKaAbIK, KaAMaKTap, 6ackapy TaCiAi.

28 © 2019 Al-Farabi Kazakh National University



Suseeva D.A. et al.

CyeeBa A.A.", ToponuubiH M1.B.2, KyHaakb6aesa XK.b.?
npocheccop KaAMbIKCKOro rocyAapcTBeHHOro yHuBepcuteta um. B.B. TopoaoBukoBa,
KaAMbikus, r. damcra, e-mail: suseeva@gmail.com
2PhD, accoumpoBaHHblit npodeccop AcTpaxaHbCckoro FoCyAapCTBEHHOMO YHUBEPCUTETA,
Poccus, r. ActpaxaHb, e-mail: itoropitsyn@mail.ru
3A.M.H., npodeccop Ka3axckoro HauMoHaAbHOMO yHMBepcuTeTa umeHn aab-Papabu,
KasaxcraH, r. AAMaTbl, e-mail: janbekkun@mail.ru

HoBble AaHHbIe 0 Ka3aXCKO-KaAMbILLKMX OTHOLL@HMUSIX
nepBoi noroBuHbl 40-x ropos XVIII Beka:
apX1BHble HAXOAKHM U3 DAUCTDI

B AaHHOM cTaTbe HAa OCHOBE HOBbIX APXMBHbBIX AAHHbIX, BbISIBAEHHbIX B BIOAYXKETHOM yUpexxAeHWM
«HaumoHaAbHbI apxmB PecriybAnku KaAmbikus» paccMmaTpuBaeTcs aesiteabHocTb B.H. Tatuuwiesa
MO PEeryAMpoBaHMIO B3aMMOOTHOLLIEHMIA Ka3axOB C KaAMblkamMu B Mepuop Kpusmca B KaAmblLKOM
xaHcTBe 1741-1745 rr. baaropapst HeyCTaHHOMY BHUMAHMIO M TMOCAEAOBATEAbHbIM AENCTBUSIM,
B.H. TaTuniueBy yAQAOCh BOMTH B KOHTAKT C Ka3aXCKOW SAMTOM M COAEMCTBOBATb 3aKAIOYEHMIO MUPHOTO
AOrOBOpa MeXAY KaszaxamMu M KaAmblkamun. MaHepa ynpaeaeHns B.H. TatuuieBa, HanpaBAeHHas Ha
YCTQHOBAEHME COl03a C KOYEBOM IAUTON, M MOAUTUKA MMPHOIO 3aBOEBaHMS CTenn no3sBoAmAn Poccum
KOHTPOAMPOBATb MOrPAHUYHYIO 30HY, HEYKPEMNAEHHYI0 COOpYXXeHWsSMM, 6e3 NMPUMEHEHUs BOEHHOW
CUAbI. DTO BbIAO BaXKHO B Meproa, BoMHbI co LLBeumert (1741-1743 rr.). M Kak nokasaAu NMoCAEAyOLLME
cobbITUsI, XecTkas maHepa ynpasaeHust M.Henaoesa npuBeaa K MPOTUBOAENCTBMIO CO CTOPOHbI
Ka3axckoro xaHa AGyAxampa, YTO MPMBEAO K HapYLLEHMIO CTabMAbHOCTM B pervoHe. MMepuoa 1743-
1744 rr. xapakTepmn3yeTcsd MHOFOUMCAEHHbIMM perAaMM Ka3axoB Ha POCCUMINCKME KPEenoCTH U COCEAHMX

KaAMbIKOB. DTO OTBAEKAAO CHAbI M CPEACTBA KaKk MECTHOIO, TaK M LIEHTPAAbHOIO MPaBUTEAbCTBA.
KaoueBble caoBa: HaupoHaabHbI apxme Pecrnybamkm Kaambikus, B.H. Tatuiies, norpaHuyHas
30Ha, Ka3axm, BOAKCKME KaAMbIKM, MaHepa yrpaBAEHUS.

Introduction

At the beginning of the 1740s, the situation on
the south-eastern borderlines of Russia, the relation-
ship between Kalmyks and Kazakhs, becomes quite
acute for Russia. During this period, the Kalmyk
Khanate was in crisis, which the famous Kalmyk
researcher A.V. Tsyuryumov called the «succession
crisis of 1741-1742» and «the second crisis of 1742-
1745» (Tsyuryumov, 2005; Tsyuryumov, 2007;
Kurapov, 2017: 25).

In addition, Russia in the region had strategic ob-
jectives: further advancing in the Northern Caspian
region. For this, the Kazakhs and Kalmyks should
be kept in obedience and gradually integrated into
the empire.

Since this frontier of Russia was not yet equipped
with fortified structures, troops were not placed
there, the problem of control over the situation there
completely depended on the local executors.

By the beginning of the 1740s Russia had a des-
ignated plan for the mutual raids of the Kazakhs and
Kalmyks. This plan was formulated in 1740 in the
report of the Collegium of Foreign Affairs to the
Empress «On measures to prevent the attacks of the
Kirghiz-Kaysaks on the Kalmyk ulusesy.

The report reflected the ambivalence towards
the state of Kazakh-Kalmyk relations. On the one
hand, «the government considered« some benefit

from their mutual hostility: «Kalmyks repeatedly
had plans to withdraw from the Volga to the Mun-
gals and Kakunur Kalmyks, but often canceled their
plans, as they often have to go through the hostile
Kirghiz-Kaysan people, therefore, often returned
back from Yak-river. «The second benefit is that
now the Kirghiz Kaysaks are in the allegiance of Her
Imperial Majesty, and if from the ones that the Rus-
sian Empire wanted to repair the opposition, then
it’s common with the salary of some dacha or with
the addition of a small part of the Russian troops,
it seems possible to oppose their intentions». On
the other hand, the mutual attacks of the Kazakhs
and Kalmyks violated the plans of the government
to further advance in the region. «Harm from their
quarrels: when Kalmyks go to Kirghiz-Kaisaks to
drive horses away, they have no success, then, so
that they don’t return to their homes, run to Yaitsky
Cossack’s town and to Samara, and from Cossacks
they steal horses, and Russian people rob and beat.
Also the Kazakhs. For example, in the wartime,
they came from the Volga and in the Salt lakes near
Astrakhan, Krasny Yar and Cherniy Yar, were beat
the passers-by Russians, robbed, captered, and in
1740,140 captured Astrakhan Yurt Tatars took with
themy. In its report, the Collegium of Foreign Af-
fairs proposed measures to curb «strong attacks be-
tween themy» «without the empress’s permissiony —
to build fortresses along the Yaik River, below the
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Yaitsky Cossack town and above the city of Guryev.
(Kundakbayeva 2005: 217,218).

Thus, due to the fact that the Kalmyk Khanate
was extremely weakened by the crisis, the govern-
ment retreated from the previously developed plan
and decided to take on the mission of protecting
the Kalmyks from the attacks of the Kazakhs: «it
took vigorous measures to protect the Kalmyksy.
Although for these purposes, five dragoon teams
were sent to the border region at the Tsaritsyn line at
the disposal of Tsaritsyn commandants Koltsov and
Beklemishev, who was in Kalmyk affairs (Kunda-
kbaeva, 2005a: 219), there was clearly not enough
military forces.

We must not forget that the summer of 1741
was the beginning of the Russian-Swedish war
(1741-1743) and the situation on the south-eastern
boerderlines required attention and distracted Rus-
sia. Under these conditions, the central government
transfers the problems in the border zone to the local
authorities, in particular V.N. Tatishchev. But the
fact is that this zone was in the government entity of
two governors at once: the Orenburg governor was
in charge of the territory above Guriev town, and
the territory below Guriev town was under the ad-
ministration of Astrakhan governor. It depended on
their actions whether the stability of the border zone
would be ensured without the use of military force.

In this article, on the basis of new archival data
revealed in the Budget Agency of the Republic of
Kalmykia «National Archive», two different ap-
proaches of the local authorities to regulate the rela-
tions of Kalmyks with the Kazakhs during the crisis
of the Kalmyk Khanate 1741-1745 are considered.

Literature review

Back in the 1940s, M.P. Vyatkin noted that in
the administration of their duties, some governors
held to a tougher line, they sought to keep the Ka-
zakhs in obedience by building fortified lines, orga-
nizing armed detachments.

Others believed that the policy of «peaceful con-
quest of the steppe» by establishing an alliance with
the Kazakh nobility would bring greater success
(Vyatkin, 1940: 4-5; Vyatkin, 1947: 229, 245, 257).

However, even within the framework of the pre-
Soviet historiographic direction «the forward move-
ment of Russia», there was a tradition to blame all
the failures of Russia’s policy on the «short-sight-
ed» and «faint-hearted frontier commanders». So,
regarding the real subordination of the Kazakhs, the
representatives of this direction considered «guilty»
the border authorities.
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And only the activity of the first governor of
Orenburg, I. Neplyuev, was approved in the pre-
revolutionary literature. V. Vitevsky on a large
factual material showed the merits of the governor
in the colonization of the Orenburg Territory and
called him «Peter the Great of the Orenburg Terri-
tory» (Vitevsky, 189; Dobrosmyslov, 1900; Kraft,
1900).

I. Erofeeva connects with the name of 1. Neply-
uev «the beginning of the practical implementation
of the colonial strategy of Russia in the Kazakh
lands». In 1742 he was sent as the head of the Oren-
burg Commission. I. Erofeeva notes that he had a
clear program of actions «from the very beginning
he began to strictly and resolutely pursue a politi-
cal course on the complete subordination of the
Kazakh rulers to the state apparatus of the Russian
Empire. In addition to building fortifications of the
Orenburg line and erecting new frontier lines, build-
ing up the military-service contingent, I. Neplyuev
set the task of subordinating the ruling elite of the
Mladshii i Srednii Zhuz to the state apparatus of the
Russian Empire 266 (Erofeeva, 1999: 259,261). Af-
ter meeting with Khan Abulkhair and the influential
starshinami of the three zhuzes on August 23, 1742,
I. Neplyuev drew a line on his behavior towards the
nomadic rulers of the region. The political concept
was formulated in 1743: «It is very similar and more
useful .. not to allow in the agreement among them
(the Kazakh khans and sultans.-aut.)». According to
L. Yerofeeva, I. Neplyuev considered Abulhair as an
extremely inconvenient figure for the realization of
his tasks in the region (Erofeeva, 1999: 267). Their
relations became extremely hostile, since 1. Neply-
uev would like to see a more docile person instead
of the real leader Abulkhair. Khan himself hoped to
find support from the Russians in order to become
the sole ruler in the steppe. In addition, he needed
Russia’s military support from the encroachments
of the Dzungars and the Shah of Nadir (Erofeeva,
1999: 268).

Z.Kundakbayeva assumed that I.Neplyuev
marked the beginning of the transition to the sec-
ond stage of the region imperial integration. The
content of the second stage was the «centering» of
the controlled territory, when defenses were cre-
ated around it, troops were deployed and a regional
center of power was created. The main task was the
establishment of military-administrative supervi-
sion over traditional institutions of power. Due to
limited opportunities at this stage, it was not about
administrative and social assimilation, violence and
total annihilation of the population were also impos-
sible. Therefore, the ethnocultural characteristics of
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the population and sociocultural mosaicism were
preserved in the controlled territory. It was impor-
tant to establish the optimal mode of interaction
with local owners — the elite. In relations with it, the
central authority balanced between two vectors. On
the one hand, it was forced to strengthen those lo-
cal owners on whom it relied. S. Kaspe wrote: «The
Empire gives them additional stability in relations
with rival local elite groups, in relations with subor-
dinate populations». On the other hand, the empire
must establish acceptable limits to the intensity of
the competitive struggle of local owners, gradually
limiting their power, subjecting them to general im-
perial interests (Kundakbayeva, 2005: 23). In the
previous literature, much attention was paid to the
activities of I. Neplyuev in submission of the Ka-
zakh khan Abulhair to the Russian power and the
consequences of the conflict and hostility between
them, which led to a violation of stability in the re-
gion in 1743-1744 (Erofeeva, 1999: 259-317).

The monograph of Z.Kundakbayeva presents a
new look at the activities of [.Neplyuev in maintain-
ing ethnopolitical stability in the region (Kundak-
bayeva, 2005: 222-243). Meanwhile, both authors
used as a primary sources documents from the cen-
tral archives-AVPRI and RGIA. 1. Erofeyeva also
refers to the funds of the regional archive — the
Orenburg region.

In this article, on the basis of the new documents
revealed in the Budgetary Institution of the Republic
of Kalmykia «National Archive», attention is paid
to a little-known period in the life of V.N. Tatish-
chev, when he was performing the Empress’s mis-
sion — to ensure stability in the border zone during
the war between Russia and Sweden.

Exactly, some aspects of the activity of V.N.
Tatishchev when he was the head of the Kalmyk
Commission 1741-1745 were studied. For example,
N. Popov considered in detail how V.N. Tatishchev
interacted with the governor of the Kalmyk Khanate,
the widow of Donduk Ombo Khan Djan and other
Kalmyk owners (Popov, 1861: 235-352). N.N. Pal-
mov, on the basis of documents from the Astrakhan
Provincial Archive, revealed certain aspects of the
activity of V.N. Tatishchev as head of the Kalmyk
Commission (Palmov, 1925: 201-216; Palmov,
1928: 317-342). Contemporary Russian historians,
on the basis of the archival funds of the National
Archives of the Republic of Kalmykia, considered
the activities of V.N. Tatishchev to end the crisis in
the Kalmyk Khanate (Dordzhieva, 1995; Batmaeyv,
1993; Kurapov, 2013; Suseyeva, 2016; Suseyeva,
2018; Toropitsyn, 2009). In general, it should be

noted that insufficient attention was paid to the rela-
tions between the Kazakhs and the Kalmyks during
this period. Although N.N. Palmov paid attention
to this issue and concluded that the relationship be-
tween the Kazakhs and Kalmyks is much broader
than a one-sided interpretation within the framework
of hostility (Palmov, 1927: 40). The modern Kalmyk
researcher A. Tsyuryumov analyzes the correspon-
dence between the governor of the Kalmyk Khanate
Donduk-Dashi and the Kazakh khans and batyrs in
the 1740s (Tsyuryumov, 2007: 275).

In the modern period, Western scholars appeal
to such definitions of empires, which emphasize the
lack of heterogeneity.For example, Ronald Suny
developed the following definition: «The empire is
a highly constructed state in which the metropolis
dominates over the periphery, while the periphery
perceives the policies and practices of the metropo-
lis as« alien », and relations with it as unequal and
exploitative. In addition to inequality and subordi-
nation, the relationship between the metropolis and
the periphery is characterized by the presence of
ethnic differences, geographical separation and ad-
ministrative heterogeneity» (Suny in Bolshakova,
2003: 35). Alfred Rieber supplements this defini-
tion: «imperial states are based on conquests, their
borders are not natural and cultural, but military
frontiers» (Riber in Bolshakova, 2003: 35). Ac-
cording to A. Riber, the main reason for the «long
viability of empires» was not so much in violence,
but in the ability to spread the imperial idea, in the
bureaucracy that supported the viability of the re-
gime. And finally, A. Ribeur considers the ability
to control peripheral zones or frontiers as the main
guarantee of the long existence of an empire (Ri-
ber in Bolshakova, 2003: 43). At the same time,
according to A. Riber, the frontier in turn also in-
fluenced the imperial center, because in response
to the resistance of peripheral peoples, the impe-
rial governments had to negotiate, conclude agree-
ments, change their policies, and even refuse any
measures (Riber in Bolshakova, 2003: 43). Mean-
while, the new documents found in the National
Archives of the Republic of Kalmykia allow us to
see how V.N. Tatishchev performed the tasks of
ensuring stability in the border region. How did he
regulate the relations of the Kalmyks with the Ka-
zakhs? What tactics did he follow? What were the
main results of his work in regulating the relations
of Kazakhs and Kalmyks? The documents revealed
in fund 36: «Consisting in Kalmyk affairs under
the Astrakhan governor», allow us to answer these
questions.
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The main part

In the National Archives of the Republic
of Kalmykia there are texts of two decrees to
V.Tatischev: from November 30, 1741 and from
December 15, 1741. In the first decree it was rec-
ommended that V.Tatishchev ensured the arrival of
several noble starshins from the Kazakhs and nota-
ble zaisangs from the governor of the Kalmyk khan-
ate Donduk-Dashi to Orenburg, so that they would
conclude a peace treaty. The second treaty allowed
hung out such negotiations in Astrakhan. At the
same time, V.Tatishchev was told that if the Kazakh
envoys arrived with letters, to ensure and confirm
peace between them between for 10 years or how
much they would agree to, in the meantime, it was
possible to take appropriate measures to prevent the
free will from going through Yakik-river of the Kai-
sak and Kalmyk». If the emissary would be with-
out letters, then to hand them such letters addressed
to Abulhair and other elders and send them back
(BURKNA, F.1-36. Op. 1. D. 141. L. 78-780b.).

First of all, thanks to the decree of the Empress of
December 15, 1741, we learn that V.N. Tatishchev
was entrusted with a responsible mission — to con-
trol the raids of the Kazakhs and Kalmyks against
each other, moreover, «the Kirghiz Kaisak people
reconciled with the Kalmyk people, so that these
two people could live in harmony». In addition,
the fund contains texts of credentials to the Kazakh
khans of the Mladshii and Srednii Zhuz from Janu-
ary 18, 1742. The credentials said: «Our Imperial
Derogatory Approval is so that our Kirghiz Kaysak
and Kalmyk peoples live among themselves without
war and didn’t attack one another, because from this
there is no benefit for both nations except ruiny.

The Astrakhan governor V.N. Tatishchev were
entrusted to organize negotiations. The correspon-
dence of V.N. Tatischev with the Kazakh khans and
sultans in 1741-1745 is also valuable for us. The
tone of the letters, their style indicates the desire of
VN. Tatishchev to establish good relations not only
with the Kazakh khans, but also with starshins and
batyrs. So, in a letter to Dzhanybek V.N. Tatishchev
did not skimp on the praise in his address (BURK-
NA, F. I-36. Op. 1. D. 141. L.75-7500.). The con-
tent and tone of the letters from V.N. Tatishcheva
to Bukenby Batyr and Iset Batyr of the Srednii Zhuz
(BURKNA, F. I-36. Op. 1. D. 141. L. 76-760b.).
Thus the desire to establish good relations with the
Kazakhs V.N.Tatichshev demonstrated through his
friendly and warm letters. D. Suseeva analyzed the
letters of V.N.Tatishchev to the Kazakh owners
from the point of view of informational, linguis-
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tic and communicative aspects and concluded that
V.N. Tatishchev did a lot to strengthen the Russian
state, to preserve peace and harmony between the
Kazakhs and Kalmyks. As an example, D.Suseyeva
gave a letter to V.N. Tatishchev (by the rules of
spelling and punctuation of that time) addressed to
Abulkhair Khan dated February 2, 1742, indicat-
ing the concreteness of the content of this letter, the
conscious choice of the best language tools (lexi-
cal, grammatical, syntactic, stylistic) for a particu-
lar situation; about the exact observance of ethical
standards of behavior (consideration of the social
status and relations of the participants in commu-
nication, etc.). But V.N. Tatishchev demonstrated
his desire to establish good relations with the Ka-
zakhs not only through the choice of lexical means,
but also reinforced this with concrete actions. So,
in January 1742, he decreed the release of the three
arrested Kazakhs who were detained in Astrakhan.
V.Tatishchev decided to release them, so that «in the
present cases, it must be shown pleasure for the firm
reconciliation of the Kaisak people with the Kalmyk
people.» (BURKNA, F. I-36. Op. 1. D. 141. L. 74).
However, we learn from further correspondence of
V.Tatishchev that it was from his side preparatory
work to facilitate the conclusion of a peace treaty
between the Kazakhs and the Kalmyks.

There are letters of V.N. Tatischev to Abulkhair
in the fund. So, in a letter dated January 29, 1742
V.N. Tatishchev informed Abulhair about the en-
voys of the Khan of the Middle Zhuz Abulmamet,
Sultan Barak and Batyr Dzhanybek to the Kalmyk
Khan Dzhan with expressed intentions «with the
Kalmyk people to live in harmony». V.N., Tatish-
chev in his letter suggested that Abulkhir also send
ambassadors to make peace with the Kalmyks,
while notifying him that he was negotiating with the
Kalmyk governor so that he would keep Kalmyks
from raiding the Kazakhs. «If anyone was Kalmyk,
who, though disgusted with the thieves, would do
it,» said V.N. Tatishchev, — I ask you not to regard
it as a violation of peace, immediately notify me
through messengers here, according to which appro-
priate justice would be done», (BURKNA. F. I-36.
Op. 1. D. 141. L. 79). But the nomads had their own
customs and rituals for the conclusion of a peace
treaty. Thus, a prerequisite, a symbol of peaceful in-
tentions was the preliminary exchange of prisoners
and the return of stolen cattle. Long years of stay
among the nomads, did VN. Tatishchev as an expert
on steppe customs, therefore conducting prelimi-
nary negotiations with the nomadic elite to conclude
a peace treaty, V.N. Tatishchev did not forget about
this side of the issue. Instead of pressure and power
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solutions, V.N. Tatishchev was characterized by a
different manner of communication. So, he asked-
Abulkhair to help return to the Kalmyks captured
in the summer of 1741Kalmyk prisoners (27 bap-
tized Kalmyks) as well as cattle (450 heads) (bYP-
KHA, ®. U-36.0m. 1. [I. 141. JI. 86-88). To return
the cattle captured by the Kazakhs and prisoners, 15
people headed by Kalmyk Tsoirashi left Astrakhan.
Although Batyr Dzhanybek promised the governor
to assist in the search for prisoners and cattle, the
case was not completed. Therefore, V.N. Tatishchev
sent to the Kazakhs a new group of people from the
Astrakhan from Yurt Tatars headed by Yusup Mul-
lah and asked Abulkhair for help. The choice of a
Muslim as a mediator, who understands and speaks
Kazakh, testifies about careful attention of V.N.
Tatishchev to the situation. At the same time, V.N.
Tatishchev attached a postscript to the letter that he
freed the captured Kazakhs and sent home at the re-
quest of the envoys of the starshins of the Srednii
Zhuz (BURKNA. F. I-36. Op. 1. D. 141. L. 870b.
-88.).

It should be noted that the circle of respondents
of V.N. Tatishchev from the Kazakhs was quite
wide. Among them was the Khan of the Srednii
Zhuz, Abulmamet and Barak-Sultan. In addition,
V.N. Tatishchev appealed for assistance not only
to Chingizids, but also to elders and batyrs, hav-
ing correctly assessed the changes in the social
hierarchy of the Kazakhs. Due to the fact that all
the decrees and letters to Abulkhair remained un-
answered, except for the Khan of the Srednii Zhuz
Abulmamet, and also wanting to speed up the pro-
cess of negotiation, V.N. Tatishchev decided to
send Major Miller to the Kazakhs. The choice of
this particular officer for the mission to the Ka-
zakh ulus is explained by the fact that earlier V.N.
Tatishchev, being the head of the Orenburg Com-
mission, had already sent Major Miller with a dip-
lomatic assignment to the khan of the Srashii Ka-
zakh Zhuz, with whom he had coped (BURKNA.
-F.1-36. -Op 1. -D. 141. -L. 4420b.).

So, as follows from the preceding historiogra-
phy, as early as May 1742, Abulhair and Iset Batyr
reported to the Orenburg Commission that they
«made peace with the lower Kalmyks», «seeing that
we are all in one’s allegiance, we leave the war»
Moreover, it was noted that when signing the peace
«there were 40 people on both sides» (Kundakbaye-
va, 2005: 223).

But as follows from the archival finds, V.N.
Tatishchev was not satisfied with this bilateral agree-
ment, apparently concluded without his participa-
tion. Therefore, in June 1742, he asked the Orenburg

Commission to send Major Miller to negotiate with
the Kazakh sultans and starshins «for the approval
of the peace with the Kalmyks, and the search for a
caravany. In a letter to Abulkhair Khan dated June 3,
1742, the Astrakhan governor stressed: The Kaisaks
and the Kalmyks, without a genuine affirmation of
the peace, have not begun to start offending among
themselvesy. In this regard, V.N. Tatishchev asked
the Kazakh Khan to make efforts to ensure that the
Kazakh elders, in particular, Dzhanibek and Iset,
come to him without hesitation. Similar messages
were sent by the Astrakhan governor to the Kazakh
starshins (BURKNA. -F. 1-36. -Op 1. -D. 141. -L.
444).

The Kazakh Khan, the sultans and starshins made
peace with the Kalmyks not in accordance with the
scenario of V.N. Tatishchev, but based on the steppe
customs. This is evidenced by Abulhair’s response
to I.Neplyuev’s request «and the Khan announced
envoys to Astrakhan that a brother of sergeant-
old Kashbaya had been sent, with whom they sent
Kalmyk yasyri, and he stated himself rather that he
would try to keep the people will argue. » (Kazakh-
Russian relations in the XVI-XVIII centuries ..:
236-237). Other starshins acted in this way. They
sent their representatives to the Kalmyk uluses,
but refused to come themselves to endorse a peace
treaty with the Kalmyk nobility.

Although the Kazakh Khan, the sultans and
starshins made peace with the Kalmyks not in
accordance with the scenario of V.N. Tatishcheva,
but based on the steppe customs, however it was the
results of the tremendous efforts of V.N. Tatishchev.
Nevertheless, although the Kazakh Khan, the sultans
and starshins did not fully obey V.N. Tatishchev,
his efforts were not in vain. The main result was
that he managed to keep the Kazakhs and Kalmyks
away from mutual raids at least for a while. Given
the wartime, it was important to ensure control
over the border zone, which was not equipped
with fortifications, without military force. As the
further development of events showed, the actions
of I. Neplyuev, who were characterized by tough,
forceful methods in interaction with the nomadic
elite, led to the disobedience of Abulkhair. And the
period of 1743-1744 was characterized by large
raids of the Kazakh Khan on Russian fortifications
and on neighboring Kalmyks. Moreover, the threat
of falling out of the Kazakhs from the zone of
imperial communication was created. The stability
of the border region has been broken. Regular
military units were not enough. The result was that
the situation demanded a lot of attention from both
central and local governments.
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