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Abstract. Introduction. The article is devoted to the analysis of the institution of “Zheti Ata” in Kazakh
society as a mechanism of social regulation and kinship organization. In existing studies, this institution is
predominantly considered as a genealogical system, while its normative and institutional functions remain
insufficiently explored. The aim of the study is to identify the institutional role of “Zheti Ata” as a
mechanism of social regulation and organization of kinship relations. Within this aim, the following
objectives are addressed: defining the structure of the seven generation kinship model; analyzing the
function of exogamous norms; identifying mechanisms of social regulation of behavior; and characterizing
the role of the institution in maintaining social and kinship stability. Materials and methods. The study
applies systemic and institutional approaches, as well as elements of kinship anthropology. Methods of
theoretical analysis, structural generalization, and interpretation of ethnographic data are used, allowing
“Zheti Ata” to be considered as a social institution with regulatory functions. An analysis of ethnographic
and historical data shows that adherence to the principle of "Zheti Ata" contributed to the strengthening of
social solidarity, maintaining the stability of the kinship organization and the formation of a collective
identity. Results. It has been established that the institution of “Zheti Ata” performs both genealogical and
normative regulatory functions. It ensures the organization of kinship relations through the seven generation
system, regulates marital relations through exogamous rules, and forms stable norms of social behavior. The
institution functions as a mechanism for maintaining social discipline, intergenerational continuity, and
intracommunity stability. Conclusion. The institution of “Zheti Ata” represents not only a genealogical
system but also a stable mechanism of social regulation and kinship organization in Kazakh society. Its
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significance lies in maintaining the structural integrity of kinship relations and ensuring the normative

regulation of social relations.
Keywords: Zheti Ata, kinship system, social regulation, exogamy, kinship institution, Kazakh society.
For citation: Yergali S., Kolukisa H., Shaldarbekova A. The Institution of «Zheti Ata» in Kazakh society as

a mechanism of social regulation and kinship organization // Otan tarikhy. 2026. Vol. 29. No 2. Pp. 488-501.
[in English]. DOI: 10.51943/2788-9718 2026 29 2 488-501

KA3AK KOFAMBIHJAYBI «’KETI ATA» AHCTUTYTbI SJIEYMETTIK PETTEY
7KOHE TYBICTBIK KATBIHACTAP/Ibl YUBIMIACTBIPY TETII'T PETIHAE

Cepix O60ipewtynvl Epeanu ', Xamsza Konykvica’, Axcap Bexxenoena Illandap6exosa ’

JLH. T'ymunes atbianarsl Eypasust YATTBIK yHUBEPCUTETI
(Carmaes ker., 2, 010008 Acrana, Kazakcran PecryOmmkacst)
8D03104 — «Monenuerrany» bbb 6oiibiHIIa 2 Kypc TOKTOPAHTHI
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-3528-8831 E-mail: erserik@gmail.com

?Atarypik yausepcureri, Kassiv KapaGexup atsingars binim 6epy dakynsreri, Typik Tini MeH one6uetin
okeITY Kadenpacser (25030 Sxyrtue, Ip3ypyM, Typkus PecmyOimkacsr)

PhD, xaysiMaacTeIpbUIFan mpodeccop

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8627-531X E-mail: hamzakolukisa@atauni.edu.tr

J1.H. T'ymuneB ateiHgars! Eypasus yiarTsik yauBepcuteti (Cot6ae kemteci, 2, 010008 Acrana, Kasakcran
PecnyOnukacer), XaibikapanblK KaTbiHacTap gakynbTeti Typkitany kadeapacsl

IIpodeccop m.a. PhD

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8873-5375 E-mail: ajarbekken3@gmail.com

© HI.II. Yonuxanos areiHgarsl TOU, 2026
© Epraim C.O., Konyxksica X., Hlannap6exosa A.b., 2026

Annarna. Kipicne. Makana ka3ak KorambiHIarbl <«OKeTi ATa» HMHCTUTYTBHIH QJISYMETTIK PETTECY KOHE
TYBICTBIK KaTbIHacTapAbl YHBIMAACTBIPY TETIrl peTiHae Tanjgayra apHainraH. KonmaHbICTarbl 3epTTeyliepie
Oyl MHCTUTYT HEri3iHEH I'€HEaJOTMsJbIK JKyile peTiHAe KapacTbIpbUIajbl, ajl OHbIH HOPMATHBTIK JXOHE
MHCTUTYIUOHAIJIBIK (DYHKIMSIAPbl JKETKITIKTI JCHreine 3epaencHOereH. 3epmmeyoiy maxcamur <«Keri
ATa» MHCTUTYTBIHBIH OJICYMETTIK PETTEy JKOHE TYBICTHIK KaTblHACTapJbl YWBIMIOACTHIPY TETIri peTiHAaeri
WHCTUTYLUHOHAIABIK POJIiH alKpIiHIay Oonbin TaObuianel. KolbuiraH Makcar aschblHOa Keleci mindoemmep
JKY3€re achIpblIajbl: JKETI YPHAKTHIK TYBICTBIK MOJCTIHIH KYPBUIBIMBIH aHBIKTAY; OJK30TaMUSIIBIK
HOpMaJlapAblH KBI3METIH Tajjay; oJIEYyMETTIK MiHe3 KYIBIKTBl pETTey MeXaHH3MJIEpiH aWlKbIHIAy; >KOHE
WHCTUTYTTBIH QJIEYMETTIK 9pi TYBICTHIK TYPaKTBUIBIKTBI CaKTaylarbl peiliH cunarray. Mamepuanoap men
20icmep. 3epTTey/ie KYHEeIIK )KoHe MHCTUTYHOHAIJIBIK TOCUTIEp, COHAl aK TYBICTBIK aHTPOTIONOTHUSICHIHBIH
JNIEMEHTTEpP] KOJAAHBUTAABl. TEOpHsUIBIK Tajnay, KYPBUIBIMJIBIK KaJlbUlay >KOHE OSTHOTPaUsIIBIK
JEepeKTep/l MHTepHpeTauusuiay oficrepl naigananbuiansl, Oyin «JKeri ATa» HMHCTHTYTBIH peTTeyLIi
(dbyHKIMsIIAps! 0ap 9NMeyMETTIK WHCTHTYT PETiHIe KapacThIpyFa MYMKIHAIK Oeperi. DTHOrpadusIIbIK jKoHE
Tapuxu Aepektepai Tannay «OKeri ATa» KarugaThlH YCTaHy OJIEYMETTIK BIHTBIMAKTACTBHIKTHI HBIFANTYyFa,
TYBICTHIK YHBIMHBIH TYPaKTBUIBIFBIH CAKTAYyFa KoOHE Y’KbIMABIK OIpereiliKTiH KaJbINTacybIHa BIKIAJ €TKEHIH
kepcereni. Homuowcenep. «Keri ATa» HMHCTUTYTBIHBIH TEHEAJOTHSJIBIK JKOHE HOPMATHUBTIK peTTeyl
GyHKIMS aTKapaThIHBl aHbIKTAIBL. ON KeTi yprak Kykheci apKbUIbl TYBICTHIK KaThIHACTApP/Ibl YHBICYIbI
KaMTaMachl3 €Te[li, IK30TaMUsUIBIK epeKeliep apKblIbl HEKENiK KaThlHACTAPIbl PETTEHIi JKOHE QJIEYMETTIK
MiHe3 KYJIBIKTBIH TYPaKThl HOPMalapblH KalbIITACTHIpaAbl. MIHCTUTYT oNleyMETTiK TOPTINTi, ypHaKapabik
Ca0aKTaCTBIKTBI JKOHE IIMKI OJIEYMETTIK TYPAKTBUIBIKTHI KaMTaMachl3 €TETiH TETiK pEeTiHAC KhI3MET eTei.
Kopvimuvinowi. «Keti ATay MHCTUTYThI TeHEAJIOTHSUIIBIK XKYie OOJBIN TaObUIAIbI KOHE Ka3aK KOFaMbIH/AFbI
QJIEYMETTIK peTTey MEH TYBICTHIK KaThIHACTAPAbl YHBIMIACTHIPYIBIH TYPAaKThl MEXaHM3Mi peTiHAe
KajbTackaH. OHBIH MaHBI3Bl TYBICTHIK OaiIaHBICTAPABIH KYPBUIBIMABIK TYTACTBIFBIH CakKTayAa >KoHE
QJIEYMETTIK KaThIHACTaPIbl HOPMATHUBTIK PETTEY i KaMTaMachl3 eTyAc KopiHeIi.
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AnHoTaumsl. Bgeoenue. CTaThs TMOCBAIIECHA aHAIN3y WHCTHTYTA (OKETI aTa» B Ka3axCKOM OOIIECTBE Kak
MEXaHUu3Ma COHHaﬂbHOﬁ peryjidauun u pOI[CTBeHHOﬁ OopraHu3aluu. B CYHIECTBYIOINIUX HUCCICAOBAHUAX
JAHHBI MHCTUTYT TPEUMYIIECTBEHHO PAacCMAaTPUBACTCS KaK T€HEAJIOTHYecKas CHCTeMa, TOTJa KakK ero
HOPMaTHBHBIE U HHCTUTYIIHOHAIBHBIE (DYHKIIUU OCTAIOTCS HEOCTATOYHO PACKPBITBIMU. [lenb ucciedosanus
3aKJIFO4Ya€TCs B BbBISIBJICHUHN I/IHCTI/ITYHI/IOHEIJII:HOﬁ poiin «)KeTi aTa» Kak ME€XaHu3Mma COHI/IaHBHOfI peryjidanuu u
OpraHM3alliu POJICTBEHHBIX CBsi3eH. B paMkax IOCTaBICHHOW WENH pEIIaroTCS CICAYIONHUE 3a0auu:
OTpe/ieJIeHne CTPYKTYPHl CEMHIIOKOJIEHHOW MOJeNId POJCTBA; aHAW3 (QYHKIUWM SK30TaMHBIX HOPM;
BBIABJICHUEC MEXAaHHU3MOB COIUMAJIBHOT'O PETYJIMPOBAHUA IOBECACHUA; U XapPaAKTCPHUCTHKA POJIM MHCTUTYTA B
MOAJICPKAHUHN COITMAIBHON M POJCTBEHHOW ycToWumBOCTH. Mamepuanst u memoovl. B uccnenoBanuu
MIPUMEHSIOTCS CHCTEMHBIH ¥ WHCTHTYIIMOHAIBHBIA TIOJXO/bI, 8 TaKKe 3JIEMEHTHI aHTPOIIOJIOTHH POJICTBA.
Hcnonp3yroTcsi MeTONbl TEOPEeTHYECKOTO aHajin3a, CTPYKTYpPHOTO OOOOIIEHHS H WHTEepPIpeTaluu
3THOFpa(1)I/I‘-ICCKI/IX JaHHBbIX, IMO3BOJIAIONIMEC pacCcMaTpuBaTh (()KeTi aTa» Kak COIIHaJIbHBIﬁ HUHCTUTYT C
pEeryNATUBHBIMH (YHKIVSIMH. AHalu3 3THOrpaQUuUEecKUX W HMCTOPUYECKHX JAHHBIX MOKa3bIBACT, YTO
coOmonenne mnpuHNmna <«OKeri Ata» crOCOOCTBOBANO YKPEIUIEHHIO COLUAIBHOM  CONUAApHOCTH,
TTOA/ICPYKAHIIO YCTOMYUBOCTH POJCTBEHHON OpraHU3aIllid U (OPMUPOBAHUIO KOJUICKTUBHON WIACHTHYHOCTH.
Pesynomamol. YCTaHOBJIEHO, YTO MHCTUTYT OKETI aTay BBIMOJHSACT TCHEAIOTHMYECKYI0 U HOPMATHBHO-
perynartuBHyto ¢yHkiuio. OH obOecrieunBaeT OpPraHMU3AIHI0 POJICTBEHHBIX CBSI3€ Uepe3 CHCTEMY CeMHU
MTOKOJIEHWH, perynupyeT OpadHble OTHOIICHHS MOCPEACTBOM DK30TaMHBIX TpaBwil ®  (popmupyer
yCTOfI‘II/IBLIC HOPMbI COLHAJIBHOI'O0 IOBCACHMUA. I/IHCTI/ITYT BBICTYNACT KaK MEXaHU3M [MOAACPKaHUA
COLIMATIBHON JUCIUIUIMHBI, MEXKIIOKOJIEHYECKON MPEEMCTBEHHOCTH W BHYTPUCOIMAIBHOW CTAOMIBLHOCTH.
3axnouenue. IHCTUTYT <OKETI aTay MPEICTaBISIET COOOH POJOCIOBHYIO CHCTEMY, a TakKe YCTOWYMBBIN
MEXaHH3M COIMANBbHOW PEryJSIIMU M POACTBEHHON OpraHM3allid B Ka3axcKoM oOmectBe. Ero 3HadeHue
3aKJIIOYACTCS B TOJUICP)KAHUU CTPYKTYPHOW IIEIOCTHOCTH POJICTBEHHBIX CBsi3ed W oOecreueHuu
HOPMAaTHUBHOT'O PETYIUPOBAHUS COIIMALHBIX OTHOIICHHN.

KuroueBble cjioBa: XeTi ara, CHCTEMa POJCTBA, COIMANIbHAS PEryJIIHs, K30TaMus, HHCTUTYT POJACTBA,
Ka3axcKoe 00IIeCTBO.
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Introduction. The institution of Zheti Ata occupies a special place in the system of traditional social
organization of Kazakh society and represents one of the most stable mechanisms for regulating kinship
relations, social integration, and the reproduction of national identity. In the historical development of the
Kazakh people, kinship functioned not merely as a family category, but as one of the most important
principles structuring public life. Through kinship ties were determined the norms of marriage, the order of
mutual assistance, the responsibilities of community members, mechanisms of inheritance, forms of social
solidarity, and models of interaction between different population groups [Levshin, 1832: 141]. In this study,
the Zheti Ata system, which is a prohibition of marriage up to the seventh generation along the male line,
performed a much wider function than a purely genealogically traced pedigree [Bronevskii, 1830: 11-14].
Historically, social structure of Kazakhs was formed as a peculiar "aggregate of socially functioning
institutions". In nomadic and semi-nomadic life the stability of society was not achieved by the center and
administrative structures but with help of social institutions "with inner mechanisms of regulation and self
organization". Among them, system of kinship which distributed the share of obligations, limited
responsibility between individuals, was the source of social discipline. Hence, the Zheti Ata institution
should be treated as "one of the factors of traditional social order, uniting individual in collective identity and
managing interests and continuation of a person through generation".

I have chosen the topic for the following reasons: Firstly, in the modern scholarship Zheti Ata is
characterized by ethnographers and genealodgists as tradition, concerning ancestor knowledge and the
prohibition of marriage among consanguine relatives. But this approach is superficial and do not uncover the
deep social function of this institution. For many scholars this subject means only the question of influence
on people, stability of the social structure, status of the individual and cohesiveness of the community.
Secondly, the traditional forms of social organizations is a current tendency for the Kazakh state, and that
implies reconsideration of traditions as ancient vestiges of the past and as complicated, rather rational,
adaptable system.

The relevance of the chosen research topic is growing with modern development such as
Globalization, urbanization, migration processes, and changing social roles and institution of the family
[Sadykova, 2015]. The study of the institution of Zheti Ata may present the opportunity to learn the way
traditional society sustained a relatively stable social structure without extensive formal legal system and
administrative apparatus. This research might be useful for re-establishing historical connections, and
solving current problem on social coherence and cultural identity.

The relevance of the topic is not limited with the sociological aspects, but extends to the
anthropological area as well. Kinship anthropology is greatly widening, now it includes the analysis of kin
relations as a cultural symbol, as a structure that creates social bonds and sociality through different norms,
beliefs and social practices. The institution of Zheti Ata, from this point of view, is a remarkable example of
the localized model of kin organization.

For Kazakh people, the Zheti Ata system had a multiple function. Firstly, it regulated marriage
relations, ensuring exogamy, that is, prohibition of marrying closer relatives from the same lineage, and
created concepts on individual's place in social hierarchy as well as knowledge of who you are. Secondly, it
helped to maintain a continuity between generations, reproduce collective values, and formed community
feeling. On the basis of knowledge on genealogy were performed everyday activities, obligations and
conflicts settlement, authority relations between older generation and younger. Thus, Zheti Ata may be
interpreted both as cultural norm and as mechanism regulating social relationships [Gabitov, 2020: 57].

The purpose of this study is to analyse the institution of Zheti Ata of Kazakh society as mechanism of
social regulation and kinship relations. In order to realize it I need to: reveal structure of the seven generation
model of kinship; examine the function of exogamic norms on social relationships; demonstrate the
significance of the institution for ensuring continuity of generation and identity; show how the norms within
this institution function on controlling people and maintaining social discipline; demonstrate its value as an
element of a self regulating social system.

The object of the research is the institution of traditional kinship system in Kazakh society. The
subject of the research is the social, normative and institutional mechanisms of the institution of Zheti Ata
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functioning. At the center of my attention is the seven generation genealogic scheme and the social functions

it executes in the historically formed structure of the Kazakh society.

The scientific novelty of the presented research is that the institution of Zheti Ata will not be portrayed
as ethnographic peculiarity but as an integrated social institution with its internal structures, norms, and
stable functional mechanisms. Compared to a simple enumeration of tribes and marital prohibitions, my
approach will focus on the systemic nature of the institution.

Based on the hypothesis, I believe that the institution of Zheti Ata was both a form of genealogical
knowledge, and a real social mechanism which was effective due to combination of moral influence,
collective memory, the obligatory nature of exogamy norms, and everyone's belonging to the system of
mutual relations. In other words, the functionality of the Zheti Ata is explained not by biological reasons but
by the culturally shaped logic of social organization.

The theoretical significance of the study consists of the expansion of understanding of institutions of
nomadic societies, not as static and archaic ones, but as rational and dynamically organized systems with
specific regulating mechanisms. Previously, the social systems of nomadic people have been generally
depicted as anarchical or based on the tribal fragmentation. However, deeper analysis has proved that they
were based on complicated and rigid system of norms, regulations and social responsibilities. Institution of
Zheti Ata is a vivid example confirming this approach.

Practical significance of the work lies in the possible usage of results in different branches of science:
social history, culture studies, ethnology, anthropology, courses of study devoted to traditional culture of
Kazakhstan. Institution of Zheti Ata as mechanism of social regulation might also suggest a new vision of
traditional values in modern society and application of historical experience for strengthening of generational
links and traditional family culture.

The anticipated results of the study are: firstly, institutional interpretation of Zheti Ata as informal
governing institution; secondly, demonstration of seven generation model as a mechanism for marriage
regulation and social discipline; thirdly, defining role of the institution for cultural memory and collective
identity preservation; fourthly, affirmation that the system of kinship of traditional Kazakh society was
highly systematized and functionally efficient.

Materials and Methods. Analysis of the institution of Zheti Ata in Kazakh society as an instrument of
social regulation and organization of social connections requires an interdisciplinary approach to the research
of the phenomenon, as it is a complex of historical, ethnological, social-anthropological, sociological,
juridical, and cultural research subjects. It should be noted that Zheti Ata institution cannot be interpreted as
mere genealogical traditions or narrow rules of marital and familial relations, since it is a complex system
that incorporates a mechanism of social identification, social regulation of conduct, maintenance of interstate
and intrastate relations, reproduction of collective memory, and stability of normative order. Thus, the source
and methodological base of the research has been compiled so that an investigation into both historical and
functional characteristics of Zheti Ata institution can be carried out systematically and consistently.

A wide range of written and academic sources is taken as the empirical and theoretical base for the
study, and they can be conventionally subdivided into several major types: prerevolutionary descriptive data,
works of Soviet and post Soviet epoch, materials written in Kazakh language and English-language works
concerning kinship, institutions and systems. Such a subdivision of sources helped to trace the evolution of
ideas and concepts related to kinship institution in a scientific discourse and how Zheti Ata was treated
throughout this progression of knowledge:

First group of sources consists of prerevolutionary materials and works of Russian scientists of 18-
19th centuries, that cover descriptive data about social structure of Kazakh nation, structure of zhuzes,
classification of tribes and sub-tribes, marriage customs, traditions of mutual obligation and etc., and
principles of steppe society organization. As far as kinship system is concerned the research relies on the
works of Maevskii, Konshin, Kraft, Bukeikhanov, Haruzin, and expeditions into Steppe regions at the early
20 th century. These sources describe the list of clans, genealogy, tribal structure, land utilization system, and
mechanisms of inner social control [Kraft, 1898]. More important parts were records of genealogical
knowledge, system of clan identification, territorial system of nomadic tribes, customs and norms of
interaction between separate groups [Bukeikhanov, 1905]. These works were written in the period when
Kazakh society was studied under imperial paradigm, where kinship organization was viewed as a primitive
form [Konshin, 1900]. However, these works are valuable for reconstructing basic principles of a social
relation system, including social control exercised by means of the Zheti Ata institution [Maevskii, 1901].
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Second group represents works of Soviet scientists dealing with ethnographical and historical data
related to the economy of Kazakh tribes, family and kinship relations, ethnic history and culture of Kazakh
nation. Among those scholars we should mention Alimbai, Mukanov and Argynbaev, that investigated
connections between organization of social relations, family, economy and social life of Kazakh nomads
[Alimbai, Mukanov, Argynbaev, 1998: 41-44]. Despite all ideological restrictions peculiar for Soviet
scientific paradigm, these works offer valuable empirical data on actual practices, tradition of mutual
assistance, customary law, social hierarchy based on age and position and mechanisms of group obligation.
These data enable to trace and to analyze the functional significance of Zheti Ata institution within the social
system.

Specific attention is paid to contemporary research published in Kazakh language. Such works as
researches of Kenzheakhmetuly, Kopeev, Seidimbek, Karimuly, Abdreshuly examine concepts of shezhire,
oral tradition, moral norms of conduct, cultural-symbolic representation of family, system of blood relation
and social functions related to descent. This group of sources is very significant since it views Zheti Ata
institution not only from descriptive aspect but as a cultural mechanism of order formation linked with
traditions of honor, obligation, respect, unity. According to Kazakh authors the seven generation marriage
system in Zheti Ata has to be viewed as part of a broader system of social relations and through genealogical
knowledge boundaries of acceptable behaviour, expected behaviour as well as social control mechanisms are
identified [Kenzheakhmetuly, 2010: 117]. Karimuly, Abdreshuly study how genealogical knowledge is
involved into social relations of honor and dignity, respect of elders and mutual support and obligation
within family structure [Karimuly, Abdreshuly, 2025]. This literature considers the Zheti Ata institution as a
mechanism of keeping the ethnic identity and collective memory [Kopeev, 1993: 98—101].

The third group is related to research of Kazakh legal culture and normative system. Gabitov's works
for instance show the importance of informal mechanisms of regulation (habit, fame, moral sanction, mutual
responsibility) for the steppe society [Gabitov, 2020]. The Zheti Ata institution is not separated from
normative system but it exists within the normative framework of steppe society including customary law,
adat, reconciliation and rule of elders.

Fourth category of sources is formed by English-language academic works on kinship, social theory
and institutional analysis. Initial concepts of kinship as social structure are developed by Morgan, Tylor,
Malinowski, Radcliffe Brown, Lvi Strauss, Fox, Needham, Scheffler in works that analyze system of kinship
relations: descent groups, exogamy, marriage exchange, segmented systems, functions of kinship groups etc.
[Giddens, 1984]. The concepts from these studies were adapted for analysis of Kazakh system of Zheti Ata
[Goody, 1990]. Modern researchers have deepened the understanding of kinship system by including
concepts of social construction of reality [Berger, Luckmann, 1966] into study of kinship as an institutionally
reproduced mechanism of order formation. Giddens discusses role of habitus and structuring practice that is
reproduced through everyday life interactions. Sahlins and Carsten have made a critical redefinition of
biological interpretation of kinship towards symbolic interpretation, defining it as cultural system based on
sharing life, having mutual obligations etc. [Sahlins, 1976]. This definition appears to be quite important
while dealing with Zheti Ata, since the seven generation relationship system could be defined as
institutionalized kin relation not a biological system. In addition, work on social systems by Bertalanffy and
Parsons and others provided an analytical framework in which the society is regarded as a system composed
of components which maintain balance through adaptation and integration, and the institution of Zheti Ata is
a subsystem that is aimed at the regulation of marriage relations, integration of kins and transfer of cultural
traits. [Von Bertalanffy, 1968].

Methodology of research. Interdisciplinary approach. The research cannot limit itself only to historical
study, or only to an ethnographical one; a systemic investigation approach can reveal all aspects of this
institution. Thus, the methodology combines the methods of historical-comparative analysis, of social-
cultural interpretation, of structural-functionalism and of system analysis. A historical-comparative analysis
of different approaches to Zheti Ata study made it possible to define the characteristic evolution of study on
this institution starting from archaic approaches used by Russian scientists in imperial times and to modern
ideas viewing Zheti Ata as a logically designed system [Tylor, 1871]. Moreover, it allowed to separate the
parts of the institution that are static and those that are dynamic, and trace the continuity in their
manifestation over centuries.

The systems approach enabled the analysis of Zheti Ata as a holistic mechanism composed of
interconnected elements: genealogical memory, exogamy norms, moral sanctions, social status systems,
collective responsibility, and intergenerational continuity [Karataev, 2025]. The analysis focused not on
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isolated customs but on the interaction between elements within a stable structural framework. The
institutional approach was applied to interpret Zheti Ata as a system of rules regulating social behavior,
including sanctions for violations of marriage restrictions, symbolic capital of descent, elder authority, and
mechanisms of reproduction through education and collective memory.

General scientific methods of analysis, synthesis, classification, interpretation, and conceptual
modeling were also employed. Analysis allowed for the decomposition of the institution into its components,
synthesis enabled the reconstruction of an integrated model of social regulation, and conceptual modeling
was used to construct a functional representation of Zheti Ata as a social mechanism [Zhugenbaeva,
Kongabaeva, Burkhanov, Baizhumanova, 2025]. A key methodological principle of the study is a critical
stance toward reductionist interpretations. The Zheti Ata institution is not reduced to biological protection
against consanguineous marriage, nor to a simple genealogical record system. It is instead interpreted as a
complex form of social organization in which biological, cultural, normative, and political dimensions are
structurally interconnected.

Discussion. Based on the results of the conducted research, it can be concluded that the "Zheti Ata"
institution in Kazakh society is neither local customs nor only a form of kinship relations, but a complicated
socio-cultural form in which mechanisms of normative regulation, continuity of generations, marital strategy,
group identity, and reproduction of cultural memory are interconnected [Sarkenova, Abenova, 2026: 219—
234]. From time immemorial this social institution has been interpreted as part of the ancient genealogy, or
in terms of interdiction, as the prohibition of marriage between close relatives, with a view to preventing
blood relationship. Such understanding has explained only the "outer appearance" of this complex
phenomenon. Further study shows that "Zheti Ata" existed as astable social institution in structuring both the
inner ties of Kazakh society and its coherence during the long course of history [Turgunbaev, 2020].

One of the most significant outcomes of the study is that the kinship system of seven generations
played the role of structuring social proximity and distance. In the traditional world, knowledge of the origin
of a person was necessary in order to know the degree of proximity of social distance, the nature of their
mutual duties, their suitability for marriage, the scope of their moral responsibility, and the measure of their
symbolic kin [Shakirbaeva, 2024]. Thus, knowledge of the "Zheti Ata" was a form of social navigation,
enabling individuals to navigate in the multitude of kin ties, relying only on their own knowledge without
external administrative help. Such a social structure has been functioning effectively in a society based on
custom law, authority of the elders, and collective memory.

In this respect, pre-revolutionary sources are of great value, being direct evidence of the practice of
kinship relations in a concrete social reality. Levshin already pointed out that origins, belonging to a certain
clan, and an understanding of the divisions in the society was crucial for the social standing of individuals
[Levshin, 1832: 55]. Hence, it can be argued that the social significance of "Zheti Ata" is by no means
limited only to the realm of symbolic memory. It has always been practical. Materials published by
A. Bukeikhanov are evidence of the significance of family relations in politics and power distribution
[Bukeikhanov, 1905].

Contemporary Kazakhstani researches have further expanded the topic through analysis of ""Zheti Ata".
Today, researchers like Z. Artykbaev suggest viewing this as a great patronymic system that encompasses a
number of clan lineages within a single social space [Ergali, Artykbaev, 2025: 225-230]. This kind of
understanding is vital because it shifts the focus from descriptive ethnographic data to institutional sociology
and from the naming of clans to a fundamental principle of social organization based on origin.

An important development has been the involvement of Kazakh scholarship into international
scholarly publications, specifically into Turkish journals. The joint publication of A. Yegizbaeva,
G. Kozgambayeva and A.Urazbayeva in Milli Folklor on "Yedi Ata" in the Kazakh culture, as a type of
seven-generation interdiction, can be singled out [Kozgambayeva, Yegizbaeva, Urazbayeva, 2021: 45-57].
This is another example of a comparative approach and integration of a Kazakh case study into a broad
Turkic research on kinship and rules of close relative marriages, the ultimate goal being to draw a greater
number of Turkish readers into the research.

Significant has been the fact that researchers in Kazakhstan have taken initiative in the study of "Zheti
Ata" in Turkey, instead of being merely objects of observation. Such tendency illustrates the elevation of the
position of national academia from merely documenting ethnographic facts to developing intellectual
concepts [Shadkam, 2021: 113-122]. It is important in contemporary identity studies, when social
communities are able to create their own explanatory schemes of their institutions.
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Yet, Turkish scholarship on this theme has been very late and, rather, limited. Hence, the research of
Zeyne smail on the family and marriage relations in Kazakh society dedicates much space to the description
of marriage traditions but refers to "Zheti Ata" simply as to tradition, without deep analysis of the institution
from normative point of view [Zeyne, 2002]. A similar case can be noticed in the research on administrative
structures of Kazakh Turk by A. Erdoan [Erdoan, 2019], where kinship relations form an accompanying
factor to the main research subject.

Such development could be explained by the fact that Turkish scholarship for a long time focused
mainly on Ottoman history and culture. Kazakh studies have been the subject of researches on a more
systemic level only in recent decades due to closer collaboration in the framework of post Soviet Turkic
cooperation and inclusion of national research into international discourse. Before this the approach towards
Kazakh materials was introductory and descriptive. The studies on institutional aspects are rather recent.

The analysis has also revealed that "Zheti Ata" is not simply a matter of biological imperatives;
reduction of this institution to the necessity of preventing incest reflects only one aspect. In fact, " Zheti Ata"
served to create an extended network of tribal marriage alliances [Alimbay, 2021: 8—11]. Being forced to
marry outside the kin, people became closer in non-kin ties (of friends, neighbors and comrades), broadening
the scope of interaction and mutual aid. Hence, a prohibitory norm plays an integrational role and exactly
this fact is important for comparative studies in anthropology.

This is one of the significant features of Kazakh system compared to other exogamic societies where
the rule is a separate one of matrimonial exchange, since in Kazakh system the prohibition of marriage with
close relatives is inextricably linked with the norms of ancestor veneration, moral education, social
positioning of the individual and collective identity. The knowledge of genealogies, one's status within them,
expected behavior — all these are integrated aspects of the social system.

Moreover, "Zheti Ata" played a crucial role in vertically and horizontally integrate the society. The
former aspect is vertical integration between the generations of the ancestors and descendants (continuity),
the latter is horizontal integration through inter-clan marriage alliances, thus weaving a dense network of
connections between the groups within a singular framework [Serubayeva, Kalenova, 2023].

The symbolic importance of the number seven is another major aspect of the "Zheti Ata". This number
symbolizes fullness, entirety and sacred boundaries. Hence, "Zheti Ata" as a limit was perceived not as
arbitrary number but as socially meaningful, making the norm institutionally more stable [Khasenov, 2016].

Thus, the institution of “Zheti Ata” should be understood as one of the most developed historical
mechanisms of social organization in nomadic society, combining legal, cultural, symbolic, and integrative
functions. Its study is essential not only for reconstructing the historical past but also for understanding how
traditional societies produced stable social order without complex bureaucratic systems. This is why the topic
remains highly relevant both in Kazakhstan and in international Turkological scholarship.

Results. The conducted study demonstrates that the institution of “Zheti Ata” represents one of the
most developed forms of traditional social organization in Kazakh society, combining a genealogical
structure, a normative regulatory mechanism, a system of intergenerational continuity, and an instrument for
maintaining ethno social integrity. The obtained results indicate that this institution cannot be reduced to a
simple genealogical counting system or interpreted solely as a marriage prohibition. Its historical function
was considerably broader, encompassing the organization of social hierarchy, regulation of behavior,
distribution of statuses, reproduction of cultural memory, and maintenance of internal community stability
[Alimbay, 2021: 17-21].

The analysis shows that the “Zheti Ata” system was based on a multi level hierarchical model in
which each structural level constituted a component of a larger social formation. In traditional Kazakh
society, this model included sequential units: individual, family, kinship line, seven generation union, clan,
and tribe. Such an arrangement demonstrates a structural logic in which lower level elements do not exist in
isolation but are embedded within a broader system of collective belonging. This implies that an individual’s
position was defined not only by personal characteristics but also by their place within the kinship
architecture of society. A particularly important finding is that the seven generation structure functioned as
an initial social platform for the formation of larger associations. Clan and tribal formations emerged not
arbitrarily, but on the basis of pre existing lineage lines preserved in collective memory and recognized by
social consciousness. Consequently, the institution of “Zheti Ata” served as a primary framework of ethnic
organization, ensuring the connection between local family environments and the broader space of ethnic
identity [Sadvokassova, Tursynbay, 2024].
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The study further demonstrates that genealogical consciousness within this system performed a
memorial function. Knowledge of ancestors operated as a mechanism of social responsibility. Each member
of the community perceived themselves as a continuation of a specific lineage, which generated an
obligation to preserve family honor, adhere to behavioral norms, and maintain the reputation of the kin
group. As a result, social control was exercised not only externally but also through internal moral self
regulation. It was established that the number seven in the context of the “Zheti Ata” institution carried not
only a quantitative but also a symbolic meaning. In Kazakh cultural tradition, it is associated with notions of
completeness, wholeness, and integrity. Therefore, seven generations were perceived as a sufficient cycle of
historical memory and genealogical distance. This endowed the institution with additional cultural legitimacy
and transformed a numerical limitation into a socially recognized norm.

One of the most significant findings of the study is the identification of internal social differentiation
within the seven generation community. This structure functioned as an organized space of roles and
responsibilities. The central position was occupied by the group of elders, who possessed moral authority and
the right to make decisions regarding marriage, conflict resolution, preservation of traditions, and
maintenance of internal order. Their authority was not based on formal coercive structures but derived from
age, experience, and social recognition. The middle generation of men performed practical functions related
to the implementation of collective decisions, coordination of economic activities, and protection of group
interests. Women ensured the everyday reproduction of kinship relations, maintenance of household order,
moral and ethical atmosphere, and transmission of behavioral norms within the family. The youth
represented both the object and subject of socialization, as they served as the medium through which
ancestral memory, respect for elders, and acceptable behavioral patterns were transmitted [Imanqul,
Smagambet, 2024].

A particularly important aspect of the results concerns the analysis of exogamy as a central regulatory
mechanism. It was established that the prohibition of marriage within seven generations had a
multifunctional character. It certainly restricted consanguineous unions, but its primary social significance
lay in the formation of normative boundaries between categories of “insiders” and “outsiders.” Through this
boundary, possibilities of marriage, scope of mutual obligations, and the nature of intergroup relations were
defined. It was revealed that exogamy contributed to the expansion of social ties beyond one’s own kin
group. The necessity of marrying outside the immediate lineage created stable channels of inter clan
cooperation, exchange, and mutual support. As a result, what appears as a restrictive norm in fact performed
an integrative function, strengthening unity within a broader ethno social space through marital alliances.

The functional analysis of the institution allowed for the identification of several key directions of its
operation: the marital regulatory function ensured the structuring of permissible unions and the maintenance
of internal order; the function of kinship consciousness facilitated the assimilation of social roles and
behavioral norms; the function of collective memory preservation ensured cultural continuity; the economic
cooperative function manifested in mutual assistance, joint labor, and intra kin support; the protective
function was expressed in the care of vulnerable members of society, including orphans, widows, and
economically disadvantaged families; the integrative function connected separate kin groups through a
network of marital and symbolic relations; and the ethno structural function ensured the formation of larger
associations up to tribal and supra ethnic levels.

To verify the systemic nature of the institution, a functional approach based on the AGIL model was
applied. The results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Correspondence of AGIL model functions to the institutional structure of “Zheti Ata”

Component Function content Manifestation in the “Zheti Ata” system

A Adaptation Adaptation to the external environment

G Goal attainment Definition and realization of collective goals

I Integration Coordination of interaction among system members
L Latency (pattern maintenance) Transmission of values and behavioral models

The analysis demonstrates that the institution of “Zheti Ata” possessed the functional completeness of
a social system. The adaptation function was expressed in the community’s capacity to adjust to the
conditions of a nomadic environment. Through marital alliances, channels of cooperation, access to
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resources, and zones of mutual support were expanded. This increased group resilience under conditions of
ecological uncertainty.

The goal attainment function was reflected in orientation toward collective values. The preservation of
clan honor, unity, and continuity became a shared objective of all community members. Individual actions
were assessed in terms of their conformity with the interests of the kin group.

The integration function was realized through behavioral norms, status roles, and the mediating role of
elders. Due to a clearly defined distribution of responsibilities, the likelihood of conflict was reduced and
internal cohesion was maintained.

The latency or pattern maintenance function ensured the transmission of norms across generations.
Genealogical knowledge, etiquette, forms of respect, and moral representations were reproduced as
obligatory components of culture.

An additional outcome of the study is the finding that the “Zheti Ata” institution combined vertical
and horizontal forms of social integration. Vertical integration was ensured through intergenerational
continuity and recognition of ancestral authority. Horizontal integration emerged through marital alliances
between different groups. At the intersection of these two dimensions, a stable ethno social unity was
formed. Notably, this system was capable of functioning without an extensive state apparatus. Many
regulatory matters were resolved within the community itself through authority, custom, and collective
memory. This confirms the high degree of self regulation in traditional Kazakh society.

The study also reveals that the institution of “Zheti Ata” retains relevance in the contemporary era.
Although its practical forms have changed, it continues to perform a symbolic function in cultural identity.
Knowledge of ancestry, respect for forebears, and the notion of kin responsibility remain significant
elements of social consciousness.

The overall results of the research lead to the conclusion that the “Zheti Ata” system constituted a
fundamental mechanism of social organization in Kazakh society. It ensured not only the recording of
lineage, but also the regulation of marriage, distribution of social roles, preservation of collective memory,
integration of diverse groups, and reproduction of cultural values. In this sense, the institution functioned as a
comprehensive social system integrating structural, normative, cultural, and functional dimensions of social
life.

Conclusion. The conducted study leads to the conclusion that the institution of “Zheti Ata” in Kazakh
society represents a significantly more complex and substantive phenomenon than the traditionally
understood system of genealogical counting. Its essence lies in the recording of a person’s paternal lineage
up to the seventh generation and in the formation of a stable mechanism of social regulation through which
order, normative discipline, marital restrictions, collective responsibility, and the reproduction of social
relations were ensured. In traditional Kazakh society, this institution functioned as one of the foundational
forms of social organization, linking the family level, kinship structure, and broader ethno social space. For
this reason, “Zheti Ata” should be regarded as a historically formed social institution that performed a system
forming role within the structure of public life.

The study demonstrates that the central content of the institution was the regulation of kinship and
marital relations through the principle of seven generation exogamy. The prohibition of marriage within
seven generations had not only a biological but primarily a social significance. It defined the boundaries of
permissible kinship, prevented excessive closure of kin groups, expanded the network of inter clan alliances,
and created stable channels of interaction between different segments of society. As a result, marital relations
became an important instrument of social integration. At the same time, compliance with these norms was
maintained not through formal legal mechanisms, but through the authority of elders, public opinion, and
moral categories such as honor, shame, and responsibility toward ancestors. This reflects the high
significance of internal normative culture in traditional Kazakh society.

Of particular importance is the connection identified in the study between the “Zheti Ata” institution
and the preservation of collective memory and intergenerational continuity. The obligation to know one’s
ancestors up to the seventh generation fostered a sense of belonging to a specific lineage, strengthened
respect for kinship, reinforced historical consciousness, and cultivated responsibility toward future
generations. Genealogical knowledge performed both an educational and worldview forming function,
transmitted through oral tradition, family upbringing, and social practice. As a result, genealogical memory
became not only a means of identification but also a cultural mechanism for the reproduction of values,
behavioral norms, and perceptions of social hierarchy. Through the “Zheti Ata” institution, society
maintained its historical continuity and cultural resilience.
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The scientific analysis shows that the “Zheti Ata” system possessed the characteristics of an integrated
social mechanism comprising structural, functional, and symbolic levels. At the structural level, it united the
individual, family, kinship line, clan, and tribe into a single hierarchical model. At the functional level, it
ensured the regulation of marriage, economic cooperation, protection of vulnerable members of society,
mediation in conflicts, and internal coordination of social roles. At the symbolic level, the institution
reinforced notions of kin honor, generational continuity, and the value of lineage. This allows us to conclude
that “Zheti Ata” was not an archaic remnant of the past, but a rationally formed system of social self
regulation, particularly effective in nomadic and semi nomadic environments where formal administrative
structures were limited.

In contemporary conditions, the study of the “Zheti Ata” institution retains high academic and social
relevance. Processes of globalization, urbanization, and transformation of family relations have intensified
interest in traditional models of social stability, cultural identity, and intergenerational solidarity.
Engagement with this topic allows for a deeper understanding of the internal logic of Kazakh social
organization, the mechanisms of ethno cultural continuity, and the functioning of informal institutions.
Therefore, the “Zheti Ata” institution should be regarded as one of the key historical and cultural foundations
of Kazakh society, in which kinship organization, moral regulation, historical memory, and social integration
are organically combined. Its further study opens broad perspectives for research in social anthropology,
history, sociology of the family, ethnology, and comparative analysis of traditional institutions in Eurasia.
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