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Annotation. /ntroduction. Historians have long approached Kazakh—Dzungar relations mainly through
warfare and its political consequences. The broadening source base and the appearance of new research
perspectives have gradually altered this emphasis, making it necessary to reconsider how the subject has
developed in recent historiography. Purpose and objectives. This article examines the principal
interpretations found in Kazakhstani and international scholarship and identifies the questions that have
attracted the greatest attention. It also considers how changes in sources and methodology have affected
historians’ understanding of relations between the two khanates. Materials and methods. The analysis draws
on historical studies of Kazakh—Dzungar relations in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The works
were grouped according to their main interpretative concerns and compared in their treatment of conflict,
diplomacy and regional politics. Historiographical, comparative-historical and problem-chronological
methods were used to trace both continuities and differences among the approaches. Results. The comparison
shows that military confrontation remains a major theme, but no longer provides the only framework for
explaining the relationship. Recent studies give greater attention to diplomatic negotiations, dynastic
connections, amanatship, trade, prisoner exchanges and periods of temporary accommodation. They also
place the two khanates within a broader political setting shaped by the Kalmyk Khanate and the Russian and
Qing Empires. Important disagreements remain, particularly over whether the confrontation should be
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understood as a continuous struggle or as a changing sequence of warfare, negotiation and compromise.
Conclusion. Modern historiography has therefore moved towards a more complex interpretation of Kazakh—
Dzungar relations. Further research should examine social, economic and cultural contacts as closely as it
has studied military campaigns and high-level diplomacy.

Keywords: Kazakh-Dzungar relations, historiography, Kazakh Khanate, Russian Empire, Dzungar Khanate,
Central Asia, international relations, diplomacy.
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Anpgarna. Kipicne. Makanana Ka3ak-)KOHFap KaThIHACTAPBIHBIH Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbl TApUXHAMACHIHBIH 1aMybl
KapacThIPbUIAJIbl. BYJT TaKbIPBIN Ka3ipri TapyuX FHUTBIMBIHIA MaHbI3IbI OPbIH ayiajbl. COHFBI OHXKBUIABIKTAP/IA
JIepeKKe3 0a3ackl efoyip KeHelin, mpobaeMaHbl 3epTTEeY/iH jKaHa dJiICHAMAJBIK TICUIACP] KAJBINTACTHI, OV
KaJIBIIITACKAH TAPUXHAMAIIBIK TYKBIPhIMAaMarapsl KaiTa Kapayibl KaKeT eTTi. Maxcamsl men MinOemmepi.
3epTTeyAiH MaKcaThl-Ka3aK-)KOHFap KAaTBIHACTApBIH 3EPTTEYMIH HETI3Tl TOCUIACpIH JKyHeney, oJapbl
FBUIBIMU TYCIHIIPYIIiH €peKIIeNiKTepiH aHblKTay. Herisri MiHmeTTep-3epTTey TociilepiHaeri e3repicrepi
aHBIKTAy, MOCENIEHIH €H JaMblFaH acleKTiIepiH CHIlaTTay J>KOHE OHBI opi Kapail 3epTTeyniH Herisri
TEeHICHIUSIAPEIH Oenriney. Mamepuandap men a0icmep. 3epTTEYIiH KalHAP KO31H OTAHBIK KOHE IIETEITIK
TApUXIIBUIAPJBIH Ka3aK-)KOHFAp KaThlHACTApblHA apHAJFaH CHOCKTEpi Kypajbl. OiCHAMAJBIK HETri3
TapUXUIBUIIBIK, OOBEKTUBTUIIK JKOHE >KYHENiTiK MPUHLUMOTEpIHEH Kypaiabl. 3epTTeyIiH Heri3ri amicTepi-
TapUXHAMAJIBIK Taj/iay, CalbICTHIPMAIIBl TAPUXH, MPOOIEMANBIK-XPOHOIOTHSIIBIK 91IiC, XKikTey amici. Ochl
omicTep i KEeIIeH I KOJMaHy Kasipri TapuXHAMaHBIH JaMyBIHBIH HETI3rl TeHICHITUSIAphIH OaiikayFa, OHBIH
o/licHaMaJbIK SBOJIIOLMSCHIHBIH CpEeKIICTIKTepiH aHBIKTayFa MYMKiHAIK Oepni. Homuowcenep Kaszipri
TapuxHaMma Ka3akK-)KOHFAap KaThlHACTAphl MPOOJIEMATHKACHIHBIH KEHEIIMEH JKOHE Kapyibl Kapama-
KaNIIBUTBIKTEI 0ACHIM 3epTTEY/ICH €Ki XaHIBIK apachIHIAFhl OaiIaHBICTap IBIH OPTYPIIi HEICAHIAPHIH KEeIIEHI1
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KapayFa KeIIyMeH CHIIATTaJaThIHBl aHBIKTaIAbl. KaKTBIFBICTapAbIH ceOenrepi MeH caijapbIMeH Karap
JIUIJIOMATHSUTBIK  KaThIHACTAP, AWHACTUSApANBIK OalaHbICTap, cayAa-3KOHOMHUKANBIK JKOHE MOJICHU
OaitmanpicTap 3eprreneni. JKaHa MyparaTThIK KYKaTTapAbl TapTy KaJIbINTACKAH TapUXHU JACTYPIi
HaKThUIAyFa BIKIAN €TEeTiHI KOPCEeTUIreH. Kopuimbindbl. JKYPTi3iUIreH 3epTTey TapuXHAMaJbIK TICiiaepre
KYTIHY Ka3aK->KOHFap KaThIHACTAphl Typajbl FRUIBIMH KO3KapacTapAbIH IBOJIOIMACHH OaKplIayFa, TaApUXU
OKUFAJIapAbl TYCIHAIpYTE NEepPeKKeo3miK 0a3za MEH OJiCHAMaHBIH OCEpiH aHBIKTayFa, COHIal-aK oflaH opi
3epTTey/iH NEepCIEeKTUBANBIK OaFbITTapblH Oenriiieyre MyMKiHAIK OepeTiHiH pacTaiiapl. TapuxHaMalbIK
Tajaay JKHHAKTAIFAH FHUIBIMH TOXKIPHOCHI OOBEKTHBTI Oaramayra BIKIAN eTelll skoHe KeH OpTaiblk A3ws
KOHTEKCTIHJIe Ka3ak jxoHe JKOHFap XaHABIKTapBIHBIH ©3apa KapbIM-KaTBbIHACTAPBIHBIH TapUXBIH OJIAH 9pi
93ipJiey YIIIiH dliCHAMANBIK HETi3 KAJIbINTACTHIPAIbI.
TyiliH ce3mep: Ka3ak->KOHFap KaTbIHAcTaphl, TapuxHama, Kazak xanawirbl, Peceit umnepusicel, JKonrap
XaHIBIFRL, OpTanblK A3, XaJIbIKapallblK KaThIHACTAP, TUTLIOMATHS.
Aarpic. Maxkana Kazakcran PecrmyOnukacel FvutblM jkoHe >KOFapbl OUTiIM  MHHHUCTPIIriHIH FBUIBIM
KOMUTETIHIH KapxbUiaii konmaybiMeH AP23488522 «Kazak-OHFap KaThbIHACTaphl TAapUXBIHBIH KaHA
oettepi: XVII raceipabiy ekinmmi sxkapThickl — X VIII FaceipasiH 50-3%K.» TPAHTTHIK KapKbUTAHIBIPY K00aChl
AsICBIHJIA TABIHTAIIIBL.
Hoiiexco3 ymin: AGenoBa ['.A., Tokumkanupos b.b., Mameipbexos A.M. Ka3ipri TapuxHamagarsl Kazak-
JKOHFap KatbiHactapel // Otam  Ttapuxel. 2026. T. 29. Ne 3. 1079-1091-66. [arpurmbiH TimiHZAE].
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AHHOTanmsA. Bseoenue. B craThe paccMaTpHUBaeTCs pa3BUTHE COBPEMEHHOUW HCTOpHOTrpaduu Ka3zaXxcKo-
JUKYHTApCKUX OTHOIICHUWH. J[aHHAsI TeMa 3aHUMAeT BaXKHOE MECTO B COBPEMEHHOM MCTOPUYECKOM HayKe. 3a
MOCIIC/IHAE JIECATUIICTUS 3HAYUTEIBbHO pAaCHIMPUIIACh HMCTOYHUKOBas 0a3a W CPOPMHUPOBAIUCH HOBBIC
METOJIOJIOTUYECKHE TOAXO0JIBI K W3YYCHHUIO MPOOJIEMBI, YTO O0YCIOBUIO HEOOXOIMMOCTh HMEePEOCMBICICHUS
CIIOXUBIITUXCSI HCTOPHOTpa@UIecKuX KoHIenmui. [fens u 3adawu. llenb wWCCIlemoBaHUS 3aKIIIOYaeTCS B
CHUCTEMAaTH3allid OCHOBHBIX TIOJXOJ0OB K H3YYCHHIO Ka3aXCKO-HDKYHTapCKUX OTHOIICHUHN, BBISIBICHHUU
0COOCHHOCTEH WX HayuyHOW MHTeprnperaru. OCHOBHBIMU 3a/ladyaMy SIBISCTCS OIPEICICHUE M3MCHCHUH B
HCCIIEIOBATEILCKAX TIOAX0JaX, XapaKTepUCTHKa Hamboiee pa3pabOTaHHBIX acleKTOB MPOOIEeMBI |
YCTaHOBJICHHE OCHOBHBIX TCHJICHIIUN €€ MambHEHIero n3ydenus. Mamepuanvt u memoovl. VICTOUHUKOBYIO
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0a3y uccieI0BaHUsl COCTABUIIM TPYAbl OTCUECTBEHHBIX U 3apyOCKHBIX HCTOPHKOB, IIOCBSIIEHHBIE Ka3aXCKO-
JOKYHTapCKUM  OTHOIIEHUSM.  METOJO0JOTHYECKyl0  OCHOBY  COCTAaBWJIM  NPUHIUIB  HCTOPU3MA,
OOBEKTUBHOCTH M CHCTeMHOCTH. OCHOBHBIE METOIBI HCCIIEAOBaHUS — HCTOpUOTpadUUecKUil aHajm3,
CPaBHHUTEIBHO-UCTOPUUECKUH, TPOOIEMHO-XPOHOJIOIMYECKUI MeTO I, MeTo Knaccupukanuu. KommiekcHoe
HCIOIB30BaHNE YKa3aHHBIX METOJOB MO3BOJIMIIO MPOCIEANTE OCHOBHBIE TEHACHIINN PA3BUTHS COBPEMEHHON
ncTopuorpaduu, BEISIBUTH 0OCOOEHHOCTH €€ METOI0IOTHIECKOH DBOIIONHNH. Pe3yabmamsl. Y CTAHOBIEHO, YTO
COBpPEMEHHass HUCTOpUOrpadusi XapakTepu3yeTcs pacIIupeHHeM NpoOIeMaTHKH Ka3aXxCKO-IHKYHTapCKUX
OTHOIIEHUH M TEpeXoAOoM OT TNPEUMYLIECTBEHHOIO HW3Y4YEHHs BOOPYXKEHHOTO IPOTUBOCTOSHUS K
KOMIUIEKCHOMY PAacCMOTPEHHIO pa3iNdHBIX ()OpM KOHTAKTOB MEXAYy IBYyMs XaHCTBamu. Hapsgy c
OpUYMHAMH ¥ TIOCJIEACTBUSAMH  KOHQUIMKTOB  HMCCIEAYIOTCS  AMIUIOMATHYECKHUE  OTHOIICHUS,
MEXINHACTUYECKUE CBSI3U, TOPrOBO-IKOHOMHYECKHE U KYJIbTYpHbIE KOHTAKTHI. [l0ka3aHo, YTO MpHUBIEUYEHUE
HOBBIX AapXMBHBIX JOKYMEHTOB CIIOCOOCTBYET YTOYHEHHUIO CJIOXHMBLICHCS MCTOPUYECKOH TpaguLUu.
3aknouenue. TlpoBeeHHOE WHCCIIEIOBaHHE MOIATBEPXKIACT, YTO OOpalIeHHE K HCTOPUOrpadUUECKUM
MIOIX0JaM TO3BOJSET MPOCIEAUTH SBONIONMIO HAYYHBIX B3IIAJIOB O Ka3aXCKO-IKYHIApCKUX OTHOILEHUSX,
BBISIBUTH BIIMSIHHE WMCTOYHUKOBOM 0a3bl M METOJOJOTMM HAa WHTEPIPETALMI0O HUCTOPUYECKUX COOBITUH, a
TaKke 0003HAUWTh TEPCHEKTHBHBIE HAIPABICHUS NalbHEHIINX wHccienoBanuid. lMcropuorpaduuaeckuit
aHamM3 CHOCOOCTBYeT OOBEKTHBHOM OLIEHKE HAKOIUIGHHOTO HAay4yHOro oOmblita ©  (GOpMUPYET
METOAOJIOTHYECKYIO OCHOBY Uil NOCIENyIoLed pa3paboTKu HCTOpHH B3auMooTHouleHud Kaszaxckoro u
JKyHrapcKoro XaHCTB B IIMPOKOM IIEHTPAIbHOA3HATCKOM KOHTEKCTE.

KiroueBble ci1oBa: Ka3axCKo-PKyHrapcKue OTHOIIEHUs, ucropuorpadus, Kazaxckoe xanctro, Poccutickas
nMmnepus, JKyHrapckoe XaHcTBo, LleHTpanbHas A3us, MeXIyHapOIHbIE OTHOIIEHUS, TUILIOMATHS.
BuaropapHocth. CraThsi MOATOTOBIEHA B paMKax pealu3allid MPOEKTa T'PAHTOBOTO (MHAHCUPOBAHMS
«HoBbIe cTpaHUIBI U3 UCTOPHH Ka3aXCKO-PKYHTapCKUX OTHOILIEHHIA: BO BTOpod monoBuHe X VII — 50X rT.
XVIII BB.» (MPH AP23488522) npu ¢unancoBoil nogaepxxke Komurera Haykn MuHHCTEpCTBA HayKd H
BBICIIIETO 0Opa3oBanus PK.

Jas nutupoBanusi: AbenoBa I'.A., Toxumkanupo b.b., MamsipbekoB A.M. Kazaxcko-mKxyHrapckue
OTHOLICHUS B COBpeMeHHOU uctopuorpaduu // Otan Tapuxsl. 2026. T. 29. Ne 3. C. 1079-1091. [Ha aHr.].
DOI: 10.51943/2788-9718 2026 29 3 1079-1091

Introduction. Relations between the Kazakh and Dzungar Khanates have occupied an important
place in the historiography of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Central Asia. For much of the twentieth
century, scholars approached the subject chiefly through military campaigns, territorial disputes and the
political consequences of Dzungar expansion. The growth of the available source base in recent decades
has made this framework increasingly difficult to maintain without qualification. Kazakh oral traditions,
Eastern chronicles, Russian archival records and newly published materials have brought other forms of
contact into clearer view and prompted historians to revisit earlier interpretations.

Military confrontation remains essential to the subject, particularly because of the scale of the
invasions and their consequences for Kazakh society. It did not, however, define every stage of the
relationship. Warfare alternated with diplomatic missions, negotiations, temporary agreements, trade and
prisoner exchanges. Relations between the two khanates were also affected by internal political divisions and
by the involvement of the Kalmyk Khanate and the Russian and Qing Empires. The historiographical
problem is therefore not whether conflict or cooperation was more important, but how historians have
explained their coexistence within a changing regional order.

This article examines recent scholarship according to its principal interpretative approaches rather than
the dates on which individual studies appeared. It considers how researchers have explained the causes and
continuity of the confrontation, the place of diplomacy and the influence of external powers. Particular
attention is given to the points on which their interpretations differ and to aspects of Kazakh—Dzungar
relations that remain insufficiently studied.

Materials and methods. The material for this article consists of works by Kazakhstani and foreign
historians on relations between the Kazakh and Dzungar Khanates in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. The publications were selected to represent the main directions in the historiography. They include
studies of warfare, diplomacy, state formation and the place of the two khanates in Central Asian politics.
Works that introduced new sources or influenced later interpretations were examined more closely.

The analysis began by identifying the main question addressed in each publication and the evidence
used by its author. The works were then compared in terms of how they explained Dzungar expansion, the
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duration of the conflict and the role of diplomacy. This comparison also made it possible to see which

interpretations continued ideas developed during the Soviet period and which were offered a different

reading of the relationship.

Historiographical analysis was combined with comparative-historical and problem-chronological
methods. The first was used to examine changes in scholarly interpretation, while the second helped trace
how particular questions developed across different periods of research. The publications were finally
grouped by their main subject rather than discussed only in order of publication. This organization makes
clear which aspects of Kazakh—Dzungar relations have received sustained attention, and which remain less
thoroughly studied.

Discussion. Results. The reviewed literature can be divided into several broad lines of interpretation.
The first traces changes in the historiography itself, particularly the movement from Soviet accounts centred
on military confrontation towards studies based on a wider range of sources and questions. Other works
examine the relationship through state formation, regional politics, diplomacy and forms of non-military
contact. These approaches overlap, but they differ in the weight they assign to warfare, political institutions
and external powers.

R.B. Suleimenov provides one of the earliest systematic assessments of Soviet scholarship on the
subject [Suleimenov, 1983]. His study shows that historians paid most attention to Dzungar expansion, major
battles, the activities of Kazakh khans and the effect of the conflict on Kazakhstan’s relations with Russia.
Diplomatic and commercial contacts between the two khanates remained at the margins of this literature.
Since Suleimenov was writing in the early 1980s, his article mainly records the state of the field at that time
and does not attempt a fundamental revision of its assumptions.

A broader historical survey appears in the works of S.A. Edilkhanova [Edilkhanova, 2005, 2026]. She
examines pre-revolutionary, Soviet and post-Soviet scholarship together with the different bodies of
evidence on which these traditions relied. Eastern chronicles, shezhire, historical narratives and Kazakh oral
traditions provide material on diplomatic contacts, peace agreements and contemporary perceptions of
Dzungar expansion. Their inclusion enlarges a source base previously dominated by official written records
and makes it possible to reconsider conclusions formed within Soviet historiography.

V.A. Moiseev identifies a related change in the work of Kazakhstani historians [Moiseev, 1993, 2001].
He notes their growing tendency to treat the Kazakh Khanate as an independent actor in international politics
and to draw more extensively on Kazakh, Chinese and other Eastern materials. D.G. Kukeev, in turn,
approaches the historiography through Dzungaria’s foreign relations and its position in the international
system of Central Asia [Kukeev, 2011]. Together, these studies show that the reassessment of Kazakh—
Dzungar relations involved both a wider source base and a shift away from interpretations limited to bilateral
warfare.

Several historians examine Kazakh—Dzungar relations within the wider social, economic, political and
international context of Kazakhstan and Central Asia. M.K. Kozybayev, for example, sees the conflict as
more than a series of separate military events, arguing that it played a decisive role in preserving Kazakh
statechood and strengthening social ties under external pressure. His emphasis on the ethnic and political
development of the Kazakh Khanate and the formation of national statehood places the survival and
consolidation of the state at the centre of his interpretation [Kozybayev, 2006].

According to Kozybayev, the Kazakh Khanate’s stability depended on forms of political integration
that had developed within nomadic society, while the Dzungar threat encouraged greater unity among the
Kazakhs. Where Soviet historiography tends to describe these wars mainly as a struggle between feudal
powers, he places the defense of Kazakh independence and historical continuity at the centre of his
interpretation.

Kozybayev also examines how the Dzungar threat shaped the Kazakh Khanate’s foreign policy in the
eighteenth century. He interprets the Kazakh rulers’ decision to accept Russian protection as a measure
forced by difficult military and political conditions, including pressure from the Dzungar Khanate, the Volga
Kalmyks, the Central Asian states and the Qing Empire.

The wider Central Asian context is also important to this interpretation of the Kazakh—Dzungar
conflict. Changes in the regional balance of power help explain why the confrontation intensified. Another
methodological contribution is the criticism of Soviet interpretations and the call to use Eastern written
sources together with Russian archival records and oral historical accounts. Yet Kazakh—Dzungar relations
were not a separate focus of Kozybayev’s research. His main concerns were the development of Kazakh
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statehood and the methodological foundations of national historiography. His contribution thus lies in linking

the conflict to these broader questions, an approach that influenced later Kazakhstani scholarship.

V.Z. Galiyev [2007, 2013] traces the confrontation from the second half of the seventeenth century to
the early eighteenth century, linking its development to internal changes in the Kazakh Khanate and the
expansionist aims of Dzungaria. His periodization distinguishes the emergence of the conflict in the second
half of the seventeenth century from the events of 1698—1712, which he presents as the immediate lead-up to
the wider Kazakh struggle against Dzungar aggression.

Galiyev connects the Kazakh Khanate’s internal development with its response to growing Dzungar
pressure, while also considering how territory shaped relations between the two states. Using written sources,
archival records, maps, archaeological findings, place names, historical and ethnographic expedition
materials, and oral accounts, he reconstructs settlement areas, routes of expansion, battle sites and conditions
along the border. His treatment of Ablaykit, Kyzylkent, “Sem Palat”, the Kent fortress and other sites as
parts of Dzungaria’s military and strategic infrastructure extends this spatial analysis beyond the location of
battles to the places that supported its military presence.

The reconstruction of military events presents the fighting from the second half of the seventeenth
century to the early eighteenth century as a continuous struggle across large parts of Central, Northern and
Northeastern Kazakhstan. Alongside diplomatic contacts and the wider international situation, the study
considers Dzungaria’s relations with the Qing Empire, Russia, the Volga Kalmyks and the Yenisei Kyrgyz,
placing the course of the conflict within regional politics rather than explaining it through Kazakh—Dzungar
relations alone.

Kabuldinov et al. [Kabuldinov et al., 2025] interpret Kazakh—Dzungar relations as a long-term process
that helped reshape the balance of power in Central Asia. Contacts between the two khanates became more
sustained during this period, making their relationship an important factor in regional politics. The study
connects internal developments in the Dzungar Khanate with the nature of its contacts with the Kazakh
Khanate. Central to this explanation is the link between political centralization and expansion. The authors
argue that a stronger military and administrative system enabled the Oirat state to extend its influence and
territory through sustained expansion. In this interpretation, the confrontation grew out of Dzungaria’s
increasingly centralized political structure, rather than simply comprising a series of separate conflicts.

The study argues that the Oirat state had a more developed and effective system of government,
supported by a larger administrative apparatus and greater material and human resources. These advantages
strengthened its military and political organization, allowing it to mobilize forces quickly, sustain lengthy
campaigns and respond flexibly to changes in international affairs. By tracing the main stages of the
Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation, the authors conclude that Dzungaria had become a leading nomadic power
by the end of the seventeenth century, capable of imposing its will on neighbouring states. They also identify
an ideological dimension to its expansion, arguing that attempts to impose religious commitments favorable
to the state on conquered populations formed an integral part of this strategy.

Toraygyrov [Toraygyrov, 2025] places Kazakh—Dzungar relations within the political developments
of Central Asia in the 1720s. While some studies treat the war as a bilateral conflict, this account considers
the Kazakh, Dzungar and Kalmyk khanates as parts of a single political system.

The events following the Dzungar invasion of 1723 (“Aktaban Shubyryndy, Alkakol Sulama’) are
presented as a turning point in both the Kazakh—Dzungar conflict and international relations in Central Asia.
The invasion changed the foreign-policy priorities of Kazakh rulers and encouraged them to seek new
alliances.

The Kazakh Khanate’s policies were shaped both by resistance to Dzungar expansion and by relations
with the Kalmyk Khanate, the Russian Empire and other regional powers, placing Kazakh—Dzungar relations
within a wider redistribution of power across Central Eurasia.

The study explains Dzungar military successes through the strength of the Dzungar army and political
divisions within the Kazakh Khanate, which hindered coordination among the zhuzes. External pressure thus
had a dual effect in this account: it exposed the difficulties of organising a common defense while also
encouraging the zhuzes to unite their forces.

The Kalmyk Khanate’s influence adds another dimension to this account of Kazakh—Dzungar
relations. The need to maintain security on several fronts limited the Kazakh Khanate’s foreign-policy
options and shaped its dealings with Dzungaria, showing how pressures elsewhere affected the relationship
between the two states.
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In his monograph, Zlatkin [Zlatkin,1983] links the conflict to political developments across Central
Asia. He identifies competition for pasturelands in Zhetysu, Eastern Kazakhstan and the upper Irtysh,
together with the growing strength of Dzungaria and weakening unity within the Kazakh Khanate, as its
main causes. In this account, warfare served Dzungaria’s wider pursuit of control over strategic territories
and trade routes, connecting competition for land with the expansion of state power. Relations between the
Kazakhs and Oirats are described as initially peaceful for an extended period, with regular armed clashes
beginning in the second third of the sixteenth century and the conflict intensifying after the formation of the
Dzungar Khanate.

Despite the intellectual constraints of the Soviet period, Zlatkin’s introduction of a wide range of
Eastern sources into scholarly use laid a foundation for later research, giving his work lasting value for the
study of the conflict’s causes, character and consequences.

Other scholars place greater emphasis on diplomacy and interstate relations, explaining Kazakh—
Dzungar interactions through the geopolitical interests of both khanates.

V.A. Moiseev develops this perspective in his studies of Kazakh—Dzungar relations [Moiseev, 1991,
1998, 2000]. He explains the confrontation as an outcome of competition for dominance in Central Asia,
linking this rivalry to control over grazing territories, trade routes and strategically important areas.

Moiseev places Dzungar expansion within a broader effort by the Dzungar Khanate to extend its
regional influence; it was not a policy directed solely against the Kazakh Khanate. Yet he does not portray
relations between the two states as an uninterrupted war. Armed clashes gave way at different moments to
negotiations, peace agreements, diplomatic missions and short-lived political or military alliances. Their
relationship therefore changed with circumstances rather than following a single course.

The growing involvement of the Russian and Qing Empires further altered the setting in which the two
khanates pursued their interests. Shifts in the Central Asian balance of power shaped the foreign policies of
both sides. Moiseev also connects periods of heightened conflict to divisions within the Kazakh Khanate,
which limited its ability to coordinate resistance to Dzungar expansion. In his interpretation, Kazakh—
Dzungar relations combined warfare with diplomacy, temporary accommodation and responses to pressure
from other regional powers.

Moiseev also compares recent interpretations with pre-revolutionary and Soviet scholarship [Moiseev,
2000]. Some of his conclusions remain debatable, but the value of his work lies in its wider frame of
analysis. It situates the Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation within the international politics of Central Asia and
draws attention to connections that earlier studies often treated separately.

A.Sh. Kadyrbayev examines the relations of the Dzungar and Kalmyk Khanates with the Kazakhs,
Nogais and Turkmens, placing them within the wider military and political history of Central Asia
[Kadyrbayev, 2015]. He traces the growth of Dzungar power, its administrative organization and the gradual
escalation of conflict with the Kazakh Khanate. The study follows this development from the first diplomatic
contacts of the early seventeenth century to the large-scale military campaigns of the first half of the
eighteenth century. Dzungar policy is presented as a sustained expansion into Kazakh territory. Kadyrbayev
argues that the political unity maintained under Tauke Khan enabled the Kazakh Khanate to resist more
effectively. After Tauke's death, however, internal fragmentation weakened its defenses. The early Dzungar
victories of 1723, associated with the catastrophe remembered as Aqtaban Shubyryndy, are attributed to
centralized command, superior military organization, artillery and the element of surprise. The invasion
brought severe demographic, economic and political consequences for the Kazakh Khanate.

Kadyrbayev also discusses the joint mobilization of the three zhuzes, the role of Abulkhair Khan and
the Kazakh batyrs, and the significance of the Bulanty and Anyrakai battles in organising resistance. Yet
disagreements among the Kazakh khans prevented them from eliminating the Dzungar threat entirely.
Another important aspect of the study is its attention to Russia’s place in the regional political setting.
According to Kadyrbayev, the westward movement of Kazakh communities following the Dzungar invasion
complicated their relations with both the Kalmyk Khanate and the Russian Empire. The need to protect the
western frontier consequently became one of the factors that reshaped the foreign policy of the Kazakh
rulers.

The Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation, in this account, had consequences extending well beyond the
battlefield. It affected the political structure of the Kazakh Khanate, altered the regional system of
international relations and contributed to the subsequent expansion of Russian influence in the steppe.
Kadyrbayev further observes that cultural contacts and forms of mutual integration gradually intensified after
the fall of the Dzungar Khanate brought the period of armed confrontation to an end.
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V.T. Tepkeev adopts a similarly broad geopolitical perspective [Tepkeev, 2025]. His analysis extends
beyond relations between the Kazakh and Dzungar Khanates to include the Kalmyk Khanate and the regional
policies pursued by the Russian and Qing Empires.

A central question in Tepkeev’s study concerns the conditions that made the Dzungar invasion of 1723
possible. He attributes it not only to Dzungaria’s expansionist ambitions but also to a favorable military and
political situation. By this point, the Dzungar Khanate had secured its eastern frontier, while divisions among
the Kazakh zhuzes had weakened their ability to mount a coordinated defense. Changes in the regional
balance of power further contributed to the invasion. Tepkeev thus presents the confrontation as an
international conflict in which the Kalmyk Khanate influenced both the distribution of military resources and
diplomatic calculations.

Tepkeev also considers how Kazakh rulers responded to this pressure. Alongside armed resistance,
they turned to diplomacy and sought assistance from Russia, the Kalmyk Khanate and other regional powers.
The conflict consequently emerges as part of a triangular relationship among the Dzungars, Kazakhs and
Kalmyks. This perspective clarifies how shifting political ties shaped events during the first quarter of the
eighteenth century.

O.N. Boldyreva examines Kazakh—Dzungar relations alongside the developing political and legal ties
that both khanates established with the Russian state during the first half of the eighteenth century. Her
analysis centres on diplomacy, the institution of allegiance and the foreign policies of the steppe states
[Boldyreva, 2014].

Boldyreva challenges the assumption that allegiance necessarily amounted to permanent political
submission. She interprets it instead as a diplomatic means of seeking allies and strengthening security.
Increasing Dzungar pressure encouraged closer contact between the Kazakh Khanate and Russia, although
the decision to accept Russian allegiance reflected a combination of internal circumstances and external
threats. Relations with Russia also occupied an important place in Dzungar foreign policy.

A key part of Boldyreva’s study compares the diplomatic strategies pursued by the Kazakh and
Dzungar Khanates. Diplomatic correspondence, imperial charters and other official records show that
allegiance had no single or fixed meaning in the eighteenth century. Its terms depended on the immediate
political situation, while the parties involved did not always understand their obligations in the same way.
This reading moves the discussion beyond warfare and reveals the negotiated character of relations between
the steppe states and Russia.

K.Sh. Khafizova approaches Kazakh—Dzungar relations primarily through diplomacy [Khafizova,
2019]. Her monograph examines diplomatic missions, negotiation practices and the political culture of the
steppe states. Diplomatic contact, she argues, continued even during periods of intense warfare. Envoys still
travelled between the two sides, negotiations were held, prisoners exchanged, migration routes coordinated
and border disputes addressed. These practices were not separate from the military conflict but formed part
of the same interstate relationship. Khafizova’s work therefore offers a broader account of how the two
khanates managed both confrontation and temporary accommodation.

Khafizova also places these relations within the wider international politics of the eighteenth century.
The interests and interventions of the Russian and Qing Empires repeatedly altered the balance of power
around the two khanates. Diplomatic manoeuvring was therefore not secondary to military strength; it was
one of the principal means through which Kazakh and Dzungar rulers responded to a changing regional
order.

V. Erofeeva develops this diplomatic and international perspective in several of her studies
[Erofeeva, 1990, 2006, 2007]. She argues that Galdan Tseren’s policy was aimed less at destroying the
Kazakh Khanate through military force than at bringing Kazakh rulers into political dependence. Military
pressure and diplomatic negotiations were used together in pursuit of this objective.

Erofeeva presents relations between the Kazakhs and Dzungars as a complex field of political,
economic and cultural interaction. Warfare formed only one part of this history. Periods of conflict also
included peace negotiations, trade, prisoner exchanges and contact between communities on both sides. On
this basis, she challenges the familiar image of the two peoples locked in a continuous struggle, arguing that
it was shaped to a significant degree by Soviet historiography.

Erofeeva argues that the conflict must also be examined in relation to the internal development of both
khanates. Their political institutions, social organization and economic systems shaped not only their military
capacities but also the interests they pursued. Competition over pastures, strategic routes and regional
influence therefore cannot be separated from the way Kazakh and Dzungar societies were organized. From
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this perspective, Dzungar expansion was not simply a succession of military campaigns. It was also
connected to the consolidation of Oirat statehood and to changes in the balance of power across Central Asia.

Her studies place the confrontation within an international setting that included the Russian Empire,
Qing China and the states of Central Asia. Their policies influenced the choices available to both the Kazakh
and Dzungar rulers. Erofeeva also maintains that the prolonged conflict encouraged greater political
coordination within Kazakh society and contributed to the strengthening of its institutions. Taken together,
her works present Kazakh—Dzungar relations as a changing and multidimensional relationship rather than a
history defined by warfare alone.

Kabuldinov, Chernienko and Berkinbayev reconsider the institution of amanatship as a form of
diplomatic practice rather than simply a sign of political submission [Kabuldinov et al., 2024]. Their study
focuses on Sultan Abulfais’s stay at the court of Galdan Tseren and his part in securing Abylai’s release from
Dzungar captivity. It also follows his subsequent military and diplomatic activities during the collapse of the
Dzungar Khanate and the establishment of relations with the Qing Empire. In this account, sending a sultan
as an amanat helped preserve a temporary settlement and kept negotiations open. Such arrangements arose
from immediate political pressures and could be used to protect Kazakh communities, strengthen security
and avert further hostilities. Amanatship thus appears not merely as evidence of vassal dependence but as a
flexible instrument of steppe diplomacy.

E.M. Toraygyrov likewise treats Kazakh—Dzungar relations as a combination of military, diplomatic,
dynastic and commercial ties [Toraygyrov, 2024]. Periods of peaceful coexistence, he argues, were as
important as episodes of warfare in shaping the political situation of eighteenth-century Central Asia. His
study reconstructs diplomatic missions and negotiations between Kazakh khans and Galdan Tseren, as well
as the exchange of prisoners. Particular attention is given to amanatship. Toraygyrov interprets this
institution not only as a guarantee that agreements would be observed but also as a practical means of
maintaining stability and preventing renewed hostilities.

Toraygyrov also draws attention to marriages between members of the Kazakh and Dzungar ruling
elites. Such unions could reinforce political agreements, lend legitimacy to alliances and create more durable
ties between the two sides. Trade formed another channel of contact. Commercial exchange tended to expand
during periods of political stability, creating practical economic interests that existed alongside continuing
political rivalry.

Taken together, the works of Kazakhstani and foreign historians show that Kazakh—Dzungar relations
encompassed political rivalry, armed conflict, diplomacy, economic exchange and cultural contact. The use
of a broader range of sources has made it possible to examine these forms of interaction within their regional
setting rather than as separate developments. Interdisciplinary approaches have widened the field further,
although military and political history still receives considerably more attention than social, economic and
cultural relations. This imbalance points to areas in which the historiography remains incomplete and where
further research is needed.

Read together, these works show that the field has changed not only in scope but also in the questions
it asks. Historians are no longer concerned solely with the causes and consequences of warfare; they are also
reconsidering what should count as part of Kazakh—Dzungar relations. Earlier studies were largely organized
around wars, invasions, major battles and the political consequences of Dzungar expansion. This emphasis
was understandable, given the scale of the violence and its place in Kazakh historical memory. Yet it also
encouraged a linear narrative in which relations between the two khanates appeared to move continuously
towards confrontation. Recent scholarship has complicated this interpretation. Military conflict remains
central, but it is increasingly examined alongside diplomacy, trade, dynastic ties, the movement of envoys,
prisoner exchanges and temporary agreements.

The newer literature is far from uniform. Its clearest disagreement concerns whether the conflict was
continuous or interrupted by substantial periods of negotiation and accommodation. Galiev describes the
struggle as a prolonged and largely continuous process extending across broad territories. Moiseev,
Khafizova and Erofeeva, by contrast, question the idea of uninterrupted warfare. Their studies draw attention
to periods in which armed clashes subsided and relations were managed through negotiation, compromise or
the exchange of diplomatic missions. The difference is partly conceptual. If the history of the relationship is
reconstructed primarily through military campaigns, continuity becomes its defining feature. When
diplomatic correspondence and other forms of contact are included, a less uniform pattern emerges. Kazakh—
Dzungar relations then appear as a sequence of confrontations, negotiations and provisional settlements
rather than as a single continuous war.
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Historians also differ in their explanations of what drove Dzungar expansion. Several studies explain it
as a consequence of the military and administrative consolidation of the Dzungar Khanate. Linking
expansion to state formation makes sense of campaigns that might otherwise appear unrelated. The
explanation becomes less convincing, however, when Kazakh political action is reduced to a series of
defensive responses. The works considered here show that Kazakh rulers did not merely respond to events
imposed upon them. They sought allies, negotiated with neighbouring powers, coordinated resistance and
adjusted their policies as the regional situation changed. Their actions were constrained by internal divisions
and pressure on several frontiers, but those constraints did not eliminate political initiative.

The bilateral model becomes harder to sustain once Kalmyk, Russian and Qing actions are brought
into the analysis. Tepkeev and other researchers demonstrate that the distribution of military resources, the
search for alliances and the timing of campaigns cannot be understood by examining the Kazakh and
Dzungar Khanates in isolation. Relations between them formed part of a shifting regional order. Pressure in
one direction could alter policy in another: conflict with Dzungaria affected Kazakh relations with the
Kalmyks and Russia, while developments along the Dzungar—Qing frontier influenced Dzungar military
priorities. The growing attention to these connections has moved the discussion from a national narrative of
invasion and resistance towards a history of competing political strategies in Central Eurasia.

Research on allegiance and amanatship raises a different problem: diplomatic terms did not carry a
single, stable meaning. Boldyreva’s work shows that allegiance cannot always be read as an unambiguous
transfer of sovereignty. Its meaning depends on the circumstances in which it was offered, accepted and
recorded. Likewise, the research on Sultan Abulfais suggests that amanatship was not merely evidence of
submission. It could serve as a means of preserving negotiations, securing the release of captives or
preventing renewed conflict. These interpretations are valuable because they restore uncertainty to
diplomatic practices whose meanings were not fixed in advance. They also reveal a discrepancy between the
language of official documents and the political expectations of the participants. Terms that appeared to
establish hierarchy could be used by steppe rulers in more provisional and strategic ways.

Yet the field has not developed evenly. Although many historians call for a comprehensive approach,
warfare and elite diplomacy remain much better documented than trade, everyday cross-border contact or
cultural exchange. The social groups involved in these less visible forms of interaction also receive far less
attention than rulers, sultans, military leaders and envoys. The field has therefore broadened conceptually
faster than it has developed empirically. Claims about peaceful coexistence and cultural exchange still
require closer evidence of where such contacts occurred, who participated in them and how they changed
over time.

The vocabulary used in this literature also needs closer scrutiny. Terms such as ‘“geopolitical
interests,” “balance of power” and “expansion” often conceal differences among periods, places and political
actors. The interests of a khan, a group of sultans and communities seeking access to pasture were not
necessarily identical. Nor did Russian or Qing involvement remain constant throughout the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. Future research should therefore connect regional explanations more closely to
particular decisions, locations and bodies of evidence. Comparison of Kazakh oral traditions with Russian,
Qing and Central Asian written records may also reveal where later historiographical interpretations have
imposed greater coherence on events than contemporary actors themselves possessed.

Few recent historians now describe Kazakh—Dzungar relations simply as a succession of wars. The
main advance in the field lies in recognizing that warfare and diplomacy did not operate separately. Violence
altered the conditions under which negotiations took place, while diplomacy influenced the timing, direction
and possible termination of military action. Kazakh—Dzungar relations are therefore better understood as a
changing political relationship shaped by internal struggles within both khanates and by developments across
the wider region. This interpretation preserves the importance of military conflict without reducing more
than a century of interaction to an uninterrupted sequence of invasions and battles.

Conclusion. The works examined in this article show that Kazakh—Dzungar relations cannot be
explained only through military confrontation. Wars and invasions had serious consequences for the Kazakh
Khanate, and for this reason they remain central to the historiography. Relations between the two states,
however, did not end whenever military activity stopped. Negotiations continued, envoys were exchanged,
prisoners were released, and temporary agreements were reached. Amanatship, dynastic marriages and trade
also connected the two sides during certain periods.

Historians do not agree on every aspect of this history. Galiev describes the confrontation as a long
and continuous struggle, whereas Moiseev, Khafizova and Erofeeva draw attention to the intervals between

T
1088




ISSN: 1814-6961 ISSN: 2788-9718 Oman mapuxwi. 2026. T. 29 (3)
a/C<0' 0%
3
military campaigns and to the role of diplomacy. Another important result of recent research is the inclusion
of the Kalmyk Khanate and the Russian and Qing Empires in the analysis. Their actions influenced the
decisions of Kazakh and Dzungar rulers and often changed the regional balance of power.

The source base has become wider, but its different parts have not been studied equally. Military
campaigns and official diplomacy are described in considerable detail, while trade, cultural exchange and
everyday contact between communities remain less clear. Future research should pay closer attention to these
areas and compare Kazakh oral materials with Russian, Qing and other written sources. Such work may
provide a more balanced understanding of both conflict and cooperation in the history of the two khanates.
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