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THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR
THE STUDY OF TRADITIONAL HUNTING OF KAZAKHS

Annotation. The article examines the theoretical and methodological
foundations of the study of traditional hunting of the Kazakh people and outlines
foreign and domestic theories and concepts related to this problem. The main goal is to
identify the main theories and concepts for the study of traditional Kazakh hunting.
Tasks: to determine the significance of the proposed theories and concepts in the study
of the problem; to substantiate them in solving the problems of traditional Kazakh
hunting. The considered basic theories and concepts for the study of traditional Kazakh
hunting allowed us to reveal the development of Kazakh traditional hunting along with
the main nomadic cattle breeding, its place in the Kazakh life support system and
preservation in the modern period. Kazakhs did not try to change the local natural
landscape, on the contrary, without science, supporting the principle of "one with
nature"”, they built relationships between nature and man through knowledge about it.
Kazakhs, adapting to the environment and engaging in nomadic cattle breeding, also
developed hunting at a high level, preserving the relationship and balance between man
and nature.

Key words: traditional hunting; methodology; theory; concept; landscape;
ecosystem; economy; ethnic ecology; subconscious psychology; life support.

Introduction

In addition to nomadic animal husbandry, the Kazakhs were engaged in hunting,
forming a kind of traditionalism as a subsistence economy. The aviary that forms its
basis is falcon hunting with other countries in 2021, that is, the hut was included in the
UNESCO list of intangible cultural heritage of humanity [1]. 2024 was declared the
national brand of Kazakhstan as "Tazy-ezhelgy kazakhy it tukumy" [2]. The measures
taken by the leadership of the Republic of Kazakhstan to preserve and protect the
hunting types that form the basis of traditional hunting today demonstrate the
importance of this tradition. In addition, due to the inclusion of hunting in the Kazakh
national sports, hunting competitions called "Sonar”, "Kansonar" and "Kyran" are
organized annually in the regions of Kazakhstan [3]. Of course, in the past, hunting was
a source of livelihood and an integral part of the economy, but today, due to economic
development, hunting has lost its traditional character and is developing in a sports-
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amateur direction. The decision of the Republic of Kazakhstan to ratify the Convention
for the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage increases the effectiveness of
its work to protect, promote, develop and revitalize the intangible cultural heritage of
our country. It confirms the relevance of the study of birdwatching, which is included in
this direction [4]. Currently, ethnological science is interested in the formation of
traditional hunting along with nomadic animal husbandry of the Kazakh people. The
influence of the local landscape on traditional hunting, its transformation as a result of
the colonial policy of the kingdom, its loss of traditionalism and modern revival.On
September 8-13, 2024, on the last day of the V World Nomad Games in Astana, there
was a competition of nomads.

Because most studies on traditional hunting under the tsarist government were
descriptive. It was studied in Soviet times not enough. Although the extraction of wild
birds, moose and various equipment is mainly provided. But its economic development
and place in the life support system are not fully determined. Nevertheless, since this
type of economy is common to all mankind, theories and concepts of foreign and
domestic scientists methodologically related to this issue have formed in science. Some
are seen as subservient to the ecosystem (rational choice theory: A. Hindmoor, H. Ward;
the concept of ethnic ecology: Levin M.G., Cheboksarov N.N., Alekseev V.P., Kozlov
V.l. and Masanov N.E.); the second group is associated with the development of
civilization (A. Toynbee); the following representatives of the group are based on the
theory of historical geography (L.N. Gumilev); fundamental conclusions related to a
nomadic lifestyle through the genesis of nomadism (S.I. Vainshtein, A.K.
Kushkumbaev); life theory laid down by Russian researchers (S.A. Arutyunov, E.S.
Markaryan, E.L. Melkonyan and Yu.l. Mkrtumyan) and domestic scientists N. Alimbai,
M.S. Mukanov and H. Argynbaev in interpretation, and its preservation in folk
traditions, despite the initial natural approach and habitat change, formulated on the
basis of device theory and unprecedented psychological priority (S.V. Lurie). Through
these concepts and theories, we strive to propose ways of using the Kazakh traditional
hunting economy in the study.

Methods and materials.

During the writing of the article, theoretically and methodologically, the theories
and concepts prevailing in science, scientific works and scientific approaches were
taken as a basis. In particular, historical and logical methods were effective in studying
the importance of hunting in time and space, contributed to the implementation of the
principle of theoretical analysis and historicity. Based on the theories prevailing in
science, a historical and comparative method was used in the study of the Kazakh
hunting economy, which was formulated to substantiate theories. While the typological
method forms the theoretical and methodological basis in the study of the Kazakh
hunting economy, the genetic method was important in the study of the development of
the Kazakh hunting economy in the form of a subsidiary farm in conditions of nomadic
life. Analysis and synthesis methods made it possible to identify and substantiate the
theories underlying the study of the Kazakh hunting economy.

Discussion

Kazakh hunting has aroused great interest among many researchers. Traditional

hunting is, of course, the development of the 18th, 19th and early 20th centuries.
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Therefore, this issue became W|despread in the tsarist era, in Soviet times and in
independent historiography. Travelers, merchants, diplomats, scientists and officials
who visited our steppe during tsarist Russia tried to describe in as much detail as
possible what they saw and knew about the life of the nomadic Kazakh people. We will
divide the works of these authors into two groups: one is descriptive, that is, limited to
the submission of superficial information, the second is an attempt to make our own
analysis by publishing small studies of hunting as an article. A.l. Levshin, who devoted
the fundamental work of geography, history and ethnography of the Kazakh people,
described the ways of hunting Kazakhs and their trade [5]. I. Kolachev: "The hunt for
Europeans was a game among the Kazakhs" [6, p. 292]. F. Zhukov [7], G.S.
Zagryazhskii [8], A.M Nikol'skii [9], V.P. Nalivkin [10] and A.E. Brem [11] mainly
hunt Kazakhs briefly records species. Researchers of the tsarist period wrote about
Kazakh hunting from different points of view, but did not analyze it on the basis of a
specific theory. Nevertheless, the authors mentioned above praised the hunting
traditions of the nomadic people, and imperial ethnocentric and racist views did not
appear. While 1. G. Georgi [12], I. P. Falk [13] and a number of other authors
considered as a "wild people” or "rude people”.

Kazakh historians Margulan A.Kh. [14], Mukanov M.S. [15] and others, as
representatives of Russian history, analyzed universal human values. Kushkumbaev
A.K. [16], Oshanov N.Z. and Nugman B.G. [17] and Beknazarov R.A. [18] considered
Kazakh hunting as an element of nomadism - an indicator of the high culture of a
nomadic people.

Results

In world history, hunting is known as the first farm of mankind engaged in
survival. However, with the formation of agriculture and animal husbandry in the
Bronze Age, hunting was supplanted. But for many peoples it has been preserved in the
form of the main economy. The Kazakh people, engaged in nomadic animal husbandry,
hunted as a subsidiary farm. That is, the Kazakhs, who carefully and effectively used
the ecosystem, together with nomadic animal husbandry, developed traditional hunting.
In the study, it is important to explain this question using the theory of rational choice of
foreign scientists A. Hindmoor [19] and H. Ward [20]. The theory of rational choice
substantiated by these authors allows us to determine the development of hunting in the
form of a subsidiary farm. This theory, applied in the branches of economics and
political science. It is now effectively used in other branches of science. As a result, the
rational choice theory of A. Hindmoor and H. Ward represented the rational activity of
subjects in the social sciences and, becoming the basis of economics, "was adopted as
the basis for determining one's own personal capabilities”. It was important in revealing
the reasons why Kazakhs hunted in a nomadic society as necessary. This theory in
determining ways to use the available opportunities of the Kazakh people, hunting for
walks, the entertainment of the steppe. It helps to understand "the actions of people in
the implementation of rational life and the choice of opportunities available to them in
the environment and society". People close to nature were able to turn nomadic life into
life, analyze rational actions and choices in realizing their capabilities in the
environment and society. That is, the Kazakh people, which is the main type of nomadic
animal husbandry, used the local landscape in accordance with their capabilities,
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combining hunting with subsidiary farming, while simultaneously hardening combat
practice. As a result, the Kazakhs, having satisfied their wishes, brought this economy
to a high level and brought up future generations in a military spirit, instilled
understanding and concern for the environment. Because Kazakh life was connected
with natural conditions. It studied to adapt field life and as a result tried to run a farm
adapted to this natural environment. The most effective form of adaptation of cattle
breeders to the prevailing natural and climatic conditions was mobile animal husbandry.
Nomads adapted to the environment, created the most effective and convenient ways of
migration, created a resettlement system to protect livestock from predatory animals,
enemies, cold and heat, jute. Therefore, along with nomadic animal husbandry, the
Kazakh people determine the reasons for the development of hunting in the form of a
subsidiary farm.

A special place in science is occupied by the study and adaptation of humans to
the environment, the rational use of the local natural landscape for their own capabilities
and human farms. This is based on the concept of “ethnic ecology" and outweighs the
theory of rational choice. This theory helps to reveal the issues existing in the world of
the emergence, preservation and development of hunting. The doctrine of ethnic
ecology arose in the middle of the X1X - early XX centuries and was explained by the
fact that "society and nature develop in close relationship as part of a single system".
This direction was developed by such researchers as M.G. Levin [21], N.N.
Cheboksarov [22], V.P. Alekseev [23]. A prominent representative of this direction, the
Soviet historian V.l.Kozlov proposed "to study the features of the traditional system in
environmental conditions” [24]. Based on the above opinion, the Kazakhs, engaged in
traditional animal husbandry as the main type of farming, were able to adapt to
environmental conditions and develop hunting at a high level. In the concept of “ethnic
ecology" presented by Russian scientists, three basic concepts have formed: cultural
adaptation (the method and result of non-biological adaptation to environmental
conditions); life support and ethno-ecosystem. These three concepts serve as the basis
for determining the essence of the Kazakh hunting economy. In other words, the
Kazakhs adapted to the environment, used its products in everyday life and developed
as a type of subsidiary farm, living in harmony with nature. The ethno-ecosystem
provides for the presence of an economic collective, an developed zone and economic
property. Accordingly, there is every reason to believe that in the Kazakh traditional
society there were hunters, and developed hunting grounds, and equipment.

Thus, ethnic ecology is a scientific discipline that is formed at the intersection of
ethnography with human ecology (social ecology) and has areas that coincide with
ethnogeography, ethnic demography, and ethnic anthropology. Taking into account
studies of the interaction of organisms and the environment, such as ecology in general,
they take into account the characteristics of man, as well as the entire ecology of man,
as a carrier of socio-biological life, first of all, the leading role of social factors in the
formation of ethno-population groups and the importance of cultural features. As the
main means of non-biological adaptation to the environment, economic activity is of
great importance in ensuring the life of human groups and their ever-growing
transformative impact on nature.
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Today, "ethnic ecology" includes the study of the features of traditional life
support systems for ethnic communities in natural and sociocultural habitat conditions,
as well as the impact of existing environmental relations on human health; studying the
natural environment of ethnic groups and their influence on this environment, the laws
of the formation and functioning of ecosystems, ethnography is an important theory in
the study of the economy of peoples.

It was L.N. Gumilev who based his research on the influence of the landscape on
humans and considered human adaptation to the landscape as a kind of ethnic system.
"Through their economic activities, ethnic organizations closely related to nature
become accustomed to a specific landscape. And if they move, then according to their
customs they are looking for a similar territory"” [25, p. 193]. This conclusion of the
scientist allows us to explain the preservation of traditional hunting for the Kazakhs of
China and Mongolia, which are located far from their historical homeland. That is,
Kazakhs who moved to another territory, despite the transition to the border zone,
according to their customs, retained their economy on the territory as atakasib. Given
the author's opinion that "many tribes and peoples of antiquity and the Middle Ages
entered the landscape, did not try to change it," on this basis, one of the reasons why the
Kazakh people are hunting in conditions of nomadic life can be explained. That is, in a
nomadic lifestyle, Kazakhs, dependent on ecosystems, obeyed the landscape, did not
change it, but combined hunting with customs.

The opinion of L.N. Gumilev that "the fact of impact on nature determines the
character of the nation, and not the level of culture” [25, p. 194]. explains that the
Kazakh people are patient, attentive, courageous.

Based on the study of ethnos and landscape, L.N. Gumilev determines the
influence of ethnos on the landscape on the basis of three principles: 1) nations that
create a new landscape; 2) nationalities that preserve the existing landscape, the
historical state of the ethnic group; 3) ethnic groups that do not protect the "cultural
landscape™ (Gumilev, 1968:195). Taking into account these principles, Kazakhs belong
to the second principle. Because they were able to adapt their needs to the habitat and
bring it to the level of tradition. Nothing has changed. For example, the presence of
salbura, the hunting season, the formation of hunting etiquette, traditions and rituals
associated with hunting, folk knowledge, ethnomedicine, the continuity of generations -
all this happened as a result of the development of hunting.

Scientists who raised the issue of the genesis of nomadic animal husbandry
believe that the nomadic economy was formed on the basis of the hunting of ancient
inhabitants. For example, S.I. Vainshtein, "a group of researchers, from the ancient era
until the end of the 19th century, had three stages in the development of universal
human culture. Among the first hunters, first tribes who mastered nomadic animal
husbandry were distinguished, and then somewhat later farmers. Researchers from
another point of view suggest that after the Neolithic revolution, the tribes of arable
farmers living in special conditions of the arid zone gradually developed in the direction
of nomadic animal husbandry™ [26, p. 284]. Continuing the game, he says that "the
possibility of a transition to nomadic hunting testifies to some materials," which, despite
the nomadic lifestyle of the Kazakhs, is the basis for scientific confirmation of the
formation of traditional hunting.
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Ethnoecological research is subject to the work of the outstanding Kazakh
scientist N.E. Masanov "Nomadic civilization of Kazakhs: Fundamentals of the life of a
nomadic society,” which made a significant contribution to world historical science,
scientifically substantiating the nomadic civilization of the Kazakh people. The scientist
noted the growth and decline of livestock in a favorable and unfavorable nature based
on natural and climatic conditions; seasonal movement of the nomadic community.
Kazakhs adapted to the local landscape and, using the features of a specific
geographical environment, formed nomadic animal husbandry as a kind of production
economy in the history of mankind. He says: "The ecosystem with seasonal
performance can be attributed to the outbound range” [27, p. 22].

The author refers to this arid territory steppe, desert, mountain and mountain
zones. Various natural and climatic conditions of the territory of Kazakhstan pushed
Kazakhs to adapt to the environment. As a result, economic activity has developed in
the form of nomadic animal husbandry in accordance with the peculiarities of the
geographical environment. Therefore, the nomadic life of the Kazakh people aroused
interest among many researchers, which was considered on the basis of natural and
climatic conditions. This theory of the scientist is combined with the concept of ethnic
ecology in ethnological science and allows you to reveal the essence of traditional
hunting. As noted above, the study of such types of farms as hunting is important not
only for Russian researchers, but also for Kazakh science based on this concept.

"In other words, the activity of the" external factor "is aimed at turning the"
internal creative impulse "into a sustainable stimulus that allows for potential creative
variations," said A. Toinbi [28, p. 108]. Or, according to the well-known law of the
scientist "on challenge-response,” the Kazakh people adapted to the environment,
skillfully used four seasons of the year and through migration were engaged in nomadic
animal husbandry. Therefore, the products of the main economy provided the necessary
food, clothing, etc. And hunting products are an integral part of the life support system.

The vital activity and life support of the ethnos through the theory of the vital
system were considered in the studies of foreign, Russian and domestic scientists. This
concept of "concern for life" (subsistence) refers to the 30s of the XIX century.
American ethnographer Robert Lowey introduced it into scientific circulation. In the
first application, this meant "forage search and production technology." In origin,
literally translated as "life, food, life."” R. Lowey said: "In a complex society, people get
their feed from simple types of farms such as hunting, fishing and gathering... So
hunting, the first stage of the search for food " [29, p. 238].

The author of the article in his work talks about the fodder farms of the ancient
peoples of Africa, Asia, Australia and America, such as hunting, fishing and gathering.
Nevertheless, they do not give exact definitions, but write about subsidiary plots. Thus,
in foreign ethnography, such types of consumer farms as hunting, gathering, agriculture
and the first types of animal husbandry are studied, some of which are still aimed at
finding feed under the concept of vital activity.

The term "concern for life" was widely used by Soviet scientists and conducted
his research. They tried to create a concept and maximize the original meaning of the
term subsistence "something that contributes to survival, nutrition, life" [30, p. 127]. In
the course of a deep study of life, Soviet ethnographers introduced the concept of "life
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culture"” into scientific circulation as a special component of ethnic culture, expanding
its versatility. As a result, in foreign ethnography, the term subsistence refers to a
consumer economy focused on the search for feed, such as hunting, fishing and
gathering, and now Soviet scientists have studied food, housing, clothing and
dishwashing aspects.

In Soviet historiography in the 80s of the twentieth century S.A. Arutyunov,
E.S.Markaryan, E.L. Melkonyan and Yu.l. Mkrtumyan first created the foundations of
the theory of life support [31]. Having set the task to determine the "place and role of
modern environmental analysis of culture,” in other words, "to create primary
environmental principles in considering the life support system as an adaptation
mechanism,” including "housing, clothing and food" [32, p.21-24]. S.A. Arutyunov
conducted fruitful studies in the field of "ethnic ecology,"” which showed that the
"process of adaptation of society to the ecological environment™ occurs precisely in the
culture of life [33, p.204]. A.N.Yamskov: "For a comprehensive study of the culture of
the ethnic group, we must, first of all, study the system of life of this people” - taking
into account the conclusions of Armenian historians who disagree with the opinion of
the scientists mentioned above, referring to the conclusions of V.1.Kozlov: "Life cannot
be limited to clothing, food and housing. It is necessary to take into account the
ecological adaptation of society, "says [34, p.77]. Based on the findings of clerical
scientists, human economic activity is an adaptation to the conditions of the natural
environment and requires human knowledge of the environment. Thus, these
researchers, when using the term "life culture,” considered and developed it as
"phenomena included in material culture".

Kazakhstani scientists also showed interest in the theory of life. Among them are
N. Alimbay, M. S. Mukanov and H. Argynbaev. They were among the first to conduct
research on the life support system of the Kazakhs. N. Alimbay considered the
community as a mechanism of life support in the nomadic ecosystem and, within the
framework of the culture of life support, proposed the concepts of "purpose of need,"”
"ways of meeting the need," "subject and form of meeting the needs.” Mukanov M.S.
took steps to reveal nomadic housing in the traditional system of life of the Kazakhs,
and Argynbaev Kh. - the life of the national education of the Kazakhs [35]. However,
N. Alimbai, M.S. Mukanov and H. Argynbaev believe that V.l. Kozlov could not give a
satisfactory definition of the concept of human needs. "The main structural factor of the
life support system is the need,"” said one of them N. Alimbay. That is, only through the
structure and nature of a person's needs is the direction of the culture of the life of the
ethnic group determined and the basis of the lifestyle described.

One cannot but touch upon the theory of adaptation (adaptation) to the
consideration of the culture of life based on foreign and Soviet periods. In the modern
field of science, the adaptation of ethnic groups to the environment is recognized as
directions of material and social adaptation, which determine the special manifestations
of the development of culture in the field of cultural ecology. The founder of this
concept in the 19th century, L. White, noted that "cultural development will be carried
out through increased efficiency in the use of natural resources, which will ultimately
lead to an increase in population, increased labour productivity and economic
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specialization. This development can be divided into stages. All other aspects of culture
depend on the material situation, "said Lurie [30, p. 14].

Fatalism the driving policy pursued by Russia in the 19th century led to the
capture of hunting not only for meat, but also for furs and horns of animals such as deer,
which led to a violation of traditional hunting. That is, the tradition disappeared, hunting
began to transform and took on a wild form of hunting. In this current situation, the
theory of "device" S.V. Lur'e. "The most important goal in the ecology of an ethnic
group is to study the state and communication of ethnic groups with the environment,
but also psychological adaptation,” the researcher believes [30, p. 126].

Scientist: "From the point of view of the ecology of the ethnic group, the most
interesting and fruitful approach that contributes to the disclosure of the main
connections of both humans and a group of people with the environment is the study of
a different geographical and cultural center, namely the problems of migration and
psychological health. Here you can immediately see the importance of the connection of
a person or ethnic group with its natural and cultural foundations, that if such
connections disappear, what are the mechanisms for establishing new, paid connections,
"he said, adding that" each person imperceptibly gives psychological priority to the
environment of his origin, that is, the edge of the origin of his ancestors " [30, p. 126].
Our compatriots far from their historical homeland - the Kazakhs of China and
Mongolia - preserve traditional hunting in a different ethnic, geographical and cultural
environment in its original form - on the other hand, it can be determined by the theory
of the author's "unprecedented psychological priority".

Considering the theoretical and methodological basis for studying the traditional
hunting of the Kazakh people, the Kazakhs, depending on the natural and climatic
conditions, had the opportunity to engage not only in nomadic animal husbandry, but
also in hunting. The circumstances that served as the basis for these opportunities can be
stated as follows:

- based on the predominance of opportunities for mobile hunters to transition to
nomadic animal husbandry, the Kazakhs, being nomads, have become a genetically
preserved practice;

- being in the winter in nomadic wintering, only at this time once a year they
had the opportunity to relax and refresh, developing it as a tourism;

- group hunting was one of the ways of military art of the nomadic people, that
is, they were necessary for mutual understanding, the use of effective tactics and
training, hardening during hunting, persecution, etc.;

- in case of livestock death due to drought that occurred against the background
of unfavorable natural conditions, since the animal is the main product, the feed was
supplemented with animal husbandry products;

- hunting products gave Kazakhs not only food, but also clothes, etc.;

- hunting products: leather, horns, meat, etc.

Conclusion

Thus, the Kazakhs did not try to change the local natural landscape, but, on the
contrary, without a scientific understanding of the principle of "surrounded by nature,"
they built the relationship between nature and man through knowledge about it. They
are determined by the above theories of ethnic ecology and survival. Knowledge of the
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nature of the native land, its care, recognition - hard work, endurance and intolerance
led to the fact that the Kazakh people, adapting to the environment, along with the main
nomadic animal husbandry, formed a hunting farm of a high degree.

While Kazakh hunting was considered as one of the types of economy in the
tsarist and Soviet period, after gaining independence it was identified as an important
form of management in the organization of the military-political life of nomads, the
similarity and identity with the military-organizational structure were studied. The
theory of "device" determines the need to maintain equilibrium and relations between
man and nature, and the theory of "ethnic ecology” determines the issues of the
formation of an economy with adaptation to the environment. The above theories
constitute an important theoretical and methodological basis in revealing the essence of
the Kazakh hunting economy.
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Nmkanosa I'ynis6any UcmarysioBaa
KA3AK XAJIKbIHBIH, IOCTYPJII AHIIBLJIBIFBIH 3EPTTEY AIH
TEOPUSUIBIK-METO/J1OJIOT'UAJIBIK HET'I3JIEPI

Angarna. Makanaga Kaszak XalKbIHBIH JOCTYPJi aHUIBUIBIFBIH 3€pTTEYIiH
TEOPUSUIIBIK-METOIONIOTHSUTBIK ~ HETi3/1epi  KapacTBIPBUIBII, OCBl MOCeNiere KaTbhICThI
HIETENIIK JKOHE OTaHABIK TEeOopHsjap MeH KoHIenuusiap Oasumanrad. JlocTypii
AHIIBUIBIKTEl 3€pTTEYre HETi3 OONIaThIH TEOpHsUIap MEH KOHIETIUSIAPAbl AHBIKTAY
O6acTel MakcaT Oonbln  TaObuIaabl. MiHAETTEpi: YCBHIHBUIFAH TEOpHsUIAp MEH
KOHIICTIMSUIApIbl MACEJIEHI 3epTTeyeri MaHbI3bIH alKBbIHAAY; ASCTYPJi aHIIBUIBIKKA
OaiimaHbICTBl MAceNeNepAl IIeHIyAe Heri3aey. 3epTTeyle TapuXH >KOHE JIOTHKAIBIK
o/icTep, TapPUXHU-CATBICTHIPMATIBI OfIC, aHAIM3 YKOHE CHHTE3 OMiCcTepl MaiiJanaHbLIIb.
Ocpl opaiina aTanFaH SicTep aHIIBUIBIKTHI TAPUXU YaKBIT MIEH KEHICTIKTET1 MaHBI3BIH
3epTTeyae TUIMAL OOJBIN, TEOPUSUIBIK Tajlay >KOHE TAPUXWIBIK NPUHIMIIH JXYy3€re
acblpyra KeMekTecTi. MaoceneHi 3epTTeyre Heris OojaTblH Teopusiap MeEH
KOHIICTIIMSUIap  Ka3aK  JOCTYPJl  AHIIBUIBIFBIHBIH —~ HETi3ri  Kemmenai — Maj
[IapyallbUIBIFBIMEH KaTap JAaMybIH, OHBIH TIPUIUTIK Kambl jKYHECIHIETi OpHBIH XKOHE
OyriHri KyHi cakTanyblH amyra MYMKiHAiK Oepai. Kaszakrap skeprimikri taburu
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TaHaadTTHl ©3repTyre ThIPbICTAbl, KEPICIHIIEe «Ta0UFATICH €TEeHE» YCTAaHBIMBIH eI
FBUIBIMCBI3 YFBIHBIN, TaOMFAT MEH aJaM apachlHAarbl e3apa KaTbIHACTBI OJ TYypajbl
OurimMi apkpUTel Kypael. Kopiiaran oprara OeifiMiene OTBHIPBIN, HETI3ri KOUIMeai Majl
[IapyalllbUIBIFBIMEH ~ KaTap  JKOFapbl  JIOpEXKeeri  aHIIBUIBIK  [IapyaIlbUIBIKTHI
KaJBIITACTBIPHII, aJaM MEH TaOWFfaT apachlHAAFbl KapbIM-KaThIHAC TMEH Tere-TeHIIKTI
CaKTaJbl.

KinT ce3mep: nocTypii aHIIBUIBIK, METOOJIOTHS, TEOpHUs; KOHIICTILHUS,
naHgmadT, SKOXKYHe; IMIapyallblIbIK, STHUKAJIBIK 3KOJOrus; OeiicaHa ICHXOJOTHS,
TIPIILTIK KAMBI.

Nmkanosa I'yns6any UcmarysioBaa
TEOPETUKO-METOJOJIOI'MYECKHUE OCHOBBI U3YYEHUS
TPAIUIIMOHHOM OXOThI KA3AXOB

AHHoTaumsA. B cratbe paccMOTpPEHBI TEOPETUKO-METOAOJIOTMYECKHE OCHOBBI
W3yUYEHHs] TPAJUIIMOHHOM OXOTHI Ka3aXCKOTO HapoJa M M3J0KEHbl 3apyOexHbIE U
OTEUYECTBEHHBIC TEOPUU M KOHIEMIINHU, Kacaroluecs 3Toi nmpoodaemsl. OCHOBHOH IETBIO
SIBJISICTCS. ONPEJIEIICHUE OCHOBHBIX TEOPUM M KOHLENIUN [0 U3YYECHUIO TPAJULIMOHHOMN
OXOTBI Ka3aXOB. 3aJauu: ONpeAeeHNe 3HAYCHUS MTPEUI0OKCHHBIX TEOPHA U KOHIETIMN
B M3yYEHHH IpOoO0JIeMbl; 00OCHOBATh UX B PEIIECHHH IMPOOJIEM TPaJUIIMOHHONW OXOTHI
Ka3axoB. PaccMOTpeHHBIE OCHOBHBIE TEOPMM M KOHIENLIUH TI0 H3YYEHHUIO
TPaaUIIMOHHONM OXOTHl Ka3axOB TMO3BOJIMIM  PACKPbITh pa3BUTHE  Ka3aXCKOU
TPaJUIIMOHHON OXOTBHl HApsAAy C OCHOBHBIM KOYEBBIM CKOTOBOJICTBOM, €€ MECTO B
cucTeMe KH3HeoOecreueHNs Ka3axoB U COXpaHEHUE B COBpEMEHHOM mepuoje. Kazaxu
HE TMBITATUCh W3MEHUTb MECTHBIM NPUPOAHBIA sanmuadT, HA0OOpOT 0e3 HayKu
NOJJECPKUBAs MPHHLUUI «C MPHUPOJAON EJUHBI» CTPOMJINM B3aUMOOTHOIICHHUS MEXITY
MPUPOJON U YEIIOBEKOM uepe3 3HaHusg o Hel. Kazaxu aganTupysach K OKpyKaromiei
cpeie M 3aHMMAasACh KOYEBBIM CKOTOBOJICTBOM, TAaKKE Pa3BHBAIM OXOTY Ha BBICOKOM
YPOBHE, COXpAaHUB OTHOIICHHUS U OalaHC MEX/1y YeIOBEKOM U IPHPOJIOH.

KioueBble c10Ba: TpaIulMOHHAs 0XOTa; METOJOJIOTHS, TEOpPHs, KOHIEMINS,
naHmmadT, SKOCHCTEMa, XO3sIMCTBO, JSTHHUYECKAs HKOJIOTHS; IOJCO3HATEIbHAs
TICUXOJIOTHS; )KU3HEOOECTIeYeHHE.
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