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Abstract. Introduction. The article examines the formation of the Dzungar Khanate and the evolution
of the Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation in the seventeenth century as a systemic phenomenon that
determined the redistribution of power in Central Asia. Aims and objectives. The aim of the study is
to identify the relationship between the internal transformations of the Dzungar Khanate and the logic
of its expansionist policy toward Kazakh domains. The objectives include reconstructing the stages
of the strengthening of the Dzungar Khanate in the context of its confrontation with the Kazakh
Khanate, analyzing the mechanisms of mobilization and centralization of Oirat society and their
impact on the military-political balance in the Kazakh steppe, clarifying the nature of military
campaigns and diplomatic practices in Kazakh—Dzungar relations, and identifying the ideological
dimension of this confrontation, including attempts at religious and political influence on Kazakh
territories and the ruling elite. Methodologically, the study is based on the principles of historicism
and objectivity and applies comparative-historical and problem-chronological approaches. The
source base includes materials from RGADA, AVPRI, and the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts of
the Russian Academy of Sciences (IOM RAS), Russian diplomatic documents and chronicle
evidence, as well as comparative data from Kazakh, Oirat, and Chinese traditions. Results. The results
substantiate that the centralization and resource base of the Dzungar Khanate provided it with a
strategic advantage over the more loosely organized political structure of the Kazakh Khanate; the
confrontation assumed a long-term character and in the 1680s developed into attempts to establish
sustained control over cities and territories of Southern Kazakhstan and Semirechye. Conclusion. It
is concluded that the Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation of the seventeenth century was not only a
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military struggle but also an institutional and ideological process that predetermined the parameters
of regional politics at the turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

Keywords: Kazakh Khanate, Dzungar Khanate, military conflicts, international relations,
Central Asia
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Anparna. Kipicne. Makanaga XVII racslpnarsl Opranblk Azusiiarbl KYLITEP apaKaTbIHACBIHBIH
KaiiTa OeJiHyiH alKpIHIaFaH kyiheni KyObuibic peTiHae JKoHFap XaHABIFBIHBIH KaJbIITaCybl MEH
Ka3aK-KOHFap KapChUIACTBUIBIFBIHBIH 3BOJIIOLUSACH KapacThIpbliaabl. Makcamol men MiHOemmepi.
3eprreynin Makcatbl — JKOHFap XaHABIFBIHBIH IIIKI TpaHCOpMAIMsIapbl MEH OHBIH Ka3ak
UEIIKTepiHe OaFbITTaFaH SKCHAHCHUSIIBIK CasCaThIHBIH JIOTUKACHI apachIHAarbl e3apa OailllaHbICThI
aiikpinay. Mingertepre: JKoHrap XaHAbIFbIHBIH Ka3ak XaHABIFBIMEH KapChUIACTBIK KOHTEKCIHJET]
KYIICI0 Ke3eHJAEpiH KalWTa KypacThIpy; OHpaT KOFaMblH JKYMBUIABIPY MEH OpPTaJbIKTaHIBIPY
TETIKTepiH >KOHE ONapAblH Ka3aK JalachlHIAFbl OCKEPH-CAACU TEIe-TeHIIKKE BIKINAIbIH Tajjay;
Ka3aK-KOHFAp KAThIHACTAPBIHIAFBl OCKEPH MKOPHIKTAp MEH JAWUIUIOMATHSUIBIK MPaKTUKAJIap/IblH
CHUIIaThIH HAKTbUIAYy; COHJAi-aK Ka3aK HeNIKTepl MeH OWJIeyIll 3JuTara JIHU-CAsCH BIKMAN €Ty
OpEKEeTTEPiH KOCa alFaHa, OChl KAPChUIACTBHUIBIKTHIH UCOIOTUSUIBIK KYpaMIachlH alKbIHAAY Kipei.
OJiCHaMaJIBIK TYPFbIIAaH JKYMBIC TapUXMJIBIK I€H OOBEKTUBTUIIK KaFuAaTTapblHA CYHEHimH,
CaJIBICTBIPMAIIBI-TAPUXH JKOHE MPOOIEMANBIK-XPOHOIOTUSAIIBIK TCIIAEpal KoimaHaabl. JlepekTik
6aza Exenri akrtinepain Peceit meminekertik apxuBi (EAPMA), Peceil MMIEpUSCBIHBIH CHIPTKBI
casicat apxuBi (PUCCA) xone Peceil FbuibiM akaieMHUsICBIHBIH IIBIFBIC KOIKa30amapbl HHCTUTYTHI
(PFA MIKM (Canxt-IletepOypr)) MarepuanaapblH, OpBIC IUIUIOMATHSUIBIK KY)KaTTapbl MEH
KBUTHAMAJIBIK MOJIIMETTEpl, COHAal-aK Ka3akK, OWpaT »MoHE KbITall TOCTYpJIEpPIHEH allbIHFaH
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CaJbICTBIPMAIIBl A€PEKTEpal KaMTuabl. Homuowcenep. 3eprrey HoTmxkeciHne JKOHFap XaHIBIFBIHBIH
OpTaJILIKTaHYbl MEH pecypcThIK 0azackl Ka3ak XaHIBIFBIHBIH CaJbICTBIPMANbl TYpAE SJICi3 cascu
KYpBUIBIMBIHA KapaFaH/a OFaH CTPATETHUIBIK apTHIKIIBUIBIK OepreHi JaiemIeH l; KapChbulaCcThUIBIK
y3aKk Mep3imai cumar ansi, 1680-xbuimapel OHTYCTiK Kazakcran men JKericy Kanajmapsl MeH
ayMaKTapblH TYpakThl OakpUlayFa ajly oOpeKeTTepiHe YJIaCKaHbl KepceTulmi. KopulmbiHObI.
XVII racbipaarsl Ka3ak->KOHFap KapChUIACTBUIBIFBI TEK SCKEPU KaKTHIFBIC KAHA €EMeC, COHBIMEH Oipre
XVII-XVIII  racelpiap TOFBICBIHOAFBl ~ OHIPIIK cascaTThIH IapaMeTpiepiH  alKbIHAaraH
MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIBIK-UICOTOTUSIIBIK YAEPiC OONFaHbI Typajibl KOPBITHIHBI JKaCaJI bl
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AHHoTauusl. Beedenue. B crarbe paccmarpuBaercst ¢opmupoBaHue J[KYHrapcKOro XaHCTBa M
SBOJIFOLIMS  Ka3aXCKO-IDKYHTapCKOro mpoTUBOCTOSHUS B XVII Beke Kak CHCTEMHOIO SIBJICHMS,
orpeneNuBIIeTr0 mepepacnpenenenue cuin B LlentpansHoit Asun. [Jenu u 3adauu. llens
WCCIICIOBAHUSI COCTOUT B BBISBICHHHM CBS3M MEXIY BHYTPEHHUMH TpaHCHOpPMALUSIMHU
JIKYyHrapCKOro XaHCTBa M JIOTMKOM €ro 3KCHaHCHUOHHUCTCKOM IOJIMTUKU B OTHOIIEHUH Ka3aXCKUX
BIAJCHUN. 3aJaud BKIIOYAIOT: PEKOHCTPYKILHUIO 3TaloB yCWIeHHS JKyHrapckoro xaHCTBa B
KOHTEKCTE €ro MPOTUBOCTOSHUS ¢ Ka3zaxCKMM XaHCTBOM, aHAlM3 MEXaHW3MOB MOOWIH3AIMH U
[EHTPAU3AIMHA OUPATCKOTO OOIIECTBA U MX BIUSHUS HA BOCHHO-ITOMUTHYECKHI OaaHC B Ka3aXCKOM
CTEIH, YTOUHCHUE XapaKTepa BOCHHBIX KAMIIAHUKA M JUILUIOMAaTUYECKUX NPAKTUK B Ka3axCKO-
JUKYHTapCKUX OTHOIIEHUSX, a TAaKXKE BbBIABICHUE HIACOJOIMYECKON COCTABISIIOIIECH JTaHHOTO
MPOTUBOCTOSIHUSI, BKIIOYAsl TMOMBITKA PEIUTHO3HO-IIOJIUTUYECKOTO BO3JCHCTBHUS Ha Ka3axCKUE
BJIQJICHUS U TPABAIILYIO AIIUTY. METOMONIOTHYECKH padoTa OMUPASTCs HA MPUHIUIBI HCTOPU3MA U
OOBEKTHUBHOCTH, TMPUMEHSET CPaBHUTEIHLHO-UCTOPUYECKHI U  MPOOIEMHO-XPOHOIOTUYECKUI
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nonxonel. McrounmkoBast 0a3a BkimrouaeT marepuansl PTAJIA, ABIIPU u MBP PAH, pycckue
JUIUIOMAaTUYECKUE TOKYMEHTBHl U JIETOIMCHBIE CBEICHHUS, a TAaKXKE COIOCTaBISEMBbIE IAHHBIE U3
Ka3aXCKOW, OMpaTCKoOW W KHUTAWCKON Tpamuiuii. Pezyismamul. B pesynsrate 000CHOBAaHO, 4TO
LEHTpaNbU3alus U pecypcHas 0a3a JKYHrapCKOoro XaHCTBa OOECIEUMIM €My CTpaTerH4ecKoe
MIPEUMYIIECTBO HaJl 00JIee PHIXJION MOMTUTHUECKON CcTpyKTypoi Kasaxckoro xancTBa; KoH(QpOHTAIHS
npuobpena J0IroCpoUHbIi Xapakrep, a B 1680-¢ roas! nmepenuia K monsITkaM yCTOWYHBOTO KOHTPOJIS
Haj ropogamu u tepputopusimu OxHoro Kazaxcrana u Cemupeuss. 3akarouenue. Crenas BbIBOJ O
TOM, YTO Ka3axCKo-KyHrapckoe npotuBocTosiHue XVII Beka ObUIO HE TONBKO BOCHHBIM, HO U
MHCTUTYLMOHAJIHO-UIEOJIOTMYECKUM MIPOLIECCOM, ITPENONPEAETUBIINM TapaMETPbl PETMOHAIBHON
nonauTuku Ha pyoexe X VII-XVIII BB.

KawueBbie ciaoBa: Kazaxckoe xaHcTBO, JIKyHrapckoe XaHCTBO, BOCHHBIE KOH(IMKTBI,
MEXAyHapoaHble oTHoUIeHUs, LlenTpanbHas A3us

BaaromapHocts. Crarthsd noAroToBi€Ha B paMkax peanusauuu npoekta MPH BR24993173
«Hanmucanue WIUTIOCTpUPOBAaHHON OHOrpaduueckor sHIMKIONEAMH Mo ucropun KazaxcraHa»
[TL1® MunucrepcTBa HayKu U Bbiciiero oopasosanus Pecryonuku KazaxcraH.

s uurupoBanusi: KaOynmpnuaoB 3.E., beiicembaeBa A.P., Mycabamuna I.T. Ka3zaxcko-
IDKyHrapckoe nporuBoctosiaue B 1630—1680-e roasr // Asian Journal “Steppe Panorama”. 2025.
T. 12. Ne 6. C. 1588-1604. (Ha Anra.). DOI: 10.51943/2710-3994 2025 12 6 1588-1604

Introduction

By the mid-17th century, a new and formidable political entity had emerged in Inner Asia — the
Dzungar (or Dzungar-Oirat) Khanate, which V. V. Bartold aptly characterized as «the last great
nomadic empire in Central Asia» (Bartold, 1961). The consolidation of the Oirat tribes under the
authority of the Choros lineage decisively reshaped the geopolitical balance of the steppe world,
precipitating a profound escalation in confrontation with neighboring nomadic polities, above all the
Kazakh Khanate.

A careful analysis of the historical evidence demonstrates that, beginning with the rule of Batur
Khuntaiji and continuing under his successors, the primary vector of Dzungar foreign policy was
systematic expansion combined with the strategic objective of politically subordinating the Kazakh
Zhuz. Notwithstanding this clear pattern of assertive external activism, historiographical engagement
with 17th  century Kazakh—Dzungar relations remains incomplete. Scholarly attention has
traditionally centered either on discrete military episodes — most famously the Battle of Orbulak in
1643 — or on the internal dynamics of the Kazakh polity, while the foreign policy agenda pursued by
the Dzungar rulers toward the Kazakhs has often been treated only superficially.

Earlier researchers such as I.1a. Zlatkin and A.M. Pozdneev even portrayed Batur Khuntaiji and
his heirs as relatively passive actors on the international stage, a characterization that is increasingly
difficult to sustain in light of newly examined archival materials and comparative sources, which
reveal a far more ambitious and interventionist strategy pursued by the Oirat leadership (Zlatkin,
1964; Pozdneev, 1887). Recent studies — including the works of N.A. Atygaev and others — underscore
the necessity of applying a comprehensive, multi-perspectival methodology that draws
simultaneously upon sources originating from Kazakh, Dzungar, Russian, and Chinese traditions,
allowing for a more balanced reconstruction of inter-nomadic interactions and the diplomatic logic
underpinning them.

Methods and Methodology

The study is based on the principles of historicism and objectivity and employs a comparative-
historical approach and a problem-chronological method. The source base of the research comprises
archival materials from the Russian State Archive of Ancient Acts (RGADA), the Archive of Foreign
Policy of Russia (AVPRI), and the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts of the Russian Academy of
Sciences (IOM RAS), as well as published written sources — including Russian chronicles and
diplomatic reports, Kazakh and Oirat documentary records — and a wide range of works by domestic
and international historians. A comprehensive analysis of heterogeneous categories of sources enables
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the reconstruction of the internal development of the Dzungar Khanate and its correlation with the
broader foreign-policy dynamics of Central Asia during the period under examination.

Results

In the mid-1630s, the Oirat tribes remaining in Dzungaria consolidated into a unified political
structure known as the Dzungar Khanate. This transformation coincided with the accession of Khoji
(Hoto-Hochin), the son of Khara-Khula, who received the title Erdeni Batur Khongtaiji from the Dalai
Lama. According to a Russian chronicle, this moment marked the beginning of a centralised Oirat
state: «In these years the Dzungar domain began to take shape under the Kalmyk taishas, for Batyr-
taisha, son of Khara-Khula, by his prudence and bravery united the scattered Kalmyk principalities
and their rulers, conquered part of Bukhara, and from 1635 onwards assumed the title of Khuntaiji»
(Zlatkin, 1983: 98)

The rise of the Dzungar Khanate was facilitated not only by Batur Khongtaiji’s personal
leadership but also by the broader socio-political processes of feudalisation gradually transforming
Mongol tribal society in the 17th century.

Economically, the Dzungar Khanate relied primarily on nomadic pastoralism. Yet, its
geographical remoteness from sedentary agricultural centres and periodic diplomatic and military
complications encouraged the development of internal agriculture and crafts on a considerable scale,
thereby diversifying the economy and enhancing its autonomy from neighbouring states (Sbornik,
1958: 7, 62).

The political consolidation of the Oirat tribes was also facilitated by the strategic foresight and
state-building initiatives of Khara-Khula and his son Hoto-Hochin. As the 19th-century scholar
Bichurin observed, «Batur Khongtaiji was for the Eleuts what Peter the Great was for Russia»
(Bichurin, 1991: 128). Yet, charismatic leadership alone would not have sufficed to subjugate the
rival Oirat nobles, had the Choros lineage not possessed a significantly superior economic and
military base.

According to the Xinjiang Shilue, cited by Bichurin, the Dzungar Khanate had an estimated
population of 600,000 people, of whom nearly 10,000 households belonged personally to the khan
(Bichurin, 1991: 134-135). This concentration of power contrasted sharply with earlier arrangements
in which each noyonn held his domain independently. As Norbo-Danjin testified during an
interrogation in Ust-Kamenogorsk in April 1757, «formerly each noyonn held his own possession,
not under the authority of the Khongtaiji; only due to his great power did the Khongtaiji annex all the
domains under his control» (AVPRI. F. Zyungsrskiye dela. Op. 113/1. 1757 g., d. 2. 1. 178 ob.).

As emphasised by Zlatkin, the khan’s ability to impose his will on the Oirat nobility derived
from the considerable resources of his personal domain, which included numerous uluses and
extensive nutug territories, and enabled him to maintain a formidable army and enforce obedience
among subordinate princes (Zlatkin, 1983: 267).

The need to preserve social dominance over the arats (common herders) and the enslaved labour
populations of conquered regions, alongside long-standing ideological aspirations for Mongol unity
and the fierce confrontation with the Qing Empire, contributed to the creation of a highly centralised
state structure. Compared to neighbouring nomadic and agrarian polities of Central Asia, the Dzungar
Khanate achieved a notably stronger, more cohesive form of governance, which had a direct impact
on its expanding ambitions and assertive foreign policy.

The basic feudal unit among the Oirats was the ulus, comprising several socio-territorial
groupings such as otok, angi, and aymak. The otok represented a collective of related and unrelated
clans residing in a shared pastoral zone and subordinate to a single lord; it functioned simultaneously
as a military unit (khoshun), required to provide a defined contingent of warriors. In contrast, the
aymak was a kin-based association typically tracing descent from a common ancestor. Vladimirtsov
regarded both otok and aymak as forms of nomadic feudal domains (Vladimirtsov, 1934: 139).

The publication of I. Zlatkin’s monograph Istoriya Dzhungarskogo khanstva stimulated an
active scholarly debate on the nature and characteristics of various socio-economic institutions not
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only within the Oirat polity but in medieval Mongolian society more broadly (Zlatkin, 1983). In
contemporary historiography, interpretations of the otok structure remain divided.

A. Chernyshov argues that the otok represented merely a territorial division of lands occupied
by nomadic groups and therefore was not inherently linked to specific population units. Conversely,
the angi (or anki) is understood by him as a kin-based social group subordinate to a particular feudal
lord (Chernyshov, 1982: 164—171). However, working from essentially the same primary materials,
E. Kychanov presented a more convincing interpretation: the Dzungar otok should be regarded as an
administrative-economic unit that constituted the personal patrimony of the Dzungar khan. Some
otoks, as Russian archival evidence confirms, lacked territorial continuity altogether, while the angi
were the patrimonial holdings of the Oirat hereditary nobility — the taiji (Kychanov, 1989: 157-160).

Several uluses formed a tribe. By the early 17th century, the four principal Oirat tribal
formations — the Choros, the Derbet, the Khoshut, and the Khoit — had crystallised into hereditary
principalities. As Leontovich observed, «the leader of the senior or largest ulus was regarded
simultaneously as head of the entire tribe, bearing the title taishi (or taiji), while the noyons of the
remaining uluses were subordinate to him» (Leontovich, 1880: 229).

The decimal administrative-military system, introduced in Mongolia under Chinggis Khan,
continued to function in Dzungaria. Adult male subjects — with the exception of clergy and slaves —
were organised into units of tens, hundreds, and thousands, obligated to perform border defence and
military service at their commanders’ orders (Golstunskii, 1880).

At the foundation of the Oirat socio-economic structure stood the ail, referred to in Dzungaria
as khoton and occasionally kuriya (rendered in Russian sources as kuren”), which comprised a cluster
of closely related households. This communal-familial grouping served as the fundamental
productive and social cell of nomadic life.

The economic foundations of the Oirats of Dzungaria relied primarily on nomadic pastoralism,
complemented by agriculture, hunting, crafts, and auxiliary seasonal industries. Earlier pre-
revolutionary and Soviet historiography tended to interpret nomadic herding in a simplified manner
as an entirely extensive and technologically limited system common to Mongols, Kazakhs, and other
pastoral peoples. Modern scholarship, however, has sought to refine such characterisations.

The ability to sustain large herds within relatively limited territorial boundaries resulted in a
higher population density per unit of land than in the Kazakh steppe. This factor significantly
influenced Dzungar relations with neighbouring states: Oirat elites could mobilise military forces
more rapidly and maintain more effective political control within their domain than their Kazakh
counterparts.

Seasonal migrations followed a defined hierarchy. The ruling lord would first relocate to secure
the most favourable, well-watered pastures for his urga (court) and herds; only then did subordinate
groups follow. P. Pallas described Kalmyk (Volga Oirat) migrations as follows: «When the Kalmyk
horde or ulus changes its location in search of pasture, which occurs every four, six or eight days,
scouts are sent ahead to select the best places for the khan or princes, for the lamas and for the sacred
carts where their worship is conducted. Once these are designated and announced by heralds,
they move first, followed by the entire population choosing suitable places for themselves»
(Pallas, 1778: 223).

Territorial distribution among the principal Oirat tribes followed a customary geographic
pattern. The Torguts and Derbets roamed the northern regions of Dzungaria — along the Irtysh River,
in the Mongolian Altai, and the Tarbagatai range. The Choros held the upper and middle basins of the
Ili River and its tributaries. Further eastward were the pastures of the Khoshuts, as well as those
Torgut groups that had returned to Dzungaria from the Volga in 1701. The Khoits occupied areas
along the Black Irtysh and the tributaries flowing into the Khovd basin (Potanin, 1868: 2).

During the 17th century, a distinctive Oirat literary culture began to flourish in Dzungaria.
Original works were composed in the Oirat language, and numerous translations — especially of
religious and philosophical writings from Sanskrit, Tibetan, and other languages — appeared.
Remarkably, the prominent reformer of Oirat writing and influential lamaist scholar Zaya Pandita is
credited with the translation of 177 works. Archaeological findings by Soviet scholars in Eastern and
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South-Eastern Kazakhstan — territories frequented by Oirat nomads in the late 17th and early 18th
centuries — demonstrate the high material culture of the Dzungars (Pozdneev, 1880: 139-140;
Mikhailov, 1969).

Within the Kazakh Khanate, nomadic pastoralism likewise constituted the dominant sector of
the economy. However, the natural and climatic conditions of the Kazakh steppe — vast expanses of
arid grasslands, deserts, and semi-deserts — compelled Kazakh herders to undertake significantly
longer seasonal migrations, sometimes extending up to 1,500 kilometres or more, typically in a
meridional direction, from south to north and back again (Bekmakhanov, 1957: 27). Environmental
constraints also determined the structure of the herd: sheep, horses, and camels prevailed, being best
adapted to long-distance movements and pasture scarcity, whereas cattle occupied a marginal position
due to their low resistance to year-round grazing pressure. A well-known proverb encapsulates this
hierarchy: «maldyn zhamany syir» — «the worst livestock is cattle».

Livestock served as the principal means of subsistence, fulfilled transport functions, was used
as a medium of exchange for craft goods, and stood as the primary indicator of wealth and social
prestige among Kazakh nomads. While animals were privately owned, pasturelands were
theoretically held in common by free members of the community; in practice, rights of disposal came
to be appropriated by elite figures — khans, sultans, and lineage chiefs (Shakhmatov, 1962).

In the southern regions of Kazakhstan, particularly within wintering areas, localised pockets of
agriculture existed, though they played a relatively minor role in the overall nomadic economy.
Crafts and domestic industries were largely auxiliary, focused on the processing of livestock products
and the production of dwellings, tools, weaponry, and household items (Istoriya Kazakhstana, 1997:
299-341).

Politically, the Kazakh Khanate was organised into uluses, which by the second half of the 16th
century gave way to the emergence of the zhuzes — three major supra-tribal territorial-political entities
(Sultanov, 1982: 84-85). Scholarly interpretations of the origins of the zhuz system vary considerably
(Istoriya Kazakhstana, 1997: 248-251). The most persuasive, in our view, is the argument advanced
by Yudin: the spatial distribution of the zhuzes reflected the historical sequence in which Kazakh
khans extended their authority across the territory of Kazakhstan (Yudin, 1965: 82).

The approximate tribal composition of the zhuzes may be summarised as follows: the Great
Zhuz included such major tribes as the Dulat, Alban, Jalair, Suan, Chaprashty, Ysty, Chanyshkyly and
others. The Middle Zhuz comprised the Argyn, Naiman, Kipchak, Kongyrat, Kerei, Uak and related
tribes. The Little Zhuz consisted of three tribal unions — Baiuly, Alimuly, and Zhetiru (Sultanov,
1982: 25). According to Sultanov’s calculations, the three zhuzes together in the 17th and early 18th
centuries encompassed approximately 112 distinct tribal and clan groupings. Estimates of the total
population differ among scholars, but most likely ranged between 2 and 3 million individuals
(Levshin, 1832).

The Kazakh Khanate represented a relatively loose political structure in which central authority
remained fragile and often ineffective. Tribal rivalries, the lack of close economic integration both
between and within zhuzes, the persistent drive of the nobility toward autonomy, as well as the
nomadic mode of life, resulted in a limited ability of khans and sultans to maintain a stable
administrative system. Free herders were formally obliged to provide a share of their income to their
rulers; in practice, however, contributions were mostly voluntary. The principal revenues of the khan’s
treasury consisted of trade duties, court fees, and taxes imposed on the urban population. Political
influence was therefore highly dependent on the personal abilities of the rulers, as well as on the size
and prestige of the particular tribe or clan under their immediate control (Vyatkin, 1947: 93-98).

A comparison of statechood in the Kazakh and Dzungar Khanates reveals a significant
imbalance. The western Mongol polity possessed a more advanced and operationally effective system
of governance, supported by a broader administrative apparatus and more substantial material and
human resources. This advantage played a decisive role in Kazakh—Dzungar relations: Oirat elites
were able to organise military campaigns more rapidly, sustain prolonged warfare, and react swiftly
to changing geopolitical circumstances.
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The structural asymmetry between a more centralised, militarily cohesive Dzungar Khanate and
a politically fragmented Kazakh Khanate predestined the emergence of a prolonged confrontation.
From the 1630s onward, the Oirat rulers increasingly viewed the Kazakh steppe as a zone of strategic
expansion, while Kazakh leaders were forced into a reactive defensive posture.

The unification of the Oirat tribes under the Choro ruling house marked a turning point in the
foreign policy of the western Mongols. Following the Pan-Mongol congress of 1640, the main
strategic vector of Dzungar expansion shifted decisively toward the Kazakh steppe. The rise to power
of Erdeni Batur Khongtaiji in Dzungaria nearly coincided with the accession of Zhangir Khan
(1629-1680), the capable and ambitious son of Yesim, in the Kazakh Khanate. Before emerging as a
central figure of Kazakh resistance to the Oirat advance, Zhangir himself had suffered the setbacks
of defeat and captivity.

A Russian record describes these events: in 1635, the Tatar prince Abak arrived in Tobolsk and
reported, based on Oirat accounts, that «the black Kalmyk taishas — Talai-taisha, Kontaisha,
Kuzhu-taisha and Turgucha-taisha, with all the black Kalmyks — clashed with the Kazakh Horde, and
the battle was great. The black Kalmyks defeated the Kazakh forces and captured Prince Yangyr, son
of Ishim, who was the Kazakh ruler; and the prince remains among the black Kalmyks.» Encouraged
by this victory, the Oirat commanders reportedly prepared a new campaign against the Kazakh Horde
(Russian—Mongolian Relations, vol. 1, 1974: 278).

Russian envoys, led by the Cossack ataman Gavrila Ilyin, became unwitting witnesses to the
renewed Oirat invasion. Dispatched by Governor M. Temkin-Rostovskii to demand the release of
prisoners seized near Tyumen and Tara, they encountered Talai-taisha marching against
«Yanibek-tsar» of the Kazakhs (Russian-Mongolian Relations, 1974: 174). Once again the Oirats
secured victory, followed by another successful campaign the next year against the Qatagay forces
(Russian—-Mongolian Relations, 1974: 175-179).

These consecutive military successes — in Kazakhstan, Mongolia, and Eastern Turkestan —
significantly elevated the international stature of Erdeni Batur. His court emerged as a key diplomatic
centre in Central Asia. When the Russian nobleman Menshoi Remezov visited the Khongtaiji’s
headquarters in September 1640, he observed the presence of notable foreign delegations, including
emissaries from Bukhara and representatives of Zhangir’s court, as well as monks of the Dalai Lama
(Russian—-Mongolian Relations, 1974: 175-179).

The early victories of the Dzungar armies in the Kazakh steppe consolidated Erdeni Batur’s
authority and transformed Dzungaria into a central geopolitical actor in Inner Asia. The confrontation
with the Kazakh Khanate thus became not episodic but a defining axis of Dzungar foreign policy
from the 1630s onward.

However, this rise in influence did not come without subsequent setbacks for the Dzungar
leadership. In the winter of 1643, Oirat ruling princes, joined by Ombo-Erdeni — the son of the Altan
Khan — launched a major campaign into Kazakh territory, plundering Kyrgyz pastures along their
route. Upon receiving news of the invasion, Zhangir Khan advanced to intercept the enemy with a
comparatively small force, estimated by Ilyin at only 600 warriors. Testimonies of direct observers
provide a vivid picture of the battle: «Zhangir dug trenches among the rocks and placed 300 men with
firearms in them, while positioning another 300 behind the rocks for cover. Kon-taisha advanced and
attacked the trenches, losing many men to the firing. Then Zhangir himself attacked Kon-taisha from
the other side and in those two clashes slew as many as ten thousand of his men». Soon, substantial
reinforcements arrived — the renowned Uzbek leader Yalantush marched to assist the Kazakhs with a
force of 20,000. Facing such a coalition, Erdeni Batur, despite possessing an army of approximately
50,000 troops, was forced to retreat (Russian—-Mongolian Relations, 1636—1654: 234, 239).

According to Zlatkin, the defeat had profound consequences for Oirat internal politics. Batur
Khongtaiji targeted those Oirat nobles who had refused to join the expedition against Zhangir,
provoking a wave of feudal internecine conflict within Dzungaria (Zlatkin, 1983: 131-132).

Driven by a determination to avenge the setback against Zhangir and Yalantush, Batur
Khongtaiji sought to secure a two-front assault by forging an alliance with the Volga Kalmyk ruler
Kho-Urluk: «So that Urluk-taisha would provide him, the Khongtaiji, with his people as support, and
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would send them to wage war against Kundelen-taisha, while he, the Khongtaiji, would attack
Zhangir and Yalantush from another side; for Kundelen-taisha did not march to war against Zhangir
and Yalantush and did not send his men, but supports Zhangir and calls him his adopted son»
(Russian—Mongolian Relations, 1636—-1654: 277).

However, the Khongtaiji’s envoys were intercepted en route by supporters of
Kundelen-taisha — one of the most powerful Oirat magnates and the brother of Baibagas
(Baibagish) — taisha, head of the Khoshuts. Meanwhile, Kho-Urluk was killed in 1644 during clashes
with North Caucasian mountaineers. As a result, the plan to strike the Kazakh Khanate simultaneously
from two directions ultimately failed.

Despite the unfavorable domestic political context within the Dzungar ruling elite — most
notably the opposition posed by a powerful coalition of nobles led by Kundelen-taiji, who consistently
advocated a pro-Kazakh orientation in regional affairs — Batur Khuntaiji nevertheless demonstrated
an unwavering determination to continue his expansionist strategic agenda toward the Kazakh steppe.
Archival evidence suggests that the Dzungar leadership actively prepared for renewed confrontation,
not only through mobilization of manpower but also through substantial procurement of armaments
and warhorses from the Turkic communities living in the Upper Ob-Irtysh region, thereby
compensating for earlier combat losses and enhancing their military capabilities (Zlatkin, 1983:
131-132). This dynamic attests to both the scale of previous engagements and the resilience of the
Dzungar war machine.

Contrary to I. Ia. Zlatkin’s interpretation that the ongoing conflict between Dzungaria and the
Kazakh Khanate entered a period of relative stagnation after 1645 and resumed only in 1652
(Zlatkin, 1983: 131-132), primary Russian diplomatic accounts clearly indicate that hostilities were
neither suspended nor diminished. In particular, the travel report (stateinyi spisok) of the Tobolsk
envoy Danila Arshinskii, who visited Batur Khuntaiji’s court in 1646, provides detailed testimony
that the Oirat ruler launched a military campaign against Yanggir Khan’s domain during that very
year: «The khuntaiji went to war upon the Kazakh Horde and Yanggir tsarevich, killed many, and
took captive Yanggir’s brother with his wife, children, and numerous people» (Russian—-Mongolian
Relations, 1636—1654: 277).

The same source records that the return of the Dzungar army triggered a violent confrontation
between Batur and his powerful internal opponent Kundelen-taiji, who, accompanied by a large
armed contingent, intercepted the khuntaiji’s forces two days before they reached their home
territories; although the clash was fierce, the sides eventually negotiated a truce that temporarily
eliminated the increasingly destabilizing intra-elite conflict (Russian—-Mongolian Relations,
1636-1654: 277).

The 1646 expedition thus stands as one of the final large-scale offensive operations against the
Kazakhs during Batur Khuntaiji’s lifetime. Although precise details of diplomatic initiatives remain
uncertain, available testimonies suggest that the mid-1640s marked a transitional moment: military
rivalry gave way, for a time, to pragmatic negotiations between the two dominant nomadic political
actors of Inner Asia. In 1647, the Oirat envoy Khorokhai Daldin reported to Tomsk authorities that:
«The khuntaiji fought against the black Kalmyks with Kundelen-Ubasha, and also fought the Kazakh
Horde, but afterwards peace was concluded, provided that no new provocations would arise»
(Russian—Mongolian Relations, 1636—1654: 306). It is plausible that this strategic de-escalation was
facilitated by Kundelen-taiji himself, whose long-standing personal ties with Yanggir Khan made
continued conflict undesirable for a faction of the Oirat aristocracy.

Even this temporary stabilization, however, did not alter the strategic balance in the region:
during the same period, the Oirats succeeded in occupying and subsequently consolidating control
over a segment of eastern Semirechye, previously considered an integral zone of Kazakh nomadic
dominion (Russian-Mongolian Relations, 1636—-1654: 219). This territorial acquisition not only
served as the first concretely documented shift of the frontier in favor of the Dzungar Khanate, but
also marked the beginning of a systemic geopolitical transformation that would profoundly reshape
Kazakh—Oirat relations throughout the late 17th century.
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A pivotal role in the military confrontation with the Dzungars was played by Zhangir Khan,
whose personal bravery and strategic resolve earned him among the Kazakh population the honorific
epithet «Salkam»—conventionally translated as «the Imposing» or «the Formidable.» The Kazakh
Khanate did not stand alone in its efforts to contain Oirat expansion: various Uzbek regional rulers,
motivated by shared geopolitical concerns, and the Kyrgyz communities of the Tien Shan consistently
joined the Kazakhs as active military collaborators. Since the Kyrgyz nomadic groups were
geographically closest to Dzungar frontier strongholds, they inevitably became the first victims of
sudden Oirat incursions, which, according to Russian diplomatic records, repeatedly struck their
mountain pastures without warning (Russian—-Mongolian Relations, 1636—1654: 237). Oirat historical
tradition likewise preserves memory of this struggle: the biographical narrative of Zaya Pandita
reports that in 1652 Tsotsen Khan, the head of the Khoshuud aristocracy, led a campaign into Kyrgyz
territories of the Tien Shan, accompanied by his seventeen-year-old son Galdan—later celebrated in
Oirat heroic epics as a symbol of martial valor.

Cooperation between the Kazakh Khanate and the Tien Shan Kyrgyz, forged under the pressure
of shared existential threats, found symbolic expression even in monumental architecture. As Chokan
Valikhanov observed, a tower in Tashkent — known locally as the «Blue Dome of Kukem» — preserved
the memory of the historical alliance between the Tien Shan Kyrgyz and Kazakh rulers; «Kukem»
was the name of an influential Kyrgyz progenitor who supported Khan Esim, thereby reinforcing the
political cohesion necessary for resisting the Oirat offense (Valikhanov, 1985: 77).

The death of Batur Khuntaiji — occurring sometime between 1653 and 1655 — initiated a
temporary reduction of direct military pressure on the Kazakh Khanate. The Dzungar political elite
became absorbed in internal matters: the late ruler was survived by eleven (in some accounts, twelve)
sons (Russian—-Mongolian Relations, 1636—1654: 302, 305), whose competing claims to inheritance
generated a prolonged succession crisis. The prevailing scholarly viewpoint holds that the throne
initially passed to Batur’s eldest son, Sengge; correspondingly, the author of the «Legend of the
Derben-Oirats» remarked that the deceased ruler divided his realm into two major portions, granting
one half to Sengge while the remaining domains were shared among eight of his brothers, with Galdan
— the future leader of Dzungaria —ranking 10th among them (Kalmyk Historical-Literary Monuments:
37). The numerous younger princes, perceiving this settlement as inequitable, soon challenged
Sengge’s authority, resorting to armed force in an attempt to redistribute the patrimonial legacy
(Zlatkin, 1983: 136). As a result, Dzungaria fragmented into antagonistic aristocratic factions, which
sharply limited the capacity of its central government to exert outward pressure.

In an attempt to consolidate his political legitimacy and restore the cohesion of the khanate,
Sengge redirected attention toward foreign policy initiatives. In early 1658, Dzungar forces achieved
a significant military success against troops of the Bukhara Khanate in a major engagement near the
Talas River. Based on the materials assembled by A. M. Pozdneev, an army of 38,000 under Bukhara
commander Abad-Shukur marched into the region, unaware that the Khoshuud prince Galdan,
encamped in the southwestern territories of Dzungaria, had mobilized a strike force of 3,000 warriors.
Launching a sudden and decisive attack in the Hulun-Jilin valley, the Oirats routed the Bukharan
contingent and captured one of its prominent commanders, Shak-Khozo, who was positioned with a
specialized guard corps of 300 elite fighters (Pozdneev, 1880: 147). The scarcity of corroborating
primary documentation, however, prevents scholars from reconstructing the full tactical picture of the
battle.

This campaign marked the resumption of Dzungar incursions into Kazakhstan. The peace that
had been concluded previously between Zhangir and Batur Khuntaiji proved fragile and short-lived,
giving way once again to border warfare and retaliatory raids. Some accounts suggest that during
these renewed hostilities, the Kazakhs succeeded in capturing one of Batur’s sons — Onchon — who,
due to his lineage, was regarded within Dzungaria as a potential claimant to the throne. According to
a later European travel description, the Kazakhs nursed him back to health from smallpox and only
after three years returned him to the Oirat rulers (Gerbillon, 1785: 277-301). This episode, while
anecdotal, illustrates the degree to which dynastic rivalry and frontier conflict became deeply
entangled in the broader geopolitical struggle.
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The authority of Sengge proved fundamentally fragile, and, as numerous researchers have
noted, his real power appears not to have extended even over the entire Choros tribal federation.
A.M. Pozdneev emphasized that Sengge «never held, in contrast to his father, the position of the
undisputed sovereign of the Oirat confederation; only after six or seven years following the death of
Batur Khuntaiji did he manage to secure control over the Dzungar clans, and even this status did not
elevate his significance beyond the limits of those particular lineages» (Pozdneev, 1887: 8). The
succession struggle that erupted between Sengge and his elder brothers from another maternal line —
Tsotsen and Zotba — ultimately ended to the latter’s advantage. In 1670, Sengge fell victim to their
conspiracy and was assassinated. Yet the conspirators’ expectations were rapidly overturned: the
supreme authority of the khanate passed not to them, but to Sengge’s full brother, the highly capable
and politically assertive Galdan. Renouncing, with the consent of the Dalai Lama, his former
ecclesiastical vocation within the Gelugpa clergy, Galdan mounted a swift punitive strike against the
fratricidal usurpers and proclaimed himself ruler of the Dzungar Khanate (Kychanov, 1980: 37-38).

The first phase of Galdan’s reign was defined by the dual imperative of consolidating personal
authority and restoring the coherence of the Dzungar state structure. Simultaneously, he undertook
the reestablishment of diplomatic contacts with the Tsardom of Russia and the Qing Empire —
relationships that were strategically indispensable given the changing balance of power in Inner Asia
(Zlatkin, 1983: 159-183). As A. M. Pozdneev convincingly argued, any assessment of Galdan’s early
political agenda must account for the dramatic intensification of Qing expansion into Khalka
Mongolia. Galdan recognized that the only viable means to prevent the Mongol world from
descending into Chinese subjugation lay in the reunification of its fragmented territories under a
single sovereign. Accordingly, he resorted to military action against the princes who had voluntarily
become tributaries of Beijing: he first dispossessed the Khoshuud khan — brother of the renowned
Guushi Khan — and in 1678 launched a campaign against Ochirtu-Tsetsen Khan, ruler of the western
segment of Southern Mongolia from Ordos to Kokonor, whom he defeated and had executed
thereafter (IVR RAN, Pozdneev Collection, f. 1, d. 169, 1. 3-3 ob).

In the late 1670s, continuing the geopolitical priorities initially pursued by Sengge, Galdan
intervened forcefully in the internecine struggle between the Ak-Taghlik («white mountain») and
Kara-Taghlik («black mountain») khojas in Eastern Turkestan, ultimately extending Dzungar
supremacy over the greater part of the region (Kuznetsov, 1970). This realignment of political
authority dramatically strengthened the economic foundation of the Dzungar Khanate. It is
noteworthy that Russian administrative sources of the period openly acknowledged the rapid rise of
its power, remarking that the «khuntaiji seized several cities from the rebellious Bukharan rulers and
took control of a wealthy land, becoming at present the strongest among the peoples scattered between
India, China, Siberia, Russia, and Persia; he possesses ample firearms, powder, and even organizes
grain production — a thing never before found among them» (RGADA, Senat, f. 113/1, 1731,
d. 743, 1. 250).

Through these campaigns and reforms, Galdan not only restored the political legacy of Batur
Khuntaiji, but also transformed the Dzungar Khanate into the most formidable nomadic power in
Inner Asia — a development that would have profound consequences for its relations with the Kazakh
Khanate in the final decades of the 17th century.

Building upon the substantial material resources extracted from Eastern Turkestan and other
subjugated regions of Siberia, Galdan in the early 1680s initiated a new phase of expansive warfare
directed simultaneously against the Kazakh Khanate and the political entities of Central Asia. Soviet
historian P. P. Ivanov rightly observed that, beginning from the second half of the 17th century,
«a new wave of Kalmyk advances toward the northeastern periphery of Central Asia emerged,
triggering a broader displacement of nomadic populations toward the core zones of the region»
(Materialy, 1935: 40). The agricultural-urban polities of Central Asia and the tribal confederations of
the Kazakh steppe theoretically possessed the capacity to mobilize a larger total number of
combatants than the Dzungar state; however, this demographic advantage was offset by profound
internal disunity and organizational deficiencies.
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Russian diplomatic documentation provides detailed insight into the comparative military
potential of the opposing sides. It noted that the Bukhara Khanate was capable of assembling
«more than 150,000 warriors,» drawing contingents from the Turki-speaking populations of Turkistan
as well as from the Karakalpaks and Kazakhs, whereas the ruler of Balkh commanded merely half
that number. Yet despite this numerical strength, Bukharan and Balkh cavalry was regarded as
militarily unreliable; only the Turkistan Kazakhs and the Karakalpak princes loyal to Bukhara were
considered formidable fighters in battle. The same records estimated that the auxiliary forces of
Kazakhs and Karakalpaks numbered around 50,000, who divided their contingents between
defending Bukhara and protecting their own pastoral domains from «the black Kalmyks dwelling
beneath the Chinese city» — an unmistakable reference to Oirat incursions along the Ili basin
(Materialy, 1935: 40; Russian Historical Library, vol. 15, 1894: 61; RGADA, f. 113/1. 1744, d. 1, L
43 ob.). By contrast, modern scholarship usually estimates the full mobilization capacity of the
Dzungar military machine at approximately 100,000 well-armed nomadic warriors — a
professionalized force superior in cohesion and discipline to its adversaries.

In the early 1680s, the Dzungar army under Galdan’s direct command launched a major
invasion into Semirechye and southern Kazakhstan. During one of these engagements, the Kazakh
ruler Zhangir Khan was killed — Oirat epic narratives claim that he perished in personal combat with
the Khoshuud prince Galdama, whose heroic status in oral tradition reflects the traumatic resonance
of this clash (Pozdneev, 1880: 147). The disarray and mutual distrust among the Kazakh, Bukharan,
and Kyrgyz authorities, combined with the velocity and force of the Dzungar offensive, produced
devastating outcomes: entire Kazakh uluses were destroyed, and several fortified settlements in the
Syr Darya basin fell to the invaders.

The chronicler Molla Musa ibn Molla Aisa Khoja Sayrami, author of Tarikh-i Amniya
(The History of Tranquility and Security), wrote that Dzungar authority at that time extended as far
as Tashkent (Materials on the history of the Kazakh khanates, 1969: 486—487). Resistance emerged,
however, when the population of Sayram rose in rebellion, killing the Oirat garrison and the appointed
governor. Galdan responded with a second punitive expedition into southern Kazakhstan in 1684:
Sayram was captured, subjected to widespread devastation, and, according to the same accounts, part
of the surviving population was forcibly resettled into Dzungaria and Eastern Turkestan
(Materials on the history of the Kazakh khanates, 1969: 486—487).

P.P. Ivanov and several other scholars argue that the destruction of Sayram marked a turning
point in the political geography of the region: deprived of its administrative and commercial
functions, the ancient city began its irreversible decline and gradually lost significance as one of the
foremost cultural and economic centers of both the Kazakh steppe and Central Asia as a whole
(Ivanov, 1927: 153).

This particular invasion differed fundamentally in nature and purpose from all preceding Oirat
offensives into Kazakh and Central Asian territories. The Dzungar ruling elite no longer sought
merely to plunder or destabilize border regions: rather, they attempted to establish durable dominance,
impose tribute upon the populations of conquered cities, and institutionalize a mechanism of fiscal
extraction across the newly subjugated lands. The strategic horizon of Dzungar expansion had visibly
shifted—from episodic raiding to a deliberate reconfiguration of political authority across the
Syr Darya basin and Semirechye.

Moreover, as newly discovered Russian archival documentation reveals, the motivations
guiding Galdan’s campaign were not confined to economic or geopolitical factors alone. In March
1691, two of his envoys — Ayuka-Kashka and Ochin-Kashka — presented a statement before the
Irkutsk voivode L. I. Kislyanskii, describing the ideological roots of the conflict. According to their
testimony: «Boshugtu Khan sent envoys to the Kazakh horde so that they would unite with him and
profess the same faith in the Dalai Lama as the Kalmyk Boshugtu Khan and all his people; but because
they refused to accept belief in the Dalai Lama in the Kalmyk manner, discord arose and from this
great battles ensued» (RGADA, Siberian Prikaz, f. 1, d. 544, 1. 210)

This remarkable statement demonstrates that Galdan considered the growing consolidation of
Kazakh political institutions under Tauke Khan an existential threat, which he sought to prevent by
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force before a strengthened Kazakh polity could alter the balance of power in Inner Asia. Additionally,
it strongly suggests that Galdan aimed to induce a confessional transformation in the Kazakh steppe,
compelling its ruling elite and population to adopt Tibetan Buddhism (Lamaist doctrine), which he
personally revered after many years spent in Lhasa as a religious disciple. His deep personal
connections with the Fifth Dalai Lama Ngawang Lobsang Gyatso and the regent Desi Sangye Gyatso
are well attested in Mongolian and Tibetan sources (Kychanov, 1980).

The same envoys provided a detailed list of the urban centers conquered by Galdan’s forces,
stating that nine cities previously recognizing Tauke’s sovereignty had fallen into Oirat hands, among
them: Sayram, Menkent, Karasman, Chimkent, Tekek, Baban-Yelgan, Kharamurl, Tashkent, Chinak,
and an 11th city whose name they had forgotten, located «on the Tsyrcekt River» (RGADA,
f. 1, d. 544, 1. 212). Only Yasi (Turkestan) and Tashkent avoided military devastation — the former
due to Tauke Khan’s presence there with his main army, and the latter because its inhabitants
submitted peacefully and provided allegiance and tax tribute (yasak) to the Dzungar ruler
(RGADA, f. 1, d. 544, 1. 213).

Furthermore, the envoys reported that the Oirats had captured one of Tauke’s sons — a figure
recorded as Solton (likely not a personal name but the dynastic title Sultan) — whom they transported
to Lhasa as a political hostage and a symbolic convert. According to their words: «And this Solton
lives with the Dalai Lama to this day; he resides there of his own accord, and the Dalai Lama grants
him honor befitting his rank» (RGADA, Siberian Prikaz, f. 1, d. 544, 1. 210).

This episode not only confirms the ideological component of the Dzungar expansion but also
provides direct evidence of Galdan’s long-term objective: to anchor a Lamaist religio-political
hegemony across the Kazakh steppe as a means of permanently reorienting regional order.

After conquering large swaths of southern Kazakhstan and portions of Central Asia, Galdan did
not continue the advance deeper into the core regions of Transoxiana. This tactical decision later
allowed the author of the Muqim-khan’s History to boast triumphantly that «the Kalmyk people —
more numerous than ants and locusts and more savage and fearless than lions and tigers — had
marched against us but ultimately suffered divine punishment» (Mukhammed-Yusuf, 1956: 144). The
withdrawal of the Oirat troops, however, had little to do with any legendary defeat inflicted by the
Bukharan ruler Subhankuli Khan. Instead, it resulted from a profound shift in Dzungar strategic
priorities.

During the first half of the 1680s a major political crisis erupted in Khalkha Mongolia, where a
violent feud unfolded between Dzasaqtu Khan Tsendgon and Tusheetu Khan Chikhundorji.
Recognizing that internal Mongol fragmentation would create a favorable opening for the Qing
Empire to establish suzerainty over Mongolia, Galdan resolved to intervene militarily to impose
reunification under his authority (Mukhammed-Yusuf, 1956: 144). In 1688, leading an army of
roughly 30,000 elite horsemen, he entered Khalkha territory, inflicted decisive defeats upon
Chikhundorji and allied northern Mongol princes, and inevitably precipitated a direct confrontation
with the Qing state — a conflict that would soon become existential for both sides (Zlatkin, 1983;
Gurevich, 1983).

No sooner had Galdan departed for Khalkha than a series of destabilizing events unfolded in
Dzungaria itself, which ultimately played a crucial role in determining the final outcome of his
struggle against the Qing Empire. First, Kazakh forces launched a sharp counteroffensive against the
western frontiers of Dzungar territory, ravaging the border encampments and reclaiming lost pastures.
Second, a palace coup dramatically altered the political order: Tsewang Rabtan — Galdan’s nephew,
who had previously fled to Uch-Turfan to escape his uncle’s persecution — seized the opportunity
created by Galdan’s absence to lay claim to the throne.

Oirat envoys Manzhi-Ishtemin and Shara-Yenzan, dispatched in 1691 to Tomsk, reported that:
«When Boshugtu-Khan marched into the Mongol lands and left his urga on the Khovd River,
Chagan-Araptan came after him and took Boshugtu-Khan’s urga for himself...» (RGADA, Jungar
Affairs, f. 1, 15951736, d. 1, 1. 7). This episode signaled not merely a dynastic betrayal but a strategic
fracture at the heart of Dzungar authority: the khanate’s central political and military command was
effectively compromised at the moment when Dzungaria faced its most formidable external
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adversary. Following several devastating defeats inflicted by Qing imperial armies, Galdan’s military
capabilities collapsed, culminating in his suicide in 1697. His death brought an end to the most
aggressive and expansionist phase of Dzungar foreign policy in the 17th century and marked the
beginning of a qualitatively new stage in Dzungar—Kazakh relations.

Historical evidence leaves little doubt that the creation of the Dzungar Khanate fundamentally
transformed the geopolitical dynamics of Inner Asia. The consolidation of Oirat political institutions
provided the khanate with the administrative coherence and military capacity required to intensify
pressure on Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and—albeit to a lesser extent—the Bukhara Khanate. What had
previously consisted mainly of episodic medieval predatory raids evolved into systematic territorial
expansion aimed at the annexation of Kazakh domains and their incorporation into the Dzungar state.
V. V. Bartold noted that after Galdan’s campaigns in Kazakhstan and the northern regions of Central
Asia in the early 1680s, «Kalmyk authority in Semirechye, as far as is known, was not challenged by
anyone, and their numerous wars with the Kazakhs, Mongols, and Chinese did not concern that area»
(Bartold, 1963: 98). During this same period, the political and military center of the Dzungar Khanate
shifted from the upper Irtysh to the Ili River basin near the confluence with the Tekes — a strategic
relocation reflecting not only territorial gains but also the desire to consolidate rule over Semirechye
as a permanent possession.

At the same time, oppositional polities in the region sought-though with limited success—to
develop a coordinated anti-Dzungar coalition. The alliance forged between the Kazakhs and the
Kyrgyz increasingly attracted the attention and participation of Bukhara’s rulers. Their combined
military effort had previously succeeded in repelling Batur Khuntaiji’s invasion in 1643. Yet such
coalitions were ephemeral, fragile, and highly dependent upon short-term political circumstances.
Their instability allowed Dzungar rulers to exploit divisions among their adversaries and engage them
sequentially, thereby securing military victories and cumulative territorial advantage.

As aresult, by the late 17th century the Dzungar Khanate had emerged as the dominant nomadic
power in Inner Asia, capable of reshaping borders, controlling key trade routes, and projecting its
influence deep into the Kazakh steppe and beyond. The asymmetry in the level of political
centralization and military organization between Dzungaria and the Kazakh polities played a decisive
role in determining the course of their relationship during this formative period.

Conclusion

The conducted research demonstrates that the formation of the Dzungar Khanate and the
strengthening of its statehood in the 17th century fundamentally transformed the balance of power in
Central Asia. As a result of the consolidation of the Oirat tribes under the authority of the Khuntaiji,
a powerful military-political system emerged, surpassing the Kazakh Khanate in terms of the degree
of centralization and the availability of mobilizable resources. This advantage enabled the Dzungars
to shift from limited raiding operations to strategically oriented territorial expansion, subjugating
significant portions of the traditionally Kazakh domains.

An examination of the key stages of Kazakh—Dzungar confrontation reveals that by the end of
the 17th century, Dzungaria had firmly established itself as the dominant nomadic power capable of
imposing its will on the region. Moreover, it has been confirmed that Dzungar expansion had not only
military-political but also ideological dimensions: the attempt to impose a politically advantageous
religious orientation upon subjugated peoples became an integral component of their foreign policy
strategy.

Thus, the objective of the study — to analyze the correlation between the internal transformations
of the Dzungar Khanate and the nature and success of its external policy toward the Kazakh
khanates — has been successfully achieved. The findings also provide a reflective perspective on the
condition of the Kazakh khanates during the period under consideration: while the temporary political
fragmentation of the Kazakhs is evident, the results simultaneously highlight the capacity for
collective mobilization and the emergence of a consolidated defensive response in the struggle against
Dzungar aggression.
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The results of the study deepen the scholarly understanding of the causes and mechanisms of
the Kazakh—Oirat confrontation in the 17th century, bridging existing gaps in historiography and
emphasizing the importance of a comprehensive approach to the study of interstate relations among
nomadic societies.
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