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Abstract. Kazakhstan inherited a strong philosophical school from the Soviet period.
It was the Almaty school of dialectical logic, led for many years by the academician
Zhabaikhan Abdildin. The school studied logic, the theory of cognition, and the method of
the ascent from the abstract to the concrete. Its work was serious and original. Yet the school
was Marxist and grew inside the Soviet system. After independence this legacy became
hard to place. The global decolonial turn now asks post-Soviet nations to sort colonial
imports from native thought. This article asks one direct question. Should Kazakhstan keep
the Almaty school, or treat it as a colonial layer to remove? The authors argue for keeping
it, but with open eyes. The school was both a Soviet product and a real local achievement.
Its members built national institutions, and some later turned to a philosophy of sovereign
Kazakhstan on their own. The school also shared its central problems with Evald Ilyenkov,
whose work now draws fresh attention around the world. The method at its core is not a
mere technique but a philosophy of thought with real depth, and it can be joined with the
Kazakh tradition rather than set against it.It concludes that intellectual sovereignty is served
not by separating dialectical logic from Kazakh thought but by synthesizing the two, as
Kazakh philosophers such as Mukan Orynbekov already began to do.

Key words: dialectical logic, Almaty school, Zhabaikhan Abdildin, intellectual
sovereignty, decolonial theory, Kazakh philosophy.

Introduction

Kazakhstan has a philosophy school that most people outside the country never
hear about. It is the Almaty school of dialectical logic. It formed in the late 1950s. It
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grew strong in the 1970s. Its leader was the academician Zhabaikhan Abdildin. Around
him worked Abdumalik Nysanbayev, Agyn Kasymzhanov, Lev Naumenko, and others.
They asked hard questions about thinking. How does a theory begin? How does the
mind move from a simple idea to a full picture of a whole? What links logic, history,
and knowledge? These are old questions. The school gave them careful answers.

There is a problem, though. The school was Marxist. It worked inside the Soviet
system. It spoke the language of Soviet philosophy. After 1991 this became awkward.
A new country needs its own past. Many people in Kazakhstan now look back and ask
what was truly theirs and what was handed down from outside.

This question is not only local. Around the world, scholars talk about the
coloniality of knowledge. They argue that colonial powers did not only take land. They
also set the rules for what counts as real thought. Walter Mignolo calls for epistemic
disobedience [1]. Sabelo Ndlovu-Gatsheni calls for epistemic freedom [2]. The idea
is simple. A nation should be free to think from where it stands. It should not have to
borrow every category from the former center.

The debate is not confined to specialists either. Newspaper columns, conference
panels, and social media threads in Kazakhstan regularly return to a version of this
question, usually phrased less carefully than we phrase it here. Should a Kazakh
school abandon a Russian-language textbook written by a Soviet-era author? Should a
museum relabel an exhibit that once celebrated Soviet scientific achievement? Should
a street keep the name of a philosopher who never once wrote in Kazakh? These
are smaller versions of the same underlying choice this paper examines, applied to
buildings, names, and syllabi rather than to a body of philosophical method. We think
the philosophical case, argued carefully once, can inform many of these smaller and
more public decisions at the same time.

So here is the puzzle for Kazakhstan. The Almaty school arrived through Moscow.
Its Marxism came from the Soviet state. Was it a colonial import? Should a sovereign
Kazakhstan quietly drop it? Or is it, despite everything, a real asset worth keeping?

This article defends keeping it. But not out of nostalgia, and not without care. It
makes three claims. First, the school did genuine philosophy, not propaganda. Second,
the school was both Soviet and Kazakh at once, and it began to turn toward national
themes on its own. Third, and most important, dialectical logic is not a foreign body to
be tolerated at arm’s length. It is a philosophy with real depth, and it can be joined with
Kazakh thought rather than held apart from it. On this reading, keeping the school is
not nostalgia and not a borrowed habit. It is an act of intellectual sovereignty, the free
choice to hold on to something of value and to make it fully our own.

Let me be clear about the key term. By intellectual sovereignty we do not mean
a closed mind. We mean the power to set your own agenda. It is the power to decide
what to read, what to keep, and what to build on. Kazakhstan already talks in these
terms. State programs such as Rukhani Zhangyru call for a renewal of the national
spirit and a fresh look at the country’s heritage. The Almaty school is part of that
heritage, whether we like it or not. So the honest thing is to judge it, not to hide it. A
sovereign mind can face its own past without fear.
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This is not an abstract dispute. It touches real institutions. Departments of
philosophy and religious studies across Kazakhstan, including at the two universities
behind this article, teach the Almaty school as part of the national curriculum. Students
meet Abdildin’s name in their first year and rarely hear who he was in conversation with,
or why his questions still travel. A vague sense of embarrassment can creep into that
teaching, a hurried «this was the Soviet period» before the syllabus moves on. That is
a loss. If the school is worth keeping, it is worth teaching with confidence, not apology.
The question we ask here therefore has a practical twin. Once the philosophical case is
made, what should change in how the school is presented to the next generation? We
return to that question in the final part of the discussion.

The stakes are current. The decolonial debate is loud in Kazakhstan today. At
the same time, the wider tradition the school belonged to is having a revival. Western
scholars have rediscovered Evald Ilyenkov, the Moscow philosopher who shared
the school’s main problems [3, 4]. A 2024 special issue of Studies in East European
Thought even asks whether Soviet philosophy carried an imperial charge [5]. The
timing is right to ask the old question again, and to ask it well

Methodology

This paper is a study in the history of philosophy. It also makes an argument. So
it works on two levels.

The first level is historical and comparative. The study reads the main works of
the Almaty school and sets them against the debates of their day. It follows the school
through its stages, from the first group of the late 1950s to the strong years of the
1970s. It then places the school beside the work of Evald Ilyenkov in Moscow [6, 7].
The two shared problems, and at times shared authors. Read side by side, they show
what was common and what was local.

The second level is conceptual. Here the paper uses the decolonial framework
as a lens, drawing on two key sources [1, 2]. These ideas are not applied as a rule that
settles the case in advance. They serve as questions to test the school against. A lens
can clarify. It can also distort. The study tries to watch for both.

A word on order. The paper reads the school on its own terms first. It asks what
problem each work tried to solve, and whether it solved it. Only then does it raise the
political question. This order matters. Start with politics, and you find only politics.
Start with the arguments, and you can weigh them as arguments.

One more methodological choice needs stating plainly. Judging whether a body
of work is genuine philosophy or merely propaganda is not a neutral operation. This
paper uses a simple, defensible test. A text counts as philosophy here if it poses a
problem clearly, gives reasons for a proposed solution, and remains open to internal
criticism on its own terms. Propaganda, by contrast, treats its conclusions as settled
in advance and uses argument only to decorate them. Applying this test to the Almaty
school’s central texts, rather than to their Soviet packaging, is what allows the historical
and the political questions to be kept separate in the way described above.
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A word on scope. This paper does not attempt a full institutional history of the
Almaty school, with dates of appointment, student rosters, and internal disputes. Other
work can and should do that. Nor does it attempt a technical reconstruction of every
argument in the school’s major books, since that would need a study of its own for each
title. The aim here is narrower and, we think, more useful at this stage. It is to establish,
at the level of a single connected argument, whether the school’s core method survives
the decolonial challenge, and if so, what follows for how Kazakhstan treats the school
today. A narrower aim, argued carefully, is more useful than a broad survey argued thinly.

The materials fall into two groups. The primary sources are the works of the
school and of Ilyenkov. On the Almaty side they include Abdildin on the problem of
the beginning [8], his study of Kant’s dialectics [9], and his book with Nysanbayev
on the principles of building a theory [10]. On the Ilyenkov side they include his
book on the abstract and the concrete [6] and his essays on dialectical logic [7]. The
secondary sources are recent studies of this tradition and of decolonial theory, listed
in the review below. The plan is simple. The paper first describes what the school did.
Then it reviews how the wider tradition is read today. Then it raises the decolonial
challenge and weighs it.

Literature Review

The Almaty school has not received much attention in English. But the wider
tradition it belonged to has. That tradition is now often called creative Soviet Marxism.
Its central figure was Evald Ilyenkov. So a review of the current literature has to start
with him.

The first full study of this tradition in English was Bakhurst’s book on Soviet
philosophy [3]. It set Ilyenkov against the bitter debates of the 1920s and after. Two
decades later, interest grew fast. Levant and Oittinen edited a major volume that put
Ilyenkov’s key text on the ideal into English and framed it for new readers [4]. Bakhurst
returned to the theme with a collection of essays on Ilyenkov and Vygotsky [11].

The centenary of Ilyenkov’s birth brought a wave of new work. A 2024 special issue
of Studies in East European Thought gathered scholars from many countries [12]. Some
of this work reaches into the current science of mind. Di Paolo and Potapov [13] read
Ilyenkov next to the enactive approach to cognition, where the mind is seen as activity
in a world, not as something locked in the brain. Brown [14] defends Ilyenkov’s use of
Spinoza against his critics. Chukhrov [15] works through the materialist reading of the
ideal. Others push the ideas toward the digital economy and the value of knowledge
today [16]. The lesson is clear. These are live ideas, not museum pieces.

A second body of work sets the political frame. Decolonial theory argues that
knowledge carries the mark of power [1, 2]. Recent writing turns this lens on Soviet
philosophy itself. Kobakhidze [5] speaks of an imperialist unconscious in Soviet
thought. Alushkin and Pikhorovich [17] trace Ilyenkov’s mixed legacy in one post-
Soviet country. So the tradition is now read in two ways at once, as a source of living
ideas and as a possible carrier of empire.
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Kazakh scholarship sits at the meeting point of these debates. After 1991,
Nysanbayev wrote in English on the origins of Kazakh philosophy and on a philosophy
of sovereign Kazakhstan [18]. More recent work at the Eurasian National University
reads classical figures such as Al-Farabi with dialectical tools [ 19]. What is still missing
is a study that brings these strands together and asks a direct question about the Almaty
school itself. This paper aims to fill that gap.

A caution belongs here too. Decolonial theory did not grow out of the Soviet or
post-Soviet experience. Its main vocabulary, coloniality, the colonial matrix of power,
epistemic disobedience, was built from the history of the Atlantic world and, later,
of Africa and South Asia [1, 2]. The post-Soviet case does not map onto that history
without remainder. The Russian and Soviet empires ruled by different means than the
Atlantic empires did, and they left a different kind of aftermath. Applying the same
lens without adjustment risks flattening real differences. We take this caution seriously
and return to a more region-specific framework later in the discussion, once the Almaty
school’s own record is on the table.

The pattern is not confined to Kazakhstan. Scholars across the former Soviet
space are asking similar questions about their own national schools of thought.
Ukrainian philosophy, Georgian philosophy, and the various national traditions of the
Caucasus each face a version of the same choice, between disowning a Soviet-era
inheritance and reworking it [17]. Kazakhstan is not unique in facing this problem, but
it is unusually well placed to answer it, given how organized and well documented the
Almaty school’s own output already is.

One final point belongs in this review. The literature just surveyed divides, roughly,
into two camps that rarely cite each other. The philosophers who study Ilyenkov and the
Almaty tradition on its technical merits, its logic, its theory of the ideal, its reading of
Marx, tend not to engage the decolonial literature at all. The decolonial theorists, in turn,
rarely engage the technical content of the philosophy they are describing as colonial or
postcolonial. Each side has good reasons for staying in its lane. But the result is that no
single study has weighed the Almaty school’s philosophical strength against its colonial
entanglement in the same breath. That gap is what this paper tries to close.

Main part

Start with the work itself. The Almaty school was not a propaganda office. It was
a research program. Its members treated dialectics as a logic of real thinking. Their
model was Marx’s Capital, read as a method, not as economics. This point is easy to
miss. The Soviet label hides the content. But the content was philosophy of science.

The school grew in stages. Abdildin’s own account marks the first steps around
1958 to 1963. A young group at the academy in Alma-Ata began to study dialectical
logic. Then came single-author works. Abdildin wrote on the problem of the beginning
in theoretical cognition [8]. The 1970s were the strong years. Under Abdildin the
group produced many books, among them a study of Kant’s dialectics [9] and, with
Nysanbayev, a book on the dialectical and logical principles of building a theory [10].
People still call this period the golden age of philosophy in Kazakhstan.
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It is worth pausing on why a Soviet-era republic could produce work of this
depth at all. The Soviet system was, in its own way, generous to philosophy, at least to
philosophy that stayed within Marxist bounds. Institutes were funded, journals were
subsidized, and a stable academic career was available to anyone who mastered the
accepted method. This is part of what made the Almaty school possible. It is also part
of what makes the decolonial worry serious. A system that funds only one kind of
philosophy is, by definition, not neutral about what counts as philosophy at all. Both
things are true at once, and a fair account of the school has to hold them together rather
than picking one and dropping the other.

The output was not small. In these years the school helped produce a multi-
volume work on dialectical logic, a rare thing for any Soviet republic outside Moscow.
It also trained a long line of students who went on to teach across Kazakhstan. This is
worth stressing. A school is not only a set of books. It is a chain of teachers and pupils.
The Almaty school built such a chain. When we ask what to do with the school, we are
really asking about that chain. It runs into the present.

What were they after? Three ideas stand out.

The first is the ascent from the abstract to the concrete. This is a method for
building a theory. You start from a simple, one-sided idea. You do not stay there. You
move step by step to a full picture, where the whole and its parts hang together [6].
Marx did this in Capital. He began with the single commodity. He ended with a whole
system. The school studied how this move works and why it is rational.

It helps to see the contrast the school drew. Formal logic checks whether an
argument is valid. It does not ask how a concept grows. Dialectical logic, as the school
used it, does ask that. It follows a concept as it changes and takes on new content.
The two are not enemies. Formal logic keeps thought honest. Dialectical logic keeps
thought moving. The school wanted a logic that could follow real development, not
just fixed forms. That is why they read Capital so closely. Capital shows a single
concept unfolding into a whole system.

The second is the unity of the logical and the historical. A concept has a history.
It also has an order in thought. The school held that the two match, when the theory is
right. The path of thought retraces, in a cleaned-up form, the path of the thing’s own
growth. History gives the content. Logic gives the form.

A brief illustration helps. Consider the concept of value in Marx’s Capital.
Historically, exchange existed long before anyone had a developed theory of value.
Logically, though, a theory of value need not retrace every historical detail of barter
and coinage. It needs only to retrace the necessary steps, the ones without which the
next stage could not appear. The school’s contribution was to show that this kind of
retracing is not arbitrary. It follows the same order a fully rational reconstruction of
the object would take, once confusion and accident are stripped away. This is a strong
claim about the relationship between how we think and how things develop, and it is
why the school treated logic and history as one problem rather than two.

The third is the problem of the beginning. Where should a theory start? Not with
just anything. The school argued that a theory needs a real starting cell. This is a simple
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unit that already holds the seed of the whole. For Capital, that cell was the commodity.
Finding the right beginning is half the work. Abdildin made this problem his own [8].

Behind all three sits one bold claim. Dialectics, logic, and the theory of knowledge
are, at bottom, one and the same thing. This was not a Kazakh invention alone. It
echoed a note by Lenin on the logic of Capital. But the school worked the claim out in
detail [7]. That is real philosophy of science. It stands on its own feet.

The link to Moscow was not loose. It was direct. Lev Naumenko, one of the
school’s founders, co-wrote a well-known article with Ilyenkov. They hid Ilyenkov’s
name behind a pseudonym to get it past the censors [4]. The same problems ran through
both places. The ascent from the abstract to the concrete. The nature of the ideal. The
logic of Capital. Almaty and Moscow were two points on one map. This is why the
recent revival of Ilyenkov matters for us. If the Almaty school shared in that current,
then it shared in a living tradition, not a dead one [11, 12].

Now for the hard part. The decolonial view puts pressure on all of this. Its claim
is strong. Colonial power did not stop at borders and armies. It shaped minds. It
decided which knowledge was serious and which was mere folklore. Mignolo speaks
of a colonial matrix of power [1]. Ndlovu-Gatsheni speaks of a cognitive empire [2].
On this view, the former center keeps ruling through categories, long after the flags
change. We put this challenge in its strongest form on purpose. Our aim is to answer
it, not to sign it.

Apply this to Kazakhstan. Soviet Marxism was the official worldview. It came
from Moscow. It set the terms. Meanwhile the older Kazakh tradition sat in the shadows.
The thought of Abai, the wisdom of the zhyrau poets, the legacy of Al-Farabi, the
Tengri worldview: all of this was treated as culture, not as philosophy. So a decolonial
reader might say the Almaty school, for all its skill, was part of the problem. It spoke
Moscow’s language. It raised local people, but into a foreign frame.

The institutional facts reinforce the point. Positions, funding, and publication
outlets in Soviet Kazakhstan all ran through structures set in Moscow. A young scholar
could not simply declare an interest in Abai’s metaphysics and expect a career. Career
paths ran through dialectical materialism, and success within that system required real
skill in its methods. This is exactly the kind of soft, structural power the decolonial
literature is best at describing. It does not need a conspiracy. It only needs a single set
of gatekeepers and a single accepted vocabulary for what counts as rigorous work.

The examples are easy to find. For a long time Abai was taught as a poet and a
moralist, not as a philosopher. Al-Farabi was often placed inside Arabic or Islamic
philosophy, far from the Kazakh steppe where he was born. The oral wisdom of the
zhyrau was filed under literature or ethnography. Under the Soviet frame, philosophy
proper meant Marxism. Everything else became background. A decolonial reader will
say this ranking was not neutral. It matched the interests of the center. There is real
force in this point. It is not just a complaint. None of this was unique to Kazakhstan.
Across the Soviet republics, national philosophical traditions were routinely absorbed
into a single Marxist-Leninist canon, their distinct vocabularies preserved, at best, as
folklore appendices.
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A recent turn makes the charge sharper. In 2024 a special issue asked whether
Soviet philosophy itself carried an imperial charge. Kobakhidze wrote of an imperialist
unconscious in Soviet thought, Ilyenkov included [5]. Others traced Ilyenkov’s mixed
legacy in Ukraine [17]. So even the current the Almaty school belonged to is now under
review. The easy move would be to file the whole thing under colonial and walk away.

We want to take this challenge seriously, not brush it aside. The decolonial writers
are right about many things. Knowledge does carry power. Categories can silence as
well as reveal. A young country has every reason to guard its mind. If keeping the
Almaty school meant keeping Kazakh thought in a Moscow-shaped box, we would say
drop it. So the question is real. Does the school lock us into a foreign frame, or can it
be freed from that frame?

We think the easy move is a mistake. There are two reasons.

The first is historical. The school was not run by outsiders. Its members were
Kazakh scholars. They built the philosophy faculty in Alma-Ata. They trained
generation after generation. And when independence came, several of them turned,
on their own, to national themes. Abdumalik Nysanbayev is the clear case. He led the
Institute of Philosophy after 1991. He wrote in English about the origins of Kazakh
philosophy and about a philosophy of sovereign Kazakhstan [18]. Abdildin himself
wrote on Abai as a philosopher. The tradition started to decolonize itself from the
inside. It did not need to be abolished to do so. It grew.

The second reason is deeper. The school’s core ideas are not Soviet property, and
they are not merely technical either. The ascent from the abstract to the concrete is more
than a recipe for building a theory. It rests on a substantial claim about how thought
and reality develop together. The unity of the logical and the historical is a thesis about
the world, not only a rule for writing. These are ideas with real philosophical depth,
and that depth is what lets them travel. Ilyenkov’s work spread to Italy, to Spain, to
Latin America, and now to the English-speaking world [20, 11]. Thinkers with no love
for the Soviet state still wrestle with his account of the ideal. Ideas that reach this far
are not the private property of one empire. To refuse them because of the road they
arrived by would be to mistake the depth of the thought for the politics of its carrier.

Consider an analogy from outside philosophy. Mathematics reached the Kazakh
steppe, in its modern form, through Russian and Soviet schools. No one today argues
that a Kazakh mathematician should refuse calculus because it arrived by a colonial
route. The tool is judged by what it lets you build, not only by who first handed it over.
Dialectical logic is a philosophical tool in the same sense. It has a history, and that
history includes empire. But its use is not restricted to the empire that transmitted it,
any more than calculus remains Russian property in Almaty classrooms today.

It is worth asking what the alternative positions would actually cost. Full rejection
would mean removing Abdildin and his colleagues from the required reading in every
philosophy program in the country, treating their work as a historical curiosity at best.
That would sever several generations of trained philosophers from the school that
trained them, including many now teaching the next generation. Uncritical celebration
would carry a different cost. It would ask students to admire a Soviet-era achievement
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without ever asking whose interests the Soviet system itself served, which teaches a
bad intellectual habit regardless of the subject. Both alternatives are cheaper than the
path we propose, and both are worse for exactly that reason. Reclaiming takes more
work than either rejecting or celebrating, because it asks a department to hold two
judgments, historical and philosophical, at once instead of collapsing them into one.

So what should Kazakhstan do? We suggest a third path. Do not worship the
school. Do not disown it. Reclaim its method and join it with the Kazakh tradition.

Here Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s own words help. He does not ask nations to burn every
foreign book. He asks for epistemic freedom [2]. That means the freedom to think
from where you are, and to choose what to keep. It is the freedom to build ecologies of
knowledge, where local and global sources sit together. Intellectual sovereignty is not
a wall. It is a free hand.

A free hand can keep a good method that arrived through a hard history. It can
also put that method to new use. This is the practical payoff. Turn the ascent method
on the Kazakh tradition itself. Read Al-Farabi, Abai, and the zhyrau not as a box of
quotes, but as a developing whole. Look for the simple cell that holds the seed. Trace
how the thought grows. Use the unity of the logical and the historical to write the story
of Kazakh thought as one living line, not a scatter of names.

This is not a fantasy. It has already begun. Recent work at the Eurasian National
University reads Al-Farabi’s dialectics with these very tools [19]. That is the school’s
method, aimed at the national past. It is reclaiming in action. This synthesis is not
new either. Mukan Orynbekov, himself trained inside the dialectical school, already
showed the way. He used the tools of that school to study the philosophical views of
Abai and the worldview of the proto-Kazakhs, treating the Kazakh tradition as a sub-
ject for serious philosophy and not as ethnography [21]. In his hands, dialectical logic
and Kazakh thought did not stand apart. They worked on each other. Abai gained a rig-
orous philosophical reading, and dialectical method gained a new field to prove itself
on. That is the model. The task now is to widen it, from single figures to the whole line
of Kazakh thought.

Consider what this would look like for a single figure. Abai Qunanbaiuly is
usually read as a moral poet, and his prose Qara Sozder is read for its aphorisms one at
a time, disconnected from each other. Applied with the ascent method, the same texts
invite a different question. What is the simple cell in Abai’s thought, the one idea that
already contains the seed of his whole ethical vision? A strong candidate is his ideal
of Tolyq Adam, the complete human being, which starts from a single demand for
self-knowledge and unfolds, passage by passage across the Qara Sozder, into a full
picture of reason, labor, and community. Read this way, Abai stops being a source of
separate quotations and becomes a thinker with a developing system, exactly the kind
of reading the Almaty school’s method was built to produce.

There is a sharper reason this matters now. The school’s questions have returned
in a new dress. Today we argue about machine intelligence and about what thinking
really is. Ilyenkov himself warned against treating thought as a thing inside the skull.
Recent work reads him next to the enactive view, where the mind is activity in a world
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[13]. Others ask what happens to knowledge when it is turned into data and sold [16].
The school’s core idea speaks to all of this. Thought is not a stock of fixed items. It is a
movement from the abstract to the concrete. A country that owns this idea owns a way
into some of the hardest debates of the day.

The timing, then, is not an accident. Three things line up. The decolonial debate
is at full volume in Kazakhstan and across the region. The global revival of creative
Soviet Marxism gives the school new company and new readers [12, 15]. And the
2024 debate on empire in Soviet philosophy forces the question into the open [5, 17].
We can meet that question with a slogan, or with an argument. This paper offers an
argument.

We can now make good on the caution raised earlier. Madina Tlostanova has
argued that the post-Soviet space needs its own decolonial vocabulary, not a borrowed
one [22]. She proposes two ideas that fit our case well. The first is external imperial
difference, the gap between a colonizing power and the still more distant centers of
global capital that looked down on Russia and the Soviet Union in turn. The second is
double colonial difference, the fact that post-Soviet subjects were placed both outside
the Western canon and outside the Cold War’s rival socialist canon at once, belonging
fully to neither. On this reading, Soviet philosophy itself, and the Almaty school within
it, occupied a doubly marginal position. It was provincial next to Paris and Oxford, and
it was, after 1991, treated as compromised next to a newly dominant Western liberal
order. This double marginality is not a reason to discard the school. It is the precise
shape of the problem intellectual sovereignty has to solve. A framework built for Latin
America or Africa alone would miss this shape. A framework built for the post-Soviet
condition names it directly.

This has concrete implications for how philosophy is taught in Kazakhstan today.
The state’s own modernization program, set out in the president’s 2017 article on
renewing public consciousness, calls for a confident, critical return to national heritage
rather than a wholesale rejection of the recent past [23]. Universities are well placed to
carry this out in the philosophy classroom specifically. A first step is straightforward.
Departments can teach the Almaty school alongside its Moscow counterpart and
its current international readers, so students see a living debate rather than a closed
chapter. A second step is more ambitious. Seminars that once applied dialectical logic
only to Marx’s Capital can be redesigned to apply the same method to Al-Farabi, to
Abai, or to the oral tradition of the zhyrau, following the model of the recent work
already cited here [19]. A third step concerns translation. Much of the Almaty school’s
output still exists only in Russian. Selective translation into Kazakh and English,
prioritized around the three core ideas discussed above, would let the school take part
in the international revival of interest in this tradition on equal terms, rather than as a
historical footnote to Moscow. None of this requires new resources on the scale of a
national project. It requires a change of attitude inside departments that already teach
this material every year, including our own.

There is a lesson here for teaching more broadly, beyond any single course. A
legacy can be handed down in only two ways. It can be handed down as a monument,
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something to admire from a respectful distance and never touch. Or it can be handed
down as a toolkit, something the next generation is expected to open, use, and
eventually improve on. The Almaty school has mostly been treated as the first kind of
legacy since independence, when it was treated at all. We have argued for the second.
Students should leave a course on Kazakh philosophy able to perform the ascent from
the abstract to the concrete themselves, on material of their own choosing, not merely
able to recite that Abdildin once did so.

These three steps also answer a worry that specialists in the field will already
have. Reclaiming a method is easy to say and hard to institutionalize, because
institutions reward what is already familiar. A philosophy department under pressure
to publish quickly will default to topics with an established international literature,
which for now still means European and Anglophone topics more often than Kazakh
ones. Naming this pressure honestly is the first step to resisting it. A department that
decides, deliberately, to reward a well-argued paper on Abai’s dialectics as highly as a
paper on Kant or Hegel is making an institutional choice, not just an intellectual one,
and it is exactly the kind of choice intellectual sovereignty asks for.

A natural objection is that none of this can be measured, and so it will not
survive the next round of curriculum review. We think it can be measured, modestly.
A department could track how many thesis topics, in a given year, apply dialectical
method to a Kazakh or Central Asian source rather than only to a European one. It
could track how many of the Almaty school’s own texts appear on reading lists in
translation rather than only in summary. Neither indicator is perfect, but both are
concrete, and both would move in the direction this paper recommends. Intellectual
sovereignty, in the end, is not proven by a declaration. It is shown, slowly, in what a
department actually assigns, translates, and asks its students to attempt on their own.

This paper has limits worth naming. It works mainly from secondary literature
on the Almaty school’s later reception, alongside a close reading of a small set of the
school’s own core texts. A fuller study would work through the complete published
record of the school across the 1960s to the 1980s, including materials that remain
untranslated and, in some cases, hard to access outside Kazakhstan’s own archives
and libraries. It would also interview surviving students and colleagues of the school’s
founders, several of whom are still active in Kazakhstani academic life, to capture an
oral history that is at risk of being lost. Neither task was possible within the scope of a
single article. We see this paper as a philosophical argument that opens the ground for
that fuller empirical study, not as a substitute for it.

A second limit concerns comparison. We have set the Almaty school beside
Ilyenkov’s Moscow circle because the historical link between them is direct and well
documented. A fuller comparative study could widen the lens further, to other national
schools of philosophy that formed inside the Soviet system, in Georgia, Ukraine,
Uzbekistan, and the Baltic republics, to test whether the argument made here for
Kazakhstan holds more generally or depends on features specific to the Almaty case.
Tlostanova’s own framework was built with exactly this wider region in mind [22],
and a comparative application of it across several post-Soviet philosophical traditions
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at once would be a natural next step, one that a single article on a single national school
cannot undertake responsibly.

A further limitation concerns language. This article is written in English, for a
journal audience that reads English, and it therefore cites mainly English-language
secondary literature. Much of the most detailed engagement with the Almaty school’s
specific arguments exists only in Russian and Kazakh, in journals and dissertations
that circulate mainly inside Kazakhstan. A companion study written for a domestic
audience, citing that literature in full, would necessarily look different from this one,
and would likely surface disagreements among Kazakhstani specialists that an English-
language overview cannot easily capture from the outside.

Finally, the institutional recommendations offered above are deliberately modest
and would benefit from testing. A pilot seminar that applies the ascent method to
a non-European source, run for a single semester and evaluated against the simple
indicators proposed earlier, would tell us more about the practicality of this proposal
than any amount of further argument. We would welcome that test, and we suspect the
department best placed to run it is one of the two represented by the authors of this

paper.
Conclusion

The Almaty school of dialectical logic is a real inheritance. It is not a burden to
hide. It studied thinking with care. It built local institutions and trained local minds. It
sat inside a wider current that the world is now reading again.

The decolonial critique still has value. It reminds us that categories carry histories.
It warns against borrowing the former center’s frame without a second thought. We
should keep that warning. But we should not let it harden into a new rule that throws
out every Soviet-era gain. That would trade one imposed dogma for another.

The better path is synthesis. Intellectual sovereignty is the freedom to keep, to
adapt, and to build. It lets a nation hold on to a deep body of thought, even one that
arrived through a hard history, and make it fully its own. For Kazakhstan the next task
is clear. Bring the ascent from the abstract to the concrete and the unity of the logical
and the historical to bear on the Kazakh tradition itself, and let that tradition speak
back to them in turn. Mukan Orynbekov showed that this can be done. The task now
is to carry it further, and to write the history of Kazakh thought as a living, growing
whole.

None of this is only a matter for historians of philosophy. It bears directly on what
happens in Kazakhstani classrooms this year and next. A curriculum can keep treating
the Almaty school as a closed chapter, safely filed under Soviet history. Or it can treat
it as unfinished business, a method still waiting to be turned on the country’s own
tradition. We have tried to show why the second choice is both intellectually honest
and institutionally realistic.

A final word on tone. Nothing in this paper asks Kazakhstan to feel grateful for
its Soviet philosophical inheritance, and nothing asks it to feel ashamed of it either.
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Gratitude and shame are both the wrong register for a question this practical. The right
register is closer to stewardship. A country that inherits a working method, however it
arrived, has to decide what to do with it before the people who best understand it are
no longer there to explain it firsthand. That is the decision this paper has tried to make
a case for, as clearly and as carefully as the subject allows.
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K.H. Umankyn, K.C. baramapos
AnMaTbhl UAJEKTUKAJBIK JIOTHKA MeKTeOi koHe Kazakcranaarpl
3UATKePJIiK ereMeHaiK

Anoamna. KazakctaH KEHECTIK JyipJeH KYWTI GUIOCOQUSIIBIK MEKTEN Mypa
eTin anmel. bynm kem ke akamemuk JKaOaiixaH OOminauH OackapraH AMaThl
JMANIEKTUKAJIBIK JIOTHKA MeKTeOl. MeKTen JIOTHKaHBl, TaHBIM TEOPHSICHIH JKOHE
a0CTPaKTUIIKTeH HAKThUIBIKKA epiiey oficiH 3eprreni. OHBIH €HOeri caiaMakThl opi
TYIHYCKaJIbl O0JIIbI. JlereHMeH MeKTel MapKCHCTIK eIl opi KeHECTIiK XKYHeHiH imiHae
KaJbITacThl. Toyenci3mik anraHHaH KediH Oy mypara Oara Oepy KMBIHAAW TYCTI.
Byrinri xahaHAbIK JEKONOHUSIIBIK OETOYPHIC TMOCTKEHECTIK YJITTapAaH OTapIlbLI
KipMenep/i Tes OWJaH aKbIpaTy/bl Tajam erefi. Makaia Oip HaKThl CYpakK KOSJIbL.
Kazakcran AnmaTsl MEKTEOIH cakTaybl KEPEeK Iie, 9Jiie OHbI OTapIIbLI KadaT peTiHie
aJBIN TacTaybl Kepek mne? ABTOpiap OHBI CaKTay[bl, OipaK ChIH K©30€H CakTaybl
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JKaKTalapl. MekTen Oip Me3TiIe KeHECTIK TYBIHABI Opi HaFbI3 OTaHIBIK JKETICTIK
6061. OHBIH MyIIesepi YITTHIK HHCTUTYTTap KYPAbI, al KeiHoOipi KeliH o3 epKiMeH
eremeH Kazakcran ¢unocodusceiaa 0eT Oypasl. MekTen o3iHiH 0acThl Mocenenepin
OBasbl MbEeHKOBIIEH OpPTaK KOTEpdi, ajl OHBIH HISsIapbl OYTiHIE olemiae KaiTa
KBI3BIFYIIBUTBIK TYIBIPBIT OTHIP. MEKTENTiH ©3€TiHIer1 9/1ic - ’Kail TaclI eMec, TepeH
Ma3MYHBI 0ap oinay humocodusIChl, Opi OHBI Ka3aK IOCTYPIHEH OOJIEKTeMeH, OHBIMEH
ymracteipyra Oomnanbl. JKyMmbIcTa MEKTENTiH HeTi3Ti eHOeKTepi JeKOJOHUSIIBIK
TEOPUSAMEH CaNbBICTHIPbUIA, TAaPUXHU-CATBICTRIPMAJIBl SIICIIEH OKBLIAIbl. ABTOpPIAp
3UATKEPIIK ereMeHIIK ANaJeKTUKAIBIK JOTHKAHBI Ka3aK OWbIHAH OeJieKTey/ie eMec,
oHBI - Mykan OpbIHOEKOB CBIHIBI Ka3ak (rmocodrapsl OacTam KETKEHIEH — Kazak
OWBIMEH YIITACTBIPYAA JeTeH KOPHITHIH/IbIFA KEIeTi.

Tyiiin co30ep: TMAIEKTUKAIBIK JIOTHKA, ATMaThl MekTeO1, YKabalixan O0ainnH,
3UATKEPIIIK €TeMEH/IIK, IEKOJIOHUSIIBIK TCOPHS, Ka3aK GUI0CODHUSCHL.

7K.H. Umankya, K.C. baramapos
AJIMa-aTHHCKasl IIKO0JIa JUATEKTHYECKON JIOTUKM U MHTEJIeKTYaJIbHBIH
cyBepenurer B Kazaxcrane

Annomayua. KazaxcTaH yHacieoBal OT COBETCKOTO TMEPHOAa CHUIIBHYIO
¢dbunocodekyro mKomy. IT0 ANMa-ATHHCKAs IIKOJA JTUATCKTHYCCKOW JIOTHKH,
KOTOPYIO MHOTHE T'OJTbI BO3TJIABIISUT akaieMuk JKabatixan A0uisauH. [lkona n3ydana
JIOTUKY, TEOPHUIO TTO3HAHHS ¥ METOJ BOCXOXKJIEHHUS OT aOCTPAKTHOTO K KOHKPETHOMY.
Eg€ paborta 6n1a cepre3noit u opuruHanbHOU. [Ipu 3TOM mIKOTa OBIIIa MAPKCHUCTCKOM
W CIIOKWJIACh BHYTPH COBETCKOH cuctemsl. [locie oOpereHus HE3aBUCHMOCTH 3TO
Haclie[ie CTallo TPYyAHO oueHuBaTh. COBpEeMEHHBIH IEKOJOHHAIHHBIA IMOBOPOT
TpeOyeT OT TOCTCOBETCKMX HAIMi OTAENATh KOJOHWAIbHBIE 3aWMCTBOBAHHS OT
coOcTBeHHON MbIciu. CTaThsl CTaBUT OJUH NpsiMoi Bompoc. Jlomken nu Kazaxcran
COXpaHNUTh ANMa-ATHHCKYIO MIKOJY WIH YAAIUTh € KaK KOJOHHAIBHBIA CIION?
ABTOpBI OTCTaWBAIOT COXpPAaHEHHWE, HO C OTKPHITHIMH Tina3amu. lllkonma Obpura
OJTHOBPEMEHHO COBETCKHUM TNPOAYKTOM ¥ TIOJIMHHBIM MECTHBIM JIOCTHKCHHEM.
E€ yuacTHMKHM co3AaBaiii HaIMOHAJIBHBIE WHCTHTYTHI, & HEKOTOPBIE M3 HUX TO3KE
camu obpaTtmiuch K pumocodpun cyBepennoro Kazaxcrana. lllkomna pasnensiia cBon
TJIaBHBIE TIPOOJIeMBI ¢ DBalIbJIOM MITbeHKOBBIM, YbH H/IEN CETOHS BHOBD TPUBIIEKAIOT
BHMMaHHe B Mupe. MeToJ B OCHOBE INIKOJIBI - HE MPOCTO TEXHHKA, a (uiocopus
MBITIJICHUS C PeaTbHOM TITyOMHOM, M €70 MOYKHO COSIUHUTH C Ka3aXCKOW TpaauIinei,
a He MPOTHUBOTIOCTABIIATH ei. B paboTe ncnoap3yercss HCTOPUKO-CPABHUTEIHHOE UTe-
HHE OCHOBHBIX TPY/OB IIIKOJIBI B COMIOCTABIICHHUH C IEKOJIOHHAIBHOM Teopret. ABTOPHI
3aKJIIOYAIOT, YTO HMHTEJUIEKTYyaJbHBIA CYBEpEHHTET [IOCTUTACTCS HE pa3BeJACHHUEM
JTUAIEKTUIECKON JIOTHMKH M Ka3aXCKOM MBICIH, a UX CHHTE30M, KaK 3TO y)Ke Hadal
nienath, HarpuMep, Mykan OpbIHOEKOB.

Knrouegvie cnosa: nuanektuyueckas jjoruka, Ainma-ATHHCKas mKona, Kabalixad
AOIUIBINH, HMHTEIUIEKTYalIbHBIA CYBEPEHHUTET, IEKOJIOHHAIBHAS TEOpHs, Ka3axcKas
¢unocodws.
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