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MUSEUMS, PAINTING, AND IDEOLOGY IN SOVIET KAZAKHSTAN

Abstract. In the Soviet Union, museums functioned not merely as repositories of 
objects but as powerful ideological institutions that shaped historical narratives and 
structured the interpretation of the visual world. Within this framework, painting served 
as a key medium for representing socialist labor, progress, and collective identity. 

This article examines how paintings produced during the Soviet period were 
exhibited in museums of Kazakhstan and analyzes the curatorial strategies employed 
to stabilize and regulate their meanings. Grounded in critical museology and visual 
culture studies, the research further develops Adam Jolles’s (2005) concept of the Stalinist 
“speaking museum.”

Adopting a qualitative historical-interpretative methodology, the study combines 
close visual analysis of selected Soviet-era paintings with discursive and spatial analysis 
of exhibition texts, labels, catalogues, and display practices. Works by A. Kasteev, M. 
Kisamedinov, and artists of the Sixties generation serve as key case studies.

The findings suggest that paintings were treated as ideologically sensitive objects 
unless contained within tightly controlled interpretive frameworks. 

The article argues that Soviet-period painting in Kazakhstan functioned less as an 
autonomous aesthetic practice and more as a regulated visual language embedded within 
the broader system of socialist museum enlightenment, rendering socialism visible, 
intelligible, and ideologically secure.

Keywords: art history, Soviet museology, Soviet painting, the «talking» museum, 
ideological exhibitions, museum pedagogy.

	 For citation: Orazkulova K., Karibayeva G.	 Museums, painting, and ideology in Soviet Kazakhstan // Madeni 
mura. 2026. №1 (112). pp. 233-243  (in Eng.)

DOI: https://doi.org/10.47500/2026.v25.i1.19
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Introduction
In the Soviet Union, museums served more 

than just as repositories of objects. They played a 
central role in shaping historical consciousness and 
socialist identity, with painting occupying a special 
place within this system (Bezzubova, 2016). Its 
visual immediacy and emotional impact made it an 
effective means of conveying ideological messages, 
social hierarchies, and models of labour, progress, 
and collective identity. At the same time, painting's 
aesthetic independence was seen as potentially 
risky, as images could provoke emotions or 
interpretations beyond ideological control. This 
tension between visual power and ideological 
regulation significantly influenced Soviet museum 
practice. As a constituent republic of the Soviet 

Union, Kazakhstan was fully integrated into this 
cultural system. Soviet-era paintings produced 
and exhibited in Kazakhstan belonged to the same 
ideological framework as those shown in Moscow 
or Leningrad, yet they expressed Soviet modernity 
through distinctly regional, colonial, and local 
visual vocabularies (Bown, 1991). Paintings 
depicting industrialisation, collectivisation, 
socialist labour, and the transformation of everyday 
life were not neutral reflections of reality; they 
aimed to serve pedagogical purposes, teaching 
viewers how to interpret history, work, and society 
through a socialist lens. Museums provided the 
institutional framework within which these images 
were mobilised, contextualised, and interpreted.

 Orazkulova K., Karibayeva G.
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This article examines Soviet-era paintings 
in Kazakhstan not merely as artworks, but as 
museum objects embedded within a broader 
system of ideological interpretation. Instead of 
seeing paintings as standalone aesthetic forms, the 
study regards them as part of a didactic exhibition 
environment where meaning was deliberately 
fixed through narration, chronological order, and 
interpretive framing. Drawing on Adam Jolles’ 
(2005) concept of the Stalinist “talking museum”, 
the article indicates that Soviet museums were 
highly wary of images that spoke for themselves. 
Visual ambiguity and aesthetic enjoyment were 
considered politically unsafe, prompting museums 
to depend heavily on labels, banners, timelines, 
and explanatory panels. Therefore, paintings were 
exhibited less as objects for contemplation and 
more as elements to be explained.

This research, focusing on paintings exhibited 
in Soviet Kazakhstan, examines how this logic 
shaped perceptions and understandings of the 
artworks. It explores the interplay between image 
and text, the place of paintings in historical 
narratives, and the subordination of aesthetic 
form to ideological instruction. By situating Soviet 
Kazakhstani painting within the broader context 
of Soviet museology, the study contributes to 
discussions of socialist visual culture, museum 
education, and the regulation of meaning under 
state socialism. Ultimately, it demonstrates that 
Soviet-era painting in Kazakhstan served not only 
as art but also as a disciplined visual language 
designed to educate, normalise, and make socialism 
visible. Research aim and questions:

Guided by an understanding of the Soviet 
Museum as a didactic and explanatory institution, 
this article addresses the following research 
question: how were Soviet-era paintings displayed 
in Kazakhstani museums during the Soviet period, 
and what curatorial strategies were used to stabilise 
their ideological meanings? The study pursues three 
interrelated aims. First, it examines how paintings 
depicting industrialisation, collectivisation, and 
socialist labour were incorporated into museum 
narratives in Soviet Kazakhstan. Second, it analyses 
the role of explanatory texts, labels, and exhibition 
sequencing in shaping the interpretation of these 
works. Third, it explores how visual ambiguity 
and aesthetic independence were managed 
through museological practices that prioritised 
ideological education over open-ended reflection. 
By exploring the interaction between images and 

curatorial narrative, this article seeks to deepen our 
understanding of Soviet-era painting as a controlled 
visual form operating within the broader system of 
socialist museum education.

Materials and Research Methods 
This study employs a qualitative historical-

interpretive approach rooted in critical museology 
and visual culture analysis. Focusing solely on the 
Soviet period, it examines how paintings created 
and displayed in Kazakhstan functioned within 
the Soviet museum and ideological framework. 
Rather than concentrating only on artistic style or 
authorial intent, the methodology highlights the 
exhibition conditions under which paintings were 
mediated, interpreted, and stabilised as ideological 
images.

The study employs a museum-based visual-
discursive analysis, combining detailed visual 
examination with an analysis of curatorial 
structure. The study draws on conceptual insights 
from Adam Jolles's (2005) analysis of Stalinist 
"talking museums," which emphasises the central 
role of explanatory narrative in shaping visual 
meaning. This framework guides both the selection 
of analytical categories and the interpretation of 
museum practices, whilst the analysis is situated 
within the Soviet historical context.

The analysis draws on three main types of 
sources. First, it considers paintings created in 
Soviet-era Kazakhstan, particularly those depicting 
industrialisation, collectivisation, socialist labour, 
and changes in daily life. These paintings are 
viewed not only as individual artworks but also 
as museum objects within exhibition systems. 
Second, the study investigates archival and 
documentary materials related to Soviet museums 
in Kazakhstan, such as exhibition catalogues, 
museum guides, wall texts, and, where available, 
period photographs of exhibition arrangements. 
These sources provide insights into how paintings 
were presented, explained, and incorporated into 
museum displays. Third, the research utilises 
Soviet museological and cultural policy texts, 
including official directives, congress reports, and 
theoretical writings on museum work and socialist 
art. Collectively, these materials help establish the 
broader ideological and institutional framework 
that shaped exhibition practices across the Soviet 
Union.

The analysis unfolds across three 
interconnected stages. First, a visual examination 
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of the selected paintings concentrates on the 
subject matter, composition, figuration, and 
representational strategies associated with 
socialist realism and Soviet visual pedagogy. This 
stage establishes the ideological and emotional 
potential of the paintings as visual forms. Second, 
a discourse analysis investigates the explanatory 
materials accompanying these works in museum 
exhibitions. Labels, captions, banners, and 
chronological narratives are analysed to determine 
how meaning was fixed, framed, or constrained. 
Particular attention is given to how explanatory 
texts sometimes preceded or overshadowed 
visual interpretation, positioning the paintings 
as illustrations of predetermined historical 
and ideological narratives. Third, a spatial and 
narrative analysis explores how paintings were 
placed within exhibition sequences, including their 
position within chronological timelines, thematic 
sections, and broader narratives of socialist 
progress. This stage assesses how artworks were 
integrated into pedagogical structures designed to 
influence visitor understanding. Collectively, these 
stages allow for a comprehensive analysis of the 
relationship between image, text, and exhibition 
layout as a cohesive system of meaning-making.

The methodological focus intentionally 
concentrates on museum exhibition practices during 
the Soviet period. The study does not consider post-
Soviet reinterpretations, contemporary museum 
politics, or current audience reception. Instead, 
it emphasises how paintings functioned within 
Soviet institutional and ideological frameworks 
at the time of their exhibition. By highlighting 
curatorial narration and exhibition design, the 
methodology views the museum as an active agent 
in shaping visual meaning. This approach facilitates 
a nuanced understanding of Soviet-era painting in 
Kazakhstan as a controlled visual form operating 
within a broader system of socialist pedagogy, 
rather than as an autonomous aesthetic practice.

Analysis
This study investigates Soviet-era painting 

in Kazakhstan from a critical museological 
perspective, recognising the museum not as 
a neutral space for aesthetic display but as an 
ideological and educational institution. It primarily 
draws on Adam Jolles's (2005) analysis of Stalinist 
"talking museums," which provides a theoretical 
framework for understanding how painting 
functioned within Soviet exhibition systems. This 

approach enables us to analyse how visual art 
was managed, interpreted, and stabilised through 
curatorial practice during the Soviet period.

Jolles argues that Soviet museums, particularly 
during the Stalinist period, were shaped by 
a profound mistrust of autonomous images. 
Paintings were viewed as ideologically unreliable 
due to their ability to evoke emotions, visual 
pleasure, or ambiguous meanings, which were 
considered politically dangerous. Consequently, 
Soviet museology focused more on explanation 
than reflection. Exhibitions relied heavily on textual 
narratives, labels, banners, slogans, chronological 
tables, and display sequences to ensure that 
artworks conveyed ideologically correct messages 
consistent with Marxist-Leninist principles 
(Kudaibergenova, 2017). Within this framework, 
the museum functioned less as a space for aesthetic 
experience than as an educational environment. 
Visitors were positioned as learners, and exhibitions 
were designed as educational texts, divided into 
clearly defined sections and arguments. Paintings 
were not expected to speak for themselves; instead, 
their meaning was predetermined by curatorial 
narratives explaining their social context, 
ideological significance, and historical importance. 
Thus, meaning was created institutionally rather 
than revealed through individual interpretation. 
Within Soviet cultural policy, painting was at 
the centre of ongoing tension. It was praised as a 
powerful way to visualise socialist ideals, labour, 
and collective life, yet its aesthetic openness also 
made it hard to control (Bown, 1991). Jolles’ (2005) 
framework clarifies how this tension was managed 
by treating painting as a controlled visual form 
whose ideological authority relied on its placement 
within explanatory exhibition systems. Images of 
factories, collective farms, workers, and socialist 
transformation were therefore presented as visual 
proof of historical progress and class struggle 
(Malinovskaya, 2017). Labels and contextual panels 
guided interpretation, ensuring that aesthetic 
form remained secondary to ideological meaning. 
Painting was not meant to invite ambiguity or 
personal reflection, but to depict a designated 
narrative of socialist development.

Kazakhstan, as a constituent republic of the 
Soviet Union, was fully integrated into this system. 
Museums adhered to the same exhibition directives 
as elsewhere in the USSR, using painting as a key 
pedagogical tool (Robert, 1990). Simultaneously, 
Soviet painting in Kazakhstan expressed socialist 
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modernity through regional and colonial visual 
languages, incorporating local environments and 
social realities into a unified ideological narrative. 
Instead of viewing this art as peripheral, the 
study positions Kazakhstani Soviet painting as 
central to Soviet visual culture. Framed through 
Jolles’ (2005) concept of the talking museum, the 
analysis demonstrates how ideological coherence 
was upheld across different republics through a 
common museological logic.

Rooted in this theoretical framework, the 
analysis investigates how paintings were framed 
and interpreted within Soviet-era exhibitions. 
It emphasises explanatory texts, exhibition 
sequencing, and the positioning of paintings 
within narratives of progress and labour. By tracing 
how paintings were made to “speak” through 
institutional storytelling, the study uncovers the 
mechanisms through which Soviet museums 
shaped aesthetic experience and controlled visual 
meaning. In doing so, it redefines painting not 
merely as an artistic object, but as a deliberate visual 
language used within the ideological education of 
Soviet socialism.

Results
This section presents and interprets the 

findings of a qualitative visual–discursive analysis 
of Soviet-era painting and museum practices in 
Kazakhstan. Drawing on detailed case studies 
of artists associated with the Sixties generation, 
alongside documented exhibition practices in Soviet 
Kazakhstan, the analysis shows how paintings that 
conveyed aesthetic ambiguity, historical violence, or 
emotional intensity were systematically managed 
through museum narration and exhibition design. 
These empirical findings are interpreted through 
three complementary theoretical perspectives: 
Adam Jolles’ (2005) analysis of the Stalinist “talking 
museum”, Kate Cowcher’s (2020) conceptualisation 
of the museum as a protective or carceral institution, 
and de Tiesenhausen’s (2024) distinction between 
art as a social actor and art as an institutional 
representative.

Across the material examined, one central 
pattern emerges: paintings were consistently 
considered ideologically unsafe unless subjected 
to explanatory and institutional control. This 
finding supports Jolles’ (2005) argument that 
Soviet museums were shaped by a deep mistrust 
of autonomous images. As Jolles (2005) suggests, 
visual form was seen as politically risky because 

it could evoke emotion, pleasure, or interpretive 
openness beyond the limits of ideological 
regulation. In response, museums evolved into 
“talking” institutions that did more than just display 
images; they actively shaped their meanings in 
advance. The case of Soviet Kazakhstan shows that 
this logic was not limited to metropolitan centres of 
power but was also fully present within republican 
contexts (Zueva, 2016). Paintings by Kazakh artists, 
even those endorsed by official cultural policy, 
were never allowed to function independently as 
aesthetic or interpretive forces (Tlostanova, 2018). 
Their presence in exhibitions depended on being 
carefully contained within curatorial narratives. 
This institutional suspicion of images is evident 
not only in exhibition practices but also in the 
artworks themselves, many of which internalised 
pedagogical and ideological expectations. The 
result is a visual culture in which art anticipates its 
own regulation.

Abylkhan Kasteev’s A Gift for Comrade 
Stalin (1950) provides a clear example of how 
Soviet painting in Kazakhstan already reflected 
the museum’s explanatory logic at the time of 
its creation (Figure 1). The painting portrays a 
ceremonial scene in which Kazakh women present 
a woven portrait of Stalin to a Soviet official 
(Atanova, 2021). Importantly, the ideological 
emphasis is not on Stalin as an individual but 
on his image, which is visually isolated and 
emphasised within the composition (Bown, 1991). 
In this way, the painting actively guides the viewer 
towards a specific way of viewing. The figures are 
arranged hierarchically, the portrait is framed as 
untouchable and sacred, and the visible presence 
of Pravda reinforces the authority of text over 
visual interpretation (Abykayeva-Tiesenhausen, 
2016). The image allows little room for reflection 
or ambiguity. Instead, it functions as a didactic 
tableau, demonstrating how images are intended 
to be viewed, revered, and understood. This is 
significant because it shows that the museum’s role 
as an explanatory authority was not solely imposed 
through exhibitions but was already anticipated 
and reinforced within the artistic process itself. In 
de Tiesenhausen’s (2024) terms, Kasteev’s painting 
does not operate as an independent social actor. 
Rather, it acts as an institutional representative, 
reflecting and reinforcing ideological norms rather 
than challenging or reshaping them.

Makum Kisamedinov’s Walking Makhambet 
(1973) presents a different kind of ideological 
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Fig. 1. Abylkhan Kasteev’s A Gift for Comrade Stalin (1950)

risk, one rooted in historical violence and 
insurgent memory. Makhambet Otemisuly, the 
nineteenth-century rebel-poet, embodies a form 
of anti-imperial resistance that could easily 
destabilise Soviet historical narratives if left open 
to interpretation (Kopbosinova, 1972). As Bonin’s 
(2021) analysis shows, Kisamedinov’s portrayal 
emphasises physical strength, embodied presence, 
and symbolic attributes such as the book and 
the sword, all of which generate strong affective 
intensity. However, this affective charge was not 
allowed to remain politically open. Within Soviet 
exhibition discourse, Makhambet was recast as 
a proto-revolutionary figure compatible with 
Marxist–Leninist anti-colonial narratives. Through 
curatorial narration, his nationalist and insurgent 
specificity was stripped away, and his image was 
redirected towards a universalised revolutionary 
teleology. This process closely reflects Cowcher’s 

(2020) conceptualisation of the museum as a 
protective or carceral institution. Rather than 
erasing Makhambet from cultural memory, the 
museum placed him under interpretive custody. 
His image was preserved, but its political volatility 
was neutralised. In this way, potential ideological 
danger was managed through reclassification 
rather than outright suppression. 

The generation of Kazakh artists known as 
the Sixtiers offers a particularly rich empirical case 
for examining the limits of artistic agency under 
socialism. Artists such as Salikhitdin Aitbaev 
introduced flattened spatial structures, symbolic 
abstraction, and suspended temporality into Soviet 
painting, thereby unsettling the narrative clarity 
demanded by Socialist Realism (Kopbosinova, 
1972). Works such as Young Kazakhs (1967) depict 
figures with closed eyes and immobilised bodies, 
evoking mythic or timeless states rather than linear 
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Fig. 2. Makum Kisamedinov’s Walking Makhambet (1973)

historical progression (Abykayeva-Tiesenhausen, 
2016). Happiness (1966) foregrounds affect without 
offering narrative resolution, while Zhibek (1972) 
combines epic subject matter with modernist 
abstraction, resisting immediate ideological 
legibility (Kopbosinova, 1972). What emerges from 
these cases is not the suppression of such works, 
but their discursive domestication. Museum texts 
and critical commentary reframed these paintings 
as expressions of national culture compatible with 
socialist modernity (Zueva, 2016). Formal ambiguity 
was acknowledged as aesthetic innovation, yet its 
political implications were neutralised through 
interpretation. In Jolles’ (2005) terms, this confirms 
that visual openness was tolerated only when 
accompanied by narrative closure. The museum 
retained its role as the ultimate interpretive 
authority, ensuring that paintings functioned as 
symbolic representations rather than as active 
agents capable of generating meaning on their own.

Beyond individual artworks, Bonin (2021) 
highlights instances of direct institutional 
intervention that clearly demonstrate the 

mechanisms of museological governance. The 
renaming and reframing of the exhibition Campfire 
of the Great Nomads illustrate how exhibition titles 
and narrative structures were altered to reinforce 
linear models of historical progress and ideological 
coherence (Abykayeva-Tiesenhausen, 2016). These 
interventions show that ideological regulation 
operated not only through individual labels or 
explanatory texts but also at the structural level 
of exhibition design. Chronological organisation, 
thematic grouping, and interpretive sequencing 
functioned as control mechanisms, guiding visitors 
towards predetermined conclusions. This finding 
directly supports Jolles’ (2005) argument that Soviet 
museums operated as pedagogical machines, 
positioning visitors as learners receiving authorised 
interpretations rather than as interpreters actively 
producing meaning.

Another finding concerns the contrasting 
treatment of Kazakh painting in international and 
domestic settings. Bonin (2021) points out that 
works by Kazakh artists circulated internationally 
at venues such as Expo ’67 and Afro-Asian cultural 
congresses, where they could showcase cultural 
differences, symbolic otherness, and a degree of 
interpretive freedom. Within the Soviet Union, 
however, these same works were reintegrated into 
tightly controlled educational narratives (Suny and 
Martin, 2001). This contrast highlights the museum’s 
role as a regulatory institution within the Soviet state. 
What served as a form of cultural ambassadorship 
abroad was domestically transformed into a 
controlled ideological image. In line with Cowcher’s 
(2020) insights, this shows that museums govern 
not only objects but also the meanings associated 
with them: the same image may be temporarily free 
or strictly confined depending on its institutional 
context.

Viewed through de Tiesenhausen’s (2024) 
framework, the empirical findings reveal a 
consistent pattern: Soviet museums in Kazakhstan 
systematically prevented paintings from functioning 
as social actors. Artistic agency was present in terms 
of form, symbolism, and historical reference, but it 
was limited during exhibition. Through curatorial 
framing, paintings were transformed into symbols 
of pre-arranged narratives. Cultural production did 
not cease; instead, it was redirected. The outcome 
was a visual culture rich in formal experimentation 
but restricted in its capacity to act. This synthesis 
clarifies that the museum’s role is not as a neutral 
host of ideology but as an institution that completed 
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ideological work. Where a painting might otherwise 
act, the museum spoke.

Taken together, these findings demonstrate 
that Soviet-era museums in Kazakhstan acted as 
tools of visual control. They influenced emotional 
reactions, regulated ambiguity, and transformed 
potentially disruptive images into educational 
instruments. Jolles (2005) explains how this control 
was implemented through institutional storytelling; 
Cowcher (2020) clarifies why it depended on 
containment; and de Tiesenhausen (2024) highlights 
what was ultimately lost in the process, the ability 
of art to engage with social life rather than depict it.

This study shows that Soviet painting in 
Kazakhstan did not lose its cultural importance 
under socialism; it lost its independence. The 
museum took responsibility for maintaining 
ideological safety by assigning meaning, neutralising 
emotion, and transforming artistic expression into 
a representational function. Paintings were neither 

Fig. 3. Salikhitdin Aitbaev’ Young Kazakhs (1967)

silenced nor destroyed, nor were they marginalised. 
Instead, they were made to speak correctly. Based 
on detailed analyses of artworks, exhibition 
practices, and institutional interventions, this study 
reveals that Kazakhstani Soviet museums were not 
peripheral imitations of metropolitan models, but 
active participants in a shared socialist exhibitionary 
regime. The museum did not simply display 
ideology, it created it, through images that were 
never allowed to act on their own terms.

Conclusion
This article explores how Soviet-era paintings 

were displayed in Kazakhstani museums during the 
Soviet period and highlights the curatorial strategies 
used to maintain their ideological significance. 
By viewing paintings not as standalone aesthetic 
objects but as museum artefacts within a didactic 
exhibition system, the study shows that Soviet 
museums in Kazakhstan served as active agents of 
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visual governance. Using multiple case studies and 
institutional practices, the analysis demonstrates 
that paintings were consistently presented within 
explanatory frameworks that prioritised ideological 
clarity over openness to interpretation.

Drawing on Adam Jolles's (2005) concept of 
the "talking museum," the study demonstrates that 
Soviet museology was rooted in a fundamental 
mistrust of images left to their own devices. 
Paintings were viewed as potentially unstable visual 
forms, capable of evoking emotions, ambiguities, or 
historical resonances beyond established narratives. 
To mitigate this risk, museums relied on explanatory 
texts, exhibition sequencing, thematic organisation, 
and narrative design to predetermine meaning. 
Consequently, paintings depicting socialist 
labour, historical figures, or national culture were 
understood through institutional narrative rather 
than through visual contemplation. The case studies 
discussed in this article demonstrate how this logic 
operated in practice. Abylkhan Kasteev’s A Gift 
for Comrade Stalin shows how paintings could 
internalise pedagogical and ideological expectations 
at the moment of their creation, anticipating their 
later function within museum storytelling. Makum 
Kisamedinov’s representations of Makhambet 
Otemisuly illustrate how historically and 
emotionally charged figures were reinterpreted and 
confined within acceptable revolutionary narratives. 
The works of the Sixtiers, particularly those of 
Salikhitdin Aitbaev, further reveal that even when 
Soviet painting embraced formal experimentation 
and symbolic ambiguity, interpretive autonomy 
remained constrained by curatorial discourse. 
Across these cases, the museum emerges not as a 
neutral space of display but as an institution that 
completed the ideological work of painting.

By drawing on Kate Cowcher’s (2020) concept 
of the museum as a protective or imprisoning 
institution, the study further clarifies how 

Soviet museums managed potentially disruptive 
meanings. Instead of erasing problematic histories 
or suppressing artistic innovation, museums 
placed such materials under interpretative custody, 
preserving images while neutralising their political 
and emotional volatility. In this sense, Soviet 
museums in Kazakhstan functioned simultaneously 
as sites of preservation and containment, maintaining 
ideological coherence by regulating how the past 
could be viewed, interpreted, and experienced.

Through de Tiesenhausen’s (2024) distinction 
between art as a social actor and art as a representative, 
the analysis reveals what was ultimately at stake 
in these museological practices. Soviet painting in 
Kazakhstan was neither erased nor marginalised, 
but its capacity to influence social life was carefully 
constrained. Artistic agency persisted in form 
and symbolism, yet it was redirected towards 
representational functions. The museum emerged 
as an authoritative voice, speaking on behalf of 
images and ensuring that they supported approved 
narratives rather than generating new meanings.

By addressing the research questions, this study 
significantly contributes to understanding Soviet 
visual culture, museum practices, and Central 
Asian art history. It demonstrates that Kazakhstani 
museums played a central role, rather than a 
peripheral one, within the Soviet exhibition system; 
that visual meaning was shaped as much through 
curatorial pedagogy as through censorship; and that 
the museum served as a key space where ideology, 
art, and historical memory came together. By 
conceptualising Soviet-era painting in Kazakhstan 
as a regulated visual language operating within 
an interpretative museum framework, the article 
illuminates how socialism was made visible, 
comprehensible, and stable through exhibition 
practices. Ultimately, it was not the silence of images 
that was most significant, but the manner in which 
they were taught to speak.
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КЕҢЕСТІК ҚАЗАҚСТАНДАҒЫ МУЗЕЙЛЕР, КЕСКІНДЕМЕ ЖӘНЕ 
ИДЕОЛОГИЯ

Аңдатпа. Кеңес Одағында музейлер тек заттарды сақтау үшін ғана емес, сонымен 
қатар тарихты қалыптастыруда шешуші рөл атқарып, көрнекі әлемді идеологиялық 
тұрғыдан түсіндірді. Бұл жүйеде кескіндеме социалистік еңбекті, прогресті және 
ұжымдық тепе-теңдікті бейнелеу құралы ретінде қызмет етті. 

Мақалада Кеңес Одағы кезінде салынған картиналардың Қазақстан музейлерінде 
қалай қойылғаны зерттеліп, олардың мағынасын бірізді түсіндіру үшін кураторлық  
стратегиялар талданады. Зерттеу сыни музеология және визуалды мәдениет 
талдауларына сүйеніп, сталиндік «сөйлейтін музей» тұжырымдамасын дамытады.

Сапалық тарихи-интерпретациялық тәсілді қолдана отырып, мақала сол 
кезеңдегі кескіндеме туындыларына визуалды талдау жүргізеді және көрме мәтіндеріне, 
экспозиция жазбаларына, этикеткаларға, каталогтерге, сондай-ақ көрме ұйымдастыру 
тәсілдеріне дискурсивті және кеңістіктік талдау жасайды. Мысал ретінде Ә. Қастеевтің,                       
М.  Қисамединовтің және алпысыншы жылдар буынына жататын суретшілердің 
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еңбектері қарастырылады. 
Зерттеу нәтижелері көрсеткендей, кескіндеме туындылары қатаң бақылауға 

алынған шеңберге енгізілмеген жағдайда, идеологиялық тұрғыдан қауіпті нысандар 
ретінде қабылданған.

Мақалада Қазақстандағы кеңестік кезеңдегі кескіндеме дербес эстетика тәжірибе
сі ретінде емес, социалистік музей ағарту жүйесінің шеңберінде реттелген визуалды тіл 
ретінде қызмет еткенін дәлелдейді. Музейдің визуалды мағынаны қалыптастырудағы 
рөлін айқындай отырып, мақала кеңестік музеология, социалистік визуал мәдениет және 
Орталық Азия өнері тарихы саласындағы зерттеулерге үлес қосады және экспозиция 
тәжірибесі социализмді көрнекі, түсінікті және идеологиялық тұрғыдан қауіпсіз етіп 
көрсеткенін дәлелдейді.

Кілт сөздер: өнертану, кеңестік музеология, кеңестік кескіндеме; «сөйлейтін» 
музей, идеологиялық көрмелер, музей педагогикасы.
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МУЗЕИ, ЖИВОПИСЬ И ИДЕОЛОГИЯ В СОВЕТСКОМ КАЗАХСТАНЕ

Аннотация. В Советском Союзе музеи не только хранили предметы, они играли 
ключевую роль в формировании истории и интерпретировали визуальный мир с 
идеологической позиции. В этой системе живопись была инструментом изображения 
социалистического труда, прогресса и коллективной идентичности. 

В статье рассматривается, как произведения живописи, созданные в советский 
период, экспонировались в музеях Казахстана, а также анализируются кураторские 
стратегии, направленные на стабилизацию их смыслов. Исследование опирается на 
критическую музеологию и анализ визуальной культуры и развивает концепцию 
сталинского «говорящего музея».

Используя качественный историко-интерпретационный подход, статья сочетает 
визуальный анализ произведений живописи советского периода с дискурсивным и 
пространственным анализом выставочных текстов, этикеток, каталогов и методов 
экспонирования. В качестве примеров приводятся работы А.Кастеева, М.Кисамединова 
и художников-шестидесятников. 

Результаты исследования показывают, что живописные произведения 
воспринимались как идеологически рискованные объекты, если они не были заключены 
в жёстко контролируемые рамки.

В статье утверждается, что живопись советского периода в Казахстане 
функционировала не как автономная эстетическая практика, а как регулируемый 
визуальный язык в рамках более широкой системы социалистического музейного 
просвещения. Подчёркивая роль музея в формировании визуального смысла, 
исследование вносит вклад в изучение советской музеологии, визуальной культуры 
и истории искусства Центральной Азии, демонстрируя, каким образом выставочные 
практики делали социализм наглядным, понятным и идеологически безопасным.
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Ключевые слова: искусствоведение, советская музеология, советская живопись, 
«говорящий» музей, идеологические выставки, музейная педагогика.
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CORRIGENDUM
Corrigendum to the article of  Letunova N.V. “Disgrace and a new chapter in the life of the third leader of the 
USSR: G.M. Malenkov and the KazakhASSR”. Madeni mura. 2025. № 4 (111). pp. 87–101. There were typos 
in the abstract and in the text of the article that require correction. The phrase “Kazakh ASSR” should be read 

“Kazakh SSR”.
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