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The article explores in detail the interaction between humans and nature in the process of achieving material
and spiritual values that form the unique culture of each society. Due to its dynamic, collective, and systemic
nature, the cultural knowledge accumulated by society from the past to the present is preserved within cultur-
al memory. The transmission of this knowledge from generation to generation is carried out through lan-
guage. The language of each nation has different codes that encrypt data. This cultural information plays a
key role in the study and recognition of various nationalities and their cultures. The scientific and practical
significance of this work lies in the function of cultural codes. These universal and national values are called
“cultural codes”. At the end of the 20th century, linguistic research began to shift from structural approaches
to those based on an anthropological perspective. This direction opened the way for examining language and
culture as closely interconnected phenomena. At the intersection of these two fields, new sub-disciplines
emerged within linguistics. Within this context, new theories and findings arose in the fields of linguocultur-
ology and cognitive linguistics, reflecting the relationship between language, culture, and cognition. On this
basis, the main purpose of the article is to analyze cultural codes reflecting the worldview, mentality, national
and cultural values of the Kazakh and Turkish people. The study focuses on the characteristics of the nation-
al-cultural code in Kazakh and Turkish languages. The following methods are used in the article: generaliza-
tion, classification, interpretation and analysis. As a result of the study, the linguistic features of the national-
cultural codes in the Kazakh and Turkish languages were analyzed, and their common and specific character-
istics were identified. The value of this work lies in its contribution to the development of contemporary Ka-
zakh linguoculturology through the classification of cultural codes in the Kazakh and Turkic languages.

Keywords: cultural code, cultural values, mentality, linguistic picture of the world, inner form of the word,
language mark, symbol, connotative meaning.

Introduction

In the 21st century, linguistic education has increasingly emphasized the role of language not only as a
means of communication and instruction but also as a cultural code that preserves national identity and
worldview. This perspective builds on the foundational work of Humboldt [1], where the boundaries of a
national language were defined as the boundaries of an individual’s perception of the world. Language ac-
quisition is not merely about learning vocabulary and grammar but also about internalizing cultural tradi-
tions, values, and historical experiences.

The concept of cultural code initially emerged in scientific and technical fields such as cybemnetics,
mathematics, and genetics to describe structured systems that organize information. In the humanities, it has
been adapted to explain how meaning is encoded and transmitted within a cultural and linguistic community.
Cultural codes function as frameworks that regulate meaning-making, influencing how people interpret and
communicate ideas, images, and values. Without knowledge of the underlying code, a cultural text becomes
ambiguous, perceived as a mere collection of symbols rather than a coherent system of meanings.

This study examines the linguistic nature of cultural codes, their role in national identity formation, and
their implications for linguistic education. By analyzing linguistic structures as carriers of cultural meaning,
it seeks to understand how language encodes, transmits, and transforms cultural knowledge across genera-
tions.

Literature Review

The concept of code in linguistics has been explored by various scholars. N. Zhinkin defines a code as
“a system of material signals capable of actualizing a particular language”, identifying several types, includ-

* Corresponding author’s e-mail: feliz_kz@mail.ru

16 BecTHuk KaparaHgmHckoro yHusepcuTeTa


https://doi.org/10.31489/2025Ph3/16-25
feliz_kz@mail.ru
feliz_kz@mail.ru

The National-Cultural Code is a Phenomenon...

ing literal, sound, speech motor, object, and subject-image codes [2; 26]. Similarly, V. Belikov and L. Krysin
[3], as well as N. Mechkovskaya [4] view the code as a linguistic construct encompassing dialects, urban
koine, and social dialects, which shape communicative interactions. V. Savitsky expands this concept, defin-
ing the cultural code as the “generative-interpretive foundation of the linguistic system”, functioning as both
a mechanism for text generation and a tool for meaning restoration in comprehension [5; 24].

The translation of meaning across different cultural codes plays a crucial role in intercultural communi-
cation. According to V. Savitsky, coding allows for information to be revealed at various levels, as individu-
als internalize or reject external codes based on their cognitive and axiological frameworks [5]. If an external
code aligns with an individual’s worldview, it becomes part of their personal knowledge system; otherwise,
it remains an “alien” code that is not fully assimilated.

Language functions as a key repository of national consciousness, encoding collective experience, tradi-
tions, and values. V. Maslova asserts that “language is the cultural code of the nation” highlighting its role in
preserving and transmitting national identity [6; 20]. Moreover, V.V. Krasnykh and D.B. Gudkov also em-
phasize that cultural codes serve as vehicles for intergenerational knowledge transfer, encapsulating moral
principles, historical achievements, and societal norms [7]. These codes are preserved through artifacts, his-
torical records, letters, diaries, and travelers’ accounts.

Scholars have also explored the connection between language, culture, and thought. Wilhelm von
Humboldt differentiates between Weltansicht (worldview) — a stable conceptual framework shaped by lan-
guage — and Weltbild (world image) — a dynamic interpretation of reality influenced by cultural interac-
tions [8]. This distinction illustrates how linguistic structures shape cognition, perception, and cultural identi-
ty.

Cultural codes are essential for meaning-making in both verbal and non-verbal communication.
0O.B. Kafanova describes the cultural code as the “structural foundation of a nation’s cultural system”, ensur-
ing continuity in traditions and maintaining ethno-cultural identity [9; 86]. While G.V. Zubko conceptualizes
it as a semiotic matrix, containing core elements of a cultural paradigm [10], N.V. Bukina further defines
cultural code as encoded information that allows individuals to interpret cultural phenomena within their so-
cial and historical contexts [11].

Maslova synthesizes these perspectives, stating that cultural codes consist of a network of universal and
unique symbols that shape national consciousness [6]. These symbols influence cognitive stereotypes, behav-
ioral norms, and cultural perceptions, forming what she terms the cultural unconscious — a set of meanings
that, although not always explicitly recognized, deeply affect human interactions.

The study of cultural codes extends beyond linguistics to anthropology, psychology, and semiotics. As
K.M. Bykov explains, “we use words to describe objects and events, synthesizing them into meaningful ut-
terances that reflect our understanding of reality” [12; 29] Language thus serves not only as a communication
tool but also as a cognitive framework that structures knowledge and shapes thought. The standardization
and development of communicative tools are crucial for cultural transmission. Teshabayeva highlights that
“culture is the ability to recognize and convey meaning through the tools available within a given communi-
cative system” [13; 121]. This underscores the importance of cultural literacy in linguistic education, as lan-
guage users must navigate complex symbolic and semantic structures embedded in their native and foreign
languages.

The preservation and transformation of cultural knowledge through language is a key concern for
scholars studying cultural codes. As such, O.B. Kafanova argues that the cultural code preserves the stability
of the cultural system, maintaining long-term ethno-cultural identity [9]. Similarly, Zubko [10] and Buki-
na [11] define the cultural code as a semiotic framework that encodes cultural memory and collective
knowledge. Maslova also concludes that cultural codes form a systematic network of interconnected symbols
that define a nation’s worldview and historical consciousness [6].

Methods and materials

This study analyzes the issue of the national-cultural code through the lens of linguistic material from
the Kazakh and Turkish languages. The research is based on the premise that the cultural code functions as a
key to understanding the cultural worldview of a people. It reflects culturally inherited knowledge, encoded
symbolic information, and a set of meanings that shape the mentality and behavior of a nation.

To conduct this research, a combination of descriptive scientific methods was employed, including the
collection, classification, interpretation, generalization, and analysis of linguistic and cultural data. These
methods were used primarily to examine and synthesize relevant theoretical literature and to organize lin-
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guistic information. Additionally, the semantic field method and contextual analysis were applied to uncover
the culturally embedded meanings within lexical units and to identify the interrelations between language
and worldview.

The linguistic material for this study comprises lexemes and phraseological units from the Kazakh and
Turkish languages that represent culturally marked concepts. The selection criteria for these units were based
on their semantic significance, frequency in cultural and everyday contexts, symbolic content, and their func-
tion as carriers of national values and ethno-cultural identity. Priority was given to units that demonstrate
conceptual metaphors, idiomatic expressions, symbolic representations, and ethnolinguistic specificity.

In interpreting the data, the following parameters were considered:

* Internal form of the word, which provides insights into the origin, development, and cultural back-
ground of the term;

* Ethnolinguistic content, including:

a) cognitive substrate not objectified in the sign;

b) extralinguistic knowledge enriching the conceptual understanding;

¢) derivative and metaphorical meanings connected to cultural scenarios;

d) communicative-pragmatic functions of units in real discourse [6; 22];

* Symbolic load, or the connection of a linguistic unit with cultural symbols and archetypes;

* Contextual use, such as use in folklore, proverbs, rituals, or traditional practices;

* Comparative ethno-cultural relevance across Kazakh and Turkish, noting commonalities and cultural-
ly specific traits.

The concept of the cultural code itself is central to the analysis. It is viewed as a structure that defines
and conveys cultural meanings through language. The cultural code forms a set of interrelated images and
cognitive stereotypes that influence behavior and perception, often functioning at the unconscious level. Ac-
cording to V.V. Kozlovsky, mentality includes systems of meanings, values, typical reactions, cultural codes,
and accepted behavioral norms, which together structure social and cultural cognition [14].

Within the framework of the semiotic (symbolic) approach, culture is treated as a system of communi-
cation and information exchange. Cultural phenomena are interpreted as symbol systems encoded through
various sign forms — verbal and non-verbal. These include language, folklore, traditions, everyday objects,
rituals, etiquette, artistic expression, and written texts. All of these function as manifestations of cultural lan-
guage, a unified symbolic communication system transmitting culturally significant information.

The levels of meaning expressed through this language of culture are categorized as follows:

* Surface level — socially recognized, rationalized meanings;

* Deep level — subconscious content tied to values, moral codes, and behavior;

* Intermediate level — culturally specific semantic zones that require interpretation through cultural
codes.

Moreover, artifacts such as flora, fauna, natural elements, tools, weapons, clothing, architecture, food,
and ritual practices form part of the non-verbal cultural code. These cultural “texts” gain interpretability only
when integrated into a symbolic system with corresponding codes.

The inner form of the word is emphasized as a primary tool for encoding cultural meaning. It contains
embedded ethno-cultural information that provides insights into the history, behavior, and worldview of the
ethnic group. The identification and analysis of such symbolic linguistic structures make it possible to recon-
struct historical aspects of the people’s cognitive and cultural image of the world.

Based on this theoretical and methodological framework, the study aims to decode elements of national-
cultural identity in the Kazakh and Turkish languages by analyzing selected linguistic units that serve as car-
riers of cultural memory and meaning. Through this, we aim to identify both the unique and universal com-
ponents of the cultural codes embedded in these two Turkic languages.

Results and Discussion

Each culture operates within a dynamic system of cultural codes — semiotic and cognitive frameworks
that reflect and reproduce culturally significant meanings. As noted by Savitsky [5], cultural codes may exist
on both denotative and connotative levels, often encoding deep-rooted value systems through symbolic lan-
guage. This understanding aligns with the cognitive linguistic framework of conceptual metaphor theory, as
developed by Lakoff and Johnson [15], who argue that human thought is largely metaphorical in nature. Cul-
tural codes thus become tools for categorizing experience, offering insight into how a community constructs
and interprets reality. Moreover, recent studies confirm the interdependence of language, cognition, and cul-
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ture. For instance, Kovecses emphasizes that metaphorical conceptualizations are grounded in both universal
bodily experience and culture-specific knowledge, supporting the idea that cultural codes act as cognitive-
cultural schemas [16].

Language encodes collective memory and national worldview, a perspective widely supported by the
linguistic worldview theory as defined by Wierzbicka [17]. For both Kazakh and Turkish, family roles, hier-
archy, and collective values are central. In Kazakh, metaphors involving elders and ancestors (e.g., ata-6aba
pyxsl) are common, while in Turkish, similar emphasis is found in expressions such as ata yadigari (“ances-
tral heritage”). This reflects findings by Sharifian [18], who asserts that cultural conceptualizations — in-
cluding those in proverbs and idioms — act as “distributed cultural cognition”, encoding shared understand-
ings that guide social behavior. From a cognitive linguistic standpoint, language is a reflection of human
thought shaped by experience. According to Evans and Green [19], embodied cognition plays a central role:
abstract concepts are grounded in sensorimotor and cultural experience. This is evident in proverbs like
“alina yazilan baga gelir” (Turkish) and «mannaiira sxa3purFaHHaH Kambin KyTeimMacceiny» (Kazakh), where
destiny is conceptualized as something written on the forehead — a metaphor mapping visual perception on-
to fate. Recent research in cognitive semantics supports these mechanisms. Yu explores how bodily and spa-
tial metaphors differ cross-linguistically, highlighting the culturally shaped nature of cognitive models [20].
Our analysis reinforces this view, showing that Kazakh and Turkish idioms reflect distinct cultural models of
agency, destiny, and honor.

As such, according to Telia’s typology [21], cultural codes in both languages can be categorized as:

* Anthropomorphic (human-related)

» Zoomorphic (animal-related)

* Botanical (plant-related)

* Natural / environmental

» Artefactual (tools, clothes, architecture)

* Food-related

» Spiritual / religious

* Temporal / spatial

* Color codes

* Body part codes

Based on this, the scholar M.L. Kovshova suggests that for the study of linguocultural studies, cultural
codes should be divided according to their themes. According to the researcher, cultural codes should be
classified as follows:

1) Human (anthromorphic) cultural codes

2) Natural cultural codes

3) Cultural codes of body structure

4) Cultural code of things etc. [22; 174].

Although there are various opinions regarding the classification of cultural codes, within the framework
of cultural linguistics, V.N. Telia’s viewpoint is adopted as a model by other researchers. In this scientific
article, we have also classified cultural codes in the Kazakh and Turkish languages according to the model
proposed by V.N. Telia.

- Human (anthromorphic) cultural codes: ana — anne, oke — baba, araiibiH — kardes, Haramibl ornke
— teyze, HeMepe anke — dayl, Hemepe ara — amca, )xueH — yegen, epkek — erkek, ofienn — kadin, 0aa
— ¢ocuk, kopi — yasli, )kac — genc; KacCTBIKTBIH Kaipi Kapraiiranma oOimineni — gengligin kiymeti ih-
tiyarlikta bilinir.

- Cultural codes of body structure: ko3 — gbz, Kac — kas, kymak — kulak, myperr — burun, 6ac —
bas, ask — ayak, caycak — parmak, keyne — gogis, kon — kol; ke31eH KeTce, KOHUIICH JIe KeTep —
gdzden goniilden ¢ikarmak, maHnaiira sxaszpiFansl Oonap — alina yazilan basa gelir.

- Natural cultural codes: opman — orman, Tay — dag, TeHi3 — deniz, kem — gol, myxut — okyanus,
Japrac — ugurum, e3eH — nehir, 6atnak — bataklik, aya — hava, cy — su, o — ates, Tornbipak — toprak;
TEHI3 TaMIlbIIaH Kypanaasl — damlaya damlaya gol olur, 6arnakka 6aty — bataga saplanmak.

- Color cultural codes: capbl — sar1, KbI3pUT — kirmizi, ak — beyaz, koK — mavi, KeI3FUIT — pembe,
xacblm — yesil, koHpIp — kahverengi, kapa — siyah, kynriH — mor; eMipJi *aHa OerteHn Oactay — beyaz
sayfa agmak.

- Cultural codes of space world: acnan — gok, xxep — yer, aya — hava, kyn — giines, *XyJIbI3 —
yildiz, ait — ay; Kyc >konbl — samanyolu, TonraH aii — dolunay, KeKTeH i37eTeHiM KepAeH TaObUIIBI —
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gokte ararken yerde bulmak, >xynapi3sl skany — yildizi parlamak, yildizi sbnmek, acnannan tyckenaeid —
gokten zembille inmek.

This classification allows for the systematization of metaphorical language, consistent with the method-
ology used in studies such as Kovecses, where metaphor universality and variation are explored through
cross-linguistic corpora [23].

Comparative Analysis of Kazakh and Turkish Cultural Codes:

Anthropomorphic Codes

In both languages, family roles such as ana — anne (“mother”) and oke — baba (“father”) are central.
However, Turkish tends to express more emotional closeness, while Kazakh emphasizes authority and col-
lective identity, as found in the Kazakh expression «AHaHmbl ym per apkanan Mekkere amapcaH na,
KapbI3bIHHAH KYThUIMaRChIHY (You can’t repay your mother even if you carry her to Mecca three times).

Body Structure Codes

Concepts like fate, morality, and inner strength are mapped onto body parts in both languages, a phe-
nomenon mirrored in other cultural contexts [24]. For instance, the heart (xypek / kalp) represents emotions
in both, but the Kazakh use is often linked to bravery, whereas in Turkish it leans toward love and sensitivi-
ty.

Natural and Spatial Codes

Nature metaphors like sxyaei3 / yildiz (“star”) represent success and luck. While both languages draw
from shared Turkic roots, Kazakh often preserves cosmological or shamanistic layers (e.g., kok tengri),
whereas Turkish expressions may reflect Islamic or modern nationalistic influence.

Color Codes

Color metaphors show strong symbolic encoding: ak / beyaz (“white””) imply purity, honesty, and peace
in both. Yet culturally specific associations persist. Turkish idioms like kara giin (“black day”) reflect peri-
ods of misfortune, paralleling Kazakh xapansr kyn with similar semantics — supporting the cross-linguistic
consistency of color metaphors [25].

The animal world is one of the most frequently used symbolic motifs in Kazakh and Turkish mytholo-
gy. Let’s take the word “wolf” as a case study. The wolf holds rich symbolic meaning in both languages,
though with nuanced cultural differences:

» Kazakh: The word «kackpip» (wolf) in Kazakh is used in various meanings, such as strong, deter-
mined, brave, fearless; cruel, villainous, bloodthirsty; a greedy animal. The wolf (6epi) represents independ-
ence and resilience, often idealized in legends as Ax Oepi. Proverbs like «bepi OGepimirin ictemeit
Kolimaiiap» imply the inescapable nature of one’s essence.

o Turkish: In Turkish, the word “kurt” (wolf) signifies bravery, courage, and strength. The wolf (kurt) is
a nationalist symbol (e.g., Bozkurt), often associated with intelligence and unity. The idiom “kurt gibi a¢”
(“as hungry as a wolf”) reflects physical states, linking the animal to primal human experience.

For both cultures 6epi (wolf) is a sacred concept in the historical memory of Turkic peoples, a positive
name for the wolf. According to legend, wolves saved the descendants of the Turks. The wolf, as a savior
totem, appears frequently in the epic Oguzname, the saga Ergenekon, and the Kazakh fairy tale Ak Qasqyr
(The White Wolf). This is because, according to legend, our ancestors, who were left among wolves, drank
the milk of the she-wolf and played with her cubs to survive. This shows that, in the mythological con-
sciousness of our ancestors, the wolf was a sacred animal raised to the level of divine power. This is further
emphasized by the saying in our language: «uTTiH Heci 6oJica, OepiHiH ToHIpi 6ap» (If a dog has an owner,
the wolf has a god) [26; 155].

The word «xackpip» (wolf) has evolved from its original, everyday meaning in both Kazakh and Turk-
ish into a more abstract concept, taking on various symbolic interpretations in each culture. This shift in
meaning reflects the differences in how the word «6epi» (wolf) is understood in the minds of the two peo-
ples, highlighting significant cultural distinctions in the Kazakh and Turkish languages, worldviews, and
mentalities. These socio-cultural differences influence not only the lifestyle and daily practices but also the
collective identity of each society. For instance, in Turkey, the “wolf” symbol, often associated with a politi-
cal party, represents the warrior spirit, strength, freedom, and courage of the Turkish people. The presence of
the “wolf” symbol on coins minted in the early years of the Republic further emphasizes the importance of
the “wolf” motif in Turkish culture as a key national symbol. Additionally, the Turkish expression “kurt gi-
bi” (like a wolf), which refers to a person who is skilled and capable [27], highlights the positive connota-
tions of the «Gepi» (wolf) motif in the Turkish collective consciousness, reflecting its association with
strength and leadership.
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In the Kazakh language, fixed expressions such as «kackeip mine3ni» (wolf-like character), «kackpip
xKypekTi» (wolf-hearted), «xexxan xackeip» (blue-eyed wolf), «am kackeipnaii» (like a hungry wolf), and
«Kackplp TanaraH Koinai» (like a sheep attacked by a wolf), as well as proverbs like «Kackpip na Kac Kpui-
Maiiel sxonmackiHay (Even a wolf doesn’t harm its companion), «Kackeip Oaitraranra keHOeC, IIOMIKA aii-
naranra keHoec» (A wolf won’t obey being tied up, nor will it obey being driven like a pig), «Kackbipis
xepaiy eni aiitakmbun (In a land with wolves, the people are provocative), «KackbIppIiH ay3bl xkece 1¢ KaH,
xemece ne kan» (The wolf’s mouth is always bloodied, whether it eats or not), and «Kackbip KapbI3bIH
tepicimen etelii» (The wolf pays its debt with its fur) all demonstrate that the lexeme «xackpbip» (wolf) has
become a cultural phenomenon deeply embedded in Kazakh society.

These interpretations illustrate the concept of cultural salience, where the same referent (wolf) triggers
different cognitive and emotional associations across cultures [18].

Overall, this analysis aligns with major claims in cognitive linguistics:

Metaphors are grounded in bodily and cultural experience.

Cultural models shape metaphor variation across languages.

Idiomatic expressions encode collective cognition.

Practical applications:

Language Teaching: Integrating metaphor and cultural code analysis into curricula could enhance stu-
dents’ sociolinguistic and intercultural competence.

Translation Studies: Recognizing culture-bound metaphors could prevent semantic loss and improve fi-
delity in translation.

Lexicography: Bilingual dictionaries can include cultural annotations to aid comprehension of figura-
tive language.

Intercultural Communication: Understanding cultural metaphors could foster empathy, reduce misin-
terpretation, and build cross-cultural rapport.

Finally, the comparative analysis of Kazakh and Turkish cultural codes reveals both shared conceptual
structures and culture-specific cognitive mappings. These findings support theoretical frameworks in cogni-
tive linguistics and cultural semantics, particularly the idea that metaphor and meaning are shaped by a com-
bination of universal embodiment and local cultural experience.

By linking linguistic data with cognitive theories and current research, this study contributes to a deeper
understanding of how languages encode culturally significant knowledge. The results are not only academi-
cally valuable but also practically applicable in education, translation, lexicography, and intercultural com-
munication.

Conclusion

The influence of the anthropological paradigm in contemporary linguistic research has led to a deeper
understanding of the interaction between language and culture. This interdisciplinary approach has strength-
ened the connection between linguistics and other branches of the social sciences, contributing to the sys-
tematization and expansion of linguistic knowledge. As linguistics has evolved, various sub-disciplines have
emerged to address the complexities of language and culture. Traditional linguistic methods, while valuable,
have proven insufficient in fully capturing the intricate relationship between language and cultural phenome-
na, prompting scholars to develop new approaches.

One of the most significant developments in this area has been the emergence of linguoculturology as
an independent interdisciplinary field. The Russian School of Linguistics has played a key role in shaping
this research, offering systematic insights into how language reflects and transmits cultural values, collective
worldviews, and social norms. However, the study of linguistic and cultural interconnections is not limited to
Russian linguistics alone. It builds on the foundational work of scholars such as Wilhelm von Humboldt,
Edward Sapir, and Benjamin Whorf, whose theories continue to influence contemporary research. The
knowledge accumulated by individuals through their experience of the world is reflected in linguistic seman-
tics and the linguistic picture of the world. Over time, this knowledge becomes systematized into a shared
worldview among speakers of a particular language, demonstrating the anthropocentric nature of language.
Specific linguistic units function as cultural codes, representing collective knowledge and cultural patterns.
Through the analysis of vocabulary and semantic structures, researchers can identify the core values embed-
ded in a language and its speakers’ worldview.

Beyond its theoretical contributions, this study advances the field of linguoculturology by refining its
conceptual framework and expanding its interdisciplinary reach. It highlights the dual role of language as
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both a national and universal cognitive mechanism, emphasizing how linguistic semantics encodes cultural
identity while allowing for cross-cultural understanding. By situating linguoculturology within a broader in-
terdisciplinary context, this research integrates insights from linguistic anthropology, cognitive linguistics,
and sociolinguistics, strengthening the methodological foundation of the field. Furthermore, by acknowledg-
ing the contributions of both Russian and Western linguistic traditions, it enhances the global relevance of
linguocultural studies.

These findings open several promising directions for further research. Future studies could conduct em-
pirical investigations into linguistic semantics and cultural concepts, exploring how languages encode values
through metaphor, idiomatic expressions, and conceptual categories. Cognitive and psycholinguistic ap-
proaches could further examine the influence of language on perception, employing experimental methods
such as reaction-time studies and neuroimaging. Additionally, comparative research in linguoculturology
could identify universal and culture-specific aspects of linguistic worldviews across different language
communities. Finally, applied research could focus on integrating linguocultural insights into translation,
language education, and cross-cultural communication, improving understanding in multilingual and multi-
cultural contexts.

The practical implications of this study are significant. In language education, the integration of cultural
knowledge into linguistic instruction can lead to more effective and immersive learning experiences. In in-
tercultural communication, recognizing how linguistic structures shape perception can help prevent misun-
derstandings in international relations, business, and diplomacy. The study also has implications for artificial
intelligence and natural language processing, where a deeper understanding of linguistic semantics can en-
hance machine translation and Al-driven communication models. Furthermore, linguocultural research can
support policies aimed at preserving linguistic diversity and national identity, contributing to cultural sus-
tainability in an era of globalization.

In conclusion, this study underscores the essential role of linguoculturology in contemporary linguistic
research. By bridging theoretical perspectives with practical applications, it contributes to the growing
recognition of language as both a cognitive and cultural phenomenon. The findings not only deepen our un-
derstanding of the interaction between language and culture but also provide a foundation for future research
and interdisciplinary collaboration, ensuring that linguoculturology remains a dynamic and evolving field.
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®.T. Kypmanranu, X. [llupun, A.A. Alinaposa

YATTBIK-M3/IeH! KOJI — TUIIK CAaHAHbI KYPACThIPYLIbI (peHOMeH
(Ka3ak »dHe TYPIiK Tijiepi MaTepuanaapsl Herisinae)

Makanana op KOFaMHBIH Oipereil MOIICHUETIH KYPaWTbIH MaTEPHANABIK XKOHE PyXaHW KYHIBUIBIKTApFa KOJ
JKETKI3y TpOILECiHIe aJaMHBIH TaOUFATIICH e3apa 9peKeTTecyi erKei-TerKelii KapacThIpbUIFaH. O3iHiH
JMHAMHKAIIBIK, Y)KBIMIBIK JKOHE KYHETiK KYPbUIBIMBIHBIH apKachblHAA KOFAMHBIH OTKEH yaKbITTaH OacTal
Kazipri yakpITKa JIeiiH >KHHAKTaraH MOICHHU OlMiMi MOICHH JKaIblHAA CaKTalaabl. byn Ourimal yprmakraH-
yprakka Oepy Tilm apKbUIBI JKY3ere achIpbUlafgbl. Op YITTHIH TUTIHAE IepeKkTepAi MHQPIadTeIH SpTYp
xonrap Oap. Byiq MomeHM akmapar opTypii YITTap MEH OJIapIblH MOICHHETTEPIH 3epTTey MEH TaHyla
WIENIYLIl peJl aTKapaabl. 3epTTEY/iH FBUIBIMU KOHE MPAKTHKAIBIK MaHBI3/BUIBIFBl MOJCHH KOATAPIbIH
KbI3MeTiHze kaThlp. JKanmblagaM3aTThIK JKOHE YITTBIK KYHIBUIBIKTAD «MOJCHH KOITap» Jer araiaibl. XX
FACBIP/IbIH, ASFBIHJA JIMHIBUCTUKAJAFbl KYPBUIBIMABIK 3€PTTEYJIEPAiH OPHbIHA aHTPOIOJIOTHSIIBIK TYPFbIIAH
3epTTeyiep naMu Oactaapl. MyHail OaFbIT Till MEH MOICHHUETTIH ©3apa ThIFbI3 OalIaHBICTA 3EePTTENyiHE KO
amtel. OCHI €Ki CaJaHBIH TYHICKEH JXepiHJe JIMHTBUCTHKAAA KaHA CyOMUCHUIUTMHANIAp Maiaa 6oimel. Ockl
TYPFBIZIA TiJ1 MEH MOJICHHETTIH, TIJI MEH TaHBIMHBIH ©3apa OaillaHbICEIHAH TYbIH/IAaFaH JIMHTBOMOACHUETTAHY
MEH KOTHHTHBTIK JMHIBUCTHKA asChIHIA KapacCTBIPATHIH JKaHA TEOPUSIIAD MEH TYXKBIPHIMAAP KaJbIITACTHI.
OCHIHBIH HETi3iHJe MaKaJTaHBIH MAaKcaThl Ka3aK JOHE TYpPIK XaJIKBIHBIH IYHHETaHBIMBIH, MEHTAIUTETIH,
YITTBIK-MSJICHH KYHBUIBIKTAPbIH KOPCETETIH MOJICHN KOATApAbl TajAay. 3epTTey MaTepHalbl peTiHae Ka3ak
JKOHE TYPIK TUTIEpIiHAEri YITTBIK-MSAEHHM KOATHIH epeKmIeiKTepi 3epaeieHreH. Makamrana kenieci amicrep
KOJIAaHBUL/IBL: JKANIIbUIAY, JKIKTEY, TYCIHOIpY KOHE Taigay. 3epTTey HOTIDKEeCIHIE Ka3ak JKOHE TYPIK
TINAEPiHAeTI YITTHIK-MOJICHH KOATapAbIH TUIMIK epeKIIeNiKTepi TalJaHabl, COHAail-aK oJlap/IbIH JKaJIIIbl )KOHE
epekure Oenrinepi aHbIKTaNABL. JKYMBICTBIH KYHIBUIBIFBI MBIHAa — Ka3aK JKOHE TYPKi TUTAEpiHIETT MOICHH
KOJTap.IbI JKIKTEY apKbUIBI Ka3ipri Ka3ak JIMHIBOMO/ICHHETTaHyBIHBIH JJaMyBIHa YJIeC KOCY.

Kinm ce30ep: MoneHHn KOJ, MOJCHU KYHJIBUIBIKTAD, I, FaJaMHBIH TULMIK OeifHeci, co3iH imki (Gopmackl,
TUILIK TaHOa, CUMBOJI, KOHHOTALIUSJIBIK MaFbIHA.
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F.T. Kurmangali, H. Sirin, A.A. Aidarova

@.T. Kypmanranu. X. [lllupun, A.A. AitgapoBa

HanuoHaabHO-KYJIbTYPHBIA KO — ()€HOMEH, COCTABJIAIIINN A3bIKOBOE COZHAHME
(Ha MaTepHaJie Ka3aXCKOI'0 H TYPELKOI'0 A3bIKOB)

B crarbe nozpoOHO paccMaTpHBaeTCsl B3aMMOJCHCTBHE YellOBEKa C IPUPOJIOH B Mpoliecce JOCTHKEHUS Ma-
TepHaIbHBIX M JYXOBHBIX LIEHHOCTEH, COCTABIAIOIIMX YHUKAIBHYIO KyJIbTYpY Kaxoro obuiecrsa. bnarozna-
pst CBoell TMHAMHUYHOM, KOJJICKTHBHON W CUCTEMHOM CTPYKTYpe, KYJIbTYpHBIC 3HAaHHs, HAaKOIJICHHbIe o0Iie-
CTBOM C TPOIIIIOTO {0 HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHH, COXPAHSIOTCS B KylbTypHOH mamsatu. Ilepemada sTux 3HaHUMA
13 TIOKOJICHUS B MTOKOJIEHUE OCYILECTBIISIETCS Uepe3 A3bIK. SI3bIK KaXKIOH HAIlMM UMEeT pa3Hble KOAbI, KOTO-
psle mmPYIOT AaHHBIE. JTa KyJbTypHAs HHGOPMAaNUs WrpaeT KIOUEBYIO POJIb B M3YYEHHH U MPU3HAHUH
Pa3IYHBIX HAIMOHATBHOCTEH M MX KyibTyp. Haydnas u mpakTudeckas 3HAUMMOCTh HCCIIETIOBAHHE 3aKIIIO-
yaeTcs B (pyHKIMH KyJIbTYpPHBIX KOZOB. DTH OOILIEYEIOBEYECKHE M HAI[MOHAIBHBIC [IEHHOCTH Ha3bIBAIOTCS
«KYJIBTYpHBIMH Komamm». B konie XX Beka BMECTO CTPYKTYPHBIX HCCICAOBAHWH B JMHTBHCTHKE HadaH
Pa3BUBATBLCSI UCCIIEOBAHMS C AHTPOIIOIOTHUYECKON TOUKHU 3peHus. Takoe HamnpapieHHe OTKPBLUIO MyTh K U3Y-
YEHUIO S3bIKA U KYJIBTYPBI B MX TECHOH B3aUMOCBs3H. Ha cThIke 9THX ABYX 00JacTeil B IMHIBUCTHUKE BO3HHUK-
JIM HOBBIE CYOMWCIUIIIUHBL. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE MOSBHIINICH HOBBIE TEOPHH M BBIBOJBI, PACCMAaTPHBAEMBIE B
paMKax JIMHTBOKYJIBTYpPOJIOTHH U KOTHUTHBHOM JIMHTBUCTUKH, KaK PE3yJIbTAaT B3aUMOCBS3H S3bIKA C KyJbTY-
poii u nozHaHueM. Ha 3Toif 0OCHOBE OCHOBHOM LIEJIBIO CTaThbU SABIETCS aHAIM3 KyJIbTYPHBIX KOJOB, OTpaKa-
IOIMINX MUPOBO33pPEHHE, MEHTAIUTET, HAIHOHAIFHO-KYIbTypHBIE IIEHHOCTH Ka3aXCKOTO M TYPEIKOTO Hapoaa.
B KkauecTBe MCCIENOBATEILCKOrO MaTepHalla PacCMaTPUBAIOTCH OCOOCHHOCTH HAIMOHAJIBLHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO
KOJia B Ka3aXCKOM M TYPEIKOM SI3bIKaX. B cTaThe MCIIOIb30BaHbI ClIeTyIOMNe METOb: 00001IeHne, KilacCH-
(buxauus, UHTEpHpeTalysa ¥ aHaiau3. B pesyinbrate ucciieoBaHus ObUIM TPOAHAIM3UPOBAHbBI A3bIKOBBIE OCO-
OEHHOCTH HAaIlMOHAIBEHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX KOJIOB B Ka3aXCKOM M TYPEIIKOM SI3bIKaX, a TAK)Ke BBIIBJICHBI HX O0IIHe
u crnenuduyueckre 4epTsl. LleHHOCTh pabOTHI 3aKIIFOYAETCS B TOM, YTO OHA BHOCHT BKJIAJ B Pa3BUTHE COBpE-
MEHHOH Ka3aXCKOH JINHTBOKYJIbTYPOJIOTHH ITyTEM KJIaCCH(HKALMK KYJIbTYPHBIX KOJIOB B Ka3aXCKOM H TIOPK-
CKOM SI3bIKaX.

Kniouesvie cnosa: KynbTypHBIM KOX, KyJIbTypHBIE IIEHHOCTH, MEHTAJNTET, SI3BIKOBAsi KapTWHA MHpA, BHYT-
peHHsist popMa CIIOBa, SI3BIKOBOH 3HAK, CHMBOJI, KOHHOTaTUBHOE 3HAYEHHE.
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