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THE COGNITIVE FOUNDATIONS OF THEOLINGUISTIC DISCOURSE IN KAZAKH
AND ENGLISH

This paper investigates cognitive and cultural representation of theolinguistic discourse in
Kazakh and English languages based on comparative-cognitive and discourse analysis techniques.
Since theolinguistics is an interdisciplinary research field, it analyzes the relationship between
religion and language and is a requirement for identifying linguistic representations and cultural-
cognitive meanings of religious notions.

The research concentrates on central Islamic and Christian concepts of “God”, “spirit”, “sin”,
and “faith” (iman) and investigates their semantic, metaphorical, and pragmatic properties. In
Kazakh religious language, “God” is conceptualized as a transcendent, righteous “Creator” and is
named by epithets like “Allah”, “Haq”, and “Rabby” in folklore and Quranic literature, while
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English uses titles such as “God”, “Heavenly Father”, and “The Lord” in a more human-like
manner, emphasizing personal and affective involvement. In Islamic discourse, the concept of “rukh”
(spirit) is seen as the core of the human inner world and the foundation of one’s connection with God,
life, and faith. In Christianity, the “Holy Spirit” is described as a source of spiritual renewal and
divine guidance within the believer’s heart. Both religions have a similar notion of “sin” being tied
to metaphors like dirt, burden, and darkness, which symbolize desecration of inner sanctity and
spiritual wholeness. “Sin” in Christianity is presented as a spiritual disease in the course of human
nature, a syndrome infecting the human relationship with God and passed from generation to
generation. “Iman” (Faith) in Islamis a comprehensive system manifested through the unity of heart,
actions, and speech.

The findings show distinctive features of linguistic representation of religious concepts in
different cultures and languages, opening up new possibilitiesfor the interpretation of theolinguistic
discourse. This evokes the importance of considering cultural context and the organization of
concepts during translation, teaching, or explaining religious texts.

Key words: theolinguistics, cognitive linguistics, concept, God, spirit, faith, sin, Islam,
Christianity, cultural code.

MAIN PROVISIONS

Theolinguistics is an interdisciplinary field that studies the interaction between language and
religion. This area reveals the connections between language and spiritual worldview, cultural codes,
and the moral structure of society. The concept of theolinguistic discourse aims to examine the
cognitive nature of religious and moral texts, focusing on their semantic and pragmatic structure. In
this context, language is viewed not only as a tool for communication but also as a cognitive
representative of the cultural and faith-based system known as Theoculture. The theoretical
foundations of this field are closely related to several major frameworks: cognitive linguistics (G.
Lakoff, M. Johnson), social constructivism (P. Berger, T. Luckmann), cultural linguistics (A.
Wierzbicka, C. Geertz), and the philosophy of language (L. Wittgenstein, M. Foucault).

G. Lakoff emphasizes that “language is a cognitive structure that organizes human experience”,
highlighting the significant role of linguistic concepts in moral and religious cognition [1]. The
metaphor theory developed by Lakoff and M. Johnson enables a deeper understanding of how
religious notions are constructed in the human mind. This approach was further developed in Kazakh
linguistics by R. Syzdykova, who explored the linguistic representation of moral concepts in relation
to the national worldview. She emphasized that “language is the core of culture” and demonstrated
that analyzing concepts such as “obligation” (paryz), “duty” (mindet), and “debt” (qaryz) helps
uncover the deeper content of the national conceptual system. According to her, “every society has
its own moral codes, and language functions as the carrier of these codes” [2]. A similar perspective
was elaborated by French anthropologist M. Mauss (1990) in his seminal work “The Gift”[3], where
he investigated the concepts of “obligation” and “debt” from a sociocultural standpoint. Mauss
(1990) viewed the notion of “code” not merely as alegal or economic category, but also as a symbolic
and moral relationship. This view was further refined by T. Asad in his studies of the cultural and
political structures of religion.

In the culture of any nation, concepts such as “God”, “faith”, “sin”, “obligation”, and “spirit
are not confined to religious consciousness alone. They are deeply rooted in ethnocultural
consciousness and are organic elements of national identity. They live in proverbs, folklore, and
religious-educational literature. Up to the current time, some Kazakh scientists have made an
important contribution, like A. Qaidar, B. Sagyndykuly, Zh. Mankeeva, etc. Their works show the
interdependence of language and culture, and of national consciousness and worldview. From the
perspective of comparative linguistics, V. V. Vinogradov (1986) and A. M. Shcherba (1974)
emphasize the need to distinguish between conceptual content and cultural grounding when analyzing
the structure of moral concepts across different languages.
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Following current research, religious discourse is closely associated with both national identity
and with cognitive processes of language. Khamzina and Zharykova (2025) say that in Alpamys Batyr
epic religious vocabulary expresses the syncretism of Islam and ancient Turkic religions, constituting
the spiritual face of the nation and establishing national self-awareness [4]. Orazbaeva et al. (2025)
emphasize cognitive stability of the Kazakh language: regardless of its free word order, semantic
roles are always unambiguous, which they explain in the Cognitive-Semantic Matching Model [5].
These mechanisms render the language able to express and organize religious ideas fruitfully. Hesse
(2023) adds further that religious language is unthinkable without metaphors: not only do they
contribute meaning but also imagistic perspectives, allowing the conceptualization of the
transcendent [6]. Thus, the structure of beliefs, the cognitive structure of language, and the
metaphorical expressivity of discourse become the main pillars of theolinguistic communication in
Kazakh and English traditions.

The present study is aimed at identifying the cognitive foundations of theolinguistic discourse
in the Kazakh and English languages. To achieve this, a combination of conceptual analysis,
comparative-cultural, and discourse methods is employed. The theoretical framework of the research
is based on the works of both foreign and Kazakhstani scholars in the fields of conceptual studies,
cultural linguistics, and philosophy.

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary linguistics and religious studies, theolinguistics and cognitive linguistics are
increasingly recognized as intersecting fields of inquiry. Language is not merely a means of
communication. It also serves as a fundamental code of religious cognition and belief systems.
Theolinguistics deals with religious texts' language form, meaning, and pragmatic use [7], whereas
cognitive linguistics explains how conceptual systems in human minds are created through language
[1]. Situated strategically at the crossroads of these two, theolinguistic discourse provides further
insight into language and its cultural-cognitive aspects.

Religious discourse is religious concepts, beliefs, values, and norms use of language in any
given language. Here, not only linguistic but also cognitive and cultural features are required.
Religious texts in Kazakh and English, while rooted in different religious traditions, Islam and
Christianity are constructed within similar cognitive processes. Such things as metaphorical
expressions, conceptualization, systems of symbols, rituals, etc., are universal and constructed within
particular culture-religion systems. Therefore, a comparative analysis of theolinguistic discourse in
the two languages is essential for identifying intercultural connections between religious cognition
and linguistic expression.

The aim of this study is to conduct a comparative analysis of the cognitive and semantic
foundations of religious discourse in Kazakh and English. The research draws upon texts from the
Qur’an and the Bible, as well as Ahmed Yasawi’s wisdom and English language sermons. Central
theolinguistic concepts such as “God”, “obligation” (paryz), “sin”, “faith” (iman), and “spirit”
(rukh) are examined through the lens of cognitive models. This approach allows for a comprehensive
understanding of how religious concepts are represented linguistically and culturally, and helps reveal
their conceptual specificities. The study is anticipated to make new applied and theoretical
contributions to cultural linguistics and theolinguistics research. The study is also capable of having
a positive impact on the teaching and translation of Kazakh and English religious texts.

Research tasks of the study include: identifying key theolinguistic concepts in Kazakh and
English religious discourse; analyzing metaphorical and conceptual models used to express them;
comparing semantic structures and symbolic representations across both languages; investigating
how these elements reflect religious and cultural worldviews. The research hypothesis is that despite
religious tradition variation (Islam and Christianity), religious discourse in Kazakh and English
displays the same cognitive structures due to universal conceptual mechanisms but retains culturally
unique semantic characteristics. The scientific originality of this research is found in its effort to
straddle the divide between cognitive linguistics and theolinguistics through cross-cultural
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examination of religious texts in two separate languages and traditions. The research brings forth a
distinct interdisciplinary methodology that has been underrepresented in past research. The degree of
scientific development of the topic demonstrates that while individual studies have been conducted
on religious discourse in either Kazakh or English, and on cognitive metaphor in religious texts (e.g.,
Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Kovecses, 2010), comparative research combining cognitive and
theolinguistic perspectives across Islamic and Christian texts remains limited.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

For this study, key religious texts in both Kazakh and English were selected. The Kazakh-
language sources include the translation of the Holy Qur’an by Khalifa Altay [8], the Diwani Hikmet
collection of Khoja Ahmed Yasawi [9], as well as Kazakh religious phraseological units and proverbs.
As for the English-language materials, the study relies on the Holy Bible (New International \ersion)
[10] and fixed religious expressions in English.

The research employs the method of cognitive conceptual analysis to examine the cognitive
structure and semantic representation of religious concepts. In addition, comparative discourse
analysis is appliedto investigate the structural and semantic features of religious discourse in Kazakh
and English. Through the method of identifying metaphorical models and concepts, the study reveals
the cognitive forms in which religious notions are represented. Furthermore, by comparing semantic
fields and cultural codes, the research analyzes the cultural specificities and parallels within the
religious discourses of both languages. This combination of methods provides a comprehensive
cognitive and theolinguistic approach to the analysis.

The research addresses the following question: What are the similarities and differences in the
cognitive and semantic representations of core religious concepts in Kazakh and English religious discourse?
The working hypothesis assumes that despite the different theological traditions of Islam and
Christianity, both languages utilize similar cognitive models in religious conceptualization, though
culturally encoded in distinct ways. The study was conducted in four stages: (1) selection and
classification of religious texts; (2) identification of key theological concepts; (3) application of
cognitive-conceptual and discourse analysis methods; (4) cross-linguistic and cross-cultural
comparison. The Kazakh dataset includes over 150 units from the Qur’an and Diwani Hikmet,
alongside more than 50 phraseological expressions and proverbs. The English material comprises
over 120 terms and expressions drawn from the Bible and English-language sermons. However, due
to the large volume of collected materials, they are selected and analyzed in the article. This
methodological framework ensures the reliability and depth of the comparative theolinguistic
analysis.

RESULTS

Theolinguistic discourse in Kazakh and English was analyzed using comparative-conceptual
and discourse-analytical methods to uncover the cognitive representation of religious concepts. As a
result, itwas found that fundamental religious concepts: “God”, “obligation” (paryz), “sin”, “faith”
(iman), and “spirit” (rukh) are realized through distinct cognitive models in each linguistic and
cultural context.

Concept of God. In Kazakh religious discourse, the concept of God is predominantly
represented by terms such as “Allah”, “Zharatushy” (The Creator), “Haq” (The Truth), and
“Rabby” (Lord). These appellations often appear in the translation of the Qur'an by Khalifa Altay
and in “Diwani Hikmet” of Ahmed Yassawi. For instance, in the Kazakh expression “Allanin
rakhmeti ken” (Allah's mercy is vast), God is depicted as the origin of pity and pardon. Additionally,
Islam's 99 names of Allah provide explicit descriptions of the complex characteristics of God. In
Yassawi’s wisdom, the word “Hag” conveys the absolute nature of God: “Ghasygpyn dep aitpas
bolar, Hagtan khabary bolmasa” (One cannot claim to be a lover if they have no knowledge of
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Truth). In such expressions, the understanding of God takes on a metaphysical dimension and is
associated with transcendence.

From a cognitive perspective, the Kazakh concept of “God” is constructed as an exalted being
characterized by mercy and justice, and functions as an object of spiritual reverence and moral
instruction [11]. In Kazakh religious texts, God’s nature is revealed through awide range of attributes:
justice, mercy, sovereignty over the universe, among others [12]. Epithets like “Zharatushy” (The
Creator), “Buiryq berushi” (Commander), expressions like “Qudaisyz qurair da synbas” (Even a
straw doesn't break without God's will) enhance God's figure as ruler and guardian. Such epithets and
descriptions of God in Kazakh religious and folklore language are common: “Barlyq diinienin iesi”
(The Lord of the universe), “Aspan men zherdin Hakimi” (The Sovereign of the heavens and the
earth) and emphasize God's authority and unlimited power. Traits such as “Qudiretti” (The
Almighty), “Zharylgawshy” (The Giver), “Tawbeshilderdi keshirgish” (The Forgiver of the
Repentant) demonstrate God's mercy and compassion. Metaphorical phrases such as “Qudaidyn kozi
tizu bolsyn” (May God’s eye be righteous), “Qudai tnirindi zholga salsyn” (May God guide your kin
onto the right path) demonstrate God's role of being a constant observer, guardian, and witness in
Kazakh religious poetry. Therefore, the meaning of God in Kazakh religious vocabulary covers a
wide range of semantic fields and is filled with religious, cultural, and philosophical content. It runs
deeply not only through Qur'anic and theological literature, but also in folklore and colloquial speech,
and is expressed in a multi-dimensional and deep form.

English religious texts employ the terms “God”, “The Lord”, and “Heavenly Father”
frequently. These terms anthropomorphize God as a personal being who addresses human beings, is
concerned about them, and is emotionally close [13]. To speak of God as a “person” is to have a
close, intimate relationship. This form of address, for example, is “Our Father in heaven, hallowed
be your name” (Matthew 6:9). God is addressed as a father in heaven and conveys a sense of warmth,
nearness, and familiarity in religious usage. Christian theology centers on the doctrine of the Trinity:
“the Father”, “the Son”, and “the Holy Spirit”, three persons in one divine nature [14]. This is
expressed in numerous biblical metaphors. In “The Lord is my shepherd” (Psalm 23:1, King James
Bible), God is metaphorically equated with a shepherd, a protector, and a guide, as in the conceptual
metaphor God as Shepherd [10]. Another, “Whoever does not love does not know God, because God
is love ” (1 John 4:8), actually equates God with love itself. The God is Love metaphor also conveys
a very strong feeling of attachment between the believer and God [1]. These examples show how, in
religious English, God is a very personalized and emotive character. God is not only characterized as
some kind of powerful character but as someone close, loving, and inwardly concerned with the life
of the believer [7]. Finally, Kazakh religious writings speak of God in terms of transcendence and
metaphysical abstractness, usually as the Absolute and a symbol of justice. English religious writings,
however, speak of God in anthropomorphized terms as a human being, an object of love and care.
These linguistic and cultural variations add further to the cognitive sources of religious belief and
structures on which language builds the divine.

Concept of Paryz (obligation, duty). In Kazakh religious discourse, the concept of “paryz” is
not limited solely to religious duties within the framework of Sharia law. This notion encompasses a
wide semantic field closely intertwined with historically established traditional moral values, family
ethics, and spiritual upbringing. For example, in Kazakh folk wisdom, phrases such as “Ata-ananyn
paryzyn étemegen — Quday aldynda kiinidli” (He who does not fulfill his duty to his parents is sinful
before God), “Jumaq ananyq tabanyn astynda” (Paradise lies beneath a mother’s feet), and
“Anangdy Mekkegd argalap aparsan da, qaryzympnan qutylalamaysyn” (Even if you carry your
mother to Mecca on your back, you will not be freed from your debt to her) illustrate that paryz is not
merely a religious category but also an indicator of familial responsibility. Furthermore, there is a
hadith in which a man recounts serving his mother during the pilgrimage and asks the Prophet
Muhammad (peace be upon him), “Men anamnyn aq siitin aqtadym ba? ” (Have I repaid my mother’s
breastfeeding?). The Prophet replied, “Jogq. Sen onyn bir tiindik uayymyn da étegenjogsyn” (No. You
have not even repaid one night of her worry). Here, paryz is not only an obligation before God but
also the foundation of human dignity and conscience. This phrase reflects how religious and

62



II. YomuxanoB aTeignars! KY xabaprmbicsl. @uionorus cepuickl. Ne 3 2025 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Becrank KY nmenn 111 YamxanoBa. Cepust ¢punosnormaeckas. Ne 3, 2025 Philological Series. Ne 3, 2025
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

traditional layers in the Kazakh worldview are inseparable and form an integrated linguocultural
structure.

The particular nature of the “paryz” concept isalso clearlyreflected in Sufi literature. In Ahmed
Yassawi’s Diwani Hikmet, the line “Paryz namaz okysan, ruhyng tazarar” (If you perform the paryz
prayer, your spiritwill be purified) portrays paryz not merely as areligious ritual, but as a symbol of
inner discipline on the path to spiritual purification and perfection. In other words, “paryz” has a
transcendent quality. It represents not only the connection between humans and God, but also a form
of self-accountability and internal order. In Kazakh folklore and epic narratives, the concept of
“paryz” similarly appears with a broad meaning. For instance, in the epic Koblandy Batyr, the hero’s
defense of his people isregarded as his paryz (duty) to his nation. In the poem Kyz Zhibek, the tragedy
that unfolds after Tolegen departs without his parents’ blessing is seen as a violation of paryz. This
shows how religious duties have merged with cultural traditions to form a fundamental moral value
in people’s lives. The Kazakh language captures this idea through phrases like “paryzyn oteu”
(fulfilling one’s duty), “paryzyn arqalau” (carrying one’s duty), and “paryzyn sezinu” (feeling one’s
duty), all of which reflect a deep sense of responsibility and conscious commitment to one’s
obligations. The proverb “Qaryz — malgha, paryz — zhanga (Debt is to wealth, paryz is to the soul)
highlights the spiritual weight of paryz and its ethical and sacred character. In essence, paryz
(obligation) is not an externally imposed command but a deeply ingrained spiritual and moral law
within the individual. It is easy to see how paryz in Kazakh culture includes a wide and complex
framework of ideas.

On the other hand, religious argument for Englishness revolves around ideas like duty or
responsibility in the sense of obeying God's commandments and adhering to moral law. Therefore,
for instance, the scripture “Fear God, and keep His commandments, for this is the duty of all
mankind” (Ecclesiastes 12:13) specifies mankind's duty as obedience to God's laws. Duty here
appears to be a specific, bounded, legalistic thing. In the Protestant religion's historical tradition
within the English language tradition, obligation is rooted in hierarchical dependence, like God
commands and human beings obey. Salvation is frequently construed as dependent upon ceaseless
religious and moral discipline. Jesus demands, “If you love me, keep my commands” (John 14:15),
reiterating this premise, assuming love of God lies in obedience. This is an instance of the conceptual
metaphor “Duty is proof of love”. In everyday language, the concept of duty appears in such
expressions as “Do your duty, and God will do the rest”, “Call of duty”, and “Sacred duty”. These
expressions associate the concept of duty with religious, military, or legal contexts, emphasizing its
character as a solemn obligation, something required, usually uncontestable, and grounded in a sense
of higher power and moral obligation.

The differences between these concepts in Kazakh and English reflect their underlying
worldviews. In Kazakh culture, “paryz” (obligation) is shaped at the intersection of divine command,
social ethics, national tradition, and personal spiritual responsibility. It is closely tied to an
individual’s inner sense of conscience and moral integrity. In contrast, within English religious
discourse, duty typically carries a legal connotation. It is a specific, formal obligation that must be
fulfilled. These distinctions also shape the cognitive structures of each concept. In Kazakh, the
concept of paryz is reflected in conceptual metaphors such as “paryz — kdsietti zhauapkershilik”
(obligation s sacred responsibility), “paryz—rukhani tarbie” (duty is spiritual discipline),and “paryz
—ar-namys” (duty is honor and dignity). In English, however, it appearsthrough structures like “duty
islaw”, “duty is obedience”, and “duty is proof of faith”. These metaphorical models reveal distinct
linguistic and cultural perspectives: in Kazakh, “paryz” evolves into an inner spiritual order
intertwined with personal conscience, whereas in English, “duty” serves as the foundation of a
formal, legal covenant between God and the believer.

Concept of Kuna (sin). The concept of kiné (sin) holds deep religious, ethical, and cultural
significance in human civilization. In both Islamic and Christian teachings, itis defined as a violation
of divine law and is linguistically represented through metaphors, idioms, and semantic fields. In
Kazakh religious and folkloric discourse, kina refers to actions that harm a person’s spiritual purity.
At the lexical level, it commonly appears withwords like “aram”, “kharam”, “kundhar”, “tazalyq”,
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and “tawbe” (impure, forbidden, sinner, purity, repentance), forming a rich semantic field. For
instance, in the phrase “Kundni kép qylgannyn juzi qara bolady” (The face of one who commits
many sins turns black), “juz” (face) is metaphorically portrayed as an outward reflection of inner
spiritual state, while “gara” (black) symbolizes sin and conveys conceptual associations like
“spiritual darkness” and “loss of divine light”. In this context, kina is expressed through binary
oppositions such as “jaryq/qarangylyq” (light/darkness), “tazalyq/lastyq” (purity/impurity), and
“jogary/tomen” (high/low). Other expressions such as “Kundsi zhelkesinde tur” (His sin is on his
neck) and “Kundga belsheden batqan’ (Drenched in sin up to the waist) depict sin as a heavy,
invisible burden that constantly follows the individual. These reflect ontological metaphors like
“kund = juk” (sin is a burden), “kund = lastyq” (sin is filth), and “kind = garangylyq” (sin is
darkness). In Sufi texts, particularly in the hikmet poems of Ahmed Yassawi, sin is portrayed as
something that “hardens” the heart, “plunges it into darkness”, and “diverts it from the path of
truth”. For example: “Kop kundmen jurek qatty tasqa ainaldy” (Due to many sins, the heart turned
into stone). Here, sin metaphorically renders the heart cold, insensitive, and closed to divine truth, an
example of the conceptual metaphor “kiund = gattylyq/beigamdyq” (sin is hardness/heedlessness).

In Christian theology in English, sin is mostly a transgression of God's law. Semantically, it
approaches words such as “evil 7, “guilt”, “temptation”, “fall ”, and “disobedience ”. Figuratively,
sintends to be conceived as something concrete and damaging: “a debt”, “a burden”, “a stain”, or
“a disease ”. For example, “Sin is a debt that must be paid” makes “sin” a debt owed to God of a
moral sort and employs legal and economic terminology (sin = debt). In “The burden of sin weighs
heavily upon the soul ”, sin is a heavy burden the soul has to bear—an ontological metaphor that
attributes physical presence and weight to sin. The second, “for all have sinned and fall short of the
glory of God” (Romans 3:23), uses the metaphor of “fallingshort” or being far off to human beings.
Sin creates a distance between human beings and the perfection of God. As “your iniquities have
separated you from your God ” (Isaiah 59:2) describes sin as a power of separation, an alienation that
breaks one's connection to God's presence.

While the metaphors employed by both Kazakh (kiind) and English (sin) discourses are the
same — “darkness”, “burden”, or “filth”—the formulation of these in terms of language varies as
per conceptual and cultural frameworks. In both, yet, sin is a moral deficiency, spiritual crisis, and
lack of nearness to the divine, which always takes place through profound, culturally rooted
metaphors.

Obijects Kazakh English
Kuna / Sin Spiritual impurity, moral fault before God |Legal violation, estrangement from God
Metaphors Black face, burden, dirt, stone heart Debt, stain, separation, mark
Phraseology Carrying sin, darkening of the face Sin is a debt, stained by sin
Religious texts Quran, Hikmet poems Bible, Protestant doctrine
Cognitive system Clean/unclean, light/dark Law/breaking, debt/payment
Spiritual dimension |Heart, spirit, intention Punishment, salvation, justice

Table 1. Discourse-cognitive comparison of the concept “Kiind” (Sin)

Concept of Iman (Faith). In Kazakh, the concept of “iman” is a metaphorical structure at the
cognitive level based on the heart and inner feelings. According to this structure, faith is understood
as “feeling with the heart”, “coming from the heart”, meaning it is not rational but an emotional,
spiritual intuition. The Kazakh concept of “iman” is mainly connected with a person’s inner spiritual
world, faith with the heart, and the purity and sincerity of the soul. For example:
“Iman — jiirekten” (faith is from the heart), “Imansizda uiat jog” (without faith, there is no shame),
“Imansizdan uiat keter” (from lack of faith comes shame), “Imansizda ar bolmayd, arsizda jar
bolmayd:” (without faith there is no honor, without honor there is no spouse), “Imandiniii jiiregi keri,
imansizdif jiizi kerefi” (the faithful have a broad heart, the faithless have a blind face), “Iman ketse,
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adamdiq da ketedi” (when faith leaves, humanity leaves), “Iman — jirektiii niry, gilim — aqildii
niury” (faith is the light of the heart, knowledge is the light of the mind). These expressions show that
“iman 1s directly connected with a person’s inner being, their heart’s intuition, emotional state, and
isa sign of spiritual purity and moral responsibility. Here, the metaphors “heart”and “honor-shame”
indicate that faith is based more on feeling and sincerity than on intellect. From a dialectical and
linguocognitive perspective, the concept of “iman” is not only religious faith but also an expression
of a person’s inner spiritual purity and sincerity.

In the works of Abay Qunanbayev, the close connection between “iman” (faith) and moral
purity is also evident. For example, in his poems, the lines “Iman bar jerde izgilik bar” (where there
is faith, there is goodness) clearly show that iman is understood broadly as a spiritual and moral
concept. Additionally, in Kazakh proverbs, expressions like “Imandy adam — imandy eldiii tiregi” (a
faithful person is the support of a faithful nation) and “Imandy eldifi irgesi sogilmes” (the foundation
of a faithful nation will not be destroyed) emphasize the importance of iman as the spiritual pillar of
the nation.

The concept of iman corresponds to the English word faith, which is mostly considered in
theological and rational contexts. Its cognitive basis liesinthe complex relationship between “belief”
and “knowledge”. The cognitive model is: “Faith” is an unproven, unseen belief accepted by the
intellect. As stated in Hebrews 11:1, “Faith is the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of
things not seen”” — this cognitive model of faith stands between rational belief and dogmatic faith.
The meaning of the word faith is not limited to spiritual belief but forms a semantic field including
“trust”, “belief”, and “hope”. This cognitive network shows the multifaceted and socially and
religiously contextual use of the faith concept. In English religious discourse, faith is often
represented by metaphors of stability and guidance, such as light and rock. This portrays faith as a
symbol of confidence and life direction. Faith is a concept that exists at the intersection of rational
intellect and religious dogma. It is understood as “knowledge beyond evidence” — a belief accepted
by the mind but lacking visible proof.

Cognitive Aspect “Iman” (Kazakh) “Faith” (English)
Basis Faith is Heart Faith as Rational Assurance
Emotional Component |Sincerity from the heart, spiritual purity Belief based on reason and dogma
Semantic Field Spiritual purity, sincerity, moral purity Belief, hope, trust, dogmatic belief
Discursive Context Spiritual consciousness, moral responsibility (Theological dogma, rational belief
Metaphors Heart, purity, sincerity Light, rock, assurance

Table 2. Cognitive-structural comparison of the concepts “Iman” and “Faith”

The Kazakh concept of “iman” is a cognitively grounded notion based on inner feelings and
purity of heart, carrying strong emotional connotations. In Kazakh, faith is not only a religious belief
but also a marker of spiritual purity and moral principles. On the other hand, English “faith” is
understood in theological and rational terms as a kind of religious belief accepted by reason and
without absolute evidence. Such oppositions mirror the individual cognitive, religious, and cultural
structures in the two languages. Metaphors of Kazakh “iman” based on the heart express its
emotional and spiritual sense, whereas English “faith” demonstrates the cognitive structure of belief
with theological and rational characteristics.

Concept of Rukh (Spirit). In the Kazakh language, the concept of “rukh” often signifies a
person’s higher, transcendent essence and is viewed as a directlink to God. For example, in traditional
Kazakh understanding, ‘“rukh” represents the elevated level of a person's soul and reflects their
connection to Allah. In Islamic teachings, “rukh” is also considered a special spiritual essence given
to a person by Allah. It is seen as distinct from the body but closely connected to it.

In Kazakh folk worldview, the concepts of “rukh” and “zhan” (soul) are clearly differentiated
inmeaning. “Rukh” is the spiritual origin that connects a personto God and defines their inner purity
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and moral-ethical perfection. From the perspective of cognitive linguistics, the concept of “rukh” is
based on high-level metaphorical notions. For instance, “rux” is depicted as ‘“zharyq” (light),
“aspan” (sky), or “zhuldyz” (star)—metaphors symbolizing spiritual light and goodness in the
mental map of a person's inner world. In Kazakh literature, the spirit is frequently described as
“zharyq saulesi” (a ray of light), which enlightens the inner world of a person and guides their moral
compass. These metaphors facilitate cognitive understanding and visualization of the spiritual world.
The Qur’an mentions God breathing spiritinto humans: “Oz ruhymnan iirledim” (Sad surah, 72-ayat)
(“So when I have fashioned him and breathed into him of My spirit...” (Surah Sad, 72)), expressing
that humans are created with a sacred spirit. This verse highlights the connection between a person
and God in Kazakh spirituality and emphasizes the sanctity of the inner self. The saying “Rukhyn
taza bolsa, ishin de taza bolady” (If your spirit is pure, your deeds will be pure”) reflects the close
link between spiritual purity and human actions. This wisdom demonstrates the way purity of the
inner world defines the nature of outer behavior and activity. “Rukh” in Kazakh society isnot merely
a religious notion but a part of national education, culture, moral duty, national memory, and moral
awareness.

“Zhan " isthe life force of a living being, the essence behind the meaning of life. That is, “zhan”
refers to the living organism and life energy of a person and is more connected to material existence
compared to “rukh”. The Kazakh expression “Janynnyn tynyshytygy — rukh tazalygynan” (the peace
of the soul comes from the purity of the spirit) reflects the harmony between a person’s spiritual
maturity and their inner soul. In Kazakh proverbs, there are phrases related to the soul such as
“Zhanym — arymnyn sadagasy” (soul is the sacrifice of honor), “Zhan tatti, ar odan da tatt;” (the
soul is sweet, but honor is even sweeter), "Zhan qynalmai — tirshilikjoq” (no life without soul), and
“zhan bar jerde — umit bar” (Where there is a soul, there is hope). These expressions depict “zhan”
as a sign of living existence and life itself.

In conclusion, “rukh” is an inner doctrine that describes a person’s moral-ethical and faith-
based being, while “zhan” is a concept closely connected with life, vital energy, and the physical
body. Although inseparable in the Kazakh worldview, they hold distinct meanings on a semantic
level.

Religiously, “Spirit” is always most normally disputed in Christian theology as the “Holy
Spirit ”. It is part of the Trinity and divine existence of God, providing spiritual knowledge, guidance,
and inspiration to human beings. For example, in the Gospel of John, the word “The Holy Spirit will
teach you all things ” (John 14:26) presents the Spirit as a teacher and guide, a human being reputed
to impart human hearts with knowledge and wisdom. In this manner, the Spiritis hence symbolically
considered as an individual leader. For instance, John 14:26 (NIV) says: “But the Advocate, the Holy
Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will teach you all things and will remind you of
everything | have said to you ”, and this is a public demonstration of the Spiritas a helper and teacher.
And, too, “fruit of the Spirit” (Galatians 5:22) is a reference to the work of the Spirit upon a man's
nature: love virtues, joy, peace, and benevolence. That is a reminder of the identification of the Spirit
with inborn moral and ethical holiness. The entirety of Galatians 5:22-23 (NIV) reads: “But the fruit
of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness and self-
control ”, stating that those virtues are of the Spirit within. More generally in English, “Spirit” is
applied to refer to a person's internal spiritual space and energy. It's a word applied in a way that
qualifies someone's ethical standing or internal motivation. For example, whenever individuals say
“a spirited person”, they will mean someone who has much energy, enthusiasm, and life. Here,
“spirit”is applied metaphorically for motivation and internal dynamism. Oxford English Dictionary
defines “spirited” as full of energy, enthusiasm, and determination [12]. Even there are certain
synonymous words in Kazakh, such as “rukhy asqaq” (high-spirited or resolute), “rukhtandyru” (to
encourage or to inspire), and “rukhyn jogaltpau” (not to lose one's willpower). Those indicate how
close the concepts are to each other in the two languages.

The concept of “Rukh/Spirit” holds an important place in the religious discourses of both
Kazakh and English as a source of spiritual purity and moral perfection. In Kazakh, the term “rukh”
signifies the connection with God and a person’s inner purity, while in English, “Spirit” often refers
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to the Holy Spirit in the Christian context, representing spiritual knowledge and inspiration. Both
concepts aim to express the higher, transcendent level of the human spirit, which is reflected through
cognitive metaphors.

DISCUSSION

The concepts of “God”, “spirit”, “sin”, and “faith” in Islam and Christianity are not only
theological but also significant as linguistic, cognitive, and discursive phenomena. Theolinguistics,
as the field studying religious language and its cognitive structures, helps uncover the semantic scope,
metaphorical imagery, and linguistic usage of these concepts.

In Islam, the name “Allah” in the Arabic monotheistic tradition conveys the meaning of
absolute unity and transcendence. According to Muhammad Abd al-Jabbar, “Allah is the eternal,
unique Creator” [16]. This concept appears in cognitive semantics as a high-level prototype, meaning
the idea of God is constructed in the human mind as the highest, universal unity, with all related
concepts subordinate to it. Other than that, the term “Al/lah” isnot only the Creator but also the origin
of virtues such as justice, mercy, and compassion. The connotation of this term is a general ethical
and spiritual guide model in one's belief system. Thus, within Islamic discourse, the name “Allah”
functions as a multi-aspect and multi-level cognitive concept that unifies believers' life experience
and values.

In Christianity, “God” is strained by the doctrine of the Trinity. In Augustine's De Trinitate, it
has been so defined as “The Trinity is three distinct, yet one God ” [17]. Cognitively, this is a matter
of conceptual integration, where three differential ideas (the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit) are
unified into a single undivided concept. This oneness is conveyed on the linguistic level through
metaphors and strategies of argumentation, such as the use of the label “The Three of God” for an
advanced system of cognition. One of the remarkable aspects of this concept is that it exists in human
consciousness both as three separate people and as a unified one, and that there exists a unique
correlation between religious conviction and linguistic form. Besides, the concept of the Trinity is
frequently depicted in Christian disputations on theology in common everyday metaphors such as
“Ice — water — steam” (ice becomes water, water becomes steam, and converts back again), which
facilitates intellectual and mental perception and consolidates the believers' view.

So, the conceptual structures of the notion of God in Islam and Christianity are at the crossroads
of language and mind, faith and knowledge, each being correspondent to their own cultural-historical
and philosophic origins. These concepts rest upon metaphors and semantic models of religious
speech, forming and directing believers'spiritual life. The “rukh” or soul in Islamic literature is the
source of inner life, consciousness, and relation with God. Imam Ghazali writes that “rukh is a special
gift from Allah that animates human life” [18]. This concept is often metaphorically expressed in
language as a source of goodness and life (for example, “rukh urleu” (breathing spirit), “rukh
kotieru” (lifting spirit)). The Quranic verse “ruhhymdy urledim” (Quran, 32:9) represents a cognitive
model of the transfer of energy and life between humans and God.

Furthermore, the ruh is regarded as a vital element indicating a person’s spiritual purity and
motivation for worship. It is the basis of the everlasting relationship and belief between man and God.
In Islamic philosophy, ruh has been referred to as the spiritual power that integrates the soul,
consciousness, and heart. This underlines the point that it is not just the basis of worldly existence but
also the basis of spirituality.

In Christian teachings, the Holy Spirit is known to be the force of truth and salvation. The
essence of the Spiritis referred to by the Apostle Paul as “Ae who raised Christ from the dead will
also give life to your mortal bodies because of his Spirit who lives in you” (Romans 8:11). Here, the
semiotics of the Spirit are classically rendered in the terms of metaphors derived from human life
force, i.e., light, heat, and breath. The Holy Spiritis to induce spiritual new birth in the hearts of the
believersand infuse vigor into their faith and hope. Theologically, the Holy Spiritis the origin of the
energy of Christian life that guides the faithful spiritually and enriches their spiritual lives in everyday
life. Moreover, linguistic actions of the Holy Spiritin religious texts and liturgical language alsotend
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to call upon metaphors such as “breath of the soul”, “spiritual light”, and “saving power”,
emphasizing its life-giving and transcendental nature.

In Islam, sin (glinah) is understood as an act against God, described as the “darkening” of the
heart and mind. From a theolinguistic perspective, the concept of sin has a negative cognitive frame
and is described with words like “kir” (dirt), “lastau” (pollution), and “buzu” (corruption). Through
this frame, sin is seen as a force that contaminates a person’s spiritual purity and weakens their
connection with God. The Quran presents the discourse onsin as a binary opposition between spiritual
“tazalygy” (purity) and “lastygy” (pollution), reflecting a dialectical structure where sin and
righteousness stand opposed. Moreover, Islamic texts view sin not only as an individual’s fault but
also as an indicator of the moral state of society, with consequences that affect not only the individual
soul but also the overall social order and peace. The concept of sin is often expanded with metaphors
such as “zhuk” (burden), “auyrtapalyk” (heaviness), and “aralasu” (interference), representing a
complex cognitive pattern that conveys the inner suffering of the human soul.

In Christianity, sin is understood as a spiritual disease and the internal decline of a person
against God. This concept is seen as the corruption of the human soul and the severance of the
relationship with God. Apostle Paul's words, “for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God”
(Romans 3:23), characterize sin as a universal and hereditary mental construct, i.e., sin is presumed
to be a universal phenomenon that was cultivated out of human nature and culture. Apart from this,
in Christian literature, sin is also characterized as a hindrance that estranges an individual from God
and also as a dark, sealed-up space that checks spiritual growth. Here, sin is the contradiction and
conflict within an individual's inner self and the primary hindrance on the path towards spiritual
purity. The cognitive and linguistic description of the sin notion in both religions enables a deeper
understanding of its spiritual meaning and indicates the role of metaphors and word patterns in
religious thought. These notions reveal the deep interdependency of religious experience and faith
and are a precious tool for explaining an individual's relation to God and to himself or herself.

In Islam, “iman” (faith) is understood as the unity of faith and action. Imam Ghazali describes
this concept as ‘“jurekten senu, tilmen rastau zhane amaldarmen koldu” (faith with the heart,
confirmation by the tongue, and support through deeds) [18]. This definition highlights that “iman”
is not just an inner belief but also requires outward expression through concrete actions. From the
perspective of cognitive linguistics, “iman” is a faith schema within the internal cognitive structure
of a person, closelylinked with life experience and religious values. This schema works as an internal
model that prescribes a human's worldview, moral standards, and relations with the world. In
linguistics, “iman” is best described in metaphorical terms such as “zhurekke tuyilu” (to be rooted in
the heart) and “zhurekke bailanu” (to be tied to the heart), underscoring the significance of inner faith
and stressing that religion leans more toward emotion and spirituality rather than pure reason. In
addition, under an Islamic setting, “iman” has often been described in terms of metaphors of mental
spaces of morality and spirituality, i.e., “zhurek” (heart) and “zhan” (soul), as a statement that faith
enters a man as such.

In Christianity, “faith” is the foundation of salvation and spiritual renewal. The Apostle Paul
states, “For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith” (Ephesians 2:8), which emphasizes
the salvific function of faith and its essential role in spiritual transformation. Augustine interprets
faith as complete trust in God [17], viewing it not merely as a cognitive or emotional process, but as
a form of union with the divine.

In verbal communication, faith is often described using such spatial metaphors as “gamtamasyz
etu” (to provide for), “gorganga alu” (to protect), and “berik tugyr” (firm foundation), emphasizing
the guiding, stabilizing, and protective nature of faith. These metaphors construct faith as a means of
spiritual security and orientation, which makes it closer to individuals' psychological and social needs.
The comparative cognitive and linguistic examination of the concepts of “iman” and “faith” inlslam
and Christianity testifies to their great significance in religious and spiritual life. The concepts are
central cognitive structures that determine the inner world, spiritual growth, and attitude towards God.
Linguistic, cognitive, and cultural expressions of the four key concepts — “God”, “spirit”, “sin”,
and “faith”— in Muslim and Christian contexts are the cognitive structure of religion below and the
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linguistic structure of religious experience. Theolinguistics analyzes the meaning and application of
the concepts within religious language, and cognitive linguistics analyzes their conceptual schemas
and metaphors. For instance, the phrase “ruh iirleu” (to breathe in the spirit) from the Qur’an (32:9)
is a cognitive metaphor that signifies the divine origin of human spiritual life, portraying this breath
as the transmission of life energy. Similarly, the Christian doctrine of the Trinity represents a complex
cognitive integration that is conveyed through specific linguistic forms and discursive structures at
both linguistic and cultural levels [17]. Hence, theolinguistics and cognitive linguistics give a
profound semantics, pragmatics, and discursive dynamics conceptualization of Islamic and Christian
religious concepts, disclosing their spiritual significance and linguistic structure. Finally, the results
validate that religious concepts are symbolized based on the cognitive, cultural, and historical
characteristics of every linguistic group. In the Kazakh language, religious ideas are thought of
primarily on a spiritual-emotional and experiential level, whereas in the English language are
theological, dogmatic, and rational models prevail. These observations reflect essential characteristics
of the interconnection between religious language and culture in the fields of theolinguistics and
intercultural cognitive linguistics. Research in this field is key to revealing religiosities, worldviews,
and cultural values through words and opening the way to an integral comprehension of religious
thought through comparative study of their linguocultural articulations in various discourses.

This research reveals previously underexplored cognitive and metaphorical patterns within
Kazakh and English religious discourse. Its novelty lies in the application of theolinguistics and
cognitive linguistics to a comparative conceptual analysis of “God”, “Spirit”, “Sin”, and “Faith”
across two distinct cultures. However, the study is limited to canonical religious texts and traditional
interpretations. Future studies may include contemporary discourse and expand the linguistic range
to other worldreligions for broader generalizability.

CONCLUSION

The theolinguistic and cognitive linguistic analysis conducted in this study has demonstrated
that the linguistic and conceptual representations of the core religious concepts — God, spirit, sin,
and faith — in Islam and Christianity are closely tied to the respective worldview, cultural, and
religious frameworks of each tradition. The Kazakh and English religious discourses utilize different
linguistic mechanisms and cognitive models to encode their articulations of these concepts. For
example, Islamic discourse articulates concepts such as Allah and rukh (spirit) through metaphors of
transcendence and spiritual purity, whereas Christian discourse articulates the Trinity and the Holy
Spiritthrough elaborate discursive constructions.

Though there are congruences in the linguistic expression of these concepts in the two
traditions, they also have their own cultural specificities. In both traditions, religious concepts are
higher-level cognitive structures that organize an individual's belief system, moral orientation, and
worldview. Further, the metaphors, conceptual models, and pragmatic functions of the concepts
reflect the intense involvement of language and the value system of the respective culture.

This comparative study demonstrates that theolinguistic discourse is relevant not just to
linguistic theory, but to religious and intercultural communication as well. The results are relevant to
translation studies, linguistic, cultural studies, confessional language semantics, and intercultural
pragmatics. The research also illustrates the danger of semantic distortion in religious instruction,
translation, and interpretation when the national-cultural situation is overlooked. Therefore, an
analysis of the theolinguistic discourse in the corresponding cultural-religious settings is helpful for
interfaith discussion and comprehension. It is also a good foundation for scientific research into the
interrelation between religion and language.
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Ka3ak :koHe arbLIIIBIH TUIEPiHIeri Te OTUHIBUCTUKAJBIK M CKYPCTHIH KOTHUTUBTIK
Herizaepi

3.b. KynpmanoBa

Muunran MemiiekeTTik yauepcuteti, Mcr-Jlancunr, 48824, AKII

Byn maxanaoa kazax oicone agvliublH MindepiHoe2i MeoNuH28UCMUKANBIK OUCKYPCIbLH
KOZHUMUBMIK JHCIHE MIOEHU PEnpe3eHMAayUusCobl CAanblCMbLPMAbL-KOSHUMUBMIK HCIHE OUCKYPCbIK
manoay adicmepi Heeizinde 3epmmenedi. Teonuneeucmuka — mii MeH OIHHIY 03apa 6AUIAHBICHIH
3epmmelmin NoHAPANLIK CAld OO0NEAHOLIKMAH, O OiHU Y2bIMOAPObIH MINJIK KOepiHicmepi MeH
MIOEHU-MAHBIMObIK MARLIHANAPLIH AHBIKMAY2a 6a2vulmmanaobwl.

3epmmey uciam men Xxpucmuan OiHiHOe2i «Kyoai», «pyx», «KYH2» OJHCoHE «UMAHY
Y2bIMOAPbIHA  HA3AD — aAy0apa OmMulpuln, O01ApOblY — CEeMAHMUKANbIK, Memagopanvlik —HcoHe
NpazMamukaibly cCunammapsii Kapacmeipaosl. Kazax mininoeei oinu ouckypecma «Kyoaiiy yevimol
mpaucyenoenmmi, 20inemmi «Kapamywor» peminde mycinineoi sxcane on goavkiop men Kypan
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Mamindepinde «Annay, «Xaky, «Pabovly cusakmol snumemmepmer amanaobvl. AvliublH mininoeei
«Gody, «Heavenly Father», «The Lord» cusxmvi amaynapoa Kyoau 6etineci aoamea yxcac,
MYNEANbIK 2Pi IMOYUOHANIObL mypOe Oepinedi. Xpucmuan meonouscvinoaesl Ywbipnix (Tpouya)
KOHYenmici KOZHUMUBMIK UHMePayUsiHbly udeanvl peminoe KaOwliOaHbln, 01 «MY3 — cy — Oy»
Memaghopacsl apKwlivl MiNOIK MYpauloa 0a Kepinic mabaosl. Hciamovik Ouckypcma «pyx» Y2vlmvl
ao0amuuly TWKi a1eminiy e3e2i scane Kyoatimen, emipmen, ceHimmen bainanvicmoly He2i3i peminoe
cunammanaowvl. Xpucmuar Oininoe « Kueni pyx» aoam scypezinoei pyxXauu i ayvlpy MeH KYOauiblK
JIcemeKwinikmiy KauHap ke3i peminde Kapacmulpvliaovl. Exi O0inde Oe pyx memagpopanviy
MYPlOaH HCAPHIK, MBIHBLC HCIHE IHEPIUsL YeblMOapbiMeH bepinedi: Oyn — emiprik memaghopanap.
«Kyna» yevimol Koc 0inde Oe iwKi masanvlkmvil OY3bliybl MeH PYXAHU MYMACMbLKMbLH HCOUbLITYbIH
Oindipemin 1ac, ayvIpablK JHCIHE KAPAHRBLILIK ~MemagopaniapvimMer  OAulaHblCIMbIPbLIAH.
Xpucmuanovikma «KyHa» — aoam madueamelna moH pyxamu Kecen, Kyoaiimen o6atinanvicmol
Oy3amvii CUHOPOM pemiHOe CUnammansin, YpnaKman Ypnakka Oepiiemin pyxauu oepm peminoe
Mycinoipineodi. An uciamoa «umamy» dcypex, amai dHcaHe co3 bipnicinoe kopinic mabamvln KeueHoi
acyue. [linu mamveimMoa ceHiM — KYmKapwuliyea Heeiz 001amvlH aOCONOMMIK HAHbIM peminoe
KaObLI0anaowvl dcane 011 KoOiHe mipek, He2i3, NaHALAy CUAKMbL KeHICMIKMIK CUnammamaiapmen
bepineoi.

3epmmey nomudicenepi OiHu Y2ulmMOapObly MiloiK penpe3eHmayusicol ap MaOeHuem neH miioe
O3IHOIK epeKulenikmepee ue exkeHiH kepcemedi. Byn meonuneeucmukanvix Ouckypcmol ayoapy,
OKbIMY Hemece myciHOipy OapblCbiHOa MAIOEHU KOHMEKCI NeH YebiMOapOblH KYPbLIblMblH eCKepyOiH
MAHBL30bLIbIRIH AUKLIHOALObL.

Kinm ce30ep: meonuneeucmuka, KOCHUMUSMIK NUHSBUCMUKA, KoHyenm, Kyoail, pyx, uman,
KYH2, UCIAM, XPUCMUAHOBLK, MIOEHU KOO.
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Marepuan 01.07.2025 Gacnara TycTi

KornuTuBHbIE OCHOBBI TEOJTMHIBUCTHYECKOI0 JUCKYPCA HA Ka3aXCKOM U AaHTVIMIHCKOM
SI3bIKAX

3.b. KynemaHoBa

Muunranckuil rocyapCcTBeHHbIN YyHUBEpcUTeT, Mcr-Jlancunr, 48824, CIIA

Hannas ~ paboma  ucciedyem — KOGHUMUGHOe U KVIbMYPHOE  NPeOCmAasieHue
MEONUHLBUCTIUYECKO20 OUCKYPCA 6 KA3AXCKOM U AHRIUUCKOM A3bIKAX HA OCHO8E CPABHUMENbHO -
KOZHUMUBHO20 U OUCKYPCUBHO20 AHANU3A. TeOIUHSBUCMUKA — IMO MENCOUCYUNTUHAPHAS 0OIACTb,
U3 YAIOWAs 83AUMOCEI3b PENUSUU U A3bIKA, He0OX00UMAs OJisl BbIABIEHUS A3bIKOBBIX Penpe3eHmayull
U KYJIbMYPHO-KOSHUMUBHBIX 3HAYEHUU PENUSUOZHBIX NOHAMUIL.

Hccneoosanue cocpe0omoueno Ha YeumpaibHblX UCLIAMCKUX U XPUCMUAHCKUX NOHAMUSX
«boey, «0yx», «epex» u «umamy (8epa), paccmampueas ux cemanmuieckue, memagopuiecxkue u
npazmamuyecKkue ceolucmea. B kazaxckom penucuo3nom szvike «boey xonyenmyanusupyemcs kax
mpancyenoenmublll, npaseousiii «Cozoamenvy u UMEHYemcs SNUmemamu, makumu Kax «Amnay,
«Xaxy u «Pabou» 6 ghonvknope u kopanuueckou iumepamype. B aHeIUNICKOM 513b1Ke UCNONb3YIOMCSL
mumynvt «Gody, «Heavenly Fathery u «The Lord» c 6onee ammponomopguvim ommeHKOM,
NOOYEPKUBAIOWUM TUYHOE U IMOYUOHANbHOE GO6leYeHue. Tpouya 6 XpucmuaHckou meoniocuu
paccmampusaemcs Kak uoean KOSHUMUBHOU UHmMezpayuu U 6epOaibHO BblpaXCaemcs yepes
Mmemagopul «1ed — 800a — napy». B uciamckom ouckypce Konyenyus «pyx» (0yx) noHumaemcs Kax
A0PO GHYMpeHHe20 MUpa denogexka u ochosa ceasu ¢ bozom, scuznvio u eepoii. B xpucmuarncmee
«Ceamotl  J[yx» onucvléaemcs Kak UCMOYHUK OYXO8HO20 OOHOGNEHUsI U 0OHCECMBEHHO2O
HacmasneHuss 8 cepoye sepyiowezo. /[yx 6 obeux penueusx memapopuyecku accoyuupyemcs co
ceemom, Ovlxauuem u dHepaueli — memagopamu xcusnu. Ilonsmue «2pex» 6 06eux peirucusix C8sa3aHo
c Mmemagopamu eps3u, MANCECMU U MbMbl, CUMBOIUSUPYIOWUMU OCKEEPHEHUE BHYMpEHHell
ceamocmu u OyXo8Holl yerocmuocmu. B xpucmuancmee «2pex» npeocmasien Kak 0yxoenas 601e3Hb
yenogeueckou npupoovl, CUHOPOM, paspywarowuti omuowenus c¢ bocom u nepeoarowutica u3z
noKoJlenus 6 nokoienue. «Mmany (6epa) 6 uciame — 3mo KOMNIEKCHASI CUCEMA, NPOABIAIOWASACS
yepe3 eOUHCMBO cepoyd, NOCMYNKO8 U peyu. B penucuo3znom mvluieHuu eepa paccmampueaemcs
Kax —abconomHuoe Yybedxcoenue, Jnexcaujee 6 OCHOGe CHACEHUs, U YACMO ONUCLIBAECS
NPOCMPAHCMBEHHLIMU MEMAadopamu Onopsvl, OCHOBAHUS U YOercuua.

Peszynemamul  nokaseiearom xapaxkmepuvie 0COOEHHOCMU  A3bIKOBO2O —NPEOCMABNEHUSA
PENUSUOZHBIX KOHYENMO8 8 PA3IUYHBIX KYJIbIYPAX U SI361KAX, YMO OMKPbl8Aen HO8ble 803MONCHOCTIU
01 UHMepnpemayuy MmeoauUHSBUCTULECK020 OUCKYpCd. Dmo ROOYepKUBdem 6adCHOCMb yuemda
KVAbMYPHO20 KOHMEKCMA U 0p2anu3ayuu NOHAMuUil npu nepegooe, NpenooasaHuu Uil 00vACHeHuu
PENUSUOZHBIX MEKCMO8.

KnroueBble cnoBa: meoaunegucmuxa, KOSHUMUGHAS NTUHe8UCmMUKA, KoHyenm, boe, oyx, eepa,
2pex, Uciam, Xpucmuancmeo, KyJibmypHslil KOO.
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N.K. Kypshakbay
Korkyt Ata Kyzylorda University, Kyzylorda, 120014, Kazakhstan

ANALYZING THE LINGUISTIC DEVELOPMENT OF KAZAKH:
WORD BORROWING VIA SOCIAL NETWORK

The current study explores the influence of loanwords originating from social networks on the
Kazakh language. A quantitative method was employed to examine the usage of borrowed words from
social networks. A questionnaire distributed to 323 participants gathered data on social media usage
and word borrowings. The data was analyzed using the SPSS (Statistical Program for Social
Sciences) software. Findings suggest a recent surge in the adoption of social media loanwords,
particularly among younger demographics, shaping online communication norms and impacting
Kazakh language development. These loanwords often serve as vehicles for expressing contemporary
concepts that are not easily translated into traditional Kazakh vocabulary. The study emphasizes the
importance of further research into incorporating social media loanwords in Kazakh communication,
given the growing significance of digital language in daily life. Understanding the impact of word
borrowings on language and culture can aid in navigating linguistic evolution in the digital era in
Kazakhstan.

Key words: loanwords, word borrowings, social network, linguistic evolution, digital age, SPSS
program, quantitative method.
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