The Homeland as a Moral Horizon:...

https://doi.org/10.31489/2025HPh3/221-229 Received: 11 February 2025
uDC 177.7 Accepted: 24 May 2025

N.K. Aljanova®®, Zh. Zhumashova?, I. Alibayeva 3, N. Mukan*

L 4Al-Farabi Kazakh National University, Almaty, Kazakhstan
’Texas A&M University, Texas, USA
®Nazarbayev University Research Centre for Entrepreneurship, Astana, Kazakhstan
(e-mail: nurlykhan.naa@gmail.com; stellazhuldyz@tamu.edu; indira.alibayeva@nu.edu.kz; mukan.nurzat@gmail.com)

The Homeland as a Moral Horizon: Philosophical Reflections on Return Migration
and Identity Among Repatriated Kazakhs

This article explores ethnic return migration to Kazakhstan through a moral-philosophical lens, focusing,on
the lived experiences of Qandas — ethnic Kazakhs returning from China, Mongolia, and Uzbekistan. While
previous research has examined policy frameworks and integration challenges, this study reinterprets return
as an ethical and existential process. Drawing on Heidegger’s concepts of dwelling and being-at-home, ‘and
the notion of moral geography, we argue that repatriation is experienced as a striving towardf@ moral horizon
rather than a mere relocation. Through narrative interviews with returnees, we reveal how ancestral land is
imagined not only as a birthplace but as a space of obligation, memory, and identity reconstruction. Yet re-
turnees often face exclusion and dissonance, complicating state narratives of national restoration."By bridging
migration studies, moral philosophy, and phenomenology, this paper illuminatesshowsreturn becomes an on-
going ethical negotiation of belonging, recognition, and self-becoming in post-Saviet’Kazakhstan.

Keywords: Ethnic return migration, moral geography, repatriation, Kazakhstan, moral.horizon, narrative iden-
tity, phenomenology, post-Soviet identity, belonging.

Introduction

In the wake of Kazakhstan’s independence, the state entered an ambitious nation-building project that
included a targeted policy of ethnic repatriation. 4n, the wake of Kazakhstan’s independence, the state entered
an ambitious nation-building project that included axtargeted policy of ethnic repatriation. Known officially
as the Repatriates (Qandas) program, this initiative aimedto restore demographic balance and reconnect the
nation with its diasporic communities dispersed across Uzbekistan, Mongolia, China, Russia, and beyond.
While much scholarly attention has beemydevated to the socio-economic integration of repatriates and the
political logic behind co-ethnic migration,[1, 2;-3], less explored is the deeper philosophical terrain underly-
ing this return: What does it mean to “come home” after decades — even centuries — of absence? How do
returnees reimagine the homeland not.merely as a geopolitical space, but as a moral horizon of identity, be-
longing, and historical justice?

This paper addresses these questions by situating the narratives of return migrants within a philosophi-
cal framework that draws ondHeidegger’s concepts of “dwelling” and “being-at-home” [3], moral philosophy
on belonging, and‘emergent articulations of Kazakh moral geographies. We explore how repatriated Kazakhs
experience homeland as more than an administrative category or policy instrument — as a space suffused
with existential meanings; ethical obligations, and a yearning for ancestral continuity.

The,repatriate narratives collected articulate a powerful emotional orientation toward homeland that
echoes what Tsuda 4] describes as “diasporic homecoming” — a return animated not by geographic famili-
arityalone but by an ethical and symbolic re-rooting. These stories reflect what Cohen terms the
“restorationistimpulse,” [5] where migrants view return not simply as strategic relocation but as the repair of
moral and'cultural ruptures inherited from Soviet and post-Soviet history. Bonnenfant [6] further emphasizes
the co-production of homeland through discourse and affect, a process evident in returnees’ attempts to rea-
lign their lives with a meaningful Kazakh identity. For many, the act of return represents a horizon of ethical
belonging: a desire not only to live in Kazakhstan, but to live as Kazakhs again, restoring a sense of self in
relation to land, history, and future generations.

Theoretically, this paper brings philosophical perspectives into dialogue with grounded migration narra-
tives. It bridges the often-siloed disciplines of moral philosophy, phenomenology, and migration studies to
argue that return migration can be read as an act of moral reconstitution — a striving to reclaim both person-
al and collective coherence after the dislocations of empire, modernity, and exile. In so doing, we build upon

* Corresponding author’s e-mail:nurlykhan.naa@gmail.com

Cepus «Uctopusa. Punocodusa». 2025, 30, 3(119) 221


https://doi.org/10.31489/2025HPh3/221-229
mailto:nurlykhan.naa@gmail.com
mailto:stellazhuldyz@tamu.edu
mailto:indira.alibayeva@nu.edu.kz
mailto:nurlykhan.naa@gmail.com

N.K. Aljanova, Zh. Zhumashova et. al

existing work on the politics of repatriation [7], post-Soviet identity transitions [8], and the ethical dimen-
sions of homeland and citizenship.

Through a close reading of repatriates’ life stories, we argue that homeland functions not as a fixed or
given category, but as a “moral horizon” — an aspirational space of being where memory, identity, and re-
sponsibility are reconfigured. This horizon is not always reached, nor is it free of contradiction. Yet it per-
sists as a guiding structure of feeling that animates the repatriation experience. By centering this moral-
philosophical lens, our study contributes new insights to debates on belonging, postcolonial statecraft, and
the lived metaphysics of return.

Literature Review: Theoretical and Empirical Perspectives on Return Migration

In recent years, ethnic return migration has gained increasing scholarly attention as a complex process
embedded not only in policy and demography, but also in affect, memory, and moral imaginaries. This is
especially evident in the post-Soviet context of Kazakhstan, where the return of diasporic Kazakhs,is entan-
gled with broader nation-building efforts, historical redress, and the production of cultural beloenging [9, 10].
While earlier migration studies emphasized dynamics and economic drivers [11], newer framewaorks empha-
size the subjective, symbolic, and emotional dimensions of return, including the longing forshome and the
ethical imperatives attached to ancestral land [4]. These shifts mark a movement.away from assimilationist
models of integration toward more relational understandings of transnational identity formation and affective
citizenship.

Kazakhstan’s Qandas repatriation program (formerly Oralman) represents a state-led effort to restore
demographic balance and cultural authenticity by inviting ethnic Kazakhs from abroad to return to their his-
torical homeland. Official rhetoric casts this return as both a patriotic duty and a redemptive act that symbol-
ically reverses Soviet-era marginalization [12, 8]. Yet, field-based research and policy critiques show that
returnees frequently encounter linguistic exclusion, bureaucratic hurdles, and a perceived cultural gap be-
tween themselves and local Kazakhs [13, 14]. While repatriates are,welcomed symbolically, their integration
often unfolds in contexts of economic precarity and sacial ambivalence. This tension between ideological
inclusion and practical exclusion underscores the disjuncture between the nation’s moral discourse and the
lived experiences of return migrants.

Scholars have increasingly turned to micro-level.ethnographic accounts to uncover the complexity of
repatriate experiences. Dalelkhan et al. [14] and Bokayev [15] emphasize the diversity of adaptation strate-
gies among returnees, shaped by variables such as origin country, educational background, and family net-
works. Xiang, Yeoh, and Toyota [16] introduee the notion of “return as reordering,” framing repatriation as
an active remaking of social and maral werlds rather than a linear process of reintegration. This resonates
with findings from Werner [17], who documents how returnees negotiate belonging and cultural legitimacy
in everyday life, often by invoking,ancestral memory, religious piety, and national loyalty.

A distinct feature of Kazakhstan’s return migration lies in its entanglement with postcolonial identity
reconstruction. Scholars suchas €erny [18], Bonnenfant [19], and Kusgu [20] highlight how returnees from
China and Mongolia encounter_conflicting narratives of Kazakhness — between the Russified, urban, and
bureaucratically institutionalized identity of local Kazakhs, and the more traditionalist, often rural, cultural
practices of returnees. These tensions manifest not only in language use and dress but also in divergent moral
worldviews. Repatriates are thus caught in a liminal space, recognized as kin yet rendered symbolically for-
eign. This symbalic_ exclusion challenges the coherence of the national project and exposes the limits of
state-Centric‘integration frameworks [21].

The return process is often animated by what Sanders [22] calls “homeland mythmaking” — a form of
affective origntation toward an idealized place of belonging. In the Kazakh context, this is evident in narra-
tives that describe return as a fulfillment of intergenerational promise or as an act of spiritual restoration (In-
terview data). Many returnees articulate their journey as a moral obligation to ancestors and future descend-
ants, rather than as a response to material incentives. Such expressions align with what Cohen [5] terms the
“restorationist impulse” in diaspora studies — the desire to re-anchor the self in ancestral space through re-
turn.

Yet these moral aspirations often confront the pragmatic realities of institutional life. Studies by
Terlikbayeva [23], Kalshabayeva et al. [24], and Bokayev et al. [15] reveal how returnees struggle with
school integration, labor market access, and housing allocation — domains in which their status as Qandas
does not always confer tangible advantage. Moreover, repatriates from Mongolia and China often lack the
linguistic capital required for full participation in civic and educational life, further exacerbating their mar-
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ginalization. These tensions illustrate how the moral grammar of return is not always legible to host institu-
tions, leading to friction between state narratives and lived experience.

Scholars have critiqued the methodological nationalism that undergirds much of migration research,
urging more attention to translocal agency, affect, and moral geographies [25, 26]. In response, recent studies
emphasize the need to reconceptualize return not as a re-entry into a static homeland, but as a process of eth-
ical self-formation. Returnees do not simply cross borders — they reconfigure moral relationships to land,
kin, and nation. Xiang et al. [16] and Bonnenfant [19] suggest that these reconfigurations offer an alternative
ontology of home, grounded in affective labor, cultural negotiation, and embodied memory.

Despite these developments, few studies engage deeply with the philosophical stakes of repatriation.
Questions about the ethical meaning of homeland, the moral obligations embedded in return, and the existen-
tial reconstitution of self-remain under-theorized. Existing frameworks emphasize institutional, economic,
and identity-based integration, but tend to neglect how return is experienced as a moral horizon — a'striving
to fulfill ancestral bonds, cultural authenticity, and self-transcendence. This study contributes toxfilling this
gap by foregrounding return migration as a site of ethical becoming, drawing on phenomenalogical, moral
philosophical, and postcolonial lenses.

The extant literature on ethnic return migration in Kazakhstan reveals a complex‘interplaysbetween state
discourse, individual aspiration, and structural constraint. While state policies frame returns as a form of na-
tional consolidation, the lived experience of repatriates points to a deeper ethical andsaffective process —
one that involves memory, struggle, and the search for moral coherence. Byssituating repatriation within a
philosophical framework, this study offers a new lens through which to understand the homeland not merely
as a destination, but as a moral and existential horizon. The extant literature on ethnic return migration in
Kazakhstan reveals a complex interplay between state discourse, individual aspiration, and structural con-
straint. While state policies frame returns as a form of national consolidation, the lived experience of repatri-
ates points to a deeper ethical and affective process — one thatsinvolves memory, struggle, and the search for
moral coherence. By situating repatriation within a philosophicalyframework, this study offers a new lens
through which to understand the homeland not merelyas a destination, but as a moral and existential hori-
zon.

Methedology

This study adopts a qualitative, interpretive methodology grounded in narrative inquiry and philosophi-
cal analysis. The primary data consist of life-history interviews with ethnic Kazakh returnees (Qandas) who
migrated from Uzbekistan, China, and Mongaelia\to Kazakhstan. The narratives were collected through semi-
structured interviews as part of a broader ethnographic research project on post-Soviet identity reconstruc-
tion. The interviews emphasized,open-ended storytelling, enabling participants to reflect on their motiva-
tions, experiences of return, and evolving sense of identity and belonging. Thematic analysis was used to
trace recurring motifs such as‘ancestralvduty, spiritual return, cultural alienation, and the moral framing of the
homeland. These themes were‘then situated within a philosophical framework informed by existential phe-
nomenology, ethigs of recognition, and moral geography.

Rather than treating,repatriation solely as a socio-political event or policy outcome, this study ap-
proaches the return,as amoral and existential act. Drawing on interpretive methods inspired by hermeneutic
philosophy, the analysis reads returnee narratives not only for their descriptive content but for the meanings
they generate about selfhood, homeland, and ethical becoming. Concepts such as Heidegger’s dwelling [3],
Ricoeur’s “narrative identity” [27], and Charles Taylor’s theory of recognition [28] serve as analytical lenses
throughwhich'the lived experiences of Qandas are examined. This layered approach allows for an explora-
tion of how.eturnees navigate both external challenges (e.g., bureaucracy, integration) and internal tensions
(e.g., fragmented identity, longing, ancestral obligation), illuminating the homeland as not just a territorial
space but a moral horizon in the making.

Discussion and Results

Homeland as Dwelling: Repatriation Through a Heideggerian Lens

Martin Heidegger’s concept of “dwelling” [3] refers not simply to inhabiting a house or territory, but to
a way of being-in-the-world rooted in care, meaning, and authenticity. To dwell, for Heidegger, is to be at-
tuned to the rhythms of the world — to build, cultivate, and preserve one’s place within a meaningful hori-
zon of existence. In the context of Kazakh repatriation, “dwelling” can be reinterpreted as an act of moral-
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spatial recovery — a return to what is felt as an ontologically appropriate environment where one’s identity
is not merely tolerated but affirmed through landscape, kinship, and memory.

The narratives of Qandas reveal that a return to Kazakhstan is often imagined as a way of restoring
dwelling in this philosophical sense. One returnee from western Mongolia said: “We grew up calling Ka-
zakhstan our true homeland, even if we had never seen it. When we arrived, | felt like | had finally put my
feet where my grandfather’s dreams stood.” This is not just a spatial relocation but an existential affirmation
— a step toward what Heidegger calls being-at-home, where one’s world and one’s self come into align-
ment. The homeland becomes a site of ontological closure — the place where historical time (ancestry) and
lived time (present belonging) converge.

Yet, Heidegger’s ideal of dwelling assumes a pre-existing harmony between individual and place — an
assumption that is deeply troubled in the case of Kazakh return migration. Many Qandas describe experienc-
es of exclusion, disappointment, and cultural disorientation upon arrival. For example, a returnee from Xin-
jiang recounted: “We imagined Kazakhstan to be the land of Kazakhs, but when we spoke‘our Kazakh, peo-
ple laughed. They said it sounded ancient.” Such moments expose the rupture between idéalized belonging
and social reality. Heideggerian dwelling, as a grounded harmony between self and world, becomies aspira-
tional rather than descriptive — a goal rather than a given.

This tension reveals the incompleteness of homecoming. Returnees often express a paradoxical senti-
ment: that they are physically in Kazakhstan, but not yet of it. In Heideggerian terms; they inhabit the
“worldhood” of Kazakhstan — its roads, institutions, villages — but not its=“lifewerld” of mutual recogni-
tion and embeddedness. The failure of immediate dwelling reveals the fragilitysof ontological security in
post-Soviet space, where return does not guarantee belonging, and home must be/reassembled through social
labor and symbolic negotiation.

Thus, dwelling for Kazakh returnees is a process — a form of moral:world-making. It requires not only
geographic return but affective reintegration, linguistic alignment;sand cultural reconciliation. It also de-
mands recognition by others — what Charles Taylor. calls/ “the politics of recognition” [28] — to render
one’s identity legible and legitimate. Without such reeognitien, the homeland remains a spectral promise:
close enough to touch, but not yet capable of holding.

Moral Geographies.and the Ethics of Return

The concept of ‘moral geography’ [29]dnvites us to think of space not as a neutral or inert backdrop,
but as charged with values, emotions, and ethical obligations. For ethnic Kazakh returnees, the ancestral
homeland is not simply a geopolitical entity but a space imbued with deep moral significance — a site where
spiritual lineage, historical rectification, and ethical fulfillment intersect. The act of return, then, is not only
about claiming citizenship or relocating physically; it is about fulfilling a moral duty to restore connection
with land, kin, and cultural memory. This‘echoes what geographers like Smith [29] and Askins [30] describe
as “emotionally inscribed” of “ethically saturated” landscapes — spaces to which people are not merely at-
tached, but feel they ought to belong.

The moral orientation toward homeland emerges clearly in the narratives of Qandas across regions. A
returnee from Karakalpakstan noted, “Our elders always told us: the soil that remembers you is the soil
where you must die.” This expression of ancestral continuity reframes return not as a logistical decision, but
as a culminatien of itergenerational fidelity. Others speak of repatriation as “carrying out the will of the an-
cestors;” suggesting that return is an inherited responsibility rather than a personal migration choice. The
landscape 0f Kazakhstan, in this reading, becomes a moral terrain — not necessarily familiar, but ethically
correctudt is less a remembered homeland than a rightful one.

However, this morally charged return often collides with the social and cultural politics of belonging.
Many returnees, particularly from China and Mongolia, describe being labeled as “zhat Kazakhtar” — “for-
eign Kazakhs” — and facing subtle exclusion despite their legal recognition as Qandas. A young returnee
from Xinjiang recalled: “Even though we are Kazakhs, they say we are too different — we speak strangely,
we pray more, we dress oddly. They think we are backwards.” These accounts underscore how the moral
geography of homeland is not universally acknowledged within the receiving society. The homeland is not
equally welcoming to all returnees; instead, it functions as a contested space where divergent moral claims
compete for legitimacy.

These tensions reveal the disjuncture between official narratives of return — often saturated with na-
tionalist idealism — and the actual terrain of ethical belonging. The Kazakh state’s discourse frames return-
ees as heroes of national restoration, but social hierarchies and linguistic divisions often place them at the
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margins of local communities. In this way, return reveals the unstable moral borders of the nation: who is
seen as a ‘real Kazakh’ is not simply a matter of ancestry or citizenship but of cultural performance and so-
cial legibility. Returnees must continually enact their worthiness through proper speech, dress, and conduct,
rendering the ethics of return conditional and performative.

Philosophically, this condition invites us to reconsider the nature of moral obligation in repatriation. Is
the moral geography of homeland a two-way street — a place that calls and embraces? Or is it unidirectional
— a space that is owed reverence but offers no guarantee of belonging in return? The Kazakh case suggests
the latter: returnees often experience the homeland as a space of moral expectation, but not always moral
fulfillment. In this context, return becomes an ethical trial — a test of one’s resilience, authenticity, and abil-
ity to dwell with dignity in a place that does not automatically recognize you. The homeland, therefore, is not
a sanctuary but a crucible — where identity must be re-justified and belonging must be re-earned.

The Ancestral Land as an Ethical Horizon

For many Qandas, the ancestral land is not merely a destination or the endpoint of’a migration journey
but a powerful horizon of meaning — one that organizes life choices, moral aspirations, and identity;work
across generations. This orientation echoes Paul Ricoeur’s notion of “narrative identity” [27], where a person
or community’s sense of self is shaped by the stories they inherit, tell, and projectsintesthe future. Return, in
this sense, becomes part of a transgenerational moral arc — a way to reconciletthe pastswith the present by
restoring continuity with ancestral roots. A returnee from Uzbekistan describedyit suecinctly: “We came here
to close the circle.”

What makes the ancestral land an “ethical horizon” rather than merely a nostalgic or symbolic one is
that it carries normative weight. It is not just desired; it is “owed” — to parents, to children, to the ancestors
buried elsewhere, and to a vision of wholeness yet to be realizeds Thistwas repeatedly evident in the narra-
tives of returnees who described their decision not as personalambition but as moral duty. One woman from
Karakalpakstan explained, “My father always said, ‘Kazakhstan isynotjust a country — it is our responsibil-
ity.”” These statements reveal that the homeland is not simply. a space of belonging, but a space of “ethical
striving”, where the return itself becomes a redemptive act meantto repair the historical dislocations inflicted
by colonization, Sovietization, and displacement.

Yet, in practice, the moral horizon of homeland-is,often met with disillusionment. While the return may
fulfill a promise to one’s ancestors, it often €reates new fractures in the lives of returnees. They may find
themselves alienated from local Kazakh communities, economically precarious, or forced to suppress aspects
of their diasporic heritage in order to “fit in.?»A young man who returned from Mongolia shared: “I thought
we were coming home. But [ didn’t gxpectito have to prove that [ am Kazakh every day.” This sense of being
ethically committed to a homeland that remains ambivalent toward one’s presence underscores the complexi-
ty of repatriation as more than a'materialor legal process — it is an ongoing ethical negotiation.

Philosophically, we can“interpretrthis condition as an expression of “becoming at home” rather than
“being at home.” Unlike traditional views of the homeland as a place of immediate recognition and belong-
ing, the homelandsfor many Qandas operates as an aspirational moral horizon — something to work toward,
not something one simply,arrives in. It functions as what Levinas [31] might call an “infinite task”: not a
destination that resolves,identity but a field in which ethical selfhood is continually shaped and reshaped in
relation to others, to history, and to place.

In“this light;, return migration among Kazakhs is not the closure of a circle, but the opening of a new
ethical chapter-— one marked by ambiguity, struggle, and the slow forging of belonging. The homeland, as it
emerges in these narratives, is not an unchanging origin but a horizon always just ahead: a place where one’s
presence must be justified, one’s roots must be cultivated, and one’s belonging must be built through time,
relationship, and recognition. It is this ethical openness — rather than static tradition — that defines the
homeland as a living moral terrain.

Conclusion

This study has explored ethnic return migration to Kazakhstan not merely as a demographic or policy
phenomenon, but as a deeply ethical and existential process. Drawing on Heidegger’s notion of dwelling,
theories of moral geography, and narrative identity, we have shown that the homeland operates for returnees
not just as a place of birthright or legal entitlement but as a ‘moral horizon’ — a space charged with ancestral
obligation, cultural continuity, and future aspiration. The return to Kazakhstan, as articulated in the voices of
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Qandas from Mongolia, China, and Uzbekistan, is not simply a coming home. It is a morally structured jour-
ney of becoming — an effort to reinhabit the past while constructing a meaningful place in the present.

Yet this moral orientation toward the homeland is fraught with contradictions. While the Kazakh state
frames return as a symbolic and nationalistic gesture of historical justice, returnees often face social ambiva-
lence, institutional barriers, and cultural marginalization. The promise of homeland is frequently disrupted by
linguistic hierarchies, exclusionary conceptions of “authentic Kazakhness,” and the emotional labor required
to prove belonging. In these fractures between ideological narrative and lived experience, we find the real
terrain of return — one that is not easily mapped onto policy documents or celebratory discourse. Instead, it
is a terrain marked by ethical trial, negotiation, and the enduring gap between being in Kazakhstan and truly
‘being at home.’

By treating return migration as a moral-philosophical phenomenon, this paper contributes to a growing
body of work that seeks to decolonize and humanize migration studies. It calls for greater attention to the
affective, spiritual, and ethical dimensions of homecoming — to the unspoken labor of‘becoming legible
within one’s supposed homeland. Ultimately, the homeland, as narrated by returnees, isless apoint of origin
and more a field of ethical action — a horizon that calls, tests, and transforms.

Ultimately, the homeland, as narrated by returnees, is less a point of origin and’more afield of ethical
action — a horizon that calls, tests, and transforms.
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H.K. Anbmxanosa, K- 9Kymamosa, . Anubaesa, H. Mykan

OTaH pyxaHM TaHJAY,KEeHICTII peTiHAe. penaTpUanus KIHe KAHAACTAPAbIH
oipereilirin ¢puiiocopusaabik naiibivaay

Maxkanana KasakcTaHFa STHHKAIbIK peraTpuanys Moceleci  MopajibAblK-QUIOCO(HUSIBIK  Ke3Kapac
TYPFHICHIHAH KapacTHIPBWIFAH, aran aiftkanma Keitaiiman, MoHrommsgaH xoHe ©O30eKCTaHHAH OpaiFaH
KaHJAaCTap/IblH, KYHIETIKTI eMipiik ToxipuOecine Oaca Hasap aymapsutansl. byran meifinri 3eprreynep
Heri3iHeHOMEMJIEKEeTTIK casicaT IeH HMHTEerpalysUIbIK KUBIHABIKTAp/bl Tayjayra OarbITTanraH Oojca, Oy
KYMBIC KaWThIl OPaTyIbl STHKAIBIK Opi 3K3MCTEHUIMAJJIBIK YAEpiC peTiHae Kaiita maiibiMaaiinel. MapTuH
Xaiitlerrep i, «ryproi yii» (dwelling) skone «Gommeic yiti» (being-at-home) yreiMaapsiHa, coHgai-ak
MOpaJIbJIBIK_Peorpadusi TeOpUsiChbiHA CYHEHE OTBIPBIN, pernaTpHalMsHbl TeK (PU3UKAJbIK KeIlly FaHa eMec,
MOpaNb/IbIK KOKXHEKKE YMTBUIBIC DPETiHAE KapacThlpFaH. PemaTrpuaHTTapMeH J>XYpri3iireH HappaTHBTIK
cyx0aTTap Heri3iHJe, aTa-0aba jkepi TeK TyFaH Kep FaHa eMecC, COHBIMEH KaTap MOPAIBBIK jKayarmKepIIlIiK,
YOKBIMITBIK JKaJ KOHE OOJMBICTHI KaiiTa KYpy KEHICTITi peTiHAe KaObULNaHATHIHBI KOpCETNreH. Anaiija,
KONTEreH peraTpHaHTTap IISTTETIly MEH MOJECHH alIaKTHIKThI OacTaH Kemmipeai, Oy onapiblH pecMu
YITTHIK JKaHFBIPY TYypaibl MACOJNOTHSUIBIK TYCIHIKTEPMEH KaKTHIFBICYbIHA ceben Gonagbl. MHUTpalUsIIbIK,
3epTTeyaepai, MoOpaltbablK (GuinocodusHbl xaHEe (HEHOMEHONOTHSUIBIK SMICTEpAl YIITACTBIPAa OTBIPHIMN, OYII
MaKayia KalTBIIl OpayyIbl Y3IiKCi3 STHKANBIK Kellicco3aep yzAepici peTiHae — THICTIMIK, TaHBUTY JKOHE O3iH
KaliTa KaJIbIITaCTIPY KOJIBI PETiHIEC CHIIATTaN/IbI.

Kinm ce30ep: STHUKANBIK penaTpHalys, MopanbasK reorpadus, opany, KasakcraH, MopabIplK KOKKHEK,
HAppPAaTHUBTIK Oipereiinik, peHOMEHOIOTHS, TOCTKEHECTIK Oipereinik, THICTIITIK.
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H.K. Ansmxanoga, XK. XXymamona, . AnmnbaeBa, H. Mykan

Poauna kak mpocTpaHCTBO MOPAJbHOI0 BbIOOpa: (priiocopckre pasMbIIICHHs
0 BO3BPAILICHUHU M HACHTHYHOCTH KA3aX0B-PeNaTPUAHTOB

B nanHO# craTthe STHMUeckas penarpuanus B KasaxcraH paccMarpuBaeTcs CKBO3b NMPU3MY MOPaJIbHO-
¢unocockoro aHanM3a, C aKIEHTOM Ha MOBCEAHEBHBIH OMNBIT KaHAACOB — 3THUYECKHX Ka3axoOB, BEPHYB-
muxcst u3 Kuras, Monronuu n V36ekucrana. HecMoTpst Ha TO, YTO B HPEABIAYIIUX HCCICIOBAHUAX OCHOB-
HOE BHMMAaHHUE YJIEIOCh BOIPOCAM TOCYIAPCTBEHHOI MOJIUTHUKHM M TPYAHOCTSAM HHTETPALMH, JAHHOE HC-
CIICZIOBAaHUE NEPEOCMBICIIICT BO3BPALICHUE KaK ATHYECKUIT M 9K3UCTEHLIMANIBHBIHA mpoliecc. OCHOBBIBAsCH HA
KoHIenmsx Maptuna Xainerrepa o «okwmwmme» (dwelling) u «goma Obrtis» (being-at-home), a tTaxke Ha
TEOPUH MOPAIBLHON Teorpadyu, MBI yTBEp)KAaeM, 4TO penaTpuanys BOCIIPHHIMAETCS He IPOCTO Kak (Hu3u+
YecKoe IepecereHne, a Kak CTpeMIIeHHe K MOpajJbHOMY ropH30HTY. Ha ocHOBe aHanmm3a HappaTHBHBIX HH-
TEpPBBIO C peraTpraHTaMH IIOKa3bIBACTCS, YTO 3EMJIS IIPEIKOB BOCIIPHHUMAETCS UMU HE TOJBKO KaK MECTO
POXKIEHHS, HO ¥ KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBO MOPAILHOM OTBETCTBCHHOCTH, MAMSTH M BOCCTAHOBJICHHS HACHTHIHOCTH.
Bwmecre ¢ Tem, pemaTpHaHTHI HEPEAKO CTAIKHBAIOTCS C OLIYIIEHHEM OTUY)KAEHHS M KyJIbTypHOFO pasjiana,
YTO BCTyNAaeT B NPOTHBOpeUre ¢ OQUIHATbHBIMYA HAppPaTHBAMK HAIIMOHAIBHOTO BO3POXKICHUS U WACAIN3a-
1M Bo3BpateHus. OObeANHSS MOIX0/bl MUIPALMOHHBIX UCCIIEOBaHMIT, MOpaIbHOH Gunocodru u Gerome-
HOJIOTHH, CTaThsl AEMOHCTPHUPYET, KaK BO3BPAIIEHNE MPEBPAINACTCS B HENPEPBHIBHBIN ITHUCCKHI TTPOIIecC —
HEepPEroBOPHI O NIPHHAUIKHOCTH, IPU3HAHUH M CTAHOBIJICHUH ceds B mocTcoBeTckoM KazaxcTaHe.

Kriouegvie cnoga: 3THHYECKaAs pelaTpHalys, MopaibHas reorpadus, Bo3BpalieHue; KazaxcraH, MOpaIbHbIil
TOPH30HT, HApPaTHBHAS UICHTUYHOCTD, HEHOMEHOJIOTHsI, TIOCTCOBETCKAs HICHTHIHOCT, IPHHAICKHOCTD.
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