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Abstract. This paper will re-evaluate the intellectual heritage of Kudaibergen Zhubanov, in relation to Ferdinand
de Saussure and Nikolai Marr. Its main objective is to identify K. Zhubanov's contribution to linguistic thought at the
beginning of the 20th century and investigate his application of synchronic-structural and diachronic methods to the
Kazakh language. Applying the qualitative analysis of the text, we assign K. Zhubanov's theories concerning grammar,
phonetics, morphology, syntax and lexis to linguistics and intellectual history. The study demonstrates that K.
Zhubanov's method of grammatical characterization of the Kazakh language strongly conforms to F. de Saussurean
structural synchronic linguistics through its meticulous organization. He at the same time assimilated N. Marr's method,
which views language as a historical process shaped by development in phonetics, morphology, syntax and vocabulary,
reflecting a Marxist viewpoint. K. Zhubanov, than strictly opposing the synchronic and diachronic methods, established
a dynamic analytical approach: he did not separate the structural features of the Kazakh language from the historical
processes of its development. Through constant observation of the etymological nature, phonetic changes and
transformations in lexis, he demonstrated that a thorough knowledge of etymology is crucial for a systematic
explanation of the currently functioning language system.

Apart from its purely academic value, K. Zhubanov's work is culturally important: it contributes to the definition
of the Kazakh linguistic nation's identity both during and after a difficult period of cultural disruption. By drawing on
the depth of Kazakh vocabulary and its phonetic structure, he gave a new meaning to the research in this area: the
development of linguistic identity and national cultural consciousness and revival. His theory is a synthetic type,
combining F. de Saussurean structural linguistic analysis with an understanding of the historical-materialistic genesis of
language. This direction in linguistics paved the way for the development of socio-historical and functional linguistics
in Kazakhstan, highlighting the enduring relevance of K. Zhubanov's scientific activity in issues of language, national
language and culture.
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Introduction

Having learned from the works of F. de Saussure and N. Mar, the aim of this study is to trace
and determine how closely, extensively and profoundly the works of Akhmet Baitursynuly,
Ferdinand de Saussure and Nikolay Yakovlevich Marr had affected Kudaibergen Zhubanov's
worldview and research views and in what way they manifested themselves.

In his book «Research on the Kazakh Language» (2010), K. Zhubanov acknowledges a long
tradition of scholarly exchange with the Kazakh language and the broader Turkic language family.
He divides his predecessors into two categories: foreign orientalists and Turkologists. The first
category of scholars studied Turkic languages abroad for the administrative needs of the tsarist
government, the ideological needs of the Soviet Union, or for missionary purposes. These include
N. llminsky, P. Melioransky, A. Terentyev, D. Laptev, V. Katarinsky, V. Radlov, and E. Polivanov.
The second category of these academics are Kazakhs, concentrating on the native language of the
people and are known as ' Kazakhsts' and as linguists working to reform the language and increase
the number of speakers

This group includes Akhmet Baitursynuly, Koshke Kemengeruly, Eldes Omaruly, Telzhan
Shonanuly, Khalel Dosmukhameduly, Nazir Torekululy, Kazim Basimuly, and Sarsen Amanzhol.
More broadly, K. Zhubanov's research was based on a rich literature: he paid particular attention to
the works of Bodulan de Courtner, H. Stantal, V. Betrin, N. llminsky, P. Meliolansky, V. Radlov,
A. Bogoroditsky, E. Polivanov, R. Samoilovich, B. Chobanzada, K. Yudakhin, A. Peshkovsky, F.
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Fortunatov, A. Shapiro, M. Petersen, S. Kaltsevsky, N. Mar, V. Bazold, S. Malov, and others [1,
52].

In the area of research where K. Zhubanov's interests were concentrated, he was inspired by
the work of Ferdinand de Saussure, Nikolai Mar, Terzan Shonanuli and Akhmet Baitursynuly. He
recognized Akhmet Baitursynuly as the founder and highest theoretical luminary of Kazakh
linguistics, but rejected A. Baitursynuly's findings without reservations. He criticized A.
Baitursynuly for imposing Russian grammatical models onto Kazakh linguistic phenomena,
believing this to be a wrong and fundamentally improper methodological decision. He also took
issue with his phonology system, the structure of a syllable, spelling and its entire analytical
framework. According to K. Zhubanov, A. Baitursynuly was correct in seeing it as preliminary and
lamented the fact that linguistics had progressed too slowly, he needed much more in-depth and
objective research in the area of Kazakh studies. K. Zhubanov criticized A. Baitursynuly because,
on account of his goal to capture the average reader's attention, he arbitrarily and simplified and
curtailed his description of Kazakh grammar. K. Zhubanov emphasized the urgent need to establish
a modern phonology based on an adequate description of the Kazakh phonological system [2, 35-
37].

K. Zhubanov considered A. Baitursynuly's contribution to the Russian grammatical tradition
fundamental but also methodologically limited, so he sought inspiration from other theories.
Among his theoretical circle, the most prominent figures were the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de
Saussure (considered a bourgeois intellectual by Soviet critics) and the Russian scholar Nikolai
Maar. K. Zhubanov examined the entire field of grammatical theory, identifying three competing
schools of thought, each with its own distinct understanding of the nature of grammar. Drawing on
the views of N. Maar, A. Shapiro, A. Peshkovsky, M. Petersen, F. Fortunatov, and F. de Saussure,
he described these approaches as follows. The first approach posits that grammar consists solely of
morphology and syntax; K. Zhubanov attributes this view to F. de Saussure in the West and
Academician Fortunatov in Russia, with M. Petersen and A. Peshkovsky being their intellectual
successors whom K. Zhubanov collectively calls «formalists». The second school embraces both
grammar and phonetics; K. Zhubanov associates this view with Bogoroditsky, calling him «an
Indo-European linguist and proponent of psychological processes in grammar”. In his «General
Theory of the Russian Language», Bogoroditsky defines grammar as a branch of linguistics
consisting of three parts: phonetics, morphology, and syntax a position that, according to K.
Zhubanov, «psychologists» should occupy. The third school, although generally accepting the
triadic division into morphology, syntax, and lexicology, differs from F. de Saussure's formalist
conception. It insists that the lexical dimension of language is itself a formal dimension, and
therefore lexicology must belong to the recognized branch of grammar [3, 85].

Materials and methods of research

The methodological approach taken in this paper is based on qualitative text analysis-that
serves as the initial trigger to review the works of K. Zhubanov, as well as dialogue with the
principles of linguistic thought laid down by A. Baitursinoulli, F. de Saussure and N. Marr. The
analysis follows the techniques of accepted historical comparative methods, it also uses
interpretative (hermeneutic) method within historical linguistics. K. Zhubanov's works in
grammatical, phonetic, morphologic, syntax and lexikology fields serve as primary texts. The works
describing the process of developing modern linguistic theories based on structural and historic
linguistics provide secondary texts. The study aims to reveal convergences and discrepancies in
both approaches as well as determine the overall direction in which this scientific development of
K. Zhubanov moves.

Results and its discussion

K. Zhubanov discusses many linguistic concept categories and gives his view. N. Marr
vigorously criticized the idea of isolating morphological facts from syntactic ones. N. Marr believed
F. de Saussure wrongly detached morph from syntax. For example, N. Marr pointed out that
morphology is used to differentiate between grammatical words and lexical words.
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In K. Zhubanov's summary, N. Marr argues that, from an analytical perspective, it is
impossible to separate word change from syntax because morphological operations themselves have
no purpose they are tools serving syntactic goals, while syntax is essentially the act of connecting
words together [2, 83]. Despite the profound theoretical differences between F. De Saussure and N.
Marr, their positions converge on a fundamental point: language is not a material object that can be
studied using natural science methods, but a cognitive phenomenon. F. De Saussure attempted to
establish a strictly defined object of study language itself as a system while N. Marr focused his
critique on the selective and normative treatment of linguistic data, which confined nineteenth-
century linguistics within the existing framework of categorical assumptions. However, both
scholars shared a common theoretical position: they both acknowledged the fundamental
relationality of language development, opposed any view of the independent or fixed origin of
language, emphasized the relationality of linguistic signs, and jointly opposed the concept of
language as a whole, a self-sufficient organism [4, 104]. We believe that F. De Saussure's influence
on K. Zhubanov is most evident in the latter's methodology for studying Kazakh phonetics and
phonological organization, particularly in the identification and analysis of its morphological and
syntactic structures. Although F. De Saussure primarily focused on structure, he argued that
language operates through a contrastive system, with phonemes playing a central role in this system
from a semantic perspective. Concepts such as binary branching, minimal opposition, and
allomorphism are central to phonological theory, and the distinction between phonemes and
allomorphisms was particularly beneficial to K. Zhubanov's analytical work. In his phonetic
writings, K. Zhubanov systematically studied the phonetic characteristics of Kazakh speech
including its physical and articulatory features as well as its phonological dimensions: the
functional roles of speech, patterns of speech transitions, and the factors driving these changes. In
this process, he followed the research paths of phonologists such as Baudrillard de Kurtney and
structuralists such as F. de Saussure. F. de Saussure's other task, perhaps more important, was to
understand the holistic nature of grammar: in his view, language must be understood as a system in
which the value of each element derives from its relationship with other elements; that is, the
phonetic system, morphological structure, and syntactic organization cannot be viewed in isolation.
K. Zhubanov also openly used this relational concept when discussing the relationship between
discourse and phonetics [3, 80-81].

Regarding the question of whether phonetics belongs to the realm of grammar, K. Zhubanov
points out that comparative Indo-European linguists were the first to exclude phonetics from
grammatical studies, making it an independent discipline, thus regarding morphology and syntax as
the two most important branches of grammar. He summarizes A. Peshkovsky’s view: morphology
is the branch of grammar that studies the form of individual words, while syntax studies the form of
phrases [3, 81]. K. Zhubanov points out that this division is also reflected in Soviet higher education
textbooks, which follow F. de Saussure's theoretical structure, regard phonetics and phonology as
disciplines independent of grammar, and define grammar itself as a branch of morphology and
syntax [3, 81-82]. According to K. Zhubanov, «His mistake stems from the idea that language is a
fixed entity that never changes» [3, 88]. Within this framework, phonetic science is considered, to
some extent, a subject of grammar, whereas phonology, which examines sound changes and the
functional roles of sounds, is regarded as lying outside the domain of grammar. K. Zhubanov, who
largely adhered to F. de Saussure’s synchronic and structural approach, aimed to produce a
synchronic grammar of the Kazakh language. For this reason, he began his studies with phonetics
and continued with sections on morphology and syntax.

Saussure's desire to reflect the state of language in a particular period naturally extended to
the lexical level: for him, vocabulary was a legitimate object of linguistic research and a
corresponding component of grammar. This belief significantly influenced K. Zhubanov, who
placed particular emphasis on the analysis of Kazakh dictionaries in his scientific research. As K.
Zhubanov himself pointed out, F. de Saussure introduced lexicology into the field of grammar
based on the idea that language describes the general state of the world, and words are the means of
describing this state [5, 129-131]. F. de Saussure divided grammar into three parts based on
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morphology and syntax, with lexicology considered the third branch, excluding phonetics based on
the grammatical study of all the features of language on the same time scale [3, 82-83]. However, it
was precisely this framework that created an inherent tension, which K. Zhubanov quickly realized:
F. de Saussure's attempt to separate morphological phenomena from syntactic phenomena was, in
K. Zhubanov's view, impossible analytically, because the process of word change itself has a
syntactic nature [3, 83]. For K. Zhubanov, the broader context exacerbated this contradiction
formalists excluded phonetics and introduced lexicology into grammar, resulting in an unsolvable
conceptual confusion. He openly acknowledged this impasse: grammar, according to traditional
theoretical formulations, was difficult to fully understand, and the question of its proper scope
remained unanswered (February 12, 1937). However, it remained clear that he had defined grammar
as his domain in this regard when he asked the rhetorical question: «Why do we call it grammar? (It
includes necessarily phonetic structure, form and syntax)» [3, 84] and K. Zhubanov thought it
constitutive, not even essential. Although K. Zhubanov, similar to F. de Saussure, analyzed
principally the contemporary Kazakh state, he did not ignore historical linguistics, frequently he
analyzed how the early Kazakh state was developing and even, similar to N. Marr, how the earlier
stages of the Turkic family of languages, such as archaic and early modern Kazakh (also analyzed
in A History of the Early Kazakhs and later summarized in a short work in Soviet Kazakhstan in
1948 and 1950, where even this small sample could, N. Marr and A. Chikobava argued, be only
understood by historical materialism, which was not an idealism as K. VVossler's, it was not Meyer's
sociological positivism that arose post Durkheim, it was not F. de Saussure's linguolinguo
linguistics as a part of the social sciences, he even said that by linguistics as part of philosophy, it
has no meaning [6, 5].

Prior to these theoretical pressures, K. Zhubanov had already ventured into historical
linguistics, consistently employing a comparative perspective in his historical research: he
juxtaposed Kazakh with other Turkic dialects and, where necessary, compared it with languages
outside the Turkic family. It was this comparative approach that distinguished him from F. de
Saussure. For example, research into alphabets and orthography led K. Zhubanov to examine the
historical development of Kazakh and related languages, resulting in observations such as the
asymmetry in vowel length between Kazakh and Kyrgyz [3, 346], and the possibility that ancient
Altaic languages may not have been able to distinguish vowels by their hardness or softness a
feature reflected in the use of the same letter for «p» and «b», and «k» and «g» in the Uyghur
alphabet [3, 499].

F. de Saussure viewed diachronic and comparative studies as distractions, arguing that past
events are irrelevant and offer no insight into the present linguistic reality. K. Zhubanov, however,
held the opposite view. He believed that the current state of Kazakh is the result of its historical
development, and therefore any proper description of Kazakh must be traced back to its earlier
stages the period requiring analysis. This view reveals a second equally important aspect of K.
Zhubanov's academic identity: he was both a historical comparative linguist and a structuralist
linguist, with a fruitful tension between the two. K. Zhubanov describes F. de Saussure's overall
concept of linguistics as an artificially constrained form of research, which he calls «standard» or
static linguistics. In his view, the concept of «static» implies stagnation, meaning that linguistic
reality is frozen at a specific moment. Under this model, language research should adopt a
horizontal synchronous, linear while vertical diachronic analysis is considered unacceptable. For
example, verb categories can be studied along the timeline of tense differences, which constitutes a
true diachronic study; however, F.de Saussure only considered synchronic relations to be the real
problem of grammar. K. Zhubanov's concept is more comprehensive: his understanding of
grammar.

F.de Saussure's definition of the scope of grammar ultimately includes phonetics to a certain
extent as well as morphology, syntax, and lexicology. For him, the ambiguity between morphology
and syntax is not a theoretical flaw but a structural reality: morphological categories can be
included in syntactic categories and vice versa. K. Zhubanov, citing the Kazakh sentence «Men
ogqushymymsx» («I am a student») as an example, shows that the first morpheme (men) can occur
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alone, and the second morpheme (-myn) can occur alone F. de Saussure theorizes this connection as
sentence structure and calls the combination of such elements a «sentence chain» [5, 338].

K. Zhubanov draws a sharp conclusion from this example: when linguists artificially separate
morphological features from syntactic features, they are taking a purely analytical approach to
elements such as «men-min». Form and meaning, as independent units, both belong to the field of
morphology, but they are simultaneously included in a network of positive and negative syntactic
relations, the meaning of which is determined by syntax. More precisely, the suffix «-min» connects
the predicate with the predicate - this is the syntactic connection between verbs and nouns.
Therefore, to consider form and meaning as separable is tantamount to slipping into formalism.
According to K. Zhubanov, F. de Saussure's basis is precisely this: this is not a dynamic description
of the movement of language, but a static dogma. K. Zhubanov's understanding of dynamism
presupposes change - it belongs to the logic of process and transformation, not to the frozen section
suggested by F. de Saussure's synchronic model.

If F. de Saussure's influence on K. Zhubanov is manifested mainly at the methodological
level, then Nikolai Maar formed his deeper conceptual orientation. The intellectual connection
between the two scientists is reflected not only in their ideas, but also in their personal experiences.
In the fall of 1930, K. Zhubanov returned to Leningrad and entered the postgraduate course at the
Yafitan Seminar of the Institute of Linguistics and Thought (now the Institute of Linguistics) of the
USSR Academy of Sciences. It was during his postgraduate studies that his academic achievements
truly began to accumulate. According to Academician Akhmet Zhubanov, it was during this period
that Kudaibergen Kuanuly wrote an article entitled «Marxism and Marxism» and submitted it to |.
Alimov («Kazakh Literature», December 5, 1957, No. 49) [3, 18].

Studying various grammatical theories, Zhubanov summarized Marx’s views: although Marx
never systematically explained grammatical theory, he left behind many scattered but profound
insights covering many areas. He believed that «grammar solves the language problem» and
proposed the concept of «grammatical structure». Within this framework, morphology serves as a
syntactic method, phonetics forms the material basis of morphology, syntax performs the main
communicative function, and morphology plays its structural role - phonetics performs a similar
function at a lower level of abstraction. In Marr's concept, these three components are deeply and
inextricably linked; Marr argues that the long-standing academic view of considering them as
separate fields has obscured their internal unity, since phonetics is limited to the narrow field of
phonetic science [3, 89].

K. Zhubanov's own concept of language is closely aligned with this integrated model.
Therefore, we can say that while Saussure provided K. Zhubanov with the main methodological
tools, N. Marr provided the main conceptual framework. F. de Saussure defined grammar as a
structural system focused on morphology, syntax, and lexicology, with phonetics serving only as an
auxiliary factor; On the contrary, N. Marr breaks down the strict boundaries between these fields,
considering morphology as a function of syntax and phonetics as a component of morphology, the
three mutually limiting each other to form a single functional whole.

In this sense, N. Marr's theoretical framework is close to K. Zhubanov's concrete analytical
practice. K. Zhubanov never excluded phonetics or phonology in his grammatical studies - both
were considered inseparable, not complementary. In particular, phonology has its own historical
dimension, while K. Zhubanov's approach to language emphasizes dynamism: language is
constantly changing, and it is impossible to create an appropriate modern grammar without first
identifying the evolutionary process that gave rise to the modern language. N. Marr's research is
focused on the emergence and long-term evolution of language systems, and also emphasizes
diachronic research — K. Zhubanov also follows this idea, returning several times to the early
historical periods of the Turkic languages, especially in the phonetic and phonological analysis of
the Kazakh language. K. Zhubanov's use of N. Mar's theory is also reflected.

K. Zhubanov claims that traces of this semiotic hybridity still exist in modern lexical
structures. For example, the Russian word zovut («they call»), derived from the root zov («call» or
«utterance»), shows that verbal action was historically a source of lexical semantics. This
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perspective theoretically undermines synchronic models that treat language as a system of
independent and internally coherent properties. Indeed, for K. Zhubanov’s engagement with N.
Marr, language emerges as a historically layered structure rather than a dynamic form understood
only through diachronic reconstruction.

K. Zhubanov believes that the formation of vocabulary, the evolution of phonetics, and
differences in grammar are abstract processes inseparable from their historical contexts a belief that
firmly anchors him in the tradition of linguistic historicism. He adheres to a lineage of scholars
who, while also emphasizing the nature of language as an ever-developing phenomenon molded by
societal history, give this view much greater depth by proposing, in a manner distinct from W.
Labov, a relational ontology of language. Indeed, he takes the relational aspect even further:
linguistic units and grammatical phenomena are not in a vacuum. Linguistic categories emerge on
the basis of their relationship to other parts of the system. This means that verb forms are implicitly
based on noun forms and that the difference between singular and plural is also determined by this
relational framework, this broad logic of class is itself historically conditioned. Thus, the Kazakh
proverb that K. Zhubanov cites, «Where the horse lies, the feather remains», shows the historical
fixing of a linguistic form. The proverb is presented as a metaphor to express the idea that ancient
linguistic words are, as if time capsule locked forever, immortal. So the phonetic or morphological
forms are like archive repositories: they still have, for modern linguistics, evidence of archaic
linguisms, long dead now and unused. It is impossible for synchronic analysis to explain this
development unless it considers this «historical heritage». This is where K. Zhubanov advocates
integrating both the synchronic and the diachronic without wanting to exclude the one or the other.
This framework is, essentially, a silent alternative to F. de Saussurian structuralism, which imposes
tight limitations on the timescale over which language can be investigated. Unlike F. de Saussure,
who views language as a static system related to its elements by fixed relations and boundaries, K.
Zhubanov sees in language the element of change and variation, the interaction between and the
superposition of histories. In support of this stance, N. Marr (1864-1934) provided a comprehensive
model of the internal arrangement of language: morphology includes three levels of vocabulary,
sounds and syntax and phonetics operates at three levels: syntax, vocabulary and morphology [3,
89]. Hence, language is considered not as a hierarchically arranged system with fixed boundaries
and neatly separated subsystems, but as a process network. One of the early precursors of modern
functional and interactive perspectives in linguistics, N. Marr's typology drew attention to
interrelationships and the continuities among linguistic systems. A major difference in theory
between N. Marr and F. de Saussure arises in the status of lexical analysis. F. de Saussure brought
words into grammar as parts of a system and grammatical-structural, while N. Marr opposed the
idea of seeing vocabulary not as one more component of a grammatical field, but as «a collection
historically gathered» [3, 245]. K. Zhubanov places his thesis somewhere between those two
traditions.

He fully recognizes the analytical value of lexical data in grammatical research and makes
natural use of historical and contemporary Kazakh lexical data. However, he does not give
lexicology the same structural status as phonetics, morphology, and syntax. His approach suggests a
subtle understanding of the relationship between language structure and linguistic materials.
Following N. Marr’s approach, K. Zhubanov describes vocabulary as a repository of available
linguistic resources rather than an internally organized grammatical subsystem [3, 86]. In his view,
grammar is not about counting ready-made lexical units, but rather how these units are organized
into communicative structures. For K. Zhubanov, the proper object of grammatical analysis is not
word counting, but word-formation methods and structural organization [3, 90]. From this
perspective, the raw materials of language phonemes, syllables, lexical elements, and affixes
constitute a resource of available symbols that language users can mobilize in organized
communicative agreements. Morphology governs word-formation processes and structural
configurations, serving lexical and syntactic purposes, while phonetics provides the material basis
for morphological, syntactic, and lexical distinctions. K. Zhubanov explains this relationship with
characteristic conciseness, citing the smallest phonetic contrasts in the Kazakh language, for
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example, «az-as» and «at-et», where one phonetic difference simultaneously determines
morphological, syntactic and semantic results [3, 90]. At a broad theoretical level, K. Zhubanov's
linguistic model fundamentally rejects the strict internal branch divisions of early structuralism.
Instead, he proposes a comprehensive linguistic model.

Conclusion

It would be a fundamental misunderstanding to limit K. Zhubanov's academic legacy to the
absorption of F. de Saussure's structuralism or N. Marr's historicism. Rather, his work should be
understood as a theoretically complex study and an epistemological consultative study formed at the
intersection of diverse, even contradictory, linguistic ideas. F. de Saussure's framework, based on
synchronic structural analysis, views language as a self-contained, self-regulating system, the
internal logic of which is completely independent of historical development. K. Zhubanov found
methodological precision and analytical coherence in this model and rigorously applied it to the
systematization of Kazakh grammar. At the same time, his understanding of language never turned
into a strict structural determinism. N. Marr's fruitful study of the philosophy of language
introduces historically integrated adjustments to the static view of natural language from a structural
perspective. F. de Saussure separated language from time, while N. Marr insisted on a deterministic
connection between phonetics, morphology, syntax, and the development of vocabulary - a
phenomenon that is far from a self-regulating formal system, but is rich in historical and social
connotations. K. Zhubanov’s constant focus on the historical continuity of linguistic forms reflects a
broader epistemological shift — a departure from structuralism’s preference for stability in favor of
acknowledging the intrinsically dynamic nature of language. In this sense, his theoretical
contribution to linguistics can be understood as a continuous effort to fruitfully synthesize
methodological structuralism and historical materialism, rather than treating them as mutually
exclusive oppositions. This integrative approach effectively eliminates one of the most deeply
rooted contradictions in early 20th-century linguistic thought: the absolute division between
synchronic and diachronic analysis.

By exploring both dimensions together, K. Zhubanov allows for a model where the study is
flexible, time-bound, it respects that present language has remnants of history, so etymology,
phonological drift, lexical carryover, etc., are central topics of linguistic inquiry. Limiting K.
Zhubanov research merely on a science level misses the point. While the formulation of a grammar
language may have appeared to be a solely intellectual task, it was also at attempt in identity-
building. Bringing forth the complexity of the structure and the vast history embedded within the
Kazakh tongue gave impetus for linguistic consciousness of the Kazakh language-a consciousness
where academic inquiry is intertwined with the flourishing of its own cultural expression. With this
tension between two competing needs - modernity for an ever-shifting societal reality, alongside the
need for the language to embody cultural history - is one where K. Zhubanov's research resonates
more deeply with the times. Here, science does not stand opposite to the humanities, but
complement one another, a careful reading of K. Zhubanov's research shows him engaged in
discussion with F. de Saussure, with N. Marr. Through «What does grammar study? What does it
consist of?», «What is grammar?», «F. de Saussure's linguistic method», «N. Marr and grammar,
«Who wrote the grammar? And how was it written?» and «The basic and grammatical meanings of
words», he establishes a model that embraces linguistic pluralism, based on the premise that this
pluralism comes about not from an easy, imitative borrowing of others' ways of doing things, but
through the critical joining of ideas and experiences with the material already present and passed
down to him-here, in the Turks, in particular with the structure of the Kazakh tongue. K.
Zhubanov's work was revolutionary, against those that viewed grammar in narrow, reductionist
views during early 20th-century linguistics. K. Zhubanov did not treat accurate structure and the
depth of time in history to be contradictory disciplines, for him, structural and temporal analysis
were related tools needed to provide an accurate representation of language and its history-an
understanding foreshadowing sociohistorical linguists orfunctionalist linguists, fields where both
the structure of a language and how it is used over time about social aspects of culture and life take
focus. Consequently, his contribution goes far beyond grammatization of the language, in creating
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an academically consistent language that still today breathes with life and vibrancy.
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3eprrey Hotkenepi K. XKyOaHOBTBIH Kazak TUIHIH JKy#eni rpaMMaTHKaJbIK CUIATTaAMAachlH KAJIBIITACTHIPY1a
®. ne CoccropaiH CHHXPOHIBIK J>KOHE KYPBUIBIMIBIK MOJCIIHEH OIiCHAMAJIBIK TYPFHIJAH BIKMNAIBIH KODPCETEl.
Conpiven katap K. XKybaHnoB ¢oHernka, Mop(oJorusi, CHHTaKCUC KOHE JIEKCHUKAIBIK JaMyJAbIH e3apa OainaHbICHIH
atan kepcereTiH H. MappablH Tapuxu Heri3feireH api MHTETpaTHBTI TUT TYCIiHIriH ae kaObuimaraH. K. JKyGaHoB
CHHXPOHZABIK JKOHE IHAXPOHABIK TaNIaylblH KaTaH O>KIMiH JKOKKA MIBIFAapblll, TUIAIK KYPBUIBIMAApPABIH TapHXU
cabaKTacTHIFBIH  MOWBIHIAWTHIH JUHAMHUKAJIBIK TIATAHBIMABIK TYXKBIpbIMAaMa YCHIHABL. OHBIH 3THMOJIOTHSFA,
(hOHETHKAIIBIK ©3TepicTepre JKOHE JICKCHKAIBIK 3BOIONMSAFA €peKIIe Ha3ap aymapysl Kasipri Til KyienepiH TyciHyze
TapUXH PEKOHCTPYKIHMSHBIH MaHbBI3IbUIBIFBIH aHKbIHIaHIBL.

3eprrey K. JKyO0aHOBTBHIH TINTaHBIMIBIK >K00ackl TEK FBUIBIMH MAaKCaTTapMeH IIEKTeNIMeH, MOICHU
TpaHcopmanus Ke3eHIHAE Ka3aKThIH TUMIK OlpereilIiriHiH 3usATKEpIiK KalbINTacyblHa YJieC KOCKAHBIH JIQJIeIIACH .
Out Ka3ak TUTIHIH KYPBUIBIMJIBIK KYPAEIUIri MEH TapuX¥ TEPEHIIT H KOPCETY apKbUIbl TUITAHBIMABIK 3€pTTEYl MOJACHU
©31H-631 TaHBITY MEH JKaHFBIPY/BIH Kypasbl peTiHae KapacToipasl. KopeiTeinaeinaii kene, K. YKyOaHoBTHIH eHOekTepi
KYPBUIBIMIBIK TUT OUTIMIH TapuXH-MaTepHAJIMCTIK Ke3KapacTapMEH YWIECTIpeTiH THOPHATI TEOPHsUIBIK YIIriHi
Oinnmipeni. OHBIH MHTErpaTUBTI 9JiCHAMAChl KEHIHI1 oNEyMETTIK-TapuXd JkoHe (YHKIMOHAIABIK TiJITaHBIM
OarbITTapBIHBIH JTaMybIH ajJIbIH ajla OOJDKaraH JKoHE T, TapHX JKOHE MOJEHM Oipereiiiik MacelnenepiH 3epTreyie
©3EKTUIITIH caKTam OTHIp.

Tyiiin coe3nep: K. XKyb6anos, ®. ne Coccrop, H. Mapp, KypbUIBIMIBIK TisT OiTiMi, JTHAXPOHIBIK TiMT OLTiMI, Ka3aK
TiJi, TUT OUTIMIHIH TapUXHAMACHI, YITTHIK TULIIK OipereiIik.
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AHHOTAanus. B 1aHHOM HCCIIeIOBAaHUU pacCMAaTPUBACTCs JIMHIBHCTHUCCKUH moaxoj Kynaiibeprena Xybanosa
MOCPEACTBOM CPABHUTEJLHOTO M TEOPETHYECKOTO aHallM3a MHTENJIeKTyaibHoro BiusiHust Mepaunania ne Coccropa u
Huxomas Mappa. llenp uccrnemoBanmss — ompenenuts MecTo JKyOaHOBa B HAyYHBIX AHCKYCCHAX B 00JacTu
JUHTBUCTHKHA Hadanma XX BeKa W OLCHHTh, KaK OH COYETANl CTPYKTYPHBIH M HCTOPHUYCCKUH TMOIXOJBI TIPH aHAIN3E
Ka3axCKOro si3bIka. Pabora ocHOBaHa Ha mM3ydeHHH Teopermdyecknx TpynoB K. JKybGaHoBa mo rpammaruke, OHETHKE,
MOpP(hOJIOTHH, CHHTAKCUCY M JIEKCHKE C UCTI0Ih30BaHUEM METOJIa KAYeCTBEHHOTO TEKCTOBOTO aHANI3a M PacCMaTpUBACT
paboTHI B pamMKax 0oJiee MMPOKIX JIMHTBUCTHUCCKUX U HHTEIUICKTYaTbHBIX TPaIHIIHH.

I[lo pesympraram wuccnemoBanmss K. JKybOaHOB, 0COOEHHO B CBOMX YyCWIHAX 10 (HOPMHUPOBAHUIO
CHUCTEMATHUYECKOI0 TPAMMATHUYCCKOrO OIMUCAHUS Ka3aXCKOTO SI3bIKA, METOIOJOTMYCCKA MPUMEHSUT CHHXPOHHO-
crpykrypaoit mojgenu ®. ne Coccropa. K. )KyOaHOB Taxke MPHUHSAI UCTOPUIECKH OOOCHOBAHHYIO M WHTETPATHBHYIO
KOHIlENIUIO s3pika H. Mappa, KoTopasl MOJYCPKUBACT B3aUMOCBSI3b (DOHETUKH, MOP(OIOTUH, CHHTAKCHCA U
nekcuueckoro pasputus. K. JKyOaHOB 0oTBepr cTporue paMKd CHHXPOHHOTO M JHAXPOHHOIO aHAIM3a U MPEIJIOKHIT
JMUHAMUAYECKYIO JTMHIBHCTUYECKYIO KOHIICIIIHIO, IIPU3HAOIY0 HCTOPUUCCKYHO IPEEMCTBEHHOCTD SI3BIKOBBIX CTPYKTYD.
Ero ocoOblif MHTEpEC K ITUMOJIOTHH, (POHETHYCCKHUM M3MECHEHHUSIM H JIECKCUYECKOH 3BOJIFOIUHU MOJYCPKUBACT BAXKHOCTh
HUCTOPHYICCKON PEKOHCTPYKIHH ISl IOHUMAHUSI COBPEMEHHBIX S3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM.

HccrenoBanne Taxke TOKa3bIBaeT, YTO JTUHIBUCTHYeCKH TpoekT K. JKyOaHOBa He orpaHWYMBAICS HAYIHBIMA
LEeNIMH, a CIOCOOCTBOBAJI HHTEIICKTYaTbHOMY (DOPMHPOBAHUIO Ka3aXCKOHW S3BIKOBOM HICHTUYHOCTH B TICPHOL
KYJBTYPHBIX ITpeoOpa3oBaHuii. JIeMOHCTPUPYS CTPYKTYPHYIO CIIOKHOCTh H UCTOPUIECKYIO TIYOHHY Ka3aXCKOTO SI3bIKa,
paccMaTpUBaN JIMHTBUCTHYCCKUE HCCICIOBAHUS KaK WHCTPYMEHT KYJIBTYPHOTO CaMOBBIpaXXCHUS W OOHOBICHUs. B
3akmoueHne, padoter K. XKybGanoBa mnpeactaBisitoT coO0OW THOPUIHYIO TEOPETHUECKYIO MOJIENb, COUYETAIONIYIO
CTPYKTYPHYIO JIMHTBUCTHKY C HMCTOPHKO-MATEPHATHCTHICCKAMH IMOAXOAaMU. Ero HWHTErpaTHBHAsS METOMOJIOTHS
MIPEIBOCXHUTHIIA PA3BUTUE MTOCICAYIOIINX COLMAIbHO-MCTOPHUUCCKUX U (DYHKIIMOHAIBHBIX HAPABICHUH JTHHIBUCTUKA U
0CTaeTCs AKTYabHOM B M3yUCHHUH SI3bIKA, ICTOPUU U KYJIbTYPHOW HACHTHYHOCTH.

KioueBbie cioBa: K. XKybGanos, ®@. ne Coccroop, H. Mapp, cTpykTypHas JUHTBHCTHKA, IUAXPOHUYECKAS
JIMHTBUCTHKA, KA3aXCKHUU SI3bIK, HCTOPUOTPA(US JIMHTBUCTHKH, HAIIMOHAIbHAS S3bIKOBASI HACHTHYHOCTb.
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