IRSTI 13.15.51

Research Article

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF CULTURAL POLICY IN KAZAKHSTAN
AND SOUTH KOREA: STRATEGIES, PRIORITIES AND TOOLS

'K.S. Yermagambetova, 2S-Ch. Kim, 'Y. Muzappar

This article examines how Kazakhstan and South Korea shape their cultural
trajectories through differently structured systems of cultural policy,
emphasizing the roles of cultural governance, institutional design, and
strategic cultural development. The study is guided by several research
questions: How do the two countries conceptualize cultural policy as a
mechanism of cultural growth? Which institutional arrangements support
cultural ecosystems? How do cultural strategies influence creative production,
heritage transformation, and global cultural presence? The purpose of the
article is to compare the cultural-policy frameworks of the two countries in
order to identify their underlying cultural logics and evaluate which elements
of international experience may enhance Kazakhstan’s cultural development.
Methodologically, the research relies on comparative analysis, discourse
analysis, and content analysis of strategic cultural documents, supplemented
by the international datasets on cultural industries and creative-sector
dynamics.

The study demonstrates that Kazakhstan prioritizes cultural continuity,
symbolic heritage, and identity preservation, forming a model in which
cultural policy primarily safeguards traditional meanings. South Korea,
meanwhile, has developed a culturally productive model based on digital
creativity, content export, and globally oriented cultural initiatives supported
by specialized institutions such as KOCCA and KOCIS. These approaches
differ in institutional autonomy, technological integration, and the capacity
to translate cultural resources into international cultural presence. The article
argues that Kazakhstan could strengthen its cultural policy by combining
heritage-focused strategies with innovation-driven mechanisms, thereby
fostering a more adaptive and outward-looking cultural ecosystem. The study
contributes to comparative research on cultural policy by offering a structured
understanding of how different cultural models evolve in response to global
cultural transformations.

Keywords: Cultural Policy, Cultural Policy Model, Creative Industries, Cultural
Industry, National Identity, Cultural Diplomacy, Cultural Export.
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KasakcraHHbIH YxaHe OHTYyCcTiKk KopesaHblH M3fieHM cascaTbiH CcaNbICTbIpManbl Tanaay:
cTpaternanapbl, 6acbiMAbIKTapbl XXaHe Kypanaapbi

AHdamna. Makanaga KasakctaH meH OHTycTik KopesiHbiH MageHn 6ackapy, MHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK >Xobanay
XoHe CTpaTernsblk MaAEHU Aamy pesiHe 6acbiMAbIbIK 6epe OTbIpbIN, dPTYPAI KypblibiMAanfaH MaAeHN cascaTt
Xyrenepi apKblibl ©34epiHiH MaAEHW TPaeKTOpUANapbiH Kanan KanbinTacTbipaTbiHbl KapacTbipbliazbl. 3epTTey eki
e/l M3JIEHWN CafcaTTbl MIJEHN ©Cy MeXaHU3Mi peTiHAe Kanan Ty>KblpbiMAanabl? MageHn 3Kkoxyrenepai kaHaan
WNHCTUTYLMOHANABIK KypblAbIMAAp KamTamacbi3 eTesi? MageHw cTpaTtervsiap KpeatwBTi ©HIMre, MypaHblH
TpaHchopmMaLmsanaHybiHa XaHe >XahaHAblK MaAeHU KeHICTIKTeri OpHbiHa Kanai acep eTesi? AereH cypakrapfa
Herizgenesi. MakanaHblH, MakcaTbl — eki eNgiH, MaAeHW cascaT MacenefnepiH CcanbiCTbipy apKblibl ONAaPAbIH, iLLKi
M3JEHM JNIOTMKACbIH aHbIKTay >XdHe Xa/blkapanblk ToXipnbeHiH kaHAal anemeHTTepi KasakcTaHHbIH MajeHM
JaMyblH inrepinetyre KOMeKTeCeTiHiH bafanay. DaicTeMenik TypFbl4aH 3epTTey cabiCTbipMasbl TangayFa, ANCKYpC
Tanjayfa >KaHe CTpaTervsiblK M3AEHV Ky>KaTTapAblH KOHTEHT-TanjayblHa HEeri3genreH, CoHAal-ak MaAeHu
WHAYCTPUANAp MeH KPeaTUBTI CEKTOP AVHaMUKachl Typabl XablkapabiK gepekTep 6a3acbiMeH TObIKTbIPbIAbI.

3epTTey HaTUXKECI KepceTKeHAel, KasakcTaHHbIH MaeHW cascaTbl A3CTYpAi MafblHanapabl cakTayAbl KO34enTiH
MoZenbAl KanbiNTacTbipbin, MaAeHN cabakTacTbikka, CUMBOAABIK Mypafa XoHe bipereinikTi caktayfa 6acmabik
6epegi. An OHtycTik Kopes, kepiciHwe, KOCCA >xaHe KOCIS cuskTbl MamaHAaHAbIPbIIFaH WHCTUTYTTapAblIH,
KongaybiMeH LMdpPAbIK KpeaTUBTiNIKKE, KOHTEHT 3KCMOPTbIHA XaHe XahaHfa GafbiTTanfaH MageHn Gactamanapfa
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HerisgenreH MajeHu-eHIMal Mogenbai AamMblTazbl. Byn Tacingep UHCTUTYLMOHANABIK aBTOHOMMS, TEXHONOTUABIK
WHTErpauus >oaHe MIJEHU pecypcTapdbl Xasblkapanblk JeHrengeri biknanfa aviHangblpy Kkabineti 60MbIH-
wa epekweneHesi. Makanaga KasakctaH e3iHiH MajeHW cascaTblH MypaFfa bafbiTTanfaH cTpatervsnapabl
VNHHOBaWULA/BIK TETIKTEPMEH YLUTACTbIpy apKbl/bl HblfaiTa anaTbliHbl, CON apkblibl HeRimaenril api alublk MaAEHN
IKOXYWEHI KanbinTacTblpyfa 6onaTtbiHbl AanenseHesi. byn 3eptrey apTyp/ai MaAeHU MoaenbAepAiH xahaHabik,
MaZeHN TpaHcdopMaLmanapFa Xxayan peTiHge Kanar JaMUTbIHbI Typasbl XYHeni TYCiHik 6epe oTbIpbIn, MaAEHN
casicaT canacblHAafbl CanblCTbipMabl 3epTTeynepre yaec Kocaapi.

TyliiH ce30ep: MazieHN casicaT, MaZIEHW casicaT MOAENbAEpPi, KPeaTUBTI UHAYCTPUS, MIEHWN UHAYCTPUS, YATTbIK,
Gipereninik, MoAEHW ANMIOMATUSA, MAEHWN 3KCMOPT.

CpaBHUTe/NbHbI aHaNNU3 KyAbTypHoM noautuku Kasaxcrana u FOxxHoi Kopeun:
cTpaTernu, NPUOPUTETbI, UHCTPYMEHTbI

AHHOmayus. B ctatbe paccmatpmsaetcs, kak KasaxctaH n HOxHas Kopes GOpMupyroT CBOU Ky/abTypHble
TPaeKTOpUM MOCPEACTBAM PA3/INYHbIX CUCTEM KYNbTYPHOW MOMUTUKYM, C aKLEHTOM Ha po/b YnpaBaeHus
KyNbTYPOW, MHCTUTYLIMOHABHOTO MPOEKTUPOBAHWA U CTPaTErMyeckoro Ky/abTypHOro pa3sutus. VccnejoBaHue
PYKOBOZACTBYETCA HECKONbKUMW UCCAef0BaTeNbCKMMK  BOMpocamMun: Kak obe CTpaHbl KOHLIeNTyannsmpyrort
KyNbTYPHYHO MNOANTMKY KaK MEXaHU3M KyIbTYPHOro pocTa? Kakune MHCTUTYLIMOHa bHblEe MeXaHU3Mbl MOAAEPXXMUBAOT
Ky/IbTYypHble 3KocMcTeMbl? Kak Ky/bTypHble CTpaTernn BANAKOT Ha TBOPYeCKMe MPOu3BOACTBO, TpaHchopmaLmnio
Hacneaus u rnobanbHoe KynbTypHOe npucyTcTBue? Llenb cTaTbh — CpaBHWUTL PaMKN KyNbTYPHOW MOJUTUKK ABYX
CTpaH, UTOObl BbIABUTH JIeXallune B OCHOBE Ky/IbTYpHbIE JIOTUKWU U OLEHWUTb, KaKne 371eMeHTbl MeXAyHapoAHOro
onbITa MOTyT CNOCO6CTBOBATh KyAbTypHOMY pa3BuTuto KasaxctaHa. MeTogonornyeckn nccnesoBaHe onnpaeTcs
Ha CpaBHUTE/IbHbIV aHaNU3, AUCKYPCUBHbIN aHaAW3 U KOHTEHT-aHaAW3 CTpaTermyeckmx KybTypHbIX AOKYMEHTOB,
[,ONONHEHHble MeXAYHapOAHbIMY 6azaMu AlaHHbIX O KY/JbTYPHbIX MHAYCTPUAX U AUHAMKKe KpeaTUBHOro cekTopa.

WccnepoBaHmne nokasbiBaet, yto KasaxctaH OTAaeT MPUOpUTET KyNbTYPHOW NPeeMCTBEHHOCTY, CUMBOJIMYECKOMY
HacNeAunto N COXPaHEHMIO UAEHTUYHOCTY, GOPMUPYS MOAENb, B KOTOPOW KyNbTypHas MOAUTMKA B MEPBYIO ovepesb
3alyLiaeT TPaguLMOHHble cMblicabl. FOXHas Kopes, Tem BpemeHeMm, pa3paboTtana KynbTypHO-MPOAYKTUBHYHO
MOZe/lb, OCHOBaHHYHO Ha LindpOBOM TBOPUECTBE, SKCMOPTE KOHTEHTA U F106a/1bHO OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX KY/IbTYPHbIX
VHULMATMBAX, MOAAEPXMBAEMbIX CreuvannsnpoBaHHbiMu UHCTUTYTamMu, Takumm kak KOCCA u KOCIS. 3tn
NoAXOAbl Pa3NNYalOTCA MO WHCTUTYLMOHANbHOW aBTOHOMMWM, TEXHONOTMYECKON WHTerpaumMm u cnocobHoctu
npeobpas3oBbiBaTh Ky/bTypHble Pecypcbl B MeXAyHapogHOe Ky/JbTypHOe MpucyTcTBue. B cTatbe yTBepKaaeTcs,
yto KasaxctaH Mor 6bl YKpenuTb CBOK KyAbTYpHYIO MOAUTWKY, cOYeTas CTpaTeruv, OpWeHTUPOBaHHble Ha
COXpaHeHne Hacnegma, ¢ MexaHnM3mMamMn, OCHOBaHHbIMW Ha UHHOBaUUAX, TeM CaMbIM CI'IOCO6CTByF| CO34aHNKO
6o/ee aflanTMBHON N OPUEHTUPOBAHHON Ha BHELLHWI MUP KYNbTypPHOW 3KocucTeMbl. iccneoBaHne BHOCUT BKAZ
B CPaBHUTE/IbHblE UCCNEeA0BaHMA KyNbTyPHOW MOAWUTUKW, MpeAnaras CTPyKTypUPOBaHHOE MOHVMaHWue Toro, Kak
pas3nyHble KyAbTypHble MOZEN Pa3BUBAOTCSA B OTBET Ha F106anbHble KyAbTypHble TpaHchopmaLmm.

Knroyeswbie coea: kynbTypHas Noantnka, MoAe b KyabTypPHON MONNTUKK, KpeaTMBHasA UHAYCTPUS, KyAbTypHas
WNHAYCTPWSA, HaLMOHaAbHAsA UAEHTUUYHOCTb, KyNbTypHas AUMNIOMATUS, KyAbTYPHbIA KCMOPT.

for safeguarding tangible and intangible cultural
heritage [3]. Researchers including A. Adibayeva

Introduction

In today's world, where globalization and
digital technologies rapidly reshape cultural pro-
duction, cultural policy is gaining new meaning
and weight. States no longer view culture solely
as a sphere of values and traditions. Instead, it in-
creasingly becomes a practical tool for strength-
ening national identity, supporting human po-
tential, and enhancing a country’s visibility in the
international arena. As creative industries grow
and digital platforms blur borders, the question
of how countries build and manage their cultural
strategies becomes especially relevant.

Kazakhstan's cultural policy is largely focused
on preserving cultural diversity and renewing na-
tional consciousness. These goals are reflected
in major state initiatives such as Ulttyq Rukhani
Zhangyru [1], the Concept for the Development of
Creative Industries [2], and the national strategy

[4], K. Tuleuova, K. Sheriyazdanova, A. Alpeisov
[5], and A. Khasbulatov [6] note that Kazakhstan
is still shaped by elements of post-Soviet central-
ization, although the country is gradually moving
toward a more open, digital, and adaptive cultur-
al environment.

South Korea offers a very different example.
Over the past two decades, culture has become
one of its strongest national assets. Through
consistent state support and close cooperation
between government and business, Korea has
turned cultural production - from K-pop and
cinema to design, webtoons, and digital media
— into a global export industry. Scholars such as
Y. Kim [7], H. Lee [8], and S. Kwon and J. Kim [9]
highlight the country’s ability to combine stra-
tegic vision with institutional flexibility, making
cultural policy an effective engine of soft power.
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Despite the active development of cultural
policy in both countries, academic literature rare-
ly brings these two cases together. Existing stud-
ies tend to examine Kazakhstan and South Ko-
rea separately, without comparing their cultural
strategies, governance systems, or the underlying
values guiding policy development. As a result,
we still lack a clear understanding of how these
models differ, where they intersect, and what
lessons they may offer for one another. This gap
defines both the relevance and the novelty of the
present study.

The aim of this article is to provide a compar-
ative analysis of the cultural policies of Kazakh-
stan and South Korea, focusing on their strategic
goals, institutional mechanisms, priority areas,
and practical tools. The article also seeks to out-
line which aspects of the South Korean experience
might be meaningfully adapted to the Kazakh-
stani context without losing the unique cultural
identity that Kazakhstan seeks to preserve.

Literature Review

The growing scholarly interest in cultural poli-
cy reflects its expanding role in national develop-
ment. Research shows that cultural policy today
operates at the intersection of cultural studies,
political science, economics, and media research.
With globalization, digital transformation, and
the rise of creative industries, cultural policy is
increasingly regarded not only as a mechanism
for preservation but also as a strategic instrument
for identity formation, international visibility, and
soft power. Comparative studies in East Asia and
the post-Soviet region highlight the need to un-
derstand different national models within broad-
er global cultural shifts.

In academic discourse, cultural policy is gen-
erally defined as the systematic activity of the
state regulating the production, distribution, and
consumption of cultural values. Foundational ty-
pologies of cultural policy models were proposed
by K. Mulcahy [10] and J. Kim [11], who identify
preservation-oriented, liberal, and export-driv-
en models. More recent scholarship argues that
these models increasingly intersect and are in-
fluenced by hybrid governance systems, digital
ecosystems, and cultural industries.

The South Korean model has attracted signif-
icant scholarly attention. It is widely described as
12 4 AJTAM SJIEMI
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a form of new cultural nationalism, where cultural
production is strategically integrated into global
branding and export policy. Researchers such as
X. Zhang [12] and M. Shim [13] emphasize the
pivotal role of state institutions, including KOCCA
[14], KOCIS, and the Cultural Heritage Adminis-
tration, in shaping Korea's cultural ecosystem.
Recent studies highlight the growing impact of
digital sectors-webtoons, OTT platforms, XR-con-
tent, and Al-driven creative production — on con-
temporary Korean cultural policy [15]. Hallyu, in
this context, is viewed as a long-term result of
strategic planning and investment rather than a
spontaneous phenomenon [16].

Research on Kazakhstan’s cultural policy has
traditionally emphasized issues of heritage pres-
ervation, national identity formation, and the
maintenance of cultural continuity. Scholars such
as A. Khasbulatov [6], B. Tulemisov [17], and K.
Yermagambetova [18] analyze cultural develop-
ment through humanitarian and socio-cultural
lenses. Many researchers underline that Kazakh-
stan’s cultural governance still retains features
of post-Soviet centralization and administrative
control [19].

A more modern conceptualization of Kazakh-
stan’s cultural policy began to take shape after
the adoption of the Cultural Policy Concept for
2023-2029. This strategic document prioritizes
digitalization, cultural tourism, creative econ-
omy development, and strengthening cultural
diplomacy. Empirical analyses presented in the
creative.kz report [20] point to challenges such
as weak interagency coordination, insufficient
cultural infrastructure, and limited funding tools.

Institutional and regulatory reforms within
the cultural sphere have been reflected in nation-
al projects and reports issued by the Ministry of
Culture and Information. Key topics include mu-
seum digitalization, expansion of online access to
archives, and the creation of a national film dis-
tribution monitoring system. However, these lines
of development remain insufficiently explored in
academic research, indicating a widening gap be-
tween policy discourse and scholarly analysis [20].

To date, Kazakhstan lacks comprehensive com-
parative studies on cultural policy models. There
are no integrated analyses comparing institutional
structures, governance mechanisms, funding ap-
proaches, or international strategies of Kazakhstan
and South Korea. Methodological foundations for
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policy transfer between East Asia and Central Asia
also remain underexamined. This article therefore
represents an early attempt to systematically con-
nect South Korean and Kazakhstani cultural policy
models within a unified analytical framework.

The empirical basis for this analysis of con-
temporary cultural policy in Kazakhstan includes
the following key sources:

« An overview of the current state of affairs as
presented in the Cultural Policy Concept of Ka-
zakhstan for 2023-2029 [20];

* The report creative.kz, which provides both
quantitative and qualitative assessments of the
creative economy, identifying key barriers and
growth potential [19];

 Analytical reports by the British Council
Kazakhstan, offering qualitative evaluations of
cultural initiatives and industries from the per-
spective of institutional development and inter-
national cooperation [21]. Although the British
Council report "Cultural Industries in Kazakh-
stan” (2016) remains one of the earliest and most
systematic assessments of the country’s crea-
tive sector, the present study does not rely on
this source alone. In order to reflect the rapidly
changing nature of creative industries, the anal-
ysis is supplemented with recent strategic and
analytical materials adopted between 2021 and
2025, including the Concept for the Development
of Creative Industries for 2021-2025, the Cultural
Policy Concept of the Republic of Kazakhstan for
2023-2029, contemporary reports by creative.kz
and AIFC, as well as updated international discus-
sions on digital cultural transformation and crea-
tive economies [19; 20; 21].

These sources form the foundation for identi-
fying both strengths and structural constraints in
Kazakhstan's cultural policy landscape.

Methodology

This study relies on a broad interdisciplinary
approach that combines classical tools of com-
parative analysis with more flexible methods of
discourse and content analysis. Such a combi-
nation allows not only to compare formal struc-
tures of cultural policy but also to understand
how these policies are justified, narrated, and
embedded in wider social and cultural contexts.
In other words, the methodology makes it possi-
ble to move from simple description to a deeper

interpretation of how cultural policy functions in
Kazakhstan and South Korea.

The core of the research is a structured com-
parative analysis. It makes it possible to trace
both convergences and divergences in strate-
gic priorities, institutional design, policy instru-
ments, and cultural visions adopted by the two
countries. This analytical framework draws on the
cultural policy models outlined by H. Lee [8] and
K. Mulcahy [10], whose typologies help interpret
preservation-oriented, liberal, and export-driven
policy approaches. To systematize this compari-
son, the study includes a set of comparative ta-
bles that visually summarize key dimensions and
enhance the clarity of the analysis.

Content analysis serves as the primary empir-
ical method. For Kazakhstan, the study examines
several major policy documents, including the
Cultural Policy Concept 2023-2029, Ulttyq Rukhani
Zhangyru [1], the Creative Industries Concept [2],
and the Concept for the Safeguarding of Intan-
gible Cultural Heritage [3]. For South Korea, the
analysis covers Culture Vision 2030 [15], strategic
reports of KOCCA [15], and cultural export initia-
tives developed within the Hallyu framework [22].
Content analysis allowed the study to identify core
values, regulatory priorities, and recurring motifs
within each country’'s policy discourse.

To complement this, discourse analysis was
used to explore how governments frame culture
as identity, heritage, innovation, or soft power,
and how these narratives legitimize particular
policy decisions. This helped reveal deeper ide-
ological layers behind official documents and to
understand how cultural missions are construct-
ed in both national contexts.

The methodological design is further
strengthened by the use of comparative and
statistical data from international databases,
including the Global Soft Power Index, the UN-
ESCO Creative Cities Network, World Bank Cre-
ative Economy Reports, KOSIS, and the Bureau
of National Statistics of Kazakhstan. These ma-
terials make it possible to evaluate whether the
declared ambitions of cultural policy correspond
to observable, measurable outcomes.

Main part

The study has revealed not only substantive
differences in the cultural policies of the Repub-
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lic of Kazakhstan and the Republic of Korea, but
also broader institutional and value-based diver-
gences shaped by distinct historical, political, and
economic contexts. The key thematic areas of
discussion are outlined below.

Cultural Policy Models: an institutional and
value-based typology

The study has revealed not only substantive
differences in the cultural policies of the Repub-
lic of Kazakhstan and the Republic of Korea, but
also broader institutional and value-based diver-
gences shaped by distinct historical, political, and
economic contexts. These divergences largely
confirm the typological distinctions discussed in
comparative cultural policy research by Mulcahy
[10] and scholarship on the Korean Wave [7; 8].
The key thematic areas of discussion are outlined
below.

A comparative analysis of cultural policies in
Kazakhstan and South Korea using an institution-
al and value-based typology sheds light on dif-
ferences not only in goals and strategies but also
in the deeper ideological foundations that inform
cultural governance.

Kazakhstan's model, as noted in several do-
mestic studies, is rooted in a paradigm of safe-
guarding and strengthening cultural identity. Its
institutional framework is shaped by the con-
cepts of “spiritual renewal” [4, p. 267] and na-
tional revival [5, p. 670]. This approach reflects a
trajectory typical of postcolonial and post-Soviet
societies, where cultural policy has been largely
driven by the restoration of historical memory,
cultural identity and spiritual values. The state’s

protective role is reflected in key strategic initia-
tives such as Ulttyq Rukhani Zhangyru, the Con-
cept of the Creative Industries, and the Cultural
Policy Concept of the Republic of Kazakhstan for
2023-2029. In contrast, the South Korean model
follows a logic of cultural export and global posi-
tioning, where culture functions as a tool for eco-
nomic diversification and soft power diplomacy.
The Culture Vision 2030 strategy [15], the Cultur-
al Industry Promotion Act [22], and the work of
KOCCA [14] and KOCIS exemplify a systemic and
multilayered approach in which culture is framed
as an industry requiring investment, innovation,
competitiveness, and international branding [23].

This model corresponds to an expansive and
productive cultural policy that promotes the
export of cultural products (K-pop, K-dramas,
webtoons), fosters creative industries, supports
the development of digital platforms, and en-
courages public-private partnerships. Within the
framework proposed by Kwon and Kim [9] and
further developed by Zhang and Lee [12], this can
be interpreted as a form of “transnational cultural
nationalism” [9, p. 423], in which identity is con-
structed not retrospectively, but through trans-
forming culture into a global asset and neoliber-
alized media ecosystem.

In comparative perspective, the Kazakhstani
model continues to emphasize cultural preser-
vation and national identity, remaining rooted in
a values-oriented, protective approach (see Ta-
ble 1). This confirms the argument of Tulemisov
[17] and Yermagambetova [18] that Kazakhstan's
cultural policy is still primarily focused on safe-
guarding the national code rather than project-
ing it outward.

Table 1 - Comparative Analysis of Cultural Policy Models

Aspects

Kazakhstan'’s Cultural Policy Model

South Korea'’s Cultural Policy Model

Type of cultural policy
model

inward-looking, preservation-oriented

outward-facing,  export-driven,brand-
ing-oriented, creative

Strategic objectives

Preservation of identity, spiritual renewal

Global branding, cultural industry

Institutional governance

Ministry of Culture, centralized governance

Ministry of Culture + KOCCA, autono-
mous agencies

Key policy documents

“Ulttyg Rukhani Zhangyru”, Cultural Policy
Concept for 2023-2029, Creative Industries
Development Concept for 2021-2025

Culture Vision 2030, Act on Creative In-
dustries (1999/2021)

Programmatic focus

Historical and cultural heritage, sacred sites,
emerging creative industries

Content (K-pop, K-dramas, webtoons),
innovation

Implementation tools

Concept

State programs, museification, fragmented
implementation of the Creative Industries

State Acts, Institutional financial sup-
port, coordination through KOCCA and
KOCIS

ATTAM OJIEMI
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Approach to

digitalization forms

Limited digitalization, focus on traditional

Active digitalization, multimedia export

International orientation

diplomacy

Limited and passive engagement in cultural

Global cultural diplomacy and promo-
tion of Hallyu

Source: Table compiled by the authors based on comparative analyses.

The central distinction between the two ap-
proaches lies in their conceptualization of cul-
ture as a policy tool: Kazakhstan prioritizes its
symbolic and value-oriented meaning, whereas
South Korea highlights its market potential and
diplomatic utility, in line with the export-oriented
model described by Kim and Nye [7] and Kim J.
O. [11]. In today's digital era, however, a hybrid
approach that blends preservation with innova-
tion appears especially promising. For Kazakh-
stan, this implies building a strategic balance be-
tween cultural identity and fostering innovation
by refreshing traditional forms through digital
platforms, emerging media, and creative entre-
preneurship. One of the key challenges for Ka-
zakhstan lies in identifying practical mechanisms
through which traditional culture can be integrat-
ed into contemporary digital and global media
environments without losing its symbolic depth
and authenticity. In this regard, digitalization
should not be understood merely as the technical
transfer of heritage into online formats, but rath-
er as the reinterpretation of cultural meanings
through new media languages [11; 12].

A promising direction involves the develop-
ment of digital storytelling based on nomadic his-
tory, Turkic mythology, epic traditions, and oral
heritage. Historical narratives and cultural sym-
bols can be transformed into serialized streaming
content, animation, gaming projects, VR recon-
structions, and multimedia educational platforms
capable of reaching younger audiences. Such
formats allow traditional cultural meanings to
exist not only within museums and archives but
also within contemporary cultural consumption.
Another important mechanism concerns collabo-
ration between historians, ethnographers, media
producers, designers, and digital creators. With-
out such interdisciplinary cooperation, there is
a risk that traditional culture will be reduced to
decorative folklore or commercial exoticism de-
tached from its historical and philosophical con-
text. Ethical digitalization therefore requires not
only technological adaptation but also the pres-
ervation of cultural meanings and interpretative
depth.

Certain tendencies toward this transformation
are already visible in Kazakhstan's independent
media sector. Projects produced by Salem So-
cial Media and BAS Production, including “5:32,"
“Sheker,” and "Dastur,” demonstrate that local
cultural narratives can successfully function with-
in modern digital formats while attracting mass
audiences. However, these initiatives remain
largely market-driven and insufficiently integrat-
ed into state cultural policy frameworks. Institu-
tional support for such projects could become an
important step toward the formation of a hybrid
cultural model combining heritage preservation
with contemporary creative production.

Strategic Goals of Cultural Policy

An analysis of the strategic priorities of Ka-
zakhstan and South Korea reveals a fundamental
difference in the way each country defines the ob-
jectives of its cultural policy. Kazakhstan's Cultur-
al Policy Concept for 2023-2029 emphasizes the
preservation of the national cultural code, spiritual
revival, and the promotion of moral values through
the support of traditional and sacred cultural
forms [20]. According to Adibayev and Melich, this
approach corresponds to an introspective cultural
policy model focused on internal consolidation,
stability, and intergenerational continuity [4; 5],
which is consistent with the preservation-focused
logic described by Mulcahy [10].

By contrast, South Korea's Culture Vision 2030
presents culture as a strategic resource of eco-
nomic and political influence [15]. In this docu-
ment, culture is positioned as one of the driving
forces of the creative economy, digital innovation,
and soft power on the global stage. Lee and Shim
argue that this trajectory is fully consistent with
“an export and branding oriented cultural policy
model [8; 13], while Kim and Zhang underscore the
importance of building a national cultural brand
under conditions of global competition [11; 12].

In international academic literature, this differ-
ence is often described as a distinction between
a "preservationist” model [10] and an “innova-
tion-driven, expansive” model [11]. In Kazakhstan,
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culture primarily serves an identity-building and
moral function. In South Korea, it operates as a
tool for economic development, nation branding,
and foreign policy. This difference clearly appears
in institutional implementation. In Kazakhstan,
policymakers prioritize traditional cultural forms,
sacred sites, language, and intangible heritage, as
formalized in the Concept of the Republic of Ka-
zakhstan for the Safeguarding and Development
of Intangible Cultural Heritage [3].

South Korea, by contrast, invests heavily in
content industries, global distribution, cultural
clusters and digital platforms. Major initiatives
such as K-Expo, the Korea Brand & Entertainment
Expo, Hallyu promotion campaigns, and the gov-
ernment-backed export of K-pop and K-dramas
illustrate how South Korea actively uses culture as
a soft power resource [7].

For Kazakhstan, such an approach is still lim-
ited. Although the Creative Industries Develop-
ment Concept for 2021-2025 exists [2; 17], the
overall trajectory of Kazakhstan's cultural poli-
cy remains inward-facing. Reports by creative.
kz [19] and the British Council Kazakhstan [21]
confirm that most cultural initiatives continue to
focus on strengthening national identity rather
than positioning Kazakh culture globally.

A comparison of the two countries’ strategic
documents (Kazakhstan's Cultural Policy Concept
for 2023-2029 and South Korea’s Culture Vision
2030) highlights fundamental differences in how
each country defines the tasks and functions of
cultural policy.

The Cultural Policy Concept of Kazakhstan for
2023-2029 defines culture as a foundation for
building a morally oriented society, reinforcing the
national spirit, safeguarding ethnocultural diversity,
and promoting social cohesion. Its priorities include:

— Strengthening moral and spiritual values;

— Supporting traditional arts and historical
heritage;

— Expanding public participation in cultural
life;

— Treating digitalization as a secondary task;

— Promoting cultural education and patriot-
ism [20].

The document strongly reflects a preserva-
tionist model where culture is seen as a carrier
and transmitter of traditional values intended to
reinforce internal unity in society.

By contrast, South Korea conceptualizes cul-
ture as a driver of innovation, export and global
recognition. In the Culture Vision 2030 strategy
culture plays a central role in improving everyday
quality of life, advancing the creative economy
and expanding international influence [15; 22].
Key priorities include:

— Ensuring daily cultural access for all citizens;

— Integrating culture with digital technolo-
gies, Al, and XR;

— Expanding the global reach of Korean cul-
tural exports (Hallyu);

— Globalizing content and joining internation-
al cultural networks;

— Embracing inclusivity and diversity as pillars
of national identity [15; 22; 23].

South Korea promotes a productive cultural
policy model where culture functions not only as
a marker of identity but also as a tool for eco-
nomic modernization, global branding, and dip-
lomatic outreach.

In essence, Kazakhstan pursues a domestically
oriented strategy focused on heritage preserva-
tion and identity consolidation. Meanwhile, South
Korea implements an expansive, tech-driven and
economically focused model in which culture
serves simultaneously as both a resource and a
product. This gives South Korea sustained visibility
in the international arena and positions culture as
a national development asset (see Table 2).

Table 2 - Comparative Overview: Key Differences in Strategic Policy Documents

Categories Cultural Policy Concept of Kazakhstan Culture Vision 2030
for 2023-2029
Main Focus Tradition, Identity, Morality Globalization, Innovation, Export

Function of Culture Educational and Protective

Economic and Diplomatic

Role of the State

Centralized regulator, customer

Coordinator and Investor in Cultural
Ecosystems,

Culture and Technology libraries and archives)

Mentioned as secondary (digitization of

Leading role of digital transformation (XR,
Al, Metaverse)
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Cultural Diversity harmony

Emphasis on internal ethnocultural

Emphasis on inclusion and diversity as
global values

Cultural Diplomacy

Not articulated as a strategic priority

clearly articulated: support for Hallyu and
overseas cultural centers

Source: Table compiled by the authors based on comparative analyses.

The strategic goals of cultural policy in the
two countries reflect differences not only in ad-
ministrative models but also in their civilizational
self-perception and the scope of cultural imagi-
nation. While South Korea seeks to project pow-
er through culture, Kazakhstan aims to preserve
through culture. This contrast opens up a space
for discussion of a hybrid model that combines
preservation with innovation and outward-ori-
ented strategies, especially in the context of dig-
italization and the globalization of cultural prac-
tices.

Institutional Mechanisms

The institutional framework of cultural policy
serves as a key indicator of its effectiveness,
resilience, and adaptability to contemporary
challenges. A comparison between the Republic
of Korea and the Republic of Kazakhstan reveals
two fundamentally different institutional models.

In South Korea, while the Ministry of Culture,
Sports, and Tourism oversees overall policy coor-
dination, operational responsibilities are delegat-
ed to specialized autonomous agencies. Among
the most prominent is the Korea Creative Content
Agency [14], which acts as a strategic regulator
and investor in creative industries including mu-
sic, film, gaming, animation, and XR technolo-
gies [21]. KOCCA administers direct funding and
grants to startups, export subsidies, infrastructure
development (such as cultural hubs, accelerators,
and clusters), as well as education and incubation
programs like Content Academy and Content Ko-
rea Lab.

One notable case is the K-Startup Grand Chal-
lenge, supported by KOCCA and the Ministry of
SMEs and Startups, which integrates creative and
tech-oriented startups into the cultural economy.
KOCCA also coordinates South Korea's partici-
pation in major global events such as MIPCOM,
SXSW, and Cannes, thus contributing to the inter-
national visibility of Korean cultural products [22].

In addition to KOCCA, other key institutions
include the Korean Foundation for International
Cultural Exchange (KOFICE), the Korean Culture

and Information Service (KOCIS), responsible for
cultural diplomacy and international program-
ming, and the Cultural Heritage Administration
(CHA), tasked with the preservation and digital-
ization of heritage. These agencies operate with
significant financial, administrative, and opera-
tional autonomy, enabling South Korea to imple-
ment a flexible, systematic, and innovation-driven
cultural policy. In 2023, KOCCA's budget exceed-
ed $500 million, functioning as an incubator for
national content production with hundreds of
projects annually, many of which have interna-
tional reach [14].

In contrast, Kazakhstan's institutional land-
scape is more centralized. The Ministry of Culture
and Information retains authority over culture,
archives, information, and creative industries. Un-
like Korea, Kazakhstan lacks autonomous agen-
cies similar to KOCCA. As a result:

— There is no sustained institutional support
for cultural projects;

—Targeted grant mechanisms and digital plat-
forms for cultural promotion remain underdevel-
oped;

— The implementation of the Creative Indus-
tries Development Concept for 2021-2025 re-
mains fragmented [2].

Existing institutions such as the National Mu-
seum of Kazakhstan, the National Library, Kazakh-
film, regional cultural centers, etc. primarily fulfill
archival and executive roles rather than strate-
gic, innovative, or market-oriented functions. An
additional structural limitation of Kazakhstan's
cultural policy lies in the predominance of ad-
ministrative and budgetary management mech-
anisms over long-term ecosystem development.
Most cultural institutions remain dependent on
centralized state financing and annual budget
allocations, which restricts institutional flexibility,
strategic experimentation, and sustainable inno-
vation.

Unlike South Korea's diversified system of
grants, incubators, export programs, and pub-
lic-private partnerships, Kazakhstan's cultural
sector still lacks stable mechanisms for support-
ing independent creative initiatives and digital
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cultural entrepreneurship. Financial support is
frequently project-based and episodic rather
than systematic. This creates conditions in which
many innovative cultural initiatives remain con-
centrated in large urban centers such as Astana
and Almaty, while regional creative infrastructure
continues to be weakly developed [19].

The example of Kazakhfilm illustrates these
institutional limitations particularly clearly. Al-
though the studio continues to receive state
support and plays an important symbolic role
in national cinema, its integration into global
streaming ecosystems and international content
distribution remains limited [20]. The absence
of strong marketing strategies, international
co-production networks, and sustainable digital
distribution mechanisms constrains the global
visibility of Kazakhstani film production.

Furthermore, interagency coordination be-
tween cultural institutions, media industries, ed-
ucational organizations, tourism structures, and
digital sectors remains insufficiently developed
[19]. As a result, many cultural initiatives operate
in isolation from one another and do not form an
integrated national creative ecosystem. The cre-
ation of autonomous institutions focused specif-
ically on creative industries, cultural export, and
digital innovation could therefore become a key

direction for the modernization of Kazakhstan’s
cultural governance model.

Initiatives like the national project "Ulttyq
Rukhani Zhangyru” [1] are largely implemented
top-down through direct state control and fund-
ing. However, these efforts lack structured grant
support, investment incentives, and mechanisms
for decentralizing cultural initiatives at regional
or private-sector levels.

As noted in the analytical report by creative.
kz, Kazakhstan's institutional system is marked
by overlapping functions, unclear mandates, and
limited inter-agency coordination [19]. Even suc-
cessful events (cultural festivals, state funding for
films) tend to be one-off efforts rather than com-
ponents of an integrated support ecosystem.

The comparative analysis supports Mulcahy's
statement [10] that the sustainability of cultural
policy depends not only on regulatory frame-
works but also on institutional design, specifi-
cally, the ability to foster cross-sectoral alliances,
stable funding models, and continuous evalua-
tion mechanisms. In Kazakhstan, there is a clear
need to develop a second-level institutional ar-
chitecture that would facilitate flexibility, profes-
sionalization and the digital transformation of
cultural governance (Table 3).

Table 3 - Institutional Differences

Parameters South Korea

Kazakhstan

Type of governance

Diversified agency-based model

Centralized ministerial governance

Specialized agencies
P 9 Korea

KOCCA, KOFICE, KOCIS, Arts Council

Absent (no autonomous structures for cre-
ative industries development)

Financial model partnerships with businesses

Grants, subsidies, public procurement,

Predominantly budgetary funding

Case examples
Programs

KOCCA Content Academy, K-Start-
up Grand Challenge, Hallyu Export

"Ulttyq Rukhani Zhangyru” program, digitiza-
tion of cultural assets

Flexibility & innovation

High level of institutional adaptability

Limited opportunities for innovation and
private capital engagement

Source: Table compiled by the authors based on comparative analyses.

Thus, differences in institutional mecha-
nisms reflect the relative sophistication of cul-
tural policy models. South Korea demonstrates
a framework in which the ministry defines stra-
tegic goals, while implementation is carried out
by agile, functionally autonomous agencies. This
model of "guided autonomy” allows agencies to
act as strategic operators, transforming cultural
policy into innovative and export-ready content.
Kazakhstan, by contrast, remains in a centralized
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administrative phase with no fully developed sec-
ond-level instruments. Its top-down structure fo-
cuses on preservation and heritage management
but struggles with dynamic adaptation. This limits
the effectiveness of even the most well-designed
policy documents. Establishing a national agency
dedicated to creative industries could serve as a
key step toward institutional reform in Kazakh-
stan’s cultural policy.



Comparative analysis of cultural policy in Kazakhstan and South Korea: strategies, priorities and tools

Priority Areas of Cultural Policy

The selection of priority areas in cultural policy
reflects not only the substantive direction of the
state’s efforts but also its capacity to respond to
the challenges of the digital age. A comparative
analysis reveals that South Korea and Kazakhstan
pursue fundamentally different approaches in
setting these priorities.

South Korea places a strategic emphasis on
digitalization and the development of multime-
dia industries as an approach embedded both in
official policy documents and institutional prac-
tices. The main focal areas include:

— the music industry (K-pop, indie scene);

— web comics (webtoons);

— digital cinema (OTT platforms and stream-
ing content);

— gamification and VR content;

— digital-platform-based cultural entrepre-
neurship [23].

This policy has led to the emergence of South
Korea's global cultural brand Hallyu which func-
tions not only as a soft power tool but also as
an economic engine. According to KOFICE, South
Korea's export of cultural content exceeded $
12 billion in 2022 [23]. These figures affirm that
South Korea conceptualizes culture both as a val-
ue and as an economic asset.

In contrast, Kazakhstan continues to prioritize:

— the protection of historical and cultural her-
itage;

— the sacralization of traditional forms (yurts,
ornamentation, epic poetry);

— and ethno-cultural and spiritual projects
such as “The Land of the Great Steppe” and “The

Seven Facets of the Great Steppe” [2, 18]

As noted in the creative.kz report, Kazakh-
stan’s cultural policy remains grounded in a con-
servationist and museum-oriented paradigm,
offering limited support to new forms of artistic
expression or digital creativity. In the context of
digital transformation, this creates a risk of what
might be called the “museumification” of culture
where resources are largely directed toward res-
toration and preservation, rather than reinterpre-
tation and modernization of cultural meanings.

This imbalance is also noted in reports by the
British Council Kazakhstan, which observe that
“the overwhelming majority of cultural initiatives
focus on traditional forms and are not adapted to
new media environments or audiences” [21].

It is critical to recognize that young people
as the primary producers and consumers of con-
temporary cultural content interact increasingly
with digital, multimedia, and interactive formats.
The lack of institutional support in these areas
makes worse the generational cultural divide and
weakens the global appeal of Kazakhstani culture.

A promising example of new cultural pro-
duction can be seen in the work of independent
studios such as BAS Production and Salem So-
cial Media, creators of the series “5:32", "Shek-
er”, "Patrul” and "Dastur”. However, as creative.
kz highlights, these initiatives are market-driven
and self-organized, lacking formal integration
into national cultural policy frameworks.

Based on this comparison, the following table
outlines key indicators distinguishing the strate-
gic priorities of cultural policy in South Korea and
Kazakhstan (Table 4):

Table 4 - Priority Directions in Cultural Policy

Criteria South Korea Kazakhstan
Primary Focus Digital exports, creative industries Heritage  preservation, ethno-cultural
projects
Promoting Institutions KOCCA, MCST, KOCIS Ministry of Culture and Information of
Kazakhstan

Digital Industries platforms

K-pop, webtoons, gaming, OTT

Ad hoc projects, weak institutionaliza-
tion

State Support Mechanisms

Incubators, grants, tax incentives

Budget occasional

competitions

funding,

Youth-Oriented Content

Dramas, TikTok, YouTube, fan culture

Educational-patriotic projects

Examples of Digital Projects K-Cinema

BTS Universe, Webtoon Naver,

AITUBE, BeeTV, QSANDYQ

Integration into Global
Platforms

Netflix, Disney+, Spotify, TikTok

YouTube, local platforms without state
support
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Risks and Constraints

fan economy

Cultural homogenization, reliance on

Museumification, lack of innovative

content

Source: Table compiled by the authors based on comparative analyses.

South Korea demonstrates a strategic mod-
el of prioritizing digital and multimedia cultural
forms, effectively transforming its cultural do-
main into a hybrid digital ecosystem. Kazakh-
stan, by contrast, maintains a focus on traditional
and often archaized forms of cultural expression,
which limits its cultural dynamism, adaptability,
and global competitiveness. To remain relevant
in a digital world, Kazakhstan must shift toward
a balanced approach one that treats creative and
digital formats not as peripheral or experimental,
but as integral components of national cultural

policy.

Risks and Limitations of the South Korean
Cultural Export Model

While South Korea is widely recognized as one
of the most successful examples of contemporary
cultural export policy, its model also demonstrates
several structural and ideological limitations that
increasingly attract critical scholarly attention. The
rapid global expansion of Hallyu has strengthened
South Korea's cultural influence; however, it has si-
multaneously produced new forms of dependen-
cy, standardization, and commercialization within
the cultural sphere [7; 12].

One of the most discussed risks concerns
cultural homogenization. The globalization of
Korean cultural products has encouraged the
formation of standardized aesthetics and com-
mercially optimized cultural formats designed
primarily for global consumption. As Zhang and
Lee argue, contemporary Korean cultural produc-
tion increasingly operates within a neoliberal me-
dia environment where market competitiveness
shapes cultural expression [12]. As a result, local
and regional cultural diversity within Korea may
become less visible, while globally marketable
formats dominate cultural production.

Another important limitation is platform de-
pendency. Korean cultural exports are now deep-
ly integrated into global digital ecosystems con-
trolled by multinational platforms such as Netflix,
YouTube, Spotify, TikTok, and Disney+. Although
these platforms significantly increase the interna-
tional visibility of Korean content, they also create
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forms of algorithmic dependence in which visibil-
ity, profitability, and audience reach are increas-
ingly determined by external digital infrastruc-
tures rather than national cultural institutions
[11; 13]. This makes cultural exports vulnerable to
changing platform policies, global market fluctu-
ations, and algorithmic prioritization.

The Korean model is also characterized by
a high level of dependence on fandom-based
economies. K-pop and digital entertainment in-
dustries rely heavily on emotionally engaged fan
communities that actively participate in promo-
tion, content circulation, and symbolic consump-
tion [7; 13]. While this model has proven eco-
nomically effective, it has also generated criticism
concerning the commercialization of emotional
labor, intensive production cycles, and growing
pressure on performers within highly competitive
entertainment structures [12].

In addition, the success of export-oriented
cultural industries may lead to the over-commer-
cialization of culture itself. Under such conditions,
culture increasingly functions as a commodity
optimized for global markets rather than as a
symbolic system connected to historical memo-
ry, local meanings, and cultural diversity [11; 12].
This creates tensions between economic profita-
bility and cultural authenticity.

For Kazakhstan, the South Korean experience
therefore represents not a model for mechanical
imitation but rather a source of selective institu-
tional adaptation. Kazakhstan can benefit from
Korea's strategic coordination mechanisms, cre-
ative-industry infrastructure, and digital promo-
tion strategies while simultaneously preserving
its own cultural specificity, linguistic diversity,
and historical heritage. A balanced cultural pol-
icy should avoid reducing culture exclusively to
commercial export and instead maintain equilib-
rium between economic innovation and cultural
authenticity.

International Positioning and Cultural
Diplomacy

One of the most striking differences between
the cultural policies of South Korea and Kazakh-
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stan lies in the degree of institutionalization and
strategic orientation of their cultural diplomacy
and international positioning. South Korea sys-
tematically deploys culture as an instrument of
foreign policy, aligning with the “soft power” par-
adigm described by Kim and Nye [7], and further
elaborated through the concept of Hallyu. Its cul-
tural diplomacy operates as a coherent system of
measures, including:

— funding cultural centers in more than 30
countries;

— organizing international festivals and exhi-
bitions of Korean culture (K-Festival, Korean Cin-
ema Week);

— investing in global media platforms such as
Netflix and Spotify to disseminate content;

— the work of agencies like KOCIS (Korean
Culture and Information Service) and KOFICE,
which coordinate international cultural exchange
programs;

— creating universal cultural symbols such as
K-pop, dramas, cuisine, design, and the Korean
language [22; 23].

In contrast, Kazakhstan has long prioritized
internal cultural development through restoring
historical memory, reinforcing national identity,
and promoting spiritual and moral values. These
priorities are reflected in national programs that
frame culture primarily as a guardian of tradition.
However, the new Cultural Policy Concept of the
Republic of Kazakhstan for 2023-2029 outlines
intentions to strengthen the country's interna-

tional cultural presence through:

—the development of national cultural brands;

— participation in international fairs and fes-
tivals;

— the promotion of Kazakh films, music, and
literature on foreign platforms;

— the creation of new formats for cultural rep-
resentation, including virtual museums and inter-
national residencies [19; 20].

Nevertheless, as noted by British Council Ka-
zakhstan and in the creative.kz research, these
initiatives remain sporadic and fragmented. Ka-
zakhstan still lacks:

— a dedicated institution similar to KOCIS or
KOFICE to coordinate cultural diplomacy;

— a cohesive cultural branding strategy (aside
from the phenomenon of Dimash Kudaibergen,
who has become an informal cultural ambassa-
dor);

— targeted strategies to engage the private
sector and the diaspora in cultural promotion ef-
forts.

Isolated projects such as the international fes-
tival screenings of films like “Tomiris”, “Almas Qy-
lysh”, and “Koshpendiler” demonstrate significant
potential but currently fall outside the scope of
institutional support.

The comparative analysis of cultural diploma-
cy tools in the two countries reveals substantial
differences in institutional frameworks, promo-
tional mechanisms, and the maturity of national
cultural branding (Table 5).

Table 5 - Tools for International Positioning and Cultural Diplomacy

Parameters South Korea

Kazakhstan

Institutions of cultural

. KOCIS, KOFICE, MCST
diplomacy

Divisions within the Ministry of Culture & Infor-
mation and diplomatic missions of Kazakhstan

Forms of promotion
cultural centers

K-pop, K-drama, cinema, webtoons,

Historical films, music, cuisine

Geographic reach Netflix)

>30 countries (centers, festivals,

>10 countries (via embassies, exhibitions, film
festivals - fragmented image)

National cultural brand | Hallyu, K-Culture, K-Design

Dimash, Kazakh yurt, qobyz (fragmented image)

Challenges Dependence on pop culture

Lack of consistent branding, weak institutional
support

Source: Table compiled by the authors based on comparative analyses.

Kazakhstan requires a strategic shift in its
approach to cultural diplomacy from represent-
ing the past to promoting a modern and diverse
cultural image. Key steps include establishing a
specialized agency, enhancing cross-sectoral co-
operation (with media, tourism, and education),
institutionalizing cultural branding, and embrac-

ing digital platforms. These efforts are vital not
only for strengthening Kazakhstan's soft power
but also for leveraging culture as a resource for
international dialogue and economic develop-
ment, as exemplified by South Korea's experi-
ence.
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Conclusion

The comparative analysis of the cultural pol-
icies of South Korea and Kazakhstan has made
it possible to identify fundamental differences in
institutional approaches, strategic priorities, and
implementation tools for cultural objectives. Al-
though both countries recognize culture as an
integral part of sustainable development, their
models of cultural policy are shaped by different
historical, political, and economic factors.

South Korea demonstrates the successful
implementation of an export-oriented model in
which culture functions as a strategic resource
of state soft power, economic growth, and glob-
al positioning. Clear institutionalization (KOCCA,
KOCIS, CHA), a legal framework (Cultural Industry
Promotion Act), and comprehensive strategies
(Culture Vision 2030) have enabled the country to
achieve leadership in the field of creative indus-
tries and cultural diplomacy. Everyday practices
such as gastronomy, music, and the film indus-
try have been transformed into powerful cultural
brands integrated into pop culture and the digital
environment.

Kazakhstan, by contrast, builds its cultural pol-
icy on the basis of an introspective model focused
on the restoration of historical memory, the sacral-
ization of heritage, and the strengthening of na-
tional identity. Government programs in the field
of culture reflect the state’s intention to rethink the
cultural past and transform it into symbolic capital.
However, the potential of culture as an export re-
source and a component of the creative economy
is being realized to a limited extent.

The comparison between Kazakhstan and
South Korea demonstrates that contemporary
cultural policy can no longer be limited either to
heritage preservation or to market-oriented cul-
tural export alone. Under conditions of globaliza-
tion and digital transformation, sustainable cul-
tural development increasingly depends on the
ability to construct hybrid cultural ecosystems
in which identity, innovation, digitalization, cre-
ative industries, and international visibility coexist
within a flexible institutional framework [10; 11].

South Korea illustrates the effectiveness of a
strategically coordinated export-oriented model
supported by autonomous institutions, digital
infrastructures, and global cultural branding [7;
15]. Kazakhstan, meanwhile, possesses signifi-
13 4 AJTAM SJIEMI
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cant symbolic and historical resources capable
of forming the basis for a distinctive cultural
model rooted in nomadic heritage, intercultur-
al dialogue, and regional identity. However, the
transformation of these cultural resources into
globally visible and technologically adaptive
cultural products requires deeper institutional
reforms, diversified funding mechanisms, and
stronger integration between culture, media, ed-
ucation, and digital technologies [19; 20].

For Kazakhstan, the most productive path
does not lie in copying the Korean model me-
chanically, but in selectively adapting those in-
stitutional and strategic mechanisms that cor-
respond to its own historical experience and
cultural specificity. A balanced combination of
heritage preservation, creative innovation, and
digital transformation may become the founda-
tion for a more sustainable and internationally
competitive cultural policy in the future.

References

1 06 yTBepXAEHUM HaUMOHaNbHOrO npoekTa
«YATTBIK  PyXaHW  >KaHFbIpy». MocTaHoBNEHME
MpasBuTenbctBa Pecnybanku KasaxctaH ot 12 oktabps
2021 roga N2 724 // [SnekTpoHHbIA pecypc] URL: //
https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/P2100000724 (the date
of referring: 12.06.2025).

2 06 yrteBepxaeHun KoHuenuuu  pasButUs
KpeaTVBHbIX WHAYCTPWM Ha 2021 - 2025 roabl.
MoctaHoBneHwe MNpasutenscTBa Pecnybavkn KazaxcraH
o130 Hos6ps 2021 roga N2 860 // [21eKTPOHHbIN pecypc
] URL// https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/P2100000860
(the date of referring: 12.06.2025)

3 O KoHuenuun 06 oxpaHe U1 pa3BUTUM
HemaTepuranbHOro KyNbTypHOro Hacneaus
B Pecny6bauke KasaxcraH. MoctaHoBNeHMNe

MpasutensctBa Pecnybankn Kasaxcran ot 29 anpens
2013 roga N2 408 // [2nekTpoHHbIM pecypc ] URL://
https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/P1300000408 (the date
of referring: 12.06.2025)

4 Adibayeva A, Melich J. Nation-building and cul-
tural policy in Kazakhstan //European Scientific Journal.
—-2013. - P. 265-279.

5 Tuleuova K., Sheryazdanova K., Alpeisov A.
Rukhani Zhangyru as the cornerstone in the foreign
cultural policy of Kazakhstan //Opcién: Revista de Cien-
cias Humanas y Sociales. — 2019. — No. 90. — P. 668-683.

6 XacbynatoB A., CyntaHoBa M. KynbTypHbI Kog
HaLuv B KOHLeNTyalbHOM MOHVMaHUWM COBPEMEHHON
Ky/bTypHOW nonutukn Kasaxctawa //Adam asnemi. —
2015. - N2. 3-4. - C. 65-66

7 Kim'Y., Nye J. The soft power of the Korean Wave:
Parasite, BTS and drama. // The Journal of Indonesia Sus-
tainable Development Planning. — 2022. - No 3 (3). - P.
317-329.

8 Lee H. K. Cultural policy and the Korean Wave:
From national culture to transnational consumerism //
The Korean Wave. — Routledge, 2013. — P. 185-198.



Comparative analysis of cultural policy in Kazakhstan and South Korea: strategies, priorities and tools

9 Kwon S., Kim J. The cultural industry policies of
the Korean government and the Korean Wave //Inter-
national journal of cultural policy. — 2014. - Vol. 20. - No.
4. - P.422-439.

10 Mulcahy K. Public culture, cultural identity, cul-
tural policy: comparative perspectives. — Springer, 2016.
-191p.

11 Kim J. O. The Korean wave and the new global
media economy // The Routledge handbook of digital
media and globalization. — Routledge, 2021. — P. 77-85.

12 Zhang X., Lee H. The Korean Wave as a source of
implicit cultural policy: Making of a neoliberal subjec-
tivity in a Korean style //International Journal of Cultural
Studies. — 2021. - Vol. 24. — No. 3. - P. 521-537.

13 Shim D. The growth of Korean cultural industries
and the Korean wave //East Asian pop culture: Analysing
the Korean wave. — 2008. - Vol. 1. - P. 15-32.

14 Korea Creative Content Agency (KOCCA). Stra-
tegic Plan. — Seoul: KOCCA Publications, 2022. // [Elec-
tronic source] URL:// https://www.kocca.kr/ (the date of
referring: 22.06.2025).

15 Culture Vision 2030. Ministry of Culture, Sports
and Tourism (MCST). — Seoul: MCST, 2021 // [Electron-
ic source] URL:// https://www.mcst.go.kr/kor/s_notice/
press/pressView.jsp?pSeq=21573# (the date of refer-
ring: 20.06.2025).

16 Parc J. Korea's cultural exports and soft power:
Understanding the true scale of this trend. — Asialink,
2022 // [Electronic source] URL://https://www.academ-
ia.edu/88253883/Korea_s_cultural_exports_and_soft_
power_Understanding_the_true_scale_of_this_trend
(the date of referring: 15.12.2025).

17 Tynemucos b., TalibipxaHkpi3bl X. MageHn
casncaT YyATTbIK KOATbl KOPfayAblH MapMeHZi Kypabl
petiHae //Endless light in science. — 2025. — N2. 28. —
201-207 6.

18. EpmaramberoBa K. C. OHipnik
OpeHATI  KanbINTacTblpyAblH, TEOPUAbIK,
// JlH. Tymunes ameiHOarel Eypazus yimmelk
YHUsepcumemiHiy xabapuwsicel. Tapuxu felbiMOap.
@unocopus. fiHmaHy cepuscel. — 2019. — N2. 3 (128).
—44-59 6.

19 KpeaTnBHble nHAycTpun KasaxcraHa: TpeHAbl 1
nepcnektunsbl. — Actana: AIFC, 2024. - 50 c.

20 KoHuenums KynbTypHOU noantuku Pecnybamnkm
KazaxctaH Ha 2023-2029 roppl: [locTtaHOBAeHMe
MpaButensctea PK  N2795 ot  26.09.2023 //
[SnektpoHHbIn pecypc] URL://https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/
docs/P2300000250 (the date of referring: 15.06.2025).

21 Christiaan De Beukelaer, Galina Koretskaya. Cul-
tural industries in Kazakhstan: models, challenges, and
strategies. Report British Council Kazakhstan. — Almaty,
2016.-36 c.

22 Framework act on the promotion of cultur-
al industries // [Electronic source] URL://https://
elaw.klri.re.kr/eng_mobile/viewer.do?hseq=49066&-
type=part8key=17 (the date of referring: 22.06.2025).

23 Traditional culture will be promoted beyond
mere preservation, fostering it as a high value-add-
ed sector within the Hallyu (Korean Wave) industry //
[Electronic source] URL://https://www.mcst.go.kr/ko-
r/s_notice/press/pressView.jsp?pSeq=21573 (the date
of referring: 22.06.2025).

24 Myzannap E., EpmaramberoBa K.C, Kum
Sang-Cheol. OHTYCTIK KOpeWnik KuHemaTorpadpwus:
«KyMcak KyLw» npoekuuscel // /1.H. lymunes amsiHOaFs!
Eypasus ynmmelk  yHugepcumemiHiy — xabapuibicel.

MajeHM
Herizgepi

Tapuxu felnbiMdap. ®unocogus. JiHmaHy cepuscel. —
2023. - N2 2(143). - 197-215 6.

Transliteration

1. Ob utverzhdenii nacional'nogo proekta “Ult-
tyk ruhani zhangyru"”. Postanovlenie Pravitel'stva Res-
publiki Kazahstan ot 12 oktjabrja 2021 goda N2 724//
[Electronic source] URL://https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/
P2100000724 (the date of referring: 12.06.2025). (in
Russ).

2. Ob utverzhdenii Koncepcii razvitija kreativnyh in-
dustrij na 2021 - 2025 gody. Postanovlenie Pravitel'stva
Respubliki Kazahstan ot 30 nojabrja 2021 goda N2 860
// [Electronic source] URL://https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/
docs/P2100000860 (the date of referring: 12.06.2025).
(in Russ).

3. O Koncepcii ob ohrane i razvitii nematerial’'nogo
kul'turnogo nasledija v Respublike Kazahstan. Postano-
vlenie Pravitel'stva Respubliki Kazahstan ot 29 aprelja
2013 goda N2 408 // [Electronic source] URL:// https://
adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/P1300000408 (the date of refer-
ring: 12.06.2025). (in Russ).

4. Adibayeva A, Melich J. Nation-building and cul-
tural policy in Kazakhstan //European Scientific Journal.
—2013. - P. 265-279.

5. Tuleuova K. Sheryazdanova K., Alpeisov A.
Rukhani Zhangyru as the cornerstone in the foreign
cultural policy of Kazakhstan //Opcién: Revista de Cien-
cias Humanas y Sociales. — 2019. — N2. 90. — P. 668-683.

6. Hasbulatov A, Sultanova M. Kul'turnyj kod nacii
v konceptual'nom ponimanii sovremennoj kul'turnoj
politiki Kazahstana //Adam alemi. — 2015. — N2 3-4. — P.
65-66. (in Russ).

7.KimY., Nye J. The soft power of the Korean Wave:
Parasite, BTS and drama. // The Journal of Indonesia Sus-
tainable Development Planning. — 2022. - N2 3 (3). - P.
317-329.

8. Lee H. K. Cultural policy and the Korean Wave:
From national culture to transnational consumerism //
The Korean Wave. — Routledge, 2013. — P. 185-198.

9. Kwon S., Kim J. The cultural industry policies of
the Korean government and the Korean Wave //Inter-
national journal of cultural policy. — 2014. - Vol. 20. - N2.
4.-P.422-439.

10. Mulcahy K. Public culture, cultural identity, cul-
tural policy: comparative perspectives. — Springer, 2016.
-191 p.

11. Kim J. O. The Korean wave and the new global
media economy // The Routledge handbook of digital
media and globalization. — Routledge, 2021. — P. 77-85.

12. Zhang X., Lee H. The Korean Wave as a source of
implicit cultural policy: Making of a neoliberal subjectiv-
ity in a Korean style //International Journal of Cultural
Studies. — 2021. - Vol. 24. - N2. 3. — P. 521-537.

13. Shim D. The growth of Korean cultural industries
and the Korean wave //East Asian pop culture: Analysing
the Korean wave. — 2008. - Vol. 1. - P. 15-32.

14. Korea Creative Content Agency (KOCCA). Stra-
tegic Plan. — Seoul: KOCCA Publications, 2022. // [Elec-
tronic source] URL:// kocca.kr (the date of referring:
22.06.2025).

15. Culture Vision 2030. Ministry of Culture, Sports
and Tourism (MCST). — Seoul: MCST, 2021 // [Electron-
ic source] URL:// https://www.mcst.go.kr/kor/s_notice/
press/pressView.jsp?pSeq=21573# (the date of refer-
ring: 20.06.2025).

https://adamalemijournal.com | 1 35

ISSN 1999-5849 (Print) « eISSN 2959-7544 (Online)



Yermagambetova K.S., Kim S-Ch., Muzappar Y.

16. Parc J. Korea's cultural exports and soft power:
Understanding the true scale of this trend. — Asialink,
2022 // [Electronic source] URL://https://www.academ-
ia.edu/88253883/Korea_s_cultural_exports_and_soft_
power_Understanding_the_true_scale_of_this_trend
(the date of referring: 15.12.2025)

17. Tulemisov B., Tajyrzhankyzy Zh. Madeni sajasat
ulttyk kodty qorgaudyn parmendi quraly retinde //End-
less light in science. — 2025. — N2. 28. — S. 201-207. (in
Kaz).

18. Yermagambetova K. S. Onirlik madeni brendti
galyptastyrudyn teorijalyk negizderi // Bulletin of
L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University. Historical
Sciences. Philosophy. Religious Studies. — 2019. — N2. 3
(128). — S. 44-59. (in Kaz).

19. Kreativnye industrii Kazahstana: trendy i pers-
pektivy. — Astana: AIFC, 2024. — 50 p. (in Russ).

20. Koncepcija kulturnoj politiki Respubliki Kazah-
stan na 2023-2029 gody: Postanovlenie Pravitel'stva
RK N2795 ot 26.09.2023 // [Electronic source] URL://
https://adilet.zan.kz/rus/docs/P2300000250 (the date
of referring: 15.06.2025). (in Russ).

21. Christiaan De Beukelaer, Galina Koretskaya. Cul-
tural industries in Kazakhstan: models, challenges, and
strategies. Report British Council Kazakhstan. — Almaty,
2016.-36 p.

22. Framework act on the promotion of cul-
tural industries // [Electronic source] URL://https://
elaw.klri.re.kr/eng_mobile/viewer.do?hseq=49066&-
type=part&key=17 (the date of referring: 22.06.2025).

23. Traditional culture will be promoted beyond
mere preservation, fostering it as a high value-add-

ed sector within the Hallyu (Korean Wave) industry //
[Electronic source] URL://https://www.mcst.go.kr/ko-
r/s_notice/press/pressView.jsp?pSeq=21573 (the date
of referring: 22.06.2025).

24. Muzappar Y., Yermagambetova K, Kim
Sang-Sheol.  Ontustik  koreylik  kinematografija:
«zhumsak kush» proekcijasy // Bulletin of L.N. Gumi-
lyov Eurasian National University. Historical Sciences.
Philosophy. Religious Studies. — 2023. — N2 2(143). — P.
197-215. (in Kaz).

Author Contributions: Yermagambetova K.S. —
conceptualization of the research, formulation of re-
search questions and objectives, content analysis of
the regulatory framework and strategic documents
of the Republic of Korea, theoretical substantiation of
the hybrid model of cultural policy, formatting of the
reference list and visualization of results, general sci-
entific editing, and final revision of the manuscript. Kim
Sang-Cheol — methodological support for the compar-
ative analysis, systematization of data on South Korea's
public policy (Culture Vision 2030 strategy, KOCCA and
KOCIS institutional tools), and risk analysis of commer-
cialization and platform dependence within the South
Korean content export model. Muzappar E. — data cura-
tion, qualitative and quantitative processing of empiri-
cal data and statistical reports (case studies of creative
industries and the independent media sector in the
Republic of Kazakhstan and South Korea), conducting
comparative discourse analysis, compilation of analyti-
cal tables, and translation of the article into English.

INFORMATION ABOUT AUTHORS

Kuralay Yermagambetova

Sang-Cheol Kim

Yelaman Muzappar

Kypanali Epmazambemosa

Sang-Cheol Kim

Enaman Mysannap

Kypanali Epmaeambemosa

Sang-Cheol Kim

Enaman My3annap

PhD, Associate Professor, Department of Philosophy, L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian
National University, Astana, Kazakhstan, e-mail: quralai.sergabylqyzy@mail.ru,
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1620-5794

PhD, Research Professor, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Seoul, South Korea,
e-mail: ksc37001@hotmai.com, ORCID ID: 0009-0000-5852-9386

PhD student, L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University, Astana, Kazakhstan,
e-mail: emuzappar@gmail.com, ORCID ID: 0000-0001-6279-1993

PhD, ¢unocodus kadeapacbiHblH KaybiMaacTbipbiifaH npodeccopsl, J1.H. Fymu-
neB atbiHAafbl Eypasms yaTTbiK yHuBepcuTeTi, ActaHa, KasakcrtaH, e-mail: quralai.
sergabylqyzy@mail.ru, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1620-5794

PhD, 3eptTeywwi-npodeccop, XaHkyk weten Tingepi yHnsepcuteti, Ceyn, OHTYCTIK
Kopes, e-mail: ksc37001@hotmai.com, ORCID ID: 0009-0000-5852-9386

PhD gpokTopaHT, J1.H. T'ymuneB atbiHgafbl Eypasusa yaTTbik yHMBepcuTeTi, AcTaHa,
KazakcraH, e-mail: emuzappar@gmail.com, ORCID ID: 0000-0001-6279-1993

PhD, accouumpoBaHHbIi npodeccop Kadeapbl ¢unocodun, Espasuiicknii
HaLMOHanbHbIN yHMBepcuTeT nmenn J1H.I'ymunesa, ActaHa, KasaxctaH, e-mail:
quralai.sergabylqyzy@mail.ru, ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1620-5794

PhD, npodeccop-nccnesoBatenb, YHMBEPCUTET WMHOCTPAHHbIX A3bIKOB XaHryk,
Ceyn, HFOxxHas Kopes, e-mail: ksc37001@hotmai.com, ORCID ID: 0009-0000-5852-
9386

PhD pokTopaHT, EBpa3uickMin HaLMOHaNbHbIA yHMBepcuUTeTa WMeHn J1H.

l'ymuneBa, ActaHa, KasaxcraH, e-mail: emuzappar@gmail.com, ORCID ID: 0000-
0001-6279-1993



