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CAHAPUIITUK HHTEJUIEKTYAJIIBIK CéﬂCHﬁ MAJAHUATKA CEPEN
OB30P INPPOBOUN UHTEJVUIEKTYAJIBHOU NIOJIMTHYECKOMU KYJIbTYPbI
OUTLINE OF DIGITAL-INTELLIGENT POLITICAL CULTURE

Kbickaua mMyHe3nemMe: CaHApUNTUK HHTEUICKTYAJIJBIK CasCUM MaJaHUAT, CasCUM MaJaHUSTThIH
J)KaHa WHTEPHET MAJaHWATBIHBIH WYMHACTH KECWIHMINKCH CyOMamaHWAT Karapbl, DJKOOHYH TEH
MYHO3/16MeJIOpYHO, OIIOHAON 3j1€ ©3YHYH YHHKAaJIAyy e3reuYeldyKTepyHe 33. AHBIH CyObeKTTepUHHH
YBIHIIBIKTATBl JKaHa BUPTYAIABIKTArBl KOII OKIIOMITYTY, CAHAPHUITHK WHTEUICKTYAIIBIK TpaHCHOPMAITHICHI
JKaHa OMITMMIETH CasiCuii OOBEKTHIIEPIUH TaK OCPUIIHINH, OIIOHION AJI€ aHBIH OHYTYITYH KalbIITaHIBIPTaH
"OOpOOPIOH AKBIPATHUITAH KOI ©I4OMIYY aJaM — KOMIBIOTEPAUK 63 apa apakeTTeHYY" MOJCIN — MyHYH
0aappl aHBIH MYHO3IIOMOJIOPYH/e aHa TaacUpuHie Oarika cascuii cyOMaJaHUSATTapra CalbIIThIPMaIyy
OJTyTTYy aWBIpMavbLIBIKTapTa 606JTe TY30T.

Annorauus: lludposas wHTEIEKTyanbHAs IONHTHYECKAs KyJIbTypa, KaK HWHTEPCEKIIMOHAIbHASL
CYOKyNbTYypa B paMKaX IOJIHTHYECKOH KYIBTYpPbl M HMHTEPHET-KYJIBTYPBI, 00JalaeT XapaKTepUCTUKAMHU
o0enx, a Tak)Ke CBOMMH YHHKAJIHHBIMH OCOOCHHOCTSIMH. [|BOMCTBEHHAas HICHTHUIHOCTh €€ CYObEKTOB B
peampHOCTH W BUPTYAIBHOCTH, HHU(POBas HHTEIUICKTyallbHas TpaHcpopMmarss W TOYHAs Tepenada B
MO3HAHMM TOJUTHYSCKUX OOBEKTOB, a TaKkKe MOJACIHb «ICICHTPAIN30BAHHOTO MHOTOMEPHOIO

B3aMMOJICHICTBUSI UEJIOBEKA W KOMIIbIOTEpa», (opmupyromas e€ pa3BuUTHE, — BCE 3TO CIIOCOOCTBYET
CYIIIECTBEHHBIM PA3JIMYMsIM B €€ XapaKTePHCTHKAX U BIUSHUH MO0 CPABHEHUIO C JAPYTUMH HOJUTHYECKAMHU
CYOKYJBTYpaMu.

Abstract: Digital-intelligent political culture, as an intersectional subculture within the form of
political culture and internet culture, possesses characteristics of both while also having its own unique
features. Its subjects’ dual identity in reality and virtuality, the digital-intelligent transformation and precise
delivery in the cognition of political objects, and the model of “decentralized multi-dimensional human-
computer interaction” that shapes its development, all contribute to distinct differences in its characteristics
and influence compared to other political subcultures.

Hernzrn C83)1(-)p: CaHApUIITUK HHTCIUICKTYAJIJAbIK cascu MadaHUAT, KOHHOTALHWA, KaJbIIITAaHBIIIBI,
MYHO316MOJIOpPY; TAaCHUPH.

KioueBble ciaoBa: 1udpoBas UHTEIEKTyalbHAas TOJUTHYECKAas KyJABTYpa; KOHHOTAIWS;
(hopMHpOBaHHE; XapaKTEPUCTUKU; BIUSHHE.
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Political culture is not monolithic. In addition to the mainstream political culture, there are numerous
political subcultures within it. Digital-intelligent political culture, as an emerging political subculture in the
Al era, not only differs significantly from “real-world” political culture but also, due to the advantages of
convenience, openness, and speed of digital information networks, has the potential to greatly influence the
entire political cultural system. Therefore, this paper explores several fundamental issues regarding the
connotation, formation process, characteristics, and influence of digital-intelligent political culture, with the
aim of providing theoretical support for the construction of digital-intelligent political culture.

I. The connotation of digital-intelligent political culture

Digital-intelligent political culture isn’t just a simple superposition of “digital intelligence” and
“political culture”, nor is it a mechanical complex of “cyber politics” and “culture”, nor is it the politicization
of “cyber culture”. Instead, it has itS own unique connotations.

Since the modern American political scientist Almond first put forward the concept of “political
culture” in 1956 [1] , political terms that describe in-depth cognition, attitudes, thoughts, emotions,
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psychology, motivations, and concepts about politics among members of society have gradually been
incorporated into the “political culture” framework. The development of the internet has given rise to “cyber
political culture”, and with the internet entering the era of artificial intelligence, “digital-intelligent political
culture” has become the latest form of political subculture. Currently, there are mainly three understandings
of the connotation of “digital-intelligent political culture”. he digital-intelligent “transformation” of real
political culture, the “political culture” shaped by the digital-intelligent online environment, and the cultural
form bred by “digital-intelligent politics” practices. The “transformation theory” is essentially still rooted in
real-world political culture, with digital cyberspace merely serving as a transition empowered by artificial
intelligence technology. The “edification theory” is essentially an external imposition of “environmental
determinism”. Understanding the connotation of “digital-intelligent political culture” should be based on the
fundamental path from political practice to political consciousness, political psychology, and political
culture. Therefore, it is essential to first clarify the foundational concepts of “digital-intelligent politics”, and
then construct the basic theoretical framework of “number intelligence political culture” on the basis of the
practice of “number intelligence politics”.

American scholar Mark Slouka’s The Great Conflict: Cyber Space and High Technology as Threats to
Reality [2] Alvin Toffler’s Information Politics [3], Kevin Hill and John Hughes’ Cyber Politics [4] Chris
Toulouse and Timothy Luke’s The Politics of Cyberspace [5] and Australian scholar David Holmes’ Virtual
Politics [6] and so on. These findings discuss the “virtualization” of real politics and make certain predictions
on the form of virtualization. Chinese scholars’ research focuses on defining the concept of “cyber politics”
and the influence of the internet on real politics. Li Bin believes that cyber politics in a broad sense “refers to
political phenomena involving state power and specific interests on the internet. In a narrow sense, it
specifically refers to objectively existing political phenomena on the internet that are closely related to social
and political life, such as those concerning political power”[7]. Wu Haijing clearly pointed out that “cyber
politics is an emerging discipline that studies the interrelationship and mechanisms of action between
network technology and politics, with the influence of network technology on politics being its main
research focus” [8]. In this regard, Yang Weimin and Wu Xianqing also agree that “cyber politics is a
political phenomenon formed by the mutual penetration of the internet and politics” [9]. It can be seen that
domestic scholars’ research on “cyber politics” in general is mostly based on the perspective of real politics,
generally focusing on the influence of the new tool on real political life.

At present, there are not many definitions of “digital-intelligent political culture”, most of which are
based on the connotation definition of cyber political culture. Li Bin holds that: “cyber political culture refers
to the sum of spiritual phenomena that are based on computer technology and communication technology as
material support, exist in the network, to send and receive information as the core, derive from human
reflection on their own political values, political lifestyles, political way of thinking, and are related to
political phenomena in real society and network society”’[10] This definition affirms the objectivity of online
media, but it understands the formation of cyber political culture as “self-reflection” rather than the “
breeding and shaping” of the online political environment, thus downplaying the effectiveness of the
internet. Ye Min and Tang Yalin believe that “cyber political culture refers to the sum total of attitudes,
emotions, and evaluations toward the real political system that people gradually develop during online
political activities as humanity enters the internet era” [11]. This definition largely follows Almond's concept
of political culture, but it doesn’t go as far as the internet era requires in understanding the subject and object
of cyber political culture.

Digital-intelligent political culture refers to the sum of relatively universal spiritual products such as
political attitudes and political emotions, which are formed when political netizens, based on their own value
preferences, cognize and evaluate the political reality carried by specific types of digital political information
under the cyber political environment of artificial intelligence, through long-term influence of the digital
political environment and political practice, and then internalize them into the subjective consciousness
through continuous accumulation.

I1. The formation process of cyber political culture

The digital-intelligent network environment has changed the patterns of how “non-cyber” political
cultures are formed. The asynchronous interactivity, equality and other characteristics of networks have led
to a “pluralistic, decentralized interaction” among the subjects and objects of political culture within society,
as well as between different subjects and between different objects. The value biases inherent in the
“political information” disseminated through digital networks result in a lack of an internal “evaluation”
process among netizens, that is, the “cognition-attitude-emotion” model is not fully operational.

Political culture formation generally follows four basic steps of “cognition, evaluation, attitude, and
emotion”. The significant differences between digitally intelligent political culture and real-world political
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culture in the formation process are mainly reflected in the “content” orientation of each link and the lack of
specific links (evaluation).

In terms of cognition, digitally intelligent political culture primarily focuses on digital political
information as its object of perception, while insignificant online political participation and virtual political
life are not the main stimulus sources of the cyber political culture. In terms of evaluation, political
information contains not only the political events themselves but also the evaluations and attitudes of the
information “processors”, and may even include “column commentary” and “comments” posted by ordinary
netizens. This results in more netizens being influenced by “pre-existing evaluations” before they've even
formed their own judgments when receiving political information, leading to a certain degree of absence of
an evaluation process among information recipients. In terms of attitude, netizens’ political attitudes exhibit
extreme instability, stemming from their lack of thorough cognition and in-depth evaluation, as they’re
instead assimilated by the attitudes embedded in existing digital political information. Emotionally, the
massive amount of political information in the digital cyberspace makes it difficult for netizens to form a
stable emotional attribution. While homogeneous “political emotions™ struggle to aggregate, there’s also a
polarization of “political empathy”. Thus, the formation of digitally intelligent political culture exhibits a
“dualization” process. that is, the digital virtualization of real politics generates “digital information”, and the
substantiation of virtual virtual digitally intelligent political culture forms a “reverse consciousness”. In the
interaction between the dual dimensions of reality and virtuality, both real and digitally intelligent political
cultures gradually lead to a “dual structure” within the overall political culture system.

I11. Characteristics of digital-intelligent political culture

Digital political culture, as the latest “subculture” within the political culture system, not only
possesses the general characteristics of digital-intelligent culture but also has unique features, which are
determined by differences in its subjects, objects, and formation processes.

1. The virtual nature of digital-Intelligent political culture

The virtual nature of digital-intelligent political culture subjects. Netizens possess both real and virtual
identities, with the virtual identity being more reflected as online. In cyber social life, a set of codes or a
symbolic role becomes the identifier of a netizen, rather than being a real citizen. This allows them to exist as
relatively free “virtual political agents”. The virtual nature of digital-intelligent political culture objects. As a
space for information production, processing, dissemination, and storage, the network virtual world allows
netizens to form certain attitudes towards “real politics” through digitally reconstructed versions of it,
without having to personally experience or witness it firsthand. “Digital reinvention of politics” has become
the direct object of understanding in digital-intelligent political culture. The virtual nature of digital-
intelligent political life. With the gradual rise of digital-intelligent politics, real politics has got rid of the
constraints of time and space. Political life has shifted from “real” to “virtual”, changing from interactions
between “citizens and political subjects” to a tripartite interaction model of “citizen-computer-political
subject”, with “virtual scenarios” becoming the new form of the digital-intelligent political field.

2. The diffusiveness of digital-Intelligent political culture

Every culture has the dual attributes of outward expansion and inward cohesion at the same time, but
no culture has spread faster, more powerfully, or more widely than digital-intelligent political culture. There
are mainly two types of diffusion of digital-intelligent political culture. First, in digital virtual environments,
“high-level political netizens” represented by internet influencers and celebrities have a “siphon effect” on
ordinary netizens, leading to “jungle confrontation” among netizens and eventually converging consensus.
Second lies in the interactive influence across the “heterogeneous spaces” between digital-intelligent
virtuality and reality. The integrated nature of netizens’ dual identities in virtual and real life determines that
digital-intelligent political culture inevitably influences real-world political culture through the
transformation of netizens’ identities. In other words, the political culture formed online becomes “realized”
as netizens switch from virtual to real identities, and it can erode other types of culture.

3. The homogeneity of online political culture

Although digital-intelligent political culture consists of many “subunits” due to the different
preferences of political netizens, the inherent characteristics of digital intelligence mean that these subunits
with relatively small differences converge into a political culture with a high degree of homogeneity.
Compared to other types of political subcultures, the homogeneity of digital political culture is easier to form
because digital online information allows mainstream political attitudes to more easily dominate cyberspace
and continuously assimilate other political attitudes. Most netizens are easily influenced by online public
opinion, leading to a ‘“herd mentality”, and the “precision-targeted delivery” of digital intelligence
information makes the “information cocooning” effect more obvious among specific groups. In the
formation of a highly homogeneous digital-intelligent political culture, the “assimilation” role of online

395



mainstream public opinion plays an important role, absorbing and integrating heterogeneity to continuously
enhance homogeneity.

4. The intuitive explicitness of digital-intelligent political culture

Culture is implicit, and it seems that it can only be observed through the external minister of the
cultural carrier. However, digital-intelligent political culture has, to some extent, achieved ‘“self-
explicitness”. Due to the virtual and anonymous nature of its subjects, netizens tend to directly express their
political attitudes through symbols such as language and text. If all netizens can express their political views,
then digital-intelligent political culture becomes much more “intuitive”. The self-disclosure of netizens has
given digital-intelligent political culture the characteristic of being “intuitive explicit”. It’s clear that digital-
intelligent political culture has shifted from “passive observation” to “active presentation”, from being
“implicit” to being “explicit”.

IV. The influences of digital-intelligent political culture

The influence of digital-intelligent political culture on the political culture system. As a highly
pervasive cultural form, digital-intelligent political culture not only affects other political subcultures but
also influences the entire political culture system. This impact is reflected in two aspects. On one hand,
during the process of its dissemination and diffusion, digital-intelligent political culture, due to its strong
appeal, influence, and infectivity, causes other types of political culture to passively or actively adopt similar
characteristics, finally leading to homogenization. On the other hand, mutual influence between diverse
political cultures is normal, but for such influence to completely transform one culture, it doesn't happen
overnight. The inherent cohesion, heterogeneity, and strong stability of political cultures mean they tend to
produce exclusion in the face of other types of foreign political culture “invasion”, and the extent of this
exclusion depends on factors like the degree of heterogeneity between the cultures and their own level of
stability. While digital-intelligent political culture has an assimilative effect, it also faces the possibility of
heterogeneous political cultures developing in the opposite direction, that is, “cultural center contraction”.
On the whole, as a culture more closely connected to real politics, digital-intelligent political culture’s
assimilative function is significantly stronger than its alienating function.

The influence of digital-intelligent political culture on real politics. With the help of the Internet, the
digital-intelligent political culture subtly changes people’s political perceptions, and then affects people’s
political behavior, even the whole social life. The influence of digital-intelligent political culture on the
political system is manifested in three aspects. First, the impact on the output value of the political system.
Individuals exposed to diverse information online are easy to form negative political cultures, which can
severely undermine the government's credibility, legitimacy, and authority. Second, the impact on the
operation of the political system. The negative and passive aspects of digital-intelligent political culture can
reduce administrative efficiency, leading to poor policy implementation, administrative setbacks, increased
social management costs, and diminished effectiveness, which in turn reinforces such digital-intelligent
political cultures. Third, it will alter the traditional power structure of “strong country and weak society”.
New virtual social organizations such as “digital communities” and “online communities” are forming a
pattern of super-traditional social groups that challenge the political system through “digital
associations”,and gradually moving towards a situation where virtual society and traditional state “power”
compete with each other.

Digital-intelligent transformation is not only a new scenario in human political life but also a complete
change of content and essence. In the foreseeable future, with the rapid development of generative artificial
intelligence, digital-intelligent politics will become a major trend in human political life, and the breeding
“digital-intelligent political culture” will also seize the practical opportunity for rapid development.
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KA3AKCTAH/JBIH A3BIPKbBI THIIIKBI CASAICATBIHIA UHTEI'PALIUA ®OPMATTAPBI
UHTETPAIIMOHHBIE ®OPMATHI B COBPEMEHHOM BHEIIHEM ITOJINTUKE
KA3AXCTAHA
INTEGRATION FORMATS IN KAZAKHSTAN'S CONTEMPORARY FOREIGN POLICY

Kbickaua myHe3neme: By M3WIeeHYH MakcaThl - a3blpkbl Ka3akcTaHNBIH THIMIKGI CasCaThIHIA
WHTETpalMsIIbIK OopMaTTapAblH MaaHHCcHH Oaanoo. JJokymenrtre Kazakctanapin EBpasusi DKOHOMHUKAIIBIK
Bupumaurn (EADB), Illanxaii Kesmatramteik Yiomy (ILIKY), Kamaarteik Kooncy3ayk Kemumum Yiomy
(CKKKY), Aszusagarel €3 apa apakeTTeHYY »aHa WIIeHuM uapanapbl Ootonua keHemme (CICA) »xaHa
Kerraiinpin «bup anmkak jxaHa >K0i» JEMHJITECH CBISKTYY HETHU3TH SKOHOMHKAIBIK JKaHa acKepauK-cascui
OupHKMesepre KaThllyyCyHYH HETH3rH OarbITTapbl Kapanar. Tanjgoo KepceTKkeHneH, Oyn ¢opmarrapra
kateinlyy KaszakcranaplH 311 apajiblk aOporoH Oekempaeere e0enre Ty3eT. M3uinmee THILIKEI cascaTThl
9KOHOMHKAJIBIK, CAsCUI KaHa WHPPACTPYKTYpAIbIK MEXaHU3MJEP apKbUIyy YIYTTYK KbI3BIKUBUIBIKTAP/IbI
WIIKE allbIpyyHYH Kypaslbl Karapbl KaparaH I'e€09KOHOMHKAJIBIK MaMUJICHHH TEOPHSJIBIK MPUHIUITEPUHE
HETU3JENTeH. OMIHMPHUKAIBIK OeJIyTy pacMHi [TOKYMEHTTEepre, aHaJIUTHKAJbIK OasHIamanapra jXaHa
Kazakcran, Poccust xana bopOop A3sus enkenepyHYH WIMMHHA KypHaJgapblHAArsl OacbuiMaiiapra
HeruzgenreH. JKelibIHTEIKTap Ka3akcTaHAbIH HHTErpAlMsIIbIK (hopMaTTapra KaThlllyycy ara 3JKOHOMHUKAIIBIK
MparMaTU3MAN KOl BEKTOPIYYy TBHILKbI CasgCHil CTpaTerusHbl HIIKE alblpyy MEHEH alKaJbIITBIpyyra
MYMKYHIYK OepeTr AereH ThISIHAK 4blrapyyra HEru3 CyHywTalT. Byn wuHTrerpaumsnbeik ¢opmarrapra
KaTeIyy KazakcTaHaplH 21 apasibIk apeHaaarsl OeeInH OEKeMIICHT.

Annotamus: Lenpio vccnenoBaHus SBISAETCS OLIEHKA 3HAYMMOCTH MHTETPAlMOHHBIX (POPMATOB BO
BHEIIHEH moiMTHKE coBpeMmeHHoro Kasaxcrana. B pabore paccMaTpuBarOTCs OCHOBHBIC HalpaBIICHHS
yuactusi KazaxcraHa B KIIIOUEBBIX SKOHOMHYECKHUX M BOCHHO-TIOJIMTHYECKHX OOBEITUHEHUSX, TAKUX Kak
EBpaswmiickuit sxonomuueckuid coro3 (EADC), Illanxaiickas opranmszamus corpyaaudectBa (ILLIOC),
Opranmzanus [oroBopa o kominekruBHoW OesonmacHoctu (OJKDB), CoBemanue mo B3aMMOJAEHCTBUIO U
mepam nosepusi B Azun (CBMJIA) u kuTaiickas nannmaTiBa «[losic  myTe». AHaIM3 MoKasal, 9To y4acTre
B JaHHBIX (opMarax CIOCOOCTBYET YKpPEIUIEHHIO MEXIyHapolnHoi cyOwbekTHocTH KasaxcraHa.
UccnenoBanne 0a3upyeTcs Ha TEOPETHUSCKHX MOJOXKEHUSIX TI'€OIKOHOMHUYECKOTO IMOIX0/Aa, B pPaMKax
KOTOPOTO BHEIIHSS MOJUTHKA PAacCMaTpPHUBaeTCAd KaK MHCTPYMEHT peali3alii HAalHOHAJIBHBIX MHTEPECOB
yepe3 3KOHOMHUUYECKHUE, NOJIUTHIECKUEe U MHPPACTPYKTYpPHBIE MEXaHU3MBbl. DMIUpPHYECKas YacTh OCHOBaHA
Ha OQUIHATBHBIX JTOKYMEHTAaX, aHATUTHICCKUX OTUETax ¥ MyOIMKalusIX B HAYYHBIX )KypHanax KazaxcraHa,
Poccun u crpan LlentpanbHoit Asuu. [lomyueHHBIE pe3yibTaThl MO3BOJAIOT CAENATH BBIBOA O TOM, YTO
yuactue KazaxcraHa B MHTETpalMOHHBIX (QopMaTax oOecrnednBaeT €My BO3MOXKHOCTb COYETaTh

397



