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Symbolic Analysis of Security Concepts

This article examines collective ideas about dirty and clean of a person in a traditional society. First of all,
modern hygienic ideas about dirty as contagious were abstracted from these ideas, which gave an understand-
ing of clean and dirty as ordered and disordered, that is, an attempt was made to reveal the symbolic meaning
of these ideas in the ordering, organization and systematization of social order. In particular, an attempt was
made to reveal the symbolic meaning of the contents of the concepts of Kazakh culture “kir”, “ot”, “kasietti”,
“bata”. At the same time, ideas about dirty and clean not only structure and systematize social experience, but
also implement measures of social control to preserve and reproduce the established social order. These col-
lective ideas, being at the same time necessary components of ethical consciousness, strengthen and focus
human sensitivity to accept social order. Ethical consciousness, implementing not only external but also in-
ternal self-control over the order, recognizes it as given from outside or from above. Thus, social order and
control, strictly regulating the daily life of members of a traditional society, develop protective mechanisms
of social processes from factors that destroy them. An established and controlled social order contributes to
the reproducibility and repeatability of social processes, and, consequently, the actions of individuals have a
predictable and expected nature. Thus, the routinization of social activity contributes to the formation of a
sense of ontological security in a traditional society.

Keywords: danger, clean, dirty, social norm, taboo, safety precautions, social order, social control, routine,
ontological security.

Introduction

A human being, from the emergence of the first societies to the present day, has always solved the is-
sues of his safe existence. Human existence from a natural point of view is protected at the level of the indi-
vidual by the instinct of self-preservation, and at the level of the species — by the function of reproduction.

The chronicle of the history of the coexistence of people, unfortunately, has sad pages, when one clan,
tribe or even nationality could completely physically destroy other social groups. However, the current situa-
tion with the possible self-destruction of mankind as a result of, for example, a nuclear catastrophe is unique
in its own way. At the same time, the question of whether the atom is peaceful or not is insignificant. Re-
gardless of the alternative, the consequences are equally destructive for the life of not only man, but also all
living things on Earth. The security problem is not just planetary, but cosmic! It is within the framework of
modern society that security issues have become more relevant than ever.

The complexity of the situation lies in the fact that today man is not only placed in conditions of danger,
the consequence of which is a constant feeling of existential fear, but also in a situation of total risk. Risk has
become an integral part of human existence. From an economic point of view, the higher the risk, the greater
the profit and gain. Risk is the fate of a person in an individualized society. Or, in simple terms, without risk
there is no success, glory and fame. An individualized society, according to Z. Bauman, is a society charac-
terized by an increased level of uncertainty, and therefore uncontrollability of social processes [1].

The question arises: “Why exactly has modern society failed to properly develop mechanisms for its
safe existence?” And also what mechanisms, factors or any other reasons have prevented and still prevent
this.

To solve this type of difficulty, it is advisable to conduct a comparative analysis of modern society with
previous forms of society's existence — to identify the protective mechanisms of self-reproduction of social
systems and structures of traditional societies, trace their transformation in modern society and, through
comparative analysis, identify the reasons for their non-functionality or limitations, as well as what actions
the social subject of activity (actor) takes to resolve issues of safe reproduction of his social life.
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Symbolic Analysis of Security Concepts

According to E. Giddens, social structures are rules and resources for the reproduction of social sys-
tems. If social systems, controlled by social structures, have a reproduction practice in social space and time,
then the actors of social actions develop a sense of ontological security [2]. Thus, the reproduction of social
practices guarantees a familiar, one’s own, native horizon of being, that is, the social subject — the actor —
develops a trusting attitude towards the social world. Naturally, therefore, all mechanisms of reproduction
are approved by society, and everything that threatens reproduction is fraught with danger and falls under a
strict ban — taboo.

The relevance of the problem is also determined by its mass nature. A modern person is obliged to
comply with labor and life safety standards from all sides, in the absence of which he has the right to declare
them. So, for example, with the advent of the car, road safety appeared. Today, almost every family has a
car, or better to say that a car is not a luxury, but a means of transportation. The absence of a car does not
mean that there is no need to comply with traffic rules. A person is involved in traffic in one way or another,
either as a driver, pedestrian, or as a user of public transport. But the most widespread and applied in the dai-
ly life of the average person should be recognized as safety measures and techniques with electrical appli-
ances, the so-called electrical safety.

Issues of ensuring safety not only permeate the life of an individual and society, but form and form a
certain sphere — a safety space, where society strictly regulates and regulates the activities and behavior of
each member of society. So, the largest number of electrical appliances, as a rule, are located in the kitchen,
therefore, when planning and building a house or apartment, a separate room is allocated — the kitchen. Al-
s0, in addition to this, it should be noted that the preparation and consumption of food is still given a special
“ritual” meaning. Thus, the allocation of a separate room in a house or apartment for cooking has not only
practical significance from the point of view of electrical safety, but also a certain sacred meaning from the
standpoint of cleanliness and hygiene, which are also necessary elements of a safety culture.

At the same time, this allocated security space does not stand alone, like a kitchen in an apartment, but
is intertwined with all human activity, whether he wants it or not. This space sets its own limitations; it is, as
a rule, strictly and rigidly standardized and regulated. Naturally, security imposes its own limitations on the
realization of a person’s desires and the realization of his rights and freedoms. But it goes without saying that
the realization of desires and the realization of rights and freedoms by a person outside of a safe space is im-
possible.

The relationship between security and freedom is directly proportional; they act hand in hand. The more
a person wants to realize his freedom, the more he creates conditions of insecurity that he must overcome.
And this situation of insecurity has such a negative impact on a person's existence that even such a phenom-
enon as flight from freedom (E. Fromm) arises. Freedom implies responsibility for a safe existence — are the
new horizons of human creativity safe, because without security freedom degenerates into arbitrariness, and
freedom without creativity degenerates into the routinization of everyday life, and the person himself turns
into a part of the mechanism, its cog, or into a materially provided automaton [3].

Research methods

The theoretical and methodological basis for studying collective ideas about clean and dirty, as well as
revealing and understanding the meaning and significance of such concepts as “kir”, “ot”, “kasietti”, “bata”
and others was the hermeneutic method. Naturally, fragmentary and fragmentary interpretations of the rules
and norms existing in the culture, reflecting the system of social order and control, are doomed to failure,
therefore, to consider them in unity and integrity, methods of system analysis, a functional-structural ap-

proach and the principle of holism were used.
Results and discussion

The problem of safety has become most acute with the advent and development of technology. Mecha-
nization and automation of labor processes, the use of technology in production processes, as well as in eve-
ryday human life, contributed to injuries or mutilations, the development of occupational diseases. As a rule,
the harm caused to human health by technology was a consequence of violations of safety regulations. “Safe-
ty engineering is an outdated term that denoted part of the “labor protection” function — management of
production activities aimed at preventing injuries and diseases associated with production. Currently, it is
practically not used and is not found in official documents” [4].

Thus, the following concepts are used in the Labor Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan:
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- “Safe working conditions — working conditions under which the levels of impact of production fac-
tors on workers do not exceed the established standards”;

- “Labor safety — the state of protection of workers, ensured by a set of measures that exclude the im-
pact of harmful and (or) hazardous production factors on workers in the process of work™ [5].

Basically, in the code and in other regulatory legal acts of the Republic of Kazakhstan, labor safety is
used together with the concept of labor protection, which means “a system for ensuring the safety of life and
health of workers in the process of work, including legal, socio-economic, organizational and technical, sani-
tary and epidemiological, medical and preventive, rehabilitation and other measures and means” [5]. It
should be noted that in English the concepts of “safety” and “protection” are expressed in one word “securi-
ty”. Thus, in English, safety is not a negative concept, the verbal existence of which is closely intertwined
with the meanings of “protection”, “defense” and “reliability”.

We do not deny the legal, legal side of the issue, but the problem of safety can also be considered from
the symbolic side. Society has not always had a developed legal form of regulating issues of safety and labor
protection. Shifting the emphasis from a purely legal and legal to a symbolic point of view, an interesting
fact catches the eye. In the symbolic world, each thing has a certain semantic meaning, depending on which
the world is hierarchically structured and ordered. Of course, in the legal sphere we do not deny logical con-
nection and consistency, but, as a rule, a balancing mechanism operates in the legal space, since everyone is
equal before the law.

In the Labor Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, the section on safety and labor protection is the
fourth penultimate section. While, according to the rules and terms of training on occupational safety and
health, “employees who have not undergone training and testing of knowledge on occupational safety and
health are not allowed to work™ [6], this is firstly. And, secondly, introductory or primary instruction, as well
as testing of knowledge on occupational safety and health with registration in the appropriate journal, is car-
ried out upon hiring or directly at the workplace before starting work. Consequently, safety should be not in
the penultimate, but in the first place.

According to the hierarchy of regulatory legal acts, the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan has
the highest legal force, which states that the highest values are a person, his life, rights and freedoms [7]. The
question arises: “Why in the Labor Code are issues of ensuring the safety of life and health of workers (not
people!) in the penultimate place?” Is this not a reflection of the capitalist attitude to man as a workforce
(Arbeitskraft), which was criticized in the works of K. Marx. Legislatively, first of all, it is necessary to level
a person down to an employee under a contract, and as a result, ensuring security and financial costs for it
are carried out only within the framework of a person as a worker.

Naturally, a person is not only a workforce, and therefore security issues interest him not only in the le-
gal field, but also from psychological, social, political, etc. points of view. Thus, E. Giddens, for example,
speaks of ontological security, expanding this concept to explain social structures and systems, that is, socie-
ty as a whole.

In the following presentation, we will focus our attention on the symbolic analysis of the problem of se-
curity. Thus, security found symbolic expression in collective ideas about the sacred or the forbidden. Con-
sequently, the analysis of security in collective ideas presupposes the disclosure of their “logic”, and the pro-
hibitions or prescriptive actions themselves must reveal their rational component.

In this regard, the work of M. Douglas “Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Ideas about Pollution and
Taboo” [8] is of interest. In this work, the author rethinks the religious ideas and religious activity (ritual) of
primitive man as a rational (logical) desire to protect society (family) from factors threatening or destroying
it. Our concept of the “rational” is not alien to primitive man. Thus, the difference between modern religions
and primitive beliefs is not associated with logical reasons, but depends on the social structure.

Taboo (prohibition) carries a supernatural threat and danger, but without a clear and distinct idea of
them. For example, in the Kazakh language it is said abstractly “it will be bad” (zhaman bolady), but what is
meant specifically by “zhaman” is not specified. This is what determines the complexity of defining the neg-
ative concept of “security”. The definition of a negative concept depends on its opposite positive concept,
that is, what is “danger” and in what context it is used.

M. Douglas declares the difference between primitive and world (modern) religions to be a prejudice,
which is quite firmly rooted in modern religious studies. Therefore, social prohibitions (taboos) are reconsid-
ered not as something incomprehensible, but as collective ideas that organize and order the social experience
of individuals, and thereby contribute to the systematic reproduction and functioning of primitive society.
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The orderliness of social experience by collective ideas forms in the consciousness of an individual not only
a sense of belonging, but also a sense of safety and security.

The author of the work “Cleanliness and Danger” reveals the symbolic meaning of the problem of safe-
ty in the social experience of a person through the paired categories of “dirty and clean”. However, the cor-
rect symbolic meaning of the specified conceptual pair is possible only when it is presented in a holistic sys-
tem of culture, where their place, role and functional purpose are revealed.

Danger is symbolized with dirt. “Dirt is essentially disorder... Dirt rebels against order. Removing it is
not a negative action, but a positive desire to organize the surrounding world” — writes M. Douglas [8; 2].
Therefore, if dirt is disorder, then cleanliness refers to order. Collective ideas about dirt and cleanliness, de-
fining and managing the behavior of an individual, not only coordinate his behavior, but thereby it is an ef-
fective mechanism for the production and reproduction of the social. Collective ideas and reality in the activ-
ity of an individual are consistent with each other, or more precisely, social reality is reproduced, because the
activity of an individual is guided by proven patterns and templates of actions reflected in social memory.

The current understanding of dirty is usually applicable in the area of hygiene, strict observance of
which ensures the healthy state of the human body. Preventive hygienic measures are aimed at preventing
infectious diseases. A broad understanding of dirty as infected with microbes or bacteria, which are therefore
characterized as harmful, is widespread. M. Douglas does not agree with such a limited understanding and
states that the understanding of dirty also has a symbolic expression, which has only external differences in
different cultures. “If we can separate microbiology and hygiene from our ideas about dirt, we will get the
old definition of dirt as something that is out of place,” says M. Douglas [8; 36].

The understanding of dirt (dangerous) is on the periphery of ordered and classified social experience,
that is, only in a comparative relation to the specified order as cleanliness, is it possible to single out some-
thing as dirty, thus absolute (unrelated) dirt does not exist. For example, special clothing itself may be clean
and tidy, but it is not customary to wear this clothing when visiting or at home. Disinfectants are dirty and
dangerous if they are in the refrigerator with food products, but in the bathroom, on the contrary, they are
means for cleanliness and order.

Consequently, a person’s individual experience passes through collective representations as if through a
“filter mechanism”. What can be systematized and classified is in its place, and what is deviating and uncer-
tain is dangerous because the consequences of their influence are unknown — there are no expected reac-
tions that form a sense of security and trust.

In this aspect, culture can be considered as a set of classification schemes for organizing individual ex-
perience. Using the terminology of T. Kuhn, we can say that an individual act within the framework of a cer-
tain paradigm. Thus, with a large degree of conventionality, we speak of individual experience, since, in fact,
through classification schemes (“paradigms”) the collective constantly reproduces itself.

Naturally, an individual is not able to change the categorical structure of consciousness, including the
content of collective ideas, but what about deviant behavior, which, despite the strength of the “filtering
mechanism”, takes place?

First of all, of course, deviant behavior is attempted to be brought into line with the current “paradigm”,
just as it happens in scientific knowledge, that is, a deviation is not an anomaly. Another effective mecha-
nism is the recognition of deviant behavior as dangerous. And dangerous, since it is prohibited, should not be
discussed in society. What is not discussed will not be preserved in public memory, or at least is not widely
disseminated.

There are many definitions of culture, but from the point of view of the problem we are studying —
symbolic analysis of security — culture can be understood not just as a process of transition from chaos to
order, from dirty to clean, but also a constant process of production and reproduction of social order and con-
trol over it. When social experience is ordered and the behavior of individuals is expected and predictable,
then a sense of ontological security is formed in individual members of society. Everything that is in the cul-
tural space is safe; the periphery and the border carry danger.

However, the said border is at the same time the beginning of culture, or in other words, culture begins
with prohibitions (taboos). Taboo is the differentiating function of delimiting order from disorder (chaos),
clean from dirty, safe from dangerous. The concepts of delimitation and beginning (border-entry), as well as
dirty as disordered and forbidden and their strengthening role in ethical consciousness are covered in one
concept “kir” of the Kazakh language.

According to the explanatory dictionary of the Kazakh language, the first meaning of the word «kir» is
dirt (dirty, soiled), that is, something that stains or makes dirty [9; 438]. The second common meaning is
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laundry, namely things that are in the process of being washed (cleaned), that is, something unsystematized
and lying together in one basket or more categorically lying in the corner of the bathroom, but in the process
of washing itself begins to be systematized, for example, by color or by fabric. Thus, in the process of wash-
ing (“kir”), the process of ordering begins, and depending on the chosen criterion, an entrance into the filter-
ing mechanism of social experience is carried out, or, in other words, an entrance into the social order.

This understanding of entrance is symbolically reflected in the third meaning. The verbal noun of the
word “kir” — “kiru” or “kirgizu” means “to enter”, “to go in”, “to bring in”, “to bring in”, that is, “kir” has
the meaning of an entrance, an entry. In colloquial language, the phrase “kireberis” is used in a literal mean-
ing translated as an entrance room (corridor), where, as a rule, they take off their shoes and outerwear before
entering the house.

The entrance (“kireberis”) is a border dividing the dirty and clean, the disordered and the ordered, chaos
and harmony. But if we take a yurt for comparison, which is one solid structure without rooms, then the en-
trance is more associated with “bosaga”. The Kazakhs have a very reverent attitude to “bosaga”, which in
translation means 1) the side post of the door frame; 2) the threshold [10; 164]. In the collective beliefs of the
Kazakhs, the sacredness of the entrance-border is fixed by many prohibitions. For example, it is forbidden to
stand on the threshold, as well as to stand leaning against the door frame. These are prohibitions that warn
against danger. A girl is forbidden to sit on the threshold, because otherwise she will remain alone, that is,
she will not get married.

But in the case of the blessing “Bosagang berik bolsyn!” means that happiness and well-being in the
house (yurt) depend on the “door frame”. The fact is that, based on the structure of the yurt, a strong door
frame, as in principle in any house, indicates that the yurt stands firmly and securely, that is, does not wobble
or tilt. Therefore, an even door frame of the yurt indicates the integrity and correctness of the installation of
the mobile home, and therefore the safety of living in it. Thus, dangerous (dirty) is not something that is re-
pressed by consciousness, but, on the contrary, strictly stored in memory in the form of prohibitions and ta-
boos, it is a memory of what should never be done, otherwise you will cause harm and put not only yourself,
but also your entire family (community) in a dangerous situation.

In order for collective ideas about dangerous to have an effective force for unguestioning execution,
they are not just a message and transmission of information, but also speak of responsibility, or rather a
threat, for violating these restrictive rules. For example, you can not only bring on yourself some disease or
even death, but you yourself can become its source — the evil eye, and therefore people will avoid you. A
person strives for the good and kind with all his behavior, adheres to a moral way of life in order to receive
social approval and support. The dichotomy “good — bad” (“dangerous — safe”) is perceived by people as
“friend — foe”.

Here it is necessary to emphasize the role and place of ethical consciousness in the education of all
members of society. Ethical consciousness not only consolidates social norms of order and control of safe
existence, but has a principle of amplification and focusing. A person who even mentally violates the estab-
lished order, endangers not only himself, but also society as a whole. Fear of danger and the desire to have a
sense of security force a person to lead a moral way of life, since such behavior will be expected and predict-
able for other members, and therefore there will be a trusting and benevolent attitude towards the person
himself, and the person himself will feel like a full-fledged member of society, and therefore count on its
support and protection.

The so-called “forensic theory of danger” also gives an amplifying factor to ethical consciousness, ac-
cording to which the world around a person is moralized [11]. The trick of this teaching is that a person who
has been exposed to danger or some misfortune is to blame for this himself, that is, the guilt is imputed to the
person himself who has been exposed to danger. Ethical consciousness strengthens a person’s desire to lead a
righteous life, preserving and increasing the established order, and thereby protecting it from danger, forming
a sense of security in it.

So, in the moral world, a decent person develops a trusting attitude towards the world and a sense of on-
tological security. It is better to be moral and responsible, since in this case, corresponding to social expecta-
tions, a person firmly knows his place and purpose in the world. Or, in other words, he is recognized by the
world, and in the universe itself, any incomprehensible uncertainty is excluded.

If a person has stumbled, as they say, it happens to everyone, ethical consciousness condemns him
through collective ideas. In fact, he condemns himself very strictly, since he is also a bearer of ethical con-
sciousness. The intensifying factor here is also manifested in the fact that dirty and dangerous (“’kir”) is part
of the established phrases “kirbendik” (discontent), “kirbin” (distrust, suspicion), kirbelen (offense) or the
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phrase “kirerge tesik tappady” [9; 438], which literally means “did not find an opening for entry”, and figura-
tively “did not know what to do out of shame or disgrace”. However, the controlling factor itself in colloqui-
al language is more often used as the expression “it will be shameful” (uyat bolady).

The expression “kir keltiru” has also become widespread, that is, to denigrate, disgrace, compromise
someone. Therefore, a person who has endangered others and/or himself, reflecting on his actions inevitably
condemns himself, while everything looks logical and reasoned, since he is unable to go beyond the traps of
the mechanism of collective representations, which are so logically expressed in the verbal tricks of lan-
guage. As Zh.K. Karakuzova and M.Sh. Khasanov note, the installation of a yurt is a cosmogonic act of the
emergence of the Cosmos from Chaos [12]. The yurt is a microcosm reflecting the macrocosm. Just as the
entire horizon is an inverted bowl, so the yurt is its reflection. It is very symbolic that the installation of a
yurt begins with a bosaga. A bosaga is not just a threshold, it is a symbolic image of the entrance to the cos-
mos-order, an ordered world, a socially organized experience. On the one hand, this is the lowest level of the
hierarchically ordered world order, opposite to which is the most honorable place — ter. Thus, bosaga is the
entrance-border, where the structuring and organization of the social experience of the behavior of the Ka-
zakhs begins. Upon entering the yurt, there is an immediate division into right (male) and left (female); lower
(bosaga) and more correctly (ter).

If chaos is located on the periphery, then it is logical that there should be order in the center. If this is
so, then it should be assumed that in the yurt as a miniature reflection of the macrocosm, and possibly also in
the language, this should have been reflected. Thus, in the center of the yurt there is a hearth (oshak) — this
is the place where the fire is made (ot). Fire is one of the four elements, and is the primary element. If you
imagine the image of a yurt, then fire is no longer the primary, but rather the central element.

According to the ancient Greek myth, Prometheus stole fire from his friend Hephaestus. But Prome-
theus not only stole fire, but also taught how to use it correctly, he also taught how to build houses, domesti-
cated animals, taught how to treat diseases, etc. His image is symbolized with protection from the wrath of
the gods. Despite the wrath of the gods, man, through the knowledge transmitted to him, is able to relatively
secure his existence. The key to safe existence is knowledge. Fire itself is a destructive force, you just need
to use it correctly, as they say, comply with fire safety regulations. The center of the yurt best meets fire safe-
ty standards, since it is equidistant from all walls. To some extent, any medicine is poison, but a correctly
selected measure (norm) contributes to the healing of the body. Thus, the knowledge transmitted by Prome-
theus is knowledge of the measure and norm of ontological security. The norm (knowledge) curbs the threat-
ening and destructive power of the gods (nature).

The issues of standardization (measure) interested ancient thinkers, as evidenced by quotes and individ-
ual aphorisms from their works, which, unfortunately, have not been fully preserved to this day. “Everything
is good in moderation” (Hippocrates). “Nothing beyond measure”, “Moderation is the most important thing”,
said one of the seven sages. But Protagoras went further than anyone, claiming that “Man is the measure of
all things”.

Strength in itself does not belong to man. Man’s cunning is in taming one force by another. The most
difficult thing is to maintain a balance of forces (measure). The fragility of a person’s safe existence is de-
termined by the fact that the balance is relative and inconstant. This relativity and inconstancy of the norm
(measure) is the central problem of Heraclitus’ philosophy. And in confirmation of our views, according to
Heraclitus, a clear image of this inconstancy of standardization is fire.

But let’s return to the image of the yurt. According to fire safety regulations, the fire should be in the
center of the yurt, that is, equidistant from the walls. Based on the above, the identical phonetic pronuncia-
tion of the words fire (ot), fire (ert), to ignite (erttenu) and the words middle (orta), center (ortalyk) does not
seem accidental. Fire can only be located in the center, therefore fire as a primary element in the first philo-
sophical systems of the world order is also primary, or more precisely central. The place of fire “oshak” is
the very first determined place (oryn), which is what this word means in the Kazakh language. If bosaga is a
symbolic boundary of the dangerous — safe, disorder and order, then the central place of fire “oshak” is the
primary principle of ordering and forming a safe space, as well as the emergence of space in general.

The symbolic connection between fire and order is also evident in language. Thus, the phonetic sound
of the Kazakh words and phrases “ert” (fire), “orta” (center) coincides with the phonetic sound of the word
“order” in German “die Ordnung”, and in English “order”. Just as plants and animals reach for the sun, not
only everyday life, but also the social space of human life is organized around the central fire. Literally
speaking, society arose around fire. Thus, the primary unit of society — the family — in translation into the
Kazakh language means “ot-basy”.
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The primary function of fire to form a safe existence has not lost its significance today. “Abstract sys-
tems of modernity create vast spheres of relative security for the continuous flow of everyday life,” writes
E. Giddens [12; 131]. An elementary power outage (electricity) essentially paralyzes all spheres of life in a
modern civilizationally developed society — water supply, heating, sewerage, public catering, hospitals, etc.
It is scary to imagine the horrific consequences of a power outage lasting more than three days.

The self-evident, the familiar, the ordinary is not valued, we do not cherish it, but as soon as it disap-
pears, our attitude towards it changes. Without fire, without light (electricity), the world becomes disor-
ganized, returns to its original chaotic state. The symbolic central (read — ordering) power of fire (energy) is
still a basic component of ontological security. Where there is order and cleanliness, a person feels safe. For
ancient man, the doctrine of the four elements is not just a statement of the elements of being, but it is also a
doctrine of the ordering (cosmic) forces of the World Order.

If we take the pyramid of needs of A. Maslow, then the need for safety is in second place [13]. In first
place are physiological needs. We do not deny that any division is conditional and should be judged accord-
ing to the established criterion. A person cooks food on a fire, fire gives heat and light, protects from harmful
insects and other predatory animals, etc. Of course, a hungry person thinks only about food, but when a per-
son was in primitive conditions, he was also constantly in a state of self-defense and self-protection, so as not
to become prey to someone. In this context, physiological needs can be considered as an integral part of the
need for safety, that is, a safe existence includes ensuring the satisfaction of physiological needs. Thus, the
next stage of the pyramid of needs reproduces the previous one as its necessary component. At a higher lev-
el, the previous stage is reproduced by the system as a necessary moment in the development of the system
as a whole. Or, in other words, satisfying basic physiological needs without technical support and provision
of a safe space for existence is not possible.

The physiological itself, obeying the principles of ordering, is subject to dietary restrictions. This con-
cerns not only food prohibitions, but also the preparation and consumption of food. The process of cooking
itself is a process of disinfection, in simple words, making food fit for consumption. And it is fire that has
this cleansing power, therefore it is fire that is used to perform the purification ritual — ““alastau”.

But what actually constitutes the danger from which we try to protect ourselves and defend ourselves in
every possible way. As M. Douglas writes, the dangerous is dirty, that is, “it is a by-product of the systematic
ordering and classification of matter” [8; 36]. Just like purity (order), “dirty” depends on our symbolic sys-
tem. Where then is the criterion for distinguishing dirty and clean, dangerous and safe?

If the image of purity, protected and safe is fire, then the image of dirt (dangerous) is earth, since earth
is deformed. It is no coincidence that the ancients’ ideas about chaos are associated with wet and damp earth
(slush or quagmire). As is known, the first civilizations arose in the floodplains of rivers, which spread out in
the spring and flood the coastal areas, from which the water subsequently leaves under the influence of the
sun (heat), and the earth dries and hardens. But a more illustrative example can be given with the firing of
clay, which not only dries, but becomes stronger.

Thus, dirt is dangerous, since it is formless, that is, indefinite. Therefore, in order to protect oneself
from dirt, it is simply necessary to make the indefinite definite, that is, to define, or more precisely, to divide
or separate, and thereby sanctify. What is divided is sanctified. This understanding of the sacred as division,
that is, ordering and systematization in the Kazakh language is captured in one word “kasietti”.

Translated from Kazakh, “kasietti” means “holy”, “sacred”, but at the same time the word “kasiet” has
the meaning of quality, or more precisely — a separated and isolated property. In general, the process of di-
vine creativity itself is a process of sanctification, which is essentially a process of putting the world in order,
that is, a process of ordering. For clarity, we can give an example from the book of Genesis — the first book
of the Bible, where the creation of the world is carried out through pronunciation as a process of separation.
The creation of the world is a separation — light from darkness (day — night), firmament from water (earth
— sky), etc. Or, in other words, the creation of the world is a pronunciation of order. Thus, to sanctify, that
is, to separate and put in order, and what has received a blessing is holy. Everything that is not classified, that
is, was not sanctified, is bad, forbidden or insignificant (kasietsizdik).

Blessing (bata) is a powerful mechanism of social ordering and regulation, the power of which is still
evident today. It is given special symbolic significance in sacred times — the time of the initial creation of
order — which does not fit into the consistent routine of everyday life. Symbolic expressions of sacred times
are holidays, such as the celebration of the New Year, Birthday, etc., when people who are close by kinship
or by another principle gather at a common table not only to share a common meal, but also, most important-
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ly, to express their wishes to each other, the essence of which lies in reproducing the order, repeating and
fixing it in memory, that is, as if programming it in the collective memory.

The fact that blessing is the most important criterion of division is also indicated by the fact that in the
Koran the opening first sura Al-Fatiha in Kazakh transcription is called “Bata”, where the principle of mono-
theism is clearly spelled out, and therefore only He can be trusted and hoped for help. A good wish (bata),
reproducing this primary blessing, imparts sacredness to human affairs, as if legitimizing them, which in the
consciousness of an individual representative of society causes a strengthening of feelings and acceptance of
the existing order of things.

Conclusion

Thus, the existing order of things was perceived by man as given and established from the outside. Col-
lective ideas not only reproduced the specified order, but also acted as effective mechanisms of social control
over its strict observance and maintenance. A sense of danger has always accompanied man, but this feeling
was conditioned by the fear of violating the existing order of things and thereby bringing troubles and mis-
fortunes to society. Strict observance of established rules and norms regulating everyday life up to the pro-
cess of its routinization contributed to the predictability and predictability of social processes. In particular,
the expectability and predictability of the social behavior of individual members of society, including effec-
tive mechanisms of social control, contributed to the formation and development of a sense of ontological
security.

However, the so-called era of modernity or modernism, having revised not only the collective ideas
about the (in)security of previous societies, but also, in general, with its process of secularization, as well as
the thirst for freedom up to the abolition and denial of everything given and conditioned from the outside,
made an attempt that had never taken place before — to create its own history, and therefore to establish its
own social order, a system of social control and security. In connection with this, the mechanisms of onto-
logical security developed over the centuries ceased to be effective and suitable. Therefore, the questions of
the theory of social control and the problem of security in this era were of such acute interest to the progres-
sive-minded organizers of the new society, but the noted problem of security in this era deserves a separate
scientific study.
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M.M. lllymatoBa, A.K. bokaesa, O.I". lllymaToB

Kayincizaik yChIHBIMAAPABIH CHMBOJIABIK TAJAAYbl

Makanaga moCTypii KOFaMZarbl Kip JXKOHE Ta3za ajaM Typajibl YXKBIMABIK YCHIHBIMIAp 3epTTenreH. Ex
QIABIMEH, OCHl YCHIHBIMZAApAa Kip Typamsl 3aMaHayd THIHEHANBIK WIesyIap OSKYKIambl peTiHzae
aOCTpaKIsIIaHIbl, OYJI Ta3a kKoHE KipJli PETTEeNITeH JKOHEe PeTTeNIMEreH Jell TYCIHyre MyMKIHAIK Oepai, SSFHH
QNIEYMETTIK TOpTINTI YHBIMIACTHIpY/Ia, XKYieneyae Oochbl YCHIHBIMAAPIBIH CHMBOJIABIK MAaFbIHACHIH allyFa
opekeT Kacalibl. ATam aMTKaHAa, «Kip», «OT», «KACHETTi», «0aTa» Ka3aK MOICHHMETI YFbIMIAPBIHBIH
Ma3MYHBIHBIH CHMBOJIIBIK MOHIH alllyFa TalIbIHFaH. ByJ perre jac jkoHe Tasza Typajibl YCBIHBIMIAp
QIeyMETTIK TOXipuOeHI KYpBUIBIMIAI, KYHelen KaHa KoiiMail, OelriieHreH oNeyMETTiK TOpPTINTI cakTray
JKOHE JKAHFBIPTYy OOMBIHIIA oJEeyMeTTIK Oakpulay IIapajgapblH Aa Ky3ere achlpajibl. Byl YKbIMABIK
YCHIHBIMIAp, COHBIMEH Oipre STHKAIBIK CAHAHBIH KaXXeTTi KOMIIOHEHTTepi Oola OTHIPHI, oJIeyMETTIK
TOPTINTI KaOBUIAAY YIIIH alaMHBIH CE3IMTAIIBIFBIH KYIIEHTE ] XKaHE MIOFBIPIIAaH/bIpabl. DTHKAJBIK CaHa TEK
CBIPTKBI FaHA €MEC, COHBIMEH KaTap TOPTINTI ilIKi ©31H-031 OaKpLIayabl XKYy3ere achblpa OTBIPHII, OHBI CHIPTTaH
HeMece JKOFapblnaH OepiiareH nem TaHuAbl. Ocbulaiiina, aJeyMETTIK TPTIH HeH Gakbuiay ASCTYpIi KOFam
MYLIETIEPIHIH KYHICTIKTI eMipiH KaTaH peTTel, JICyMETTIK MPOIecTepAiH oJapasl Oy3aThH (akToprapaaH
KOpFay TETIKTepiH jkacaiiapl. benrineHreH sxoHe OaKpLIaHATHIH 9JIEYMETTIK TOPTIIl QIEYMETTIK MPOLECTEPIiH
KaiiTa KOCBUIYBl MEH KaliTallaHybIHA BIKIAJ €T, IeMEK, HHANBUATEPIIH opeKeTTepi O0mKaMIbl, KYTUICTIH
cumatka ue Oomansl. Ochblnaiilia, SJIEyMETTIK OMipAl KYHACTIKTEHAIPY ASCTYPIi KOFamIa OHTOJOTHSUIIBIK
KayiIci3/iK ce3iMiH KaJbINTaCThIPYFa BIKIAT CTE/i.

Kinm ce3zoep: Kayim, Tasza, Kip, 9JICYyMETTiK HOPMa, THIIBIM Cajly, Kayilci3IiK TeXHHUKACKI, dJIEyMETTIK TOPTIIl,
QJIICYMETTIK OaKblIay, KYHACTIKTI, OHTOJIOTHSIIBIK KayilCi3miK.

M.M. lllymarosa, A.K. bokaesa, O.I". lllymaros

CuMBoOJIMYeCKHiT aHAJIM3 NMPeACTABIEHHI 0 0€30MacCHOCTH

B manHO# cTaThe Hccnenyl0TCA KOJJIEKTHBHBIC MPEACTABICHUS O TPSI3HOM M YHMCTOM UEJIOBEKa TPAIMUIMOH-
Horo ofmecTBa. B mepByro ouepenp, OT ITUX MpeACTaBICHUH OBIIM abCTParupOBaHEI COBPEMEHHBIE THIHE-
HHYECKHE MPEACTABICHNS O IPSA3HOM KaK O 3apa3HOM, UTO ITO3BOJIHIIO MOHATH YUCTOE U TPA3HOE KaK yIops-
JIOYEHHOE ¥ HEYTIOPSIOUeHHOe, 1 ObLIa MPEANPUHATA MOMBITKA PACKPBITh CHMBOJINYECKOE 3HAUCHNE TaHHBIX
IpEeACTaBICHUI B yNOPAAOYUBAaHUU, OPraHU3aLUU U CUCTEMAaTU3alliM COLMAIbHOTO Mopsaka. B yacTHoCTH,
HPEANpPUHATA IMONbITKA PACKPBITh CHUMBOJIMYECKOE 3HAUCHUE COJCPKAHUM NMOHATUHM Ka3aXCKOH KyJbTYpBI
«Kip», «OT», «KACHETTi», «0atay. [Ipr 3TOM NmpeACTaBIeHHUs O TPA3HOM U YUCTOM HE MPOCTO CTPYKTYPHPYIOT
U CUCTEMAaTU3UPYIOT COLMATIbHBIN OIBIT, HO U OCYIIECTBIISIIOT MEPhI COLIUAIIBHOIO KOHTPOJIS IO COXPAHEHHIO
U BOCIHPOU3BEJCHHIO YCTAHOBICHHOTO COIMAIBHOTO TOPSIIKA. YKa3aHHbIE KOJJIEKTHBHBIC MPECTABICHUS,
SBJISAACH B TO K€ BPeMsI HEOOXOAMMBIMI KOMIOHEHTAMH 3THYECKOTO CO3HAHMS, yCHIMBAIOT M (POKYyCHPYIOT
YyBCTBEHHOCTh YEJIOBEKA JUIS MPUHATHS CONMAIBHOTO MOPAAKA. DTHIECKOE CO3HAHUE, OCYIIECTBISAS HE
TOJBKO BHEITHUH, HO ¥ BHYTPEHHUH CAMOKOHTPOJIB 3a MOPSKOM, IPU3HAET €r0 KaK JaHHOE U3BHE WIIM CBEp-
xy. Tem cambIM colnMabHBIN MOPAIOK M KOHTPOJb, CTPOTO PErVIAaMEHTUPYS TOBCETHEBHYIO XKU3HEAEATENb-
HOCTB YWICHOB TPaJUIMOHHOTO O0IIECTBA, BHIPA0ATHIBAIOT 3AIUTHBIE MEXaHH3MBbI COLIMATIBHBIX POIIECCOB OT
(axkToOpoB, MX paspyIIAONIUX. Y CTAHOBJICHHBI U KOHTPOJIHPYEMBIH COIHANBHBIA TOPSIO0K CIOCOOCTBYET
BOCIIPOM3BOJMMOCTH U NOBTOPSEMOCTH COLIMAIBHBIX IPOLECCOB, a, CIENOBATENbHO, JEHCTBUS WHAUBUIOB
UMEIOT IpeNCKa3yeMblil U OXumaeMblil xapaktep. TakuM o0pa3oM, pyTHHH3AIHMs COIMAIBHON >KHU3HEHes-
TENBHOCTH CIIOCOOCTBYET ()OPMHUPOBAHHUIO B TPAJUIMOHHOM OOIIECTBE TyBCTBAa OHTOJIOTHYECKOH Oe30macHo-
cTH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: OIMaCHOCTb, YHCTOC, TIPA3HOC, COLHaJIbHasE HOpMa, Ta6y, TCXHHUKa 6630HaCHOCTI/I,
COLMAITbHBIN TNOpAIO0K, COIMAITLHBIA KOHTPOJIb, PYTHHA, OHTOJIOTUYECKasA 0e30I1aCHOCTb.
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