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Mythological thinking in the cognitive system

Each era's theoretical-cognitive thought forms a new cultural and historical integrity because it is the heir to
all of its preceding main directions while evolving at a qualitatively different level, choosing a distinct re-
search topic and range of interests, and creating its own vocabulary for describing and explaining the phe-
nomena of the surrounding reality. In addition to providing a theoretical understanding of the phenomena of
understanding the world by our forebears, the modern theory of cognition has an important task in revealing
the ontological structures and mechanisms of knowledge, demonstrating the subject volume and pluralism of
concepts of cognition and understanding of the world, and adequately and clearly demonstrating some sub-
stantive and logical parallels. The article deals with the evolution of the cognitive capabilities\of myth. It ana-
lyzes various scientific points of view concerning the epistemological function of myth. It alse notes that the
study of the heuristic role of myth in relation to culture and science requires a philosophical®eancept capable
through the analysis of the universal aspects of myth to synthesize a holistic pictureQf the,mythological way
of thinking as the basis for all creative activity immanently inherent in man.

Keywords: myth, mythological thinking, totemism, animism, magic, symbol 4ruth, cognition.

Introduction

Many scientific viewpoints are being altered, established“igeas and theories are being reviewed in new
ways, and there are qualitative shifts occurring in the publictawareness about the comprehension of the spir-
itual processes of the modern world. Firstly, it is important to acknowledge the ongoing fascination in phi-
losophy across the whole spectrum of human kngwledgg.

It was the topic of comparatively limited, research until recently, with researchers mostly concentrating
on comparative historical and anthropologieal,isstes. But things altered drastically in the twenty-first centu-
ry. The idea that there was “a universal quality of culture, an objectively existing cross-section of any and
every socio-historical type of thinking” T, mythology has grown notably prevalent. Accordingly, myth came
to be viewed as a naturally required skape rather than as “a low, primitive stage of the spiritual development
of existence” [1; 13]. The integrity ofsthe worldview that myth offers serves as an explanation for the attrac-
tion to mythologization, accarding to"some philosophers who even see contemporary society as a “privileged
field of mythological meanings[2; 522].

The shifting pefspectiveson the characteristics, meaning, and purposes of myth are telling in this sense.
An understanding of'myth/as the source from which science initially derives its forms and foundations has
replaced the previously“€stablished widespread approach to myth, which evaluated it exclusively as an at-
tribute of an archaic society, as a subject of narrow historical and ethnographic interest, as a pre-logical, pre-
religious, pre-artistic consciousness, incompatible with science. The reason mythological thinking has such a
large heuristic component is because it resembles scientific thinking in certain ways as they both represent
the same world.

In the last decades of the twentieth century, researchers revealed the diversity of myth, its presence in
all spheres of culture (history, language, art, religion, literature, etc.), each of which gives rise to its own
myths and is expressed in its own mythological language. We can speak with confidence about the constant
modification and transformation of myth in culture, and therefore we are primarily interested in myth as an
epistemological phenomenon.

New conceptions of existence are being formed in modern knowledge, especially socio-humanitarian
knowledge. The theory of cognitive processes and methodology are also undergoing significant modifica-
tions, the search for theories' explanatory potential is ongoing and fruitful, and the “blind-mindedness” of
previous epistemological concepts is being overcome. Thus, it is no accident that the comparative-historical
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approach to scientific mythology, which underpins both current and ancient mythologies and explains their
social roles, is gaining traction.

Even with the abundance of books and articles on different mythological issues that have been written,
it is still necessary to examine some elements of myth and the creation of myths. We must acknowledge that
mythology is a part of human culture and that they have a particular socio-practical purpose. They are not
merely arbitrary “relics” of consciousness that have undergone transformation and change. Therefore, one of
the main goals of our research is to understand the cognitive powers of myth and the epistemic foundation of
contemporary mythmaking.

The literature devoted to myth and myth making is extensive. There are not such outstanding thinkers
who would not address this topic in one way or another. However, with a significant variety of approaches
and concepts, all studies can be divided into two groups.

The first group of works reveals the myth “from the outside”, in comparison with other forms of social
consciousness. These include the works of R.Bultmann, M. Weber, A.J. Toynbee, P.Feyerabend,
K. Hiibner, as well as research by Russian scientists A.N. Afanasyeva, V.A. Bachinina, I.T. Kasavina,
Yu.M. Lotman, N.l. Martishina, E.M. Meletinsky, V.M. Naydysha, V.V.Nalimova, D.V. Olshansky,
E.A. Parmona, M.K. Petrova, G.S. Pomerantsa, V.L. Rabinovich, A.A. Yakovleva.

In the aspect of the given research, different kind of works are interesting, thosethat consider the myth
“from the inside”, from the position of the mythological subject, aimed at studying thejinternal structure of
the myth and the patterns of its development. These are studies of R. Barth, ‘S, Gref, £. Cassirer, C. Levi-
Strauss, B. Malinovsky, Z. Freud, F.V. Shellinga, A.P. Elkina, K. -G. Jung{ asswell as the works of Russian
researchers M.M. Bakhtin, A. Bely, Ya.E. Golosovkera, P.S. Gurevich, A¢F. Kosareva, M.A. Lifshitz,
A.F. Loseva, A.A. Potebnya, V.Ya. Proppa, V.N. Putilova, V.N. Toperova.

An analysis of the historical transformations of myth is impossibfe without appealing to works devoted
to the archaic myth itself and containing rich ethnographicematerials (V. Wundt, V.B. lordansky, L. Levy-
Bruhl, S.A. Tokarev, E. Tylor, J. Fraser, L. Morgan, M. McKiek

The works of Kazakh authors such as M.O. Auezev, Zh.M. Abdildin, K.A. Abishev, S.N. Akataev,
A. Akishev, Ch.Ch. Valikhanov, V.Yu Dunaev, N\Dzhetysbaev, B.Zh. Esekeev, Zh.K. Karakuzova,
S.A. Kaskabasov, A. Kodar, S.Yu. Kolchiginy, A.Margulan, R.M. Mustafina, K.Sh Nurlanova,
B.G. Nurzhanov, A.N Nysanbaev, M.S. Orynbekov, "MIS. Sabitov, A.A. Khamidov, M.Sh. Khasanov be-
came significant in the theoretical and methodological orientation of the study of this phenomenon.

We would like to highlight the study by B%Zh. Esekeev, dedicated to cultural and historical images of
knowledge, where a lot of attention is paid.to the analysis of the cognitive capabilities of myth.

Thus, the problem of myth and myth“making in all its diversity seems to us most feasible in modern
cognitive philosophy of myth, in the sttidy of the mythological invariant, therefore the indicated problematic
context of the article is important both.in theoretical and practical points of view.

The purpose of the authors”™Werk is to explore myth as an epistemological phenomenon and holistic
formation, to consider mythological thinking in the cognitive system, the specifics of mythological truth.

Research methods and materials

The methodologicalfand theoretical basis is the methods of comparative analysis and reconstruction.
The research is based on the principles of the unity of historical and logical forms of knowledge development
ascent from the abstract to the concrete, negation and continuity.

The proposed aspect of the problem allows us to identify a general field for discussion within the
framework of various concepts of modern philosophy of myth, as well as to find common ground between
different methodologies. For example, the data of the psychoanalytic school are complemented by the
achievements of structural anthropology; the symbolic school is by the functional one. Particular importance
for the most complete disclosure of the topic and compliance with the logic of presentation of the main ideas
of the work is the structural-genetic method as the most effective in the study of phenomena that have not
only long traditions and genesis, but also a complex internal structure and functional intertwining with other
adjacent phenomena.

In order to understand myth from inside, we distinguished its structural and genetic basis, the processes
of formation, functioning and the result, it is, the myth itself. If in archaic thinking the named components
exist in unity and integration with reality, then in modern consciousness their unity is not obvious; they have
relative independence.
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Results and its discussion

The central problem of any epistemological research is the problem of truth, it is an adequate descrip-
tion and explanation by the subject of the object. But at the same time, it is important to know how well these
descriptions and explanations correspond to the reality discussed in the text. In this case, it is necessary to
find out what kind of reality is external or internal, to what extent it belongs to the object and to what extent
to the subject. In other words, what is being described and explained the external (objective) world or the
internal (subjective) state? In the process of cognitive activity the subject cannot clearly distinguish the true
state of an object from his own perception of this object: both seem to him to be one continuous and insepa-
rable reality.

The works of oral folk art in particular created over thousands of years. Their peculiarity is explained,
firstly, by the fact that the subject of cognition and creativity is not an individual, but a collective of many
generations, as a result of which, secondly, the process of cognition and creativity is carried out on an uncon-
scious level. The creators of myths of different tribes and different languages lived at different times, but car-
ried out a single creative process, without putting forward or realizing any common goals and common
plans, they did everything spontaneously.

An epistemological question arises: if in mythology the subject is indistinguishalile from the object, is it
legitimate to raise the question of the origin of the myth? After all, an epistemglogical problem arises only
when the subject clearly opposes himself to the object. If the myth creator himself is completely within the
structure of the myth itself, then no epistemological problem exists for himeA similar thing is observed in
modern scientific creativity, when mythologemes are present at its core seerétly, when they are not specifi-
cally reflected by the researcher himself, then an epistemological problem, does not arise. It arises not when
the process of cognition is carried out, but when it is investigated, or,nther words, when the structure of
the cognitive process itself becomes the object of cognition. It is‘acceptable to dispute the epistemological
role of myth if an epistemologist determines that myth is present imthe cognitive process.

There is a lot of diversity in these viewpoints. According to,A.F. Losev, “it has become a habit” to in-
terpret myth as a primitive man's endeavour to comprehend nature and society. This is untrue since myth,
which serves no cognitive purpose at all, differs fram anytexplanation of nature and society — even the most
fantastical ones — because rational understanding praeduces them [3; 457-458].

A myth, in the opinion of O.M. Freudenbetg, is unable to explain anything since a typical explanation
requires that questions be correctly posed anekthat logical efforts be made to address them. According to the
myth, “primitive man did not ask questiopS te,nature at all and did not answer them at all” since nothing is
seen [4; 21].

From the above statement, it is,clearthat if an explanation is not scientific, it is not an explanation. As if
such a thing could only be scientifi¢@abstract and logical. What about art? Doesn’t it really know and explain
anything? We need to come to,the explanation of nature more broadly: as an integral element of conscious-
ness as a whole. Without thishit turns out that before the formation of rational scientific knowledge, explana-
tion had no place in the steucture of knowledge at all. The question should probably be posed like this: if
primitive people lackedgrational thinking, where would it have come from later?

In response to A'k, Losev's above remark, B.Zh. Esekeev, we believe, is correct when he highlights the
potential benefits of a historical perspective on proto-scientific archaic civilizations, which enables us to un-
derstand the particulars of knowledge existing in these societies. Specifically, the reason for this is that
knowledge may function inside the mythical worldview and manifest itself within the context of the mytho-
logical attitude towards the world because of the syncretic character of ancient cultures. Knowledge of this
kind characterizes mythology as a whole, representing an undivided whole of actions, words, and
thoughts [5].

As it is known, ancient people in their time, in their living conditions led and developed economic and
social life very successfully, therefore, they simply could not lack rational thinking. They showed the ability
to make rather complex generalizations and classifications, to build cause-and-effect relationships (both in
industrial and magical activities) and to associative thinking. True, generalizations and classifications, vari-
ous causes and consequences, as well as the structures of abstraction, association and mediation of ancient
man were not furnished with the apparatus of scientific knowledge in its current understanding and therefore
did not correspond to the principles of modern formal logic. But this did not make them any less effective
either cognitively or technologically. Even current researchers do not always fully monitor their cognitive
process from the perspective of the rules of formal or other logic. A.F. Kosarev's perspective can be added to
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what has been discussed, albeit it is unlikely that official scientific officials will share his belief that [ancient
man felt, knew, and understood nature better than modern man with all his theories and methodologies”.
Though he was reared by, lived by, and died in nature, he was not aware of the “laws of nature”. Because he
viewed nature as one with himself and appraised it in a more comprehensive framework than science, he had
a deeper understanding of it [6; 78]. If we move away from the excessive categoricalness of this statement,
then, in our opinion, the researcher is essentially right when he says that the ancients knew something about
nature and man that modern science, having not overcome its objectivist limitations, has not yet come to un-
derstand. With the aid of science, mythology has the cognitive benefit of revealing to us bits and pieces of
information that European civilization has lost. However, we should talk about this individually. It is im-
portant to note that science is not the exclusive means of acquiring and extrapolating information, nor is it a
definitive standard for determining its veracity.

If, as the aforementioned writers assert, prehistoric humans were fully devoid of logical activity and
could not possibly know or explain anything, then what could they possibly have expressed and shown in
myths? These writers respond that myths were how ancient people expressed their inner selves. One is forced
to concur with this. But even as primitive man expressed himself, he also understood the outside world,
since, as has been mentioned many times before, he was not very good at differentiating between subject and
object, word and thing, fiction, reality and illusion, and reality. In addition, not only or this reason. In this
way of displaying reality, there is also a general epistemological basis, since if the thesis is true that by cog-
nizing and transforming nature, a person thereby cognizes and transforms his own “F?, then the opposite the-
sis is no less true: cognizing his inner world, a person thereby cognizes thie_external world. Both these are
equal.

By analyzing the structure of myths, mythology provides insightinto®how deeply ancient humans were
able to delve into their feelings, dreams, and fantasies about the outsidé world. This understanding then leads
to an understanding of how much of their knowledge and experienge they were able to extract and apply to
their daily lives. A person in a myth does not set out to accomplish logically verifiable goals or articulate
explicit cognitive tasks. He looks for answers to questionsfin himself in his feelings. His worldview is aimed
not at a rational, but an emotional one. It is feelings that'emationally incite creativity, and dreams that stimu-
late it. Fantasizing, a person constructs, models, classifies, but most often selects a single solution model. All
this happens individually, but one thing is undeniable®feelings dominate in the creative act, but not logic, it
is turned off. This, by the way, happens in all spheres of human activity, including in science. It is created by
living people, and science does not exist withoutsmyth, which actually acts as a kind of primary language of
description, drawing its initial intuitions, from 1t. Since the time of Plato and even earlier, thinkers concluded
that truth is known not by the head, but by the*heart, by intuitive thinking.

A.F. Kosarev says, you can try t0"take it by force, but it will be an insincere, one-sided, ugly truth, a
truth without reciprocity. It willfonlysbring us closer to solving the problems that have arisen and will put
aside difficulties for a while,But©ver time, they will fall upon a person with even greater power and force
him to submit to forceful pressure. And that time seems to be approaching. Science and civilization with its
current global problemsiturned’out to be in a situation of severe crisis. In the fundamental sciences, experi-
ments are becoming'me@re complex and costly, and the results are becoming less justifiable. Individual states,
even the most developedsare no longer able to carry them out on their own.

Science is experiencing an increasing need for fruitful ideas. The old ones exhaust themselves or need
significant replenishment, and this requires enormous material costs. Official science opposes the search for
non-forceful opportunities to understand the world, sharply criticizing those researchers who despite pres-
sure, move away from established attitudes and stereotypes.

Logic is the only means available to formalization that allows controlling a scientist for competence and
integrity. If the author comes up with “crazy” ideas, he is obliged to justify them logically. However, logic
does not provide any guarantees for distinguishing science from pseudoscience, if desired, one can logically
justify anything, and there would be a choice of initial facts and premises. Moreover, their choice is dictated
not by the rules of logic, but by attitudes, prejudices and even superstitions that are quite common in the sci-
entific community. This means that we need the special instinct of a scientist who in the act of creativity
breaks free from the power of formal logic and no longer acts according to its rules, but unconsciously, intui-
tively, and involuntarily. When an idea suddenly came to him, and his thought was illuminated by a solution
to the problem, the scientist again returns to the soil of science and begins to substantiate the idea logically,
connect it with previous concepts and, finally, introduces it into scientific circulation, making it an asset to
the social life of science. In essence, this is a long-tested mechanism of scientific creativity, known since an-
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cient times and confirmed by various scientists’ right up to the present day. Major names in world science
indicate that for new ideas, human thought, as a rule, turns to the most archaic layers of its own cons con-
sciousness.

Thus, myth serves as a sort of mechanism for the transmission of information to later generations as
well as for the collection and preservation of knowledge gathered by ancient people. This is myth's primary
epistemic purpose. It also functions as one of the most significant ways to fully immerse a person in their
subconscious, which leads to increased creativity.

The mythical mode of thought appears to have exceptionally broad cognitive potential. We have been
left with universal principles, methods, tactics, and laws of cognitive activity by the ancient mythmakers.
These were utilized subconsciously, spontaneously, and were never seen as cognitive. In the meantime, the
wealth and depth of the information amassed by ancient cultures astounds us with its extraordinary scope.

The deep penetration into the essence of the world is explained by the fact that ancient man did not sep-
arate himself from nature, which he perceived as the Universe, as an absolute and eternal principle that dic-
tated to individuals the forms and methods of their existence. He considered various phenomena of the exter-
nal world not separately from himself and from each other, but in a single context with himself, that his
thinking was syncretic, and in essence, dialectical. It might be said that technology was methodology for the
ancient people if we accept J. Golosovker's view that mythology served as their epistemology [7].

A method, methodology, or approach for acquiring, storing, and transfergingéinformation was one of the
many epistemological functions carried out by the important aspects of mythelogys sdch as anthropomor-
phism, symbolism, traditionalism, etc. However, it is important to emphasizesthat neither these characteris-
tics nor the roles they played were distinguished from one another or acknowledged as unique structures in
any way. Their indivisible totality was created by their syncretic inter@®ining.

How were the cognitive functions of myth manifested? Antaregomorphism, which manifests in three
ways — totemism, animism, and magic — is one way to illustrate this. All social, natural, and cosmic order
phenomena were modelled and explained with the aid of the epdowment of human properties with the sur-
rounding world, which put man in the role of both an gbject and a principle (as we see, the syncretism of ob-
ject and subject, part and whole, property and principle)a\Man established himself as the world's “first princi-
ple” (the principle of the world's unity), connected%everything to everything (the principle of universal con-
nection), and was necessary and sufficient for all changes’that took place in the world.

“Analysis (separating the giant's body into ‘parts) and synthesis (constructing space from them); induc-
tion (transferring human properties to space)anddeduction (deriving the structure of generic, social, and sa-
cred relations from the cosmic structure); abstraction (separation of elements and properties from objects)
and generalization (personification of abstraet’properties); comparison of properties abstracted from different
objects and their classification (combination into classes)” are just a few examples of the basic universal
methods of cognition even wherl thewuntverse was viewed by ancient man as the various parts of a dead gi-
ant's body [6; 86]. The ancientsyhowever, did not identify these techniques as such; instead, they were used
haphazardly in accordance,withyunidentified mental principles [8; 191].

Totemism is the understanding of one's unity and kinship with the natural world, particularly with the
animal and plant kingdom, It greatly increased the cognitive activity of prehistoric people, sped up the de-
velopment of productiongactivities, and helped people realize how important it was to regulate the number of
commercial animals and plants as well as the size of clan groups. These realizations gave rise to a variety of
regulatory mechanisms, including ceremonial ones.

For example, the basis of the art of the ancient Saks, who lived mainly in Southern Kazakhstan, was the
animal style, which was quite widespread throughout Central Asia and Southern Siberia. The essence of this
style, as shown by its researcher M. Orynbekov was that war totem animals from which the tribe or clan de-
scended were glorified. These were wolves with images of which the Saks nomads usually decorated swords,
daggers, horse harnesses, quivers, and banners. A wide range of tribal signals were represented by the depic-
tions of wolves, tigers, wild boars, eagles, and even non-fighting animals like hares, deer, and saiga.

As though descended from the wolf, the tribes donned wolf-skin clothing, adopted its hunting tech-
niques and fighting styles, wore amulets adorned with wolf teeth, and displayed fearless behavior.

As the nomadic way of life spread, the horse received special deification, in addition to the wolf. It was
perceived as an animal related to the sun, light, sky and at the same time related to the underworld, since it
was buried with its owner. The horse became a creature that inspired fear along with its rider [9; 28-30]. His
deification assumed impressive proportions not only among nomads, but also among the nations of the West.
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Rituals passed on to generations carried knowledge about the habitats and methods of reproduction of
animals, their habits, the time of prohibitions and permission to hunt, the vegetative period in the life of
plants, and methods of preparing food from them.

In Kazakh life, a system of prohibitions or taboos is connected with totemism. Many of them are ex-
plained by the veneration of animals or fear of the formidable forces of nature. It was believed, for example,
that one should not kill a white snake or an owl, otherwise there would be misfortune; You cannot call a wolf
by name, lest he attack the herd; You can’t shoot swans because they are the king of birds; Do not step on
animal bones, etc.

Classification was necessary because totemism moved the focus from the description of the world to its
causal explanation. Totemic categories have become global, including all visible natural occurrences and
facets of human existence; nonetheless, they would not be feasible in the absence of consciousness's abstract-
ing activity, which is always developing. Totemism established the basis for object computation and elemen-
tary arithmetic operations.

The introduction of animism increased the cognitive capacities of prehistoric humans even more. A per-
son's worldview underwent a true revolution when they gained an insight of their inner selves. Man per-
ceived a vast world, made up of unique spiritual entities he refers to as spirits, inside himself. Every organ of
the human body, every state of mind or mental function is endowed with this all-péxvading spirituality; it
acquires independence, an existence independent of humans. Spirits of forests, ¥fiountains, lakes, rivers and
other natural phenomena appear. All of them are endowed with a human appearanceyconsciousness, creative
or destructive activity. Life and death, good and evil are also spirits. They firelesslty fight among themselves
for possession of the soul and body of a person. The further course of the lifeg#earthly and posthumous fate
depend on which spirits prevail.

Kazakhs at an ordinary level of consciousness have retained theybelief that any object like a person has
its own soul, capable of living separately; and it flies out of aspersonin the form of a fly. The famous Kazakh
folklorist and literary critic Seit Kaskabasov, exploring the relies of pre-Islamic reality in Kazakh life and in
fairy tales tells a story about such a soul. “A fly flew out of a sleeping man. Someone who noticed it put it in
a bottle and capped it. A day later, he began to wake upithessleeping man, but could not wake him up. Then
he uncorked the bottle with the fly, the fly quickly flew into the sleeper’s nose, and he woke up”. According
to S. Kaskabassov, in the idea of a soul-fly one_ should=look for the etymology of the expression in the Ka-
zakh language “shybyn zhan” (literally “soul-fly§”), meaning “poor soul” [10; 73-74]. In Kazakh folk art,
there is also an animistic idea that the soul ean replace a person and may live separately from the owner, and
he does not suffer from it.

Echoes of such a worldview have survived to this day. Expressions as “a person has been possessed by
an evil spirit”, “a spirit of contradiction, violence or destruction has taken possession of him” are nothing
more than the rudiments of animisticiideas (A.F. Kosarev). For example, Kazakh folklore like the folklore of
many nations of the world has'réserved to this day the features of the ancient reality that gave birth to it,
conveying traces of primitive“thinking with its inherent animistic and totemistic worldview. Today, these
motives are used only as an‘astistic device, usually in sayings, beginnings and endings (S. Kaskabasov), em-
phasizing antiquity.

It is generally accepted that awareness of the causal interdependence of phenomena came with the
emergence of magic. Magical activity is associated with developed ideas about the sequence of causes and
effects. Initially, a person grasped causal connections unconsciously, recorded chains of events, foresaw their
occurrence, and then connected together the most vivid impressions that struck him. And gradually, in the
process of social and industrial activity, this innate ability turned into a need.

The need to explain why objects are connected in one way and not another and whether it is possible to
change the causal relationship is caused by a person’s desire to somehow influence the course of his life.
Over the course of thousands of years, people experimentally changed the conditions of their existence and
this gradually convinced them to overcome any difficulties through the efforts of reason and will. The natural
consequence of this belief was magic. In the early stages, magical activity was associated mainly with satis-
faction of everyday needs, hence various types of industrial, meteorological and healing magic, both benefi-
cial (white magic) and harmful (black magic).

Gradually in the main areas, magical knowledge began to differ little from rational knowledge. If sci-
ence indirectly through technology makes qualitative changes in the subject or phenomenon being studied,
then magic also indirectly, but through ritual affects a person’s worldview. Auezkhan Kodar presented ritual
as the most general concept that traditional thinking is capable of it, a cosmic law, and an order that governs
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the world. In this context, the Kazakh intellectual tradition represents ritual and magical knowledge, on the
basis of which a disordered state is transformed into an ordered one and the preservation of the basic condi-
tions for the existence of the universe and the earth as the cradle of humanity is ensured [11].

The works of the researchers of Kazakhstan P. Pallas, A. Levshin, Ch. Valikhanov, G. Potanin and oth-
ers contain descriptions of magical rituals among the Kazakhs. For example, G. Potanin writes about how the
Kazakhs “sew seven black stones inside their tumars (amulets); their purpose is to protect against the evil
eye” [12; 99-100]. In Ch. Valikhanov [13] and R. Karutz we read about how “during difficult childbirth, the
woman’s hair is burned in front of the mother” [14; 122, 126-127], as well as what supernatural power ani-
mal bones, fire have.

According to S. Kaskabasov, Kazakhs consider the most dangerous magic that affects objects in direct
contact with a person — hair, clothes, nails, etc. Since hair has a magical power, according to the Kazakhs,
hairy people are marked to be fearless, brave and rich. Therefore, hair should be treated very carefully [15;
79-80].

Magical activity is becoming more abstract in nature and the most important tool of cognition. The dis-
covery by man of his own spiritual world, no less rich and colorful than the physical world and its spread to
the entire universe had important epistemological consequences. A person draws knowledge about the world
not only from his practical experience, but also from spiritual experience, from himself, from his subcon-
scious in the form of symbols and images of meaning.

At first glance, magical technologies do not explain anything. They represent aseertain set and sequence
of motor and verbal procedures as ritual actions, spells that must be perfermed or pronounced in the right
place and at the right time in order to achieve the desired effect on the @bjectesHowever, any of the magical
technologies contains some kind of mystical teaching that presumably”fas aeep meaning and captures some
energy flows and cosmic connections inaccessible to scientific kngwilédge. These technologies have a thou-
sand-year history, although throughout it they experienced«onstant persecution from world religions, and
then from science. In those few cases when science recognizesymagical (paranormal) influences, it explains
them by the presence of special bioenergy and bioinformation fields that create the necessary effect. The
meaning of mystical procedures can only be read by trained people initiated into their secret. The media
sometimes report on successful developments in the field of psychotronics, a special “secret” science that
seeks to use the connection and channeling of fields formparapsychological effects on people. If such messag-
es contain even a grain of truth, then it only confirms the epistemological possibilities of magic, which sud-
denly acquire a scientifically based and pragctically:feasible reality.

Magic developed not only purely mystical ways of understanding the world, but also ordinary ones,
used every day in cognitive and practical, activities. It served as a kind of experimental base for testing new
economic and social technologies andsity its own way performed many of the functions of science: “theoreti-
cal”, “methodological”, technglogical,and social.

During the transfer of magical=technologies from generation to generation, their mystical meaning was
gradually lost for various «easens, although the procedural side was preserved by tradition quite accurately.
This is explained bysgthe factithat the procedure unlike the meaning does not require understanding for its re-
production. Over timeg ceremonial procedures having lost the remnants of mystical meaning turned into an
empty formality, an elemént of ordinary etiquette. As we know, cultures give preference to procedure but not
the meaning, the letter, the spirit of the ritual are sooner or later doomed to die, which is confirmed by many
facts from researchers Ya.E. Golosovker, A.F. Kosarev and others.

At the same time, each new reading of the meanings contained in the structure of a ceremony or rite can
give impetus to the development of a new mystical teaching and new magical technologies. But this will
happen, firstly, only if there is someone to “read” it, and, secondly, we will be talking about a completely
different culture with its special myths.

Thus, the semantic content of knowledge is typical for all archaic culture and is present in all its ele-
ments, including magical actions. Therefore, magic can be defined as a form of knowledge, emphasizing its
features, expressed, in particular, in ritual and symbolic activity. At the same time, magic must also be un-
derstood as a creative process in which the result is not always known in advance and even more so, its
achievement cannot be guaranteed, where chance reigns, there is a great possibility of making a mistake.

In the life of archaic cultures, symbols are of great importance. What are they? What are their epistemo-
logical capabilities? A symbol is first and foremost an indivisible union of the sensory and rational: an image
appears in it as an idea, and an idea appears in it as an image. Because the symbol vanishes when it is broken
down into a picture and an idea, it is very challenging to pinpoint certain approaches, strategies, and guiding
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principles of symbolic action. From an epistemological perspective, a symbol has just one interpretive and
generalizing function.

A particular thing appears to become “greater than itself” when it turns out to be a sign, may take on
several meanings, and becomes a symbol of other objects. This is how the generalization is represented.
A.F. Kosarev uses a shamanic tambourine as an example, which is a tool for introducing the shaman into a
mystical state through rhythmic drumming; additionally, he shows a model of the universe with three inter-
connected worlds depicted; a guide map with shamanic routes and landmarks; a means of communicating
with spirits (a shaman cannot fully connect with spirits without a tambourine); and a method of dividing the
shaman's soul among the three realities.

In one way or another, all cultures use the meanings indicated for the shamanic sign. We can discuss a
Central Asian shamanic culture in this context. Its roots are found in the “Vedas” and “Avesta”, in the reli-
gion of Mithra. However, later, on a different linguistic plane, the shamanistic culture gave rise to the Turkic
Tengri cult, the Mongol “black faith”, Siberian shamanism, Russian paganism, and the restorative and ecstat-
ic practices of the Kazakh bucks (A Kodar). Moreover, bucks are just one of several types of shamans among
the Kazakhs. Various fortunetellers were known, zhaurynshy, kumalakshy, yrymshi, duana, etc. Neverthe-
less, all researchers of Kazakhstan confirm bucks stood out that in the 18th — 19th centuries. And more of-
ten than all other shamans, they are present in Kazakh fairy tales as predictors, advisers, and healers. Moreo-
ver, apparently, the healing activities of the bucks brought them especially wid€ popularity in the Kazakh
steppes. None of the Russian researchers who visited Kazakhstan in the past tgnored these colorful people
and their extraordinary capabilities.

An interesting analysis of the reasons for the popularity of bucks'amaong the Kazakhs was given by
Chokan Valikhanov. He wrote: “... All diseases and misfortunes aresthe influence and corruption of spirits;
and the bucks, their favorites, can beg their patrons to leave the persop‘heltakes under his protection. Howev-
er, there are still many who unconditionally believe in the supetpaturalism and divinity of the Bucks. These
spirits are... great, medium and small, which is why bucks,.. and their powers are different. The great ones
heal all the sick... The signs of a big buksy are the follgwigg: during the game he puts a saber in the stomach,
puts it down to the hilt in the throat, licks a red-hot iromyhits himself in the chest with all his might with an
ax, and all this is accompanied by playing the kobyz, an instrument that belonged to the auliya Korkyt, and
singing, which is called sarn. The game is the callingeef spirits, their nickname. During the game [Bucks]
becomes more and more stupid, becomes more frantic and falls. After a while he gets up and says what his
spirit told him during this fainting spell... This iS*ajprophecy” [16; 208-216]. For instance, as documented by
Chokan Valikhanov, oral folk art from,Kazakhstan reflects the shamanistic notion of three realms as follows:
“There are human inhabitants in the sky’."Fhey wear girdles beneath their throats; we are earthbound and
have belts around our bodies; the stibtetranean people, who have their own sun, moon, and stars, have belts
around their legs.

It is clear that the symbel,"whieh unites the sensuous (picture) and intellectual (concept) in an insepara-
ble whole, catches the object T, all of its vivid figurative integrity, and this proves to be more than enough
for an understanding”ofimythelogy. The concept must be presented in its pure or abstract form, separated
from the visual, as seiencelis compelled to split the universe in order to obtain categorical clarity. However,
without clarity and sensery representation, no notion can ever be fully comprehended. Mythology does not
have this kind of issue. Given the nature of the sign, the meaning is symbolic, and mythology clearly has the
upper hand over science in this instance. The symbol connects the physical, metaphysical, and transcendental
worlds, “creating a powerful force field of creative tension and encouraging the thinker to give birth to an
idea by fertilizing human thought with meaning”. For a little period, the tension is released, only to return
with a new sign and force against the victim. Furthermore, none of this can be explained by rationalistic
thought. Suddenly, in an unforeseen way, a thought appears out of nowhere and shines the light of truth on
this or that aspect of reality. Sometimes a person can see, even for a little moment, the meaning of existence
(the universe, mankind, culture, society, personality), as well as the significance of the cognitive process it-
self, thanks to a symbol [6; 126].

Thus, we can quite confidently summarize that the main components of mythological thinking have ex-
tremely broad epistemological capabilities. And although science never properly recognized them, neverthe-
less, mythological thinking laid the foundation for all universal methods and principles of cognition that are
now known and quite widespread in science. It is mythology that contains the diverse ways of purposefully
immersing a person in a state of creativity, which modern science has not yet comprehended and is unlikely
to comprehend if it invariably adheres to a strict rationalistic approach. Based on symbolic information ex-
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tracted from the subconscious, mythological thinking created various mystical teachings, which laid the
foundation for the first philosophical systems and the first scientific schools, which had a pronounced mysti-
cal character. The cognitive activity of ancient people undoubtedly had its own special logic and peculiar
epistemology.

It is known that any cognitive activity — mythological, artistic or scientific — has as its ultimate goal
the comprehension of truth, although it may be objected that this is not always the case and will refer to
mythological thinking, which is supposedly incapable of knowing or explaining anything. Adherents of this
position are right when they mean the scientific opposition of “true” and “apparent,” “imagined” and “real,”
“essential” and “insignificant.” In myth there is no scientific opposition of these categories, because myth
directly reflects reality. However, he also has his own criteria of truth and reliability and can successfully
distinguish the true from the apparent and the imagined from the real. But all this happens not in a rational,
but in a purely mythical way, using its own laws and characteristics.

A comprehensive analysis by P.A. Florensky, shows that the concept of “truth” bears a clear imprint of
subjectivity — linguistic, cultural, national, personal, which is also evidenced by the theory of linguistic rela-
tivity, which became widespread in the mid-twentieth century, according to which our worldview and under-
standing of the world are determined to a large extent historically established architectonics of the language.
And this moment of human subjectivity cannot be eliminated in principle even when, we are talking about
purely scientific truth [17].

According to A.F. Kosarev, in order to turn cognitive activity into scientifiCte some extent it had to
break away from practice and become purely speculative. The achievementS ofsscience ultimately find prac-
tical application, but these achievements are stimulated not by the needs«@f pragtice, but by the internal needs
of science itself, the logic of its development. Truth is considered the%highest value, the selfless service of
which should not be hindered by any personal sympathies, antipathies@r ¢onsiderations of benefit [6; 235].

The main means of obtaining new knowledge is now<beeaming theoretical analysis based on certain
rules of derivation and transformation, on a strictly conditioned system of evidence. The logical-deductive
method becomes the leading way of obtaining scientific kiowledge. However, any construction according to
this method begins with the choice of axioms that is known*as accepted without proof. Since all axioms bear
the stamp of agreement, it follows that at the basis of,all theoretical constructions lies knowledge, the truth of
which can always be questioned.

Based on the foregoing, we note that the types of cognitive activity are immense, and truth is
knowledge that contains meaning within the<framework of one or another form of human activity, in which it
finds its justification and its criteria.

Conclusion

Specifying the theoretical rgsults,of this study, the following conclusions can be formulated:

1. Myth is a necessary and fatural step in the reflection of consciousness. The cognitive functions of
myth are realized, as a rulg, through ancient forms of human consciousness (totemism, animism, magic), re-
inforced and mastered Dy _the,experience of collectivity. Relics of this understanding of myth have survived
to this day;

2. Myth has always#performed and continues to perform important epistemological functions (method,
technique, method of obtaining, storing, transmitting knowledge). All these methods and techniques are not
structured, but are intertwined, syncretic and form an indivisible whole;

3. The concept of “truth” bears a clear imprint of subjectivity — linguistic, cultural, national, personal,
etc.;

4. The goal of mythological like any other type of knowledge is to comprehend the truth, but mytholog-
ical truth is distinguished from all others by the specificity of the experience contained in it, namely:

- mythological thinking is syncretic. All its components are interconnected and represent an indivisible
integrity;

- in mystical experience, the deepest meanings are revealed to a person in the form of images of mean-
ing, or symbols.

5. Myth making is a special type of spiritual production, the main function of which is value-oriented. It
has a spontaneous character; its product is myths, they are capacious, energetically saturated and stable im-
ages of reality that exist in the facts of consciousness. The results of myth making form a special layer or
level of the sociocultural system of knowledge, which on the subjective side is focused on worldview, and on
the objective side is on knowledge of the surrounding world.
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Recommendations

The article's analysis, which focusses on reconsidering the assumptions underlying the cognitive
attitude towards myth, is significant for the advancement of the theory of knowledge and should have a
favourable effect on a methodological level. An invariant study of the problem of myth allows to reveal the
rational and conceptual structure of the existence of modern mythology and leads to an understanding of the
universal cultural context of myth. These materials can be used for educational courses and scientific
research.

The article was prepared within the framework of the Grant scientific project AP 19680020 “Studying
the ethnic conceptual sphere of nations and thinkers of the past through approaches, techniques, methods of
cognitive-ethical linguistic synergetics is a new humanitarian knowledge”, with the financial support of the
Ministry of Science and Higher Education.

References

1 Ammeesa T.M. TeopeTnko-MeTOAOIOTUUECKUI aHAIN3 MTPOOIEMBI COIMANBHOrO Muda: aproped. Auc. ... I-pa GuiIoc. HayK.
Crient. 09.00.11 — «Cornmansnas punocodusi» / T.M. Anneesa. — Mumnck, 1992. — 37 c.

2 JleBu-Crpocc K. CrpykrypHas antpononorus / K. Jleu-Ctpocc; nep. ¢ ¢p. B. IBano, —M WHayxa, 1983. — 536 c.

3 Jloces A.®. Mudosnorus: dpunocodekast sunumkoneaust: [B 5-u 1.]. — T. 3. / A.®.(JlogéB; . pen. @.B. KoncranTHHOB, —
M.: Cog. sHnuKI., 1964. — 584 c.

4  ®dpeiinendepr O.M. Mud n mureparypa apesaoctr / O.M. ®peiinendepr. —#Mw Hayxa, 1978. — 605 c.

Ecekees b.K. KynprypHo-uctopuueckue o6passl nmosHanust / b.K. Ecexeé.#& Aimatsl: AKbT KiTaObI, 1999. — 240 c.
Kocapes A.®. ®unocodpus muda / A.®. Kocapes. — M.: TIEP C3y CH,: ¥unBepcuterckas kaura, 2000. — 304 c.
T'omocoskep S1.3. Jloruka muda / 51.9. T'onocoBkep. — M.: Hayka,, 1987. —218 c.

o N o o1

IMpudpam K. A3bku Mo3ra. DKcliepiMeHTaIbHbIE MapatokCh W mpaEnunel Heliporcuxonoruu / K. IIpubpam; nep. ¢ aHTIL
H.H. lanunosa, E./I. Xomckas. — M. : [Iporpecc, 1975. — 464 c.

9 Opsioexos M.C. [peadunocodus mporokaszaxos / MG, OpsiHbexoB. — Anmatel: OHep, 1994, — 208 c.

10 Kackabacos C.A. 3omnorast xuna. IcToku 1yxoBHOM KynbTypel: [B 2-x u.]. — Y. 1/ C.A. KackabacoB. — Acrana : Enopza,
2000. — 752 c.

11 Komap A.A. Kazaxckas ¢umocodust Kak Juagor cerpaaumueil: aBroped. auc. ... kaHa. ¢uioc. Hayk. Cmer. 09.00.03 —
«Hcropus dpunocodpum» / A.A. Kogap. — Ammatsr) 1999)0— 31 c.

12 Tlotanun I'.H. Ouepku Ceepo-3ananHow, Mearouu. — Beim. 2 / [ H. [Totanun. — CI16.: Tumorp. B. Kupmibayma, 1881.
—181c.

13 Banuxanos Y. Crieqpl amMancTsa yuppnsos: Cobpanue countennii U.U. Bannxanosa: [B 5-tu 1.]. — T. 4 / U. BanuxaHos.
— Anma-Arta: I'n. pea. Kasax. Cos. 3k, 1985. — C. 48-70.

14 Kapyru P.Cpenn kupru3oBy  EypKMeHOB Ha Manrpimuiake: 3THOTp. odepk: / P. Kapyrm; mep. E. Ilerpu. — CII6.:
A.®. JleBpuen, 1911. — 188,c.

15 Kackabacos C.As30i0Tas Kita. Victoku ayxoBHO#H KynbTypsl: [B 2-x u.]. — Y. 1/ C.A. KackabacoB. — Acrana : Enoppa,
2000. — 752 c.

16 Banuxanos Y. Tenkp# (bor): Cobpanue counnennii U.YU. Banuxanosa: [B 5-tu 1.]. — T. 1 / Y. BanuxaHos. — AJjma-Ara:
I'1. pen. Kasax. Cos. sunuki., 1985. — C. 208-216.

17 ®nopenckuii ILA. Cronmn u yreepxkaeHue Hctuuel: CoGpanue coumHeHuit I1.A. ®@nopenckoro: [B 2-x 1.]. — T.1.
/ TI.A. ®nopenckuii. — M.: Ipasaa, 1990. — 839 c.

JILA. ©Omip3akoBa, P.A. Aiikenosa, I'.P. Celipynnuna

Tanbim kylecinaeri MuQoIOrusiIbIK oiJjiay

Op IOYIpIIH TEOPUSUIBIK KOHE TAHBIMIBIK OWBI, OApJBIK aJIBIHFBI HETi3ri OaFbITTapBIHBIH JKaIFacel Ooia
OTBIPBIN, Camajbl TYpAe dp TYPJi JeHreiae AaMy YCTiHAe Oonajibl, ©3iHiH 3epTTey TaKbIPHIObIH, Oacka 1a
KBI3BIFYIIBUIBIK IEHOEPIH aHBIKTAIl, KOPIIaFaH MIBIHABIK KYOBUIBICTApAbI CHIIATTay MEH TYCIHIIPYAiH ©3iHIiK
JKOJIBIH KapacThIPajbl, OChUIAMIIA JKaHA MOJCHH JKOHE TapuUXH TYTACTBIKTHI KajbInTacTbipansl. OcbFaH
GailaHbICTBl Ka3ipri OiliM TEOPHSCHIHBIH ©3€KTI MIHIETI — oNeMAl TYCIHY KYOBUIBICTApbIH TCOPHUSUIBIK
TYPFBIIAH TYCIHY FaHA eMec, COHBIMEH Oipre keiibip Ma3MyH[BI XKoHE JIOTHKAIBIK Hapauienbaepai 6apadap
JKOHE aHBIK KOpCeTy, OLTIMHIH OHTOJOTHSUIBIK KYPBUIBIMIAphl MEH MEXaHH3MAEPIH ally, TAHBIM MEH QJIeMIi
TYCIHY TY)KBIpHIMIAMaJIapbIHEIH OOBEKTUBTI KeJeMi MEH IUIIOpalM3MiH KepceTy. Maxkanaga MHQTIH
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TaHBIM/IBIK MYMKIiHAIKTEPiHIH BOJIOLHACH KAPaCThIPbUIFaH, MUQPTIH THOCEOJIOTHSIIBIK KbI3METiHE KaThICTHI
OPTYpJIi FRUIBIMH K©3KapacTap TalfaHFaH, MU(TIH MOIEHHETKE KATHICThI 3BPUCTUKAIBIK POIIH 3epTTEy MEH
FeUTBIMFa MEQTIH oMOebarn acnekTiiepiH capajiay apKbUibl MU(OIOTHSIIBIK Oiilay TOCUTiHIH TyTac OefiHeciH
CUHTE37Ieyre KadineTTi priIocousUTBIK TYKBIPEIMIaMa Ke3 KEeJTEH IbFapMallbUIbIK KbI3METTIH IMMAaHCHTTI
Heri31 O0JIBIN TaOBUIATHIHABIFEl AU THUIFAH.

Kinm coe30ep.: Mud, Mu(OIOTHSITBIK OHIIAy, TOTEMI3M, aHIMH3M, CHKBIP, CAMBOJ, IIBIHBIK, TAHBIM.

JI.A. Ymup3akosa, P.A. Aiikenosa, I'.P. Ceiiynnuna

MI/I(I)OJIOFI/I‘IGCKOC MBbBIIIJICHHUE B CUCTEME ITIO3HAHUA

TeopeTHko-103HaBaTeIbHAs MBICIb KaXION 3M0XH, Oydydd NpeeMHHULE BceX MPEeIbIAYIINX OCHOBHBIX €€
HaIpaBJICHUH, HO Pa3BUBasCh HAa KAYECTBEHHO NHOM yPOBHE, ONPEIEIAET CBOM MpeIMeT HCCIEeJOBaHuUs, APY-
roif Kpyr MHTEPECOB, BbIpabaThIBaeT COOCTBEHHBIH S3bIK OMUCAHUS U OOBSICHEHUS SBICHUH OKpY)Kalollen
JEHCTBUTENFHOCTH, 00pa3ys TeM CaMbIM HOBYIO KyJIbTypHO-UCTOPHYECKYIO IIEJIOCTHOCT. B 3T0ii cBsA3M ak-
TyaJbHas 3ajJjada COBPEMEHHON TEOpHUHU MO3HaHMS 3aKJII0YaeTcs HE TOJbKO B TEOPETUYECKOM OCMBICIECHUU
(heHOMECHOB MOHMMAaHU MHUpPa HAIIMMH TPEIIIECTBEHHUKAaMH, HO U B TOM, YTOOBI aJIeKBaTHO U SICHO ITOKa-
3aTh HEKOTOPBIE COJIEPAKATEIIBHBIE U JTOTUYECKUE NapalJIe]H, PACKPBITh OHTOJIOTMYECKUE CTPYKTYPHI U MeXa-
HHU3MBI 3HaHHsI, IPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATh MPEAMETHYIO OOBEMHOCTD M ILTIOPAIN3M KOHUEHITHIL, ITO3HAHUS U OC-
MBICIIEHHS Mupa. B cTaThe paccMOTpeHa 3BOIOLUS MO3HABATENIBHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH ‘Mu(Da, poaHanu3upo-
BaHBI PA3JIMYHbIC HAYTHbIE TOUYKU 3PEHHS OTHOCHTEIBHO THOCEOJIOTHIECKOl GyHKInMmMI$a, oTMedeHO, 9TO
U3ydeHHe IBPUCTUYECKOH POIH MHU(]a M0 OTHOLICHHIO K KyJIbType, 1a M K HayK¢ HYREACTCA B (HHIOCO(CKOM
KOHLICTIIIMH, CIIOCOOHO# IOCPE/ICTBOM aHaIN3a YHUBEPCAJIbHBIX acleKToB Mi(a CHHIC3UPOBATh LETOCTHYIO
KapTHHY MH(OJIOTHYECKOro crocoba MBIIUIEHHS KaKk MMMaHEHTHO NPUCYITeH YeOBEKY OCHOBBI BCSKOW
TBOPYECKOH 1EATEIBHOCTH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: MI/I(l), MI/I(l)OJ'IOFI/I‘IeCKOC MBIIJICHUE, TOTCMU3M, aHUMHW3M, Marus, CUMBOJI, UCTHUHA, ITI03Ha-
HHUC.
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