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The Concept of “Personal Identity” and its Social Implications

The article discusses the main approaches to the study of personal identity issues. The authors analyze studies
devoted to the study of the interrelationships between the phenomena of personal identity and tolerance,
identify the presence of opposite approaches to this problem. The main thing in the problem of personal self-
identification is the human essential parameter of identity. Only by understanding what the true essence of a
person is, it is possible to clarify the question of whether an individual in his culture is identical to truly
human principles. Identity issues are addressed when there are any problems. This issue is not raised in the
crisis-free stage of society's development. Therefore, although there is a well-known danger in the identity
crisis, namely, the danger of destabilizing the social situation, nevertheless, one should not treat the identity
crisis as an entirely negative process. The crisis is the threshold of the transition to a new, perhaps higher
stage of social development. Therefore, the task is not to prevent any crises in society and culture, but to set
them the proper vector of development, to direct them in the right direction.

Keywords: identity, individual, personal identity, collective self, symbolic personality, crisis, identity crisis,
philosophical aspect, culture, cultural system.

Introduction

The problem of personal identity has acquired an extremely high degree of relevance in recent years,
primarily in connection with the growing processes of globalization, which carry a potential danger of socio-
cultural and personal leveling.

However, the concept of personal identity and the corresponding problem has much deeper roots, since
it is closely related to the problem of the essence of a person, his true self. The understanding that we have
about ourselves as a person is a distinctive feature of human consciousness. Reflecting on one's subjectivity
and social identity means and requires, first of all, an idea of oneself.

Already in ancient Indian philosophy, in the famous Upanishads, we find a scrupulous analysis of the
guestion of what the human personality should be identified with — (atman — spiritual), with the body
(bodily “I”), with consciousness free from the body, as, for example, in dreams (empirical “I””) or with
dreamless sleep (the transcendental self).

As a result of the intense dialogue between the Prajapati teacher and the Indra student, an understanding
is achieved that later became classic for all Indian thought, and with it for Eastern culture in its essential fea-
tures. The point is that the Upanishads find the true essence of man, his true Self, not in the bodily, not in the
empirical and not in the transcendental states of the Self, but in their entire and all-pervading unity — in the
incomprehensible Absolute or Brahman. “Atman is Brahman” is the conclusion of ancient Indian philosophy
as a result of the procedure of reflection on the issue of personal identification [1].

However, even this seemingly all-encompassing answer to the question leaves open a difficulty con-
cerning the actual “individuality” of a person. Simply put, if my “I” is absolutely, then how do | differ from
other people and creatures? What is my peculiarity, uniqueness, my own, unlike anyone else’s personality?
Does it not dissolve into the absolute and impersonal beginning?

Dissatisfaction with the answer of the ancient Indian thinkers, although it is very thoughtful in itself and
in many ways fruitful, forces us to turn to this problem again and again. Without setting the task in this sec-
tion to analyze the entire history of philosophy in this aspect, we will note only some important points in the
historical consideration of personal identity.
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Research methods

In this article, we relied on the principle of unity of historical tradition, the principles of integrity and
concreteness, the principle of cultural historicism.

The methods that allowed to reveal the content of this study are: the unity of logical and historical,
which helped to consider the problem, first of all, in conceptual terms; methods of comparative studies and
hermeneutics, which allowed to identify the way of synthesis of new cultural and philosophical formations.

The sources of the research were the works of thinkers of the past and present, devoted to the problems
of personal identity, culture, globalization, etc.

Results

Great attention has been paid to the problems of personal identity in modern times, in particular, in
German classical philosophy. Thus, the ratio of “I” and “not — I” was closely studied, as is well known, by
Johann Gottlieb Fichte.

Immanuel Kant tries in “Anthropology from a practical point of view” to comprehend the discipline to
which the mentioned work is devoted as the doctrine of man acting for himself as the highest and last goal.
All cultural achievements in the context of anthropological knowledge should, according to Kant, acquire
didactic significance — to teach a person to be himself, otherwise any knowledge is worthless and futile [2].

As for the concept of “identity” itself, it was thoroughly analyzed by Hegel under the form of the con-
cept of “identity”. At the same time, he came to the fundamental conclusion that identity is always concrete,
i.e., it includes a difference. In the aspect we are interested in, this means that a personality, especially if you
look at it from the point of view of its social characteristics, never coincides with itself completely and un-
conditionally.

In addition, it should be noted that Hegel identified the human personality with the spirit, or the ideal
principle, which has its source in the pure element of thinking. By this identification of man with the spirit,
Hegel sought to emphasize the actual fact of human universality, the ability of man to move according to the
logic of universal definitions. At the same time, the universal in Hegelian philosophy completely suppressed
individual and special formations. In relation to social reality, this meant, in essence, an apology for the total-
itarian system with its unifying ideology. No matter what reservations were made, it is clear that such a posi-
tion could not but provoke a response from those thinkers who defended the sovereignty of the human per-
sonality and its freedom in the social world.

Returning directly to the question of the historiography of the problem of personal identity, we empha-
size the following. As for the Soviet scientific literature, the problem of identity was not as relevant in it as it
is typical for today, but there was a certain appeal to this problem. Thus, 1.S. Kon, speaking about identity,
emphasized its complex nature and pointed out: “The consciousness of one’s identity for a person is not just
self-knowledge, but a dynamic attitude, a certain attitude towards oneself” [3].

The problem of cultural identity occupies a very large place in the modern philosophical literature of
Russia and other CIS countries, but there is no clear unity in views on this problem. Rather, there is a large
set, or even a spread, of diverse opinions and points of view, which are sometimes diametrically opposed to
each other. This is probably explained by the lack of a proper theoretical and methodological basis for these
studies.

There is, for example, a point of view in post-Soviet literature that the problem of identity (and with it
the concept of identity) is a pseudo-problem, that it is necessary not to talk about identity, but to solve specif-
ic problems. This is, for example, the point of view expressed during the dialogue at the round table
“Ukraine is not Russia, or Ukraine is identity” (June 2003). But, in our opinion, “this is a reduction of the
problem of identity as a strategic issue to the level of a tactical, even narrowly pragmatic one. If we talk in
general about socio-philosophical studies of the problem of cultural identity in Russia, then the following
concepts of social identification and identity in the Russian-language literature are quite applicable to them,
which are very poorly developed, despite the abundance of studies using these concepts” [4]. Literally the
same must be said about the problem of cultural identity. And this is not surprising, since the last decade has
demonstrated rapid changes in all areas of life, which does not have time to develop both cultural identity
itself and a stable concept of it.

It is all the more important to understand the essence of this problem. Russian researchers understand
this perfectly well. One of the evidences of this is the fact that many conferences, national and international,
are held at which the problem of cultural identity in the modern world is directly or indirectly discussed.
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Among the many publications in the Russian cultural philosophical and socio-philosophical literature,
the view of the problem expressed by O.l. Genisaretsky in his numerous writings, speeches and interviews is
particularly interesting. The position of this researcher is interesting primarily because he approaches it from
verified theoretical positions, unlike some other authors, who are characterized by a somewhat biased and
empirical approach. O.l. Genisaretsky calls for considering the concept of identity in the mandatory three
parameters:

a) identity should be scaled, i.e., include a well-defined, specific scale — specifically — individual,
group, national, etc.;

b) identity should be objective — i.e., answer the question whose it is: individuals in the region, whether
the region itself, etc.;

c) identity should be human-sized, or human [5].

I think all this is very important, especially the last of these points, or principles. He is truly the main
one in solving the problem of identity.

In other words, it is necessary to constantly keep in mind the human essential parameter of identity —
especially if we are talking about identity in general and cultural identity (in the case of regional, ethnic, etc.
identity, the conversation may need to be conducted in a slightly different plane). It is necessary to under-
stand the essence of a Person — and only then it will become clear not so much whether | am identical to my
culture, but whether, being inside my own or any existing culture, I am identical to truly human principles.

Since the independence of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Kazakhstani researchers have also begun to ad-
dress the topic of identity quite often.

Here are just some positive examples of the disclosure of this topic in the works of philosophers of Ka-
zakhstan.

“Identification, identity” writes the famous Kazakh social philosopher and ethnologist G.V. Malinin,
“are concepts that reflect important aspects of human life as a social subject. Their methodological content is
related to the process of forming an individual’s self-awareness, his self-determination in the social sphere
— gaining his social status, social roles, social position. The genesis of identification processes is social in
nature and is associated with the impossibility of a social subject to act rationally and expediently without
knowing himself, his own knowledge. And the latter is possible only on the basis of assimilation, compari-
son, comparison, correlation of oneself with other social subjects. In other words, correlation (identification)
of oneself with others gives a person an adequate idea of himself, the absence of which is a source of overes-
timation (or underestimation) of one’s abilities and capabilities, exorbitant ambitions (or self-doubt) the
choice of such ways and mechanisms that do not contribute to self-realization, self-expression and self-
affirmation” [6].

Giving a definition of identity, another Kazakhstani researcher, Sadykov N. emphasizes that identity in
individual terms means the identity of a person to himself and denotes a firmly assimilated and holistically
accepted image of himself in all the richness of personality's relations to the outside world, a sense of ade-
guacy and stable ownership of a person's own “I”, regardless of changes in “I” and situations. At the same
time, he rightly clarifies that identity has many levels. A person, in addition to his own body, name, personal
biography, also identifies himself with his family, clan, tribe, ethnos, other social groups (professional, party,
etc.), religion, culture, history, traditions, space (place of birth, residence), time (epoch, significant years for
a person events), the state, civilization [7].

Thus, “identity” means a person’s awareness of his own irreplaceability in relations with the social en-
vironment, his identity with a certain system of social communities, symbols, behavioral acts, traditions.

The point of view of A.A. Stepanov and K.T. Zaitsev is very interesting. It expresses not only a peculi-
ar, non-standard approach to the concept of “identity”, but also shows a serious difference between identifi-
cation and self-identification. “The problem of identification™, the East Kazakhstan authors write, “is the
problem of rejecting a historically established stereotype, a standard. A person as a result of identification is
a set of internalized standards. The problem is that there is something stable in me, but this stable is not
mine. Self-identification, understood by analogy with identification, implies identification with oneself as a
set of internalized stereotypes and roles, i.e., as identification with oneself” [8].

Clarifying the position of the cited authors, it should be emphasized that a person is not just a set of
roles and stereotypes prescribed to him by society. He is something else. And, therefore, it is necessary to
understand what is the true “I” of a person in the true sense. In fact, this is exactly what constitutes the whole
depth and vastness of the problem of personal identification, starting from antiquity and ending with the pre-
sent day.
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Taking into account the above approaches to the problem of identity, the following definition can be
given to it: identity is the coincidence (or at least correspondence) of a person’s present existence and present
quality with his human essence and/or individual purpose, cultural origins and specifically social back-
ground, ethnicity and other forms of universally natural, spiritual and socio-historical manifestations of man.

Discussion

In general, the problem of identity has been raised in the history of thought, including in socio-
philosophical research and writings, in a wide variety of forms, in a variety of aspects and under many dif-
ferent names. So, in the philosophy of Marxism, there was, for example, the problem of the ratio of the
masses and the individual in historical progress. In essence, this is an identity problem. It can be reformulat-
ed as follows: can an individual (personality) be fully identified with the epoch, the existing culture, and,
consequently, the entire mass of the people, or is there an “indecomposable residue” in the personality? At
the same time, the problem in Marx’s teaching, even taking into account all the advantages of this teaching,
was ultimately solved in such a way that a person turned out to be no more than a set (ensemble) of all social
relations, i.e., identified with society.

It is not for nothing that Marx’s concept was criticized by supporters of individualistic theories of man.
For example, Martin Buber believed that a person is a set of individual relationships, not social ones.

Nikolai Berdyaev, a Russian existentialist philosopher and personalist, paid great attention to the prob-
lem of personality, its identification and self-identification (although in slightly different terms). The greatest
mystery of man, over which many thinkers struggled, N.A. Berdyaev believed, is the mystery of man as a
person, “the only person with his only destiny”.

In this regard, in the context of the inherited problem of human identification and self-identification in
society and culture, one cannot but join the following reflections of the Russian thinker.

The personality in a person says that the World is not self-sufficient. Personality is like nothing in the
World, it cannot be compared and comparable with anything. A person as a person is not a child of the
World, says N. Berdyaev. The person has a different origin. He is not nature, he is a person — not by nature,
but by spirit. To put it more precisely, it can be argued that a person as a person, as a person, is an image,
likeness and evidence of the existence of God.

The evidence of the existence of the Spiritual Father of mankind through the unique essence of man
himself, in other words, is that humanity as the “discovery” of Man is at the same time the discovery of the
Divine. God, according to N.A. Berdyaev, is born in man — and man rises and is enriched by this; and an-
other, less revealed side, according to the Russian philosopher, is that man is born in God, and this enriches
the divine life. There is a need for man in God, and there is a need for God in man, and this implies a creative
response from man to God [9].

Thus, personality, according to N.A. Berdyaev, is the unity of microcosm and microtheos, or, to put it
another way, the unity of natural and divine principles in man. The personality in its deepest and most com-
plete essence is identified, therefore, not with society or even with nature, but with the entire universe, in-
cluding natural and transcendent spiritual characteristics. However, then a new problem arises — the prob-
lem of the identity of the personal “I”. A person is identical with the whole World, but he simultaneously
identifies with both his generic and individual qualities. This question in modern social philosophy is ex-
pressed in terms of the so-called “multiple identity” and presents an important problem. It will be discussed
below.

Here and now we note the following circumstance.

From the understanding of personal identity as the identity of a person and the world, it follows that the
self-identity of the “I” cannot be completely tied to the generic identity. Meanwhile, a number of modern
publications on this issue defend the point of view that these two phenomena are identical to each other. For
example, G.J. Aitymbetova writes: “The process of self-identification of the Self is completely adequate to
ethnic self-identity” [10]. But, firstly, it is not entirely legitimate to identify the process of self-identification
with the phenomenon of self-identity. This is well understood by G.J. Aitymbetova, in another place of her
work, characterizes identification as a way of understanding identity. Secondly, the author of the quoted
judgment deduces it from uncritically, in our opinion, perceived statements. Ortega y Gasset (which is repro-
duced in J.G. Aitymbetova): “It is necessary to reverse the traditional doctrine of the Self, most fully and
deeply developed by Husserl and his students, for example, Schutz. According to their ideas, “you” is sup-
posedly an alternative. In fact, our concrete unity is born as an alter tu (another “you”), it is secondary to
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many “you and arises among them itself — not from my life as a radical reality and loneliness, but on the
contrary, only in terms of the secondary reality that empathy is” [11].

For Ortega y Gasset, it is more about love and sociability as the essence of the human inner world, ra-
ther than ethnic identity.

It is interesting to compare the above idea of Ortega y Gasset with the points of view of S.L. Frank and
S. Bulgakov.

The first of these thinkers considered the personal “I” to be one, indivisible and unique. In its basic and
primary sense, it does not and cannot have a plural. “Therefore, we”, S.L. Frank emphasized, “is not the plu-
ral of the first person, not “many 1’s”, but the plural as the unity of the first and second person, as the unity of
“I” and “you” (“you”)” [12]. Hence, from this primary unity of “we”, according to Frank’s concept, human
society arises.

Another Russian religious thinker, Sergei Bulgakov, holds about the same idea, although with a slightly
different accentuation: “The self-revelation of the self-occurred only through you and him, it has three
modes, and this is confirmed by the genius of the language, which knows three personal pronouns and thus
testifies to the trinity of the self. | am a conciliatory nature when saying I, the hypostasis speaks at the same
time and you, and we, and they” [13].

Speaking directly about the term “identity”, it was introduced into scientific use by Sigmund Freud,
who attached great importance to the identification process.

Indeed, if there is a huge layer of subconscious and unconscious in every person, then it is clear that an
individual cannot be completely and completely identical to his own ““I”, to himself. Paradoxically, the indi-
vidual is both “I” and “not-1”, or even “It”. For this reason, many thinkers, for example, Erich Fromm, call
the problem of a person’s own individuality a “mystery”: “It consists, among other things, in the fact that the
true self, i.e., the identity of the person itself, does not want to be discovered, escapes grasp”.

The opposite case, when the individual “I” turns out to be completely absorbed by sociality and begins
to dissolve among other individual “I”, or even slavishly obey them, is expressed in the famous aphorism of
Jean-Paul Sartre: “Hell is Different”. In this case, a sharp negative reaction of the personality is possible,
aimed at releasing his “I” and expressed in the phenomenon of the so-called “negative identification” [14].
This term means that the identification mechanism is carried out through opposition to one or another “ene-
my”.

In general, in modern foreign literature on the problem of personal identity, the ideas of the need to re-
vise the concept of personal or individual identity have already become symptomatic and characteristic (one
might even say typical). The understanding of personality as “multiple” is becoming more and more popular.
Moreover, this understanding prevails not only in the philosophy of postmodernism, but also in a number of
other philosophical directions.

For example, let’s refer to Andrew Brennan’s book “The Conditions of Identity” [15]. Its author argues:
when talking about personality, in our daily life we proceed from completely different concepts about it; our
confidence in the identity of personality is based on the uncertainty of the very concept of “personality”.

The same point of view can be found, for example, in the monograph by Kathleen Wilkes, which indi-
cates that the widespread belief in the continuity of consciousness and the unity of personality today needs to
be seriously criticized [16].

To a certain extent, one should agree with the conclusions of Western philosophers, since in special sci-
entific studies of identity these conclusions are largely confirmed. Thus, in his monograph, lan Hacking
clearly expressed the cross-cutting idea that human memory stores a “multiple personality” [17]. As a matter
of fact, the same ideas have been expressed for many decades by representatives of the well-known world-
wide school of “transpersonal psychology” and other movements close to it in terms of retention and orienta-
tion (S. Grof, K. Wilbur and others). The human self has a complex structured form, built in the form of a
certain hierarchy, from the empirical subjective Self to the absolute or transcendent Self.

In this light, it seems perfectly fair that, when talking about identity, it is necessary to clearly distin-
guish personal identity from human identity proper. It means that the individual characteristics of a person do
not always coincide with truly human essential properties and qualities.

The identity of a person can mean its identity with society, culture, etc., or it can also mean identity
with the actual human being or with one’s own “I”, as it is felt by this individual.

That is, when talking about personal identity, one should distinguish between external and internal iden-
tity as two forms or two sides of a person’s identity. Being external, identity is constantly changing, as indi-
viduals’ social ties, social relations, and global historical horizons are extremely changeable. At the same
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time, the inner identity of the individual, the individual sense of identity is always constant (In this regard, it
becomes quite clear the need to distinguish, clearly differentiate between genuine identity and only declared
identity).

Explicating the phenomenon of identity in its dynamic and constant hypostases, we can say that the log-
ic of their dialectical interrelation and unity is generally simple. When one element of a cultural system is
lost in the process of development, another element immediately takes its place, from another, for example, a
new, cultural system. And so, piecemeal, the entire former system of culture is gradually being replaced, re-
placed.

But, consequently, the cultural system as such has remained, has not disappeared, has changed, maybe
even radically, but as a system it has remained.

In the same way, an individual in a culture: he may find himself completely in another cultural system
— but he never drops out of culture as such.

Consequently, the most significant acute question is not so much whether the old culture is disappearing
and/or a new culture is being formed, but rather in another: is this culture benign or not, favorable or unfa-
vorable for human development. This is the main point in the problem of culture, which is directly related to
the problem of cultural antiquity.

The personal self, whatever its content, as a “form” remains an invariant quantity for the “matter” of its
specific content. Only the type and measure of a person's attitude towards this latter are subject to changes: a
person can “fall away” from his true, higher, or deeper Self, or he can approach it and even coincide with it
in all his life manifestations. And it is this point that should be fully taken into account when developing var-
ious social, cultural, political programs and development strategies.

Conclusion

Thus, having analyzed the problem of personal identity in general, we can summarize some preliminary
concise results that will help us in the future to better understand the problem of identity in its cultural hypos-
tasis.

1. The most important parameter of personal identity is actually a human, directly human essential pa-
rameter — especially if we are talking about identity in general and cultural identity (in the case of identity
of regional, ethnic and some other types of identity, the situation is or may be somewhat different). It is nec-
essary to understand the real essence of man as deeply and accurately as possible, and only then and only for
this reason will it become clear whether one or another individual in the bosom of his “mother» culture is
identical to truly human principles.

2. Is identity possible between an individual and the social world? Such an identity is, of course, impos-
sible to the full extent. No matter how meticulous an analysis of an individual we do, the invisible and per-
manent self always remains. Similarly, dialogue with others does not destroy the essence of the individual
self, because it distinguishes itself from others. The “I”, ultimately, is always free in its choice to accept or
reject what is not given or imposed on it.

3. The “I” as an identity never completely dissolves in society, outside of a “collective self” or a “sym-
bolic personality”. The totality of identity cannot be valid for all individuals without exception, because in
every person there is, explicitly or implicitly, with varying degrees of intensity, his free personal principle. In
this regard, the democratic system is, of course, a higher socio-political type compared to all others known
from history.

4. Since man and society, man and culture are never completely identical to each other, insofar as
“identity” is always relative, relativistic, it leaves open the possibility of change and self-change of an indi-
vidual or society, culture, etc.

5. An adequate, although, of course, far from complete, answer to the question of how a person should
identify himself with, will probably consist in the following. The identity of a person can mean its identity
with its own, culture, etc., or it can also mean identity with the actual human essence or, conversely, with its
own “I” in the form in which it is felt by this individual. That is, when talking about personal identity, one
should distinguish between external and internal identity as two forms or two sides of a person's identity. At
the same time, external identity is constantly changing due to the variability of individuals' social ties, social
relations, global historical transformations and prospects. The inner identity of a person, the individual sense
of identity, on the contrary, is always constant, it does not change with any changes in the meaningful pa-
rameters of the personality.
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F.OK. IxxamanueBa, U.A. AxmeroBa, XK. Caxu, K.A. Temipranues

«TyaranabIk Oipereilsiik» YFbIMbI K9HEe OHbIH dJIeyMeTTiK MMILJIMKAIUSCHI

Makanaza TyJIFaHBIH JKeKe OachlH aHBIKTay MacelelepiH 3epTTeyIiH Heri3ri Tociiiepi KapacThIpBUIFaH.
ABTopnap TysFanbIK Gipereiiik MeH TONepaHTThIIBIK KYObUIBICTAPBIHBIH apaKaThIHACKIH 3ePTTEYre apHaIFaH
3epTTeynepdi Tanmaiinsl, Oy Mocenere Kapama-Kapchl Ke3KapacTapiblH 0Oap ekeHiH aHbIKTainsl. JKeke
TYJIFaHbIH ©3iH-031 HIeHTH(HUKALMIIAY MaceleciHie 6acTbl Hopce TYJIFaHBIH alaM/IBIK MaHbI3/Ibl TapaMeTpi.
AnaMHBIH IIbIHAITBI OOJIMBICBIHBIH HEJCH TYPAThIHBIH TYCIHY apKbUIbl FaHA OHBIH MOJCHHUETIHIETI HHINBH
IIBIH aJaMJIbIK MPHHIUNTEPre Coiikec Kele Me JereH CypakThl HaKThulayra Oonansl. JKeke OachlH aHBIKTAY
CypakTapbl Keibip Macenenep TyblHIaFaH Ke3ae wenrineni. Koram gaMybIHBIH JaFaapbICChi3 Ke3eHiHae Oy
Macerne TyblHAaMaiabl. CoHABIKTaH, OipereineHnipy AaraapbichiHma Oenrinmi Oip Kayim, aTanm alTKaH7a,
QNIEYMETTIK JKaFaiJibIH Typakchi3[aHy Kaymi O6ap Ooica 1a, Gipereiiik JaraapbIChIH TOJIBIFBIMEH Tepic
npoliecc peTiHae KapacTeipyra Oonmaiinsl. Jlaraapbic — Oy oNeyMeTTiK JaMyJIbIH XKaHa, MyMKIiH OJIaH 1a
JKOFapbl JieHrediHe oTyaiH Tabanaplpbirbl. COHIBIKTaH KOFAMIarbl, MOJCHHETTEri KaHgaid mpa Oip
JIaFIapbICTap/IbIH AJIJIBIH ally eMec, OJlapFa JaMy/IbIH JYPbIC BEKTOPBIH Oelriiey, Ayphic )KOJFa cany MiHAeTI
TYD.

Kinm ce30ep.: Oipereitnik, WHAUBUAYYM, KEKE COWKECTUIK, YKBIMABIK «MEH», CHMBOJHKAIBIK TYJIFa,
JaFIapbIC, COMKECTIIK AaFaapbichl, HHIOCODHSIIBIK aCTIEKT, MOICHUET, MOJICHH XKYiie.
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IlonsiTHE «IMYHOCTHASI HAEHTHYHOCTh)» U €€ CONMAJbHbIEe MMILINKAITHHA

B cratbe paccMOTpeHBI OCHOBHBIE HOAXOMBI K M3YYEHHIO BOIIPOCOB JIMYHOCTHON MACHTHYHOCTH. ABTOPHI
AQHANM3UPYIOT UCCIIEOBAHMS, TOCBSIICHHBIE H3YICHHUIO B3aHMOCBSI3H MEXIy (peHOMEHOM JTHIHOCTHON HICH-
TUYHOCTH U TOJIPAHTHOCTH, BBIABILIIOT HAJINYUE IIPOTHBOIIOIOKHEIX MOAXOIO0B K JaHHOW mpobieme. ['maB-
HOE B IIpo0JieMe caMOMIEHTU(HUKAIINN JIMIHOCTH — 3TO YEIOBEYECKHIl CYITHOCTHBIH MapaMeTp HIEHTHIHO-
cti. TONbKO MOHSB, B 4eM 3aKJIIOYAeTCs MOJIMHHAS CYIIHOCTD YEI0BEKa, MOXKHO MPOSCHUTH BOIIPOC O TOM,
SIBJISICTCS JIX MHIMBH B CBOCH KyJIbType HOCHTEJIEM IOIMHHO YeJoBeuecKuX Havyail. K BompocaM uaeHTHY-
HOCTH 00pararTcs TOraa, Korjaa CyImecTBYIOT Kakue-To npo0ieMsl. B 6eckpH3HCHBII IepHoa pa3BUTHSA 00-
IIECTBA 3TOT BONPOC TMOJHUMAETCs penKko. [103TOMy XOTS B KpU3MCE MICHTHYHOCTH U KPOCTCS HW3BECTHAs
OIIaCHOCTB, @ IMEHHO — OTIACHOCTH JeCTaOHIN3allii CONUATIBHOM CUTYallHH, BCE e He CIeAYyEeT OTHOCUTBCS
K KPM3HCY HAEHTUYHOCTH KaK K BCEIeJ0 HeraTHBHOMY Iponeccy. Kpusnc — mpeniBepue rnepexoja Ha HO-
BYIO, BO3MOXKHO, OoJiee BEICOKYIO CTYIEHb OOIIECTBEHHOro pa3BUTHs. [lo3TOMy 3aada cOCTOMT HE B TOM,
4YTOOBI HE JOIYCKaTh B OOIIECTBE M KYJIbTYpe HUKAKHX KPU3HCOB, a B TOM, YTOOBI 3a/1aBaTh UM Ha UIC)KaLHI
BEKTOP Pa3BUTHUS M HAIIPABIIATh UX B MPABHIBHOE PYCIIO.

Kniouesvie crosa: WOEHTUYHOCTh, WHAUBHAYYM, JHMYHOCTHAS HMACHTHYHOCTb, KOJUIEKTHBHOE <«(SI»,
CHMBOJINYECKAsl JINYHOCTh, KPU3UC, KPU3UC HIACHTUIHOCTH, (QMUIOCO(CKUIl acleKT, KylbTypa, KyIbTypHas
cHucTEeMa.

References

1 Radkhakrishnan, S. (1964). Brikhadaraniaka Upanishada [Brihadaranyaka Upanishad]. (A.Ya. Syrkina, Trans). Moscow:
«Naukay [in Russian].

2 Ashkerov, A.Yu. (2001). Problema identichnosti u Ymmanuila Kanta [Immanuel Kant’s problem of identity]. Chelovek —
Human, 6, 49-63 [in Russian].

3 Kon, Y.S. (1967). Sotsiologia lichnosti [Sociology of personality]. Moscow: Politizdat [in Russian].

4 Shmatko, N.A. (Eds.). (1992). Sotsialnaia identichnost i izmenenie tsennostnogo soznania v Kkrizisnom obshchestve:
metodologiia i metodika izmereniia sotsialnoi identichnosti [Social identity and changes in value consciousness in a crisis society:
methodology and technique for measuring social identity]. Moscow: Institut sotsiologii Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk [in Russian].

5 Genisaretskii, O.Y. (1995). Kulturno-antropologicheskaia perspektiva [Cultural-anthropological perspective]. Moscow: Put
[in Russian].

6 Malinin, G.V. (1997). Mirovozrencheskie i sotsiokulturnye osnovaniia mezhnatsionalnogo soglasiia [Worldview and
sociocultural foundations of interethnic harmony]. Doctor’s thesis. Almaty: Institut filosofii Ministerstva Nauki i Akademii Nauk
Respubliki Kazakhstan [in Russian].

7 Sadykov, N. (2001). Kazakhstan i mir: sotsiokulturnaia transformatsiia [Kazakhstan and the world: sociocultural
transformation]. Astana: Elorda [in Russian].

8 Stepanov, AA., & Zaitsev, K.L. (2004). Globalnaia problema vozniknovenia dukhovnosti v protsesse deiatelnogo
sushchestvovaniia cheloveka [The global problem of the emergence of spirituality in the process of active human existence].
Globalizatsiia: protivorechiia, problemy i perspektivy: Materialy mezdunarodnoi nauchno-prakticheskoi konferentsii. Chast I:
Globolizatsiia kak obektivnaia neobkhodimost mirovogo razvitila — Proceedings of the international scientific and practical
conference. Part |: Globalization as an objective necessity of world development (pp. 196-207). Ust-Kamenogorsk [in Russian].

9 Berdyaev, N.A. (1951). Tsarstvo Dukha i tsarstvo Kesaria [The Kingdom of the Spirit and the Kingdom of Caesar]. Paris [in
Russian].

10 Aitymbetova, G.Zh. (2004). Problema identichnosti v mirovozzrenii Magzhana Zhumabaeva [Aytymbetova G.Zh. The
problem of identity in the worldview of Magzhan Zhumabaev]. Extended abstract of candidate’s thesis. Almaty [in Russian].

11 Ortega-y-Gasset, Kh. (2000). Izbrannye Trudy [Selected works]. (A.M. Rutkevich, Trans). Moscow: Ves Mir [in Russian].

12 Frank, S.L. (1992). Dukhovnye osnovy obshchestva [Spiritual foundations of society]. P.V. Alekseev (Ed.). Moscow:
Respublika [in Russian].

13 Bulgakov, S.N. (1991). Blagodatnye zavety Prepodobnogo Sergiia russkomu bogosloviiu [The gracious covenants of St.
Sergius to Russian theology]. Sergii Rodonezhskii: Sbornik — Sergius of Radonezh: Collection, 345-365. Moscow: Patriot [in
Russian].

14 Gudkov, L. (2000). K probleme negativnoi identifikatsii [On the problem of negative identification]. Monitoring
obshchestvennogo mneniia. Ekonomicheskie i sotsialnye peremeny — Monitoring public opinion. Economic and social changes, 5,
260-269 [in Russian].

15 Brennan, A. (1988). Conditions of Identity. Clarendon Press.
16 Wilkes, K.V. (1988). Real People. Personal Identity without Thought Experiments. Clarendon Press.
17 Hacking, I. (1995). Rewriting the Soul: Multiple Personality and the Sciences of Memory. Princeton University Press.

284 BecTHuk KaparaHgmMHCKoro yHmBepcuteTa



The Concept of “Personal Identity” ...

Information about the authors

Jamaliyeva Gaziza — Assistant Professor, Faculty of Philosophy and Psychology, Department of So-
cial Work and Social Pedagogy, Karaganda Buketov University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org
0000-0002-9978-5447

Akhmetova Indira — Senior Lecturer, Faculty of Philosophy and Psychology, Department of Social
Work and Social Pedagogy, Karaganda Buketov University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0000-
0003-0212-6486

Sakhi Zhuldyz — PhD, Istanbul Ticaret University, International office, Istanbul, Turkey,
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8608-7498

Temirgaliev Kudaibergen — Associate Professor, Faculty of Innovative Technologies, Department of
History of Kazakhstan, Karaganda Technical University named after Abylkas Saginov, Karaganda, Kazakh-
stan, https://orcid.org 0009-0006-6693-6436

Cepus «Uctopus. Punocodumsa». 2025, 30, 1(117) 285





