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Setting a public problem. A person through-
out his life faces a certain number of expectations
and roles in the society associated with respon-
sibility, as well as control over his or her own
behavior, taking into account the influence of
both the micro-environment and the correspon-
ding social institutions. Anyway, social agents
of the micro- meso- and macro level not only
largely determine the models of responsible
behavior of the person, but also stimulate the
formation of her expectations and actualize her
humane potential.

Analysis of recent researches on the raised
problem. The theoretical-analytical format of
the proposed exploration is substantially based
on the concepts of: the psychological
responsibility of K. Muzdybayev [5], responsible
behavior of M. V. Savchyn [9–11], personal
responsibility of O.Y. Furman (Humeniuk) [18].

Singling out of previously unsolved parts
of the general problem to which the article is
devoted. The research for the first time analyzes
the formation of the phenomenon of personal
responsibility through the processes of sociali-
zation and personalization, a group of deter-
mination factors, which in the complementarity
actualize the emergence of a four-component
structure of responsibility and make it possible
to identify the important components of the

canon of the person responsibility. In addition,
for the first time, an addition is proposed in the
title and substantiation of the first component
of responsibility – “mental-cognitive”.

Formulation of the article goals (setting
tasks). The research substantiates: a) a time de-
ployment of aspects of responsibility by S. L. Ru-
binstein; b) the influence of the processes of
socialization, personalization and the four groups
of determination factors (global, macro-, mesa-
, micro-factors) on the formation of personal
responsibility of a person; c) psychological ana-
lysis of the four-component structure of personal
responsibility and the discovery of differences
between the external and internal types of
responsibility.

Presentation of the main research material.
Responsibility is, first of all, a serious person’s
attitude to life, which, on the one hand, contains
an idea of its irreversibility, on the other – a
situationally and subjectively caused specific
deed of responsibility to everyday life, regarding
to professional growth or moral choice. Hence,
it is clear that responsibility is a socially acquired
peculiarity of the personality, which manifests
itself in its activities and, above all, in moral
actions. In fact, each psychological phenomenon
is an individually responsible deed, and from
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“... Freedom is the will to personal responsibility”
(F. Nietzsche)

“... The ability to responsibility itself is a blessing”
(H. Jonas)
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the set of deeds a human’s life is formed. A
significant feature of the committing is respon-
sibility. For example, M. M. Bakhtin believes
that the responsibility of the deed is to take
into account all factors in it: both semantic
significance and real committing [1].

The problem of multilevel personal respon-
sibility for today is a reflection of the complex
organization of the social interaction of the
subject in society [11; 17; 18]. In this case, the
socio-psychological determinants create certain
preconditions, on the basis of which there is a
responsibility or irresponsibility as a personality
characteristic of human and a specific level of
its developmental functioning is determined. In
addition, the determinants of a purely environ-
mental-situational nature, which contribute or
hinder the appearance of actually person’s
conscious personal responsibility in the everyday
life of his inner world or in social life, acquire
significant weight.

Let’s note that responsible behavior of
personality is different in its requirements,
motives and sanctions in various socio-cultural
and political systems. Thus, under conditions
of democracy and totalitarianism, it is formed
and controlled by the excellent means and
methods, motives and forms of encouragement;
in the end, there are various resulting vectors
of good faith – either the affirmation of human
dignity or humiliation of the personality.

It is clear that social life as a kind of social
has a relative self-sufficiency and is determined
by the completeness of freedoms and the
existence of the rights of the person, their
respective guarantees from the state, such as,
for example, social protection or the system of
social providing. At the same time, sociality also
means the development of human responsibility
towards society, the state, the team, and the
family. Therefore, the social everyday life forms
the foundation of the social culture of society
and a particular person, in particular, the
quintessence of which is the responsibility for
others, first of all for family and friends [17].

In general, the term “responsibility” has two
interrelated meanings: responsibility “for”
something or someone and responsibility
“before” someone. The first one foresees taken
by man obligations for his own actions, the
consequences of his activity, the responsibility
for someone, for the sake of something; the
second one – before someone – with relatives,
other people, society, God. For H. Jonas respon-
sibility “for” is more important than the

responsibility “before” [4, p. 383], because its
archetype is a deep where is intersection of being,
affiliation and freedom. Therefore, responsibility
is caused, on the one hand, by a formal law (as
an external obligation), and, on the other hand,
by deep (internal) self-attitude to the case, to
oneself, to people, and, eventually, to life.

In this regard, S. L. Rubinstein argues that
there is a temporal disclosure of the phenomenon
of responsibility: a) the responsibility for the
action – a retrospective aspect; b) the responsibi-
lity for what is needed to be done – a perspective
aspect; c) the responsibility “here and now” or
for this particular moment of life – the contem-
porary aspect [7; 8]. The last one will be denoted
as existential, which is consonant specifically
with the responsibility “for” where the comple-
teness of existence in the present dimension is
present. Of course, the responsibility of mankind
for its present and temporarily distant future is
reflected not only on it but also on the younger
generation. Therefore, “what it will be –
harmonious, stable, with a high level of provision
or, conversely, aggressive-emotional – depends
on the life position of each and those socio-eco-
nomic processes that the people make it possible
to take place in the state” [18, p. 86].

In this context, become important personal
responsibility (what the specific individual has
done) and the responsibility of society before
it, because in it a person happens. Therefore,
the person is responsible for “... people like it,
that is, for those of whom the society is formed
(and here it is necessary to take into account
also what they have done for him) of the given
moment, and, therefore, for the inherited a
country of the contemporaries who have entrus-
ted power to it. In addition, it transmits the
received inheritance to the future “[4, p. 192].
Therefore, responsibility today is rightly
considered both as a social phenomenon and
personality trait of a person, and as an “impor-
tant theoretical construct of modern psychology,
which allows by the means of abstraction-
constructivization to attribute a special indepen-
dent status to the properties of social and cul-
tural events, to life and psychological changes.
In this case, responsibility is an abstract model,
in the basis of creation of which is not an ideali-
zation procedure, but abstraction, schemati-
zation, typologization, and professional metho-
dologization in general” [16, p. 79].

The foregoing gives an understanding of the
fact that the responsibility of the personality is
a conscious daily comparison of his own behavior
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with social norms and regulations, and not only
with his installations as the consequences of
intreriorized (external is transformed into inter-
nal, according to L. S. Vygotsky) influences.
Hence, responsibility characterizes human
relationships and relates to various aspects of
human life activity, defines its orientation. It is
manifested in consciousness, character, will,
emotions, and in the behavior, activity and, at
the same time, freedom of choice of personality.

According to the concept of M. V. Savchyn
freedom is connected with responsibility, that
is, with the choice of the external (in the world)
and the internal (in his personality). Freedom
foresees transcendence, the psychological
mechanism of which is the process of finding an
individual meaning of life, which arises in inter-
action, which does not allow one-sided subordi-
nation to the “external” and does not transform
a person into a slave of their own needs, their
direct situational interests [9; 10; 11].

Of course, responsibility is psychological
category, since it always reflects the degree of
conformity of actions of social subjects with
mutual requirements, as well as specific historical
norms and general interests of their everyday life.
This conformity is caused by the regularities of
the joint residence of people, the need to mutual
subordinate their goals and actions, in connection
with which each person acts as an active carrier
of certain social obligations (statuses, roles, func-
tions, vocations, etc.) [3, p. 106–107].

So, we note that socialization provides adapta-
tion or accommodation of a person to society,
and personalization – the adaptation of society
to it, where a particular common denominator
is its conscience, obligatoriness. Through these
processes, the cultural heritage of society in the
psycho-spiritual world of man, its responsibility
before him and, in fact, his life, is actualized.

By the nature of the emergence of the respon-
sibility phenomenon at the personal level of
psychogenesis through the process of sociali-
zation, the following components of responsibi-
lity, such as knowledge, normative, motivatio-
nal, emotional, cognitive, are actualized. At the
same time personification finds expression in
another set of components: value-semantic,
moral, motivational-active, volitional, reflexive.
The dialectics of multi-component interpene-
tration of these system-creating processes
ultimately determines the integrity and degree
of development of personal responsibility of a
person as an integral psycho-spiritual charac-
teristic-quality of his individual world of “I”.

Thus, the stimulatory-developmental in-
fluence of the complex structural processes of
socialization and personalization on the
formation of the responsibility of the personality
as its synthetic (integral) trait and at the same
time the way of relation / attitude towards the
world, other people and itself determines the
emergence of important mental formations –
moral convictions, social instructions and stereo-
types (influences of the social environment),
installations (self-influences as consequences of
instructions), cognitive schemes and self-concept
as the central link of self-consciousness [13].

Taking into account the above, there are
grounds for singling out at least four groups of
determinative factors of personal responsibility:
global (civilized or common-human); macro- –
at the level of separate countries, regions; meso-
– available in the space of organizations, labor,
educational or other groups; micro-factors, that
is, those that are found at the level of medium
and small groups and a specific person.

The mutually-caused action of these various
scale factors on the personality, their one or
another refraction through the internal condi-
tions of development, respectively, intensively
forms on the stages of childhood and adolescence
situationally and individually responsible,
irresponsible behavior in society as an important
dimension-parameter of its psycho-social matu-
rity. Moreover, a favorable complementarity of
these factors develops the responsibility of the
personality not so much as an imperative, a
norm, a duty, but as a tendency for productive
behavior, as a strategy of good faith in work, as
a style and way of a skillfully filled life with
useful things. Such a responsibility by an inten-
tion and psycho-spiritual content, undoubtedly,
is the source and driving force of internally
motivated, responsible actions and deeds of the
personality, which, on its part, helps to systema-
tize its mental social and spiritual experience,
is an important mechanism of psycho-regulation
of behavior and activity and at the same time
the core of arrangement the value-sense sphere
and the harmonization of the self-concept.

In any case, stated facts and arguments
indicate that responsibility in modern society
plays an extremely important role in the
development of personality. One of the most
important characteristics of the personality is
independence and moderate activity in achieving
its goals, center around personal responsibility
for the events that happened with her, for the
content of her own live. If a person is responsi-
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ble, then this is, of course, a decisive feature of
her psycho-social maturity, availability of the
desire to continuously improve her and establish
interpersonal relationships.

However, responsibility is caused and ma-
nifested in society in different ways, in particular
in the internals and externals. It is known that
the theory of J. Rotter [20] investigates the
psychic phenomenon of internality, which is
opposed to externality. So, if a person is inclined
to address responsibility for all to external
factors, to find the reasons in others, then this
indicates on the presence of externality. Internals
do not relinquish the obligation and do not
delegate it to others, they are responsible for all
events. In other words, in the first case, the results
of behavior are under the control of external
conditions and circumstances, and in the second
one – the internal. However, the more common
is the mixed type of personality, singled out as a
certain ratio of two of these experiments.

The above mentioned gives grounds to to
assert that internals are individuals oriented
towards the future, because they live internally
“here and now”, and therefore more responsible,
and externals – retrospective individuals, since
they focus on past events, which makes them
more external. In general, the responsible person
does not return to the past, but lives in full-
power in the “present”. Of course, internals
understand that almost all important events of
their own lives are the result of their actions, so
responsible for them and for how their lives
proceed. They believe that they themselves have
achieved everything that was and is available
in their lives, and therefore in the future they
can achieve their goals. Moreover, they also take
responsibility for negative events, tend to blame
themselves for failures, suffering and etc.,
responsible for family life, complaining not about
a partner, but on themselves. Thus, the perso-
nalities of the internal style of behavior are cha-
racterized by an active position in life, indepen-
dence and responsibility for themselves. The
externalities, on the contrary, are mostly passive,
they feel insignificance (that is, they believe
that nothing depends on them), therefore, they
are separated from life, and their own successes,
achievements and joys do not feel as their own
(preferring external circumstances), luck and
help from others. In other words, the people of
the internal type – the winners, and the external
– are defeated.

According to K. Muzdibayev, responsibility
is “the result of the integration of all mental

functions of the personality: the subjective
perception of the world, the assessment of their
own sensory resources, emotional attitude to
duty, will” [5; 11, p. 7]. It is also a semantic
personality formation and, at the same time,
the general principle of correlation (personal
self-regulation) of motives, goals and means of
life  activity that is not limited to a rule or
codex of behavior, is not a specific motive or
their totality [11, p. 6]. Hence, responsibility
is an integral personal formation, which is
effectively mutually caused by external and
internal structures.

The first one includes: a) the subject (who
answers), b) the object (for what is responsible)
and c) the authority (to who is responsible). In
the role of the subject can be a person, a team,
a large or a global community, whose individual,
group or mass activity is subject to evaluation.
The subject is responsible for the object, that
is, what is laid upon him or accepted by him for
execution. Here it is spoken of a public
expression of will, expressed in the form of social
norms and role functions, as well as the tendency
of a person to realize the source of leadership of
his life, mainly in the external environment or
vice versa in himself [12, p. 50–51].

At the same time, the internal detection of
the structure of responsibility is organized by
the components known in psychology, which
cover the quaternary structure and form the
unity of “cognitive, emotional-motivational,
behavioral-volitional” [5; 9; 11] and “moral-
spiritual” [18] components.

In this regard M. V. Savchyn analyzing the
above mentioned components of the
responsibility structure, considers that cognitive
includes the following elements: 1) “awareness
by the personality of the subject of responsi-
bility, which is inseparably linked with moral
consciousness and self-consciousness; 2) the
authority of responsibility (foresees the percep-
tion by the personality a role and capabilities
of individuals or groups to control, stimulate
and evaluate its behavior; the presence of
experience in interacting with the authority,
etc.); 3) assessing oneself as the subject of
responsible behavior ...; 4) self-regulatory
function (characteristic of social memory and
thinking, ability to creativity in the analysis of
behavior, cognitive style of solving problems,
etc.) “[9, p. 26].

The emotional-motivational component, as
the author [9] rightly points out, is manifested
in the corresponding mental states, experiences,
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feelings that arise under the influence of a certain
attitude towards accepted in the micro-
environment ethical norms, principles, needs,
interests, readiness for action, and holds the
totality of motives of the person, which prompts
the implementation of the conceived. With the
help of the motivation process, the motives are
actualized, the purpose and readiness of the
person to act, to choose his means and methods,
arises. So, in the motivational cycle, its various
needs, motives, worldview orientations, emotio-
nal-value formations and demands are involved.

The behavioral-volitional component of
responsibility keeps a system of actions, deeds
that allow a person “to realize the subject of
responsibility”; “in the external sense it is
manifested through the fulfillment of duties,
requirements, obligations, tasks, etc., and in the
internal – when making decisions, when selecting
and assessing the means of realization of the
responsibility subject, self-analysis of behavior
and his “Self”, taking positions concerning
events, other people, groups and himself, at last
when developing the self-development program
of “Self”, etc. “[9, p. 28, 29].

O.Y. Furman (Humeniuk) by singling out
the fourth component in the structure of
responsibility – moral-spiritual, notices that it is
organized by several levels: a) acts as a product of
vital activity, which enriches experience; b) is the
source of the emergence of spiritual-sensory
states – the depths of the inner Self; c) is
organized as a psycho-form of the self-deve-
lopment, which foresees the self-realization of
personality as a universum [18].

Analyzing the structural structure of the
responsibility phenomenon, we believe that the
first component – cognitive – should be
combined with the mental, where archaic
experience is preserved. In this regard, we offer
to call “mentally cognitive” (fig. 1). Such
integration, on the one hand, is connected and
is purely logical, since all other components have
a double formation (e.g., “emotional-
motivational”, “behavioral-volitional”, and
“moral-spiritual”). On the other hand, by
resorting to the analytical approach of K.G.
Jung, in the structure of the personality, apart
from Ego as the center of the sphere of con-
sciousness and personal unconscious (suppressed

2 – emotional-motivational: 
appropriate psychic states, 
experiences, feelings, which 
appear under influence of a 
certain attitude towards accepted 
in the microenvironment ethical 
norms, principles, needs, 
interests, readiness for a certain 
line of behavior (according to M. 
V. Savchyn)

1 – mental-cognitive: cultural 
heritage of the people 
(traditions, ideals, beliefs, 
mental installations, customs, 
etc.), social memory, thinking, 
perception, cognitive style of 
problem solving, conviction, 
etc.

Components 
of personal 

responsibility

4 – moral-spiritual: a source of 
spiritual-sense states emergence - the 

depths of the inner self; form of self-
creation, self-comprehension which 

foresees self-realization of a human as 
an authentic person, the basis for 

actualization of the faith, honor, truth, 
mercy, etc., where conscience is the 

main regulator of commission and after-
action; emergence of spiritual neoplasm 

(ideas, formations and etc.) (according 
to O. Y. Furman)

3 – behavioral-volitional: a set of 
actions, deeds, thanks to which in 

external or internal sense a person 
implements a subject of responsibility 

or selects means of this behavioral and 
action implementation (according to M. 

V. Savchyn)

Fig. 1.
Psychological structure of personal responsibility

A. Lypka
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conflicts), is perhaps the deepest layer of the
psyche – the collective unconscious, in which,
in the form of archetypes, or primary mental
images (“person”, “shadow” , “Self”, “sage”,
etc.), all spiritual heritage of human evolution
is kept – traces of emotions and memory,
thoughts and experiences [19]. As O.A. Don-
chenko notices, “one of Jung’s extreme guesses
is the recognition that we are born not only
with biological but also with the psychic heredity
that determines our behavior and experience.
Therefore, the collective unconscious holds up
the psychic material, which does not arise in
personal experience ..., it is like air, which
breathes everyone and which does not belong
to anyone “[2, p. 15].

From the point of view of scientists, the world
of mentality in its essence has an intersubjective
character [15]. And this means that it holds a
large number of mental processes, formations
and mechanisms that are realized and rationalized
in part and fragmentarily. Hence, “very complex
structural organization of the psycho-social
content of mentality that dynamically combining
in the removed form the opposition charac-
teristics of human life and activity – natural
and cultural, emotional and rational, uncon-
scious and conscious, individual and social,
unique and universal, instinctive and spiritual”
[15, p. 41].

At the same time, mentality is also a socio-
psychological self-organization of representatives
of a certain cultural tradition [15] characterized
by the unity of their attitudes, experiences,
thoughts, feelings and manifested in the identity
of world perception and worldview, determines
the level of mental-cognitive consciousness and
self-consciousness.

The substantiated psychological structure of
personal responsibility makes it possible to single
out the main categories and concepts according
to the differentiated components (fig. 2),
although the last ones are interconnected and
form a single whole in the real world of the human.

In the works of humanistic psychologists (C. Ro-
gers and other) the following personality features
of full-functionality are defined, which
characterize the behavior of the internals to a
greater extent and constitute important compo-
nents of the canon of the responsible person:

a) self improvement of the personality – it is
openness to the latest experiences, when it is
able to listen to itself, to feel the whole spectrum
of emotional and cognitive experiences; then
clearly understands its deepest thoughts and
feelings without trying to simplify or dampen
them;

b) an existential way of life, and therefore a
specific being on the principle “here and now”,
when a person deeply feels, experiences and

1 – mental-cognitive 
component: prevails duty, 
benefit

2 – emotional-motivational 
component: based on obligation, 
life position

Concepts 
of personal 

responsibility 

4 – moral-spiritual component: 
based on freedom, reflection, 

deed after-action, altruism

3 – behavioral-volitional 
component: prevails persistence, 

self-analysis, self-control

Fig. 2.
Conceptual delimitation of structural components of personal responsibility
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spiritually fills every moment of its own vital
activity and knows the joy of social interactions;

c) organismic trust, which is most pronounced
when making decisions; such people never live
for the sake of social traditions and norms, but,
professing them, they use for their own cultural
development and self-improvement;

d) empirical freedom preaching life without
internal limitations and prohibitions, when the
subjective understanding of freedom is the ability
to personally rule over the situational being, on
the basis of own experience and knowledge, to
make a choice of strategies, principles, methods,
means and techniques of life activity;

e) optimization of activity and attraction to
self-improvement – creativity, that is creative
potential of the person; at this the creative way
of life in general is inherent in people with a
mature life position, who seeks to be imple-
mented constructively and perfectly, to defend
their claims by flexible adaptation to changeable
environmental conditions, which is a higher
degree of responsibility from the above-men-
tioned features (see [6]).

CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES
OF FURTHER RESEARCHES

1. Responsibility – is a very complex psycho-
social phenomenon, which permeates all spheres
of human life – from personal to economic and
even political. At the same time, responsibility
is worldview universals, aimed at a person and
is its highest moral value.

2. Phenomenologically, responsibility has
external structure (object, subject and autho-
rity) and internal (mental-cognitive, emotional-
motivational, behavioral-volitional, moral-
spiritual components). The indicated structure
combines the subject of responsibility, which in
content and volume covers its specific duties,
tasks, orders, methods of their implementation,
observance of certain norms or avoidance of
individual actions, moral ideal and deeds of life-
realization, and hence freedom of choice.

3. The structural components of responsibility
are theoretically delimited, and in the real life
of a person they form a single entity, mutually-
caused, mutually crossed with each other and
provide stability to its behavior, activity and
actions.

4. Perspective directions of further research
of this theme are a scientific analysis of the avai-
lable theoretical concepts of responsibility of the
personality in domestic and foreign psychology.
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 ÀÍÎÒÀÖ²ß

Ëèïêà Àðñåí Îëåãîâè÷.
Â³äïîâ³äàëüí³ñòü îñîáèñòîñò³ â êîîðäèíàòàõ ïñèõî-

ëîã³÷íîãî àíàë³çó.
Â³äïîâ³äàëüí³ñòü – öå íàäñêëàäíå ïñèõîñîö³àëüíå

ÿâèùå, êîòðå ïðîíèçóº âñ³ ñôåðè æèòòÿ ëþäèíè – â³ä
îñîáèñòî¿ äî åêîíîì³÷íî¿ ³ íàâ³òü äî ïîë³òè÷íî¿. Òîìó
â ðîáîò³ ¿¿ ðîçãëÿíóòî ÿê ñóñï³ëüíèé ôåíîìåí òà ÿê
îñîáèñò³ñíó ðèñó é âîäíî÷àñ ÿê âàæëèâèé òåîðåòè÷íèé
êîíñòðóêò ñó÷àñíî¿ ïñèõîëîã³¿, ùî äàº çìîãó ïðè-
ïèñóâàòè îñîáëèâèé ñàìîñò³éíèé ñòàòóñ âëàñòèâîñòÿì
ñîö³àëüíèõ ³ êóëüòóðíèõ ïîä³é, æèòòºâèì ³ ïñèõîëîã³÷-
íèì çì³íàì. Ïðîàíàë³çîâàíî ñòàíîâëåííÿ  ôåíîìåíó
îñîáèñò³ñíî¿ â³äïîâ³äàëüíîñò³ ÷åðåç ïðîöåñè ñîö³àë³çà-
ö³¿ é ïåðñîíàë³çàö³¿, âèîêðåìëåíî ãðóïè äåòåðì³íàö³é-
íèõ ÷èííèê³â, êîòð³ ó âçàºìîäîïîâíåíí³ àêòóàë³çóþòü
âèíèêíåííÿ ÷îòèðèêîìïîíåíòíî¿ ñòðóêòóðè â³äïîâ³-
äàëüíîñò³ òà óìîæëèâëþþòü âèçíà÷åííÿ âàæëèâèõ
ñêëàäíèê³â êàíîíó ïåðñîíàëüíî¿ â³äïîâ³äàëüíîñò³.
Âèñâ³òëåíî ñïðè÷èíåííÿ òà âèÿâëåííÿ â³äïîâ³äàëüíîñò³
ó ñóñï³ëüíîìó ïîâñÿêäåíí³ ëþäåé, çîêðåìà â åêñòåð-
íàë³â òà ³íòåðíàë³â. Äîâåäåíî, ùî ³íòåðíàëè, áóäó÷è
çîð³ºíòîâàí³ â ìàéáóòíº, æèâóòü âíóòð³øíüî “òóò ³
òåïåð”, à òîìó á³ëüø îñîáèñò³ñíî â³äïîâ³äàëüí³, òîä³
ÿê åêñòåðíàëè, îáñòîþþ÷è ðåòðîñïåêòèâí³ ³íòåíö³¿,
çîñåðåäæåí³ íà ìèíóëèõ ïîä³ÿõ, ùî ó ñâ³òîñïðèéíÿòò³
â³äêèäàº ¿õ ó ìèíóëå. Âîäíîðàç âèîêðåìëåíî ÷îòèðè
ãðóïè äåòåðì³íàö³éíèõ ÷èííèê³â îñîáèñò³ñíî¿ â³äïî-
â³äàëüíîñò³: ãëîáàëüí³ (öèâ³ë³çàö³éí³ àáî çàãàëüíîëþä-
ñüê³); ìàêðî- – íà ð³âí³ îêðåìèõ êðà¿í, ðåã³îí³â; ìåçî- –
óíàÿâëåí³ ó ïðîñòîð³ îðãàí³çàö³é, òðóäîâèõ, îñâ³òí³õ
÷è ³íøèõ êîëåêòèâ³â; ì³êðî÷èííèêè, òîáòî ò³, ùî âè-
ÿâëÿþòüñÿ íà ð³âí³ ñåðåäí³õ ³ ìàëèõ ãðóï òà êîíêðåòíî¿
îñîáèñòîñò³. Íà îñíîâ³ àíàë³çó ñòðóêòóðíî¿ ïîáóäîâè
ôåíîìåíó â³äïîâ³äàëüíîñò³ çàïðîïîíîâàíî ïåðøèé
êîìïîíåíò – êîãí³òèâíèé – ïîºäíàòè ³ç ìåíòàëüíèì, ó
ÿêîìó, êð³ì ³íòåëåêòóàëüíîãî ïîòåíö³àëó, çáåðåæåíèé
òàêîæ àðõåòèïíèé äîñâ³ä. Ó çâ’ÿçêó ç öèì çàïðîïî-
íîâàíî íàçâàòè éîãî “ìåíòàëüíî-êîãí³òèâíèé”.

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: îñîáèñò³ñòü, â³äïîâ³äàëüí³ñòü, åêñ-
òåðíàë, ³íòåðíàë, ñîö³àë³çàö³ÿ; ìåíòàëüíî-êîãí³òèâíèé,
åìîö³éíî-ìîòèâàö³éíèé, ïîâåä³íêîâî-âîëüîâèé,
ìîðàëüíî-äóõîâíèé êîìïîíåíòè â³äïîâ³äàëüíîñò³,
ôåíîìåíîëîã³÷íèé àíàë³ç.

ANNOTATION

Lypka Arsen.
Responsibility of personality in coordinates of psy-

chological analysis.
Responsibility – is a very complex psychosocial pheno-

menon, which permeates all spheres of human life - from
personal to economic and even political. Therefore, the
work considers it as a social phenomenon and as a personal
trait and at the same time as an important theoretical
construct of modern psychology, which enables to attribute
a special independent status to the properties of social and
cultural events, life and psychological changes. Has been
analyzed the formation of the phenomenon of personal
responsibility through the processes of socialization and
personalization, has been singled out a group of
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determination factors, which in the complementarity
actualize the emergence of a four-component structure of
responsibility and make it possible to identify the important
components of the canon of the person responsibility. The
article deals with causing and revealing of responsibility in
the public everyday life, in particular in externals and
internal ones. It has been proved that the internals, being
oriented towards the future, live internally “here and now”,
and therefore more personally responsible, and the
externals, defending retrospective intentions, focusing on
past events, which in the world perception rejects them to
the past. At the same time it was singled out four groups of
determinative factors of personal responsibility: global
(civilized or common-human); macro- – at the level of
separate countries, regions; meso- – available in the space
of organizations, labor, educational or other groups; micro-
factors, that is, those that are found at the level of medium

and small groups and a specific person. On the basis of the
analysis of the structural construction of the responsibility
phenomenon, it was offered the first component – cognitive
- to combine with the mental one, in which, in addition to
the intellectual potential, also is preserved the archaic
experience. In this regard, it is proposed to call it “mentally-
cognitive”.

Key words: personality, responsibility, external, internal,
socialization, mentally-cognitive, emotional-motivational,
behavioral-volitional, moral-spiritual components of
responsibility, phenomenological analysis.
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Ìîíîãðàô³þ ïðèñâÿ÷åíî òåîðåòèêî-ìåòîäîëîã³÷íîìó
îá´ðóíòóâàííþ ñìèñëîæèòòºâî¿ ñôåðè îñîáèñòîñò³ ÿê
ñèñòåìè ñâ³äîì³ñíèõ îðãàí³çîâàíîñòåé æèòòºàêòèâíîñò³, ùî
âïîðÿäêîâóº ¿¿ ³íòåíö³éí³ òà ïîòåíö³éí³ çàïèòè, çàñâ³ä÷óº
ïîâíîì³ðíå îñÿãíåííÿ ñåáå ³ ä³éñíîñò³, ñòàíîâèòü åêçèñòåí-
ö³éíå îñåðåääÿ ¿¿ ïåðñîí³ô³êîâàíîãî áóòòÿ. Äåòàëüíî
ðîçãëÿäàþòüñÿ âîñîáèñò³ñíåí³ ñìèñëîôîðìè, ùî óòâîðþþòü
âèçíà÷àëüíèé ñïîñ³á ðåàë³çàö³¿ ñóá’ºêòîì æèòòºä³ÿëüíîñò³
ñâîãî ïîêëèêàííÿ é óïîðÿäêîâóþòü â³òàêóëüòóðíèé ïðîñò³ð
âëàñíîãî ñàìîçä³éñíåííÿ, ñòèìóëþþòü îáðàííÿ óí³êàëü-
íîãî øëÿõó-ïðîãðàìè ñàìîðîçãîðòàííÿ ó ñèòóàö³ÿõ áóäåí-
íîñò³. Ñåíñîñìèñëîâèé ðîçâèòîê îñîáèñòîñò³ âèòëóìà÷ó-
ºòüñÿ ç ïîçèö³é òà ³íòåëåêòóàëüíèõ çàñîá³â êîìïåòåíòíîãî
ìåòîäîëîãóâàííÿ ÿê çàêîíîì³ðíå ðîçïðîñòîðåííÿ ïðîá-
ëåìíî-ìîäóëüíî¿ ìèñëåä³ÿëüíîñò³ â³ä àêò³â ïî³ìåíóâàííÿ òà
ïîö³íóâàííÿ äî ä³ÿëüíî-êðåàòèâíîãî ³ ðåôëåêñèâíîãî
îâîëîä³ííÿ íåþ íàâêîëèøíüîþ ä³éñí³ñòþ é óñâ³äîìëåííÿ
ñâîº¿ ïðèñóòíîñò³ ó ñâ³ò³ òà âèõîäó íà íåîçîð³ ãîðèçîíòè
ñàìîòâîðåííÿ, ùî âèêðèñòàë³çîâóºòüñÿ ó â÷èíêàõ îñìèñ-
ëåííÿ áóòòÿ é îñåíñîâóâàííÿ æèòòÿ.

Äëÿ äîñë³äíèê³â çàãàëüíîëþäñüêèõ ñìèñë³â ³ ïåðñîí³ô³êî-
âàíèõ ñåíñ³â ÿê êîíñòèòóþâàëüíîãî ï³ä´ðóíòÿ ðîçâèòêó
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ïîë³ôîí³¿ ñîö³îêóëüòóðíîãî ïîâñÿêäåííÿ.
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