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Moskalenko, V.V. Personal abilities and the process of socialization. The article 
analyzes the links between the abilities of the individual and the socialization process. It is 
argued that abilities should be considered as a multidimensional phenomenon in the broadest 
personal sense, as the process of formation and development of human sociality, in which an 
ability is a system-making phenomenon. This predetermines the methodological function of the 
theory of socialization in relation to the abilities analysis. The article shows how social and 
historical practices of people determine individual abilities. General social abilities, which 
interiorize socio-cultural experience of mankind and reflect the social and historical needs, are 
defined as "generic" human abilities. "Generic" abilities are treated as a super-individual 
construct in the relations of people of a certain historical era that are manifested in a personal 
social type. Generic social abilities are materialized in each individual depending on his/her 
relationship with culture. A provision that the culture of mankind objectifies personal abilities, 
does not allow making the opposite conclusion, i.e. any appropriation of the products of human 
culture develops abilities of the individual. Understanding the relationship between the socio-
historical development of abilities and the development of the individual can be facilitated if we 
use the concepts of “actual” and “potential” ability. Potential abilities are the generic social 
abilities that determine the capabilities of certain individuals and which can be either realized or 
not realized. In contrast, actual abilities are materialized by the individual depending on his/her 
specific living conditions. The ratio of potential and actual abilities is a generic measure of the 
nature of existing social conditions that determine the development of individual abilities. 
Therefore, the progress of society is closely connected with the progress of its generic, integral 
abilities, which being realized in a socio-historical type of a person, act as “a norm” in relation to 
the abilities of the individual.

Keywords: socialization of personality, individual abilities, generic abilities, socio-
historical type of personality, current ability, potential ability, de-objectivation of cultural forms.


