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UCTOPUYECKHUN KOHTEKCT PA3BUTHSA
COAEPXKAHUSA ITIOHATUSA « TOJTEPAHTHOCTDb»

Kawxvinoaii baiscyman

AHHOMayus1. PaccMaTtpuBaloTcs peaynbTraTel Hay4YHOro aHanuaa cogepXaHns TepMUMHa «TONEepPaHTHOCTbY, onpeaeneHbl
N pacKpbiTbl Takme cMbicrioobpasylolye acnekTbl MOHATUS, Kak MeXHauvoHarnbHoe ObLlieHue 1 UHTerpaTuBHas
CYLHOCTb TonepaHTHocTU. OTpaxeHbl MpobnemMbl TONEepaHTHOCTM 1 TONepaHTHOro B3anMoaencTems B obecTse. [laH
aHanm3 MoOHATUSA «TONEPAHTHOCTb» C MCTOPUYECKOW TOYKM 3PEHUSt, AN Yero Obinn n3yyYeHbl PasfnnyHble UCTOYHVIKM.
Takke paccMOTPeHbl W MNpoaHanMaMpoBaHbl TEPMWHbI, CBA3AHHbIE C MOHATUEM «TONIEPaHTHOCTbY, C MO3ULUIA
drnocodckon, MeaULMHCKON, NMCUXONOTMYECKON, COLIMOMOrMYECKOW, MOMMTUYECKX HayK. B cTaTbe oTpaxéH Takke
aBTOPCKUIA MOAXOA K M3YYEHUI0 N OOBACHEHWIO CYLLUHOCTU OMpedeneHust «TONMepaHTHOCTb», KOTOPbIN Mo obwum
KPUTEPUSM MOXHO BHECTV B OAHY BUAOBYIO rpynmy.

Kntoueebie crosa: TONEePaHTHOCTb; YBa)XeHWe; Npu3HaHue; 3THUYeCKad; COUUOKYNbTypHas; TINYHOCTHBIN CTepPXXeHb;
KOMMYHUKaTUBHAA OEeATENbHOCTb, TONIEPaHTHOCTb neaarora; counarnbHaa HopMa; HeTePNMMOCTb.

«TOJEPAHTTYVYJYK» TYIIYHYI'YHYH
MA3MYHYH OHYKTYPYYHYH TAPBIXbIi KOHTEKCTH

Kawxvinoaii baiscyman

AnHomayusi. Makanafa «TOnepaHTTyynyk» TEPMUHUHUH MasMyHyHa WIMMWUIA Tanfoo XKYPry3yyHyH Hatblikanapb
Kaparbin, 3THOCTOP aparblk KOMMYHUKALWS aHa TOMepaHTTYYNyKTYH UHTErpaTMBAMK MaHbI3bl ChISIKTYY TYLUYHYKTYH
MaaHu Ty3yydy acrekTUriepy aHbIKTanraH kaHa adbiiraH. Koomaory TonepaHTTyyrnyK kaHa TonepaHTTyy e3 apa
apaKeTTeHyy Keiireiinepy Yarbingblpbinran. « TonepaHTTyynyK» TYLUYHYIYHe TapbIXbiil Ke3 kapaluTaH Tangoo 6epunun, an
YYYH ap kaHgan Gynakrap uaungeHreH. OLwoHOom ane unocomusmbIK, MeAULMHASLIK, NCUXONOTUATLIK, COLMOMOTUSAbBIK
XaHa casicuin UNMMAEPANH KO3 KapallblHaH «TONepaHTTYYnyK» TYLWYHYry MeHeH GainaHbilukaH TepMUuHaep Kaparbin,
TangaHat. Makanaia OLOHOOW arne «TONepPaHTTYYNyKTYH» aHbIKTaMachIHbIH MaHbI3bIH U3MIMOE6re XaHa TyLIYHAYPYYre
aBTOPAYK MamMune YarbingblpbifiraH, aHbl xanmnbl Kputepuiinep GotoHya 6up Typayk TOMKO Kupruayyre Gonor.

TylyHOyy ce30ep: TOMEPaHTTYYyNyK; ypMaTToO; TaaHyy; 3THMKanbIK; counangblk-MagaHui; WHCaHAbIK ©36K;
KOMMYHVKaTUBAMK ULL; NeaarorayH TonepaHTTyynyry; counanablik Hopma; cabbipCbhi3abIK.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE CONCEPT OF «TOLERANCE»

Kashkhynbay Baizhuman

Abstract. The article describes the results of a scientific analysis of the development of the content of the concept
of «tolerance», defines and discloses such semantic aspects of the concept as interethnic communication and the
integrative essence of tolerance. The problems of tolerance and tolerant interaction in society are also reflected. An
analysis is given from various sources of the concept of tolerance from a historical point of view. The terms “tolerance” is
also considered and analyzed from the standpoint of philosophical, medical, psychological, sociological, political science.
The article also reflects the author’s approach to the definition of the essence of tolerance. And also, the concepts of
“tolerance” were studied and, according to general criteria, it is fashionable to bring them into one kind of group.

Keywords: tolerance; respect; recognition; ethnic; socio-cultural; personal core; communicative activity;
teacher’s tolerance; social norm; intolerance.
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The centuries-old experience of interethnic
communication in Kazakhstan is a convincing ex-
ample of the tolerant attitude of various ethnic
groups, the stability of ethnocultural interaction and
mutual influence.

An analysis of various sources of this concept
showed that the concept of «tolerance» from a his-
torical point of view is fixed as a moral characteris-
tic of social relations in which individuals, having
cultural differences, have equal dignity, equal rights,
and are aware of the self-worth and autonomy of
each other.

Kazakh philosophy, in which the essence of the
national character and the mentality of the people is
well expressed, is open to other cultural influences
and traditions, and tolerance was applied, waiting
for everything, to yourself.

A feature of the spiritual culture of the Kazakh
and Kyrgyz peoples is the close interweaving and
mutually fruitful influence of different types of cre-
ativity: philosophy, literature, music, political and
religious heat of thought. She acted as a way of ex-
istence of national philosophy, mutually enriched
with different types of creativity.

During the years of independence, an organic
system of interethnic relations has been created in
Kazakhstan, combining the features of a common
civil consciousness, traditional Kazakh mentality
and national identity of other peoples, although in
a polycultural society it is quite difficult to build
a model of interethnic integration, in which all eth-
nic groups would have equal opportunities to rea-
lize their rights and would not feel their alienation
from public life.

Intercultural contacts between peoples took
place in ancient times. Many countries, like Kyr-
gyzstan and Kazakhstan, have a common historical
past. Long-standing economic, economic and politi-
cal ties, in which the Silk Road acted as a connect-
ing link. Research shows that in the III century BC.
on the Silk Road, there was already an exchange of
such products as silk, porcelain, tea.

The creative content of the idea of the thinkers
was humanism, which intertwined with elements of
ancient, Turkic, Islamic culture, being an example
of mutual cultural enrichment.

If tolerance is considered as a special so-
cial norm of society, then it should include such

characteristics as respect and recognition of the
equality of the rights of partners; rejection of domi-
nance and violence in interpersonal relationships;
recognition of each culture, identity and self-ex-
pression; willingness to accept the culture of the
“other” constructively resolve conflict situations,
without prejudice to one’s own interests.

If you turn to the published international legal
documents of the UN, the Councils of Europe, the
CIS in the field of human rights and fundamental
freedoms, you will see that they do not use the term
“tolerance”, and the word “tolerance” and the ant-
onym derived from this — “intolerance power”.

Among such regulations can be listed in 1948
the official publications of the UN — the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights; 1976 International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; 1981 Dec-
laration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intol-
erance and Discrimination Based on Religion or
Belief, etc.; 1995 Framework Convention for the
Protection of National Minorities of the Council of
Europe, etc.; 1996 Regulations on sects in Europe
Recommendation of the Parliamentary Assembly of
the Council of Europe of the European Parliament;
2002 “Religion and Change in Central and Eastern
Europe” Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe; 1989 Final document of the Vienna meet-
ing; 1990 Copenhagen Conference on the Human
Dimension and others; 1998 CEDT-Convention on
the Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of Man, etc.
The listed documents, in one way or another, related
to the problem of tolerance or peaceful coexistence
in society, allow us to assert that the problem of mu-
tual relations in society has always been brought to
the fore.

The trend in the pace of development of glo-
balization processes in society, the integration of fi-
nancial markets, the intensification of cultural and
information exchanges, the transition to a large-
scale world order, where the dialogue space ceases
to be a collection of individual national states, but
becomes multipolar and holistic, of particular im-
portance is personal tolerance. Tolerance remains as
a condition for coexistence, mutual enrichment of
intercultural communication, contributing to the ex-
pansion of the range of international contacts.

Scientists have considered this term and clas-
sified the types of tolerance according to the

40 Becmnux KPCY. 2023. Tom 23. Ne 10



Kawxvinoai baiiscyman

Table 1 — Classification of the concepts of tolerance according to criteria and types

Ne Criteria Type
1 |ethical ethnic, interethnic
connections between culture and ethnic and social . .
2 .. ethnocultural, intercultural, sociocultural
characteristics
o edagogical socio-pedagogical, managerial
3 |activities pedagog pedagogical, & ’
cognitive
4 |based on the principle of interaction communicative activity
5 |direction of interaction host, object of formation
6 | forms of interaction internal external
. .. tolerance of a lawyer, tolerance of a teacher,
7 |type of professional activity .
tolerance of a psychologist, etc.

following criteria and types, which are presented
below (see table 1):

In a modern society with a multi-ethnic and
poly-confessional composition, there are often
negative positions towards national intolerance,
xenophobia and extremism. Therefore, tolerance in
society is an urgent issue that confronts public and
state institutions for the formation of high tolerance
in society.

The problems of tolerance and tolerant interac-
tion represent a vast field for research. Interest in
such a phenomenon as tolerance was the focus of
research in various sciences: pedagogy and philoso-
phy, psychology and sociology, political science, in
each of them there were approaches to defining this
concept, identifying its specifics, features depend-
ing on the scientific field of knowledge studied.

It was considered as a personal, individual,
interpersonal, social, sociocultural phenomenon.
Dictionary analysis allows us to highlight several
aspects of tolerance.

The Modern Dictionary of Foreign Words
gives the following interpretations [1].

The term «tolerance» is relatively young in
science. The term was introduced into medicine in
1953 by the English immunologist P. Medawar. He
used this concept to denote «tolerance» and accep-
tance by the body’s immune system of transplanted
foreign tissues [2].

First, a reduced immunological response of the
body; secondly, the ability of the body to endure ad-
verse effects and thirdly, tolerance and indulgence
towards another [3].

A similar interpretation is given in the “Great
Medical Dictionary”, where tolerance is defined as
“the ability of an organism to tolerate the effects of
a certain drug or poison without developing an ap-
propriate therapeutic or toxic effect” [4]. It follows
from this that tolerance was considered as a re-
sponse or sensitivity of the body to external influ-
ences.

In philosophical science, it is believed that
tolerance comes from the Latin word “tolerantia”
(patience) term. Tolerance appeared in philosophi-
cal thought in the 16th century in the meaning of
religious freedom.

During the Enlightenment of the 18th century
there is a comprehension and practical implementa-
tion of the principle of tolerance. And already in the
XIX century. tolerance is understood as an expres-
sion of internal and external freedom, the ability
to choose different points of view and ways of be-
havior. By the beginning of the 20th century, in the
foreign theory of tolerance, two main directions can
be traced in determining the content of this concept.
First, tolerance as a principle of dialogue; secondly,
tolerance as a condition for the development of in-
dividuality [2].

The interpretation of tolerance in the “New
Philosophical Encyclopedia” is very close to the
modern interpretation, where such an effect as the
nature of a person’s relationship to another person,
as “equal worthiness of a person and mood in a dia-
logue with another” [5].

B.A. Lektorsky identifies four types of under-
standing of tolerance as [6]:
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» indifference, which has a liberal political basis,
where the rights of society are more important
than the difference between people;

» the impossibility of interaction. If we cannot
understand another culture or a new one, we
should not be hostile;

» condescension to the weaknesses of others.
Have a touch of contempt;

» expansion of own experience and critical
dialogue.

Sociologists, considering tolerance as a social
problem, define it as a norm of social relations and
a system of values, where the key indicator indicates
the importance of the ability to constructively inter-
act with others, dissimilar, incomprehensible [7].

Tolerance in the social aspect is considered as
a social norm of a liberal society. It should include
such characteristics:

» asrespect and recognition of the equal rights of
dormitory partners;

» refusal of dominance
interpersonal relationships;

» recognition of the rights of each culture to
identity and self-expression;

» readiness to accept the culture of the “other”
people;

» the ability to constructively resolve conflict
situations, but without infringing on one’s own
interests.

In pedagogical science, the phenomenon of tol-
erance is considered from the standpoint of the in-
dividual, as a value setting. Tolerance is a value and
quality of a person, which is manifested in non-con-
flict behavior. This is a kind of personal core that
stabilizes the personality from the inside, as well as
a factor that is a condition for the peaceful existence
of society.

Tolerances are reflected in the formation of
various pedagogical systems. For example, toler-
ance has become a significant concept in social
pedagogy, pedagogy of cooperation, inclusive peda-
gogy. Although many scientists focus on appealing
to the inner world of the pupil, his feelings, experi-
ences (V.F. Shatalov, E.I. Ilyin, S.I. Lysenkova, Sh.
Amonashvili).

In European pedagogy, Jean-Jacques Rous-
seau, J. Korchak, K. Rogers, E. Burns paid attention
to the degree of joint activity.

and violence in

There are very close views on our problem of
M.N. Pevzner, P.A. Petryakov, I.A. Donina, who
consider tolerance as a pedagogical principle for
organizing activities in conditions of diversity: the
connection of learning with life, joint developmen-
tal activities of adults and children, mutual under-
standing, empathy, compassion, tolerance.

In psychology, tolerance is considered as
a psychophysiological concept, a property of the
individual, and also as interethnic interaction. As
a property of a person, it is a filler of the structure
of social maturity: responsibility, tolerance, self-de-
velopment and positive thinking. Sensory tolerance
is identified with psychophysiological tolerance and
means a decrease in sensitivity to the effects of ad-
verse external factors and is characterized as a posi-
tive attitude towards reality [8].

It is argued that the reason for the negative
manifestations of others is in ourselves, in our in-
tolerance, “people who show intolerance should not
complain if, in relation to them, demonstrate rovana
intolerance” [9].

The issue of determining the boundaries of
tolerance remains controversial. The limits of toler-
ance for different people vary, and directly depend
on social and individual characteristics. They are
mobile and include a range from desirable to com-
pletely unacceptable.

Consequently, education generates and devel-
ops tolerance as a wise relation to the other. It is the
foundation on which the development of any soci-
ety is based, and the level of its development de-
pends on the level of education of the people [10].

Recent studies in the literature focused on
methods, communication, strategies, and perspec-
tives of teachers and students toward tolerance
education. For instance, Winarni and Rutan (2020)
concluded that cooperative learning is more effec-
tive than individual learning to enhance students’
tolerance levels [11].

The criteria for the boundaries of social tol-
erance are based on the system and the priority of
the individual, society. Researcher O. Graumann
says that if we want to promote the development
of tolerance, we should recognize the boundaries
of tolerance and intolerance [12]. According to the
scientist, as the concept of “tolerance” has an ethi-
cal basis and is an evaluation category. We perceive
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others in terms of the norms accepted in society and

a particular culture.

It is difficult to determine the boundaries of
tolerance if the values are not universally valid: eu-
thanasia, white lies, experiments on animals when
it comes to discussing personally significant values
- goals, ideals, interests.

Personal tolerance associated with social val-
ues and attitudes. It manifests itself through the ex-
ternal and internal boundaries of tolerance, which
are rigid or flexible, manageable and or not manage-
able.

External borders are openly declared. Inter-
nal — this is a consciously or unconsciously wiped-
out relationship by each person on the basis of self-
identification of the boundaries of the possible, per-
missible, regardless of m opinions and acceptances
by the society.

Scientist M.P. Mchedlov believes that the atti-
tude to the boundaries of tolerance is also different:
it depends on the existing systems, cultural features,
traditions:

» some believe that there is no particular need to
demonstrate individual freedom in society, so
as not to build a wall between Us and Them.
The manifestation of individual freedom or
freedom of individual groups turns out to be
more dangerous than a single social identity;

» understanding the boundaries of social
tolerance is associated with recognition of its
value and social ideal,;

> tolerance is a category of relations between an
individual and society based on the law;

> tolerance — a kind of balance between rights
and responsibilities, personal freedom and
belonging to society [13].

Considering the essential characteristics of the
concept of “tolerance”, we could draw the follow-
ing conclusion:

» tolerance cannot be unlimited, since it is
identical with freedom, and freedom is always
limited;

» tolerance is determined by the totality of
a person’s social group, community, society,
etc., the ability to allow someone else freedom;

» the boundaries of tolerance are identical to the
moral ideal. They do not require a person to
reconcile with everything that exists;

» two main restrictions have been established.
The same-time, it is possible to get the same,
what is being used to the same way, but it is
a good look at the same time, and I have an
opportunity to have a good use. Secondly, one
should reject everything that contradicts the
very ideal of tolerance;

» tolerance is limited by “inalienable human
rights.” They appeal to legislation and other
forms of social control over the observance of
human rights;

» tolerance will be limitless in the event of
demands to be tolerant of the intolerant.
Having considered and analyzed the terms

“tolerance”, from the standpoint of philosophical,

psychological, sociological, political science, we

see that the basis is one semantic load - accepting it
to like your own, yourself. That is, tolerance is also
understood as a form of social behavior chosen by

a person, which determines his life path, choice of

profession and, in general, creates a prism through

which a person looks at the world, and is not a form
of passive perception of life.

The study of the concepts of “tolerance” led to
the fact that researchers distinguish between types
of tolerance, which allows you to combine concepts
according to some common criteria into one species
group [14].

Such an analysis allows us to accept tolerance
as a personal quality, an indicator of maturity, so-
cial success, readiness for a constructive dialogue.
Value, integrative component of the personality, al-
lowing to find a point of contact in society, to build
effective interpersonal interaction with respect, to
develop one’s own identity and with a changed po-
sition.

[Mocrymmna: 05.09.23; peuensuposana: 19.09.23;
npunsiTa: 22.09.23.
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