V.A. Petrovsky

MULTI-SUBJECTIVE PERSONOLOGY
 
The idea of “general personology”: Shortly, “general personology” can be defined as a science of personality. I would like to stress – not “about” personality, but of personality itself. A science, which made personality its main subject, with personality, in its turn, using the science as its instrument. The science about how to be a personality, how to accomplish yourself as a personality, and not just about “what is personality”. There are many answers to the last question – but it is important to find that one, which will make the knowledge about personality an instrument of its own development. General personology – the theory of psychological knowledge in work.  
Regarding the fundamental psychology of personality, this theory should play the same role as the metaanalysis  of psychotherapist systems and technologies (Grawe K. et al. [29]) (unexpected, sometimes discouraging by its conclusions, an experimental-psychological expertise of effectiveness and impact on the patients), unlike Murrey’s “personology” and other personality theories existing nowadays, general personology tests itself, its own value as an instrument of practical and spiritual life of people, as a source of development and self-development of an individual. It tests the principles of fundamental psychology and, doing so, “makes psychology rebuild its principles in order to be able to stand the most profound testing by/of practice” (quoting here L.S. Vygotsky, we stress the continuity by the “general personology” of “general psychology” in his understanding of it).  
The following requirements of personology theory are being stated: non-triviality, (they are high above the “common sense” standpoint), informational value (they decrease the level of ambiguity people might have concerning psychological phenomena), existential significance (they erase vivid interest, direct behavioral patterns). Ideally the facts should correspond with all criteria stated above (non-triviality, informational value, existential significance), but we can only dream of it – just as we dream of a miracle. Let us draw the parallel with the raising of Lazarus (something that rises above the common sense, settles doubts, and deeply concerns everyone). But, even if facts and lineups of personology are less miraculous than the raising of Lazarus, they, at least, should meet one of the listed parameters. 
«Parameters» of subjective and objective value of general personology facts can be empirically defined (V.A. Petrovsky [13]).
Let’s confine ourselves to the examples of measuring non-triviality of scientific fact. 
Non-triviality (atriviality) of scientific fact is a degree of mismatch between the research results and suggestions and expectations based on the everyday practice, common sense, traditional beliefs etc. The concept “non-triviality” can be achieved as follows: A group of experts, independently of each other, should make a prognosis that would describe the result of some experiment (the experts should be aware of all details of such experiments). Further, an average score of the parameter under study, according to the experts prognosis, and its average score according to the accomplished experiment data should be compared. Statistically, significant discrepancy between average Мexp. and Мemp. proves that the fact is atrivial (we could also call it “phenomenality of phenomenon”), and proximity of the averages – that the fact is quite trivial.  

O.V. Mitina and I [14] tested the “non-triviality” of the famous Zeigarnik effect (according to which people remember better uncompleted or interrupted tasks than completed ones) and Milgram’s obedience to authority phenomenon. Let us remember that Stanley Milgram [36] created in his experiment a situation, where “assistants” should obey the pressure put on them by the experimenter and punish their “students” for mistakes in work by the an impossible to bear electric shock. The subjects were actors, and the true subjects were those acting as the experimenter’s assistants. It was experimentally proven, that the vast majority of subjects (65% - 85% (!) punished their “students” for mistakes by setting the highest measure of punishment. 
812 people took part in our research; 231 of them were psychologists (grad and under-grad students in their last years). A task set for the subjects (“independent experts”) was to predict the results of “some psychological experiments”. “The experts” were informed in detail about the experiments of Zeigarnik and Milgram, but without mentioning the names of these creators of experimental situations. We wanted to know how precise the prognosis of the “experts” would be: will they guess (or at least remember) what task – interrupted or completed – the subjects memory saves better (in Zeigarnik experiment), and what the percentage of people being cruel to their students was, as well as the degree of that cruelty (in Milgram experiment). We also wanted to check if there is any difference between statements of psychologists and non-psychologists. 
Let me quote the conclusions:  

“1. Averaged answers-prognoses of the results of Zeigarnik and Milgram experiments, received by the group of psychologists and non-psychologists, significantly differ from those averages received in both experiments. This not only proves the non-triviality of Zeigarnik phenomenon and Milgram effect according to the accepted criterion, but also justifies the approach chosen to measure the non-triviality of scientific fact.     
2. Majority of respondents from both categories – psychologists and non-psychologists - gave wrong answers to both tasks. 
3. No statistical difference in the answers of psychologists and non-psychologists were found. 
4. Whereas the non-triviality of the Zeigarnik phenomenon and Milgram effect is quite a trivial fact (we should have expected this!), the fact of not finding differences between the expert prognosis of psychologists and non-psychologists regarding the results of the experiments described, is to our mind definitely a non-trivial fact. Readers can make their own judgments about this if they put together their own prognoses regarding the expert prognoses of psychologists with the real data received in our experiment. It looks like psychologists, despite the fact that they know Zeigarnik’s and Milgram’s works, forgot about it while answering our questions and just like the “naive” subjects (not psychologists) were guided by trivial everyday beliefs. 
The given examples illustrate an idea of estimation of the fact’s subjective value (non-triviality is just one of the used parameters). Let us now switch to some examples of objective value of the fact (meaning its efficacy, influence, i.e. those effects caused by the psychological knowledge). 
“Prisoner’s dilemma”: new chains? Subjects in the well-known experiments of Rapoport bear witness in the situation of fake prison confinement about the degree of their own guilt and guilt of another prisoner. It occurs that usually they are ready to “frame” another one trying to justify themselves and as a result receive a longer term of imprisonment than they could have if they had behaved themselves more humanely. The results of this experiment shocked the audience: it seems that our selfishness and mistrust of others are so strong that we prefer to harm ourselves –  considerations of reason don’t work...
After the results of the experiment were published new measures were made. The goal was to find out if the number of such “individualists”, doing harm to themselves, had changed and if yes, then to what side. However, I answered this question in the beginning. Yes, it had changed. Their number had grown! The mistrust of each other became larger, people became less reasonable than ever before... 

“Role cruelty”. Appellation to conscience. To be fair I should say that knowledge gained in psychological experiments can have a positive value. In Milgram’s experiments, with those subjects who wanted to know, they revealed the main point of the experiment, and namely, the fact that everything was framed up: actors were playing as if they felt pain, and the real subjects were those acting as the assistants of the experimenter. Many of them were blaming themselves saying that they will never behave like this again. Others, however, were following, without any embarrassment, the experimenter’s requirements – and they were ready to repeat everything from the beginning in the name of science. 
«Follow your heart». Sometimes awareness of the terms of an experiment paradoxically does not influence a person at all – although it could make him/her revise his/her standpoint. Examples of when the attitudes of people don’t change even after they get informed about the intension of the experiment, reveals the facts of these attitudes. Let us call this phenomenon “Follow your heart”. In the experiments of S.Valince [31], men had to estimate the attractiveness of young women in pictures; while looking at the pictures, they start to hear their heartbeat in their earphones. With different pictures, the beat sped up or slowed down. It emerged that the men considered the women more attractive in the pictures that were viewed while hearing their heart beat speed up and then slow down (all this was set up of course). The most amazing thing is that this effect stayed even if the subjects learnt the truth before making their last estimation. 
I am giving all these examples here (and could give much more) in order to stress all the ambiguousness of the connection between psychology of personality facts and those effects made by their influence on personality: aggravation of negative regularities (“Prisoner’s dilemma”), partial “rehabilitation” of self (Milgram’s phenomenon), assertiveness in preferences (experiments of Valence); facts can stimulate protective tendencies (“Oedipus paradox” – the subject of our further discussion). But, apparently, this is not all. Most facts, which “collect dust”, as Fress and Piaget said, in the shelves of laboratories, leave people mostly  indifferent. 
That is why we point out: facts and models of developmental personology should be relevant, not only statistically, but also personally. They should have subjective and objective value for an individual.  
General personology deliberately limits sources of its influence on people by facts and models existing in psychology as a science, and separate them, if possible, from psychotechnical myths, intuitive suggestions, everyday beliefs, personal experiences, pseudo-scientific views, scientific but “non-psychological”, i.e. not assimilated by psychology as a science of data (what distinguishes it as a part of a bigger system – pedagogical anthropology – from “working instruments” of modern practical psychology and psychotherapy).   

Different psychological theories and the facts behind them can be “tested” on their relevancy to the general personology requirements. Among these theories is the multi-subjective theory of personality which we are working out. 

Multi-subjective theory of personality: personological provisions.  The basic point of multi-subjective theory: personality is performed by many subjects (many “selves”), which exist in an individual. Multi-subjective theory of personality comprises four concepts telling about: individual self (concept of double self-conscience), super/trans-individual self (concept of trans-situational activity), reflected self (concept of personalization), trans-individual self (concept of universalization).  Facts and assumptions of each of these concepts can be viewed as subject and source for multi-subjective personology. 

In the concept of duality of individual Self is stressed its special ontological status: idea of self, characteristic of an individual (“ideas” not only reflect, but also produce preceding objects). “Self” is a unity, constant intercrossing of subjective (contemplation, thought, feelings) and objective (object of contemplation, thinking, feeling), subjective (Self-acting) and objective (Self as an object of action) aspects of an individual life. Subjective and Self-acting form a pole, “My Self”, in the individual’s consciousness, and objective and Self as an object of action – a pole, “My You”. “My Self” and “My You” are united. They can not be separated from each other, they face each other, but with all that – they are not the same. Speaking about yourself “you” (“you should”, “you see” etc.) a person looks at himself from the side, with eyes of another person. If the angle is changed, it can bring change to the Self–image. Distinguishing and comparing the two concepts “My Self” and “My You” gave rise to the set of experiments, which made more profound the interpretation of personality as “univariety” of subjects in interaction. Here is one of the examples: in the research conducted by M.V. Anisimova  [1] they focused on inner dialogues happening in the moment of intellectual task handling; there were detached applications to oneself, followed by the answer (dialogue “My Self” – “My You” happened), and ignored by the inner speaker (this dialogue did not happen); in the first case the task was solved quicker than in the second case (differences are statistically proven).  

I could give some more examples of “My Self” and “My You” interaction research, but when discussing the development of ideas of the multi-subjective personology, one more fact is supposed to be of special interest – we call it the “Oedipus effect” (V.A. Petrovsky, T.A. Tungusova, [15]).  

They tell a person: we will tell you what the psychologist thinks about you, he knows you, he is guessing what your answers to these questions will be – and give him a questionnaire already filled in. The psychologist’s “superhuman poignancy” has quite a prosaic basis. After subjects fill in the first part of the questionnaire, they receive the parallel form of the questionnaire. That form is filled in by psychologists according to the answers the subject gave to the first part of the questionnaire. In other words, the subjects are shown their own judgments about themselves – which have the form of prognosis, professional psychologists make their estimations. It emerged that in such conditions the subjects tend to separate from their previous decisions; in particular, they show higher introversion rates which are statistically proven (meaning: “It’s a happiness to be understood, but unhappiness when you are found out”). We have here an analogue of the famous philosophy, “Oedipus paradox”, according to which prognosis influences the events being predicted. In this very case a person does not want to obey the prognosis, he/she defends his/her Self: he/she is the measure on his/her own, he/she will not let anyone think differently...In such a way, showing defensive tendencies, the subject demonstrates tendency in neglecting any prognosis of others, which tackle himself/herself, even if they are true.   

The concept of extra-situational activity has as its subject a super-individual Self and phenomena of putting the Self by an individual beyond the familiar and cognized. ”Being a personality” – means to be able to rise above the situation, overcoming outer and inner limits in realizing oneself as a subject. The basis for that is represented by the activity dynamics itself, new opportunities (“I can”) as a source of new action stimulus (“I want”). The actions of personality are overwhelming, it is performing beyond the situational need and is therefore inadaptive. This statement contains an underlying critique of the Leibniz’s pre-established harmony principle, or wider - «formula of congruity (adaptivity, teleological predeterminancy) of behavior and consciousness of an individual (Petrovsky, [8]). Notwithstanding viewpoints, set and guiding in psychology, there is not any “Goal” apriori characteristic of an individual, which would explain inner and outer performances of his/her activities (although there were lots of attempts made in the history of culture to indicate such “Goals”: pleasure, balance, advantage, success etc.).   That is why questions like “What for?” “For the sake of what?” are not always applicable when talking about human behavior and phenomena of consciences (although in these cases are applicable questions like “Why? and “Because of what?”).  

The stimulus for extra-situational activity of the subject are the limits of the possible activity field he perceives, not predetermined by the results of it. In different ages there were investigated such forms of the “extra-situational” as “craving of the edge” (the tendency of individuals to act near the borders of space markers), “generous risk”, making a creative activity out of a non-creative one, non-pragmatic denial of short hints, “decision existence presumption” etc. Extra-situational overcoming of inner and outer limits makes personality reveal itself as a subject, challenging the situation and its unpredictable results (principle of “active inadaptation of Self”). It has been experimentally proven in our joint research with V.G. Gryazeva and N.M. Markina that extra-situational activity creates the core of a gifted personality (regardless the sphere of its talents (see [5]).   

What is valuable in concepts and facts, characterizing extra-individual Self performances, when talking about the prospective of multi-subjective personology? From the personology angle core of extra-situational activity concept, which we develop here, comprises what is called by E. Bern as permission [2]. “I can afford it (risk, living on the edge, going beyond given etc.), although there is nothing in the world that could require it from me and nothing that could justify the propriety of my choice”. An answer to the question “What for?” might be “Not what for, but because there is no other way....”
). In one set of research we conducted, the subjects taking no risk were observing other ones who took risks. During retesting “those not risking” became “those risking”. It seems that the humankind progress is determined by two assumptions: “forbidden fruit is sweeter” and “one bad apple can ruin the bunch”... 
In the concept of personalization, we are viewing the phenomena of ideal representation and continuity of Self in others – the phenomena of reflected Self.  Those are “impersonal”, who just like “neutrinos” come through the layer of interaction with others without leaving “traces”, without making “contributions” – significant changes in other people’s lives. As a personality, an individual reflects in the lives of others, is present in them beyond the situation of face-to-face communication (V.A. Petrovky, [10]). There can be extracted such forms of the reflected subjectivity of self as “significant other” (subject of situational influence), “ideal other” (“introspect” with whom it is possible to have an inner intercourse), “transformed other” (non-dialogic presence of one person in another one). We can empirically fix using the method of reflected subjectivity the manifestations of existence of one person in another one (V.A. Petrovsky, [10]). So that when one is ideally represented in another one, we can see changes in the latter of the creativity level, risk level, character of reacting on frustrations, borders of illusions’ appearance in the perceptive sphere, Self-concept etc. It becomes possible to distinguish situational-role and individual-specific influence as part of reflected Self, tracing extra-situational interactions on the territory of Self of another personality. Two main areas are emphasized - need and ability of an individual “to be personality” – to personalize oneself in others (A.V. Petrovky, V.A. Petrovky, [10], [22]); crisis of personality development is viewed here as a result of non-personalization (non-authenticity of “presence”) of the individual in another one, discrepancy of his need and ability “to be a personality” (V.A. Petrovsky, 1983, [12]; A.V. Petrovsky, [23]). 
In the context of future multi-subjective personology, a significant point should be mentioned completely unexpectedly for people, the scope of the personal influence on them from the side of significant others, the depth of changes which the “reflected other” brings. The subjects (consultees) open for themselves the existence of earlier unknown and, that is why not perceived before, influences from far and closer people, and therefore receive orienting points of necessary changes in their interaction with them. In particular, they notice striking movements in their self-consciousness and behavioral patterns, which are strongly influenced by a significant other when using the transactional techniques for estimating the ego-structure dynamics of personality (in conditions of imaginary interaction of personality with society often happens that the evidence of ego-states Parent, Adult, Child in ego-structure inverts). These changes allow the participants of experiment to see their closest and their relations with them from another angle. Sometimes the experimenter himself is caught off balance because of the new discoveries the subjects of his experiment make (“I have only now understood, how closed this person is, how he is far from me and how cold....He has no feelings for me...I only now understand how dear and significant he is for me...).
In the concept of universalization revels itself the phenomenology of trans-individual Self, as well as being analyzed the conditions of personality forming as the special whole, encompassing different “Selves”. In other words, it is meant that an individual is not originally an integral subject of activity. The life of a person (vitality, activity, communication, self-realization) – is spheres of reflection of the activities different subjects coexisting in him undertake. There is no original superior subject, who would subordinate all other and rule vital processes. An individual is represented by multiple local “Selves”, local subjects, able not only to assist, but also contradict each other. An ideal development of a person as a personality happens when he/she invents integrated subjectivity and subjective wholeness. The total of subjects making up a personality becomes entirety – unity of subjects variety which personalize an individual, uni-variety of his “Selves”.  Thereby a universal, transfinite (“actually eternal”) Self is born. “Being a perfect personality” – means to be a subject with unlimited abilities in self-actualization; the essence of personality is to live eternal life, have universal exits beyond the edge of the finite.  

Moving to this ideal is the process of modeling (“playing over and over”) by an individual the behavioral patterns of those subjects who live inside and outside of himself/herself, as well as forming of comprehensive “ego-systems”, making decisions together.  

For the future multi-subjective personology, it is crucial to critically understand the myth of initial “mono-subjectivity” of personality. This very opinion is characteristic of the majority of research, which study self-esteem of an individual or an individual facing a choice (in psychological and sociological studies). 
In recent studies (diploma thesis of O. Panina, MGPPU, 2007) it was shown that the notion of an individual’s self-esteem is divided into at least three parts: “self-esteem of an Adult”, “self-esteem of a Parent” and “self-esteem of a Child”, with the estimations being statistically independent from each other. Maybe that is why statements, quite absurd from the first sight (“You know, I have a low self-esteem”), might be not that meaningless as they seem. And really, it seems that when a person realizes that his self-esteem is not appropriate he/she tries to change it in the intercourse, or, at least, should avoid statements like this! However, the fact of independent estimates existence, “rehabilitates” him/her. His Adult self-esteem can be quite high (indicators of “self-confidence – lack of it”). Although his Parental self-esteem (scale “ambition” – “abjection”) or Child self-esteem (scale “arrogance” – “vacancy”) show low rates.  

Statements like “I have low self-esteem” can be considered as a viewpoint influenced by psychological knowledge: high self-esteem – “from Adult” (from that part of personality which estimates its abilities correctly), and low self-esteem – “from Child” or “from Parent”. Saying that his/her self-esteem is low, a person views himself/herself from the psychologist’s position being familiar with the “self-esteem” concept, and compare his/her Adult self-esteem with the self-esteem of Child and Parent.  

Personality’s multi-subjectivity shows itself most of all in the situation of the vital choice. Sometimes we can narrow the circle of “selection” so that it is able to point out - “That one!”. Most likely, we would face here the phenomenon of synergy of the subjects, presented in personality. 
Based on the transactional personality model, our colleagues and us (Z.V. Pyzhikova and M.K. Houdysheva [26]), suggested the participants rank 16 vital values – in one case from the standpoint of Child (dreams, hidden wishes), in the second case from the standpoint of Parent (voice of duty) and finally, from the standpoint of Adult (rational approach, something a person considers important to do).  

And what did we find out? When one looks at it more closely – a scandalous fact! The percentage of significant correlations between the choices of these three ego-states – Child, Parent and Adult – is minimal. Where then should we place integrity here? More than any other are frequent significant correlations between two states (Parent – Child; Parent – Adult; Adult – Child), and even more frequent – no correlations between the states at all: ortogonality of the preferences! And, thereby, the fair question arises: “If I make a choice, who in me makes this choice?”  

Awareness of such facts make a personality change the strategy of choice. An attempt to find “someone inside” who could help to choose, or the “moral arithmetic” experience (counting “plus” and “minus”, pros and cons with further average) “don’t work” (a person does not get rid of doubts). A multi-subjective approach means a strategy of negotiations between ego-states Adult, Child and Parent, with the different logics of this “construction”. For instance, it can correspond to the scheme of double implication  

(x (* y) (* z,

where x – intentions of Adult,  y – musts of Parent, z – dreams of Child *→ sign of meta-implication being a generalization of material implication, which is realized in the rational variables of the section [0,1]; formula А→* В is read as: “А is based on В”, “А realizes itself on the basic of В» etc.
  

Every fact of personology – with the rational understanding of it – leaves enough space for a personality to self-determine, to redefine the situation, the “field of operations” to be comprehended. Personology is subject-oriented; it is the razor-edge of scientific mind movement, as well as the mind of those who are being consulted by the personologist (with his/her ideas, technologies, knowledge, models, life experience and consulting experience) – one of those, whose reflected “subjectivity” becomes involved in the circle of “uni-variety” of the client Self. 
Let us sum up some of ideas in multi-subjective personology:

· Personal life space – “goal chaos”; there is no pre-established harmony; harmony is the result of development; 

· Non-adaptivity (choice of the unpredicted, readiness to accept the “challenge”) – natural state of a human; “life on the edge” – condition for clearness of the self, “Self” experienced as a centre of activity and self-causality;

· Realization of personology analysis techniques allows a personality to understand the extent to which other subjects are presented in it, to launch a dialogue with them, distinguishing “my Self”, “my You”, “Other Self in me”, “I in the other and for the other”; a personologist therefore is one of personalizing and in themselves personalizes subjects, part of “uni-variety of Self” of the personologist’s client;   

· The knowledge a personologist carries is indirective; being a “psychological weapon” of life and growth dynamics, they expand the circle of the personality freedom, assist it to clarify the relationships between the subjects it consists of; meeting the personality’s need in social comparison, they give a “count point”, which helps a person to understand that he/she is unique; 

· “Laws” of human behavior cover those who don’t even guess that they exist. 
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� While studying the phenomenon “not what for”, it could be interesting, in my opinion, to apply the method “extreme meanings” by D.A. Leontiev. 


� Basing on works of A.V. Lefebvr ([3], [4]) and T.A. Taran [24], V.A. Petrovky proposed a meta-implicative model of activity, proven by the set of empirical studies ([16] – [22]). This model contains a new way to interpret the achievement motivation phenomena ([24],[27], [28]) as well as optimum conditions of psychological well-being of personality. 





