Duaoc. nayxu / Russ. J. Philos. Sci. 2019. 62(5)

———  Theories, Conceptions, Paradigms —m—o

L L
Ideological Prolegomena

of the Soviet-Russian Activity Theory

S.F. Sergeev
Saint Petersburg State University, Saint Petersburg, Russia

DOI: 10.30727/0235-1188-2019-62-5-44-61
Original research paper

Abstract

The article examines the system-methodological and conceptual foun-
dations of the psychological activity theory that arose in the Soviet Union
under the influence of the ideology of Marxism-Leninism. The author
demonstrates the process of incorporation of Marxism-Leninism dog-
mas into the canonical form of the activity theory as a scientific knowl-
edge that does not need any scientific confirmation. The pseudoscientific
discourse that arose at the same time served to strengthen the position
of the ideologists of the bureaucratic system, who found “objective con-
firmations” of the truth of Marx’s teachings in the data of psychological
science. The scientific community, subjected to ideological transforma-
tion, tried to defend itself from the destructive influence of ideology, giv-
ing rise to special forms of relations in the scientific and psychological
environment, which led to the struggle and confrontation of scientific
schools and groups. As a result of ideological expansion, psychological
knowledge has become to some extent a tool for the bureaucratic system
to overpower scientific dissent. That was clearly manifested in the dis-
cussion on the results of the Zagorsk experiment, in which an incorrect,
partially falsified, attempt was made to prove the development of the
human psyche of children born deaf and blind. The influence of ideology
can also be traced in the confrontation of scientific schools in physics,
genetics, biology and physiology. The article discusses prospects and
new trends in the development of the activity theory after exclusion of
the ideological concepts of Soviet socialism from its system-conceptual
foundations. We observe the formation of new psychological concepts
that reflect non-classical and post-non-classical forms of scientific ra-
tionality. Attempts are made to create and study the models of psyche
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developed within the framework of the theory of organized complexity
and the concepts of autopoietic self-organization and evolution.
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OpuruHaIbHas UCCIIEN0BAaTENbCKAs CTAThS

AHHOTAMA

B crarne pacCMaTpuBaArOTCd W aHAJM3UPYIOTCSA BO3HUKIIHC TIIOI
BiausiHUEM rocnoxacTBoBaswmweid B Coerckom Coroze MICOJIOTHH
MapKCU3Ma-TeHUHU3Ma OCOOCHHOCTH CHCTEMHO-METOJ0JIOTNYECKOr0
1 TIOHSATUHHOTO 0a3uca MCUXOJOrMUYECKON Teopuu AesTenbHocTH. llo-
Ka3aH IpOoLEeCC BpaCTaHMs JOTMaTOB MAPKCHU3Ma-ICHUHU3MA B KAHOHU-
YecKyro QOopMy AesTETbHOCTHOTO TMOIXO0Ja TOJI BUJOM HE Tpeldyrole-
0 HAay4YHOTO INOATBEPKACHHS HAay4YHOTO 3HaHUA. Bo3HMKaBIIMN mpH
9TOM IICEBIOHAYYHBIM AMCKYPC CIYXKHUJ YCUICHHIO MO3ULUN HIEO0JI0-
rOB aIMHHHCTPATHBHO-XO35UCTBEHHOW CHCTEMBI, HAXOAMBIIUX «00B-
€KTUBHBIE IIOJATBEPKICHUS» HCTUHHOCTU Y4eHHUs Mapkca B JaHHBIX
rcuxojiornueckoi Hayku. HaydHas cpena, moxsepraemast MAEOJIOrHU-
YeCKOH TpaHCHOpMaINH, MBITATACh 3aMUTHTLCA OT JECTPYKTHBHOTO
BIIMSIHUS UAEOJIOTUH, HOPOXKAasi 0cOObIe (POPMBI OTHOILIECHHUH B HAYIHO-
IICUXOJIOTMYECKOH cperie, 4TO Beslo K 00pbOe U MPOTUBOCTOSIHUIO HAYU-
HBIX IIKOJ U KOJUIEKTUBOB. B pesynbraTe naeoaorn4eckoil SKCraHCHH
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MICUXOJIOTUYECKOE 3HAHUE MPEBPATHIIOCh B HEKOTOPOH Mepe B MHCTPY-
MEHT OOpBHOBI A IMUHUCTPATUBHO-KOMAH/THOM CHCTEMBI C HAYYHbBIM HHa-
KOMBICIIHEM. DTO OTUYETJIMBO IIPOSIBUIIOCH B IUCKYCCHUH IO PE3yJIbTaTaM
3aropckoro 3KCIepuMeHTa (IKCIIEPUMEHTa «3arOpcKOd YETBEPKH»), B
KOTOPOM OblIa C/IelaHa HEKOPPEKTHas, C 3JIeMeHTaMu (hajbcu(uKaLny,
HONbITKa (POPMUPOBAHHS YEIOBEUESCKOW TCUXHUKHU Y CIEMOTIyXHX OT
poxxaeHus. BrnusHue MIe0JI0ruu MpOoCaeXUBajJoCh U B IPOTUBOCTOS-
HUW HAYYHBIX IIKOJ B (pU3UKE, TEHETHKE, OMOJIOTUH U (DU3HOJIOTHH.
OO0cyX1al0TCsl MEPCIEKTUBbl Pa3BUTHUS W HOBBbIC HANpaBJICHUS Ies-
TEJIBHOCTHOTO MOAXO/1A B IICUXOJIOTMH, BO3HUKIIIHE TIOCJIC UCKIIIOYECHUS
U3 €ro CHCTEMHO-TIIOHATHUIHOTO 0a3uca MACOJIOreM Pa3BHTOTO COLMA-
nusMa. llosBAAIOTCS TMCHXOJOrMYecKre KOHLEMIMHU, HCIOJb3YIoINe
CUCTEMHBIE IIPE/ICTaBICHUS, OTPAXKAIOIINE HEKJIACCUUECKUE U IIOCTHE-
KJIaccuuecKue (popMbl HayYHOH paliMOHAJIBHOCTHU. JlenatoTcst MONbITKN
CO3[IaHMUS U UCCIIEJOBAHUS MOJEJCH NCUXUKU Pa3padOTaHHBIX B paM-
Kax KOHILICNIMI OpraHu30BaHHON CIOXXHOCTH, C UCIIOJIB30BAaHHEM TEO-
pPETUYECKNX KOHCTPYKTOB M IPEACTABICHUN BKJIIOYAIOIINX MOHATHUS
ayTOIIOITUYECKOM CaMOOPIraHU3aluu 1 YBOIOLHH.
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Introduction

In the history of Russian psychology of the 20™ century it is dif-
ficult to find a more famous, popular, outwardly understandable to
everyone and everyone but at the same time deeply incomplete and
contradictory theory than the activity theory, which once occupied
the minds of leading representatives of Marxist philosophy and
psychology. For a long time, it was considered the main achievement
of Soviet philosophy and psychology, being both an ideological tool
and one of the tenets of the social sciences of the Soviet period. Al-
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though we came to understand this fact much later, with the collapse
of the Soviet ideological apparatus and the consequent reduction in
the pressure of the scientific bureaucracy on science. However, at
present this topic is considered non-public, criticizing the ideology
of the era of developed socialism is still a taboo, although the key
people and executives of that time are no longer with us. This holds
back the development of the scientific basis of Russian psychology
and the activity theory itself as a scientific systemic concept explain-
ing the forms and mechanisms of a person’s mental activity in his
relations with the world and society.

The influence of ideology on the psychological activity theory

G.V. Sukhodolskiy, a recognized authority in the field of activity
psychology and a professor of Saint Petersburg State University,
comes to an unexpected and possibly harsh conclusion in one of
his last published articles on the dramatic history of appearance
and development of the postulates of the activity theory, stating
the following: “The psychological activity theory attributed to A.N.
Leontiev turned out to be a fiction. He himself did not leave a clear
account of at least the foundations of this theory” [Sukhodolsky
2006, 330]. The following are even more serious assessments: “After
the death of A.N. Leontiev, his son A.A. Leontiev and two other
respected psychologists independently tried to reconstruct the main
provisions of the Leontiev activity theory. And three different ver-
sions appeared” [Sukhodolsky 2006, 330].

We would like to leave the fact that the assessments of G.V. Sukho-
dolsky are categorical and sometimes excessively emotional to his
conscience. He had the full moral right, being the author of a general-
ized psychological activity theory [Sukhodolsky 1988] and an active
participant in the battle of ideas of that time, which, unfortunately,
often turned into confrontation between scientific schools. However,
dissatisfaction with the conceptual framework and ideological ver-
sions of the activity theory of A.N. Leontiev and his comrades was
expressed by many other representatives of psychological science
and practice independently of each other and at different times [Jones
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2009; Dubrovsky 1994; Orlov 2003; Lecture, Garai 2015; Platonov
1972; Smirnov 1993].

In the activity theory there is no single version accepted by all. The
canonical version of the theory is attributed to A.N. Leontiev, but he
himself has not assessed it as a complete scientific theory. Being a
serious and responsible person, he understood its overly expressed
ideological orientation and never publicly emphasized his authorship
in the activity theory, presenting it as a result of collective work, and
positioned himself only as one of the participants in the creation
process [Ivannikov 1999]. Nevertheless, it is Leontiev’s version that
can be considered the main one, as it is present in almost all the
works devoted to the activity approach in psychology. There is a
number of adjustments to the theory proposed by the students and
followers of A.N. Leontiev, which reflect their personal understand-
ing of the topic under discussion. We can say that these are quite
different forms of systemic representations, although they are united
by the general concept of “activity.” It should be noted that many
authors of the Soviet period, touching on the topic of activity, tried
to emphasize their connection with the Leontiev school. This gave
them a certain social status and a special role in the psychological
science of that time.

The specific of the humanities of the Soviet period was their
almost complete dependence on the ideology of the administrative
command system based on vulgar interpretations of the provisions
of materialist philosophy and the ideology of Marxism. Its influence
permeated all spheres of social life and practice, leaving a special
imprint on relations in society between representatives of different
professional and social groups, imposing a ritual form over them. For
example, there was a special template for texts of scientific papers
and reports. The work was supposed to begin with quotations from
the classics of Marxism-Leninism with the obligatory mention of
the “historical decisions” of the congresses of the communist party.
This was an unshakable rule. It was impossible to state opinions
differing from those prescribed by officially recognized authorities
representing well-known scientific schools. Many scientists were
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forced to present their works as attempts to “develop and deepen”
theories created in the process of collective scientific activity. The
“social” dominated the “individual” in full accordance with the
Marxist theory of social development. Inspired by the ideology of
Marxism-Leninism, the forms of behavior and the presentation
of scientific results were not only cultivated and respected in the
scientific community but also replicated in the public mind by the
media and propaganda, forming the image of the “Soviet scientist
as the builder of communism.” Along with the obvious negative
impact on science and the scientific environment as a whole, these
rituals in relation to specific scientists often gave a positive result,
protecting them from repression, persecution and purges from the
administrative system. We must admit that most of the scientists
of that time understood not only the conventionality and obvious
absurdity of the imposed rules of the game, but also that as long as
they were formally respected, the path to freedom of creativity was
opened and reinforced by state funding,

Almost every major psychologist at a certain stage in the devel-
opment of his scientific career puts forward his own “theory of
everything.” This is quite logical and natural due to the synthetic,
generalizing the individual experience of researchers, the nature of
psychology. In order for a theory to become “truly scientific,” the
author of the Soviet period had to show the natural science, Marx-
ist “roots” of his creation and justify that it belongs to the “true,”
officially recognized scientific and philosophical doctrines.

The absolute authority in Soviet academic psychology of the
1950s was A.N. Leontiev, who defeated S.L. Rubinstein and
L.S. Vygotsky in the political and ideological argument, having
received in 1949 a blessing from Y.A. Zhdanov, a head of the De-
partment of Science of the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party of Bolsheviks. This gave him the formal right
for many years to represent the Moscow School of Psychology on
behalf of the government [ Leontiev 2003; Ovchinnnikov et al. 1983].
Leontiev, being a member of the Communist Party, “never divided
the work into political, scientific, pedagogical, etc. Adherence to the
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party penetrated all forms of his activity, and his speeches at party
meetings were distinguished by their efficiency, integrity and acute-
ness of raising questions...” [Ovchinnnikov et al. 1983, 26]. In all
fairness, we must admit that A.N. Leontiev was able to protect the
members of the Moscow Scientific School of Psychology from the
negative influence of official Soviet ideology using an ideologized,
largely dogmatic form of activity theory, creating an internal envi-
ronment for the growth and development of scientific knowledge.
The achievements of this school in the field of theoretical psychol-
ogy are undeniable and, of course, are a significant contribution to
domestic and world science.

The development of psychology under ideological restrictions
required the solution of not only scientific problems but also political
and administrative issues. Much has been written about the difficult
relations of the founders of the activity theory with the authorities
and with each other [Orlov 2003; Brothering 2013; Zinchenko 1993;
Leontiev & Leontiev 2003], although it should be noted that their
fate was quite typical of the scientific and creative intelligentsia of
the era of class struggle. The time was tough, it required the ability
to survive and win in any conditions.

As a result, by the second half of the last century in the Soviet
Union, with active scientific and administrative particiation of the
Leningrad and Moscow (with the Kharkov period [Zinchenko 2013])
scientific schools and their leaders, S.L. Rubinstein and A.N. Leon-
tiev, a stable, largely ideological, concept of psychological study and
explanation of human creative activity was created. It was called
the “activity theory” and, in our opinion, was, to a certain extent,
a compromise between scientific psychology, communist ideology
and materialistic philosophy. The result of this, in our opinion, ar-
tificial combination was a certain scientific limitation and, to some
extent, the dogmatism and incompleteness of the theory, which was
most acutely felt in the scientific community of the 1970-1980s
and is reflected in the content of scientific discussions of that time
[Sukhodolsky 1988]. Apparently, a certain decline of interest in
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the activity theory, which began in the 1990s with the beginning of
perestroika, was also associated with this.

At the same time, the activity theory turned out to be not as much
of a harmless product of Soviet ideology as it might seem at first
glance. Its active introduction into the practice of building socialism
was accompanied by instances of active fight against dissent and
opponents. A vivid example illustrating the struggle of representa-
tives of the activity approach with their opponents was the Zagorsk
experiment on the education of deafblind children from birth. Ac-
cording to the adherents of the classical activity approach, who
participated in the scientific, ideological and practical substantiation
and implementation of this project (V.V. Davydov, E.V. Ilyenkov,
A.N. Leontiev), the human psyche is formed only through objective
activity, and speech arises and successfully develops on the basis of
this activity. This is exactly what was proven in the Zagorsk experi-
ment. However, it was further shown that the data and procedure
of the experiment were distorted and falsified in order to please the
ideological dogmas that prevailed at that time [Dubrovsky 2018].
Paradoxical as it may seem, but 50 years after the end of the dis-
cussion about the Zagorsk experiment, we are witnessing a revival
of old ideologues and dogmas of activity theory and attempts to
give them a scientific status, despite facts indicating the opposite.
Modern interpreters of the activity approach are trying to find the
features of new knowledge in the constructions of the classics of the
activity theory, trying to give them the status of a theoretical basis
of psychological science. We suddenly find features of non-classical
relativistic psychology in the cultural-historical constructions of
Vygotsky [Asmolov 1997], although they are not there.

It was almost impossible to avoid the ideological influence on
psychology carried out by the mechanisms of state power at the stage
of the emergence and development of an activity approach due to
the political and social realities of a totalitarian society. Note that
ideology had a negative impact not only on the humanities but also
on the development of physics, physiology and genetics.
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Paradoxically, the sources of dogmatism in science are scientific
schools and a blind faith in the existence of ultimate truth, cultivated
in scientific groups. In this regard, the mechanisms of scientific faith
are the same as the mechanisms of religious faith. They form adepts
of emerging forms of attitudes toward knowledge, nourishing and
radicalizing the struggle of scientific schools between each other.
For example, A.S. Sonin [Sonin 1994] has touched on the use of
ideological methods in the struggle between Soviet scientific schools
in theoretical physics. Similar processes of persecution of ideologi-
cally alien scientists up to the destruction of entire scientific fields
and schools took place in biology and genetics (Lysenkoism and
Michurin biology) [Aleksandrov 1992], neurophysiology (dispute
with the school of K.S. Koshtoyants). Cybernetics has been called a

“reactionary pseudoscience.” The dogmatization of communist ideas
in ideology subsequently led to a split in the communist movement,
giving rise to conflicts between “fraternal” countries.

Over time, the activity theory began to lose the status of “the
only true doctrine” and moved from the catechism of nomenclature
socialism to the arsenal of the living psychological knowledge under
discussion. The development of new “ideology-free” versions of the
psychological concept of activity continued uninterruptedly during
perestroika, before and after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and in
post-perestroika Russia (V.G. Aseev, V.P. Zinchenko, AV. Karpov,
E.N. Sergienko, G.V. Sukhodolsky and others). It was a difficult
and contradictory process of liberating psychology from the old
ideological bonds with the simultaneous formation of new ones that
came to us from abroad along with the postulates of the ideology of
the Western “free world.” The deideologization of psychology was
uneven, with varying speeds and degrees of success, accompanied
by increased attention from the psychological community to one or
another imported scientific trend.

The collapse of the scientific fabric of Soviet psychological science
during the period of perestroika destroyed along with its ideology
the organizing vector of its development, which was embodied in the
activity theory. Separate private points of view on activity and its
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structure, local psychic phenomena, forms of behavior, etc., began
to acquire the status of independent theoretical constructions, often
of low quality. There was a well-known devaluation of theoretical
knowledge in psychology [Zhuravlev & Ushakov 2011].

The ideological roots of the classical activity theory
and the beginning of post-non-classical theory

The foundations of the ideas of activity lie in German classical
philosophy and are associated primarily with the Hegelian expla-
nation of the rational activity of a person who structures the world.
According to Hegel, this is the result of the action of the spirit as an
immaterial intelligent substance that rationalizes the world. Marx-
ism, denying idealism, has removed the concept of spirit from this
scheme (depriving psychology of the subject of study) and began to
consider activity itself the organizing principle of human activity.
In fact, we began to talk about the special properties of a system
that includes a person as a demiurge, an active actor and creator. To
a certain extent, one can talk about the theory of self-organization
and self-organizing systems, but this branch of the system approach,
unfortunately, at that time was not able to develop for ideological
reasons, associated to a certain extent with a mechanistic Marxist
understanding of the “system” category.

The concept of activity, according to the apt assertion of a classic
of the Soviet system approach Y.G. Yudin, was an attempt to create
a “universal characteristic of the human world” [ Yudin 1975, 272].
Using the category “activity,” the founders of the activity approach
tried to solve the problem of the origin of the psyche and explain
the possibilities of the human mind in all its forms and manifesta-
tions. The basic works in this direction were the works of K. Marx
Theses on Feuerbach [Marx 1955] and Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts [Marx 1974]. It followed from them that only through
active interaction with reality man transforms nature and himself,
giving meaning to the world that he encounters in his perceptions.
Hence the revolutionary appeal of Marx: “The philosophers have
only interpreted the world, in various ways. The point, however, is
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to change it.” [Marx 1955]. Only by appropriating the forms of hu-
man activity, a person becomes a rational being that goes beyond
the framework of the animal world.

The ideas of philosophical materialism have found their supporters
and followers in Soviet psychology, becoming its official worldview.
The origins of the psychological activity theory lie in the works of
EV. Ilyenkov [Ilyenkov 2009] and A.N. Leontiev [Leontiev 1975],
who formed the conceptual framework of the classical version of the
theory. Now the theory is supplemented with many extensions, in-
dicating the existence of various options for creative human activity
and the problems of the activity theory. According to V.P. Zinchenko
and E.B. Morgunova, “in the Soviet Union there were two paradigms
of psychology: cultural-historical and psychological activity theory,
created by the same people. For the first of them, laid down in the
works of L. S. Vygotsky, the central problem was and remains the
problem of the mediation of the psyche and consciousness, while
for the second, which interprets the works of Marx, the problem of
objectivity of both external and internal mental activity” [Zinchenko
& Morgunov 1994, 103]. V.P. Zinchenko considered activity theory
to be a product of a totalitarian system [Zinchenko 1993]. This point
of view was supported later in the work of A.B. Orlov, who believes
that after the break in the early 1930s of Vygotsky and Leontiev, the
latter created an activity theory that “lost contact with the individual
life, individual being of a person, with experiences as a universal
context that preserves human integrity. And because of this, it be-
came a blind lead. Moreover, it led all Soviet psychology into a dead
end” [Orlov 2003]. According to Orlov, the cultural-historical theory
of Vygotsky turned out to be more vital, but then ““it only hid for
a while” [Orlov 2003]. Peter Jones believes that the activity theory
is based on “an erroneous interpretation of the Marxian concept
of activity (or labor), as well as his research method” [Jones 2009].
The opinion of D.I. Dubrovsky agrees his views, stating that the

““activity approach’ expressed the position of orthodox Marxology,
nourished its ultra-sociological attitudes. Hence the denial of the role
of natural, including genetic, factors in personality formation, which
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have become widespread and appeared as an unshakable Marxist
truth thanks to the efforts of many philosophers and psychologists,
especially A.N. Leontiev” [Dubrovsky 1994, 7-8].

Attempts to develop the activity theory were made by many other
researchers of the Soviet period, but most of their work was unsys-
tematic, often ideological, and was aimed at using the canonical
postulates of the theory to justify solutions to particular versions
of specific practical problems.

In theoretical terms, in canonical versions of the psychologi-
cal activity theory, one can single out the theoretical schemes of
S.L. Rubinstein, A.N. Leontiev, A.G. Asmolov, V.V. Davydov,
G.V. Sukhodolsky. Each of them, in due time, claimed the complete-
ness of the used system-conceptual basis, sufficient, in the authors’
opinion, to create explanatory models in psychology, but for some
reason was not in demand and was never completed.

The key to the activity theory is the question of the possibili-
ties and limits of applicability of the systemic methodology in the
humanities-historical knowledge. There is currently no answer to
it. According to V.P. Zinchenko, it is impossible to create a unified
activity theory, since this is an infinity, which cannot be dressed in
theoretical clothes. The excessive determinism of a theory incapable
of explaining the creative and spontaneous principle in a person,
and the expressed technocratic attitude in which a person is re-
garded as an automaton deprived of freedom of choice are criticized
[Zinchenko 1993]. The problems of the psychological activity theory
have become especially acute with the advent of new tasks of practi-
cal psychology in explaining the effects of organized complexity that
arise in the modern technogenic world [Sergeev 2014]. He shows
failure and even helplessness of the activity theory in questions of
forecasting and analysis of future results in network structures of
global communications. The concepts of feedback, regulation, and
adaptation used in the theory proved to be insufficient [Sergeev 2012].
Rational approaches have also recently raised doubts among re-
searchers. There is a crisis of theoretical psychology, inevitably
leading to a change in its basis and the search for alternatives.
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Everyone is waiting for the emergence of a new theory of the
psyche, and we need to state that, in our opinion, the outlines of a
new conceptual basis have already been set, which can be called the
‘post-non-classical activity theory.” So far, this is just a symbiosis
of ideas from classical psychology and the theory of self-organizing
systems and environments that considers the functioning of social
and biological autopoietic systems, their interaction, development
and evolution. However, the methodological foundations of the post-
non-classical activity theory are already clearly visible and reflected
in the works of V.A. Lektorsky and V.S. Stepin, developing ideas of
non-classical and post-non-classical rationality within the framework
of the concept of epistemological constructivism [Knyazeva 2006].
It consistently combines the synergetic paradigm (S.P. Kurdyumov,
G.G. Malinetsky), activism (F. Varela, E.N. Knyazeva, M. Merleau-
Ponty, E. Roche, E. Thompson), radical and social constructivism
(E.von Glasersfeld, N. Luhmann), social constructionism (K.J. Gergen),
the theory of autopoiesis (H. Maturana, F. Varela) and complex-
ity paradigms in self-developing network and reflective environ-
ments (V.I. Arshinov, K. Mainzer, V.G. Budanov, K.K. Delokarov,
V.E. Lepskiy).

Despite the rapid development of this discourse, it is too early to
talk about its deep psychological content, leading to the creation of
a non-classical and post-non-classical psychological activity theory.
However, the problems of self-organization of the psyche already
have independent significance in studies related to the evolution of the
network world and the technogenic environment [ Dubrovsky 2013],
are taken into account when analyzing the work of social and com-
plex ergatic and educational systems.

Not all the works published up to date using the term “post-non-
classical psychology” are actually related to it. Most often, these are
updated versions of old classic activity schemes. But at the same time,
researchers are interested in the processes of self-organization of wildlife,
cognitive models of evolving complexes, network and quantum repre-
sentations that underlie the work of the human brain and consciousness
[Arshinov & Budanov 2018; Knyazeva 2015; Petrenko 2018].
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Speaking about the activity theory as a whole, one cannot fail
to note its positive impact on the revival and development of
Russian psychology, especially its general psychological basis
[Lektorsky & Garai 2015]. It transferred psychology from the
field of ideas of common sense and practice to the field of scien-
tific knowledge, made it possible for many areas of scientific and
practical activity to appear and develop within the framework of
a single methodological basis, and led to the emergence of effec-
tive scientific schools and promising areas of scientific research in
psychology.

We can hope that new areas of theoretical research in psychol-
ogy, based on modern editions and the methodology of the acti-
vity approach, will be able to avoid the influence of the ideologists
of the modern world, and will open a new stage in the develop-
ment of Russian and world psychology. Otherwise, we will once
again imperceptibly find ourselves in the arms of a new ideology,
and everything will repeat itself in a closed cycle of social self-
organization.

Findings

1. In the works of the representatives of the Moscow and Leningrad
psychological schools A.N. Leontiev, L.S. Vygotsky, S.L. Rubinstein,
the canonized versions of the activity theory are psychological and
psychologized interpretations of the provisions of the philosophy of
dialectical materialism.

2. The activity theory made a huge impact on the theory and
practice of state building in the USSR, becoming the scientific, psy-
chological and ideological justification of the socialist administrative
bureacratic system and directive management methods.

3. The ideological roots of the psychological activity theory are
associated with the dominance in the basis of Soviet science of a
vulgar, simplified form of materialism in the form of a philosophy
of Marxism-Leninism, postulating the primacy of the social over
the individual, justifying the dictatorship of the proletariat and
authoritarianism.
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4. The activity theory in its canonical versions is to some extent
a compromise between scientific psychology, communist ideology
and materialistic philosophy, which leads to some of its scientific
limitations, dogmatism and incompleteness.

5. The demands of practice and the change in the status of psychol-
ogy in the modern world require new approaches to the development
of a psychological activity theory based on the achievements of
science with a new theoretical basis, cleared of ideological layers
of the past.
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