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The subject of discussion in the presented article is the “immediacy postulate” and the task of overcom-
ing it, specified in the methodological principle of mediating a two-term scheme of analysis. The options for
solving the problem of mediation contained in the theoretical systems of L.S. Vygotsky, A.N. Leontiev and
D.N. Uznadze are considered and analysed. D.N. Uznadze, who was the first to designate this methodologi-
cal discourse, and A.N. Leontiev represented its essence approximately the same way, namely, as a ques-
tion of the relationship between internal (mental) and external (transpsychic), while, as a mediating link,
they proposed, respectively, the set and activity. The question is posed differently in the cultural-historical
theory, where mediation is the process of transforming “natural functions” into higher mental processes, in
which the “sign” acts as a mediating agent. In any case, the problem of mediation appears to be fundamental.
However, the question of a mediator between the psychic and non-psychic world is inseparable from the
psychophysical problem, which makes it difficult to reach the real empirical level of analysis. In the light of
some considerations by D.N. Uznadze and certain empirical data, an opinion is expressed about the possibil-
ity of limiting the area of action of the principle of mediation.
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B crarbe npesiMeToM 06CYIKAEHUS BBICTYTIAIOT <[OCTYJIAT HEIOCPEACTBEHHOCTH U 3a/la4a ero IPeojio-
JIEHW$1, KOHKPETU3NPOBAHHAS B METO/IOJIOTHYECKOM ITPUHIIUAIIE OTTOCPE/IOBAHNS /IBYUYICHHON CXEMbI aHATIH-
3a. PaccMaTpuBarOTCs M aHAJIMBUPYIOTCS BADUAHTBI PEIEHUS IIPOGIIEMbI OTIOCPEIOBAHISL, COEPIKAIIUECS B
teopetnyeckux cucremax JI.C. Boirorckoro, A.H. Jleontnesa u [I.H. Yauanse. [[.H. Yauanse, nepsoim 060-
3HAYUBIINI TOT METO/0J0rnYecKuii 1uckype, n A.H. JIeoHTbeB IPUMEPHO OJIMHAKOBO IPE/ICTABIIAIN €T0
CYITHOCTb KaK BOIIPOC O COOTHOLIEHNN BHYTPEHHEro (IICUXMYECKOr0) U BHEITHEro (TPaHCIUXMYECKOro),
[P 9TOM B KAuecTBE OIOCPE/yIero X 3BeHa Ipejiarain, COOTBETCTBEHHO, YCTAHOBKY U JIESITEIbHOCTD.
Nunaye craBuTCA BOIPOC B KYJIBTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKOH TEOPUH, T/ie OTIOCPEIOBAHNE €CThb IIPoIiece MpeBpa-
TICHUS «HATYPAJbHBIX q)yHKL[HfI» B BBICHINE TICUXUYCCKUEC ITPOIIECCHI, B KOTOPOM OITOCPEAYIOINM ar¢cHTOM
BBICTYIIAET «3HaK». B s11060M ciryuae mpobiieMa ornocpeioBaHust IIpeACTaeT Kak ocHoBonosarawomast. OpHa-
KO BOTIPOC O MEMATOPE MEK/Y MCUXUIECKUM U HEIICUXUYECKUM MUPOM HEOTAEIUM OT IICUX0(PU3nIecKoit
1pobJIeMbI, YTO 3aTPYAHSIET BbIXOJ HA PEAIbHBIN SMIMPUYECKUIT YPOBEHD aHAIN3a. B cBeTe HEKOTOPBIX
coobpaskenuii JI.H. Y3Hajse u onpesie/leHHbIX SMIMPUYECKIX JAHHbIX BHICKA3bIBACTCS MHEHUE O BO3MOXK-
HOCTH OTPAaHNYEHUs apeasia JeiiCTBIS IPUHIUIIA OTTOCPEIOBAHUS.
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he concept of “immediacy postulate”, as a method-

ological principle and the main (“fatal”) mistake of
all previous psychology, was brought into the method-
ological body of D.N. Uznadze's psychological system.
Its meaning “consists in the fact that objective reality
directly and immediately affects the conscious psyche
and in this direct connection determines its activity”
[18; p. 158]. For quite a long time, the task of overcom-
ing the immediacy postulate remained a central prob-
lem for only the Georgian school of psychology. Even
Soviet colleagues paid little attention to this principle.
The situation changed markedly after the publication
of AN. Leontiev's epoch-making book: “Activity. Con-
sciousness. Personality”, which thoroughly discusses the
issue of the need to develop a theory in the direction of
identifying a mediating link between external influences
and the internal states of the subject [15]. This call of the
country’s most authoritative psychologist was received
with great interest and enthusiasm by the Georgian col-
leagues, because it opened a direct path to a dialogue
between the two leading scientific schools of the Soviet
psychology. This and the subsequent brilliant research
done by A.G. Asmolov [1] gave impetus to a very long,
intellectually and personally loaded discussion, about
which the remaining participants still remember with
pleasure [13]. The problems associated with the im-
mediacy postulate soon became the focus of attention.
The task of overcoming this postulate was designated
by A.G. Asmolov as “Uznadze’s task” and the research
itself was most highly appreciated. “Perhaps some other
ideas of D.N. Uznadze will undergo revision, for this is
the normal fate of all living theories, but the analysis of
immediacy postulate and its fatal consequences for psy-
chology, the idea of mediating the two-term scheme of
analysis through the “subpsychic”, which crowns this
analysis, will remain an enduring value of psychological
science, its fundamental idea” [1, p. 17]. Along with the
increasing interest in the work of L.S. Vygotsky, allega-
tions appeared that D.N. Uznadze, L.S. Vygotsky and
AN. Leontiev, in their theoretical systems tried to solve
this essentially identical methodological problem, but in
different ways.

We are talking about the fundamental issue of deter-
mining the methodological status of the most popular
concepts and assessing the degree of their relationship.
And this is very important, at least from the point of view
of the history of science. The fruitfulness of such a study
primarily depends on an accurate and unambiguous un-
derstanding of the meaning of the “Uznadze task”. Cu-
riously, two researchers, A.G. Asmolov and M.G. Yaro-

shevsky, trying to compare methodological foundations
of the systems of D.N. Uznadze and L.S. Vygotsky in
the light of their solution of the issue of mediation, in-
terpret it differently and come to different conclusions.
M.G. Yaroshevsky believes that L.S. Vygotsky tends to
“sign” mediation, A.G. Asmolov — to the activity one.

At the same time, it is alleged that L.S. Vygotsky
and D.N. Uznadze “destroyed the immediacy postulate,
overcoming both the positivist interpretation of scien-
tific knowledge and the principle of the “closed causal
series” [24, p. 286]. At the same time, it is noted that
these authors set and solved the problem of mediation
both in terms of methodology (philosophy), and in
terms of science (empirical). In philosophical and on-
tological terms, the denial of the immediacy postulate
prompted both scientists to abandon the identification
of psyche and consciousness and turn to the study of
“the unconscious as a dimension of the human (rath-
er than animal) psyche and as a psychological (rather
than purely physiological) regulator of behavior” [24,
p. 297]. This assessment needs serious clarification.
L.S. Vygotsky certainly did not have time to “turn to
the study of the unconscious”. In his works “there are
only isolated and not very clear indications of how the
unconscious should be understood <...> they are clear-
ly not enough to develop the theory of the unconscious
from the point of view of cultural-historical psychol-
ogy” [8, p. 102]. The nature and functions of the uncon-
scious psyche remain undiscovered [14], so the task of
mediation could not lead to it.

As for D.N. Uznadze, the set has always been con-
ceived as a universal mechanism for mediating the men-
tal activity of any dimension, both human and animal.
The set, at the very final stage of the development of the
conception, was characterized as an unconscious-psy-
chic phenomenon. All the rest of the time D.N. Uznadze
identified the psyche and consciousness and rejected the
existence of unconscious psyche. Dimitry Nikolaevich
began to develop his own system much earlier when he
clearly understood all the difficulties associated with the
immediacy principle. However, the content and name
of the corresponding postulate were formed much later.
Consequently, the rejection of this postulate itself did
not lead D.N. Uznadze to the idea of the unconscious
psyche; instead, it led to the idea of the “biosphere”. This
is the idea of a philosophical-ontological level in the spir-
it of “ontological pluralism”, meaning the postulation of
some “still unknown” reality in which the opposition of
subject and object is removed, and thereby mediating
their relationship [20].
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Significantly, from the very beginning, the formula-
tion of the question of the immediacy postulate is closely
linked with the psychophysical problem, without the solu-
tion of which, according to the author, it is impossible to
construct a psychological theory. “Uznadze’s task” is to
find alink that is a mediator between the environment and
mental life. This can be expressed through a three-term
system of analysis: environment—subject (set)—behavior
(activity). However, the immediacy postulate means not
only the connection between the external and the internal
(mental), but also the connection between the phenom-
ena of the mental world themselves. In the optics of the
psychophysical problem, the first option is linked with
the theory of interaction, the second — with the theory of
parallelism. However, “the idea of the direct nature of the
connection between these phenomena in both theories is a
dogmatically accepted postulate” [18, p. 161].

Later, the “biosphere” was replaced by the term “set”,
which marked the emphasis on the scientific and empiri-
cal level of analysis. But methodologically its content re-
mained the same for almost two decades. Speaking about
the setting in the generalizing work of the early forties,
in which the immediacy postulate was first clearly for-
mulated, D.N. Uznadze characterizes it as “a specific, pe-
culiar reality that precedes the particular — mental and
physiological — and is not reduced to them” [21, p. 191].

According to L.S. Vygotsky, the place of the mediat-
ing factor is given to the sign [6; 7]. If we imagine the
failed dialogue between them, then D.N. Uznadze prob-
ably would have asked, if a sign wasn’t an objective,
external? It turns out that the external is mediated by
the external?! To this L.S. Vygotsky would probably
answer that this is an external of a different kind, not
natural, but historical, social. Accordingly, the psyche is
twofold — natural and transformed on sign basis (the so-
called “higher mental functions”). “Natural” (primary)
mental functions by their nature are direct and involun-
tary, being directly determined by biological and envi-
ronmental factors. D.N. Uznadze, obviously, would not
have accepted such a formulation of the question since
he was looking for a universal mechanism of mediation
that would work at all levels of mental life. At the high-
est levels of human psyche, the mechanism of objectifica-
tion is added to the set mechanism, introducing social
content into it, including sign content. However, the
primary nature of the mediating principle (mechanism)
remains the same, “biospheric”, it continues to be the
“principle of life”. Although natural mental processes are
involuntary, the behavior tailored from them also needs
to be mediated, like any experience.

One can probably wonder if L.S. Vygotsky ever set
the task of overcoming the “immediacy postulate” in the
sense that it is formulated by D.N. Uznadze. The latter
is always the question of the relationship between sub-
ject and object!. And mediation in the cultural-historical
theory, in essence, is a question of formation of higher
mental functions. Being mediated socially, as well as by
the sign, natural functions acquire an arbitrary charac-
ter — and this is a completely different topic, the topic
of the genesis of mental functions and their transition
from one form of regulation to another [6]. This is first.
Secondly, the author of the theory of set considers the
problem of mediation in relation to the whole mental life,
and not only with mental processes or even consciousness
in general. From the very beginning, this methodologi-
cal question was asked in relation to any kind of mental
activity, including animal behavior and involuntary, im-
pulsive forms of human behavior (except for reflex forms
of response). Proceeding from this, one should not equate
mediation and arbitrariness, and this is exactly what
V.P. Zinchenko does [9]. To rehabilitate immediacy, ex-
pressed in the form of spontaneity of acts of creativity,
intuition, direct discretion, etc., the author doubts the
universality of the postulate of mediation, which, accord-
ing to him, was actually approved by D.N. Uznadze and
AN. Leontiev. In his opinion, this methodological prin-
ciple is also supported by the fact that cultural-historical
psychology in the version of L.S. Vygotsky is based on the
idea of meditation. The later shows, that the main guide-
line for V.P. Zinchenko, at least regarding the problem
of mediation, is not the theory of activity, and even more
so the theory of set, but a cultural-historical conception.
And this is generally understandable, since his own analy-
sis is based mainly on the characteristics of the flow and
genesis of mental processes and phenomena of conscious-
ness. This is where the fundamental discrepancy between
the interpretations of the problem by D.N. Uznadze and
V.P. Zinchenko is revealed. D.N. Uznadze seeks to under-
stand what the true nature of the impact of the external
world on the psyche and behavior is, as well as the impact
on each other of the phenomena of consciousness. For
V.P. Zinchenko, the question of immediacy or mediation
is the question of how certain mental processes are mani-
fested, in what phenomenological form, and how they are
formed. Therefore, he constantly slips into the optics of
arbitrariness — non-arbitrariness, although he specifically
notes that the mediated and immediate only partially co-
incide with arbitrariness and non-arbitrariness. In gen-
eral: for D.N. Uznadze — the whole psyche and activity
are central issues, for V.P. Zinchenko — a mental process.

! Here you can find similarities with the subject-activity approach, especially with the ideas of A.V. Brushlinsky about the problem of media-

tion [3].
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D.N. Uznadze — through the biospheric reality to the in-
tegral subject of behavior, V.P. Zinchenko — to cultural-
sign mediation. So, V.P. Zinchenko is focused on the cul-
tural and historical concept of L.S. Vygotsky, and not on
AN. Leontiev's version of the theory of activity, which,
despite the “common genotype”, nevertheless, are quite
different and independent theoretical systems?.
According to V.P. Zinchenko, “the mediation of the
psyche in the most general sense means the inclusion of
all mental acts (processes, functions, functional organs —
neoplasms, personal constructs, etc.) in the cultural con-
text of the life and activity of the individual” [9, p. 6].
If this means that activity is simply made up of various
functions, then the sense of the very concept of media-
tion is lost. It presupposes the existence of something
that is between two phenomena serving as a mediator of
their connection. The difference between the mediated
and the immediate is also lost, because the direct activ-
ity also includes various functions — it cannot be empty!
It is also not clear what means (what kind of mediation)
are tools, signs, etc.? “In a narrower sense, the author
writes, mediation points to the fact that all mental acts
mediate each other. Each of them is influenced by others,
so the selection of any one of them in any pure form is
an almost insoluble problem for experimental psychol-
ogy” [ibid.]. Yes, undoubtedly, the mutual influence and
interpenetration of mental processes is a very important
psychological fact, but what does mediation have to do
with it? And how to distinguish the mediated from the
immediate, when mutual influence seems to take place
always and everywhere. In general, it can be stated that
despite many interesting considerations, this study of
the venerable scientist does not achieve its goal, since
the refutation of the mediation principle is based mainly
on its not entirely correct interpretation. Nevertheless,
we are ready to support the very desire of the author to
oppose the hypertrophy of the ideology of mediation,
but on other grounds, which will be discussed at the end.
Since we are talking about misunderstanding of the
issue, we have to recall the already mentioned study by
M.G. Yaroshevsky, who tried to build bridges between
the cultural-historical concept and the theory of set on
the basis of the principle of mediation implemented in
them. Arguing about the common roots of these psycho-
logical systems, the author concludes that D.N. Uznadze
and L.S. Vygotsky, developing an alternative to the imme-
diacy postulate, “found it in the philosophy of dialectical

materialism. This philosophy became a compass for them
in search of a new psychology” [24, p. 91]. For L.S. Vy-
gotsky it may be so, but in relation to D.N. Uznadze, this
statement is definitely not true. What kind of “diamat”
is this, if he initially builds his psychology on a new “still
unknown” ontology, on a “psychophysically neutral”
“subpsychic” reality that terrifies any orthodox Marxist-
Leninist. And the set, which is characterized as a specific
and peculiar reality that is fundamentally different from
particular mental and physiological processes, hardly har-
monizes with the foundations of “diamat”.

At AN. Leontiev’s school, the problem of mediation
found a systematic and profound development in the
works of A.G. Asmolov. He refers the theories of L.S. Vy-
gotsky, AN. Leontiev and D.N. Uznadze to the so-called
“non-classical psychology”, while believing that “the
fundamental novelty of these various areas of methodol-
ogy lies in the breakthrough beyond the boundaries of
the immediacy postulate and the search for the mediat-
ing link, which, generating mental phenomena, does not
itself belong to the sphere of the mental” [2; p. 446]. At
the same time, in the context of the distinction between
classical and non-classical psychology, he speaks of a
single direction of Vygotsky-Leontiev. The same can be
found with E.E. Sokolova [17]. “D.N. Uznadze and the
leading representatives of the theory of activity <..>
solved a common problem — the problem of overcom-
ing the immediacy postulate and the two-term scheme of
analysis of mental processes that follows from it: the im-
pact of an object — a change in the current states of the
subject. In one case, as the middle link — the substance
that generates mental phenomena — the “subpsychic”
i.e., the primary set is proposed; in the other case such
link is objective activity. The generality of the task, as
well as the attributes of the mediating substance, give
the right to compare these options for solving it. In case
if the concept of a primary set is endowed with the fea-
tures of a mediating substance, it is alternative to the
category of activity, i.e. D.N. Uznadze and A.N. Leontiev
offer directly opposite options for solving the problem of
overcoming the immediacy postulate [1, p. 24].

Based mainly on the early works of D.N. Uznadze,
A.G. Asmolov formulates the requirements for the me-
diating instance: it should not be either an exclusively
physical or mental phenomenon; it must be a trans-
former, a “translator” of events in the external world
into psychic phenomena and conditioning them; it

2 This question, of course, is entirely an “internal affair” of those who study these theoretical systems in detail. We only note that in the Geor-
gian psychological school, the opinion has always prevailed that the difference between them is quite clearly indicated in their names.

3 Without going into the appropriate argumentation, we will refer to the opinion of a historian of psychology who specifically dealt with
this issue: “the history of the psychology of set <..> allows you to get around the topic of Marxism in a completely natural way: both in its
origin <..> and in content, this trend which arose and developed for quite a long time irrespective of Marxism, was in relative independence

from Marxism” [3, p. 133].
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must be integral, not decomposable into elements; only
through it should the subjective mental phenomena, be
influenced as well as the reverse impact of the mental
on the physiological be carried out; this “substance” is
a necessary condition for maintaining the vital activity
of the individual, the “principle of life”; it must always
precede and determine the conscious psyche that de-
velops on its basis [1].

Since the concepts of primary set and activity are
considered alternative from the point of view of the
problem of mediation, it is obviously assumed that these
features are attributed to an activity that, according to
AN. Leontiev, is conceived as the desired mediator. In
this context, the following thesis becomes most impor-
tant: “in order to study the world of mental phenomena,
one must go beyond their limits and find such a unit
of mental analysis that would not itself belong to the
sphere of the mental” [2, p. 395]. Therefore, as an activ-
ity is considered to be such a unit and the one acting as
a mediating link, then it should not belong to the circle of
mental phenomena.

And here the questions that have become the subject
of discussion in the course of the noted discussion arise.
More than once the idea has been expressed that activ-
ity cannot serve as a mediating link, essentially for the
same reason as a mental set. The fact is that activity, as
a phenomenon, does not exist without and outside the
internal, mental principle and content. According to
AN. Leontiev, “activity is the substance of conscious-
ness” [15, p. 157], i.e. psyche and activity are ontologi-
cally identical, psyche is inseparable from activity be-
ing its essential, inalienable property [17]. But activity,
filled with internal content, activity, as a manifestation
of mental life, naturally, is not suitable for the role of an
intermediary between internal and external, subjective
and objective. Considering this obvious circumstance,
the opinion is expressed that the category of activity,
considered from the perspective of overcoming the im-
mediacy postulate, acts as an explanatory principle, and
not as a real phenomenon. In this case, it appears as a
“substance” that has neither physical nor mental charac-
teristics [2]. However, such a methodological move does
not really explain anything. Whatever the status of an
activity, an explanatory principle or a real phenomenon,
it will not be able to play the role of a mediating instance,
since it is completely saturated with mental content (un-
less, of course, it is understood in a behavioristic sense).
The phenomenon/concept considered from the point of
view of the explanatory principle should not lose its at-
tributive feature, otherwise we will get another concept.
Such a feature for activity is, of course, mentality.

The keynote of the noted discussion between
representatives of the schools of AN. Leontiev and
D.N. Uznadze was a question about the primacy of activ-

ity or set. Since there is no subjectless activity, and the
set in the understanding of the school of D.N. Uznadze,
is a state of the subject, then the question of primacy ac-
quires the features of a chicken and egg dilemma. There-
fore, in principle, it is possible to formulate the following
proposition — to see the mediating instance in the set
is the same as in the activity and vice versa. However,
at the same time, it will be necessary to “cleanse” both
of them from the “mental admixture”, which definitely
does not seem heuristic. In general, it should be noted
that what has been said about the “mediating potential”
of the concept of activity also applies to the set, un-
derstood as a mental phenomenon. In his latest works
D.N. Uznadze qualified the set in this way, thereby cre-
ating an aporia that could not go unnoticed [4; 12; 16].
The set, being a purely mental formation, cannot serve
as a mediating agent between the mental and physical
worlds. This does not apply to the biosphere, which is
comprehended as a prepsychic and “subpsychic area”
that determines the psyche and main feature of which is
the absence of a subject-object opposition.

At the second stage of the development of the theory
of D.N. Uznadze, the scientist- empiricist comes to the
fore. A methodology has been developed and a compre-
hensive study of the phenomenon, marked as the set, and
not as the biosphere, has begun. If the latter was pre-
sented mainly as a certain methodological abstraction
(principle), the set had a very real content, because it
concerned the state of the subject. At the beginning the
set was not understood as an unambiguously mental
phenomenon, but rather a psychophysiological one. Ac-
cordingly, the principle of immediacy is interpreted as
follows: “if our motor or mental processes represent a di-
rect response to the stimuli acting on them, then it turns
out that the relationship with reality is established not
by the subject, but by his psyche, or, in particular, by his
motor skills, that our behavior or experience arise with-
out significant participation of the subject and, there-
fore, are uniquely determined by the stimuli acting on
them” [21, p. 187]. This is how the principle of subjective
mediation and the integral subject appeared as the initial
category of the new psychology. However, this already
comes into conflict with the original formulation of the
question of mediation, because it lies in the fact that the
objective (external) cannot directly affect the subjective
(internal). And no matter how hard we try to distinguish
the subjective from the subjectivity, the attitudinal state
of the integral-subjective dimension, from the ordinary
mental phenomena of the subjective world, both of them
remain the property of the inner world, which is influ-
enced by the external world, and therefore, we remain
captive to the immediacy postulate. D.N. Uznadze, of
course, made great efforts in order not to fall into the
“fatal” methodological trap set by himself. Arguing
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about the nature of the attitude, he tried in every way to
highlight the absolute peculiarity of the set as a phenom-
enon that cannot be reduced to the known phenomena
of mental life. However, in fact, all attempts to fill es-
sentially subjective phenomenon (i.e. set) with objective
content, do not reach the goal. In the latest version of the
theory, the concept of a mental set already clearly comes
into conflict with the principle of mediation, which is the
methodological basis of this conceptual system.

So, what options for solving the problem of media-
tion are offered in the theories of L.S. Vygotsky, A.N. Le-
ontiev and D.N. Uznadze and how do they relate to each
other? Solving this problem, L.S. Vygotsky moved in the
opposite direction from D.N. Uznadze, trying to find the
unity of the external and internal (mental) in the phe-
nomenon of the essentially external world, namely — in
the sign. If we do not go beyond the binary ontology
(external-internal) and recognize the legitimacy of the
task of D.N. Uznadze, in fact, one of two options is left
— either to attribute the function of the mediating link
to objectified subjectivity (i.e., to the set — Uznadze’s
path), or to subjectivized objectivity (i.e., to the sign —
Vygotsky’s path).

L.S. Vygotsky and AN. Leontiev, in general, also
solved the problem of mediating the two-term scheme
environment-psyche (behavior) in different ways.
L.S. Vygotsky placed a mediating link in the first ele-
ment of the two-term scheme (sign, culture as a whole),
AN. Leontiev — in the second (activity). Obviously,
none of these assumptions, in essence, can be consid-
ered as overcoming the immediacy postulate, like the
statement about the unambiguous mentality of the set,
expressed in the last works by D.N. Uznadze. Of all the
considered options for solving “Uznadze’s task” (set,
sign, activity and biospheric mediation), oddly enough,
the last one seems to be logically the most consistent.
But this is just the case when we have us not an object of
the study before, but an “explanatory principle”, a phil-
osophical and methodological category (hypothesis),
which leads into the impenetrable jungle of an “eternal”
psychophysical problem. Tt is difficult to imagine a real
psychology built on this hypothetical notion. Of course,
one can try to turn to the old Eastern ideas, in which the
objective and the subjective seem to merge and have cer-
tain empirical references in the corresponding psycho-
practices. In an effort to “update” this idea, one can also
look towards new “quantum concepts”. But one should
not particularly hope for the possibility of operational-
izing the hypothesis of a psychophysically neutral real-
ity as the basis of mental life, which would be amenable
to empirical research. Realizing this, even D.N. Uznadze
rejected such a hypothesis.

As posing the question of overcoming, the immediacy
postulate necessarily leads to a psychophysical problem
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and even implies its solution (from the standpoint of a
pluralistic ontology), then, if we turn away from this
methodological principle, in any case, we will find our-
selves in a dead end. Against this background, doubts
naturally arise as to the expediency of raising the task of
overcoming this postulate to the rank of a fundamental
methodological principle. If we do not put the question
too radically, then at least we should think about the
universality of the principle of mediation.

It is noteworthy that the author of the term and the
concept of “the immediacy postulate” himself thought
about this. In a copybook for notes, where D.N. Uznadze
recorded his hypothetical considerations, there is an en-
try made in 1945 with the following title: “The frame-
work for the legitimacy of the immediacy postulate”. Tt
says: “it should not be assumed that, under the influence
of the environment, nothing ever arises in the subject
outside his mediation, that everything is necessarily me-
diated by the subject’s set. It seems that in the absence
of a need or the possibility of establishing relations with
the environment, the latter may still act on him, causing
a direct effect in his psyche, body, somatics. This effect
can be called a reflex or reflexoid effect. These will be the
following: sensations — in the cognitive sphere, pleasure-
displeasure — in the emotional sphere, and reflexes — in
the motor sphere” [22, p. 261]. Perhaps the old psychol-
ogy was not so wrong, the author continues, arguing that
sensations, feelings (pleasure-displeasure) and reflexes
are elementary content of our psyche and behavior. This
entry clearly indicates the desire of D.N. Uznadze to
limit, in some way, the area of action of the principle of
mediation, admitting the existence of elementary forms
of experiences and activity that arise as a result of direct
stimulation emanating from the body or environment.
However, the whole question is how far one can go along
this path without destroying the fundamental prin-
ciple of set based mediation. And how to justify where
it works and where it doesn’t, and why? For example,
how legitimate is it to speak of activity, sign, or set based
mediation in cases where a certain area of the brain is
directly stimulated, resulting in an emotional experience
(J. Olds) or inhibition of behavior (H. Delgado). In both
cases, there is an external influence and a broadly under-
stood psychic response, but neither set nor the activity
of the subject are visible between them, which, accord-
ing to the relevant theories, must necessarily mediate
this connection. A psychic fact, seemingly, without any
mediation, directly arises from a neurophysiological sub-
strate, and there are plenty of such facts.

Here we, perhaps, will follow V.P. Zinchenko, who
completed his research with the following words: “I
think that it is too early to sum up the reflections on the
relationship between the immediate and the mediated. Tt
is better to put an ellipsis...” [9, p. 10].
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