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Abstract

This Special Issue sets the stage for constructive integration of psychology with
relevant phenomena it needs to study, and with its interdisciplinary collaboration
possibilities. Based on a regular submission of an analysis of the conceptual network
of psychology (Zagaria et al. 2020) an international constructive discussion ensued,
with charting out three potential future pathways to psychology as science: (1) theo-
retical elaboration of the person-centered and idiographic approaches and move from
“evidence-based” to experience-based research; (2) advancement of general develop-
mental science perspective beyond the traditions of evolutionary psychology along the
lines of the genetic logic of James Mark Baldwin, and (3) building interdisciplinary
synthesis between psychology and semiotics in the domain of cultural psychology. The
progress in contemporary biology (epigenetics) and qualitative mathematics can pro-
vide the epistemological support for this move.
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Psychologists like to feel hey are not treated as equals among other scientists. This may
be true—if we look at the ever-repeated laments about “we are in crisis” and the
normative insistence of quantification as the guarantor for being “scientific”’. Compen-
satory efforts for inferiority become defensive fortifications that make interdisciplinary
syntheses complicated. I must admit [ have over years as an editor of two journals and a
number of academic book series become bored by the ongoing clever but unproductive
discussions of the various versions of crises. I want to scream—if we are in crisis,
Please work our way out of it! My silent screaming is not likely to be heard.
However, when the regular submission to IPBS under the poetic title—Psychology:
A giant with feet of clay (Zagaria et al. 2020) reached my Chief Editor’s desk I was
pleasantly surprised. The young Italian researchers had undertaken a project to analyze
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psychology’s conceptual basis, locate exiting gaps and contradictions in it, and offer a
way out. Despite disagreeing with their suggested solution—to turn psychology into
evolutionary psychology—I felt that here is a starting point for a constructive interna-
tional dialogue with open ended study of potentials for psychology’s future. I invited
colleagues from all over the World to contribute—and most of them were not only
enthusiastic but also quick. The result is the present Special Issue—with contributions
from 13 countries from Asia, Europe, and the Americas (Serbia, Denmark, Italy.
Georgia, Macau, Spain, Sweden, Norway, Estonia, Poland, Russia, Brazil, and China).
Reading through all the contributions I was deeply intellectually pleased about the
constructive nature of the collective effort. The reader of this Special Issue is up to an
intellectual gourmet dinner of sophisticated ideas and new directions.

How do we get from deconstruction to reconstruction? While agreeing with the
evaluation of the current state of affairs as less than complimentary (Toomela 2020;
Toomela and Valsiner 2010; Mazur 2020; Mirtsin 2020; Mironenko and Sorokin
2020), the different possible directions presented in this Issue open very promising
opportunities that preserve the past but make it possible to construct the future. The
enthusiastic plea by Zagaria et al. (2020) for the future of evolutionary psychology as
the via regia for the future is met with healthy doubt by a number of the contributors.
Or better— the focus on evolutionary ideas brings to our attention the opportunity to
continue the work of James Mark Baldwin of a century ago in the construction of
developmental logic (Marsico and Calandrini 2020; Marti 2020) which would make the
tradition of Developmental Science introduced in the 1990s at the Carolina Consortium
of Human Development (Cairns et al. 1996) constructive -beyond the popular nice
name that continues to circulate in psychology in the twenty-first century. The episte-
mological possibility to focus on human being in movement (Brinkmann 2020) is a
crucial basis for new efforts towards a new evolutionary psychology on the basis of
Baldwin’s theory of organic evolution and without the confines borrowed from the
Darwinian version (Baucal and Krstic 2020; Valsiner 2010). This direction is supported
by the advancements in contemporary genetics where the Epigenetic Revolution since
the 1970s has created a science by far more advanced than our current evolutionary
psychology (Lux and Richter 2014). Bringing qualitative mathematics (Rudolph 2013;
Tsuda 2001; Varzi 1998) together with the eco-systemic developmental and cultural
perspective (Tateo 2020) should allow for substantive evolution of psychology as a
science of the open systemic nature of the psychological functions (Gamsakhurdia
2020, Valsiner 2017). The unity of the abstract model and concrete human action is
where psychology could reinstate itself (Wu and Xu 2020).

Would such new developmental science of psychology fulfill the hopes of re-
searchers who desperately need to make psychological research person-centered
(Lundh 2020)? It looks like the epigenetic epistemology of systemic flexibility of
organisms maps precisely on the uniqueness of persons and psychological phenomena.
What is needed is experience-based (Baumann 2010) rather than evidence-based
science—which is brought into psychology of the twenty-first century by the move
to idiographic science (Molenaar 2004, Salvatore et al. 2009, Salvatore et al. 2010a,
2010b) and thanks to the individual-historical invitation to research (Valsiner and Sato
2006) within the Trajectory Equifinality Approach (Sato et al. 2016), It is the individual
unity of psychological functions that forms the basis for psychology as science, rather
than collected bits and pieces of reported opinions that are accumulated over a sample
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and presented as if these pertain to the individual—even if abstracted generic— person
(Valsiner 1986). The future of psychology in the realm of person focus emerges at the
intersection of developmental and clinical perspectives (Lundh 2020). It is the phe-
nomenological immediacy (Jensen 2020) that can be taken to the domain of techno-
logical innovations (e.g, robotics- Di Nuovo 2020) that force the new versions of
psychology to be practice-linked and ready for innovations which are always acted out
on particular cases.

The recent history of psychology that could be characterized by the label post-
cognitive has led to interesting bifurcation in directions. On the one hand we can
observe the powerful avalanche by the neurosciences that eradicate the higher psycho-
logical functions from the coverage of psychology and reduce psychological functions
to the functioning of brain structures. This tradition in science is old—we can see
efforts to reduce organic chemistry to anorganic chemistry, chemistry to physics,
bilology to chemistry, and so on. All these reductionist efforts have failed—yet creating
hybrid disciplines on the border of areas (physical chemistry, biochemistry).

On the other hand we can observe in recent decades the effort to study higher
psychological functions at the intersection of psychology with semiotics—the study of
signs. The result—cultural psychology—provides a number of possibilities that are
covered in the present Special Issue (DeLuca Picione 2020, Gozli 2020, Martsin 2020,
Pinheiro 2020, Tateo 2020). “Culture” is of course a complicated concept that leads to
many interpretations that create a need to distinguish the value of inter-individual
(cross-cultural- Christensen 2020) and individual-socioecological reference frame
(Valsiner 2017). Cultural psychology has proceeded on a complicated path since its
emergence in the 1990s (Valsiner 2019) yet its potentials are still very minimally
realized in those fields—clinical, organizational, and economic.—psychologies.

Conclusions: Pathways to Innovation

We find three potential future pathways to psychology as science as different authors
suggest in this Special Issue. They are mutually compatible—yet stand out in their
autonomous ways of creating new knowledge in our discipline. All of the new
directions have venerable traditions—albeit often forgotten—in history of psychology.
These are not specifically covered in the discussions in this Issue, but need to be kept in
mind when making sense of the directions offered.

First of the three innovations is the suggestion to return psychology as science to its
original focus—that of complex psychological processes within every individual per-
son. That kind of person-centered approach has emerged in the past fifty years and
acquires particular rigor in the movement for idiographic science. What this means is a
revolutionary move from evidence-based to experience-based (Baumann 2010) science
in psychology. “Evidence” has habitually been seen as “big data” amassed by almost
automatic data collection routines. This may fit demographic science or maybe some
questions in sociology, but not psychology. Psychology’s evidence is that of an
experiencing—Iliving, loving, frustrated, and happy—individual person in all of her
or his complexity. Idiographic science adds to it the general proof of non-ergodicity of
the psychological phenomena (Molenaar et al. 2002)—which renders the inference
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from sample-based data to individual persons-based application impossible on theoret-
ical grounds.

Secondly—and following Zagaria et al. (2020) general suggestions on evolutionary
psychology—the commentators arrive at the suggestion of advancement of general
developmental science perspective beyond the traditions of evolutionary psychology
along the lines of the genetic logic of James Mark Baldwin.

Finally, different suggestions converge on the building interdisciplinary synthesis
between psychology and semiotics in the domain of cultural psychology. I am partic-
ularly pleased to see that direction emerging here in ways that go beyond the easy and
trivial uses of the word “culture” that has hindered the development of the field in the
pat three decades. The commentators here are coming close to the call for theoretical
precision (Valsiner 2018) in psychology as a whole. For psychology to become a real
science—among its peers of chemistry and biology—it needs to move from its
dominance on inductive inference to that of abductive discovery of how psychological
worlds are organized.

Research Involving Human and Animal Rights Theoretical paper, no use of human or
animal participants.
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