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Abstract
When D. Uznadze's Theory of Set is viewed from the perspective of formation stages, the Theory of

Set, per se, and objectification theory are distinguished from each other. In general, theory of
objectification aims to explain participation of conscious processes in the formation and functioning
of unconscious set and the role of unconscious set in the formation and functioning of conscious
processes. Such a perspective implies that the theory of unconscious set and the theory of
objectification are two indispensable constituents of an integrate, general psychological Theory of Set.
The given article attempts to prove once again the appropriacy of like approach and further elaborate

on objectification as a main category of Theory of Set.
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It is believed that the theory of objectification is an indispensable part of D. Uznadze’s
Theory of Set (Ileposus, 1978); (Ilpaurumsuiu, 1978); (bseo®sdzowo, 1985). It is true that
‘Uznadze’s theory did not come out of nothing’ (099sdg, 2013) and relates to many other
theories. In this article objectification will be considered in the context of D. Uznadze’s
Theory of Set and the research conducted within Uznadze’s school of psychology. The article
will be selective in terms of the works used for the purpose of analysis.

There are many definitions of the concept of object, but none of them is complete or
comprehensive enough (Bradley Rettler, Andrew M. Bailey, 2017). The definition according
to which the object is something that opposes the subject, his/her consciousness as part of

reality is contextually close to the present text (WBun, 2004). This implies that the object



interacts with the subject and its separation from environment is determined by subject’s
activity. ‘Object is anything that can be perceived, imagined, visualized or considered; the
object can be real, unreal or even hallucinatory’ (Ibid.). Only that part of

environment/reality can be regarded as object which is related to the subject (/lektopckwii,

2001).

Following D. Uznadze, A. Sherozia legitimately emphasized the following: to ensure
purposefulness of behavior the subject and the object need to be interrelated within set.
“Transition of the object into its subjective form, into the form of this or that ideal image
which directly merges with the given need and, thanks to it, enters the structure of a
specific activity, takes place within the framework of set formation process’ (Illeposus,
1978). Here we need to explain the place of ‘merger’ and the precondition for ‘entering the
structure of activity’. ‘Situation’, which, according to Uznadze, is considered to be one of the
factors of set could be defined as part of the environmental objects that are important for the
subject, the valence of which is determined not only by their relatedness to the subject’s
needs, but, also their relationship with situational and/or fixed mental formations !. Singling
out situation, as its part, from the entire environment or ‘restricting environment to
situation, is a result of the subject’s reflective activity. It is important that when the subject
assigns valence to the object, a channel is immediately formed through which the object
enters the psyche, connects to and transforms the mental formations which initially assigned
valence to the object. (This could be the initial structuring of set formed solely under the
influence of the subjective factor, which undergoes gradual differentiation and renovation
and from that renovated perspective repeatedly reflects the situation which might cause
changes in the valence of the given object). In this context we need to differentiate reflection

as the acquisition of information from reflection as mental changes and modifications evoked

! Social values which, in a certain sense, have valence and potential to evoke activity independently from
individuals, is a separate issue (65@o6Mg0odz0wo0, BoJLOMYPPMWo ©s LOGSE0YMHO EOL3MDOEOWHO
3LOJ0 39960 HodMbsgJdbgdoL MMMOgMPNT0ToMmgds, 2020).



under the influence of acquired information. The object reflected in the psyche initially
exists as somewhat separate from the subject or in the form opposing the subject. As a result
of relating to other factors of set within the set, as a result of permanent interaction of the
subjective and the objective within the composition of set and along with their merger and
loss of independent existence, the above-mentioned separateness is replaced with the stage of
undividable wholeness which indicates the formation of set. It is the set through which (as a
hypothetic mediator) individual factors (including the objective factor) ‘enter the structure of
a specific activity’.

The smooth formation of set described above can take place when the factors of set
are ‘complete, which means that they are adequate to evoke set-driven modification of the
psyche (to form a differentiated set) and ensure purposeful behavior®. The existence of just
these quantitative characteristics of factors is required by the first level of set of mental
activity which ensures the evocation and regulation of ‘impulsive’ behavior. Such an
understanding of impulsivity is acceptable if by impulsivity we mean the nonexistence of the
subject’s conscious (e.g. thinking or volitional resources) participation. Otherwise, it would
mean that the behavior typical of the second /conscious level of mental activity is evoked
without impulses.

Given the above-said, it might be plausible to use ‘impulsivity’ not only in relation to
behavior, but, also, in relation to set. Set is ‘impulsive’ when the impulses required for its
formation are provided by complete factors (impulsivity understood as immediacy), when set
is formed without any difficulty, without the use of additional mental resources, only on the
basis of unconscious resources, and the impulses needed by behavior are easily provided by
set. In other words, the primary impulse goes through (penetrates) all the stages easily,

without passing the interim level (consciousness). The specificity of the second level of

2 By completeness D. Uznadze means ‘real givenness’ of factors which should be understood as (a) maximally
informative nature of the objective factors which is the representer of the environment, and (b) the level of the
actuality of the subjective factor/need adequate to evoke enough set.

3 The issues related to other form of behavior (goal-directed searching activity) are discussed in
(6500567003000, 356(gmds s dmermobo, 1993).



mental activity (necessity of its operation) is that set cannot be formed if incomplete factors
provide inadequate impulses. Therefore, if set cannot be formed it cannot provide impulses,
i.e. evoke purposeful behavior.*

The above means that the ‘objective factor’ not only implies reality and environment,
but it also implies that environment is already the object for the subject, though in a partially
analyzed form. ‘The object is still exposed to the subject at the level of sensations, but to a
certain extent, in a latent or partially analyzed form. Further repeated adequate reflection of
the object through thinking implies the transformation of the initial data of cognition’
(Unbnués, 1983). The object given in the above form needs further elaboration in terms of
increased clarity and specification so that it becomes a fully developed constituent of set (in
terms of increased specification and clarity) and provides a basis for the formation of
‘differentiated’ (rather than ‘diffuse’) situational set adequate for the performance of
purposeful behavior.

In the version presented above impossibility of formation of set or performance of
behavior are regarded in terms of the problems related to the factors®. Below we touch upon
the relationship between the solution of the given problem and objectification.

As said above, behavioral problems may arise from the impossibility to form an
integrate set (situational set) due to inadequacy of the factors (the factors are not adequately
presented or reflected or are inconsistent with each other). The problem could also arise
when fixed set loses its functionality (the only possibility considered by Uznazde), i.e. the
loss of functionality by already integrate formation (e.g., inability to evoke and regulate
automatic behavior).  Solution of both problems will be considered below from the

perspective of Uznadze’s concept of ‘objectification’.

4 Another issue is the potential of ‘intensified’ or artificial factors created by thinking, volition and motivation,
involved in the second level of mental activity, to supply set with the needed impulses.

® The given article concerns the issues related to the objective factor and the role of cognitive functions in the
solution of relevant problems.



It is advisable to clarify that the function of objectification is to form an object having
the givenness/shape useful for further, additional reflection of the initial material obtained
through unconscious/set-driven reflection.

We could consider several general definitions of objectification: 1) Freeing reflection
of some object from subjectivity, emotionally loaded attitude; 2) Separating from something
(for example, separating the subject from the object) and gaining independent existence; 3)
‘Gaining external, objective existence by something subjective, mental’ (Kacasun, 2009), its
embodiment. In our opinion, the term ‘objectification’ is more relevant for interpretation,
which is a separate issue; 4) “The process of thinking through which sensations that arise as

subjective conditions, transform into object perception.” (MBun, 2004).

To analyze ‘objectification’ as understood in Uznadze’s works, we will focus on
arbitrarily isolated constituents and stages.

‘Objectification is a behavioral act ..." (/Dbsdg, gobHgmdol glodmwmyos, 2004), “The
individual’s fundamental ability to stop, terminate activity, pause...” (Ibid.). To be more
specific, here we mean stopping a behavior since Uznadze speaks about singling out a link
from the ‘chain’ of hindered behavior (another kind of ‘pausing’/stopping, relevant to
objectification, will be discussed below). In relation to the named ‘ability’, different forms of
pausing need to be singled out: a) Due to inadequacy of factors (insufficient reflection) set
cannot ensure purposeful progression of behavior. In this case pausing is a result of
inconsistency with adaptive tasks, objective circumstances rather than the subject’s activity;
b) Pausing is a product of inconsistency between sets. In general terms it is also the subject’s
activity, the use of the subject’s resources (the existing fixed set blocks/terminates the
formation of situational set, realization of set and behavior), but conscious involvement
/activity, i.e. the realization of ability, is not salient in this case, either; ¢) Through the
operation of thinking and willpower, the subject opposes a new, intentionally formed set, to

the current set and stops it by the newly formed set. We assume that only the latter could be



understood as the exercise of ability or the activity which is conscious and specific of human

being.

In parallel to different forms of pausing, it is necessary to discuss the ‘problems’ which
cause pausing and its versions and reasons. For this purpose it would be advisable to consider
the forms of objectification as suggested by Sh. Nadirashvili (bscoo®s830cr0, 1985, a3. 80). It
seems possible to further differentiate objectification forms of ‘social influence” and ‘Self as
presented by Sh. Nadirashvili and interpret their relationship if we assume that certain
dimensions of Self, i.e. norms and values internalized from culture and social environment
are reflected in fixed mental formations which is their form of existence (bss6godzoeo,
130gboMYOMo @S LOGYPEOMOO  EOL3MBOEOOO  BLodozMemo  FoMdmbsgdbgdol
WOHM0YONI0doMmgds, 2020). On the other hand, the objectification of Self and ‘social
influence’ are a product of joint action of regulatory and integrative forms or are the versions
of direct or indirect impact of social influence. It seems plausible that it is just the
objectification of Self which should be considered most relevant to the above-mentioned
‘pausing’ specific of human being, because it actually has the nature of the volitional act of
the personality.

We will discuss below the causes of ‘objectification of an object’ ¢ and the constituents
of the objectification process of the behavior performed at the first level of mental activity
(used and modified ideas of the following authors: D. Uznadze, Sh. Nadirashvili, A. Sherozia
(Ilepo3zus, 1978, a3. 42).

1) Hindrance of behavior, problems with the realization of set and behavior, which, in
its turn, is caused by the problem related to the factor of set which is deficiency of complete
and objective information; 2) Emergence of negative emotion and its signaling function (see

below); 3) ‘Noticing’ the problem which has evoked emotion (D. Uznadze); 4) Stopping and

6 ‘Self objectificatation is a different case where objectification could have the following reasons: a)
inconsistency between fixed set formations and situational set, or b) inconsistency between ‘motivating,
cardinal’ fixed formations and ‘stylistic, peripherial’ fixed formations.



‘bringing into one point’ (D. Uznadze), involuntary directedness of attention at what has
caused the problem; 5) Singling out the entity that has caused the problem from the
flow/’chain’ of events; 6) Making the object that has caused the problem into an independent
object; 7) Repeated directedness of set-driven reflection at the object. As we see from what
has been said above, there are no signs of the involvement of consciousness in the described
stages (differently from the idea that objectification implies the participation of
consciousness (see A. Sherozia). As for the involvement of consciousness, here we need to
consider the next steps in the entire process which do not involve objectification (if we try to
adhere to the framework of D. Uznadze’s theory), but rather the use of objectification results,
i.e. concentration on objectified givenness (any kind of attention) and directing it at
cognitive functions to obtain additional information. By using these functions, it becomes
possible to supplement the information obtained through insufficient set- driven reflection,
obtain and process additional information (e.g., thinking as a specific cognitive function
among other things provides information on causality and interrelationship of events, which
cannot be obtained through set-driven reflection). It is, actually, information about future,
whereas other specific cognitive functions are limited to present givenness. For a more
elaborate view on the relationship between D. Uznadze’s ‘objectification’ and J. Piaget’s
‘centration’ and ‘decentration’ (Piaget, 1960) see (650569033000, §. 305996 ©> .
MBHBsdol ©5dgbodg 369001 MOPOgOMNI0ToMINgds, 2022). Note that the meaning and
purpose of ‘decentration’ is the provision of maximum, comprehensive and objective

information.

In the second context, the essential version of ‘pausing’ is the following: The real
meaning of the concept (i.e. concept of objectification) (vHbsdg, 56{ymdol
RLoJmmyos, 2004, ag. 283) ‘the moment of pausing or stopping at something’, the
unstoppable life flow is ‘continuous switching from the realization of one set to another..." -

writes D. Uznadze. ‘In some cases the subject stops, pauses at an individual set and by doing



so terminates the attempt of its realization.” (Ibid. 282). In this case, Uznadze, obviously,
goes to the following issue: the set chain and the way it is broken into pieces. The question is
how the subject manages to stop at a condition or an unconscious formation which has not
yet become an object. This may be the reason for the parallel use of behavioral chain and the
chain of sets. In the latter case we can assume that an unsuccessful behavior, its hindrance,
evokes an emotion’,® a negative emotion which serves as a signal. It highlights the
givenness/fragment which caused the problem, attracts attention (voluntary and involuntary
attention will be discussed in a separate work) and requires pausing at the negative, at what
caused the problem. This means that at the given stage the reason for stopping is the problem
rather than directedness at the problem which starts with ‘bringing into one point’ and is
followed by directing oneself at the problem and involvement of cognitive processes.
Another point for discussion is a negative emotional tone caused by set itself rather than the
objective givenness that has caused the impediment which could be related to a)
inconsistency between an individual set and other sets, or b) inconsistency between the
components of set, which results in the impediment of the realization of set and experiencing
negative affect. Like interpretation unifies, interrelates and clarifies the following:
‘Objectification is solely pausing at any of our set conditions, at any piece of our experience’
(mB65d9g, gobHgmdols glodmeomaos, 2004, a3. 294). ‘It is repeated experience of something
which might become an object of our attention’, adds Uznadze. In this case Uznadze uses the
term ‘attention’ synonymously with concentration. The subject stops, but does not terminate
activity ‘to force oneself and re-experience what she/he has paused at...” (Ibid.). According
to Uznadze, we have to differentiate at least the following stages in the process: emergence of

problem, pausing, concentration on the problem, re-experiencing and making it into an

7Any feeling is related to activity: it is the experience of impediment of activity or its smooth progression’
(\Bbsdg, 9960836900L M39oero, 1988, 3. 53).

8 Objectification cannot be reduced to the emergence of hindrance or pausing of behavior. Pausing is the stage
preceding objectification and is caused by problem. In this case the problem results from inconsistency
between the current behavior and the desirable purposeful behavior or the feeling that the current behavior is
not promising and adaptation objective is possibly unachievable (this version of the occurrence of emotion is
also proposed by Uznadze), which is reflected by the emotion signaling this message.



object. The latter is understood as follows: “When bringing something into one point the
subject performs just this kind of pausing at what she/he has just experienced. [...] As if we
experience something which is given, experience reality as something existing outside us, as
something objective ... {i.e.}] we perform the objectification act which enables us to
experience something as given, as an object’ (ibid.).

When discussing this issue we have to remember that information about the object
(existing in the form of an ideal subjective image) already exists in the set thanks to the set-
driven ‘initial reflection’ (Uznadze). Set is a new integrate entity unreducible to its
components, a functional structure. Due to this, when a problem arises, behavior is hindered
(e.g., (a) behavioral chain or (b) chain of sets is broken’, or (c) an individual set loses
functionality, it becomes difficult or impossible to find and identify within the whole
formation the individual constituent directly responsible for the problem. With the above
taken into consideration, it is necessary to ‘dismantle’ the set during objectification and
separate its constituents from each other to correct the specific deficient constituent and fix
the problem. Apart from the repeated set-driven reflection it could be a) additional
involvement of cognitive processes to ensure further reflection of the objective factor in
order to obtain additional information; b) volitional and motivational effort directed at the
improvement of the subjective factor as a result of which further differentiation and
structuring of the set takes place!®. Objectification is pausing at ‘set - driven condition’ due to
insufficient differentiation of set (inability to regulate behavior), its decomposition and
further elaboration of the factor which caused the problem. We can assume that
objectification is the process contrary to the formation of set (organizing the subjective and

the objective into an integrate whole) which implies ‘dismantling’ of set into its constituents

% It is the case when the realization of a behavior or set is a precondition for the actualization of the next set as
the previous set provides the factor for the following. In other words, the function of ‘serving behaviors’ is to
provide material to ‘consuming behaviors’ (Uznadze).

1% This implies complete and adequate givenness of the factors — constitutents necessary for the formation of
situational set and the maintenance of their interrelationship (structured character) to ensure integrity and
individuality (differentiation from other possible conditions) of set. In the case of fixed set optimal structuring
implies the presence of all components and their compatibility.



the final objective of which is further structuring and differentiation of set through
elaboration and improvement of its factors.

When talking about ‘decomposition’ of an unconscious mental formation, it would be
advisable to consider the following: There are many definitions of “‘unconscious’, depending
on the theoretical approach and the author’s theoretical perspective. According to English,
H. B., & English, A. C. there are at least 39 meanings of the term (Craighead, 2004).
According to the prevalent definition of ‘unconscious’, it is ‘the part of the mind you are not
aware of (Matsumoto, 2009). Find below several definitions of the unconscious, which are
contextually closer to the research issue: ‘Inseparability of the reality image from the
subject’s attitude towards this image is revealed in a specificity of the unconscious which is
its insensitivity to inconsistencies and transtemporal nature...’ (Acmoinos, 1989); ‘A form of
mental reflection in which the reality image and the subject’s attitude towards this image are
not the object of special reflection since they represent and form an undividable whole’
(Kapnenko, 1998). The above mentioned undifferentiated wholeness of the image and the
attitude toward this image is caused by set-driven reflection which is the ‘subjective aspect of
reality reflection’ understood as follows: Not everything is reflected, but only what is related
to the subject’s actual need and/or to the situational set that is at the initial stage of formation
and/or to reactualized fixed set. “The unconscious is different from the conscious in that the
reality reflected by it merges with the subject’s experience, his/her attitude towards the
world, due to which, the actions unconsciously performed by the subject cannot be
controlled by any means; neither the results of these actions can be evaluated’ (ibid.). ‘Along
with the unconscious factors that elicit behavior (unconscious motives and sets)’ (I'purazos,
1999), one of the classes of unconscious manifestations is thought to belong to ‘operational
sets’!! and automatized behavioral stereotypes... which serve as a basis for automatized and
unintended {in our case ‘impulsive’, V.N } behaviors and which can be made conscious if the

subject unexpectedly encounters an obstacle while performing an automatized activity.’

I Mainly fixed sets.

10



(Kapnenxko, 1998). It is clear that the described situation is similar to the case of breaking the
Uznadze ‘chain’.

There is another issue to consider: If during objectification an object is separated from
the unconscious set-driven wholeness, this means that the givenness already reflected in the
set, the deficiency of which caused the problem, is repeatedly reflected (subjective image).
Stemming from this, repeated reflection of this givenness will only insignificantly improve
this kind of deficiency. In addition, initial givenness could be reflected in an assimilative way
(subjective interpretation) and an attempt could be made to reuse these data in order to put
set into operation again, which will not be productive in terms of adaptation. Therefore,
objectification of the givenness presented in set and its repeated reflection is not often
sufficient for adaptation purposes because of not being informative enough. In the cases
described above the problem that continues to exist provokes further actions so that the
subject reflects the reality again to obtain reliable and adequate information. This does not
mean that relatively accurate and specified previous givenness (for example, general
dimensions of the searched object) obtained through objectification is useless. This kind of
givenness provides a kind of orientation and indicates what needs to be searched for and
repeatedly reflected in the environment and in what direction. If the above is translated into
the terminology of Theory of Set this would mean that (a) need to solve the problem
(according to Uznadze ‘theoretical need’) provides the ‘subjective factor’ of set, whereas (b)
general information obtained through objectification provides the model of searched object
or the ideal ‘objective factor’. The set formed on the basis of like factors already serves as a
basis for the operation of conscious cognitive functions which serve the following purpose: to
obtain the factor useful for the renovation of set and formation of a new set.

We can state that set is ‘dismantled’ to reconstruct what has been experienced, correct
the gaps and further differentiate the factor which is achievable by obtaining the material
/factor useful for the formation of an adequate set. At the unconscious level of set-driven

regulation (within certain limits, e.g., within the limits of ‘latitude of assimilation’) the above

11



functions are served by assimilation and contrast!2. In case these are deficient (it is possible
to form set with the use of assimilated givenness but it cannot ensure purposeful behavior),
involvement of consciousness ensures the use of additional resources!®, which proves the

well-known statement on the synergic operation of conscious and unconscious regulation.

Conclusion

1) Behavioral problem, and, consequently, objectification need can be caused not only
by (a) loss of functionality of already existing integrate mental formation (fixed set), but also
by (b) inability to form set-driven integrate mental formation (situational set) due to the
deficiency of factors. In such a case, objectification (understood as separation of the subject
and the object) implies (a) subject — object separation when these two already exist within
the fixed mental formation and by the moment of repeated actualization of the fixed set, the
factors have already become deficient; (b) transformation of the deficient problem factor into
the object during formation of situational set. In both cases, it is productive to use D.
Uznadze’s term ‘objectification’ to explain behavioral problem and, also, describe the ways of
problem solution;

2) During objectification we deal with the process which is reverse of the formation of
set as a whole, i.e. decomposition of the structural integrity of set into its constituents and
experiencing each constituent/factor as an independent object. The applicability of the above
reasoning to both forms of set is proved by following: dismantling/breaking of ‘chain’
(whether in the case of behavioral chain or the chain of interrelated sets) which is discussed
by Uznadze in the context of impulsive behavior and only in relation to its underlying fixed
set, takes place also in the case of situational set because impulsive behavior is performed not

only on the basis of fixed set, but also on the basis of situational set. In the latter case we deal

12 While elaborating on these issues it would be advisable to consider ]. Piaget’s accommodation version of
objectification and Sh. Nadirashvili’s adaptive value of contrast illusion.

BBThe same is, actually, stated by A, Prangishvili (IIpauruursunu, 1978) and A. Sherozia (Illeposus, 1978, crp.
92) even though these authors do not emphasize the deficiency of the factor as the reason of objectification.

12



with the objectification related to individual/separate situational set rather than the chain
described above, and ‘decomposition’ could only mean the decomposition of the situational
set with initial structure into its constituents/factors and objectification of these factors;

3) If we take into consideration D. Uznadze’s viewpoint according to which the human
psyche (and, correspondingly, set) always implies the participation of consciousness, then we
should speak about the domain of set (first level of mental activity), where the unconscious
prevails, but consciousness is present to a lesser extent and ‘the level of objectification’
(second, conscious level of mental activity) where is observed increased involvement of
consciousness. Stemming from the above, it would be plausible if instead of understanding
objectification as a bridge or a switcher between the separate conscious and unconscious
spheres (which is in line with the well-known viewpoints according to which during the
emergence of adaptation problem a leap is made from unconscious to conscious regulation),
it is understood as the process of movement on a single mental continuum from low level of
consciousness to a higher level and as its instrument. During the process sharp transitions
might take place when, at a certain stage of movement, information about the object
obtained through an increased participation of consciousness unifies into a salient, separate
object, and represented in this way becomes experientially existent and accessible;

4) Assignment of a valence to the object by the subject (primary directedness at the
object) creates a two-way permanent channel through which the object enters the psyche
and relates to the mental formation (need, set), which has been assigned the valence and
ensures their future modification;

5) An important question is how it is possible to define the givenness which needs to be
objectified. Impossibility of the realization of set and unsuccessful behavior, their
impediment and the occurrence of tension result in negative emotions which serve a
‘signaling’ function for ‘noticing’ the problem causing unpleasant emotions. This makes the
givenness/fragment which caused the problem salient and involuntarily attracts attention

(in D. Uznadze’s works the relationship between objectification and attention requires

13



serious consideration). The above could answer the question what caused the problem, but
further objectification is needed to answer the question why this givenness became
problematic. The same approach could be used to describe the function of positive emotions
accompanying successful behavior;

6) As said above, objectification is a precondition for the improvement of the factors of
set. Consequently, it serves the differentiation of set to ensure the purposefulness of
behavior, i.e. successful adaptation. It should be taken into consideration that all the
operations related to objectification are performed through repeated reflection and
processing of information already reflected by set, which means that initial subjective
information undergoes additional reflection (in other words, an interaction between mental
and mental takes place). It is clearly a step forward compared to initial gaps, but this does not
mean that the reality which has been partially reflected due to the specificity of set-driven
reflection (e.g., Piaget’s ‘centration’ caused by the influence of set) will be now represented
in a complete form. But the thing is that adaptation problems arose not only because the
information obtained through set-driven reflection was not fully used, but also because set-
driven reflection was not able to reflect or adequately reflect the part of reality which was
necessary for purposeful behavior (interrelationship between objectification, centration and
decentration is discussed in (boso6M90d30o0, 5. 305591 S ©@. M Hbsdol Modgbody 36gdOL
MON0YJOHMT0IOMYDY, 2022).- ;

7) When an activity related problem arises, subsequent, repeated set-driven reflection
is not enough. It becomes necessary to perform reflection by new set. The latter, based on
the already existing, even problematic set, will involve a larger share of objectivity and
stimulate reflection through conscious cognitive processes. The new ‘set of theoretical
behavior’ serves cognitive purposes. This implies repeated and multi-aspect reflection of the
reality object (interaction of mental and non-mental) which results in the creation of a
renewed and specified object (its mental representation) on the basis of relatively objective

and minimally subjective (centered) information;
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8) Stemming from the above we could differentiate the following versions of
objectification: a) Transformation of a problematic givenness, already existing at the level of
set, into an object and directing at it set-driven unconscious corrective mechanisms; b)
Transformation of a problematic givenness, already reflected at the level of set, into an
object and its detailed repeated reflection with the involvement of consciousness; further
correction and differentiation of factors and already existing set; c) Repeated, additional
reflection of reality with the use of conscious resources, searching and making salient the
givenness relevant to the adaptation related task, its transformation into an object,
concentration on it and obtaining maximum information needed for adaptation which will
be used for the formation on its basis of a new set. These versions can be related to
assimilation and accommodation as defined by Piaget;

9) It is important for D. Uznadze’s theory that when discussing the synergy of
conscious and unconscious resources for adaptation purposes to consider (a) unconscious
nature of set formation, and, at the same time (b) in certain instances, the possibility of
providing the factors useful (able to evoke mental modification) for the formation of set with
the participation of conscious processes while organizing the factors into a set is maintained

as an unconscious process.

Bibliography

Bradley Rattler, Andrew M. Bailey. (2017). The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. (E. N. pect, Ed.)
Stanford, CA 94305-4115: The Metaphysics Research Lab Philosophy Department Stanford
University.

Craighead, W. E. (Mgc0.). (2004). The Concise Corsini Encyclopedia of Psychology and Behavioral Science
(3rd ed. 850.). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Matsumoto, D. (Mgco.). (2009). The cambridge dictionary of Psychology. Cambridge University Press.

Piaget, J. (1960). The psychology of intelligence. Paterson, N.J., Littlefield, Adams .

15



Prangishvili, A. S. (Ed.). (1978). The Unconscious: Nature. Functions. Methods of Study (Vol. 1 & 2). Thilisi:
Metsniereba.

Acmonos, A. (1989). @dunocogckuli aHyuKnoneduyeckuli cnosaps (2 353.). (C. ABepuHues, My.) M:
CoBeTcKa JHUMKNoneguma.

MpuuaHos, A. A. (1999). Hoseliwuli gpunocogpckuli cnosapb. MUHCK: KHUKHbIN [lom.

MBuH, A. (2004). dunocodua: dHUMKNONeANYEcKMiA cnoBapb. M.: Fapaapuku.

Nnbnués, 1. . (1983). dunocogckuli sHyuKknoneduyeckuii ciosaps. M.: CoBeTcKas sHUMKAONEAUS.

KapneHko, /1. N. (Mgco.). (1998). Kpamkuli ncuxonozuyeckuli cnosaps. Poctos-Ha-AoHy: « PEHUKC».

KacasuH, WN. (2009). SHyuknonedus snucmemonozuu u ¢punocoguu HayKk. M.: «KaHoH+», POOU
«Peabunutaumar.

Nektopckuin, B. A. (2001). HoBas ¢dumnocodcKas sHumMKknoneaus: B 4 1t. (B. CTénuH, Myc.) M.: Mbichb.

MNpaHrnwsunn, A. C. (1978). beccosHamenowHoe. lpupoda. ®yHkyuu. Memodsl uccnedosaHus. Tom |.
Tounucu: MeuHunepeba, 84-94.

Weposua, A. E. (1978). beccozHamenobHoe. lpupoda. PyHKyuu. Memodsi uccnedosaHus. Tom 1. (A. C.
MpaHruwenaum, My.) Tounncn: MeuHuepeba, 47.

08700dg, 0. (2013). 35dm33am93900 01gMmMnyam 3Logmanmansdn. cmdomabo: Carpe diem, 216.

bosMmgnd3znmao, 3. (1993). a56fymods s dmanmenbn. mdomabo,: obsy.

booafgndznmo, 3. (2020). @ogdLoMmyxdnmo o  LodysgonMmo ob3dmBogonmo  BLodosnmo
PomMmdmbogadbgoals yMornghdndsmongds. Ismomann a3bngmanmannmo gyMmbsenn # 1.

bosMmgndznmon, 3. (2022). 3. 30599L o . PBbodal MoBgbndy 36500L YMngModndsmogds.
Jsthormano 3bngmanmaonmo gnmbsann # 1,.

bonMmodznmmn, 3. (1985). a56fymonl 3Logmanmans  (bmgosanmmo  3sbfymos).  ocdogobo:
073b0gM70y, 56.

16b6sdg, 0. (1988). d560336700L M3gnman. "dsaby", #4, 53.

1%6sdg, 0. (2004). 356pymodnls az3bnFImanmans. ;mdagnabo.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7169-1107

16


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7169-1107

