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Abstract. Background. The nomothetic paradigm underlying most contemporary
psychological diagnostic methods is effective for identifying population-level regularities but
is fundamentally limited when measuring the unique properties of individuality that has
reached a high level of development. Standardised questionnaires based on comparison with
a reference group reduce individuality to a statistically variable profile dependent on sample
composition and fail to reveal the internal hierarchical organisation of properties specific to
a given individual. The absence of objective, reliable, and valid methods for measuring the
unique psychological properties of acme-subjects, individuals who have attained the peak of
personal development, results in their study remaining at the level of metaphorical
descriptions that do not permit verification. Objective. To develop and empirically verify an
idiodynamic strategy for the study of individuality that enables the identification of stable
hierarchical structures of psychological properties of a specific individual without reducing
them to group norms. Method. An implicative model of human properties (personality —
individuality — subject) and two complementary methods are proposed: experimental
introspection (paired comparisons method with registration of choice reaction time) and an
idiodynamic questionnaire with an open scale (assessment of property expression on a five-
point scale with response time registration). Four acme-subjects (aged 52—81 years, highly
qualified professionals) participated in the pilot study. Rank structures of temperament (12
properties), intelligence (4 properties), motivational (6 need groups) and emotional-
volitional (6 properties) spheres, life values (10 categories), and preferred activity domains
(14 categories) were assessed. Test-retest reliability was examined on a sample of 26
individuals with a 3—4-week interval. Results. Test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from
0.78 to 0.94 (p < 0.001) for all methods. Summary tables of rank structures with scores,
assessment time, and ranks demonstrate stable systemic patterns across all acme-subjects:
high temperamental activity (scores 4—5, time 5—9 s) with low emotional sensitivity (scores
1—2, time 14—23 s); dominance of acme-needs and self-actualisation needs (ranks 1-—2,
scores 4—5) over deficiency needs; low aggression (rank 6, scores 1—2) with high levels of
emotional-volitional regulation (scores 4-5); prioritisation of values of freedom,
responsibility, education, creativity and rejection of wealth and power as self-values (rank
10); dominant interest in human psychology (rank 1, score 5). Concordance between
phenomenological and psychometric data confirms the construct validity of the methods.
Conclusion. The idiodynamic strategy for the first time enables objective measurement of
stable hierarchical structures of individuality properties without reducing them to group
norms. The obtained data testify to the systemic organisation of the acme-subject as an
integral implicative structure. An acme-oriented revision of the concept of psychological
norm is proposed. The methodology corresponds to the post-non-classical stage of
psychological science and opens perspectives for the objective study of unique properties of
developed individuality.
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1. Introduction

The study of individual differences has
traditionally relied on the nomothetic
paradigm, which presupposes comparison
of individual indicators with normative
data from reference groups. This approach
has proven its effectiveness for identifying
population-level regularities and
differentiating groups by age, sex, or
professional affiliation. However, it
encounters a fundamental limitation when
studying the unique, non-replicable
properties of personality that has reached
a high level of development, what we
designate as the acme*subject. In
classical differential-psychological
research, the measurement standard is the
reference sample. The properties of a
specific individual are measured indirectly
through their deviation from group mean
values, expressed in sigma units.
Individuality under this approach is
reduced to a profile that inevitably
changes when the reference group
changes. The same individual may possess
multiple "individualities" depending on
the population with which they are
compared. Furthermore, the test-retest
reliability of standardised questionnaires
upon repeated testing of a single
individual is significantly lower than when
testing groups, indicating the influence of
situational factors, primarily social
desirability (Slobodskaya et al., 2006;
Volkova et al., 2016).

Three principal research strategies
have emerged in the psychology of
individual differences, differing in their
modes of data processing and
philosophical foundations (Volkova et al.,
2016). The nomothetic approach
(NDES) proceeds from the assumption
that causal assertions formulated on the
basis of studying one population are
applicable to other populations. The
individual is regarded as a totality of fixed,

and Empirical Verification

situation-independent attributes. The
assessment of personal traits is based on
statistical apparatus - the normal
distribution. Instead of describing the
ways in which an individual achieves
success, personal traits are reduced to a
single dimension on which individuals are
arranged according to their outcomes in a
series of comparisons. Strengths of the
nomothetic approach include
standardisability, data comparability, and
high statistical power when working with
large samples. Weaknesses include neglect
of the unique structure of individual
properties, dependence of results on
reference group composition,
susceptibility to social desirability effects,
and limited predictive validity with respect
to a specific individual (Allport, 1955,
2002; Cattell, 1986; Eysenck, 1993, 1995;
Stern, 1988, 1998).

The idiographic approach
(IDES) fundamentally differs from the
nomothetic in that it does not require a
sample and does not employ group mean
characteristics, correlations, or factors. It
enables the acquisition of data on the
uniqueness of a specific individual. In our
implementation, this is a modification of
the nomothetic method through extension
of the rank scale by inclusion of additional
qualitative evaluations (the open scale
method). Strengths of the idiographic
approach include focus on uniqueness and
depth of analysis of the individual case.
Weaknesses include subjectivity of
interpretation, difficulty of verifying
conclusions, and absence of standardised
reliability criteria (Frankl, 1990; Rogers,
1961, 1994).

The idiodynamic approach (IDDES) is
based on S. Rosenzweig's concept
(Rosenzweig, 1958, 2000) of the existence
of a stable internal implicit idiodynamic
organisation of psychological properties in
the human mind. This method represents

* The term "acme" (from Greek axun—peak, zenith) is used in the tradition of Russian acmeology to denote
the highest point of human development, the period of maximum flourishing of personality and professional

mastery (Bodalev, 1998).
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a modification of the idiographic
approach, where only one individual is
studied, and the scale is constructed on the
basis of qualitative pairwise comparisons
of specific characteristics of mental
resources. On the one hand, the
idiodynamic approach possesses features
of the idiographic, enabling study of the
uniqueness of personality and its
individual mental resources. On the other
hand, it retains the requirements of
reliability and validity inherent in
standard statistical systems for large
populations (Volkova et al., 2016). The key
distinction of the idiodynamic strategy lies
in the fact that property assessment is
conducted through comparison within the
individual psychological system (ipsative
method), rather than through comparison
with group norms, which minimises the
influence of social desirability and enables

identification of implicit
self-consciousness  structures.  High
test-retest reliability of idiodynamic

methods (rank correlation coefficients
0.75-0.92) has been demonstrated on
various samples (Volkova et al., 2016,
2017). The paired comparison procedure,
which forms the basis of the idiodynamic
method, has shown high test-retest
reliability in empirical studies; data
obtained from the same individual across
different expert systems revealed that the
idiodynamic method consistently yields
the highest reliability, whereas the
nomothetic method showed the lowest
(Rusalov, 2010; Volkova et al., 2018). The
method of paired comparisons itself is a
well-established measurement technique,
widely used in psychology and sociology
(Tolstova, 1998). The reliability and
validity of standardised tests are
fundamental concerns in psychometrics,
as discussed in detail by Krocker and
Algina (2010).

The problem of measuring unique
properties becomes particularly acute
when studying acme-subjects, individuals
who have attained the peak of their
development. Their psychological
organisation represents a unique,
systemically organised integrity that
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cannot be adequately described through a
set of deviations from group means. As
Maslow (1970, 1999) and Rogers (1961)

emphasised, the self-actualising
personality = represents a  singular,
internally congruent, dynamically
balanced system that cannot be
statistically = compared with  other
individualities. However, without

objective measurement methods, the
study of such individuals remains at the
level of metaphorical descriptions and
clinical observations which, despite their
value, cannot be verified and reproduced
in a rigorous scientific sense.

An additional theoretical difficulty is
the persistent ambiguity surrounding the
core constructs
of personality, individuality, and subject.
In Western psychology, personality is the
central organising concept; in the Russian
tradition, individuality and subject are
also foregrounded, yet their mutual
relations remain contested (Abulkhanova,
2002; Ananyev, 1980, 2016; Antsyferova,
2006; Brushlinsky, 1994, 2003;
Kloninger, 2003; Merlin, 1986, 2009;
Petrovsky, 1996; Rubinshtein, 1976, 2003;
Saiko, 2006; Sergienko et al., 2010). It is
unclear whether the subject is a
superstructure above personality or
individuality, and at which stage a person
attains the highest level — personal,
subjective, or individual.

Thus, the central problem addressed in
the present work can be formulated as
follows: how to conduct objective,
reliable, and valid measurement of the
unique psychological properties of
individuality that has reached a high level
of development, without reducing it to

normative-statistical constructs and
without reducing it to subjective
descriptions?

To overcome this contradiction, we
propose an idiodynamic strategy for the
study of individuality, integrating the
idiographic focus on the uniqueness of the
individual with nomothetic requirements
of objectivity, reliability, and validity of
measurement. The term "idiodynamic"
traces back to S. Rosenzweig's concept
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(Rosenzweig, 1958) of the existence in the
human mind of an internal implicit
organisation of psychological properties,
an idiodynamic structure that functions at
a pre-reflective, often unconscious level
and is not reducible to socially desirable
self-presentations. The unconscious
structures described by Jung (1994) allow
for the identification of "shadow" aspects
of individuality, and the concept of
implicit knowledge (Kelly, 1963; Mathews,
1990; Neal & Hesketh, 1997; Pavilenis,
1983) justifies access to pre-verbal layers
of mental experience.

The idiodynamic strategy is based on
the following theoretical premises: (1)
psychological properties of individuality
are organised in the form of a hierarchical
system (rank structure), where individual
properties are ordered according to their
degree of expression in a specific
individual; (2) assessment should be
conducted through comparison of
properties within the individual system,
rather than through comparison with
other people, which minimises social
desirability; (3) the idiodynamic approach
does not reject the nomothetic but
supplements it, offering methods that
permit study of unique structures with the
same degree of objectivity as group
differences.

To operationalise the idiodynamic
approach, we developed an implicative
model of human properties that describes
the  hierarchical = organisation  of
personality, individuality, and subject. The
model proceeds from the following
propositions: human properties are not
superposed upon one another but are
"embedded" within one another according
to the principle of implication — properties
of lower level are necessary components of
properties of higher level. At the initial
level of the model is located personality —
an integral socio-psychological formation
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whose core is value-meaning relations and
whose foundation is temperament, mental
processes, psychomotor functions,
abilities, and character. In our elaborated
personality structure, four levels are
distinguished: (1) temperament, mental
processes, and psychomotor functions,
directly influenced by innate
predispositions; (2) specialized abilities,
the foundational basis of intelligence, and
character; (3) value-meaning
relationships; and (4) experience,
knowledge, skills, and habits, connected
with culture. Temperament, mental
processes, psychomotor functions,
character, the foundational basis of
intelligence, and specialized abilities are
considered as "meta-characteristics" of
personality that determine stability and
trajectories of mental development
(Rusalov, 1979, 2012; Rusalov & Dudin,
1995; Rusalov & Naumova, 1999; Rusalov
& Manolova, 2005; Rusalov & Trofimova,
2007). This approach is consistent with
the views of Stern (1988, 1998) and
Eysenck (1993, 1995) on the key role of
temperament, character, and intelligence
in differential-psychological research. The
systemic mechanism for the formation of
meta-characteristics is generalization,
whereas the value-meaning sphere and
experience  are  formed  through
mechanisms of identification and
internalization (Mukhina, 2007; Vygotsky,
2005). The motivational sphere, according
to Maslow (1970, 1999), includes
deficiency motives and "being" motives of
self-actualization, @ with  the latter
dominating in acme-subjects. The
foundational studies of temperament by
Teplov (1985) and his school have
significantly influenced our
understanding of its biological basis. A
schematic  representation  of  this
hierarchical model is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.Implicative model of human properties (hierarchical structure): subject
implicatively includes individuality and personality; individuality includes personality
(social substructure) and the individual as organism (biological substructure); personality
is structured hierarchically from temperament and psychomotor functions to value-

meaning relations and cultural experience.

Individuality includes personality as its
social  substructure and individual
(biological) properties as its biological
substructure. In contrast to personality,
individuality always refers to a specific
person and encompasses both the social
(personality) and the biological (the
individual as an organism, including
genetic, physiological, and neurodynamic
properties). The interaction of the social
and the biological is realized through
temperament, which is both the lowest
substructure of personality and the
highest substructure of biological
organization (Rusalov, 2012). Our
understanding of individuality is
consistent with the views of Ananyev
(1980, 2016), according to which
individuality =~ captures not simply
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singleness but the highest form of human
organization in the unity of its diverse
attributes. Leites (1971) demonstrated that
essential properties of intelligence can
manifest already in childhood, providing
important insights into the development
of abilities.

The subject is the highest level of
development; it implicatively includes
individuality = and  personality and
represents an integral property of the
individual, characterised by capacity for
self-development, self-determination,
creativity, and social responsibility.
According to Rubinshtein (1976, 2003),
the main attributes of the subject are the
capacity for self-development, self-
determination, and self-improvement.
Brushlinsky (1994, 2003) emphasised the
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activity, sociality, and historicity of the
subject, while Abulkhanova (2002)
defines the subject as the highest form of
personality development. In contrast to
Merlin's approach (1986, 2009), which
reduces the subject to a subject of activity,
we consider the subject as an integrative
formation that stands above individuality
and personality. The mature subject (acme
subject) not only creates themselves but
also facilitates the creativity of others, acts
in the service of society, and performs the
function of a social standard (Rusalov,
2012; Volkova et al., 2017). Acmeological
maturity, in contrast to biological
(definitive) maturity, occurs after the
overcoming of an individual acmeological
threshold and is characterized by a
conscious striving for self-improvement,
creativity, and prosocial orientation
(Bodalev, 1998). The heterochrony of
development and the age-related
dynamics of mental functions have been
extensively studied, and the general
patterns of definitive maturation are well
documented (Craig, 2000; Kuchma et al.,
2002; Rushton, 1997).

The developed methods implementing
the idiodynamic strategy fall into two
groups: (1) experimental introspection
(paired comparisons) and (2) open scale
methods (idiodynamic questionnaire),
which differ from traditional Likert scales
in their allowance for assessing the "over
expression" of properties and in the
recording of response time.

Thus, the aim of the present work is to
theoretically substantiate and empirically
verify an idiodynamic strategy for the
study of individuality that enables the
measurement of stable hierarchical
structures of psychological properties of
acme subjects without reducing them to
group norms. We set the following tasks:
(1) to develop methods of experimental
introspection and open scale; (2) to
examine their test retest reliability; (3) on
a pilot sample of acme subjects, to identify
systemic patterns in the organization of
temperament, intelligence, motivation,
emotional volitional sphere, values, and
preferred activity domains; and (4) to
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discuss the possibility of an acme oriented
revision of the concept of psychological
norm, in which the norm is defined not as
statistically average behavior but as
prosocial, highly developed conduct
(Stepin, 2003).

2. Method

2.1. Design

The research was conducted in two
stages. At the first stage, development and
approbation of idiodynamic methods was
carried out on a sample of 26 volunteers
(both sexes, age 25—40 years). The
primary purpose of this stage was to
examine test-retest reliability and analyse
the influence of individual interpretations
of concepts on measurement results. At
the second stage, a pilot study of four
acme-subjects was conducted using the
final versions of the methods, with the aim
of identifying individual-specific rank
structures of individuality properties,
verifying concordance between
phenomenological and psychometric
levels, and formulating hypotheses for
subsequent research.

2.2, Participants

Approbation sample: 26 volunteers of
both sexes aged 25—40 years (13 males, 13
females) with higher or incomplete higher
education, without manifest
psychopathology.

Primary sample: 4 acme-subjects—
professionals who  have  attained
outstanding results in their field and are
recognised as such in expert communities.
Selection criteria included: (a) presence of
confirmed professional achievements
(state awards, recognition in professional
community); (b) age over 50 years
(presumed period of acmeological
maturity); (¢) capacity for reflection and
willingness to participate in extended
research.

Acme-subject 1 (A.S.1). Male, 52 years.
Retired police colonel, recipient of the
Order "For Merit to the Fatherland" II
degree. Has comprehensive education
(lawyer, economist, psychologist).
Currently works as a lawyer,
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simultaneously preparing for master of
sports qualifications in pistol shooting.
Professional biography includes
leadership of a unit that entered the top
ten units of the Russian Ministry of
Internal Affairs and participation in
special operations.

Acme-subject 2 (A.S.2). Male, 60 years.
Russian entrepreneur, specialist in
communications, telecommunications,
and information security. Built a business
from scratch without external investment.

Develops medical projects and
hippotherapy. Characterised by high social
responsibility.

Acme-subject 3 (A.S.3). Male, 81 years.
Doctor of Sciences, Professor, renowned
scientist, author of fundamental theories.
Continues active scientific work, generates
new ideas, participates in discussions, and
supervises students.

Acme-subject 4 (A.S.4). Male, 56 years.
Member of the Union of Photo Artists of

Russia. Creates artistic photographs
reflecting the worldview of a deeply
religious  individual and  patriot.

Specialises in photographing children,
landscapes, and working people.

2.3. Idiodynamic Methods:
Theoretical Foundations and Procedure

Idiodynamic methods are based on the
assumption that psychological properties
of individuality are organised in the form
of a hierarchical system (rank structure)
that can be identified through procedures
activating implicit levels of self-
consciousness. We developed two classes
of methods, differing in the mode of
obtaining rank structures but unified by
common principles:

(a) self-comparison instead of social
comparison;

(b) registration of temporal parameters
of response;

(c) computer presentation of stimuli
for standardisation of procedure.

Experimental introspection method
(implicit self-identification). This method
implements the paired comparisons
algorithm and is intended for identifying
rank structures of life values and special
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abilities. The participant is presented
sequentially on the computer screen with
pairs of characteristics (e.g., values
"freedom" and "wealth"). The task is to
select from each pair the characteristic
that is more strongly expressed in them
personally. Selection must be made as
quickly as possible and without prolonged
deliberation. Pairs are presented in
random order until each characteristic has
been compared with all others. For a set
of n characteristics, the number of
comparisons isn(n-1)/2. For each
characteristic, the number of selections
and mean selection time are recorded. On
the basis of the number of selections, an
initial rank scale is constructed; in the case
of equal numbers of selections, mean
selection time is used to refine the rank
(shorter time is assigned a higher rank).
The paired comparisons method under
time-deficit conditions activates implicit
levels of information processing, enabling
identification of the true hierarchy of
properties (Volkova et al., 2016).

Open scale method (idiodynamic
questionnaire). This method is intended
for identifying rank structures of
temperament, intelligence, motivational
and emotional-volitional spheres of a
person. The participant is presented
sequentially on the computer screen in
random order with descriptions of
properties. For each property, they must
assess the degree of its expression in
themselves, using an open scale with five
response options: 1 "not at all
expressed," 2 — "rather not expressed," 3

"moderately expressed," 4 "very
expressed,” 5 — ‘extremely or
exceptionally expressed." The time taken
to assess each property is recorded. The
rank structure is constructed on the basis
of scores; in the case of equal scores,
assessment time is used to refine the rank
(shorter time is assigned a higher rank).
The inclusion of the category "extremely or
exceptionally expressed" permits the
participant to mark properties they
consider unique to themselves, while time
recording serves as an indicator of implicit
significance (Volkova et al., 2017).
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Selection of property lists. For each
investigated construct, a list of properties
was compiled, relevant to the theoretical
model and differentiating acme-subjects.

Temperament was assessed by 12
properties reflecting three principal
spheres of activity (psychomotor,

intellectual, and communicative) and two
temperament substructures (activational
— ergonicity, plasticity, speed; and
regulatory — emotional sensitivity) based
on the temperament structure developed
in the school of B.M. Teplov and V.D.
Nebylitsyn (Rusalov & Trofimova, 2007;
Rusalov, 2012). The foundation of
intelligence was assessed by four
properties: general intellectual endurance,
flexibility, speed, and self-regulation. The
motivational sphere of a person was
assessed by six need groups (physiological,
safety, belonging and love, achievement
and recognition, self-actualisation, and
our introduced "acme-needs") based on
A. Maslow's hierarchical theory (Maslow,
1970). The emotional-volitional sphere
was assessed by six properties: will,
emotion recognition, emotion
management, emotional independence,
empathy, and aggression. Life values were
assessed by ten categories: wealth and
power, education, faith in God, health,
family, friends, hedonism, creativity,
goodness and justice, freedom and
responsibility. Preferred activity domains
were assessed by fourteen categories:
human psychology, legal and law
enforcement activity, teaching and
upbringing, physical culture and sport,
management and politics, industrial and
information technologies, military affairs,
medicine and healthcare, fundamental
and theoretical sciences, ecology and
nature protection, art and culture,
agriculture, domestic services, economics
and entrepreneurship.

Reliability Testing and Data Collection
Procedure

Test-retest reliability. All participants
of the approbation sample underwent
testing twice with a 3—4-week interval.
Between testing sessions, interviews were
conducted in which we attempted to
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modify participants' understanding of the
content of key concepts, enabling
assessment of the independence of results
from conscious changes in concept
interpretation.

Main study. The four acme-subjects
underwent the full procedure of
idiodynamic testing using all developed
methods. In addition, a free
psychodiagnostic interview of 1.5—2 hours
duration was conducted with each, during
which the most important biographical
events, achievements, and life orientations
were recorded. The interview was
conducted in a free manner, without a pre-
prepared plan, maintaining a trusting
atmosphere.

2.4. Evaluation Criteria and Statistical
Processing

For assessment of result concordance,
the following were used: (1) Spearman's
rank correlation coefficient between first
and second testing results (for test-retest
reliability examination); (2) qualitative
analysis of concordance between
phenomenological data (interview) and
idiodynamic testing results; (3)
comparative analysis of rank structures of
temperament and intelligence within the
framework of nomothetic research
previously conducted on a large sample.

3. Results

3.1. Test-Retest Reliability of
Idiodynamic Methods

Analysis of approbation sample data
demonstrated high test-retest reliability of
the developed methods. Spearman's rank
correlation coefficients between first and
second measurement results were: for the
experimental introspection method (life
values and special abilities) r = 0.78-0.93
(p < 0.001); for the open scale method
(temperament, intelligence,
character) r = 0.81-0.94 (p< 0.001).
These high coefficients were obtained
despite the interviews conducted between
measurements, in which we deliberately
attempted to change participants'
understanding of the content of key
concepts. This testifies that idiodynamic
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methods reveal stable implicit structures
not subject to conscious adjustment.

3.2. Summary Tables of Rank
Structures of Acme-Subjects

Below are presented summary data for
all four acme-subjects for each
investigated construct. Each cell indicates

three parameters: score (on a five-point

scale), mean

seconds),

assessment
and rank (the

smaller

time (in
the

number, the higher the expression of the
property in the individual hierarchy).

Higher

rank

(smaller

number)

corresponds to greater expression of the

property.

Table 1. Rank structures of temperament of acme-subjects (score / time, s / rank)

Temperament property A.Sa A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S.4
Psychomotor ergonicity 4/5.326 /2 3/5'843/ :;/ 10.048 / 4/6.271/2
Intellectual ergonicity 4/8.292/ 4 4/9.147/5 5/11.847 /1 4/9.523/ 4
Communicative ergonicity 3/9.490/8 j/ 8.523 / 3/9.911/6 3/12.064 /8
Psychomotor plasticity g/ 16.570 / 2/4.257/9 3/12.416 /9 4/13.959/5
Intellectual plasticity 3/9.244 /7 4/5.826/1 3/ 16.655 / 4/4145/1
Communicative plasticity 5/7.278 /1 g/ 6.506 / i)’l/ 20.927/ 3/7.581/7
Psychomotor speed g /13.946 / 461 /9.307/ g / 24.205 / ? 0/ 26.988 /
Intellectual speed 3/8.282/6 3/6.141/8 4/13.191/ 2 4/7.648/3
Communicative speed 4/7.761/ 3 ;/ 12.247 / g/ 14.028 / 3/6.568/6
E:ggi}i?vlﬁgtor emotional 11/ 14.508 / fo/ 5.223 / 32/ 21.270 / 1/5.842 /11
Intellectual emotional sensitivity i ({ 6.692 / i 2/ 9-886/ :130/ 17701/ 3/16.361/9
s(,::rf;liltl;\lzli?}i/cative emotional 1 2/ 23.434 / 11/ 7.967 / 3/11.853 /8 1/ 8544 /12

Across all acme-subjects, upper ranks
(1—5) are occupied by activity properties
(ergonicity, plasticity, speed) with high
scores (4—-5) and relatively short
assessment time (4 to 9 s). Lower ranks
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(9—12) are emotional sensitivity with low
scores (1—2) and, as a rule, longer
assessment time (14 to 23 s). This
indicates high temperamental activity
with low emotional sensitivity.
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Table 2. Rank structures of intelligence foundation of acme-subjects (score / time, s /

rank)

Intelligence property A.S.a A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S4
General intellectual endurance j/ 9438 / 2/8.198 /4 5/14.701 /1 3/13.813/2
General intellectual flexibility 4/7.922/1 3/9.555/ 2 4/18.101/ 2 g / 23302/
General intellectual speed g/ 8.588 / g/ 12.961/ g/ 18.504 / 2/12.573/ 4
General intellectual self- 4/7.955/2  4/8.141/1 4/27.781/4  5/34.499/1

regulation

The dominant intelligence property

(smallest rank) corresponds to
professional activity: flexibility for the
lawyer (A.S.1, time 7.922 s), self-

regulation for the entrepreneur (A.S.2,
time 8.141 s) and artist (A.S.4, time 34.499

s), endurance for the scientist (A.S.3, time
14.701 s). All four properties are assessed
highly (3—-5 scores). Assessment time
varies depending on the complexity and
significance of the property for the
individual.

Table 3. Rank structures of motivational sphere of character of acme-subjects (score /

time, s / rank)

Needs A.S.a A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S.4
Physiological 4/9.426/1 2/15.938 /3 1/25.103/5 2/10.861/5
Safety 2/13.106/ 5 1/5583/4 1/42.738 /6 2/8.879/3
Belonging and love 2/8.792 /4 1/8.861/5 2/17.413/ 3 2/10.489 /4
Achievement and recognition 1/11.315/6 1/9.956/6 1/20.660/ 4 2/21.487/6
Self-actualisation 4/16.061/ 3 4/7.379 /1 5/9.910/1 5/16.499 /2
Acme-needs 4/14.196 /2 4/11.848 /2 5/20.239 /2 5/13.768 /1

Acme-needs and self-actualisation
needs occupy upper positions (ranks 1—3,
scores 4—5) across all participants, with
relatively short assessment time (7-20 s).
Deficiency needs (safety, achievement,
physiological) occupy lower positions
(ranks 4—6, scores 1—2), with assessment
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time often longer (up to 42 s for A.S.3 for
safety), indicating their lesser implicit
accessibility. The exception (A.S.1,
physiological needs at rank 1) relates to
situational actualisation, but even in this
case acme-needs and self-actualisation
retain high ranks (2 and 3).
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Table 4. Rank structures of emotional-volitional sphere of character of acme-subjects

(score / time, s / rank)

Property A.S.1 A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S4

Will 4/16.706 / 3 4 /11729 / 2 4/27.677/ 4 5/10.361/1
Emotion recognition 3/26.100/ 4 3/13.983/5 4/17.462/ 3 5/11.748 / 4
Emotion management 4/12.428 /2 3/12.257/3 4/15.527/1 3/41.160/ 5
Emotional independence 5/17.407 /1 4/8.339/1 2/21.572/5 5/11.056 /3
Empathy 3/55737/5 3/13.721/4 4/17.374/ 2 5/10.572/ 2
Aggression 1/21.288/6 2/12.995/6 1/21.612/6 1/8.565/6

Across all acme-subjects, aggression
occupies the last (6th) rank with minimal
scores (1—2) and assessment time from 8.5

to 21.6 s. Dominant properties are
emotional-volitional regulation  (will,
emotion management, emotional

independence) with high scores (4—5) and
time generally shorter than for aggression
(with the exception of A.S.4, where

emotion management took 41 s, though
this is an exception). General pattern: high
level of regulation with low aggression.

Table 5. Rank structures of life values of acme-subjects (score / time, s / rank)

Value A.S.1 A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S.4
Wealth and power 4/9.514 /10 3/11.509 /8 2/14.594 / 10 1/4.163/ 10
Education 5/3.858/1 5/10.749 / 4 4/6.508/3 4/12.694/6
Faith in God 4/6.591/5 4/7.161/6 5/18.303 /2 5/3.932/1
Health 5/4.525/2 5/7.322/2 4/14.099 /7 3/10.868/9
Family 4/8.613/9 4/6.099/5 4/13.083/6 5/6.697/5
Friends 4/7.267/6 1/26.288 /10 3/10.749 /8 4/16.619 /7
Hedonism 4/7.476 /7 3/11.314 /9 3/15.611/9 3/6.768 /8
Creativity 4/7.823/8 5/8536/3 4/9.501/4 5/6.438/ 4
Goodness and justice 5/14.340/4  4/7.653/7 4/11.575/5 5/5537/3
Freedom and responsibility 5/12.153/ 3 5/6.079 /1 5/8.159/1 5/ 4.460/ 2

Wealth and power consistently occupy
lower positions (ranks 8—-10) with scores
1—4, with assessment time varying from
4.16 to 14.59 s. Values of freedom,

responsibility, education, creativity, and
justice occupy upper positions (ranks 1—5)
with high scores (4—5) and, as a rule,
relatively short assessment time (from
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3.86 to 14.34 s). For A.S.4 (deeply
religious), faith in God is at first place
(time 3.932 s). Notably, for A.S.2 the value
"friends" received rank 10 with very long

time 26.288 s, consistent with
phenomenological data (loss of friends in
business).

Table 6. Rank structures of preferred activity domains of acme-subjects (score / time,

s / rank)

Activity domain A.S.1 A.S.2 A.S.3 A.S.4
Human psychology 5/2168 /1 4/2373/1 5/16.165/1 5/1.869/1
Legal and law enforcement 2/2'430/ fl/ 3585/ :;/29'086/ L{ 6114/
Teaching and upbringing 5/2.509/3 3/2917/5 4/6.990/3 4/3.781/3
Physical culture and sport 5/2.845/ 4 g/ 5-340 / fl/ 17.902 / 3/2.478/6
Management and politics 5/2.843/5 3/4114/8 32/ 57917/ 12/ 2.331/
{:gllns(t)ll"i)a;igsd information 5/ 4111/ 6 i/ 6.949 / 4/8.007/ 4 3/1.651/5
Military affairs 5/ 4.198 /7 14/ 5431/ L{ 26.307/ i({ 1792/
Medicine and healthcare g/ 6.450 / 3/5'266/ 3/6.679/6 1/2175/ 11
Eéliggsgental and theoretical 5/9.341/9 i 3/ 3.857/ g / 28.934 / 3/3.179 /7
Ecology and nature protection ‘1‘0/ 2.975/ :12’0/ 5529/ 3/55'556/ 4/ 4169/ 4
Art and culture fl/ 3419/ 3/3703/7  4/9.485/5  5/1.942/2
Agriculture :1)’2/ 3.666 / 4/2.657/2 2/6.222/9 3/4.257/9
Domestic services :133/ 7-671/ 3/3410/6 1/8.901/13 ?é/ 3.462 /
Economics and entrepreneurship :134/ 8.864/ j/ 6.090/ fo/ 6.343/ i 3/ 3.658 /

Across all acme-subjects, first place is
occupied by "human psychology" (score 5)
with very short assessment time (from
1.869 to 16.165 s). Second ranks reflect
professional specialisation: legal activity
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(A.S.1, 2.430 s), agriculture (A.S.2, 2.657
s), fundamental sciences (A.S.3, 28.934
s—the scientist required more time to
assess their primary domain, which may
reflect depth of reflection), art and culture
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(A.S.4, 1.942 s). This indicates broad
interests with dominant humanitarian

orientation.  Assessment time for
uninteresting domains is often
significantly longer (e.g., for A.S.3,

management and politics—57.917 s),
which may serve as an additional indicator
of low significance.

Comparison of free interview data with
idiodynamic testing results revealed a high
degree of concordance across all four
acme-subjects: motivational orientations
(autonomy, social responsibility,
creativity) corresponded to dominance of
acme-needs; high morality and absence of
aggression  corresponded to low
aggression ranks; value orientations
(rejection of wealth and power) were
confirmed by rank structures; high activity
and low emotional sensitivity were
manifested in behavioural style; individual
intelligence profiles corresponded to
cognitive styles described in interviews.
This concordance serves as confirmation
of the construct validity of idiodynamic
methods.

4. Discussion

The principal finding of the present
study consists in the development and
empirical verification of an idiodynamic
strategy that for the first time permits
objective = measurement of  stable
hierarchical structures of individuality
properties without reducing them to group
norms. The experimental data obtained on
this basis, presented in the summary
tables with scores, assessment time, and
ranks, testify to the existence of a systemic
implicative organisation of properties in
individuals who have attained the highest
level of development, and confirm the
proposed theoretical model.

The fundamental distinction of the
idiodynamic  approach  from  the
nomothetic lies in the mode of
constructing the measurement scale. In
the nomothetic approach, the scale is
constructed on the basis of the distribution
of indicators in the reference group: the
individual result is interpreted as
deviation from the mean (in sigma units).
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This means that measurement is indirect:
properties are assessed not in themselves
but through their position relative to other
people. As shown in our previous work
(Volkova et al., 2016), the test-retest
reliability of nomothetic methods upon
repeated testing of a single individual is
significantly lower than when testing
groups, indicating the influence of
situational factors and social desirability.

Idiodynamic methods, by contrast,
construct the scale on the basis of
comparison of properties within the
individual system. The participant
assesses not how similar they are to others,
but which of their own properties is more
strongly expressed. This fundamental shift
in the reference point of measurement
permits:

1. Identification of stable hierarchical
structures. The  test-retest  reliability
coefficients of idiodynamic methods
(0.78-0.94) substantially exceed
analogous indicators for nomothetic
methods on the same sample. This testifies
that the identified structures reflect the
real organisation of mental properties,
rather than measurement artefacts.

2. Minimisation of social
desirability. In  forced-choice  paired
comparison situations with response time
registration, the participant cannot
consciously  control each  choice,
particularly when properties appear close
in significance. Shorter choice time is
interpreted as an indicator of higher
implicit significance of the characteristic,
enabling identification of structures not
subject to conscious adjustment. In our
data, assessment time for high-rank
properties is generally shorter than for
low-rank properties, confirming this
principle (see tables).

3. Study of uniqueness without loss of
objectivity. The idiodynamic approach
retains the requirements of reliability and
validity inherent in nomothetic methods,
but is oriented toward the unique
structure of properties of the specific
individual, rather than group differences.

The data obtained on four acme-
subjects demonstrate stable hierarchical
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organisation of individuality, which
manifests at all studied levels:
temperamental, intellectual, motivational,
value-based, and activity-based. This
organisation is not a random combination

of high indicators, but represents
a coherent system in which all
components are interconnected and

correspond to the theoretical model of the
mature subject. For example, high
temperamental activity in the intellectual
sphere (short assessment time, high score,
upper rank) is combined with high
intellectual property indicators and low
emotional sensitivity (long time, low score,
lower rank), creating a favourable
background for intellectual activity.
Dominance of acme-needs and values of
creativity and freedom (short time, high
score) is consistent with behavioural
manifestations of social responsibility and
striving for self-realisation.

Particular attention deserves the
identified dominance of acme-needs and
self-actualisation needs over deficiency
needs. This result confirms A. Maslow's
(1970) proposition that the personal
growth of the self-actualising personality
cannot be halted by unsatisfied deficiency
needs. Even in a situation of objective
actualisation of physiological needs (A.S.1
during intensive preparation), acme-
needs and self-actualisation retain high
positions (ranks 2 and 3). This indicates
that the acme-subject is characterised by a
special motivational structure in which
higher needs are not a superstructure over
lower ones but an independent system-
forming force.

The identified rejection of wealth and
power as self-values with dominance of
values of freedom, responsibility,
education, and creativity indicates that
acme-subjects are oriented not toward
external attributes of success but toward
internal, substantive aspects of self-
realisation. This is consistent with
conceptions of the self-actualising
personality as a person motivated not by
deficiency but by "being" values (Maslow,

1970).
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The dominant interest in human
psychology across all four acme-subjects,
regardless of  their  professional
specialisation, testifies that the mature
subject is characterised not by narrow
professional identity but by broad
humanitarian orientation. This may be
related to developed reflection and
capacity for understanding other people,
which is an important component of the
subject level of development.

Comparison of rank structures of
temperament and intelligence
demonstrated that across all highly
intelligent acme-subjects, upper levels of
the temperament structure contained
activity properties in the intellectual
sphere (intellectual ergonicity, speed, and
plasticity), while lower levels contained
intellectual emotional sensitivity. This
result refines the conclusions of our
previous nomothetic research:
temperament with high activity values and
low emotional sensitivity values acts as a
favourable predisposition for formation of
the foundation of intelligence.

The theoretical significance of the
obtained results lies in the substantiation
of the implicative model of human
properties, according to which the subject
(as the highest level) implicatively
includes individuality and personality but
is not reducible to them. Empirical
confirmation of this model consists in the
fact that all structures identified in acme-
subjects are coherent with one another
and correspond to theoretical
expectations: higher levels (subject level)
include and transform lower levels
(personality and individual levels).

The practical significance of the

developed idiodynamic methodology
extends beyond academic research. It may
be wused in professional selection,

psychological counselling, and coaching to
identify unique structures of mental
resources and develop individual
development programmes. In particular,
as demonstrated in our previous work
(Volkova et al., 2016), the procedure of
comparing candidates’ psychological
properties with those of a professional who
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has attained heights in their activity (the
individual standard) may be effective in
personnel selection.

Study limitations: The small sample (4
acme-subjects) does not  permit
statistically  generalised conclusions;
however, this limitation is compensated by
the depth of analysis of each case and
concordance of data across levels. The
criteria for selecting acme-subjects require
further operationalisation. The validity of
the methods requires cross-validation
using alternative approaches (expert
evaluations, longitudinal observations,
neurophysiological  correlates).  The
gender imbalance does not permit
conclusions about the specificity of
structures in female acme-subjects.

Future research directions include: (a)
expansion of the acme-subject sample to
include women and representatives of
different professions; (b) development of
formal criteria for acme-maturity; (c)
longitudinal studies to examine the
dynamics of idiodynamic structures; (d)
comparison of idiodynamic structures
with neurophysiological correlates (EEG,
fMRI) to confirm their biological
grounding; (e) application of idiodynamic
methods in professional selection and
psychological counselling practice.

5. Conclusion

The conducted pilot study enabled:

1. Development and  empirical
verification of an idiodynamic strategy
for the study of individuality, integrating
idiographic focus on the uniqueness of the
individual with nomothetic requirements
of objectivity, reliability, and validity. Two
methods were developed: experimental
introspection (paired comparisons
method) and an idiodynamic
questionnaire with open scale which
permit identification of rank structures of
individuality properties with minimal
influence of social desirability. The test-
retest reliability of the methods was 0.78—
0.94 (p < 0.001).

2. Substantiation of the implicative
model of human properties, in which
personality, individuality, and subject are
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considered as hierarchically nested levels,
with the subject (acme-subject)
representing the highest level of
development, characterised by capacity for
self-development, creativity, and social
responsibility. A model is proposed
describing the structural organisation of
personality from temperament to value-
meaning relations.

3. For the first time, using objective
methods, identification of stable systemic
patterns of psychological organisation of
acme-subjects (see summary Tables 1-6):
high temperamental activity (scores 4—5,
short assessment time) with low emotional
sensitivity (scores 1—2, long assessment

time); dominance of intellectual
properties with  profile specificity;
dominance of acme-needs and self-

actualisation needs over deficiency needs;
low aggression with high levels of
emotional-volitional regulation; rejection
of wealth and power as self-values and
dominance of values of freedom,
responsibility, education, creativity, and
justice; dominant interest in human
psychology regardless of professional
specialisation.

4. Demonstration that the acme-
subject is not a set of high indicators on
individual properties but an integral,
systemically organised structure, in which
all components are coherent with one
another and correspond to the theoretical
model of the mature subject as the highest
form of human development.

5. Raising the question of revising the
concept of psychological norm toward an
acme-oriented approach, in which the
norm is considered not the most
widespread but the highest, prosocial,
creative, and responsible behaviour
corresponding to the level of the mature
subject.

The developed idiodynamic
methodology opens new perspectives for
the objective study of unique properties of
developed individuality, enabling one to
move beyond the limitations of the
nomothetic approach and fully
corresponding to the conditions of the
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post-non-classical period of psychological
science.
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NanoanHaMuuecKkan crpaTerus uccjaeoBaHusA
VUHAUBUIYAJIBHOCTH: TEOPETUUECKOE O00CHOBaHNE U
IMIUpUYecKasa Bepupuranud

B. M. Pycanos & C. U. /TyouH
Hucmumym ncuxonoeuu Poccutickotl akademuu Hayk, Mockea, Poccus

AlGcTpakTt. AxmyasvHocmb. HomoteTmueckasa mapajurMa, Jiekam@as B OCHOBe
OOJIPIITMHCTBA COBPEMEHHBIX METO/IOB IICUXO0JIOTUYECKOH IMAaTHOCTUKY, 3ddeKTUBHA I
BBISBJIEHUSI HOMYJISAIMOHHBIX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH, HO NMPUHIUNHAIBHO OTpAaHUYEHA IpU
W3MEPEHUN YHUKAJIBHBIX CBOUCTB WHANUBHUAYAJIBHOCTH, JIOCTUTIIEN BBICOKOTO YPOBHSA
pasButusa. CraHJapTU3UPOBaHHbIE OIPOCHUKH, OCHOBaHHblE Ha CpaBHEHUU C
pedepeHTHON IPyNNol, peAyluupy0T UHAUBUAYAIBHOCTh K CTATUCTUYECKU N3MEHUNBOMY
npodWII0, 3aBUCAIIEMY OT COCTaBa BBIOOPDKU, W HE IO3BOJISIOT BBIABUTH BHYTPEHHIOIO
MepapXUUeCcKyl0 OpPTraHU3aIUI0 CBOMCTB WHUBU/IYAJTbHOCTU KOHKDETHOTO YeJIOBEKA.
OtcytcTBUe OOBEKTUBHBIX, HAZEKHBIX W BAJUIHBIX METOJOB M3MEPEHUS YHUKAJIbHBIX
MICUXOJIOTUYECKHUX CBOUCTB aKMe-CyO'beKTOB — JIHII, JIOCTUTIINUX BEPIINHBI JUUHOCTHOTO
pa3BUTUSA, — NPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO UX U3y4eHHE OCTAETCSA HAa YPOBHe MeTapopUUecKUX
ONMCAaHUU, He jolyckaiolux Bepudukanuu. I[eab. Pazpaboratb U 3MIUPUYECKU
BepuDUINPOBATh HAUOJUHAMHUYECKYIO CTPATErHI0 KCCJIEJIOBAHUA HH/IUBU/IYaTbHOCTH,
MIO3BOJIAIONIYI0 BBISABIATh YCTOMUHMBBIE HEPAPXUUYECKHUE CTPYKTYPHI MCHUXOJOTHYECKUX
CBOVICTB KOHKPETHOTO 4YeJjioBeKa 0e3 CBeleHUs WX K TPYIIOBBIM HopMaMm. Memod.
[MpennokeHa  WUMIUIMKATHBHAs  MOJEIb  CBOHMCTB  YejloBeKa  (JIMYHOCTh  —
UHIUBUAYAIHBHOCTh — CyOBEKT) U JIBa B3ANMOIOIIOTHSIOIINX METO/IA: SKCIIEpUMEHTaIbHAS
UHTPOCIeKUsA (MeTO/A TMapHBIX CpPaBHEHUU ¢ perucTrpanueil BpeMeHH BBIOOpA) U
UTMOTUHAMUYECKUU OIPOCHUK C OTKPBITOU IIKaJION (OIleHKa BHIPA’KEHHOCTH CBOMCTB 110
nATHOUTPHON IIKasie ¢ GUKcanrell BPEMEHH OTBETA). B IMMJIOTAXKHOM WCCIIE/IOBAHUU
NPUHSJIM YYaCTHE 4YeThIpe akme-cyObekTa (52—81 rofi, BBICOKOKBATU(PUIIHPOBAHHbBIE
npodeccronasnbl). OIEHUBAINCH PAHTOBBIE CTPYKTYpPBI TeMrepaMmeHTa (12 CBOMCTB),
UHTEeJIEKTa (4 CBOMCTBa), MOTUBAIUOHHOU (6 Ipynmn mOTPeOHOCTEH) M SMOIIMOHAIBHO-
BOJIEBOU (6 CBOMCTB) cep, JKU3HEHHBIX IeHHOCTEeH (10 KaTeropwii) U MpeAIoYnTaeMbIX
cdep nesarenbHOCTH (14 KaTeropuii). PeTecToBast HaJIEKHOCTH POBEPSJIach HA BEIOOPKE U3
26 yeJIOBEK C WHTEPBAJIOM 3—4 Henenu. Pegyavmamut. KosdduireHnTsl peTecTOBON
HAQJIEXKHOCTH COCTAaBWJIM 0,78-0,94 (p < 0,001) /i Bcex mMeTonoB. CBOJIHBIE TaOJIUIIBI
PAHTOBBIX CTPYKTYpP C Oa/UIbHBIMU OIlEHKaMH, BpEMEHEM OIleHUBAaHHUSA U PpaHTaMU
JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT yCTOMUYHMBBIE CHCTEMHBIE IMATTEPHBI Y BCEX aKMe-CyOBEeKTOB: BBICOKas
TeMIlepaMeHTAIbHAS aKTUBHOCTH (4—5 6aJJIOB, BpeMs 5—9 ¢) IPU HU3KOH SMOITMOHATbHOU
YyBCTBUTEJIBHOCTH (1—2 0asia, BpeMs 14—23 ¢); JOMUHHPOBAaHUE aKMe-TIOTPeOHOCTEH U
noTpebHOCTEH camoakTyanusanuu (paHru 1-2, 4—5 Oa/uioB) Hajx AedUIUTAPHBIMU
MOTPEOHOCTSIMU; HHU3Kas arpecCUBHOCTh (paHr 6, 1—2 06ajuia) MpU BBICOKOM YPOBHE
SMOITMOHAIbHO-BOJIEBOU peErysAnuu (4—5 OaslyIoB); IPHOPUTET IIEHHOCTEH CBOOOJIBI,
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, 0Opa30BaHMs, TBOPUYECTBA U OTBEpKeHHE OOraTrcTBa M BJIACTH KaK
caMOILIeHHOCTH (10-1 paHr); IOMUHUPYIOIIUN UHTepeC K IICUXO0JIOTUU YesloBeKa (1-1 paHr,
5 o6amio). CorsacoBaHHOCTh (DEHOMEHOJIOTHYECKUX U IICUXOMETPUUYECKUX JIAHHBIX
MIOATBEPIK/IAeT KOHCTPYKTHYIO BIUHOCTb METOZOB. 3akatoueHue. VlamoanHaMudeckas
CTpaTerusi BIIEPBbIE€ II03BOJIsIET OOBEKTHBHO H3MEPATHh YCTOUYMBBIE HEpPAPXUUECKHE
CTPYKTYPbl CBOWCTB WH/IMBUJIyaJIbHOCTH, HE PeAYHHUPYysd HX K TPYIIOBBIM HOpPMAaM.
[TosmyueHHble [JaHHBIE CBHUETEIBCTBYIOT O CHCTEMHOM OpraHU3alUU  CBOMCTB
VHIUBUAYAJIBHOCTH aKMe-CyObeKTa KaK I[eJIOCTHOM UWMIUIMKAaTUBHONU CTPYKTYPHI.
[IpeyioxkeH axkMe-OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIA IEPECMOTP IOHATHA IICHUXOJOTUYECKOH HOPMBIL.
MeT0/107I0THs COOTBETCTBYET IMOCTHEKJIACCUYECKOMY 3TAIly Pa3BUTUSA ICHUXOJIOTHYECKOU
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HAYKd U OTKPBIBAET IMEPCIEKTHUBBI JJisi OOBEKTHBHOTO H3yUYEHHs YHUKAJIbHBIX CBOHCTB
Pa3BUTON UHAUBU/TYAJIBHOCTH.
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caMOaKTyaTh3aIus

Nuadopmanus 06 aBTopax

Baagumup MuxaiioBuu PycayoB, JOKTOp IICHXOJIOTHYECKUX HayK, mpodeccop,
IJIAaBHBIN HAYYHBIH COTPYAHUK JIAODOPATOPUM TICUXOJIOTHH CIHOCOOHOCTEH M MEHTATbHBIX
pecypcoB uMm. B.H. [IpykuHuHa, MHCTUTYT IICUXOJIOTUH PocCUICKOU akKajeMUu Hayk;
Mocksa, Poccust; https://orcid.org/ 0000-0003-1581-5299, e-mail: rusalovvm@ipran.ru

Ceprein IBanoBu4 /{y{uiH, KaHIUJAT IICUXOJOTHYECKUX HAYK, aCCOIMHUPOBAHHBIN
COTPYAHHK JIa0OPAaTOPUU IICUXOJIOTUU CIIOCOOHOCTEH M MEHTaJIbHBIX pecypcoB uMm. B.H.
JpyxkuHnHa, THCTUTYT IIcuxosioruu Poccuiickoit akajieMun Hayk; MockBa, Poccnst; e-mail:
metaprocessor@gmail.com

Authors Information

Vladimir M. Rusalov, Doctor of Sciences (Psychology), Professor, Chief Research
Fellow, V.N. Druzhinin Laboratory for Psychology of Abilities and Mental Resources,
Institute of Psychology, Russian Academy of Sciences; Moscow, Russia;
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1581-5299; e-mail: rusalovvm@ipran.ru

Sergey I. Dudin, Ph.D. (Psychology), Associate Fellow, Druzhinin Laboratory of
Psychology of Abilities and Mental Resources, Institute of Psychology of the Russian
Academy of Sciences; Moscow, Russia; e-mail: metaprocessor@gmail.com

Citation: Rusalov, V. M. & Dudin, S. I (2022). Idiodynamic Strategy for the Study of
Individuality: Theoretical Justification and Empirical Verification. Natural Systems of
Mind, 2(4), 20—48. doi: 10.38098/nsom_2022_02_04_02

Received 06.09.2022
Accepted 22.12.2022
Published 30.12.2022

48


mailto:rusalovvm@ipran.ru

