SOME TOPICAL ISSUES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE METHODOLOGY
Nowadays, psychological science, although not in a state of open methodological crisis as in the early twentieth century, but is characterized by a number of unresolved issues in the field of psychological research and cognition methodology. The existing methodological principles, formulated within different scientific schools, of course, make it possible to understand the content of the mental, to reveal the patterns of personality formation and its activities or communication, but reflect scientific, philosophical and methodological positions that are somewhat opposite. The modern psychological science methodology is diverse, such that it involves multiparadigm in the interpretation of psychic content. At the same time, today's current demands from production, education, upbringing, marketing and other areas of practice to psychological science, if they do not require it to have a single synthesized methodology, then actualize the need to harmonize the methodological positions of different schools. Therefore, this highlights the need to consider the prospects for the modern psychological science methodology development.
In fact, the situation regarding the methodology that has developed in the current psychological science reflects the formulated L.S. Vygotsky problems of this field of science in the early twentieth century, reflecting its being in a state of methodological crisis. As noted by T.V. Kornilova, S.D. Smirnov [1], in modern methodological works, the state of psychological science is assessed as pre-paradigmatic (the only paradigm has not yet been developed), and as multi-paradigmatic. The last variant presupposes a fundamental multiplicity of psychological concepts – pluralism of scientific ideas – due to the multilevel mental and irreducibility of all psychological realities to the description within a single explanatory principle. But the concept of crisis continues to be used, because behind it is dissatisfaction with the lack of a single general psychological theory. This is both pre-paradigmatic and multi-paradigmatic nature of psychological science, in fact, creates a methodological pluralism, a plurality of explanations of the mental content.
L.S. Vygotsky, describing options for the psychological science crisis exit, identified the following psychology prospects and problems.
First, it is a problem of inconsistency between the direct «given» of psychological knowledge to personality and the indirect nature of scientific knowledge, "burdened" by constructs and concepts. Criticizing the phenomenological method, L.S. Vygotsky primarily opposed the illusion of the direct «given» of psychological knowledge and the irrational way of its acceptance.

Secondly, it is the dependence of objective knowledge on the personality inclusion in the process of experience data obtaining, or the construction of psychological reality in the course of its study. One of the variants of this topic is the reflection of those meta-approaches (as the theoretical psychology prerogatives) and new paradigms in which psychological theory seeks an empirical basis and which are overcome by formulating new tasks of psychological research.
Third, it is the idea that sounded in the late twentieth century –to unite if not theories, then the mental efforts of psychologists, standing on different theoretical platforms. Dialogue of existing approaches in order to reach the desired "inseparable unity" – a way to recreate the lost in the Soviet period, the mental space in domestic psychology. If we take into account that with the change of paradigms the criteria of what is considered scientific and what is unscientific change, the question arises how to compare theories written within different paradigms. This means that paradigms and theories differ in the way the subject is distinguished, and by research methods (subject-sensory) activities of the psychologist.
Fourth, it is no coincidence that today the question of the communicative function of the methodology of psychology is raised. As T.V. Kornilova, S.D. Smirnov says [1], the following amendments are important here: 
1) it should not be about communication methodologies, but about communication between members of the scientific community. And they act not only as carriers of a certain "professional" picture of the world, but also as people who reflect, and therefore are capable of intellectual coverage and those "psychologies" whose positions they do not share;

2) the communicative function can be performed by those theories, the development of which promotes the psychological knowledge integration. It is in this vein that it is important for foreign researchers to turn to the cultural-historical concept.
Thus, the overcoming the crisis in psychology problem historical and psychological context can be reformulated into the psychology methodology context, really absorbs the achievements of previous periods, but does not limit its horizons to the achievements of one methodological direction, and provides a world of open theories. This openness is included in the characteristics of any thorough theoretical and empirical research, because a good scientific work always involves a comparison of the data obtained by a psychologist from the standpoint of other theories.
Assessing the state of modern psychological science, we can say that formulated more than 100 years ago by Vygotsky methodological problems to this day remain unresolved despite the significant accumulation of empirical data, developed methodology within different scientific and psychological approaches, and so on. In particular, the problem of psychological scientific cognition objectivity or subjectivity, its burden of categories and constructs, scientist’s change of reality in the cognition process (according to given theoretical constructs), lack of dialogicity in methodologies of different scientific psychological schools, remains unsolved.
Particular importance in the light of current psychology methodological problems are issues of dialogicity and the research results large number presence in psychology in the absence of common methodological positions of its understanding. Regarding the content of these problems, we can note that the dialogicity principle is becoming increasingly important in epistemology, the understanding psychological phenomena methodology. In particular, in this context we are talking about the need for different scientific schools dialogicity, and the need for communication between different sciences in understanding the content of the psychic at a higher – synergistic – level, and the dialogicity between different aspects of the psyche in ontogenesis, activities, social phenomena. It is clear that the dialogicity phenomenon acquires different meanings and interpretations in these perspectives, but the overly important role of dialogicity in the understanding of the mental is obvious, because, as noted by Z.S. Karpenko [2], only under the condition of dialogic interaction, the presence of a constant double reflection, human consciousness can become integral and formed. However, the question of such dialogicity implementation remains open – as to how to implement the dialogicity of scientific approaches, dialogicity in the content of the psychic, and so on at a qualitatively high level. Therefore, the implementation of the dialogicity principle is an important methodological perspective.
At the same time, the author made an attempt to analyze indicators of dialogic consciousness of youth, which are part of informal associations, which showed a multifaceted system of connections and correlations between the structuring of social space in subcultures, interaction within subculture ideological content activity and young persons consciousness content and structural characteristics. In this case, dialogicity acted as an essential characteristic of value-meaning consciousness, which allowed adolescents to integrate the ideals of the subculture through its "semantic patterns" by conducting timeless and non-spatial dialogue between one adolescent and subculture ideas in general, not just its followers (V.A. Lavrinenko [3]).
As D.M. Borsboom, J. Dalege notice [4] an modern psychological science urgent problem is the development of interpretive schemes for analyzing the results of empirical research. In particular, they consider a complex system of connections between the theory, the phenomenon under study and empirical data, which is realized through the mechanisms of explanation and generalization. At the same time, analyzing a large number of relevant studies, we can note the general trend today to describe a large number of narrowly specialized psychological research studies without providing them with qualitative analysis and interpretation. Using the explanation of D.M. Borsboom, J. Dalege [4] can be noted that scientific data and theory and phenomenon in this area are disparate, as the description of research data increasingly takes the form of presenting large amounts of statistics, representations in the form of averages, variances, without providing such numerical patterns of qualitative interpretation. However, the provision of quantitative indicators to describe the severity of various psychological phenomena is not the purpose of psychological research, which should establish certain patterns or mechanisms, and not just state the presence or absence of certain characteristics, relationships in a particular group.
Therefore, the current psychological science problems can be defined as the need to solve classical methodological problems of knowledge subjectivity, change reality in the process of scientific knowledge, and the implementation of dialogicity in the psychology methodology, solving the empirical data and their interpretation in terms of scientific psychological theories and concepts consistency problem.
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