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Abstract
The article proves that semantics in social research is a category subject only 
to contextual and situational analysis and further contextual filling with 
meaning through actors’ situational communication. The article considers the 
category ‘system of actor’s individual paradigms’, which is presented here as 
an attribute of social communications. Using this category (taking into account 
current expectations of the actor, current preferences of the for all actors, 
as well as actors’ current anticipated intentions for each actor involved in 
communication), we examined the mechanisms of preparing two actors for the 
future communication. The assumptions made in the article as for limitations 
of the behavioral freedom of actors, preparing for communication, allow us to 
focus on proving the relevance of the hypothesis that the system of individual 
paradigms of the actor is a tool with which actor contextually and situationally 
cognizes the world and reflexively interacts with it. We reveal that in the 
conditions of interdisciplinary research, when ontological and methodological 
‘norms’ of a particular scientific discipline are not constructive enough, which, 
in turn, leads to mixing and distortion of the methodology and ontology of 
various scientific disciplines, the choice of abduction as a methodological 
research tool seems quite justified. The results of the research, conducted in 
the article by means of abduction (as a methodological research tool) confirm 
the relevance and validity of the hypotheses put forward in the article. The 
results of the research conducted in the article specify the situational-contextual 
mechanisms that are used in preparation for communication between two actors 
with the aid of a system of each actor’s individual paradigms, and taking into 
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account actors’ current expectations, actors’ current preferences, as well as the 
current anticipated intentions of each actor. We also confirm the importance 
of mandatory use of the adjective ‘current’ for the correctness of the study of 
actors’ communications, since it really concretizes the actual semantics of the 
paradigms used by actors (in preparation for communication) for their relevant 
consideration in the research conducted in the article.

Keywords
Actor, actor’s system of individual paradigms, actor’s expectations, actor’s 
preferences, actor’s anticipated intentions, communication, situational 
contextuality.

Introduction
When studying the mechanisms of behavior of social systems, an important 
contribution to the relevance of such a study is to take into account the social 
aspects of such systems. A famous French sociologist P. Bourdieu writes that one 
of the most important aspects of sociology nowadays should be the sociology of 
perception of the social world to explain the processes of constructing reality 
through social construction (Bourdieu, 1990: 132).

As the analysis of the research results has shown, the essential attributes of 
social processes are (from the point of view of the relevance of research on the 
actors’ perception of the social world): ‘actors’ expectations’ (An et al., 2018; 
Kuχinskas, Peters, 2018; Kussy, 2018, 2021; Mlambo, 2012; Pesaran, Weale, 
2005), ‘actors’ preferences’ (Beshears et al., 2007; Freeman, 2013; Kussy, 2018; 
Samuelson, 1948) and ‘actors’ intentionality’ (Frolov, 2013; Freeman, 2013; 
Gallagher, 2012; Jacob, 2014; Krueger, 2018; Searle, 1983).

The use of such attributes of social processes entails the necessity of 
taking into account such attributes of social life, in relevant study of society, 
as ‘situationality’ (for more information about the meaning of situationality in 
social studies see in Baranovsky et al., 2019; Clancey, 2008; Kussy, 2021; Milton 
et al., 2005) and ‘contextuality’ (for more information about the meaning of 
contextuality in social studies see in Habermas, 1984, 1987; Kasavin, 2005; 
Kussy, 2021; Popov, 2016; Shmerlina, 2009; Yelkina et al., 2019; Simons et al, 
2021; Darong, 2022; Sumskaya, & Solomeina, 2022).

The methodological tool of the proposed study is abduction. The category 
‘abduction’ was introduced into the scientific lexicon by C. S. Peirce in 1930s: 
‘Abduction is the process of forming an explanatory hypothesis. It is the only 
logical operation which introduces any new idea; for induction does nothing but 
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determine a value, and deduction merely evolves the necessary consequences 
of a pure hypothesis’ (Peirce, 1931–1935). Therefore, in the conditions of 
interdisciplinary research, when the ontological and methodological ‘norms’ 
of a particular scientific discipline are not constructive enough, which, in turn, 
leads to mixing and distortion of the methodology and ontology of various 
scientific disciplines, the choice of abduction as a methodological research tool 
seems quite justified.

the system of individual paradigms 
of an actor as a scientific category
The System of Individual Paradigms of an actor (hereinafter referred to as 

SIP) is a set of subjective semantically categorized objects, subjects, processes and 
causal relationships between them (SIP paradigms), which, based on the actor’s 
personal experience, acquires the character of the actor’s current subjective 
experience, knowledge, skills and abilities (including socially significant 
experience, skills and knowledge acquired by the actor that fit into his personal 
set of paradigms). In this definition, the category ‘paradigm’ means a certain 
set of current concepts or thinking patterns, as well as the mechanisms of the 
actor’s actions, including theories, research methods, postulates and standards, 
mechanisms according to which subsequent constructions, generalizations and 
experiments are carried out by the actor.

At the same time, the current processes of formation and transformation 
of SIP are influenced not only by the the actor’s current communications with 
the outside world, but also by the current endogenous factors that determine 
the actor’s personality (mentality, culture, psychotype, genetics, skills and 
abilities acquired during the development of the actor, etc.). In this sense, SIP 
is the current set of actor paradigms (individual ‘images-results’ of the actor’s 
subjective cognition of the particular object’s semantic and applied essence, 
process or phenomenon acquired during the actor’s development), which the 
actor operates in the current cognition’s processes of himself and the surrounding 
world (including through apperception: the category ‘apperception’ introduced 
into the scientific lexicon by Leibniz (1989) and means the dependence of any 
new perception on the actor’s previous life experience and his psychological 
state at the time of perception). At the same time, the paradigms themselves 
that are part of SIP can be transformed over time, both semantically and by the 
number of paradigms in the current set of SIP.

The individual-subjective nature of SIP allows, among other things, not only 
to explain such phenomena in society as dissent, deviance and delinquency, but 
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also allows us to understand the origin of the phrase ‘everyone has their own 
truth’: just a different SIP allows you to formulate different sentences that are 
‘similar to the truth’. The SIP of such ‘truth-lovers’, who put the meaning they set 
into the phrases they generate, is the basis for the formation of modern fakes, as 
well as distortions of historical righteousness that are now popular in the world. 
In such cases, SIP can be considered as a generator of subjective-individual 
interpretation of the meaning of processes or phenomena.

Comparison of the actor’s system of individual paradigms 
with similar categories
It should be noted that SIP as a category is semantically different from the 

habitus of Bourdieu (Bourdieu, 1980, 1998), at least in the following aspects. 
First, according to Bourdieu (1998), habitus is a principle that generates and 
organizes the practices and representations of an actor, which, although they 
may be objectively adapted to the goal, however, do not imply a conscious focus 
on it and the indispensable mastery of the necessary operations to achieve it by 
the actor. In other words, habitus, being an instrument of cognition, manifests 
itself only in the actors’ communications and only through them. In these 
communications, the habitus is actualized, and the focus of the habitus’s action 
is determined only by the semantics of the actors’ communication processes 
with other actors and the actors’ adaptation to the society in which he functions. 
At the same time, systemic causality can be investigated using habitus only in 
the context of communicative expediency shared by members of the community 
of commuting actors, as noted in (Gutner, 2008), and the essential meaning of 
an object, process or phenomenon (as well as causality determining this natural 
meaning) in the case of searching for it using habitus is the result of reflexive 
iterations in the communication of actors and after approval of its semantics 
by members of the community of commuting actors. In this case, the resulting 
interpretation of the semantics of an object, process or phenomenon seems as 
if it is ‘imposed’ on the community of commuting actors by habitus (with the 
universal consent of all actors included in this community). Perhaps that is why 
the social practices formed by habitus eventually cease to be adequate to the 
actual reality, as noted in (Gutner, 2008; Baychik, 2023).

Therefore, only with the help of habitus as a category applied exclusively to 
social communications  it is difficult to explain the mechanisms of heterogeneity 
and heteromorphism of the formation or transformation of expectations and 
preferences of a particular actor about the future development of the current 
situation in society, associated with the implementation (expectations and 
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preferences) of the actor’s current social functions and the planning of the 
actor’s future social actions in this community.

While the actor’s SIP is a single-piece, individually subjective product, it 
is at the same time an instrument of the actor’s cognition of reality. Some of 
the SIP paradigms may never be used by the actor, neither in his individual 
practice nor in intersubjective communications of actors: such paradigms are 
used by the actor only in the processes of formation and transformation of the 
essential semantics of other paradigms from the set of SIP. Causality, which 
is investigated and manifested with the use of SIP can be abstracted from the 
context of the situation and used by the actor in relation to other social situations 
with contextual application of SIP paradigms. As for the essential meaning 
of the subject, process or phenomenon analyzed during the formation of the 
preferences and expectations of the actor, it directly (contextually) follows from 
the semantics of the paradigms included in the SIP of a particular actor.

Habitus should be considered as a kind of system of social institutions, much 
more inertial in relation to the possibility of systemic changes than SIP, which can 
be transformed quite dynamically. There is simple explanation: the processes of 
formation and change of the social institutions’ system (this system is objectified 
and incorporated within a certain social group) require agreement among all the 
actors / members of the group that determine (normalize), not only the mechanisms 
of such processes, but also their semantics (whereas this coordination requires 
additional time); while the processes of formation and change of SIP are controlled 
by the will of only one actor. In this sense, SIP can be a source of opportunistic or 
even deviant behavior of an actor (in relation to the habitus of the community in 
which this actor belongs). Let us recall at least the example of N. Copernicus and 
his heliocentric concept, which was born in spite of all the dominant habituses at 
that time. Habitus in the situation with Copernicus is an instrument of institutional 
counteraction to the emergence of new “Copernicuses”.

Second, there may also be analogies of the CIP with Husserl’s noems 
(Husserl, 1977). This is how Krueger describes Husserl’s noematics (see 
Krueger, 2018): ‘For Husserl, the intentionality’s structure can be analyzed into 
two components: an object intended by consciousness (noema), and a conscious 
act that intend the object (noesis). In other words, noema chooses the object 
side of the intentional relation (i. e., what is given to consciousness), whereas 
noesis chooses the subject side (i. e., how “what” is given to consciousness). For 
example, if I remember the front door of my grandmother’s house, noema is the 
door that I remember; this is what appears before consciousness. Noesis is the 
act of remembering; it is how the door becomes accessible to consciousness.’
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Thus, Husserl’s noematics is intentionally connected with consciousness and 
conscious acts. While in SIP there are not only paradigms that make it possible 
to isolate the door of the grandmother’s house from the outside world, but also 
paradigms that ‘know’ how to open this door: which mechanisms in the body 
and which paradigms from SIP need to be activated in order for the door of the 
grandmother’s house to open.

Third, as for the category ‘Umwelt’, introduced into the scientific lexicon 
by the Estonian Philosopher J. von Uexkχll (Uexkχll, 1909), the Umwelt for its 
carrier (in this case, the actor) is everything that is a signal for him to act and 
carries meaning. As Knyazeva (2013) writes, ‘A person’s Umwelt is a world that 
is created by a person depending on his bodily, mental, activity organization, it 
is an environment that is actively being built by him, which builds him himself.” 
Thus, Umwelt as a category reflects for the actor only the semantic, categorical 
load of the analyzed object, subject or process, but does not include theories, 
research methods, postulates and standards, mechanisms that are part of SIP, 
and in accordance with which subsequent constructions, generalizations and 
experiments of the actor are carried out. Although it should be noted here the 
innovative approach of von Uexkχll, who at the beginning of the twentieth century 
noted the subjective nature of the cognition’s process of the world by an actor, 
which does not fit into the picture of the world of linear (unambiguous) Laplace 
determinism that dominated science at that time. Thus, the category of ‘System of 
Actor’s Individual Paradigms’ differs significantly from the categories of ‘habitus’, 
‘noema’ and ‘Umwelt’ used in studies of social and psychological nature’s problems.

three hypotheses that determine the logic of the study
Shmerlina writes about the importance of context in the research of social 

problems: ‘Meaning is no longer created by a person, but by context, though 
it is not yet drawn by ‘pure consciousness’ from the object. And personality is 
nothing more than a tool linking context and what is happening’ (Shmerlina, 
2009: 146). Luhmann postulated the contextual nature of social meaning in 
this way: ‘Meaning exists exclusively as the meaning of the operations using it, 
which means only at the moment when it is determined by these operations – 
not earlier and not later. Therefore, meaning is the product of operations that 
use meaning, and not some property of the world...’ (Luhmann, 1997). Thus, we 
can state the following:

Hypothesis 1. Semantics in social research is a category subject only to 
contextual and situational analysis and further contextual filling with meaning 
through situational communication of actors.
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The categories ‘contextuality’ and ‘situationality’ are too ambiguous and will 
not be considered in detail in the article (for reasoned conclusions about the 
ambiguity of these categories, see Clancey, 2008; Kasavin, 2005; Kussy, 2021; 
Milton, 2005; Pennings et al., 2005; Popov, 2016).

As for situational contextuality in social research, it should be noted that, as a 
rule, the current expectations, preferences and intentionality of the actor have a 
situational and contextual character, and they can also change over time – both in 
terms of contextual semantics and vector orientation, due to the changing social 
situation. In this study we will consider situational contextuality as one of the 
reasons for the variability of actors’ attitudes to current phenomena or processes 
occurring in society, which (variability) determining the mechanisms of 
heterogeneity (multiplicity of origin reasons) and heteromorphism (multiplicity 
of stratification) of formation or transformation of current expectations, 
preferences and intentionality of actors in the process of their communication. 
Moreover, here the situations describe the actor-centered world and include 
only those characteristics of the world, surrounding the actor, that are relevant 
to the actor’s current goals and current intentions and actions associated with 
actor (Milton et al., 2005).

As noted in (Popov, 2016), a distinctive feature of the traditional 
phenomenological approach to the social reality’s study is that in this case, attention 
is not paid to the reality of the facts’ existence, but only the representations of 
individuals about reality are considered, on the basis of which individuals act. 
This leads to the expediency of putting forward the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2. The System of Actor’s Individual Paradigms should be considered 
as the instrument by which the actor contextually and situationally cognizes the 
world and reflexively interacts with it.

The expediency of introducing SIP as a research tool, as well as the 
mechanisms of its application in social communication research, are shown in 
the next paragraph.

The two hypotheses formulated above – in order to increase the level of 
correctness of the research conducted here – need to be supplemented with 
another one.

Hypothesis 3. The use of the adjective ‘current’ for the correctness of the study of 
actors’ communications is mandatory, because it is this adjective that specifies the 
actual semantics of the paradigms used by Actor for their relevant consideration in 
the research conducted in the article.

The validity of this hypothesis is confirmed by the study’s results conducted 
in the next paragraph.
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Mechanisms accompanying the preparation 
of actors for communication
The main way actors interact in society is their communication. Figure cam 

shows a scheme for preparing two actors for communication, taking into account 
the current subjective characteristics of each Actor and mechanisms using 
SIP, reflecting current subjective expectations, preferences and anticipated 
intentions of each Actor in relation to the future communication.

It is assumed that each Actor is not predisposed to deviant intentions or 
actions. It is also assumed that each Actor is already ready to enter into the future 
communication on a constructive basis, taking into account the possibility of 
compromises between actors, and it is necessary for each Actor – it does not 
matter for what reasons.

Figure 1
Mechanisms with the use of SIP, accompanying the preparation  

for the communication of actors

1. Solid arrows in Figure 1 indicate the direction of straitforward causal 
relationship from the addresser to the addressee (if the arrows are two-sided, 
then the addresser and the addressee of such causal relationship are equal in 
this causal relationship).

2. Dotted arrows indicate the direction of the backward causal relationship 
from the addressee to the addresser (if the arrows are two-sided, then the 
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addressee and the addresser of such a causal relationship are equal in this causal 
relationship).

Stage 1. Analysis of the current situation in society by actors before 
communication. Both actors, analyzing the situation in society at time t0, are 
assessing their current subjective expectations, preferences and anticipated 
intentions in relation to the future communication, taking into account current 
(at time t0) resource, technological, institutional and other constraints present 
at time t0 for each Actor. The current values of the components of the triad: 
expectations χ preferences χ anticipated intentions for each Actor are the keys to 
a correct understanding of the semantics of the Stage 1’s mechanisms.

3. Expectations of the Actor. Here we are talking about a set of current (at time 
t0) expectations of each Actor, which represent after the Actor’s analysis (using 
the Actor’s SIP) of the current situation regarding the future communication of 
the Actor 1 

and Actor 2 the Actor’s current subjective understanding of alternative 
possibilities for the future development of communication as the results of a 
variety of endogenous and exogenous current impacts on this communication 
(including on the part of the Actor 1 and Actor 2 themselves).

4. Actor’s preferences. Here we are talking about the current preferences of 
each Actor, which represent after analyzing by the Actor (using the Actor’s SIP 
and taking into account the revealed expectations of the Actor) of the current 
situation regarding the future communicationa set of alternative subjective 
current views of the Actor on the desired (for the Actor) directions of the future 
development of communication.

5. Anticipated intentions of the Actor. The term ‘actor’s anticipated intentions’ 
was introduced here in order to show that at Stage 1 of preparing actors for 
communication, each Actor situationally and contextually (using the Actor’s 
SIP and taking into account the revealed subjective current expectations and 
preferences of the Actor) forms his current ‘pre-intentions’ (anticipated, not 
yet definitively formed intentions) within the framework of their anticipated 
orientation towards future communication. The adjective ‘anticipated’ includes 
a wide range of semantics of the category ‘intentionality’ in its semantic load.

It would be logical to arrange the characteristics of Stage 1 in this order: 
Expectations of Actor χ Preferences of Actor → Anticipated intentions of Actor. 
But this is a logic of linear determinism inherent in mechanistic systems. In 
social systems, in which there are thinking elements of the system, i.e. Actors 
(a man is a non-linear concept, as noted in (Evstigneeva & Evstigneev, 2011), 
single-valued linear causal relationships are practically not observed: here they 
give way to nonlinear (including non-single-valued, bifurcational, and inverse) 
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relationships, which determine the current mechanisms of the social system’s 
development.

That is why, at Stage 1, causal relationships, both direct and inverse, between 
the selected behavioral characteristics of Stage 1 are indicated as bilateral, in 
which the addresser and the addressee of the causality can change places in 
the process of forming the semantics and vector orientation of the behavioral 
characteristics of Stage 1 (current expectations, preferences and anticipated 
intentions of each Actor).

It should be borne in mind that current expectations, preferences and 
anticipated intentions of each Actor change over time, leading, among other 
things, to the fact that current mechanisms of the social system’s development 
(communication of actors) also change over time. The following factors 
contribute to this:

• changes occurring in the external (relative to each Actor) environment: 
including current changes of an institutional, technological, economical, 
political, and other nature that affect the semantics and vector orientation 
of current expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions of a 
single Actor);

• reflexive intersubjective and other processes, taking place in socium, also 
affect the current expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions 
of a single Actor, leading to changes in their semantics and vector 
orientation. The concept of reflexivity in socio-economic processes is 
described in (Ehnts, χlvarez, 2013; Kussy, 2015; Soros, 2003);

• changes occurring over time in the resource, institutional and 
technological base of the Actor’s functioning;

• other factors (including socio-economic nature).
Depending on the strength and vector orientation of such impacts, as well 

as the current capabilities and readiness of the social system in which the Actor 
1 and Actor 2 are going to communicate, this social system either accepts these 
impacts if they fit into the framework of its systemic set of goals and limitations, 
or seeks resources and mechanisms to confrontation such impacts if these 
impacts contradict the set of systemic goals and limitations of the social system.

The anthropogenic nature of the current expectations, preferences and 
anticipated intentions of actors, as well as the heterogeneity and heteromorphism 
of their subsequent impacts on the upcoming communication between Actor 1 
and Actor 2 complicate (in general case) an adequate analysis of social and other 
processes, as well as forecasting of this communication’s development from the 
standpoint of system analysis. It is important to consider current expectations, 
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preferences and anticipated intentions of a single Actor in dynamics, as well as 
the related heterogeneity and heteromorphism of the subsequent effects of the 
Actor on the mechanisms of communication development between the Actor 1 
and the Actor 2. Not only is the strength and vector orientation of such effects 
changing in the course of time, but also the list of current effects. The need for 
consideration of heterogeneity and heteromorphism in social systems has been 
discussed in (Heckman, 2001; Morin, 1992; Pennings et al., 2005).

According to the author’s concept, Actors are the main generators of 
the appearance of randomness in social processes, taking into account the 
heterogeneity and heteromorphism of their current subjective expectations, 
preferences and anticipated intentions, with subsequent effects of actors on 
the behavioral mechanisms of communication’s development between Actor 
1 and Actor 2. A consequence of this is uncertainty in the development of 
communication between actors. Moreover, the actual restrictions imposed on 
social processes (primarily of resource, institutional, technological and other 
nature) do not allow randomness to take precedence over determinism in such 
systems. But this determinism is temporary (context-situational) in nature.

Within the framework of the current constraints’ set, each Actor 
situationally 

forms his current subjective expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions 
in relation to the existing state of affairs for the upcoming communication and 
possible trajectories of its systemic development, which are the most favorable 
for achieving the goals of each Actor. Based on the formed current subjective 
expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions, Actor within the limits of 
his actual restrictions is preparing to influence communication, achieving the 
most favorable situation in communication to achieve his goal.

Taking into account the actors’ multiplicity in the social system (in relation 
to the analyzed communication), these impacts are heterogeneous (not always 
rational from the point of view of optimizing each Actor’s costs of available 
resources or maximizing the Actor’s expected effect) and heteromorphic 
(sometimes even mutually contradictory) in nature.

It should be noted that the semantics of the concepts ‘optimization’, 
‘maximization’, ‘expected effect’ used in the previous paragraph has an 
anthropogenic ‘hint of current’: it depends on the context of the current situation 
and the current mechanisms for filling the meaning of these concepts by a specific 
Actor using his SIP. The importance of taking into account the current in the study 
of social communications was noted back in 1945 by A. Schχtz in (Schχtz, 1945).

At the same time, reflexive processes in intersubjective relations between 
actors have a dynamic iterative and contextual-situational nature, which is an 
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additional source of generating randomness in such systems. In this case, the 
current determinism (a set of current regularities of social system development) 
in the mechanisms of communication development manifests itself as a kind 
of integral from the current causal chains, formed as a result of dynamic 
interactions of actors. It is the result of the aggregated effect of causal chains 
on the communication under study (taking into account the reflexive nature 
of such processes) that forms a set of current regularities of communication 
development.

6. Stage 2: Formation of the goals of the Actor 1 (at time t1≥t2). Based on the 
results of Stage 1 (the current set of expectations, preferences and anticipated 
intentions formed by each Actor is concretized at Stage 2), each Actor

 
forms, 

contextually and situationally, at time t1≥t0 a behavioral goal (set of goals) 
of the upcoming communication. At Stage 2, each Actor, depending on the 
current (at time t1≥t0) systemic changes in the situation around the upcoming 
communication, may need to adjust the current set of his expectations, 
preferences and anticipated intentions, which is marked by a dotted arrow of 
reverse causal relationship. In this case, the causal relationships between Stage 
1 and Stage 2 of each Actor can work in a cycle until the goals formed by each 
Actor are situationally fully consistent with the existing set of expectations, 
preferences and anticipated intentions of each Actor in the context of the 
upcoming communication (taking into account the constraints relevant to each 
Actor).

7. Stage 3: Communication of Actor 1 and Actor 2 (at time t2≥t1≥t0). Since 
we consider generalized behavioral mechanisms accompanying the preparation 
of actors for communication, we will not discuss communication itself here. 
But it is important to understand that at Stage 3, each Actor 

– depending on 
the current (at time t2≥t1≥t0) systemic changes in the situation around the 
upcoming communication – may contextually need to adjust the current set 
of Actor’s expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions, as well as the 
current set of behavioral goals of each Actor, which is marked with dotted 
arrows of inverse causal relationship. In this case, the causal relationships 
between Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3 of each Actor

 
can work in a cycle until the 

behavioral goals formed by each Actor are situationally fully consistent with the 
current set of expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions of each Actor 
in the context of upcoming communication (taking into account the constraints 
relevant to each Actor).

It would seem that actors carry out current actions (including behavioral 
and semantic ones) at stages 1 and 2, being outside of society. But all these 
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actions have an intentional orientation – they are performed before social 
communication. Moreover, each Actor, who in the process of performing these 
behavioral actions is enriched by the experience of understanding himself 
with new semantic nuances of the paradigms existing in his SIP, automatically 
initiates transformational processes in the SIP of Actor. This, in turn, confirms 
the stated above hypothesis about possible changes in the actor’s SIP over time, 
and the importance of contextuality and situationality in the study of behavioral 
processes taking place in society.

At stage 3, each actor’s current expectations, preferences, and anticipated 
intentions are institutionalized (become intersubjective institutions of actors’ 
communication).

Stage 3 is important for analyzing the mechanisms accompanying the 
preparation of actors for communication, also because at this stage each Actor 

gets acquainted with the content and vector orientation of the current set of 
expectations, preferences and anticipated intentions, as well as the current set 
of behavioral goals of his vis-χ-vis for the future communication. Taking into 
account the action of the hypothesis put forward earlier about the readiness 
of each actor’s entry into the upcoming communication on a constructive 
basis, taking into account the possibility of compromises between actors, it is 
necessary to consider the constructiveness of the actors’ intentions as readiness 
for an interactive and reflexive process in which both actors are immersed and 
in which the process of the upcoming interaction of actors plays a leading role 
for each Actor

 
to understand the possible need to come during the process of 

future interaction to a compromise that takes into account the content and 
vector orientation of the current set of expectations, preferences and anticipated 
intentions, as well as the current set of behavioral goals of one’s vis-χ-vis for the 
upcoming communication. Consequently, a constructive social understanding of 
the current semantics and mechanisms (current regularities) of communication 
arises as a result of an interaction’s dynamic process of a reflexive-iterative 
nature and coordination of behavioral decisions and actions of two actors 
related to each other.

At the same time, each actor, anticipating the results of future communication, 
is ready for the fact that part of his current set of expectations, preferences and 
anticipated intentions, as well as part of the current set of behavioral goals, will 
never be fulfilled for the sake of the constructive compromise reached (during 
communication) between actors. In terms of dynamic systems, this means that 
actors coordinate with each other — both of their behaviors regulate each other’s 
behavior in order to achieve mutually acceptable communication results.



99

the system of actor’s individual paradigms  
as an attribute of social communications

Intersubjective relations of the most diverse nature, formed between Actor 1
 

and Actor 2, may be the result of the communication under consideration. This 
may be, for example, a deal or intentions to make a deal; constructive scientific 
dispute; a lesson with a lagging student; love affair, etc., in which the interests 
of the Actor 1

 
do not contradict the interests of the Actor 2.

But at each stage of preparation for communication, actors use an individual 
SIP, as well as each actor individually understands the semantics of contextuality 
and situationality as tools and arguments for making current behavioral 
decisions and performing current behavioral actions of each stage by each actor.

discussion and conclusion
The results of the study suggest that Hypothesis 1, which formulates the 

mandatory binding of the terminology semantics, used in studies of actors’ 
communications only taking into account situational contextuality, is an attribute 
of such studies for the purpose of increasing the level of their correctness and 
relevance.

The article briefly describes the mechanism of preparing actors for 
communication, and notes the essential role in this preparation as tools and 
arguments for making current behavioral decisions and performing current 
behavioral actions of such concepts as the ‘System of Actor’s Individual 
Paradigms’, ‘situationality’ and ‘contextuality’.

The comments to Figure 1 so far have the character of linear (mechanistic) 
logic of determinism due to the stated idealization of the problem’s 
formulation of this study: without binding to the semantics of the actors’ 
behavioral characteristics and the semantic load of the communication under 
consideration. When specifying them, one should expect the possibility of using 
nonlinear approaches to the study of communication processes in society (with 
the identification of nonlinear causal relationships generated by actors during 
communication) when considering specific behavioral mechanisms.

Even idealized (taking into account previously made assumptions-
limitations) actors’ preparation for communication shows the relevance and 
correctness of the Hypothesis 2 proposed above, in which SIP is designated as an 
instrument of the actor’s cognition of the world and reflexive interaction with it.

Comments to Figure 1 allow us to conclude that the application of Hypothesis 
3 proposed above, which states that in the research of actors’ communication it 
is mandatory to use only current (actual) semantics of the Actor 1’s 

paradigms 
from his SIP (in preparation for communication) for their relevant consideration 
in the research conducted in the article, is correct and relevant.
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The conclusions made in the study are addressed primarily to researchers 
of the problems of social systems and processes, but it seems that most of the 
results obtained here are applicable to a wide range of applied tasks in which 
behavioral mechanisms in social processes are studied. Some of the results 
presented here are debatable and, perhaps, in order to contextualize their 
semantics and determine the subject area of their application, they will require 
additional research to verify them.

References
An, Y., Hu, Y., & Xiao, R. (2018). Dynamic decisions under subjective expectations: 

a structural analysis. The Institute for fiscal studies department of economics, 
UCL Cemmap working paper CWP11/18. URL: https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/
CWP111818.pdf.

Baranovsky, V. G., Kobrinskaya, I. Ya., Utkin, S. V., & Frumkin, B. E. (2019). 
Metod situatsionnogo analiza kak instrument aktual’nogo prognozirovaniya v 
usloviyakh transformatsii miroporyadka [The method of situation analysis of 
international relations as a forecasting tool under conditions of transforming world 
order]. Vestnik MGIMO-Universiteta [MGIMO Review of International Relations], 
12 (4), pp. 7–23. DOI: 10.24833/2071-8160-2019-4-67-7-23.

Baychik, A. (2023). Reality and virtuality of the mass media space. World 
of Media. Journal of Russian Media and Journalism Studies, 1, pp. 20–45. DOI: 
10.30547/worldofmedia.1.2023.2

Beshears, J., Choi, J. J., Laibson, D., & Madrian, B. C. (2007). How are preferences 
revealed? Harvard: Harvard University Press.

Bourdieu, Р. (1990). Social space and symbolic power. In: P. Bourdieu in other 
words: essays towards a reflexive sociology. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1980) Le Sens Pratique. Paris: Minuit.
Bourdieu, P. (1998) Struktura, gabitus, praktika [Structure, habitus, practice]. 

Zhurnal sotsiologii i sotsial’noy antropologii, 1 (2), pp. 44–59.
Clancey, W. J. (2008). Scientific antecedents of situated cognition. In Philip 

Robbins and Murat Aydede (Eds.): Cambridge Handbook of Situated Cognition. New 
York: Cambridge University Press.

Darong, H. C. (2022). What does systemic functional linguistics say about 
speech? A discourse-semantic analysis. World of Media. Journal of Russian Media 
and Journalism Studies, 4, pp. 46–67. DOI: 10.30547/worldofmedia.4.2022.3

Ehnts, D., & Álvarez, M. C. (2013). The Theory of Reflexivity — A Non-stochastic 
Randomness Theory for Business Schools Only? URL: http://www.ipe-berlin.org/
fileadmin/downloads/working_paper/ipe_working_paper_28.pdf.



101

the system of actor’s individual paradigms  
as an attribute of social communications

Evstigneeva, L. P., & Evstigneev R. N. (2011). Mental’nost’ kak ekonomicheskaya 
kategoriya [Mentality as an economic category]. Obshchestvennyye nauki i 
sovremennost’, 4, pp. 84–95.

Freeman, D. (2013). Revealed Preference Foundations of Expectations-based 
Reference-dependence. URL: http://www.sfu.ca/~dfa19/EBRDa.pdf.

Frolov, A. V. (2013). The intentionality and objectivity: the evolution of 
intentionality concept in phenomenology. Vestnik Moskovskogo Universiteta. Seriya 
7. Filosofiya, 1, pp. 33–44.

Gallagher, S. (2012) Intentionalities. In: Phenomenology. New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan.

Giddens, A. (1984). The Constitution of Society. Introduction of the Theory of 
Structuration. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Gutner, G. B. (2008) Smysl kak osnovaniye kommunikativnykh praktik [Meaning 
as the foundation of communicative practices]. Epistemology & Philosophy of Science, 
18(4), pp. 44–52. DOI: 10.5840/eps20081844.

Habermas, J. (1984) The Theory of Communicative Action, Vol. 1: Reason and the 
Rationalization of Society. Boston: Beacon Press.

Habermas, J. (1987) The theory of Communicative Action, vol. 2: Lifeworld and 
System: A Critique of Functionalist Reason. Boston: Beacon Press.

Heckman, J. J. (2001) Micro data, heterogeneity, and the evaluation of public 
policy: Nobel lecture. Journal of Political Economy, 109, pp. 673–748. 

Husserl, E. (1977, original 1925). Phenomenological Psychology: Lectures, 
Summer Semester. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Jacob, P. (Winter 2014 Edition). Intentionality. In E. N. Zalta (ed): The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy. URL: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2014/
entries/intentionality/

Kasavin, I. T. (2005). Kontekstualizm kak metodologicheskaya programma 
[Contextualism as a methodological program]. Epistemologiya i filosofiya nauki, 
VI (4), pp. 5–15.

Knyazeva, E. N. (2013). Sotsial’naya slozhnost’: samoorganizatsiya, trendy, 
innovatsii [Social complexity: self-organization, trends, innovations]. Obshchestvo: 
filosofiya, istoriya, kul’tura, 1, pp. 20–28.

Krueger, J. (2018). Intentionality. In G. Stanghellini, M. Broome, A. Fernandez, 
P. Fusar Poli, A. Raballo, & R. Rosfort (eds): Oxford Handbook of Phenomenological 
Psychopathology. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Kučinskas, S., & Peters, F. S. (2018). Measuring biases in expectation formation. 
Tinbergen Institute Discussion Paper TI 2018-058/IV. URL: https://papers.tinbergen.
nl/18058.pdf.



102

Mikhail Kussy, Lubov Savchenko

Kussy, M. Yu. (2015). Refleksivnost’ kak atributy sistemnoy slozhnosti 
finansovogo rynka [Reflexivity as an attribute of the systemic complexity of the 
financial market]. Trudy ISA RAN, 65(2), pp. 53–65.

Kussy, M. Yu. (2018). Preferences and expectations of economic agents 
as randomness’s generator in the socio-economic processes (the conception). 
Economics and Management: theory and practice. Collection of scientific papers, 4 (2), 
pp. 96–104.

Kussy, M. Yu. (2021). Kontekstnost’ i situativnost’ v protsessakh poznaniya i ikh 
vliyaniye na mekhanizmy formirovaniya i transformatsii ozhidaniy i predpochteniy 
aktorov v ekonomike: gabitus vs sistema yestestvennoy paradigmy [Contextuality 
and situationality in the processes of cognition and their influence on the mechanisms 
of formation and transformation of expectations and preferences of actors in the 
economy: habitus vs system of individual paradigms]. In: Aktual’nyye problemy 
i perspektivy razvitiya ekonomiki: Trudy XX Vserossiyskoy s mezhdunarodnym 
uchastiyem nauchno-prakticheskoy konferentsii. Simferopol–Gurzuf, 11–13 
November 2021. Simferopol: Publishing House of CFU.

Leibniz, G. W. (1989). The Principles of nature and of grace, based on reason. 
In: L. E. Loemker (ed) Philosophical Papers and Letters. The New Synthese Historical 
Library, Volume 2. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. 

Luhmann, N. (1997). Die Gesellschaft der Gesellschaft, Band 1. Frankfurt/M.: 
Suhrkamp.

Milton, S. K., Johnston, R. B., Lederman, R. M., & Waller, V. (2005). Developing 
a methodology for designing routine information systems based on the situational 
theory of action. In ECIS: Proceedings of the 13th European conference on information 
systems, information systems in a rapidly changing economy, 26–28 May 2005. 
URL: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/221407913_Developing_a_
Methodology_for_Designing_Routine_Information_Systems_Based_on_the_
Situational_Theory_of_Action.

Mlambo, L. (2012). Adaptive and rational expectations hypotheses: Reviewing 
the critiques. Journal of economic behavior, 2, pp. 3–15.

Morin, E. (1992). Method: Towards a Study of Humankind. Vol. 1. The Nature of 
Nature. New York; Berlin; Bern; Frankfurt/M.; Paris; Wien: Peter Lang.

Peirce, C. S. (1931-1935; 1958) The Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce. 
Reproducing Vols. I-VI (1931-1935). URL: https://colorysemiotica.files.wordpress.
com/2014/08/peirce-collectedpapers.pdf

Pennings, J. M. E., Gracia, P., & Irwin, S. H. (2005). Heterogeneity in Economic 
Behavior. URL: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.555.3
246&rep=rep1&type=pdf.



103

the system of actor’s individual paradigms  
as an attribute of social communications

Pesaran, M. H., & Weale, M. (2005). Survey Expectations. Cesifo Working Paper 
No. 1599. URL: https://www.cesifo-group.de/DocDL/cesifo1_wp1599.pdf.

Popov, D. N. (2016). Phenomenology of the social image: Concept, levels, 
structure. Perm University Herald. Series ‘Philosophy. Psychology. Sociology’, 3 (27), 
pp. 36–46. DOI: 10.17072/2078-7898/2016-3-36-46.

Samuelson, P. A. (1948) Consumption theory in Terms of revealed preference. 
Economica. New Series, 15(60), pp. 243–253.

Schütz, A. (1945) On multiple realities. Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research, 5 (4), pp. 533–576.

Searle, J. R. (1983). Intentionality: An Essay in the Philosophy of Mind. 
Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press.

Shmerlina, I. A. (2009). Sotsial’nost’ i problema smysla: k vyrabotke 
mezhdistsiplinarnogo ponyatiya [Sociality and the problem of meaning: towards 
the development of an interdisciplinary concept]. Epistemologiya i filosofiya nauki, 
3, pp. 137–151. DOI: 10.5840/eps200921342.

Simons, G., Muhin, M., Oleshko, V., & Sumskaya, A. (2021). The concept of 
interdisciplinary research on intergenerational transmission of communicative and 
cultural memory. World of Media. Journal of Russian Media and Journalism Studies, 
1, pp. 64–91. DOI: 10.30547/worldofmedia.1.2021.3

Soros, G. (2003) The Alchemy of Finance. New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Sumskaya, A., & Solomeina, V. (2022). Russian media generation of the “digital 

borderline”. Theoretical reflection and empirical verification. World of Media. 
Journal of Russian Media and Journalism Studies, 4, pp. 68–93. DOI: 10.30547/ 
worldofmedia.4.2022.4

Uexküll, J. von. (1909) Umwelt und Innenwelt der Tiere. Berlin: Verlag von Julius 
Springer.

Yelkina, E. E., Kononova, O. V., & Prokudin, D. E. (2019). Tipologiya kontekstov 
i obosnovaniye kontekstnogo issledovaniya v mezhdistsiplinarnykh nauchnykh 
issledovaniyakh [Typology of contexts and contextual approach principles in 
multidisciplinary scientific research]. Sovremennyye informatsionnyye tekhnologii i 
IT-obrazovaniye, 15(1), pp. 141–153. DOI: 10.25559/SITITO.15.201901.141-153.


