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Background. This article is devoted to the problem of excessively rigid Keywords: FFB,
behavior, which the author has named “fixed forms of behavior” (FFB). fixed forms of
This term was suggested to me by the concepts of P. Janet (idée fixe),  behavior, individual
S. Freud (Fixierung), and D. Uznadze (fiksirovanaya ustanovka — fixed  and group systems,
set/attitude). By FFB, the author understands a broad spectrum of behav- biopsychosociono-
iors of a person or a group of people, which, according to the cultural  etic model, system-
norms of a given society for persons of a certain age, gender, and status, network approach
have become inappropriate, yet are repeated in situations objectively re-
quiring that they change; the degree of realization and acceptance of the
need for this change can vary.

Results. Through literature analysis and the collection of experimen-
tal data over many years of research, in which over 1,150 persons took
part — 550 healthy subjects and 600 mental patients from a broad spec-
trum — and on the basis of a biopsychosocionoetic model of the nature
of man and his health, and a system-network approach, it has become
possible to distinguish the following models to explain the nature of fixed
forms of behavior: neurodynamic, energy-economic, phylogenetic, person-
environment relationship, dispositional, stressogenic, pathogenic, psychody-
namic, learning (behavioral-cognitive), system (an excessively rigid system
and structural relations between levels of action).
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Introduction

By fixed forms of behavior (FFB), I understand a broad spectrum of behaviors of a
person or a group of people, which, according to the cultural norms accepted in a
given society for persons of a certain age, gender, and status, have become inappropri-
ate, yet are repeated in situations objectively requiring that they change; the degree
of realization and acceptance of the need for this change can vary. Such behavior can
be defined as inert, sluggish, stagnant, bigoted, rigid, dogmatic, inelastic, non-plastic,
inflexible, uncreative, unchangeable, or difficult to change. But the term fixed forms of
behavior includes all of those characteristics (Zalevskii, 1976, 1987, 1993, 2003, 2007,
2008, 2013).

The concept of fixed forms of behavior was proposed by me over 40 years ago in
the Zhurnal nevropatologii i psikhiatrii imeni S.S. Korsakova (Zalevskii & Rogovin,
1970). The term was not in use at that time, but the idea was suggested to me by those
of P. Janet (idée fixe), S. Freud (Fixierung), and D. Uznadze (fiksirovanaya ustanovka —
fixed set/attitude).

My understanding of fixed forms of behavior has developed considerably since
then, but the problem itself is far from having been studied sufficiently.

The best demonstrations of fixed forms of behavior — their nature, variety of
manifestations, and place in the lives of people — are situations of social upheaval and
rapid transformation (for example, the Perestroika period in the Soviet Union).

The spectrum of fixed forms of behavior is very broad. Throughout our lives there
are two types of activity — variable and invariable (or difficult to change), that is, fixed
forms of behavior. The relationship between them is one of the key problems of biol-
ogy and psychology, as well as related sciences: physiology, general and social psychol-
ogy, personality psychology, and psychopathology.

Fixed forms of behavior can reveal themselves both at the level of the individual
personality, that is individual systems, as well as at the level of groups of people (fami-
lies, organizations, societies, and states), i.e., group systems. Their influence is observed
in different spheres of everyday human activity: in education (in closed educational
systems, in difficulties accepting innovative processes), science (unjustified defense
of one’s own ideas and “cherished” theories, irrational resistance to ideas offered by
colleagues), culture (obsolete customs and traditions, ethnocentrism, fanaticism) (Za-
levskii, 1996, 1999, 2008), and in professional activity, for instance, that of psycholo-
gists and psychotherapists (“adjusting the client to one’s concept’, adherence to one’s
favored methods). Problems of education (re-education) and psychotherapy often in-
volve the need to change fixed forms of behavior (inappropriate habits and stereotypes
of behavior, varied forms of inappropriate or deviant behavior (Zalevskii, 1976, 1987,
1999).

I emphasize that, like Janet, I regard behavior (both fixed and non-fixed) as com-
prising thought, feeling, attitude, and motion. From this standpoint, the opinion of
psychotherapist Robert Goulding appears quite justified, that “psychotherapy is a sci-
ence of how to change oneself — to change one’s thoughts, feelings, behavior, some-
times even one’s body” (Goulding, 1998).
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Methods and Participants

Through theoretical analysis of the specialized literature and data from my own ex-
perimental studies over many years (Zalevskii, 1976-2015), in which over 1,150 per-
sons took part — 550 healthy subjects and 600 mental patients from a broad spec-
trum — and on the basis of a biopsychosocionoetic model of the nature of man and
his health, and a system-network approach, it has become possible to distinguish the
following models to explain the nature of fixed forms of behavior: neurodynamic,
energy-economic, phylogenetic, violation of person-environmental relationship,
dispositional, stressogenic, pathogenic, psychodynamic, learning (behavioral-cog-
nitive), maladjusted person system (excessive rigidity of the system and violation of
the structural relations between levels of action/behavior).

Results and Discussion

1. The neurodynamic model of fixed forms of behavior

This model explains their nature and causes by the inertness of nervous processes
for various reasons — asthenization (fatigue, nervous exhaustion), pathology (as a
result of brain damage), etc. But the demonstrated relations between the nervous
processes and psychological characteristics of a person reflect only indirect links and
low correlations. For instance, in perseveration, one of the fixed forms of behavior,
pathological inertness of nervous processes is caused by weakening of attention or of
“conscious control of action” (E. Kraepelin).

2. The energy-economic model of fixed forms
of behavior (habits, routine actions, etc.)

First developed by V.M. Bekhterev (1926), this model is derived from the general
principle of energy conservation. There are references to the principle in the works
of the Georgian school of the psychology of set (D.N. Uznadze) as well. A mental
set corresponding to objective circumstances normally includes some fixed elements
gained from past experience, and, in keeping with the principle of energy conserva-
tion, guarantees the satisfaction of a need (Prangishvili, 1973, pp. 355-356). But, as is
well known, a fixed set, apparently based on the same principle, does not guarantee
the satisfaction of a need. Russian scientist A.A. Ukhtomskiy, developing his theory
of the dominant, uses examples borrowed from the science of science to demon-
strate that the principle of energy conservation, being the essence of the dominant,
works well in stereotyped, routine conditions, but produces fixed forms of behavior
in conditions that are new and “do not coincide with the dominant” “T feel it my
duty”, wrote Ukhtomskiy, “to point out that many doctrines and theories are biased
a priori, because from the outset they are oriented towards stability and minimal ac-
tion; reality is sacrificed to the beautiful eyes of theory” (Ukhtomskiy, 1973, p. 390).

3. The phylogenetic model of fixed forms of behavior

This model is close in many respects to the “energy approach” Observations by ethol-
ogists and experiments of zoopsychologists show that fixed forms of behavior are
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demonstrated by animals too, and the lower are the organisms on the phylogenetic
scale, the more numerous are the manifestations of such forms of behavior. Instinct,
directing the behavior of the animal, is adapted to life in a stable environment and
functions well in these conditions. But what if the conditions of life change suddenly?
Why did the dinosaurs die out so suddenly? It is because instincts are potentially
fixed forms of behavior. Convincing illustrations of this can be found in the studies
of K. Lorenz, N. Tinbergen, and other ethologists.

4. Fixed forms of behavior as a violation
of the person-environment relationship

This model goes back to the work of Russian physiologist and psychologist . M. Sech-
enov more than a century ago, who wrote: “Always and everywhere life is made by
cooperation of two factors — present but changing inner organization and certain
influences from outside. It does not matter whether we look at life in terms of its
ultimate objective — preservation of the individual — as on something developing,
because preservation at each discrete moment of existence is achieved through un-
ceasing transformations. This follows from that fact that in all organisms, the preser-
vation of the whole body and of life itself is achieved not by stability once formed, but
by constant partial destruction and rebuilding of the elements of the body” (Sech-
enov, 1963, pp. 288-289).

From the thoughts of Sechenov, as well as those advanced later by C. Bernard
(“on the constancy of internal ambiance”), W. Cannon (“on homoeostasis”), and
I. Pavlov (“on balancing”), the conception evolves, first, of harmony between internal
conditions and external influences, and, secondly, that this harmony is ensured only
when activity and behavior are determined by the constantly changing influences
of the ambiance. In the case of fixed forms of behavior, this harmony is broken and
behavior is determined only by internal conditions, while disregarding external, ob-
jective requirements.

In mental disorders, the determination of the person’s mental activity and behav-
ior by the external world is considerably weakened and even completely disappears.
W. Griesinger, one of the founders of scientific psychiatry, wrote that “the essential
process of insanity manifests itself predominantly in that certain moods, feelings,
emotions, decisions come from within as a consequence of mental illness, while in
the normal state our feelings and decisions are caused only by sufficient external mo-
tives and therefore manifest a certain link with the external world” (Griesinger, 1881,
p. 64). “Stereotypes are actions completely independent from the general situation,
which do not correspond to any objective surroundings” (Y. Klasi, cited in Bash,
1955).

5. The pathogenic model of fixed forms of behavior

Clinical practice and various clinical studies, including our own, allow us to formu-
late a pathogenic conception of fixed forms of behavior. It is somewhat global, but can
be rendered more concrete by including elements of other schemes, such as psycho-
dynamic and learning (behavioral-cognitive). This is because fixed forms of behavior,
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first of all, noticeably increase in intensity and extensity from the norm to mental
pathology and, secondly, there is a further increase, despite certain qualitative specif-
ics, from mild forms of psychiatric disorders (e.g., neurosis) to more severe forms
(e.g., schizophrenia).

These results were obtained with the Tomsk Rigidity Questionnaire developed by
me (see Burlachuk, 2008; Zalevskii, 1987; Wasserman & Kudryavtsev, 1985; Pawlik
& Rosenzweig, 2000).

5.1. The psychodynamic model of fixed forms of behavior

Within this framework, fixed forms of behavior characteristic of neurosis are inter-
preted as manifestations of defense mechanisms. “The neurotic protects himself”,
wrote Freud (1948, p. 376), “by shaping the fixed habits leading to the preference of
certain ways to solve personal problems”. According to A. Adler (1975), the neurotic
tends toward a rigid, maladaptive lifestyle. G. Murphy also considered that “any sche-
matization, any stereotypization, will be a neurotic means of defense” (1947, p. 240).

5.2. The learning (behavioral-cognitive) model of fixed forms of behavior

Advocates of this approach share the opinion that fixed forms of behavior (the tyr-
anny of “should” and irrational thought, inappropriate cognitive schemes and wrong
decisions, inappropriate attitudes, bad habits, anxiety and depression, learned help-
lessness) are the result of “faulty learning’, including social learning, although the
specific mechanisms of this learning can be rather different (J. Wolpe, A. Lazarus, A.
Bandura, A. Ellis, A. Beck, M. Seligman).

6. The maladaptive person model of fixed forms of behavior

The nature of fixed forms of behavior can be explained by the humanistic psychol-
ogy of Rogers (1961), implemented in person-centered psychotherapy for the “mala-
daptive person’, as a consequence of “ineffective Ego-concepts” and “incongruence
between the Ego-concept and new experience”. Such a condition occurs when a new
experience is rejected and distorted, since clients often deny and distort the positive
feedback received from the outside, trying to protect their Ego-concept from threats
of violation or even from having to replace it with a new one. This mechanism, in
terms of growth in the number and intensity of fixed forms of behavior, often syn-
ergizes anxiety and tension (intensionality). Tension-related reactions (intensional
reactions — in this case FFB) assess an experience with rigid (absolute and hard)
positions in the form of excessive generalization, mixing facts, and striving to rely on
abstractions without checking their validity.

7. The stressogenic model of fixed forms of behavior

Psychologists of different orientations note that the reason for fixed forms of be-
havior may be connected with alerting, fear, frustration, shock, or stress caused by
either powerful and brief or weak and long-acting stressors. The last of these turn
out to be particular reasons, under the influence of which the familiar, the accus-
tomed, is so carefully and persistently protected, that hostility is shown to anything
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new, to changes (Levitov, 1977). Levitov himself, alongside other researchers, con-
siders it possible to think of mental rigidity as a state that emerges as a dispositional
factor of fixed forms of behavior. In our studies, we have found experimentally a
relationship between the action of stressors and fixed forms of behavior, highlight-
ing this along with trait-rigidity and state-rigidity, manifested separately or with
synergistic connections between them. This occurs particularly with nervous psy-
chopathology.

8. System models of fixed forms of behavior
8.1. Excessive rigidity of the system of fixed forms of behavior

L. von Bertalanffy (1968) distinguished between open and closed systems: The first
can only exchange energy, whereas the second can exchange energy and matter. In-
teresting in this context is his idea that “a prerequisite for the stability of organic
systems is the constant renewal of their elements”. It can be assumed that “closed sys-
tems”, not only organic but also social ones, lack this “constant renewal of elements”
both within them and in interaction with other systems. This happens according to
our concept of “excessive rigidity of the system” (Zalevskii, 2007), because any system
striving for stability, by virtue of disruptive feedback, “rushes past” the optimal neces-
sary measure of stability and directs itself toward hyperstability, becoming rigid (stiff,
hardened), excessively closed, as evidenced by the increase in the number of fixed
forms of behavior and their increased intensity. As a rule, in such cases an individual
or group system collapses.

We noted above, albeit in other terms, one of the classics of German psychia-
try by Griesinger, on the extreme (pathological) case of closed individual systems.
M. Rokeach (1960) wrote about “the open and closed mind”. Could something simi-
lar happen with a group system? Probably it could, since this has been characteristic
of small groups such as a certain type of family, religious sects, mafia-like formations,
and even large social groups such as entire states, for example, the famous totali-
tarian regimes. We find the philosophical context of this idea already stated by H.
Bergson: “The morality of a closed society is static. The morality of an open society
is dynamic. ... The foundation of open morality is the creative personality; its main
characteristic is the spirit of innovation, breaking all the fixed schemas of a closed
society” (Bergson, 1932). V. Satir et al. (Satir, Stachowiak, & Taschman, 1975) rightly
believed, based on their rich experience of psychotherapeutic work with the family,
that in a closed system, people cannot flourish; at best they can only exist, but people
need significantly more.

8.2. Violation of the structural relations between levels of behavior

Long-standing experimental studies of personality, both normal and pathological,
allow me to offer an original psychological conception of fixed forms of behavior.
Its main features are as follows: (a) a hierarchical organization of personality and
behavior (activity, actions), in which the personality manifests itself and “personality
becomes real” (Hegel); (b) spatial rigidity (embracing the structure and levels of per-
sonality), stipulating particular manifestations of fixed forms of behavior; (c) distor-
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tion of relationships within the basic structure — between the high level of purpose
and the subordinate level of means. Two variants of such distortion are possible: (a)
when the fixogenic tendency (a tendency toward FFB) is a means, and (b) when the
fixogenic tendency is the purpose of an action (behavior). In the first case, an inad-
equate means (whether material or ideal) merges with the purpose, making the ac-
tion maladaptive and leading the person to function on a lower level. In the second
case, an inadequate purpose becomes an end in itself, merging with the means, which
again makes the action inadequate and leads the person to function on a lower act
level. In the third case, both purpose and means can be fixogenic. An example: one
purpose and one means — an alcoholic and/or a suicide (hanging oneself) (Dur-
kheim, 1912).

9. The dispositional model of fixed forms of behavior

The basis of the dispositional approach to the study of personality is the assumption
that “personality is what lies behind specific acts and within the individual” (Allport,
1937) and that a personality trait is a determining or at least defining element of
behavior (Allport, 1954). Rigidity was shown to be a core element of all fixed forms
of behavior. R. Cattell (1964) even distinguished a particular type: “dispositional ri-
gidity”. A number of studies note that one of the features of “an emotionally sound
personality” is flexibility (Rogers, Maslow, Ellis). “Emotionally sound people are in-
tellectually flexible, tend to be open to change,” wrote Ellis, “and are prone to take an
undogmatic and unbigoted view of the infinitely varied people, ideas, and things in
the world around them. They can be firm and passionate in their thoughts and feel-
ings, but they can also look comfortably at new evidence and often revise their no-
tions of ‘reality’ to conform with this evidence” (Ellis, 1987).

In our studies we also discovered a correlation between the position of the person
on the continuum of rigidity-flexibility and features of intensity and extensity of fixed
forms of behavior. Furthermore, specific representations of mental rigidity (partial,
total, or as a type-forming trait) lead to various “types of rigid personality” (authori-
tarian, dogmatic, etc.).

Conclusions

On the basis of the biopsychosocionoetic model of man’s nature and health (Zalevskii
& Kuzmina, 2012) and the system-network approach (Guseltseva, 2007), it is become
possible to distinguish some models to explain the nature of fixed forms of behavior.

Our list of explanatory models of the nature of fixed forms of behavior is not
exhaustive. Quite close to this approach are attempts to explain fixed forms of behav-
ior through other models, for example: “disruption of the feedback mechanism” (P.K.
Anokhin, A.R. Luria), “reactions without meaning and value” (Leerlaufreaktionen —
K. Bash, K. Lorenz), “lapse of meaning” (L. Jakobovits, W. Lambert), “ignorance of life
experience” (P. Gannushkin, O. Kerbikov), “non-congruence between I-conception and
new experience” (C. Rogers), “lazy thinking” (D. Kahneman).

Of course, the explanatory models of fixed forms of behavior described here do
not exclude, but rather complement each other.



10 G. V. Zalevskii

References

Adler, A. (1975). Uber den nervosen Charakter. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer Biicherei.

Allport, G.W. (1937). Personality: A psychological interpretation. New York: Henry Holt and Co.

Allport, G.W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley.

Bash, K. (1955). Lehrbuch der allgemeinen Psychopathologie. Stuttgart: G. Thieme.

Bekhterev, V.M. (1926). Obshchie osnovy refleksologii [General principles of reflexology]. Leningrad.

Bergson, H. (1932). Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion [The two sources of morality and
religion]. Paris.

Bertalanffy, L. von (1968). General system theory. N.Y.: Braziller.

Burlachuk, L.E (2008). Slovar-spravochnik po psikhodiagnostike [Dictionary of psychodiagnostics] (3rd
ed., p. 488). Moscow: Piter.

Cattel, R. (1964). Personality and social psychology. San Diego, CA.

Durkheim, E. (1912). Samoubiystvo. Sotsiologicheskii etude [Russian translation of Le suicide (The sui-
cide)]: Saint Petersburg.

Ellis, A. (1998). Evolyutsiya ratsionalno-emotivnoi i cognitivno-bikhevioralnoi terapii. In J.K. Zeig
(Ed.), Evolyutsiya psikhoterapii, vol. 2 (pp. 141-240) [Russian translation of The evolution of ratio-
nal-emotive therapy (RET) and cognitive-behavioral therapy (CBT), in J.K. Zeig (Ed.), The evolution
of psychotherapy]. Moscow.

Freud, S. (1948). Gesammelte Werke [Collected works], vol. XI. London.

Griesinger, W. (1881). Dushevnye bolezni [Mental illnesses]. Saint Petersburg.

Goulding, R.L. (1998). Gruppovaya psikhoterapiya: osnovnoi ili vspomogatelnii metod? [Group psy-
chotherapy: Primary or auxiliary method?) In J.K. Zeig (Ed.), Ekzistentsialno-gumanisticheskaya
psikhoterapiya [Existential-humanist psychotherapy], vol. 3 (pp. 235-246). Moscow: Klass.

Guseltseva, M.S. (2007). Postmodernistskie perspektivy rasvitiya psikhologii [Post-modern perspec-
tives of the development of psychology]. In A.L. Zhuravlev & A.V. Yurevich (Eds.). Teoriya i
metodologiya psikhologii [Theory and methodology of psychology] (pp. 45-73). Moscow: Institut
Psikhologii RAN.

Kahneman, D. (2013). Dumai medlenno - reshai bystro [Russian edition of Thinking, fast and slow].
Moscow: AST.

Levitov, N.D. (1977). Psikhicheskie sostoyaniya perseveratsii i rigidnosti [The mental states of perse-
veration and rigidity]. In A.V. Petrovskii (Ed.), Khrestomatiya po psikhologii [A psychological an-
thology] (pp. 195-199). Moscow: Prosvechenie.

Murphy, G. (1947). Personality: A biosocial approach to origin and structure. New York: Harper & Broth-
ers. https://doi.org/10.1037/10759-000

Pawlik, K. & Rosenzweig, M.R. (Eds.) (2000). The international handbook of psychology (p. 392). Lon-
don: SAGE Publications.

Prangishvili, A.S. (1973). Problema ustanovki na sovremennom urovne eyo razrabotki gruzinskoi shko-
loi [The problem of set at the current level of its development by the Georgian school]. In Psikho-
logicheskie issledovaniya, posvyachennye 85-letiyu D.N. Uznadze [Psychological research in honor of
the 85th birthday of D.N. Uznadze (pp. 10-26).Tbilisi: Mezniereba.

Rogers, C. (1961). On becoming a person. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Rokeach, M. (1960). The open and closed mind. New York: Basic Books.

Satir, V., Stachowiak, J., & Taschman, H.A. (1975). Helping families to change. New York: Aronson.

Sechenov, .M. (1963). Refleksy golovnogo mozga [Reflexes of the brain]. Leningrad.

Ukhtomskiy, A.A. (1973). Pisma [Letters]. In Puti v neznaemoe [Paths to the unknown]. Moscow,
pp. 371-435.

Wasserman, L.I. & Kudryavtsev, I.A. (1985). Psikhologicheskaya diagnostika pri nervno-psikhicheskikh i
psikhosomaticheskikh zabolevaniyakh [Psychological assessment in neuropsychiatric and psychoso-
matic diseases]. Leningrad.

Zalevskii, G.V. (1976). Fiksirovannye formy povedeniya [Fixed forms of behavior]. Irkutsk.



Fixed Forms of Behavior as Excessively Rigid Behavior... 11

Zalevskii, G.V. (1987). Differentsialnaya diagnostika psikhicheskoi rigidnosti pri osnovnykh nervno-psikh-
icheskikh rasstroystvakh [Differential diagnostics of mental rigidity in major neuropsychiatric dis-
orders]. Tomsk.

Zalevskii, G.V. (1993). Psikhicheskaya rigidnost v norme i patologii [Mental rigidity in the normal and
pathological]. Tomsk: TGU.

Zalevskii, G.V. (1996). Predubezhdeniya, eticheskie stereotipy kak problema psikhologicheskoi antro-
pologii [Stigmatization, ethical stereotypes as a problem in psychological anthropology]. Sibirskii
psikhologicheskii zhurnal [Siberian Psychological Journal], no. 2, 70-80.

Zalevskii, G.V. (1999). Otkrytye i zakrytye obrazovatelnye systemy [Open and closed educational sys-
tems]. In Ekspertisa innovationnykh processov v obrasovanii [Expert evaluation of innovational pro-
cesses in education] (pp. 33-46). Tomsk.

Zalevskii, G.V. (2003). Teoriya subekta i fiksirovannye formy povedeniya [The theory of the subject and
fixed forms of behavior]. Psikhologicheskii zhurnal [Psychological Journal], 24(3), 32-36.

Zalevskii, G.V. (2007). Lichnost’ i fiksirovannye formy povedeniya [The personality and fixed forms of
behavior]. Moscow: Institut Psikhologii RAN.

Zalevskii, G.V. (2008). Fanatism kak osnovanie i kharakteristika destruktsii systemy tsennostei i du-
khovnogo nezdoroviya lichnosti i sotsialnykh soobshhestv [Fanaticism as the foundation and char-
acteristic of the destruction of the value system and of the spiritual ill health of individuals and
communities]. In V.V. Znakov & G.V. Zalevskii (Eds.), Tsennostnye osnovaniya psikhologicheskoi
nauki i psikhologiya tsennostei [The axiological foundations of psychological science and the psy-
chology of values] (pp. 314-340). Moscow: Institut Psikhologii RAN.

Zalevskii, G.V. (2013). Fiksirovannye formy povedenyia na urovne individualnykh i gruppovykh sys-
tem (v culture, obrasovanii, nauke, v norme i patologii) [Fixed forms of behavior on the level of
individual and group systems (in culture, education, science; in the normal and pathological]. In
Izbrannye trudy G.V. Zalevskogo v shesti tomakh [Selected works of G.V. Zalevskii in six volumes],
vol. 2 (pp. 3-326). Tomsk: TGU.

Zalevskii, G.V. (2015). Tsenostno-tselostnaya paradigma v kontekste antropologicheskoi psikhologii
[The integral value paradigm in the context of anthropological psychology]. In V.V. Kozlov (Ed.),
Metodologiya sovremennoi psikhologii. Akademicheskii sbornik nauchnykh statei [Methodology of
modern psychology. Academic collection of scientific articles], no. 5, 15-26.

Zalevskii, G.V. & Rogovin, M.S. (1970). Fiksirovannye formy povedeniya i ikh znachenie dlya nev-
ropatologii i psikhiatrii [Fixed forms of behavior and their significance for neuropathology and
psychiatry]. Zhurnal nevropathologii i psikhiatrii imeni S.S. Korsakova [S.S. Korsakov Journal of
Neuropathology and Psychiatry], nos. 8, 9, 11).

Zalevskii, G.V. & Kuzmina, Y.V. (2012). Psikhologiya zdorovya studentcheskoi molodezhi [Psychology of
the health of young students]. Tomsk: TGU.

Original manuscript received February 17, 2019
Revised manuscript accepted December 20, 2020
First published online March 20, 2021

To cite this article: Zalevskii, G.V. (2021). Fixed Forms of Behavior as Excessively Rigid Behavior in
Normal and Pathological Individual and Group Systems. Psychology in Russia: State of the Art, 14(1),
3-11. DOI: 10.11621/pir.2021.0101



