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baok 1. «I/ICCJ'ICJIOBaHI/Ie, KOHCYJbTHPOBAHUEC U IICUXOTEPAIIUS JIUTHOCTH»

1. TajiTe pa3BepHYTbIii OTBeET.

Onumure ¢ HOSI/IHI/If/'I Pa3JINYHBIX U3BECTHBIX BaM TeOpI/Ifl JJMYHOCTH, KaKUEC CMBICJIbI HECCT B cebe
BeICKa3bIBaHue «[lo3Hal caMoro ceos».

2. BunmareabHO npounTaiiTe ctatbio. KpaTrko, B (popme pestome (10-20 npensioxkeHuii), n3-
JIO’KHUTE HA PYyCCKOM si3bIKe OCHOBHBIE H/leH, NPeJACTaBJIeHHbIe B TEKCTe.

Person-centered therapy: The growing edge
By Mick Cooper

Person-centred therapy is actualizing its potential in creative and original growth, forging new
pathways and understandings.

Psychodynamic therapists are cold and aloof, cognitive behavioural therapists are not interested in
the relationship and gestalt therapists boss their clients around... as with most orientations in our
field, numerous myths and stereotypes also exist about the person-centred approach. One of the
ones that I, and many of my person-centred colleagues, find particularly frustrating is the assump-
tion that the development of person-centred theory and practice came to a halt years ago: in 1957, to
be precise, when Carl Rogers published his hypotheses regarding the six necessary and sufficient
conditions for therapeutic personality growth (if you thought there were three, that's another com-
mon myth!). In fact, over the last half century, and the last decade, in particular, the person-centred
world has been awash with new developments in thinking and practice, and this article reviews
some of the most innovative and cutting edge areas of development.

The Development of a World Association

Much of this activity can be attributed to the establishment of the World Association for Person-
Centered and Experiential Psychotherapy and Counseling in 1997. This association, which brings
together person-centred and experiential therapists from over 200 national organisation and training
centres, has been closely involved in the organisation of triennial (now biennial) International Con-
ferences on Client-Centered and Experiential Psychotherapy and Counselling (the next of which
will be held in Norwich, 2008). These have acted as key fora for the development and dissemination
of new ideas and practices. Most importantly, perhaps, the World Association is responsible for the
publication of a quarterly journal, Person-Centred and Experiential Psychotherapies, which ‘secks



to create a dialogue among different parts of the person-centered and experiential tradition, to sup-
port, inform, and challenge each other and to stimulate their creativity and impact in a broader pro-
fessional, scientific and political context' (PCEP mission statement). With over 2,000 subscribers,
PCEP is one of the most widely distributed journals in the counselling and psychotherapy field, and
forms essential reading for person-centred therapists who want to stay abreast of current develop-
ments, debates and controversies.

The ‘tribes' of person-entred therapy

As the PCEP mission statement indicates, within the person-centred field, it is becoming increasing-
ly appropriate to talk of different ‘parts' or ‘tribes' of this nation, rather than a single, unified ap-
proach. This diversification reaches back to the early 1960s when Eugene Gendlin, one of Carl
Rogers' key progeny, hypothesised that clients who were more in touch with their internal experi-
ences got more out of therapy. This led him to develop a philosophy and a practice known as
‘focusing', which encourages clients to focus in on their immediately lived felt-senses. Building on
this work, person-centred psychotherapists in north America such as Les Greenberg and Robert EI-
liott went on to develop a ‘process-experiential' approach to psychotherapy (also known as
‘emotionfocused' therapy [EFT]), which outlined a range of therapeutic tasks (such as ‘two-chair
dialogue') that can be used to help clients resolve their intrapersonal conflicts.

Today, across much of Europe, focusing and process-experiential practices (sometimes collectively
referred to as ‘experiential' therapies) are fully integrated into the work of person-centred practi-
tioners: hence the unified term ‘person-centred and experiential psychotherapy’). Within the UK,
too, experiential approaches are gaining ground, with the establishment of postgraduate trainings
and courses at the University of East Anglia and the University of Strathclyde.

To a great extent, EFT can be seen as an attempt to build on Rogerian, relational practices by inte-
grating skills and techniques from the field of Gestalt Therapy; and recent years have seen several
other attempts to incorporate ideas and practices from other orientations into a person-centred, rela-
tional base. In Belgium, for instance, Germain Lietaer and colleagues have been integrating psy-
chodynamic-interpersonal practices into their person-centred/ experiential work ; cognitive-
behavioural forms of PCT have begun to evolve; and attempts have also been made to integrate ex-
istential and phenomenological ways of working into a person-centred stance.

Not all therapists within the person-centred field, however, are interested in, or even sympathetic to,
these developments. For many person-centred practitioners, the essence of the approach is that the
therapist refrains from directing his or her clients in any way, such that the integration of more di-
rective practices from other orientations may be considered a betrayal of the very foundations of
person-centred therapy. Today, person-centred therapists who see the non-directive principle as the
touchstone of their therapeutic work tend to be referred to as ‘classical client-centred' therapists, but
it would be wrong to assume that this way of working, in itself, is not also growing and developing.
A recent collection of chapters entitled Embracing NonDirectivity, for instance, critically examined
a range of issues concerning non-directivity, and challenged readers to take forward this
‘revolutionary', antiauthoritarian stance towards therapy and psychological growth.

In addition, recent years have seen several attempts to extend a more classical form of person-
centred practice to a range of therapeutic modalities. Charlie O'Leary, for instance, has outlined a
person-centred approach to couples and family work;

Natalie Rogers has established a ‘personcentred expressive arts therapy;' and Peter Schmid has writ-
ten extensively on the development of person-centred group work. In addition, there have been sev-
eral attempts to outline and develop person-centred ways of working with particular client groups,
such as children and young people and people in crisis.

Possibly the most innovative, exciting and important development in this area, however, has been
the emergence of a person-centred approach to working with severely-impaired individuals, such as
people with psychosis and/or special needs, termed ‘PreTherapy'. Pre-Therapy was developed in the
1970s by the Gendlin-trained therapist Garry Prouty, and uses a range of very concrete, sometimes
even word-for-word reflections (for instance, ‘You said that you were feeling hungry', “You are



touching the wall’) to help contact-impaired clients re-connect with their affective, physical and so-
cial world. Case study research suggests that Pre-Therapy can be highly effective, and it is increas-
ingly being used in clinical settings with a range of client groups, such as people with dementia,
geriatric populations and those on the autistic spectrum.

New theory

Alongside these advances in practice has come an emergence of new person-centred thinking, much
of it drawing on contemporary philosophical and psychological developments, such as holism, con-
structivism, process philosophy, postmodernism and neuroscience. Where once person-centred
thinking might have been considered simplistic, it is now achieving a depth and complexity of anal-
ysis that is not so dissimilar from some of its more philosophy-rich counterparts, such as psychoa-
nalysis and existential psychotherapy. Furthermore, like both of these orientations, one particularly
important source of new thinking for the person-centred field has been the relational ethics of the
20th century French philosopher, Emmanuel Levinas. Levinas asserts that human beings have an
ethical duty to respond to the ‘call of the Other', and person-centred writers, in particular Peter
Schmid, have used this to re-conceptualise the philosophical foundation of person-centred practice
in dialogical terms: as an openness to the Otherness of the Other.

Like many other 20thcentury philosophers, Levinas also emphasised the fundamentally relational
nature of human being, and such ‘intersubjective' thinking has been adopted by a number of con-
temporary person-centred authors as a means of counterbalancing the more individualistic elements
of Rogers' thought. Eva-Maria Biermann-Ratjen from Germany, for instance, has argued that hu-
man beings need interpersonal engagement, positive regard and empathy from the first moments of
life; and that a failure to experience such in-depth contact can lead to profound difficulties later on.
Similarly, person-centred writers like Maureen O'Hara have argued that psychological maturity is
not only characterised by a movement towards autonomy (as Rogers tended to emphasise), but also
by the development of a ‘relational self.'

For some theorists, this move from a ‘one-personcentred therapy' to a ‘twoperson-centred therapy'
has important implications for the practice of person-centred therapy. In particular, if clients have a
fundamental need to relate to others, and if this capacity to relate is a key element of psychological
wellbeing, then it is important that the therapist brings him or herself into the therapeutic encounter
as an active, dynamic, really real human being: someone who can meet his or her clients at a level
of ‘relational depth'. Advocates of such a ‘dialogical' form of person-centred therapy, like Dave
Mearns and myself, argue that this is a subtle but significant shift away from a more classical, non-
directive standpoint; with a greater emphasis on the therapist being transparent in the relationship,
above and beyond those times when he or she may find it difficult to empathise with, or accept, his
or her clients.

A second area of theoretical development within the person-centred field has also challenged Rog-
ers' tendency to conceptualise human beings in singular, unitary terms. In this case, however, it is
from the entirely opposite direction. Here, several person-centered and experiential writers have ar-
gued that a focus on the individual not only overlooks the multiplicity of which the individual is a
part, but also the multiplicity by which the individual is constituted. In other words, what these au-
thors have suggested is that human beings are made up of multiple elements: ‘configurations of
self', ‘modes of being', ‘inner persons', ‘subselves' or ‘voices'.

Within the psychological and psychotherapeutic fields, such a hypothesis is by no means new. The
person-centred roots of these writings, however, do mean that they have a unique contribution to
make to the wider field of self-pluralistic thought and practice. Drawing on Rogers' concept of con-
ditional positive regard, for instance, several person-centred authors have argued that individuals
develop multiple self-concepts as a means of accruing positive regard - and hence positive self-
regard - in a variety of different social contexts. Rogers' distinction between an individual's self-
concept and their actual experiencing has also been used to explain how and why multiple selves
may evolve: individuals whose experiences simply do not fit in with how they see themselves (for
instance, they see themselves as placid but experience rage) may temporarily develop an ‘alternate



self-concept' (‘meas-furious') as a means of maintaining some consistency between ‘self' and expe-
riences. Person-centred thinking can also help to elucidate some of the practical implications of a
self-pluralistic perspective: in particular, the potential importance of empathising with, and positive-
ly regarding, all the different voices within an individual's lived-world: a ‘multidirectional partiali-

ty.'

‘Difficult' processes

Closely related to these theoretical developments, recent years have seen a number of attempts
within PCT to develop understandings of, and ways of working with, ‘psychopathological
functioning'. Here, one of the traditional stumbling blocks for person-centred practitioners has been
a reluctance to see clients through a deindividualising, diagnostic lens; and also to define any one
way of being as any more ‘pathological’, ‘abnormal’ or ‘ill' than any other. For this reason, an enor-
mously influential contribution to the contemporary person-centred world has been the work of the
American person-centred psychologist Margaret Warner, who has re-conceptualised
‘psychopathology' in terms of ‘difficult client processes': ways of processing one's experiences that
are experienced as difficult for the client, the therapist, or both (but are not ‘wrong' or inherently
pathological).

Warner suggests a range of difficult processes that individuals may experience; and is particularly
known for outlining a ‘fragile' processing style, in which individuals are not fully able to ‘hold' their
own experiences in attention and consequently may easily feel violated, threatened and misunder-
stood by others. Building on this work, other person-centred theorists have gone on to suggest addi-
tional ‘difficult processes', such as ‘ego-syntonic' processing, in which individuals strive to protect
themselves from intimacy through detachment and attempts to control others.

Current research

It is ironic that, for an orientation that is so founded on empirical observation, the person-centred
approach has developed something of a reputation for being research-aversive. This is not entirely
unfounded: person-centred therapists can be wary of ‘imposing' evaluation tools on their clients,
and of categorising them according to pre-defined diagnostic indicators. A brief scan through the
NICE guidelines for mental health and behavioural conditions also indicates the scarcity of con-
trolled research on person-centred and experiential therapies. Nevertheless, things are beginning to
change, and leading international psychotherapy researchers like Robert Elliott and Jeanne Watson
have been extremely active in compiling, publicising and conducting research demonstrating the
efficacy of person-centred and experiential approaches. They have shown, for instance, that person-
centred and experiential therapy is, overall, just as effective as other therapeutic modalities (includ-
ing CBT); and that it can help clients with a wide range of psychological difficulties, including anx-
iety, depression and health-related problems. Indeed, it is interesting to note that ‘experiential psy-
chotherapies' are one of just three ‘major approaches to psychotherapy' reviewed in the bible of
psychotherapy and counselling research, Bergin and Garfield's Handbook of Psychotherapy and
Behavior Change.

Conclusion

This article reviews some of the major developments in the contemporary person-centred field.
There are, of course, many other developments that could have been mentioned - for instance, Brian
Thorne and colleagues' writings on spirituality, the development of person-centred political per-
spectives, and person-centred work with clients from black and ethnic minority backgrounds - but,
in this article, | hope to have conveyed something of the vibrancy at the growing edges of this field.
August 2007 sees the publication of the first Handbook of Person-Centred Psychotherapy and
Counselling (co-edited by Maureen O'Hara, Peter Schmid, Gill Wyatt and myself) and, in this book,
we hope to have captured something of this spirit of passionate, critical inquiry. As the preface to
the Handbook summarises: ‘These are exciting times for the field of person-centred counselling and
psychotherapy. Over the last few years, we have witnessed major developments in our approach: an



increasing in-depth exploration of its foundations and its underlying philosophy, a rapid diversifica-
tion - with the emergence of such forms as ‘classical’, ‘dialogical', and ‘Pre-Therapy' - and
crossfertilisation with related orientations like existential and experiential therapies. We are wit-
nessing a growing intensity of international collaboration and networking through the establishment
of the World Association of Person-Centered and Experiential Psychotherapy and Counseling
(WAPCEPC) and its journal, Person-Centered and Experiential Psychotherapies. Moreover, where
once the focus of person-centred writings was primarily on therapeutic practice, we are seeing a
rapidly expanding interest in such fields as anthropology and epistemology, developmental psy-
chology, organisational transformation, peace studies, political theory and psychotherapeutic re-
search, with person-centred writers and therapists at the forefront of many of these fields. The per-
son-centred approach to psychotherapy and counselling, increasingly one of the best empirically
supported approaches in the realm of therapy, today has a depth and enjoys a variety of theoretical
explanatory models that would make it the envy of many other therapeutic disciplines.'

3. IlpoutuTe npeacTaBjieHHbIl HUKe TPAHCKPHUIT NCHXO0TepaneBTHYecKoi ceccun. B popma-
Te He0O0JILIIOro 3cce, HCIOJIb3ysl 3HAHUS B 00J1aCTH OCHOB IICHMX0JI0THYECKOr0 KOHCYJIbTHPO-
BaHUs, OXapakTepu3yiiTe cieiuGuKy KOHCYJIbTATHBHOIO Mpolecca B JaHHOM cJy4ae.

Kapmn: Ceituac s roTOB K Hamiemy pa3roBopy. S He 3Haio, 0 4eM Mbl Oyaem ¢ Bamu roBoputs,
MBI B€/lb IIOKA YCIENIU TOJIBKO M03/10poBaThes Apyr ¢ aApyroM. Ho uto Ob1 Bbl HU cka3anu, s roTOB
Bac Beicnymiats. (ITay3a.)

Jlxen: Y mens nBe npobsemsl. [lepBas — 3To cTpax nepen 6pakoM U poxkaeHueMm jereil. Bro-
pasi — 3To cTapeHue. MHe TpyAHO 3ariaasIBaTh B Oyayliee, OHO OYEeHb ITyraeT MEeHsI.

Kapn: [Monyuaercs, uto y Bac nBe rnmaBuble npobiieMbl. I He 3HaI0, KaKkyro K€ U3 HUX Bbl
BbIOEpETE MEePBOIA.

Jlxen: Jlymaro, uro ceiiuac s xotena Obl 00CyauTh mpodiiemy craperus. C Hee s cKopee U
HauHy. Eciu Bel cMoxxere moMoub MHE B 3TOM, 51 Oyy Bam ouens GnarojapHa.

Kapn: He mornu Ob1 Bbl paccka3aTs MHe HeMHOro Oosibliie 0 Bamem crpaxe nepen crapeHu-
em? Korza Bel craHOBUTECH CTaplle, YTO MPOUCXOIUT?

Jlxen: S uyBcTBYIO, UTO OM3Ka K nmaHuke. MHe 35 neT, 1 MHEe OCTaloch BCEro MATH JET 10
COpOKa. DTO TPYIHO OOBSCHUTH. 5] X0Ky BOKPYT Ja OKOJIO, @ MHE X0ueTcs yOeXaTh OT BCEro 3TOro.

Kapn: Jloctatouno ctpaxa, 4To0sl Bbl JeHCTBUTENBHO... OH JIEMCTBUTEIHHO BHI3HIBAET B BaC
MaHUKY.

Jxen: Jla, v OH TOAPBIBaET MO0 YBEPEHHOCTH B cebe kak uenoseke. (Kapa: Mm-rm.) OT0 Ha-
4aJI0Cch TOJBKO B nocienHue 18 Mecsues, MOXKeT, 1Ba roja, KOrjaa s BAPYr OCO3HaJIa: YepT, BCE Ha-
BanuBaeTcs Ha MeHs. [loueMy st 4yBCTBYIO ceOst Tak?

Kapn: U panbuie Bl Bcero 3Toro 0oco6eHHO He 4yBCTBOBAJIHU, J0 3THX, BO3MOKHO, MOJIYTOPa
net tomy Hazaq. ([1aysa.) [Ipousonuio i1u B TO BpeMsi 4TO-TO OCOOEHHOE, YTO MOTJIO BBI3BATh 3TO?

Jlxen: Ha camoMm pene g1 HE MOTy HUYEro Takoro BcrioMHuTh. Hy, Mo Mama ymepia B ATh-
necsat Tpu (Kapi: Mm-TM.), 1 oHa OblJIa OYeHB MOJIOJION M SIPKOM BO BCEX OTHOIICHUSIX JKCHIIIMHOM.
Mo3xeT ObITh, MOH ITPOOJIEMBI BCE-TaKU KaK-TO CBSI3aHbI C 3TUM. Sl He 3Ha0.

Kapn: Bosmoxno, Bel uyBCcTByeTe, uTO, ecnu Bama mate ymepna Tak paHO, TO 3TO MOXET
ciyuuthest U ¢ Bamu. (ITaysa). 1 Bpemst HauMHaeT Ka3aTbCs JETALIMM CIUIIKOM OBICTPO.

Jxen: [la!

Kapin: To ectb ocTaercst 4To-TO B pojie AypHOro npeauyscTBus. YacTe Bamero crpaxa Mox-
HO cpopMyIHpoBaTh Tak: «BOT UTO Cllydnsioch ¢ MOeil MaTephlo, U HE CIENYIO JIU s Tereph 10 3TOo-
my xe nytu (xen: [la, BepHO.) 1 He Oyny JH s, BO3MOKHO, YyBCTBOBAThH TaKylO € HEHYKHOCTb U
Oecrone3HocTb?»

Jbxen: ([Inunnas naysa.): Bel xoTuTe 3agaTh MHE 1OOOJIbIE BONPOCOB, MTOTOMY YTO, Kak s
MOHHMMAI0, 3TO MOMOKET BaM BBITAHYTh U3 MeHs Oosbiie nHpopmanuu? Ho s mpocto He MOTy — Bce
kak cMmepu (Kapi: MM-TM.) KpyTUTCSI BOKPYT.



Kapn: Bee B Bac nmpocto Tak ObICTpO XOIUT KpyraMu, 4To Bl Ha caMoM Jienie He 3HaeTe, I71e
(Ioxen: I'me HauaTb.) ocTaHOBUTHCS. Sl HE 3HAIO, XOTUTE JU Bl eme moropoputh 0 Bamem oTHO-
LIEHUHU K KU3HU MaTepu, o Baiem ctpaxe B CBSA3U C 3TUM, WJIU O YEM?

Jlxen: Uem crapiiie s CTaHOBIIOCH, TEM OCTpee S UyBCTBYIO CUTyanuio Opaka. Temneps s He
3HAI0, CBSI3aHBI JIM TH JBE MpobsieMbl. To ecTh KOrja JIIou MPOCTO BCTpEYaroTcs... Sl He 3HAIO...
Ho korna s gymaro o ToM, 4TOOBI BBIIY 3aMyX, U Y MEHs OYIyT OIpeieleHHbIe 00513aTeNbCTBA U
JIETH, - BCE 3TO MHE Ka)KETCSl OUEHb, OYEHb CTPAIIHBIM. M 3TOT cTpax pacTeT ¢ ToAaMH....

Kapn: Dto crpax o0s3aTenbCcTB M cTpax UMeTh nerei? W Bce 3TO KakeTcsl HapacTaloIuM
CTPaxoM, BCE 3TU CTPAXU KAXKYTCS yCUIUBAIOLIUMHUCS.

Ixen: [la. 51 ve Gorock oOs3arenbcTBa. K mpumepy, Koria OHO OKa3bIBAaCTCS YaCThIO MOCH
paboThl, APYKECKUX OTHOILIEHUH, KAKUX-TO ONpeienaeHHbIX fei. Ho Opak i MeHs O4YeHb...

Kapn: To ectb Bbl He 0€30TBETCTBEHHBIN YEIOBEK WJIM YTO-HUOYIb B 3TOM poje... (IxeH:
Her, coBcem Hert.). ¥ Bac ectb o0s3aTenscTBa Ha paboTe, B OTHOWICHHUAX C JIpYy3bsiMu. W nmuiib
BCTYILIEHUE B OpaK — 3TO y>KaCHO Kak aj.

Hoxen: (ITocne aymuHOM nay3bl.) Bel xoTuTe, 4TOOHI 51 TOBOpHMIIA?

Kapmn: S 651 xoTen moMoub Bam HaliTH TOUKY OMOPBI BO BCEX ITUX BEIIaX, KOTOPbIE KPYTATCS
B Bameii rosose.

xen: Mum-mM, (Ilay3a.) S He mymana, 4TO OKaXXyCh 371€Ch CerojHs. B mpoTHUBHOM ciyyae s
npurotoBuia Obl nesnsnii cnucok! (ITaysa.) Moxker ObITh, MOsI IpoGJIeMa - 3TO JTFOOO0BB K UCKYCCTBY,
na? 5l oueHb MHOTO 3aHUMAIOCh MY3BIKOW U TaHIIaMH. MHe X0Ten0ch Obl TPOCTO OPOCUTH BCE U TO-
CBATUTH MOIO XU3Hb 3ToMy. Ho, K cokaneHuto, COBpEMEHHOE OOIECTBO, B KOTOPOM MBI KHBEM,
BBIHYX/Ia€T pabOTaTh U KHUTh COTJIACHO OMPEEICHHBIM COIIMAIbHBIM CTaHAapTaM. Sl BOBCe He co-
xaier 00 3toM. EcTh HeuTo, 4ero MHe He XBaTaeT, YTO MHE Ha caMoM jeje xoudercs aenars. Ho
Kak ke 51 Oyny Bce 3To aenaTth? W BooOI1e, MOKHO JIM C 3THUM YTO-HUOY/Ab CAENaTh - 1 UMEIO B BU-
1y, 1 CTAHOBJIIOCh BCE CTaplle, a IPYU TOM TOIUYCh Ha MECTE UJIU )K€ Oery Haszas.

Kapin: To ects Bel roBopute MHe, uTo y Bac Ha camoM fere ecTh 1enb B )KU3HM, Y Bac Ha ca-
MOM JieJie €CTh HeuTo, uTo Brl neficTBuTenbHO xotute Aenats... (xen: O, na). [locBatute ceds
MYy3bIKE€, HCKYCCTBY, HO BBl uyBcTBYeTe, uro 00mecTBo Memaer Bam B atom. To, uro Bel xoTenu
OBl crenarb, TaKk 3T0 OPOCUTH BCE IpOYEe M MPOCTO CKOHUEHTPUPOBaThca Ha Bameit mo0BU K My-
3BIKE.

Jxen: [a.

Jbxen: B mocnenHue BoceMHaIaTh MECSIEB - MOXET ObITh 3TO CTPaHHO, HO... CuTyarus
CTaHOBUTCS KU3HEHHO BaKHOW. PaHbllle g Bepuia, 4TO JIIO/IM, CTAHOBSCH CTaplle, CTAHOBATCS Tep-
numee, criokoifHee. 51 HU 0 yeM He Oecriokousack B 3ToM Mupe. M Toinbko ceiiuac y MeHs MOSBU-
Jach peasibHas Mpo0sieMa, U sl He 3Hal0, KaK CIPaBUTHCA C HEl....

Kapn: S nymaro, B nocineaHue BoceMHaALATh MecsleB BaM Bce ka3anoch OYEHb Ba)KHBIM -
KaXJIbII MOMEHT, Kaxkjasi yeptouka Bamero cymectBoBanus (xen: [la) BocmpuHUMAaeTCs Kak
KHU3HEHHO 3HauuMas. 1 Bompoc teneps cTout riryoxe: “Uro mHe nenath?”

Ixen: (Ilay3a.) Hoxtop Kapn, a Ber MoxeTe oTBeTHTh MHE Ha Bompoc? Mosi 00sI3Hb BBIWTH
3aMyX U CTpax cTapeHus — Bbl BUuamTE 3/1€CH CBA3b WU HET?

Kapn: [a. S nymaro, onu cBsizanbl uisi Bac, korma Bel o Hux roBopute, U 00a 3TH cTpaxa
YBEJIMYMUIIMCh 3a MOCTIeTHUE HECKOJIbKO MecsleB. To ecTh 1 00s13Hb Opaka, ¥ MpoOIeMbl CTapeHUs U
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH — 3TO CBOETO poJia MakeT, eauHoe 1enoe. 11 Bel roBopuTte — «4 3Hato, yeMy Xouy
ce0st TOCBATUTH — s TOJIBKO HE 3HAIO, KaK».

Jxen: Mmm. He coBcem... D10 He mpobiieMa - yemy ceds nmocBiITUTh. [Ipocto cTpax ObITh
noiimanHol. Kak ceitdac s moiiMana COOCTBEHHBIM BO3PAcTOM.

Kapn: Bel uyBcTByeTe cebs moiimaHHOM - moiiManHO# Bamum Bo3pacTom, crapeHuem, HeoO-
XOJIMMOCTBIO co3/1aBaTh ceMblo. (I1ay3a.) To ecTh KU3HB BBIMISAUT MyTatoOLIei.

Ixen: Jla. (Ilay3a.) S craparock He moka3siBaTh 3Toro (Kapia: Mm-rMM.) U nepxy Bce cBou
ctpaxu riyooko BHyTpu. (ITay3a.) Koneuno, s He npuxoxy B cBoi oduc u He ropopio “Tlomorure,
noxanyiicra, Mae 35. Uro mue aenars?” Hert. He Tak. Eme, eciu s 3ax04y, TO MOTY HaJleTh IIOPTHI
¥ 3aIUIeCTH cebe KOCUYKH, HO BCE 3TO HE TO. DTO ... CTpax ObITh NOWMaHHOI.



Kapn: 1 atu ctpaxu, koTopbie Bbl ucnbIThIBaeTe, OHM HE MEUIAIOT BaM (DYHKIIMOHUPOBATH B
mupe. Bce uTO mpoucxoauT BOBHE HOPMAalbHO, HO, TEM HE MEHee, IIyOOKO BHYTPH THE3IATCS
CTpaxu, ¥ CaMblii TJIaBHBII U3 HUX — CTPax OBITh TOMMaHHOM, HEBaKHO, KAKUM CIIOCOOOM.

Jxen: Jlronu roBopst mue: «JlkeH, y TeOs Bce 3amedaresbHO. Y TeOs Bce ecTh». OHHU MI0X0
IIPEJICTABIISIFOT, YTO 51 HA CAMOM JI€JI€ UCIIBITHIBAIO.

Kapn: Bepno. Utak, ayis moctopoHHero HaOmrogaresns y Te0s Bce 3amedarenbHo. Ho JIken
BHYTpPHU He Takas. BHyTpeHHssa [[)keH cuiibHO qpyrasi.

Jxen: (Jlnmuanas mayza — mender.) Bol Xotute ckazath MHE erie yTo-Huoyas? (Cmex Kapia
U 3puTeneit) S mpocTo ykacHO HEpBHUYAIO 3]1€Ch!

Kapn: Moxere 3aHATh Bce BpeMs, €CIIM XOTUTE, IOTOMY YTO Sl YyBCTBYIO, UTO 3HAKOMIIKOCH C
UCIIYTaHHOW MajlIeHbKOU /[)KeH BHYTpH.

Jlxen: YUem Ooutbiiie s roBOpro, TeM Oouibiiie Bl MeHs moHnMaere?

Kapn: Tem 6onbiie Bol mpopsiBaeTech KO MHE.

JI>xeH: DTO BO3MOXHO KaK-TO B3aUMOCBSI3aHO U MOKET IOMOYb BaM: BO3MOKHO BCE 3TO CBs-
3aHO C HEOOJBIIMM aKTEPCTBOM, KOTOPOE 51 paHbII€ YaCTEHbKO MCIOJIb30Baa, s HE 3HAI0, HO MHE
HPaBUTCS U300paXKaTh MaJIEHbKYIO HEMOCTYIIHYIO IEBOUKY.

Kapn: Oty wacts cedst Ber xopoio 3naere. (xen cmeercs.) Bol ee cTobKO pa3 u3zoopaxkaniy.
(dxen: U aro xopomo aerictyet!) Jla, 3To AeiicTByeT, HEMOCIYIIHAs MaJeHbKasl JeBOYKa yMEeT
BBIXOJINTh U3 pa3HbIX cutyanuil. M eme Bel ckazany, 4ToO mbpITaerech MoMo4b MHE. Sl HanewcCh To,
4TO MBI ceifuac nenaem nomoskeT Bam. ([xxen: Crnacu6o.) (ITay3a.) [loromy 4To s 4yBCTBYIO, KOT/1a
Br1 pacckaspiBaere, To 3TO He Ui MeHA. S Hazneroch, Bel cMokeTe ydiie y3HaTh ce0st B X0/1e Ha-
miei oecensl.

Jlxen: S oOcyxnana 3Ty npobiaemMy ¢ ApyrUM YeJI0BEKOM, KOTOPBIN nepexui nogooHoe. Ona
3HAaeT, KaK CHJIbHO TPaBMHUPYIOT o00HbIe uyBcTBAa. OHA MCIIBITANA Te XKe caMmble 4yBcTBa. M oHa
ckazana: «Tbl 3HaeIIb, 3TO CTPAHHO, HO Sl CMOIJIA MEPEKUTH ITO C IOMOIIbIO HECKOJIBKUX JIFOAEH».
S nymato, BaxHo (Ilay3a.) uMeTh yenoBeka, KOTOPOMY ThI JJOBEpsIEIIb U COOOIIAEIIb CBOU TalHBI,
YeJI0BeKa, KOTOPBIM MOXKET MepexuTh 3TO Bpems ¢ ToOoil. Ho Takoro yenoBeka oueHb TPyIHO HaM-
TH.

Kapn: Bam xotenocs Obl HailTH yenoBeka, KoTopomy Obl Bbl noBepsiian, 1 4TOObI OH OMOT
BaM nepexuTh 3TOT TpyAHBIN EPUOL.

Jlxen: Mmwm, noitmanHoct. (CMeercs.) S mpocTo He 3Ha0, Kak CHpPaBUTLCA C ATUM. S nei-
CTBUTEJILHO HE 3HAIO.

Kapn: HyBcTBY!O, 4TO 3TO O4YeHb Tskeno Bam.

Jlxen: Hy, 310 yacTh Moeli MOBCeIHEBHON JKU3HU € yTpa 10 Beuepa. SICHO, 4To 51 He 00Cyxk-
JIat0 3TO cO BceMu. S gymaro m3-3a 00sI3HM MX peakiuu. BaKHO MPUIIOKUTH YCUIINE U HAUTH Yeo-
BEKa, KOTOPBIN ObUT ObI B TOM e JI0/JKe, KOTOPBIN MOHUMAET TO, YTO ThI MIEPEKUBACIID.

Kapn: Bel neiicTBuTEIHHO HINIETE YeT0BEKa, B KOTOPOM OBl BbI HYX/1auCh U KOTOPOMY MOT-
71 OBl 10BEPATH.

Jlxen: Jla, s mbITatoch cripaBUThCs caMa, HO 3To Henerko. (Kapa: Bepno) 3naere, xouercs
HaTH YenoBeKa, KOTOPBIM Obl MOJCTErMBall MEHSI M TOBOPWIL: «S 3HAI0, Thl MOXKEIb 3TO C/ENAaTh,
ThI MOXKEILb ATO C/AEaTh, Thl CAENACUIb 3TO», U 3TO OBL...

Kapi: 310 651 1efiCTBUTEIBHO TOMOTJIO.

Jxen: [IpocTo yenoBek, KOTOPBI Obl TOBEPUIT B MEHSI.

Kapn: YenoBeky, KOTOpBIH BEpUT B TeOS JOCTATOYHO CKa3aTh: «Thl CMOKEIIb cIenaTh 3TO.
Tl Bce npeoponeenis!» Ho Tl He MoXkellb cama ce0e TOBOPUTH ATH CIIOBA.

Jlxen: Jla, XoTs s cTaparoch ObITh TO3UTUBHOU M cMesAThCsS Haj coboil. Ho g mpocTo oueHb
Hamyrana. Sl cobuparock orctynuth. S He cobupatock uaru Bnepen ([onras maysa.) S meitamace
MOJIXO/AUTh C pa3HbIX CTOPOH, 3a0bITh 00 3TOM. Sl MBITaTach OCTAaHOBUTH ceOs, KOrjaa JTymaro 00
stoM. Ho naxke sto Gonbiie He momoraet. (Ilay3a.) ['oBopst MmeTadopuuecku, s Kak Obl OyXkaai0 B
TeMHOTE. SI BBIXOKY U3 cBeTa U nonajaio B TeMHoty. (Kapi: Aaa.) [Tonumaete, 4To s UMEIO B BU-
ny. (Kapn: Jla, koneuno, nonnmaro.) [loromy, 4To st onsith 60OCH...



Kapn: D10 Tak pUCKOBAaHHO BBIXOJUTH M3 OCBEIIEHHOTO MECTa B TEMHOTY, B HEHU3BECTHOE.
([Ixetin: Bepno.) JlaeTcs maHc, U 3TO IMyTaer.

Jlxen: (Ilaysa.) 5 He Mory npuymars, 4TO €I CKa3aTb, KPOME BOIpOCa KaK BBINTU U3 3TON
cutyauuu. (ITayza.) S uyBcTByIO ceifuac, 4To 3TO O4YEHb JIMYHAs IpodieMa — s yBepeHa, 4YTO MHO-
rUe MPOLUIM Yepe3 3TO. A HEKOTOpble HET. M1 oHM, BO3MOXHO, nymaroT, «Uept, B uem xe npooie-
Ma?» Bpemenamu s 1axe MOCMEUBAIOCh HaJ 3TUM U rOBOpIO: «S1 qymaro, s momely pekjiaMmy B ra-
3eTe — HHUKOrAa (cMeercs) He 3Haellb, Kakol oreeT moiyuuiub!» (Ilaysa.) Bel monumaere, s
CTPEMIIFOCH BCE CBETH K IIIYTKE.

Kapn: Ho Bl Tak xotute, yTo0bI ¢ Bamu Obu1 yenoBek, koropomy Bel Mornu Ob1 10BepsTh U
KOTOpBIi moMor Ob1 Bam nepexxuTh 3To TAKEN0e BPeMs.

Jlxen: Jla, mOTOMY 4TO, XOTS I MOJIFOCh — Y MEHsI COOCTBEHHOE BU/ICHUE PEIIUTHH — 51 BEPIO
B JlyXOBHOE pa3BuTHE. MOXeT ObITh 3TO MOSI KapMa, He 3Hat0. Elle oHa MbICIb TOCTOSIHHO B I'OJIO-
BE: ATO 3Tall MOETO Pa3BUTHS, KaKUM Obl OH HU ObuL. HO 51 4yBCTBYIO, UTO 4ero-To Hemocraer. ¥
MeHS I0JKeH ObITh ¢pusndyeckuit KOHTaKT. (I1ay3a.) UenoBek, ¢ KOTOpPBIM 5 ObLia ObI CBSI3aHA...

Kapn: Yenosek, ¢ koropsiM Bbl Moriu Obl MMeTh OTHOMIEHUA. S TOTaabIBalOCh, XOTSA 3Ta
MBICITb MOXET MOKa3aThCs TIIYION, HO S X0Uy, YTOOBI OJTHUM M3 JIpy3eil Morja Obl CTaTh Ta HEMO-
CIIyIIHAas MaJIeHbKas eBOouYKa. S| He 3Ha0, UMEET JIM ATO CMBICI AJis Bac niam HeT, HO eciu Ta XKu-
Bas HETMOCIYIIHAs MaJeHbKas JeBOYKa, KOTOpas *HUBET BHYTPH, cMOriia Okl mpoBoauTh Bac u3 cBe-
Ta B TEMHOTY... Kak s cka3ai, 3To MOXeT He uMeTh s Bac cmbicia.

JIxen: (O3aaueHHBIM roJIOCOM.) BBl MOkeTe HEMHOTO Pa3BUTh ATY MBICIb ATl MEHS?

Kapin: IIpocto 310 MOXKeT ObITh 0JUH 13 Bammx ny4mux apyseil, KoTopblil npsyeTcsi BHYTPH,
MyTJMBasi MaJ€HbKas I€BOYKA, HEMOCIYIIHASI MaJIeHbKas 1I€BOYKa, HacTosmas Bel, koTopas penko
IIPOSIBIISETCS.

xen: (Ilayza.) U s momkHa mpu3HaTh TO, YTO BBl ckazanu, eciid OINISIHYTHCS B MPOLLIOE
MOJKHO CKa3aTh, YTO S IMOTepsiia OOJBIIYI0 YacTh HEMOCTYITHOW MAJICHBKOW JIeBOYKU. B nefcTBH-
TEJBHOCTH, 3a IOCJIEIHUE BOCEMHAIIAaTh MECALIEB, Ta HEMOCIIYIIHAs MaJe€HbKasl JE€BOUKA NCYE3IIa.

Kapn: Ucuesna. Yry-yry. (Cmeertcs.) Torna st ObIT HE TaK YK JaJIeK OT UCTUHBI. BO3MOXKHO
Bawm crnenyer ee mouckats! (Cmex.)

Jxen: Bel xorenu 661 HOMeD ee TenedoHa. (Cmex.)

Kapmn: S xorten 651! (CMmex.) S nymato, ona Obuta Ob1 3a0aBHOM U, s AymMaro, oHA He ObLia ObI
TAKOW HaITyraHHOM.

Jxen: (ComueBasich.) Tak g Bce elie MOTY ObITh HEMOCTYITHOW MaJIeHbKOW JIE€BOYKOM, JaKe
HECMOTpS Ha TO, YTO CTAHOBJIIOCH cTapiie?

Kapn: Hy, He 3Hat0 — MHe TOJIBKO BOCEMBJIECAT, HO s BCE €I1€ MOT'Y OBITh HEMOCITYIIHBIM
MaJIeHbKUM MalibuiKoM. (MHOro cmexa u arioAMCMEHTHI. )

Jlxen: (Cmeercs.) Mue Heuero cka3ats! (ITaysa.) I3MeHUT 1 3TO MOM 4yBCTBa OTHOCHUTENb-
HO Opaka?

Kapn: /lymato, 4to 3TOT BOIpoc, KOTOpbIi Bbl cebe 3amaetre, oueHb BakeH. Eciau 661 Bbl ObI-
JM JTy4IIAM JIPYroM JJis MaJleHbKOM JI€BOYKH BHYTpHU ceOs, ctana Obl Bl MeHbIle 00SIThCS PUCKO-
BaTh B Opake? S neiicTBUTENbHO YYBCTBYIO, Kak CHJIbHO Bam ee He XBarano mociefHue BOCEMHa-
JIATh MECSIIEB.

Jlxen: (I1ay3a.) [la, Bol npaBel. Bl monanu B camylo TOUKY.

Kapn: U3BuHUTE, HO Uepe3 HECKOJIbKO MUHYT Mbl 3aKaHUHBAEM.

Jlxen: Xopomo. Yacsl criemar Ha NATHAALATh MUHYT, Tak Kak s Bcerzaa onasaeiBaro (Cmeet-
csl.)

Kapn: Ha natHanuats MunyT crapue? (MHoro cmexa.)

Hoxen: (Cmeercs.) JlaBaiite mocmoTpuM, 6e3 10 MUHYT...

Kapin: [la, Torna Msl 3akoHYMM. X0Opo1Iio?

Jlxen: Jla. Bel MHE O4€HB MOMOTJIM, 1 MHE B CaMOM JieJie X0Teloch Obl Bac ouens moOmaro-
JApUTh.



Baok 2. «Ilcuxosiorus B 0M3Hece»

1. IlpoyuTaiiTe CTATHIO U CAeJANTE ee KPUTHYECKHIA aHAJIN3 HA PYCCKOM sI3bIKe, OTBETHB HA
cJIeiyIolue BONPOCHI:
1. B uem coctout npobiema ucciaenoBaHus?
2. OueHuTte MperMyIIecTBa U HEJOCTATKH MPEI0KEHHON POIIETyphl HCCIEeIOBAHMUS.
3. Ilpennoxxute anpTepHATUBHYIO CXEMY HCCIIEAOBaHU, HAPABICHHYIO HA PEIICHUE MTOCTaB-
JICHHOU MTPOOIEMBI.
4. Kak MOXXHO IPUMEHUTH MOIYUYEHHbIE pe3yNbTaThl B padbote Poccuiickux opranuzanuii?

MANAGING EXPECTATIONS OF ACQUIRE EMPLOYEES IN A POST-MERGER
SCENARIO

Deepali Surkund
Dr. Pooja Purang
Dr. Meenakshi Gupta

INTRODUCTION

Mergers and acquisitions are being increasingly employed by firms to protect and fortify their
market position. Many organizations see them as a relatively fast and efficient way to further
strategic purposes and achieve a global presence. Success in the first area, meeting a strategic
objective, depends on mutual synergy- the buyer and seller have to transfer technology and
know-how across company lines. This means carefully knitting operations together and keeping
talented people loyal and motivated.

In spite of Mergers and acquisitions (M&A) being extensive, their rate of failure varies
between 50% and 80% (Lubatkin, 1983; Marks & Mirvis, 1985; Officer, 2003; Pekar & Allio,
1994). There have been various studies citing reasons for this - paying the wrong price, buying
for the wrong reason, selecting the wrong partner, or not integrating technology in time (e.g.
Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Haleblian &Finkelstein, 1999). However, other researchers
insist that the underestimation of the pervasiveness and depth of the problems related to
human factors condemns these mergers and acquisitions to failure.

The most common and adverse negative consequence of such ventures is employee
intention to leave the organization (Cartwright & Cooper, 1989; Fabrizio, 1999; Iverson
& Pullman, 2000; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998; De Meuse & Tornow, 1990). Among the
other negative consequences recognized are decreased job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, loyalty and productivity and increased number of defective products, mistakes and
withdrawal behaviors (Grossman, 1999; Latack, 1986; McHugh, 1997).

Consequently, more attention should be given to employees' needs (Bijlsma-Frankema,
2001; De Cock & Rickards, 1996; Seibert, 1995) and wants. This requires companies to manage
their employment relationships or psychological contracts with their employees well.
Psychological contracts are a sum of mutual expectations between the employee and the
employer (Levison et al., 1962). It is defined as ‘a series of mutual expectations of which the
parties to a relationship may not themselves be dimly aware but which nonetheless govern their
relationship to each other.

Especially in merger scenarios the wants of key employees from the acquired organization
(beyond their requirements) take on increased importance. It is therefore imperative for the
management of the acquiring organization to determine these wants or expectations. These could
include characteristics that are of value to the employee but not of corresponding value to the
employer - except in attracting and retaining desired employees (Roehling et al., 2000). In order
to be able to fulfill these wants or expectations according to the perception of the acquired
employees, the management of the acquiring organization would need to manage them.



MANAGING EXPECTATIONS

There has been extensive research which suggests that the management of “human factors’ in
the post — acquisition implementation is important and, where it is badly managed, helps to
explain why up to half of acquisitions are not deemed to be successful. A central factor in this
process is the management of employee expectations. That is, the way in which the acquiring
company management seeks to shape and then meet expectations of employees in the firm
acquired could be one important aspect of the acquisition process which renders the projectto a
greater chance of success (Hubbard & Purcell, 2001).

According to their study, employees in acquired organizations have concerns that transform
into expectations concerning both themselves and their work group. These expectations are with
respect to immediate job and employment worries to longer term status, and behavioral and
cultural concerns in the ‘new’ organization. These expectations vary over time and have different
facets depending upon the seniority of the employee, the degree of integrations sought by the
acquirer and the extent to which expectations formed are proven to be realistic and realizable.

The assumption following the shaping and reforming of expectations is that if employee
expectations are properly managed during the implementation process there would be less
uncertainty and ambiguity among the employees and less damage to levels of organizational
commitment. However, if there is a mismatch in expectations, the outcome could be expected to
be undesirable for both the individual as well as the merged entity by way of higher intention to
leave the organization and a loss of qualified and competent employees.

RETENTION

The reason for retention of key employees being the main focus of our study was multifold:
First, particularly when knowledge based organizations are acquired, the premium paid for the
company above the value of its tangible assets is primarily for the top management team or key
employees who are considered to be contributing value beyond the balance sheet of the company
(Kiessling & Harvey, 2000).

Second, the target firm's employees are the primary repositories of tacit non transferable
knowledge (Wright et al., 2001). They are also important channels to the collection and
dissemination of this knowledge throughout the firm. Especially on merger, one important source
of value in acquisitions is the potential to transfer valuable intangible assets such as know-how
between the combining organizations (Caves, 1982). The high performance of a target firm is
probably not only due to their knowledge of the external marketplace (customers, competitors,
industry, etc.) but also due to the internal workings of the firm (employees, strategy, corporate
culture, deployment of human resources, etc.). This knowledge about customers, competitors and
the creation of new products or services (e.g. Grant, 1996; Hansen, 1999; Hedlund, 1994;
Liebeskind, 1996; Nonaka, 1991; Sveiby, 1998; Szulanski, 1996), makes it imperative that the
post acquisition success can be determined only by the retention of these employees and by the
ability to continue to harvest their expertise and knowledge (Hitt, et al., 2001; Huselid, 1995,
King & Zeithaml, 2001).

The loss of the strategic tacit knowledge that these key employees possess (e.g., experience,
guidance) could endanger the performance of the acquired organization and that their departure
may escalate the level of disruption and uncertainty in the firm immediately post acquisition
(Cannella & Hambrick, 1993; Hambrick & Cannella, 1993; Krishnan et at., 1997, Singh & Zollo,
1998).

But one cannot extract such knowledge unless these employees are willing to part with it
voluntarily. For this, the management of the acquiring organization would need to know what is
important to these target employees and fulfill their wants. The employees need to perceive that
their expectations have been fulfilled, which in turn requires the shaping of their expectations.
According to researchers, when employee expectations have been met, they are more likely to
feel an obligation to contribute to the organization, which in turn will likely result in a higher
level of commitment to the organization and a greater propensity to stay with the organization
(Flood, et al., 2001).
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SHAPING EXPECTATIONS

Organizations target to shape employees’ expectations through various mechanisms so that
the employees’ integration with the organization is better and they do not seek to leave the
organization.

Research has revealed how managements attempt to colonize employee values and
expectations by controlling information (Griener, 1988; Grugulis et al., 2000; Kunda, 1992). For
instance, in a case study of management practices in a consultancy firm, managerial strategies
created a system of normative control by seeking to regulate employee consciousness.
Management paid close attention to selecting suitable employees, developing desirable qualities,
devising organizational-specific training and attributing praise and blame. Employee responses
were expected to be in line with management’s preferred corporate culture and, as noted by the
authors, most employees responded in ways which extended managerial control over a

substantial part of employees’ lives, including non-work and social activities (Grugulis et al.,
2000).

In another study, seven factors were identified as influent in shaping employees expectations in
acquisitions. They were: quality of communication, believability of information, trust in management
action, credibility of leadership, fairness of action, consistency of action and communication and logic
of management action or behavior (Hubbard & Purcell, 2001). Having recognized the factors which
have so far been known to shape expectations, we also need to identify expectations which need to be
shaped.

EXPECTATIONS WHICH NEED TO BE SHAPED

In her study, Jill Kickul (2001) investigated the types of promises communicated by small
businesses in order to attract and retain their employees. Some of these promises included
benefits, opportunities for promotion and advancement, increased responsibilities, opportunities
for personal growth, opportunity to develop new skills, and pay and bonuses tied to performance.
Her results also demonstrated that perceived unfulfilled promises could have a considerable
negative impact on workplace attitudes, commitment and intentions to leave the organization.

In a content analysis carried out by Roehling, Cavanaugh, Moynihan and Boswell (2000),
there appeared almost universal agreement about the nature of the employment relationship
undergoing fundamental changes, with potentially enormous implications for attracting,
motivating and retaining talent. Consensus among magazines, trade journals and scholarly
published articles indicated that new employment relationships were characterized by the
employer providing training, education and skill development opportunities, the involvement or
empowerment of employees in the decision making process, open and honest two-way
communication, assistance with career management (mentoring, coaching and career
management workshops or materials), performance based compensation, challenging or
meaningful work, work/ non work life balance, and “new job security” through developing and
maintaining skills.

Rousseau (1990), in his study investigated employer obligations and the perceptions of new
hires. The types of obligations indicated by the new recruits towards their employer, and vice
versa, reflected the kind of categories used here: promotion, high pay, pay based on current level
of performance, training, long term job security, career development, and support with personal
problems.

However, all these studies were conducted in non-merger situations. Determining if these
factors were crucial in merger scenarios or if there were others that applied and knowing how
these would impact commitment and retention levels of acquired employees was seen as a study
which could aid the success of a merger.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Given this rationale, the following questions were proposed for this study.
What factors shape expectations?
The purpose of this question was to determine if the factors already recognized in literature were
applicable to the Indian context and secondly, if there were any other factors in addition to the
ones already identified.
Which expectations need to be shaped?

11



This question refers to expectations in the mergers and acquisitions scenario and in the Indian
context.

Which expectations are of more importance to the acquired employees?

These expectations if perceived to be fulfilled would result in higher commitment and lower
intention to leave.

METHODOLOGY
Sample:

Two sets of merged organizations, approximately equal in size from the private banking
industry in India were chosen for the study. All the four organizations that comprised these two
sets were of Indian origin with more than ninety percent of the staff and operations located
within the country. In both cases, mergers had taken place around the same time within the
preceding two years of the period of the study. A total of thirty five respondents with nineteen
male and sixteen female employees who were all considered important were chosen from various
departments and levels of the acquired organizations. In addition, eight human resources
managers, four from each of the two acquiring organizations were also interviewed to verify
applicability of the study. Care was taken to see that all respondents were permanent employees
with minimum employment tenures of two years in their respective organizations prior to the
merger. The average age of the respondents was thirty-four years and the minimum educational
qualification was a three-year college degree.

Procedure:

For factors which could go into shaping of expectations, a questionnaire was constructed
based on the seven factors identified in Hubbard & Purcell’s (2001) study and this included open
as well as close ended questions. Thirty five in-depth, face-to-face interviews were conducted
based on this questionnaire to check for applicability of these factors in the Indian context and
identify new ones which could potentially shape expectations. Each interview lasted about sixty
minutes. Based on these interviews, a content analysis was carried out which focussed on the
respondents’ answers, anecdotes, feelings, emotions and reactions.

To determine expectations that needed to be shaped, the list of expectations identified by an
earlier study by Jill Kickul (2001) was used as the template. Thirty five face-to-face interviews
were conducted to determine if these items were applicable to the M&A scenario as well as to
the Indian context and to identify if there were any new ones.

To determine which of these expectations were more important and could help in retaining
and motivating acquired employees, the above instrument (Jill Kickul, 2001) was modified to
suit the Indian context. Each interviewee was then asked to assign importance to each of the
items listed through a Likert scale (from 1= “not at all important” to 5= “Most important™),
which if perceived to be fulfilled would result in positively affecting organizational outcomes by
way of increasing the organizational commitment and lowering the intention to leave on the part
of these employees. These items were then rank ordered based on the mean of each item in order
to identify the five most important factors that were of importance to the employees in the post-
merger scenario.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The following results encapsulate a synopsis of the results of the study.

Factors which could go into shaping of expectations: The seven factors identified in the
previous study (Hubbard & Purcell, 2001), did seem to apply even in the Indian context. While
quality of communication seemed to form the crux of shaping expectations, consistency of action
and communication, and logic of management action or behaviour played a pivotal role in
bringing about a change in perceptions of acquired employees over importance assigned to
expectations. Trust, believability, credibility and fairness seemed to be factors which were based
on both inference as well as observation of past practices of the acquiring organizations. Content
analysis of the transcripts indicated that perceived cultural differences between the merging
organizations played a vital role in influencing the importance assigned to expectations.
Moreover, the closer the acquired employees’ perceptions of pre-post acquisition organizational
cultures, the higher seemed to be their perception of fulfilment of expectations. Thus, ‘perceived
pre-post acquisition cultural closeness’ proved to be an additional factor which influenced the
importance assigned to expectations,

Expectations which need to be shaped: Other than the ones identified through Jill Kickul’s
(2001) study, four other expectations prevalent in the Indian context and in the M& A scenario
were captured through the interviews. These included relationship with the immediate superior,
proximity of the workplace to residence, reasonable working hours and ample leisure time off
the job. Given the long commuting times in Indian cities, employees had a strong preference for
work locations which were closer to their residences. Moreover, in the retail banking industry
where most participants were seen as having multiple branch locations within a city, this
expectation seemed realistic. In the private sector in India, employees are expected to complete
their work and leave for the day. This sometimes resulted in employees having to stay back at the
workplace beyond the normal working hours of the firm. Reluctance on this front seemed to be
costing the employee in terms of advancement within the organization. Therefore employees felt S
the need for fixed or reasonable working hours. Ample leisure time off the job was also a factor
which seemed to spring from the reasons mentioned above which reduced the amount of
personal time they could afford to spend with their families. After including these new factors in
the template and modifying the already existing ones to the Indian context, the comprehensive
list of expectations included thirty nine distinctive items.

Expectations which were of higher importance and could help in motivating and retaining
employees: Across the entire research set, the following five expectations were found to be more
important - long term job security, competitive compensation, opportunities for promotion and
advancement, proximity of work location to place of residence and safe working environment.
Here, it was seen that the factor safe working environment was being referred to security in the
event of fraud committed on the organization by its customers without the knowledge of the
employees.

There were also other expectations which ranked higher due to the perceptions of pre-post
acquisition cultural differences between the two merged organizations in each of these sets. In
the first set, these differences were reported to be low and as a result, there were only three other
expectations which ranked higher other than these five on the scale of importance. These
included manageable workload, recognition for accomplishments and relationship with
superiors. On reporting these expectations to the management of the acquiring organization, it
seemed that these expectations were realistic and realizable and therefore on shaping to the
realizable extent, carried a higher probability of being perceived as fulfilled. In the second set,
the cultural differences between the two merged entities post merger were perceived to be high
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and as a result, there were five other expectations which ranked higher on the scale of
importance. These included two-way open communication, trust and respect, fixed and
reasonable working hours, informal co-worker relations, and ample leisure time off the job.
According to the acquired employees, these needs were fulfilled by their pre-merged
organization and were not made available to them now. On enquiring with the management of
the acquiring organization about the fulfillment of these expectations, it was found that the fifth
expectation mentioned here was not considered to be realizable while the third and fourth ones
required to be managed to the extent possible. This indicated that the expectations of these
employees required further shaping so that their expectations became more realistic, suited to the
new merged setting and thus realizable subsequently. However, the content analysis indicated
that the perception of fulfillment of these important expectations would positively help in
increasing commitment and retention levels of acquired employees.

Thus, the model that emerged from the study (as shown in Figure I) represents the factors
which lead to managing of expectations of acquired employees and its effects on organizations.
In this model, the seven factors already identified in Hubbard & Purcell’s (2001) study are
termed as ‘Acquirer Factors’ and include quality of communication, believability of information,
trust in management action, credibility of leadership, fairness of action, consistency of action and
communication and logic of management action or behavior. These acquirer factors as well as the
factor based on perception of pre-post acquisition cultural closeness demonstrate a causal direction
towards perceptions of fulfillment of expectations, which in tum demonstrates a causal direction
towards the two organizational outcomes: organizational commitment and intention to leave.

Figure 1. Factors and outcomes of managing expectations of acquired employees

Acquirer Factors .
Organizational
\ Fulfillment / Commitment

‘v of
Perception of Pre-
B / Expectation \ Intention to
post acquisition
L
Cultural Closeness cave
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was three-fold: First, to examine the psychological contract post-
merger by identifying factors which could shape expectations and thus re-form this
psychological contract. Second, to examine the factors (expectations) involved in a



psychological contract in a post merger scenario as well as in the Indian context and third, to
determine which of these factors were more important to the acquired employees and which, if
perceived to be fulfilled, would help organizations retain key employees thereby helping increase
the chances of success in a merger.

Implications for Merging Organizations: In an era where organizations of varying sizes and
capabilities are realizing that they must manage, renegotiate and in some cases violate the
employment relationship or psychological contract which they had so far established (Rousseau,
1995; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993) in order to attract, motivate and retain individuals, this
is a study on organizations in merger situations where employment relationships play a critical
role.

There has been substantial evidence that many businesses lose key people after an acquisition
and that the departure of these employees imposes a significant cost to the firm in terms of time,
support resources and capital to identify equally competent and qualified individuals. Therefore,
this research strives to assist merging organizations in retaining these key individuals and helps
organizations create and shape employment relationships that are more in tune with the needs
and wants of these employees.

Limitations of the study: All these interviews were conducted just before the onset of the
global economic slowdown. The study and the findings reported herein reflect a period of robust
economic growth and prosperity in India when attractive employment opportunities were
available in abundance. Once the economic slowdown strengthened, fear of retrenchment and
punitive reactions by organizations made collecting candid feedback from employees an uphill
task.

The study had a cross-sectional format due to the identification of time period of two years
from merger as a defining factor. Therefore, occasionally, the feelings, emotions and reactions
expressed by respondents were based on a retrospective analysis. A longitudinal study would
probably have been more help in examining the effect of the differences in cultures on the
shaping of expectations.

2. lIpounTaiiTe 1 pemMTe Kelc.

B cBs3u ¢ mpoBecHUEM KaIpOBBIX U3MEHEHUH B KPYIIHOW KOMIIAHUH, PYKOBOJUTEIb OTJENa MPO-
Jaxx ObLI mepeBeiéH Ha 0oJiee BBICOKYIO OJDKHOCTh. Ha ero MecTo BONpEeKu 0KUJaHUSIM COTPY-
HUKOB OTJleNla, KOTOPbIe BUJIEIM HA 3TOW JOJKHOCTH CBOEro He(opMalbHOTO JIUAEpa, ObLI MpH-
[JIal€H CO CTOPOHBI ONMBITHBIA CIIENMAINCT, pabOTaBLINI B TaHHON cepe Ha PYKOBOISAIIUX IO-
crax. B pesynprate KaapOBBIX U3MEHEHUN PE3KO CHU3WINCH IOKA3aTENM MPOAAXK B KOMIIaHUU. B
KOMIIAHUIO OBLI MpUMJIAIEH MCUXOJIOT, CHEIHAIUCT MO OpPraHU3allMOHHOMY KOHCYJIbTHPOBAHHUIO

JUISl pEeLIeHUs] JaHHON pOOIeMBbl.

1. OHpe,I[eJ'II/ITC TMCUXOJIOTHYCCKUEC MEXAHU3Mbl BOSHUKHOBCHUA U PA3BUTHSA JTaHHOM CUTYyalluH.

2. Tlpennoxute mporpaMMmy paboThl JaHHOTO CTIIEIUANNCTA [T OBBIIEHUS () ()EKTUBHOCTH J1es-

TCJIIbHOCTHU OTACJIAa MPOaaX B CIIOJKUBIIIEHUCS CUTyallun
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baok 3. «Hepcononorml N IK3UCTCHIHAJIbHAA IICHXO0TECpaANInua»

1. IlpounTaiiTe mpeacraBjJeHHbIH (parMeHT CTATbU, OCYIIECTBUTE CPABHUTEIbHbIH aHAJIN3
reJIOHUCTHYECKO U IBJAEeMOHUYECKOH KoOHUenuuu OJaronojyuyusi. BoiOepure KOHUENUMio,
KoTOpasi, ¢ Bameil Touku 3peHusi, nojiHee pacKpbIBaeT MPUPOAY YeJOBEYECKOr0 CUYACTHS, H
o0ocHyliTe Bamy aBTOPCKYI0 MO3MIMIO, MCNIOJIB3Y MAaTePHAJbl CTATbU, 4 TAKMKE peJleBaHT-
Hble MNcUxoJiornyeckue, puiaocopckue Texkcrbl. PaccMorpure npodiemy OJaromosyyusi B
NMPOCTPAHCTBAX KYJAbTYPbl, ICUX0JOTMYECKOI TEOPHH M NCUXO0JOTMYECKON MPAKTUKH.

INTRODUCTION

The concept of well-being refers to optimal psychological functioning and experience. It is the fo-
cus not only of everyday interpersonal inquiries (e.g. “How are you?”) but also of intense scientific
scrutiny. Although the question, “How are you?” may seem simple enough, theorists have found the
issue of well-being to be complex and controversial. Indeed, from the beginnings of intellectual his-
tory, there has been considerable debate about what defines optimal experience and what constitutes
“the good life.” Obviously, this debate has enormous theoretical and practical implications. How we
define well-being influences our practices of government, teaching, therapy, parenting, and preach-
ing, as all such endeavors aim to change humans for the better, and thus require some vision of what
“the better” is.

First and foremost, the field has witnessed the formation of two relatively distinct, yet overlapping,
perspectives and paradigms for empirical inquiry into well-being that revolve around two distinct
philosophies. The first of these can be broadly labeled hedonism (Kahneman et al 1999) and reflects
the view that wellbeing consists of pleasure or happiness. The second view, both as ancient and as
current as the hedonic view, is that well-being consists of more than just happiness. It lies instead in
the actualization of human potentials. This view has been called

eudaimonism (Waterman 1993), conveying the belief that well-being consists of fulfilling or realiz-
ing one’s daimon or true nature. The two traditions—hedonism and eudaimonism—are founded on
distinct views of human nature and of what constitutes a good society. Accordingly, they ask differ-
ent questions concerning how developmental and social processes relate to well-being, and they im-
plicitly or explicitly prescribe different approaches to the enterprise of living. As we shall see, the
findings from the two intersect, but they also diverge at critical junctures.

Second, methodological and theoretical advances have enabled researchers to ask more sophisticat-
ed questions about well-being. The advent of multilevel modeling [e.g. hierarchial linear modeling
(HLM)] has allowed researchers to go beyond the between-person or individual-difference focus
that dominated the field.

Instead of merely asking why person A has higher well-being than person B, researchers can now
also examine the largely independent question of why person A is better off today than he or she
was yesterday (Gable & Reis 1999). Complementing this advance, expansion of research methods
to include ideographic assessments of goals, values, and aspirations has allowed an examination of
how people’s experiences of well-being are shaped by attributes of their personal goals and their
motives for pursuing them (Emmons 1986, Little 1989, Sheldon&Kasser 1995). Similarly, new sta-
tistical methods for examining the cross-cultural equivalence of psychological constructs (Little
1997) have allowed more exacting research on the relation of culture to well-being. This is especial-
ly crucial because formulations from evolutionary psychology have challenged the “standard social
science model” of humans as infinitely malleable (Tooby&Cosmides 1992), lending relevance to
the search for the invariant as well as variant features of human functioning. Together, such ad-
vances have made well-being research a field in transition.

In this chapter, we begin by reviewing the two principal approaches to defining well-being, namely,
the hedonic and eudaimonic approaches, considering their meta-theoretical, theoretical, and meth-
odological aspects. We then proceed to a topical review of the literature, taking note, when appro-
priate, of the relation of the topics to the two general perspectives.



TWO TRADITIONS IN THE STUDY OF WELL-BEING
The Hedonic View
Equating well-being with hedonic pleasure or happiness has a long history. Aristippus, a Greek phi-
losopher from the fourth century B.C., taught that the goal of life is to experience the maximum
amount of pleasure, and that happiness is the totality of one’s hedonic moments. His early philo-
sophical hedonism has been followed by many others. Hobbes argued that happiness lies in the suc-
cessful pursuit of our human appetites, and DeSade believed that pursuit of sensation and pleasure
is the ultimate goal of life. Utilitarian philosophers such as Bentham argued that it is through indi-
viduals’ attempting to maximize pleasure and self-interest that the good society is built. Hedonism,
as a view of well-being, has thus been expressed in many forms and has varied from a relatively
narrow focus on bodily pleasures to a broad focus on appetites and self-interests.
Psychologists who have adopted the hedonic view have tended to focus on a broad conception of
hedonism that includes the preferences and pleasures of the mind as well as the body (Kubovy
1999). Indeed, the predominant view among hedonic psychologists is that well-being consists of
subjective happiness and concerns the experience of pleasure versus displeasure broadly construed
to include all judgments about the good/bad elements of life. Happiness is thus not reducible to
physical hedonism, for it can be derived from attainment of goals or valued outcomes in varied
realms (Diener et al 1998).
In a volume that announced “the existence of a new field of psychology,” Kahneman et al (1999)
defined hedonic psychology as the study of “what makes experiences and life pleasant and unpleas-
ant” (p. ix). Its title, Well-being: The Foundations of Hedonic Psychology, clearly suggests that,
within this paradigm, the terms well-being and hedonism are essentially equivalent. By defining
wellbeing in terms of pleasure versus pain, hedonic psychology poses for itself a clear and unam-
biguous target of research and intervention, namely maximizing human happiness. Accordingly, the
volume is replete with evidence about how people calculate utilities, maximize the density of re-
ward, and optimize inputs associated with pleasure versus displeasure.
Although there are manyways to evaluate the pleasure/pain continuum in human experience, most
research within the newhedonic psychology has used assessment of subjective well-being (SWB)
(Diener & Lucas 1999). SWB consists of three components: life satisfaction, the presence of posi-
tive mood, and the absence of negative mood, together often summarized as happiness.
Just as there have been philosophical arguments about equating hedonic pleasure with well-being,
there has been considerable debate about the degree to which measures of SWB adequately define
psychological wellness (e.g. Ryff & Singer 1998). Accordingly, there are two important issues con-
cerning the hedonic position in research on well-being. One concerns the validity of SWB and relat-
ed measures as operational definitions of (a) hedonism and/or (b) well-being. The other concerns
the types of social activities, goals, and attainments theorized to promote well-being, however it is
assessed. As such, there are three defensible positions that could result from a consideration of these
questions. First, one could accept both the hedonic view and SWB as its indicator. Second, one
could accept the use of SWB as an operational definition of well-being but endorse a eudaimonic
view of what fosters SWB. And third, one could both reject the measure of SWB as an indicator of
well-being and argue against hedonic principles as the vehicle to produce well-being. Regardless of
what is said about this debate, SWB has reigned as the primary index of well-being during the past
decade and a half, and much of the research reviewed herein employs SWB as a major outcome var-
iable.
Although there are various theoretical perspectives associated with hedonic psychology, some of its
most prominent proponents have eschewed theory, arguing for a bottom-up empirical approach.
Specifically, some have argued that we need to know more “elementary facts before a large theory
is created” (Diener et al 1998, p. 35). Nevertheless, one can characterize the dominant work in he-
donic psychology in theoretical terms, even if they remain implicit. Overall, the theories, whether
implicit or explicit, tend to fit within what Tooby&Cosmides (1992) refer to as the standard social
science model, which is built on the assumption of an enormous amount of malleability to human
nature. With this meta-theoretical starting point, much of the work fits with the expectancy-value



approach (e.g. Oishi et al 1999), which in its simplest form suggests that well-being is a function of
expecting to attain (and ultimately attaining) the outcomes one values, whatever those might be.
The focus of hedonic psychology on pleasure versus pain also readily links it with behavioral theo-
ries of reward and punishment (e.g. Shizgal 1999) and theories focused on cognitive expectations
about such outcomes (e.g. Peterson 1999).

Furthermore, the claim of hedonic psychologists and expectancy-value theorists that the goals
through which well-being is enhanced can be highly idiosyncratic and culturally specific would also
seem to fit well within a relativistic, postmodern view. Thus, although explicit theory is often not
endorsed by hedonic researchers, implicit theoretical themes are identifiable.

The Eudaimonic View

Despite the currency of the hedonic view, many philosophers, religious masters, and visionaries,
from both the East and West, have denigrated happiness per se as a principal criterion of well-being.
Aristotle, for example, considered hedonic happiness to be a vulgar ideal, making humans slavish
followers of desires. He posited, instead, that true happiness is found in the expression of virtue—
that is, in doing what is worth doing. Fromm (1981), drawing on this Aristotelian view, argued that
optimal well-being (vivere bene) requires distinguishing

between those needs (desires) that are only subjectively felt and whose satisfaction leads to momen-
tary pleasure, and those needs that are rooted in human nature and whose realization is conducive to
human growth and produces eudaimonia, i.e. “well-being.” In other words... the distinction between
purely subjectively felt needs and objectively valid needs—part of the former being harmful to hu-
man growth and the latter being in accordance with the requirements of human nature (p. xxvi).

The term eudaimonia is valuable because it refers to well-being as distinct from happiness per se.
Eudaimonic theories maintain that not all desires—not all outcomes that a person might value—
would yield well-being when achieved. Even though they are pleasure producing, some outcomes
are not good for people and would not promote wellness. Thus, from the eudaimonic perspective,
subjective happiness cannot be equated with well-being. Waterman (1993) stated that, whereas hap-
piness is hedonically defined, the eudaimonic conception of well-being calls upon people to live in
accordance with their daimon, or true self. He suggested that eudaimonia occurs when people’s life
activities are most congruent or meshing with deeply held values and are holistically or fully en-
gaged. Under such circumstances people would feel intensely alive and authentic, existing as who
they really are—a state Waterman labeled personal expressiveness (PE). Empirically, Waterman
showed that measures of hedonic enjoyment and PE were strongly correlated, but were nonetheless
indicative of distinct types of experience. For example, whereas both PE and hedonic measures
were associated with drive fulfillments, PE was more strongly related to activities that afforded per-
sonal growth and development. Furthermore, PE was more associated with being challenged and
exerting effort, whereas hedonic enjoyment was more related to being relaxed, away from prob-
lems, and happy.

Ryff & Singer (1998, 2000) have explored the question of well-being in the context of developing a
lifespan theory of human flourishing. Also drawing from Aristotle, they describe well-being not
simply as the attaining of pleasure, but as “the striving for perfection that represents the realization
of one’s true potential” (Ryff 1995, p. 100). Ryff & Keyes (1995) thus spoke of psychological well-
being (PWB) as distinct from SWB and presented a multidimensional approach to the measurement
of PWB that taps six distinct aspects of human actualization: autonomy, personal growth, self-
acceptance, life purpose, mastery, and positive relatedness.

These six constructs define PWB both theoretically and operationally and they specify what pro-
motes emotional and physical health (Ryff & Singer 1998). They have presented evidence, for ex-
ample, that eudaimonic living, as represented by PWB, can influence specific physiological systems
relating to immunological functioning and health promotion.

In an engaging and instructive debate, Ryff & Singer (1998) challenged SWB models of well-being
as being of limited scope where positive functioning is concerned, and specifically that SWB is of-
ten a fallible indicator of healthy living. In turn, Diener et al (1998) retorted that Ryff & Singer’s



eudaimonic criteria lets experts define well-being, whereas SWB research allows people to tell re-
searchers what makes their life good. What is most clear from this clash of paradigms is that these
differing definitions of wellness have led to quite different types of inquiry concerning the causes,
consequences, and dynamics of well-being.

Self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci 2000) is another perspective that has both embraced
the concept of eudaimonia, or self-realization, as a central definitional aspect of well-being and at-
tempted to specify both what it means to actualize the self and howthat can be accomplished. Spe-
cifically,SDTposits three basic psychological needs—autonomy, competence, and relatedness—and
theorizes that fulfillment of these needs is essential for psychological growth (e.g. intrinsic motiva-
tion), integrity (e.g. internalization and assimilation of cultural practices), and well-being (e.g. life
satisfaction and psychological health), as well as the experiences of vitality (Ryan&Frederick 1997)
and self-congruence (Sheldon&Elliot 1999). Need fulfillment is thus viewed as a natural aim of
human life that delineates many of the meanings and purposes underlying human actions
(Deci&Ryan 2000).

Specification of basic needs defines not only the minimum requirements of psychological health but
also delineates prescriptively the nutriments that the social environment must supply for people to
thrive and growpsychologically. Thus, SDT describes the conditions that facilitate versus under-
mine well-being within varied developmental periods and specific social contexts such as schools,
workplaces, and friendships. SDT does not, however, suggest that the basic needs are equally val-
ued in all families, social groups, or cultures, but it does maintain that thwarting of these needs will
result in negative psychological consequences in all social or cultural contexts. As such, contextual
and cultural, as well as developmental, factors continually influence the modes of expression, the
means of satisfaction, and the ambient supports for these needs, and it is because of their effects on
need satisfaction that they, in turn, influence growth, integrity, and well-being at both between-
person and within-person levels of analysis.

SDThas both important similarities and differences with Ryff&Singer’s (1998) eudaimonic ap-
proach. We wholly concur that well-being consists in what Rogers (1963) referred to as being fully
functioning, rather than as simply attaining desires. We also are largely in agreement concerning the
content of being eudaimonic— e.g. being autonomous, competent, and related. However, our ap-
proach theorizes that these contents are the principal factors that foster well-being, whereas Ryff
and Singer’s approach uses them to define well-being.

SDT posits that satisfaction of the basic psychological needs typically fosters SWB as well as
eudaimonic well-being. This results from our belief that being satisfied with one’s life and feeling
both relatively more positive affect and less negative affect (the typical measures of SWB) do fre-
quently point to psychological wellness, for, as Rogers (1963) suggested, emotional states are indic-
ative of organismic valuation processes. That is, the assessment of positive and negative affect is
useful insofar as emotions are, in part, appraisals of the relevance and valence of events and condi-
tions of life with respect to the self. Thus, inSDTresearch, we have typically used SWB as one of
several indicators of well-being. However, we have at the same time maintained that there are dif-
ferent types of positive experience and that some conditions that foster SWB do not promote
eudaimonic well-being.

For example, research by Nix et al (1999) showed that succeeding at an activity while feeling pres-
sured to do so resulted in happiness (a positive affect closely linked to SWB), but it did not result in
vitality (a positive affect more closely aligned with eudaimonic well-being). On the other hand, as
predicted by SDT, succeeding at an activity while feeling autonomous resulted in both happiness
and vitality. Thus, because conditions that promote SWB may not necessarily yield eudaimonic
well-being, SDT research has typically supplemented SWB measures with assess ments of self-
actualization, vitality, and mental health in an effort to assess well-being conceived of as healthy,
congruent, and vital functioning.

(Ryan M.R., Deci E.L. ON HAPPINESS AND HUMAN POTENTIALS: A Review of Research on
Hedonic and EudaimonicWell-Being // Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2001. 52 p. 142-147).



2. JlaiiTe pa3BepHYThbIii OTBET.

Ornupasich Ha 3HAHUS MO OOMIEH MCUXOJIOTHH U TICUXOJIOTUU JIMYHOCTH, 000CHYWTE POJIb pabOTHI ¢
MEePEeKUBAHUSIMU B IIPOLIECCE NICUXOIOTUYECKOT0 KOHCYIbTUPOBAHUS U TICUXOTEPAIUU.

3. Ha ocHoBe npuBeeHHOr0 parMeHTa NCUX0TepaneBTHYecKoi 0eceabl IKCIIMIUPYTE TH-
HaAMHUKY oTHomeHus1 Knayaum k cBoeil moapyre n k cede, pa3BopaunBalIIyIOCsl B MpoLecce
auasgora ¢ mncuxorepaneBroM. IlokaskuTe pasinyHble BapHaHThl cooTHeceHusi $1-Jlpyroid,
BO3HHMKAOIINeE B Ipolecce pa3ropopa.

[Tocne Toro kak Kiaynua nsnoskuiia cBoro po6ieMy B LEJIOM, €l ObLT 3aJ1aH BOIIPOC O KOHKPETHOM
CHUTYalll{, B KOTOPOI OHa YyBCTBOBAaJIa ce0sl «M3HACUIIOBAHHOM OJaroapsi CBOEMY JIp yKEITIOOUIO.
Eif 6b10 HECIOXKHO paccKka3aTh O KOHKPETHOM Cllydae, KOTOPBIH MPOU30IIEN ¢ HEel 3a MoCciIeaHne
JTHH, TIOTOMY YTO €€ MBICIIH ITOCTOSIHHO OBLITH 3aHATHI STHM.

Knayaua: Jlaxke He 3Hat0, CKOJIBKO pa3 s Clblllajia B aBTOOTBETUYHKE €€ ToJioc: «ITo Dibdu.
MHe mpocTo 3aX0TEJI0Ch MOTOBOPUTH € TOOO0I». DIbhU — MOs IOJPYTa, ¢ KOTOPOH 51 pa3roBapu-
Balo 10 Tesie(hOHy MOUTH Kax/blil 1eHb. Korna s nepe3BaHuBaro €if, OHa paccKa3blBaeT MHE Maccy
BCSAKOW BCAYMHBIL, @ 32 3TO BPEMsI y MEHsI KOIUTCS Bce Ooublie U Oobliie paboThl, KOTOPYIO s HE
yCIIEBAKO CHEIaTh. JTO 3I0pPOBO JIEHCTBYET MHE Ha HEPBBI, HO y MEHs HE XBaTaeT CMEJIOCTHU Ipe-
pBarth ee.

TepaneBT: A uTO BaM Ha caMOM JieJie XOTeJI0Ch Obl el cka3aTh? Bbl MOkeTe MpOU3HECTH 3TO
CIIOHTaHHO, HE pa3yMbIBasi?

K: «4 nonumato teds, Dnbdu, HO y MeHs ceifuac HeT BpeMEHH pa3roBapuBaTh.

T: Yro mpousoiiaer, eciu Bl €if 310 ckaxkere? Kak Bbl Aymaere, 4To OHA MOYYBCTBYET?

K: OHna BocnipuMeT 3TO Kak YTO-TO BpPOJi€ TOTo, uTo 51 ee orBeprato. ([locie HekoTOphIX pas-
MBbILUIEHU) MoxeT ObITh, i TOJKHA ObUla CKa3aTh: «Y MEHs HET BPEMEHHU ceiluac, OJHAKO He
MOTIJIM ObI MBI IOTOBOPHTH MO3KE, CKaXkeM, 4acoB B 11 Beuepa?»

T: U kax 3T0 A1 HEe MPO3BYUUT?

K: He cnumkom ockopOUTENbHO.

T: A 4yTo OBI BBl CaMU [TOYYBCTBOBAJIU, €CIIM OBl Bbl KOMY-HHUOYAb MO3BOHWIU, a 3TOT YeJo-
BeK cKkazai Obl BaMm: «He Moriu 61 Mbl IOTOBOPUTH 00 3TOM HE ceifuac, a Beuepom?»

K: 4 nmepe3Bonmna 61 BeuepoM. Ho eciam Obl 3TOT 4eNOBEK TOBOPHJI MHE TaKOE KaXKJIbIi
JIeHb MOJIPsI]T B TEUEHUE TPEX HEIEeNb, 51 Obl 0OU€Hb CUIIBHO O0M1eN1ach.

T: Bl ObI BOCHPHHSUIM KaK OTBEp)KEHHUE, eciiu Obl BaM ckazainu: «/laBail obcyaum 31O He
ceituac, a BeuepoM?»

K: B o6mem ga.

(Ham cnenyer cokycupoBaTh BHUMaHHE Ha cTpaxe Kimayauu ObITh OTBEprHyTOil — cTpa-
Xe, KOTOpBIN YIpaBIIsieT ee MmoBeJeHneM. B ee xu3HM npobdiieMa «O0TBEpPKEHMs» Bceraa Obuia U oc-
TaeTcs 710 CUX MOp OYeHb cepbe3HOM. OJTHaKo B 3TOW yacTu Oecesbl HaC OOJIbIlE HHTEPECYET MOHU-
MaHHUE €€ MOBEJCHUS B KOHKPETHOW CHUTYallud M HAaXOXIEHHE CIocoba CIpaBUTHCS ¢ ITOW CUTya-
e, a He pabota ¢ Ouorpadueil. ITo onpaBAAHHO, TOCKOIBKY MPOOIEMa «OTBEPKEHUSD MPUCYT-
CTBYET TaKXe M B paccMaTpuBaeMoit cutyauuu. OHa NposBIsSETCs B TOM, YTO €€ COOCTBEHHBIN Oa-
3aJIbHBIN CTpaxX ObITh OTBEPrHYTOH yJEpKHUBAET €€ OT TAKOIr0 MOBEIEHUs, KOTOpOe, KaK i KaxeT-
s, MOXKET OBITh BOCIPUHATO APYTUMH JIFOJIbMU KaK OTBEPraroiiee).

T: Yto kacaercst TeneOHHBIX 3BOHKOB, TO 3/I€Ch 5 ITOKA KOE-YTO HE COBCeM MoHuMar. Ha-
pUMep, 3a4eM Bbl BOOOIIE Niepe3BaHuBaeTe Dab(u MOCiIe TOro, Kak OHa BaM MO3BOHUJIA, WIH T10-
4eMy Bbl BCE-TAKH HE CKaXETE €l O TOM, YTO Bbl UyBCTBYyeTE?

K: 5 Toxxe He coBceM NMOHUMAIO.

T: Torna naBaiiTe CHOBa MOCMOTPUM Ha 3Ty cuTyanuio. Mtak, Bbl epe3BaHuBaeTe Diabpu:
BOT Bbl HAaOpajy ee HOMEp, YCHbILANIKA ee rosoc. UTo UMEHHO Bbl XOTHTE CKa3aTb €d B 3TOT MO-
MEHT?



K: Jloporast Onbdu. U3BuHHU, HO ceifuac s COBEpIICHHO HE pacroyiokeHa Te0s ciymars. He
CepAMCh, HO CETOJHS Y MEHS Ha 3TO IIPOCTO HET cuil!

T: IlpeacraBbTe, uT0 KTO-HUOYAb cka3an Bam: «Jloporas Kmaynua. M3Bunu, HO ceivac s
COBEpILEHHO HE pacloiokeH Te0s ciaymarb. He cepanck, HO cerofHs y MEeHs Ha 3TO IPOCTO HET
cui!» Kak ObI BBl 3TO BOCIpUHSIINA?

K: (capkactuuecku ycmexasch) «Jloporas Knayaua... — 3TO COKpYLIMTEIbHBIH yaap».
(HeGonpmas nay3a) Y mMeHst ObU10 OBI OLIYIIEHHUE, YTO 5 JSHCTBYIO 3TOMY Y€JIOBEKY Ha HEPBBI, UTO
s eMy HEMHTEepecHa U 4TO BOOOILE 51 eMy Hajoea.

T: Hackonbko s Bac 3Ha0, MOTY MPEAIOJIOKUTH, YTO BbI OBl IpOpearupoBajid ropasao 60-
jgee cuibHO. BeposTHO, Bbl Obl COIPOTrHYJINCH, U BaM CTalo Obl O4€Hb OOMAHO. MBI yXXe BN
BaIlly PEaKklnIo, KOTa KTO-I100 BeJ ce0sl 0 OTHOIICHHUIO K BaM 1o100HBIM 0Opa3omM. Bl nymanu:
«Hy n nagno. Hy u katuce. bosblie s Te0s1 BOOOIIE HUKOTJa HU O YEM HE MOIPOLLIY».

K: a, BepHo. S ObI HaYana ApOXKAaTh.

T: Hackonbko Bbl 3HaeTe Dib(u, Kak Bbl AyMaeTe, cTana Obl OHA pearnpoBaTh TAK e, KaK U
BbI?

K: Jla, s1 B 3TOM yBepeHa. [IoToMy uTO OHa BCerja paccka3blBaeT MHE, KaK MEpeKUBaeT, ec-
au ee orBepratot... (Hebonbiias nayza) A BOT ¢ MOUM OTLIOM ObLIO ObI BCE MO-APYroMy: OH CTall
Obl Oparts, 5 3T0 3Hat0. T: Bel Beab MOHUMaeTe, MoYeMy Ball OTell Tak pearupyer? S uMero B Buiy,
YTO B ciay4ae ¢ Db}y BbI TOHUMAETe, IIOYEMY OHA TaK pearupyer, He TaK Ju?

K: OH cTpagaer oT yKacHOro KOMILJIEKCa HEMOJIHOLEHHOCTH, He 0co3HaBas 3toro. Eciu 661
KTO-HUOY/b Jajl TIOHSTH OTILY, YTO OH HUYEro COOOH HE MPEACTABISET, TO ATO PAaHWIO OBl €ro
oueHb cuibHO. (HeOounbmias naysza) Camoe ykacHOE BO BCEM 3TOM TO, YTO MHE KaXXETCsl, UTO IOYTH
BCE PEarupyroT TaK Xe...

T: [Mocnymaiite Teneppb, Kak 3To nmpousHecy s: «Jloporas Onehu. M3BuHU, HO ceityac s co-
BEPIICHHO HE PacmojioeHa Teds ciymarb. He cepanch, HO CErofHs y MEHS Ha 3TO MPOCTO HET
cun!» Kak 3To npo3By4aiio s Bac?

K: BrioniHe nmoHsATHO. Sl MOHMMAlO, YTO YEJIOBEK HE BCErJa MOXKET ObITh B COCTOSIHUM BBbI-
CJIyIIUBAaTh YenyXy M OaHaJIbHOCTH, KOTOpPbIE NMPOU3OILIM C APYTUM UYEIOBEKOM 3a JieHb. 10, Kak
3TO IPOU3HECIH BbI, 3ByUUT BIOJHE Jpyxento0Ho. [Ipobiema B TOM, UTO, KOr/ia TO K€ caMoe Io-
BOpHJIA 5, OHO 3ByYasio ropaszo 6osee 0OUIHO.

T: Jlns MeHst B 3Tol ¢pa3e Bce paBHO COJAEPKUTCS YTO-TO OOUIHOE, JaKE €CIIH S IPOU3HECY
€€ TaKUM MATKHUM TOHOM, KaK TOJBKO 4TO 3TO crenai. CloBa «COBEPIIEHHO HE...» KAK-TO HE OC-
TaBJISIOT LIAHCOB, OHU TAaKHUE K€ pe3Kue U HeTepnumble, Kak: «Bce, Ha cero/iHs Mbl 3aKkpbIThI. [1pu-
xoaute 3aBTpay». (HebGonbimas nay3za) Onu 3Byuat Tak xe, kak: «Hy roBopu, gero tede?»

CnoBHO BBl XOTUTE CKa3aTh: «OMATh NPUIETCS 3aCTaBIATh ceOs CIylaTh 3Ty epyHay». U s
HAuMHAI0 YyBCTBOBATb, YTO BBl HE OKU/IAa€Te OT MEHS HUYEro, KpoMe IyCThIX OaHaIbHOCTEH.

K: [a, st MeHst 3T ciioBa o3HauaroT: «Hy BOT, omsITh NIPUAETCS €€ BBICIYIINBATHY.

T: A MoryT 11 3TH clloBa 03Ha4aTh YTO-HUOYIb Bpoje: «MHe 3T0O HEMHTEpeCHO»? DTO 3BY-
YUT MOYTH Kak: «5 He Xxouy TeOs caymaTh...» Kak 6yaTo KTO-TO MOCTOSHHO KallyeTcs MHE Ha 4TO-
TO U MeperpyxaeT MeHs npolieMaMu, K KOTOPBIM 51 HE UMEI0 COBEPIICHHO HUKAKOTO OTHOILEHHUS.
MHe kaxeTcs, 4To «s He UMEI0 K ’TOMY HUKAaKOT0 OTHOILLIEHUS» TOKE COJIEPKUTCS B ITUX CIOBAX.

K: Dto yxacHo, HO KaK pa3 UMEHHO 3TO 51 U 4yBCTBYIO! SI He Mory Oouiblie CIpPaBIATHCS C
sTuM. [IoTOMY UTO $ BCerja CIMIIKOM JIOJITO KAy, MPEeXk/Ie YeM cKa3aTh €il 00 3ToM, U B pe3yibTare
TaK 1 HE TOBOPIO. A TIOTOM Ha CJIEIYIOIINN JEHB 51 OISATh €€ CIYILIA0 U Yepe3 ACHb TOXKE. ..

T: M#1 kak pa3 00 3ToMm u ToBopuM: «llodemy ke s mocTymnaro Tak, Kak MOCTymar?» 3HaeTe
JM BBl TETIEPb OTBET Ha 3TOT Bompoc? M, MoxeT ObITh, Y Bac €CTh Kakue JH00 MpPeAroI0KeHUs
o 3tomy noBoay? (ITay3a) MHe oTBET Ha ATOT BONPOC €111e HE TTOHSITEH.

K: Mue toxe. T. e., KpoMe TOro, 0 4eM s BaM YK€ TOBOpHJIa,— YTO HE X0y, YTOOBI OHA
MOYYBCTBOBaJIa c€0s1 OTBEPTHYTOM.

T: 51 mymato, uTo ecnu ObI MHE KTO-TO CKa3aJl BCE TO, YTO BbI HA CAMOM JI€JIe XOTHTE CKa3aTh
Onbdu, TO 51 OB TOTYBCTBOBAN C€0s OTBEPTHYTHIM.

K: Koneuno. Benp Ha camoMm 1iene 1 xouy ckas3aTb ei: «OTcTaHb OT MEHs!»



T: D10 IEHCTBUTEILHO TO, 4ero Bel XoTuTe? UTOOKI OHA OTCTAaIa OT Bac?

K: B 3TOoT MOMEHT n1a.

T: Tonbko B 3TOT MOMEHT?

K: (xuBast) [la. Ho s Ob1 HEe XOTena, 4TOOBI OHA OTCTaJIa OT MEHSI HACOBCEM.

T: Ilo-BuauMoOMy, Bbl BCE-TaKH HE XOTUTE MIOJIOKUTh KOHEL] 3TUM OTHOILICHUSIM...

K: IIpaBuibHO.

T: YyBcTByeTE JIM BBI, 4YTO B TOW CHUTyalud, KOTOPYIO MBI pacCMaTpUBAEM, Bbl JCUCTBHU-
TEIBLHO XOTeIu OBl CKazaTh Db HEYTO Takoe, 4To obmaeno Obl ee? UyBCTByeTe M BHI ceOs B
ATOH CUTYyalluu caMoii COOOM, KOT/1a BBl B TAKOM CHJIBHOM THEBE?

K: [a, s B cTpamiHoM rHeBe. Sl Obl mombITanach ckazaTh € MIrKo, HO B TO € BpeMs Tak,
4TOOBI OHA ITOUYBCTBOBAJIa MOW I'HEB.

T: A 9To OyneT, eci Bbl MUJIO M APYKEIIFOOHO Koro-HuOy a6 nonuiere? K: Yenosek mpocto
sTOro He noiimer. OH OyaeT 3BOHUTH OIATh. Jlake Mos Mama, KOTOpasi 3HaeT MEHSI OYeHb XOpOLIO,
COBEpIICHHO HE 3aMeYaeT, KOrJa sl O4YeHb CUIILHO Pa3THEBaHa.

T: ITomyuaeTcsi, 4TO U3-3a TOTO, UTO BBITOBOPUTE BCETJa TaK MUJIO U APYXKEIOOHO, HUKTO U
HE 3aMeYaeT TOro, YTO BbI HA CAMOM JIeJie YyBCTBYyeTe?

K: IIpaBunbHO. U 1 OT 3TOr0 0O4eHb CTPAgalo.

T: MHe kaxeTcsi, 4TO TO ONpe/IesieHrne, KOTOPOe BbI Jali BHAYajle,— «HU3HACHIIOBAHHAs Ja-
rofiapsi CBOeMy JIPYKEITIOONI0» — MOXKET OBITh IMOHSATO €IIe U CICAYIONMM 00pa3oM: (pakTUIeCKH
BbI HaCUJIyeTe caMu ce0si, KOrJa BOT TaK APY>KETIOO0HBI C IPYTUMHU.

K: Kpyro. OgHako BbI MpaBbl.

T: U s Buxy emie BOT uto. [lo-BugumMomy, BaM Tak TpyAHO cHOPMYIHUPOBATH TO, UTO BBI XO-
TUTE CKa3aTb, IOTOMY YTO Bbl OOMTECH OOMIETh APYroro 4ejJoBEKa U TEM CaMbIM MOCTAaBUTH I10]1
yJap Ballll C HUM OTHOIIEHUs. DTO OOBSICHUIO Obl, IOYEMY BBl BeJeTe ceOsl Tak MUJIO U pyxKe-
JTFOOHO:

IPOCTO MOTOMY, YTO HE XOTUTE, YTOOBI Ballld OTHOIIEHUS 3aKOHYMIINCH.

(ITogroToBka K MOMUCKY MOAXOAAIIEH (POPMBI CAMOBBIPAYKEHUS: MOJIBEPTaTh ceOsl OLEHKE U
BBIHOCHUTB CYXJIEHHE O CaMOM cebe).

T: Yto BaM HY>KXHO OBLITO OBI CKa3aTh Db(u, 4TOOBI BCE TOHSIIH, YTO HMEHHO BBl XOTHUTE €M
CKa3aTh, M YTOOBI IPU 3TOM Ballle >KE€JIaHWE COXPAHUTh OTHOILEHHS Takke ObLIO Obl BhIpakeHO?
Kak BbI cMokeTe chopMynHpoBaTh 3TO B IPUEMIIEMOM BHJI€, HE HCIOIb3Ys TAKUX OOUIHBIX (pa3,
KaK «COBepIleHHO He...» u «Hy roeopu, yero ted6e?»? Ho B To ke BpeMsi 0O0BSICHUTE MHE, KaK BaM
ynacrest u30exarhb Moo0HbIX (Ppas, Korna, no CyTu jAesia, MIMEHHO 3TO Bbl U XOTUTE €l cKa3aTh?

K: 51 651 X0Tena BUAETbCS ¢ Hell OJUH pa3 B MOJAroAa. DTOro ObUIo Obl BIOJIHE 10CTATOYHO.
<...>

T: TTouemy nuist Bac 370 TosibKO: «Hy roBopu, gero te6e?» [louemy amst Bac 3TO TOJIBKO He-
MHTEpECHasi 1 00peMeHUTeNNbHAs 00s13aHHOCTh?

K: Or1o Toxxe npobiema.

T: Bam 3T0 1€MCTBUTENBHO HEUHTEPECHO?

K: Brauane s Tak u gymana. Ho Teneps s 6osbie B 3ToM He yBepeHa. ([lonras naysa,

3aTeM HEMHOTO pacTepsHHO) S Gombiie He yBepeHa. <...> MoxKeT ObITh, 3TO CIUIIKOM O/I-
HOCTOPOHHUH B3MIAL... Ha camoM nene s He yBepeHa B TOM, ACMCTBUTEIBHO JH SI XOUy CIyLIaTh
BCE TO, YTO OHA MHE PacCKa3bIBaeT, WM XKe i MPOCTO Xouy ObITh ¢ Heil muioi. ([Tay3za) 3to cepb-
e3Has npobiema. MHe caMoii O4eHb XOTEJIOCh OBl 3TO 3HATh.

T: (B mouckax 6onee rimy0okoro nmonuManusi) O yem Obl Bbl XOTEIH MOTOBOPUTH € Dibhu?
Bruto Obl stydrnie, eciiu Obl OHa MepecTana TOBOPUTh O CBOMX JIMYHBIX MpolieMax?

K: Jla ner. beiBano, mo BedepaM Mbl BEJTU OYEHb ITyOOKHE Pa3rOBOPHI.

T: Bamm pa3roBopsl ceifuac 0CTaIMCbTaKUMU K€ TITyOOKUMH, KAKUMU ObUIN paHblie?

K: Her. [ToroMmy 4TO HHUYEro cymiecTBeHHOro He mpoucxoaut. OHa npocto 6onraer. MHo-
r71a, KOHEUYHO, MHTEPECHO Y3HATh, YTO MOXET PAaCCTPOUTH TAKOTO YeJOBEKa, Kak Dib(pH, U YTO BO-
oOuie ee 3aHuMaet. [loToMy 4TO MHOT/IAa OHA MOXKET YBUJAETH TO, Yero Obl 51 caMa Jlaxe U He 3aMe-
THIIA.



T: (3aHMMas no3uLMI0) Y MEHS CIOXKWIOCH BIEUATJIEHUE, YTO B BAlIUX OTHOLIEHUSX YEro-
TO He XxBaTaeT. Uto BBl 00 3TOM nymMaere?

K: 4 ¢ Bamu cornacua. MHe ciiezioBano Obl OTHOCUTRCS K HEll OoJiee cepbe3Ho.

T: Yero sTo motpedyer oT Bac? Bel mymaere, Bam 3T0 OyAeT Jierko?

K: D10 Bonpoc. Bo3MokHO, s HE TOIDKHA BCera ObITh TAKOH YK MUJIOH M IPYXKETOOHOH U
BBICITYIIIMBATh BCE TO, YTO OHA MHE PACcCKa3bIBAET, a (CMEETCs) OTKPHITO TOBOPUTH €M, €CIIH, MO0 MO-
€My MHEHHIO, OHA HECET UyIllb WIN €CIIM €€ paccKa3bl HarOHSAIOT HA MEHs CKyKy. MHe Takxke cie-
JyeT pacckasbIBaTh €l 0 cele, myckail Jake MmoHayaly 3To ee U ouenoMuT. Ho s momxHa mose-
PHUTh, UYTO OHA B COCTOSIHUM CIPABUTHCS C ITUM. A ceiuac s OTHOLIYCh K HEW MPOCTO KakK K UAUOT-
ke. (ITay3a) Ha camom gene ObITh BOT Takoil Apy:KeIr0OHON 03HAYaeT MPUHUKATD JIPYrOro YeloBe-
Ka JI0 YPOBHS UIMOTA.

(ITouck agexBaTHOrO crioco0a MOBEIEHUS U CAMOBBIPAKEHUS)

T: 51 nymaro, 4To ceifyac HaM HE XBaTaeT JETAILHON MPOPabOTKH TOTO, KaK BbI TEIeph Oy-
neTe BecTu cels B 3ToM cutyanuu. Hampumep, 3HaeTe JiM Bbl, KaKyl0 BHYTPEHHIOIO MO3UIIMIO 3aii-
MeTe, KOT/la OHa TIO3BOHUT BaM U BBl CTAaHETe e mepe3BaHuBarh? Ecim HeT, MbI MOXeM Honpo0o-
BaTh HANTH ATy MO3UIUIO BMECTE.

K: Hy, s nomkHna ckaszate el mpaBxay. Sl mpocTto AomKHa ckazaTh: «Oinbdu...» (cMeercs).
Oto He Tak_To mpocto. (I[Tay3a) A mpocto meITaroch HAWTH YTO-HUOYIB HE CIMIIKOM rpydoe, uTo-
TO JJOCTAaTOYHO CAEPKaHHOE, YTO-TO, YTO OCTABUIIO ObI €if BO3MOKHOCTbD, HO TaK)KE OCTABHIIO OBI

BO3MOXXHOCTh U MHE TOXke. S Xouy y3HaTh, 4ero ke oHa xoueT. Ha camom jerne 3To BaxHbIN
MOMEHT: BBIICHUTb, B UEM COCTOUT ee npobiema. M, ¢ Ipyroil CTOpOHBI, sI TaKKe XO4y CKa3aTh:
«/3BUHU, HO Y MEHA celyac TaKk MHOTO pabOThI, YTO S COBCEM HE MOTY YAENIuTh Tebe BpeMs». (3a-
TEM YeTKHUM TrojiocoM, xkuBo) Eciu OBl OHa cTana paccka3plBaTh O YEM-TO JICHCTBUTEIBHO BAYKHOM,
TO 51 BHUMATENIbHO cTalsia Obl ee ciaymarh. Ho s He Xxouy cinymaTh 0 TOM, YTO Macjio pacTasio, Moka
OHAa XOJIMJIa [0 Mara3uHam.

T: (cmesicp) Mla, 3T0 neficTBUTENBHO HE caMoe HHTepecHoe. Kak Bbl gymaere, uTo Bbl OyjieTe
YyBCTBOBAaTh, Korja Oyqere roBOpUTh el Bce 3T0? S 3aMeTus, 4To B TOM, YTO BBl XOTEIH OBl CKa-
3aTh Dnb(u, HE XBaTaeT TOr0, KaK KOHKPETHO BbI K Heil oOpatuteck. He xotuTe M momnpoboBaTh
emie pas?

K: D10 cnoxHee, eciu s AODKHA CKa3aTh BCE TAK MAKCUMAJIbHO PEAIMCTUYHO.

Ho teneps, s aymato, uto g nossia. M, MHe KakeTcs, BHYTpH ce0sl sl MPUILLJIA K COJIACHIO
OTHOCHUTEJIBHO TOT'0, KaK MHE HYXHO 3T0 cka3aTtk. Hy, monpoOyto: «IIpuser, Dnbdu! IIpomuto tak
Majo BpeMmenu nocie Dnbbu! [Iponuio Tak Mano BpeMEHHM MOCIE BBIXOIHBIX, a Thl YK€ 3BOHUIIIb.
Kak sto mpusarHo! Ho y mMeHs ceifuac kyda paboThl U IOATOMY OYEHb Majio BpeMeHH. Y TeOs uTo-
HUOYAb BaXKHOE?)

T: U kax 3710 3By4nt?

K: Hennoxo.

T: D10 MOXET 00uAETH?

K: He momkno. [ToTomMy 9TO 3TO HE 3BYYHT KaK OTKa3 pasroBapuBaTh BooOIie. S mymarto,
3TO 3BYYMT XOpOIIO. S| MBITalOCh BBIPA3UTh, YTO MHE JEHCTBUTEIBHO MHTEPECHO 3HATH, KAK y HEe
nena. U, Bo3aMoxkHO, oHa OTBeTHT: «Bce B mopsiake. Huuero ocobenno cepresnoro. [Ipocto xorena
no0OoNTaThY.

T: MHe Toe HpaBHUTCs, KaK 3TO 3By4uT. OJHOBPEMEHHO BbI TAK)KE YCTAHABIIMBAECTE TPAHHU-
IIbl, TAK YTO TOCJIE ATOTO Pa3roBOp yxke He Oy/eT OECKOHEUHBIM.

K: 1a, s TOKE 3TO 4yBCTBYIO.

T: Xopomo. Ty k€ MOJENIb MOBEAEHUS MOKHO MCIIOJIB30BaTh JUIsl MHOTMX IOXOXHUX CH-
Tyaluii, He mpaBaa Ju?

(JI>arne A. TepaneBruueckuil cmydyait HaxoxaeHus: cooctBeHHoro 5. [Ipumenenne metona [lepco-
HaJBHOTO S3K3UCTeHIMaTbHOTO aHanu3a) // Ilcuxomorums. XKypHanm Bpicmieil mKOJbI SKOHOMHUKH.
2005. T.2. Ne 2. C. 85-96).



Baok 4. «IIpukjaagHasi conuaaIbHAs MCHXO0JI0THS»

1. IIpoyuTaiiTe CTATHIO U BHINOJHUTE HUKE MPEACTABIEHHbIE 3aaHUS.

Marilynn B. Brewer
The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different at the Same time

Our social identity helps to define who we are and how we are relate to others. It includes our self-
concept as well as the various groups of people with whom we identify. Much historical research in
social psychology focused on the self, with less emphasis on the social aspects of identity. Recent
studies, including that of Marilynn B. Brewer, have balanced personal and social factors.

Brewer (b. 1942) earned her Ph.D. in social psychology from Northwestern University in
1968. After teaching at the University of California at Los Angeles, she began her current position
at Ohio State University. Brewer served as president of Society for Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy in 1990 and the president of the American Psychological Society in 1994.

Thus section, “The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different at the Same time,” was pub-
lished in Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin in 1991. In it, Brewer describes her model of
optimal distinctiveness, in which social identity is seen as a balance between the need for similarity
to others and a need for uniqueness and individuation. This approach reflects the current view in
social psychology that social identity is a multidimensional concept including both self-concept and
group membership. As you read this article, think about the groups you identify with and how they
help form your own self-concept. How important is group identity versus individual uniqueness in
developing a social identity?

Key concept: optimal distinctiveness model of social identity

Most of social psychology’s theories of the self fail to take into account the significance of so-
cial identification in the definition of self. Social identities are social definitions that are more in-
clusive than the individuated self-concept of most American psychology. A model of optimal distinc-
tiveness is proposed in which social identity is viewed as a conciliation of opposing need for as-
similation and differentiation from others. According to this model, individuals avoid self-
construals that are either personalized or too inclusive and instead define themselves in terms of
distinction category memberships. Social identity and group loyalty are hypothesized to be strong-
est to those self-categorizations that simultaneously provide for a sense of belonging and a sense of
distinctiveness....

In recent years, social psychologists have become increasingly “self’-centered. The subject
index of typical introductory social psychology text contains a lengthy list of terms such as self-
schema, self-complexity, self-verification, self-focusing, self-referencing, self-monitoring, and self-
affirmation, all suggesting something of a preoccupation with theories of the structure and function
of self. The concept of self provides an important point of contact between theories of personality
and theories of social behavior. Yet there is something peculiarly unsocial about the construal of
self in American social psychology.

The self-terms listed above are representative of a highly individuated conceptualization of
the self. For the most part, our theories focus on interior structure and differentiation of the self-
concept rather than connections to the external world. Particularly lacking as attention to the critical
importance of group membership to individual functioning, both cognitive and emotional. The hu-
mans species is highly adapted to group living and not well equipped to survive outside group con-
text. Yet out theories of self show little regard for this aspect of our evolutionary history. As a con-
sequence, most of our theories are inadequate to account for much human action in the form of col-
lective behavior. The self-interested, egocentric view of human nature does not explain why indi-
viduals risk or sacrifice personal comfort, safety, or social position to promote group benefit
(Caporael, Dawes, Orbell, & van de Kragt, 1989).



Even a causal awareness of world events reveals the power of group identity in human behav-
ior. Names such as Azerbaijan, Serbia, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Tamil, Eritrea, Basques, Kurds,
Welsh, and Quebec are currently familiar because they represent ethnic and national identities ca-
pable of arousing intense emotional commitment and self-sacrifice on the part of individuals. Fur-
thermore, they all involve some form of separatist action — attempts to establish or preserve distinc-
tive group identities against unwanted political or cultural merger within a larger collective entity.
People die for the sake of group distinctions, and social psychologists have little to say by way of
explanation for such “irrationality” at the individual level.

SOCIAL IDENTITY AND PERSONAL IDENTITY

It is in the context that | have been interested in the concept of social identity as developed by
European social psychologists, particularly Henri Tajfel and John Turner and their colleagues from
the University of Bristol (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell,
1987). Although social identity theory has been introduced to U.S. social psychology, as a theory of
self it is often misinterpreted. Americans tend to think about social identities as aspects of individu-
al self-concept — part of internal differentiation. But the European conceptualization is one involv-
ing extension of the beyond the level of the individual identity.

A schematic representation of social identity theory is presented in Figure 1. The concentric
circles represent definitions of the self at different levels of inclusiveness within some particular
domain. Personal identity is the individuated self — those characteristics that differentiate one indi-
vidual from others within a given social context. Social identities are categorizations of the self into
more inclusive social units that depersonalize the self-concept, where | becomes we. Social identity
entails “a shift towards the perception of self as an interchangeable exemplar of some social catego-
ry and away from the perception of self as a unique person” (Turner et al., 1987, p.50).

The concentric circles in Figure 1 also illustrate the contextual nature of social identity. At
each point in the figure, the next circle outward provides the frame of reference for differentiation
and social comparison. To take a concrete example, consider my own identity within the social oc-
cupation domain. At the level of personal identity is me as an individual researcher and a teacher of
social psychology. For this conceptualization of myself, the most immediate frame of reference for
social comparison is my social psychology colleagues at UCLA. The most salient features of my
self-concept in this context are those research interests, ideas, and accomplishments that distinguish
me from the other social psychologists on my faculty.

My social identities, by contrast, include the interests and accomplishments of my colleagues.
The first level of social identity is me as member of the social area within the department of psy-
chology at UCLA. Here, the department provides the relevant frame of reference, and social com-
parison is with other areas of psychology. At this level the most salient features of my self-concept
are those which I have in common with other members of the social area and which distinguish us
from cognitive, clinical, and developmental psychology. At this level of self-definition my social
colleague and I are interchangeable parts of a common group identity — my self-worth is tied to the
reputation and outcomes of the group as a whole.



FIGURE1 Personal and Social Identities

Personal Identity Social Identities

A vyet higher level of social identity is the Department of Psychology within UCLA. At this
level, the campus becomes the frame of reference and other departments the basis of comparison.
The next level of is identification is represented by UCLA as institution, with other universities
providing the relevant comparison points. And, finally, there is my identification with academia as a
whole, as compared with nonacademic institutions in the United States of the world.

The point to be made with this illustration is that the self-concept is expandable and
contractable across different levels of social identity with associated transformations in the defini-
tion of self and the basis for self-valuation. When the definition of self changes, the meaning of
self-interest and self-serving motivation also changes, the meaning of self-interest and self-serving
motivation also changes accordingly...

OPTIMAL DISTINCTIVENESS THEORY

My position is that social identity derives from a fundamental tension between human needs
for validation and similarity to others (on the one hand) and a countervailing need for unigueness
and individuation (on the other). The idea that individuals need a certain level of both similarity to
and differentiation from others is not novel. It is the basis of uniqueness theory, proposed by Snyder
and Fromkin (1980), as well as a number of other models of individuation (e.g. Codol, 1984;
Lemaine, 1974; Maslach, 1974; Ziller, 1964). In general, these models assume that individuals met
these needs by maintaining some intermediate degree of similarity between the self and relevant
others.

The theory of social identity provides another perspective on how these conflicting drives are
reconciled. Social identity can be viewed as a compromise between assimilation and differentiation
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from others, where the need for deindividuation is satisfied within in-groups, while the need for dis-
tinctiveness is met through inter-group comparisons. Adolescent peer groups provide a prototypical
case. Each cohort develops styles of appearance and behavior that allow individual teenagers to
blend in with their age mates while “sticking out like a sore thumb” to their parents. Group identi-
ties allow us to be the same and different at the same time.

FIGURE2 The Optimal Distinctiveness Model
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The model underlying this view of the function of social identity is a variant of opposing pro-
cess models, which have proved useful in theories of emotion and acquired motivation (Solomon,
1980). Instead of a bipolar continuum of similarity-dissimilarity, needs for assimilation and differ-
entiation are represented as opposing forces, as depicted in Figure 2.

As represented along the abscissa of the figure, it is assumed that within a given social con-
text, or frame of reference, an individual can be categorized (by self or others) along a dimension of
social distinctiveness — inclusiveness that ranges from uniqueness at one extreme (i.e., features that
distinguish the individual from any other persons in the social context) to total submersion in the
social context (deindividuation) at the other. The higher the level of inclusiveness at which self-
categorization is made, the more depersonalized the self-concept becomes.

Each point along the inclusiveness dimension is associated with a particular level of activation
of the competing needs for assimilation and individuation. Arousal of the drive toward social assim-
ilation is inversely related to level of inclusiveness. As self-categorization becomes more individu-
ated or personalized, the need for collective identity becomes more intense. By contrast, arousal of
self-differentiation needs is directly related to level of inclusiveness. As self-categorization becomes
more depersonalized, the need for individual identity is intensified.

At either extreme along the inclusiveness dimension, the person’s sense of security and self-
worth is threatened. Being highly leaves one vulnerable to isolation stigmatization (even exceling
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on positively valued dimensions creates social distance and potential rejections). However, total
deindividuation provides no basis for comparative appraisal of self-definition. As a consequence,
we are uncomfortable in social contexts in which we are either too distinctive (Frable, Blackstone,
& Scherbaum, 1990; Lord & Saenz, 1985) or too undistinctive (Fromkin, 1970, 1972).

In this model, equilibrium, or optional distinctiveness is achieved through identification with
categories at that level of inclusiveness where the degrees of activation of the need for differentia-
tion and of the need for assimilation are exactly equal. Association with groups that are too large or
inclusive should leave residual motivation for greater differentiation of the self from that group
identity, whereas too much personal distinctiveness should leave the individual seeking inclusion in
a larger collective. Deviations from optimal distinctiveness in either direction — too much or too lit-
tle personalization — should drive the individual to the same equilibrium, at which social identifica-
tion and group loyalties most intense...

DISTINCTIVENESS AND LEVEL OF IDENTIFICATION

The primary implication of this model of social identity is that distinctiveness per se is an ex-
tremely important characteristic of groups, independent of the status or evaluation attached to group
memberships. To secure loyalty, groups must not only satisfy members’ needs for affiliation and
belonging within the group, they must also maintain clear boundaries that differentiate them from
other group. In other words, groups must maintain distinctiveness in order to survive — effective
groups can not be too large or too heterogeneous. Groups that become overly inclusive or ill-
defined lose the loyalty of their membership or beak up into factions or splinter groups.

To return to the concentric circle schematic of Figure 1, the optimal distinctiveness model im-
plies that there is one level of social identity that is dominant, as the primary self-concept within the
domain. In contrast to theories that emphasize the prepotency of the individuated self, this model
holds that in most circumstances personal identity will not provide the optimal level of self-
definition. Instead, the prepotent self will be a collective identity at some intermediate level of in-
clusiveness, one that provides both shared identity with an in-group and differentiation from distinct
out-groups.

Bonpocsl k TekcTy:

1. OnumunTe TOUYKY 3peHust aBTopa Ha POPMUPOBAHUE JIMYHOCTHON UIEHTUYHOCTH.

2. Kakue conuanbHble TPYMIbI, ¢ KOTOPIMU Bbl HACHTUUIpYeTeCh, ToMOrIH Bam B popmupo-
BaHuu Bameit nmuunoit S-koHuenmun?

3. Kakue emie Teopunt conanbHON HASHTUYHOCTH Bbl 3HaeTe?

3ajaHne K TEKCTY.
[TosicauTe, KakuM 00pa3oM pasperraercs B CTaThe KOHPIUKT MEXITYy CTPEMIICHHEM YelIOBEKa OBbITh
yHI/IKaJ'II)HI)IM " B TO K€ BperI HpI/IHa)IJ'Ie)KaTB rpynr[e. HOquy 3TO HpOI/ICXOHI/IT NUMCHHO TaK?

2. IlpouuTaiiTe U pemuTe Keiic.

B cepenune yueObHOTO rofa B OHY W3 MOCKOBCKHX IIKOJ OblIa IpHHSATA AeBOYKa-I[bIranka. Kiacc-
HBI PYKOBOJUTEIND C TIEPBLIX JTHEH HEB3/IIOOWI HOBYIO YUCHHILY, 4acTO Jelasi el 3aMedaHus OTHO-
CUTEJIFHO €€ BHEIIHETO BUJa U MoBeaeHus. Uepes 2 Mecsia 1IeBouka 0TKa3aaach MOCEMATh MKOJY.

UToOB! BBl TOCOBETOBANH, OYAy4YH HIKOJIBHBIM IICUXOJIOTOM, IJIs pa3pelieHus JaHHON CUTya-
nuu? Mcnonp3yiTe COLMaIbHO-TICUXOJIOTUYECKUE TEOPUU Il aHAJIN3a CUTYallMd W MOATOTOBKH
PEKOMEHJALIH.



METOJNYECKHUE PEKOMEHJIALIUUA

O01mas cucreMa OEeHKH PadoT Y4aCTHMKOB OJIMMITHAIbI
OrneHka OJMMMITMAJHBIX PabOT OCYIIECTBISIETCS KOJUIETHMAJIbHBIM JKIOPU U3 MPOo(dheccopcKo-
IPEroIaBaTeIbCKOTO COCTaBa (axyiabTeTa ncuxonoruu. OneHuBaHuEe padOT YYaCTHHKOB OJHMM-
IUaJbl OCYIIECTBIISCTCS 10 CTOOAIIILHOM IIKaJe.

IIpoduas «Mcciienopanne, KOHCYJIbTHPOBAHHE W NICUXOTepanus JUYHOCTH»

Lna ycnewnozo vinonnenus oOIUMRUAOHBIX 3A0AHUL 6aM NOMPEOYIOMCA 3HAHUA UX cepbl
obwetl ncuxono2uu, 0COGEHHO NO NCUXON02UU OesIMENbHOCIU, 00UWeHUs, IMOYUL, MOMUBAYUOHHO-
nompebHOCmHOU cepbi, U KOHeuHo, ncuxonocuu auyHocmu. Kpome moeo, akmyanusupyiime ceou
3HAHUS U NPEOCMABNeHUs. O NCUXOIOSUUECKOL NOMOWU, KOHCYIbMAMUEHOU NCUXOJIO02UU, NCUXOJIO-
2UYEeCKOM KOHCYTbMUPOBAHUU U NCUXOMEPANUU.

O0Ho u3 3a0anuti 6yoem Ha AHSTUUCKOM S3bIKe.

Huoice npusedenvl bonee noopodHvle pexomeHoayuu no meopusim IUYHOCMU U NCUXON02U-
YeCKOMY KOHCYIbMUPOSAHUIO U NCUXOMEPANUU C PEKOMEHOAMENbHbIM CRUCKOM JUMePamypbi.

Teopuu nuunocmu. OnpeneseHns U MOAXOAbl K JMYHOCTH B KOHTEKCTE Pa3HBIX TEOPUH.
OO6mmue kareropuu Teopuil nyHocTu. Kputepuu cpaBHEHUs, CUHTE3a U HAyYHOU OLIEHKU TEOpUH
an4HOCTH. [lapagurMel 1 uaeanpHple MOJENIN JUYHOCTH B Pa3HBIX TEOPUX. Te€Oopuu JIMYHOCTH Kak
OCHOBaHU$ KOHCYJIbTaTUBHON U IICUXOTEPANIEBTUUECKON TPAKTUKHU.

Crnenuduka 0Te4eCTBEHHBIX TEOPHH JTUUHOCTH B MUPOBOH MepcoHonoruu. OCHOBHBIE KaTe-
ropun Teopun C.JI. PyOuHmTeitna: MUp TUYHOCTH; CYIIHOCTh JMYHOCTH; BHYTPEHHUH MU JIMYHO-
CTH; Ka4eCTBa JIMYHOCTH; CO3HAHUE U pe(IEKCUs TMUYHOCTH; ACATEIbHOCTh U MOCTYIKU JUYHOCTH;
CYOBEKT NesTeTbHOCTH; )KU3HEHHBIE OTHOIICHHS JIMYHOCTH; CAaMOIETEPMUHAIINS; )KU3HEHHBIN Ty Th
anyHocTH. OCHOBHBIE MOHATHUS U 0cobeHHocTH Teopun A.H. JleoHTheBa: pa3BUTHE JIMYHOCTH; 00-
IIECTBO U JIMYHOCTD; ACSITEIbHOCTh JIMYHOCTU; MOTUBALUS JINYHOCTH; CO3HAHUE JIMYHOCTH; KU 3-
HEHHBIE CMBICIIBI JMYHOCTH; MepapXudeckas CTpPyKTypa JINYHOCTU. TeopHsi OTHOIIEHUH JINYHOCTU
B.H. Mscumea. Tunonornuyeckuit noaxon A.®. Jlazypckoro. KoHnenuus Tu4HOCTH Kak cyObeKTa
xu3HK (K.A. AGynbxanosa). Konnenuus mupa BHytpenteit xusnu (B.J1. [llagpukos).

OcHOBHbIE HaIlpaBJICHUs 3aMlaJHONW NCUXoyoruu JuyHocTu. Kinaccnueckuil neuxoananus 3.
@pelifa: OCHOBHBIE MOHATHA, WIEH, NPUHLUIBI NICUXOTEpANHU. TEOpEeTHUECKHE IOJOKEHUS U
MPAKTUYECKHE YCTAaHOBKHM HMHJMBHIyallbHOM mcuxonoruun A. Apnepa. ['ymanuctuueckuil mncuxo-
a3 J. @pomma. Ananintuyeckas ncuxonorus K.I'. FOnra: pazsurue teopun 3. @peiina, akieH-
Thl Ha KOJUIEKTUBHOE O€CCO3HATENbHOE, CTPYKTYPY AYIIEBHON KM3HU, TUIIBI JIMYHOCTH, CTAHOBJIE-
HUE CO3HAHUS U MHIAMBHIYyaluio. [ToHATHS 3K3UCTEHIIMATBHON MICUXOJIOTUU: OBITHE, OJJUHOYECTBO,
CMBICT CYILIECTBOBaHUS, CBOOOA, BEIOOP, OTBETCTBEHHOCTh. OCHOBHBIE KOHIIENITYaJIbHbIE MOJIOXKE-
Hus nororepanuu B. @pankia. Pa3zBuTre 3K3UCTEHIIMAIBHON IICUXOJIOrMH B ntoaxoaax JI. buncean-
repa, U. Snoma, /Ix. beromkenrtans. [lepcoHanbHbBIN 3K3UCTEHIIMANBHBIA aHanu3 A. JIaHrie. Oco-
OEHHOCTH TYMaHHUCTHUYECKOTO MOHUMaHUs JUYHOCTU. [ToHATHS MOTeHIMana, MOTUBAIMH, CaMOAaK-
TyaJIM3ali{, EHHOCTEN )KU3HU B T€OpHH JUYHOCTH A. Macnoy. CTaHOBIE€HHE JTUYHOCTH, TIOJIHO-
HEHHO (DYHKIIMOHHUPYIOIAs JUYHOCTh, TYMaHUCTUYECKas MOJEIb MEXKIUYHOCTHBIX OTHOILIEHHH,
KIIMEHT — [IEHTPUPOBaHHAas Tepanuu Kak npooiems! koHuenuuu K. Pomxkepca.

OcHoBHasi iMTEpaTypa
1. Acmomnos A.I'. Ilcuxomorust anunoctd. M., 2001.
2. Tunmenpeiitep 10.b. Benenue B oburyto ncuxosnoruto. M.: UePo, 2002.
3. Tlcuxonorus muanoctr: Coopuuk crareit / Coct. A.B.Opinos. 2-¢ uzn., mom: OO0 "Bompo-

cel ncuxonoruu", 2003.

4. Opeiipxep P. Deiinumen . Jluunocts. Teopum, ynpakHeHus, skcrnepumeHnTtsl / Ilep. ¢

anria. CII6.: mpaiiM-EBPO3HAK, 2004.

5. Xwemn JI., 3urnep M. Teopum nmuHoctH: OCHOBHBIE TIOJIOKEHUS, HCCICIOBAHUE H

npumenenue. CII6., 2000.



Ilcuxonozuueckoe Koncynromupoeanue u ncuxomepanus. lIcCuxonornueckoe KOHCYJIbTH-
pOBaHME U NPAaKTHKa KOHCYJIbTHUpOBaHUs. IIcuxonornueckoe KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUE U IICHUXOJIOTHYE-
ckasgd Hayka. VMlcxonHele onpeleneHns ICUXOJIOTHYECKOro KOHCYIbTUpoBaHus. [lmopannsm BuaoB
MICHXOJIOTHYECKOTO0 KOHCYNbTHpOBaHUsA. OCHOBaHUS KiacCHU(UKALUU BUIOB IICHUXOJIOTHYECKOTO
KOHCYJIbTUpOBaHMs. ColMaabHbIe U ICUXOJIOTHYECKHE (PaKTOPhI Pa3BUTHS IICUXOJIOTHYECKOTO KOH-
cyapTUpoBaHus. Ilcuxonornueckoe KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUE U NICUXOTEpANMsl: 3JIEMEHThI TOXKJIECTBA U
pa3nnyus.

[IpenrnocslIKyu CTaHOBJIEHUS IICUXOJIOTMYECKOI0 KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUS B IICHXOAHAIU3E, aHa-
JUTUYECKON, UHAMBHUyaIbHON M SK3UCTEHLMAIBHOM IMCUXO0JIOTMU U ncuxorepanuu. Crnenuduka
bpeiInCTCKOM, FOHTHAHCKOW, aJIePHaHCKOW M (PEHOMEHOJIOTUYECKOW OPUEHTAIUU B TICHXOJIOTH-
YECKOM KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHHUHU.

BO3HUKHOBEHHE IICHXOJOTMYECKOTO0 KOHCYJIbTHUPOBAHUS. ODBOJIOLUSA ICUXOJIOTHYECKOIO
KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUS B I'yMaHUCTHUYECKON IICUXOJIOTHU. IHHOBALlMOHHBIN XapaKkTep TEOPHUHU, TEXHU-
KU U MPaKTUKU B KIMEHTOLIEHTPUPOBAHHOM KOHCYJIbTHUpOBaHMHU. HeoOxoaumele W AOCTATOYHBIE
YCIIOBUS NIO3UTUBHBIX JIMYHOCTHBIX U3MEHEHUM. OCHOBHBIE TEHACHLUUN B Pa3BUTHH IICUXOJIOTNYeE-
CKOI'0 KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHHUSI.

OcHOBHBIE CTaUU IIpoLEcCa KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUS. JTalbl IEPBUYHOTO IIpreMa. GopMel 3BO-
JFOIMH TICMXOJIOTHYECKOTO0 KOHCYIbTHpOoBaHUs. KoppekunonHas u TpaHchopMaloHHasi cTpare-
MU TICUXOJIOTUYECKOTO0 KOHCYJIBTHUPOBaHMs. TaKTHKa IICHXOJOTMYECKOr0 KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHHUS.
YPOBHU NICHXOJIOTMYECKOr0 KOHTAKTa. /J[MHaMHMKa ypOBHEW ICUXOJOTMYECKOrOo KOHTAaKTa. Tuimy-
HbIE IIPOSABJICHUS KIMEHTA U IICUXOJIOra-KOHCYJIBTaHTa HAa Pa3HbIX YPOBHSAX KOHTAKTHUPOBAHMSL.
TexHUKa KOHCYTbTAaTUBHOM Oeceibl. 30HBI Pa0OTHI ICUXOJIOTa-KOHCYIIbTaHTa U €€ 9(PPEKTUBHOCTS.
JlucTaHTHBIE BUJIBI ICUXOJOTUYECKOTO KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHHUS.

OcHoBHasi iuTEepaTypa

1. Aisu A.E., AiiBu M.b., CaiimMaH-/laynunr JI. [Icuxonornyeckoe KOHCYJIbTUPOBAHUE U TICH-
xotepanus. M.: [lcuxorepaneBruueckuii komienx, 2000.
Kouronac P. OcHOBBI ICUXOJIOIrMYECKOr0 KOHCYIbTHPOBaHus. M., 1999.
Mbii P. UckycceTBo nicuxosioruueckoro KoHcyaptupoBanus. M.: Kiace, 1994.
Pomxepc K. Knuent-uenrpupoBannas ncuxorepanus. CTaHoBiaeHHe JIMYHOCTU. VcKyccTBO
KOHCYJbTHUpPOBaHUs U Tepanuu. M., 2002.

5. Coxkonosa E.T. Ilcuxorepamnus: Teopus u npaktuka. M.: Akagemus, 2002.

MeTtoauyeckue MaTepuabl (CCHUIKH HA HHTEPHeET-pecypcebl):

http://psy.hse.ru/research_person/
http://hpsy.ru/
http://www.trialog.ru/
http://www.voppsy.ru/
http://www.centerfortheperson.org/default.aspx

o

IIpoduas «Ilcuxonorust B Ou3Hece»

YyacTHHKaM ONMMIIKAJBI IO MPpoQUIt0 Marucrepckoit nporpammsl «Ilcuxonorus B 6usHe-
ce» MpeyIaraeTcs BBIMOJTHUTD 1BA TBOPUYECKHUX 33aJaHUSI.

[TepBoe 3amanue peACTaBISIET COOOM HAYYHYIO CTAaThIO Ha aHTJIMHCKOM SI3BIKE TI0 TPOHUITIO
MarucTEepPCKOM MPOrpaMMbl C BOMPOCAMU JIs pa3MbINUICHUs. B Xo/1e BBIMOTHEHUS JaHHOTO TBOP-
YCCKOro 3aJaHrsd YYaCTHUK OJIUMITHAABI JOJIKCH MMPOYUTATh MPCAJTOKECHHYIO HAYYHYIO CTAaThIO U HA
OCHOBaHUHU C(HOPMYIHPOBAHHBIX K CTaThe BOMPOCOB ISl PA3MBIIUICHHS BBHIMOTHUTH €€ KPUTHUE-
CKUH aHaM3, 1aTh CBOE OOOCHOBAHHOE U apryMEHTHPOBAHHOE OLICHOYHOE CYXJICHHE B NMHUCHhMEH-
HOM BHJI€ Ha PyCCKOM si3bIKe. [Ipu 3TOM cienyeT Kak MOXKHO OoJiee MOJIHO OTBETUTh Ha MPesio-
’KEHHbIE BOIIPOCHI U BBIMOJHUTH 3afaHusl. OTBeT (KpUTHUECKUN aHAU3 HAYYHOW CTAaThbU) JTOJIKEH
6I>ITB XO0pomo CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIM, JIOTHYCCKHU MOCIICAOBATCIBHBIM U apTYMCHTUPOBAHHBIM.

Bropoe TBOpueckoe 3aganue npeAcTaBisieT coO00l onmucaHue Kekca (cimydas U3 MPaKTUKH) C
MOCJICAYIOIIUMHA BOIIPpOCAMH IJId aHAJIM3a4. B XO0J4€ BBIIIOJIHCHUA JAHHOI'O0 TBOPYCCKOTO 3aJaHUsA


http://psy.hse.ru/research_person/
http://hpsy.ru/
http://www.trialog.ru/
http://www.voppsy.ru/
http://www.centerfortheperson.org/default.aspx

YYaCTHUK OJIMMIIMAJbI JOJDKEH MIPOUYUTATh KEIC M 1aTh NCUXOJIOIMYECKUX aHaIN3 MPEAI0KEHHON
CUTYallHUH.

IIpy BBINOJHEHUM TBOPYECKUX 3aJlaHUM YYACTHHUKH OJIMMIIMAJABI JIOJKHBI IIPOJAEMOHCTPH-
pOBaTh HE TOJIBKO IIOHUMAHUE TEKCTA CTaThU U MPOOJIEMHOM CUTyalluH, HO TaKKe IIUPOTY U TIy-
OMHY 3HaHWM COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX NOHATHUH, TEOPUH, KOHLENUN, IPAKTUUYECKUX I1OAXO0JI0B, METO-
JIOB U TEXHOJIOTUIl; YMEHHE IPaMOTHO ONEpUPOBAaTh UMHU, aHAJTU3UPOBATh UX B3aUMOCBS3b, A TAKKE
JIOTUYECKH CBSI3aHHO M apryMEHTHMPOBAHO M3jlaraTh CBOIO TOUKY 3pEHUS, JEJaTh BBIBOJbI, 1aBaTh
KPUTUYECKYIO OLIEHKY. Ba’kHBIMU XapaKTepUCTUKAMU «OTJIUYHOI0» OTBETA Ha TBOPYECKUE 3aaHUs
JIOJKHBI SBIISITHCSL YMEHHE U3J1araTb CBOM MBICIM B CTHJIMCTUKE HAYYHBIX Pa0oT, a TAKXKE BIIAZICHUE
METOAaMU HayyHOW aprymeHTanuu. IIpuBeTcTBYIOTCS CCBUIKM Ha MOHOrpaduu, npodeccruoHallb-
HbIE HICTOYHUKHU U JINTEPATYPY, UX LIUTUPOBAHUE.

BeinonHenue TBOpUECKUX 3aJjaHUi MPeNNoaracT UCIoyIb30BaHUE OHATHH, TEOPUIl U KOH-
uenuuii, Bxoasamux B [IporpaMMy BCTyNUTENBHOTO 3K3aMEHA 10 IICUXO0JIOTUHU JUIsl TOCTYNAOLIUX B
Mmaructparypy dakynpreta ncuxonorun HUY-BIID no mpodumnio «llcuxonorus B OuzHece» (cM.
http://ma.hse.ru/vstupi).

IIpu moAroToBke K OAMMIIKMAAE 0cO00€ BHUMAHUE CIIEAYET yJAeIUTh U3YUYEHUIO JUCLUIUINH,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX MPO(HII0 BHIOPAHHON YYaCTHHKOM OJIMMITHAJIBI MAruCTepCKOM HpPOTpPaMMBI:
COLMaAJIbHAs TICUXOJIOTHS, OpraHU3allMOHHAs ICUXOJOrHs, Ncuxojorus Ttpyaa. OgHaKo HE MeHee
BaXHBIM SBJIIETCS 3HAHUE OOILEH IICUXOJOTHH, OCOOEHHO CIIEAYIOIIUX Pa3/IeoB: IICUXO0JIOTUS Jies-
TEJIbHOCTH, TICUXOJIOTMsl MOTMBOB U SMOLUH, ICUXOJIOTUS JTMYHOCTH, IICUXOJIOT s [T03HABATEIbHBIX
IIPOLIECCOB.

Bo BpeMms BbINONHEHUS OJIMMIIMAAHBIX 33JaHUN yYaCTHHKAM pPa3pellaeTcsi MOJIb30BaThCs
AHIJIO-PYCCKHUM CJIOBapeM (HO TOJIBKO MEYAaTHBIM M3/IaHUEM, a HE DJIEKTPOHHBIM).

OcHoBHas iMTeparypa
1. Amngpeesa I''M. Connanbhas ncuxonorus. M., 2005.
3ankoBckuit A.H. Opranu3zanuonHas rncuxonorus: YuebHoe nocooue ais By3oB. M., 2002.
3. Hmamoma H.JI., Muxaiinosa E.B., Illtpoo B.A. Bsenenue B mcuxosoruio OusHeca: YueoO.
nmocooue. M., 2007.
4. Kmumos E.A. Beenenue B ncuxonoruto tpyaa. M., 2004.
JlonoTHUTeIbHAS JTUTEpaTypa
5. BBezgenue B mpakTHyecKyl0 colalbHylo rncuxosoruto / nmox pen. 0. M. XKyxosa, JI. A. Ilet-
posckoii, O. B. Conossesoii. M., 1996.
6. Tyneun JIx. HcciienoBanue B icuxojoruu: Metoas! U ruianuposanue / CII6.: [Turep, 2004.
7. Heroctpom [Ix. B., I3Buc K. Opranuzanuonnoe noseaenue. CII6., 2000.
8. Opraam3anuonHas mncuxonorus. Xpecromartwust / Coct. w obmi. pen. Bunokyposa JI.B.,
Ckpumroka 1.1. CII6., 2000.
9. Ilappukos B.JI. [IpoGiems! cucteMorenesa npodeccnoHaIbHOM nesrenpHocTH. M., 2007.
10. Mlynsn 1., Wynsn C. [euxonorus u padora. CII6., 2003.
CiioBapu
11. HuxomkoBa E.B. Aurno-pycckuii cioBaps o ncuxosnioruu. M.: ABBYY Press, 2008.
12. JlyukoB B.B. PokutsHCckuii B.P. AHrno-pycckuii clioBapb-MHHUMYM TICHXOJOTHUECKUX Tep-
MUHOB. M.: ITyTb. 1993.

N

Ipopuian «IlepcoHos0Orus ¥ IKIUCTEHIIHAIbHAS ICUX0TEPATTHS
IIpeaBapure/ibHble KPUTEPUH OLIEHMBAHMS.
1. [ToHOTA OCBelIEHUS TPOOIEMEI.
2. OpUTrHHAIBHOCTh M HETPUBUAIBHOCTH MOJX0/1a K pa3paboTKe mpoOIeMBbl.
3. Onopa Ha peneBaHTHbIE NCUXOJorndeckue, punocodckre u KyJlbTypHbIE TEKCTHI B pa3paboTke
POOJIEMBI, CCBUTKHA Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIUX aBTOPOB TEOPUI M KOHIICTIIUH.
4. AKaIeMHIHOCTh TEKCTa, JIOTHIHOCTD M ITOCJIEJ0BATEIIFHOCTD M3JIOKCHUS HICH.
5. Hanmune aBTOPCKOW MO3ULIAH.


http://ma.hse.ru/vstupi

IlepeyeHb U coaeprkaHue TeM OJUMITMAIHBIX COCTA3AHMIA:

OOmiast xapakTepUCTHKA, KPUTEPUH CPAaBHUTEIBHOIO aHAJIM3a, UCCIEI0BATEIbCKOE U MpaK-
TUYECKOe 3HaueHue teopuid InaHocTu. Teopus muuHoctu C.JI. PyOunmreiina. [lonstie nnynoctu
Kak cyObekTa xu3Hu. OmnpeneneHue JIMYHOCTH B KaT€rOPUM KU3HEHHBIX OTHOWEeHWH. [TonaTus
BHYTPEHHEI0 M BHEIIHEro Mupa JuyHocTH. Kateropus GeccozHaTensHOro B ncuxoananuse. IIpo-
Lecchl U copepkaHus OeccosHarenbHoro. MHauBuiayanbHas ncuxoiorus A. Amepa. Passutue
ncuxoaHaiusa B Teopusix O. @pomma u K. Xopuu. Tunonoruu auunoctu O. @pomma. OCHOBHBIE
KaTeropuu U njeu asanutudeckor neuxosoruu nuaHoctd K.I'. FOnra. IlonsaTus apxeruna u ocHo-
Bbl I'ymanuctuyeckoy teopuu jmuHoct K. Pomkepca. McTodHMKH, YCIOBHUS, 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH
CTAHOBJICHUS JTMYHOCTU. Mepapxus MOTHBAaIMOHHON cdephl uenoBeka, mo A. Macnoy. [lonsarue
camMoaKTyanusupyrouieiicss mu4HocTd. OCHOBHBIE IOJIOKEHHUS TpaH3akTHOro aHanusza J. bepha.
[ToHATHS «3rO-COCTOSHUIY», TPAH3aKLUUM, CLIEHAPUEB JUYHOCTU. TEHAECHUMU pa3BUTHUS TEOpUHN
JIMYHOCTHU B COBPEMEHHOM IICUXOJIOTHH.

TeopeTnko-MeTOA010rHYeCKU (GyHAAMEHT NCUXOJOTHYECKOT0 KOHCYJIbTHUPOBAHUS U HE-
MEIUIMHCKON rncuxotepanuu. [Ipenmer, nemn, 3amaunm ncuxorepanuu. lIpomecc m pesynbrarsl
ncuxorepanuu. Ilcuxosornyeckoe KOHCYIbTUPOBAHUE M IICUXOTEPAIUSA: CXOACTBO M Pa3IMUus.
HpaBcTBeHHBIE, MOpaJIbHbIE U IOPUAMYECKUE ACIEKThl PEryJISLUU ICUXOTEPANeBTUUYECKON es-
TenbHOCTU. OCHOBHBIE LIKOJIBI IICHUXOJOTMYECKOr0 KOHCYJIBTUPOBAaHUA U mcuxorepanuu. [Icuxo-
AHAINTUYECKOE, KIIMEHTOLEHTPUPOBAHHOE, KOTHUTUBHOE, SK3UCTEHIIMAIbHOE HaIlpaBJIEHUs — CIIe-
uduKa, B3aMMOBIHUSHUE, CUHTE3.

@unocodckre 0OCHOBAHUS IK3UCTESHIIMATBHON NICUXOJIOTHH U TicuxoTtepanuu. dunocodceko-
IICUXOJIOTUYECKUE MOHATHS, ONpPEEIISIONIe 3K3UCTEHIUIO: ObITHE-B-MUPE, «HUYTO», OAMHOYECT-
BO, CMBICJI CYLIECTBOBAHMSI, IOUCK CMBICIIA, YKU3HEHHBIN MPOEKT, CyObEKT, CB000a, BHIOOP, OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTb, BeTpeua, m000Bb. OCHOBHBIE MOJIOKEHHS 3K3UCTEHLMAIIBHOTO aHalIKU3a U JIororepa-
nuu B. @pankia. [Iorarne «Bos Kk cMbIcay». PazBuTre 3K3UCTEHIIMANIBHON TICUXOJIOTHUN U IICUXO-
Tepanuu B noaxonax P. Mo, U. fAnoma. Konuenuus ¢pyHaaMeHTaIbHBIX SK3UCTEHIMAIBHBIX MO-
TuBauuii v [lepcoHanbHbIN SK3UCTEHIIMAIBHBIN aHanu3 A. JI3HTIIE.

Jlureparypa:
1. JIburzne A. Person. Dk3ucTeHIIMATIbHO-aHATUTHYECKas: Teopus TuuHocT. M.: ['enesuc, 2005.
2. IIpeamer u meroa ncuxonoruu. Autonorus / Coct. u o1B. pegaktop E.b. CtapoBoiitenko. M.:
Axagemudeckuit mpoekxT. 2005.
PyGunmreitn C.JI. Yenosek u mup. CII6.: [Tutep, 2012.
Craposoiitenko E.b. [Icuxonorust TM4YHOCTH B napaAurMme >kM3HEHHbIX oTHOLeHuH. M., 2004.
Craposoiitenko E.b. KynbrypHas ncuxosnorus imyHoctu. M.: Akagemus, 2007.
®pankn B. Yenosek B mouckax cMbicia. M.: [Iporpecc, 1990.
Xomn K., JIunpaceit I'. Teopun mmunoctu. M.: Ilcuxorepanns, 2008.
[Mymckuit B.b. Dk3ucTeHnunanpHas MCUXOJIOTHUS U TICUXOTEpamus: TEOpHs, METOJI0JIOTHS,
npaktuka. M.: U3na. nom I'Y-BIIDS, 2010.
9. Slnom U. Dx3ucrennuanbHas nmeuxorepanus. M.: HezaBucumas ¢pupma «Kmacey, 2004.
10. HuxomkoBa E.H. Aurno-pycckuii cinoBaps no ncuxonorun. M.: PYCCO, 2006.
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Hpoduas «IIpukaagnas conuajabHass NCUXOJOTUD)
ConmajibHasi NCUXO0JIOTHA

CoumanbHas ycTaHOBKa (OmpeseNieHue, CTPYKTYpa, CBS3b C TOBEACHHEM). S-KOHIIETIIHSI.
Conmanuzanus (onpenenenue u 3tanbl). KoMMyHukamus (cTpykTypa KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHOM cHUTya-
1M, BepOambHast U HeBepOaTbHAsT KOMMYHHKAIIHS, YOKIaromas KOMMYHUKAII, KOMMYHUKATH B-
Hble Oapbepbl). MIHTEepakuus (CTpyKTypa M TUIBI B3aUMOACHUCTBHUS, IPUUUHBI U CIIOCOOBI pa3pelie-
HUS KoHQImKTa). ColManbHOe MO3HAHWEe: OCHOBHBIE MEXaHNU3MbI ()OPMHUPOBAaHUS 0Opa3a mapTHepa
no o0meHuto (aTpudynus, uaeHTH(UKanus, sMnarus, peduexcus), GeHoMeH aTTpakuuu. Manas
rpymnmna: Kjiaccu(ukanuu, CTpykTypa, pa3Butue, 3G (eKTsl COLaabHOrO BIUSHUS, JTUAEPCTBO U PY-
KOBO/JICTBO, I'PYIIIOBBIE PEIIEHUs], TPYNIIOBasi CIJIOYEHHOCTb. [ICHXOIOTHs MEXIPYNIOBBIX OTHO-



HmIeHu# (IPUYUHBL U CIIOCOOBI pa3peleHuss MEeXTPYNIOBbIX KOH(MIUKTOB). ColnanbHas WACHTUY-
HOCTb, TCOPUH COLMAIIBHON UICHTUYHOCTH, BUJIbI COLIMAIBHOM HIEHTUYHOCTH.

1.
2.

o

Jlureparypa:
Anppeesa ['.\M. Couunanbnas ncuxomnorus. M.: Acnekt-tipecc, 2008.
ApoHcoH 3. OOuiecTBeHHOE KXHBOTHOE: BBEACHHE B COLMANbHYIO mcuxonoruto. M.: Ilpaiim-
EBpo3znak, 2006.
Aponcon 3., Yuiicon T., Ditkept P. [lcuxonornueckue 3akoHbI TOBEACHUS YE€JIOBEKA B COLIMYME.
CII6-M.: HeBa, Onma-IIpecc, 2002.
benunckas E.I1., Tuxomangpuikas O.A. CouuaiibHas NCUXOJOTUA JUYHOCTH. M.: Acmnekt-
npecc, 2001.
['pumuna H.B. Ilcuxonorus kondaukra. CII6.: [Tutep, 2005
Maiiepc JI. Counanbuas ncuxosorus. CII0.: ITutep, (;mr000ii roa u3gaHus).

JTHHYECKAsA M KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHASl IICUXOJIOTUSA
KynbTypHBIE CUHIPOMBI U TICUXOJIOTUYECKUE U3MEPEHUS KYIbTYp. Kpocc-KynbTypHbIe pas-

JUYUs B TO3HABATENbHBIX IpoLeccax (BOCHPUATHM, MbllIUIeHHH). «ba3oBas» U MopainbHas JTUY-
HOCTh, HAaITMOHAIBHBINA XapakTep. MEeXKYIbTypHBIC pa3Iiuns B BepOAIbLHOM U HEBEpOaJIbHOM 00-
HmIeHuU. MeX3THUYeCKHe KOH(IMKTBI. DTHUYECKash TOoJepaHTHOCTh. DOopMUpOBaHHE STHUYECKOH
TOJIEPAHTHOCTH.
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Jlureparypa:
beppu ., Ilyprunra U., Ceramn M., lacen I1. Kpocc-kynbTypHas ncuxomnorusi. MccnenoBanus
[Ipumenenue. XapbkoB: ['ymanuTapusiii neHtp, 2007.
Jlebenera H.M. DTHuYeckas u kpocc-KynbTypHas ncuxosorus. M., U3n-so Makc-IIpecc, 2011.
Marymoto . I[lcuxonorus u kynstypa. CII6.: [Tutep, 2002.
Credanenko T.I'. OtHoncuxonorusi. M.: Acnekrt IIpecc, 2003.
Tpuanguc I'.K. Kynerypa u conuansaoe nosenenue. M.: @opym, 2007.

IIpenBapuTebHbIe KPUTEPUH OLCHUBAHNS K BBINIOJTHCHHBIM 32/IaHUAM:
HaJIM4Me YETKOW U JJOTUYHOU CTPYKTYPBI TEKCTA;
HaJIM4YMe B OTBETE aBTOPCKON MO3MIIMU 110 pacCMaTpUBaeMoOi pobIeMaTuKe;
000CHOBAaHHOCTb, APTyYMEHTHPOBAHHOCTb, J10Ka3aTE€IbHOCTh BBICKA3bIBAEMBIX IOJIOXKEHUH U
BBIBOJIOB aBTOPA;
3HaHHUE COLMAIILHO-TICUXO0JIOTHYE€CKON TPOOIEMaTUKU U TEPMUHOJIOTUH;
yYMEHUE IPUMEHATH COLUAIBHO-TICUXO0JIOTHYECKUE HHCTPYMEHTBI;
JIOTUYHOCTh, KOHKPETHOCTb, I0KA3aTEIbHOCTh OTBETA;
YMEHHUE aHAIU3UPOBATh HAYYHbIE TEKCThl HA AaHTJIMICKOM SI3bIKe, U3BJIEKAs CYTh IIPOOJIEMBI;
YMEHUE IPUMEHSATh COLMAIBHO-TICUXOJIOTHYECKNE TEOPUH K aHAIU3Y PEAJIbHBIX SBJICHU;
CHOCOOHOCTh MPUMEHSTH M COMOCTABIIATH pa3Hble COLMATbHO-TICUXO0JIOIMYECKHE TEOPUH K aHa-
JTU3UPYEMBIM MPOOIIeMaM;

10) BueHME IPUKIIAIHBIX ACTIEKTOB COLUATBHO-TICUXOJIOTHYECKUX TEOPUH;

11) oTCyTCTBHE B OTBETE 3JICMEHTOB OOBIICHHOTO TICHXOJIOTHYECKOTO 3HAHUS U JKyPHAIHU3MOB,;

12) ynomuHaHue paMIIHK CIICIIHATUCTOB TIPH aHAJIM3€ U CChUIKAX Ha TEOPHH;

13) otcyrcTBHEe opdorpaduyueckux, MYHKTYAIIMOHHBIX, CTHJIMCTHYECKHUX, a TaKXkKe (aKTHIECKHX

omnboK.



