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Abstract

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) has grown substantially over the past 30 years. Much of that
growth stems from the theory’s rigorous empirical foundations and the elegance of the theory
itself. Yet most of SDT’s empirical support has been quantitative, with little attention to the pos-
sible contributions of a qualitative approach. This paper details two recent, qualitative studies of
motivation in the realm of education that address critical issues in SDT. Study 1 (N= 195)
explored the question, “Might there be different basic needs in other cultures?”. Study 2 (N =
115) asked, “What is the experience of autonomy like for members of another culture?”. In Study
1, an analysis of responses given by 195 teachers, psychologists and school principals of the
Republic of Tatarstan (Russia) revealed their consensus that the child’s psychological well-being
is based on satisfying the child’s need for relationships. In Study 2, 115 graduate students
(Kazan, Russia) described their experience of autonomy and non-autonomy at the university in
the form of an essay. Analysis revealed two additional categories that distinguish these situations
from each other: the time factor and the meaning of the situation for a person. In both studies,
participants provided responses in their own words. These studies provide simple examples of
how a qualitative design can push the boundaries of current understanding with respect to two
central questions under cross-cultural debate. Suggestions for further research are offered.

Keywords: self-determination theory, qualitative methods, motivation, education, autonomy,
basic psychological needs.

Introduction

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) has enjoyed widespread growth over the
past 30 years as a theory of motivation, personality, and development. Much of that
growth stems as much from the rigorous nature of the theory’s empirical founda-
tions as from the parsimony and elegance of the theory itself. Yet, with some excep-
tions (e.g., Chirkov & Anderson, 2018), most of the theory’s empirical support has
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been quantitative, with little attention paid to the possible contributions of a qual-
itative approach. In the present paper, we explore how the use of qualitative meth-
ods can push the boundaries of self-determination theory with respect to two cen-
tral questions: (1) basic psychological needs: how many are there, and are they, as
SDT claims, truly universal? And (2) autonomy: is it the same for everyone, regard-
less of differences in culture? These are important questions, because SDT makes
specific and rather strong claims about these constructs, and quantitative methods
only go so far in providing the empirical support needed for these claims. Before
explaining how the present paper will address these issues, we highlight SDT’s
claims with respect to the constructs of basic psychological needs, broadly speak-
ing, and of autonomy, more specifically.

Self-Determination Theory and Basic Psychological Needs

As noted, SDT makes rather strong claims regarding the construct of basic psy-
chological needs (BPNs; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Briefly, BPNs
are the nutrients that are essential in order for the organism, that is, the human per-
son, to grow, to develop, to integrate experiences, and to experience well-being. In
other words, when needs are fulfilled or satisfied, they lead to growth, integration,
and well-being. The converse is also true: in situations of need deprivation or need-
thwarting, the person experiences degradations in growth and well-being. We note
that this is a strong definition of a need: the emphasis is on that which is in fact
essential; a need is more than a want, a desire, or a preference. A person may or may
not be consciously aware of a need, but its fulfilment remains essential in order for
real growth and well-being to occur, precisely because, according to SDT, a need,
so-called, is an organismic requirement. Motivation is also posited to be affected by
need satisfaction: when needs are fulfilled in a particular context, then motivation
for activity in that context tends to be more internal (i.e., autonomous, volitionally
engaged, personally chosen) whereas when needs are lacking in fulfilment or even
thwarted, motivation tends to be more external (i.e., controlled, engaged under
feelings of pressure or obligation rather than personally chosen). SDT posits and
research (primarily quantitative) supports the existence of three such BPNs: the
needs for relatedness, for competence, and for autonomy.

Relatedness recognizes that humans, in a fundamental sense, are social beings;
we require the presence of positive and mutually supportive relationships with
other human beings for our survival. Competence reflects the importance of feeling
that one is capable of having an impact on the surrounding world, of attaining
desired outcomes by means of one’s actions. Autonomy pertains to the importance
of feeling that one can take the initiative, make personally important choices,
endorse at a deep level one’s actions and values.

SDT argues that these three needs are based in the evolution of the human
species (Ryan, Kuhl, & Deci, 1997); consistent with that position, the needs are
considered to be requirements for all human beings. In other words, SDT posits the
additional strong claim that the BPNs are universal across cultures. The specific
ways the needs are satisfied may differ from person to person and from culture to
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culture (Chirkov, Ryan, & Sheldon, 2011), but they remain universally essential
requirements for growth, integration, and well-being. The theory remains open to
the possibility that other basic needs may be discovered, but it is adamant about
the empirically testable claim embedded within the strong definition of a need
elaborated above: that satisfaction of the needs leads to growth, integration, well-
being, and internal motivation, but that the thwarting or deprivation of needs leads
to degradations in these important human outcomes. Thus far no additional needs
beyond the three initially proposed by SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985) have been
unequivocably supported in the literature (Ryan & Deci, 2017). As noted, whether
SDT’s three basic needs apply in other cultures has been tested nomothetically,
using quantitative measures and methods (e.g., Chirkov, 2009; Chirkov et al., 2011;
Jang, Reeve, Ryan, & Kim, 2009; Zhou, Ma, & Deci, 2009). Study 1 in the present
paper explores SDT’s claim ideographically, through qualitative methods.
Specifically, we wish to explore whether people in other cultures might possibly
have different basic needs. We will say more about this, below.

Of SDT’s three canonical needs, autonomy has been the most controversial over
the years. In part, this is because autonomy is often conflated with another con-
struct, independence, and it seems contradictory to suggest that both independ-
ence (the feeling that I can do things on my own, without others’ help) and relat-
edness (the awareness of others’ importance to me) could be needs, in the strong
sense of that term proposed by SDT. Alternatively, some have argued that autono-
my cannot be a need in cultures that do not explicitly value autonomy (e.g.,
Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Although SDT theorists have pointed out that the
construct of autonomy, derived from existentialist sources, is conceptually distinct
from independence (e.g., Chirkov et al,, 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2017), and have
demonstrated empirically, through quantitative methods, (1) that autonomy and
independence are orthogonal constructs (e.g., Lynch, 2013; Ryan & Lynch, 1989)
and (2) that the experience of autonomy meets the criterion for a need (i.e., pro-
moting well-being and intrinsic motivation when satisfied) for people living in
quite varied cultural contexts (e.g. Lynch, La Guardia, & Ryan, 2009), the contro-
versy remains. For this reason, Study 2 in the present paper explores the nature and
universality of autonomy from a qualitative perspective, by asking people in anoth-
er culture to tell us, in their own words, what the experience of autonomy is like for
them.

We wish to suggest that a qualitative approach permits us to ask questions we
do not usually ask when we are operating from within a strictly quantitative
methodology; the answers we receive might allow us to understand our theoretical
constructs in new and possibly deeper ways, leaving open the possibility of both
challenging and strengthening the theory, itself. The issue, in other words, has to
do with testing a theory at its boundaries in order to promote growth. To this end,
we provide here a brief overview of two rather simple, qualitatively informed stud-
ies that we conducted in order to test these two questions (might people in a dif-
ferent culture have different needs? What is the experience of autonomy like in
anther culture?).
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Study 1: Do people in a Different Culture Have Different Basic
Psychological Needs?

How would we find out whether people in a different culture have different
BPNs? As an initial attempt to answer this question, it struck us as reasonable to
ask people who are considered ‘experts’ in the local culture what they considered
to be the essential nutriments for growth and well-being — that is, people who are
both from and in that culture, and who have a relevant, professional expertise, such
as teachers, for example. For the purpose of illustration, we here present a small
portion of a previously published study; for full details, we refer the reader to that
account (Lynch & Salikhova, 2017).

Participants and procedures. In this study, 195 participants (92% female) were
recruited from a continuing education and recertification program from cities
across the Republic of Tatarstan, within the Russian Federation. Participants were
practicing educators (age range 20—70 years old, M = 35), including teachers of
various subject matters (73.4%), psychologists (7.2%), school administrators
(1.5%), and methodologists (1%); the remaining participants did not report their
profession. These educators reported working with children and young people of
various ages, from 0—3 years old (9.7%), from 4-7 years old (15.4%), from 7—16
years old (43.6%), and older than 16 (19.5%).

Materials. All materials were presented in Russian. Participants were asked to
respond, in their own words, to the following prompt: “For normal development
the organism needs to satisfy biological needs for food, water, warmth. For the nor-
mal development of the person the satisfaction of psychological needs is necessary.
Write down what in your view are the three most important needs that are vitally
essential for the development of a psychologically healthy person.”

Analytic strategy. We employed a two-fold strategy to analyze the responses
generated by participants. First, we looked at word/concept frequencies. Because
we are both primarily quantitative researchers, we considered it important to
determine which words or concepts appeared most frequently in the lists provided
by the local teacher-experts; presumably it would be meaningful and noteworthy if
some ideas appeared more often than others. As a second step, we had a group of
four independent raters read through and organize participant responses using a
modified Q-sort technology. They were instructed to organize the words and
phrases into groups, based on similarity. These raters were native speakers of
Russian, all with an education in psychology, who were otherwise blind to the
study’s details.

Study 1: Selected Results

Our teacher-experts provided 444 responses to the open-ended prompt regard-
ing “the most important needs... vitally essential for the development of a psycho-
logically healthy person.” As noted, in the first stage of analysis we looked for
words or concepts that appeared most frequently in the lists created by partici-
pants. Specifically, each time a word or its related root appeared, it was counted.
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When asked what they consider to be the most essential needs for healthy psycho-
logical development, these local experts listed the following, in descending order of
frequency (frequencies in parentheses): communication (42), love (39), understand-
ing (21), family (15), respect (11), care (10), attention (8), support (8), and so on.
(For the full list, see Lynch & Salikhova, 2017).

For the second step, four independent raters were asked to sort participant
responses into as many categories as they felt were needed. (Note that exact dupli-
cates were removed before presenting raters with the list of teacher responses.) The
most frequently occurring categories identified by the raters were as follows (num-
ber of unique participant responses reflecting that category provided in parenthe-
ses): Rater 1: favorable family (19 responses); Rater 2: family wellbeing (23
responses); Rater 3: family (14 responses); Rater 4: family (42 responses). The next
most frequently occurring categories were: self-development (Rater 1, 14 respons-
es); self-realization (Rater 2, 41 responses); development/self-development (Rater
3, 19 responses); aspects of development and self-development (Rater 4, 15 respons-
es). The third most frequently occurring categories were: social aspect of personal-
ity development (Rater 1, 26 responses); social sphere (Rater 2, 11 responses); social
component (Rater 3, 19 responses); social factors (Rater 4, 20 responses). (For full
results, see Lynch & Salikhova, 2017.)

Study 1: Brief Discussion

When asked to tell us in their own words what they believe is essential for chil-
dren’s growth and well-being (in other words, what they consider to be ‘basic psy-
chological needs,” as SDT defines that construct), these local experts emphasized
themes having to do with relationships. This finding emerged whether the data
were analyzed by means of frequency counts of words and concepts, or whether
they were analyzed by independent raters using a modified Q-sort technology. In
short, local experts, in a culture as yet uninvestigated from an SDT-perspective,
identified relationships as a basic psychological need, corroborating one of the three
needs posited by SDT on theoretical and quantitative empirical grounds. We move
on now to Study 2.

Study 2: What is the Experience of Autonomy Like in Another Culture?

Consistent with our approach in Study 1, we considered that a reasonable way
to find out what autonomy looks and feels like in another culture would be to ask
people from that culture to tell us about it in their own words. In this study, our
local experts were doctoral students. We report here only a small portion of an as-
yet unpublished study.

Participants and procedures. Participants were first-year students (N = 115, 49%
women; age M = 24.7 years, SD = 3.2) enrolled in one of several doctoral programs at a
major university in the Republic of Tatarstan, located within the Russian Federation,
from biological sciences, computational mathematics, physics and astronomy, earth sci-
ences, and chemical sciences. All participants were native speakers of Russian.
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Materials. All measures were administered in Russian. Participants were asked
to write a three-part essay about some activity they engaged in while at the univer-
sity; for each part of the essay, a prompt was provided. The autonomy prompt asked
them to describe a situation in which they themselves decided to do something at
the university and took the initiative in doing so. The non-autonomy prompt asked
them to describe a situation when they did something not because they wanted to
do it, but because they had to do it. They were asked to describe the situations in
detail such that the reader could experience it with them. Then they were asked to
compare situations, noting any similarities and differences.

Analytic strategy. A two-stage content analysis of participant responses was car-
ried out separately by two native speakers of Russian with advanced training in
psychology. The first stage consisted of identifying key words; the second stage
involved identifying key themes and categories that emerged from those key
words.

Study 2: Selected Results

Our experts, doctoral students, identified and wrote about 230 situations (115
situations of autonomy, 115 situations of non-autonomy) in their experience at
university. The general types of activity that emerged in these responses included
academic activity (for example, classroom experiences), representing 15% of the
autonomous and 26.3% of the non-autonomous situations; scientific or research-
specific activity (24.5% of autonomous, 16% of non-autonomous situations); social
activity (8.2% of autonomous, 6% of non-autonomous situations); creative activity
(0.9% of autonomous, 0.9% of non-autonomous situations); sports activity (0.9% of
autonomous, 0.9% of non-autonomous situations); and other (0.4% of autonomous
situations).

In the content analysis, our two expert raters identified (separately, but fol-
lowed by consultation) 13 themes or categories in the participant responses. Their
labels for these categories were: emotional manifestations, psychophysiological
manifestations, intellectual-emotional manifestations, volitional efforts, value of
the situation for the subject, factor of time in the situation (e.g., perception of time,
speed of working, procrastination), optimalness of conditions with respect to the
activity (e.g., immersion in the work, passion), discovery of the author’s creative
potential, attribution of success or failure to internal or external factors, influence
of the situation on relationships of the subject with other people, remembering or
forgetting of material obtained in the situation, influence of the situation on the
identity and/or self-esteem of the author, and application of the experience gained
in one’s further life.

Here are a few sample responses that fall under the researcher-generated head-
ing of ‘emotional manifestations:

“I felt an emotional uplift, feeling that everything is in my hands,” “I experienced
something like hopelessness and despair,” “a feeling of euphoria was seeping through
me,” “I felt emptiness, disappointment in myself, all these destructive emotions accu-
mulated in my thoughts at that moment,” “I experienced such pride in myself, as if I
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were receiving the Nobel Prize,” “I experienced a special joy and satisfaction in my
work.”

For present purposes, we focus only on the doctoral students’ responses that fall
under the category of emotional manifestations. Emotions that could be described
as ‘positive’ included joy, pride, inspiration, happiness, relief, pleasure, and satisfac-
tion. Those that could be described as ‘negative’ included ‘absence of joy, ‘fear,
‘shame,” ‘anxiety,” ‘guilt,’ ‘melancholy,” ‘irritation,” ‘disappointment,” and ‘sadness.’
When comparing the predominance of the various emotions within the doctoral
students’ essays, it became clear that those situations described in response to the
autonomy prompt were substantially more likely to reflect positive than negative
emotions, whereas the opposite was the case for situations generated in response to
the non-autonomy prompt: participants characterized autonomy situations by ‘joy’
nearly four times more often than they did non-autonomy situations; autonomy
situations were characterized by ‘pride’ 16 times more frequently, by ‘happiness’
four time more frequently, by ‘pleasure’ fourteen times more frequently, and so on.
On the other hand, when describing non-autonomy situations they were more than
three times more likely to include ‘shame,” more than eight times more likely to
include ‘anger,” and so on. We point out that participants were almost equally likely
to characterize situations of autonomy and non-autonomy in the university as
‘fearful.’

There were other notable differences between how doctoral students described
situations of autonomy and situations of non-autonomy in the university, in terms
of the various categories identified by the independent raters (psychophysiological
manifestations, volitional efforts, discovery of one’s creative potential, and so on).
Here we simply call attention to two additional categories in which interesting dif-
ferences emerged: the time factor, and the value of the situation to the individual.
Specifically, doctoral students were more likely to characterize experiences of
autonomy as involving an accelerated perception of time, a high speed of work, and
less procrastination; the opposite was true of the non-autonomy situations. As well,
although both autonomy and non-autonomy situations were described as useful
(autonomy situations somewhat moreso), only non-autonomy situations were also
described as useless. There were clear differences in these and other categories
between situations of autonomy versus situations of non-autonomy in the univer-
sity. Importantly, many of these categories reflect aspects of the experience of
autonomy that do not typically make it into official definitions of the construct.

Study 2: Brief Discussion

When we asked people in another culture, one not typically investigated by
SDT researchers, to tell us in their own words what the experience of autonomy
felt like to them, in what for them was a real-world, ecologically valid context (as
the university would be to doctoral students), we found our understanding of a key
construct like ‘autonomy’ becoming a bit richer. Dimensions of the experience not
typically included in official definitions of the construct (e.g., time factor, psy-
chophysiological manifestations, intellectual-emotional manifestations, attribution
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of success or failure to internal or external factors, and so on) emerged as important
markers distinguishing experiences of autonomy from experiences of non-autonomy.

General Discussion

In this paper, we presented a brief overview of two relatively simple, qualitative-
ly informed studies in order to explore ways in which a qualitative approach might
begin to push the existing boundaries of a well-established theory, such as Self-
determination theory (SDT), whose empirical support thus far has rested primarily
(and almost exclusively) on quantitative foundations.

Study 1 asked whether people in a different culture might have different or per-
haps additional basic psychological needs than the three needs proposed by SDT
for competence, relatedness, and autonomy. We found that when teachers, consid-
ered to be local experts (that is, experts both with respect to their own culture, and
with respect to their professional expertise in human development), were asked
what they believed to be vitally important for healthy psychological development,
they told us first and foremost that relationships are essential. This finding held,
both when teacher responses were considered in terms of frequency counts, and
when independent raters classified the teachers’ responses. It seems possible to
interpret this result as confirmation of one of the basic psychological needs pro-
posed by SDT: the need for relatedness, or mutually meaningful and supportive
relationships (for quantitative support, see, e.g., Lynch & Salikhova, 2016). Of
course, technically speaking a further test should be made of any candidate need
suggested by a group of local experts: especially had the local experts suggested as
a need something not within SDT’s canonical list of three (competence, related-
ness, autonomy), the next logical step would be to test empirically, perhaps
through traditional quantitative means, whether that candidate need does in fact
promote the outcomes of growth, integration, well-being, and internal motivation
when it is satisfied (or, conversely, the degradation of those outcomes, when the
candidate need is deprived or thwarted).

The focus of Study 2 was on the need for autonomy. Specifically, we asked doc-
toral students to describe activities which SDT would consider to reflect autono-
my and those which would reflect non-autonomy (the word ‘autonomy’ was not
used in the prompts to which participants responded) when in a context, the uni-
versity, which should presumably have high ecological validity for them. We were
interested in whether, in the responses they provided, patterns would emerge to
suggest what the experience of autonomy is like for people in a culture that to date
has been little studied by SDT researchers (specifically, Tatar), and whether that
might shed any light on our understanding of the construct, itself. It did.
Autonomous and non-autonomous activities differed from each other in notable
ways, in terms of things like emotional and psychophysiological manifestations,
volitional efforts, value of the situation, factor of time in the situation (including
things like perception of time, speed of working, procrastination), and so on.
Importantly, some of these dimensions are not typically captured by the standard
definition of the construct of autonomy. Of course, whether the responses provided
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by our participants are unique to this culture, and reflect cultural differences in the
experience of autonomy, is a different question, but it is an empirical question: to
answer it, the same set of prompts could be given to doctoral students from univer-
sities in other countries that represent a range of cultures, and the results compared
to what we found.

Conclusion

The two studies briefly described in the present paper provide support for the
use of qualitative research methods as a way to deepen, expand, and potentially
challenge how we understand key constructs of a theory, such as Self-
Determination Theory, whose empirical support to date has primarily drawn on
quantitative approaches. We note that this may be especially helpful when consid-
ering the applicability of key constructs in other cultural settings.
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Pesiome

Teopust camonerepmunaiuu (SDT) cresana orpomMuble mar B CBOEM Pa3BUTHUHU 34 T1OCJIE]-
Hue 30 siet. Bébiast 4acTh 9TOro Iporpecca JOCTUTHYTA 32 cYeT CTPOTUX SMIIMPHUYECKUX HCCIIe-
JIOBaHWII U 9JIETAHTHOCTH caMOil Teopuu. Bee ke 66JIblIast 4acTh IMITUPUYECKOTO MOATBEPIKIE-
HISI TEOPUU CAMOZIETEPMUHAIINY ObLJIA MIOJIyYeHA B UCCIEOBAHUSX KOJIMUECTBEHHOTO TUIIA, TIPH
9TOM MaJI0 BHUMAHMS JI0 CUX HOpP y/esseTcs BO3MOKHOMY BKJIAJy KaueCTBEHHOTO IMOXOMA.
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B aToii cTarbe MOAPOGHO ONUCAHDI [[BA HEJABHUX KAYECTBEHHBIX MCCJEIOBAHMS MOTUBAIUU B
chepe 06pasoBaHusl, HAPABJICHHBIE HA PElICHUE KPUTHYCCKU BasKHBIX BOIPOCOB JAHHOI Teo-
puu. B nepBoM uccienoBanuu Obul OCTaBJIeH BOpoc: «MoryT jim ObiTh Kakue-aubo Apyrie
6a30BbIe IICUX0JOrNYECKUE TOTPEOHOCTH B APYTHX KYJIBTYPax?» AHAJIU3 OTBETOB, KOTOPbIE JaJIK
195 yuureeii, 1cuxon0roB u IUpeKTopoB 1Ko Pecybimuku Tatapcran (Poccust), mokasa, 4To
OCHOBOIT TICHXOJIOTHYECKOTO GJIarOToIydrsi peOeHKa B WX TPEJCTABICHUH SIBJISIETCS YIOBIETBO-
penue noTpeGHOCTH peGeHKa B OTHONIEHUSAX € APYTUMU JOAbMEU. BO BTOPOM WCCJIeA0BAHVN B
LeHTPe BHUMaHUs1 ObLI BOIIPOC: « KaKOB OIbIT aBTOHOMHOCTH JJIsI TIPEICTABUTEIIEl IPYTON Ky ib-
Typbi?» 115 acniupantoB ynusepcureta (Kazanb, Poccust) omucasy CBoii ONBIT aBTOHOMHOCTU U
HEaBTOHOMHOCTH B yHUBepcutere B (hopMme acce. AHAIU3 TIO3BOJIUIT BBISIBUTD /IBE IOTIOJTHUTEIb-
HbIE KaTErOPUH, PA3IMYAIONIIE 9TH CUTYAI[U MEKLY cO00M: (haKTOp BPEMEHHU ¥ CMBICJ CUTYa-
1K JJIsE 4eToBeKa. B 060MX MCCIe[oBaHUSIX YYACTHUKU OTBEYAIH B CBOOOIHOU (hOpMe CBOMMU
CJI0BaMU. ITU MCCJIEA0BaHMS JAI0T yOeAUTEIbHbIE TIPUMEPhI TOTO, KAK KaueCTBEHHBIN [M3aiiH
MOKET Pa3ZBUHYTh IPAHUIBI COBPEMEHHOTO IIOHMMAHUS B OTHOIIEHUN [IEHTPATIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB
TEOPUU CAMOJIETEPMUHAIINY B KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHOI nepcriektuse. OnpeziesieHbl HalpaBaeHUs 11
JAJIbHENIIIETO UCCIIeJOBAHMS.

KaoueBbie cioBa: TEOpUuA CaMOJieTepMUHAIIMN, KAaUYECTBEHHbBIEC METO/IbI, MOTUBAIlUA,
06pa303a1me, ABTOHOMHOCTD, 6a30Bble ICUXOJIOTHYECKIE HOTpe6IIOCTI/I.

Jlunu Maprun @. — gouenr, Pouecrepckuii yuusepcur (Pouecrep, CIITA); kadeapa obuieit
ncuxosioruu, MHetutyT nicuxosoruu u obpasosanust, Kasauckuii (IIpuBosskckuit) dhenepasib-
HBIH yHHBEpCUTET; MesKayHapoaHas JabopaTopust MO3UTUBHON MCHMXOJIOTMH JIMYHOCTH U MOTH-
Banuu, HalmoHa bHbIi 1ccae0BaTeIbCKUil yHIUBEPCHUTET «Bbicinas mKoaa skoHoMuKu», PhD.
Cdepa HayuHBIX HHTEPECOB: TEOPHSI CAMOJeTEPMUHAIINHU, Ha30BbI€ ICUXOJIOTHIECKIE TOTPEGHO-
CTH, TIOAZIEPKKA aBTOHOMUH, KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHbBIE HCCAE0BAHMS, ICUX0JIOTHYECKOe OJIAronoJy-
4He, CAaMOPa3BUTHE, KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHUE U TICUXOTEPATTHSI.

Konraxrsr: mlynch@warner.rochester.edu

Canuxoesa Hanns PycramoBna — npodeccop, Kadeapa obuieii neuxonoruu, MHCTUTYT mcuxo-
soruu u obpazosanus, Kasaunckuii (ITpuBosskckuil) desepaibHbIil yHUBEPCUTET, JOKTOP IICUXO-
JIOTUYECKUX HAYK, Tpodeccop.

Cdepa HaydHBIX HHTEPECOB: TICHXOJIOTHST IMYHOCTH KaK CyObeKTa JKU3HU, TICHXOJIOTUST MOTHBA-
I[UH, TICUXOJIOTUS PA3BUTHSL.

Konraxrsr: Nailya.Salihova@kpfu.ru

EpemeeBa Asmna Bragumuposna — acniupant, kKadezpa obuiei mecuxosoruu, IHCTUTYT ricuxo-
sorun 1 obpasosanus, Kazanckuii (ITpuBoskckuil) desepaibHbIil yHUBEPCUTET.

Cdepa HaydHBIX HHTEPECOB: TICHXOJIOTHST IMYHOCTH KaK CyObeKTa JKU3HU, TICHXOJIOTUST MOTHBA-
.

Konraxrsr: alina_eremeeva@list.ru



