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HukonaeHnko E.B
*Kanoba: mexxgy monuaHmem n peubio”

Mpo6nema *anobHOro caMoBblIpaKeHNA B NMCUXONOMMUYECKON NPaKTUKe CyLLeCcTBYeT.
OHa MOXeT NPoABUTLCA B MHAMBUAYaNbHOW paboTe NcmMxonora ¢ KNMeHTOM CriakeHo
WM OCTPO, HO MPUCYTCTBYET Bcerga. louemy e OHa TaK Ba)KHa, 1 3a4eM e€ HyXHO
npucTanbHO paccmaTpuBaTb 1 MOAPO6HO 06cyxKaaTb?

Mpexpe Bcero NoTomy, UTo B CMTyauuu npopeccroHanbHoOro obweHna npu-
CYTCTBYET MCMXONOMMYECK/ HanpsKEHHBIN acnekT B MaeHTUdMKaLMoHHOM obpase
yenosekKa, BonpoLlatoLero cebs «f ToT, KTO »anyeTcsa Uiy TOT, KTO He >KanyeTtca?»; u
OTBET Ha 3TOT BOMPOC AJIA MHOTUX OAHO3HauYeH, MOCKOJbKY B 06LLeCTBEHHOM CO3HaHNK
3aKkpenunca o6pas }anobbl Kak MOpanbHOTO 351a Uiy NpoAssieHnsa caboctu. MNcuxo-
JIOTW 1 UX KIIMEHTbI 13-3a 3TOWN CMTYaLMUN OKa3blBAKTCA B CBOEOOPA3HON NOBYLUKE: C
O[HO CTOPOHbI, 0 MHOTVX NPOGIeMaXx MHaue Kak »anysacb, He pacCKaXeLlb, C Apyrow
CTOPOHDI, CyLLIeCTBYET 1 aKTVBHO AeNCTBYET 00LeCTBEHHOE «Taby» Ha 3Ty Gopmy peun.
Mpruém NonbITKN HaCTOALLEro «Kaflo6HOro» CaMoBbIPaXKeHNA B NCUXONOrNYECKOM
B3aVIMOZENCTBUM MOTYT BbITb MpeceyeHbl Kak CammnM KSImeHToM «ToNbKo He nogymaliTe,
YTO A XKanylcb!», Tak 1 NCUXONOroM, KOrfa OH NpeanaraeT KANeHTY B ero pacckase o
NPeBPaTHOCTAX XM3HW 1 CyAbObl NONIb30BaTbCA CNeLManbHbIMU TEPMUHAMU, KOTOpble
He CTONbKO MPOACHAIOT, CKOIbKO KNMNLWIMPYIOT XanobHyto peyb ¢ no3unumm ygobctaa eé
npodeccroHanbHOro BOCNPUATUA.

CnpaBefnnBOCTY pajmn 3aMeTUM, YTO NpPU3HaHKe XanobHoN GopMbl peun Kak
€CTeCTBEHHOI 1 HEOOXOAUMON B KIMEHTCKOWN MPaKTNKe MOCTENEHHO NMPOHMKaET B
npodeccroHanbHoe co3HaHme NcrMxonoros [2]. Tem He MeHee, NPUHATUE »Kanobbl Kak
OpraHM4HON N5 ncmMxoTepaneBTUYeckon 6ecesibl peyeBol GOpMbl Hy>KAaeTcs B Ao-
NOMHNUTENBbHOM 060CHOBaHUW, MaTepuanbl K KOTOPOMY Obliivi 0O6Hapy»KeHbl B HEOOb-
wom $rnocodcko-GunonornyeckoM NCCnefoBaHm, BbINOIHEHHOM C Liefiblo MoncKa
NPVYYH fyaNibHOW HaNPAXEHHOCTM «MOYaHVe-peYb» B KaflobHOM onbiTe. Pe3ynbtatbl
npeanaraloTCs BHUMaHMIO KOJIer-ncuxosioros.

HeobxopmmocTb «BblroBapmMBaHuA ceba» Kak 3aBUCMMOCTb OT TOFO, KTO MOXKeT
«BbICNyLIaTb» — 3T0, 6e3yC/IOBHO, YenoBeyeckas 3K3ncTeHymanbHaa cutyauma. CooT-
BETCTBEHHO KOHTEKCTbI «peun» 1 «MONYaHnA» B »anobHoM onbiTe (korga Heobxonm-
MOCTb «paccKa3sa O NJIOXOM, KOTOpOe YesIoBeK UyBCTBYET UM 3HAET» OYeBUAHA) HECYT
B3aVIMOAOMOHUTESNIbHYIO CMbICTIOBYIO Harpy3Ky, Kak Al CaMoro aBTopa, Tak 1 fi/1A ero
appecata. Ytobbl 0603HAUNTb CMBICIT Y1 BO3MOXXHOCTU XanobHoW peun Ha poHe morn-
YaHuA, 06PATUMCA K TEOPETNYECKMM Pa3MbILLIEHVAM YUEHbIX Ha TY TEMY 1 CPaBHUM
MX C COOCTBEHHBIMY NCCNIEA0BATENBCKMU BbIBOAAMM.

K MonuaHuio Kak 3HauMMOMy «OTCYTCTBUIO CJTIOBa» 1 0cobo norocdepe B CBOE Bpems
ob6patunca M.M.BaxTvH; oH NpefAcTaBun €€ Kak efnHY, HeNPEepPbIBHYI, OTKPbITYIO 1

*  MaTepwuanbl npefCcTaBieHbl HayYHbIM PyKOBOAUTENIEM — AOKTOPOM GpUNOCODCKMX HayK, Npo-
deccopom Kaderpbl ncmxonornv nunyHocty KOOY B.A. LLiKypaToBbIM.
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He3aBepLUEHHYI0 A1sl BHELWHero HabnogeHns LenoctHocTb [1, ¢. 337]. MprHumas obpa3
M.M.BaxTuHa, yTOUHUM, YTO MOMUYaHNE KaK «MHOe» »KaJlobHOM peun HeobXoanumMo HecET
Ha cebe OTMNeyYaToK XaIoOHOro KOHTEKCTA; HO NPU 3TOM BO3HMKAET 3aKOHOMEPHbI BO-
npoc: Mouyemy B «wKanobHoW CUTyaLum» He BCeraa noasnaeTca peyb (CO6CTBEHHO »Kaso-
6a)? YTo6bl OTBETUTH Ha HETO, HYXKHO BbIABUTb M 0603HAUNTb CUTYaTUBHbIE KOHTEKCTbI,
KoTopble GOPMMPYIOT B XanoOHOM OrbITe XapaKTePHO «OCMbIC/IEHHOe» MonYaHue. Ha
ero ¢poHe «m3BeLleHre M1Pa» O CBOEM MNJIOXOM HEM3MEHHO NPO3BYYUT «CTPadaHeM U
Hagexaowmy, —3ToT BbiBOA JI.MopeBOW 0 BbIHYKAEHHOCTY Peyr B HEKOTOPbIX 3HAYMMbIX
YesioBEeYeCKNX CUTYALUAX TakKe aKTyaseH anis )anobHoro obwenusa [7, c. 104-110].
A MOCKO/bKY aBTOPCKOE CaMOBbIPAXKeHME B »Kanobe Hen3bexKHO OTparkaeT «CTerneHb
BHYTPeHHel 6051, NlyLLe cnaceHnsa oT CO6CTBEHHON HecTepnumocTu» [7, ¢. 112], To
MO>XHO rOBOPUTb O TaKOM €€ 3HaKOBOM BOMJIOLLEHNN, MOCPeACTBOM KOTOPOro NPouc-
XO[AWT NCHXONOrMYeCcKoe OTCTPaHEHNe CyObeKTa-aBTopa OT «MI0XOro» U NepexnBaHne
€ro C NOMOLLbI0 HAMEPEHHOTO «BbIrOBapMBaHWA» agpecary.

Jloruka dunocodckoro paccyxaeHns B [aHHOM Crlyyae NOAKPenIseTca SMnmprmnye-
CKOWM NNNoCTpaLmen, KoTopas BbiABUIACh B NPOLLECCe CPAaBHUTENBHOMO CEMAaHTUYECKOro
aHanmM3a CNoB «MoslYaHue» 1 «peyb» [5, 8]. B yacTHOCTW, NCTOPUKO-3TUMONOrMYeckoe
CpaBHEHME BHELIHE CXOXKUX CNIOB «MOJTYaTbh» U «MOJIBUTb» (MCTOPUYECKNIA aHanor
«FOBOPUTbY», «AepXKaTb peyub») 0OHaAPYXKMNO, UTO UX NEPBUYHBINA CMbICST Pa3finyeH n
npegnonaraet: a) B MOMYaHUM MAFKOCTb, CNaboCTb, HE3PenocTb U fake rMymnocTb
BC/IeACTBUE MPOUCXOXKIEHUA CNlOBa OT U.-e. kopHen *mlk-, *meld-, *mold n cBAa3b
yepes HYX CO CJIOBAMU «MOJIOAON» 1 «MOJUTbY»; 6) B FOBOPEHU CUTY 1 MOLLb, TaK KaK
CJI0BO «MOJIBUTb» UMEET CXOXKIEHME K U.-e. KOPHAM *mel- co 3HaYeHnem «CBs3blBaTb,
CoefVHATbY, (POACTBEHHOE C/IOBO «MOJTHUSA») U *mol- CO 3HaUeHreM «apobUTb, pa3Ma-
NblBaTb» (POACTBEHHbIE CZIOBA «MOJIOT» 1 MOJIOTbY), B APEBHEPYCCKOM A3blKe ero 3Hanu
B 3HAUEHUU «BO3MYLLATLCA, LWyMeTb, 3a60TnTbcaA» [8, T 1, c. 538-540]. B cBOlO Ouepenb
CrloBa «peyub» N «peKy» (FoBOpPIo) NponcxofdLime oT n.-e. KopHsA *rek- n *rok- B 3Ha-
YeHUN «onpeaenaATb, pacnonaratb, ycTparBaTby KPOMe MOHATUA O peun Kak O C/oBe,
Bblpa<anu NOHATUE O peun Kak O BeLYM 1 aXke KakK O fiefie; Ha CTaBAHCKOW noyse 3ToT
CMbIC/ IPOELMPOBASICA B CJTIOBA POK» 1 «MPOPOK» CO 3HAYEHNEM «OOXKECTBEHHOW CUSTb,
patowen coset» [8, T.2, c. 109, 114]. B gpeBHeNwwen puTyanbHON NpakTVKe ceMaHTMKa
«MOJTYaHVA» onpeaenanach B CBA3MN C COCTOAHMEM NEPBOECTECTBA, YTO BblpaxKanocb
B CaKpaJibHOM MONYaHMM KaK CUMBOME HEMOCPEeACTBEHHOIO CAUAHNA YenloBeKa C
60>KecTBOM, C MMPOBOIA AyLoi [5], n Bonnowanocb obpasamu Heba, CONHUA, AepeBa
(ceMaHTVKa «NecTHULbI B HEG0»), @ TaKXKe OblI0 COBMELLEHO C MOHATUEM CUJIbl ONHO-
KOro yenoseka. B A3bike Takoe MonyaHme NCXOAHO OTOXAECTBMMO CO CJIOBOM «YyATb»
B 3HAUEHWM «CJyLIaTb BOXKEeCTBO», «CNyLWaTb NPeAKa», a MPOU3BOAHOE OT HEro CJ/I0BO
«4yBCTBO» TEMEPb TPAKTYETCA Kak NPOCTas CMoCcoOHOCTb «OLyLaTb HeYTO B rybuHe
CBOeN AyLmn.

WNTaK, ecnn «monyaHme» NepBoro poga — He NpaBo, @ BO3pacTHOe yliemieHne
BO3MOXHOCTU «MOJIBUTbY, TO PeYb C 3TON NO3NLMM MOXKET ObITb NCTONKOBAHA KakK He-
LOCTYMHbIA MoniofoMy U cnabomy yenoBeKy GpeHOMEH CakpanbHOM KOMMYHUKaLNW,
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YTO AOMONHUTENIbHO MOATBEPXKAAETCS CEMAHTUYECKMI Napannenammn «1msaaBatb
3ByKW» 1 «bor» (MHOo-eBp. *bag- roBopuTts, pycckoe «bor») [5]. C apyroi CTOPOHbI,
€CJIM BO3MOXXHOCTb rOBOPUTb — MOPOXKAEHNE YETOBEYECKOTO CO3HAHNA, TO 06LLeHne
C 60XXeCTBOM OCYLLECTBMMO TONIbKO B «MONYaHMN» BTOPOro POAa W 3TO MOJIOXKeHne
NOATBePXKAAETCA APEBHUMY PUTYanbHbIMU NPAKTUKaMK; XOTA B ApYyron moandurka-
LMW CyLLeCTBYIOT CEMaHTMYeCKme CBA3N «M3AaBaTb 3BYKU» — «M0OXoi, 6onbHoM» [6];
HO 1 3[eCb HeT NPOTUBOPEUMSA, ECTb TONbKO OUYeHb rMyboKoe NCTOPUKO-KYSbTypHOe
CXOXAeHre «6onbHOro» 1 «bora», MOCKONbKY WaMaHCKylo CMOCOOHOCTb K BeLLaHuWio
aCccoLMUPOBanu ¢ TeNecHol 1 AyLeBHON 60Jbio He TONbKO Ha YPOBHE Fpeyeckux, Ho
1 B bosniee APeBHUX NpeaaHnsXx.

Moxoxe, UTo BbIOOP MeXAy MOSTYUAHMEM U PEeYbIO B >KarloGHOM OrbITe He TONbKO
KaK 0CO3HaHHas dopma NnoBefleHNsl, HO 1 CMIOHTAHHas YerioBeyeckasn peakuus npeg-
rnonaraet pa3BuUTUe 0COBEHHbIX OTHOLLEHWU MEXAY aBTOPOM U agpecaTom. MosTomy
yMeHMe MNCKXosora pasnmyatb B TEKCTE NMO3ULIMI0 aBTOPa Xanobbl U NCMONb30BaTh B
06LLEeHNN C KNMEHTOM €€ 0CO6eHHOCTY HeobXoAMMO TPebyeT JOMONHUTENbHbIX 3HAHUIA
0 «KaIOOHOM» STHOKYNLTYPHOM GpeHOMEHE KaK MMUYeCKoi NPUBbIUKe PYCCKOro Hapoaa
K TOTaNbHOW Bepbanm3aumm «o6LeKynbTypHOro Co3HaHWA» NOCPeACcTBOM O6LeHA 1
«KOMNEKTUBHOTO cLienneHnsa cybbekToB» [7]
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Nikolaenko E.V.
Complaint: Between silence and speech

The problem of plaintive self-expression exists in psychological practice. It may
reveal itself in individual work of psychologist and a client subtly or evidently but is
always present. Why is it so important and why does it need to be discussed so par-
ticularly?

Because, first of all, in case of professional communication a psychologically
stressed aspect is present in identification image of a person, who asks himself: “Am |
the one complaining, or the one who doesn't?” And the answer is one-valued for most,
since complaint has an image of moral evil or a sign of weakness in social conscious-
ness. Psychologists and their clients fall into a singular trap: on the other hand, one
can't describe many problems otherwise than by complaining, on the other hand it
exists and actively operates a social “taboo” on this form of speech. Moreover, efforts
of real “plaintive” self-expression in psychological interaction can be stopped both
by the client himself (“Just don't think, that I'm complaining!”), and by psychologist,
when he suggests the client to use special terms in the story of his life and troubles,
that rather cliché plaintive speech from position of professional perception, then
make it clear.

In all fairness, we have to admit, that acceptance of plaintive form of speech as
natural and necessary in client practice gradually pervades in psychologists’ profes-
sional consciousness [2]. Nevertheless, acceptance of complaint as an normal speech
form for psychotherapeutic conversation needs additional grounding, materials for
which were found in a small philosophic-philological research, made for the purpose
of locating the reasons for dual tension “silence-speech” in plaintive experience. The
results are presented to my colleague-psychologists

Necessity of “speak yourself out” as a dependence on the one who can “hear you
out” is certainly, a human existential situation. Accordingly, contexts of “speech” and

“silence”in plaintive experience (when the necessity of “a tale of bad, that a man knows
orfeels”is obvious) carry inter-complementing semantic filling for both the author and
his addressee. To denote cense and abilities of plaintive speech on the back ground of
silence, let’s appeal to theoretic speculations of scientists and compare them with our
own research conclusions.

M.M. Bakhtin addressed to a silence as a notional “absence of word” and a spe-
cial logosphere was addressed in due course by; he depicted it as a whole, ceaseless,
open and incomplete for outer examination integrity [1; p. 337]. Accepting Bakhtin’s
image, we'll elaborate that silence as “the other” of plaintive speech necessarily bears
an imprint of plaintive context; but then a natural question comes up: Why does
speech (the complaint itself) not always appear in a “plaintive situation”? To answer it,
it is necessary to elicit and denote situative contexts, that for distinctively “intelligent”
silence. On this back ground “notifying the world” of the bad you have will invari-
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ably sound as “a suffering and a hope” - this conclusion of L. Moreva about reluctant

character of speech in some meaningful human situations is also actual for plaintive

communication [4; p. 104-110]. And forasmuch author’s self-expression in a complaint

inevitably reflects “degree of inner pain, looking for salvation from its own intolerabil-
ity” [4; p. 112], then you can speak of such of it's sign entailment, by which occurs the

psychological discharge of subject form the “bad” and living intended “speaking out”
to the addressee with it's help.

In this case the logic of philosophical speculation is grounded by empiric illustration,
which was revealed during comparative semantic analysis of words“silence” and“speech”
[3, 6]. In particular, historically etymological comparison of words “monuats” (Russian

“keep silent”) and “monButb” (Russian historical analog of “speak”) revealed that their
initial meaning are different and supposes: a)clemency, weakness, verdancy or even
stupidity in “silence’, caused by its ancestry from Indo-European roots *milk-, *meld-,

*mold- and connection via those roots with words “young” and “pray”; b) strength and
power in“speak’, as it’s Indo-European roots are *mel-, which means“connect, combine’,
and *mol-, which means “crush, granulate’, in ancient Russian it was used as “gaggle,
brawl, care” [6; Vol.1. p. 538-540]. In their turn, words “peub”and “peky” (Russian “speech,
speaking”) descend from Indo-European roots *rek- and *rok-, meaning “define, collo-
cate, arrange’, and besides definition of speech as a word, they expressed the definition
of speech as a thing or even action; in Slavic this cense was projected into words “pok”
(Russian “fate, doom”) and “npopok” (Russian “prophet”) with meaning of “divine power,
that gives advise” [6; Vol.2. pp. 109, 114]. In most ancient ritual practice semantics of

“keeping silent” was defined in connection with the state of primal-nature, which signi-
fied in sacred silence as a symbol of immediate mergence of human with the divine,
with world soul [3], and was objectified in the images of sky, sun, tree (semantics of

“stairway to heaven”), and was also combined with the term of a lonely man’s strength. In
the language such silence is initially matched with word “feel”in the meaning of “listen
to the divine”, “listen to ancestor”, and the derivative word “feeling”is then interpreted as
a simple ability to “sense something deep within ones’soul”.

Thereby, if “silence” of first kind - is not a right, but a age-based strangulation of
the ability to “hold speech’, then speech from this position can be defined as phe-
nomenon of sacred communication inaccessible to young and weak man, which is
additionally grounded by semantic parallels “make noise” and “bor” (Indo.-Eur. *bag-,
Russian “God”) [3]. On the other hand, if the ability to speak is a product of human
consciousness, the communication with the divine is only possible through “silence”
of the second kind, and this position is proved by ancient ritual practices; although,
semantic connections in other modification exist between “make noise” and “Ill, bad”
[4]; but there is no contradiction here, there is only very deep historically cultural con-
vergence of “ill” and “God", as soon as shamanic ability to augur was associated with
body and soul illness long before even Greek lore.

It's likely, that choice between silence and speech in plaintive experience not only
as apperceived form of behavior, but also as a spontaneous human reaction suggests
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development of special relations between author and addressee. Therefore psycholo-
gists skill to define complaint author’s position in text and use it's features in com-
munication with client necessarily requires additional knowledge about “plaintive”
ethno-cultural phenomenon as an epic habit of Russian people of total verbalization

of “common-cultural consciousness” via communication and “collective adherence of

subjects”[5]
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