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ABSTRACT

Background. The full-scale war has turned everyday life in Ukraine into a chronically resource-depleting environment in
which successful adaptation depends on the person’s capacity to activate and coordinate personal resources purposeful-

ly — psychological self-mobilization. No instrument measuring this capacity has been available.

Objective. To describe the development of the Psychological Self-Mobilization Scale (PSMS) and to evaluate its psycho-

metric properties.

Methods. The 22-item PSMS (five components — self-motivation, hardiness, resilience, self-efficacy, adaptive coping —
comprising eleven two-item subscales) was administered online to five Ukrainian samples (N = 596; 77% women):
university students (n = 343), internally displaced persons (n = 168), professionals (n = 26), and a clinical addiction-
treatment sample (n = 59). Item analysis, factor analyses, reliability estimation, invariance testing, and validity examina-

tion were performed.

Results. Internal consistency was high (o = ® = .95; components o = .78-.84). A five-factor correlated model fitted best
(CFI=.917; RMSEA = .070; SRMR = .042), with loadings of .62—.75 and a strong general factor (oh = .95) supporting
use of the total score. Metric invariance held across sex and student/adult cohorts. The PSMS correlated positively with
resilience (pooled r = .72), self-efficacy (r = .73), hardiness, problem-focused coping, well-being, and sociocultural

adaptation, and negatively with continuous traumatic stress, PTSD risk, burnout, and somatic complaints.

Conclusions. The PSMS is a reliable and valid measure of psychological self-mobilization suitable for research and
applied use in wartime; provisional interpretive bands are provided, and the scale is given in English and Ukrainian in

the appendices.

Keywords: psychological self-mobilization; personal resources; resilience; hardiness; self-efficacy; coping; scale valida-

tion; wartime Ukraine.

Introduction

Russia’s full-scale war against Ukraine
has produced a prolonged, multi-vector living
environment in which stressors are chronic, re-
peatedly escalating, and weakly bounded in time
and space. Beyond direct threats to life and
health, the war generates cascades of secondary

stressors — material losses, forced displacement,
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disrupted social ties, occupational destabilization
— and sustained uncertainty about the future
(Karamushka & Karamushka, 2022; Kokun,
2025; Kokun & Bezverkhyi, 2024). From the per-
spective of Conservation of Resources theory,
such an environment is best characterized as re-
source-depleting: it systematically accelerates the

loss of personal, social, and material resources
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while obstructing their replenishment, thereby
triggering loss spirals that undermine mental
health and social functioning (Hobfoll, 1989,
2001; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Under these condi-
tions, sustained adaptation depends not only on
the possession of separate personal resources but
on the person’s capacity to activate, coordinate,
and renew those resources while continuing to
roles
(Bonanno et al., 2024; Masten & Motti-Stefanidi,
2020).

Contemporary psychology offers well-

function in social and professional

validated measures of several individual re-
sources relevant to this task. Hardiness — the dis-
positional system of commitment, control, and
challenge attitudes — buffers the impact of stress
on health and performance (Kobasa, 1979; Mad-
di, 2004, 2006; Kokun, 2024). Resilience denotes
the capacity for flexible adaptation and rapid re-
covery after adversity (Bonanno, 2004; Connor &
Davidson, 2003; Luthar et al., 2000; Masten,
2001; Southwick et al., 2014). Self-efficacy cap-
tures the person’s belief in their capability to or-
ganize and execute the actions required to attain
goals (Bandura, 1977; Schwarzer & Jerusalem,
1995). Coping research describes the repertoire
of problem-focused, emotion-focused, and
avoidant strategies through which these resources
are enacted (Carver, 1997; Carver et al., 1989;
Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004; Lazarus & Folk-
man, 1984). Each of these constructs has robust
measurement traditions; yet each captures a sin-
gle resource or a single level of the adaptation
process.

What remains unmeasured is the integra-
tive capacity that wartime adaptation actually de-
mands: the ability to initiate goal-directed activi-
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ty, to hold an agentic stance under threat, to
switch flexibly between mobilization, action, and
recovery, and to convert available resources into
adaptive behaviour. We have conceptualized this
capacity as psychological self-mobilization — an
active, conscious meta-regulatory process of initi-
ating and mobilizing internal resources to sustain
productive activity, emotional stability, and so-
cial functioning under stress, crisis, or prolonged
strain (Kokun, 2026). The concept builds on ear-
lier, domain-specific uses of the term in sport
psychology (Cheban et al., 2020) and integrates
them within a resource-integrative model devel-
oped for the wartime Ukrainian context. In this
model, self-mobilization is not “one more re-
source” alongside hardiness or self-efficacy; it is
the coordinating function that actualizes and
(1) self-

motivation — the energizing and meaning-based

aligns five component resources:
initiation of activity, theoretically grounded in
self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000);
(2) hardiness — the attitudinal frame of control,
challenge, and commitment (Maddi, 2006); (3)
resilience — adaptive flexibility and rapid func-
tional recovery (Connor & Davidson, 2003); (4)
self-efficacy — confidence in one’s capabilities
and in the effectiveness of one’s actions
(Bandura, 1977); and (5) adaptive coping — the
problem-focused and emotion-regulation strate-
gies through which mobilization is behaviourally
realized (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

An instrument operationalizing this con-
struct is needed both for research — testing the
resource-integrative model and its predictions
about the stabilization of mental state and preser-
vation of social functioning — and for practice,

where brief, reliable measurement of mobiliza-
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tion resources can inform psychosocial support
programs for populations exposed to prolonged
war stress (internally displaced persons, military
personnel, medical workers, educators, students).
The Psychological Self-Mobilization
(PSMS) was therefore developed within the pro-

Scale

ject “Psychological self-mobilization and mental
hardiness of Ukrainians as a resource for stabiliz-
ing the mental state and social functioning under
crisis changes and threats to life safety” of the
National Research Foundation of Ukraine.

The objective of this article is to describe
the theoretical basis, development procedure, and
psychometric properties of the PSMS. We hy-
pothesized that: (H1) the scale would demonstrate
high internal consistency (o > .80 for the total
score); (H2) its internal structure would corre-
spond to five correlated components subsumed
under a strong general factor, consistent with the
meta-regulatory conception of self-mobilization;
(H3) PSMS scores would correlate positively
with resilience, general self-efficacy, hardiness,
problem-focused coping, and indicators of well-
being and adaptation (convergent validity); and
(H4) PSMS scores would correlate negatively
with indicators of dysfunction — continuous trau-
matic stress reactions, PTSD risk, occupational
burnout, somatic complaints, and avoidant coping
— while remaining only moderately related to
broad personality traits (criterion and discrimi-
nant validity). Measurement invariance across sex
and cohort (students vs. adults) was examined

additionally.

Method
Development of the instrument
Items were written to operationalize the
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facet structure of the resource-integrative model
(Kokun,

2026). For each of the five components, two or

of psychological self-mobilization
three narrow facets were specified a priori, yield-
ing eleven subscales: purposefulness and autono-
mous motivation (self-motivation); control, chal-
lenge, and commitment (hardiness); adaptive
flexibility and rapid recovery (resilience); confi-
dence in one’s capabilities and belief in the effec-
tiveness of one’s actions (self-efficacy); problem-
focused and emotion-focused coping (adaptive
coping). Two items were written for each facet,
giving a 22-item pool. Wording followed several
rules: first-person present-tense statements; refer-
ence to crisis, stress, or heavy-load situations ra-
ther than to specific war events, so that the scale
remains applicable across civilian and profession-
al groups; no reverse-keyed items, to keep the
scale short, cognitively simple, and suitable for
respondents under chronic stress; and applicabil-
ity to the adult population at large. The draft
items were reviewed within the project research
team for content correspondence to the model
facets and clarity of wording, and were refined
accordingly.

Respondents rate each statement with ref-
erence to the last 1-2 months on a 5-point Likert
scale (1 = completely disagree; 2 = rather disa-
gree; 3 = hard to say; 4 = rather agree; 5 = com-
pletely agree). All items are scored directly.
Three types of indices are computed: the total
score (sum of all 22 items, range 22-110), five
component scores, and eleven subscale scores.
The full English and Ukrainian texts of the scale,
with the scoring key, are given in Appendices A
and B.

Participants and procedure
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The scale was tested in 2026 in five sam-
ples recruited through different channels, with
somewhat different accompanying test batteries
(Table 1). Sample 1 comprised students of a state
university in Zhytomyr (full-time and part-time,
mostly teacher-training specialities). Sample 2
was a clinical sample of patients undergoing inpa-
tient treatment for substance and behavioural ad-
dictions in a specialized clinic. Sample 3 com-
prised professionals of various occupations
(psychologists, educators, service and creative
professions). Sample 4 comprised internally dis-
placed persons (IDPs) surveyed within a study of
personal resources of socio-psychological adapta-
tion. Sample 5 comprised full-time students of a
university in Vinnytsia (humanities and social
sciences). Data were collected via Google Forms,
individually and anonymously.

Participation was voluntary and anony-
mous; respondents gave informed consent, could
skip questions or withdraw at any time, and no
personally identifying information was collected.

The study protocol was approved by the Ethics
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Committee of the G. S. Kostiuk Institute of Psy-

chology of the NAES of Ukraine (Protocol No. 2

of 24 March 2026). Two respondents in the clini-

cal sample who indicated an age below 18 were

excluded from all analyses. The final pooled sam-

ple comprised N = 596 respondents (77.3% wom-
en).

Measures

In addition to the PSMS, the batteries in-
cluded the following standardized instruments
(Ukrainian versions); Cronbach’s o values refer to
the present samples.

The 10-item Connor—Davidson Resilience
Scale (CD-RISC-10; Campbell-Sills & Stein,
2007; Ukrainian version: Shkolina et al., 2020)
measured resilience in all five samples (o = .85—
.86).

The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE;
Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Ukrainian adapta-
tion: Haletska, 2003) measured generalized self-
efficacy in all five samples (o = .89—-.94).

The Professional Hardiness Questionnaire

(Kokun, 2021a, 2021b) measured occupational

Table 1
Characteristics of the samples

Sample | n Women, n (%) | Age | Battery |
1. Students, Zhytomyr 49 28 (57.1) 19-30: 36; 31-40: 5; 41-50: 7; 51-60: 1 A

2. Clinical (addiction treatment) 59 20 (33.9) 19-30: 22; 31-40: 28; 41-50: 8; 61+: 1 A

3. Professionals (various) 26 14 (53.8) 19-30: 17;31-40: 5; 41-50: 4 A

4. Internally displaced persons 168 155 (92.3) M =48.3,SD =13.4 (22-78) B

5. Students, Vinnytsia 294 244 (83.0) M=20.9,SD=0.7 (19-24) C
Total 596 461 (77.3)

Note. Battery A: PSMS, MBI, CD-RISC-10, Brief-COPE, GSE, CTSR, Professional Hardiness Questionnaire, TIPI, GBB-24, and a war-experience ques-
tionnaire. Battery B: PSMS, TIPI, CTSR, CD-RISC-10, PTSD screening scale, GSE, Brief-=COPE, MSPSS, modified BBC-SWB, SCAS-R, and a dis-
placement questionnaire. Battery C: PSMS, CD-RISC-10, GSE, PTSD screening scale, GBB-24, post-experience growth questionnaire, TIPI, self-
development needs questionnaire, and a war-experience questionnaire. In sample 1, age was recorded in bands; the 19-30 band prevailed (73.5%). One
IDP respondent’s age entry was invalid and treated as missing.
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hardiness (total score and the control, challenge,
and involvement subscales) in samples 1-3 (o
=.88).

The Brief-COPE (Carver, 1997; Ukrainian
adaptation: Yablonska et al., 2023) measured cop-
ing strategies in samples 1-4; indices of problem-
focused (o = .69) and avoidant (o = .77) coping
were used. One humour item was not included in
the survey forms, so the emotion-focused index
was not analyzed.

The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI,
Maslach et al., 1996) measured emotional exhaus-
tion (o = .89), depersonalization (o = .76), and
reduction of personal accomplishment (o = .79;
scored so that higher values indicate stronger re-
duction) in samples 1-3.

The Ukrainian version of the Continuous
Traumatic Stress Response scale (CTSR; Zasieki-
na et al., 2024) measured reactions to prolonged
traumatic stress (total score; exhaustion/rage and
fear/betrayal subscales) in samples 1-4 (o = .87).

The short screening scale for DSM-IV
PTSD (Breslau et al., 1999) was used in samples
4-5 (number of positive answers, 0-7; KR-20
=.63-.70).

The Giessen Subjective Complaints List
(GBB-24; Brihler et al., 2008) measured somatic
complaints (total “complaint pressure” and ex-
haustion subscale) in samples 1-3 and 5 (o = .93—
95).

The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI;
Gosling et al., 2003; Ukrainian adaptation TIPI-
UKR: Klimanska & Haletska, 2019) measured the
Big Five traits in samples 1-4.

The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived
Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet et al., 1988)
measured perceived support in sample 4 (o = .94).
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The modified BBC Subjective Well-Being
Scale (BBC-SWB; Pontin et al., 2013) measured
subjective well-being in sample 4 (o = .93).

The Revised Sociocultural Adaptation
Scale (SCAS-R; Wilson, 2013; Wilson et al.,
2017) measured sociocultural adaptation to the
host community in the IDP sample (a = .95).

A post-experience growth questionnaire
(25 items based on the expanded Posttraumatic
Growth Inventory; Tedeschi et al., 2017) and a
self-development needs realization questionnaire
(15 items; Fetiskin et al., 2002) were administered
in sample 5 (o = .94 and .90).

All samples also completed brief question-
naires on war-related experiences (experienced
danger to life, changes in health, emotional state,
material situation, and appraisal of life prospects)
developed for the project.

Statistical analysis

Analyses proceeded in five steps. First,
item difficulty, dispersion, distribution shape, and
corrected item—total correlations were examined
in the pooled sample. Second, the pooled sample
was randomly split into two halves: subsample A
(n = 298) was used for exploratory analyses
(Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin measure, Bartlett’s test,
eigenvalue decomposition, parallel analysis with
500 random datasets and the 95th percentile crite-
rion, principal axis factoring), and subsample B
(n = 298) for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
Three theoretically motivated CFA models were
compared: a unidimensional model; a model with
five correlated factors corresponding to the com-
ponents; and a second-order model with a general
self-mobilization factor above the five compo-
nents. Models were estimated by maximum like-

lihood on covariance matrices and evaluated with
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v?, CFL, TLI, RMSEA with 90% CI, and SRMR,
using conventional benchmarks (acceptable fit:
CFITLI > .90, RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .08); the
final models were re-estimated in the full sample
and, additionally, separately in the two largest
samples. Third, reliability was estimated with
Cronbach’s a and McDonald’s ® (for the 2-item
subscales, with the Spearman—Brown coeffi-
cient), and model-based w-hierarchical and the
explained common variance (ECV) of the general
factor were computed from the second-order so-
lution. Fourth, configural and metric measure-
ment invariance was tested across sex and across
cohorts (students vs. adults) via multi-group CFA
(Ay? and ACFI < .01 criteria). Fifth, construct va-
lidity was examined through Pearson correlations
with the external measures (within the samples in
which each measure was administered; correla-
tions of the two convergent benchmarks available
in all samples — CD-RISC-10 and GSE — were
additionally pooled across samples via Fisher’s
z), and through comparisons by sex, age, group,
and war-exposure indicators. Analyses were run
in Python 3.11 (NumPy/SciPy) with standard es-
timation routines.

Results

Item analysis

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics
of the 22 items in the pooled sample. Item means
ranged from 3.04 to 3.82 (on the 1-5 scale) with
standard deviations of 0.98—1.18, indicating good
use of the response range without floor or ceiling
effects. Absolute skewness did not exceed 0.72
and absolute excess kurtosis did not exceed 0.78,
so the items can be treated as approximately nor-
mally distributed for the purposes of maximum
likelihood estimation. Corrected item—total corre-
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lations were uniformly high (.57-.72), and re-
moval of no item would increase the total-scale o
(all o-if-item-deleted = .945-947 against a
=.948). Thus, all 22 items were retained.
Factor structure
In subsample A, the data were well suited
to factoring (KMO = .951; Bartlett’s y*(231) =
34554, p < .001). The first eigenvalues were
10.24, 1.27, and 1.13; the first factor accounted
for 46.6% of the total variance, and parallel anal-
ysis indicated one factor exceeding the 95th-
percentile random threshold. In a single-factor
principal axis solution all items loaded .57-.73
(mean .66). Thus, exploratory analyses pointed to
one powerful general dimension — an expected
result, given that the theoretical model treats self-
mobilization precisely as an integrative meta-

Table 2

Item descriptive statistics, corrected item—
total correlations, and standardized CFA
loadings (pooled sample, N = 596)

Item M SD Skewness | Kurtosis rit y)
1 343 1.06 -0.28 -0.42 .66 74
2 3.57 1.03 —0.46 -0.33 .63 .70
3 325 1.03 —-0.16 -0.42 .66 .69
4 344 1.10 -0.35 —0.48 .63 .66
5 331 1.06 —0.18 —-0.58 71 73
6 3.34 1.07 —0.34 —0.40 .67 73
7 3.04 1.17 —-0.06 -0.70 .59 .65
8 321 1.07 —0.11 —0.56 .68 .70
9 323 1.04 —-0.15 —-0.38 .70 73
10 353 0.98 -0.34 -0.33 1 75
11 3.29 1.14 -0.27 —-0.63 .62 .66
12 3.82 1.06 -0.72 -0.07 .63 .68
13 3.71 1.08 —0.64 —-0.19 .57 .63
14 3.29 1.05 -0.13 —0.46 .60 .62
15 3.16 1.10 —-0.01 —0.60 .70 73
16 3.30 1.18 —-0.21 —-0.78 .64 .66
17 3.44 1.03 —-0.28 -0.37 .63 .67
18 3.20 1.12 —0.18 —-0.57 .69 75
19 3.46 1.16 -0.42 —0.58 .69 73
20 3.6l 1.02 —-0.49 -0.17 72 75
21 3.82 1.04 -0.71 -0.07 .64 .69
22 335 1.12 -0.17 -0.69 .67 71

Note. rit = corrected item—total correlation; A = standardized loading on
the assigned factor in the five-factor correlated CFA model (full sam-
ple). All loadings p <.001.
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regulatory capacity whose components operate in
concert.

The theoretically specified structure was
then tested confirmatorily (Table 3). In subsam-
ple B and in the full sample alike, the five-factor
correlated model outperformed the unidimension-
al model (full sample: Ay*(10) = 140.9, p <.001),
reaching acceptable fit (CFI = .917; TLI = .904;
RMSEA = .070, 90% CI [.065, .075]; SRMR
= .042) and the lowest AIC and BIC values. The
second-order model, in which the five compo-
nents load on a general self-mobilization factor,
910;
RMSEA = .072; SRMR = .043), a difference that

is negligible in practical terms; it retains the sub-

fitted only marginally worse (CFl =

stantive advantage of representing the construct
exactly as theorized. The five-factor model also
showed adequate fit when estimated separately in
the two largest samples (IDPs: y*/df = 2.43,
SRMR = .053; students of the Vinnytsia universi-
ty: y¥/df =3.12, SRMR = .053).

In the five-factor solution (full sample),
all standardized loadings were substantial (.62—
.75; Table 2). Latent factor intercorrelations were
high (.79-.97), and in the second-order model the

general factor loaded the five components at .92—
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.99. Accordingly, model-based reliability indices
attributed nearly all reliable variance to the gen-
eral factor: w-hierarchical = .95, ECV = .93. Ob-
served component scores intercorrelated at .61—
.81 and correlated with the total score at .85-.93.
Taken together, these results support a hierar-
chical interpretation: the PSMS measures one
self-

mobilization that manifests through five distin-

general capacity for psychological
guishable but tightly co-acting component facets.
The total score should serve as the primary index,
while component and subscale scores are appro-
priate for profile description rather than as inde-
pendent dimensions.

Reliability

Reliability indices are given in Table 4.
Internal consistency of the total scale was excel-
lent (o =.95; ® = .95) and remained high in every
individual sample (a0 = .91-.96). The five compo-
nents showed good internal consistency for their
length (a0 = .78—.84; ® = .78—.84). The eleven 2-
item subscales showed inter-item correlations
of .41-.55 (Spearman—Brown coefficients .58—
.71) — expectedly moderate values for 2-item in-
dices, which should therefore be used only for

qualitative profile description.

Table 3

Fit of the confirmatory factor models
Model 2 | ar | war | cm | T [ rmseapov | SRMR |
Subsample B (n =298)
One factor 677.9 209 3.24 876 863 .087 [.080, .094] 051
Five correlated factors 6113 199 3.07 891 874 084 [.076, .091] 048
Second-order (5 + G) 630.9 204 3.09 887 872 084 [.077, .091] 049
Full sample (N =596)
One factor 919.8 209 4.40 898 888 076 [.071, .081] 046
Five correlated factors 778.9 199 391 917 904 .070 [.065, .075] .042
Second-order (5 + G) 8313 204 4.08 910 898 072 [.067, .077] 043

Note. All x> p <.001. G = general factor of psychological self-mobilization. Maximum likelihood estimation.
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Table 4

Reliability of the PSMS scales (pooled sample,

N = 596)

Scale Items o o Mean inter-item

PSMS total score 22 .95 .95 46
1. Self-motivation 4 .78 .78 A7
2. Hardiness 6 .84 .84 47
3. Resilience 4 .79 .79 49
4. Self-efficacy 4 .82 .82 .53
5. Adaptive coping 4 .80 .80 49

Note. Subscale Spearman-Brown coefficients: purposefulness .63; autono-
mous motivation .58; control .65; challenge .63; commitment .66; adaptive
flexibility .65; rapid recovery .71; confidence in capabilities .66; belief in
action efficacy .67; problem-focused coping .71; emotion-focused cop-
ing .71. Total-score o by sample: students (Zhytomyr) .91; clinical .93;
professionals .94; IDPs .96; students (Vinnytsia) .95.

Measurement invariance

Multi-group CFAs of the five-factor mod-
el supported configural invariance across sex
(women n =461, men n = 135: ¥*(398) = 1034.9,
CFI = .910) and across cohorts (students n = 343,
adults n = 253: ¥*(398) = 1115.0, CFI = .901).
Constraining all loadings to equality did not
worsen fit in either comparison (sex: Ay*(22) =
20.4, p = .559, ACFI < .001; cohort: Ay*(22) =
13.7, p = 911, ACFI = .001), supporting metric
invariance: the items measure their factors equiv-
alently for women and men and for student and
adult respondents.

Descriptive statistics and provisional
norms

Total-score distributions were closely
comparable across the five samples (Table 5);
means ranged narrowly from 73.2 to 78.4, and a
one-way ANOVA across the three broad groups
(students, non-clinical adults, clinical sample)
found no differences, F(2, 593) = 0.06, p = .944,
1n? <.01. In the pooled sample the total score was
normally distributed (M = 74.82, SD = 16.44,

Mdn = 74; skewness = 0.02, kurtosis = —0.11;

DOI (Article): https://doi.org/10.31108/1.2026.12.7.2

Volume 12 Issue 7 (110) 2026

PSYCHOLOGICAL JOURNAL

Volume 12 Issue 7 (110) 2026

Kolmogorov—Smirnov D = .035, p = .444) and

covered virtually the whole theoretical range (25—
110).

Table 5 also reports percentile values,
which can serve as provisional reference points
until representative standardization is completed.
Based on the pooled distribution, we recommend
refining the provisional interpretive bands of the
instrument to 22—66 (reduced self-mobilization;
32.4% of the pooled sample), 67-82 (moderate;
36.4%), and 83—110 (high; 31.2%), which corre-
spond to M £ 0.5 SD and yield an approximately
even three-way split. The initial working bands
proposed at the development stage (22—59, 60—
75, 76-110) classified 15.4%, 37.2%, and 47.3%
of respondents, respectively, and are thus asym-

metric in population terms.

Table 5

Descriptive statistics of the PSMS total score
Sample n M SD Mdn | Skew. | Kurt.
Students, Zhytomyr 49 7324 1264 73 -0.09 -0.79
Clinical (addiction treat- 50 7547 15.90 76 0.03 0.14
ment)
Professionals (various) 26 7835 16.77 81 -042 —0.42
Internally displaced 168 7430 17.04 74 021 046
persons
Students, Vinnytsia 294 7493 16.78 74 0.19 —-0.52
Pooled sample 596 74.82 16.44 74 0.02 -0.11

Note. Percentiles of the pooled distribution: P5 = 48, P10 = 54, P25 = 64,
P50 =74, P75 =85, P90 = 96, P95 = 106. Component scores (pooled): self-
motivation M = 14.54 (SD = 3.29); hardiness M = 19.75 (SD = 4.87); resili-
ence M = 13.03 (SD = 3.45); self-efficacy M = 13.51 (SD = 3.45); adaptive
coping M = 13.98 (SD = 3.38).

Construct validity

Correlations of the PSMS with the exter-
nal measures are summarized in Table 6. The
convergent pattern was strong and consistent
across batteries and samples. The PSMS total
score correlated with resilience (CD-RISC-10) at
r=.68-.79 (pooled r = .72) and with general self-
efficacy at r =.71-.75 (pooled r =.73) — high val-
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ues that confirm the kinship of self-mobilization
with its component resources while leaving
roughly half of the variance unshared, in line with
the conception of the PSMS as an integrative ra-
ther than duplicate measure. Correlations with
occupational hardiness (r = .44), problem-focused
coping (r = .35-.47), perceived social support (r
=.35), and need for self-development realization
(r = .71) were also positive, and in the IDP sam-
ple self-mobilization was strongly related to sub-
jective well-being (r = .73) and sociocultural ad-
aptation in the host community (r =.71).

Criterion and discriminant relations were
equally coherent. The PSMS correlated negative-
ly with continuous traumatic stress reactions (r =
—.49 and —.55 in the two batteries; with the ex-
haustion/rage subscale up to —.55), PTSD screen-

ing risk (r = —.51 among IDPs; —21 among stu-

dents), emotional exhaustion (r = —50) and re-
duction of personal accomplishment (r = —.55) in
burnout, somatic complaint pressure (r = —.26 to

—.40), and avoidant coping (r = —24 to —.29).
Correlations with the Big Five traits were, as ex-
pected, only weak to moderate (the largest with
emotional stability among IDPs, r = .48, and
openness, r = .31-.36), indicating that the PSMS
is not reducible to broad personality dispositions.
Correlations with war-exposure and func-
tioning indicators provided additional criterion
evidence. Higher self-mobilization was associat-
ed with more favourable appraisals of one’s life
prospects (r = .27, p < .001, students; r = .40, p
=.002, clinical sample), better current well-being
(r=.16, p =.006), more positive changes of emo-
tional state during the war (r = .12—.42 across
samples), whereas experienced danger to life
showed weak negative associations (significant
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among IDPs, r = —.16, p = .040). Men scored

slightly higher than women in the pooled sample

(77.5 vs. 74.0; 1(594) = 2.19, p = .029, d = 0.21).

Age was unrelated to PSMS scores in the two

samples with exact age data (IDPs r = .02; stu-
dents r =.02).

Table 6
Correlations of the PSMS with external measures

| Measure | Total | SM | H | R | SE | AC

Samples 1—3 pooled
(n=134)
CD_RISC-IO * KK *HX *H* % KK *KK *KR
(resilience) 79 61 75 67 70 64
General self-efficacy

R p@FER Rk pokek  garkr gk
(GSE)
profosional ardinesuvejgueeggees gree ggere e
BefCOPE:problem  vve jues  ggoes  gowee geesggee
Brief-COPE: avoidant ~ -.24**  -29%**  _o7**  _qo -17* -.17
MBI: ional ex-
haustieoﬁonona ex C5ORHE  _goREe | powkr | ggiik | gekkr | goww
MBI: depersonaliza-
tion -.06 -.07 -.10 .03 -.08 -.05
MBI: reduced -
plishr;(;nl‘clce accom CBEEE pERHE | gQFr _gpkrk | gEwek | agew
CTSR (continuous - - - - - -
traumatic stress) —49 48 -51 36 —40 —32
GBB-24: laint -.40%*
pressu:e complain _40%Fr _ggwer 4:’ _34FrE _gpeee _opwr
Sample 4: IDPs (n =
168)
CD_RISC_IO *K¥ *H* *K¥ KKK K% * K ¥
(resilience) 74 .61 74 .66 .66 .65
General self-efficacy

g BIFE go¥mr  gawkr  ppmr ogew
(GSE)
Bef COPE:problem  ooove qoues  gowe g g gore

ot

Brief-COPE: avoidant ~ -.29%*** - 8% '3:) -.20%%  —20%*%  — o8¥¥¥
CTSR (continuous ¥ KK KKK HH K * KK * KK * KK
traumatic stress) -55 —49 ~53 -48 48 48
PTSD screening scale ~ —.51%** - g5%*%  _go¥*¥* _ gquFes _ gokxx  _ gpkx
MSPSS (social sup-

35FFF pgFEE ggEEk  gowex  goEer  pgier
port)
BBC-SWB (well-being) ~ .73***  .65***  yo*¥*  gg#xx  gQ¥#x  fgkx
:gaAsI)t—ai(()io)Clocultural .71*** '74*** .66-}(-** '53*** .60*** '66%%*
;I;;PI emOtional Stabil_ .48**% '44*** .48%** .37*** '41**% '44%%*
Sample 5: students,
Vinnytsia (n = 294)
CD-RISC-10 KK ek KK ek KKk ek
(resilience) .68 .59 .61 .60 .64 .61
Conerl slfefeasy powsggeesgaeen gt oot o
PTSD screening scale ~ -.21%** -11 - 2GFEE _ pgERR L q@%% _ j6%*
gif;i;‘e complaint —26¥HE _pgiEE  _ ppiEE _ gfRiE _ poiEk  _ poikk
::;i:gperience QFHE gERHE  g@ke  gokek  gowek g
Self-development *Hx ¥ A¥¥ Hx FHH ek
needs realization 7 73 65 54 64 62
Current well-being (0— 16%* m e 155 10 m

100)

Note. SM = self-motivation; H = hardiness; R = resilience; SE = self-efficacy;
AC = adaptive coping. * p < .05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001.
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Discussion

This article has presented the development
and first psychometric evaluation of the Psycho-
logical Self-Mobilization Scale — to our
knowledge, the first instrument designed to meas-
ure the integrative capacity of a person to activate
and coordinate internal resources under condi-
tions of prolonged crisis. The results support all
four hypotheses. Internal consistency exceeded
the project benchmark of o > .80 by a wide mar-
gin, in the pooled data and in every individual
sample (H1). The theoretically specified five-
component structure was confirmed: the five-
factor correlated model fitted the data best, all
items loaded substantially on their assigned fac-
tors, and metric invariance held across sex and
cohorts. At the same time, the components
proved to be tightly interrelated, and nearly all
reliable variance was carried by a general factor
(oh =.95; ECV =.93) (H2).

This hierarchical picture deserves empha-
sis, because it is exactly what the underlying the-
ory predicts. The resource-integrative model con-
ceptualizes self-mobilization not as a set of inde-
pendent resources but as a meta-regulatory func-
tion that actualizes and aligns them in a coordi-
nated adaptive response (Kokun, 2026). The em-
pirical signature of such a construct is precisely a
strong general dimension expressed through dis-
tinguishable facets — comparable to the structure
of general self-efficacy or trait resilience
measures, yet broader in content. The practical
implication is straightforward: the total score is
the primary measurement index; component
scores describe the internal profile of mobiliza-
tion (e.g., relatively weaker recovery or motiva-
tion), and the 2-item subscales serve qualitative
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interpretation only.

The validity evidence forms a coherent
nomological network (H3, H4). Self-mobilization
converged strongly with resilience and self-
efficacy — its closest theoretical relatives — while
sharing only about half of their variance, and cor-
related in theoretically ordered ways with hardi-
ness, problem-focused (positively) and avoidant
(negatively) coping. It was substantially associat-
ed with adaptation outcomes: subjective well-
being and sociocultural adaptation among dis-
placed persons, appraisal of life prospects, and
post-experience growth among students. Negative
correlations with continuous traumatic stress,
PTSD screening risk, emotional exhaustion, re-
duced personal accomplishment, and somatic
complaints position self-mobilization as a protec-
tive resource factor consistent with the resource-
loss framework (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al.,
2018). Weak-to-moderate correlations with the
Big Five confirm that the PSMS does not dupli-
cate broad dispositional traits; the strongest per-
sonality correlate, emotional stability, is itself a
plausible resource substrate of mobilization.

Two descriptive findings warrant com-
ment. First, mean scores did not differ across stu-
dent, adult, and clinical samples. Regarding the
clinical sample, respondents were surveyed while
undergoing structured addiction treatment — a
context that typically mobilizes motivation and is
often accompanied by rehabilitation-related opti-
mism — so this result should not be read as evi-
dence that the scale is insensitive to clinical sta-
tus; sensitivity to clinical severity requires target-
ed study with independent clinical criteria. Sec-
ond, within samples, self-mobilization was sys-

tematically higher among respondents who ap-
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praised their emotional state, prospects, and func-
tioning more favourably, and slightly lower
among those reporting stronger exposure to life
danger — a pattern consistent with the view of self
-mobilization as a resource that is spent by ex-
treme stressor load and manifested in preserved
functioning.

Practical applications of the PSMS within
the project and beyond include: screening of mo-
bilization resources in groups at high risk of ex-
haustion (IDPs, helping professionals, students in
wartime); identification of persons with reduced
self-mobilization (total score < 66 under the re-
fined provisional bands) for targeted psychosocial
support; profiling of the five components for indi-
vidualized resource-oriented interventions; and
monitoring of change in the forthcoming resource
-oriented training program of self-mobilization
development. The scale is brief (5—7 minutes),
free for research and practical use, and is provid-
ed in Ukrainian and English (Appendices A and
B).

Limitations and future directions

Several limitations should be noted. First,
all samples were convenience samples with a pre-
dominance of women, and two of the five were
student groups; representative standardization
remains a task for the project’s next stage, and the
interpretive bands reported here are provisional.
Second, the design was cross-sectional; test—
retest reliability and sensitivity to change have
not yet been established, and the discriminative
capacity of the scale with respect to clinical crite-
ria requires dedicated studies. Third, all data were
self-reported, so common-method variance may
inflate correlations among measures; the conver-

gent coefficients should be interpreted with this
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in mind. Fourth, model estimation treated the 5-
point item scores as continuous; although item
distributions were close to normal, replication
with estimators for ordinal data would be useful.
Fifth, scalar invariance (equality of intercepts)
was not yet tested and is needed before latent
mean comparisons across groups. Future research
within the project will address these tasks in the
planned 2027 study of military personnel, medi-
cal workers, educators, and IDPs, including lon-
gitudinal assessment within the resource-oriented
development program, testing of the model’s
structural predictions, and development of popu-
lation norms.
Conclusions
The Self-Mobilization

Scale i1s a 22-item self-report instrument that op-

Psychological

erationalizes the resource-integrative model of

psychological self-mobilization through five
components (self-motivation, hardiness, resili-
ence, self-efficacy, adaptive coping) and eleven
subscales. Across five Ukrainian samples sur-
veyed under wartime conditions (N = 596), the
scale demonstrated excellent internal consistency
(o = ® = .95; components a = .78-.84), a con-
firmed five-factor structure subsumed under a
strong general factor (CFI = .917; RMSEA
=.070; SRMR = .042; oh = .95), metric measure-
ment invariance across sex and cohorts, and a co-
herent pattern of convergent, criterion, and discri-
minant relations with fourteen external measures.
The total score, normally distributed in the pooled
sample (M = 74.8, SD = 16.4), is recommended
as the primary index, with refined provisional in-
terpretive bands of 22-66 (reduced), 67-82
(moderate), and 83—110 (high) self-mobilization.

The PSMS can be recommended for research and
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applied use with Ukrainian adult populations un-
der conditions of war and post-war recovery; its
English version is offered for further cross-

cultural validation.
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Appendix A

Psychological Self-Mobilization Scale (PSMS) — English version

Instructions. Below are 22 statements describing possible reactions and ways of acting in diffi-

cult or tense circumstances. Rate how well each statement has described you over the last 1-2 months

by choosing one answer: 1 = completely disagree; 2 = rather disagree; 3 = hard to say (both yes and

no); 4 = rather agree; 5 = completely agree.

| No. |Statement | Answer (1-5) |
1 My life goals remain clear even in crisis situations 12345
2 I find inner incentives to stay active 12345
3 Ibelieve I have sufficient resources to keep the situation under control 12345
4  Tam interested in overcoming difficult tasks 12345
5 I remain active when the situation becomes difficult 12345
6 I respond flexibly to unexpected situations 12345
7 I find it easy to return to normal life after difficult situations 12345
8 Iknow that I have the resources needed to solve problems 12345
9 I am convinced that my actions are effective in crisis situations 12345
10 I focus on active steps to solve the problem 12345
11 Tknow how to control my emotions in stressful situations 12345
12 The prospect of achieving a result motivates me 12345
13 My motivation almost always depends on myself 12345
14 I am confident that I can influence the course of events 12345
15  Crisis situations mobilize my efforts 12345
16 1do not lose interest in life even under crisis conditions 12345
17 Tam able to change my decisions quickly, depending on the circumstances 12345
18 I can quickly return to work after a stressful situation 12345
19 I consider myself capable of withstanding heavy loads 12345
20 T am confident that I will find a way to solve a problem 12345
21 I analyse the problem in order to find the best solution 12345
22 1do not let negative emotions interfere with my activity 12345

Scoring. All items are scored directly (1-5). Total score = sum of all 22 items (range 22—110).

Components and subscales (item numbers in parentheses): 1. Self-motivation: 1.1 Purposefulness (1,
12), 1.2 Autonomous motivation (2, 13); 2. Hardiness: 2.1 Control (3, 14), 2.2 Challenge (4, 15), 2.3
Commitment (5, 16); 3. Resilience: 3.1 Adaptive flexibility (6, 17), 3.2 Rapid recovery (7, 18); 4. Self-

efficacy: 4.1 Confidence in one’s capabilities (8, 19), 4.2 Belief in the effectiveness of one’s actions (9,

20); 5. Adaptive coping: 5.1 Problem-focused coping (10, 21), 5.2 Emotion-focused coping (11, 22).

Provisional interpretation of the total score (this study, pooled N = 596): 22—66 — reduced

self-mobilization; 67-82 — moderate self-mobilization; 83—110 — high self-mobilization.
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Appendix B

HIkana ncuxosioriunoi camomoodiaizauii (LLIIICM) — ykpaincbka Bepcis
Incrpykuis. Hwkde HaBeneHo 22 TBEpIKEHHS, IO OMHCYIOTh MOXUIMBI peakilii Ta crocoOu
T JIIOIMHK Y CKIAQAHUX a00 HanmpykeHuX ymoBax. OIiHITH BIAMOBIIHICTE ce0€ KOKHOMY TBEPJIKEH-
HIO 3a OCTaHH1 1-2 Micsi, oOpaBIIM OJHY BIAIMOBIIb: 1 — MOBHICTIO HE 3r0JICH/-HA; 2 — CKOpIIIe HE

3rojJieH/-Ha; 3 — BaXKKO cKa3aTH (i Tak, i Hi); 4 — cKopille 3rofieH/-Ha; 5 — MOBHICTIO 3T0/ICH/-Ha.

Ne | TBepaxenns Bignosias (1-5)

Mofi XKHTTEBI UL € YITKUMU, HABITh Y KPU3OBUX CHTYAIIX
51 3HaXOJKY BHYTPILUHI CTUMYJIH JJIsl HPOAOBXKEHHS aKTUBHOCTI

51 BBakaro, 10 Maro TOCTATHHO PECYPCIB Ui KOHTPOJIIO CUTYAIIi1

S 3anumaroch AKTHUBHHUM, KOJIN chyauiﬂ CcTa€e BaXXKOK

e e e
[NC R NI \S R ST S B S
W W W W W W
>~ &~ A A B b
hn L L W W D

1
2
3
4 S 3amikaBiieHHIA/-Ha y TOIOJIAHHI BaXKKHX 3aBIaHb
5
6

S rHyYKO pearyro Ha HEOUiKyBaHI CHUTyamii

7 MeHi JIerKo OBEPHYTHUCH JJO HOPMAIILHOTO YKUTTS MiCHs BAXKKUX CUTYaIii 12345
8 41 3Haro, o0 Maro HEOOXiTHI pecypcH AJs BUPIMICHHS MPoOiieM 12345
9 S mepexoHaHWIl/-Ha y pe3yIBTATHBHOCTI MOIX Jifl Y KPH30BUX CUTYAIIisIX 12345
10 51 30cepemKyroch Ha aKTHBHUX JisX AJIsl BUPILIEHHS Mpo0sieMu 12345
11 51 BMito KOHTPOJIIOBATH CBOT €MOLIT Y CTPECOBHX CUTYaLisX 12345
12 MeHe MOTUBYE NIEPCIEKTUBA TOCSTHEHHS PE3YJIbTaTy 12345
13 Mo MoTHBalLlisg MaiXe 3aBXKIN 3aJIEKUTH BiJl MEHE CAMOI0 12345
14 51 BneBHEHHMI/-Ha, 110 MOXKY BILIMBATH Ha XiJ| MOJIiit 12345
15 Kpwuzosi cutyauii MOOIII3YIOTh MOT 3yCHILIS 12345
16 51 He BTpayalo iHTEpecy J0 KUTTS HaBITh y KPU30BHX YMOBax 12345
17 Sl 3paTHuUi/-HA MIBUAKO 3MIHIOBATH CBOI PIllICHHS, 3aJIC)KHO BiJl 00CTaBHH 12345
18 51 MOXy HIBHIKO OBEPHYTHCS J10 POOOTH ITiCIISt CTPECOBOI CUTYaIIil 12345
19 5 BBaxato cebe 31aTHUM/-HOIO BUTPHMYBATH 3HAUH1 HABAaHTAKEHHS 12345
20 S BueBHeHWil/-HA y TOMY, 1[0 3HAHY crIOCiO BUpIMMTH IpodIeMy 12345
21 Sl ananizyro mpobiemMy, o006 3HaWTH ONTHMAaNIbHE PilIEeHHS 12345
22 51 He I03BOJISIO HETATHBHUM E€MOILIISM 3aBa)KaTH MOIN MISIIBHOCTI 12345

O0poOka pe3yJbTaTiB. YCi MyHKTH MaroTh npsime koxyBanHs (1-5). CymapHnuii 6an = cyma Biamosi-
neii 3a Bcima 22 mynktamu (Bix 22 o 110). Kommonentu ta cyomkanu (Homepu myHKTIB): 1. CamoMoTuBawis:
1.1 Iinecupsimoranicth (1, 12), 1.2 AproHomHa motuBaiiis (2, 13); 2. XXurrectiiikicts: 2.1 Kontpons (3, 14),
2.2 Buxnuk (4, 15), 2.3 Brutouenicts (5, 16); 3. PesunbenTricts: 3.1 AfgantuBHa rHyukicts (6, 17), 3.2 HIBun-
ke BigHoBjeHHS (7, 18); 4. CamoedekTuBHICTh: 4.1 BreBHeHicTh y MoxkiauBocTsX (8, 19), 4.2 Bipa y pe3yibTa-
TuBHICTD Aiit (9, 20); 5. Amantuauil xomiHr: 5.1 IIpoGiemHo-opienToBanmid kominr (10, 21), 5.2 Emomniiino-

opientoBanuii kominr (11, 22).

Homnepenns inTepnperanisi cyMmapHoro 6aja (3a JaHUMU 1IIbOT0 JociimKeHHs, N = 596): 22—66 — 3HU-

JKeHa camomo0iizaris; 67—-82 — momipHa camomo0Oimizartist; 83—110 — Brucoka caMoMo01imi3aIrisi.
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ABSTRACT

Background. The full-scale war has turned every-
day life in Ukraine into a chronically resource-depleting
environment in which successful adaptation depends on the
person’s capacity to activate and coordinate personal re-
sources purposefully — psychological self-mobilization. No

instrument measuring this capacity has been available.

Objective. To describe the development of the Psy-
chological Self-Mobilization Scale (PSMS) and to evaluate

its psychometric properties.

Methods. The 22-item PSMS (five components —
self-motivation, hardiness, resilience, self-efficacy, adap-
tive coping — comprising eleven two-item subscales) was
administered online to five Ukrainian samples (N = 596;
77% women): university students (n = 343), internally dis-
placed persons (n = 168), professionals (n = 26), and a clin-
ical addiction-treatment sample (n = 59). Item analysis,
factor analyses, reliability estimation, invariance testing,

and validity examination were performed.

Results. Internal consistency was high (o = ©
= .95; components a = .78—.84). A five-factor correlated
model fitted best (CFI = .917; RMSEA = .070; SRMR
=.042), with loadings of .62—.75 and a strong general factor
(oh = .95) supporting use of the total score. Metric invari-
ance held across sex and student/adult cohorts. The PSMS
correlated positively with resilience (pooled r = .72), self-
efficacy (r = .73), hardiness, problem-focused coping, well-
being, and sociocultural adaptation, and negatively with
continuous traumatic stress, PTSD risk, burnout, and so-

matic complaints.

Conclusions. The PSMS is a reliable and valid
measure of psychological self-mobilization suitable for
research and applied use in wartime; provisional interpre-
tive bands are provided, and the scale is given in English
and Ukrainian in the appendices.
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Kokyn Onez Mamegiiiosuu
Joxmop ncuxonoziunux nayk, npogecop, oiticnuii unen HAIIH Yxpainu;

oupexmop Incmumymy ncuxonozii imeni I'.C. Kocmwoxka HAIIH Ykpainu,
m. Kuis (Vkpaina)

IIKAJIA ICUXOJOTTYHOI CAMOMOBLIIBAIIII

(IOIICM): PO3POBJIEHHSA TA IEPBUHHA BAJII-

JIA3AIIA HA YKPATHCHKHUX BUBIPKAX BOE€H-
HOI'O YHACY

AHOTAIIS

Axmyanvuicme. [loBHOMacTaOHa BiiiHa nepeTBo-
pHIia MOBCAKACHHE XKUTTS B YKpaiHi HA XPOHIYHO PECYPCHO
-BHCHAXXITUBE CEPEOBHUINE, B SKOMY YCIIIIIHA aanTarlis
3aJICKUTHh HE CTUIBKHU Bil OKpEMOTO 0COOMCTICHOTO pecyp-
CY, CKIJIBKH BiJl 3aTHOCTI JIFOJMHH I[IIECIIPSIMOBAHO aKTya-
Ji3yBaTH Ta KOOPAUWHYBATH BJIACHI PECYPCH — MCUXOJIOTIU-
HOi camomoOimizamii. [HcTpyMeHTa [1si BUMIpIOBaHHS i€l

3IaTHOCTI JIOCi HE iCHYBaJIO.

Mema. Onucat po3pobnerss Ikamu mcuxomori-
yHoi camomoOimizauii (ILTICM) Ta ouinuTu i ncuxomer-

PpHYHI BJIaCTHBOCTI.

Memoou. IITICM i3 22 myHKTIB (IT’SITh KOMIIOHECH-
TIB — CaMOMOTHBAIiSA, XXHTTECTIHKICTh, PE3MIHEHTHICTS,
caMOe()eKTHBHICTh, a[AIITUBHUI KOIIHT; OJUHAAIATH IBO-
IMyHKTOBUX CyOmIKan) Oyjia 3acTocoBaHa OHJAMH y II’STH
yKpaiHChKuX BHOipkax (3arasiom N = 596; 77% XiHOK):
cryneHtd (n = 343), BHYTpIIIHBO HepeMilieHi ocodu (n =
168), daxiBui pizHux npodeciit (n = 26) ta KIiHIYHA BUOIp-
Ka oci0, sIKi MPOXOJATh JIKYBaHHS BiJ 3alie’kHOCTEH (n =
59). IlpoBeneHo aHaji3 MyHKTIB, EKCITIOPATOPHUH 1 KOHDI-
pMaTOpHUI (aKTOPHUN aHali3, OIIHIOBAaHHS HAJIMHOCTI,
NepeBipKy iHBapiaHTHOCTI BUMIPIOBAHHS Ta KOHCTPYKTHOI

BaJiJHOCTI.

Pesynomamu. BHyTpilIHS y3ro/DKEHICTh BUCOKa (O
=.95; o = .95; kommonentu o = .78—.84). Haiikpanty Bin-
TOBIHICTh JAHUM ITOKasaja I ATH(aKTOpHa KOpeThoBaHa
mozenb (CFI = .917; RMSEA = .070; SRMR = .042) 3i
CTaHJapTU30BAaHUMH HAaBaHTAXEHHSIMH .62—.75 Ta MOTYX-
HUM 3arasibHUM (akropoM (oh = .95; ECV = .93), mo 06-
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IPYHTOBYE BHUKOPHCTAaHHsS 3arajgbHOro Oama. Merpudna
iHBapiaHTHICTh MiITBEpPKEHA 3a CTATTI0O Ta KOTOpTaMH
(crynentu/nopocii). ILITICM mo3UTHBHO KOPENIOE 3 pe3u-
JMBEHTHICTIO (y3arampHeHe r = .72), caMoe()eKTHBHICTIO (T
= .73), )KUTTECTINKICTIO, TIPOOIEMHO-OPi€HTOBAaHUM KOITiH-
TOM, CyO €KTHBHHM OJIarONOIYYdsiM 1 COLIOKYJIBTYPHOIO
a/IaTlTaIli€l0 Ta HETATUBHO — 3 PEaKIlisIMA Ha TPUBAIUH Tpa-
BMaTH4HUi ctpec, pusukom [ITCP, BuropanusM i comaru-

YHUMU CKapramu.

Bucnogxu. IUIICM € HaniiiHUM 1 BaliJHUM iH-
CTPYMEHTOM BHMIpIOBAaHHs ICHXOJOTIYHOI caMoMo0imiza-
1ii, MPUAATHUM ISl HAyKOBOTO Ta MPAKTHYHOIO 3aCTOCY-
BaHHS B YMOBaXx BIfHM Ta MIOBOEHHOTO BiJIHOBJICHHS; HaBe-
JICHO TmomiepenHi iHTepnperaniiiHi Mexi. [ToBHUI TekcT
IIKAJIK TIOJAHO AHIIIHCHKOKI Ta YKPaiHCHKOIO MOBaMH B

oJaTKax.

Knarou4oBi c1oBa: cuxoJiorivyaa caMmoMoO0iaizaris;
OCOOWMCTICHI PECypCH; PE3WILEHTHICTh, JKUTTECTIHKICTD;,
caMOe()eKTHUBHICTh; KOIIHT, Baligu3allisl [IKaJd; BifiHA B

VYkpaini.
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