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PERSONAL FACTORS OF GELOTOPHOBIA
AS A FORM OF HUMOR RESPONSE INADEQUACY

AHoTaunisa. HaBeaeHo feTajbHUIl orIsi] pe3y/JbTAaTiB OCTAHHIX J0CTiIXKeHb, IPHCBS-
YeHUX BUBUYEHHIO Tes10T0(00ii. Po3riisiHyTo pe3yinbTaTH NepeBipKu NPUIYIIEeHHs PO 3Y-
MOBJIEHICTh HASIBHOCTI B JIIOAUHM resioTo¢o0ii npuTaMaHHicTIO Tii NeBHUX pUC, 10 BiApi3-
HSAIOTHCS Bill puc iHAUBIAIB, AKi He cTPaKIaI0TH Ha resioTo(o0i0. Po3mupeno TeopeTuyHi
yABJEHHS MPO NCUXOJOTiYHNN (peHOMEH CTpPaxy cTaTH 00’€KTOM :KapTiB, 10ci HeoCTAT-
HbO eMIIiPUYHO JOCTiIKeHHI Yy BITUM3HSAHIN ncuxodorii. PeyabTaTi npoBeaeHoro a1oc.ii-
JAKeHHSI MOKYTh OYyTH 32CTOCOBaHi B MPAKTHII MCHXOJIOTIYHOI0 KOHCYJIbTYBAHHS Ta NCH-
xoTepanii.

KitrogoBi ciioBa: rymop, renotodo0isi, 0COOUCTICHI pHCH.

AnHOTanusi. PaccMoTpeHbl coBpeMeHHbIe TpeAcTaBjieHuss 0 rejgorogodun (crpa-
Xe 0Ka3aThesl 00beKTOM 1YTOK). IlpeacraBiieHsl pe3yJibTaThl IMIMPUYECKOTO HCCJIeT0-
BaHUS B3aMMOCBSI3H MEK1Y JUYHOCTHBIMU (PAKTOPAMH, IPUHANIEKAIMNMH K CTPYKType
rJ100aJbHBIX JUCIO3UIMOHHBIX YePT JUYHOCTH, U reqorododueii. [losyyeHHble JaHHbIE
MOTYT OBITH MPHUMEHEHBI B MPAKTHYECKOil padoTe MCHX0J0I0B-KOHCYJIbTAHTOB M MCHXO-
TepaneBTOB.

KitroueBble ci10Ba: 1oMop, res0To(GoOus, IHIYHOCTHBIC YSPTHI.

Introduction

Usually people react positively towards the friendly smiling and laughter of others.
They interpret laughter as an expression of joy or as an affiliative signal in social inter-
actions (Ruch & Proyer, 2009). However, many researchers know that a lot of people
fear being laughed at irrespective of whether there is positively or negatively motivated
laughter. This phenomenon was called gelotophobia.

The German psychotherapist Michael Titze coined the term gelotophobia for de-
scribing the fear of being laughed at (Ruch, 2009; Ruch, Proyer & Popa, 2008). Several
criteria for the assessment of gelotophobia were defined: fear of the humor of others,
paranoid sensitivity towards alleged mockery by others, dysfunction of the harmonious
interplay of physical motions, social withdrawal, etc. (Titze, 1996). Although geloto-
phobes long for human proximity, acknowledgement, and love, they constantly distance
themselves from others (Titze, 2007).

Lately two new extensions of the gelotophobia-concept have been presented: gelo-
tophilia (the joy of being laughed at) and katagelasticism (the joy of laughing at oth-
ers). The term gelotophilia is used for describing people who exceedingly enjoy being
laughed at by others. The term katagelasticism is used to describe persons that actively
seek and enjoy situations in which they can laugh at others at the expense of these per-
sons (Ruch & Proyer, 2009). At present gelotophobia is being studied both in a clinical
(Ivanova et al., 2012) and non-clinical context.

The clinical concept of gelotophobia

M. Titze once observed that some individuals were controlled by a fear of being
the objects of derisive laughter. Such people have never learned to appreciate humor
and laughter positively. They don’t develop adequate social skills. Shame casts them
into the role of a shunned defensive character. They do not take any risks in their social
lives. The main purpose of their lives is to protect themselves from being laughed at by
others (Titze, 1996).

Based on his case-studies M. Titze describes causes and consequences of geloto-
phobia. Repeated traumatic experiences of not being taken seriously during childhood
and adolescence, and/or intense traumatic experiences of being laughed at or ridiculed
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during adulthood, may lead to the development of the fear of being laughed at. This
development is preceded by peculiarities in the early parent-infant interactions. In this
period, some infants are unable to develop a sense of belonging because they did not
experience the feeling of being loved or appreciated. A major consequence is social
withdrawal to avoid being laughed at or ridiculed (Ruch & Proyer, 2008).

Among the consequences of gelotophobia there are some which are shared with
other fears (e.g., social withdrawal, low self-esteem, lack of liveliness etc.). On the
other hand, there are also consequences that are specific for the fear of being laughed
at. One of them is the so-called “Pinocchio Complex”. Gelotophobes respond even
to positively motivated laughter and smiling in a way that indicates their fear of be-
ing put down or being otherwise humiliated by those who face them with laughter or
smiling. M. Titze reports that their posture may get stiff and they develop muscular
tension as a consequence of an emotional panic. The most conspicuous part of the
appearance of gelotophobic patients, however, is their congeal expressive pattern and
clumsy movements. H. Bergson compared people being laughed at or being cynically
put down with wooden puppets or marionettes, and M. Titze referred to the well-
known figure of Pinocchio to label this behavioral complex (Ruch, Proyer & Popa,
2008).

M. Titze describes the gelotophobes’ general state to be “agelotic” (being unable
to appreciate the benefits of laughter). The origin of this attitude was, in many cases,
that they experienced their early reference persons as lacking a “smiling face.” The face
they recollect from childhood corresponds to the petrified countenance of a sphinx:
with a blank glance, being constantly disinterested and distant. M. Titze reckons that
those may have been suffering from gelotophobic problems, as well. Thus, infancy (es-
pecially early parents-child interactions) plays an important role as a source of putative
causes for the development of gelotophobia (Ruch, Proyer & Popa, 2008).

The most sensitive developmental phase for the gelotophobic is puberty. In this
phase, juveniles carefully examine how others behave and how they react to them.
Thereby, young persons try to identify with their peer group’s predominant role behav-
ior. If a juvenile differs from group norms in anything, he or she might easily be cast in
the role of an outsider who is liable to be ridiculed (Titze, 2009). The result is that such
individuals would be unable to fit into a social group in an inconspicuous and relaxed
way. Thus, these individuals do not develop adequate social skills.

Besides M. Titze, other researchers conducted the study of gelotophobia in a clini-
cal realm. They showed that gelotophobia was more prevalent among patients with
personality disorders and schizophrenic disorders than among normal controls. Also,
they found that the number of years spent in psychiatric care was positively related to
gelotophobia (Ruch, Proyer & Popa, 2008).

Gelotophobia is said to be close and akin to Social Phobia (Carretero-Dios et al.,
2010). They both have some relevant features in common, such as social withdrawal
(Forabosco, Ruch & Nucera, 2009). In fact, the certainty that others find gelotophobes
strange, curious, odd, etc., and the expectation of being laughed at is the feature that
distinguishes gelotophobia from social phobia (Ruch & Proyer, 2008).

In order to clinically establish whether a fear of being laughed at can be considered
Social Phobia scientists applied the eight criteria employed for Social Phobia in Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association. Furthermore, gelotophobia, as all kinds of psychopatho-
logical symptoms and problems, can be an element of a wider, possibly more severe,
psychiatric picture. However, given a psychiatric condition there is a high probability to
find a gelotophobic component (Forabosco, Ruch & Nucera, 2009).

However, the fear of being laughed at may be seen as pathological when the fol-
lowing criteria apply: the fear appears without sufficient cause; the physiological and
behavioral symptoms appear with extraordinary intensity; the impact of the fear is pro-
longed (Ruch, 2009).

20



ISSN 2414-9268. Bicauk /Ininponerposcbkoro ynipepeurery. Cepis «Ilcuxomoris». 2016. Bum. 22.

Gelotophobia as an individual difference phenomenon

Gelotophobia is studied not only in a clinical realm but also as an individual differ-
ence phenomenon (Ruch, Hofmann & Platt, 2015; Ruch et al., 2014).

By and large there are no relationships between socio-demographic variables and
gelotophobia in normal individuals (Ruch & Proyer, 2008).

Some researchers examined the hypothesis that the fear of being laughed at was
related to three emotions: shame, fear, and (low) joy. Gelotophobes reported that their
maximal experience of shame was of a higher intensity and longer duration, also they
reported experiencing shame more frequently during a typical week. Their maximal
experience of happiness was less intense, and it took longer for these intense feeling to
develop lasting for shorter periods of time. Gelotophobia was also positively related to
intensity, duration, and frequency of fear (Platt & Ruch, 2009).

One of the studies examined the hypothesis that gelotophobia blurred the emotional
responses between ridicule and good-natured teasing. Gelotophobes’ perceptions do not
discriminate between playful teasing and good-natured teasing. They do not identify the
safe and non-threatening quality of the teasing situations (Platt, 2008).

Some scientists investigated whether the fear of being laughed at can be located
in the comprehensive models of personality. The prime aim of one study was to locate
gelotophobia in the Eysenckian PEN-model. Gelotophobes can be described to be main-
ly introverted and neurotic. Psychoticism also contributed to gelotophobia (Ruch &
Proyer, 2009). It was also investigated whether gelotophobia can be located in the Five
Factor Model (FFM). Gelotophobes can be described as introverted and emotionally
instable, with a tendency to be hostile and not open to new experiences. Furthermore,
there were also significant negative correlations with friendliness, openness and social
desirability (Ruch, Proyer & Popa, 2008).

Gelotophobes experience themselves as low in bravery, curiosity, hope/optimism,
curiosity, and zest (Proyer & Ruch, 2009). But they tend to have lower self-estimations
of their own abilities and underestimate their true ability (Proyer & Ruch, 2009).

It should be highlighted that there are two lines of thinking about a relationship
between gelotophobia and personality. Firstly, according to M. Titze one would hypoth-
esize that repeated traumatic events of being laughed at during childhood and adoles-
cence affects the personality development. In this line of thinking, personality changes
as a consequence of gelotophobia. Secondly, it is argued that predispositions for geloto-
phobia exist which interact with eliciting conditions. Thus, personality traits determine
who will cope well with incidences of being laughed at and who will develop the symp-
toms described (Ruch, Proyer & Popa, 2008).

The aim of the present study

The main aim of the present study was to find out whether or not gelotophobes
would possess certain individual characteristics which distinguish them from non-gelo-
tophobes. Our primary expectation in this study was to consider how far Ukrainians are
likely to be gelotophobic.

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 104 adults, 39 male and 65 female, whose ages ranged
from 18 years to 69 years (M =29.21; SD = 13.23). They were very diverse with respect
to personal background.

Data tools

The Geloph<15> (Ruch & Proyer, 2008; Ruch & Titze, 1998) is a questionnaire
designed for the subjective assessment of gelotophobia. It consists of 15 items relating
to gelotophobic symptomatology with a four-point answer scale (1 = strongly disagree;
2 = moderately disagree; 3 = moderately agree; 4 = strongly agree).

The Humor Styles Questionnaire — HSQ (Martin et al., 2003) is a self-report scale
that consists of 32 items, each of which is a self-descriptive statement about particular
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uses of humor. Respondents rate the degree to which each statement describes them on
a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). Scores are obtained for 4 subscales
relating to potentially beneficial and detrimental ways people typically make use of
humor in their everyday lives. The number of items — 32 (8 for each subscale). Four
humor styles: (1) Affiliative (use of humor to amuse others and facilitate relationships);
(2) Self-enhancing (use of humor to cope with stress and maintain a humorous outlook
during times of difficulty); (3) Aggressive (use of sarcastic, manipulative, put-down, or
disparaging humor); (4) Self-defeating (use of humor for excessive self-disparagement,
ingratiation, or defensive denial).

The Five-Factor Personality Questionnaire (a short-cut version of The Big Five) —
FFM (Goldberg, 1993) is a personality test based on the five-factor model, a system of
classifying personality traits. It consists of 30 adjectives (6 for each factor) with a seven-
point answer scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). Respondents are asked
to do the following: “Please, examine these 30 adjectives and decide to what extent they
correspond to the character traits of your personality”. The five factors are Openness,
Conscientiousness, Introversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism.

The Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations — CISS (Endler & Parker, 1990) is a
scale for measuring multidimensional coping. Respondents are asked to rate each of the
48 items on a five-point Likert-type rating scale ranging from (1) “Not at all” to (5) “Very
much”. Respondents are asked to “indicate how much you engage in these types of activi-
ties when you encounter a difficult, stressful, or upsetting situation”. The following de-
fines the three coping dimensions of the CISS: Task, Emotion, and Avoidance. There are
also two subscales for the Avoidance-Oriented scale; Distraction, and Social Diversion.

The Strategy and Attribution Questionnaire — SAQ (Nurmi, Salmela-Aro & Haavisto,
1995) is a self-reported questionnaire designed to assess cognitive and attributional strate-
gies in both achievement context and affiliative situations. SAQ Achievement Context
scale includes 60 questions on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 4 = Strongly
agree) divided between the following five scales: 1) Success-Expectation; 2) Task-irrele-
vant behavior; 3) Seeking Social Support; 4) Reflective Thinking; 5) Master-Orientation.
The SAQ also provides five similar scales for affiliative situations: 1) Success-Expecta-
tion; 2) Task-irrelevant behavior; 3) Avoidance; 4) Master-Orientation; 5) Pessimism.

Procedure

All participants filled in the questionnaires that were given or mailed to them. They
were not paid for their services but upon request they received an individual feedback
via e-mail one to two months after they finished the study.

Results and Discussion

The answers to the fifteen items of the Gelotophobia scale were averaged. The total
scores ranged from 1 to 2.87 (maximum possible score = 4.00) with a mean of 1.86 and
a standard deviation of 0.44. There were 16.35 % of individuals with slight gelotopho-
bia. No one could be considered to have marked and extreme gelotophobia.

We compared using different humor styles by gelotophobes and non-gelotophobes.
The results are presented in tab. 1.

Table 1
Differences in using four humor styles between the groups of people
without gelotophobia (group 1) and with gelotophobia (group 2)
The mean HSQ scores
Groups T g - ; S
Affiliative Self-enhancing Aggressive Self-defeating
Group 1
N=87 43.29 37.95 27.57 26.28
Group 2
N=17 37.29 35.18 28.47 27.59
Significance levels (Student’s t-criterion)
Group 1 Significant B B B
and group 2 (p <0.05)
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Tab. 1 shows that gelotophobes have statistically significant differences in using
affiliative humor style in comparison with non-gelotophobes. Thus people without gelo-
tophobia use affiliative humor more often than gelotophobes.

We found out the differences in personality factors displaying between the groups
of people without gelotophobia and with gelotophobia (tab. 2).

Table 2
Differences in personality factors displaying between the groups of people without
gelotophobia (group 1) and with gelotophobia (group 2)

Groups The mean FFM scores

P Introversion | Agreeableness Conscientiousness | Neuroticism Openness
Group 1
N =87 22.14 33.13 28.61 20.57 29.69
Group 2 27.65 33.29 31.29 27.71 25.18
N=17

Significance levels (Student’s t-criterion)

Group 1 Significant _ Significant Significant Significant
and group 2 (p<0.01) (p <0.05) (p <0.001) (p<0.01)

Tab. 2 demonstrates that there are some statistically significant differences in the
levels of Introversion and Neuroticism between people with the fear of being laughed at
and non-gelotophobes. Some similar results have already been obtained in the scientific
literature (Ruch & Proyer, 2009) but our research has also discovered the statistically
significant differences in the levels of Conscientiousness and Openness.

Tab. 3 demonstrates the results of comparing gelotophobes and non-gelotophobes
in using three coping dimensions.

Table 3
Differences in using coping dimensions between the groups of people without
gelotophobia (group 1) and with gelotophobia (group 2)

G The mean CISS scores
Toups Task Emotion Avoidance
Group 1
N =87 59.57 39.64 47.52
Group 2
N=17 60.41 49.94 44.12
Significance levels (Student’s t-criterion)
Group 1 B Significant _
and group 2 (p <0.001)

Tab. 3 shows that gelotophobes use Emotion as a coping dimension more often
than individuals without gelotophobia. It is interesting that gelotophobes almost do not
differ from other individuals in the frequency of using such coping dimension as Task.
In other words, gelotophobes as well as non-gelotophobes make purposeful task-ori-
ented efforts aimed at solving the problem, cognitively restructuring the problem, or
attempts to alter the situation but in this process self-oriented emotional reactions of
gelotophobes including emotional responses, self-preoccupation, and fantasizing play
a great role. The problem is that in some cases such reactions do not only diminish, but
also increase stress.

Individuals with the fear of being laughed at in comparison with other people do
not have any statistically significant differences in using such coping dimension as
Avoidance (tab. 3). That is they also have a tendency to distract themselves with other
situations or tasks or via social diversion as a means of alleviating stress.

We compared using different strategies by individuals without the fear of being
laughed at and people with gelotophobia. The results are shown in tab. 4.
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Table 4
Differences in using cognitive and attributional strategies between
the groups of people without gelotophobia (group 1) and with gelotophobia (group 2)

The mean SAQ scores
Achievement Context Affiliative Situation
$— N
+ )
2| £ F =1 2] g| €] 3 $
2 g o @ | Z | = IS S g
= 3 k= = .5 8 S s §
© g g 5 = g 2 S 3
5} Q = = Q © =
Al e 21 2| 5| H ] S S 5
2 E 2 g = 2 N 3 g E
0 = 3 8 S D =< S =
@ = @ 2 = 3 = < = &
>
a0
2 14.99 4.4 12.11 | 14.89 | 3.03 | 104 7.33 3.31 19.1 3.62
3 Z
P
2 11.71 6.76 12.29 | 15.41 | 4.88 | 10.06 | 10.82 6.65 18.41 5.76
5z
Significance levels (Student’s t-criterion)
—_a . _ . _
oy Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Significant
33 cant cant - - - - cant cant = | p=<001)
56 [(p<0.01) | (p<0.01) (p<0.01) | (p<0.01) p=y

From table 4 we can see that in Achievement Context (tab. 4) individuals with
gelotophobia have less tendency for Success-Expectation in contrast to Task-irrelevant
behavior. It means that people with gelotophobia are less inclined to hope for success
and vice versa take harder the possibility of failures in contrast to those who do not have
the fear of being laughed at. Gelotophobes are characterized by the proneness to the
behaviour which hampers the progress of their business. In Affiliative Situation indi-
viduals with gelotophobia possess higher indices of Task-irrelevant behavior (t = 3.09),
Avoidance (t = 2.69) and Pessimism (t = 3.19) than non-gelotophobes.

Thereby people with gelotophobia are more disposed towards the behavior that
puts obstacles in the way of interpersonal interaction than non-gelotophobes. Such peo-
ple have a tendency to avoid social situations and feel agitation and discomfort while in
them. They are also prone to create behavioral justifications in order to avoid the situa-
tions of social interaction.

Gelotophobes more often worry and constantly think about the possibility of failures
in communication. Whereas individuals without gelotophobia demonstrate a tendency
to be more active in the difficult situations of communication and possess a statistically
higher level of Openness that may testify to a higher level of an inherent communicative
competence, gelotophobes are more inclined to the causal attribution mistake which ap-
pears in the illusion of controlling and created inadequate image of the situation..

We suggest the following explanation of the data received. It is quite obvious that
gelotophobia can be considered to be an individual difference aspect of normals (Ruch,
2009). However, as long as only sixteen per cent of our sample can be classified as
people with gelotophobia, the fear of being laughed at is unlikely to have formed per-
sonality. Just the opposite, personality, at least partly, must have become determining in
the perception of laughter and a mediator of this perception consequences.

Then we should say that although the most sensitive phase of the gelotophobia
symptoms development is a period of puberty, by and large there are no relationships
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between such sociodemographic variable like age and gelotophobia in normal individu-
als. These findings are confirmed by the work of the German scientists (Ruch & Proyer,
2008).

The results of our study fully conform to the results of the previous ones. In other
words, people with gelotophobia use affiliative humor style far less than people without
gelotophobia (Ruch, Beermann and Proyer 2009). This fact can be explained by the
thing that they do not interpret laughter as an affiliative signal in social interactions
(Ruch and Proyer 2009). Hence gelotophobes in contrast to people without gelotopho-
bia have a considerably less tendency to joke with other people with the purpose of
improving their interpersonal relationships.

In the previous studies it has been proved that gelotophobes as compared to others
have a less tendency to use self-enhancing humor. In our research there were no statisti-
cally significant differences in the use of self-enhancing humor style, though the arith-
metic means of using this humor among individuals without the fear of being laughed at
were higher than among gelotophobes. The absence of a tendency to maintain a humor-
ous view on the world among gelotophobes is explained by the fact that gelotophobes
have not learnt to experience laughter as a positive means of shared identity (Ruch,
Proyer & Popa, 2008).

As the results of our empirical research show, individuals with gelotophobia do not
differ from others in the frequency of using self-defeating humor. It is not surprising
because the fear of being laughed at does not contribute to emerging a tendency to use
humor for excessive mockeries over oneself among gelotophobes.

Taking into consideration the fact that people who prefer affiliative humor style are
characterized by a social extroversion and emotional stability, it is not surprising at all
that individuals with gelotophobia have higher indices of Introversion and Neuroticism.

We have also discovered some statistically significant differences in the levels of
such personality factors as Conscientiousness and Openness. One of the possible expla-
nations of higher indices of Conscientiousness among gelotophobes can be their fear
to provoke laughter in others, for example, by their clumsy, in their opinion, behavior.
Therefore individuals with gelotophobia try to control themselves too much, that is why
they have an increased level of a conscious control over their activity. Such people are
characterized by a higher level of self-possession, persistency, good organization, disci-
pline, responsibility, carefulness and also exactness in discharging their obligations. As
a result, a type of personality that can be called “focused” or “unilateral” arises.

As for Openness, the following explanation of the lower indices of this personal-
ity factor among gelotophobes can be given. As our analysis of some literary sources
shows, gelotophobes constantly estrange themselves from others. Their subjective ex-
perience of life is that they do not belong to the community and that they are neither
liked nor accepted by their peers. Consequently, they are very lonely (Titze, 2007).
Thus, such people can be called individuals who are rather closed to a new experience
and narrow-minded. Such people are often perceived by others as ordinary, “comfort-
able” and conservative.

Further, we will pay attention to the fact that people with the fear of being laughed
at use Emotion as a coping dimension more often than individuals without gelotopho-
bia. Some previous researchers of an emotional sphere of gelotophobes connected it
with such emotions as fear, shame, and happiness (be they causes or consequences)
(Platt & Ruch, 2009). In our research it was found out that gelotophobes have a ten-
dency to demonstrate the emotional reactions directed towards them. Such reactions in-
clude emotional responses, self-preoccupation, and fantasizing. However, gelotophobes
do not differ statistically from other individuals in the frequency of using such coping
dimensions as Task and Avoidance.

And finally, the last finding of our research is the fact that in Achievement Context
individuals with gelotophobia have a less tendency for Success-Expectation in contrast
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to Task-irrelevant behavior. In Affiliative Situation individuals with gelotophobia pos-
sess higher indices of Task-irrelevant behavior, Avoidance and Pessimism than non-
gelotophobes.

At present studying gelotophobia is being intensively continued. A profound analy-
sis of it will allow to work out an appropriate psychological diagnostics and system of
help for individuals with gelotophobia.
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Jlninponemposcokutl nayionanonuil ynieepcumem imeni Onecs I onuapa

KOIIHT-CTPATETTi AIK ®AKTOP
«IMO3UTUBHOI» ATATITAIIII BAMYIIEHUX MITPAHTIB

AHoTauis. 3a pe3yJbTaTaMH A0CTi/UKeHHSI YKPAaIHCBKUX IOHAKIB cepe/l BHYTPIlIHBO
nepemimenux ocio (BIIO) BusiBjieHo, 1110 NepcneKTUBU MO3UTUBHOI ajanTauii 0cooucTocTi
THM CHPHUSATIMBINI, YUM BUIIi iHIeKCH NPOAYKTHBHUX KOMIHI-CcTPaTeriii i yum Oinbuie 3a-
AisiHi KONIHT-pecypcH NMOBeIiHKH NOI0JAHHA cTpecy. JloBeaeHo, 1110 epeBaxKHAa 0iabIIicTh
BIIO maioTh o0Me:keHMii ceKTP KOMiHr-cTpaTeriii i pecypciB cTpeconoaoanHs, HU3bKI
NMOKa3HUKH peduiekcii i ocMHCICHHS JKUTTS, CyllepedIMBY MOJe/b iHTEPHAJILHOI0 KOHTP-
0J110, 1110 CTOCYETHCS BiANMOBIAAJBLHOCTI, 3BePHEHY 10 MHHYJIOT0, OPSA/ i3 BUCOKOIO CHTY-
aTHBHOIO TpUBOsKHicTIO. [IporeMoHcTpOBaHO, 0 TPaBMa BUMYIIEHOI Mirpanii HeraTus-
HO BILUIMBAa€ HA BCi KOMIIOHEHTH «I03UTHBHOI» aganTamnii BIIO 3a BUHATKOM KOIIHTIB ci-
MeiHMX cUTyauii.

KitrowoBi croBa: BHyTpimHBO niepemimmeHi ocoou (BITO), curyamis BUMyIeHo1 Mirpariii,
KOIIIHT-CTpaTerii, ICUXOJIOTT4HI HACTIIKA BOEHHOTO KOH(IIKTY, MO3UTHUBHA aJamTallisl, OCT-
CTpPECOBE 3POCTaHHS, PECYPCH CTPECOMOI0TaHHS.

AHHOTauusi. B cooTBeTCcTBMM € pe3yJibTaTaMU UCCJIeJ0BAHMN YKPAMHCKUX HOHOLIEH
cpeau BHYTpeHHe nepeMeineHHbIX Jul (BILJI) BbIsiCHeHO, YTO NmepcrneKTUBbI NMO3MTHB-
HOW aJanTaluM JUYHOCTU TeM OjaronpusiTHee, YeM BbIlle HHAEKChI KOHCTPYKTHBHBIX
KOMUHI-CTPATEruii M 4em 0oJibLIe 3a/1eficTBOBAHO PecypcoB COBJIaJaHusA co cTpeccoM. [lo-
Kka3aHo, 4yTo0 BILJI umMer0oT orpaHHYeHHBIH CIEKTP KONMHI-CTPATErHil U pecypcoB COBJIA-
JaHNs, HU3KHE NMoKa3aTeJH pedieKCHH H 0CMBICJICHHOCTH KM3HH, IPOTHBOPEYUBYI0 MO-
JAeb UHTEPHAJIbHOI0 KOHTPOJISI B 00JIACTH OTBECTBCHHOCTH, 00PAlICHHYIO B NPOLLIOE,
Hapsily € BBICOKOH CHUTYaTHBHOH TpeBOxHOCTHIO. IIpogeMoHCTPUPOBAaHO, YTO TpaBMa
BBIHY/K/ICHHOI MUIPAlUM HeraTHBHO H3MeHsleT Bce KOMIIOHEHTBI «I0JI0KMTeIbHOID)
aganrauuu BILJI 3a uckiroyeHneM KONMHIOB CeMEHHBIX CUTYALUIA.

KiroueBsle cioBa: BHyTpeHHe nepemenienssle nuna (BILUI), cutyauus BeIHYXJE€HHOM Mu-
rpamyu, KOMMHT-CTPATeTuH, MCUXOJIOTHYECKHE TIOCIIEICTBHS BOGHHOTO KOH(JIUKTA, TTO3UTHB-
Hasl aJanTanus, HOCTCTPECCOBBIN POCT, PECYPCHI CTPECCOCOBIIAAAHNS.

IMocTanoBKa npoodJemMu. HaiixapakTepHIMMiA IICHXOJIOTIYHAN CTaH, SKUH PO3BU-
BA€THCS B PE3YJIBTATI BIUIMBY HECIPUSTIMBUX KUTTEBUX YMOB, 30KpEMa BOEHHOT'O KOH-
¢nikty (ATO na Cxoai Ykpaidu) i3 NoJaablinM BUMYLICHUM MEPECEICHHSM 13 30HU
0OMOBHX i, BTPaTOI JIOMIBOK, OJIM3bKUX, @ TAKOXK MOMIIMBOCTI KUTH 3BUUHUM JKUT-
TSM 1 TPAIfOBATH, HA3UBAIOTh NCUXOoJIoTiyHUM cTpecoM (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984;
Agarkov et al., 2009; Misko & Tarabrina, 2004; Tytarenko, 2007). 3a HeycTameHOCTI
TEPMIHOJIOTIi [IeH CTaH TaKOX BU3HAYAIOTh SIK IICHXOTPABMY, €yCTpPEC, AUCTPEC YH TPAB-
MaTHYHUH cTpec, PpycTpaliiiHy peakiito, HOCTCTPECOBY Ae3aanTallito Ta OiIbLI crie-
UQIUYHO — KYyIBTYPHHUH HIOK, cTpec akynbTypauii (Berry, 1997; Triandis, 1994; Oberg,
1960). Takuii ckIaqHuIA 32 CBOEIO IPUPOJIOIO CTaH Ma€e NICUX0(i3i0I0TivHi, 0COOHCTIC-
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