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Abstract

While negative psychological effects of COVID-19 pandemic are actively studied, little is known
about the eventual positive reactions to the pandemic including the capacity to see positive
opportunities in this situation and about personality resources that may help to cope and to
maintain well-being despite lifestyle restrictions. The aim of our study was to reveal positive per-
sonality resources that contribute to buffering the negative effects and its consequences on indi-
vidual lives. 474 adults 18-81 years old from Siberia (Russia) participated in May 2020 in a sur-
vey about the impact of the pandemic and self-isolation and also filled out psychometric meas-
ures of well-being and psychological resources (PANAS, PWI, Value of Life Scale, MHC,
MSTAT-I, LOT, GSE, Hardiness Survey, SOC, Personal Life Position inventory). One in three
respondents reported worsening emotional condition through the previous two weeks and poor
adherence to governmental self-isolation recommendations, and 43.6% reported increased finan-
cial difficulties. Taking into account not only the negative but also positive subjective effect of
the pandemic enabled the improved accuracy in prediction of both well-being and adherence to
the governmental measures. The less a person mentioned the positive side of the pandemic, the
more strongly their adherence to the governmental measures depended on perceived negative
effects (worries and threats). Tolerance for ambiguity, the challenge component of hardiness, har-
mony with life predicted perceived positive effects after adjusting for negative effects.
Psychological resources could play a buffering role as regards the vulnerability to negative psy-
chological effects of the pandemic and help to find positive opportunities.

Keywords: perceived effect of pandemic, positive psychology, well-being, personality resources,
COVID-19 pandemic, adherence to governmental measures.

Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has been spreading worldwide since the beginning of
this current year; Russia is not an exception. Although at the present moment
(mid-July), the city of Moscow, which has registered about half of the national
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infection cases for the first several months, seems to have passed the peak, in many
other regions the statistics still seem to show an upward trend.

In Russia’s region of Siberia, the first COVID-19 cases were registered in early
March; since March 31, in most Siberian provinces the self-isolation regimen was
officially introduced that has been prolonged several times and is still active. All
inhabitants were strongly recommended to stay at home as much as possible, to
minimize their presence in public places including public transport, to keep at a
minimum “social distance” of two (in some cases three) meters from each other, and
to use personal protective measures (masks, respirators, gloves, antiseptic liquids,
etc.).

The developing pandemic generated many negative psychological effects associ-
ated with both the direct fear of infection, worries about the social consequences (los-
ing a job, a worsening financial situation), broken plans, global uncertainty regarding
the future, etc. Both the pandemic situation and the governmental decisions and
requirements significantly restricted people’s freedom of choice and planning.

Quite a number of public surveys and psychological studies related to the psy-
chological effects of the pandemic are being conducted and published. The studies
report on the variety of people’s reactions to the requirements, ranging from con-
formist compliance to total denial. At the early stage of the pandemic (late March)
studies reported growing anxiety, fears, panic, stress, magical thinking, somatiza-
tion, religious coping, decreasing critical thinking, curiosity, denial and rationaliza-
tion coping strategies (Enikolopov et al., 2020; Boyko et al., 2020). A number of dis-
positional, cognitive and situational predictors of both rational explanations of the
pandemic and following the behavioral requirements have been revealed (Kubrak &
Latynov, 2020). Many studies worldwide report on mass negative psychological
effects of this kind (see e.g. theoretical and empirical reviews: Nestik, 2020).

A more differentiated analysis showed that the pandemic-related anxiety is
associated with negative emotions, but not with positive ones and that active and
problem-oriented coping strategies are based on positive emotions and well-being
rather than on the pandemic-related anxiety (Rasskazova et al., 2020). This is in
line with the theory of separate regulatory systems of behavioral activation and
behavioral inhibition associated with positive and negative emotions, correspond-
ingly (Gray, 1982), and with the idea of the buffering function of positive emotions
and character strengths preventing the negative effects of life adversities
(Seligman, 2002). The creativity process is considered as a mechanism that oper-
ates at different levels and stages of coping process and allows the person to use
vital difficulties as a possibility for personal growth (Antsiferova, 1994; Rasskazova
& Gordeeva, 2011). In the COVID-19 context, the buffering effects of self-control
as regards mental health effects have been found (Li et al., 2020).

Following these considerations, we decided to focus in our study not only on
evident negative emotional consequences of the pandemic, but also on positive
aspects of life appraisal, on the subjective indices of quality of life and subjective
well-being and on personality resources (dispositions and life strategies) which
might help a person to cope with the mass of adverse conditions generated by the
pandemic. The aim of our study was to reveal positive personality resources that
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might contribute to buffering the negative effects of the pandemic and its conse-
quences on individual lives.

Hypotheses

Hypotheses of the study:

1. Perceived positive effects of the pandemic are associated with higher overall
well-being and better adherence to governmental measures after adjusting for sub-
jective negative effects.

2. The more people search for and find positive effects of the pandemic on their
lives, the less their well-being and adherence to governmental measures is affected
by their negative experiences during the pandemic.

3. Personality resources (tolerance for ambiguity, optimism, hardiness, self-efficacy,
active life position, sense of coherence) predict perceived positive effects of the pan-
demic on individual life despite (after adjusting for) negative effects of the pandemic.

Participants

The study enrolled 474 respondents aged 18 to 81 years (mean age 35.92 +
14.38 years), 84 men and 381 women (9 persons did not indicate their gender),
inhabitants of Siberia, specifically the Tomsk region (43.2%), Kemerovo region
(20.8%), Krasnoyarsk region (15.2%) and other territories of Siberia (20.8%).
Most respondents (69.6%) had completed higher education or an academic degree,
27.5% of respondents reported incomplete higher education, 2.9% of respondents
had secondary comprehensive or secondary special education. Most respondents
were employed (64.4%), of them 40.4% in state-owned industry, 12.4% private
business employees and 11.6% department officers. At the time of the study, most
respondents (53.7%) were married, 46.3% were single. 55.2% of respondents had no
children, 44.8% of respondents had one or two children, only 1.9% indicated that
they had three or more children.

Procedure

The respondents completed online questionnaires during the period from May
1 until May 21, 2020, during the period of self-isolation, which had been officially
introduced on March 31, 2020 in most areas and territories of Siberia. The study
participants were invited to fill in the questionnaire via the Internet platform
https://www.1ka.si/ that required on average about 30 minutes. The questionnaire
was disseminated through social media as well as through the website of Tomsk
State University.

Measures

Two different sets of measures were included in the study: (I) a checklist assess-
ing different effects of the pandemic and self-isolation on the participants’ lives,
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and (IT) psychometric scales assessing subjective well-being and personality
resources.

The checklist included 33 items describing the perceived effect of the pandemic
on individual life, current changes in mood and physical condition, professional
perspectives, financial situation, pandemic-related anxiety and attitude to the self-
isolation regimen (including adherence to governmental recommendations).
Participants appraised each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale. Four compound
indices (negative and positive perceived effects of the pandemic, passive adherence
to governmental measures and active protective behavior) were computed based
on this checklist. We used two types of scales to differentiate perceived negative
and positive effects of the pandemic on the participants’ lives: unipolar and bipolar
ones. The unipolar items were then integrated into the perceived negative effect
scale and the bipolar items into the perceived positive effect scale.

The scale of negative perceived effect of the pandemic included 16 unipolar
5-point items (a = .87) describing pandemic- and job-related worries and negative
feelings that could vary from neutral (e.g., no worries) to the negative point
(strong worries). In particular, there were 3 items about job-related problems
(“I worry that T will likely lose my job soon”, “I'm worried that I have lost my job”,
“I feel uncertain about keeping my work in the future” with responses ranging from
1 — “totally disagree” to 5 — “totally agree”) and 13 items requesting to estimate
different pandemic-related worries: “negative economic consequences”, “the prob-
ability of being infected”, “the probability of my relatives being infected”, “the
change of the routine of my life”, “my plans being canceled”, “losing my earnings”,
“problems with my physical condition and health”, “problems with the physical
condition and health of my relatives”, “problems with my emotional state and men-
tal health”, “problems with the emotional state and mental health of my relatives”,
“difficulties with my children’s education”, “possible complications after COVID-
19”7, “incapacity of the medical system to provide assistance in case of COVID-19”
with responses ranging from 1 — “don’t bother at all” to 5 — “strongly worried”.

The scale of positive effect of the pandemic included 7 bipolar items (a = .87)
describing general, professional, financial, physical and emotional changes in the
person’s life related to the pandemic which could range from the negative pole (e.g.,
“worsened”) through a neutral point (“no changes”) to the positive pole (e.g.,
“improved”). There was one general item (“In what direction have the current
changes associated with the COVID-19 pandemic influenced your life?”, the
answers ranging from 1 — “only negatively” to 5 — “only positively”), three
finance- and job-related items (“T am glad that I need not do this work anymore”,
“I am happy that I have acquired new skills and competences, opened up new
opportunities in my work” with responses ranging from 1 — “totally disagree” to 5 —
“totally agree”; “Your financial resources during the pandemic...”, the answers rang-
ing from 1 — “markedly decreased” to 5 — “markedly increased”) and two items
about current feelings and adherence to governmental measures (“The last two
weeks you feel ...”, with responses ranging from 1 — “very poor” to 5 — “very good”;
“To stay isolated is...”, with responses ranging from 1 — “very hard for me” to 5 —
“very easy for me”). The correlation between the scales for perceived negative and
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positive effects of the pandemic was not very high (r = —.44, p < .01). While the
unipolar scale of the negative effect characterized only presence or absence of neg-
ative feelings and expectations in the situation of pandemic, the bipolar scale of the
positive effect included both negative and positive reactions. To further study and
to predict only positive reactions to the pandemic, we adjusted in our analyses for
negative effect of pandemic as a first step in hierarchical regressions.

Principal Component Analysis of 10 items describing different actions that a
person could perform to minimize his or her chances of being infected revealed two
components explaining 50.15% of variance. The respondents’ responses ranged
from 1 — “never” to 5 — “always”. Five items comprised the scale of adherence to
governmental measures: “I wash my hands more often”, “I avoid crowded places”,
“I follow the regime of self-isolation and try not to leave my home”, “I try to convince
others to take care”, “I keep the distance when in contact with others”; « =.79). The
other 5 items comprised the scale of active protective behavior (“I wear a mask”, “I
wear gloves”, “I use disinfectants to treat my hands and objects”, “I take medicines
to improve my immunity”, “I do exercises or other physical activity to improve my
immunity”; o = .62).

Methods assessing subjective well-being included (1) Index of Personal
Wellbeing, PWT (International Wellbeing Group, 2013, translated by E. A. Ugla-
nova) that consisted of seven items concerning evaluation of satisfaction with
spheres of life: standard of living, health, achievement, relationships with relatives,
personal security, relations with neighbors, confidence in the future; a = .88.
(2) The scale of positive and negative affect, PANAS (shortened version) includes
twelve adjectives describing six positive emotions and six negative emotions which
make the scale of positive affect (e« =.85) and the scale of negative affect (« =.92)
(Watson et al., 1988; Osin, 2012). (3) The Value of Life Scale by D. A. Leontiev
(unpublished) is a semantic differential type self-report technique for evaluating
one’s life by 5 bipolar scales composed of opposite adjectives (a = .94). (4) The
Mental Health Continuum, MHC (Keyes, 2009; Osin & Leontiev, 2020) includes
three scales: emotional hedonic well-being (o = .83), social eudaimonic well-being
(a =.79), psychological eudaimonic well-being (o = .86). All the measures of sub-
jective well-being were highly consistent with each other (a = .85) and were factor
analyzed together (Principal Component Method) to compute the compound
Index of Subjective Wellbeing (the only component, which explained 54.71% per-
cent of variance; factor loadings varied in their absolute values .65—.84). Factor
scores were computed based on regression coefficients.

Methods assessing personality resources included: (1) The Multiple Stimulus
Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale 1T, MSTAT-II (McLain, 1993; Leontiev et al.,
2016) to assess the ability to endure uncertain and ambiguous situations (a = .87).
(2) The Life Orientations Test of dispositional optimism, LOT (Scheier, Carver,
1985; Gordeeva et al., 2010, a = .82). (3) General Self-Efficacy Scale, GSES
(Schwarzer et al., 1996, o = .89). (4) Personal Life Position inventory, PLP
(Leontiev & Shilmanskaya, 2019) to assess one’s attitude to one’s life on three
dimensions, Harmony with one’s Life (a = .84), Awareness of Life (o« = .69), and
Agency (a = .74). (5) The brief version of Hardiness test (Osin & Rasskazova,
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2013) which measures the capacity to endure stressful situations and includes
three scales: Commitment (a = .79), Control (a = .74), and Challenge (a = .72).
(6). The Sense of Coherence Scale, SOC (A. Antonovsky, (brief form Osin, 2007)
that characterizes the potential of healthy development and psychological stability
(a=.83).

While all the personality resources were consistent with each other ( =.84), we
computed the compound Index of Personality Resources based on Principal
Component Analysis of the scores on optimism, self-efficacy, hardiness, sense of
coherence, agency and harmony. Tolerance for ambiguity and life awareness were
excluded from the analysis as they were poorly connected with the general index,
and their addition to the model decreased the consistency. The single factor struc-
ture explained 53.39% of variance with factor loadings varied .56—.83. Factor
scores on the Index of Personality Resources for each respondent were computed
based on the regression equation.

It should be noted that indexes of subjective well-being and personal resources
had strong positive correlation (r = .76, p < .01), which is reasonable from a posi-
tive psychology perspective.

The data was processed in SPSS Statistics 23.0 and included descriptive statis-
tics, correlational analysis, factor analysis, hierarchical regression analysis and
moderation analysis.

Each respondent signed an informed consent form before starting to answer sur-
vey questions. The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of
Interdisciplinary Research of Tomsk State University on 22.04.2020.

Results

Negative and Positive Reactions to the Pandemic and Adherence
to Governmental Measures

Most respondents reported a significant impact of changes associated with the
COVID-19 pandemic on their lives. With regard to the scale of negative perceived
effect of the pandemic, it was found that the professional situation got worse for the
majority of respondents (56.8%). Nevertheless, a rather small percentage of them
are afraid of losing their job: 12.8% of respondents worry that they will likely lose
their job soon, 7.6% of them are worried that they have already lost their job, but
at the same time 25.1% feel uncertain about keeping their job in the future. The
comparison of dominant worries shows that our respondents are most of all con-
cerned with the health of the people close to them: their risk of COVID-19 infec-
tion (80.3%), problems with their physical and mental health (70.1% and 58.3%,
correspondingly). One’s own health is much less worrying (42.3%, 42.1% and
45.3%), even compared to unfavorable economic consequences (73.1%), cancella-
tion of plans (55.0%) and risk of lost earnings (46.0%).

According to the answers to the questions included in the scale of positive effect
of the pandemic the almost half of respondents (46.1%) reported both negative and
positive effects; 39.8% reported only negative effects, and 14.1% reported only positive
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ones. Changes in health and financial situation were distributed in a similar way:
negative changes prevailed over positive ones, but at least half of the respondents
(53.3% and 50.0%, respectively) reported the absence of changes. 60.2% claim that
they acquired new skills and competences and discovered new professional oppor-
tunities. More than half of the respondents (53.3%) in the last two weeks feel ok as
always, 11.6% feel better than before and very good.

Most of the respondents used the following protective measures and adherence to
governmental measures: hand washing (86.7%), avoiding crowded places (80.4%),
self-isolation (73.5%), keeping “social distance” (71.6%). Less popular is using sani-
tizers (55.0%), physical exercises (4.1%) and wearing masks (39.5 %); the rarest were
taking medicines for improving immunity (16.9%) and wearing protective gloves
(14.1%). Many (41.3%) took care of those in groups considered to be at risk.

The age-related characteristics of psychological and behavioral responses to the
pandemic were identified using a correlation analysis (Spearman’s criterion) of age
and the responses of respondents to the checklist questions. It is shown that with
age respondents less often felt that the pandemic has a significant impact on their
lives (r = —.13, p<0.01), and evaluated this effect less negatively (r = —.10,
p <0.05). Younger participants reported less improvement of professional opportu-
nities in the situation of a pandemic (» = .22, p <.01) and less new skills and com-
petencies (r = .16, p < .01), more worries about possible job loss (r = —.15, p <.01),
less confidence in the future (r = —.10, p <.05), poorer financial situation (r = .16,
p <.01). However, younger participants were happier that they did not have to do
their ordinary work in this situation (r = —.19, p <.01). For protective actions
against the coronavirus infection, older respondents used gloves (r = .12, p <.01)
and took medications to improve immunity (r = .10, p <.01). The concerns about
possible consequences of the coronavirus pandemic among older respondents were
associated with concerns about the economic consequences (» = .13, p <.01) and
difficulties in educating children (r=.17, p <.01). At the same time, young respon-
dents were more worried about the possibility of infecting people close to them (r=—.14,
p <.01), the physical (r = —.14, p <.01) and emotional health of those close to
them (r=—.21, p <.01), the change of routine in their own life (r = —.12, p <.01),
their emotional state and mental health (»=—.25, p < .01), loss of earnings (= —.13,
p <.01), as well as the inability of the medical system to provide assistance in case
of a COVID-19 diagnosis (r = —.09, p <.05). This was generally in line with the
data obtained in Turkey (Yildirim et al., 2021). In general, elder participants
reported a slightly more positive (» = .17, p <.01) and less negative (r = —.13,
p <.01) effect of the pandemic on their lives, and slightly higher active protective
behavior (r = .11, p <.05), but age was unrelated to passive adherence to govern-
mental measures (r = .04, p < .05).

We revealed only a few minor differences in reactions to the pandemic between
males and females. Compared to males, females reported higher adherence to gov-
ernmental measures (e.g., staying at home if possible; ¢ = —2.23, p < .05, Hedges’ g = .30),
a more frequent use of sanitizers (t = —2.43, p < .05, Hedges’ g = .29) and maintain-
ing social distance (¢ = —2.21, p < .05, Hedges’ g = .29). They were more worried
than males by the probability of being infected by coronavirus (¢ = —2.33, p < .05,
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Hedges’ g = .30), by problems with their emotional or mental health (¢ = —2.34,
p <.05, Hedges’ g = .29) and by possible treatment complications in the case of
infection (¢ = —2.05, p < .05, Hedges’ g = .26). No gender differences were revealed
for either perceived negative and perceived positive effects of the pandemic.
However, females on average adhered more to governmental measures than did
males (¢ = —2.44, p < .05, Hedges’ g = .29) and more actively engaged in protective
behavior (t = —2.68, p < .01, Hedges’ g = .32). This also had a good correspondence
with prior Turkish data (Yildirim et al., 2021).

Perceived Positive Effects of the Pandemic, Well-Being and Adherence
to Governmental Measures

Correlations (Pearson’s criterion) between positive and negative perceived
effects of the pandemic, positive and negative affect, and the compound index of
psychological well-being were as predicted: all positive measures (Positive effect of
pandemic on individual life, Well-being index, Positive emotions) significantly
positively correlated (r varied .47 — .74; p < .01) with one another and significantly
negatively (r varied —.27 — —74; p < .01) with negative measures (Negative effect
of pandemic on individual life, Negative emotions). Less trivial associations were
found for two forms of protective behaviors: adherence to governmental measures
and active self-protection. Both significantly positively correlated with the per-
ceived negative impact of COVID-19 (accordingly, = .25 and r = .18; p < .01) and
with each other (r = .48; p < .01) and lacked significant correlations with positive
and negative affect and with positive impact of the pandemic; only active protec-
tive behavior was significantly associated with the compound well-being index
(specifically with eudaimonic psychological well-being (r = .16; p < .01), eudai-
monic social well-being (» = .18; p < .01) and the value of life ( = .15; p <.01)).

To reveal the relationship between the specific positive effect of the pandemic,
subjective well-being and protective behavior, a series of moderation analyses
using hierarchical regression was performed. Dependent variables were the index
of well-being, positive and negative emotions, adherence to governmental meas-
ures, and active protective behavior. At the first step of the analysis, we adjusted
for negative effects of the pandemic (centered). At the second step, the positive
effect of pandemic was added as an independent variable (centered). Improvement
of the model (in terms of R?) at the second step of the regression demonstrated that
taking into consideration the specific positive reaction to the pandemic could be
important in prediction of well-being and behavior regardless of (controlling for)
negative reaction to the pandemic. At the third step, we added as a moderator the
interaction term for positive and negative effects of the pandemic. Improvement of
the model (in terms of R?) at the third step of the regression characterized the sit-
uation when the relationship between behavior, well-being and negative effect of
pandemic was different in people with high and low positive effect of pandemic.

After adjusting for the perceived negative effects of the pandemic, its perceived
positive effects still predicted the well-being index, positive and negative emotions
as well as better adherence to official recommendations (Table 1).
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Table 1

Perceived Positive Effects of the Pandemic, Well-Being and Adherence to Governmental

Measures: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Step 1 IV: Negative effect of the | Step 2 IV: Positive effect of the

Dependent variables | pandemic on the individual life | pandemic on the individual life
B R2 B RZ

Well-being index —.33** 11.0%** AQ** 13.1%**
Negative emotions A8** 22.5%** —.34** 9.5%**
Positive emotions —.27%* 7.4%** A8 18.5%**
Adherence to govern- g5 6.3% g 6%
mental measures
Active protective 18+ 3.3%** 12+ 1.1%*
behavior

*p <0.05, ** p <0.01. IV — Independent Variable.

No moderation effects of the interaction between positive and negative effects
of the pandemic on subjective well-being were revealed.

However, we found a moderation effect between positive and negative per-
ceived effects of the pandemic on the adherence to governmental measures (8= —.13,
p <.01, R? = 1.7%). According to simple regressions, in respondents who reported
lower than average positive effects of the pandemic on their lives, adherence to
governmental measures was more strongly related to perceived negative effects of
the pandemic such as anxiety, job loss, etc. (8 = .44, p < .01, R?= 18.9%) than in
respondents who reported higher than average positive effects of the pandemic
(B=17,p < 17, R*= 2.8%). In other words, the less a person mentioned the posi-
tive side of the pandemic in their life, the more strongly their adherence to govern-
mental measures depended on perceived negative effects of the pandemic (worries
and threats).

Personality Resources and Perceived Positive Effects of the Pandemic
on Individual Life: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

As we see from Table 2, the perceived positive impact of COVID-19 was signif-
icantly positively correlated and perceived negative impact was significantly neg-
atively correlated with both the compound index of personality resources and all
the specific relevant variables. Again, protective behaviors revealed quite a differ-
ent pattern. Passive self-isolation behavior in line with governmental measures
lacked significant associations with any variables related to personality resources.
Unlike the latter, active protective behavior was moderately significantly positive-
ly associated with the compound Personality Resources Index and with some of
the related variables, specifically with dispositional optimism and hardiness/com-
mitment.

In line with Hypothesis 3, we completed a series of hierarchical regression
analyses to reveal the relationship between personality resources and reaction to
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Table 2
Correlations of Perceived Positive and Negative Effects of the Pandemic On individual life,
adherence to governmental measures and personality resources

Positive effect of| Negative effect | Adherence to | Active pro-
the pandemic on | of the pandemic | governmental | tective
individual life | on individual life | measures behavior

E‘iﬁifggersonahty 36+ — 29 05 12%
Tolerance for Ambiguity 247 —.19** .02 .05
Dispositional Optimism 29%* —.12%* .08 A7
Self-Efficacy 9% —.16** .07 .07
Hardiness — Commitment 33%* —.32%* .03 A1
Hardiness — Control 33** —.31%* .04 .09
Hardiness — Challenge 37 —.32%% .06 .04
Life Position — Agency 20%* —.16%* .02 —-.02
Life Position — Awareness .05 -.03 .05 —.04
Life Position — Harmony 36%* —.29%* .01 .06
Sense of Coherence 24%* —.22%%* .07 .07

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

the pandemic. The dependent variable was the perceived positive effect of the pan-
demic. As earlier, at the first step of the analysis we adjusted for the negative effect
of the pandemic in order to “clean away” negative reactions from the bipolar scale
of the positive effect. In other words, we predicted a specific positive reaction to
the pandemic that was independent of the negative reaction. At the second step, we
added to the model the index of personality resources to reveal whether people
with higher resources tended to react more positively in the pandemic situation. As
Table 3 demonstrates, the second step improved the model, accounting for an addi-
tional 5.7% of variance, in accordance with Hypothesis 3.

Then we tried to find out which resources could be specifically helpful for more
positive reactions to the pandemic. We repeated the same analysis adding each per-
sonality resource variable separately. As Table 3 shows, for all but one personal
resources (life awareness) we found small effects that reached significance (p <.01),
indicating that different resources could be a little bit helpful; of these, probably
the highest was the contribution of optimism, hardiness and sense of harmony.

Finally, we forced personal resources to “compete” with each other in a stepwise
regression analysis, in an attempt to figure out some optimal number of predictors
of a positive reaction to the pandemic. Sense of harmony, hardiness challenge and
tolerance to ambiguity were the predictors in this stepwise model, adding 7.3% of
variance in explaining specific positive reaction to the pandemic (regardless of its
negative effect).
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Table 3
Perceived Positive Effects of the Pandemic on Individual Life: The Role of Personality
Resources After Adjusting for Perceived Negative Effects of the Pandemic

Steps of DV: Positive effect of the
hierarchical ) pandemic on individual life
. Independent variables
regression
analysis B R®
Basic model for index of personality resources
Step 1 Negative effect of the pandemic on individual life —44** 19.5%**
Step 2 Index of Personality Resources 25%* 5.7%**
Separate models for different personality resources
Step 2 Tolerance for Ambiguity A6%* 2.5%**
Step 2 Dispositional Optimism 18%* 3.3%**
Step 2 Self-Efficacy 2% 1.3%**
Step 2 Hardiness — Commitment 21 3.8%**
Step 2 Hardiness — Control 21%* 3.9%**
Step 2 Hardiness — Challenge 24%* 5.3%**
Step 2 Life Position — Agency 13%* 1.7%**
Step 2 Life Position — Awareness .04 0.2%
Step 2 Life Position — Harmony 25%* 5.8%**
Step 2 Sense of Coherence 4% 1.9%**
General model (stepwise regression)

Step 1 Negative effect of the pandemic on individual life —44%* 19.5%**

Life Position — Harmony 5% 7.3%**
Step 2 Hardiness — Chal.lenge 2%

Tolerance to Ambiguity .09%

*p<0.05,** p<0.01. DV — Dendependent Variable.

Discussion

The results of our study presented above can be divided into two parts.

The first, descriptive in nature, reveals the perceived impact of the COVID-19
pandemic in the Siberian region of Russia and the typical forms of protective
behavior, with the reservation that our data is in no way representative for the
region. In particular, women and educated respondents were overrepresented,
while men and respondents with lower education were underrepresented.
Nevertheless, our data in this respect was in a rather good correspondence with
similar data collected in other regions of the world (see below).

Having included not only the measures of the negative effects of the pandemic
but also the positive effects and using symmetrical scales, we found that most
respondents reported that the pandemic affected their lives, but mostly there were
mixed effects including both negative and positive sides. One in three respondents
thought that their emotional condition had worsened over the last two weeks and
43.6% reported that that their financial opportunities worsened. About one half of
the respondents reported on both positive and negative effects or did not notice
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notable changes. One person in three did not adhere to governmental self-isolation
recommendations.

Counter to our expectations, younger respondents were more anxious about
both the epidemiological and economic effects of the pandemic. This, however, is in
line with the published data from other regions of the world, in India (Varshney et
al., 2020), Pakistan (Balkhi et al., 2020) and China (Huang & Zhao, 2020).
Negative emotions and worries were stronger in younger respondents, likely
because of the probable greater impact of social media on them.

Our respondents were quite empathic: they worried about the health of the peo-
ple close to them more than about their own health. Worries about the economic
effects of the pandemic took an intermediate position. As we have seen, the current
pandemic situation is challenging for the population, but still not traumatic or crit-
ical for most of them, even ambivalent for many.

The second part of our analysis referred to the associations and interactions
between the assessed variables, particularly between the perceived impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic, subjective measures of quality of life and subjective well-
being and personality resources.

In particular, subjective well-being, positive affect and positive perceived impact of
the pandemic turned out to play an independent role in responding to this adverse con-
dition. After adjusting for the perceived negative effect of the pandemic, the more people
mentioned positive effects of the pandemic on their lives, the higher their general well-
being and the better the adherence to governmental measures they reported.
Moreover, the relationship between the negative effect of the pandemic and self-isola-
tion was moderated by the positive effect of the pandemic. The less a person mentioned
the positive side of the pandemic, the more strongly their adherence to governmental
measures depended on perceived negative effects of the pandemic (worries and threats).
The more positively disposed a person was, the more active was protective behavior and
the less it was determined by perceived external obstacles. Positive appraisal of the pan-
demic situation (not in the sense of evaluating it as positive but in the sense of finding
positive and manageable aspects of the situation) seemed to fulfill a buffering function,
decreasing the person’s vulnerability in the face of an uncommon, yet shared, threat.

Analogously, the buffering function was fulfilled by positive personality
resources of a dispositional nature (specifically, tolerance for ambiguity, the chal-
lenge component of hardiness, harmony with one’s life). These predicted the per-
ceived positive effects of the pandemic on individual life despite (after adjusting
for) the negative effects of the pandemic.

Our results thus not only describe the picture of the psychological effects of the
COVID-19 pandemic in the Siberian region of Russia, but also highlight some fac-
tors which may play a buffering role as regards the vulnerability to negative psy-
chological effects of the pandemic.

Conclusion

Most respondents of our survey in the Siberian region of Russia seemed to per-
ceive the COVID-19 pandemic as rather ambivalent including both negative and
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positive aspects. This ambivalent attitude to the pandemic was more prominent in
elderly respondents. In accordance with Hypothesis 2, taking into account not
only negative but also positive perceived effects of the pandemic allowed us to
improve the prediction of both well-being and the adherence to governmental
measures. The less a person mentioned the positive side of the pandemic in their
life, the more strongly their adherence to governmental measures depended on the
perceived negative effects of the pandemic (worries and threats).

Personality resources (specifically, tolerance for ambiguity, the challenge com-
ponent of hardiness, sense of harmony with one’s life) predicted the perceived pos-
itive effects of the pandemic on individual life despite (after adjusting for) its neg-
ative effects.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to Dr. Martin F. Lynch for helping to improve the text
stylistically.

References

Antsiferova, L. 1. (1994). Lichnost’ v trudnykh zhiznennykh usloviyakh: pereosmysleniye, preobrazovaniye
situatsii i psikhologicheskaya zashchita [A person in difficult living conditions: reinterpretation, trans-
formation of situations and psychological protection]. Psikhologicheskii Zhurnal, 15(1), 3—18.

Balkhi, F, Nasir, A., Zehra, A., & Riaz, R. (2020). Psychological and behavioral response to the coron-
avirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Cureus, 12(5), Article €7923. https://doi.org/10.7759 /cureus.7923

Boyko, O. M., Medvedeva, T. I, Enikolopov, S. N., Vorontsova, O. Yu., & Kazmina, O. Yu. (2020). The
psychological state of people during the COVID-19 pandemic and the target of psychological
work. Psikhologicheskie Issledovaniya, 13(70), 1. http://psystudy.ru (in Russian)

Enikolopov, S. N., Boyko, O. M., Medvedeva, T. L., Vorontsova, O. U., & Kazmina, O. U. (2020).
Dynamics of psychological reactions at the start of the pandemic of COVID-19. Psychological-
Educational Studies, 12(2), 108—126. https://doi.org/10.17759/psyedu.2020120207 (in Russian)

Gordeeva, T. O., Sychey, O. A., & Osin, E. N. (2010). Razrabotka russkoyazy" chnoj versii testa dispozi-
cionnogo optimizma [Development of a Russian-language version of the dispositional optimism
Test]. Psikhologicheskaya Diagnostika, 2, 36—64.

Gray, J. A. (1982). On mapping anxiety. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 5(3), 506-534.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00013297

Huang, Y., & Zhao, N. (2020). Generalized anxiety disorder, depressive symptoms and sleep quality
during COVID-19 outbreak in China: a web-based cross-sectional survey. Psychiatry Research,
288, Article 112954. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.psychres.2020.112954

Kubrak, T. A., & Latynov, V. V. (2020). Opportunities and limitations of information-psychological
influence in the situation of the coronavirus pandemic. Institut Psikhologii Rossiiskoi Akademii
Nauk. Sotsial’naya i Ekonomicheskaya Psikhologiya [Institute of Psychology of the Russian Academy
of Sciences. Social and Economic Psychology], 5(2), 84—114. https://doi.org/10.38098/
ipran.sep.2020.18.2.003 (in Russian)

Leontiev, D. A, Osin, E. N., & Lukovitskaya, E. G. (2016). Diagnostika tolerantnosti k neopredelennosti.
Shkaly D. Makleina [ Diagnostics of tolerance to ambiguity: D. McLane scales]. Moscow: Smysl.



272 T.G. Bokhan, E.V. Galazhinsky, D.A. Leontiev, E.I. Rasskazova et al.

Leontiev, D. A., & Shilmanskaya, A. E. (2019). Personal life position: Making theoretical notions oper-
ational. Voprosy Psikhologii, 1,90—100. (in Russian)

Li,J. B, Yang, A., Dou, K. & Cheung, R. Y. (2020). Self-control moderates the association between per-
ceived severity of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) and mental health problems among
the Chinese public. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/0sf.io/2xadq

Nestik, T. A. (2020). The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on society: socio-psychological analysis.
Institut Psikhologii Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk. Sotsial’'naya i Ekonomicheskaya Psikhologiya [Institute
of Psychology of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Social and Economic Psychology], 5(2), 47—-83.
https://doi.org/10.38098 /ipran.sep.2020.18.2.002 (in Russian)

Osin, E.N. (2007). Chuvstvo svyaznosti kak pokazatel’ psikhologicheskogo zdorov'ya i ego diagnostika [Sense
of coherence as an indicator of mental health and its diagnosis]. Psikhologicheskaya Diagnostika, 3, 22—40.

Osin, E. N. (2012). Measuring positive and negative affect: Development of a Russian language ana-
logue of PANAS]. Psychology. Journal of the Higher School of Economics, 9(4), 91—110. (in Russian)

Osin, E. N,, & Leontiev, D. A. (2020). Brief Russian-language instruments to measure subjective well-
being: psychometric properties and comparative analysis. Monitoring of Public Opinion: Economic
and Social Changes, 1, 117—-142. https://doi.org/10.14515/monitoring.2020.1.06 (in Russian)

Osin, E. N, & Rasskazova, E. I. (2013). A short version of the Hardiness Test: Psychometric properties
and organizational application. Moscow University Psychology Bulletin, 2, 147—165. (in Russian)

Rasskazova, E. I, & Gordeeva, T. O. (2011). Coping strategies in the psychology of stress: approaches,
methods, perspectives. Psikhologicheskie Issledovaniya, 3(17), 4. http://psystudy.ru/
index.php/eng/2011n3-17¢/505-rasskazova-gordeeval7e.html (in Russian)

Rasskazova, E. I, Leontiev, D. A., & Lebedeva, A. A. (2020). Pandemic as a challenge to subjective well-
being: anxiety and coping. Konsul'tativnaya Psikhologiya i Psikhoterapiya [Counseling Psychology
and Psychotherapy ], 28(2), 90—108. https://doi.org/10.17759/cpp.2020280205 (in Russian)

Schwarzer, R., Erusalem, M., & Romek, V. (1996). Russkaya versiya shkaly obshchei samoeffektivnosti
R. Shvartsera i M. Erusalema [Russian version of the General Self-Efficacy scale by R. Schwarzer
and M. Erusalem]. Inostrannaya Psikhologiya, 7, 71-77.

Seligman, M. E. P. (2002). Authentic happiness: Using the new positive psychology to realize your poten-
tial for lasting fulfillment. New York, NY: Free Press.

Varshney, M., Parel, J. T, Raizada, N., & Sarin, S. K. (2020). Initial psychological impact of COVID-
19 and its correlates in Indian Community: An online (FEEL-COVID) survey. PLoS ONE, 15(5),
Article 0233874. https://doi.org/10.1371 /journal.pone.0233874

Yildirim, M., Geger, E., & Akgiil, O. (2021). The impacts of vulnerability, perceived risk, and fear on
preventive behaviours against COVID-19. Psychology, Health & Medicine, 26(1), 35-43.
https://doi.org/10.1080,/13548506.2020.1776891

Tatiana G. Bokhan — Head of the Department of Psychotherapy and Psychological Counseling,
Tomsk State University, DSc in Psychology, Professor.

Research Area: psychology of stress, coping strategies, quality of life.

E-mail: btgd60@mail.ru

Eduard V. Galazhinsky — Rector, Tomsk State University, DSc in Psychology, Professor,
Academician of RAE.

Research Area: psychology of self-realization and self-development, psychology of leadership and
management.

E-mail: gala@mail.tsu.ru



COVID-19 and Subjective Well-Being 273

Dmitry A. Leontiev — Head of the International Laboratory of Positive Psychology of
Personality and Motivation, HSE University, DSc in Psychology, Professor.

Research Area: psychology of personality, psychology of motivation, well-being, quality of life.
E-mail: dmleont@gmail.com

Elena I. Rasskazova — Leading Research Fellow, International Laboratory of Positive
Psychology of Personality and Motivation, HSE University; Associate Professor, Clinical
Psychology Department, Lomonosov Moscow State University, PhD in Psychology.

Research Area: positive psychology, psychology of self-regulation, patho-psychology, health psy-
chology, statistical methods in psychology.

E-mail: e.i.rasskazova@gmail.com

Olga V. Terekhina — Associate Professor, Department of Psychotherapy and Psychological
Counseling, Tomsk State University, PhD in Psychology.

Research Area: health psychology, clinical psychology, quality of life, psychological well-being,
developmental psychology.

E-mail: doterekhina@mail.ru

Anna L. Ulyanich — Associate Professor, Department of Psychotherapy and Psychological
Counseling, Tomsk State University, PhD in Psychology.

Research Area: health psychology, developmental psychology, quality of life.

E-mail: FiALe@yandex.ru

Marina V. Shabalovskaya — Associate Professor, Department of Psychotherapy and
Psychological Counseling, Tomsk State University, PhD in Psychology.

Research Area: quality of life, psychology of identity, psychology of value-semantic sphere, psy-
chology of self-regulation, developmental psychology.

E-mail: m_sha79@mail.ru

Sergei A. Bogomaz — Professor, Department of Organizational Psychology, Tomsk State
University, DSc in Psychology, Professor.

Research Area: psychology of personality, developmental psychology, cognitive psychology.
E-mail: bogomazsa@mail.ru

Tamara A. Vidyakina — PhD Student, Department of Psychotherapy and Psychological
Counseling, Tomsk State University.

Research Area: mental states, psychological aspects and personal determinants of quality of life.
E-mail: otchet.toma@gmail.com



274 T.I'. Boxan, 3.B. lanancuncxui, /[.A. Jeoumves, E.U. Pacckasosa u op.

COVID-19 u cy6beKTHBHOE 0J1aronojy4ue: BOCIpUHUMaeMOe
BO3/IeiicTBUE, TIO3UTHBHbIE ICUXOJOTUYECKIE PEeCYPChI U 3alIUTHOE
NoBe/leHue

T.I. Boxan®, 3.B. Taaaxunckuit®, /I.A. Jleonrnes’, E.H. Pacckaszosa®, O.B. Tepexuna®,
AL Yabpsanuw®, M.B. Illa6anosckasn®, C.A. Boromas®, T.A. Bugsgaxuna®

* Hayuonanvnoti ucciedosamenvcrkuii Tomckuil 2ocyoapcmeennviii ynusepcumem, 634050, Poccus,
Tomck, np. Jenuna, 36

" Hayuonamnoii uccredosamenvckuii ynusepcumem <«Boiwcwas wxona sxonomuxus, 101000, Poccus,
Mockea, ya. Mscnuyxast, 0. 20

* Mockosckuil zocydapcmeennviti ynusepcumem umenu M.B. Jlomonocosa, 119991, Poccus, Mockea,
Jlenunckue zopot, 1

Pe3siome

XoTs HeraTuBHBIE TIcuXoJiormdeckre ocenctsus mangemun COVID-19 aktuBHO nsyvaioTes,
MaJIO YTO M3BECTHO O BO3MOKHBIX TIO3UTUBHBIX PEAKIHSIX HA MAHIEMUIO, B TOM YUCJIE O CIOCOOHO-
CTH BUJIETH TO3UTUBHbBIE BO3MOKHOCTH B 3TON CUTYAIIUU U O IMYHOCTHBIX PECYPcaX, KOTOPbIe MOTYT
HOMOYb CIIPABUTBCS ¥ COXPAHUTD GJIArOI0JIyYre, HECMOTPS Ha OFPaHIYeH st B 0Opase xkusnu. [esb
HAIIEro MCCIIE0OBAHUS COCTOSIA B TOM, UTOOBI BBISIBUTH II03UTUBHBIE JINYHOCTHBIE PECYPChI, KOTO-
pbie croco6eTBYIOT Oy hepusaru HeraTUBHBIX 3(HHOEKTOB ¥ UX TOCJAEACTBIHN ISt JKU3HU OT/IETbHbIX
sozieit. 474 B3pocabix yesnoseka B Bospacte 18—81 roza, npoxkusaionux 8 Cubupu (Poccus), npu-
Hs yyactre B Mae 2020 1. B olIpoce O BJUSHUM NAHAEMUU ¥ CAMOUBOJISIIIUH, & TAKXKe 3aIIOJHUIN
PSIT TICHXOMETPUYECKHUX TI0OKa3aTestei 61aromoyynst 1 euxosorndeckux pecypcos (PANAS, PWI,
mikasa rennocty xxusun, MHC, MSTAT-I, LOT, GSE, onpocuuk :xusnecroiikoctu, SOC, nHBeH-
TapusalKsl JIMYHON sKM3HEHHON nmosuin ). Kaxapiil Tpetuii pecrionienT cooOimma 00 yXyAeHnn
SMOIMOHAILHOTO COCTOSIHUSL B TEUEHIE TIOC/IEIHNX JIBYX HEZIEJIb, [III0XOM COOJIIOIEHIH PEKOMEH/Ia-
T TTPABUTETHCTBA TTO0 CAMOM3OJISTINH, 1 43.6% COOOTIIIIN O BO3POCIINX (PMHAHCOBBIX TPYTHOCTSIX.
VYder He TOJNBKO HEraTHBHOTIO, HO ¥ TIO3UTUBHOIO CYyOBHEKTUBHOTO 3hdeKTa MaHIEMUI TIO3BOJIMI
MOBBICHTh TOUHOCTh IIPOTHO3MPOBAHUS KaK OJIaronoyuus, Tak U coOJIONEHUsT TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX
Mep. UeM MeHblIIIe YeJIOBEK YITOMUHAI O TI0JIOKUTEIBHON CTOPOHE MAHIEMUH, TeM CHJIbHEE €0 ITPH-
BEP)KEHHOCTD ITPABUTEILCTBEHHBIM MepaM 3aBKCEJa OT BOCIPUHMMAECMBIX HETATHBHBIX ITOCIIE/-
cTBUI (TpeBOT U yrpo3). TosepaHTHOCTD K HEOTIPe/IeJIEHHOCTH, TIPUHSTHE PUCKA KaK KOMIIOHEHT
JKM3HECTOUKOCTHU, TADMOHUSI CO CBOEH JKU3HBIO TIPEICKA3BIBATINA BOCIPUHIMAEMBIE TTOJIOKUTEbHbIE
a¢ddekTh nanzeMun, mocjie KOPPEKTUPOBKK HETATUBHBIX TT0CeicTBUl. [Icxomornyeckue pecyp-
CBI MOTYT UrpaTh OY(hEPHYIO POJIb B OTHOLUIEHUH YSI3BUMOCTH K HETATUBHBIM MCHUXOJOTHYECKIM
[IOCJIE/ICTBUSIM TTAHJIEMHUH Y IOMOTAaTh HAXO/IUTh TIO3UTUBHBIE BO3MOKHOCTH.
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