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Abstract. Background. Addictive disorders involve significant psychological
and social consequences. Their development is shaped by interpersonal factors,
such as the dependence-codependency nexus, and resources like meaningin life
and hardiness, which influence maladjustment risk and behavioral persistence.

Objective. The study assessed associations between interpersonal
dependence, codependency, hopelessness, and resource variables, while
comparing psychological profiles of substance-related and behavioral
addictions.

Methods. Data from 22 adults (M age=24.45; 18 men) with gambling
(n=14), drug (n=7), and alcohol (n=1) addictions were analyzed. Instruments
included the IDI, Weinhold Scale, BHS, PIL, and Hardiness Test. Analyses used
Mann-Whitney U, Cliff’s delta (FDR corrected), and Spearman’s rho with 95%
bootstrap confidence intervals.

Results. The substance-related group was younger (p=.039), showing
higher codependency (p=.0036), greater emotional reliance (p=.010), and
lower hardiness (p=.015). Interpersonal dependence correlated strongly with
hardiness (p= -.87). Codependency was negatively associated with hardiness
(p= -.79) and meaning in life (p= -.73). Hopelessness correlated negatively
with meaning (p= -.64) and hardiness (p= -.68).

Conclusions. Meaning in life and hardiness serve as protective factors, while
interpersonal dependence and codependency form a vulnerability dyad linked
to hopelessness. Rehabilitation should target autonomy, personal boundaries,
and meaning-based regulation.
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Introduction

Addictive disorders are a heterogeneous group of conditions that include both substance-
related disorders and behavioral addictions. In contemporary classification systems and
evidence syntheses, gambling disorder is the most firmly established form of behavioral
addiction, and recent meta-analytic data indicate that problematic gambling affects a meaningful
proportion of the adult population worldwide (American Psychiatric Association, 2022; Tran et
al., 2024). At the same time, systematic reviews suggest that the risk architecture of gambling
disorder cannot be reduced to classification alone and reflects the interaction of individual,
interpersonal, and contextual variables (Moreira et al., 2023).

One of the most consistent clinical and psychological themes in addiction research is the
link between addictive behavior, negative expectations about the future, and reduced subjective
coping resources. The construct of hopelessness has long been associated with suicidality and
severe maladjustment. In a longitudinal community-based study, Kuo et al. (2004) showed that
hopelessness predicted suicidal outcomes over long-term follow-up even after adjustment for
concomitant factors. From an applied perspective, this means that assessing hopelessness in
populations with addictions is justified not only as an indicator of current distress but also as a
marker of an unfavorable risk trajectory.

The literature also shows that addictions are associated with a considerable psychological
burden and substantial impairment in social functioning. At the same time, risk-factor research
indicates that classificatory frameworks alone do not adequately explain the psychological
structure of vulnerability. This gap is especially important for rehabilitation practice, where
it is necessary to understand not only the consequences of addiction but also the mechanisms
through which interpersonal vulnerability and psychological resources become linked.

The theoretical and practical relevance of the present topic lies in the fact that the emotional
and behavioral consequences of addiction have been described in considerable detail, whereas
much less is known about how interpersonal dependence, codependency, hopelessness, and
resource variables form a single network of associations. For rehabilitation practice, this issue
is crucial: if interpersonal vulnerability is indeed accompanied by lower hardiness and reduced
meaning in life, interventions should target not only symptom control, but also the restoration
of autonomy, personal boundaries, and meaning-based regulation.

Meaning in life, broadly understood as a sense of purpose, value, and coherence in one’s
life course, may serve as a protective factor in clinical populations. For example, Marco et al.
(2016) showed that meaning in life can buffer the association between suicide risk factors and
hopelessness. In Russian psychometric research, the Purpose-in-Life Orientations Test has
received additional support for its structure and validity in large samples, which strengthens
its applicability in research designs of this kind (Osin & Kosheleva, 2020).

Hardiness is commonly conceptualized as a psychological resource grounded in commitment,
control, and challenge. In Maddi’s (2006) classic formulation, hardiness is described as a set
of attitudes and skills that help transform stress into growth. Russian-language adaptations
and short forms of the Hardiness Test with documented psychometric properties are available,
which is important for reproducibility in local research contexts (Osin & Rasskazova, 2013).

Addiction is not only a biological and behavioral phenomenon but also an interpersonal
one. The interpersonal model of relapse emphasizes the role of interpersonal stress, social
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threat, and sensitivity to rejection in the risk of relapse in alcohol and drug addiction (Leach &
Kranzler, 2013). Within this framework, it is theoretically reasonable to examine such variables
as interpersonal dependence and codependency.

In the context of adapting psychodiagnostic tools and theoretical models to regional realities,
the specific prevalence and clinical course of addictive disorders in the Republic of Kazakhstan
acquire particular significance. Amidst intensive digitalization, economic transformations,
and shifts in traditional social institutions, the landscape of addictive behavior is undergoing
substantial changes. Traditional forms of substance-related addictions are increasingly being
compounded by the rapid growth of non-substance disorders, among which gambling disorder
occupies a dominant position.

As emphasized by Kazakhstani researchers (Zhatkanbaeva et al., 2021), the expansion of the
gambling industry and aggressive marketing have led to gambling problems reaching a massive
scale. An analysis of preventive measures shows that legal regulation alone is insufficient to
fully mitigate the issue without a deep understanding of the psychological drivers of addiction.
The severity of the situation is recognized at the state level: according to the current Clinical
Protocol of the Ministry of Health of the Republic of Kazakhstan (2023), pathological gambling
is classified as a severe disorder leading to the progressive destruction of the patient's social,
professional, and, crucially, family values.

In parallel with the rise in behavioral addictions, substance abuse remains a serious threat,
closely linked to a deficit in subjective personal resources. Examining the psychological
mechanisms of deviant and addictive behavior among youth, Shakimova (2020) notes that
the formation of addiction is associated with deep emotional deficits and an inability to cope
constructively with life's difficulties. This deficit often transforms into risk-taking behavior and
autoaggression. This premise is supported by research on the predictors of risk behavior and
suicidal ideation among Kazakhstani students (Seksenbayev et al., 2021). The authors highlight
the critical vulnerability of individuals with high levels of distress. In the context of the present
study, this directly actualizes the construct of hopelessness: the loss of meaning in life and
the feeling of an existential dead-end act as powerful catalysts for both the development of
substance-related addiction and the formation of autoaggressive patterns.

Special attention should be given to integrating the problem of addiction with the phenomenon
of codependency and interpersonal vulnerability, which requires consideration of local socio-
cultural specifics. In a culture with traditionally strong family ties, the pathological codependency
of relatives often becomes a factor that sustains the addictive cycle. The conceptual importance
of such a comprehensive approach is corroborated by a recent large-scale study conducted
by a team of authors, including researchers from L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National University
(Ibragim et al., 2025). Their work directly addresses the issues of psychological rehabilitation
for individuals with alcohol, drug, and gambling addictions, and also analyzes the phenomenon
of codependency within a single sample. The authors clearly demonstrated that the targets
of effective therapeutic intervention in Kazakhstan must include not only the behavioral
pattern of substance use or gambling itself but also distorted interpersonal relationships. The
interpersonal dependence of the addict and the codependency of their environment form a
rigid system, escaping from which is impossible without a purposeful reconstruction of the
meaning sphere and an increase in the level of hardiness.
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Thus, the transitional nature of modern society makes the study of resource indicators
(meaning in life, hardiness) and markers of interpersonal vulnerability (hopelessness,
codependency) a key direction for optimizing the rehabilitation process.

Despite the availability of both foundational and recent studies, an important gap remains
in the integrated comparison of substance-related and behavioral addictions across multiple
interrelated psychological indicators within a single sample. It remains insufficiently clear
whether interpersonal dependence, codependency, hopelessness, and resource variables form
a coherent cluster of vulnerability and protection, and whether this structure differs between
substance-related and behavioral forms of addiction.

Object of the study. Adult participants with substance-related and behavioral addictions.

Subject of the study. Associations and differences among interpersonal dependence,
codependency, hopelessness, meaning in life, and hardiness across different types of addiction.

Research question. Do the psychological profiles of substance-related and behavioral
addictions differ, and do interpersonal dependence, codependency, hopelessness, and resource
variables form a coherent system of interrelationships?

Objective. To assess differences in psychological profiles between substance-related and
behavioral addictions and to describe the correlational structure of interpersonal dependence,
codependency, hopelessness, meaning in life, and hardiness.

Hypothesis. Interpersonal dependence and codependency will be positively associated
with hopelessness and negatively associated with meaning in life and hardiness. In addition,
substance-related addiction will be characterized by greater interpersonal vulnerability and
lower resource indicators than behavioral addiction.

Scientific novelty and practical significance. The study brings interpersonal and resource
indicators in substance-related and behavioral addictions into a single analytical framework
and generates testable assumptions for further rehabilitation and prevention programs.

Research objectives

1. To describe the composition of the sample and the structure of the source data.

2. To compare the substance-related and behavioral groups on key psychological indicators.

3. To assess the associations among interpersonal dependence, codependency, hopelessness,
meaning in life, and hardiness.

4. To discuss the findings in relation to previous studies and to identify the study limitations.

The Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI) was developed as a 48-item questionnaire
comprising three components: emotional reliance on others, lack of social self-confidence, and
assertion of autonomy (Hirschfeld et al., 1977). By contrast, the construct of codependency
remains theoretically contested; classical critiques have emphasized the risk of pathologizing
interpersonal strategies and the limited conceptual precision of the term (Anderson, 1994).
At the same time, applied and clinical-psychological research continues to use codependency
measures; in particular, the Barry Weinhold and Janae Weinhold scale is employed as a 20-item
self-report instrument, and Russian-language applied studies describe its criterion validity and
use in group comparisons (Kolenova et al., 2024).

Methods

Design. The study used a cross-sectional observational design. Data were collected in 2024 at
the private rehabilitation center Krylatye Gody in a long-term inpatient setting.
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Data and sample

The total sample comprised 22 participants. Mean age was 24.45 years (SD = 5.62), and the
median age was 23.0 years [20.0, 28.8]. The sample was predominantly male (18 men and 4
women). Gambling disorder predominated (n = 14), followed by drug addiction (n = 7) and a
single case of alcohol addiction (n = 1).

For comparative analyses, two broader groups were formed: behavioral addiction (gambling
disorder; n = 14) and substance-related addiction (drug addiction plus alcohol addiction; n = 8).
Table 1 presents the sample characteristics.

Sample characteristics

Table 1

Indicator Value
N 22
Age, M (SD) 24.45 (5.62)

Age, Me [Q1; Q3]

23.0 [20.0; 28.8]

Gender

18 males; 4 females

Education Higher education: 10; Secondary education: 4; None/not specified: 8
Type of addiction Gambling disorder: 14; drug addiction: 7; alcohol addiction: 1
Study stages

1) checking the structure of the source data and operationalizing the two comparison groups;

2) calculating descriptive statistics and between-group differences;

3) analyzing the correlational structure of the indicators and conducting sensitivity analyses.
Psychodiagnostic instruments
A summary of the instruments used is presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Summary of the psychodiagnostic instruments

lack of social self-confidence,
autonomy

Instrument/indicator Construct measured Structure /notes Source
IDI (total + 3 Interpersonal dependence: 48 items; 3 Hirschfeld et al,, 1977
components) emotional reliance on others, | components

CSIS (Weinhold scale)

Codependent behavior and
dysfunctional relationship
patterns

20-item self-report
instrument

Kolenova et al., 2024

BHS

Hopelessness and negative
expectations about the future

20-item scale

Beck et al., 1974; Hanna
etal, 2011

Purpose-in-Life
Orientations

Meaning in life and life-
purpose orientations

Total score used in
the dataset

Osin & Kosheleva, 2020

Hardiness Test

Hardiness as a coping
resource

Commitment,
control, challenge

Maddi, 2006; Osin &
Rasskazova, 2013
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Statistical analysis

To address the study objectives, we used descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation,
median, interquartile range, minimum, and maximum), the Mann-Whitney U test for two
independent groups, Cliff’s delta with bootstrap 95% confidence intervals, and Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient with bootstrap 95% confidence intervals. The Benjamini-Hochberg FDR
correction was applied to control for multiple testing. Nonparametric methods were selected
because of the small sample size, group heterogeneity, and the absence of sufficient grounds to
assume normal distributions.

In addition, sensitivity analyses were performed by controlling for age through partial rank
correlations and by excluding the single case of alcohol addiction from the substance-related
group.

Results

Comparison of the substance-related and behavioral addiction groups

The between-group comparison results are presented in Table 3. After FDR correction,
three differences remained statistically robust: the substance-related group showed higher
codependency, greater emotional reliance on others, and lower hardiness. In addition, the
substance-related group was younger, which required a separate sensitivity analysis for the
possible influence of age.

The results of the intergroup comparison are presented in Table 3. After FDR correction,
three differences proved to be statistically significant: the chemical group demonstrated higher
codependency, more pronounced emotional reliance on others, and lower resilience. In addition,
the chemical group was younger, which required a separate sensitivity check for the influence
of age.

Table 3
Comparison of groups on key indicators (Mann-Whitney U, Cliff’s §, FDR)

As shown in Table 3, differences in total interpersonal dependence (IDI) and meaning in life
did notreach the adjusted significance threshold; however, the directions of the effects remained
substantively consistent. The substance-related group tended to show higher interpersonal
dependence and lower meaning in life. From a research perspective, this pattern is important
as a guide for future testing in larger samples.

Indicator n n §) p q ) 95% Me Me
(behavio- | (substan (FDR) | (Cliff) CIo (behavio- | (substan-
ral) ce-rela- ral) ce-rela-
ted) ted)
Age 14 8 86.5 0.039 0.088 |0.545 |[0.04;][25.0 18
0.96]
IDI total 14 8 28 0.060 0.108 |-0.500 | [-0.95;[46.0 58
0.04]
Emotional 14 8 18 0.010 0.046 |-0.679 | [-1.00;| 38 50
reliance on -0.21]
others
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Lack of social |14 8 46 0.516 0.580 |-0.179 | [-0.68;|29.0 36.5

self-confidence 0.34]

Assertion of 14 8 52 0.811 0.811 |-0.071 |[-0.57;]28.5 28.5

autonomy 0.46]

Weinhold 14 8 13 0.0036 0.033 |-0.768 | [-1.00;| 38.5 54

Codependency -0.41]

Scale

BHS 14 8 39.5 0.272 0.349 [-0.295 |[-0.79;]5.5 8.5
0.26]

Meaning in life | 14 8 80 0.108 0.162 |0.429 |[-0.09;(86.0 72.5
0.86]

Hardiness 14 8 92.0 0.015 0.046 (0.643 |[0.21;]|82 49.5
0.96]

Correlational structure of the indicators

The key correlations are presented in Table 4. The overall pattern reveals two poles: a pole
of interpersonal vulnerability (interpersonal dependence and codependency) and a pole of
psychological resources (meaning in life and hardiness). The relationships between these
poles are predominantly negative: higher interpersonal dependence and codependency are
associated with lower resource indicators.

The strongest association was the negative correlation between interpersonal dependence
and hardiness (p = -0.868), indicating a close link between interpersonal vulnerability
and reduced coping resources. Codependency was also strongly negatively associated with
both hardiness and meaning in life. Hopelessness occupied an intermediate position: it was
negatively associated with the resource indicators and positively associated with interpersonal

dependence.

Table 4

Key correlations among the indicators (Spearman’s p, bootstrap CI, FDR)

Pair of indicators p 95% Clp p q (FDR)
IDI & Hardiness -0.868 [-0.94; -0.70] <0.000001 0.000002
Codependency < -0.794 [-0.95; -0.52] 0.000010 0.000051
Hardiness
Meaning in life & 0.783 [0.52; 0.90] 0.000016 0.000055
Hardiness
Codependency < -0.734 [-0.89; -0.44] 0.000101 0.000253
Meaning in life
IDI & Codependency 0.717 [0.38; 0.90] 0.000175 0.000350
BHS & Hardiness -0.684 [-0.87; -0.33] 0.000453 0.000755
BHS < Meaning in life -0.644 [-0.81; -0.33] 0.001222 0.001745
IDI & Meaning in life -0.573 [-0.82; -0.21] 0.005288 0.006610
IDI & BHS 0.556 [0.07; 0.87] 0.007168 0.007964
Codependency < BHS 0.422 [-0.06; 0.78] 0.0503 0.0503
Psychology and Cognitive Sciences Ne1(154)/ 2026 39
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Sensitivity analyses

Controllingforageusingpartialrank correlations preserved boththe directionand significance
level of the key associations: IDI < hardiness (p * —0.835), codependency < hardiness (p =
-0.743), and hopelessness < meaning in life (p # —0.672). Excluding the single case of alcohol
addiction also did not alter the overall pattern: the substance-related group retained higher
codependency and emotional reliance on others, as well as lower hardiness. Thus, neither age
nor the single alcohol case fully accounted for the observed structure of results.

Discussion

The findings allow several principal conclusions. First, substance-related addiction in this
sample is associated with greater interpersonal vulnerability: the substance-related group
showed higher codependency and greater emotional reliance on others. This may indicate
stronger dependence of behavioral and emotional regulation on external relationships and
support, making coping less autonomous.

Second, the data support a coherent resource pattern: meaning in life and hardiness
are positively related to each other and negatively related to interpersonal dependence,
codependency, and hopelessness. This is consistent with the view of hardiness as a system of
attitudes that enables the individual to process stress not as destruction but as a developmental
challenge (Maddi, 2006), as well as with evidence for the buffering role of meaning in life in the
context of hopelessness and adverse outcomes (Marco et al., 2016).

Third, in the present study, interpersonal dependence and codependency are treated not as
independent diagnoses, but as operationally measurable relational patterns. This is important
because the construct of codependency has repeatedly been criticized for its theoretical
diffuseness (Anderson, 1994). Nevertheless, when treated as a measurable pattern rather
than a nosological category, it shows a meaningful association in this sample with deficits in
psychological resources.

When considered against previous studies, the resulting profile does not contradict the
interpersonal model of addiction and relapse. When dependence on others is combined
with deficits in autonomous regulation, greater hopelessness, and weaker coping resources,
a psychological configuration emerges that may contribute to relapse vulnerability (Leach &
Kranzler, 2013).

Furthermore, the pronounced interpersonal vulnerability and higher codependency observed
in the substance-related group compared to the behavioral addiction group must be interpreted
through the lens of recent comparative neuro-behavioral and psychosocial research. Recent
literature indexed in Web of Science emphasizes that while both gambling and substance use
disorders share neurobiological pathways and diagnostic overlaps (Volkow, Koob, & McLellan,
2016), their interpersonal consequences often diverge significantly. Substance use disorders
tend to create a more visible and rapid deterioration of physical and social functioning. This
deterioration forcibly binds the individual to their immediate caregivers in a pathological cycle
of enabling and emotional reliance, heightening codependency scores. In contrast, gambling
disorder—often characterized as a "hidden addiction”"—allows individuals to maintain a
facade of physical autonomy and functional independence for longer periods, even as profound
financial and psychological crises escalate (Potenza et al.,, 2019). This distinction provides a
solid empirical explanation for the relatively lower initial scores of emotional reliance on others
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in our behavioral addiction sample, underscoring the necessity of mapping relational patterns
beyond standard classificatory frameworks.

Equally important is the robust negative correlation found in this study between the
resource contour (hardiness and meaning in life) and interpersonal vulnerability. Over the past
decade, international research has increasingly conceptualized meaning in life not merely as a
philosophical construct, but as a quantifiable, protective psychosocial buffer against relapse.
According to Kim et al. (2020), a higher sense of purpose directly mitigates the likelihood of
relying on substance misuse as a maladaptive coping mechanism for stress, fundamentally
altering the individual's stress-response trajectory. Individuals lacking internalized, meaning-
based regulation are highly susceptible to experiencing psychosocial stress as an insurmountable
catastrophe. This deficit in hardiness actively facilitates the regression into dependent, addictive
coping strategies as a pseudo-resolution to existential anxiety.

The construct of codependency, while historically debated, remains highly relevant when
analyzed as a measurable relational pattern. Recent phenomenological analyses (Bacon et al.,
2020) argue that the core of codependency—an excessive external focus, low self-worth, and the
suppression of one's own emotional needs—thrives in environments that blur the line between
normative support and pathological self-sacrifice. When individuals are trapped in this cycle,
their innate capacities for resilience and psychological flexibility are severely compromised,
validating our findings that codependency is strictly negatively correlated with hardiness.

These empirical findings necessitate a targeted refinement of rehabilitation protocols.
Interventions must strategically navigate the dismantling of pathological codependency
while preserving supportive social networks. Therapeutic efforts should explicitly target the
reconstruction of personalboundariesand the fostering ofindividualautonomy. Asdemonstrated
by recent population-level studies on addiction recovery (Kelly et al, 2017), integrating
meaning-centered therapies and hardiness training provides a sustainable, internally driven
defense against relapse, offering an evidence-based pathway to long-term recovery.

Limitations and future directions

1. The small sample size (N = 22) and the marked imbalance in gender and addiction type
limit statistical power and the generalizability of the findings.

2. Duration of addiction, comorbidity, and other clinically significant characteristics were not
specified in the dataset.

3. The cross-sectional design does not permit causal interpretation; larger, stratified, and
preferably longitudinal studies are needed.

Conclusion

1. In this sample, participants with substance-related addiction were characterized by higher
codependency and greater emotional reliance on others, as well as lower hardiness, compared
with participants with gambling disorder.

2. Interpersonal dependence and codependency form a coherent cluster of interpersonal
vulnerability that is statistically associated with greater hopelessness and lower resource
indicators.

3.Meaninginlife and hardiness form a resource contour that may be regarded as an important
target for relapse prevention and rehabilitation programs.

4. The practical value of the findings lies in their implication that support programs should
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include work on personal boundaries, autonomy, meaning-based regulation, and stable coping
strategies.

4. The practical value of the results lies in the fact that they point to the need to include work
with personal boundaries, autonomy, meaning regulation, and sustainable coping strategies in
support programs.
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MeX/IMYHOCTHAsI 3aBUCUMOCTD, CO3aBUCHUMOCTb U IICUX0JIOTHYECKHe pecypcChbl IpU XHMHYECKHUX
U HEXUMHUYECKHUX aAJUKINAX

AHHOTanuA. AKTYaJIbHOCTB. AZIJUKTUBHBIE PACCTPONCTBA BJIEKY T BbIpa)KeHHbIE IICUX0JIOTUYeCKUe
U COLMAJIbHBIE MOCJAEACTBUSA. B MX Pa3BUTHUHM KJIOYEBYIO POJib UTPAIT MEXJWYHOCTHbIE (AKTOPHI
(cBsI3Ka «3aBUCUMOCTb — CO3aBHCHMOCTb») U pecypchbl (OCMBICIEHHOCTD }KU3HU U XKU3HECTOUKOCTh),
BJIMAIOIIME HA PUCK Je3aJalTaluu.

Ilenpb. MccnefoBaHue HalpaBJ/ieHO Ha OLEHKY CBsS3ed MeXJy MeXJMYHOCTHOW 3aBUCHMOCTBIO,
C03aBUCUMOCTbI0, 6€3HA/IEKHOCTBIO U PECYpPCaMH, a TaKXKe Ha CpaBHeHUe Npoduiiell XUMUYECKUX U
NoBeJleHYeCKUX af UKL .

MeToapl. [IpoaHanusupoBaHbl JaHHble 22 B3pocabix (M=24.45 roga; 18 My»K4uH), BKJOYas
aynomaHuio (n=14), HapkomaHuio (n=7) u ankorosusMm (n=1). Hcmnosb3oBajuch TecTbl Ha
MEXJ/JUYHOCTHYI0 3aBHCHUMOCTb, CO3aBHCHMOCTb M0 YaillHxousj, 6e3HazexHocTb beka, CXKO wu
*KU3HEeCTOUKOCTb. [IpuMeHsiucek U-kputepuit ManHa-YuTHH, AenbTa Knudoa (FDR-koppekuus) u
koppesasnus Cnupmena (95 % CI).

Pe3yibTaThl. ['pynna ¢ XUMUYECKON 3aBUCUMOCTBIO 6bl1a MoJioxe (p=0.039) u geMoHCcTpUpoBaia
6oJiee BbICOKYIO co3aBUCUMOCTh (p=0.0036), aMmonroHa/IbHYO omnopy Ha Apyrux (p=0.010) u 6osee
HU3KYI0 KU3HeCTOUKOCTh (p=0.015). BrIsiB/IeHBI CHUJIbHBIE OTPHULATE/NbHbIE CBSI3U MEXJIUYHOCTHOHU
3aBUCUMOCTH C XU3HeCcToHKocTblo (p=-0.87), co3zaBuUCHUMOCTHU C XM3HecTOHKocTbio (p=-0.79) u
ocMbIcieHHOCTBIO (p=-0.73), a Tak:xe 6e3HaeKHOCTHU C pecypcaMH.
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BeIBOAbI. Pe3ynbTaTbl MNOATBEPXKJAIOT PECYPCHYI WHTEPHPETALHI0: OCMBICJIEHHOCTh U
’KU3HECTOUKOCTb — 3all[UTHble (PAKTOPbI, a MEXKJUYHOCTHAs 3aBUCUMOCTb WU CO3aBUCUMOCTb —
YA3BUMOCTb, CBsI3aHHasA C 6Ge3Ha/J|e’KHOCThIO. YKpelJieHWe aBTOHOMHMH U CMbICJIOBOU pPEryJsIUU
SIBJISIETCS TePCIeKTUBHBIM HAaNPaBJIeHUEM peabuJInTaLUH.

Kino4yeBble c/ioBa: 3aBUCUMOE IMOBeJIeHUE, CO3aBUCUMOCTh, MEXJIUYHOCTHAsA 3aBUCHUMOCTD,
»KU3HECTOHUKOCTb, OCMBICJIEHHOCTb XXU3HH, 6€3HaAeXKHOCTb, ICUXOAUArHOCTH KA.

A.E. UGparum
JLH. 'ymunes amuindarsl Eypasus yammeolk yHugepcumemi,
Acmana, KazakcmaH
(E-mail: solinvictus2773@gmail.com)

XMMMAJIBIK, )K9He MiHe3-KYJ/IBIKTBIK aJAUKIUAIAp Ke3iHaeri Ty/IFaapaJiblK TIyeaAIIK,
Gipre ToyesAiNiK JK9He NCUXOJIOTHAJIBIK, pecypcTap

Anpgarna. O3exTijiri. AJJAUKTUBTI OY3bLIbICTAP aMKbIH ICUXOJOTUSJIBIK >XKOHE JJIeyMeTTiK
caJilapJapFa 9Kell COKTbIpazbl. OJlapAbIH JaMybIH/a TYJIFaapasblK GakTopJiap («TayeamiliK — KOCalKbI
TayeJJiJlik» GailylaHbIChl) MeH 6elliMJesie anMay KayliHe acep eTeTiH pecypcTap (eMipiH MaHAiiri
*K9He eMipleH/iK) Heri3ri peJ aTKapa/ibl.

MakcaTsbl. 3epTTey TyJIFaapablK TIyeJJiMiK, KOCaJKbl TOyeJAiNiK, YMITCI3JiK KoHe pecypCThIK
allHbIMaJblJIap apacbhlHAaFbl 6alJIaHBICThI 6aFajiayFa, COHJlal-aK XUMUSJIbIK )KoHe MiHe3-KYJbIKThIK
(XMMUSJIBIK eMec) ToyeaAiMiKTePAiH NCUX0J0TUANBIK TPOPUIbIEPIH CANBICThIPYFa 6AaFbITTAIFAH.

9aicrepi. OiibiH (iygoMaHus, n=14), ecipTki (n=7) x9He ankorosb (n=1) Toyesnziniri 6ap 22 epecek
afaMHbIH (M=24.45; 18 epasam) MaaiMeTTepi Tangauabl. Tyaraapansik Toyenainik (IDI), YailHXonATbIH,
KOCaJIKbl ToyeJJiJiK IiKaznacel, BekTiH ymirci3gik wmkanacel (BHS), OMip Mangik 6arpapsap (PIL)
*koHe OMipmeHaik (Hardiness Test) TecTepi KosgaHbIAbL. JepeKTep/i Taagay yiliH MaHH-YUTHUAIH,
U-kputepuiii, Knudpod aenbrace xxaHe CnMpMeH KOppeisaluschl NaiAanaHblIAbIL.

Hotmkesiepi. XuMUSIBIK Tayes/iijiri 6ap TONThIH Kackl Kimipek (p=0.039) 6oaabl, coHAai-aK
oJslapja KocaJkbl Toyesaiiik (p=0.0036) neH sMouMsAJIbIK TYpPFblJaH 6ackasapra cyileHy (p=0.010)
JleHre#i »xofaphbl, an eMmipuieHAik kepceTkiuli TeMeH (p=0.015) ekeHi aHbIKTaAAbl. TyJsFaapasblk
TAYeJIJIJIIK TMeH eMipuieHAiK apachkiHJa KymTi Tepic Gadnanbic (p=-0.87) oGalikanabl. Kocaakel
Taye ik eMipieHaikneH (p=—0.79) xxoHe eMipziH MoHAIiriMeH (p=-0.73) Kepi 6ali/IaHBIC KOPCETTI.
Ywmitcizaik emipaiH Mauainiri (p=-0.64) xeHe ewmipimeHaik (p=-0.68) kepceTkiuiTepiMeH Tepic
KOppessanusJaH/bl.

KopbITBIHABL. HaTikesiep pecypcThbIK TYXXbIpbIMJlaMaHbl pacTalAbl: eMipAiH MoHJAiIIri MeH
eMiplleH/[iK KOpFaHbIll $paKTopJapbl OOJbIN TAaObLIA/bI, a1 TYJFaapasblK ToyeaAiNiK NeH KOCaaKpbl
TAYEJIIIJIIK YMITCi3/[iKKe KeTeJIeUTiH 0CaJIbIK Ti36eriH Kypaibl. ABTOHOMHUSIHBI, KEKe IeKapasiapbl
»KOHe MaFbIHaJ/IbIK PETTEYAl KYILeHTy OHaITYAbIH epCcleKTUBaJbl OaFbIThHI O0JIbIN CaHaIa/bl.

Ty#iH ce3aep: Toyeii MiHe3-KY/IbIK, KOCAJIKbI TOYeAIi/iK, Ty/IFaapablK ToyeaAiliK, eMiplieH/JIK,
OMIpZiH MOH/IJIIr, YMITCI3iK, ICUXO4UAarHOCTUKA.
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