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CTPECCOYCTOMYHUBOCTDH Y OBYUAIOIIUXCSI
COLHUAJIBHO 3HAYUMbBIM NPOPECCUAM

AHHOTAMA. B CTaTbe IIPEJCTaBIECHbl pE3yJbTaTbl MCCIEAOBAHUSA CTPECCOYCTOWUYMBOCTH,
MMOHMMAaEeMOM KaK KJII0YEeBOE KaueCTBO MHIUBUIYaJbHOW CHOCOOHOCTH K BOCCTAaHOBJICHHUIO MOCHE
BO3/ICHUCTBUS CTPECCOBBIX (PaKTOPOB M cuTyarmid. Llenb nccienoBanusi — U3y4eHUe U CpaBHEHHE
CTEIIEHU CTPECCOYCTOMYMBOCTH y OOy4YaIOIIMXCS MCUXOJOTUH, MEJaroruke U APYTUM COLHUAIbHO
3HAYMMbIM JUCIUILUIMHAM B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT Bo3pacta u mnpodeccun. KonndecTBeHHBIN aHaIU3
npoBoaWiics B (opMe OIMpOCOB C HCIOJb30BaHMeM HHcTpymeHTa Personal View Survey. Beuiu
orponreHsl 260 o0yJaromuxcs, pe3ynbTaThl HOJCUUTHIBAIHNCH C UCTIONIB30BaHUEM OJHO(AKTOPHOTO
mucnepcuonHoro aHanmuza ANOVA U peTpoCHeKTHBHBIX TECTOB. YCTAHOBJICHA 3HAUUTENIbHAS
pasHuLA CpPelu IPYMI UCHBITYEMbIX — CaMblii BBICOKUN YpPOBEHb CTPECCOYCTOMUMBOCTH IOKa3aiu
oOyuatomuecss B Bo3pacTHOM auamna3one 31-40 ner. He Obuio oOHapyX eHO OTIMYUN MEXIy
caMbIMHU MOJIOZILIMU U CaMbIMU CTapLIMMHU BO3pacTHbIMHM Tpymnnamu. [lo mpodeccroHanbHOMY
npu3HaKy Oyayliue T[CHUXOJOTH  NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBANM  3HAYUTENBHO 0oJiee  BBICOKYIO
CTPECCOYCTOWYUBOCTD 10 CPABHEHUIO C OYAYIIMMHU I€JaroraMyu Y poBEeHb CTPECCOYCTOMYUBOCTU Y
JIPYTUX COLMAJIbHO 3HAYUMBIX MPOQEecCHil HE3HAUUTENbHO OTIUYAJCS OT Pe3yJabTaTOB OyIyIIHUX
[eJaroros.
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HARDINESS IN STUDENTS OF HELPING PROFESSIONS

Abstract: this study deals with the concept of hardiness which is understood as a key property of an
individual's resilience. The aim of this study was to examine and compare the degree of hardiness in
students of psychology, teaching, and non-teaching pedagogy depending on their age and field of
study. Quantitative research was carried out in the form of a questionnaire survey using the Personal
View Survey research tool. 260 students of the combined form of study took part in the research
survey. One-factor ANOVA and Post-hoc tests showed significant differences. The highest level of
hardiness was observed in students aged 31-40 years. No difference was found between the
youngest and the oldest age cohort. From the point of view of the field of study students of
psychology have significantly higher mental resilience than students of pedagogical fields. The
degree of hardiness in students of teaching and students of non-teaching pedagogy is without major
differences.
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INTRODUCTION

Helping professions have been facing many challenges in recent decades. The
pressure to increase work performance is more intense than ever, fundamental to the
vision of improving the services of helping professions. While growing demands on
work performance bring opportunities to develop professionalism, they also impose
additional workload. In this context, phenomena that strengthen workers' defenses
come to the fore. The construct of hardiness can be considered one of them. It is
accepted as one of the concepts of personality resilience.

Hardiness has been at the heart of the research of individual's resilience for over
40 years. It is a three-dimensional construct of the American professor of psychology
Suzzane C. Kobasa [35], who described it as a sum of individual's personality traits.
Her research has shown that people who carry the properties of hardiness are able to
cope with stress much better. Her supervisor Salvator Maddi also worked with
Kobasa. During their work together, hardiness was understood rather as a set of
attitudes in responding to stress in a specific way. Attitudes in this context support in
particular the use of effective coping strategies, behavioral patterns or auxiliary
support in the form of social support [36]. Maddi considers the construct of hardiness
[10; 28] to be the center of resilience, ie. a key triad of individual's ability to cope
with situations that are significantly stressful or unfavorable [22].

Research results suggest that hardiness is closely related to physical [27] and
mental health [38; 41]. A negative correlation has been shown in relation to
symptoms of depression [39], anxiety [47] or stress disorders [52]. Many experts
believe that hardiness positively affects a person's well-being in particular [5; 17; 18],
and thus contributes significantly to coping. In addition, in the student environment,
the concept of hardiness is associated with motivation or better learning outcomes
[28; 40]. In this context, this property of resilience can be understood as essential, as
it can contribute both to better academic performance and to the prevention of threats.

1. Hardiness as a Triad of Qualities in the Context of Helping Professions

The construct of hardiness consists of three dimensions — control, commitment
and challenge [27]. The control dimension is very closely related to the concept of the
locus of control by Julian Rotter (1966). This concept works with a sense of control.
Individuals who are convinced that they are the ones who have control over events
experience an inner sense of control. However, if one feels that events are influenced
by external influences (chance, authorities), we speak of an external locus of control.
Kobasa [27] used locus of control mainly because people who feel in control of
events are more involved in solving problems and coping with stress. After all, this
fact has also been confirmed by other research [1].
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Researchers Kardum, Hudek-Knezevi¢ & Krapi¢ [6] state that the locus of
control is associated with the dimension of commitment which forms the second
pillar of hardiness. Unlike the previous dimension, commitment according to Kobas
means a tendency to face failures or obstacles from a position of responsibility to
oneself or the community. An essential part of this factor is the awareness of meaning
and purpose in one's own life.

Commitment is complemented by a third dimension — challenge. Challenge is
the belief that the presence of destabilizing elements in an individual's life is a natural
state that can be a challenge to empowerment and progress. People with such
conviction view stressful situations as opportunities for self-development. In contrast
to the locus of control and commitment, it is a relatively independent dimension of
hardiness [6].

Hardiness appears in helping professions mainly in the contexts of burnout
syndrome, stress responses and mental health. Research activity is most often focused
on nurses or employees in the military service. Studies show that nurses with higher
levels of hardiness are less likely to experience burnout [30] or emotional exhaustion
[42]. Carlotto et al. [2] pointed out that the relationship between the dimensions of
hardiness and the manifestations of burnout differs based on socio-cultural aspects.
Their study also showed that the construct of hardiness has absolutely no preventive
effects regarding burnout. Even longitudinal research has shown that in certain
situations, an individual's hardiness may decrease provided that the individual is
exposed to long-term stress factors [33]. In particular, it was found that nurses who
were subject to more bullying in the workplace during the five-year observation
period have shown a reduced level of hardiness. Similar results were obtained by
researchers Vogt et al. [54] who have long monitored responses to stress and
resilience of recruits in training. Their results suggest that higher levels of stress may
be associated with lower rates of resilience. This would mean that mental resilience
does not necessarily increase in the presence of stress factors. The potential of this set
of properties has been shown elsewhere in this study. In individuals without available
social support, it was a higher level of hardiness that was associated with adequate
responses to stress.

In the pedagogical professions, it is pointed out that teachers with a higher
degree of hardiness also show far greater job satisfaction [4]. The association with
job satisfaction is also evidenced by other research [34; 45]. The results of research
studies looking at hardiness in educators have revealed that older teachers with many
years of experience in the field do better [4; 5; 50]. However, this fact has not been
confirmed, e. g. for security personnel where longer experience has been associated
with a lower level of resilience [46].

The above leaves unanswered the question whether a categorical variable such
as professional orientation can play a significant role in the degree of hardiness. This
study focuses on professional orientation — field of study in particular. In addition, it
attempts to examine the association between age cohort and hardiness, as age can
also be a crucial variable in addition to years of experience.



2. Survey Methodology

The aim of this study was to examine the degree of hardiness and to analyze its
differences between students depending on their age and the field of study. According
to the research plan, we statistically verified two hypotheses, namely:

H1: The degree of hardiness in students varies depending on their age.

H2: The degree of hardiness varies for students depending on their field of
study.

In order to properly verify the hypotheses, we performed data collection using
the Personal View Survey — PVS [35]. It is a research tool developed directly to
measure the degree of hardiness based on the interaction of an individual with the
outside world [11; 35]. The survey measures hardiness using 50 items representing
the three dimensions. As described above, the dimensions are control (17 items),
commitment (16 items) and challenge (17 items). Respondents evaluated each item as
a statement about their own person, on a four-point scale from completely false (0
points) to completely true (3 points). Solcova (1995) prepared the questionnaire for
the Czech PVS environment. According to her manual, the scores which we left in
the form of a gross score were added up. The maximum possible total score for the
whole questionnaire was 150 points. The maximum score comprised 51 points per
dimension in the control and challenge dimensions, and 48 points in the commitment
dimension.

To verify the quality of measurement, the reliability of the questionnaire was
monitored. One way to verify that the questionnaire is reliable is to determine the
internal consistency of the research tool. In order to do that, the Cronbach's alpha
coefficient can be calculated. The resulting value should be at least 0.8 [19]. In the
research survey by Solcova and Kebza [24], the resulting coefficient met this
standard with a value of o = 0.82. This study has also shown a very satisfactory
reliability value of a = 0.85.

The survey was distributed online due to the pandemic. The data obtained from
the survey were processed using the SPSS statistics software. We used it mainly for
variance analysis and Post-hoc tests.

The research subject group consisted of a total of 260 students in the fields of
helping professions in combined forms of study. These were students of psychology,
social pedagogy and teaching pedagogy (kindergarten teaching and primary school
teaching). The group was obtained by deliberate selection from two faculties of
different universities.

Table 1 provides an overview of the distribution of the subject group in terms of
socio-demographic data. The questionnaire was completed by 228 women and 32
men aged 21-58 years. The group was divided into three cohorts by age: up to 30
years (21-30 years; N = 89), up to 40 years (31-40 years, N = 98) and over 41 years
(41-58 years, N = 78 ). By field of study, 73 students of psychology, 96 students of
social pedagogy and 91 students of teaching pedagogy participated in the survey.
These were students of the 2nd and 3rd year of bachelor's degree programs.



Table 1
Distribution of the subject group in terms of gender, age and field of study

Type of Cohorts Number

sociodemographic data N
Gender Male 32
Female 228
Age cohort up to 30 89
up to 40 98
over 40 78
Field of study Psychology 73
Non-teaching 96

pedagogy
Teaching 91

pedagogy
Total 260

3. Results

The aim of the survey was to find the degree of hardiness in students in the
fields of helping professions in terms of age cohort and field of study. First, we
analyzed the construct of hardiness depending on the age of the students. Table 2
shows the degree of mental resilience according to individual age cohorts. It follows
from the above that the overall average rate of hardiness in the age cohorts varies in
the range of 78.81 to 90.1 points. Such values can be considered rather average, given
the fact that students were able to obtain 150 points at most.

The highest overall level of resilience can be observed in the commitment
dimension, across all age cohorts. Points in this area averaged 28.62 to 32.17.
Students over the age of 30 received a slightly higher score (M = 32.17) compared to
the average in the commitment dimension of the entire subject group (M = 30.62).
The score range in the age cohort over 41 is almost comparable to the overall
average. The younger cohort of early adulthood has a slightly lower score range than
the overall average among students. As for the control dimension, even here it is
older students over 30 who have scored the most points (M = 32.17). They are
followed with similar scores by students under 30 (M = 26.31) and over 41 (M =
26.64). The lowest score overall was in the challenge dimension. The middle cohort
by age performed best in this area (M = 25.52). Students from the youngest and
oldest age cohorts received a similar number of points, 23.99 and 23.22, respectively.

To determine if there is really a difference between the levels of hardiness, we
performed a one-factor ANOVA analysis. Due to significant findings, the Tukey-
HSD Post-hoc test was used to identify differences between selected cohorts. The
results in Table 3 suggest that hardiness is significantly enhanced in students aged
31-40. The rates for younger (p < 0.001) and older students (p < 0.01) differ from
this cohort.



Table 2

Degree of hardiness in terms of age cohorts for students of helping professions

Age Confidence Average
N Average SD interval of subj.
cohort -95 % 95 % group
Up to 30 Control 89 26.31 1092 24.01 28.61 28.70
Commitment 28.62 8.139 2654 26.9 30.62
Challenge 23.99 7.217 2247 2551 24.35
Overall hardiness 78.81 17.123 75.2 82.42 83.73
Up to 40 Control 98 3241 7.862 30.83 33.98
Commitment 32.17 7.371  30.7 33.65
Challenge 25.52 8.218 2387 27.17
Overall hardiness 90.10 15.413 86.54 9341
Over 40 Control 73 26.64 12.269 23.78 29.51
Commitment 30.99 8.07 29.1 32.87
Challenge 23.22 8.258 2129 25.15
Overall hardiness 81.16 17.766 77.02 85.31

In accordance with the above, we confirm hypothesis H1, because there are
differences in the degree of hardiness among age cohorts of students.

Table 3

Differences in the degree of overall hardiness between age cohorts

Age cohort The difference in Sig. Confidence interval
average -95 % 95 %
Under 30 under 40  -11.293 0.000 -17.05 -5.53
Over 41 -2.355 0.645 -8.57 3.86
Under 40 under 30 11.293 0.000 5.53 17.05
Over 41 8.938 0.002 2.85 15.02
Over 41 under 30  2.355 0.645 -3.86 8.57
under 40  8.938 0.002 -15.02 -2.85

Another aim of this study was to examine the degree of hardiness in students
depending on their age and their field of study. Table 4 presents the scores achieved
in the individual dimensions. Ranked first are psychology students with an average
score of 91.23. This is a 7.5 higher average value compared to the total (M = 83.73).
Above-average values are present in all dimensions. Students of non-teaching
pedagogy ranked second. Their hardiness rate is 83.69. Higher scores are found in the
control and commitment dimensions. Based on this it can be concluded that the
feeling of internal control and the degree of responsibility are the dominant aspects in
these students. Students of teaching pedagogy gained 78.86 points in the overall
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hardiness rate. In the individual dimensions, it was suggested that the area of control
would be very strong, however, this prediction was not confirmed. On the contrary,
the value in this factor deviates from the overall average by more than 6 points. The
most influential factor appears to be the commitment factor, reflecting the
responsibility for one's own actions. The average value in the challenge dimension
approaches the value that can be observed in students of psychology.

Table 4
Degree of hardiness in terms of field of study
F1|:eld Confidence interval
of study N Average SD  -95%  +95%
Psychology  Control 30.14 11.462 27.46 32.81
Commitment 33.55 7.444 31.81 35.28
Challenge 73 27.42 7.039 25.78 29.07
Overall 91.23 17.120 87.24 95.23
hardiness
Non-teaching Control 30.00 11.462 28.15 31.85
pedagogy
Commitment 96 29.59 8.693 27.83 31.36
Challenge 24.08 7.729 22.52 25.65
Overall 83.69 17.025 80.24 87.14
hardiness
Teaching Control 22.16 7.039 25.78 29.07
pedagogy
Commitment 01 29.36 6.953 27.91 30.81
Challenge 26.19 11.156 23.86 28.51
Overall 78.86 14993 75.73 81.98
hardiness

To statistically verify the outlined positions, the one-factor ANOVA method
was also used among these cohorts. Because the degree of hardiness differed
significantly (p < 0.05), we used the Post-hoc test to identify differences between
selected disciplines. Table 5 shows the resulting indicators, which show that
psychology students are more resilient than students of social pedagogy (p < 0.01)
and teaching pedagogy (p < 0.001). On the other hand, no significant differences
were found between students of non-teaching and teaching pedagogy. The results
suggest that the level of hardiness among future teachers and pedagogues in non-
teaching professions is approximately the same.

Based on the results of statistical testing, we confirm hypothesis H2. The rate of
hardiness is significantly higher among psychology students.



Table 5
Differences in the degree of overall hardiness between cohorts by field of study

Field of study The difference in average Sig. Confidence interval
-95 % 95 %
Non-teaching 7.545 0.009 155 13.54
pedagogy
Psychology  Teaching 12.376 0000 631  18.44
pedagogy
" Psychology -7.545 0.009 -13.54 -1.55
Noz(}t:ag 9 Teaching 4.830 0110 -0.82 1048
pedagogy pedagogy
_ Psychology -12.376 0.000 -18.44 -6.31
Teaching _
pedagogy Non-teaching -4.830 0.110 -10.48 0.82
pedagogy
4. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to find out the degree of hardiness in students
in the fields of helping professions and whether they differ depending on cohorts by
age and field of study. The results suggest that the degree of hardness in students is
rather average. Commitment can be considered the most dominant dimension. It was
in this area that students, regardless of age or field, received the highest score. It can
be stated that students are dominated by a sense of responsibility which provides
drive for commitment and initiative in life.

A significant finding concerns the association of hardiness and age cohorts. Earlier
research has vyielded conflicting results, some confirming and some denying the
assumption that the level of hardiness varies with age. The result of this research leans
to the thesis that hardiness may be different in different age cohorts. Specifically, it was
confirmed that 31- to 40-year-old students were the most resilient. Their rate was above
the overall average. No significant difference was identified between younger and older
students, and their scores were below the overall average. This may arise directly from
the specifics of the developmental periods of adulthood where significant changes occur.
These changes may be related to the acquisition of experience, the acquisition of new
roles or the ongoing crises of this age. Younger students are consolidating their own
lives in work and personal life. They are just starting to gain experience. On the other
hand, older students, over 40 years old, may find themselves in crises associated with
middle age, which is likely to weaken their mental resilience. However, this result may
also be related to generational differences. Based on generational differentiation
of identities, this research mixes post-war, pre-revolutionary and post-revolutionary
children, who are usually assigned to generations X, Y and Z [15]. Pre-revolutionary
born individuals called Generation Y tend to be associated with better flexibility, as they
have undergone many changes in their lives. Not only because they have experienced
the change in regime but also because they have adapted very well to life in the digital
age [9; 20].



The results further indicated that in addition to age, the field of study is also
an important categorical variable. Psychology students had a significantly higher
degree of hardiness than students of teaching and non-teaching pedagogical
disciplines, among which no difference was found. This fact can be related to both
their personality traits and the training offered to students in this field. Individuals
interested in the field of psychology may be more oriented towards finding
constructive solutions to problematic aspects of life. We can assume that the
resilience of these students is also reflected in the psychological training which is
related to the process of getting to know themselves and an emphasis on psycho-
hygienic habits. Students of pedagogical disciplines which are primarily focused
on education and training, have different requirements for academic performance. On
the other hand, the topic of mental health can be almost considered a major topic
for future graduates of psychology. Maddi et al. [43] pointed out that training
or education related to resilience increases its level and interest in this issue. In this
context, both personality traits and university education of students can interact and
thus contribute to the degree of their resilience.

Regarding the lower resilience in pedagogical students, it is necessary
to mention that the pedagogical profession, especially teaching, is one of the stressful
ones [8; 13; 14]. According to Spilt et al it’s workload and reduced resilience which
cause such a large drop-outs from the teaching profession. Resilience should be
precisely that quality of a teacher's personality that should support them in
the difficult beginnings of their career [26]. As for non-teaching pedagogy, it can be
mentioned that the discussion of experts points out that it is students with a traumatic
history who are being admitted to these fields (social pedagogical) [51]. This can
affect the development of stress disorders and reduce resilience in these occupations.
However, stress can already occur during the studies of students in pedagogical fields
and subsequently increases during employment [21; 51].

On a practical level, it can certainly be recommended to include activities for
strengthening the personality resilience in the curriculum for all disciplines, for several
reasons. Klusman, Richter & Liidtke [16] see strengthening resilience as an effective
way to maintain mental health, as providing help to workers who are already
overworked, emotionally exhausted or burnt out is far more challenging. According to
Grant & Kinman [31; 32], it is self-knowledge and the development of reflexive
abilities that make individuals more resilient. In this context, it is necessary to
emphasize the development of soft skills that directly strengthen resilience.

4. Conclusion

This research survey brings several important findings that could significantly
affect further research steps and the practice of helping professions. First, the results
suggest that the level of hardiness may be strongly related to the age of
the individuals, with the strongest in students aged 3140 in this study. It follows that
not only practice in the field but also age must be considered in further research into
the concept of hardiness. Second, the degree of hardiness varies depending on the
students’ field of study. It is therefore appropriate to examine the degree of hardiness
in the context of a specific professional or study direction.



In this context, it is necessary to emphasize the development of soft skills that
directly strengthen resilience. This development should not be left for a time when
the individual is already entering the profession. On the contrary, they should be
guided already during their university studies. In addition, there is a growing need to
address the factors that strengthen hardiness and to identify the conditions under
which it weakens.
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