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The article synthesizes the theoretical concepts
of foreign and domestic psychologists and pres-
ents a model of coping of marriage partners, as
well as summarizes and outlines the structure
of the subjective well-being of marriage partners.
It presents the analysis of the results of our own
experimental study of the coping style of mar-
riage partners with different levels of subjective
well-being, which revealed qualitative differences
in coping of marriage partners in different groups
of people with high and low levels of subjective
well-being. It has been established that marriage
partners with a high level of subjective well-being
have a wide range of individual coping tools, as
well as make full and balanced use of the pos-
sibilities of dyadic coping of spouses. Dominant
strategies of individual coping: ‘problem-solving
planning”, “positive reappraisal’, “social sup-
port seeking”, as well as anticipatory-preven-
tive and proactive individual coping. Positive
effect of proactive coping of marriage partners
has been confirmed to be achieved if it is sup-
ported by high-quality dyad interaction and lack
of competition between partners. In the context
of marital interaction with stress, the effective-
ness of the choice of emotionally-focused coping
strategies, as well as the use of dyadic coping
when a person faces stressors is noted. Dyadic
coping in the face of stress has a synergistic
effect and has a positive effect on the functioning
of the family system and the subjective well-be-
ing of marriage partners. At the same time,
the constructive activity of each of the marriage
partners in the form of individual coping promotes
personal growth, strengthens self-confidence
and allows avoiding overloading the partner,
thereby preventing their emotional burnout. It
is summarized that coping of marriage part-
ners, realized through conscious and active
actions to mitigate or overcome their own stress
and balanced use of resources and opportu-
nities of each other to cope with stressful situ-
ations together, has a direct positive impact on
the quality of marriage, enhances the importance
of partners for each other, it enhances their qual-
ity of life and the personal subjective well-being
in marriage.

Key words: person's subjective well-being in
marriage, coping of marriage partners, individual
coping in marriage, proactive coping within mar-
riage, dyad coping of spouses.

Y cmammi cuHme308aHO MeopemuYHi KOHYerl-
yii 3apybiKHUX ma BIMYU3HAHUX [ICUXO/I02i8
ma npeocmas/ieHo MOOE/Ib KOMiH2y WITFOOHUX
rapmHepis, & maxox MiocyMosaHoO ma OKpec-

JIEHO CMPYKMYypy Cy6’eKMUBHO20 6/1a20M0/1yq4st
wi/I0bHUX napmHepis. [pedcmasneHo aHani3
pesy/ismamis 8/1aCHO20 eKCriepUMeHMa/IbHO20
aocriioxeHHs1 ocobsiusocmeli KoriHay W/IHOHUX
rnapmHepig i3 pi3HUM piBHUM X Cy6’eKMUBHO20
6/1820M0/Ty44sl, Oe BUSIB/IEHO SIKICHI BIOMIHHOCMI
KoniHay W/IBHUX MapmHepis y pisHUX apynax
0Cib i3 BUCOKUM ma HU3bKUM pisHeM cy6’ekmus-
HO20 6/1a20r10/Ty44s1. YCMaHOB/MEHO, WO W/IHOOHI
napmHepu 3 BUCOKUM PIiBHEM Cy6'€EKMUBHO20
6/1a20M0/1y44si BO/IO0IOMb  WUPOKUM apceHa-
JI0M [IHOUBIOY&/IbHO20 KOTiHeY, & MaKoX MoBHOK
Mipor0 ma 36a/1aHCoBaHO BUKOPUCMOBYIOMb
MOX/IUBOCMI  0ia0HO20  KOMiHey — MOCPYXOKSI.
JomiHyrodi cmpameeii iHOUBIOya/IbHO20 KOriHey:
/1aHyBaHHs1 BUPIWEHHS Mpob/iemM, no3umusHa
repeoyiHka, MowWyK CcoyiasibHOI  MiOMPUMKU,
a makoX aHmuyunamopHO-MpPeseHMuBHUL
ma npoakmusHuUll iHOUBIOyasIbHI KoriHeu. [Tio-
msepaxeHo, Wo no3umusHull eghekm po-
aKmuBHO20  KoMiHay — W/IKBHUX —napmHepis
docsizamumemscsi Yy pasi MiokpinieHHs: (io2o
SIKICHOIO OiadHOI0 B3aEMOOIEI0 ma BIOCYMHICMI0
KOHKypeHyii 8 napi. Y KOHMeKcmi rnoopyx-
HbOI B3aEMOOII 3i cmpecom Bi03Ha4YeHo eghek-
musHicmb  BUGOpY  emoyiliHO-OpieHMOoBaHUX
KoriHe-cmpameeiti, a makoX 3acmocyBaHHsI
0ia0Ho20 KoriHey y pasi 3imKHeHHs ocobu 3i
cmpecoqUHHUKamu. JiadHuli koniHe y pasi 3imk-
HeHHs1 3i cmpecom dae cuHepaidHUl eghekm
ma ro3umusHO Br/IUBAE Ha (hYHKUIOHYBaHHS
cimeliHoi cucmemu ma cy6'ekmusHe 6/1a20r10-
Jlyq4st Wao6HUX napmHepis. Tpu YboMy KOH-
CMpyKMUBHa aKmUBHICMb KOXHO20 3i WW/THOHUX
napmHepig y 8uessidi iHOUBIOYa/IbHO20 KOriHey
cripusie 8/1aCHOMY 0COBUCMICHOMY 3POCMAaHHIO,
OCU/THOE BNEBHEHICMb Y BlIaCHUX CU/Iax ma 0ae
3Mo2y He nepeHasaHmaxysamu napmHepa,
mum camum YUHUMB rpoghinakmuky tio2o emo-
yitiHo20 BU20paHHS. Pe3toMoBaHo, W0 KoriHe
WI/IIOBHUX NapmHepIs, PeaslisosyloyuCh Yepes
ycsidomsieHi ma akmusHi Oii Wodo oM sIKWEHHST
Yu Mo0oNIaHHs BIACHUX CMPECOBUX HasaHma-
XeHb ma 36a/1aHcoBaHe BUKOPUCMAaHHS pecyp-
CHUX CmaHi8 ma Moxsiusocmeli 0OUH 0OHO20
0/151 NPOXOOXEHHS CMPEecosuX cumyayiti pasom
YUHUMBL 6e3rocepedHili Mo3uMuUBHUU Br/IUB Ha
SIKICMb 0OPYKHIX CMOCYHKIB, MOCU/TIOE 3HaYy-
wjicms napmHepis 00UH 87151 00HO20, MidBULLYE
IXHIO sIKicmb ummsi ma cy6’ekmusHe 6/1a2010-
Jyyysi ocobucmocmi 8 U6,

KntouoBi cnoBsa: cy6'ekmusHe 6/1a20M0/1y44si
ocobucmocmi 8 W/I0BI,  KOMiHe  W/IHOBHUX
napmHepig, iHOuBiOyasibHUll KomiHe 'y Wik,
rpoakmugHuli KoriiHz y wiio6i, diadHuli KoriHe
TOOPYHOKS.
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Formulation of the problem. The current
stage of society development is characterized
by rapid political, economic and social trans-
formations, changes in moral ideals, the rapid
transformation of social phenomena and human
destabilizing processes. Such turbulence is inev-
itably accompanied by a high level and prolonged
nature of stress in modern humans, so today it is
extremely important to find and understand possi-
ble sources of support in such a rapidly changing
world. In this context, the problem of overcoming
difficult life situations and the search for resources
that reduce or eliminate stress is extremely rel-
evant and is particularly relevant for psycholog-
ical science. An important role in the prevention
or elimination of the effects of stress is assigned
to the effective use of coping. Skillful and correct
use of coping strategies determines the further
harmonious development of a person, promotes
their self-regulation and constructive interper-
sonal interaction. Coping of marriage partners
expandsthe range of their opportunities when fac-
ing stressors and opens the way to find a resource
model of the family which creates the necessary
conditions for the fulfillment of personal potential
of each of its members and human happiness.

Analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. The phenomenon of individual well-be-
ing in modern psychological science was stud-
ied by N. Bradburn, E. Diener, M. Yahoda,
C. Riff, M. Seligman, M. Argyle, W. Wilson,
A. Waterman, R. Ryan, E. Deci, D. Kahne-
man, A. Voronina, |. Dzhydarian, R. Shamionov,
L. Kulykov, N. Fetiskin, O. Shyriaieva, T. Shev-
elenkova, P. Fesenko, etc.. The Organization
for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) has reached a consensus among experts
in various fields, including psychology, on the use
of the term “subjective well-being”, which goes
beyond the classical definition given by E. Diener
[15]. Based on a thorough analysis of scientific
publications and a holistic approach to the study
of subjective well-being, as well as the feasibil-
ity of using an integrated approach to its opera-
tionalization, the conceptual structure of subjec-
tive well-being is formed by emotional, cognitive
and “eudemonistic” components [1;7; 9; 15; 16].
In the light of this study, the work of V. Tkachenko
is interesting. He described the factors of mari-
tal well-being, which is an integral condition for
the formation of a sense of subjective well-being
of spouses. The author emphasizes the personal
maturity of marriage partners as a determining
factor[8], whichisconsistentwithforeignresearch
and describes the “eudemonistic” component
of the subjective well-being of the individual.

In foreign psychology, thorough research into
coping is described in the works of such research-
ers as: R. Lazarus, L. Murphy, R. Moos, M. Selig-
man, S. Volkman, E. Freidenberg, S. Hobfoll,
R. Schwarzer, E. Greenglass, L. Aspinwall, Sh. Tay-

lor, etc.[3]. A direct scientific appeal to the study
of the peculiarities of the formation and main-
tenance of stable patterns of functioning under
the influence of stress was initiated in psychol-
ogy within the transactional theory of stress pre-
sented in the works of R. Lazarus and S. Volkman.
Thus, coping can be formed through learning —
a person is able to learn new ways to overcome,
rethink the effects and significance of stress,
expand their knowledge and ideas about ways
to mitigate, overcome, and form and consol-
idate sustainable situational actions to elim-
inate stress and reduce tension. That is why
the concept of “coping” has become increas-
ingly developed and popular and sounds today
as a powerful resource for individuals in the face
of objectively and subjectively significant stressor,
and also includes a response not only to excessive
demands or those that exceed human resources,
but also to daily stressful situations.

Theoretical and empirical developments
in family stress and coping are described in
the works of G. McCabe and J. Petterson,
W. Thompson, S. Carter, R. Kessler, P. Watzlawick,
G. Bodenmann, T. Kriukova, O. Kuftiak, N. Bielo-
rukova and other foreign researchers, concerning
the manifestation of the most significant stresses
for family life, as well as ways to overcome them.
A thorough analysis of current research into
coping within a family concludes that the first
attempts to eliminate a difficult situation, its trans-
formation or adaptation thereto usually use indi-
vidual coping styles and strategies, and after
unsuccessful attempts at individual coping or in
situations where stressors affect both partners,
group or dyad coping is used [4; 6]. However,
family and marital coping is seen in foreign stud-
ies as a stabilizing factor in the homeostasis
of the family system, and the supporting influence
of the social environment, especially the family,
is seen as a powerful resource for the individual
and their well-being [10-12]. While the Western
scientific community has been actively working
on the problem of family stress management in
recent decades, in the Ukrainian scientific envi-
ronment, the psychology of coping in marriage
is in its infancy and is underdeveloped. Today,
there is little empirical data describing the con-
structive conscious activity of marriage partners
in stressful situations, so empirical research into
the impact of coping of marriage partners on
their subjective well-being is relevant and will help
advance in finding opportunities for a person to
remain optimally functioning under stress.

Formulating the goals of the article.
The purpose of the article is to present an empiri-
calresearch into the coping style of marriage part-
ners with different levels of subjective well-being,
to identify factors that allow partners to feel satis-
fied with life and contribute to the full functioning
of the individual in marriage.
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To reach the set objective, we need to perform
the following tasks:

1) explore and describe the coping styles
of marriage partners with different levels of sub-
jective well-being;

2) identify the specifics of coping of marriage
partners and its relationship with marital satisfac-
tion;

3) identify the dominant strategies that allow
marriage partners to be satisfied with life, mar-
riage, feel emotionally comfortable, as well as
fully realize their personal potential.

The main material. The subjective well-be-
ing of marriage partners is considered as an inte-
gral dynamic formation that does not provide for
the simultaneity of positive vectors in all spheres
of activity, is characterized by a diachrony of dif-
ferent components, but is formed by a certain
critical accumulation and experience reflec-
tion [15]. Cognitive, emotional and eudemonistic
components are distinguished in the structure
of subjective well-being. The cognitive compo-
nent of well-being arises in the presence of a holis-
tic, consistent picture of the world, understand-
ing of the life situation, including family situation,
the ability to distinguish their own irrational (myth-
ical) judgments about the partner and recon-
struct them into adequate realities. The emotional
component of well-being reflects an individual's
assessment of their own emotional state: if posi-
tive affect dominates over negative one, a feeling
of security and emotional comfort is formed. The
eudemonistic component of well-being reflects
the presence of clear life goals, the success
of planimplementation, the availability and aware-
ness of resources and conditions to achieve these
goals. Diagnostic tools that describe the above
components of the subjective well-being of mar-
riage partners include the below techniques:

1. Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS),
E. Diener;

2. Subjective Well-Being Scale A. Perru-
det-Badoux at al. adapted by M. Sokolova;

3. Psychological Well-Being Scale Ques-
tionnaire by C. Riff adapted by T. Shevelienkova
and P. Fesenko.

In addition, the method of marital satisfac-
tion assessment was used: Marital Satisfac-
tion Test Questionnaire (V. Stolin, T. Romanova,
H. Butenko); as well as the Thomas-Kilmann
Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI) adapted by
N. V. Hrishyna. These techniques will reflect
the quality of intra-family interaction between
marriage partners and the level of satisfaction
with their relationship as a couple.

Based on a thorough analysis of foreign pub-
lications and a synthesis of concepts of person's
coping, taking into account the peculiarities
of the family system functioning, specific forms
of coping for marriage partners are singled out
(Fig. 1) [2]. They will describe their own cog-
nitive, emotional and behavioral efforts aimed
at overcoming or mitigating, adapting to or devi-
ating from the requirements of a situation, which
is subjectively assessed by a person as stress-
ful, associated with a system of directed actions,
predicting the outcome of the process, creative
generation of new ways out and solutions to a dif-
ficult or tough situation, as well as overcoming or
reducing tension as a result of partner support,
active cooperation and coordination of coping
strategies by the couple.

Based on the theoretical analysis of research
and the above-described structure of coping
of marriage partners, the research methods are
as follows:

1. Ways of Coping Questionnaire (WCQ)
P. Lazarus, S. Volkman, adapted by T. Kriukova,
Ye. Kuftiak, M. Zamyshliaieva;

2. Proactive Coping Inventory (PCI),
E.R. Greenglas, R. Schwarzer and S. Taubert,
adapted by Ye. Starchenkova;

3. Dyadic Coping Inventory (DCI), G. Boden-
mann, ad.by Ye. Kuftiak.

Statistical data processing was performed
using STATISTICA 10.0 software, cluster anal-
ysis, descriptive statistics, Pearson's corre-
lation coefficient, one-way analysis of vari-
ance and the method of multiple comparisons,
and the Scheffe test.

To achieve these goals, an empirical study was
conducted with the participation of 200 people.

[ Coping of marriage partners ]
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Reactive coping ]
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Fig. 1. Structure of marriage partners coping
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The study focuses on 100 couples with different
family experience from one to 37 years. The stud-
ied couples who voluntarily agreed to participate
inthe study are in an officially registered marriage,
their family is couple family, functioning and is not
one of the “at risk” families.

Using cluster analysis, respondents were
divided into three groups: the first group included
64 people with a high level of subjective well-be-
ing (32%), the second group included 45 peo-
ple with the lowest level of subjective well-being
(22.5%), and the third group included 91 people
with an average level of subjective well-being
(45.5%). The average values and standard devi-
ation of the indicators of subjective well-being
and marital satisfaction of the respondents are
shown in Table 1.

The average value of marital satisfaction
is high in the general study group, because
the marriage partners of both the first and third
groups can be characterized as those who are
satisfied with the quality of their family relation-
ships. These indicators for assessing the quality
of marital relations by persons of the first and third
groups also correlate with the basic indicators
of subjective well-being of the individual, reflect-
ing the three-component structure of subjective
well-being. Individuals of the first group are most
satisfied with life in general; low rate of emotional
discomfort indicates that such persons do not
have serious emotional problems, they are con-
fident enough, active, successfully interact with
others, so, we can note the prevalence of posi-
tive emotions over negative ones; the indicator
of eudemonistic subjective well-being indicates
that the marriage partners of this group are able to
establish and maintain close and trusting relation-
ships, care for and demonstrate empathy for oth-
ers, accept themselves, feel confident and com-
petent in managing daily affairs aimed at personal
growth and optimal fulfillment of their potential,
are aware of their own life prospects. These data
are consistent with the latest research [13; 14],
which emphasizes that people who are satis-
fied with their marriage feel more prosperous.

The indicator of marital satisfaction of persons
from the second group indicates a lower quality
of marital interaction between partners. Of par-
ticular note is the indicator of emotional comfort,
which indicates tension and emotional discomfort
of the subjects from the second group. In addi-
tion, the average value of overall life satisfaction
indicates general dissatisfaction with life among
the spouses of the described group. The subjects
of the second group are characterized primarily
by the inability to cope with everyday affairs, feel
unable to improve their living conditions and help-
less in managing the surrounding world (Menv.
manag. = 49.2), they are more dissatisfied with
themselves, concerned about some personal-
ity traits, do not accept themselves holistically,

mostly negatively evaluate their past, which allows
us to state a lower level of subjective well-being
of marriage partners in this group and the exist-
ence of barriers to their full functioning and reali-
zation of their personal potential.

To determine differences in the coping of mar-
riage partners in three groups with different lev-
els of subjective well-being, statistically signifi-
cant differences in the data of the three clusters
were analyzed using one-way analysis of vari-
ance and the method of multiple comparisons,
the Scheffe test. The results of the Scheffe test
are given in Table 2.

Thus, the analysis of the data shows a statisti-
cally significant difference between the indicators
of both individual and dyadic coping of marriage
partners in the formed groups. The differences
are higher in the two groups — with high and low
level of subjective well-being of spouses, which
gives grounds to make a preliminary conclusion
that a wide range of coping tools used by mar-
riage partners allows them to be satisfied with
life and marital relations, feel emotional comfort
and live full life. It should be noted that the indica-
tor of the strategy of “problem solving planning” is
highin the first and third groups, i.e. problem solv-
ing in the studied groups of persons takes place
through the purposeful analysis of the situation
and possible behaviors, marriage partners plan
their actions based on objective conditions, past
experience and resources, whether they are own
or social. Given that scholars [3; 5] consider this
strategy to be one of the most effective in over-
coming stress, and the fact that the average mar-
ital satisfaction in both groups is high and mar-
riage partners, referring to the scale of the marital
satisfaction test-questionnaire, consider them-
selves to be prosperous on average, we can
say that problem-focused coping is a powerful
resource that helps to overcome life's difficul-
ties and cope with stress. This strategy contrib-
utes to the overall satisfaction with life, provides
inner emotional comfort and positive functioning
of the individual, as well as maintains a high level
of viability of the family system and its well-being.

It is important to note a significant difference
between the two groups in terms of individual
coping strategy “positive reappraisal”, which is to
overcome the negative feelings about the prob-
lem through positive rethinking, considering it as
an incentive for personal growth. The first group
is characterized by a rethinking of life's difficulties
and stresses in a positive light, they are focused
on philosophical understanding of the problem
situation and its inclusion in the broader con-
text of work on own development. The strategy
of “positive reappraisal” is not pronounced as
one of the coping strategy tools used by marriage
partners who are in the second group with a lower
level of subjective well-being, which suggests
that this form of individual coping is an important
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Table 1
Average results for subjective well-being and marital satisfaction in different groups
Group 1 - Group 2 —
Total for people with people with avc::gug ?e; el
Indicator Name the group a high level alow level of gWB
of SWB of SWB
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Marital satisfaction 37.77 6.45 41.69 3.69 31.6 7.54 38.05 4.97
Life satisfaction
(Cognitive component) 25.4 6.09 28.9 4.9 19 5.8 26.09 4.31
Emotional discomfort
(emotional component) 52.33 14.1 38.09 7.04 70.51 9.58 53.35 7.1
Psychological well-being
(eudemonistic component) 364.2 37.8 403.5 20.9 |317.98 | 25.7 359.5 18.6
Table 2

Differences in marriage partner coping for three groups with different levels
of subjective well-being

. Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

Indicator Name M sD M sD M sD
Competition strategy (by Thomas) 2.69* 2.22 4.44* 3.05 3.38 2.6
Distancing (according to Lazarus) 46.7* 14.5 | 54.32* | 14.88 | 48.96 16.56
Social support seeking (according to Lazarus) 70.92* | 1592 | 62.35* | 16.06 | 63.68* | 18.24
t\g;:r%tgnce of responsibility (according to 58.72* | 16.29 | 67.59* | 20.89 | 60.53 | 16.98
Escape-avoidance (according to Lazarus) 43.29* | 15.33 | 57.22* | 11.9 | 48.08* | 14.34
Problem solving planning (according to Lazarus) | 80.30* | 14.14 | 66.05* | 13.62 | 73.99* | 16.75
Positive reappraisal (according to Lazarus) 72.99* | 14.3 |57.14* | 14.14 | 62.85* | 15.18
DCI (dyadic coping) 140.7* | 16.14 |114.3*| 14.6 | 128.87 | 15.34
Messages | send about my stress 15.19* | 2.84 | 13.02* | 2.45 14.01 3.25
Own supporting dyadic coping 20.7* 2.63 |18.38*| 2.55 | 19.24* | 2.81
Own emotionally-focused supportive coping 12.56* | 1.67 |[10.96*| 1.77 | 11.68* | 1.84
Own problem-focused supportive coping 8.09* 1.42 7.42* 1.12 7.55* 1.35
Own delegated dyadic coping 7.72* 1.35 6.73* 1.27 7.32* 1.26
Own negative dyadic coping 17.84* 2.5 14.33*| 3.16 | 16.63* | 2.73
Own dyadic coping 46.27* | 5.32 |39.44* | 556 |43.19*| 5.29
Partner's message about stress 14.67* | 2.81 |12.31*| 2.89 | 13.24* | 2.96
Supportive dyadic coping of the partner 20.34* | 3.36 | 15.64* 3.5 18.2* 3.38
oty Jocused supportive coping 12.48* | 1.96 | 9.4* | 226 |11.24* | 2.23
g{?ﬁf&jﬁg‘rjsed supportive coping 7.86* | 169 | 6.27* | 1.6 | 6.96* | 1.62
Delegated dyadic coping of the partner 7.53* 1.78 5.89* 1.56 6.77* 1.6
Negative dyadic coping of the partner 17.11*| 2.74 |12.69*| 3.01 15.85* | 2.83
Dyadic coping of the partner 44.98* | 6.48 |34.22*| 6.65 |40.81* | 6.45
Joint dyadic coping (JDC) of the couple 19.61*| 3.55 | 15.33*| 3.58 | 17.62* 3.2
Problem-focused JDC 12.61* 2 10.33*| 1.98 | 11.69* | 1.88
Emotionally focused JDC 6.89* 1.94 5* 2.08 5.91* 1.9
Evaluation of dyadic coping of the couple 8.31* 1.41 5.91* 1.82 7.57* 1.84
Proactive coping 45.77* | 4.81 |36.38* | 5.45 | 42.57* | 5.14
Reflexive coping 34.64* | 5.36 |30.78*| 5.75 33.33 5.97
Strategic coping 11.81*| 2.78 9.67* 2.67 | 10.92* | 2.64
Preventive coping 31.72* | 5.07 |26.84*| 5.66 |30.11*| 4.54
Search for tool support 19.64* | 461 |17.07*| 4.58 18.11 4.4
Search for emotional support 14.81* | 2.59 |11.87* 3.4 138.2 3.13

Note: * — statistically significant differences in the corresponding indicators in groups are noted in bold.
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condition for the subjective well-being. Accord-
ing to Frankl, life has meaning in all its manifes-
tations, so a person can find meaning in times
of stress or crisis, and thus is able to change
the situation to own advantage. Thus, the devel-
opment of the ability to analyze and rethink life's
difficulties will allow a person not only to cope with
stressors, but also to fully realize their personal
potential and improve their quality of life.
Statistically significant differences were also
identified for such coping strategies as “social
support seeking”, “acceptance of responsibil-
ity”, “distancing” and “escaping-avoidance”, with
the first strategy being pronounced in people with
a higher level of subjective well-being in compar-
ison with the other two groups, and the last three
strategies being typical of the second group -
people with the lowest level of subjective well-be-
ing. Coping strategy “social support seeking»
is one of the most powerful coping resources
ofthe individual. It should be noted that social sup-
port serves as a kind of protection against stress-
ful events, which prevents physical and mental
illness in crisis and stressful situations, leads
the subject to think that he/she is loved, appre-
ciated, cared for, and can directly improve physi-
cal and psychological well-being of the individual
[10]. The high indicator of the strategy “social
support seeking” suggests that the respondents
of the first group consider appealing to fam-
ily, relatives, immediate social environment as
an important source of self-support and a means
of solving family, domestic, economic and social
problems. It should be noted that social support,
however, can have a negative effect, which is
primarily associated with inappropriate support,
which can lead to loss of control and helplessness
of the partner receiving support, and emotional
exhaustion of the partner providing support.
However, with an active and sensible attitude
of the individual to their own resources, as well
as use of individual coping problem-focused
strategies, anticipatory-preventive and proactive
copying, such negative consequences can be
avoided, while maintaining a balance between
self-sufficiency and social support, which is con-
firmed by the results of this empirical research.
The strategy of “acceptance of responsibil-
ity”, which in our study was more pronounced in
the respondents of the 2nd group, implies recog-
nition of its role in the problem and is accompa-
nied by efforts to solve it. However, it should be
noted that the intensity of this strategy can lead
to unjustified self-criticism and self-blame, feel-
ings of guilt and chronic self-dissatisfaction, as
stated by the results of the empirical research.
Given this, we should state that the moderate
level of this coping contributes to the well-being
of marriage partners, and it is optimal in the first
group. The indicators of the “distancing” strategy
of the respondents from the study group are not

high, which indicates its infrequent use: people
with a high level of subjective well-being use it
less than people with a lower level of subjective
well-being. It should be added that the moder-
ate level of this coping strategy, which in various
stressful situationsis aimed at reducing the impor-
tance of stress, thus supports mental well-being,
“saves” emotional resources. Also of interest is
the comparison of the escape-avoidance coping
strategy. This strategyis considered by the authors
of the method to be generally unconstructive,
and the individual overcomes negative feelings
caused by difficulties by responding by the type
of evasion: denial of the problem, fantasizing,
unreasonable expectations, distraction, etc. In
the second group of subjects, this figure is higher
than in the first group. Thus, given the statistically
significant difference in indicators, it is necessary
to summarize the confirmation of the conclusions
of the methodology authors about the ineffec-
tiveness of such a strategy, in particular both for
the subjective well-being of the individual and for
the well-being of the family system as a whole.

Statistically significant differences between
proactive and anticipatory-preventive (scales
of reflexive, strategic and preventive coping) cop-
ing in the first and second groups also empha-
size the importance of individual coping of mar-
riage partners in the context of the family system.
Empirical data confirm the importance of the activ-
ity of marriage partners as subjects of influence
and the prospect of managing their own and com-
mon family goals contrary to traditional risk man-
agement in difficult life situations in reactive cop-
ing, which promotes personal self-realization
of marriage partners and improves their quality
of life. It should be noted that empirical data con-
firm the hypothesis described in previous publica-
tions that the positive effect of proactive coping
of marriage partners will occur if supported by
high-quality dyadic interaction and lack of compe-
tition between the partners [2]. Thus, the identified
statistically significant differences in the groups in
terms of competition strategy suggest the impor-
tance of the lack of competitive interaction between
the spouses. The peculiarity of the first group is
the lowest level of competition in conflict situa-
tions, i.e. in the event of a conflict partners take
into account not only their own interests, but take
care of the interests of the other party, which is
extremely important for resolving family conflicts.
In the second group, the indicator of the competi-
tion strategy is more pronounced, which indicates
a decrease in the quality of intra-family interaction
due to the competing positions of partners.

The use of individual coping described above
allows a person to realize their own life goals
and reference points, so difficult situations can
be considered as a prerequisite for setting life
goals and objectives, through which a person
becomes able to cope with stress and life chal-
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lenges the person faces. Successful overcoming
of difficult life circumstances is accompanied by
personal growth of marriage partners, as well
as the development of quality relationships in
the marriage dyad.

Statistically  significant  differences in
the formed groups should also be noted on
most scales of dyad coping - in the first group
of subjects the indicators are significantly higher,
which indicates the interaction of dyadic coping
and subjective well-being of marriage partners,
which will be described in more detail after corre-
lation analysis.

As a result of Pearson’s correlation analysis
for the studied group (at p <0.01), the close-
ness of links between the indicators of subjective
well-being of marriage partners and the indicators
of their individual (Table 3) and dyadic (Table 4)
coping was established.

There are direct correlations between the indi-
cators of individual coping strategies “problem
solving planning”, “positive reappraisal”, proac-
tive coping and indicators of subjective well-be-
ing of partners, which confirms the previous
conclusions about the effectiveness of coping
in overcoming difficulties and reducing stress

in the family. The ability to apply them effec-
tively contributes to the overall life satisfaction,
improves the quality of life and leads to positive
functioning of the individual. Inverse correla-
tions of the strategy “escape-avoidance” with
theindicators of subjective well-being suggestthat
the person using this strategy is dissatisfied with
himself/herself, is insecure as to own strengths
and competencies to influence the outside world,
has difficulty establishing and maintaining close
relationships, feels emotional discomfort and is
dissatisfied with own living conditions. The com-
petitive position of marriage partners in resolv-
ing conflicts increases their emotional discom-
fort, reduces intimacy in relationships, distances
partners from each other, however, the inverse
correlation with the scale “life goals” (r = -0.18)
indicates a tendency to blurring life goals
and lack of a holistic life perspective in the sub-
jects, and the inverse correlation with the scale
“self-acceptance” (r = -0.18) suggests that those
who tend to choose to resolve conflicts in a com-
petitive style do not accept all aspects of their
personality and are dissatisfied with themselves.

Correlation analysis shows a close connec-
tion between subjective well-being and dyadic

Table 3

Coefficients of correlations between the indicators of subjective well-being
and scales of psychodiagnostic methods of response to conflict and individual coping
of marriage partners in the study group, p <0.01

Subjective well-being
c
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®= = w e o © o
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°
Competition strategy ) _ ) ) ) . . _
(by Thomas) 0.15 | 0.28 | -0.27 | -0.15 | -0.17 0.1 0.18|-0.18 | -0.23
Social support seeking )
(according to Lazarus) 0.18 0.14 | 0.29 | 0.03 0.1 0.31 | 0.21 | 0.16 | 0.24
Escape-avoidance
(according to Lazarus) -0.25 | 0.36 |-0.29 | -0.1 |-0.28 | -0.1 -0.3 |-0.28 | -0.3
Problem solving planning _
(according to Lazarus) 0.25 |-0.27| 0.21 | 0.19 | 0.28 | 0.3 | 0.29 | 0.34 | 0.35
Positive reappraisal _
(according to Lazarus) 0.24 |-0.32| 0.36 | 0.21 | 0.27 | 0.49 | 0.36 | 0.4 | 0.46
Proactive coping 0.39 | -0.5 | 0.39 | 0.28 | 0.56 | 0.44 | 0.58 | 0.61 | 0.62
Reflexive coping 0.27 | -0.23| 0.19 | -0.02 | 0.3 0.15 | 0.26 | 0.27 | 0.25
Strategic coping 0.27 | -0.22| 0.2 0.05 | 0.29 | 0.14 | 0.29 | 0.3 | 0.28
Preventive coping 0.3 |-0.31| 0.2 0.08 | 0.35 | 0.19 | 0.371 | 0.32 | 0.32
Search for tool support 0.23 |-0.19| 0.3 | -0.08 | 0.13 | 0.11 0.11 0.13 | 0.15
Search for emotional support 0.4 |-0.35| 0.44 | 0.05 | 0.34 | 0.16 | 0.26 | 0.33 | 0.35

Note: * — statistically significant correlations at p <0.01 are highlighted in bold.
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Table 4

Coefficients of correlations between indicators of subjective well-being and scales
of psychodiagnostic methods of dyadic coping of marriage partners at p <0.01

Subjective well-being
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DCI (dyadic coping) 0.47 |-0.47| 0.54 | 0.22 | 0.45 | 0.35 | 0.48 | 0.55 | 0.57
Messages|sendaboutmy | 922 |.0.27|0.38 | 0.06 | 0.13 | 0.18 | 0.24 | 0.32 | 0.29
?c‘)"gi‘nsg;*ppo”ing dyadic 0.24 |-0.25|0.38 | 0.19 | 0.29 | 0.35 | 0.38 | 0.36 | 0.42
Own emotionally-focused
supportive coping 0.25 |-0.26| 0.41 | 0.17 | 0.34 | 0.34 | 0.39 | 0.38 | 0.27
Own problem-focused
supportive coping 0.17 -0.14 | 0.22 | 0.16 | 0.12 | 0.26 | 0.25 | 0.22 | 0.27
Sg‘é)ri‘ndge'egated dyadic 015 | -0.2 | 0.39 | 0.16 | 0.27 | 0.23 | 0.29 | 0.33 | 0.37
Own negative dyadic coping 0.3 -0.32| 0.37 | 0.21 | 0.36 | 0.34 | 0.37 | 0.42 | 0.45
Own dyadic coping 0.3 -0.33| 0.46 | 0.24 | 0.38 | 0.39 | 0.44 | 0.46 | 0.52
Partner's message about 0.29 |-0.28| 0.22 | 0.18 | 0.26 | 0.03 | 0.21 | 0.28 | 0.27
Supportive dyadic coping _
of the partner 0.42 0.42)| 0.46 | 0.14 | 0.44 | 0.31 | 0.43 | 0.48 | 0.49
Emotionally focused sup- _
portive coping of the partner 0.4 0.39| 0.5 | 0.15 | 0.43 | 0.31 | 0.43 | 0.49 | 0.51
Problem-focused supportive _
coping of the partner 0.37 0.37| 0.31 | 0.09 | 0.34 | 0.24 | 0.33 | 0.37 | 0.37
Delegated dyadic coping }
of the partner 0.46 0.31| 0.33 | 0.06 | 0.24 | 0.14 | 0.283 | 0.38 | 0.3
Negative dyadic coping _
of the partner 0.4 0.39| 0.43 | 0.14 | 0.41 | 0.31 | 0.41 | 0.42 | 0.46
Dyadic coping of the partner 0.49 |-0.45| 0.49 | 0.14 | 0.45 | 0.32 | 0.44 | 0.51 | 0.52
Joint dyadic coping (JDC) _
of the couple 0.39 0.4 | 0.4 | 0.19 | 0.37 | 0.24 | 0.4 | 0.43 | 0.45
Problem-focused JDC 0.4 -0.36| 0.35 | 0.17 | 0.36 | 0.283 | 0.37 | 0.4 | 0.41
Emotionally focused JDC 0.28 |-0.33| 0.35 | 0.19 | 0.29 | 0.21 | 0.33 | 0.36 | 0.38
Evaluation of dyadic coping _
of the couple 0.49 0.42| 0.42 | 0.16 | 0.41 | 0.23 | 0.39 | 0.48 | 0.46

Note: * — statistically significant correlations at p <0.01 are highlighted in bold.

coping of marriage partners. Empirical research
shows that partners who value their ability to read
the partner's stress signals, be aware of them,
support the partner and take some of the bur-
den in difficult situations, mobilize interpersonal
resources that can prevent stress and/or crisis in
a close relationship, and also subjectively highest
regard for the ability of their partner to support
them under the influence of stressors, are more
satisfied with life, feel emotionally comfortable,
are focused on personal growth and optimal real-
ization of their potential, are aware of their own
life prospects. These marriage partners are able

to realize the resources of marriage: the efforts
of both partners, love and feelings, the need
and desire to be together, support, children,
sex, etc. This contributes to the preservation
and development of marital relations, as well as
increase in the value of both the partner and mari-
tal relations. Dyadic coping of partners, as aresult
of which they are able to clearly understand
the problem situation, analyze it, choose the most
appropriate solution and implement it, has a syn-
ergistic effect and helps to cope more effectively
with life challenges of marriage partners, increas-
ing their subjective mental well-being, social
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adaptation, quality of marital relations and life in
general. Analysis of empirical results of the study
confirms the conclusions about the importance
and value of dyadic coping in the coping structure
of marriage partners and is evaluated by scholars
as a resourceful, most productive way to over-
come difficulties in the family, increases the value
of close relationships and helps bring marital rela-
tions to a qualitatively new level [2; 6; 11].
Conclusions. Empirical research has revealed
qualitative differences in the coping of mar-
riage partners with different levels of subjective
well-being. It has been established that marriage
partners with a high level of subjective well-being
have a wider range of individual coping tools, as
well as make full and balanced use of the pos-
sibilities of dyadic coping of spouses. Dominant
strategies of individual coping used by people
with a high level of subjective well-being: “prob-
lem-solving planning”, “positive reappraisal”,
“social support seeking”, as well as anticipa-
tory-preventive and proactive individual cop-
ing. Thus, coping of marriage partners, realized
through conscious and active actions to mitigate
or overcome their own stress and balanced use
of resources and opportunities of each other to
cope with stressful situations together, has adirect
impact on the quality of marriage, and the per-
sonal subjective well-being in marriage. Cop-
ing allows marriage partners to take responsi-
bility for creating a comfortable environment in
the family, rather than passively adapting to exist-
ing discomfort, which is a prerequisite for cog-
nitive and emotional components of subjective
well-being, and to cope more effectively with life
challenges, which contributes to personal growth
of each of the marriage partners (eudemonistic
component of subjective well-being). The pros-
pect for further research is to verify the findings
of an empirical research into coping of marriage
partners in a large sample, to identify the impact
of all the coping tools used by the marriage part-
ners on the subjective well-being of each of them
andthefunctioning of the family systemasawhole.

REFERENCES:

1. Abpamiok O., [luneubka A. KoHuenTyansHa CTpyk-
Typa (heHOMeHy «Cy6'eKTMBHE Gnarononyyus» ta 0co-
61MBOCTI 1i0r0 BUMIpHOBaHHS. [1cuxo/1oz2isi; peasibHiCmsb |
nepcnekmusu. 2018. Bun. 11. C. 10-17.

2. Abpamiok O.0. Posib NpoakTUBHOTO KOMIHTY LLU06-
HUX NapTHePIB y CTPYKTYPI KOMiHTY noapyxoksa. Teopis i
npakmuka cy4acHoi ricuxosoeil. 2019. Bun. 3. C. 5-11.

Bunyck 14. 2020

3. Abpamiok O.0. CyuacHuiA CTaH A0CnimKeHb NPo-
6nemaTtuku KoMiHry WabHUX NnapTHepiB. Haykosuli gic-
HUK JTbBIBCbKO20 OepXaBHO20 yHigepcumemy sHympilu-
Hix cnpas. Cepisa ncuxosnoeiyHa. 2018. Bun. 2. C. 3-11.

4. Kptokoea T.J1. Canoposckas M.B., Kydtak
E.B. Tlcuxonorns cembu: XU3HEHHble TPYAHOCTU U
coBnagaHne ¢ Humu. CaHkT-MNeTepbypr : Peub, 2005.
240 c.

5. KptokoBa T.J1. YenoBek kak CyobekT coBnagaHusi.
lcuxonoaus cosnadarouje2o nosedeHus : Matepuansi
MexayHap. Hayu.-npakT. KoHd. Koctpoma : K'Y um.
H.A. Hekpacosa, 2007. C. 41-44.

6. Kygptsik E.B. KoHuenums cemeiiHoro cosnagaHus:
OCHOBHble NONOXeHUs. MeduyuHckas ncuxosoeusi 8
Poccuu. 2012. Ne 5(16).

7. Co3oHTOB A.E. TefoHWCTVMYECKMA W 3BAEMO-
HUCTUYeCcKUii nogxodbl K npobneme ncuxonoruyec-
Koro 6narononyuns. Borpocskl ncuxonoeuu. 07/2006.
Ne 4. C. 105-114.

8. TkaueHko B.E. bnaronony4yve cynpyXeckux 0THO-
LUEHWIA U ero MCUXOSIorMyYeckne AeTepMUHaHTbI: Teope-
TUYECKWIA aHanu3. BicHUK YepHieiBCbko2o depxasHO20
yHisepcumemy im. T.I. LLlegyeHka. Cepisi «[lcuxosoaiyHi
Hayku». 2009. Bun. 74. T. 2. C. 156-159.

9. Biswas-Diener R., Kashdan T.B., King L.A. Two
traditions of happiness research, not two distinct types
of happiness. The Journal of Positive Psychology.
2009. Vol. 4. Ne. 3. P. 208-211.

10. Bodenmann G. Dyadic coping and its
significance for marital functioning. Couples coping
with stress: Emerging perspectives on dyadic coping.
Washington : DC: American Psychological Association,
2005. P. 33-49.

11. Bodenmann G. Dyadic coping and the significance
of this concept for prevention and therapy. Zeitschrift fur
Gesundheitspsycologie. 2008. Ne 16(3). S. 108-111.

12. Bodenmann G., Randall A.K. Common Factors in
the Enhancement of Dyadic Coping. Behavior Therapy.
2012. Vol. 43. P. 88-98.

13. Mikucka M. The life satisfaction advantage of
being married and gender specialization. Journal of
Marriage and Family. 2016. Ne 78. P. 759-779.

14. Nelson-Coffey S.K. Married...with children: The
science of well-being in marriage and family life. In
E. Diener, S. Oishi, L. Tay (Eds.). Handbook of well-
being. Salt Lake City. UT: DEF Publishers, 2018. DOI :
nobascholar.com.

15. OECD Guidelines on Measuring Subjective Well-
being. Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). Paris: OECD Publishing, 2013.
265 p.

16. Ryan R.M., Deci E.L. On happiness and human
potentials: A Review of Research on Hedonic and
Eudaimonic Well-Being. Annual Reviews Psychol. 2001.
Ne 52. P. 141-166.



