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Abstract

This scientific article analyzes the impact of stress resistance on the fear
of death of war participants, taking into account the role of value orientations.
V. Boyko’s stress resistance methodology, D. Templer’s “Fear of Death” scale,
and S. Schwartz’s value orientation test were used. The sample included 200 war
participants and 200 non-combatants.

MANCOVA analysis showed that low stress tolerance in combatants is
associated with high levels of fear of death, especially in the cognitive-affective
aspect. Conformity and volitionalism mediate this relationship, promoting
adaptive behavior. The results emphasize that the war experience shapes a
unique psychological profile, where stress tolerance and value factors are deeply
interconnected. This is important for the prevention of post-traumatic stress
disorder by offering targeted interventions aimed at promoting conformity and
willpower among individuals with combat experience. For service members without
combat experience, strengthening individual resources and independence are
paramount. The research contributes to a deeper understanding of the psychological
effects of war and can be used practically in military and psychological services.

Key words and phrases: fear of death, war participant, value orientation,
conformity, willpower, independence, post-traumatic stress.
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AHHOTaLMA

B paHHOI Hay4yHOH CTaTbe aHAIU3UPYETCs BIIMSIHHE CTPECCOYCTOHYMBOCTU
YYaCTHUKOB BOHHbBI Ha CTPax CMEPTU C y4E€TOM PO LIEHHOCTHBIX OpPHUEHTALUH.
HMcnonb3oBanuch METOIMKA CTPECCOyCTORYMBOCTH B. Boiiko, mikamna «CTpaxa cMepTH»
[. Temriepa ¥ TeCT LIEHHOCTHBIX opueHTauui 111, [1IBapiia. Beibopka Bkmovana 200
y4acTHUKOB 60eBbIx AeiicTBuil 1 200 BoeHHOCTykKalKx 6€3 60€BOro OIMbITa.
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MANCOVA-aHaiM3  IMOKa3al, 4YTO  HHU3Kag  CTPecCcoyCTOMYHBOCTb
KOMOATaHTOB CBsi3aHa C BbICOKMM YPOBHEM CTpaxa CMepTH, OCOGEHHO B
KOTHUTHUBHO-ap(peKTUBHOM acriekTe. KoH(OpPMHU3M M BOJIsS OMOCPEdyIOT OTY
CBSI3b, CITOCOOCTBYSl aalITUBHOMY TMOBEfEHHIO. Pe3ynbTaThl TOAYEpPKHUBAIOT,
YTO BOEHHBIN OIbIT (DOPMUPYET YHUKAIIbHBIA MCHUXOJIOTMYECKUH Npoduib, rae
CTPECCOYCTOMYMBOCTD U IIEHHOCTHBIE (paKTOPBI TECHO B3aHMOCBSI3aHbL. OTO BaXKHO
OJ1s1 IPOPUITIAKTUKH MTOCTTPaBMaTUUYECKUX CTPECCOBBIX PacCTPOUCTB, Mpepiarast
Lie/ieBble UHTEPBEHLIUY, HallpaB/IeHHble Ha yCU/IEHHe KOH(POPMU3Ma U BOIU Y JIULL
c 60€eBBbIM OIMBITOM. [[JIsi BOEHHOCITyKallluX 6e3 60eBOro omnbITa MPHOPUTETHBIMH
SIBIISIIOTCSL  YKpeIUIeHHe  JIMYHOCTHBIX  PEeCypcoB M CaMOCTOSITENTbHOCTH.
HccnenoBanue yrimy6rsieT MOHMMaHUE MCUXOIOIMMYEeCKUX MOCTeACTBUN BOMHBI U
MOKET ObITh I[NIPUMEHEHO B BOECHHDbBIX M IICUXOJIOTUYECKUX cny>K6ax.

KmroueBble ciioBa M C/I0OBOCOYETAHHUsl: CTPax CMEpPTH, YYaCTHUK
BOMHDI, I[EHHOCTHBbIE OpHEHTAl[UM, KOH(OPMH3M, BOJIf, CaMOCTOSITEITbHOCTbD,
IOCTTPaBMaTUYECKUH CTpecc.

Introduction

The study of the psychological state of participants in military operations
is one of the primary issues of modern psychology, as combat stress situations
profoundly affect stress resistance, value orientations, and existential anxieties.
The experience of war, which includes constant threat of death and traumatic
events, forms adaptive mechanisms that can either strengthen or undermine a
person’s psychological stability.

From the perspective of existential psychology, the confrontation with death,
as noted by V. Frankl, I. Yalom, and E. Fromm, causes a fear of “nothingness,”
but can also stimulate self-transcendence - the search for the meaning of life
[7]. J. Rheingold notes that in the psychology of the individual, death acquires
the meaning of the realization of a specific vital purpose, contrasting it with the
organic end of life, which is obviously meaningless [9, p. 4].

E. Fromm rejected the idea that the fear of death is the fear of the end of
life. He believed that the fear of death is actually the fear of the loss of what we
have: body, property, identity, the only way to reduce which is to get rid of the
desire to possess [11].

Eternal questions (life and death) acquire special significance in combat
conditions, when the proximity of death does not allow consciousness to postpone
their solution for the future. This experience leaves a mark on consciousness,
influencing its attitude towards death and, consequently, on further value
orientations when the combatant returns to peaceful life. The key to revealing
the features of changes in the consciousness of a combatant may be a comparative
analysis of the attitudes of individuals who participated in the war and those who
did not participate.

All other human problems arise from the encounter with death (L.
Binswanger, M. Boss, D. Bujenthal, R. May, V. Frankl, I. Yalom). The encounter
with death is a terrifying but inseparable part of every person’s life [2; 3; 4; 8; 12].
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The founders of the existential-humanistic direction (R. Assagioli, J. Bujenthal, T.
and E. Yeomans, S. Levin, A. Maslow, R. May, J. Rainwater, V. Frankl, E. Fromm,
I. Yalom and others) often considered the encounter with death as an important
opportunity for personal growth. However, regardless of how this encounter is
resolved, its consequences inevitably have a strong impact on the individual [6,
p. 58].

The aim of the study is to identify the impact of stress resilience on the
fear of death, taking into account the value orientations of the individual.

According to the main hypothesis, unlike those who did not participate
in the war, low stress tolerance of combatants is associated with a high level of
fear of death, and conformity and benevolence promote adaptive behavior. The
research objectives are:

To study the impact of stress tolerance of war participants on the cognitive-
affective, physical, temporal and stress aspects of fear of death.

To reveal the mediating role of value orientations (conformity, benevolence,
tradition, universalism, self-direction) between the relationship between stress
tolerance and fear of death.

To compare the correlation between stress resilience and fear of death
caused by traumatic experiences in war- participants and those who have not
participated in war.

The study is important from both theoretical and practical perspectives, as
it deepens our understanding of the psychological consequences of war and offers
a basis for the prevention of post-traumatic stress disorders.

Research methods and sample

1. V. V. Boyko’s “Stress Resilience Methodology” [10, p. 34],

2. D. Templer’s “Fear of Death” Scale (Death Anxiety Scale — DAS) [5, p.
1-8.],

3. Basic value orientations (Sh. Schwartz) [1, p. 86-92].

The reliability of the results was ensured by the use of mathematical
statistical methods: multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA).

The research sample consisted of 200 combatants participating in combat
operations (experimental group (EG)), and 200 former contract servicemen without
combat experience (control group (CG)).

Analysis of the research results

Through MANCOVA analysis, we identified the psychological characteristics
of war participants, observing the influence of stress resistance and value
orientations.
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Table 1.

Multivariate tests of stress resistance and value orientations
of the experimental group

- - meaning | F dft (df2 |p
S t.r e s s|Pillai’s Trace 2.943 0.974 |80 |28 |0.553
resilience -
Wilks’ Lambda 2.89e-4 |1.568 80 |18 ]0.140
Hotelling’s Trace 72.936 2.279 80 |10 |0.077
Roy’s Largest Root | 58.748 20.562 |20 |7 <.001
Conformity Pillai’s Trace 0.808 4200 |4 4 0.097
Wilks’ Lambda 0.192 4200 |4 4 0.097
Hotelling’s Trace 4.200 4200 (4 4 0.097
Roy’s Largest Root | 0.808 4200 |4 4 0.097
Tradition Pillai’s Trace 0.645 1.819 4 4 0.288
Wilks’ Lambda 0.355 1.819 4 4 0.288
Hotelling’s Trace 1.819 1.819 4 4 0.288
Roy’s Largest Root [ 1.819 1.819 4 4 0.288
Benevolence Pillai’s Trace 0.729 2695 (4 4 0.180
Wilks’ Lambda 0.271 2695 |4 4 0.180
Hotelling’s Trace 2.695 2695 |4 4 0.180
Roy’s Largest Root | 2.695 2695 |4 4 0.180
Universalism Pillai’s Trace 0.400 0.667 |4 4 0.648
Wilks’ Lambda 0.600 0.667 |4 4 0.648
Hotelling’s Trace 0.667 0.667 |4 4 0.648
Roy’s Largest Root | 0.667 0.667 |4 4 0.648
Self-direction | Pillai’s Trace 0.318 0.466 |4 4 0.761
Wilks’ Lambda 0.682 0.466 |4 4 0.761
Hotelling’s Trace 0.466 0.466 |4 4 0.761
Roy’s Largest Root | 0.466 0.466 |4 4 0.761

The results of the multivariate analysis show that in the case of stress
resilience, the largest root of Roy (F=20.562, p<.001) reveals a highly significant
effect, while the other indicators (Pilla trace, Wilks’ lambda, Hotelling trace) do
not reach statistical significance.

From a psychological point of view, this is extremely important, since the
largest root of Roy shows that stress resilience most strongly affects a certain set
of dependent variables. In this context, based on D. Templer’s “Fear of Death”
scale, we can conclude that the stress resistance of war participants is particularly

related to the attitude towards death.

Participants in combat operations, when faced with death, may have
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developed unique stress-resilience mechanisms related to dealing with the fear of
death. This may act as a psychological defense system, allowing them to continue
functioning in the face of death.

The results of the Schwartz value orientation test show an interesting
picture. The conformity indicators (F=4.200, p=0.097) are at the threshold of
significance, which suggests that there is a certain tendency among participants
in military operations to follow group norms. In combat, where teamwork and
timely execution of orders are vital, conformity can manifest itself as an adaptive
mechanism.

The indicators of benevolence (F=2.695, p=0.180), although not statistically
significant, reveal a certain trend that may reflect the internal conflict of
combat participants—between fulfilling their duties on one hand and upholding
humanitarian values on the other.

The value orientations of Tradition, Universalism, and Self-direction do not
show a statistically significant effect, which may indicate that military operations
do not have an impact on these values in the short term, or their change occurs
more slowly.

The results of the analysis reveal that among war participants, stress
resistance is a key factor that determines their psychological reactions. In
particular, stress resistance can affect cognitive and emotional responses related to
the fear of death. In the value system, conformity and benevolence show certain
trends, which indicates that the war experience can affect the positioning of the
individual in the social context and humanitarian attitudes.

Table 2.
Univariate tests for the analysis of stress stability, fear of
death scales, and value orientations of war participants

D\?gﬁggfé\t SSum of d; ‘__Degﬁees SMean E p
quares | of Freedom quare

S tr e s s|CAFDA 110.8030 (20 5.5402 |18.91821 | <.001

resilience
FPC 28.6288 |20 1.4314 1 0.47338 [ 0.910
APT 57.3333 |20 2.8667 |0.43071 |0.934
FPD 100.3939 (20 5.0197 |2.68425 |0.092

Conformity CAFDA 5.1049 1 5.1049 |17.43198 | 0.004
FPC 1.4462 1 1.4462 |0.47827 |0.511
APT 1.8181 1 1.8181 0.27316 | 0.617
FPD 8.6059 1 8.6059 |4.60195 | 0.069

Tradition CAFDA 0.0124 1 0.0124 ]10.04226 | 0.843
FPC 5.8219 1 5.8219 |1.92530 |0.208
APT 0.7605 1 0.7605 | 0.11426 | 0.745
FPD 6.9320 1 6.9320 | 3.70686 | 0.096
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Benevolence CAFDA 2.5317 1 2.5317 |8.64517 |0.022
FPC 11.7185 1 11.7185 | 3.87534 | 0.090
APT 0.1595 1 0.1595 |0.02396 | 0.881
FPD 6.1823 1 6.1823 |3.30596 | 0.112
Universalism CAFDA 0.3225 1 0.3225 |1.10117 0.329
FPC 6.7940 1 6.7940 |2.24679 |0.178
APT 0.0246 1 0.0246 |0.00369 | 0.953
FPD 0.1745 1 0.1745 10.09329 | 0.769
Self-direction | CAFDA 0.1453 1 0.1453 ] 0.49600 | 0.504
FPC 0.3024 1 0.3024 | 0.10000 | 0.761
APT 1.3144 1 1.3144 1 0.19749 | 0.670
FPD 4.6815 1 4.6815 |2.50341 |0.158
remaining CAFDA 2.0499 7 0.2928 |- -
FPC 21.1671 7 3.0239 |- -
APT 46.5896 |7 6.6557 |- -
FPD 13.0904 |7 1.8701 |- -

The results of the multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), where
stress resilience is the independent variable, the fear of death scales (CAFDA, FPC,
APT, FPD) are the dependent variables, and the value orientations (conformity,
tradition, benevolence, universalism, autonomy) are the covariates, show a
complex relationship between stress resilience and fear of death, taking into
account the influence of value orientations. In the case of war participants, we
are dealing with a high stress experience.

The high statistical significance of CAFDA (cognitive-affective anxiety about
death) (F=18.918, p<0.001) indicates that stress resilience is significantly associated
with cognitive-affective anxiety about death. From a psychological perspective,
this means that war participants with lower stress resilience tend to worry more
about death, which may be related to post-traumatic stress or existential concerns.
These concerns may exacerbate psychological burden, reducing adaptive resources.

FPD (pain and stress concern): Moderate significance (F=2.684, p=0.092)
suggests that stress resilience may be somewhat related to concerns about pain
and stress, which may reflect that war veterans with low stress resilience are more
sensitive to physical or psychological pain related to their traumatic experiences.
FPD (physical change anxiety) and APT (awareness of the passage of time) are
not statistically significant (p=0.910 and p=0.934), indicating that stress resilience
does not significantly affect physical change or time anxiety. From a psychological
perspective, this may mean that for war participants, these aspects of fear of
death are less important or less related to stress resilience compared to cognitive-
affective concerns.

The association with conformity with CAFDA (F=17.432, p=0.004) indicates
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that conformity significantly mediates the relationship between stress resilience
and cognitive-affective concerns. War participants who are more conformist may
be more prone to death anxiety as they attempt to conform to social norms
to reduce uncertainty. The association with FPD (F=4.602, p=0.069) is close to
significance, suggesting that conformity may also be partially related to pain and
stress concerns, possibly through seeking social support.

The significant correlation of benevolence with CAFDA (F=8.645, p=-0.022)
indicates that benevolence plays an important role in the relationship between
stress resilience and the cognitive-affective aspect of fear of death. War participants
with higher levels of benevolence may actively attempt to manage their anxieties
to confront the fear of death. The connection with FPD (p=0.090) and FPD (p=0.112)
factors is close to significance, suggesting a moderate influence of benevolence on
physical and stress-related concerns.

The covariates of tradition, universalism, and autonomy do not show a
statistically significant effect (p>0.096), suggesting that these value orientations
do not significantly mediate the relationship between stress resilience and fear of
death, which may mean that these values are more stable and less susceptible to
the influence of war-induced stress or fear of death.

The analysis shows that stress resilience is most strongly associated with
the cognitive-affective aspect of fear of death (CAFDA), which highlights that low
stress resilience in war veterans may exacerbate existential concerns. Conformity
and benevolence mediate this relationship, indicating that social conformity and
controlling behavior may serve as adaptive mechanisms. Pain and stress concerns
(FPD) are also somewhat associated with stress resilience, which may reflect the
impact of traumatic experiences. Physical change and time-course concerns (FPD,
APT) have no significant effect, which may be due to the fact that war veterans
are not familiar with these with less importance of aspects. Low residual errors
(e.g. 0.2928 for CAFDA) indicate a good fit of the model.

Table 3.
Multivariate tests of stress resistance and value orientations of
servicemen who did not participate in the war

- - Meaning | F dft | df2 P

Stress resilience | Pillai’s Trace 2.3093 0.893 (104 |68 0.701
Wilks’ Lambda 0.0210 0.920 [104 (58 0.649
Hotelling’s Trace 7.8511 0.944 [104 (50 0.605
Roy’s Largest Root 4.4233 2.892 |26 17 0.013

Conformity Pillai’s Trace 0.0963 0.373 |4 14 0.824
Wilks’ Lambda 0.9037 0.373 |4 14 0.824
Hotelling’s Trace 0.1065 0.373 |4 14 0.824
Roy’s Largest Root 0.1065 0.373 |4 14 0.824
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Tradition Pillai’s Trace 0.1151 0.455 |4 14 0.767
Wilks’ Lambda 0.8849 0.455 |4 14 0.767
Hotelling’s Trace 0.1301 0.455 |4 14 0.767
Roy’s Largest Root 0.1301 0.455 |4 14 0.767
Benevolence Pillai’s Trace 0.3858 2198 |4 14 0.122
Wilks’ Lambda 0.6142 2198 |4 14 0.122
Hotelling’s Trace 0.6281 2198 |4 14 0.122
Roy’s Largest Root 0.6281 2198 |4 14 0.122
Universalism Pillai’s Trace 0.0620 0.231 4 14 0.916
Wilks’ Lambda 0.9380 0.231 |4 14 0.916
Hotelling’s Trace 0.0661 0.231 |4 14 0.916
Roy’s Largest Root 0.0661 0.231 |4 14 0.916
Self-direction Pillai’s Trace 0.2949 1.464 |4 14 0.265
Wilks’ Lambda 0.7051 1.464 |4 14 0.265
Hotelling’s Trace 0.4183 1.464 |4 14 0.265
Roy’s Largest Root 0.4183 1.464 |4 14 0.265

The results of the multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), which relate
to the correlation between stress resilience and value orientations (conformity,
tradition, benevolence, universalism, self-direction) of servicemen who did not
participate in the war, show that stress resilience and value orientations generally
do not have a statistically significant relationship.

Of the four criteria, the largest Roy root (F=2.892, p=0.013) shows statistical
significance, suggesting that stress resilience has some relationship with value
orientations, which may mean that the stress resilience of non-combatants may be
partly determined by their value system, such as benevolence or conformity, which
can promote adaptive behavior in stressful situations.

All conformity measures (F=0.373, p=0.824) are not statistically significant,
indicating that conformity is not significantly associated with stress resilience, which
may mean that for non-combatants, conforming to social norms does not play a
significant role in stress management. Tradition measures (F=0.455, p=0.767) are
also not significant, suggesting that traditional values, such as following traditions,
do not affect stress resilience. This may reflect that tradition, as a value, does not
promote or hinder stress coping mechanisms in this group.

The measures of benevolence show a moderate effect (F=2.198, p=0.122),
which is close to statistical significance. This indicates that benevolence may be
somewhat related to stress resilience. From a psychological perspective, servicemen
who seek more control over their lives and decisions may cope better with stress
because they are more actively using problem-solving strategies. All measures
of universalism (F=0.231, p=0.916) are not statistically significant, indicating that
universal values such as equality and social justice do not significantly affect stress
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resilience.

The autonomy measures (F=1.464, p=0.265) are also not significant, but
show a certain effect that is close to significance. This suggests that autonomy
may be moderately related to stress resilience. Service members who are more
independent in their decisions can better manage stress by relying on their own
resources.

The analysis shows that stress resilience in non-combatants is largely
unrelated to value orientations, with the exception of benevolence and, to some
extent, autonomy, which may contribute to better stress management. That is,
a sense of personal control and self-direction may promote adaptive behavior
in stressful situations, while social or traditional values, such as conformity and
tradition, have a lesser effect. The significance of the largest root of Roy (p=0.013)
suggests that some value orientations may be important for stress resilience, but
the overall effect is limited.

Table 4.
Univariate tests for the analysis of stress stability, fear of death scales,
and value orientations of servicemen who did not participate in the war

f
Dgpendent | Sumof | Degreesor| Mean | F |
Stress CAFDA 296.9320 26 11.4205 | 1.0629 | 0.458
resilience
FPC 73.3129 26 2.8197 | 1.4246 | 0.227
APT 11.3248 26 0.4356 | 0.4709 | 0.959
FPD 173.3231 26 6.6663 | 0.9945 | 0.517
Conformity CAFDA 41815 1 41815 | 0.3892 | 0.541
FPC 2.1634 1 2.1634 | 1.0930 | 0.310
APT 0.5409 1 0.5409 | 0.5847 | 0.455
FPD 0.1557 1 0.1557 | 0.0232 | 0.881
Tradition CAFDA 7.1781 1 7.1781 0.6681 | 0.425
FPC 0.4648 1 0.4648 | 0.2348 | 0.634
APT 0.2826 1 0.2826 | 0.3055 | 0.588
FPD 0.4941 1 0.4941 | 0.0737 | 0.789
Benevolence CAFDA 71.5580 1 71.5580 | 6.6599 | 0.019
FPC 0.1269 1 0.1269 | 0.0641 | 0.803
APT 0.3716 1 0.3716 | 0.4017 | 0.535
FPD 1.2701 1 1.2701 0.1895 | 0.669
Universalism CAFDA 8.88e-4 1 8.88e-4 | 8.26e-5 | 0.993
FPC 0.6672 1 0.6672 | 0.3371 | 0.569
APT 0.1402 1 0.1402 | 0.1516 | 0.702
FPD 2.3018 1 2.3018 | 0.3434 | 0.566
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dirseec!ri-on CAFDA 62.7556 1 62.7556 | 5.8406 | 0.027
FPC 2.5953 1 2.5953 | 1.3112 | 0.268
APT 0.0240 1 0.0240 | 0.0259 | 0.874
FPD 18.9866 1 18.9866 | 2.8324 | 0.111

Remaining CAFDA 182.6592 17 10.7447 - -
FPC 33.6490 17 1.9794 - -
APT 15.7241 17 0.9249 - -
FPD 113.9583 17 6.7034 - -

The results of the multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), which
concerns the correlation between stress resilience, fear of death scales (CAFDA, FPC,
APT, FPD) and value orientations (conformity, tradition, benevolence, universalism,
self-direction) of non-combatant soldiers, show that stress resilience generally does
not have a significant effect on fear of death scales, with the exception of some
value orientations that show a statistically significant relationship.

The results for CAFDA (cognitive-affective anxiety about death) (F=1.063,
p=0.458) are not statistically significant, indicating that stress resilience does not
significantly affect cognitive-affective anxiety about death. For non-combatants,
thoughts of death were not related to their stress resilience level. Despite the
higher F value for FPC (concern about physical changes) (F-1.425, p=0.227), the
results remain non-significant. This indicates that stress resilience does not affect
concerns about physical changes, which may reflect the lower importance of
physical concerns for this group.

The very low F value for APT (awareness of the passage of time) (F=0.471,
p=0.959) confirms that stress resilience is not related to concerns about the passage
of time. From a psychological perspective, this could mean that for this group,
the perception of time is not related to stress management. The results for FPD
(pain and stress concern) (F=0.995, p=0.517) are also non-significant, indicating
that stress resilience does not significantly affect concerns about pain and stress,
with the absence of war reducing the intensity of these types of concerns.

The relationship between conformity and all scales of fear of death was not
statistically significant (p>0.310), indicating that conformity does not mediate the
relationship between stress resilience and fear of death, which may mean that
conforming to social norms does not play a significant role in managing stress or
fear of death. Similarly, the results for tradition (p>0.425) were not significant,
suggesting that traditional values do not influence the relationship between stress
resilience and fear of death. This may reflect the stable nature of tradition, which
remains unchanged regardless of the level of stress or anxiety.

The association of benevolence with the CAFDA is statistically significant
(F=6.660, p=0.019), indicating that benevolence significantly mediates the
relationship between stress resilience and cognitive-affective concerns. From a
psychological perspective, service members who seek control over their lives may
be more actively able to counteract death-related concerns, which may increase
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their stress resilience. The association with the other scales (p>0.535) is not
significant, indicating that the effect of benevolence is limited to the cognitive-
affective aspect.

The association of autonomy with CAFDA is also significant (F=5.841,
p=0.027), suggesting that autonomy plays an important role in the relationship
between stress resilience and cognitive-affective concerns about death. Soldiers
who are more independent in their decisions may be better able to manage
existential concerns by relying on their own resources. The association with FPD
(F=2.832, p=0.111) is close to significance, indicating that autonomy may moderate
concerns about pain and stress.

The results for universalism (p>0.566) are not statistically significant,
indicating that universal values do not mediate the relationship between stress
resilience and fear of death. This may be due to the fact that universalism is less
associated with individual stress management.

The analysis shows that stress resilience in non-combatant soldiers does
not significantly affect fear of death, with the exception of benevolence and self-
direction, which are significantly related to cognitive-affective anxiety (CAFDA).
From a psychological perspective, this highlights that a sense of personal control
and self-direction can promote the management of stress and existential anxiety,
while social or traditional values, such as conformity and tradition, have little
effect.

Thus, among war participants, stress resilience is strongly related to the
cognitive-affective aspect of fear of death, which reflects the impact of traumatic
experiences on their psychological state. In contrast, among non-war servicemen,
there is a weaker relationship between fear of death and stress resilience, due
to the absence of stressful situations. Conformity plays an important role among
participants, since following group norms helps reduce uncertainty and anxiety.
Benevolence contributes to the management of fear of death in both groups,
but it is more pronounced in participants, expressing a conflict between duties
and humanitarian values. Self-direction helps non-participants to overcome
existential anxieties by relying on individual resources, while it is less pronounced
in participants. Concerns about pain and stress are more noticeable in participants,
related to trauma, while they are almost absent in non-participants. Tradition and
universalism are stable in both groups and do not affect stress resistance or fear of
death. War experience forms unique adaptive mechanisms that strengthen stress
resistance to death in dangerous conditions.

Conclusion

Thus, low stress tolerance in war participants is statistically significantly
associated with high levels of fear of death, especially in the aspect of cognitive-
affective anxiety. Among value orientations, conformity and benevolence mediate
this relationship, promoting a sense of conformity to social norms and control,
which is an adaptive mechanism in conditions of traumatic stress. In contrast,
in servicemen who did not participate in war, the relationship between stress
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tolerance and fear of death is weak, and autonomy becomes the main resource
for managing existential anxieties.

The experience of war shapes a unique psychological profile, where stress

resilience and value factors are deeply intertwined. This is important for the
prevention of post-traumatic stress disorders, suggesting targeted interventions
aimed at promoting conformity and benevolence among war participants.
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