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Faith in victory as an indicator of national resilience
Introduction
The full-scale Russian aggression against Ukraine, launched in 2022, has become a

challenge for Ukrainian society. Despite the protracted war and significant losses, so-
ciological studies demonstrate a high level of societal resilience, manifested in the
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preservation of social cohesion, psychological endurance, and widespread confidence
in victory. In particular, as of June 2023, 97% of Ukrainians expressed confidence in
Ukraine’s victory, with the share of those who “fully believe” remaining consistently
high even after a year of active hostilities (Alexseev & Dembitskyi, 2024). Defining
national resilience as the ability of a community to adapt and withstand existential
threats while preserving key social functions and collective identity (Norris et al.,
2008; Ungar, 2012), we proceed from the assumption that citizens’ faith in Ukraine’s
victory can be considered a key indicator of national resilience. This assertion is based
on previous observations that recorded the consolidation of Ukrainian society after
the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022, as well as the growth of institutional
trust and the strengthening of patriotic identity (Reznikova & Korniievskyi, 2024; Bez-
rukova et al., 2025).

The question remains open as to which specific factors determine the formation of
citizens’ confidence in Ukraine’s victory. Research indicates that the information en-
vironment plays a significant role: in particular, online media and related narratives
shape social optimism and directly influence citizens’ perceptions of the prospects of
victory (Marukhovskyi et al., 2024). Generational differences also emerge as an im-
portant factor: young people more often demonstrate higher levels of optimism and
confidence in the future, which is linked to greater civic engagement and a tendency
toward social optimism (Mirchuk & Pavlenko, 2022). At the same time, regional and
linguistic characteristics remain significant in explaining differences in the level of
faith in victory, which must be taken into account in the development of reconstruc-
tion strategies (Slyusarevskyy, 2024). Researchers also devote particular attention to
trust in state institutions, which is reflected in confidence in victory, but is often con-
sidered in conjunction with other factors—such as the sense of support and evaluation
of political leadership (Balakireva & Dmytruk, 2022). Despite the presence of certain
empirical evidence, the influences of personal wartime experience—which may en-
hance emotional involvement and optimism—as well as the role of civic identity and
value orientations as predictors of confidence in victory, remain insufficiently studied.

The purpose of this article is to provide a theoretical substantiation of the approach
to measuring national resilience through the prism of faith in victory and to conduct
an empirical analysis of the social and psychological predictors of this phenomenon.

Research Question and Objectives

The research question of our study lies in measuring national resilience through
the example of a specific indicator (mass faith in victory) and identifying the factors
that determine it. In the scientific literature, societal resilience is described as a multi-
dimensional phenomenon encompassing the ability to maintain basic functions, collec-
tive cohesion, and psychological optimism during crises (Masten, 2001; Norris et al.,
2008; Dagdeviren et al., 2020). War creates an extreme “stress test”! for this phenomenon.

I'The Ukrainian context has become the subject of particular attention among researchers: the
phenomenon of resilience of the Ukrainian population is actively studied within social psychology,
sociology, and public health research, in particular: (Kimbhi et al., 2023; Koubova & Kimhi, 2024;
Goodwin et al., 2023; Reznikova & Korniievskyi, 2024; Kutsenko, 2025).
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Despite the growing body of literature, the issue of operationalizing national
resilience in quantitative research requires further exploration. A common approach
is based on multifactorial scales that cover institutional, social, and psychological
indicators (Norris et al., 2008; Kutsenko, 2025). At the same time, the search for an
indicator capable of reflecting societal changes at a high level of generalization remains
arelevant task. In this study, we propose to consider mass confidence in victory as such
an indicator. We interpret this indicator as the psychological component of national
resilience, a kind of “barometer” of societal resilience. If, even under conditions of
prolonged hostilities and personal losses, citizens maintain faith in victory, this
indicates the presence of a significant resource of collective endurance and resilience.

For the validity of such an approach, it is necessary to clarify why faith in victory
reflects resilience and which factors influence its maintenance. Available data point to
two possible scenarios. First, confidence in victory may take the form of an almost
nationwide consensus, varying only slightly depending on individual characteristics.
Thus, surveys conducted in 2022-2023 showed a high level of faith in victory across
all regions and social groups; even large-scale personal losses did not lead to a
significant decline in this indicator (Alexseev & Dembitskyi, 2023). Second, there are
grounds to assume that certain socio-demographic and psychological factors may
strengthen or weaken confidence in victory. Goodwin et al. (2023) recorded that
resilience washigheramongyoungpeople, respondents with highlevels of interpersonal
trust, and residents of primarily Ukrainian-speaking regions. According to the
Razumkov Centre (2025), in the fourth year of the war, society maintained resilience
by relying on three “pillars”—trust in the Armed Forces, support from international
allies, and conviction in victory.

Thus, the research problem lies in the absence of a systematic analysis of the
predictors of confidence in victory. Existing works by Ukrainian scholars outline
individual aspects—from national resilience (Kutsenko, 2025) to the role of civic
identity and the interaction between the state and society (Reznikova, 2024), or the
dynamics of socio-psychological resources in different years of the war (Zlobina,
2024). However, there is a lack of comprehensive studies that directly test the
relationships between the level of faith in victory and specific independent variables.
This gap defines the research task—to construct a conceptual model in which
confidence in victory is considered as a function of a set of factors (from individual
wartime experience to macro-social attitudes) and to test it on empirical data.

Theoretical Framework

The concept of resilience emerged within developmental psychology as the ability
to successfully adapt under conditions of high adversity, with a focus on the interaction
between risk factors and protective mechanisms. Pioneering studies outlined the
empirical foundations of this concept and emphasized that resilience is not a rare
“trait” but the result of normal adaptive systems at work (Garmezy, 1971; Werner &
Smith, 1982; Luthar et al., 2000; Masten, 2001). Subsequent development acquired a
socio-ecological dimension: resilience is understood as a process arising from the
interaction of the individual with the context, rather than as a static characteristic
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attributable to a single person (Ungar, 2012). This shift (from “who is considered
resilient” to “which environments enable resilience”) is critically important for
transferring the concept to higher levels of analysis.

The transition from individual to community and national resilience in the
literature is accompanied by the operationalization of sets of adaptive capacities
through which communities maintain functionality in crises. In the influential model
of community resilience, this process is linked to four interrelated blocks (economic
development, social capital, information and communication systems, and community
competence), which together determine preparedness for threats and recovery
afterward (Norris et al., 2008). In parallel, the structural approach highlights the “rules
of the game” (formal institutions and informal norms), resources (material, human,
social), and power relations as fundamental parameters of social adaptability, through
which inequality of access to resources and asymmetries of power directly affect the
ability to recover (Dagdeviren et al., 2020). Importantly, these approaches do not
contradict but complement each other: adaptive capacities describe “what works” in
communities, while the structural perspective outlines “why and for whom” these
mechanisms operate.

In the context of war, the significance of macro-processes of resilience increases,
while psychosocial components (identity, trust, and expectations about the future)
become central mechanisms for maintaining collective functionality. Empirical studies
conducted during and after the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022
demonstrate high levels of national resilience among Ukrainians, with distinct
differences by age, trust, and linguistic-regional context (Goodwin et al., 2023;
Koubova & Kimbhi, 2024). Comparative assessments also record the predictive role of
individual, community, and societal resilience in different countries of the region,
confirming the multilevel nature of this phenomenon (Koubova & Kimbhi, 2024).
Monitoring studies register high levels of collective resilience, though in 2024 a
tendency toward weakening is observed: support factors continue to operate, but the
effectiveness of their influence decreases (Zlobina, 2024).

The information environment acts as a separate node of influence on resilience,
mediating risk assessments, time horizons of expectations, and coordination of
collective actions. Studies of online media indicate that changes in the information
field affect optimism and citizens’ perceptions of the prospects for peace and the
course of the armed conflict; this effect is particularly noticeable among young people,
who demonstrate higher levels of social optimism and civic activity (Marukhovskyi et
al., 2024; Mirchuk & Pavlenko, 2022). Thus, communication channels not only
transmit information but also support or weaken the network of adaptive capacities
described in models of community resilience (Norris et al., 2008).

Against this background, faith in victory is considered a psychosocial indicator of
national resilience during wartime. At the individual level, its foundation lies in
optimism and hope as cognitive-motivational orientations that link expectations of a
positive outcome with readiness to sustain purposeful behavior despite threats (Carver
et al., 2010; Bonanno, 2004). At the collective level, “faith in victory” aligns with
perceptions of the community’s ability to achieve desired results through the
consolidation of identity, trust, and coordination of actions—that is, resilience
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manifests as shared expectations and support for collective efforts (Norris et al., 2008;
Goodwin et al., 2023). Ukrainian empirical data confirm this interpretation: despite
the duration of the war and increasing burdens, confidence in victory remains high
and is associated with support for democratic narratives and civic agency (Alexseev &
Dembitskyi, 2024; Reznikova & Korniievskyi, 2024; Bezrukova et al., 2025). It is worth
noting thatthroughouttheentire history ofindependence, Ukrainians have consistently
assessed their future optimistically—this is a “nation of optimists.” According to KIIS
data, the level of optimism fluctuates (88% - October 2022, 73% — December 2023,
57% - December 2024, 43% - May-June 2025, 56% - September-October 2025),
yet those who see Ukraine as a prosperous state within the European Union out-
number those who believe that in ten years Ukraine will be a ruined country with
significant population outflow (5% — October 2022, 19% - December 2023, 28% -
December2024,47% - May-June 2025, 31% - September—October 2025) (Hrushetskyi,
2025).

At the same time, the use of “faith in victory” as an indicator requires clear
articulation of its advantages and limitations. The advantages lie in its high relevance
to the wartime context, sensitivity to political and informational signals, and simplicity
of measurement in surveys. The limitations include potential fluctuations under the
influence of short-term events, risks of socially desirable responses, and the fact that
the indicator reflects expectations of outcome but does not encompass the full
spectrum of recovery capacity. To ensure validity, it is necessary to control contextual
factors and test convergent validity with respect to institutional trust, participation,
value orientations, and informational practices; it is particularly important to account
for the role of media as a mechanism for shaping expectations and coordination
(Norris et al., 2008; Dagdeviren et al., 2020; Marukhovskyi et al., 2024). In conclusion,
“faith in victory” emerges as a proxy indicator theoretically embedded in the
multilevel framework of resilience: it reflects psychological (optimism/hope), meso-
level (civic participation/trust), and macro-level (institutional capacity/information
environment) mechanisms that together sustain resilience in wartime (Carver et al,,
2010; Bonanno, 2004; Norris et al., 2008; Goodwin et al., 2023; Alexseev & Dembitskyi,
2024).

Empirical Data, Model, and Hypotheses

Empirical data from the annual sociological monitoring “Ukrainian Society”
conducted by the Institute of Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine
within the framework of the USAID Project “Transformation of Communications” in
Ukraine were used for this study. The dataset was collected by the sociological group
Rating using the CATI-CAWI method (June 27 - July 4, 2023): RR = 23.4% for CATI
recruitment, RR =42.5% for CAWTI survey, and N = 4101. The empirical data from this
nationwide monitoring survey allow for quantitative testing of the relationships
between the dependent variable (faith in victory) and a set of independent factors.

The general model, on the basis of which we interpret results and test hypotheses,
was specified and operationalized as follows. First, the dependent variable (“faith in
Ukraine’s victory”) was measured by the question (“How confident are you in Ukraine’s
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victory in the war with Russia?”) with four ordered responses: from “not confident at
all” to “fully confident” During data preparation, the scale was transformed so that
higher values corresponded to greater confidence (1 = “not confident at all” ...,
4 = “fully confident”). A cumulative logit model with proportional odds (PLUM/
LINK=LOGIT) was built on this variable, with estimation of thresholds and “location”
coefficients. In the final specification, a subsample with valid responses was used
(N =2597). Second, predictors were grouped into blocks directly corresponding to the
proposed hypotheses.

o War experience. Includes the binary variable “Volunteering” (1 - respondent
performs any volunteer/support actions for the Armed Forces or victims;
constructed from the list of actions in question nrw6) and the index of personal
losses “Personal losses” (sum of traumatic events).

o Identity and trust. Includes the binary variable “Civic identity” (identification
as a citizen of Ukraine), an index of social distrust/anomie, and a proxy for
institutional trust—evaluation of the President’s performance.

o Optimism and information environment. Consists of a three-level scale of
social optimism based on the question “What do you think about the future of
Ukraine?” (“the situation will worsen / remain unchanged / improve”) and a
categorical variable (preferred type of news source: national telethon “United
News,” alternative Ukrainian media, others).

o Civic participation. Contains the index “Community participation” (number of
civic practices/actions; constructed from the same set of items as volunteering).

o Values. Includes the dichotomous variable “Pro-democratic orientations”
(support for democracy as the best form of government) and the ordinal variable
(scale from 0 to 10) “Value of statehood” (importance of the existence of an
independent Ukrainian state).

All models control for educational level, type of settlement, and subjective social
status. This construction directly reproduces the theoretical framework in which “faith
in victory” appears as an integral psychosocial indicator combining individual
cognitive expectations, meso-level participation and trust, and macro-level value
orientations.

Based on the theoretical review, we formulate the following hypotheses:

o War experience. Direct involvement (service, volunteering), experienced losses,
and coping may strengthen or weaken faith through mechanisms of emotional
engagement, sense of control, and post-traumatic growth/stress (Bonanno,
2004; Alexseev & Dembitskyi, 2023). Hypothesis 1 (H1): Involvement in
collective actions (service/volunteering) is associated with higher faith in victory,
controlling for traumatic pressure.

« Civic identity. Stronger identification with the political nation increases
readiness to support collective goals and the assessment of their attainability
(Reznikova & Korniievskyi, 2024). Hypothesis 2 (H2): Higher civic identity is
associated with greater faith in victory.

o Trustininstitutions/interpersonal trust. Institutional trustreduces uncertainty
and increases evaluations of the effectiveness of collective efforts; interpersonal
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trust facilitates cooperation (Goodwin et al., 2023; Razumkov Centre, 2025).
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Trust in key institutions, as well as interpersonal trust,
positively correlates with faith in victory.

« Social optimism and information environment. General positive expectations
and consumption of congruent narratives in online media are linked to
assessments of victory prospects (Marukhovskyi et al., 2024; Mirchuk &
Pavlenko, 2022). Hypothesis 4 (H4): Higher social optimism and positive
information consumption are associated with greater faith in Ukraine’s victory.

o Civic participation. Engagement in collective actions (volunteering, self-
organization) fosters a sense of efficacy and belonging (Norris et al., 2008).
Hypothesis 5 (H5): Active participation in civic/volunteer practices increases
faith in victory.

o Values. Prioritization of sovereignty, freedom, and democratic trajectory is
linked to rejection of compromises such as “peace at any cost” and, accordingly,
to higher expectations of victory (Razumkov Centre, 2025; Reznikova, 2022).
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Pro-Ukrainian and pro-democratic values are positively
associated with faith in victory

Survey results

Regression models

To test hypotheses H1-H6, hierarchical ordinal regression with a cumulative logit
(PLUM) was applied. The dependent variable was the ordered scale of “faith in
Ukraine’s victory” (“not confident at all” ... “fully confident”). The modeling was
carried out in four steps: (M1) control variables; (M2) addition of the “war experience”
block; (M3) addition of “civic identity” and “institutional/personal trust”; (M4) the
final model with “information environment,” “values,” and “civic participation.”

Note on the proportional odds assumption: the test of parallel lines does not reject
the null hypothesis only in M1 (y*(10) = 7.69; p = .659). Starting from M2, statistically
significant deviations were recorded (M2: y*(14) = 25.33; p =.031; M3: y*(24) = 110.04;
p < .001; M4: *(36) = 98.79; p < .001). This limitation was taken into account in
interpretation: resultsare presented asapproximate cumulative effects (in parentheses—
cumulative odds/OR = exp(f3) for key predictors).

Model Quality and Increment in Explanatory Power

As shown in Table 1, the sequential addition of blocks improves the consistency of
the models with the data. A comparison of “Intercept only” and “Final” indicates a
significant increase in model fit quality at each step (M1: > = 132.63; df = 5; p < .001;
M2: y* = 205.43; df = 7; p < .001; M3: y* = 719.21; df = 125 p < .001; M4: y* = 1114.58;
df = 18; p < .001). Simulation-based fit metrics (Pearson/Deviance) do not reveal
systematic deterioration in model-data consistency; for M3-M4, p-values approach 1,
which is typical in the presence of sparse cells in multidimensional cross-tabulations.
The pseudo-R* (Nagelkerke) increases from 0.043 in M1 to 0.384 in the final model,
demonstrating a substantial gain in explanatory power when moving from purely
structural controls to the full model that incorporates psychosocial resources of
resilience.
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Table 1

Ordinal Regression for the Dependent Variable “Faith in Ukraine’s Victory”
(Comparison of Four Models)

Indicators | Model 1: Control M?del 2+ M.o del 3: + Model 4: Final
Experience of war | Identity and trust

-2 Log Likel- 1077.58 2594.38 6442.42 5069.40
ihood (Final)
¥ (df), p 132.63 (5), p < .001| 205.43 (7), p < .001|719.21 (12), p<.001 | 1114.58 (18), p<.001
Pearson y, p | 405.37,p=.033 | 1551.24,p=.100 | 8469.82, p = 1.000 | 6744.34, p = 1.000
Deviance y%, p | 395.44,p=.068 | 1442.10,p =.761 | 6408.21, p =1.000 | 5064.77, p = 1.000
Cox & Snell R? 0.039 0.060 0.208 0.349
Nagelkerke R 0.043 0.066 0.230 0.384
McFadden R? 0.017 0.026 0.100 0.180
Test of Parallel | y*(10) = 7.69, x*(14) = 2533, | x*(24) = 110.04, x*(36) = 98.79,
Lines p=.659 p=.031 p<.001 p<.001

Effects of predictors: stepwise results

Model 1 (control): Higher education is associated with lower cumulative odds of
being in higher categories of belief ( = —0.166; p < .001; OR = 0.85), while subjective
social status is associated with higher odds (5 = 0.255; p < .001; OR = 1.29). Residents
of regional centers have lower cumulative odds compared to villages (reference) -
B =-0.313; p = .001; OR = 0.73.

Model 2 (war experience): Adding volunteering and personal losses increases the
explanatory power of the model (Nagelkerke R*> = 0.066). Volunteering is positively
related to belief (8 = 0.594; p < .001; OR = 1.81), while the sum of losses reduces it
(8 =-0.152; p = .001; OR = 0.86). The effects of education and status remain in sign
and significance.

Model 3 (identity and trust): Including civic identity, evaluation of the President’s
activity (proxy for institutional trust), and the indicator of anomie sharply increases
pseudo-R? (to 0.230). Strong civic identity is one of the most influential predictors
(B =0.862; p < .001; OR = 2.37). Trust is also positively related to belief (8 = 0.161;
p <.001; OR = 1.17). Anomie is negative ( = —0.384; p = .003; OR = 0.68). The effect
of volunteering weakens but remains significant ( = 0.510; p < .001), while the impact
of personal losses becomes statistically non-significant (p = .137).

Model 4 (final): Adding social optimism, civic participation, values, and news
consumption forms the final model with Nagelkerke R* = 0.384. The strongest
individual effect is social optimism (8 = 0.936; p <.001; OR = 2.55): an increase of one
point nearly doubles-and-a-half the cumulative odds of being in higher categories of
belief. Next in strength are the value of statehood (f = 0.276; p <.001; OR = 1.32), civic
identity (8 = 0.616; p < .001; OR = 1.85), civic participation ( = 0.240; p < .001;
OR = 1.27), and trust in the President (f = 0.068; p < .001; OR = 1.07). Education
retains a negative relationship (8 = —0.189; p < .001; OR = 0.83), subjective status
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remains positive but weak (8 = 0.069; p = .044; OR = 1.07). The effects of volunteering
and personal losses in the final model do not reach significance (p =.314 and p = .093,
respectively). Among territorial differences, the lower level of belief in regional centers
(compared to villages) remains significant — § = —0.324; p = .006 (OR = 0.72). Type of
news consumption does not show statistically significant associations with belief in
victory after controlling for other factors (p > .50).

Table 2

Ordinal regression for the dependent variable “Belief in Ukraine’s victory”

Predictor Estimate Standard Wald P Direction of Effect
Error

Education -0.189 0.032 | 34.37 | 0.000 |Lower level of education >
higher belief in victory

Subjective status 0.069 0.034 4.05 | 0.044 |Higher status > stronger
belief in victory

Volunteering 0.119 0.119 1.01 | 0.314 |Not significant

Personal losses -0.089 0.053 2.83 | 0.093 |Tendency toward lower
belief in victory

Civic identity 0.616 0.097 | 40.66 | 0.000 |Stronger identity >
stronger belief in victory

Social optimism 0.936 0.057 |269.88| 0.000 |Higher optimism >
stronger belief in victory

Community 0.240 0.064 14.30 | 0.000 |Activity - stronger belief

participation in victory

Trust in the Presi- 0.068 0.015 19.24 | 0.000 |Higher trust - stronger

dent of Ukraine belief in victory

Value of statehood 0.276 0.029 | 89.84 | 0.000 |Priority of statehood >
stronger belief in victory

Anomie -0.164 0.151 1.17 | 0.279 |Not significant

Pro-democratic 0.158 0.100 2.46 | 0.117 |Tendency, but not

orientations significant

Type of settlement | -0.324 (village vs 0.117 7.63 | 0.006 |Village > lower belief in

regional center) victory
Type of news Not significant -
consumption

Pseudo R* (Nagelkerke) = 0.384

Approximate cumulative odds (OR = exp(3)): Social optimism = 2.55; Civic identity = 1.85; Value of
statehood =~ 1.32; Community participation =~ 1.27; Trust in the President =~ 1.07; Education = 0.83;
Regional center (vs. village) = 0.72.

Within H1 (war experience) we tested whether participation in collective actions
and experienced losses are related to belief in victory. In Model 2, volunteers had
higher cumulative odds of being in higher categories of belief (8 = 0.594; p < .001;
OR = 1.81), and this relationship remained in Model 3 (= 0.510; p <.001; OR = 1.67).
In the final Model 4, after adding identity, trust, values, and optimism, the effect of
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volunteering disappears (f = 0.119; p = .314), which indicates the following: the
relationship of volunteering with belief in victory is mainly mediated by psychosocial
resources. The sum of personal losses in Model 2 was negatively related to belief in
victory (8 = —0.152; p = .001; OR = 0.86) but becomes statistically non-significant in
Models 3-4 (p > .09). Thus, H1 is partially confirmed: the simple relationship of
participation/losses with belief in victory weakens after accounting for identity, trust,
values, and expectations. Under H2 (civic identity) stronger self-identification with
the political nation consistently and substantially increases the probability of high
belief in victory: in Model 3 = 0.862 (p < .001; OR = 2.37), in Model 4 3 = 0.616
(p < .001; OR = 1.85). Hypothesis confirmed. For H3 (trust) institutional trust,
measured by evaluation of the President’s activity, has a stable positive effect (Model
3: = 0.161; p < .001; OR = 1.17; Model 4: 8 = 0.068; p < .001; OR =~ 1.07). The index
of anomie in Model 3 is related to a decrease in belief in victory (8 = —0.384; p = .003;
OR = 0.68), but in Model 4 this relationship disappears (p = .279). Thus, trust is
partially confirmed: the institutional component is a reliable predictor, while anomie
depends on the composition of the model. Under H4 (social optimism and
information environment) social optimism turned out to be key: each step upward
on the scale increases cumulative odds of high belief by about 2.5 times (Model 4:
B=0.936; p <.001; OR = 2.55). In contrast, type of news consumption after controlling
for other factors does not make an independent contribution (p > .50). Thus, the
hypothesisis confirmed regarding optimism, but not regarding the channel of receiving
news. H5 (civic participation) confirmed: an increase in the participation index is
associated with greater belief (Model 4: 8 = 0.240; p < .001; OR = 1.27). H6 (values)
partially confirmed: the importance of statehood has a stable positive effect (Model 4:
B=0.276;p <.001; OR = 1.32), while pro-democratic orientation shows only a tendency
and does not reach statistical significance (p = .117).

Methodological limitations

Applying regression analysis to the specified models, certain methodological
limitations should be taken into account. First, starting from Model 2, the test of
parallel lines indicates a deviation from the proportionality assumption—therefore,
the estimated coeflicients should be interpreted as average cumulative effects. Second,
the presence of sparse combinations of predictors and missing values reduces the
“valid N” in the models, which affects the variance of the estimates. Despite these
caveats, the consistency of results between models and the increase in pseudo-R*
confirm the robustness of the key conclusions.

Conclusions

To substantiate the approach to measuring national resilience through the prism
ofbeliefinvictory, theauthors considerresilienceasamultilevel concept, conceptualized
at the individual, community, and national levels, and emphasize the growth of macro-
processes of resilience and the significance of its psychosocial components (identity,
trust, and expectations about the future) as mechanisms for maintaining collective
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functionality in wartime. At the same time, the indicator of mass confidence in victory
isinterpreted asa psychological component of national resilience, a kind of “barometer”
of societal stability. In sum, “belief in victory” appears as an indicator theoretically
embedded in the multilevel framework of resilience—it reflects psychological
(optimism/hope), meso-level (civic participation/trust), and macro-level (institutional
capacity/information environment) mechanisms that together sustain resilience in
war. Accordingly, the conceptual model of confidence in victory is considered as a
function of a set of factors (from individual war experience to macro-social attitudes)
and is tested on empirical data from the monitoring survey Ukrainian Society of the
Institute of Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine using regression
analysis methods.

The general conceptual model “belief in Ukraine’s victory” (dependent variable)
has a set of predictors grouped into six blocks (war experience, civic identity,
institutional/personal trust, social optimism and information environment, civic
participation, values), on the basis of which hypotheses were formulated.

Among all predictors, volunteering, anomie, and type of news consumption have
non-significant effects on belief in victory; personal losses and pro-democratic
orientations show a tendency toward reduction; positive effects are found for civic
identity, social optimism, civic participation, institutional trust, priority of statehood,
and subjective status, while education has inverse effect (as the level of education
increases, the level of belief decreases) and for larger settlements the level of belief in
victory is lower than for smaller ones.

Testing hypothesis H1 (war experience) shows that the relationship of war
experience (participation in collective actions and experiencing losses) with belief in
victory weakens after identity, trust, values, and expectations are introduced into the
model. Hypothesis H2 (civic identity) is confirmed: the higher the self-identification
with the political nation, the stronger the belief in Ukraine’s victory. Hypothesis H3
(trust) is confirmed only at the institutional level: evaluation of the President’s activity
has a stable positive effect; anomie or social distrust not only predictably reduce belief
in victory but also “disappear” in the final model. Similarly, hypothesis H4 (social
optimism and information environment) is confirmed only for social optimism,
which significantly influences belief in victory, while the channel of news consumption
does not: so-called positive information consumption of the “United News” telethon,
alternative Ukrainian media, etc., does not add belief in victory over the Russian
aggressor. Hypothesis H5 (civic participation) is also confirmed: active participation
in civic/volunteering practices increases belief in victory. Hypothesis H6 (values) is
partially confirmed: priority of statehood has a stable positive effect, while pro-
democratic orientation is not statistically significant.

Summarizing, psychological and identification resources make the greatest
contribution to sustaining belief in victory: social optimism (cognitive-motivational
expectation) and civic identity (collective belonging) form the “core” of individual
confidence. They are complemented by value orientations (priority of statehood) and
civic participation, which is consistent with socio-ecological approaches to resilience,
where the interaction of motivational expectations, identity, and cooperative practices
is key (Norris et al., 2008; Ungar, 2012). Comparatively weaker or unstable effects of
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volunteering and personal losses indicate that war experience alone does not guarantee
higher belief in victory—decisive are the interpretive frameworks (optimism, values,
identity) through which people make sense of this experience (Bonanno, 2004; Carver
et al., 2010). Territorial differences (lower belief in regional centers compared to
villages) may reflect different configurations of social capital and local information
contexts, which require separate detailed study.

Thus, regression analysis confirms that belief in victory is a valid indicator of
national resilience in wartime, determined primarily by social optimism, civic identity,
value priority of statehood, institutional trust, and civic participation. Structural
characteristics (education, type of settlement) and war experience (volunteering,
losses) play secondary or mediated roles, yielding to psychological and normative
resources. Such a combination of individual expectations, collective belonging, and
participation corresponds to multilevel concepts of community and national resilience
(Norris et al., 2008; Ungar, 2012) and is consistent with existing observations of the
Ukrainian case (Goodwin et al., 2023; Reznikova & Korniievskyi, 2024; Alexseev &
Dembitskyi, 2024).
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APOCJIAB bYPAIH, CBITJIAHA CAJIbHIKOBA,
MUWKOJNA CNOPOB, CEPTI OEMBILbKUIA

Bipa B nepemory sk iHguKaTop HauioHanbHOI CTINKOCTI

Memoto cmammi € (1) meopemuute 06spyHmMy8aHHs nioxody 00 6UMIPIO6AHHS HAYIOHANILHOL ciTi-
Kocmi Kpizb npusmy eipu y nepemozy i (2) emnipuuHuil aHamiz cOUianvHUX ma NCUXON02iMHUX npe-
oukmopis yb02o eromeny. Posensioaruu pesunveHmHicmo Ak 6azamopieHese NOHAMMS, U0 KOH-
Uenmyanizyemvcs Ha iHOUBIOyanvHOMY, CNiTbHOMHOMY il HAWIOHAILHOMY PIBHSAX, A8Mopu nidxkpec-
JIH0H0Mb 3POCMAHHS POJI MAKPONPOUECi8 Pe3UNbEHMHOCII A 3HAYYW,0CMI 1T NCUXOCOUIATIbHUX KOM-
NOHeHMi6 SIK Mexanidsmié NiOMPUMAHHA KonekmusHoi ¢yHkuyionanvHocmi 6 ymosax eilinu. Ha
MAcusi 0aHux coyionoeiuHozo moHimopunsy «Ykpaitcvke cycninocmeo» (2023) no6yoosaro pisui 6a-
piauii pespecitinux modenetl, O/ AKUX BiPa 8 NEPeMO2Y € 3aJIeHHOI0 SMIHHOI0, A MHOMCUHA NPeOUKIMo-
pie 3epynosana 3a 6rokamu: 00c6i0 6iiiHu, 2pOMAOAHCOKA I0eHMUHICMY, iHCMUmMYyitiHa/ocobucmic-
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Ha 008ipa, couianvHuti OnMumMism ma inopmauitine cepedosuie, 2poMAOAHCOKA yUaACb, UIHHOCI;
000amK060 00 MOOesi 86e0eHO COUIANLHULL CIAMYC, 0CEIMY, MUN HACENEH020 NYHKINY.

Busienero, wyo ncuxonoziuni (kosHimusHo-momueayiiine 04iKysanus) ma idenmupixayitini pecypcu
(KonekmueHa HANEHHICMb) 6HOCAND HATIOIMLULY Ienty 8 NIOMPUMAHHA 8ipU 6 nepemozy; ix donos-
HI0K0Mb UIHHOCME MaA 2POMAOTHCLKA yuacmyv; HecmabinvHi edpekmu mae 00C8i0, MoK UPIUATLHUMU
BUABNAIOMBCA iHMepnpemauitini pamxu (onmumiam, uiHHocmi, ideHmuuHicmy), uepe3 AKi 00U
ocMUCIIOMb Uetl 00Ceio.

Taxum uuHoM, pespecitinuti aHani3 niomeepoicye, wyo 8ipa y nepemozy € 6aniOHuM iHOUKAMOPOM Ha-
YIOHANLHOI CMITIKOCMI Y B0EHHUTI HAC, AKULL 0emepMiHYEMbCA HACAMNEPed COUIANbHUM ONMUMI3-
MOM, 2POMAOAHCHLKOI0 I0eHMUUHICINIO, UIHHICHUM NPIopumemom 0epiasHoCmi, iHCMUMYUiliHO0O
006ipor0 ma 2pomMadsHcvkor yuacmio. CmpykmypHi xapakmepucmuxu (0ceima, mun HaceneHozo
nyHxmy) i 80eHHUTi 00c6i0 (6010HMEPCMB0, 8Mpamu) idiepaiomv 0pyzopsaOHy abo onocepedxo6ary
DPONb, NOCMYNAIUUCH NCUXOI0ZIYHUM | HOPMAMUBHUM PECYPCaM.

Kntouogi cnosa: pesunvenmuicmv; 6ipa 6 nepemozy Yxpainu; 00c6i0 8iiinu; incmumyuyitina 006ipa;
2POMAOAHCOKA YHACTb; COUIATLHUTE ONMUMI3M; pespeciiinuti ananis.

YAROSLAV BURDIN, SVITLANA SALNIKOVA,
MYKOLA SYDOROV, SERHII DEMBITSKY]

Faith in victory as an indicator of national resilience

The aim of the article is (1) the theoretical substantiation of an approach to measuring national resilience
through the prism of faith in victory and (2) the empirical analysis of social and psychological predictors
of this phenomenon. Considering resilience as a multilevel concept conceptualized at the individual,
community, and national levels, the authors emphasize the growing importance of macro-processes of
resilience and the significance of its psychosocial components as mechanisms for maintaining collective
functionality under conditions of war. Based on the dataset of the sociological monitoring “Ukrainian
Society” (2023), various regression model variations were constructed, in which faith in victory is the
dependent variable, while the set of predictors is grouped into blocks: war experience, civic identity,
institutional/personal trust, social optimism and information environment, civic participation, values;
additionally, social status, education, and type of settlement were introduced into the model.

It was found that psychological resources (cognitive-motivational expectation) and identification
resources (collective belonging) make the greatest contribution to sustaining faith in victory; they are
complemented by values and civic participation; experience has unstable effects, so the decisive factors
turn out to be the interpretive frameworks (optimism, values, identity) through which people make sense
of this experience. Thus, regression analysis confirms that faith in victory is a valid indicator of national
resilience during wartime, determined primarily by social optimism, civic identity, the value priority of
statehood, institutional trust, and civic participation. Structural characteristics (education, type of
settlement) and wartime experience (volunteering, losses) play a secondary or mediated role, yielding
to psychological and normative resources.

Keywords: resilience; faith in Ukraine’s victory; war experience; institutional trust; civic engagement;
social optimism; regression analysis
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