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ABSTRACT
BACKGROUND: Stress-induced mental disorders have been increasingly reported in young people worldwide. This 
trend highlights the need to assess stress levels in students and to identify resources to overcome stress. The role of 
conscious self-regulation in this process remains insufficiently studied.

AIM: To evaluate the role of conscious self-regulation in maintaining the psychological well-being of students in relation 
to acute, chronic, and perceived stress.

METHODS: Students from secondary vocational and higher education institutions participated in the survey. 
V.I. Morosanova’s Self-Regulation Profile Questionnaire, the Well-Being Manifestations Measurement Scale, the Acute 
and Chronic Stress questionnaire, and the Perceived Stress Scale questionnaire were used.

RESULTS: The sample comprised 2,189 students in 13 cities. The conscious self-regulation score was found to be negatively 
correlated with the scores for all types of stress (r ranged from −0.13 to −0.48, p≤0.001) and positively correlated with 
psychological well-being (r=0.55, p≤0.001). In a multivariate regression analysis, conscious self-regulation was associated 
with higher psychological well-being (β=0.26) after the model included indicators of acute, chronic, and perceived stress 
(β values ranged from −0.26 to −0.13).

CONCLUSION: Conscious self-regulation mitigates the negative impact of acute, chronic, and perceived stress on 
students’ psychological well-being.

АННОТАЦИЯ
ВВЕДЕНИЕ: Рост распространенности психических расстройств стрессовой этиологии среди молодежи 
отмечается повсеместно. В этих условиях существует запрос на оценку стресса у студентов и выявление 
значимых ресурсов его преодоления. При этом роль осознанной саморегуляции в данном контексте изучена  
недостаточно.
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INTRODUCTION
Contemporary society is marked by high uncertainty, 
instability, and tension. In this context, the problem of 
stress and limited resources to overcome it becomes 
particularly important. Both Russian [1] and foreign [2] 
researchers report an increase in stress levels in young 
people, especially among students. Academic stress has 
been shown to exceed students’ coping capacity [3], which 
negatively affects the quality of life [4], physical and mental 
health [5], academic performance [6, 7], and psychological 
well-being [8, 9]. In addition to academic stressors, students 
are exposed to a wide range of economic and political factors 
and difficulties in forming personal relationships [10]. As 
a result, the prevalence of psychological and emotional 
disorders, suicidal behavior, and somatic diseases among 
young people is increasing steadily [11, 12].

An important psychological resource for achieving 
life goals is conscious self-regulation, defined as a high-
level regulatory mechanism and a reflexive mechanism 
by which a person initiates, organizes, and sustains 
their activity in order to solve problems [13]. Conscious 
self-regulation is realized through cognitive-operational 
competencies (planning a goal, identifying key conditions 
for its achievement, programming a sequence of actions, 
evaluating the result, and comparing it with the planned 
one) and personality-regulatory competencies (flexibility, 
reliability, perseverance, responsibility, initiative), for 

planning goals, modeling significant conditions for their 
achievement, planning action sequences, evaluating and 
adjusting their results [13]. The system of these competencies 
is a mechanism for the mobilization and integration 
of all the cognitive, emotional, personal resources of 
the individual aimed at achieving set goals [10]. Their 
development level has a considerable impact on the success, 
consistency, productivity, and the outcomes of actions 
a person trying to achieve goal-directed behavior [10]. 
It has also been shown that the higher the level of self-
regulation, the more effectively individuals cope with 
self-organization challenges when solving various tasks 
and overcoming anxiety caused by situations involving  
uncertainty [14, 15].

A high level of self-regulation mitigates the negative 
impact of stressors on coping strategies and academic 
performance [16, 17]. Self-regulation has been shown to 
mediate the effects of stress on well-being: under high 
stress, the ability to self-regulate helps maintain well-
being and reduces its adverse effects [18–20]. Stress levels 
also affected the relationship between self-regulation and 
psychological well-being in students. Moderate stress can 
be associated with a more objective assessment of factors 
that support coping, while high or low stress levels lead 
to underestimating or overestimating the difficulties [21]. 
However, the mediating role of self-regulation has been 
studied in relation to perceived [18–20] and self-imposed 
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stress [22], which increase tension through behaviors 
such as procrastination, perfectionism, excessive self-
criticism, problem-solving avoidance, negative thinking, 
and creating excessive demands and obligations. Self-
regulation of eating behavior [23] and mindfulness practices 
implemented through mobile applications [24] have also 
been identified as mediators in maintaining well-being 
during stress.

No studies were found on the relationship between 
self-regulation and psychological well-being in students 
experiencing acute and chronic stress. Previous studies 
of these types of stress have demonstrated their impact 
on students’ quality of life, particularly regarding aspects 
of physical health [21, 25]. We hypothesized that high 
levels of acute and chronic stress are associated with 
difficulties in self-regulation, which leads to impairment 
of psychological well-being.

This study aimed to evaluate the role of conscious self-
regulation in maintaining the psychological well-being of 
students in relation to acute, chronic, and perceived stress. 
The following objectives of the survey were identified:

•	 to analyze the relationship of conscious self-
regulation and psychological well-being with the 
experience of acute, chronic, and perceived stress;

•	 to compare the levels of conscious self-regulation 
and psychological well-being in groups of students 
with different stress levels;

•	 to study the relationship of conscious self-regulation  
with the psychological well-being of students when 
controlling stress levels.

METHODS
Study design 
The study was conducted using a cross-sectional design.

Setting 
The survey was conducted in November 2024 across 13 
Russian cities in 9 secondary vocational and 10 higher 
education institutions (Appendix 1 in the Supplementary). 
The survey sample was assembled according to the state 
project assignment and in collaboration with regional 
educational organizations. First, cities were selected to 
ensure broad geographical representation — from the 
western region of Kaliningrad to the Far East (Petropavlovsk-
Kamchatsky and Khabarovsk) — and to include both 
megacities and medium-sized cities. Such a territorial 
distribution minimizes the risk of systematic error resulting 

from the local context. Then, in each city, educational 
institutions were chosen within a wide range of profiles 
and specializations, from culture and the humanities to 
engineering, medicine, and pedagogy. 

Sample characteristics 
The survey included first-, second-, and third-year students of 
secondary vocational and higher education institutions who 
attended classes on the day of the survey and completed 
the questionnaires in full. No formal exclusion or non-
inclusion criteria were predefined.

The selection of junior students of the higher education 
institutions and students of secondary vocational institutions 
for participation in the survey was because of their difference 
from older students in the maturity of psychological 
and personal resources. This manifests itself in greater 
vulnerability, difficulties in adaptation, and difficulties in 
dealing with educational and life situations [26]. Junior 
students demonstrate lower levels of psychological well-
being compared to senior students. This can be seen in 
lower satisfaction with life, less developed self-regulation, 
personal growth, and environmental management skills; 
and less clear goals in life [27]. 

Data collection methods
The survey used questionnaires with screening forms in 
Russian and validated on student samples.

Assessment of conscious self-regulation
The initial version of the V.I. Morosanova’s Self-Regulation 
Profile Questionnaire developed in Russian comprises an 
instruction and a set of 28 statements [28]. Respondents 
express their attitude to the statements using five responses 
(Appendix 2 in the Supplementary). These are then processed 
on seven subscales (four for each scale): “Planning of goals”, 
“Modeling of significant conditions for achieving goals”, 
“Programming actions”, “Evaluating results”, “Flexibility”, 
“Reliability”, and “Perseverance”. The total conscious self-
regulation score is achieved by summing up the scores for 
all subscales. Scores may range from 28 to 140. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the questionnaire reaches 0.85 for the total scale 
score and ranges from 0.64 to 0.78 across the subscales [28].

Assessment of psychological well-being 
The Well-Being Manifestations Measurement Scale assessed 
the hedonistic and eudemonistic aspects of students’ 
psychological well-being [29]. The scale was adapted in 

https://doi.org/10.17816/CP15613-145843
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Russian and validated on a sample of Russian students 
[30]. The incentive version of the questionnaire comprised 
an instruction and a set of 25 statements. Respondents 
were asked to assess their condition over the past month 
using four statement options. Responses were processed 
on the following six subscales: “Control of self and events” 
(4 statements), “Happiness” (5 statements), “Sociability” 
(4 statements), “Social involvement” (4 statements), “Self-
esteem” (4 statements), and “Mental balance” (4 statements). 
The total psychological well-being score is calculated by 
summing up the scores for all subscales. Scores may 
range from 25 to 125. Cronbach’s alpha for the subscales 
of the adapted questionnaire ranges from 0.77 to 0.88, 
and is 0.95 for the total well-being score [29].

Assessment of acute and chronic stress
The presence and severity of stress was assessed using the 
Acute and Chronic Stress questionnaire developed in Russian 
(Appendix 3 in the Supplementary). The questionnaire 
included two scales: “Acute stress” and “Chronic stress” 
[31]. For the acute stress scale, the initial version of the 
questionnaire comprised an instruction and 12 statements 
forming six subscales (two statements for each subscale): 
“Physiological discomfort”, “Cognitive tension”, “Emotional 
tension”, “Difficulties in communication”, “Difficulties 
in behavior/performance”, and “Overall well-being”. 
Respondents were offered four options. The total acute 
stress score was calculated by totaling the scores for all 
subscales. Scores may range from 12 to 48. Cronbach’s 
alpha ranges from 0.57 to 0.75 for the questionnaire 
subscales and is 0.83 for the total acute stress score [31].

For the chronic stress scale, the initial version of 
the questionnaire comprised an instruction and 18 
statements forming six subscales (three statements for 
each subscale): “Anxiety”, “Depression”, “Aggression”, 
“Asthenia”, “Physiological discomfort”, and “Sleep disorders”. 
Respondents were offered four options. The total chronic 
stress score was calculated by summing up the scores for 
all subscales. Scores may range from 18 to 72. Cronbach’s 
alpha ranges from 0.68 to 0.76 for the questionnaire 
subscales and is 0.89 for the total chronic stress score [31].

Assessment of perceived stress
Perceived stress was assessed using the Perceived Stress 
Scale (PSS-10) [32]. The questionnaire was adapted in 
Russian and validated on a sample of adults (aged 18–78 

1	 Available from: https://www.testograf.ru/

years) [33]. The initial version of the PSS-10 questionnaire 
comprised an instruction and 10 statements forming two 
subscales: “Distress” (6 statements) and “Stress coping level” 
(4 statements). Respondents were offered five options. 
The total overall perceived stress score was calculated by 
totaling the scores on the subscales. Scores may range 
from 0 to 40. Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.85 for the 
distress scale, 0.76 for the stress coping level scale, and 
0.83 for the total score [33].

Survey administration 
The survey was conducted on the Testograph platform1 
during the time allocated for scheduled activities, under the 
supervision of a teacher. No special training or instruction 
was given to the teachers. Access to the questionnaires was 
provided individually, via a direct link to the project page. 
The page could be accessed from any device available to 
the participants (smartphone, tablet, laptop). The survey 
was cross-sectional. To exclude repeated completion of 
the survey, the algorithms of the Testograph platform 
did not allow survey completion via the same link twice. 
The completion time was not limited. Completing the 
questionnaires took about 20 minutes (the actual completion 
time was not recorded).

Questionnaires were presented in the following sequence: 
V.I. Morosanova’s Self-Regulation Profile Questionnaire, 
the Well-Being Manifestations Measurement Scale, the 
Acute and Chronic Stress questionnaire, and the Perceived 
Stress Scale. After the questionnaires were completed, 
the Testograph platform system carried out automatic 
verification of the completeness of the entered data to 
ensure that all questionnaire items were completed. If 
missing responses were detected, the system returned 
the respondent to this point. After the survey, the received 
responses were automatically saved in the protected 
Testograph platform cloud database. 

Statistical analysis
Analysis of distribution normality, basic statistical calculations, 
and cluster analysis were performed using JASP 0.19.3 (The  
JASP Team, The Netherlands), and regression analysis was 
conducted using STATISTICA version 8.0 (StatSoft, USA).

The distribution normality test was performed using 
the Shapiro-Wilk test. The distribution of all quantitative 
parameters was non-normal. As a result, the quantitative 
characteristics are described using the arithmetic mean 

https://doi.org/10.17816/CP15613-145845
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(standard deviation), median (Q1; Q3), minimum and 
maximum values.

The relationship of quantitative characteristics was 
studied using correlation analysis with the calculation 
of the Spearman correlation coefficient (r). Correlation 
coefficients in the range from 0 to ±0.30 indicated a weak 
correlation; ±0.31–0.69, a moderate correlation; ±0.70–1.00,  
a strong correlation [34].

The total sample was divided into stress groups using 
k-means cluster analysis. Clusters were formed based on 
calculated Euclidean distances to minimize intra-cluster 
variance and maximize inter-cluster differences. The total 
acute, chronic, and perceived stress scores were selected 
as variables for clustering. Based on the results of the 
analysis of variance, a three-cluster solution was selected, 
with each stress type contributing significantly (p≤0.001); 
the clusters were formed over three iterations. The ANOVA 
test was used to compare self-regulation and psychological 
well-being scores between clusters.

A stepwise linear regression analysis was performed 
to examine the relationship between conscious self-
regulation and students’ psychological well-being while 
accounting for stress levels. The psychological well-being 
of students (the total score) was used as the dependent 
variable. The following parameters were independent 
variables (predictors): the total conscious self-regulation 
score, as well as the total acute, chronic, and perceived 
stress scores. Regression analysis was carried out in stages: 
in the first stage, only one predictor (the most significant 
one) was included in the model; at each subsequent stage, 
new variables were added to the model. The selection of 
predictors was carried out automatically, using the stepwise 
selection algorithm, which made it possible to determine 
the contribution of each of the variables to the explanation 
of the variance of the dependent variable. This approach 
ensured consistent model construction, starting with the 
most relevant predictors and allowing comparison of 
results across different combinations.

Adjusted R2 was used for model estimation and 
comparison, because simple R2 always increases when new 
variables are added. Due to the correlation of independent 
variables, a multicollinearity test was performed with the 
calculation of the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance. 
At VIF<5, we assumed that multicollinearity was absent or 
minimal and the variable was acceptable for inclusion in the 
model; VIF 5–10 meant that multicollinearity was possible 
and caution was required when interpreting the results; 

VIF>10 indicated strong multicollinearity, which required 
exclusion of the variable. Threshold values for tolerance: 
<0.1 showed a strong multicollinearity, the predictor was 
excluded; 0.1–0.2 meant that inclusion of the variable in 
the model was acceptable, but the interpretation required 
caution; >0.2 indicated low multicollinearity [35, 36]. 

Ethical considerations
The survey was approved by the Commission on Research 
Ethics of the Federal Research Center of Psychological and 
Interdisciplinary Studies (Minutes No. 7 dated January 31, 
2024). Potential survey participants were informed about 
the aim of the survey and that the survey was anonymous 
(anonymization is performed by the Testograph platform 
system by replacing data with digital IDs) and voluntary. 
Before starting the survey, consent was required to proceed 
to the survey page.

RESULTS
Respondent characteristics 
The survey sample included 2,189 people (who completed 
all questionnaires in full), including 1,289 students from 9 
secondary vocational institutions, with a mean age of 17.66 
(SD 1.32) years, 56.1% of whom were females, including 
first- (n=521, 23.8%), second- (n=541, 24.7%), and third-
year students (n=227, 10.5%). The remaining 900 students 
from 10 universities, with a mean age of 19.56 (SD 1.62) 
years, 65.1% of whom were females, including first- (n=285, 
13.0%), second- (n=592, 27.0%), and third-year students 
(n=23, 1.1%).

The description of the results of the conscious self-
regulation, psychological well-being, and stress assessments 
in students is presented in Table 1.

Main findings 
The results of the correlation analysis indicate significant 
relationships between the stress, self-regulation, and 
psychological well-being scores (Table 2). Of particular 
interest is the moderate negative correlation between 
self-regulation scores and both chronic and acute stress, 
as well as the positive correlation with psychological well-
being. The strongest relationship was found between the 
psychological well-being score and the acute stress score. 
A correlation analysis of the "Conscious self-regulation" and 
"Psychological well-being" subscales with the acute, chronic, 
and perceived stress subscales showed that all psychological 
well-being subscales were negatively correlated with all 
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chronic stress subscales and with the “Distress” perceived 
stress subscale, and positively correlated with the “Stress 
coping level” subscale. All self-regulation subscales were 
negatively correlated with the stress subscales across all 
types, except for the Programming actions subscale, which 
was found to be unrelated to anxiety and depression 
scores (Appendix 4 in the Supplementary).

Conscious self-regulation and psychological well-being 
in relation to stress level
At the next stage of data analysis, cluster analysis was used 
as an additional method to study the sample. The total 
acute, chronic, and perceived stress scores were used as 
variables for clustering. According to the results of cluster 
analysis for the variable “Acute stress”, the intergroup 
variance was 55,762.2 (df=2) and the intragroup variance 
was 29,471.7; the F-test value was 1,827.7; p=0.001. For 
the variable “Chronic stress”, the intergroup variance was 
166,787.1 (df=2) and the intragroup variance was 41,927.5; 
F=3,842.7; p=0.001. For the variable “Perceived stress”, 
the intergroup variance was 63,060.2 and the intragroup 
variance was 39,662.6; F=1,535.9; p=0.001. Three clusters 
were identified. To determine the similarities and differences 
between the clusters, Euclidean distances between the 
centers of the clusters were calculated. The minimum 
distance was observed between Cluster 2 and Cluster 3: 

Euclidean distance=8.4 (the square of the distance is 71.2). 
The distance between Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 was 11.4 (the 
square of the distance is 129.1). The most pronounced 
difference was found between Cluster 1 and Cluster 3: 
Euclidean distance=19.6 (the square of the distance is 383.8). 
Thus, Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 represent the most distinct 
groups in terms of stress scores, while Cluster 2 is between 
them. On this basis, clusters were designated according to 
the stress level as “low” (Cluster 1), “medium” (Cluster 2), 
and “high” (Cluster 3) (Table 3). Students with high stress 
levels had lower self-regulation and psychological well-
being scores (Table 4).

Relationship between conscious self-regulation 
and psychological well-being under stress
In the first stage of the regression analysis, the “Chronic 
stress” variable was included in the model, which explains 
47% of the variance (R2) in psychological well-being. In the 
second stage, the “Acute stress” variable was added, 
which increased the explained variance to 52%. Adding 
the “Perceived stress” variable to the model increased 
the R2 value to 54%. In the fourth stage, the “Conscious 
self-regulation” variable was added, which increased the 
explained variance to 58%. Thus, each added variable 
contributed significantly to explaining the variance of the 
dependent variable. For all independent variables, the 

Table 1. Characteristics of conscious self-regulation, psychological well-being, and perceived, chronic and acute stress 
in students

Parameters Mean value (SD) Median (Q1; Q3) Min, score Max, score

Conscious self-regulation 90.4 (15.0) 90 (80; 100) 42 140

Psychological well-being 93.0 (20.0) 94 (78; 108) 25 125

Perceived stress 22.2 (7.3) 22 (17; 27) 6 40

Chronic stress 31.5 (10.5) 22 (23; 37) 18 72

Acute stress 19.6 (6.7) 18 (14; 23) 12 48

Note: SD — standard deviation. 

Table 2. Correlation of self-regulation, psychological well-being, and stress scores in students

Parameters 1 2 3 4 5

Conscious self-regulation — — — — —

Perceived stress −0.13 — — — —

Chronic stress −0.46 0.53 — — —

Acute stress −0.47 0.44 0.78 — —

Psychological well-being 0.55 −0.23 −0.53 −0.62 —

Note: For all correlation coefficients (r), p<0.001.

https://doi.org/10.17816/CP15613-145847
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estimated VIF multicollinearity varied in the range from 1.3 
to 3.0 and the tolerance varied from 0.26 to 0.74 (Table 5).

DISCUSSION
The severity of stress symptoms in students was found to 
be associated with the level of conscious self-regulation 
and a decrease in psychological well-being. Conscious 
self-regulation was shown to mitigate stress (acute, 
chronic, and perceived) on the psychological well-being 
of Russian students.

The issue of severe stress among students remains 
relevant due to the increase in emotional and academic 

pressure, as well as changes in the social environment. 
Monitoring by the Institute of Psychology of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences revealed a high level of anxiety and 
depression among young people aged 18-24 years amid 
ongoing military conflict [37], and a survey involving more 
than 21,000 students showed that about a fifth of students 
face emotional and behavioral problems related to stress 
[38]. In the reported survey, stress manifestations were 
observed in one in four students (high-stress cluster), 
which is comparable to the results of other studies [39, 40].

We found a negative correlation between conscious self-
regulation, psychological well-being scores and chronic 

Table 3. Stress scores in the clusters

Parameters
Stress levels (clusters) , mean (SD)

Low (Cluster 1) Medium (Cluster 2) High (Cluster 3)

Perceived stress 15.1 (4.7) 23.1 (3.7) 31.4 (4.3)

Chronic stress 22.8 (3.9) 30.9 (6.2) 46.6 (8.0)

Acute stress 14.6 (2.4) 19.2 (4.5) 28.4 (6.4)

Note: SD — standard deviation.

Table 4. Distribution of conscious self-regulation and psychological well-being scores in groups of students with different 
stress levels

Parameters

Stress levels (clusters), mean (SD)

F p*
Low, n=769 
(35.1%)

Medium, 
n=956 (43.7%)

High, n=464 
(21.2%)

Conscious self-regulation

Planning of goals 13.9 (3.7) 12.3 (3.6) 10.9 (3.9) 71.1 0.001

Programming actions 14.6 (3.4) 14.1 (3.1) 13.9 (3.5) 6.8 0.001

Modeling of significant conditions for achieving goals 14.8 (2.5) 12.9 (2.8) 11.6 (2.9) 180.6 0.001

Evaluation of results 12.4 (4.2) 11.3 (3.8) 10.7 (3.8) 24.7 0.001

Flexibility 14.3 (3.0) 13.0 (3.2) 11.8 (3.6) 80.6 0.001

Reliability 13.5 (3.5) 10.2 (3.3) 7.9 (3.3) 363.2 0.001

Perseverance 16.0 (2.9) 14.4 (2.9) 12.9 (3.5) 150.4 0.001

Total conscious self-regulation score 99.4 (13.9) 88.2 (12.4) 80.0 (13.7) 291.4 0.001

Psychological well-being

Self-esteem 17.4 (2.9) 14.4 (2.9) 11.7 (3.4) 533.2 0.001

Mental balance 17.1 (2.9) 14.0 (3.0) 10.7 (3.4) 612.2 0.001

Social involvement 16.7 (3.5) 14.0 (3.0) 11.9 (3.7) 345.3 0.001

Sociability 17.7 (2.8) 15.8 (2.9) 14.3 (3.2) 219.4 0.001

Control of self and events 17.3 (2.9) 14.1 (2.8) 11.7 (3.2) 589.4 0.001

Happiness 21.5 (3.8) 17.6 (3.7) 13.1 (4.2) 715.0 0.001

Total well-being score 107.6 (16.1) 90.0 (14.7) 73.4 (16.2) 787.3 0.001

Note: *p-value calculated using the ANOVA test. F — Fisher’s F-test; SD — standard deviation. 
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and acute stress scores. This result is consistent with 
results obtained in other studies of students from different 
countries [16, 41]. They showed that students with a high level 
of self-regulation experience less stress, and psychological 
interventions aimed at developing self-regulation skills 
reduce stress manifestations [42]. In addition, a high level 
of self-regulation predicts a decrease in the perception 
of both stress and its symptoms, and low self-regulation 
acts as a vulnerability factor, increasing the risk of stress 
manifestations [16]. Self-regulation decreases the severity 
of stress both directly and indirectly through various 
moderators: self-efficacy of students [43] and perceived 
social support [24].

The results obtained in the survey are consistent with 
the data reported [18–20]. In particular, self-regulation and 
self-compassion were shown to mediate the association 
between academic stress and psychological well-being, 
decreasing the negative impact of perceived stress [18]. 
Self-regulation mediates the impact of perceived stress 
on the psychological well-being of young people: the 

higher the level of self-regulation, the weaker the negative 
correlation between stress and well-being [20]. Students 
with low self-regulation skills are more likely to have 
psychological well-being problems, especially in the context 
of high stress and poor mental health [19]. Thus, the results 
obtained regarding perceived stress fully coincide with 
the conclusions of these studies on the important role of 
self-regulation in minimizing the negative effects of stress 
on the psychological well-being of students. With regard 
to acute and chronic stress, the survey demonstrated 
for the first time that conscious self-regulation limits the 
negative impact of these types of stress on the well-being 
of students.

According to our data, the contribution of self-regulation 
to the psychological well-being of students under acute and 
chronic stress is twice as high as that of perceived stress. 
These findings suggest that conscious self-regulation can 
be regarded as a mechanism for coping with acute and 
chronic stress, along with other psychological factors such 
as optimism, self-efficacy, and vitality [44]. It has been 

Table 5. Association of stress and conscious self-regulation scores with the psychological well-being of students:  
results of regression analysis

Stage Predictor β Standard 
error t p

Statistics of multicollinearity

Tolerance VIF

1 Adjusted R2=0.47 (p<0.001), F(1, 2)=1,702.3

Intercept — — 130.8 <0.001 — —

Chronic stress −0.69 0.01 −41.3 <0.001 — —

2 Adjusted R2=0.52 (p<0.001), F(2, 2)=1,020

Intercept value — 3.01 33.6 <0.001 — —

Chronic stress −0.43 0.03 −16.2 <0.001 0.38 2.42

Acute stress −0.35 0.02 −13.4 <0.001 0.38 2.42

3 Adjusted R2=0.54 (p<0.001), F(3, 2)=844.3

Intercept  — — 36.6 <0.001 — —

Chronic stress −0.30 0.03 −9.9 <0.001 0.37 2.66

Acute stress −0.33 0.03 −12.9 <0.001 0.38 2.64

Perceived stress −0.16 0.03 −6.6 <0.001 0.75 1.31

4 Adjusted R2=0.58 (p<0.001), F(4, 2)=651.8

Intercept — — 37.3 <0.001 — —

Chronic stress −0.26 0.03 −8.9 <0.001 0.26 3.03

Acute stress −0.26 0.02 −10.6 <0.001 0.37 2.68

Perceived stress −0.13 0.02 −5.7 <0.001 0.69 1.44

Conscious self-regulation 0.26 0.02 15.0 <0.001 0.74 1.35

Note: β — standardized beta coefficient; F — Fisher’s F-test; R2 — coefficient of determination; t — t statistic for the regression coefficient;  
VIF — variance inflation factor.
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previously shown for perceived stress that effective self-
regulation strategies [16] and feedback [45] helped to 
overcome anxiety, deficits in self-control, and burnout 
in students [46]. However, these effects have not been 
sufficiently studied in the Russian sample, since the focus 
of Russian studies has traditionally been on stress-coping 
styles [41, 47]. The possible decrease in self-regulation due 
to the impact of stress and the efforts made to overcome 
it should be taken into account as well [48]. This is termed 
“ego depletion” [49]. In this case, psychological well-being can 
become a resource for self-regulation. It was demonstrated 
that students with high well-being (as opposed to those 
with low well-being) used positive reappraisal, support-
seeking, and planning strategies [50].

Considering conscious self-regulation as a factor limiting 
the negative impact of stress (acute, chronic, and perceived) 
on the psychological well-being of Russian students extends 
the scope of the analysis of psychological resources that 
contribute to overcoming stress states and maintaining 
well-being. This is because the self-regulation construct 
covers not only cognitive competencies, such as the 
planning of goals, modeling of significant conditions, 
programming actions, and evaluation of results, but also 
personality properties (flexibility, reliability, perseverance, 
responsibility). The latter are important contributors to 
effectively overcoming negative emotional states and 
ensuring progress towards goals [13].

The cross-sectional survey design does not allow for 
the establishment of causal relationships between the 
analyzed variables, although it provides grounds for 
hypotheses about the impact of conscious self-regulation 
on psychological well-being under stress.

The representativeness of the survey sample and, as 
a result, the generalizability of the findings also need to 
be considered in the context of possible limitations. One 
of them is the use in the survey of a “convenience” sample 
of junior students, which limits the generalizability of the 
obtained findings.  

Another limitation of this survey is that only self-report 
tools were used for data collection. This approach creates 
difficulties in differentiating anxiety from objective stress 
indicators. There are no scales in the tools used to assess 
socially desirable responses, which is also a limitation of 
this survey. Statistical intervals for “low”, “medium”, and 
“high” values were employed for assessing the level of 
stress in students. The tools used in the survey have not 
been used in clinical practice and do not have criteria.

The method of regression analysis used in this survey 
helps assess the association of independent variables  
with a dependent variable, but longitudinal studies are 
required to draw conclusions about causal relationships. 
Interpretation of the multicollinearity diagnostics 
is somewhat ambiguous. Some sources suggest strict 
criteria for its assessment, such as the JASP guidelines, 
while others recommend considering milder thresholds 
for VIF and tolerance [36]. This should be considered when 
interpreting the results.

CONCLUSION
The survey revealed and clarified the relationship between 
the indicators of acute, perceived, and chronic stress with 
that of psychological well-being and conscious self-regulation 
in Russian students. Stress is negatively correlated with 
students’ psychological well-being, as well as with conscious 
self-regulation. The positive relationship between self-
regulation and psychological well-being was confirmed. 
Significant differences were demonstrated in the levels 
of self-regulation and psychological well-being in students 
with different stress levels. Conscious self-regulation and 
the three types of stress studied were found to make 
significant oppositional contributions to the psychological 
well-being of students, with self-regulation making a positive 
contribution and stress having a negative one. The role 
of conscious self-regulation as a resource for maintaining 
psychological well-being under different types of stress 
was demonstrated in students.
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