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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to demonstrate that in
the current economic and political situation in Ukraine
the implicit competition between military and civilian
groups with relatively equal status can have a significant
impact on the group cohesion of small military units.
Methods and materials. This research focuses on
the primary level of group cohesion, which is achieved
by members of military unit through a process of assim-
ilation the group’s idealized prototype. Small groups,
the number of which is comparable to a platoon (25-
30 people), were studied. The use of interdisciplinary
research methods, namely the psycholinguistic method
of associative experiment, for the study of group cohe-
sion of small military units makes it possible to expand
the scope of analysis to a broader context and demon-
strate the heuristic potential of psycholinguistic meth-
ods in studying the peculiarities of the macro-political
order, the integral part of which is the army. The choice
of several stimulus words and a comparative analysis
of associations to these words enable to distinguish
a two-level factor plan that contributes to the forma-
tion of group cohesion of a small military unit. Results
and Discussion. At the first level, group cohesion is
shaped by internal factors based on various aspects
of similarity: 1) equal status within the boundaries
of the military organization; 2) undertaking com-
mon tasks both during combat operations and mili-
tary training; 3) commonality of identity and beliefs;
4) similar future prospects; 5) experience of common
difficulties. At the second level, group cohesion is
shaped by relations of power, political order, regime
and individual institutions. Conclusions. In the context
of Ukraine, the group cohesion of small military units
is largely determined by attitudes toward a competing
civilian group with relatively equal status. The main
prerequisite for the emergence of this form of conflict
is the situation where the reason to study at military
institutes is the opportunity to get a civilian specialty
in addition to the military one for free. Acquiring fun-
damental theoretical and professional competencies
approximately equal to competencies acquired at civil-
ian universities by students, cadets feel resource stress,
which results in the creation of “cadet - student” oppo-
sition and different patterns of prejudice and discrimi-
nation towards civilians.

Keywords: group cohesion, the military, civil-military
relations, social psychology.

Introduction

Since 2014 East Ukraine has been an area
of ongoing armed conflict. In that time, the Armed
Forces of Ukraine has gained a good deal of com-
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AHoTanis

MerTa cTaTTi - LOBECTH, 1[0 B YMOBaX Cy4acHOI EKOHO-
MIKO-NIOJIITUYHOI cUTyalii B YkpaiHi IMILIILIUTHA KOH-
KypeHI1lisi Mi>K BiiCbKOBUMHU Ta LUBUIBHUMH I'pPyHaMu
3 BIJHOCHO pIBHUM CTaTyCOM MOXe 3HAaYHO BILJIMBATH
Ha TpyNOBY 3TYpPTOBaHICTb HEBEJUKHUX BiMCbKOBHUX
nigposainis. Metoau i matepianu. B pamkax gaHoro
JOCTiIKeHHS aKLeHT OyB 3p06JieHUH Ha IepBUHHOMY
rpynoBOMY PiBHI 3rypTOBaHOCTI, fAKa JOCATAETHCA
YyjeHaMU TPyny 4yepe3 Mpoliec ynojAiGHeHHs izgeauti-
30BaHOMY NPOTOTUINY Tpynu. JlocaipKyBaJuCh TpyNu
HEBEJIMKOI'0 PO3MIpy, YMCeJIbHICTb AKHUX NOpIBHAHHA
3i B3BoZioM (25-30 oci6). BukopucTaHHs MbKAUCIUILITI-
HAapHUX METOJIB JOCJi/PKEHHs, a caMe ICHUXOJIHTBIC-
TUYHOTO METOZY aCOLiaTUBHOTO €KCIIEPUMEHTY AJIf
BUBYEHHSl TPyNOBOr0 PiBHSA 3rypTOBAHOCTI BilCbKO-
BOTO MiZAPO3/4iay, LO3BOJU/IO PO3LIMPUTH I10J1€ aHaJIi3y
Jl0 GiJIbLI IIMPOKOTO KOHTEKCTY i MPOJeMOHCTPYBATH
e€BPUCTUYHUM MOTeHLja/l NCUXOJIHIBICTUYHUX METO-
JiB Yy BHUBYEHHi 0COGJMBOCTEN MaKpOMOJITUYHOTO
NOPAJIKY, YaCTUHOI0 SIKOTO € apMis. Bubip kinbkox
C/1iB-CTUMYJIIB Ta MOPIBHAJIBHUM aHasli3 MiX oTpUMa-
HUMU acoljalisiMy Zjajio 3MOTy BUAIIMTH ABOPiBHEBUH
daxTopHUl NJ1aH, AKUH cipusie POPMYBaHHIO TPyNOBOL
3rYPTOBAHOCTI HEBEJIMKOTO BilICbKOBOrO MiZpo3/iny.
PesysnbraTH i Aauckycii. Ha nepuomy piBHi rpynoBa
3rypTOBaHicTb GOPMYETbHCS 3aBAAKU BHYTPIlIHIM dak-
TOpaM Ha OCHOBIi pi3HMX acmnekTiB moai6HocTi: 1) piB-
HUM CTaTyC B MeXaX BiCbKOBOI opraHisailii; 2) BUKoO-
HaHHS CIIJIbHUX 3aBJaHb; 3) CHJIbHICTD ijleHTHdiKamii
Ta NepeKoHaHb; 4) MoAi6HI MepPCneKTUBU y MalbyT-
HbOMY; 5) INepeXMBaHHS 3arajibHUX TpyAHouliB. Ha
JpyroMy piBHI rpynoBa 3rypToBaHicTb GOpPMYETHCHA
3aB/AKM BiJHOCHUHAM BJIAQJH, MOJITUYHOTO IOPALKY,
pexuMy Ta OKpeMUX IHCTUTYTiB. BUCHOBKHU. B yMmoBax
YkpaiHu rpynosa 3rypTOBaHICTb HEBEJMKUX BiHCbKO-
BUX MiZPO3Ai/JiB 3HAaYHOK MipOK BU3HAYAETbCA YCTa-
HOBKaMH I10 BIZJHOILIEHHIO [0 KOHKYPYIOUOl LIUBIJIbHOL
IPyIH 3 BIJHOCHO PiBHUM cTaTycoM. OCHOBHOIO IIPUYH-
HOI0 BUHUKHEHHS TaKOro KOHQJIKTY € CUTYyalisl, KOJIU
CTUMYJIOM HaBYaTHUCH y BIICbKOBUX IHCTUTyTax YKpa-
iHM cTa/1a MOXKJIMBICTh 6€3KOLITOBHO OTPUMATH J0JaT-
KOBO /10 BilCbKOBOI CINeliaJbHOCTI 1Le W LUBIJbHY.
KypcaHTu ykpalHCBKHX BiMICbKOBHX BHILHX HaB4Yallb-
HUX 3aKJIa/liB, OZIEPXKYIOYHM CXOXi 31 cTymeHTamMu QyH-
JlaMeHTa/IbHI TeopeTH4yHi Ta mpodeciiiHi KoMmeTeH-
1jil, Bif4yBalOTh peCypCHUM CTpPeC, 10 NPU3BOJUTH [0
BUHUKHEHHSI B KpaiHi omo3unil “KypcaHT - cTyAeHT”
I IOpO/PKY€E y KypCaHTIB pi3HI Mogzesi ynepemxeHb
Ta JUCKPUMIiHAIil IPOTHU LUBIIbHUX 0Cib.

Kio4yoBi cjsioBa: rpynoBa 3rypTOBaHICTh, apMis,
LMBIJIbHO-BICbKOBI BiJHOCHMHH, COLliajibHa ICHUX0JIO-
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bat experience including direct engagement with
the enemy, during which there were numerous
cases when soldiers voluntarily risked and sac-
rificed themselves for others. One explanation
for this phenomenon is believed to be a special
kind of relationship between people in groups,
namely group cohesion, which plays crucial
role in the armed forces and is “an important
factor for combat groups to stick together dur-
ing stress” (Sundberg & Ruffa, 2021). Warfare
in the area of the Joint Forces Operation (JFO)
is predominantly conducted in small tactical
groups, so the study of small unit cohesion is in
the foreground. In addition, military organiza-
tions, regardless of their size and structure, “are
not single and indivisible entities but rather net-
works of groups that may elicit feelings of identifi-
cation with smaller units such as squads, which are
closer to the everyday life of members” (Garcia-
Guiu et al,, 2016). For Kaihko, the study of small
unit cohesion is not only an urgent and challeng-
ing topic, but it is also essential for understanding
the nature of armed forces and civil-military rela-
tions in general (Kaihko, 2018; Kaihk6 & Haldén,
2020) as the professionalization of the Ukrain-
ian army “involved a profound transformation
in civil-military relations, societal-military and,
indeed, state-societal relations” (King, 2021).
This approach to the study of group cohesion
allows for extending “beyond factors that con-
tribute to the social cohesion in the smallest tac-
tical units” (Kadihko & Haldén, 2020) and “expand-
ing the field of analysis from the small combat
unit itself to the wider institutional and political
context” (King, 2021). Civil-military relations
are an interdisciplinary field of research, which
involves the interaction of psychology, sociology,
political science, history, etc. since civil-military
relations within the state are affected by a wide
variety of factors. Two approaches prevail in con-
temporary studies of civil-military relations. The
institutional approach focuses on the way state
organizations, including the military as an armed
organization, interact within the institutional gov-
ernance framework. The second approach - cul-
tural or sociological, “focuses on the broad ques-
tion of military culture vs. liberal society; the role
of individuals and groups, e.g. women, minor-
ities, enlisted servicemen and women within

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International (CC BY 4.0)

insight.stateuniversity.ks.ua

INSIGHT

The Psychological Dimensions
of Society Bnne

State
University

Bctyn

[lounnaroun 3 2014 poky Ha cxoai Ykpa-
iHM TpuBae 36pOWHUN KOHOUJIKT. 3a el uac
36poMHKMMU cuaMU YKpaiHU O6yB HaKONMYeHUU
6araTuil 60MOBUM AOCBiZ, ¥ TOMy 4HMCJi y4acTi
y 0e3nocepe/iHiX 3iTKHEHHSIX i3 CynpOTHBHHU-
KOM, MiJl 4ac KUX OyJI0 YMMaJio BUNAJKIB, KOJIU
COJIATH JOOPOBIJIBHO PHU3UKYBalu Ta KEPTBY-
BaJid co60I0 OAMH 3apajid OJHOTO. BBaXKaeThcH,
10 OHUM i3 MOsSICHEHb 11bOT0 GEeHOMEHOJIOT -
HOTro sIBUIlA € OCOGJMBUH BHJ, B3aEMOBIiJHO-
CUH JIIOIEH y Tpynax — rpynoBa 3rypTOBAHICTb,
siKa BiJlirpae BaXKJIMBY pPOJib y 30POHHUX CHUJIAX
i “e Bak/IMBUM PaKTOpPOM, 1[0 103BOJISIE 6ONOBUM
niJipo3/iijiaM TpUMaTUCS pa3oM Iif yac ctpecy”
(Sundberg & Ruffa, 2021). ¥ paiioni npoBeseHHs
omneparii O6'efHaHUX CUJI BiliHA BeJleThCs Iepe-
Ba)KHO HEBEJHUKHMH TAKTUYHUMH TpylaMH,
TOMY [JOCJi/P)KEHHS1 3TypTOBAHOCTI HEBEJHKHUX
NiApo3/iJiiB Ma€ BaxkJiuBe 3Ha4eHHs. Kpim Toro,
BilicbKOBI opraHisaliii, He3asiexHo BiJ ix po3Mipy
i cTpyKTypH, “€ He €IUHUMU Ta HENOAITbHUMH
yTBOPEHHSIMH, a CKOpillle MepeaMHu Tpyll, L10
BUKJIMKAE NMOYYTTH ifeHTUdiKaLil 3 ApiOHIIIUMU
niipo3/iylaMH, TaKUMH SIK 3arOHHM, SKi OJIMXKYi
10 TIOBCAK/EHHOTO KUTTS 4JeHiB opradizaiii”.
3rypTOBaHICTh HeBEeJUKUX NiIPO3JiJIiB - Lie He
JIMIle aKTyaJIbHa Ta LjiKaBa TeMa, OCKIJIbKU BOHa,
sk crBeppkye 1. Kaihko, Mmae Besivke 3HaueHHs He
TiNbKHU [/1s1 po3yMiHHA npodeciiHol AisiIbHOCTI
36pOWHUX CUJI, @ H BiliCbKOBO-IIUBIJILHUX BiHO-
cuH B nisomy (Kaihko, 2018; Kaihko & Haldén,
2020), amxe mnpodecioHanizalisga YkpaiHCbKOI
apmii “BkJ/itoyae B cebe rnMboky TpaHchopma-
IIif0 BiIHOCHH MiXK IIMBIIbHUMHU Ta BiHCbKOBUMH,
MiX CyCIJIbCTBOM Ta BiCBKOBHUMH Ta, Gijiblie
TOro, MiX JepxaBow Ta cychijbctBoM” (King,
2021). Taku#t miaxig g0 AOCHiIKEHHS] I'PyHoBOI
3rypTOBAHOCTI 03BOJISIE “BUMTH 32 paMKu dak-
TOPIB, 10 COPUSITb COLiaJIbHIA 3rypTOBAHOCTI
B HaMeHIIMX TaKTUYHUX mifpo3ainax” (Kaihko
& Haldén, 2020) i “po3minpuTu nosie aHasisy Bif
HalMeHIIOro 60M0BOTO MiAPO3AiaY 10 GiJbIIOTO
IHCTUTYLiIHHOTO Ta MOJITUYHOIO KOHTEKCTY”
(Kaihké & Haldén, 2020). BilicbkoBO-IUBi/IbHI

BiHOCHHU 1le - MbXJWUCUUIIIHApHA 006J1aCTh
JIOCJIiIPKEeHb, 1110 Nepei6adae B3aEMO/i0 y rasysi
ncuxoJiorii, conjoJsiorii, moJitoJsiorii, icTopil

TOIIO, OCKiJIbKM BiCbKOBO-IIMBIJIbHI BiITHOCUHH
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the military and the relationships among them;
the effectiveness of individual service members
in combat; small unit cohesion; the relationship
between military service and citizenship (to
include the civic republican tradition); the nature
of military service (occupation, profession, etc.);
and the relationship of militaries and the societies
from which they stem” (Owens, 2017). An impor-
tant motivation for studying the cohesion of small
military units from the perspective of civil-mil-
itary relations is striving to reduce (eliminate)
the risk of military culture domination in society
that can result in establishing the values, prerog-
atives and attitudes of military organizations for
an entire community, as well as the risk of degrad-
ing the values and value orientations of military
personnel (honor, pride, valor, courage, bravery)
that can lead, on the one hand, to such negative
consequences as dereliction of public activities in
matters of defense, declining level of public trust
in the armed forces and, on the other hand, to mil-
itary setback and even defeat in war (Sheehan,
2008). Within the framework of existing problems
and difficulties in Ukraine, the study of group cohe-
sion of military units has become one of the most
important issues and gains not so much academic
as practical interest because it helps to identify
tensions in military-civilian relations and stimu-
late the parties to restore the equilibrium.
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
of the Study. The theoretical basis of the study
is Standard Model of Military Group Cohesion
(SMMGC), the basic points of which had been
formulated by Siebold (Siebold, 1987) and then
supplemented, expanded, and modified by other
scientists (King, 2006; Griffith, 2007; Griffith &
Vaitkus, 1999; Salo, 2006, 2011; Salo & Siebold,
2008; Siebold & Lindsay, 1999). Siebold defines
cohesion as a set of affective and instrumental
social relationships with different intensity levels
(from weak to strong) between service members
and their group, the superior organizational
unit, and the organization as a whole (Siebold,
2007). Affective social relationships mean bonds
based more on emotions, and instrumental social
relationships mean bonds based on exchanges
of services (Sundberg & Ruffa, 2021). Although
affective social cohesion is often intertwined
with instrumental cohesion and they cannot be
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B Jlep>KaBi CXWJIbHI 10 BIJIUBY 6e3J1iui Halpi3HO-
MaHIiTHilIKUX pakTopiB. B cydyacHux gocaigxeHHAX
BiMCbKOBO-IUBIJIbHUX BiJHOCUH NpPEBaJIOTh
ABa migxoAau. [HCTUTYUinHUN nigxia GoKycyeThCs
y TOMY, K JepKaBHI opraHisaiil, BKJIHYaKw4U
apMilo K 36pOWHY opradizarjitlo, B3aEMOJIIOTh
y IHCTUTYLiMHUX paMKax ynpasJiHHsA. [pyruit
MiAXil - KyJbTYPHUW YU COLiOJIOTiYHHUM, 30cCe-
pemKyEThCA HA “IIMPOKOMY MUTAHHI BiliCbKOBOI
KYJIbTYpPU NOPIiBHAHO 3 JiiGepaJbHUM CyCHiJib-
CTBOM; pOJIi OKpeMHUX 0Ci6 Ta Ipyl, HaIpHUKJAJ,
’KIHOK, MEHIIWH, BiiCbKOBOCJIY>KO0BIIiB-CTPOKO-
BHUKIB Ta »IHOK B apMii Ta BIJTHOCUHAX Mi>K HUMU;
ePeKTUBHOCTI OKpeMHX BilCbKOBOC/YKOOBIIiB
y 6010; 3TYPTOBAHOCTI HEBEJWKUX MiApO3AiJiB;
BilHOCHHAx MiX BiliCbKOBOIO CJy:K0010 Ta Ipo-
Ma/JIIHCTBOM (BKJIIOUAlOYM T'POMAJIIHCbKY pec-
ny6JIiKaHCbKY TpajMIii0); NMPUPOAI BilicbKOBOI
cayx6u (pig 3aHaTb, mpodecis Too); i BigHOCH-
Hax MiX apMi€l0 Ta CyCIiJIbCTBOM, 3 IKOTO BOHA
noxoauTts” (Owens, 2017). Baxx/1MBO0 NPUYUHOIO
BHBYEHHS 3TyPTOBAHOCTI HEBEJIMKHX BIHCbKOBUX
NiJAPO3/iIiB y paKkypci BINCbKOBO-IUBIJIbHUX BiJl-
HOCUH € 3MeHLIeHHs (YyCyHeHHs) PU3UKY JOMi-
HYBaHHSl ¥ CYCHiJILCTBI LIiHHOCTEH, MpeporaTuB
Ta YCTAaHOBOK BilICbKOBHX Oprasisaiiii, i Takox
PU3UKY NPUHWKEHHS IIiIHHOCTeH i [iHHICHUX opi-
€HTAIill BiliCbKOBOCTYK60BIiB (4eCTb, FOPAICTD,
06JieCcTb, MYXKHICTb, BifjBara TOIO0), 110 MOXe
NpPHU3BECTH, 3 OJHOr0 GOKY, 10 TAaKUX HEraTHB-
HUX HaCJiJKiB K yCyYHEHHS TPOMaJiCbKOCTI Bif,
NUTaHb OOOPOHM, 3HMKEHHS pPIiBHA [JOBipU [0
36pOMHHUX CHUJI, a 3 iHIIOro GOKY, A0 KaTacTpo-
¢iyHMX BiiCbKOBUX HEBJAY i HABITh 0 MOpPa3KU
y BiMHi (Sheehan, 2008). B pamkax icHyw4uX
npo6JsieM Ta TPYAHOILLIB B YKpaiHi Aoc/ifKeHHs
rpynoBoi 3rypTOBaHOCTI BiMChKOBUX MiApO3Ji-
JIiB CTa€ OAHI€I0 3 HAHaraJabHIlIUX i HAOYBa€E He
CTIJIBKM aKaJeMiYyHOro, CKiJIbKM NPaKTUYHOI'O
iHTepecy, OCKIJIbKU [J03BOJI€ BUABUTH HaIlpyxKe-
HICTb Y BiiCbKOBO-IUBIJIbHUX BiZJHOCHHAX i CTHU-
MYJIIOBaTH CTOPOHU /10 BiIHOBJIEHHS PiBHOBAru.

Teopemu4Ho-memodo102iyHi  OCHOBU  QOCAI-
dotceHHsl. TeopeTHYHOIO OCHOBOIO JOCJIPKEHHS
€ CTaHJapTHa Mo/jlesib 3TYPTOBAHOCTI BiliChbKO-
BUX mifpo3ainiB (aHr. Standard Model of Military
Group Cohesion (SMMGC), ocHOBHi mocTy/aTH
sikoi 6ysi po3pobuieHi G. Siebold (Siebold, 1987),
a mOTiM J0TOBHEHI, po3IrMpeHi Ta MoudikoBaHi
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separated from each other (Siebold, 2011), but
still, affective cohesion is associated in some way
whether group members like each other (Vavryniv,
2020; Koval & Spitsyna, 2021), and therefore
“referstothenatureand quality of emotionalbonds
of friendship, as based on personal characteristics”
(Verweijen, 2018), and instrumental cohesion
is predominantly associated with a commitment
to a common mission that requires collective
action (MacCoun, 1993). Despite external threats,
social group of a military unit remains united
due to the phenomenon of cohesion and it is
able to achieve both spiritual and material goals
owing to the psychosocial support of its members
(Siebold, 2012). This structure of relationships
positively affects the behavior and motivation
of the military personnel, encourages mutual trust
and loyalty, fosters compliance with group norms,
and facilitates the common tasks’ accomplishment.
In SMMGC cohesion is represented as several
interrelated stepped components. Primary group
cohesion emerges at the level of the individual
soldier as interaction between members
of the unit without excluding interaction with
the unit’s commanders. Secondary group cohesion
occurs at the interpersonal level of interaction
between unit’s military personnel and military
personnel of higher-level units and organizations.
As for primary group cohesion, a distinction is
pointed up between horizontal cohesion that
occurs in the course of an interaction within
a small group, and vertical cohesion that occurs
in the course of an interaction with immediate
commanders. Secondary group cohesion
includes  organizational and institutional
cohesion. Organizational cohesion arises during
an interaction with representatives of the higher
organizational unit (e.g, platoon’s reps with
company’s reps), and institutional cohesion
arises during an interaction with representatives
of military organizations carrying out activities
within an institutional framework (e.g., with reps
of Ministry of Defence) (King, 2006; Siebold, 2007;
Griffith, 2007; Salo, 2011; Bury, 2018). Regardless,
that these four types of cohesion have similar
character they reflect different relationships
(Hogg & Terry, 2000). Siebold regards SMMGC
as a tool helpful for understanding what plays
a critical role in interactions in the military
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HU3Koto iHuMx BueHux (King, 2006; Griffith, 2007;
Griffith & Vaitkus, 1999; Salo, 2006, 2011; Salo &
Siebold, 2008; Siebold & Lindsay, 1999). G. Siebold
BU3HAYa€ 3TYPTOBAHICTb SIK CYKYNHICTh apeKTHUB-
HUX Ta IHCTPYMEHTAJIbHUX COLia/IbHUX BiJHOCUH
pi3HOrO cTymneHsl iHTEHCUBHOCTI (Bif, c/1abKUX 10
CUJIbHUX) MiXK BiHCbKOBOCJIY»KO0OBIIIMH Ta iX Ipy-
1010, BUILIOI0 OpraHi3aliiHO0 OAMHUIIEIO Ta OpTa-
Hizaniero B 1isomy (Siebold, 2007). AdekTuBHI
collia/IbHi BiTHOCUHU “pO3YMiIOThCS SIK B3aEMO/Iis,
fKa 3aCHOBAaHA MepeBAXXHO Ha eMOoLifX, a iHCcTpy-
MeHTa/IbHI — Ha 06MiHi mocayramu” (Sundberg &
Ruffa, 2021). He3pakarouu Ha Te, 1[0 adpeKTHBHA
coljjaJibHa 3TYPTOBAHICTh 4YacTO IEPEeIJIiTAEThCS
3 IHCTpyMeHTaJIbHOI0, Ta IX HEMOXKJIMBO BiJJOKpe-
MUTHU OAMH BiJ| ogHoro (Siebold, 2011), ane Bce x
TakUu adeKTHBHA 3rYPTOBAHICTh MOB’sI3aHa 3 TUM,
YW NOA06AIThCA YJEeHU TIPYyNd OAUH OJHOMY
(Vavryniv, 2020; Koval & Spitsyna, 2021), i, oTxe,
“BOHA BiZJHOCUTBCS Z10 TPUPOAH Ta IKOCTi eMOILIiH-
HUX TOBAapHUCbKUX 3B’SI3KiB, 3aCHOBAaHUX Ha 0CO-
oucTticHux xapaktepuctukax’ (Verweijen, 2018),
a IHCTpyMeHTa/bHa 3TYPTOBAHICTb IepeBaKHO
BilHOCUTBCS 10 POpMyBaHHS BifZaHOCT] 3arajib-
HOI Micil, AJ19 BUKOHaHHS $IKOi MOTPiGHI KOJIEK-
TuBHi Aail (MacCoun, 1993). 3aBasiku peHOMeEHY
3rypTOBAHOCTI, collia/ibHa rpymna BilicbKOBOIO Mi/f-
pO3A4iy, He3BaXKalo4u Ha 30BHIIIHI 3arpo3y, 3a/11-
IIAETBCA EAVMHOI0 | 3[aTHA JOCATATH K JyXOBHHUX,
Tak i mMaTepiaJibHUX LjiJiedl 3aBASKHA ICUXOCOLLi-
aIbHIM miaTpuMIli cBoix 4ieHiB (Siebold, 2012).
Taka CTpyKTypa BiJHOCUH INO3UTHMBHO BILJIUBAE
Ha TMOBEJIHKYy Ta MOTHBALil0 BilICbKOBOCIYX-
GOBIIiB, B3aEMHY [JI0OBipy Ta JIOSLJIBHICTb, CIPUSIE
JOTPUMaHHIO TPYNOBHX HOPM Ta BHUKOHAaHHIO
CHiZIbHUX 3aBJaHb. Y CTaHAAPTHIA Mogesi 3ryp-
TOBAHOCTI BiWCbKOBUX migpo3ainie (CM3BII)
3rypTOBAaHICTh IpeJCTaB/JeHa fK KiJbKa B3ae-
MOIOB’I3aHUX CTYMiHYAaCTUX KOMIOHEHTIB. [lep-
BUHHA TCpynoBa 3rypPTOBAHICTb 3apOKYETbCS
JIUIIEe Ha PiBHI OKpeMoO B34TOr0 BiMCBKOBOCIYX-
OOBIIS SK B3aEMOJIS MK 4JieHaMH MiJpo3/aiay
M B3aEMOZisl 3 KOMaHAUPaMHU LbOTO MiZpo3Ainy.
BropuHHa rpynoBa 3rypTOBaHICTb BHHHUKAE Ha
MDKIIepCOHAJIbHOMY piBHI B3aEMOJIl MDX Ipef-
CTaBHUKaMU NiJpo3A4iay 3 JIIOLbMH, AKi IpeSCTaB-
JIAIOTh BUL NiZAPO3A4iau Ta opraHisanii. ¥ Mmexax
NEePBHUHHOI TPYyNOBHUM 3TYPTOBAHOCTI pO3pi3HA-
I0Tb TOPU30HTAJIbHY 3TYPTOBAHICTb — B3aEMOJII0

ISSN 2663-970X
79



INSIGHT

The Psychological Dimensions
of Society s

State
Unbeersity

environment and for interpretation of research
results (Siebold, 2007). A number of studies,
which have adopted the concept of SMMGC, have
ascertained that various forms of cohesion are
key elements in predicting combat effectiveness,
morale and motivation of military unit’s members
(Sundberg & Ruffa, 2021; Kaihko & Haldén, 2020;
Verweijen, 2018; Kaihko, 2018; Garcia-Guiu et
al,, 2016; Siebold, 2012). Although these studies
focus exclusively on Western military practices,
King points to the wusefulness of applying
the conclusions arising from these studies to
the analysis of processes, occurring in other
countries’ armies (King, 2013). For King, despite
the fact that these processes are different, they
can be compatible with Western models (King,
2013). However, although the military unit
cohesion is fairly well-studied topic, in military
sociology there are no works on group cohesion
as an indicator of civil-military relations as
a whole. The study of the specifics of military unit
cohesion in the Ukrainian Armed Forces makes
a methodological and empirical contribution to
the evolving debate on military cohesion.

Purpose

The purpose of this article is to define implicit
competition between military and civilian groups
with relatively equal status as an indicator
of civil-military relations and find out how implicit
competition between military and civilian groups
with relatively equal status affects the group
cohesion of small military units in the current
economic and political situation in Ukraine.

Methodology and methods

This study focuses on the primary level
of group cohesion, which is achieved by members
of military unit through a process of assimilation
the group’s idealized prototype. The studied type
was a small group comparable in size to a platoon
(25-30 people). King notes that the issue of small
unitcohesionhasbecomeacentral themein military
sociology: “The infantry platoon is a remarkable
lifeworld in which the dynamics of the social
group are uniquely legible. Consequently, the small
unit offers a privileged empirical opportunity on
which sociological theories and concepts can be
investigated and tested. It is vital that as military
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BCepeZMHI MaJiol pyIy, i BEpTUKaJIbHY 3rypTOBa-
HICTb - B3a€EMO/Iil0 3 6e3nocepeHIiMHU KOMaHU-
pamu. B paMkKax BTOPUHHOI TpyIlOBOI 3TypTOBa-
HOCTI BUAISAIOTh OpraHi3aliiHy Ta iIHCTUTYLiAHY
3ryproBaHicTb. OpraHisaniiHa 3rypTOBaHIiCTb -
Ile B3aEMO/IiA 3 MpeACTaBHUKAaMHU HACTYIHOTO IO
PIBHIO BULIECTOSALIOTO CTPYKTYPHOIO MiAPO3/iay
(HampuKk/aaj, NpefCTaBHUKIB pPOTU 1 B3BOAY),
a IHCTUTYyLiliHA 3TypPTOBaHICTb — 1l B3a€EMOJis
3 NpeACTaBHUKAaMU BIMCbKOBUX OpraHisalil, fKi
3[IMCHIOIOTD JiJIbHICTD ¥ paMKax IHCTUTYLIHHOI
CTPYKTypH (HampukJaj, MiHiCTEpCTBO 060POHHU)
(King, 2006; Siebold, 2007; Griffith, 2007; Salo,
2011; Bury, 2018). llonpu 110 BCi YOTUPU TUIHU
3rypTOBAHOCTI MOB’s13aHi MiX co6010, BOHU BiJl0-
6paxatoTh pi3Hi BifHocuuu (Hogg & Terry, 2000).
G. Siebold posrisiiae CM3BII sik iHCTPYMEHT, AKUM
JOIOMara€e 3po3yMiTH, IO BiAirpae BAKIUBY
pOJib NIPU B3a€EMO/il y BiHCbKOBOMY cepe/iOBUILLj,
a TaKoX JoIoMarae iHTeprpeTyBaTH MobavyeHe
(Siebold, 2007). ¥ Husui gocnaimxeHsp, Ki B3saU
3a ocHoBy CM3BII, 6ysi0 BcTaHOBJIEHO, 1[0 Pi3Hi
¢$bopMU 3rypTOBAHOCTI € KJIIOYOBUMHU eJIeMeHTaMU
B IPOrHO3yBaHHi 60110B0i epeKTUBHOCTI, MOpaib-
HOTO0 J1yXy, MOTUBAllil YJleHiB BiiCbKOBOI'O KOJIEK-
tuBy(Sundberg & Ruffa, 2021; Kaihko & Haldén,
2020; Verweijen, 2018; Kaihko, 2018; Garcia-Guiu
et al, 2016; Siebold, 2012). HesBaxkarouu Ha Te,
0 L JOC/II/KeHHS 30CepeUINCA BUKJIIOYHO Ha
3axijHMX BilCbKOBUX MPaKTHKax, A. King Bkasye Ha
JOLL/IBHICTE BUKOPUCTAHHA BHUCHOBKIB, OTpUMa-
HUX Y IUX JOCTiIpKEHHSAX, 111010 BUBYEHHS IIpOLe-
CiB, 1110 BiZI6yBalOThCs 3apa3 B apMisix iHIIKUX KpaiH
(King, 2013). Ha aymky A. King, xo4 1i npouecu
i BiApi3HAIOTbCS, ajle BOHU MOXYTb OyTH KOHIPY-
eHTHUMU 3axigHuM 3pa3kam (King, 2013). IIpore,
HOMPHU JO0CTATHIO PO3PO06JIEHICTh TEMH 3TypPTOBA-
HOCTI BiliCbKOBUX MiZIp03/1iJiB, y BiliCbKOBIH collio-
Jioril BiAcyTHi po60TH, MpUCBSAYEH] JOCTiIKEHHIO
IrPYNOBOI 3ryPTOBAHOCTI fIK NOKaXXYMUKa BilCbKO-
BO-LIMBIJIbHUX BiIHOCHH B LiJIoMy. BuB4eHH4 cne-
nMdikd 3rypToBaHOCTI BiMCBKOBUX MiJpO3/iJiB
30pOoMHUX CUJ YKpaiHU POOUTH METO/I0JIOTIYHUH
Ta eMIiPUYHUNA BHECOK Y AUCKYCilO PO BiiCbKOBY
3rypTOBAHICTB, 1110 TPUBAE B HAYKOBUX KOJIAX.
Mema cmammi - po3rJASAHYTH IMIIILUTHY KOH-
KypeHLio M BINCbKOBUMH Ta LUBIJIbHUMHU T'py-
MaMU 3 BiJHOCHO PIBHUM CTaTyCOM K IHAUKATOP
BiiCbKOBO-IIMBIJILHUX BiJHOCHUH i 3’scyBaTH, fK
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scientists, we continue to extend our fields
of empirical inquiry and to test and refine our
concepts and theories” (King, 2021). However,
military unit cohesion is an urgent theme not
only in sociology, but also in history, philosophy,
and psychology (King, 2021), that is, it is a topic
of interdisciplinary scientific research. Therefore,
we turned to the psycholinguistic method
of the associative experiment, which is a key factor
in interdisciplinary researches. Participation in
the experiment was voluntary. The only persuasion
to participate in the experiment was the promise
that the results of the study, which require
command'’s attention would be available for public
access for possible improvements in the functioning
of both the separate unit and the military
organization as a whole. All respondents were
verbally informed of their rights, and complete
anonymity was ensured. The respondents were
59 third- and fourth-year cadets between the ages
of 20 and 29, studying at the Heroes of Kruty Military
Institute of Telecommunications and Information
Technologies; 54 cadets were men and 5 cadets
were women.

Limitations

The study has several limitations. First of all,
the limitation is associated with the weaknesses
of associative experiment as a method of research.
It is to be noted that “any interpretation, including
interpretation of results of psycholinguistic
experiments, by definition always has a subjective
character and can vary between studies, lead
to different results depending on the research
tasks even though researchers study the same
material, and sometimes the same researcher
can arrive at different conclusions depending on
the time of reflection on the result” (Sternin, 2020).
In addition, by the standards of qualitative research
the sample size is small. The experiment was carried
out within one college-level military academy,
and this factor limited the number of respondents.
Moreover, it cannot be assumed that the results
are relevant for all branches of the military or for
National Guard. The reason for this is that the military
tasks (missions) and therefore the collective habits
establishing behavior standards adopted by all
members of the military collective differ significantly
in different military units and formations.
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B YMOBAaX Cy4aCHOI €eKOHOMIKO-IIOJIITUYHOI CUTY-
anii B YkpaiHi iMmiinguTHA KOHKYpeHLisl MiX Bili-
CbKOBUMM Ta LUBIJIBHMMHU IpynaMU 3 BiZJHOCHO
PIBHHUM CTaTyCOM BIJIUBA€E HAa I'PYNOBY 3rypTOBa-
HICTb HEBEJIMKUX BilICbKOBUX MiApO3/iIiB.

MeToau pocaiaKeHHs

B paMkax JaHOro Ao0Cai/KeHHS aKLeHT OyB
3po6JieHH Ha TNEepBUHHOMY TpPyNOBOMY piBHIi
3rypTOBAHOCTI, IKa JOCATAEThCA YieHaMU I'Pynu
yepe3 TpolleCc YMoJi6HEeHHs iJeasi3oBaHOMY
NPOTOTHUITY TPynu. THUIIOM, 110 BUBYAETHCS, OyJIa
rpyna HeBeJIMKOro po3Mipy, NOPiBHAHHA CBOEIO
qyucesbHicTIO 31 B3BogoM (25-30 oci6). A. King
3a3Hayae, U0 NMUTAaHHA 3TyPTOBAHOCTI HeBeJIU-
KUX NiApO3AiJIiB CTaso OJHIE€I 3 LieHTpa/IbHUX
TeM y BilicbKOBiH comiosiorii: “IlixoTHUN B3BOJ, -
Ile IUBOBMXKHUM KUTTEBUM CBIT, ¥ AKOMY [IMHa-
Mika couiaJbHOI Tpynu € YHikajabHOw. OTxe,
HeBeJIMKUU MiZipo3/1iJ NpoNnoHye NpuBisieiioBaHi
eMIipUYHI MOXKJIMBOCTI, Ha AKUX MOXHa JOCJiJ-
)KYBaTHU Ta IlepeBipATH couiosoriyHi Teopil
Ta KoHuenmii. Ham, BiHCbKOBUM BYE€HHM, KHUT-
TEBO BaXXJIMBO IPOJOBXKYBAaTH PO3IIUPIOBATH
00J1aCTh €eMIPUYHUX AOCJIiIKEeHb, MePeBipsaTH
Ta BAOCKOHA/IOBATH Halli KoHIenii Ta Teopii”
(King, 2021). IlpoTe, 3rypTOBaHIiCTh BiliCbKOBHUX
niJipo3/1iiiB € mpeAMeTOM HAayKOBUX PO3POO6OK
He TiJIbKU B coujoJiorii, a ¥ B icTopii, ¢inocodii
Ta ncuxoJorii (King, 2021), To6To BiflHOCUTbCS
[0 MDKIUCLUIUIIHAPHUX HAayKOBUX AOCJIKEHbD.
ToMy MW 3BEpPHYJHCA [0 IMCHUXOJIHTBICTUYHOTO
MEeTO/Y acOLLiaTUBHOT0 eKCIIEPUMEHTY;, L0 € KJII0-
YOBUM IIiJ 4yac NpoBeLeHH:A MiXAUCLUILIiHap-
HUX JOCJTi/PKeHb. Y4acTb B eKCIepUMeHTi OyJia
J06pOBiIbHOW. EJUHUM CTUMYJIOM [Jisl Y4acTi
B eKcrepuMeHTi 6ysia 06ilIHKa, 1110 pe3yIbTaTH
JlOCJIi/IPDKEHHS, Ha SIKi MOTPi6GHO 3BEpHYTHU yBary
KepIiBHUITBY, OYAYTh BUKJAJAEHI y BiIKPUTOMY
JOCTyMi 111 MOXXJIMBOTO MiJBUILlEHHS epEeKTHUB-
HOCTI QYHKIIOHYBaHHS SIK OKPEMOTr0 MiJIpo3Aiy,
Tak i Bciel BilicbkoBOiI opraHisauii 3arasom. Yci
pecroHieHTH OyJd yCcHO npoinpopMoBaHi mpo
cBOI mpaBa, i 6ys0 3a6e3Me4YeH0 MOBHY aHOHIM-
HicTb. PecnoHieHTaMu 6yJIU YJIeHU ABOX BiCbKO-
BUX MiJipo3aiaiB B KisibKocTi 59 ocib, siki HaBYa-
I0TbCA Ha 3 Ta 4 Kypcax BilicbKOBOTO iHCTUTYTY
TeJleKOMyHiKkalii Ta iHpopmaTusanii, Bikom Bif
20 1o 29 pokiB; 3 HUX 54 - 4yoJioBikHK Ta 5 — 1iBYaT.

ISSN 2663-970X
81



INSIGHT

The Psychological Dimensions
of Society s

State
Unbeersity

Results

Conducting the associative experiment, we
complied with the premise that “military cohesion
is not only shaped by factors internal to the armed
forces,butalsobythefeaturesofthemacro-political
order of which they form part” (Verweijen, 2018).
Furthermore, military personal are people with
a high level of social dominance orientation who
think of the world in terms competition between
groups (Crandall & Schaller, 2005). Therefore, we
hypothesized that intergroup competition can
influence the intragroup attitudes and behavior
of military unit members, and group cohesion
of military unit is determined to a significant
extent by attitudes toward the civil competitive
group. In this work group attitudes are considered
from the perspective of realistic group conflict
theory (initialized RGCT), which emphasizes
direct competition between groups with relatively
equal status. For all those reasons, for conducting
an associative experiment we chose two stimuli
words, namely cadet and student. The results
of the experiment are presented in Tabl. 1.

Discussions

Having analyzed the associations to the word-
stimulus cadet we can point out several factors
that contribute to group cohesion due to
various aspects of similarity: 1) equal status
within the boundaries of military organization
(subordination, orders); 2) undertaking common
tasks both during combat operations and military
training (duties, sports, combat training, training
ground); 3) commonality of identity and beliefs
(always in military boots, uniforms, weapons, self-
possession, presence of mind, sangfroid, courage,
confidence, strong, athletic); 4) similar future
prospects (future officer, army, future responsibility,
war, hardly ever home, detached service, defense
of the Motherland); 5) experience of common
difficulties (extremely busy, sleep-deprived, heavy
workload, overfatigue, sleep debt, time constraints,
exhaustion). Analyzing the associations to
the word-stimulus student we noticed that
these associations in contrast (opposition) to
the associations to the word cadet (self-discipline -
undisciplined, sleep debt - sleep until a late lunch,
heavy workload - just living the dream, challenging
tasks - easy, function at maximum capacity - lazy,
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O6MexeHHs

CrpaB:KHE AOCTIPKEHHS Ma€ HU3KY 00MeXKeHb.
Hacamnepesn, ob6MexxeHHs MOB’si3aHe i3 cs1ab-
KHMMH CTOPOHAaMH acoLiaTUBHOIO e€KCIIEPUMEHTY
SIK METOAY AOCJi/KeHHS. 3a3HAa4YUMO, 110 “Oyab-
dKa iHTepnpeTalid, y TOMY 4MC/i iHTepnpeTalis
pe3yJbTaTiB IMCUXOJIHTBICTUYHUX €eKCIIEpUMEH-
TiB, anpiopi, 3aBX/J1 Ma€ Cy6'EKTUBHUIN XapaKTep
I MoOXe BiApI3HATHCH, LEMOHCTPYIOYM HeCX0xXi
pe3y/abTaTy B pi3HUX HAYKOBUX HAllpAMKaX, y pis-
HUX JOCTAIJHUKIB, IKi pO3VISIA0Th OJMH i TOH Ke
MaTepiaJi, 1 HaBiTb B OZHOTO 1 TOTO X AOCHIJHHAKA
y Ppi3Hi Mepiogu OCMHUCAEHHS HUM OTPHUMaHMX
pesyabtatiB” (CtepniH, 2020). Kpim Toro, 3a cTaH-
JlapTaMu SIKICHUX J0CJiPKEHb, PO3Mip BUOIpKU
HeBeJIMKUU. KpiM TOro, He MoXHa BBaXKaTH, L0
OTPUMMaHi pe3yJbTaTH 3aCTOCOBHI 0 BCIX pOAIB
Bificbk. lle MoB’s13aHO 3 THUM, IO 3MiCT 60HOBHX
3aBJaHb, i, IK HACJIiJOK, KOJIEKTUBHI 3BUYKH, 1110
NpUIMaIOThCS BCiMa YieHaMU KOJIEKTUBY Ta 33/1a-
I0Thb 3araJibHi paMKU NOBEAIHKH, CyTTEBO Bifpi3-
HSIIOThCS ¥ Pi3HUX BU/ax BiCbKOBUX GOPMYBaHb,
a TaKOX y Pi3HUX CTPYKTYPHUX OJUHULSX 36pOHi-
HMX CHJI, YaCTUHAX Ta MiApo3/iiax.

PesynbTaTn

[lig yac npoBeAeHHS acoLiaTUBHOTO EKCIIEPU-
MEHTY MU KepyBaJsIUCs MOCTY/AATOM, 1[0 “3rypTo-
BaHIiCTb BiICbKOBOTO MiApO3A4iny GopMy€EThCA He
JiMille BHYTpPilIHIMKU paKToOpaMU 36POUHUX CUJI,
a 11 0cOBJIMBOCTAMU MaKPOIOJJITUIHOTO OPSKY,
yacTuHOIo sikoro BoHU €” (Verweijen, 2018). Kpim
TOTO, BiICbKOBOCJIYX00BIIi - “JI01 3 BUCOKHUM
piBHeM opieHTanii Ha coniajibHe JOMiHYBaHHS,
SKi CIPUHMAaKTb CBIT fIK TaKWU, L0 BKJIKYAE
KoHKypeHIiito Mixk rpynamu” (Crandall & Schaller,
2005). Tomy HamMu 6ysia BUCYyHyTa TiloTe3a, 1o
MDKIpynoBa KOHKYpEeHI[isi MO»e BIIJIMBAaTH Ha
BHYTPIIUHbOI'PYIIOBI YCTAHOBKM Ta IOBEJiHKY
YJIEHIB BiICbKOBOTO MiJIp03/iJy, a rpynoBa 3ryp-
TOBAHICTh 3HAYHOI MIipOK BU3HAYaTUMETbCH
YCTAaHOBKAMHU 110 BiJHOLIEHHIO 0 KOHKYpPYH0YO]
rpynu. ['pymoBi ycTaHOBKM y po6oOTi po3srisjia-
JIMCS 3 M03Hullil Teopil peasicTUYHOTO KOHQJIIKTY
(TPK), y sikili aKLleHTY€ETbCS IpsAMa KOHKYPEHILis
MIDX IpyniaMu 3 BiJHOCHO piBHUM cTaTycoM. Buxo-
JS4H4 3 BUILECKA3aHOTO, MTiJf 4ac MpOBeeHHS aco-
[[iaTUBHOTO EKCIIepUMEHTY HaMH 6yJi0 06paHO
JlBa CJOBa-CTUMYJM - KypcaHm 1 cmydeHm.
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Table 1. Associations to the stimulus words cadet and student
Ta6mna 1. OTpumMaHi aconjanii Ha cJI0Ba-CTUMYJIM KYPCAaHT i CTyleHT
Associations
Cadet Student

Self-discipline (5), hardly ever home (2), extremely
busy (3), neat (2), confident (1), orders (4), angry (1),
sleep-deprived (1), uniform (11), military discipline
(9), drilling (5), army (4), strong (4), athletic (5),
heavy workload (3), overfatigue (3), sleep debt (5),
war (5), work (4), time constraints (1), exhaustion

(5), detached service (1), hectic work schedule (1),
function at maximum capacity (1), challenging tasks
(1), stress (6), barracks (9), patience (1), future officer
(3), defense of the Motherland (6), combat training (2),
officer (5), future responsibility (1), duties (9), best (1),
who knows what he wants (1), always in military boots
(1), problems (1), restrictions (8), training ground (4),
soldier (11), courage (5), self-education (2), thorny
path (1), difficulties (4), weapons (2), sports (2), lack
of privacy (1), life within four walls (1), versatile talent
(1), multi-skilled (4), responsible (3), life experience
(1), subordination (3), shrewd (1), with a sense of
humor (1), self-possession (1), presence of mind (2),
sangfroid (2), rough going (2), fighter (1), homeland
(3), man who has no brains (1), military tunic (1)
OpranizoBanicts (5), HeuyacTo 6yTu BJoMa (2), Besu-
Yye3Ha 3alHATICTH (3), aKypaTHicTb (2), BIeBHEHICTb
(1), Hakasu (4), 3suii (1), HeocTaTHBO BUcHaBcs (1),
BiicbkoBa popma (11), fucuuniina (9), Hapsaau (5),
apMis (4), cunbHuii (4), cnopTuBHUi (5), 3aBaHTaXxe-
HicTb (3), nepeBToMa (3), HefocunaHHA (5), BiiiHa (5),
po6oTa (4), Hectaua vacy (1), BToma (5), yacTi Bigps-
JokeHHs (1), Hanpy»keHU# rpadik (1), MakcuMaibHa
Bigzayva (1), cknaani 3aBaannd (1), ctpec (6), kasa-
pmMa (9), Tepninnsa (1), malbyTHIN odinep (3), 3axucT
6aTbKiBIIMHU (6), cTpolioBa mifAroroBka (2), odiuep
(5), malibyTH# BignoBigaabHicTh (1), 060B’s13KHU (4),
Habkpamuii (1), To#, xTo 3Hag, mo xoue (1), 3aBx U

B Gepuax (1), mpo6siemu (1), o6mMexxeHHs (8), moi-
roH (4), BiicbkoBocyxk60Belp (11), myxHicTb (5),
camoocsiTa (2), TepHucTicTts (1), TpysHoui (4), 36post
(2), ciopt (2), BiacyTHicTb 0co6ucToro xKuTTH (1),
JKUTTS B YOTUPbOX CTiHax (1), pisHOGiYHO po3BUHe-
Huii (1), BignosigansHuii (3), >kuTTEBUM AocBiz (1),
cy6opauHaris (3), KMiTiuBuUH (1), 3 TOYYTTIM I'yMOpy
(1), camoBsiasanHs (1), BuTpuMKa (2), BpiBHOBaxe-
HicTb (2), Typ6oTH (2), 60€np (1), 6aTpkiBLMHA (3),
JIIO/IVHA, y siKoi HeMa€e Mo3Ky (1), kiTesb (1)

Unbound (4), KFC worker (1), Saturday off (1), on your
own (1), dereliction of duty (1), has a part-time job (1),
coffee (1), free schedule (5), freelance job (2), smart
(1), job (5), easy (2), high on life (1), job hunting (1),
civilian (5), has money (1), person who has no purpose
in life (2), student dorms (7), future conscript (1),
enlistment (1), club (2), spree (2), city (4), recreation
(3), study (3), future welfare (1), fun (2), not always
knows what he wants (1), freedom (4), just living

the dream (1), sleep (3), good food (1), cheat sheets
(1), student life (1), home (3), variety (1), sleepless
nights (1), lazy (2), alcohol (5), drugs (4), enjoyment
(1), bad person (1), corruption (1), drug addict (2),
opportunities for self-fulfillment (1), thinks for himself
(1), undisciplined (3), disorganized (2), search for
himself (1), lack of responsibilities (1) eagerness to
learn (1), commitment (1), spendthrift (1), to play
truant (1), friends (1), girl (1), life for ourselves (1),
life without responsibilities (1), sleep until a late lunch
(1), romanticism (1), wenches (1), problems with the
police (1), lends money (1), professor (1), mischief (1)
Binbuuii (4), npanisauk KFC (1), cy6oTa - BUxijHUM
(1), cam no co6i (1), HexbaicTe (1), Mae MOXKIUBICTD
nigpo6ssTtu (1), kaBa (1), BinbHui rpadik (5), sogaTt-
KoBa po6ora (2), podymuuii (1), po6ora (5), erko (2),
KUTTA B Kai$ (1), momyku po6otu (1), HuBiIbHUA

(5), mae rpouui (1), toauHa, iKa He Ma€ METH KUTTS
(2), ryproxxkuTok (7), MalibyTHiN conzaT TepMiHOBOI
cnyx6u (1), HaB4aHH# 32 KOHTpakToM (1), kiy6 (2),
rynsHkH (2), micto (4), BignouuHox (3), HaB4aHHA (3),
MaW6yTHIHN 06po6yT (1), po3BaxkaTucs (2), He 3aBXK/AU
3Hag, 110 xoue (1), cBoboja (4), He »UTTH, a MasKHa (1),
coH (3), cmayHa ixa (1), mnapranku (1), cTyseHTCbKe
KUTTA (1), 6yauHoK (3), pisHoMaHiTHICTB (1), 6e3coHHi
Houi (1), ninuBui (2), ankorosns (5), HapKOTUKH (4),
BeceJio (1), noraHa sroguHa (1), kopynuis (1), Hap-
KOMaH (2), MOXKJIUBICTb peasnidyBaTu cebe (1), rymae
CBOEI0 ros10BOI0 (1), HeucruIIiHOBaHuH (3), Heop-
raHizoBaHu# (2), momyxk camoro ce6e (1), BiicyTHiCTb
0608B’s13KiB (1) , mparHeHHs A0 3HaHb (1), Lizecnpsamo-
BaHicTb (1), po3TpuHbKyBad (1), Ma€ MOKJIUBICTB ITPO-
rynaty (1), apysi (1), xiBunHa (1), )kutTs A5 cebe (1),
KUTTS 6e3 060B’s13KiB (1), coH 10 06iay (1), poMaHTHKA
(1), miBku (1), npo6s1emMu 3 noJinieo (1), mo3UYUTH
rpotui (1), npodecop (1), mycromi (1)

defense of the Motherland - life for ourselves, who
knows what he wants - not always knows what
he wants). It indicates the creation of opposition
“friend - foe”, which is based on the identification
oftheindividual with a particular group recognized
as self, and the differentiation from another group,
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the correlation with which defines outsiders. This
implies that the military unit cohesion is shaped
not only by internal factors, but also by relations
of power, political order, regime, and individual
institutions. Proceeding from realistic group
conflict theory Cardenas and Mantilla argue
that, “by receiving simultaneous feedback on
individual and group performance subjects may
develop richer responses to their relative success
with respect to other group members but also to
their group’s success with respect to other groups,
especiallyin presence of competition foradditional
resources” (Cardenas & Mantilla, 2015), which
at the group level decreases the value of egoistic
incentives and increases the value of intragroup
cooperation at the cost of additional intergroup
conflict (Burton-Chellew & West, 2012). Root
causes of this conflict are issues of serious concern
to the groups and “may relate to values or goals
shared by groupmembers,areal orimagined threat
to the safety of the group, an economic interest,
a political advantage, a military consideration,
prestige, or a number of others” (Crandall
& Schaller, 2005). In the context of Ukraine,
the main prerequisite for the emergence of this
form of conflict is the situation where the reason
to study at military institutes is the opportunity
to get a civilian specialty in addition to
the military one for free. Acquiring fundamental
theoretical and professional competencies
approximately equal to competencies acquired
at civilian universities by students, cadets feel
resource stress and begin to compete for limited
economic resources, in this particular case
for the labor market. This fact is confirmed by
associations to the word-stimulus student: has
money, freelance job, future welfare, has a part-
time job. This situation results in the creation
of “cadet - student” opposition or, at a higher level,
“the military - the civilians” opposition. A socio-
psychological explanation of emergence of this
opposition can be found due to social identity
theory (SIT) developed by Tajfel and Turner (Tajfel
& Turner, 1979; Turner, 1975). SIT “focuses less
on how individuals operate within social groups
and more on how social groups operate within
the minds of individuals” (Martiny & Rubin, 2016).
A key thesis of SIT is the assertion that people tend
to create psychological bonds with groups they
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sIKi cpusoTh GOPMYBaHHIO IPYNOBOI 3rypTOBa-
HOCTi 3 ypaxyBaHHsAM pPi3HUX acCNeKTiB Mo/i6HO-
cTi: 1) piBHUM cTaTyc y MexaX BiliCbKOBOI opra-
Hizauii (cy6opdunayis, Haka3u); 2) BHUKOHAHHSA
CIIJIBHUX 3aBJaHb, 30KpeMa IIiJj 4yaC HaBYaHHHA
(Hapsdu, cnopm, cmpoliogea nideomoska, hoi-
20H); 3) chispHICTb igeHTHOIKaNii Ta mepeko-
HaHb (3asxcdu 6 6epysix, silicbkosa ¢opma, 36pos,
CaM08/1a0aHHs, 8pPIBHOBAJCEHICMb, MYMCHICMDb,
aKypamHicms, ehegHeHicmb); 4) mofnibHi mnep-
CIEeKTHBU y MauOyTHbOMY (MmalibymHiii ogi-
yep, apmis, Matibymus gionogidasbHicmy, 6iliHa,
yacmi 8idpsidiceHHs); 5) NMepeKUBaHHS 3araJib-
HUX TPYJHOLIIB (8esnuue3Ha 3aliHsimicmb, Hedo-
CMAamHb0 8UCNABCS, HECMAYA YdacCy, HANPyxHceHul
epagik). [lpuctynatoyu [0 aHai3y acorialii Ha
CJI0BO-CTUMYJI cmydeHm, MU 3BEPHYJIM yBary, 1o
Li acouianil 3HaXOAATHCA y BiJJHOLIEHHI NMPOTH-
JIEXKHOCTiI (KOHTpacTy) 0 acoljialliii Ha CJOBO
Kypcanm (ducyunaina — Hedbasicmb, Hedocmam-
HbO 8UCNABCS — 8I0NOYUHOK, MO, XMO 3HAE, WO
Xoue - He 3a8xc0U 3HAE, WO X04Ye, MAKCUMAAbHA
giddayua - sniHUGUIT), 110 CBIJYUTH PO CTBOPEHHS
omo3uil “cBill - 4yy»KMi”, 110 3aCHOBaHAa Ha OTO-
TOKHEHHI Cy6’€KTa 3 MEBHOIO TPyIoIo, siIKa po3y-
MieTbcs K “cBoi”, Ta audepeHIianii cebe Bij
IHII01 IpyIH, CNIBBIAHOLIEHHA 3 AKOK BHU3HAYa€E
“gyxux”. lle cBiIUUTH NPO Te, 1110 3TYPTOBAHICTH
BilicbkoBOTrO Miipo3/iny GopMyeTbCSA He TiJIbKU
BHYTPIIUHIMU 4YMHHUKAMH, a TaKOX BIJJHOCHU-
HaM{ BJIaJ¥, MOJIITUYHOTO MNOPAAKY, PEXUMY
Ta oKpeMux iHcTUTYTiB. ]. Cardenas i C. Mantilla,
I[PYHTYIOYHMCh Ha peajicTU4YHIA Teopil rpyno-
BOTO KOHQJIIKTY, CTBEP/KYIOTh, 10 “OTPUMY-
104M iHdopMauito npo iHAUBIAya bHI Ta rpynosi
pe3y/abTaTH, YIeHU TPYyNU MOXYThb IO-pPi3HOMY
pearyBaTh Ha CBiM BiJHOCHMH ycmix mo BifHO-
HIEHHI0 [0 iHIIMWX 4YJeHIB IpynM, a TaKOX Ha
YCIiX CBOEI I'pynU MO BiJHOWEHHIO L0 IHIIUX
rpym, 0co6JIMBO 32 YMOB KOHKYpeHIil 3a JoAaT-
koBi pecypcu” (Cardenas & Mantilla, 2015), wo
Ha piBHI rpynu 3HWXKY€E 3HAYMMICTb €rOiCTUYHHUX
CTUMYJIiB, 30UIbLIYIOYH BHYTPIIIHBOTPYIIOBE
CHiBpOGITHUIITBO I[iHOIO 10JaTKOBOTO Mi>KTPyII0-
Boro KoHQJIKTYy (Burton-Chellew & West, 2012).
[bxepesioM KOHQJIIKTY CTalOTh MUTAHHS, SIKi CTa-
HOBJISITh 3HAUHUU iHTepec A rpy, i “MOXyThb
CTOCYBATUCSI LIIHHOCTEH YW LijJeH, 1m0 NOoAiJs-
I0TbCA 4YJ€HaMHu TIpyNH, peajbHOlI YU YABHOI
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belong to, and these bonds are conceptualized as
social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), so group
members are motivated to protect and reinforce
the importance of their group in order to preserve
and strengthen their self-esteem (McKinley et al.,
2014).Tothisend,and alsowiththeaim ofreducing
resource stress cadets resort to strategy “of
expressing negative attitudes and attributions
about members of the other group (including
negative traits and values), in an attempt to
convince both one’s own group and other groups
of the lack of worth of the competitor” (Crandall &
Schaller, 2005): dereliction of duty, undisciplined,
disorganized, cheat sheets. The emergence
of the “cadet-student” opposition generates
different patterns of prejudice and discrimination
towards students, which can be differentiated in
terms of 1) distinguishing features of outgroup
(thinks for himself, life for ourselves, life without
responsibilities, sleep until a late Ilunch, lends
money, mischief, plays truant, cheat sheets);
2) affective reactions to outgroup (bad person);
3) the attributive mechanisms that determine
the bias against students (wenches, spendthrift,
alcohol, drugs, corruption, drug addict).

Conclusion

The wuse of interdisciplinary research
methods, namely the psycholinguistic method
of associative experiment, for the study of group
cohesion of small military units makes it possible
to expand the scope of analysis to a broader
context and demonstrate the heuristic potential
of psycholinguistic methods in studying
the peculiarities of the macro-political order,
the integral part of which is the army. The study
of group cohesion in the military unit proved that
despite adaptation of common norms and best
practices of civil-military relations of EU countries
in Ukraine, there is a risk of damaging of balanced
civil-military relations in the country.

The choice of several stimulus words
and a comparative analysis of associations to these
words enable to distinguish a two-level factor
plan that contributes to the formation of group
cohesion of a small military unit. At the first level,
group cohesion is shaped by internal factors based
on various aspects of similarity: 1) equal status
within the boundaries of the military organization;

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International (CC BY 4.0)

insight.stateuniversity.ks.ua

INSIGHT

The Psychological Dimensions
of Society Bnne

State
University

3arposu 6esmnelli Irpyny, eKOHOMIYHHUX iHTepeciB,
MOJIITUMHUX T[epeBar, BilCbKOBUX MipKyBaHb,
npecTKy 4M HU3KH iHmux” (Crandall & Schaller,
2005). B ymoBax YkpaiHH OCHOBHOW MPUYHUHOIO
BUHUKHEHHS TaKOTO KOHQJIIKTY € CUTYyaIlisl, KOJH
CTUMYJIOM HaB4aTUCAd y BIMCBKOBUX IHCTUTY-
TaX CTAa€E MOXKJIHMBICTb GE3KOLITOBHO OTPUMATH
IOJIaTKOBO /[0 BIiHCbKOBOI cCIeLiaJIbHOCTI Ie
U nuBinbHy. KypcaHTH, oTpUMyr04u cxoxi 3i cTy-
JeHTaMu GyH/JaMeHTaJibHI TEOpeTHYHi Ta mpo-
deciliHi koMmeTeHLji, Bif4yBalOTb pecypCcHUU
CcTpec i MOYMHAIOTh KOHKYpPyBaTH 3a oOMexeHi
€KOHOMIiYHi pecypcH, y [AaHOMYy KOHKPETHOMY
BUIIa/IKy — 32 PUHOK Mpalli, 1110 NiATBEPIKYIOTb
acouianii Ha CJI0BO-CTUMYJ cmydeHm: Mal6ymHiii
dobpobym, mosxcausicms nidpobassmu, dodamkosa
po6oma, po6oma, mae epouwii. lle TPU3BOJUTH /0
CTBOpPeHHs omo3uljil “KypcaHT — cTyjeHT . Coui-
aJIbHO-TICUXOJIOTIYHE  TOSCHEHHS CTBOPEHHA
Takoi OMmo3ullii Mo)KHa 3HAUTH B Teopii coljianb-
Hoi ifenTuaHocTi (TCI), ska po3po6.siena H. Tajfel
Ta J. Turner (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1975).
Teopis cornianbHOi igeHTUYHOCTI “DOKyCyeEThCA
He CTIJIbKM Ha TOMY, 9K IHAUBIAY JII0Th ycepej-
HHI COLiaJIbHUX TpyIl, K HAa TOMY, K COLjiaJIbHi
rpyny AiloTh y cBifjomocTi iHauBiaiB” (Martiny
& Rubin, 2016). KntovyoBuMm mnoctynatoMm TCI
€ TBeP/KEeHHS, 1[0 JIIJW CXUJIbHI MaTH MCUXOJI0-
riuHui 3B’130K i3 rpynamMy, 10 IKHX BOHU HaJle-
»KaTh; el 3B’sI30K KOHILENTYali3yeTbCs SIK COLLi-
asibHa ifeHTH4HicTh (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), Tomy
YJIeHU TPyNU MOTUBOBAaHI 3aXUILAaTH Ta MiABUILY-
BaTH 3HAYYLIiCTb CBOEI I'PyNH, 106 3aXUCTUTHU
Ta NiJBUIUTU CcBOIO caMooliHky (McKinley et
al,, 2014). 3 uiero MeTO0, a TAKOXK 3 METOI0 3MEH-
IIEHHS peCYpCHOT0 CTpecy KYpCaHTH BAAIOTHCA
Jlo “cTpaTerii BUpaXkKeHHsI HeTaTUBHUX YyCTaHOBOK
i aTpubyLii mo/10 YieHiB iHIIOI rpynu (BKJIOYa-
I0YY HETaTHBHI pUCH Ta L[IHHOCTI) y cripo6i nepe-
KOHATU 4K CBOO, TaK i iHIII rpyny B HeAOCTaT-
Hil ninHocti koHkypeHTa” (Crandall & Schaller,
2005): HeducyunaiHosaHull, Heopz2aHizosaHull,
gidcymHicmb  0608’3Ki8, wnapeajku. BUHUK-
HEHHS OMO3MUIlii “KypCcaHT — CTYAEHT’ TMOPOKYE
y KypCaHTIB pi3HI MoJeJsi ynepemXeHb Ta LHUC-
KpuMiHalii, aki MOXyTb 6yTHU AudepeHLiiioBaHi
3 NOIIsAAY XapaKTepHoro o6pa3y ayTrpynu
(orcumms dss1 cebe, Heumms 6e3 0608’53Ki6, COH d0
06idy), abekTUBHOI peakuil Ha ayTrpyny (nozaHa
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2) undertaking common tasks both during combat
operations and military training; 3) commonality
of identity and beliefs; 4) similar future prospects;
5) experience of common difficulties. At the second
level, group cohesionisshapedbyrelations of power,
political order, regime and individual institutions.
In the context of Ukraine, the group cohesion
of small military units is largely determined by
attitudes toward a competing civilian group with
relatively equal status. The main prerequisite for
the emergence of this form of conflictis the situation
where the reason to study at military institutes is
the opportunity to geta civilian specialty in addition
to the military one for free. Acquiring fundamental
theoretical and professional competencies
approximately equal to competencies acquired
at civilian universities by students, cadets feel
resource stress, which results in the creation
of “cadet - student” opposition and different
patterns of prejudice and discrimination towards
civilians.

Since the subject of civil-military relations is
complex then one analytical approach cannot
provide a comprehensive picture of the currently
existing mechanisms of these relations in
Ukraine. Subsequent studies should determine
how the particular institutional characteristics
of the armed forces give rise to military personnel
responses to influences caused by a political
system. Understanding this process will create
the conditions for the relative harmony between
civilians and the military and reinforce stability
and balance of civil-military relations.
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/100UHA), aAaTPUOYTUBHUX MEXaHi3MiB, 1[0 JIeKaTb
B OCHOBi yIepe/KeHOTo BiJHomeHHA (digKu,
npobsemu 3 noaiyiero, pO3MpUHbKY8a4, A/1K0201b,
KAY6, Kopynyis, HAPKOMAH).

BHUCHOBKHU

BukopuctaHHsl MDKAUCLUIJIIHADHUX METO-
OiB JIOCHIIP>KEHHSI, a CaMée MCUXOJIIHTBICTUYHOIO
MeTOJly acOLlilaTUBHOTO €eKCIIepUMEeHTy JJid
BUBYEHHS IPyNOBOr0 piBHA 3rypTOBAHOCTI BiMi-
CbKOBOI'O MiZpO3/i/ay, [A03BOJIMJIO PO3IMMHUPUTHU
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I NpoAeMOHCTPYyBaTH €BPUCTUYHUMN MNOTeHLiasl
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HOM fAKOI € apMmid. JlocaijpkeHHA rpynoBol 3ryp-
TOBAHOCTI BiCbKOBOTO MiApo3/iay AoBeJo, 110,
He3BaXKAalOUM Ha aJlallTyBaHHA YKpaiHOO 3arasb-
HUX HOPM Ta IIepe/loBOTro A0CBiAYy BiHCBKOBO-1IU-
BiJIbHUX BiITHOCUH KpaiH €C, B KpaiHi icCHy€e pU3UK
NOpylIeHHs 6J1arono/y4y4si BiliCbKOBO-LIUBIJ/Ib-
HMX BiJIHOCHH.

Bubip kinbkox cJiB-CTUMYJIIB Ta MOPiBHAIb-
HUU aHaJ/i3 MK OTPUMaHUMMHU acolialiiMy Jajio
3MOr'Yy BUJIJIUTH ABOPiBHEBUN PaKTOpPHUH IJIaH,
mo cnpusie GopMyBaHHIO TPyNoOBOi 3rypToBa-
HOCTi HEBeJIMKOTo BilicbKoBOro miaposziay. Ha
NepiioMy piBHiI rpynoBa 3rypTOBaHICTb poOpMy-
€TbCs 3aB/SIKHM BHYTPIiIIHIM paKTopaM Ha OCHOBI
pi3HUX acnekTiB mofi6HocTi: 1) piBHUN cTaTyc
y MexXax BiliCbKOBOI opraHisalii; 2) BUKOHaHHSA
CHiJIbHUX 3aB/laHb; 3) CHUIBHICTH ifleHTHUdiKalLii
Ta llepeKoHaHb; 4) NoAi6HI nepcneKTUBU y Mal-
O6yTHbOMY; 5) IepeXUBaHHS 3arajJbHUX MpoO-
6s1eM. Ha gpyromy piBHi rpynosa 3rypToOBaHICTb
dbopMyeTbCs 3aBJSIKM BiJHOCHHAM BJIAJIH, MOJIi-
TUYHOTO MNOPAJAKY, PeKUMY Ta OKPEMHUX IHCTH-
TyTiB. B yMOBax YKkpalHu rpynoBa 3rypTOBaHICTb
HeBeJIMKUX BiMCbKOBUX IMiAp03/i/liB 3HAYHOIO
MIpOI0 BHU3HAYA€ETbCA YCTAaHOBKAMMU IO BIiJHO-
LIeHHI0 10 KOHKYpPy040l LIMBiJIbHOI IPynHy 3 Bij-
HOCHO piBHUM cTaTycoM. OCHOBHOIO NPUYHUHOIO
BUHUKHEHHS TaKOTO KOHQJIIKTY € CUTYyaIlisl, KOJH
CTUMYJIOM HaB4aTUCAd y BIMCBKOBUX IHCTUTY-
TaxX CTaJjla MOXJIMBICTb 6E3KOIITOBHO OTPUMATH
J0aTKOBO JI0 BiCbKOBOI 1lle ¥ IUBiIbHY creli-
asbHicTb. KypcaHTH, ofepKyro4du CxO0Xi 31 CTy-
JleHTaMy GyHJaMeHTa/lbHIi TeOpeTHU4Hi Ta Npo-
decifini koMmneTteHIii, BiYyBalOTb pecypCcHUH
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CTpec, 10 NPU3BOAUTL 0 BUHUKHEHHA OIO3HU-
mii “KypcaHT - CcTymeHT” i MOpO/Ky€E y KypCaH-
TiB pi3Hi MoZeJi ynepeXeHb Ta AUCKpUMiHaLil
NPOTU LUBIJIBHUX 0Ci6.

OCKiJIbKM IMTaHHSA BiCbKOBO-1MBIJIbHUX BiJ-
HOCHH € CKJIaJIHUM, TO OAWH aHaJIITUYHUH migxiz
He MOXXe HaJaTu NOBHY KapTUHY IpO iCHyr4H
Ha TenepillHii Yac B YKpaiHi peasibHi MexaHi3MU
LUX BifHOCUH. LleHTpasbHOI TEMOI0 HACTYIHUX
JOCJIiIP)KeHb TIOBUHHO CTAaTH BU3HAYEHHS TOTO, K
0COo6JIMBI IHCTUTYLiNHI XapaKTepuUCTUKH 36poii-
HHUX CUJI IOPOPKYIOTh peaklilo BiliCbKOBOTO nep-
COHaJIy Ha BIUIMB, L0 MOXOAUTb Bif MOJIITUYHOI
cucteMu. OCMMCJIEHHA LbOro NpoLecy AacTb
3MOI'Yy CTBOPUTU CHPHUATAUBI YMOBHU zJisg op-
MYBaHHA BiJHOCHOI rapMoOHil MDX LMBIJIbHUMU
Ta BiCbKOBUMU i 3MIHUTH 6GJiaronojyyys Bii-
CbKOBO-1IIMBIJIbHUX BiJJHOCHH.
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