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Abstract. The article presented an analysis of theoretical and empirical studies of social representations of solidarity
among Ukrainians, carried out from an interdisciplinary perspective and using the method of free association
experiment. On the basis of theoretical and empirical analysis, it was proved that solidarity is a fundamental
psychological prerequisite for social change, and understanding its nature, forms and status is important for
social development in general, and in particular, in the context of state-building. The empirical study of social
representations of solidarity was carried out within the framework of the psychosemantic approach through the
symbolic verbal mediation of these representations/perceptions and their socio-cultural context. The findings
indicated a well-structured and coherent psychological structure of social solidarity representations, with a clearly
defined core that extends into additional layers, suggesting a range of possible connections between solidarity and
different aspects. The interpretation of these findings highlighted the dominant value-based elements of social
solidarity, such as ideology, patriotism and spirituality, which were influenced by the current social reality and its
willingness to accept and implement the changes necessary for successful modernisation, framed by a shift in
emphasis towards subjectivity in the cultural context of action. Thus, attention was focused not only on the end
result, but also on the actions that contribute to its achievement

Keywords: social solidarity; social representations; free associative experiment; nuclear and basic layers of
representations, close and distant periphery of representations; associates; value-motivational dominants of
solidarity

INTRODUCTION

There is a pressing demand for comprehensive theoret-
ical and methodological approaches to the psychologi-
cal regulation of socio-political relations. This includes
developing a practical model for interaction among
actors at various levels of the power hierarchy to pro-
mote societal consolidation and advance national in-
terests. Equally important is uncovering a holistic un-
derstanding of social solidarity as the foundation for all
unifying processes. This phenomenon represents a new,
dynamic form of solidarity - flexible, cross-border, and

encompassing both physical and digital spaces. It tran-
scends temporal limitations, lacking a definitive state
and evolving continuously. The central objectives, there-
fore, involve identifying pathways to achieve social co-
hesion through fostering the responsible participation
of every individual in the development of social rela-
tions.Equally crucialis designing a flexible and effective
mechanism to sustain the stability of the social system,
alongside tools to address internal and external threats
to national security. The search for innovative forms of
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interaction is becoming increasingly relevant. These
forms must uphold and preserve societal integrity by
adhering to principles of mutual understanding, collab-
oration, agreement, tolerance, social justice, and shared
responsibility among all participants. Such approaches
are essential for counteracting trends of anomie, atomi-
sation, differentiation, stratification, disintegration, and
the polarisation of a society undergoing modernisation.

The concept meaning of “solidarity”has not yet been
the subject of the detailed psychological analysis, and
therefore to highlight its boundaries have to rely on the
experience of defining this term in philosophy, political
science, sociology, theology and other scientific fields.
Philosophers define solidarity as one of the principles
of social ethics, based on the belief that irreconcilable
conflicts of interest between individuals do not exist.
Its natural foundation and ontological premise lie in
sociability - a deeply inherent trait of mutual assistance
and cooperation, characteristic of the vast majority of
social organisms (Shynkaruk, 2002). Social solidarity, as
a form of unity, is a dynamic system acutely responsive
to internal and external processes, phenomena, and
threats, constantly striving toward cohesive monolithic
integrity. Simultaneously, it serves as a persistent factor
shaping the nature, quality, and direction of social, in-
cluding societal (public), development and significantly
influencing nearly all aspects of life.

At its core, social solidarity emerges as the outcome
of a process that establishes a new value foundation
for implementing transformative changes in contempo-
rary social development. An analysis of recent literature
highlights the vigorous exploration of concepts such
as “social unity”, ‘consolidation”, and “solidarity”. These
terms, often used interchangeably, are examined within
diverse methodological traditions, including sociology,
psychology, political science, cultural studies, philo-
sophical anthropology, social philosophy, and religious
studies. However, given the societal characteristics of
social solidarity, the predominance of desolidarity or
negatively directed localised solidarity tendencies (ac-
cording to the type “against”), the need for a paying
attention at the psychosocial level of this problem is
relevant. In this view, the foundation of studying sol-
idarity lies in social identity and intergroup relations
and interactions. Contemporary Ukrainian psychology
offers numerous studies relevant to the concept of so-
cial solidarity. These include works addressing issues
of national and social identity, such as the formation of
political and legal consciousness among youth (Dukh-
nevych, 2013; Sievers et al, 2017), socio-psychologi-
cal characteristics of communities and their develop-
mental prospects (Vasutynskyi, 2010), and subjective
dimensions of nation-building (Tatenko, 2021). Other
studies explore national consolidation in the context
of nation-building (Sushyi, 2018), the social order and
its psychological determinants, including norms, tra-
ditions, and attitudes (Tytarenko et al., 2014), as well
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as factors, types, and mechanisms of social consolida-
tion (Ovcharov, 2011). Furthermore, group psychology
and the psychological support of social transforma-
tions have been examined through the lens of role
interaction and the principles of role complementarity
(Sliusarevskyi et al., 2020). Despite these valuable con-
tributions, a comprehensive scientific psychological
theory of social solidarity is yet to be developed. Such
a theory would encompass “knowledge and mastery
of individual and supra-individual mental phenome-
na, rooted in the historical and cultural unity of peo-
ple, their interactions, and collective activities, man-
ifesting in individual, group, and intergroup behavior”
(Sliusarevskyi et al., 2020).

Social solidarity is a fundamental psychological
prerequisite for any social change. Understanding its
nature, characteristics, and state remains a critical is-
sue in social development. While the socio-psycholog-
ical and political dimensions of solidarity and related
concepts such as cohesion and conflict remain under-
explored, sociological approaches to these phenomena
have received greater attention. Nonetheless, scholars
generally agree that social solidarity serves as the glue
holding people together despite their differences. It
operates intrinsically, encouraging unity not through
coercion but through mutual reinforcement. This con-
cept describes a society or community characterised by
shared values, beliefs, interests, goals, norms, and func-
tional interdependence. It fosters coherence in actions
aimed at realising collective interests and goals. At its
core, social solidarity is the outcome of a process that
establishes a new value foundation for radical trans-
formations in contemporary social development. It is
expressed through various forms of readiness: contrib-
uting to societal well-being, demonstrating trust, care,
and compassion, making responsible choices, embrac-
ing creativity and closeness, and promoting coopera-
tion and inclusivity.

Given the theoretical and empirical importance of
studying social solidarity within the framework of so-
cial psychology, several key tasks emerge, collectively
aimed at shaping a new scientific theory. Chief among
these is the examination of social representations
of the solidarity phenomenon, especially within the
Ukrainian context, which is characterised by dynamic
and rapid transformations across all spheres of life. This
focus is essential for understanding how solidarity is
perceived, interpreted, and operationalised in a society
undergoing significant change. Focusing on social rep-
resentations allows for an exploration of how solidarity
is reflected in public consciousness, revealing not only
the evaluative attitudes of individuals and society to-
ward various aspects of reality but also the contextual
nuances of solidarity as it manifests in specific situa-
tions. This approach facilitates the identification and
understanding of context-oriented solidarity, providing
deeper insights into its forms and functions within a
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dynamically evolving societal framework. Moreover, this
approach will explore the possibilities of development
and functioning of social solidarity representations,
depending on the nature of human interaction with
social reality. Thus, “‘construction of representations by
the individual is his/her construction of the subjective-
ly represented world where his/her life takes place”
(Zhovtianska, 2020). This direction and organisation of
the study also orients to find ways to regulate the activ-
ities of solidarity representations of the individual and
the social community as a whole. So, it should be em-
phasised that modern reality requires from those who
try to comprehend it, readiness to accept and “tame”, in
addition to the usual things, also that is in danger of
destroying the ordinary world.

Considering the complexity of the empirical study
of social representations, author has focused on eluci-
dating the essence of this concept in psychology. Based
on the analysis of the source base (Moscovici, 2001; Lin-
denberg et al., 2006; Syniavskyi & Serhiienkova, 2007;
Prykhodko & Yurchenko, 2012; Hakokdngas, 2017;
Fonseca et al,, 2018; Batel & Castro, 2018; Goroshko
& Poliakova, 2019; Buhagiar & Sammut, 2020; Jaspal
& Nerlich, 2020), authors focused on the most prom-
ising and appropriate interpretation of the approach:
“Mental representations as higher human cognitions
are formed and expressed through symbolic mediation”
(Flick et al., 2015; Zhovtianska, 2020; Romaioli & Con-
tarello, 2022). This connection between symbols and
representations indicates the extent to which studies
of representations are relevant to the study of cultural
phenomena. The systemic development of social rep-
resentations is inherently tied to the broader restruc-
turing of society and social relations. This involves
addressing fundamental questions about how individ-
uals perceive the world, the roles they see themselves
occupying within it, and the meanings they assign to
their reality. These meanings, as V. Frankl (2016) sug-
gests, serve as the “driving force of life”, rather than
merely being a “secondary rationalisation” of instinctu-
al drives. Furthermore, Frankl emphasised that the pur-
suit of meaning and life values often generates inter-
nal tension rather than inner equilibrium, highlighting
the complex and dynamic nature of this process. This
perspective underscores the transformative potential
of exploring representations and their role in shaping
individual and collective experiences within a rapidly
changing social environment. Thus, the purpose of the
article is to describe and interpret the results of a study
of solidarity social representations among Ukrainians
on the basis of a free associative experiment.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Based on the above, author has chosen the free asso-
ciative experiment (FAE) as the main research method
at this stage, which occupies a worthy position in the
practice of psycholinguistic and socio-psychological

Ukrainians’ perceptions of social solidarity...

research.Theresults obtained during its implementation
can be used as material for further study of socio-psy-
chological features of social solidarity as a basis for de-
veloping its theoretical definitions, empirical methods
and techniques of its research and structuring models.

Building on these principles, it was proposed that
studying social representations of solidarity through a
FAE could uncover both superficial and transient mean-
ings, as well as deeper, core structures within these
representations. This study included 75 participants,
who were not divided into distinct groups, although
they varied in socio-demographic characteristics such
as age, gender, occupation, and place of residence. This
diversity allowed for a more objective reflection of var-
ious aspects of the phenomenon, providing a broader
understanding of how solidarity is perceived across
different segments of society. Author emphasised only
that the study covered representatives of different ter-
ritorial parts of Ukraine, different professions and age
categories. Author used the word-incentive “solidarity”
to conduct the FAE. The study was conducted online us-
ing Google form. The respondents were explained that
the purpose of the study is to investigate the individual
representations of the word-stimulus, which is offered
to them. They were asked to write as many words as
possible that they associated with the word “solidarity”.
They were also told that the study was confidential. It
was used free associations, where the number of updat-
ed words is not limited.

The final stage of the research procedure was the
processing of word-associations produced by respond-
ents in FAE. The procedure of processing the obtained
data was to analyse the frequency of associations for
the stimulus word “solidarity” and further interpretation
of the obtained data. During the data processing, all
responses were considered, including individual (sin-
gle) reactions. A frequency analysis of the associations
was conducted to identify the core of solidarity rep-
resentations, which was defined as responses given by
more than 20% of the participants. Additionally, author
identified the base layer of solidarity representations,
consisting of responses from 10% to 20% of respond-
ents, as well as the close and distant peripheries, which
included associations from fewer than 10% of partic-
ipants, along with individual reactions. This approach
allowed for a nuanced understanding of the structure
and variation within the representations of solidarity.
All survey participants were informed about how their
anonymity would be ensured, the purpose of the survey,
how their data would be used, and the associated risks.
The study was conducted in accordance with the princi-
ples of The Declaration of Helsinki (1975).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A total of 498 reactions to the word-stimulus were col-
lected, of which 39 were distinct responses, and 111
were individual (single) reactions. This distribution
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highlights the diversity of associations while also indi-
cating the presence of less frequent, unique responses.
The frequency analysis of the respondents’ reactions for

the stimulus word “solidarity” is given below in Table 1,
where the exact number of respondents who indicated
the relevant associations is given in brackets.

Table 1. FAE quantitative results on social representations of solidarity among Ukrainian respondents

Stimulus | Representations

people (24). Brotherhood (13);
Mutual assistance
17);

Mutual
understanding (18);
Assistance (13);
Altruism (12);
Common thought
and action (13);
Respect (12);
Complicity (12).

Loyalty (6);

Soldier (6).

word core Base layer Close periphery Distant periphery
Solidarity | Support (27); Unity (20); Consent (11); Commonwealth, understanding, sociability,
Like-minded Friendship (20); Side by side (11); indifference, unity of interests, unity of

Understanding (11);
Politeness (10);
Responsibility (10);
Cooperation (10);

Empathy (9); Patriotism (9);
Common interests (9);
Unanimity (8); Observance
of the commandment of
love for one’s neighbour (9);
Human centredness (8);
Truthfulness (8);

Defence (8);

Brotherhood (8);

Mutual respect (6);

The spirit of sociability (6);
Useless love (6);
Commonwealth (6);
Community (6);

Equality (6);

Compassion (6);

Circular guarantee (6);

standards, common joy, unity, the gift

of being united, friendliness, purpose,
devotion, solidarity, a person with the
same principles, sincerity, attentiveness,
wisdom, tact, resilience, nobility, courage,
common goal, support, civic responsibility,
co-responsibility, patience, partnership,
protection, virtue, responsible, desire

for good to another person, friendship,
mutual love, kindness, living Christian faith,
unhypocritical love, human dignity, wisdom
of life, manifestation love of Christ, fidelity
to the truth of justice and mercy, passion,
community, kinship, integrity, similarity,
indifference, sensitivity, humanity, close,
equal, contract, together, victory, purpose,
self-help, flexibility, compromise,

together, many, carol, gift, interaction,
correctness, independence, destiny,
similarity, views, contact, obedience,
interests, accuracy, subordination, wealth,
confidence, seriousness, costume, numerous,
feel reliability, lots of, people.

Source: compiled by the author

The content of the representations core component
for solidarity (two). The data reveals a shared under-
standing of the essence of solidarity among the re-
spondents. The central associations highlight that sol-
idarity is perceived as an interaction based on support
and consensus (such as mutual support and like-mind-
edness).Among the majority of participants, solidarity is
seen not as something arbitrary, but as rooted in com-
mon beliefs and opinions, which are further elaborated
in other layers of representation. Subsequent layers of
the solidarity representations gradually uncover the
differentiation and individualisation of this social in-
teraction. The foundational layer includes associations
(nine) that emphasise key characteristics of support,
such as mutual assistance, understanding, help, altru-
ism, shared thoughts and actions, and respect, along
with types of interactions associated with solidarity
(unity, brotherhood, and friendship).

In the close periphery (twenty-five), respondents
clearly associate solidarity with friendship, which is
manifested through fraternity and brotherhood. These
connections, identified in the basic representations,
are elaborated in the close periphery with a range of
related attributes such as agreement, companionship,
understanding, politeness, responsibility, cooperation,

empathy, patriotism, shared interests, unanimity, the
fulfillment of the gospel commandment to love your
neighbor, humanity, honesty, protection, tolerance, mu-
tual respect, sociability, unconditional love, common-
wealth, community, equality, compassion, reciprocal
guarantees, and soldierly solidarity. The distant periph-
ery consists of single associations (seventy-four) that
show even deeper engagement with the idea of solidar-
ity as a form of interaction characterised by friendship,
brotherhood, and unity. For various respondents, these
connections take different forms but share a common
underlying theme (see Table 1).

It should be noted that the whole range of associa-
tions are words-associations, which indicate positively
oriented ideas, evaluative value and solidarity under-
standing by respondents as a constructive, prosocial in-
teraction in the middle of society along the horizontal
and vertical vectors of its implementation. The latter is
essential for defining the phenomenon of social soli-
darity. Now author will analyse and interpret the results
in more detail. As it was noted, the representations core
of solidarity is associations “support” and “like-mind-
ed”, which in the empirically isolated two-component
structure not only define support as an essential qual-
ity of this phenomenon, but also indicate the predicate
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of this support i.e., common views (beliefs, positions,
views, etc.). The majority of respondents are convinced
of this on 24% and 21,33% accordingly. Thus, to show or
feel (accept from others) solidarity, for the subjects is to
show or feel support, being both its subject and object,
which is possible only within the limits of belonging to
a social group.

This is a manifestation of the fact that human, as
an object of life, including social, needs belonging i.e.,
the universal desire to form and maintain at least a
minimum number of long-lasting, positive and influ-
ential interpersonal relationships (Yuval-Davis, 2006;
Leoussi, 2014; Mensink, 2019; Healy, 2020). At the same
time, it is important to say that such affiliation is often
not discreetly oriented, so the main thing is to belong
to a cohesive, socially satisfied group (Effron & Know-
les, 2015). At the same time, groups not only meet the
need for belonging, they also provide members with
information, assistance and social support. That is why
in understanding the psychology of social solidarity
author will take into account the positions presented
in the theory of social comparison, which argues that
in many cases the formation of large social groups be-
comes the basis of identification as their members eval-
uate the accuracy of their personal beliefs and views
(Pepple, 2020). That is, the groups help to answer the
existentially significant question: “Who am 1?”. However,
there is a reverse side to this identification in joining a
group automatically “joins” its characteristics (Loobuy-
ck, 2012), which in turn requires a certain compromise
and reassessment of priorities.

Another component of the representations core
layer for social solidarity among respondents is the as-
sociation of like-minded people, which complements
their understanding of the phenomenon under study
through the prism of identification processes (later, in
other layers of representations this commonality will
be concretised by relevant associations). The identified
location of this association suggests that it is the iden-
tification in the perceptions of the subjects is an end-to-
end solidarity mechanism. Thus, author has empirically
substantiated the argument in favor of the interpreta-
tion of social solidarity put forth by scholars who view it
primarily as a phenomenon of consciousness, rooted in
the self-identification of individuals with a community.
This process is linked to group dynamics, characterised
by the formation of communities that share common
interests, take responsibility for their members, and dis-
tribute part of that responsibility to each individual in
the group or the larger society (Tamayo Gomez, 2021).
In this context, identity serves as a key parameter of
solidarity, manifesting through individuals’ awareness
and sense of belonging to a particular community or
group. The creation of a shared identity can be seen as
the development of a personal ‘everyday theory of who
[ am”, which is emotionally affirmed in a positive way.
Solidarity, therefore, is built upon identity.

Ukrainians’ perceptions of social solidarity...

The basic layer of solidarity representations in-
cludes associations (9), which focus on the essential
characteristics of support (mutual assistance (14,7%),
mutual understanding (16%), assistance (12%), altruism
(10,7%), common thoughts and actions (12%) and re-
spect (10,7%)), as well as those types of interaction that
are associated with solidarity (unity (17,33%), broth-
erhood (12%) and friendship (17,33%)). That is, at the
basic associative level of solidarity representations, a
detailed definitive characteristic of its nuclear asso-
ciations was revealed i.e., “support” and “like-minded
people” In particular, according to the generalisation of
the obtained data, respondents see social solidarity as
a way of social interaction, which is referred in mod-
ern scientific discourses as “universal brotherhood and
social friendship” (Kaplan, 2018; Abbott, 2020; H. Blat-
terer, 2022; Clay-Robison, 2022). At the intersection of
various social sciences, a new understanding of solidar-
ity is emerging - one that transcends geographical and
state boundaries. This form of solidarity is defined by
‘openness to each other and dedicated efforts to build
true brotherhood, not only among local communities
but also with people from different cultural, racial, eth-
nic, religious, and political backgrounds, as well as var-
ied social and economic statuses” (Katju, 2020; Rome-
ro-lIribas & Oelsner, 2022). It represents a universal
dimension of solidarity, open to all individuals.

Given the current global situation, often character-
ised by a mix of positive values alongside hatred, in-
difference, extremism, violence, and bloodshed, societal
consciousness, shaped by scientific research, increasing-
ly emphasised the need for unity. This unity is pursued
through dialogue or polylogue, which fosters friend-
ship, peace,and harmony, while ensuring the protection
of social (religious, cultural) freedoms - fundamental
human rights that belong to every individual. In this
context, social solidarity is referred to as an “open door
house”, as a social relationship that has an exclusively
unifying essence. It is important that in these circum-
stances, the promotion of human dignity is also con-
sidered a solidarity basic feature. An example of such a
search and pursuit of solidarity is the dream of a united
Europe capable of recognising common roots and re-
joicing in its diversity (Lahusen, 2020; Saracino, 2024).
However, it is important to emphasise that another
essential characteristic of solidarity is dynamism and
balance, which will make it impossible to achieve it for-
ever. As well as justice, solidarity must be gained every
day, while overcoming the gap between the individual
and the common good, which is constantly growing due
to the current situation in the world and in Ukraine. Af-
ter all, in terms of erasing the limitations and blurring
of concepts “freedom and responsibility”, solidarity is
no longer associated with a sense of coercion to live
with someone (authoritarian, artificial solidarity), but
with the need to learn to build a common future with
humanity in global, geopolitical, societal or even local
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challenges (natural solidarity). The one that involves
considerable effort, but first is a readiness to act.

According to the data obtained, the identified as-
sociations indicate the respondents’ understanding of
brotherhood, friendship and unity through the prism of
mutual assistance, mutual understanding, assistance,
altruism, common thoughts, actions and respect. These
manifestations of support are the ground/basis of sol-
idarity in the perceptions of the respondents. Mutual
help and assistance indicate the importance for the
study of “giving and receiving” in solidarity. While al-
truism in the identified associative series concerns the
willingness to sacrifice on selfless grounds. In the psy-
chological dictionary, this phenomenon is defined as
“a principle of activity and behavior, a system of hu-
man values, where an individual selflessly cares for the
well-being of others, seeks to help them, is willing to
forgo personal interests for the benefit of others, shows
sympathy, and wishes them well”. (Callero, 2014; Gual-
da, 2022; Capraro, 2024). Thus, it is a selfless desire to
act for the benefit of others, as opposed to selfishness.
The term “altruism” was first introduced by O. Comte
(Shynkaruk., 2002) to explain the integration of social
elements within a system, particularly emphasising a
self-affirming concern for the welfare of others. This
concern does not necessarily involve sacrifices for the
altruist, which led him to introduce the principle of “re-
vile pour outre”, meaning “to live for others”. At the core
of the altruism concept lies the idea of selflessness and
non-pragmatic human activity that does not seek per-
sonal reward. Altruistic behavior is closely connected
to prosocial behavior and social empathy, serving as a
mechanism of social perception that reflects emotional
empathy toward others.

The key characteristics of altruism as a personality
trait include its ability to reveal the internal motivation-
al background behind human actions. It helps identify
the direction of an individual’s moral consciousness and
can highlight instances where seemingly altruistic ac-
tions conceal selfish desires, narcissism,or manipulative
behavior. Additionally, as an emotional state, altruism
can influence the emotional and volitional aspects of a
person’s character, offering a deeper understanding of
their emotional and moral makeup (Kolers, 2016; Strae-
hle, 2020). It becomes clear that the respondents put in
the concept of solidarity a kind of precautionary mecha-
nism, which will expose its opposition at the first signs.

Other components of support in respondents’
perceptions are mutual understanding and common
thoughts and actions. Although at first glance these are
homogeneous, complementary characteristics. How-
ever, their chain conditionality should be considering.
After all, interaction is a process of human influence
that creates interrelations, relationships, communi-
cation, shared experiences and joint activities. Mutu-
al understanding is a socio-psychological phenom-
enon that facilitates specific relationships between

individuals, social groups, and communities. It is rooted
in the exchange of thoughts, ideas, and emotions, influ-
encing intentions, needs, and the evaluation of others’
emotional states. The interaction between people plays
a central role in regulating self-esteem and social be-
havior, with identification occurring at various stages
and expressions of this interaction.

At its core, mutual understanding involves the
alignment of perspectives, goals, motives, and attitudes
between individuals or groups, leading to a shared
sense of closeness or similarity in cognitive, emotion-
al, and behavioral responses. This alignment allows for
effective collaboration in joint activities. Mutual under-
standing should be viewed both as a process and as a
state, with several key conditions for its achievement.
These include understanding the commitment of the
involved parties to the subject of mutual understand-
ing, awareness of the qualities expressed by the inter-
acting individuals or groups, recognising the impact of
the situation on the personality of the partner, develop-
ing agreements, and implementing them according to
established rules while respecting each other’s inter-
ests. As a result, there are mutual sympathies, trust in
the relationship, psychological compatibility. The sig-
nified result acquires quite interesting manifestations
and characteristics in the vertical vector of communica-
tion, in particular in “authority-people” mode (Belejkan-
i¢ova, 2021; Lihdesmiki & Ceginskas, 2022; Schmitt &
Rademacher, 2023; Kapsali, 2024)

Finally, respect as a basic association of solidari-
ty is, in essence, a predicate, a proto-basis on which is
built all of the above. As it has already been mentioned,
respect for human dignity is a key indicator of natural
solidarity. Respect is, fundamentally, the attitude to-
ward others that, through actions, motives, and social
living conditions, acknowledges the inherent dignity of
each individual. It fosters justice, equality of rights, and
the full satisfaction of people’s interests, while being
attentive to their aspirations and beliefs. Respect also
entails sensitivity, delicacy, modesty, and politeness. In
this sense,respect can be seen as another psychological
“safeguard,” alongside altruism, against the breakdown
of solidarity. It serves to reinforce social cohesion and
prevent fragmentation within society. Considering the
indicated associate in the context of political and psy-
chological relations in the society and between society
and the authority, certain criteria and requirements for
the parties of a political dialogue or polygogue are out-
lined, compliance with which can contribute to a suc-
cessful (solidary) result (Ryabchenko et al., 2019).

In the close periphery of solidarity representa-
tions (25) The findings revealed that respondents
strongly associate solidarity with friendship, which
is expressed through fraternity and brotherhood.
These concepts hold significant positions among the
core representations of solidarity. On the near pe-
riphery, they are detailed in a wide range of related
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phenomena and characteristics, namely the associ-
ations: as consent (9.33%), side by side (9.33%), un-
derstanding (9.33%), politeness (8%), responsibility
(9.33%), cooperation (9.33%), empathy (8%), patriotism
(8%), common interests (9.33%), unanimity (8%), obser-
vance of the commandment of love for one’s neighbour
(8%), human centredness (6.7%), truthfulness (6.7%),
defence (6.7%), loyalty (5.33%), brotherhood (6.7%),
mutual respect 5.33%), the spirit of sociability (5.33%),
useless love (5.33%), commonwealth (5.33%), commu-
nity (5.33%), equality (5.33%), compassion (5.33%), cir-
cular guarantee (5.33%), soldier (5.33%). It seems obvi-
ous that such an extensive list indicates the possibility
of its various grouping, modeling, combinating, based
on different socio-demographic or psychological char-
acteristics of respondents, which eventually formed in-
dividual associative series, included in different layers
of the associative field. In general, it is important for
author that this Llist includes only a number of posi-
tive moral qualities, characteristics of constructive so-
cial interaction, including Christian and civic, patriotic
principles, and indicates the performance of certain
social roles (soldiers, comrades, patriot, etc.). In addi-
tion, the associates of the close periphery of solidarity
representations quite concretely confirm the essence of
the studied phenomenon revealed on the previous layer.

The distant periphery of solidarity representations
is represented by single associations (74 positions,
1.33% each), these responses reflect a deeper and more
active engagement with the concept of solidarity, view-
ing it as interaction, friendship, brotherhood, and unity.
For different respondents, these associations take on
various forms, all stemming from a shared underlying
concept (Table 1). Thus, all associates of this layer of
representations continue the list “initiated” on previous
structures of the associative field, expanding the range
of associations, completing representations of solidar-
ity and allowing various combinations and intercom-
munication of essential characteristics for exclusively
conjunctive content, representing various spheres of
social (political, civil, professional, family) relations and
groups and individuals functioning. The identified asso-
ciations express the social representations of solidari-
ty, which are characteristic for Ukrainian respondents,
due to various factors (mental, socio-cultural, historical,
religious, ethno-national, etc.). However, these charac-
teristics of solidarity among Ukrainians suggest a col-
lective search for ways to achieve unity, grounded not
only in individual needs but also in shared interests,
goals, and intentions of the respondents. It is interest-
ing that a significant proportion of the surveyed attach
associations the importance to trust, responsibility, Li-
ability (including civic, moral), friendliness, sociability,
devotion, common goal orientation, reliance on Chris-
tian principles (faith, hope, love), human values dignity
(Table 1). Such superficial structures of representations
testify to the active psychological operationalisation of
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these phenomena in the minds of respondents, their
actualisation and readiness for implementation. Giv-
en the still actively studied distress of the Ukrainian
mentality, the fixation on various defense mechanisms,
crisis situations, these results can be arguments of a
radically different kind and the basis of new psycholog-
ical and socially significant phenomena that highlight
the need for thorough study, including within the limits
of social solidarity.

Nevertheless, the current stage of social devel-
opment is imbued with new meanings, particular-
ly through the recognition of the power and role of
civil society in shaping these meanings. This process
involves a reassessment of values, shifts in motiva-
tion, goal-setting, and the active shaping of the future.
This is presented quite thoroughly within the scien-
tific discourses, although with a variety of approaches
in accordance with the areas of research. In the pro-
cess of identifying the methods and means to achieve
social solidarity, which involves the cohesion of large
groups, the consolidation and ultimate unity of so-
ciety, key value-oriented pillars of social solidarity -
such as ideology, patriotism, and spirituality - become
crucial. This process is unattainable without efforts
to enhance the population’s self-identification with
various social and public institutions, as well as with
the state itself, which fosters the broadest form of so-
cial solidarity as civil society. Within this framework,
maintaining a value-oriented balance between the
institutional and psychosocial aspects of social soli-
darity is vital. A society marked by solidarity, prepared
for self-restraint and committed to the struggle for its
own state’s independence, serves as the most essential
resource for its prosperity. In general, the way in which
social interactions take place often indicates the con-
stant dynamism, impermanence of unifying processes
(especially public), the “atomisation” of Ukrainian so-
ciety, when people are generally reluctant to focus on
joint action with a common interest or goal, even in
situations when it is personally important. Exceptions
can be only extreme situations, when the threat is ex-
ternal and it carries a common danger for everyone
(however, certain rules are relevant here and reaction
stages to such a threat come into action).

CONCLUSIONS

The interpretation of the FAE results reveals the prom-
inence of value-oriented dominants of social solidarity
among respondents, which author believed are closely
linked to ideology. Specifically, these dominants reflect
the presence of emotionally charged positive (construc-
tive) socio-national ideas, around which solidarity can
be built and strengthened; patriotism as a manifesta-
tion of the high potential of solidarity within the rel-
evant valence discourses of national-patriotic orienta-
tion; spirituality that harmoniously combines universal
and Christian values, expectations, intentions, attitudes.
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However, the above mentioned requires detailed re-
search and consideration of many factors. Ukrainian
society is inevitably characterised by a state of threat-
ened security, encompassing both material insecuri-
ty - due to challenges in meeting basic needs - and
psychological insecurity, stemming from “uncertainty
about tomorrow” caused by the instability of societal
norms. In such an environment, societal relations are
often centered around survival and competition for re-
sources, rather than the pursuit of collective well-be-
ing. Moreover, the low level of trust in society, coupled
with a lack of established practices and mechanisms for
association and constructive dialogue, makes autono-
mous (self-isolated) actions more common than collec-
tive ones. In this context, joint actions are often seen as
risky, with the fear of losing personal resources or being
left “outside” the group. Today, in order to unite for com-
mon goals, it is necessary to build a “credit of trust”in an
environment dominated by distrust and the fear of “be-
trayal.” Thus, the dominant values will depend on the
identified current state of society, which is determined
primarily by the mode of action and interaction in it;
from the readiness to accept and launch the neces-
sary changes (those who “launched from above” should
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YaBneHHa yKpaiHUiB Npo couianbHy coligapHicTb:
eMnipunyHa Bepudikauia penpeseHTauUilHoro nonsa

Onbra ManarHok

KaHamaaT ncuxonoriyHmMx Hayk, CTapLunii HAyKOBMI CNiBPOBITHUK

IHCTUTYT couianbHOi Ta NoniTMYHOI Ncuxonorii HauioHanbHOi akageMmii neparoriyHMX Hayk YKpaiHu
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AHoTauif. Y cTaTTi npeacTaBneHO aHani3 TEOPETUYHMX | eMMipUYHUX OOCAIAKEHb COLiaNbHUX penpeseHTaLin
CoNifapHOCTI cepef, yKpaiHLiB, NPOBEAEHUX 3 MDKANCLMNIIHAPHOI MepCNeKTUBHM i3 BUKOPUCTAHHAM METOAY BilbHOrO
aCcoLiaTMBHOrO eKCnepuMeHTy. Ha OCHOBi TEOPEeTUYHOro M eMNipuyYHOro aHanisy LOBefEeHO, WO CONiAApPHICTb €
(YHAAMEHTANIbHOK MCUMXOMOrIYHOK NepeayMOBOK COLianbHUX 3MiH, @ pO3yMiHHA ii npupoau, Gopm i cTaTtycy €
BAXX/IMBUM A/19 COLiaNbHOrO PO3BUTKY 3araioMm i, 30KpeMa, y KOHTEKCTi Aep)KaBOTBOPEHHS. EMNipuuHe focnigxeHHs
couianbHMX penpe3eHTalii conigapHOCTi 6yN0 34iMCHEHO B paMKax NCUXOCEMAHTUYHOIO NiAXO4Y Yepes CMMBOJIYHE
C/IOBECHE OMOCEpPenKYBaHHSA LUMX penpe3eHTaliin/CnpuUiHATD Ta iIXHbOMO COLLIOKYNLTYPHOrO0 KOHTEKCTY. Pe3ynbtatu
BKA3yBa/iM Ha [oOpe CTPYKTYPOBAHY I Y3roaxeHy NCUXONOTiYHY CTPYKTYPY COLLianbHMUX penpe3eHTaLiin conigapHocTi
3 YiTKO BU3HAYEHUM 94POM, L0 MOLUMPHETLCS HA A0AATKOBI LWAPK, AKi BKA3YHOTb HAa MOXK/IMBI 3B'A3KM MiXK CONIAAPHICTIO
Ta Pi3HUMMK acnekTamu. [HTeprpeTauis uux pesynbTatiB MigKpecstoBana AOMiHYOUI LiHHICHI efleMeHTH couianbHoi
CoNifapHOCTI, TaKi AK ifeonoris, nNaTtpioTM3M i OyXOBHICTb, WO nepebyBatoTb Nif BMNAMBOM CYYaCHOI COLiasbHOI
peanbHOCTi Ta ii TOTOBHOCTI CNPUIMATH ¥ peani3oByBaTH 3MiHW, HEODOXiAHI AN YCNiWHOT MOAepHi3aLii, 3 akLeHTOM
Ha CYyB'EKTUBHICTb Yy KyNbTYPHOMY KOHTEKCTI Aii. TakMM YMHOM, yBara 30cepeiykeHa He JiMlle Ha KiHLeBOMY pe3ynbTaTi,
ane " Ha Aisx, 9Ki CnpusoTb MOro AOCATHEHHIO

Kntouosi cnoBa: couianbHa CoNifapHiCTb; couianbHi penpeseHTaLii; BilbHWUIA aCOLLIAaTUBHUI eKCNEPUMEHT; 94epHUN

Ta OCHOBHWIA WApW penpe3eHTaLii, 6am3bka Ta faneka nepudepis penpeseHTaLin; acoLiaT; LiHHICHO-MOTMBAL,iMHI
[OMIHAHTK conifgapHoOCTI

Scientific Studios on Social and Political Psychology, 2024, Vol. 30, No. 2


https://lib.iitta.gov.ua/id/eprint/712549/1/SiversPosib2017.pdf
https://lib.iitta.gov.ua/id/eprint/712549/1/SiversPosib2017.pdf
http://gorn.kiev.ua/DerjPremia2019.pdf
http://gorn.kiev.ua/DerjPremia2019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/josp.12339
https://doi.org/10.33120/ssjpp.v41i44.2018
https://elibrary.kubg.edu.ua/id/eprint/5980/3/O_Serhieienkova_IL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2021.1895763
https://lib.iitta.gov.ua/id/eprint/734471/1/Татенко%20В.О.%20Соціальна%20психологія%20націєтворення%20%28монографія-2021%29.pdf
https://www.wma.net/what-we-do/medical-ethics/declaration-of-helsinki/
https://www.wma.net/what-we-do/medical-ethics/declaration-of-helsinki/
https://www.ispp.org.ua/backup_ispp/1423061573.pdf
https://www.ispp.org.ua/backup_ispp/1423061573.pdf
http://www.ispp.org.ua/backup_ispp/1426077022.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313220600769331
https://ispp.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/жовтянська_друк.pdf
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1152-2133

