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FEATURES OF MILITARY PERSONNEL'S ATTITUDES WITH DIFFERENT SOCIOMETRIC
STATUSES TOWARDS MANIFESTATIONS OF DESTRUCTIVE LEADERSHIP
IN MILITARY COLLECTIVES

The modern scientific and theoretical studies on leadership issues in military collectives have been analyzed
and summarized. Forms of destructive leadership that may manifest in the professional activities of National
Guard of Ukraine personnel have been identified and proposed. The attitudes of military personnel with
different sociometric statuses towards manifestations of destructive leadership in military collectives have

been highlighted.
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Statement of the problem. Military leadership
stimulates positive changes in the activities of
troops (forces), focusing on motivation and
interaction with personnel. It is one of the key
components for achieving effective command and
management in the National Guard of Ukraine [1].

Interpersonal interactions between commanders
and subordinates, based on the principles of military
leadership, are determined by a set of psychological
characteristics. These characteristics, manifested in
specific forms, may have an official or informal nature
and, consequently, influence the quality of performing
service (combat) tasks. The role and position of
commanders in the military-professional
environment, the cohesion of military collectives, the
maintenance of a positive socio-psychological climate
within units, and other psychological aspects of
interaction between service members remain critical
elements for the successful operation of any unit.

Most researchers traditionally focus on factors
associated with effective leadership, assuming that
ineffective management is typically due to a lack of
leadership. However, research into the destructive
aspects of leadership shows that they include
manifestations of destructive behavior that extend
beyond simply a lack of effective leadership
behavior [2-9].

The success of military leaders has always
depended on upholding military ethics — a set of
enduring moral principles, values, beliefs, and laws
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that guide the military and create the culture of trust
essential for professionals during missions and
duties [10].

Destructive leadership, on the other hand,
undermines collectives from within, as it is more
than just poor leadership. It represents a consistent
abuse of power and influence to the detriment of
subordinates.

The study of destructive leadership
manifestations is now as crucial, if not more so, than
understanding and enhancing the positive aspects of
constructive leadership. This is because a leader's
destructive behavior — especially that of an official
superior — leads to decreased subordinate
motivation to innovate, dissatisfaction with work,
and other consequences that hinder organizational
development overall [2].

Thus, understanding, timely identification, and
prevention of destructive leadership forms are
essential for ensuring the effective functioning of
military collectives. Additionally, identifying the
psychological characteristics of destructive leadership
manifestations remains a relevant area of study for
many domestic and international researchers.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Analysis of scientific and theoretical sources
indicates that distinguishing between constructive
and destructive aspects of leadership is a distinct
area of research in leadership theory. In recent

112 ISSN 2078-7480. Yecmo i 3axon Ne 4 (91)/2024



L. Tovma, M. Tovima, 1. Stepanko. Features of military personnel’s attitudes with different
sociometric statuses towards manifestations of destructive leadership in military collectives

years, this has been confirmed by significant interest
among researchers in the "dark" side of leadership.

A review of approaches to defining the essence of
destructive leadership reveals that researcher,
alongside terms such as "tyrannical leadership," "toxic
leadership," "destructive leadership," "despotic
leadership," and "anti-organizational leadership," have
identified both commonalities and differences in
describing and interpreting this phenomenon.
Domestic and foreign researchers have examined the
features of destructive behavior among leaders within
interpersonal interactions and its impact on the
effectiveness of joint activities [4, 8—12].

For example, V. Karpenko (2021) analyzed the
formation of the concept of leadership in military-
scientific research, explored the multifaceted nature
of this concept, and proposed the term "military
leadership." This term, accounting for the specifics
of management and military-professional activities,
was defined as a key set of professionally significant
qualities of an individual that determine the ability
to influence the personality and behavior of other
military personnel to achieve defined goals [3].

Destructive  (toxic) leadership refers to
systematic behaviors by a leader, manager, or
supervisor that violate the legitimate interests of an
organization by undermining and/or sabotaging its
goals, tasks, resources, and efficiency, as well as the
motivation, well-being, or job satisfaction of
subordinates [2].

Thomas Hall Fosse, along with other authors
(2019), conducted a systematic review and meta-
analysis of scientific studies on active and passive
forms of destructive leadership in a military context.
Their results showed that passive and active forms
of destructive leadership in the military
environment equally contribute to negative
phenomena within units. Effective strategies to
address the consequences of such manifestations
must target both active and passive forms of
destructive leader behavior [4].

Significant attention to destructive leadership
research is given within the British Armed Forces.
The Centre for Army Leadership [5] at the Royal
Military Academy Sandhurst regularly publishes
views of officials on effective and destructive
leadership in military settings. Moreover, in 2021,
the Centre developed the Army Leadership
Doctrine (AC 72029, Army Leadership Doctrine),
which, in addition to key concepts essential for
understanding the military approach to leadership,
proposed the "ten diseases of leadership" and
introduced the "toxic triangle of leadership" [6].

International sources [4, 6, 11] state that toxic
leadership is based on three elements: the destructive
leader, susceptible followers, and a conducive
environment. This interaction is interpreted as a toxic
triangle comprising the personal qualities and values
of the leader, the hopes, fears, and motivations of
those who choose to follow the leader, and the
characteristics of the environment. Toxic leadership
is chronic in nature, and if ignored, it can undermine
the entire organization.

Given the above, studying the psychological
characteristics of  destructive leadership
manifestations in military collectives remains a
relevant research area, requiring a deeper
understanding of this phenomenon, particularly in
the context of the specific professional activities of
the country's security and defense forces.

The purpose of the article is to determine the
features of military personnel’s attitudes with
different sociometric statuses towards
manifestations of destructive leadership in military
collectives, focusing on their significance for
National Guard of Ukraine personnel.

Summary of the main material. In a previous
study [13], it was established that interpersonal
interaction between commanders and personnel is
influenced by a set of psychological characteristics.
These characteristics are particularly expressed in
specific manifestations of constructive leadership,
which have distinct perceptions depending on the
sociometric status of the military personnel.
Furthermore, the evaluation of constructive leadership
manifestations by personnel in their collectives is
dependent on their sociometric status, a factor that
should be considered by commanding officers when
implementing influence measures to ensure effective
fulfillment of service (combat) tasks.

The military environment is characterized by
threatening and life-endangering conditions. To
overcome the stress faced by military leaders, an
optimal combination of professional skills, specialized
psychological knowledge, willpower, and cohesive
teamwork among all personnel is necessary. The needs
to make decisions and the high level of responsibility
for their consequences in combat situations are primary
factors in the formation, establishment, and
development of military leaders [1].

To investigate the attitudes of military personnel
toward manifestations of destructive leadership in
military collectives, the following algorithm was
applied:

1. Conducting a scientific-theoretical analysis
and summarizing contemporary studies on the issue
of destructive leadership in military collectives.

ISSN 2078-7480. ecmo i 3axon Ne 4 (91)/2024 113



L. Tovma, M. Tovima, 1. Stepanko. Features of military personnel’s attitudes with different
sociometric statuses towards manifestations of destructive leadership in military collectives

2. Determining the individual sociometric status
of military personnel using the non-parametric
sociometric method.

3. Identifying the presence and forms of
destructive leadership manifestations in military
collectives.

4. Determining the perceptions of National
Guard of Ukraine personnel with different
sociometric statuses about the significance of
destructive leadership manifestations in military
collectives.

5. Performing qualitative and quantitative
analyses of the collected data.

The study involved 104 military personnel (65 men
and 39 women) pursuing higher military education at
the National Academy of the National Guard of
Ukraine, all holding different formal statuses.

To identify the forms of destructive leadership
manifestations and their significance in military
collectives, the following tools were utilized:

— Destrudo-L Questionnaire [12], comprising
20 statements designed to identify forms of
destructive leadership manifestations in military
collectives;

— A questionnaire to determine the significance
of destructive leadership manifestations, which
presented the 20 statements from the previous
questionnaire for ranking these manifestations.

To compare indicators between groups, the
Student's t-test for independent samples and one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were applied.

In the first stage of the study, to determine the
peculiarities of destructive leadership's impact on
military personnel, their sociometric status was
established. For this purpose, a non-parametric
version of the sociometric method, developed by
J. Moreno, was used. The data on the individual
sociometric status of military personnel allowed the
formation of three sample groups: high sociometric
status (27.9 %), neutral sociometric status (43.3 %)
and low sociometric status (28.8 %).

In the second stage, a survey was conducted
using the Destrudo-L Questionnaire to identify
forms of destructive leadership manifestations in
military collectives. The survey results are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1 — Comparative Characteristics of the Presence and Forms of Destructive Leadership Manifestations
in Military Collectives (Assessment by Military Personnel with Different Sociometric Statuses) (X, points)

Collectives

Forms of Destructive Leadership Manifestations in Military Group

I 2 3 F Value

1 | A person behaves arrogantly, condescendingly, impudently 2.70 2.76 2.97 0.40 -

2 | A person treats different people differently, with prejudice and

2.97 3.02 2.66 | 0.61 -

or fail to achieve set goals

unfairness
3 | A person unpleasant, ungrateful, unfriendly 2.03 2.11 2.10 0.06 -
4 | A person demonstrates a tendency towards aggressive behavior 1.43 1.29 1.45 0.60 -
5 | A person suppresses the intellectual abilities of subordinates 2.80 2.58 2.48 0.42 -
6 | A person uses threats to sway others to their own opinion 1.80 1.82 2.10 | 0.56 -
7 | A person indulges or punishes subordinates who makes mistakes

2.03 2.09 1.90 | 0.19 -

8 | A person makes unreasonable demands, demands the impossible 1.73 1.29 1.69 | 2.68 0.05

9 | A person claims the achievements of subordinates as their own 2.20 2.02 2.07 | 0.13 -

10 | A person puts their own needs above those of the group

2.07 1.98 2.03 0.04 -

11 | A person shows distrust towards subordinates

2.23 2.27 2.38 0.11 -

own position

12 | A person is unwilling to oppose others, does not stand up for their

2.17 2.02 2.14 0.11 -

13 | A person does not keep promises

2.40 2.09 2.07 | 0.60 -

subordinates

14 | A person does not stand out, does not assert themselves among

1.90 1.69 2.03 0.99 -

15 | A person shows no active interest (in people, events, phenomena) | 2.27 1.93 224 | 0.78 -

control

16 | A person takes a passive approach to management, does not take

1.93 1.60 1.90 1.12 -

17 | A person demonstrates uncertainty when performing their role 1.90 1.53 1.79 1.38 -

18 | A person poorly plans and organizes activities

2.27 2.20 2.28 0.04 -

19 | A person gives unclear, vague instructions

2.30 2.24 241 0.15 -

20 | A person acts confused

1.70 1.76 1.76 | 0.04 -
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The obtained results allow for the following
conclusions.

1. Statistically ~ significant differences were
identified in how military personnel with varying
sociometric statuses perceive manifestations of
destructive  leadership, specifically regarding
commander's unreasonable demands and expectations
for the impossible from subordinates. It is worth
noting that such differences among the sample groups
were primarily driven by the perception of this form of
destructive leadership by military personnel with a
medium sociometric status. Their scores were
comparatively lower than those of the other groups in
the sample. This can be explained by the fact that
commanders, when assigning tasks, tend to rely on
individuals they can count on. Due to the
responsibility associated with such tasks, this category
of military personnel may experience increased
demands regarding task execution. Meanwhile,
military personnel with a low sociometric status, due
to their limited authority, may perceive such demands
as overly high.

2. An analysis of the study's results revealed
certain trends in how destructive leadership is
perceived by military personnel of different
sociometric statuses. These trends are expressed as
follows:

— as the sociometric status of military personnel
increases, so does their sensitivity to perceptions of
destructive  leadership,  particularly =~ when

3
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commanders fail to fulfill promises or suppress the
intellectual abilities of their subordinates;

— as the sociometric status of military personnel
decreases, their sensitivity to manifestations of
arrogance, insolence, and mistrust from
commanders increases. Additionally, they are more
likely to experience threats and pressure to align
with the commander's perspective.

The trends in increasing and decreasing
perceptions of manifestations of destructive
leadership among military personnel with varying
sociometric statuses are illustrated in Figure 1.

3. The most prevalent manifestations of destructive
leadership in military units, as perceived by military
personnel with different sociometric statuses, were
found to be consistent and predominantly exhibited by
commanders in the following forms:

—arrogant, condescending, and
behavior;

—unequal treatment of different people,
displaying bias and unfairness;

— suppression of subordinates' intellectual
abilities.

Military personnel with various sociometric
statuses also identified the least prevalent forms of
destructive leadership in their units, which include:

— tendency toward violent behavior;

— confused behavior;

— imposing unreasonable demands that require
impossible task execution.

insolent

2,9 :
2.8 / —e— behaves arrogantly, conceitedly,

shamelessly;

&= threatens to persuade someone to
agree with their opinion;
shows distrust towards subordinates;
suppresses the intellectual abilities

2 =
1,9 _——
1,8 o™

1,7

high neutral low

sociometric status of a serviceman

— of subordinates;
—o— does not keep promises

Figure 1 — Trends in the increase and decrease of perceptions of forms of destructive leadership by military

personnel with different sociometric statuses
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4. The results enabled the identification of forms
of destructive leadership and a comparison of their
perceptions by military personnel with high and low
sociometric statuses.

The comparison of ranked positions of
destructive leadership manifestations revealed that
military personnel with low sociometric statuses,
unlike those with high sociometric statuses, are
more sensitive to confused behavior, a tendency
toward violent behavior, and threats by
commanders to force their opinion.

Military personnel with high sociometric
statuses believe that shortcomings in planning and
organizing activities, as well as the lack of active
interest in people, events, and phenomena on the
part of commanders, are more pronounced
compared to those with low sociometric statuses.

In the next stage, the significance of the forms of
destructive leadership in military units was assessed
using the questionnaire on the significance of forms
of destructive leadership in military units. The
results are presented in Table 2.

From the analysis of Table 2, the following
generalizations can be made:

1. Several statistically significant differences
were identified in the importance of destructive
leadership manifestations as perceived by military
personnel with different sociometric statuses. It was
found that for military personnel with low
sociometric  statuses, destructive leadership
behaviors — such as commanders' threats to impose
their opinions, unreasonable demands, expectations
of the impossible, and unpleasant, ungrateful, or
unapproachable behavior — are of greater
significance compared to those with high
sociometric statuses. At the same time, behaviors
such as commanders showing distrust toward
subordinates, failing to fulfill promises, lacking
active interest in people, events, and phenomena,
and failing to stand out or assert themselves among
subordinates are more significant to military
personnel with high sociometric statuses than to
those with low statuses.

Table 2 — Assessment of the significance of destructive leadership forms by military personnel with

different sociometric statuses (average rank)

No. Forms of Destructive Leé((i)ilresil:ﬁ/ é\;[anifestations in Military 1 Gr;)up 5 F Value
1 | A person behaves arrogantly, condescendingly, impudently 8.90 8.09 6.76 1.18 —
) ﬁn$§irrsr?er; streats different people differently, with prejudice and 887 834 707 0.83 _
3 | A person unpleasant, ungrateful, unfriendly 11.13 | 12.23 | 9.34 2.71 0.05
4 | A person demonstrates a tendency towards aggressive behavior 6.97 6.09 6.59 0.20 —
5 | A person suppresses the intellectual abilities of subordinates 8.03 8.18 6.90 0.51 -
6 | A person uses threats to sway others to their own opinion 12.10 | 7.91 7.31 7.72 0.001
7 0Ar ;;Zirlsi): igﬁilf:ss ;rgp(:;t;;shes subordinates who makes mistakes 1123 | 955 983 0.82 _
8 | A person makes unreasonable demands, demands the impossible | 12.27 8.39 9.38 5.08 0.01
9 | A person claims the achievements of subordinates as their own 1130 | 11.32 | 9.48 1.20 -

10 | A person puts their own needs above those of the group 10.47 | 9.77 10.83 0.37 -
11 | A person shows distrust towards subordinates 10.70 | 12.45 | 13.38 2.40 0.05
12 ;?1 epifrs\())vrzl i;olls?:iv;illing to oppose others, does not stand up for 1177 | 1066 | 12.00 0.70 _
13 | A person does not keep promises 7.50 9.48 11.24 3.72 0.03
14 ,; Es:z?r?a?;es not stand out, does not assert themselves among 12.00 | 15.02 | 14.97 4.64 0.01
15 ?hgreli)sr(r)lg ;:)OWS no active interest (in people, events, 1090 | 13.91 | 13.38 371 0.03
16 | A person takes a passive approach to management, does not take control | 10.33 | 11.25 | 12.69 1.28 -
17 | A person demonstrates uncertainty when performing their role 11.77 | 12.34 | 12.76 0.24 -
18 | A person poorly plans and organizes activities 11.80 | 10.98 | 12.10 0.35 -
19 | A person gives unclear, vague instructions 10,00 | 10.68 | 10.31 0.12 -
20 | A person acts confused 11.33 | 12.84 | 12.72 0.55 -
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2. Analyzing the obtained results reveals the
most important forms of destructive leadership for
military personnel with high sociometric statuses:

— demonstrating a tendency toward violent
behavior;

— failing to fulfill promises;

—instances where commanders
subordinates' intellectual abilities.

Conversely, the forms of destructive leadership
that received the lowest significance ratings from
this category of military personnel include:

— failing to stand out or assert themselves among
subordinates;

— threatening to impose their opinions;

— imposing unreasonable demands or expecting
the impossible.

On the other hand, military personnel with low
sociometric statuses assign importance to the
following forms of destructive leadership:

— demonstrating a tendency toward violent
behavior;

suppress

— commanders displaying arrogance,
condescension, and insolence;
—instances where commanders suppress

subordinates' intellectual abilities.
This category of military personnel places less
significance on such destructive leadership forms as:
— displaying distrust toward subordinates;
—lacking active interest (in people, events,
phenomena);

— failing to stand out or assert themselves among
subordinates.

Therefore, the study concludes that military
personnel with different sociometric statuses
consider certain forms of destructive leadership to
be either important or unimportant, depending on
whether or not they are exhibited in the collective.
The results reflecting the presence and significance
of destructive leadership forms for military
personnel with high sociometric statuses are
presented in Table 3.

Analysis of Table 3 indicates the presence of
forms of destructive leadership in military units that
are significant for military personnel with high
sociometric status. It should be noted that although
these forms exhibit weak manifestation from
commanders, they hold significance for this
category of personnel. Demonstrations of
tendencies toward violent behavior, though not
evident in interpersonal interactions, are significant
for military personnel with high sociometric status.
Furthermore, for this group of military personnel,
there are no insignificant forms of destructive
leadership that are manifested. This suggests that
any form of destructive leadership is likely to be
significant for this category of personnel and could,
accordingly, have a negative impact.

Table 4 presents a summary of the forms of
destructive leadership and their significance for
military personnel with low sociometric status.

Table 3 — Forms of destructive leadership and their significance for military personnel with high

sociometric statuses

Forms of destructive leadership

manifest

do not manifest

— does not fulfill promises;

g — suppresses the intellectual abilities of
= | subordinates;

§D — acts arrogantly, condescendingly, and
w2 | insolently;

— treats different people differently, showing
bias and unfairness.

— demonstrates a tendency toward violent
behavior

leadership manifestations

Insignificant

There are no insignificant forms of destructive

— does not stand out or assert themselves among
subordinates;

— sets unreasonable demands, expecting the
impossible;

— threatens to impose their own opinion
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Table 4 — Forms of destructive leadership and their significance for military personnel with low

sociometric status

Forms of destructive leadership
manifest do not manifest

= | —behaves arrogantly, condescendingly, and — demonstrates a tendency toward violent
S | insolently; behavior
% — suppresses the intellectual abilities of
%‘3 subordinates;

— treats different people unequally, with bias and

injustice

— demonstrates distrust toward subordinates — takes a passive attitude towards
= management, does not take control into their
é own hands;
= — behaves confusedly;
= — demonstrates uncertainty while performing
= their role

From the analysis of Table 4, the following
conclusions can be drawn: military personnel with
low sociometric status, like those with high
sociometric status, perceive manifestations of
destructive leadership expressed through the
arrogant, conceited, and audacious behavior of
commanders, attempts to suppress the intellectual
abilities of subordinates, and biased, unfair, and
inconsistent treatment of different people. While
these manifestations did not receive high scores as
being present, they are significant for both sample
groups. Similarly, the attitude towards destructive
leadership, such as the tendency of commanders to
exhibit violent behavior, which does not manifest in
interpersonal interactions between commanders and
subordinates, is still considered a significant form of
manifestation. Furthermore, military personnel with
low sociometric status sense distrust from
commanders but do not assign significance to such
behavior.

Conclusions

The study of leadership phenomena in the
military environment is gaining increasing
relevance, making it one of the priority areas of
research. In the professional activities of military
personnel, interpersonal interactions are constant
and can manifest in both constructive and
destructive forms.

The research established that manifestations of
destructive leadership in military units are minimal;
however, several commonalities, trends, and
differences were identified depending on the

sociometric status of the military personnel.
Military personnel with varying sociometric
statuses equally perceive and assign significance to
instances where commanders behave arrogantly,
conceitedly, and audaciously, when they attempt to
suppress the intellectual abilities of subordinates,
and when they exhibit injustice. The tendency of
commanders to display violent behavior, while not
manifested during interpersonal interactions with
subordinates, is significant for all military personnel
in the units. For military personnel with high
sociometric status, in addition to the already
mentioned forms of destructive leadership, failure
to fulfill promises by commanders is also a
significant factor. Furthermore, there are no
insignificant forms of destructive leadership for this
group — any form of manifestation would be
perceived as significant.

The differences in the perception of destructive
leadership forms by military personnel with varying
sociometric statuses lie in the significance assigned
to forms of destructive leadership that do not
manifest in the unit and depend on the level of
authority and activity of the personnel.

Thus, the research highlights the attitudes of
military personnel with varying sociometric statuses
toward manifestations of destructive leadership in
military units, which should be taken into account
by commanders during interpersonal interactions
with their subordinates. Identifying the specific
impacts of leadership manifestations on the
motivation of military personnel could serve as a
promising direction for future research.
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OCOBJIMBOCTI CTABJIEHHS BIHCHKOBOCJIY KBOBIIIB
3 PI3BHUM COUNIOMETPHYHUM CTATYCOM 10 MPOSABIB JECTPYKTUBHOI'O
JIJEPCTBA Y BIMCBKOBHUX KOJIEKTUBAX

Ilpoananizosano i y3aeanbHeHO CYHACHI HAYKOBO-MEOPEeMUYHI 00CIONCEHH GIlICbKOB020 Ni0epcmad.
Busnaueno i 3anpononosano ¢opmu decmpyxmugnoeo nidepcmea, SKi Nposeaomucsa y npogeciinomy
cepedosuwyi gilicbkogocysicoosyie Hayionanvnoi 2eapoii Ykpainu. Busnaueno gopmu oecmpykmueno2o
ni0epcmaa, wo 0eMOHCMPYIOMb KOMAHOUPU Y C80ill npogeciiinii JisinbHocmi. 3 0210y Ha coyioMempuyHuLl
cmamyc  GillcbKOBOCIYHCOOBYIE GUAGICHO U NPOAHANIZ08AHO MEHOeHYii AK 00 3MeHWleHHs, MaK i 00
30IbUIEHHST CNPUUHAMMS 0eCMPYKMUGHUX (POPM NI0epCcmea, SIKi 0eMOHCMPYIOmb KOMaHOupu. Busnaueno i
NPOPAHIICOBAHO 3 ZHAUYWICMIO POPMU 0eCMPYKMUBHO20 TI0ePCmEa, sIKi 0eMOHCMPYIONb KOMAHOUPY, O
BILLCLKOBOCTYIHCOOBYIB I3 PIHUM COYIOMEeMPUYHUM cmamycom. Buseneno ocobausocmi ma ¢iominnocmi ¢hopm
0ecmpyKmueHo20 aidepcmaa, AKi NposAGNAiomsbCa ab0 He NpOoAGIAIOMbCSA Y GIICLKOBUX KOJEKMUeax, ma
BUSHAYEHO 3ZHAYYWICMb IXHLO20 CHPULHAMMS  GILICLKOBOCIYICOOBYAMU 3 PIZHUM  COYIOMEMPUUHUM
cmamycom. Ycemanogneno, wo 8ilCbK0O80OCAYIHCOOBYT K I3 BUCOKUM, MAK [ 3 HUZLKUM COYIOMEMPUHHUM
CmMamycom 00HaK0B0 CHPUUMAIOMb I HA0AIOMb 3HAYYWOCIE BURAOKAM 20PO0BUMOT, 3aPO3YMIN0L Ma HAXaOHOT
N0BeOiHKU KOMAHOUPIB, BUNAOKAM, KOJIU KOMAHOUD YNEPeoNCeHo, HeCHPAaBeodauso, No-pizHoMy CMA8UMbCsl 00
PI3HUX T00ell Mma NpucHiuye IHmMeneKmyanbHi 30i0HOCmi nione2iux, a MmaKolic sUKOPUCMOBYE NO2PO3U OJis
00CsAzHeH s 8020, AKI He NPOOEMOHCMPOBAH] KOMAHOUPAMU, Ale 8CE JC € BALOMUMU PYUHIBHUMU YUHHUKAMU
ons 8cix siticbkogocayxcoosyie. Kpim moeo, ecmanosieno, wo 0 GilICbKOBOCIYHCOOBYIE i3 BUCOKUM
coyiomMempuyHuM CmMamycom 8UNdoKU He8UKOHAHHA KOMAHOUPOM OOIYAHOK € ZHAYYWUMU, A HEeBANCIUBUX
YUHHUKIG OJ1 HUX 63A2ali HeMAC.

Pesynomamu  docnioocenns moxcymo Oymu 6UKOPUCMAHI KOMAHOUpAMU HIO Yac MIidCOCOOUCMICHOT
63aeMO0Il 3 nioneznumu 0iist OLibUL ePeKMUBHO20 6NIUBY Y XOOI BUKOHAHHS NPOPECIUHUX 3A80AND.

Knrouosi cnosa: nidepcmeso, @ilicbkoge 1idepcmeo, OecmpyKmueHe ai0epcmeo, Nidepcbka NoeediHKd,
coyioMempuyHUll CMamyc, GiticbKOGUL KOJIeKMU8s.
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