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METHODOLOGICAL BASES OF DISTINGUISHING TYPES
OF VALUE-SENSE SELF-REGULATION IN FUTURE TEACHERS

The paper considers the phenomenon of self-regulation, which is studied in the psychological science in the activi-
ty (focus on the regulation of actions), behavioural (behavioural regulation) and personality aspects. The study on self-
regulation in the personality aspect which touches upon the transformation of human attitudes towards different types
of activities, towards other people, oneself, prompted the differentiation of such a variety as value-sense self-regulation.
The main peculiarity of its functioning is self-determination of the agent’s actions. In the context of our study, it is self-
determination of the value-sense choice in different decision-making situations. The abovementioned has determined
the need to single out a typology of value-sense self-regulation, which does not exist in psychology nowadays. There-
fore, the aim of this study is to substantiate the methodology of distinguishing and analysing the types of value-sense
self-regulation in personality. There have been made a comparative analysis of the obtained empirical results which
helped to determine the criteria on the basis of which the types of value-sense self-regulation were singled out. Among
them: the experience of the agent’s activity and regulatory competence, as well as personality factors in decision-
making. There have been distinguished the following types of value-sense self-regulation: emotional-modelling, ration-
al-programming, rational-planning, emotional-integrative. It is noted that each of these types is characterized by a
specific set of personality features and characteristics that distinguish their carriers from the others. There has been
ascertained the existence of individual peculiarities of self-regulation determined by various functioning of regulatory
links and personality-regulatory features. The prospect for further research is the in-depth analysis of rationality and
emotionality as personality factors of the value-sense choice.

Keywords: values, sense, value-sense self-regulation, value-based choice, type of value-sense self-regulation.

Introduction

The issue of self-regulation is quite relevant in psy-
chology. It is studied in different aspects: activity-based
(the focus is placed on regulation of activities), behav-
ioural (regulation of behaviour), personal (transformation
of human attitudes to different types of activities, to oth-
ers, or oneself). It is the personality self-regulation which
is based on the self-determination of person’s actions that
is the basis for the development of its another type — val-
ue-sense self-regulation. The latter is considered as self-
determination of value-sense choice in different decision-
making situations. This is quite a complicated process, as
the value-sense sphere of a person consists of various
components that are not only complementary but also
determine the intrapersonal contradictions, resulting from
differences in the importance of value for a person and the
possibility of achieving it. This, after all, makes us con-
sider the need to single out a typology of value-sense self-
regulation, which has not been elaborated in modern psy-
chology yet.

In psychological literature the issue of typology is
presented in the studies that are based on different princi-
ples. The most common is the principle of taking into
account the higher nervous activity or individual person-
ality structures (orientation, etc.) as the final ones in the
process of making a typology. Typological studies on this
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issue will not solve the problem of successful teachers
training, developing a professional (successful) style. It is
important to take into account other aspects, including the
value-sense formations, their coordination and contradic-
tion, capacity for self-regulation, personality factors (ra-
tional and emotional) of decision making and so on [3; 4;
5; 6]. Singling out these components as the criteria for the
typology, in our opinion, will contribute to expanding the
grounds for building it in general and the development of
the typology of value-sense self-regulation in particular.

The aim of our study is to substantiate the method-
ology of singling out and analysing the typology of value-
sense self-regulation in future teachers.

Research Methods

The experiment involved 217 female students major-
ing in Primary Education aged from 17 to 23.

The research is based on Self-Regulation Behavior
Style Inventory by V. Morsanova. The following criteria
have been assessed: planning, modelling, programming,
results evaluation, flexibility, independency. We evaluated
the level of their maturity in scores as follows: 1-4 points —
low level, 5-8 scores — medium level, 9-12 scores — high
level.

Building a typology has a certain regulatory basis,
i.e. clarifying a typical structure of regulatory features and
their specificity in different groups under study. The best
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statistical method for compilation and analysis of typical
profiles of regulation is cluster analysis. In our study, two
main methods were used: to determine the optimal num-
ber of clusters we used a method of communication be-
tween the groups, and then, after the previous clustering
with the help of hierarchical methods, the method of k-
means was used.

The determination of rationality / emotionality was
carried out on the basis of expert evaluation (5 persons
with academic degree in psychology) of students’ expla-
nations of their value-semantic priorities, as well as value-
based choices made on their basis when dealing with
moral dilemmas (Method for assessing the level of moral
consciousness maturity (Kohlberg dilemmas) adapted to
the goals and objectives of our study.

The statements of the respondents in the process of
dealing with moral dilemmas were taken as the criteria for
assessing rationality / emotionality. Signs of rationality /
emotionality were based on the understanding of their
essence, presented in the literature, as well as taking into
account the additions and clarifications made by the ex-
perts. Consequently, the signs of rationality are logics of
statements (absence of logical errors), clarity and clear-
ness, argumentation, comparison of two or more situa-
tions, assessment of the correspondence of statements to
the motives and needs of the respondent. Emotionality of
expressions was determined by the following features: the
emotional saturation of the message (the use of epithets,
descriptions, phraseological units, etc.), the absence or
insignificant number of logical arguments, the expression
of emotional attitude to the situation, etc. The frequency
of representation of the mentioned signs in every re-
spondent was the unit of manifestation of emotionality
and rationality of expressions.

The degree of consistency of expert assessments is de-
termined by the Pearson correlation coefficient. The reason
for the objectivity of the evaluation of each statement was
the consensus of at least five experts at the level r = 0.7-0.9.

In addition, the rationality component was determined
on the basis of the rationality scale according to question-
naire Personality Factors of Decision Making Inventory by
T. Kornilova.

Discussion

The idea of the need to single out the typology ap-
peared in the course of analysing the relationship between
self-regulation processes and the system of personality’s
values. In our publications we have described sense-
creation systems [2] of personality, revealed their regula-
tory features [1]. The identified differences in the charac-
teristics of self-regulation and manifestations of personali-
ty properties allowed us to assume the possibility of draw-
ing the typology of value-sense self-regulation and point
out specific complexes of psychological properties.

By analyzing the empirical results of the research on
value-sense self-regulation we have concluded that there
is some similarity in the manifestation of regulatory per-
sonality properties and structural and functional character-
istics of respondents with different types of sense-creation
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systems. In particular, people under investigation who
have a coordinated type of the sense-creation system are
characterized by the dominance of the regulatory process
of “modelling”. Respondents with a contradictory non-
realized type have a high index according to the processes
of “planning” and partly “programming”. And those with
a contradictory realized type demonstrate a high or mod-
erate level of the development of all regulatory links,
except for the “evaluation of the results”. Therefore, when
making regulatory and value-sense typology we took into
account these features, and that has been ultimately re-
flected in the content characterization of the presented
regulatory types.

Building a typology has a certain regulatory basis,
i.e. clarifying a typical structure of regulatory features and
their specificity in different groups under study. The best
statistical method for compilation and analysis of typical
profiles of regulation is cluster analysis. In our study, two
main methods were used: to determine the optimal num-
ber of clusters we used a method of communication be-
tween the groups, and then, after the previous clustering
with the help of hierarchical methods, the method of k-
means was used. The output variables, according to which
we carried out the categorization of both groups, were
indicators of self-regulation (planning, modelling, pro-
gramming, evaluation of the result, flexibility, autonomy).

According to the results of clustering different sense-
creation types we have singled out clusters that differ in
the degree of manifestation of the basic parameters of
self-regulation (Table 1).

Thus, in the coordinated self-creation type the clus-
ters that were formed showed the dominance of such a
regulatory level as “modelling”, which served as the basis
to point out the “modelling” regulatory type. In the con-
tradictory sense-creation type the domination of such a
level of the regulatory process of “programming” was the
basis to single out the programming type of regulation.
The regulatory structure of the respondents with the con-
tradictory non-realized sense-creation type, which is
represented by the domination of the average level of
manifestation of the regulatory link of “planning”, con-
tributed to the distinguishing of the planning regulatory
type. Another type of sense creation — contradictory real-
ized — involves the respondents with different manifesta-
tions of regulatory links of “planning”, “programming”
that somehow are manifested in “modelling”. With this in
mind, we can say that this type represents properties of
the coordinated and contradictory sense-creation types,
and so it was called by us the integrative regulatory type.

The process of value-sense self-regulation is based
on value-sense choice as a rational or irrational process of
choosing alternatives. The decision-making mechanism is
quite difficult, because decisions can be made consciously
(rationally) and intuitively (irrationally) [4; 5; 6]. The
results have shown the lowest level of “rationality” in
respondents with the coordinated type of sense creation,
partially with the contradictory realized type, and there-
fore there is a tendency to use emotion-focused strategies.




Future teachers with the distinct contradictory type (con-
tradictory and non-realized contradictory) turned out to be
more “rational”. Those who are “emotional” tend to act
more intuitively, follow the events, take values from the
outside, etc., while those who are “rational” are more
prone to cognitive coping strategies. It is important to
note that while contrasting properties of rationality and
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emotionality in the context of decision-making situations,
we do not claim that the existence of one of them implies
the absence of the other, we just ascertain the different
extent of manifestation of the above mentioned properties
and the predominance of one of them in a single respond-
ent.

Table 1.
Meaning of self-regulation indicators in clusters of a group of
X | o | D | X | o | D ] X | o | D
coordinated type of intelligence

Cluster 1 (42,85%) Cluster 2 (28,57%) Cluster (28,57%)
Planning 5.66 1.15 1.33 45 2.12 4.5 35 3.53 125
Modelling 7.33 0.57 0.33 8 0 0 5 0 0
Programming 5.33 0.57 0.33 35 2.12 4.5 2.5 0.70 0.5
Evaluate the result 4.33 1.15 1.33 5.5 0.70 0.5 3 0 0
Flexibility 6.66 1.15 1.33 7.5 0.70 0.5 4.5 0.70 0.5
Independence 4 1 1 45 2.12 4.5 4.5 0.70 0.5

contradictory sense-creating type
Cluster 1 (30%) Cluster 2 (40%) Cluster 3 (30%)

Planning 5.33 2.08 4.33 4.25 0.5 0.25 6 3 9
Modelling 4.33 1.52 2.33 3 0.81 0.66 6.66 0.57 0.33
Programming 6.33 1.15 1.33 3.75 0.5 0.25 7 1 1
Evaluate the result 5.33 1.52 2.33 2 0.81 0.66 5 1 1
Flexibility 5.66 0.57 0.33 4.25 0.95 0.91 5.66 1.52 2.33
Independence 7 0 0 5 1.15 1.33 3 1 1

controversially-unrealized sense-creating type

Cluster 1 (43.33%) Cluster 2 (30.0%) Cluster 3 (26.66%)
Planning 5.84 1.40 1.97 4.55 1.81 3.27 7.57 1.25 1.57
Modelling 5.07 1.03 1.07 5 1 1 7.28 0.78 0.61
Programming 5.07 1.25 1.57 3 1.32 1.75 5.85 0.89 0.80
Evaluate the result 3.46 1.33 1.76 2.33 1 1 5 1.15 1.33
Flexibility 3.69 1.10 1.23 5.77 0.97 0.94 4.71 1.25 1.57
Independence 4.23 1.53 2.35 4 1.11 1.25 2.42 1.13 1.28

contradictory-realized sense-creating type

Cluster 1 (26.1%) Cluster 2 (30.43%) Cluster 3 (43.47%)
Planning 5.16 1.72 2.96 3.14 0.69 0.47 6 1.24 1.55
Modelling 5.66 1.36 1.86 414 1.06 1.14 6.5 1.08 1.16
Programming 3 1.26 1.6 5.28 1.11 1.23 5.9 0.99 0.98
Evaluate the result 4.66 1.21 1.46 3.71 1.60 2.57 4.3 1.63 2.67
Flexibility 5.83 1.83 3.36 6.14 1.67 2.80 6 141 2
Independence 4 2.09 4.4 4 1.63 2.66 4.8 1.47 2.17

Note: here and below: X - average; o - standard deviation; D - dispersion.

Regulatory features of the respondents with different
sense-creation types and manifestation of rationali-
ty/emotions in decision-making situations that were iden-
tified on the basis of cluster analysis are presented in
Table 2.

As it is shown in Table 1, among the main compo-
nents of value-sense self-regulation in the respondents
with the dominance of rational processes, strong links
(that are formed at a rather high level) are the ones of
planning and programming and a low level of regulatory
flexibility. These peculiarities of self-regulation in “ra-
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tional” subjects show that they have sustainable ways of
organizing, constructing and managing the value-sense
choice, the specific character of which correlates with
their individual characteristics.

As for “emotional” participants, their characteristic
feature is a high level of regulatory flexibility maturity
and the average manifestation of regulatory personality
properties of autonomy. In the process of cluster analysis
we have identified characteristic regulatory profiles of
“emotional” subjects, which later made two regulation
types for this group: modelling and integrating ones.
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Table 2.

Correlation between emotions and rationality in the structure of the
self-regulation process of future teachers with different sense-creation types

Types of sense-creation sys- Domination of regulatory Emotions — rationality
tems links

Coordinated Modelling Emotional

Contradictory Programming Rational

Non-realized contradictory Planning Rational

Realized contradictory Programming Emotional and rational
Planning
Modelling

The main component of the regulatory system of
“modelling” subjects (a coordinated sense-creation type)
is a high index according to the links of modelling mean-
ingful conditions and regulatory flexibility, and a low
index (as compared to the scale of “modelling”) according
to the links of planning aims and objectives, and pro-
gramming operations. Specific features of the modelling
processes in people of this type are characterized by
awareness and clear ideas of activity Oconditions, ade-
quate reflection of their real value, ability to take into
account the significant features under not only specific
circumstances but also on account of possible scenario.
Low-level reflection of aims and objectives as well as
insufficient awareness of the planned operations are de-
termined by the focus on the current situation which is
characteristic of this type.

Another subtype of “emotional” participants of the
regulatory process is represented by the contradictory
realized sense-creation type. It is characterized by the
maturity of the following links in the self-regulation pro-
cess: flexibility, planning and programming, the low-
level of the “results assessment” link and the average,
with a tendency to low, “modelling” link. These features
of self-regulation indicate a clear need for planning one’s
activities, developing a program of actions in decision
making processes. In case of low awareness of self-
regulation, they can fail to form stable ways of organiz-
ing, constructing and management of value-sense activi-
ty. However, due to a middle or high level of regulatory
flexibility there is an easy orientation in a dynamically
changing environment, flexibility of behaviour and adap-
tation to changing conditions.

What causes the dominance of rationality or emo-
tions in decision making? In our opinion, these are certain
personal characteristics that determine an appropriate
mental state. We believe that “emotional” subjects differ
from “rational” ones by clearer indicators of extraversion,
impulsivity. Extraversion directs them to the outside
world, creates the need for communication and social
contact, a tendency to consider other people’s opinion,
follow pieces of other people’s advice, the rules adopted
by social norms when making decisions. Expressed im-
pulsivity of “emotional” persons contributes to hasty
decisions (without careful analysis of the situation), the
desire to determine the decision made (though not always
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correct) as soon as possible. Therefore, decisions are
usually made easily, not giving much thought to that, and,
in fact, it ensures their value-sense coordination.

“Rational” people have a highly developed logic,
prudence and introversion. Introversion causes isolation,
solitude, and therefore encourages autonomous decision-
making. A logic approach ensures a detailed analysis of
available information based on facts, rules and laws when
making decisions. Prudence encourages careful evaluation
of the alternatives when making decisions and involves
deliberation, caution in the final choice of desirable alter-
natives.

Thus, the condition for rational decision-making is
the formation of main regulatory skills. And due to highly
developed self-regulation, “emotional” persons can adjust
the intensity of their emotional displays, creating more
conditions for rational choice and understanding of the
situation. Therefore, we can assume that the relationship
between the properties of rationality and emotions in
decision-making situations is not one-sided, dichotomous.
It is a quite complex, multi-level relationship that is not
limited to a developed system of conscious self-
regulation.

Summarizing theoretical developments and results of
empirical research studies has made it possible to suggest
a typology of value-sense self-regulation of future teachers
as decision-making process subjects. Thus, the emotional-
modelling type includes those with the coordinated sense-
creation type when the regulatory link of “modelling”
conditions of the value-sense choice and emotion in the
decision-making process prevail. Since this type is com-
posed of the respondents with the coordinated type of
sense-creation, when the importance of the value and its
availability are coordinated, then their value-sense sphere
includes only what is available and mastered, and thus,
important. The unavailable goes beyond its limits and the
field of perception. Living space built according to this
strategy is subjectively experienced by them as mastered,
and therefore they are psychologically at the center of that
space, they live “here and now”, and therefore do not seek
its extension.

Rational-programming type comprises the contradic-
tory type of the sense-creation system with a developed
link of programming actions and rational decision-making
in situations of the value-sense choice. Sense-creation




processes of the respondents in this group are rather con-
tradictory. Low functional maturity of the regulatory
process of modelling meaningful environment demon-
strates difficulty in adequate assessment of really im-
portant internal conditions and external circumstances,
requirements and conditions of the situation, in identify-
ing the most essential things. However, the perception of
values as inaccessible in real life increases their im-
portance (which may indicate their high propensity for
risk), giving them additional sense, which is related to the
barriers to their implementation.

Rational-planning type is formed by the contradicto-
ry non-realized sense-creation system with the dominance
of the regulatory link of “planning” and rational decision-
making. A characteristic feature of this type of respond-
ents is a contradictory value-sense system with negative
correlation between the importance of values and the
availability of their achievement. While organizing their
living space they include the distant, inaccessible, and
thus, important things. The available and mastered things
are not perceived, noticed or appreciated. This is the type
which indicates orientation at expanding living space,
mastering everything that lies beyond the learned and
accessible things. These people have a clear need to plan
their activities and there is no flexibility in the choice of
alternative decisions. Regulatory processes of this type
have a high level of awareness.

The emotional-integrative type involves the respond-
ents with the contradictory realized sense-creation type,
who have equally well-developed regulatory processes of
“programming”, “planning” and a marked increase in the
process of “modelling”. They possess qualities of differ-
ent regulatory groups, and therefore, have absorbed some
of their characteristics. Contradictions emerging in the
value-sense sphere are easily solved through a “construc-
tive” approach to their interpretation. Important values are
perceived as available, and decreased availability makes
them less important, contributing to the implementation of
value-sense preference. An emotional criterion dominates
in their choice. On the other hand, the contradictory value
system predisposes them to a rational approach to their
value-sense choice. Combination of characteristics of
various regulatory links makes it possible to effectively
resolve contradictions in the value-sense field, making it
quite effective in this situation.
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Conclusion

The peculiarity of the functioning of value-sense
self-regulation is self-determination of the person’s ac-
tions. This is a rather complicated process, because the
value-sense sphere of a person consists of various compo-
nents that not only complement each other but also de-
termine intrapersonal contradictions, which cause the
difference in the importance of value for the person and
the possibility of achieving it.
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particular, people with a coordinated system of values
seek not to go beyond the limits of their enclosed space,
which enables them to keep their own system of values
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interconnection, which is not limited only to the devel-
opment of a system of conscious self-regulation.

The prospect for further research is the in-depth
analysis of rationality and emotionality as personality
factors of the value-sense choice.
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Ieop Muxaitnoeuy I'anan,

KAHOUuOam ncuxono2iuHux Hayk, npogecop kagheopu npaxmuyHoi ncuxonoeii,
Jlpocobuyvruii depoicagnuii nedazoeiynutl ynisepcumem imeni leana @panka,

eyn. I.@panxa, 24, m. JIpoeobuu, Yrpaina

METOAOJIOI'TYHI OCHOBHM BUOKPEMJIEHHS TUIIIB
HIHHICHO-CMHUCJIOBOI CAMOPEI'YJISILHII MAUBYTHIX NEJAT'OT'IB
Y po6oTi po3risiHyTO (heHOMEH CaMOPETYIIALLIl, [0 BUBYAETHCS Y TICHXOJIOTIUHIN HAYII B AisUTbHICHOMY (Opi€HTaIis Ha

PETyIAIito Miff), TOBENIHKOBOMY (PEeryiAllisi TMOBENIHKHA) Ta OCOOHCTICHOMY acrekTaX. [lokazaHo, IO JOCTiIKCHHS
caMoperyJsinii B OCOOMCTICHOMY acIieKTi, SIKMH TOpKaeThCS NMHUTAaHb NMEPETBOPEHHS CTABICHb JIOAWHM /IO PI3HUX BHIIB
TISsUTGHOCTI, IO IHIIMX JIFONEH, camMoi ce0e, CHOHYKaJo 0 BHOKPEMJICHHS TakKoro ii pi3HOBHAY SK MIHHICHO-CMHCIIOBA
caMoperyiisiiis. [0J0BHOIO 0COONMBICTIO 11 (DYHKIIIOHYBaHHS € caMOETepPMIHAIls i cyO’ekTa. Y KOHTEKCTI HAIIOTO
JIOCIIIJIKEHHSI 11 camoJieTepMiHallisl IIHHICHO-CMHUCIIOBOTO BUOOPY Y PI3HMX CHUTYallisIX MPUHHATTS pilleHs. Buieo3naueHe
JIeTepMiHyBajI0 NOoTpeOy MoOYyJI0BH THIOJIOTIT I[IHHICHO-CMUCIIOBOT CaMOpPEryJIsLii, SKOI MiJ] Cy4acHy TOpY B IICHXOJIOTIi
Hemae. Bigrak Meroro myOunikaiii € OOIPYHTYBaHHsS METOMIOJIOTII BHOKPEMJICHHS Ta aHali3 THIIB I[IHHICHO-CMHCIOBOT
camoperyJisinii ocooucTocTi. JIisi TOCSATHEHHST MOCTABJIEHOI METH 3aCTOCOBAaHO 3araJlbHOHayKOBI METOJM TEOPETHYHOIO 1
eMIIIPUYHOTO JIOCIIPKEHHS. byiio mpoBenieHo MOpIBHUIBHUN aHaji3 OTPUMAaHHMX eMIIPUYHHX Pe3yJbTarTiB, IO MOCIIPUSIIO
BU3HAYEHHIO KPUTEPIiB, HA OCHOBI SIKMX BHOKPEMJIIOBAJIMCS THITH I[IHHICHO-CMHCIIOBOI camoperyisinii. Cepes Takux: JOCBij
Cy0’€KTHOT aKTUBHOCTI Ta PETyJISATOPHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI, @ TAKOXK OCOOUCTICHI (hakTOpH NMPUHHATTS pilieHb. BuokpemiieHo
TaKi TUIM LIHHICHO-CMHCIIOBOT CaMOPETYJSILII, SIK: eMOYIIHO-MOOeI08AIbHUL, PAYIOHATLHO-NPOSPAMYBANLHULL, PAYIOHATL-
HO-NNIAHYBAbHUL, eMoyiliHo-inmezpamuenuti. Tlokazano, wo KOXHOMY 3 HHX BJACTHBUH cHEIM(IYHUIA KOMIUIEKC
OCOOHCTICHHX SIKOCTEH 1 BIACTHBOCTEH, SIKi BUPI3HSIOTH 1X HOCIIB 3-TIOMiXK 1HITHX. KOHCTaTOBaHO HASBHICTH 1HAMBITyaTbHAX
0COONMBOCTEH CaMOpEryJssiiii, JETePMIHOBAHMX pI3HEUM (YHKI[IOHyBaHHSAM pPETYJITOPHUX JIAHOK 1 OCOOHCTICHO-
PEryJISTOPHUX BIACTUBOCTEH. [lepCrieKTHBOI0 MOAANBIIOrO IOCHIKEHHS € TOMIMONEHWH aHalli3 pamioHaJbHOCTI Ta
€MOITIMHOCTI STK OCOOMCTICHUX YNHHUKIB IIHHICHO-CMHUCIIOBOTO BHOODY.

Kniouoei cnosa: iHHOCTI, CMUCITH, I[IHHICHO-CMHCIIOBA CaMOPETYJIALS, IIIHHICHUI BUOIp, THI I[iHHICHO-CMHCIOBO]
caMOpeTyJIsIIii.
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