YHUMBEP3UTET ,,CB. KHPHJI U METOAUT* — CKOILIE
OMIO30OCK GAKYIITET

35OPHUK HA TEKCTOBH OJI

MEI"'YHAPOJTHATA KOH®EPEHI[NJA
3A TEOPHJA U ITPAKTHUKA BO
HCHXOJIOFI/IJATA

Ckomje, 2016




" Ha3HB Ha H3TAHAETO:

, MefYHélpo,IIHa KOH(EPCHIHja 32 TEOPHja H TNPAKTHKA BO IICHXOJIOTH]ATa
30 oxromepy-1 Hoemepu 2014, @unoszodexu dakyarer — Crorge

International conference on theory and practice in psychology
30 October — 1 November 2014, Faculty of Philosophy —Skopje

bpoj B rognmTe Ha A3JaHUETO:
6poj 1, roguna 1, nexemepu 2015

I'1aBeH H 0ATOBOpPEH ypeTHHK:

mpod. A-p Buonera Apuaynosa apod. 1-p Enmcasera Caﬁuocxa
npemcedamenxa na Opzanusayuckuom npemcedamenka Ha Ipoepamcruom
0060p Ha KoHepenyujama 0060p Ha koHpepenyujama
YPEAYBAYKH OJBOP -

npo¢. 1-p Buonera ITetpocka Bemka, VneTrTYT 32 Ticaxonoruja, Gunozodbekn
daxynret, Cromje

npod. a-p bnaroja Janakos, MHcTuTyT 32 icuxonormja, ®drmozodcku daxynrer,
Ckomje ,

npod. a-p Muxaj:io Ilonoseku, MHCTHTYT 32 Heuxonordja, Gunozohcrn
¢akyarer, Ckomje

npod. 1-p Enena Aukorcka Jlemkoscka, HHCTHTYT 3a IICHXOIIOTH] 2,
dunosodexu daxymrrer, Cromje

npod. 1-p Hukomuna Kennr, MHCTHTYT 323 nicuxonoryja, Ounozodcku
dakynrer, Ckomje ‘

npod. A-p Ynrnem Karurunbanm, Kov yrusepsumem, Hemanbyn, Typyuja
npod. x-p Usan ®epbexep, Hucmumym 3a paseoj na nadapenocma, Ilmyj, -
Crosenuja

ripod. n-p Busujana Jlanrep, Vuusepsumem Jla Canuenya, Pum, Hmanuja
npod. a-p Bunubang Pyx, Vuusepsumem eo Lupux, Illeajyapuja

upod. 1-p Mepu Tamunan, Yuusepsumem 6o 3azpe6, Xpsamcka

npod. 1-p 3opuna Mapkosuk, Yuusepsumem 6o Huw, Cpbuja

npod. a-p ITjotp Coporosekn, Vuusepsumem eo Bpoynas, Ioncxa

npod. a-p Crarncnaa Crojanosa, Viusepsumem Heogum Puacku,
Brazoeszpao, Byeapuja R}
nom. n-p Hanajorue Hakupnanorny, Harayxu yrusepsumem, Onomoyy, Yewra
non. n-p Eyren Aspam, YVuusepsumem 6o Byxypewm, Pomanuja

zou. 1-p lerap Yonosuk, Viusepsumen o Hoeu Cad, Cpbuja

zou. 1-p Ana @puixans, MHeTuTyT 33 nerxonoruja, Ounosodeka hakynrer,
Crkormje

no11, 1-p bumjana bnaxescka Cronnkoscka, IHCTHTYT 32 ICHX0JI0TH]a,
®unozodcxu daxyrrer, Ckormje



s nou. A-p Opxuneja lllyp6anoscka, MHCTHTYT 3a ncuxonoryja, Gunosodhekn
daxynrer, Cromje _
¢ Hou. A-p Ormer Crnacoscxku, UHCTHTYT 3a icuxosornja, Gunosopexn paxymrer

Ckomje ‘ :

° pou. &-p Karepnra Haymosa, HcTRTYT 33 ncuxonoruja, ®umozodexu
baxyarer, Crornje |

° acc. m-p Quimn Cynejmanos, MucTuryT 3a neuxonorrja, dunosodeku
daxyaret, Cxomnje ' _

e Jlanuena Henenkosa, dunosodexu dpaxynrer, Ckomje

¢  Huxouna [lemepnues, ctyaenr, MIHCTHTYT 32 ncaxomnornja, Dunozodcku
daxyirer, Cromje '

Cexperap:

M-p @unnn CynejManos

Komujyrepcka moaroroska: MAP — CAXK, Cronje
Mewaru: MAP — CAX, Cromje

Tapax: 150

CIP - Karanoruzarja Bo nyGnukarnuja
Harwonansa n yrupepsurercka 6néiuorexa "Cr. Kimverr Oxprpcka”, Cxomje

159.9(062)

MEf‘YHAPOI[HA KOH(eCPeHrja 32 TEOpHja i IIPAKTHKA BO ICHXONOTHjaTa (2014
; Cxonje) _

360pHUK Ha TEKCTORH Ol MelyHapoaHaTa KoH(eperIHrja 3a TEOPHja H
IIPaKTHKA BO NICHXONorHjata / [MeryHapoaHa KoH(epernuja 3a Teoprja H
IpaKTHKa BO ICHXONOr#jata, 30 okToMBpH-1 Hoemepu 2014, Gunozodexn
thaxynret-Cronje ; riaBeH 1 oarosopen ypeuuuk Buonera ApHaynosa] /
[International conference on theory and practice in psychology, 30
October- 1 November 2014, Faculty of Philosophy-Skopje ; editors in
chief Violeta Arnaudova). - Crome : ®@unosotckn pakyrrer, 2016. -
796 crp. : Tabenw, Tpad. mpuxasm ; 23 cM

Tpynosu Ha Mak. 1 anTIL. jasuk. - Bubnuorpaduja kom TpynoBHTE

ISBN 978-608-238-109-1

L. International conference on theory and practice in psychology

(2014 ; Skopje) Buam Mefynapoznsa kontepenmuja 3a Teopuja u TIPAKTHKA
BO memxonorajara (2014 ; Cxorje)

a) ITcuxomormja - Cobupm

COBISS.MK-ID 101488138

e —




REVERSAL THEORY MEETS TIME PERSPECTIVES:
EXAMINING THE RELATION BETWEEN PARATELIC
DOMINANCE SCALE AND ZIMBARDO’S TIME PERSPECTIVES
INVENTORY

Filip Sulejmanov’
Ss. “Cyril and Methodius” University, Skopje
Marija Shterjovska

MIT University, Skopje

7 ! Email: fillip.sulejmanov@gmail.com




International Conference on Theory and Practice in Psychology

REVERSAL THEORY MEETS TIME PERSPECTIVES:
EXAMINING THE RELATION BETWEEN PARATELIC
DOMINANCE SCALE AND ZIMBARDO’S TIME PERSPECTIVES

| INVENTORY |

Abstract

The aim of this article is to examine whether reversal theory
measures are in relation with Zimbardo’s Time Perspective factors. The
Paratelic Dominance Scale (PDS) consist of three subscales (playfulness,
spontaneity, arousal seeking) and a total score, while two subscales of
ZTPI (Present Hedonistic — PH and Future - F) were used in this study.
These measures were administered via Internet to a sample of 130
participants. Correlation method and linear regression analysis were
applied as statistical procedures. The results showed theoretically
consistent relations between the two constructs. All three subscales of
PDS and the total score were in significant positive correlation with PH
and in significant negative correlation with F. Further, arousal seeking was
a significant predictor of PH and playfulness emerged as significant
predictor of F. These findings support the construct validity of the reversal
theory measures. The shortcomings of the study and recommendations for
further research are discussed.

Keywords: paratelic dominance, time perspective factors, present
hedonistic, future
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Introduction

Reversal theory is an integrative psychological theory of
motivation, emotion and personality (Apter, 2013). It is concern with
explaining the structure of our experience, or the subjective meaning we
| assign to our actions and the various ways of experiencing the world and
acting in it. The main postulates of the theory are that there are four pairs
of opposite metamotivational states. Different ways of organizing or
interpreting motivation is meant by the term metamotivation (Apter,
2007). The structure of our mental life is organized around the activation
and switches or reversals between the following metamotivational states
(Apter, 2003):

Telic and paratelic — The telic or serious state is focused on
important goals, and planning ahead versus the paratelic (playful) state,
focused on immediate enjoyment and acting spontaneously.

Conformist and negativistic — The conformist or conforming state
is focused on obligations and maintenance of rules and routines versus the
negativistic (challenging) state where the individual is focused on personal
freedom.

Mastery and sympathy — In the mastery state, the focus is on
power, control and dominance. The sympathy state primary concern is
kindness, caring and harmony.

Autic and alloic — In the autic (self-oriented) state, the individual’s
primary consideration is one’s own needs or well-being versus the alloic
(other-orientated) state, where the focus is the needs of others.

Only one state from an opposite pair can be active in a given
period of time. Reversal theory suggests that combinations of these states
are likely, and different emotions are associated with different
combinations of states. In that sense, we have to consider are mastery and
sympathy states experienced in the autic or alloic state combination (Apter
et al, 1998, according to Lafreniere and Cramer, 2006).

Another important reversal theory notion is that some individuals
have an innate bias to spend relatively greater time in one
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metamotivational state. This tendency is known as dominance. For
example, a paratelic dominant individual is more in the paratelic state than
in the opposite, telic state. However, it is expected that he would spend
time in the telic state as well (Apter, 2007).

Research measuring dominance is primary focused on the first
metamotivational pair of states. The telic/paratelic dominance was related
with numerous variables, like stress (Martin et al., 1987), delinquency
(Bowers, 1988), psychopa’thy (Thomas-Peter, 1988), sexual risk taking
(Skakoon-Sparling and Cramer, 2014), NEO personality dimension$ and
consideration of future consequences (Lafreniere and Cramer, 2006).

Instruments that measure telic/paratelic dominance are the Telic
Dominance Scale (TDS; Murgatroyd et al., 1978) and Paratelic
Dominance Scale (PDS; Cook and Gerkovich, 1993). The latter scale has
better psychometric properties and evidence for validity in a number of
contexts (Apter and Desseles, 2001, according to Lafreniere and Cramer,
2006). A more general instrument, which measures each of the
metamotivational states proposed by reversal theory, is the Motivational
Style Profile (MSP; Apter et al., 1998). This instrument allows measuring
dominance, but also salience scores (the degree of importance the
individual assigns to a particular pair of metamotivational states).

Zimbardo’s Time Perspective Factors

Generally, time perspective is defined as cognitive operation that
implies both an emotional reaction to imagined time zones and a
preference for locating action in past, present or future (Boniwell, 2009). It
could become relatively stable personality trait when a particular temporal
bias comes to predominate one’s outlook and behavior. The time
perspective construct, developed by Zimbardo & Boyd (1999), consist of
five factors, which promotes different attitudes toward temporal frames:
positive and negative toward past, hedonistic and fatalistic toward present
and general orientation toward future.
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The first factor of interest for this study, Present-Hedonistic (PH)
is characterized by living in the moment, pleasure seeking, enjoying high
intensity activities, seeking thrills and new sensations as well as openness
to adventures. The other factor of interest, Future (F) refers to planning
for the future followed by delaying gratification, avoiding time-wasting
temptations and working for future goals and rewards, often at the expehse
of present enjoyment.

Aim of the present study

The present study examines how the PDS total score and its
components, playfulness, spontaneity and arousal seeking are related with
present hedonistic (PH), and future (F) time perspective factors. The time
perspective factors are a theoretically relevant personality construct that
hasn’t been related to PDS. We hypothesized that the total score of the
PDS and the three components will be positively related to PH, and
negatively related to F. Further, we explore the predictive ability of the
PDS subscales, while PH.and F were criterion variables. In that sense, we
will evaluate the construct validity of the PDS. There is still a need to
examine reversal theory measures with other theoretically relevant
variables, besides that the PDS was widely employed for some time
(Lafreniere and Cramer, 2006). We focused on PH and F, since that these
time perspective factors should be closely conceptually related with PDS.
- PH should be convergent with the subscales of PDS, and F should be
discriminant. Additionally, time perspectives construct is an established
personality measure and it’s relation to PDS was not examined in previous
studies.

Method

Participants and précedure

The sample consisted of 130 subjects (39.2% male) aged between -
16 and 45 years (median age of 26.00, SD = 6.00). The participants filled
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in the questionnaires via internet. Snowball method was used to gather the
data. We sent an email to students from Ss. “Cyril and Methodius”
university from different departments (psychology, special education and
rehabilitation, philosophy) who were interested to participate in the study
a link containing the materials. They were asked to pass on the link to
their friends and acquaintances. The link was also shared with friends of
the authors. Gosling et al. (2004) showed that Internet-based studies are
usually equally reliable and valid as paper-pencil based methods (more
traditional strategies) and that samples collected via the Internet are
usually more diverse than other samples (according to Ruch and Proyer,
2009).

- Measures

The Paratelic Dominance Scale (Cook and Gerkovich, 1993)
consists of 30 items that measure telic/paratelic dominance using a true —
false response format. Three subscales scores can be derived for
playfulness/seriousness, —spontaneity/planning ahead, and arousal-
secking/arousal-avoidance, as well as a total score. Each subscale consists
of 10 ttems. A sample item for playfulness is I usually make decisions
based on the way I feel at the time. Sixteen items need to be reverse coded
in order to reflect the paratelic response. Higher scores indicate higher
levels of paratelic dominance (in other words, lower scores indicate telic
dominance). The validity and strong psychometric properties of the scale
have been reported in previous studies (Apter and Desseles, 2001;
Lafreniere and Cramer, 2006).

The Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (Zlmbardo and Boyd,
1999) consists of 56 items divided in 5 subscales measuring two factors of
the past (Past Positive and Past Negative), two of the present (Present
Hedonistic and Present Fatalistic) and one of the future. Two of these
scales, Present Hedonistic and Future are used in this study and they
consist of 15 and 13 items, respectively. A sample .item for Preset
Hedonistic is Taking risks keeps my life from becoming boring, while the
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one for Future is [ am able to resist temptations when I know that there is
work to be done. For both scales higher scores indicate higher level of the
certain factor while lower scores indicate lower level of the certain factor.
Psychometric- properties of these scales have been examined in other
studies and they are satisfactory (Zimbardo and Boyd, 1999, Drake, 2008).

Results

Preliminary analysis

There were relations with age for most of the variables that entered
the study. Significant negative correlation was found with PDS total score
(r = -.26, p <.01), playfulness (r = -.30, p <.01) and arousal-seeking (r = -
27, p <.01). Also, participant’s age was in significant negative correlation
with PH (r = -.21, p <.05). Sex did not correlate with any of the measures
used. Therefore, it was decided to control for age in the subsequently
conducted analysis.

Descriptive statistics and internal consistency of measures

Descriptive statistics (Means, standard deviation, minimum and
maximum) as well as reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) were
computed for the PDS, PH and F. The results are given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the PDS, PH and F

M  SD Min Max. Alpha

Paratelic Dominance Scale

Playfulness - 450 259 0 10 72
Spontaneity 3.11  2.87 0 10 .84
Arousal Seeking 4.00 2.55 0 10 73
PDS total . 11.61 6.34 1 25 86
Zimbardo’s Time

Perspectives Inveniory

Present Hedonistic 5122 831 34 69 .78

Future 47.18 6.14 32 59 .67
Note: N=130 '

Table 1 shows that Cronbach’s alpha was sufficiently high for each
of the measures used. Additionally, none of the measures deviate from the
normal distribution.

Examination of the factor structure

A principal component analysis (with Varimax rotation) was
computed for the total of 30 items of the PDS (see Table 2). The KMO
measure of sampling adequacy exceeds .7 (it was .782) and Bartlett’s test
of sphericity is significant. Examination of the scree plot indicated that a
3-component solution was appropriate. An oblimin rotation indicated that
none of the components were correlated with each other greater than +/-
30, and so use of a varimax rotation of components is justified
(Diekhnoff, 1992). Only items with high loadings on the main factor (2
/40), and loadings < .30 on the other factors are given in Table 2. We
didn’t examine the factor structure of PH and F, since we only used these
two subscales of the ZTP1.
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Table 2. Varimax rotated component matrix for the PDS

Components
1 2 3
Item L ~ Item no. in the ' |
_ scale
P2 | 2 28 .64
P3 5 21 73
P6 15 ' 28 57
P9 21 13 58
P10 26 27 ' .69
S1 ' 3 S5 19
S2 4 713 14
S3 7 58 23
S4 12 52 13
S7 22 71 Jd4 18
S9 27 .65
S10 | 30 J6 20 .16
AS1 6 54
AS2 8 . | A9 54
AS3 11 49 -22
AS4 13 13 490 .13
ASS 14 | 62 .11
AS6 | 17 23 .68
AS7 23 26 41 27
AS8 24 53 27
AS9 28 -15 57
Eigenvalues 6.61 2.65 2.00
% of variance explained 14.69 13.53 9.30
Sum of variance explained =
37.52% ‘

- Note: N = 130; P =Playfulness; S = Spontaneity; AS = Arousal-seeking
Absolute values less than .10 were suppressed.
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Intercorrelation

Partial correlations (controlling for age) between the PDS (total
score and its subscales), PH and F were computed. The results are
summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Partial correlations (controlling for age) between PDS (total
score and subscales), PH and F.

PL___F__ PDS P S AS

Present Hedonistic 1.00 -.18*%  47**  34%x . 4%*  S5%¥*
Future 1.00 -.44%* - 45%% _35¥% _D5%x
PDS total 1.00  .82%%  81*x 73k
Playfulness | 1.00  .52%*  44%*
Spontaneity ' 1.00  .33%*
Arousal-seeking 1.00

Note: N = 130; P = Playfulness; S = Spontaneity; AS = Arousal-seeking;
PH = Present Hedonistic; F = Future
Key: *p <.05; **p <.01

Results in Table 3 confirm the hypothesized relationship between
the paratelic dominance, PH and F. The paratelic dominance total score
and subscales correlated positively with PH, and negatively with F.

Multiple regression analyses: Predicting Present Hedonistic and
Future time perspectives factors

For the final evaluation of the relation between PDS components,
PH and F, two multiple regression analyses were done.

In the first analysis PH was set as criterion variable, age and the
subscales of PDS (playfulness, spontaneity and arousal seeking) were
predictors. The multiple correlation coefficient of R? = 34, F(4.125) =
16.07, p <.01. It was found that only arousal-seeking was a significant
predictor for PH (B = .50, p <.01).

In the second analysis F was a criterion variable with the same
predictor variables. The multiple correlation coefficient of R? = .24,
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F(4.125) = 9.65, p <.01. Here, playfulness was a significant predictor for F
(p=-.37,p<01).

Multicollinearity was not a concern in both models. All VIF values
were less than 10, and all tolerance values were higher than 0.1.

Discussion

The findings of the present investigation support the construct
validity of the paratelic dominance scale. The results show the predicted
relations between paratelic dominance and both present hedonistic and
future time perspective factors. Looking at the components of the paratelic
dominance scale, arousal-seeking was a significant predictor for present
hedonistic, while playfulness emerged as significant predictor for future
time perspective. Participant’s age was not a significant predictor for the
criterion variables used.

The relationship between the arousal-seeking component and the
present hedonistic time perspective is theoretically consistent. One of the
characteristics of the individuals who are present hedonistic is that they
want to take risks and experience excitement, and this is also what the
arousal-seeking component is about. High arousal in the paratelic state is
experienced as excitement rather than anxiety. Stimulations that increase
arousal can be physical or intellectual. The danger of both arousal-seeking
dominance and present hedonistic time perspective is the use of unhealthy
stimulations such as drugs, alcohol, gambling and inappropriate risk
taking. Also, we should mention that age was negatively correlated with
~ both arousal-seeking and present hedonistic time perspective. This is
consistent with previous findings that telic dominance increases with age
(Murgatroyd, 1985; Tacon and Abner, 1993; according to Apter, 2007).

Regarding the association between paratelic dominance and future
time perspective, the playfulness/seriousness component was mostly -
related with the future factor. One might expect that spontaneity/planning
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orientation component should be a stronger predictor for this time
perspective factor. Spontaneity is about taking things as they come, while
on the other end is the planning orientation or planning ahead how to fulfil
set up goals. Lafreniere and Cramer (2006) report substantial negative
correlation between spontaneity and consideration for future
consequences, a theoretically related variable to future time perspective.
However, correlation coefficients between future time perspective and

" each of the components of paratelic dominance and the total score were

similar (also, the components of paratelic dominance are intercorelated).
The arousal seeking component was least related to future time
perspective (see Table 3). Playfulness is discriminant to the future factor
in a way that being at the present moment is opposite to serious-
mindedness and thinking about important future goals. Individuals who
score high on this component enjoy activities for their own sake without
having any particular purpose to achieve.

The results from the PCA for the paratelic dominance scale should
be carefully interpreted. This is a first analysis of the factor structure of the
Macedonian version of the scale. The sample size in this study is small for
an adequate examination of the factor structure. Nonetheless, the rotated
solution showed a theoretically meaningful factor pattern. However, only
half of the items from the playfulness subscale had high loadings on one
factor, and low second loadings. The spontaneity subscale had seven
“clean” items, and the arousal-seeking component had nine. Further
studies should be done for and adequate examination of the scale.

It should be noted that reversal theory concept of dominance is
fundamentally different from the personality trait construct, and even from
state theories (see Apter, 2003a; Apter, 2013). The essence of reversal
theory is that people are inherently inconsistent. Apter (2013) summarize
that the advantage for researches is that dominance can be treated as a
conventional trait, but standard psychometric tests miss the spirit of
reversal theory, that is change. However, this does not mean that studies
on dominance are not useful. There is a need for further research that
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should examine reversal theory measures (including PDS) with other
established personality constructs (Lafreniere and Cramer, 2006). An
interesting study would be to include all of the subscales of ZTPI in
relation to reversal theory measures. The telic/paratelic metamotivational
_pair accounts for a temporal orientation to present and future, but not for
past. ZTPI makes a distinction between past negative and past positive
time perspective. |
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®unun Cynejmanos, Mapuja HITeijBCKa

PEBEP3UBIIHATA TEOPHJA CE CPEKABA CO
BPEMEHCKUTE MEPCITEKTUBU: HCTPAXYBAIGE HA
OJHOCOT IOMEI'Y CKAJIATA 3A PARATELIC
JOMHUHAHTHOCT U SUMBAPTOBUHOT HHBEHTAP 3A
BPEMEHCKA HHEPCITEKTHBA

Kparka cogpxuna

[lenta Ha o0BOj TpyA € JAa MWCOHTAa JAIH MEpPKHTE Ha
peBep3nOmIHaTa TEOpHja ce TOBP3aHM cO (aKTopure Ha BPEMEHCKA
nmepcrekTrBa Ha 3umMOappo. Ckanama 3a paratelic domunanmuocm €
cocraBeHa o) Tpu cyOckamu (pasuTpaHOCT, CIIOHTAaHOCT K Oapame
noOyayBame) M BKYIDEH CKOp, J[ojeka /JBe Of CcyOCKaluTe Ha
3umbapooguom uneenmap 3a spémencrca nepcnexmuga (XeITOHUCTHYKA
ceramuocT — XC u nuuuna — W) Gea KOPUCTEHH BO 0BA HCTPA’KyBAILC.
OBue Mepku Oea 3amefeHH OpeKy HHTepHET Ha TipEMepok ox 130
UCITUTAHUIM. KopenamucKuoT MeTO[ W JHMHEapHa perpecHBHA aHalu3a
fea KODHCTEHHT® CTATHCTHMKH IPOLCHAYPH. PesynmaTuTe IOKaxaa
TEOPETCKH KOH3WUCTEHTHH peJIalliy TioMely JBaTa KOHCTpyKTd. CHTe TpH
cybckamu Ha ckanata 3a paratelic JOMHHaHTHOCT M BKYIIHHOT CKOp,
3HAYajHO TIO3UTUBHO Kopenupaa co XC 1 3HA4ajHO HEraTHBHO KOpenupaa
co U. TloHaramy, OGapameTo mNmoOyayBame MNpeTCTaByBalle 3HA4YacH
npeguxTop 3a XC, Aoaeka pasurpaHocTa c€ MOKaXa KaKo 3HadacH
npenukTop 3a Y. OBre Haomu ja MOTBpAYBaaT KOHCTPYKT BaJIIHOCTA Ha
MEPKHTE Ha peBep3ubMIHaTa TeopHja. JINCKyTHpaku ce HEAOCTATOL|TE Ha
OBOj TPYZ ¥ IPEMOpaKuTe 3a IOHATAMOMIHN UCTPAKYBama.

Knyunu 36opoBu: paratelic oomunanmuocm, axmopu Ha
BPEMEHCKA NEPCeKmuUsa, XeOOHUCIUYKA Ce2auHOCH, UOHUHA
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