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LANGUAGE CULTURE ASA COMPONENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS SPECIALISTSTRAINING: ORIGINSAND PRESENT

The purpose of the work is to state the speech culture role in the training of the
international sphere of activity specialists as an instrument of interaction with different
cultures while performing their professiona duties. The methodology of the study isto
use such research methods as study, analyses and generalization in order to reved the
notion of speech culture, namely, diplomatic eloquence as the ability to choose and
exercise speech act (speech behaviour) depending on the professiona speech’ goals and
content through linguistic means, as well addressing to the strategy and tactics of
communication. Thescientific novelty istodescribe theproblem of mastering the
diplomatic eloguence skills as an act of acultura didogue implementation in the
international experts’ professional activity. The problems of communication, discourse,
and various professiona skills formation of specialists from various fields have widely
been discussed in the scientific literature, but the problem of diplomatic communication
and the speech culture formation skills in the context of professional internationa
activity remains to be studied. Conclusions. Language is not merely a means of
diplomatic communication, but rather atool for expanding diplomatic sphere of activity.
Since every language is deeply rooted in a certain culture, it is a unigque representation of
the world picture. However, the cultura dialogue, implemented through eloquence
between different countries, requires the existence of complex multidimensiona
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processes. Thus, diplomatic negotiations, even held in the same language, sometimes do
not reach the positive result because of the impossibility and inability to convey the
message content.

Key words. speech culture; diplomatic eloquence; diplomatic discourse;
communicative personality; diplomatic communications; professiona activity.

bineuvbka Okcana Onexkcanopiena, KaHouoam KyJabmypouaocii, OoyeHm,
Kuiscokuil hayionanwnuil ynigepcumem Kynomypu i mucmeyms, eyi. €. Konosanvys, 36,
Kuis, Ykpaina

MoBHa KyJabTypa fIK CKJIAJ0Ba MiAroToBKM (axiBIiB-Mi>KHAPOIHUKIB:
BUTOKH i CLOTOJICHHS

Merta poGoTM — 3’sicyBaTM pOJb MOBHOI KyJIbTYpPU B MIATOTOBIN (paxiBIIiB
MDKHApOJIHOL chepH TISUTbHOCTI SIK IHCTPYMEHTY B3a€MO/IIL 3 PI3HUMU KYJIbTYPaMU Mij
Yyac BUKOHAHHS CBOiX MpodeciitHux 000B’s13KiB. MeT010J10Tisl TOCTiIKeHHS TI0JIsIrae
y BUKOPHUCTAaHHI TaKMX METOIB JOCIIIKEHHS SIK BUBUCHHS, aHAJI3 Ta y3arajJbHEHHS
3 METOIO PO3KPHTTS IOHATTS MOBHOI KyJIbTYpPH, & caMe AUTIOMATHYHOTO KPaCHOMOBCTBA
SIK 3/1aTHICTh BUOMPATH U 31MCHIOBATH MOBHY Jif0 (ITOBEIIHKY) 3aJI€KHO BiJ ITUIEH 1
3MicTy TIpo(ecifHOTO MOBJICHHSI 3a JIOMOMOTOK0 MOBHHMX 3ac00iB, a TaKOX
3a JIOTIOMOT'OI0 BOJIO/IIHHS CTPATETI€0 M TAaKTUKOIO ChuiKyBaHHS. HaykoBa HOBU3HA
HOJISITae B OMUCI MPOOJIeMH ONlaHyBaHHS HABUYKAMH JUIJIOMATHYHOTO KPACHOMOBCTBA
K aKTy peaji3amii KyJbTypHOro aianory B mpodeciiiHiii IisubHOCTI (haxiBLIiB-
MDKHApOJIHUKIB. Y HAyKOBiM JiTeparypi JOCHTh HIMPOKO BHUCBITJIEHI MpoOiIeMu
CHUIKYBaHHS, JUCKYpCY, GOPMyBaHHS Pi3HUX MpodeciifHuX yMiHb (axiBLIB 3 pI3HUX
rajmys3ei, ajnemnpu IbOMY HEJAOCTATHRO BHBYCHOIO 3AJIMIIAETHCS  IpodiieMa
JUIJIOMAaTUYHOT KOMYHIKaIlii i ()opMyBaHHS €JI€MEHTIB MOBHOI KyJIbTYpU B KOHTEKCTI
npodeciitHOi MKHAPOIHOI AiSTTHHOCTI. BUCHOBKH. MOBa BUCTyTIa€ HE TIPOCTO 3aC000M
JUIJIOMAaTUYHOTO CIUJIKYBaHHS, a CaMe€ IHCTPYMEHTOM PO3IIMPEHHS MOKIMBOCTEH
JUTJIOMAaTUYHOT MISTIBHOCTI. Tak SK KOXKHA MOBa € TIMOOKO BKOPIHEHOIO B TICBHIM
KYJIBTYpi, TO BOHA € YHIKaJIbHUM YSBIECHHSIM MPO KapTUHY CBITY. [IpoTe KynpTypHHIA
Jiasnor, SIKMA peani3yeThCsl 3aBJISKM HaBHUYKaM KPAaCHOMOBCTBA 1 BIJIOYBA€ThCS MK
KpaiHamu, nepedavae HasiBHICTh CKJIQHUX 0araTOBUMIPHUX mporeciB. umnoMaTiyHi
NEPEMOBUHH, HABITh SIKIIO MPOBOAATHCS OJHIEIO i TI€IO K CaMOIO0 MOBOIO, 1HKOJIM HE
JIOCSITAIOTh TIO3UTUBHOTO PE3YJIbTATy TUIIOMATHYHHUX TIEPEMOBHH Yepe3 HEMOKIIMBICTh
1 HEBMIHHS JIOHECTHU 3MICT MTOB1JIOMJICHHSI.

KarodoBi  cioBa:  MOBHakynbTypa;  JUIUIOMAaTHYHE  KPAaCHOMOBCTBO;
JTUIUIOMAaTUYHUAN JTUCKYPC; KOMYHIKaTUBHI OCOOMCTOCTI; JUIUIOMATHYHI KOMYHIKAIII,
npodeciitHa JisUTbHICTb.

beneukasn Oxcana Anekcanopoena, ranouoam Kyibmyponocuu, OOYeHm,
Kuesckuii nayuonanvhoill yHusepcumem xynvmypol u uckycems, yi. E. Konosanvya, 36,
Kues, Ykpauna

PeyeBasi KyJbTypa Kak COCTABJISIIOIIAS TOATOTOBKH CHEHHAJIHCTOB-
MEKIYHAPOIHUKOB: HCTOKHM M HACTOsLIee

Hens padorbl — ONpENeTUTs pOJIb PEUYEBOM KYIbTYPhl B IOATOTOBKE
CHELIMATIMCTOB  MEXKIYHApOAHOM  cdepbl  JEATEIBHOCTH, KaK  HMHCTPYMEHTa
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B3aMMOJCUCTBUS C PaA3IMYHBIMU KYJBTYpaMH BO BPEMs BBIIOJIHEHHUS CBOUX
npodeccuoHaNbHBIX 00sg3aHHOCTEH. MeTom0I0THs  HMCCIeJOBAHUSl  3aKJIF0YaeTCs
B HMCIIOJIb30BAaHUM TAKUX METO/OB MCCIIEAOBAaHUS KaK M3y4eHHE, aHAIu3 U 0000LIeHne
C LENbI0 DPACKPBITUS IOHATUS PEYEBOM KYJBTYpPbl, @ MUMEHHO IUIIJIOMATUYECKOI'O
KpacHOpEeUusi KakK CIIOCOOHOCTM BBIOMpAaTh M OCYILECTBISATH PEUEBOE JIEHCTBUE
(moBezieHNE) B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT Ieled U cofepkaHusi NpodecCHOHATbHOM peun
C IIOMOILIBIO SI3BIKOBBIX CPEJICTB, & TAKXKE C IIOMOILBIO BJIAJICHUS CTPATETUEN U TAKTUKOU
obmenns. Hayynasi HOBHM3HA 3aKIIO4aeTCss B ONUCAHUM MPOOJIEMBI OCBOEHUS
HAaBbIKAMU JIAIUIOMATUYECKOTO KpPACHOPEYMs KaK aKTa pPealu3alid KyJbTypPHOIO
Auajora B HPO(ECCHOHAIBHON JEATENbHOCTH  CHELUAINCTOB-MEXYHAPOAHUKOB.
B Hay4HOIl JMTEpaType IOCTATOYHO IIHMPOKO OCBELIEHBI IPOOJEMBI OOILLEHHUS,
JIMCKypca, (OpMHUpOBaHMS PA3IUYHBIX NPOGECCHOHATBHBIX YMEHUH CHELUaIMCTOB
U3 pasHbIX 00JacTel, HO IPU 3TOM HENOCTAaTOYHO M3YYEHHOW OcCTaeTcs MpodieMa
JUIUIOMAaTUYECKOW KOMMYHHUKALMU U (POPMHUPOBAHUS 3JIEMEHTOB S3bIKOBOW KYJIBTYPbI
B KOHTEKCTE MPO(ECCHOHATBHON MEXIYHAPOJHON NesTeNbHOCTH. BbIBOABI. SI3bIK
BBICTYIIA€T HE TIPOCTO CPEACTBOM JIUIUIOMAaTHYECKOro OOIIEHWs, a HWMEHHO
MHCTPYMEHTOM  pAaCUIMpEHMs] BO3MOXKHOCTEH  JUILUIOMATUYECKOM  JESTEIBHOCTH.
Tak kak KaXapld S3bIK ITIyOOKO YKOPEHWICS B OIPEAEICHHOM KyJbType, TO OH
NpPEe/ACTaBIAeT COOOW YHUKAJIbHOE MpeACTaBIeHHe O KapruHe wupa. OngHako
KYJIbTYPHBIM JTMaJlor, KOTOpBIA peanu3yercss Onarogaps HaBbIKAM KpacHOpEdHus
U NPOUCXOMUT MEXKIY CTpaHaMH, IIPEAINONAracT HAJIWYUE CIOKHBIX MHOIOMEPHBIX
IIPOLIECCOB. JIUIIIIOMAaTHYECKUE TIEPETOBOPEL, AAXKE €CIIM IPOBOAATCS HA OJHOM U TOM
K€ A3bIKE, MHOIJA He JOCTUIaroT IIOJ0XKUTEIBHOIO pe3yJibraTa JUINIOMAaTHYECKUX
IIEPErOBOPOB H3-3a HEBO3MO)KHOCTH M HEYMEHUSI JOHECTH CMBICI COOOILIEHUS!.

KiroueBble cjioBa: pedeBass KyiabTypa; AWIDIOMATHYECKOE KPACHOPEUUE,;
OUIUIOMAaTUYECKUM  TUCKYpC; KOMMYHHMKATUBHBIE JIMYHOCTH; JUIIJIOMATUYECKUE
KOMMYHHKALIUH, TPOPeCcCHOHANIbHAS 1A TETbHOCTb.

Introduction. Diplomacy deds with diverse cultural groups through interaction
and negotiation. Its own cultural program forms the negotiations style of each participant.
Since different cultura groups communicate indifferent ways, the culture of the
negotiating party influencesits style of negotiation.

Political and international activity has aways played a specia role in the life of
society. A certain political position or stuation influencesupon the country’s place
intheinternational arena, its relations with other states, and its role in the world
community activities. However, the way the state political |eaders present this state plays
an important role in determining the country’s image. Through well-organized speeches
politicians have the opportunity to address both the international community and the
citizens of their country.

Recent academic and practical studies do not look into the relationship between
diplomacy and culture, especially speech culture, with the comprehension of cultura
competence and intercultura exchanges uniting societies and promoting further
intercultural interaction. Nowadays discussions are focued exclusively ontheexistence of
cultura communities and common values shared by al cultures. However, the decisive

172



KVYJIbTYPHI ITPAKTUKN

similarity between cultures should be a secondary one to understanding cultura
differences asalogica starting point for the intercultural communities’ assessment.

Analysis of previous studies and publications. Diplomacy has always been and
remains quite a closed, “quiet” area of intercultural communication, with the purpose
being a search for compromise solutions. This feature explains asmall number of works
devoted, in particular, to the linguistic aspects of diplomatic € oguence and diplomatic
communication in general.

Nevertheless, culture of diplomatic speech, in particular, itscorrectness, accuracy,
knowledge of the basics of rhetoric and theory of argumentation, plays avital role as it
being a tool for expanding diplomatic sphere of activity. Using the basic principles and
rules ofthe diplomatic rhetoric — the science of eloguence, an experienced negotiator
draws attention to the basic principles of speech influence and the most important
communication effects, which make it possible to multiply the effectiveness of spoken
words that is especially important in terms of intercultura communication (Vasilenko,
2011, p. 56).

The study of the diplomatic speech culture specifics used in the diplomatic sphere,
as well as the description of different aspects of the diplomatic substyle, have a certain
value for modern linguistics, cultural studies, and internationa relations. Of undoubted
Interest are some works, researching and describing diplomatic substyle with reference
to different languages and cultures. There is aso anumber of special works related to the
issues of arranging diplomatic documents in various languages, problems of diplomatic
etiquette or protocol been written by specidistsin the field of international relations and
the international economy.

Such linguistic aspects of diplomatic speech as: diplomatic speech functional and
styligtic analysis; functional and structural peculiarities of diplomatic correspondence
texts;linguistic and pragmatic means of expression of evasion in contemporary political
discourse; peculiarities of the diplomatic documents creation and functioning;linguistic
aspects of persuasiveness in diplomatic discourse; communicative and pragmatic
features of diplomatic discourse; semantic and semictic aspects of the diplomatic
discourse; as well as an intensive structure of the diplomatic discourse were studied by
such contemporary researchers as O. M. Matsko, O. M. Pazynych, O. V. Ponomarenko,
T. I. Shynkarenko, V. B. Skriabinag, L. Bostanjian, M. V. Beliakov, and L. M. Terentiy
(Matsko, 2001; Pazynych, 2001; Ponomarenko, 2004; Shynkarenko, 2009; Skriabina,
2018; Bostandzhjan, 2015; Beljakov, 2011; Terentij, 2016).

Previoudy unsettled tasks. However, there was no any comprehensive analysis
of the diplomatic speech culture specifics and necessty in the training of
theinternational sphere of activity specialists. Thus, the relevance of the study
determined byan increased interest of linguistics and speciaigts in culture studies to the
problems of communicative interaction, in particular, speech culture in its close
connection with human practice, thus raisng a necessity in an integrated approach
to analyse a diplomatic el oquenceas a primarily tool ofthe diplomatic communication.

The purpose of the article. Chalenges of the modern world condition the
relevance of the study of the relationship between diplomatic processes and culturd
variations. Whether there is a common professiona speech culture in diplomacy other
than national one; how it affects diplomacy; to what extent the culture of diplomatic
eloquenceis helpful in excuting proffesiona activity.
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Presenting main material. Nowadays it has become apparent that an individual’s
professional competence is impossible without possessing special knowledge of speech
culture and the ability to participate in professona speech communication. However,
despite there are many works devoted to the study of deliberative eloquence of private
rhetoric, diplomatic rhetoric has not yet been studied enough. Knowing the Ukrainian
diplomatic rhetoric history allows us to understand the essence and content of the
modern diplomatic eloquence deeper. Inthis regard, itis necessary to study its sources
and identify the diplomatic rhetoric’s characteristic features of the different periods of its
existence.

Diplomatic eloquence has severd types of speeches, among which there are
(Matsko, 2006, p. 203):

e gspeechesat internationa and interstate conferences, gatherings, and meetings,

e speeches during diplomatic acts (agreements, contacts, communiqués);

e gspeechesduring visits, socia functions, farewells, awardings, etc.;

e diplomatic correspondence.

Diplomatic eloquence requires an unimpeachable possesson both his native
literary and foreign languages, a good pronunciation, a developed sense of language, the
ability to join the desired topics, ideas, thoughts, to be able to communicate, be tactful
and correct. Diplomatic eloquence belongs to a particularly sophisticated form; it is an
elitist, higher level of speech and must be specialy studied as a means of professional
diplomatic skill.

The origins of the diplomatic eloquence can be traced back to ancient rhetoric.
It was necessary to be a good speaker, to possess communication skills to succeed
In negotiations with representatives of other countries. Brilliant speakers of the ancient
times often became ambassadors of their countries and sought significant success in the
international arena. For centuries, international sphere has developed certain rules and
standards of diplomatic communication. The internationa actors should strictly follow
them in diplomatic communication, both ora and written, as these rules amed at the
intergovernmental communication processes support. Thus, the art of persuasion has
long been the foundation of diplomacy, since it involved the establishment of contacts
and mutual understanding in the negotiation process. (Skriabina, 2018, p. 268).

Depending on historical period, diplomacy (as the art of negotiation) had specia
externa (forma) and internal (substantial) sides, which laid the basis for acertain
historical tradition to be formed.

According to A. N. Sakharov the first information about the diplomatic practice
of the Eastern Slavs’ ancestors can be found in the chronicle sources of the VI — early
VII centuries. He states that the Antes conducted negotiations with their neighbors on
territoria issues, excercised the embassy exchanges, concluded military aliance tresties,
agreements on the redemption of prisoners, etc. (Saharov, 1986, p. 34).

During the times of Kyiv Rus, diplomatic relations with other states began to be
established from the IX century. As it was the time of the Savic tribes’ clash with the
Byzantine Empire, the Greecks played amain role as they had aready devel oped writing
and formed the main genres of the diplomatic communication.

Until the XII century there were no clearly marked boundaries of Kyiv Rus,
It resulted in various functions of the ancient Rus diplomacy to be outlined asin relation
to neighboring small nations not having their own statehood, as in relation to aready
established states. Diplomats addressed mainly to such oral genres of diplomatic rhetoric
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as negotiations and fina speeches; as for the written genres, agreement, diplomas, and
private letter were mostly used (Pashuto, 1968, p. 26).

The Old Rus Embassy Service had aready been founded by IX—X centuries.
The diplomat’s authority depended not only on the political position of the state;
he represented, but largely depended on his persond qualities. With Baptism of Kyiv
Rus, the diplomatic service widely used clergymen, well known for ther literacy
(Saharov, 1986, p. 41). The negotiation process in the Rus diplomatic practice devel oped
gradually. As arule, negotiations took place at different levels, with the most responsible
ones been headed by the Great Princes.

The disintegration of Kyiv Rus into principalities, followed by the time of strife,
did not contribute to the diplomatic rhetoric’s development of that time. In different
principalities, the future ambassadors were trained differently. For example, princes
learned languages and literacy from a young age; they attended the embassy receptions
and listened to the controversy of their speeches, thus, training and learning al the
diplomatic rhetoric subtleties. Trying to solve the problem with very few people been
able to gpeak foreign languages, starting from the XIV century princes began to invite
Greeks and Itaians to ther service. They used the Azov and Taurian Genoese as
mediators in relations between Italy and the Nothern Rus. Venetians greatly contributed
to the spread of many Byzantine diplomatic speech art techniques in Rus (Biletska,
2016, p. 2).

The second haf of the XVIIth century was marked with the rhetoric playing an
enormous role in the process of international negotiations, most closely associated with
the personality of a certain diplomat: his ability to produce texts, to perceive them
correctly and organize them accordingly to current situations (Timofeev, 2015, p. 96).

Nowadays, the diplomatic speech culure has its specifics inherent only to it. These
features were clearly formulated by M. Zubkov and are the following (Zubkov,
2004, p. 27):

e aneutra tone of message presentation expressed only in direct sense;

e accuracy and clarity combined with conciseness, pithiness, sequence of facts;

o settled speech clusters, high standardization of presentation;

e drict regulation of the text; for a clear organization, the text been divided into
paragraphs, paragraphs, sub-paragraphs.

These are the main decisive features in the formation of the speech units system
and the methods of their use in the diplomatic e oguence.

O. M. Matsko points out the diplomatic subtext to be distinguished by its
traditional genres and linguistic-compositiona structures — linguistic formulas with the
target directions of the diplomatic sphere: establishing and maintaining contact,
searching for direct and indirect ways, exit from predicted and unforeseen situations, etc.
The rescarcher states the etiquette to be one of the most important signs of the
diplomatic speech, characterized by a general tone of respect, attention, benevolence
towards the addressee, caution, correctness and tolerance of communication (Matsko,
2001, p. 12).

The diplomatic correspondence is a most indicative type of diplomatic speech
genres as it shows the most complete features of diplomatic speech culture
implementation (Pazynych, 2001, p. 8).

Diplomatic activity is bilateral (on the one hand, it is drawn to the middle of the
country, and on the other to the outside world), therefore, the culture of diplomatic
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broadcasting is characterized by significant political and socia constraints or even
ataboo. A diplomat in al communicative situations should be especialy vigilant about
his speech. Increased sdlf-control of the speaker in adl communicative situations, high
level of professional work and social culture of the interlocutors is another important
feature of the diplomatic subtext of the officia-business style of speech.

Today, ther are some types of the diplomatic speech culture ora genres, traced
deeply to antiquity (Kalinina, 2017):
¢ diplomatic negotiations and consultation;
diplomatic conversation;
closed diplomatic conversation;
speeches at the meeting in anarrow formeat;
speeches at the official diplomatic conferences,

e “gentlemen’s agreement” (purely diplomatic negotiation genre — the oral form
of aninternational treaty, asarule, is subject to written clearance in the future);

e speeches at the dinner, at the reception, at the dinner-reception, at the signing of
the contract, welcoming speech;

e government statements, statements on the results of the negotiations;

e joint statements,

e speeches or demarches (an emergency statement by the foreign affairs agencies
of one state about another);

e speeches by diplomats at a press conference;

e verbal note;

e reports of the Information and Press Department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs;

e communique.

Conclusions. The culture of diplomatic speech is a specific phenomenon, the
features of which not being similar to the features of other types of rhetoric. The basis of
a diplomat’s speech is a dtate interest and certain historica redlities, due to which the
speaker builds his speech. In the current conditions of globalization, when members of
the international community observe the diplomatic negotiations, it is very important to
keep to general human mora and ethical pronciples, otherwise this may result in socia
and cultural isolation, serioudly harm the entire foreign policy of the state.

Analyzing the peculiarities of the diplomats’ individual speech culture, it is
possible to build a kind of ided behavior model and speech strategy in internationa
negotiations. The combination of such idea models is reflexted in the rules of
the international communication maintenance aimed at avoiding misunderstandings
in the compilation of a conceptua series of a specific diplomatic speech. The main task
of the diplomatic rhetorica principle is to organise presentation of the diplomat’s
thoughts to be heard and understood by others, to achieve certain gods through
the skillful realization of his speech plot, thus forecasting the future course of events and
preventing unpleasant situations that run counter to the interests of the country.

In its turn, the combination of speech formulas and cliches, politeness
(in al possible variants) forms a system of speech etiquette for each nation, and not only
in the field of diplomacy. The role of speech culture in the overal development
of diplomatic communication, as well as the role of rhetoric in the general development
of diplomatic communication should be taken into account. This provides afurther basis
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for the new rhetorical discoveries in individua diplomats’ activity, a potential basis for
the creation of regular new rulesfor conducting international negotiations.
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PO3BUTOK HALIIOHAJIBHO-OPIEHTOBAHUX BUIB TYPU3MY
B EIIOXY I'JIOBAJIIBAILII

Metoro poboTu € OOIrpyHTYBaHHS HEOOXITHOCTI PO3BUTKY HaIllOHAIHHO-
OpIEHTOBAaHMX BHIIB Typu3My B ernoxy riobamizamii. MeTomosoris 1oc/aigKeHHs
nependavae MPOBEACHHS aHAJI3y OCHOBHUX Je(iHIIINA TEOPETUIHOI 0a3u HalllOHAIBHO-
OpPIEHTOBAaHMX BHUJIB TypU3My, CHUCTEMAaTHU3allll0 BIAMOBIIHOIO KOJIA CHOPIIHEHUX
BUIIB Typu3My Ta BH3HAYCHHA OCHOBHMX 3acaJ (OpMyBaHHS HAaIllOHAIbHO-
Opi€EHTOBaHMX BUJIB TypusMy. HaykoBa HoBu3HA. BBeneHo 10 HaykoBoro obiry teopii
TYpU3MO3HABCTBA Ta OOIPYHTOBAHO TIOHATTS «HAIIOHAJHLHO-OPIEHTOBAHI  BUAU
TypusMy». BucHOBKHU. Bu3HaueHO KynbTypoJIOTIUHUI 3MICT Ta (OpMH HalllOHAIBHO-
OpIEHTOBAHUX BUJIIB TYPU3MY, OXapaKTEPU30BAHO BIUIUB €THOKYJIBTYPHOI'O MOTEHIIATY
TEPUTOPIi HA PO3BUTOK TYpU3MY, OOIPYHTYBAHO HEOOXITHOCTh PO3BUTKY HAIlIOHATIBHO-
OpIEHTOBAHMX BHIIB TYPH3MY B €IIOXY IJI00ai3arlii.
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