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AXO4HAA rPAMATA HALIAN KYNLTHPEI

2002 200 a6 'synenvr Tooam A6’ adnanblx Haywvlli na KynemypHail
cnaduwvine. Ha aoxpuiyyi Teiona berapyckaii Kynrbmypul ¥ Kpacagi-
Ky eamaea 2o0a y Trampul [Tvepa Kapdsna y Hapwioicer ['enepans-
nul Ovipoxmap FOHECKA Kaiyipa Mayyypa cxasay: «I pynmyrousi-
€5 Ha c8aix mpadblyblAx, ane pawuiyia 3sepuymas 0a 6yoyuvini, be-
ApPyCKas meopyaAcYb 3MA2IA WMAM NAYIPRHYYL Yy bazamau pasHa-
cmauHacyl c8aéu cnaoyblHbl, Kab 8blKa3ayb HA Cy4acHau apwvlli-
HanbHAU MO8e YLACHYIO Oyuly c8a€l Kyabmypbl. 1amy s wyacnisol,
wmo FOHECKA mae cnpagy 3 eamau npbiapelmsmHuau 3 'a6auy.

IIpadcmaynik kpainel, AKas 0ae NPeiKaao ycamy ceemy — 5K
3axasayb camabblmHACyb C8AEL MPpaAdblYblUHAU KYIbMYpPbl 8A YMO-
sax erabanizayvli, Ha nAQUAmMKy C6aéu 03euHacyi 0ay Hapooam cee-
my ceoeacabnigyto axoyuyio epamamy — «Yceazynonyo 0s3knapa-
Y10 ab Ky1emypHail pasHacmanuHacyiy, Axas bviia npvinama 3 1-i
ceciau [ 'enepanvrnau kangepanyvii KOHECKA y Hapuloest 2 nicma-
naoa 2001 2o0a i akazaidcs 6enrbmi Cy2yYHQU MPblBOACHBIM OYM-
Kam 1 nepaxcul8aHHsIMm Oenrapyckad HayblAHAIbHA THMINI2eHYbII.

Ilpsambyna, 12 apmuikynay i geizHavanvla 20 canoyHulx HAnpam-
Kay naamna 03esHHAY na 8blKaHaHHi [akaapayeli ab KyrtemypHau pas-
HacmauHacyi 0aroyb 8bIOAMHYI0 NEPCREKMbIEY HAUbIM NPAYaAYHi-
Kam Kylibmypbl Y Chpase 3axaganHs a2yabHanpebl3HAHAU YHIKAIbHAl
HAYbIAHANLHAU CRAOUbIHbl, camMabvimuacyi 8a ymosax 2rabaniza-
Ybli, cmpamy AKOU Ham HAwvaoxi He npabauays. I eaxcna moe,
wmo y [sknapaybvli akysumyeyya yeaea Ha 8blIKAPbICMAHHI CyHac-
Hau MynbmuiMeOblunat MIXHIKL Y cnpase Qikcaywli, Hadseunaza
3aXQ8AHHA HA 1A3EPHBIX HOCLOIMAX HAYBIAHAALHA AOMEMHBIX 3 'SV
KYAbMYpbl 018 Nepadayvl X HACMYNHLIM NAKALEHHAM, WMO Mbl, HA
HCANb, NAKYIL HE PODIM.

llepwas nanrosa 2002 200a aznamenasanracs na beaapyci npa-
8A03eHHeM 000paza 03ecamKa 2pamadCcKix Kpyivlx Cmaioy na pos-
HbIX HAKIPYHKAX NAAHA O3€AHHAY NaA 3aXA8AHHIO MOECHACY]T KY1bMy-
pbl, AKiA cmani nadpwvixmoyusim smanam da Misicnapodnaza cimno-
3iyma «Pasznacmatinacyb Moy i Kyibmyp y KaHmakcye 2iabaniza-
yblin. [HiybIAMapam i canpayoHuim ap2aHizamapar 23mazd npaekx-
ma cmay Caios 0e1apycKix NiCb MEHHIKA).



JEAN-PIERRE JEANTHERU (PARIS, FRANCE)
MINGSK PUPILS' PARENTS ANI R LINGUISTIC MARRKET

INTROOULCTION

n April 1998 with the support of the Ministry of Education of the

Republic of Belarus, I conducted an opinion poll of the families
whose children were at school in 1997-1998. The purpose of this
poll was to define the motives of the parents’ choice for the Belaru-
sian or Russian languages as a teaching language. The questionnaire
had 47 questions. 4,000 families responded. Some of the results have
been published already in France and Belarus (in a book of collect-

ed articles «Dialogues and contacts»). A complete description of

the conducted opinion poll was included in my doctoral thesis which
is available at the Minsk Skaryna Centre (the text 1s in French, the
Russian language publication is planned to come out).

For this presentation I have chosen 2 issues related to the Sym-
posium subject. The first one deals with the languages to be mas-
tered by children, in their parents’ opinion, and the second one —
with the language of teaching. But before their considering I'd like
to give you an idea of the view of the parents of the students in
Minsk on the languages teaching and their argumentation as for the
choice of the language of learning for their children.

I. A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE MARIN POLL RESLLTS

On the last page of the questionnaire there were offered 13 questions
of the reply to the languages of teaching. Parents were to express their
opinion on each variant. Considering the low level of abstention one
can conclude that this precisely part of the questionnaire aroused the
greatest parents’ interest. They seemed to be willing to express their
attitude towards the education their children were getting.

The Minsk families included in our group, indicated improve-
ment in teaching the foreign languages and unanimously stated their
significance at the end of the XX century. At the same time the lan-
guages learning is thought to be even more important than mathe-
matics. The majority of them considered it necessary to introduce
the third language teaching beginning from the first form. Still the
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Minsk schoolchildren parents thought the languages to occupy a sufficient place
in the study process.

The majority of people agree in their views on the language of teaching.
Thus, accepted is the view on the obligatory Belarusian language learning and
approved is early Russian — Belarusian bilinguism. And at the same time the
majority of the parents would prefer a different type of bilinguism instead of a
Russian — Belarusian one.

In the parents’ opinion, to take a decision as for the native tongue teaching
is not only up to them, but to the school as well, and they are almost unanimous
on the problem of the language choice possibility.

The majority of the respondents take as reasonable that the Russian lan-
guage be learnt by all schoolchildren, even though the children from the Belaru-
sian-speaking families share this opinion to a lesser degree. And at last the ma-
jority of parents are sure that school forms bilingual individuals.

The analysis of the questionnaire results suggests an idea (applying the Bour-
dieu analogy to Belarus and the languages of teaching or learning) of the con-
sumers’ behavioral stereotype of Minsk parents. It looks like their behaviour in
socioeconomic life. Being devoid during a long period of time of the possibility
to make a choice due to a restricted offer or that of the certain sort (because of
the technical or ideological reasons), the parents welcome the languages market
expansion, including, as we’ll see, the language of teaching sphere, along with
the maintenance of traditional education (teaching of the Russian and Belaru-
sian languages, in particular). The reason is, probably, in both the appetite ha-
ving been long concealed and the lack of confidence in the near future. The
similar uncertainty encourages the will to acquire certain abilities and potential.

II. THE CHOICE OF LANGUAGES TO BE MASTERED

The purpose of the first question is to give the parents a choice disregarding the
existing offer. The replies were intended to be combined with the wishes as for
the language of teaching. The question was as follows :

Among the following select 3 languages your children should master: (un-

der the selected languages put down the figures 1, 2, 3 according to your pref-
erence)

German English Belarusian Spanish French Ttalian Japanese Lithuanian Polish Ryssian Other

(the languages are given in an alphabetic order of the French language)

1162 families with children studying at the Belarusian classes, and 2102
families with children in the Russian classes were the respondents. There should
be noticed a correlation between the suggested language set and the will of the
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parents having chosen the variant «other» only 6 times.

I1.1. A CENERAL NUMBER OF REFERENCE: ENGLISH LANGUACE PREVRLENCE

While considering the following tables, of surprise is the dominant place of the
English language which leaves behind all the other languages, Russian and Be-
larusian included, by the number of references (94.5%), 1.e. by the number of
times cited among the 3 selected languages. In other words, 94.5% families pre-
ferred English in one of the three positions, 82% — Russian, and 61.5% —
Belarusian.

Figures like that may suggest a mistake in statistical data processing (yet it
is not the case) or a misunderstanding. The situation is quite probable when
some parents have excluded the Belarusian and Russian languages (despite their
being offerred!), having understood the question in the following way: « What
languages beside Belarusian and Russian you would like to...» Yet the number
of such parents is low. A similar mistake is not essential and consequently doesn’t
distort the conclusions of the high rating of the English language being, which is
at least the third language necessary to be studied, as the Minsk parents think.

Minsk schoolchildren families choice of the languages to study

1st language { 2nd language | 3rd language Total
German 5.1 7.1 17.0 29.3
English 24.7 44.4 25.4 94.5
Belarusian 15.3 27.0 19.1 61.4
Spanish 0.1 0.6 1.5 2.2
French 0.7 5.8 12.6 19.1
Italian 0.4 0.9 2.4 3.7
Japanese 0.1 0.2 1.3 1.6
Lithuanian 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Polish 0.1 0.3 1.1 1.5
Russian 53.2 12.6 16.4 82.2
Other 0.1 0.3 1.6 2.0
No reply 0.0 0.8 1.6 2.4
99.9 100.0 100.2 300.0

The Minsk parents’ response fully corresponds to the Western model sug-
gesting that everybody has to speak English. In 1997, the French Minister of
education stated that English could no longer be considered as a foreign lan-
guage, yet he didn’t call it a national one! Judging by the replies given in this
study, this viewpoint has many supporters among parents of the Minsk school-
children.
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This phenomenon can be viewed as a result of the parents’ reaction. They
are reacting to a sweeping appearance of the international reality and its linguis-
tic influence on the family and society. The examples of such influence are both
American films and TV programmes and new products which have appeared on
the market which do not always have Russian or Belarusian equivalents. Despite
the existence of equivalents, the use of foreign names for certain products is
considered to be more fashionable. The advertisements’ spirit is to maintain the
trade name which is mainly an English one, and written in Latin but not tran-
scribed into the Cyrillic alphabet. On the other hand, the prosperous citizens are
known to conduct trade with the West and so, to speak English well.

The influence of the most advanced school models can’t be rejected either.
In most developed countries learning English as an international means of com-
munication is unanimously supported. For instance, in France more than 90% of
6™ form pupils chose English as the first foreign language. This wish of the
parents of Minsk schoolchildren can be interpreted as a drive to open their chil-
dren to the whole world, but not to the former Soviet countries which were most-
ly Russian speaking.

As for the rest two languages defined after English, there is observed other
divergences in priorities between the two groups of parents. Of the 3 languages to
be mastered by children 82% of parents of the pupils in Belarusian classes prefer
the Belarusian language and 79% — Russian. 83% of parents of the pupils in the
Russian classes prefer the Russian language and «only» 58% -— Belarusian.
Naturally, each group prefers the language of teaching they have already selected,
yet it 1s noted that many parents of the pupils of Belarusian classes (and they are
the majority) equally, in fact, recognize the second national language, while in the
other group only an insignificant majority prefer the Belarusian language.

The following table shows that of 5 languages the first place is occupied by
two languages of teaching, then go three most often taught in the capital.

Note: Replying to the question 2.8% families of the Belarusian classes chil-
dren put German at the 1* place. 41 families mentioned German in 2 place, i.e.
3.5%... 18% respondents mentioned the German at least once.

I1.2. CHOICE ONE

To analyze these wishes in a more detailed way, we can consider, for instance,
the results of the first choice. A certain differences can be noticed as for the
language of teaching.

The parents of the children in Belarusian classes put most often the Belaru-
sian language in the first place (39.4%), then — Russian (33.1%) and in the third
place — English (23.1%), that make up 95.6% in the choice.

The parents of the pupils in Russian classes give 93% to the same 3 lan-
guages in the first choice, which can be compared with the similar figure in
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Choice of the language to study by families whose children leamn at the
Belarusian and Russian classes

Languages Parents of children Parents of children
in the Belarusian classes in the Russian classes
Choice 1 | Choice 2 | Choice 3| Total | Choice 1| Choice 2| Choice 3| Total
German 2.8 3.5 11.4 18 5.5 7.7 17.9 31
English 23.1 34.1 34.7 92 25.0 46.0 24.0 95
Belarusian 39.4 30.6 12.0 82 11.6 26.5 20.2 58
Spanish 0.2 0.5 1.2 2 0.1 0.6 1.5 2
French 0.9 6.0 10.5 17 0.7 5.8 12.9 19
Italian 0.2 0.3 2.2 3 0.4 0.7 2.4 4
Japanese 0 0.2 0.3 1 0.1 0.2 1.5 2
Lithuanian 0 0.4 1.1 2 0 0 0.1 0
Polish 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0.3 1.2 2
Russian 33.1 | 22.7 23.4 79 56.4 10.9 15.4 83
Other 0.2 0 0.3 1 0.1 | 04 | 14 2
No reply 0 1.5 2.7 4 0 0.7 1.4 2
99.9 100.0 | 100.2 | 300.0 100 100 100 300

a previous group, but as one could expect, the Russian language takes the first
place (56.4%), outstripping English (25.0%) and Belarusian (11.6%).

The asymmetry of the first choice between two groups is obvious. Being
convinced of the ease of application and cultural value of the Russian language
and its identifying role (for the Russian families), the parents of the pupils in
Russian classes give preference to it. On the other hand, they refuse Belarusian,
which is, however, mentioned in other questionnaires as a language of identity.

The parents of the pupils in Belarusian classes are more hesitant about their
first choice. Belarusian takes the first place but with a slight prevalence. Russian
outstrips English, the percentage of their choice can be compared with that of
the parents of the Russian classes pupils.

This is good evidence of the unstable position of Belarusian language in
society with economic expediency taking the first place.

11.3.CHOICE PROFILES

On the ground of the question asked, the most wide-spread «profiles of repliesy are
defined, i.e. the most frequent successions of choice. These profiles taken into ac-
count, there are more than hundred variants of choice. This is explained by the num-
ber of languages offered (11) and the necessity to give 3 replies, that theoretically
amounts to 990 possible profiles of choice (disregarding the «No reply» column).
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The next table shows the 10 most popular profiles of choice on each lan-
guage of teaching. Its analysis gives some major variants, including the most
frequently mentioned languages.

on different types of teaching

T.JIII.3.4.6.a. The most frequent profiles of choice depending

Belarusian as language teaching Russian as language teaching
Profile of choice Nb % Profile of choice Nb %
1. Bel./Rus./Engl. 203 | 17.5 | Rus./Bel./Tngl. 344 | 16.5
2. Rus./Bel./Engl. 168 | 14.5 | Rus./Tngl./Bel. 304 | 15.5
3. Tngl./Bel./Rus. 119 | 10 Rus./Tngl./Germ. 240 | 11.5
4. Bel./Engl./Rus. 99 8.5 | Tngl./Bel./Rus. 125 | 6
5. Rus./Tngl./Bel. 90 8 Rus./Engl./French | 123 | 6
6. Rus./Engl./Germ. | 44 Bel./Rus./Engl. 85 4
7. Bel./Engl./Germ. 44 4 Bel./Engl./Rus. 73 3.5
8. Bel./Engl./French | 40 3 Engl./Rus./Bel. 52 2.5
9. Rus./Engl./French | 28 2.5 Engl./Germ./French| 48 2
10. Engl./Bel./Rus. 19 2 Germ./Engl./Rus. | 44 2
Total 854 73.5 1438 | 68.5

Note 1: total in base N = 3264, N Belarusian =1162, N Russian = 2085.

Note 2: among families of the Belarusian classes pupils indicated are 203
profiles of choice of Bel./Rus./Engl., i.e. 17.5%.

T.II1.3.4.6.b. Choice of profiles with the Belarusian, Russian and English

languages depending on the language of teaching.

Belarusian as teaching language Russian as teaching language
Profile of choice Nb % Profile of choice Nb %
1. Be./Rus./Engl. 203 | 17.5 | Rus./Bel./Engl. 344 | 16.5
2. Rus./Bel./Engl. 168 | 14.5 | Rus./Engl./Bel. 304 | 14.5
3. Engl./Bel./Rus. 119 | 10 Engl./Bel./Rus. 125 | 6
4, Bel./Engl./Rus. 99 8.5 Bel./Rus./Engl. 85 4
5. Rus./Engl./Bel 90 8 Bel./Engl./Rus. 73 3.5
6. Engl./Rus./Bel. 19 2 Engl./Rus./Bel. 52 2.5
Total 698 60 983 47
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The families, who chose the Belarusian and Russian languages in their choice
of 3 are greater in number among the Belarusian classes pupils. 66% of them
wish to master both Russian and Belarusian, and only 51% of families of the
Russian classes pupils express the same wish.

In the previous table it is shown, as one could expect, that the most spread
profiles of replies include the Belarusian, Russian and English languages. This
is the most popular combination among parents. As for the order of choice of
languages, it is determined by the language of teaching. It concerns chiefly the
parents of pupils of the Russian classes.

II.4. SUMMARY TOATA OF FIRST RESLULTS

The following table simplifies and combines previous results (see notes abové).

Profiles of choice depending on the chosen language of teaching

Belarusian as teaching language Russian as teaching language
Order Profile of choice Nb % Profile of choice Nb %
1. Bel.a.Rus.+Engl. 698 | 60 Rus.a.Bel.+Engl. 983 | 47
2. Bel.+other 180 | 15.5 | Rus.+other 663 | 32
l-ges not Rus. l-ges not Bel.
3. Rus.+other 150 | 13 Neither Rus., 211 | 10
l-ges not Bel. nor Bel.
4. Bel. a.Rus.+Engl. 74 6.5 Bel.+other 148 | 7
(-ges not Rus.
5. Neither Rus., nor Be}. 60 5 Bel.a.Rus. not Engl.| 80 4
Total 1162 | 100 2085 | 100

The results could be formulated as follows: parents of pupils of the Belaru-
sian classes mention much more often Russian than parents of the Russian class-
es pupils mention Belarusian, as only 20% (15+5) of the former don’t mention
Russian among their 3 choices against 42% (32+10) of the latter not mentioning
Belarusian. These results could be explained historically and economically. But
one should bear in mind that a considerable share of families having chosen
Russian as a language of teaching are of Russian nationality, at least one mem-
ber of the family (30% in the group). It can only push them to a greater activity
aimed at the national language purposes. A poll statistics proves this hypothesis.

The adduced facts testify of a symbolic dominance of one language over the
other. Here we won’t consider a question if this situation is a diglossia.
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III. CHOICE OF THE TEARCHING LANGUAGE

II1.1. RERSONS FOR TEACHING LANCURGE REAL CHUIGCE AT PRIMRRY SCHODL

Parents indicated the teaching language choice possibility could define the rea-
sons more exactly !.

Analysis of the «chosen language of teaching» parameter reveals different
criteria of choice. The parents of the Belarusian classes pupils make their choice
first of all due to the reasons of the national identity (this is their nationality
language), that outstrips such reasons as utility for further studies, use of the
language at home or the school and teachers reputation. The principal reason of
choice for parents having sent their children to the Russian classes are better
opportunities for studies in future given by the Russian language; in fact, for a
half of all parents it is important that the chosen language of teaching is a lan-
guage spoken at home; at last, for a quarter of them significant is the Russian
teacher’s reputation. Thus, the choice of the Belarusian language as that for
teaching is first of all the national and identity choice, while the choice of the
Russian language has greater practical meaning.

II1.Z. POTENTIAL CHOICE OF THE TERCHING LANGUAEGE

The next question we’ve considered in p.II deals with not the languages to study
but exactly with the language of children teaching. The question was put in the
following way: :

If you were to choose among the following languages of teaching your chil-
dren, which one you would choose? (indicate one variant of reply)

German English | Belarusian| French Polish Russian Other

T.II1.3.5.Teaching language that parents would prefer
(a column «no reply» is excluded)

Desirable language { Belarusian classes | Russian classes Minsk population
of teaching

German 1 2 2

English 18 22 21

Belarusian 40 10 14

French 1 1 1

Polish 0 0 0

Russian 39 64 61

Others 0 1. 1
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Naturally, the number of parents having indicated the Russian language is
greater in the Russian classes, still this number 1s not so low 1n the Belarusian
classes also, what could hardly be considered positive for the Belarusian classes
development. The parents of the Belarusian classes pupils put the Belarusian
language in the first place, but as we have just mentioned, there is no consider-
able gap between the Belarusian and Russian languages. It isa surprise, but at
the same time it proves the significance of the English language when more than
one fifth of all parents would have chosen English as a teaching language if they
had an opportunity.

IV. CONCLUSION

Rs shows the motivation of the teaching language choice expressed by many
parents of Minsk pupils in 1998, there was still existing a symbolic domination
of Russian over Belarusian in the period after independence has been gained.
Yet the situation in the linguistic market is changing with the rapid coming of the
English language. No doubt, the English language, beside the objective reasons
of utility, has a considerable significance for the Belarusians: access to the outer
world after many years of being a closed society in the USSR period and acquir-
ing a present day character. Moreover, it is not perceived as a threat to neither
Russian, nor even Belarusian as for their main functions, that is explained, rath-
er, by a different role attached to it and different nature. At the same time no
reason for both languages not being careful of competition on the part of the
English language or at least not facing the consequences of its wide use in Be-
larus. For the Russian language being a language of cross-ethnic communication
or, to be more exact, a mediator in access to modern knowledge and world, the
English one is a direct competitor. For the Belarusian language it is only an
indirect competition, as Russian being devoid of the inter-cultural communica-
tion privilege could strengthen its dominating position (in urban areas) as a means
of everyday communication and even outstrip Belarusian as that identifying the
nation: in the world with its global ties the national identification can occur
within much larger groups.

Yet the recent events and the results of the 1999 census testify that both the
authorities and the population seek to consolidate the Belarusian language role
as that of national identificator, failing to keep its function of the international
communication means. This aspiration supported by everyday experience of in-
dependent life is to make it possible for the Belarusian people to maintain their
literary language in the process of wide globalization.

'Due to 2 possible replies not given by all families, a total number of the teaching language per cent
correlation 1s taken between 100 and 200.
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Kan-Ilep Kanro (Ilapbrk, @panubis)

Banbki MiHCKiX mikoJbHIKay i JiHrBicTBIYHBI
PBIHAK

VY kpacapiky 1998 rona maknaaueiKaM Npbl MaATpeIMIBI MiHICTIpCTBA
anykaubli Pacny6iiki Benapych Obl10 npaBe/i3eHa CalbIsTIHTBICTBIYHAE
AacjiefaBaHHe 3 MITail BBI3HAYBIL MaThIBB! BbIOapy OalbkaMi Oemapyc-
Kait abo pyckail MOBBI HaBY4YaHHS [UIS CBalX A3sUeH.

BrIHIK JaciienaBaHHs [1aKa3Bae, WTO pycKas MOBa 3’ ysellla KAHKypIH-
TaM g Genapyckaii MOBBI ¥ CyBA31 3 MALIBIPIHHEM cdep sie BbIKApbIC-
TaHHs. Pasam 3 TeIM, anomidis maasel i BeIHIKI nepamcy 1999 roxa ceen-
Yyaup [pa Toe, WITO yaab! MaciyHiyaub, @ HaCEIbHIITBA IMKHELIa 3aMa-
1aBaub 3a Oenapyckal MOBaH poro iI3HTHI(pIKATapa Hailbll, MPbI IITHIM
He 3aX0yBaroybl 3a il PYHKUBI CPOAKY MIKHALBISHANBHBIX 3HOCIH. Takoe
IMKHEHHe, a AHO maagManoyBaenua WToX3EHHBIM BOMBITAM HE3alexHara
ICHaBaHHs A35p’KaBhl, MTABIHHA Ja3BOJIiLb OeapyckaMy Hapoay 3axaBalib
CBAIO JIiTapaTypHY1O MOBY Maj4yac WsIpoKai riabanizaisli.



