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The article “Modeling of a megaregion’s cultural code and methodological guidelines of aletology” is

focusedonproviding thereasons for the necessity to develop scientifically based models of amegaregion’s
cultural code. The goal is to choose a method of modeling of cultural code of a megaregion as a socio-
cultural integrity. The central principle is that of cultural centrism integrated with the requirements
of the systemic, structural-and-functional approaches and cross-cultural analysis. Theoretical
results of cultural studies, philosophy, and psychology are subject to comparison in synchronic and
diachronic aspects. The research is based on thew practice of the semiotic approach of the Russian
scientific school. The authors have noticed a heuristic significance of the aletology methodology in
solving cognitive tasks determined by the practice of a region’s sociocultural transformation. The
article may be a subject of interest for the specialists in the field of sociology of management and
practitioners involved in a megaregion’s image formation, finding the ways of its social and cultural
unity. Having analyzed the conceptual terms describing the process of a megaregion’s cultural code
formation, methodology of the research, and the semantic content of cultural code, the author comes
to the conclusion that a region’s historically evolving ontological unity is not a sufficient ground
for functioning of cultural code as the ideological and theoretical basis of unity of a megaregion’s
segments in today’s dynamic conditions. The model-based approach using the aletology principles is
preferable for a task-oriented transformation of a megaregion’s spiritual space.
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The research of the “cultural code” important issues. Secondly, globalization, active
phenomenon has become a response to the intercultural polylogues, transformation of
cognitive challenge of modern times. This cultural boundaries and cultural environments
challenge is due to, firstly, the role of cultural cause a risk of losing ideological and conceptual
code in the conditions of the increasing core of a certain national society. Thirdly, the
dynamism of socio-cultural processes when the  cultural code formation is conjugated with
problems of continuity in the process of culture  the processes of purposeful influence on the

development move into the category of practically ~ processes of the regions’ national identification,
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self-identity and image development, historical
mission implementation.

The severity of the problem is evidenced
by the RF President Vladimir Putin’s policy-
making speeches. They were responded to by the
Russian social science of the beginning of the 21*
century. As it might be expected, this opened a
broad subject-focused field for representatives of
various social sciences.

The starting points for our reasoning
were the following ones: today there is a need
to intensify cultural determinants of the social
systems management development (Morozova,
2011). Hence, the importance of cultural code
for preservation of stability and territorial
integrity of the locus has enhanced. Given
that the need in practical use of cultural code
is actualized at a purposeful formation of the
world of meanings, transition to a conscious
use of socially significant forms of human
ties with the value universe of culture and
that interpretation of the text of culture vary
depending on the code used, we consider it to
be important to emphasize that the research of
cultural code will favour penetration into a new,
deep, semantic level of a purposeful formation
of the culture of social locus. At that we find out
that “we face some paradox: on the one hand,
we are impetuously entering the information
age, but, on the other hand, the world faces a
clear shortage of concepts that are more or less
consistent, explaining the strategy and providing
the vision” (Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 20-21).
This paradox turns into a problematic situation
that has arisen particularly at determining the
ways of development, tasks and prospects,
as well as the image of such a megaregion
as Siberia (Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 20-
21). Analyzing the prospects of Siberia as a
megaregion, V.A. Tolokonskii expresses quite
a fruitful idea that it is a coherent systematic

approach that is vital for a strategic definition

of a megaregion, which, in its turn, will improve
the quality of planning, form a positive image of
a megaregion and its member regions, one of the
main challenges for the expert community being
the task to find “a model, a pattern according
to which Siberia may develop as a megaregion,
or create its own unique path of development”
(Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 16-17). Thus,
to create such a model it is vital to analyze
climatic, historic, socio-historic conditions,
traditions, national relations, all of which, in our
opinion, fit in the broad concept of “culture” and
“cultural code” as its base. Cultural code proper
is perceived as a model containing principles and
rules of formation of each generation’s view on
the picture of the world. As a meta-level cultural
code is regarded as both a part of an element
of culture representation and a subsystem of the
spiritual world, consisting of some elements.

A large literature makes it possible to
trace one thing. It refers to the mosaic of socio-
economic life, the need for the Siberian megapolis
unity. Yet, the system-forming element that will
make it possible to discover the basis of regional
unity has not been found. Arguing about the
importance of the image of “Siberia” megapolis,
V.1. Suprun (Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 24-58)
points out historical, geographical, industrial,
etc. images but leaves a cultural component
far behind. We must not forget that the cultural
layer of Siberia is quite large and the ways of its
development are unexplored, which leads to the
spontaneity of cultural work processes. Perhaps,
this very aspect should become a public order to
Siberian science. To complete this “public order”
it is recommended to establish analytical centres
the role of which is still under-valued, and these
are “strengthening of the regional approach,
analysis of interregional policy and forecasting
of socio-economic situation development that
should be peculiar features of these centres in our

region” (Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 21).
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Cultural code is a phenomenon that focuses
cultural characteristic features that pass from
generation to generation. It is information that
makes it possible to identify certain culture.
The unity of semantic diversity is the content of
cultural code. Cultural code may fail to be defined
in logical terms; it is hidden from understanding
but constantly finds its expression in life
activities. Cultural code functions on two levels —
common and rational ones, common everyday
life often hiding the completeness of meaning. It
is not coincidentally that not only cultural studies
but also psychology, sociology, and philosophy
reflect over the nature and manifestations of
cultural code. It is the latter circumstance that
determined the reference to aletology which tells
about the Truth without opposing various forms
of knowledge but recognizing that isolation
of human knowledge is always relative and
“absolutely reliable knowledge is impossible
without understanding its links with other spheres
of human knowledge” (Koptseva, 2002: 264).

Application of methodological principles of
aletology, which favours climbing to a “higher
and at the same time more concrete meaningful
level” (Koptseva, 2002: 263) in the course of
the cultural code research, leads to the concept
of “integrity”. Knowledge of the “cultural code”
phenomenon as any other knowledge “will be
true if and only if it belongs to a holistic system
of knowledge, if it is a certain element of a single
integrated system and at the same time is an
integrated system of content, form, and ways of
achievement” (Koptseva, 2002: 264).

Cultural code is based on some synthesizing
idea that heuristically, holistically reflects the
ontologically existing, evolving, predictable. We
agree with the opinion that “based on process-like
characterandreal diversity of true knowledge, true
states of human existence, religious experience
of absoluteness in its different forms (existential,

cognitive, teleological, axiological, etc.), the

concept of “integrity” is a result of synthesis
of many forms of truth” (Koptseva, 2002:
265). In this case, “linked with the concept of
“truth”, the concept of “integrity” introduces the
characteristics of a goal to the concept of “truth”
without obscuring processuality, formation,
movement of truth as a path” (Koptseva, 2002:
265-266).

Therefore, modeling of cultural code is
based on the principle of integrity leading to the
statement that “everything that exists can be a
model for all that exists” (Koptseva, 2002: 266).

Culture is the “second nature” and there is
always asubject’s goalinit. Thus, itcanbe argued
that cultural code is formed purposefully. A
subject of socio-cultural management creates an
image, understanding: “the standard character
of a model is that it models not an infinite
number of manifestations of this or that thing
but what is the most important and valuable in
it for the subject of modeling, what represents
a real problem of his/her own existence at the
moment” (Koptseva, 2002: 267). Therefore,
cultural code constantly bears the impress of the
subject of social and cultural management (and
this is getting more significant s). In this case the
model of cultural code “is always interpretation,
in which its author is present inside, the author
being the subject of modeling-interpretation and
this model being its self-expression” (Koptseva,
2002: 268).

The complexity of designing a model of the
Siberian megapolis’s cultural code lies in the
fact that this megapolis, despite the ontological
prerequisites, is relatively young and the objective
of its formation and the formation of its image
was set not so long ago. It is true to argue that
Siberia exists as a social and cultural locus. It is
also worth while stating the fact that the dynamic
development of Siberia led to the tangle of the
immigrants’ cultures, the cultures of relatively

closed numerous indigenous peoples.
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A kind of hierarchy of cultural codes can be
currently revealed. “I am a Siberian”, “Siberian
character”, “Siberia is a spacious, mighty, free
land” are the phrases that are far from being
meaningless. According to V.E. Vaganov, “It
is necessary to rely on peculiar features of
Siberian character in working out the conception
of the image (of Siberian megapolis — O.M.), the
features being an ability to overcome considerable
difficulties,
for collaboration, creative approach to life, love

non-conflict character, aspiration
of freedom, and genius of thought, etc.” (Sibir’:
imidzh regiona, 2012: 171). Yet, at the same time
an Evenk, Khakas, Buryat and Russian recognize
themselves not only as Siberians. A surge of
national consciousness in the perestroika and post-
perestroika periods reversed the elements of the
hierarchy of belonging to the culture of locus. Upon
closer reflection Siberians’ mental structures turn
out to be very heterogeneous. Serious scientific
researches are needed to determine the roots of the
cultural code of Siberia and the Siberians.

Difficulty in understanding of cultural code
stems from the fact that since socio-cultural locus
and homo kulturalis are a single whole and cannot
be absolutely opposed to each other the model of
cultural code is both creation and image of the
object of modeling and thus the image of one who
creates it (Koptseva, 2002). A subject, creating
the model of cultural code, lays the ground not
only for the present but for the future in it; “future
is always born in the model even if the purpose
of the model was in understanding or estimation,
as understanding and estimation are necessary in
order to do something in the model-based future”
(Koptseva, 2002: 269). The purpose of cultural
code is not just to portray “the future in terms of
the present but also to fully transform the vision
of those who create and use the models. These
are action models which are created under the
influence of the epoch and its images” (Koptseva,
2002: 269).

The model of cultural code is closely linked
with the model of image creation, the image
being, according to E.A. Vaganov, a depth-thing,
closely connected with a megaregion’s historic
fate and focused on the future, whereas the
science needs to consider “all possible variants of
modern situation development” (Vaganov, 2012:
170-178).

The process of modeling is multivariate.
Several types of models can be distinguished,
and it seems appropriate to associate modeling
of cultural code with the type of models which
provide overrunning “beyond the boundaries of
the modeling proper to metaphysical ... grounds”
(Sibir”: imidzh regiona, 2012: 242) of a source
of modeling. Thus, there arises the problem of
using former conventional terminology. It is
appropriate, in our opinion, to accede to the
opinion of the productivity of the “belief” term
(Sibir”: imidzh regiona, 2012: 242). “The belief
that perceptions do not deceive us, i.e. sensitive
authenticity of feelings and the perception events
and things external to the subject” are a primary
form of belief (Sibir’: imidzh regiona, 2012: 242).
Indeed, the statements “I am a Siberian” or “he is
a Siberian” do not only represent the individual’s
confidence in particularities of images, thoughts,
feelings, life in general. Evaluation the other
people make, perception of special territory
are taken into account while planning socio-
economic development at various levels. “The
second form of belief is trust in an ideal image of
reality, without which implementation of will as
well as any action or knowledge are impossible”
(Koptseva, 2002: 272).

Is there a conscious aspiration “of an
individual or society for the integrity modeled
and implemented while modeling when a certain
image of the absolute is necessarily included in
thismodel”? (Koptseva, 2002: 272-273). Itis likely
to exist. In his article “Sibir’kak neraspoznannyi

region” (“Siberia as an Unrecognized Region”)
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V.S. Efimov was even more specific: “We come
close to the issue of necessity to create a Siberian
strategy or even own Siberian ideology” (Sibir’:
imidzh regiona, 2012: 207).

Despite the diversity of the pictures of the
world in Siberian peoples’ mental structures, we
can state that in the Siberians’ views the world
has never been stiff or lifeless, or disjunct. It is
bound, integrated. This general picture of the
world has always based on a conceivable unity
which is akin to certain absolute, the image of
which “is both an ideal of this integrity and
a universal field, the action of its modeling
taking place inside of it” (Koptseva, 2002: 273).
Yet, just as “the ontological meaning of the
absolute is in recognition of a single entity of
all things, world events and a man that enabled
to constantly exceed the boundaries of a given
state of existence when the bases for this
state of existence have already disappeared”
(Koptseva, 2002: 273), the ontological meaning
of the cultural code of Siberia is preserved
as a key ideological and conceptual core, a
center of meaning generation and meaning
interpretation, determining the synthesis of
economic, social, artistic images that focus on
integrity and unity.

All Siberia is a megaregion in which the
cultural space is constantly transformed. This
transformation is a two-vector one: firstly, the
cultural space is developed broad-wise and,
secondly, multilayer processes of interpenetration
of cultural meanings of the neighbouring regions,
synthesis of cultures, blurring of intercultural
boundaries are in progress. In this regard
V.P. Kozlovskii is right. He defines the cultural
meaning as “a cultural form that is developed by
historical practice and experience, through which
a certain community of people, creating their
way of being, lifestyle and culture, learns and
understands the surrounding world as a natural
reality” (Kozlovskii, 1989: 34).

Besides, the meanings “manifest themselves
the way new natural areas and social realities,
extending the boundaries of the world, are
developed” (Sergeev, 2009: 71).

Cultural meanings cannot be cognized
except through “growing accustomed” to them,
“penetration into the fabric... of the cultural
world” where these meanings exist (Sergeev,
2009: 72). This approach implies new sounding
of the methodological guidelines of aletology
since, firstly, accumulation of “this worldliness”
of phenomena and world events are inseparable
with a breakthrough in the “other-worldliness”,
transcendence, eternity, absoluteness of culture
and, moreover, they reflect the attitude to the
world, reflection.

Secondly, the ontological

feature of meaning is its “marginality”:
“consciousness and existence, ideal and real,
values of life and existential possibilities of their
realization converge in it” (Vasiliuk, 1984: 129).
What is crucial here is that a person “deals not
with the natural realities as such but with the
cultural meanings representing them” (Pelipenko,
Takovenko, 1988: 11).

Thus, cultural code contains and conveys
information, crystallizing it in the system of
meanings. This leads to a fair question whether
cultural code of the “Siberia” megaregion can be
traced as there are many cultures peculiar for the
people in Siberia and each culture has its “natural
and universal meaning. They are “naturally
existing forms of free being”, “measure of

humaneness”,
the world” in this field. Their relation with the

the border of meaningfulness of

processes of human life is the base, prerequisite
of a cultural process” (Sergeev, 2009: 72-73).
The history of the Siberian megapolis
formation gives an answer to this question.
Despite the variety of time zones distinguished
nowadays, the peoples of Siberia co-existed
in a specific spatial-temporal field. Siberian

chronotopos captures the image of some common
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House where constant changes take place; finite
certain things and their states disappear in the
infinity, whereas the house still exists like a
rainbow; “the unity of the regions of Siberia
was in the society’s consciousness in the early
20" century already” (Sibir’: imidzh regiona,
2012: 16). Such an image is slightly distorted
by migration processes causing danger for
the destruction of cultural code, evolving for
centuries. Representatives of synergy proved
that a structurally stable system is ruining the
innovation elements as alien ones inside itself.
When activated at bifurcation points, the elements
of other cultures can destroy the system and lead
to a chaos in its development. Chaotic elements
in Siberia do not cause total destabilization; it
is the mechanism of constructive socio-cultural
regulation that starts. We should not forget that
the Russian-speaking population of Siberia was
formed from the people who deliberately sought
freedom, were even adventurous, enthusiastic
and determined to learn new things. They were
a special kind of super activists. Thanks to
them the culture of Siberia became sensitive to
bifurcation transitions when the existing cultural
mechanisms of determination explode and bring
to life the discord “which destroys embeddedness
and violates the laws of succession providing
the logic of non-linear transition to a new order”
(Gorin, 2003: 143). Therefore, hard determining
ties were periodically destroyed in Siberia and
multi-vector multi-alternative scenarios of
culture development emerged in their place.

The tendency of ethnic self-consciousness
revival, which was not sensible yet, revealed itself
in the post-Soviet period. In general, ethnicity
is very elusive, regarding its functionality, and
ethno-differentiable signs are quite mobile. The
only undisputed factor is geographical location.
As a rule, an ethnic group has an idea of “their
land” which their ancestors lived on. Revival

of ethnic culture has two vectors: on the one

hand, return to the ethnic community’s value
concepts and indigenous cultural traditions can
be evaluated positively and a region’s cultural
policy must fully favour this process. But, on
the other hand, a sort of partitions, hindering
cultural integration and contributing to negative
manifestations of ethnocentrism, are formed in the
semantic space of culture. Revival of ideas about
primordial space entails the desire to redistribute
the territories; new outbreaks of conflicts are also
related to temporal orientation of an isolating
ethnic group. Archaization of socio-cultural
practices is quite possible here. This deepens a
social division. This fact further intensifies the
research of the Siberian megaregion’s common
cultural code formation mechanisms.

A megaregion’s formation was favoured by
a polylogue character as an important feature of
cultural meaning. Movement to the East and to
the North was not perceived as foreign territories
colonization, forcible propagation of their cultural
values. It was development, infusion, willingness
to cooperate. Processuality of changing forms
of meaning formation included appeal to the
previously existing codes and their continuous
comparison with the codes of “counter” cultures.
“Meeting” cultures get a possibility of summation
of a complex set of meanings. A.D. Karnyshev
(Karnyshev, 1997: 12-13), a researcher of socio-
cultural processes in Buryatia, notes that in this
case ethnic groups get a number of advantages.
The interaction processes make it possible for
each ethnic group to see themselves “from
outside”, and their

contrasting comparing

characteristic features, becoming aware of
their features. Interethnic polylogues enrich the
semantic universe, revealing the new, introducing
innovative elements into the world. Meetings at
the “border of cultures” are a powerful impulse of
sociocultural dynamics. Siberian culture is poly-
structural and this minimizes the negative effects

of “closed” cultures. Geographical remoteness of
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some Siberian ethnic groups’ life contributes to
perceptual grasp of their locus as an isolated one
from the outside and unalike world, their island
in the vast sea. A representative of another ethnic
group is not a “strange man”. Yet, the severity of
climate gave rise to another term, the term being
not “strange” but “the other”, as well as multiple
identities and a sense of community. And the other
is met not with hostility but rather with curiosity,
bordering with the willingness to learn something
useful from him / her. All the mentioned above
undoubtedly depends not only on the ethnic groups’
will but also on cultural policy. For a megalopolis
in the process of its formation it is very important
to overcome egocentrism peculiar to each people
who live in relative isolation. Recognition of its
uniqueness gives way to recognition of other
cultures’ equality and equivalence.

But the most important thing is that for
understanding the cultural code of a megapolis
it is necessary to take into account that “the
meanings forming the consciousness of one
person, or one culture is no different from the
meanings determining the consciousness of
another person or another culture” (Sergeev, 2009:
75). The Siberians’ ontological unity is a fact, and
this could not but impose a mark on deep bases
of culture and mentality: “When viewed from a
broader perspective, human nature and manners
show monotony and phenomena constancy”,
wrote E.B. Tylor (Tylor, 1989: 21). D.V. Sergeev
puts forward a thesis “about the presence of the
same set of meanings in cultures, the meanings
being nearly the same deep inside. This can be
explained by cultures’ typological similarity,
derived from a personality’s generic properties
and expressed in the form of vital values in
universal oppositions, cultural universals, etc.”
(Sergeev, 2009: 751). The researcher’s conclusion
is clear: “Cultural differences are determined by
different forms in which the same meanings in

cultures are expressed” (Sergeev, 2009: 75). It is

believed that the hallmark of civilization is not
the meaning, but a way of positing the meaning.
A number of semantic systems have always
coexisted in parallel In Siberia. And permanent
contacts caused mutual benefits to both indigenous
peoples and displaced ones. Acculturation was
relatively  conflict-free, notwithstanding its
remoteness from the center, which could impose
a strategy of cultural pressure or even parasitism
under certain conditions. And there was a gradual
synthesis of semantic fields into an integral whole
united by a common chronotopos. Assimilation of
a semantic field of Russian culture took place in all
the forms of manifestation of meaning: mythology,
religion, ritual, and symbolism. This is favoured
by the ideas of time and space. Spatial meanings
can be similar even when architectural structures
are different, no matter they are three-storeyed
houses or Mongolian yurts (Sergeev, 2009: 75).

A region’s cultural code formation undergoes
significant transformations particularly during
the periods of active social movements when
the social time is accelerated. Political reforms
gave rise to fluctuations in all local cultural
associations. Whereas during “quiet” periods
the local level supports and integrates the
society, during turbulent transformations socio-
cultural system loses its integrity. “Fragments”
of different social structures face each other in
the society: some of them can rapidly restore their
own ideas about integrity at certain moments and
start the process of archaization while the others
are embedded in new structures, thus changing
beyond recognition” (Gorin, 2003: 148-149).

Purposeful, thoughtful formation of new
cultural meanings, development of the ‘“cultural
code” category on the basis of wide empirical material
and heuristically productive methodological basis are
obstacles to a negative impact of spontaneous forces
destructing the socio-cultural unity. Synthesis of
the cultural code characteristics is possible only in a

holistic, open system of knowledge.
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MoaesimpoBaHue KYJbTYPHOI'0 KOJAA MeraperumoHa
H METOAOJOITHYECKHE YCTAHOBKH aJIETOJIOI'H
0.®. Mopo3oBa

Cubupckuii pedepanvHulil yHusepcumem
Poccus, 660041, Kpacnospck, np. Ceob600nwiti, 79

B cmamve noomeepoicoaemces neobxo0umMocns nocmpoenus Hay4no 000CHOBAHHOU MOOENU KYIbIYp-
HO20 KoOa mezapezuona. Llenvio signsemcs 6bl60p cnocoba MOOeIUpPoOBanUs KyIbmypHO20 KOO me2a-
pe2uona Kax CoyuoKyIbmypHou yearocmiocmu. B kauecmee yenmpanvho2o npunyuna npeoiazaemcs
NPUHYUN KYTbMYPOYEHMPUMA 8 eOUHCMEE ¢ MPeDOBAHUSMU CUCTNEMHO20, CMPYKMYPHO-QYHKYUO-
HAIbHO20 NOOX0008, KPOCCKYIbmypHo2o ananuzd. Conocmasisioncs pe3yivbmanl meopemuieckux
Paspabomox Kyibmyponocuu, Quioco@uu, nCUxoio2uu 8 CUHXPOHHOM U OUAXPOHHOM acnekmax. Hc-
NONbL3YEMCsl ONbIN CEMUOMULECKO20 NOOX00Ad OMEYeCmEeHHOU HayuHol wKoabl. Obnapyjscusaemcs
IBPUCTNUYECKAS SHAUUMOCHLL MEMOOONI02UU ALEONIOSUN NPU PEUeHUU KOZHUMUBHBIX 3a0a4, NPOOUK-
MOBAHHBIX NPAKMUKOU COYUOKYIbIYPHLIX npeobpazosanuti pecuona. Mamepuanvl cmamou mozym
3aunmepecogams npeocmagumeneli COYUOIOSUY YNPAGIEeHUs, NPAKMUKOS, 3AHUMAIOWUXCS PopMU-
Pposanuem umMuodIica me2apecuond, NOUCKOM Hymell e20 COYyUOKYIbmypHo2o edunenus. Ilpoanaiusu-
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PO6AG NOHAMULIHBIL ANNAPAM, ONUCBIBATOUULL NPOYECC POPMUPOBAHUSL KYTbIMYPHOZO KOOA Me2apesu-
OHA, MEMOO0N02UIO UCCIEO0BANHUSL CMBICIOB8020 COOEPICANUSL KYILINYPHO2O KOOA, A8MOP NPUXOOUM K
8b1600Y 0 MOM, YMO HATUYUE UCTIOPUYECKU CKAAObIBAIOWE20Cs OHMONIOSULECKO20 €OUHCMBA PECUOHA
He 65emcst O0CMAMOYHbBIM OCHOBANUEM Olisl YYHKYUOHUPOBANUSL KYILIMYPHO20 KOOA KAK UOCUHO-
Meopemuyecko20 OCHOBAHUSL eOUHEHUsl CE2MEHMO8 Me2ape2uond 8 COBPEMEHNbIX OUHAMUYHBIX VL0~
BUSLX, JHCENIAMENbHO UCHONb308AHUE MOOEIbHO20 N0OX00d C UCNONIb308AHUEM NPUHYUNOE ANeMON0UU
npu yeaeHanpasieHHoM npeobpaszosanuy 0yXxo8Ho20 NPOCMPAHCIBA Me2apecUuond.

Kurouesvie crnosa: KynomypHulii KOO, Me2apecuot, aiemonocus,, MemoooI02Us.

Hayunas cneyuanvnocms: 24.00.00 — kynvmyponocus.




