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LEADERS AND MACHIAVELLIAN MANIFESTATIONS: WORKERS' INNOVATION DEVELOPMENT
AND BUSINESS PERFORMANCE

Abstract. 7/1/s research aims fo assess the level of manipulation of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in
the work process within selected socio-demographic characteristics of employees. Based on the described theoretical
basis, three hypotheses were established. The hypotheses concern is examining the differences between
manipulation and Machiavellian manifestations regarding employees' residence (urban or rural), the sphere of the
organization (private or public) in which they work, and the age of employees. The data were obtained through a
questionnaire survey in which 123 respondents particjpated. The studly involved methodological tools such as CASAD/
(Calculativness, Self-Assertion, Djplomacy) and MPS (Machiavelian Personality Scale). The new CASAD/
methodology identifies Machiavellian manifestations in business and managerial behavior. I contains statements that
relate fo the respondent's opinion on manipulation between people. The MPS methodology was created for leaders
In defermining the level of their manipulation through four factors determining Machiavellianism. The survey results
were evaluated through a t-test and Pearson’s correlation coefficient. The findings confirmed the differences in Self-
Assertion, Desire for Control, and Distrust regarding respondents’ residence. The study of age diifferences recorded
the statistical significance for the attribute of Djplomacy within Machiavellian manifestations and the atfribufe of Desire
for social status within the manjpulation of leaders. Within the differences between the private and public spheres,
statistical significance was recorded for the atfribufes of Machiavellian manifestations of Computation and Self
Enforcement, and for the attributes of the manjpulation of leaders Amorality, Desire for Control and Distrust of others.
The research resulfs indlicated that employees living in the city might have a higher degree of Machiavellianism. It is
reflected in their motivation for for-profit and the need fo control others and not trust them. Research suggested that
the rate of Machiavellianism decreases with age. In the case of the organization activity where the employee works,
1t was found that Machiavellian tendencies were more pronounced in employees of the private sphere.
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Introduction. The construct of Machiavellianism was originally developed by Christie and Geis (1970)
based on their studies of political and religious extremist groups and eventually focused on how the leaders
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of these groups manipulated their subordinates to fulfill their desires. They identified several topics that
are extremely important to effective manipulators, such as the willingness to use manipulative tactics,
amoral action, and the promotion of a cynical, distrustful view of human nature. Machiavellianism uses
other tools to accomplish its own goals (Christie and Geis, 1970; Wilson et al., 1996). Individuals who
exhibit a high level of Machiavellian tend to resist social influences, try to control their interpersonal
interactions, and show a general lack of influence in their relationships (Bedell et al., 2006). Dahling et al.
(2009) described Machiavellianism as a construct based on inner beliefs, values, and motivations.
Although it involves amoral manipulation, highly Machiavellian people are not constantly and actively
involved in amoral manipulation. They tend to be very adaptive. If they realize that this would accelerate
their goals and interests, they could engage in pro-organizational behavior in a friendly and cooperative
manner. Besides, Judge et al. (2009) pointed out such manifestations of Machiavellian behavior.
Machiavellianism as such speaks of the means that man chooses to achieve something. Wilson et al.
(1996) showed that unethical Machiavellian tactics in real life rarely led to success. It was proved that the
positive correlation between Machiavellianism depends on the context, the field specificity to the education
level, or the situation ambiguity. In unclear situations where people receive asymmetric information, the
advantage is highly Machiavellian people who could more easily and quickly adapt and apply more
adaptable strategies to maximize their own profit. The research aims to assess the level of manipulation
of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process within selected socio-demographic
characteristics of employees.

Literature Review. Kessler et al. (2010) aptly defined Machiavellianism in the work environment. This
study introduced the organizational Machiavellianism concept. The authors characterized it as a belief in
manipulation when it is necessary to achieve the desired goals. Organizational Machiavellians are
individuals who are comfortable exploiting others and doing so when it is beneficial to them. The key theme
of organizational Machiavellian is that he would use manipulative and deceptive strategies only when
advantageous. These employees are not necessarily callous, disgusting, or vindictive, but they could be
truly accommodating and respectful if it is in their best interests. Motowidlo et al. (1997) pointed out that
work performance includes two dimensions: performance of tasks (activities related to the organization's
technical support) and contextual performance. Contextual performance is behavior that is not formally
required as part of a job but facilitates or makes it easier to maintain a broader organizational, social, and
psychological environment in which technical support operates (Bergman et al., 2008). The contextual
performance could be understood as the part of work where Machiavellian tendencies are most
pronounced, as personality variables influence it.

Drory and Glusinkos (1980) examined the performance of groups led by Machiavellian leaders and
found that highly Machiavellian leaders showed considerable flexibility in handling structured or
unstructured tasks. However, these leaders also showed a highly directive leadership style with minimal
regard for interpersonal interests. Gemmill and Heisler (1972), Siegel (1973) and Frankovsky et al. (2015)
also point to these trends in management.

Wilson et al. (1996) pointed out that Machiavellians hide their true nature in a group for as long as
possible. They use their exploitative abilities and then move on to another unsuspecting group as
knowledge of their tendencies expands. This tendency leads them to change groups frequently, which
means that Machiavellians are likely to have great fluctuations and focus only on their benefits.

Sendjaya et al. (2014) examined Machiavellianism concerning the authenticity and morality of leaders.
They found that moral reasoning rather interacted with low Machiavellianism and created higher authentic
leadership behavior. They further state that authentic leadership promotes the moral conduct of leaders
when influenced by characteristics associated with lower Machiavellianism (i.e., a greater focus on the
needs and interests of others).Ross and Robertson (2000) stated that Machiavellianism is positively
related to the willingness to lie. Manipulation and deception do not constitute the ethical conduct of leaders.
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Brown and Trevino (2006) indicated that Machiavellian leaders are motivated to manipulate others to
achieve their own goals, unlike ethical leaders. They have little confidence in people and, conversely, they
tend not to trust others. It follows that Machiavellianism and ethical leadership are negatively related.
Unethical behavior could certainly bring beneficial results, even though these results may not be
sustainable (Veiga, 2004; Lajcin et al., 2014).

Machiavellians could demonstrate prosocial and coercive strategies to achieve their goals successfully
(Hawley, 2003). They are skilled in making agreements and work with others to advance their interests.
Machiavellian leaders are good liars and skilled in creating the desired image (DePaulo and Rosenthal,
1979). Deluga (2001) found that Machiavellianism is positively associated with the leader's charism. Ali et
al. (2009), Jones and Paulhus (2009), Paulhus and Williams (2002) explored Machiavellian personality
traits, attitudes, and moral sense. Besides, Mischel (1968) and Pervin and John (1997) noted that
individuals might behave differently in different situations regarding manifestations of Machiavellianism.

The following four factors are often associated with Machiavellianism and success: gender, age,
ethnicity, and birth order (Ricks and Fraedrich, 1999). Gable and Topol (1991) showed a partial connection
between gender and Machiavellianism. Age is considered an important variable of success, and research
has shown that younger managers are more Machiavellian than older managers (Lumpkin and Rawwas,
1991). Ricks and Fraedrich (1999) sugged that gender is a modifier of sales volume, with older, more
experienced women selling at higher volume levels. This study assumes that the degree of
Machiavellianism is related to the leader's age, originating point (city or countryside), the type of
organization where employee works (public or private).

Methodology and research methods. The research aims to assess the level of manipulation of
leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process within selected socio-demographic
characteristics of employees. Based on the theoretical background and the goal of the research, three
hypotheses were established:

H1: It is assumed that there are statistically significant differences in selected attributes of assessing
the manipulation level of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process regarding
respondents' residence.

H2: Itis assumed that there are statistically significant relationships in selected attributes of assessing
manipulation level of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process regarding age.

H3: It is assumed that there are statistically significant differences in selected attributes of assessing
the manipulation level of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process between the private
and public spheres.

Within the quantitative research, a questionnaire method of collecting empirical data and
mathematical-statistical methods were used to analyze the obtained data in the SPSS program. For
verifying the established hypotheses, the data were obtained from the respondents through the following
questionnaires.

The CASADI methodology (Frankovsky et al., 2017) was designed to detect Machiavellian business
and managerial behavior manifestations. Three factors extracted using factor analysis are calculativness
(CA), self-assertion (SA), and diplomacy (DI). The new CASADI methodology contains statements that
relate to the respondent's opinion on manipulation between people. The individual items of the
questionnaire were inspired by the publication The Prince by Niccol Machiavelli (2007). The questionnaire
contains 17 items, to which the respondents answer using the scale «0 — definitely no, 1 - no; 2 - rather
no than yes; 3 - rather yes than no; 4 — yes, 5 — definitely yes».

Factor analysis using the Principal Component method with Varimax rotation extracted three factors
that confirmed the presumed factor structure of Machiavellian manifestations in business behavior. These
factors were characterized as follows.
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Calculativness — respondents who score higher in this factor are more convinced that people's control
must be maintained at all costs. These respondents believe that it is necessary to tell others what they
want to hear and that it is necessary to gain knowledge so that they could be used to control others.
Calculating people believe that when two competitors compete, it is necessary to recognize whose victory
is more beneficial. In any case, it is beneficial to base their power on the control of other people.
Cronbach's alpha is 0.760.

Self-Assertion — respondents who score higher in this factor are characterized by the fact that they
believe that only such a person is reliable, who relies on himself and his strength. A successful person
must always keep in mind the necessity to avoid allies stronger than himself. Besides, this factor adheres
that whoever helps another seize power cuts the branch on which they sit. And then the one who wants
to stay in power must consider all the necessary tough measures in advance and take them all at once so
that he does not have to return to them later. Cronbach's alpha is 0.521.

Diplomacy - respondents who score higher in this factor are characterized by the fact that they are
constantly collecting information that could later be used for their benefit. Skillful diplomacy is used to
control others, and false and indirect communication is preferred. Respondents surround themselves with
capable people and society in general and show them generosity and recognition at the right time.
Cronbach's alpha is 0.696.

Dahling et al. (2009) developed the MPS (Machiavellian Personality Scale) methodology. This
methodology was created for leaders in determining the level of their manipulation. The construct is based
on studies of political and religious extremist groups as leaders of these groups manipulate their
subordinates (Christie and Geis 1970).

The methodology contains 16 items, and its internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) is 0.89. ltems are
judged on a 5-point scale (1 - strongly disagree, 5 — strongly agree). Factor Component Analysis with
Varimax rotation extracted four factors determining Machiavellianism, which Dahling et al. (2009) named:

Amorality — those who score higher in this factor believe that they would prevail over others by
deception. They know how to use the information to their advantage and just have a conversation with
others. These people behave unethically if they believe it would help them succeed. They often commit
fraud and could sabotage others as long as they threaten their goals. Cronbach's alpha is 0.790.

The Desire for status — in this factor, higher-scoring individuals know that social status is a good sign
of success in life. Their efforts are focused on material security and wealth. These people want to be rich
and influential. Cronbach's alpha is 0.709.

Desire for control — people characterized by a higher score in this factor enjoy controlling the situation.
In interpersonal relationships, some give orders, and overall control over others satisfies them to the
maximum. Cronbach's alpha is 0.831.

Distrust of others — people characterized by a higher score in this factor do not like teamwork and
distrust others. If they are already in the team, they kick each other's knees because they want to be
unique. They are motivated only based on personal gain. They claim others would use the situation to
their advantage without hesitation if they showed them any work weakness. They think that people are
planning ways to benefit from the situation on their behalf. Cronbach's alpha is 0.731.

The research sample consisted of 123 respondents. The average respondents’ age was 31.85 years
(standard deviation was 9.637 years). Notably, 86 (70%) of the respondents were from the city, 37 (30%)
— from the countryside. From the work point of view, 100 (81%) of respondents were from the private
sphere, 23 (19%) —from the public sphere.

Results. The mathematical-statistical t-test method compared the differences in selected attributes of
manipulating leaders and Machiavellian manifestations between urban and rural areas.

Table 1 describes selected attributes for assessing the level of manipulation of leaders and
Machiavellian manifestations in the work process in terms of respondents' residence. Within the
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differences concerning the residence, statistical significance was recorded for the attribute of
Machiavellian manifestations of Self-Enforcement and human manipulation, the Desire for Control and
Distrust of others. Higher average values were measured for respondents from the city. Respondents from
the city are more rely on themselves and their forces

Table 1. Differences in selected attributes of leader manipulation and Machiavellian
manifestations within the place of residence

Residence Mean St. Deviation t Sig (2-tailed)

Calculativness City 2.7256 1.02856 1.487 0.140
Countryside 2.4162 1.12485

Self-Assertion City 3.1860 0.80548 2.405 0.018
Countryside 2.7838 0.94861

Diplomacy City 3.4826 0.76460 0.138 0.890
Countryside 3.4662 0.51593

Amorality City 2.7558 1.16474 1.546 0.125
Countryside 2.4000 1.18322

Desire for status ~ City 3.3256 0.98747 0.868 0.387
Countryside 3.1622 0.88409

Desire for control ~ City 3.1822 0.95062 2.646 0.009
Countryside 2.6937 0.91077

Distrust of others ~ City 3.2674 0.95381 2.264 0.025
Countryside 2.8595 0.82174

Sources: developed by the authors.

They avoid stronger allies. These respondents could control the situation, often give orders, want to
be unique. Besides, their motivation is personal gain. For the other attributes, no statistical significance
was recorded in the distribution regarding the residence. Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to
verify the relationship in selected attributes for assessing the level of manipulation and Machiavellian
manifestations in terms of age (Table 2).

Table 2. Relationships between age and selected attributes of leader manipulation and
Machiavellian manifestations

Calculativ- Self- Dilomacy Amoralit Desire for Desire for Distrust of
ness Assertion P y y status  control  others
Age r .099 -.044 -.212* .037 -.264** -.061 -.057
p 276 632 .019 685 .003 503 530

*.** Correlation significant at the significance level 0.05 and 0.01.
Sources: developed by the authors.

As part of the study of age differences, statistical significance was recorded for the attribute of
Diplomacy within Machiavellian manifestations and the attribute of Desire for status within the manipulation
of leaders. This negative correlation indicates that the older the respondents are, the less they promote
elements of diplomacy for their own benefit. At the same time, social status is no longer successful in their
lives. For the other attributes, no statistical significance was recorded regarding age differences. The
mathematical-statistical t-test method was used to determine the differences in selected attributes of
manipulating leaders and Machiavellian manifestations between the private and public spheres.
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Table 3 describes selected attributes of leader manipulation and Machiavellian manifestations based
on the classification in the organization.

Table 3. Differences in selected attributes of leader manipulation and Machiavellian
manifestations within the organization
Classification in

the organization Mean St. Deviation t Sig (2-tailed)

Calculativness ‘:}Tﬁf? e il 3,638 0.000
Self-Assertion ‘:}Tﬁf? S D looe 3.446 0.002
ooy 9 30T g
iy % 2D LBR o
Desire for status %TEE g%gg (1)?5(1)22 -0.074 0.941
Desire for control %T}ﬁltf g;g?g ?gggig 3.747 0.000
Distrust of others %T}ﬁltf ggggg ggéggg 2.624 0.010

Sources: developed by the authors.

Within the differences, statistical significance was recorded for the attributes of Machiavellian
manifestations of Calculativness and Self-Assertion, and the attributes of manipulation of the leaders'
Amorality, Desire for Control, and Distrust of others. Higher average values were measured in the private
sector. Rather, private-sector workers are inclined to believe that it is essential to tell others what they
want to hear and at the same time use it to their advantage. They rely on themselves and could sabotage
others. Overall control over others reassures them. Besides, they do not like teamwork.

The hypotheses could be confirmed because the assumptions that there are statistically significant
differences in selected attributes of leader manipulation and Machiavellian manifestations regarding
differences by residence and classification in the organization have been confirmed. There are statistically
significant relationships in selected attributes of leader manipulation and Machiavellian manifestations
regarding age.

Conclusions. In the context of manipulating leaders and Machiavellian expressions, statistically
significant differences in selected attributes of assessing the level of leaders' manipulation of and
Machiavellian expressions in the work process regarding employee residence were examined. Higher
values were measured among respondents from the city with the Self-Assertion attribute, the Desire for
Control, and Distrust of others. It has been found that employees who have indicated a city as their place
of residence believe that they will only be successful if they rely on themselves and their strength. They
give orders more often and like to control the situation. Compared to rural employees, these are employees
who are motivated mainly based on personal gain.

Frankovsky et al. (2018) researched manifestations of manipulation, where they compared traders
and non-traders from other sectors of the economy. They recorded a statistically significant difference in
selected attributes of manifestations of manipulation, where traders achieved higher scores than
employees from other sectors of the economy. Compared to employees in other sectors of the economy,
trade workers expressed a higher degree of agreement with manipulative behaviors.
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By examining statistically significant relationships in selected attributes of assessing the level of
manipulation of leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in terms of age, we found a statistically
significant difference in the attribute of diplomacy and Desire for social status. This negative correlation
testifies that the older the respondents, the lower their Desire for social status and is not to a large extent
a sign of success in life for them. With increasing age, these employees do not generally choose the
company, and their communication misses the false and indirect.

Jaffe et al. (2019) focused on whether a high level of Machiavellianism could lead to dishonest
behavior. In one part of the study, it was shown that the age of the respondents played an unexpectedly
important role, as it is negatively correlated with Machiavellianism. They found no support for the
assumption that Machiavellianism strongly predicted dishonest behavior. They also found no support for
the interaction between Machiavellianism and the constructive level of dishonest behavior. However,
research suggests that age may play an important role in examining the interaction between
Machiavellianism and the constructive level. According to the findings, the younger respondents gather
more information from various sources, while the older ones focus on clear facts. Young people are rather
indirect and dishonest, which is the opposite of older respondents.

Statistically significant differences in selected attributes of assessing the level of manipulation of
leaders and Machiavellian manifestations in the work process regarding inclusion in the organization of
employees were examined. Higher values were measured in the private sphere within the attributes of
manipulation of leaders Amorality, Desire for control, and Distrust of others. Within Machiavellian
manifestations, higher values were measured for the Calculativness and Self-Assertion attributes.
Research suggests that private employees rely on themselves and often use the information to their
advantage. They are among those who give orders and are motivated only based on personal gain.

Ibragimov et al. (2018) found that the characteristics of Machiavellianism and manipulation (indirect,
hidden and implicit influence, deception, disrespect for moral and ethical norms and social and cultural
values, focus on domination, control, coercion, use of force, use of others as objects, objects,
programming of ideas, intentions, etc.) are rather features of public administration. Besides, they refer to
special and interpersonal relationships.

Frankovsky et al. (2017) focused on manipulative manifestations in business behavior, admitted other
interesting findings. Using the CASADI methodology, a statistical difference was recorded from the
organization's point of view in the attribute of diplomacy, where respondents from the private sphere were
more inclined to skillful diplomacy.

Wrobel (2008) indicated the essence of manipulation is to influence people and social influence. The
manipulator uses his knowledge of the rules of human action, trying to exert the desired influence on a
person or group of people so that they are not aware that they are subjected to the target action. The
scientist stated that the interest of an individual is not always identical with the interest of society. In this
case, those who hold power in society reach for different manipulation methods — the goals set by the
perpetrator of the manipulation conflict with the manipulated person's goals. Knowledge of the purpose of
the procedure is given only to the manipulator and not to the manipulated person. Generally, the person
who is the object of manipulation accepts these goals into his life unconsciously. However, the degree of
participation of his consciousness varies, from unconscious submission to external control, through
various forms of pretense, to the conscious involvement in manipulation.

The study showed that the degree of manipulation and Machiavellian manifestations could be related
to different socio-demographic characteristics. As mentioned in previous research, this one also confirmed
the importance of age and the work sphere. The new finding is that even the place where a person lives,
the city or the countryside, can play its part in the tendency to manipulate and Machiavellian
manifestations. It creates a precondition for new similar research dealing with other socio-demographic
characteristics related to manipulation and Machiavellianism.
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NigepcTtBo Ta MakiaBenniBcbKi NnposiBu: iHHOBALiHUIA PO3BMTOK NpaLiBHUKIB Ta e(heKTMBHICTb GisHecy

MeTolo CTaTTi € OLiHIOBAHHS PiBHS MaHiNyniOBaHHs KepiBHWKIB Ta NPOSIBIB MakiaBenniamy B TPyA0BOMY KONEKTUBI 3aNEXHO Bif
1foro couianbHo-aemorpacdiuHnx xapakTepucTk. Ha OCHOBi TEOPETUYHOrO aHanmidy BW3HAYEHO TPM FMNOTe3n LWOAO BUBYEHHS
BiAMIHHOCTEN MiX MaHinynsLisiMv Ta nposiBamMy MakiaBenmiamy 3 TOUKM 30py MICLSi IPOXVUBAHHS NPALBHUKIB (MiCbKMX YW CINbCBKNX),
chopmm BNAcHOCTI opraHisauii (MpuBaTHOI Yy LepxaBHoi) Ta Biky npaLiBHUKIB. BuxigHi aaHi gocnimkeHHs chOpMOBaHO Ha OCHOBI
pe3ynbTaTiB ONuUTyBaHHS 123 pecnoHaeHTiB. [ins nepeBipkv BUCYHYTUX riNOTe3 3aCTOCOBAHO METOLOMONIYHMA IHCTPyMeHTapil
CASADI (po3cyanuBicTb, CaMOCTBEPKEHHS, AUNMOMATUYHICTb) Ta LUKany makiaBenniamy ocobuctocTi (MPS). BukopuctaHHs
CASADI po3Bonuno BU3HauuTK NposiBu MakiaBenniamy B 6i3Heci Ta ynpaBniHCbKiil NOBEiHLi Ha OCHOBI Pe3ynbTaTiB OLiHIOBAHHS
OYMKA PECMOHAEHTIB LWoA0 MaHinynsauin mix nogbmu. Metogonoris MPS go3sonuna OuiHUTK piBeHb MaHinynsuiii KepiBHUKIB.
[MpakTnyHy peanisaliito ycix eTaniB AOCMIMKEHHs 3hiACHEHO 3a AOMOMOroto t-TecTy Ta koediuieHTa kopensuii MipcoHa. EmnipnyHi
pO3paxyHKu NiATBEPANUNM HASIBHICTb BiMIHHOCTEN y PIBHAX CAMOCTBEPKEHHSI, DaxaHHs KOHTPOIO Ta HELOBIPY 3aNeXHO Big Micus
NPOXMBAHHA PECMOHAEHTIB. Y XOfi AOCMIIKEHHS BCTAHOBMEHO CTATUCTUYHY 3HAYYLLiCTb MiX BIKOBOK Pi3HMLEN Ta NposiBOM
auvnnomarii BignoBigHO A0 MakiaBenniamy, a Takox nparHeHHi 4o couianbHoro CTaTycy npu MaHinynsuisx kepiBHUKiB. BctaHoBneHo
CTaTUCTUYHY 3HAYYLLICTb ANS PiBHIB CAMOCTBEPXKEHHS Ta PO3CYANMBOCTI (ki € aTpubyTamu NposiBy MakiaBenniamy), a Takox
aTpubyTiB MaHinynauin nigepis (amopanbHOCTI, GaxaHHs KOHTPOMIOBATK Ta HEJOBIPU [0 iHWWNX) 3aneXHO Big OpMK BNACHOCT
opraHisauii (npuBaTHOI Uu AepxaBHOi). ABTOpaMu HaromnoLLeHo, Lo NpaLiBHUKK, SIki MPOXVBAITL Y MICTi, MaloTb BULLWIA PiBEHb
MakiaBenniamy, npo Lo cBig4YaTb MOTMBALLS 4O OTPUMaHHS NpUBYTKY, HEOOXIAHICTb KOHTPONIOBATH iHLLKX Ta HeaoBipa. Mpu LuboMy
piBeHb MakiaBenniamy € obepHeHo mponopuiiium o Biky. OTpumaHi pe3ynbTaTé 3acBiguvnu, WO y NpauiBHUKIB NPUBATHUX
opraHisauiit GinbLu BUpaxeHi NposiB MakiaBenniamy.

KniouoBi cnosa: CASADI, makiaBenniam, MaxinynioBaHHsi, MPS, opraisauis.
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