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THE SENSE OF ADVENTURE AS A MOTIVATION FOR A PROSOCIAL
BEHAVIOR

The present research is checking the hypothesis that the prosocial behavior
depends on the inclination of people to seek strong sensations as well as on
their self-evaluation if they like strong sensations. For this purpose a multi-
tude of 425 participants filled in the self-evaluation questionnaires for proso-
cial behavior as a dependent variable, on one side, and, for sensation seeking
as an independent variable, on the other side. In addition, the participants
defined to what extent they like strong sensations. Those evaluations were
used as a second independent variable. As a result of a stepwise regression
analysis we found that both of the independent variables have a statistically
significant influence on the self- evaluation for prosocial behavior as a depen-
dent variable.

Key words: prosocial behaviour, helping behavior, sensation seekers, interper-
sonal reactivity index.

Introduction: The problem about helping has been concerning researchers
from different scientific fields for centuries. Since Darwin’s time biologists
have been trying to explain the behavior of organisms — from insects to man,
willingly sacrificing in the name of the group.

Yet, while the evolutionary biologists are fighting with the paradox of the
selection of altruistic features, the brand new idea for the selfish gene appears
to be far more acceptable than the one for the evolutional match. The latest
researches in this direction tend to depict the mathematical theory of the evo-
lutionary biology and are usually presented to us in the form of conceptual
works [20; 25].

The views of psychologists are different from those of biologists mainly in
their orientation towards the individual and the situation rather than towards
the mechanisms for selecting a specific feature.

Usually the object of a research are the reasons to show helping behavior,
varying from the elaborately considered researches from the position of a
bystander of Darley and Latanit (1968) to those of the motivation provoking
such behaviors [2; 20]. The effects of the situation are also analyzed in search
of contextual factors, leading to an increase of the possibility of the individual
to be of help in a certain situation. The existing disagreements, however, raise
the following question: Is it possible to help led only by motives directed to the
other or all our actions are dictated by purely selfish interests?

Later, those questions are referred to in the debate ’Egoism against Altru-
ism’ [2]; that directs also to the empathy — to what extent it could influence
the acts of the helping behavior. There are two sides in this argument — those
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who support the possibility that the altruistic acts are provoked by altruistic
motives, and the others, who do not support such a possibility.

However, whether one would help or not seems predetermined both on the
situation and the characteristic features of the potential helper.

The present research is provoked by two basic moments:

— the two catastrophic events from 1912 in Bulgaria — the flood in the
village of Biser and the fire in Bistritsal;

— ideas from an unfinished research for the people who risked their lives
to save other people.

In the book ’Altruism and Helping Behavior’ edited by J. Macauly and
L. Berkovitz (1970), in a separate chapter named 'The Rescuers’, there is a
description of an unfinished research for individuals who helped Jews dur-
ing the Holocaust. The researchers James H. Bryan, Robert Kurtzman, David
Rosenhan and Perry London find out the presence of a characteristic feature
that is common for the rescuers? interviewed by them that predisposes in-
volvement in prosocial acts.

The research described by London finishes prematurely because of lack of
funds and the researchers themselves unanimously agree that the extract is
too small to be analyzed in any way. The research has not been published and
that is why there is a lack of any commentaries in response to the observa-
tions. Yet, the ideas of this research have a certain influence on some of the
later theories for the development of ’altruistic behavior’ [16; 24].

Theoretical premises for sensation seeking as a characteristic feature

The English term ’sensation seekers’ was introduced by Marvin Zuckerman
in 1960. Zuckerman separates people inclined to take risks into four catego-
ries corresponding the four subscales of the scale of the same name created
by him.

Zuckerman defines sensation seeking as a personality trait determined to
strive to new and intensive experiences and readiness to take physical, social,
legal and financial risks.

In his longitudinal researches Zuckerman establishes that sensation seek-
ing predicts the possibility to commit crimes and violate social norms?.

In a number of other researches it is proven that the gender is a significant
indicator about the level of manifestation of the tendency to seek sensations.
The type of religion that people profess is also a significant indicator about
that. It is also proven that divorced men and women have higher results on the
scale for sensation seeking than the married and lonely ones. The researches
with twins show that ’sensation seekers’ are influenced by a gene provoking
high levels of dopamine and serotonin. The high concentration of these two
substances as well as the release of cortisol predetermine the tendency to risk
behavior, while the lower levels of them lead to avoiding risk. Lower levels of

! The first — the ones who react are people who practice extreme sports.

2 Further in the report ’rescuers’ means the participants in the described research.

3 The selfless acts of the rescuers could be simultaneously observed both as prosocial and as
prosecuted by law.
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monoamine oxidase 'A’, which regulates the level of dopamine in the brain are
observed in people attracted to risk.

Sensation seeking is analyzed additionally through psychophysiological
evaluation of the reactions of the autonomous nervous system in response to
different stimuli. The researchers compare the reactions of the participants in
exciting situations, in situations that provoke prosocial acts, and in situations
with an indefinite arousal (for example, yohimbine). Unfortunately, we did
not find a research that finds a natural dependence between sensation seeking
from one side and the prosocial behavior from the other. It is actually more
likely that the sought connection is with such behavior that in no way carries
the signs of prosociality.

However, the above-mentioned research of the rescuers suggests such a
possibility. The establishment of a possible connection between prosocial
behavior and sensation seeking that is described by London could be of help
for a more profound understanding of the motives that provoke prosocial
acts.

It is important not to forget that the individuals London (1970) inter-
viewed represent a rather unusual group of people. Not only did they involve
themselves in altruistic acts but they also kept that behavior for a long period
of time realizing the deadly threat all the time. The behavior of those people
symbolizes the ultimate level of altruism and it is unlikely that their motives
could be detected with the help of a common model.

This research shows to a certain extent that the reasonableness of the
hypotheses risen by London that one is capable of altruistic acts in extreme
circumstances in which sensation seeking acts as a predicator for prosocial
behavior.

Theoretical premises for prosocial behavior

The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines prosocial behavior as helpful and
supporting relations in the coexistence in one and the same society [22].

Yet, although we usually evaluate helping people as something good, help-
ing behavior (at least in its definition) does not in itself define person’s behav-
ior as an act that could be accepted as socially or morally acceptable. For ex-
ample, assisting someone in committing a crime is a type of helping behavior
but it is not to be considered and action that one would support with pleasure
as it opposes the statutory social norms.

Some researchers make an attempt to explain altruistic behavior from the
position of the evolutionary perspective or through a developed stage model of
altruistic behavior [12]. Davis (1994) defines empathy as a reaction provoked
by the other’s experience. Davis’s theory has the additional advantage that it
is operationalized to the level of a self- evaluation instrument for assessing
empathy [6]. Hoffman’s model (1987) is similar to Davis’s one (1983c), but
it allows egoistic and altruistic motivators to combine in the following behav-
ior. From all the models of prosocial behavior created up to that moment the
ones that are the most widely applicable and briefly presented are those of
Schwartz (1970) about taking decisions and of Staub (1978) about the con-
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sequences of a situation. These models predict to a great extent the possibility
of helping in different situations.

Prosocial behavior is analyzed mainly as benefiting the other and demand-
ing the helper to understand the needs, desires and goals of that other to
undertake acts for their fulfillment. Moreover, in order to evaluate an act as
a prosocial one, its final goal has to be benefiting the other person, which does
not mean that the helper does not need to have any benefits.

A number of researchers of prosocial behavior agree that the disposition to
empathy, cognitions and acts may be encompassed by a single definition con-
nected with the motivation to act. Such a perception is important for the re-
search work in this research since the motivation of the rescuers interviewed
by London (1970), lies in the acts they had undertaken to save the Jews, and
not in any orientation or going through the sufferings of the Jews in case they
are sent to concentration camps.

The understanding of the potential helper that someone else really needs
help is shown as one of the most usual premises for prosocial behavior mani-
festations.

Among the researches on prosocial behavior the one with the greatest con-
tribution is that of Ervin Staub (1987). His two volume work Positive social
behavior and morality is considered as a work in which the theoretic founda-
tions of many researches on empathy and prosocial behaviors from the 1980s
and 1990s are laid.

Most of the theorists accept some of the forms of emotional response in
the helper as a necessary component of the prosocial behavior, but the reac-
tion itself undoubtedly could direct the potential of the helper to deriving
certain benefits. Before the initiation of the prosocial action it is neces-
sary for it to accept the respective motivational direction. An appropriate
direction for such a motivation would be empathy to be combined with the
situational factor. The empathy construction seems, from one side, as an
addition to Hoffman’s theories (2000) and Eisenberg [10], and, from the
other side, as a possible connection with the emotional direction of altruistic
behavior [6].

In this research the prosocial behavior is analyzed as a behavior provoked
by motives in which the needs of the favored person dictate the behaviors of
the helper. Similar to Blum (1992) we also presume continuation of altruistic
behaviors — from sparing time to direct someone to the correct direction to
saving people from the flames of a burning building.

With the stipulation that we are going to use the terms altruistic, helping
and prosocial behavior as exchangeable, in the present paper, everything con-
nected to altruism will be directed to prosocial behaviors.

In most of the definitions for altruism it is unambiguously mentioned
about devotion or care for the others as the specification that altruism! is the
primary cause for an action or a motive for a behavior is clearly stated. The

! Both in everyday life and in science altruism is more and more often used as a synonym of
prosocial behavior.
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founder of the term is considered to be Auguste Comte (1851), who, in his
works, defined it as a selfless desire to live for the others.

For a rather long period of time the dominant perception has been that
behind altruism hides disguised egoism and that each altruistic action, regard-
less if its way of realization, is, in all cases, in favor of the helper [22]. If we
take it for granted that the human being is an egoistic creature by nature,
then, as a consequence, we have to also agree that he/she is a social creature,
too. Based on a number of researches done in the 1990s, more and more re-
searches tend to agree that altruism does exist.

In 1991, 15 noted researchers of prosocial behavior were invited by Psy-
chology Inquiry Publishing House to discuss on the thesis of Batson and Shaw
about the pure altruism originating from empathy. Although the invited re-
searches often made critical remarks to the material suggested for discussion
all of them unanimously supported the thesis that one is capable of altruistic
acts [2]. The common for all the reasons presented from the positions of the
biological perspective is that behind the altruistic behavior always stays an
outer element or compulsion. We can find explanations for the prosocial ac-
tions from the positions of the psychological perspective in two influential
psychological theories — the theory of psychoanalysis and the theory of ho-
meostasis.

As it is known, psychoanalysis analyzes human behavior as a result of
impulses. Anna Freud (1936) includes altruism among the mature protective
mechanisms of the ego, defining it as a protection in which, in order to cope
with the threatening instinctive impulses, the individual undertakes actions to
satisfy the others’ needs.

The task of the present research is to check experimentally if there is a
connection between sensation seeking and prosocial behavior. Our hypothesis
is that sensation seeking will have a statistically significant influence on
prosocial behavior.

Design of the research

In order to check the research hypothesis for the influence of sensation
seeking on the prosocial behavior, in the present research we used a quasi-
experimental design. Although according to some researchers there are some
limits concerning this plan connected to the validity of the results the quasi-
experimental design has the decisive advantage as it is performed in natural
environment and does not require the creation of any artificial laboratory
conditions. The latter are often a problem in analyzing different behaviors
as, in most of the cases, laboratory situations seem to be a distant analogy of
the real ones. The influence of the variable sensation seeking on the prosocial
behavior will be analyzed through a multiple regression analysis.

Method

Analyzed individuals. The research was done with the participation of 425
people working in the system of power engineering aged 19 to 61. 341 of them
are men and 111 are women.
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Instruments. The instruments we used for the present research were:

1. The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) developed by Davis (1983c),
as possibly the best proven instrument for evaluating empathy. IRI is a
questionnaire that includes 28 items evaluating four components: Empathic
care, Personal distress, Acceptance of different perspective and Daydream-
ing, encompassed in four subscales with 7 items each. The separation of the
component acceptance of different perspectives from the empathic care again
presents the Impersonal Reactivity Index as an extremely attractive instru-
ment. The answers to these items are evaluated in accordance with the five-
point Likert scale (from 0. Does not describe me well to 4. Describes me well).
The subscale of Empathic care is used to evaluate empathy in the present
research.

2. The Sensation Seeking Scale of Zuckerman SSS-V (Sensation Seeking
Scale — Form V, 1994 ). The scale measures the necessity to look for sensa-
tions. The scale for analyzing the personal evaluation of sensation seeking of
Marvin Zuckerman is a forced choice self-evaluation questionnaire, including
40 pairs of bipolar statements from which the participants have to choose
answer ’a’ or ’b’ depending on which of the two describes them better. The
items are divided into four subscales: sense of adventure; seeking experiences;
rejecting bans, intolerance to boredom. Each of the four subscales includes 10
items, as the result from the different subscales shows the common need to
seek sensation.

To evaluate the variable sensation seeking® in the present research the self-
evaluation of the participants has been used in accordance with the subscale
of the instrument with the same name.

Procedure

Self-evaluation questionnaires and instructions for their filling in were
sent in sealed envelopes to workers in thirty hydroelectric plants on the terri-
tory of the Republic of Bulgaria. All participants received written assurance
that the information they fill in would not be connected in any way with their
participation in the research. After they had been filled in, the questionnaires
were returned, in sealed envelopes again, to the registry office of the Hydro-
electric plants Enterprise.

The data from the questionnaires was entered in electronic tables and was
processed with the help of a statistical program from the statistical package
IBM SPSS Statistics 19.

Results and discussion

As a result of the conducted research we received the answers of 425 par-
ticipants on the two above-mentioned instruments. For every participant we
calculated the raw marks on both scales — the scale of Davis measuring the
dependent variable prosocial behavior and the scale of Zuckerman measuring
the independent variable sensation seeking.

To check the power of the influence of both independent variables — sen-
sation seeking and Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire
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on the dependent variable prosocial behavior, we used the method of multiple
regression. All analyzed variables are quantitative and are measured with the
relevant instruments.

The regression analysis of the dependence of the variable prosocial behav-
ior on the two independent variables sensation seeking and Item 6 from the
questionnaire ’I like strong sensations’ was conducted in accordance with the
stepwise regression method.

The hypothesis formulated in the Design of the research section was decom-
posed into the following statistical hypotheses:

H,: No natural dependence is found of the prosocial behavior on the sensa-
tion seeking and Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire. In
other words, the Beta coefficients in front of both independent variables are
statistically insignificant.

H,: Natural dependence is found of the prosocial behavior on the sensa-
tion seeking and Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire i.e.
the Beta coefficients in front of both independent variables are statistically
significant.

Those statistical hypotheses are checked through the linear regression
model. The linear regression model of the dependences between the above-
mentioned variables looks as follows:

Prosocial behavior = b0 + B,* Sensation seeking + B,* Item 6 I like strong
sensations’ + ¢ —i=1, 2, ..., N,

where:

N is the number of the analyzed people (the volume of the excerpt)

B,» B,are the parameters of the model. They are presented as private re-
gression coefficients and are used to measure the net change of the dependent
variable at the single increase of the relevant independent variable.

At this stage we checked the hypothesis for presence of statistically signif-
icant connection, adequately modeled through the selected multiple regression
model, between the dependent variable prosocial behavior and the independent
variables sensation seeking and Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the
questionnaire.

When deciding the selection of hypothesis we use the criterion of Fisher (F)
and the criterion of Student (t). The appointed error risk is a = 0,05.

Table 1
Model of the connection between the dependent and the independent variables®
Model Amount of | Degrees of | Average of . F . Error risk
the squares | freedom |the squares| -criterion
Regression 177,233 1 177,233 12,409 ,000?
Deviation 8626,901 604 14,283
Corrected amount | 8804,134 605

a. Independent variables;

— Sensation seeking

— Item 6 I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire
b. Dependent variable: Prosocial behavior
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From Table 1 above it can be seen that the criterion of Fisher (F) = 12,409,
its level of significance of Sig. — 0.000, i.e Sig. F < o = 0,05, which means
that we have to reject the zero hypothesis for lack of influence of the inde-
pendent variables on the dependent variable and to accept the alternative
hypothesis.

In this way we established that the prosocial behavior is function of the
sensation seeking and Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire,
i.e. prosocial behavior depends both on sensation seeking and on the answers
of the participants to Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire.

In Table 2 below the calculated values of R? and R squared!® are given in ac-
cordance with the summary model. The coefficient of the multiple correlation
R characterizes the level of dependence between the valuables. In this case
R = 0,142 which is in the interval 0,1-0,2 and this means that the dependence
between the prosocial behavior and the two independent variables is very good.
The coefficient of the multiple determination R? in this case is = 0,20.

Table 2

Summary model

Model R R2 Corrected R? Standard error of the
evaluation
1 ,1422 ,020 ,019 3,77928

Dependent variable: Prosocial behavior

a. Independent variables;

— Sensation seeking

— Item 6 I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire

In percentage form the coefficient of determination D = R2.100 % = 20 %,
which means that 20 % of the variation of the result variable may be ex-
plained with the overall influence of the two independent variables.

The values of the Beta coefficient for both independent variables are given
in Table 3 below. As it can be seen, Beta in front of the independent variable
Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ is 20,585. It is statistically significant at very
little probability of error (¢ = 53,83; p=0,000). This means that the zero hy-
pothesis for lack of influence of the independent variable Item 6 ’I like strong
sensations’ on the prosocial behavior as a dependent variable is rejected.

The alternative hypothesis is accepted that the independent variable Item
6 I like strong sensations’ has influence on the dependent variable. In other
words, the more the participants like strong sensations, the higher their re-
sult is on the scale for prosocial behavior.

The Beta coefficient = -0,091 in front of the independent variable sensa-
tion seeking is also statistically significant (¢ = -3,52; p=0,000). Therefore, we
should reject the zero hypothesis for lack of influence of the independent vari-
able Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ on the prosocial behavior as a dependent
variable and accept the alternative hypothesis that this independent variable
also influences the prosocial behavior. The direction of the sense of adven-
ture is reverse, i.e. with the increase of the sensation seeking, the prosocial

249



ISSN 2304-1609. Bichuk OHY im. I. I. Meunuxosa. Ilcuxonozisa. 2014. T. 19. Bun. 2 (32)

behavior decreases. With an increase of 1 in the sensation seeking we have a
decrease in the prosocial behavior with -0,91.

On the basis of the comparison of the values of the Beta coefficients we can
say that the influence of the independent variable Item 6 ’I like strong sensa-
tions’ (Beta = 20,58) on the prosocial behavior is much stronger compared to
the influence of the independent variable Sensation seeking (Beta = -0,091 ).

Table 3
Coefficients® Beta
Non-standard coeffi- Standard | Student
Model cients coefficients t Eror risk
B Standard error Beta Criterion
Item 6 20,585 ,382 53,830 ,000
Sensation seeking | -,091 ,026 -,142 -3,523 000

a. Dependent variable: Prosocial behavior.

Conclusions:

As a result of the conducted research we established that the prosocial
behavior is function of the variables sensation seeking and the self-evaluation
on Item 6 ’I like strong sensations’ from the questionnaire.

In future researches it would be good to include groups of participants who
have different types of job, and especially directed towards the field of social
activities or ones that are really different from the social activities. In this
way it could be checked if the type of work done in the different jobs has a
stronger of weaker connection with the altruistic behavior.

We would not recognize the altruists who walk among us neither by their way
of dressing, nor by their hairstyle. No visible features distinguish the person
who would help from the one who would walk away pretending that the need of
the other does not exist. The altruist may be tangibly different but he/she may
be different in a way that the others cannot recognize. No matter how different
those people are they care about the benefit of the others, they enjoy life, and
rarely feel bored by the things they are offered. Such findings have social im-
portance as they outline the boundaries in which we can learn how to help others.
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ITosurosa T
acmipauTka IlnoBaiBchKoro yHiBepcutery «Ilaiciit XunenmapcbKuii»,
dakyabTeT memaroriku, Kadeapa mcuxoJiorii Ta cormiajabHOI AiAJIbHOCTI

IIPUCTPACTH IO IIPUTO/, IK MOTHBAIIIS 1O IPOCOIIIAJIBLHOT
MOBEATHKH

Pesrome

YV mamomy mociimiKeHHA IepeBipAEThCA TiloTesa IPO 3aJeKHICTh IPOCOIIUATBLHOL I10-
BeIiHKY BiJi CXWJIbHOCTI JIOAe¥ INYKATW CHUJIbHI BiIUyTTsA, Bil CaMOOI[iHKM TOTO, YU
nozxobarTheA iM 11i cuabHI BiguyTTda. g miel metu 425 yuacHUKIB qOCTiIKeHHSA 3aIo-
BHUJIM ONUTYBAJBHUKM IJIsI NJIaTHOCTUKU IIPOCOIiaJIbHOI IMOBEAIiHKY B AKOCTI 3aJIeXKHOI
3MiHHOI i TOIIYK CUJIBHUX BIiZYYTTIiB AK HesasexXHOI 3MiHHOI 3 immoro Gorky. Kpim
TOrO, OyJIO AiaTHOCTOBAHO, B AKii Mipi yuacHmKam momobaroTbcA cuibHI Bimuyrtda. I1i
MOKa3HUKK OyJIM BUKOPHCTAHI B SKOCTI Apyroi HesajekHOI 3MiHHOI. B pesysabraTi mo-
KPOKOBOTO perpeciiiHoro aHa/isy MU BUABUJIM, IO OOMIBI HesasJe)XKHi 3MiHHI HaZalOTh
CTAaTUCTUYHO 3HAUYIIUH BILJINB Ha CAMOOIIIHKY IPOCOI[iaJbHOI ITOBEIiHKHA.

Karouosi croBa: mpocornianbaa I0BeAiHKA, JOIOMOTA, BiIUYTTA IOLUIYKY, MiXKocoOmC-
TicHUI iHEKC PEaKTUBHOCTI.

ITonuroBa I'.
acnupaHTka IlnoBruBckoro yuuBepcurera «llaucuit Xunengapckuii»,
daxkyabTeT nefaroruku, Kadeapa ICUXOJOTUM U COLIUATBHON AeATeIbHOCTU

CTPACTD K ITPURJIIOYEHHUAM KAK MOTHUBAIIUA
K ITPOCOIINAJBHOMY ITIOBEJEHHIO

Peszrome

B manHOM mHcciiefoBaHUY ITPOBEPSETCA I'MIIOTE3a 0 3aBUCUMOCTH IIPOCOITNAIBLHOTO II0-
BeleHUA OT CKJIOHHOCTH JIIOJeil MCKATh CUJIbHBIE OIYIIEeHUA, OT UX CAMOOIIEHKH TOTrO,
HPAaBATCSA JIU UM 9TU CUJBHBIE olnyiieHusa. [[ia aroi menn 425 yyaCTHUKOB HCCJIEOBA-
HUS 3alOJHUJIA ONPOCHUKYU JJIA AUATHOCTUKHU IITPOCOITMAJIBLHOIO IIOBEJEHUs B KauecTBe
3aBUCHUMOU IIEPEMEHHON U IOMCKA CUJBbHBIX OIIYINEeHWI KaK He3aBUCUMOI IIepeMeHHOM
¢ aIpyroii croponsl. Kpome Toro, OBIIO AMAarHOCTHPOBAHO, B KAKOH CTEIEeHU yYaCTHUKAM
HPAaBATCS CUJIbHBIE OIYIeHUsA. ITH MMOKAasaTeJau ObLIN HCIIOJb30BaHLI B Ka4eCTBE BTO-
poit HesaBUCUMOM ITepeMeHHo#i. B pesybTaTe IOIIaroBoro perpecCuoHHOT0 aHAJIU3a MbI
00HaApPYKUJIU, UTO 00e He3aBUCUMBIEe IepeMeHHbIe OKa3bIBalOT CTATUCTUYECKU 3HAUUMOE
BJIUSHUE HA CAMOOIIEHKY IIPOCOIIMASBLHOTO IIOBEeIEeHMUA.

KaroueBsie cioBa: mpocoluaabHOE ITOBEAEHH’Ee, IIOMOIIb, OIYIeHne ITOMCKA, MeK-
JIMYHOCTHBIN MHAEKC PeaKTUBHOCTH.

Cmammasa nadidwna do pedaryii 18.05.2014
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