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Expectations from Unequal Rewards*
WENDY JEAN HARROD

lowa State University

Both expectation-states theory and rank equilibration theory predict a “halo effect” from unequal
rewards. This study used a laboratory experiment based on Berger’s original design to test for
performance expectations from unequal rewards. The results support the prediction: unequal rewards
apparently structured corresponding inequalities in expectations and task-focused interaction. The
implication of these results for equity theory is discussed.

Members of task groups expect some
correspondence between their relative
contributions and their relative rewards.
When they anticipate the distribution of
rewards to follow interaction, members form
expectations for their rewards based on their
relative contributions to the solution of the
task. Equity theory concerns the nature of
these expectations, the conditions under
which they are likely to form, and the
consequences of their violation (see Walster
et al., 1977). Also interesting is the reverse
situation, when the distribution of rewards
precedes interaction and group members
anticipate their relative contributions by
forming expectations based on their relative
rewards. This research concerns the nature
of such expectations from unequal rewards
and the conditions under which they are
likely to form,

Two theories informed this research:
Rank equilibration theory (Kimberly, 1972)
and expectations-states theory (Berger al.,
1974; 1977). Both theories suggest that an
actor’s level of reward is a fundamental and
informative basis for social discrimination.
Both theories point to the conclusion that
unequal rewards lead actors to form unequal
performance  expectations. In  rank
equilibration theory, this conclusion follows
clearly from McCrainie and Kimberly’s
(1973) discus

* | am grateful to Lee Freese and Jane Sell for advice
and technical assistance during this research. An earlier
version of this paper was presented at the 43rd annual
meeting of the Midwest Sociological Society, April, 1979.
NIMH grant 5-T32- MH14243-04 supported the final
revision. | am responsible for any errors. Address all
communications to Wendy J. Harrod, Department of
Sociology, lowa State University, Ames IA 50011.

sion of rank inconsistency. They consider the
situation in which an actor’s actual level of
task ability is unknown. They argue that if an
actor’s ranks on status and reward are
consistent, then through a cognitive balance
process observers attribute to that actor a
corresponding level of task ability and
performance. If status and reward are not
consistent,  however, observers form
conflicting expectations for the actor’s level
of ability and performance. This occurs
because an actor’s status and rank on a
distribution of rewards provide observers
with dimensions of evaluation that are
associated with certain expectations for
ability and performance.

The same conclusion follows from
expectation-states  theory. Formalized
versions of the theory include characteristics
of status and reward in the same set of
elements and place them under the same
restrictions in  the  definitions and
assumptions of the theory (Berger et al.,
1974:177; Berger et al., 1977:101). Their
formal identity clearly implies that
characteristics of reward and status organize
interaction through the same expectation-
states process. Unequal rewards, as well as
unequal statuses, should lead to unequal
performance  expectations under the
conditions specified by the theory.

Following this reasoning, | devised an
experimental test based on Berger’s original
paradigm (see Berger and Conner, 1969). |
intended to show that unequal rewards lead
to unequal performance expectations and
corresponding inequalities in task-focused
interaction even when there is no necessary
or explicit connection between level of
ability and level of
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UNEQUAL REWARDS

reward. In other words, | was interested in
demonstrating the “halo effect” of unequal
rewards (cf. Freese, unpublished). | judged
the following conditions sufficient to
produce such an effect: (1) a situation which
enables actors to conceptualize an
organized, unequal distribution of rewards,
and to distinguish themselves solely on the
basis of their unequal rank in this
distribution; and (2) a joint task which
allows actors to exchange and take into
account each other’s advice, but requires the
exercise of a specific ability that actors
possess in unknown degrees. In accord with
past expectation-states research, | considered
an actor’s resistance to influence attempts an
indicator of the actor’s expectation
advantage and relative position in social
interchange (Berger et al., 1974:101).

METHODS

Subjects were women between the ages of
18 and 21, recruited as paid volunteers from
undergraduate classes of a state university.
They were invited to work as members of a
research organization that employs large
numbers of people for data-collection
purposes. The organization named was the
Sociological  Research  Laboratory—an
actual research group whose facilities were
the setting of the study. Neither titles nor
duties of research positions were identified,
but the organized, unequal distribution of
wages within the Sociological Research Lab-
oratory was described to the subjects in
some detail. This alerted subjects to
different levels of reward, and since the
organization was unfamiliar to the subjects,
made it impossible for them to distinguish
participants on any other basis. Subjects
were asked to work with a [fictitious] partner
on a perceptual judgment task, and were
isolated in individual laboratory rooms
throughout the study.

A pretest showed that subjects viewed a
payment of five dollars to be considerably
greater, and a payment of one dollar to be
considerably less than a payment of three
dollars for participation in the research.
Therefore, subjects were told that the av-
erage wages paid to members of the
Sociological Research Laboratory were

HaumnoHanbHBIN MCC/IeI0BaTEIbCKUI YHUBEepcUTET «BhIcias mKo/a 3KOHOMUKH»

127

approximately three dollars an hour.
Subjects were randomly assigned to the two
experimental ~ conditions, as  follows:
Subjects in the HL condition were paid three
dollars and were led to believe the partner
received one dollar; subjects in the LH
condition were paid three dollars and led to
believe the partner received five dollars. In
all other respects the two experimental
conditions were identical.

The differential pay manipulation was
accomplished by distributing genuine (and
official-looking) paychecks before the ex-
perimental task got underway. Days earlier,
the subject had been called by the “Lab
Secretary,” who scheduled the time of the
subject’s participation, asked for the correct
spelling of her name, and told the subject
she could pick up her paycheck at the time
of the experiment. After the subject had
arrived, heard about the unequal pay
distribution of the Sociological Research
Laboratory, and learned that she and her
partner would be working at different levels
of pay, the experimenter appeared with two
paychecks: one made out to a fictitious
person and the other to the subject, using
initials and last name. Since the situation
made it plausible that the experimenter
would not know the name of the subject and
her partner, the experimenter showed both
checks to the subject and asked:

Ah, let’s see, is yours the three dollar check

or the [five dollar, one dollar]

check? Oh, okay, so this [five

dollar, one dollar] check belongs to your partner.
The experimenter then left, presumably to
give the other check to the partner.

It is important to note that the checks were
distributed at the very beginning of the
experiment, and were never explicitly
connected to performance on the task. Nor
was the pay connected to the subject’s
background or status characteristics. If the
subject asked about the differential in pay,
as a few did, the experimenter simply
reiterated that a wide variety of people work
in the Sociological Research Laborator%/ and
some people get paid more than others.

Y It is worth noting that pay was never explicitly
disassociated from performance on the task or with
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The task assigned to the subject and the
[fictitious] partner was to make a binary
decision on a series of ambiguous problems:
the length of a solid white bar superimposed
on a still photograph. The photographs were
presented to subjects via TV monitors in
their individual laboratory rooms. After
studying each slide, the partners were
required to give an opinion about the correct
solution, and these opinions were
transmitted to each other by means of a
communication signal device. The device
was programmed by the experimenter to
make it appear that the subject and the
partner disagreed 32 times out of the 40
judgment trials. After an exchange of
opinions, both partners were required to
make their own final decision. If the subject
refused to alter her initial judgment when
she made her decision on one of the
disagreement trials, she gave a “stay-
response.” The likelihood of resisting
influence in this situation was interpreted as
the likelihood of a “stay- response.”

status characteristics. Subjects were free to imagine
inequalities on both these dimensions, although only
unequal performance expectations were tested in this
research. Theoretical scope conditions were not violated if a
subject formed expectations for status characteristics
provided these expectations derived solely from
information about unequal rewards. A postexperimental
questionnaire and interview indicated whether a subject had
formed conjectures based on any other information. Ten
subjects were eliminated from the analysis because they
believed they had actual evidence of the partner’s sex. Sub-
jects were also eliminated from the analysis if they failed to
understand (nine subjects), believe (nine subjects), or
cooperate with (six subjects) experimental procedures. The
numbers are large, but understandable, considering the
exclusion rates common in deception experiments of this
kind (e.g., Cook, 1975), and considering my unselective use
of the available subject pool. A great number of students in
the subject pool had already learned about deception
experiments (particularly Milgram’s obedience experiments)
in their classes; had already participated in a deception
experiment; and had already been informed about this
experiment from friends (particularly sorority sisters). Had |
identified and disqualified these students before their
participation, the exclusion rate would have been substan-
tially lower. In any case, subjects were excluded solely on
the basis of their responses to the postexperimental
questionnaire and interview, not on the basis of their
responses during the experimental task. The exclusion of
these subjects does not invalidate the responses of those
who did meet the theoretical scope conditions.
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RESULTS

Table 1 presents the mean proportion,
mean number, and variance about the mean
number of stay-responses by the 17 subjects
in each experimental condition. The data
clearly support the prediction that subjects in
the HL condition would form higher
expectations, and hence show greater
resistance to influence than subjects in the

LH condition. The difference in stay-
responses across conditions is in the
expected  direction and  statistically

significant at the .01 probability level. The
magnitude of the difference, however, is not
as great as in research using diffuse status
characteristics.

Whether the reward manipulation
structured subjects’ expectations can be
checked by examining responses to a
postexperimental ~ questionnaire  asking
subjects to evaluate their performance on the
judgment task. The distribution of subjects
who indicated they had performed better, the
same as, or worse than the partner differed
significantly across experimental conditions:
subjects were more likely to indicate better
performance in the HL and worse
performance in the LH condition (x* = 5.98,
d.f.=2,p=.05;y=.54),

Since the experiment had no control
condition, it is interesting to compare the
results in Table 1 with the data collected by
Sell and Freese (unpublished) in their “No
Information” condition. Their experiment
was also conducted in the Sociological
Research Laboratory using paid
undergraduate women. In every respect, it
was identical to the experiment reported here
except for the omission of the differential
reward manipulation.

Table 1. Mean Proportion, Mean Number and Variance
about Mean Number of Stay-Responses by Condition?

Stay-Responses

Mean Mean
Condition Proportion Number Variance N
HI A7 21.41 10.95 17
LH .56 18.00 17.65 17

a Comparison HL vs. LH: t = 2.55, df = 32, p < .01, one-
tailed.
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Subjects realized they would be paid for
their participation, but did not know the
precise amount nor the amount paid to any
other participant. Pay was not discussed or
distributed until after the experimental task
was completed. Essentially, subjects had no
information whatsoever about the person
who was their partner on the judgment task.
Sell and Freese found the mean proportion
of stay-responses in their “No Information”
condition was .62. A statistical comparison
between the three means s, strictly
speaking, not appropriate since subjects in
the Sell and Freese study were not included
in the random assignment procedures of this
investigation. Nevertheless, the outcome of
their condition—the fact that .62 falls
between .67 and .56—adds some credence
to the argument that subjects in both
conditions of this study used the reward
information to structure their performance
expectations and their task- focused
behavior.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

These results are important because they
represent the first direct test of expectations
from unequal rewards. Rank equilibration
and expectation-states theory predict a “halo
effect” from unequal rewards, but previous
research in both areas failed to separate the
influences of status and reward on
performance expectations (e.g., McCrainie
and Kimberly, 1973; Berger et al., 1976).
This research tested a special case of both
theories, and showed that unequal rewards,
in the absence of any other basis for social
discrimination, structured inequalities in ex-
pectations and interaction. This occurred
even though ability and reward were not
explicitly related.

These results are particularly interesting
because they suggest that actors who form
expectations connecting the distribution of
rewards to the distribution of ability, do so
by expectation processes that differ
according to the direction in which the
expectations form. Expectations follow an
equity process if actors consider the
distribution of task ability known and the
distribution of rewards problematic; but if
the results of this study
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are correct, expectations follow an
expectation-states process if actors consider
the distribution of rewards known and the
distribution of task ability problematic. This
means that the distribution of rewards, at
times the source and at times the object of
expectations, would follow a circular pattern
in situations involving the joint operation of
both processes. Actors would tend to define
the actual distribution of rewards as the
appropriate distribution of rewards in the
absence of any clear evidence to the con-
trary.

Cook’s  (1975) “Undefined Equity”
condition is a good example. In this con-
dition, subjects who had no knowledge of
their relative task ability were given a
greater proportion of rewards than their
partners for work on an ambiguous joint
task. Later, when the subjects themselves
were given the responsibility for allocating
rewards for additional work on the same
task, Cook found subjects typically
maintained a reward differential and allo-
cated more to themselves than to their
partners. Evidently, the unequal distribution
of rewards led subjects to believe they
possessed unequal levels of ability; and this,
in the absence of any other information, led
subjects to define an unequal distribution of
rewards as the appropriate reflection of their
presumed unequal ability. The result of an
expectation-states process, in other words,
set the initial conditions for an equity
process to occur.

Such research points to the importance of
rewards in the emergence and maintenance
of power and prestige. Further research may
show the importance of rewards in changing
the patterns of social discrimination. Unlike
inherent or relatively enduring properties of
individuals such as age, race, sex, skill,
education, etc., rewards are distributed,
completely transferable outcomes. They are
subject to negotiation and redistribution in a
way that many bases for evaluation are not.
Changing the distribution of rewards may
work as a strategy for eliminating or mod-
ifying the effects of other salient bases for
expectations and producing changes in the
eventual distribution of power and prestige.
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Bomnpocel k cTaTtbe
BriOGepuTe cpead TNpeasIOKEHHBIX OTBETOB CBOM €IMHCTBEHHBI M 3alITPUXYHTe
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMI eMy OBaJl B OJlaHKe OTBeTOB Ha NepecedyeHHMHM HOMepa BONpoca W
HOMepa oTBeTAa.

1. Kakoii Tun uccienoBanusi ObUT MPUMEHEH aBTOPaMU CTaTbU?
1) DkcrepuMeHT
2) KoppensaiuoHHoe UCcCiieI0BaHue
3) KgasuskcnepumeHT
4) KauecTBeHHBIE METOIBI

2. Beibepute, moxamyiicra, HaumOoJee  MPABWIBHYIO  HMHTEPIPETAIMI0  CIETYIOIIHNX
CTATUCTUYECKUX PE3YJIBTATOB MOCT-PKCIIEPUMEHTAILHOTO OIpoca «XZ =598, d.f. =2, p=.05»
(ctp. 128):

1) Pesyabrarel B rpynmnax HL u HL otiimyarores Ha yposae 3naunmoctu 0.05

2) Pesynbratsl B rpymme HL Beitire, uem B rpymme LH, Ha ypoBae 3HauumocTu 0.05

3) Pesynbrarsl B rpynme LH Boimie, uem B rpynme HL, Ha ypoBae 3Haunmoctu 0.05

4) Pesynbratel B rpynmax HL u LH He otnuarotes Ha yposae 3Haunmocth 0.05

3. BriOepute, moxanyiicta, HanboJiee MPaBUWIbHYIO HHTEPIIPETAIINI0O KOMMEHTApHs K Tabmwuie 1:
«Comparison HL vs. LH: t = 2.55, df = 32, p < .01, one-tailed»

1) Pesyabrarel B rpynmnax HL u LH otinyarores Ha yposae 3Haunmoctu 0.01

2) Pesynbratsl B rpymme HL Beitre, uem B rpymme LH, Ha yposae 3Haunmoctu 0.01

3) Pesynbrarsl B rpymme LH Boimie, uem B rpynme HL, Ha ypoBHe 3naunmoctu 0.01

4) Pesynbrate! B rpynmax HL u LH He otinuarores Ha yposae 3Haunmocta 0.01

4. B 4yem aBTOp BUIUT OCHOBHYIO 3HAYUMOCTH CBOCH pabOThI?
1) B TOM, 4dYro yAagoCh MPOJAEMOHCTPHPOBATh Tag0-3PpPeKT HepaBHOMPABHBIX
BO3HATPaKACHUHN, HUBEJIMPOBAB ITPH ATOM BO3/ICHCTBHE COIMAIBHOTO CTaTyca
2) B TOM, 4YTO aBTOp IMOKa3ajl 3aBHCUMOCTh BOCIPHUATHS COOCTBEHHOTrO Yycrexa OT
BO3HATPAKACHUS
3) B TOM, 4TO OBUI MOJYYCH BBIBOA O BJIHMSHHU HEPABHOIMPABHBIX BO3HATPAXKICHHUN Ha
MOCTIeTYONINE OKUIAHUS U B3aUMOJICHCTBUE B TPYIIIE
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4) B TOM, UTO YyHAIOCh MPOJECMOHCTPUPOBaTh rano-3pGeKkT HepaBHOMPABHBIX
BO3HATPKACHUHN, y4TS TPU STOM BO3JCHCTBHE BCEX COIHUAIBHO-AEMOTpaduuecKux
XapaKTEPUCTHK

5. Kak teopumu, n€rimme B OCHOBY 3KCIIEPUMEHTAIBHOTO MCCIEOBAHUS, OMUCHIBAIOT (QYHKIINIO
BO3HarpaxaeHus?
1) BoszHarpaxieHue BHICTYNACT B HUX PE3YJIbTATOM COLMAIbHON JUCKPHUMUHALINN
2) BozHarpaxaeHue, Hapsay C COLMAIBHOM NUCKPUMHHAIIMEH, BBICTYMAIOT (DaKTOpaMu
OLIEHKHU CIIOCOOHOCTEH Npyrux Jroei
3) Bo3HarpaxxaeHue CBSI3BIBACTCS HCKIIOYMTEIBHO C YPOBHEM CHOCOOHOCTEH M MOXKET
HUBEJIMPOBATH JICWCTBUE COLMAIBHON JUCKPUMUHALUN
4) BosHarpaxJeHue paccMaTpUBaeTCs, KaK (yHIaMEHTaJbHas OCHOBa ISl COIMAJIbHOM
JUCKPUMHUHALINH

6. IloueMy cTaTHCTHYECKOE CPaBHEHHUE PE3YJIbTATOB 3KCIEPTUMEHTA C PE3yJbTaTaMu TPYIIIIbI,
He noJtyyaBieil nHdopMaruio 06 oriaTe, 0Ka3aJloCh HEBO3MOXKHBIM?
1) T'pymnmna, He nonyyaBmas ”HPOPMAIHIO O BO3HATPAXKICHUY, BBIIIOIHIA IPYroe 3aJaHue.
2) ABTOpBI COWIM, YTO HX pE3yJIbTaTOB JOCTaTOYHO, M MPOBOIHMTH CTATHCTHYECKOE
CpaBHEHHE UM IT0Ka3aJI0Ch HELIEIeCO00Pa3HBIM.
3) B rpymmy, He nmoiydaBiueil HHPOPMAIMIO O BO3HATPAXKICHUU, YYACTHHKH MOJOUPATIHCH
HeCIy4aiiHbIM 00pa3oM.
4) TI'pynma LH B omucaHHOM 3KCIIEPUMEHTE BBICTYITUIIA B POJIM KOHTPOJIBHOM, a CDABHUBATh
pe3yibTaThl ABYX KOHTPOJIBHBIX IPYIII HEMPABUIBHO.

JaiiTe pa3BepHYTHIil OTBeT:

7. Kakoll rnaBHBIN HCCIIEI0BATENbCKUM BOIIPOC aBTOP CTABUT B NPEAIOKEHHOM Bam craTbe?

8. Broienure 3aBUCHMYIO M HE3aBHUCHMYIO IEPEMEHHBIE B OMHCAHHOM 3KCIIEPHUMEHTAIBHOM
IUTaHE.

9. Kpartko chopmynupyiiTe OCHOBHBIE BHIBOJIBI, TIOJTYUYEHHBIC B UCCIIEJOBAHUH.

10. Kakue (akTopsl B H3I0KEHHOM HKCHEPUMEHTAJIHHOM IUIAHE MOTJIM TOBIUATH Ha
pe3yJbTaThl UCCIEOBAHMS U UCKA3UTh UX?

2. IIpouTHnTe KpaTKOe ONMCAHHE KAKI0r0 U3 UCCICAOBAHMI M 1aliTe apryMEeHTHPOBAHHbIE
OTBEThI HA NPUBEJCHHbIC HUKE BOIIPOCHI.

Te3nc 1. «YerbipexgHeBHasi paboyast Heeasa»

You may find the prospect of a four-day workweek appealing but you will probably
quickly change your mind upon learning that each day would be ten hours long. What is really
needed is a combination of a shorter workday, a shorter workweek, and a higher salary.
Unfortunately, should such a utopian combination ever arise, we are quite sure that college
professors would be excluded from participating. Nonetheless, it is time to consider the next
study.

Two researchers were able to convince the executive committee of a large manufacturing
company to use two of its four manufacturing divisions (located throughout the Midwest) as
experimental and control groups in a study of the four-day, 40-hour (4-40) workweek. The
experimental group of 106 subjects was put on the 4-40 plan while the control group of 104
worked a normal five-day, 40-hour (5-40) week. After 13 months, one of the remaining two
divisions (with 111 people) was converted to the 4-40 plan and studied for an additional 12
months. Thus, data were available over a 25-month period for two of the three groups, and for a
12-month period on the third. Dropout in the three groups was negligible.

Preliminary analyses showed the three groups to be comparable at the beginning of the
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study on such measures as age, seniority, absenteeism, and salary. During the study, pretest and
post-test self-report data were collected on job satisfaction, stress, and absenteeism, along with
supervisor ratings of work performance. The major findings were of improved job satisfaction in
the 4-40 group during the initial 13-month period (not sustained over the entire 25 months of the
study), and improved productivity.

Thus, the researchers concluded somewhat tentatively that although there were short-term
benefits of the changeover, these tended not to persist.

Bomnpocsr:

1. Cornacusl 11 Bl ¢ Tem, 4TO nMpoBeAEHHOE HCCEA0BaHNE JOKA3bIBAET MOJIb3Y MEpexoia Ha
YETRIPEXTHEBHYIO pabouyIo Heneno? APryMeHTUPYIUTE CBOM OTBET.

2. Kakne  anbTepHaTHBHBIE  OOBSCHEHHMS  IOJYyYEHHBIM  pe3ylbTaTaM  (IOBBIIICHHUIO
MPOJIYKTUBHOCTU M YAOBIETBOPEHHOCTH PabOTOl B rpymnme coTpyaHUKOB «4-40») Bwl moxere
MPEIJI0KUTE?

Te3ucel 2. «Mo-xo-xo! U 6yThLIKa pomal»

Whether deserved or not, seafaring men have long had a reputation for drinking alcoholic
beverages in large amounts. Apparently, some members of the United States Navy have decided
to continue this tradition as evidenced by a recent increase of interest in the development of
alcohol treatment centers for naval personnel. It is refreshing to find that the navy is also
interested in evaluting the effectiveness of these new programs. One such evaluation is described
below.

Three researchers used a battery of personality inventories and a measure of anxiety to
examine personality changes resulting from entrance into one of the alcohol treatment centers.
The analysis of pretest-post-test differences on the 404 alcoholics for whom complete data were
available (there were originally 424 participants, but some data were lost as a consequence of
“unsystematic testing”) revealed significant positive changes on level of trust, emotional
stability, and extroversion. These positive changes were accompanied by significant decreases in
both pathology (depression, hysteria) and anxiety. Ratings by the (former) alcoholics’
commanding officers indicated the short-term success rate to be over 80 percent. This stands in
marked contrast to the 45 percent rate of success reported before the development of special
treatment centers.

These results have convinced some Navy officials of the positive effect of treatment
centers.

Bomnpocsr:

1. MoxHO M Ha OCHOBE MOJYYEHHBIX MAHHBIX CUUTATH IIEHTPHI IO JICYCHHUIO aJKOTOJIHM3Ma
aMEPUKAHCKUX MOPSAKOB 3P (HEKTUBHBIMUA? APTryMEHTUPYHUTE CBOW OTBET.

2. Kakue anbTepHaTUBHbIE 00BICHEHHUS MOJyYEHHBIM pe3ybTaTaM Bbl MoXeTe npeanoxuTh?

3. Ecniu Bbl 0OHapyXuiau HEIOCTaTKH B IJIAHUPOBAHUU MCCIEIOBAHUS, OIMIIUTE, Kak
clemoBaio Obl TPOBECTH €ro, 4YTOOBl MOXKHO OBUIO cJenaTh JOCTOBEPHBIE BBIBOJLI 00
s dextuBHOCTH (MU HEAIPDHEKTUBHOCTH) IIEHTPOB IO JICUCHUIO AJIKOTOJIU3Ma Y aMEPHUKAHCKHUX
MOPSIKOB.
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