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Summary

The present article is devoted to the problems of rising subjectivity as an instrument of developing personality at the pre-school age. Imagination is considered as a factor of personality's formation. Experimental research concerns step-by-step formation of imagination connected with a genesis of individual symbolic orientation. The genesis of sign-symbol activity is studied with the help of an original technique, revealing mechanisms of imagination.

        The history of imagination research was rather  complicated. For a long time it was the exclusive privilege  of philosophy. And it was quite recently that it got  psychological attention, though in comparison with other  psychic functions imagination seems to play a second fiddle, 

being considered rather a secondary functions.

        Ancient philosophers, from Aristotle to  St.Augustine, even had no special term to distinguish it  from memory and thinking. Neither Bacon nor Descartes  mentioned the existence of human ability to imagination when  they discussed the problems of memory and thinking.

        It was only in XVIII century when Wolfe makes an  attempt to separate mental reproduction of experienced  impressions from “facultas fingendi”, which is «the creation  of absolutely new mental constructions» with the help of  analysis and synthesis out of primary impressions. Later 

reproductive and constructive imagination was separated by  I.Kant, who was followed by J.Fichte. 

        G.Hegel was the first to divided imagination and  fancy, coming from the assumption that both of them are  characteristics of intellect, though the intellect  possessing an ability to imagination simply reproduces,  whereas the one possessing an ability to fancy ( creates. As  a result the idea of an essential role of higher levels of  imagination in the development of specifically human  abilities got its right to existence.

        This distinction of the two levels of imagination  became one the most widely spread conception of modern  psychology. The problem was studied by B.Russell, J.Dewey,  T.Ribaut, F.Keyra, L.Vygotsky, R.Arnheim, J.Piaget,  A.Vallone, J.Bruner and others. Many russian philosophers  and psychologists (Y.Borodai, A.Brushlinsky, E.Ilyenkov,  O.Dyachenko, L.Korshunova, R.Natadze et al.)  investigated  mechanisms of functioning of imagination, tried to define  its role as human cognitive activity. Nevertheless its  specific characteristics and role still remain a remote  province of scientific research.

        We presume that the status of imagination as the  highest (in literal sense of the word) psychic function  should be heightened. The present article is an attempt to  prove this idea on the basis of already existing and  possible tendencies of its analysis.

        The difficulty of defining the essence and  characteristics of imagination is first of all conditioned  by the fact that it is closely connected with other psychic  functions (memory, thinking); freed from images of  memory and mental construction it loses its identification.

        To clear it out you should find in the function of  imagination something that is left after you mentally  “subtract” the processes of memory and thinking out of it.  L.Vygotsky wrote, that “imagination does not copy  accumulated in the individual impressions same combinations 

and forms, but reconstructs them into new sets. In other  words, bringing a novelty into the very course of our  impressions and changing these impressions so that this  activity results in the appearance of a new, never existing  earlier image, constitutes the core of the activity, which  is known as imagination” (Vygotsky, 1950; p.328).                         

        What kind of novelty can it be?

        Many authors point to a searching and finding of a new relations between existing elements of experience, not realized, at the previous level of cognition. It is evident,  that neither memory nor thinking change or distort this material acquired through experience. They operate with the  given data according to the “acknowledged rules, both  assumed as really existing. In its essence different from other functions imagination has a freer hand and more opportunities to fly off from past experience” (Rubinshtein, 1940; p.269-270).

        It comes into being outlet to some new spheres of  cognition the reality or as a withdrawal from the limitation  of the method or the way of cognition. By its nature  imagination allows, in our opinion, the following  operations:

 
( numerous simple transformation of the elements of  experience such as reductions, enlargement, schematization,  hyperbolization etc.; 

( restructuring of these elements, whole and in  parts (for example: subtraction or over-addition of the features);

( distortion of the some elements of experience or  their parts;

( “estrangement” (B.Shclovsky) of traditionally  perceived elements of experience;

( forming up of new entities (systems) around taken  separately features (sometimes taken by chance, secondary);

( “turning” some elements of experience and their  parts into their opposites (inversion);

( permutation elements of experience, their parts or  properties into uncharacteristic systems of real existence, assumed as potential ones;

( ascribing some earlier uncharacteristic  properties, qualities, forms of functioning to some elements  of experience (attribution); 

( individual deviation (E.Ilyenkov) from traditional forms;

( extrapolation (widening in treatment of  functioning of elements);

( anticipation (probability prognosis);

( seeing the whole before parts and vice versa.

        By no means, the given list covers all the factors,  but taken as it is, this set of hypothetical operations of  imagination immediately differentiates it from thinking. The  latter which aims at cognition of essences and relationships  of objects and phenomena of reality and is connected with 

productions of concepts and systems of concepts with the  help of which the world is described and comprehended.  Understood in this way, imagination also differs from memory  for images, for according to O.Nikiforova's correct  reasoning, “however much thoroughly are images of reality 

revised by memory, they never reflect the possible, the future and never tern into images of really 

existing objects, which never confront the individual in his  personal experience” (Nikiforova, 1972; p.69).

        Many authors point out that imagination is capable  of illustrating and filling in the gaps in the intellectual  process, participating in situation not completely defined. The greater is the situation, the greater is the role of  imagination. The less indefinite is the situation, the more  active is the processes of thinking. We may suggest, that in  creative activity imagination takes the function of 

searching-illustrative means. It directed on objective  reflection of an essence by providing new original images. The value of fancy in cognition is to some extent determined  by the fact that it allows to lower the lack of information,  to fill in intellectual vacuum.

        By way of original construction imagination helps  the individual “to jump over” some stages of reasoning,  governed by logic, and offers an opportunity to get the  final result in advance ( an insight. As a result an aim, though vaguely defined, appears and a way. Besides,  imagination is the originator of the most improbable  decisions, based on sometimes very remote and at first  sight, superficial, not quite well founded associations and  analogies. It reminds of a brain-storming, though not  resulting in a decision, but at least hinting at it. In this  sense we might, following L.Vygotsky's definition, call  imagination “a zone of immediate development” in thinking.  This, a propos, is confirmed by the fact that elements of  imagination are observed in three-year-olds, when the  existence of thinking activity can be only roughly outlined.  We should have in mind that the result is achieved in  imagination often preceding that in thinking. This at the  same time explains the limitations of solving intellectual  tasks in imagination: though original, decisions are not  enough rigorous, as soon they are based on the   probable, but not on the logically  substantiated, real. Thinking from this point of  view is more organized: each its step, each logical chain  should be rigorously verified and correlated with reality,  objectively substantiated. Behind every concept, statement,  inference deduction there stands a fragment of reality,  whereas there is nothing like that behind imagination, though its images may resemble the elements of objective  reality. Thinking may take the role of their supervisor,  detecting contradictions and  “inconsistencies”. Thinking, 

being more “homogeneous” from this point of view, prevents  “holes in the cheese of problems”, whereas imagination is more discrete, more divergent.

        With all this in mind, we come to the conclusion,  that the function of imagination consists in bringing  forth   new   essential   characteristics   of  reality.  Not by means of logical deductions (as in thinking), but with the help of free operating with elements of experience.  Imagination allows great tolerance in analogies, sudden  jumps in the continuity, guesses, intuitive decisions, 

accidental finds, insights.

        We can rightfully consider, that in a sense  imagination works on the generation a new reality, it  creates new ontology. At this stage of our reasoning it is  quite natural to ask about the source (where from?) and  point (what for?) of this new ontology. Moreover, it is  necessary to define if it is correct, that imagination is an  indispensable companion only of cognition, and has no other 

purposes (for example, those connected with development of  human personality, subjectivity, “selfness”).

        Can it be agreed, that the function of imagination lies only in reconstructing one's past experience? In our opinion, this traditional thesis should be made more precise  by considering the idea of an active position of the  imagining individual himself. We believe, that “patterns of 

wanted future”, created by imagination, are the result of  reciprocal human's influence on the world around,  reinforcement his position in it. In its ideal form (not yet  objectivized, not quite materialized) the outcome of  imagination is the result of spreading one's personality,  his aims, needs, abilities on the world. Imagination then  constructs patterns, extrapolating one's subjective 

experience on the objective reality, resembling the function  of a peculiar lens, a kaleidoscope.

        It is because of this that ability to imagine, to  fancy should be considered a personal quality. It enlarges the individual's influence on the objective reality, it  lengthens human powers, it measures objective reality by  human yardstick: at first it may be definite individual's  measure, later ( in the process of objectivization it becomes generalized.

        Imagination ( is a function, which allows human  being to operate not only in accordance with the “will” of  the objective reality, but also at “one's own wil”l. We  can't but agree with E.Ilyenkov's characteristics of  imagination as constant individual  \emp{deviation} from  already found and generally accepted form (Ilyenkov, 1968; p.40).  Making personal  abilities,wishes, aspirations objective,  individuals not  only adapt themselves  to the world,becoming its consumers, 

but spread further and strengthen their influence upon  the world and turn themselves into its real transformers. 

        In this process of objectivisation the man turns his  subjectivity into objective entity, gives a  generalized  form to his individual deviation. So in case if individual  shifts become socially important, they are included into the  general transforming  development of being. Materialization, 

utilization of the outcome, that imagination generates,  enlarges various experience of the civilization. 

        It seems that this creative process reveals not only  individual's influence on the world, but also interrelation  and unity of the subjective and objective. Therefore we can  now answer the question about the ``whys'' of creation a new  ontology:we see it in widening of individual subjectivity,  in human's self-presentation to the world, in widening of  the person's individuality in the objective reality. It is  but natural that the source of this new ontology lies in  subjectively interpreted, actively gained individual  experience, in individual's efforts in transformation of  one's being at one's will.

        Is any individual able to influence the world by his  active imagination, creativity? traditionally this question  is answered in two ways. The first point holds in view, that  creative realization of self is a privilege of the people  gifted in this or in that way. The second point, which we follow, admits that imagination is a  \emp{universal}  human  ability, possessed originally by all the people, but  realized and used by them differently. Developing further  this conception, we suggest, that imagination should be  considered a function, which to a certain extent   “personalizes”  an individual. It participates in the formation of person's individuality, subjectivity, 

self-conception and his existential position. We also think,  that an active conscientious, creative imagination is the result of a definite stage of individual's  self-consciousness, his transforming role in the world. It  is in a sense a manifestation of one's personal freedom. as  in the very act of imagination we observe a kind of  opposition of the individual to the world and at the same  time some identification of one's self with transforming  creative fundamentals of being. We follow F.Barron in his  believe that creativity is a general condition of person's  development, his rising differentiation, complexity, unique  originality. We agree that the study of personality  presupposes and demands a study of creativity (Barron, 1990; p.154).

        In the final analysis, the presence of creative  imagination forms the ontological basis of a personality. In  recent psychological works in this country the idea of  considering imagination and creativity to be characteristics  of personality becomes more and more prominent. We share the 

view that only the individual who has a certain creative  potential may be considered a personality (Davydov, 1988).  Manifestation of one's creative potential is in a way a kind  of self-interpretation for others, a kind of transposition  of one's subjectivity onto objective material level. This  code is within the reach of many.

        Thus imagination, generating new essential entities,  in our opinion, is the  highest  psychic function. Together with M.Bakhtin and S.Averintsev, we hold the view  that bringing to light subjective entities, generated by a  person, interpretation of individual symbolically-coded  signs might make an object of study for a new branch of  science called ``symbology'' and at the same  time a good   humanities' method of cognition the human nature.

        In our works (1990-1993) we made an attempt to  present imagination as a form of sign-symbol activity and offered the following logical succession in the development  of creative imagination in man:

        1) assimilation of already existing sign systems  (languages in a wider sense), with the help of which a  person may express himself and understand another; mastering  the process of using these various languages. This is the  level of assimilation of the substituting function;

         2) a skill to operate with idealized objects for the  cognition of the essential characteristics of being and also  a skill to embody the obtained results of one's  consciousness work into an objectively intelligible  form. Thus symbolic systems out of an  object  to  assimilate become a  means, used to serve other forms of  activity;

        3) a skill not only to use the languages,which  restore and double the objective reality (a quasi-reality,  according to A.N.Leontyev, is created) in the consciousness  of an individual, but also to create new elements of  experience and new languages, in which the newly-created  ontology expresses itself. This is the level of  experimenting and generation of new meaningful entities by  the individual, that is a level of self-realization of an  individual as a personality.    

        So the man passes from assimilation of human  experience, expressed by signs, from cognition (with the help of model-reproduction) of the essential characteristics  of reality to a possibility to actively change this reality  in accordance with his own aims. He advances along the line  “individual(social(personal”. Imagination, which appears in pre-school age, in a active means of not only  turning him into a human being (“humanizing” a child), but  also of turning him into a personality.

        Thus we understand imagination as a special form of  modelling. We believe that the symbolic language of  imagination combines individual, human, subjective with  general, cosmic, objective, and because of this imagination  allows the man to penetrate into the highest, cosmic meaning 

of being. 

        Our research on pre-school children for about a  decade give us the right to suppose that a necessity for  symbolic world perception, a necessity for not completely  defined situations is present in the child since childhood.  A pre-school child seems to live in two symbolic systems: a 

rational one, obtained with the help of thinking from  adults, and a myth-symbolic, magic, fantastic, both having  the status of reality in child's mind. It may be called  something like “rational realism” and “symbolic  realism”. Starting at three, the pre-schooler gradually  becomes the subject of conscious activity. The same age is  also the time of intensive development of imagination. We  even may note a certain preponderance of “symbolic  realism” over rational one or they exist on equal terms. (If  we recollect our own inner wish to believe in Santa Claus; a  deep disappointment when we come to know that all the  presents were brought by your parents; a genuine fear of the 

goblin, whom you still passionately want to turn up some  time.)     

        From the three-year-old age the child begins to form  its own personal or creative contents of activity, which  is  facilitated by play and development of graphic activity. In  it the child learns to initiate and realize its  intentions. As V.Davydov points out  “a plan”     is  a certain integrity, which may be revealed through its many  parts (Davydov, 1992; p.27). Since the pre-school age the  child get an opportunity to actively influence the world  with its plans, its creative intellectual activity.  Evidently, this newly-appearing capability should be  developed and supported by one's parents and teachers.  Unfortunately, our educational system was for a long time  reproduction-oriented: a certain standard pattern had to be  reproduced and followed. “Individual shifts” were not  encouraged, neither were they allowed. 

        We hold the view that it is the tendency to  individual shifts that points to independence, to 

intellectual freedom, subjectivity of child's personality. It  is the position we develop in our practical study. For  several years already three kindergartens in Tula work on  experimental program the basis of which is constituted by  the theoretical views described above. Our aim is to give a  child an opportunity, to reveal its creative freedom, to  practise the facility for free intellectual experimenting,  to make creative activity (however simple it may be)  naturally manifested. The creation of the developing  program for four years ( that is for the whole period of 

children's education in the kindergarten) is preceded and  accompanied by the experimental work, the fragment of which  we describe here.

        In this investigation we tried to create a simulated  situation for realization of a certain plan. Thinking over  this experimental methodology we wanted to facilitate the  analysis of exteriorized imagination operation. In the  course of the experiment we used a specially designed  drawing play-task “Magic transformations”. 80  six-seven-year-olds participated in the test. 

        First, in a conversation with children we made clear if they believed that magic transformations were  possible. Then we introduced the idea that such metamorphoses  may be gradual:that is one thing turns into another step by  step. With few exceptions all our subjects agreed that  magicians may quite well exist. Using a magic wand and  telling magic words they can cast a spell over a thing and  turn it into another one. By gradual turning a fly into a  mountain (a mountain out of a molehill!) in the drawing we  gave them an idea that each movement of a magic wand was  followed by some change. If we tried to stop casting a spell  in the middle we might see something that was at the same  time a fly and an elephant, though neither the one, nor the  other. Or really neither the one, but nor the other yet.  Depending on what movement of the magic wand the  metamorphosis was stopped, at the intermediate stage the  object was either more a fly , or more an elephant. 

        Setting the preliminaries this way, we offered the  children to turn with the interval of some days first (1) an  elephant into a rabbit; then (2) a dog into a hen; next (3) a  kettle into a giraffe; (4) a boat into a plane; (5) a horse  into a man; (6) an ear of wheat into a loaf of bread; (7) a 

caterpillar into a butterfly. The choice of objects for  transformation was conditioned by an additional experimental  problem ( to see what changes are easier for the children:  to make an animated being into an animated one; animated  into inanimate; inanimate into animated; an animated into a  human being or changes which are considered classic  dialectical examples (a caterpillar into a butterfly  which illustrates the law of passage from quantitative   changes into qualitative ones and back). We also wanted to  catch the moment of switching on reasoning to the work of  imagination to see if they are interchangeable.

        As experimental material 7 cards divided into 4  squares were used. In the first square the initial object  was drown to be “magically” turned into the final object  which was drown in the fourth square. The second and the  third squares were to be filled with the children's drawings  of transformed objects. Drawings were made in colour, with  the accented different or opposite details: ears hanging ( pricked ears; elephant ( small rabbit; four paws with the  dog ( two legs with the hen; a round kettle ( a tall  giraffe, etc. The experiment was held individually, each 

child was given a separate set of cards.

        The instruction offered the children to imagine  themselves magicians and with the help of colour pencils and  felt pens to draw the two stages of transformation,  commenting each step: what disappears and appears, what  changes and what follows after it, what else should be  changed. We tried to convince each child that it is not the  drawings they change, but real animals and objects into  other things.

        As a working hypothesis we advanced the following  considerations:         

        ( imagination in 6-7-year-old children may be  described as a modeling;

        ( imagination in 6-7-olds has not yet formed a  complete set of model-reproducing operations;

        ( probably, the most typical operations with them may  be a primitive transformations of objects, subtraction  and over-addition of features;

        ( in familiar situations, where the child is aware of  the possible changes in the objects and phenomena, he will  use operations of thinking or memory, not those of  imagination.

        It appeared that 20% of the children (16 children),  who thought they understood the task, did not cope with it.  They filled the initial or final object (more rare). Most of  them were younger children of 6--6,4. A group of children  coped with the task in some series, but in some others 

demonstrated copying. As a result, out of  560 possible  transformations (80(7) we got 401 results for the analysis. So with the first series we analyzed 58 drownings out of 80  (72,5%); with the second ( 60 out of 80 (75%); the third  and the fourth series ( 64 out of 80 (80%); the fifth gave 

62 analyzable results out of 80 (77,5%); the sixth ( 50  out 80 (62,5%) and the seventh ( 43 out of 80 (53,8%).

        Some children who coped quite well with the first  five transformation task, tried to apply the same method to  the rest, though the majority of them were aware of how in  reality a caterpillar turns into a butterfly. Turning a ear  of wheat into a loaf of bread only 31 child (38,8%) had in 

mind real life. Only 27 children (33,8%) were a success  turning a caterpillar into a butterfly.

        All the children who coped with the play  demonstrated operations of subtraction and over-addition of  the features. But in all the cases excluding the 6-th and  7-th transformations they operated not with the properties  of real objects, but with their pictures (representations).  Changing one feature the children failed to correlate this  change with the other features, as they understood that the  intermediate entity does not exist. Even changing several  features, the children did not consider them in a system, as  a complex. As a matter of fact they rather unwillingly  agreed to bring it to life.

        A typical way of solving the task was a change of  2-3 features at the first step, and the rest on the second  step. It was infrequent that the children brought some  novelty into the experimental situation, that is used some  additional operations (besides subtraction and  over-addition) to make their intermediate creations more  real. They never restructured the objects in accordance with 

the changes made. Even if we asked a child to make picture 1  and 4 by himself and then turn the one into another, they  acted within the features they draw in their pictures. In  our opinion, it not only shows that children do not possess  a complete set of model-reproducing imagination operations,  but also this fact makes evidence of banality and  “cliched” character of children's graphic representations  (a house as a hat; a man, constituted by hands, legs and a  “cucumber”).

        The analysis of the typical transformations in all  the 7 series allowed to obtain the details of operational  mechanism of model-reproducing imagination.

        Turning of the animated into the animated (an  elephant into a rabbit,a dog into a hen) appeared to be  comparatively simple for the children. We got 58 and  60 analyzable results respectively. The typical operation was  subtraction at the first stage of some outer characteristics 

of the elephant(dog) and its substitution by corresponding  characteristics of the rabbit (hen). In the drawings we  found elephants with rabbit's ears, with furry short  tails;dogs with hen's legs, etc. At the second stage new  additional features were introduced ( tusks, little claws  on the paws, sizes were changed and poses, the colour, etc.  Some children began with copying the initial object. It was  accompanied by first outlining some arbitrary details and  then,more surely, adding the changes. Some other children  drew only half(the front or the upper part) of the animals  and combined it with another part of the other animal. In  order to combine the parts they had to change something to  conceal the place of mechanical connection.  

        Commenting it, they indicated the change of some  features, but never mentioned the complex consequences of  these changes or any necessity to correlate these changes  with the rest features. This demonstrates children's  attitude to objects drawn as to representations and not as  to real living beings. The children failed to explain  whether the obtained transformed animals could stand, move,  eat, hear, see,etc. 

        Turning of  inanimate thing into an animated  being (a kettle into a giraffe) seemed quite an attractive  task for the children. They saw some initial similarity of  the kettle and the giraffe. As a result we got 64 analyzable  transformations and the most interesting comments. The  typical decision was like this: at the first step “grew” 4  legs with little hooves. The children explained that there are electric kettles with 4 little buttons as supports which  “grow” by lengthening and turning into the hooves. On the  handle (they called it “holder”) there appeared little  ears; from the spout there grew  either a neck ot a tail of  the giraffe. The second step resulted in the appearance of  the head. The tail changes its position, and the neck  obtained a mane. The special decoration from the sides of  the kettle disappeared. 

        Let us note that in the first two series the  children used rather simple operations of imagination (  subtraction and over-addition of characteristic features of  objects. In turning the kettle into the giraffe the most  typical operation was over-addition. And if with the  previous series the original object  was difficult to  recognize already at the first stage, the kettle remained a 

kettle with several added features ( over-addition.

        Turning of an inanimate into an inanimate object (a boat into a plane) demonstrated a typical 

agglutination operation: parts of the objects were glued  together. It was the only task where intermediate images  were produced by a mechanic connection of halves of the boat  and the plane: 58 out of 64 transformations were made in  this way ( by agglutination. 

        In their comments the children claimed that useless  boats may be taken to parts which later serve the parts of  planes or even land-rovers. At the first stage it was  typical to over-add the wing of the plane (an indispensable  characteristic, in children's opinion, “to fly”). At the  second stage usually the front part of the boat was  substituted by the front part of the plane, and some details 

were attached to the tail part. 

        Turning a horse into a man was offered with a  secret desire to see how mythical centaurs may be created. This transformation revealed better than others   functioning of mechanism of imagination (as image  modelling). At the first stage all the children added a  human head (the decisive feature) to the body of the horse.  At the second stage they added hands, took off the remnants  of the front part of the horse and camouflaged the junction  part. 100% of 62 transformations demonstrated this way of  making a centaur. It was the most carefully-made 

transformation. 

        Dialectic transformations (an ear of wheat into a loaf of bread, a caterpillar into a butterfly) gave  an interesting material for the analysis. We received 50 and  43 representations respectively. 31 child easily reproduced  the stages of flour and dough. 27 children remembered  about  the existence of pupa. The rest of the subjects tried to use  the same principle they had used in the preceding  series:turning of one into another by subtraction and  over-addition of characteristic features, and not by  creation of an original or new intermediate object,  different from the initial object and the resulting one. It  is evident, that real knowledge influences imagination to a  great extent: the more definite is the information carried  by the situation the more likely the child will use  reasoning, not imagination. Our experiment seems to have  confirmed this assumption. 

        Summarizing the results we can come to the following  conclusions:

        1) the experiment confirms that the work of imagination  in child may be revealed in the operations of modelling  images; 

        2) the higher is the informative certainty of the  intellectual task, the more probable is participation of  thinking and the less is the use of imagination; in cases  the child has the necessary knowledge of the objects and  phenomena of reality, about objective regularity and logic  of their changes ( in all these cases the mechanisms of  imagination make way for the mechanisms of thinking and  mental experimenting; 

        3) 6-7-year-old children do not at this stage develop  the whole set of modelling operations of imagination. The  use of only two rather simple operations of imagination  (subtraction and over-addition of characteristic features)  is typical of this age;

        4) both the mentioned operations and a number of others  may be introduced and developed with these children in the  process of play and drawing; 

        5) imagination in pre-school children is imperfect,  which is determined by their dependence on the specific  characteristics of things and phenomena they know (  single, concrete, individual, based on demonstration; 

        6) imagination in child is not independent, free  enough, it is pattern-oriented.

        Our experimental and practical work is on the way.  Imagination promises to reveal more of its nature. 
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