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" Abstract

Théhlmage of the skilled reader which has,recently emerged is that of
4 SOphlstlcated problem solver who reads in a flexible, adaptlve fashion.
Neville and Pugh, (1976-1977) provided evidence for this view 'in a study in, S
which context util was measured By comparing performance on“a cl N
test in which the complete passage was gvailable to the reader with peréitmance- .
on a cloze test in which centext was restricted., They found that:while good’ .
readers benefited substantially from the context provlded by the:passage,
poor readers did no better with the complete than with the restricted context.
While this Pinding is important, methodological difficulties with the s tudy X
comlicate its .interpretation. The study described was conducted to SR

_reassess the results of Neville and Pugh (1976- 1977) and to determine whether

the ''adaptive' style of good readers applies to both Intersentence and -
intrasentence context”> Fourth- grade subjects received a complete passage /f
cloze test and a restricted passage cloze test which'consisted of either 4
sentence fragments (replicating Nevill and Pugh) or of complete sentghces. -
The results replicated Neville' s and Pugh's findings in that good readers
made better use of context -than poor readers. In the present study, this
effect was clearly specific to within-sentence context. However, furth;r B 1,
research is needed to determine the extent to which lntersentence context - v,

facnlltates comprehension. _ N
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The" Use of Context b; Good and Poor Readers

- in a Cloze Test

-

. The image of fhe skilled reader which has emerged recently is that of
) . . B ‘e o '
a sophisticated problem solver engaged In the systematic selection and

- .
“w ¥

implementation of complex strategies (cf.- Brown, in press; Flaveil, 1978)-.

Thus, for example, it'is argued that the skilled reader must “be an effective

and vigllant comprehension monitor, ever alert to detect comprehension '

-
.

fallures. lFurther, ‘the skilled reader must -possess and apply a repetoire -

0T~fix4up procedures, such as rereading the noncomprehended text segment, or

A
. L

looking back to relevant prevnously read' segments (Allessi, Anderson §&

Y ¥

s .
v Goetz, 1979) in order to effecttvely remedy detected fallures. The term

. . Mmetacognition has been coined to describe"such strategic management -of

]
)

,  «GQgnitiwe process. ' . '

Lo . o ijle many of us have become convinced, of the crutial role of meta‘!b

cognftive'processes In skilled reading, and therefore believe that meta-

-

cognitive skill is a-crucial source of difference between good and poor }f

readers, nearly all of the metacognitive research to date has been directed

, : ~ at memory tasks (see Brown, 1978, for a review). ° As Brown (In press) pointed,

o

out, "There-is almgst no systematic work on this topic in the donain of’

: effective reading.” On the other hand Perfettl and Lesgold (e. g., 1977)
ffﬁave argued that d|fferences in the speed and accuragy of decoding processes
accodnt for most, if not all, of the skill difference between doo and poor /

readers, and can ﬁuster a cons}derable amount of empirical eviddnce for L.

R their posftion. Clearly the burden of proof rests squarely upon the shoulders

$ aof those of us who have argued for the role of metacognitnve skill.

. 3 . N t
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It is for this reason that we.reaq with such interest the'researcp7of

Neville and Pugh (1976-1977). Neville and Pugh thought that a plank In a:

>

cloze test would-provide a situation analoguous to a comprehen$ion failure
during normal reading. Their hypothetical analysis of how good and poor
readers wou}d handle such a gap, Is clearly In terms of metacognitive skills:

(For the good reader) context Is used freely; the reader aﬂticipates-
probably he sometimes waits for further information before filling a

gap,qﬁekhgﬂ'an adaptive, sampling type of visual strategy; and he'ls

“aware of semantic and syntactic contextual constraints .-. . We would
expect the poor reader to perform in a rather different: way, dealing

with each word, or gap, as it appears sequentlally oo (pe ).

On the basis of this analysis, Nevtlle.d '‘Pugh predicted that when

performance on a normal written cloze test in which an entlre ‘passage Is

presented to the reader, was compared with a restricted context cloze test,:
v- N ) . v . .
good readers would show substantial benefits from the context afforded by.

the normal test. Poor readers on the other hand, would benefit. Ifttle,'if

"4t all, from such context. Neville and Pugh employed two forms of restricted

context cloze tests: a listening test in which students listened to a taped

.

reading of’the text, with(;/IO second pause inserted for each blank, and a

'"booklet' test-in which each blank appeared on a sepﬁrate page with only

i
¢

" those words which immediately preceded it.

. . s
Meville and Pugh conducted ’a study in which each of 130 English fifth-

[}
L

grade Studeniiireceived a full context cloze test and either a booklet or
listening cloze test. The. tests were prepared from the GAP Reading

Comprehension Test (MclLeod 2 Unwin, 1970\faﬁ$ch has two equiva]ent stan-

dardized forms. Thé students were divided into good and poor readers on .

the basis of “their performance on the normal cloZe test. A summary of €ht~.—-——n

14

results is presented in Table 1.. The good readers perférmed nuch better




- e
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4

, “ " " on the.complete context cloze test.than on either the booklet or Ilstening
test‘(g < .001). Poor readers, on the other hand, did no better on ‘the
full context test than on either of the restricted context tests. Performance

dn the twofrestricted context forms was statistically equivalent.

. » N
'
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Neville and Pugh interpreted their results as confirming their hypothesjs --,
1 ° ‘- ..

~

that only good readers strategically utilize context in reading. We view

.

their research as being of signal importance because it provides one wéy

Pl .
rts the metacognitive

'

of the very few pieces of empirical evidence that suppo
W ’ ” :

analysis.of good versus poqQr reader differences. On closer examinat fon,
. ‘ ~ however, there are difficulties with the.sfudy which seriously impair its

utility. The most.serious of. these is the mannes in which they designated -
" good andfpoor readers. Partitioning the students on the basis of their

v

per formance on the full context cloze test may have biased their results in

’

.. favor of their hypothesis because of regression to the mean. Assignment

o : to reading levels must be independent of the tests being compared in order
for good versus poor comparisions to be valid. A second, less damning,

‘shortéoming was that even if their study had established that good readers

)

made better use of context, thédir design would make it impossjble to determine

“ , / _ . . ,
whether: their advantage was in empLoying context within a sentence, across
o

sentences, or Both. -This situation'oécurred'becaqse the full context test

differed from the booklet and -listening tests in the availability of both .

intrasentence and intersentence context.

. ' . Y
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) The present study was designed to correct these deficiencies. Assign- -

.

ment té'readlng levels was based on standard reading-achievement test scores.

The full context cloze test was compared to- two- restricted context forms In

‘which intersentence and intrasentence context were separated: (1).in
‘s . . § - . -

v

. sentence booklets, each page of wHich.presented a complete sentence; intra-

[y .
. . .
L]

sentence context was intact, but intersentence eqntext ‘was .disrupted, (2) )
in sentence fragment bookleg}K which‘ieglicated.Neville's and Pugh's booklet’
" test, both'intersenfgncb and inttasentence context were disrupted. The.

‘tiétening téstlwas dropped in the interest of Simplicigy; This gfudy should

lead to a more valid test of differences between good and podr‘readerq fq:

” “

context utilization and a better understanding of such d}fferencés, if they

v

‘are found. . ' | o \’ T

L]

Design ' ..‘:- . : _ L v

. . ) . :
- The éxperiment was a three-way mixed factorial design with reading
Lo T W
‘ability (good vs. poor readers)~and booklet format (sentence presentation

v . , . t

vs. sentence fragment presentation) as between-sub]gcts_factors and context

3

[y

©

WY

(whole vs. partial passage) as‘wi]ﬁin-subjects factor. Stanford Achievement

Test scores were obtained and used to partition the subjects into ''good"

\v

and ''poor" readers.. The Stanford Achievement Test was administered in

() T . : . , .
September, three.months befare the experiment*was conducted. The mean .
. : ’ 5 “ . : ' .

v

'grade level equivalznts were b.74 and 2.49 for good and poor readers;'

] N 4 N '
1

respectively. e . a

Subjects
"The subjects were 78 fourth-grade students in central Illinois.




o ' ' o .
Materials - , - T : "

Test, which,,though developed in_Australia, has been normed in the Un{ted.d

' .

States as well as in England.(ZBoth forms of the test contain quieS'of}"”ﬁj;~'

short reading passages with approxiﬁately every eighth word deleted. The S,

~

passages in each form represént a considerable range of difficulty, with
easier passages occurring first. Form B was not a]tered,and‘served as the

whole passage context materials. Form R was altered in.two ways to produce

v
v .

booklets.In sentence and in sentence fragment formats, as illustrated In

—

The materials used were Forms B and R of :the GAP ReadIny Comprehension -~ . «

Table 2. ‘ : : Come : o

. AN
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The sentence booklet was constructed‘by presenting each of the 3t

'Senteqces'on a separate page. The number of blanks per page ranged from

0 to 5, wifh a mean of l.35‘bfanks per page. :

- __Eath paée of the sentence fragment booklet presemeed- a single blank:
and its inmediately preceding context. Thus, the first page*in these booklets

presented ‘the text up to and including the first blank; and so on. This N

-

replication of Neville's and Pugh's (1976-1977) method resulted jn bbok]ets
containing L2 pages_wfth an average of 7 words per page. In order to avoid
confusion, pages indicating a new story were inserted begfween all the .

passages in both the sentence presentation and fragment esentation booklets

v

Procedu[g

The tasks were administered to the children in their classroom areas in

an open spaée“school. The students in each of the four areas were randomly

A4 2

assigned to senfenpe and fragment groups which were then physically separatea.

+
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‘Paraphrasing the directions in the GAP test manual, the exper imenters

told the children that they would be-COmpletfngssome reading puzzles and

i . ’
gave -examples. The children were encouraged to guess when they were not - e

sure of an answer. This strategy was 'stressed throughout'the.testihg

.
!

“

proceduref
"The whole passage context cloze test was admlnlstered flrst The
l}perlmenters moved around the room to discourage cheatlng, and no cheating

was observed. After. a brnef rest period, subJects received either the

sentence or the fragment booklet.’ The directions given stressedgthat lqok{hg

back or ahead in .the bdoyJets_was not allowed and that- the children should
) ° - . * ) ) z‘ : ) ’
try- to guess whenever they were not sure of an answer. Practice examples
: . . ". . ) ’ . . .. - . - [
in the appopriate booklet format- were included in the instructions. Twenty

minutes were allowed for each test.

N ) e

Rl

\ Results

.

_Responses were_scored fer-exact werd replécehents, as in.the §thdy hy
_heQille and éugh (192611977)._ In accerdance with the GAP test.manual,.
mfsspelled words -were counted_es correct if the scorer could determine that . -
"the exact ond Qes‘intenQed,‘hut changes in tense qﬁehumber were qet eceepted.
A2 x 2x2 analysiS‘éf'variance-dn reading ability, bookl et format, and
* context was cérried out. All three main ¢ffects-were significant. Good

readers scored higher thap ‘poor readers (.451 vs. .273), Eﬂi,7h) -‘67ﬁl,
. : n

p < .001. ‘Students who read sentence bgd&rets scored-higher than those

—
L]

who read sentenee fragment booklets (.391 vs. .333), F(+,74) = 7.3, p < .01
Performance was better for the whole than for t.he parbial passages (.395

vs. .330), F(1,74) = 31» 2, p < .001.

o/




' '

The Booklet Format x Context lnteractlon was also slgnlflcant, F(1,74) -

13.2, E < 001 Simple maln effects tests revealed that for the partlal
.contexts, ‘subjects who nEcelved sentence presentation booklets dld~much
better than those who recelved fragment presentatlon booklets (. 389 vs
. 280), F(1,74) = 20.1, p .< oot. For whole passages, booklet format had
no effect, (l 74) = 1.8, as exoected | o |
Altho.gh'the Reading Ability x-Contexf lnteractlon was.not'slgnlflcant

‘E(l,7h) <4, apriori plans.to analvze simple main effects were carried

" out. .Both good readers and poor readers dld slgnlflcantly better (p < .01)

'wath the whole than partial context The Reading Ablllty X Booklet Format

interact fon did not approach signlficance, fﬁl,?h) < 1, .

The.significant Reading Ability x Booklet Format x Context lnte{actlon,
Eﬁl,7h)'f 4.75, p < .05, is of special 'interest. Cell means for the )
" interaction are shown in Table 3. A simple effects ‘test proved the Reading

Ability x Context interaction significant F(1,36) = 45.8, p < .001, for

~ Lo~

students who: read. sentence fragment booklets. This result replicates the °

flndlng for Nevllle and Pugh (1976-1977) . While the difference jetween .

whole passages andfsentence fragments was near]y twlce.as great for good:

readers, the effect of context was significant for both good readers

(whole ='.h78 partial =..340), F(l 16) = 32.4, P< .001, and for poor

L]

l/readers (whole = .ﬁ9k~ Pa‘rt'lal xﬁg)), F(l 20) = ll.S, p < ..01. Thus,

.» ’ )

¥ as Neville and Pugn found the oo, eaders beneflted more from the context

) {
\

prov1ded by,whole_nessages; Unlike Neville's ‘and Pugh's results, however, -~

poor readers als0 slgniflcantly benefited from the additional context.

Analysis of semantlcallv appopriate responses (i.e., exact words, synonyms,

.
4

114
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1) " ' .
. . . EES 'h . ! . 4 gl
e 0 and other words which preserved the meani:%ﬁ%f t he sentence, regardless of ;
. number or tense) confirmed this pattern of reSu'k_gs. Gopd readers did- much A
N s '{i\__\ .

‘', . better than poor readers (g_< 001) with both %Polen%nd partial nesults.
" For students who read sentence booklets, the Readfﬁg“Abllity X Context RS

. jnteractlon was only marglnally«slgnlflcant,_ij,BB) = 3-.,6%-T \f .08. Altnough ..

Ay,

\ good readers scored mucn-higher than poar readers (E.< 001) fo?bpoth whole

N A

passaqes and sentence contexts, whole passage contexts: did not sign}¥Jcantly T

A : }
e ald good readers (whole = 496 parttal =‘-h87) F(I 20) < 1. Poor’ reaéiqs,-

" on the other hand, benefited frdm the extra- sentence context provided by tha\

S / -

. whale passage ﬁyhofe = .311, partial =..269)?-although t“ereffect.was only -§§?'1_
B 1lmargcnally significant F(I 18) = 3.5, p <".1. L S 4 2%%\.
The Format x Context lnt‘eractnon was sugmficant (p_ < 001\) for botn.‘ ;\é\
~good and poor readers. The dlfference between sentence and sentence Fragment“. \;ﬁ%&
@ . : ' W

partial coptexts was* three times as great_for good as for poor readers. N

!

Consequently, with partial contexts the effect of bookjet format Wasfsfgnifi-
. . {

-

gant for good readerg (sentence = .487, fragment = .340), £(1,36X = 19.1,
p < .001, but-failed significance_for poor readens*(sentence = ,269, fragment =

Y . ' .
220) F(l 38 = 2. 5§ R < .1. As expected of booﬁlet formaljon
% ‘ '

- whole passages was observed for elther 9~9d or poor readers, F's < 1

. e /.

-

Discussion v

. ‘The results of our study replicate those of NeV|Ile and Pugh (1976 1977) " ot

} .
on .one crucnal point: good readers were bétter at utiIIZ|ng the context ° C
;ﬁ provided by a complete passage than are poor readers. This flndnng, which _ ¥
4 . ‘\. ' - . . ) ? ' ' e 1’
. . !
was found wggn.tne complete passages were compared with fragmenﬁéfy contexts

¢ s ) " ¥ o
: — : . )




'metac0qnlt|Ve skill, was supported Thi's re§ult ls lmporﬂ%nt because of the-

'by bias |ntroduced by their method of assngnlng students to readlng Ievels. S

N P

. KR
et . S I L .
. A - . . e Lo
T, . L% R
Tt e . .o - ca e

.\\

L33 .
(which replicated Neville s and Puqh's booklet condition), obtained whether _
# - v
responses were scored for exact ‘words or for|semantic accepvabU'ity ‘Thus, e s
the hypothesls that good readers are more skilled at utillzlng context, a oo

s
3

o

§eneral lack of evldence for the metacognltive hypothesns of readlng sklll

- -

“drfferences and because of problems with the orlglnal Nevllle and Pugh study.

v

It should be noted however, that in the present study “the poor readers also

did Slgnlflcantly better whth full than with fragmentary cbntexts, demonstrating e

context utllization. In c0ntrast, Nevnlle and Pugh fGUnd no beneflts of ’

« . -

-

context for pdor readers. We. suSpect that their resuIt may have been produced

By

Havnnq establlshed that qood readers do make better use: of context we o~

\ LS

{ Y 13cY

;-

qan ask whether their advantage lay Tn utilnznng context withln a sentence,, .

S . - * M 5 »
be tween sentences, or both, In the present ‘study, t he answer“is very clear:

.

good readers were better at utilizing context within.the sentence.t Mhen the4
R " ) . . ) ’ M - . 1

-

sentence and septence fragment partial contexts.were contrasted, good readers‘ ‘

gained much-more from-the intrasentence context afforded by the sentence
n . . . . .

- booklets'than did ‘the poor readers. Surprisingly,'our results seem to

suggest that poor readers make better use of’ |ntersentence context than do
good readers whlle poor readers dld marglnally better . wlth complete than _

wlth sentence contexts, good readers showed no dlfference at all Thls-result,
/ \v{' Yy \
however, did not hold up when semantlcally acceptable responses were scored
< ’
That ahalysls revealed  that intersentence .context produced‘signlflcant,

@

nearly equivalent, gains for both good and poor readers. = : R

k. : !
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We were'’ not surprised by the failure to demonstrate an intersehtence 0

N . (-

© context, advantage for good readers in the present study. Examination of

- . ~ LY
\ Y

\
the GAP' Test materlals strongiy suggested that they wouid prove an insensitive

]

measure of intersententiai processung for Cwo reasonst" First, deietioné were

-

~made in an essentiaiiy biLnd ”every-éighthﬁword“ fashion, without regard to

) ' - whether the contextual Support required by a biank ‘was supplied within the (o

&

e ..'. { sentence, in«other sentences, or both A cloze test in whlch the deietions
‘are selected because theyzrequire intersententiai support should prove more
sensltive to inpersententlal processing Second, the passages themselveS'

" were qutte brieg andlmayhave contained much less contextual‘Bupport thag CoL .

*;.. i s o8

longex passages encountered in normal reading In fact, in some cases the

. passages consnsted of only, two or three sentences, presumabiy minimizing, . e
. .J ' :\ N o ] : V i .
' the difference between a S|ngle sentence and the whole passage. ' Finailyi a 4

- Lo Ta )

procedurai feature may have blased the results against good readers - In the .

present study, as.in the. study by Nevniie and - Pugh partial context versions u

’ presented the passage sequentlally , If good readers were better at remembering ,
o the preceeding pages of the bookiet and/or empioying that context then their*
[ Lo performance on the partlal context form would be enhanced obscuring context

' utlllzatuon dlfferences Scrambilng sentences within a passage, or even

e better, between passages should ailevnate this dlfficuity We have recentiy

T

.o COmpieted two studles on'the utlllzatlon of intersentence context In which

. KJd .
Q} o we have lncorporated these refinements The resuits, while not yet completeiy
- .
l o aqgiyzad seem to suggest that good readers are in fact more adept at ?
K \\. ., . . - N . " . AN
v ut|ii2|ng context beyond the sentence level. ’ L

A further Iimitation of the Current research and that of Nevjlle and,
-* I - ' =

.Pugh ‘is that while it cleariy shows that good readers benefit more from"

oW, . N , . v

0 ... ) . s
by .

[




e

mohivational hypothesis. could also account for the result‘ Poor readers may

.matters:-

B . . L % : RTI .

context provided within a sentenpe, it does not’ unequivocally sjaL°'t the : hf

i
t

metacggnlt?ve sklll hypothesis Alternative explanations are posslbl? .

-

Perhaps poor readers are equally skilled at inspecting a sentence Aand R
brlnging context to bear when filling ip a’ blank but‘:hzy lack the requl;’!.

knowledge'of the world,or of.the language for.the process to "succeed. Clearly,

~ " .

a student who simply doresn' ¢, know the word deleted will. be unable to\f{\l’ :

|t in negardless of the skill of his or her mehFcOgnitivd processes. A

© I SR

be ?ess wnlllng to engage presumably effortful strategles, even if they were

t .

in-thelr repetoire. Further research wlll be requh to resolve these
.. \ 3 P ’_

¢ . A . ’ . . . Y
. . “ .

. - . N . . &
N N \, Sh
‘nye would like to close wnth a reminder that our interesb is in the role\V ~

.of metacognktive skills in reading, an issue we' consldar to be of vntal - ':Cfqu,,

~the0ret¢£al and instructiOnal importance. We have no partiéular interest"f”"‘u_;f
l“'VL‘l .. M . . . .' . ‘_' .

’ .

'in good V6. pbor reader aifferences on cl02eftests per se..,lt is,our hopey'f

that any knowledge gained from cloze studies will meet - with converginq

evidence from other reading relaréd tpsks frand hopefully from ”normal'I

~

..

reading itself. L . . o o -

-
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.- Table 1 H
.'\ - . .
Proportion Cqrrect for Good and Poor Readers
- . on VaﬁiouS'CIoze Tests
_ T . Test
Readers . " -
Whole Context Booklet Listening
Good- * ©  .613 . . .hssT 3
Poor L6 0 T & .289 .286
. . g : r
Note. Nevillg and Pugh, 1976-1977.°
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" N .8 .
The - - also had a niec®{who lived _them in the palace.
e ) . - .

<

. “ o M . . , . e C
She*was a very beautiful and all three of the king's fell in love with her..
—_— . : —_— .

@ - : Whole Passage o " oo

P4

Juvenile delinquency in London is very largely a mode ] Week-eﬁd'

-

.*" dissipation. So fong as there ___neither school nor work, mischief fills the

empty hours. ﬂany'pf the transgressions, it. is true, trifling, such as

playing games at prohibited or.in prohibited places.

a v

]Eath line represents a separate page of text.. '

.

2 . 16

. Table 2 - Test Formats
‘4 _ ’
~ .. ) . ' / . . ) pl
' Sentence Fragment Presentation
Al
Tom went, to the airpTrt with hﬂb mother. There ) ‘ -
big jet airplans at the ajrport. "Will
- : . (e
be a jet pilot When you grow |, M : - s
mother asked Tom. 'No," said Tom. 'When .- o
. . ‘ . . . ) ‘ , \_‘_.-——\
‘ @
‘am‘a big man, | will be
space man,'' o . . p
.'. i ' . ’ . ‘ ‘ . ) .- » .' 1".
| Senfence Presenfafibn] -
" Once there was a king who had three sons. T
" ' .' <& . . . ‘ . . .. /
« was called Hussélh,\one was called Ali and third son was called Ahmed.
' ———— * . . ) . K |

‘ .
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‘ : Table 3 . o ' e
[ - ST
~ i Proportion Correct for Good and Poor Readers . .
! . e
-, . B .' ] A O\ .
Booklet - Reading Context . < ' A
Format .Abn ] ity Part whole .
| Sentence _Good ©.3k0 0 T 478 :
D Frk’ulent' “ O > ‘ .
' Y o Poor . .220 294 -
.‘S’;entence . Good * : -, 487 © L 496¢
. e’ AN ' . . ’ f
N ]
) . Poor. - .269 311
A ' B H "\_J
L : S
h AY ( *
L} . \ '
V K] v .
\ '?_..“ ' ‘ ) . N
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\
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