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Abstract

The study explores the interaction between
the participants in the communication
process with respect to their knowledge
about the situation presented in  the
utterance when transforming direct into
indirect speech using a verbum dicendi.
The speaker has a choice between firsthand
(indicative tenses) which by definition
denotes a wimessed situation and non-
firsthand which presents the situation as
non-wimessed. The interplay between the
grammatical marking and the speaker’s
evidenual strategy is analyzed by applying
a corpus method. The data of the Bulgaran
National Corpus are used to detect the
preferences fora given strategy considering
also the grammatical person which
indicates the level of knowledge of the
communicants about the situation: the 1%
person shows the strong knowledge of the
speaker, the 2™ person is related to the
strong knowledge of the listener, and the 3
person is associated with a weak
knowledge of both participants. lllustrative
examples representative for a  given
situation are extracted from the corpus and
subjected to a context analysis.

Keywords:  evidentiality,  evidential
strategy, grammatical marking, knowledge

1 Introduction

Bulgarian is among languages  with
grammaticalized evidentiality, but in sentences
with a strong lexical marker such as a verb of
utterance, the use of a non-firsthand evidential is
not obligatory. Context-induced variability may be
viewed as a deviation of the prototypical
grammatical category, a manifestation of the
grammatical periphery, ie., obligatory features
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whose realization is blocked by the context
(Plungian, 2011). In this case, the grammatical
category is not entirely blocked by the context (the
verb of utterance), but there are several options
due to the possibility of realization of the different
values (grammemes) of the category.

2 Objectives

Our objective is to explore the interaction of the
grammatical person in the main and the dependent
clause when converting direct to indirect speech
after a verbum dicendi and the evidential strategy
used in the dependent clause. We analyze sentences
with the following structure: in the main clause,
there is a verb of utterance (we use the verb
Kaseam/kaxca *say imperfective/perfective’ as it is
the most frequent and with a generalized semantics
to denote an utterance), and the dependent clause —
a content clause serving as direct object of the verb
of utterance introduced by the complementizer ue
‘that’, comprises the converted speech.

(1) They said that she was ill.

We analyze two possible strategies in the
dependent clause — firsthand and non-firsthand,
and how they are motivated by the grammatical
person, which relates to the knowledge of the
speaker about the situation. We hypothesize that
there is a strong relation between the grammatical
person and the evidential strategy, as the
grammatical person implies the level of knowledge
of the participants in the speech act: the 1™ person
shows the strong knowledge of the speaker, the 2™
person is related to the strong knowledge of the
listener, and the 3™ person indicates a weak
knowledge of both participants. Our main goal is
to find out which strategy is preferred depending
on the grammatical person and the fense
(considering the opposition between past and non-
past tenses). To achieve this goal, we apply corpus-
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based methods providing statistical information
and analysis of sentences both extracted from the
Bulgarian National Corpus (Koeva et al., 2012).

3 Evidentiality system and grammatical
homonymy in Bulgarian

The evidentiality system of Bulgarian is
classified by Aikhenvald (2004) as Al type (i.c.,
firsthand vs. non-firsthand), given that the
indicative is marked for firsthand, but in fact there
are three morphologically marked non-firsthand
evidentials: reported, marked by the omission of
the auxiliary in the 3™ person; inferential, marked
by the presence of the auxiliary in the 3™ person;
dubitative, marked by the auxiliary 6uz in all
persons. The non-firsthand evidentials arose from
the perfect tense and further developed temporal
paradigms (cf. Gerdzhikov, 2003: 214). An
important feature of the evidentiality in Bulgarian
is the appearance of the imperfect active participle
— an innovation that does not exist in the other
Slavic languages. It is used in the non-firsthand
evidentials and cannot form the perfect indicative.

In the process of paradigm formation, several
cases of grammatical homonymy emerged:

- Perfect indicative and aorist inferential (uez e).
The disambiguation is very difficult, even in the
context there are often multiple readings. There is
an ongoing debate in the Bulgarian linguistics
which form is used in dependent clauses after
verba dicendi (Gerdzhikov, 2003: 233; Aleksova
2003; Aleksova 2004; Moskova 2019, among
others).

- Inferential and reportative in the 1% and 2
person (vemsn com, wemsn cu) — the grammatical
marking by the auxiliary applies for the 3™ person
only;

- Reportative and dubitative: the reportative can
express doubt (another point of view is that the
auxiliary of the dubitative is omitted and it
coincides with the reported);

- Perfect/pluperfect reportative and aorist
dubitative (ver 6un).

4 Statistical data

The first step of the present study is to provide
statistical information about the evidential
strategies in the relevant context. We use the
Bulgarian National Corpus to obtain the number of
occurrences of the firsthand and the non-firsthand
evidentials after verba dicendi using as a search
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method a regular expression for the following
pattern:

1) verb of utterance (kazeam/xaxca ‘say’) in the
respective person in all tenses

2) the complementizer we ‘that’

3) a distance of 0-2 words between the
complementizer and the verb in the dependent
clause

4) firsthand evidential (all tenses of the
indicative) / non-firsthand evidential (/-participle)

As the disambiguation of the perfect indicative
and the aorist inferential is impossible, the perfect
has been sorted as an indirect evidential.

The results are presented in Table 1.

Person | Person in | Evidential | Number of
in the | the occurrencies
main dependent (%)
clause | clause
1 1 Firsthand 9305
(91,96%)
Non- 813 (8,04%)
firsthand
1 2 Firsthand 2834 (90,2%)
Non- 308 (9,8%)
firsthand
1 3 Firsthand 11599
(90,8%)
Non- 1175 (9,2%)
firsthand
2 1 Firsthand 924 (90,15%)
Non- 101 (9,85%)
firsthand
2 2 Firsthand 9465 (95%)
Non- 492 (5%)
firsthand
2 3 Firsthand 3810
(84,72%)
Non- 687 (15,28%)
firsthand
3 1 Firsthand 5088
(91,23%)
Non- 489 (8,77%)
firsthand
3 2 Firsthand 2515
(65,36%)
Non- 1333
firsthand (34,64%)
3 3 Firsthand 34106
(66,04%)
Non- 17537
firsthand (33,965)

Table 1. Number of occurrences and ratio between
firsthand and non-firsthand according to the
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configuration of the grammatical person in the main
and the dependent clause.

5 Analysis of the results

The total number of the sentences with the 3™
person in the main clause is the biggest one, i.c.,
the indirect speech is most often used to transmit
the utterance of a non-participant in the speech act.
Furthermore, among the sentences with the 3™
person in the main clause, most are those with the
3" person in the dependent clause, too (the referent
could be the same or different).

In all kinds of combinations of grammatical
persons in the main and the dependent clause,
sentences with the firsthand in the dependent
clause prevails. This fact can be explained with the
frequent use of the present indicative in the
dependent clause, as in Bulgarian there is no tense
agreement.

As it can be seen in the table, in the majority of
configurations, the use of the firsthand is more than
90%. There are three combinations that increase
the percentage of the non-firsthand evidentials:

2" person — 3™ person (you said that he did
something): 84% vs. 16%;

3 person — 2™ person (he said that you did
something): 65% vs. 35%;

3" person — 3™ person (he said that he did
something): 66% vs. 34%.

The common point of the three cases is the lack
of the 1* person both in the main and the dependent
clause. The combination of the 2™ person in the
main and the dependent clause does not cause the
raise of the percentage of the non-firsthand. The
biggest increase of the non-firsthand may be seen
in sentences with the 3™ person in the main clause
— 35% and 34%. These cases imply the weakest
knowledge of the situation by the speaker.

6 Two evidential
trends

strategies: general

In sentences with a verb of utterance in the main
clause, both firsthand and non-firsthand may occur
in the dependent clause, but with the opposite
distribution when combined with past and non-past
tenses.

6.1 Strategy 1: firsthand in the dependent
clause (the converted speech)

In the non-past, the verb of utterance in the main
clause appears to be sufficient to convey an indirect
information (often associated with non-witness
position). The use of the firsthand, i.e., the
indicative tenses, does not necessarily imply
firsthand information, having the potential to
indicate both firsthand and non-firsthand.

(2) Tx kasza, ue uosa. / Tsa xasa, ye wie 0oide.

‘She said she is coming. / She said she will
come.’

On the contrary, in the past the use of the
indicative tenses is restricted; we hypothesize that
they emphasize the witness position.

6.2 Strategy 2: non-firsthand in the
dependent clause

In the non-past the use of the non-firsthand
evidentials is optional, they emphasize the non-
firsthand information.

(3) Ta xa3za, ue uosana.

‘She said she is coming-REP.’

In the past the use of the non-firsthand
evidentials is regular with their respective values,
except the inferential which rarely expresses
inferred information, but rather is a neutral (non-
emphatic) means to denote a non-witness position.

7 Analysis of instances of the evidential
strategies

In what follows, we make qualitative analysis of
sentences extracted from the BulNC and sorted by
the person in the main clause. We aim at
establishing how the choice of a given strategy is
motivated by the grammatical person, at the same
time considering the abovementioned relation
between evidential strategy and tense (past or non-

past).
8 1t person in the main clause

With the 1% person in the main clause the
speaker reports their own information.

8.1 Firsthand

As the 1% person is associated with the actual
speaker, the information in the utterance is
presented as strong knowledge. The firsthand in the
dependent clause occurs regularly in the non-past,
but it is not unusual even if the event has a past
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reference — as in (5), emphasizing the witness
position.

(4) Kaszax, ye mu ne pazoupau.

‘I said that you don’t understand.’

(5) Kazax, ue 6ewme maxa. Jlvowcey au me
Hapuuaw?

‘I said it was like that. Are you calling me a liar?’

8.2

Using the non-firsthand the speaker focuses on
their non-witness position about the situation in the
dependent clause. In fact, a good number of the
sentences with such interpretation contain a
negative form of the verb ‘say’, by which the
speaker distances him/herself from his/her own
words.

(6) He xazsam, ue cu uckan oa yousau.

‘I’m not saying that you intended to kill.”

Another group of instances of the non-firsthand
combined with the 1% person is associated with an
unusual situation: the speaker simulates that the
information is indirectly acquired to underline that
it is a false statement (a lie).

(7) Kaszax um, ue eona pwvorcosicana peuiemka ce
e cmpowuna noo gac. Kaszax, ue ciyuaiino cme
naoman u cme nPonvA3An 8 ykpumue. ... Te
npuexa 4ecmHama mu Oyma u cu mpbeHaxa.

‘I told them a rusty grille had broken under you.
I said you accidentally fell and crawled into hiding.
... They accepted my word of honor and left.’

In some sentences the verb form composed of
the auxiliary ‘be’ and the aorist active participle has
a perfect reading and therefore should not be
interpreted as non-firsthand. The perfect reading is
often supported by the typical adverbials that
collocate with the perfect, the so-called reference
time adverbials, such as already, always, ever,
never, etc., as opposed to the event time adverbials
that denote the time point in which the event occurs
and collocate with the aorist (after Reichenbach
1947).

(8) Hanu mu xasax, ue HUKO2Ad He CbM
U3RUMEANIA MAKUBA YYECTNEA CIPSIMO HSKOZO.

‘Didn’t I tell you that I have never felt like that
about anybody.’

Non-firsthand

9 2" person in the main clause

With the 2™ person in the main clause the
speaker quotes the utterance of their interlocutor.
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9.1 Firsthand

The firsthand in the dependent clause
emphasizes the witness position of the actual
speaker especially with the 1% person in the
dependent clause.

(9) 3nauu moiima uoes 6u donaona? — Ta nanu
seue Kasa, we u cam 0sax cmuznan 0o Hesl.

‘So, you liked my idea? — But you already said
that I came up with it myself.’

The witness position is possible also with the 2"
and the 3™ person in the dependent clause. In the
sentences below the speaker presents his/herself as
a witness to underline his/her strong knowledge.
Interestingly enough, the two sentences contain a
verb of mental activity so the speaker could not be
a witness in the strict sense and the firsthand
evidential is rather a means to demonstrate a strong
knowledge.

(10) Kaorceme, ue uznveaxme u ouje ceea uje 6u
O6v0oe npocmeHo.

‘Say that you lied, and you will be forgiven right
now.’

(11) A ne mu xaseatime, ue ne 3Haexme, ue
novmsam e 3a0panen.

‘And don’t tell me you didn’t know that this
road was forbidden.’

In many cases the verb of utterance in the main
clause implies that the information is non-firsthand
and the use of a non-firsthand evidential is not
necessary. This holds especially for non-past
tenses.

(12) Kazeaw, ue me npecnedsa uwyoosuuye.

“You say you are being chased by a monster.’

9.2

With the 2™ person of the verb of utterance, the
non-firsthand strategy in the dependent clause has
various manifestations.

The number of sentences where the /-form could
be interpreted as a perfect remains unidentified, we
consider lexical features and the general context.

(13) Konxo kazaxme, ue cmie CbmMEOpUNU
doceza?

‘How many you said you have created up to
now?’

(14) Kazeaw, ye com nopacHan au... a3 com
ocmapsin!

“You say I have grown up... but I have grown
older!’

A regular instance of the non-firsthand is the
non-witness position of the speaker who quotes the
listener’s words.

Non-firsthand
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(15) Kasa, ue cu s no3nasa.

“You said you knew her.’

With the 1% person in the dependent clause, the
non-witness position means that the speaker does
not remember the situation described in it.

(16) Kazeauwi, ye com npekapan myx oKoio mpu
xunaou eoouru. Mooiwce u maxa oa e.

“You are saying that [ spent about three thousand
years here. That may be so.’

With the 3™ person in the dependent clause the
inferential and the reportative differ by the
presence or the omission of the auxiliary, the
reportative focusing on the fact that the speaker
quotes the listener’s words.

(17) Kazeaw, ue nocena nucmonem.

“You are saying that she had a gun.’

To express the present with a non-witness
position, only the reportative is possible, as the
inferential cannot have a present value.

(18) Tu kaza, ue umano Hewa, Koumo mpso6a
oa uos.

“You said there are three thing I have to see.’

Dubitative interpretation is possible too,
expressed with either dubitative or reportative.

(19) da arcuseri Hecoseo Llapcko Bucouecmeo!
Buoicoaw nmu kax euxam oa sicugetl, oK mu Cu 3¢l
0a Kaseaut, ye cvbM OU NPomus.

‘Live His Majesty! You see, I’'m saying “live!”,
and you say that I’'m against.’

(20) Xym! A xazeaw, ye ounu cmpaxiusyu!

‘Hmm! And you say they are cowards.’

9.3 Imperative

A special case are sentences with the imperative
in the main clause by which the speaker wants the
interlocutor to make a particular statement. In such
context the future has the same function. The
firsthand has not any specificity.

(21) Kaorcu, ue wusznwvanasaws 3anoeed Ha
npuHya.

‘Say you’re following the prince’s orders.’

In the majority of the sentences with non-
firsthand in the dependent clause the speaker wants
the interlocutor to make a false statement, i.e., to
utter a lie.

(22) Ako e makou 3a MmeH, Kajxcu, e CbM CU
JezHan.

‘If it’s for me, say I’'m in bed.’

(23) Ilocne 3a cvoa a3 we Hameps 000bP
aosoxkam. Ille ompeuwew npusnanuemo. Ille
Kaolceut, ue cu Oul NUAH.

‘Then I’ll find a good lawyer for the court. You
will deny the confession. You’ll say you were
drunk.’

A specific interpretation is found in sentences
with negative form of the non-firsthand in the
dependent clause — the speaker takes a non-witness
position and asks the interlocutor to deny their
assumption about the situation

(24) Ho mu nanu ne mooicews 0a 2oseopuut! He
JrcuBeeld 8 Mo3u Cesm, He 3HAeul, e ce Ka3eam
Beponuxa! Cnowu ne cu oun ¢ mewn, mons me,
Kaowcu, ue ne cu oun! — Bax. Ts 63e pvkama my.

‘But you can't talk, can you! You don't live in
this world, you don't know my name is \Veronica!
You were not with me last night, please say you
were not! — I was. She took his hand.’

(25) Lon, noznednu me 8 ouume u Mu Kaxcu, 4e
He cu e3en1 me3u napu!

‘Sean, look me in the eye and say you didn’t take
that money!’

10 3" person in the main clause

Using the 3™ person in the main clause, the
speaker reports somebody else’s utterance.

10.1 1% person in the dependent clause

In sentences with the 1% person in the dependent
clause there is no change in the ratio between
firsthand and non-firsthand, i.e., the firsthand is the
predominant strategy expressing strong knowledge
of the speaker often resulting from their witness
position.

(26) I'epanm razea, uwe eeye cvm mHO20 000pa
Ha maxanomo. Kaszea, ue umam maxoea, vvb...
Ycem.

‘Geralt says 1 am already very good on the
pendulum. He says I have... uuuh... flair.’

(27) He mooice 0a ce xadice, ue pazzosapaxme.

‘It can’t be said that we talked.’

The use of the non-firsthand is associated with
the emphasis of the reported speech.

(28) Kaszsa, uwe cvm umana onawxama Ha
HAKAKBE 002 Canamanovp.

‘He says I have the tail of some salamander
god.’

(29) Yucmo u npocmo kazea, we MHO20 CbM
nuern.

‘She just says I drink a lot.”
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10.2 2" or 3™ person in the dependent clause

In sentences with the 3™ person in the main
clause and the 2™ or the 3™ in the dependent clause
we found the biggest increase of the non-firsthand
in the dependent, because they exhibit the weakest
knowledge about the situation.

In the non-past, it is still possible to express non-
witness position by the firsthand, i.e., the lexical
item (the verb ‘say’) is the only evidential marker.

(30) Xem mu xazaxa, ue He Hapanasawt xopama.

‘But they told me you don’t hurt people.’

As for the past, the non-firsthand is preferred. In
the Bulgarian linguistics there is a widespread
opinion that the past indicative (especially the
aorist) cannot occur after a verb of utterance. In
fact, we found a few examples in which the past
indicative is used to emphasize the speaker’s
strong knowledge usually associated with a
witness position.

(31) Uumepecysa me xoii e youn sicenama Ha
Jlenvic. — booice mou, I pery He 6u a1y Kaza, ye mou
Hanuca nvino npusHanue? Jlopu secmuuyume 20
nybnuxyeaxa. Bue ne wememe nu npecama?

‘I wonder who killed Lennox's wife. — My God,
didn't Grenz tell you he wrote a full confession?
Even the newspapers published it. Don't you read
the press?’

(32) Tao @ xasza, ue ne be ycnan da 3anuuie
HoMepa.

“Tad told her he hadn’t been able to write down
the number.’

Although the non-firsthand is the prevailing
strategy in the past, there are, however, sentences
with a possible perfect interpretation.

(34) Kaseaxa, ue cu 3azunan.

‘They said you were dead.’

Most often the non-firsthand denotes non-
witness position when the information is reported.
When the verb in the dependent clause is in the
third person, the differentiation of the reportative
and the inferential is possible.

(35) Eoun wogvop mu kaza, ue e euoan
Konama.

‘A driver told me he saw the car.’

(36) Kasa, ue mostceno da o3nauasa camo eoHo
— Mazusl.

‘He said it could only mean one thing — magic.’

Provided that the 3™ person allows for
grammatical disambiguation between the non-
firsthand evidentials (reported, inferential and
dubitative) based on the auxiliary (omission,
presence, ouz, respectively), it is possible to verify
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which non-firsthand strategy is preferred. To find
out the ratio of the three non-firsthand evidentials,
we searched for the following strings:

e reported: kaza ‘he/she said’ + ue ‘that’ +
aorist/imperfect active participle;

e inferential: kaza ‘he/she said’ + we ‘that’+
auxiliary e ‘is’ + aorist/imperfect active
participle;

e dubitative: xaza ‘he/she said’ + ue ‘that’+
auxiliary 6un ‘is DUB’ + aorist/imperfect
active participle.

with aorist | with total
active imperfect
participle active
participle
inferential 2396 464 2860
(54%)
reported 1449 934 2383
(45%)
dubitative 77 0 77 (1%)

Table 2. Ratio of the non-firsthand evidentials after
kaza ‘he/she said’.

The inferential appears to be predominant
although after a verb of utterance reportative
meaning is expected. On the other hand, the
grammatical homonymy between the aorist
inferential and the perfect indicative, both
consisting of the auxiliary ‘be” and the aorist active
participle, is difficult to resolve in this context. Yet
the imperfect inferential is distinguishable from the
perfect indicative as it is formed with the imperfect
active participle. Subsequently the instances with
imperfect active participle should be interpreted
only as non-firsthand. Here another type of
grammatical homonymy impedes the analysis — the
formal coincidence of the aorist and the imperfect
active participles of verbs of the 3™ conjugation.
The manual review of the search results showed
there are only six instances of the sequence
auxiliary + imperfect active participle of verbs of
1%t or 2™ conjugation (out of 464) that could be
unambiguously  interpreted as  imperfect
inferential. The rest are ambiguous — a perfect
indicative reading is possible.

11 Aorist inferential and  perfect
indicative - disambiguation
impossible?

In the Bulgarian linguistics there are two
opposite opinions about the grammatical form in
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the dependent clause after a verb of utterance
consisting of the auxiliary ‘be’ and the aorist active
participle — it is interpreted either as aorist
inferential or as perfect indicative with the
respective arguments.

11.1 Arguments for aorist inferential

If we assume that in the original utterance as
direct speech a past indicative tense (aorist or
imperfect) is used, then in the converted indirect
speech after the verb of utterance the respective
non-firsthand (inferential) tenses would appear
(Moskova 2019).

(37) Hean: A3 npucmucnax suepa. > Hean
Kasa, ye e RPUCMUZHAT 84epa.

‘John: I arrived (AOR IND) yesterday. > John
said he arrived (AOR INF) yesterday.’

On the other hand, the context implies a reported
semantics and there is a specialized reportative
evidential in Bulgarian.

11.2 Arguments for perfect indicative

The perfect has taxis use after verba dicendi,
sentiendi, cogitandi. The perfect has been
generalized as a universal tense to express an event
which is prior to the event in the main clause
regardless of the tense in the main clause,
presenting the viewpoint of the cognitive subject
(Nitsolova 2008: 298). In sentences with verbs of
perception, there is often firsthand semantics.

(38) Iloeneoaii me Ha kakeo CoM 3anNPUIULATA
(A. Kapanuiiues).

‘Look at what I have become.’

11.3 Contamination

Another possible interpretation is that a
contamination of the perfect indicative and aorist
inferential took place in contexts that support past
and non-firsthand reading simultaneously.

12 Conclusions

Bulgarian is a language with grammaticalized
evidentiality but displays complicated strategies in
communicative acts with converted speech after
verbs of utterance involving both firsthand and
non-firsthand evidentials. Some problems are
difficult to resolve due to the grammatical
homonymy.  However, conclusions about
evidential strategies in the described context can be
made.

The main viewpoint for the choice of evidential
strategy is the knowledge of the speaker about the
information they communicate. The 1% person in
the main and/or in the dependent clause is
connected to the predominance of the firsthand
strategy. The non-firsthand evidentials combined
with the 1% person are often associated with a false
statement. The same function may have the 2
person imperative or future of the verb ‘say’ in the
main clause followed by non-firsthand in the
dependent clause, with which the speaker
expresses their wish the false statement to be made
by the addressee.

The weakest knowledge of the speaker is
encoded in the 3™ person and results in the increase
of the non-firsthand in the dependent clause. The
grammatical marking of the non-firsthand
evidentials in the 3™ person allows for the
differentiation of the inferential and the reported,
but the homonymy between the aorist inferential
and the perfect indicative remains difficult to
resolve. The dubitative is marked in all persons and
even in cases of homonymy with the
perfect/pluperfect reportative, the disambiguation
is easy in the context.

Despite the grammaticalization of the
evidentiality, the verb ‘say’ is a strong evidential
marker, and in some contexts, it is sufficient to
indicate the non-firsthand.
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