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1. INTRODUCTION

Socialization basically characterizes human beluifg. may be spend in human society, with
mates. Desire to get connected to a society isobtlee most ancient human phenomena. It
is typical of human, although social life may appaaong other creatures, too. On the other
hand, people deliberately seek society for othaseas beside instincts. They have intended
to solve problems in groups for time out of mind®AK, 1996). Atmosphere of the society
mutually influences activity. We must behave dgfety in a society than alone, and
characteristics of behaviour may be determinechbyskills of the group. People grow up as a
part of different groups through lifetime, they wand grow old. Behaviour has impress on
every atmosphere, just like all of them slightlylangely influence personality.

Communal human activity raised the attention of yndiscliplines in the last centuries, so it
is a real interdisciplinary field. It is hard totdemine who was the first to deal with the
problem of mutuality, since its phenomenon is @asad mankind. Last century offered staple
base for the observation of behaviour. It is exadiby sociology, which analyzes elements
of social activity, defines operational rules ofdiniduals, groups, organizations and
institutes. It is studied by psychology, a disciplidealing with human thinking and
behaviour. Historic sciences quite often obseriekimds of examinations, events. In the last
decades conventional economics focused on thossegses, which serve institutional or

social base for the understanding and observingts\e economic life.

Many books were written about how socialization midpelp to promote labour, how
working groups might be turned into more efficiand effective (for example SPEGEL and
TORRES, 1998; BELBIN, 1998; HELLER, 2002). SCHUMAER (1991) demonstrated in
his book that our scientific and technical skillaish deliberately be used to create such
political and organizational systems, which enabtanate relations, optimal scales. People

may find themselves in groups, their personality ipa realized.

We need to think in the concepts of separated arghons, which may unite the mass of
small scale items. When we are able to aggregate eificient and effective groups, we may
help others, who care about profits, in understajmdihe benefits of a more humanic
organizations (KLEIN, 1998).



Management today is not a private, individual jDloie to characteristics of tasks, changing
environment and many other factors, knowledge cabe@ompletely acquired or applied by
only one person, or it needs too much time. Then&tion of organizational groups seems
essential in this case. It seems logical to thmkyioups instead of individuals, which more
and more form the base of organizational perforreaao formation and operation of groups
became one of the most important managerial job.

1.1 Researchal subject

Scientists of management have dealt with the rofesctivity and operation of groups for a

long time. First examinations are now more thandne years old. Studies mainly focused
on how groups are suitable to solve general prokléihe cannot say that we could acquire
convincing answers, only knowledge was enhancangsarocesses may more precisely be
defined, so communal behaviour and working actiwigy be predicted better. It also means
that many phenomena wait for interpretation, aradsio provide tasks for researchers.

Examinations in agribusiness seem to be complea assult of the appearance of other
factors. Occasionality quite often occurs as altesf seasonality, which also requires the
adaptation to the changing situation. Despite #pedrgrowth of the last fifty years, the base
and tool for working activity is the human itselftivall of its beneficial or disadvantageous
skills. This is why not all processes in the sect@y be treated completely calculable and

determined.

The subject of my PhD thesis is to reveal spe@®alitagribusiness characteristics of group
and team operation. | decided during my examinattormainly focus on managerial aspects,
and researches would identify and describe charsiits of managerial activity, managerial
opinions. Researchal results would also intendeieelbp and enhance managerial activity,
by which communal work operation may get more @&ht and effective.
Researches were based on the functional examinatgthod of University of Debrecen,

Department of Management and Labour Sciences;nitd@ private modul of that.



1.2 Basic suppositions of the research:

| started out from the supposition that groupstgpecal phenomena of everyday life, so they
also appear in working activity. | supposed thaagmibusiness processes communal forms of
work may be identified, which also means the foromabf special groups as a result of

peculiar nature of internal conditions.

| accepted that international way of approach draups are typical organizational tools
formed to reach a specific goal. Managers of aftical organizations probaly prefer
communal work activity and their opinion may be poged by real working activity,

experience.

Consistency and occassionality in work equally aeiee group relations, types of

organizations examined.

| also supposed that current agricultural condgiguimarily justify aim and efficiency,
effectiveness orientation, so human relations ase preferred enough. As a result of
dependency from economic aspects, personal retaticnot emphasized, so informality has
a secondary role. It also means that manageridt diotsion is less efficient and activity is

varied, which may result in the managerial overload

| believed that not purely organizational but aismnan aspects are appearent in the approach
of internal relations. It was not clear what dediribe system of internal relations, moreover
whether managers need to completely deal withfah@group operational processes or only

with formation tasks. The continuous attentionht® Wwhole process seemed more obvious.

Analysis, examination of the group by result catesggomay be a problematic field. It is hard
to clearly define the operational saldo, resultelieved that operation today is mainly
defined by organizational aspects, expectationsalindther relations are secondary behind

that. Beside many reasons, | tried to examinefidlid since it has not been cleared so far.



1.3 Aims of the research:

By carrying out doctoral research | tried to defireav agribusiness groups may be described
by managerial opinions, points of views. Objectiuesy be detailed by the following:
v To define the approach of professional literatw®e groups and what main
characteristics may be identified.
v' To examine what relations are appearent in agmiessi and what typical methods or
traditions of group operation exist.
v' To identify whether managerial activity covers phases of group operation and
whether managers are active in group operation.
v' To determine how managers evaluate and judge giaups sector.
v To clear how and in what way groups may be charaem, what specialities,
conditions and typical events may be observed.
v' To decide whether organizational or human aspeetsap in the operation of groups.
v" To understand how group operation may de qualidied how managers themselves

evaluate results of activity?

1.4 Activities of the research:

v In the first part of the thesis | tried to introdubasic knowledge, scientific results of
the subject by studying professional literatured amned to detail all those fields,
which strictly belongs to it. | tried to form priseadefinitions.

v Material and method of research introduce the fasthe research, moreover those
possibilities, which were used and applied durihg tesearches. Subject of the
research is the managerial opinion of agribusimeganizations. Examination means
questionnaire survey carried out by attendantse@as the research programme of
the department, | edited a private questionnairelwvhnalyzed managerial tasks and

problems of group operation, form the point of vielkmanagers.

v' Validation of research methods, introduction ofrax@tional way were also my task.
v" Results are introduced progressively, basic, detbeei statistics are followed by more

sophisticated statistical tests and detailed etialus are added by managerial points



of view. | think organizational and human paramgteaspects may identify
differences in managerial evaluations, which Idrie introduce and describe.
v' Thesis is ended by the introduction of new andehogsults. It is necessary for the

interpretation of researchal results, to demorestitzgm by unique logics.

To summarize it all, general objective of my reshawas to form such statements,
consequences and draw conclusions by theoretipabaph and prime results, which may
contribute to the better description, understanding better management of these group

structures.

2. THE PROCESS ASPECT GROUP APPROACH

The study of professional literature summarizes amdluates most important scientific
knowledge up to now. It seems obvious that | ditl select an isolated researchal field but
one which may be approached from many aspects esswdt of interdisciplinarity, it
aggregates knowledge of many disciplines. Agribessnaspects were preferred, although |
could not find any other aspects but the orgarorali one. It also convinced me that the
subject requires novel approach. | declared that meay clearly identify groups in
agribusiness organizations. In this sector, opanaseems traditional for centuries now, it is
also connected to the culture of the region. Cudlilyewe quite often set up and manage
groups. Analyzing professional literatures | amwpoed that management of groups is a
really complex, composed managerial task. Formatiag be interpreted also to physical and
mental activity, beside psychologic and socialtretss, it justifies validity even in the field of
management. Examination of agribusiness justifias working activity, seasonality, constant
and changing groups were formerly valid for labotganizations, on the other hand typical,
special structures, characteristics remained #feetransition, too.

Term of the group may be defined in many ways. Samgeroaches focus on communal
activity, interaction, or objective realization. mmy opinion, group is aommunal form based

on direct or indirect (virtual or some kind of IT connection) interaction, intends to meet many
needs but mainly focuses on objective realization. Its characteristics, interactions and
appearance largely differ fromthe skills of an individual.

Professional literatures enabled to work out agtdvmodel to study the management of
group operation (Figure 1). Model covers all thegesses of operation, it also breaks the
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whole in clearly defined details, phases. All plsasgy be treated as separate managerial
tasks, where managerial approach and tasks depend the actual phase.
The process was broken into task defining, formawiivity and control stages and separate

managerial tasks were paired to them.

Figure 1.. The managerial process of group operation
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Management of organizational groups may be corstbl@s private managerial function.
Activity should be studied in its process, or sdkreds of milestones be inserted, by which

activity may be controlled from time to time andeo$ the possibility of intervention

3. MATERIAL AND METHOD

In the thesis | intended to introduce researchi@iacand results. Examinations formed the
part of the functional type researchal program @p&tment of Managerial and Labour
Sciences, as a private modul. | have edited a terigaestionnaire to survey the managerial
opinions, it was revised by methodologic and psligiw bases. It was continuously
developed and closed in 2004.

Material of the research included managerial inésvg of agribusiness organizations.
Questionnaire included fifteen technical questitmsvaluate group management, beside the
survey of basic corporal and individual data. Thenber of items was 477.

Data collected was tested statistically. To intrmeluhe mass, | carried out descriptive
statistical examinations. Since differences may die explained by organizational and
individual skills, | have also examined it by maiomponent analysis. Another approach was
possible by the demonstration and analysis of ddfitlusters. It all deepened my
examinations considering functions compared tordseilts of descriptive statistics.To the
evaluation of relations, the understanding of d#feees by individual and corporate

characteristics, main component and cluster ansiyseately contributed.

3.1 Introduction of the sample (characteristics)

| carried out my examinations among organizatiofisthe North-Great Plain region. |

intended to select mainly managers of the agrilmssirsector. 28% of interviewees work for
public company, 43% for limited companies, 10% &m-operatives and 2% for deposit
companies, 17% work for other type of organizatiddsnsidering height, the distribution of

micro organization is 8%, for small organizatiomsi27%, for intermediate it is 44% and 21%
of managers belong to great enterprises, it alssnsithat in 92% of organizations, more than
10 employees work. 71% of interviewees are male, rist are female. Considering age

distribution, most of the respondents belong tortiiddle age category, the ratio of 30-60
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year old respondents is 80%, the ratio of 20-29 y#d respondents is 17%, while the
distribution of relatively older interviewees islpr8%. Considering professions, 77% has a
diploma. The ratio of those with technical schoebikes is 21%, with vocational school is
2% and primary school is less than 1%. All respoisievere managers. Inside | separated
bottom, intermediate and high level managerial gies. The ratio of the bottom level
managers is 33%, the ratio of high level ones % 2he rest belongs to the intermediate level
category. Most managers are responsible for thwitgcbf smaller groups. The ratio of
managers with less that 10 subordinates is 51%, réte® of managers with 11-50

subordinates is 41%, a slight part (8%) has maa 81 subordinates.

3.2 Structure of the examinations

The database was examined by different statistesas. In my analyses | follow this order.
First part introduces the results of statisticahramations. It includes further chapters, |
separately examined the managerial approach obriadffecting the question of group
formation, the relations of group membership anérimal conditions. Descriptive statistics
were finished by the evaluation of factors of graygeration. Detailed analyses basically
included two examinations, the results of main congmt and cluster analyses. In the
framework of main component analysis, | have tidatgganizational and individual
parameters separately. Of organizational paramekenave examined operational profile,
operational form and the effect of height by thenber of employees. Of the individual
parameters, | have analyzed the effect of positiceluation, age and sex on the difference in
managerial oponions. Last chapter of statisticstl irecluded the results, main consequences
of cluster analysis.

4. RESEARCHAL RESULTS

Some literatures suggest that the opinion, thinlahgroup operation differs from the real
practice. My results proved that managers examirageddexperinces of operation of groups, so
real, actual practice supports their opinion. Taeparate aspects may be identified through
the development of management. Former, classiaidseustify the efficiency loss by group

operation, while novel approaches promote commuwatk due to efficiency and
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effectiveness reasons. So the examination, evatuaif group work may be justified by
controversal professional literatures, it may dedeneficial or not. This is the reason why |
wondered how managers think about communal, gratipity. This is an elemental part of
the questionnaire, since | intended to examineofiieion of those ones, who have expertise,
practice and impression about working together pBedents had the opportunity to decide
whether it is beneficial, disadvantegous, or theuld not have the experience. Figure 2
illustrates that most of them (99%) had practicevorking together, so they also had real
opinion. 96% of the managers considered common wsg{ul, since this kind of work is

more efficient and faster this way.

Figure 2: Managers’ opinion of working together in groups

3% 1%

B Useful

Non useful

96% M No experince

Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.

Smaller ratio of managers (3%) believed that woaknot be performed in groups, they
probably considered it to be a disadvantageous alyomnd avoided that. This largely
justifies the divided professional suggestionsceithere are those opinions which do not
prefer it as a result of disadvantageous contidiouto the company interest and operation. It
may also be interpreted that this ratio prefergviddal working activity. Most managers
preferred common work in groups, but the contraaleespect still exists, which suggests

avoiding its application.



There are many reasons behind the formation ofpgromany factors may also interact. By
the next question | tried to define what may berttgest important factors of group formation

from the point of view of managers (Figure 3). Fatimn may occur directly or spontanously.

The question more precisely examined the reasargréoip formation and factors interacting

in it. Respondents considered technical aspecB3)4task aspects (4,26) and information

flow (3,78) items most important.

Factors

Figure 3: The qualification of group formation factors
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Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.

Results show that groups are formed mainly for wiggional and technical reasons, so

primarily formal, official groups are set up foreyption. Individual factors has little role and
effect, so informality is not dominant. The ratibfonctional and task groups also equals by

importance, the dominance of functional groupdighsly larger. Of the formation methods,

management and tasks aspect prevail, authoritg@amcincing methods had little role.
| have dealt with the question of membership infedént chapter. | have started my

examinations by the analysis of general group edldactors, later these were analyzed in

details. | separatedly examined the role of difiéneorms, the formation of group cohesion,

and factors responsible for polarization. Moreovehave examined factors influencing
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ingroup position and most important roles. Finallytried to determine how respondents
evaluate most important group related benefitscaad/backs and their relation.

In this examination, many results seem notableth&t examination of group membership
relations, | have found that benefits are more irtgmt than drawbacks, so values are
emphasized. Evaluating positive norms, | have fotlrad most important norms also cover
work performance and personal relations (FigureLéast important norm was democracy,

which may justify the existence of structural cdiuats.
Figure 4. Evaluation of group norms
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Value

Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.



Cohesion is the force keeping the group togethet,its tightness, property. This is why not
just cohesion, but factors generating polarizatiad to be examined, since these kinds of
relations sometimes are not cleared. Results oéxayninations are illustrated in Figure 5. It
shows that cohesion is most of all influenced bg #tcordance in objectives. In the

generation of polarization, organizational and peas reasons also interact.

Figure 5: Qualification of factors determining group cohesion

Factors

Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.

State and role are the most important propertigh@finternal structure. The reason for the
examination was to determine most important factevkich determine position of the

individual inside. Personal and work related fastarere also included among factors by
professional suggestions. Examinational resultsvstiat state is most of all influenced by
technical competence. At the examination of persmias, | have tried to apply the system
of roles defined by BELBIN (1998), where all persomay be identified as one of the
following actors in the group: chairman, plant, a@e investigator, shaper, monitor-
evaluator, team worker, implementer, company workkty approach follows this

classification. Most important was the monitor-exdbr role by respondents (Figure 6).
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Meanwhile, it seems obvious that there was not minant role due to the similarity of
values, which means managerial activity cannotHagacterized by a single role, managerial

role is diverse, complex, composed. It also me&as a&ll roles were found to be equally

important by managerial evaluations.

Figure 6: The qualification of roles
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Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.

Examining the benefits of group activity, | haveufid that these are mainly organizational
related instead of individual, meaning that besefibnnect to functions, and personal
interests are not really relevant. Drawbacks ameegged by personal and norm related
reasons, so the acceptance of rules may alsocntera

The qualification of operation was examined in avgie chapter. Differences in the

qualification of success and failure indicate thiattors defined largely justify success

compared to the failure. (Figure 7).



Figure 7: The comparison of success and failure factors
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Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.

In both cases most important factors were accessibjectives and efficiency. Failure is
largely determined by group cohesion, as well. fidiative high role of group cohesion may
refer to the appearance of negative anomalies. IBy tesults of examinations of
organizational acceptance | believe that orgaromati position largely depend on the
efficiency of operation.

For the better understanding of connections exaiindescriptive statistics were
supplemented by main component analysis. My objectvas to more precisely define
differences in the behaviour of the sample by patams and to discover novel relations.
Parameters examined were composed of organizatamthindividual characteristics of the
original questionnaire. For the analysis, these wllre selected into two groups.
Organizational parameters included organizatiomafilp, operational form and number of
employees. Individual parameters included positigmaduation, age and sex. Main
components were formed between questions rangarg 8 to 17. | have worked with 104
factors, and 43 variables were created. Considatisgibution, | had 33 main composed

components and 10 single ones.
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By the examination of organizational parameterdiave determined that managers of
agroeconomic organizations mainly form groups bierest and information, while other
managers emphasized the role of technical tasksi\bdeship generates financial and prestige
benefits, it is largely valid for limited companieBlanagers of other organizations think
membership has more technical related benefitdstt means that group formation is mainly
characterized by not purely technical but also vitial reasons for agroeconomic
organizations, while other organizations manilyaartrate on technical and task aspect. The
role of information main component is dominant lmyaperative respondents, financial and
prestige benefits are most important for limitedhpanies. Managerial opinions also differ by
scale categories. For larger organizations, foiwnats mainly influenced by identification
with objectives, convictions, while middle orgartipas mainly organize their groups by
technical aspects, which means organizational nsagoonsidering membership values, the
rise in scale may lead to technical benefits irstd#dinancial ones. Moreover, | have defined
that groups in intermediate organizations becanlariged due to task and work division,
while in larger organizations position has attrésuby which membership became divided.
There was difference in the qualification of mensbgy related questions, small
organizations are mainly result orientated. Intehi@i@e organizations must deal with
restrictive, limiting factors, large organizatiohave considerable values for the members,
which also means attractive forces.

| have drawn many consequences from the examirgatioy individual parameters.
Examinations by position indicated some differencemiembership roles, some ones may be
emphasized by higher positions, such as the chainoke. The judgement of this role is
special, since its importance raises with age,tjposiand graduation partially. Graduation
related examinations revealed that technical aspgasks, technical points of view) were
mainly important for those with higher graduatiday, the decrease of that this component
became less emphasized as a formation method.fiSanidifferences appeared at higher
graduation respondents, their view on these questi@ppeal, cohesion, norms) may
obviously better. Age has a dominant role for thlative younger and older managers, it is
highly valid in the case of membership benefitadficial and prestige reasons), norms and
membership related questions. Considering femal@sie components have a larger role,
mainly formality related aspects, which means thpleasize on formality by women. Men

assign greater role of some authority factors.
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| intended to explain differences by typical prdpe in the framework of cluster analysis,

and some tendencies could be revealed. Groups dodifeered by many aspects, many

properties, so by focus on these differences furtiaracteristics may be illustrated, and
former definitions may be justified.

Cluster analysis required the division of the samplinto four groups.

| have created the following clusters:

- 1. cluster: set of co-operative and other organization marsgageey mostly have the same
distribution considering position, they are of mMaldge (above 30 years), the number of
employees ranges from 10-250 capitals, so it meanall and intermediate level
organizations.

- 2. cluster: set of managers of limited companies, they areentioait 40 years old, most of
them have top positions, organizations represemtednainly micro and small scale ones.

- 3. klaszter: set of managers of corporations and limited congsarthey most of all are
relatively younger (85% less than 40 years oldgirtipositions range from bottom to
intermediate level, and number of employees rangasly from 10-250 capitals, so
small and intermediate organizations are covered.

- 4. cluster: set of managers mainly of corporates and evertddntompanies, the ratio of
bottom level managers is relatively high comparethe former clusters, with almost the
same amount intermediate level managers, they eatively elder, and this cluster
includes mostly the higher organizations, which nseaintermediate and large
organizations. Cluster parameters are detailechbierl1l.

Table 1.

The characterization of defined clusters by examin#gonal parameters

ALl o= Frequenc
Clusters Operation of Graduatio " d
. Sex Age Position y
defined al form employee n (%)
S
1 4,58 2,85 1,30 3,79 4,32 4,95 26,9
2 2,03 1,65 1,30 4,77 4,07 5,30 13,5
3 1,73 2,52 1,18 2,75 4,19 4,80 26,0
4 1,43 3,40 1,32 4,32 4,31 4,73 33,6
Total 2,44 2,79 1,28 3,83 4,25 4,88 100,0

Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.
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Differences in the judgement of main componentseatd by cluster analysis may be
described by numbers. Such data set may be bktigrated in a table | have edited, where
mainly differences are highlighted. Table 2 demiatstthe opinion of all the four clusters,
meaning whether a specific main component haseainalhe determination of the questions,

and defining its direction.

Cluster analysis revealed many connections. Foomagi manily affected by technical factors
by limited companies and public companies, whilorimation factor seems to be more
determinant for co-operatives and other organinati&-inancials and prestige as membership
vales are mostly dominant for bottom and middlelewanagers. The importance of different
values as a reason for polarization differs betwdéenyounger and older respondents, its
importance may rise with age for public and limitmmmpany bottom and intermediate level
managers. Appeal mainly dominant for relatively eeldbottom and intermediate level
managers of limited companies and public compaf@éesup pressure is mainly emphasized
by elder bottom and middle level managers of lichitempanies, while top managers ignore
that. Of the roles, chairman seems specific foerldp managers of small scale limited

companies, its importance seems to be changingeyntrease of position and age.

Table 2.
Differences in the evaluation of components by clter analysis

: Membership  Polarizati : .
Group formation benefits on Membership Group failure
Clusters/ Technic Informatio A, Dil;fa(lalLeent Appe Ly Cros
Factors al aspect n aspect presiige orinetatio 2\? on O
P P benefits n factor factor
1.cluster - + - = + = +
2. cluster + = ~ ~ ~ = =
3. cluster e - e - - ~ ~
4. cluster = = = A = + A

Legend(- less important, ~ average important, + moreartgnt)

Source: private examinations, 2004-2007.



As a summary, | may declare that operation, basedy results, may be interpreted as a
process. Formation is dynamic and has two direstisn tendencies of development and its
controversary may be identified, in many cases noeadignment, renewal may occur.
Development itself is a long term, dynamic proceggince activity rarely static, so it is
mainly characterized by constant move and change.



5. NEW AND NOVEL SCIENTIFIC RESULTS:

v | have identified that group operation is tradigrtypical of the sector, although it
has only beed described by organizational aspeégys.studying professional
literature and private examination, | have defigealips and sectoral teams.

v | have worked out for the management of group djmra private model, it has a

process approach, stages are paired with manatgsia.

v" Mainly organizational aspects are considered ahdbion, informational relations
are less emphasized. Managerial opinions revehldtganizational and individual
aspects equally appear in internal relations.Operaihay be evaluated by critera of

success, and it is primarily judged by efficiency.

v" Managerial opinions mainly covered organizationgpexts, the participation of
individual relations seems to be slight. It alsoam® the ignorance of personal
conditions and enhance the current, mainly econ@spects and may relate to the

autocratic attitude of managers.
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