Abstract
This essay deals with the three Vision Statements formulated and published in 2006 – 2007 at the initiative of several Palestinian-Israeli organizations dealing with the future and status of the Palestinian Arab population in Israel. The proposals raised in these documents, and particularly the demand to change Israel’s government and Jewish character, caused a furor among the Jewish elite in Israel that cut across traditional left vs. right political boundaries.
Criticism of these documents has usually focused on their one-sided Palestinian narrative as well as their ‘threatening’ rhetoric. This essay, although it does not neglect these issues, will attempt to shed light on new avenues of criticism. These are based on a more in-depth discussion of the two key terms that lie at the heart of the documents: Consociational Democracy and Citizenship. The discussion will utilize tools of comparative politics and contemporary political [contextual] theory.
This type of analysis may challenge the assumption that moderation in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in Judea, Samaria and Gaza will inevitably also lead to a solution for the Palestinian citizens of Israel. This is because the civilian vision delineated by these documents and their political philosophy – completely unrelated to the question of control of the occupied territories – seriously challenges even the most liberal definition of Israel as a Jewish and Zionist state.
This work will therefore include two main parts. The first will be devoted to an in-depth examination of the main ideas referred to in the three statements and a description of the criticism they have reaped so far from a Jewish-Zionist standpoint. The second part will be composed of two chapters: the first discusses the possibility of applying the Consociational Democracy model in Israel. The second discusses the civilian vision in the statements with reference to contemporary conflicts regarding the concept of citizenship. In both cases, I will attempt to show that the interpretation they provide for these familiar ideas suffers from confusion of terms and internal conflicts that require clarification and re-examination, both theoretically and empirically. 

1. 
2. 
3. The case for Consociational Democracy: Discussion and Critique
This chapter will present an empirical and theoretical critique of the Vision Statements’ proposal to establish a Consociational Democracy in Israel. Paragraph 3.1 will present the proposal verbatim, as it appeared in The Vision Statement and in The Democratic Constitution; paragraph 3.2 will discuss the original theoretical model of Consociational Democracy as designed by political science scholar Arend Lijphart; paragraph 3.3 will attempt to confront the theoretical model with the documents’ concrete suggestions. This will show that their authors chose to apply only a selective and partial interpretation of the relevant issues in a manner that creates inner conflicts and terminological confusion that require clarification and re-examination. Due to the breadth of this issue, the discussion in this chapter will be based on a small number of key articles. The importance of the selected articles, as regards their authors and the strength of their claims, will justify their selection as a basis for analysis in this limited framework.

1. 
2. 
3. 
3.1. The Claim for Consociational Democracy in the Vision Statements
In many aspects, the highlight of the Vision Statements is essentially the call for a complete change of regime in Israel. The existing, ethnocratic regime should be replaced by another model of democracy, one which will express acknowledgment of the Palestinians’ uniqueness as a native minority; will enable them to run their lives with autonomy in the fields mentioned below [במקור נכתב לעיל, הכוונה לפרק קודם?], and will retain collective and individual equality among the state’s Jewish and Arab citizens. It should be mentioned that the Haifa statement refrains from presenting the organized and formal regime it envisions, as opposed to the Vision Statement and the Democratic Constitution, each of which presented well thought out solutions. Although there are several distinctions between these two models, they are very similar, especially in the results they aspire to (Reiter, 2008: 144).
The Future Vision statements require “a rebuilding of the state’s political, social and economic institutions” (ibid: 14), in practice the establishment of a Consociational Democracy[footnoteRef:1] that will allow “real partnership in decision making and in governance to guarantee our national rights” (ibid: 5). As far as they are concerned, this is the meaning of the autonomy they demand in education, culture and religion: this is a regime that “strengthens the existence of two national groups in a state […] and that guarantees true collaboration in governance, resources and decision making processes for both nation groups” (ibid: 10). The principles of consociational democracy mentioned by the statement authors are: wide coalition of the elites of both groups; appropriate relative representation; mutual right of veto; self-governance on unique issues (ibid: 11). [1:   The original document mistakenly uses the term ‘Consensual Democracy’ (compare: The Future Vision, year?: 10).] 

The Democratic Constitution hails the proposed regime as a “democratic, bilingual and multicultural state”, as detailed in paragraphs 17 and 18 of the proposal. Moreover, the Constitution determines obligatory collaboration on passing decisions in Knesset, contingent on paragraph 20 of the proposal. The paragraph proposes two models without choosing between them.  According to the first proposal, a “parliamentary committee on bilingual and multicultural issues” will be formed in the Knesset, half of whose members will be from Arab or Arab / Jewish political parties. Any law regarding the fundamentals of the state’s governance or regime will require the committee’s prior approval unless it receives the support of two-thirds of the Knesset (80 Members of Knesset). According to the second proposal, “no legal proposal will be approved […] if 75% of members of Knesset belonging to […] Arab or Arab / Jewish political parties voted against it” because of infringements of the rights of the Arab minority (ibid: 8). It is clear that the second proposal more significantly limits the majority’s ability to rule by presenting the Arab minority in parliament with an effective right of veto in the running of state affairs (Schueftan, 2011: 218).

3.2. Lijphart’s Consociational Democracy Model
Examining the model suggested for the State of Israel requires an inquiry into its theoretical sources. From this aspect it should be mentioned that the Consociational Democracy theory is first and foremost a product of democracy typology, or to be more exact, the attempt of renowned political science scholar Arend Lijphart to refine another typology, that of researcher Gabriel Almond (Lijphart, 1969: 207). In this sense it should already be mentioned that the model describes reality but does not shape it; it is more inductive than deductive.
Almond divides democracies into three groups based on two basic variables: political culture (homogenous or fragmented) and functional social structure (high or low subsystem autonomy). The first group, called the Anglo-American Model, is characterized by a secular, homogenous political culture and a high, separate subsystem autonomy. In his opinion this guarantees the stability of these democracies, the best examples of which are Britain and the United States. The second model, seen in countries such as France, Italy and Weimar Germany, is called the European Continental Model. It is characterized by a fragmented political culture and a low level of subsystem autonomy, for instance – between political parties, interest groups and the media. Democracies in this model are significantly less stable than those in the first model. The third model, comprising the Scandinavian countries and the Low Countries (Holland and Belgium), has characteristics of both groups and is located, according to Almond, “somewhere in between” (ibid).
The apparatus explaining the positive relationship between homogenous political culture, high subsystem autonomy and a stable democracy is generally summarized by the Crosscutting Cleavages approach, or Overlapping Memberships (ibid:208).
Lijphart claims that this group invalidates Almond’s division as the variation within it is too great: Scandinavian countries are characterized, as in the Anglo-American model, by a rather high level of homogeneity in their political culture and in the autonomy of their subsystems. On the other hand, the Low Countries such as Belgium, Holland, Luxembourg, Switzerland and Austria, have characteristics similar to mainland European democracies: their political culture is fragmented and the subsystems typically have considerable mutual-infiltrations (ibid: 210-211). There is no justification therefore for combining these two groups in the same vague third group. For this reason Lijphart believes the division should be – at least theoretically – into two groups only (not three): the first group includes Britain, the United States, the British Commonwealth countries and Scandinavia. The second group comprises European democracies such as France, Italy, Weimar Germany, the Low Countries, Austria and Switzerland (ibid).
Yet here we encounter a problem: based on the variables presented above, it could be expected that all countries in the second group would overwhelmingly suffer from political instability. Yet in actual fact, at least some of the countries in this group such as Switzerland and Holland, at a given time in the 1960’s, were reasonably stable despite being politically fragmented.  Within the second group there is a deviation from the general model Almond described: apparently some fragmented democracies can nonetheless be stable (ibid).
This insight lies at the heart of Consociational Democracy theory as it reveals the importance of another variable predicting the stability of democracies: apart from political culture and autonomy of subsystems, the behavior of the political elites should also be taken into consideration (ibid). The stability of the system hinges considerably on the subsystems’ leaders and their decision whether to compete in a form of zero-sum game or to collaborate. Lijphart shows that in such cases, the elites’ decision to collaborate is usually the result of a previous crisis such as a war or a revolution (ibid: 211-212). Regardless, it is clear that a fundamental condition for Consociational Democracy is the political elites’ desire and ability to collaborate amongst themselves.
This kind of collaboration could have several practical results, of which a wide coalition among elites is the most prominent but not the only possible one (ibid: 213). Other methods may be to establish a committee or some form of supreme constitutional council in which all relevant sectors are represented. In Lebanon, for example, the 1943 agreement determined that the president would be a Maronite Christian and the prime minister would be a Sunni Muslim; in 1958 the two large parties in Columbia agreed to regularly alternate the presidency every four years. This is an example of Extreme Consociationalism in which the elites decided to apply consociational principles to the electoral competition as well, on condition that the tensions that could arise from this competition would be moderated (ibid: 214).
This is a powerful illustration of the way in which consociational democracy violates the principle of majority rule for the sake of the system’s overall stability. This trait is compatible with the Vision Statements’ claims to bring about a full partnership of the Arab minority in decision making and the de-facto revocation of the state’s Jewish character as an expression of majority culture and will. The Democratic Constitution, as mentioned, points to the unique political mechanism responsible for stabilizing the system: this is the parliamentary committee of bilingualism and multiculturalism, whose approval would be required for every law regarding fundamentals of government and rule. The Future Vision statement on the other hand, does not present a concrete government model as part of the call for a consociational democracy.
I will not, at this stage, address the claim that the proposal outlined in paragraph 20 of the democratic constitution would be rejected by the Jewish majority as it is irrelevant to this discussion. I would like to examine the theoretical conditions required for the successful existence of a consociational democracy, to compare them with the situation in Israel, and to gain a general understanding of the comparison to (mostly) European countries in which the model was successfully applied (even for a limited period of time).
The first claim that should be presented in this context is the fundamental purpose of the type of government called Consociational Democracy, of which several practical mechanisms were described above. One of these – a constitutional committee – was adopted by the Democratic Constitution proposal, and as stated, other mechanisms also exist. Yet the basic characteristic of consociational democracy according to Lijphart is not a particular institutional solution inasmuch as “the deliberate joint effort… to stabilize the system” (ibid: 213).
If we take Lijphart’s words at face value, then this basic condition has several components: firstly, it requires effort; secondly, it requires collaboration; thirdly, it requires an [honest] desire to stabilize the system. Examining these components in the Vision Statements may reveal some problems: first, we saw that the documents were extremely one-sided: the Jewish side is distinctly the only one required to make any kind of concession, while there are no actual requirements that the Arabs make any kind of effort (see Chapter Four further on). Second, the documents show a marked tendency of separatism and a lack of willingness to collaborate with the state, even for the benefit of the Arab society within it. Although the three documents called for Jewish-Arab collaboration a number of times, on no occasion was any real meaning given to this collaboration (see Chapter Four in this context as well). Finally, the question remains whether the proposal to constitute a consociational government in Israel is first and foremost for the benefit of “stabilizing the system”. It seems the authors’ interests, as seen from the analysis so far, is primarily for the benefit of their own society. This is clearly reflected in the Future Vision’s introduction: “The aspiration of this work is to answer a fateful question: who are we and what do we want for the benefit of our society” (Future Vision: 5).
The system – or the state – does not come across as one the authors hold dear in any of the three documents at any stage. On the contrary, the state, or “the system” as Lijphart puts it, is to a great extent the enemy to be defeated – through democratic and legal means, for the time being.  It could be claimed that this is true only for contemporary Israel: in order for the Arabs to feel a sense of responsibility towards ‘the system’ it must be fundamentally changed – a change that can take place by establishing a consociational government. However, even if such a government were to be established, it is highly likely that it would not be possible to change the inherently different view of the state’s – system’s – essence in each of the groups’ view. Establishing a consociational democracy ‘from above’ in Israel will not change the Jewish public’s ‘starting point,’ as Israel is intended to serve as a national home for the Jewish people, a position that the documents vehemently reject. From both an empirical and a theoretical standpoint, it is therefore unclear how the elites of both groups are meant to work together to “stabilize the system” if they do not at all agree on its goals and its very nature. In cases of basic disagreement that leaves very little room for agreement and collaboration, Lijphart’s model estimates that all sides will strive for confrontation and not a wide coalition (Lijphart, 1969: 215). When the issues debated are issues of principle – and indivisible – the likelihood of this scenario increases.

3.3. The Vision Statements in the Israeli Consociational Test
Lijphart details four basic conditions that support a successful consociational democracy. At this stage I would like to examine the compatibility of these theoretical conditions with the empiric case of Israel, even though it is easier to evaluate the survival chances of a functioning consociational democracy rather than predict the chances of success of a future one (ibid: 216). Fortunately, the Democratic Constitution has equipped us with a concrete plan of action that might make this easier for us.
As the consociational democracy is based on collaboration of the elites, their behavior and abilities play a crucial role in the method’s success. According to Lijphart, in a fragmented system there are three conditions supporting collaboration of the elites. The most important is an external threat: “In all consociational democracies, the cartel of elites was either initiated or greatly strengthened during periods of international crisis, especially the First and Second World Wars.” This was the case in Holland, Lebanon, Austria and Switzerland. Moreover, Lijphart considers that war may strengthen collaboration among subcultures at the level of the masses and not only at the leadership level (ibid: 217).
Enough has been said about the compatibility (or incompatibility) of this pre-condition to the Israeli reality in the context of the ongoing and bloody Jewish-Arab conflict. The present political leadership of Israel’s Arabs, the same one that is supposed to collaborate with the Jewish elites when a consociational democracy is established, identifies with the struggle of Israel’s enemies against the Jewish state both during routine and emergencies (Reiter, 2008: 147; Schueftan, 2011: 271-273). These expressions of empathy were extremely blatant during the Second Lebanon War in the summer of 2006. This case is unique in that it did not directly affect the Palestinian population in the occupied territories, but was an ongoing conflict between Israel and the Lebanese Hezbollah organization, which negates Israel’s existence in any form. The blame for the death of Arab Israeli civilians from Hezbollah rocket fire – almost half the civilian deaths – was placed on Israel, both by Arab MKs, NGOs such as Adalah and by civilians (ibid: 204-205). From this perspective it is likely that not only will an external threat not lead to collaboration of the elites, but it will widen the schism and disagreement between them.
Lijphart’s second condition encouraging collaboration among the elites is a certain balance in the relative strengths of the groups. When one group is the absolute majority, its leaders will attempt to control the minority rather than collaborate with it. Alternatively, when both groups or sub-cultures are completely equal, there is more to tempt their leaderships to gain an absolute majority (even if just barely) (Lijphart, 1969: 217-218). This situation was realized in certain aspects during the first three decades of the state’s existence, although with regard to the religious-secular schism within Jewish society (Kaufman, 2008: 42; Zisser and Cohen, 1999: ?). On the other hand, Lijphart’s size condition is not met by the Arab minority, as the rate of non-Jewish citizens who literally adopt the denial of Israel’s being a Jewish state is less than 20% (Reiter, 2008: 145). The demand for full cultural-linguistic equality for a minority of such a size “is unreasonable and not implemented by any democratic state in which there are ethno-national majority-minority relations”. It also fundamentally undermines the state’s ability to shape its public culture as an expression of the majority’s culture (ibid: 148). Future Vision’s demands for complete equality in decision making regarding the shaping of the public sphere for a minority of less than 20% of the country’s population is “very far” from the model described by Lijphart (ibid: 147). Reiter considers this model to be unmatched anywhere in the world and indefensible in legal forums (ibid: 144). Amnon Rubinstein is of a similar opinion and claims “that the document demands rights for the Palestinian minority ‘that have no basis in international law’” (in Reches and Rodinsky, 2007:17).
The third condition for fruitful collaboration among the elites requires that the overall burden on the decision making system be relatively low (Lijphart, 1969: 218). This low level is especially necessary as fragmented and divided states tend to be susceptible to greater overload of the system, which according to Lijphart is especially characteristic of large states. Therefore the smaller the state the higher the consociational democracy’s chances of success (ibid: 217).
This claim, at least with regard to Israel, must be rejected. Israel, despite – and possibly because – of her small size, is an ‘overloaded’ society. It is a young society which is constantly absorbing immigrants, is in ongoing conflict, and is dealing with a large number of social tensions and divides apart from the national schism—religious, ethnic, ideological and socio-economic, which of course are not unique to Israel (Horowitz and Lisk, 1990: 17-27). It seems that all these aspects contribute to Israel’s being unable to meet Lijphart’s third condition.
***
Conditions for the success of the consociational democracy model exist on the level of the masses as well. Unlike the basic conditions at the elite level, the model’s requirements at this level are extremely compatible with the Israeli case as they require clear demarcations of the schism: theoretically, because the divide between the two groups is so significant, it is desirable that physical contact between them remain minimal to avoid unwanted tensions (Lijphart, 1969: 219-220).
This claim seems to negate the theory of Crosscutting Cleavages, which originally served as the basis for Almond’s typology, and Lijphart was forced to explain: first of all, in the consociational case, the theory of Crosscutting Cleavages loses strength as the elites compensate for the huge tension among the cumulative fragmented groups. Secondly, the Crosscutting Cleavages theory seems relevant only for relatively homogenous societies in which the cleavages are not that significant. In fundamentally un-homogenous societies – in which the cleavages run very deep – it is preferable to maintain distance and separation between the sub-cultures: the intensity of social contact cannot be higher than the relative force of the society’s overall homogeneity (ibid).
The Vision Statements express a pretty similar aspiration, which is compatible with the reality that exists in Israel regardless. This aspiration is expressed in the statements’ general isolationist trend and it can be criticized from a normative perspective, as was done by some writers (see Chapter Four below).  At any rate, it seems this last condition places us in a quandary: for on the one hand, both groups should avoid too much interaction in order to reduce the already high level of tension between them – a condition that is met in the Israel case; on the other hand, the elites are meant to compensate for this tension by striving to collaborate at the governmental level – as is proposed by the Future Vision and Democratic Constitution documents. Yet the elites need to find some areas of agreement amongst themselves on essential issues. This condition is not met in the Israeli case, as the Jewish and Arab elites – at least as expressed in the Vision Statements – are incapable of agreeing on the very essence and goals of the state – the system – which they head together. On the contrary, Lijphart’s model assigns the elites with the role of moderating existing tensions at the level of the masses. Some claim that in Israel, the elites of the Arab minority often present a position that is more radical than most of the civilians whom they represent[footnoteRef:2]. Smooha (2008) claims that “a number of representative surveys of the adult Arab population in recent years clearly shows that unlike the position of its leadership, the Arab population considers Israel a country democratic for Arabs also and are willing to acknowledge Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish and democratic state, yet repudiate it as a Zionist state” (ibid: 132). Thus, although Lijphart’s basic conditions at the mass level are technically met, the Israeli case is irrelevant to the mechanism that supposedly compensates for it at the elite level. [2:  See the discussion at the conclusion of my summary for more on this topic.] 

The last condition Lijphart points to touches upon the relationship between the elite and the masses within the sub-culture itself. He believes that a basic condition for the success of a consociational democracy is the ability of the elites to collaborate with each other without losing the trust of their groups of origin. The leaders are supposed to be more moderate than their voters – as mentioned, a borderline condition with regard to the Arab elites and public in Israel – but also have the ability to sweep their flock along with them. For this to happen, aggregate political parties must ably – or at least sufficiently – express the interests of the relevant sub-cultures (ibid: 221).
This requirement is problematic for the Israeli system, which is also very fragmented within the two large national groups: among the Arabs there are at least three main political trends: Islamic, Communist and National. Despite the similarities between them as far as denying Israel’s Jewish identity, they are still divided amongst themselves on a variety of issues. Among the Jews the internal fragmentation is even larger – ideologically, religiously and ethnically. In addition, there is no guarantee that the Jewish or Arab leadership will manage to sway the masses as part of the proposed collaborative government: such a significant change cannot be enforced ‘from above’ and in fact, may lead to a worsening of other inner-Jewish schisms (Reiter, 2008: 147).
***
In a previous article, Lijphart described the four basic types of democracies, dictated by two elemental variables: the political culture (homogenous or fragmented) and the behavior of the elites (consociational or competitive). Logically, therefore, four options exist: a fragmented political culture and competitive elites leading to an instable model referred to as Centrifugal Democracy, meaning, tending towards the extremes. In contrast, competitive behavior in a homogenous political culture will lead to Centripetal Democracy, meaning, tending towards the center. A homogenous political culture with consociational elite behavior will lead to a Depoliticized Democracy, while this behavior in a fragmented society will aim to create a Consociational Democracy (Lijphart, 1968: 35-39).
[bookmark: _GoBack]In his 1969 article Lijphart clarifies that actually, these four types should be seen as milestones on a theoretical continuum and not as four separate, stand-alone categories. This is because in various types of democracies there are varying degrees of homogeneity and behavioral combinations. In this way, for instance, circumstances in the French Fourth Republic included several conditions favorable to the formation of a stable Consociational Democracy: in the period following the Second World War ideology played a lesser role both among the elites of the central parties and among the masses. However, the politicians lacked the requisite courage to make the necessary decisions, among other things because they lacked the support of their own home groups (Lijphart, 1969: 223-224).
The question relevant to our discussion is where to place Israel along this continuum, on both dimensions. Regarding the national divide, Israel is very close to the centrifugal extreme, as the official stand of the Arab minority denies the basic tenet of the Jewish majority, which is that Israel is a Jewish and democratic state. The claim that this stand is more militant than that of the average Arab citizen is irrelevant to the theory’s basic assumptions as the model relies, prior to any other basic condition, on the behavior and opinions of the elites.
The model’s weakness in the case of Israel leaves room to discuss more general critiques from a theoretical aspect. Despite the important analytical contribution to understanding de-politicization and stabilization processes in fragmented Western democracies, the model has also been widely criticized. One criticism is that empirically speaking, in contrast to the optimism it gave rise to in the 1960’s, the model failed in many cases in which it was tried, while in others it was accompanied by constant instability and fear of the state’s fragmentation (Smooha, 2008: 130-131; 138).
A different line of criticism suggests that the model has an inherent flaw: creating an equal accord between the main rival groups may fan feelings of inequality among the weaker populations in each group, which will undermine the accord’s stability. From this aspect, the group leaders should compromise with their peers while remaining hawkish enough to retain the trust and sympathy of their flock. It can be supposed that not all political leaders, especially not in Israel, were blessed with such unique traits, casting a shadow on the potential of successfully realizing such an accord (Kaufman, 2008: 41). The boundaries of this claim could be expanded still further, as Lijphart’s formula calls for a long line of additional conditions to be met on the societal level. Generally speaking it can be said that the chances of replicating this list of conditions in many more instances (even if to varying degrees) are “rather slim” (ibid: 42).
Another problem with the model is more normative in nature. As consociational democracy requires clear demarcation of the main adversary groups, some claim that this model perpetuates ethnic and national tensions instead of acting to moderate them. The rigid boundaries between the different groups lessens the chances of creating true social solidarity, which is the real guarantee of stability in democracies, since artificial constitutional arrangements will always be weaker than the people who created them. From this aspect, isn’t investment in reducing essential tensions preferable to evasive tactics using instrumental constitutional means? (ibid: 41).
One last criticism is probably the most important to our discussion as it touches upon the nature of the fragmentation that the Consociational Democracy is meant to by-pass. Some say that ideological, political and class schisms are by nature simpler in comparison with ethnic and national divides, and therefore easier to solve by consociational constitutional means (ibid). It seems that Lijphart himself was aware of this weakness in his model: he distinctly states that a divide that is too deep and lacks possible areas of collaboration among the elites is a barrier to the establishment of a consociational arrangement (Lijphart, 1969: 220).
From this point of view, there is a basic difficulty in applying the European models that Lijphart utilizes to other states characterized by bitter ethno-national divides such as the one characterizing Israel. Not one of the examples from continental Europe presented by Lijphart can compare to the Israeli case because of these three characteristics: first, the national divide is a continuation of a violent and active conflict between Israel, the Palestinians and the Arab world in general; second, the Palestinians in Israel are part of a wider Arab sphere that includes 22 states hostile to Israel; and finally – and most important: the Arab minority, or at least its leadership, considers Israel to be an illegitimate state, sinfully established at their own expense. This position, which came across clearly in the Vision Statements, is the main reason of the pointlessness of the consociational model between the Jews and the Arabs in Israel. The division of power in a wide agreement “does not stand a chance if it begins by denying the legitimacy of the majority view and strives for a 180° upheaval of its existing status and vision” (Reiter, 2008: 147-148). As I mentioned earlier, the Vision Statements herald this position as independent of solving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict by a permanent arrangement of any kind, and not even for providing full civil rights to the Arab minority on a personal or collective basis (ibid: 152). From these two important aspects it seems that we must search for other ways to ease the Jewish-Arab divide. A possible discussion of this issue will be presented in this essay’s summarizing chapter.
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