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FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE







Summary:  

USAID hosted a workshop titled “Elections and Stability in Africa:  Conflict, Peace and Political Processes” on May 12-14, 2009, in Nairobi Kenya.  The workshop brought USAID and U.S. Embassy staff from the region together with leading academics and practitioners to discuss the relationship between elections and conflict and to share their latest thinking on programmatic responses to potential instability and violence during the election cycle.  The workshop was rated as highly successful by participants (4.3/5.0).  
Workshop Details:  

Approximately 60 participants attended the workshop “Elections and Stability in Africa:  Conflict, Peace and Political Processes” on May 12-14, 2009, in Nairobi Kenya.  Participants included representatives from 11 USAID Missions and country programs and 4 Embassies across Africa; 5 USAID/Washington offices and a Department of State office; other major donors; a broad mix of international and local partners; and key technical experts and well-known academics.  (Please see Annex A for a detailed participant list.)  

The workshop was hosted by USAID/East Africa with support from USAID’s Office of Democracy and Governance (DG), Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation (CMM), and the USAID Africa Bureau (AFR).   The event was organized in response to USAID field staff’s concern about the potential of upcoming elections in the region to be destabilizing.  The workshop also served as the kickoff for new DG and CMM efforts to consolidate USAID’s understanding of issues related to elections and stability and to draft a technical handbook for USAID officers in the field on lessons learned and potential programming options.

The objective of the workshop was to enable USAID officers and implementing partners in the East Africa region and beyond to:  
1) Develop a more nuanced understanding of the general dynamics, tensions, and sometimes contradictory pressures that elections bring to bear on nascent democracies and explore country-specific examples from recent elections.

2) Become familiar with the lessons learned and best practices in reducing and responding to elections related violence that are emerging from donor support to recent relevant elections in East Africa and other regions.

3) Learn where fellow USAID officers saw windows of opportunity for effective programming to counter drivers of conflict and respond to and mitigate election -related risks during their electoral cycles, and which windows of opportunity donors believed they missed in retrospect.

4) Become familiar with additional programming options that address potential conflict issues around elections.

Overall the workshop was a success.  Participants rated the workshop a 4.3 out of 5.0 in their final evaluations.  (Full evaluation data is available in Annex B.)  One participant noted that the workshop “provided state of the art knowledge and information, lessons learned and best practices.”  Many participants attributed the workshop’s success to the fact that it brought together field practitioners with leading technical experts to discuss actual country experiences and to share lessons learned.  Participants also enjoyed the break out groups and the opportunity the event provided for networking.  Several participants appreciated having the chance to apply what they had learned to real upcoming country scenarios.  

Background: 

In 2009-2010, as many as twenty-five national electoral events are scheduled across the African continent.  USAID has consistently stressed the importance of routine, predictable, transparent and fair political processes to determine who holds power in African nations.  “Credible elections” has become somewhat of a mantra but best practice in development indicates that while elections are a vital indicator of good governance practice, they do not represent an end in and of themselves.  In other words, elections are often the most prominent moment in which good governance (or poor) attracts the attention of the international community, but the electoral process is a sub-set of a much more complex set of factors that can serve to improve governance in Africa.
Recent events in Africa have illustrated that elections can also serve as a flash-point or trigger for violence.  Even in circumstances where states are thought to have consolidated democratic gains, elections can still serve to reignite salient but dormant conflict.  In other cases, elections provide an opportunity for less than democratic regimes to claim legitimacy cloaking more nefarious aims in electoral respectability.  At the same time, successful elections often signal an important milestone in transitions from conflict and instability toward peace and stabilization.  
The Relationship between Democratic Processes, Elections, and Instability in Africa:

The conference began with a review of key conflict and democratization trends for the region.  Overall, the frequency and lethality of violent internal conflict in Africa has declined since its peak in the early 1990s.  Many attribute this reduction in violence to the combined effects of the end of the Cold War and the successes of international and regional approaches to peacekeeping and conflict response.  

At the same time, there is a trend of increasing democracy in Africa, although the quality of democracy and electoral processes is still debated.  Afro-pessimists argue that the phenomenon of African democratization had been over-sold, pointing out the quasi-authoritarian postures of many transitional leaders and the assumed costs in terms of violence and instability that have accompanied democratization.  The Afro-optimists counter that African democracies have begun to shift away from personality-based politics toward more institutionalized, rule-based formulae.  The empirical data indicates that African leaders today are much less likely to leave power via extra-constitutional means than they were 20 years ago (Posner and Young, 2007).  

An initial review of data on African elections from 1989 through 2007 indicates a trend of declining election violence risk as countries amass positive experiences with elections.  Sequential elections (i.e. an uninterrupted string of elections that areaccepted by all stakeholders) appear to be a factor for increasing democracy and stability in a country.  However, it is important to take into account that in conflict affected environments there is often an expectation that the purpose of an election is to build or consolidate the peace.  As a consequence, the “success” of the election, may be judged not so much on the criteria which normally apply in democratic countries, but on the extent to which it has contributed to political processes aimed at ending conflict.
 Therefore, it may take more than one election to actually move to an electoral process that is considered fully democratic.
Key risk factors which make countries more vulnerable to conflict include:  poverty/low quality of life; bad neighborhood, youth bulge; and recent history of conflict (recidivism).  However, the political system in a country is by far the risk factor most strongly correlated with conflict.  Countries with partial democracies (governments with elections but few controls on the chief executive) are the most vulnerable to conflict.  The majority of African countries fall into this regime type.  Partial democracies are at increased risk because they are often unable to manage all the new and often competing interests borne out of democratization and their institutions are too weak to foster peaceful compromise.  Unlike autocracies, partial democracies often do not have the capability to effectively respond to violence or to manage grievances and the competition inherent in a democracy.  

The most vulnerable of all political systems is a partial democracy with factionalism in which there is political competition between two or more groups where the groupings represent deep and reinforcing cleavages (ethnic, clan, religion, class, regional).  As a consequence, politics becomes zero-sum; if one group gains, the others must lose.  This type of winner-take-all politics works against the compromise which is the backbone of successful democracy.   
Although the path to democratization is fraught with challenges, including conflict, in the end consolidated democracies have the lowest risk of conflict.  USAID, and other donors, should be purposeful and careful about how to promote democratization so that risk of violent conflict is minimized along the way. 

One observation by some conference participants was that African definitions of democracy may differ in important ways from those of donor countries and that such differences could in turn influence the way that democratic processes unfold and how issues of violence and instability associated with these processes are understood and properly managed.  While it is certainly true, and important to recognize, that each of the African countries in which USAID works on these issues has a unique social, cultural, historic, and economic experience with democracy, the idea of African democratic exceptionalism also has its pitfalls.  It is not the case that any definition of democracy is as good as any other for the purpose of supporting and enhancing the process of development.  Thus, donors should be sure that they do not abet the strategies of authoritarian leaders to delegitimize or call into question clear international standards of democratic practice. 
Key Take-Aways from the Workshop

It is more challenging to clearly outline the relationship between conflict risk and electoral violence risk.  Research on this issue is ongoing but there are not yet conclusive results.  Many postulate that when there are general fissures in a population (often referred to as root causes of conflict) and electoral competition highlights and reconfirms these fissures, then elections can serve as a key trigger for conflict.  At the same time, elections can be seen as opportunities to include previously marginalized groups and to weave them into a peaceful political process.  For this reason, elections provide an important window of opportunity for donor assistance to advance democratization, while mitigating risks of conflict during the electoral cycle.

Address Instability throughout the Electoral Cycle

The conference highlighted that elections are a process not an event.  Practitioners should focus early on planning programs through all parts of the elections cycle (pre-election, election day, post-election) and linking the elections programming to other components of a longer-term democracy and governance strategy.  USAID DG Officers should engage early and consistently with their State counterparts on elections issues in order to ensure the Embassy and USAID are coordinating throughout the election cycle.  The presenters emphasized the need to pursue incremental improvements in the electoral process, and to avoid wholesale categorization of elections as “good” or “bad,” in favor of a more nuanced approach that positively recognizes those aspects of the process that represent improvements, while frankly identifying areas that require further work.  A long term and comprehensive approach is important, as is the inclusion of non-traditional actors such as the security sector and the development of an effective rule of law. 

Key areas of the electoral cycle that both presenters and participants felt should be reinforced included: Developing strong civic and voter education for all stakeholders so that they are familiar with every part of the electoral process.  Supporting party poll watchers to understand their rights, roles, documentation of irregularities, and the process they can use to pursue dispute resolution.  Promoting effective dispute resolution to maintain the legitimacy of the electoral process and buy-in from all stakeholders, and in particular, paying special attention to both formal and informal dispute resolution processes.  

Issues for further consideration:

· Do we need more advocacy to get all stakeholders to think of elections as a process, not an event, and to plan programs and budgets accordingly?  Should this advocacy include a greater focus on both pre-election and post-election programming, key phases of the cycle that are often missed, when critical electoral and institutional reforms can be supported and implemented?  
· Should we develop a model for USAID and State coordination during the entire election cycle that would engage relevant actors in DC and in the field?  Should contingency planning be developed, regardless of the level of risk factors, in the event elections set off a series of destabilizing actions?
· Should a tool be developed that will help Missions to identify election-related risks throughout the electoral cycle--from registration, campaign, election day through tabulation, announcement of results, and the post-election transition? Do we need new models that include risk mapping and that incorporate inputs and feedback from civil society, security sector actors, and state institutions?  Once risks are identified, how does the Mission incorporate both monitoring and response into its programming?  

· While some models of monitoring exist, such as the IFES EVER program, how can these monitoring efforts then be used to serve as a tool to inform response?

Address the Broader Rule of Law environment to Reduce Risk of Electoral Violence

Practitioners should think both structurally and strategically about the provision of elections and political processes assistance.  The workshop reinforced that especially with post-conflict or fragile state elections, expectations are often higher than what can realistically be achieved.   There is a need to address the winner-take-all mentality that significantly increases the risk for potential violence as well as the overall rule of law environment.  For example, the electoral process itself won’t reflect better rule of law than the broader rule of law environment in which it takes place, and practitioners should make a realistic analysis of what can be accomplished and work to manage expectations of the both local and international community accordingly.   More importantly, donors providing even the most comprehensive technical assistance cannot replace the critical element of host-nation political will that is necessary to achieve credible elections. 

Issues for further consideration:

· Under what circumstances, if any, does it makes sense to fund and implement EPP assistance without a broader DG program? 

· Are there cases where a true democratic transition has been achieved through elections without a longer term donor commitment to democratic assistance?  If so, what were the critical factors?

Elections, Peace Processes, and Power-Sharing

Elections have often been built into peace processes at the behest of the international community to cement the peace and to provide a legitimate government partner following conflict.  Elections are often considered to be a critical step in the process of stabilization and democratization.  Decisions made during peace processes and embedded in peace agreements, about timing of elections, the level of elections (national, provincial/state, local), electoral systems, and political accommodation arrangements before and following elections can have critical implications for longer-term reconciliation and democratic development.  The workshop highlighted pitfalls related to having expectations for “free and fair” elections that are often beyond local institutional capacities and out of sync with the existing rule of law framework.  Experts also cautioned that power-sharing arrangements might inadvertently create disincentives for peaceful participation in electoral processes, particularly when the peace or power sharing agreement is struck to resolve a violent election.

Presenters emphasized the importance of setting and actively promoting realistic expectations and goals for post-conflict elections and advocated for providing technical assistance to negotiating teams to inform elections- and power-sharing- related provisions during peace negotiations.  Although holding elections following a conflict might provide a sovereign partner for the international community to engage with, pushing for elections too early may result in questionable legitimacy of the winning party or leaders and may interrupt or prematurely end the process of negotiation and reconciliation between the formerly conflicting parties.  Presenters also noted the importance of openly recognizing that the purpose of first elections following conflict may not be about democratic transformation, but about cementing stability – this important goal can affect the initial choice of electoral system, legislative decision-making rules, or need for power-sharing arrangements.  Finally, the presentations highlighted the importance of building in sunset clauses for power sharing arrangements, or drawing on other means for achieving political accommodation, to avoid creating incentives for political leaders to violently contest election results, in an attempt to maintain/share power through non-electoral means.  

Issues for Further Consideration:

· How do we determine whether election details should be included in peace agreements and what level of detail is appropriate?  How do we ensure local ownership and political will for democratic elections in cases where the international community has pushed for elections as part of a peace process?

· What are the long-term implications of power-sharing arrangements for democratic development?  How can potential pitfalls be mitigated? 

Role of the Security Sector
While a multi-sectoral approach has been found to be the most effective model for elections security, typically, development agencies engage only minimally with the security sector, and consequently, do not always build consideration of the likely role and capacity of security sector actors into strategies for election assistance.  Even more rarely do development donors like USAID actively include the sector in election programming, aside from democratic policing and human rights training.  Security sector actors will either contribute to a secure and credible electoral process or may undermine it through lack of capacity or partisan involvement.  Understanding security sector actors, the role they can be expected to play, and engaging them in planning, when appropriate, is important in planning for election security.

Security sector programming should not be considered in isolation from other key aspects of the overall development of rule of law.  An interagency approach and close coordination between security sector and elections assistance (INL, DOJ-ICITAP, USAID, DOD, UN, and other donors) is important to ensuring a cohesive and comprehensive approach.  Ideally, election security program components should be woven into existing programs to build capacity of the security sector, coordinated with election administration assistance, and should also be linked to longer-term rule of law initiatives, beyond the traditional security sector actors.  These may include programs that build prosecutorial and judicial capacity, create or reform legislative frameworks necessary for credible elections, and build effective alternative dispute resolution mechanisms that can resolve disputes in the interim.

The workshop highlighted that the security sector is not homogenous, nor are the institutions that comprise it, and that donors need to start looking for opportunities for engagement.  USAID can play a key role on security sector issues by encouraging coordination between different stakeholders, including civil society, election administration bodies, and security sector actors, from very early on in the electoral process.  USAID can also support the Election Management Body (EMB) in planning for security around the electoral process and can play an advocacy role with the international community to ensure that security issues are discussed,  incorporated into international plans for assistance, and well coordinated with other aspects of electoral preparations.  USAID can also build on existing programs in democratic policing that seek to strengthen the connection between the police and the communities they serve by including specific election security related components in the training and technical assistance.  In addition to training the EMB and the security sector actors, it is also critical that civic and voter education include information about the role of the security sector and plans for security around election-related events, such as voter registration, candidate forums and rallies, and voting on election day. 

Issues for Further Consideration:

· What effective models for interagency coordination could be used to “sync” up USAID and other agency efforts to address election security?
· How can USAID and interagency partners design more holistic, integrated programs to effectively address election security needs?  Are there case studies where this has been successful? Are there tools for mapping election security risks and identifying gaps?
· What has been the experience with models of elections security that incorporate coordination with civil society? 
Regional Organizations
The conference discussed the current role of African regional organizations in elections and political processes and the expansion of these organizations into a number of new areas including support to peace processes and the negotiation of peace agreements and power-sharing arrangements.  Participants discussed differing visions for the role of regional organizations in the future.  It was noted that questions of political will, lack of capacity, inadequate funding, and overlapping mandates have severely hampered the role of regional organizations in elections and stability.  However, the recent willingness of the African Union to talk about political issues is a positive signal for future progress, as are other active and concrete approaches such as the African Peer Review Mechanism.  Participants hypothesized that the proliferation of regional organizations trying to develop separate and duplicative election monitoring functions might be a response to donor attention and funding in this area.  Some participants proposed that the AU should play a stronger leadership role to avoid overlapping and duplicative efforts. 
Issues for further consideration:

· How should the capacity of regional organizations be bolstered both technically and organizationally?  How do their mandates link to each other?  Which should donors support?  

· What are the opportunities and limitations to working with regional organizations directly on preventing, mitigating, and managing violent conflict?

· When and where is it appropriate for donors to work with these organizations?

· Are there political considerations, such as maintaining the regional organization’s independence, that need to be considered?  

Workshop Challenges and Development of an Informed USAID Cadre:

The level of interest and participation in this workshop underlined the need for USAID to remain engaged on the topic of elections and violence.  Many practitioners and academics are undertaking cutting edge work on the relationship between elections and violence and USAID needs to ensure that we are providing our field officers with the latest and most innovative thinking on this topic.  The U.S. government is investing significant foreign assistance funding in countries at risk for electoral violence and we need to better equip our USAID officers to program effectively to prevent and/or respond to potential instability and violence during the election cycle.  
Workshop proceedings also reinforced how challenging it can be to discuss elections and violence.  Perhaps because of the cross-cutting nature of this topic it was very difficult to keep workshop discussions focused on the intersection of elections and violence.  Instead workshop discussions had a tendency to focus on either the question of violence or of elections.  The challenges that emerged in staying focused on the intersection of these two topics highlights the need for additional research, discussion and sensitization on this topic.  USAID’s Offices of Democracy and Governance (DG) and Conflict Management and Mitigation (CMM) are currently engaged in gathering lessons learned on elections and stability.  Through this workshop and other efforts we hope to begin to develop practical guidance for USAID DG officers in the field.
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ANNEX B:  Evaluation Data 

Overall Rating:  4.3/5.0  

31 evaluations were received

1.
Where your objectives met?


(a)
Yes:


-
27 


No: 


-
1


Both Yes & No: 

-
2  

Unmarked: 

-
1

  
(b)
Comments:

-
It was a very well overview of the whole electoral process.  Pre and post election phase.

-
Very good lecture on “must do” steps throughout the electoral process but most importantly, designing a program in the existing context.

-
Varied enough to keep it interesting also group exercises were useful.

-
Excellent program and timing was perfect given the upcoming elections in Ethiopia.  I really appreciated this opportunity as it is the first I’ve gotten on election – related issues.

- 
Meeting provided state of the art knowledge and information, lessons learned and best practices. An opportunity for field staff to network with each other and technical advisors.

-
Looking at elections as a process and not an event.

-
They were more than met.  This was an opportunity to meet USG and implementing partners from across the continent.  I have also gained knowledge in the role of RECs and have plenty to “takeaway” concerning how important the role the AU is.

-
Successful on delivering lessons learned and importing importance of election administration.

-
I learnt new programming options from USG and experts perspectives. Recommendations from experts.

-
Excellent speakers and good selection of subject matter.  I learned a lot!

-
Truly eminent panels.  Good diversity AND complementarily of expertise.

-
Ultimately I think we would have come up with more programming options.

-
Windows of opportunity for effective programming not flushed out.

-
We didn’t really get to # 3.  That might be a very good, more participatory side session.  Maybe ask people to come with a 1 page synopsis of (a) past election assistance activities in bullet point form and/or (b) country election scenario – future.

-
There would have been more descriptions of country specific election programs from start to finish.

-
For me there was a lot of excellent presentations that gave `bits’ of best practices but there were too many presenters o not detailed enough to learn from.

-
I would have liked to see more focus on best practices and lessons learned from authoritarian environments.  It was really good to have the country specific meetings but more time would have been better.

-
Please provide a binder of presentations or email with reference materials.  Include more case studies.

(c) 
Are they the right objectives?
Yes: 18



No:   0



Not indicated: 8

Comments:


-
Time will tell. Let us meet again in 2 years

-
I would have liked one more civil society lessons learned from Kenya, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe etc. – their role in re – during and post election processes.

-
I would like to have had more discussion of general democratization and governance issues in the region and its impact on elections.

-
More balance between focus on violence and authoritarianism.

-
I think they should be refined.  Provide more info on what are programming options within USAID for SSR.

2.
The best part of the workshop was:

Comments:

· The Agenda was well balanced and the decision to give participants an opportunity to digest the info in small groups strengthened the workshop.


· Panelists were very knowledgeable!  With practical case studies.  Discussions were around real contexts: Lessons learned from past elections necessary for improved programming.

· Excellent speakers, despite a few overly lengthy presentations.  

· Having the perspectives/advice from election experts and other participants on Ethiopia election support.  The panels were also great because the short presentations by different presenters kept it engaging.

· Power sharing discussion. Security sector reform.

· The long list of contacts that come with valued experience across the sector and helped to direct me to understand how best I can dialogue with the AU – and send the needed message from this group.

· Panel on last day in a.m. on working in conflict settings.  Practical, clear, well presented.

· Sharing best practices/practical work and experiences.

· Panels. Discussions with other participants during breaks, meeting USG personnel from the region.

· The academic and practitioner mix.  All participants seemed to talk to each other in a useful way.

· Bringing in different components and themes to the table in particular the broader connections between electoral processes and security sectors.

· Group work – the exchange.

· Presentations and interactions.

· Presentations by Gerard McHugh and Jarrett Blanc.

· Examples from participants, their point of views on the election program they implemented. Case studies/group exercise.

· Power sharing panel.

· The break out groups and the networking.

· The interaction between theorists/practioners and those tasked with developing programs/projects in elections.

· The quality of presentations and open and frank discussion among all.

· I learned a lot in the small group meetings.

· Final session on specific activities for countries preparing for elections.

· Programming options that address potential conflict around elections.

· Mapping electoral risk and preparing for response.  Break out session on Day 3 to discuss programming options.

· Mix of think tank, implementers, INL/POL officers, USAID and academics.  It brought in a lot of diverse ideas and set an interesting context for country specific programming.

· The panel discussion the first day.  We should have spent the whole next day discussing all the issues that were raised.

· Power sharing discussions.

· The interactive group sessions.

· The 1st session on academic overview but too shallow.  Excellent resource people and presenters!

· Combination of expert panels and country specific discussions.

· Almami’s presentation on Sudun. Jacob Mafumes’ on Zimbabwe.  Hate speech.

· Overall group work was very useful.

3.
The least compelling aspect of the workshop was:


Comments:

· Not sticking to the schedule.  Power-points that were not particularly useful (i.e. print too small) or detailed.

· Sometimes the recaps got a little long, redundant.

· Security sector panel – not clear what we were trying to do there as it relates to applications for others.  Maybe re-shape guidance to presenters.  How USAID can and does work with S.S might have been of more interest.

· Limited time.

· Group exercises.

· Some of the exercises would need to be more thought thru.

· Too many panels.  More exchange would have been better.

· Group exercise regarding security sector.

· There could be better differentiation between the presentations.  This could free up more time per presentation if there’s a way to avoid duplication.

· Some of the panels were large and limited Q&A.  The need to use a microphone also added distance with the audience and an air of formality.

· Role of security actors – it was not very clear.

· Build in more socializing time.  It was illuminating to chat with colleagues in the corridors about their specific countries and test out ideas from other contexts to a different country.

· The group discussions.

· Some of the panels had too many lecture presentations.  2-3 pax a panel max next time.

· # of shallow presentations.

· The bus ride.

· Overview needed to be more updated till 2009 on conflict and elections in AFR.  Sitting down for lectures all day Monday.  Boring speakers.

· General comment:  The more specific the better, even where limited to particular country conditions.  Many presentations didn’t include arguments to overcome.  After the initial Theoretical overview, many panelists continued to speak about policy prescriptions unconnected to programming.  For future, would suggest giving guidance earlier on group sessions to enable more focused discussion.

4.
Are there topics that you wished were covered that were not?

Yes: 14


No: 17

Comments:

· More info on the AU and the RECs.  A representation from the AU would have bee helpful.

· How to maintain the process to ensure a continuous election management. Usually, post election program think of 3-6 months e.g. maintain the electoral commission until next round of elections.

· Undemocratic/unconstitutional transfer of powers.

· Civil society

· Practical solutions on the gaps identified.

· Casual factors and how they impact programming options.  Factors in prioritizing support on conflict mediation.

· The security issues did not seem sufficiently comprehensive.

· More depth in the connection between electoral process and wider conflict/violence root causes.

· Democracy, governance … issues between elections.

· Problems/best practices. Re: donor coordination.

· Political Parties development. Parliamentary reform.

· Programming in conflict security sector.

· Perhaps a discussion about the state of “democracy promotion” more generally.

· More on media.  Role of technology in supporting electoral process covering conflict.

· Just deeper – I still want to see an effective tool to assess partnership and political will.

· More on working in authoritarian environments.

· Give more case studies.  Elections in an environment where there is an insurgency.

5.
Overall how would you rate the workshop?

1 = 0:     2 = 0:     3 = 5:    4 = 11:     4.5 = 1:    5 = 14

Comments:

-……………………………. out the need for a facilitator. (1)
· This was a very good workshop and I cannot express enough how appreciative I am.  Very practical, with real case studies.  Having participated in the DG training in Washington, I must say that the DG Office (Nairobi and Washington) are the best!!

· Given the number of participants and number of speakers, it was a superb effort at keeping topics tracked and focused.  All participants surely are leaving with a few new concepts/approaches to their respective positions/jobs.
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