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ABSTRACT
A COMPARISON OF THE ORAL INTERVIEW AND

BEHAVIORAL CONSISTENCY EVALUATION METHODS
FOR SELECTING JOB APPLICANTS

By

Sally Adrienne Hildebrand Mc Attee

This study compared the oral and behavioral consistency
examination methods in the selection process for two mana-
gerial positions. The need for such a study arose from the
researcher's desire to find a testing method which possessed
the desirable characteristics of the oral interview but
which avoided its disadvantages. The behavioral consistency
approach was used as an alternative to the oral interview
because it is parallel in development, content, and
administration but involves no interaction between raters
and candidates.

For each position, test development for both approaches
was based on a job analysis which defined the essential job
dimensions. Test content was parallel. The behavioral
consistency examination asked candidates to describe major
achievements which demonstrated their capabilities in each
job dimension. The oral examination consisted of two
questions developed by subject matter experts for each job

dimension. There were 18 subjects in the first sample and



14 in the second.

The findings were as follows:

1. The results regarding the comparability of the two
methods were inconclusive. Correlations between the methods
were significant and meaningful for one sample but were
non-significant for the other.

2. There were no significant differences in reliability
between the two methods for either the overall ratings or
the dimension ratings for either sample with one exception
for the dimension ratings.

3. Convergent validity results were inconclusive.

The methods demonstrated convergent validity for one sample
but not for the other. The methods did not demonstrate
discriminant validity for either sample.

4., There were no significant differences between the
methods regarding their acceptability to the raters.
However, based on descriptive comparisons, the behavioral
consistency method was superior in terms of rater time.

5. Based on descriptive comparisons, time efficiency
for the candidate was in favor of the oral examination.
However, candidate time included only actual examination

time; it did not include time for travel or preparation.
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Chapter One
INTRODUCTION
Need

There has been a great deal of research literature on
the employee selection interview. This research has been
summarized in at least eight literature reviews, which have
uniformly deplored the lack of reliability and validity
evidence for oral interviews. However, recent studies have
found reliability and validity under the following
conditions: information about the job was available to
raters, the interview was structured so that the same
questions were asked of all applicants, behaviorally
anchored rating scales were used, and raters received
training prior to the examination process.

These recent results are encouraging because there is a
need for oral examinations. For jobs with interpersonal and
oral communication dimensions and for managerial jobs where
there are relatively few candidates and technical knowledge
and managerial skills must be assessed, the oral examination
is the most practical selection technique. For the first
type of job, the oral examination is the only content valid
method available. For the second type, content validity can
be achieved, and the oral examination is efficient compared

to written tests and assessment centers. Further, it
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usually is accepted by candidates and hiring agencies.

Although the appropriateness of a content validity
rationale for many of the examples discussed in the
literature would be debatable, content validity and fairness
can be supported for an oral interview when it is developed
and administered according to certain procedures.

However, in spite of their potential content validity
and efficiency, oral examinations have some serious problems
which have been examined in the literature. First, there is
evidence that race, sex, attractiveness, and other non-job-
related applicant characteristics can affect oral test
scores. Second, ratings may be subject to a halo effect due
to the applicant's general likeability or oral communi-
cations skill over and above its importance to the job.
Third, certain rater characteristics such as degree of
accountability, responsibility, or authoritarianism may
affect the ratings. Fourth, certain situational character-
istics such as the quality of the previous applicant or the
timing of unfavorable information can affect the ratings.
And fifth, it is logistically difficult to assemble the
raters and candidates, who may come from different parts of
the country, together on the same days. In the process the
best raters and/or candidates are sometimes lost.

Because of these problems, it would be desirable to
identify another testing method which possessed the
desirable characteristics of the oral interview but which

avoided its disadvantages. Few studies have compared the
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oral to other types of examinations. However, a relatively
new approach to assessing training and experience (the
behavioral consistency approach) appears promising as an
alternative to the oral examination for the following
reasons:

1. The behavioral consistency approach has been based
on job analysis.

2. It covers comparable job dimensions.

3. It is based on the logical rationale that past
behavior is the best predictor of future behavior.

4. It is typically scored by means of behaviorally
anchored rating scales.

5. It is not affected by the race, sex or attractive-
ness of the applicants.

6. Because it does not assess interpersonal and oral
communications skills directly, it avoids halo effect due to
those factors.

7. Because raters and candidates do not have to
assemble in one place, it avoids the logistics problem.

The behavioral consistency method is parallel in devel-
opment and content to the oral interview method. It is also
similar in administration except that the presentation
format is written rather than oral and there is no inter-
action between raters and candidates. Therefore, it seems a

logical alternative to the oral interview.
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Purpose

The primary purpose of this study was to compare the
oral interview evaluation method with the behavioral
consistency evaluation method. The need for such a study
arose from the practical need to continue conducting oral
examinations combined with the practical problems they
present. Because hiring agencies are typically convinced of
the validity of oral examinations, it would be infeasible to
substitute a training and experience method without doing a
comparative study.

A secondary purpose for the proposed study was to
fulfill a need for research on oral examinations in an
applied setting. Much of the oral interview research has
been done in laboratory settings with perhaps unwarranted
assumptions regarding their generalizability to applied
settings. The types of raters used in such studies are
typically students or recruiters, the types of ratees used
are students or simulated applicants, the stimulus material
often consists of videotapes, applications, or protocols (a
type of resume with additional biographical information
regarding the applicant), the rating outcome is a hiring
decision or lack thereof, and in many of the studies the
interview content is unspecified.

Some research has been done on the generalizability
issues, but results have been inconsistent. More research
studies need to be done with subject matter experts as

raters, job applicants as ratees, oral interviews as the
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stimulus material, a continuum of ratings as the outcome
measure, and structured questions based on job-related
dimensions as the interview content.

This type of research would be beneficial both for
private companies using oral interviews to make individual
hiring decisions and for governmental agencies using oral
examinations to obtain comparison ratings on candidates.

Research Questions

This study was designed to answer the following
research questions:

1. Do the oral and behavioral consistency examination
methods provide comparable ratings of applicants for
employment?

2. Are the oral and behavioral consistency methods
equally reliable?

3. Do the oral and behavioral consistency methods
demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity?

4. Are the oral and behavioral consistency methods
equally acceptable to raters and equally efficient in terms
of rater time?

5. Are the oral and behavioral consistency methods

equally efficient in terms of candidate time?






Chapter Two
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Oral Interview Literature

Introduction

There has been a great deal of research literature on
the oral interview. This research has been summarized in at
least eight reviews, the earliest a 1949 review by Wagner
and the most recent a 1982 review by Arvey and Campion.
These reviews (Arvey and Campion, 1982; Carlson, Thayer,
Mayfield and Peterson, 1971; Dunnette, 1962; Mayfield, 1964;
Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich and Trumbo, 1965; Wagner, 1949; and
Wright, 1969) have uniformly deplored the lack of
reliability and validity evidence for oral interviews and
have urged additional research, including research which
compares the oral to other selection methods. Although
there have been many negative research findings on oral
interviews, some recent studies have found reliability and
validity under the following conditions:

1. The raters receive information about the job.

2. The interview is structured so that each candidate
is asked the same questions.

3. There are behaviorally anchored rating scales so
that each rater is using the same definition for each rating

level.
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4. The raters receive training before beginning the
interviewing process.

Because many of the later studies have investigated the
effect of these factors and found them to improve
reliability and validity, the later reviews have been more
positive regarding the use of oral examinations.

This literature review is focused on research studies
of the oral examination characteristics leading to
reliability and validity. The model proposed by Schmitt in
his 1976 review of the oral interview literature is used to
summarize research on rater, applicant, and situational
characteristics. This review concludes with a discussion of
studies comparing the oral examination to other examination
methods.

Examination Characteristics

There has been a group of studies which has investi-
gated the effect of how the oral examination has been
conducted. Interviews have varied in how much information
about the job was given to the raters, how structured the
questions were, what type of questions were used, what type
of rating scale was used, and what type of training was
received by the raters.

Job information. Studies investigating the effect

of job information have found that giving the raters a job
description improves the reliability and validity of the
oral examination. Langdale and Weitz, in a 1973 study,

found that raters who received a complete job description
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had higher interrater reliability and discriminated more
among the candidates than raters who received only a job
title. Similarly, Rothstein and Jackson (1980) found that
raters were able to discriminate more accurately between
congruent and incongruent applicants (whose characteristics
matched or did not match the job) when they received job
descriptions than when they received only job labels.

In a related study, Wiener and Schneiderman (1974)
found that raters focused on relevant applicant information
when job information was available. Although the effect of
irrelevant applicant information was not removed, its effect
was stronger when no job information was available. 1In
addition, Leonard (1974) found that when raters were given
job descriptions, interrater reliability was higher for
ratings of job relevant factors than for irrelevant factors.

Finally, a study by Osburn, Timmreck, and Bigby (1981)
investigated the effect of providing job-related dimensions
to the raters. Two applicants, each of whom was well-suited
to one of two jobs, were rated accurately by raters who had
access to specific and relevant job dimensions and
inaccurately by raters who had access to only general job
dimensions.

The above studies show quite clearly the positive
effect of relevant job information. The literature also
shows that raters with job knowledge tend to rate the same
applicant information as important.

The Langdale and Weitz study showed that there was
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substantial consistency among raters in rating the
importance of applicant information regardless of the amount
of job information they possessed. However, the two rater
groups (one with job information and one without) did differ
significantly in their ratings with uninformed raters giving
lower ratings on item importance. Hakel, Dobmeyer, and
Dunnette (1970) showed that rater groups which differed on
their knowledge of the job (students and interviewers)
differed on which content dimension they considered most
important. However, within groups the raters agreed on
content importance, content importance determined the
ratings, and the effect of favorable information depended on
content importance.

In a related study, Valenzi and Andrews (1973) found
that raters, all of whom had job descriptions, differed in
applicant cue use (how they weighed different types of
applicant information) and their ratings of applicants
differed according to these weights. However, the same
raters agreed in theory on cue importance. Differences in
candidate ratings were due to the inability of the raters to
apply their own rating strategies to the actual rating
situation.

As a whole, these studies provide excellent support for
the conclusion that an oral interview developed according to
a content validity model would indeed be valid. The first
group of studies cited provides support for the idea that

oral examinations which are based on job analysis and which
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define the job dimensions to be evaluated will be reliable
whereas interviews not so based will not be reliable. This
is only logical and indeed it is not surprising that raters
without a job description would define the job for
themselves differently and would therefore be assessing the
candidates on different factors.

The second group of studies shows that raters with job
knowledge tend to rate the same dimensions as important.
The inconsistent ratings of the Valenzi and Andrews'
subjects, all of whom had job descriptions, were not due to
disagreement on content importance but to the inability of
the raters to apply their rating strategies correctly.

Interview structure. A second group of studies has

investigated the effect of interview structure (asking all
candidates the same questions).

In support of this approach, studies done by Reynolds
(1979) and Mayfield, Brown, and Hampstra (1980) showed
moderate-high interrater reliability for structured oral
interviews used to select police officers and insurance
agents. Latham, Saari, Pursell, and Campion (1980)
demonstrated both reliability and validity for a structured
situational interview. They conducted three studies using
samples of hourly workers, foremen, and entry-level workers.
Results of the studies showed moderate-high interrater and
internal consistency reliability and concurrent and
predictive validity. Additional studies of the structured

situational interview by these researchers (Latham and
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Saari, 1984) also showed moderate to high internal
consistency and interrater reliability and concurrent
validity.

On a logical basis, one would conclude that structure
would be bound to increase interrater reliability since one
source of variation, the questions, has been removed. In
support of this contention, Schwab and Heneman (1969)
investigated the effect of interview structure on interrater
reliability and found that degree of structure corresponded
to degree of interrater reliability for the position of
clerk-stenographer. 1In a similar study, Janz (1982)
investigated a patterned behavioral interview and concluded
that this type of structured interview was more valid but
less reliable than unstructured interviews. This study also
found that content differed for the two formats with
unstructured interviews focusing on credentials and
self-perception content and structured interviews focusing
on behavior descriptions. This difference in content was
largely due to the differences in training received by the
interviewers. Interviewers using the unstructured format
were trained in establishing rapport and control while those
using the structured format were trained in specific
behavioral description techniques.

In spite of these positive findings and the rationale
supporting the use of structured interviews as a way of at
least increasing interrater reliability, several studies

have had negative results. A 1971 study by Hakel showed
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that interrater reliability was low to moderate even with
highly structured interviews. A follow-up study by Heneman,
Schwab, Huett, and Ford (1975) showed low interrater
reliability and low validity for both structured and
unstructured interviews for social worker jobs.

Finally, in an unpublished study, Davey (1984)
investigated the effect of highly structured interviews on
interview validity. He concluded that high interrater
reliability does not necessarily correspond to high
validity. Trained oral panels with high within-panel
interrater reliability (.95 or greater) who used the same
structured interview differed significantly across panels in
the validity of their ratings. This study was done on a
structured oral examination for State Police Trooper, which
had six oral interview panels, each interviewing over 100
candidates. A high degree of structure was achieved by
standardized panel training and videotape practice;
standardized questions, factors and scales; and examples of
good and poor responses. Oral examination ratings
correlated with police academy rank .23 for 104 graduates.
However, even though sample sizes were small, there were
highly significant differences between the validities of
individual panels, which ranged from -.04 to .79.

Although the majority of these studies support the
conclusion that structured orals are at least more reliable
than non-structured orals, the contradictory results

obtained in the Davey, Hakel, and Heneman et al. studies are
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puzzling and disturbing. Heneman et al. offered the
suggestion that their negative findings may have been due to
the lack of behaviorally anchored rating scales while Davey
has hypothesized that high within-panel agreement was
achieved by the interaction of the members throughout the
process, a factor which was absent across panels. Whatever
the cause of these inconsistent results, it must be con-
cluded that structured orals are preferable to unstructured
orals since different questions are a potentially
undesirable source of variation in a oral examination.

Question type. Two studies have investigated the

topic of question type. Latham and Saari (1984) developed
an interview with both situational questions, which required
applicants to state how they would behave in hypothetical
situations, and questions regarding applicants' past
experiences. The situational question ratings correlated
significantly with job performance while the past experience
question ratings did not.

The positive results for situational interviews are
supported by the previous findings of Latham et al. (1980).
However, any conclusions on the relative effectiveness of
various question types are only tentative because of the
limited evidence. Also the low validity for the past
experience questions may have been affected by the small
number of such questions compared to the number of
situational questions.

Tengler and Jablin (1983) focused on different aspects
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of question type. They investigated interviewers' use of
open versus closed-ended questions and primary (introducing
new topics) versus secondary (probing previously-introduced
topics) questions. The researchers concluded that applicant
responses were longer for open-ended and secondary
questions, open-ended and secondary questions occurred
mainly during the later parts of the interviews, and there
was no relationship between question type and whether
applicants were offered second interviews.

Results of the Tengler and Jablin study become moot in
the case of structured interviews because interviewers have
no leaway in the types of questions asked. Although
results of the Latham and Saari study are more relevant to
this research, any conclusions regarding the superiority of
situational to past experience questions must be considered
tentative. Question type was not a part of this research
design.

Rating Method. A third group of studies investi-

gated the effect of rating method on oral examination
quality. In spite of the conflicting results cited above on
the use of structured interviews, the studies of rating
method effect for oral examinations give more consistently
positive results, supporting the theory underlying the use
of behaviorally anchored rating scales as well as showing
the increased reliability and validity of such scales.

Two studies, while not providing direct support of

the use of behaviorally anchored rating scales, provide
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support for the theory behind their use. 1In a 1963 study,
Rowe showed that there are significant between-rater
differences and within-rater consistencies in where raters
set passing points. That is, raters differ among each other
but are consistent as individuals in how high a standard
they set for passing applicants. Different job standards
affected where passing points were set. This study was
conducted under the condition that passing and failing
categories were undefined for the raters. 1If such
categories were defined for the raters, then it follows that
the between-individual differences should decrease and the
within-individual consistencies could become an advantage in
overall consistency.

A second study (London and Hakel, 1974) showed that
ratings are affected by ideal applicant stereotypes held by
raters (whether the ideal applicant was well or not well-
qualified). It follows from this finding that if an ideal,
average, and unsatisfactory applicant stereotype were based
on job analysis and were provided to the raters through
behaviorally anchored rating scales, interrater reliability,
and validity should be improved.

There have been at least five studies which
demonstrated the increase in test quality with specifically
anchored rating scales. Maas (1965) demonstrated that a
scaled expectation rating method had significantly higher
interrater reliability than an adjective rating scale.

Results further suggested the use of rating panels rather
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than individual raters. This would eliminate both question
and candidate inconsistencies, which occur when different
raters ask questions at different times and when candidates
appear before different raters at different times.

The 1980 study by Latham, Saari, Pursell, and Campion
and the 1984 study by Latham and Saari showed adequate
interrater and internal consistency reliability and
concurrent validity (and predictive validity for the 1980
study) for situational interviews, which were characterized
by questions based on critical incidents and behavioral
statements as benchmarks. And, in an investigation of
behavioral versus graphic rating scales, Vance, Kuhnert and
Farr (1978) found higher interrater reliability and accuracy
for behavioral than for graphic rating scales. There were
also more halo and leniency errors for the graphic scales.
(A halo error occurs when an applicant's rating on one
dimension unduly influences his or her ratings on the
others. A leniency error occurs when most of the applicants
are given high or low ratings.) Finally, Fay and Latham
(1982) showed that two types of behaviorally anchored rating
scales were less subject to rating errors of contrast and
first impression than trait based scales. However, they
were not less subject to halo errors. (A contrast error
occurs when an applicant's rating is influenced by those of
the preceding applicants. A first impression error occurs
when an applicant's rating is based primarily on the first

few minutes of the interview.) One of the behavioral scales
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anchored rating scales had not demonstrated greater
interrater reliability, greater discrimination among ratees,
or fewer halo and leniency errors than other types of
scales. These researchers suggested that behaviorally
anchored rating scales may not be worth the time and effort
necessary for development if the above criteria are
paramount.

These conclusions from the performance evaluation
literature substantially weaken the argument for including
behaviorally anchored rating scales in a plan to strength
oral examination reliability and validity. However, oral
raters may benefit more from their use than performance
evaluation raters since they usually know less about both
the job and the ratee than performance evaluation raters.
Also, research on the use of behaviorally anchored rating
scales in oral interviews is certainly more directly
applicable to additional research on oral interviews than is
similar research from the performance evaluation literature.

For these reasons, the use of behaviorally anchored
rating scales in oral examinations still seems to have
potential as a way of increasing reliability and validity,
and it seems reasonable to include them in the design for a
content valid oral examination.

Rater training. Rater training will be discussed

as an examination characteristic since it is part of the
test administration process. Research on the other rater

effects will be summarized later in this review.
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Most of the studies of rater training have focused on
the reduction of rating errors with the majority finding
that training was successful in the reduction of such
errors.

Several studies have compared training methods in their
ability to reduce errors. In a 1973 study, Wexley, Sanders,
and Yukl found that combining warnings regarding the errors
with anchoring the rating points failed to eliminate
contrast errors (the effect of the previous applicant).
However, a workshop eliminated this type of error. A
comparative study by Latham, Wexley, and Pursell in 1975
showed that a control group committed similarity, contrast
and halo errors, a discussion group committed first
impression errors, and a workshop group committed none of
these types of errors.

In a 1981 study, Ivancevich and Smith found that
training with role playing and either videotape or lecture
was superior to no training in a goal setting situation.
Finally, Fay and Latham in a 1982 study concluded that
training reduced rating errors significantly regardless of
the type of rating scale used, behavioral or trait.

There was only one contradictory study in this group of
training studies: a study by Vance, Kuhnert, and Farr
(1978) , which concluded that training had no effect on
rating errors with the use of either behavioral or graphic
scales. A possible explanation for this conflicting result

concerns length and intensity of training. The training
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program investigated in the Vance et al. study was minimal
in length and involvement while those in the studies
previously cited were longer and more intensive. It is
likely that a minimum amount of time and involvement is
necessary for any training program to be effective.

In contrast to the above studies, which focused on
rater error, Pulakos (1984) investigated the differential
effectiveness of rater training programs focusing on error,
accuracy, and both error and accuracy. A no training
condition was also included in the study. Findings were as
follows: the most accurate ratings corresponded to accuracy
training while the least accurate corresponded to no
training, less leniency corresponded to accuracy training
and error/accuracy training, less halo corresponded to error
training and error/accuracy training, and the effectiveness
of training differed across dimensions.

The results of the research studies on rater training
clearly show its effectiveness in increasing rater accuracy
and in reducing rating errors and support its inclusion in a
test administration program. Given the results of the
Pulakos study, a focus on accuracy rather than error
training seems appropriate.

Summary of examination characteristics results., 1In

spite of some contradictory findings concerning the effect
of interview structure and type of rating scale, the results
of the research literature on the effect of examination

characteristics seem to warrant the following conclusions:
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that oral examinations are more reliable and valid when the
raters have detailed information about the job, when the
same questions are asked of all applicants, when there
are definitions for each rating point along the rating
continuum, and when rater training is provided. Question
type was not included in this research design.

Rater, Applicant, and Situational Characteristics

As the model proposed by Schmitt in his 1976 review of
the literature suggested, characteristics of the oral
examination itself are only one group of factors affecting
oral examination quality. Other major factors in oral
examination ratings are the effects due to the raters, the
effects due to applicants (on non-job-related factors), and
the effects due to situational factors. Findings regarding
these factors will be presented because they are major
sources of unreliability and invalidity in oral examina-
tions. Job-related applicant effects are of course positive
since examinations are designed to assess the applicants on
those factors.

Rater characteristics. Studies of rater

characteristics and their effect on orals have included
investigations of rater experience, rater selective
attention ability and memory demand, rater accountability,
rater authoritarianism and prejudice, and rater sex.

The findings of studies investigating rater experience
have not been consistent, with two investigations showing

differences between experienced and inexperienced raters and
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five studies showing no differences. Rowe (1963) in a study
of armed forces personnel showed that rank, which was used
as an indicator of length of experience, determined where
passing standards were set. Hakel, Dobmeyer, and Dunnette
(1970) found that the relative importance of content
categories differed between rater groups comprised of
students and interviewers.

In contrast, Langdale and Weitz (1973) found no
differences between experienced and inexperienced
interviewers in the use of job descriptions and in ratings
of dimension importance. Wiener and Schneiderman (1974)
also found that experienced and inexperienced interviewers
did not differ in use of relevant or irrelevant job
information although experienced interviewers tended to
reject applicants oftener. In a 1974 study, Moore and Lee
found no difference between interviewers and managerial
groups in rating errors, and Heneman et al. (1975) found no
differences in the ratings of students and social worker
subject matter experts in reliability and validity.
Finally, Mullins (1982) found that the ratings of students

and experienced interviewers were comparable.
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