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Regional Conditions of Innovativeness of Enterprises
on the Example of the Silesian Voivodeship

Summary

The disproportion between Polish and European enterprises is one of the rea-
sons precipitating the need to diagnose the conditions of innovativeness of enter-
prises in Poland. As far as the external conditions are concerned, regional mesoen-
vironmental factors, largely dependent on the actions of local authorities of a given
voivodeship, are analysed relatively rarely. The aim of this paper is to verify the
thesis that there are a number of factors at the regional level, which influence inno-
vativeness of enterprises, and proper stimulation of these factors by local authorities
of the voivodeship may contribute to increasing the innovativeness of enterprises.
The conclusions are drawn from a survey performed in Poland on a sample of 259
small, medium, and large enterprises from the Silesian Voivodeship.
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Introduction

Innovations play the role of a specific catalyser of development of enterprises and, fur-
ther on, regions and countries. Therefore, it is not a surprise that there is an enormous interest
in innovations at the part of both economic theoreticians and practitioners, while one of the
assumed research issues is impact of internal and external determinants on innovativeness
of enterprises. If the internal factors, connected with the resources being in enterprises’ dis-
posal, and the external factors, stemming from the macro and micro environment, are often
a subject of academic research, then the role of regional factors has still been emphasised
insufficiently by practitioners and scientists. It is surprising as voivodeship self-governments
are equipped with a number of tools enabling active stimulating innovative measures being
undertaken by the organisations present in the areas of individual voivoideships (regions),
while in the current EU financial perspective for the years 2014-2020 the role of self-govern-
ments has significantly increased, infer alia, in result of holding greater funds than hitherto.

In her article, the author adopted the definition of innovation concurrent with the Oslo
Manual, according to which an innovation is “the implementation of new or significantly
improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organi-
sational method in business practices, workplace organisation or external relations” (OECD,
Eurostat 2005).
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The notion of innovation is related to innovativeness meaning an ability of enterprises
to be involved in innovations aimed at the introduction of new products, processes or con-
cepts (Hult, Hurley, and Knight 2014). The level of enterprises’ innovativeness decides their
competitiveness and one of the reasons for low competitiveness of Polish enterprises is their
low innovativeness (Nowacki 2010). Innovativeness is determined by a number of factors
originating from the enterprise’s environment and in its interior. The subject matter of con-
siderations in this article is the factors originating from the mesoenvironment (the regional
environment). The aim of the publication is to verify the thesis that at the level of a region
there is a number of factors affecting innovativeness of enterprises, while proper stimula-
tion of these factors by voivodeship self-governmental authorities may have contributed to
improvement of enterprises’ innovativeness.

The region as a stimulator of enterprises’ innovativeness
— the theoretical approach

The modern strategies of regional development are oriented on supporting innovative-
ness. This stems from the nature of the innovative process where an important role is played
by contacts between the enterprises located in the region as well as between enterprises
and the institutions responsible for creation and supply of innovation such as universities,
research centres, business-support institutions (Nowacki 2009, p. 64). Since the 1990s there
has been taking place of the development of concepts emphasising the impact of the region
on enterprise innovativeness. The region is the place of occurring not only tangible assets
affecting the innovative potential of enterprises but also the place of creation of intangible
assets being an effect of learning, mutual interactions affecting the actors operating in its ter-
ritory, who making use of the physical proximity, common principles, standards, objectives
share knowledge and participate in the implementation of an innovation. Contemporarily,
the region becomes a source of information and innovativeness, while the measures taken by
self-governmental authorities largely determine the inspiring role of the region in undertak-
ing innovative ventures by organisations (Kaminska 2017a).

More and more authors say that the ‘heart’ of innovative processes should be regions and
the regional level should be considered as the key one from the viewpoint of the socioeconomic
development. A. Nowakowska (2011, p. 6, 8) remarks that an innovation is a localised and ter-
ritorially embedded process, while innovative processes are a derivative of assets and regional
mechanisms. There is the need to stimulate innovativeness and this is the regional level where
there take place the most adequate conditions and factors for setting up the proper climate for
the development of enterprise and for creating innovativeness (Stawasz 2009, p. 106).

At the same time, as A. H. Jasinski (2014, p. 69) notices, the mesoeconomic level of in-
novativeness management plays, to be sure, an important role, but is rather underestimated
by researchers. The same opinion is uttered by the author, alleging that both the world of
science and that of the economic practice does not see to a sufficient degree the essence of
regions in stimulating innovativeness as well as the importance of innovative policy im-
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plemented by voivodeship self-governments (Kaminska 2017b). F. Moulaert and F. Sekia

(2003), when analysing the regional aspects of innovativeness, have introduced, similarly

to R. Rothwell (1990) arranging individual generations of models of innovative processes

taking place in organisations, the idea of territorial models of innovation (TMI). They have

singled out four generations (traditions) of regional models of innovation:

- the first: the French model of innovative milieu, the industrial districts, local systems of
production focusing on the local institutional endogeneity:;

- the second: the regional system of innovation, learning regions;

- the third: new industrial spaces (the Californian school);

- the fourth: innovative clusters.

A somewhat different division was applied by A. Nowakowska (2009) as well as S. C. Santos
Cruz and A. A. C. Teixeira (2007) who, taking into consideration the key elements of models
and the time-period of their emergence, singled out the three main categories of the theories
dealing with the regional context of processes of innovation: the theories focused on assets,
focused on network relations, and focused on institutions (the system approach) (Table 1).

Table 1
Territorial models of innovation
Period | Territorial models of innovation Authors /lea.dmg Key elements
representatives

up to 1970 | Neoclassical theories of location | Isared, Mutch, Mills Focusing on assets
Italian industrial districts C. Antonelli, G. Becattini

1970-1990 i i Focusing on network relations
New. 1ndgstr1al spaces A. J. Scott, M. Storper &
(Californian school)
Innovative milieu P. Aydalot
Clusters M. E. Porter i

since 1990 . ‘ : Thf? sy.ster.n approach focusing
Learning regions R. Florida on 1nstitutions

Regional systems of innovation | Ph. Cooke

Source: Author’s ow elaboration based on: Nowakowska (2009, p. 26); Santos Cruz, Teixeira, (2007), p. 4-9.

The neoclassical theories of location, emerged in the epoch of agricultural and indus-
trial economy, were based on assets. Since the 1970s, there have been developing the con-
cepts based on the network relations between entities. This stream’s representatives are
C. Antonelli and G. Becattini researching the phenomenon of Italian industrial districts as
well as representatives of the Californian school: A. J. Scott and M. Storper. Since the 1990s,
in the epoch of the knowledge-based economy, there has been taking place an intense growth
of interest in the region as the place of creation knowledge and innovation. Numerous re-
searchers, in the line with the system model of innovative process, pay attention to the es-
sence of mutual interactions and ties between individual actors of the system, being a broad
network of economic, educational, academic entities, and public units. Representatives of
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this stream are, inter alia, P. Aydalot (1986), the author of the concept of innovative milieu;
M. E. Porter (2002), considered as the author of the concept of clusters; R. Florida (1955),
who authored the learning regions and the creative class; Ph. Cooke (2001) and B. T. Asheim
(2002), analysing the regional systems of innovation.

The analysis of territorial models of innovation is helpful in the understanding the region-
al context of processes of innovation as well as the impact of the region on innovativeness
of enterprises. Despite the variety of contemporary territorial models of innovation, they
have common features. They emphasise the growing importance of the intangible factors in
the form of knowledge, experience, social relationships, interactions based on confidence
between entities which set up the innovative potential of the region affecting the enterprises’
innovative abilities. In the system models, there are analysed not only cooperation between
enterprises, but there is also perceived the role of other institutions, research units, and pub-
lic administration entities, which the author applied in her own research.

The assumptions and methodology of author’s own empirical research

The objective of empirical research was to define the strength of impact of the regional
determinants on enterprises’ innovativeness and the relationships taking place between the
level of enterprises’ innovativeness and assessment of the importance of the factors being
surveyed. An overview of the subject literature and author’s own experience and observa-
tions allowed her singling out the five essential, interdependent groups of regional deter-
minants to which there were assigned the 27 following factors of the mesoenvironment
determining enterprises’ innovativeness (Kaminska 2017a):

I.  Financial support for the entities operating in the region by the self-government:
1. Financial aid to enterprises for investment in fixed assets.
Financial aid to enterprises for purchasing consulting services, licences, patents, etc.
Financial aid to enterprises for their independent carrying R&D work.
Financial aid to enterprises for cooperation with research units.
Financial support for setting up and development of research institutions, centres of
innovation, training and consulting centres.
6. Bailout and development of financial institutions and facilitating the enterprises’
access to capital.
7. Bailout of setting up and development of special economic zones.

AR

II. Organisational and consulting support for the entities operating in the region by the self-

government:

1. Organisational and consulting assistance to enterprises (inter alia, commitment in
projects, organisation of conferences and training courses).

2. Involvement of centres of innovation in implementation of proinnovative measures.

3. Filing by self-governmental authorities of public orders for innovative products and
services.

4. Development of investments based on public and private partnership.
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III. Stimulating cooperation between entities in the region by the self-government:

1. Self-government’s assistance in the functioning of networks of ties between enter-
prises and proinnovative institutions, including clusters.

2. Facilitating the enterprises’ access to services rendered by research institutions and

laboratories.

Facilitating cooperation of enterprises with the science sector.

Facilitating cooperation of enterprises with centres of innovation.

Facilitating cooperation of enterprises with training and consulting centres.

Matching the offer of the business-environment institutions to the enterprises’ needs.

Location of the institutions supporting innovativeness.

Price for services of the institutions supporting innovativeness.

Self-government’s assistance to enterprises as regards interregional and internation-

al cooperation (including organisation of fairs, meetings, study visits, etc.).

A I AN

IV. Building and reinforcing other intangible assets of the region:

1. Self-government’s commitment in development of human capital (assignment of grants,
scholarships, organisation of training, talent identification, adjustment of the educational
profile to the region’s needs, etc.).

2. Raising qualifications of the public administration as regards innovation as well as im-
provement of functioning of the public administration.

3. Promotion of enterprise and innovative attitudes in the region (organisation of contests,
assignment of grants, implementation of educational programmes, etc.).

4. Setting up centres of knowledge in the region and provision of free analyses of the mar-
ket, data bases, sources of information, etc.

V. Building and reinforcing other tangible assets of the region:
1. Development of the transport infrastructure.
2. Development of the ICT infrastructure.
3. Raising the level of region’s attractiveness for foreign investment.

The author is fully aware that the presented list of factors is not complete and does not
exhaust all possibilities of region’s influencing enterprises’ innovativeness; however, it pro-
vides the grounds for identifying the most substantial determinants and allows definition of
the strength of their influence.

The empirical research was carried out in October-December 2016 with the use of the
method of surveys, which was supplemented with the method of in-depth interviews con-
ducted with the managerial staff of enterprises. In the surveys, the research tool was a sur-
vey’s questionnaire worked out by the author, while the research was carried out by the
Centre for Public Opinion Research (Centrum Badania Opinii Spotecznej, CBOS, in the
Polish language) by the CATI (computer assisted telephone interview) method.

The research comprised the representative in terms of size (having in mind the num-
ber of employees) and the type of activity (NACE section) sample of enterprises, what is
compliant with the Oslo Manual’s recommendations: “It is therefore recommended that the
stratification of random sample innovation surveys should be based on the size and principal
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activity of the units” (OECD, Eurostat 2005). The research sample accounted for 259 small,
medium and large enterprises located in the area of the Silesian Voivodeship. The Silesian
Voivodeship belongs to the group of better developed regions in Poland. Taking as the cri-
terion the volume of per capita GDP, the Silesian Voivodeship is placed in the 4™ position in
the country (GUS 2017b). The same place is occupied by the Silesian Voivodeship in terms
of the level of innovativeness (RIS 2017).

The structure of the enterprises surveyed corresponded with the structure of the whole
population. Small enterprises accounted for 85.5%, medium for 12.3%, while large for 2.2%
of the sample surveyed. The omission of microenterprises in the research stemmed from
their relatively low innovativeness, inability to cover a representative sample by the research
as well as from the specificity of these entities issuing, infer alia, from a significant reduc-
tion of the assets held.

Taking into consideration the type of the carried out activity, the highest share was in
case of industrial enterprises (41.7%), next service ones (32.4%), commercial (22.4%), and
those carrying out mixed activity (3.4%). The most numerous in terms of their representation
in the NACE sections, issuing from the region’s economy’s structure, were manufacturing
(24.5%), wholesale and retail trade (23.0%), and construction (14.8%).

In terms of the organisational and legal form, almost one half (46.3%) was represented
by limited liability companies, while almost every fourth (23.9%) enterprise surveyed meant
individual business. General partnerships (8.5%) and joint-stock companies (4.0%) are the
next most often represented legal forms.

The overwhelming majority (91.2%) of the enterprises surveyed operated on the grounds
of Polish capital, 3.9% held foreign capital, while 4.9% had mixed capital.

Impact of the region on enterprises’ innovativeness in the light
of empirical research findings

Analysing the region’s impact on enterprises’ innovativeness, one should determine the
level of innovativeness of the enterprises in question. Based on the subject literature, as
the most important ratios of the level of enterprises’ innovativeness there was considered
the number of product, process, marketing, and organisational innovations implemented in
2013-2015; the degree of novelty of innovation was determined using the five-level scale
(novelty in the enterprise’s scale, in the local scale, in the region’s and country’s scale, and
in the international scale) as well as there was determined the subjective rating of the level
of enterprise’s innovativeness by the respondent. Based on the specified criteria, innovative-
ness of every enterprise was determined as “very high’, ‘high’, ‘average’, ‘low’, ‘very low’,
and ‘non-innovative enterprise’ (Kaminska 2017a).

The research findings indicate low innovativeness of enterprises from the Silesian
Voivodeship and they comply with the results of surveys carried out the Central Statistical
Office, GUS (2017a). As much as half (56.1%) of the surveyed enterprises did not imple-
ment in the period in question even a single innovation receiving the name of non-innovative
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enterprise. Every fifth enterprise (21.2%) introduced in the three years into the market up
to three innovations being a novelty in the scale of enterprise (very low innovativeness).
Only 1.5% of enterprises may pride themselves on high or very high innovativeness. Table 2
presents the criteria of division of enterprises and the structure of the sample in terms of the
level of enterprises’ innovativeness.

Table 2

Criteria of division of enterprises and the structure of the sample of enterprises
surveyed in terms of the level of innovativeness (N = 259)

Criteria for assessment of the level of enterprises’ innovativeness | Sample’s structure
Ltevel.of , Number of
. en erprlses innovations . ., . % of N
Innovativeness | . Scale of innovation’s novelty Size _
implemented =259
in 2013-2015
Non-mpovanve 0 145 56.1%
enterprises
Very low level 1-3 novelty in the enterprise’s scale 55 21.2%
Low level 1-3 novelty in the local, regional scale 36 13.9%
1-3 novelty in the scale of the country

Average level 4-10 novelty in the scale of enterprise, local, regional, 19 7.3%

country’s scale
High level more than 10 novelty ’m the scale of enterprise, local, regional,

country’s scale 4 1.5%
Very high level | at least one |novelty in the international scale

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on the research.

The importance of the regional determinants to enterprises’ innovativeness is defined on
the basis of rating of the already specified 27 factors by the respondents. The respondents
were presented with the five-degree scale: ‘very high importance’ (5), ‘high importance’ (4),
‘average importance’ (3), ‘low importance’ (2), and ‘doesn’t matter’ (1). Next, there were
enumerated the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients and determined the interdepend-
ences occurring between the rating of the importance of each factor and the level of enter-
prises’ innovativeness. The obtained results are presented in Table 3.

Financial aid to enterprises for investments in fixed assets as well as bailout and develop-
ment of financial institutions, and facilitating the enterprises’ access to capital are the two
most important in the opinion of respondents factors in the group of financial determinants.
Therefore, entrepreneurs prefer financial aid addressed to enterprises and not, for instance,
to research institutions, which is understandable. On the other hand, in the group in question,
there is the greatest interdependence between the rating of the importance of financial aid to
enterprises for cooperation with research units and the level of enterprises’ innovativeness
(r=0.268) what evidences the impact of cooperation with the R&D sector while implement-
ing innovation on enterprises’ innovativeness.
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The importance of the six out of the seven financial factors surveyed is higher rated by
more innovative entities (Table 2). Among the factors included into the group “Organisational
and consulting support for the entities operating in the region”, the respondents also prefer
assistance addressed directly to enterprises (commitment in projects, organisation of confer-
ences and training courses), then the “Stimulating centres of innovation in organisation of
proinnovative measures”. The impact of investment based on public and private partnership
as well as public orders for innovations is still perceived as not high. The latter factor if more
important for enterprises with a higher level of innovativeness (r, = 0.223).

Of the greatest importance for cooperation between entities in the region (the third group
in question) are prices of the services rendered by institutions supporting innovativeness.
Entrepreneurs are also interested in participation in fairs, meetings and in another form of
assistance of the self-government in developing cooperation between regions and countries.
Considering the interdependences between the rating of the importance of the factors sur-
veyed and the level of innovativeness, we found a greater importance of the facilitating
of the enterprises’ access to services provided by research institutions for more innovative
entities (r,= 0.299) what evidenced a favourable impact of cooperation on innovativeness.

In the fourth group, “Building and reinforcing other intangible assets of the region”,
respondents rate the highest self-government’s commitment in development of human capi-
tal, which positively evidences entrepreneurs’ awareness as regards the key importance of
knowledge, skills, employees’ commitment in implementation of innovative undertakings.
As it regards the last group, “Building and reinforcing other tangible assets of the region”,
the priority in the context of increasing innovativeness is given to the transport and ICT in-
frastructure. These two factors are the essential prerequisite of improvement of enterprises’
innovativeness and their importance is rated the highest out of all the 27 factors surveyed.

At the same time, extremely interesting is that all enterprises, both with a high level of
innovativeness and non-innovative, are similarly rating the importance of the factors from
the two last groups; there were not observed any occurrence of interdependences between
the rating of the importance of these factors and the level of enterprises’ innovativeness
(Table 2).

Conclusion

Out of the five investigated groups of regional conditions, in the opinion of entrepreneurs
from the Silesian Voivodeship, the greatest impact on the level of enterprises’ innovativeness
has the building and reinforcing tangible and intangible assets of the region (places 1 and
2). The respondents especially high locate the importance of self-government’s measures
related to the development of human capital, what indicates their perception of the role of
knowledge in innovation implementation. Among tangible assets, the highest was rated the
development of the transport infrastructure which is of the key importance particularly for
production and commercial enterprises.
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The third place took the group of determinants named “Stimulating cooperation between
entities in the region by the self-government”. The most important for the growth of enter-
prises’ innovativeness factor in this group is the level of prices for services of the institutions
supporting innovativeness, what is compliant with findings of other research (Kaminska
2016), as well as the self-government’s assistance to enterprises in the development of inter-
regional and international cooperation.

Out of the group called “Organisational and consulting support for the entities operating
in the region by the self-government”, entrepreneurs assign the greatest importance to direct
assistance addressed to enterprises.

As financial constraints are one of the greater barriers for the microenvironment in the
implementation of innovation, extremely interesting is the locating of this group in the last
place among the regional determinants of innovativeness. An exception is investment in
fixed assets which, in the opinion of respondents, are the most important in this group in
stimulating innovativeness.

The research findings allowed for confirming the thesis of the occurrence at the level of
the region of many factors affecting enterprises’ innovativeness, while a proper stimulation
of these factors by self-governments may have contributed to improvement of enterprises’
innovativeness.

The presented conclusions stemming from research are important information for
voivodeship self-governments which, realising the innovative policy, should pay greater at-
tention to the most important in entrepreneurs’ opinion factors stimulating innovativeness.
The presented findings may also be useful for enterprises, whose level of innovativeness is
still unsatisfactory, as well as for institutions of the business environment offering services
supporting the implementation of innovative processes and, in consequence, contribute to
the growth of innovativeness of enterprises, regions, and the country.
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Regionalne uwarunkowania innowacyjnosci przedsiebiorstw
na przykladzie wojewodztwa Slaskiego

Streszczenie

Dysproporcje wystgpujace migedzy poziomem polskich a europejskich przed-
sigbiorstw stanowia jedna z przestanek potrzeby diagnozy uwarunkowan innowa-
cyjnoscei przedsigbiorstw w Polsce. Wsrdd zewnetrznych uwarunkowan stosunko-
wo rzadko analizowane sa czynniki regionalne wywodzace si¢ z mezootoczenia
i zalezne w duzym stopniu od dziatalnoéci wojewddzkich wladz samorzadowych.
Celem publikacji jest weryfikacja tezy mowigcej, iz na poziomie regionu wystepuje
wiele czynnikéw majacych wplyw na innowacyjno$¢ przedsigbiorstw, a wlasciwe
ich stymulowanie przez wojewodzkie wtadze samorzadowe moze przyczyni¢ si¢
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do poprawy innowacyjnosci przedsi¢biorstw. Podstawag wnioskowania sg wyniki
wiasnych badan ankietowych przeprowadzonych na probie 259 matych, srednich
i duzych przedsigbiorstw z terenu wojewodztwa $laskiego.

Stowa kluczowe: innowacyjnos¢, region, uwarunkowania regionalne innowacyj-
nosci.

Kody JEL: 030, 032, R11

PernonajabHbI€ OﬁyCJIOB.]IeHHOCTI/l HHHOBAIIMOHHOCTH npezmpmnnﬁ
Ha mpumepe Cuj1e3cKOro BoeBOACTBA

Pe3iome

PacxoxieHus1, BBICTYHAIOIIIE MEXKY YPOBHEM MOJIBCKHUX U €BPONCHCKHX MPEI-
MPUSTHH, MPECTABIAIOT COO0U OTHY M3 MPEANOCHUIOK HEOOXOAUMOCTH POBECTH
JIMArHo3 00y CIOBICHHOCTEH HHHOBAIIMOHHOCTH Tipeanpustuil B [Topie. B uncine
BHEIIHUX O00YCJIOBJICHHOCTEl OTHOCHUTENIBHO PEKO AHAJIU3UPYIOTCS PErHOHAIIb-
HbIe (PAKTOPBI, BEITEKAIOIINE U3 ME30CPE/Ibl U 3aBUCSIINE B OOJIBILION CTENEHH OT
JIeATEILHOCTH BOCBOJICKUX OPTaHOB caMmoympasicHus. Llenb cTaTbi — MpOBEpPHTH
THIIOTE3Y O TOM, YTO Ha YPOBHE PETHOHA BBICTYIIACT PsiJi (PaKTOPOB, OKA3bIBAOIIIHX
BO3JICHCTBHE HA WHHOBAIMOHHOCTD MPEIIPUATHIA, & COOTBETCTBYIOIIEE CTHMYJIH-
poBaHue STUX (AKTOPOB BOSBOICKUME OPraHaMK CaMOYIIPABICHHS MOXET CII0CO0-
CTBOBATH MOBBIIICHHIO HHHOBAIMOHHOCTH NpeAnpusaTiid. OCHOBY YMO3aKITFOUCHHS
MPENICTABISIOT PY3yJIbTaThl COOCTBEHHBIX OMPOCOB, IPOBEACHHBIX HAa BBIOOpKE 259
MaJIbIX, CPEIHUX U KPYTHBIX NPEANPUATHIA ¢ TeppuTOprH CHIIE3CKOr0 BOSBOJICTBA.

KuroueBsble ciioBa: WHHOBAITMOHHOCTH, PETHOH, PETUOHAJIBHBIC O6yCJIOBJ'ICHHOCTI/I
HWHHOBAIIMOHHOCTH.
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