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Object agreement in the Halkomelem Salish
Passive: a morphological explanation

Donna B. Gerdts

Abstract

Davis (1980} and Gerdts (1981} point out that in two Coast Salish languages the
Passive construction involves a nominal which tests syntactically to be the final
subject but, in the case of pronominals, surfaces as an objective suffix. Here 1
provide an explanation for this phenomenon which correctly predicts two types
of Coast Salish languages — those with objective passive subjects (€. g. Sliammon,
Halkomelem, Sechelt) and those with subjective passive subjects (e.g. Straits,
Squamish, and Lushootseed). Cruciaily, the Coast Salish passive is formed from
a transitive stem; transitivity is overtly marked in Coast Salish. In the former
group of languages — but not the latter — the transitive suffixes have fused with
the objective suffixes making it impossible to mark transitivity without also
marking the person and number of the object. The morphological requirements
of stem formation take priority over the syntax thus interfering with the syntactic
conditioning of case.

1. The Halkomelem “funny” passive'

In Halkomelem, as in other Central Coast Salish languages, passive
morphology involves an overtly marked transitive verb form follewed by
an intransitive suffix, as in (1 b), the Passive corresponding to (1a)2?

(1a) nmi gvalat-as 02 steni? 55 sce.ftan
aux bake -tr-3erg det woman det salmon
“The woman baked the salmon.’
b) ni  g*sl-at-am % 82 steni? %5 sce.dion
aux bake -tr-intr obl det woman det salmon
“The salmon was baked by the woman.’

Other than this rarity, the Halkomelem Passive seems straightforward:
.z._n passive agent is presented in the oblique case and the clause is finally
intransitive, as seen by the lack of 3rd person ergative agreement in (1b).
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m.os.oe_nn, in Halkomelem (and two other Coast Salish languages [cf.
section 2.2]), a 1st or 2nd person final subject in the Passive is represented
by an object suffix, as in (2} and (3).4

() ni  [lam -20elom % 1o sdeni?
aux look-tr+lobj+intr obl det woman
‘T was looked at by the woman.’

(3) ni  lam-a8a.m % 1o sfeni?
aux look-tr+2obj+intr obl det woman
“You were looked at by the woman.’

This last property is strange since a final subject is expected to be
Rvﬂmwnﬁoa by a subject — not object — marking; subjects are represented
as clitics and objects as suffixes, as seen in (4).

4) ni con  lom-a8ama
aux Isub look-tr+2obj
‘I looked at you.’

However, the passive subject cannot be represented by subject marking.
as exemplified in (5) and (6).

&) *ni con  lam -at-am
aux Isub look-tr-intr
(‘1 was looked at.”)

(6) *ni & fam -at-am
aux 2sub look-tr-intr
(‘You were looked at.”}

The purpose of this paper is to provide an explanation for object
marking in the Passive. First, some alternative analyses involving a revised
syntactic analysis or agreement rule are rejected. Then a proposal is
made: object marking is present because it is fused to the transitive
marker which is required in the Halkomelem Passive.

1.1 Syntactic approaches

Two atternpts (Hukari 1980, Gerdts 1981) have been made to reconcile
a syniactic analysis of Halkomelem Passives to the morphology. Hukan
{1980) posits Spontaneous Demotion; that is, Halkomelem Passives in-
volve demoting the subject without promoting the object. Gerdts (1981}
suggests Impersonal Passive following Perlmutter (1978); an jnseried
{invisible) dummy. which places the passive nominal en chomage. 15 the
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final subject. Under these analyses the object suffix in (2) and (3) would
be representing a final object or object-chomeur. However, there are two
ways in which the passive nominal behaves like a subject.

First, although subject marking in a main clause Passive is not accept-
able (see *(5)—(6)), if the Passive is embedded as a nominalization, the
nominal may also be represented as a possessor, the case used for subjects

in nominalizations.
N sk™ey ks na -5 -c'ew -a0e.lt
impossible det 1pos -nom -help -tr+ 1obj-+st
‘It's impossible for me to get helped.’

Second, as Gerdts (1981) discusses, the passive nominal can raise to
object, as exemplified in (8b); Raising to Object is a property of subjects
and not objects in Halkomelem.?

(82) % can Xekci-t [ ?i-Tss le?lam?
aux isub wonder-tr Ink aux-3ssub look
-afa.m?]

-tr+ 2obj +intr
‘T'm checking out to see if you are being watched.’

b) % con XeXei  -Oams [Pu % -T2 le?lam?
aux lsub wonder -tr+2o0bj Ink aux -3ssub Jook
-a8a.m?]

-tr + 20bj +intr
‘'m checking you out to see if you are being watched.

Since possessive marking in aominalizations and raising-to-object are
subject properties, analyses involving Spontaneous Demotion or Imper-
sonzl Passive are less than satisfactory.S7 Therefore, I take Halkomelem
Passives to be Personal — that is, the passive nominal advances from
object to subject — and turn to the problem of explaining why a syntactic
subject should be represented by object morphology.

1.2 Case/agreement approaches

Other cases of passive subjects appearing as objects have been cited,
albeit rarely. A quick look at two other examples — Icelandic and
Kashmiri — shows that the solutions posited for non-nominative subjects
in these languages are inadequate as an explanation of the Halkomelem
“funny™ Passive.
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Icelandic Passives, as Zaenen et al. (1985) discuss, involve “gquirky™
case: objects whose case is lexically determined by the verb (see (9a))
retain this case in the Passive (see (9b)) even though they are final
subjects.

(9a)  Eg hjalpadi honum.
‘I helped him (DAT)’
b) Honum. var hjalpad.
‘Him (DAT) was helped’

Their explanation is that “quirky” case is assigned lexically and nominals
assigned lexical case do not undergo further case marking via the normal
rule assigning NOM to final subjects, ACC to final object, etc. It would
be difficult, however, to posit a “quirky” case analysis for Halkomelem.
since all 1st and 2nd person subjects of Passives, not just those of a
lexically determined class of verbs, appear as object suffixes.

In Kashmiri (Altaha 1985), the subject of a Passive, although it deter-
mines subject agreement and in other ways tests to be syntactic subject.
appears in the Accusative case [in the present tense], as seen in (10).%

(10 mardas fu  yiwan hiénawne mastarni  sindi e
man-ACC aux coming teach-pass teacher-obl of by
3.m.sg.

*The man is taught by the teacher.

Altaha posits a metastratal case rule (that is, a rule which does not refer
to a specific syntactic level) where ACC case takes precedence over NOM
case. Although the passive nominal, being both a subject and object (at
different levels) would qualify for either case, it is first marked ACC
making further case marking unnecessary. The case ruie applies generally:
final subjects of Unaccusative and Inversion constructions also take ACC
case, for example, the Unaccusative in (11).°

{11) lorkas & log
boy-ACC aux hurt
3. m.sg.
‘The boy is hurt.’

However, formulating a metastratal agreement rulc along these lines
would be difficult for Halkomelem. The subjects of Unaccusatives (Gerdt
1981) are represented by subject clitics — not object suffixes — a8 0

(12):

Amm s it —— AT
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(12) hilak®
ni can Wac's%

¢iwal?

happy

aux 1isub fall
annoyed

was happy.’

1< fell”

was annoyed.’

Although the above solutions are inappropriate for Halkomelem, the
general approach s useful. What is required is a reason for object marking
to occur before subject marking in Passives but not Unaccusatives.

1.3 A morphological explanation

My explanation hinges on the morphological fact that Coast Salish
languages form Passives — but not Unaccusatives — from a transitive
base. I claim that in Halkomelem the transitive marker is “fused” to the
object marker, what 1 refer to as T-obj fusion. making it impossible to
meet the morphological condition of having a transitive base without
also including the object suffix. Sections 2 and 3 argue for this viewpoint.
Evidence comes from comparative data and from various syntactic con-
structions from within Halkomelem.

As section 4 discusses, the object agreement in Passives takes priotity
over subject agreement. Once the subject of the Passive is represented by
the object suffix, subject agreement is unnecessary.

2. T-obj Fusion

This section gives phonological evidence for T-obj Fusion and discusses
the implications of Fusion for the distribution of “funny” Passives in

Coast Salish.

2.1 The phonology of the T-obj

Evidence for Fusion comes from the unexpected phonology of the T-obj
in Halkomelem. The transitive suffix is clearly -1 {often preceded by
an epenthetic schwa), as is obvious in forms with 3rd person objects.
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Comparative evidence (cf. Newman 1979) allows us to posit the base
forms for the Halkomelem object suffixes as in column (a) which combine
with the transitive suffix to give the forms in (b).

(13) (a) objects (b) T-objs
isg. -sam”s -Bam?s
2 sg. -sama -Bama
3 sg./pl. 7 -t
1pl -al?x* “tal?x™
2pl. -ala -tala

In 1st and 2nd sg. forms, the -8 which arises from the sequence of -1
and -s is unexpected, since this sequence is allowed elsewhere in Halkome-
tem, for example, in (14).

(14) i*8a s -amas-t -§
det nom -give-tr -3pos
‘what he gave him’

I take the fact that the transitive and object markers “share” 2 conso-
nant as evidence that the forms are closely associated in the morphoicgy. ™
Once this merger takes place, the form functions 2s a unit in the morphol-
ogy; the elements are not available independently but must appear in
tanderm.

2.2 Fusion and “funny” Passives in Coast Salish

Some support for this view comes from a comparison of Halkomelem to
other Central Coast Salish languages. The prediction is clear. Since these
languages all form a Passive from a transitive base. if 2 language has a
T-obj, as evidenced by phonological fusion, then. it should bave a “fonny”
Passtve. 1t

Although the available data is sparse, it appears that three Coast Salish
languages have “funny Passives” — Halkomelem, Sliammon ( Davis 1978,
1980) and Sechelt (Beaumont 1985). Two of these — Halkomelem and
Sliammon — clearly have phonological fusion. Davis uses § to represent
an s which fuses with the transitive suffix -r in his paradigm for object
and Passive suffixes.

(135) object suffixes passives suffixes
1st person -S -Say-
2nd person -Si -Si-

L
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The Sliammon data in (16) [from Davis (1978)] illustrates fusion and
“funny” Passive.

(i6) active passive
‘to give m¢’  Xanal  ‘someone gives it to me’ XaraBayam
‘to know you’ t'agafli  ‘someone se€s you’ k™aBim

In contrast, Lushootseed and Squamisi do not have “funny” Passives;
rather the passive subject is represented as a subject clitic, as illustrated
in the Lushootseed data in (17) (from Hess 1973); the nominal in the
passives is marked like the subject in (18) and not like the object in (19):

(17 Ty Eax*al-b &ax¥ s ti &'al’as
“You were helped by the boy.’
(18) krax*at-s Cax*
“You helped me.’
(1%) % &ax¥a-t-sid 1 &'al'as

‘The boy clubbed you.’

In these languages a fused form does not occur. The regular phonological
reflex of a sequence of /t/ and /¢/ in these languages is jc/. The Straits
languages (e.g. Saanich and Lummi) also have subject clitics in the
Passive. In these languages, the sequence of ~f and -s does not occur,
rather -7 is deleted. Information concerning Passives in Pentlatch, Nook-
sack, and Twana was not available to me.

Table 1 summarizes the survey of Coast Salish languages beiow; the
table shows subgroupings as posited by M. Dale Kinkade and Laurence

Table 1. Fusion and Passives in Coast Salish

Fusion Funny Passive

Comox|Sliammon yes yes
Sechelt no ves
Pentlatch
Squamish no no
Halkomelem ves yes
Straits

{Saanich) no no

{Lummj) no no
Nooksack
Lushootseed no no
Twana
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C. Thompson (p.c.) and basically gives the languages from north to
south.12

Thus, the comparative data support the T-obj analysis. Sliammon -
the only other Coast Salish language with phonological fusion - also
has “funny™ Passives.

3. The syntax of the T-obj

That the transitive and object suffixes form an inseparable unit is observed
in several syntactic situations besides the Passive. Both or neither of the
T-obj elements are present in all constructions even if the presence of the
object suffix is semantically redundant or the transitive marker would be
otherwise expected. Two cases — Extraction and Object Cancellation
constructions — are given here.

3.1 Extraction

Halkemelem allows the direct extraction of subjects and objects. as see
in the cleft constructions in (20)— (23):13

(20) sfeni? 02 ni  g™al-at %3 sce.dtan
woman det aux bake-tr det salmon
‘The woman is the one who baked the salmon.’
21} nawas ni  g™ag® -at (*-ax*)
2emph aux club  -tr (*2ssub)
‘It’s you who clubbed it.’
22) sce.ftan %2 ni  q™al-at-as {2 steni?
salmon det aux bake-tr-3erg det woman
“The salmon is what the woman baked.’
{23) nawa ni  Iom-Oama -Te.n?
Zemph aux look-tr+2obj -1ssub
‘It’s you that 1 looked at (you).

When subjects are extracted, as in (20) and (21), subject agreement s not
present in the embedded clause. The subject agreement remains when the
object is extracted, as in (22) and (23).%415 In contrast, when objects ar¢
extracted, a copy is left in the embedded clause, as in (23).

What is the motivation for the object copy? It is semantically redundant
since potential ambiguity is resolved by the presence (or absence} o!
subject agreement. T-obj fusion provides an explanation. The embeadded
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clause is finally transitive and so transitive marking is required. It is
impossible to mark transitivity without also giving the person marker
due to T-obj fusion, hence *(24).16

(24) *nawa ni  gvag® -s1-"e.n?
2emph aux club  -tr-1ssub
{‘It’s you that I clubbed.”)

An alternative account which would stipulate that extracted objects
leave copies while extracted subjects do not runs afoul of the Passive
data. When the subject of a Passive is extracted, as in (25), it leaves a
copy.t?

{25) naws ni  lam -aBamoat
2emph aux look-tr+2obj+st
‘It’s you who was looked at (you).’

The parallelism between the extraction of objects and passive subjects is
captured under this account since both involve T-obj fusion.

3.2 Object cancellation

T-ob; fusion also provides a solution to another mystery in Halkomelem.
In periphrastic causatives with the predicate cser ‘tell someone to do
something’, if the object of the embedded clause refers to the subject of
cser as in (26a), then it may be deleted, as seen in (26b); the general
intransitive marker -am replaces the object suffix.

(6a) cse-t con ce? {3 steni? u g¥al -atc -Oam?s

tell-tr isub fut det woman Ink bake -adv -tr+1obj
35 72 k%8s sce.dtan
-3ssub obl det salmon
‘I'm telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’

b) cse-1 can ce? 42 sieni? u g™al -adc -am -as
tell-tr fsub fut det woman Ink bake -adv -intr -3ssub
% k™8a sce.dtan
obl det salmon
‘I'm telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’

The transitive marker is also omitted in the complement clause, even
though the clauses are clearly based on transitive forms. This follows
from T-obj fusion: if the object suffix does not appear neither will be
transitive suffix. 1
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A curious feature of object cancellation is that it appears not to effect
3rd persons. While 1st and 2nd persons make good deletion targets, as
in the above data. 3rd person does not, as is seen by comparing (27a)

and (27b).

(27a) cse -Bam?  -as % g"al -afc -t -7en? 7% k*0a
tell -tr+1obj -3erg Ink -bake -adv -tr -1ssub obl det
sce.dian
salmon
‘He's telling me to bake the salmon for him.

b)?? cse -Bam’$-as % g™al -adc-am -Pen? 72 kv0a
tell -tr+Iobj-3erg Ink bake -adv-intr -issub obl det
sce.ftan

salmon
‘He's telling me to bake the salmon for him.’

This would be mysterious under a view of object cancellation as 4
syntactic phenomenon. However, if what is involved is an ellipsis of the
redundant person marking, it makes sease that 3rd person objects would

be exempted, as they are § anyway.

4. The Halkomelem agreement rule

The previous sections presented arguments for the unitary structure of
the T-obj: the transitive and object markers are phonologically fused and
they function in tandem in various syntactic situations, one of which 1s
the Passive. T-obj fusion provides an explanation for object agreement
in the Halkomelem Passive: since Passives must be marked transitive.
and since the transitive suffix is fused with an obiject suffix, object marking
is obligatory.

What remains to be accounted for is the presence or absence of subject
marking in the Passive. As discussed in section 1, simple clause Passives
have only object marking; subject marking is not possible, as {28) shows!

(28) ni (*can} lam -alelam
aux 1sub look -tr+1iobj+intr
] was looked at.

However, when the Passive is embedded as a nominalization. the subject

may be doubly represented by possessive and object marking.

R T T STt e s T
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(29) sk™ey k¥a [na -5 [-c'ew -3be.lt]]
impossible det 1pos -nom -help -tr+1lobj+st
‘It's impossible for me to get helped.’

The first case, where doubling is not possible, is consistent with a
principle for agreement put forth by Davies (1986: 168).

(30) Given a set of agreement rules making a predicate agree with
the same set of properties a, b, ... n of nominals, the rules
apply disjunctively to any given nominal.

The Halkomelem subject clitics, the object suffixes, and the possessive
prefixes reference the same semantic features (person and mumber), so
(30) requires them to be mutually exclusive in a local environment (in
the domain of the same predicate), hence the ungrammaticality of (28).

However, in a non-local environment, (30) is not relevant and doubling
is possible. For example, in (20) above, the agreement locality of the
object suffix is the passive predicate “be helped™ and that of the possessive
prefix is the entire nominalized clause.

The Personal Passive analysis together with the agreement principle in
(30) make the right range of predictions. The passive subject will agree
like a subject only outside of the domain of object agreement.

5. Conclusion

The approach of this paper has been to seek a morphological rather
than a syntactic explanation for the presence of object marking in the
Halkomelem Passive. The benefit of such an approach is that it allows a
maximally simple grammar. Passives in Halkomelem may be analyzed as
tun-of-the-mill Personal Passives. The final subject, after all, behaves like
a subject in all respects except agreement.

The approach taken here also aliows a straightforward view of agree-
ment. Basically. objects cue agreement whenever there is transitive mark-
ing, as T-obj fusion necessitates. Final subjects cue subject marking as
constrained by the putatively universal agreement principle (30}, that is,
except in the domain of object agreement.

Finally, an explanation should be given for why transitive marking
and hence object marking takes priority over subject marking. If morpho-
logical ordering reflecis the levels of svntactic analysis (as stipulated by
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the Satellite Principle [Gerdts 1981]), then transitive marking, which
references an early level of the Passive, has precedence over subject
marking, which would reference the final level.

Notes

1. The Halkomelem data herein are from the laie Amold Guerin of the Musqueam
Reserve, Vancouver, British Columbia. My research has been supported by the Melville
and Elizabeth Jacobs Research Fund, the Phillips Fund, and the National Museum of
Man, Ottawa.

2. The following abbreviations are used in the glosses of the Halkomelem data:

adv advancement suffix
aux auxiliary

det determiner

emph emphatic person forms
erg ergative

fut future

intr intrznsitive

Ink linker

obj objective

obl oblique marker

p plural

sg singular

sub subjective

ssub subordinate clause subjective
st stative

tr transitive

1 first person

2 second person

3 third person

3. See Gerdts 1981 for a general description of Halkomejem, Halkomelem is a verb initial
language (predominantly VSO). Subjects, objects, and common noun possesscrs are
unmarked for case. Other nominals — obliques, chomeurs, possessors — are flagged
by the all purpose preposition %2. Pronominal subject agreement is presented by clitics
which appear in 2nd position in main clauses. Pronominal object agreement is suffixed
10 the verb. Halkomelem is 2 “pro-drop” language: independent pronouns are used
only for emphasis. Hzlkomelem is a split ergative language; ergative zgreement is
marked only for 3rd person ergatives in main clauses {in all tense/aspects).

4. Throughout this paper. [ have limited the data to examples involving the transitive
suffix -1, the marker for control [Newman's neutral paradigm}. Discussion of data with
limited controt forms and causatives forms has been excluded due to space limitations.

There is not a perfect match between the object suffixes (which 2re given in (13) and
the passive paradigm. which 1 give in (i) below. Furthermore, main clause passives.
which have the intransitive suiTix -am are different from subordinaie passives, which
have the stative suflix -ar.
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)] Passive Suffixes Subordinate Passive Suffixes
1sg -Gelam -Be.lt
2sg -Ba.m -Bamat
3 -tam ~tewat
1pl, 2pl -talam -ralat

The major difference is with the 1sg, where the object suffix in the active is -Bam?s.
As Newman {1979) points out, there are several Salish languages with two forms for
the neutral object so apparently two forms can be reconstructed for Proto-Saiish; the
Halkomelem Passive form is clearly a reflex of one of these. The Halkomelem active
object is a reflex of a Causative object form in Proto-Salish.

The passive paradigm shows a neutralization of st and 2nd plural object forms.

A common phonological change of a sequence of vowel + resonant + vowel +
consonant changes to long vowel + resonant + consonant can be seen in the forms
for 2sg, and 1sg subordinate.

This argument was first given for Sliammon by Davis (1980). Hukari (1980) discovered
the phenomenon in Halkemelem with the verb cser. Gerdts (1981} points out that
passive agents also raise.

Hukeri gives an argument based upon extraction in support of nis analysis. An
zlternative account of this phenomenon is presented in section 3.1 below. See note 17,
Gerdts (1981) suggests a treatment of the doubling phenomenon within an Impersonal
Passive analvsis in terms of brother-in-law agreement (see Perlmutter 1578). However,
such a device would be inappropiate for Raising phenomena.

The case rule used by Altzha parallels Davies® treatment of Choctaw, a language which
does not appear 10 have a2 Passive.

According 1o the Unaccusative Hypothesis (Perlmutter 1978}, the nominal in Unaccusa-
tive Advancement comsiructions is an initial object which advances to subject. Since
the ACC case rule takes priority over the NOM case rule in Kashmiri, and since
agreement is blind to syntactic level, the nominal in the Unaccusative construction,
since it is an obiect, qualifies for ACC case.

An analogous situation would be the merger of subject and object prefixes into a
synchronically unanalyzable unit as in Iroquoian or Karok.

Of course, it would be possible for a language to have T-obj fusion without showing
the phonolegica! effects. Sechelt may be such a language.

Halkomelem is neither geographically adjacent nor genetically subgrouped with the
other Coast langueges with “funny™ Passive making an areal or historical source for
this phenomenon unlikely.

Also, irrelevantly, cerlain possessors extract directly. Other nominals, if they can
extract, must extract via nominalization. See Gerdis (1981) and references therein for
discussion,

Since Halkomelem is a VSO language which does not differentiate subject and object
via nominal case. a potentially ambiguous situation arises in extraction. This is resolved
by the deletion of subject agreement in the embedded clause in the case of subject
extraction, as sesn by the absence of -a5 in (20).

This dichotomy between subjects and objects complicates the agreement rules. Subject
agrezment is with a “surface”™ nominal while abject agreement is with a “final” object,
See Gerdts 1981 for discussion.

If the explanztion | have given here is correet. it suggests that Coast Salish languages
without T-obj fusion, e. g. Squamish or Lushootseed, will not require a copy when a
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pronominal object is extracted. The information necessary to check this prediction was

not available 1o me.
17. This fact that Passive subjects pattern with objects and not with other subjects with

respect 10 copying in extraction led Hukar to argue that they actually are objects. The
T-obj fusion account given here provides a reply within a Personal Passives analysis

to that argument.
18. In fact, a sentence like (26} but with - rather than -8am?s on the embedded verb is

possible, but it would have the meaning “I'm telling the woman to bake the salmon
for him/her.”
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