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ABSTRACT

The study analyzed the determinants of poverty among farming households in
Kabba-Bunu Local Government Area of Kogi State, Nigeria. Primary data were
utilized using a well-structured questionnaire which was administered to one
hundred and twenty (120) respondents. Data collected were analyzed using
descriptive statistics, Foster Greer and Thorbecke (FGT) index and Tobit
regression analysis, The results revealed that majority of the households are
headed by males, formally educated, married with a mean household size of 6
persons, the households mostly rely on uncovered well and use pit toilets. The
household level of average income was used in the classification of the households
into poor and non-poor, A World Bank Poverty line index of $1.25 (8210) per day
was drawn, 59.2% of the farming households are above the poverty line, The FGT
decomposition showed that 41 percent of the households were poor with a poverty
gap and severity indices of 0.12 and 0.05 respectively. The Tobit regression further
revealed that household size (a=0.05), gender of heads (¢4=0.01), farming
experience (0=0.01), level of education (a=0.01) and level of income (a=0.01)
have significant effect on poverty status. The study however recommends that
Policies and actions which can improve of farming household's welfare should be
made and taken in order to reduce dependency ratio among households thereby
alleviating poverty.

INTRODUCTION

Poverty is a situation or condition in which peop{e are unab{e to meet the maximum
basic requirements of shefer, food, clothing and education, Any househofd or
individualwith insufficient income or expenditure to acquire the basic necessities
of life is considered to be poor Nigeria the world's most popufated black nation has
one of the world's highest economic growth rates (average of 7.4 percent over the
last decades) 2010, and plenty of naturalresources such as oil, However, More than
100 million Nigerians (62%) five on fess than $1.25 a day (World Bank, 2015).
Hence in Nigeria, widespread and severe poverty is a reality. This reafity depicts the
fack of food, clothes, education and other basic amenities. Severalpoor people fack
the most basic necessities of {ife to a degree that it can be wondered how they
manage to survive.
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The butk of agricultural production in Nigeria takes place in the ruralareas and
ironically, the fevel and incidence of poverty is very pronounced in these areas
(National Popufation Commission, 2004). With the recognition by the Nigerian
Government of the mufti-sectoral and mufti-dimensiona{ nature of poverty, a
number of coordinated programmes and poficies had been formufated to combat
poverty in allits ramifications. Some of these measures and programmes incfude
the National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP), the National Economic
Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) (National Bureau of
Statistics, 2006). The procurement of 12 bilion Naira worth of fertifizer between
years 2000- 2003 at 25% subsidy to farmers was especially targeted at reducing
poverty amongst the farming househofds aso In 2005 the sum of N50 bilfion was
set aside as credit to farmers at a concessionary interest rate of §%.

The Kogi State Government atso made efforts to reduce poverty in the state by
procuring and distributing fertifizer and other inputs to farmers' cooperatives at
highly subsided rates. Despite these efforts, Kogi state has the second highest
poverty incidence ratio of 87.46% in Nigeria and it aso has the highest poverty gap
and poverty severity ratios of 0.5346 and 0.3619 respectively compared to
Nigeria's nationalaverage poverty gap and poverty severity of 0.2101 and 0.1191
respectively JICA (2011).

The spread and severity of poverty is of great concern to many nations and the
world over. Hence, the need to alleviate it arises as the measures adopted have not
been able to slow down the soaring fevelof poverty in Nigeria. Further Reflecting
on the theme of the Worfd Vision 2020 Africa conference held in Uganda and The
United Nation generalassembfies' summary of the Millennium devefopment goaf,
reducing extreme poverty and hunger by haff by the year 2015 was the first among
the eight milennium development goals to be addressed (Vincent, 2006).

This suggests that identifying the determinants of poverty and a thorough
understanding of poverty, amongst farming househo(ds is crucialto formufating an
effective strategy for reducing poverty and for designing social protection
programs. In view of this, the need to examine the determinants of poverty among
farming househo{ds in Kabba/Bunu {ocalgovernment area of Kogi State becomes
imperative
The specific objectives are to:
1. describe the socio-economic characteristics of the farming househof{ds in
the study area;
2. determine the poverty fevelofthe farming households in the study area;
3. identify the determinants of poverty among farming househofds in the
study area; and
4. Identify poverty coping strategies in the study area.
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Concepts of Poverty

Any househo(d or individualwith insufficient income or expenditure to acquire the
basic necessities of fife is considered to be poor (Aigbokhan, 2008, NBS, 2012a). A
person is considered poor if his or her income fevel falls befow some minimum
fevel necessary to meet basic needs. This minimum f{evel is usually called the
"poverty {ine" and it is what is necessary to satisfy basic needs which vary across
time and societies. Therefore, poverty fines vary in time and pface, and each
country uses fines which are appropriate to its eveof development, societalnorms
and vafues. The use of the income-poverty approach, or the poverty fine, is
strengthened by the fact that the majority of national governments and
development agencies use the concept for their anafyses of poverty and anti-
poverty poficies (Lisa, 2005; Nwaobi, 2003). The World Bank now defines extreme
poverty as {iving on fess than US$1.25 per day, hence the use of $1.25 a day has
been gained popufarity as the new international benchmark for poverty
measurement (Ravatfion etat, 2009).

Nsikak and Edet (2013) studied the determinants of rural poverty in Nigeria and
the Result of Tobit regression anafysis showed that increased farm income, farm
size and amount of agricufturalfoan fed to a decrease in the fevelof poverty and afso
Membership of the cooperative by househo{d heads, ownership of certain assets,
access to extension services, and modern farming inputs, increase in educational
attainment and mafe heads of households decreased the fikelihood of being poor.
Akinbode (2013) while studying the Profiles and Determinants of Poverty
among Urban Households in South-West resufts reveafed that majority of the
househofds refied on water from borehofes for drinking, disposed refuse in
undesignated places and patronized nearby drug stores when they are illin place of
proper diagnosis and treatment in hospitals. The FGT decomposition from the
study showed that 34 percent of the househofds were poor with a poverty gap and
severity indices of 0.11 and 0.06 respectively. The study further corroborated that
educational fevelof heads, househod size, and gender of heads, dependency ratio
and access to credit exerted significant effect on househofd poverty status in the
study area.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in Kabba/Bunu Local Government Area of Kogi State
Nigeria in 2014, Kabba/Bunu LGA fes between the fatitude 7°N and 31°N of the
equator and fongitude 5°41'E and 6°15'E. it is focated in the Southern guinea
savannah zone of Nigeria. It has a mean annualrainfatlof 1017 mmto 1528 mm and
temperature of between 25°C to 28°C but it rises to 36°C in March with refative
humidity between 25% to 35% in Aprilto July (KCA/DAC/ABU Meteorofogical
Station, 2010) and it has an estimated popufation of 145,446 in which mafes are
about 74,289 and femafes are 71,157 respectively (National Popufation Census,

2006).
(3)



Determinants Of Poverty Among Farming Household In Kabba/bunu Local Government Area Of Kogi State, Nigeria
Mohammed, A.b, Oladeinde K.b, Ayanlere A.f And Ogedengbe J.s.

The people have simifar culture fike the Yoruba peopfe from the Western Nigeria
and the localgovernment shares boundaries with Okene, Ijumu, Lokoja L.G.A's of
Kogi state and Omuo-EXkiti in (Ekiti state).

Majority of the inhabitants are farmers who pfant yams, maize, sorghum, sweet
potato, cassava, etc. and reared animafs such as cow, poufltry, pig, sheep, goat, etc
while minority are engaged in business and civilservice works (federaf, state and
focalgovernment).

Sampling Techniques

The units of anafysis in consideration were farming househo/ds irrespective of the
types of farming they engaged in and crops grown. A two stage random sampfing
technique was adopted for the study, the first stage invofve a random sefection of
five villages, in the second stage 24 farming households were sefected from each of
the vitlages bringing the sampfe size to one hundred and twenty (120)
respondents.

Primary data were used for this study and were obtained through structured
questionnaires.

Data collected were anafyzed using descriptive statistics such as frequency,
percentage and means which were used to describe the socio economics
characteristics and the poverty coping strategies of farming househo(ds in the study
area, Foster, Green and Thornbecke (FCT) Index was used to determine the poverty
fevelof farming househo/ds in the study area. Tobit regression analysis was used to
identify determinants of poverty in the study area.

Method of data analysis

Frequency tabfes and percentages were used to describe the socio-economic
characteristics of respondents, their housing and fiving situation, heafth services
patronized and poverty coping strategies etc.

FGT: The FGT poverty index was used to assess the poverty situation of
househo(ds within the study area. The FGT poverty index is a famify of additivefy
decomposabfe measure of poverty which was proposed and developed by Foster J,
Greer J, and Thorbecke(1984).This is the generafized measure of poverty which
measures the outfall from the poverty fine and atso considers inequafities among
the poor. The higher the FGT statistic the more there is poverty in a society.

The headcount ratio measures the percentage of popufation below the poverty fine
whife the poverty gap measures depth of poverty (Aigbokhan, 2008). The
headcountratio is express as;

H=Q/N ------mmmmem- 1

Where:

H=Headcount ratio with vafues ranging from 0 to 1. The closer the ratio is to 1, the
higher the proportions of peop e betow the poverty fine.

Q=Numbers of househofd betow the poverty fine
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N =Totatnumber of househo(d in the population.
The poverty gap is measured as follows:

P=Poverty gap

Z = Poverty {ine ($1.25 equivafent to N210 Nigerian currency, at $1 = N168
exchangerate)

Q=Number of househo{d befow poverty fine

Yi=Income of the i" househo(d

A& =The FCT parameter with vafues from0, 1, and 2

n=Totalnumber of popufation studied.

Tobit Regressions Analysis

The impfcit form of the modelis expressed as follows:
Y =X, XX X0 X0, X0 X0, X, X, U)

Y =Househofd fevelofpoverty (poor = 1, otherwise =0)

X, =Age (years) X, =Househo/d size (numbers)
X,=Gender (mafe =0, female=1) X, =Farming experience (years)

X, = Educational fevel(years spent in formaleducation)X, = Expenditure on food (#¥)
X,=Farmsize (ha) X, =Extension contact (no of visit)

X,=Land ownership (own=1, otherwise=0) X ,=Income kvel(})

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Socioeconomic characteristics

The resuflts obtained reveafed that majority (66.7%), of the househo(d heads were
mafe. This is usually the typical and natural household structure in traditional
African setting and in most other continents of the world. Femafes onfy become the
househofd head in the event of death of the husband, separation or outright divorce
this study; this result conforms to the findings of Akinbode, (2013) that mafes
dominated the agricufturalfabour force.

The study further reveafed that the average age of the sampfled farming househofd
heads was 46years and that (91.67%) of the househo(d heads have been married,
this reflects in the average househofds size of 6 persons in the farming househofds
which is fairy farge and is expected to have a muftipier effect on the poverty status
of'the respondents. Meanwhile, over 79 percent of the respondents were young and
stillin their active working age.

Majority (83.3%) of the farming househo(ds heads had a form of formafschoofing,
and More than hatf (58%) of them acquired their farm fands by inheritance, and
much of which (62.5%) of them cuftivated between 1-2ha, with a group average of
lha, which thus impfied that they are smaltscafe farmers, even though they had
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more access to fand in the study area.

Majority (79%) of the farming househofd heads had been in the business of farming
for over 1lyears, had their sources of finance through personalsavings and famify
friends and expectedfy do not befong to a cooperative society.

The frequency, average values and percentage distribution of the socio-economic
characteristics of the farmers are presented in tabfe 1.

Table 1: Socioeconomic characteristics of the respondent in the study area

Variables Frequency (N=120) Percentage Mean
Sex

Mate 76 63.33

Female 44 36.67

Age

20-29 5 4.17

30-39 35 29.17

40 — 49 55 45.83 46
50 -59 20 16.67

>60 5 4.17

Marital Status

Single 10 8.33

Married 110 91.67

Level of Education

Non FormalEducation 20 16.67

Primary 40 33.33

Secondary 50 41.67

Tertiary 10 8.33

Household Size

1-5 60 50

6—10 40 33.33 6
>11 2 16.67

Farm Size

1-2 75 62.50 1
2.1-3 25 20.83

>3.1 20 16.67

Farm Experience

1-10 25 20.83

11 -20 60 50 20
21-30 20 16.67

>31 15 12.5

Membership of Cooperative

Yes 30 25

No 90 75

Annual Income (})

10000 — 80000 29 24.17

81000 — 110000 67 55.83 99083.33
110000 — 140000 17 14.17

Above 141000 7 5.83

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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Poverty Indicators

The study looked into the levels of poverty indicators of the farming househo(ds

in the study area and the results are presented on table 2

Table 2: Poverty Indicators (Living Conditions)

Variables Frequency Percentage
Land Ownership Structure

Inheritance 70 58.33
Purchase 20 16.67
Rent 30 25
Sources of Credit

Family and Friends 30 25
Personal Saving 60 50
Cooperative 20 16.67
Loan from Bank 10 8.33
Type of Houses

Face-to-face 50 41.67
Boys quarters 30 25
Flat 25 20.83
Dupflex 11 9.17
Mansion 4 3.33
Ownership status

Owner 30 25
Tenant 70 58.33
Owned by refatives (not paying) 20 16.67
Monthly rent payment

500 — 1,000 14 11.67
1,001 - 1,500 40 3333
1,501 - 2,000 30 25
2,001 —2,500 20 16.67
2,501 above 16 13.33
Source of drinking water

Uncovered well 70 58.33
Borehole 20 16.67
Pipe borne water 5 4.17
Tanker/truck suppfy 10 8.33
Hawked package water 15 12.5
Types of toilet use

Modern toifet 20 16.67
Pit toifet 70 58.33
Bush open refuse dump 30 25

Source: Field survey, 2014
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Resuft on table 2 shows that most (41.67%) of the farming househofds fived in
mutfti-tenanted (face-to-face) type of houses, whife others fived in boys quarters,
flats, dupfex and in mansions. This imp/fies that majority of the farmers fack houses
of their own in the study area. This conforms to the data from National Bureau of
Statistics (NBS), (2012b) that Majority 58% of houscho(d in Kogi State five in
multi-tenanted in 2008.

Expectedly More than haff (58.33%) of the farming houscho(ds were tenants in the
study area and paid between N1,000 —N1,999 as house rent with a mean house rent
0of N1,600 month{y in the study area.

Uncovered well 58.33%, borehofe 13.33% and package water 12.50% were the
major sources of drinking water for the farming househo(ds but very few obtained
water from commercialwater truck and pipe borne water. This impfes that access
to safe and treated water is fimited in the study area.

Most of (58.33%) of the respondent defecated in pit toilets, 25% used bush/open
refuse dump while 16.67% used modern toifet in the study area. This atso conforms
to NBS (2012b) statisticalreports that Most Househofds in 2010 residing in Kogi
state used open refuse and Pit fatrine, impfying that environmentalpotiation caused
by the improper disposalof faccalmaterials which can {ead to outbreak of diseases
that can cause their cost of Living to increase is imminent in the study area.

Level of Poverty among Farming Household in the study area

The distribution of the farming househo(ds in the study area by their poverty status
isshownin Tabfe 3.

Table 3: Incidence of poverty among Farming Households in the Study Area

SIN  Category Frequency Percentage %  Estimated mean daily income
i.  Poor 49 40.8 N135.73
ii. Non Poor 71 59.2 N271.46
iii. Total(Poverty ine) 120 100 N210

Source: Data Analysis 2014

A Poverty {ine was estimated using the World Bank Poverty fine index of 1.25 US
Dolar (N210) per day, onfy 40.8% of the househofds in the area with mean daily
income of N135.73 are below the poverty {ine, while 59.2% of the househofd are
above the poverty fine index with a mean daify income of N271.846. This impfies
that the househo(ds in the area are refativefy not poor.
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Table 4: Incidence, Depth, and Severity of Poverty
Tabfe 4 provides information on the poverty incidence, depth and severity in the study area

Poverty Measure/Statistics Sample Value
Headcount Index (H) (Poverty incidence) 0.41

Poverty Gap index (P) (Poverty Depth) 0.12
Foster-Greer-Thobecke(Pa) (Poverty Severity) 0.05

Computed from field survey N:$=168:1 Poverty line (z) = N210

Resuflt of anafysis shows a poverty incidence (head count) index vafue of 0.41
impflying that 41 percent of the sampfed househo(ds were poor. The poverty depth
value was 0.12 impfied that an average poor househofd in the study area has to
mobifize resources up to 12 percent of the poverty fine i.e. $1.25 (N210) which
transfates to N25.20 (or US$0.15) per person per day in order to escape poverty. Itis
therefore clear that poverty is present among the sampled househofds in Kabba,
North Central Nigeria. The poverty severity index vafue of 0.05 shows the
seriousness of poverty in the study area and that about 5% inequality exists among
the poor farming househo(ds in the study area. The closer the vafue of this index to
one (1) the serious the poverty in the area.

The poverty incidence, depth and severity indices of 0.41, 0.12 and 0.05
respectively computed from this study is fower, and does not conform to the
poverty incidence, depth and severity indices of 0.875, 0.5346 and 0.3619
respectively which JICA, (2011) reported for Kogi State. However the computed
poverty indices is closer to the poverty indices JICA (2011) reported for Ekiti state,
for instance the poverty incidence index of 0.3551 shows that the percentage of
househo/ds that are poor in Kabba-Bunu LocalGovernment Area is 6% {ower than
that of Ekiti State, the poverty gap and poverty severity index reported for Ekiti
State by JICA (2011) is 0.1181 and 0.0479 respectively and is approximately equal
to 0.12 and 0.05 the (Computed poverty depth and severity respectively), and
impfes that the closeness of Kabba-Bunu LocalGovernment Area to Ekiti state has
an effect on the poverty status of farming househo{ds in the study .

This means that though poverty exists among the farming househo/fds in the study

area there is refatively fow fevel of poverty among farming households in
Kabba/Bunu LGA.
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4.3 Determinants of Poverty
Table 5 presents resufts of the determinants of poverty of the farming househofds
in the study area.

Table S: Tobit Regression Analysis of the Determinants of Poverty by Farmers in the Area

Variables Regressions Coefficient Standard Error t — value
Constant -2.82800 12212.4 -0.00

Age -0.1457 0.1391 -1.047
Household Size 0.3193 0.1653 1.9309*
Gender -0.4277 0.1302 -3.2849%**
Farming Experience -0.3494 0.1421 -2.4583%**
Levelof Education 0.2377 0.0771 3.0797%**
Farm Size -0.0954 0.0804 -1.1857
Extension Contact 0.0470 0.0790 0.5945
Land Ownership -0.0595 0.0613 -0.9699
LevelIncome 0.3954 0.1103 3.5823%**
Log Pseudo fiketihood -185.857

Wald chi’® 12.78%%+

Pseudo R 0.1346

Source: Field Survey, 2014;

**%= Significant at 1%; ** = Significant at 5% fevel and *=significant at 10%
The Tobit regression anafysis reveals that Gender, farming experience, vel of
education, and income {evelare significantat 1%.

Gender is negatively significant at 1%. Gender being a dummy variabfe (where
male headed households were score “0” and femafe headed househofds scored
“one” returning a negative coefficient impf{es that poverty is more in mafe headed
househofds compared with femate headed housechofds”. This is consistent with
what was obtained by Ogwumike and Abodein (2003) and Awotide (2012) that
poverty incidence is high among the mafe headed househofds in Nigeria.

Farming experience has negative coefficient. This impfies that a unit increase in
farming experience willreduce the poverty fevelof the farmers and means that as
farmers advance in more production yearfy they are exposed to measures to
increase their productivity and hence their poverty feveldecreases.

Expectedly Education enhances the farmer's efficiency in doing things, but the
results revealed the levelof education to be positively significant at 1%. This means
that a unit increase in the evelof education willincrease the fevelof poverty of the
farmers. However the results conform to resufts from (Akinbode 2013 and
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Oforunsanya et al., 2011) who found education fevelto be a significant determinant
of poverty.

Also, levelof income has positive coefficient this aso impfes that an increase in
income willincrease the evelof poverty of farmers in the area. This resut was not
also expected but it can be due to other externalunaudited expenses that such as
aduftery, drinking and increasing more wives etc. some of which can increase the
househofd size and househo{d expenses and hence increase the poverty status of the
househo(ds and it may be as a resuft of the fact that the farmers did not disclose their
realincome for fear of taxation.

Househod size is positively significant at 10% (evelof probabifity. This impfes
that as househofd size increases the probability of a farmer falling befow the
poverty line also increases. The coefficient vatue of 0.319 impfes that an increase
in the household size by one person increases daily per capita expenditure by

§39.91 (US$0.23), this means that the farger the househofd, the greater willbe the
totalconsumption needs and thus, the higher the poverty status of the househo/d.

Poverty Coping Strategies in the Study Area.

Result presented on tabfe 6 reveals the poverty coping strategies farming
househofds adopt in the study area, the major ones are reducing the frequency of
eating per day, eating of {ess preferred food and purchasing of food on credit.

Table 6: Poverty Coping Strategies in the study area

Coping strategies Frequency Percentage (%) Rank
Reduce the frequency of eating per day 110 91.67 1
Eating of fess preferred food 100 83.33 2
Purchase food on credit 90 75 3
Seeking help from friends/refatives 82 68.33 4
Consuming of stored food product meant for 80 66.67 5
planting

Engaged in non-farming activities 78 65 6
Borrowing money from co-operative 70 58.33 7
Family planning/use of contraceptives 68 56.67 8
Withdrawing chifdren from private to pubfic 60 50 9
school

Selling off farm imp{ements/assets 50 41.67 10
Withdrawing chifdren from school 56 46.67 11
Chifdren hawking 40 33.33 12
Resuft to fasting and prayer 35 29.17 13

Source: Field survey, 2014
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This is consistent with what was obtained by Ibrahim (2008) and JICA (2011)
that farming household mostly skip meals and reduce the quantity and
frequency of eating the meals. These common practices willobvious{y result into
a situation of hunger and matutrition especially for the younger members of the
househo/ds.

The farming househo(ds atso seeking hefp from friends/refatives, consumption of
stored products meant for pfanting, engaging in non-farming activities, borrowing
money from co-operatives, famify planning/use of inceptives, withdrawing
children from private schoof to pubfic schools and withdrawing chifdren from
schood, selling off farm imp fements/assets and alfow their children to hawk to cope
with poverty.

CONCLUSIONAND RECOMMENDATIONS

A noticeable proportion of househoflds in the study area reside in substandard
fiving conditions in which germane issues such as sources of drinking water and
faccalwastes disposalmethods are befow acceptable standard. The study has been
abfe to revealthat farming househo(ds in the study area are refativefy not poor with
59.2% of the households above the poverty fine and poverty bites harder on mafe
headed households, farger househofds and fess experienced farming househofds.
These findings are expected to be useful to poficy makers and intervention
organizations towards alfeviating poverty in the area and in the country as a whole.
Based on its findings this study recommends that Sensitization on the famify
planning methods shoufd atso be done in the study area to keep farming househofd
sizes in check thereby reducing poverty evel

Mortgage foans should be distributed to the farmers to build their own houses,
Boreholes drilling and other innovations that willincrease access to quality water
for consumption, shoufd be done increase their access to quafity drinking water,
public toifets also should be built and farming househo(ds shoutd be sensitized on
proper hygienic conditions and reduction of environment poliution will improve
the weffare status and hence reduce poverty fevelof the farming househo/ds.
Directionalpoficies such as training of farmers should be taifored more towards
mafes and Incentives such as Fertifizers, Improved Seeds, and farm inputs shoufd
be provided to farmers so that Farming househofds can embark on mass production
of food crop so as to make the food avaifabfe and affordable and five above the
poverty fine.
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