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The relation between migration and fertility has been the subject 
of numerous studies dating back to the early decades of the twen­
tieth century.1 Indeed, in 1938, Thomas commented: 2

The relative fertility of migrants and nonmigrants, and the extent 
to which contraceptive practices are spread through the process of 
migration and return migration, is one of the focal points in the 
population field. Yet there have been no satisfactory published studies 
of the married fertility of migrants in comparison with nonmigrants, 
and such analyses as have been made fail to meet the minimum re­
quirements of holding constant age of husband and wife, time of 
migration, length of residence, or type of community of origin and 
destination.

In addition to the points raised by Thomas, it is important to 
realize that the relation between migration and fertility cannot be 
analyzed independently of other socioeconomic variables that have 
traditionally been important factors in determining fertility be­
havior. Such characteristics as education of wife and husband, labor 
force activity, occupational status, family income— all these must 
be considered in developing a comprehensive statement on the rela­
tion between these two demographic variables.
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In a number of populations the relation between education and 
fertility has been established. Data from the United States Census 
of 1940 and 1950 led Grabill to conclude that “ The inverse relation 
of education to general cumulative fertility rates as well as to marital 
cumulative fertility rates still existed in 1951.” 3 The United States 
Census for 1960 indicates a similar relation. Commenting on this, 
Dinkel has written that “ the more years of schooling that the woman 
has completed the lower her fertility.” 4 This phenomenon has been 
noted elsewhere. Stycos, for example, has remarked in reference to 
Puerto Rico that “ Women with no education have had 3.3 times 
as many births as those with one or more years of college.” 5 In a 
recent article, Bouvier and Macisco concluded that, in Puerto Rico, 
increased education of both husband and wife leads to declining 
fertility.6

This report has shown that the education of both husband and 
wife is involved in determining fertility rates. Admittedly the woman’s 
education is the more important factor, but within all categories fer­
tility declines with the increased education of the husband.

Because an inverse relation has been noted between education 
and fertility the possibility of educationally selective migration must 
be explored. The question must be asked as to whether a given 
migration stream consists of lower class, poorly educated groups 
being “ pushed”  into an urban area in search of work, or of rela­
tively educated groups aware of the limitations of their place of 
origin and being “ pulled”  by the advantages of the place of destina­
tion. Both types of selectivity have been noted in various parts of 
the world. Findings emerging largely from studies undertaken in the 
United States have shown that rural-urban migration is usually 
selective of the better-educated segments of the population.7 One 
study of educational selectivity in “ less-developed” countries is Du- 
coff’s study of migrant population in El Salvador. His conclusions 
differ from those drawn from data on the United States as he finds 
selection at both ends of the educational scale, “ namely, a higher 
concentration among migrants of persons with very little schooling 
as well as of persons with high educational attainment.” 8

168



This study is limited to an analysis of migration and fertility in 
Puerto Rico. Although the Commonwealth has been the subject of 
numerous demographic projects over the past 20 years, little has 
been done in the particular field of migration and fertility. Myers 
and Morris have shown that migration is associated with fertility 
throughout the childbearing period for Puerto Rican women. They 
conclude, however, that although their “ analysis provides con­
vincing evidence . . . other confounding elements may be present.”  
One such element questioned is, “ Would the findings be substan­
tiated if adequate controls for socio-economic levels and educa­
tional status were introduced?” 9 The present report is an attempt 
to contribute an answer to this question. More precisely, does educa­
tion modify the relation between migration and fertility?

THE DATA

This study is based on special tabulations of the 25 per cent 
sample of ever-married, spouse-present women derived from the 
1960 Census of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Through the 
cooperation of both the United States Bureau of the Census and the 
Puerto Rico Planning Board it was possible to generate cross-tabu­
lations that allowed analyses of migrants and nonmigrants with 
reference to their fertility behavior. These tabulations included data 
on education that could serve as a control variable in determining 
the relation between migration and fertility. Two groups were con­
sidered in this study: the nonmigrants residing in the San Juan 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area in both 1955 and 1960, and 
the migrants to San Juan who indicated a nonmetropolitan place 
of residence in 1955. (This excluded migrants to San Juan from the 
two remaining SMSA’s of Ponce and Mayaguez.) Within the limi­
tations of the census data, this study compares nonmetropolitan 
migrants to the San Juan area with their nonmigrant counterparts 
at place of destination.10 The migration is that of the husband rather 
than the wife, whereas the age-specific fertility rates are those of 
the female.11 The fertility measure utilized is total number of chil­
dren ever bom  to females in four age groups (cumulative fertility
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rates). The females are those legally married with spouse present at 
the time of the 1960 Census.12

The various measures employed have limitations. A  number of 
total moves will be missed because of return or repeated moves, and 
some migrants may die during the five year interval; in addition, 
no information on length of residence is given.13 The migration 
status is that of the male household head and therefore is only an 
approximate indicator of the migration status of the wife.

The fertility measure gives no information on the spacing of births 
nor can it be related to the time of the move. It is, therefore, not 
possible to speak of births occurring before or after the migration, 
although one can make some inferences regarding this point. Also 
lacking are data on marriage duration.14

FINDINGS

The analysis proceeded in the following order: the general rela­
tion between migration and fertility and education and fertility 
were studied. Also, the age and education distributions of migrants 
and nonmigrants were examined to determine whether selective 
migration existed. In the final analysis, age and education controls 
were used to better assess the impact of migration on fertility.

Migration and Fertility
For all legally married, spouse-present women aged 14 and over, 

the total children ever bom  amounted to 3,355 per 1,000 migrants 
from the nonmetropolitan areas to San Juan, as compared to 3,471 
for those classified as nonmigrants— that is, those whose husbands 
lived in the San Juan area in both 1955 and 1960 (see Table 1). 
The difference is slight, though it is in the same direction as that 
found by Myers and Morris.

The above finding should be interpreted in the light of differen­
tial age structures within the two subgroups. Table 2 indicates the 
age distribution of wives of migrants and nonmigrants and it can 
be seen that migration is selective of the younger segment of the 
population. The median age for wives of migrants is 33.7 compared
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TAB LE I .  CH ILDREN E V E R  BORN PER 1 ,0 0 0  LEGALLY M ARRIED 
SPOU SE-PRESEN T W OM EN BY AGE OF W OM EN AND M IGRATION STATUS 
OF HUSBAND

Nonmigrants Migrants
Children Ever Children Ever

Age of Total Ever Born per Total Ever Born per
Women Married 1,000 Women Married 1,000 Women

14-24 2,299 1,805 279 1,430
25-34 5,402 3,013 425 2,734
35-44 4,899 3,792 275 3,978
45 and over 5,048 4,407 320 5,322

Total 17,648 3,471 1,299 3,355
Source: Unpublished special tabulations prepared for this project by the United States Bureau 

of the Census from data made available by the Puerto Rico Planning Board.

TABLE 2 . DISTR IBU TIO N  OF M IGRANTS AND NONM IGRANTS BY AGE 
OF W IFE

Age of Women
Nonmigrants 

Number Per Cent
Migrants

Number Per Cent

14-24 2,299 13.0 279 21.5
25-34 5,402 30.6 425 32.7
35-44 4,899 27.8 275 21.6
45 and over 5,048 28.6 320 24.6

Total 17,648 100.0 1,299 100.0
Median age

Source: See Table 1.

37.3 33.7

to 37.3 among those married to nonmigrants. These different age 
structures suggest analysis of fertility differentials between the two 
groups by age of female.

The age-specific fertility rates found in Table 1 indicate that 
young migrants have relatively lower fertility than their nonmigrat­
ing urban counterparts of the same age. It is in the older age groups 
that migrants exhibit higher fertility rates. This “ crossover”  can be 
interpreted as reflecting the fact that women in the older age groups 
may have spent much of their childbearing period in a nonmetro­
politan area. Such a “ crossover” in total fertility at an age when 
one can presume that most childbearing is complete has been noted 
elsewhere in the analysis of United States Census material for 
I960.15 From these findings regarding age-specific rates, one could
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possibly conclude that migrants to metropolitan areas exhibit lower 
fertility because they are selective of the younger age groups, and 
these groups consistently show lower total fertility rates than do 
their urban neighbors who are not migrants. However, further 
controls must be included prior to any such conclusion.

Education and Fertility
The inverse relationship between education and fertility was sub­

stantiated by the findings of this study for both migrants and non­
migrants in every age group, as can be seen in Table 4. For example, 
among migrants with wives 35 to 44 years of age having no educa­
tion, 4,783 children were born per 1,000 women as compared to 
2,457 to wives having at least some college education. The same 
pattern was noted for nonmigrants: 5,543 for those having no edu­
cation compared to 2,367 among women having at least some col­
lege training. Results thus showed that as the education of the wife 
increased, her fertility declined. The education of the husband in 
conjunction with that of the wife was also influential in determining 
the fertility of the couple, although the women’s education appeared 
to be the more important factor (see Appendix Table 1).

Migration and Education
The median education of wives of migrants into San Juan from 

nonmetropolitan areas was somewhat higher than that of the non­
migrants living in the capital city (see Table 3 ). For all married 
women aged 14 and over, wives of migrants had completed 7.2 
years of school as compared to 6.3 years among the nonmigrants. 
These differences are larger in the younger ages. For the age groups 
through 34, migrants’ wives had completed more years of schooling 
than their urban nonmigrant counterparts. In the 35 to 44 age 
group, the difference is minimal and in the 45 and over group the 
pattern is reversed. It was also noted that median education de­
clined beginning with the age group 35 to 44. These findings suggest 
that higher completed education may be an important intervening 
variable associated with the fertility differential between migrants 
and nonmigrants.
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TAB LE 3 . COM PLETED Y EARS OF SCHOOL OF LEG ALLY M ARRIED
SPOU SE-PRESEN T W OM EN  BY AGE OF W OM EN AND M IGRATION  STATUS
OF HUSBAND 

Age and
Education Nonmigrants Migrants
of Women Number

14-24
No education 88
Elementary 1,106
High school 863
College 242
Total 2,299

Median education
25-34

No education 292
Elementary 2,355
High school 1,720
College 1,035
Total 5,402

Median education
35-44

No education 348
Elementary 2,742
High school 1,101
College 708
Total 4,899

Median education
45 and over

No education 1,045
Elementary 2,697
High school 823
College 483
Total 5,048

Median education
14 and over

No education 1,773
Elementary 8,900
High school 4,507
College 2,468
Total 17,648

Median education
Source: See Table 1.

Per Cent Number Per Cent

3.8 6 2.2
48.2 112 40.1
37.5 116 41.6
10.5 45 16.1

100.0 279
8.7

100.0

5.4 20 4.7
43.6 157 36.9
31.8 117 27.6
19.2 131 30.8

100.0 425
9.2

100.0

7.1 87 8.3
56.0 147 53.5
22.5 59 21.5
14.5 46 16.7

100.0 275
6.4

100.0

20.7 87 27.2
53.4 154 48.1
16.3 43 13.4
9.6 36 11.3

100.0 320
3.8

100.0

10.1 136 10.5
50.4 570 43.9
25.5 335 25.8
14.0 258 19.8

100.0 1,299
7.2

100.0

Migration, Education and Fertility
It has been seen that lower fertility is associated separately with 

migration from nonmetropolitan areas to San Juan and with educa­
tional level, both of husband and wife. The relationship varies with
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age of wife, but holds consistently at least through the younger ages. 
The question remains, however: Does the migrant-nonmigrant dif­
ferential persist when educational level is controlled for? More con­
cretely, do migrants have lower fertility precisely because they are 
migrant, or because they are better educated than nonmigrants.

It was observed in Table 2 that migrants tended to be relatively 
younger than nonmigrants. Knowing that these same persons have 
had more education than their nonmigrant counterparts in San 
Juan, it is reasonable to assume that this should be reflected in 
fertility differentials somewhat larger than those noted for the over­
all group. In Table 4 the women are divided into four age groups 
14-24, 25-34, 35-44 and 45 and over.

Among women aged 14 to 24, wives of migrants had lower fer­
tility. Migration was selective of the better educated. However, con­
trolling for education did not modify fertility differentials between 
the two migration categories to any extent. Migrants’ wives exhibited 
lower fertility at all levels of education than their nonmigrating 
urban neighbors.

In the age group 25 to 34, wives of migrants again showed lower 
fertility. Migration was also selective of the better educated. How­
ever, the differential between migrants and nonmigrants was not 
totally eliminated by educational control. At all educational levels 
except elementary, where the difference was slight, migrants’ wives 
had lower fertility than the San Juan nonmovers.

In the 35 to 44 age group, a change in pattern was noted. Mi­
grants had higher fertility before education was controlled. The 
median education of migrants was about the same (6.4) as non­
migrants (6 .2), indicating little educational selectivity. Thus, it 
would be expected that migrants would not demonstrate the same 
lower fertility patterns as in the earlier age groups where education 
was considerably higher for migrants. Holding education constant, 
thereby eliminating this factor, migrants failed to show the rela­
tively consistent lower fertility differential that existed in the younger 
age groups. In both the elementary education and college education 
categories, migrants have higher fertility than nonmigrants.
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The migrants in the 45 and over age groups had higher fertility 
than nonmigrants. However, an analysis of the fertility of women in 
this age group must be qualified inasmuch as most of the fertility 
was probably completed prior to the move. Migration was not se­
lective of the better educated segment. In fact the opposite was the 
case. Fifty per cent of the migrants had completed no more than 3.8 
years of school as compared to 4.4 years among the nonmigrants. 
It must also be added that, as an open-ended age category, it neces­
sarily includes many older couples who perhaps moved to the metro­
politan area to live with their children or merely to retire.16 At all 
educational levels, wives of migrants had higher fertility rates.

SU M M ARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The basic purpose of this research has been to investigate the 
relation between migration and fertility. Limiting the analysis to 
Puerto Rico, the cumulative fertility of the wives of migrants to San 
Juan from nonmetropolitan areas was compared to the cumulative 
fertility of the wives of nonmigrant residents of the San Juan metro­
politan area. Although indications were that migrants tended to 
have somewhat lower fertility than nonmigrants, when controls 
were introduced this was not entirely without exception. When age 
was considered, among the older groups (35 and over) it was ob­
served that migrants generally exhibited higher fertility.

Patterns of educational selectivity were found to exist when 
migrants were compared to nonmigrants. This indicated a need to 
introduce education as well as age controls. The inverse relation 
between education and fertility observed in many previous studies 
was consistent at all age groups for both migrants and nonmigrants.

More relevant to the present analysis were the findings regarding 
the possible effect of education as an intervening variable between 
migration and fertility. To better assess this possibility, age-specific 
and education-specific rates were calculated. The basic migration- 
fertility differential noted for the four age groups remained after 
controlling for education. That is, the “ crossover”  that generally 
appeared at age 35 and resulted in higher fertility among migrants
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beyond that age was noted in the older age groups when education 
was held constant.

Thus, although education does explain away a small portion of 
the differences in the fertility of migrants and nonmigrants, the basic 
finding remains valid that migrants have lower fertility than non­
migrants in the ages when the female is still in the most fertile part 
of the reproductive period. The result among older women— that 
is, higher fertility among the wives of migrants— is not affected by 
education, and the interpretation that much of the differential is 
caused by spending the reproductive years in nonmetropolitan sur­
roundings remains a tentative explanation.

Consequently, the conclusions from this report are that migra­
tion from nonmetropolitan areas appears to be related to lower 
fertility if that migration takes place at a relatively early age thereby 
allowing the reproductive period to be spent mostly in urban sur­
roundings. In these groups controlling for education does not greatly 
modify the differential. The evidence indicates that migration is 
selective of the young. The young, in turn, are better educated and 
may be adopting norms favoring lower family size. However, among 
the older migrants no selectivity of the better educated occurs and 
these people tend to exhibit higher fertility rates. This suggests the 
possibility of two types of migration streams into the city. The young 
migrants are better educated than their nonmigrant urban counter­
parts and may be more innovative. The older migrants are poorly 
educated in comparison to the urban residents and have had larger 
families and may reflect more traditional values toward family size.

DISCUSSION

Methodologically, it is not desirable to generalize beyond the 
universe under analysis. Nevertheless, the problem of migration 
into the large urban centers is an ever-increasing concern, especially 
in developing nations, and an answer to the question, “ What is the 
fertility experience of rural-urban migrants?”  is crucial. The future 
growth of developing urban areas is partially dependent on the 
answer to such questions. Depending on the areas and the level of
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industrialization, two types of selective processes are evident with 
regard to rural-urban migration. One is the well-known situation 
of rural-urban migration of poorly educated, untrained peasants 
who merely increase the already dense population residing in the 
urban slums. The other is the demand for relatively skilled (or at 
least educated and trainable) workers for the burgeoning new indus­
tries that appear in the city.

As noted earlier, the findings that young migrants have low fer­
tility and older migrants have higher fertility even when education 
is held constant seem to indicate two types of migration into the 
San Juan area, representing these two hypothetical models. The 
mechanism by which the younger groups have achieved lower num­
bers of children cannot be determined with the available data. The 
possibility that migrants marry later perhaps accounts for a portion 
of their lower fertility. One can speculate further that this group is 
more receptive to modem contraceptive technology.17 This suggests 
that younger, better-educated migrants may represent an innovative 
group that could possibly contribute to the diffusion of lower fertility 
norms among the urban population.
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A PP E N D IX  TA B LE  I .  CHILDREN EVE R  BORN PER 1 ,0 0 0  LEG ALLY 
MARRIED SPOU SE-PRESEN T W OM EN , BY  AGE OF W OM EN , EDUCATION 
OF W IF E , EDUCATION OF H USBAND AND M IGRATION STATUS OF HUSBAND

Nonmigrants Migrants

Total
Children 

Ever Born Total
Children 

Ever Born
Education of Ever per 1,000 Ever per 1,000 

WomenHusband and Wife Married Women Married

14-24 years
All wives, all education levels 2,299 1,805 279 1,430
Husband

No education: total 77 2,818 * *
Elementary: total 870 2,248 996 1,865
High school: total 979 1,544 108 1,250
College: total 368 1,247 71 1,070
Not reported: total * * * *

Wife
No education: total 88 3,364 * *
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 60 3,617 ¥ *
High school ♦ * * *
College * * * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
Elementary: total 1,106 2,162 112 1,964
Husband

No education 55 2,636 * *
Elementary 627 2,281 61 2,115
High school 385 1,904 39 1,769
College 37 2,162 * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
High school: total 863 1,441 116 1,129
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 179 1,715 30 1,333
High school 501 1,357 55 982
College 176 1,398 31 1,194
Not reported * * * *

Wife
College: total 242 901 45 756
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary * * * *
High school 83 928 * *
College 154 864 32 813
Not reported * * * *
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appendix table i. (Continued)

Nimmigrants Migrants

Total
Children 

Ever Born Total
Children 

Ever Born
Education of Ever per 1,000 Ever per 1,000

Husband and Wife Married Women Married Women

25-34 years
All wives, all education levels 5,402 3,013 425 2,734
Husband

No education: total 167 4,982 * *
Elementary: total 2,160 3,738 130 3,792
High school: total 1,807 2,525 151 2,258
College: total 1,261 2,209 133 1,977
Not reported: total * * * *

Wife
No education: total 292 4,894 20 4,050
Husband

No education 42 5,810 * *
Elementary 214 4,785 * *
High school 35 4,514 * *
College * * * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
Elementary: total 2,355 3,707 157 3,739
Husband

No education 113 4,788 * *
Elementary 1,521 3,899 94 4,085
High school 622 3,174 44 2,795
College 96 2,875 * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
High school: total 1,720 2,313 117 2,205
Husband

No education ♦ * * *
Elementary 376 2,697 * *
High school 877 2,177 63 2,286
College 452 2,219 38 2,000
Not shown * * * *

Wife
College: total 1,035 2,064 131 1,802
Husband

No education * * *
Elementary 49 2,184 * *
High school 273 1,912 40 1,450
College 712 2,112 83 1,855
Not reported * * * *
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appendix table i. (>Continued)

Nonmigrants Migrants

Total
Children 

Ever Born Total
Children 

Ever Born
Education of Ever per 1,000 Ever per 1,000

Husband and Wife Married Women Married Women

35-44 years
All wives, all education levels 4,899 3,792 275 3,978
Husband

No education: total 293 5,594 * *
Elementary: total 2,427 4,563 131 5,008
High school: total 1,261 2,817 86 2,884
College: total 913 2,522 46 2,391
Not reported: total * < * *

Wife
No education: total 348 5,543 23 4,783
Husband

No education 75 5,947 * *
Elementary 258 5,527 * *
High school * * * *
College * * * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
Elementary: total 2,742 4,418 147 4,939
Husband

No education 210 5,548 * *
Elementary 1,888 4,696 97 5,423
High school 536 3,291 35 3,600
College 107 2,953 * *
Not reported * * + *

Wife
High school: total 1,101 2,597 59 2,458
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 236 2,919 * *
High school 514 2,516 29 2,276
College 339 2,484 * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
College: total 708 2,367 46 2,457
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 45 2,067 * *
High school 198 2,232 20 2,300
College 465 2,454 20 2,500
Not reported * * ♦ *
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appendix table i. (Continued)

Nonmigrants Migrants

Total
Children 

Ever Born Total
Children 

Ever Born
Education of Ever per 1,000 Ever per 1,000

Husband and Wife Married Women Married Women

45 years and over
All wives, all education levels 5,048 4,407 320 5,322
Husband

No education: total 842 6,110 66 7,667
Elementary: total 2,752 4,836 168 5,494
High school: total 809 2,685 63 3,429
College: total 636 2,476 23 2,522
Not reported: total * * * *

Wife
No education: total 1,045 6,062 87 7,529
Husband

No education 447 6,517 42 8,024
Elementary 567 5,772 41 7,293
High school 26 5,038 * *
College * * * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
Elementary: total 2,697 4,756 154 5,429
Husband

No education 380 5,705 24 7,042
Elementary 1,856 4,913 100 5,410
High school 334 3,344 24 4,458
College 123 3,276 * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
High school: total 823 2,614 43 3,233
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 230 3,222 * *
High school 338 2,169 20 2,700
College 241 2,552 * *
Not reported * * * *

Wife
College: total 483 1,932 36 2,028
Husband

No education * * * *
Elementary 99 1,768 ♦ *
High school 111 1,721 ♦ *
College 268 2,049 ♦ *
Not reported * * * 4c

* Rates not shown where base is fewer than 20 women. 
Source: See Table 1.
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A PPE N D IX  T A B L E  2 . M EDIAN  A G E  OF HUSBAND B Y  AG E OF W IF E  
AND M IGRATION  STATUS OF H USBAND

Nonmigrants Migrants
Age of Wife Median Age of Husband Median Age of Husband

14-19 24.4
20-24 27.7
25-29 31.9
30-34 37.2
35-44 43.4

Total 37.1
Source: See Table 1.

23.7
27.3 
30.6 
35.0 
43.5
33.3
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