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In this study, it was aimed to examine teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed in terms of various variables. 

The study was designed as a survey research with a target population of teachers working in the Turkish public 

schools during the 2020-2021 academic years. The sample was formed using a convenience sampling method and 

made up of 307 (141 female, 166 male) teachers whose ages ranged from 23 to 64. Research data were collected 

through a questionnaire including “Personal Information Form”, “Generic Scale of Phubbing (GSP)” and “Generic 

Scale of Being Phubbed (GSBP)”. Descriptive statistics, correlation analyses and multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) tests were conducted for the analysis of the collected data. As a result of the research, participating 

teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed were determined as moderate level. There was no significant 

difference in terms of gender, educational status and branch variables. Regarding marital status variable, 

nomophobia and self-isolation levels of single teachers were found to be higher than those of married ones. Age 

was found to be negatively and weakly correlated with the levels of self-isolation. In addition, the levels of phubbing 

were found to be positively and moderately associated with the levels of being phubbed. 

 Phubbing, being phubbed, nomophobia, self-isolation, teacher

With the development of mobile technologies, the usage of smartphones has greatly increased. According to the 

“We Are Social Turkey” report published in January 2021, 97.2% of individuals aged 16-64 use smartphones, 

94.2% of internet users connect to the internet via smartphones, and smartphone users mostly spend their time on 

social media such as YouTube, Instagram and WhatsApp (Kemp, 2021). Smartphones are devices that offer 

advanced technologies, work like a computer, support multitasking and make it easier to stay connected with others 

(Anshari et al., 2016). Smartphones have become important communication tools with these features that make 

daily life much easier. However, it is thought that smartphones might harm face-to-face communication between 

individuals and cause various problems (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2016; Erzen et al., 2021; Turkle, 2011). 

The concept of phubbing is one of these problems. 

Phubbing refers to a condition in which a person pays attention to the smartphone during communication with 

another person, deals with the smartphone and thus loses his/her perception from interpersonal communication 

(Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2016; Karadağ et al., 2016). The concept of phubbing was derived by the team in 

charge of updating the MacGuarie Dictionary, combining the words phone (phone) and snubbing (Karadaǧ et al., 

2015). It is stated that phubbing, which is accepted as a multidimensional structure, can be explained by smartphone 

addiction, social media addiction, internet addiction, game and application addiction (Karadağ et al., 2016). In 

addition, it was concluded that phubbing was moderately associated with smartphone addiction, internet addiction 

and fear of kidnapping (FOMO) (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2016). However, phubbing also occurs when 

people belittle or ignore other people around them by focusing on their smartphones (Nazir & Pişkin, 2016; Ugur 

& Koc, 2015). Phubbing is seen with the components of a phubber (a person who is phubbing), phubbe(s) (persons 

who are being phubbed) and social environment, but if a person uses a smartphone without another individual in 
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the environment, phubbing is not seen (Nazir, 2020). Individuals being phubbed state that their social needs are 

prevented from being met and they cannot communicate with the other persons (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 

2018b; Krasnova et al., 2016). Phubbing can damage relationships in various social environments (Karadağ et al., 

2016; Roberts & David, 2016, 2017; Ugur & Koc, 2015). 

When the related literature was examined, it was seen that various studies were conducted on phubbing. For 

example, Karadağ et al. (2015) examined the dimensions of phubbing behavior in a study with 409 university 

students. They concluded that mobile phone, SMS, social media and internet addiction were important determinants. 

Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas (2016), in their study with 276 participants between the ages of 18 and 66, 

concluded that phubbing was moderately associated with smartphone addiction, internet addiction, and fear of 

missing out (FOMO). Nazir and Pişkin (2016), in their study examining the effects of phubbing and smartphone 

use on individuals, stated that frequently looking at the phone during a social conversation caused the person on the 

other side to think that they did not care about themselves. 

Karadağ et al. (2016) analyzed the potential causes and effects of phubbing through semi-structured interviews with 

nine young adults studying at the faculty of education. They revealed that phubbers had inadequacy in terms of 

communication skills, had difficulty in making eye contact with others, misunderstood what was being said, and 

some completely closed themselves to what was going on around them.  

Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas (2018a) developed the Generic Phubbing Scale (GSP) and the Generic Scale Being 

Phubbed (GSBP) in their study. These scales were adapted into Turkish by Orhan Göksun (2019). In the study 

conducted by Yam and Kumcagiz (2020) with the participation of university students in order to adapt the GSP to 

Turkish culture, the variables of phone addiction, fear of missing out and susceptibility to boredom were found to 

be significant predictors of phubbing. Ergün et al. (2020) aimed to adapt the GSP and GSBP to Turkish language 

and culture and to investigate the relationships between various variables. They found that phubbing was positively 

associated with anxiety, depression, negative self, somatization, hostility, life satisfaction except for loneliness and 

it was strongly related to the duration of phone use. They also showed that anxiety, negative self and hostility were 

significant predictors for phubbing.  

In his study to understand the effect and emotional reactions of student phubbing on university instructors during 

the lesson, Nazir (2020) stated that young university instructors considered students’ phubbing behaviors as a 

condition reducing their course performance whereas older instructors considered them as disrespectfulness. 

Aydoğdu and Çevik (2020) examined 115 school counselors’ levels of phubbing, being phubbed and loneliness. As 

a result, they determined that there was a significant relationship between phubbing and loneliness, and between 

phubbing and being phubbed. In addition, they suggested that phubbing should be investigated amongst the teachers. 

On the other hand, 46 in-service and 247 pre-service teachers participated in the study in which İliç and Tanyeri 

(2021) aimed to examine the status of phubbing and being phubbed according to age and gender. It was seen that 

there was no difference in terms of gender and age, but the phubbing behavior tended to increase as they got older. 

In the teaching profession, where communication skills are very effective, it is important to know the status of 

phubbing that harms face-to-face communication. When prior studies in the literature were examined, it was found 

that studies examining the phubbing levels of different populations. However, no study has been found that directly 

examines teachers’ phubbing levels and evaluates it in terms of various variables. Based on this rationale, it is 

thought that conducting such a study on teachers will contribute to the literature. Therefore, the aim of this study is 

to determine teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed in terms of various variables such as age, gender, 

branch, period of service, and duration of smartphone ownership. In order to fulfill this purpose, the following 

research questions were formulated: 

1. What are the teachers’ levels of phubbing and being phubbed? 

2. Do teachers’ levels of phubbing and being phubbed differ significantly in terms of gender, marital status, 

educational status, and branch? 

3. Are teachers’ levels of phubbing and being phubbed significantly associated with age, work experience and 

smartphone use?  
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The study was designed as a survey research within the quantitative research paradigm.  The survey design is a 

popular approach in educational research context with its many applications. It is a non-experimental design that 

enables researchers to describe a sample or population's attitudes, ideas, behaviors, or characteristics (Creswell, 

2012; Şen & Yıldırım, 2019). In this study, since the teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed were examined 

in terms of various variables, the survey design was thought to be appropriate method. 

The target population of this research consists of teachers working in the Turkish public schools of Ministry of 

National Education of during the 2020-2021 academic years. The convenience sampling, one of the non-

probabilistic sampling methods, was employed to recruit the research participants. Convenience sampling, also 

called as easily accessible case sampling or accidental sampling, is the method in which units that are easy to reach 

are selected as samples (Şen & Yıldırım, 2019).  

Characteristic Frequency Percentage 

Gender   

Women 141 46 

Male 166 54 

Marital Status   

Married 230 75 

Single 77 25 

Education Level   

Undergraduate 250 81 

Graduate 57 19 

Branch   

Math and Science Fields 90 29 

Social Fields 101 33 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 18 

Primary Education Fields 61 20 

Total 307 100 

 
The sample was made up of 307 (141 female, 166 male) teachers. Their age ranged from 23 to 64 with an average 

age of 36.22 years (SD= 7.56). Their work experience varied between 1 and 40 year with an average experience of 

12.34 years (SD= 7.67). The frequency analysis of the other demographic characteristics of the participants is given 

in Table 1. Regarding participants’ branches, mathematics, biology, science, physics, chemistry and information 

technologies were categorized as “math and science fields”; geography, religious culture and ethics, philosophy, 

history, literature, social studies, Turkish and foreign language teaching branches were categorized as “social 

fields”; physical education, music, visual arts, technology design and vocational teaching were categorized as “talent 

and artistic fields”; classroom teaching, guidance, special education and pre-school teaching were categorized as 

“primary education fields”. 

Research data were collected through a questionnaire including “Personal Information Form”, “Generic Scale of 

Phubbing (GSP)” and “Generic Scale of Being Phubbed (GSBP)”. Personal information form includes questions to 

learn about variables such as teachers’ gender, age, marital status, branch, work experience, and duration of 

smartphone ownership. 

The GSP and GSBP was developed by Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas (2018a) and adapted into Turkish language 

and culture by Orhan Göksün (2019). Both scales are rated on a seven-point Likert type scale (1=Never, 2=Rarely, 

3=Occasionally, 4=Sometimes, 5=Often, 6=Usually, 7=Always). The GSP consists of a total of 15 items under four 

factors: “nomophobia”, “interpersonal conflict”, “self-isolation” and “problem acknowledgement”. Definitions of 

these factors can be made as follows (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2018a). Nomophobia is expressed as the fear 
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of leaving the smartphone. Interpersonal conflict is defined as the perceived conflict between oneself and others due 

to smartphone use. Self-Isolation is expressed as the tendency to use the smartphone to escape from social activities 

and isolate oneself from others. Problem acknowledgment is about individuals’ acceptance of being a phubber as a 

problem.  On the other hand, the GSBP consists of a total of 22 items under three factors: “perceived norms”, 

“feeling ignored” and “interpersonal conflict”. Perceived norms include perceptions of what others are doing with 

their smartphones. Feeling ignored is related to the feeling of being ignored by others due to smartphone use. Orhan 

Göksün (2019) found Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficients for the factors of the GSP and GSBP as 

ranging from .73 to .84 and .83 to .92 respectively. In this study, the coefficients for the factors ranged from .74 to 

.91 for the GSP and .89 to .96 for the GSBP.  

Factor Mean SD 

GSP   

Nomophobia 4.43 1.30 

Interpersonal Conflict 2.11 1.15 

Self-Isolation 2.30 1.24 

Problem Acknowledgment 2.87 1.37 

Overall Average 2.93 1.00 

GSBP   

Perceived Norms 4.64 1.17 

Feeling Ignored 2.86 1.36 

Interpersonal Conflict 2.63 1.31 

Overall Average 3.59 1.00 

SPSS statistical package program was used to analyze the collected data. Whether the data showed univariate 

normality or not was checked with skewness and kurtosis coefficients, Q-Q normality plots and histograms. As a 

result of this preliminary examination, it was seen that all the variables displayed a normal distribution (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2013). Descriptive statistics, correlation coefficients and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

tests were conducted in the analysis of the data. The assumptions of MANOVA were diagnosed and found to be 

met. These are multivariate normality checked with the examination of Mahalanobis distance values, linearity and 

multicolinearity checked with scatter plots and Pearson correlation coefficients, and homogeneity of variance-

covariance matrices checked with Box’s M test (Büyüköztürk, 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  The significance 

level was determined as .05/7=.007 (~.01) by using Bonferroni correction in order not to be affected by a possible 

Type-1 error. 

Factor Gender N Mean SD F η2 

Nomophobia 
Male 166 4.39 1.31 

.35 .00 
Female 144 4.48 1.29 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSP) 
Male 166 2.17 1.17 

1.20 .00 
Female 144 2.03 1.12 

Self-Isolation 
Male 166 2.26 1.26 

.40 .00 
Female 144 2.35 1.22 

Problem Acknowledgment 
Male 166 2.95 1.38 

1.39 .00 
Female 144 2.77 1.37 

Perceived Norms 
Male 166 4.68 1.06 

.42 .00 
Female 144 4.59 1.29 

Feeling Ignored 
Male 166 2.82 1.26 

.18 .00 
Female 144 2.89 1.46 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSBP) Male 166 2.48 1.04 
4.45 .01 

Female 144 2.80 1.56 
Note: Pillai’s Trace=.04, F(7, 299)=2.38, p<.05. 
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The descriptive statistics for participants’ scores from both the GSP and GSBP are given in Table 2. As far as GSP 

scores are concerned, teachers showed moderate levels of nomophobia (Mean=4.43, SD=1.30) and problem 

acknowledgement (Mean=2.87, SD=1.37) and low levels of interpersonal conflict (Mean=2.11, SD=1.15) and self-

isolation (Mean=2.30, SD=1.24). Their overall level of phubbing was moderate (Mean=2.93, SD=1.00). Regarding 

GSBP scores, teachers reported moderate level of perceived norms (Mean=4.64, SD=1.17), feeling ignored 

(Mean=2.86, SD=1.36) and interpersonal conflict (Mean=2.63, SD=1.31). Their overall level of being phubbed was 

moderate (Mean=3.59, SD=1.00). 

Factor Marital N Mean SD F η2 

Nomophobia Married 230 4.30 1.28 
10.23* .03 

Single 77 4.83 1.28 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSP) Married 230 2.11 1.12 
.00 .00 

Single 77 2.10 1.23 

Self-Isolation Married 230 2.18 1.17 
9.35* .03 

Single 77 2.67 1.39 

Problem Acknowledgment Married 230 2.80 1.33 
2.11 .01 

Single 77 3.06 1.50 

Perceived Norms Married 230 4.58 1.21 
2.70 .01 

Single 77 4.83 1.04 

Feeling Ignored Married 230 2.88 1.34 
.38 .00 

Single 77 2.77 1.41 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSBP) Married 230 2.74 1.34 
6.42 .02 

Single 77 2.30 1.18 

Note: Wilk’s Lambda=.10, F(7, 209)=5.30, p<.01. *p<.01 

A MANOVA test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference according to gender on 

the teachers’ GSP and GSBP factor scores (Table 3). The preliminary examination of factor scores indicated that 

they were significantly and moderately correlated with each other (Table 7) and the multicolinearity assumption 

was met. The homogeneity assumption of the spread matrix was not provided according to the Box M statistic and 

thus the Pillai's Trace value was employed. Considering the one-way ANOVA results for each factor, no significant 

difference was found in any of the factor scores across the gender. 

Factor Education N Mean SD F η2 

Nomophobia 
Undergraduate 250 4.38 1.32 

2.50 .00 
Graduate 57 4.68 1.17 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSP) 
Undergraduate 250 2.09 1.17 

.51 .00 
Graduate 57 2.21 1.06 

Self-Isolation 
Undergraduate 250 2.29 1.28 

.26 .00 
Graduate 57 2.38 1.07 

Problem Acknowledgment 
Undergraduate 250 2.83 1.41 

1.10 .00 
Graduate 57 3.04 1.19 

Perceived Norms 
Undergraduate 250 4.67 1.15 

.97 .00 
Graduate 57 4.50 1.26 

Feeling Ignored 
Undergraduate 250 2.87 1.37 

.07 .00 
Graduate 57 2.81 1.29 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSBP) Undergraduate 250 2.65 1.36 
.35 .00 

Graduate 57 2.54 1.10 

Note: Pillai’s Trace=.04, F(7, 299)=.19, p>0.05. 
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Another MANOVA test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference according to the 

marital status variable on the teachers’ GSP and GSBP factor scores (Table 4). The preliminary examination of 

factor scores indicated that they were significantly and moderately correlated with each other (Table 7) and the 

multicolinearity assumption was met. The homogeneity assumption of the spread matrix was provided according to 

the Box M statistic and thus Wilk's Lambda value was employed. When the one-way ANOVA results for all the 

factors were examined, significant differences were found in nomophobia [F(1, 305)=10.23, η2=.03, p<.01] and self-

isolation [F(1, 305)=9.35, η2=.03, p<.01] factors. Single/Widowed teachers have higher nomophobia and self-isolation 

scores than married teachers. However, the effect of marital status on these dimensions is quite low and explains 

only 3% of the total variance. 

Table 6. MANOVA results for level of phubbing and being phubbed by branch 

Factor Branch N Mean SD F η2 

Nomophobia 

Math and Science Fields 90 4.64 1.21 

3.09 .00 
Social Fields 101 4.48 1.26 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 3.98 1.40 

Primary Education Fields 61 4.45 1.33 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSP) 

Math and Science Fields 90 2.12 1.17 

.26 .00 
Social Fields 101 2.17 1.17 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 2.00 1.00 

Primary Education Fields 61 2.09 1.25 

Self-Isolation 

Math and Science Fields 90 2.40 1.29 

.67 .00 
Social Fields 101 2.30 1.21 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 2.10 1.07 

Primary Education Fields 61 2.34 1.37 

Problem Acknowledgment 

Math and Science Fields 90 2.95 1.42 

1.34 .00 
Social Fields 101 2.90 1.37 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 2.54 1.29 

Primary Education Fields 61 2.99 1.39 

Perceived Norms 

Math and Science Fields 90 4.65 1.26 

.13 .00 
Social Fields 101 4.69 1.17 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 4.63 .98 

Primary Education Fields 61 4.57 1.20 

Feeling Ignored 

Math and Science Fields 90 2.80 1.43 

.70 .00 
Social Fields 101 3.01 1.35 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 2.73 1.22 

Primary Education Fields 61 2.79 1.39 

Interpersonal Conflict (GSBP) 

Math and Science Fields 90 2.52 1.32 

.39 .00 
Social Fields 101 2.64 1.24 

Talent & Artistic Fields 55 2.76 1.24 

Primary Education Fields 61 2.65 1.49 

Note: Wilk’s Lambda=.07, F(21, 853)=.96, p>.05. 

One another MANOVA test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference according to 

the education level variable on the teachers’ GSP and GSBP factor scores (Table 5). The preliminary examination 

of factor scores indicated that they were significantly and moderately correlated with each other (Table 7) and the 

multicolinearity assumption was met. The homogeneity assumption of the spread matrix was not provided according 

to the Box M statistic and thus the Pillai's Trace value was employed. Considering the one-way ANOVA results for 

each variable, no significant difference was found in any of the factor scores with regards to the education level 

variable. 
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Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Age - .94
**

 .11
*
 -.09 -.01 -.12

*
 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 

2. Work experience  - .11
*
 -.08 .02 -.08 -.06 -.03 -.01 .01 

3. Duration of smartphone use   - .05 .04 .09 .03 -.05 .01 -.05 

4. Nomophobia    - .46
**

 .38
**

 .44
**

 .31
**

 .22
**

 .06 

5. Interpersonal Conflict (GSP)     - .63
**

 .64
**

 .17
**

 .33
**

 .22
**

 

6. Self-Isolation      - .55
**

 .27
**

 .42
**

 .19
**

 

7. Problem Acknowledgment       - .32
**

 .38
**

 .21
**

 

8. Perceived Norms        - .40
**

 .30
**

 

9. Feeling Ignored         - .58
**

 

10. Interpersonal Conflict (GSBP)          - 

 *p<,05. **p<,01. 

A final MANOVA test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference according to branch 

variable on the teachers’ GSP and GSBP factor scores (Table 6). The preliminary examination of factor scores 

indicated that they were significantly and moderately correlated with each other (Table 7) and the multicolinearity 

assumption was met. The homogeneity assumption of the spread matrix was provided according to the Box M 

statistic and thus the Wilk's Lambda value was employed. The findings showed that teachers’ factor scores did not 

differ significantly according to their branches. 

Table 7 shows the findings for the relationships between teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed and 

demographic variables such as age, work experience, and smartphone usage. When the Pearson correlation 

coefficients related to GSP and GSBP are examined, it is seen that only the age variable is negatively and weakly 

related to the self-isolation scores (r=-.12, p<.05). In addition, the majority of the factor scores of GSP and GSBP 

are significantly and positively related to each other.  

This study aimed to examine teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed in terms of various variables. As a 

result of the research, it was determined that teachers’ levels phubbing and being phubbed were in the medium 

range. When the factor scores of the GSP are examined, it can be said that the nomophobia scores, which is called 

the fear of leaving the smartphone, are relatively high compared to the other dimensions although they are in the 

middle range. Considering that the interpersonal conflict and self-isolation factors of GSP are in the low range, it 

can be thought that the reasons for teachers’ phubbing behaviors are the concerns of being away from the 

smartphone rather than social issues. Obtaining a similar result, Yam and Kumcagiz (2020) stated that the phubbing 

levels of university students increased because of nomophobia. 

 As far the levels of teachers’ phubbing and being phubbed across the demographic characteristics are concerned, 

there are no gender differences. This result coincides with the result of the study on school psychological counselors 

conducted by Aydoğdu and Çevik (2020). It also corroborates with the result of study on teachers and teacher 

candidates conducted by İliç and Tanyeri (2021). However, it is not consistent with studies on university graduates 

(Roberts et al., 2014) and university graduates (Karadağ et al., 2015). When the results are compared, it can be said 

that the phubbing levels of individuals in the society may differ with the gender variable, but there is no such 

differentiation among teachers. In addition, such an inconsistency among the studies suggests further investigating 

the gender effects on phubbing behaviors.  

The results reveal that teachers’ phubbing levels differ according to their marital status. Specifically, nomophobia 

and self-isolation scores of single teachers are higher than married ones. However, in the study conducted by 

Aydoğdu and Çevik (2020), both levels of phubbing and being phubbed were found to be independent on marital 

status. Based on the results for teachers’ factor scores of GSP by marital status, it can be thought that single teachers’ 

anxiety about being away from smartphones and isolating themselves from social environments are higher than 

those of married ones. One possible reason for this result may be that marriage requires individuals to spare time 
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for their spouse and children and requires more intense social interaction than singles and thus the time and interest 

to be devoted to smartphones may decrease. This can also be said as an explanation of the negative relationship 

between age and self-isolation factor of phubbing. When an individual get older, his/her social environment or circle 

normally expands due to his/her marriage and professional responsibilities. 

As with all research studies, this study has limitations as well. First of all, it was designed as a descriptive survey 

research and therefore no definitive conclusions can be made germane to cause and effect relationships among the 

variables. Secondly, convenience sampling was applied to recruit the participating teachers without considering 

their school levels and locations. Hence, the findings may not be representative to all teachers. Finally, the 

operationalization of variables, particularly those related to GSP and GSBP, were based on the self–report data. 

Considering the limitations and results of the study, the following suggestion can be made for further research on 

the context of phubbing behaviors: 

1. Studies can be conducted to examine other factors affecting teachers’ level of phubbing and being phubbed. 

2. Qualitative studies can be conducted to deeply describe the relatively new concept of phubbing and its 

relationships to demographics. 

3. Scales measuring phubbing and being phubbed in younger age groups can be developed. 

All study procedures involving human participants followed institutional and/or national research committee ethical 

standards and the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. This study 

has also been approved by the authors’ university Institutional Review Board (15.04.2021-106/31).  
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