ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT (A01) 
-Understanding of the ontological argument as presented by Anselm and Descartes (together and separately) (write about Gaunilo in Anselms one aswell) 
-Faith and reason-Descartes 


BASICS: 

-The ontological argument is a Priori argument. That means, it is not based on our experiences of the world but relies on reason alone. 
-It is a deductive argument. That means, if the premises (supporting statements) are true, then the conclusion must be true. If true, the premises logically entail the conclusion 
-It is an analytical argument. That means its truth or falsity is given by the definition of the terms used e.g. ‘this triangle has three sides’ is analytically true as a triangle is a three-sided object 


-The ontological argument is the argument for the existence of God based on the idea that the very fact we have a concept of God must mean that he exists. 
-The ontological argument has the form of a deductive proof. Its an example of a priori argument. This is because it seeks to prove the existence of God from the understanding of the attributes of the God in classic theism 

-Supporters of the ontological argument claim that God’s existence is different from ours, because we are contingent beings (we would not exist if our parents had not existed before us, and we would not continue to exist if we had no food or water or oxygen) , whereas in Anselms view, God is different as he  has necessary existence(God exists so truly so he cannot thought of as not existing). In this way, the ontological argument has close similarities with design arguments and cosmological arguments, because each depends on the idea that the existence of god is different from any other kind of existence 

-The two principal contributors to the classic ontological argument are 
1.St ANSELM of Canterbury (1033- 1109) 
2.Rene Descartes (1596-1650) 


ANSELM 

-Anselm held that ‘God exists’ is an analytic and a priori statement. The concept of existence is part of the concept of God, he argued. An analytical statement means that its truth or falsity is given by the definition of the terms used. Therefore, as the concept of God includes existence, without existence the term ‘God’ would not apply.
-Anselm’s intention in the Proslogion was to offer an argument that would establish not only the existence of God, but also the various attributes that Christians believe God possesses. 
-Anselm’s version of the ontological argument is in two parts. One establishes that the concept of God must exist in reality and the second establishes that the necessity of God’s existence for contingent objects (in other words that God cannot not exist) 


First part: 
Anselm’s first form of the ontological argument to give a proof of God in summary follows the line of argument that ‘God is that than which nothing greater can be thought’(Proslogion 2) . It is from this definition that the first part of his argument is developed. Anselm meant that God is the greatest being that can be thought of with the highest sum of all perfections; that is , a being that cannot be improved upon. To think of a greater being means that being is God. 
According to Anselm, even ‘The fool has said in his heart There is no God’ (Psalm 14:1, 53:1) but he still has the has a concept of God in his mind. Anselm sees the absurdity of the fool’s position as there is a contradiction in that the atheist (the fool) understands the definition of God as the greatest conceivable being but at the same time rejects the concept of God by denying the existence of such a being. The fool therefore understands the claim that God exists but does not believe that God exists. Anselm seeks to show that the fool is wrong in saying that God does not exist as anyone who understands what it means to say that God exists must have knowledge of God. Anselm argues that whatever is understood must exist in the understanding, so that than which nothing greater can be conceived exists in the understanding, even the atheist has this understanding even if only to dismiss the existence of God. Thus the concept of God leads to the question if God exists only in the understanding or in reality too? 
Anselm makes a distinction between an object ‘in ones understanding’ and ‘to understand’ that the object exists. What Anselm means is that there is a difference between saying that something exists in one’s understanding and saying that one understands (or believes) it exists. For example, unicorns exists in people’s understanding, but people understanding that unicorns do not exists. In arguing that God is ‘something than which nothing greater can be conceived’, Anselm is stating that if God exists in the mind (In intellectu re). This being would then be something in both the mind and the reality (in re). ‘There exists therefore beyond doubt something than which a greater cannot be imagined in the understanding and in reality’, this being would then be something than which nothing greater can be conceived and would therefore be God. Anselm draws the conclusion that God must therefore exist.  
If anselm is presenting an argument for the existence of God then Anselm is using reason to prove God exists. He has used this method of reasoning, reductio ad absurdum, to prove that God exists. This is how the argument works, suppose god only exists in ones understanding then God could be greater by existing in reality. This means a greater God is possible, one that exists in reality. The last statement would be a contradiction of the definition of God as God is the greatest thing which can be conceived. This contradiction would be an absurd conclusion (Reductio ad absurdum). Therefore, the opposite conclusion must be true. If God is the greatest thing which can be conceived, then God must exist in both the understanding and in reality. Anselm has faith in the existence of God and through logic has demonstrated that the opposite opinion, that God does not exist, would be absurd. 
Second part 
In proslogion 3 (second part of his argument) seeks to show that God’s existence is necessary. That means as he has necessary existence, logically it is impossible for God not to exist. Anselm argues that we do know that God has necessary existence because 1) nothing greater can be conceived. 2) to be thought not to exist would be inferior to thinking of something that must always exist. 3) God therefore necessarily exists. Thus, anselm argues that God exists because not only is God that than which nothing greater can be conceived, but also that God is a being with necessary existence. ‘What are thou, then, than whom nothing greater can be conceived?’ (Anselm Proslogion 5). This is central to Anselm’s argument as this is the difference between the fool and the believer. The fool knows the word ‘God’ but does not know ‘the greatest being that can be conceived’, God cannot be thought of as not existing. If this is so then Anselm’s conclusion, that those who doubt or deny the existence of God do not what God is, remains and his argument that ‘no one who understands what God is can conceive that God does not exist’ stands. 
Gaunilo: 
-Gaunilo was a french Monk who was a contemporary of Anselm, and he was the first to raise objections to Anselm’s idea that God exists by definition. Gaunilo, like Anselm was Christian, but he believed that Anselm’s argument was not logical and therefore needed to be refuted. Gaunilo rejects that Anslem has proved the existence of God reductio ad absurdum, because he does not believe that Anselm’s conclusion that because there is understanding of God as ‘the greatest thing that can be conceived’ means that God must exist in reality if valid. Gaunilo is arguing that we have understanding of many things, but it does not make them exist. Gaunilo claimed that the flaws In Anselm’s logic would be made obvious if we go through the argument again, replacing the idea of God with the idea of an island. In his writings of ‘Behalf of the fool’, he explained that we could imagine the most excellent lost island; we understand the implications of ‘the most excellent lost island’ and therefore this notion exists as a concept in our understanding. We might then, using Anselm’s logic, go on to say that for such an island to exist in our minds means that this is inferior to the same island existing in reality. If our island is truly the most excellent, it cannot have the inferiority that comes from it being a concept only- it must therefore exist in reality. But clearly, there is no such island in reality. We cannot bring something into existence just by defining it as a superlative. Linking this idea to the ontological argument shows that the fact that an atheist such as the fool dismissed the existence of God demonstrates that there are different understandings of God. The very fact that he is arguing with Anselm as to whether the existence of God can be proved using the definition of God is evidence in itself that there is no common understanding of the meaning of the word ‘God’, and therefore the ontological argument cannot be used to support the existence of God. 
Anselm response to Gaunilo 
-Anselm was impressed with Gaunilos argument however he argued that although Gaunilo was right in the case of an island, the same objections did not work when the ontological argument was used of God, because an island has contingent existence, whereas God’s existence is necessary. Therefore this argument only works when applied to God, because of the uniqueness of God and the unique way in which he exists- which was the whole point of the ontological argument.
Descartes
Rene Descartes developed the ontological argument in ways that differ from Anselm’s argument. Within his argument, Descartes still concentrates on the idea that the very fact that we have the concept of the God of classic theism must mean that God exists. Similar to Anselms Ontological argument, Descartes also puts forward a priori argument. 

In his argument, he made the well- known argument ‘I think, therefore i am’ (Cogito ergo sum) . For Descartes, the existence of the self could be known as a logical fact. Once this is accepted, we can then seek knowledge of the wider universe. He concluded that these included a priori things such as mathematics. He was aware of the properties of a triangle, and even if triangles had never existed, they would still have the distinct characteristics of three sides and three angles. ‘Existence can no more be separated from the essence of God than can its having three angles equal to two right angles be separated from the essence of a triangle’. Descartes denies that he would have come to know the nature of triangles through his senses as his senses would not derive the triangles properties as clearly and distinctly as he does in his mind. He reasoned that a triangle must have all of the properties he ascribed to it because the triangle exists as an idea in his mind and he clearly and distinctively perceives all of its properties. According to Descartes, the second important piece of knowledge following from our own existence is knowledge of God. Perhaps we can prove he exists too, merely by knowledge as he is an idea in the mind. He had a clear and distinct definition of God as the ‘supremely perfect being’ with omniscience and omnipotence. (Omniscience- the ability to know everything; all knowing, Omnipotence- the power to do anything; all-powerful.)  Descartes defined ‘existence’ as one of God’s many perfections. Descartes is not relying on the arbitrary definition of God but on an innate idea of God that he believes people possess. Descartes is arguing that God’s necessary existence is contained within our understanding of God as a ‘supremely perfect being’. As imperfect being, Descartes believes that humans cannot develop the idea of a perfect being themselves. Therefore, the idea must have come from the perfect being itself. Therefore, God exists. 

Second part 

From God’s necessary existence, Descartes develops the second part of his argument. Descartes is arguing that the existence of God is a predicate of God because as a most-perfect being, God must possess existence otherwise that being is not perfect. He believes we can conclude that God exists because existence is a predicate of a most-perfect being. The very essence of God includes existence. Therefore, God must exist in reality or God would not be perfect and this would be against the definition of God, which is absurd. Descartes says that trying to imaging God without the predicate of existence is illogical, like imagining a triangle without three sides or mountains without valleys. ‘Existence is a part of the concept of a perfect being; anyone who denied that a perfect being had the property of existence would be like someone who denied that a triangle had the proper three sidedness’. 

The relationship between faith and reason 

-The various forms of the ontological argument seem to be insufficient to convert the atheist. However, perhaps that was not the original intention. It is likely that Anselm was writing for those who already had a belief in God, and wanted to show that their faith was rational 

-Descartes was attempting to give a logical argument to prove the existence of God. He required proof of God to justify his rationalistic approach to knowledge and certainty. 


ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT EVALUATION- A02 


Does the ontological argument have any value for the non- believer? 
 
The ontological argument of God can be arrived through reasoned argument. 
If kierkegaard and Penelhum are correct that the ontological argument will have little value. Coming to a belief in God by means of rational argument alone is beyond the limits of both philosophy and reason. Likewise, if faith is required prior to reason, then the ontological argument will be of little value to the non-believer. However if the view of the enlightment is correct, then the ontological argument may be of value. It is a deductive argument- if the premises are true, the conclusion must follow and therefore it holds out the hope of a universal proof. It is also a priori argument since it has no premises acquired from experience so it cannot be refuted empirically. 

Even if belief in God can be arrived at through reason, the ontological argument only matters to the non-believer if the argument is persuasive. This will then be a case of weighing up the relative strengths and weaknesses. One strength is that it poses a direct challenge to a non- believer, since its starting point is the definition of God. Non-believers must have a concept of God and so may be drawn to the conclusion that God must exist. 


Does it successfully challenge disbelief in God? 

How successful is the argument as proof of God’s existence? 

Would the success or failure of this argument have any significance for faith? 
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THE PROBLEM OF EVIL –A01 
-Use booklet too 

Process thought: 

Process philosophy is a distinctive religious world view based upon the work of A.N Whitehead. David Griffin developed a theodicy on the basis of process philosophy in his book, God, Power and Evil: A process theodicy. It seeks to respond to the challenge that the amount of suffering in the world is too great and often unjust to be explained by the suggestion that it is for the development of human virtues. Many scholars will not accept that this is a theodicy and prefer to call it process thought. This is because unlike the other arguments incompatible with the existence of an omnipotent- all-loving God, it starts from the assumption that God is not omnipotent but God is good. As God is no longer regarded in this philosophy as all-powerful then God did not create ex-nihilo (‘from nothing’) but rather he crafted the world from pre-existent matter and that is why it is fundamentally flawed. 


God’s role in creation: 

Process theologians do not use the usual translation of Genesis 1:1, ‘In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth’, but the other translation of some Hebrew scholars, ‘When God began to create the heavens and the earth, the earth was without form and void.’. Griffin argues that this translation supports the universe as uncreated and eternal, and having within it deity. As God is not the creator of the natural laws then god is limited by these laws, and is therefore not omnipotent. If this view is accepted then God’s role in creation was limited to developing what was already there, for example by encouraging the start of the evolutionary process. In every situation, God works by ‘persuading’ and ‘luring’ creation towards a state of greater order and complexity, in which the two kinds of goodness are to be found; harmony and intensity. Where creation rebels against God’s persuasion, for he does not have the power to impose his will, the corresponding evils of discord (including physical and mental pain) and pointless triviality will result. 

As the creative process develops, the possibilities for good and evil both increase, as both harmony and discord can be experienced in greater intensity. With the development of humans who exert their own influence on the world, God’s control is further diminished, since humans are free to ignore God. ‘God cannot coerce worldly beings, because the inherent power they have cannot be overridden’.  Their knowledge of God’s will is very limited since he did not fashion them after his own likeness. Hence Griffin believe that it is necessarily the case that God cannot completely control the creatures. By admitting the limits to God ‘power, process theodicy no longer needs to justify why God does not intervene to stop evil, for God is simply unable to do this. 

However, this does not free God from responsibility for evil altogether. It was, after all, God who started off the process of ordering the universe, knowing that he would be unable to control it. In Griffins words ‘God is responsibility for evil in the sense of having urged the creation forward to those states in which discordant feelings could be felt with greater intensity’. The main task of the process theodicy therefore is to explain satisfactorily why God took such a risk rather than allowing the original matter to remain chaotic and undisturbed. Griffin argues that God can only be condemned for setting off the creative process if we genuinely believe that, in order to avoid the risk of evil, he should have also avoided all possibilities of Good. Griffin suggest that the universe has produced enough quantity and quality of good to outweigh the evil, so that given a choice between the universe we live in and no universe at all, the former is preferable. This, it is argued, justifies God’s choice. 

God suffers as well: 

An important feature of process theodicy is that God himself suffers along with the world every time his creative desires are frustrated, such as when moral evil is committed. This follows naturally from the fact that God is part of the world, affected by it, yet unable to control it. For Whitehead, God is not a last resort transcendent from the world and remaining independent of it. Instead, God is an integral element in the world and participates actively in its struggles and concerns. The outcome is as Whitehead states in process and reality, that God is the ‘fellow sufferer who understands’, so he is not seperate from his creation but part of it and developing with it, influencing events but not determining it.  This makes it much easier to justify God in the face of the risk that he took. It would therefore be unreasonable for humans to condemn God for his role in the creative process when he has suffered unimaginably more than anyone else from the consequences, having experienced every suffering that there has ever been. Likewise, it would be unreasonable for anyone else to suggest that they know better than God whether the whole process has been and continues to be worthwhile. If it is good enough for God, so to speak, then it should be good enough for everyone else.

The purpose of evil in thought process: 

In the general theodicies, theologians are arguing in effect that there is no genuine evil because all the evil is merely apparent evil since it contributes to a greater good, as it is by overcoming evil that people can become closer to God. In process thought evil is required for the, ‘Correlation between the capacity to enjoy and the capacity to suffer is a necessary, metaphysical correlation, inherent in the nature of things’ (Griffin- creation out of chaos and the problem of evil). In process thought, evil is regarded as discord in the world that brings about destruction. In adventures of ideas, Whitehead describes evil as ‘in itself destructive and evil’ and concludes that ‘destruction as a dominant fact in the experience is the correct definition of evil’. But from this discord there can be benefits. It allows for the recognition of perfection and generates the desire for a better world. In other words, we cannot experience all of the values if we have not opposites. If, for example we are going to experience enjoyment, happiness, goodness then the opposites much exist of misery, sadness and evil. Situations with which we are presented have the choice of acting for good or evil. Griffin believes that suffering is part of life and can only be avoided by bringing humanity to an end by not reproducing. Evil in process thought is not just actions that bring about suffering, but also opportunities missed to bring about good. Griffin cannot support the view that moral evil is so great that it would be better for a world in which such lives are lived never to have existed. Natural evil is explained by the suggestion that all creatures can deviate from God’s will and this caused natural evil. As God is not working with materials that were in a perfect state when he created the world, then there is scope for natural disasters when these materials fail. 

Soul-making theodicy 

Hick’s value of soul-making theodicy is a modern presentation of the Irenean theodicy. This argues that both natural and moral evil are essential to ‘soul making’ so they have a good purpose. An all-loving God is therefore justified in making a world such as this and in allowing humanity to perform evil acts. Irenaeus and Augustine both traced evil back to human free will, but where Augustine considered evil to be totally at odds with God’s purposes, Irenaeus thought it had a valuable part to play within his plans for humans. Hick develops this theme into a fuller explanation of the importance and implications of evil for both God and humans. Hick’s argument is known as the value of soul-making theodicy. 

The central features of Hick’s theodicy: 
Hick argues that instead of creating humans as morally perfect beings from the outset, God deliberately left them imperfect or ‘unfinished’ to enable them to complete the process of creation themselves. Following Irenaeus, he argued that humans are created as children of God in the image of God with the potential to achieve perfection in the future, when they will be in the likeness of God. Ireneaus view was that man as a personal and moral being already exists in the image, but has not yet been formed into the finite likeness, of God. By this ‘likeness’ Irenaeus means something more than personal existence as such; he means a certain valuable quality of personal life which reflects finitely the divine life. This represents the perfecting of man, the fulfilment of God’s purpose for humanity, the ‘bringing of many sons to glory’, the creating of ‘children of God’ who are ‘fellow heirs with Christ’ of glory. (Hick evil and soul making) 


Evil as the means through which humans become ‘children of God’ : 

If this ‘likeness’ is to be achieved then Hick has to admit that this makes God partly responsibile for the evil in the world as it is the means through which humans will become ‘children of God’. However, he argues that God has a sufficiently good reason for allowing evil that its existence does not threaten his perfectly loving nature. God needed to allow humans to develop themselves rather than creating them perfectly, because virtues that have been formed as a result of a person overcoming temptations and challenges are ‘intrinsically more valuable than virtues created within him ready made without effort on his own part’ (Hick quoted in Encountering evil: Live options in theodicy) For example, If god wanted humans to be genuinely loving, he had to give them the opportunity to develop this quality for themselves. If we had been created so that we would always automatically love and obey God, we would have been robots and our ‘love’ would have been meaningless. As the free-will defence has established, if we are to have genuine free choice, evil must be both a possibility and, to some extent, a reality. 
Evil is undeniably unpleasant, but it is an essential part of the development of moral perfection, which Hick describes as ‘soul-making’. No suffering in the Irenaean tradition is pointless. There is therefore a sense in which by allowing evil (which is contrary to his nature) to exist in his creation, God is in fact demonstrating the true extent of his love for humans. Hick develops his theodicy by examining the type of creation that God needed to bring about if it were to be the best environment for the process of soul-making. 

God is an epistemic distance: 
Hick argues that God could have created humanity directly in his presence so that they were automatically aware of his limitless divine power. However, if God had done this then the gap between God and humanity would be so small that the latter would have no freedom in relation to god. God therefore chosen the better course which is to place humanity at sufficient distance to have awareness but not certainty of God. ‘This creature must be brought into existence, not in the immediate divine presence, but at a distance from God’. This is not a spatial distance but an epistemic distance. An epistemic distance means that there is a knowledge gap between God and humans. Humans are not born with innate knowledge of God’s existence and have to seek God through faith. Humans are able to exist as finite beings with the freedom of choice as to whether they acknowledge and worship or turn away from, God. ‘Humanity is created at an epistemic distance from God in order to come freely to know and love their maker’ The argument is that were God’s presence to be too imminent, humans would be overwhelmed by knowledge of God’s expectations. In practice, therefore, they would obey God not because they had chosen to upon their own volition, but because he was overlooking their every move. Free will is very important in this theodicy. The more opportunities we get to exercise our free will, the more opportunities we get to do the right thing. Even when we use our free will to do the wrong thing, we still grow in some way as a result. 

Why is the world not a paradise? : 

Hick further argues that natural evil has a part to play in the process of soul-making. For if the world were a paradise, where there was no possible chance of ever causing any kind of harm, humans would not in fact be free, because every possible human action would result in happiness. Evil would be indistinguishable from good since both would result in the same thing. Consequently, humans would in effect be robots and not, in fact humans. A further and related argument for the presence of real, actual evil is that without such evil, everyone would follow God’s laws because there would never be any difficulty in doing so. Qualities such as courage, honor and love would all be impossible. As a result, there would be no opportunity to develop into God’s likeness, and since these qualities are essential to such development then there need to be opportunities to achieve them in this world. Therefore a world with moral evil in it directly pushes us to mature morally and spiritually. In this case, the counterfactual hypothesis establishes that God’s purpose would not be possible in a world completely free from suffering and evil. God therefore chose to create an imperfect world to give humans the chance to develop real virtues by overcoming its difficulties and temptations. This development occurs by not only avoiding the temptation to commit moral evil oneself and dealing with the challenges that occur when others commit it, but also by coping with the evil and suffering resulting from natural evil. Hick therefore concludes that the world has to be one containing ‘Unpredictable contingencies and dangers- in which unexpected and undeserved calamities may occur to anyone- because only in such a world can mutual caring and love be elicited’. He concludes that since our world offers these opportunities for ‘moral growth and development’, which would not be available in a pain- free world, it is the best world in which to develop. Accordingly, he describes it as the ‘vale of soul-making’. So, while it may not be possible to demonstrate the need for every individual example of suffering, the world must contain natural laws which can produce some suffering. Therefore, Hick concludes that while our world is not ‘designed for the maximization of human pleasure and the minimization of human pain, it may nevertheless be rather well adapted to the quite different purpose of soul-making’.  Hick does not believe that this process towards the likeness of God is ‘completed in the life of the individual’ except for a small minority that are recognized as saints. It is therefore completed in the afterlife. All will eventually become the ‘children of God’ and ‘inherit eternal life’. 

The need for an afterlife: 
The final element of Hick’s theodicy concerns the importance of the afterlife. There are three reasons for this: 
-The process towards the likeness of God is rarely ‘completed in the life of the individual’ except for a small minority that are recognized as saints. The challenges of the world do not always result in genuine human development. If life were to end at death, God’s original purpose for creation would have been frustrated. 
-Only a supremely good future in Heaven can justify the magnitude of the suffering endured 
-Many apparently ‘evil’ people are nothing more than ‘victims of the system’; people who perhaps have been brought up badly and who cannot be held totally responsible for their actions. It would threaten God’s justice if these people were overlooked by not being given a place in Heaven. It is therefore essential to Hick’s theodicy that all people will eventually become the ‘children of God’ and ‘inherit eternal life’. 





A02- The problem of evil 


1.The success of the theodicies as a response to the problem of evil 

Process theodicy- 
-Criticism- God is not the god of classical theism. Response: Fits in with modern evolutionary theories. Success- depends if you think the traditional view of God is correct 

Classic theism- The belief in a personal deity, creator of everything that exists, who is distinct from that creation and is sustained and preserver of the universe. 

-Criticism- There is no guarantee that good will ultimately overcome evil.Response: That is the nature of God and the universe. Success: Depends on view of nature of God and the universe 

-Criticism- Is death the end? Response: There are no guarantees. Unknown. Success: Does it matter?  

-Criticism- Is such a God worthy of worship? Response: Relationship to God is not about worship. Success: Depends on view of the nature of God. 


Value of soul making- 

-Criticism: Does the end justify the means? Can the suffering experienced justify the ultimate joy? Response: All ultimately experience the joy and the joy lasts eternally. Success: Depends if you think the ends could be achieved without so much suffering 

-Criticism: Could not the greater goods be gained without such evil/suffering? Response: To show compassion, etc requires the existence of evil. Success: Are the greater goods worth the pain and suffering? 

-Criticism: As a christian theodicy, the death of jesus and forgiveness seem irrelevant. Response: Jesus death is seen as an inspiring example. Success: Depends on your view of Jesus and what his death achieved 


4.The strengths and weaknesses of these responses to the problem of evil (hick+ process thought) 


Hick’s value of soul-making: 
Strengths: 
-Consistent with modern thinking about origins of life 
-All evil is justified since ultimately all achieve the goal of heaven 


Weaknesses: 
-If end result is guaranteed, what is the point of the pilgrimage? 
-As a Christian theodicy, it seems to make the death of Jesus unnecessary 


Process: 
Strengths: 
-Consistent with evolutionary theories 
-God is not distant but a co-sufferer 
-Removes the logicla problem by denying God’s omnipotence 

Weaknesses: 
-Radical departure from classical theism 
-No guarantee that god will ultimately overcome evil 
-The God depicted it not worthy of worship 
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