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We commonly think of mathematics as bringing precision tali@ation domains, but its relationship
with computer science is more complex. This experiencertepothe use of Racket and Haskell to
teach a required first university CS course to students witly good mathematical skills focusses
on the ways that programming forces one to get the detaitg,ngith consequent benefits in the
mathematical domain. Conversely, imprecision in mathaakabstractions and notation can work
to the benefit of beginning programmers, if handled cargfull

1 Introduction

Mathematics is often used to quantify and model what woutétise be poorly-understood phenom-
ena. However, as an activity carried out by humans for humiaregan and does take advantage of
imprecision: using ambiguous notation, omitting cases dna “similar,” and eliding details. The ma-
chines that mediate activity by humans for humans in conmmgience introduce an element of forced
precision. The thesis of this paper is that pedagogicahtibie to this relationship can enhance learning
in both disciplines, by introducing more precision to matlagics, and by careful use of imprecision in
computer science.

The University of Waterloo has the world’s largest FacultyMathematics, with six departments
(including a School of Computer Science), over 200 faculgmbers, and about 1400 undergraduate
students entering each year. These students are requitakktovo CS courses, and they have a choice
of three streams. Two are aimed at majors and non-majorgectggly; the third is aimed at students
with high mathematical aptitude. A similar high-aptitudeeam has existed for the two required math
sequences (Calculus and Algebra) for decades, but the Ceely stream is relatively recent, starting
with a single accelerated course in 2008 and moving to a twpse sequence in 2011-2012.

The CS advanced stream currently has a target of 50-75 stugenyear. Admission is by instruc-
tor consent, or by scoring sufficiently high on math or progmang contests at the senior high-school
level. Consequently, a significant fraction (sometimesantlban half) of the students taking the advanced
stream are not CS majors (and many who are will take a secojat mane of the other Math depart-
ments). Some students have considerable experience imatiyeeprogramming, while others have no
programming experience at all. Functional programmingh s low barriers to entry and its elegant
abstractions, is well-suited to provide the right sort ddildnges for such a diverse population.

Our major and non-major streams use Radket [6] exclusivethe first course, with the “How To
Design Programs” (HtDP) textbodkl [2] and the Program By Be$PBD) methodology [5]. (The second
courses make a gradual transition to C for majors and Pythiondn-majors.) Because of the difficulty
of assessing placement (many non-majors would be betteritbfithe moderate challenge of the major
course, and the advanced course also draws from both grangspnsequent student migration between
streams, the advanced stream cannot stray too far from thikelnbut some deviation is possible. The
rest of the curriculum ignores functional programming, pward compatibility is not an issue.
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There are thus some major similarities among the first caursall three streams, and indeed with
courses on functional programming using other language$extbooks: starting with the manipulation
of numbers and structures with a fixed number of fields, inteitfy recursion with lists, and continuing
with trees. PBD emphasizes data-directed design, and #nefusxamples and tests to guide code
development.

In the remainder of this paper, | will describe some unushalaes that | made in the design of the
first advanced course, some techniques that seemed to fiowgr fawth students, and some issues that
remain to be overcome.

2 The roles of Racket and Haskell

Among institutions using a functional-first approach, Hak3] is a popular choice. Haskell is an
elegant and highly-expressive language, and its proxitaitpathematics would make it a natural choice
for students in the advanced stream. Thus the reader mayrjésed at the choice | made in the first
advanced course: while the first set of lectures uses Haskdllsively, and students see it throughout
the advanced course, all of their assignment programmitgrie in Racket. Haskell is used as functional
pseudocode.

Conventional pseudocode, at its best, resembles untyseaPanperative, with loops manipulating
arrays and pointers. In comparison, code written in a foneti language is transparent enough that
it often serves the same purpose. However, there are degfdéemnsparency, and some functional
languages are more readable than others. Haskell, wittrpatin function definitions and local bindings,
and infix notation, is rich in expressivity, and it is highladable as long as care is taken to not make it
too terse (at least on early exposure).

However, students actually programming in Haskell (as spddo just reading it for comprehension)
have to learn about operator precedence, and have to leapattern language. Mistakes in these areas
often manifest themselves as type errors, aggravated leyityprence making interpretations that the
student does not yet know enough to deliberately intenda@idaand compiler errors designed to inform
the expert. Well-written Haskell code is a joy to read; pgpartitten, incorrect Haskell code can be a
nightmare for the beginner to fix.

Racket's uniform, parenthesized syntax (inherited fromplLand Scheme) is by contrast relatively
straightforward; the teaching language subsets implezddnt the DrRacket IDE limit student errors that
produce “meaningful nonsense”; and testing is lightweidgutilitating adherence to the PBD method-
ology. Seeing two languages from the beginning lets stgddistinguish between concepts and surface
syntax (in effect providing them with a basis for generdi@a, while programming in just one mini-
mizes operational confusion. When | introduce more advéifieatures available in full Racket (such
as pattern matching and macros), students can apprecéate (thith the foreshadowing provided by
Haskell) and put them to use immediately.

Following Hutton, who in his textbook “Programming In HaBk¢4] does not even mention lazy
evaluation until the penultimate chapter, | am vague abloeitcomputational model of Haskell at the
beginning. But a precise computational model is importardebugging, and the simplified reduction
semantics that HtDP presents is quite useful, especiaftybared with the DrRacket tool (the Stepper)
that illustrates it on student code.
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In fact, though the code I show is legal Haskell (with a fewgielis, such as the usedfriving Show
or type signatures necessary to assuage the compilergadqrode it should perhaps be called “Raskell,”
because, in early computational traces and later analfsimning time, | assume strict (not lazy) se-
mantics corresponding to those of Racket.

3 Computation and proof

Here is the first program that the students see.

data Nat = Z | S Nat
plus x Z =X
plus x (S y) =S (plus x y)

Peano arithmetic is not normally treated in a first course @nputing, though it may show up in
a later course on formal logic or a deep enough treatment skéllato show its utility in advanced
notions of types. One reason to introduce it here is that tlyel#&a course my students are taking
simultaneously is not linear algebra, but “classical atg&bwhich uses elementary number theory to
illustrate the process of doing mathematics. However, ¢dhatse assumes the properties of integers as
a ring and rational numbers as a field (without using thoseggras does every math course before a
formal treatment of groups, rings, and fields. This givesrus@portunity to show that computers cannot
just assume these operations exist, but must implement them

HtDP distinguishes three kinds of recursion: structuralirsion, where the structure of the code
mirrors a recursive data definition (as above); accumwatcursion, where structural handling of one
or more parameters is augmented by allowing other paramitexccumulate information from earlier
in the computation (illustrated below); and generativeursion, where the arguments in a recursive
application are “generated” from the data (early exampiekide GCD and Quicksort).

A computational treatment of Peano arithmetic respecsshilerarchy (the code above is structurally
recursive) while immediately serving notice that mathecahtissumptions will be challenged and details
are important. Being precise about addition, an activitydehts have carried out almost as long as
they can remember, but which they likely have not examinadfally, gives a fresh perspective on
mathematics. This approach also permits me to addressriredytfashion the notion of proofs and their
importance to computer science.

The first proof they see is an example of classimtroduction, where a free variable in a proved
statement can be quantified. Here is a proofaafd' x (S (S Z)) = S (S x)".

add x (S (S 7)) S (add x (S Z))
S (S (add x Z))

S (S x)

We can now conclude “For alfats x, add x (S (S Z)) = S (S x)". | describe this to the
students as “the anonymous method”; the emphasis herettsasrexample of greater precision in math-
ematics than is typical at this level, where implicit fol-@liantification is a source of much confusion.
(Note the computational model here, a restricted form ohéqnal reasoning where the clauses of the
function definition are treated as rewriting rules. This hessquite well with the reduction semantics
given for Racket.)

The anonymous method is inadequate for a proper explorafigiroof, even at this point. At-
tempts to prove, for example, commutativity or associgtifother concepts they have taken for granted)
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founder. An even simpler example is “For @ithts x, add Z x = x". We can prove this for small
examples, suchas= S (S (S 2)):

add Z (S (8 (8 Z))) =S (add Z (8 (S 2)))
S (S (add Z (S 2)))
=8 (S (S (add Z 2)))

S (8 (58 2))

At this point the student can see the proof for the case S (S Z), on the right hand side if one
layer of S is stripped away. In this way, we arrive at the need for antificetion of structural induction
on our definition ofNat. They see induction in their Algebra sequence (immediatelhe advanced
stream, after a few weeks in the regular stream) but it is pptied to “fundamental” properties of
arithmetic, which are taken for granted.

This approach falls short of full formalism, either througlproof assistant such as Coq or ACL, or
through a classic presentation of Peano arithmetic in théegb of formal logic, either of which would
be overkill for an introductory course. Instead, it uses potar science and mathematics together to
yield more insight than traditional pedagogical approadiehis level in either discipline.

Discussing proofs by induction also reinforces the idea shactural recursion, should it work for
the problem at hand, is a preferable approach, as it is éasieason about, even informally. We look at
a non-structurally-recursive version of addition:

data Nat = Z | S Nat
add x Z =X
add x (S y) = add (Sx) y

This function uses accumulative recursion (the first patamis an accumulator), and it is harder to
prove properties such as the one above, commutativity,socegivity. In fact, the easiest way to do this
is to prove thakdd is equivalent tgplus, and then prove the properties fetus.

Surprisingly, this situation carries over into many eagsiof accumulative recursion, such as to add
up or reverse a list. An accumulator resembles a loop vasiabid the correspondence is direct in the
case of tail recursion. The conventional approach to pgpearrectness is to specify a loop invariant that
is then proved by induction on the number of iterations (othie functional case, the number of times
the recursive function is applied). But it turns out that eedi proof (by structural induction) that the
accumulatively-recursive function was equivalent to tthecturally-recursive version is, in many cases,
easier and cleaner. The reason is that many of the standawts f loop invariants involve definitions
that use notation (such asfor addition) whose properties themselves require reeeirdefinitions and
proofs.

As an example, consider adding up a list.

sumh [] acc = acc
sumh (x:xs) acc = sumh xs (x+acc)
sumlist2 xs = sumh xs 0

An informal proof of correctness efumlist2, based on Hoare logic, would use an invariant such as “In
every application of the formumh ys acc, the sum of the whole list is equal txc plus the sum of
theys.” But there really is no better formalization of “the sum afi"this statement than the structurally
recursive definition ogumlist:

sumlist [] =0
sumlist (x:xs) = x + sumlist xs
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At which point it is easier and more straightforward to proker all xs, for all acc, sumh xs acc =
acc + sumlist xs” by structural induction orxs. We arrive at this only by trying to prove the more
obvious statement “For alls, sumh xs 0 = sumlist xs” and failing, because the inductive hypothe-
sis is not strong enough. The difficulty of finding an appraf@igeneralization to capture the role of the
accumulator (which gets harder with more complex code) tings the difficulty of understanding and
informally justifying code that uses an accumulator.

The strong connection between structural recursion angttstal induction makes it possible to
discuss rigourous proofs of correctness in a way that is wetwehelming (as it typically is for Hoare
logic), and this extends to most uses of accumulative ramursTraditional invariants are easier to
work with in the absence of mutation than if it is present, thdy still require more work than the
direct approach of structural induction. Strong inductioninduction on time or number of recursive
applications, can thus be deferred until generative remuis taught.

4 Analyzing efficiency

A traditional CS1-CS2 approach defers discussion of algorianalysis and order notation to the sec-
ond course, leaving the first one to concentrate on the lgel-lmechanics of programming. However,
efficiency influences not only the design of imperative laaggs, but the ways in which elementary
programming techniques are taught. Efficiency is also tepheint in the room in a functional-first ap-
proach, though the source of the problem is different. Acstmally-recursive computation where it
is natural to repeat a subexpression involving a recurgpaication (for example, finding the maxi-
mum of a nonempty list) leads to an exponential-time impletation, with noticeable slowdown even
on relatively small instances. The fix (moving code with ipd subexpressions to a helper function)
is awkward unless local variables are prematurely intreduand even then, the motivation has to be
acknowledged. Accumulative recursion is also primariltisaded by efficiency.

Our major stream also postpones order notation to the semmnde, while reluctantly acknowledg-
ing the elephant where necessary. The advanced streamydmuveroduces order notation early. An
intuitive illustration of time and space complexity is easgigh our first example of unary numbers, as it
is clear from a few traces that our representation takes apad toom and computation with it is slower
than by hand. We more carefully exercise these ideas by matithis point into a sequence of lectures
on representing sets of integers by both unordered andeatdists.

Order notation shares pedagogical pitfalls with anotheictcommonly introduced in first year,
limits in calculus. Both concepts have precise definitian®living nested, alternating quantifiers, but
students are encouraged to manipulate them intuitively quasi-algebraic fashion. A typical early
assignment involves questions like “Prove that 6 9n— 7 is O(n?).” As with epsilon-delta proofs,
not only do weaker students turn the crank on the form witlmou¢h understanding, but questions like
this have little to do with subsequent use of the ideas. Tiuatsdn is worse with order notation (more
guantifiers, discrete domains that are difficult to visueliz

The analysis of imperative programs at the first-year levditiie more than adding running times
for sequential blocks and multiplying for loop repetitipna other words, it is compositional based
on program structure. The obvious approach for recursiketions involves recurrences. But solving
recurrences is not easy, even with standard practices suohigting inconvenient floors and ceilings,
and setting up recurrences is not straightforward, eithdrave found that a compositional approach
works for many recursive functions encountered in this seuwith the aid of a table.

The tabular method works for functions that use structurahazumulative recursion, as long as
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the recursive application is done at most once on each “pafdhe argument corresponding to a self-
referential part of the data definition. For lists, this ne#me “rest” of the list; for binary trees, this

means the two subtrees. All the functions they need to wmitarly treatment of lists and binary trees
are structurally or accumulatively recursive.

Racket functions consuming data of these forms consistcohd at the top level, and the table has
one row for each question-answer pair (equivalently, fahgaattern plus guard in a Haskell multipart
definition). The row contains entries for the number of tinfesquestion is asked (as a function of the
“size” of the argument), the cost of asking the questionigedways constant), the number of times the
answer is evaluated, and the cost of evaluating the answart({@om recursive applications). These are
multiplied in pairs and added to give the cost of the row, drehtthese costs are added up over all rows.
Here is how the table might look fetumlist (wherenis the length of the list argument):

Row | #Q |time Q| #A | time A | total

1 | n+1| O 1| O1) | On

2 n 0O(1) n | O() | O

O(n)

For a function with more than two cases, we typically canr®isb precise about the number of
guestions and answers. Order notation once again comes tedtue.

filter p [1 = []

filter p (x:xs)
| p x = x : filter p xs
| otherwise = filter p xs

Here is the tabular analysis of the running timefaiter on a list of lengtm.

Row | #Q |timeQ| #A |time A | total
n+1| O(1) 1 O(1) | O(n)

O(1) | O(n) | O(1) | O(n)
O | ©1) |O(n) | O@1) |O(n
O(n)

This approach does not entirely avoid recurrences, whiemacessary to explain, for example, the
exponential-time behaviour of naive list-maximum, bdinitits their use.

Here we are using the imprecision of order notation in twéedént ways. The loss of information
about the exact running time streamlines the analysis bycawying along irrelevant detail. We are
also working with an intuitive or fuzzy understanding in theads of students as to the meaning of an
order-notation assertion (it is still easy, when using #imitar method, to erase the distinction between
then? appearing in a table entry and the actual running time tHatnds, qualified by the appropriate
constants). While this can lead them into difficulty in moeghmlogical situations, it suffices for the
kind of analyses necessary at the first-year level.
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5 Efficient representations of integers

The approach | take to the efficient representation of imegtarts by arguing that the problem with
unary arithmetic stems from the use of a single data cortetrugth interpretatiors:n+— n-+ 1. Using
two data constructors, we must decide on interpretations.

data Nat = Z | A Nat | B Nat

Effective decoding requires that the range of the two imgtions partition the positive integers. “Deal-
ing out” the positive integers suggests an odd-even sptit, mterpretationsi: n— 2nandB: n— 2n+1.
This leads to a form of binary representation (with the mgbst bit outermost), with unique represen-
tation enforced by a rule that should not be applied t@ (corresponding to the omission of leading
zeroes). The interpretation easily yields a structuratyursivef romNat to convert to standard numeric
representation, and its inverseNat.

toNat 0 = Z

toNat 1 =B Z

toNat 2 = A (B Z)
toNat 3 = B (B Z)
toNat 4 = A (A (B Z))

We cover addition and multiplication in the new represeotatand analyze them. This leads to an
interesting side effect. Mutual recursion is introduce#it®P in the context of trees of arbitrary fan-out.
But it arises naturally with the linear structures used here

A first attempt at addition might look like this:

add x Z = x
add Zy =y
add (A x) (Ay) =A (add x y)
add (A x) (By) =B (add x y)
add (B x) (Ay) =B (add x y)

add (B x) (B y) = A (addl (add x y))
addl Z = B Z

addl (A x)
addl (B x)

B x
A (addl x)

A naive analysis o&dd first analyzesadd1, which takesO(s) time on a number of size (humber
of data constructors used in the representation). Hdertakes timeO(m?), wherem s the size of the
larger argument. However, this analysis is too pessimistid actually takes tim&(m), since the total
work done by all applications @fdd1 is O(m), not just one application. This is because the recursion in
add1 stops when an is encountered, but the result of applyiagd1 in add is wrapped in ar.

But this argument is subtle and difficult to comprehend. Iester to replace the last line in the
definition ofadd with an application of an “add plus one” function.
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add (B x) (By) = A (addp x y)

We then developddp, which has a similar structure taid, and recursively appliesdd. It is now easy
to see thatdd has running time linear in the size of the representatiocabige it (oraddp) reduces the
size of the arguments at each step.

Another surprising benefit of this approach is that we carlyegpresent negative numbers simply
by introducing the new nullary constructdy representing-1. The interpretations af andB remain the
same, as do the representations of positive numbers; wenaddle thaB cannot be applied tv. The
resulting representation of integers is isomorphic to sra@mplement notation.

toInts (-1) N

toInts (-2) = AN

toInts (-3) = B (A N)
toInts (-4) = A (A N)
toInts (-5) =B (B (A N))

The more traditional representation of two's complememt loa seen by reading right-to-left and
making the following substitutions: O fay, 1 for B, the left-infinite sequence of 0’s fa, and the left-
infinite sequence of 1's faf.

3 =...011
2 =...010
1=...01
0=...0
-1=...11
-2 =...10
-3 =...101
-4 = ...100
-5 =...1011

When we work out addition for the extended representatiandiscover that the existing rules for
add stay the same, and the new ones involvingre easy to work out. Two’s complement notation is
normally mystifying to second-year students taking a camparchitecture course, because it is pre-
sented as a polished technique that “just works” (that isseef the logic for unsigned binary addition,
with just a little added circuitry). Here we have not only aai explanation of how it works, but good
motivation for the development. The internal represeoatif numbers in both Racket and Haskell is no
longer magic.

The savings in space and time are intuitive, but when we @yaghem, we can introduce and solve
exactly the recurrence relating a natural numies the size of its representation, which is an effective
introduction of logarithms to the base 2 that does not dusikds of discretization.
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6 Efficient representations of sequences

Trees are often introduced to mirror structure in data: iDPtusing family trees, and in our major
sequence, using phylogeny trees. An important insight as ithiroducing tree structure to data not
obviously structured in this fashion can yield improvensent efficiency. Unfortunately, the example
usually chosen to illustrate this, binary search treespisffective at the first-year level. The simplest
algorithms are elegant but degenerate to lists in the wase;cthere are many versions of balanced
search trees, but the invariants are complex and the codéhiemparticularly for deletion. As a result,
first-year students only see artificial examples of balariessk, such as the ones that can be built from
an already-sorted sequence of keys.

Of course, this material is important, and we do treat it. Betfirst example should be a success.
The first introduction of a tree structure to data for purgoskefficiency should result in a quantifiable
improvement, one that is not deferred to an intermediate stafictures course in second year or later.

The treatment of natural numbers in the previous sectionighes a path to an effective introduction
of logarithmic-height binary trees. Consider the probldmepresenting a sequence of elements so as to
allow efficient access to tHéh element. A list can be viewed as being indexed in unary) thi¢ element
of indexZ stored at the head and the tail containing the sequencerogats of indeXs x, stored in the
same fashion but with the comm@rremoved from all indices. The reason it takdg) time to access
theith element of a list is similar to the reason it take@) time to add the unary representationi o6
another number.

Binary representation of numbers suggests storing twoesplgsices instead of one: the sequence of
elements of index x, and the sequence of elements of index. This leads to the idea of a binary tree
where an element of indeX x is accessed by looking for the element of inder the left (“A”) subtree,
and an element of index x is accessed by looking for the element of inder the right (‘B”) subtree.
This is just an odd-even test, as useddliat, and the reader will recognize the concept of a binary trie.

But there is a problem in this particular application, stangvirom the lack of unique representation
and our ad-hoc rule to get around it. Not all sequenceSso&ndB’s are possible, sincé cannot be
applied toz. This means that roughly half the nodes (every left child)ehao element stored at them,
since that element would have an index ending witd. We can avoid this problem by starting the
indexing at 1, or, equivalently, retaining indexing stagtiat O but “shifting” to 1-based before apply-
ing/removingA or B and then shifting back. In other words, we can replaceAtfierepresentation with
aC-D representation, with interpretati@n) = A(n+1) — 1 andD(n) =B(n+1) — 1.

This results in the interpretatidti n— 2n+ 1 andD: n— 2n+ 2. Conversion between the n&xD
representation and built-in integers is as simple as wilotl A-B representation. The new representa-
tion is naturally unique (without the need for extra rules)d all sequences are possible, so there are no
empty nodes in the tree witlt" left subtrees andD” right subtrees. It is easy to show (again, by solving
a recurrence exactly) that the tree has depth logarithmilertotal number of elements. Furthermore,
not only does access to tligh element takes tim®(logi) by means of very simple purely-functional
code, but standard list operations (cons, first, rest) tagarithmic time in the length of the sequence.
We have rederived the data structure known as a Braun_tred@ ] code for deletion (rest) is no more
complicated than the code for addition; indeed, there i®agant symmetry.

Our attention to mathematical detail in the treatment otir@tnumbers has paid off with an un-
expected and fruitful connection to purely-functionaladatructures. We see that a more mathematical
treatment of fundamentals is not in conflict with core conepgcience content; on the contrary, it sup-
ports the content and increases accessibility by providergible explanations for choices.
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7 Conclusions

Course evaluations indicate that students greatly aaeetiie first advanced course. The use of Haskell
as pseudocode does not seem to confuse them. They cantearisi® Racket when asked to do so, and
the Racket code they write on exams does not have Haskelkalsmreeping into it. This is probably
due to the fact that they never have to write Haskell, evensasgncode, during the course. Haskell
intrigues them, and some students express interest in itsihigope to develop some optional learning
materials for such students in the near future.

There is more than enough material to fill a first course wigid®approached in a purely functional
manner (and one that largely emphasizes structural rec)rsihe only real difficulty with content is
the necessity to leave out favourite topics due to the fieigth of the term.

The second advanced course, which needs to move towardstream computer science, is more
problematic. The advanced sequence shares some issugkenitlajor sequence: the more complicated
semantics of mutation; the increased difficulty of testindewritten in a primarily imperative language;
the confusing syntax, weak or absent abstractions, andofagkod support tools associated with pop-
ular languages. Added to these for the advanced sequenteeadésappointment associated with the
comparative lack of elegance and the relatively low-lealre of problem solving typical with such
material. It is not the best advertisement for computenmsse

Despite this, students appreciate the second advancesec@arhaps because all of these elements
are present and have even more impact on students in thedsempriar course (for majors). They also
voice some of the frustrations that | feel as instructor. $&eond course remains a work in progress,
with hope sustained by the fact that Racket is a good labgrédo language experimentation. With luck
I will soon be able to report on a second course which is asriBagafor students as the first one.
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