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Structural analysis in network science is finding the information hidden from the topology struc-
ture of complex networks. Many methods have already been proposed in the research on the
structural analysis of complex networks to find the different structural information of networks. In
this work, the sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality (SBC) is used as a new structural index to check
how the structure of the complex networks changes in the process of the network’s growth. We build
two four different processes of network growth to check how the structure change will be manifested
by the SBC. We find that when the networks are under Barabási–Albert rule, the value of SBC for
each network grows like a logarithmic function. However, when the rule that guides the network’s
growth is the Erdős–Rényi rule, the value of SBC will converge to a fixed value. It means the rules
that guide the network’s growth can be illustrated by the change of the SBC in the process of the
network’s growth. In other words, in the structure analysis of complex networks, the sum of nodes’
betweenness centrality can be used as an index to check what kinds of rules guide the network’s
growth.

INTRODUCTION

The birth of complex networks can be attributed to the
finding of scale-free and small-world properties in com-
plex systems at the beginning of this century [1, 2]. The
mathematical definition of complex networks is based
on the graph, which is comprised of sets of nodes and
edges. The application of the complex networks can
be found in the research of physics[3–5], biology[6–9],
neuroscience[10, 11], financial systems [12–14], and even
social sciences [15, 16]. These new network models are
widely used to describe those new phenomena and be-
haviours in complex systems. Complex networks not only
provide new tools for problems existing in different re-
search fields. Moreover, some new phenomena related to
complex networks have been found in the basic research
of physics [17, 18]. For instance, the breaking of ensemble
equivalence in statistical physics [19–23].

Complex networks are characterized by a simple un-
derlying philosophical logic. In these networks, nodes
represent the units within a system, while the edges be-
tween nodes depict the interconnections and relationships
among these units [3, 17]. Thus, the main problem in the
research on the networks’ structure analysis is how to find
the information hidden in the topology structure of those
networks. Many methods have been proposed to achieve
this intent in the research on network science, such as
the nodes’ centrality, the network’s structural entropy,
the detection of the community structure in networks,
and so on.

Among those methods of structure analysis, there is a
special kind of method, which is called the nodes’ struc-
tural characteristic sum. For instance, the sum of the
nodes’ centrality, which is the sum of each node’s de-

gree. It is also called the total degree in the network,
and it can be used to check the density of the structure
of networks, which is a very important method in the re-
search on network structure analysis. The definition of
total degree inspired us to think that the sum of differ-
ent kinds of node centrality may give us a new kind of
index of the network’s structure analysis. For instance,
the sum of each node’s betweenness centrality (SBC). As
we know, the betweenness is a global structure character-
istic of the nodes in the networks, which is totally differ-
ent from the node’s degree [24–26]. This also means the
SBC can give us unique information about the network’s
topology structure [27–29].
In this work, in order to check what is the unique infor-

mation that the SBC can give us, we generated several
networks according to two different growth rules: the
Barabási–Albert rule and the the Erdős–Rényi rule. We
find that when the networks are under Barabási–Albert
rule, the value of SBC for each network grows like a log-
arithmic function. However, when the rule that guides
the network’s growth is the Erdős–Rényi rule, the value of
SBC will converge to a fixed value. We also find that the
randomness inherent in edge generation can lead to small
fluctuations in SBC. To mitigate this, we conducted mul-
tiple experiments to calculate the mean and reduce ran-
domness, yet significant fluctuations persisted. Hence,
we proceeded to extract the network structure and com-
pare it with SBC, uncovering the relationship between
SBC and network connectivity. Those results show that
SBC can be used to check what kind of growth rules the
network’s growth follows.
In order to verify our findings on the properties of SBC,

we have decomposed the US-airline network by the k-
shell method and calculated the SBC for the networks in
the process of decomposition. We find that based on the
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change of SBC of the US-airline network under k-shell, it
is BA networks. We also decomposed an ER network by
the k-shell, and the value change of SBC in that process
also shows us it is an ER-ruled based network.
The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In sec-

tion 2, the definition of the sum of nodes’ betweenness
centrality (SBC) is proposed. In section 3, the relation-
ship between SBC and networks’ growth is illustrated.
In section 4, we use k-shell to decompose those real net-
works and check how the SBC will change in that process.
Conclusions are given in section 5.

DEFINITION OF THE SUM OF NODES’

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY

The computation of the sum of nodes’ betweenness
centrality relies on the concept of betweenness central-
ity itself. For a graph G(N , E), where N denotes the set
of nodes and E the set of edges, the betweenness central-
ity of each node is determined by the count of shortest
paths passing through that node for all pairs of distinct
nodes. Specifically, the betweenness centrality of node i

is formally defined as:

BC(i) =
∑

s6=i6=t

σst(i)

σst

. (1)

where σst represents the total number of shortest paths
from node s to node t,and σst(i) denotes the number of
those paths that traverse node i.
In this study, our attention is confined to undirected

networks. Thus, the betweenness centrality (BC(i)) of
node i is computed as the ratio of the total number of
shortest paths passing through node i to the total num-

ber of pairs of nodes in the network, which is n(n−1)
2 .

Therefore, the betweenness centrality (BC(i)) value for
node i falls within the range of [0, 1].
Utilizing the betweenness centrality of each node, we

can aggregate these values to derive the definition of the
sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality in complex net-
works, denoted as SBC.

SBC =

n∑

i=1

BC(i). (2)

The symbol n denotes the total number of nodes in
the network G. As the network expands, the value of n
naturally increases, leading to changes in the between-
ness centrality of all nodes, which may remain constant
in some cases. Consequently, the sum of nodes’ between-
ness centrality (SBC) must also vary. Adding new nodes
influences the overall network structure, resulting in sig-
nificant and minor alterations. Thus, the SBC serves as a

meaningful indicator of changes in the network structure
to a certain extent.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SBC AND

NETWORKS’ GROWTH

The sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality (SBC) in
a complex network is determined by the betweenness
centrality values of its nodes and the total node count.
The network’s structure directly influences the between-
ness centrality of each node. In this section, we aim to
investigate the relationship between SBC and network
structure. To accomplish this, we will simulate network
growth from a single node using two distinct growth rules.
Through this analysis, we will elucidate the factors driv-
ing changes in SBC and highlight the variations in SBC
resulting from different network structures.
The development of network structure during the

growth process is regulated by growth rules, which de-
termine how newly added nodes influence the network
structure and subsequently affect the betweenness cen-
trality of each node. Therefore, before investigating the
correlation between SBC and network structure, it is cru-
cial to introduce two distinct network growth rules.

The growth of the network

Network growth entails initially adding a new node to
the network and subsequently attempting to connect this
new node with all existing nodes. The probability of a
connection is determined by the growth rules governing
the network.
This paper explores network growth from a single node

using various growth rules. To investigate the differences
in network structure represented by SBC, we employ two
distinct growth rules to generate different network struc-
tures. This section outlines these two growth rules, both
derived from network growth models proposed by differ-
ent researchers [2, 30].
The first rule is based on the Barabási-Albert (BA)

model [2], a classic algorithm for generating random
scale-free networks in network science. Many real-world
networks, such as the World Wide Web, the Internet, and
social networks like Facebook and Twitter, exhibit this
scale-free feature. In these real networks, hub nodes are
prevalent, and the connections to these hubs increase as
the network expands. Therefore, a rule based on the BA
model is essential to guide network growth, which we will
henceforth refer to as the BA rule.
When the network grows according to the BA rule,

newly added nodes are more likely to link with hub nodes
than with marginal nodes. This probability is determined
by both the degree of the target node and the total degree
in the network. For instance, if the degree of node i is
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denoted as d(i), then the probability for a newly added
node to connect with node i in the seed network is given
by

PBA(i) =
d(i)

∑
ñ

i=1 d(i)
(3)

Here, ñ represents the temporary size of the network.
As the network grows, the value of ñ increases. The defi-
nition of PBA(i) clearly illustrates that nodes with higher
degrees have a greater probability of connecting with the
newly added node when the network grows under the BA
rule.

Following the BA network growth rule, we initiate with
a one-node network, and with each new node added, it
randomly connects based on the priority of existing node
degrees. Furthermore, only one link is generated each
time a new node is introduced.

The second rule is based on the Erdős-Rényi (ER)
model [30]. The ER model is a classical algorithm used
in random network generation. Under this model, each
new node added has an equal probability of connecting
to every node in the initial network. Therefore, follow-
ing the ER rule, the new node added during the net-
work’s growth also has an equal probability of linking to
all nodes in the initial network. The value of this proba-
bility is determined by the total number of nodes in the
initial network. For instance, the probability of the new
node connecting to node i is given by:

PER(i) =
1

ñ
, (4)

where ñ still represents the temporary size of the net-
work. Obviously, with the growth of the network, the
number of new nodes in the network forming links with
existing nodes decreases with the increase of n. There-
fore, when the ER rule is applied during the network’s
growth, the network structure tends towards homogene-
ity.

Due to the varying structural priorities governing con-
nections between new and existing nodes, these two rules
lead to the growth of distinct network topologies. Net-
works evolving under the BA growth rule exhibit struc-
tural heterogeneity as new nodes preferentially attach to
high-degree nodes. Conversely, networks following the
ER growth rule demonstrate structural homogeneity, as
the connection probability for new nodes equals that of
existing nodes, resulting in minimal degree disparities
across the network. The homogeneity of the network
structure can be assessed through degree distribution and
the SBC proposed in this paper.

Changes in the sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality

We employ two network growth rules, BA and ER,
to expand multiple networks and observe the evolution
of the SBC as the networks develop. We note signifi-
cant disparities in the SBC evolution between networks
grown under the BA and ER rules, attributing these dis-
tinctions to changes in the contact network’s structure.
Furthermore, networks grown under the ER rule present
a unique case, which we also elucidate in the context of
network structure.

The sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality under BA rule

The SBC of networks evolving under the BA rule un-
dergoes a noticeable increase over time. Networks ad-
hering to BA rules exhibit a core-periphery structure,
wherein a small number of nodes possess high degrees of
betweenness centrality. As the network expands, the be-
tweenness centrality of these nodes escalates, while most
nodes maintain a degree of one. Consequently, the evolu-
tion of SBC during network growth manifests significant
changes. We illustrate in Fig.1 the structural evolution of
the network grown under the BA rule, specifically high-
lighting the change in SBC.

(a)

(e)
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Number of nodes

(b) (c) (d)

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
0

FIG. 1. The curve depicted in the figure illustrates the trend
in SBC changes for networks evolving under the BA rule. It
is evident that the SBC evolution in networks following the
BA rule resembles that of an exponential function. Initially,
SBC experiences rapid growth, which gradually decelerates as
additional nodes are incorporated. To investigate the under-
lying reasons, we extracted four network structure diagrams
representing various node quantities corresponding to the ar-
rows in the figure.

We noticed that initially, core nodes demonstrate sig-
nificant betweenness centrality, driving rapid growth in
SBC due to the constrained total number of node pairs.
However, as the network expands following the BA
growth rule, the majority of new nodes consistently form
connections with several core nodes. As a result, the be-
tweenness centrality of these core nodes fails to keep up
with the escalating total number of node pairs, leading
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to a deceleration in growth rate.

The sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality under ER rule

There is little disparity between the degree and be-
tweenness centrality of each node in the network devel-
oped under ER rules, indicating a homogeneous network
structure. Additionally, we expand a network compris-
ing two thousand nodes to examine the impact on the
SBC of a network cultivated using ER rules. We show in
Fig.2 how SBC changes when growing a network using
ER rules.

S
B

C

Number of nodes
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000

0
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FIG. 2. The curve in the figure shows the change of network
SBC growing under the ER rule. We can see that the growth
network using ER rules will have a peak value in the initial
stage, and with the increase of network size, SBC will gradu-
ally decrease and become stable.

We will explain why the spike occurs below. A net-
work grown using ER rules has many links per node, and
the shortest path between points is very small, so the be-
tweenness centrality of each node is small and the value
is small. After the network has a certain scale, adding a
new node will not cause a large change in SBC. We can
also take this to an extreme and consider a completely
connected network (points linked to each other), such
that every node has 0 betweenness centrality and SBC
is 0, even if a new node is added, it has 0 betweenness
centrality and SBC is stable at 0. We can also use this
example to explain why the SBC of an ER regular-grown
network is stable.

Sum of nodes’ betweenness centrality reflects the rules of

network growth

We know that the networks grown by two different
growth rules have different structural characteristics, and
we can use many indicators such as degree distribution
to show the differences in network structure. Although
we show in Fig.1 and Fig.2 that the change of SBC of
the network guided by these two growth rules is very
different, in order to treat the index SBC more rigorously
and to have a deeper understanding of the changes in
the structural characteristics of the network, we need to
change the growth rules during the growth of the network
and observe whether SBC can reflect the change of the
network structure. We first grew a network of 500 nodes

using the BA rule, and then grew it to 1,000 nodes using
the ER rule. An example of using ER rule first and then
BA rule is also given.

0 200 400 600 800 1000
0

2

4

6

(a) (b)

(c)

(d) (e)
Number of nodes

S
B

C

FIG. 3. The red line in the figure represents the change of
SBC in a network that first uses the BA rule and then the ER
rule. At first, SBC grows exponentially, and when it reaches
500 nodes, the ER rule makes SBC gradually decrease and
eventually stabilize. The yellow line in the figure represents
the change of SBC in a network that first uses ER rules and
then BA rules. SBC initially peaks and then becomes stable,
and SBC increases exponentially after BA rules are used. We
extracted the network structure of the four stages, and the
four network diagrams in the figure show the network struc-
ture of the stage pointed by the arrows.

It is evident that the alterations in SBC following
changes in growth rules align with the trends depicted
in Fig.1 and Fig.2. Even when growth rules are modified
after the network reaches a certain scale, SBC remains
indicative of the network’s structure. Moreover, com-
pared to the traditional degree distribution, changes in
SBC are more perceptible and rapid. This further under-
scores SBC as an index capable of reflecting both growth
rules and network structure in an intuitive and reliable
manner. In essence, fluctuations in SBC capture the gen-
eral shifts in growth rules, while the magnitude of SBC
values delineates the overall network structure.

The appearance of peak value in the sum of nodes’

betweenness centrality under ER rule

To explore the underlying reasons behind the peaks
observed in the SBC of networks evolving under the ER
model, it is imperative to conduct a detailed examina-
tion of SBC dynamics, especially when the network size
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is relatively small. This is crucial because fluctuations
in network properties tend to be more pronounced at
smaller scales.

Through an extensive series of experiments, we have
meticulously tracked the behavior of SBC as networks
evolve under the ER model. We have found that the
specific node count at which these peaks occur is not
deterministic, introducing an element of unpredictabil-
ity into the system. Given the inherent variability and
uncertainty in peak occurrence, relying solely on a large
dataset to discern a definitive pattern becomes imprac-
tical. Instead, we have adopted a randomized approach
to experiment selection, which allows us to explore a di-
verse range of network configurations and gain a more
comprehensive understanding of the underlying phenom-
ena. This approach not only enhances the robustness of
our findings but also enables us to uncover subtle pat-
terns and relationships that may be overlooked in more
deterministic approaches.

Fig.4 provides the changes in SBC for one such net-
work. However, it is important to note that changes in
SBC alone may not provide a complete picture of net-
work dynamics. To gain a deeper understanding, we
have also analyzed the structural evolution of the net-
work, focusing on significant alterations that coincide
with the attainment of peak SBC values. Fig.5 illus-
trates these structural changes, providing additional in-
sights into the underlying mechanisms driving peak oc-
currence. By examining both SBC dynamics and net-
work structure evolution in tandem, we aim to elucidate
the factors contributing to these peaks and uncover the
underlying mechanisms governing network behaviour.

To validate our hypotheses regarding the causes of the
observed peaks, we have introduced modifications to the
network growth rule aimed at altering the initial network
structure to mitigate peak occurrences. Fig.6 outlines the
process of peak elimination, demonstrating the effective-
ness of these modifications in reducing peak occurrence
and providing further support for our proposed explana-
tions.

S
B

C

Number of nodes

FIG. 4. The line in the figure shows the change in SBC when
the size of the network growing under the ER rule is smaller.
It can be found that SBC will have a step increase when
some nodes join, and after increasing to a peak value, SBC
will gradually decrease and become stable.

From Fig.4, it is evident that the evolution of the SBC
aligns with the observations in Fig.2. Furthermore, it is
notable that multiple peak values exist. Following the
addition of new nodes, exemplified by the 20th, 21st,
and 23rd nodes in this experiment, SBC experiences a
step increase culminating in the peak value. Conversely,
the introduction of certain nodes, such as the 22nd node,
leads to a decrease in SBC. Consequently, it becomes
imperative to analyze the structural changes within the
network during this process in detail. Fig.5 illustrates
the dynamics of network structure alterations throughout
this progression.

FIG. 5. The first arrow in the diagram illustrates the initial
step depicted in Fig. 4, while the second arrow demonstrates
the subsequent decrease in SBC following this step. The third
arrow indicates the occurrence of the peak. In the second
network diagram, the red nodes represent the 20th and 21st
nodes, while in the third and fourth network diagrams, they
represent the 22nd and 23rd nodes, respectively. It is evi-
dent that the network begins with numerous isolated parts
or nodes, with the initial structure biased towards a core-
periphery arrangement. The presence of a few crucial nodes
(depicted in red) facilitates the connection of these isolated
parts of the network, eventually leading to the integration of
all isolated structures.

The initial network structure displays significant frag-
mentation, divided into three main components with
numerous isolated nodes. The betweenness centrality
within these isolated segments is extremely low; for ex-
ample, in a triangular network, each node’s betweenness
centrality is 0, indicating that isolated nodes also have 0
betweenness centrality.

Upon examining Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, it’s clear that the
initial network’s sum of betweenness centralities (SBC)
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is notably low. The addition of the 20th and 21st nodes
in the initial phase connects two isolated segments and
one isolated node, resulting in a significant increase in
SBC. Essentially, nodes with minimal or 0 betweenness
centrality become integrated into another network struc-
ture, driving rapid SBC growth.

Due to our growth rule, networks under the ER rule
have fewer nodes and links generated initially, favoring
a core-periphery structure and rapid SBC growth. How-
ever, as our rule favors ER, some nodes make the net-
work structure more uniform. The appearance of the
22nd node leads to a slight decline in SBC. Additionally,
isolated nodes contribute to this decline.
As most network segments and isolated nodes inte-

grate, SBC reaches its maximum value. Further node
additions induce insignificant SBC changes, albeit possi-
ble with low probability. The network increasingly favors
growth under the ER rule, leading to gradual SBC sta-
bilization. Thus, SBC reflects network structure changes
even with a small network scale.

We believe the peak occurs because our ER growth
rule biases the initial network structure towards a core-
periphery setup. It’s akin to initially using the BA rule
for network growth and then transitioning to the ER
rule, leading to peak emergence. To validate this, we
conduct four experiments, each employing ER rules with
new nodes generating at least 0, 1, 2, or 3 edges.Fig.6
shows our peak elimination process.

S
B

C

Number of nodes

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

0 0 0 0

FIG. 6. The figures display four graphs illustrating how SBC
changes with the number of nodes, corresponding to at least
0, 1, 2, and 3 edges from left to right. Additionally, we present
network structure graphs highlighting the appearance of the
peak.

Notably, after generating at least one edge, the peak
diminishes and occurs earlier. This phenomenon arises
because the network structure gradually shifts towards
a core-peripheral configuration, resulting in fewer nodes
experiencing such peaks and a quicker transition towards
network homogeneity. Moreover, the second graph’s net-
work diagram reveals a smaller number of nodes where
the peak occurs, leading to a lower peak value. Subse-
quently, as at least two or three edges are generated, the
latter two graphs demonstrate that with more edges in
the network, the network becomes more uniform, causing
the peaks to decrease and eventually vanish. This obser-

vation confirms our suspicion that the spike is attributed
to a change in the network structure, thereby enhancing
our understanding of SBC.

SUM OF NODES’ BETWEENNESS

CENTRALITY IN REAL NETWORK

Merely real network data isn’t sufficient to investigate
the variation of SBC in the growth of real networks.
Hence, we require a method to systematically remove
nodes from real networks to observe the SBC change.
Thus, we employed the K-shell approach to gradually
downsize the real networks. The procedure of K-shell
implementation is as follows: Initially, nodes and edges
with a degree of 1 are deleted from the network, followed
by nodes and edges with a degree of 2, iteratively con-
tinuing until all nodes are removed.
One advantage of this method is that the node removal

sequence aligns closely with the node addition sequence
under different rules. Even if not identical, early removed
nodes have minimal impact on the network structure. For
instance, in networks grown under the BA rule, the pref-
erence for deleting one of the two degree-1 nodes doesn’t
significantly affect SBC.
Selecting real networks biased towards structures

growing under BA or ER rules is ideal. However, real-
world networks often lack homogeneity. Hence, we
utilized our own ER rule-grown network and a core-
periphery structured network, specifically the US-Airline
network (Pajek, 2006). The K-shell method was applied
to remove nodes from these two networks, capturing the
corresponding SBC changes. This process is illustrated
in Fig. 7.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

Number of nodes

S
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C

USair
ER-100

FIG. 7. The red line in the figure shows the change of SBC
obtained after processing US-Airline using K-shell method,
which is distributed exponentially. The blue line is a network
of 332 nodes that we grow using ER growth rules, and the
K-shell method is used to process it. It can be seen that SBC
is stable.

The SBC in the USair network aligns with the sce-
nario depicted in Figure 1, indicating that USair ex-
hibits a core-periphery structure, as depicted. This un-
derscores the practicality of the SBC proposed in this
paper for real-world networks, showcasing its strong reli-
ability across both simulation experiments and real-world
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applications. Notably, in the figure, the peak value of
the network, growing to 332 nodes under the ER rule,
diminishes upon employing the K-shell method. The K-
shell method prioritizes the removal of nodes with low de-
grees, yet crucial nodes driving substantial SBC growth
in the network’s early stages remain unaffected due to
their connections with isolated network structures and
nodes, resulting in the disappearance of the peak. This
principle echoes the peak elimination concept illustrated
in Figure 6, aimed at homogenizing the initial network
structure to eliminate peaks. Consequently, this reverse
experiment further elucidates the sensitivity of SBC to
network structure.

CONCLUSIONS

The SBC is an indicator capable of reflecting changes
in network structure. In the network’s growth guided
by the BA rule, SBC exhibits logarithmic growth, which
leads to the core-periphery structure. Concurrently, as
core nodes’ degree and betweenness steadily rise with
node additions, the deceleration in SBC growth symbol-
izes the heightened centrality of select nodes within the
network. Conversely, the network’s growth under ER
rules demonstrates a distinct stable state in SBC. Here,
adding new nodes preserves the network’s uniform struc-
ture, ensuring the enduring stability of SBC.

The SBC illuminates the network’s structural evolu-
tion. Altering growth rules mid-process significantly im-
pacts SBC, providing a more intuitive measure of the
network’s growth rule and a quicker and more direct in-
sight into these alterations.

Surprisingly, in smaller networks, SBC shows a unique
phenomenon: its fluctuations are connected with the
changes in the network’s connectivity. The rapid SBC
growth signifies the integration of isolated network seg-
ments with the addition of new nodes, diverging from
core-periphery structured networks, thus shedding light
on nodes’ significance from an alternate perspective.

In summary, SBC can be used as a new index for struc-
tural characteristics, which shows the network’s underly-
ing growth rules.
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