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The formation of topological defects in second-order phase transitions can be investigated by
solving partial differential equations for the evolution of the order parameter in space and time, such
as the Langevin equation. We demonstrate that the ordinary differential equations governing either
the temporal or spatial dependence in the Langevin equation provide surprisingly substantial insights
into the dynamics of the phase transition. The temporal evolution of the order parameter predicts
the essence of the adiabatic-impulse scenario, including the scaling of the freeze-out time t̂, which is
crucial to the Kibble-Zurek mechanism (KZM). In particular, Bernoulli differential equations that
arise in the overdamped case can be solved analytically. The spatial part of the evolution, in turn,
leads to the characteristic size of domains that choose the same broken symmetry. Apart from the
fundamental insights into the KZM, this finding enables the exploration of Kibble-Zurek scaling
using ordinary differential equations over a large range of quench timescales, which would otherwise
be difficult to achieve with numerical simulations of the full partial differential equations.

The Kibble-Zurek mechanism (KZM) combines the in-
evitability of topological defect formation in cosmological
phase transitions noted by Kibble [1, 2] with the the-
ory [3–6] that relates their density to the critical slowing
down and, hence, to the universality class of the second-
order phase transition. It finds applications in condensed
matter physics [7–37], cosmology [1–5, 38–41], chemistry
[42, 43], as well as quantum simulation and quantum
computing [44–58].

The key insight [3] that leads to KZM scaling is the
realization that, near the critical point of the second-
order phase transition, critical slowing down will result
in a time interval [−t̂, t̂] where the order parameter is
too sluggish to adjust to the potential that is changing
faster than its reaction time. Thus, while outside this
interval the order parameter can be in approximate equi-
librium, within the interval [−t̂, t̂] its evolution “cannot
keep up”. Fluctuations imparted after −t̂ seed topologi-
cal defects that germinate after +t̂ in ways that depend on
the nature of the system [59]. KZM appears to be fairly
insensitive to the details of that evolution. This broad
applicability of KZM suggests that the critical slowing
down is key to its success. We focus first on the tempo-
ral evolution of the order parameter (Fig. 1). We also
discuss how the spatial structure responds to the quench-
induced transition by imprinting the symmetry-breaking
domains.

The numerical study of topological defect formation in-
volves simulations of the Langevin equation with a time-
dependent potential. For example, one solves a Langevin
equation with the time-dependent Landau-Ginzburg po-
tential, V (Φ) = (Φ4 − 2ϵ(t)Φ2)/8, for the real scalar field
Φ representing the order parameter [60–65]:

Φ̈(x, t) + ηΦ̇(x, t) − ∇2Φ(x, t) + ∂ΦV (Φ) = ϑ(x, t) (1)
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FIG. 1: (a) The order parameter φ(t), Eq. (5), for
η = 1, τQ = 128, and φ(0) = 10−2,10−3,10−4,10−5, from
thick to thin line, as well as the numerical solutions (see
Fig. 2). The grey line is equilibrium ∣φmin∣ =

√
ϵ. The

thick and thin purple vertical lines indicate ±t̂ for
φ(0) = 10−2 and 10−5 respectively. The numerical results√
⟨Φ(x, t)2⟩ (solid red), maxx∣Φ(x, t)∣ (dashed red) are

obtained from Eq. (1) with η = 1 and θ = 10−4. (b) Plots
of logφ(t) for φ(0) = 10−2...10−8. As φ(t) ≈ φ(0)et

2/4ητQ
when t ∈ [−t̂,+t̂], perturbations present at −t̂ reappear
at +t̂, so they are in effect “frozen”. Noise (see Eq. (1))
added when t ∈ [−t̂,+t̂] is amplified, but the freeze-out
time +t̂ is insensitive (depends logarithmically) on φ(0).

where the noise term ϑ has correlation properties,

⟨ϑ(x, t), ϑ(x′, t′)⟩ = 2ηθδ(x′ − x)δ(t′ − t). (2)

Here, η represents the damping constant, and θ is the
temperature of the reservoir. Dimensionless distance
from the critical point ϵ represents a quench, ϵ(t) = t/τQ
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FIG. 2: The thick lines represent the analytical
solutions φ(t) (Eq. (5)) with η = 1 and φ(0) = 10−4 for
various quench timescales τQ, while the numerical

results
√
⟨Φ(x, t)2⟩ (solid lines), maxx∣Φ(x, t)∣ (dashed

lines) are obtained by solving Eq. (1) with η = 1 and
θ = 10−8. From left to right, τQ = 128,256,512,1024
respectively.

with τQ a quench timescale. Partial differential equa-
tions like (1) have many applications. In cosmology,
they can correspond to the Klein-Gordon equation in
the Friedmann-Robertson-Walker metrics, where η can
be related to the Hubble parameter [61]. In condensed
matter physics, they describe a variety of phase transi-
tions in systems such as superconductors and superfluids,
including gaseous Bose-Einstein condensate.

Numerical simulations of Eq. (1) can be computation-
ally expensive, particularly for large systems and long
quench timescales. This often limits the ability to study
the defect formation in slow quenches.

Mindful of the paramount role of critical slowing down,
we consider a dramatic simplification of Eq. (1) by omit-
ting (for now) the spatial degrees of freedom and the
noise term. As a result, we obtain an ordinary differen-
tial equation in which φ(t) depends solely on time:

φ̈(t) + ηφ̇(t) = −∂φV (φ(t)). (3)

This equation captures the time-dependent behavior of
the order parameter φ(t) without the numerical simu-
lation of the full partial differential equation Eq. (1).
We now consider its properties and its relevance for
KZM. We recognize that in the overdamped case where
φ̈(t) ≪ ηφ̇(t), Eq. (3) is a Bernoulli differential equation,

ηφ̇(t) + 1

2
(φ(t)3 − ϵ(t)φ(t)) = 0 (4)

which can be solved analytically:

φ(t)
φ(0)

= et
2/4ητQ

√
1 + φ(0)2

√
πτQ
2η

erfi( t√
2ητQ
)

(5)

where φ(0) = φ(t = 0) and erfi(y) = 2√
π ∫

y
0 ey

′2

dy′.
Fig. 1 (a) shows the plot of the solution (Eq. (5))

with η = 1, τQ = 128 for several values of φ(0). All

FIG. 3: The rescaled solution φ̃(t̃) in the overdamped
case with η = 1 where the first term of Eq. (3) is
discarded (a) and in the underdamped case where the
second term of Eq. (3) is discarded (b). φ(0) = 10−4
and various quench timescales τQ. The dashed line

represents φ̃ =
√
ϵ(t̃), the location of the minimum of

the potential V .

exhibit similar behavior: The initial period where φ(t)
slowly increases is followed by a “jump” where the solu-
tion “catches up” with the equilibrium value, and there-
after follows the equilibrium value of φ(t) dictated by
the broken symmetry minimum of the Landau-Ginzburg
potential. This behavior is suggested by the adiabatic-
impulse-adiabatic scenario [3–5], and was seen in numer-
ical simulations [14, 66], as the start of rapid rise can be
identified with +t̂, when the order parameter evolution

switches to catch up with the equilibrium value ∼
√
ϵ(t).

We also note that before t = 0 (when the critical point is
transversed) φ(t) “jumps down” to relatively small val-
ues, reaching them at the instant suggestive of −t̂. In
the impulse regime, t ∈ [−t̂, t̂], evolution is Gaussian and
gradual, compared to these two “jumps”. Noise plays a
key role. The preexisting values of φ(t) for t < −t̂ are
forgotten: The noise, in effect, resets the initial φ(0), as
can be seen by comparing numerical solution with the
analytic solution to Bernoulli equation in Fig. 1 (a).
Fig. 1 (b) shows the plots of log(φ) for various φ(0).

Black circles indicate the freeze-out time t̂ for each φ(0),
where d2φ

dt2
= 0 signifying a “jump” which we identify with

t̂. It demonstrates that the freeze-out time t̂ only depends
logarithmically on φ(0).
Numerical simulation of the Langevin equation with

full spatial dependence, Eq. (1) in (1+1) dimensions, is
in good agreement with the analytical solution of φ(t)
as shown in Fig. 2:

√
⟨Φ(x, t)2⟩ (thin lines) obtained

by averaging over the spatial dependence of Φ(x, t)2 is
somewhat smaller than the solution of Bernoulli equa-
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FIG. 4: The freeze-out time t̂ as a function of the quench timescale τQ for damping constants (a) η = 0.01, (b)
η = 0.2, and (c) η = 1, with φ(0) = 10−4. The color plot represents the slope of the log plot based on nearest neighbor
points. For η = 0.2, a transition from the underdamped regime to the overdamped regime is observed as τQ
increases. The dashed gray line represents the theoretical prediction τQ = 1/η3 where the transition occurs. (d) The
number of defects N as the function of τQ for η = 0.01 (dashed blue line), η = 0.2 (solid blue line for τQ ∈ [4,128] and
solid red line for τQ ∈ [128,16384]), and η = 1 (thick red line) with θ = 10−8.

tion given by Eq. (5) (thick lines). Its value is suppressed
by the presence of topological defects. Maximum values
of ∣Φ(x, t)∣, max

x
∣Φ(x, t)∣ (dashed lines), by contrast, are

slightly larger than φ(t), enhanced by the random walk
due to noise. This demonstrates that, to a large extent,
the time evolution of the order parameter φ can be effec-
tively captured solely by solving the ordinary differential
equation. The correspondence between φ(0) and θ can be
described as follows. Before t = 0, the potential can be ap-
proximated by a harmonic potential Vhar(Φ) = − 1

4
ϵ(t)Φ2

near Φ = 0. Since the temperature θ corresponds to the

kinetic energy of Φ, we have
√
⟨Φ2⟩ ≈

√
θ/(−2ϵ(t)). Or-

der parameter Φ is subject to noise once it enters this
regime. While perturbations present at −t̂ would sur-
vive till +t̂, noise will add to them and can be amplified.

We can estimate effective φ(0) as φ(0) ≈
√
θ/2ϵ̂ where

ϵ̂ = ϵ(t̂) at freeze-out time t̂. Because ϵ̂ depends on the
quench timescale τQ, φ(0) typically needs to be adjusted
accordingly. However, for sufficiently small temperature
θ, this dependence can be ignored.

Plotting the rescaled solution φ̃(t̃) where φ̃ = 4
√
τQ/ηφ

and t̃ = t/√ητQ reveals kinship between the curves for
different quench timescale τQ in the overdamped regime
(Fig. 3 (a)) and only a slow (logarithmic) dependence
on the value of the order parameter φ(0). It follows that
the freeze-out time t̂ obeys the relationship [3, 61]

t̂∝√ητQ (6)

in the overdamped case.
For the underdamped case, Eq. (3) can be solved nu-

merically. Fig. 3 (b) depicts the rescaled solution φ̃(t̃)
of Eq. (3) where the second term ηφ̇ is neglected and

φ̃ = τ1/3Q φ, t̃ = t/τ1/3Q . After this rescaling, the solutions
corresponding to different quench timescales τQ exhibit a

close relationship . Therefore, the freeze-out time t̂ obeys

the relationship [3, 61]:

t̂∝ τ
1/3
Q (7)

in the underdamped case.
As previously discussed, by selecting the appropriate

initial condition φ(0) ≈
√
θ/2ϵ̂, closer alignment among

plots for each value of τQ in Fig. 3 can be achieved in
both the overdamped and underdamped cases.
The scaling of the freeze-out time t̂ can also be deter-

mined directly from the solution of Eq. (3). Analyzing
the solution of the ordinary differential equation without
assuming either the overdamped or underdamped limits
reveals the transition from the scaling behavior of the
overdamped regime to that of the underdamped regime.
The freeze-out time t̂ is defined as the moment when
the solution φ(t) rapidly begins to move toward the
potential minima after t = 0. This time corresponds to

the point at which the second time-derivative d2φ
dt2
= 0

for the first time after t = 0. In Fig. 4, t̂ as a function
of the quench timescale τQ is plotted for (a) η = 0.01,
(b) η = 0.2, and (c) η = 1, with φ(0) = 10−4 obtained
using this method. The color plot represents the slope
of the log plot based on nearest neighbor points. It is
found that t̂ ∝ τ0.46Q for η = 1 and t̂ ∝ τ0.32Q for η = 0.01,
both of which closely align with the relations given by
Eqs. (6,7) respectively, as shown in [61]. The color plot
reveals a transition from the underdamped regime to
the overdamped regime as τQ increases for η = 0.2. We

have that t̂ ∝ τ0.35Q for τQ ∈ [4,128] and t̂ ∝ τ0.42Q for

τQ ∈ [128,16384]. The gray dashed line represents the
theoretical prediction τQ = 1/η3, where the transition
occurs [61, 67]. Fig. 4 (d) shows the number of defects
N created by phase transitions as a function of τQ. This
result is obtained by numerically solving the full partial
differential equation (Eq. (1)) in (1+1) dimensions
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FIG. 5: (a) s(t, tF ) for τQ = 128 (thick, red) and
τQ = 512 (blue). tF = 300 and θ = 10−8. Vertical dashed
lines indicate ±t̂. (b,c) ⟨λ(t)⟩ as a function of τQ for
η = 1 (b) and for η = 0.01 (c). From thick red to thin
black line, t = −2t̂,−t̂,0, t̂/2, t̂ respectively. The dashed
black lines represent L/N (i.e., the average domain size)
from Fig. 4 (d). θ = 10−8.

15 times, starting the time evolution at ϵ = −1 and
concluding it at t = 32768 (i.e., ϵ = 1 for τQ = 16384).
The system size is L = 2048 with 4096 grid points, and
θ = 10−8. In the underdamped case with η = 0.01, the
number of defects N ∝ τ−0.31Q (dashed blue line), while

N ∝ τ−0.27Q in the overdamped case with η = 1 (thick red

line). For η = 0.2, we observe a transition in the scaling
behavior of the number of defects. We have N ∝ τ−0.34Q

for small quench timescales τQ ∈ [4,128] and N ∝ τ−0.27Q

for large quench timescales τQ ∈ [128,16384]. It can
be observed that the scaling of the number of defects
clearly reflects the change in the scaling of the freeze-out
time t̂ from the underdamped to the overdamped regime
as τQ increases. This behavior [3, 61] can be predicted
solely by solving the ordinary differential equation (Eq.
(3)).

We now turn to the question: How are the timescales
(t̂) imprinted on the spatial structure of Φ(x, t)? To ad-
dress this question, we consider the equation that ex-
cludes the time dependence and the noise term from Eq.
(1). The density of defects results from the interplay of
the temporal evolution of the order parameter and the
dependence ϕ on x. The equation for ϕ:

∇2ϕ(x) − ∂ϕV (ϕ) = 0 (8)

is solved as

ϕ(x) = ϕ(0)cd
⎛
⎝
i
√
ϕ(0)2 − 2ϵx

2
,− ϕ(0)2

ϕ(0)2 − 2ϵ
⎞
⎠

(9)

in 1-dimensional space where ϕ(0) = ϕ(x = 0), ϕ′(0) = 0
and cd represents Jacobi elliptic function. Eq. (9) can

be approximated by ϕ(x) = ϕ(0) cos
√
ϵ/2x for small

∣ϕ(0)∣ <<
√
ϵ when ϵ > 0. This exhibits spatial period-

icities related to 1/
√
ϵ. We are particularly interested in

periodicity 1/
√
ϵ̂ exhibited for small ϕ(0): At about +t̂

order parameter Φ(x, t) begins to grow from the small
pre values bestowed during the [−t̂,+t̂] interval by the
random walk θ(x, t) in the Langevin equation Eq. (1),
rising to the broken symmetry equilibrium

√
ϵ. Focus-

ing on its spatial part, we can think of the local ϕ(x) as
a consequence of the random walk filtered by the spa-
tial component of the Langevin equation. That filtering
imposes periodicities (set by the “spring constant” ∼ ϵ)
of the Jacobi function (which represents the solution of
the “physical pendulum”. The period is exactly ∼ 1/

√
ϵ

when, for small values of ϕ the effect of the nonlinearity
in Eq. (8) can be neglected. This yields

ξ̂ ∼
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

(τQ/η)1/4, (overdamped case)

τ
1/3
Q , (underdamped case)

. (10)

That structure is both imprinted and erased on Φ(x, t)
by the combination of random walk due to the noise term
and the dynamics in the interval [−t̂,+t̂]. The evidence
of its gradual accumulation (that at t > +t̂ leads to the
formation of topological defects) can be seen in the time-
dependent scalar product:

s(t, tF ) =
∑xΦ(x, t)Φ(x, tF )√

∑xΦ(x, t)2
√
∑xΦ(x, tF )2

(11)

where tF is the time after t̂. In Fig. 5 (a), we see that
s(t, tF ) begins to rise already before the critical point
is traversed, soon after −t̂, and reaches its equilibrium
value shortly after +t̂ when, according to [3], the basic
structure of the broken symmetry state (including the
location of the defects) is determined. This confirms the
adiabatic-impulse-adiabatic parsing of the dynamics of
symmetry breaking quenches.
Finally, we examine the time evolution of the expecta-

tion of half the spatial period ⟨λ(t)⟩ given by the Fourier
transform, defined as follows:

1

⟨λ(t)⟩
= 1

C ∑k
2k

L
Φ̃(k, t)Φ̃∗(k, t) (12)

where Φ̃(k, t) = ∑xΦ(x, t)e−i2πkx/L, the normalisation

C = ∑k Φ̃(k, t)Φ̃∗(k, t), and L = 2048 is the system size.
Here, we consider half the spatial period L/2k since the
full period of the oscillation would produce a pair of
kinks. Fig. 5 (b,c) shows ⟨λ(t)⟩ as a function of τQ from

t = −2t̂ to t̂ for the overdamped case with η = 1 (b) and
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for the underdamped case with η = 0.01 (c). The figure
is obtained by averaging the results of 15 numerical sim-
ulations of Eq. (1). As time approaches t̂, the behavior
governed by the periodicity from the spatial component
of the Langevin equation becomes dominant over that
driven by the random walk. Finally, the scaling of ⟨λ(t)⟩
aligns closely with L/N (i.e., the average domain size)
at t = t̂ where N is the number of defects from Fig. 4 (d).

We demonstrated that solving the ordinary differential
equations governing the temporal or spatial components
of the Langevin equation yields surprisingly valuable in-
sights into the KZM. These results provide a deep under-
standing of topological defect formation in second-order
phase transitions by simply solving ordinary differential
equations, and enable the study of Kibble-Zurek scaling
over a large range of quench timescales. The supple-
mental material [67] provides a discussion of the corre-

lation length using the Ornstein-Zernike form, as well as
an analysis of freeze-out time and correlation length for
general potentials using the approach presented in this
paper. There is no reason to believe that KZM scal-
ing would yield correct prediction for defect density in
such exotic potential, although preliminary study sug-
gests that this is the case as long as the exponents are
not too different form the Landau-Ginzburg potential,
but it is no longer accurate when these exponents are
substantially different.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

1. Correlation length

In addition to the method used in the main text, we can also estimate the correlation length as follows. We consider
the following equation that excludes the time dependence and the noise term from Eq. (1), and by introducing a
delta-function source −δ(x) at the origin:

∇2ϕ(x) − ∂ϕV (ϕ) = −δ(x). (A.1)

We assume ϕ(x) = ϕ0(x) + δϕ(x) where ∇2ϕ0(x) − ∂ϕ0V (ϕ0) = 0 while the perturbation δϕ obeys

∇2δϕ(x) + 1

2
ϵ(t)δϕ(x) = −δ(x). (A.2)

Here the higher-order terms of δϕ(x) are discarded. The solution of this equation takes the Ornstein-Zernike form:

δϕ(x) ∼ ∣x∣−(d−1)/2 exp(−∣x∣/ξ) (A.3)

in d-dimensional space and ξ ∼ 1/
√
ϵ. This yields

ξ̂ ∼
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

(τQ/η)1/4, (overdamped case)

τ
1/3
Q , (underdamped case)

. (A.4)
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2. General potential

Although it remains ambiguous whether the Kibble-Zurek mechanism is applicable to general potentials, we demon-
strate here that the scaling of the freeze-out time and correlation length for a general potential can be estimated using
the methodology presented in the main text. We consider a general potential:

V (Φ) = (Φ2m − 2ϵ(t)Φ2n)/8 (A.5)

where m > n. In the main text, the Landau-Ginzburg case where m = 2 and n = 1 has been studied. The behavior of
t̂ for this general potential can be examined as follows.
As evident from Fig. 3 in the main text, it is useful to identify the rescaling of φ(t) and t that makes the solution

independent of the quench timescale τQ, as this reveals the scaling behavior of the freeze-out time t̂. This can be
achieved by making the ordinary differential equation independent of the damping constant η and τQ.

For the overdamped case, the ordinary differential equation with a general potential V (φ) = (φ2m−2ϵ(t)φ2n)/8 can
be written as

η
dφ

dt
+ 1

4
(mφ2m−1 − 2nϵφ2n−1) = 0. (A.6)

By applying the transformation φ = ηaτa
′

Q φ̃ and t = ηbτ b
′

Q t̃, we obtain

ηa−b+1τa
′−b′

Q

dφ̃

dt̃
+ 1

4
(mη(2m−1)aτ (2m−1)a

′

Q φ̃2m−1 − 2nt̃η(2n−1)a+bτ (2n−1)a
′+b′−1

Q φ̃2n−1) = 0. (A.7)

This equation reduces to

dφ̃

dt̃
+ 1

4
(mφ̃2m−1 − 2nt̃φ̃2n−1) = 0 (A.8)

which is independent from η and τQ when

a = 1

2(2m − n − 1)
, a′ = 1

2(n − 2m + 1)

b = m − n
2m − n − 1

, b′ = m − 1
2m − n − 1

. (A.9)

Therefore,

t̂∝ η(m−n)/(2m−n−1)τ (m−1)/(2m−n−1)Q (A.10)

in the overdamped regime.
For the underdamped regime, we have

ηa−2bτa
′−2b′

Q

d2φ̃

dt̃2
+ 1

4
(mη(2m−1)aτ (2m−1)a

′

Q φ̃2m−1 − 2nt̃η(2n−1)a+bτ (2n−1)a
′+b′−1

Q φ̃2n−1) = 0. (A.11)

This equation reduces to

d2φ̃

dt̃2
+ 1

4
(mφ̃2m−1 − 2nt̃φ̃2n−1) = 0 (A.12)

which is independent from τQ when

a = 0, a′ = 1

2n − 3m + 1
,

b = 0, b′ = m − 1
3m − 2n − 1

, (A.13)

and we obtain

t̂∝ τ
(m−1)/(3m−2n−1)
Q . (A.14)
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In particular, we find that t̂∝√ητQ for the overdamped case and t̂∝ τ
1/3
Q for the underdamped case when n = 1.

The overdamped scalings are applicable when the evolution is governed by the first derivative term (i.e., ηφ̇ > φ̈) at
the moment topological defects freeze out. This occurs when the freeze-out time t̂ for the overdamped case is larger
than that for the underdamped case, which corresponds to

τQ > η−(3m−2n−1)/(m−1). (A.15)

Therefore, it was estimated that the transition from the underdamped regime to the overdamped regime occurs
around τQ ∼ 1/η3 for m = 2 and n = 1 in Fig. 4 (b) of the main text.

The scaling of the correlation length ξ can also be found similarly. We consider the ordinary differential equation
for the spatial dependence ϕ:

d2ϕ(x)
dx2

+ n

2
ϵϕ(x)2n−1 = 0. (A.16)

Here, we neglect the higher-order term associated with m.
By applying the transformation x = ϵ−1/2x̃, we obtain the equation that becomes independent of ϵ, and we can

anticipate that ξ ∼ 1/
√
ϵ.

However, KZM-like scaling can cease to be applicable when n differs significantly from n = 1. This appears to
depend on the noise temperature. It is not surprising, since critical slowing down is key for KZM.
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