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A bstract: The problem of "what is ’system '?" is In the very founda-—
tions of m odem quantum m echanics. Here, we point out the interest in this
topic in the nfom ation-theoretic context. E g., we point out the possibility
to m anjpulate a pair of m utually non-interacting, non-entangled system s to
an ploy entanglem ent of the new Iy de ned " (sub)system s" consisting the one
and the sam e com posite system . G iven the di erent divisions ofa com posite
system into "subsystem s", the Ham iltonian of the system m ay generate in
generalnon-equivalent quantum com putations. Rede nition of "subsystem s"
ofa com posite system m ay be regarded asam ethod for avoiding decoherence
In the quantum hardware. In principl, all the notions refer to a com posie
system as sin plk as the hydrogen atom .

1. Introduction

A physical system is de ned by is degrees of freedom (and, usually, by the
conjuigatem om enta) and by the system 's param eters (such asthem ass, elec—
tric charge etc.). W hik this reasoning is taken for granted In the classical
physics dom ain, it is not so In the context of quantum m echanics. E g.{as
Bohrpointed it out{quantum m echanics doesnot in generalallow the a pri-
ori introduction (de nition) of the system observables, that elevates aln ost
to a paradox for the complex system s. Actually, quantum entanglem ent{
typical for com plex system s{prevents us from detem Ining the states of the
entangled subsystem s. On the other side, however, without the possbil
iy to pose (in the classicalphysics{lke m anner) a border line between the
(sub)system s, one can not even pose certain quantum m echanical problem s
(such as eg. the measuram ent problm ) [L]. Therefore, there is a strong
need for a m ethod determm Ining the system ’s observables and the border line
between the systam s.
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The problem of "what is ‘system '?" stem s from our classical intuition
that deals with obfcts, and it seam s natural to seek for an answer to the
problem In the context of the deccherence theory{which is widely believed
to be the m issing link between the "quantum " and "classical" [1, 2, 3, 4].
Follow ing partly the reasoning ofRef. [1], an operationalm ethod forde ning
a subsystem is proposed In Ref. [B] that isbased on the foundations of the
deooherence theory [b, 7]. Fortunately enough, targeting equally the issue of
the entanglem ent formm ation B], the m ethod ofRef. Bl m ay be applied even
for the isolated system s. Them ain observation of Ref. [B] is the relhtivity of
the concept of physical system . And this is the starting point of the present
paper.

T he system relativity assum esa rede nition ofa com plex system In temm s
of certain new subsystam s: the canonical transform ations of the degrees of
freedom (and, In general, of the conjugate m om enta{cf. Appendix A ) ofthe
subsystam s consisting the com posite system m ay Introduce the new subsys—
tem s, thus i plem enting the question "what is " (sub)system '?" [B]. To this
end, the rearrangem ent (or regrouping) of the subsystem s of a com posite
system {typical for quantum m easurem ent theory{as well as introducing the
new variables ofthe unique subsystem arem erely trivial (relative to the gen—
eral (linear) canonical transfom ations) and w ill not be considered in this
paper. A s de ned by the canonical transform ations, the new "subsystem s"
nesed nothear any intuitive contents as "physical (sub)system s" (cf. A ppendix
A).

In this paper, we m ake slightly a tum in our perspective to the problem .
A ctually, we give an Inform ation-theoretic re-form ulation of the problm at
issue by starting from the follow ing plausible assum ption: any reasonable
de nition of "system " should be based on certain inform ation @bout "sys—
tem "). An Inform ation acquired by m easuram ent distinguishes accessibility
of the m easurem ent ie. accessbility of certain system ’s observables. And
these are exactly those observables that m Ight constitute a de nition of the
systam .

A s an output of our considerations, we point out that the relativiy ofthe
conospt of "system " m akes som e ofthe aforem entioned, plausible notionsalso
to be relative; ie., one should alwvays take care albout the actual division ofa
com posite system into subsystem s. D gpending on the answer to the question
of which division is in question, i is plausbl to expect that the answers
would not m utually be equivalent. E g., neither entanglem ent nor quantum -
com putation—routes need to be equivalent for the di erent divisions of the



com posite system into subsystem s. Interestingly enough, the m ethod for
de nin g subsystem sm ay be considered asam ethod for avoiding deccherence
In the quantum hardware. Finally, we brie y em phasize the relevance of our
general considerations for the realistic physicalm odels.

2. Hydrogen atom as an isolated quantum system

P aradigm atic for our discussion is a system as sin ple as the hydrogen atom .
A ctually, we are concemed w ith a bipartite quantum system C consisting of
thetwo subsystem s, A andB (C = A +B). Letusassum e that the subsystam s
are not In any m utual interaction. T hen, it is generally assum ed that such a
system can not be directly used for quantum nformm ation processing as long
as entanglam ent is required for lnfom ation processing.

However, as we show In the sequel, this is not necessarily the case. Ac-
tually, a proper de nition of the new subsystem s (cf. Ref. B]), E and F of
C €= E+ F),may help In providing entanglem ent w ithout Introducing
any interaction between A and B as well as w ithout any further operations
exerted locally on A and/or B. This cbservation com es directly from the
relativity of the concept of physical system [B].

In order to m ake our discussion m ore ntuiive, we shall mainly refer
In this section to the m odel of the hydrogen atom as an isolated quantum
systam . Let us suppose that the systam "electron + proton €+ p )" is
an isolated quantum system out of any extemal eld. The standard theory
of the hydrogen atom (eglcting spin) gives rise to a rede nition of the
atom as it iswellknown: "centerofm ass of the atom + the relative particle
CM +R)"{cf. egs. (4), (5) asthe soecial case ofthe general transform ations
asde ned In Appendix A .W hilk there isthe Coulom b Interaction in thee+ p
system , there isnot any interaction In the system CM + R . The laterallows
one exactly to solve the problem of the Intemal energies of the atom by the
variables ssparation. Apart from thism athem atical subtlety, we poInt out a
new moment In this concem.

A ctually, the fact that we can de ne the atom (the system C) In thetwo
ways, e+ p (the interacting subsystem sE + F ) and CM + R (the noninter-
acting subsystem s A + B), distinguishes this issue as an issue falling w thin
the context of the question of what is system .

The method stemm ing from the deococherence theory may help in this
regard as pointed out in B]. Apart from the m athem atical subtlkties, one
m ay note that the sgparable (Coulomb) interaction [B] in the system e+ p



allow s re-de nition of the original pair of "particles" ( and p) as the new Iy
de ned (sub)system s CM + R) ofthe one and the sam e com posite system {of
the hydrogen atom . But, now, one m ay pose the question: what actually is
the system {the electron (orthe proton) orthe relative particle (orthe center-
ofm assofthe atom )? Foran isolated system C, one would expect, at least in
principle, the full equivalence of the two possible divisions of the com posite
system Into subsystem s. N eedless to say, this way posad, this question is the
essence of the problem what is system .

A s to the hydrogen atom , we know that the system R appearse ectively
as "system ", not yet the electron. A ctually, the (ntemal atom ic) energy we
m easure (py detecting the photons am itted by the atom ) and acoessibility to
m easurem ent ofthe relative position ofthe electron {as recently dem onstrated
by M aeda et al Bl{refer to the system R; the snall num erical m argin for
distinguishing R from e is jast unin portant for our discussion . C ertainly, the
accessble m easuram ents (cbservables) provide the (accessbl) nfom ation
about the "system " R, and the fact that we have an informm ation is at the
hart of answering the question ofwhat is system .

N ow , neglkcting the fact that the atom s are open system s (cf. Section 3),
wem ay re-iterate our question: if the atom were an isolated system , would
we ever be ablk positively to answer the question of what is system , or we
would be ablk equally to m anipulate the electron (proton) statesby LOCC?
Bearing In m ind the Coulomb) interaction Which bears ssparability B, 7])
In e+ p system, one m ay expect entanglem ent of states of e and p. Then,
by neglecting the num erical indistinguishability of the electron and R, one
m ay wonder about the possibility to m anjpulate the entanglem ent in e+ p
by the proper operations targeting the obsarvables of e and/or p; certainly,
such operations would require sin ultaneous operationson both CM and R .

From them athem atical point of view , the state 0ofCM + R system is of
the separable form j icy J iz, which in the position-representation becom es
a product of the "wave functions" ofthe form (Rcw ) &) & . A
the states (% ) representing the "stationary" states for the atom . On the
other side, due to the Coulom b interaction, the states ofthe e+ p system are
expected £>CO bear entanglem ent, which in the position representation cbtains
theform ;C; ;@) i(5).The fact that we dealw ith the unigue com posite
system {the hydrogen atom {stem s the equality:
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A s to the dynam ics of the atom , one m ay w rite the H am iltonian of the
two divisions of the atom as follow s:

H="7Ty LHi+Ly @+VEr) @)
H=7 £+5 ot Veor® =57 3)

for the pairCM + R and e+ p, respectively; by T we denote the kinetic
termm s of the Ham iltonian, while V (g ) V¢ Oul(j?e r;j . A s i is apparent,
the two divisions of the com posite system m ay be the basis of the di erent,
non-equivalent quantum com putations generated by the one and the same
Ham itonian H . A ctually, due to the lack of any interaction (and conse—
quently ofentanglem ent) between CM and R, one can not expect any usefuil
quantum nhformm ation/com putation directly (ie. without any extemal ac-
tion) to be perfom ed by these subsystam s. O n the other side, the expected
entanglem ent between e and p may In principle be ussful for the inform a-
tion/com putation processing. T herefore, the hydrogen atom initially de ned
asthe e+ p systam (ofm utually non-entangled, non-interacting subsystem s
e and p) still bears a "hidden" entanglem ent as well as the possbility of
perform Ing the entanglem ent-based quantum com putations.

O perationally, In the m ore general tem s, our question reads: along w ith
accessbility of the ocbservables (nfom ation) of eg. A, we wonder about
the possbility of the Infom ation processing on the basis of accessbility of
the cbservabls of eg. the systam F . To this end, the approach of Zanardi
et al O] that stpulates the "experim entally accessible observables" ssem to
be an ad hoc not yet necessarily the general answer to the question pos=d.
The fact we do not o er a de nite answer to this question seem s to be a
consequence of its desp connection w ith the fundam ental problem of what
is system . Unfrtunately, as we show In Section 3, there is an even m ore
Iim iting condition that has been neglected so far in our discussion.

But the m ain ocbservation may seem to be striking n the inform ation-
theoretic context: even n a system as sin pk asthe (isolated) hydrogen atom ,



one can In principl perform the inform ation processing by m anipulating
entanglem ent In the com posite system yet dealing w ith the non-interacting,
non-entangled subsystem s. Needless to say, In order to do so, experin enter
should be abk to operate in tem s of the observables of the "new " system s
(cf. E and F above) {that stillm ay be an open question of our considerations.
A s a consequence, the LOCC referring to the paire+ p seam jast to be the
com posite system operations relative to the pairCM + R, and vice versa{
which isa natural consequence of the relativity [b] of the conospt of physical
system . Now , the conospts of the "com posite cbservables" {w idely used and
discussed in the oundations of quantum m echanics and decoherence theory
R, 10, 11]{aswellas the "local" observables becom e relative. E g., the best
known and studied "ocom posite observables", theCM position coordinates [1,
2, 11] relative to the systam e+ p, becom e jast the local cbservables relative
tothe CM + R systam . Certainly, a de nition of the cbservables does not
yet in ply the m easurem ent accessbility of the cbservables.

Finall, one may go even further in this concem by speculating in the
follow ing way: what if Instead of the bipartite system E + F , one cbtains a
higher com plexity (coarse graining) ofC, such as the one fom ally presented
asfollows:A+B=C=M +N +P :::2 Orevenmore Interesting: what ifan
Inhiially undivisable ("elem entary") "particke" can be decom posed follow ing
the recipes of the general technique for de ning " (sub)system s" [B]?

In conclusion to this section, we want to em phasize that investigating the
(@s yet open) issue of "what is ’‘system '?" may In principle help in nding
the easier ways and m ethods for m anjpulating quantum entanglem ent and
forperform ng quantum com putation yet In the seem Ingly sin ple system s. It
seam s that answ ering these questions (what is system , and which observables
can operationally, eg. by LO CC ,be accessed) should be answered In paralkel,
and the outcom e is not an easy m atter to predict. Yet, it seem s we have
already leamt: in general, there are not a priori the "system s" (ie. a priory
hacoessble cbservables ofthe (isolated) "system ") {the lesson sounding very
much like the old lesson of Bohr (cf. Introduction) stemm ing from quantum
com plem entarity.

3. The open system s lim itations
The hydrogen atom is an open system in interaction w ith the quantum vac—

uum uctuations. W ithout this interaction, the stationary states ofthe atom
would bearthe full stability {as expected solely from the Schrodinger equation



for the atom [12].

T he presence of this environm ent (the vacuum uctuations V) gives rise
to both nonstationary character of the "stationary" states of the atom and
to the special status of is ground state. M ore precisely: the system R is
In Interaction with V, leaving yet the system CM intact. T he environm ent-
Induced behavior ofR isthen ratherexpected [1, 2, 3, 7] thusbeing the origin
of the possibility to de ne R as "system ". In other words: the environm ent
V is responsble for "accessbility" of R ‘s observables and the related infor-
m ation about the system R, which thus appears e ectively to be a "real"
physical system accessible to observation in a laboratory.

Certainly, this cbservation reinforces our m ain question: whether or not
we w illever be abl operationally to m anjpulate the pair (g;p) and to em ploy
their (expected) quantum entanglem ent?

T herefore, the discussion of Section 2 bears certain lin itation: it directly
refers to the isolated system s, whik its relkevance to the context of open
system s w ill be outlined in the sequel.

4. E xtracting inform ation about "subsystem s"

D ue to the general nules of decoherence theory: the environm ent selects the
preferred states of the open system by e ectively forbidding their coherent
(Ilinear) superpositions B]. For an Independent observer, these states (that
bear certain robustness relative to the extemal actions) appear to be "ob -
tive", thus In e ect giving rise to a basis of de ning the open system .

Prim a facie, it seem sthat the answerasto what issystem isalready given
and the relativity of "system " m ight seem to be ofthe secondary in portance.
W hile the de nition of "system " in general is far from being com plete [, 5,
13], ket us focus on the task of extracting the Infom ation about the altema—
tive subsystam s, again In tem s of the hydrogen atom .

The m easurem ents of eg. the position coordinates ofboth CM and R
can directly lead to an inform ation about the position ofboth e and p. Ac—
tually, by the use of the transfom ations inverse to the wellkknown canonical
transform ations of coordinates of e and p:

R‘CM = mpfp-"mefe):mp-l-me) (4)

R=T% B ©)



one can calculate the values forz, and x,, in the fullanalogy w ith the classical
system analysis. T hus obtained Infom ation about the position of e and p
refers equally to both, the isolated as well as the open system .

H owever, as to the open system s, the operationaluse of such Infom ation
bears a subtlety to be emphasized. Actually, in order to be abl to ex—
ctract further nform ation or to m anijpulate the inform ation cbtained about
e and/or p, one should, in general, be skilled enough to operate In the tine
Intervalsm uch shorterthan the decoherence tim e referring to the decoherence
ofR ; the decoherence Induced by V (Section 3). N am ely, the decoherence of
R states nevitably a ects the system e+ p, possbly giving rise to a ecting
the entanglem ent in e+ p systam . And this is a general possible obstack for
the operational nfom ation processing In the altemative subsystem s of an
open com posite system . O n the other side, asto the isolated system s{such as
those dealt with In quantum informm ation theory{there seam s to be no such
obstacks forthe operationaluse ofthe relativity of "system " as distinguished
In Section 2.

T here is another yet general notion and the possible cbstack to our pro—
gram ofexctracting inform ation about subsystem s. In general, the canonical
transfom ations de ning the di erent divisions of a com posite system into
subsystem sm ay include the con jugate m om enta of the subsystem s, not only
the position variables as given In eq. (4) and (5){cf. Appendix A . Then,
as pointed out n [B], such divisions of the com posite system becom e m utu—
ally com plm entary: due to incom patibility of the position and m om entum
observables, the nverse transfom ations (in analogy with egs. 4) and (5))
can not be de ned (due to the lack of the sim ulaneous sharp values of the
position and them om entum cbservables). T herefore, in general, even forthe
isolated com posite systam , one can not extract nform ation about the states
and/or dbservables of the com plem entary subsystem s of a com posite system .

H owever, ifnon—sharp (eg. them ean) values ofthe position and/or ofthe
m om entum observables m ight be usefil], then it seem s that the case of the
com plem entary subsystam s reduces to the non-com plem entary subsystem s
asdiscussed In Section 2. E g. a decay ofan excited state ofR m ay uniquely
determ ne the initial (excited) state. Now, having this Inform ation, it is a
sin ple task to calculate the m ean value of the position observable rAR . By
sim ultaneous m easurem ent ofRCAM , one can directly obtain an approxin ate
value of the average position ofboth, e and p, stillw ith the standard devia-

tions not signi cantly exceeding the standard deviations of rAR and Rcy -



5. D iscussion and conclision

It is essential to re-em phasize: de ning a " (sub)system " assum es neither re—
gropuing the subsystem snora rede nition ofa unique subsystem ’s variables.
R ather, it assum es the canonical transformm ations that coupk the variables of
the di erent (sub)system s B, 13] thus, in general, not providing any intuitive
contents forthe new Iy de ned (sub)systam s even in the classicalphysics con—
text. To this end, In order to circum vent the possible m isunderstanding, it
isworth re-em phasizing that our considerations apply to the variables trans—
form ations allow ing a de nition ofthe "new " subsystam s, not jist giving rise
to a de niion of a new com posite observable of the com posite system . To
this end as an exam plk we point eg. to the cbservabl de ned as the sum

A

J = 1+ s, wherelstands brthe angular m om entum and 8 for the s of

a particle; the cbservable J’ is truly a com posite system observable not yet
de ning the new subsystem s.

A s it is emphasized In [B], a division of a com posite system gives rise
to sin ultaneous de nitions of the subsystem s not yet allow ing sim ultaneous
observability of the subsystem s belonging to the di erent divisions. W hile
this is a sin ple consequence of the canonical transfom ations (@s de ned
In Appendix A) [B], this fact bears a clearcut inform ation-theoretic aspect.
A ctually, the observation ofeg. A represents a localoperation relative to the
division A + B, whilk the cbservation of E represents an operation exerted
on the com posite system A + B {and therefore can not be sin ultaneously
perform ed. Certainly, this is another subtlety of the problem at issue.

T he coordnatestransform ationsde ned (sub)system s is virtually a gen—
eralm ethod in physics, which m akes our considerations to be of Interest for
the realistic physical m odels. Here, we shall outline just a few exam ples in
this regard.

E g., besides the hydrogen atom (Sections 2 and 4), we en phasize the rel-
evance of the contents of Section 2 forthe w idely used m ethod of rede nition
of mutually nteracting system s as a collection of m utually non-interacting
quasiparticles{eg. the "nom al coordinates" decoupling the nteracting har-
m onic oscillators (cf. Appendix B) .

A s another interesting issue, we am phasize the sub ect of the m oleculs
structure (@ general issue of quantum chem istry), and the prcblem of the
m acrom olecules conformm ational transitions [14, 15, 16]. A ctually, the gen—
eralm ethod of quantum chem istry reads: a m olcule can be m odeled as a



collection of the atom ic nuclei plus the ocollection of the atom ic electrons
N + E. However, as it is generally treated in chem istry, a m olecule can be
de ned as a collection ofm utually Interacting atom s (the system A ) {the in—
teractions (phenom enologically) described as the "chem icalbonds" between

the atom s. In the context of our considerations, the com posite system N + E

is not quite equivalent w ith the com posite system A , for the rather cbvious
reasons. A ctually, the adiabatic approxin ation valid forthe system N + E is
not valid forthe system A {the atom icm ass ratio is a non-negligble fraction
of unity. Now, the adiabatic approxin ation {In is zeroth order{gives rise to
the separability ofthe subsystem sN and E {the presence of quantum entan-—
gement N N + E system is considered in them olecular spectroscopy theory
as the dom ain of non-applicability of the adiabatic approxin ation [17]. On
the other side, the interactions between the atom s{to which the adiabatic
approxin ation does not apply{should provide entanglem ent in the system of
the atom s. Sin ilarly, the extemally induced confom ational transitions [14,
15, 16] ofthem olecules [18, 19] sound di erent in temm s of the two divisions
[6]{N + E and A {ofam olcul, that is also characteristic for our consider—
ations. Being the m any-particle systam s, the m olecules exhbit virtually the
general applicability of our considerations to the realistic physicalm odels.

A slight lim iation of our considerations m ay be the fact that our anal-
ysis prim arily refers to the continuous observables. H owever, the progress
In the continuousvarablesbased quantum infom ation processing (cf. eg.
R0, 21]) encourages the applicability of our resuls to the general quantum
inform ation/com putation issues.

Interestingly enough, the m ethod for de ning new subsystem sm ay also
be considered as a m ethod for com bating decoherence In the quantum hard—
ware. The ssparable statesofa system (g.0fCM + R, cf. Section 2) m ay
(and som etin es do) appear as a consequence of decoherence. If so, the intro—
duction of the new yet entangled subsystem s m ay directly help in principle
In avoiding entanglem ent In the com posite system .

In conclusion, we want to stress: even a seem ingly simplke yet com pos—
ite quantum system of m utually nonentangkd, noninteracting particlkes m ay
bear (@ "hidden") entanglem ent as well as the possibility of perform ing the
nonequivalent com putations, rehtive to the di erent possibk divisions of the
com posite system into subsystem s. This lesson jasti es the ollow ng con—
clision: a quantum system is not a priory given as well as accessboility of
its observables. The m ethod (s) (yvet fully to be form ulated) In this regard
m ay in principle be applied to both isolated aswell as to the open quantum
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system s{that also m ay be a generalm ethod for avoiding decocherence in the
quantum hardware.

A ppendix A

By "canonical transformm ations" we assum e the standard coordinate trans-
form ations w ithin the Ham iltonian form alisn of classicalm echanics. Their
quantum m echanical counterparts directly follow due to the procedure of
quantization of the classical variables.

E g., ket us assum e that a com posite systam isde ned by the two subsys-
tem s, A and B, each subsystem being de ned by the proper degrees of free—
dom and the corresponding conjigate m om enta{fxa i;P2 19 and £X g 4;P3 49,
respectively. T hen, the transfom ations are de ned form ally as ollow s:

Ex = Ek RaiiPa1iXB4iPB3); Ex = Ek KaiiPaiiXB4;PB5) (6)

rk = rk KaiiPaiiXs4iPs3); Fk = Fk &aiiPaiiXs4iPs3) (7)

thus introducing the new "subsystem s", E and F , respectively to egs. (6),
(7), still allow ing rede nition ofthe system Ham iltonian fiinction:

H:HA+HB+HAB (8)

where eg. H pz describes the Interaction between the subsystem sA and B.

It is worth em phasizing: the canonical transfom ations (6), (7) substan—
tially rede ne the com posite system due to, in general, dependence of the
degrees of freedom eg. of E ofboth, degrees of freedom and the conjugate
m om enta of both system s, A and B; being linear, these transfomm ations al-
low the transfomm ations inverse to (6), (7). In the other words: the new
"subsystem s", E and F' , need not bear any intuitive contents as the physical
system s.

A ppendix B

11



A linear interaction ofthe two ham onic oscillators of the general form 2} 12 =
CR; R, allbws a rede nition of the composite system 1+ 2 In temm s of
m utually noninteracting ham onic oscillators, Q 1+ Q » . A ctually, the "nom al
coordnates" ¢;;i= 1;2, asde ned by the Hllow Ing expression (a specialcase
ofegs. 6), (7)):

2,=2""7@G+&); =274 &) (10)

that de ne the new subsystems, Q ;;i = 1;2, give rdse to the lJack of any
Interaction of the new subsystam s: PleQZ = 0 7.

A s distinct from the pair of m icroscopic oscillators{that is typical for
the quantum nfom ation theory) {lt us assum e that one oscillator (eg. the
oscillator 2) in the pair is a "m acroscopic" system . Then the linear coupling
of the position ocbservable R; of the "m icroscopic" and the center of m ass
observable XACM » of the m acroscopic oscillatorm ay give rise to decoherence
of the position states of the m icroscopic oscillator, R; R2]. Certainly, the
oscillators Q 1;Q ») described by the "nom alcoordinates" rem ain decoupled
[L7]thus not providing any entanglem ent or decoherence In the pair ©Q1;02).
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