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ABSTRACT 

Carl Jung and Wolfang Pauli called synchronicities the meaningful coincidences that reveal a deep interconnection between mind and outside events. Dubbed 'acausal', this interconnection seems to develop independently of Newtonian space-time and to transcend causal mechanisms.

The Semantic Fields Theory (SFT) views the mind as a complex Mind-Body-Psyche system, that is, a lattice comprising numerous dynamical networks, called Semantic Constellations (or SeCos). SFT further poses that the mind (the SeCos) instantiates specific nonlocal dynamics and properties, and pertains to a global semantic dimension. The semantic dimension, non-dependent of space-time, can only be described by semantic parameters, one of which, semantic proximity, allows network linkage between minds independently of distance, thus basing a low-level, mostly unconscious, exchange of psi information between them. 

All material or living systems are endowed with a semantic organizational level, that is, a semantic field. Consequently the mind-matter problem is recast in the interaction between the mind’s semantic field (the SeCos) and matter’s semantic fields. In SFT, a single ‘connective dynamic,’ independent of space-time and therefore nonlocal, creates spontaneous linkages between distant semantic fields, thus instantiating both an exchange of information and an (acausal) inter-influence. This nonlocal dynamical interconnection, fuelled with the organizing force of consciousness, offers a theoretical basis for synchronicities. Thus the mind-brain is in continuous nonlocal interconnection, at a deep level, with other minds (the collective unconscious) and the environment (the Earth and Gaia). 
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INTRODUCTION
In his study of synchronicity, Carl Jung linked the phenomenon explicitly to psi occurrences, namely precognition and clairvoyance. He defines synchronicity as “the simultaneous occurrence of a certain psychic state with one or more external events which appear as meaningful parallels to the momentary subjective state.” (Jung, 1960, p. 25.) In his appendix (idem, p. 110), he defines three types of correlations between the mind’s content and the event: “The coincidence of a psychic state in the observer 1) with a simultaneous, objective, event; 2) with a corresponding (…) external event taking place (…) at a distance, and only verifiable afterward; and 3) with a corresponding, not yet existent, future event. Thus case 2 refers explicitly to clairvoyance, while case 3 refers to precognition. Apart from a long chapter on astrology, the examples he gives are mostly drawn from spontaneous cases of psi, such as Dunne’s precognitive dream about a volcano eruption, or else from Rhine’s experimental research—that is, prior to the writing of his study in 1951-52. 

Synchronicity stands now as a psychological fact—one of these facts of consciousness that, once elucidated and named, cannot ever be taken out of our mental landscape, because we keep now running into them on a regular basis and we absolutely need the concept to make sense of our experience. How could we make sense of our inner world without the concept of collective unconscious, or psi, for that matter? The question we may raise, and that we have raised before about such scientific concepts as the heliocentric rotation of Earth, is: How in the world could we have missed their existence before? The answer, according to Kuhn (1970) lies in the natural blinkers erected by the scientific paradigm of a given time, which shows us that the actual Zeitgeist takes for granted the experience of synchronicity, as well as that of psi. 

Let us also mention the exceptional and quite ‘archetypal’ dialogue Carl Jung had over the years with the quantum physicist and Nobel laureate Wolfgang Pauli—archetypal because it happened at a time when a most crucial question was raised both by physics and by depth psychology: namely the deep interconnection of mind and matter. And of course their dialogue focused on synchronicities (thus leading to a fecund exchange of letters and to their common book on the subject), since the latter show a connection between a mind state and physical events.

1. SYNCHRONICITY AND MEANING 

By a strange quirk of history, it is only to the first type of phenomena described by Jung, that we now refer by the term ‘synchronicity’—namely, the meaningful coincidence between a mind state (thought, dream, reverie, experience…) and an event happening to us shortly afterwards. A common experience of the sort would be to think or dream about a long-lost friend and running into him/her in the next minutes or hours (physical encounter, letter, or else phone call). To the contrary, the two other types labeled synchronicity by Jung are now recognized in our lives for what they are—psi phenomena—, and we speak about having had a clairvoyant, telepathic, or precognitive, experience.

However, Jung and Pauli’s profound view of synchronicity introduces an epistemological (and quasi ontological) framework that could also explain psi, when they refer to an “acausal connection” between the psyche and ‘outside’ events. According to Jung, this connection happens through the archetypes, that is, in last resort, through the collective unconscious. He says (p.21), “Certain phenomena of simultaneity or synchronicity seem to be bound up with the archetypes,” adding that all of his own experiences clearly implied an archetype. The well-known example of the golden scarab—his patient recounting a dream about a golden scarab while a scarab with golden hues gets in the room by the open window—is definitely archetypal in character, the scarab being a solar symbol signifying renewal. However, this is not the main characteristic of synchronicities. Its main feature according to Jung (and that is an experienced therapist noting it) is its potency and numinosity. In the case above, Jung’s patient was stuck in her treatment and seemed to resist all attempts to initiate a constructive therapeutic process. The synchronicity led to an in-depth exchange, centered on this event. By collapsing the communication barriers, it triggered the onset of the transference process and thus the therapeutic process (hence the scarab ‘renewal’ symbol). 

As pointed out by Jung, psychic renewal is “usually accompanied by symbols of rebirth in the patient’s dreams and fantasies.” (p. 23). Which lead us to assume that the more synchronicities imply an archetypal element (such as the scarab), the more they will bring about a deep psychic renewal. In that respect, the synchronicity has a similar psychological function as the archetypal dream: that of a trigger, an awakener. 

The golden scarab synchronicity not only straightens the therapeutic relationship, but it triggers insight by launching a dynamical semantic process: the creation of novel meaning. For Jung, it is the meaning aspect of synchronicity that reveals the link to an unconscious archetype. The creation of meaning, in my view, is an essential factor, since it is only the numinous meaning or the Aha! quality of such an occurrence that makes the observer say “I had a synchronicity.” Furthermore, the surprise aspect is so strong it triggers a reflection, or an insight, and it may bring about some unconscious content to the foreground of consciousness. The realization of the meaning of the synchronicity then in its turn influences the person into either new ideas, or else it triggers a bifurcation in his/her subsequent choice, decision, or action. And this is certainly where the archetypal content is the most potent: in the subsequent modification or change in the person’s life.

Let me take a personal example illustrating this point:

I’m driving on the highway while having great doubts and debating with myself about my current love relationship, about three months old, that I didn’t feel was satisfying. I suddenly become aware I’m following a huge truck on the right lane, on the back door of which, in big black letters on a white surface is written the family name of my lover (a rare foreign name at that). After a first moment of utter bewilderment (at the extremely low probability of such an occurrence), I now become aware I’m “stuck behind the truck”—moving at a speed (or ‘energy’) much lower than my usual one. My psyche immediately translates: My energy is lower, I’m ‘stuck’ in the relationship. Then, decision: “Let’s do something. Let’s overtake that truck (relation)!” This insight took hardly two or three seconds, while I must have been debating for a dozen minutes behind the truck, unaware (in my conscious) there was a name on it. Then I get in higher gear and speed up to overtake the truck. While doing so, I immediately experience an immense sense of relief and of liberation, while I feel I’m being myself all over again. Because, at the very moment of the decision and symbolic action, I had solved the dilemma and had already gone through the break up process. (The subsequent discussion with my boy friend, explaining my decision, will only be a formal ending; as far as I’m concerned, the inner process is already completed.) 

In this elaborate type of synchronicity, it seems as if one had a dream featuring unconscious contents needing to be addressed. I could well have had a dream of a truck on which the name…etc., and I would have interpreted the dream with the same ease I had interpreted the symbolic event. However, this is not a dream, and this is most remarkable. Indeed, while this synchronicity seems to be lacking an archetypal content, it however shows very clearly the Self coming to the foreground and taking over the reins. It looks like the unconscious would have the capacity to actually bend and reorganize ‘outside’ events, objects, and space-time frames—to the point the symbolic content can now express itself in reality. In fact, in the scarab case, it does both: it appears in a dream, and then, while the dream is told, it manifests as a bug entering through the window. 

In Networks of Meaning (Hardy, 1998), I thus propose to consider that a meaningful coincidence is a synchronicity IF: 

(1) there is a low probability that the event would occur by chance alone; 

(2) there are numerous significant links between the interfering event and the subject’s activated SeCo; and 

(3) the meaning of the external event clearly influences the person, to the point of drastically modifying the SeCo. 

I believe synchronicity is deeply connected to the unconscious; not expressly to archetypes but rather to the Self (the subject of both the unconscious and the conscious) willing to influence the ego in a specific way. Synchronicity, thus, 1) expresses the will of the Self to influence the ego toward a certain mindset, or decision, or action. And 2) it shows the capacity of the Self (when the person is engaged in a process of spiritual evolution, or individuation) to succeed in organizing physical reality and events according to its own semantic energy (higher spiritual values, goals, and orientations). In that respect, James Redfield (1993) is right in stressing that the more we are willing to transform ourselves spiritually, and the more synchronicities we encounter. The Self manipulating events—with a perfect timing so that the ego may be startled into thinking/realizing/deciding—can thus, as stressed by Alan Combs (1995), take on the figure of the ‘trickster’ (Hermes) steering the ego-self and hustling it on its knowledge path. Also noteworthy is (in Castaneda’s books) the stupendous ‘mise en scène’ of the Eagle, “knocking on the door” of the future shaman, to shove it into his apprenticeship.

Let us turn now to SFT theoretical framework for explaining synchronicities.

2. MIND, PSI, AND NONLOCALITY

With only the data from Rhine’s experiments up to 1951, Jung was able to argue that those clearly suggested that neither spatial distance nor time are “prohibiting factors” for the occurrence of psi. About Rhine’s findings that a greater sender-receiver distance or a time displacement didn’t lower the results, Jung remarks (p.17): “In these [experimental] circumstances the time factor seems to have been eliminated by a psychic function or psychic condition which is also capable of abolishing the spatial factor.” Then he goes on deducing (p.18) that psi rules out any explanation in terms of energy (since there is no decrease of the effect with distance), and therefore psi “cannot be considered from the point of view of causality.” Let us specify that it does rule out any conventional electromagnetic energy or force—but not quantum processes that are known to exhibit nonlocal properties and retrocausality (see Costa de Beauregard, 1975; Peat, 1987; Hardy, 2000) nor an unknown type of energy. Later experiments also showed that psi was undisturbed by electromagnetic shielding. As I have argued (Hardy, 2000) on the basis on the substantially larger body of data available at that time, many experiments and surveys strongly suggest psi is non-dependent on Newtonian space-time, that is, it exhibits nonlocal properties. (This does not rule out specific space-time factors that would act on psi results as a contingent condition, and not as a necessary condition. See Hardy, 2000.) Consequently, instead of describing psi using space-time or efficient causality parameters (that is, local descriptors), I propose we conceive of descriptors of psi instantiating truly semantic or consciousness dynamics, that is, that we posit nonlocal parameters. 

It goes without saying that since psi capacities are mental phenomena, mind itself exhibits nonlocal properties as well, and therefore a theory of mind must accommodate nonlocal processes and give them a proper foundation. It was also Jung’s conclusion, and the reason why he suggested that maybe the relationship between mind and brain is not causal, but rather based on a synchronistic phenomenon (p.89). 

It is only in the eighties and nineties that breakthrough research has uncovered the existence of quantum processes in the brain,* such as the synchronous firing of neurons, and of complex dynamical processes, such as chaotic attractors in the sense of smell, or in memorization process.** If we add to these two fields (the quantum processes and the chaotic or nonlinear dynamics) the advances in the domain of neural nets and their salient capacities for learning and evolving, then we may have the tools to conceive of a theory of mind that would explain psi capacities and synchronicities, and thus move beyond the deadlock of the mind-brain split.

3. SEMANTIC FIELDS THEORY: BRIDGING THE MIND-BRAIN SPLIT

Dualism was positing a clear-cut distinction between mind and brain, along Descartes’ theory, later recast in a software/hardware distinction where the mind is equated to a computer. Hence the irreducible split between the two ‘substances’ and the impossibility (even in interactionist dualism) to adequately explain the kind of two-way mind-brain interactions we could easily observe, such as chemicals modifying the mental state, or else a depressive state producing an ulcer. The reason was also that cognitive theories, including interactionism, would conceive of the interrelation as causal and deterministic, whether top-down or bottom-up, without even questioning this assumption. Obviously, things were much more complex, and we could see many examples of influence between levels without strict determinism, multiple types of influence at play, or else a certain independence of the mind from the brain, as in nonlocal psi phenomena. It was becoming more and more evident that 1) mind and brain were deeply interconnected, and 2) each organizational level had specific properties, and 3) there were two-way ‘influences’ between levels. As I have developed, we have to view these interactions as neither causal nor deterministic, but rather as complex multilevel webs of influences (Hardy, 2001). The mind-brain interactions are non-deterministic because, for each task or process, there are several alternative paths of behavior, or of evolution that remain open to choice. They are non-causal because the complexity is such that all networks and forces in the system interact and mutually influence each other. Consequently, talking about causality is irrelevant because all these interactions not only occur simultaneously but also are modifying the very forces interacting. Furthermore, the complex network of inter-influences creates emergent events and processes, and mind is thus constantly modifying its internal organization: in the words of chaos theory, it self-organizes. 

 The theoretical solution to the mind-brain split is brought about by blending the properties of neural nets with the dynamics of complex dynamical systems (chaos theory). 

Artificial neural nets are able to self-organize internally (in a spontaneous manner) in order to code for any input (whether a form, a letter, etc.) A neural net is composed of ‘neurons’ and links, and it learns by modifying the specific weights attributed to links: whenever a link leads to an inadequate solution, its weight is decreased. The network thus learns by organizing itself and memorizing the most efficient paths and organizational states. This learning capacity is highly accrued in networks using back-propagation: at each step, the actual state of the network is compared to the expected output (or goal), and the error-signal is back-propagated, enabling the network to lower the weights of the links creating the error. (McClelland, Rumelhart, & the PDP Research Group, 1986; Bechtel & Abrahamsen, 1990).

Let’s imagine for example a network geared at recognizing written letters. It will reach a specific organizational state (of its neurons and weights) for each of the letters it has ‘learnt’ to recognize. This internal state is how it ‘codes for’ a specific letter and it has been deemed an ‘attractor’ of the system. One can say the network has in ‘memory’ all the letters it can code for, but note that this is an ‘organizational memory,’ that is, it is dynamical and process-like, and it is based on a specific internal state of organization (nothing whatsoever to do with dead data). And the more complex and multi-layered the network, the more inputs it can learn to recognize. 

What interests us here (in view of a theoretical ground) is the type of connection instantiated between the network (system A) and the inputs it codes for (system B). 

1. Inputs: The inputs can be virtually anything, of any type: from written words to specific odors, forms, or sounds. Or else, neuronal processes, dynamical states, chemical gradients, logical relators, etc. (And we can extrapolate, in view of system A being a mind: ideas, feelings, semantic content, etc.)

2. Complexity: That leads us to conceive that systems of inputs may show a much higher order of complexity than the form-recognition network used to code it, such as in robotized vehicles recognizing the features of an outside landscape. But let us also imagine, since we are talking about networks in the mind-brain, that these networks may have reached an enormous complexity. So that, basically, one network (system A) is on any scale of complexity compared to what it codes for (system B).

3. Systems types: The network coding (A) and the one to be recognized (B) do not need to have anything in common. This is the most interesting feature of the form-recognition network. An artificial network can code as well chemicals as flowers types. They don’t have the same substrate (physical matter, or abstract data, or sensory inputs), nor, for that reason, the same dynamics or properties. (The coding system, however, needs to be a complex dynamical network of processes, expressing self-organization and emergence.) A and B only share a relation, a connection, and one that allows recognition, that is, a semantic distinction. Let’s try to figure a possible interconnection:

Let’s say system A wants to recognizes all the states (or elements) of system B, that is B{1…n}. The first time A is faced with B1, it self-organizes into state A(B1) that codes now for B1. The connection is a dynamical one, triggering an oriented self-organizing process, since now, each time A ‘sees’ B1, it triggers A(B1) in itself. And when it sees B2, it triggers the state A(B2) in itself—and idem for all the states of B it has learnt to code for.

Now let’s imagine system B is also a network, thus able itself to code for and to learn any state of any other system. Say now that in place of just ‘coding for’, it has the property to adapt to A’s behavior and self-organizing evolution. Then, faced with the state A(B2), system B will adapt itself and self-organize into B2[A(B2)].

We would thus have a co-adaptation and co-evolution of two evolving systems that have nothing in common in terms of internal features, apart from being two dynamical networks of processes—but that nevertheless share a vital and fecund connection and a necessity to adjust with each other. In other words, we could have a co-evolution and inter-influence between a mind network and a neuronal network. The two networks could be endowed with totally distinct sets of properties and constraints. For example, we could imagine assemblies of neurons in the brain, constrained in some measure by biochemical causality as well as space-time topology, interacting and co-evolving with a semantic mega-network (e.g. a heightened consciousness state), the latter existing in a semantic dimension with nonlocal properties and reaching out toward other minds in space and toward future events. In that case, the neuronal networks would find the most adequate internal organization (in the limits of their own constraints) to express-support-sustain and further the goal of consciousness, while consciousness would use all the capacities of neural organization and dynamics to sustain its state, understand and memorize its experience, learn its main features and how to recreate it, etc. 

Add now to the picture the properties of complex dynamical systems, that is, the capacity, through another type of ‘emergent’ self-organization, to create emergent global states and dynamics (that is, a change of it(s) attractor(s), or bifurcation). Thus, the two interacting systems could complexify without limits, and still co-adapt and co-evolve.

In integrating the two frameworks of neural nets and chaos theory, SFT points to a possible solution to the mind-brain split. SFT posits the creation of interconnections of exquisite complexity between diverse levels of organization (mind, brain, psyche, body). It accommodates any type of cross-level or intralevel interconnection, thus allowing for the creation and coordination of mega-networks throughout the mind-brain, in nonlocal interconnection with other minds and the environment at large. It renders the collective unconscious—a semantic field shared by the whole of humanity with the Earth—a possibility, as well as any individual mind’s connection to it. (In fact, there would be absolutely no other solution than nonlocal connections to base the kind of access each human has to the common pool of the collective unconscious, as stressed by Jung.) 

SFT, to describe it briefly, thus views the mind as a mind-body-psyche system, or MBP system, with a non-finite number of levels. Multilevel networks of processes are created to take care of specific tasks or domains of activity, such as playing music, or driving; these are called Semantic Constellations or SeCos. The best example is learning an artistic skill, which implies the coordination of sensations, feelings, names, ideas, memories, with neuronal, motor, physiological, etc., processes (Hardy, 1999). Obviously, in the learning phase, all these processes have to get progressively coordinated while they are refined: a good example of extremely varied and complex networks (sub-SeCos) co-adapting and getting harmonized between them in order to create a smoothly working holistic system (the SeCo of the skill). SFT poses that a basic connective dynamic, working at a low-level, is responsible for the creation and evolution of dynamical networks and SeCos. It is a spontaneous linkage process that triggers spontaneous links between similar or related semantic elements, and then creates larger connections and adaptations between clusters of processes, then between SeCos, in between Secos, all the way to the systemic self-organization of the whole MBP system. Now, the same connective dynamic, because it is working through semantic qualities and on nonlocal properties, allows for meaningful psi interactions with other minds and with the environment. Only one dynamics is necessary, provided it is a nonlocal connective process, to ground all interactions at all levels and the inter-influence between any number of complex systems—whether mind-context, or mind-family-society, or mind-collective unconscious-other mind. 

4. BRIDGING THE MIND-MATTER SPLIT

FST further develops this theoretical solution to solving the mind-matter split. SFT poses that mind is not only a perceptive, that is, receptive system, but also a projective system, creating and manipulating semantic energy. This semantic energy has an organizing influence on the world. In this respect, thinking is a creation or reorganization of semantic energy, and its projection outward. The more creative the process (e.g. the more novel the thoughts we have, or the more astonishing the experience), and the stronger the semantic energy involved. When we generate meaning about our environment, we create a semantic organizational level in objects and our surroundings. Any one object, or place, or culture, we interact with is endowed with meaning. Whether we have a good feeling, or come up with a negative judgment, it’s all a specific quality and intensity of semantic energy. Therefore, all objects in our surroundings and in the visible universe have a semantic dimension, a non-local semantic field attached to it, which comprises at the very least the semantic imprints of our projections unto it. (Additionally to that, any living being has its own semantic organization.) A cultural object will thus have a huge and extremely complex semantic field, summing up all the collective projections. Even an imaginary object in the mind of only one person will have a semantic field attached to it, since at the very moment it was conceived it was endowed with meaning.

Thus, we have to picture that the whole physical world, and any being, object or place in particular, has a semantic level of organization, that is, a specific semantic field, acting as a kind of signature in the semantic dimension (called eco-field when talking about objects or environmental semantic fields). Of course, these semantic fields are nested in larger ones, and then comprise smaller ones. For example, a mind has its own semantic field comprising numerous smaller SeCos, but it is also part of the semantic field of a professional group, itself part of a larger cultural collective field, etc. As a whole, the earth is a gigantic semantic field (the noosphere of Teilhard de Chardin), which, just like mind, is for one part strongly intertwined with matter (physical and neural) and pervading it, and is for another part the semantic dimension endowed with nonlocal properties.  

Our consciousness, through its nonlocal connective dynamic, is capable of sensing and reaching far away semantic fields, whether that of human minds or that of places, or else of specific meaningful objects. Thus, the mind-matter problem, which was unsolvable as long as mind and matter were thought to pertain to two totally different substrates (along the Cartesian dualistic view), can now be recast in a widely different framework: that of figuring exchanges between the semantic level of mind and the semantic level of matter (objects, planets, plants, animals, etc.)—or, in short, figuring the interconnection between mind semantic fields and matter semantic fields. Put into that new light, the problem is easily solved with a connective dynamic acting at the semantic level and showing nonlocal properties. 

At that point, explaining synchronicities with animals or objects (clearly the most difficult part) is unproblematic: mind is an engine creating semantic energy (in a real negentropic sense), that is, an organizing force in the universe creating order. As such, it is capable, when in deep interconnection with resonant or meaningful (for itself) semantic fields, to have an influence on them, and vice versa. 

Let’s pose that the strength of semantic energy is first a function of creativity and novelty, and second a function of intensity and recurrence. Therefore, a strong feeling or a creative thought have by definition a high semantic energy. The mere thinking about a strong archetypal entity, or issue, or talking about it, is akin to activating the semantic energy of that entity (and more precisely its specific quality). Fueled by semantic energy, the spontaneous linkage process instantaneously creates connections with any entity having a similar or akin semantic field. If there is any possibility of an encounter in space and time, representing a deepening of the connection with the entity, then the semantic evocation will trigger it. (At that point, the interconnection reaches the person’s whole MBP system.) And at the end, the animal, or image or name will suddenly not ‘happen’ or ‘appear’ around us, but rather ‘be drawn’ to us. It will literally be attracted by our semantic field. Or else, hypothesis even more radical, it will be ‘created’ or ‘produced’ by the organizing power of our mind.

Now, let’s ponder a moment on the idea that, for each one of us, our semantic dimension reaches out, unimpeded by space or time barriers, into a vast distance, and spontaneously connects with sympathetic or resonant semantic fields. That would mean we are far more connected to others and to the world than we could ever imagine. Of course, the greatest part of these connections, and the concomitant information we may gather about these other systems, remains under the threshold of consciousness. But it suddenly appears as if it would be only natural that, in some very important cases, highly charged with meaning, the information would just emerge to our consciousness, whether through a precognitive or clairvoyant dream, or else in a kind of flash, or sudden insight. Are we not much more gifted with psi than we imagine possible? Could it be that it’s our belief about our own limits that is creating the very limits we experience? 

CONCLUSION 

If a non-finite number of systems can interact and co-evolve with another non-finite number of systems, where does that lead us? To a holistic view of humanity as participating in the creation and evolution of a giant semantic field or collective consciousness. The interaction of all human consciousnesses with their environment (the whole planet) would then create a meta-system of gigantic proportion: the collective consciousness of humanity linked to Gaia as Earth consciousness. We may have here a foundation for both Jung’s collective unconscious (the mostly unconscious part of collective consciousness) and Lovelock’s Gaia hypothesis (Lovelock, 1990).
NOTES 

*  About quantum events in the brain, see D. Zohar (1990). Also: S. R. Hameroff (1994). 

** See for the sense of smell: Freeman, W. J. (1995). On memorization: Wilson, M.A. & McNaughton, B.L. (1994). 

See in general on the applications of Chaos theory: Guastello, S. (1995). Also: Abraham, F., Abraham, R., & Shaw, C. (1990). 
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