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Abstract

In recent years, large language models have
achieved state-of-the-art performance across
multiple domains. However, the progress in the
field of graph reasoning with LLM remains
limited. Our work delves into this gap by
thoroughly investigating graph reasoning with
LLMs. In this work, we reveal the impact of the
order of graph description on LLMs’ graph rea-
soning performance, which significantly affects
LLMs’ reasoning abilities. By altering this
order, we enhance the performance of LLMs
from 42.22% to 70%. Furthermore, we intro-
duce the Scaled Graph Reasoning benchmark
for assessing LLMs’ performance across var-
ious graph sizes and evaluate the relationship
between LLMs’ graph reasoning abilities and
graph size. We discover that the graph rea-
soning performance of LLMs does not mono-
tonically decrease with the increase in graph
size. The experiments span several mainstream
models, including GPT-3.5, LLaMA-2-7B, and
LLaMA-2-13B, to offer a comprehensive eval-
uation.

1 Introduction

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
have made remarkable progress, showing un-
precedented capabilities in a wide range of
human-centric tasks, extending beyond their orig-
inal design for textual data processing(Vaswani
et al., 2017)(Devlin et al., 2018)(Brown et al.,
2020)(Ouyang et al., 2022). These tasks encom-
pass nearly everything from sophisticated question-
answering to intricate semantic analysis, highlight-
ing the versatile applications of LLMs in fields that
transcend traditional language processing bound-
aries(Yao et al., 2022)(Gao et al., 2023)(Yang et al.,
2023)(Park et al., 2023).

In graph mining, previous studies have ex-
plored the LLMs’ reasoning ability in graph-related
tasks in many respects, like prompting approaches,
graph encoding, modality, and fine-tuning. Wang
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Figure 1: We encode undirected graphs into description
text using both random and BFS order, and then input
these text sequences into GPT-3.5 to evaluate its graph
reasoning capabilities, respectively. Compared to the
42.22% performance with random ordering, using BFS
ordering improves the performance to 55.00%. What if
the graph grows larger?

et al. (2023) input graphs as part of the text se-
quence to the LLMs with various prompting ap-
proaches. Fatemi et al. (2023) explores the effect
of grounding the pure graph in a real-world sce-
nario, such as social networks, friendship graphs,
or co-authorship graphs. Das et al. (2023) explores
how to encode graph data as various modalities
input LLMs.

However, in the process of encoding graphs to
graph description, the impact of the order of text
sequences has not been explored. When describing
graphs in text sequences, it is evident that order
is an important influencing factor. Therefore, the
impact of the order of graph description is a ques-
tion worth exploring in the process of encoding
graphs to text sequences. What’s more, previous
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Figure 2: Overview of different tasks, graph descriptive orders and prompting approaches

studies have substantiated that the size of graphs
significantly impacts the reasoning performance of
LLMs. However, since the graphs are categorized
based on the size of graphs in Wang et al.’s (2023)
work, the trend of how the performance of LLMs
changes as the size of the graphs increases can’t be
observed. This is a gap when applying LLMs to
large-scale graphs.

To explore the two questions mentioned above,
in our work, we explore how the graph descrip-
tive order affects the LLMs’ graph reasoning per-
formance and evaluate the relationship between
LLMs’ reasoning performance on graph-related
tasks and graph size. We find that (1) the order
of text-based edge sequences significantly affects
LLMs’ reasoning performance on graphs. By ad-
justing the order of graphs’ text-based edge se-
quences, the performance of LLMs enhanced from
42.22% to 70%, (2) the graph reasoning perfor-
mance of LLMs does not monotonically decrease
with the increase in graph size. There is an ob-
served trend where performance increases but not
decreases with the number of edges within a range.
To the end, to support our experiments, we build
the Scaled Graph Reasoning (SGR) benchmark,
which comprises a series of graphs of varying sizes,
categorized into three fundamental graph tasks.
Our experimental framework spans several main-
stream models, including GPT-3.5(Brown et al.,
2020), LLaMA-2-7B, and LLaMA-2-13B(Touvron
et al., 2023), thereby offering a comprehensive eval-

uation.
In summary, our main contributions include:

1. Our study systematically investigates the im-
pact of the graph descriptive order on LLMs’
graph reasoning abilities, revealing this order
can significantly affect model performance
in interpreting graph structures. By adjust-
ing the order of graphs’ text-based edge se-
quences, the performance of LLMs enhanced
from 42.22% to 70%.

2. We reveal the relationship between LLMs’
graph reasoning performance and graph size,
discovering that the reasoning performance of
LLMs does not monotonically decrease with
the increase in graph size.

3. We build the Scaled Graph Reasoning
benchmark, a novel benchmarking tool de-
signed to assess LLMs’ reasoning abilities
across various graph scales uniformly.

2 Notions and Preliminary

2.1 Notions
Formally, an undirected graph can be represented
as G = (V, E ,W) with nodeset V and edgeset E ,
and W = {wuv}(u,v)∈E where wuv ∈ R+ is the
non-negative weight of the edge (u, v) in the graph.

Given a graph G, its density can be denoted as:

σ(G) = 2× |E|
n× (n− 1)

(1)



where |E| denotes the number of edges in the graph
and n is the number of nodes.

2.2 Prompt engineering

Prompt engineering is a methodology within the
field of natural language processing (NLP) that
involves crafting inputs that guide LLMs in gener-
ating desired outputs for specific tasks(Collobert
and Weston, 2008)(Mikolov et al., 2013)(Sutskever
et al., 2014). This approach leverages the pre-
existing knowledge embedded within these models,
acquired during their extensive pre-training on di-
verse corpora. The process of prompt engineering
can be described as optimizing a prompt Prompt
to minimize the loss function of a model M, repre-
sented as:

min
Prompt

L(M(Prompt, X), Y ) (2)

where X denotes the input data, Y represents the
expected output, and L is the loss function mea-
suring the discrepancy between the model’s output
and the expected output.

3 Tasks and Formulation

3.1 Tasks

We choose the following three graph-related tasks,
similar to the setting in (Wang et al., 2023), to test
the graph reasoning performance of the LLMs.

• T1 Connectivity. For the graph G, the connec-
tivity between the nodes u and v is established
by a path consisting of a sequence of edges
in E that links u and v. Given two arbitrary
nodes u, v ∈ V of G, the task is to ask whether
a connection exists between them.

• T2 Cycle. For the graph G, a cycle is
an non-empty path for a node sequence
(v1, . . . , vi, . . . , v1). The task is to determine
if there exists a cycle in graph G.

• T3 Shortest Path. The shortest path between
two nodes is the path where the sum of edge
weights is minimized. Given the graph G and
two nodes u and v, the task is to find the short-
est path between node u and node v and the
weight of the corresponding path.

3.2 Problem Formulation

Let f : (G, {v}) → π(E) be a function that maps
an undirected graph to be a permutation π (con-
taining edge weights if necessary) of its edgeset
in terms of the specific nodes {v}; the output can

be deemed as the textualization description of the
graph considering the edge sequence.

Given an undirected graph G, the graph-related
task T , and nodes {v}, the specific Prompt can be
represented as Prompt = prompt(T, f(G, {v}))
where prompt(·) is a prompt generation function.
The prediction of a large language model (M) is
denoted as Ŷ = M(Prompt,G).

Our problem for a specific graph reasoning task
T can be formulated as,

min
f

L(M(prompt(T, f(G, {v}));G), Y ), (3)

which minimizes the loss L between the model
output (Ŷ ) and the ground truth (Y ), by optimizing
the function f for the edge sequence.

The above objective can also be integrated with
Eq. 2 by optimizing the prompt function prompt.

Notably, our problem is non-invasive for the
model M, which is treated as a black box. Such a
paradigm is particularly valuable as it aligns with
the operational constraints of numerous real-world
applications and facilitates the integration of LLM
into existing systems with minimal disruption.

3.3 Benchmark
To evaluate the reasoning performance of LLM for
graph-related tasks comprehensively, we build a
novel dataset, Scaled Graph Reasoning (SGR),
as a benchmark with graphs of various sizes. We
use the number of edges and density to control for
the size of the graph in SGR.

Given the desired edge count m and density pa-
rameter σ, the number of nodes n can be calcu-
lated. Then, the graph is populated by randomly
adding edges between pairs of distinct nodes un-
til the graph contains m edges, with each edge
assigned a random weight.

Specifically, SGR benchmark consists of 920
graphs generated by a random approach for each of
three foundational graph tasks, with the number of
edges ranging from 5 to 50, ensuring a consistent
density level across all graphs.

4 Graph-to-Text Encoding: f

This section introduces how to encode graph-
structured data to text sequences used for language
model reasoning.

We implement the order function f as follows.
Different functions output different orders of edges
in the graph, which encode the structured graphs
into the textual format in the Prompt.
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Figure 3: Examples of the orders of various text-based edge sequences. In this figure, T is set to the shortest path
task.

1. Random order: Shuffle the sequence of edges
randomly and arrange them in a random order.

2. BFS order: Initiating from the root node,
the Breadth-First Search algorithm exhaus-
tively explores all adjacent nodes at the cur-
rent depth before proceeding to nodes at the
next level.

3. DFS order: Initiating from the root node, the
Depth-First Search algorithm delves into the
graph by exploring as far along each branch
as possible before backtracking.

4. Second shortest path order: The second short-
est path order organizes the text-based edges
based on the second shortest path from the
root node to the destination node.

5. Longest path order: The longest path order
arranges the text-based edges in accordance
with the longest path from the root node to the
destination node.

6. Shortest path order: The shortest path order
arranges the text-based edges in accordance
with the shortest path from the root node to
the destination node.

If, after traversal, any remaining unvisited edges
are listed following the order of the explored edges
to guarantee a complete textual representation of
the graph.

Note. We do not inform the LLMs about the or-

der of text-based edge sequences. This requires the
LLMs to discover and utilize this order to improve
their performance autonomously.

5 Experimental Settings

5.1 Dataset

The experiment for the impact of the order of
graph description is conducted on NLGraph. The
NLGraph benchmark is a comprehensive suite de-
signed to evaluate LLMs on graph-based reasoning
tasks articulated in natural language, which is pro-
posed by Wang et al. (2023). In our experiments,
we used graphs from three tasks in NLGraph, each
test in NLGraph contains about 200 graphs.

The experiment for the relationship between
LLMs’ performance and graph size is conducted
on SGR benchmark. We set the density parameter σ
to be 0.5, the number of the edge m is in [5, 50].

Dataset preprocessing for specific tasks. In the
connectivity detection task, we establish two sets
of node pairs, with each pair in one set having
connectivity, while each pair in the other set lacks
connectivity. We retain the number of node pairs
in both sets as equal.

In the cycle detection task, we retain base graphs
without cycles as the False subset, while we ran-
domly add edges to these base graphs to generate



Task Order GPT-3.5-Turbo LLaMA-2-13B LLaMA-2-7B
Easy Medium Hard Easy Medium Hard Easy Medium Hard

Shortest
Path

Random 42.22 none 13.00 10.00 none 0.5 6.66 none 1.00
BFS 55.00 none 21.50 11.66 none 1.5 7.77 none 2.50
DFS 46.66 none 14.00 12.22 none 1.5 8.88 none 1.00

Second 50.55 none 18.50 17.22 none 0.5 8.33 none 1.00
Longest 42.22 none 12.00 7.77 none 1 9.44 none 2.00
Shortest 70.00 none 51.50 30.00 none 1.5 16.66 none 5.00

Cycle
Random 54.66 55.00 56.75 46.66 46.33 46.00 44.66 46.50 46.25

BFS 57.69 60.33 55.00 48.00 48.83 48.50 52.66 49.33 47.50
DFS 56.66 60.33 54.00 45.33 46.16 45.50 42.00 46.33 45.75

Connectivity
Random 80.11 68.41 64.26 55.39 50.83 46.91 51.13 49.58 50.73

BFS 87.78 73.08 65.29 54.26 52.08 52.20 50.56 52.25 51.02
DFS 89.20 74.50 67.64 50.85 50.16 54.11 48.01 48.41 48.97

Table 1: LLMs’ performance on the shortest path, cycle, and connectivity tasks, varying in difficulty levels, with
various orders of edge sequences in graphs. The default prompting method here is CoT, and there are only two
difficulty levels for the shortest path task, i.e., Easy and Hard.

graphs with cycles as the True subset. We retain a
balanced set of cyclic and noncyclic graphs.

In the shortest path task, we filter out graphs
where the root node and destination node are di-
rectly connected.

5.2 Models
We use GPT-3.5-Turbo, LLaMA-2-7B, and
LLaMA-2-13B as large language models for exper-
iments. For the GPT-3.5-Turbo, we set temperature
= 0. For the LLaMA family, we set temperature =
0.7. In this paper, GPT-4 does not participate due
to monetary costs.

5.3 Prompt methods
The prompting approaches we used here include

1. Zero-shot prompting (ZERO-SHOT): Under
this method, the model is given a task descrip-
tion and must generate the appropriate output
without prior specific examples.

2. Few-shot in-context learning (FEW-SHOT):
This approach supplements the model with a
limited set of example inputs and their corre-
sponding outputs to illustrate the task.

3. Chain-of-thought prompting (CoT): This tech-
nique entails guiding the model through a log-
ical sequence of thought processes to demon-
strate task resolution step by step.

The prompt for each task in Sec. § 3.1 is listed
as follows:

• P1. Determine if there is a path between two
nodes in the graph. Note that (i,j) means that
node i and node j are connected with an edge.

Graph: f(G, {u, v}). Q: Is there a path be-
tween node u and node v?

• P2. In an undirected graph, (i, j) means that
node i and node j are connected with an edge.
Graph: f(G, {0}) and the path is a node se-
quence from the node x to x. Q: Is there a
cycle in this graph?

• P3. In an undirected graph, (i, j, w) means
that node i and node j are connected by an
edge with weight w. Graph: f(G, {u, v}) 1 Q:
Give the shortest path from node u to node v.

where f(G, {u, v}) or f(G, {0}) corresponds to the
text for the edge sequence generated by f .

6 Experiments

6.1 The Order of Text-based Edges
Significantly Influences the LLMs Graph
Reasoning Performance

As illustrated in Table 1, when encoding graphs to
natural language with various orders of text-based
edge sequences, there is a significant difference in
the performance of GPT-3.5. The impact of various
orders is most noticeable in the shortest path task.
With the order set to random, GPT-3.5-Turbo’s ac-
curacy is merely 42.22%. While the order is set to
BFS and DFS, the accuracies improve to 55.00%
and 46.66%, respectively. Surprisingly, setting the
order to the shortest path order boosts the accuracy
to 70%. Similar patterns were observed in cycle
detection and connectivity tasks, where, at the easy

1Here, the edge weight is also included in the edge se-
quence of f .
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Figure 4: Comparative analysis of GPT-3.5-Turbo’s
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sequences for graph reasoning tasks. This figure demon-
strates that in the shortest path task, the performance
enhancement of LLMs attributable to edge sequences
orders is in the order of "Shortest, BFS, Second, DFS,
Random, Longest".

level, BFS and DFS orders can increase accuracy
by up to 9% compared to the random order. We
observed that, at the hard level, the accuracy of
LLMs in the longest path order drops by 1% com-
pared to the random order, suggesting that GPT is
misled by the longest order. Similar phenomena
also occurred with LLaMA-family. Specifically,
in easy shortest path tasks, when the order is set
to shortest, the performance of LLaMA-2-7B/13B
improves by 20% and 10%, respectively, compared
to random order. However, it is essential to note
that due to limitations in parameter capacity, the
patterns observed in the LLaMA-family are lim-
ited, as discussed in § 6.3. The above instances
are sufficient to prove that the order of text-based
edge sequence greatly influences the LLMs’ graph
reasoning performance.

Specifically for GPT-3.5-Turbo, any order except
for the longest order tends to improve LLMs graph
reasoning performance, especially in shortest path
tasks. The impact of text-based edge orders on
model performance correlates with task difficulty,
with more evident improvements in easier tasks.

Furthermore, the improvement brought by dif-
ferent orders varies across different tasks. For the
shortest path task, as shown in Figure 4, there is
a noticeable trend that compared to random order,
the order that leads to the greatest improvement in
the performance of LLMs is the shortest order, fol-
lowed by the BFS order, then the DFS order, with
the longest path order ranking last. In the shortest
path and cycle detection tasks, the performance of
the BFS order is superior to that of the DFS order.
While in the connectivity task, the DFS order out-

performs the BFS order. This indicates that there
is no one-size-fits-all conclusion regarding which
order is better.

6.2 LLMs Graph Reasoning Capabilities Do
Not Correlate Monotonically with Graph
Size

As illustrated in Table 1, both our study and prior
research conducted by Wang et al. (2023) have
substantiated that the size of graphs significantly
impacts the reasoning performance of LLMs on
graph-based tasks.

However, as demonstrated in Figure 5, on tasks
of shortest path, connectivity, and cycle detection,
there is an observed trend where performance in-
creases with the number of edges within the 10-
15 range. This counterintuitive finding suggests
that models demonstrate reduced reasoning capa-
bilities on smaller graphs compared to their per-
formance on larger graphs. This challenges our
naive assumption that the graph reasoning perfor-
mance of LLMs monotonically decreases as the
graph size increases. Given the direct correlation
between graph size and token length, the assump-
tion that a larger graph could make it challenging
for LLMs to discern essential information from
lengthy contexts seems reasonable. In response
to this unexpected observation, we scrutinized the
program logs and identified that the phenomenon
stems from the model laziness in GPT-3.5-Turbo
(Tang et al., 2023)(Crouse et al., 2023). We find
that, for graphs of small size (for instance, with
only five edges), LLMs would typically respond
by saying, "There is no direct path from node x to
node x in the given graph" to circumvent the reason-
ing process. This phenomenon indicates that GPT
tends to adhere to learned behaviors on encounter-
ing graph tasks deemed straightforward rather than
immediately adjusting their approach. Specifically,
in the context of the shortest path task, LLMs of-
ten bypass searching for the actual shortest path,
opting instead to assess whether the root and desti-
nation nodes are directly connected. Furthermore,
this tendency was particularly pronounced under
the CoT prompting method. This can be attributed
to the more extensive examples provided in the
CoT prompts, which could potentially influence
the LLMs’ performance.
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Models
Zero-shot Few-shot CoT

CN Cycle SP CN Cycle SP CN Cycle SP
GPT-3.5-Turbo 76.42 49.33 40.00 80.96 48.00 28.88 80.11 54.66 42.22
LLaMA-2-13B 55.11 52.84 3.33 51.98 50.00 3.33 55.39 46.66 10.00
LLaMA-2-7B 40.66 47.33 2.77 48.29 47.33 4.44 51.13 44.66 6.91

Table 2: LLMs’ performance on the shortest path, cycle detection, and connectivity tasks with various prompting
methods. The ‘CN’ and ‘SP’ represent the Connectivity and Shortest path tasks, respectively. The default level here
is Easy.

6.3 The Untuned LLaMA-2 Small Models
Exhibit Limited Reasoning Capabilities
on Graph Tasks

As Table 1 shows, the LLaMA-2-7B/ LLaMA-2-
13B exhibits substantially diminished reasoning ca-
pabilities on complex graph tasks. In the hard level
of the shortest path task, the accuracy of LLama-2-
7B/13B ranges from 0.5% to 5%, starkly contrast-
ing GPT-3.5-Turbo’s 13.00% ∼ 51.5%. This trend
seemingly not apply to in cycle detection and con-
nectivity detection tasks because the LLaMA-7B
and LLaMA-13B models demonstrate performance
near to 50% across all levels of difficulty and orders.
However, it’s important to remember that cycle de-
tection and connectivity detection tasks are binary
classification tasks. This performance suggests that
the LLaMA-7B and LLaMA-13B models exhibit
random guessing under established conditions.

6.4 Other Findings

In addition to the major contributions mentioned
previously, our work also incidentally confirmed
the findings of other researchers.

Model capacity has a significant impact on
LLMs graph reasoning abilities

As table 1 shows, in most cases, the perfor-

mance of LLaMA-2-13B is superior to that of
LLaMA-2-7B, indicating Model capacity has a sig-
nificant impact on LLMs graph reasoning abilities,
which aligns with conclusions in Fatemi et al.’s
(2023) work. For instance, in the shortest path task
and easy level, the performance of LLaMA-2-13B
ranges from 7.77% to 30.00%, while the perfor-
mance of LLaMA-2-7B merely ranges from 6.66%
to 16.66%.

Prompting methods have a significant impact
on LLMs performance on graph-based reason-
ing tasks

As table 2 shows, in the vast majority of cases,
the CoT prompt approach outperforms few-shot
approach, which in turn outperforms zero-shot
approach, which indicates that the prompting ap-
proaches have a significant impact on LLMs’ per-
formance on graph-based reasoning tasks, aligning
with findings from previous research(Wang et al.,
2023)(Chai et al., 2023)(Guo et al., 2023). For
instance, GPT-3.5-Turbo demonstrates a perfor-
mance increase from 49.33% to 54.66% on the
cycle detection task when shifting from zero-shot
to CoT prompting. Similarly, on connectivity tasks,
the same model improves from 83.81% to 94.32%
using CoT.



7 Related Work

Large Language Model Reasoning LLMs’ rea-
soning and common-sense skills are applied to
decision-making and action tasks in various do-
mains. Acting techniques such as ReAct (Yao et al.,
2022) are effective but limited by simplicity and a
lack of responsiveness to environmental changes.
Recent extensions like Self-refine(Madaan et al.,
2023), Reflexion(Shinn et al., 2023), and AdaPlan-
ner(Sun et al., 2023) attempt to address these limi-
tations through self-correction or environment feed-
back integration. More recently, Zhou et al. (2023)
introduced a general framework named Language
Agent Tree Search that synergizes the capabilities
of LLMs in planning, acting, and reasoning and
achieving state-of-the-art results.

Reasoning on Pure Graph with LLMs Jin et al.
(2023) define problems on pure graphs, highlight-
ing the motivation for integrating LLMs into graph-
related reasoning. Wang et al. (2023) show that
including graphs in the unstructured input to LLMs
demonstrates their preliminary graph reasoning
abilities. Fatemi et al. (2023) examines the impact
of real-world grounding on pure graphs, establish-
ing the importance of graph encoding functions
for LLMs reasoning. Das et al. (2023) investi-
gate encoding graph data into various modalities
for LLMs input. Guo et al. (2023) point out that
large language models improve task performance
by generating explanations from graphs or using
role-based prompts. Chai et al. (2023) show that
encoding graph structures into feature sequences
and fine-tuning LLMs with this format leads to per-
formance improvements on complex tasks. Zhang
et al. (2023) address dynamic graph problems using
LLMs.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we reveal the impact of the order of
text-based edge sequences on LLMs’ graph reason-
ing performance and evaluate the relationship be-
tween LLMs’ performance on the graph and graph
size, discovering that the graph reasoning perfor-
mance of LLMs does not consistently decrease as
graph size increases. Moreover, we introduce the
Scaled Graph Reasoning benchmark to evaluate
LLMs across graphs of varying sizes. Beyond the
primary focus of this paper, the experimental data
also confirm conclusions drawn by previous re-
searchers, affirming the reliability of these patterns.

In forthcoming work, we will continue exploring
using prompts to guide LLMs in solving graph-
related problems.

Limitations

In terms of graph encoding, our work only focuses
on encoding the edges, but besides this, there are
many other methods that can be used to encode
graphs into text sequences, such as Incident. In
terms of data, due to the maximum token limit, we
were unable to use larger-sized graphs and a greater
number of graphs in our work. In terms of the
model, although our experiments were conducted
on three different LLMs, we did not test GPT-4 and
larger parameter LLMs such as LLaMA-2-70B due
to financial and memory constraints. We encourage
future researchers to fill the gaps in our work.

Ethics Statement

In conducting our research, we place paramount
importance on ethical standards to ensure integrity
and contribute positively to the scientific commu-
nity. We exclusively utilize open-source datasets,
ensuring that our work is built upon accessible
and transparent resources. Our methods employ
models that are either open-source or have gained
wide recognition for their reliability and ethical use
within the academic community. Furthermore, we
have meticulously designed our methodology to
prevent the generation of harmful or misleading
information, thereby safeguarding the integrity of
our findings.
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