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When the storm is the strongest: Healthcare staff’s health conditions and job 

satisfaction and their associated predictors during the epidemic peak of COVID-19  

Abstract 

This study reports the physical health, mental health, anxiety, depression, distress, and job 

satisfaction of healthcare staff in Iran when the country faced its highest number of total active 

COVID-19 cases. In a sample of 304 healthcare staff (doctors, nurses, radiologists, technicians, 

etc.), we found a sizable portion reached the cutoff levels of disorders in anxiety (28.0%), 

depression (30.6%), and distress (20.1%). Age, gender, education, access to PPE (personal 

protective equipment), healthcare institutions (public vs. private), and individual status of 

COVID-19 infection each predicted some but not all the outcome variables of SF-12, PHQ-4, 

K6, and job satisfaction. The healthcare workers varied greatly in their access to PPE and in 

their status of COVID-19 infection: negative (69.7%), unsure (28.0%), and positive (2.3%). 

The predictors were also different from those identified in previous studies of healthcare staff 

during the COVID-19 crisis in China. This study helps to identify the healthcare staff in need to 

enable more targeted help as healthcare staff in many countries are facing peaks in their 

COVID-19 cases. 

  

Keywords: healthcare workers; psychiatric screening; epidemic peak; risk factors; coronavirus; 

2019-nCoV 
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When the storm is the strongest: Healthcare staff’s health conditions and job 

satisfaction and their associated predictors during the epidemic peak of COVID-19  

1. Introduction 

The first COVID-19 confirmed case in Iran appeared on 19 February 2020, and four days 

later, a 25-year-old nurse died of COVID-19, even though her positive infection test result 

arrived a week after her death. Iran quickly became one of the most affected countries by total 

COVID-19 cases and fatalities, overwhelming the country’s healthcare staff. This study aims 

to report the health conditions (SF-12, K6, PHQ-4) and job satisfaction of healthcare staff 

during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic when Iran reached its highest count of total 

active cases. We also identify the risk factors to screen for healthcare staff in greater need to 

prioritize mental health services.  

Two early studies focused on only the frontline medics dealing with COVID-19 patients 

directly (Xiao et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020). Recently, Spoorthy (2020) reviewed the early 

evidence on the mental health conditions of healthcare staff. The review identified five 

quantitative papers on the topic, and four of them examined healthcare staff in Hubei province, 

the initial epicenter of the outbreak in China (Cai et al., 2020; Kang et al., 2020; Lai et al., 2020; 

Xiao et al., 2020), and one study conducted a cross-sectional survey of 59 doctors and nurses in 

Guangdong province – the second most affected province in China (Liang et al., 2020). Despite 

such pioneering research, healthcare staff in Hubei faced a unique situation, as the coronavirus 

was initially unknown, and even the vast majority of the medical staff did not know what they 

were facing, calling it “Wuhan pneumonia”. However, medical staff in other countries were 

well aware of COVID-19 when it later reached them. Moreover, countries vary greatly in their 
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healthcare systems, and we still lack quantitative evidence on the conditions of healthcare staff 

working in a major COVD-19 outbreak area outside of China (Spoorthy, 2020). Lastly, while 

this unprecedented crisis heightens everyone’s appreciation of the profession of healthcare 

workers, no study to date has examined their job satisfaction during the outbreak, even though 

job satisfaction is a critical motivational resource for healthcare workers to prevent burnout 

(Zhang et al., 2020a) and get through the pandemic. 

This study reports not only the health conditions but also the job satisfaction of healthcare 

staff in Iran during a critical moment when Iran reached its peak in total active COVID-19 

cases. This study helps to enable evidence-based identification of healthcare staff in need of 

more targeted psychiatric assistance via telephone, internet, and mobile apps (Kang et al., 2020) 

at a time when more and more countries are reaching their COVID-19 epidemic peaks. 

2. Methods 

2.1 Settings 

The data collection took place on April 5–20, 2020 during the COVID-19 pandemic in Iran. 

On April 5, the date we started our survey of healthcare staff, the number of total active 

COVID-19 cases in Iran peaked at 32,612 cases, there were 2,483 daily new cases, and 3,603 

total fatalities, 43 of whom were healthcare workers (Gharebaghi & Heidary, 2020). 

News reported that many healthcare workers in Iran did not have hazmat suits and were 

short of latex and sterile gloves (Alijani, 2020). A doctor described the situation facing her and 

her colleagues: “They just give us latex gloves – two pairs per shift. Even if we want to protect 

ourselves, we have to buy our own protective suits. If we manage to track some down, the 
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prices are crazy! I bought nine suits for 2.5 million toman [150 euro]. … Some of our 

colleagues, especially nurses, have stopped coming to work. We can’t go on like this for long. 

The psychological pressure is unbearable. Every second you think you might get infected 

yourself and die”(Alijani, 2020). 

Such a situation was corroborated by our primary interviews. We conducted short 

interviews by telephone with five doctors and nurses in five different public and private 

healthcare facilities in Iran during the study period. The interviews revealed that healthcare 

workers varied in their access to PPE. Due to the huge number of patients who rushed in 

suspecting they had COVID-19 and the high number of infected cases, the healthcare workers 

had very long working hours (some reported working 19 hours in a row a day), and most of 

them had been away from their family for over a month out of concern about bringing the virus 

home. 

The participants of our survey included healthcare staff, such as doctors, nurses, radiology 

technologists, obstetrics and healthcare administrators in public and private hospitals in Iran. 

The study was approved by Tsinghua University (#20200322), and a total of 304 healthcare 

staff participated in this data collection.  

2.2 Measures  

The survey asked healthcare staff demographic information on their age, gender, marital 

status, education level, and job function, as well as physical health, mental health, anxiety, 

depression, distress, job satisfaction, access to PPE, whether they worked in a private or public 

healthcare organization, and their status of COVID-19 infection. 
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Physical health and mental health. We used SF-12, a widely applied scale to evaluate 

individuals’ physical health and mental health status (Ware Jr et al., 1996). SF-12 contains 

eight subscales, which are calculated into a physical health composite score (PCS) and a 

mental health composite score (MCS). 

Depression and anxiety. Depression and anxiety were assessed by PHQ-4 (Patient Health 

Questionnaire-4), which is often used to assess depression and anxiety for the general public 

(Löwe et al., 2010). PHQ-4 contains a 2-item scale of depression (Kroenke et al., 2003) and a 

2-item scale of anxiety (Kroenke et al., 2007). 

Distress. We assessed distress by the 6-item Kessler psychological distress scale (K6) 

(Kessler et al., 2002). K6 is a self-administrated scale to screen for mental health problems 

among the general public. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91. 

Job satisfaction. We used the Brayfield–Rothe job satisfaction scale (Brayfield & Rothe, 

1951; Montazeri et al., 2011; Montazeri et al., 2009; Rohani et al., 2010), which contains five 

items: “I feel fairly satisfied with my present job”; “ Most days I am enthusiastic about my 

work”; “Each day at work seems like it will never end”; “I find real enjoyment in my work”; “I 

consider my job to be rather unpleasant.” For each item, the participants answered to what 

extent they agreed with the statement. All responses were made on a 5-point Likert scale (1= 

totally disagree to 5= totally agree). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83. 

2.3 Statistical analysis  

All the analyses were done in Stata 16.0 at a significance level of 0.05. The categorical 

variables were tabulated by the frequency and percentage, and continuous variables were 
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summarized by mean ± standard deviation in the descriptive statistics (Table 1). To identify the 

potential risk factors for health conditions (SF-12, K6, PHQ-4) and job satisfaction of the 

healthcare staff, we used linear regression analysis and interpreted the coefficient, 95% CI, and 

p-value. 

3. Results  

3.1 Descriptive findings 

Table 1 presents the descriptive findings. Of the 304 healthcare staff surveyed, 58.6% (178) 

were female, and 41.4% (126) were male. Over half of them, 55.9% (170), were aged in their 

30s or 40s. The majority (73.4%) of the healthcare staff worked in public healthcare facilities, 

and the rest 26.6% worked in private institutions. Over a quarter (22.6%) of the healthcare staff 

indicated they “always” had access to PPE. The rest indicated their access to PPE was “very 

often” (26.7%), “sometimes” (30.5%), or “rarely” (15.4%). The remaining 4.8% of the 

healthcare staff unfortunately “never” had access to PPE. Of all the healthcare staff, 69.7% 

(212) reported they were negative for COVID-19 infection, and 2.3% (7) of them had reported 

positive. The remaining 28.0% (85) were unsure, likely due to the shortage of testing. 

The healthcare staff averaged 40.7 ± 7.0 (st.d.) on the physical health composite score 

(PCS of SF-12) and 26.3 ± 7.5 on the mental health composite score (MCS of SF-12). The 

mean of anxiety (GAD-2) score was 2.0 ± 1.5 and 28.0% (85) of the healthcare staff reached 

the cutoff score of 3, a level that should prompt “a clinical interview to determine whether a 

mental disorder is present” (Spitzer, Williams, & Kroenke, 1990). The mean score of 

depression (PHQ-2) was 2.1 ± 1.4 and 30.6% (93) reached the cut-off score of 3, indicating 

they would need a clinical interview to determine whether depression is present. The mean K6 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20082149doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20082149
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


score was 14.8 ± 5.3 with a 1–5 scoring, and 20.1% (61) of the healthcare staff exceeded the 

cut-off score indicating the likely presence of a clinical distress disorder. 

We tried to compare the outcome variables in our sample with published studies of the 

same variables among the general population in Iran during the COVID-19 crisis or among 

healthcare staff in Iran before the COVID-19 crisis, however we could not find such prior 

studies in Iran. However, there are prior validation studies of such variables among the general 

population in Iran for comparison. The mental health composite (MCS of SF-12) in our sample 

of 26.3 (7.5) was significantly lower (p<0.001) than mental health scores reported in three 

previous studies of 46.3 (10.4), 44.2 (10.8), and 44.6 (11.9) respectively (Montazeri et al., 2011; 

Montazeri et al., 2009; Rohani et al., 2010). The physical health composite (PCS of SF-12) in 

our sample of 40.7 (7.0) was also significantly lower (p<0.001; p<0.001; p<0.05) respectively 

than scores reported in the same three studies of 50.1 (8.5), 48.2 (8.2), and 42.3 (11.4).  

3.2 The risk factors for healthcare staff’s physical health, mental health, depression, 

anxiety, distress and job satisfaction 

Table 2 presents the regression results on the potential risk factors for healthcare staff’s 

physical health, mental health, anxiety, depression, distress and job satisfaction. The regression 

results on SF-12 show that older healthcare staff enjoyed better mental health (β=0.230, 95% 

CI: 0.106 to 0.355, p=0.000) but not physical health (β=-0.061, 95% CI: -0.174 to 0.052, 

p=0.290). Education level predicted physical health (β=0.977, 95% CI: 0.204 to 1.750, 

p=0.014) and mental health (β=-0.902, 95% CI: -1.757 to -0.047, p=0.039). Female staff 

members experienced more distress (β=2.140, 95% CI: 0.851 to 3.429, p=0.001) and 
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depression (β=0.457, 95% CI: 0.117 to 0.796, p=0.009). Marital status failed to predict any 

outcome variables. 

A healthcare worker’s status of COVID-19 infection (negative, unsure, positive) 

significantly predicted the outcome variables. Compared to the 69.7% of staff who indicated 

negative to COVID-19 infection, the 28.0% who were unsure whether they had COVID-19 

infection had higher depression (β=0.449, 95% CI: 0.094 to 0.803, p=0.013), higher anxiety 

(β=0.688, 95% CI: 0.303 to 1.073, p=0.001), more distress (β =1.649, 95% CI: 0.304 to 2.995, 

p=0.016), and lower job satisfaction (β=-0.260, 95% CI: -0.451 to -0.070, p=0.008). There 

were no statistically significant differences between those who reported COVID-19 negative 

vs. positive status, likely due to the small number of individuals who were positive (7). 

Institutionally, those who worked in private healthcare institutions had better mental 

health (β=2.349, 95% CI: 0.041 to 4.657, p=0.046). Healthcare staff’s access to personal 

protective equipment predicted better physical health (β=1.875, 95% CI: 1.027 to 2.724, 

p=0.000), lower distress (β=-0.570, 95% CI: -1.107 to -0.033, p=0.038) and better job 

satisfaction (β=0.150, 95% CI: 0.074 to 0.226, p=0.000). 

4. Discussion 

COVID-19 hit Iran early and hard, putting enormous pressure on the country’s healthcare 

staff. This study presents the first attempt to document healthcare staff’s health conditions and 

job satisfaction as well as their predictors during the COVID-19 pandemic. Overall, a sizable 

percentage of healthcare staff reached the cutoff values for mental disorder concerns on 

common psychiatric measures (20.1% by K6; 20.6% by PHQ-2; 28.0% by GAD-2) to require 
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medical attention themselves. However, the predictors of these outcome variables varied, 

revealing more nuanced patterns. 

4.1 The risk factors (predictors) vary across settings 

The predictors in our sample from Iran differ from those in healthcare samples in earlier 

studies in China. Gender predicted both anxiety and depression among healthcare staff in 

China (Lai et al., 2020), but in our Iranian sample, gender predicted depression and distress, but 

not anxiety. Age also predicted anxiety and depression of healthcare staff in China (Lai et al., 

2020) but not in our sample in Iran. Instead, age predicted the mental health score by SF-12 in 

our sample. The education level of healthcare staff in China also predicted less depression (Liu 

et al., 2020), a relationship that was not significant in our sample from Iran. 

Taken together, the results suggest distinct patterns of the predictors of the mental health 

conditions of healthcare staff in Iran and China during the COVID-19 crisis. Such distinct 

patterns of predictors among healthcare staff across countries resonant with an earlier study of 

the mental health of the public in Iran (Jahanshahi et al., 2020). Jahanshahi et al. (2020) suggest 

the predictors differed because “different countries vary in their medical systems, the 

availability of personal protective equipment (PPE), cultures, labor and employment 

conditions, the policies of lockdown, the ease of working from home and maintaining a living 

in a pandemic, and the information in both mainstream and social media”. Our results, hence, 

corroborate their suggestions, and we suggest future research to identify useful predictors of 

mental health in individual countries during the COVID-19 pandemic for not only the public 

but also healthcare staff. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20082149doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20082149
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


4.2 Unique predictors uncovered in our study 

Our research also uncovered several unique risk factors. First, healthcare staff’s access to 

PPE was associated with better physical health and job satisfaction and less distress, suggesting 

PPE played a role in not only their physical health but also psychological distress and job 

satisfaction. These findings demonstrate the role of PPE beyond protecting healthcare staff 

merely physically. The findings support the argument of Cai et al. (2020) that adequate PPE 

motivates healthcare workers during outbreaks of infectious diseases.  

Second, our findings revealed that those healthcare staff who were unsure whether they 

had COVID-19 were significantly more distressed, depressed, and anxious, and had lower job 

satisfaction. This finding implies the need to either prioritize the testing of healthcare staff if 

testing kits are available or otherwise to prioritize them for mental health support. It could be 

very harmful for healthcare staff to work in conditions of distress, depression, anxiety, and 

lower job satisfaction for a prolonged period in this unprecedented healthcare crisis (Zhang et 

al., 2020b). 

Third, our results show that healthcare staff working in private institutions had better 

mental health (MCS of SF-12) than staff in public institutions. This finding suggests research 

should examine how private institutions function in a crisis compared to public institutions to 

identify possible areas of improvement. 

4.3 No single universal risk factor predicted outcome variables 

While risk factors in this study did predict various outcome variables from physical health 

to job satisfaction, we did not find a universal risk factor that predicted all outcome variables 

across the board. Hence, we suggest more research is needed to identify unique risk factors for 
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the variables of concern. In doing so, we also highlight a challenge in screening mentally 

vulnerable populations during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic where we may need to screen 

for specific mental disorders by distinct sets of risk factors. To date, psychological assistance 

programs have yet to make such distinctions. For instance, early mental health programs in 

Hubei to help the mentally vulnerable consisted of four teams: the psychosocial response team, 

technical support, psychiatric medics, and psychological assistance hotline teams (Kang et al., 

2020), without distinguishing specific mental disorders and their associated risk factors. 

Psychiatrists specializing in anxiety disorder, or depression issues, for instance, would need to 

identify the unique risk factors for predicting their areas of concern.  

4.4 Limitations 

We aim to capture the health conditions of healthcare staff during the peak medical 

demand of the COVID-19 pandemic. We were fortunate that the number of total active 

COVID-19 cases in Iran reached its peak on the week we started the survey, and it is 

reasonable to think the healthcare demand during our survey period was very heavy. Still we 

were not able to obtain the number of COVID-19 patients in healthcare facilities in Iran. The 

exact number of patients, along with a longitudinal design, could reveal the fluctuations of the 

conditions of healthcare staff as the peak came and passed.  

4.5 Conclusions 

Protecting healthcare staff, including their physical health, mental health, and their job 

satisfaction for their important vocation, is paramount during the unprecedented COVID-19 

pandemic. We found the risk factors for healthcare staff in Iran differed from those in past 

studies in China. As countries vary in their medical systems, readiness for viral epidemics, 
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clinical capacity, and response, we encourage future studies to examine the conditions of 

healthcare workers and their predictors in individual countries. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for healthcare staff in Iran during the height of the 
COVID-19 epidemic (N=304) 

Variables mean + SD or No. (%)  

Age (years) 35.1�9.1 

Gender 
Male 126 (41.4%) 

Female 178 (58.6%) 

Marital status 

Single  114 (37.5%) 

Married without child 57 (18.7%) 

Married with one child 61 (20.0%) 

Married with more than one child 69 (22.7%) 

Divorced 3 (1.0%) 

Highest educational level  

Under diploma 7 (2.3%) 

Diploma (12 years) 21 (6.9%) 

2-years college 37 (12.2%) 

Graduated or studying a bachelor degree 143 (47.0%) 

Graduated or studying a master degree 43 (14.1%) 

Graduated or studying a doctoral degree 53 (17.4%) 

Working in a public or private 

institution  

Public 223 (73.4%) 

Private 81 (26.6%) 

Job function 

Radiology technologists 64 (21.1%) 

Nurses 63 (20.7%) 

Doctors 45 (14.8%) 

Healthcare administrators 39 (12.8%) 

Obstetrics 33 (10.9%) 

Technicians  30 (9.9%) 

Medical students/interns 12 (3.9%) 

Supporting staff (e.g. facility/cleaning staff) 10 (3.3%) 

Volunteers 8 (2.6%) 

Access to PPE (Personal Protective 

Equipment)  

Never 14 (4.8%) 

Rarely 45 (15.4%) 

Sometimes 89 (30.5%) 

Very often 78 (26.7%) 

Always 66 (22.6%) 

COVID-19 infection status 

Negative 212 (69.7%) 

Unsure 85 (28.0%) 

Positive 7 (2.3%) 

Physical health score (PCS of SF-12) 40.7 ± 7.0 

Mental health score (MCS of SF-12) 26.3 ± 7.5 

Anxiety score (PHQ-4)  2.0 ±1.5 

Depression score (PHQ-4)  2.1 ± 1.4 
Distress score (K6: 1–5 anchor)  14.8 ± 5.3 
Job satisfaction  3.3 ± 0.7 
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Table 2. Risk factors of the health conditions (SF-12, PHQ-4 and K6) and job satisfaction among healthcare staff (N=292) 

 

Variables 
Physical health (SF-12) Mental health (SF-12) Anxiety (PHQ-4) Depression (PHQ-4) Distress (K6) Job satisfaction 

� (95%CI) p � (95%CI) p � (95%CI) p � (95%CI) p � (95%CI) p � (95%CI) p 

Age 
-0.061 

(-0.174 to -0.052) 
0.290 

0.230 

(0.106 to 0.355) 
0.000 

-0.021 

(-0.044 to 0.001) 
0.059 

-0.020 

(-0.040 to 0.000) 
0.054 

-0.038 

(-0.115 to 0.040) 
0.339 

-0.004 

(-0.015 to 0.007) 
0.512 

Gender 
1.040 

(-0.865 to 2.944) 
0.283 

0.110 

(-1.995 to 2.214) 
0.918 

0.354 

(-0.016 to 0.723) 
0.060 

0.457 

(0.117 to 0.796) 
0.009 

2.140 

(0.851 to 3.429) 
0.001 

-0.052 

(-0.235 to 0.130) 
0.574 

Marital status 
0.030 

(0.865 to 0.925) 
0.948 

-0.225 

(-1.214 to 0.764) 
0.654 

-0.004 

(-0.170 to 0.163) 
0.965 

0.030 

(-0.124 to 0.183) 
0.704 

-0.124 

(-0.706 to 0.458) 
0.675 

0.031 

(-0.051 to 0.113) 
0.460 

Education level 
0.977 

(0.204 to 1.750) 
0.014 

-0.902 

(-1.757 to -0.047) 
0.039 

0.058 

(-0.091 to 0.207) 
0.445 

0.115 

(-0.022 to 0.252) 
0.100 

0.084 

(-0.436 to 0.604) 
0.751 

0.026 

(-0.047 to 0.100) 
0.483 

Access to PPE 

(Personal Protective 

Equipment) 

1.875 

(1.027 to 2.724) 
0.000 

-0.404 

(-1.342 to 0.534) 
0.396 

-0.069 

(-0.223 to 0.085) 
0.378 

-0.084 

(-0.226 to 0.057) 
0.241 

-0.570 

(-1.107 to -0.033)
0.038 

0.150 

(0.074 to 0.226) 
0.000 

Public or 

private 

institution 

Public ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ reference ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Private 
0.193 

(-1.895 to 2.281) 
0.856 

2.349 

(0.041 to 4.657) 
0.046 

-0.128 

(-0.521 to 0.264) 
0.520 

-0.006 

(-0.367 to 0.355) 
0.973 

0.603 

(-0.768 to 1.973) 
0.387 

-0.079 

(-0.273 to 0.116) 
0.426 

COVID-19 

infection 

Negative ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ reference ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Positive 
-3.482 

(-9.992 to 3.027) 
0.293 

1.807 

(-5.388 to 9.002) 
0.621 

0.157 

-0.956 to1.271) 
0.781 

-0.193 

(-1.217 to 0.830) 
0.710 

1.481 

(-2.406 to 5.367) 
0.454 

0.191 

(-0.360 to 0.741) 
0.496 

Unsure 
-1.081 

(-3.074 to 0.912) 
0.286 

-0.727 

(-2.923 to 1.476) 
0.516 

0.688 

0.303 to 1.073) 
0.001 

0.449 

(0.094 to 0.803) 
0.013 

1.649 

(0.304 to 2.995) 
0.016 

0.260 

(-0.451 to -0.070) 
0.008 
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