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Iz\lumbgr of Ir?comilfg Linl?s
S7 Figure. Comparison of structural accuracy between MIBNI and other methods in GNW random network groups of
different sizes. (a)-(j) Recall results of network groups with |V| = 10, 20, ..., 100, respectively. In each subfigure, 30 GNW
random networks were examined.



