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Abstract. We introduce a new fundamental algorithm called Matrix-POAFD to solve the
matrix least square problem. The method is based on the matching pursuit principle. The
method directly extracts, among the given features as column vectors of the measurement
matrix, in the order of their importance, the decisive features for the observing vector. With
competitive computational efficiency to the existing sophisticated least square solutions
the proposed method, due to its explicit and iterative algorithm process, has the advantage
of trading off minimum norms with tolerable error scales. The method inherits recently
developed studies in functional space contexts. The second main contribution, also in the
algorithm aspect, is to present a two-step iterative computation method for pseudo-inverse.
We show that consecutively performing two least square solutions, of which one is to X and
the other to X∗, results in the minimum norm least square solution. The two-step algorithm
can also be combined into one solving a single least square problem but with respect to
XX∗. The result is extended to the functional formulation as well. To better explain the
idea, as well as for the self-containing purpose, we give short surveys with proofs of key
results on closely relevant subjects, including solutions with reproducing kernel Hilbert
space setting, AFD type sparse representation in terms of matching pursuit, the general
H-HK formulation and pseudo-inverse of bounded linear operator in Hilbert spaces.
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1. Introduction

We give a brief survey on the least square (LS)and Moore-Penrose generalized inverse
(pseudo-inverse or PI) problems with the matrix and, generally, the Hilbert space settings.
We first consider the matrix setting. Let us be given a pair of matrices (X,Y), where X =
(x jk) is of order m × n, called the measurement matrix or kernel matrix, and Y of order
m × p, called the observing matrix. The problem is to find an n × p matrix W that solves
the equation system

XW = Y.(1.1)

This question is, in general, ill-posed, for there may not exist such W to satisfy the exact
identical relation. For this consideration we call XW = Y as pseudo-equation. There
are two associated well-posed versions, of which one is known as the least square (LS)
problem that is to find a matrix W of the appropriate order such that the Frobenius norm of
the difference matrix XW − Y, denoted

∥XW − Y∥2,(1.2)

is minimized. The second well-post version is to find an LS solution W that is at the same
time of the minimum norm among all the LS solutions of the pseudo-equation (1.1). The
problem can be solved through solving p sub-questions, of which each is of the same type
but for a column vector. From now on we assume that p = 1. In this case, as is well known,
from the classical least square theory, a solution W1 to the LS problem is also a solution to
the related normal equation

X∗XW = X∗Y,(1.3)

where X∗ is the transpose and complex conjugate of X ([3]), and vice versa. We note
that the normal equation (1.3) always has a solution, and usually has multiple solutions
constituting a finite dimensional linear space. In fact, basic linear algebra asserts that

rank of matrix X∗X = rank of the extended block matrix (X∗X X∗Y),(1.4)

which implies existence of solutions of the equation (1.3).
Equivalence of the minimization problem (1.2) and solution of equation (1.3) can be

well explained by Hilbert space geometry. In fact, from (1.3) we have

X∗(XW − Y) = 0.(1.5)

This shows that if W is a solution to (1.3), then the zero values of the product matrix exhibit
that the column vector XW − Y is orthogonal with all the column vectors of X. This means
that XW − Y is perpendicular to the span of the column vectors of X. Hence XW, being a
linear combination of the column vectors of X, gives rise to the least distance.

The equation (1.3) has a single solution if and only if the columns vectors of X, denoted
as x⃗k, k = 1, · · · , n, are linearly independent, and if and only if X∗X, as an n× n matrix, has
an inverse. In the case, the unique LS solution is given by

W = (X∗X)−1X∗Y.

It is, at the same time, of the minimum norm and thus the pseudo-inverse of Y with respect
to X.

An LS problem has, and has only one solution under the constraint condition that the
solution is of minimum norm among all the normal solutions of (1.3). If W1 is a solution
to (1.3) or equivalently to (1.2) and W ′ is non-zero and XW ′ = 0, then W1 + W ′ is also
a solution to(1.3) or to (1.2) but with a norm larger than that of W1. In the general H-HK

formulation (see §4) it will be shown that W1 is the minimum norm least square solution,
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or the pseudo-inverse if and only if (i) W1 is a solution to the LS problem; and (ii) W1 is in
the orthogonal complement of the null space of the linear operator L being defined through
left multiplying by the matrix X, i.e., LW = XW,∀W ∈ Rn.

Next we consider the functional space case in which similar questions concerning the
LS and the pseudo-inverse may be asked. In the general cases, however, a solution may not
exist. With the Hilbert space setting, a theory has been developed. There exists a sufficient
and necessary condition under which the pseudo-inverse exists. The theory, in particular,
asserts that existence of an LS solution implies existence of the pseudo-inverse ([14]). If,
moreover, we work with a bounded linear operator in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(RKHS), then the solution formula is explicitly presented [28]. The matrix case well fits in
the RKHS theory, for every finite dimensional Hilbert space is an RKHS.

We will first discuss the general Hilbert space case. Let H be a Hilbert space and L a
bounded linear operator from H to H, where H is a second Hilbert space containing the
range R(L) of L as a subset. The least square (LS) problem for L f = d stands for the
following: For suitable d ∈ H find f ∈ H that gives rise to

inf
f∈H
∥L f − d∥H .(1.6)

Under the above condition, if moreover (L∗L)−1 exists, then the unique and hence the
minimum norm solution, denoted by fd, is given by

fd = (L∗L)−1L∗d.

When a solution exists, (L∗L)−1 may or may not exist.
If, further, H is a RKHS, i.e., H = HK , with K being its reproducing kernel, then

without invertibility of L∗L, the minimum norm LS solution, or the pseudo-inverse, can be
explicitly expressed by

fd(p) = ⟨L∗d, L∗LKp⟩Hk ,(1.7)

where Hk is the induced RKHS identical in the set-theoretic sense with ker(L)⊥ = R(L∗L).
The new kernel k is induced by the projection P : HK → ker(L)⊥, with the expression

k(p, q) = ⟨L∗LKq, L∗LKp⟩.(1.8)

The operator L∗ can also be computationally realized. In fact, for any d ∈ H and p ∈ E,

L∗d(p) = ⟨L∗d,Kp⟩HK (E) = ⟨d, LKp⟩H ,

where the data d, L and Kp are all known ([28]).
The matrix case well fits with the RKHS setting in which one denotes by L the bounded

linear operator left-multiplying by the matrix X. The matrix version of the condition L∗d ∈
R(L∗L) is just (1.3). With the criterion (4.1) a matrix LS problem is always solvable. In
fact, there hold the identical relations

L∗d ∈ R(L∗) = R(L∗) = R(L∗L) = R(L∗L),(1.9)

where we used Proposition 4.2 and finiteness of the dimensions.
In summary, each of the relations (1.3), (1.4), (1.5), (4.1), (4.2) is sufficient to ensure

existence of a solution to the LS problem in the respective context (1.2) or (1.6).
We recall that pseudo-inverse is a further question to the LS problem: Seek for f̃ ∈ H

with minimum norm giving rise to

inf
f∈H
∥L f − d∥H .(1.10)
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In §4 we will deal with the problem with the so called H-HK formulation. It turns
out that existence of an LS solution implies existence of the pseudo-inverse solution in all
cases.

The contribution of the present study is 3-fold. One is to introduce Matrix-POAFD as
a fundamental algorithm in solving the LS problem (1.2). It, specifically, and for the first
time, extends the AFD methodology to the matrix context: The problem is raised and to be
solved in the matrix form. In contrast, the preceding AFD methods are all for functional
spaces. We note that although matching pursuit is employed at a technical point, the algo-
rithm does not follow the general concept of greedy algorithm: It does not depend on the
concept of dictionary. Without concerning the magnitudes of m and n, nor on ranks of the
related matrix operators, the proposed method gives rise to a solution of (1.2). The second
contribution is to solve the matrix form (1.10), viz., the minimum norm least mean square
problem. In light of the general H-HK theory we show that by consecutively solving two
LS problems we can get the pseudo-inverse solution. Furthermore, the two-step algorithm
can be combined into a one-step algorithm applied to the product matrix XX∗. The third
contribution is to generalize the two-step and one-step matrix pseudo-inverse algorithms
to pseudo-inverse for operators in Hilbert spaces. In the general operator case an extra
condition has to be imposed.

The writing plan of the paper is as follows. §2 presents a revision on the two most
known matching pursuit methods, viz., greedy algorithm (GA) and orthogonal greedy al-
gorithm (OGA), as well as pre-orthogonal adaptive Fourier decomposition (POAFD) that
promotes Matrix-POAFD. We study approximation efficiency of the concerned algorithms
that evidences optimality of POAFD in the sense of one-step energy matching. In §3,
we introduce Matrix-POAFD method together with algorithmic details. In §4, we review
H-HK formulation, and use it to solve pseudo-inverse problems in both the matrix and
the general operator contexts. In §5, through numerical experiments we make compari-
son regarding to algorithmic efficiency between Matrix-POAFD and a number of mature
methods (LSQR,CG,Ridge,MP).

2. A Survey on Algorithms Based onMatching PursuitMethodology

Matrix-POAFD that we are to introduce belongs to a series of well studied algorithms in
which the partial terminology AFD is an abbreviation of adaptive Fourier decomposition.
Greedy algorithms are with the general Hilbert space setting, while AFD is with the con-
crete complex analytic Hardy space setting, being a complex analysis method of harmonic
analysis. In virtue of complex analysis, especially with properties of Blaschke products,
AFD results in the Gabor type positive analytic instantaneous frequency decomposition.
Like the greedy type algorithm, AFD, too, involves adaptive selections of parameters at its
iterative steps. It, however, can always attain the global maximal energy matching pursuit
at each of its iterative steps, and give rise to positive analytic instantaneous frequency de-
composition in the form of a fast converging Takenaka-Malmquist series ([23]). The type
of expansions then be generalized, called pre-orthogonal adaptive Fourier decomposition
(POAFD), to any Hilbert space with a dictionary satisfying the so called boundary vanish-
ing condition (BVC). See (2.1) or [20]. Further, the method was generalized to random
signals, called stochastic AFD (SAFD) and stochastic POAFD (SPOAFD), taking into ac-
count of the stochastic properties of the signals under study ([19, 30]). The just mentioned
S-type AFD variations are studied in the Bochner type spaces, being product spaces of
a probability L2-type and a Lebesgue L2-type. In both the theoretical and the practical
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studies of random fields, the stochastic AFD methods (S-type AFD) are competitive with
the dominating Karhunen-Loève expansion [24] and PCA (principal component analysis)
(see, for instance, [6]). AFD also has a stochastic n-best version with the classical Hardy
space ([26]), the latter being further extended to weighted Bergman and weighted Hardy
spaces ([24, 21]). Besides those separately cited, we also refer to [17, 22, 5, 7, 1]) for
further details, as well as applications.

For a dense subset L of a Hilbert space H one can perform energy matching pursuit
step by step to obtain linear combinations of elements of L to approximate a prescribed
element ofH . The set L is usually parameterized as

L = {eq : q ∈ E},

called a pre-dictionary, and dictionary if the elements of L are of norm 1.
Below we assume ∥eq∥ = 1,∀q ∈ E.We will review three main types of matching pursuit

algorithms: (i) general (or plain) greedy algorithm (GA, [7, 29]); (ii) orthogonal greedy al-
gorithm (OGA), or equivalently, orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP), see [7, 29, 16]); and
(iii) pre-orthogonal adaptive Fourier decomposition (POAFD). POAFD is a generalization
of AFD ([23]) applicable to any Hilbert space with a dictionary satisfying the so called
boundary vanishing condition (BVC) ([22, 20, 25, 17]), that is

lim
q→∂E
⟨ f , eq⟩ = 0, f ∈ H .(2.1)

In view of the Riemann-Lebesgue Lemma in classical Fourier analysis and the same prop-
erty of Szegö kernel in the original AFD, BVC is a natural condition to be imposed. When
the parameter set E is an open set, the optimal matching pursuits in the corresponding
greedy algorithms at the iterative steps may not be reachable. Under the assumption of
BVC, POAFD enjoys attainability of global optimality at each of its matching pursuit
steps.

Below we sketch and compare the above mentioned three types of matching pursuit
algorithms. We will show that, in terms of reconstruction efficiency, POAFD outperforms
OGA, and OGA outperforms GA.

Let f ∈ H be given and L a set of elements inH of unit norm.

(i) GA is based on an optimal L-element selection with respect to the standard remain-
ders:

qn = arg sup{|⟨rn, eq⟩| : q ∈ E},

where rn is the standard remainder formed iteratively from one by one optimal selections
of eq1 , · · · , eqn−1 , if feasible. Precisely, r1 = f ,

r2 = f − ⟨r1, eq1⟩eq1 , r3 = f − ⟨r1, eq1⟩eq1 − ⟨r2, eq2⟩eq2 , · · ·

(ii) OGA (or OMP) is based on optimal L-element selections, if feasible, with respect
to the orthogonal remainders:

qn = arg sup{|⟨hn, eq⟩| : q ∈ E},(2.2)

where hn is the orthogonal remainder, being the difference between f and the orthogonal
projection of f into the span of the already selected eq1 , · · · , eqn−1 , h1 = f . Precisely, denote
by Q the orthogonal complement of the corresponding projection which by itself is also a
projection, we have

h2 ≜ f − ⟨ f , eq1⟩eq1 , h3 ≜
(
I − Projspan{eq1 ,eq2 }

)
( f ) ≜ Qspan{eq1 ,eq2 }

( f ), · · ·
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(iii) POAFD is based on optimal selections from the elements in the orthogonal com-
plement in L of the span of the already selected with respect to, again, the orthogonal
remainders hn,

qn ≜ arg max

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
hn,

Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
(eq)

∥Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
(eq)∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ : q ∈ E
 .

In POAFD boundary vanishing condition (BVC) is assumed, and, as a consequence, in
each matching pursuit step an optimal orthogonal complement L-element is attainable.

The fact that OGA outperforms GA is based on the observation ∥h3∥ ≤ ∥r3∥, the latter
being a consequence of the minimal distance given by the orthogonal projection in the
Hilbert space. To compare POAFD with OGA, by using the properties Q2

span{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
=

Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
,Q∗span{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }

= Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
and hn = Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }

( f ), there hold∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
hn,

Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
(eq)

∥Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
(eq)∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ = |⟨hn, eq⟩|

∥Qspan{eq1 ,··· ,eqn−1 }
(eq)∥

≥ |⟨hn, eq⟩|.

By comparing with (2.2), the last inequality shows that the POAFD optimal selection gains
more energy than OGA from the same orthogonal remainder hn (see also [12]). Taking
n = 3 we observe that at the third step POAFD outperforms OGA.

3. Matrix-POAFD

The naming of Matrix-POAFD is to show the concept development. Besides its high
efficiency compared with the existing methods in solving the LS problem, as a particular
merit, it extracts out, in the order of their importance to the observing Y, the decisive
features represented by the columns of X. Since the algorithm is iterative, one can trade
off the minimum norm scales with the tolerable errors.

With the matrix context the density issue of L reduces to one regarding the linear de-
pendency. As a result, a solution for the matrix question refers to whether there exists a
shortest distance from Y to the linear span of the column vectors of X, and whether, as a
solution of LS, the shortest distance is attainable, and whether the solution of minimum
norm, as pseudo-inverse, is attainable. The solution W is usually not unique. What mostly
happens is that W1 , W2 but XW1 = XW2, giving rise to the same projection of Y into
spanL. In the matrix case, by the same reasoning as in the last section, the below described
Matrix-POAFD outperforms other types of matching pursuit methods.

Let u⃗, v⃗ be two column vectors of dimension m, where ∥u⃗∥ = 1. Set

Qu⃗ (⃗v) = v⃗ − ⟨⃗v, u⃗⟩u⃗.

Qu⃗ (⃗v) is called the Gram-Schmidt (G-S ) orthogonalization, or orthogonal complement
projection (co-projection), of v⃗ onto u⃗. We will also define the projection operator onto
the span of a collection of vectors A, denoted as Projspan{A} (⃗v). In such form we have
Qu⃗ (⃗v) = Projspan{u⃗} (⃗v).

For any system of mutually orthogonal unit vectors {u⃗1, · · · , u⃗k}, consecutively applying
the GS orthogonalization, we have

Qu⃗k (Qu⃗k−1 (...(Qu⃗1 (⃗v)) · · · ) = Qu⃗k ◦ Qu⃗k−1 ◦ · · ·Qu⃗1 (⃗v) = v⃗ − Projspan{u⃗k ,··· ,u⃗1}
(⃗v).

We now solve the LS problem (1.2) by using Matrix-POAFD. First we express X by its
column vectors,

X = X(1) = (x⃗1
1, · · · , x⃗

1
n).
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Select a x⃗1
k1

that satisfies∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
Y,

x⃗1
k1

∥x⃗1
k1
∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ = max


∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
Y,

x⃗1
k

∥x⃗1
k∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ : k = 1, · · · , n, x⃗1
k , 0

 .(3.1)

We note that there may be more than one column vectors x⃗1
k giving rise to the maximal

projection. Set u⃗1 =
x⃗1

k1
∥x⃗1

k1
∥

and construct an induced measurement matrix

X(2) = (x⃗2
1, · · · , x⃗

2
n),

where x⃗2
k = Qu⃗1 (x⃗1

k), k = 1, · · · , n. If some x⃗1
k is parallel (proportional) to u⃗1, then the

corresponding term x⃗2
k in X(2) is zero. In particular, x⃗2

k1
= 0.

Next, we select a vector x⃗2
k2

according to∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
Y,

x⃗2
k2

∥x⃗2
k2
∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ = max


∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
Y,

x⃗2
k

∥x⃗2
k∥

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ : k = 1, · · · , n; x⃗2
k , 0

 .(3.2)

Naturally, k2 , k1. If there is no x⃗2
k , 0 to enable the selection, then the process stops.

In the case the best approximation to Y by linear combinations of the column vectors of X
is just Projspan{u⃗1}

(Y), being a constant multiple of x⃗1
k1
. Otherwise, one can continue and set

u⃗2 =
x⃗2

k2
∥x⃗2

k2
∥

and construct the next generation measurement matrix as

X(3) = (x⃗3
1, · · · , x⃗

3
n),

where x⃗3
k = Qu⃗2 (x⃗2

k), k = 1, · · · , n.We note that X(3) contains at least two zero column vec-
tors, namely x⃗3

k1
, x⃗3

k2
.We then select x⃗3

k3
, if available, to give rise to the non-zero maximal

correlation with Y analogous to (3.1) and (3.2), and set u⃗3 =
x⃗2

k3

∥x⃗2
k3
∥
, and so on. This pro-

cess will stop when getting, for the first time, an induced matrix X(L+1), L + 1 ≤ n, whose
columns are either zero, or non-zero but orthogonal to Y.We note that in the iterative pro-
cess we have kept the original order of the column vectors x⃗k in all the induced X(l), l ≤ L.

In such a way, Matrix-POAFD results in an orthonormal system giving rise, in the order
of importance, to all the contributive features of the observing vector Y :

u⃗l =
Qu⃗l−1 ◦ · · · ◦ Qu⃗1 (x⃗1

kl
)

∥Qu⃗l−1 ◦ · · · ◦ Qu⃗1 (⃗x1
kl

)∥
, l = 1, · · · , L.

Theorem 3.1. Matrix-POAFD algorithm results in an orthonormal system giving rise to
an LS solution W of (1.2).

Proof. If L reaches n, then we have a normalized and mutually orthogonal system u⃗1, · · · , u⃗n

such that

Projspan{x⃗1
1,··· ,x⃗

1
n}

(Y) =
n∑

j=1

⟨Y, u⃗ j⟩u⃗ j,

and the LS of (1.2) is

∥Y − XW∥2 = ∥Y − UA∥2 = ∥Y∥2 −
n∑

j=1

|⟨Y, u⃗ j⟩|
2 ≥ 0,
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where U = (u⃗1, · · · , u⃗n) and A is the column vector (⟨Y, u⃗1⟩, · · · , ⟨Y, u⃗n⟩)⊤. In the case X is
of rank n. Letting XW = UA,we have the unique least square solution W = (X∗X)−1X∗UA.

In the case L < n we selected an L-orthonormal system u⃗1, · · · , u⃗L, corresponding to
the k1, · · · , kL’th columns in the original matrix X, and the rest columns are either zero or
orthogonal to Y. Set the index sets K1 = {k1, · · · , kL} and K2 = {1, · · · , n} \ K1.We have

span{x⃗1
1, · · · , x⃗

1
n} = span{u⃗1, · · · , u⃗L, x⃗i′1 , · · · , x⃗i′n−L

: i′1, · · · , i
′
n−L ∈ K2}.

The vectors x⃗i′1 , · · · , x⃗i′n−L
correspond to the columns of X that are in the orthogonal com-

plement of the span of u⃗1, · · · , u⃗L and have no contributions to reconstruction of Y. A
solution W = (w1, · · · ,wn)T of the least square problem is separated into two parts cor-
responding to two steps: First we let wk = 0 if k ∈ K2. The rest wk’s, viz. those
for k ∈ K1, will be determined by the following process. Let ak = ⟨Y, u⃗k⟩. Denote
U = (u⃗1, · · · , u⃗L), A = (a1, · · · , aL)T , X̃ = (x⃗k1 , · · · , x⃗kL ) and W̃ a column matrix of order-L
such that

X̃W̃ = UA.

It is then easy to see W̃ = (X̃∗X̃)−1X̃∗UA, as X̃, and hence X̃∗X̃ as well, have rank L.
Denote W̃ = (w̃1, · · · , w̃L)T . Then the wk’s for k ∈ K1 are determined by setting wk j =

w̃ j, j = 1, · · · , L. Such defined W is indeed a solution, because in writing Y = Y1 + Y2,
where Y1 is the projection of Y into the span of the columns of X, we have

Y1 = Projspan{x⃗1,··· ,x⃗n}
(Y) =

L∑
j=1

⟨Y, u⃗ j⟩u⃗ j = UA = X̃W̃ = XW, Y2 ⊥ Y1.(3.3)

This concludes that ∥Y2∥2 is the least square of (1.2), and

∥Y − XW∥22 = ∥Y2∥
2
2 = ∥Y∥

2
2 −

L∑
l=1

|al|
2.

The proof is complete.

Remark 3.2. We note that, if the solution is not unique, then Matric-POAFD gives one
of the multiple solutions. Hence, a such obtained solution W may not be of minimum
norm. This situation corresponds to when the columns of X are linearly dependent. We
give the following trivial example. Let X = (x⃗1, x⃗2) ∈ Rm × R2, and Y ∈ R2, where x⃗1, x⃗2
and Y are all non-zero and parallel to each other. In this case there are multiple solutions
W = (w1,w2) such that Y = XW. The pseudo-inverse solution with the setting (1.10) will
be specially addressed in the next section.

Remark 3.3. A solution obtained through Matrix-POAFD may be regarded as a sparse
approximation to Y in using column vectors of X which, due to the optimal column vector
selection strategy, often gives fast convergence. In an ample amount of literature a different
sparsity concept is used that refers to a large amount of zero coefficients. See, for instance,
[13], and references therein. In essence, however, the two concepts are similar: Both mean
that not a full basis is used but only part. Our concept of sparsity is not restricted to the
matrix case, but extendable to functional spaces.

4. H-HK Formulation andMinimal Norm Solution

We will first review theH-HK formulation that, as a fundamental Hilbert space operator
structure, is essentially contained in [28]. See also [18].
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Let H be a Hilbert space, say of the form H = L2(D), that contains a family of kernel
functions hp parameterized by p ∈ E. The family {hp}p∈E induces an operator L onH given
by

L f (p) = ⟨ f , hp⟩H , f ∈ H , p ∈ E.
We alternatively write F(p) = L f (p).We assume the Hilbert-Schmidt boundedness condi-
tion

M =
∫
E

∥hp∥
2
H

dp =
∫
E

∫
D
|hp(x)|2dxdp < ∞.

Denote by
N(L) = { f ∈ H : L f = 0}

the null space of the operator L. As a closed subspace ofH , N(L) has an orthogonal com-
plement inH , denoted as N(L)⊥. There holds the direct sum decompositionH = N(L)⊥ ⊕
N(L), being realized as f = f + + f −, f + ∈ N(L)⊥, f − ∈ N(L) and L f = L f +,∀ f ∈ H .
Recall that R(L) denotes the range of operator L defined on H. There exists the following
result involving the adjoint operator L∗.

Proposition 4.1. There exists a solution f ∈ H for (1.6) if and only if

L∗d ∈ R(L∗L)(4.1)

([28]), where L∗ is the adjoint operator of L and R(L∗L) stands for the range of the operator
L∗L. Moreover, in this case the pseudo-inverse solution exists.

Proofs may be found in, for instance, [28] and [14]. For the self-containing purpose we
include our short proofs.
Proof. First, if L∗d ∈ R(L∗L), then there exists f̃ ∈ H such that L∗d = L∗L f . This implies

L∗(d − L f̃ ) = 0,(4.2)

or, equivalently, ∀g ∈ H ,

0 = ⟨g, L∗(d − L f̃ )⟩ = ⟨Lg, d − L f̃ ⟩, or (d − L f̃ ) ⊥ R(L).

The orthogonality implies that f̃ gives rise to ∥d − L f̃ ∥, being the LS. The above argument
is reversible. In fact, if f̃ gives rise to the shortest distance ∥d − L f̃ ∥, then d − L f̃ is or-
thogonal with R(L). This final assertion means L∗(d − L f̃ ) = 0, or L∗d ∈ R(L∗L). Next we
show that in such a case the minimum norm LS solution always exists. In fact if f̃ is an LS
solution, then its orthogonal complement projection f̃ + ∈ H is also a solution and of the
minimum norm. The proof is complete.

Simply speaking, L∗d ∈ R(L∗L) refers to existence of an LS solution, and existence of
an LS solution implies existence of the pseudo-inverse. We will once again come back to
this issue in Remark 4.5.

Through the orthogonal projection to N(L)⊥,R(L) may be equipped with an inner prod-
uct and so as to become a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with reproducing
kernel K(p, q) = ⟨hp, hq⟩H = Kp(q). To note this fact we may write R(L) = HK . Note that
here the space HK is induced from the operator L, being identical in the set-theoretic sense
with the range of L, that is R(L). Notation-wise, it is different from the space HK that we
use in §1 as the domain of the operator L.

Precisely, the inner product of HK is defined through

⟨F,G⟩HK ≜ ⟨PN(L)⊥ f , PN(L)⊥g⟩H , L f = F, Lg = G, ∀ f , g ∈ H .
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The above construction gives rise to the relations

Lhp(q) = Kp(q), and L : N(L)⊥ → HK is an isometric isomorphism.

Due to this property L restricted to N(L)⊥ has a bounded inverse L−1 : HK → N(L)⊥.
Under the Hilbert-Schmidt condition L is a bounded operator from H = L2(D) to

H = L2(E). In fact, by first using the Minkowski inequality and then the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, for any f ∈ H ,

∥F∥L2(E) =

(∫
E

|

∫
D

f +(x)hp(x)dx|2dp
) 1

2

≤

∫
D
| f +(x)|

(∫
E

|hp(x)|2dx
) 1

2

dp

≤ M∥ f +∥H
= M∥F∥HK .

This shows that the identical mapping from HK to L2(E) is an imbedding.
We will frequently use the following properties in relation to a bounded linear operator

in a Hilbert space and the adjoint operator in its conjugate Hilbert space.

Proposition 4.2. Let L be a bounded linear operator from the Hilbert space H to the
Hilbert space H. Then

N(L) = R(L∗)⊥ and R(L∗) = N(L)⊥ = N(L∗L)⊥ = R(L∗L).

Proof. If x ∈ N(L), then L(x) = 0. Hence for any y ∈ H,

⟨x, L∗y⟩ = ⟨Lx, y⟩ = 0.

This implies x ∈ R(L∗)⊥ and so N(L) ⊂ R(L∗)⊥. This argument is reversible, and we thus
have R(L∗)⊥ ⊂ N(L), and hence N(L) = R(L∗)⊥. This implies N(L)⊥ = (R(L∗)⊥)⊥ = R(L∗).
It is easy to show N(L) ⊂ N(L∗L). The reverse inclusion also holds as L∗Lx = 0 implies
0 = ⟨x, L∗Lx⟩ = ⟨Lx, Lx⟩ = ∥Lx∥2, and thus Lx = 0 and x ∈ N(L). Hence, N(L∗L) = N(L).
Since L∗L is a bounded operator from H to H , we have N(L∗L)⊥ = R(L∗L). The proof is
complete.

Under such formulation we are to solve the problem (1.10) with H = L2(E). There are
two cases: (i) d is in HK ; and (ii) d ∈ H \ HK . In this section we are under the assumption
that R(L) is a closed subset of H. In the matrix case this assumption is automatically ful-
filled.

Case (i). In the case since span{Kp}p∈E is dense in HK , for each n we can find finitely many
parameters p(n)

1 , · · · , p
(n)
kn

and complex numbers c(n)
1 , · · · , c

(n)
kn

such that in the HK-norm,

d = lim
n→∞

kn∑
j=1

c(n)
j Kp(n)

j
.

Since the mapping induced by the mapping Kp(n)
j

to hp(n)
j

is an isometric isomorphism be-

tween Hk and N(L)⊥, there exists f̃ such that

f̃ = lim
n→∞

kn∑
j=1

c(n)
j hp(n)

j
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and L f̃ = d. f̃ is of minimum norm since, in fact, {hp}p∈E ⊂ N(L)⊥ implies f̃ ∈ N(L)⊥.

Case (ii). In this case the process is divided into two steps. The first is to obtain the direct
sum decomposition d = g + h, g ∈ R(L), h ∈ R(L)

⊥
. Since R(L) is closed, R(L) = R(L), the

problem is solvable as, in fact, the minimum norm least square solution is L−1(g) ∈ N(L)⊥

and the least square mean distance from d to R(L) is ∥h∥H .
Summarizing the above two case we conclude

Theorem 4.3. In theH-HK formulation if R(L) is a closed subset of H, then the LS problem
(1.10) always has a unique minimum norm LS solution, or a pseudo-inverse solution.

Remark 4.4. If R(L) is further a closed subspace of H,, then the orthogonal projection g
into R(L) may be obtained through

⟨d,Kp⟩H = ⟨g,Kp⟩H = ⟨g,Kp⟩HK = g(p).

In the case, with Matrix-POAFD algorithm, it is not necessary to compute out the pro-
jection g. In fact, since ⟨d,Kp⟩H = ⟨g,Kp⟩H , one can just proceed the optimal parameter
selections for ⟨d,Kp⟩H instead of ⟨g,Kp⟩H .

Remark 4.5. The assumptions of closeness of R(L) or R(L) being a linear subspace of H
are just to ensure existence of pseudo-inverse for all d ∈ H. In practice, neither closed-ness
of R(L), nor R(L) being a linear subspace of H would be valid. In general situation the
pseudo-inverse, or minimum norm least square solution, is only available when d has an
incomplete direct sum decomposition

d = g + h ∈ R(L) ⊕ R(L)⊥,(4.3)

where g ∈ R(L), h ∈ R(L)⊥. With the incomplete direct sum decomposition the pseudo-
inverse solution is f = L−1g and the LS value or the distance from d to R(L) is ∥h∥H .The
following classical result asserts that existence of an LS solution, existence of the pseudo-
inverse, and existence of an incomplete direct sum decomposition of the objective function
b ∈ H are all the same thing.

Proposition 4.6. The condition (4.1) and the condition (4.3) are equivalent.

Proof. First assume (4.1) to hold. In the proof of Proposition 4.1 we showed in the
case there exists f̃ such that d = L f̃ + (d − L f̃ ) ∈ R(L) ⊕ R(L)⊥. On the other hand,
d ∈ R(L) ⊕ R(L)⊥ implies L∗d ⊂ R(L∗L) ∪ L∗(R(L)⊥) = R(L∗L). The proof is complete.

Either of the two equivalent conditions in Proposition 4.6 is addressed as the pseudo-
inverse criterion. Two special cases are separately named: The equation (1.10) is called as
a solvable equation if h = 0; and a solvable projection equation if h , 0.

Return to the matrix context. We formally define the set of the LS solutions and the set
of the pseudo-inverse, the latter contains only a single element.

Definition 4.7.

X−1
normal({Y}) = {W̃ ∈ R

n : ∥XW̃ − Y∥ = inf
W∈Rn
∥XW − Y∥Rm }

and, if X−1
normal({Y}) , ∅,

{X†(Y)} = {W̃ : W̃ ∈ X−1
normal({Y}) and ∥W̃∥ ≤ ∥W∥ for any W ∈ X−1

normal({Y}).
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Matric-POAFD, and other pseudo-inverse X†(Y). As an application of H-HK formula-
tion we prove a result for computing the pseudo-inverse solution of (1.10). We first con-
sider the matrix setting. The next theorem establishes the relation {X†(Y)} = X∗X∗−1

normal

(
X−1

normal({Y})
)
.

This relation shows that the pseudo-inverse can be obtained by solving consecutively two
LS problems. In particular, by doing twice Matrix-POAFD, of which one is for the pair
(X,Y); and the other is for the pair (X∗,W1) for any W1 ∈ X−1

normal({Y})), one gets the pseudo-
inverse for (X,Y).

Theorem 4.8. Let W1 be any LS solution to XW = Y, that is XW1 = Y1 in the exact equality
sense, where Y1 is the projection of Y into the span of the columns of X. Let W2 be any LS
solution to

X∗W2 = W1,

then X∗W2 is the unique pseudo-inverse solution to XW = Y. With the introduced notation
there holds {X†(Y)} = X∗X∗−1

normal

(
X−1

normal({Y})
)
.

Proof. Under theH-HK formulation it suffices to show that (i) the column vector X∗W2 is
an LS solution to XW = Y; and (ii) X∗W2 belongs to N(L)⊥, where the operator L is the
one defined by the matrix multiplication LW = XW.

Firstly we show (i). From the pseudo identical relation X∗W2 = W1, we have the exact
equality relation XX∗W2 = XW1, the latter gives rise to the exact relation X(X∗W2) = Y1,
where Y1 is the projection of Y into the span of the column vectors of X. Hence, X∗W2 is
an LS solution to XW = Y. (ii) reduces to showing that for any V ∈ Rn in the null space of
L, or equivalently, satisfying the relation XV = 0, there will hold ⟨X∗W2,V⟩ = 0. But this
is obvious as X∗W2 is a linear combination of the rows of X, while V is orthogonal to all
rows of X due to the relation XV = 0. The proof is complete.

In the matrix case the above two-step LS algorithm can be combined to form a one step
LS algorithm.

Corollary 4.9. The matrix pseudo-inverse solution for the equation XW = Y is given by
X∗W̃, where W̃ is any LS solution to the equation (XX∗) W = Y.

Proof. The LS problem for the matrix equation (XX∗) W = Y is always solvable. The
associative law of matrix product implies X∗−1

normal

(
X−1

normal({Y})
)
= (XX∗)−1

normal({Y}). The
desired relation X†Y = X∗W̃ then follows from the proof of (ii) of Theorem 4.8. The proof
is complete.

In the sequel we will call the algorithm corresponding to Theorem 4.8 two-step Matrix-
POAFD, and that corresponding to Corollary 4.9 one-step Matrix-POAFD. Our tested ex-
amples, of which some are recorded in §5, show that the two-step and the one-step algo-
rithms are particularly effective to the cases m >> n and the m << n, respectively.

There exists a counterpart result for the functional space context. In the matrix case
no assumptions are needed to be imposed for either the two-step algorithm (Theorem 4.8
or the step algorithm for the product matrix XX∗ (Corollary 4.9). For the general Hilbert
space case a condition stronger than L∗d ∈ R(L∗L) needs to be imposed. First we give
similar definitions for the LS and pseudo-inverse solutions with bounded linear operators
in Hilbert spaces.
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Definition 4.10.

L−1
normal({d}) = { f̃ ∈ R

n : ∥L f̃ − d∥ = inf
f∈H
∥L f − d∥H}

and, if L−1
normal({d}) , ∅,

{L†(d)} = { f̃ : f̃ ∈ L−1
normal({d}) and ∥ f̃ ∥ ≤ ∥ f ∥ for any f ∈ L−1

normal({d}).

Theorem 4.11. For d ∈ H satisfying LL∗d ∈ R(LL∗LL∗) there holds

L†(d) = L∗L∗−1
normalL

−1
normal(d) = L∗(LL∗)−1

normald.(4.4)

Proof. Since LL∗d ∈ R(LL∗LL∗), we have, according to Proposition 4.6,

d = d1 + d0 ∈ R(LL∗) ∪ R(LL∗)⊥ = R(LL∗) ∪ R(L)⊥ ⊂ R(L) ∪ R(L)⊥,

and, moreover,
d1 ∈ R(LL∗) and d0 ∈ R(L)⊥.

This shows that d satisfies the pseudo-inverse criterion for L f = d. In particular, there exists
f1 such that, as equality relation, L f1 = d1.We next consider the second LS problem L∗ f =
f1. Due to the relations L f1 = d1 ∈ R(LL∗), the problem, too, has a solution (Proposition
4.1), say f2, and therefore L(L∗ f2) = L f1 = d1. This shows that L∗ f2 ∈ L−1

normal(d). To
prove L∗ f2 is of minimum norm over all functions in L−1

normal(d), in view of H-HK theory,
it suffices to show L∗ f2 ∈ N(L)⊥. The last relation is equivalent to ⟨g, L∗ f2⟩ = 0 whenever
g ∈ N(L). This, however, is obvious due to the basic relation

⟨g, L∗ f2⟩ = ⟨Lg, f2⟩ = 0.

The proof is complete.

Remark 4.12. Theorem 4.8 and Theorem 4.11 propose an easy methodology in computing
the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse: It is just by doing consecutively twice of any type
of algorithm in finding least square solutions. The formulas given in the theorems and the
corollaries are not as direct and explicit as that in (1.7). The latter is formulated with a
RKHS and the reproducing kernel is indispensably involved. Realization of an algorithm
for formula (1.7) is by no means easy. Crucially, in the process one has to work with an
induced reproducing kernel k of complicated form (see (1.8)). With the matrix case one can
explicitly express the solution fd(p) by taking K(p, q) = e⃗∗pe⃗q, p, q = 1, · · · , n, in formula
(1.7), where e⃗∗p = (0, · · · , 0, 1, 0, · · · , 0), and 1 appears in the p’s position. We omit the
details that are not the main theme of the present paper.

5. Comparison BetweenMatrix-POAFD Algorithm and the TraditionalMethods

5.1. Comparison of Efficiency of Solving LS Problem with Matrix-POAFD and Tra-
ditional Methods. To compare efficiencies of different methods in solving the LS prob-
lem, we conducted a series of numerical experiments on synthetic datasets with varying
matrix sizes and noise levels. Specifically, we randomly generated matrices X, in which
the columns are treated as features and the rows the individuals, and responding (observ-
ing) vectors Y , and compared four widely used feature selection methods: Least Absolute
Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO), Forward Selection (FS), Principal Compo-
nent Regression (PCR), and Matrix-POAFD (two-Step). The experiments were designed
to explore two key aspects: (i) The errors (Euclidean Norm) and computation times of the
methods over matrices of varying dimensions. (ii)The robustness of each method under
increasing noise levels. Over a number of experiments we recorded two cases: a 100 × 10
matrix and a 1000 × 10 matrix. Figures 1 and 2 respectively illustrate the comparison of
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errors and computation times across the four methods as the number of selected features
increases for each case.
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Figure 1. Comparison of Error and Computation Time Across Four
Methods on a 100 × 10 Matrix with Increasing Number of Features
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Figure 2. Comparison of Errors and Computation Times Across Four
Methods on a 1000 × 10 Matrix with Increasing Number of Features

As shown in the left panels of Figures 1 and 2, Matrix-POAFD stationally achieves
lower reconstruction errors with regards to different matrix sizes, demonstrating its capa-
bility in extracting informative features. LASSO and PCR also exhibit reasonable per-
formance, but the errors fluctuate remarkably noticeably. Forward Selection shows little
reconstruction effect and tends to have higher variation in errors, likely being caused by
the greedy nature of its feature selection process.

The right panels of Figures 1 and 2 show the comparison of computation times across
different methods as the number of selected features increases. LASSO and FS exhibit
moderate time variations due to the iterative nature of feature selection and the cross-
validation steps involved in parameter tuning. In contrast, PCR and Matrix-POAFD (two-
step) maintain relatively low and stable computation times, demonstrating their robustness
and computational efficiency. Notably, Matrix-POAFD achieves the lowest and most con-
sistent computation time, which can be attributed to its direct extraction of informative
features based on the matching pursuit principle, avoiding the complexity introduced by
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cross-validation or greedy feature selection.

To further examine robustness of different methods, we introduced Gaussian noise into
the responding vector y of different levels. Specifically, we considered two cases: a mod-
erate noise (σ = 0.5) and a higher level noise (σ = 5). Figure 3 presents the error trends
for each method under the tested noise levels.
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Figure 3. Error Comparison on 100× 10 and 1000× 10 Matrices Under
Different Noise Levels

When the noise level is relatively low (σ = 0.5), all the methods show a general trend
of decreasing error as more features are selected. With increased noise (σ = 5), the error
magnitudes increase significantly for all methods. Nonetheless, Matrix-POAFD appears
to be more stable, maintaining lower errors compared to other methods. LASSO and PCR
show moderate performance, while Forward Selection exhibits the highest fluctuations,
indicating its sensitivity to noise.

5.2. Comparison of Efficiency of Solving Pseudo-Inverse Problem with Matrix-POAFD
and Traditional Methods. The LS solvers, including Matrix-POAFD, usually give solu-
tions to LS problems. The obtained solutions are not necessarily of the minimum norm
solutions, or, equivalently, not necessarily the pseudo-inverses of the problem. Theorem
4.8 suggests a two-step algorithm that does give pseudo-inverse problems, in which each
step can adopt any LS method. Corollary 4.9 further establishes a one-step algorithm to
solve pseudo-inverse solutions. The present section devotes to comparing several existing
pseudo-inverse solvers with, in particular, the newly established two-step and the one-
step Matrix-POAFD methods (2-M-POAFD, 1-M-POAFD), in terms of quantities of the
minimum norms and the errors occurred. Six methods are compared in this study, includ-
ing the Least Squares QR (LSQR), Conjugate Gradient (CG), Ridge Regression (Ridge),
Moore-Penrose Pseudoinverse (MP), 2-M-POAFD and 1-M-POAFD. Figure 4 presents
comparison of the solution norms for two matrices: a tall 3000 × 30 matrix (left) and a
flat 30 × 3000 matrix (right). In the tall matrix case, the two-step Matrix-POAFD algo-
rithm yields the least minimum norm solution among the others by using almost the least
computer running time, incurring comparable errors. Withe this m >> n case the one-step
Matrix-POAFD gives rise to excellent minimum norm LS solution with comparable errors,
but with considerably longer computer running time. This last shortcoming is expected for
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it has to compute and do Marix-POAFD with the large matrix XX∗ of order 3000 × 3000.
For the flat matrix, all methods yield almost identical minimum norms. Among which,
however, the one-step Matrix-POAFD method requires the least time and achieves the
highest accuracy. The miracle is due to the fact that the one-step method works with the
small matrix XX∗ of order, merely, 30 × 30.

Norm Comparison Across Methods

0.09386 0.09388 0.09388 0.09388 0.09375 0.09377

LSQR CG
Ridge MP

2-M
-P

OAFD

1-M
-P

OAFD

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.2

N
o

rm
 o

f 
S

o
lu

ti
o

n

3000 × 30 Matrix

Norm Comparison Across Methods

0.11285 0.11285 0.11285 0.11285 0.11285 0.11285

LSQR CG
Ridge MP

2-M
-P

OAFD

1-M
-P

OAFD

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.2

N
o

rm
 o

f 
S

o
lu

ti
o

n

30 × 3000 Matrix

Figure 4. Comparison of Solution Norms Across Methods

In detail, the tables present a comparative analysis of computational time and recon-
struction error across different methods for two measurement matrices: a tall 3000 × 30
matrix (Table 1) and a flat 30 × 3000 matrix (Table 2). The key observations are as fol-
lows. For the tall matrix, the CG method achieved the shortest solution time (0.0012 s),
followed by the 2-M-POAFD method (0.0017 s). The 1-M-POAFD method exhibited the
longest solution time (10.7254 s). Most methods (including LSQR, CG, Ridge, and MP)
achieved similar errors around 54.2955, indicating consistency. On the wide matrix, the
CG method’s solution time increased significantly (0.0808 s), whereas the 1-M-POAFD
method’s solution time decreased drastically (0.0020 s). The 1-M-POAFD method demon-
strated a remarkable numerical accuracy advantage, with an error as low as 1.8016×10−15,
highlighting its strong convergence properties for high-dimensional problems. The 2-M-
POAFD method exhibited balanced performance between computational efficiency and
error reduction across both types of matrix sizes. In contrast, the 1-M-POAFD method
demonstrated exceptional accuracy for the flat matrix but required significantly more com-
putational time for tall matrices. In conclusion, the 2-M-POAFD method achieved a bal-
anced trade-off between computational efficiency and error control, while the 1-M-POAFD
method showed superior numerical stability and accuracy for, especially, m << n type
problems.
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Method Time (s) Error

LSQR 0.0019 54.2955
CG 0.0012 54.2955

Ridge 0.0080 54.2955
MP 0.0024 54.2955

2-M-POAFD 0.0017 54.2961
1-M-POAFD 10.7254 54.2961

Table 1. 3000 × 30 Matrix

Method Time (s) Error

LSQR 0.0020 0.0059
CG 0.0808 0.0059

Ridge 0.3036 0.0020
MP 0.0037 0.0015

2-M-POAFD 0.0094 0.0008
1-M-POAFD 0.0020 1.8016×10−15

Table 2. 30 × 3000 Matrix

The numerical experiments conducted in this study provide a comprehensive compari-
son between Matrix-POAFD and most commonly used methods for solving least squares
problems. Our results indicate that Matrix-POAFD consistently achieves solutions of
smaller norms while maintaining competitive approximation accuracy. In the presence
of noise, Matrix-POAFD demonstrates greater stability, yielding lower errors compared to
other methods. Furthermore, our computational time analysis highlights that LSQR and
CG are generally the fastest, whereas Ridge regression incurs higher computational costs.
These findings would underscore the effectiveness of Matrix-POAFD in balancing solution
stability, accuracy, and efficiency, making it a promising alternative for solving large-scale
least squares problems.
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