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Geometric methods for estimation
of structured covariances

Lipeng Ning, Xianhua Jiang and Tryphon Georgiou

Abstract

We consider problems of estimation of structured covagamatrices, and in particular of matrices with a
Toeplitz structure. We follow a geometric viewpoint thatigsed on some suitable notion of distance. To this end,
we overview and compare several alternatives metrics aretgénce measures. We advocate a specific one which
represents the Wasserstein distance between the cordésgpdBaussians distributions and show that it coincides
with the so-called Bures/Hellinger distance between damae matrices as well. Most importantly, besides the
physically appealing interpretation, computation of thetme requires solving a linear matrix inequality (LMI).
As a consequence, computations scale nicely for problerwving large covariance matrices, and linear prior
constraints on the covariance structure are easy to hawtecompare thigransportation/Bures/Hellingemetric
with the maximum likelihood and the Burg methods as to theirfgrmance with regard to estimation of power
spectra with spectral lines on a representative case stody the literaturé,

|. INTRODUCTION
Consider a zero-mean, real-valued, discrete-time stayorandom proces§e(t), ¢t € Z}. Let

r(t) := E(x(k)x(k+1)),

with k,¢ € Z, denote the autocorrelation function, and
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the covariance of the finite (observation) vector
x = [z(0), z(1), ... x(n-— 1)]/,

i.e., T = E(xx'). The covariance has a Toeplitz structure inherited by thre-invariance (stationarity) of the
process. Throughout, the size of such an observation vertdrof corresponding finite Toeplitz matrices will
always ben andn x n, respectively.

The power spectrum of the process is uniquely determinetidyinfinite) autocorrelation function. This is due to
the fact that the trigonometric moment problende&terminedd]. Then, starting with Burg’s early contributioris [2],
[3], modern nonlinear spectral analysis techniques Igrgey onadmissibleestimates of the partial autocorrelation
sequencegry, 71,-..,mn—1} (equivalently, of the Toeplitz covarian&) from which information is sought about
corresponding power spectra. Admissibility of the pardatocorrelation sequence amounts to the requirement that
T is a positive semi-definite matrix, in which case a positigensdefinite extension to an infinite matrix is also
possible.

Part of the challenge, which was already addressed by Bsidyé to the fact that the sample covariance
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wherex;, (k € {1,2,...,m}) are independent observation vectargmy not be Toeplitdue to statistical errors. On
the other hand, estimates of the individual entdeg, r1,...,7r,—1} via averaging over all available samples to
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within a given time-distance from one another, may not lead positive matrix. Either way, the linear structure
or the positivity is compromised.

An early popular algorithm by Burg aimed at ensuring positivia a clever estimation of the so-called partial
reflection coefficients instead of the autocorrelation ficiehts (see e.g., [3]). Several alternative tricks wena szl
followed by a maximum likelihood approach in! [4]. Howevéigtissue was never put to rest because all these
face challenges of their own that lead to poor resolutioas biline-spliting” (where sinusoidal components in the
spectrum generate ghost peaks), and computational diiisuas in the case dfl[4]). The source of the problem is
largely the error inl" which adversely affects our subsequent estimate of therlyirt power spectrum (obtained
using e.g., a Maximum Entropy method, the Capon envelopé, éterein, we do not analyze the problem of going
from the Toeplitz covariance to a power spectral estimaistebd we focus only on the problem of estimating the
Toeplitz covariance from finite observations.

The Toeplitz covariance matrix is sought as the one closeEtih a suitable geometry. Notions of distance from
information theory, quantum mechanics, and statisticd lBacomplementary viewpoints and so does maximum
likelihood estimation of the autocorrelation coefficiemisich also provides us with a notion of distance. In Section
[Mwe outline the geometric viewpoint together with varigusssibilities for distance measures. In Secfioh Il we
discuss the respective optimization problems and in Sedffowe compare the three most promising alternatives
on a specific example from the literature.

Il. GEOMETRIC VIEWPOINT
Given a sample covariance mattlx we consider the problem to minimize

ind(T,T 2
ITIlel?(’)’ (2)

over the class of admissible matrices
T:={T:T >0, T being Toeplit3.

In this, d represents a suitable notion of distance. Various suclardist measures are motivated below based

on statistics, information theory, quantum mechanics, @ptimal transportation. Occasionally, when the distance

measure is not symmetric, we use the notati¢fi||7") instead. Such non-symmetric measures are often referred
to as divergences in the literature.

A. Likelihood divergence
We begin by discussing maximum likelihood estimation [4$sAming that the proce$s(¢),t € Z} is Gaussian,

the joint density function for independent observationtoesx; (k € {1,2,...,m}) is
mn L m 1
p(XsT) = (2m)" "2 [T|”= exp (—5 ZX%T_lx/f) :
k=1
with X := [x1,...,%X,,]. Then, T = L XX’ and the log-likelihood function becomes

L(T,T) =logp(X;T)

—% (n log(2m) + log |T'| + trace(TT_l)) . (3)
Thus, it is natural to seek a Toeplitz covariance maffixor which L(T,T) is maximal. Note that if thex,’s are
independent Gaussian random variabteg, follows a Wishart distribution. Thel(3) is the log-liketibd function
of this distribution.

Alternatively, one may consider the likelihood divergence

du(T||T) == = (log p(x; T') — log p(x; T))

1
m
= —(—log|T| + log |T| + trace(TT~') — n)

| —



as a relevant notion of distance since, evidently,
du(T||T) >0,
d(T||T)=0&T="T.

It relates to the Kullback-Leibler divergence between esponding pdf’'s which is discussed next. However, it does
not define a metric because it lacks symmetry and may alsdofaihtisfy the triangular inequality.

B. Kullback-Leibler divergence
For random variables oR™ with probability density functiong andp, the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence

d (l1p) = /R plog (g) d (4)

represents a well-accepted notion of distance betweemnthd5], [6]. In the case wherp andp are normal with
zero-mean and covarianc&sandT', respectively, their KL divergence becomes

N A -
dit (pl|p) = 3 (10g |T| —log |T| + trace(TT ') — n) ,

. . D
diL (9||p) =/ plog <5> dx

1 . .
= 5(— log |T| + log |T| + trace(TT~') — n)
= du(T|T).

while

C. Fisher metric and geodesic distance

The KL divergence induces a Riemannian structure on the foldnaf probability distributions. The quadratic
term of dk. (p||p + d) in the perturbatiory is the Fisher information metric

52
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This turns out to be natural from one additional perspectizés the uniqgue Riemannian metric for which the
stochastic maps are contractive [7] —a property that misva rich family of metrics in the context of matricial
counterparts of probability distributions (see below).

For probability distributiong(x, #) parameterized by a vectérthe corresponding metric is often referred to as

Fisher-Rao[[B] and given by
[(Dlogp\ (dlogp\’
gp,Fisher-Ra(g(S@) - 5éE _< 00 ) ( 00 -

For zero-mean Gaussian distributions parameterized begmonding covariance matrices the metric becomes

gT,Rao(A) = ‘T_1/2AT_1/2 Hj: (6)

and is often named after C.R. Rao. We summarize this belowoufihout ||/ ||z denotes the Frobenius norm
trace(MM).
Proposition 1: Consider a zero-mean, normal distributiprwith covariancel” > 0, and a perturbatiop,. with
covariancel + eA. Provided||T—'/2eAT1/?||p < 1,

1
diL (pllpe) = ZgT,Rao(eA) +0().

Moreover, ford = p. — p,
gT,Rao(EA) = 2gp,Fisher(5) + 0(64)-



The proof is given in Appendik VI.

The Fisher-Rao metric has been studied extensively in tgesrs [8], [9]. Geodesics and the geodesic distance
on the respective Riemannian manifolds can be computedcékplin fact, on the space of covariance matrices,
the geodesic distance between two poifitand 7" is precisely the log-deviation

diog(T,T) = || log(T~"/>TT~1/?)||p.

Two properties that are worth noting is that the metric isgraence invariant and that the corresponding metric
space is complete.

D. Bures metric and Bures/Hellinger distance

As noted earlier, the Fisher information metric is the umidRiemannian metric for which stochastic maps
are contractive. In quantum mechanics, a similar propeday lbeen sought for the non-commutative analog of
probability vectors, namely, density matrices. These astipe semi-definite and have trace equal to one. In this
setting, there are several metrics for which stochasticsnftifese are now linear maps between spaces of density
matrices, preserving positivity and trace) are contractihey take the form

trace(AD7(A))

where Dy (A) can be thought of as a “non-commutative division” of the matk by the matrix7'. Thus, if T, A
are scalars, the above collapses\$/T. Particular expressions generating such a “non-commetdivision” are

DT71(A) = T_IA, (78.)

Dra(A) = / (T + sI) " A(T + sI)"tds, (7b)
0

Dr3(A) =M, where%(TM + MT) = A, (7c)

see e.g.,[[10]. The metric corresponding [fal (7a) was stubiedPetz [10], the metric corresponding {0 ](7b) is
induced by the von Neumann entropy on density matrices akdasn as the Kubo-Mori metri¢ [10], whilé_(7c)
gives rise to the Bures metric.

The Bures metric can also be written as

grawedd) = min{ VI3 | A =YW 4+ WY, T = W),

see [11]. Accordingly, the corresponding geodesic digtant the manifold of density matrices is called the Bures
length. Assuming the normalizatiamace(7") = 1 (i.e., that?' > 0 is a density matrix)]|/W||% = 1. Thus, we can
regardi¥ as an element on a unit sphere. Then, the Bures length is ¢hieragth between corresponding points
on the sphere.

The Bures metric has a close connection to the so-callednigel distance. A generalization of the standard
Hellinger distance to matrices proposed in Ferragitd. [12] is

A L . % /\% ,_ ,_
dH(T,T).—I[I%%l{“T U-T:V|p|UU =1,VV —I}
= 1 % — A% /—_
—Ht(l]ln{HT U-T:|p|UU I}, (8)

since, clearly, only one unitary transformatibincan attain the same minimal value. This differs from the nsbaa-
dard way to generalize the scalar Hellinger distance toioestwhich istrace((7"'/2 —7''/2)2). The generalization
in @) is better known in quantum mechanics literature asBhees distance when the matrices are normalized to
have tracd. It is seen that the Bures/Hellinger distance represenssraight line” distance between representatives
of two “points” on the sphere as measured when imbedded imeadiEuclidean space. The representatives amount
to a selection of suitable points on an equivalence classeatkfiia unitary transformations.

Interestingly, as shown in [11], [12],

1
~ 2

du(T,T) = (trace(T + T — Q(T%TT%)%))



Also, the optimizing unitary matrix/ in (8) is

We note that the Hellinger distance applies equally welldsitive definite matrices without any need to normalize
T andT, and as such, it has been used to compare multivariate p@eetral densities [12].

E. Transportation distance

We shift to a seemingly different way of comparing pdf’s. Tinensportation distance quantifies the cost for
transferring one “mass” distribution to another accountior the combined cost of moving every unit of mass
from one location to another. Background on transportatimblems goes back to the work of G. Monge in the
1700’s. The recent interest was sparked by the developnrenie 1940's by L. Kantorovich who is considered
the father of the subj&tThe importance of transportation distances in probghttieory stems from the fact that
the respective metrics are weakly continuous.

We consider distributions ifR™ and a quadratic cost. A formulation of the Monge-Kantorbviansportation
problem (with a quadratic cost) directly in probabilisterms is as follows. LeX andY be random variables in
R™ having pdf'sp, andp,. Determine

&y, (Da py) = igf{E(!X ~Y]?) | /pzpy,/psz}. 9)
T Yy

The metricdyy, is known as the Wasserstein metric and, quite surprisirddy induces a Riemannian structure on
probability densities [13],[[14] — a rather deep result. UReing to the above optimization, the cost is simply the
minimum variance when the marginals of the joint distribatare specified.

We now assume thaf and7" are the covariances of and Y, respectively, and we le§ = E(XY”) denote
their correlation. Further, assuming that their joint iligttion is Gaussian we obtain

d%vz (p, D) stin {trace(T +T-S— S |

T S - (20)
ST | =
A closed form solution is easy to obtain [15], [16]:
So=T"3(T:TT3):7T%, (11)

and the transportation distance is given alternatively by
dw,(p,p) = (trace(T +71 — Q(T%TT%)%)) ’.
Since this is central to our theme, we provide details in Apupe[VI[] Comparing now with the corresponding
expression for the Hellinger distance we readily have thievidng.
Proposition 2: For p andp Gaussian zero mean distributions with covariarifesnd 7', respectively,
du(T,T) = dw, (p, D)-
[1l. A PPROXIMATION OF STRUCTURED COVARIANCES

Returning to the structured covariance approximation lerab we consider the computation of the optimizers
for (2). We do this for every choice of distance discussedchanrevious section.

2. Kantorovich received the Nobel prize in Economics in 19@6his related work on mass transport and resource allmeati



A. Approximation based on KL divergence and likelihood
If we usedy. given in [@) as the distance betwe@hand 7, for the approximation problem we need to solve

: S Py
qugl_{log |T| —log |T'| 4 trace(TT™") n} (12)

This is convex inT, providedT > (0, and hence nurperically feasible. However, the problem @ioas wherl’
is singular. This is unsatisfactory since the case whea singular is important and quite common. Alternatively,
if we use the likelihood divergencé (T'||T") as distance measure, the optimization problem

o - Fr—1y _
{Fnelg{ log |T'| + log |T'| + trace(TT ") n} (13)

is well defined for singulaf” as well.
A necessary condition for a local minimum &f{13) givenlin [¢]

trace ((T_ITT_l — T_I)Q> =0, (14)

for all Toeplitz Q and pointed out in[]4] that, providedl is not singular, there is at least one local minimum of
(I3) which is positive definite. Based on this, Bietal [4] give a numerical method to solve (13). The method is
computationally demanding and numerically sensitive eeggly whenT" is singular.

B. Approximation based on log-deviation
The optimization problem

: P—1/2p—1/2
;ﬂé};{lllog(T T )IIF}- (15)

is not convex in7. Linearization of the objective function aboiitmay be used instead, since this leads to
in {|| 7120712 g } 16
glel,rrl{H F3 (16)

which is a convex problem.

C. Based on Hellinger and transportation distance
Using dy (T, T) the relevant optimization problerfil (2) becomes

quelgl_{trace(T—i—T— 2(T2TT2)2)}. (17)

At the outset, this appears difficult. However, from Profiosi2 we know thatdy (T, T) = dw, (p, ). Hence, we
may evaluate[(17) via solving

~ T S
Tren7i_r’1$ {trace(T +T-S-9| [ g 7 } > 0} . (18)
This is now a semi-definite program and can be solved quiteieffly [17].
The above expression for the transportation distance cagiviee analternative interpretatioras follows. We
postulate the statistical model
X=x+vV

wherev represents noise, arfdand7 are the covariances &f andx, respectively. The covariance &fis known

to be in the admissible st while that ofx may not, due to noise. Thus, in the absence of additionatgribis
reasonable to seek an “explanation” of the estimated caneeil’ by assuming the least possible amount of noise.
Allowing for possible coupling betweex andv brings us to minimize

E{v'v} =trace(T +T — 5 — §)

subject to positive semi-definiteness of the covariancgofx’]’. This is precisely[(18).



Analogous rationale, albeit with different assumptions baen used to justify different methods. For instance,
assuming thak = x + v wherex andv are independent leads to

min {trace(T ~T)|T-T> O}
TeT

which is a method proposed in_[18]. Then, also, assuming mfisgtric” noise contribution as in
X+V=x+V,
where the noise vectors andv are independent af andx, leads to

min {irace(@+Q) | T+Q=T+q, Q,Q >0},
TeT,Q.Q

vyhereQ and @ designate covariances ¢fandv, respectively. The minimum in this case is the nuclear nofm o

T — T and studied as a possibility ih [19].

IV. EXAMPLES

We now compare how well two of the methods outlined earlieffggen in identifying a single spectral line
in white noise and compare those with the standard Burg'®)ocetWe choose parameters as in the example in
Burg etal. [4]. For constructing power spectra corresponding to adfisiét of covariance samples and we use
autoregressive models in order to be consistent with [4]uBiyng the same type of power spectra we isolate and
compare the effect of correcting for the “non-Toeplitzgieda each of these two methods and by Burg's method.

The data consists of a sinusoid (leading to a single spdotsglwith three different phase values and the same
random vector for the noise. We assume a single observadotowof sizell, hence bothx andv are vectors,
and thus, the estimated covariarites (11 x 11), singular, and of rank equal tb. Thus, the data is the same
additive mixture of sinusoid and noise as lin [4]:

x(t) = cos(%t + ) +v(t),t =0,1,...,10.

The initial phasep is chosen for three different valuds Z and 2Z. The noise vectop is fixed as

v = [0.000562, — 0.019127, 0.007377, — 0.000149, —0.007479, — 0.013960,
0.003510,  0.012380, 0.006979,  0.003092, 0.010053],

generated from a zero-mean Gaussian distribution witramag0.0001.

The first plot in Figuré1l shows the power spectral densityD)P$ing Burg's method for estimating the partial
correlation coefficients (as inl[4]), while the second aniddtiplots are based on covariances approximated using
the likelihood-based method and transportation-basedhadst respectively. The data correspondsite- 7 and
the resolution of the plots isf;. The (red) arrow in the plots indicates the frequency of ihesoidal component.
Burg’s method splits the spectral line into three. The gpédihe closest to the true (red arrow) is also significantly
off. On the other hand, both, the likelihood-based and taesjportation-based methods detect the spectral line at
the correct frequency (with relatively insignificant ejror

Figure[2 shows the same situation but for= 7. All three methods detect the spectral line perfectly, tthimi
the stated resolution. Figuté 3 corresponds to the caseewher %’T Burg’s method consistently splits the true
spectral line into two nearby ones. The likelihood-basedhoa gives a small peak near the true spectral line,
although the dominant line is located at the true frequencyithin the stated resolution. On the other hand, the
transportation-based method gives a result which is ctamgisvith the previous two situations. For the purpose of
detecting line spectra, the transportation-based metppdaas to be the most robust.

A potential drawback of the transportation-based methadtias it gives a biased estimate for the energy in the
sinusoidal component. This is typically smaller than theetvalue in the example.



Fig. 1. Estimated maximum entropy spectrum for= Z: i) Burg's method, ii) Maximum likelihood method, iii) Mimium transportation
method.

Fig. 2. Estimated maximum entropy spectrum for= 7: i) Burg’s method, ii) Maximum likelihood method, iii) Mimium transportation
method.

V. RECAP

Most modern spectral analysis methods rely on estimatedrizmce statistics. Yet, they are sensitive to those
statistics abiding by the requisite linear structure,,élgeplitz. In this paper we discussed and compared two of the
most promising methods for approximating a sample covaeamith one of the required structure. Contributions
in the paper include drawing the connection between appratidon in the Hellinger distance and approximation



Fig. 3. Estimated maximum entropy spectrum foe= %T”: i) Burg's method, ii) Maximum likelihood method, iii) Mimium transportation
method.

in the sense of optimal mass transport. The latter can beasastsemidefinite program which is easy to solve and
impervious to possible singularity or near-singularitytioé sample covariance.

The issue with the sample covarianéebeing singular is often neglected in estimation problemst, ¥ is
ubiquitous when only few short observation records arelavi@ —a situation which is common in the analysis
of non-stationary processes. Furthermore, the uniquesradother properties of a maximum likelihood estimate,
when T is singular, are not well understodd [4].

As a final remark we note that interest in other linear stngstdor covariance matrices, besides that of Toeplitz,
arises when the vectorial process is the state vector okarliaystem. In such a case satisfies linear constraints
that involve the system dynamics [20]. All earlier discossand methods can be repeated verbatim for the problem
of approximating sample state-covariances.

VI. APPENDIXA: PROOF FOR THEPROPOSITIONI]

The KL divergence between a zero-mean normal distribytianth covariancel’ > 0 and a perturbatiop. with
covariancel’ + eA is

dy (p|lpe) = = (log det(T + eA) — log det(T") + trace ((T' + EA)_IT) —n).

N | —

Define Ar = T~ Y2AT~1/2, then
d 1 1/2 12\ _ ~1/2 —1p—1/2p) _
kL (p||pe) = 5 logdet (T°(I + eAr)T log det(T) + trace (T~ /“(I + eAr) T /*T ) —n
1
=3 (log det(I + eAr) + trace(I + eAr)~t — n). (19)

We expand I + eA7)~! into the Taylor series

(I+eAp)™ =T —eAr +EAr* — SN+ (20)
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Let \;, i=1, ---, n, represent eigenvalues dfy, then

logdet(l + eArp) = Z log(1 + €)\;)

1
= Z(eAi - —62)\? + =N )
i=1 2 3

1 1
= etrace(Ar) — 562trace(AT2) + ge?’trace(AT?’) +oee (21)
We substitute[(20) and_(R1) intb (19) to obtain
1
dx (pllpe) = Zeztrace(AT2) +O(€).

By a similar computation, one can easily see #at(p.||p) gives rise to the same metric, though the coefficients
of higher order terms on are different from those correspondingd@_(p||p).
To draw a connection with the Fisher metric, we substitute p. — p into the Fisher metric:

det(T)1/2 1,0 —1_ -1
(8 = s RT+eA) =Ty 1 1) .
gp,F|sher( ) </1\{n (271')"/2 det(T + EA)e y

Since||eA7||F < 1, €2A7? < T and hence

—I <eAp <.
Multiplying by 7/2 from left and right on all sides of the above inequality, wetait
—T<eA<T,
or equivalently . .
=T+ —eA<T.
0< 3 + 26 <
It follows that
—(lT + leA)—l <171
2 2 ’
or equivalently,
20T +eA)™ P =771 > 0.

Consequently
1 o Sy (2(T+ed) =T 1)y
(2)7/2 det (2(T + eA)~1 — T-1)71/2

is a Gaussian distribution with me@nand covariancé2(T + eA)~! — T~1)~!. Since the integral of a Gaussian
distribution is1, we obtain that

det(T)'/2
gp,FiSher(d) = — ( )_ 1/2 —1].
det (2(T 4+ eA)=t —T—1)/“det(T + €eA)
But
(T + eA)™ = T7V2(I 4+ eAp)~tT71/2,
and
AT +eA) =T =T71V2 (21 +eAp) ' —T) T2

Consequently,

det (2(T + eA)™ — T det(T + eA) = det (T + €A) (2(T + eA)™ = T71) (T + eA))/?

1/2
— det (T1/2(I +eAr) (201 + eAr) ™t — 1) (I + eAT)T1/2) /

= det(T)"/? det(I — 2 Ap%)"/?,
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and
8p Fisherm (0) = (det(] — ATV - 1) = (det([ + A2+ A )2 - 1) .
Once again considering the eigenvaluesaf we get

n oo 1/2
det(I + EAP? + AP+ )1/2 — (H(Z(e)‘k)zl)>

k=1 i=0
. 1/2
=1+ N+ NN+
k=1 k<l
1
=1+ ;€A77 + O("),

n
where in the last equality we have used the fact that\? = trace(Ar?) = ||Ar|%. Therefore,
k=1

1
gp,Fisher(é) = §gT,Ra0(A) + 0(64)-

VIlI. APPENDIXB

We now show that given twe x n matricesT’ > 0 and7 > 0,

. . T S
arg min {trace(T+T—S—S’)] [S’ T] 20}

has indeed the explicit closed-form expression

So=T"2(T2TT2)=7T=, (22)

Consider the Shur complement R
P:=T-ST'¢

which is clearly nonnegative definite. The${/' "z = (T — P):U, whereUU’ = I, and
S = (T - P):UT=. (23)
Moreover,
trace(S) = trace((T — P)2UT'z) = trace(T= (T — P)zU). (24)

SinceT andT are given, minimizingrace(T + 7 — S — §') is the same as maximizingace(S). Let UsAsVi
be the singular value decompositionBf (T — P)é, and

Up := arg max {trace(T=(T — P):U) | UU’' = I}.
Then, U, must satisfyVsU, = Ug and
T2(T — P):Uy = (T2 (T — P)T2)x. (25)
From [23) we haverace(S) = trace((T: (T — P)Tz)z). Since P > 0, the trace(S) is maximal whenP = 0.

Moreover, if P = 0,
T S
~ <
rank <[ o ]) < rank(7T),

andT = S,T—1S,. Thus, settingP? = 0 into (23), we have

1

and consequentl, = 72 (T:T7:)=T.
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