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A fast approach for overcomplete sparse

decomposition based on smooth&dnorm

. INTRODUCTION

Finding sparse solutions of Under-determined Systems wédn Equations (USLE) is of significant
importance in signal processing and statistics. It is ufmdexample, in underdetermined Sparse Com-
ponent Analysis (SCA) and source separation [1], [2], [4], ptomic decomposition on overcomplete
dictionaries [5], [6], compressed sensing [7], [8], decadieal field codes [9], image deconvolution [10],
[11], image denoising [12], electromagnetic imaging anteBion of Arrival (DOA) finding [13]. Despite
recent theoretical developments [14], [15], [16], [17F tomputational cost of the methods has remained
as the main restriction, especially for large systems €lamgmber of unknowns/equations). In this article,
a new approach is proposed which provides a considerabletied in complexity. To introduce the
problem in more details, we will use the context of Sparse @ament Analysis (SCA). The discussions,
however, may be easily followed in other contexts and appbos.

SCA can be viewed as a method to achieve separation of spawsees. Suppose that source
signals are recorded by a setiofsensors, each of which records a combination of all soutndsiear
instantaneous (noiseless) model, it is assumedstfigt= As(¢) in which x(¢) ands(t) are then x 1
andm x 1 vectors of source and recorded signals, respectively,Zansl the n x m (unknown) mixing
matrix. The goal of Blind Source Separation (BSS) [18], [&9fhen to finds(¢) only by observingk(¢).

The general BSS problem is impossible for the case n. However, if the sources are sparse (i.e., not
a totally blind situation), then the problem can be solvethia steps [1], [2]: first estimating the mixing
matrix, and then estimating the sources assurmingeing known. For sparse sources, the first step —
which can become very tricky for large — may be accomplished by means of clustering [1], [2], [20],
[21]. The second step requires that for each samp)ettfe sparse solution of the USLEt,) = As(tp)

be found [1], [2], [22], [23]. Note also that the sparsity dietsources is not necessarily in the time
domain: if T{.} is a linear ‘sparsifying’ transformation, thefi{x} = A T'{s}. Due to linearity ofT,
both the linearity of the mixing and the statistical indeghence properties of sources are preserved in
the transformed domain. Hence, SCA may be applied in thesfobamed domain.

In the atomic decomposition viewpoint [5], the signal vecto= [z(1),...,z(n)]” is composed of

the samples of a ‘single’ signal(¢), and the objective is to represent it as a linear combinatfom,
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n x 1 signal vectorga; } ,. After [24], the vectorsy;, 1 < i < m are calledatomsand they collectively
form a dictionary over which the signal is to be decomposed. We may wite- ", s;a; = As,
whereA £ [aj,...,a,,] is then x m dictionary (matrix) ands = (s1,...,sm,)’ is them x 1 vector of
coefficients. A dictionary withm > n is calledovercompleteAlthough, m = n (e.g. Discrete Fourier
Transform) is sufficient to obtain such a decompositionngisivercomplete dictionaries has a lot of
advantages in many diverse applications (refer for exan@[é] and the references in it). In all these
applications, we would like to use as small as possible nurabatoms to represent the signal. Again,
we have the problem of finding sparse solutions of the U&= x.

To obtain the sparsest solution &fs = x, we may search for a solution with minim&? norm,
i.e., minimum number of nonzero components. It is usualtest in the literature [6], [9], [4] that
searching the minimurd’ norm is an intractable problem as the dimension increassa(lse it requires
a combinatorial search), and it is too sensitive to noiseghse any small amount of noise completely
changes thé® norm of a vector). Consequently, researchers consider afiigroaches. One of the most
successful approaches is Basis Pursuit (BP) [5], [15],[8] which finds the minimunt! norm (that is,
the solution ofAs = x for which ), |s;| is minimized). Such a solution can be easily found by Linear
Programming (LP) methods. The idea of Basis Pursuit is basdle observation that for large systems of
equations, the minimur' norm solution is also the minimui® norm solution [14], [15], [5]. By using
fast LP algorithms, specifically interior-point LP solvelarge-scale problems with thousands of sources
and mixtures become tractable. However, it is still verywsland in the recent years several authors have
proposed improvements for BP, to speed up the algorithm arithmdle the noisy case [16], [6], [10],
[11]. Another family of algorithms is Iterative Re-weightéeast Squares (IRLS), with FOCUSS [13]
as an important member. These are faster than BP, but theragi®n quality is worse, especially if the
number of non-zero elements of the sparsest solution is eyt small. Another approach is Matching
Pursuit (MP) [24], [26], [1] which is very fast, but is a greedlgorithm and does not provide good
estimation of the sources. The approach presented in [2as@& very fast, but adjusting its parameters
is not easy.

Contrary to previous approaches, the method we presenisip#per is based on direct minimization
of the /% norm. We will see that our method performs typicailyo to three orders of magnitude faster
than BP (based on interior-point LP solvers), while resulting ire t,ame or better accuracy. We have
already briefly reported the basics of this approach in [2&] &S complex version in [29]. However, in
this paper, we are going to present a highly more completerigition of this approach and consider,

mathematically and/or experimentally, its convergenaperties and the effects of its parameters.
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The paper is organized as follows. The next section intredube basic principles of our approach.
The final algorithm is then stated in Sectiod lll. In Secti®) tonvergence properties of the algorithm
is discussed. Finally, Sectién V provides some experinieagaults of our algorithm and its comparison

with BP.

[I. BASIC PRINCIPLES OF OUR APPROACH
A. The Main ldea

The problems of using’ norm (that is, the need for a combinatorial search for itsimization, and its
too high sensibility to noise) are both due to the fact tha¥tmorm of a vector is aiscontinuougunction
of that vector. Our idea is then to approximate ttiiscontinuoudunction by a suitableontinuousone,
and minimize it by means of a minimization algorithm for donbus functions (e.g. steepest descent
method). The continuous function which approximatel, the /° norm of s, should have a parameter
(say o) which determines the quality of the approximation.

For example, consider the (one-variable) family of funtso

fcr(s) £ exp (_82/202)7 (1)
and note that:
1 ;ifs=0
lim f,(s) = , 2
o—0 0 ;if s#0
or approximately:
1 if [s|<o
fo(s) = , - ®3)
0 ;if |s| >0
Then, by defining:
Fo(s) =Y folsi), 4)

it is clear from [2) and[(3) thats||o ~ m — F,(s) for small values ofr, and the approximation tends to
equality wheno — 0. Consequently, we can find the minimuffrnorm solution by maximizing, (s)
(subject toAs = x) for a very small value ob. Note that the value oy determines how smooth the
function F, is: the larger value of, the smootherF, (but worse approximation té”-norm); and the
smaller value ofr, the closer behavior of, to ¢°-norm.

Note that for small values of, F, is highly non-smooth, and contains a lot of local maxima, and
hence its maximization is not easy. On the other hand, fgelavalues otr, F,, is smoother and contains

less local maxima, and its maximization is easier (we wik @ the next subsection that there is no
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local maxima for large enough's). Consequently, our idea is to use a ‘decreasing’ sequéncr: for
maximizing F,, for each value ot (using e.g. gradient algorithms), the initial value of theximization
algorithm is the maximizer of, for the previous (larger) value of. If we gradually decrease the
value of o, for each value ot the maximization algorithm starts with an initial solutioear to the
actual maximizer off, (this is because and hencel, have only slightly changed and consequently
the maximum of the newr, is eventually near to the maximum of the previokls), and hence we
eventually escape from getting trapped into local maxima @ach to the actual maximum for small
values ofo, which gives the minimunt®-norm solutiod.

Note that the basic idea holds not only for Gaussian familjuattions f,, given in (1), but also for
any family of functionsf, which approximates the Kronecker delta function, i.e.isfias [2) and[(B).
For example, it also holds for the family of ‘triangular’ fotions:

1 ;if |s| >0
fo(s)=1q (o+s)/o ;if —o<s<0 , (5)
(c—9))o ;if0<s<o
and for the family of ‘truncated hyperbolic’ functions:

1 ;if [s| > o
fols) = : (6)

1—(s/o)? ;if |s| <o

and also for the family of functions:

fo(s) = a%/(s° + 0?). (7)

B. Initialization

Up to now, the behavior of the functiof), was discussed for small values &f It is also interesting
to consider the behavior for very large valuescof

More specifically, it can be shown thdot sufficiently large values of, the maximizer of; (s) subject
to As = x is the minimun¥2-norm solution ofAs = x, i.e., the solution given by the pseudo-inverse
of A”. Here, we give only a justification to this property for thase of Gaussian family of functions
introduced in[(lL) by using Lagrange multipliers, and we &#w formal proof to Sectidn [ViB.

Using the method of Lagrange multipliers, for maximizifg(s) = Y"1 | f,(s;) = > it exp (—s?/20?)

subject toAs = x, we set the derivative of the Lagrangidis, \) = F,(s) — AT (As —x) with respect to

1This technique for optimizing a non-convex function is ukuaalled Graduated Non-Convexity (GNC) [30].
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s and\ equal to zero, which gives the following Karush-Kuhn-Tucl€KT) system ofm +n nonlinear
equations ofn + n unknowns {» components o, andn components of\):
[316_5%/202, e ’Sme—s;/zﬁ]T —ATX\; =0

As—x=0

(8)

where\; £ —g2.
On the other hand, the minimu? norm solution ofAs = x may be found by minimizingésTs
subject toAs = x. Using Lagrange multipliers, this minimization resultstire system of equations:
[51,...,8m]T —ATA=0
As—x=0

(9)

Comparing systems$1(8) andl (9), we see thatdor> oo (or whereo > max{si,...,sn}), these two
systems of equations are identical, and hence the maxirafzg} (s) is the minimum¢2-norm solution

of As = x.

1. THE FINAL ALGORITHM

The final algorithm, which we call SLO (Smoothé®), is obtained by applying the main idea of the

previous section on the Gaussian family (1), and is givenign[E.

Remark 1. The internal loop (steepest ascent for a fixgds repeated a fixed and small number of
times (). In other words, for increasing the speed, we do not waitter(internal loop of the) steepest
ascent algorithm to converge. This may be justified by thelgamhdecrease in the value of and the
fact that for each value af, we do not need the exact maximizer®f. We just need to enter the region
near the (global) maximizer af, for escaping from its local maximizers. See also Remarks 3 ¢
Section 1V-A.

Remark 2. Steepest ascent consists of iterations of the ferm s+ 1;VF;(s). Here, the step-size
parameterg:; should be decreasing, i.e., for smaller values o$maller values of:; should be applied.
This is because for smaller values @f the functionF,, is more ‘fluctuating’, and hence smaller step-
sizes should be used for its maximization. In fact, we magkitabout changing the value of in (1)
and [4) as looking at the same curve (or surface) at diffésmaties’, where the scale is proportional to
o. For having equal (i.e., proportional) steps of the steepssent algorithm in these different scales,

it is not difficult to show that n; should be proportional te?. Note that in Fig[L, instead of;,

“To see this, suppose that = ro; in F,, corresponds tGs = ro2 in F,,. Then u1VFE,, (s1)/u2V Fsy(s2) = o1/02

results inp1 /po = o3 /o3,
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« Initialization:

1) Letso be equal to the minimur®® norm solution ofAs = x,
obtained by pseudo-inverse &f.

2) Choose a suitable decreasing sequence fde: ... o] (see
Remarks 5 and 6 of the text).

o« FOrj=1,...,J:
1) Leto = o;.

2) Maximize (approximately) the functio, on the feasible
setS = {s| As = x} using L iterations of the steepest
ascent algorithm (followed by projection onto the feasible
set):

— Initialization: s = §;_1.

—For¢=1...L (loop L times):
a) Letd £ [s; exp (—s3/202),...,snexp (—s2/20%)]7.

b) Lets «— s — ud (wherep is a small positive constant)

c) Projects back onto the feasible sé&t:

s—s—AT(AAT) ' (As — x).

3) Setéj =s.

o Final answer i = §.

Fig. 1. The final SLO algorithm.

only a constanf. is appeared. The reason is that by lettjpg= uo? for some constant, we have

s« s+ (uo?)VF, =s — uéd, whered & —02VF, = [syexp (—s2/202),...,s,exp (—s2/202)]|T.

Remark 3. According to the algorithm, each iteration consists of aneast steps; «— s; —
usiexp(—s?/20?), 1 < i < m, followed by a projection step. If for some valuesioive have|s;| > o,
then the algorithm does not change the value;oh that ascent step; however it might be changed in
the projection step. If we are looking for a suitable largéo reduce the required number of iterations),
a suitable choice is to make the algorithm to force all thaalees ofs; satisfying|s;| < o toward zero.
For this aim, we should havgexp(—s?/20%) ~ 1, and becausexp(—s?/20?) < 1 for |s;| < o, the

choicep 2 1 seems reasonable.

Remark 4. The algorithm may work by initializing, (the initial estimation of the sparse solution)
to an arbitrary solution oAs = x. However, the discussion of Sectibn 1I-B shows that the b@sal

value of§ is the minimum¢? norm solution ofAs = x, which corresponds te — co. In another point
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of view, one may think about the minimu#fnorm solution as a rough estimate of the sparse solution,
which will be modified in the future iterations of the algbrit In fact, calculating minimunt? norm
is one of the earliest approaches used for estimating thesesgtasolution and is called the Method Of

Frames (MOF) [5].

Remark 5. Having initiated the algorithm with the minimui? norm solution (which corresponds to
o = ), the next value for (i.e., 01) may be chosen about two to four times of the maximum absolute
value of the obtained sourcesi{x; |s;|). To see the reason, if we take for example- 4 max; |s;|, then
exp(—s?/20%) > 0.96 ~ 1 for all 1 < i < m, and comparison witi13) shows that this valuecoécts
virtually like infinity for all the values ofs;, 1 < i < m (the next remark, too, provides another reason
through another viewpoint to the algorithm).

For the next values of, we have used; = co;_1, j > 2, wherec is usually chosen between 0.5

and 1. Its effect is experimentally studied in Secfidn V).

Remark 6. Equation [(#) seems to simply count the “inactive” elemerits.dHowever, instead of
hard-thresholding “inactives |s;| < o; active= |s;| > ¢”, criterion (4) uses a soft-thresholding, for
which ¢ is the rough threshold.

Remark 7. In applications where the zeros in the sparseate exactly zerog can be decreased
arbitrarily. In fact, in this case, its minimum value is deténed by the desired accuracy, as will be
discussed in Theoreml 1. For applications in which inactikements ofs are small but not exactly
zero (say that the ‘source’ vector is noisy), the smalleshould be about one to two times of (a rough
estimation of) the standard deviation of this noise. Thisdsause, while is in this range [(8) shows that
the cost function treats small (noisy) samples as zeros f@ewhich f,(s;) ~ 1). However, below this
range, the algorithm tries to ‘learn’ these noisy valuesl aroves away from the true answer (according
to the previous remark, the soft threshold should be suchaldahese noisy samples be considered
inactive). Restrictingr; to be above the standard deviation of the noise, providesaimnastness of this

approach to noisy sources (or mixtures), which was one ofliffieulties in using the exaot” norm.

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF THEALGORITHM
A. Convergence Analysis

In this section, we try to answer two questions for the nesgkase (the noisy case will be considered
in Section IV-C): a) Does the basic idea of Secfidn Il resintsonvergence to the actual minimizer of

the ¢° norm (assumed to be unique by [13], [15])? and b) If yes, hovelmshould we decrease to
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achieve a desired accuracy?

Note that the algorithm of Fid.l1 has two loops: the exteroalpl which corresponds to the basic
ideas of Section 1l for finding the sparsest solution, anditfternal loop which is a simple steepest
ascent algorithm for maximizing, (s) for a fixedo. In the analysis of this section, it is assumed that
the maximization ofF,,(s) has been exactly done for a fixed(the maximization algorithm has not got
trapped into local maxima). Note that we had proposed thdugtiadecrease inr to escape from getting
trapped into local maxima when maximizitg, for a fixedo. A theoretical study to find the series,

j =1,...J, which guaranties the convergence is very tricky (if paggiland is not considered in this
paper. However, it will be experimentally addressed in thgtsection.

Assuming the maximization of, for fixed o’s is perfectly done, we show here that the estimation
given by the algorithm converges to the unique minimizerhef® norm. In other words, we prove that
the sequence of ‘global’ maximizers @t,’s will converge to the sparsest solution (which is the basic
idea of Sectiom 1), and try to answer both above questions.

Before stating the convergence theorem (Thedrém 1), we #tade lemmas. Recall thatill(A) =

{s|As = 0}.

Lemma 1:Assume that the matrbA = [aj, as, - ,a,] € R"™™™ (where a; represents the-th
column) has the property that all of its x n sub-matrices are invertible, which is called the Unique
Representation Property (URP) in [#3]f m — n elements ok € null(A) converge to zero, then all of

its elements (and hens® will converge to zero, too.

Proof: Without loss of generality, assume that all the columng\oére normalized, i.el|la;|| = 1,
1 < < m (throughout the papef} - || stands for the/? or Euclidean or Frobenius norm of a vector or

matrix). Then, we have to show:

V8 >0, Ja>0, such that'se null(A):
m — n elements ok have absolute values (20)

less thany = ||s|| <

Lets = (s1,82, -+ ,5,)7 be innull(A) and assume that the absolute values of at leastn elements

of it are smaller thar. Let I, be the set of all indices, for which |s;| > . Consequentlyj/,| < n,

2URP of A also guaranties that the sparsest solution is unique [13], [
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where| X | represents the cardinality (i.e., number of elements) aftaXs Then we write:

Zsza2—0:>232az—|—z$2az—0:>

1€l, ¢,
13" sl = 1Y siall <> flsiall = (11)
iel, i¢l, i¢la
S Jsil Jlail < 3 a = (m = |LaDa < ma
TN~
i¢l, <o 1 1¢1,

Let A be the sub-matrix ofA containing only those columns £ that are indexed by the elements
of I,. Thus A has at most columns, and the columns & are linearly independent, because of the
URP of A. Therefore, there ex&a left inverseA ! for A. Lets and3 denote those sub-vectors of

which are, and which are not indexed By, respectively. Then:

> siap =As = |sl| = [[(A"H (D sia)|

1€, i€l,

(12)
< JATH 1Y siadll < 1A (ma)
1€l
81 < >sgr, [sil < (m —[la])a < ma
A =
sl < |A™ [[ma (13)

Isll < 18]l + [Isll < (JA™Y + )ma
Now, let M be the set of all submatriced of A, consisting of at most columns ofA. Then M is

clearly a finite set (in factM| < 2™). Le
M = max{||[A7"]| |A e M}, (14)

then
Isll < (JA™ + Dma < (M + 1)ma. (15)

M is a constant and its value depends only on the ma&rixherefore, for eacls it suffices to choose
a=[F/m(M+1). [
The above proof (calculations (|11) {0 {15)) results alschim following corollary:

“Not that A is not necessarily a square matrix and hence is not nedgsismdrtible. But it has a left inverse, which is not
necessarily unique. In this cade ! is just ‘one’ of these inverses. For example, sidcés tall and full-rank, its Moore-Penrose
pseudoinverse is one of these inverses.

®Note that the calculation af/ is difficult in the cases where: andn are large. Calculation of the exact value/df requires

a computation complexity larger thdl’rf;) which can be impractical for large values @f andn.
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Corollary 1: If A € R™*™ satisfies URP, and € null(A) has at most. elements with absolute

values greater thaa, then|s|| < (M + 1)ma, whereM is as defined in[(14).
Lemma 2:Let a functionf,(s) have the propertieg,(0) = 1 andV¥s,0 < f,(s) < 1, and letF,(s)

be defined as if{4). Assumk satisfies the URP, and & = {s| As = x}. Assume that there exists a
(sparse) solutios” € S for which ||s°||o = k£ < n/2 (such a sparse solution is unique [13], [15]). Then,
if for a solutions = (31,...,5,)7 € S:

Fy(8) >m — (n— k), (16)
and if « > 0 is chosen such that th&’s with absolute values greater thansatisfy f,(s;) < % then:

I8 — 8% < (M + Dma, a7

where M is as defined in((14).
Proof: Let I, be the set of all indices for which |3;| > «, and denote its number of elements by
|1,|. Then:

Z fo(8:) + Z fo(3:) <m — L] + 1.

i¢l, <1 i€l <1
S—— N——
Sm_u&| <m.L:1

Combining this result with[(16), we obtain:
m—(n—k)<Fy;8) <m— |l +1

=l <n—k+1=|l,]<n—k.
Consequently, at most — k elements o have absolute values greater thanSinces® has exactlyk
non-zero elements, we conclude tBat s° has at mostn — k) + k = n elements with absolute values

greater tharv. Moreover, (8 — s%) € null(A) (becauseA (5 —s’) = x — x = 0), and hence Corollaryl 1
implies [17). [ |
Corollary 2: For the Gaussian family 1), if (16) holds for a soluti®nthen:

I8 =8| < (M + 1)mov2Inm. (18)

Proof: For Gaussian family (1), the of the above lemma can be chosemas ov/21n m, because

for |$;| > ov2Inm:
. 52 o?-2Inm 1
fo(8;) =exp {—20’2} < exp {—7202 } =
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Moreover, this family satisfies the other conditions of tamina. [ |

Lemma 3:Let f,, F,, S ands’ be as in Lemma&l2, and lef be the maximizer of,(s) on S. Then
s? satisfies[(16).

Proof: We write:

F,(s°) > F,(s?) (becauses” is the maximizer)
>m—k (see below) (29)
>m—(n—k) (becausé: < 7).

The second inequality was written becas8ehasm — k zeros, and hence in the summatiéh (4) there

arem — k ones, and the other terms are non-negative. [ |

Note that Lemma&l3 and Corolldry 2 prove together that for taassian familyl(il)argmax 5 ., Fir(s) —
s ase — 0. This result can, however, be stated for a larger class daiftifms f,,, as done in the following

Theorem.

Theorem 1:Consider a family of univariate function,, indexed byo, o € RT, satisfying the set of
conditions:

1) lim,—g fs(s) =0 ;forall s £0

2) f-(0)=1 ; for all 0 € RT

3) 0< fo(s) <1 ;forallc e RT,s e R

4) For each positive values of and a, there existsry € R™ that satisfies:

Is| >a= f(s) <v ;forall o< oy. (20)
AssumeA satisfies the URP, and I&, F, ands® be as defined in Lemnid 2, astl = (s¢,...,s2,)7
be the maximizer of;,(s) on S. Then:
lir% s7 =", (22)
Proof: To prove [21), we have to show that:
V>0 3Jog>0, Yo<op |s7 s <8 (22)

For eachs, leta = 3/m(M +1), whereM is as defined i (14). Then for thisandyv = % condition 4

of the theorem gives a for which (20) holds. We show that this is thig we were seeking for il (22).

Note thatVo < o¢, (20) states that fos? 's with absolute values greater thanwe havef,(s7) < %
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Moreover, Lemmal3 states thsft satisfies[(16). Consequently, all the conditions of Lerhina&teen
satisfied, and hence it implies thig® — s°|| < (M + 1)ma = 3. [

Remark 1. The Gaussian family {1) satisfies conditions 1 through 4 aforen{1. In fact, conditions
1, 2 and 3 are obvious. To see condition 4, it is sufficient tooses? = —a?/(2Inv) if v < 1, or to
choose any arbitrary? € R* if v > 1. Families of functions defined bi7l(5L.1(6) arid (7) also sgttke

conditions of this theorem.

Remark 2. Using Corollary[2, where using Gaussian fam[ly (1), to easam arbitrary accuracy

in estimation of the sparse solutiaf, it suffices to choose:

g
mv2Inm(M + 1)’

and do the optimization of,, subject toAs = x.

o<

Remark 3. Consider the set of solutior® in S, which might not be the absolute maxima of

functions F, on S, but satisfy the condition
F,(87) =m — (n— k). (23)

By following a similar approach to the proof of Theoréin 1,dande proved thdim,_.o§° = s°. In other
words, for the steepest ascent of the internal loop, it isneaessary to reach the absolute maximum. It

is just required to achieve a solution in whiéty is large enough (see also Remark 1 of Sedtian III).

Remark 4. The previous remark proposes another version of SLO in wthiehe is no need to set
a parametell: Repeat the internal loop of Figl 1 until,(s) exceedsn — n/2 (the worst case of the
limit given by (23)) orm — (n — k) if k is known a priori (note thaf (19) implies the maximizer of
F,(s) for a fixed o surely exceeds both of these limits). The advantage of suetrsion is that if it
converges, then it is guaranteed that the estimation esrbbunded as i _(18), in which is replaced
with ;. It has however two disadvantages: firstly, it slows down dlgorithm because exceeding the
limit m — (n—k) for eacho is not necessary (it is just sufficient); and secondly, beeani the possibility
that the algorithm runs into an infinite loop becausds) cannot exceed this limit (this occurs if the

chosen sequence of has not been resulted in escaping from local maxima).

Remark 5. As another consequence, Lemima 1 provides an upper boundeoestimation error
|8 — s°||, only by having an estimatio& (which satisfiesA§ = x): Begin by sorting the elements éf
in descending order and let be the absolute value of th¢gJ + 1)'th element. Since® has at most

n/2 non-zero elements — s has at most: elements with absolute values greater tharMoreover,
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(8 —s") € null(A) and hence Corollaryl 1 implies thgg —s°|| < (M +1)ma, whereM is as defined in
(I4). This result is consistent with the heuristic §ihas at most./2 ‘large’ components, the uniqueness

of the sparsest solution insures tiais close to the true solution”.

B. Relation to minimum norm 2 solution

In sectionII-B, it was stated and informally justified (fdret Gaussian family{1)) that for very large
o’'s, the maximizer of the functiod, subject toAs = x is the minimum¢2-norm solution ofAs = x.

This result can be more accurately proved, and also gepedaio a wider class of functions:

Theorem 2:Consider a family of one variable functiorfs(-), parameterized by € R*, satisfying

the set of conditions:

1) All functions f, are scaled versions of some analytical functjgrthat is, f,(s) = f(s/o)

2) VseR, 0< f(s)<1

3) fs)=1<s=0

4) f'(0)=0

5) f(0) <0

Assume that the matriA is full-rank and lets 2 argmin._, ||s| = AT(AAT)”'x be the minimum
¢2-norm solution of the USLFAs = x. Then:

lim argmax Fj(s) = 8§.
070 As=x

Proof: Lets® = (s{,...,s%)" = argmax,._, F,(s). Then, we have to show théim, ... s’ =
§=(51,...,8m)7T.

First we show that:

lim — = 0. (24)
o—00 O
Sinces? is the maximizer ofF;, we have:
F,(s7) > F,(8), (25)

and hence:

=" lim f(s7/0) = Fy(s7) > m. (26)
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On the other hand, assumption 2 implies that forlaff i < m, 0 < lim,_. f(s7/0) < 1. Combining
this with (Z26), we have:
lim f(s{/o)=1 ;forl<i<m. (27)

This result, combined with assumption 3 (that fs,!(1) = 0) and the continuity off implies that for
all 1 <i<m,lim,_,o s7/0 = 0; from which [24) is deducted.

Now, lety = = f7(0) > 0. Then we can write

f(s)=1—7s"+g(s),

where:
. g(s)
Then:
. v 2
Fole) =m =25 32 st+ 3 olsilo)

Consequently[(25) can be written as:

=D CHk Eh“wé%z P= D gl6i/o)
i=1 i=1 =1

2
A o’ g X
= [s7)° ~ [I8l* < — E 9(s7 /o) = — > 9(3i/0)
it Rt

1650 s I 9(6ifo)

=3 L /o 73 2 G )
1= 9(57/0) o, L= g(i/0) . 1

< o O+ 3 e B

where for the last inequality, we have used the inequality:

Y wal <l Yl

el jed el jeJ
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Finally:

Is7]1* < HéH2

+ (O AR
I T

Y
lim §;/c =0= lim ( i/9) =0 (from (28))

== 750 (5:/0)?

hm s7/o =0= lim “((]( i/o) =0 (from (28))

a—00 / )
= lim [|s7[* < [8]*. (29)
o—00
Noting thats is the minimum¢2-norm solution ofAs = x, ||s?||? > ||5]|?, and hencéim, .. [|s7|* >
8/|>. Combining this with [2B), we have:
lim |7 % = [Is]|*. (30)
o—00

On the other hand, sincgeis the minimum¢2-norm solution ofAs = x, it is perpendicular to any vector
contained innull(A). This is becaus&v € null(A), Av = 0, and hencev's = v AT(AAT) " 1x =

(Av)T(AAT)"1x = 0. Consequentlys is perpendicular t&” — 8. Therefore:

Is711* = [18]1% + lIs” — 8|
= lim [|s]* = [|s]* + lim [|s” - 8]*.
g—00
Combining this with [3D) we havBm, . [|s” — §|> = 0, and hencéim,_.., s’ = §. [

Remark 1. The Gaussian family {1) satisfies the conditions 1 throughBheoreni 2. Therefore, for
this family of functions, the minimund?-norm solution is the optimal initialization. Family of fations
defined by[(V) also satisfies the conditions of this theoremtirary to those defined ifl(5) arld (6) which

are not analytic.

C. The noisy case
As shown in the proof of Theorefd 1, in the noiseless case, dlesmalue of o results in a more
accurate solution and it is possible to achieve solutionacasirate as desired by choosing small enough

values ofo. However, this is not the case in the presence of additive@jdihat is, ifx=As-+n. In

®The ‘noise’ in this context has two meanings: 1) the noisehim gource vectos means that the inactive elementssofire
not exactly equal to zero; and 2) the (additive) noise in thresers means that is not exactly equal tAAs. In the theorems
of this section, only the second type of noise has been cereid and it is assumed that the first type does not exist.her ot

words, the inactive elements sfare assumed to be exactly zero.
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fact, noise power bounds maximum achievable accuracy. "e attheorem in this section, which can
be considered as an extension of Theokém 1 to the noisy case.

First, we state the following lemma, which can be consider®@ generalization to Lemrha 1.

Lemma 4:Let A satisfy the conditions of Lemnid 1, and assume that the vediasm — n elements

with absolute values less than and||As|| < e. Then|s|| < 3, where
f=(M+1)(ma+e),
and M is as defined in((14).

Note that in this lemma, instead of conditids = 0, we have a relaxed conditidjAs|| < e. Lemmd1l
is the special (noiseless) case of this lemma where 0.

Proof: Let I,, A, 3, 5 and M be defined as in the proof of Lemrha 1. Then

m
I ZsiaiH <e=| Z sia; + Z siaif <e=
i=1

€1, 1¢1,
1Y siaill <) sl +e< > [lsia] + €=
i€l, i¢l, i¢la

Z |sill|as|| + € < Za+€: (m —|Ia|)a + € < ma+e.
i¢1a il
Therefore, by repeating the calculations [0f](12) dnd (13),0btain||s|| < (M + 1)(ma + €). [
Theorem 3:Let S, = {s| ||[As — x| < €}, wheree is an arbitrary positive number, and assume that
the matrix A and functionsf, satisfy the conditions of Theorelm 1. L&t € S. be a sparse solution,

and assume that, satisfies the extra conditions:

1) There existsy > 0 such that
I%fo(sﬂ <v/o ;foralloc>0andalls

2) For each positive values of and oy, there exists am > 0 that satisfies:

|s| >a= fo(s) <v ;forall o <oy

Let M andk be defined as in Theorelm 1. Then under the conditienn /2, by choosing

_ mye| AT(AAT) |
N (n — 2k) ’

and optimizingFy,, the sparse solution can be estimated with an error smaber t

(31)

9]

(M + 1)(ma +¢),
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wherea is the value for which the condition 2 holds fep andv = 1/m.

Proof: Letn = As® —x. Then,s” € S. means thatn|| < . By definingii & AT(AAT) " !n, we
have:
x=As"+n=As"+ An = A(s" + i) = A§,
wheres £ s +n. Lets be the maximizgof F, on As = x, as defined in Theore 1. When working
with ¢°-norm, no matter how much small isand how much sparse i, § is not necessarily sparse.

However, as will be discussed, becaugeis continuous andn|| is small, the value of, ats is close

to its value ats” (and thus, is large). In fact:
F,(8) = Fy(s" + 1) ~ F,(s") + VE,(s°) - iv.

By defining g(t) = F,(s® + it), we haveg(0) = F,(s’) andg(1) = F,(s” + @) = F,(S). Using the
mean value theorem, there exist® & ¢ < 1 such that:
|F5(8) = Fo(s”)| = |9(1) — g(0)] < (1 —0)g'(t)
= VF,(s" +nt) -0 < |VF,(s® + fit)| - ||
We write:
Vs | & fe(s)] <y/o = [[VF,(s" +t)| < my/o
I = [AT(AAT) 'n|| < [|[AT(AAT)"!||e
|F5(8) — Fy(s)] < mye| AT(AAT) ™! /o

Let choosery according to[(311). Then:

|Fo (8) — Fiy (s%)] <n — 2k LR ®) > m— (k)

Fy(s9)>m —k
The vectors” does not necessarily satisfys = x, however we have chosénto be the projection of
s onto the subspacAs = x. Hence,s satisfiesAs = x and sinces? is the maximizer ofF,, on
As = x, F,,(s°°) > m — (n — k). Consequently, by choosing as the value for which the condition
2 holds forv = 1/m and o, and following the same steps as in the proof of Thedrem 1, enelade
that at most, — k elements ok can have absolute values greater tharThen, sinces® has at most
k nonzero elementgs’ — s°°) has at most: elements with absolute values greater thanNoticing

|A(s? —s7)| = |As® — x| < ¢, we see thats’ — s7°) satisfies the conditions of Lemrha 4, and hence:

||sO s < (M + 1)(ma +¢€). (32)
"Note that,s” is not necessarily maximizer df, on the wholeS..
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[ |
Remark 1. A few calculations show that the Gaussian familiels (1) §atishe condition 1 of the
theorem fory = exp(—1/2) and the condition 2 forr = —0¢+/2In(v). Family of functions defined by

(7)) also satisfy the conditions of this theorem.

Remark 2. Note that for Gaussian family of functions and under the @@k < n/2, accuracy

of the solution is proportional to the noise poBleln fact, we have accuracy of at least: ¢, where:

exp(—1/2)m?v2Inm ||AT(AAT)7
n — 2k

If ¢ — 0, by choosingry according to[(311)s’° converges ta’.

C = +1)(M +1).

Remark 3. According to Theorenh|3, in contrast to the noiseless casis, riiot possible here to
achieve arbitrarily accurate solutions. Accuracy is baghty the noise power, and to guaranty an error

estimation less thap¥ using Theoreml3, it is required to satisfy< 3/C.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, the performance of the presented appraaekperimentally verified and is compared
with BP (and with FOCUSS for the first experiment). The effeat the parameters, sparsity, noise, and
dimension on the performance are also experimentally disall

In all of the experiments (except in Experiment 3), sparserces are artificially created using a
Bernoulli-Gaussian model: each source is ‘active’ withlyadoility p, and is ‘inactive’ with probability
1 —p. If it is active, each sample is a zero-mean Gaussian randotable with variancergn; if it is

not active, each sample is a zero-mean Gaussian randonbleawigh variances?;, wheres?; < o2,.

Consequently, eacky is distributed as:
si~p-N(0,00n) + (1 —p)-N(0,001), (33)

wherep denotes the probability of activity of the sources, and sipaimplies thatp <« 1. o, models
the noise in the sources, that is, small values of the spatgees in their inactive case. This parameter
is mostly meaningful in SCA applications, in which, usualye sources in their inactive states are not
exactly zero. However, in sparse decomposition applinatigg can be usually set to zero, that is, most
elements of the dictionary are absent in the decomposition.

In our simulationsg,, is always fixed to 1. The effect of,5 is investigated only in the first experiment.

In all the other experiments it is set to zero.

80ptimal choice ofoy is also proportional to the noise power.
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TABLE |

PROGRESS OFSLOFOR A PROBLEM WITHm = 1000, n = 400 AND k = 100 (p = 0.1).

itr. # o MSE | SNR (dB)
1 1 4.84¢—2 2.82
2 0.5 2.02¢ —2 5.19
3 0.2 496e—3 | 11.59
4 0.1 230e—3 | 16.44
5 0.05 583e—4 | 20.69
6 0.02 117e—4 | 28.62
7 0.01 553¢—5 | 30.85

algorithm total time (sec) MSE SNR (dB)

SLO 0.227 5.53e—5 30.85
LP (¢1-magic) 30.1 2.3le—4 25.65
FOCUSS 20.6 6.45e —4 20.93

Each column of the mixing matrix is randomly generated ushmey normal distribution and then is

normalized to unity. Then, the mixtures are generated usiagioisy model:
x = As+n, (34)

wheren is an additive white Gaussian noise (modeling sensor noisdecomposition inaccuracy) with
covariance matrix, I, (wherel,, stands for the:x x n identity matrix).
To evaluate the estimation quality, Signal-to-Noise R#8&R) and Mean Square Error (MSE) are

used. SNR (in dB) is defined @9 1log(||s||/||ls — 8||) and MSE ag1/m)||s — §||?, wheres and§ denote

the actual source and its estimation, respectively.
Using (33), the number of active sources has a binomialibiigton with averagenp. In the experi-

ments, we will use the parameter= mp, instead ofp.

Experiment 1. Performance analysis

In this experiment, we study the computational cost of thesented method, and compare its perfor-
mance with/;-magic [25] as one of the fastest implementations of intgumint LP, and with FOCU
In rest of the paper, by LP we medi-magic implementation of the interior point LP.

The values used for the first part of the experiment are= 1000, n = 400, p = 0.1, oo, = 0,

oon = 1, 0, = 0.01 and the sequence ofis fixed to [1, 0.5, 0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0.02, 0.04]is fixed t02.5.

®For FOCUSS, we have used the MATLAB code availabl&tgb://dsp.ucsd.edu/ jfmurray/software.htm
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Fig. 2. Evolution of SLO toward the solutiomz = 1000, n = 400 andk = 100(p = 0.1). From top to bottom, first plot
corresponds to the actual source, second plot is its estimat the first level ¢ = 1), third plot is its estimation at the second

level (o = 0.5), while the last plot is its estimation at third levet & 0.2).

For each value ob the gradient-projection loop (the internal loop) is repéathree times, i.el. = 3
(influence of L is discussed in part of experiment 2; in allestexperiments, and L are fixed to 2.5
and 3).

We use the CPU time as a measure of complexity. Although ibisan exact measure, it gives a rough
estimation of the complexity, for comparing SLO and LP aigons. Our simulations are performed in
MATLAB7 environment using an AMD Athlon sempron 2400+, 1@z processor with 512MB of
memory, and under Microsoft Windows XP operating system.

Table[l shows the gradual improvement in the output SNR aftah iteration, for a typical run of
SLO. Moreover, for this run, the total time and final SNR haeeip shown for SLO, for LP, and for
FOCUSS. It is seen that SLO perforivgo orders of magnitude faster than LP, while it produces tidne
SNR(in some applications, it can be evtee orders of magnituddaster: see Experiment 6). Figure 2
shows the actual source and it's estimations at differem&titons for this run of SLO.

The experiment was then repeated 100 times (with the sananpéers, but for different randomly
generated sources and mixing matrices) and the values of (8BNdB) obtained over these simulations
were averaged. These averaged SNR's for SLO, LP, and FOCWS& nespectively 30.85dB, 26.70dB,
and 20.44dB; with respective standard deviations 2.36dB}dB and 5.69dB. The minimum values of
SNR for these methods were respectively 16.30dB, 18.37d&,18.82dB. Among the 100 runs of the
algorithm, the number of experiments for which SNEOdB was 99 for SLO and LP, but only 49 for
FOCUSS.
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In the second part of the experiment, we use the same pamsnasti the first part, excepts = 0.01
to model the noise of the sources in addition to AWG noise reatlby o,,. The averaged SNR’s for
SLO, LP, and FOCUSS were respectively 25.93dB, 22.15dB 8riziii with respective standard deviations
1.19dB, 1.23dB and 3.94dB.

Experiment 2. Dependence on the parameters

In this experiment, we study the dependence of the perfocenahSLO to its parameters. The sequence
of o is always chosen as a decreasing geometrical sequeneeo;_1, 1 < j < J, which is determined
by the first and last elements; ando;, and the scale factar. Therefore, when considering the effect
of the sequence of, it suffices to discuss the effect of these three parameterh@ performance.
Reasonable choice af;, and also approximate choice pfhave already been discussed in Remarks 2
to 5 of Sectiori 1ll. Consequently, we are mainly consideting effects of other parameters.

The general model of the sources and the mixing system, diye@3) and [(34), has four essential
parameterso.n,, oo, 0n, andp. We can control the degree of source sparsity and the powéneof
noise by changir@ k = mp ando,. We examine the performance of SLO and its dependence te thes
parameters for different levels of noise and sparsity. Ia #md in the followings, except Experiment 6,
all the simulations are repeated 100 times with differenticanly generated sources and mixing matrices
and the values of the SNR’s (in dB) obtained over these sionks are averaged.

Figured B represents the averaged SNR (as the measure ofmpance) versus the scale factorfor
different values oft = mp ando,,. It is clear from Fig[B(a) that SNR increases wheimcreases form
zero to one. However, whenexceeds a critical value (0.5 in this case), SNR remainstanhand does
not increase anymore.

Generally, the optimal choice af depends on the application. When SNR is the essentialioriter
¢ should be chosen large, resulting in a more slowly decrgasiiguence ofr, and hence in a higher
computational cost. Therefore, the choice cofs a trade-off between SNR and computational cost.
However, as seen in the figures, wheapproaches to unity, SNR does not increase infinitely. In[E{a),
the optimal value ot;, i.e. the smallest value af that achieves the maximum SNR, is approximatively
¢ = 0.5. However, it is clear from Fid.]3(b) that the optimal choidecalepends on the sparsity, but not
on the noise power. Exact calculation of the optimahight be very hard. To guarantee an acceptable

performance, it suffices to choosegreater than its optimal value.

ONote that the sources are generated using the mbdel (33)efbhe, for examplé: = 100 does not necessarily mean that

exactly 100 sources are active.
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Fig. 3. Performance of SLO as function offor the casen = 1000 andn = 400 (SNR'’s are averaged over 100 runs of the
algorithm). o is fixed to 1 (large enough) ang; is fixed to 0.01 (small enough). In (&)is fixed to 100 and effect of noise

is investigated. In (by,, is fixed to 0.01 and effect of sparsity factor is analyzed.

From [15], we know that < n/2 is a theoretical limit for sparse decomposition. Howevenstrof
the current methods cannot approach this limit (see Expmerir8). In Fig[3(b),k = 190 ~ 200 = n/2
is plotted, and it is clear that by choosindarger than0.9 an acceptable performance can be achieved
(however, with a much higher computational cost).

In Fig.[4, SNR is plotted versus In(o;) (Wheregy is the last and smallest) for different values of
ando,. In Fig.[4(a), for the noiseless case, SNR increases lpdaylincreasing in—In(oy). Although
not directly clear from the figure, calculation of the obtdrnvalues of the figure better shows this linear
relationship. This confirms the results of Theolelm 1 (aamuis proportional to the final value ef). In
the noisy case, SNR increases first, and then remains con&gmwas predicted by Theorelmh 3, in the
noisy case the accuracy is bounded and might not be increabéchrily.

Generally, the optimal choice of; depends on the application. In applications in which SNRdélly
more important than the computational loag, should be chosen small, resulting in a larger sequence
of o, and hence a higher computational cost. However, excégsim®ll choice ofs; (smaller than the
optimal choice) does not improve SNR (in fact SNR is slighdgcreased. Recall also the Remark 6
of Sectionll). It is clear from Fig[14 that the optimal cheiof o; depends on the noise power, but
not on the sparsity. Exact calculation of the optiraalmight be very hard. To guarantee an acceptable
performance, it suffices to choosg less than its optimal value.

From this experiment it can be concluded that, although rigdiptimal values of the parameters for
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Fig. 4. Performance of SLO versusg for m = 1000 andn = 400 (SNR'’s are averaged over 100 runs of the algorithsm)is
fixed to 1 (large enough) andis fixed to 0.8 (near enough to one). In (a)s fixed to 100 and effect of noise is investigated.

In (b) oy, is fixed to 0.01 and effect of sparsity factor is analyzed.

Fig. 5. Averaged SNR (on 100 runs of the algorithm) versu®r the casen = 1000 andn = 400, £ = 100 ando, = 0.01

optimizing the SNR with the least possible computationateoay be very hard, the algorithm is not
very sensitive to the parameters, and it is not difficult toage a sequence of (i.e., c andgy).

Finally, to study the effect of (number of iterations of the internal steepest ascent [dbp)parameters
are fixed to the values used at the beginning of Experimenhd. tlae averaged SNR (over 100 runs of
the algorithm) is plotted versuk in Fig.[5. It is clear from this figure that the final SNR achigvts
maximum for a small,, and no longer improves by increasing it, while the compaomatost is directly

proportional toL. Hence, as it was said in Remark 1 of Secfioh Ill and Remark Seaftion V-4, we

generally fixL to a small value, say. = 3.
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Fig. 6. Averaged SNR's (over 100 runs of the algorithm) versuthe average number of active sources, for SLO algorithm

with several values of, and for LP. The parameters ame = 1000, n = 400, o1 = 1, oy = 0.01, o, = 0.01.

Experiment 3. Effect of sparsity on the performance

How much sparse a source vectoshould be to make its estimation possible using our algofith
Here, we try to answer this question experimentally. As oaed before, there is the theoretical limit
of n/2 on the maximum number of active sources to insure the unegseaf the sparsest solution. But,
practically, most algorithms cannot achieve this limit]J[18.3].

To be able to measure the effect of sparsity, instead of géingrthe sources according to the model
(33), we randomly activate exactly elements out ofn elements. FigurE]l6 then shows the output SNR
versusk, for several values of, and compares the results with LP. Note that SLO outperfdrfs
specially in cases where~ n /2 = 200.

It is obvious from the figure that all methods work wellkifis smaller than a critical value, and they
start breaking down as soon asexceeds this critical value. Figuré 6 shows that the bremindvalue
of k for LP and for SLO withc = 0.5 is approximately 100 (half of the theoretical limit/2 = 200).
For c = 0.8 andc = 0.95, this break-down value is approximately 150 and 180. Camsetly, with our
algorithm, it is possible to estimate less sparse sourcas With LP algorithm. It seems also that by
pushinge toward 1, we can push the breaking-down point toward theréigal limit n/2; however, the

computational cost might become intolerable, too.

Experiment 4. Robustness against noise
In this experiment, the effect of the noise variangg, on the performance is investigated for different

values ofg; and is compared with the performance of LP. Fidure 7 depiblR 8ersuss,, for different
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Fig. 7. Averaged SNR’s (over 100 runs of the algorithm) verthe noise powes,, for different values ofo;, and for LP.

The parameters are: = 100, n = 400, k = 100, o1 = 1, andc = 0.8.

values ofo; for both methods. The figure shows the robustness of SLO sigsinall values of noise. In
the noiseless case,( < .02), LP performs better (note that,s = 0, and in SLO,o is decreased only
to 0.005). In the noisy case, smoothédachieves better SNR. Note that the dependence of the optimal

oy to o, is again confirmed by this experiment.

Experiment 5. Number of sources and sensors

In this experiment, we investigate the effect of the systeales(i.e., the dimension of the mixing
matrix, m andn) on the performance and justify the scalability of SLO.

First, to analyze the effect of the number of mixture$, @y fixing m to 1000, SNR is plotted versus
n, for different values oft in Fig.[8(a). It is clear from this figure that both methodsfpen poorly
while 2k > n (note that the sparsest solution is not necessarily unigtleis case). SLO performs better
as soon as exceed=k (the theoretical limit for the uniqueness of the sparsekition).

Then, to analyze the effect of scale,is fixed to [0.4m], and SNR is plotted versuleg(m) for
different values oft in Fig.[8(b). From this figure it is obvious that SLO and LP penfi similarly for
small values ofc (k ~ 10), but SLO outperforms LP for larger values bf(k ~ 100).

Experiment 6. Computational Cost in BSS applications

In BSS and SCA applications, the modell(34) is writtenxés = As(t) +n(t), 1 <t < T, whereT
is the number of samples. In matrix form, this can be writtefXa= AS + N, whereX, S, andNN are
respectivelyn x T', m x T andn x T" matrices, where each column stands for a time sample.

For solving this problem with LP, the systerit) = As(t) + n(¢) should be individually solved for
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Fig. 8.
oy = 0.01, and SLO is compared with LP. In (a} is fixed to 1000 and SNR is plotted versusfor different values ofk. In

Effect of scale on performance (SNR’s are averagest &0 runs of the algorithm)r, = 0.01, ¢ = 0.8, 01 = 1,

(b) SNR is plotted versubg(m) for different values ofk, while n is fixed to [0.4m].

each value ofl <¢ < T. This trivial approach can also be used with SLO. Howeveresiall the steps
of SLO presented in Fig.]1 are in matrix form, it can also bedaily run on the whole matriceX and
S. Because of the speed of the current matrix muItipIicatitgma'thm@, this results in an increased
speed in the total decomposition process.

Figure[9 shows the average computation time per sample off&L& single run of the algorithm,
as a function ofl" for the casen = 1000, n = 400 andk = 100. The figure shows that by increasing
T, average computation time first increases, then decreagbseach to a constant. FGr = 1, the
computation time is 266ms (this is slightly different withettime of the first experiment, 227ms, because
these are two different runs). However, ibr= 10000, the average computation time per sample decreases
to 38ms. In other words, in average, SLO finds the sparseigolof a linear system of 400 equations

and 1000 unknowns just in 38ms (compare this with 30s/femagic, given in Experiment 1).

Y etA,sandS ben x T, m x 1 andm x T matrices, respectively. In MATLAB, the time required foretimultiplication
AS is highly less tharl’ times of the time required for the multiplicatioAs. This seems to not be due to the MATLAB's
interpreter, but a property of Basic Linear Algebra Subgpams (BLAS). BLAS is a free set of highly optimized routirfes
matrix multiplications, and is used by MATLAB for its basiperations. This property does not exist in MATLAB 5.3 which

was not based on BLAS.
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Fig. 9. Average computation time per sample of SLO, as a fomaif 7', number of (time) samples, for the case= 1000,
n = 400 andk = 100. o,, is chosen 0.01 and the sequencera$ fixed to [1, 0.5, 0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0.02, 0.01], the same patam

used in first experiment.

V1. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we showed that the smoothdnorm can be used for finding sparse solutions of
an USLE. We showed also that the smoothed version of/theorm not only solves the problem of
intractable computational load of the mininl search, but also results in an algorithm which is highly
faster than the state-of-the-art algorithms based on niinigy the ¢ norm. Moreover, this smoothing
solves the problem of high sensitivity ¢ norm to noise. In another point of view, the smooth#d
provides a smooth measure of sparsity.

The basic idea of the paper was justified by both theoretitdlexperimental analysis of the algorithm.
In the theoretical part, Theordm 1 shows that SLO is equitate/°-norm for a large family of functions
f». TheoreniR gives a strong assessment for uéiagorm solution for initialization. This theorem also
suggests that the minimé&t norm can be seen as a rough estimation of the sparse sollikierMethod
Of Frames), which will be modified in the future iterationshébren B justifies the robustness of SLO
against noise.

Other properties of the algorithm were studied experimntim particular, we showed that (1) the
algorithm is highly faster than the state-of-the-art LP rapghes (and it is even more efficient in SCA
applications), (2) choosing suitable values for its patamseis not difficult, (3) contrary to previously
known approaches it can work if the number of non-zero coraptmofs is nearn/2 (the theoretical

limit for the uniqueness of the sparse solution), and (4)algerithm is robust against noise.
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Up to now, we have no theoretical result for determining houcm‘gradual’ we should decrease the
sequence of, and it remains an open problem for future works. Some opestiqns related to this issue
are: Is there any sequence ®@fwhich guaranties escaping from local maxima for the Gauaskimily
of functionsF,, given in [1)? If yes, how to find this sequence? If not, whatgdeays with other families
of functions F,,? Moreover, is there any (counter-)examplefofs andx for which we can prove that
for any sequence the algorithm will get trapped into a local maximum? Theses, mathematically
difficult but essential for proving algorithm convergenaes currently investigated. However, Experiment
2 showed that it is fairly easy to set some parameters to aehisuitable performance. Moreover, for an
estimations of the sparsest source (obtained by any method), we prowdBeémark 5 of Sectioh TV-A
an upper bound for the estimation error.

In addition, future works include better treatment of thésedn the model[(34) by taking it directly
into account in the algorithm (e.g. by adding a penalty teon&t). Moreover, testing the algorithm on

different applications (such as compressed sensing) usalgworld data is under study in our group.
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