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Abstract

We consider variations of the Rudin-Osher-Fatemi functional which are particularly
well-suited to denoising and deblurring of 2D bar codes. These functionals consist of an
anisotropic total variation favoring rectangles and a fidelity term which measure the L'
distance to the signal, both with and without the presence of a deconvolution operator.
Based upon the existence of a certain associated vector field, we find necessary and
sufficient conditions for a function to be a minimizer. We apply these results to 2D bar
codes to find explicit regimes — in terms of the fidelity parameter and smallest length
scale of the bar codes — for which the perfect bar code is attained via minimization
of the functionals. Via a discretization reformulated as a linear program, we perform
numerical experiments for all functionals demonstrating their denoising and deblurring
capabilities.

Key words: anisotropic total variation, L!-approximation, 2D bar code, denoising,
deblurring

MSC2010: 49N45, 94A08

1 Introduction

In this article we study the application of total variation-based energy minimization for
denoising and deblurring of 2D bar codes. A 2D bar code is a collection of non-overlapping
black squares, the lengths of whose sides are all bounded below by some value w, placed on
a white backdrop. Analogous to the terminology for 1D bar codes, we call the lower bound
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Figure 1: Examples of 2D bar codes: on the left is a stacked bar code while the other two
are examples of matriz barcodes. The matrix code on the right is an example of a QR
(Quick Response) barcode designed to be readable with camera-equipted smart phones.

w the X-dimension of the bar code. Examples include stacked and matrix 2D bar codes
illustrated in Figure 1 (see [22] for a thorough description of 2D bar code symbologies).
When these bar codes are scanned, the resulting signal will be a blurred and noisy version
of the original bar code. Efficient and robust techniques to recover the original bar code
are needed to retrieve the information from the code.

The problem of denoising and deblurring images via variational methods has received
much attention in the literature since the introduction of the Rudin-Osher-Fatemi (ROF)
functional in [24]. This functional is the sum of a so called fidelity term, which measures
the L? distance between the argument of the functional v and the given (measured) signal
f, and the total variation of u, which acts as a regularization term. In this paper we will
study variations of this functional that take into account the a priori knowledge that the
original image which we want to recover is a 2D bar code.

Here we consider three functionals based upon a particular anisotropic total variation
well suited to 2D barcodes. It is defined for all u € BV (R?) (cf. ) as

/ |uz| + |uy| == sup {/ udive : v € CHR?%R?),Vz [v(z)|oo < 1} , (1)
R2 R2
where for a vector v(z) = (v1(z),v2(z)) € R2, the norm | - | is defined by

[0(2) oo := max{|vi(z)], [va()[}-

This notation should not be confused with the L> norm of a vector field v € L>(R?;R?),
denoted by ||v]|o0, which is the supremum of |v(z)| over all x € R? where | - | denotes the
standard Euclidean norm.

Let f € L'(R?) denote an observed signal and A > 0 be the so-called fidelity parameter.
We consider the following functionals.



e Denoising:
Fi(u) := / |z | + [uy| + AJu— fllL1r2) defined for u € BV (R?).
R2
Minimizing this functional includes no deblurring effects but the regularizing effect

from the anisotropic total variation will lead to denoising.

e Denoising and slight deblurring:
Fi(u) = / [uz| + Juy| + Allu — fllp1 @2y defined for u € BV (R?{0,1}).
RQ

Note here the smaller domain of binary functions which entails a very crude attempt
at deblurring. Whereas the functional is no longer convex over its domain, it has a
convenient convex reformulation (cf. Lemma [5.1]) via the following functional:

F>(v) ::/ vz | + vy + )\/ (J1 = f| = |f]) v defined for v € BV (R%; [0, 1]).
R2 R2
e Deblurring and denoising:
Fs(u) := / Uz | + [uy| + A[[Ku — fllpi ey defined for u € BV (R?).
R2

Here
K : LY(R?) — LY(R?) is a positive normalize bounded linear operator, (2)

e.g. convolution with a suitable blurring kernel which is commonly referred to (cf.
[7]) as the PSF (point spread function). Our main interest here is when f is of the
form f = Kug, where ug € BV (R?), and in particular where ug is the characteristic
function of a bar code (we could hence consider the larger class of operators K defined
on BV (R?)). The linear operator K models the blurring of the bar code signal and
deblurring is introduced by the action of K on u prior to comparison with f.

These functionals are variations of the original ROF functional with the following mod-
ifications: (i) The standard isotropic total variation of a characteristic function u €
BV (R?,{0,1}) gives the length of the perimeter of the set {u = 1}. Using this as reg-
ularization term will lead to a rounding off of corners in the end result, because a rounded
off corner has less interface than a sharp one. Our aim is to recover bar codes with sharp
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corners and hence we use this particular anisotropic total variation in F; whose correspond-
ing Wulff shape (e.g. [25], [I2]) is a square. The anisotropic total variation?| we use gives,
for a characteristic function u, the sum of the lengths of the projections of the perimeter
of {u = 1} onto the coordinate axes. Moreover, it allows one to reformulate the discretized
minimization problems in the form of linear programs which can be computationally solved
quickly and efficiently (see Section . (ii) For the fidelity term we use the L' distance. As
addressed in [5] the use of an L? fidelity term, as in the ROF functional, leads to a loss of
contrast when minimizing over all of BV (R?).

From the point of view of image processing, the usefulness of this variational approach
lies in the ability to denoise and deblur signals via minimization of the functionals. This has
the potential to work well if the functionals are in fact faithful to the underlying images
sought in the sense that if we input a perfect signal, minimization of the appropriate
functional will indeed yield back the perfect signal. We will say a functional Fj, i € {1,2}
is faithful to a signal f if there exists some explicit regime for A such that the signal f is
the unique minimizer of F;. We say Fj is faithful to a signal ug if there exists some explicit
regime for A\ such that wug is the unique minimizer of F3 with f = Kug. We thus focus on
the following four questions:

1. If the parameter A is chosen too small the lack of enforced fidelity to the measured
signal will lead to the trivial minimizer « = 0. For which values of A is this the case?

2. Are the functionals faithful to a clean 2D bar code and what are the associated values
of A? How do these threshold values for A depend on the X-dimension of the bar
code and the properties of the blurring operator K?

3. Are the F; faithful to other binary signals? This is particularly relevant to judge the
denoising properties of our functionals: if only clean 2D bar code signals are returned
unchanged by minimization, this is an indication that noisy bar code signals will be
denoised.

Erratum 1.1. Earlier versions of this paper, including the version published in In-
verse Problems and Imaging 5(3), 2010, pp. 591-617, erroneously argued that the
only binary signals Fy are F3 are faithful to are clean 2D bar codes. A mistake in our
argument, and in fact a counterexample for Fi, was pointed out to us by Matthias
Réger and Nils Dabrock from the Technische Universitdt Dortmund in April 2016.
Starting from version |arXiv:1007.1035v3 of this paper, Sections [{] and [6 have the
incorrect results removed and instead contain errata explaining the mistake.

2 Qur choice of an anisotropic total variation does have a significant drawback: with the anisotropy
along the coordinate axes, it assumes that the measured bar code is aligned with the coordinate axes (see
also the definition of bar code in Section . In practice this assumption does not necessarily hold and the
bar code might be rotated or even seen from a skewed perspective. Either a preprocessing step which aligns
the bar code with the axes or the use of a rotated form of the anisotropic total variation might be in order
(e.g. [31 19, 26]).
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4. What do numerical simulations for minimization of these functionals yield? Particu-
larly, how do these minimization algorithms perform in the presence of noise?

Question 1 is answered in Lemma The basis for answering questionlies in the
existence of a certain vector field (cf. the definition of V in ) Following an argument
initially presented in [19], and elaborated on in [5], we find that a sufficient condition for u
to be a minimizer is the existence of a vector field v € V(ug) (cf. Theorem[3.2). Arguments
from convex analysis ([10], [23]) show that the existence of such a vector field is also a
necessary condition (cf. Lemma . We then use the sufficiency, and a particular vector
field construction, to show that if A > %, a barcode z is the unique minimizer of F; and
Fy with f = z (cf. Corollaries and . If K represents convolution with any positive
kernel (PSF) of unit mass, the same condition on A insures that z is the unique minimizer
of F3 (cf. first part of Theorem . Question 4 is discussed in Sections [7| and

Because of the importance these vector fields play in our analysis we introduce special
notation for them (compare with the extremal pairs in [19, Section 1.14, Proposition 5]).

For a fixed u € BV (R?) we define
V(u) := {v € L°(R*R?) : the three conditions below are satisfied } , (3)
where the three conditions are

1. |v(%)|oo < 1 for almost all x € R?,

2. dive € L®(R?),
3. — Jreudive = o [ua] +[uyl,

There is an increasingly large literature on the analysis of these types of functionals
(cf. [7]) and indeed, our work is highly guided by similar work of Chan, Esedoglu, Meyer,
Osher, Ring, and others |24} 19,12, [5, 23]. We are unaware of any analysis on this particular
combination of L' fidelity and anisotropic total variation.

2 Trivial minimizer

We first state an elementary lemma involving the operator K. Its proof easily follows by
decomposing u into its positive and negative parts and using the triangle inequality.

Lemma 2.1. Let u € L'(R?), K be as in (@, and Q C R? be open, then

Q Q Q




Lemma 2.2. Let there be an R > 0 such that supp f C B(0; R) and define Ao := R\f

where C' is the isoperimetric constant from Lemma [A29 If 0 < X < Ao then u = 0 is
the unique minimizer of Iy and Fy. If in addition ker K = {0} then u = 0 is the unique
minimizer of Fy as well.

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as that of [5, Proposition 5.7]. Since it is brief, we
present it for F3. Let u be a minimizer of F3 and hence F3(u) < F3(0). By Lemmawe

find
1
2
C / u? +)\/ |Ku—f|+)\/ | Kul
B(0;R) B(0;R) B(0;R)°

( 2) ox [ a1 [l [ K- g
S for=af s [ wuegiea [g

)

Lemma [2.1] and Holder’s inequality tell us that

1
2
/ | Kul §/ lu| < Ry/m / ] .
B(0;R) B(0;R) B(0;R)

Applying this to the left hand side of the calculation above we get

(Ao — A)/ | Kul +)\/ |Ku| < 0.
B(0:R) B(0:R)e

Since A < g, [go [Kul = 0. O

3 Minimizers of F}

We first explore the consequence of the simple property in convex analysis that (cf. [10])
for a convex functional F' defined over a topological vector space V,

up is a minimizer of F over V.. <= 0 € 9F (u),
where the subdifferential of F' at ug (F'(ug) < 00) is defined by
OF (up) :={u" € V*: Yo eV, y«(u*,v —uo)y + F(up) < F(v)}.

Here V* denotes the topological dual space with pairing v« (-, )y
There are some subtleties involved in choosing the right space V to define our func-
tional(s) on. Our choice here is to take V = BV (R?). This has the advantage that it allows



for some basic subdifferential calculus but forces us to work with the dual space BV (R?)*
and its associated pairing with BV (R?) which both lack a simple general explicit descrip-
tion. However, we only need this dual space structure in a specific case in which we are able
to give an explicit description of the dual element and its action on smooth functions in
BV (R?), see . An alternative approach would be to take V = L?(R?) after extending
all our functionals to L?(R?) by setting their value to be +00 on L?(R?)\ BV (R?). For the
anisotropic total variation by itself, this would work well and for example, its subgradi-
ent over V = L?(R?) was calculated in [20, Theorem 12]. However, the L' fidelity term
then lacks the necessary continuity properties to be treated separately and we would need
to compute the subgradient of the functional as a whole. Defining the functionals over
L'(R?) would solve this issue, but would still leave us with a complication in the compu-
tation of the subgradient of the anisotropic total variation because the gradient operator
is not continuous on L!(R?).

We introduce some notation. Let Msy(R?) denote the set of all vector valued Radon
measures on R? with two components. Denote the transpose of the gradient operator

V : BV(R?) = M3(R?),u — (d1u, ou)

by
V* : My(R*)* — BV(R?)*.

Note that since L' (R?; R?) C M3(R?) we have M3 (R?)* € L®(R?* R?). Forav € Ma(R?)*
and p € M3(R?) we can write the coupling as fR2 vdu. In particular if p is absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure we can identify p via the Radon-Nikodym
derivative with a function in L'(R?;R?) which we again denote by u. In that case the
coupling with v can be written as fR2 v - pdL? (we will leave d£? out where there is no
confusion).

Furthermore we introduce

- lla s Ma(R2) = R, o+ sup {/R v+ [ ond v € C2(E). Vo, fo(o)l < 1}

(where we interpret [po v; dOju = — [p2 ud;v; da for u € BV (R?)). Note that

IVulla = / ot |+ [y
]R2

Lemma 3.1. Ifug € BV(R?) is a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?), then there exists a vector
field v € V(ug) and A > ||divv|| poo g2y -

Proof. This proof follows similar lines as the proofs of [4, Theorem 2.3] and [23], Proposition
3]. Note that the result is trivially true if ug = 0. We explore the consequences of
0 € OF1(ug). Because both terms in F} are continuous in u, the subdifferential OF (up) is



given by the sum of the subdifferentials of the separate terms [10, Chapter I, Proposition
5.6].

The functional u — [go |tuz|+ |uy| can be written as the composition: ||-|,0V. Because
| - |la is a continuous functional on Mj(R?) and V is a continuous linear mapping from
BV to M3(R?), we can apply [10, Chapter I, Proposition 5.7]:

I - la © V) (uo) = V7Ol - la(Vuo).
This means that
X €9(]] - lao V)(ug) < Jv € 9| - ||o(Vup) such that y = V*v.

Note that since L' (R?;R?) C M3(R?) we have 9|| - [|o(Vug) C Ma(R?)* C L=(R?;R?) and
hence v € L>®°(R?;R?). Because ug € BV (R?) and hence ||Vug||, is finite, the subdifferen-
tial || - [|o(Vup) is characterized by

v €| [la(Vuo) & Vi € Ma(R?) gy (mey (v, 18 — Vo) a2y + | Vatolla < llptlla-— (4)

Next we turn to the subdifferential for the fidelity term in Fj. First note that since
WHH(R?) ¢ BV(R?) we have 9 ([go |- —f|) (w0) € BV(R*)* ¢ WH(R?)*. Since the
fidelity term in F} is finite for u = uy € BV (R?), the subdifferential is determined by

Yed (/R2 |- —f\) (up) & VYu € BV (R?) BV(R2)*<¢7'LL—U()>BV(R2)+/RQ lug—f| < /RQ lu—f].

We deduce that there exist v and 1 as above such that ®)
V*v + Mp = 0. (6)
Choosing = 0 and p = 2Vuyg in the right hand side statement of leads to
—Mo(R2)* (Vs Vo) pmom2) < —[[Vuolla  and  pyg, w2y« (v, Vuo) py w2y < [[Vuolla,
hence
Ma(R2)= (U, Vo) pmy (w2) = [[Vuolla- (7)

Substituting this back into gives, for all u € Mo (R?),

Mo (R2)* <U7 /’L>M2(R2) < H/’LHG

If we restrict this to u = (u1, u2) € L'(R?; R?) this reads

/v-uﬁ/ \pa| + |2l
R2 R2

and hence [v(z)|s < 1 almost everywhere, i.e. condition [I]in (3] holds.

8



Let @ € BV (R?) and choose u = % + ug in the right hand side statement of (and
then drop the tilde), then we get that for all u € BV (R?)

| By (R2)- (¥, u) gy (r2)| < /R2 |ul. (8)

We use (8)) to show that there exists an L>°(R?) function such that the action of ¥ on test
functions is given by integration against this function. To this end, note that ¢» € W1 (R?)*
and hence by [I], 3.4 and Theorem 3.8], there exist (p,q) € L>(R?) x L>(R?; R?) such that
for all u € WH1(R?)

BV(R2)* (¥, U) By (R2) = /RQPU-F /R? q-Vu.

Fix u € C°(R?) and y € R2. For € > 0 define u.(x) := e 2u(e (2 — y)) and use this as u
in to find via a substitution of variables

. q(ex +y) - Vu(z)dz

/R2p(€:z:+y) u(z) dm+5—1/

R

< /IR lu(z)]| da.

Because

< Ipll oo 2y llull £t w2y,

/ plez + ) u(z) da
R2

< gl Lo 2y IVl L1 (R2),

/ qex +y) - Vu(z) dz
R2

taking the limit € — 0 we deduce that

lim q(ex +y) - Vu(x) dx = 0.

e—0 Jr2
We claim that the above implies ¢ = 0 a.e. To see this note that since u, and hence Vu,
have compact support, we can replace, for € small, ¢ by ¢ := ¢|y4suppu in the preceding
integral. We have, for any p > 1, § € LP(R?/R?) and hence there exists a sequence
{G,}22, C CX(R%R?) such that G, — ¢ in LP(R%;R?). Via Holder’s inequality we find
that

0 = lim q(ex +y) - Vu(z) dr = lim lim Gn(ex +y) - Vu(z) dx. (9)

e—=0 Jp2 e—=0n—00 Jp2

Since {gn}52 is a compact set of continuous functions defined on a compact set by the
Arzela-Ascoli theorem it is equicontinuous and hence

/ dn(ex +y) - Vu(z) de — Gn(y) - Vu(x) dz, uniformly in n as e — 0.
R2 R2



This allows us to interchange the limits in @ and find

lim lim Go(ex +y) - Vu(z)dz = lim lim [ §u(ez +y) - Vu(z) dz.

e—=0n—00 Jp2 n—o00e—0 Jp2

We now apply the dominated convergence theorem to find that

lim lim gn(ex +y) - Vu(z)de = lim dn(y) - Vu(x) dz.

n—o00 e—0 R2 n—oo [p2

Because LP convergence implies pointwise convergence almost everywhere and ¢,(y) does
not depend on the integration variable z, we conclude that for almost every y € R?

lim an(y) - Vu(z) de = /

n—oo R2 R2

q(y) - Vu(x) dx = /R2 q(y) - Vu(x)dx = 0.

The function u was chosen arbitrarily, hence ¢ = 0 a.e. and we conclude for all u € C°(IR?),

BV (R2)* (Vs U) v (r2) = /R2PU- (10)

We thus have p = v in the sense of distributions, and hence by equation @, there exists
r € L>®(R?) which as a distribution may be identified with V*v such that

BV(RQ)* <V*UJU>BV(R2) = /1%2 ru.

Since for every ¢ € C°(R?),

/R2 divoyp = — /RQ v-Vp = —M2(R2)*<% V‘P)Mg(ﬂ@)

= —pv®2)(V'V, ¥) pr(m2) = — /11@2 TP, (11)

we have —dive = r € L°(R?) in the sense of distributions. This gives condition [2]in .
Also by equation @: —divv 4+ Ay = 0, in the sense of distributions.
We remember that we can write as

/ v - dVug =/ |uo, | + [uo, |-
R2 R2

For ¢ € C1(R?;R?) we have, [2, equation (3.2)],

§Z5 . quo = —/ uodivqb.
R2 R2

10



The vector field v satisfies all the conditions of Lemma[A-3 and hence there exists a sequence
{Uj};')i1 C C®(R?;R?) such that as j — oo, v; X v in L°(R?;R?), and divo; A dive in
L>®(R?). We compute
—/ ugdive = — lim updive; = lim v; - dVug.
R2 J—00 JR2 J—0 JR2
From [|vj|| oo g2y < C'and vj € C2°(R?) we deduce that max vj(z) < C. Since ug € BV (R?)
z€eR

we have that —oo < Vup(R?) < oo and hence the constant function C is integrable against

the measure Vug. Because vj(x) — v(x) almost everywhere the dominated convergence
theorem tells us

lim vj - dVug = / v - dVuy,
R2 R2

J—00

from which we conclude that condition |3|in holds.
Finally, combining , @, and the fact that v as distribution is represented by an
L (R?) function, we have by density of C°(R?) in L!(R?) that for every u € L'(R?)

/RQUdiVU:)\/Rzung/R?W’? (12)

and therefore A > ||div v|| e (g2).-
O

Theorem 3.2. Let f € BV (R?) be the measured signal in Fy, then the following two
statements are equivalent:

1. f is a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?).
2. There exists a vector field v € V(f) and A > [|divv| oo (m2)-

Moreover, if there exists a vector field v € V(f) and A > |[divv|| oo (r2), then f is the unique
minimizer of Fy over BV (R?).

Proof. The implication [1| = [2] follows directly from Lemma [3.1] For the reverse direction,
we follow [5, Lemma 5.5]. To this end, for any u € BV (R?) Corollary implies

/ [tg| + |uy| > —/ udivy
R2 R2

Fl(u)z—/ udivv—i—)\/ lu — f]
R2 R2

:—/R2fdivv+)\/R2 |u—f|—/Rz(u—f)divv
> (1) + (A= divoll o) [ =71
> Fi(f).

and hence

11



If A > ||divv[|Leo (r2), the last inequality is strict. O

4 F| and 2D barcodes

We define some further notation to make the idea of a 2D bar code precise. By a 2D
bar code we mean a bounded set S C R? such that 95 is the union of a finite number of
non-self-intersecting polygonal boundaries, each a finite union of horizontal and vertical
line segments. For s € R, define the horizontal and vertical lines

Ih(s) ={z e R* 1 25 = s}, lo(s) == {z e R* 1 2y = s}.

For given s € R let wj (s) be the width of the shortest connected component of I5(s) NS
and w?(s) the width of the shortest connected component of I5(s) N.S¢. Analogously define
wy(s) for the connected components of 1, (s)N.S and I,(s)N.S¢. We define the X-dimension
of S to be

w = min {wy(s), i (5), wy (), wi (5) -

In words: The X-dimension is the shortest horizontal and vertical length scale of both the
black squares and the white background. We denote the set of 2D bar codes by S and the
set of 2D bar codes with prescribed X-dimension larger than or equal to w by S,. Note
that we do not require the horizontal and vertical length scales of the black squares or
the white background to be integer multiples of the X-dimension. We identify the 2D bar
codes with their characteristic functions (xg is the characteristic function of the set S):

B:= {u € BV(R*{0,1}) : thereis an S € S such that u = xs}, (13)
B, := {u € BV(R?*{0,1}) : there is an S € S, such that u = ys} .

By 0.5 we denote the reduced boundary of a set S, i.e. all points in 95 for which there
is a well defined normal vector (see [2, Definition 3.54]). For example, if S is a square its
reduced boundary consists of all boundary points except the corners.

Theorem 4.1. Let S € S,,. Then there exists a vector fieldv € V(xs) with || divv| peo @2y =
4
=,

Proof. Let n(z) be the outward normal to S at x € 0,5 and define the following subsets
of 0,.S:

Vi={x€dS:—n(x)=(£1,0)}, Hy :={x€0,S:—n(x)=(0,£1)}.

Let V:=V_UVy and H := H_-UH, (VUH = 0,5). See Figure [2| for an illustration.

For each s € R, if {,(s) NV and [,(s) N H are nonempty, they are finite sets of isolated

(4) (i+1)

points. Furthermore, if we write I5,(s) NV = {zM) ... 2®"} where z1"” < | for all

12



Figure 2: A possible choice for S in Theorem with the boundary parts Vi and Hi
indicated as well as the length w.

i, then (9 € V| for odd i and 2" € V_ for even i. The analogous statement holds for
ly,(s) N H. By definition of w we have

Ve,y € lp(s)NV, |z —y1| >w and Va,y € l,(s) N H, |z2 — y2| > w. (14)
For each such s € R, fix 2(9), 227+ ¢ [, (s) such that |x§0)—xgl)| > w and |x§2n)—x52n+l)| >
w.
We define v; € L°°(R?) with compact support as follows. For each s € R for which
In(s)NV =0, let v1(-,s) = 0. For each s € R for which I;(s) NV is not empty, vi(-, s) is
defined by:

e linear on each interval [l'gi), xgiﬂ)} fori=0,...,2n,
o v(z) = -1 ifzeV_,
711 ifzevy,

® 7ero on (—oo,xgo)} N [:E%Qnﬂ),oo).

Ovy
ox1

2

Lo(®2) @
We define vy € L>°(R?) in a similar way on each vertical line [,(s). In particular va(s,-) is
Lipschitz continuous for each s € R and satisfies

-1 ifxe H_, .
vz(x)_{l if z € Hy, with '

The function v;(+, s) is Lipschitz continuous for each s € R and ‘

Z2

2
Leo(R2) W

13



Now for v := (v1,v9)T € L®(R?;R?) we have |[v(z)|e < 1 for z € R2. We compute

—/divv:—/ v-n:—/ vl—/ vg—l—/ vl—l-/ )
s 8.8 vV H_ Vi H,
:/ 1+/ 1+/ 1+/ 1 =H'(9.8) = H'(dS)
V_ _ Vi H,

=/ s. |+ Ixs, |-
RQ

We have dive € L°(R?) with

8’01

8.7}1

9v2
6$2

4
Lo (R2) w

HdiV’UHLoo(RQ) S ’

—
]

Corollary 4.2. Let f € B,, be the measured signal in Fy. If X > % (A > %), then u = f
is @ minimizer (the unique minimizer) of Fy over BV (R?).

Proof. This follows directly from Theorems [3.2] and O

Remark 4.3. In the case where S is a single square one can adapt the vector field
construction in [I2, Theorem 4.1] to our situation to get a different vector field o € V(xg).
In this case one finds the same bound on A since ||div 9|00 g2y = %.
Erratum 4.4. Versions of this paper prior to|arXiv:1007.1035v3 ended the current section
with a lemma that stated that: if f € BV (R?;{0,1}) is both the measured signal in Fy and
a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?), then f € B. This statement is false, as can be seen

from the following counterexample, which was provided in a private communication by Nils
Dabrock.

Let h € (1/v/2,1) and let Q := B(0,1) N [~h, h)? be a truncated circle. Let f = xq €
LY(R) be the characteristic function of ). Define s := /1 — h? and leﬁ A> % Define, for
r € R, w(r) := min{l, max{—1,r/s}} and let, for (z,y) € R?,

= (1)

We will now show that v € V(f) and hence, by Theorem F1 is faithful to f.
It can be verified by direct computation that, forz € R?, [v(2)]oo < 1 and ||divvl| oo g2y <
2. Furthermore, we have for all z € 9Q that v(z) - naa(z) = |naa(z)|1, where noq is the

3Numerical simulations by Nils Dabrock suggest this condition can be weakened to A > %
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outward normal vector to the boundary 0. By the definition in and Corollary we
then find

L+l =sw{ [ faivgs e e CHRAR, ¥ o)l <1
R2 R2
- p{/ divg o € CLHR%:R), Yz [p(2) oo < 1}
Q

_ p{/ oot ¢ € CLRLERY), W |o(2)]os < 1}
o0

§/ \naQ(z)h:/ U-nagz/ f divv
onN o0 R2

< sup {/ fdivy: o € L°(R%:R?), divp € L®(R?), |0(2)|eo < 1a.e.}
R2

= [ A+ 15
R2

5 Minimizers of ] and F,

Next we investigate minimizers of F;. Due to the binary constraint on admissible functions,
the minimization problem is no longer convex. However, following Chan and Esedoglu [5]
(see also [6]) there is a simple and elegant convex reformulation of the problem.

Lemma 5.1. If v € BV(R?;(0,1]) is a minimizer of the convex functional

Fafo)i= [ Jeal ol + A [ (1=71 = Ifl) o,
R2 R2
then for a.e. t € [0,1], u = xpq) is a minimizer of F1 over BV (R?;{0,1}) with the same

A\ where
E(t):={r € R? :v(x) > t}.

Proof. The proof is essentially a repetition of [6, Theorem 2]. Let v € BV (R?;]0,1]) be a
minimizer of Fy. Because

1 1
U(x)_/o X[0,0(2)] () dt—/o XE) (T) dt

we compute
1 1
L= si=ime= [ =gz = [ (- g1l e

- [ (/E(t)u—ﬂ—/Rzrfu/w)gﬂ)=/01(/RZ|><E@:>—f\)—Cv
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where C does not depend on v. Hence together with Lemma [A.7, we can now write

1 1
Fa(v) = / ( / sl + xsa,| + A / er@—f\) Vo / Fr(xse) — AC.
0 R2 R2 0

Since v is a minimizer of F, we find that for almost every ¢ € [0,1], xg() is a minimizer
of Fy.
O

We now turn to minimizers of F5. In order to stay within the general framework of

convex analysis, we have to define our functional on a vector space. Thus we define for all
u € BV (R?), the functional

Fy(u) :== Fa(u) + gy (rz;o,1) (v),
where for a given set A, the (4 is defined as

0 if x € A,
Cale) = { +o0o if z € A°.

Note that minimizing 1/5‘; over BV (R?) is equivalent to minimizing F» over BV (R?;[0, 1]).

We will now formulate results that tell us which conditions are necessary and/or suf-
ficient for u € BV (R?) to be a minimizer of ]/7; First we address the implications from
convex analysis for minimizers of E

Lemma 5.2. ug € BV(R?) is a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?) if and only if ug €
BV (R2,[0,1]) and there exists v € L=(R?; R?) satisfying

Vi € Ma(R?)  pyr2y- (0, 11— Vo) pym2) + [[Volla < el (15)
and in addition there exists ¢ € BV (R?)* such that
Vu € BV (R?;[0,1]) gy @2)- (€, u — uo) py(2) <0

and

Voo + 1= fl=|f])+&=0.

Proof. Following Lemma we consider the consequences of 0 € 8E(uo), focusing on each
of the three terms separately. The continuity of F, ensures that even though (g (r2;0,1))
is not continuous with respect to the topology on BV (R?) we can still use [I0, Chapter I,
Proposition 5.6] to compute the subdifferential of each term separately and then add them
to find aﬁ(uo).
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The subdifferential of the functional BV (R?) — R : u > [po |us| + |u,| was analyzed
in Lemma where we found that x € 9(|| - ||o © V)(uo) if and only if x = V*v for a
v € L®(R?; R?) satisfying
Vi€ Ma(R?)  pgy(m2)+ (vs 1t — Vuo) ey + [Vuolla < Jlplla-

Since the second term in Fb, i.e. the functional BV (R?) — R : u > [po (|1 — f| = [f|)u, is
Gateaux differentiable, we find (cf. [10, Chapter I, Proposition 5.3]) that its subdifferential
is the singleton {(|1 — f| — |f|)}. To be precise, the subdifferential at uo has exactly one
element ¢ which satisfies, for all u € BV (R?),

BV (R2)- (¥, U) By (r2) = /R2 (11 =f1=1f]) w. (16)

Turning to the last term in 1/7;, we have

¢ € Ipy(re.0.1)) (10) €| Cay (R2:[0.1])(U0) < 00 and Vu € BV (R?)
BV (R2)* (§,u— UO)BV(RZ) + CBV(R2;[0,1])(U0) < CBV(RQ;[O,l])(U)~

The condition (py (r2;0,17)(u0) < o0 is equivalent to ug € BV (R?;[0,1]). For such ug we
have gy (r2;0,1])(¢0) = 0 and thus the second condition becomes
Yu € BV (R?) gy (re)- (& u — o) pr(r2) < Cav(R2:[0,1])(1)-
For u € BV (R?)\ BV (R?; [0, 1]) this condition is trivially satisfied, while for u € BV (R?; [0, 1])
we have (py (r2;0,17)(v) = 0. We deduce
€ € gy (w2 o,1)) (uo) & uo € BV (R%[0,1]) and Yu € BV (R%[0,1]) py(2)- (€, u—uo) gy (r2) < 0.
Adding the three computed subdifferentials gives the result. O

Remark 5.3. It is instructive to note that if u € BV (R?;[0,1]) is a minimizer of F, the
condition

Vo+ 1= fl=|f])+&=0

from Lemma does not allow us to conclude that V*v = —divev € L*°(R?), as we could
conclude in Theorem [3.2]

We now turn to a sufficient condition for u to be a minimizer which can be adapted to
deal with binary u as well. Here more regularity on the vector field is required as explained
in the next lemma, which is based upon [12], Proposition 3.3] and [5, Lemma 5.5].
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Lemma 5.4. ug € BV (R?) is a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?) if ug € BV (R?;[0,1]) and
in addition there exists a vector field v € V(uo) and for all u € BV (R?;0,1])

divo — A(|1 = f| = |f]) ) (w — ug) < 0. (17)
. )

If the inequality in is strict, ug is the unique minimizer ofﬁ; over BV (R?).

Proof. Because ug € BV (R?;[0,1]) we have Fy(ug) = F5(up) < oo. Therefore we have to
show that Fy(ug) < Fh(u) for all uw € BV (R?;[0,1]). By and condition |3| in we
compute

Po(w) = [ sl + gl 3 [ (1= 1= 1)
= [l lul [ (w0 = w)(dive = AL £1 - 17))
R2 R2
—|—/R2 ug(A(J1 = f| = | f]) — divv) +/R?udivv
> /R? |uz| + |uy] —|—/RQudivv—i—/]R2 uo(A(H —fl=1fD —divv)

—/ |uxr+ruy|+/ udivv+/ |uo¢r+|uoy|+x/ wo (11— £~ |£])
R2 R2 R2 R2
:/ |ux]—|—|uy|+/ wdive + F(uo)
R2 R2
> Fy(up).

The last inequality follows since by Corollary we have

/ Uz + |uy] 2—/ udivv.
R2 R2

If the inequality in is strict, then so is the first inequality in the computation above,
and hence Fy(ug) > Fa(u). O

Corollary 5.5. Let f € B be the measured signal in Fy. Then f is a minimizer of Fy over
BV (R?;{0,1}) if there exists a vector field v € V(f) such that

A > max (—divvlsupp £, div 0] supp f)e) - (18)
If the inequality in (@ is strict, then f is the unique minimizer of [y over BV (R?;{0,1}).

Proof. First we use Lemma to prove that f is a minimizer of I over BV (R?), and
hence of Fy over BV (R?;[0,1]). It then follows from Lemma [5.1|that f is also a minimizer
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of [} over BV(R%{0,1}). To this end, we show that the conditions of Lemma are
fulfilled with uwg = f. Most of them follow directly, only in Lemma needs some
explanation. Let w € BV (R?;[0,1]). Since f € B we have

s g _ J —1 on suppf, _ <0 on suppf,
‘1 f‘ ’f‘ - { 1 on (Sllpp f)C, and w f{ Z 0 on (Supp f)c

Because A > max (—div v[supp £, div 0| supp f)e) we find

/2 (divv — >\(|1 - f| — ‘f|)>(’w — f) =
R
_/ (divv+)\)(f—w)—|—/ (djvv—)\)(w—f)<0.
supp f

(supp f)¢
Finally, if the inequality in (|18)) is strict it follows by the computation above that the
inequality in is strict as well and hence by Lemma f is the unique minimizer of
Fy over BV (R?). Because f is binary all its super level sets are the same and it follows by
Lemma that f is the unique minimizer of F.
O

Note that, as expected, the condition on A we found for minimizing Fi, i.e. A >
[|[div v|| oo (r2), implies condition . One could ask whether the new condition on A
is weaker in practice than the old one. This is only the case if divv takes either large
positive values on supp f or large negative values on (supp f)¢, which is not true for the
two examples of vector fields v we have seen in Theorem and Remark

6 Minimizers of Fj

Lemma 6.1. Let K be as in (@ If ug € BV (R?) is a minimizer of F3 over BV (R?), then
there exists a vector field v € V(ug) such that for all w € BV (R?),

w divv
RQ

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof of Lemma [3.1} Here we point out the
differences. The subdifferential of the anisotropic total variation is computed as before and
hence the existence of a v € L (R?;R?) satisfying condition [1]in follows as before. For
the subdifferential of the fidelity term at ug, we find

<A [ |Kuw|. (19)
R2

1[)60</RZK-—f|>(u0)<:>/RQ|Kug—f|<ooanquEBV(R2)

BV (R2)* (¥, U — uo) py(r2) + / |[Kug — f| < / |[Ku — f|.
R? R?
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Since Kug € L'(R?), the condition/ |Kup— f| < oo is trivially satisfied. Let w € BV (R?)
R2

and choose u = +w + ug in the second inequality in the right hand side above. Then we
compute

+ pv ey () W) ) + / [Kuo—f| < / £ Kw+Kuo—f| < / Kw| + / Kuo— I,
R2 R2 R2 R2

Hence by Lemma [2.1

| Bv®2)- (¥, W) py(r2) | S/ |Kw’§/ |wl, (20)
R? R?

for all w € BV (R?). The scaling arguments following equation in the proof of The-
orem now follow as before and we find that as a distribution 1 € BV (R?)* can be
represented by 1 € L>(R?), —divv + A = 0 as distributions, and by density of C5°(R?)
in L1(R?)

A wwd:ﬁ:/ wdivov
R2 R2

for all w € L'(R?). Combining this with the first inequality in gives . From here
on all the arguments follow as in the proof of Lemma (3.1
O

Remark 6.2. It is noteworthy that implies A > [|divv||feo(r2) as follows: By

Lemma H we have / |[Kw| < / |w| and hence allows us to repeat the argument
R2 R2

in .

Theorem 6.3. Let ug € BV (R?) and K be as in (@ Define [ := Kug. Then ug is a

minimizer of F3 over BV (R2) if and only if there exists a vector field v € V(ug) such that,

for all w € BV (R?), (@ holds. Moreover, if such a vector field exist and the inequality in
is strict, then ug is the unique minimizer of Fy over BV (R?).

Proof. By Lemma [6.1], it suffices to prove that if the vector field v exists then ug is a
minimizer of F3 over BV (R?). Let u € BV (R?). By Corollary we have

/ g | + |ty 2—/ udivo.
R? R?

Also note that by condition (3] in we have F3(ug) = — ng ug divw. Using these results

20



we find

Fs5(u) > —/ udivv—i—)\/ |Ku— f|
R2 R2

:—/ uodivv+)\/ |Ku—f|—/ (u—up)divo
R2 R2 R2
:Fg(uo)—l—)\/ |K(u—u0)\—/ (u—up)dive

R2 R2

> F3(uo).

The inequality follows directly from . Finally, if the inequality in is strict the
above inequality is strict: F3(u) > F3(uo).
O

The following lemma shows that if the linear operator K is given by convolution with
a blurring kernel /PSF, condition is satisfied for A sufficiently large.

Lemma 6.4. Let ug € BV (R?) and v € V(ug). For allw € BV (R?) define Kw := kxw for
some nonnegative kernel k € L'(R?) satisfying [go k = 1. If X > ||divv| poo(r2) condition
@) holds. Moreover, if A > ||divv||peo g2y the inequality in @) is strict.

Proof. Because
/ |k * (wdivoe)| < HdiVUHLoo(RZ)/ |k * w
R2 R2

the convolution k * (w divv) is well-defined. By Lemma [2.1| we conclude that

wdivv
R2

The last inequality is strict if A > [|div v]| foo (r2)- O

g/ ]k*(wdivv)\ngivaLoo(Rz)/ \k*wlg)\/ K.
]RZ ]RZ Rz

When we compare Theorem to Theorem we see that there are two differences
in the conditions on the vector field v: (i) For Theorem condition [3] in involves z
instead of f, as it did for Theorem [3.2} (ii) The combined condition on A and K from
Theorem is stronger than the condition on A we had before in Theorem Hence
with Lemma in mind, we can transfer all the results in Section [4] which we derived for
Fy with f € B, to F5 with f = k % z for z € B,,. In particular, we have

Theorem 6.5. Let 2 € By, let Ku := kxu for u € BV(R?) and a nonnegative k € L*(R?)
satisfying fRQ k=1, andlet f =kxz. If \ > %, then z is a minimizer of Fy over BV (R?).
If the inequality is strict, then z is the unique minimizer of F3 over BV (R?).
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Erratum 6.6. In versions of this paper prior to arXiw:1007.1035v3, Theorem 6.5 contained
a second part, which stated that: if up € BV (R?{0,1}), K as in @, f = Kug, and
ug s a minimizer of Fy over BV(RQ), then ug € B. This statement was based on an
incorrect lemma that was included of Section[4] and has now been removed, as explained in
Erratum [{.4 Hence this second part of the theorem has now also been removed from the

paper.

Remark 6.7. It is interesting to note in Theorem[6.5|that the conditions on X for recovery
of the bar code do not depend on properties of the blurring/deblurring kernel k. In []], we
considered the problem of deblurring of 1D bar codes. In 1D there is no difference between
our anisotropic and the regular isotropic total variation, however we did employ an L?
instead of L! fidelity term. While our main focus was for deblurring and blurring kernels
of different size, a corollary of our results was that when the two coincided (analogous
to F3), the functional was faithful to the clean bar code for blurring kernels with modest
supports (on the order of the X-dimension). Numerical results suggested that this bound
on the size of the blurring kernel was not optimal. Our Theorem [6.5]can readily be adopted
to 1D barcodes, showing that regardless of the support size of the kernel (or the standard
deviation of an infinitely supported kernel), deconvolution with the same blurring kernel
always recovers the barcode for A > % (via the vector field construction of Theorem
reduced to 1D) when using an L' fidelity term. However, as we note in Section |8] this
threshold value for A is very sensitive to noise and indeed this sensitivity grows with the
support size of the blurring kernel.

7 Numerical Implementation

We have numerically tested the performances of the convex functionals F;. As convex func-
tionals, their minimization can be approximated as finite dimensional convex optimization
problems and global minimizers of these problems can be found using standard software
packages. We chose such an implementation because it allows us to find global minimizers
without writing custom algorithms for each functional. This allows for convenient com-
parison and experimentation with different functionals. In some cases, other options are
available. For example, for the functional F} gradient descent methods on a regularized
functional can be used as in [5], [6]. We are not aware of direct methods for Fj.

The discretization is obtained by using standard forward finite differences and quadra-
ture. Because of the particular form of the anisotropic total variation, each of the problems
can be reformulated as a linear program, which is usually more tractable than a general con-
vex optimization problem. By comparison, the standard isotropic total variation involves

a term of the form ,/u2 + ug which does not allow for a linear program reformulation, and

leads to a more challenging optimization problem.
Let us show how to discretize and reformulate F3 as a linear program — the functionals
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F) and F5 can be discretized and minimized in a similar manner (in fact Fj is a special
case of F3, where the convolution matrix is the identity). For a given small parameter h,
approximate the minimizer u(x,y) by a suitable (piecewise linear or piecewise constant)
interpolation u”(z,y) of a grid function U, defined on the grid with spacing h, where
i,j =1,...,N. Here u(ih, jh) = U; ;. Next, approximate the terms u, and w, by finite
differences

L 1
U (ih, jh) = 7 (Uit1,5 — Uiy)

1
uy(ih, jh) = —

. (Uij+1 — Uij).

For the purpose of building matrices for the linear operators, reindex U as a column vector
of length N2. Write D, D, for (h times) the matrices which correspond to the finite
difference operators above. Similarly, the convolution operator can be approximated by
a convolution with a discrete kernel K. Let M), represent the matrix of the convolution
operator, also scaled by the factor h. The matrices D, D, M}, each have N 2 columns.
They have different numbers of rows. Denote the number of rows for each matrix by
m1, Mo, m3, respectively. Let F' be the grid function which corresponds to a blurred and
noisy vector and represent F' as a column vector of length ms. For simplicity, we use
piecewise constant quadrature to approximate the integrals in the operator F3, and, after
dropping a factor of h, we are left with

FP(U) = || DUl + | DyUllx + Ab|| MU — F1,

a fully discrete convex function of the grid function U.
To formulate the equivalent linear program, define the matrix and vector

D, 0
M=|D, |, b=]0
M,

8

8

Here 0, 0, are column vectors of zeros of length m1, mg, respectively. Using this definition,
we can rewrite

F{(U) = |MU = b1

Next, changing notation slightly, (the following notation applies just to this section) we
show how to recast the problem

min_||Mz —b|;
TERN?

as a linear programming problem. Define the new variable y¢ = (zt', 2", 2%), where
. 2 2 .
o, 2~ are column vectors in RY", and the vector ¢! = (1,...,1) € RV". Then consider
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the equivalent problem
minimize etzt + etz™
yER3N?

. {M r—b=a" -z

subject to

T, 27 > 0.
obtained by splitting M x — b into a positive and negative part and summing their 1-norms.
This is a linear program: It involves the minimization of the linear function (c'y), for
c = (€', e',0), subject to a linear equation, and non-negativity constraints on a subset of
the variables.

We performed the minimization using two convex optimization packages, CVX, and
MOSEK. Both are callable from MATLAB. The first, CVX [I8] [I7], is a package for specifying
and solving general convex optimization problems. The second, MOSEK [21], requires the
user to reformulate each problem as a standard form optimization problem (in this case as a
linear program), but it is able to solve larger problems. For the problems we presented, CVX
was able to solve the problem in a few seconds for Fi, Fo and a few minutes for smaller
instances of F3, MOSEK was able to solve the small instances of F3 in seconds, and the
largest problems in a few minutes.

8 Numerical Results

We compared the performance of the functionals F; applied to a number of 2D bar codes
corrupted by some combination of noise and blurring. To produce blurred and noisy
images, convolution with blurring kernels of variable sizes was followed by additive Gaussian
noise. The objective was to test the conditions for which bar codes could be recovered and
to compare the performance of the various functionals, not to optimize the numerical
implementation. The bar code images had a resolution of either 8 x 8 or 12 x 12 pixels
per square of size w X w. That is, we choose h = w/p where p is the number of pixels per
square. In all cases, we give values for the dimensionless fidelity parameter A := Ah.

8.1 Noisy Images

We begin with a comparison of performance of the two functionals, F} and F5 on noisy
images. We show the same noisy bar code denoised with the two methods . In
each run we used A = 75 for Fy and A = 2 for Fy. In contrast to F}, minimization of F
resulted in a binary image (even without taking a level setﬂ). We found that the functional
F, was robust under fairly large noise and indeed, the reconstruction is nearly perfect even
in the presence of significant amounts of Gaussian noise. The performance of F5 is superior

4This is no surprise if we expect the minimizers of Fy to be unique. It can also be proven directly for
minimizers of F> taking discrete values on a square grid.
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g3 i

(a) Noisy Image (a=.2) (b) Result of Fy (c) Result of F»

(d) Noisy Image (a=.35) (e) Result of Fy (f) Result of F»

Figure 3: Comparison of denoising using F); and F,. First row: Gaussian noise (ampli-
tude a = .2, signal to noise ratio 18.2 dB). The reconstruction using Fj is patchy. The
reconstruction with F» is nearly perfect. Second row: Gaussian noise (amplitude a = .35,
signal to noise ratio 7.0 dB). The reconstruction using F} has deteriorated further. The
reconstruction with F5 is correct, except for a few switched pixels.

to Fp as it retains both the shape and the binary character of the image. We note that
simply thresholding the result of F; can introduce additional errors.

8.2 Blurred Images

The blurring kernel was chosen to be a piecewise linear hat function on a square. (In one
dimension, for a given kernel radius r, the kernel is the normalization of the pixel function
with values (1,2,...7,...2,1). The two-dimensional kernel is a Cartesian product of that
one-dimensional kernel with itself.) In each run, we used A = 10 for F3. The first result
(Figure 4)) is for the bar code with a single square, blurred with a kernel whose radius is
equal to the width of the square and with Gaussian noise added. The reconstruction has
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(a) Original (b) Blurred and Noisy (c) result of F3

Figure 4: Result of F3 on a trivial bar code. Each square is 12 x 12 pixels, the blurring
kernel radius is 12 pixels. Gaussian noise (amplitude .1, signal to noise ratio 23.0 dB). The
reconstruction loses some contrast.

close to the correct shape, but has lost some contrast. The second result involves blurring
without noise (Figure [p). The third result involves two different kernels. After
thresholding, the recovered image is quite close to the original even in the presence of
substantial noise. For the wider kernel there is some deterioration along diagonal patterns
of squares.

One might ask how our values for A compare with the results of our Theorems which
basically state that if Aw > 4, then the global minimizer is the underlying bar code (i.e. if
A > 4/N, where N is the number of pixels per unit square). Comparison here is delicate
because of the presence of noise. First off, there is an upper limit to acceptable values of
A as large values will bring in too much unwanted fidelity to the noise. More importantly,
in all cases we found the lower threshold value for A to be very sensitive to noise: for a
given barcode signal, even adding noise with amplitude 1076 increased the threshold value.
Thus even in the simulations underlying Figure [5| which involve no externally added noise,
numerical round-off errors can account for enough noise to change the threshold for . This
explains the fact that the threshold required for exact recovery was larger than predicted
by Theorem (by a factor of 8). A simulation with a narrow kernel, on a smaller image
resulted in a critical value of A which was off by (the smaller) factor of 1.4. We expect that
with wider kernels and larger problems, this value can be even more sensitive to noise.

In conclusion, in the presence of a known blurring kernel the functional F3 followed by
thresholding can recover close to the exact bar code for blurring kernels with diameters
about 1.5 times the X-dimension and small noise. Increasing the radius of the kernel or the
amplitude of the noise leads to errors in the recovered image. The types of errors included
incorrect locations of boundaries of squares, or additional features along squares arranged
in diagonal patterns. Not surprisingly, computations of blurred images (not presented)
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(a) Original (b) Blurred

JE TE IE

() x=1 (d)x=4 (e) X=38

Figure 5: Result of 3 with a range of values of A and no noise. Each w X w square is 8 x 8
pixels, the blurring kernel radius is 8 pixels.

27



uf B

(a) Original  (b) Blur r=8, Noise a =.02 (c) result of F3 (d) result of F3, thresholded
(e) Original (f) Blur r=8, Noise a=.2 (g) result of Fj (h) result of F3, thresholded
(i) Original (j) Blur r=12, Noise a=.2 (k) result of F3 (1) result of F3, thresholded

Figure 6: Results of F3. Each square in the bar code is 12 x 12 pixels. Gaussian noise
amplitude a is either .02 or .2. The blurring kernel radius 7 is 8 or 12 pixels. For the mildest
example, the reconstruction is almost perfect. Errors observed include deterioration along
diagonal patterns of squares or incorrect placement of the boundaries of squares. However,
note that even the last case is not that bad given that the blurring kernel with » = 12 has
support spread over two unit squares.
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using Fy or Fy were less effective at recovering the bar code.

9 Discussion

We have presented three functionals for the L! approximation of signals with anisotropic
total variation regularization and applied them to the denoising and deblurring of bar
codes. Our analytical results show that the fidelity parameter A should be chosen above
a certain threshold in order to not get the trivial minimizer. When comparing F; and Fy
the analytical results in the absence of noise or blurring show that there is only a slight
relaxation of the threshold for A to get the bar code back. The numerical experiments
clearly show that in practical situations with noise and blurring, F; (or actually Fb) is
preferred since it has binary output. If the blurring operator K is known, it is even more
advantageous to choose F3. Our analysis shows that in the absence of noise, but with
blurring present, we can recover the clean bar code by using Fj3 regardless of the precise
form of (the known) K. The numerical experiments also show the best results for Fj.
There are several avenues for future work:

e The convexification method we used for Fj is not applicable to the restriction of F3
to BV (R?;{0,1}). It would be valuable to see if there is another way to incorporate
the binary restraint into F3 apart from the a posteriori thresholding as applied in
the numerical experiments.

e Blind deconvolution: In practice, the blurring kernel underlying the measured
signal f may be unknown. Future analytical work could focus on how well F3 performs
if the exact blurring operator is not known, and hence K is only an approximation
of the operator hidden in the measured signal f. Omne possibility could be to first
try to determine certain statistics of the unknown convolution kernel (such that its
standard deviation), and then use F3 with a K consisting of convolution with a fixed
kernel possessing the same statistics. Within a Gaussian ansatz, blind deconvolution
was addressed variationally for 1D bar codes in [II] and a similar approach could
also be adopted for 2D bar codes.

e The numerical experiments suggest that, for certain choices of A\, minimization of
these functionals works well with both significant noise and blurring. In the case
of non-noisy bar codes our theorems give sufficient thresholds for acceptable values
of A\ but the numerics show that these are sensitive to noise. It would therefore
be interesting to explore whether or not one can analyze the dependence of these
thresholds on small perturbations of the signal f.

e Nonlocal total variation: A possible alternative regularization term instead of
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anisotropic total variation is anisotropic nonlocal total variation (cf. [14] [15])

/Rg /R2 u(z) — u(y)|v/w(z,y) dedy

for some well chosen weight function w. Nonlocal total variation does not restrict
itself to local information, but compares patches from all over the image and hence
is well suited to regularize images containing recurring structures, like bar codes.
It would be interesting to see what analysis and simulations can tell us about the
improvement this would be over the local anisotropic total variation.

A Properties of the anisotropic total variation

In this appendix we collect some properties of our anisotropic total variation , most of
which follow from the analogous properties of the standard isotropic total variation which
defines the space BV (R?): u € L'(R?) is in the space BV (R?) iff

/ |Vu| < oo where / |Vu| := sup {/ udive : v € CLH(R?%R?),Vz, ||[v]le < 1} . (21)
R2 R2 R2
We start by pointing out that the anisotropic total variation is an equivalent seminorm

to the isotropic total variation defined above.

Lemma A.1. For u € BV (R?) we have

[vul < [l sl < V2 [ (9l
R2 R2 R2

Lemma immediately gives the following isoperimetric inequality (cf. [I3| 5.6.1
Theorem 1 (i)]).

Lemma A.2. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for all u € BV (R?)
Cllulzzge) < [ fusl + gl
R2

The following approximation lemma allows us to replace C! functions with L> in the
definition of our anisotropic total variation.

Lemma A.3. Let v € L®(R%;R?) with dive € L®(R?) and |v(z)|w < 1, then there

exists a sequence {v;}52, C O (R?;R?) such that as j — oo, v; — v in L®(R%R?), and
divv; = divv in L°(R?). That is, for all u € L'(R%;R?) and w € L>®(R?), as j — oo,

U-vj — u-v and w divv; — w divwv.
R2 R2 R2 R2

In addition, for each j and all x € R?, |v;(x)]o < 1.
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Proof. The proof is very similar to [I2, Proposition 3.3]. Let ¢ € C°(R?) be a cutoff
function satisfying ¢ < 1, £(z) = 1if |z| < 1 and &(z) = 0/if |z| > 2 and let n € C°(R?) be
the standard radially symmetric mollifier with n > 0 and fRQ n = 1. Define v; € C°(R% R?)
via

vi(x) = 72 (&(x/)v(2)) *n(jz)

where the convolution is componentwise. One can readily check that this new sequence
satisfies all the desired bounds on ||vj|| e (r2;r2), [|div v Leo 2y, and [v(z)]co-

0
An immediate corollary to Lemma [A3]is
Corollary A.4.
/ |ug| + |uy| = sup {/ udivv : v € L®(R% R?), dive € L®(R?), [v(x)]s0 < 1a.e.}
R2 R2
(22)

Four important properties of the standard isotropic total variation also hold for the
anisotropic total variation: lower semicontinuity, approximation by smooth functions, the
co-area formula, and smooth approximation to sets of finite perimeter. The proofs follow
those of the isotropic case (cf. [16, Theorems 1.9, 1.17], [13, 5.5 Theorem 1], [2, Theorem
3.42]) with the obvious modifications.

Lemma A.5. For every sequence {u,}>>, C BV (R?) such that u, — u in L} (R?) as

loc
n — 00, for some u € BV (R?), we have

< limi .
/RQ s + [uy] < liminf /R | + [t |

Lemma A.6. Let u € BV (R?), then there exists a sequence {u,}°2; C C®(R?) such that
un — u in LY(R?) if n — oo and

i [+ ) = [ el +

Lemma A.7. Let f € BV(R?) and define

E(t):={z € R?: f(z) > t}.

Lt iad= [ (L ool + e, )
R2 -0 R2

Then
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Lemma A.8. If E is a set of finite perimeter in R?, then there exists a sequence {Ej}‘;‘;l
of open sets with smooth boundaries converging in measure to E and such that

lim |VXEj|:/ Vx| and
R2 R2

Jj—00

i [, 1+ v, = [ e+ |
R2 ’ R2

Jj—o0
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