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Abstract

In this paper, we study the problem of recovering a sharpiaersf a given blurry image when the blur kernel
is unknown. Previous methods often introduce an imagepenéent regularizer (such as Gaussian or sparse priors) on
the desired blur kernel. For the first time, this paper shdved the blurry image itself encodes rich information about
the blur kernel. Such information can be found through ariaty and comparing how the spectrum of an image as a
convolution operator changes before and after blurring. &halysis leads to an effective convex regularizer on the bl
kernel which depends only on the given blurry image. We shuat the minimizer of this regularizer guarantees to give
good approximation to the blur kernel if the original imagesharp enough. By combining this powerful regularizer with
conventional image deblurring techniques, we show how weédceignificantly improve the deblurring results through
simulations and experiments on real images, especialljnwhe blur is large. In addition, our analysis and experirment
help explaining why edges are good features for image dedur

I. INTRODUCTION

Figure[1 shows a very common result of a very blurry image odirataken by a moving camera — or similar blurring
effect can be observed in many surveillance photos wheredheera is static but the car is moving. In many situations,
we would like to recover the sharp version of the image sode#tils of the image (such as the numbers on the license
plate) become recognizable again. It is in general imptesdio correctly deblur the whole image if both the camera
motion and the scene geometry are both entirely unknowneitlesless, if we only consider a small image region (e.qg.,
the license plate area shown in Figlile 1), it is reasonabkssome that the blurry image, denotedias R™ *"2,
is approximately generated by the convolution of a shargganaenoted ag,, and acommonblur kernel, denoted as
Ko € Rm>mz 1]:

B=~Iy® Ky, st Ky ES,

where® denotes the discrete 2D convolution operatbdenotes thaimplexof all possible blur kernels (i.e., nonnegative
and sums to one);, no are the image sizes, amd, , m» are the sizes of the blur kernel. So, the blind image delvigrri
problem is mathematically formulated as the problenbliid deconvolutiorfd], [2], [3], which is to recover the sharp
image I, when the blur kerneKj is unknowrfl.

The blind decovolution problem has been being investigtedseveral decades widely in optical society, image
processing, computer graphics, and computer vision [J]], [&, [7], [B], [8]. Yet, as recently surveyed iri|[7], this
problem is still far from being solved in the more generalesasven with the notable progresses made recently (e.g.,
[10], [171], [22], [23D).

Inon-blind deconvolutiorfd] is the restoration offy when K is given.

Fig. 1. A scenario of image deblurring. We take a picture of siz&624 x 2448 by using a NEX-5N camera. The picture is blurry due to an
uncontrolled camera motion. We want to process the pictuch shat human eyes are able to recognize its details (Bgyplate number).
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A straightforward approach for blind deconvolution is tanjty seek the sharp imagg and the blur kernekK, by
minimizing
min |B-I® K||%, st KecS,
I.K

where||- || 7 denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix. However, this proligehighly ill-conditioned, as it can be perfectly
minimized by infinite number of pairel, K'). For example, th@o-blur explanatioris a perfect solution&’ = § (a delta
function) and/ = B. Indeed, even if the blur kerndl, is given, the non-blind deconvolution problem can still be
ill-conditioned [4], [14]. So, in general, it is necessagyregularize the desired solution for the imafe

1}1%1|\B—I®K|\%+/\f(l), st. KeS, (1)

whereX > 0 is a parameter. The regularizé(/) is usually chosen as thetal variation [15] or its variations[[4], [[14],
[16]. However, as analyzed ifql[7], such image gradientsdyasgularizer generally favors a blurry solution over a phar
one! Actually, wheneveyf (I) is convex, it is easy to prove that (see the Appendix)

FI®K) < f(I), VIeR™ ™ VK cS; )

that is, minimizingf(I) will encourage blurring, and thus the no-blur explanatibe.(I = B and K = ¢) is always
favored by minimizingl(lL). Hence, it is critical to regulzeithe kerneK, resulting in the following optimization problem:

IPiI?HB—I®K|\%+)\f(l)+ah(K), st. K€, (3)

where\ > 0,« > 0 are two parameters.

While it is obviously that the regularizet(K) plays important role in blind deconvolution, the existingposals
for h(K) (e.g., the Gaussian pridt(K) = | K||% [6], [L7] and the sparse priok(K) = || K|; [13], [18]) have no
significant effect on constraining the blur kernel [7]. Adtigh such objectives can work well on some simple cases
where there is no serious blgy they could not handle more difficult deblurring tasks sushinaages with a significant
blur (e.g., FiguréIl). Moreover, the Gaussian and sparsgspare inaccurate for characterizing real world blur kkrne
which is usually the combination of a sparse curve-like kewhich corresponds to the camera motion) and a dense
Gaussian-like kernel (that models effects such as out afdpc

In this work, we derive a much more effective regularizertfog blur kernel that can significantly benefit the solution
of the blind deconvolution problem. This regularizer is éh®n a simple but important observation about the spectral
properties of an image as a convolution operator: For a gireyge (i.e., matrix), consider its convolution with any
other image. The convolution defines a linear operatben empirically, the spectrum (the set of eigenvalueshisf t
linear operator for a blurry image is significantly smallenan that for its sharp counter part (see Figure ). fact,
this can be proven to be true to some extend. Based on thisvaltise, we devise a convex regularizer that tends to be
minimized at the true blur kerndty. Namely, given an observed imagkrepresented by a certain image featdreve
deduce a convex function, denoted/&#s?) (K):

REB(K) c RM>m2 o R ()

Unlike the previous work (e.g..[6].[13]._[17]. [18]) whethke regularizeh(K) is independent of the observed image
B, our regularizeh*(P) (K explicitly depends on the given blurry image and encodesrinétion about how the blurry
imageB is related to the sharp imadg. It is hence somewhat natural to anticipate that this regaeanr (%) (K) would
depend on the sharp image too. But rather surprisingly, azishow, under fairly broad conditions, we can come up
with a very effective regularizei“(?) (k') that does not depend on any information about the sharp imgageall, and
the desired kerneky can be approximately retrieved by minimizing(?)(K) directly.
Equipped with such new regularizgf(?)(K), for the blind deconvolution problem, we jointly seek theughimage
Iy and the blur kerneK, by solving the optimization probleni](3). Experimental penfiance of our algorithm is a bit
surprising: Even when the observed image is blurred to thiengsthat human eyes cannot recognize its details (e.qg.,
Figure[d), it is still possible for our algorithm to restorslarp version with recognizable details. In addition to &ivgl
evaluations, theoretical results presented in this papeldcalso help understanding the blind deconvolution mobl
- It is known that there are infinite number of ways to deconep@given blurry image3 into the convolution ofl
and K [7]. Nevertheless, whild (or its edge map) is assumed to be very sharp, we show thatdaezimposition
tends to be unique (or approximately so).
- Although it is widely observed and believed that edges ameenimportant than smooth regions for image deblurring
[30], [13], [17], [19], [18], there is still lack of good judication. To some extent, our analysis could explain why
sharp edges are good features for deblurring.

2Such simple cases could be solved even without the regeialigi<). More precisely, by carefully choosing the initial solutiand controlling
the number of iterations, it is possible to obtain satisfactresults based on optimizingl (1) ]19].
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Fig. 2. Example: blurring can significantly decreases the convolubn eigenvalues of a sharp image(a) A sharp image. (b) The blurry image
created by convoluting the sharp image with a Gaussian keftjePlots of all 61 = s2 = 18) convolution eigenvalues of the sharp and blurry
images, usingC = ¢. (d) The edges of the sharp image, using LoG. (d) The edgeleoblurry image (note that the black area contains negative
values). (e) Plots of convolution eigenvalues of the shag lalurry images, choosing = LoG.

II. BLIND DECONVOLUTION VIA SPECTRAL PROPERTIES OHMAGE CONVOLUTION

In this section, we present the details for designing theleeger ~(5) (K). The final algorithm for blind deconvo-
lution will be given at the end of this section.

A. Spectral Properties of an Image as a Convolution Operator

1) Preliminaries: The concept otonvolutionis well-known. We briefly introduce it for the ease of readihgt X
andY are functions of two discrete variables (i.&,andY are matrices), then the formula for the 2D convolution of
X andY is

(X @Y)(i,j) = > X(i—u,j—v)Y(u,v),

where (-)(i,7) denotes the(i, j)-th entry of a matrix. The convolution is linear and can bewvested into matrix
multiplication. Letyv(-) be the vectorization of a matrix, then

VX QY) = A, 1, (X)0(Y), VY € RF1xk2, (5)

where Ay, k,(-) is the Toeplitz matrix[20] of a matrix, andk;, k> are parameters. For a matik € R *%2, its Toeplitz
matrix A, 1, (X) is an(ly + k1 — 1)(la + k2 — 1)-by-k1 ko matrix.

2) Convolution Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors of Imadesthis work, an imaged is treated as a matrix associated
with a certain feature filter:

LI)=L®]I. (6)

Typically choices for the feature filtef include £ = § (i.e., using original pixel values as features)®r “Laplacian
of Gaussian (LoG)” (i.e., using edge features).

To formally characterize the procedure of transformingrghanages into blurry images, we define the so-called

convolution eigenvalueand convolution eigenvectoras follows.

Definition 2.1: For an imagel € R!**!2 represented by a feature filtér, its first convolution eigenvalue, denoted as

of(I) or o4 .. (I), is defined by

of(I)= max [[LI)®X||p, st |X|r=1,

.XERSI ><52
where sy, sy are called “sampling sizes” in this work. The maximizer taeb problem is called the first convolution
eigenvector, denoted a< (1).
Similarly, thei-th (i = 2, ..., s1s2) convolution eigenvalue* (1) is defined by
oE(I) = L dnax I£(1) ® X||r, st | X|lp=1,(X,s5(I)) =0,Vj <1,

cRs1 %52
where(, -) denotes the inner production between two matrices. Themiaer to above problem is thieth convolution
eigenvector, denoted a (7).

In the following, we summarize some of their properties vahidll be used later:

- From [8), it can be seen that the convolution eigenvectahsés are exactly the right singular vectors/values of
the Toeplitz matrix. So, for an imagé with the associated Toeplitz matrid,, 5, (£(I)), its all s1s2 convo-
lution eigenvalues (and eigenvectors) can be found by ctingpuhe Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of
(Asy 5 (L)) Asy 50 (L(1)).



- Let %, (-) denote the smallest (i.e., last) convolution eigenvaluarofmage, then

I£(I) ® X|[F > o) > 0,Y] X p = 1. (7)
- If B=1® K,K €8, then (detailed proofs are in the appendix)
of (B) < af(I),Vi=1,...,518 (8)

that is, the blurring effects generally reduce the convoiueigenvalues of an image. When the original image is
sharp, the reduction amount can be very significant, as eifeadpn Figure[2. In particular, when the edge features
are used, Figurgl 2(f) shows that it is even possible to bdyg (1) > o5 .. (B).
The properties in inequalitf{8) provide a way to formallyfide the concept ofharp imagewhich appears frequently
in the articles related to deconvolution: An images called r-sharpif and only if o4, (I) > 7, wherer > 0 is a
parameter.

min (

B. A Convex Blur Kernel Regularizer

In this subsection, we derive a convex regularizéf?) (K'), which tends to have the minimal value at the desired
blur kernel K.

1) Derivation: For ease of exploration, we begin with the “ideal” case that blurry imageB is exactly generated
by the convolution ofl, and Ky, i.e., there is no noiseB = I, ® K. As convolution operators are associative and
commutative, the effect of feature extraction is

L(B) = L(Iy) ® Ky. 9)

Here, L is a predefined feature filter. For the rest of this paper, wesistently choose& = LoG, i.e., we use edge
features by default (but our analysis applies to any corimitfilters).
By Definition[2.1, we have that

1£(B) ® K (B)||r = 07 (B), V1 < i < 5152,
where the sampling sizes, s, are taken as parameters. BY (9),
||(£(IO)®KO) X K; ( )HF =0; ( ) V1 <4< s189.

Since the convolution operator is linear, we further have

Ko ® kF (B L(B
HE(Io)® 0 fzz( ) H _ Uz(ﬁ) _
[Ko® s (B)|pllF [|Ko @ ki (B)llr
Notice that||wf‘§{%||1w = 1. By @), ||£(Io) ® X||r > 0%, (Io),V|X|r = 1. Thus we have the following
necessary conditions that constrain possiile
of(B .
| Ko ® k5 (B)||r < %(I))’ V1 <i< s189. (10)
man 0
Define a regularizing function on the kerngl as
BEB) (K Sli HK® Ky HQF
Then [20) implies that
WeB (K, L 11
( 0) ( mzn(IO)) ( )

Note thato”(B) could be significantly smaller tharf-;, (I,) (see Figur&l2), and a randomly chosen blur kernel may not
satisfy [I0) or subsequently{11). Hence, the desired bdunéd i<, should have relatively smaller value faf(5) (K).
Or we could try to obtain an approximate estimate of the dddlur kernelK, by minimizing:

Ky = argm}nhL(B)(K), st. K €S, (12)
where S denotes thémims — 1)-dimensional simplex, anth,,my are the sizes of the blur kernel.

It is easy to see thdi“(®)(K) is a quadratical (hence convex) function, namefy?) (K) = (v(K))" Hv(K) with
the Hessian matri¥{ given by

= A, ,mz (B))) mi,mo (KL(B))
= Z L (B)) ’ (13)

whereA,,, m, (k5 (B)) is the Toeplitz matrix of the-th convolution eigenvector aB.
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Fig. 3. Demonstrating the effectiveness of the regularizen2(5)(K), using six synthetical examplesLeft: The blur kernel with sizéd x 9.
Right: The kernel estimated by solvirlg{12).

2) Analysis: We now study how effective the regularizef (") (K) is by evaluating how close its minimizét, is
to the true kernek, (proofs to all the theories can be found in the appendix).

Theorem 2.1:SupposeB = Iy ® Ky, Ky € S, and I, # 0. For the kernelk, estimated by[{12), we have that

2% 0'7%@;6(3)

o= Holle < V2B T
The above theorem illustrates that the edges are bettertligaraw pixels as a feature for the recovery of blur kernel,
because the edge features can achieve a smaller bound fastineate error (see Figufg 2). This to some extent
corroborates the previous observations (e.gl, [10], [[3], [19], [18]) that the edge feature is a good choice foaga
deblurring. Note that in general: . (Iy) can be significantly larger tham’, . (B). For the example shown in Figure
(), we have computed the ratiet,,, (B)/o%,, (Io) = 0.15, B then the above theorem suggests that the estimation
error is upper bounded by 0.21. Figlile 3 shows some more aietiexamples of blur kernels directly estimated from
a blurred Lena image, compared with the true kernels. Notlta these kernels are obtained without any knowledge
about the original imagé, at all!l This puts a strongly correct prior on the desired kémentirely based on the given
blurry image. These simulated results clearly demonstraeeffectiveness of the proposed regularizé€f?) (K).

Without any restrictions, it is known that there are infini@mber of ways to decompose a blurry imaganto the
convolution of an imagd and a blur kernelK [7]. Interestingly, when the imagé (or its edge image) is assumed
to be very sharp (i.e., the smallest convolution eigenvadularge), Theoreri 211 suggests that the decomposition for
given imageB tends to be unique in a way that the allowable kernels shoaildeloy close to each other. The following
corollary makes this statement more precise: We call an éndaig 7-sharp ifo%,, (I) > 7 with 7 = 2v/20% .. (B)/e
for some small number. Then we have:

Corollary 2.1: Denote all possible-sharp decompositions of a blurry imageasQs; = {(K,I)|I® K = B, K € S}.

For any two paird Ky, Ij), (K{, Ij) € Q%, we have that

1Ko — Kgllr <e,

wheree > 0 is any small parameter.

The above analysis are based on the assumption that thevenisise, i.e..B = I ® K. Due to the fact the the blur
in reality may not be uniform within an image, a more appragrimodel is thaBB = [ ® Ky + N, where N denotes
unknown noise (errors). In this case, we have the followhmptem to bound the estimate error.

Theorem 2.2:SupposeB = I, ® Ko+ N, Ky € S, ||[L(N)||r <€ andI # 0. For the kernelk, estimated by[(12),
we have that

\/—crfmm (B) + ccond(B)./s182¢€
<V2 O'L" (I ) )
0

min

1Ko — Kollr

whereccond(B) = o%,,,.(B)/ok. (B) is the “convolution condition number” oB.

max min

C. Practical Blind Deconvolution via Alternating Minimitzen

Theoreni 2.2 illustrates that the estimation produced Dy 1§12/ not be so accurate with noise. Moreover, the estimated
kernel by directly minimizing the regularizer is not alwagscurate enough even for noiseless cases (see Figure 3). To
solve the overall blind deconvolution problem, we use theppsed regularizeh*(?)(K) as an additional term to
constrain the deconvolution problem. Namely, we jointigls¢he sharp imagé, and the blur kernekK by minimizing
the following objective function:

1}111?HB—I®KH%+/\||VI||1+ozh£(B)(K), st. Ke8,

30ne may have not_iced that the? . (o) shown in [_ZI(D) (and from thgn on) actually _refersdé i —1)(s34m 71)(10) other thancr§ls2(10),
because the convolution operator can change the sizes. urhben 0.15 is calculated with consdenng this detail.



where we have chosef(1) = || V1| (i.e., total variation) andi(K) = h*(B)(K) in @3).

Although the above problem is nonconvex, the initializat&ep is no long crucial due to the strong image-dependent
kernel regularizer: Unlike the previous algorithms (e[@], [10], [13], [17], [18]) which need to carefully choseeh
initial solution, we simply choose the observed blurry irdg) to be the initial condition for.

« While fixing the variablel, the blur kerneli is updated by solvingning || B — I ® K||%2 + ah*B)(K), st. K € S,

which is equal to the following quadratical programming:

mlgn |v(B) = Amym, (DV(K)|)? + a(v(K)'Hy(K), st KeS,

where the Hessian matrik is computed by[(13), anf- || is the ¢2-norm of a vector.
« While fixing the blur kernelK, the estimate of the imagkis updated by

min|B — I @ K|} + A V]|,

which can be solved by any of the many non-blind deconvatutityorithms developed in the literature. In this
paper, we simply use the fast method introduced/ by [4].

Unlike previous blind deblurring methods that need to adhefcontrol the number of iterations, we run the iterations
until convergence. Usually, our algorithm needs about 1&@&ifions to converge.

On Choosing the ParametersThere are six parameters in total: The kernel sizgsm., the sampling sizes;, s2, and
the trade-off parameteks, A\. Three of them, includingn, mo and «, need be set carefully. The kernel sizes, m»
are better to be a bit larger than the true blur size, whichiireq trying the algorithm several times to determine. $bal
needs some efforts to choose the parametéihen« is too small, our algorithm will always converge to the naosbl
explanation (i.e.] = B, K = §); when« is set to be very large, the recovered image is very sharpubnatural.
Usually, there exists such a thresheltt The optimal solution is alway&l = B, K = ¢) while a < «*; the solution is
often satisfactory whilev is slightly larger tham*.

After the kernel sizes being determined, we always set tingpbag sizes ass; = 1.5m; and sy = 1.5ms. The
parameter\ has no significant influences. In our experiments, this patams chosen from the range of 0.001 to 0.002.

Computational Cost. Due to the developments of fast non-blind deconvolutiog.(¢4]), the procedure for updating the
image variablel is already very fast. So we only analyze the costs for compgutie Hessian matri¥/ and updating
the kernel variabld<. For simplicity, we assume that = my, s = ms. Then the complexity of computing the Hessian
matrix H is O(m3m3ning + m3m3), wheren;, ny are image sizes. In each iteration, the Toeplitz mattix, ., ()
need be updated. So, the complexity of the blind deconwiytrocedure i) (ns(mimaning + mim3)), wheren is
the number of iterations needed to converge. Overall, orentialgorithm is not fast while deal with large kernels. To
process &00 x 300 image with13 x 13 kernel, our algorithm needs about one minute. While deakiitg a 500 x 500
image with31 x 31 kernel, the computational time increases to two hours. Neekess, it is possible to speed up the
algorithm by fast Fourier transforms. We leave this as fitwork.

I1l. EXPERIMENTS
A. Main Results

We test with five examples (two synthetical, three real): Blyathetical images are the convolution 80 x 300
natural images and3 x 13 synthetical blur kernels; the real images are subregidnsut50 x 350) selected from large
pictures captured by a NEX-5N camera (please refer to Fi@jur&o show the advantages of the proposed method, we
also test five state-of-the-art blind deconvolution altjons, including[[10], [[1/7],[119],[18], and [13].

Figure[4 shows the comparison results. To save space, wesholy the best result of the previous algorithms for
comparision. On the simple examples with easy blur kernets tany noise level (the first three examples in Figure
[4), our algorithm performs as well as the most effective limseWhile dealing with challenging cases (the last two
examples in FigurEl4), where the blur kernels are complitatecan be seen that our algorithm works distinctly better
than the most competitive baseline. This is because thatemudarizerh“(?)(K) contains strong and accurate priors
about the blur kernels, whereas the kernel priors adoptepréyious algorithms are too weak to handle such difficult
deblurring tasks. In particular, the forth and fifth exanspléustrate that it is possible for our algorithm to sucdethg
handle some extremely difficult cases, where the blurry Bsagre very unclear such that human eyes are unable to
recognize their contents.
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parameters of the baselines are also manually tuned to best.



Fig. 5. Some results obtained from the images with few edges&eft: The original sharp image. Middle: The blurred versiminthe sharp image.
Right: The deblurred version produced by our algorithm.

B. Diagnosis

A basic assumption of our approach is that the edges of a émage are different before and after blurring. So our
algorithm is less effective while the images contain fewdges, as shown in Figuté 5. Particularly, the third example
of Figure[® shows that the “true” blur kernel cannot be recestdf the original image has very few edges. Nevetheless,
it is not very critical to consider such images as there isoalnmo difference between their sharp and blurry versions.

Note that the forth example of Figulé 4 may have non-unifotar Bernels, since the deblurred result favors the
characters “O,P” over “S,T". This is true, as illustratedFigure[6. While the blur is uniform within the whole image,
the varying ofa (within certain range) should not change the shape of thmat# of the blur kernel.

IV. CONCLUSIONS ANDDISCUSSIONS

By studying how the spectrum of an image as a convolutionaipechanges before and after blurring, we have derived
a convex regularizer on the blur kernel that depends on trendilurry image. For the blind deconvolution problem, we
show that this convex regularizer is an effective prior ttet deal with various types of realistic and challenging®lu
(e.g., a combination of Gaussian and motion blurs). Botlorstical and experimental results have verified the validit



Fig. 6. Non-uniform blur kernels. Left: The observed blurry image. Middle: The deblurred i@rsproduced by our algorithm withx = 1000.
Right: The deblurred version produced by our algorithm with= 4000.

and effectiveness of the proposed prior. Notice that ouuleggzer harnesses certain necessary conditions on thie blu
kernel, but not sufficient. So it is entirely possible therigm exist other, potentially more effective image-depemd
regularizers for the blur kernel.

Theorem 2.1 and the empirical results in Figlite 3 even suigbas in theory, for certain class of sharp images, it
might be possible to solve the blind deconvolution problgnaoiding the iterative minimization altogether. Naméhe
problem might be solvable by using only two computationabkt procedures: Firstly estimate the blur kernel without
estimating the sharp image at all; and then recover the shage by performing non-blind deconvolution. However,
we leave such investigations for future.

APPENDIX

Proof: Let 7, (-) denote the transformation operator that shifts a 2D fundie, -) from I(z,y) to I(x —u,y —v).
By the convexity off(-),

fUeK) = O K(u,v)Tw.(I)

< Y K@) f(Tou(D)

= f{),
where the last equality is due (7. (1)) = f(I). This is naturally satisfied, &g, ., (/) andI refer to the same image.
|
Proof: Using the “min-max” half of the Courant-Fisher theorem, vaé that
L .
o7 (B) = min max ||£L(B)® X
(B) = win o mex |LB)eX]r
J=Lim1l (X,Y5)=0,
=1, i—1.
< min max ||[£(B)® X||r
Yi=kf(I), |IX|lr=1,
j=1,-",i—1. (X,¥;)=0,
j=1,---,2—1.
= max  [|[£(B)® X]|F.
IX|lF=1,
(X,r5(1))=0,
=1, i—1.
By (2), we have||L(B) @ X||r < ||£(I) ® X||r and thus
of(B) < max  [L(B)®X|r
IX|lF=1,
(X,r5(1)=0,
j=1,--,i—1.
< max L)@ X]|F
X[ r=1,
(X,m5 (1)=0,
=1, i—1.
= oiL(I)7
where the last equality is due to the definition of the contiofueigenvalues. ]

The proof of Theorem 2.1 needs to use the following lemma.
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Lemma A.L:If B # 0, then the Hessian matrik defined by (13) is positive definite and

5152 myxm
B (X)) > muxu%,w{ € Rm™1xm2,
Proof: It could be calculated that
5182 2 5182 T
ZHX@W % 2 ZHX@W - (X)) Hiv(X)

(0fax(B))?

max

where Hy = Y717 (Amy m. (nf(B)))TAm1 ms (KE(B)). The Toeplitz matrixA,,, .,(k(B)) is a linear operator of
k£ (B) and can be explicitly written as

Ay (K7 (B)) = [(v(wF (B)" s (v(k(B)))" Q- ],
where {€; }(’”1“1 Dim>+22-1) are a set of binary matrices and sati$fy; ()7 Q; = s152Z, andZ is them, x my
identity matrix. Hence,

s182 (Mm1+s1—1)(ma+s2—1)

H = ) > () w(sf (B)(v(kf (B)))TQ

i=1 j=1

(m1+s1—1)(ma+s2—1) S182
= Q)" O vEB)W(sE(B))) )Yy
j=1 i=1
(m1+5171)(m2+5271)
= Z (Qj)Tij
j=1
= 81821
which simply leads th“(B)(X) > s155|| X ||2/ (05, .. (B))?. [ |

Proof: of Theorem 2.1By (11) and the convexity ok*(?)(.),
B Ky — Ko) < REP)(Kq) 4+ hFB)(K)

< 2hFB)(Ky)
28152
<
- (0'7%1'71(‘[0))2
By Lemma C.1, we also have
hEB) (Ko — Ko) > ——22 11Ky — Kol
( 0 0) = (Uﬁmm(B))g || 0 0||F
Hence, | Ko — Kol[} < 2(050.(B))*/ (05, (10))*. u
Proof: Since K is deterministic, we have
1Ky — Kglle = [I(Ky— Ko) + (Ko — K§)||
< |IKG — Kol + |1 Ko — K¢ || F
mam( ) mam( )
<
- \/_ mzn(I/) +\/_ mzn(I”)
< g 4 3 .
= 375 7F

We first prove the following lemma.
Lemma A.2:For any two matricesY andY, we have

[X@Y|r < IX[rIY]1,

where|| - || is the¢;-norm of a matrix.
Proof: Decomposé’ into the sum of its negative part (denotedas) and nonnegative part (denoted &g). By
(2) and the convexity of matrix norms,

[X®Y|r

[XoYt+ XY |
XY r+|X@Y |F
IXNANIY 1+ XN R1Y [
XAl Y ]

IAIA
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Proof: Of Theorem 2.21In noisy case, the inequality (10) need be changed to

af (B) + |IL(N) @ k{ (B) || r
hrin(I0)
af (B) + el|lx7 (B)
o in(lo)
ok (B) + \/Ee'

Uvgun (IO)

[Ko® sl (B)|lr <

IN

IN

Thus the inequality (11) becomes

1+ Y2

Z (05 T0))?

i

hFB)(Kq)

IN

8182(1 + \/TS(ZBE) )2

= T 0En ()’

Then by following the proof procedure of Theorem 2.1, thisaitem can be proven. [ ]
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