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Abstract

Bilinear inverse problems (BIPs), the resolution of two vectors given their image under a bilinear mapping,
arise in many applications. Without further constraints, BIPs are usually ill-posed. In practice, properties
of natural signals are exploited to solve BIPs. For example, subspace constraints or sparsity constraints are
imposed to reduce the search space. These approaches have shown some success in practice. However, there
are few results on uniqueness in BIPs. For most BIPs, the fundamental question of under what condition
the problem admits a unique solution, is yet to be answered. For example, blind gain and phase calibration
(BGPC) is a structured bilinear inverse problem, which arises in many applications, including inverse rendering
in computational relighting (albedo estimation with unknown lighting), blind phase and gain calibration in sensor
array processing, and multichannel blind deconvolution (MBD). It is interesting to study the uniqueness of such
problems.

In this paper, we define identifiability of a BIP up to a group of transformations. We derive necessary
and sufficient conditions for such identifiability, i.e., the conditions under which the solutions can be uniquely
determined up to the transformation group. Applying these results to BGPC, we derive sufficient conditions for
unique recovery under several scenarios, including subspace, joint sparsity, and sparsity models. For BGPC with
joint sparsity or sparsity constraints, we develop a procedure to compute the relevant transformation groups.
We also give necessary conditions in the form of tight lower bounds on sample complexities, and demonstrate the
tightness of these bounds by numerical experiments. The results for BGPC not only demonstrate the application

of the proposed general framework for identifiability analysis, but are also of interest in their own right.
Index terms— uniqueness, transformation group, equivalence class, ambiguity, blind gain and phase cali-

bration, sensor array processing, inverse rendering, SAR autofocus, multichannel blind deconvolution

1 Introduction

Whereas linear inverse problems are well-understood and the literature on them is vast, much less is known

about bilinear inverse problems (BIPs). BIPs, i.e., recovering two variables x and y given a bilinear measurement
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z = F(z,y), have attracted considerable attention recently. However, in spite of recent progress, the question
of identifiability - or uniqueness of the solutions in BIPs under a variety of realistic conditions, has been largely
open. BIPs arise in many important applications, such as blind deconvolution |[1,|2|, phase retrieval |3}|4],
dictionary learning [5], etc. These problems usually involve recovering the inputs of an under-determined bilinear
system. They also suffer from scaling ambiguity among other possible ambiguities (e.g., shift ambiguity of blind
deconvolution, multiplication by a permutation matrix in dictionary learning, multiplication by an arbitrary
invertible matrix in matrix factorization problems, etc). Therefore, these problems are ill-posed and do not yield
unique solutions. By introducing further constraints that exploit the properties of natural signals, one can reduce
the search space, which may help identifiability. For example, cone constraints, such as convex cone constraints
(e.g., positivity), subspace constraints, and union of subspaces constraints (e.g., sparsity or joint sparsity), are
very common in BIPs. However, even with a reduced feasible set, a BIP often still exhibits some ambiguities,
such as scaling [6].

In this paper, to address the issues of ambiguity, we expand the notion of identifiability of BIPs. We resolve
the ambiguity issues by allowing uniqueness up to a group of transformations, which define equivalence classes of
solutions. We then derive necessary and sufficient conditions for identifiability in BIPs up to the transformation
group. We demonstrate the utility of this proposed framework and the new general results by applying them
to a prototypical BIP - the blind gain and phase calibration (BGPC) problem, with subspace, or with sparsity
constraints. The results include the first algebraic sample complexity conditions for this problem. Owing to the
ubiquitousness of BGPC, the results obtained here for this problem are of broad interest in their own right.

Blind gain and phase calibration (BGPC) is a bilinear inverse problem that arises in many applications. It is
the joint recovery of an unknown gain and phase vector A\ and signal vectors ¢1, ¢, -+ , ¢ given the entrywise
product Y = diag(\)®, where ® = [¢1, P2, -+ , dn]. In inverse rendering [7], when the surface profile (3D model)
of the object is known, the joint recovery of the albed(ﬂ and the lighting conditions is a BGPC problem. In
sensor array processing [8], if the directions of arrival of source signals are properly discretized using a grid, and
the sensors have unknown gain and phase, the joint recovery of the source signals and the gain and phase of the
sensors is a BGPC problem. In multichannel blind deconvolution (MBD) with the circular convolution model,
the joint recovery of the signal and multiple channels is a BGPC problem. In all these problems, it is common
to impose subspace, joint sparsity, or sparsity constraints on the signals represented by the columns of ®.

In this paper, after deriving general necessary and sufficient conditions for identifiability in a BIP up to the
transformation group, we apply these to BGPC and give identifiability results under several scenarios. We first
consider a subspace constraint and provide an alternative proof for the result in inverse rendering [7]. Then
we consider a joint sparsity constraint. We develop a procedure to determine the relevant equivalence classes
and transformation groups for different bases. Then we give sufficient conditions for the identifiability of jointly
sparse signals (1D or 2D), or piecewise constant signals. For BGPC with subspace or joint sparsity constraints,
we also give necessary conditions in the form of tight lower bounds on sample complexities. We show that the

sufficient conditions and the necessary conditions coincide in some cases. We design algorithms to check the

! Albedo, also known as reflection coefficient, is the ratio of reflected radiation from a surface to incident radiation upon it.



identifiability of given signals and demonstrate the tightness of our sample complexity bounds. We analyze
the gaps and present conjectures about how to bridge them. Then we derive a universal sufficient condition for
BGPC with a sparsity constraint. This condtion is the most stringent, but applies to all bases and all equivalence
classes of solutions. Once the condition is met, the solution of the BGPC problem can be recovered uniquely up
to an unknown generalized permutation, regardless of the basis.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We introduce the problem setup and compare our results
with related work in the rest of this section. In Section [2] we formally define “transformation group” and
“identifiability” for bilinear inverse problems and derive sufficent and necessary conditions for identifiability up
to a transformation group. We derive sufficient conditions for the identifiability of BGPC with a subspace
constraint, a joint sparsity constraint, and a sparsity constraint, in Sections [3 [ and [5] respectively. We also
give necessary conditions and analyze the tightness of our sample complexity bounds in Sections [3] and [l We

conclude this paper in Section [f] with some discussion and open problems.

1.1 Notations

Before proceeding to the problem statement, we state the notations that will be used throughout the paper. We
use upper-case letters A, X and Y to denote matrices, and lower-case letters to denote vectors. The diagonal
matrix whose diagonal entries are the entries of vector A is denoted by diag(\). We use I to denote the identity
matrix and F' to denote the normalized discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrix. Unless otherwise stated, all
vectors are column vectors. The dimensions of all vectors and matrices are made clear in the context. A vector
is said to be non-vanishing, if all its entries are nonzero.

We use Qx, 2y to denote subsets of vector spaces X',). The Cartesian product of two sets is denoted by
Qx X Qy. An element of Qxy X Qy is denoted by (z,y), where x € Qx and y € Qy. We use Iy and Jy,
to denote transformation groups (to be defined in Section . The Cartesian product of two transformation
groups Jx, 7y (also known as direct product in group theory terminology) is denoted by Jx x 3. Elements
of the transformation groups are denoted by Ty € Jx, Ty € Fy and (Tx, Ty) € Tx X Hy.

We use j,k to denote indices, and J, K to denote index sets. If a matrix or a vector has dimension n,
then an index set J is a subset of {1,2,--- ,n}. We use |J| to denote the cardinality of J, and J¢ to denote its
complement. We use superscript letters to denote subvectors or submatrices. Thus, (/) represents the subvector
of x consisting of the entries indexed by J. The scalar 2(7) represents the jth entry of . The submatrix A¥)
has size |J| x |K| and consists of the entries indexed by J x K. The vector A¢*) represents the kth column of
the matrix A. The colon notation is inherited from MATLAB.

We use ./ and ® to denote entrywise division and entrywise product, respectively. Circular convolution is
denoted by ®. The direct sum of two subspaces is denoted by @. The kronecker product of two matrices is

denoted by ®. The row space and column space of a matrix are denoted by R(-) and C(-), respectively.



1.2 Problem Statement

We formally state the general bilinear inverse problem (BIP) and a special BIP termed blind gain and phase

calibration (BGPC) in this section. First, a bilinear mapping is defined as follows.

Definition 1.1. Let X', Y and Z be three linear vector spaces. A bilinear mapping is a function F : X XY — Z
such that for any y € Y the mapping x — F(x,y) is a linear mapping from X to Z and for any x € X the

mapping y — F(xz,y) is a linear mapping from Y to Z .

Given the measurement z = F(z0, o), the following feasibility problem is called the unconstrained bilinear

inverse problem:

(Unconstrained BIP) find (z,y) € X x Y,

st. F(z,y) =z

Bilinear inverse problems are usually underdetermined, and hence do not yield unique solutions. A variety
of constraints z € Qx C X,y € Qy C Y can be imposed to reduce the search space and make the problem

better-posed. The constrained bilinear inverse problem is:

(Constrained BIP) find (z,y),
st. F(z,y) = z, (1)

e Qu, yey.

Blind gain and phase calibration (BGPC) is the following constrained BIP given the measurement Y =
diag()\0>q)01

find (), ),
s.t. diag(\)® =Y,

AEQp, o

where A € Q) C C" is the unknown gain and phase vector, ® € Qg C C™*V is the signal matrix. In this
paper, we impose no constraints on A, i.e., Q4 = C™. As for the matrix ®, we impose subspace, joint sparsity,
or sparsity constraints. In all three scenarios, ® can be represented in the factorized form ® = AX, where the
columns of A € C"*™ form a basis or a frame (an overcomplete dictionary), and X € Qy C C™*¥ is the matrix
of coordinates. The constraint set becomes Q¢ = {® = AX : X € Qy}. Under some mild conditionsﬂ on A,

the uniqueness of @ is equivalent to the uniqueness of X. For simplicity, we treat the following problem as the

2Under a subspace constraint, A is required to have full column rank. Under a joint sparsity or sparsity constraint, A is required to
satisfy the spark condition [9].



BGPC problem from now on.

(BGPC)  find (A, X),
s.t. diag(A\)AX =Y,

AeCh X €Qy.

Next, we elaborate on the three scenarios considered in this paper:

(I) Subspace constraints. The signals represented by the columns of ® reside in a low-dimensional subspace
spanned by the columns of A. The matrix A is tall (n > m) and has full column rank. The constraint set is
Qx = CmxN,

In inverse rendering 7], the columns of Y = diag(\)® represent images under different lighting conditions,
where A represents the unknown albedosﬂ and the columns of ® represent the intensity maps of incident light.
The columns of A are the first several spherical harmonics extracted from the 3D model of the object. They
form a basis of the low-dimensional subspace in which the intensity maps reside.

Multichannel blind deconvolution (MBD) with the circular convolution model also falls into this category.

The measurement Y (+9) = diag(A\)®(7) can be also written as:

Fry®d) = —(F*A) @ (F*ot)),

1
n
The vector A represents the DFT of the signal, and columns of ® represent the DFT of the channels. The
columns of F*A form a basis for the low-dimensional subspace in which the channels reside. For example, when
the multiple channels are FIR filters that share the same support J, they reside in a low-dimensional subspace
whose basis is F*A = I¢:/). By symmetry, the roles of signals and channels can be switched. In channel encoding,
when multiple signals are encoded by the same tall matrix F, they reside in a low-dimensional subspace whose
basis is F*A = E. In this case, the vector A represents the DFT of the channel.

(IT) Joint sparsity constraints. The columns of ® are jointly sparse over a dictionary A, where A is a square

matrix (n = m) or a fat matrix (n < m). The constraint set Qx is
Qx = {X € C™*N . X has at most s nonzero rows}.

In other words, the columns of X are jointly s-sparse.

In sensor array processing with uncalibrated sensors, the vector A represents unknown gain and phase for the
sensors, and the columns of ® represent array snapshots captured at different time instants. If the direction of
arrival (DOA) is discretized using a grid, then each column of A represents the array response of one direction
on the grid. With only s unknown sources, each column of ® is the superposition of the same s columns of A.
Hence the columns of the source matrix X are jointly s-sparse.

In synthetic aperture radar (SAR) autofocus [10], which is a special multichannel blind deconvolution problem,

3In inverse rendering, albedos are real and positive. We ignore this extra information here for simplicity.



X represents the SAR image and A = F' is the 1D DFT matrix. The entries in A represents the phase error in
the Fourier imaging data, which varies only along the cross-range dimensiorﬂ If we extend the coverage of the
image by oversampling the Fourier domain in the cross-range dimension, the rows of the image X corresponding
to the region that is not illuminated by the antenna beam are zeros. Thus, the SAR image X can be modeled
as a matrix with jointly sparse columns.

(II1) Sparsity constraints. The matrix ® is sparse over a dictionary A, where A is a square matrix (n = m)

or a fat matrix (n < m). The constraint set Qy is
Qx = {X € C™V . X has at most s nonzero entries}.

A matrix X with sparse columns can be considered as a special case of this scenario.

Consider the following multichannel blind deconvolution problem. An acoustic signal is transmitted under
reverberant conditions and recorded by a microphone array. The DFT of the signal is A\, A = F' is the DFT
matrix, each column of ® = AX is the DFT of the channel of a corresponding microphone, and the corresponding
column of X is a sparse multipath channel that contains nonzero values at a few locations.

In the rest of this paper, we will address the identifiability of the general BIP and the above BGPC problem.
For BGPC, the constraint sets 25 and Qy are closed under scalar multiplication. For any nonzero scalar o,
the pairs (Ao, Xo) and (oo, %XO) map to the same Y and hence are non-distinguishable. We say that this
problem suffers from scaling ambiguity. The set {(c )\, %Xo) i A€ Qa, X € Qx,0 # 0} is an equivalence class
of solutions generated by a group of scaling transformations. More complex ambiguities and equivalence classes
will be analyzed later. Our identifiability results answer the question under what conditions the solution (Ao, Xo)

is unique up to scaling, or up to other transformation groups.

1.3 Related Work

Recently, solving bilinear or quadratic inverse problems with the methodology of “lifting” has attracted much
attention. Examples include recent works on blind deconvolution |11] and phase retrieval [12H14]. In the lifting
framework, for any bilinear mapping F : C™ x C™ — Z, there exists a linear operator G : C"™*™ — Z such that
G(zy’) = F(z,y). Given the measurement z = G(zoyd ) = F(z0, o), one can recast the BIP as the recovery of

the rank-1 matrix zoyd € Q= {zyT : 2 € Qx,y € Oy}

(Lifted BIP)  find M,
st. G(M) = z,

M € Qpn.

4In SAR autofocus, the entries of the phase error A have unit moduli. We ignore this extra information here for simplicity.



Choudhary and Mitra [6] adopted this framework, and showed that the lifted BIP has a unique solution My =

zoya if the null space of G does not contain the difference of My and any other matrix in Qa, i.e.,
N@) (VMo — M : M € Qp} = {0}.

The identifiability analysis hinges on finding the set of rank-2 matrices in the null space of G. They addressed
the question of identifiability in an abstract BIP under the assumptions that the set of rank-2 matrices in N'(G)
has low complexity (e.g., finite cardinality or small covering number). Using this framework, they showed that
blind deconvolution with a canonical sparsity prior is not identifiable |15].

In contrast, we create a more general framework for the identifiability of BIPs. We consider bilinear mappings
defined on general vector spaces (not just Euclidean spaces). Besides scaling ambiguity, our framework allows
other ambiguities. We extend the notion of identifiability to identifiability up to transformation groups. Our
framework is amenable to BIPs with matrix multiplications, such as dictionary learning [16H20] and the BGPC
problem. For the BGPC problem, we are able to derive identifiability results under subspace, joint sparsity, or
sparsity constraints within our framework. Furthermore, we provide an explicit enumeration-based scheme to
determine, under subspace or joint sparsity constraints, the identifiability of a solution for given measurements.
No such results are available within the lifting framework: under the same constraints, it is not obvious how to
find the set of rank-2 matrices in A/(G) within the lifting framework. Moreover, since the set of rank-2 matrices
in A(G) may be infinite, it is also unclear how to check the identifiability condition for any given scenario.

Other related work has to do with instances of the BGPC problem. The structure of the BGPC problem
arises in many signal processing applications. In each of these, the problem formulation and treatment were
tailored to the application. Instead, we address the identifiability of all these problems within the one common
framework. Nguyen et al. |7] showed a sufficient condition for unique inverse rendering, which falls into the
category of BGPC problems with subspace constraints. By examining the problem in our framework, we are
able to replicate Nguyen’s result and provide an alternative proof. In addition, we give a new necessary condition
that features a tight lower bound. Morrison et al. [10] proposed an algorithm for SAR autofocus and showed
a necessary condition for their algorithm. If the support is unknown, the SAR autofocus problem falls into
the category of BGPC problems with joint sparsity constraints. Using our notion of identifiability up to a
transformation group, we provide a sufficient condition for unique recovery up to an unknown scaling and a
circular shift. Most works on the identifiability of MBD considered the linear convolution model [2}21]. These
traditional works used finite impulse response (FIR) models, and never incorporated joint sparsity, or sparsity. In
contrast, we consider the circular convolution model, which is more challenging in that the circular convolution
with a vector can be non-injective, while the linear convolution with a vector is always injective. On the other
hand, the circular convolution model is more general. By zero padding the signal and the channels (equivalent
to Fourier domain oversampling), linear convolutions can be rewritten as circular convolutions with a support
constraint. That falls into the category of BGPC with a subspace constraint. As an important extension of the

theory of MBD, we study in this paper MBD with subspace, joint-sparsity, and sparsity constraints.



2 Identifiability of Bilinear Inverse Problems

2.1 Transformation Groups and Equivalence Classes

An important question concerning a bilinear inverse problem is to determine when it admits a unique solution.
To formulate a good answer, we need to be able to handle the ambiguities of a bilinear inverse problem. For any
nonzero scalar o such that cxg € Qx and %yo € Qy, by bilinearity, F(cxq, %yo) = F(x0,y0) = z. Therefore, the
constrained BIP does not yield a unique solution if Qx, {2y contain such scaled versions of xg, yo. That is called
scaling ambiguity. When Qx,Qy are closed under scalar multiplication (e.g., subspaces or unions of subspaces),
the set [(zo,y0)] = {(owo, %yo) s 20 € Qx,y0 € Qy,0 # 0} is an equivalence class with an exemplar (xg,yo).
The transformation 7 : Qx x Qy — Qx x Qy such that T(z,y) = (oz, Ly) is an equivalence transformation.

The set of all such transformations
1
T =A{T : T(x,y) = (ox, —y), for some nonzero o € C} (2)
o

forms a transformation group. In group theory terminology, the equivalence class [(xo, yo)] is the orbit of (xq, yo)
under the action of .7 [22]|. Any valid definition of unique recovery must include uniqueness up to scaling, i.e., the
equivalence class [(zg,yo)] can be uniquely identified. There can be other ambiguities for a particular bilinear
inverse problem (e.g., shift ambiguity of blind deconvolution). We need formal definitions of transformation

groups and equivalence classes before proceeding towards identifiability.

Definition 2.1. A set Ix of transformations from Qx to itself is said to be a transformation group on Qx, if
the following properties hold:

1. For any Tx1,Tx 2 € Jx, the composition of the two transformations Ty 20 Tx 1 belongs to Tx.

2. Jx contains identity transformation 1x(x) = x for all x € Qx.

3. For any Ty € Jx, there exists ’TX_l € Iy such that ’TX_l oy =Txo 'TX_l =1y.

If Ty, 7y are transformation groups on .y, {2y respectively, then their direct product Jx x Jy is a trans-

formation group on Qx x Qy. The action of (Tx,Ty) € Tx x Ty on (x,y) € Qx x Uy is (Tx(x), Ty(y)). If there
exists T = (Tx, Ty) € Tx X Jy, such that

F(T(x,y)) = F(Tx(2), Ty(y)) = F(z,y),

for all (z,y) € Qx X Qy, then 7 maps a pair (z,y) to another pair (7x(z), Ty (y)) so that the two pairs cannot be
distinguished by their images under F. If a set of such 7”’s form a subgroup of Jx x Zy, we have a transformation

group associated with the bilinear mapping F.

Definition 2.2. A transformation group 7 on Qx x Qy is said to be a transformation group associated with

the bilinear mapping F if:

1. 9 C Ix x Dy is a subgroup of the direct product of two transformation groups Jx and Jy, on Qx and

Qy, respectively.



2. For all (z,y) € Qx x Qy and for all T € T, F(z,y) = F(T (z,y)). Or equivalently, F = F o T for all
Ted.

To enable an identifiability result up to a transformation group (see Section [2.2)), the transformation group
must capture all inherent ambiguities of the BIP. This motivates the following definition of the ambiguity

transformation group of the bilinear mapping.

Definition 2.3. A transformation group J on Qx X Qy is said to be the ambiguity transformation group
of the bilinear mapping F if T is the largest transformation group associated with F, i.e., if . contains all
transformation groups associated with F. A transformation T in the ambiguity transformation group 7 of the

bilinear mapping F is said to be an equivalence transformation associated with F.
Next, we define an equivalence class associated with the bilinear inverse problem.

Definition 2.4. Given the ambiguity transformation group 7 of the bilinear mapping F on Qx X Qy, and

(20, 90) € Qx x Qy, the set

[(z0,90)] 7 = {(2,y) € Qv x Qy : (z,y) = T (20, y0) for some T € T}

is called the equivalence class of (xo,yo) associated with the bilinear inverse problem in . In group theory

terminology, [(xo,Y0)] o is called the orbit of (xg,yo) under the action of 7.

Definition 2.5. Given the ambiguity transformation group 7 of the bilinear mapping F on Qx X Qy, and
To € Qx, the set

[azo]Ly ={z € Qx: o,y € Uy, s.t. (z,y) € [(x0,v0)]7}

is called the left equivalence class of xg.
Similarly, given the ambiguity transformation group 7 of the bilinear mapping F on Qx X Qy, and yo € Ny,
the set

ol% = {y € Qy : Ivg,z € Qx, s.t. (z,y) € [(xo,0)] 7}

1s called the right equivalence class of yo.

The definition of a transformation group guarantees that the relation between elements in an orbit satisfies
reflexivity, transitivity and symmetry. Therefore, an orbit is an equivalence class. If .7 is the ambiguity
transformation group of the bilinear mapping F, then all the elements in the equivalence class [(xg,yo)]# share
the same image under F. Therefore, they are equivalent solutions to the bilinear inverse problem in . In fact,

under some mild conditions on the bilinear mapping, Definitions [2:2] and [2:3] have additional implications.

Proposition 2.6. Assume that the bilinear mapping F has no non-trivial left annihilator of Qy, i.e., if
F(xo,y) = 0 for all y € Qy, then xg = 0. Then every equivalence transformation T = (Tx,Ty) € T sat-

isfies the following:

o If0 € Qx, then Tx(0) = 0.



e For xy,x9 € Qx and scalars ayi,as, if a1x1 + asxs € Qy, then
Tx(ar21 + azw2) = a1 Tx (x1) + a2 Tx (x2).

If Qx is a linear vector space, then Ty is a linear transformation.

Similarly, assume that the bilinear mapping F has no non-trivial right annihilator of Qx, i.e., if F(x,y0) =0

for all x € Qu, then yo = 0. Then every equivalence transformation T = (Tx, Ty) € T satisfies the following:
e If0 € Qy, then Ty(0) = 0.

o Foryi,ys € Qy and scalars by, ba, if biyr + bays € Qy, then

Ty (biyr + bay2) = 01Ty (y1) + b2 Ty (y2)-

If Qy is a linear vector space, then Ty is a linear transformation.

Proof. Due to the symmetry, we only need to prove the results for Tx.
If 0 € Qu, then F(Tx(0),y) = F(T(0, El(y))) = .7:(0,7371(3/)) =0 for all y € Qy. By assumption, there is
no non-trivial left annihilator of Q. Therefore, Ty (0) = 0.

If a1y + asws € Qy, then

F(Tx(a1z1 + azz2),y)
—F(T(arzy + agzs, Ty (1))
—Flarzs + asa, Ty L))
=ar F(x1, Ty ' (y) + aaF (22, Ty, ()
=1 F(Tx (1), y) + a2 F(Tx (22), y)

=F(a1Ta (1) + agTa (22), ).

Then F(Tx(a121 + agxe) — (a1 Tx(z1) +a2Tx(x2)),y) = 0 for all y € Qy. There is no non-trivial left annihilator
of Qy. Hence Ty (a1x1 +asxe) = a1 Ta(x1) + a2 Tx(22), and Ty is a linear transformation if Qy is a linear vector

space. O

Bilinear mappings that arise in applications usually have no non-trivial left or right annihilators. Therefore,
common equivalence transformations, such as scaling and shift, are linear transformations. However, there are
examples where equivalence transformations are nonlinear (cf. Appendix .

Before proceeding to identifiability, let us consider the following blind deconvolution problem as a concrete

10



example. The measurement is z = z¢y ® yo € C".

find (z,y),
st. z®y =z,

xeC" yeCn.
Define transformation groups Jx, 9y on X =Y = C™

Iy = Ty = {Tcn : Ten () = 0Se(x), for some nonzero o € C and some integer £},

where the linear transformation Sy is the circular shift by ¢, defined as follows. If z = Sy(zo), then 20) = x(()k)

for all 1 < j,k < n where j —k = £ (modulo n). Then the following subgroup 7 C Jx» x Jy is a transformation

group associated with circular convolution:
1

T = {T: T(z,y) = (O’Sg(x), Sg(y)> , for some nonzero o € C and some integer £} . (3)
o

Note that .7 is a transformation group associated with circular convolution, and a subgroup of Jy x .
However, it is not separable, i.e., it cannot be written as the direct product of two transformation groups.
Furthermore, .7 is not the ambiguity transformation group, because it does not capture all the ambiguities of
the above blind deconvolution problem. For example, there exist non-trivial vectors u,v € C™ such that u ® v is
the kronecker delta. Thus, (z ® u,y ® v) is an equivalent pair of (z,y). The set of such transformations is not

contained in 7.

2.2 Identifiability up to a Transformation Group

The concept of identifiability should be generalized to allow unique recovery up to the ambiguity transformation
group. If the equivalence class containing the solution can be uniquely identified, the solution is considered

identifiable.

Definition 2.7. In the constrained BIP, the solution (xq,y0) in which o # 0,yo # 0 is said to be identifiable
up to a transformation group 7, if every solution (x,y) satisfies that (x,y) = T (xo,yo) for some T € T, or

equivalently, (z,y) € [(xo,v0)]7-

In general, the ambiguity transformation group for a certain BIP may not be known a priori. It may require
some insight to capture all the ambiguities inherent in the problem. However, we can tell whether or not a
given transformation group is the ambiguity transformation group by checking the identifiability. If there exists
an identifiability result up to this transformation group, it has to be the largest. If the constraint sets Qx and
Qy are closed under scalar multiplication, then one can start by checking the group of scaling transformations
defined in . For some BIPs, the ambiguities go beyond scaling ambiguity. Hence we have to choose larger

transformation groups. An example is BGPC with a joint sparsity constraint (Section [4.1)).

11



We derive a necessary and sufficient condition for identifiability in Theorem[2.8] and a more intuitive sufficient
condition in Corollary 2:9] Here is how we interpret these results: In order to prove that certain conditions are
sufficient to guarantee identifiability up to a transformation group, it suffices to first show that xy can be identified
up to the transformation group; and then show that once x is identified and substituted in the problem, yy can
be identified. By the symmetry of the problem, we can derive another sufficient condition by switching the roles

of zg and .

Theorem 2.8. In the constrained BIP, the pair (xo,y0) (xo # 0,y0 # 0) is identifiable up to T if and only if

the following two conditions are met:
1. If F(z,y) = F(xo,y0), then x € [xo)5.

2. 1If F(xo,y) = F(0,90), then (x0,y) € [(x0,Y0)] 7

Proof. To prove sufficiency, we suppose Conditions 1 and 2 are met. Let F(x,y) = F(xo,yo) for nonzero
To,y0. Then, by Condition 1, z € [x0]%. Hence, there exists 71 = (Tx,1,Ty,1) € 7 such that x = Tx 1(z0).
Therefore F(xo,y0) = F(z,y) = F(T; ' (z,v)) = F(zo, 737%(y)) By Condition 2, there exists 7, € .7 such that
(xo,’Ty_j(y)) = Ta(xo,y0). Hence (z,y) = 71(170,73;_&(11)) =T1 o Ta(xo, yo), and (g, yo) is identifiable up to 7.
Next we prove necessity. Given that (zg,y0) (zo # 0,90 # 0) is identifiable up to 7, by Definition if

F(x,y) = F(zo,yo), then (x,y) € [(xo,yo)]z. The necessity of Conditions 1 and 2 follows. O

Corollary 2.9. In the constrained BIP, the pair (xo,y0) (o # 0,yo # 0) is identifiable up to T if the following

two conditions are met:
1. If F(x,y) = F(xo,%0), then x € [xo]Lg.
2. If F(xo,y) = F(w0,v0), then y = yo.

Furthermore, if F has no non-trivial right annihilator of Qx, and for (Tx,Ty) € T, Tx(xo) = xo only if

Tx = 1x, then the sufficient conditions above are also necessary.

Proof. Given that y = yg, we have that (x9,y) = 1(z0, yo) and hence (xo,y) € [(zo,y0)]z. Therefore, condition
2 in Corollary is more demanding than that of Theorem Sufficiency follows.

The necessity of condition 1 also follows from Theorem Next we show that with the extra assumptions,
condition 2 is also necessary. Given that (zg,yo) (zo # 0,y0 # 0) is identifiable up to 7, by Theorem if
F(zo,y) = F(x0,Y0), then there exists T = (Tx,Ty) € 7 such that (xg,y) = T (x0,y0). The first argument
Tx(zo) = xo, by the extra assumption, Ty = 1x. Now, for all (z1,y1) € Qx x Qy, F(z1,11) = F(T(x1,91)) =
F(1lx(z1), Ty(y1)) = F(z1, Ty(y1)), or equivalently, F(x1,y1 — Ty(y1)) = 0. By the extra assumption that F
has no non-trivial right annihilator of Qx, y1 — Ty (y1) = 0 for all y; € Qy, or equivalently, 7y = 1y. Therefore,

y = Ty(yo) = Yo, and condition 2 is necessary. O

The extra assumptions in Corollary [2.9] are usually satisfied, which means that Condition 2 is usually also
necessary. Indeed, most bilinear mappings that arise in applications have no non-trivial annihilators. The

assumption that “Ty(zo) = x¢ only if Ty = 14” is also true in many scenarios. For example, if Ty is scaling by
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a nonzero complex number and Tx(z¢) = z( for some nonzero zg, then Ty has to be identity. However, there
are examples for which Corollary is not necessary (cf. Appendix [A]).
Later in this paper, we repeatedly apply Corollary 2.9] to various scenarios of the blind gain and phase

calibration problem and derive sufficient conditions for identifiability up to transformation groups.

3 BGPC with a Subspace Constraint

In this section, we consider the identifiability of the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint. The measurement
in the following problem is Y = diag(\g)AXo. The known matrix A € C**™ is tall (n > m). The columns of
® = AX reside in a low-dimensional subspace. The constraint sets are Q4 = C" and Qx = C™*¥ | hence the

problem in unconstrained with respect to A and X.

find (A, X),
s.t. diag(A\)AX =Y,

AeCr, X e C™*N,

3.1 Sufficient Condition

As was mentioned earlier, the BGPC problem suffers from scaling ambiguity. The ambiguity transformation

group is defined as follows:
1
T ={T : T(\,X) = (c\, —X), for some nonzero o € C}. (4)
o

Next, we investigate identifiability up to scaling within the framework of Section [2] By applying Corollary
we provide an alternative proof for the results by Nguyen et al. [7]. We need the following definition and
lemma (See Appendix [B] for the proof).

Definition 3.1. The row space of a matrix A € C"*"™ is said to be decomposable if there exists a non-empty
proper subset (neither the empty set nor the universal set) J C {1,2,--- ,n} and its complement J° such that
R(A) = R(AV)) @ R(AV™),
Lemma 3.2. 1. If A has full row rank, then the row space of A is decomposable.

2. If A e C™™ has full column rank and its row space is not decomposable, then n > m.

3. The row space of A is not decomposable if and only if dim(R(A)) < dim(R(AM))) 4+ dim(R(AV"))) for

all non-empty proper subsets J C {1,2,--- ,n}.

Nguyen et al. [7] referred to the property that “ A has full column rank and its row space is not decomposable”

as “nonseparable full rank”. Here is our restatement of the identifiability result followed by an alternative proof.

Theorem 3.3. In the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint, the pair (Ao, Xo) € C* x C™*N is identifiable

up to an unknown scaling if the following conditions are met:
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1. Vector Ay is non-vanishing, i.e., all the entries of \g are nonzero.
2. Matriz Xo has full row rank.

3. Matriz A has full column rank and its row space is not decomposable.

Proof. We apply Corollary 2.9 to the BGPC problem, and verify that the two conditions in the corollary are
satisfied. First, since the vector )¢ is non-vanishing and the matrix A has full column rank, diag(Ag)A has full
column rank. It follows that if diag(Ag)AXo = diag(Ag)AX7, then X7 = Xy. Hence, given Ao, the recovery of
Xy is unique. This verifies Condition 2 in Corollary 2.9] To verify Condition 1, we only need to show that \¢ is
identifiable up to scaling.

We prove by contradiction. Suppose the opposite, that there exists (A1, X7) such that diag(Ag)AXe =
diag(A\)AX; but A\ ¢ [)\O]Ly. Recall that all the entries of \g are nonzero, A has full column rank and X, has
full row rank. Therefore, rank(diag(A\g)AXp) = rank(diag(A1)AX;1) = m, and X; too has full row rank. Since
the row space of A is not decomposable, there are no zero rows in A. Because Xy and X; have full row rank,
it follows that there are no zero rows in AXy or AX;. The vector A\g is non-vanishing, hence \; too is non-
vanishing. Let v = A;./)\g denote the entrywise ratio of A; over \g, where y(9) = A(lj)/)\gj) #£0,j=1,2,--- ,n.
By the assumption that A; ¢ [)\O]Lg, the entrywise ratio is not the repetition of the same number, i.e., there
exist j1,jo such that vU1) % 4(2) Let T' denote the number of distinct values of v(). Create a partition of the
index set {1,2,---,n}, denoted by .Ji,Jo,--- , Jr, such that %) = ~, for all j € J;, t = 1,2,--- ,T. Note that
1,72, -,y are the distinct values of (7).

Consider the row spaces of A:
T

R(A) =D R(AVD). (5)

t=1
Denote the dimension of R(A(/+)) by m;. Then there exists a subset J? C J; such that |J?| = m; and the rows
of AU form a basis of R(AU+)), By the condition that the row space of A is not decomposable, the sum in

is not a direct sum, hence m = rank(A4) < 23:1 my. Furthermore, by , there exists a subset

T T
Jb: {jlvj?v"' 7]m} C UJZ) C UJt = {1527 3”}
t=1 t=1
such that |J®| = m and the rows of AU form a basis of R(A). The set (UtT=1 JP)\ J? is not empty because
m < Zthl my. Without loss of generality, we may assume that there exists jo € J? \ J°. The row AGo0»)
can be written as a linear combination of the rows of A’") and the representation is unique. We denote the

representation by:

Aldos) — ale(jl,:) + ajzA(jz,:) IS aij(jmz)_ (6)

The rows of A1) are linearly independent, and jo ¢ J?(J?, hence AU0+) cannot be written as a linear combi-

nation of the rows of A1 NYJ b’:); there exists at least one nonzero term in the representation @ corresponding

to one of the rows of A(/"\J1+), Thus, without loss of generality, there exists j; € J*()J&, such that aj, # 0.
Recall that rank(diag(Ag)AXo) = rank(diag(A1)AX;) = m, and X, and X; have full row rank m. Therefore,
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the column spaces satisty:
C(diag(Ag)A) = C(diag(Ao)AXp) = C(diag(N)AX;) = C(diag(A1)A).
Hence rank([diag(Ag)A, diag(A1)A]) = m. Defining matrix
B = [A, diag(v)A] = [diag(Xo)] ' [diag(Ao) A, diag(A1)A].
We have that

rank(B) = rank([diag(A)A, diag(A1)A]) = m. (7)

Then we consider the row spaces of B. The dimension of the row space R(B(/+)) = R([AV+3) ~, A1) is also
my, and the rows of B () form a basis of the above row space. The rows of B(/ ") form a linearly independent
set of cardinality m. By , the rows of BM") form a basis of R(B). The row BU%) can be can be written as

a linear combination of the rows of B("). We denote the representation by:
B(jo,i) — leB(jl,?) + Bj2B(j2,2) 4+ 5].7"3(]%”1). (8)
Recall that jo € J?, j; € J2, hence vU0) = ~;, and yU1) = ~,. Using the definition of B, we rewrite as:

Aldos) — ﬂle(jm) + B;,AU) 4y /Bij(jww:)) (9)

71 Alor) = IBj1,Y2A(j17:) + ﬁjz,y(jz)A(jm:) RS gjm,y(jm)A(jm,:)_ (10)
Since the representation in (6]) is ungiue, the representations in (9) and must satisfy:
Y2
Biy = Bj— =«a;, #0.
71

It follows that 77 = 79, which contradicts the assumption that «; and 9 are distinct. Hence the assumption

that A1 & [Ao]% is false, and )¢ is identifiable up to an unknown scaling. O

For generic signals, we can show that Theorem reduces to a simple condition (Corollary on the
dimensions n, m and N. We say that a property holds for almost all signals if the property holds for all signals

but a set of measure zero.

Corollary 3.4. In the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint, if n > m and N > m, then (Mg, Xo) is

identifiable up to an unknown scaling for almost all \g € C", almost all Xo € C™*N and almost all A € C"*™.,

Proof. Almost all \y € C" are non-vanishing. If N > m, almost all X, € C™*¥ have full row rank. If
n > m, almost all A € C™*™ have full column rank. Next we show that the row spaces of almost all A are not
decomposable. For almost all A, the submatrices A() and A(/**) have full rank for every non-empty proper

subset J C {1,2,--- ,n}. Therefore, one of the following cases has to be true.
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1. If |J| < m and |J¢| < m, then for almost all A, dim(R(A)) = m, dim(R(AV))) = |J|, dim(R(AV ")) =

|.J¢|. Hence for almost all A,

dim(R(A)) =m < n = |J| + |J¢] = dim(R(AV))) + dim(R(AV"))).

2. If |J| > m, then for almost all A, dim(R(A/))) =m. Hence for almost all A,

dim(R(A)) =m < m+1 < dim(R(A)) + dim(R(AY"))).

3. If |J¢| > m, then for almost all A, dim(R(A"))) =m. Hence for almost all A,

dim(R(A)) =m < 1+ m < dim(R(AY))) + dim(R(AV))).

Therefore, dim(R(A)) < dim(R(AM))) 4 dim(R(A"))) for every non-empty proper subset J C {1,2,--- ,n},
establishing that the row spaces of almost all A are not decomposable. By Theorem given that N > m and

n > m, the pair (A, Xo) is identifiable up to an unknown scaling for almost all Ao, Xy and A. O

Corollary shows that, in the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint, for almost all vectors Ay, almost

all tall matrices A and almost all fat matrices Xy, the solution (g, Xo) is identifiable up to an unknown scaling.

3.2 Necessary Condition

Given that )¢ is non-vanishing, Nguyen et al. [7] showed that “the row space of A is not decomposable” is
necessary. Lacking however, is a necessary condition for the sample complexity.

As we demonstrate in the next subsection by construction of counter-examples, the sample complexity N > m,
as required by Theorem [3.3]implicitly and Corollary [3.4]explicitly, is not necessary. Instead, a necessary condition
is suggested by heuristically counting the number of degrees of freedom and the number of measurements in
Y = diag(A\)AX. The numbers of free variables in A and X are n and mN, respectively. The unknown scaling of
A and X is counted twice, hence 1 is subtracted yielding n +mN — 1 for the total number of degrees of freedom.

The total number of measurements is n/N. Heuristically, to achieve uniqueness, nN must be greater than or

n—1
n—m

equal to n+mN — 1, which implies N >

. This turns out to be a valid necessary condition, as we now state

and prove rigorously.

Proposition 3.5. In the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint, if A has full column rank, and (Ao, Xo)

n—1
n—m’

(with a non-vanishing Xg) is identifiable up to scaling, then N >

Proof. We show that if N <

n—1

——, then the recovery cannot be unique. Let A, € Cn*(n=m) denote a matrix

whose columns form a basis for the ortho-complement of the column space of A. Hence A% is an annihilator of

the column space of A. Consider the linear operator G : C* — C*~"™)*N defined by

G(x) = A diag(z)Y = A" diag(z) diag(Ao) AXo.
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We claim that every non-vanishing null vector of G produces a solution to the BGPC problem. Indeed, if
z € N(G), then
A7} diag(x) diag(Ag)AXo = 0,

hence the columns in diag(x) diag(Ag)AXo must reside in the column space of A. Let
diag(z) diag(Ag)AXy = AX;.

If 2 is non-vanishing, then (A1, X7) is a solution, where )\ is the entrywise inverse of x.
Let zo denote the entrywise inverse of g, then zy € N(G). There are N(n — m) equations in G(z) = 0.

If N < :Ll:;w i.e., N(n —m) < n — 2, the dimension of the null space N'(G) is at least 2. Hence, there exists

another vector 1 € N(G) such that zg,z; are linearly independent. Let o be a complex number such that

0<|al < W Then zg + ax; € N(G) is non-vanishing, because the entries of zg + ax; satisfy that

. . . 1 .
a7 + x| 2 [a| = fal|17| 2 3= = lallo1lloo > 0, for every j € 1,2, ).

This null vector is not a scaled version of zy. Hence there exists a solution that does not belong to the equivalence

class [(Ao, Xo)]7. Therefore, N > =L is necessary. O

The two sample complexities N > m and N > *—- JL coincide when m = 1 or m = n — 1. The gap between

these two sample complexities when 2 < m < n — 2 is analyzed next.

3.3 Gap Between the Sufficient and the Necessary Conditions

The sample complexity in the sufficient condition is N > m, which can be represented by the region to the right

n—L " wwhich can be represented
n—m

of a line segment. The sample complexity in the necessary condition is N >
by the region to the right of part of a hyperbola. The gap between the two sample complexities is the region

between the line segment and the hyperbola (cf. Figure li

1
2 0.8
4 0.6
6 0.4
s 0.2
0

Figure 1: The sample complexities for BGPC with a subspace constraint, and the ratio of identifiable
pairs generated randomly.

m

To explore this gap, we wish to determine whether (Ao, Xo), in BGPC with a subspace constraint, is iden-

tifiable up to scaling. We now show that this can be done by Algorithm 1. Given A that has full column rank
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and Y = diag(\g)AX( that has no zero rows, Algorithm 1 returns a boolean value indicating whether (Ao, Xo)

is identifiable up to scaling.

Algorithm 1 Identifiability of the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint

input: A)Y output: identifiability of (Mg, Xo)
[Q,R] = qr(A) // QR decomposition of A
Ay e QUmstn
G |[diag(YOD)]* AL [diag(YC2) AL - [diag(Y M)Ay *
if rank(G) < n — 2 then
return False
else

return True

end if

Proposition 3.6. Given A that has full column rank and Y = diag(Ag)AXo that has no zero rows, the pair
(Mo, Xo) is identifiable up to scaling if Algorithm 1 returns True, and not identifiable up to scaling if Algorithm

1 returns False.

Proof. The columns of A, form a basis for the ortho-complement of the column space of A, hence A% is an
annihilator of the column space of A. The matrix G € CN(=m)x" gatisfies that Ga = vec(A* diag(x)Y). Given
Y that has no zero rows, any solution to the BGPC problem (A, X) satisfies that A is non-vanishing, and that
the entrywise inverse of A is a null vector of G. On the other hand, as argued in the proof of Proposition [3.5
any non-vanishing null vector of G produces a solution (A, X).

If Algorithm 1 returns True, then rank(G) > n — 1. Given a solution (Mg, Xo), G has at least one null
vector xg, which is the entrywise inverse of \g. Hence rank(G) = n — 1. All the null vectors of G reside in the
one-dimensional subspace spanned by zy. Therefore A in any solution is a scaled version of g, or A € [Ao]%.
Given non-vanishing Ag and A with full column rank, diag(Ag)A has full column rank and the recovery of Xy
has to be unique. By Corollary (Mo, Xo) is identifiable up to scaling.

If Algorithm 1 returns False, then rank(G) < n — 2. By the proof of Proposition (Mo, Xo) is not
identifiable. O

We now use Algorithm 1 to construct counter-examples demonstrating that the sufficient condition in The-
orem is not necessary. Let n =10, 1 <m <9, and 1 < N < 9. The entries of \g € R” and X, € R™*¥ are
generated as iid Gaussian random variables N(0,1). The matrix A € R™*™ is the first m columns from an n x n
random orthogonal matrix. Then A, comprises of the last (n —m) columns from the same random orthogonal
matrix. We use Algorithm 1 to determine whether or not (A, Xo) is identifiable up to scaling. For every value
of m and N, the numerical experiment is repeated 100 times independently. The ratio of identifiable pairs as a

function of (m, N) is shown in Figure|l] As is expected, the solution (Ao, Xo) is identifiable when N > m, and is
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not identifiable when N < 2=~ Meanwhile, when % < N < m, the ratio of identifiable pairs is 1. Therefore,

n—m

N > m is not necessary.

On the other hand, the necessary condition in Proposition [3.5]is not sufficient. For example, if n =8, m =4

and 2=L < N =2 < m, let A be the structured matrix

A=Ay disg(r)4i],

where A; € C8%2 4 € C8. There exists an A; and a 7 such that the matrix A has full column rank and the
row space of A is not decomposable. For example, let A; = 2v/2FG12) and v = 2v/2FG3) then A = 2¢/2F 614,
However, (Ao, Xo) is not identifiable and \gAXy = A\ AX7, if

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
Xo = , X1 = )
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
AO::7C>AL

However, according to the ratio of identifiable pairs shown in Figure[I] the unidentifiable case does not occur

even once in 100 random trials. We have the following conjecture:

Conjecture 3.7. In the BGPC problem with a subspace constraint, if n > m and N > 2=L then (Ao, Xo) is

n—m’

identifiable up to an unknown scaling for almost all Ay € C", almost all Xo € C™*N and almost all A € C"*™,

n—1
n—m

If the above conjecture is true, the necessary condition N > is tight except for a set of measure zero.

4 BGPC with a Joint Sparsity Constraint

Here we consider the identifiability in the BGPC problem with a joint sparsity constraint:

(P1) find (A X),
s.t. diag(\)AX =Y,

AeC™, X € Qy = {X € C"™V : the columns of X are jointly s-sparse}.

The measurement in the above problem is Y = diag(Ao)AX,. We only consider the case where A € C™"*" is an
invertible square matrix. The vector A9 € C" is non-vanishing. The columns of X, € C"*¥ are jointly s-sparse

(X0 has at most s nonzero rows). Unless otherwise stated, we assume that the sparsity level s is known a priori.
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However, if s is unknown, one can solve the following optimization problem instead:
P2 in. - ity (X
(P2) g\n}r{l) row-sparsity(X),
s.t. diag(\)AX =Y,

AeCn, X e CN,

In this section, we define ambiguities and transformation groups that depend on the matrix A. For two

special cases of A, we give sufficient conditions for identifiability up to the ambiguity transformation groups.

4.1 Ambiguities and Transformation Groups

Geometrically, a joint sparsity constraint corresponds to a union of subspaces; hence, it is less restrictive than
the previously discussed subspace constraint. This results in greater ambiguity in identifying a solution to BGPC
with a joint sparsity constraint, than just the scaling ambiguity. In this case, to obtain identifiablity results, we
must choose the largest transformation group associated with the BIP, which captures all ambiguities inherent
in the problem. In this section, we develop a procedure to do so.

A generalized permutation matrix is an invertible square matrix with exactly one nonzero entry in each row
and each column. It preserves the joint sparsity structure. That is, if the columns of X are jointly s-sparse
and P is a generalized permutation matrix, then the columns of X; = PX are also jointly s-sparse. Suppose
there exists a vector v € C" such that P = A~!diag(y)A is a generalized permutation matrix; then clearly
~ has to be non-vanishing. Now, given a solution (A9, Xo) to the BGPC problem, there exist A\; = X\./y and
X1 = PXy € Qy such that

diag(\)AX; = diag(\o)[diag(y)] *AA™! diag(y)AX, = diag(Ag)AXo.
This ambiguity is inevitable. To address this ambiguity, we define the set
['(A) = {y € C": A~ diag(y)A is a generalized permutation matrix}, (11)
and the ambiguity transformation group
T ={T : T\, X) = (\./y, A"  diag(y)AX) for some v € T'(A)}. (12)
Then (A1, X7) is in the equivalence class [(Ag, Xo)] 7.

Note that the set I'(A) depends on A. In particular, when A is the normalized DFT matrix A = F' € C"*", the

1

n
permutation matrix if and only if there is exactly one nonzero entry in ﬁF*'y, which means that the circulant

matrix F* diag(y)F is a circulant matrix whose first column is —=F*~. The matrix F* diag(y)F is a generalized
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matrix F* diag()F is a scaled circular shift. Therefore,
I(F) = {y=0vnF®" : o € C is nonzero, k € {1,2,-- ,n}}. (13)

T ={T : T\, X) = (\./vy, F*diag(y)FX) for some v € T'(F)}. (14)

An equivalence transformation 7 € .7 defined in is a complex exponential modulation of A scaled by 1 and
a circular shift of X scaled by o. In MBD, if we shift the signal by 1 — k and scale it by %, and shift the channels
by k — 1 and scale them by o, the outputs of the channels remain unchanged.

The ambiguity transformation groups for other choices of A can be figured out in a similar fashion. For more

examples, please refer to Section [4:3] and to Appendix [C}

4.2 Identifiability of Jointly Sparse Signals

In this section, we assume that A = F is the DFT matrix and the columns of X are jointly s-sparse. In
multichannel blind deconvolution, the non-vanishing vector Ay is the DFT of the signal and the jointly sparse
columuns of Xy are the multiple channels. We derive a sufficient condition and a necessary condition for (g, Xo)

to be identifiable up to the transformation group defined in .

4.2.1 Sufficient Condition

We can prove a sufficient condition for identifiability up to the transformation group in within the framework

of Section [2| by again invoking Corollary [2.9] We need the following definition to state this sufficient condition.

Definition 4.1. The index set J = {j1,j2, - ,js} C {1,2,---,n} is said to be periodic with period { (¢ being
an integer such that 0 < ¢ <mn), if J={j1+¥€,ja+ £, -+ ,js + £} (modulo n). The smallest integer { with this

property is called the fundamental period.

The universal set {1,2,--- ,n} is always periodic with period ¢ (¢ being any integer from 1 to n — 1). The
fundamental period is 1. For n = 10 and s = 4, the set J = {1,2,6,7} is periodic with fundamental period 5.

Periodicity has the following property.

Remark 4.2. If the set J = {j1,72, - ,Js} is periodic with period ¢, then the complement J¢, the flipped
version JT = {—j1,—jo, -+, —js} (modulo n) and the shifted version {j1 +k,jo +k, -, js +k} (modulo n) are

all periodic with period £.

Here is the sufficient condition for the identifiability of the BGPC problem with DFT matrix and a joint

sparsity constraint.

Theorem 4.3. In the BGPC problem with DFT matrix and a joint sparsity constraint at sparsity level s, the pair
(Mo, Xo) € C™ x Qu is identifiable up to the transformation group 7 defined in if the following conditions

are met:

1. Vector Ay is non-vanishing.
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2. Matriz Xo has exactly s nonzero rows and rank s.

3. The joint support of the columns of Xy is not periodic.

Proof. First, given non-vanishing Ao and the DFT matrix F, the matrix diag(Ao)F has full rank. If diag(Ao)FXo =
diag(M\g)F X1, then X7 = Xy. Hence, given Ag, the recovery of Xy is unique. By Corollary to complete the
proof, we only need to show that )\g is identifiable up to the transformation group.

By assumption, the matrix X, has rank s and the joint support of the columns of X, denoted by J =
{41, 42, . js}, is not periodic. Given that diag(Ao)FX, = diag(\1)F X1, we show that A\; € [Ao]5. Now, the
matrix Xy has s linearly independent columns, diag(Ao)F has full rank, hence the corresponding columns of X
are also linearly independent. Without loss of generality, we may assume that Xy and X; only have s columns,
which are linearly independent, by removing redundant columns at the same locations in both matrices. Then
Xo, X7 € C™*% have full column rank s and exactly s nonzero rows. Because F' has no zero entries, it follows
that there are no zero rows in F'Xy or F'X;. The vector )\g is non-vanishing, hence A; is also non-vanishing. We
know that

P = F*[diag(\)] " diag(Ao) F (15)

is a circulant matrix and that X; = PXy. Let Xg € C**™ denote the pseudo-inverse (also the left inverse) of
X, and Xo; € C"*("=9) denote a matrix whose columns form a basis for the ortho-complement of the column
space of Xg. Since X has full column rank s and exactly s nonzero rows indexed by J, we may choose Xg such
that its nonzero columns are indexed by J, and choose the columns of Xy, to be the standard basis vectors

{IG#) : k € J°}. The matrix P as in X; = PX| satisfies
P =X X} +QXy,, (16)

where Q € C**("~5) ig a free matrix. Note that the nonzero columns of QX are indexed by J¢ and the nonzero
columns of X, Xg are indexed by J. Hence P(+/) = XlX(;r(:’J). The submatrix P¢/) has no more than s nonzero
rows because X; has s nonzero rows.

We prove A1 € [Ao]5 by contradiction. Suppose that A\; & [Ao]5. By and , the entrywise ratio
v = Ao./A1 ¢ I(F), which means that ﬁF*% the first column of the circulant matrix P (as in (1)), has
more than one nonzero entry. Denote the indices of the first two nonzero entries of PGV by ki and ko. By the

structure of circulant matrices, the rows of P(+7) indexed by the following two sets (interpreted modulo n) are

nonzero:

Ki={ki+j— 1Lk +jo—1,- k +js—1},

Ko={ko+j1—Lka+jo—1,--+ ko +js — 1}

Note that |K;| = |K»| = s. Recall that P(7) has no more than s nonzero rows, hence K; = K. It follows that
set K is periodic with period ¢ = |ks — k1|. By the property in Remark the set J is also periodic with the

same period, and we reach a contradiction. Therefore, the assumption that A; ¢ [Ao]% is false, and Condition 1
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of Corollary is satisfied - the vector Aq is identifiable up to the transformation group. O

Corollary 4.4. If N > s, then the conclusion of Theorem [{.3 holds for almost all A\ € C™, and almost all

Xo € C"N that has s nonzero rows and non-periodic joint support.

Proof. Almost all \y € C" are non-vanishing. If N > s, then almost all X, € C"*¥ with s nonzero rows have
rank s. In addition, the joint support of Xy is not periodic. Therefore, the conditions in Theorem [£.3] are met,

and (Ao, Xp) is identifiable up to the transformation group .7 defined in . O

Corollary [£.4] shows that, in the BGPC problem with DFT matrix and a joint sparsity constraint, given that
N > s, the identifiability of generic signals (Mg, Xo) hinges on the joint support of Xy. If the joint support is
non-periodic, (Ag, Xo) is almost always identifiable. Other priors may imply non-periodicity. For example, if the

joint support is a contiguous block, or if n and s are coprime, the joint support has to be non-periodic.

Corollary 4.5. If N > s, then the conclusion of Theorem [{.3 holds for almost all Ao € C™, and almost all

Xo € C"N that has s nonzero rows that are contiguous.

Corollary 4.6. If N > s, and n and s are coprime, then the conclusion of Theorem [{.3 holds for almost all

Xo € C", and almost all Xo € C**N that has s nonzero rows.

Clearly, the coprimeness condition in Corollary [£.6]is satisfied for all s < n if n is a prime number.
The above results are under the assumption that the sparsity level s is known a priori. If s is unknown,
instead of solving the feasibility problem (P1), one can solve the optimization problem (P2). We have the

following corollary, whose proof is almost identical to that of Theorem

Corollary 4.7. In the BGPC problem with DFT matriz and unknown sparsity level, the pair (Ao, Xo) € C* xQu
is the unique minimizer of (P2) up to the transformation group J defined in , if the following conditions

are met:
1. Vector \g is non-vanishing.
2. Matriz Xy has rank equal to the number of nonzero rows.

3. The joint support of the columns of Xq s not periodic.

We can derive row sparsity minimization analogs of Corollaries [£.4] [£.5] and [4.6] in a similar fashion. These

results are omitted for the sake of brevity.

4.2.2 Necessary Condition

Given that )¢ is non-vanishing, “the joint support of the columns of Xj is not periodic” is necessary. We prove this
by contraposition. We assume that the joint support of the columns of Xy is periodic with period ¢, and next show
that (Ag, Xo) is not identifiable up to the transformation group in . Let P be a circulant matrix whose first
column has two nonzero entries P(h1) = 1 and PU+11) = 2, Thus, the DFT v = /nFP&Y of the first column
of P is non-vanishing. Let A\ = A\g./v and X; = PXgy. Then P satisfies , and diag(\)FX; = diag(A\o) F Xo.
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Since P is not a generalized permutation matrix, X; is not a scaled and circularly shifted version of Xy. Hence
(Ao, Xo) is not identifiable up to the transformation group in (4).
The above necessary condition does not address the sample complexity. Like Proposition [3.5] we have the

following necessary condition for the sample complexity.

Proposition 4.8. In the BGPC problem with DFT matriz and a joint sparsity constraint, if (Ao, Xo) (Mo is
non-vanishing, Xo has at most s nonzero rows) is identifiable up to the transformation group in , then

N > =L

n—s

Proof. The matrix Xy has at least n — s zero rows. If we know the locations of n — s zero rows, the problem
becomes a BGPC problem with a subspace constraint. The columns of AXj reside in an s-dimensional subspace.
IfN < Z—:i, the pair (Mg, Xo) is not identifiable up to scaling and circular shift. The proof is almost identical to
that of Proposition [3.5]

The pair (Ao, Xo) cannot be identified even if we know the locations of n — s zero rows. Hence it is not

identifiable without knowing the locations of zero rows. O

The above necessary condition gives a tight lower bound on sample complexity. Morrison et al. [10] showed
the same necessary condition for SAR autofocus (in the case of known row support of Xj). The two sample
complexities, N > s, as is required by Theorem implicitly and Corollary explicitly, and N > Z—:i, coincide

when s = 1 or s = n — 1. The gap between the sufficient condition and the necessary condition is analyzed next.

4.2.3 Gap Between the Sufficient and the Necessary Conditions

The sample complexity N > s in the sufficient condition and the sample complexity N > Z—:i in the necessary

condition can be represented by the regions to the right of the line segment and the hyperbola (cf. Figure [2)).

1
2 0.8
4 0.6
0 6 0.4
s 0.2
2 4 6 8 0
N

Figure 2: The sample complexities for BGPC with DFT matrix and a joint sparsity constraint, and
the ratio of identifiable pairs generated randomly.

Algorithm 2 can be used to check the identifiability of BGPC with DFT matrix and a joint-sparsity constraint.
Given Y = diag(\g)F X, that has no zero rows and joint support of X that has cardinality s, Algorithm 2 returns
a boolean value indicating whether or not (A, Xo) is identifiable up to the transformation group in (14). The

procedure enumerates all joint supports of cardinality s.
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Algorithm 2 Identifiability of the BGPC problem with DFT matrix and a joint sparsity constraint

input: Y, the joint support J output: identifiability of (A, Xo)
for all support J' such that |J'| = s do
Gy |[diag(Y CNFFET) [diag(YEN*FGI) oo [diag(Y GV * FET)
if rank(G ) <n — 2 then
return False
end if
if rank(G ) =n — 1 and J' is not a shifted version of J then
return False
end if

end for

return True

Proposition 4.9. GivenY = diag(\g)F Xy that has no zero rows and the joint support of Xo that has cardinality
s, the pair (Ao, Xo) is identifiable (up to the transformation group in ) if Algorithm 2 returns True, and not

identifiable otherwise.

Proof. The matrix G € CN(=9)%n gatisfies that Gz = vec(F&7)* diag(z)Y), where FG-7")* is an annihi-
lator of the column space of F(:/). Given Y that has no zero rows, any solution to the BGPC problem A\ X)
satisfies that A is non-vanishing, and that the entrywise inverse of A is a null vector of G ;-, where J' is the joint
support of X. On the other hand, any null vector of G;, produces a solution (A, X), where X is supported on
J'.

If Algorithm 2 returns False, then at least one of the following two cases happens:

1. rank(Gy) < n — 2 for some |J’| = s. By the proof of Proposition the solution is not identifiable even

if the support J’ is known.

2. rank(G ;) =n — 1 for some J’ that is not a shifted version of J. There exists a solution (A, X), for which

X ¢ [Xo]%. Therefore (Mg, Xo) is not identifiable.

In either case, (Ao, Xo) is not identifiable up to the transformation group in (14).

If Algorithm 2 returns True, then rank(G ;) > n—1 for all J’ of cardinality s, and rank(G; ) = n —1 only if
J' is a shifted version of J. Hence any solution (X, X) must satisfy that the joint support J' is a shifted version
of J. Now, given any shifted joint support J’, there exists a solution (Aj, X ) € [(Ao, Xo)]#. Therefore G
has at least one null vector z;, which is the entrywise inverse of A;.. Hence rank(G ) = n — 1, and the null
vectors of G j reside in the one-dimensional subspace spanned by x ;.. It follows that given the joint support
J’, X in any solution must be a scaled version of A ;. Therefore A € [A;/]% = [Ao]5. On the other hand, given
non-vanishing Ag, diag(M\g)F has full rank and the recovery of X has to be unique. Hence, by Corollary
(Mo, Xo) is identifiable up to the transformation group in . O
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The sufficient condition in Theorem [£.3] is not necessary, as shown by the following numerically constructed
counter-examples. Let n =10, 1 < s <9, and 1 < N < 9. The joint support J of the columns of X, € RN
is chosen uniformly at random. The entries of \j € R™ and the nonzero entries of X, are generated as iid
Gaussian random variables N(0,1). We use Algorithm 2 to determine whether (Ao, Xy) is identifiable up to the
transformation group in . For every value of s and N, and every support J of cardinality s, the numerical
experiment is repeated independently. The ratio of identifiable pairs as a function of (s, N) is shown in Figure
When Z—:i < N < s (between the line and the hyperbola), the ratio of identifiable pairs is nonzero. Therefore,
N > s is not necessary.

The necessary condition in Proposition is not sufficient. This too can be demonstrated by Figure [2| The
ratio of identifiable pairs is less than 1 in some regions to the right of the hyperbola. Unidentifiable examples of
(Mo, Xo) that satisfy the necessary condition can be found in Appendix @

As shown by Figure |2 when N < Z—:i (to the left of the hyperpola), the pairs are not identifiable. When
N > s (to the right of the line segment), the identifiability hinges on the joint support of the columns of Xj.
Most supports are not periodic, hence most pairs are identifiable. When Z—:i < N < s (between the line and
the hyperbola), the situation is more complicated. Besides periodic supports, other joint supports of Xy can
also cause non-identifiability. However, given some “good” joint support of X, that depends on both s and
N, a randomly chosen (Ag, Xo) is identifiable almost surely. Recall that non-periodicity of the joint support is
necessary, hence “good” supports are a subset of non-periodic supports when 2—1 < N < s. For example, when

s =>5and N = 2, about 60% of the non-periodic supports are “good”. When s = 7 and N = 3, there is no “good”

support. When s =7 and N = 4, all non-periodic supports are “good”. We have the following conjecture:

Conjecture 4.10. In the BGPC problem with DFT matriz and a joint sparsity constraint, if N > 2= then

n—s’

for almost all \g € C" and almost all Xq € C™*N that has s nonzero rows and some “good” joint support, the

pair (Ao, Xo) is identifiable up to the transformation group J defined in .

4.2.4 Extensions of the Model

The results in Section apply to A = F. This corresponds to MBD where the multiple channels are jointly
sparse in the standard basis. Since the product of two circulant matrices is still a circulant matrix, we can
easily show that the above results also apply to A = F'C, where C is a known invertible circulant matrix. This
corresponds to MBD where the multiple channels are jointly sparse in the basis formed by the columns of C. In
fact, results such as Theorem [.3] can also be derived for other matrices. In Section [I.3] we derive a sufficient
condition for the identifiability of piecewise constant signals.

Although the results in Section [.2] deal with 1D circular convolutions, extensions to higher-dimensional
circular convolutions are straightforward. Let us consider a 2D MBD problem with a joint sparsity constraint
as an example, and present a sufficient condition analogous to Theorem Here A= F® F € C*™" is the
2D DFT matrix, where F € CY"*V" is the 1D DFT matrix. In the 2D problem, the row index of X can be

represented by a pair of vertical and horizontal indices. For example, the j-th row of X corresponds to the
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following index pair:
v . j— 1 j—1
(7%, 5") = (J - \/ﬁtijy Ljinj + 1>7

where |-| denotes the floor operation. Repeating the procedure in Section the transformation group for the
2D problem is defined by:

NFeF)={y= ovn(F ® F)&R . g € C is nonzero, k € {1,2,--- N (17)

T ={T: T\ X)= /v, F® F)*diag(y)(F ® F)X) for some y € T'(F @ F)}. (18)

An equivalence transformation 7 € 7 maps X into a scaled 2D circular shift version of itself. The periodicity

is defined as follows:

Definition 4.11. The index set J = {(j¥,40), (5%,5%), -+, (52, 5"} < {1,2,--- ,/n}? is said to be periodic
with period (£7,6") (€ and £" being integers such that 0 < £V, (" < \/n and at least one of the two integers is
nonzero), if J = {(jV + €0, j1 +€"), (G5 + €0, gL + ), (G + €0, 50 + M)} (modulo (v, /).

For example, if /n = 6, then the index set {(1,1),(1,4)} is periodic with period (0,3). The index set
{(1,1),(4,4)} is periodic with period (3,3). The index set {(1,1),(4,1),(1,4),(4,4)} is periodic with period
(3,0), (0,3), or (3,3). The index set {(1,1),(5,3),(3,5)} is periodic with period (4,2) or (2,4). The last two

examples are shown in Figure [3]

I

H

Figure 3: Examples of 2D periodic index sets.

Here is the sufficient condition for the 2D problem, whose proof is almost identical to that of Theorem [£.3]

Theorem 4.12. In the BGPC problem with 2D DFT matrizc F @ F € C" and a joint sparsity constraint at
sparsity level s, the pair (Ao, Xo) € C™ x Qx is identifiable up to the transformation group  defined in if

the following conditions are met:
1. Vector Ay is non-vanishing.
2. Matrix Xo has exactly s nonzero rows and rank s.

3. The joint support of the columns of X, represented in the index pair form, is not periodic.
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4.3 Identifiability of Piecewise Constant Signals

Define the finite difference matrix D € C"**™ and its inverse as:

1 1
-1 1 11
D= , D'=
-1 1 11 1

A piecewise constant signal u can be sparsified by the finite difference operator D. Equivalently, u has the
representation © = D~ 'z in which x is sparse. If U = D~!X in which the columns of X are jointly sparse, then
the columns of U are piecewise constant and the discontinuities are at the same locations.

In this section, we consider the following blind deconvolution problem. The observation model is Y =
diag(\o) FD~! X, where the matrix X, has at most s nonzero rows. The non-vanishing vector \g is the DFT of
the filter. The columns of D' X are the signals, which are piecewise constant and share the same discontinuities.
An example is deblurring of hyperspectral images. The recovery of (g, Xg) is the BGPC problem with A = FD~!
and a joint sparsity constraint.

First, we need to figure out the ambiguity transformation group. The structured matrix P = A~! diag(y)A =

DF*diag(y)FD~1 = DCD 1 is

Z?:1 () Z}l:z (@) Z}:zl e Z;:Q? o)L (2
0 c(l) — 0(2) C(n) — 0(2) c(n_l) — 0(2) “ e 0(3) — 0(2)
0 @ _ (3 D) — 3) PG RO €< ) RS €9 IR €
p— , (19)
0 3 — (&) c(2) _ (4 D@ o 6B) @)
0 C(nfl) — c(n) c(n72) — C(n) C(nff}) — C(n) e C(l) — C(n)
where C' = F* diag()F is a circulant matrix whose first column is
LF*W —c= [c(l) @ .. c(n)]T.
\/ﬁ ? ? )
For P to be a generalized permutation matrix, we must have ¢?) = ¢®) = ... = ¢(® =0, and ¢*) # 0. Hence

v = /nFc = c¢M[1,1,--- ,1]T. The ambiguity transformation group in becomes (). We only allow an
unknown scaling in the recovery.

Next we investigate identifiability up to scaling within the framework of Section [2] and derive a sufficient
condition. As in Theorem one of the requirements is in terms of the joint support of the columns of Xy. We

need the following definitions to state this sufficient condition.

Definition 4.13. Let the index sets J1, Ja,- - , Jp be the nodes of an undirected graph. There is an edge between
Jy, and Jy, (1 <ty <te <T)if oy Je, # D. The index sets Jy, Jo,- -+, Jr are said to be connected if the
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above graph is connected.

Definition 4.14. The index set J = {j1,42, - ,Js; C {1,2,---,n} is said to be “friendly” if for any 0 <
k1 < kg < <kp_s <n—1, the circularly shifted index sets Jy, Ja, -+, Jn_s, defined by Jy = {j1 + k¢, j2 +
koo, Js + ket (modulo n), satisfy that

LU il = -1
2. Ji,Ja, -+, Jn_s are connected.

We make the convention that {1,2,--- ,n} is friendly.

If the index set J is friendly, and the entries indexed by its circularly shifted version J; (1 < ¢ < n — s)
are equivalent in some sense, then due to transitivity of the equivalence relation, and the connectivity of the

circularly shifted index sets, at least n — 1 out of n entries are equivalent. This property is used in the proof of

Theorem [£.201
Remark 4.15. If the index set J is friendly, then its flipped and shifted versions are also friendly.

We have the following propositions regarding the “friendliness” of an index set. Proposition shows that,
for a non-trivial problem, a friendly index set must have cardinality at least 3, which helps to avoid degeneracy
in the proof of Theorem [4.20] Propositions and give two sufficient conditions for friendliness, which
makes the property more readily interpretable. Corollary gives an alternative characterization of Condition

1 in Definition [£.14] See Appendix [E] for the proofs.

Proposition 4.16. If n > 4 and the index set J is friendly, then |J| > 3.
Proposition 4.17. The index set J is friendly if |J| > 3 and J is contiguou:ﬂ.
Proposition 4.18. The index set J is friendly if |J| > § and J is not periodic.

Corollary 4.19. Let |J| = s <n. Then |[J;_; Ji| > n—1 for all choices of n — s shifted index sets J; if and

only if J is not periodic.
Here is the sufficient condition for identifiability of piecewise constant signals.

Theorem 4.20. Consider the BGPC problem with A = FD™! and two constraints: X is non-vanishing, and
the columns of X are jointly s-sparse. The pair (Ao, Xo) € C™ x Qx is identifiable up to an unknown scaling,
if the following conditions are met (assume that n > 4 and J = {j1,j2, -+ ,js} denotes the joint support of the

columns of Xo):
1. The vector A is non-vanishing.
2. The matriz Xo has exactly s nonzero rows, and has rank s.
3. 1¢J.

4. {1YUJ is friendly.

®Index sets like {n, 1,2} are considered contiguous due to the circularity.
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Proof. First, given non-vanishing \g and A = FD ™1, the matrix diag(\o) FD~! has full rank. If diag(\o)FD ™ Xo =
diag(M\o) FD~1 X7, then X; = Xj. Hence, given )\g, the recovery of Xj is unique. By Corollary to establish
the result, we only need to show that )\ is identifiable up to an unknown scaling.

Assuming that Conditions 1-4 of the theorem are satisfied, we show that A\; is a scaled version of \g, if
diag(\g) FD~ 1 Xy = diag(\)FD~ X for (A, X;) that satisfies the two constraints. The matrix diag(\o)FD ™!
has full rank, hence both Xy and X; have rank s. Without loss of generality, we may assume that Xy and X,
only have s columns, which are linearly independent, by removing redundant columns at the same locations in
both matrices. They both have full column rank s and exactly s nonzero rows. By assumption, the vectors \g

and A1 are non-vanishing. Write X in terms of Xy, X; = PXy, where
P = DF*[diag(\1)] ! diag(\o)FD~* = DF* diag(y)FD ™ .

The matrix P has the structure in where ¢ = ﬁF*v = ﬁF*(/\o-//\l)- Furthermore, P satisfies in

the proof of Theorem m The submatrix Pt7) = Xng(:’J) has at most s nonzero rows and at least n — s

2:n,J)

zero rows. The submatrix Pf has at least n — s — 1 zero rows. We denote the corresponding index set by

K ={ki, ko, ,kn—s_1}. By (19), the row P*7) (k € K) is:

L k=) _ (0]

5

plkJ) [C<k+1—j1) — ) pk1=i2) (k)

The index set J, = {k,k+1—j1,k+1—ja,--- ,k+ 1 — js} is a flipped and shifted version of {1}|JJ =

(ks J)

{1, 741,42, - ,js}. The above row P is zero, which means all the entries of the subvector ¢(/#) are equal. By

the assumption that {1} JJ is friendly, the index sets Ji,, Jiy, -, Jk are connected. That means all the

n—s—1

n—s—1

entries of ¢ indexed by Uy—; " Ji, are equal. Besides, | 7= "' Ji,| > n — 1. That means either all the entries

t

of ¢ are equal or there is one entry with a different value. There are three different cases:

1. All the entries of ¢ are equal. Then the vector Ag./A\; = /nFc has n — 1 zeros, which contradicts the

assumption that Ao, \; are non-vanishing.

2. All but the ko-th entry of ¢ are equal, where ko # 1. Then all the entries of P(3™7) that do not contain
c®o) are zeros, and all the entries that contain ¢(*¢) are nonzeros. The rows indexed by K are zeros, hence
they do not contain ¢(*0). The row indexed by kg is shown in , and is nonzero. The rows that contain

any of the s entries in are also nonzeros.
clho—a1+1) _ c(kg),c(ko_j2+1) _ c(k‘)), ... ’c(ko_js'i'l) — (ko) (20)
(ko) _ C(k0+j1*1), (ko) _ C(k0+j2*1)’ . ’C(ko) — (kot+is—1) (21)

Note that no two entries in can belong to the same row; no entry in belongs to the row in . If
every entry in belonged to a row in P(37) there would be s+ 1 nonzero rows in P(3™/) The number

of nonzero rows in P/) is at most s. Hence, one of the s entries in (21) is not in any row of pn.J) By
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observation, the only entry that could be missing is ¢(%0) — ¢(1). Assume that, without loss of generality,
clko) — (ko+i1=1) is not in any row of P(™/). That implies ko + j; — 1 = 1 (modulo 7). Hence there
exists an entry in the first row PUJ1) = Z?;Z*jl ) = 2260:2 cl). Since n > 4 and {1} J is friendly, by
Proposition |7| > 2. Hence there exists another entry in the first row P(172) = Z;L;rg 72 (), Since

there are s nonzero rows in P(®™7)the first row P(/) must be zero. Hence,

ko ’I’L+27]2
S =S
j=2 j=2
Recall that all the entries of ¢ are equal except for c¢*o). Tt follows that ¢() = ¢ = ... = ) = 0,

resulting in a contradiction.

3. All but the first entry of ¢ are equal. Then all the entries of P(2"7) that do not contain ¢*) are zeros, and

all the entries that contain ¢(*) are nonzeros. In particular, the entries ¢(*) — (1) (1) —¢(2) ... (1) _ ()
in the rows indexed by ji,ja,- - ,js are nonzeros. Hence the first row P(/) must be zero. Therefore,
0(2) — C(3) —— c(n) — O’ and c(l) 7& O
The only case that does not cause a contradiction is the third, which leads to ¢ = [c(l), 0,0,---,0]T and A\g./\; =
vnFe=cW[1,1,--- 1]T. Therefore, \; = —i5 A is a scaled version of Ag. O

A result for generic signals, analogous to Corollary [£.4] follows immediately.
The requirement N > s, implied by Theorem is not necessary. We have the following necessary

condition, which can be proved similarly to Proposition

Proposition 4.21. In the BGPC problem with A = FD~' and a joint sparsity constraint, if (Mo, Xo) (Ao 48

non-vanishing, Xo has at most s nonzero rows) is identifiable up to scaling, then N > Z—:i

An analysis of the gap between the sufficient and the necessary conditions, similar to Section [£.2.3] can be

carried out for these results too. It is omitted for brevity.

5 Universal Sufficient Condition for BGPC with a Sparsity Constraint

In this section, we consider the BGPC problem with a sparsity constraint on the total number of nonzero entries

in the matrix X, denoted by || X||o. Consider the following problem:

(P3) find (A, X),
s.t. diag(A\)AX =Y,

AEC, X €Qyp={X cC”N:|X|o< s}

The measurement is Y = diag(Ao)AXo. We only consider the case where A € C™*" is an invertible square

matrix. The vector \g € C" is non-vanishing. The matrix X, € C"*" has at most s nonzero entries.
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The ambiguity transformation group Z associated with the matrix A is the same as in Section In
Theorem [5.1] we show that X is identifiable up to a generalized permutation in the ambiguity transformation
group associated with A if the rows of X, form the most sparse basis of its row space. This is a universal
sufficient condition for BGPC with a sparsity constraint, which applies to every invertible square matrix A. This

universal result is derived using the general framework in Section [2|

Theorem 5.1. In the BGPC problem with a sparsity constraint at sparsity level s, the pair (Ao, Xo) is identifiable

up to the ambiguity transformation group 7 associated with A, if the following conditions are met:
1. Vector \g is non-vanishing.

2. If an invertible matric P € C™*™ satisfies that ||PXollo < || Xollo, then P is a generalized permutation

matriz.

3. ||X0||0 = S.

Proof. Given non-vanishing Ay and invertible A, the matrix diag(Ag)A is invertible. Hence given \g, the matrix
Xy is identifiable. By Corollary we only need to show that \g is identifiable. Suppose that diag(Ag)AXy =
diag(A1)AX; and || X1]jo < s = || Xo]lo.- By the above Condition 2, X has full row rank n. Otherwise, there exists
an invertible matrix P that is not a permutation matrix and satisfies P Xy = X, which clearly violates Condition
2. The matrix diag(Ag)A is invertible, hence rank(X;) = rank(Xy) = n. There are no zero rows in AX, or AX;.
Hence ); is also non-vanishing. Write X; in terms of Xo, X; = PXy, where P = A~ [diag(\;)] ™! diag(A\o) A.
By the above Condition 2, P has to be a generalized permutation matrix. By and , v =Xo./A €T(A)
and A; € [A\g]%. Therefore, ) is identifiable. O

If the sparsity level is not known a priori, we can solve the following optimization problem (P4). Under the
above Conditions 1 and 2, the minimizer in (P4) is unique up to the same transformation group. If the minimizer

to (P4) has sparsity s, then it is the solution to (P3) as well.

P4 in. || X
(P4) min; 1 X1|o,

s.t. diag(AM)AX =Y,

AeC?, X eC™N,

The following universal sufficient condition follows by combining Theorem with results about the distribution

of non-zero elements in random matrices and in the products of such matrices with vectors |16].

Theorem 5.2. Suppose that the vector Ao is non-vanishing, the matriz Xo € C"*V is Bernoulli-Gaussian
random matriz, where Xo = B ® G, the entries of B are iid Bernoulli random variables B(1,0), and the entries
of G are iid Gaussian random variables N(0,1). If% <0< i and N > Cnlogn for a sufficiently large absolute
constant C, then the pair (Ao, Xo) is identifiable in (P4), up to the ambiguity transformation group 7 associated

with A, with probability at least 1 — exp(—cON) for some absolute constant c.
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Proof. We prove the identifiability by showing that Condition 2 in Theorem [5.1] is satisfied with probability at
least 1 — exp(—cfN) given the above Bernoulli-Gaussian model. Assume that P € C"*" is an invertible matrix
but not a generalized permutation matrix. Since P is invertible, there exists a permutation of 1,2, --- , n, denoted
by j1, 72, ,jn, such that the support of the kth row P*+) contain the index j, i.e., P*:%) £ 0, for 1 < k < n.
Since P is not a generalized permutation matrix, there exists at least one row with more than one nonzero entries.
If the row P(®) has only one nonzero entry P*:J%) then ||(PXo)®*)|o = ||[P*) X0 = ||X(()jk’:)||0. Next, we
show that if P(*:) has more than one nonzero entries, then ||(PXg)*"|g > ||X(()jk’:)”0 with high probability.
By Lemma 17 in [16], if the Bernoulli-Gaussian matrix Xy satisfies that % <0< % and N > Cnlogn for a
sufficiently large constant C, then the probability that there exists a vector v € C" with more than one nonzero
entries such that [[v*Xgllo < 0N is at most exp(—c10N), for some absolute constant c;. Therefore, with
probability at least 1 — exp(—c10N),
(PX) 4 > o 6N (22)

for every index k such that P(**) has more than one nonzero entries.

By Lemma 18 in [16], the probability that any row of the Bernoulli-Gaussian matrix Xy has more than
%HN nonzero entries is at most nexp(—60N/243). Since N > Cnlogn for a sufficiently large constant C, the
probability nexp(—60N/243) < exp(—ce0N) for some absolute constant c¢y. Therefore, with probability at least
1 —exp(—c20N),

- 10
167 o < 50N (23)

for every k.
Combining and (23), [|(PXo)*)|o > HX(()jk’:)H() for every index k such that P(***) has more than one

nonzero entries, with probability at least 1 —exp(—cN) for some absolute constant c. Therefore, with the same

probability,
[PXollo = D 1(PX0)* o > > IX5" Vllo = [ Xollo-
k=1 k=1
Equivalently, Condition 2 in Theorem [5.1] is satisfied with probability at least 1 — exp(—cfN). O

6 Discussion

We defined identifiability of a bilinear inverse problem up to transformation groups. A general framework
for proving identifiability was proposed. The framework was applied to the problem of BGPC. We showed
sufficient conditions for unique recovery up to a transformation group under three scenarios, with a subspace
constraint, with a joint sparsity constraint, and with a sparsity constraint, respectively. We also provided
necessary conditions for the scenarios with a subspace constraint or a joint sparsity constraint. We developed
a procedure to determine the ambiguity transformation groups for BGPC with joint sparsity or with sparsity
constraints. We also designed algorithms that can check the identifiability for BGPC with subspace or with joint
sparsity constraints, and demonstrated the tightness of our sample complexity bounds by numerical experiments.

The analysis in this paper is not always optimal. In certain cases, there exist gaps between the sufficient
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conditions and the necessary conditions. For example, in the scenario with DFT matrix and a joint sparsity
constraint, the gap between the sample complexities in the sufficient and the necessary conditions is N > s versus

N > Z:i However, we believe that it would be possible to bridge these gaps by introducing more stringent

assumptions (e.g., generic vectors and matrices).

One goal of this paper is to motivate more research into the identifiability of bilinear inverse problems.
For BGPC, additional identifiability results can be obtained for different bases A and different constraint sets
Qa, Qx. For example, exploiting the extra information regarding A (positivity in inverse rendering, unit-modulus
entries in SAR autofocus), is expected to provide less demanding conditions for identifiability. The merit of the
framework in this paper for identifiability in bilinear inverse problems is not restricted to the demonstrated
exemplary applications. It will be useful for analyzing a wider class of practical applications, including blind
deconvolution (with a single channel and/or the linear convolution model), phase retrieval, dictionary learning,

etc.

A Example of a Non-trivial Annihilator

Most bilinear mappings that arise in applications do not have non-trivial left or right annihilators, however this is
not universally true. Here is an example in which the bilinear mapping does have a non-trivial right annihilator.

Assume that z = moyél) € C? in the following BIP:

find (z,y),
S.t. a?y(l) =z,

reC? yeC?
Then (zg, yo) is identifiable up to the following transformation group:
1
T = {T: T(z,y) = <x, [oy™), 4P + T}T> for some nonzero o € C and some 7 € C} )
1%

Let T = (Tx, Ty), where Tx(z) = Lz, Ty (y) = [0y, y@ + 7]T. Note that 7y is not a linear transformation if
7 # 0. In addition, Condition 2 in Corollaryis not necessary. Given F(zo,yo) = F(zg,y), i.e., xoy(()l) = zoy,
it is not necessary that y = yo. The reason is that the bilinear mapping F has a non-trivial right annihilator

y=1[0,1]7T.

B Proof of Lemma (3.2

1. If A € C™*™ has full row rank, then the rows of A form a basis for R(A) whose dimension is n. For every

non-empty proper subset J and its complement J¢, R(A(?)) and R(AV")) are two subspaces whose
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dimensions are |J| and |J¢| respectively. Therefore,

R(A) = R(AV) + R(AV),

dim(R(A)) = n = [J] + [J| = dim(R(A))) + dim(R(AY))).

Therefore, the sum of two subspaces is a direct sum, and the row space of A is decomposable.

2. If the row space of A is not decomposable, then A does not have full row rank. If the matrix A has full
column rank, then n > m.
Next, we prove n > m by contradiction. Suppose that n = m. Since square matrix A has full column rank,
it must have full row rank, which causes a contradiction. Therefore, the assumption is false, and n has to

be greater than m.

3. The row space of A is not decomposable, if and only if the sum R(A4) = R(A)) + R(AV ) is not a

direct sum for any non-empty proper subset J C {1,2,--- ,n}, or equivalently,
dim(R(A)) < dim(R(AY)) + dim(R(AV"))),

for all non-empty proper subsets J C {1,2,--- ,n}.

C Examples of Ambiguity Transformation Groups

In the BGPC problem with a joint sparsity constraint, the ambiguity transformation groups for A can be figured
out with the method in Section The ambiguity transformation groups associated with A = F and A = FD~!
are shown in Section [£.1] and Section [£.3] respectively. We give more examples here.

The matrix A introduces some “mixing” to the rows of X. If A = I, there is no mixing. The structured
matrix I~! diag(y)I = diag(y) is a diagonal matrix. It is a generalized permutation matrix provided that v is non-
vanishing. The set of v which produces a generalized permutation matrix is I'(I) = {7 € C™ : 7 is non-vanishing}.

The ambiguity transformation group is
T ={T : T(\,X) = (\./y,diag(y)X) for some non-vanishing ~}.

In this case, any non-vanishing A is considered equivalent to Ag. The identifiability of (A9, Xo) with this trans-
formation group is not an interesting problem.

For some A, the structured matrix A~!diag(y)A is already studied in the literature. For example, if A
is a DFT matrix, A~!diag(y)A is a circulant matrix. If A is the discrete cosine transform (DCT) matrix,
A~1ldiag(y)A is the sum of a symmetric Toeplitz matrix and a Hankel matrix [23]. For other matrices, the
structure of A~!diag()A can be figured out by symbolic computation. The matrix A = FD~! in Section

is an example. Another example is the Haar matrix H,,, corresponding to a wavelet transform. The matrix H,
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and the structured matrix H, ' diag(y)H, are

H4 = ’
1 -1 0 0
0 0 1 -1
(€] (2) —9~@) A1) (2 (3) 1) —~®2) 1) _ ~(2)
. 1|7+ =29 T 4 2y T = T -y
H4 1 dla’g(’Y)HZl - Z 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 1 2 4

The structured matrix H, * diag(y)Hy is a generalized permutation matrix if and only if 4(2) = ~(1) | 4(3) = 4~(1)

and Y4 = £~4(1) The set I'(H,4) and the ambiguity transformation group  are
[(Hy) = {v: fy(l) = 7(2) = 077(3) = +o, 7(4) = 40, for some nonzero o € C},
T ={T : T\ X) = (\/v, H ' diag(y)H4X) for some v € T'(Hy)}.

D Insufficiency of the Condition in Proposition 4.8

The necessary condition in Proposition is not sufficient, even when the locations of the zero rows are known

a priori. For example, when n =7, s = 4, A\ € C7 is non-vanishing and

Xo =

o O o o o o
o o o o o
o o o o
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the pair (Ag, Xo) is not identifiable, even if we know that the last three rows of X are zeros. There exists a

cirulant matrix P whose first column is [1,2,0,0,0,0,0]T such that

X, = PXp =

o o o o o

o O O O N

oSO O O N

and \; = A\g./7, where v = \/nF[1,2,0,0,0,0,0]T is non-vanishing.

The above example is a degenerate case where the actual joint sparsity of X, is less than s = 4. A non-

degenerate Xy may also not be identifiable, if there is no extra knowledge of the locations of the zero rows. For

example,
1 3 2
2 1 3
3 2 1
Xo=]-29 -285 —17.5
0 0 0
0 0 0
| 0 0 0 |

There exists a circulant matrix P whose first column is [2,16,1,8,0.5,4,32]", such that

95.25 |

[ 635  3L75
0 0 0
889 889  —508
X, =PXo=| o0 0 0o |,
_4445 —4445 —254
0 0 0
-190.5  —127  —63.5)

and A\; = \g./7, where v = /nF|[2,16,1,8,0.5,4, 32]T is non-vanishing.

The above pathological examples reside in a set of measure zero. Next, we show that when rank(Xy) = s but
the joint support of the columns of Xy is periodic, the pair (Ag, Xo) is not identifiable. This set of unidentifiable
X has nonzero measure. Recall the proof of Theorem [£.3] Assume that the joint support of the columns of X
is periodic with period ¢. There exists a circulant matrix P with two nonzero entries in the first column, indexed

by k1 and ko, such that ko — k1 = £ and v = \/ﬁFP(:’l) is non-vanishing. Hence there exists X; = PX, and
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A1 = Ag./7y such that diag(\o)FXo = diag(A1)FX; and A\ ¢ [\o]%. Therefore, (Ao, Xo) is not identifiable.

E Proof of the Propositions Regarding “Friendliness”

Proof of Proposition[{.16. We prove by contraposition, i.e., if n > 4 and |J| < 2, then J is not friendly. First,
if J =@ or |J| =1, then the circularly shifted index sets Jy, Ja, - -, J,—s are not connected.

Next, we show that if n > 4 and |J| = 2, then Jy, Ja,- -+, Ju—s are not connected. Since all the circularly
shifted index sets are equivalent, without loss of generality, we may assume that J = {1,7}, where 2 <r <  +1.
Then all the sets {ry,r2} such that 11 —ry = r — 1 (modulo n) or ro —r1 = r — 1 (modulo n) are circularly
shifted versions of J. There are a total of n circularly shifted index sets.

If r = § + 1, then J is periodic. The sets like {ry,71 + 5} (1 <71 < §) are counted twice because § = —%
(modulo n). And these index sets are not connected.

If n >4 and 7 < § +1, the n index sets are {1,7},{2,r+1},--- ,{n—r+1,n},{n—r+2,1},--- , {n,r - 1}.
By removing {r,2r — 1} and {n —r + 2, 1}, there are n — 2 > 2 index sets left. These circularly shifted versions

of J are not connected because J = {1, 7} is not connected to the rest. O

Proof of Proposition[{.17 First, if J is contiguous and |J| = s, then n — s shifted contiguous index sets cover
at least s + (n — s — 1) =n — 1 indices. Therefore, ||J;_ J;| > n — 1.

Next, we prove that the shifted index sets Ji, Ja, -+ , J,—s are connected by showing that they form a cycle
or a path in the graph. To this end, we show that between the n — s pairs (J1, J2), (J2, J3), -+, (Jn—s, J1), there
are at least n — s — 1 edges. Suppose the opposite, that there are fewer edges, for example two edges are missing
in the above cyle. Then n — s shifted contiguous index sets cover at least s+s+(n—s—2)=n+s—2>n+1

indices, a contradiction. O

Proof of Proposition[{.18 We first show that if J is not periodic, then ||J;_;”J;| > n — 1, or equivalently
n—s

[Nz, J¢| < 1. We prove the contrapositive, if there are two distinct indices k', k” € (;_, J5 then J is periodic.

Note that J¢, JS, -+, JS_, are all circularly shifted versions of the same index set J¢ = {4j{, 45, -+ ,j¢_}.

JO= {jfajgv T 7jfrCL—s} = {k/ - kjhk/ - k27 e 7k/ - kn—s} = {k” - kl,k/, - k2, cee ,k// - I{in_s} (modulo n),

Hence J€ is periodic with period ¢ = k" — k|, so is J.
Next we show that the shifted index sets are connected. If |J| > %, then J;, [ Jy, # @ for any t;,t. There

is an edge between every pair of nodes, hence the graph is a complete graph, which is connected. O

Proof of Corollary[{.19 The sufficiency is shown in the proof of Proposition
Next we prove necessity. If J is periodic with period ¢ and |J| = s < n, then for any k', k” such that
k" — k' = {, we can always apply the proper shifts k1 = k' — j§, ko = k' — 45, [ kn_s = k' — j5_ such that

K. k" € N;=, J¢. Hence we can pick n — s shifted index sets such that ||J_" J;| < n —2. O

38



References

[1]

2]

3]

4]

[5]

(6]

7]

18]

9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

D. Kundur and D. Hatzinakos, “Blind image deconvolution,” IEEFE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 13, no. 3, pp.
43-64, May 1996.

K. Abed-Meraim, W. Qiu, and Y. Hua, “Blind system identification,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 85, no. 8, pp.
1310-1322, Aug 1997.

L. Taylor, “The phase retrieval problem,” IEEE Trans. Antennas Propag., vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 386-391, Mar
1981.

J. R. Fienup, “Phase retrieval algorithms: a comparison,” Appl. Opt., vol. 21, no. 15, pp. 2758-2769, Aug
1982.

R. Rubinstein, A. Bruckstein, and M. Elad, “Dictionaries for sparse representation modeling,” Proc. IEEE,

vol. 98, no. 6, pp. 1045-1057, Jun 2010.

S. Choudhary and U. Mitra, “Identifiability scaling laws in bilinear inverse problems,” arXiv preprint

arXiv:1402.2637, 2014.

H. Q. Nguyen, S. Liu, and M. N. Do, “Subspace methods for computational relighting,” Proc. SPIE, vol.
8657, pp. 865703.1-865703.10, 2013.

A. Paulraj and T. Kailath, “Direction of arrival estimation by eigenstructure methods with unknown
sensor gain and phase,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Processing (ICASSP), vol. 10.
IEEE, Apr 1985, pp. 640-643.

D. L. Donoho and M. Elad, “Optimally sparse representation in general (nonorthogonal) dictionaries via

£1 minimization,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., vol. 100, no. 5, pp. 21972202, 2003.

R. Morrison, M. Do, and J. Munson, D.C., “MCA: A multichannel approach to SAR autofocus,” IEEE
Trans. Image Process., vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 840-853, Apr 2009.

A. Ahmed, B. Recht, and J. Romberg, “Blind deconvolution using convex programming,” IEEE Trans. Inf.
Theory, vol. 60, no. 3, pp. 1711-1732, Mar 2014.

E. J. Candés, T. Strohmer, and V. Voroninski, “Phaselift: Exact and stable signal recovery from magnitude

measurements via convex programming,” Commun. Pure Appl. Math., vol. 66, no. 8, pp. 1241-1274, 2013.

E. J. Candés and X. Li, “Solving quadratic equations via phaselift when there are about as many equations

as unknowns,” Found. Comput. Math., vol. 14, no. 5, pp. 1017-1026, 2014.

E. J. Candés, Y. Eldar, T. Strohmer, and V. Voroninski, “Phase retrieval via matrix completion,” SIAM J.

Imaging Sci., vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 199-225, 2013.

S. Choudhary and U. Mitra, “Sparse blind deconvolution: What cannot be done,” in Proc. Int. Symp.
Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, June 2014, pp. 3002-3006.

D. A. Spielman, H. Wang, and J. Wright, “Exact recovery of sparsely-used dictionaries,” in Proc. 25th
Annu. Conf. Learning Theory (COLT), vol. 23.  JMLR, 2012, pp. 37.1-37.18.

39



[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

23]

A. Agarwal, A. Anandkumar, and P. Netrapalli, “A clustering approach to learn sparsely-used overcomplete

dictionaries,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1309.1952, 2013.

A. Agarwal, A. Anandkumar, P. Jain, P. Netrapalli, and R. Tandon, “Learning sparsely used overcomplete

dictionaries via alternating minimization,” arXiv preprint arXiw:1310.7991, 2013.

S. Arora, R. Ge, and A. Moitra, “New algorithms for learning incoherent and overcomplete dictionaries,”

in Proc. 27th Conf. Learning Theory (COLT), vol. 35. JMLR, 2014, pp. 1-28.

S. Arora, A. Bhaskara, R. Ge, and T. Ma, “More algorithms for provable dictionary learning,” arXiv
preprint arXiw:1401.0579, 2014.

E. Moulines, P. Duhamel, J. Cardoso, and S. Mayrargue, “Subspace methods for the blind identification of
multichannel fir filters,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 43, no. 2, pp. 516-525, Feb 1995.

G. E. Bredon, Introduction to compact transformation groups. Academic press, 1972, vol. 46.

V. Sanchez, P. Garcia, A. Peinado, J. Segura, and A. Rubio, “Diagonalizing properties of the discrete

cosine transforms,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 43, no. 11, pp. 2631-2641, Nov 1995.

40



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Notations
	1.2 Problem Statement
	1.3 Related Work

	2 Identifiability of Bilinear Inverse Problems
	2.1 Transformation Groups and Equivalence Classes
	2.2 Identifiability up to a Transformation Group

	3 BGPC with a Subspace Constraint
	3.1 Sufficient Condition
	3.2 Necessary Condition
	3.3 Gap Between the Sufficient and the Necessary Conditions

	4 BGPC with a Joint Sparsity Constraint
	4.1 Ambiguities and Transformation Groups
	4.2 Identifiability of Jointly Sparse Signals
	4.2.1 Sufficient Condition
	4.2.2 Necessary Condition
	4.2.3 Gap Between the Sufficient and the Necessary Conditions
	4.2.4 Extensions of the Model

	4.3 Identifiability of Piecewise Constant Signals

	5 Universal Sufficient Condition for BGPC with a Sparsity Constraint
	6 Discussion
	A Example of a Non-trivial Annihilator
	B Proof of Lemma ??
	C Examples of Ambiguity Transformation Groups
	D Insufficiency of the Condition in Proposition ??
	E Proof of the Propositions Regarding ``Friendliness''

