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Abstract i’:ﬁi):‘i:} Original Function
oree %
Graph cuts-based algorithms have achieved great suc- g el S E'x)
cess in energy minimization for many computer vision ap- — Ycurreat =
plications. These algorithms provide approximated solu- aptimize
tions for multi-label energy functions via move-making ap- v
proach. This approach fuses the current solution with a pro- S S b proposal|
— X

posal to generate a lower-energy solution. Thus, genegatin
the appropriate proposals is necessary for the succes®of th 3
move-making approach. However, not much research ef- labeling
forts has been done on the generation of “good” proposals,

especially for non-metric energy functions. In this paper, Figure 1. The basic idea of the overall algorithm. The o@gin
we propose an application-independent and energy-basedunction is approximated via graph approximation. The eppr
approach to generate “good” proposals. With these pro- mated fupgtion is optimized, and the solution is used as pqsal
posals, we present a graph cuts-based move-making algofor the original problem.
rithm called GA-fusion (fusion with graph approximation-
based proposals). Extensive experiments support that ou
proposal generation is effective across different classdes
energy functions. The proposed algorithm outperforms oth-
ers both on real and synthetic problems.

v

Twith unsatisfactory solutions when it comes to extremely
difficult problems. In those kind of problems, many graph
cuts-based algorithms cannot label sufficient number of
nodes due to the strong non-submodularity and dual de-
composition cannot decrease gaps due to many frustrated
1. Introduction cycles [24]. In this paper, we address this problem by in-

Markov random field (MRF) has been used for numerous trod_ucing simple graph cut;—based algorithm with the right
areas in computer visiofi [25]. MRFs are generally formu- choice of proposal generation scheme.

lated as follows. Given a grapf = (V, &), the energy Graph cuts-based algorithms have attracted much atten-
function of the pairwise MRF is given by tion as an optimization method for MRHEs [18/6]7[ 2, 15].

Graph cuts can obtain the exact solution in polynomial time
when the energy functiof](1) is submodular [5]. Even if
BE(x) = Z 0p(zp) + A Z Opg(Tp, T4), (1) the function is not submodular, a partial solution can be ob-

peV (pa)EE tained with unlabeled nodes using roof duality (QPEQ) [11,
[22]. Graph cuts have also been used to solve multi-label en-

whereV is the set of nodesf is the set of edgesy, € ergy functions. For this purpose, move-making algorithms
{1,2,---, L} is the label assigned on nogeand) is the  have been proposed [7], in which graph cuts optimize a se-

weight factor between unary and pairwise terms. Optimiza- quence of binary functions to make moves.

tion of the MRF model is challenging because finding the  |n a move-making algorithm, the most important deci-

global minimum of the energy functiofil(1) is NP-hard in sjon is the choice of appropriate move-spaces. For exam-

general cases. ple, in a-expansioll, move-spaces are determined by the
There have been numerous researches on optimizingselectedy value. Simplex-expansion strategy has obtained

aforementioned function. Although they have been suc- satisfactory results when the energy function is metric. Re
cessful for many different applications, they still end up

1in this paperp-expansion always refers to QPBO-basedxpansion
*Currently at Samsung Electronics unless noted otherwise.
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cently, a-expansion has been shown to improve when the  Graph cuts have also been successfully applied to multi-
proper order of move-spaceis selected instead of iterat- label problems. One of the most popular schemes-is
ing a pre-specified order|[4]. expansion. a-Expansion reduces optimization tasks into

However,a-expansion does not work well when the en- minimizing a sequence of binary energy function
ergy function is non-metric. In such a case, reduced bi-
nary problems are no longer submodular. Performance is Ey(y) = E(xs(y)), (2
severely degraded when QPBO Ieavgsaconsiderable UMz e Ey(y) is the function of a binary vectoy e
ber of unlabeled nodes. To solve this challenge, we need{O 1}VI, andxg (y) is defined b

LY , ) vy y
more elaborate proposals rather than considering homoge-
neous proposals as imexpansion. Fusion move [19] can 1 L cur .
be applied to consider general proposals. Top(Up) = (L= wp) - 2" - ®)

For the success of fusion algorithm, generating appro-Wherezs ,(y,) is an element-wise operator fo,(y) at
priate proposals is necessary. Although there has been &0dep, andzy"" denotes the current label assigned on node
demand for a generic method of proposa| genera [19],p The label on nOd@ switches between the current label
little research has been done on the mechanism of “good"anda according to the value of,. In such a case, the bi-
proposa' generation (We will Specify the notion of “good” nary funCtionEb(y) iS Sumedu|aI‘ |f the Ol’iginal funCtiOI’l
proposals in the next section). Instead, most research oris metric [7]. This condition is relaxed in [18] such that the
proposal generation is often limited to application-sfieci ~ binary function£ (y) is submodular if every pairwise term
approache{BEZ]. satisfies

In this paper, we propose a generic and application-
independent approach to generate “good” proposals for O, + 08,y < bay + 0p,a- 4)

non-submodular energy functions. With these propos-  ,-Expansion is one of the most acclaimed methodolo-
als, we present a graph cuts-based move-making algorithnyies; however, standardexpansion is not applicable if the
called GA-fusion (fusion with graph approximation-based energy function does not satisfy the conditibh (4). In such
proposals). This method is simple but powerful. Itis appli- a case, a sequence of reduced binary functions is no longer
cable to any type of energy functions. The basic idea of our supmodular. We may truncate the pairwise terims [25, 1]
algorithm is presented in Figuré 1. SEE. 3 &hd 4 describesg optimize these functions, thereby making every pairwise
the algorithm in detail. term submodular. This strategy works only when the non-
We test our approach both in non-metric and metric submodular part of the energy function is very small. If the
energy functions, while our main concern is optimizing non-submodular part is not negligible, performance is-seri
non-metric functions. Sel] 5 demonstrates that the pro-ously degraded22].
posed approach significantly outperforms existing algo-  For the second option, QPBO-base@xpansion can be
rithms for non-metric functions and competitive with other ysed. In this approach, QPBO is used to optimize sub-
state-of-the-art for metric functions. For the non-metric problems ofa-expansioni(e., reduced binary functions).
case, our algorithm is applied to image deconvolution and QPBO gives optimal solutions for submodular binary func-
texture restoration in which conventional approaches of- tions; itis also applicable to non-submodular functiors:. F
ten fail to obtain viable solutions because of strong non- non-submodular functions, however, QPBO leaves a cer-
submodularity. We also evaluated our algorithm on syn- tain number of unlabeled nodes. Although QPBO-based
thetic problems to show robustness to the various types ofexpansion is usually considered as a better choice than the

energy functions. truncation, it also performs very poorly when the reduced
binary functions have a strong non-submodularity, which

2. Background and related works creates numerous unlabeled nodes.

2.1. Graph cuts-based move-making algorithm For the third option, QPBO-based fusion move can be

Graph cuts-based algorithms have a long history[[18, 6’considered|11|9]. Fusion move is a generalizationnef

7,12,[15]. These algorithms have extended the class of ap_expansion. It produces binary functions in a way similar

plicable energy functions from binary to multi-label, from With a-expansion (Equatiofil2)). The only difference is the

metric to non-metric, and from pairwise to higher-order en- OPerators, , (y,), which is defined as follows:

ergies (among these, higher-order energies are not the main )

concern of this paper). @y (Yp) = (L= yp) - 2"+ yp - 23", ()
Graph cuts can obtain the global minimum when the wherexz?" is a proposal labeling at noge The value of

energy function[{ll) is submodular. In the binary case, xh"? can be different for each node contrary to the case in

a function is submodular if every pairwise term satisfies a-expansion. In this case, the functiéi(y) is not always

oo + 611 < Oo1 + 010, Wheredy, represents,, (0, 0). guaranteed to be submodular.



Table 1. Four types of proposal generation strategies.

- have obvious correlation with final solution. In addition, i
Online- Energy-

generation  awareness Generality is generi_c and applice_1ble to any class of energy functions.
Type 1 - . . Lempitsky et al. pointed out two properties for “good”
Type 2 v - - [12] proposals: quality of individual proposal anddiversity
Type 3 v v a [13] among different proposal5119]. In addition, we claim in
Type 4 v v v Proposed

this paper thatabeling rateis another important factor in
measuring the quality of a proposal.
The three properties for good proposals are summarized

2.2. Proposals for fusion approach in follows:

When the fusion approach is considered, the immediate e Quality Good proposals are close to minimum such
concern is related to the generation of the proposals. The that proposals can guide the solution to minimum by
choice of proposals changes move-spaces as well as the  fusion moves. In other words, good proposals have
difficulties of the sub-problems, by changing the number low energy.
of non-submodular terms, which consequently affects the
qualities of the final solutions.

Although choosing appropriate proposals is of crucial
importance, little research has been conducted on generat- ¢ Labeling rate Good proposals result in high label-
ing good proposals. Previous approaches can be roughly  ing rate when they are fused with the current solution.
divided into two categories: offline and online generation. In other words, good proposals produce easy-to-solve
Most existing approaches generate proposals offliyee( sub-problems.
1in Table[1). Before the optimization begins, multiple .
number of hypotheses are generated by some heuristics. Note_ that these conditions are not always necessary. One
For example, Woodforét al. [29] used approximated dis- May think of proposals that do not meet the foregoing con-
parity maps as proposals for stereo application. Lempit-d't'ons’ t_)ut help to obtgun a good solgt_lon. However, in
sky et al. [19] used the Lucas-Kanade (LK) and the Horn- genera_l, if proposals sgtlsfy these conditions, we can@xpe
Schunck (HS) methods with various parameter settings fort® Obtain a good solution. In Sed. 5, we empirically show
optical flow. They do not take the objective energy function thatour proposal exhibits the above properties.

into account when generating proposals. Also, the number3 Proposal generation via graph approxima-
of proposals is limited by predetermined parameters. In ad-

e Diversity For the success of the fusion approach, di-
versity among different proposals is required.

o o ” : tion
dition, those proposals are application-specific and requi ) )
domain knowledge. 3.1. Graph approximation
Some other approaches generate proposals in runtime We approximate the original objective functignh (1) to re-
(type 2 type 3. Contrary totype 1 the number of the pro-  lieve difficulties from non-submodularity. Our motivation

posals is not limited since they dynamically generate pro- comes from the well-known fact that less connectivity of a
posals online. In[[12], proposals are generated by blur- graph makes fewer unlabeled nodes [22].
ring the current solution and random labeling for denois-  We exploit graph approximation by edge deletion to ob-
ing application. However, they do not explicitly concern tain an approximated function. This approximation is appli
objective energy in proposal generation. And, they are cable to any class of energy functions, yet they are simple
also application-specific. Recently, Ishikawal[13] pragbs  and easy. In graph approximation, a gragh= (V, &) is
an application-independent method to generate proposalsapproximated a&’ = (V, &').
This method uses gradient descent algorithm on the objec- More specifically, we approximate the original graph
tive energy function. Although they are energy-aware and with a random subsef’ of edges from the original edge
can be applied to some cases, it is still limited to differen- set€. Pairwise term8,,,, where(p, ¢) € £\&’, are dropped
tiable energy functions. Thus, this method cannot be ap-from the energy formulatioril1). The approximated func-
plied even to the Potts model, which is one of the most pop-tion is given by the following.
ular prior models. In our understanding, this algorithm is
only meaningful for ordered labels that represent physical
qua)llntities. 9 P Pny E'(x) = Z Op(zp) + A Z Opq(@p, Tq).  (6)

We introduce a new type of proposal generatiypé 4. Pev (.)€’
Proposals dynamically generated online so that the number To achieve three properties for “good proposals” men-
of the proposals is not limited, unlikgpe 1 which uses  tioned in Sec[2]2, two conditions are required for an ap-
pre-generated set of proposals. The proposals are getherateproximated functiont’ (x). First, the approximated func-
in the energy-aware way so that the energies of proposaldion should be easy to solve although the original éi{e)



is difficult. In other words, more nodes are labeled when 100 100%
we apply simplex-expansion algorithm. Second, the ap-
proximated function should be similar to the original one.
In other words, solutiorx’ of the approximated function
should have low energy in terms of the original function.
Those characteristics are examined in next section. 0%
There have been other approaches to approximate the [~ o,
original function in restricted structures. Some struetre 100% 10% 10
known to be tractable, such as bounded treewidth subgraphs amount of edges amount of edges
(e.g.tree and outer-planar graph) [28] 16] 217, 3]. However, @ (b)
our approximation is not restricted to any type of special Figure 2. (a) Labeling rates and (b) relative energies gpictisl as
structure. the graph is approximated with a random subset of edgestiRela
The inappropriateness of these structured approxima-energies are calculated with the original functions. Wjtpraxi-
tions to our framework can be attributed to two main rea- mMation, the labeling rate increases and the relative erigrggmes
sons. First, the approximation with the restricted strrestu ~ '©Wer-
requires the deletion of too many edges. For example, tree
structures only hav@’| —1 edges, and 2-bounded treewidth
graphs have at mog{V| — 3 edges. In practice, the num- Opq(@p, Tq) = {
ber of edges are usually smaller th2jiv| — 3. It is not a
desirable scenario particularly for highly connected sap ~ where &, and v,, are taken from a uniform distribu-
Second, exact optimization of 2-bounded treewidth graphstion U(0, 1), ands,,, is randomly chosen fronf—1, +1}.
requires too much time. Several seconds to tens of secondsvhen s,, is +1, the corresponding pairwise term is
may be needed on the moderate size of graphs typicallymetric. To vary the difficulties of the problems,
used in computer visior [9] 3]. Therefore, embedding this we control the unary strength, which is computed as
structure to our iterative framework is not appropriate. mean, ;0,(:)/mean ., ;0,4(, j) after conversion into nor-
Recently, [[10] proposesd the method which iteratively mal form. Since above energy function is already written
minimizes the approximated function. There are two main in normal form, it is easy to set the desired unary strength
difference with ours. First, they approximate the energies by changing the weight factox. The unary strength is
in the principled way so that the approximation is same changed from 0.2 to 1.2, with interval of 0.2. For each
with the original one within the trust region or is an up- unary strength, 100 random instances of energy function
per bound of the original one while ours merely drop the were generated. As unary strength decreases, QPBO pro-
randomly chosen edges. Second, by careful approximationduces more unlabeled nodes. Of all nodesy% are la-
they guarantee the solution always decreases the originabeled with the unary strength of 1.2, and none are labeled
energy while ours allow energy to increase in the interme- with the unary strength of 0.2.
diate step. We approximate the foregoing functions by graph ap-
In the experimental section, we investigate the approx- proximation and then optimize them using QPBO. For ap-
imation with spanning trees and show that it severely de- proximated functions, more nodes are labeled than the orig-
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(8)

grades the performance. inal ones. The obtained solutions have low energies in terms
o ) ) of original functions. These resifitare summarized in Fig-
3.2. Characteristics of approximated function ure[2. When the approximation uses a smaller subset

In this section, we experimentally show that the graph more nodes are labeled. Those results demonstrate that the
approximation strategy achieves the two aforementionedProposed approximation makes the problem not only easy
conditions. Through the approximation, solving the func- to solve but also similar to the original function.
tion becomes easier, and the solution of the approximation .
has low energy in terms of original function. 4. Overall algorithm

We design the following experiments to meet the study  The basic idea of the overall algorithm is depicted in Fig-
objectives. First, we build the binary non-submodular ure[d, which illustrates a single iteration of the proposed
energy functions on a 30-by-30 grid graph with 4- algorithm. Our algorithm first approximates original terge
neighborhood structure. Unary and pairwise costs are de-function and then optimizes it to generate proposals.
termined as follows. A single iteration of algorithm is composed of two steps:

2Here, relative energy is given by the energy of the solutigiddd by
the energy of the labeling with zero for all nodes. The urlkedh@odes in
0,(0) =0,0,(1) =kp, or 0,(0) =k, 0,(1)=0, (7) the solution are labeled with zero.



Algorithm 1 GA-fusion algorithm
1: initialize the solutionxcurrent
2: repeat
<proposal generation>
4 Xproposal<— OptimizeGA Xcurreny)
5. <fusion>
6
7

Xecurrent <— FUSE(Xcurrent: Xproposap
until the algorithm converges.

Figure 3. Example input images of deconvolution from (ajgich
Algorithm 2 OptimizeGAx) acters’, (b) 'white chessmen’, and (c) 'black chessmenaskis.

initialize the solution withx
2: fori=1— Kdo .

3:  build a binary function®}, for expansion with the label S. EXpe”mentS

4 p~U(0,1) 5.1. Non-metric function optimization
5. approximatel, by E; usingp x 100 percent of randomly 51.1

chosen edges o

=

Image deconvolution

6: X < argming £}, Image deconvolution is the recovery of an image from a
7: end for blurry and noisy image [21]. Given its high connectivity
8: return x

and strong non-submodularity, this problem has been re-
ported as a challenging one [22]. The difficult nature of
the problem particularly degrades the performance of graph

. . . . cuts-based algorithms. In the benchmarK [22], graph cuts-
proposal generation and fusion, as presented in Algorlthmsbased algorithms have achieved the poorest results. How-

LT t Is, first obtai - . .
?]mzrtlg(?fun(;t?;rgr&;} (r))fr (:r?gsjrisgir\:\;el ézi)OWi?r:npénlggprox ever, we demonstrate in the following that graph cuts-based

percent of edges. algorithm can be severely improved by the proper choice of
proposals.

~ Estimation of the optima} is not an easy task. Asshown  For experiments, we construct the same MRF model

in Figure[2, the minimum changes when the unary strengthysed in [21]. First, the original image (colored with three

varies. We have tried two extremes to choose the parametefapels) is blurred witt3 x 3 Gaussian kernel where = 3.

p- First, we simply fixed the value throughoutall the iter-  The image is again distorted with Gaussian pixel-wise noise

ation. It did not work since the optimalvalue changed not  \ith » — 10. For reconstruction, the MRF model wifhx 5

only for each problem, but also for each iteration. And then, peighborhood window is constructed. Smoothness is given
we tried to estimate the optimalvalue every time. Italso  py the Potts model.

turned out to be inefficient because it caused too much over-

St - We tested various algorithms on three datasets in Fig-
head in time. Instead of taking one of these two extreme

; ure[3. They include ‘characters’ dataset (5 images, 200-by-
approaches, the paramejeis randomly drawn from the 370 pixels), ‘white chessmen’ dataset (6 images, 200-by-
umf_orm d!str|but|on{](0, 1) for each iteration. .ThIS sim- 509 pixels), and ‘black chessmen’ dataset (6 images, 200-
ple idea gives surprisingly good performance in the experi- by-200 pixelsﬁ. We compare GA-fusion with other graph
ments. cuts-based algorithms. They only differ in the strategies t

Having an approximated functiofi’(x), we performi’ generate proposals: homogeneous labelingXpansion),
iterations ofa-expansion using the current labelifgrent random labeling (random-fusion), dynamic programming
as the initial solution. Solutior’ obtained by optimizing ~ on random spanning tree (ST-fusion), and proposed one
the approximated function is then fused withren: Note (GA-fusion). The results imply that it is important to cheos
that, the approximated functidi (x) is not fixed through- ~ proper proposals. Note that truncation for non-submodular
out the entire procedure, but it dynamically changes to give part [23] (x-expansion(t)) degrades the performance.
diversity to proposals. Largédt tends to produce poor pro- We also apply other algorithms including belief propaga-
posals by drift the solution far from the current state while tion (BP) [26/20], sequential tree-reweighted message pas
too small K tends to produce proposals similar to current ing (TRW-S) [28,[16], and max-product linear program-
state. The iteratior is set to benin(5, L) throughouten-  ming with cycle and triplet (MPLP-C] [24]. For BP, TRW-
tire experiments. At line 6 in Ald.]2, the minimum &) is S, and MPLP-C, we used source codes provided by the au-
not always tractable due to the non-submodularity. We ap-thors.

proximate the minimum by QPBO while fixing unlabeled
node to zero. 3Whole data set will be provided in the supplementary materia
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Figure 5. Energy decrease of each method for the decorwnlafi edge-deleting ratio
the Santa image. Two plots shows the same curves from a singleFigure 6. Original energy is approximated and optimizedvay t
experiment, with different scales on theaxis. different methods (GA and ST). For each method 100 different

random results are plotted. GA-proposals usually haver@ame
ergy than ST-proposals because random spanning tree &pprox
The results are summarized in Table 2. GA-Fusion al- tion deletes too many edges.

ways achieves lowest energy solution. Figlite 4 shows
guantitative results for the Santa image. Only GA-fusion
achieved a fine resultv-Expansion converged in 3.51 sec-
onds on average. Other algorithms are iterated for 30 sec-
onds except for MPLP-C, which is iterated for 600 seconds.
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1E+9

energy of proposal
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We provide more detailed analysis with the Santa image 0% —o—alpha-expansion
in FiguresbE7. FigurEl5 shows the energy decrease over &' o e random-fusion
time in two difference scale. GA-fusion gives best perfor- 20% e
mance among all tested algorithms. It is worthy of notice 1647 0%
that ST-fusion gives poor performance. Some might ex- 0 o030 0 o030

time (seconds) time (seconds)

pect better results with ST-fusion because they can achieve
the optimal solution of the approximated function. How- Figure 7. Experiment on deconvolution of the Santa imageft(L
ever, tree approximation deletes too many edge92% Quality (gnergy) of .the propqsals for each iteration usinga
of edges are deleted). To compare GA-proposal and gT.scale. (Right) Labeling rate with the proposals for eactatten.
proposal, we generate 100 different approximated graphs

of the Santa problem using our approach and another 100 ) .
using random spanning tree. We optimize former with as the same as inl[8]. Un_ary costis g|ven_&933(x,,_) N
expansion and latter with dynamic programming. The re- —[3/_(14— |IP_$P|_)' wherel, is the colo_rof the |n_pu_t|mage
sults are plotted on Figufé 6. Interestingly, the plot shows at pixelp, and is the unary cost weight. Pairwise costs

a curve rather than spread. Note that tree approximationare learned by computing joint histograms from the clean

requires~ 92% of edges to be deleted. texture image. The costs for every edge within window size

To figure out why our proposed method outperforms oth- w = 35 are !earned_ f!rst. Second, we choose a subset of
ers, we provide more analysis while each graph cut-baseQEdgeS to avoid overfittings + N of most relevant edges are

algorithm is running (Fid.]7). It reports the quality (engrg pht(;sen, wgeré* ]|cs the nu[;nbecrj Olf sul?jmodull?arledges, @ﬁd.
of the proposals and labeling ratio of each algorithm. Ac- IS the number of hon-submodu’aredges. Relevance s given

cording to sectio 212, “good” proposals satisfy the three by the COV&I’I?.I’]CG of two nodes.

conditions: quality, labeling rate, and diversity. FirG- In the previous works, the numbers of edgeand.V and
fusion produces the proposals with lower energy. It also € unary weighti were determined by learning. However,
achieves higher labeling rate than others. Finally, randomthe Séarch space of the parameters was limited because they

jiggling of the plot implies that GA-fusion has very diverse 2Pplied conventional graph cuts and QPBOLIn [8], conven-
proposals. tional graph cuts are used, thosshould be fixed to zero.

In [17] QPBO is used to take account of non-submodular

edges. However, QPBO gives almost unlabeled solutions

whenN is large and3 is small.

The aim of binary texture restoration is to reconstruct the  To evaluate the capability of our algorithm, we con-

original texture image from a noisy input. Although this trol the model parameters so that each algorithm is applied

problem has binary labels, move-making algorithms needon four different settings: low-connectivity and high-upa

to be applied because QPBO often fails and gives almostweight; low-connectivity and low-unary weight; high-

unlabeled solutions. connectivity and high-unary weight; and high-connedjivit
The energy function for texture restoration is formulated and low-unary weight. For low connectivity, we use six

5.1.2 Binary texture restoration



Table 2. Image deconvolution results on four input image®r§ies and average error rates are reported. The lowaslyeioe each case
is in bold; GA-fusion achieves lowest energy for every image
GA-fusion ~ ST-fusion «-Expansion = Random-fusion BP TRW-S  MPLP-C

[Mean Energy & 10°)]

Characters dataset -1.86 346.05 26.85 12.54 13.74 19.21 82.28
White chessmen dataset -0.28 195.73 14.21 5.47 7.06 9.43 39.74
Black chessmen dataset  1.87 468.13 12.59 28.63 25.63 28.22 78.99
[Average Error]

Characters dataset 1.61% 27.61% 9.47% 13.73% 22.86% 2433, 26.88%
White chessmen dataset 0.63% 19.63% 7.5% 9.0™% 16.7% 17.94%  20.2%
Black chessmen dataset 2.33% 65.90% 7.71% 37.42% 61.84% 63.74%  65.7%

(a) GA-fusion (b) ST-fusion (c) a-expansion (d) Random-fusion (e) BP () TRW (g) MPLP-C
Figure 4. Image deconvolution results on the Santa imagepd3ed GA-fusion algorithm achieves best results. (a—dy Bmph cuts-
based algorithms obtain significantly different resultsmiplies that the proper choice of proposal is crucial f@ success of the graph
cut-based algorithm.

rithms are iterated for 30 seconds.

5.2. Metric function optimization: OpenGM bench-
mark

We also evaluated our algorithm on metric functions.
Some applications from OpenGM2 benchmark][14] are
chosen: inpainting(n4), color segmentation(n4), andabje
segmentation. They all have Potts model for pairwise terms
with 4-neighborhood structure. Since their energy fumgio
are metric, the optimization is relatively easy compared to
the previous energy functions.

The results are summarized in Table 4. We report the

most relevant edges(= 3, N = 3) and for high connec-
tivity, we use 14 most relevant edges£ 7, N = 7). The
unary weights is chosen to be 5 and 20.

For the input, we use the Brodatz texture dataset [Fig. 8),
which contains different types of textures. Among them, 10 average of final energies of GA-fusion, ST-fusion, and

images are chosen for the purpose of this application. The . :
. . . random-fusion after running 30 sec as well as other repre-
chosen images have repeating patterns, and the size of the

unit pattern is smaller than the window size (35-by-35). The sentative algorithms including-expansiono5-swap, BP,

images are resized to 256-by-256 pixels and binarized. Saltzgg T;\év_Sérfilrr:‘rfzniezzif:rgi?gs fggciz?zia;?fiégﬁt'vzz
& pepper noise () is then added. Y, P 9 )

) . . though GA-fusion aims to optimize non-metric functions
The results are summarized in Table 3. Relative en- 9 P ’

. ; it is competitive to other algorithms and better than other
ergleE are averaged over 10 texture images. When the L . .
) L . : heuristics such as ST-fusion and random-fusion.
problem is easy (low-connectivity and high-unary weight),
QPBO is able to produce optimal solutions and all method 5.3. Synthetic function optimization
gxcep:l %‘I;ﬂfjsu_)n gives tsatltzlsfactﬁry Iov:/-energy resE!fs. We compare our algorithm with others on various types
verall, A-IUSIon consistently achieves low energy while: ¢ synthetic MRF problems to analyze performance further.
others do not. QPBO and-expansion converged in 2.28 . N
and 3.44 seconds on average. respectively. All other aldo- Four different types of graph structure are utilized: grid
' ge. resp Y- 9 graphs with 4, 8, and 24 neighbors; and fully connected

4Relative energy is calculated such that the energy of thiesbéstion graph. The size of the grid graph iS. set to 30-by-30 and
is 0 and that of zero-labeled solution is 100. the size of the fully connected graph is 50. For each graph




Table 3. Texture restoration experiments on 10 Brodataitest Average of relative energies is reported. Four diffetypes of energy
are considered by changing the number of pairwise costs@any weight. The lowest energy for each case is in bold.

Energy type QPBO GA-fusion ST-fusion a-expansion random-fusion BP  TRW-S
low-connectivity

e oy weight 0 0.0 1.9 0.1 0.1 00 00
low-connectivity n/a 15 25.6 2.8 5.1 3.6 106
& low-unary weight

high-connectivity n/a 0.9 253 0.1 0.9 04 33
& high-unary weight

high-connectivity n/a 22 383 83 46 60 116

& low-unary weight

Table 4. Mean energies obtained from deferent algorithmsetnic energy functions. Test bed is from OpenGM2 benchma@hey all
use the Potts model for designing pairwise terms.

GA-fusion  ST-fusion «-Expansion «aB-Swap Randon-fusion BP TRW-S
Inpainting(n4) 45435 466.92 45435 45475 54596 45435  490.48
Color segmentation(n4) 20024.23 20139.12 20031.81 20049. 24405.14 20094.03 20012.18
Object segmentation 31323.07 31883.57 31317.23 31323.18 62834.62  35775.27 31317.23

Table 5. Energies obtained from deferent algorithms onhsjtitt
problems. Test bed was designed to evaluate each algorithm o
different ratios of non-metric term, coupling strengthsand con-

Table[B reports the average of final energy from different
algorithms. Some algorithms achieve low energy solutions
nectivities. The name of the problem set indicat®gfion-metric with specific type of the energy function. GA-fusion consis-

rate)-(graph structurg’. For each row, 10 results for different in- tently gives low energy solutions throughout all the energy
stances are averaged. The lowest energy for each case ilin bo type.

GA-fusion consistently finds low energy solutions. _ The following are some detai_ls on the experimental set-
Energy type GA ST «oExp Rand BP TRW-S tings. Graph cut-based algorithms start from the zero-
1-50-GRID4 01 00 907 03 57 6.8 labeled initial. Every algorithm, exceptexpansion, is run
1-50-GRID8 04 20 1000 15 90 = 171 for 10 sec because they do not follow a fixed rule for conver-
1-50-GRID24 11 332 1000 03 115 172 ) ) .
1-50-FULL 04 595 1000 453 741 224 gence. The experiment shows that 10 sec is enough time for
10-50-GRID4 0.2 0.0 1000 09 11.4 126 every algorithm to converge. Althoughexpansion is fast,
10-50-GRID8 01 10 1000 04 120 135 converging in less than a second, it mostly ended up with
10-50-GRID24 36 271 1000 0.7 152 165 an zero-label. It is because that reduced sub-problem is too
10-50-FULL 00 17 1000 52 1.8 1.8 o .
1-100-GRIDS 03 08 1000 00 12 50 difficult and QPBO produces none of the labeled nodes in
1-100-GRID24 0.0 09 1000 3.0 26 2.5 most cases.
1-100-FULL 01 07 1000 61 1.9 1.9 .
10-100-GRID8 0.2 1.6 1000 0.1 04 0.4 6. Conclusions
10-100-GRID24 0.0 22 1000 31 22 1.8 , ) )
10-100-FULL 09 414 100.0 583 748 224 Graph cuts-based algorithm is one of the most acclaimed

algorithms for optimizing MRF energy functions. They can
obtain the optimal solution for a submodular binary func-
- tion and give a good approximation for multi-label function
§tructu_re, we built five-label prpblems. chh unary _cost through the move-making approach. In the move-making
is assigned by random sampling from uniform distribu- an5r0ach, appropriate choice of the move space is crucial

tion: 0,(xp) ~ U(0,1). Pairwise costs are designed using 1o performance. In other words, good proposal genera-
the same method in sectign B.2 (Equatibh (8)). The dif- tjon is required. However, efficient and generic propos-

ficulties of each problem are controlled by changing cou- 55 have not been available. Most works have relied on
pling strength\ in the energy functionl{1). The amount heyristic and application-specific ways. Thus, the present
of non-metric terms are set to %0and 1006 (hon-metric paper proposed a simple and application-independent way

term means pairwise cost which does not satisfy the con-t5 generate proposals. With this proposal generation, we
dition @)f. Ultimately, we construct 14 different types of present a graph cuts-based move-making algorithm called

MRF models, which are sur?marized in Table 5 agfon-  GAfusion, where the proposal is generated from approxi-
metric ratg-(graph structurg”. For each type, 10 random  mated functions via graph approximation. We tested our al-
instances of problems are generated. gorithm on real and synthetic problems. Our experimental

SFor 4-neighborhood grid graph, 1%0of non-metric terms are impos- resqlts show that our algorithm OUtpe.rflormS other methods,
sible because by simply flipping labels every term meets ¢inelition [2) particularly when the problems are difficult.
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