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Manifold Graph Signal Restoration using
Gradient Graph Laplacian Regularizer
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Abstract—In the graph signal processing (GSP) literature,
graph Laplacian regularizer (GLR) was used for signal restora-
tion to promote piecewise smooth / constant reconstruction with
respect to an underlying graph. However, for signals slowly
varying across graph kernels, GLR suffers from an undesirable
“staircase” effect. In this paper, focusing on manifold graphs—
collections of uniform discrete samples on low-dimensional con-
tinuous manifolds—we generalize GLR to gradient graph Lapla-
cian regularizer (GGLR) that promotes planar / piecewise planar
(PWP) signal reconstruction. Specifically, for a graph endowed
with sampling coordinates (e.g., 2D images, 3D point clouds),
we first define a gradient operator, using which we construct a
gradient graph for nodes’ gradients in the sampling manifold
space. This maps to a gradient-induced nodal graph (GNG)
and a positive semi-definite (PSD) Laplacian matrix with planar
signals as the 0 frequencies. For manifold graphs without explicit
sampling coordinates, we propose a graph embedding method to
obtain node coordinates via fast eigenvector computation. We
derive the means-square-error minimizing weight parameter for
GGLR efficiently, trading off bias and variance of the signal
estimate. Experimental results show that GGLR outperformed
previous graph signal priors like GLR and graph total variation
(GTV) in a range of graph signal restoration tasks.

Index Terms—Graph signal processing, graph smoothness
priors, graph embedding, quadratic programming

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to cost, complexity and limitations of signal sensing,
acquired signals are often imperfect with distortions and/or
missing samples. Signal restoration is the task of recovering
a pristine signal from corrupted and/or partial observations.
We focus on restoration of graph signals—sets of discrete
samples residing on graph-structured data kernels—studied in
the graph signal processing (GSP) field [1], [2]. Examples
of graph signal restoration include denoising [3], [4], [5],
dequantization [6], [7], deblurring [8], and interpolation [9].

As an under-determined problem, signal restoration requires
appropriate signal priors for regularization. Given a graph
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Fig. 1. Examples of denoising smooth graph signals: a) result
(PSNR:27.13dB) using SDGLR on temperature signal on China
graph with noise variance 50; b) result (PSNR:28.87dB) using SDG-
GLR. “Staircase” effect of SDGLR—artificial boundaries between
adjacent constant pieces—compared to SDGGLR is visually obvious.

kernel encoded with pairwise similarities or correlations as
edge weights, there exist numerous graph smoothness priors
that assume a target signal x ∈ RN is “smooth” with respect
to (w.r.t.) to the underlying graph G in various mathematical
forms1 [10], [11], [12], [3], [8], [4], [5], [9]. Among them,
the most common is the graph Laplacian regularizer (GLR)
[3], which minimizes x⊤Lx assuming signal x is smooth
w.r.t. to a graph G specified by positive semi-definite (PSD)
graph Laplacian matrix L ∈ RN×N . GLR is popular partly
because of its spectral interpretation [3]: minimizing x⊤Lx
means “promoting”2 (biasing the solution towards) low graph
frequencies—eigenvectors of L corresponding to small non-
negative eigenvalues of L, where the 0 frequency for a
positive connected graph G without self-loops is the constant
signal. It is also popular because of its ease in optimization—
when combined with an ℓ2-norm fidelity term, it results in
a system of linear equations for the optimal solution x∗ that
can be computed efficiently using fast numerical methods like
conjugate gradient (CG) [14] without matrix inverse.

Further, a signal-dependent (SD) variant of GLR—where
each graph edge weight wi,j is inversely proportional to the
difference in sought signal samples, |xi−xj |, similarly done in
the bilateral filter [15]—has been shown to promote piecewise
constant (PWC) signal reconstruction [3], [6]. SDGLR has
been used successfully in a number of practical applications:
image denoising [3], JPEG image dequantization [6], 3D point
cloud denoising [5], etc.

However, like total variation (TV) [16] common in image
denoising that also promotes PWC signal reconstruction (but at
a higher computation cost due to its non-differentiable ℓ1-norm

1A review of graph smoothness priors is presented in Section II-A.
2By “promote” we mean adding a non-negative signal prior Pr(x) to a

minimization objective f(x) to bias the solution towards x where Pr(x) = 0.
See [13] for a comprehensive overview on bias-variance tradeoffs.
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[9]), GLR suffers from the well-known adverse “staircase” ef-
fect for signals with gradually changing intensity—artificially
created boundaries between adjacent constant pieces that do
not exist in the original signals. Fig. 1(a) shows a denois-
ing example of a noise-corrupted temperature signal on a
geographical graph of China, where the resulting blocking
artifacts between adjacent reconstructed constant pieces are
visually obvious. For images on 2D grids, as one remedy
TV was extended to total generalized variation (TGV) [17],
[18] to promote piecewise linear / planar (PWP) signal
reconstruction—a signal with piecewise constant gradients.

Surprisingly, to our knowledge no such generalized graph
signal prior exists in GSP to promote PWP graph signals3.
We believe that the difficulty in defining planar / PWP signals
on graphs lies in the reliance on the conventional notion of
graph gradient computed using the Laplacian operator (to
be dissected in Section IV-A). Instead, we define planar /
PWP graph signals using manifold gradients on manifold
graphs, where each graph node is a discrete sample on a
continuous manifold with a sampling coordinate [19], [3]—
node coordinates and graph structure are intimately related via
graph embeddings4 [20]. Manifold gradients are computed at
graph nodes using sampling coordinates in a neighborhood,
and a prior promoting constant / PWC manifold gradient
reconstruction can lead to planar / PWP signal reconstruction.

Specifically, extending GLR, in this paper we propose a
higher-order graph smoothness prior called gradient graph
Laplacian regularizer (GGLR) that promotes PWP signal re-
construction for restoration tasks5. We divide our investigation
into two parts. In the first part, we assume that each graph
node i is endowed with a coordinate vector pi ∈ RK in a
manifold space of dimension K ≪ N . Examples include 2D
images and 3D point clouds. Using these node coordinates,
for a node i we define a gradient operator Fi, using which
we compute manifold gradient αi at node i w.r.t. nodes in a
local neighborhood. To connect {αi}, we construct a positive
gradient graph Ḡ with Laplacian L̄o, from which we define
GGLR α⊤L̄oα = x⊤Lx, where L is the gradient-induced
nodal graph (GNG) Laplacian. We prove GGLR’s promotion
of planar signal reconstruction—specifically, planar signals
are the 0 frequencies of PSD matrix L. We then show that
its signal-dependent variant SDGGLR promotes PWP signal
reconstruction.

In the second part, we assume the more general case
where nodes in the manifold graph do not have accompanied
sampling coordinates. We propose a parameter-free graph em-
bedding method [21], based on fast eigenvector computation
[22], to compute manifold coordinates pi for nodes i, using
which we can define GGLR for regularization in a signal
restoration task, as done in part one.

Crucial in regularization-based optimization is the selection
of the tradeoff parameter µ that weighs the regularizer against

3While TV promoting PWC signals has been adapted in graph domains as
graph total variation (GTV) [10], [11], there is no graph-equivalent of TGV.

4A graph embedding computes node coordinates so that Euclidean distances
between coordinate pairs reflect node-to-node distance in the original graph.

5An earlier conference version of this work focused exclusively on image
interpolation [9].

the fidelity term. Extending the analysis in [23], we derive the
means-square-error (MSE) minimizing µ for GGLR efficiently
by trading off bias and variance of the signal estimate.

We tested GGLR in four different practical applications:
image interpolation, 3D point cloud color denoising, age
estimation, and player rating estimation. Experimental results
show that GGLR outperformed previous graph signal priors
like GLR [3] and graph total variation (GTV) [10], [11].

We summarize our technical contributions as follows:
1) For graph nodes endowed with sampling coordinates,

we define the higher-order Gradient Graph Laplacian
Regularizer (GGLR) for graph signal restoration, which
retains its quadratic form and thus ease of computation
under specified conditions (Theorem 2).

2) We prove GGLR’s promotion of planar signal recon-
struction (Theorem 1)—planar signals are 0 frequencies
of PSD GNG Laplacian L. We demonstrate that its
signal-dependent variant SDGGLR promotes PWP signal
reconstruction.

3) For manifold graphs without sampling coordinates, we
propose a fast graph embedding method (Algorithm 1) to
first obtain node coordinates via fast eigenvector compu-
tation before employing SDGGLR.

4) We derive the MSE-minimizing weight parameter µ for
GGLR in a MAP formulation, trading off bias and
variance of the signal estimate (Theorem 3).

5) We demonstrate the efficacy of GGLR in four real-world
graph signal restoration applications, outperforming pre-
vious graph smoothness priors.

The outline of the paper is as follows. We overview
related works in Section II and review basic definitions in
Section III. We define GGLR in Section IV. We derive an
MSE-minimizing weight parameter µ in Section V. We present
our graph embedding method in Section VI. Experiments and
conclusion are presented in Section VII and VIII, respectively.

II. RELATED WORKS

We first overview graph smoothness priors in the GSP
literature. We next discuss priors in image restoration, in
particular, TV and TGV that promote PWC and PWP im-
age reconstruction respectively. Finally, we overview graph
embedding schemes and compare them with our method to
compute node coordinates for a manifold graph.

A. Smoothness Priors for Graph Signal Restoration

Restoration of graph signals from partial and/or corrupted
observations has long been studied in GSP [12], [2]. The most
common graph smoothness prior to regularize an inherently
ill-posed signal restoration problem is graph Laplacian regu-
larizer (GLR) [3] x⊤Lx, where L is a graph Laplacian matrix
corresponding to a similarity graph kernel for signal x. Inter-
preting the adjacency matrix W as a graph shift operator, [12]
proposed the graph shift variation (GSV) ∥x− 1

|λmax|Wx∥22,
where λmax is the spectral radius of W. Graph signal varia-
tions can also be computed in ℓ1-norm as graph total variation
(GTV) [10], [11]. Though convex, minimization of ℓ1-norm
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like GTV requires iterative algorithms like proximal gradient
(PG) [24] that are often computation-expensive.

GLR can be defined in a signal-dependent (SD) manner as
x⊤L(x)x, where Laplacian L(x) is a function of sought signal
x. It has been shown [3], [6] that SDGLR promotes PWC
signal reconstruction. Our work extends SDGLR to SDGGLR
to promote PWP signal reconstruction, while retaining its
convenient quadratic form for fast computation.

B. Priors for Image Restoration

Specifically for image restoration, there exist a large variety
of signal priors through decades of research [25]. Edge-
guided methods such as partial differential equations (PDE)
[26] provide smooth image interpolation, but perform poorly
when missing pixels are considerable. Sparse coding [27] that
reconstructs sparse signal representations by selecting a few
atoms from a trained over-complete dictionary was prevalent,
but computation of sparse code vectors via minimization of ℓ0-
or ℓ1-norms can be expensive. Total variation (TV) [16] was a
popular image prior due to available algorithms in minimizing
convex but non-differentiable ℓ1-norm. Its generalization, total
generalized variation (TGV) [17], [18], better handles the
known staircase effect, but retains the non-differentiable ℓ1-
norm that requires iterative optimization. Like TGV, GGLR
also promotes PWP signal reconstruction, but is non-convex
and differentiable, leading to fast optimization.

C. Graph Embeddings

A graph embedding computes a latent coordinate pi ∈ RK

for each node i in a graph G, so that pairwise relationships
(i, j) in G are retained in the K-dimensional latent space as
Euclidean distances. Existing embedding methods can be clas-
sified into three categories [20]: matrix factorization, random
walk, and deep learning. Matrix factorization-based methods,
such as locally linear embedding (LLE) [28] and Laplacian
eigenmap (LE) [29], obtain an embedding by decomposing
the large sparse adjacency matrix. Complexities of these
methods are typically O(N2) and thus are not scalable to large
graphs. Random walk-based methods like Deepwalk [30] and
node2vec [31] use a random walk process to encode the co-
occurrences of nodes to obtain scalable graph embeddings.
These schemes typically have complexity O(N logN).

Deep learning approaches, especially autoencoder-based
methods [32] and graph convolutional network (GCN) [33],
are also widely studied for graph embedding. However, pure
deep learning methods require long training time and large
memory footprint to store a sizable set of trained parameters.

Our goal is narrower than previous graph embedding works
in that we seek sampling coordinates for nodes in a manifold
graph solely for the purpose of defining GGLR for regu-
larization. To be discussed in Section VI, a manifold graph
means that each node is a uniform discrete sample of a low-
dimensional continuous manifold, and thus graph embedding
translates to the discovery of point coordinates in this low-
dimensional manifold space. This narrowly defined objective
leads to an efficient method based on fast computation of
extreme eigenvectors [22].

III. PRELIMINARIES

We first provide graph definitions used in our formulation,
including a review of the common graph smoothness prior
GLR [3], [6] and a notion of manifold graph [3]. We then
review the definition of a hyperplane in K-dimensional Eu-
clidean space and Gershgorin circle theorem (GCT) [34].

A. Graph Definitions

An undirected graph G(V, E ,W) is defined by a set of
N nodes V = {1, . . . , N}, edges E = {(i, j)}, and a real
symmetric adjacency matrix W ∈ RN×N . Wi,j = wi,j ∈ R
is the edge weight if (i, j) ∈ E , and Wi,j = 0 otherwise. Edge
weight wi,j can be positive or negative; a graph G containing
both positive and negative edges is called a signed graph [35],
[36], [37]. Degree matrix D is a diagonal matrix with entries
Di,i =

∑
j Wi,j ,∀i. A combinatorial graph Laplacian matrix

L is defined as L ≜ D − W. If G is a positive graph (all
edge weights are non-negative, i.e., Wi,j ≥ 0,∀i, j), then L is
positive semi-definite (PSD), i.e., x⊤Lx ≥ 0,∀x [38].

The graph spectrum of G is defined by the eigen-pairs of
L. First, eigen-decompose L into L = VΣV⊤, where Σ =
diag({λk}) is a diagonal matrix with N ordered eigenvalues,
λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ . . . ≤ λN , along its diagonal, and V = [v1 . . .vN ]
contains corresponding eigenvectors vk’s as columns. The k-
th eigen-pair, (λk,vk), defines the k-th graph frequency and
Fourier mode. V⊤ is the graph Fourier transform (GFT) that
transforms a graph signal x ∈ RN to its graph frequency
representation via x̃ = V⊤x [1].

1) Manifold Graph: It is common to connect a graph (a
discrete object) to a continuous manifold via the common
“manifold assumption” [39], [40]. For example, assuming that
graph nodes are projected samples chosen randomly from a
uniform distribution over a manifold domain, [40] showed
that the graph Laplacian matrix converges to the continuous
Laplace-Beltrami operator at an estimated rate as the number
of points approaches infinity and the distances between points
go to zero. Under the same uniform sampling assumption,
[40] showed that a Laplacian regularization term converges to
a continuous penalty functional.

We make a similar assumption here, namely that a manifold
graph G(V, E ,W,P) is a set of N connected nodes that
are discrete samples from a uniform distribution on a K-
dimensional continuous manifold, each node i ∈ V with
coordinate pi ∈ RK . Denote by d(i, j) ≜ ∥pi − pj∥2 the
Euclidean distance between nodes i and j in the manifold
space. We assume that G satisfies the following two properties
that are common in graph embedding [41]:

1) wi,j < wi,k implies d(i, j) > d(i, k).
2) If two nodes j and k connected by edge (j, k) ∈ E are

respective h- and (h+ 1)-hop neighbors of node i in G,
then d(i, j) < d(i, k).

The first property means that edge weight is inversely pro-
portional to manifold distance, i.e., wi,j ∝ d(i, j)−1—a
reasonable assumption since an edge weight typically captures
pairwise similarity / correlation. The second property implies
that a (h + 1)-hop node k cannot be closer to i than h-hop
node j if ∃(j, k) ∈ E . This is also reasonable given that hop
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count should reflect some notion of distance. We invoke these
properties in the DAG construction procedure in Section IV-B
and the graph embedding algorithm in Section VI-B. Examples
include k-nearest-neighborhood (kNN) graphs for pixels on a
2D image and for 3D points in a point cloud.

2) Signal-Independent GLR: A signal x ∈ RN is smooth
w.r.t. graph G if its GLR, x⊤Lx, is small [3]:

x⊤Lx =
∑

(i,j)∈E

wi,j(xi − xj)
2 =

∑
k

λkx̃
2
k (1)

where x̃k is the k-th GFT coefficient of x. In the nodal domain,
a small GLR means a connected node pair (i, j) has similar
sample values xi and xj for large wi,j . In the spectral domain,
a small GLR means signal energies x̃2k mostly reside in low
frequencies λk, i.e., x is roughly a low-pass signal.

For a connected positive graph without self-loops, from (1)
we see that x⊤Lx = 0 iff x is a constant signal c1 where 1 is
an all-one vector, i.e., xi = xj = c, ∀i, j. Constant signal c1
is the (unnormalized) eigenvector v1 of L to first eigenvalue
λ1 = 0 (i.e., the 0 frequency). Thus, signal-independent GLR
(SIGLR), where graph G is defined independent of signal x,
promotes constant signal reconstruction.

3) Signal-Dependent GLR: One can alternatively define
a signal-dependent GLR (SDGLR), where edge weights of
graph G are defined as a function of sought signal x [3], [6].
Specifically, we write

x⊤L(x)x =
∑

(i,j)∈E

wi,j(xi, xj) (xi − xj)
2 (2)

wi,j(xi, xj) = exp

(
−∥fi − fj∥22

σ2
f

− |xi − xj |2

σ2
x

)
(3)

where fi ∈ RM is the feature vector of node i. wi,j is signal-
dependent—it is a Gaussian function of signal difference
|xi − xj |—and hence L(x) is a function of sought signal x.
This edge weight definition (3) is analogous to bilateral filter
weights with domain and range filters [15]. Hence, each term
in the sum (2) is minimized when i) |xi − xj | is very small
(when (xi−xj)2 is small), or ii) |xi−xj | is very large (when
wi,j is small). Thus, minimizing GLR would force |xi−xj | to
approach either 0 or ∞, promoting piecewise constant (PWC)
signal reconstruction as shown in [3], [6].

We examine SDGLR more closely to develop intuition
behind this PWC reconstruction [8]. For notation simplicity,
define ∆i,j ≜ (xi − xj)

2 and γfi,j ≜ exp
(
−∥fi − fj∥22/σ2

f

)
.

Then, for a single term in the sum (2) corresponding to
(i, j) ∈ E , we write

wi,j(xi, xj)(xi − xj)
2 = γf

i,j exp

(
−∆i,j

σ2
x

)
∆i,j (4)

∂wi,j(xi, xj)(xi − xj)
2

∂∆i,j
= γf

i,j

(
1− ∆i,j

σ2
x

)
exp

(
−∆i,j

σ2
x

)
. (5)

We see that derivative (5) w.r.t. ∆i,j increases from 0 till σ2
x

then decreases, and thus x⊤L(x)x is in general non-convex.
Further, because the derivative is uni-modal, in an iterative
algorithm ∆i,j is promoted to either 0 (positive diffusion) or
∞ (negative diffusion) depending on initial value [3].

(a)

(b)

1 32 4 5
1 0.67 0.670.03

1 32 4 5
1 1 10

(c)

Fig. 2. Example of (a) a 5-node line graph G with initial edge weights,
(b) the same line graph with converged edge weights, and (c) output
x’s during iterations, where the converged signal x∗ in red is PWC.

Fig. 3. Examples of (a) a planar signal x with 4 discrete points
residing on a 2D plane x = 1 + p1 + 2p2, and (b) a 1D 3-piece
linear signal (9) with parameters (α

(1)
0 = 2, α

(1)
1 = 2), (α

(2)
0 =

6, α
(2)
1 = −2), and (α

(3)
0 = −1, α

(3)
1 = 1). Note that in (b) the

signal is continuous at p1 = 1 and non-continuous at p1 = 2.

As an illustrative example, consider a 5-node line graph G
in Fig. 2 with initial noisy observation y = [2 2 1.8 1.2 1]⊤.
Suppose we use an iterative algorithm that alternately com-
putes signal via minx ∥y − x∥22 + µx⊤Lx and updates edge
weights wi,j = exp(−|xi − xj |2/σ2

x) in L (initial edge
weights are computed using observation y). Assume also that
σ2
x = 0.1 and µ = 1. It will converge to solution x∗ =

[1.92 1.92 1.92 1.12 1.12] after 8 iterations; see Fig. 2(c) for
an illustration. We see that x∗ is an approximate PWC signal
that minimizes SDGLR x⊤L(x)x = 0.001 for a (roughly)
disconnected line graph6 with λ2 ≈ 0. This demonstrates that
SDGLR does promote PWC signal reconstruction.

B. K-dimensional Planar Signal

A discrete signal x ∈ RN , where each sample xi is
associated with coordinate vector pi = [pi,1, . . . pi,K ]⊤, is a
K-dimensional (hyper)planar signal, if each sample xi can be
written as

xi = α0 +

K∑
k=1

αkpi,k (6)

where {αk}Kk=0 are parameters of the hyperplane. In other
words, all discrete points {(pi, xi)}Ni=1 of signal x reside on
a hyperplane defined by x = α0 +

∑K
k=1 αkpk. We call α =

[α1 · · ·αK ]⊤ the gradient of the hyperplane. For example, in
Fig. 3(a) a 2-dimensional planar signal x has 4 discrete points
{(pi, xi)}4i=1 residing on a 2D plane x = 1 + p1 + 2p2.

6The second eigenvalue is also called the Fiedler number that reflects the
connectedness of the graph [42].
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Given a K-dimensional planar signal x with N > K points,
one can compute gradient α via a system of linear equations.
Specifically, using K+1 points ({(pi, xi)}K+1

i=1 , we can write
K linear equations by subtracting (6) for point (pi, xi), 2 ≤
i ≤ K + 1, from (6) for point (p1, x1):

p1,1 − p2,1 . . . p1,K − p2,K

p1,1 − p3,1 . . . p1,K − p3,K

...
...

p1,1 − pK+1,1 . . . p1,K − pK+1,K


︸ ︷︷ ︸

C


α1

α2

...
αK

 =


x1 − x2

x1 − x3

...
x1 − xK+1


︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆x

Cα = ∆x. (7)

(7) produces unique α if coordinate matrix C ∈ RK×K is
full column-rank; we make this assumption in the sequel.

Assumption 1: Coordinate matrix C is full column-rank.

This means that a subset of M ≤ K points cannot reside
on a (M − 2)-dimensional hyperplane; this can be ensured
via prudent sampling (see our proposed DAG construction
procedure in Section IV-B to select points for computation of
gradient αi).

If n > K + 1 points are used, then C ∈ R(n−1)×K is a
tall matrix, and gradient α minimizing the least square error
(LSE) between n points and the best-fitted hyperplane can be
obtained using left pseudo-inverse7 C† ≜ (C⊤C)−1C⊤ [43]:

α = C†∆x. (8)

Finally, we consider the special case where points xi’s
are on a regularly sampled K-dimensional grid; for example,
consider using image patch pixels on a 2D grid to compute
gradient α = [α1 α2]

⊤ for a best-fitted 2D plane. In this case,
computing individual αi’s can be done separately. For exam-
ple, a row of image pixels xi’s have the same y-coordinate
p2, and thus using (6) one obtains x1 − xi = α1(p1,1 − pi,1)
for each i, and the optimal α1 minimizing least square can be
computed separately from α2 (and vice versa). Computing αi’s
separately has a complexity advantage, since no computation
of matrix (pseudo-)inverse of C is required.

1) Piecewise Planar Signal: One can define a piecewise
planar signal (PWP) as a combination of planar signals in
adjacent sub-domains; similarly defined in the nodal domain
theorem [44], graph nodes V are first partitioned into non-
overlapping sub-domains of connected nodes, and two sub-
domains Vs and Vt are adjacent if ∃i ∈ Vs, j ∈ Vt such that
(i, j) ∈ E . For example, in Fig. 3(b) we see a 3-piece 1D
linear signal x with p1 ∈ [0, 3] defined as

x =


α
(1)
0 + α

(1)
1 p1 if 0 ≤ p1 < 1

α
(2)
0 + α

(2)
1 p1 if 1 ≤ p1 < 2

α
(3)
0 + α

(3)
1 p1 if 2 ≤ p1 ≤ 3

(9)

where the first, second, and third linear pieces are character-
ized by parameters (α

(1)
0 α

(1)
1 ), (α(2)

0 α
(2)
1 ), and (α

(3)
0 α

(3)
1 ),

respectively. If one further assumes signal x is continuous, then
at each boundary, the two adjacent linear pieces must coincide.
For example, x is continuous at p1 = 1 if α(1)

0 + α
(1)
1 =

α
(2)
0 +α

(2)
1 . The 3-piece linear signal in Fig. 3(b) is continuous

7Left pseudo-inverse C† is well defined if C is full column-rank.

Fig. 4. Examples of a 1D 4-node graph in (a) and a 2D 5-node graph in (b).
Numbers in brackets are sampling coordinates in 1D / 2D space respectively.

at p1 = 1 but not at p1 = 2. Signal discontinuities are common
in practice such as 2D natural and depth images (e.g., boundary
between a foreground object and background). We discuss our
assumption on signal continuity in Section IV-F.

C. Gershgorin Circle Theorem

Given a real symmetric square matrix M ∈ RN×N , cor-
responding to each row i is a Gershgorin disc i with center
ci ≜Mi,i and radius ri ≜

∑
j | j ̸=i |Mi,j |. By GCT [34], each

eigenvalue λ of M resides in at least one Gershgorin disc, i.e.,
∃i such that

ci − ri ≤ λ ≤ ci + ri. (10)

A corollary is that the smallest Gershgorin disc left-end
λ−min(M) is a lower bound of the smallest eigenvalue λmin(M)
of M, i.e.,

λ−min(M) ≜ min
i
ci − ri ≤ λmin(M). (11)

We employ GCT to compute suitable parameters for our graph
embedding method in Section VI-B.

IV. GGLR FOR GRAPH WITH COORDINATES

A. Why Graph Laplacian cannot promote Planar Signals

As motivation, we first argue that conventional notion of
“graph gradients”, computed using Laplacian8 L ≜ D −W,
is ill-suited to define planar graph signals. Specifically, if Lx
computes graph gradients [1], then constant graph gradient
across the signal—analogous to constant slope across a linear
function on a regular 1D kernel—would imply a kind of linear
/ planar graph signal. However, a signal x satisfying Lx = c1
for some constant c is not a general planar signal at all; 1 is
in the left-nullspace of L (i.e., L⊤1 = 0), which means 1 is
not in the orthogonal column space of L, i.e., ̸ ∃x s.t. Lx = 1.
Hence, the only signal x satisfying Lx = c1 is the constant
signal x = c′1 for some c′ ̸= 0 and c = 0. That means a
prior like (Lx)⊤L(Lx) promotes only a constant signal as 0
frequency, no different from GLR x⊤Lx [3].

To understand why graph gradients Lx cannot define planar
signals in (6), consider a 4-node line graph with all edge
weights wi,i+1 = 1 and a signal x = [4, 2, 0,−2]⊤ linear w.r.t.
node indices. See Fig. 4(a) for an illustration. x is linear, since
the three computable slopes (xi+1 − xi)/1, i ∈ {1, 2, 3} are
all −2. Note that a 4-node line graph only has three uniquely
computable slopes, a property we will revisit in the sequel.

8A similar argument can be made using normalized Laplacian Ln to
compute gradients for a positive connected graph; see Appendix A.
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Fig. 5. An example 4-node graph G with 2D coordinates in (a), the
corresponding DAG Gd in (b), gradient graph Ḡ in (c), and resulting GNG G∗

(d), where blue/red edges are positive/negative, each with magnitude 1.334.

Computing Lx for linear x, we get

Lx =

 1 −1 0 0
−1 2 −1 0
0 −1 2 −1
0 0 −1 1


 4

2
0
−2

 =

 2
0
0
−2


which is not a constant vector. Examining Lx closely, we
see that (Lx)i computes the difference between xi and all
its connected neighbors xj for (i, j) ∈ E . Depending on the
varying number and locations of its neighbors, (Lx)i is com-
puting different quantities: (Lx)1 and (Lx)4 compute negative
/ positive slope, while (Lx)2 and (Lx)3 compute the difference
of slopes (discrete second derivative). Clearly, entries in Lx
are not computing slopes (xi+1 − xi)/1 consistently.

Can one compute the difference of slopes for “inte-
rior” nodes only? First, it is difficult to define and identify
“boundary” nodes in a general graph with nodes of varying
degrees. But suppose “interior” rows in L can be identified to
compute Lx as discrete second derivatives for minimization,
e.g., using ∥diag(h)Lx∥22 as a planar signal prior, where
diag(h) selects the interior entries of Lx (in the line graph
example, h = [0, 1, 1, 0]⊤). Consider the 2D 5-node example
in Fig. 4(b). Given a 2D planar signal model (6), namely
x = p1 + 2p2, x = [0.134, 0, 1, 2,−2]⊤ is planar for 2D
coordinates in Fig. 4(b). However, (Lx)2 ̸= 0. The reason
is that, unlike Fig. 4(a), the coordinates of four neighboring
nodes are not symmetric around interior node 2, and Laplacian
L alone does not encode sufficient node location information.
This shows that the Laplacian operator for a graph with only
nodes and edges is insufficient to define planar signals in (6).

B. Gradient Operator

We derive a new graph smoothness prior, gradient graph
Laplacian regularizer (GGLR), for signal restoration for the
case when each graph node is endowed with a low-dimensional
sampling space coordinate. See Table I for notations.

Given an undirected graph G = (V, E ,W) with |V| = N
nodes, we assume here that each node i ∈ {1, . . . , N} is
endowed with a coordinate vector pi ∈ RK in K-dimensional
sampling space, where K ≪ N . Examples of such graphs
include kNN graphs constructed for 2D images or 3D point
clouds, where the node coordinates are the sample locations
in Euclidean space [3], [6], [5].

TABLE I
NOTATIONS IN GGLR DERIVATION

G(V, E,W) graph with nodes V , edges E , adjacency matrix W
pi K-dimensional coordinate for node i

K+ number of out-going edges for each node in DAG
Gd(V, Ed,Wd) DAG with nodes V , edges Ed, adjacency matrix Wd

Fi gradient operator for node i
Wi diagonal matrix containing weights of edges [i, j]

G gradient computation matrix with {(WiCi)†WiFi}
R reordering matrix to define α
αi manifold gradient for node i

Ḡ(V̄, Ē,W̄) gradient graph with nodes V̄ , edges Ē , adj. matrix W̄
L̄ gradient graph Laplacian matrix for Ḡ
L̄o diag(L̄, . . . , L̄) to define L

G∗(V, E∗,W∗) gradient-induced nodal graph (GNG)
L GNG Laplacian matrix

For each node i ∈ V , we compute manifold gradient
αi when possible. First, define a directed acyclic graph
(DAG) Gd(V, Ed,Wd), where K+ directed edges [i, j] ∈ Ed,
K+ ≥ K, are drawn for each node i (if possible), following
the DAG construction procedure below. Denote by V̄ ⊂ V
the set of nodes with K+ out-going edges; |V̄| is the num-
ber of computable manifold gradients. Given K+ out-going
edges [i, j] stemming from node i, define a gradient operator
Fi ∈ RK+×N . Finally, compute gradient αi for node i ∈ V̄
using Fi, weights of K+ directed edges [i, j], and coordinates
pj of K+ connected nodes j’s. K+ is a parameter that trades
off robustness of computed gradient (larger K+) with gradient
locality (smaller K+).

DAG Construction Procedure:
1) Initialize a candidate list S with 1-hop neighbor(s) j of

node i satisfying the acylic condition: ∃ko ≥ 1 such that
(1) pj,ko > pi,ko , and
(2) pj,k = pi,k, for all k s.t. ko > k ≥ 1.

2) If the number of directed edges from i is < K+ and
S ≠ ∅, then

a) Construct edge [i, j∗] from i to the closest node j∗

in S in Euclidean distance with weight wd
i,j∗ ≜∏

(s,t)∈Pi,j∗
ws,t, where Pi,j∗ is the shortest path from

i to j∗. Remove j∗ from list S.
b) Add 1-hop neighbor(s) l of j∗ that satisfy the acylic

condition, and are not already selected for connection
to i, to list S. Repeat Step 2.

After the procedure, the K+ identified directed edges
{[i, j]} are drawn for Gd and compose Ed, with computed edge
weights {wd

i,j} composing weight matrix Wd. Fig. 5(a) shows
an example 4-node graph with 2D coordinates in brackets.
The corresponding graph Gd with directed edges drawn using
the DAG construction procedure is shown in Fig. 5(b). In
this example, only two manifold gradients α1 and α2 are
computable, i.e., V̄ = {1, 2}.

The acylic condition ensures that Ed constitute a graph Gd

without cycles.

Lemma 1. A graph constructed with directed edges satisfying
the acylic condition has no cycles.

See Appendix B for a proof.

Typically, the construction procedure results in a connected
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DAG Gd with a single root node (with no in-coming edges),
and N −K+ nodes have K+ out-going edges. For example,
for K+ = K = 1, N−1 nodes have one out-going edge each.
We assume this for the constructed DAG in the sequel.

Assumption 2: DAG Gd is a connected graph with a single
root node, where |V̄|K ≥ N − 1.

Using the two properties of a manifold graph discussed in
Section III-A1, one can prove the optimality of constructed
directed edges [i, j] for each node i ∈ V̄ .

Lemma 2. For each node i ∈ V̄ , the DAG construction
procedure finds the closest K+ nodes j to node i in Euclidean
distance satisfying the acyclic condition.

See Appendix C for a proof.

Remarks: Just like the 4-point line graph in Fig. 4(a) having
only three unique computable slopes, the acyclic nature of the
constructed directed graph (ensured by Lemma 1) guarantees
that each computed gradient αi is distinct. Lemma 2 ensures
that the computed gradient αi is as local to node i as possible,
given K+ closest neighbors satisfying the acyclic condition
are used in the gradient computation.

Denote by Ed(i, k) the designation node of the k-th directed
edge stemming from node i in Gd. Given DAG Gd, we can
define entries in gradient operator Fi ∈ RK+×N as

F i
m,n =

 1 if n = i
−1 if n = Ed(i,m)
0 o.w.

. (12)

Continuing our 4-node example graph in Fig. 5(a), gradient
operators F1,F2 ∈ R2×4 corresponding to Gd in (b) are

F1 =

[
1 −1 0 0
1 0 −1 0

]
, F2 =

[
0 1 −1 0
0 1 0 −1

]
.

C. Gradient Graph

Accompanying Fi is a coordinate matrix Ci ∈ RK+×K

defined as

Ci
m,n = pi,n − pEd(i,m),n. (13)

In (7), C is an example coordinate matrix. Continuing our
example graph in Fig. 5(a), C1 corresponding to F1 is

C1 =

[
p1,1 − p2,1 p1,2 − p2,2
p1,1 − p3,1 p1,2 − p3,2

]
=

[
−0.5 −0.866
−1 0

]
.

Given input signal x ∈ RN , we can write linear equations
for gradient αi = [αi,1 · · ·αi,K ]⊤ ∈ RK for node i ∈ V̄ ,
similar to (7) for a K-dimensional planar signal:

Ciαi = Fix. (14)

If K+ = K and Ci is full rank, then αi can be computed as
αi = (Ci)−1Fix.

If K+ > K, then Ci is a tall matrix, and we compute αi

that minimizes the following weighted least square (WLS):

min
αi

∥Wi(Fix−Ciαi)∥22, (15)

where Wi = diag({wd
i,Ed(i,m)}

K+

m=1) is a diagonal matrix
containing weights of edges connecting nodes i and Ed(i,m)
as diagonal terms. (15) states that square errors for nodes
Ed(i,m) are weighted according to edge weights. Solution
to (15) is

αi = (WiCi)†WiFix (16)

where (WiCi)† is the left pseudo-inverse of WiCi. By
Assumption 1 Ci is full column-rank, hence WiCi is also
full column-rank, and thus (WiCi)† is well defined.

Given computed gradient αi, we next construct an undi-
rected gradient graph Ḡ(V̄, Ē ,W̄): connect node pair i, j ∈ V̄
with an undirected edge if ∃(i, j) ∈ E . Edge (i, j) has positive
weight w̄i,j ∈ R+, resulting in a positive undirected graph Ḡ,
with a Laplacian L̄ that is provably PSD [38].

To promote planar signal reconstruction, we retain the
same edge weights as the original graph G, i.e., w̄i,j =
wi,j ,∀(i, j) ∈ Ē . Alternatively, one can define w̄i,j in a signal-
dependent way, as a function of gradients αi and αj , i.e.,

w̄i,j = exp

(
−∥αi −αj∥22

σ2
α

)
, (17)

where σα > 0 is a parameter. We discuss PWP in detail in
Section IV-F.

See Fig. 5(c) for the gradient graph Ḡ corresponding to the
4-node DAG Gd. Using Ḡ, one can define a PSD gradient
graph Laplacian matrix L̄ using definitions in Section III.
Continuing our 4-node graph example in Fig. 5(a), the gradient
graph Laplacian L̄ in this case is

L̄ =

[
1 −1
−1 1

]
⪰ 0. (18)

For later derivation, we collect gradients αi for all i ∈ V̄
into vector α ∈ R|V̄|K , written as

α = R

 (W1C1)†W1F1

...
(W|V̄|C|V̄|)†W|V̄|F|V̄|


︸ ︷︷ ︸

G

x (19)

where G ∈ R|V̄|K×N is a gradient computation matrix,
and R ∈ {0, 1}|V̄|K×|V̄|K is a reordering matrix so that
α = [α1

1, . . . , α
|V̄|
1 , . . . , α1

K , . . . , α
|V̄|
K ]⊤. Continuing our 4-

node example graph in Fig. 5(a), R is

R =


1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 . (20)

D. Gradient Graph Laplacian Regularizer

We can now define GGLR Pr(α) for α as follows. Define
first L̄o = diag(L̄, . . . , L̄) ∈ R|V̄|K×|V̄|K that contains K
Laplacians L̄ along its diagonal. We write

Pr(α) = α⊤L̄oα = (RGx)
⊤
L̄oRGx (21)

= x⊤ G⊤R⊤L̄oRG︸ ︷︷ ︸
L

x = x⊤Lx, (22)
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where L is a graph Laplacian matrix corresponding to a
gradient-induced nodal graph (GNG) G∗ computed from L̄o.

Continuing our 4-node example graph in Fig. 5(a), GNG
Laplacian L is computed as

L = G⊤R⊤L̄oRG = 1.334


1 −1 −1 1
−1 1 1 −1
−1 1 1 −1
1 −1 −1 1

 .
The corresponding GNG G∗ is shown in Fig. 5(d). We

see that G∗ is a signed graph with a symmetric structure
of positive / negative edges, all with magnitude 1.334. De-
spite the presence of negative edges, L = G⊤R⊤L̄RG is
PSD and provably promotes planar signal reconstruction—i.e.,
planar signals x are the 0 frequencies of L and compute to
x⊤Lx = 0. We state the general statement formally below.

Theorem 1. Gradient-induced nodal graph (GNG) Laplacian
L is PSD with all planar signals as the 0 frequencies, and thus
GGLR x⊤Lx in (22) promotes planar signal reconstruction,
i.e., planar signals x compute to x⊤Lx = 0.

See Appendix D for a proof.

Remarks: Laplacian matrices for signed graphs were studied
previously. [35] studied GFT for signed graphs, where a self-
loop of weight 2|wi,j | was added to each endpoint of an edge
(i, j) with negative weight wi,j < 0. By GCT, this ensures that
the resulting graph Laplacian is PSD. [36] ensured Laplacian
L for a signed graph is PSD by shifting up L’s spectrum to
L+ |λ−min| I, where λ−min is a fast lower bound of L’s smallest
(negative) eigenvalue. [37] proved that the Gershgorin disc
left-ends of Laplacian L of a balanced signed graph (with no
cycles of odd number of negative edges) can be aligned at
λmin via a similarity transform. This means that the smallest
disc left-end of L, via an appropriate similarity transform, can
served as a tight lower bound of λmin to test if L is PSD.
Theorem 1 shows yet another construction of a signed graph
with corresponding Laplacian that is provably PSD.

We study the spectral properties of GNG Laplacians next.

E. Spectral Properties of GNG Laplacian

We next prove the following spectral properties of GNG
Laplacian L. The first lemma establishes the eigen-subspace
for eigenvalue 0. The next lemma defines the dimension of
this eigen-subspace for eigenvalue 0.

Lemma 3. Corresponding to eigenvalue λ1 = 0, GNG Lapla-
cian L has (non-orthogonal) eigenvectors {uk}Kk=0, where
u0 = 1 and uk = [p1,k, . . . ,pN,k]

⊤, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.

Proof. By definition of L, L1 = G⊤R⊤L̄oRG1. Thus,

G1 =

 (W1F1P)†W1F1

...
(W|V̄|F|V̄|P)†W|V̄|F|V̄|

1
(a)
= 0 (23)

where (a) follows since Fi1 = 0,∀i. Thus, u0 = 1 is an
eigenvector corresponding to λ1 = 0.

Next, we note that Ci = FiP, where P ≜ [p⊤
1 ; . . . ;p

⊤
N ] ∈

RN×K is a matrix containing the K-dimensional coordinates
of N graph nodes as rows:

Ci = FiP = Fi

 p⊤
1
...

p⊤
N

 . (24)

We can now write

RGuk
(a)
= R

 (W1F1P)†W1F1

...
(W|V̄|F|V̄|P)†W|V̄|F|V̄|

Pk

(b)
= R

 ek
...
ek

 (c)
=

 0(k−1)|V̄|
1|V̄|

0(K−k)|V̄|

 (25)

where 1n (0n) is a length-n vector of all ones (zeroes), and
ek is the length-K canonical column vector of all zeros except
for the k-th entry that equals to 1. (a) follows since uk = Pk,
the k-th column of P; (b) follows since (WjFjP)† is the left
pseudo-inverse of WjFjP, ∀j; (c) follows since R reorders
entries of manifold gradients αi’s. We see that

Luk = G⊤R⊤L̄oRGuk (26)

= G⊤R⊤diag(L̄, . . . , L̄)

 0(k−1)|V̄|
1|V̄|

0(K−k)|V̄|

 (a)
= 0K|V̄|

where (a) follows since 1|V̄| is the (unnormalized) eigenvector
of L̄ corresponding to eigenvalue 0.

Lemma 4. GNG Laplacian L has eigenvalue λ1 = 0 with
multiplicity K + 1.

Proof. Given L = G⊤R⊤L̄oRG, where R is full-rank,
Lx = 0 if i) Gx = 0, or ii) L̄oRGx = 0. Given
G = [(W1C1)†W1F1; . . . ; (W|V̄|C|V̄|)†W|V̄|F|V̄|], define
F = [F1; . . . ;F|V̄|] ∈ {1, 0}|V̄|K+×N . Since Fi1 = 0,∀i,
F1 = 0. Further, by Assumption 2, the constructed DAG
connects all N nodes with a single root. Hence, corresponding
to each node i of N − 1 non-root nodes is at least one row in
F where the i-th entry is −1 with all 0’s to the right. Thus,
with topological sorting [45] of rows and columns in F, F⊤

would be in row echelon form [46] for all rows corresponding
to N − 1 non-root nodes. For example, F and F⊤ for the
four-node graph in Fig. 5 are

F =


1 −1 0 0
1 0 −1 0
0 1 −1 0
0 1 0 −1

 , F⊤ =


1 1 0 0
−1 0 1 1
0 −1 −1 0
0 0 0 −1


This means F has rank N − 1, and thus the dimension of
F’s nullspace N (F) is 1 with 1 the lone vector spanning
N (F). By definition, L̄o = diag(L̄, . . . , L̄), where L̄ is
a combinatorial Laplacian for a positive connected gradient
graph without self-loops. Hence, each L̄ has eigenvalue 0 of
multiplicity 1, and L̄o has eigenvalue 0 with multiplicity K,
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where the corresponding eigenvectors are {uk}Kk=1 defined
in Lemma 3. We conclude that L has eigenvalue 0 with
multiplicity K + 1.

Remarks: {uk} are mutually linearly independent if the coor-
dinate matrix C is full column-rank—Assumption 1 discussed
in Section III-B. {uk} can be orthonormalized via the known
Gram-Schmidt procedure [46].

One important corollary is that the eigen-subspace for
eigenvalue 0 is the space of planar signals.

Corollary 1. Signal x that is a linear combination of eigen-
vectors {uk}Kk=0 spanning K+1-dimensional eigen-subspace
corresponding to eigenvalue 0 is a planar signal.

Proof. We show that signal x =
∑K

k=0 akuk for coefficients
{ak} has constant gradient, and hence is planar. By (16),
gradient αi for each node i in gradient graph Ḡ is

αi = (WiCi)†WiFix
(a)
= (WiFiP)†WiFi

K∑
k=0

akuk

(b)
=

K∑
k=1

ak(W
iFiP)†WiFiPk

(c)
=

K∑
k=1

akek. (27)

(a) follows since Ci = FiP; (b) follows since Fiu0 = 0
and uk = Pk,∀k ≥ 1; (c) follows since (WiFiP)† is the
left pseudo-inverse of WiFiP. We see that gradient αi =∑

k akek is the same for all i, and hence x is a planar signal.
Indeed, x computes to x⊤Lx = 0, since each basis component
uk computes to u⊤

k Luk = 0.

Another corollary is that GGLR defined using GNG Lapla-
cian L is invariant to constant shift.

Corollary 2. GGLR is invariant to constant shift, i.e., (x +
c1)⊤L(x+ c1) = x⊤Lx,∀x ∈ RN .

Proof. We first write

(x+ c1)⊤L(x+ c1) = x⊤Lx+ 2cx⊤L1+ c21⊤L1
(a)
= x⊤Lx (28)

where (a) follows since L1 = 0 by Lemma 3. We conclude
that (x+ c1)⊤L(x+ c1) = x⊤Lx.

F. Piecewise Planar Signal Reconstruction

Unlike SDGLR in [3], [6] that promotes PWC signal recon-
struction, we seek to promote PWP signal reconstruction via
signal-dependent GGLR (SDGGLR). We first demonstrate that
gradient graph weight assignment (17) promotes continuous
PWP reconstruction by extending our analysis for SDGLR
in Section III-A. First, define square difference of manifold
gradient δi,j ≜ ∥αi − αj∥2. Signal-dependent edge weight
(17) is thus w̄i,j = exp

(
−δi,j/σ2

α

)
≥ 0. Writing GGLR (22)

as a sum

α⊤L̄oα =
∑

(i,j)∈Ē

exp

(
−δi,j
σ2
α

)
δi,j , (29)

we see that each term in the sum corresponding to (i, j) ∈ Ē
goes to 0 if either i) δi,j ≈ 0, or ii) δi,j ≈ ∞ (in which

(f)(e)

(c)

(b)

0.37 0.04 0.141 2 3 4

1 0 11 2 3 4

(a)

1 32 4 50.74 0.81 0.280.36

-0.37

-0.04

-0.14

(d)

1 32 4 52 2 22

-1 -1

Fig. 6. (a) An example gradient graph Ḡ with edge weights initialized
from a noisy 5-node signal on a line graph. (b) A corresponding
GNG G∗ to the gradient graph in (a). (c) A gradient graph with edge
weights converged after 6 iterations. (d) A corresponding GNG to
the gradient graph in (c). (e) Computed gradients αi’s after different
numbers of iterations. (f) Computed signals x’s using GLR or GGLR
for regularization after different numbers of iterations.

case edge weight w̄i,j ≈ 0). Thus, minimizing GGLR (22)
iteratively would converge to a solution x∗ where clusters
of connected node-pairs in Ḡ have very small δi,j , while
connected node-pairs across clusters have very large δi,j .

As an illustrative example, consider a 5-node line graph G
with initial noisy signal y = [2 2.8 3.1 2.5 1.2]⊤. Setting
σ2
g = 0.5, the corresponding gradient graph Ḡ and GNG are

shown in Fig. 6(a) and (b), respectively. Using an iterative
algorithm that alternately computes a signal by minimizing
objective minx ∥y−x∥22 +µx⊤Lx and updates edge weights
w̄i,j = exp

(
−δi,j/σ2

g

)
in L̄, where µ = 0.25, it converges to

solution x∗ = [2.08 2.66 3.25 2.29 1.32] after 6 iterations. The
corresponding gradient graph and GNG are shown in Fig. 6(c)
and (d), respectively. In Fig. 6(f), we see that the converged
signal follows two straight lines that coincide at their boundary
(thus continuous). In Fig. 6(e), neighboring nodes have the
same gradients except node-pair (2, 3). The converged signal
x∗ that minimizes SDGGLR x⊤L(x)x = 1.7e− 04 is PWP.

We further generalize and consider also non-continuous
PWP signals; see Fig. 3(b) for an example where line over do-
main [1, 2) does not coincide with line over [2, 3] at boundary
p1 = 2. Non-continuous PWP signals include PWC signals as
a special case, and thus they are more general than continuous
PWP signals. The difficulty in promoting non-continuous PWP
reconstruction is that a discrete gradient computed across two
neighboring pieces—called false gradient—is not a true gra-
dient of any one individual piece, and thus should be removed
from the GGLR calculation. In Fig. 3(b), given neighboring
points (1.5, 3) and (2, 1) are from two separate linear pieces,
gradient computed across them is a false gradient.

We detect and handle false gradients to promote non-
continuous PWP reconstruction as follows. First, we assume
that the given signal is continuous PWP and perform SDGGLR
in a small number of iterations, updating gradient edge weights
using (17) in the process. Second, we set a threshold (e.g.,
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twice the average of the computed gradient norm) to identify
false gradients and remove corresponding nodes in the gradient
graph. Finally, we perform iterative SDGGLR on the modified
gradient graph until convergence. We show the importance of
detecting and removing false gradients in Section VII.

G. MAP Optimization

We now formulate a maximum a posteriori (MAP) opti-
mization problem using a linear signal formation model and
GGLR (22) as signal prior, resulting in

min
x

∥y −Hx∥22 + µx⊤Lx (30)

where y ∈ RM is an observation vector, H ∈ RM×N , M ≤
N , is the signal-to-observation mapping matrix, and µ > 0 is
a tradeoff parameter (to be discussed in details in Section V).
For example, H is an identity matrix if (30) is a denoising
problem [3], H is a long 0-1 sampling matrix if (30) is an
interpolation problem [9], and H is a low-pass blur filter if (30)
is a deblurring problem [8]. We discuss specific applications
of (30) in Section VII.

(30) has an easily computable solution if H satisfies two
conditions, which we state formally below.

Theorem 2. Optimization (30) has a closed-form solution:

x∗ =
(
H⊤H+ µL

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Φ

−1
H⊤y (31)

if i) Huk ̸= 0,∀k, and ii) {Huk}Kk=0 are mutually linear
independent, where {uk}Kk=0 are eigenvectors of L spanning
the K + 1-dimensional eigen-subspace for eigenvalue 0.

See Appendix E for a proof.

Remarks: (31) can be solved as a linear system Φx∗ = H⊤y
efficiently without matrix inverse using conjugate gradient
(CG) [14]. For denoising H = I, and the conditions are
trivially true. For interpolation H is rectangular with a single 1
in each row, and Huk ̸= 0 is satisfied if uk has no zero entries.
For deblurring H is typically full row-rank as a low-pass filter
centered at different samples. Since H is square and full row-
rank, the nullspace has dimension 0, i.e., Huk ̸= 0,∀k. Thus,
the key condition is the second one, which can be checked
given known H, u0 = 1 and uk = Pk, k ≥ 1.

V. COMPUTATION OF OPTIMAL TRADEOFF PARAMETER

Parameter µ in (30) must be carefully chosen for best
performance. Analysis of µ for GLR-based signal denoising
[23] showed that the best µ minimizes the mean square error
(MSE) by optimally trading off bias of the estimate with its
variance. Here, we design a new method from a theorem in
[23] to compute a near-optimal µ for (30).

For simplicity, consider the denoising problem, where H =
I, and hence Φ = (I+µL). Assume that observation y = xo+
z is corrupted by zero-mean iid noise z with covariance matrix
Σ = σ2

zI. Denote by (λi,vi) the i-th eigen-pair of matrix
L; the first K + 1 eigen-pairs corresponding to eigenvalue
0, λ1 = . . . λK+1 = 0, are not important here. We restate
Theorem 2 in [23] as follows.

Fig. 7. (a) 2D image House. (b) MSE(µ), MSE+(µ) and MSEa(µ)
as functions of weight parameter µ for House. (c) ρ2i as function of
eigenvalue index i. (d) Modeling λi’s as exponential function φ(i).

Theorem 3. MSE of solution (31) for H = I is

MSE(µ) =
N∑

i=K+2

ψ2
i (v

⊤
i x

o)2 + σ2
z

N∑
i=1

ϕ2i (32)

where ψi =
1

1+ 1
µλi

and ϕi = 1
1+µλi

.

The two sums in (32) correspond to bias square and variance
of estimate x∗, respectively. In general, a larger µ entails a
larger bias but a smaller variance; the best µ optimally trades
off these two quantities for a minimum MSE.

In [23], the authors derived a corollary where MSE(µ)
in (32) is replaced by an upper bound function MSE+(µ)
that is strictly convex. The optimal µ∗ is then computed by
minimizing convex MSE+(µ) using conventional optimization
methods. However, this upper bound is too loose in practice to
be useful. As an example, Fig. 7 illustrates MSE(µ) for a 2D
image House corrupted by iid Gaussian noise with standard
deviation 10, then GNG Laplacian L is obtained as described
previously. The computed µ∗ = 10−4 by minimizing the
convex upper bound MSE+(µ) is far from the true µ∗ ≈ 0.15
by minimizing MSE(µ) directly (found by exhaustive search).

Instead, we take a different approach and approximate
MSE(µ) in (32) with a pseudo-convex function [47]—one
amenable to fast optimization. Ignoring the first K+1 constant
terms in the second sum, we first rewrite (32) as

MSE(µ) ≥
N∑

i=K+2

µ2(λiv
⊤
i x

o)2 + σ2
z

(1 + µλi)2
=

N∑
i=K+2

µ2ρ2i + σ2
z

(1 + µλi)2

(33)

where ρi = λiv
⊤
i x

o. We obtain an approximate upper bound
by replacing each ρi with maxi ρi = ρN ≈ λNv⊤

Ny in
(33), assuming ρi is monotonically increasing with i. Ex-
treme eigen-pair (λN ,vN ) can be computed efficiently using
LOBPCG [22]. See Fig. 7(c) for an illustration of ρ2i . Next, we
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model λi as an exponential function of i, φ(i) = aib, where
a and b are parameters. We thus approximate MSE as

MSEa(µ) =

N∑
i=K+2

µ2ρ2N + σ2
z

(1 + µφ(i))2
. (34)

In practice, we fit parameters of φ(i), a and b, using
only extreme eigenvalues λK+2 and λN (computable in lin-
ear time using LOBPCG [22]) as b = ln (λK+2/λN )

ln (K+2/N) and
a = (K + 2)b/λK+2. We observe in Fig. 7(b) that MSEa(µ)
is a better upper bound than MSE+(µ), leading to better
approximate µ∗ = 0.162. Since MSEa(µ) is a differentiable
and pseudo-convex function for µ > 0, (34) can be minimized
efficiently using off-the-shelf gradient-decent algorithms such
as accelerated gradient descent (AGD) [48].

VI. GGLR FOR GRAPHS WITHOUT COORDINATES

We now consider a more general setting, where each node
i ∈ V in a manifold graph G is not conveniently endowed
with a coordinate a priori. To properly compute gradients,
we present a parameter-free graph embedding method that
computes a vector pi ∈ RK in a manifold space of dimension
K, where K ≪ N , for each node i ∈ V . In essence, the
computed graph embedding is a fast discrete approximation
of the assumed underlying low-dimensional continuous man-
ifold model. Gradients can then be computed using obtained
coordinates pi’s as done previously in Section IV.

A. Manifold Graphs

We assume that the input to our embedding is a manifold
graph defined in Section III-A1. In the manifold learning
literature [49], [50], [51], there exist many graph construction
algorithms selecting node samples that closely approximate
the hypothesized manifold. To evaluate quality of a con-
structed graph, [51] proposed several metrics; one example
is betweenness centrality, which measures how often a node
i appears in a shortest path between two nodes in the graph.
Mathematically, it is defined as

CB(i) =
∑
s,t̸=i

σst(i)

σst
(35)

where σst is the number of shortest paths from nodes s to t,
and σst(i) is the number of those paths that pass through node
i. Given a graph composed of nodes uniformly sampled from
a smooth manifold, the betweenness centrality of nodes should
be similar, i.e., all nodes are equally likely to appear in a given
shortest path. Thus, we first divide each CB(i) by the number
of (s, t) pairs, (N −1)(N −2), and then employ the variance
of betweenness centrality (VBC) as a metric to evaluate the
quality of a manifold graph. Only qualified manifold graphs
are inputted to our algorithm to compute embeddings. As
shown in Table II, the first four graphs with smaller VBCs
are considered as qualified manifold graphs.

TABLE II
VBCS (×10−5) OF GRAPHS

AT&T Football FGNet FIFA17 Jaffe AUS Karate
3.40 0.90 0.53 0.003 15.93 50.62 220
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Fig. 8. Illustration of (a) a 5-node line graph, (b) a 5-node ring graph,
where all nodes have the same degrees, and (c) the first eigenvectors
(i.e., 2D space vectors) of A’s of (a) and (b).

B. Defining Objective

Recall P ∈ RN×K in the proof for Lemma 3, where the
i-th row of P contains the K-dimensional vector pi ∈ RK

for node i ∈ V . For notation convenience, we define here also
qk as the k-th column of P—the k-th coordinate of all N
nodes. To minimize the distances between connected 1-hop
neighbors (i, j) ∈ E in graph G, we minimize the GLR [3]:

min
P |P⊤P=I

tr
(
P⊤LP

)
=

K∑
k=1

q⊤
k Lqk (36)

=

K∑
k=1

∑
(i,j)∈E

wi,j(qk,i − qk,j)
2

where qk,i is the k-th coordinate of node i. Like LLE [28],
condition P⊤P = I is imposed to ensure q⊤

i qj = δi−j . This
orthgonality condition ensures i-th and j-th coordinates are
sufficiently different and not duplicates of each other. Mini-
mizing (36) would minimize the squared Euclidean distance
∥pi−pj∥22 between connected node pair (i, j) in the manifold
space. This objective thus preserves the first-order proximity
of the original graph structure [20].

1) 2-hop Neighbor Regularization: However, objective (36)
is not sufficient—it does not consider second-order proximity
of the original graph G. Consider the simple 5-node line graph
example in Fig. 8(a). Just requiring each connected node pair
to be in close proximity is not sufficient to uniquely result in a
straight line solution (and thus in lowest dimensional manifold
space). For example, a zigzag line in 2D space is also possible.

Thus, we regularize the objective (36) using our second
manifold graph assumption discussed in Section III-A1 for
h = 1; specifically, if (i, j) ∈ E but (i, l) ̸∈ E , then
manifold distance di,j between (i, j) must be strictly smaller
than distance di,l between (i, l), i.e., di,j < di,l.

Based on this assumption, we define our regularizer g(P)
as follows. Denote by Ti the two-hop neighbor node set from
node i; i.e., node j ∈ Ti is reachable in two hops from i, but
(i, j) ̸∈ E . The aggregate distance between each node i and
its 2-hop neighbors in Ti is

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Ti

∥pi − pj∥22.
We write this aggregate distance in matrix form. For each

Ti, we first define matrix Θi ∈ {0, 1}N×N with entries
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Θm,n =


1
Ti

if m = n = i or m = n ∈ Ti

− 1
Ti

if m = i, n ∈ Ti or m ∈ Ti, n = i

0 o.w.
(37)

where Ti = |Ti| is the number of disconnected 2-hop neigh-
bors. We then define Q =

∑
i∈V Θi. Finally, we define the

regularizer as g(P) = −γ tr(P⊤QP)+ϵI. Parameters γ, ϵ > 0
are chosen to ensure matrix PSDness (to be discussed). The
objective becomes

tr(P⊤LP)− γ tr(P⊤QP) + ϵI

= tr(P⊤ (L− γQ+ ϵI)︸ ︷︷ ︸
A

P). (38)

Note that objective (38) remains quadratic in variable P.
Solution P∗ that minimizes (38) are first eigenvectors of
A, which can be computed in roughly linear time using
LOBPCG [22] assuming K ≪ N . See Fig. 8(c) for examples
of computed first eigenvectors of A as graph embeddings for
line and ring graphs shown in (a) and (b), respectively.

C. Choosing Weight Parameter γ

As a quadratic minimization problem (38), it is desirable for
A = L− γQ+ ϵI to be PSD, so that the objective is lower-
bounded, i.e., q⊤Aq ≥ 0,∀q ∈ RN . We set ϵ = λ

(2)
min(Q)

to be the second smallest eigenvalue—the Fiedler number—
of Q (Laplacian has λ(1)min(Q) = 0); larger λ(2)min(Q) means
more disconnected 2-hop neighbors, and a larger γ is desired.
We compute γ > 0 so that A is guaranteed to be PSD via
GCT [34]. Specifically, we compute γ such that left-ends of
all Gershgorin discs i corresponding to rows of A (disc center
Ai,i minus radius

∑
j ̸=i |Ai,j |) are at least 0, i.e.,

Li,i − γQi,i + ϵ−
∑
j|j ̸=i

|Li,j − γQi,j | ≥ 0, ∀i. (39)

Note that Li,j = −Wi,j ≤ 0, and Qi,j ≤ 0. Note further that
node j cannot both be a 1-hop neighbor to i and a disconnected
2-hop neighbor at the same time, and hence either Li,j = 0
or Qi,j = 0. Thus, we remove the absolute value operator as

Li,i − γQi,i + ϵ−
∑
j|j ̸=i

(−Li,j − γQi,j) ≥ 0. (40)

We set the equation to equality and solve for γi for row i, i.e.,

γi =
Li,i +

∑
j|j ̸=i Li,j + ϵ

Qii −
∑

j|j ̸=i Qi,j
=

ϵ

Qii −
∑

j|j ̸=i Qi,j
, (41)

where Li,i = −
∑

j ̸=i Li,j . Finally, we use the smallest non-
negative γ = mini γi for (38) to ensure all disc left-ends are
at least 0, as required in (39).

VII. EXPERIMENTS

We present a series of experiments to test our proposed
GGLR as a regularizer for graph signal restoration. We consid-
ered four applications: 2D image interpolation, 3D point cloud
color denoising, kNN graph based age estimation, and FIFA
player rating estimation. We first demonstrate SDGGLR’s
ability to reconstruct PWP signals in example image patches.

Algorithm 1 Embedding for graph without coordinates
Input: Graph G, manifold space dimension K.

1: Compute Laplacian L and 2-hop matrix Q via (37).
2: Compute ϵ = λ

(2)
min(Q) using LOBPCG.

3: Compute γ by solving (41).
4: Compute A = L− γQ+ ϵI.
5: Compute the 2nd to the K + 1-th eigenvector of A as P.

Output: Embedding coordinates P.

Algorithm 2 SDGGLR for graph signal restoration
Input: Observed signal y, graph G, manifold space dimension K,

observation matrix H.
1: Initialize x = y.
2: If G has no coordinates, compute embedding using Alg. 1.
3: Construct DAG Gd from coordinates {pi} and G.
4: Construct gradient operators {Fi} from DAG Gd via (12).
5: while not converge do
6: Compute manifold gradients αi via (16).
7: Compute gradient graph adjacency matrix W̄ via (17).
8: Compute GNG Laplacian L via (22).
9: Update Φ, then compute x∗ by solving (31).

10: end while
Output: Restored signal x∗.

A. PWC vs. PWP Signal Reconstruction

We constructed a 4-connected 2D grid graph for an image
patch, where each pixel was a node, and edge weights were
initially assigned 1. The collection of greyscale pixel values
was the graph signal. We first observe in Fig. 9 that, for
image denoising, detection and removal of false gradients (as
discussed in Section IV-F) to promote non-continuous PWP
signal reconstruction is important; continuous PWP signal
reconstruction in (b) is noticeably more blurry than (c). We
next visually compare reconstructed signals using SDGLR
versus SDGGLR for regularization for image denoising and
interpolation. Fig. 10(a) shows a synthetic PWP image patch
corrupted by white Gaussian noise of variance 6. Parameter
σα in (17) to compute gradient edge weights was set to 1.5.
We estimated tradeoff parameter µ by minimizing (34). We
solved (30) iteratively—updating gradient edge weights via
(17) in each iteration—until convergence.

We observe that SDGLR reconstructed an image with PWC
(“staircase”) characteristic in (b). In contrast, SDGGLR recon-
structed an image with PWP characteristic in (c), resulting in
nearly 8dB higher PSNR. Fig. 10(d) is another synthetic PWP
image patch corrupted by white Gaussian noise with variance
20. We observe that SDGLR and SDGGLR reconstructed
image patches with similar PWC and PWP characteristics,
respectively. Fig. 10(g) shows a Lena image patch with 90%
missing pixels. Similar PWC and PWP characteristics in
restored signals can be observed in (h) and (i), respectively.

B. Performance on Graphs with Coordinates

1) Settings: Image interpolation aims to estimate random
missing grayscale pixel values in a 2D image. We constructed
a 4-connected graph with initial edge weights set to 1. Missing
pixel values were set initially to 0. We can then compute
gradients αi via (16) and gradient graph Ḡ, where edge
weights were updated via (17). We set tradeoff parameter
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Fig. 9. To denoise image in (a), SDGGLR without / with detecting and
removing false gradients, promoting continuous / non-continuous PWP signal
reconstruction, are shown in (b) and (c), respectively. (b) is visually more
blurry than (c) with a noticeably worse reconstruction PSNR.

Fig. 10. Image patch denoising and interpolation results (PSNR) using
SDGLR versus SDGGLR. Left column: Corrupted images. Middle column:
Reconstructions using SDGLR for regularization. Right column: Reconstruc-
tions using SDGGLR for regularization.

µ = 0.01 for the MAP formulation (30), which was solved
iteratively till convergence.

Three Middlebury depth images, Cones, Teddy, and
Dolls9, were used. We compared SDGGLR against existing
schemes: i) graph-based SDGLR [3], and ii) non-graph-based
TGV [18], EPLL [52], IRCNN [53], IDBP [54], and GSC [55].
For SDGLR, we set µ = 0.01 for optimal performance. For
TGV, EPLL, IDBP, and GSC, we set their respective parame-
ters to default. IRCNN is a deep learning-based method, and
we used the parameters trained by the authors.

For 3D point cloud color denoising (assuming that the
point coordinates are noise-free), we conducted simulation
experiments using datasets from [56]. We selected a voxel
of 1200 3D points for testing and connected each point to
its 20 nearest neighbors in Euclidean distance to compose a

9https://vision.middlebury.edu/stereo/data/

Fig. 11. Interpolation results (PSNR) using different methods on the corrupted
image with 90% missing pixels, selected at random. The resulting image using
SDGGLR looks less blocky and more natural.

kNN graph. Edge weights were computed using (3), where
the feature and signal vectors were position and color vectors,
respectively. Parameters σf and σx in (3) and σg in (17)
were set to 1, 0.1 and 10, respectively. White Gaussian noise
with standard deviation σn = 25, 50 and 75 was added
to the luminance component. We compared our proposed
SDGGLR against SDGLR [3], GTV [57], and GSV [12]. For
fair comparison, GTV and GSV used the same kNN graph.
The weight parameter for GTV and GSV was set to 0.5.

2) Image Interpolation: Table III shows the resulting PSNR
and structure similarity index measure (SSIM) [58] of the
reconstructed images using different methods. The best re-
sults of each criterion are in boldface. We first observe
that SDGGLR was better than SDGLR in PSNR for all
images and all missing pixel percentages, with a maxium
gain of 2.45dB. More generally, we observe that SDGGLR
outperformed competing methods when the fraction of missing
pixels was large. An example visual comparison is shown in
Fig. 11. SDGGLR preserved image contours and mitigated
blocking effects, observable in reconstruction using GSC in
(f). SDGGLR achieved the highest PSNR and SSIM when the
fraction of missing pixels was above 98%.

Table IV shows the runtime of different methods for a
128×128 image. All experiments were run in the Matlab2015b
environment on a laptop with Intel Core i5-8365U CPU
of 1.60GHz. TGV employed a primal-dual splitting method
[59] for ℓ2-ℓ1 norm minimization, which required a large
number of iterations until convergence, especially when the
fraction of missing pixels was large. In contrast, SDGGLR
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TABLE III
INTERPOLATION RESULTS BY DIFFERENT METHODS ON THREE DEPTH

IMAGES WITH DIFFERENT FRACTION OF MISSING PIXELS.

30% missing pixels
Image Metric EPLL SDGLR IDBP TGV GSC IRCNN SDGGLR

Cones PSNR 39.43 38.29 39.93 40.09 41.23 42.11 40.74
SSIM 0.988 0.987 0.991 0.991 0.994 0.994 0.992

Teddy PSNR 38.89 37.84 38.35 38.26 40.06 39.64 38.35
SSIM 0.994 0.990 0.994 0.994 0.996 0.995 0.994

Dolls PSNR 38.77 37.57 38.24 39.29 39.04 40.07 39.36
SSIM 0.977 0.979 0.979 0.983 0.982 0.984 0.983

60% missing pixels
Image Metric EPLL SDGLR IDBP TGV GSC IRCNN SDGGLR

Cones PSNR 34.87 33.41 35.70 35.14 36.19 35.74 35.59
SSIM 0.971 0.968 0.977 0.974 0.980 0.981 0.978

Teddy PSNR 32.78 31.80 33.12 32.71 33.89 32.68 33.19
SSIM 0.978 0.972 0.982 0.979 0.986 0.982 0.982

Dolls PSNR 33.20 33.43 33.13 34.32 33.52 34.02 34.35
SSIM 0.932 0.944 0.938 0.949 0.944 0.948 0.949

90% missing pixels
Image Metric EPLL SDGLR IDBP TGV GSC IRCNN SDGGLR

Cones PSNR 27.98 27.54 29.31 29.04 29.05 26.35 29.78
SSIM 0.888 0.894 0.917 0.909 0.920 0.878 0.914

Teddy PSNR 26.28 25.66 26.92 26.85 26.67 25.56 27.58
SSIM 0.911 0.910 0.928 0.921 0.924 0.909 0.925

Dolls PSNR 29.63 30.07 30.36 30.21 29.60 28.90 30.45
SSIM 0.856 0.870 0.874 0.876 0.873 0.857 0.876

99% missing pixels
Image Metric EPLL SDGLR IDBP TGV GSC IRCNN SDGGLR

Cones PSNR 10.94 24.04 23.63 22.69 23.02 7.64 24.57
SSIM 0.508 0.801 0.802 0.775 0.774 0.118 0.803

Teddy PSNR 13.09 22.086 21.93 21.67 21.49 9.72 23.12
SSIM 0.584 0.824 0.815 0.805 0.803 0.234 0.830

Dolls PSNR 11.83 26.52 26.42 25.58 25.09 8.33 26.62
SSIM 0.509 0.795 0.791 0.772 0.787 0.127 0.796

TABLE IV
AVERAGE RUNTIME (IN SEC) ON 128× 128 IMAGES.

Methods GSC EPLL IDBP TGV SDGGLR SDGLR
Time (sec.) > 60 21.95 9.58 9.27 2.53 1.81

iteratively solved linear systems (31) and required roughly
2sec. SDGLR’s runtime was comparable, but its performance
for image interpolation was in general noticeably worse.

3) Point Cloud Color Denoising: For point cloud color
denoising, we computed the optimum tradeoff parameter µ
for GGLR using methdology described in Section V. Fig. 12
shows an example of 3D point cloud color denoising from
dataset Long Dinosaur. We plotted the PSNR results ver-
sus chosen tradeoff parameter µ ∈ [0, 0.1]. We see that there
exists an optimum µ near 0.03 for denoising. The computed
µ using our proposed method (34) is 0.0361, which is quite
close. In contrast, minimizing a convex upper bound MSE+(µ)
as done in [23] resulted in 3.66e−6, which is far from optimal.

To quantitatively evaluate the effect of GGLR for denoising,
Table V shows the results in PSNR and PSSIM [60]. We
see that PSNR of SDGGLR was better than SDGLR by
roughly 0.5dB on average. Visual results for point cloud Long
Dinosaur are shown in Fig. 13. We see that GTV promoted
PWS slightly better than SDGLR, resulting in fewer artifacts
in the restored images. However, they over-smoothed local
details of textures due to the PWC characteristic. Since GGLR
promoted PWP signal reconstruction, the restored point cloud
color looks less blocky and more natural.

C. Performance on Graphs without Coordinates

1) Settings: To evaluate GGLR for graphs without coordi-
nates, we consider two datasets: FGNet for age estimation and
FIFA17 for player-rating estimation. FGNet is composed of
a total of 1002 images of 82 people with age range from 0 to
69 and an age gap up to 45 years. We constructed kNN graph

Fig. 12. Denoising results (PSNR) versus tradeoff parameter µ ∈ [0, 0.1] for
3D point cloud Long Dinosaur.

Fig. 13. Denoising results (PSNR) using different methods on the corrupted
3D point cloud Long Dinosaur with noise variance σn = 75.

(k = 30) for FGNet based on Euclidean distances between
facial image features. Here, face images were nodes, and the
graph signal was the age assigned to the faces. The VBC of
kNN graph is generally very small and qualified as a manifold
graph; in this case, VBC is 5.3e−6. Here, we considered

TABLE V
COLOR DENOISING PSNR VALUE(DB) FOR GAUSSIAN NOISE WITH

σn = 25, 50, 75.

σn = 25

Model Metric 4-arm Asterix Dragon Green dino Man Statue Long dino
noise PSNR 20.15 20.14 20.16 20.15 20.09 20.15 20.15

GSV PSNR 29.37 26.29 29.07 29.06 29.03 28.91 29.22
PSSIM 0.966 0.949 0.943 0.939 0.866 0.953 0.967

SDGLR PSNR 29.60 26.53 29.16 29.35 29.73 29.01 29.85
PSSIM 0.967 0.946 0.946 0.946 0.894 0.953 0.967

GTV PSNR 30.08 27.30 29.20 29.75 29.90 29.06 30.22
PSSIM 0.968 0.945 0.944 0.945 0.893 0.954 0.969

SDGGLR PSNR 29.70 28.62 29.57 29.95 29.77 29.09 30.17
PSSIM 0.967 0.960 0.947 0.946 0.920 0.955 0.969

σn = 50

Model Metric 4-arm Asterix Dragon Green dino Man Statue Long dino
noise PSNR 14.13 14.12 14.14 14.13 14.07 14.13 14.13

GSV PSNR 26.65 25.03 26.26 26.48 26.39 26.15 26.52
PSSIM 0.944 0.930 0.907 0.902 0.790 0.924 0.945

SDGLR PSNR 27.12 25.18 26.57 26.80 27.41 26.36 27.08
PSSIM 0.948 0.930 0.917 0.908 0.830 0.928 0.952

GTV PSNR 27.30 25.36 26.89 27.10 27.03 26.63 27.36
PSSIM 0.950 0.934 0.918 0.913 0.831 0.933 0.954

SDGGLR PSNR 27.05 25.74 26.82 27.42 26.97 26.42 27.97
PSSIM 0.950 0.935 0.918 0.915 0.850 0.933 0.955

σn = 75

Model Metric 4-arm Asterix Dragon Green dino Man Statue Long dino
noise PSNR 10.61 10.60 10.61 10.61 10.55 10.61 10.61

GSV PSNR 25.25 22.94 24.79 25.13 24.91 24.66 25.63
PSSIM 0.933 0.912 0.887 0.883 0.753 0.908 0.940

SDGLR PSNR 26.03 23.31 25.29 25.47 25.83 24.80 25.89
PSSIM 0.935 0.914 0.896 0.885 0.777 0.911 0.940

GTV PSNR 26.34 23.58 25.38 25.96 25.61 24.88 26.15
PSSIM 0.938 0.915 0.897 0.893 0.772 0.915 0.939

SDGGLR PSNR 26.04 23.69 25.62 26.21 25.54 25.32 26.84
PSSIM 0.940 0.915 0.906 0.896 0.803 0.920 0.945
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TABLE VI
PSNR VALUE(DB) AND ACCURACY BY DIFFERENT METHODS ON DATASET

FGNET AND FIFA17 WITH DIFFERENT MISSING RATIO.

Dataset Method
Signal missing ratio

90% 70% 40% 10%
PSNR Acc PSNR Acc PSNR Acc PSNR Acc

FGNet

SDGLR 33.71 0.480 37.82 0.752 39.42 0.898 44.46 0.937
GTVM 32.57 0.457 37.56 0.670 39.33 0.833 43.67 0.923

LE+GGLR 32.21 0.471 37.80 0.756 40.48 0.904 45.40 0.964
LLE+GGLR 32.78 0.467 38.38 0.759 40.88 0.906 45.15 0.968
GE+GGLR 33.63 0.476 39.19 0.761 43.81 0.920 48.30 0.976

FIFA17

SDGLR 25.65 0.167 28.71 0.468 33.48 0.748 38.15 0.915
GTVM 24.58 0.159 28.65 0.453 32.96 0.721 37.58 0.908

LE+GGLR 25.51 0.164 29.85 0.484 33.73 0.753 38.54 0.917
LLE+GGLR 24.64 0.171 28.93 0.478 33.25 0.750 38.63 0.921
GE+GGLR 25.74 0.172 29.57 0.480 34.20 0.767 39.01 0.923

an age interpolation problem: some nodes had missing age
information, and the task was to estimate them. Specifically,
we randomly removed age information from 90%, 70%, 40%,
and 10% of nodes—we call this the signal missing ratio. We
first conducted experiments to test our embedding method, and
then evaluated our proposed GGLR on the embedded latent
space.
FIFA17 includes the statistics for all players according to

FIFA records. It was downloaded from the Kaggle website. We
collected club, age, and rating information from 1618 England
players for our experiments. The players were represented by
a graph where nodes represented players, and edges connected
players with the same club or age. The graph has a total of
94092 edges. VBC for this graph is 3e−8—small enough to
qualify as a manifold graph. The graph signal here was the
player rating. Similarly, we computed a graph embedding and
then evaluated GGLR on the latent space.

For manifold graph embedding, we computed eigenvector
matrix P for matrix A using Algorithm 1, and checked how
many eigenvectors were required to significantly reduce a
normalized variant of cost function tr(P⊤AP) in (38). For
both FGNet and FIFA17, the latent spaces were chosen as
two dimensions.

2) Age Estimation: We applied our proposed embedding
method and GGLR to age estimation. We first compared our
embedding using general eigenvectors (GE) against LLE [28]
and LE [29]. From Table VI, we observe that GGLR on the
coordinate vector provided by LLE and LE were not stable.
They could not obtain better interpolation results, compared
to the results obtained using GE. We also compared SDGGLR
against SDGLR and GTVM. Quantitative results in peak
signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) and accuracy (Acc) are shown in
Table VI. PSNR is a measure computed from mean squared
error; a higher PSNR means a higher signal quality. Accuracy
is the number of correct predictions divided by the total
number of predictions. We observe that PSNR and accuracy
of SDGGLR were better than GTVM, and slightly better than
SDGLR when the missing ratio was smaller than 70%.

3) Player Rating Estimation: From Table VI, we observe
that GGLR on three embedding methods achieved better
interpolation results compared to the results using GLR and
GTVM. We also compared SDGGLR against SDGLR and
GTVM. Quantitative results in PSNR are shown in Table VI.
We observe that PSNR and accuracy of SDGGLR were better
than SDGLR by nearly 1dB on average.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Unlike graph Laplacian regularizer (GLR) that promotes
piecewise constant (PWC) signal reconstruction, we propose
gradient graph Laplacian regularizer (GGLR) that promotes
piecewise planar (PWP) signal reconstruction. For a graph
signal endowed with sampling coordinates, we construct a
gradient graph on which to define GLR, which translates to
gradient-induced nodal graph (GNG) Laplacian in the nodal
domain for regularization. For a signal on a manifold graph
without sampling coordinates, we propose a fast parameter-
free method to first compute manifold coordinates. Experi-
mental results show that GGLR outperformed previous graph
signal priors like GLR and graph total variation (GTV) in a
range of graph signal restoration tasks.

APPENDIX

A. Computing Graph Gradients using Normalized Laplacian
Denote by L and Ln the combinatorial graph Laplacian and

symmetric normalized graph Laplacian matrices of a positive
connected graph G, respectively. We prove that the only signal
x such that (Lnx)

⊤L(Lnx) = 0 is the first eigenvector v1 of
Ln corresponding to smallest eigenvalue 0. Ln is defined as
Ln ≜ D−1/2LD−1/2 = I − D−1/2WD−1/2, where D and
W are the degree and adjacency matrices, respectively, and I
is the identity matrix. Eigenvector v1 of Ln corresponding to
the smallest eigenvalue 0 is d1/2, where di =

∑
j Wi,j is the

degree of node i, i.e.,

Lnv1 = D−1/2LD−1/2d1/2 (42)

= D−1/2L1 = 0. (43)

Since L is PSD with (unnormalized) eigenvector u1 = 1
corresponding to smallest eigenvalue 0, for y⊤Ly = 0, y must
be a constant vector, i.e., y = c1 for some constant c ̸= 0.
In general, any vector x =

∑N
n=1 anvn can be expressed

as a linear combination of eigenvectors {vn} of Ln that are
orthogonal basis vectors spanning the signal space H = RN ,
where ai = ⟨x,vi⟩ ≜ v⊤

i x. We now write

Lnx
(a)
=

(
N∑
i=2

λiviv
⊤
i

)(
N∑

n=1

anvn

)
(44)

(b)
=

N∑
i=2

λiaivi (45)

where in (a) we write Ln as a linear combination of rank-1
matrices that are outer-products viv

⊤
i of its eigenvectors vi,

each scaled by eigenvalue λi. (b) follows since eigenvectors of
symmetric Ln are orthonormal, i.e., v⊤

i vj = δi−j . Note that
there is no v1v

⊤
1 in the summation, since λ1 = 0. Thus, in

order for y⊤Ly = 0, y must equal c1 = Lnx =
∑N

i=2 λiaivi.
However, the inner-product a1 = ⟨c1,v1⟩ = v⊤

1 c1 =

c
∑

i v1,i = c
∑

i d
1/2
i , where di > 0,∀i for positive connected

G. Thus,
∑

i d
1/2
i > 0, and a1 = c

∑
i d

1/2
i ̸= 0 for c ̸= 0.

Thus, y cannot be written as c1 =
∑N

i=2 λiaivi, except for
the case when c = 0 and ai = 0,∀i. We can thus conclude
that the only signal where (Lxx)

⊤L(Lnx) = 0 is the first
eigenvector v1 of Ln corresponding to eigenvalue 0.
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B. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Denote each constructed directed edge by its displace-
ment vector, (0, . . . , 0, pj,ko − pi,ko , . . . , ), i.e., a sequence
of ko − 1 zeros, followed by a positive difference between
node pair [i, j] at coordinate ko, followed by differences in
the remaining coordinates (of any signs). A path P is a
sequence of connected edges, and it is a cycle iff the sum of
corresponding displacement vectors is the zero vector. Denote
by l the first non-zero (positive) coordinate of all edges in P .
Because coordinate l of all edges has entries ≥ 0, the sum of
all entries at coordinate l for P must be strictly greater than
0. Hence P cannot be a cycle.

C. Proof of Lemma 2

We prove Lemma 2—nodes selected to compute manifold
gradient αi for node i are the closest K+ nodes satisfying
the acyclic condition. The second property of manifold graph
(Section III-A1) implies d(i, j) < d(i, l) if nodes j and l
are h- and h + 1-hop neighbors of i and ∃(j, l) ∈ E . Thus,
prioritizing h-hop neighbor j into candidate list S before h+1-
hop neighbor l, where ∃(j, l) ∈ E , means S always contains
the closer node j to i than l. Since h+1-hop neighbors l are
next added to S if h-hop neighbor j is closer to i than other
nodes in S, S always contains the closest node not already
chosen. Hence, by always selecting the closest node j∗ in list
S in each iteration, the procedure chooses the K+ closest
nodes to i satisfying the acyclic condition. □

D. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. By definition, L = G⊤R⊤L̄oRG, where L̄o is a graph
Laplacian matrix corresponding to a positive graph, which is
provably PSD [38]. Hence, we can eigen-decompose L̄o into
L̄o = UΣU⊤, where Σ = diag({λi}) is a diagonal matrix of
non-negative eigenvalues λi ≥ 0,∀i. Then, to show L is also
PSD is straightfoward [46]:

x⊤Lx = x⊤G⊤R⊤Udiag({λi})U⊤RGx

(a)
= y⊤diag({λi})y =

∑
i

λiy
2
i ≥ 0

where in (a) we define y ≜ U⊤RGx. Since this is true ∀x,
L is PSD, meaning x⊤Lx ≥ 0,∀x.

Suppose signal x̃ is a planar signal defined in (6) and only
contains discrete points exactly on a hyperplane parameterized
by α∗. Then, using (16), any αi evaluates to α∗ regardless of
Wi, since Ciα∗ = Fix̃ minimizes the square error objective
in (15). Thus, α̃ = [α∗; . . . ;α∗] computed using (19) contains
the same gradient α∗ for all i ∈ V̄ , and Pr(α̃) = α̃⊤L̄oα̃ =
x̃⊤Lx̃ = 0. Since x̃ achieves the minimum value for GGLR
x⊤Lx ≥ 0, GGLR promotes planar signal reconstruction.

E. Proof of Theorem 2

To prove Theorem 2, we prove that Φ ≜ H⊤H + µL is
invertible under the said conditions. First, H⊤H and L are
PSD (Theorem 1), and µ > 0; thus, Φ is PSD by Weyl’s
Inequality [61]. By Lemma 3 and 4, L has K + 1 (non-
orthogonal but linear independent) eigenvectors {uk}Kk=0 for

eigenvalue 0. Define s ≜
∑

k akuk, where ak ∈ R; we know
s⊤Ls = 0. We show next that, under the said conditions,
s⊤H⊤Hs = ∥Hs∥22 > 0, or equivalently, Hs ̸= 0, if
∃k, ak ̸= 0. Thus, there are no s ̸= 0 such that s⊤H⊤Hs
and s⊤Ls are both zero, and thus Φ is PD and invertible.

We first rewrite Hs as

Hs =

K∑
k=0

akHuk. (46)

By the first condition, Huk ̸= 0,∀k. By the second condition,
{Huk} are mutually linearly independent, and thus there do
not exist {ak} such that

∑
k akHuk = 0 except ak = 0,∀k.

Thus, Hs ̸= 0 or ∥Hs∥22 > 0 if ∃k, ak ̸= 0, and we conclude
that Φ is PD and invertible. □
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[56] A. Nouri, C. Charrier, and O. Lézoray, “Technical report : Greyc 3D
colored mesh database,” 2017.

[57] C. Dinesh, G. Cheung, and I. V. Bajić, “3D point cloud color denoising
using convex graph-signal smoothness priors,” in IEEE International
Workshop on Multimedia Signal Processing, 2019, pp. 1–6.

[58] Z. Wang, A. C Bovik, H. R Sheikh, and E. P Simoncelli, “Image
quality assessment: from error visibility to structural similarity,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 13, no. 4, 2004.

[59] L. Condat, “A primal-dual splitting method for convex optimization
involving Lipschitzian, proximable and linear composite terms,” in J.
Optimization Theory and Applications, 2013, vol. 158, pp. 460–479.

[60] E. Alexiou and T. Ebrahimi, “Towards a point cloud structural similarity
metric,” in 2020 ICMEW, 2020.

[61] M. B. Nathanson, Weyl’s inequality, pp. 97–119, Springer New York,
1996.


