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Abstract

The 2D phase unwrapping problem seeks to recover a phase image from its obser-
vation modulo 2π, and is a crucial step in a variety of imaging applications. In
particular, it is one of the most time-consuming steps in the interferometric syn-
thetic aperture radar (InSAR) pipeline. In this work we tackle the L1-norm phase
unwrapping problem. In optimization terms, this is a simple sparsity-inducing
problem, albeit in very large dimension. To solve this high-dimensional prob-
lem, we iteratively solve a series of numerically simpler weighted least squares
problems, which are themselves solved using a preconditioned conjugate gradient
method. Our algorithm guarantees a sublinear rate of convergence in function
values, is simple to implement and can easily be ported to GPUs, where it
significantly outperforms state of the art phase unwrapping methods.

1 Introduction

We focus on the problem of estimating the phase of an input signal in scenarios
where, because of the system’s physical limitations, the phase is only available mod-
ulo 2π. This is the case, for example, in interferometric synthetic aperture radar

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

09
96

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 1

8 
Ja

n 
20

24



(InSAR) imaging [1–4], in magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) [5, 6] or in optical
interferometry [7].

Formally, 2D phase unwrapping is the problem of recovering the true phase U ,
given an observed wrapped phase X, such that

U = X + 2πK,

where K is an integer-valued matrix. The problem is ill-posed, as any shift of 2π in
the matrix U results in the same wrapped matrix X. Most phase unwrapping algo-
rithms are based on the so-called Itoh condition [8], which states that the absolute
difference between neighboring pixels is no more than π. When that condition is satis-
fied, unwrapping can be easily determined (up to a constant) by a simple integration
procedure. However, in practice Itoh’s condition is often violated. This can be due for
example to the presence of noise in the input images, or to large discontinuities in the
input signal. Phase unwrapping then becomes a much more complex task, which has
been the focus of a long line of research [9]. Most phase unwrapping algorithms fall
within one of the following categories: path-following or optimization-based methods.
We next give an overview of these two approaches. We refer the reader to the literature
review in [9] for a more complete description of modern phase unwrapping techniques.

Path following algorithms.

As previously mentioned, when the Itoh condition is satisfied, unwrapping can be
exactly performed via a simple integration procedure, and the obtained result does
not depend on the integration path. Integration can still be performed when the Itoh
condition is not satisfied, but in that case the choice of the integration path signifi-
cantly impacts the quality of the unwrapping. Path following methods are methods
aimed at choosing good integration path. Among them are quality-guided methods,
which choose the path based on a quality map of the input image, using this map to
minimize phase unwrapping error in regions where the quality is high [10–13]. Popular
examples of quality maps include correlation maps, phase derivative variance maps,
or priority maps.

Another important class of path following algorithms are methods based on bal-
ancing residues in the image. Residues are the results of the loop integration of every
2×2 neighboring pixel block in the input image and are a key concept for many phase
unwrapping techniques. One popular example of a residue-based method is the branch
cut algorithm, which first connects nearby residues of opposite polarities, and then
integrates without crossing the connections [14, 15].

Lp-norm minimization methods.

Lp-norm minimization methods take a global approach to the phase unwrapping prob-
lem. Based on Itoh’s condition, those methods seek to minimize the number of times
the unwrapped phase differences fail to match the wrapped differences of the input
image. In other words, the residual image formed from observed and reconstructed
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gradients should be sparse. This leads to minimization objectives of the form

min
U

∑
i,j

|Ui+1,j −Ui,j −Gv
i,j |p +

∑
i,j

|Ui,j+1 −Ui,j −Gh
i,j |p,

where Gv
ij and Gh

ij denote are the vertical and horizontal phase differences, respec-
tively, of the input image X.

When p = 2, the objective is quadratic, and efficient algorithms like preconditioned
conjugate methods can be designed [3, 16]. Unfortunately, the output of the L2-norm
problem is much worse compared to the ones of Lp-norm problems with p ≤ 1, as it
tends to smooth out areas of large discontinuities [17, 18].

It is widely accepted that p = 0 yields the best solution, since the problem is
then exactly minimizing the number of pixels where the gradients do not match [19].
Unfortunately, the objective function is not convex and the minimization problem is
NP-hard [20]. Yet several methods have been proposed to approximately solve the non-
convex problem [3, 17, 19–21]. In particular, [17] propose a general algorithm to solve
the Lp-norm problem for any p < 2 by iteratively solving weighted linear systems. The
proposed algorithm resembles an iteratively reweighted least squares approach when
p = 1, although the minimization is not exact with respect to the introduced weights,
and thus no convergence proof is provided.

On the other hand, when p = 1 the resulting problem is known to be a good approx-
imation of the L0-norm problem, and in that case the objective function is convex, so
efficient algorithms can be developed [22]. In particular, the L1-norm problem can be
cast as a minimum cost flow (MCF) which can be solved using graph solvers [23].

Finally, statistics-based methods model the phase unwrapping problem as a maxi-
mum a posteriori (MAP) estimation problem. Different assumptions on the underlying
probability distributions have been proposed, and those directly impact the hardness
of the resulting optimization problem [21, 24–26]. The SNAPHU method [25] is one
such approach, and is one of the methods of choice for phase unwrapping, as evidenced
by its use in many InSAR software packages [27, 28]. Unfortunately, statistics-based
methods must solve complicated optimization problems in large dimension, and thus
often exhibit long running times.

Contributions

The main motivation behind our work is that despite this long line of research, the
running time of existing methods can be prohibitive on very large images. For example,
it is common in satellite imagery to treat images of a few thousand pixels by a few
thousand pixels and as we will see in the experimental part of the paper, existing
methods take at least a few minutes on such images. Our work significantly improves
this running time, developing an algorithm with strong theoretical guarantees, which
can be implemented on GPUs.

We focus on the L1-norm problem. Our proposed method rewrites the L1-norm as
a weighted L2-norm, introducing data-dependent weights [29–34]. This leads to the
so-called iteratively reweighted least squares (IRLS) algorithm, where the minimiza-
tion is performed alternatively with respect to the weights and the objective image
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U . The minimization with respect to the weights has a closed form solution, while
the minimization with respect to U comes down to solving a linear system. This lin-
ear system is high-dimensional but the matrix-vector product associated is cheap to
compute in practice, suggesting the use of iterative solvers. We thus implement the
conjugate gradient (CG) method [35] to approximately solve the system, and we pro-
vide a carefully designed preconditioner to accelerate the CG iterations. We prove that
despite the approximate solutions obtained through the CG algorithm, the iterates of
the resulting IRLS algorithm satisfy a sublinear rate of convergence in function value.

We implement our fully GPU-compatible algorithm in Python. We show over
extensive experiments on both simulated and real data that our method is competi-
tive with state of the art phase unwrapping techniques in terms of image quality, and
reduces the average running time by about one order of magnitude.

Paper organization

The paper is organized as follows. We first introduce useful mathematical notations
and properties. We detail the L1-norm problem in Section 2. In Section 3 we describe
the IRLS algorithm and detail the conjugate gradient method to solve the linear system
that appears in IRLS iterations, as this is the main bottleneck of our method. We
focus in particular on an efficient preconditioning of the linear system. We also prove
sublinear convergence of the IRLS algorithm in terms of function value. In Section 4
we compare our method against other phase unwrapping methods for different image
sizes, both in terms of computing time and output quality.

Notation

We write ∥·∥ for the Euclidean norm if we are dealing with vectors, and for the
Frobenius norm when dealing with matrices. We write the ℓ1 norm of a vector or of
a matrix as ∥·∥ℓ1 . We write In as the identity matrix of dimension n, 1n and 1n×m

as the vector and matrix whose entries are all equal to 1. We define 0n and 0n×m

similarly. We drop the integer index when the dimension is clear from context.
The Hadamard (or component-wise) product of X and Y , written X ⊙ Y , is the

matrix of the same dimension as X and Y with elements given by

(X ⊙ Y )i,j = Xi,jYi,j , 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ j ≤ m.

We also write 1
X as the matrix whose entries are equal to the inverse of the entries in

X, provided none of those are equal to zero.
The Kronecker product of two matrices X ∈ Rn1×m1 and Y ∈ Rn2×m2 , denoted

as X ⊗ Y , is the matrix of size n1n2 ×m1m2 given by

X ⊗ Y =


X1,1Y · · · X1,m1Y

...
. . .

...

Xn1,1Y · · · Xn1,m1
Y
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For a matrix X ∈ Rn×m, the vectorization of X is the vector vec(X) ∈ Rnm defined
as

vec(X) = (X1,1,X2,1, . . . ,Xn,1,X1,2, . . . ,Xn,2, . . . ,X1,m, . . .Xn,m)⊤.

In particular, we will make use of the following property relating matrix-matrix
products to matrix-vector products,

vec(XY Z) = (Z⊤ ⊗X)vec(Y ). (1)

For a vector x ∈ Rn, we define diag(x) as the diagonal matrix of dimension n × n
whose diagonal is equal to the vector x. For a matrix X ∈ Rn×n, we define diag(X)
as the vector of size n composed of the diagonal entries of X. We also define weighted
norms. Formally, for a matrix W ∈ Rn×m with strictly positive entries, the weighted
Frobenius norm and weighted ℓ1 norm are respectively written

∥X∥F,W :=

√√√√ ∑
1≤i≤n
1≤j≤m

Wi,j(Xi,j)2, ∥X∥ℓ1(W ) := ||W ⊙X||ℓ1

2 Model

In this section we define the phase unwrapping problem, together with some useful
notation. We assume that the input is a wrapped phase image X ∈ RN×M , namely
that Xi,j ∈ [0, 2π) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N and all 1 ≤ j ≤ M . The wrapped phase gradients
are the matrices Gv ∈ R(N−1)×M and Gh ∈ RN×(M−1) defined as

Gv
i,j = Xi+1,j −Xi,j mod 2π 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ M,

Gh
i,j = Xi,j+1 −Xi,j mod 2π 1 ≤ i ≤ N, 1 ≤ j ≤ M − 1.

Following [23], we solve the L1-norm phase unwrapping problem defined as

min
U∈RN×M



∑
1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

Cv
i,j

∣∣Ui+1,j −Ui,j −Gv
i,j

∣∣
+

∑
1≤i≤N

1≤j≤M−1

Ch
i,j

∣∣Ui,j+1 −Ui,j −Gh
i,j

∣∣


, (2)

in the variable U ∈ RN×M , where Cv ∈ R(N−1)×M ,Ch ∈ RN×(M−1) are positive,
user-defined weights. When problem (2) is solved using linear programming techniques,
the resulting unwrapped image will be congruent to the input image, even if congru-
ency is not explicity enforced. This is due to the total unimodularity of the constraint
matrix introduced when casting (2) as a linear program [23, 36]. However, because of
our algorithm and the modifications we will make to problem (2), there is no guaran-
tee that our solution will be congruent to the input image. We argue that this is an
acceptable approach for several reasons. First, most input images X are noisy, and
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even when a denoising step is applied prior to the unwrapping process, unwrapped
solutions might be more accurate when no congruency is enforced. Second, as we
will see in the experimental section, our proposed algorithm yields close-to congruent
outputs when the input image is noiseless. Finally, in terms of numerical efficiency,
removing the congruency assumption allows for much faster algorithms in practice.

Problem (2) is ambiguous, in the sense that any solution yields the same objective
function value under additive shift. We therefore define the following constraint set

C0 =

{
U ∈ RN×M |

∑
i,j

Ui,j = 0

}

and consider the problem

min
U∈C0


∑

1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

Cv
i,j

∣∣Ui+1,j −Ui,j −Gv
i,j

∣∣+ ∑
1≤i≤N

1≤j≤M−1

Ch
i,j

∣∣Ui,j+1 −Ui,j −Gh
i,j

∣∣
 ,

(3)

We rewrite problem (3) in matrix form, defining matrices S ∈ R(N−1)×N and T ∈
RM×(M−1) as

Si,j =


1 if j = i+ 1

−1 if j = i

0 otherwise

, 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ N,

Ti,j =


1 if i = j + 1

−1 if i = j

0 otherwise

, 1 ≤ i ≤ M, 1 ≤ j ≤ M − 1.

Problem (3) can then be cast as

min
U∈C0

{
∥Cv ⊙ (SU −Gv)∥ℓ1 +

∥∥Ch ⊙ (UT −Gh)
∥∥
ℓ1

}
. (4)

3 Algorithm

This section details the algorithmic framework for solving (4). We first rewrite (4)
and introduce quadratic penalties. We cast the resulting problem as a sequence of
weighted least squares problems whose solutions converge to the solution of the original
problem. Each least squares problem is solved using the conjugate gradient method
with an appropriate preconditioner. We detail each of these steps below, following the
algorithmic framework in [34]. Note that reweighting techniques similar in spirit (but
not exactly the same) to the ones presented in this work have been proposed for the
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phase unwrapping problem [17], although no connection to the iteratively reweighted
least squares approach was made and no convergence theory was provided.

3.1 Iteratively reweighted least squares

We let V v ∈ R(N−1)×M and V h ∈ RN×(M−1) be slack variables and rewrite
problem (4) as

min
U∈C0,

V v,V h

F (U ,V v,V h) :=


∥V v∥ℓ1(Cv) +

∥∥V h
∥∥
ℓ1(Ch)

+
1

2τ
∥SU −Gv − V v∥2 + 1

2τ

∥∥UT −Gh − V h
∥∥2
 ,

(5)

for some penalization term τ > 0. Problem (5) is a quadratic penalty method for (4),
and iteratively solving (5) for decreasing values of τ converging to 0 yields a sequence
of solutions whose limit points are exact minimizers of (4) [37]. We will however keep
the value of τ constant to reduce the computing time. This is also motivated by the fact
that images encountered in phase unwrapping problems are often noisy, and quadratic
penalties might be beneficial in that regard. Moreover, substituting hard constraints
for quadratic penalties has numerous numerical advantages, as pointed out in [34], and
we shall explore them in Section 3.2. Before detailing the iteratively reweighted least
squares (IRLS) method, we prove existence and uniqueness of the solution of (5).
Theorem 1. Problem (5) has a unique solution.

Proof. Define the vectorized function f as

f(u, vv, vh) :=∥vv∥ℓ1(cv) +
∥∥vh∥∥

ℓ1(ch)
+

1

2τ

∥∥∥∥∥∥B
 u
vv

vh

−
(
gv

gh

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

with gv = vec(Gv), gh = vec(Gh), and

B =

(
IM ⊗ S −I(N−1)M 0
T⊤ ⊗ IN 0 −IN(M−1)

)
It follows that F (U ,V v,V h) = f(vec(U),vec(V v),vec(V h)). Moreover define

c0 = {x ∈ RNM |
∑
i

xi = 0}.

It is clear that U ∈ C0 ⇐⇒ vec(U) ∈ c0. Therefore problem (5) is equivalent to

min
u,vv,vh

f(u, vv, vh) + δc0(u)
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where δc0 is the indicator function of the closed convex set c0. Now, the nullspace of

the matrix B is one dimensional and spanned by
(
1⊤
NM 0⊤

(N−1)M 0⊤
N(M−1)

)⊤
. This

implies that the feasible set is precisely the orthogonal complement of the nullspace
of the matrix B. This in turn implies in particular that the quadratic function

1

2τ

∥∥∥∥∥∥B
 u
vv

vh

−
(
gv

gh

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

is strongly convex on the feasible set. Since ∥vv∥ℓ1(cv) +
∥∥vh∥∥

ℓ1(ch)
is convex, the

function f is strongly convex on the feasible set, hence the minimizer is unique.

Problem (5) is a convex optimization problem, composed of a smooth part and non-
smooth part. It could be tackled using well-established methods based on proximal
steps such as FISTA [38] or IHT [39], but here we follow the IRLS approach [30,
31, 34, 40–42]. This is motivated by empirical evidence provided in [34] showing the
superiority of the IRLS approach in high dimension. We start by rewriting F as

F (U ,V v,V h) =
∑

1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

√
(Cv

i,j)
2(V v

i,j)
2 +

∑
1≤i≤N

1≤j≤M−1

√
(Ch

i,j)
2(V h

i,j)
2

+
1

2τ
∥SU −Gv − V v∥2 + 1

2τ

∥∥UT −Gh − V h
∥∥2.

(6)

The issue in optimizing the above is the non-smooth square root part of the objective.
For x ∈ R, we have

|x| =
√
x2 =

1

2
inf
w>0

{
x2

w
+ w

}
. (7)

This simple equation is a classical way of rewriting sparsity-inducing norms in terms
of quadratic objectives [29–34]. Whenever x ̸= 0, the above infimum is attained for
w = |x|. Unfortunately the infimum is not attained when x = 0. In our case this is an
issue since our ultimate goal is to perform minimization with respect to this variable,
so we introduce a fixed parameter δ > 0 and observe that

√
x2 + δ2 =

1

2
inf
w≥ δ

2

{
(x2 + δ2)

1

w
+ w

}
. (8)
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Moreover, this infimum is always attained for w =
√
x2 + δ2. We therefore introduce

the function Fδ defined as

Fδ(U ,V v,V h) :=
∑

1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

√
(Cv

i,j)
2(V v

i,j)
2 + δ2 +

∑
1≤i≤N

1≤j≤M−1

√
(Ch

i,j)
2(V h

i,j)
2 + δ2

+
1

2τ
∥SU −Gv − V v∥2 + 1

2τ

∥∥UT −Gh − V h
∥∥2.

(9)

We then show the following approximation result, as a function of δ.
Theorem 2. For any U ∈ RN×M ,V v ∈ R(N−1)×M and V h ∈ RN×(M−1),

F (U ,V v,V h) ≤ Fδ(U ,V v,V h) ≤ F (U ,V v,V h) + δ ((N − 1)M +N(M − 1)) .

Proof. It is clear that F ≤ Fδ since δ > 0. The second inequality comes from the fact
that

√
a2 + b2 ≤ a+ b for a, b ≥ 0 hence

Fδ(U ,V v,V h) ≤ F (U ,V v,V h) +
∑

1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

δ +
∑

1≤i≤N
1≤j≤M−1

δ

= F (U ,V v,V h) + δ(N − 1)M + δN(M − 1)

which is the desired result.

Using the above remark, we get that minimizing Fδ is equivalent to solving

inf
U∈C0,

V v,V h,

W v≥δ/2,Wh≥δ/2



1

2

∑
1≤i≤N−1
1≤j≤M

((Cv
i,j)

2(V v
i,j)

2 + δ2)
1

W v
i,j

+W v
i,j

+
1

2

∑
1≤i≤N

1≤j≤M−1

((Ch
i,j)

2(V h
i,j)

2 + δ2)
1

W h
i,j

+W h
i,j

+
1

2τ
∥SU −Gv − V v∥2 + 1

2τ

∥∥UT −Gh − V h
∥∥2


, (10)

where W v ∈ R(N−1)×M and W h ∈ RM×(N−1). We solve (10) by alternatively mini-
mizing with respect to (U ,V v,V h) and (W v,W h). The objective is a simple convex
function with respect toW v andW h and setting the gradients to 0 yields the following
closed-form updates for W v and W h:

W v
i,j =

√
(Cv

i,j)
2(V v

i,j)
2 + δ2, 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ M,

W h
i,j =

√
(Ch

i,j)
2(V h

i,j)
2 + δ2, 1 ≤ i ≤ N, 1 ≤ j ≤ M − 1.

(11)

9



On the other hand, objective (10) is a quadratic function of (U ,V v,V h), and the
minimization can be performed using the following simple proposition.
Proposition 3. Minimizing (10) with respect to (U ,V v,V h) ∈ C0 × R(N−1)×M ×
RN×(M−1) is equivalent to solving the system

1
τ

(
S⊤SU +UTT⊤ − S⊤V v − V hT⊤)

Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1
W v ⊙ V v + 1

τ (V
v − SU)

Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1
Wh ⊙ V h + 1

τ (V
h −UT )

 =


1
τ (S

⊤Gv +GhT⊤)

− 1
τG

v

− 1
τG

h

 , (12)

for (U ,V v,V h) ∈ RN×M × R(N−1)×M × RN×(M−1), and then setting U = U −∑
i,j Ui,j

NM .

Proof. (10) is a quadratic function of (U ,V v,V h), and setting its gradient with
respect to those variables yields the linear system (12). Once we get a solution, and
since the system is invariant by additive shift on U , we can simply rescale it by its

mean, i.e. set U to U −
∑

i,j Ui,j

NM to ensure U ∈ C0.

Solving (12) exactly is too costly in practice. Instead, we suggest solving it approx-
imately using the conjugate gradient method, which we detail in the next section. For
now we summarize the above steps in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 IRLS algorithm

Require: Gv ∈ R(N−1)×M ,Gh ∈ RN×(M−1),Cv ∈ R(N−1)×M ,Ch ∈ RN×(M−1), δ >
0.

1: U0 = 0N×M

2: V v,0 = SU −Gv, V h,0 = UT −Gh

3: for k = 0, 1, . . . do
4:

W v,k
i,j =

√
(Cv

i,j)
2((V v,k)i,j)2 + δ2, 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ M

5:

W h,k
i,j =

√
(Ch

i,j)
2((V h,k)i,j)2 + δ2, 1 ≤ i ≤ N, 1 ≤ j ≤ M − 1.

6: For (Uk+1,V v,k+1,V h,k+1), use Algorithm 2 to approximately solveS⊤SUk+1 +Uk+1TT⊤ − S⊤V v,k+1 − V h,k+1T⊤

Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1
W v,k ⊙ V v,k+1 + 1

τ (V
v,k+1 − SUk+1)

Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1
Wh,k ⊙ V h,k+1 + 1

τ (V
h,k+1 −Uk+1T )

 =

S⊤Gv +GhT⊤

− 1
τG

v

− 1
τG

h

 .

7: Uk+1 = Uk+1 −
∑

ij(U
k+1)ij

NM .
8: end for

The next theorem gives a sublinear convergence rate for Algorithm 1, pro-
vided the linear system (12) is solved with enough accuracy. More precisely, it
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states that the algorithm converges as long as the function value at the iter-
ates (Uk+1,V v,k+1,V h,k+1) is smaller than the function value that would have
been obtained if a simple gradient step had been taken on the previous iterates
(Uk,V v,k,V h,k).

Theorem 4. Define Fδ(U ,V v,V h,W v,W h) as the function minimized in (10) and

Cmax = max(max
ij

(Cv
ij), max

ij
(Ch

ij)), L =
12

τ
+

1

δ
C2

max.

Let the candidate solutions Ũk, Ṽ v,k, Ṽ h,k at iteration k be

Ũk = Uk − 1

τL

(
S⊤ (SUk −Gv − V v,k

)
+
(
UkT −Gh − V h,k

)
T⊤)

Ṽ v,k = V v,k − 1

L

(
Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1

W v,k
⊙ V v,k +

1

τ
(V v,k − SUk +Gv)

)
Ṽ h,k = V h,k − 1

L

(
Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1

W h,k
⊙ V h,k +

1

τ
(V h,k −UkT +Gh)

) (13)

Suppose that at each iteration of the IRLS algorithm 1, the approximate solutions
(Uk+1,V v,k+1,V h,k+1) of the linear system (12) satisfy

Fδ(U
k+1,V v,k+1,V h,k+1,W v,k,W h,k) ≤ Fδ(Ũ

k, Ṽ v,k, Ṽ h,k,W v,k,W h,k) (14)

Then, after K iterations, we have

Fδ(U
K ,V v,K ,V h,K)− F ∗

δ ≤ max

((
1

2

)K−1
2

,
8LR2

K − 1

)
, (15)

where F ∗
δ is the optimal value of F and the constant R is defined as

R = max
Y ∈Γ

{∥Y − Y ∗∥ | Hδ(Y ) ≤ Hδ(Y0)} , (16)

with Hδ being the function to be minimized in problem (10), Γ the feasible set of
problem (10),

Y ∗ =


U∗

V v,∗

V h,∗

W v,∗

W h,∗

 =


U∗

V v,∗

V h,∗
√
Cv ⊙ V v,∗ + δ2√
Ch ⊙ V h,∗ + δ2

 , Y0 =


U0

V v,0

V h,0

W v,0

W h,0

 , (17)

and
(
(U∗)⊤, (V v,∗)⊤, (V h,∗)⊤

)⊤
is the minimizer of Fδ.
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Proof. This is a direct consequence of [43, Theorem 4.1]. Indeed, defining

s(u, vv, vh) =
1

2τ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(

(IM ⊗ S) −I(N−1)M 0
(T⊤ ⊗ IN ) 0 −IN(M−1)

) u
vv

vh

−
(
gv

gh

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

this result directly implies (15), where L is given by

L = Ls +
1

δ
λmax

NM+(N−1)M∑
k=NM+1

(cvk)
2eke

⊤
k +

MM+(N−1)M+N(M−1)∑
k=NM+(N−1)M+1

(chk)
2eke

⊤
k

 , (18)

where {ek}NM+(N−1)M+N(M−1)
k=1 are the vectors in the canonical basis of

RNM+(N−1)M+N(M−1), Ls is the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of s, which is equal
to the maximum eigenvalue of the Hessian of s, and λmax(·) denotes the maximum
eigenvalue of the matrix in parentheses. We now bound Ls. The Hessian of s is

∇2s(u, vv, vh) =
1

τ

(
(I⊗ S) −I 0
(T⊤ ⊗ I) 0 −I

)⊤(
(I⊗ S) −I 0
(T⊤ ⊗ I) 0 −I

)

=
1

τ

(I⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ I) −(I⊗ S)⊤ −(T ⊗ I)
−(I⊗ S) I 0
−(T⊤ ⊗ I) 0 I


We will make use of Gershgorin circle theorem to prove a bound on the largest eigen-
value of ∇2s [44]. The theorem states that all the eigenvalues of ∇2s lie within the
union of the discs

Di =

λ ∈ R | |λ− (∇2s)ii| ≤
∑
j ̸=i

|(∇2s)ij |

 , (19)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ NM + (N − 1)M +N(M − 1).
Writing out the definitions of IM ⊗ S, IM ⊗ S⊤S, TT⊤ ⊗ IN and T ⊗ IN (see

Appendix A), one can see that all diagonal elements of ∇2s are positive (which can
also be deduced from the fact that ∇2s is the Hessian of a convex quadratic) and
bounded above by 4

τ , and that

max
i

∑
j ̸=i

|(∇2s)ij | =
8

τ
.

This value of 8
τ is in particular attained for lines where the diagonal element is max-

imal, i.e. equal to 4
τ . This is the case for example at line N + 2. Going back to the

discs defined in (19), this implies that the maximum eigenvalue of ∇2
s, and therefore

12



Ls, is such that

Ls −
4

τ
≤ 8

τ
,

and thus Ls ≤ 12
τ .

We now bound the right part of (18), i.e. the maximum eigenvalue ofNM+(N−1)M∑
k=NM+1

(cvk)
2eke

⊤
k +

MM+(N−1)M+N(M−1)∑
k=NM+(N−1)M+1

(chk)
2eke

⊤
k

 .

This is a diagonal matrix, whose first NM elements are zero, and the remaining are
the squares of the coefficient vectors cv and ch. Therefore its maximum eigenvalue is
given by

max

(
max

k

{
(cvk)

2
}
, max

k

{
(chk)

2
})

= max

(
max
ij

{
(Cv

ij)
2
}
, max

ij

{
(Ch

ij)
2
})

hence the desired result.

Remark 1. The result in [43, Theorem 4.1] is actually stated for an exact minimiza-
tion step, i.e. when the linear system (12) is solved exactly. However, upon closer
inspection of the proof, one notices that the result holds as long as a sufficient decrease
property holds. In our case this decrease property translates to condition (14).
Remark 2. In our experiments, we always checked that condition (14) was satisfied
after running CG. In practice this was always the case, even if CG was run for just a
few iterations. We have also tried to implement Algorithm 1 using only the candidate
updates (13) instead of running CG, but this did not yield competitive performance.

3.2 Conjugate gradient

Since the updates for W v and W h have simple closed form solutions, the main
numerical difficulty of Algorithm 1 relies in solving the linear system (12). In large
dimensions such as the ones encountered in InSAR imagery, direct linear solvers will
be too slow and we instead decide to use a carefully preconditioned conjugate gradient
(CG) method [35]. We detail the method in the specific case of problem (12). First let
us simplify the notation by defining n = NM + (N − 1)M +N(M − 1) and

B1 :=
1

τ
(S⊤Gv +GhT⊤), B2 := −1

τ
Gv, B3 := −1

τ
Gh. (20)

In order to make the algorithm more readable, we will vectorize the linear system
using the following proposition.
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Proposition 5. Defining the matrix A ∈ Rn×n as

A :=


1
τ

(
(IM ⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ IN )

)
− 1

τ (IM ⊗ S⊤) − 1
τ (T ⊗ IN )

− 1
τ (IM ⊗ S) Dv + 1

τ I 0

− 1
τ (T

⊤ ⊗ IN ) 0 Dh + 1
τ I

 , (21)

the linear system (12) is equivalent to the following linear system

A

 u
vv

vh

 = b, (22)

where

Dv := diag(vec(Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1

W v
)),

Dh := diag(vec(Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1

W h
)),

b :=

vec(B1)
vec(B2)
vec(B3)

 .

(23)

Indeed, (U ,V v,V h) solves (12) if and only if (u, vv, vh) solves (22) with u = vec(U),
vv = vec(V v), vh = vec(V h).

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the vectorization property (1) and the fact that

vec(Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1

W v
⊙ V v) = diag(vec(Cv ⊙Cv ⊙ 1

W v
))vec(V v)

vec(Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1

W h
⊙ V h) = diag(vec(Ch ⊙Ch ⊙ 1

W h
))vec(V h)

For completeness, we detail the conjugate gradient method for solving problem (22)
in Algorithm 2. We emphasize that in practice the system is never vectorized and
the matrix A is never constructed. Instead, we keep all variables in matrix form and
matrix vector products are computed using the linear map defined in (12). The reason
we decided to introduce A in this section is two-fold. First it allows to write out the
conjugate gradient method of Algorithm 2 in what we believe to be a more reader-
friendly way. Second, and more importantly, this way of writing will shed some light on
how to pick the preconditioner, which is the key to fast convergence of the conjugate
gradient method. This is the topic of the next section.
Remark 3. The matrix A is singular. Its nullspace is one-dimensional, consisting of
the vectors that are constant in the first NM entries and 0 everywhere else (this is
due to the block (I⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ I) being invariant under additive scaling). The
conjugate gradient method still converges for singular matrices [45, 46].
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Algorithm 2 Conjugate gradient (CG)

Require: b ∈ Rn, matrix A ∈ Rn×n or a function to compute the linear map Ap for
vectors p, preconditioner D ⪰ 0.

1: Initialize u0, vv,0 and vh,0.
2: Set

rl = b−A

 u0

vv,0

vh,0


3: Solve Dzl = rl
4: pl = zl
5: ρl = r⊤l zl
6: for l = 0, 1, . . . do
7: αl = ρl/(p

⊤
l Apl)

8: Set  ul+1

vv,l+1

vh,l+1

 =

 ul

vv,l

vh,l

+ αlpl

9: rl+1 = rl − αlApl
10: Solve Dzl+1 = rl+1

11: ρl+1 = (rl+1)
⊤zl+1

12: β = ρl+1/ρl
13: pl+1 = zl+1 + βpl
14: end for

3.3 Choosing the preconditioner

The convergence of CG directly depends on the conditioning of the matrix A. In later
iterations of IRLS when the weight matrices W v and W h have many small entries,
the matrix A becomes very ill-conditioned. To overcome this issue, the most common
trick is to use a preconditioner, i.e. a matrixD = C⊤C such thatC−⊤AC−1 is better-
conditioned than A, and such that linear systems of the form Dz = r are very cheap
to solve in practice. For more on the topic of preconditioning, we refer the interested
reader to [35, 47]. It is interesting to note that in [16], the authors suggest using a
preconditioned conjugate gradient method to solve the L2-norm phase unwrapping
problem, whose structure is close to the linear system we solve at each IRLS iteration.
Their preconditioner is however different from the one we present next and proved to
be less efficient in practice.

A common choice of preconditioner is the so-called Jacobi preconditioner, where
D is set to a diagonal matrix whose diagonal matches the diagonal of A. In our case
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we choose the more efficient block diagonal preconditioner, i.e. we define D as

D :=


1
τ

(
(I⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ I)

)
0 0

0 Dv + 1
τ I 0

0 0 Dh + 1
τ I

 . (24)

For solving Dz = r, we proceed as follows. Writing

z =
(
z⊤a z⊤b z⊤c

)⊤
and r =

(
r⊤a r⊤b r⊤c

)⊤
the problem comes down to solving the following three smaller linear systems for za, zb
and zc (

(I⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ I)
)
za = τra (25)

(Dv +
1

τ
I)zb = rb

(Dh +
1

τ
I)zc = rc

Since Dv and Dh are diagonal matrices, the last two subproblems are numerically
fast to solve. Problem (25) can be recast as

S⊤SZa +ZaTT⊤ = τRa, (26)

where za = vec(Za) and ra = vec(Ra). This equation is commonly known as a
Sylvester equation (in the case where N = M , then T = S⊤, and the equation is
known as a continuous-time Lyapunov equation). The Bartels-Stewart algorithm [48]
is a common way to solve such equations by first computing the Schur decompositions
of S⊤S and TT⊤ and then solving for Zc after some careful algebraic manipula-
tions. In our case, since S⊤S and TT⊤ are positive semidefinite matrices, the Schur
decompositions are eigendecompositions

S⊤S = PSΛSP
⊤
S , TT⊤ = PTΛTP

⊤
T , (27)

where ΛS ,ΛT are diagonal matrices, and PS , PT are orthogonal matrices. Plugging
this into (26) gives

PSΛSP
⊤
S Za +ZaPTΛTP

⊤
T = τRa (28)

⇐⇒ ΛSP
⊤
S ZaPT + P⊤

S ZaPTΛT = τP⊤
S RaPT (29)

⇐⇒ ((I⊗ΛS) + (ΛT ⊗ I))vec(P⊤
S ZaPT ) = τvec(P⊤

S RaPT ) (30)

⇐⇒ ((I⊗ΛS) + (ΛT ⊗ I))vec(Z ′) = τvec(P⊤
S RaPT ) and Za = PSZ

′P⊤
T (31)

Since ΛS and ΛT are diagonal, so is (I ⊗ ΛS) + (ΛT ⊗ I), and system (31) can be
solved efficiently.
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Observe that throughout the CG iterations, the linear system (26) always has the
same structure, and only the right-hand side Ra changes. This implies that we can
precompute the matrices PS ,PT ,ΛS ,ΛT before the start of the IRLS algorithm 1 and
keep them in memory. The main numerical bottleneck then lies in the computation of
the matrix products P⊤

S RaPT and PSZ
′P⊤

T .

3.3.1 Equivalence of preconditioned CG with better-conditioned
linear system

We point out that while using CG for singular systems is a well studied task (see [45, 46]
and remark 3), in our case the preconditioner D is also singular, but we claim that
this is not an issue with the current choice of the preconditioner. The main reason is
that both A and D share the same one-dimensional nullspace, and that rk is always
in the range of A, and thus of D, so that the linear system on line 4 of Algorithm 2
is always well-defined.

More precisely, let us write the eigendecompositions of A and D as

A =

n∑
i=1

λiqiq
⊤
i , D =

n∑
i=1

γidid
⊤
i ,

where {qi}ni=1 and {di}ni=1 are orthonormal bases of Rn. Since A and D have the same
one-dimensional nullspace, we assume without loss of generality that λ1 = γ1 = 0
(namely that Aq1 = 0 and Dd1 = 0), and that q1 = d1. We then get that λi > 0 and
γi > 0 for all i ≥ 2. Let us then define

C =

n∑
i=2

√
γidid

⊤
i , C∗ =

n∑
i=2

1
√
γi
did

⊤
i .

For simplicity, we will write xl =

 ul

vv,l

vh,l

 ∈ Rn.

Proposition 6. Solving

Ax = b (32)

with conjugate gradient with preconditioner D starting from x0 is equivalent to solving
the linear system

C∗AC∗x̃ = C∗b (33)

with conjugate gradient without a preconditioner starting from x̃0 = Cx0

This is a known result when the matrixD is non-singular, and our proof is basically
the same. We provide it for completeness in Appendix B.
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3.3.2 Numerical benefits of the preconditioner

To conclude this section, we focus on showing the numerical benefits of the precon-
ditioner defined above. Before we do so, let us recall two important properties about
the convergence of CG. Define

ρ(A) :=

√
κ(A)− 1√
κ(A) + 1

where κ(A) is the condition number of A, namely the ratio of the largest eigenvalue
over the smallest strictly positive eigenvalue. Then the residual rl = Axl−b converges
to 0 at the rate ρ(A)l [46]. Now, for illustrative purposes, assume A is invertible.
Then, for any polynomial Ql of degree l such that Ql(0) = 1, we have

∥Axl − b∥A−1

∥Ax0 − b∥A−1

≤ max
z∈σ(A)

|Ql(z)|, (34)

where σ(A) is the set of eigenvalues of A [47, Corollary 2.2.1]. The same results hold
for the convergence of the preconditioned system C∗AC∗x̃ = C∗b, in particular by
defining ρ(C∗AC∗) similarly.

This convergence bound (34) highlights the fact that clustered eigenvalues can
significantly help the convergence of CG. Indeed, the more clustered the eigenvalues
are, the easier it is to find a polynomial Ql which has low absolute value for all of them.

Although our matrices A and C∗AC∗ are not invertible, we hypothesize that a
result similar to (34) holds for singular matrices (just like it is true that the convergence
rate in ρ(A)l holds for singular matrices A [46]). We shift our focus to the comparison
of the distribution of the (strictly positive) eigenvalues and of the condition number
of A and C∗AC∗. To do so, we generate matrices Dv and Dh with entries uniformly
distributed between 0 and 1/δ (since, assuming Cv and Ch are unity, this is the
interval in which the entries of Dv and Dh lie). With those, we construct A and D
from (21) and (24) respectively. We set δ = 10−6 as in the experimental section 4.

We plot in Figure 1 the spectrum of the matrix A and the spectrum of the matrix
C∗AC∗ for N = M = 16. We observe a nice clustering of the eigenvalues of C∗AC∗

around 1. On the other hand, the distribution of the eigenvalues of A seem to be
almost continuous from about 1 to over 105.

Figure 2 plots both the condition number and the values of ρ for A and C∗AC,
for different values of N . We observe that as the dimension increases, the condition
number of A explodes and the value of ρ is very close to 1. For the matrix C∗AC∗,
the conditioning is much better.
Remark 4. Note that the values of N used in the above plots are relatively small
compared to the ones encountered in practical applications. We could not go to higher
values because of numerical bottlenecks. Indeed, computing C∗ first involves computing
the eigendecomposition of D. To get the above plots, one then needs to compute the
eigenvalues of the dense matrix C∗AC∗. Even for N = M = 100, the size of the
matrices A, D and C∗ is 29800× 29800. This proved to be too slow in practice, and
we believe that this section still illustrates well the benefits of our preconditioner.
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Fig. 1: Left: Distribution of the eigenvalues of matrices A and C∗AC∗ for N =
M = 16 in log scale. Right: distribution of the eigenvalues of matrix C∗AC∗ only.
We observe that the eigenvalues of the preconditioned matrix are significantly more
clustered.
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Fig. 2: Left: Value of the condition numbers of the original and preconditioned linear
systems (in semilog scale), for different values of N . Right: Value of CG convergence
rate ρ for both original and preconditioned linear system, for different values of N . As
we can see, there is a significant improvement in the value of the condition number
for the preconditioned system, and this translates into an improved value of ρ.

Remark 5. We are finally able to explain why it is numerically interesting to use
quadratic penalties instead of hard constraints in problem (5). Indeed, it would be
possible to derive the IRLS and CG algorithms of sections 3.1 and 3.2 starting from
problem (4). The resulting vectorized linear system to be solved in the IRLS algorithm
would then have the form

(
(I⊗ S)⊤diag(vec(

1

W v
))(I⊗ S) + (T ⊗ I)diag(vec(

1

W h
))(T ⊗ I)⊤

)
u = b′,

with b′ ∈ Rn (we assume for simplicity that the weights Cv and Ch are unit weights).
This results in the matrices W v and W h being ‘sandwiched’ between two matrices,
namely (I ⊗ S) and its transpose, and (T ⊗ I) and its transpose, respectively. As
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the IRLS algorithm makes progress, the linear system becomes more and more ill-
conditioned, and we were not able to find good preconditioners to speed up the conjugate
gradient iterates. In contrast, in matrix A defined in (21), the blocks in W v and
W h and the block of the form (I ⊗ S⊤S) + (TT⊤ ⊗ I) are separate and form the
diagonal, making the preconditioning much easier and efficient. A similar observation
was made in [34], and we refer the interested reader to this work for more details on
the numerical benefits of the quadratic penalties.

4 Experiments

We test our algorithm on both synthetic and real topographic data sets. The syn-
thetic data allows us to verify that the output of our algorithm is accurate. For
both synthetic and real data, we compare running time and solution quality of our
method with the output of SNAPHU [20, 25, 49]. SNAPHU is a widely used open-
source software for phase unwrapping. The default algorithm is the statistical-cost,
network-flow algorithm, which poses the phase unwrapping as a maximum a posteri-
ori probability problem. SNAPHU also implements solvers for Lp-minimization phase
unwrapping problem. In particular, the L1-norm problem is solved using a modified
network-simplex solver.

Whether SNAPHU solves the statistical-cost problems or Lp-norm problems, it
is initialized with either a minimum cost flow (MCF) algorithm [23] or a minimum
spanning tree (MST) algorithm [20]. It also offers the option to return the solution
after only running the initialization.

Note that MCF is another way of solving the L1-norm problem. As noted in the
SNAPHU documentation, the results of MCF and of the SNAPHU L1-norm solver
may be different, although in theory both should be L1 optimal.

We shall therefore compare the IRLS algorithm against the five following SNA-
PHU options: MCF, MST, L1-norm minimization with MCF initialization, L1-norm
minimization with MST initialization, statistical-cost with MCF initialization and
statistical-cost with MST initialization, the latter being the default SNAPHU option.

IRLS experiments are ran on a Nvidia RTX8000 48 GB GPU, and the SNAPHU
experiments on a Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2650.

4.1 Real Data Acquisition and Synthetic Data Generation

We now describe the Sentinel-1 InSAR dataset used in our experiments. For clarity,
recall that the main geometric effects present in the interferogram between images 1
and 2 are the orbital o12 and ξ12 topographic components for which their unwrapped
phase value can be approximated by [50]:

o12 =
−2mπ

λ
B

∥
12 (rad), (35)

ξ12 =
−2mπ

λ

B⊥
12h

Rst sin θ
(rad), (36)
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where λ is the radar carrier wavelength, B
∥
12 and B⊥

12 correspond to the parallel and
orthogonal baseline respectively (related to the separation of the two orbit passes in the
direction parallel/orthogonal to the line of sight), Rst is the satellite-target distance
also known as the range, θ is the incidence angle and m is equal to 2 to account for the
two-way wave propagation in Sentinel-1. A real Sentinel-1 interferogram also contains
contributions related to the deformation between the two dates and the atmospheric
propagation delays and is also impacted by phase noise and wrapping.

For the synthetic data generation, we are only interested in the topographic com-
ponent ξ12 because of the simplicity of the model given in (36). Therefore, we use ten
pairs of Sentinel-1 Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) images covering different locations
in the world, chosen to exhibit variations in topography. To maximize the effect of
topography ξ12, we choose image pairs with large B⊥

12, and we also minimize the poten-
tial deformation contributions by taking dates that are temporally close, as shown in
Table 1. We then adopt the standard simulation procedure of a differential InSAR
processing chain to compute o12 and ξ12. In particular, we use the metadata of the
two acquisitions in the image pair, along with their precise orbit auxiliary metadata,
to obtain their respective camera models. The camera model allows us to compute the
2D position in the image of a 3D point. We use the camera model and the SRTM30 [51]

Digital Elevation Model (DEM) to estimate B
∥
12, B

⊥
12, h, and θ for all pixels. Values

of λ and Rst can be obtained by simple computations from the metadata, and (35)
and (36) are used to get o12 and ξ12. Kayrros’ toolbox for SAR data (”EOS-SAR”) was
used to perform the different computations. Note that when transforming the DEM
into radar coordinates for estimating h, we adopt a mesh interpolation backgeocoding
approach [52]. This induces some small interpolation artifacts in the form of a trian-
gular mesh. Nevertheless, it is interesting to use ξ12 for the synthetic data because
it contains discontinuities related to terrain distortions due to the SAR acquisition
geometry. In fact, besides phase noise, distortions such as layover and foreshortening
are often cited as challenges for phase unwrapping [50].

On the other hand, after image alignment and burst stitching with the method
described in [53], we compute the real interferograms compensated from the orbital
component o12 with:

z12 = z1 · z∗2 · e−jo12 , (37)

where z1 and z2 correspond to each complex SAR image. The interferometric phase
is simply obtained by

ϕ12 = arg(z12), (38)

where arg(.) denotes the argument of the complex number. As previously explained,
our choice of images is such that ϕ12 is dominated by ξ12. Therefore, ϕ12 is a real
wrapped noisy phase containing fringes mainly related to topography. Since it is stan-
dard practice to denoise the interferometric phase prior to unwrapping [50, 54], we
apply a Goldstein phase filter [55] on the complex interferogram z12, and the real
denoised phase is given by

ϕ̂12 = arg(ẑ12), (39)
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Location lon lat date 1 date 2 relorb B⊥(m)

Arz 36.5085 34.1601 20220615 20220627 21 100
Etna 14.6594 37.7404 20220411 20220505 124 -138
El Capitan -120.0154 37.7357 20210710 20210728 144 -99
Kilimanjaro 37.1166 -2.9983 20180809 20180821 79 129
Mount Sinai 33.8923 28.5510 20230303 20230315 160 256
Korab 20.7207 41.8401 20220824 20220905 175 -271
Nevada -119.2729 41.2154 20220518 20220530 144 156
Zeil 132.1604 -23.3499 20211209 20211221 2 -144
Wulonggou 96.0567 36.1646 20220824 20220905 172 -270
Warjan 65.0716 32.4197 20230118 20230130 42 -326

Table 1: Dataset definition: for each location given by its central coor-
dinates, we process the images at the two dates for a given relative orbit.
Contains modified Copernicus Sentinel data.

where ẑ12 is the Goldstein filtered intereferogram. The Goldstein filter is a patch-based
method, where each patch is denoised in the Fourier domain via:

Z ′(u, v) = Z(u, v)
{(

1Nf
∗ |Z|

)
(u, v)

}α
, (40)

where Z(u, v) and Z ′(u, v) correspond to the input and output patch Fourier trans-
forms respectively, 1Nf

is a uniform filter of size Nf (∗ is the convolution operation),
and α is a factor between 0 and 1 that controls the amount of filtering. The patches
are taken at a fixed step s, with a patch size equal to 4×s, yielding an overlap of 75%.
After the inverse Fourier transform of Z ′(u, v) is computed, the patches are recom-
bined using a linear taper in the x and y dimensions. For our dataset, we set α = 1,
a step s = 16 pixels, and a uniform filter size Nf = 5.

The previously described process was repeated twice to obtain two datasets with
different image sizes at full Sentinel-1 resolution. In both cases, we use the camera
model to convert the centroid coordinates in Table 1 to the SAR image coordinates.
For the first dataset, we compute crops of size 2048 × 2048 pixels centered on this
location. For the second dataset, we compute the crops by stitching the full burst of
the centroid with its previous and next burst in the same swath. This yields images
of size about 4000× 20000 pixels.

4.2 Weight computation

The weight matrices Cv and Ch are critical for the quality of the unwrapping. In
classical SAR interferometry, the phase interferogram is usually provided along with
the amplitudes A1 and A2 of the two acquired images, and a coherence map C. In our
experiments, we use the statistical weights generated by SNAPHU, as they show very
good practical performance and their computation is cheap compared to the running
time of the algorithm. We therefore include the SNAPHU software in our distribution,
and we slightly modify the original code to add the option of only computing the
weights. For a detailed explanation of how those weights are generated, see [25, 56]
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For the experiments with real images, the weights are calculated using the inter-
ferogram, amplitudes A1 and A2, and the coherence map C. For the experiments with
simulated images, only the interferogram is provided.

4.3 Number of CG iterations and stopping criterion

The conjugate gradient method presented in Section 3.2 to solve the linear system (12)
requires an explicit maximum number of iterations. We seek to balance running time
of the IRLS algorithm 1 with the quality of the output image. In particular, in early
iterations of IRLS, it is often unnecessary to solve the linear system to a high preci-
sion to make significant progress on the value of the objective function, while higher
precision is helpful in later iterations to refine image quality. This impacts the number
of CG iterations at each IRLS step. One also needs to decide when to stop the IRLS
algorithm as a whole. We propose a heuristic that aims at striking a good balance.

Let mCG(k) be the maximum number of iterations of CG allowed at iteration k
of the IRLS algorithm. We start by setting mCG(0) to some predefined value. For
k ≥ 1, after each updates of the weight matrices W v,k,W h,k, we compute the relative
improvement

∆k−1,k =
Hδ(U

k,V v,k,V h,k,W v,k−1,W h,k−1)−Hδ(U
k,V v,k,V h,k,W v,k,W h,k)

Hδ(Uk,V v,k,V h,k,W v,k−1,W h,k−1)
,

where Hδ is as defined in Theorem 4. We then increase the maximum number of
CG iterations based on whether or not we deem the relative improvement ∆k−1,k

significant enough, comparing it to a user-defined tolerance ϵtol. If it is, then enough
improvement was made by CG with the current number of maximum iterations, so
we do not update mCG(k). If it is not, two cases arise. If the maximum number of CG
iterations was already increased at the previous iteration, we consider that significant
progress can no longer be made in the IRLS algorithm, so we stop and return U . If
the maximum number of CG iterations was not increased in the previous iteration,
then it is possible that more CG iteration would lead to more progress, so we scale up
mCG by a constant α > 1. We summarize this as follows:
1. If ∆k−1,k > ϵtol, set mCG(k) = mCG(k − 1).
2. If ∆k−1,k ≤ ϵtol and mCG(k − 1) ̸= mCG(k − 2), stop and return Uk.
3. If ∆k−1,k ≤ ϵtol and mCG(k − 1) = mCG(k − 2), set mCG(k) = αmCG(k − 1).

In the following experiments we have set mCG(0) = 5, ϵtol = 10−3, α = 1.7.

4.4 Code details

The full code can be downloaded from https://github.com/bpauld/PhaseUnwrapping/
tree/main. In this section we give a quick overview of the main parts of our code. The
file final script.py contains essentially the same steps. First we need a few imports.

1 import numpy as np

2 from python_code.parameters import ModelParameters

3 from python_code.parameters import IrlsParameters

4 from python_code.unwrap import unwrap
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Loading data

Assuming the image to be unwrapped is contained in a .npy file called ‘X.npy’, simply
load it

1 path_X = "X.npy" # replace with appropriate path

2 X = np.load(path_X)

Defining weighting strategy

The next step consists in defining Cv and Ch. Several options are available. The first
one is to provide user-defined weights.

1 path_Cv = "Cv.npy" # replace with appropriate path

2 path_Ch = "Ch.npy" # replace with appropriate path

3 Cv = np.load(path_Cv)

4 Ch = np.load(path_Ch)

Alternatively, if the user does not wish to supply precomputed weights, the values of
the weights should be set to ‘None’, and the weighting strategy should be specified,
as we will explain next.

1 Cv , Ch = None , None

One can then decide to use constant unity weights via two equivalent ways.

1 weighting_strategy = "uniform"

2 weighting_strategy = None # last two lines are equivalent

Alternatively, one can use weights generated from SNAPHU, as mentioned in
Section 4.2. The quality of the weights can be further improved if two amplitude files
and a correlation file are provided, although this is not mandatory.

1 weighting_strategy = "snaphu_weights"

2 path_amp1 = "amp1.npy" # replace with appropriate path

3 path_amp2 = "amp2.npy" # replace with appropriate path

4 path_corr = "corrfile.npy" # replace with appropriate path

5 amp1 = np.load(path_amp1)

6 amp2 = np.load(path_amp2)

7 corr = np.load(path_corrfile)

Note that ifCv andCh are not set toNone, their value will prevail over any weighting
strategy specified and the algorithm will run with the supplied Cv and Ch.

Defining model parameters

The parameters of the model, which correspond to the value of τ as introduced in (5)
and the value of δ as introduced in (9), then need to be defined.

1 model_params = ModelParameters ()

2 model_params.tau = 1e-2

3 model_params.delta = 1e-6
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Defining IRLS parameters

Several parameters are necessary for the IRLS algorithm. Those are contained in the
IrlsParameters class. The most important are related to the heuristics for updating
the number of CG iterations described in section 4.3.

1 irls_params = IrlsParameters ()

2 irls_params.max_iter_CG_strategy = "heuristics"

3 irls_params.max_iter_CG_start = 5

4 irls_params.rel_improvement_tol = 1e-3

5 irls_params.increase_CG_iteration_factor = 1.7

Other parameters can optionally be set, such as maximum number of IRLS iterations,
maximum number of inner CG iterations, tolerance on the residue for stopping CG.

Unwrapping the image

Finally, the unwrapping is done by calling the corresponding function.

1 U, Vv, Vh = unwrap(X,

2 model_params=model_params ,

3 irls_params=irls_params ,

4 amp1=amp1 ,

5 amp2=amp2 ,

6 corr=corr ,

7 weighting_strategy=weighting_strategy ,

8 Cv=Cv, Ch=Ch)

4.5 Results

Recall that our model is invariant by a constant shift. To compute the error of our
method, we therefore look for the shift that minimizes the norm between the original
image and the shifted output. Namely, if the objective is an unwrapped image Xu ∈
RN×M , then for an output U ∈ RN×M produced by our algorithm, we compute the
error E(U ,Xu) as:

E(U ,Xu) = Xu − (U + α1N×M )

where

α = argminα∈R

{
∥Xu − (U + α1N×M )∥2

}
=

∑
1≤i≤N
1≤j≤M

(Xu −U)i,j

NM
.

We start by exploring the performance of our proposed algorithm on simulated
images such as the ones described in Section 4.1. This allows us to ensure that our
method outputs an image which is consistent with the original simulated image, used
as the ground truth to compute the error.

Figure 3 shows the output of our method for a specific location in Afghanistan. We
observe that our method is able to reconstruct the original image almost correctly, and
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Fig. 3: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU and IRLS on Warjan (Afghanistan)
simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.

that the error made is comparable to the error made by the default SNAPHU method
(MST + SC). We also explore the effect of rounding the IRLS output to enforce the
output to be 2π-congruent to the input image. We call this output rounded IRLS in
the plots. We observe that rounding does not seem to have significant effect on the
performance of our method. Similar observations for different locations can be found
in Appendix C.1.

On real images, Figure 4 shows that our algorithm is similar to the SNAPHU
outputs. In many cases, our solution is closest to the L1-SNAPHU solution. Moreover,
we observe that the MST solution yields many artefacts. Similar observations for
different locations can be found in Appendix C.2.

We now turn our attention to the running time of our method in comparison with
the different methods implemented in SNAPHU in Table 2 for simulated images and in
Table 3 for real images. We see that our algorithm significantly outperforms all other
methods, except for the MST algorithm. However, MST yields poor-quality results on
real images, and thus cannot be used as a full phase unwrapping method in practice,
but only as an initialization procedure.

To end this section, we study how the running time scales with the size of the image,
for our algorithm and SNAPHU (MST + SC). We unwrap images of size 4000×M for
different values of M ranging from 2000 to 16000. We do so for both simulated images
and Goldstein filtered real images. We use 10 simulated images and 4 real images. We
only use 4 locations for real images because for the remaining ones, it was not possible
to find large areas of high coherence, making the unwrapping impossible. Results are
displayed in Figure 5. We not only observe a significant speedup in computing time,
but also that our method scales better with the size of problem than SNAPHU.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods on
Warjan (Afghanistan) image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.

Table 2: Comparison of the running time (in seconds) of different phase unwrapping
algorithms on simulated 2048 × 2048 images. Our proposed method (IRLS) and the
standard SNAPHU method (MST + SC) are in bold.

Location IRLS MST MCF MST + L1 MST + SC MCF + L1 MCF + SC
Arz 13.36 3.96 20.62 43.81 44.33 60.18 61.1
Etna 24.12 3.83 96.42 41.46 42.93 133.92 134.88
El Capitan 24.2 3.83 88.12 51.86 67.94 123.25 129.6
Korab 31.81 3.87 117.69 47.11 275.84 145.38 238.41
Kilimanjaro 22.68 3.94 95.86 44.22 44.34 134.04 139.04
Mount Sinai 30.67 3.96 92.87 26.02 32.05 112.53 120.94
Nevada 7.13 3.23 16.23 42.95 43.76 56.69 58.6
Zeil 11.12 3.81 20.68 39.03 39.65 55.48 58.22
Wulonggou 32.0 4.32 116.85 31.22 194.32 131.86 187.13
Warjan 29.33 4.22 112.37 22.0 64.49 127.0 172.47
Mean 22.64 3.9 77.77 38.97 84.96 108.03 130.04
Std 8.63 0.27 39.55 9.06 77.92 34.07 56.57

5 Conclusion

In this work we studied the 2D phase unwrapping L1-norm minimization prob-
lem. We proposed an iteratively reweighted least squares algorithm which, combined
with an efficient conjugate gradient method, allows to solve the problem using only
simple linear algebra operations. This led to a GPU-compatible algorithm, which
we implemented and for which we showed competitive performance compared to
commonly-used phase unwrapping methods. In the future, we hope to explore how the
IRLS approach can be used with tiling strategies, to further accelerate the unwrapping
on very large images [49].
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Table 3: Comparison of the running time (in seconds) of different phase unwrapping
algorithms on real 2048 × 2048 images after Goldstein filtering. Our proposed method
(IRLS) and the standard SNAPHU method (MST + SC) are in bold.

Location IRLS MST MCF MST + L1 MST + SC MCF + L1 MCF + SC
Arz 22.98 5.15 102.04 18.59 18.82 113.36 121.71
Etna 24.15 5.36 186.4 208.74 513.65 224.15 264.87
El Capitan 23.26 5.6 195.62 117.56 146.91 217.23 250.83
Korab 22.78 5.61 212.11 771.01 1147.65 325.68 384.24
Kilimanjaro 25.37 5.39 183.11 156.91 231.65 207.91 241.84
Mount Sinai 17.75 5.33 146.41 445.75 844.97 266.16 342.23
Nevada 16.38 5.22 113.12 14.75 17.88 121.66 131.02
Zeil 22.82 5.26 140.7 22.74 36.67 145.42 158.33
Wulonggou 21.3 5.4 226.34 1130.57 2833.8 289.99 796.35
Warjan 21.21 5.18 183.67 826.21 1190.88 295.21 540.06
Mean 21.8 5.35 168.95 371.28 698.29 220.68 323.15
Std 2.65 0.15 39.36 381.91 833.35 71.15 198.74
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Fig. 5: Box plot of the running times of IRLS and SNAPHU (MST + SC) on images
of size 4000 × M for different values of M . Left: simulated images. Right: Goldstein
filtered real images (log scale).
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Appendix A Matrix visualization

IM ⊗ S =


−1 1
0 −1 1

0 −1
. . .

. . .
. . . 1
0 −1 1

 ∈ RM(N−1)×MN ,

IM ⊗ S⊤S =

S⊤S
. . .

S⊤S

 ∈ RMN×MN ,

with

S⊤S =



1 −1
−1 2 −1

−1 2
. . .

. . .
. . . −1
−1 2 −1

−1 1


∈ RN×N ,

and

TT⊤ ⊗ IN =



IN −IN
−IN 2IN −IN

−IN 2IN
. . .

. . .
. . . −IN
−IN 2IN −IN

−IN IN


∈ RMN×MN ,

T ⊗ IN =



−IN
IN −IN

IN −IN
. . .

. . .

IN −IN
IN


∈ RMN×(M−1)N

Appendix B Proof of Proposition 6

Proposition 6. Solving

Ax = b (32)

29



with conjugate gradient with preconditioner D starting from x0 is equivalent to solving
the linear system

C∗AC∗x̃ = C∗b (33)

with conjugate gradient without a preconditioner starting from x̃0 = Cx0

Proof. We write plain letters for the iterates of CG to solve (32) with preconditioner
D, and use tilded letters for the iterates of CG without a preoconditioner to solve (33)
starting from x̃0 = Cx0. We claim that x̃l = C∗xl for all l ∈ N.

We have

r0 = b−Ax0,

r̃0 = C∗b−C∗AC∗x̃0 = C∗(b−AC∗Cx0) = C∗(b−Ax0) = C∗r0

where the second to last inequality comes from the fact that AC∗C = A, which holds
because C∗C =

∑n
i=2 did

⊤
i = In − d1d

⊤
1 and the fact that Ad1 = 0.

Since by construction b is in the range of A, we get that r0 is in the range of A
(this is because in our case, A and b come from the minimization of a least-squares
problem). Since q1 is the nullspace of A, we get that r⊤0 q1 = r⊤0 d1 = 0 and the system
Dz0 = r0 is well-defined. One solution, which is the one we choose in practice, is to set

z0 =

(
n∑

i=2

1

γi
did

⊤
i

)
r0 = C∗C∗r0.

Moreover,

z̃0 = r̃0 = C∗r0 = Cz0

since Cz0 = CC∗C∗r0 and, as above, CC∗C∗ = C∗, which holds because CC∗C∗ =
(In − d1d

⊤
1 )C

∗ and the fact that d⊤1 C
∗ = 0. Then,

p0 = z0

p̃0 = z̃0 = C∗r0 = Cz0 = Cp0

ρ0 = z⊤0 r0

ρ̃0 = z̃⊤0 r̃0 = z0CC∗r0 = z⊤0 r0 = ρ0,

since r0 is in the range of A, and thus of CC∗, and thus that CC∗r0 = r0. Then

α0 =
ρ0

p⊤0 A
⊤p0

α̃0 =
ρ̃0

p̃⊤0 C
∗AC∗p̃0

=
ρ0

p⊤0 CC∗ACC∗p0
.
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As above we have that p⊤0 CC∗ACC∗p0 = p⊤0 Ap0 so that α̃0 = α0. Then,

x1 = x0 + α0p0,

x̃1 = x̃0 + α0p̃0 = Cx0 + α0Cp0 = Cx1.

Then

r1 = r0 − α0Ap0

r̃1 = r̃0 − α0C
∗AC∗p̃0 = C∗(r0 − α0AC∗Cp0) = C∗r1.

In particular, we get that r1 is in the range of A, and thus of D. Therefore the system
Dz1 = r1 is well-defined and we choose in practice to set

z1 =

(
n∑

i=2

1

γi
did

⊤
i

)
r1 = C∗C∗r1.

Moreover, z̃1 = r̃1 = C∗r1 = Cz1 by the same argument as above. Then

ρ1 = r⊤1 z1

ρ̃1 = r̃⊤1 z̃1 = r⊤1 C
∗Cz1 = r⊤1 z1 = ρ1,

since again C∗C = In − d1d
⊤
1 ad r1 is in the range of A and thus r⊤1 d1 = 0. Thus

β = β̃ and

p1 = z1 + βp0

p̃1 = z̃1 + βp̃0 = Cp1

One can then apply the same reasoning at the next loop l = 1 and this shows that
the iterates always satisfy x̃l = Cxl.
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Appendix C Additional experiments

C.1 Simulated images
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Fig. C1: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Arz
Lebanon simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C2: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Etna
simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C3: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on El Capitan
simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C4: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Kiliman-
jaro simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C5: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Mount
Sinai simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C6: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Korab
simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C7: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Nevada
simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C8: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS on Zeil
(Australia) simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C9: Comparison of the output of SNAPHU (MST + SC) and IRLS onWulonggou
(China) simulated image. Image size is 2048× 2048.

C.2 Real images with Goldstein filtering
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Fig. C10: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Arz Lebanon real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C11: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Etna real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C12: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on El Capitan real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C13: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Kilimanjaro real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C14: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Mount Sinai real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C15: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Korab real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C16: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Nevada real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C17: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Zeil (Australia) real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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Fig. C18: Comparison of the output of IRLS and of the different SNAPHU methods
on Wulonggou (China) real image after Goldstein filtering. Image size is 2048× 2048.
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