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Abstract Recently, the distribution-dependent Mumford—Shah model for hyperspec-
tral image segmentation was introduced. It approximates an image based on first and
second order statistics using a data term, that is built of a Mahalanobis distance
plus a covariance regularization, and the total variation as spatial regularization.
Moreover, to achieve feasibility, the appearing matrices are restricted to symmetric
positive definite ones with eigenvalues exceeding a certain threshold. This threshold
is chosen in advance as a data-independent parameter. In this article, we study the-
oretical properties of the model. In particular, we prove the existence of minimizers
of the functional and show its I'-convergence when the threshold regularizing the
eigenvalues of the matrices tends to zero. It turns out that in the I'-limit we lose
the guaranteed existence of minimizers; and we give an example of an image where
the I'-limit indeed has no minimizer. Finally, we derive a formula for the minimum
eigenvalues of the covariance matrices appearing in the functional that hints under
which conditions the functional is able to handle the data without regularizing the
eigenvalues. The results of this article demonstrate the significance and importance
of the eigenvalue regularization to the model and that it cannot be dropped without
substantial modifications.

1 Introduction

Image processing comprises several problems, such as image registration, deblurring,
denoising, inpainting or segmentation. Image registration aims to align two or more
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images of the same object. In image deblurring, one tries to recover the original
image from a blurry version of it. Denoising deals with the reduction of noise in an
image. The task of filling missing or damaged parts of an image is referred to as
inpainting. Image segmentation is concerned with the task to partition an image into
meaningful regions where the term meaningful depends on the respective setting,
i.e., the image modality and which information one wants to extract from the image.
A well-established model in image processing is the Mumford—Shah (MS) functional
[[L6]. It is very popular in image segmentation, but also used for image restoration
[3, [14]. For example, it has been adapted for inpainting [10} [12]], but variants are
also applied in deblurring [13]. The functional in its original form aims to find
non-trivial piecewise smooth approximations to images and consists of the squared
difference as a data term plus two regularizing terms [16]. For a fixed set of segment
boundaries, it is shown in [8, Prop. 3] with a convexity argument that a unique
minimizer exists. In [9, Th. 1.1] and for a slightly different version of the functional
in [3} Th. 2], the authors prove that when the set of segment boundaries is replaced by
the set of discontinuities of the approximating function, a minimizer of the functional
exists. Rondi and Santosa [20] leverage the MS functional for electrical impedance
tomography. They equip it with a data term measuring the difference of an operator
applied to the approximating function and the original data in the norm of the space
of bounded, linear operators that map from the space of traces of L?(Q) on dQ with
zero means to itself. Moreover, they prove existence results for a MS variant on two
function classes for general data terms that satisfy a continuity condition. Fornasier et
al. propose a structurally similar MS-based functional; however, their data term is the
L?-distance between a linear, non-invertible operator applied to the original image
(in contrast to before where the operator was applied to the approximation) and the
approximating function [[11]]. They provide counterexamples in which existence of
minimizers cannot be guaranteed but prove two existence results for certain classes
of linear operators. The authors of [6] introduce a variant of the MS model with
the squared difference as data term including a blurring operator, but without the
boundary regularization and prove the existence of a unique minimizer. In [5], this
model is further modified with a data term that deals with images that are corrupted
by Poisson noise; and also for this model the existence of a unique minimizer is
proven. Mumford and Shah further propose to restrict their functional to piecewise
constant functions and show for that restricted model the existence of minimizers for
continuous input images [[16, Th. 5.1].

Moreover, alternative data terms for the MS functional have been introduced,
where existence results have not been proven yet. In [21], the authors generalize the
original model by multiplying the data term with a location-dependent weighting
factor to give less or no weight to noisy or corrupt pixels. Ramlau and Ring [19] build
on the piecewise constant MS model to introduce a data term for X-ray tomography,
which they define as the squared L>-distance of the data and the Radon transform of
an unknown density function.

In this article, we will consider the distribution-dependent MS model for hyper-
spectral image segmentation that was introduced in [7]. We will call it eAMS in the
following, short for e-regularized anisotropic MS model. It consists of the piecewise
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constant MS functional where the squared L>-distance in the data term was replaced
by a non-squared Mahalanobis distance [[15] plus a regularizing term to penalize
covariance matrix estimates with large eigenvalues. Covariance matrices are sym-
metric and positive semi-definite by definition. However, eAMS even requires them
to be positive definite to ensure the invertibility and therefore the feasibility of the
model. To this end, a regularizing parameter £ > 0 is introduced that defines a
lower bound for the eigenvalues of the covariance matrices and therefore keeps them
positive by setting eigenvalues of covariance matrices to &, if they are smaller than
this threshold. In terms of images one can think of & as the minimum variance of
the spectra possible in a segment. Consequences of this regularization are: it ensures
invertibility of the covariance matrices and improves their conditions, the covariance
matrices are optimized over a closed set and & ensures a lower bound of the func-
tional. However, ¢ is a data-independent parameter that has to be chosen before the
application of the model. This choice is not trivial and it is also hard to interpret why
a specific choice leads to good results and others do not. In particular, the choice
of & potentially excludes minima by restricting the admissible set. Nevertheless,
the parameter € plays a crucial role in the considered model and we will see more
arguments why we need it in £AMS in the next section.

Since segmenting an image means finding minimizers of eAMS, the question
arises if minimizers exist. We will state and prove in Section[2.2]an existence resullt,
guaranteeing the existence of minimizers of éAMS. Also in the proof, a key factor
is the e-regularization, which emphasizes its importance. As a lower bound for
the eigenvalues of the covariances matrices, € is supposed to be chosen small. In
Section we will show the I'-convergence of the functional to a I'-limit when
& — 0. It turns out that minimizers of the I'-limit do not necessarily exist. In
particular, we will see a counterexample for which the I'-limit has no minimizer
in Section 2.4] Finally, we derive a formula depending on the data that shows the
minimum values for the eigenvalues of the covariance matrices in Section2.3] which
helps to understand what goes wrong in case of the I'-limit.

2 The distribution-dependent Mumford-Shah model

The model that we will study is a variant of the MS segmentation functional [16],
equipped with the indicator function proposed in [[7]. We will see a detailed descrip-
tion of the model in Section[Z.T]and show the existence of minimizers of the model
afterwards (cf. Section[2.2). The model contains a (small) regularization parameter
to ensure the feasibility of the model and which guarantees the existence of min-
imizers of the functional. We will show the I'-convergence of the functional to a
I"-limit when this regularization parameter tends to 0 in Section Under suitable
conditions, not only the functional I'-converges to a I'-limit but also the minimizers,
which would give us the existence of minimizers also for the limit functional. How-
ever, as we will see in Section we do not have a guaranteed minimizer for the
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limit functional anymore, which emphasizes the importance of a regularization of
the eigenvalues of the covariance estimates to bound them away from 0.

2.1 Model description of eAMS

Throughout this article, let d € N and Q C R? be a measurable, bounded domain
with Lipschitz boundary. Furthermore, let g € L*(, RF) be a hyperspectral image
with L € N channels, &,7 > 0 and k£ € N the number of segments, which is chosen
in advance. Since Q is bounded, g € L?(Q,RL) for every p € [1, ). For A C R?
measurable, let |A| be the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure of A. Note that for such
sets A we often equivalently consider the characteristic functions y4: R? — {0, 1}
and switch between these two representations without further notice. Let O € R¢
be measurable. Since Q is bounded, we get |O N Q| < oo and thus yp € L'(Q).
Following [2, Def. 3.4, Def. 3.35], we define the perimeter Per (O, Q) of O in Q as

Per (0, Q) = sup{ /0 div dr ’ ¢ € CHQR), (¢l < 1}.

Because yo € L'(Q), we have Per (0, Q) < 0 & yo € BV(Q), cf. [2, Prop. 3.6].
In particular, Per (O, Q) = |yolsv(q). Here, | - |pv(q) denotes the Total Variation
semi-norm and BV (Q) the space of functions of Bounded Variation. For a general
introduction to BV(Q) and sets of finite perimeter, we refer to [2].

The set of all partitions of Q into kK measurable subsets with finite perimeter is

A :={(01,0s,...,00) | VI € {1,...,k} : O; € Q measurable,
Per (0, Q) <00, Vm#1:0,N 0y =0, UL, ,0,=Q}.

We want to point out here that we do not require the closure of the union to be equal
to the closure of Q but a slightly stronger condition. The reason is that we prove the
partition property later using the characteristic functions of the involved sets which
have to sum up to one at every element of Q. This would not be the case for the
condition with the closures. Then, the MS segmentation functional [16] is

k
JMS:?I—HR,(OI,OZ,...,O;()HZ[/O fix) dx +APer (O Q) |, (1)
=1 1

where A > 0 is a parameter that balances the data term, i.e. the sum of the integrals
over O;, and the regularizing term, i.e. the sum over Per (O;, Q). The so-called
indicator functions f;: Q — R play a key role in the MS functional. They define the
notion of homogeneity for segmentation and have to be chosen according to the task
at hand. Let

o: {MeR> | M" =M} > RF 2)
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be the mapping that returns the eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix in decreasing
order, i.e., 0(M); = 0 (M), > --- > 0(M)r. Furthermore, we define the set of all
symmetric and positive definite matrices as

P = {MeRVE | MT =M, Vz e RF\ {0} : 2" Mz > 0},
and based on that we define
Poi={MeP|Vie{l,...,L}: 0(M); > &},

which is the set of all symmetric and positive definite matrices with eigenvalues of
at least £2. The indicator function for hyperspectral image segmentation from [[7] is

JiCes X)) = \/(g(x) —u)" 27 (g(x) = ) + 1 +logdet X,

where 1; € RE and ¥; € P,. The variables y; and X; are taking the roles of
estimates of the mean and the covariance of the spectral distribution of the /-th
segment, respectively. We will use the notation

lIzlls1,, = VT E 2+

for 7 € R, because the square root term can be seen as a regularized norm on RZ,
since z — VzI Mz is a norm for any positive definite matrix M. Hence, we have

JiCe ps Z0) = llg(x) = pullg,, +log det 2.

The restriction of the eigenvalues of ¥; to at least £> was introduced to ensure the
invertibility of %;, which also implies the feasibility of log detX;. As we will see in
Section this restriction cannot be dropped if we want to keep the feasibility and

the guarantee that minimizers exist. Defining X := A X (RL )k X (Pg)* and

0:=(01,...,00) € A, = (u1,..., i) € (RYE Z = (2h,...,%p) € (Po)¥,
the objective function for hyperspectral image segmentation is
Je: Xe & R,

k

3

(o,u,Z)HZUG lg(x) = pull1,, +log det ¥y dx + A Per (01, Q)| )
=1 !

By optimizing J. over all parameters, we obtain a segmentation and estimates for
the means y; and covariances X; for [ € {1,..., k} from the data.
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2.2 Existence of minimizers of sAMS

In this section, we use the direct method in the calculus of variations to show that
minimizers of J. exist. The direct method consists of four steps:

1. finding a lower bound

Je = inf  J [0, u,X] > —c0,
Jei= , inf e[O, p, 2] > —0

2. choosing a minimizing sequence (Oy, fy, Xn)nen C X, i1.€., the sequence fulfills

n—oo

Js [On’ Hn, Z"n] — J_s,
3. constructing a subsequence (O, , fn,,» Zn,, )men and an element
(O, u*,X*) € X, such that

J:[OF, p*, 2] < liminfJ¢[O,,,, pn,,» Zn,,, |5 4
m—0oo

4. concluding that (O*, p*, X*) is a minimizer of J. due to

Je = lim J¢[Oy,,, pn,,, X

m-—o00

| = liminf Jo[O,,, . ftn,,» Zn,, |

nm

&)

v

J[O 1" 2] 2 T

Before stating and proving the first main result, we state some definitions and lemmas.
Note that we use convergence in measure (as defined below) when working with
sequences of measurable, bounded sets.

Definition 1 Let (A,),cn be a sequence of measurable, bounded subsets of R4 and
A C R? a measurable, bounded set. We say that (A,),en converges to A in measure
in Q if the Lebesgue measure of the symmetric difference in Q converges to 0, i.e.,

|(An & A) N Q| — 0

for n — oo. We use the notation: A,, — A forn — oo.

This implies that also the sequence of Lebesgue measures of a convergent sequence
of sets is convergent:

Lemma 1 Let (A,)nen be a sequence of measurable, bounded subsets of R¢ and
A C R? measurable and bounded. If (A)nen converges to A in measure in Q, then
also the measures of (Ap)nen restricted to Q converge to the measure of A restricted
toQinR, ie.,

|A, NQ| = |[ANQ| forn — oo,

Proof. We have
1A, Q - |ANQ|| = ‘fgm(x) dx—/g)mm dx‘

: /sz'XA" () = xa ()| dx = [lxa, = xallzi ) = 1(An & A) N Q] =50
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The last equality is true because the symmetric difference is equal to the L'-difference
of the corresponding characteristic functions. O

Lemma 2 Let & > 0. The set P is a closed subset of REXL,

Proof. The transpose depends continuously on the matrix as a linear function on a
finite-dimensional space. Moreover, the eigenvalues of a matrix vary continuously
with the matrix entries [[17, 3.1.2]. Then, the closedness of P follows since contin-
uous equality and non-strict inequality conditions are preserved in the limit. O

Lemma 3 Let M € REXE be a symmetric, positive semi-definite matrix with largest
eigenvalue o- (M) and smallest eigenvalue o-(M) .. Then,

o(M)pl|zll? < "Mz < o (M)1)2]|? forall z € RE.
The lemma follows from the principal axis theorem.
Theorem 1 The functional J ¢, cf. ), has a minimizer in X .

Proof. We use the direct method in the calculus of variations.
To show that J. has a lower bound, we rewrite the functional

k

JE[O,;!,E]=Z[ /0 lg(x) =l 1, dx +10| logdet 3y + APer (01, Q)| . (6)
=1 1

For each [ € {1,...,k}, we have ||g(x) — p1||zl_1,7 > 0 because > 0 and % is
positive definite, implying that its inverse is positive definite, too. Moreover, it holds

L L
01l logdet =1 = [O1] log [ [ (Z1); > 01l log [ | & = [Orllog " > —e0. (7)
i=1 i=1

because X; € P, the function log is monotonically increasing and for |O;| we have
o0 > |Q| > |0;| = 0 since || is a measure and O; € Q. The last term in (6), namely
APer (0, Q) = A xo,|sv(q), is non-negative because 1 > 0 and |xg,|v() = 0.
Hence, we obtain

Je[O,p,X] > ¢ forall (O, u,X) € Xe,
for some ¢ € R with ¢ > —oo. This implies the existence of a minimizing sequence
(O}’h Ilna En)neN g XE'

In particular, the evaluations of the minimizing sequence are bounded as a convergent
sequence of real numbers, i.e., there is a constant C < oo such that

Js[On, ptn, En] < C foralln € N. (8)

Please note that we will need that C also bounds the summands inside the parentheses
in (@) for every I € {1,..., k} separately. However, if € < 1, the term log det%; can
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be negative. In that case, C has to be chosen sufficiently large, e.g., by adding
|Q| | log &%, to fulfill that the summands are bounded above separately by C.

We now construct a subsequence of the minimizing sequence and an element
(0%, u*,X*) € X that fulfill @). Please note that every subsequence that we consider
on our way to the final subsequence will be again denoted by (O, ptn, Xn),en for
ease of notation. The procedure to arrive at the sought subsequence of the minimizing
sequence is to go through (Op),cn. (Zn)en and (), component-wise and
show how to choose a subsequence based on the respective component satisfying
the requirements. That is, we choose a subsequence of (Oy, iy, Xy, cn Such that
(On,1)nen meets our requirements. From that new sequence (O, tn, X1n),cny> We
choose a subsequence such that (O, 2)nen behaves as desired. We continue choosing
subsequences until (O, i )new fulfills the requirements, meaning that we are done
with the O, part. In the same manner, we go through (X,,) <y and (g5,),,¢ and arrive
at a subsequence (Oy, fn, Xp), ey for which the requirements for all components

are met.
The first step is to show that the sequence (O )nen as part of our minimiz-
ing sequence is bounded for each [ € {1,...,k}. To this end, we consider the

sequence of characteristic functions (o, ,)nen S BV(Q), which is in BV () since
O, =(0n1,...,0n1) € A. First, 9Q is compact because it is bounded due to the
boundedness of Q and also closed since dQ = QNR4 \ Q. Since Q also has Lipschitz
boundary, Q is an extension domain by [2, Prop. 3.21]. Furthermore, ( )(On’,)neN is
bounded for every [ € {1,..., k} because for every n € N, we find

lxo,.llBvi) = lxo..llL @) * xo,..lBv@)

C
= f X0,/ (x)] dx + Per (01, Q) < 10| + = < oo,
Q

as |xo,,(*)] < 1 and APer (On1, Q) < C since Oy, is part of the minimizing
sequence. Due to the boundedness of ||xo,,[lBv(e) and Q being a bounded exten-
sion domain, [2, Th. 3.23] guarantees the existence of a subsequence ( XOn,z)neN
that converges weakly* in the sense of [2, Def. 3.11] with limit u; € BV(Q). In
particular, this implies that this sequence converges strongly in L!(Q) to the same
limit. Moreover, we choose a subsequence that converges even point-wise a.e. to u;,
cf. [1, Lemma 3.22 (1)]. This ensures that u;(x) € {0, 1} for almost every x € Q
because o, ,(x) — uj(x) in R and xo,,(x) € {0,1} for every n € N. Moreover,
Oy = (u}“)_l ({1}) is measurable because u; is measurable as a function in BV (Q)
and therefore the preimage of the measurable set {1} € B(R) under u; is also
measurable. Furthermore, we have yo: = uj.
To see that O* = (O, .. ., 0;:) is a partition of €, note that

S:={(a,....ap) e R [ Zf a1 = 1}

is closed. Since we have chosen a subsequence (Op, fy, Xn),en Such that the se-
quence (xo, ,)nen converges point-wise a.e. for every [ € {I,...,k}, we have
for almost every x € Q a sequence (xo, ()., X0,,(X))nen in S with limit


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10

This is a preprint of the following chapter: Jan-Christopher Cohrs and Benjamin Berkels, On the importance of the &-regularization of the distribution-dependent Mumford—Shah
model for hyperspectral image segmentation, published in Multiscale, Nonlinear and Adaptive Approximation II, edited by Ronald DeVore and Angela Kunoth, 2024, Springer. It
is the version of the authors’ manuscript prior to acceptance for publication and has not undergone editorial and/or peer review on behalf of the Publisher (where applicable). The
final authenticated version is available online at: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10.

Importance of e-regularization of the distribution-dependent MS model 9

(XOT (x),... X0 (x)). It follows that (XOT (x),... s XO: (x)) € S for almost every
x € Q by the closedness of S. In this sense, the partition property of O™ holds almost
everywhere. In other words, the limit O™ fulfills the required properties to belong to
A only almost everywhere and resides therefore in the set

A= {(01,02,...,Ok) ‘Vl e{l,...,k}: Oy € Q measurable,
Per (0, Q) < 00, Ym # 1 : [0, N Ol = 0,]Q\ UL, 01| = 0},

which is a superset of A. Those x € Q without guaranteed point-wise convergence
are contained in a null set. Thus, we can change O* such that the properties necessary
to belong to A are fulfilled as this does not change the value of J.. Hence, we can
assume that O* € A. Moreover, we have the equivalence of local convergence in
measure and convergence in measure in Q because Q is bounded [2, Rem. 3.37].
Thus, O +— Per (O, Q) is lower semi-continuous w.r.t. convergence in measure in
by [2, Prop. 3.38 (b)]. Consequently, the chosen (O,),en and O™ satisfy

Per (O], Q) < liminf Per (O,,;,Q) foreachl € {1,...,k}. 9)

n—oo

In order to obtain subsequences (1, )nen € (RE)* and (£,)nenw € (P)* that satisfy
our requirements, we have to distinguish for every [ € {1,..., k} the cases (1) that
in the limit, segment / has measure greater 0, i.e., |Ol"“ > 0; and (2) that in the limit,
segment / has measure 0, i.e., |Ol*| =0.

Case (1), i.e. |Ol*| > 0: Because we have a minimizing sequence, it holds

‘On,l| logdetX,; < Cforalln € N.
Moreover, because of X, ; € P, we find for every n € N the estimate

logdetZ, ; = log l—liL:IO'(En,l)i
L-1 2(L-1) (10)
> log (O’(En,l)l [O’(Zn’l)L] ) >logo(Z,)1 +loge .

Since (xo,, ;)nen — Xo; in L'(Q) and because the convergence of the characteristic

functions in L' (Q) corresponds to the convergence of sets in measure which implies
the convergence of the measures (cf. Lemmal[I)), we also have ‘On,l| — ‘Ol*| =: ¢j.
Thus, for fixed 6 € (0, ¢;), there is N; € N such that for n > N;, we have

0<ci—6<|Oni| <cr+6. (11)

By going to another subsequence (discarding the first N; — 1 elements), we achieve
that (TT)) holds for all n € N. If logdet %, ; > 0, we find with (I0)
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C> |On,l| logdetE,; > (¢; — 6) log ()1 + (¢ — §) log 2 -~V
= Cl% —log&?t=D > log o(Zn1
= o0 > exp( loggz(L_l)) > o (Zu)i.
If logdetX, ; < 0, we start with
C > |On,l|10g detZ,; > (c;+6)logdetX, ,
and derive analogously

c
ci+o

ci+6

logsz(L D> logo(Z, 1)1 = o0 > exp( 10g82<L_1)) > o (Zu)i.
Hence, (2,,1)nen is bounded in the spectral norm || - ||2—2. In particular, this implies
that there exists an » > O such that

(Zn,)nen € Bﬂ'llhz (0) NP, c REXE,

with B2 (0) being the closure of the ball with radius r around the origin with
respect to the spectral norm. The intersection of the closed ball and £, (which is
closed, cf. Lemma [2)) is bounded and closed. By the Heine-Borel theorem, it is
compact as a subset of a finite-dimensional space. Consequently, we can choose a
convergent subsequence (X, ;)neny € P that converges strongly to E;‘ € P,.

Now, we consider (u,.;)nen C RL. By the reverse triangle inequality, we get

2 = lle izl = [lpn.ill2 = llg ()2,

ltn, — g (@) l2 >

for all x € Q. Moreover, the eigenvalues of Z ; are the reciprocals of the eigenvalues
of 2, ;. Since ({n,1)nen is part of the mlmmlzmg sequence, we have

(o= f
[ e
Lemma[3l, /0 y ﬁ
= \/MEIM(./OH,Z
N (\0 :

As a consequence, we find

, dx

o dx — /O g2 dx)

10| ||||g||z||Lw<o,.,,>)

\%

19| I|||g||z||L°°<9))~
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o)1 C+1Q Nliglalliz=@) = |Ont| Nt illo. (12)

The left-hand side is bounded from above because € is bounded, g € L®(Q,RE)

and ||Z,/]l2»2 < € < oo for all n € N and a constant C € R, as shown above.
Combining and (12)), we get

VET+12l lliglallze @ = O] Nl

2 2 (¢; = 90) ||un,ll2,

and the boundedness of (1, 1)nen follows from division by ¢; — 6. With the same
reasoning as before, using the Heine-Borel theorem, we can choose a strongly con-
vergent subsequence with limit u; € RE.

In order to show the inequality for the /-th summand, we first note that the
transpose and inverse of a matrix vary continuously with their entries and that square
root, determinant and logarithm are continuous functions. Furthermore, we use (9)
and that the sum and the product of functions of point-wise a.e. convergent sequences
converge point-wise a.e., t00. Since (On.1)nen, (Un.)new € RE and (Z,,,1)nen € Pe
converge to O; (in measure and point-wise a.e. as characteristic functions), u; € RE
and E;‘ € P, respectively, we get for the /-th summand of the outer sum of J. (3)

/ ||g(x)—u7||(z*)71 +logdet X} dx + A Per (O, Q)

o; 1) o1

Z/QXO;(x) (Ilg(x)—p;‘||(z;)_1’"+logdet2;‘) dv + A Per (07, Q)

- / Tim xo,,(x) (||g(x) —yn,,nz,lpn+1ogdetzn,l) dx + 1 Per (0}, Q)
Q —00 n,t

<timint [ 0,00 (Ig() = uns
n—oo Q

|E;ll’n + log det Zn’l) dx

+lim inf A Per (0,1, Q)
n—oo
<lim inf/ llg (x) - ﬂn’l”z:—ll , tlogdetX,; dx + A Per (On1,9). (13)
n—oo Onl n,l’

The second equality uses that the integrand converges point-wise a.e. due the con-
vergence properties shown before. The penultimate inequality follows from (@) and
Fatou’s lemma [2| Th. 1.20], which holds, in particular, for measurable and possibly
negative functions that are bounded below by a function in L' (). Such an integrable
lower bound exists due to the boundedness of Q and logdet X, ; > log L cf. .

Summing up the above, for/ € {1,..., k} such that ‘Ol*‘ > 0, we have constructed
a convergent subsequence of the minimizing sequence and obtained elements O;,
uj and X as the limit of the sequence that fulfill the inequality stated in ().

We consider now case (2): First, for any n € N with |0n,1| =0, we set y, =
0 € RE and X, := Ir, where I; denotes the identity matrix in RE*L, Note that
this does not change the value of J. and the sequence keeps all properties shown
before. We start by considering the second summand in (@). Since ‘On,l| — 0 and
logdetX, ; > 2L1loge forall n € N, cf. [@), two cases have to be considered:
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1. If logdetZX, ; is bounded from above, i.e., logdetX, ; < a for some @ < oo, it
follows with (T0)

a > logdetX, ; > logo(Z,) + log g2(L-1)

= co>exp|a—loge? L V| > (T

Hence, in this case (2, ),en is bounded in the spectral norm and therefore, by
the Heine-Borel theorem, we can choose a convergent subsequence with limit
27 € P.. As a consequence, we obtain

|0} | log det = = / xo; (x) logdet =} dx
Q
=f lim yo,,(x)logdetZ, ; dx < liminf‘/)(onl(x) logdet X, ; dx,
Q n—oo ’ n—oo Q ’

again using point-wise a.e. convergence of the integrand and Fatou’s lemma [2}
Th. 1.20] for a sequence of functions with an integrable lower bound.

2. If logdetX,,; is not bounded from above, we do not have control over %, ;.
Therefore, different from the typical use of the direct method, we do not try to
find a convergent subsequence but just a (possibly non-convergent) subsequence
(Zn.1)nen and an element X7 € P such that @) is fulfilled. Hence, if log det %,, ;
is not bounded from above, we choose a subsequence of (Z, ),en such that
logdetX, ; is monotonically increasing and non-negative (and diverging to o).
Setting Z;‘ = &%, € P, we obtain

|O;| logdetE; =0 < liminf / Xo0,.,(x)logdet,; dx.
—— n—eo Q —_—— ——
=0 >0 >0

We will now consider the integral in (6). Also for (#"»l)nEN’ we cannot hope to
find a convergent subsequence in this case and will therefore only aim to satisfy
@) with (#n,l)n oy and an element u; € RE. Since the integrand is always positive
by the positive definiteness of Z;’ll and the positivity of 1, the integral is obviously

non-negative for every n € N. Combined with choosing u; := 0 € R and again
using |O;| = 0, we obtain

dx.

‘/O,* llg(x) — 1 ”(27)71,71 dr=0< h'I’E’Ig‘}f‘/Onl g (x) = pnills;1,

Combining all considerations for the case |Ol*| = 0 and using again @), we get

‘/0* llg (x) —/17”(2;)—1’7] dx + |0} |log det =} + A Per (0}, Q)
1


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10

This is a preprint of the following chapter: Jan-Christopher Cohrs and Benjamin Berkels, On the importance of the &-regularization of the distribution-dependent Mumford—Shah
model for hyperspectral image segmentation, published in Multiscale, Nonlinear and Adaptive Approximation II, edited by Ronald DeVore and Angela Kunoth, 2024, Springer. It
is the version of the authors’ manuscript prior to acceptance for publication and has not undergone editorial and/or peer review on behalf of the Publisher (where applicable). The
final authenticated version is available online at: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10.

Importance of e-regularization of the distribution-dependent MS model 13

< liminf/ l|lg(x) — ”"’1”2‘1,,77 dx + / X0,,(x)logdetX, ; dx
n—oo On,l n, Q
+ APer (0,1, Q) .

In total, we got a minimizing sequence (O, tn, Xy)nen S X and (OF, u*,X%) €
Xe with O = (0},...,00), u* = (4}, ..., u;) and X* = (X],...,X}) such that

/0* llg(x) - ,u;‘||(2;)71’]7 dx +|Of [log det ; + A Per (0}, Q)

, ,

< lim inf / llg(x) = pnally1 ,p dx+ |On.1|log det =, ; + A Per (01, Q)
n—oo Onl n,l’

is true for every [ € {1,..., k}. Using again that the sum of the limit inferiors of
two sequences is smaller or equal to the limit inferior of the sum of the sequences,
the inequality @) is fulfilled. This implies ), i.e., (O*, u*, £*) is a minimizer of
Je. O

2.3 Gamma convergence of J. when & — 0

In Section[2.2] we have seen that ¢ is crucial in several parts of the proof of Theo-
rem[I} namely, to show that a lower bound of J . exists, to choose subsequences of
the minimizing sequence that fulfill @), and, most importantly, to achieve that we
optimize w.r.t. ; over a closed set £ .. However, introduced to ensure that the inverse
of 2 exists, the parameter & is supposed to be chosen close to 0 and the question
arises what happens if € — 0. The notion of I'-convergence helps answering this
question. In particular, we will show the I'"-convergence of J. to a I'-limit.

Let X := Ax(RF) “xPk. We use the definition of I'-convergence givenin 4, Def.
1.5, Def. 1.45] and also refer to [4] for general information about I"-convergence. It
requires a notion of convergence for sequences in X, which we choose as follows.

Definition 2 We say that a sequence (O, Uy, Xy)nen C X converges weakly* to
(0, u,X) € Xifforeveryl € {1,...,k} it holds

L. x0,., SN Yo, in BV(Q) in the sense of [2| Def. 3.11],
2. Mn,i — M in RL,
3. Zn,l i Zl in RLXL,

when n — co. We write: (O, tn, Xp) = (0,1, X).

Please note that if Q is sufficiently regular, weak* convergence in BV(Q2) in the
sense of [2, Def. 3.11] corresponds to weak* convergence in the usual sense [2}
Rem. 3.12]. In that case, DefinitionR2ldescribes, in fact, the usual weak™* convergence
in X. Obviously, we have X C X. It is necessary to extend J. for £ > 0 from X,
to X as the domain and from R to R := R U {+co} as the image. From now on, J,
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accepts any symmetric and positive definite matrix as input and penalizes it with a
functional value of oo if this matrix is not in $.. Hence, it is given as

Je: X >R, (14)

k
<0,u,2)HZ[ / 1800) = pully-1,, +log det ¥y dx + A Per (01, Q) + I, (%) |
I=1

O

The function Ip_(Z;) for the set P is defined as

Iz 0 TTEP
R P I T

Apparently, Theorem[Tlalso ensures the existence of minimizers for the extended J ..

To establish the I'-convergence of (J;) z>¢ to a [-limit Jy: X — R two inequal-
ities have to be shown for each sequence (&,),en With &, > 0 for all n € N and
&, = 0whenn — oo and each (O, u, X) € X:

(a) lim infinequality: For every weakly* convergent sequence (O, U, Xpn)nen € X
with limit (O, g, X) it holds

JO[O’ ”’ Z] S hm inf‘,é‘n [On, ﬂn, Zn],
n—oo

(b) lim sup inequality: There is a weakly* convergent sequence (O, ty, Ly)nen S X
with limit (O, u, X) such that

Jo[O, u, Z] = limsup J, [Oy, pn, Xy ].

n—oo

If these two conditions are satisfied, then (/) -0 I'-converges to Jo, which will be
shown next, including the specification of the limit Jy.

Theorem 2 Consider the family of functionals (J:)e>o, as defined in with
Je: X — R Define the functional Jy as

Jo: X—)ﬁ,
k

<o,u,z)HZ[/o lg(x) = uls. 1, +log det Sy dx + APer (01, Q) |
=1 l

5)

Then, (J &) e>0 I-converges to Jo when € — 0 with respect to the weak* convergence
in X (cf. Definition[2).

Proof. Let (O, u,X) € X and (&,),en such that £, > 0 and g, "5 0. We start by
showing the lim inf inequality. Let (O, ttn, Zn)nenw S X be a sequence such that

(O, tn, Z1) BN (O, 1,X) € X. Then, (J¢, [On, n, Zn])nen C R is the sequence
of the corresponding functional values. Without loss of generality, we can assume
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llm ‘]En [O}’h Ilna En] = limianEn [O}’h ”n’ En]’
otherwise we select a subsequence of (O, Uy, X,)nen such that the corresponding

functional values converge to liminf, e J¢, [On, ftn, Zn]. First, consider the term
Ip,_ (%)) of (I4). Forany & > 0 and X € P, we have Ip,_(X) > 0 and I»(Z) =0, i.e.,

Ip(%)) =0 < liminf Ip, (Z,,) foreachl € {1,..., k}. (16)
n—oo

We now focus on the remaining terms of (I4). Since (O, pn, Xr) = (0, n,X),
we have that yo, , = Xo, in BV(Q) and therefore xo,, — xo, in L'(Q) for each
[ €{1,...,k}, guaranteed by [2, Prop. 3.13]. In particular, we choose a subsequence
of (On, n, En)nen such that (xo, ,)nen for [ = 1 converges point-wise a.e. t0 x ¢,
from which we select another subsequence such that (xo, ,)nen for [ = 2 converges
point-wise a.e. to y¢,, and so on until / = k. The existence of such subsequences
follows from [1, Lemma 3.22 (1)]. The resulting subsequence is again denoted with
(O, ns Zn)nen. Analogously to the derivation in (13, we get

/ l|lg(x) — ,Lt1||zl4’,7 +logdetY; dx + A Per (O, Q)
O

<lim inf/ llg(x) — tns |E—ll , +logdetY, ; dx +APer (On,1,Q)
n—oo On,l n,l”

foreach ! € {1,..., k}. Combined with (16), we conclude

Jo[O, u, 2] < liminf J g, [On, tn, Xn].
n—oo

This shows the lim inf inequality.

To show the lim sup inequality, let (O, u,X) € X and (&,)nen S R such that
& > 0and g, — 0whenn — oo. We choose the constant sequence (O, tn, Xp)nen
with (O, tn, X,) = (O, u, X) for every n € N. This sequence obviously converges
weakly* to (O, u, X). Moreover, note thatif ¢ > &’ > 0, then it follows Po» C Pr.
Combined withe, — Oand X; € P, thereexistsan N € NsuchthatX, ; =%; € P,
forevery/ € {1,...,k} andevery n > N. As a consequence, we obtain that only for
finitely many n € N, namely for at most N — 1, it can hold

J«Sn [O}’h Ilna En] = J«En [O’ ”’ Z] = .
Foralln > N, it must hold Ip, (Z.;) = Ip,, (£;) = 0, and therefore
Jan [On, Hn, Z:n] = -]sn [07 M, Z] = J()[O7 M, Z] .

We can conclude that the sequence of evaluations (Jz, [On, tn, Zn])nen C R is
convergent with limit Jo[ O, u, X]. This results in

B[O, p,X] = nh—>n<}o Je, [On, pn, ;] = lim supJg, [On, tn, Zn]

n—oo
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and shows the lim sup inequality. O

Please note that Jy is weakly* lower semi-continuous as a I'-limit [4]].

2.4 Loss of closedness of . when £ — 0

The I'-convergence of a family of functionals to a I'-limit implies under certain
conditions also the convergence of minimizers of the family of functionals to a
minimizer of the I'-limit (cf. [4, Def. 1.19, Th. 1.21]). However, these conditions are
not fulfilled in our case. In particular, we will now see an explicit example where a
minimizer does not exist if we do not use the regularization with £ > 0, i.e., if we
allow X; € P instead of restricting it to ¥; € P.

While O € A and u € (RL)k do not cause any trouble as Jy is bounded below
with respect to these parameters, the data term of Jo, which is the square root in (13)),
and the term log det X; do not always balance each other. For certain images g, the
latter can make the functional arbitrarily small because certain terms of the former
vanish. To see this, we consider for [ € {1,...,k} the corresponding parts of J
from (I3) and let 2; = VIDZVIT be the eigendecomposition of %; with an orthogonal
matrix V; € REXE and a diagonal matrix D; € REXL with the eigenvalues of X; on
its diagonal. For 21_1, it holds El_l = VlDl‘IVlT. We obtain

‘/0 l|lg(x) — p1||zl_£,7 +logdetY; dx
1

L
= /O VIV () = )] D [V (g(0) = )] +1 dx + O Tog | (0
1 i=1

L
+nde+[0)] ) log o (1):. (17)
i=1

) / L V(g - w))?
o \ig o (Zp)i
The data term benefits from o (X;); fori € {1,..., L} being very large as this makes
the fraction small and approach 0. On the contrary, the log det 2; term benefits from
bringing o-(%;); as close to 0 as possible. In this sense, the two terms are antagonists.
An example in which they do not balance each other is as follows: Let g €
L®(Q,RL) such that g(Q) is (L — m)-dimensional for a fixed m € {1,...,L —1}.
Since Q is bounded, we get g € L?(Q,RL). Fix O; C Q and u; € R, We take
an orthonormal basis of span(g(Q)) and complete it to an orthonormal basis of R-
that we write as columns into a matrix V; € REXL, This basis consists of vectors
1,...,0—m € RE that are a basis of span(g(€2)) and vectors vy 41, .- ., UL € RL
that are a basis of span(g(€))*. We choose a diagonal matrix D; € REXE with
entries o,...,0r > 0 on its diagonal and set X; := VIDIVZT. It holds X; € P.
Then, (-,-): RE X RE — R,(y,z) — y'Z;!z defines an inner product on RE.
We have (g(x),vp_m+;) = O for almost every x € Q and every i € {1,...,m}.
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Let P: RE — R denote the orthogonal projection with respect to (-, -) onto the
subspace spanned by vy, _+1, - - ., vz and I the identity operator. We find

llg (x) - /~tl||§l_1,,7 =llg(x) = (I =P — Pﬂzllél_gn
=(g(x) = (I = P)us, g(x) = (I = P)puy) + (Ppy, Puy) +1
=llg() = (I = Pl +(Puu, Prr) 2 Nlg(x) = (1 = P)ully -

T,
The third equality holds by the linearity of the inner product and the orthogonality of
g(Q) and vy _ 41, - . ., vr. The inequality is true because of the positive definiteness
of an inner product. That means replacing y; with (I — P)u; does not increase (I7),
i.e., we can assume y; € span(g(€2)) when searching for a minimizer. Using this,
we obtain analogously to the derivation of

‘/0 l|lg(x) — p1||2;£,7 +logdetY; dx
1

L [yT(g(x) - 2 L
:/Ol\zw+ndx+|01|2bgm

i=1 =1

L
+ndx+|Ol|Zlog0',-.

a,
L i=1

) / 8 ol s @) - )
01\ ]

—_

i=

The last equality holds by orthogonality. We observe that in this example the eigen-
values or,—m+1, - - . , O are not present in the data term. As a consequence, during
minimization the functional benefits from bringing these values closer to 0 since the
data term does not change but log det X; decreases. In this particular case, we even
see that Jy is unbounded from below because having the eigenvalues tending to 0
will let the value of Jy diverge to —co. One could circumvent this divergence, e.g., by
replacing log with log(- + 1), which is bounded below for positive arguments result-
ing in a lower bound for Jy. Nevertheless, the problem that Jy benefits from bringing
the eigenvalues closer to 0 remains. When applying J in its original version defined
on X (cf. (3)) to such an image g, the functional will push o 41, ...,0L to be
equal to £2 in the minimum. Since P is closed, such minimizers are still in . The
extension of J to the open set P (cf. (I4)) stayed coercive with respect to X; due to
the addition of Ip_ since it prevents J . from making the eigenvalues smaller than g
and thus avoids the problem that # is open and the eigenvalues could approach 0.
Note that here the term coercivity has to be defined in a more general way than usual,
describing that the functional shows a rapid growth at the extremes of the domain.
However, in the I'-limit when & — 0, we lose the closedness of the admissible set
without compensating for it. Hence, Jo does not satisfy a condition like coercivity
(in the general sense explained above) in the eigenvalues of ¥; and we also lose the
existence of a minimizer in general.
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2.5 Bound for eigenvalues of covariance estimates

We have seen in Section[2.4] that, for certain images g, we lose the boundedness from
below when not regularizing with £ and allowing ¥; € P forl € {1,..., k}. However,
it was already hinted before that the data term ||g (x) — ”EZ_I’ , and the log det %; term
in (T3)) balance each other when the image g is sufficiently benign and |O;| > 0. We
first note that we can consider each summand of the outer sum over/ € {1,...,k}in
separately and that we only have to consider the integral because only here the
eigenvalues of X play a role. Furthermore, we will use that for a real-valued concave
function f with domain D C R the inequality f (XL, a;x;) > X7, a; f (x;) holds for
coefficients ay,...,a, > O with 37", a; = landxy,...,x, € D. Let%; = VZDZVIT
be the eigendecomposition of ¥; with an orthogonal matrix V; € RE*E with columns
v fori € {1,..., L} and a diagonal matrix D; € RIXL with the eigenvalues of X;
on its diagonal. It follows with
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The summands of the outer sum are uncoupled with respect to o (%;);, thus they
can be considered separately. For each i € {1,..., L}, the summand is a function of
o (Z;); of the form

a/Vx +blogx, (18)

for coefficients a > 0 and b > 0. This function is defined for x > 0 and has a
minimum at x* = (%)2 if a > 0. For x < x*, it is strictly monotonically decreasing
and, for x > x*, strictly monotonically increasing. Hence, the minimum at x* is
global. Consequently, the following o-(%;); minimizes the i-th summand

o (Z); = (/0 Jof (80) = )| e (2\/z|01|))2- (19)
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While the denominator is always greater 0 under the assumption of O; having
positive measure, the integral in the numerator can be 0. This is the case when v; ;
and g(x) — y; are perpendicular for almost every x € O;. Geometrically speaking,
we require that g (x) deviates from y; in the direction of v; ; for almost every x € O;
or, in terms of spectra of images, that there is variation in the spectra of segment /
along the direction of v; ;. A visualization is given in Fig.[Tl A heuristic for practical

® Spectra from g!|,

O Segment’s mean ,ull

I .‘ [ ] )
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—co | . . .. .
o, &
[ ] [ ]
| | |
g ()70}

a) Samples from spectral distribution with variation in both depicted directions.
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NS co® o |
o
02
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!
(0702

b) Samples from spectral distribution with variation in only one direction.

Fig. 1 The two figures show samples from two exemplary spectral distributions of g™ |o, for a

segment O; C Q and images g € L*(Q,RY), m € {1, 2}. The arrows v € RE and v;"j e RL

are the i-th and j-th eigenvector of the symmetric and positive-semidefinite covariance matrix
e REXL The projections of the sampled spectra onto those vectors are plotted. In the top

figure, there is variation of the spectra in both directions ul1 ; and vl' i which results in estimates for
the i-th and j-th eigenvalue of le being bounded from below with a positive bound (cf. Eq. (I9))
and hence le € P (provided that we also have variation in the directions of all other eigenvectors
Ull,t fort € {1,...,L}\ {i, j}). In the bottom figure, there is only variation of the spectra in
direction vlz j» Dot in direction ul2 ;- This results in an estimate for the i-th eigenvalue of le equal to

0, which is not admissible anymore since then le ¢ P. Technically, we have @ = 0 in (I8) in this
situation, making the function unbounded from below and Eq. infeasible.

applications to achieve that o-(%;); > Oforalli € {1,..., L} is to apply the principal
components analysis (PCA) [[18] to the data before processing it and keep only the
components needed to describe 99.9% of the variance.
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3 Conclusion

We analyzed the distribution-dependent Mumford—Shah model for hyperspectral
image segmentation and its covariance regularization with a parameter €. We showed
the existence of minimizers and the I'-convergence of the functional for e — 0.
Moreover, we gave an example of an image where the I'-limit does not have a
minimizer. It turned out that the regularization with & plays a very important role
in the segmentation model since it ensures the feasibility of the model, allows to
find bounds for the minimizing sequence such that convergent subsequences can be
chosen and most importantly makes the set of admissible covariance matrices closed.
In the I'-limit, the set of admissible covariance matrices is not closed anymore.
Together with the expression for the minimum values of the eigenvalues that was
derived, we saw that this allows to push the eigenvalues of the covariance matrices
arbitrarily close to 0 and therefore the covariance matrices out of the admissible set
when there is no variation in the data in direction of the corresponding eigenvectors.
Consequently, the functional in its current form needs the e-regularization.

We plan to follow two future directions: we will investigate conditions on the
data that guarantee the existence of minimizers in the I'-limit, and without altering
the functional. The formula for the minimum eigenvalues can serve as good starting
point since we need the numerator to be always greater than a positive constant.
Moreover, as already mentioned, the set of admissible covariance matrices is not
closed anymore in the I'-limit. Therefore, we will secondly aim to find a modification
of the functional that guarantees the existence of minimizers without regularizing
the covariance estimates or any condition on the data. An idea how to achieve that is
to alter the model such that it fulfills a coercivity condition that makes the functional
values explode when an eigenvalue of a covariance matrix is approaching 0 and
running out of the admissible set. The point at which the functional explodes, when
the eigenvalues fall below it, should, however, depend on the data. Also for this future
direction the expression for the minimum eigenvalues is a good starting point.
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