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On the importance of the 9-regularization of the
distribution-dependent Mumford–Shah model

for hyperspectral image segmentation

Jan-Christopher Cohrs[0000−0001−9173−4015] and

Benjamin Berkels[0000−0002−6969−187-]

Abstract Recently, the distribution-dependentMumford–Shahmodel 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 Γ-convergence when the threshold regularizing the

eigenvalues of the matrices tends to zero. It turns out that in the Γ-limit we lose

the guaranteed existence of minimizers; and we give an example of an image where

the Γ-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

[16]. 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 !2(Ω) on mΩ 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

!2-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 !2-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 YAMS in the

following, short for Y-regularized anisotropic MS model. It consists of the piecewise

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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constant MS functional where the squared !2-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, YAMS even requires them

to be positive definite to ensure the invertibility and therefore the feasibility of the

model. To this end, a regularizing parameter Y > 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 Y, if they are smaller than

this threshold. In terms of images one can think of Y 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 Y ensures a lower bound of the func-

tional. However, Y 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 Y potentially excludes minima by restricting the admissible set. Nevertheless,

the parameter Y plays a crucial role in the considered model and we will see more

arguments why we need it in YAMS in the next section.

Since segmenting an image means finding minimizers of YAMS, the question

arises if minimizers exist. We will state and prove in Section 2.2 an existence result,

guaranteeing the existence of minimizers of YAMS. Also in the proof, a key factor

is the Y-regularization, which emphasizes its importance. As a lower bound for

the eigenvalues of the covariances matrices, Y is supposed to be chosen small. In

Section 2.3, we will show the Γ-convergence of the functional to a Γ-limit when

Y → 0. It turns out that minimizers of the Γ-limit do not necessarily exist. In

particular, we will see a counterexample for which the Γ-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 Section 2.5, which

helps to understand what goes wrong in case of the Γ-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 2.1 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 Γ-convergence of the functional to a

Γ-limit when this regularization parameter tends to 0 in Section 2.3. Under suitable

conditions, not only the functional Γ-converges to a Γ-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 2.4, we do not have a guaranteed minimizer for the

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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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 9AMS

Throughout this article, let 3 ∈ N and Ω ⊆ R3 be a measurable, bounded domain

with Lipschitz boundary. Furthermore, let 6 ∈ !∞ (Ω,R!) be a hyperspectral image

with ! ∈ N channels, Y, [ > 0 and : ∈ N the number of segments, which is chosen

in advance. Since Ω is bounded, 6 ∈ !? (Ω,R!) for every ? ∈ [1,∞). For � ⊆ R3
measurable, let |�| be the 3-dimensional Lebesgue measure of �. Note that for such

sets � we often equivalently consider the characteristic functions j� : R3 → {0, 1}
and switch between these two representations without further notice. Let O ⊆ R3
be measurable. Since Ω is bounded, we get |O ∩ Ω| < ∞ and thus jO ∈ !1(Ω).
Following [2, Def. 3.4, Def. 3.35], we define the perimeter Per (O,Ω) of O in Ω as

Per (O,Ω) := sup

{∫

O
div i dG

�
�
�
�
i ∈ �1

2 (Ω,R3), ‖‖i‖2‖!∞ (Ω) ≤ 1

}

.

Because jO ∈ !1(Ω), we have Per (O,Ω) < ∞ ⇔ jO ∈ BV(Ω), cf. [2, Prop. 3.6].

In particular, Per (O,Ω) = |jO |BV (Ω) . Here, | · |BV(Ω) denotes the Total Variation

semi-norm and BV(Ω) the space of functions of Bounded Variation. For a general

introduction to BV(Ω) and sets of finite perimeter, we refer to [2].

The set of all partitions of Ω into : measurable subsets with finite perimeter is

A :=
{

(O1,O2, . . . ,O:)
�
� ∀; ∈ {1, . . . , :} : O; ⊆ Ω measurable,

Per (O; ,Ω) < ∞, ∀< ≠ ; : O; ∩ O< = ∅, ⋃:
;=1O; = Ω

}

.

We want to point out here that we do not require the closure of the union to be equal

to the closure of Ω 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 Ω. This would not be the case for the

condition with the closures. Then, the MS segmentation functional [16] is

�MS : A → R, (O1,O2, . . . ,O:) ↦→
:∑

;=1

[∫

O;

5; (G) dG + _ Per (O; ,Ω)
]

, (1)

where _ > 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; ,Ω). The so-called

indicator functions 5; : Ω → 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

f :
{

" ∈ R!×!
�
� ")

= "
}

→ R! (2)

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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be the mapping that returns the eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix in decreasing

order, i.e., f(")1 ≥ f(")2 ≥ · · · ≥ f(")!. Furthermore, we define the set of all

symmetric and positive definite matrices as

P :=
{

" ∈ R!×!
�
� ")

= ", ∀I ∈ R! \ {0} : I)"I > 0
}

,

and based on that we define

PY :=
{

" ∈ P
�
� ∀8 ∈ {1, . . . , !} : f(")8 ≥ Y2

}

,

which is the set of all symmetric and positive definite matrices with eigenvalues of

at least Y2. The indicator function for hyperspectral image segmentation from [7] is

5; (G; `; ,Σ;) =
√

(6(G) − `;)) Σ−1
;

(6(G) − `;) + [ + log detΣ;,

where `; ∈ R! and Σ; ∈ PY. The variables `; and Σ; 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

‖I‖Σ−1
;
,[ :=

√

I)Σ−1
;
I + [

for I ∈ R! , because the square root term can be seen as a regularized norm on R! ,

since I ↦→
√
I)"I is a norm for any positive definite matrix " . Hence, we have

5; (G; `; ,Σ;) = ‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; .

The restriction of the eigenvalues of Σ; to at least Y2 was introduced to ensure the

invertibility of Σ;, which also implies the feasibility of log detΣ;. As we will see in

Section 2.4, this restriction cannot be dropped if we want to keep the feasibility and

the guarantee that minimizers exist. Defining -Y := A ×
(

R
!
): × (PY): and

O := (O1, . . . ,O:) ∈ A, - := (`1, . . . , `:) ∈
(

R
!
) :
,� := (Σ1, . . . , Σ:) ∈ (PY): ,

the objective function for hyperspectral image segmentation is

�Y : -Y → R,

(O, -,�) ↦→
:∑

;=1

[∫

O;

‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG + _ Per (O; ,Ω)

]

.
(3)

By optimizing �Y over all parameters, we obtain a segmentation and estimates for

the means `; and covariances Σ; for ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} from the data.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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2.2 Existence of minimizers of 9AMS

In this section, we use the direct method in the calculus of variations to show that

minimizers of �Y exist. The direct method consists of four steps:

1. finding a lower bound

�Y := inf
(O,-,�) ∈-Y

�Y [O, -,�] > −∞,

2. choosing a minimizing sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ -Y, i.e., the sequence fulfills

�Y [O=, -=,�=]
=→∞−→ �Y ,

3. constructing a subsequence (O=< , -=< ,�=< )<∈N and an element

(O∗, -∗,�∗) ∈ -Y such that

�Y [O∗, -∗,�∗] ≤ lim inf
<→∞

�Y [O=< , -=< ,�=< ], (4)

4. concluding that (O∗, -∗,�∗) is a minimizer of �Y due to

�Y = lim
<→∞

�Y [O=< , -=< ,�=< ] = lim inf
<→∞

�Y [O=< , -=< ,�=< ]

≥ �Y [O∗, -∗,�∗] ≥ �Y .
(5)

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 (�=)=∈N be a sequence of measurable, bounded subsets of R3 and

� ⊆ R3 a measurable, bounded set. We say that (�=)=∈N converges to � in measure

in Ω if the Lebesgue measure of the symmetric difference in Ω converges to 0, i.e.,

| (�= △ �) ∩ Ω| → 0

for = → ∞. We use the notation: �= → � for = → ∞.

This implies that also the sequence of Lebesgue measures of a convergent sequence

of sets is convergent:

Lemma 1 Let (�=)=∈N be a sequence of measurable, bounded subsets of R3 and

� ⊆ R3 measurable and bounded. If (�=)=∈N converges to � in measure in Ω, then

also the measures of (�=)=∈N restricted to Ω converge to the measure of � restricted

to Ω in R, i.e.,

|�= ∩ Ω| → |� ∩ Ω| for = → ∞.

Proof. We have

| |�= ∩ Ω| − |� ∩ Ω| | =
�
�
�
�

∫

Ω

j�=
(G) dG −

∫

Ω

j�(G) dG

�
�
�
�

≤
∫

Ω

|j�=
(G) − j�(G) | dG = ‖j�=

− j�‖!1 (Ω) = | (�= △ �) ∩ Ω| =→∞−→ 0.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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The last equality is true because the symmetric difference is equal to the !1-difference

of the corresponding characteristic functions. ⊓⊔
Lemma 2 Let Y > 0. The set PY is a closed subset of R!×! .

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 PY follows since contin-

uous equality and non-strict inequality conditions are preserved in the limit. ⊓⊔
Lemma 3 Let " ∈ R!×! be a symmetric, positive semi-definite matrix with largest

eigenvalue f(")1 and smallest eigenvalue f(")! . Then,

f(")! ‖I‖2
2 ≤ I)"I ≤ f(")1‖I‖2

2 for all I ∈ R! .

The lemma follows from the principal axis theorem.

Theorem 1 The functional �Y, cf. (3), has a minimizer in -Y.

Proof. We use the direct method in the calculus of variations.

To show that �Y has a lower bound, we rewrite the functional

�Y [O, -,�] =
:∑

;=1

[∫

O;

‖6(G) − `;‖Σ−1
;
,[ dG + |O; | log detΣ; + _ Per (O; ,Ω)

]

. (6)

For each ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}, we have ‖6(G) − `;‖Σ−1
;
,[ > 0 because [ > 0 and Σ; is

positive definite, implying that its inverse is positive definite, too. Moreover, it holds

|O; | log detΣ; = |O; | log

!∏

8=1

f(Σ;)8 ≥ |O; | log

!∏

8=1

Y2
= |O; | log Y2! > −∞, (7)

because Σ; ∈ PY, the function log is monotonically increasing and for |O; | we have

∞ > |Ω| ≥ |O; | ≥ 0 since |·| is a measure and O; ⊆ Ω. The last term in (6), namely

_ Per (O; ,Ω) = _|jO;
|BV(Ω) , is non-negative because _ > 0 and |jO;

|BV (Ω) ≥ 0.

Hence, we obtain

�Y [O, -,�] ≥ 2 for all (O, -,�) ∈ -Y,

for some 2 ∈ R with 2 > −∞. This implies the existence of a minimizing sequence

(O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ -Y .

In particular, the evaluations of the minimizing sequence are boundedas a convergent

sequence of real numbers, i.e., there is a constant � < ∞ such that

�Y [O=, -=,�=] ≤ � for all = ∈ N. (8)

Please note that we will need that� also bounds the summands inside the parentheses

in (6) for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} separately. However, if Y < 1, the term log detΣ; can

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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be negative. In that case, � has to be chosen sufficiently large, e.g., by adding

|Ω| | log Y2! |, to fulfill that the summands are bounded above separately by �.

We now construct a subsequence of the minimizing sequence and an element

(O∗, -∗,�∗) ∈ -Y that fulfill (4). Please note that every subsequence that we consider

on our way to the final subsequence will be again denoted by (O=, -=,�=)=∈N for

ease of notation. The procedure to arrive at the sought subsequence of the minimizing

sequence is to go through (O=)=∈N, (�=)=∈N and (-=)=∈N component-wise and

show how to choose a subsequence based on the respective component satisfying

the requirements. That is, we choose a subsequence of (O=, -=,�=)=∈N such that

(O=,1)=∈N meets our requirements. From that new sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N, we

choose a subsequence such that (O=,2)=∈N behaves as desired. We continue choosing

subsequences until (O=,: )=∈N fulfills the requirements, meaning that we are done

with the O= part. In the same manner, we go through (�=)=∈N and (-=)=∈N and arrive

at a subsequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N for which the requirements for all components

are met.

The first step is to show that the sequence (O=,; )=∈N as part of our minimiz-

ing sequence is bounded for each ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. To this end, we consider the

sequence of characteristic functions (jO=,;
)=∈N ⊆ BV(Ω), which is in BV(Ω) since

O= = (O=,1 , . . . ,O=,: ) ∈ A. First, mΩ is compact because it is bounded due to the

boundedness ofΩ and also closed since mΩ = Ω∩R3 \ Ω. SinceΩ also has Lipschitz

boundary, Ω is an extension domain by [2, Prop. 3.21]. Furthermore, (jO=,;
)=∈N is

bounded for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} because for every = ∈ N, we find

‖jO=,;
‖BV (Ω) = ‖jO=,;

‖!1 (Ω) + |jO=,;
|BV (Ω)

=

∫

Ω

|jO=,;
(G) | dG + Per

(

O=,; ,Ω
)

≤ |Ω| + �

_
< ∞,

as |jO=,;
(G) | ≤ 1 and _ Per

(

O=,; ,Ω
)

≤ � since O=,; is part of the minimizing

sequence. Due to the boundedness of ‖jO=,;
‖BV (Ω) and Ω being a bounded exten-

sion domain, [2, Th. 3.23] guarantees the existence of a subsequence (jO=,;
)=∈N

that converges weakly* in the sense of [2, Def. 3.11] with limit D∗
;
∈ BV(Ω). In

particular, this implies that this sequence converges strongly in !1 (Ω) to the same

limit. Moreover, we choose a subsequence that converges even point-wise a.e. to D∗
;
,

cf. [1, Lemma 3.22 (1)]. This ensures that D∗
;
(G) ∈ {0, 1} for almost every G ∈ Ω

because jO=,;
(G) → D∗

;
(G) in R and jO=,;

(G) ∈ {0, 1} for every = ∈ N. Moreover,

O∗
;

:= (D∗
;
)−1 ({1}) is measurable because D∗

;
is measurable as a function in BV(Ω)

and therefore the preimage of the measurable set {1} ∈ B(R) under D∗
;

is also

measurable. Furthermore, we have jO∗
;
= D∗

;
.

To see that O∗
= (O∗

1
, . . . ,O∗

:
) is a partition of Ω, note that

( :=
{

(01, . . . , 0:) ∈ R:
�
�
∑:

;=10; = 1
}

is closed. Since we have chosen a subsequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N such that the se-

quence (jO=,;
)=∈N converges point-wise a.e. for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}, we have

for almost every G ∈ Ω a sequence (jO=,1
(G), . . . , jO=,:

(G))=∈N in ( with limit
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(jO∗
1
(G), . . . , jO∗

:
(G)). It follows that (jO∗

1
(G), . . . , jO∗

:
(G)) ∈ ( for almost every

G ∈ Ω by the closedness of (. 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′ :=
{

(O1,O2, . . . ,O:)
�
� ∀; ∈ {1, . . . , :} : O; ⊆ Ω measurable,

Per (O; ,Ω) < ∞, ∀< ≠ ; : |O; ∩ O< | = 0,
�
�Ω \ ⋃:

;=1O;

�
� = 0

}

,

which is a superset of A. Those G ∈ Ω 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 �Y . Hence, we can

assume that O∗ ∈ A. Moreover, we have the equivalence of local convergence in

measure and convergence in measure in Ω because Ω is bounded [2, Rem. 3.37].

Thus, O ↦→ Per (O,Ω) is lower semi-continuous w.r.t. convergence in measure in Ω

by [2, Prop. 3.38 (b)]. Consequently, the chosen (O=)=∈N and O
∗ satisfy

Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)

≤ lim inf
=→∞

Per
(

O=,; ,Ω
)

for each ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. (9)

In order to obtain subsequences (-=)=∈N ⊆ (R!): and (�=)=∈N ⊆ (PY): that satisfy

our requirements, we have to distinguish for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} the cases (1) that

in the limit, segment ; has measure greater 0, i.e.,
�
�O∗

;

�
� > 0; and (2) that in the limit,

segment ; has measure 0, i.e.,
�
�O∗

;

�
� = 0.

Case (1), i.e.
�
�O∗

;

�
� > 0: Because we have a minimizing sequence, it holds

�
�O=,;

�
� log detΣ=,; ≤ � for all = ∈ N.

Moreover, because of Σ=,; ∈ PY, we find for every = ∈ N the estimate

log detΣ=,; = log
∏!

8=1f(Σ=,; )8
≥ log

(

f(Σ=,; )1
[

f(Σ=,;)!
]!−1

)

≥ logf(Σ=,; )1 + log Y2(!−1) .
(10)

Since (jO=,;
)=∈N → jO∗

;
in !1(Ω) and because the convergence of the characteristic

functions in !1 (Ω) corresponds to the convergence of sets in measure which implies

the convergence of the measures (cf. Lemma 1), we also have
�
�O=,;

�
� →

�
�O∗

;

�
� =: 2;.

Thus, for fixed X ∈ (0, 2;), there is #; ∈ N such that for = ≥ #; , we have

0 < 2; − X ≤
�
�O=,;

�
� ≤ 2; + X. (11)

By going to another subsequence (discarding the first #; − 1 elements), we achieve

that (11) holds for all = ∈ N. If log detΣ=,; ≥ 0, we find with (10)

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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� ≥
�
�O=,;

�
� log detΣ=,; ≥ (2; − X) logf(Σ=,; )1 + (2; − X) log Y2(!−1)

⇒ �
2;−X

− log Y2(!−1) ≥ logf(Σ=,;)1

⇒∞ > exp
(

�
2;−X

− log Y2(!−1)
)

≥ f(Σ=,;)1.

If log detΣ=,; < 0, we start with

� ≥
�
�O=,;

�
� log detΣ=,; ≥ (2; + X) log detΣ=,; ,

and derive analogously

�
2;+X − log Y2(!−1) ≥ logf(Σ=,;)1 ⇒ ∞ > exp

(

�
2;+X − log Y2(!−1)

)

≥ f(Σ=,;)1.

Hence, (Σ=,;)=∈N is bounded in the spectral norm ‖ · ‖2→2. In particular, this implies

that there exists an A > 0 such that

(Σ=,;)=∈N ⊆ �
‖ · ‖2→2
A (0) ∩ PY ⊆ R!×! ,

with �
‖ · ‖2→2
A (0) being the closure of the ball with radius A around the origin with

respect to the spectral norm. The intersection of the closed ball and PY (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 (Σ=,;)=∈N ⊆ PY that converges strongly to Σ∗
;
∈ PY.

Now, we consider (`=,;)=∈N ⊆ R! . By the reverse triangle inequality, we get

‖`=,; − 6(G)‖2 ≥ |‖`=,; ‖2 − ‖6(G)‖2 | ≥ ‖`=,; ‖2 − ‖6(G)‖2,

for all G ∈ Ω. Moreover, the eigenvalues of Σ−1
=,;

are the reciprocals of the eigenvalues

of Σ=,; . Since (`=,; )=∈N is part of the minimizing sequence, we have

� ≥
∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ dG

≥
∫

O=,;

√
(

6(G) − `=,;
))

Σ−1
=,;

(

6(G) − `=,;
)

dG

Lemma 3≥
∫

O=,;

√

1
f (Σ=,; )1 ‖6(G) − `=,; ‖2 dG

≥
√

1
f (Σ=,; )1

(∫

O=,;

‖`=,; ‖2 dG −
∫

O=,;

‖6(G)‖2 dG

)

≥
√

1
f (Σ=,; )1

(
�
�O=,;

�
� ‖`=,; ‖2 −

�
�O=,;

�
� ‖‖6‖2‖!∞ (O=,; )

)

≥
√

1
f (Σ=,; )1

(
�
�O=,;

�
� ‖`=,; ‖2 − |Ω| ‖‖6‖2‖!∞ (Ω)

)

.

As a consequence, we find

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

f(Σ=,;)1 � + |Ω| ‖‖6‖2‖!∞ (Ω) ≥
�
�O=,;

�
� ‖`=,; ‖2. (12)

The left-hand side is bounded from above because Ω is bounded, 6 ∈ !∞(Ω,R!)
and ‖Σ=,; ‖2→2 ≤ �̃ < ∞ for all = ∈ N and a constant �̃ ∈ R, as shown above.

Combining (11) and (12), we get

√

�̃ � + |Ω| ‖‖6‖2‖!∞ (Ω) ≥
�
�O=,;

�
� ‖`=,; ‖2 ≥ (2; − X) ‖`=,; ‖2,

and the boundedness of (`=,; )=∈N follows from division by 2; − X. With the same

reasoning as before, using the Heine-Borel theorem, we can choose a strongly con-

vergent subsequence with limit `∗
;
∈ R! .

In order to show the inequality (4) 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., too. Since (O=,;)=∈N, (`=,;)=∈N ⊆ R! and (Σ=,;)=∈N ⊆ PY

converge to O∗
;

(in measure and point-wise a.e. as characteristic functions), `∗
;
∈ R!

and Σ∗
;
∈ PY, respectively, we get for the ;-th summand of the outer sum of �Y (3)

∫

O∗
;

‖6(G) − `∗; ‖(Σ∗
; )−1

,[
+ log detΣ∗

; dG + _ Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)

=

∫

Ω

jO∗
;
(G)

(

‖6(G) − `∗; ‖(Σ∗
; )−1

,[
+ log detΣ∗

;

)

dG + _ Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)

=

∫

Ω

lim
=→∞

jO=,;
(G)

(

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ + log detΣ=,;

)

dG + _ Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)

≤ lim inf
=→∞

∫

Ω

jO=,;
(G)

(

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ + log detΣ=,;

)

dG

+ lim inf
=→∞

_ Per
(

O=,; ,Ω
)

≤ lim inf
=→∞

∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ + log detΣ=,; dG + _ Per
(

O=,; ,Ω
)

. (13)

The second equality uses that the integrand converges point-wise a.e. due the con-

vergence properties shown before. The penultimate inequality follows from (9) 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 !1 (Ω). Such an integrable

lower bound exists due to the boundedness of Ω and log detΣ=,; ≥ log Y2! , cf. (7).

Summing up the above, for ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} such that
�
�O∗

;

�
� > 0, we have constructed

a convergent subsequence of the minimizing sequence and obtained elements O∗
;
,

`∗
;

and Σ∗
;

as the limit of the sequence that fulfill the inequality stated in (4).

We consider now case (2): First, for any = ∈ N with
�
�O=,;

�
� = 0, we set `=,; :=

0 ∈ R! and Σ=,; := �! , where �! denotes the identity matrix in R!×! . Note that

this does not change the value of �Y and the sequence keeps all properties shown

before. We start by considering the second summand in (6). Since
�
�O=,;

�
� → 0 and

log detΣ=,; ≥ 2! log Y for all = ∈ N, cf. (7), two cases have to be considered:

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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1. If log detΣ=,; is bounded from above, i.e., log detΣ=,; ≤ U for some U < ∞, it

follows with (10)

U ≥ log detΣ=,; ≥ logf(Σ=,;)1 + log Y2(!−1)

⇒ ∞ > exp
[

U − log Y2(!−1)
]

≥ f(Σ=,; )1.

Hence, in this case (Σ=,;)=∈N is bounded in the spectral norm and therefore, by

the Heine-Borel theorem, we can choose a convergent subsequence with limit

Σ∗
;
∈ PY. As a consequence, we obtain

�
�O∗

;

�
� log detΣ∗

; =

∫

Ω

jO∗
;
(G) log detΣ∗

; dG

=

∫

Ω

lim
=→∞

jO=,;
(G) log detΣ=,; dG ≤ lim inf

=→∞

∫

Ω

jO=,;
(G) log detΣ=,; dG,

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 log detΣ=,; is not bounded from above, we do not have control over Σ=,; .

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

(Σ=,;)=∈N and an element Σ∗
;
∈ PY such that (4) is fulfilled. Hence, if log detΣ=,;

is not bounded from above, we choose a subsequence of (Σ=,;)=∈N such that

log detΣ=,; is monotonically increasing and non-negative (and diverging to ∞).

Setting Σ∗
;

:= Y2 �! ∈ PY , we obtain

�
�O∗

;

�
�

︸︷︷︸

=0

log detΣ∗
; = 0 ≤ lim inf

=→∞

∫

Ω

jO=,;
(G)

︸   ︷︷   ︸

≥0

log detΣ=,;
︸       ︷︷       ︸

≥0

dG.

We will now consider the integral in (6). Also for
(

`=,;
)

=∈N, we cannot hope to

find a convergent subsequence in this case and will therefore only aim to satisfy

(4) with
(

`=,;
)

=∈N and an element `∗
;
∈ R! . Since the integrand is always positive

by the positive definiteness of Σ−1
=,;

and the positivity of [, the integral is obviously

non-negative for every = ∈ N. Combined with choosing `∗
;

:= 0 ∈ R! and again

using |O∗
;
| = 0, we obtain

∫

O∗
;

‖6(G) − `∗; ‖(Σ∗
; )−1

,[
dG = 0 ≤ lim inf

=→∞

∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ dG.

Combining all considerations for the case
�
�O∗

;

�
� = 0 and using again (9), we get

∫

O∗
;

‖6(G) − `∗; ‖(Σ∗
; )−1

,[
dG +

�
�O∗

;

�
� log detΣ∗

; + _ Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)
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≤ lim inf
=→∞

∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ dG +
∫

Ω

jO=,;
(G) log detΣ=,; dG

+ _ Per
(

O=,; ,Ω
)

.

In total, we got a minimizing sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ -Y and (O∗, -∗,�∗) ∈
-Y with O

∗
= (O∗

1
, . . . ,O∗

:
), -∗ = (`∗

1
, . . . , `∗

:
) and �

∗ = (Σ∗
1
, . . . ,Σ∗

:
) such that

∫

O∗
;

‖6(G) − `∗; ‖(Σ∗
; )−1

,[
dG +

�
�O∗

;

�
� log detΣ∗

; + _ Per
(

O∗
; ,Ω

)

≤ lim inf
=→∞

∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ dG +
�
�O=,;

�
� log detΣ=,; + _ Per

(

O=,; ,Ω
)

is true for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. 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 (4) is fulfilled. This implies (5), i.e., (O∗, -∗,�∗) is a minimizer of

�Y . ⊓⊔

2.3 Gamma convergence of P9 when 9 → 0

In Section 2.2, we have seen that Y is crucial in several parts of the proof of Theo-

rem 1; namely, to show that a lower bound of �Y exists, to choose subsequences of

the minimizing sequence that fulfill (4), and, most importantly, to achieve that we

optimize w.r.t.Σ; over a closed set PY. However, introduced to ensure that the inverse

of Σ; exists, the parameter Y is supposed to be chosen close to 0 and the question

arises what happens if Y → 0. The notion of Γ-convergence helps answering this

question. In particular, we will show the Γ-convergence of �Y to a Γ-limit.

Let - := A×
(

R
!
) :×P : . We use the definition of Γ-convergencegiven in [4, Def.

1.5, Def. 1.45] and also refer to [4] for general information about Γ-convergence. It

requires a notion of convergence for sequences in - , which we choose as follows.

Definition 2 We say that a sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ - converges weakly* to

(O, -,�) ∈ - if for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} it holds

1. jO=,;

∗
⇀ jO;

in BV(Ω) in the sense of [2, Def. 3.11],

2. `=,; → `; in R! ,

3. Σ=,; → Σ; in R!×! ,

when = → ∞. We write: (O=, -=,�=)
∗
⇀ (O, -,�).

Please note that if Ω is sufficiently regular, weak* convergence in BV(Ω) in the

sense of [2, Def. 3.11] corresponds to weak* convergence in the usual sense [2,

Rem. 3.12]. In that case, Definition 2 describes, in fact, the usual weak* convergence

in - . Obviously, we have -Y ⊆ - . It is necessary to extend �Y for Y > 0 from -Y

to - as the domain and from R to R := R ∪ {+∞} as the image. From now on, �Y

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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accepts any symmetric and positive definite matrix as input and penalizes it with a

functional value of ∞ if this matrix is not in PY. Hence, it is given as

�Y : - → R, (14)

(O, -,�) ↦→
:∑

;=1

[∫

O;

‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG + _ Per (O; ,Ω) + �PY

(Σ;)
]

.

The function �PY
(Σ;) for the set PY is defined as

�PY
(Σ;) :=

{

0 if Σ; ∈ PY,

∞ if Σ; ∉ PY .

Apparently, Theorem 1 also ensures the existence of minimizers for the extended �Y .

To establish the Γ-convergence of (�Y)Y>0 to a Γ-limit �0 : - → R, two inequal-

ities have to be shown for each sequence (Y=)=∈N with Y= > 0 for all = ∈ N and

Y= → 0 when = → ∞ and each (O, -,�) ∈ - :

(a) lim inf inequality: For every weakly* convergent sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ -

with limit (O, -,�) it holds

�0 [O, -,�] ≤ lim inf
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=],

(b) lim sup inequality: There is a weakly* convergent sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ -

with limit (O, -,�) such that

�0 [O, -,�] ≥ lim sup
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] .

If these two conditions are satisfied, then (�Y)Y>0 Γ-converges to �0, which will be

shown next, including the specification of the limit �0.

Theorem 2 Consider the family of functionals (�Y)Y>0, as defined in (14) with

�Y : - → R. Define the functional �0 as

�0 : - → R,

(O, -,�) ↦→
:∑

;=1

[∫

O;

‖6(G) − `;‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG + _ Per (O; ,Ω)

]

.
(15)

Then, (�Y)Y>0 Γ-converges to �0 when Y → 0 with respect to the weak* convergence

in - (cf. Definition 2).

Proof. Let (O, -,�) ∈ - and (Y=)=∈N such that Y= > 0 and Y=
=→∞−→ 0. We start by

showing the lim inf inequality. Let (O=, -=,�=)=∈N ⊆ - be a sequence such that

(O=, -=,�=)
∗
⇀ (O, -,�) ∈ - . Then, (�Y= [O=, -=,�=])=∈N ⊆ R is the sequence

of the corresponding functional values. Without loss of generality, we can assume

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-75802-7_10
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lim
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] = lim inf
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=],

otherwise we select a subsequence of (O=, -=,�=)=∈N such that the corresponding

functional values converge to lim inf=→∞ �Y= [O=, -=,�=]. First, consider the term

�PY
(Σ;) of (14). For any Y > 0 and Σ ∈ P, we have �PY

(Σ) ≥ 0 and �P (Σ) = 0, i.e.,

�P (Σ;) = 0 ≤ lim inf
=→∞

�PY=
(Σ=,;) for each ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. (16)

We now focus on the remaining terms of (14). Since (O=, -=,�=)
∗
⇀ (O, -,�),

we have that jO=,;

∗
⇀ jO;

in BV(Ω) and therefore jO=,;
→ jO;

in !1 (Ω) for each

; ∈ {1, . . . , :}, guaranteed by [2, Prop. 3.13]. In particular, we choose a subsequence

of (O=, -=,�=)=∈N such that (jO=,;
)=∈N for ; = 1 converges point-wise a.e. to jO;

,

from which we select another subsequence such that (jO=,;
)=∈N for ; = 2 converges

point-wise a.e. to jO;
, and so on until ; = :. The existence of such subsequences

follows from [1, Lemma 3.22 (1)]. The resulting subsequence is again denoted with

(O=, -=,�=)=∈N. Analogously to the derivation in (13), we get

∫

O;

‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG + _ Per (O; ,Ω)

≤ lim inf
=→∞

∫

O=,;

‖6(G) − `=,; ‖Σ−1
=,;

,[ + log detΣ=,; dG + _ Per
(

O=,; ,Ω
)

for each ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. Combined with (16), we conclude

�0 [O, -,�] ≤ lim inf
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] .

This shows the lim inf inequality.

To show the lim sup inequality, let (O, -,�) ∈ - and (Y=)=∈N ⊆ R such that

Y= > 0 and Y= → 0 when = → ∞. We choose the constant sequence (O=, -=,�=)=∈N
with (O=, -=,�=) = (O, -,�) for every = ∈ N. This sequence obviously converges

weakly* to (O, -,�). Moreover, note that if Y′′ ≥ Y′ > 0, then it follows PY′′ ⊆ PY′ .

Combined with Y= → 0 andΣ; ∈ P, there exists an # ∈ N such that Σ=,; = Σ; ∈ PY=

for every ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} and every = ≥ # . As a consequence, we obtain that only for

finitely many = ∈ N, namely for at most # − 1, it can hold

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] = �Y= [O, -,�] = ∞.

For all = ≥ # , it must hold �PY=
(Σ=,;) = �PY=

(Σ;) = 0, and therefore

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] = �Y= [O, -,�] = �0 [O, -,�] .

We can conclude that the sequence of evaluations (�Y= [O=, -=,�=])=∈N ⊆ R is

convergent with limit �0 [O, -,�]. This results in

�0 [O, -,�] = lim
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=] = lim sup
=→∞

�Y= [O=, -=,�=]
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and shows the lim sup inequality. ⊓⊔

Please note that �0 is weakly* lower semi-continuous as a Γ-limit [4].

2.4 Loss of closedness of P9 when 9 → 0

The Γ-convergence of a family of functionals to a Γ-limit implies under certain

conditions also the convergence of minimizers of the family of functionals to a

minimizer of the Γ-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 Y > 0, i.e., if we

allow Σ; ∈ P instead of restricting it to Σ; ∈ PY.

While O ∈ A and - ∈
(

R
!
) :

do not cause any trouble as �0 is bounded below

with respect to these parameters, the data term of �0, which is the square root in (15),

and the term log detΣ; do not always balance each other. For certain images 6, the

latter can make the functional arbitrarily small because certain terms of the former

vanish. To see this, we consider for ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} the corresponding parts of �0

from (15) and let Σ; = +;�;+
)
;

be the eigendecomposition of Σ; with an orthogonal

matrix +; ∈ R!×! and a diagonal matrix �; ∈ R!×! with the eigenvalues of Σ; on

its diagonal. For Σ−1
;

, it holds Σ−1
;

= +;�
−1
;
+)
;

. We obtain

∫

O;

‖6(G) − `;‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG

=

∫

O;

√
[

+)
;
(6(G) − `;)

])
�−1

;

[

+)
;
(6(G) − `;)

]

+ [ dG + |O; | log

(
!∏

8=1

f(Σ;)8

)

=

∫

O;

√√
√

!∑

8=1

[

+)
;
(6(G) − `;)

]2

8

f(Σ;)8
+ [ dG + |O; |

!∑

8=1

logf(Σ;)8 . (17)

The data term benefits from f(Σ;)8 for 8 ∈ {1, . . . , !} being very large as this makes

the fraction small and approach 0. On the contrary, the log detΣ; term benefits from

bringingf(Σ;)8 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 6 ∈
!∞ (Ω,R!) such that 6(Ω) is (! − <)-dimensional for a fixed < ∈ {1, . . . , ! − 1}.
Since Ω is bounded, we get 6 ∈ !2(Ω,R!). Fix O; ⊆ Ω and `; ∈ R! . We take

an orthonormal basis of span(6(Ω)) and complete it to an orthonormal basis of R!

that we write as columns into a matrix +; ∈ R!×! . This basis consists of vectors

{1, . . . , {!−< ∈ R! that are a basis of span(6(Ω)) and vectors {!−<+1, . . . , {! ∈ R!
that are a basis of span(6(Ω))⊥. We choose a diagonal matrix �; ∈ R!×! with

entries f1, . . . , f! > 0 on its diagonal and set Σ; := +;�;+
)
;

. It holds Σ; ∈ P.

Then, 〈·, ·〉 : R! × R! → R, (H, I) ↦→ H)Σ−1
;
I defines an inner product on R! .

We have 〈6(G), {!−<+8〉 = 0 for almost every G ∈ Ω and every 8 ∈ {1, . . . , <}.
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Let % : R! → R
! denote the orthogonal projection with respect to 〈·, ·〉 onto the

subspace spanned by {!−<+1, . . . , {! and � the identity operator. We find

‖6(G) − `; ‖2

Σ−1
;
,[

= ‖6(G) − (� − %)`; − %`; ‖2

Σ−1
;
,[

= 〈6(G) − (� − %)`; , 6(G) − (� − %)`;〉 + 〈%`; , %`;〉 + [

= ‖6(G) − (� − %)`; ‖2

Σ−1
;
,[

+ 〈%`; , %`;〉 ≥ ‖6(G) − (� − %)`;‖2

Σ−1
;
,[
.

The third equality holds by the linearity of the inner product and the orthogonality of

6(Ω) and {!−<+1, . . . , {!. The inequality is true because of the positive definiteness

of an inner product. That means replacing `; with (� − %)`; does not increase (17),

i.e., we can assume `; ∈ span(6(Ω)) when searching for a minimizer. Using this,

we obtain analogously to the derivation of (17)

∫

O;

‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG

=

∫

O;

√√
√

!∑

8=1

[

+)
;
(6(G) − `;)

]2

8

f8

+ [ dG + |O; |
!∑

8=1

logf8

=

∫

O;

√√
√

!−<∑

8=1

[

{)
8
(6(G) − `;)

]2

f8

+ [ dG + |O; |
!∑

8=1

logf8 .

The last equality holds by orthogonality. We observe that in this example the eigen-

values f!−<+1, . . . , f! 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 detΣ; decreases. In this particular case, we even

see that �0 is unbounded from below because having the eigenvalues tending to 0

will let the value of �0 diverge to −∞. 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 �0. Nevertheless, the problem that �0 benefits from bringing

the eigenvalues closer to 0 remains. When applying �Y in its original version defined

on -Y (cf. (3)) to such an image 6, the functional will push f!−<+1, . . . , f! to be

equal to Y2 in the minimum. Since PY is closed, such minimizers are still in PY. The

extension of �Y to the open set P (cf. (14)) stayed coercive with respect to Σ; due to

the addition of �PY
since it prevents �Y from making the eigenvalues smaller than Y2

and thus avoids the problem that P 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 Γ-limit when Y → 0, we lose the closedness of the admissible set

without compensating for it. Hence, �0 does not satisfy a condition like coercivity

(in the general sense explained above) in the eigenvalues of Σ; 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 6, we lose the boundedness from

below when not regularizing with Y and allowingΣ; ∈ P for ; ∈ {1, . . . , :}. However,

it was already hinted before that the data term ‖6(G) −`;‖Σ−1
;
,[ and the log detΣ; term

in (15) balance each other when the image 6 is sufficiently benign and |O; | > 0. We

first note that we can consider each summand of the outer sum over ; ∈ {1, . . . , :} in

(15) separately and that we only have to consider the integral because only here the

eigenvalues of Σ; play a role. Furthermore, we will use that for a real-valued concave

function 5 with domain � ⊆ R the inequality 5
(∑=

8=1 08G8
)

≥ ∑=
8=1 08 5 (G8) holds for

coefficients 01, . . . , 0= ≥ 0 with
∑=

8=1 08 = 1 and G1, . . . , G= ∈ �. Let Σ; = +;�;+
)
;

be the eigendecomposition of Σ; with an orthogonal matrix+; ∈ R!×! with columns

{;,8 for 8 ∈ {1, . . . , !} and a diagonal matrix �; ∈ R!×! with the eigenvalues of Σ;

on its diagonal. It follows with (17)

∫

O;

‖6(G) − `; ‖Σ−1
;
,[ + log detΣ; dG

≥
∫

O;

√√
√

!∑

8=1

[

+)
;
(6(G) − `;)

]2

8

f(Σ;)8
dG + |O; |

!∑

8=1

logf(Σ;)8

=

∫

O;

√
!

√√
√

!∑

8=1

1

!

[

{)
;,8

(6(G) − `;)
]2 1

f(Σ;)8
dG + |O; |

!∑

8=1

logf(Σ;)8

≥
∫

O;

√
!

!

!∑

8=1

√

[

{)
;,8

(6(G) − `;)
]2 1

f(Σ;)8
dG + |O; |

!∑

8=1

logf(Σ;)8

=

∫

O;

1
√
!

!∑

8=1

�
�{);,8 (6(G) − `;)

�
�

1
√

f(Σ;)8
dG + |O; |

!∑

8=1

logf(Σ;)8

=

!∑

8=1

(

1
√
!

∫

O;

�
�{);,8 (6(G) − `;)

�
� dG

1
√

f(Σ;)8
+ |O; | logf(Σ;)8

)

.

The summands of the outer sum are uncoupled with respect to f(Σ;)8, thus they

can be considered separately. For each 8 ∈ {1, . . . , !}, the summand is a function of

f(Σ;)8 of the form

0/
√
G + 1 log G, (18)

for coefficients 0 ≥ 0 and 1 > 0. This function is defined for G > 0 and has a

minimum at G∗ =
(
0

21

)2
if 0 > 0. For G < G∗, it is strictly monotonically decreasing

and, for G > G∗, strictly monotonically increasing. Hence, the minimum at G∗ is

global. Consequently, the following f(Σ;)8 minimizes the 8-th summand

f(Σ;)∗8 =
(∫

O;

�
�{);,8 (6(G) − `;)

�
� dG

/ (

2
√
! |O; |

)
)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 {;,8
and 6(G) − `; are perpendicular for almost every G ∈ O; . Geometrically speaking,

we require that 6(G) deviates from `; in the direction of {;,8 for almost every G ∈ O;

or, in terms of spectra of images, that there is variation in the spectra of segment ;

along the direction of {;,8. A visualization is given in Fig. 1. A heuristic for practical

{1
;,8

{1
;, 9

61 (G )){1
;, 9

6
1
(G

))
{

1 ;,
8

Spectra from 61 |O;

Segment’s mean `1
;

a) Samples from spectral distribution with variation in both depicted directions.

{2
;,8

{2
;, 9

62 (G )){2
;, 9

6
2
(G

))
{

2 ;,
8

Spectra from 62 |O;

Segment’s mean `2
;

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

Fig. 1 The two figures show samples from two exemplary spectral distributions of 6< |O;
for a

segment O; ⊆ Ω and images 6< ∈ !∞ (Ω, R! ) , < ∈ {1, 2}. The arrows {<
;,8

∈ R! and {<
;, 9

∈ R!

are the 8-th and 9-th eigenvector of the symmetric and positive-semidefinite covariance matrix

Σ<
;

∈ R!×! . The projections of the sampled spectra onto those vectors are plotted. In the top

figure, there is variation of the spectra in both directions {1
;,8

and {1
;, 9

, which results in estimates for

the 8-th and 9-th eigenvalue of Σ1
;

being bounded from below with a positive bound (cf. Eq. (19))

and hence Σ1
;
∈ P (provided that we also have variation in the directions of all other eigenvectors

{1
;,C

for C ∈ {1, . . . , !} \ {8, 9 }). In the bottom figure, there is only variation of the spectra in

direction {2
;, 9

, not in direction {2
;,8

. This results in an estimate for the 8-th eigenvalue of Σ2
;

equal to

0, which is not admissible anymore since then Σ2
;
∉ P. Technically, we have 0 = 0 in (18) in this

situation, making the function unbounded from below and Eq. (19) infeasible.

applications to achieve that f(Σ;)∗8 > 0 for all 8 ∈ {1, . . . , !} 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 Y. We showed

the existence of minimizers and the Γ-convergence of the functional for Y → 0.

Moreover, we gave an example of an image where the Γ-limit does not have a

minimizer. It turned out that the regularization with Y 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 Γ-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 Y-regularization.

We plan to follow two future directions: we will investigate conditions on the

data that guarantee the existence of minimizers in the Γ-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 Γ-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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