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Group-Sparse Signal Denoising: Non-Convex
Regularization, Convex Optimization

Po-Yu Chen and Ivan W. Selesnick

Abstract—Convex optimization with sparsity-promoting con-
vex regularization is a standard approach for estimating sprse
signals in noise. In order to promote sparsity more stronglythan
convex regularization, it is also standard practice to empy non-
convex optimization. In this paper, we take a third approach We
utilize a non-convex regularization term chosen such thattte total
cost function (consisting of data consistency and regulazation
terms) is convex. Therefore, sparsity is more strongly prorated
than in the standard convex formulation, but without sacrificing
the attractive aspects of convex optimization (unique mimhum,
robust algorithms, etc.). We use this idea to improve the reantly
developed ‘overlapping group shrinkage’ (OGS) algorithm br
the denoising of group-sparse signals. The algorithm is apied
to the problem of speech enhancement with favorable resulti
terms of both SNR and perceptual quality.

I. INTRODUCTION

a given residual energy. However, non-convex formulations
are generally more difficult to solve (due to suboptimal loca
minima, initialization issues, etc.). Also, solutions guced by
non-convex formulations are generally discontinuous fions

of input data (e.g., the discontinuity of the hard-threghol
function).

Generally, convex approaches are based on sparsity-
promoting convex penalty functions (e.g., thenorm), while
non-convex approaches are based on non-convex penalty func
tions (e.g., the/, pseudo-norm withp < 1 [39], re-weighted
lol¢y [10Q], [61]). Other non-convex algorithms seek sparse
solutions directly (e.g., OMPAQ], iterative hard thresholding
[6], [25], [34], [5]], and greedy’; [37]).

In this work, we take a different approach, proposed by
Blake and Zimmermarg] and by Nikolova g3]. Namely, the

In this work, we address the problem of estimating a vectgse of a non-convex non-smooth penalty function chosen such

x from an observatiory,

y(i) =xz(i) +w(i), i € Zy ={0,...,N -1}, (1)

that the total cost functiod” (consisting of data consistency
and regularization terms) is strictly convex. This is pbkesi
“by balancing the positive second derivatives in the [data

where w is additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN). Weconsistency term] against the negative second derivatives
assume thak is a group-sparse vector. By group-sparse, wBe [penalty] terms”$, page 132]. This idea has been further
mean that large magnitude valuessofend not to be isolated. €xtended by Nikolova et alAf], [46]-[48].

Rather, large magnitude values tend to form clusters (@pup The contribution of this work relates to (1) the formu-
Furthermore, we do not assume that the group locations é#on of the group-sparse denoising problem as a convex
known, nor that the group boundaries are known. In fact, veptimization problem albeit defined in terms of a non-convex
do not assume that the groups have well defined boundariesnalty function, and (2) the derivation of a computatignal
An example of such a vector (in 2D) is the spectrogram efficient iterative algorithm that monotonically reducéee t

a speech waveform. The spectrogram of a speech wavefarast function value. We utilize non-convex penalty funggio
exhibits areas and ridges of large magnitude, but not sdlat(in fact, concave on the positive real line) with parametric
large values. The method proposed in this work will borms; and we identify an interval for the parameter that

demonstrated on the problem of speech filtering.

ensures the strict convexity of the total cost functidh,As

Convex and non-convex optimization are both commdahe total cost function is strictly convex, the minimizer is
practice for the estimation of sparse vectors from noisy dainique and can be obtained reliably using convex optinonati

[1]. In both cases one often seeks the solutione RV to
the problem

1
x* = argmin{ F(x) = 5y = x| + AR(x) }

techniques. The algorithm we present is derived according t
the principle of majorization-minimization (MM)2{]. The
proposed approach:

1)
where R(x) : RN — R is the regularization (or penalty)
term and\ > 0. Convex formulations are advantageous in 2)
that a wealth of convex optimization theory can be lever-
aged and robust algorithms with guaranteed convergence ar8)
available B]. On the other hand, non-convex approaches are
advantageous in that they usually yield sparser solutions f 4)

The authors are with the Department of Electrical and Coerp#ngi-

promotes sparsity more strongly than any convex penalty
function can,

is translation invariant (due to groups in the proposed
method being fully overlapping),

is computationally efficient@(N) per iteration) with
decreasing cost function, and

requires no algorithmic parameters (step-size, Lagrang
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A. Related Work We use the notation

The estimation and reconstruction of signals with group
sparsity properties has been addressed by numerous authors
We make a distinction between two cases: non-overlappi
groups [L2], [21], [35], [3€], [64] and overlapping groupd]-

Xk = [x(i), ..., 2(i + K —1)] € R¥ (2)

Wdenote the-th group of vectox of size K. We consistently

use K (a positive integer) to denote the group size. At the
[3], [14), [19], [23], [32], [33], [41], [50], [63]. The non- boundanes (i.e., fof < 0 andi > N — K), some indices of

overlapping case is the easier case: when the groups 2 K fall outsideZ,y. We take these values as zero; i.e., for

non-overlapping, there is a decoupling of variables, whic ;z»‘Z we takez(i) = 0.

simplifies the optimization problem. When the groups are WeNc’ienote the non-neaative real line ( R -

overlapping, the variables are coupled. In this case, ibis-c > 0} and the positive ?eal line aB* - E? _e Ig € >

mon to define auxiliary variables (e.g., through the vadabg P + =t r

splitting technique) and apply methods such as the alteigat }. Given a functionf : R — R, the left-sided and rlght-
sided derivatives off at x are denotedf’(z~) and f’(z™),

direction method of multipliers (ADMM) T]. This approach
increases the number of variables (proportional to the mrorespectlvely The notationd \ B denotes set difference; i.e.,

size) and hence increases memory usage and data indexing. \PnB ={a€A:ad B}
previous work we describe the ‘overlapping group shrinkage
(OGS) algorithm 1.3] for the overlapping-group case that doe
not use auxiliary variables. The OGS algorithm exhibitofav
able asymptotic convergence in comparison with algorithmswe will make the following assumptions on the penalty
that use auxiliary variableslB, Fig. 5]. In comparison with function, ¢ : R — R.
previous work on convex optimization for overlapping group
sparsity, including 13|, the current work promotes sparsity
more strongly. The current work extends the OGS algorithm
to the case of.nqn-c_onvex regularization, yet remains withi 4) ¢(z) > 0, ¥z > 0 (increasing orR* )
the convex optimization framework. P
: : 5)q5()<0 Vx>0(concaveoriR)

gsthnoted altt>0\t/e, the balatnc]ing ofltr:e data con3|steb?cy te_rtr:]b) #(0%) = 1 (unit slope at zero)
and the penalty term, so as to formulate a convex problem wi " p :
a non-convex penalty term, was described in Re3§. [[43] 7) ¢"(07) < ¢(w), ¥ > 0 (maximally concave at zero)
and extended in44], [46]-[48]. This approach was used to We will utilize penalty functions parameterized by a scalar
initialize a scheme named ‘graduated non-convexity’ (GKC) Parametera > 0. We use the notation(z; a) to denote the
[5]. The goal of GNC is to minimize a non-convex functiorParameterized form.
F by minimizing a sequence of functions,, & > 1. The Examples of parameterized penalty functions satisfyirg th
first one is a convex approximation &f, and the subsequentassumptions above are the logarithmic penalty,
ones are non-convex and progressively similaFtoln order 1
that the initial approximation off" be convex, the penalty Prog(w;a) = — log(1 + alz]), (3)
function must satisfy an eigenvalue conditids].[A looser a
condition, which promotes sparsity more strongly, can Bfie arctangent penaltpf],
expressed as a semidefinite program (SDP), but this incurs a
higher computational cosb7]. In the method described here, 2 1+ 2alz| T
we use the same balancing idea as in GNC; however, our goal Patan (2;.0) = a3 (ta ( V3 ) B E) @
is to minimize a convex function, not a non-convex one as
in GNC. In particular, we use the balancing idea to construgfd the first order rational functio2§|
a convex function that maximally promotes sparsity, and we
seek to subsequently solve this convex problem. We note that brat(T30) = — .
here our primary goal is to capture group sparsity behavior, 1+ alz]/2
which is not considered in the GNC work. We also note th
the computationally demanding SDP arising in R&f7][does
not arise in the current work. The algorithm developed he
is computationally simple.

%. Penalty Functions

1) ¢ is continuous orR.
2) ¢ is twice differentiable orR\ {0}.

3) ¢(—x) = ¢(x) (symmetric)

]

(®)

Fhe rational penalty is defined far > 0. The log and atan
enalties are defined far > 0. Note that as: — 0, the three
Eeenalty functions approach the absolute value functioryTh
are illustrated in Figl.
For later use, we record the value of the right-sided second
[I. PRELIMINARIES derivative of the three penalty functions:

A' NOtation ¢log( ) = ¢atan (O+ ) (brat (O+ ) —a. (6)
We will work with finite-length discrete signals which we

denote in lower case bold. Thé-point signalx is written as ~ Note that the/, pseudo-norm( < p < 1), i.e.,¢(z) = |z[",
does not satisfy the above assumptions. It does not have unit

x = [2(0),...,z(N —1)] € RV, slope at zero nor can it be normalized or scaled to do so.
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Fig. 1. Several sparsity promoting penalty functions $atig the assump-
tions in Secll-B. 21

C. Threshold Functions

Proximity operators are a fundamental tool in efficient
sparse signal processingfd], [17]. In the scalar case, proxim-
ity operators are thresholding/shrinkage function defivsing Fig. 2. Threshold functions derived from the four penaltpdiions given
a convex penalty function. In this work, we utilize non-cery " Sec!1-B; three of which are non-convex.
penalty functions; however, we can still define a thresho
function similar to the definition of a proximity operatohd@
following proposition is closely related to Lemma 3.1 #2]
and Theorem 3.3 indf], both of which analyze the behavior
of § for non-smooth, not necessarily convex,

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Hence, with parameters = 4 anda = 0.2, we use §) to
find thatd’(A™) = 5 for ¢iog, Patan, and ¢rat. That is, each
of these threshold functions in Fig.have the same derivative
at AT, but they approach the identity at different rates.

Proposition 1. Definef : R — R by
IIl. OGS WITH NON-CONVEX REGULARIZATION

. 1 2
0y) = arg g {G(x) = gly—al”+ )‘(b(x)} (M For denoising group-sparse signals in AWGN, we propose

- . _to minimize the cost functionf : RV — R,
whereG : R — R, A > 0, and ¢ satisfies the assumptions in

Sec.lI-B. Suppose also thak is strictly convex. If|y| < A,
then the unique minimizer @ is zero. That isf is athreshold
function and)\ is thethreshold value.

P = 5lly <B4+ A éllxixlbia)  (©)
€L

whereg is a (non-convex) sparsity promoting penalty function
satisfying the assumptions in SétB, and\ > 0. The group
gize,K (a positive integer), should be selected based on the
Size of the groups (clusters) arising in the data. This ¢ones
one’s ‘prior knowledge’ regarding the group sparsity bebav

of the data and may need to be obtained through some trial-

Proof: This is a special case of Propositi@nwhereind
is a multivariate threshold functiod,: R — RX.

Figure 2 illustrates threshold functions corresponding t
several penalty functions. We use= 4 anda = 0.2. The
threshold function corresponding to the absolute valualpen
function is called thesoft threshold function20]. Notice that,
except for the soft threshold function, the threshold fiorct and-error.

approach the identity function. The atan threshold fumctio In order to leverage convex optimization principles and
approaches identity the fastest avoid non-convex optimization issues (local minima, sensi

The fact that the soft threshold function reduces Iargee&alut'v'_ty fo noise, etc.), we seek 1o r_e_stn_ei SO that_F IS
rictly convex. We note that the minimization &f is not

by a constant amount is considered its deficiency. In tl% traiaht f d. First. all th iabl led d
estimation of sparse signals in AWGN, this behavior redults SO straignt forward. FIrst, all tneé varables are coupiee du

a systematic underestimation (bias) of large magnitudeasig E?h;r;eisoveea:ﬁ]pglc??]F?c:zgg;t(s‘grud(g;;gsf t:r? :gf;a(;:gg;nr:;le
| . Hence, threshold functions that toticall ¢ . 4 AED s
values p2]. Hence, threshold functions that are asymptotica y(k) (albeit the influence diminishes with distange— k|).

unbiased are often preferred to the soft threshold funcéod Y . . ) . .
the penalty functions from which they are derived promo econdly,F" is not differentiable. In particula#’ is generally
not differentiable at the minimizex*, due to the sparsity of

sparsity more strongly than thé norm [10], [11], [26], . . S
27 The at Ity function is derived ificallv for it& mduced py the regularizer. (The penalty fu.r1c.t|@n,|s_
[27] © aan penally function 1s derived speciiically for i non-differentiable at zero). For these reasons, it is dbkr

favorable behavior in this regar&7]. .
. . e . that F' be strictly convex.

As shown in Ref. $7], if ¢ satisfies the above assumptions, In the followi ad h —
then the right-sided derivative of at the threshold is given n the following, we address the questions:
by 1) For what values of: is F' strictly convex?

1 2) When F' is strictly convex, how can the unique mini-

reyty
e = 14+ A" (0F)" (8) mizer,x*, be efficiently computed?
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First, we make a few remarks. K = 1, then ' simplifies A. Group Thresholding

to

i) = Y[l — 2 + Ap(a(i;a)].

%

(10)

In order to determine the convexity &f, we first consider
a simpler cost functionf, which consists of a single group.

What values ofz ensure that{ is strictly convex?

the components(i) are not coupled, and the minimization ofProposition 2. Consider the functiondf : RX — R and
F amounts to component-wise non-linear thresholding; i.e3: R — R, defined as

x*(i) = 0(y(i); a). In this case, the cost functioR does not
promote any group structure.
If ¢ is the absolute value function, i.e¢(x) = |z,

then the cost function?” in (9) is the same cost function
considered in our earlier work18], which considers only

convex regularization.

H(x) = 5y~ X3+ Mollxlia) (D)

G(o) = gl — ol + Ao(v;a) (12)

wherey € REX, § € R, A > 0, and¢(-,a) : R — R satisfies

If K = 1 and¢ is the absolute value function, then théhe assumptions in Setl-B. Then H is strictly convex iffG

minimizer of I is given by point-wise soft thresholding ¢f
The current work addresses the cake > 1 and ¢ a

non-convex regularizer, so as to promote group sparsityemor
strongly in comparison to convex regularization. The eicledn

sparsity will be illustrated in Example 1 in SetV-A.

We also have the following result, similar to lemma 1 of
Ref. [63] which considered convex regularizers promoting

group sparsity.

Lemma 1. Let ¢(-,a) : R — R satisfy the assumptions in

Sec.llI-B and defineF’ as in Q). SupposeF’ is strictly convex
and thatx* is the minimizer ofF.
1) If y(i) = 0 for somei, thenz* (i)
2) If y(z) > 0 for somei, thenz* ()
3) If y(i) < 0 for somei, thenz*(7)
4) |o*(i)] < [y(@)], Vi€ Zy.

Proof: 1) DefineS = {i € Zy : y(i) # 0} and S =
Zy\S. Givenx € RY, definex € RY asi(i) = x(i) for
i € S,andi(i) = 0 for i € S. For each group € Zy,
we have|x; x|l = ||Xix|2. Since¢(t) is increasing for
t >0, we haveo(||x; i |2) = ¢(||%i k||2). Therefore, for all
x € RV,

=0.
= 0.
< 0.

1
Fx)=lly - x|3 + Z A([[x4,k |23 @)

1 . 1 .
= §||y - x|+ 3 D 2@+ Aé([1xix 125 @)

icS 4
1 B -
z5ly - %[5+ > A% x|l2; a)
= F(%).

This impliesz* (i) = 0 for i € S.

2) Proof by contradiction. Suppogéi) > 0, butz*(i) < 0
for somei. Definex by #(:) = 0, andZ(n) = x*(n) for
n # 4. It can be shown as in 1) thdf(x*) > F(x). This
contradicts the optimality ok*.

3) The proof is like 2).

4) Proof by contradiction. Supposgi) > 0, but z*(i) >
y(i) for somei. Definex by z(i) = y(), andZ(n) = 2*(n)
for n # i. It can shown as in 1) thaF'(x*) > F(x). This
contradicts the optimality ok*. Together with 2), it follows
that if y(i) > 0, then0 < 2™ (2) < y(i). Similarly, if y(:) <0,
theny(i) < z*(¢) < 0. |

is strictly convex. Furthermore, if

1
(b”(OJr; a) > _Xv (13)
then H and G are both strictly convex.
Proof: Let us expandd andG as
1 1 _
H(x) = 5llyl5 + 5[5 = y"x + Aé(lx[30) - (14)
1, 1 _
G(v) = |5 + 5vl* = g2 + Ad(v; a). (15)
DefineA: RX - RandB: R — R,
A(x) = 0.5]x]13 + A(|[x[2; a), (16)
B(v) = 0.5|v|2 + Ap(v; a). a7)

It can be observed that is strictly convex iff H is strictly
convex. SimilarlyB is strictly convex iffG is.

We claim thatA is strictly convex if and only if the function
B is strictly convex. [Note thatd(x) = B(||x/|2).]

SupposeB is strictly convex. From 17), B is increasing
onR,. Based on the convexity dfx||» and Proposition 2.1.7
of Ref. [30, page 89],B(||x||2) is strictly convex, and hence
A is strictly convex.

Suppose is strictly convex. Given, vo € R, definex; =
v e andxy = vg e with ||el]s = 1. Note thatB in (17) is
symmetric. For ally, 8 satisfyinga € (0,1) anda + 8 =1,
we have

B(awvy + fug) = B(|lavy + fua]) = A(axy + fx2)
< aA(x1) + BA(x2) = aB(Jv1]) + BB(Jv2])
= aB(v1) + SB(va),

which implies the strict convexity of.

To prove the second part of this proposition, according to
the assumptions o in Sec.ll-B, B is continuous onR,
twice differentiable onR\ {0}, and symmetric. Hence, from
Corollary 3 (see Appendix), it is sufficient tha” be positive
onR\{0} and thatB’(0~) < B'(0").

Note that B’(0") = A¢(0*;a) = 1; and by symmetry
B'(07) = Ap(0~;a) = —1. HenceB’(0~) < B’(0).

To ensure the second derivative Bfis positive onR\{0},
we have the condition

B"(v) =1+ X¢"(v;a) >0, forv>0 (18)



or ] and not adjustable. (The non-convex regularization5i| |s
¢"(v;a) > —~, wv>0. (19) based on the multivariate Laplace probability density fiomg
A which does not have a shape parameter, analogowsridhe
Due to assumption 7 on [i.e., ¢"(07) < ¢"(x), Yz > 0], current work.) Furthermore, overlapping group sparsitpas
we have (3). B considered in§6].
The condition {3) can be used to determine valuesidhat
ensure strict.convexity off. For the log, atan, and rationaIB. Overlapping Group Thresholding
penalty functions giog, Gatan, ¢rat), We use §) to obtain the

following intervals fora ensuring strict convexity of{. Using the results above, we can find a conditionaoto

. . ~ensuref”in (9) is strictly convex. The result permits the use of
Corollary 1. Suppose) is one of the penalty functions givennon-convex regularization to strongly promote group spars
in Sec.ll-B (piog, Patan, Prat). Then H is strictly convex if  while preserving strict convexity of the total cost functid.

0<a< % (20) Theorem 1. ConsiderF” : RN — R, defined as
1
Based on a strictly convex functioH, we may define a Fx)=ly - x|+ 2D é(lxixll2; a) (23)

multivariate threshold/shrinkage function RX — RX as in
the scalar caser). It is informative to note the threshold ofwherey ¢ RN, K € Z,, A > 0, and¢(-,a) : R — R satisfies
the multivariate thresholding function. the assumptions in Sell:B. Then F is strictly convex if

Proposition 3. Defined : RX — RX by &(0%:0) > b (24)
. 1 ’ KX
o(y) = arg min {H(0) = Sy = x5+ M(lxl2)} @D proot: wiite F as
where A > 0, and ¢ satisfies the assumptions in SékB. F(x) = ZFZ'(XLK) (25)
Suppose also thal is strictly convex. If|ly|l2 < A, then i

the unique minimizer ofd is the zero vector. That i¢) is a
multivariate threshold function with threshoM

1 2
Proof: We consider the subgradient of a convex function Fy(v) = ﬁ”yﬂ( = Vli2 + Ae([lvll2; a) (26)
H (see Ref. 30, Definition 1.1.4, page 165]), denoted by, ; < 7. Suppose 24) is satisfied. Then by Prog® the

OH (x), is equal tox —y + d¢(|[x][2). Since¢’'(0") = 1 fnctionsF; are strictly convex. Sincé is a sum of strictly

by assumption 6 in Sedl-B, we haved¢([[0[2) = {[[0ll2},  convex functionsF is strictly convex. n

which is equal to{v € RX, |v|]2 < 1}.

This leads to Corollary 2. Supposey is one of the penalty functions given
in Sec.lI-B (¢iog; Patans Prat). Thenk is strictly convex if

whereF; : RX — R is defined as

OH(0) ={Av—y: [v[2<1}. (22)

1
Since x* is a minimizer of H iff 0 € 0H(x*) (see BO, 0<a<=- (27)

Theorem 2.2.1, page 177]), we deduce the following. We give some practical comments on usi2g)(to set the
« Suppose|y|2 < A. We can choose = y/\ satisfying parameter§ K, \, a}. We suggest thak be chosen first, based
[v]l2 < 1 such that\v —y = 0. We have0 € 9H(0), on the structural properties of the signal to be denoised. We
which implies that0 is the minimizer ofH. suggest that: then be set to a fixed fraction of its maximal
« Suppose|yllz > A. There is nov satisfying||v|]> <1 value; i.e., fix 3 € [0,1] and seta = B/(K\). So, we
such that\v —y = 0. Hence,0 is not the minimizer of considera as a function of\. We then set\ according to the

H. noise variance. In Setll-E, we describe two approaches for
From the arguments above, we conclude thadefines the the selection of\. In our numerical experiments on speech
threshold off. B enhancement, we have found that settingo its maximal

When ¢ is the absolute value function, the induced multivalue of1/(K\) generally yields the best results; i.6.= 1.
variate threshold functioi can be expressed in closed formHence, in the examples in Seld/, we seta to its maximal
[58]. (Essentially, it performs soft-thresholding on the 2mg value.

A generalization to the case where the data consistency ternkEquation 27) may suggest the proposed method becomes
in (21) is of the form||y — Ax||3 has also been address&@][ ineffective for largeK. It can be noted from2{7) that for

We note that neither52] nor [58] consider either non-convexlarge K, a) should be small € 1/K). If X\ is set so as
regularization or overlapping group sparsity. to achieve a desired degree of noise suppression, 28n (

If the penalty functiony, is strictly concave on the posi-impliesa should be small. A smalt, in turn, limits the non-
tive real line (log, atan, etc.), then the induced multisi convexity of the regularizer. Hence, it appears the benéfit o
threshold function results in less bias of large magnitudiee proposed non-convex regularization method is dimédsh
components; i.e.f(y) approaches the identity function forfor large K. However, two considerations offset this reasoning.
large y. An exploration along these lines is given iB€]; First, for largerK, a smaller value of\ is needed so as to
however, in that work, the non-convexity was quite mildchieve a fixed level of noise suppression (this can be seen,
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TABLE |
10 1 . qx.v) OVERLAPPING GROUP SHRINKAGHOGS)WITH PENALTY ¢.
gl ‘ ’
6 input y e RV, A >0, K, ¢
4l ‘ ) ) x=y (initialization)
< - S={i€Zy y(3) # 0}
21 TN 27 @v) = q(v,v) repeat
o ' ' ' ' ' K1 1/2
-10 -5 0 v 5 10 a(i) = {Z:IJE(“H')2 ,i1€S
X k=0
Fig. 3.  Majorization of non-convex(z) by q(z,v). (i) = qj’((z'()i))7 ies
all
for example, in Table Ill). Secondly, for largdk, there is
greater overlap between adjacent groups because the groups r(i) = = 1b (i—j), ies
are fully-overlapping; so, regularization may be more g@fes =
to a.
y(i) ,
S . (1) = () 1€S
C. Minimization Algorithm
To derive an algorithm minimizing the strictly convex ={i€Zy:fe@) >} (%)
function F' in (9), we use the majorization-minimization (MM) “”“' convergence
procedure 24] as in [13]. The MM procedure replaces a return: x
single minimization problem by a sequence of (simpler) ones () For finite precision implementations only.
Specifically, MM is based on the iteration
x* ) — arg min Q(x, x*)) (28) Note that(x — v)? > 0 implies
where the function@ : RY x RY — R, is a majorizer r< — ! 2,7 (36)
(upper bound) off' and & is the iteration index. For) to . 20" 2 .
be a majorizer ofF it should satisfy Using @36) for  on the left-hand side of3) gives
Q(x,v) > F(x), vx e RN (29) d(x) < ¢(v) + ¢/ (v )( 2+ 5 - v) (37)
Q(v,v) = F(v). (30)

Recognizing that the right-hand side &7} is ¢(x,v), we
The MM procedure monotonically reduces the cost functioghtain #(x) < q(z,v) for all z > 0, v > 0. By symmetry of
value at each iteration. Under mild conditions, the seqeeng and ¢, we obtain 82). m

x(¥) converges to the minimizer of [24]. Sinceq is a majorizer ofg, the function

To specify a majorizer of the cost functiafi in (9), we 1
first specify a majorizer of the penalty functiaf, To simplify Q(x,v)==|ly —x||5+ A Z q(||xirll2, |virl2) (38)
notation, we suppress the dependence af a. 2 i

Lemma 2. Assume¢ : R — R satisfies the assumptions inis @ majorizer ofF". Using @1), the function@ is given by
Sec.llI-B. Theng : R x R — R, defined by 1 ) &' (|1vixc|l2) )
Qx,v) = Slly —xl2 + Z [xi.xllz+C

1 v
a(w,0) = -0 ()2 +6(0) - S0'(0),  (3Y) vl
is a majorizer ofp except forv — 0, i.e. whereC' does not depend ot After algebraic manipulations,
B Q can be expressed as
q(z,v) = ¢(z), Yz € R, Yv € R\{0} (32) 1 . A NPV i

q(v,v) = $(v), Yo € R\{0} (33) QEx,v) =glly =l +3 zl_:r(u v) z®(i) + (39)

The majorization ofp(z) by ¢(z, v) is illustrated in Fig.3.

Proof: By direct substitution, one may verify38). We
now show 82). Letv > 0 andz > 0. Using Taylor’s theorem

¢ (|| viejill2)
[55, Theorem 5.15], we have Z v JKHQ : (40)
Vi— Js

wherer : Z x RX — R is defined as

/! v,

o(x) = ¢(v) + ¢’ (v)(x —v) + i (20) (@=v)> (34 Note that the components(i) in (39) are uncoupled. Fur-
for somew, betweenz andv. By the assumptions on, we th_ermore,Q Is qu_adratip inx(i)i Hence, the miqi_mi;er OQ
haved” (vy) < 0. Hence from 84), with respect t_Ox is easily 0b_tamed. T_he quantitie$:, v) in

(40) are readily computed; is essentially a doublé& -point
P(x) < d(v) + ¢’ (v)(x — v). (35) convolution, with a nonlinearity between the two convalus.



TABLE Il

Using @9) in the MM iteration @8), we obtain SPARSE PENALTIES AND CORRESPONDING NONLINEARITIES
(k+1) () — y(i) c 7 41 penalty ¢ (u) ¢’ (u)/u
. (@) 14+ Ar(i;x(k)’ LEAN, 41 1
abs Ju —
wherer is given by @0). This constitutes the OGS algorithm. [ul
The algorithm is summarized in TableWe denote the output |, 1 1
. g log(1 + alul) IR TERRpIY
of the OGS algorithm ag = ogs(x; A\, K, ¢). a ul(1 + alul)
Note thatg in (31) is undefined ifv = 0. This singularity atan 2 (o1t 2aul\ 1
issue often arises when a quadratic function is used to imajor a3 ( * ( V3 ) 5) lul(1 + alu| 4+ a2|u|?)
a non-smooth function{], [49]. This issue may manifest Ju 1
itself in the OGS algorithm wheneverZg-point group ofx is ~ rational T+ dulj2 Jal(L + alu))?

equal to theK-point zero vector; i.e., ifxgkl)( =0 e R¥

for some indexi and iterationk. In the event of such an Note that in the OGS algorithm, summarized in Tablthe
occurrence, the OGS algorithm would encounter a ‘dividgaaity function appears in only one place: the computation
by-zero’ error. However, such an occurrence is guaranteed 3¢ ;) |t can therefore be observed that the role of the

to oceur V.V't.h swt_aple |n|t|_al_|;a'gon, as described e} For penalty is encapsulated by the functigt{u)/u. Tablell lists
example, it is sufficient to initialize alt(i) to non-zero values, .« function for the penalty functions given in Selt-B

?.e., 55(0.) (i) # 0 for all i € Zé\{c) V_Vith such an _initialization., 't The function ¢'(u)/u have very similar functional forms.
is readily observed thaf(; x'") in the denominator of41) is  the gimilarity of these functions reveal the close relaftip

strictly positive and finite and that*) (i) # 0 for all i € Zy _among the listed penalty functions.
and all iterationsk. When some components of the solution

x* are zero (as expected, due to sparse regularization), those
\];alues:c(’“)(i) approach zero in limit; i.e.z™ (i) = 0 8 p The Multidimensional Case

— 00.

We propose initializingx to y; i.e., x(© = y, and we The results and algorithm described in the preceding sec-
exclude from the iteration4(l) thosei for whichy(i) = 0. The tions can be extended to the multidimensional case straight
setS C Zy in Table! serves to exclude these componenferwardly. In the numerical experiments below, we use a two-
from the iterative update. In this case(®) (i) = 0 for all dimensional version of the algorithm in order to denoise the
iterations &, which is justified by part 1) of lemma. As a time-frequency spectrogram of a noisy speech waveform.

consequence of lemnf initializing () (i) to zero fori ¢ S Supposex is a 2D array of sizeV; x Na; i.e.,
is optimal. Therefore, the algorithm excludes these vdiuas o ‘ ,
the update procedure because they are already optimal. x = {x(i1,i2), 0<iy <Ny —1, 0<ip < Ny — 1},

With the initializationx(?) =y, it is readily observed, as _ o
above, thatr(i;x(*)) in the denominator of41) is strictly 1N€ array can be expressed using multi-indices as
positive and finite and that(®) (i) # 0 for all i € S and
all iterations k. Assuming infinite precision, it is sufficient
to QeflneS prior to the Io_op only, the last line in Tab_lle_; . Let K = (K;, K,) denote the size of a 2D group. Then a
indicated by(x), can be omitted. It is guaranteed that a division .

: . sub-group of size< can be expressed as
by zero will never occur, as discussed above.

The OGS algorithm proceeds by gradually attenuating the
z(i), 1 € S, toward their optimal values (including zero). The
attenuation is multiplicative, so the the value never egjgato, | the two-dimensional case, the functiéhin (9) is
even though it may converge to zero. But if many values reach
‘machine epsilon’ then a divide by zero may subsequently
occur in the implementation. Hence, to avoid possible divid
by-zero errors due to finite precision arithmetic, the OGS
algorithm updatesS at the end of the loop in Table The and conditionsZ4) and @7) become
small numberg, may be set to ‘machine epsilon’, which for

x={x(i), i € Zn, X Zn, }-

xix ={x(i+7j), j €Lk, X LK, }-

P = 3 glyli) — o)+ Aé(lxicllia), (42)

i€Z2

1

single precision floating point is about~'¢. This value is ¢"(0T:a) > — (43)
usually considered the same as zero. K1KoA
We do not prove the convergence of the OGS algorithm
the minimizer of ' due to the complication of the singularity
issue. However, due to its derivation based on the majdvizat 0<a< ) (44)

minimization principle, OGS is guaranteed to decrease the
cost function at each iteration. Moreover, in practice, \@eeh respectively. The algorithm in Tableis essentially the same
observed through extensive numerical investigation, that for the two-dimensional case. The summations become double
algorithm has the same rapid convergence behavior as congarimations, etc. Extensions to higher dimensional sigsals
regularized OGS13]. similarly straight forward.
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E. Regularization Parameter Selection

Noise level suppressionThe regularization parametey, can 12} ——@—— Samples.
. .. . . ——CO— |Interpolation
be selected using existing generic techniques such as the | 115}
curve method. However, inlB] we described an approach 11}
to set\ based directly on the standard deviatien,of the < 105}
AWGN, which we assume is known. This approach seeks 1L

to preserve one of the concepts of scalar thresholding, (e.g
hard or soft thresholding), namely the processing of signa
values based on relative magnitude. Consider the problem ¢ , , ,
estimating a sparse signal in AWGN. If many of the non- o 070 1072
zero values of the sparse signal exceed the noise floor, then a

suitable threshold valud;, should exceed the noise floor. Bu'i:ig. 4, Solid dots indicate the values from Table for the group size
T should not be too large, or else the non-zero values of the= 5. The circle indicates the interpolated valuecat= 10~3.

sparse signal will be annihilated. Hence, it is reasonablese

the valueT' = 3¢. This threshold will set most of noise (about

99.7%) to zero. (If the sparse signal has non-zero valuss les

thanT in magnitude, then those values will be lost.)

0.95
09

This simplicity of this ‘three-sigma’ rule can not be lever- « 10~
aged so easily in the proposed OGS algorithm. However, we 3'56’ 5 Estimate MSE
can still implement the concept of settingso as to reduce the al —*—True MSE

noise down to a specified fraction of its original power. Fost
purpose, the effect of the OGS algorithm on pure zero-mean 25f
Gaussian noisey(i) = N(0,0%), can be measured through m
computation. In particular, the standard deviation of th@S0 =
output as a function of\, K, ¢) can be found empirically and 15t
recorded. For example, TablB records the value

a(\ K, ¢) = %std{ogs(x; MK )}, x(i) = N(0,07) o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
for several\ and group size&’. For this table we used the atan A
penalty function witha set to its maximum value of /(K \); Fig. 5. True MSE and MSE calculated using Monte-Carlo SURE.
i.e., #(-) = Qatan(-, 1/(KN)). The valuea also depends on
the number of iterations of the OGS algorithm. In computingrror (MSE). For the problem of denoising a signal in AWGN,
Tablelll we have used a fixed number of 25 iterations.  the MSE is unknown in practice, due to the noise-free signal
We clarify how to use Tabléll to set the regularization being unknown. But, the MSE can be estimated using Stein’s
parameter: Suppose in one-dimensional signal denoisimg, ainbiased risk estimator (SURE$(]. To estimate the MSE,
seeks to seh so that the OGS algorithm reducesdown to SURE requires only the observatign noise variances?,
10~*0. If one uses a group size df = 5, the atan penalty and divergence of the estimator. However, the computation
function with e = 1/(5)), and 25 iterations, then accordingof the divergence is intractable for many estimators, idiclg
to Tablelll, one should use = 1.20 (see the last column of OGS. To overcome this issue, it is proposed in RB§] fhat
the fifth row of the table). For each group siz& the table Monte-Carlo methods be used. We have applied this approach,
records a discrete set ¢h, a) pairs for10™* < o < 1072. i.e., ‘Monte-Carlo SURE’ (MC-SURE), to estimate the MSE
Linear interpolation on a-logarithmic scale can be used tofor complex-valued speech spectrogram denoising using.OGS
estimate\ for other a. For example, if one seeks to sgt Since the spectrogram is complex, we calculate the MS-SURE
so that the OGS algorithm reducesdown to 10~3¢, then MSE by averaging real and imaginary divergences ajn [
according to the interpolation illustrated in Fij.one should Figure 5 illustrates both the MSE, as calculated by MC-
use\ = 1.070. SURE, and the true MSE, as functions bf The estimated
To set\ by this approach for other penalty functions, otheISE is quite accurate, and the MSE-optimal value)ofs
values ofa, and for complex data, it is necessary to computbout 0.33. However, a disadvantage of MC-SURE s its high
additional tables. We have precomputed a set of such tabbéesnputational complexity. It requires two OGS optimizaso
to be available as supplementary material. Using precoadpufor each\ to emulate the divergence.
tables and interpolation, a suitable value focan be found
very quickly. These tables assume the noise is AWGN; for it s noted in Ref. §3] that for non-smooth estimators, the
other noise models, other tables need to be precomputesl. WsE, as calculated by MC-SURE, tends to deviate randomly
approach is also effective for two-dimensional denoisi@( from the true MSE (see Fig. 4 in5§)). For OGS, the
spectrogram denoising). MSE calculated by MC-SURE closely follows the true MSE,
Monte-Carlo SURE. Another approach to select the regularas illustrated in Fig5, which shows that OGS is close to
ization parameter), is based on minimizing the mean squareontinuous and bounded.
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OGSREGULARIZATION PARAMETER WITH PENALTY ¢(+) = ¢atan (-, 1/(K1K2\)) AND 25 ITERATIONS

K A a(X K, $)

1x1 4.25,1.00-1072 4.59,4.33-10"3 4.93,1.51-10~3 5.27,4.05-10"%* 5.61, 1.00-10—*
1x2 214,1.00-1072 2.31,4.35-1073 2.48,1.49-10~3 2.64,3.99-10"% 2.81,1.00-10~%
1x3 1.45,1.00-1072 1.56,4.52-10"3 1.68,1.56-10~3 1.79,4.06-10"% 1.91,1.00-10—*
1x4 1.11,1.00-1072 1.20, 4.47-10"3 1.29,1.58-10~3 1.38,4.11-10"%* 1.47,1.00-10~%
1x5 091,1.00-1072 0.98,4.37-10"3 1.05, 1.55-10~3 1.13,4.07-10"%* 1.20,1.00-10—%
2x2 1.08,1.00-10"2 1.16,4.37-10~3 1.24, 1.47-10"3 1.33,3.95-10~* 1.41,1.00-10~%
2x3 0.73,1.00-10"2 0.79,4.41-10~3 0.85, 1.49-10"3 0.90, 3.96-10~*  0.96, 1.00 - 10—
2x4 0.56,1.00-10"2 0.61,4.18-10~3  0.65, 1.44-10"3 0.70, 3.91-10~* 0.74, 1.00- 10~
2x5 0.47,1.00-10"2 0.50,3.89-10"3 0.54, 1.33-10"% 0.58, 3.74-10~* 0.61, 1.00- 10~
3x3 0.50,1.00-10"2 0.54,4.11-10~3 0.58,1.38-10"% 0.62, 3.81-10~* 0.66, 1.00- 10~
3x4 0.40,1.00-10"2 0.43,3.57-1073 0.46, 1.19-10"3 0.49, 3.51-10~* 0.51, 1.00- 10—
3x5 0.34,1.00-10"2 0.36,3.26-10~3  0.39, 1.04-103 0.41, 3.23-10~* 0.43, 1.00-10~*
4x4 0.33,1.00-102 0.35,3.24-103 0.37,1.02-10=3 0.39, 3.16-10~* 0.41, 1.00- 10~
4x5 0.29,1.00-10-2 0.30,3.09-103 0.32,9.61-10"* 0.33,3.04-10~* 0.35, 1.00-10—*
5x5 0.25,1.00-102 0.26,3.05-10~3 0.28,9.44-10"% 0.29,3.01-10~* 0.30, 1.00- 10—
2x8 0.33,1.00-10~2 0.35,3.33-103 0.37,1.05-10"3 0.39, 3.22-10~* 0.41, 1.00- 10~

TABLE IV o : . —_
EXAMPLE 1. OUTPUTSNR non-convex regularization) is substantially superior:hés
——— a substantially higher SNR and almost no residual noise
stimator is visible in the denoised signal. Comparing OGS[log] and
Param. Hard thr.  Soft thr.  OGS[abs] OGS[log] OGS[atanlgGS[atan] with hard thresholding (see TaHlM), it can
max2SNR 13.84 12.17 12.30 14.52 15.37 pbe observed the new non-convex regularized OGS algorithm
10~ 20 6.74 3.86 8.01 12.07 13.92 ; ; ; ;
10-50 £ ok 517 623 569 ea also yields higher SNR t_han hard thresholding. This e_xample
demonstrates the effectiveness of non-convex regulaizat
SNR is in dB;o is the noise standard deviation. for promoting group Sparsity_
To more clearly compare the result of OGS[abs] and
IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS OGSatan], these two results are shown together in Fid¢n
A. Example 1: One-dimensional Signal Denoising Fig. 7a, the output value; (i), is shown versus the input value,

i), for i € Zy. Compared to OGS[abs], the OGS[atan]

. Y
This example compares the proposed non-convex re%l;gorithm better preserves the amplitude of the non-zero

larized OGS algorithm with the prior (convex regularized)y) o5 of the original signal, while better thresholdingatim
version .Of OQS and with scalar thresholding. The SNRs ASlues. Figure7b shows the denoising error for the two
summanzed in Tablév'. , ) OGS methods. It can be observed that the denoised signal
. Figure 6a shqws a synthetic group-sparse S|gna.l (same yﬂ%duced by OGSJatan] has much less error than OGSJ[abs].
in [13]). The noisy signal, shown in Figib, was obtained by (gqr oGs[atan], the error is essentially zero for 50% of the

adding white Gaussian noise (AWGN) with SNR of 10 dBgj,4 values.)

For each of soft and hard thresholding, we used the thresholdyg 4 second experiment, we selectédand A for each

T, that maximizes the SNR. The SNR values are summariz%thod, 50 as to reduce the noise standard deviatioiown

in the top row of TabldV. _ , t0 0.01c, as described in Setll-E. The resulting SNRs, given

~ The result obtained using the prior version of OGS][ , the second row of Tablt/, are much lower. (This method

is shown in Fig6c. This is equivalent to setting to the ,eq not maximize SNR, but it does ensure residual noise is

absolute value function; i.ei(z) = [z|. So, we denote this as eqyced to the specified level.) The low SNR in these cases is

OGSlabs]. The result using the proposed non-convex regulgye g the attenuation (bias) of large magnitude values.-How

ized OGS is shown in Figsd. We use the arctangent penalty, ey it can be observed that OGS, especially with non-conve

function witha set to the maximum value af/ (K'\) that pre- o4 1arization, significantly outperforms scalar threginy.

serves convexity of; i.e., we usep(:) = datan (-, 1/(KN)).

We denote this as OGSJ[atan]. We also used the logarithmic o

penalty (not shown in the figure). For each version of 0G8; Example 2: Speech Denoising

we used a group size o = 5, and we set\ to maximize This example evaluates the use of the proposed OGS

the SNR. algorithm for the problem of speech enhancement (dendising
Comparing soft thresholding and OGSJ[abs] (both of whictWe compare the OGS algorithm with several other algorithms.

are based on convex regularization), it can be observed tRat the evaluation, we use female and male speakers, naultipl

OGSJabs] gives a higher SNR, but only marginally. Boteentences, two noise levels, and two sampling rates.

methods leave residual noise, as can be observed for OGS[absets = {s(n), n € Zy} denote the noisy speech waveform

in Fig. 6¢c. On the other hand, comparing OGS[atan] ar@hdy = {y(i), ¢ € Zn, x Zn,} = STFT{s} denote the

OGSJ|abs], it can be observed that OGS[atan] (based oomplex-valued short-time Fourier transformsofFor speech
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(a) Signal 5r (a) Output versus input .
.®
5r 0O
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||”||| |‘|| |||‘ | “| . 6
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(b) Signal + noise (SNR = 10.00 dB) x ,«69
5 2 W
," x*
0 e
1 I& .
=5t , , , , , X80 x
R 4 O  OGSJatan]
0 20 40 60 80 100 N x  0GS[abs]
o% o— : : '
(c) OGS[abs] (SNR = 12.30 dB) 0 1 2 3 4 5
5r y
. Al - || . |||| 1 “I
[
5l A=017,K=5
0 20 40 60 80 100
0OGS[abs]
(d) OGSJatan] (SNR = 15.37 dB) 0GSJatan]
5 -
. T ] |
T T
5L A=049,K=5 ) e )
; y y ' 0 20 40 60 80 100
0 20 40 60 80 100

. ) o Fig. 7. Example 1. Comparison of OGS[abs] and OGSJ[atan] in &:i
Fig. 6. Example 1: Group-sparse signal denoising.

temporal samples. It can be observed that noise is effégctive
% ppressed while details are preserved.

Figure9 compares the proposed OGS[atan] algorithm with
x = STFT ' {ogs(STFT{s}; \, K, ¢)} the prior version of OGS 13], i.e., OGS[abs]. The figure
. shows a single frame of the denoised spectrograms, corre-
with K = (K1, K2) where K, and K are the spectral and gnonding tor = 0.79 seconds. The prior and proposed OGS
temporal widths of the two-dimensional group. We implemen gorithms are illustrated in parts (a) and (b) respectiviel
th_e_STFT with 50% frame overlap and a f_rame duration of 325, (a) and (b), samples of the noise-free spectrogram, to
milliseconds (e.g., 512 samples at sampling rate 16 kHz). pe recovered, are indicated by dots. (The noisy spectrogram
Throughout this example, we use the non-convex arctgg-pot jllustrated). Comparing (a) and (b), it can be obsgrve

gent penalty function with: set to its maximum value of {4t ahove 2 kHz, OGS[atan] estimates the noise-free spactr
a = 1/(K1K3\). In all cases, we use a fixed number of 25,5,¢ accurately than OGS[abs].

iterations within the OGS algorithm.

Each ; i th luation i ken bv both IInterms of run-time, for a signal of lengthi = 51761 (i.e.,
ach sentence in the evajuation Is spoken by both a Mal§ g0, g at sampling rate of 16 kHz), algorithms OGS[abs]

and a female speaker. There are 15 sentences sampled glén OGS[atan] ran in 0.18 and 0.22 seconds, respectively.

kHz, and- 30 sentences s.ampled at 16 kHz. The 8 kHZ. an ings were performed on a 2013 MacBook Pro (2.5 GHz
16 kHz signals were obtained from Re8f and a Carnegie Intel Core i5) running Matlab R2011a

Mellon University (CMU) website, respectivelyTo simulate
noisy speech, we added white Gaussian noise. Regularization parameter. We have found empirically, that
The time-frequency spectrogram of a noisy speech sigrsgtting A to maximize SNR yields speech with noticeable
(arctic_a0001) with an SNR of 10 dB is illustrated in undesirable perceptual artifacts (‘musical noise’). Thiswn
Fig. 8a. Figure8b illustrates the result of OGS[atan] usingphenomenon is due to residual noise in the STFT domain.
group sizeK = (8,2); i.e., eight spectral samples by twoTherefore, we instead set the regularization paramgteising
the noise suppression approach described in 8eE&. In

enhancement, we apply the two-dimensional form of the O
algorithm toy and then compute the inverse STFT; i.e.,

'The CMU files were downloaded from particular, we seh so as to reduce the noise standard deviation
http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cnarctic/cmu us_bdl_arctic/wav an d 4 We h | d thi |
http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cnarctic/cmu us_clb_arctic/wav This © down to (3 x 107%)o. We have selected this value so as

evaluation used filear cti c_a0001 - ar cti c_a0030. to optimize the perceptual quality of the denoised speech


http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cmu_arctic/cmu_us_bdl_arctic/wav
http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cmu_arctic/cmu_us_clb_arctic/wav
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(a) Noisy signal (SNR = 10 dB) 0 Spectrogram frame at t = 0.79 second
8 E P e s Ty -
T T N = = e (a) OGSJabs]

Frequency (kHz)

Frequency (kHz)

(b) OGSJatan]

0.79 Time (seconds)

(b) OGSlatan] (SNR = 16.28 dB, A = 0.36 0)

-

\,
LA
T

L (a) OGSJ[abs]. (b) OGS[atan]. The group sizeKs= (8,2) in both cases.

6 ; 1 Frequency (kHz)
5t 1 T Fig. 9. Frequency spectrum of denoised spectrograms=a.79 seconds.
2 The noise-free spectrum is indicated by dots.

quality. To investigate the effect of group size, the deadis

% ; spectrograms using groups of sigg 2) and (2,4) are illus-

Frequency (kHz)
w IN
ol
e
e
i
ki

Oiitfﬁnéé.ﬁ%!

0

trated in Fig.10. Fig. 10a shows the noisy spectrogram (file
arcti c_a0001). We highlight two areas of the spectrogram.
3 The low-frequency area, denoted ‘A, exhibits a high level o
temporal correlation. On the other hand, the high-frequenc
Fig. 8. Spectrograms before and after denoising (male speale) Noisy area, denoted ‘B’, exhibits a high level of spectral cotieta
Zgg;‘gléb) OGSlatan] with group siz&" = (8,2). Gray scale represents g 1 c) show areas A and B of the spectrogram obtained
' using group siz€8,2). Figs.10(d,e) show areas A and B of

according to informal listening tests. In particular, tuisiue the spectrogram obtained using group si2et).
is effective at suppressing the ‘musical noise’ artiface &so |t can be observed in area A that group gi2et) suppresses

note that this approach leads to greater regularizatigghgni the inter-formant noise more completely than group size).
)) than SNR-optimization of. Conversely, in area B, group siZ8, 2) recovers the original

spectrogram more accurately than group $izel). Since area
Group size. The perceptual quality of speech denoised using is representative of more of the spectrogram than area B,
OGS depends on the specified group size. As we apply O@&® SNR-optimal group size for the whole spectrogram is
to a time-frequency spectrogram, the size of the group with 4). However, due to the distortion of high frequencies, as
respect to both the temporal and spectral dimensions mustifearea B, group sizd2,4) yields the perceptually inferior
specified. We let{; and K> denote the number of spectrakesult. Moreover, the lower inter-formant noise supprassif
and temporal samples, respectively. group size(8,2) appears to have a negligible adverse impact
One approach to select the pair of parametgks, K»), is on perceptual quality. Therefore, even though group Eiz¢)
to maximize the SNR for a set of denoising experiments. Weaelds a higher SNR for the female speaker, we use group size
have performed OGS denoising for each of 30 noisy spee@2) in the evaluation of OGS due to its superior perceptual
signals using all pair$K;, K2) such thatl < K; < 10 and quality. This points to the potential value of allowing gpsu
1 < K> < 4. In this experiment, we have used speech samplad OGS to be sized adaptively, as in Re62]. However, we
at 16 kHz, an SNR of 10 dB, and we have selectdd each do not explore such an extension of OGS in this work.
case according to the preceding note [suppression of nois#Ve conducted equivalent evaluations at the sampling rate
down to (3 x 10~%)o]. We found that for the male speakerof 8 kHZ in order to determine an appropriate group size for
a group size of(8,2) maximized the SNR most frequently.this case. We found that group sizesf= (7,2) and K =
This conforms with our informal listening tests with difeatt (3, 3) were optimal in terms of SNR, for the male and female
group sizes. The denoised spectrum in Figglvavas obtained speaker, respectively. As above, we selected the group size
using this group size ofg, 2). K = (7,2) for both genders for its better perceptual quality.
For the female speaker, the experiment reveals that a graddigorithm comparisons. In Table V we compare the
size of (2,4) maximizes the SNR most frequently. HoweverQGS[atan] algorithm with several other speech enhancement
we found that this group size results in poor perceptualgorithms. The table summarizes the output SNR for two

0.79 Time (seconds)
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TABLE V

AVERAGE SNRFOR SIX SPEECH ENHANCEMENT ALGORITHMS
(a) fs = 16 kHz (average of 30 samples)

Male / Input SNR (dB)

Female / Input SNR (dB)

= Method 5 10 5 10

: S 9.44(10.96)  13.63(14.99) 13.36(14.59) 16.86(17.93)
) LMA 10.24(11.64) 13.30(15.25) 13.30(15.16) 15.71(18.13)
'8

SuB 11.28(12.31) 13.94(16.11) 13.39(15.31) 15.05(18.48)
BT 12.00(12.49) 15.61(16.10) 15.09(15.69) 18.18(18.78)
PS 10.75(12.00) 14.17(15.73) 12.67(14.71) 16.39(18.13)
OGS[abs]  10.48(12.36) 13.92(16.00) 12.91(15.53) 16.84()
OGS[atan] 12.93(12.98) 16.58(16.58) 15.37(15.83) 1888K)

(b) fs = 8 kHz (average of 15 samples)

Male / Input SNR (dB) Female / Input SNR (dB)
Method 5 10 5 10

0 0.5 1 15 2 25 3 35
Time (seconds)

(b) Area A. Denoised with K = (8, 2) (c) Area B. Denoised with K = (8, 2)
=

75

- Ss 10.73(11.75) 14.57(15.54) 10.45(11.59) 14.38(15.47)
15| == 7 ! LMA 10.66(12.00) 13.75(15.61)  9.34(11.05)  12.51(14.85)
. 65 : SuB 10.83(12.29) 14.03(16.06) 9.57(11.53)  13.25(15.55)
= . 5 BT 11.80(12.48) 15.45(16.10) 11.54(12.40) 15.12(16.00)
05 ¥ PS 10.45(12.20) 13.64(15.75)  9.11(11.20)  13.52(15.47)
55 OGS[abs]  9.96(12.25) 13.42(15.87) 9.34(11.91)  12.8T7()p5.
04 06 08 1 12 26 28 3 32 OGS[atan] 12.80(12.97) 16.41(16.53) 12.10(12.62) 1584()
(d) Area A. Denoised with K = (2, 4) (e) Area B. Denoised with K = (2, 4)
2f = e - the highest output SNR of 16.58 dB. BT achieves the second
15 T ! # highest, 15.61 dB. In terms of perceptual quality, SS and LMA
Vo “l . have clearly audible artifacts; BT and PS have slight aedibl
05 | i - g e s 6 - artifacts; OGS[atan], OGS and SUB have the least audible
0$4 e o0n 1 55 — artifacts. However, SUB has a high computational compjexit
S ' S ' due to eigenvalue factorization. Compared to OGS[abs] and
Fig. 10.  Denoised spectrograms; female speaker. (a) Nqsgt®gram SUB, OGSlatan] better preserves the perceptual qualitygdf h

with SNR = 10 dB. (b, c) Areas A and B, denoised with group ige2).
(d, e) Areas A and B, denoised with group siZ4).

frequencies. Similar results can be observed for diffeneige
levels and the female speaker.

Empirical Wiener post-processing (EWP) improves the SNR
sampling rates, male and female speakers, and two input SpR all methods at all noise levels, but least for OGS[atan].
(noise) levels. Each SNR value is averaged over 30 or Ep is effective for increasing SNR because it effectively
sentences, depending on the sampling rate. It can be obse&cales large STFT coefficients that are unnecessarég-att
that the proposed algorithm, OGS[atan], achieves the Bighgated by these algorithms (the results of which are biased
SNR in each case. (We also note that in all cases, OGS is Uggflard zero). The fact that EWP yields the least improvement
not with SNR-optimized\, but with the largen, set according for OGS[atan] demonstrates that this algorithm inherently
to the noise suppression method. The SNR of OGS could j@guces less bias than the other algorithms.
further increased, but at the cost of perceptual quality.) According to informal listening tests (conducted at input

The algorithms used in the comparison are: spectral SUNR of 10 dB, f, of 16 kHz), the effect of EWP on
traction (SS) 4], the log-MMSE algorithm (LMA) [L5], the audible artifacts depends on the algorithm. Although EWP
subspace algorithm (SUBBR]], block thresholding (BT)$2], improves the SNR of SS and LMA, denoising artifacts are
and persistent shrinkage (P$)9]. For SS, LMA, and SUB, still clearly perceptible. EWP improves the perceptualliqua
we used the MATLAB software provided in ReB§|. For the of BT and PS slightly. EWP also improves perceptual quality
BT? and PS algorithms, we used the software provided byf OGS[abs] and SUB, which already had good perceptual
the authors on their web pages. quality. The effect of EWP on OGSJ[atan] is almost impercep-

Furthermore, we additionally evaluated each method witlble; its good perceptual quality is maintained.
empirical Wiener post-processing (EWP29. The EWP  Figurellillustrates the individual SNRs of the 30 sentences
technique is based on mean square error minimization a@éhoised using each of the utilized algorithms (male, input
its effectiveness has been well demonstrated}, [[18], [62]. SNR of 10 dB,f, of 16 kHz). It can be observed that EWP im-
In Table V, SNR values obtained using EWP are shown igroves each algorithm, except OGS[atan]. However, as shown
parenthesis for each algorithm and scenario. in Fig. 11b, OGS[atan] outperforms the other algorithms in

The proposed algorithm, OGS[atan], achieves the higheésims of SNR irrespective of EWP.

SNR for both noise levels and genders. For example, for the

male speaker with an input SNR of 10 dB, OGS|atan] attains V. REMARKS

Several aspects of the non-convex regularized OGS algo-
rithm are sufficiently similar to those of the convex regided

2http://www.cmap.polytechnique.felyu/research/ABT/samples.html
3http://nomepage.univie.ac.at/monika.doerfler/Strudiduntm|


http://www.cmap.polytechnique.fr/~yu/research/ABT/samples.html
http://homepage.univie.ac.at/monika.doerfler/StrucAudio.html

(a) Comparison of algorithms (with out EWP)
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Fig. 11. SNR comparison of speech enhancement algorithsm@e

sentences, input SNR of 10 dB). Each algorithm is used witkMP (a) and
with EWP (b). The sentences are ordered according the SNRGS[&an)].

OGS algorithm 13] that we refer the reader to ReflJ].
In particular, remarks in Ref1B] regarding the convergence
behavior, implementation issues, computational complexi
and relationship of OGS to FOCUSS4], apply also to the
version of OGS presented here.

The proximal framework has proven effective for conve
optimization problems arising in sparse signal estimaéiod

reconstruction 16|, [17]. The proposed non-convex regular-
ized OGS algorithm resembles a proximity operator; howeve

13

positive real line, promotes sparsity more strongly thay an
convex regularizer can. For several non-convex penaltg-fun
tions, parameterized by a variable, it has been shown how

to constraina to ensure the optimization problem is strictly
convex. Numerical experiments demonstrate the effeatisen

of the proposed method for speech enhancement.

APPENDIX

The proof of Propositior2 relies on the following theorem
and corollary.

Theorem 2. (Theorem 6.4, page 16, Ref3(Q]) Let a func-
tion f be continuous on an open intervAland possess an
increasing right-derivative, or an increasing left-dative, on
I. Thenf is convex onl.

Note thatf is dtrictly convex if f has either a monotone
increasing right-derivative, or a monotone increasing- lef
derivative, onl.

Corollary 3. SupposeG : R — R is continuous, and the
second derivative ofr exists satisfying="(z) > 0 on R\{0}.
If G'(07) < G'(0T), thenG is strictly convex onR.

Proof: Based on Propositiod, it is sufficient to prove that
the right derivative ofG is monotone increasing dR. For all
x < 0, sinceG”(z) > 0, we haveG'(z) = G'(2%) = G'(z7)
is monotone increasing. We also ha¢(z™) is monotone
increasing forx > 0. For anyx; < 0 andzs > 0, we have
G'(z1)=G'(27) < G'(07) < G'(0F) < G'(z3). If follows
that G’(z™) is monotone increasing oR, and henceG is
strictly convex. [ |
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