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Abstract. In many applications of signal processing,
especially in communications and biomedicine, preprocessing is necessary to remove noise from data recorded
by multiple sensors. Typically, each sensor or electrode
measures the noisy mixture of original source signals. In
this paper a noise reduction technique using independent
component analysis (ICA) and subspace ﬁltering is
presented. In this approach we apply subspace ﬁltering
not to the observed raw data but to a demixed version of
these data obtained by ICA. Finite impulse response
ﬁlters are employed whose vectors are parameters
estimated based on signal subspace extraction. ICA
allows us to ﬁlter independent components. After the
noise is removed we reconstruct the enhanced independent components to obtain clean original signals; i.e., we
project the data to sensor level. Simulations as well as
real application results for EEG-signal noise elimination
are included to show the validity and eﬀectiveness of the
proposed approach.

1 Introduction and problem formulation
In many real-world applications of signal processing,
especially in communications and biomedicine, the
problem of noise cancellation is important (Widrow
and Walach 1996). Noise cancellation is a subject of
wide interest in physical and communication systems.
Several methods have been suggested in the literature for
noise reduction. Signal processing techniques using for
noise elimination include band-pass ﬁltering, the fast
Fourier transform, autocorrelation, autoregressive modeling, adaptive ﬁltering, Kalman ﬁltering, and singular
value decomposition (SVD) (Akay 1996; Arnold et al.
1998; Sadasivan and Dutt 1996; Thakon 1987; Walter
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1969; de Weerd and Martens 1978; Widrow and Walach
1996). Recently, the principal component analysis (PCA)
(Callaerts et al. 1988; Laguna et al. 1999; Sadasivan and
Dutt 1996) and independent component analysis (ICA)
(Cichocki and Vorobyov 2000; Lee 1998) approaches
have became very popular for the analysis of biomedical
data e.g., EEG and MEG). One of the main advantages
of these approaches relates to their applicability to
multisensory observations of mixed signals.
In this paper we consider the following linear mixture
model for measured signals
xðtÞ ¼ AsðtÞ þ vðtÞ ;

ð1Þ

where t ¼ 0; 1; 2; . . . is discrete time; xðtÞ ¼ ½x1 ðtÞ;
x2 ðtÞ; . . . ; xn ðtÞT is an n-dimensional vector of observed
noisy sensor signals; A is an n  m unknown full-rank
mixing matrix; sðtÞ ¼ ½s1 ðtÞ; s2 ðtÞ; . . . ; sm ðtÞT is an
m-dimensional unknown vector of primary sources;
and vðtÞ is n-dimensional also unknown vector of
additive white (generally, could be colored) Gaussian
noise represented measurement and environmental
noise. Furthermore, we assume that the vector sðtÞ
contains a subset of useful or ‘‘interesting’’ sources with
temporal structure, and ‘‘uninteresting’’ interferences or
‘‘inner’’ noises.
Our objective is to reduce the inﬂuence of additive
noise vðtÞ and eliminate ‘‘inner’’ noise. In other words,
our task is to obtain corrected or ‘‘cleaned’’ sensor signals which contain only useful or ‘‘interesting’’ sources
with temporal structure. By useful or ‘‘interesting’’ signals we mean short-duration (sparse) signals with
temporal structure such as the evoked potential/eventrelated potential (EP/ERP) in biomedical signal analysis
applications (Goldstein and Alrich 1999; Niedermeyer
and de Silva 1999). If these signals are statistically
independent, our second objective is to estimate the
corresponding sources.
We apply model (1) to EEG signal analysis, by describing all variables in model (1) as follows. Sources are
original sparse signals generated by the brain. Some of
sources can be noise sources. A noisy instantaneous
mixture of original sources is available for measurement.
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Let us emphasize that the problem consists of reduction
of both the ‘‘inner’’ noise and an additive noise based on
only information about observed vector xðtÞ (i.e., a blind
scenario).
Such a formulation of the problem lies outside traditional noise-cancellation approaches (Haykin 1996;
Widrow and Walach 1996), because the model (1) contains an ‘‘inner’’ noise as well as additive noise. However,
traditional ﬁltering techniques are based on the assumption that the noise is only additive. PCA and SVD
are standard methods used to ﬁnd and remove a noise
subspace of a signal (Callaerts et al. 1998; Laguna et al.
1999; Sadasivan and Dutt 1996). However, both PCA
and SVD perform well only if: (a) the noise level is small
enough and (b) a signal subspace and a noise subspace
are orthogonal to each other. For practical applications
the orthogonality requirement for signal and noise subspaces is usually not valid. Moreover, ‘‘inner’’ noise
sources in the model inﬂuence strongly the real signal-tonoise ratio (SNR). Moreover, PCA and SVD approaches
are not able to distinguish ‘‘inner’’ and additive noises.
Thus, good estimation of signal subspace is not possible.
Recently, it was found that one of the most promising approaches to the problem of blind noise reduction is application of ICA (Cichocki and Vorobyov
2000). Recent ICA algorithms are robust with respect
to additive noise, which makes it possible to use them
successfully for model (1). However, ICA cannot
guarantee that some individual independent components (ICs) contain only noise and do not contain information about useful sources, especially in
biomedical applications. Hence, the problem of detection and ﬁltering of ‘‘useful’’ part of each IC is still
open, and additional tools are needed to solve it. We
will see that for biological signal processing applications these problems can be solved relatively easy, because usually we are interested in extraction of sparse
signals, such as the EP’s. Hence, we have some a priori
knowledge about signals which we are looking for at
the stage of IC ﬁltering.
In this paper, we propose a noise reduction technique
for multisensory signals described by model (1). This
formulation is closed to the description of real biomedical data measurements such as EEG/MEG signals
(Dogandzic and Nehorai 2000). Section 2 concentrates
on the description of our approach to blind noise
reduction using ICA and subspace ﬁltering. In Sect. 3 we
give some details about an algorithm realizing the proposed approach, such as choosing useful ICs and subspace ﬁltering. Section 4 presents some simulation results
for artiﬁcially generated data to show the validity and
performance of the proposed method. Results for real
EEGs are also given. Section 5 provides the conclusions.
2 Schema of blind noise reduction based
on ICA and subspace ﬁltering
The block diagram illustrating the ICA technique
application for noise and interference reduction is shown
in Fig. 1 (see also Cichocki and Vorobyov 2000). Sensor

Fig. 1. Block diagram illustrating the independent component analysis (ICA) method for noise reduction. See text for details

signals are processed by a ‘‘ICA demixing system’’ that
is described by the model
yðtÞ ¼ WxðtÞ ;

ð2Þ
T

where yðtÞ ¼ ½y1 ðtÞ; y2 ðtÞ; . . . ; ym ðtÞÞ is an m-dimensional
vector of independent components with m n, and W is
a separation matrix.
The outputs of the ‘‘ICA demixing system’’ pass
through the ‘‘switching system’’ which takes the binary
decision f0; 1g. Thus, the signals that corresponds to the
ICs obtained after separation can be passed through
when the corresponding switch is on, or perfectly eliminated when the switch is oﬀ. The results go through the
‘‘inverse system’’ represented by the inverse of an estimated separation matrix. At the output of the system we
have reconstructed sensor signals x^ðtÞ ¼ ½^
x1 ðtÞ;
x^2 ðtÞ; . . . ; x^n ðtÞT .
It should be noted that such a simple approach is
valid under the assumptions that: (a) interferences and
noises are extracted as ICs and can be easily detected
and recognized, and (b) there is no additive noise in the
model (1). The analysis of biomedical signals shows that
such a simple schema is usually not valid (Dogandzic
and Nehorai 2000). There are several reasons for this,
and the most important ones are the following. First,
besides ‘‘inner’’ noise that is biological in nature (e.g.,
from cardiac, smooth, and skeletal muscles, the EEG
recorded using surface electrodes is always buried in
additive noise that is electrical in nature which emanates
from a variety of sources such as instrumentation, recording electrodes, and surrounding power lines. Second, a spatially correlated noise between sensors with
unknown covariance should be taken into account.
Thus, separation on W can be biased by noise. A
dependance between noise components also leads to
biased estimation of separation matrix. Note that even if
noise components are independent, after separation we
will not obtain clean signals but estimated signals of the
sources plus the multiplication of the estimated separation matrix by the vector of additive noise:
yðtÞ ¼ WxðtÞ þ WvðtÞ ¼ s^ðtÞ þ WvðtÞ :

ð3Þ

If some separated sources are just ‘‘inner’’ noise
components, we have at the output of the separation
system simply the accumulation of two types of noises.
Such ICs could be detected and completely rejected.
However, for ICs which contain a ‘‘useful’’ signal, a
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3.2 Detection and classiﬁcation of ICs

Fig. 2. Block diagram illustrating the ICA method combined with
higher-order correlation-based ﬁltration for noise reduction

ﬁltering procedure must be performed to reduce the term
WvðtÞ in (3). Hence, the problem consists now of
recognition of ICs that contain useful (‘‘interesting’’)
signals buried in noise, and ﬁltering them.
Note that this reduction of the initial problem, that
is actually ﬁltering of measured signals (1), has a strong
motivation because ‘‘inner’’ noise signals have equivalent or often higher power than ‘‘interesting’’ signals.
This leads to dramatic decreases in the SNR for the
measured signals. For example, in biomedical applications the measured signals typically suﬀer from SNRs
of 10 dB to 20 dB. Traditional ﬁltering techniques
do not perform well for signals with such a low SNR.
The schema illustrating the method for which the
framework has been given above is shown in Fig. 2.
Instead of ‘‘switching system’’ in the schema in Fig. 1,
we incorporate a ﬁlter in each channel in Fig. 2 (see
Cichocki and Amari 2002 for alternative models).
3 Algorithm for blind noise reduction based
on ICA and subspace ﬁltering
3.1 ICs extraction
First, we apply ICA to obtain the ICs. Any algorithm
that ensures robust unbiased estimation of the separation matrix can be employed. Recently, several robustto-additive-noise algorithms for unbiased estimation of
separation matrix have been investigated (Choi and
Cichocki 2000; Cruces et al. 2000; Cichocki and Amari
2002). The modiﬁcation of the algorithm described by
Cruces et al. (2000) (see Appendix A) is used in the
simulations for this paper.
We will not dwell on the details of the algorithm, which
can be found in the original paper. Here we are more
interested to answer the question: is ICA really helpful
and give some reasonable beneﬁts to ﬁnding ICs describing noise or artifacts in comparison to direct analysis
of the originally measured EEG signals? To answer this
question we need to deﬁne the measure for estimation of
‘‘usefulness’’ of signals in application to EEG analysis. At
the same time, the answer to this question gives us the
solution to a switching stage (see Fig. 2).

Obviously, there are several possibilities for classiﬁcation
of signals based on a ‘‘usefulness’’ criterion. For possible
comparison of results we need to consider at least two
diﬀerent criteria. However, ﬁrst we have to specify the
sense of ‘‘usefulness’’ in EEG-analysis application.
This is not a trivial problem. However, we always can
be certain that if a signal has no temporal structure or is
independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) it can give us
no information for analysis, except the information that
the signal is unpredictable. Such a signal can be rejected
from the analysis. Further, electrical noise and artifacts
can still have a temporal structure. Hence, we need also
to deﬁne a more general measure of randomness. Here
we discuss the Hurst exponent as a measure of ‘‘usefulness’’. In Sect. 3.2.3 we give a simulation example for
comparison of original EEG signals and ICs from the
viewpoint of detecting ‘‘useless’’ components.
3.2.1 Detection of i.i.d. and temporally structured components using a linear predictor. In many applications
only temporally structured sources are of interest, where
all i.i.d. components should be removed. Let us assume
that the primary source signals are modeled by a stable
autoregressive process as
si ðtÞ ¼ esi ðtÞ

N
X

aip si ðt

pÞ ¼ ~si ðtÞ

Ai ðzÞsi ðtÞ ;

ð4Þ

p¼1

P
where Ai ðzÞ ¼ Np¼1 aip z p and ~si ðtÞ are i.i.d. unknown
innovation processes. In order to estimate the primarily
innovative source signal ei ðtÞ ci~si ðt di Þ (here di is
some possible delay and ci is some possible scaling
coeﬃcient), we consider a linear predictor (Haykin 1996):
Bi ðzÞyi ðtÞ ¼ yi ðtÞ bTi yi ðtÞ ;
ð5Þ
PM
where Bi ðzÞ ¼ p¼1 bip z p with M  N , bi ¼ ½bi1 ;    ;
biM T , and yi ðtÞ ¼ ½yi ðt 1Þ; yi ðt 2Þ;    ; yi ðt MÞT .
Applying the standard gradient descent technique for
minimization of the cost function J ðbi Þ ¼ 12 Efe2i ðkÞg, we
obtain a simple Least-Mean Square (LMS) on-line
learning rule:
ei ðtÞ ¼ yi ðtÞ

bi ðt þ 1Þ ¼ bi ðtÞ þ gi ei ðtÞyi ðtÞ ;

ð6Þ

where gi > 0 is the learning rate. Instead of the on-line
Least-Mean Square (LMS) algorithm, we can use the
Wiener ﬁlter batch estimation (Haykin 1996)
bi ¼ Ryi y1i pi ;

ð7Þ

where Ryi yi ¼ Efyi yTi g and pi ¼ Efyi yi g. It should be
noted that for a white (i.i.d.) signal yi , the crosscorrelation vector pi is equal to zero. Thus, vector bi will
also be zero. This fact enables us to easily detect and
eliminate the i.i.d. signals. In a more general case, the
vector bi represents the temporal structure of the
corresponding signal yi . Hence, classiﬁcation of temporal
correlated sources is possible on the basis of vector bi .
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The temporal structure of sources can be described
by more general means, for example using an autoregressive moving-average process or a hidden Markov
model, which is able to represent high-order temporal
statistics and facilitates expectation maximization
learning rules (Amari 1999; Attias 2000; Cichocki and
Amari 2002). However, we can avoid these details because the set of signals which we are looking for is not
limited only to temporally uncorrelated signals. The
investigation of a more general measure is more important than increasing the performance of the method
described above.
3.2.2 Detection and classiﬁcation of ICs on the basis of the
Hurst exponent. Studying living organisms as complex
nonlinear dynamic systems generating time series is of
increasing interest to biology, and neuroscience in
particular (Hurst et al. 1965; Katz 1988; Turner 1993;
Vorobyov and Shilo 1998). The Hurst exponent H (and
associated fractal dimension D ¼ 2 H ) is one possible
parameter for characterizing a time series (Hurst et al.
1965; Vorobyov and Shilo 1998). Hurst et al. (1965)
developed the rescaled range ðR=SÞ analysis for a time
series yðtÞ, ðt ¼ 0; 1; 2; . . .Þ. Firstly, the range R was
deﬁned as a diﬀerence between maximum and minimum
‘‘accumulated’’ values:
RðT Þ ¼ max fY ðt; T Þg
1 t T

min fY ðt; T Þg ;

1 t T

ð8Þ

where
Y ðt; T Þ ¼

T
X

½ yðtÞ

hyðtÞi ;

ð9Þ

t¼1

and secondly, the standard deviation S was estimated
from the observed value yðtÞ:
!12
T
1X
S¼
½ yðtÞ hyðtÞi2
:
ð10Þ
T t¼1
Hurst et al. found that the ratio R=S is very well
described for a large number of phenomena by the
following nonlinear empirical relation:
R
¼ ðcT ÞH ;
S

researchers that the Hurst exponent H has a value
equal to 0.70–0.76 for many natural, economic, and
human phenomena.
In this paper we propose to apply the Hurst exponent
H to classify and detect the ICs y^i ðtÞ, i ¼ 1; . . . ; m of
EEG/MEG signals. IC y^i ðtÞ can be considered as a
random or temporally independent process if H 0:6.
Such an IC can be easily eliminated by closing the
closing switche in the corresponding channel (see
Fig. 2). The most interesting or desirable components
have a Hurst exponent in the range H ¼ 0:70 0:76.
These components can be projected by a pseudo inverse
matrix Wþ . Thus, corrected sensor signals enable us to
localize corresponding ‘‘interesting’’ brain sources.
Furthermore, we have found by extensive computer
experiments that some artifacts, such as those from eye
blinking or heart beats, have a speciﬁc value of H . Thus,
they could be automatically identiﬁed and removed from
sensor signals on the basis of the value of the Hurst
exponent. For example, heart-beat artifacts are usually
characterized by H ¼ 0:64–0:69, and eye blinking by
H ¼ 0:58–0:64.
For calculating the Hurst exponent we use the recurrent method proposed in Vorobyov and Shilo (1998)
in order to reduce the computation complexity. A
summary of the procedure for calculating the Hurst
exponent is given in Appendix B.

ð11Þ

where T is the number of samples, c is some constant
(typically c ¼ 12), and H is the Hurst exponent in the
range from 0 to 1.
With this deﬁnition the Hurst exponent of value 0.5
corresponds to a time series that is truly random (e.g.,
Brown noise or Brownian motion). The Hurst exponent of 0 < H < 0:5 exhibits the so-called antipersistent behavior; e.g., white uniformly distributed noise
has H ﬃ 0:15. At the limit of H ¼ 0, the time series
must change direction every sample. On the other
hand, the Hurst exponent of 0:5 < H < 1 describes a
temporally persistent or trend-reinforcing time series.
At the limit a straight line with nonzero slope will
have the Hurst exponent of 1. It was found by many

3.2.3 Comparison of original EEG signals and ICs from
the viewpoint of detecting ‘‘useless’’ components. In this
section we summarize some experiment results for realworld data (i.e., EEG signals) that demonstrate possible advantages of the application of ICA to the
processing of biomedical signals. The purpose is to
compare original EEG signals and ICs after ICA
application from the viewpoint of detecting ‘‘useless’’
components. Clearly, the performance of this analysis
generally depends on the performance of the ICA
procedure. A modiﬁed version of the procedure developed in Cruces et al. (2000) (see Appendix A) is used for
the extraction of ICs. The observed EEG signals are
shown in Fig. 3. After ICA separates the sensor EEG
signals, we obtain the results shown in the Fig. 4. Analysis
of the values Hi and kbi k for the observed sensor signals
and separated signals (ICs) reveal completely diﬀerent
distributions, which can be seen from the Table 1. It
follows that the identiﬁcation or detection of random
signals is only possible for ICs obtained after applying
ICA. It is obvious that the third IC should be removed,
and the ﬁfth IC probably corresponds to heart-beat
artifact and should also be removed. Hence, ICA is helpful
for EEG denoising and analysis.
Assume now that we could decompose the signals
from the electrodes, such that we know ICs corresponding to original sources, and reject ICs corresponding to noise sources and artifacts. Then for each
unrejected IC we need to search for event-related signal
corresponding to the original source; i.e. we need to
reduce the inﬂuence of additive noise (WvðtÞ in Eq. 3).
We discuss a useful ﬁltering technique to solve this
problem in Sect. 3.3.
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Table 1. The Hurst exponent and norm of vector bi of linear predictor for each signal shown in Figs. 3 and 4
Signal number (i)

1
2
3
4
5

Fig. 3. Observed noisy EEG data

max kbi ðtÞk

Hi
xi ðtÞ

yi ðtÞ

xi ðtÞ

yi ðtÞ

0.7290
0.7117
0.6970
0.7120
0.7232

0.7513
0.6989
0.5418
0.7361
0.6452

0.3657
0.3348
0.4647
0.5257
0.5333

1.0431
0.4245
0.0173
0.9348
0.2197

parameters estimated based on a whole signal and noise
subspace describe a noise structure as well as a signal
structure, and cannot provide an accurate estimation of
parameters of the signal only. However, sparse signals
are characterized only by few principal components.
Thus, the signal subspace for the ICs (3) is easily separated from noise subspace by eigenvalue decomposition
of the covariance matrices of the ICs.
Let us deﬁne the ith unrejected IC as y~i ðtÞ and introduce an autoregressive (AR) model
y~i ðtÞ ¼ cTi ui ðtÞ þ ei ðtÞ ;

ð12Þ

where ci ¼ ðci1 ; ci2 ; . . . ; ciL ÞT is an L-dimensional AR
coeﬃcient
vector;
ui ðtÞ ¼ ½~
yi ðt 1Þ; y~i ðt 2Þ; . . . ;
y~i ðt LÞT is an L-dimensional vector of prehistory;
and ei ðtÞ is white noise with zero mean and r2ei < 1.
Here L is the window length over which the covariance
matrix is computed. The choice of the order of L for
each IC depends on the shape of a corresponding eventrelated signal which we are looking for. However, such
information often is not available a priori. Practically, L
must be large enough, typically, LP20.
The AR coeﬃcient vector ci for ith IC can then be
estimated using Wiener ﬁlter
c^i ¼
Fig. 4. Plots of the ICs for the EEG data

3.3 Subspace-based ﬁltering
For processing the ICs for noise elimination a leastsquares ﬁlter can be applied. However, event-related
signals have a special structure that allow us to look for
a low-rank ﬁlter instead of ‘‘full-rank’’ methods (Akay
1996; van der Veen et al. 1993; Haykin 1996; Pisarenco
1973; Strobach 1996). We introduce here a ﬁlter based
on an approximate dominant eigendecomposition of the
data covariance matrix.
The signals generated by the brain, such as EPs and
ERPs, have a very speciﬁc sparse structure. The ICs,
which are indeed estimations of brain-generated signals,
are deﬁned by (3), where WvðtÞ is the noise term. To
obtain an accurate estimation of a sparse signal—such
as a EP or a ERP—contaminated by noise, which is no
more unstructured because of multiplication by matrix
W, we ﬁrst need to estimate the signal subspace and then
ﬁlter the signal with respect to the ﬁlter parameters
estimated only based on that subspace. Otherwise, the

^ 1 r^i :
R
i

ð13Þ

However, to obtain an accurate estimation of the ﬁlter
coeﬃcients c^i we need to ﬁnd the signal subspace and
estimate c^i only on this subspace. The estimate of the
ﬁltered IC then can be calculated as
pc

ci ÞT ui ðtÞ ;
y^i ðtÞ ¼ ð^

ð14Þ

pc
c^i

is a Wiener ﬁlter (Haykin 1996) parameter
where
vector estimated based only on the signal subspace. The
pc
details of the c^i calculation are given in Appendix C.

3.4 Summary
Based on the previous sections, we can introduce a blind
noise-reduction algorithm for multisensory signals using
ICA and subspace ﬁltering. The algorithm can be
deﬁned by the following implementation:
1. Estimate the ICs of the set of signals using an ICA
algorithm that is robust to additive noise (see Appendix A).
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2. Test the hypothesis:
H0 : y~i ðtÞ ¼ ~si ðtÞ þ ni ðtÞ ;

ð15Þ

H1 : y~i ðtÞ ¼ ni ðtÞ þ ni ðtÞ ;

ð16Þ

where ~si ðtÞ is the target signal of interest in the ith IC,
ni ðtÞ ¼ wTi vðtÞ, wi ðtÞ is the ith row vector of separation
matrix W, and ni ðtÞ is the source corresponding to
‘‘inner’’ noise.
From the assumption that additive noise vi ðtÞ in the
model (1) is Gaussian, it can be inferred that the noise
ni ðtÞ is also Gaussian. If the ‘‘inner’’ noise is Gaussian, then the testing of hypothesis (15) is reduced to
checking the Gaussianity of a tested signal. For this
simplest case we can estimate the normalized kurtosis
Efy 4 g
3
ð17Þ
K 4 fyi ðtÞg ¼ 2 i 2
E fyi g
and compare it with some small–enough threshold c,
j K 4 fyi ðtÞgj c (Cichocki and Vorobyov 2000). If the
‘‘inner’’ noise is not Gaussian, the procedure based on
the Hurst exponent calculation from Sect. 3.2.2 is
applied (see Appendix B).
3. Reject the ICs which satisfy hypothesis H1 , and ﬁlter
ICs which satisfy hypothesis H0 using the subspaceﬁltering procedure described in Sect. 3.3 and Appendix C.
4. Perform inverse projection of ‘‘interesting’’ ﬁltered
ICs y^i ðtÞ back onto the sensors level by a linear
transformation:
x^ðtÞ ¼ Wþ ðtÞ^
yðtÞ ;

three useful signals and two noise signals. The set of
useful signals contains s1 ðtÞ – sparse rectangular pulse;
s2 ðtÞ – one period of a damped sine wave; and s3 ðtÞ – a
long-duration rectangular pulse. One of the noise
sources is generated according to a normal distribution
with variance r2s4 ¼ 2:65, and the other is uniformly
distributed with variance r2s5 ¼ 5:33. The vector of
additive noise vðtÞ is generated according to a normal
distribution. The SNRs of the mixed signals to additive
noise are 7–10 dB. The set of noiseless signals (mixture
of signals s1 , s2 , s3 , and s4 ðtÞ ¼ s5 ðtÞ ¼ 0, and vðtÞ ¼ 0) is
shown in Fig. 5, and the set of observed signals is shown
in the Fig. 6.
Direct application of subspace-based ﬁlters for each
observed signal gives the results shown in Fig. 7. The
characteristics of the ﬁlters applied for each individual
channel separately were as follows. The length of the
FIR ﬁlters (see Eq. 12) was L ¼ 25. The number of
principal components used for estimation of the ﬁlter
coeﬃcients (see Eq. C6) was the same for each individual channel, and equal q ¼ 5.

ð18Þ

where Wþ is a pseudo inverse of separation matrix W
(Wþ ¼ W 1 when the number of independent components is equal to the number of sensor).
Note that the above algorithm presents the performance of only the most basic schema. Further
improvements may be achieved by ‘‘optimizing’’ the
algorithm using, for example, low-rank adaptive
tracking ﬁltration (van der Veen et al. 1993; Nijima
and Veno 2002; Pisarenco 1973; Raghothanan et al.
2000; Strobach 1996), or a robust prewhitening procedure for the case of correlated noise (Cichocki and
Amari 2002).

Fig. 5. The set of noiseless mixed signals (assumed to be unknown)

4 Results
We divide this section into two subsections. Section 4.1
discusses the results obtained from the studies performed with known signals, and Sect. 4.2 discusses the
results obtained from the studies on recorded EEG
signals.
4.1 Simulation
In order to get an idea about the eﬀectiveness of the
proposed algorithm, we performed studies with known
signals. The set of observed signals is generated using a
mixing model (1), where the set of sources consists of

Fig. 6. The set of observed noisy signals
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Fig. 7. Filtered signals without separation

Direct ﬁltering of signals does not allow us to separate
the ‘‘inner’’ noise, since by direct ﬁltration we ﬁlter the
measured signals without taking into account the ‘‘inner’’
mixing model (1) of the signals. We can see that the results
are rather poor. Generally speaking, the performance
of direct application of subspace-based ﬁltering may
possibly be slightly improved by choosing the parameters
L and q appropriately. However, any ﬁltering techniques
used in practice exploit the assumptions that the noise in
the model is additive and the SNR is high enough. These
assumptions are obviously not valid for the model (1).
The ﬁrst assumption is not valid because we have ‘‘inner’’
noise in the model (1) as well as additive one. However,
even if ‘‘inner’’ noises can be thought of as several additive noise components of measured signals, the second
assumption is still important for traditional ﬁltering
techniques. In fact,‘‘inner’’ noise signals have similar or
often higher power than ‘‘interesting’’ signals in biological applications, which leads to low SNRs for the
measured signals. Traditional ﬁltering techniques do not
perform well for signals with low SNR, because of
subspace swap eﬀect. The poor results of this simulation
is caused also because the full SNR (SNR calculated with
respect to additive noise as well as ‘‘inner’’ noise) is very
low. The SNR equals 15 dB to 25 dB, depending on
the channel. The correct estimation of a signal subspace is
not possible for such low SNRs.
Note that the conditions of this simulation are well
motivated from a practical viewpoint. EEGs that a recorded using surface electrodes are buried in noise which
is both electrical and biological in nature, and are
characterized by very poor SNRs of less than 20 dB in
the presence of larger electrical interference.
The results of our blind noise-reduction algorithm are
shown in Figs. 8–10. The extracted ICs (signals separated from the observed mixed signals) are shown in
Fig. 8. For the third and fourth signals in Fig. 8 the
values of the Hurst exponents are 0.538 and 0.551,
respectively. It means that these separated signals are
noise components and can be removed. For the ﬁrst and
the second signals we use the subspace-ﬁltering proce-

Fig. 8. ICs after applying ICA

Fig. 9. Filtered ICs

dure with the same FIR ﬁlter characteristics that have
been used in previous examples of direct ﬁltering of
measured signals. These results are shown in Fig. 9.
Finally, we show the reconstructed signals in Fig. 10,
which can be compared with the original noiseless signals in Fig. 5. It is not diﬃcult to see even visually (it is,
in fact, the purpose for real medical applications) that
performance increased dramatically.
4.2 EEG analysis – noise elimination results
Recently, the model (1) has been discussed as a possible
model for measured EEG signals (Dogandzic and
Nehorai 2000). The ‘‘inner’’ signals are sparse for many
mental states. However, we can measure only the noisy
mixture of these source signals.
Studies similar to the above were performed for
recorded EEG signals as well. We consider the EEG
signals recorded from seven positions on the scalp. Thus,
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Fig. 10. Reconstructed sensor signals

Fig. 12. Filtered EEG signals

Fig. 11. Recorded row EEG signals

Fig. 13. ICs after applying ICA

the data matrix is seven rows and 2500 columns, since
across the columns are samples taken at 250 Hz for 10 s.
Recordings were made with reference to electrically
linked mastoids A1 and A2. Recording was performed
with a bank of Grass 7P511 ampliﬁers whose band-pass
analog ﬁlters were set at 0.1 Hz to 100 Hz. The EEG
signals were recorded by Zak Keirn at Purdue University and are accessible at http://www.cs.colostate.edu/
anderson/res/eeg/. The raw recorded EEG signals are
shown in Fig. 11. The electrodes are numbered and
ordered from 1 to 7.
The result of direct application of subspace ﬁltering
to the raw recordered EEG is shown in Fig. 12. For the
ﬁrst and the second EEG signals the ﬁltration results are
very poor. This may be explained by the corresponding
subspace-based ﬁlters not being able to estimate the
signal subspace correctly because of a low SNR. The
ordering of the EEG signals is the same as in Fig. 11.
The characteristics of the subspace ﬁlters are the same
for each channel: L ¼ 15 and q ¼ 7. Note that the peak

between the 1080 and 1220 time samples in the third,
fourth and ﬁfth ﬁltered EEG signals correspond to eye
blinking. This peak was not removed by direct application of subspace ﬁltering.
The ICA procedure (A1), (A2) is then applied to the
set of seven recordings shown in Fig. 11. The ICs shown
in Fig. 13 have the following values of the corresponding Hurst exponents: 1: 0.763; 2: 0.785; 3: 0.628; 4: 0.701;
5: 0.778; 6: 0.511; and 7: 0.753. The sixth IC has also
the value of kurtosis equal to 0.01. Thus, this component should be rejected as one that has no temporal
structure and does not include any ‘‘interesting’’ information. The third IC has a speciﬁc value of the Hurst
exponent corresponding to the eyes blinking, and should
also be removed. The numbering of ICs is arbitrary and
does not related to the numbering of recorded EEG
signals.
Note here that ICA actually does not solve the inverse
problem. Scott Makeig at http://www.cnl.salk.edu/
scott/tutorial/icafaq.html, observes that from the
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Fig. 14. Filtered ICs

viewpoint of ICA, ‘‘brain sources’’ are not necessarily
‘‘fMRI hot spots’’ or ‘‘single equivalent dipoles,’’ but
rather ‘‘concurrent electromagnetic activity that is spatially ﬁxed and temporally independent of activity arising in other spatially ﬁxed sources and summed with it in
the input data.’’ Networks producing such concurrent
activity are deﬁned not by compact spatial distributions
in the brain, but by the covering ﬁeld measurements they
produce at the scalp sensors. In general, ‘‘sources’’ of
ICA ICs may be (one or more) distributed brain networks rather than physically compact active brain
regions. These networks may be functionally linked,
forming a (possibly transient) larger network, or may
simply be activated concurrently in the input data, by
chance as it were. In our simulation the third and sixth
ICs correspond to ‘‘biological noise sources,’’ and can be
easily found by the associated values of the Hurst
exponent.
The ﬁrst, second, fourth, ﬁfth and seventh ICs are
ﬁltered using the subspace-based ﬁltering technique. The
results are shown in Fig. 14. Here the numbering is also
not related to the numbering of the recorded EEG signals.
After reconstruction of the ﬁltered ICs back to the
sensor level by the inverse operation (18) we obtain the
ﬁnal results presented in Fig. 15. The numbering here is
the same as the numbering of recorded EEG signals. In
fact, the signals in Fig. 15 are EEG signals with reduced
‘‘inner’’ and additive noise. This results can be compared
with raw recorded EEG signals in Fig. 11 and directly
ﬁltered EEG signals in Fig. 12.
From the above we conclude that the proposed
approach is an eﬀective tool for both artifact classiﬁcation and removing, and electrical noise elimination from
contaminated EEG signals.

Fig. 15. Reconstructed EEG signals

ﬁltering. The key point which makes the ICA technique
important and promising for the blind noise-reduction
problem is the ‘‘inner’’ structure of observed signals,
which are nothing but a noisy mixture of some signals
from real sources and the ‘‘inner’’ noise signals. For
detection of ICs containing ‘‘interesting’’ signals (signals
of interest), we apply the procedure that is based on the
Hurst exponent calculation. For ﬁltering of ‘‘interesting’’ ICs after separation of the mixture, we apply the
subspace ﬁltering method. The simulation as well as real
applications of the proposed method demonstrates the
eﬀectiveness of the proposed approach. On the other
hand, direct application of ﬁlters to measured signals
does not take into account the special structure of
measured signals and, therefore, does not allow us to
obtain acceptable results of noise reduction. Observed
EEG data can be described using the same mixing model
that has been discussed in the paper. The real application shows the eﬀectiveness of the proposed method for
blind noise reduction in EEG data. The proposed
algorithm presents the performance of only the most
basic schema. Further improvements can be achieved by
‘‘optimizing’’ the algorithm using, for example, low-rank
adaptive-tracking ﬁltering or a robust prewhitening
procedure for the case of coherent additive noise.
Appendix A: Summary of the procedure for blind
source extraction in Gaussian noise

5 Conclusions

Let us explain in more detail what the block ‘‘ICA
demixing system’’ in Fig. 1 makes. The blind source
extraction procedure (Cruces et al. 2000) consists of two
stages. In the ﬁrst stage we identify the mixture matrix A
that is unknown using following iteration:


^ ðtÞ ;
^ ðt þ 1Þ ¼ A
^ ðtÞ þ lðtÞ C1;3 S3 A
ðA1Þ
A
x;y y

In this paper, we explored the method for blind noise
reduction in EEG signals using ICA and subspace

^ ðtÞ is estimation of the unknown mixture matrix
where A
A at step t; lðtÞ is a learning-rate parameter;
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1;3
0;2 1;1
C1;3
3Mx;y
Mx;y is the fourth-order cross-cumux;y ¼ Mx;y
k;l
 ﬄ{zﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄ
  ﬄx}ðy      y ÞT g; and S3y
lant matrix; Mx;y ¼ Efx|ﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄ
|ﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄ{zﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄﬄ}
k

l

is the diagonal matrix of cumulant signs ½Sy3 ii ¼
signð½C1;3
x;y ii Þ.
At the second stage we calculate immediately a separation matrix WðtÞ based on estimation of mixture
^ ðtÞ:
matrix A
1 ^T
1
^ T ðtÞR 1 A
^
ðA2Þ
WðtÞ ¼ ðA
xx ðtÞÞ A ðtÞRxx ;
P
where Rxx ¼ 1t ti¼1 xðtÞxT ðtÞ is a correlation matrix of
the observations.
As it was shown in Cruces et al. 2000, this algorithm
is robust in the sense that for a additive Gaussian noise
presence in observations, the obtained estimates are asymptotically unbiased. Let us note also that a stability
condition for this algorithm is l < 12.

The recurrent method for calculation of the Hurst
exponent (Vorobyov and Shilo 1998) can be written in
the form that follows. It follows from (11) that


log10 Rðtþ1Þ
Sðtþ1Þ
 ;
ðB1Þ
H ðt þ 1Þ ¼
log10 tþ1
2
where the range
Ymin ðt þ 1Þ

ðB2Þ

is recursively deﬁned as a diﬀerence between maximum
and minimum ‘‘accumulated’’ values

Y ðt þ 1Þ;
Y ðt þ 1ÞYmax ðtÞ;
ðB3Þ
Ymax ðt þ 1Þ ¼
Ymax ðt þ 1Þ; Y ðt þ 1Þ Ymax ðtÞ ,

Ymin ðt þ 1Þ ¼

Y ðt þ 1Þ;
Ymin ðt þ 1Þ;

Y ðt þ 1Þ < Ymin ðtÞ;
Y ðt þ 1Þ  Ymin ðtÞ .

ðB4Þ

Here Y ðt þ 1Þ deﬁned in (9) is recursively computed as
Y ðt þ 1Þ ¼ Y ðtÞ þ

t
ðyðt þ 1Þ
tþ1

hyðtÞiÞ ;

Appendix C: Calculation of a^pc
i in (14)
^ i in the Wiener ﬁlter (13) is
The autocorrelation matrix R
1
0
r^~yi ~yi ð0Þ
r^~yi ~yi ð 1Þ
. . . ^r~yi ~yi ð L 1Þ
B r^~y ~y ð1Þ
r^~yi ~yi ð0Þ
...
r^~yi ~yi ð LÞ C
i i
C
B
^
C :
B
Ri ¼ B
..
..
..
..
C
A
@
.
.
.
.
^r~yi ~yi ð0Þ
r^~yi ~yi ðL 1Þ r^~yi ~yi ðL 2Þ . . .
ðC1Þ
^ i is L  L positive deﬁnite Hermitian matrix
Hence, R
with components estimated based on IC y~i according to
^r~yi ~yi ðkÞ
( P
N 1 k
1
~yi ðtÞ~yi ðt þ kÞ; for k ¼ 0; 1; :::; L;
¼ N t¼1
^r~yi ~yi ð kÞ;
for k ¼ L þ 1; L þ 2; . . .

Appendix B: Hurst exponent recurrent calculation

Rðt þ 1Þ ¼ Ymax ðt þ 1Þ

The initial conditions are Ymax ð0Þ ¼ Ymin ð0Þ ¼ yð0Þ and
H ð0Þ ¼ Dð0Þ ¼ Y ð0Þ ¼ 0.

ðC2Þ

The L  1 autocorrelation lag vector ^ri in the Wiener
ﬁlter (13) is
1
0
r^~yi ~yi ð1Þ
B r^~y ~y ð2Þ C
C
B ii
C
^ri ¼ B
ðC3Þ
B .. C :
@ . A
r^~yi ~yi ðLÞ
The eigenvalue decomposition of autocorrelation matrix
^ i can be given as
R
^i ¼
R

1

t
t

hyðt

ðB5Þ

ðB6Þ

The standard deviation SðtÞ (10) is recursively
computed according to the following obvious equations:
1

Dðt þ 1Þ ¼

t
t2
DðtÞ þ
ðyðt þ 1Þ
tþ1
ðt þ 1Þ3

hyðtÞiÞ2 :
ðB7Þ

ðC4Þ

L
X
1
uj uTj ri :
k
j
j¼1

ðC5Þ

However, depending on the eigenvalues k1 Pk2 P   
Pkg Pkgþ1 P    PkL , we can use only the ﬁrst q
dominant principal components with the largest eigenvalues:
^cpc
i ¼

Sðt þ 1Þ ¼ D2 ðt þ 1Þ;

kj uj uTj ;

^ i and ui are
where kj are the eigenvalues of the matrix R
the eigenvectors correspondent to eigenvalues. Eigenvalues kj are real and positive, and eigenvectors are
^ i is positive deﬁnite. Hence, we
orthonormal because R
can write the Wiener ﬁlter (13) in the form
^ci ¼

1
1Þi þ yðtÞ :
t

L
X
j¼1

and hyðtÞi is averaging of the process yðtÞ:
hyðtÞi ¼

1 :

q
X
1
uj uTj ri :
k
j¼1 j

ðC6Þ

Hence, (C6) uses only q eigenvectors that belong to the
signal subspace. Often q can be easily deﬁned from the
distribution of eigenvalues, but some knowledge about
shapes of event-related brain signals also can give
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additional information for choosing q. For example,
q ¼ 2 is enough for the representation of sine wave
signals.
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