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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Previous quantitative MR imaging studies using self-supervised deep
learning have reported biased parameter estimates at low SNR. Such system-
atic errors arise from the choice of Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss function for
network training, which is incompatible with Rician-distributed MR magnitude
signals. To address this issue, we introduce the negative log Rician likelihood
(NLR) loss.

Methods: A numerically stable and accurate implementation of the NLR loss
was developed to estimate quantitative parameters of the apparent diffusion coef-
ficient (ADC) model and intra-voxel incoherent motion (IVIM) model. Parameter
estimation accuracy, precision and overall error were evaluated in terms of bias,
variance and root mean squared error and compared against the MSE loss over a
range of SNRs (5 — 30).

Results: Networks trained with NLR loss show higher estimation accuracy than
MSE for the ADC and IVIM diffusion coefficients as SNR decreases, with min-
imal loss of precision or total error. At high effective SNR (high SNR and small
diffusion coefficients), both losses show comparable accuracy and precision for
all parameters of both models.

Conclusion: The proposed NLR loss is numerically stable and accurate across
the full range of tested SNRs and improves parameter estimation accuracy of
diffusion coefficients using self-supervised deep learning. We expect the devel-
opment to benefit quantitative MR imaging techniques broadly, enabling more

accurate parameter estimation from noisy data.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Quantitative MRI (gMRI) aims to estimate and map tissue
properties of interest using biophysical models that relate
these properties, as parameters, to measured MR signals 2.
Such parameter estimation enables the assessment of the spa-
tial and subject-wise variability in target tissue properties,
which can inform understanding of disease processes and sup-
port objective, data-driven evaluation of patients from MRI
data. For reliable inference and interpretation of tissue prop-
erties with gMRI, accurate parameter estimation is essential.

Biophysical model parameters are traditionally estimated
by optimising a fitting objective function for each voxel of
an MR image. This can be time-consuming, taking minutes
to hours for a single volume. Furthermore, for complex non-
linear models with many parameters, the objective function is
often non-convex and contains local minima, increasing the
propensity for estimation errors.

Deep learning approaches, which predict the model
parameters directly from measured MR data have been devel-
oped to overcome some of these limitations, demonstrat-
ing orders-of-magnitude improvement in inference speed
and more robust parameter estimates>*+>%7-89 These can be
divided into two categories: supervised and self-supervised.
Supervised approaches aim to minimise the difference
between the parameter estimates and the parameter gold stan-
dards (or ground truths) that accompany the MR data. Self-
supervised approaches instead minimise a measure of loss
between the signal predictions under the parameter estimates
and the MR data. Supervised approaches were developed
first, but have been shown to produce significantly biased
estimates 10, Self-supervised approaches were in part moti-
vated to overcome this issue*. However, studies using self-
supervised learning show that bias in the estimated model
parameters persists at low SNR*>7.

The reported bias can be explained by the choice of
network training loss function. So far, self-supervised net-
works have been trained using the Mean Squared Error (MSE)
loss #30781112.9 Thig is the standard way to quantify recon-
struction error in self-supervised settings'*>. Minimising the
MSE is equivalent to least squares estimation, which is unbi-
ased only if the noise is centered on the true signal i.e.,
has zero mean '4!>1, However, MR magnitude signals used
in qMRI follow a Rician distribution with non-zero mean
noise 7. This violation of the least squares assumption may
result in biased parameter estimates.

To address this, we propose a negative log Rician like-
lihood loss function for network training in self-supervised
gMRI. Training then becomes analogous to maximum likeli-
hood estimation (MLE), which is known to be asymptotically
unbiased '%1°. Although previous studies have recognised the
need for a Rician likelihood-based loss when training self-

supervised networks on MR magnitude images®*?!, none

have so far demonstrated a numerically stable and accurate
implementation.

In this study, we describe the theoretical basis for param-
eter estimation bias when using the MSE loss for self-
supervised qMRI. We next introduce a numerically stable
and accurate implementation of the negative log Rician like-
lihood loss. We then empirically evaluate the accuracy and
precision of the proposed loss function using the apparent
diffusion coefficient (ADC) model and intra-voxel incoher-
ent motion (IVIM) model as example applications. Results
show improved parameter estimation accuracy at low SNR
with minimal loss of precision.

2 | THEORY
2.1 | Self-supervised quantitative MRI

gMRI estimates the parameters of a biophysical model of
the MR signal from a set of measured signals acquired in an
image voxel. The measured signals are acquired under vary-
ing experimental conditions to provide contrast for parameter
estimation and are equal or larger in number than the set of
model parameters.

In self-supervised qMRI, a neural network is trained to
predict parameters directly from a set of signal measures by
minimising a measure of error between the noise-free signals
predicted by the model parameters and the measured signals.
This architecture mimics that of an autoencoder!?, with the
input being the measured signals, the encoder being a fully
connected neural network, the latent space being the model
parameters, and the decoder being the biophysical model (Fig.

1).

2.2 | Mean squared error loss function

Self-supervised neural networks are trained to minimise an
amortised loss, which is the average of some measure of
error between signal measures and signal predictions over a
set of voxels. The MSE loss function, denoted L, g, trains
networks to minimise the mean squared error between the
predicted and measured MR signals, and is calculated as:

N N,
1 1 A2
Lyse = ~ j§=1’ N, i§=1' (M;; - A;;) (D

where M is the measured signal, A is the predicted signal,
N, is the number of measured signals in a voxel and N is
the number of voxels in the batch. The set of signal measures
in a voxel, {M;|i = 1,..,N,}, are acquired under vary-
ing experimental conditions {z;|i = 1,..., N,} and the set
of corresponding signal predictions, {A;, = f (6;z,) |i =
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FIGURE 1 Comparison between self-supervised qMRI and autoencoders in terms of network architecture and optimisation. The shaded orange

region denotes the trained component of the architecture. a. Self-supervised gMRI. The encoder network parameters are trained to output the model

parameters that minimise the loss between the signal measures and the signal predictions. Signal predictions are made under the model parameters

and the corresponding biophysical model. b. Autoencoders. The encoder and decoder network parameters are trained to minimise the loss between

the signal measures and the signal predictions. Signal predictions are made under the encoded latent space parameters via the decoder.

1,...,N,}, are generated from the chosen biophysical model
with model parameters 6.

The global minimum of the MSE loss function occurs
when the least squares estimate of the signal predictions are
attained for each voxel. Least squares predictions closely
match the measured data and are unbiased estimates of the
noise-free signal when the noise distribution has zero mean
i.e., is centered on the noise-free signal !*!>16, Hence, least
squares predictions are maximum likelihood estimates under
the assumption of zero-mean Gaussian noise22. However, in
gMRI, magnitude signal measures are typically used, which
are neither Gaussian nor centered on the noise-free signal.

2.3 | MR magnitude signals

The raw MR signal consists of a real and imaginary compo-
nent, each of which is corrupted by zero-mean Gaussian noise.
Magnitude signals are commonly calculated for quantitative
MR imaging as they avoid phase artifacts. The magnitude of

the complex-valued signal, M = /N7 + N}, where N and
N, and are real Gaussian-distributed random variables repre-
senting the real and imaginary components, follows a Rician
distribution'” with probability density function:

-(m2+42)

M MA
p(MlA,O'): —26 262 IO<_2> (2)
o (o3

where 1, is the modified Bessel function of the first kind with
order zero, A is the true noise-free signal that the biophysical
model aims to predict, and o is the noise standard deviation.
The centre of this distribution, E[M | A, o], corresponding to
the expected least squares estimate of A, is always greater than
A:

E[M|A,6]l=0¢

T —A2
Sl <2_> >4 )

where L, , is the Laguerre polynomial. The lower the SNR,
the greater the difference between A and the least squares
estimate (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2 and Eq. (3) show that, with sufficient degrees
of freedom, signal predictions from biophysical models can
lower MSE by predicting signals that are higher than the true
noise-free signal. In this case the signal prediction and asso-
ciated model parameter estimates are biased. Using the MSE
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FIGURE 2 The expected value of the measured signal, E[M | A, o], as
a function of SNR. E [M | A, o] corresponds to the centre of the noise
and the least squares estimate of the noise-free signal at a particular
SNR. Its value increasingly overestimates A as SNR decreases.
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loss for self-supervised quantitative MR imaging is therefore
likely to be a source of bias in parameter estimates.

2.4 | Rician likelihood loss function

An alternative method for parameter estimation is MLE. MLE
aims to maximise the probability of the measured data under
the predicted signal and noise. This method is known to
be statistically consistent, in that it is asymptotically unbi-
ased when the model noise distribution matches that of the
measured data'®!°, An equivalent way to justify unbiased-
ness of MLE is that its predictive distribution is as close as
possible to the empirical data distribution??. As MR signals
are Rician-distributed, a Rician likelihood loss function may
be optimised in self-supervised quantitative MR imaging to
provide unbiased parameter estimates.

The Rician likelihood of a predicted signal is given by Eq.
(2). Assuming each MR measure in a voxel is independent,
the total likelihood across all signal predictions for a voxel
is the product of likelihoods. Network training involves min-
imising a loss function; in this context, Rician likelihood may
be maximised by defining the training loss as the negative of
the Rician likelihood. The Rician likelihood, R, defined for a
single voxel is:

R=Hp(M,.|A,.,a) )

As a joint probability, Eq. (4) is subject to numerical
overflow because it requires taking the product of multiple
probabilities. It is common therefore to instead minimise the
negative of the logarithm of the Rician likelihood. The log
transformation turns multiplication into summation, reducing
its propensity to overflow. Being a positively monotonic func-
tion, the log transformation preserves the location of the losses
global minimum. The negative of the log Rician likelihood for
a voxel is:

N. 2 2
z M, . M + A7
—log(R) = — El log (—0_2’1> - —’120_2 i

M, A ;
+log| 1, > (®)]
c

2.5 | Loss function specification - practical
challenges

Implementing Eq. (5) in practice is non-trivial. A naive imple-
mentation, which directly programmes the equation as spec-
ified, has been found to be numerically unstable?'. Our own
evaluation suggests this is because log (IO (x)) and its gra-
dient both contain modified Bessel functions, which grow
exponentially with the input value.

To overcome this, several approaches that avoid the direct
computation of I, (x) have been reported>*>+2° (Table S1).
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We have found that none so far provide satisfactory perfor-
mance in terms of both accuracy and stability across a wide
range of SNRs (Fig. S1, Table S2). The approach based on
log-sum-exp2® has poor accuracy at high SNR; this may be
improved but at the cost of significantly longer computa-
tion time. Hankel’s and related approximations>32* have poor
accuracy at low SNR. Furthermore, we have found that both
are subject to overflow.

Ig(x) =eI)(x) := {

The coefficients are tailored for high accuracy over
low and high input ranges. x, is x transformed to the
range [—1,1] over which the Chebyshev polynomials are
defined. The transformations and coefficients are given in
www.netlib.org/cephes .

As shown in Eq. (6), the exponentially scaled Bessel func-
tion is simply the I, (x) approximation with the exponential
term removed. As log (Ig (x)) = log (I() (x)) — x, then a
numerically stable computation of the log Bessel that avoids
direct computation of I, (x) is log (1, (x)) = log (I¢ (x)) +x.
This formulation can be readily implemented in common
machine learning packages, for example in PyTorch using
torch.special.iOe. The final implementation of the negative log
Rician likelihood loss function (NLR) is:

(N

Ly g’s global minimum is obtained when the MLE of the
model parameters are predicted for each voxel. In this case,
and under asymptotic conditions (as the number of measured
data approaches infinity), the negative Rician loss function
will train networks to predict unbiased parameter estimates.
As it is not possible to assess unbiasedness of L,y ana-
lytically for a finite number of measured signals per voxel,
empirical observation using simulated data is required to
assess estimation performance.

Note that the likelihood requires users to specify the value
of the noise standard deviation, o, which can be considered
to be constant over voxels at a given SNR. In this work we
use an unbiased method to estimate o, although several other
methods have also been proposed (see section 3.2.3).

e [P ()] = P (x) = X0 ¢ T, (x,),
e [e"PH (x)/\/;] =Py () /\/x=32,cIT; (x,) /y/x, if8<x<o

We propose a new approach that is numerically stable and
highly accurate for a wide range of SNRs and can be readily
implemented in common machine learning packages (Table
S1, Proposed). The approach utilises the exponentially scaled
Bessel function I§ (x)*>*°, which approximates I, (x) as a
weighted sum of Chebyshev polynomials, T}, multiplied by e*
(as introduced by Blair and Edwards >7, Blair 2):

06T f0<x<8

(6)

3 | METHODS
3.1 | Quantitative MR biophysical models

We investigate parameter estimation accuracy and precision
for two gMRI models: the ADC model?® and the intra-voxel
incoherent motion (IVIM) model*°.

3.1.1 1 ADC model

The ADC model is a simple mono-exponential signal decay
model, a widely used model in diffusion imaging and across
various qMRI applications, such as relaxometry. It also serves
as a base for more complex qMRI models.

The ADC model attempts to capture the extent of appar-
ent water diffusion within a voxel. By assuming isotropic and
Gaussian diffusion in all directions, the diffusion-weighted
signal decays monoexponentially and is parameterised by the
apparent diffusion coefficient D and the signal in the absence
of diffusion weighting, S,. The predicted MR signal, A, DC>
for the ADC model is:

A pe = SpetP (8)

To estimate the ADC model parameters multiple signals
are acquired in a single voxel across a range of b-values. D
is upper-bounded by the diffusivity of free water (3 pm?/ms
at body temperature), with lower values indicating the pres-
ence of microstructural barriers to water diffusion (e.g., cell
membranes).

3.1.2 | IVIM model

The IVIM model is to date the most widely used model for
gMRI studies that use self-supervised deep learning.

The IVIM model extends the ADC model to account
for incoherent motion (zero-centered displacement) of water
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within capillaries. In the presence of capillary incoher-
ent motion and isotropic Gaussian diffusion, the diffusion-
weighted signal decays biexponentially and is parameterised
by the diffusion coefficient of tissue D,, pseudo-diffusion
coefficient of the capillaries D, signal fraction of the pseudo-
diffusion component f, and .S, as defined above. The pre-
dicted MR signal, A, ,,, for the IVIM model is:

Apyim = So <f e @) 4 (1= f) - e_bD’) )

As with the ADC model, to estimate the IVIM parameters,
multiple signals are acquired in a single voxel across a range
of b-values. As incoherent motion within capillaries is faster
than diffusion, lower b-values are often acquired to capture the
rapid signal decay. D, behaves similar to D of the ADC model,
but D,, which models pseudo-diffusion due to blood flow in
randomly oriented capillaries, is orders of magnitude larger
than D,. The fraction f reflects the relative volume fraction
of capillaries in a voxel.

3.2 | Self-supervised neural network
3.2.1 | Network architecture

A feed-forward deep neural network was constructed in
PyTorch (v 1.21.1) to estimate voxel-wise qMRI model
parameters using self-supervised learning. Following Barbieri
et al.*, the network has one input layer, three fully connected
hidden layers (the encoder), and one output layer (the model
parameters). Three fully connected layers has been shown to
be optimal for quantitative imaging of intra-voxel incoherent
motion (IVIM) parameters*.

The number of nodes in the input layer and in each hid-
den layer was equal to the number of acquired MR signals per
voxel. The number of nodes in the output layer of the encoder
was set equal to the number of model parameters for the cor-
responding quantitative MR model - two for ADC (D and S),
or four for IVIM (D,, D,, f and S;). Encoder nodes used an
exponential linear unit activation function3'. The predicted
MR signal was generated from the output layer values follow-
ing the corresponding gMRI model, Eq. 8 for the ADC model
or Eq. 9 for the IVIM model. To output signal predictions,
b-values for predicted signals were ordered identically to the
b-values used to simulate the input measurements. For the
backpropagation to take approximately equally sized parame-
ter update steps, b-values were specified in units of ms/pm?
so that the diffusion coefficient model parameter (D for ADC
and D, for IVIM) and S, were of the same magnitude (0.4-2
pm?/ms and 0-1 a.u., respectively).

3.2.2 | Loss functions

Networks were constructed with either the negative log Rician
likelihood loss function, Ly, g, given in Eq. (7), or the MSE
loss function, L, ¢, given in Eq. (1).

3.2.3 | Sigma estimation

The NLR loss function requires an estimate of the noise stan-
dard deviation o, assumed to be constant across voxels at a
given SNR. In this case, 0 may be estimated from a back-
ground image region where there is no signal. In such regions,
the Rician distribution becomes a Rayleigh distribution, with
expected mean:

ElM]=0,/7 (10)

Using the sample mean estimate of E [ M ], an estimate of o is:

Nyg
Noo pp,
6= Z’L an

Npo\/%

where N p; is the number of background voxels, which in this
study was set to 10,000. Sijbers et al.3?> show that this esti-
mate is unbiased. Other methods to estimate ¢ also exist (e.g.,
Sijbers et al. 32,33, Rajan et al. 3*).

3.3 | Network training

3.3.1 | Simulated MR signals

Simulated MR signals were used for network training. At a
given SNR (for the b=0 ms/pum? signal), measured MR sig-
nals were simulated for 200,000 training voxels. Ground truth
model parameter values for the training data were sampled
uniformly from 10 equidistant numbers covering the range of
physiologically plausible values: for the ADC model, [0.4,2]
pm?/ms for D and [0.8, 1.2] a.u for S,; for the IVIM model,
[0.4,2] pm?/ms for D,, [10,150] pm?/ms for D,, [0.1,0.5]
for f and [0.8,1.2] a.u. for .S,. For each voxel, diffusion
MR signals were simulated under a range of b-values and
complex Gaussian noise was added before computing the
magnitude to produce Rician-distributed signal measures. For
the IVIM model, ten b-values, representative of practical pro-
tocols, were chosen: 0, 10, 20, 30, 50, 80, 100, 200, 400
and 800 ms/ps®. For the ADC model, ten b-values linearly
spaced between 0 and 1000 ms/ps? (inclusive) were chosen
to provide comparable signal coverage as the IVIM model.
MR signal measures for an additional 1,000 voxels were also
simulated to calculate validation loss. Data were simulated
for SNRs of 30, 20, 10, 7.5 and 5. This range covers the
SNRs commonly observed in real data (typically 10-30) and
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includes even lower SNRs to test the limits of parameter esti-
mation performance. Note hereafter that the unqualified term
“SNR” will refer to the SNR of the signal at b=0 ms/us?,
whereas “effective SNR” will refer to the signal acquired at a
particular b-value and set of model parameter values.

3.3.2 | Optimisation

For each SNR, self-supervised network parameters were opti-
mised to perform parameter estimation from the set of sim-
ulated MR training signals using either the NLR or MSE
loss function. Network weights and biases were updated using
stochastic gradient descent via backpropagation. An Adam
optimiser was used with the default PyTorch settings (learning
rate=0.001, betas=(0.9, 0.0999), weight decay=0)%*. Batch
sizes of 256 voxels were used in each gradient descent step.
To prevent dependence on the random initialisation of weights
and biases, a common initialisation was used for both loss
functions at each SNR. The common initialisation was deter-
mined as the trained network with lowest validation loss over
16 training repetitions using the NLR loss. Training was then
initiated using the common initialisation for each loss func-
tion. Training was terminated if the loss function did not
improve for 50 consecutive epochs or if a total of 300 training
epochs were reached.

3.4 | Evaluation of parameter estimation
performance

For each SNR, 200,000 unseen simulated test voxels were pro-
duced identically to the training data (i.e., uniformly sampled
across the parameter space) but with different noise instanti-
ations. The network trained at the corresponding SNR then
predicted the model parameter values from the test voxel sig-
nal measures and the error was calculated (estimate minus
ground truth). Parameter estimation performance was evalu-
ated in detail at one representative low and one high SNR, and
then examined across a range of SNRs.

Parameter estimation performance was evaluated at
SNR=10 (representing typical low SNR) and SNR=30 (repre-
senting typical high SNR). Metrics of accuracy and precision
were calculated as a function of the parameter value. For
each unique parameter combination, bias (the average error)
against ground truth was calculated to quantify accuracy, stan-
dard deviation was calculated to quantify precision and root
mean squared error (RMSE) was calculated to report over-
all deviation from ground truth. To visualise these metrics
and their variation for a particular parameter and parame-
ter value, the average and standard deviation of each metric
was calculated over the unique parameter combinations of the
remaining parameter(s) (e.g., over the unique values of S, for
D in the case of the ADC model).

Performance was then studied across a range of SNRs
for each model parameter to observe the overall error trends
and to allow for direct comparison of performance to Barbieri
et al.*. At each SNR, the distribution of all errors across all
training voxels was plotted for SNRs of 30, 20, 10, 7.5 and 5.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Parameter estimation performance at
low SNR

At low SNR, the MSE loss showed significant bias in diffu-
sion coefficient estimation that worsened with higher diffusion
coefficients; that is — when the effective SNR (the SNR of the
diffusion-weighted signal under the model parameters) was
lower; with bias reaching 5% and 20% for ADC D and IVIM
D, diffusion coefficients, respectively (Fig. 3). In compari-
son, the NLR loss showed comparatively improved accuracy
of diffusion coefficient estimation for both models, with only
minor overestimation of ADC diffusion coefficient by 1% at
high diffusivities.

Precision decreased and overall error increased with
higher diffusivity for both losses, as shown by increasing stan-
dard deviation and RMSE. Both losses performed equally well
in terms of accuracy, precision and overall deviation from
ground truth for the D, and f IVIM parameters. Interestingly,
both losses showed relatively worse accuracy for IVIM D,
and f than for D,.

4.2 | Parameter estimation performance at
high SNR

At high SNR, both losses showed improved accuracy and pre-
cision. However, even at high SNR, the MSE loss showed
systematic underestimation of ADC diffusion coefficient D as
diffusivity increased (effective SNR decreased, Fig. 4, upper
left), with bias reaching 1% at high diffusivities. In compari-
son, the NLR loss showed no significant bias in ADC diffusion
coefficient estimation at high SNR. Accuracy of the IVIM
model parameters D,, D, and f was approximately equal
for MSE and NLR losses. Precision and overall deviation
from ground truth was also approximately equal and generally
increased with higher parameter values (lower effective SNR)
for both ADC and IVIM model parameters.

4.3 | Error distribution across SNRs

The summary of errors across SNRs shows similar trends to
that observed at the representative high and low SNRs in Fig.
3 and 4. Boxplots show the MSE loss tended to underestimate
the ADC and IVIM diffusion coefficient as SNR decreased
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(median lower than zero, Fig. 5), In comparison, the NLR loss As SNR decreased, both losses showed a reduction in pre-
showed a relatively more stable accuracy as SNR decreased. cision (wider interquartile range) for all metrics, with the NLR
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FIGURE 3 Comparison of estimation performance at a low SNR of 10 between self-supervised networks trained with NLR or MSE loss for ADC
and IVIM model parameters. Points and error bars correspond to the mean and standard deviation of the performance metric across unique parameter
values. NLR points and error bars have been offset to the right to aid visualisation.
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FIGURE 4 As in Fig. 3 but for a high SNR of 30.

loss showing marginally lower precision than the MSE loss.

Furthermore, both losses showed increasing overestimation of

IVIM f as SNR decreased. At high SNR (>10), both losses

showed comparable

error distributions.

5 | DISCUSSION

Previous qMRI studies using self-supervised deep learning
have demonstrated increasingly biased parameter estimates at
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error across all estimates and the box shows the inter-quartile range. Whiskers extend to the most extreme data point within 1.5 times the

inter-quartile range from the median.

low SNR. This work suggests that a major source of bias is
the use of MSE loss function, the assumptions of which are
increasingly violated as SNR decreases. To overcome this, we
propose and evaluate a numerically stable negative log Rician
likelihood loss function for self-supervised training. Using
the ADC and IVIM models as exemplars, use of NLR loss
improves estimation accuracy of diffusion coefficients as SNR
decreases, with none or minimal loss of precision.

We propose a novel robust computational implementation
of the Rician log-likelihood loss function for self-supervised
training. The implementation computes the log-Bessel using
the exponentially-scaled Bessel function, resulting in high
numerical stability, while its approximation using Chebyshev
polynomials is highly accuracy (Fig. S1). This permits cal-
culation of the Rician log-likelihood over the full range of
SNRs encountered in practical diffusion MR imaging scenar-
ios. On the other hand, previous implementations were found
to be either inaccurate or numerically unstable for these SNR
ranges. Recently, Simpson et al. ° proposed an approximation
of the Rician log-likelihood for self-supervised learning based
on finite series summation and applied this to image registra-
tion. However, as described in section 2.5, this finite series

implementation is inaccurate at high SNR and was found to
be numerically unstable at very low SNR (<5).

Both loss functions demonstrated high estimation accu-
racy at high effective SNR — when the SNR was high and the
model parameters resulted in relatively low signal attenuation
(i.e., at small diffusion coefficients). Under these conditions,
the Rician distribution is well approximated by a Gaussian
and the center of the measured data, corresponding to the least
squares signal prediction, is closer to the true noise-free sig-
nal. It should be noted however that even at high SNR the MSE
loss can produce biased estimates when the effective SNR is
low — at high SNR, as the diffusion coefficient increases, esti-
mation accuracy becomes comparably worse for the MSE loss
than the NLR loss (Fig. 4). MSE-trained networks are there-
fore systematically biased at low effective SNR for ADC and
IVIM diffusion coefficients.

The relatively higher accuracy of the NLR loss for diffu-
sion coefficient estimation at low SNR (Fig. 3) is explained
by its ability to account for the potential skewness of the
Rician-distributed measures. Estimation of diffusion coeffi-
cients requires accurate estimation of the rate of noise-free
signal decay. At high diffusivities or low SNRs, the noise-
free signal, and therefore the effective SNR, is lower, resulting
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in signal measures that deviate increasingly upwards from
the noise-free signal!” (Fig. 2). Under these conditions, the
NLR loss maintains a relatively accurate noise-free signal pre-
diction by optimising the probability of the data given the
predicted measurement distribution. However, the MSE loss
aims to reduce the residual error on the noise-free signal pre-
diction regardless of the data distribution, ignoring the skewed
distribution of measures. This results in MSE underestimat-
ing the rate of signal attenuation and underestimating the
diffusion coefficient.

Underestimation of diffusion coefficient using MSE-
trained networks is consistent with previous studies. Increas-
ing underestimation of IVIM diffusion coefficient D, with
lower SNR, reaching a bias of -0.4 pm?/ms at SNR=10,
broadly agrees with results from Epstein et al. !>, Barbieri
et al.* and Zhou et al. ', who report bias and median errors
of -0.4 and -0.2/-0.5 pm?/ms at low SNR, respectively. The
marginally higher accuracy reported by Barbieri et al.* may
be because they quantified accuracy using the median, which
is more robust to skewed error distributions, while the lower
accuracy reported by Zhou et al.!' may be due to their use
of model selection which creates an additional source of
variability. The ADC diffusion coefficient D tends to have
higher accuracy than the IVIM diffusion coefficient D, likely
because ADC is a simpler model with a higher number of
measurements per parameter.

For both losses, IVIM Dp and f parameters show over-
estimation that worsens at low effective SNR. This may be
explained by the degenerate nature of the IVIM model:- a
reduction (underestimation) of D,, which leads to less pre-
dicted signal attenuation, can be offset by an increase in D, or
f.

The NLR loss marginally overestimated the ADC diffu-
sion coefficient at low effective SNRs, reaching a bias of
around 1% at high SNR. This may be explained by the shallow
gradient of the likelihood function at high diffusivities — the
value of D has less impact on the predicted signal at higher
values. This means that, with finite sample size, small varia-
tion in noise instantiation can lead to relatively large increases
in the MLE, thus creating a skewed and hence biased MLE
distribution. Quantile-based analysis in Fig. 5 shows that the
median error remains close to zero for D even at very low
SNR, despite the overestimation bias indicated by Fig. 3 and
4. It should also be noted that while MLE is known to be
asymptotically unbiased, finite sample sizes can be a source
of bias in non-linear model parameter estimation>®. Extend-
ing the NLR loss to account for the posterior probability of
parameter estimates given a prior distribution may mitigate
this problem and is the topic of current research.

The proposed loss has wide potential application for
improving the accuracy of deep-learning based qMRI, as
many techniques utilise experimentally attenuated signal mea-
sures with low effective SNR. This is the case for diffusion

MR imaging?’, relaxometry*®, magnetisation transfer imag-
ing®, oxygen imaging“’, and others. In these cases, low
effective SNR data can arise due to a variety of factors, includ-
ing the biophysical tissue properties of imaged anatomy,
the required image resolution, and the choice of acquisition
parameters. Biophysical tissue properties that result in high
signal attenuation will generate data with low effective SNR.
An example of this is diffusion MR imaging in brain cere-
brospinal fluid and along coherent white matter tracts. Higher
spatial resolution is required to image small-scale anatomi-
cal features, producing data with lower SNR, for example in
the spinal cord*' and cerebellum“?. Furthermore, the acqui-
sition parameters may be customised for a specific model
and require highly attenuated signals, as is the case for diffu-
sion kurtosis imaging*3. MR experimental choices aimed at
increasing SNR to improve the robustness of parameter esti-
mates using MSE-trained networks may now instead consider
achieving the same accuracy using the NLR loss.

The proposed loss also has potential application outside
of gMRI. It may be utilised for machine learning applications
involving MR imaging of nuclei that are relatively less abun-
dant than protons, which therefore produce low SNR data,
as is the case in sodium imaging**. There is also potential
application to prediction tasks requiring batch-based optimi-
sation from Rician-distributed data. For example, for deep
learning-based MR image de-noising and synthetic image
generation.

6 | CONCLUSIONS

This work proposes and evaluates a numerically stable and
accurate negative log Rician likelihood loss function for self-
supervised learning in gMRI and compares its performance
against the MSE. The NLR loss shows higher parameter esti-
mation accuracy for lower effective SNR data compared to the
MSE for ADC and IVIM diffusion coefficients. This has the
potential to enable faster and more reliable quantitative anal-
ysis in noisy MR datasets, with broad application both within
gMRI and beyond.
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DATA AVAILABILITY

A tutorial demonstrating the self-supervised training with
negative log Rician likelihood loss, as well as PyTorch,
Keras and TensorFlow implementations, is available at
https://github.com/csparker/deep_qmri.
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FIGURE S1. log(I,(x)) approximations as a function of input, x, and SNR = +/x. In the left column,
plots are a function of x. In the right column, plots are a function of SNR. The top and bottom rows
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computed using 1000 summations of the series expansion, which converges in value for the range of
x shown. Note the GT line is only partially visible as it overlaps with the approximations. In the

bottom left plot (high SNR as a function of x), it is fully obscured by the Proposed and Hankel-1
lines.



Stable training SNRs

Series [5, 40]
Hankel-1 [10, 40]
Hankel-2 (0, 40]
Proposed (0,40]

TABLE S2. Range of training data SNRs over which the loss functions incorporating the log(l,(x))
approximations were numerically stable. Networks were trained on data with SNRs of (0, 40] in
increments of 2.5. Training was stable if the loss function did not underflow or overflow. Proposed
and Hankel-2 were stable across the entire SNR range, whereas Series and Hankel-1 were unstable at
low SNR.
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