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A Low-dose CT Reconstruction Network Based on
TV-regularized OSEM Algorithm

Ran An, Yinghui Zhang, Xi Chen, Lemeng Li, Ke Chen∗ and Hongwei Li∗

Abstract—Low-dose computed tomography (LDCT) offers sig-
nificant advantages in reducing the potential harm to human
bodies. However, reducing the X-ray dose in CT scanning often
leads to severe noise and artifacts in the reconstructed images,
which might adversely affect diagnosis. By utilizing the expec-
tation maximization (EM) algorithm, statistical priors could be
combined with artificial priors to improve LDCT reconstruction
quality. However, conventional EM-based regularization methods
adopt an alternating solving strategy, i.e. full reconstruction
followed by image-regularization, resulting in over-smoothing
and slow convergence. In this paper, we propose to integrate
TV regularization into the “M”-step of the EM algorithm, thus
achieving effective and efficient regularization. Besides, by em-
ploying the Chambolle-Pock (CP) algorithm and the ordered sub-
set (OS) strategy, we propose the OSEM-CP algorithm for LDCT
reconstruction, in which both reconstruction and regularization
are conducted view-by-view. Furthermore, by unrolling OSEM-
CP, we propose an end-to-end reconstruction neural network
(NN), named OSEM-CPNN, with remarkable performance and
efficiency that achieves high-quality reconstructions in just one
full-view iteration. Experiments on different models and datasets
demonstrate our methods’ outstanding performance compared to
traditional and state-of-the-art deep-learning methods.

Index Terms—Low-dose CT, EM Algorithm, TV Regulariza-
tion, CP Algorithm, Deep Learning, Deep Unrolling

I. INTRODUCTION

CT is a widely used technique in medical diagnosis. It is
known that excessive X-ray radiation could have potential
harm to the human body, including genetic damage and
cancer risk [1]. Therefore, the as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA) principle [2] was proposed to guide the dose of X-
rays in CT diagnosis. Hence, LDCT reconstruction has always
been a popular subject in the medical imaging community.

In LDCT reconstruction, traditional algorithms such as the
filtered back-projection (FBP) [3] and simultaneous algebraic
reconstruction technique (SART) [4] usually introduce severe
noise and artifacts in the reconstructed image [5], [6]. To
obtain high-quality reconstructions, some denoising strategies
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are introduced for projection data pre-processing [7], [8], [9]
and image post-processing [10], [11], [12]. However, these
methods often bring excessive blurring or secondary artifacts
in the reconstructed images. Some other works integrate
artificial priors such as the total variation (TV) [13] into
the reconstruction procedure and propose regularized iterative
algorithms which could demonstrate superior reconstructions
[14], [15], [16]. To overcome the slow convergence issue of
TV-regularized iterative algorithms, Deng et al. incorporated
TV regularization into the OS-SART and solved the recon-
struction model with the CP algorithm [17], thus proposing
the OS-CP [18] algorithm. Nevertheless, the computational
burden is still high. In addition, the tuning work for the hyper-
parameters involved in regularization models could be tedious.

Recently, deep learning (DL) has attracted wide attention
with its powerful ability in model representation and data
fitting. In LDCT reconstruction, DL methods have shown
great success. Among them, DL-based image post-processing
is a commonly used strategy, with representative methods
including the FBPConvNet [19], RED-CNN [20], DIRE [21]
and CTFormer [22]. They train denoising NN with paired
normal-dose and low-dose CT images, achieving remarkable
improvement compared with traditional methods. However,
these purely post-processing methods can easily cause over-
blurring and detail loss in the reconstructed images. Therefore,
some dual-domain methods were proposed that integrate pre-
processing and post-processing in a whole network, such as the
DRCNN [23], DDPNet [24], DuDoUFNet [25] and DRONE
[26]. Although with powerful performance, dual-domain meth-
ods still suffer problems. Denoising in the sinogram domain
is a delicate problem and usually causes secondary artifacts
if not done properly. In addition, the commonly used mean
squared error (MSE) loss often leads to blurring and structure
distortions due to the averaging trend. To enhance the visual
effects, some methods based on the generative adversarial
networks (GAN) [27] have been proposed to generate clear
and sharp images, such as the CaGAN [28] and SAGAN [29].
Some other GAN-based methods enhance the image results
after NN denoising, such as the DD-UNET [30] and CLEAR
[31]. GAN has substantial advantages in enhancing the details
and visual effects of images. However, ensuring the accuracy
of the generated images is challenging. In addition, GAN is
prone to model collapse due to bad training stability, which
would also bring troubles.

On the other hand, some methods use NN to learn the priors
in data and integrate them into the iterative reconstruction
algorithms. The deep unrolling approaches such as the LEARN
[32] and PD-Net [33] regroup iterative algorithms using NN to
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replace the involved operators and hyperparameters. Through
adaptive training, they achieve better reconstructions with even
fewer training samples. Some other methods utilize NN as
regularization terms. Wu et al. employed an unsupervised K-
sparse auto-encoder to extract image priors [34]. Fabian et
al. trained normalizing flows PatchNR [35] to learn priors
in patches of the normal-dose images and combine it as a
regularization term in iterative reconstructions. Similarly, He
et al. and Liu et al. proposed the EASEL [36] and Dn-Dp [37]
respectively, based on the regularization terms learned by the
diffusion model [38]. Despite their outstanding performance,
these methods still have drawbacks. They often require mul-
tiple iterations and large computations as traditional iterative
algorithms do.

Statistical priors can also help improve LDCT reconstruc-
tions. With a suitable prior distribution, the EM [39] algo-
rithm can be employed for iterative reconstruction. In nuclear
imaging, Sheep and Vardi first introduced the EM algorithm
into emission tomography [40], then Lange and Carson used
the EM algorithm in transmission tomography [41]. Although
showing great success in emission tomography such as for
PET and SPECT [41] imaging, the EM algorithm encoun-
ters problems when applied in transmission tomography CT
imaging. It’s known that the transmission EM algorithm does
not have a closed-form solution [42] in the “M”-step. Al-
though some approximations exist, either the statistical priors
might not be well preserved, or the calculations might be
unstable [43], [44]. The EM algorithm assumes that the log-
transformed projection data obey the Poisson distribution [10],
[45], [46], [47]. However, such an assumption does not match
the physical truth well and this model bias would lead to image
degradation such as noise reflux [48]. Although some works
represented by the MLEM-TV [49] introduce regularization
to guide the statistical reconstruction process [49], [50], [51],
they mostly use an alternating strategy between EM recon-
struction and image regularization, thus the regularization does
not really constrain the reconstruction procedure, and over-
blurring and detail loss might still happen.

In this paper, we propose a novel statistical LDCT recon-
struction framework. For the TV-regularized EM reconstruc-
tion, instead of the alternating solving strategy, we combine the
regularization into the “M”-step of the EM reconstruction pro-
cess and use the CP algorithm [17] to solve the minimization
problem, thus effectively integrating the statistical priors into
the reconstruction process. Besides, we introduce the OS strat-
egy [52] into the iterative reconstruction to conduct view-by-
view reconstruction and regularization, thus the reconstruction
is greatly accelerated. We name our proposed TV-regularized
statistical iterative algorithm as OSEM-CP.

Furthermore, we propose to unroll our OSEM-CP algorithm
into an end-to-end reconstruction neural network to leverage
the priors in “big data”, thus developing OSEM-CPNN. With
adaptive learning of hyper-parameters and proximal operators,
OSEM-CPNN significantly improves the reconstruction qual-
ity by just one full iteration while eliminating the tuning work
for artificial hyperparameters. Our work can be summarized
as follows:

• We propose a novel TV-regularized EM algorithm

OSEM-CP for LDCT reconstruction. With the help of
the CP algorithm and the OS strategy, statistical priors
are effectively and efficiently integrated into the recon-
struction procedure.

• We propose an end-to-end LDCT reconstruction neural
network OSEM-CPNN by unrolling the proposed itera-
tive reconstruction algorithm OSEM-CP. While remov-
ing the hyperparameter-tuning workload, the proposed
network significantly improves the reconstruction quality
with just one full iteration (all views projection data are
processed only once).

• Experimental results demonstrate that our methods
achieve promising performance in LDCT reconstruction.
Our OSEM-CP outperforms popular traditional methods,
while the proposed OSEM-CPNN surpasses state-of-the-
art supervised NN methods.

II. RELATED WORK

A. EM Algorithm for Emission Tomography
The EM algorithm for emission tomography is based on the

projection data obeying a Poisson distribution:

p ∼ Poisson (Ax) , (1)

where p = [p1, p2, ..., pM ]T represents the projection data
vector, x = [x1, x2, ..., xN ]T represents the vectorized image
and A = [aij ]M×N is the projection matrix. Based on this
assumption, we can introduce a Poisson distributed latent
vector variable c = {cij : i = 0, 1, ...,M ; j = 0, 1, ..., N}
where cij represents the contribution of the jth pixel xj to the
ith item of the projection data pi, that is to say, pi =

∑N
j=1 cij .

And the expectation ηij of cij is:

ηij = E (cij) = aijxj . (2)

Then the log-likelihood function about c and the image x can
be expressed as:

lnP (c|x) =
∑
i,j

(cij ln(aijxj)− aijxj)−
∑
i,j

ln(cij !). (3)

The last term on the right side of the equation (3) is constant,
thus solving x is equivalent to finding the maximum of the
following objective function:

L =
∑
i,j

(cij ln (aijxj)− aijxj). (4)

There are two steps for solving the maximum likelihood
problem (4) with the EM algorithm: the expectation (“E”) step
and the maximization (“M”) step. At the expectation step of
the (n+1)th iteration, the latent variable cij is replaced with
its current expectation:

E (cij |p,xn ) =
aijx

n
j∑

k

aikxn
k

pi, (5)

where xn is the image in the nth iteration and xn
j is the jth

pixel of xn. Thus, the objective function (4) can be expressed
as an expectation containing the projection data p:

E (L |p,xn ) =
∑
i,j

 aijx
n
j∑

k

aikxn
k

pi ln (aijxj)− aijxj

. (6)
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At the maximization step, by maximizing the expectation (6),
the solution of xj in the (n+ 1)th iteration is given by:

xn+1
j =

xn
j∑

i

aij

∑
i

aij
pi∑

k

aikxn
k

. (7)

B. EM Algorithm for Transmission Tomography

The prior distribution of the transmission EM model is that
the number of photons passing through each pixel follows
a Poisson distribution about the number of incident photons
and the photon attenuation [41]. Introducing a latent vector
variable I = {Iij : i = 0, 1, ...,M ; j = 0, 1, ..., N} where Iij
represents the photon number of the ith ray passing through
the jth pixel, its distribution can be expressed as:

Iij ∼ Poisson

(
Ii

j∏
l=1

e−ailxl

)
, (8)

where Ii is the incident photon number of the ith ray. The
log-likelihood function then is given by:

lnP (I|x) =
∑
i,j

P (Ii) lnP (Iij |Ii,j−1;x). (9)

After introducing the prior distribution and simplifying the
constant terms, the objective function to maximize is:

L =
∑
i,j

(Iij ln(e
−aijxj )+(Ii,j−1−Iij) ln(1−e−aijxj )). (10)

At the expectation step of the (n+1)th iteration, the latent
variable Iij and Ii,j−1 are substituted with their expectations
Nn

ij and Mn
ij , which gives:

E(L|I,xn) =
∑
i,j

N̄n
ij ln(e

−aijxj )+∑
i,j

(M̄n
ij − N̄n

ij) ln(1− e−aijxj ),
(11)

where
N̄n

ij = E(Iij |Ii,xn),

M̄n
ij = E(Ii,j−1|Ii,xn).

(12)

At the maximization step, no closed-form solution can be
derived by maximizing the E(L|I,xn) in equation (11). Via
Taylor expansion, Lange and Carson gave an approximate
iterative scheme for solving (11) [41]:

xn+1
j ≈

∑
i

(M̄n
ij − N̄n

ij)

1
2

∑
i

(M̄n
ij + N̄n

ij)
. (13)

This iterative scheme leads to a higher computational burden
and possible loss of statistical priors.

C. OSEM Algorithm

The EM algorithm shows good respect for the statistical
properties of the projection data, and thus fits well to LDCT
reconstruction. However, as an iterative reconstruction method,
it still has the disadvantage of a heavy computational burden
compared to the analytical methods. To improve the efficiency
of the EM algorithm, Hudson et al. proposed the OSEM

algorithm [52]. With an OS technique, the projection data are
sorted and divided into M ordered subsets. The EM algorithm
is then conducted within these subsets one by one, and one
complete iteration traverses all M subsets. Mathematically,
similar to equation (7), the OSEM algorithm for emission
tomography is given by:

xn+1
j =

xn
j∑

i∈Sm

aij

∑
i∈Sm

aij
pi∑

k

aikxn
k

, (14)

where Sm is the mth subset, m = 1, 2, ...,M .

III. METHODS

A. OSEM-CP Algorithm

The CT scanning is a typical transmission process, thus
ideally the transmission EM algorithm should be applied for
LDCT reconstruction. Unfortunately, as stated previously, the
transmission EM algorithm is accompanied by high com-
putational complexity and possible loss of statistical priors
due to the approximate solver in its “M”-step. Considering
that both emission and transmission EM algorithms could be
regarded as solving linear systems like Ax = p, we can
still use the emission EM algorithm for CT reconstruction
at the price of partially losing statistical priors, since the
emission and transmission processes obey different statistical
processes. Indeed, when the forward process is modeled as a
linear system, its statistical properties, e.g. noise distribution,
are simply dropped out. This mismatch of statistical priors
might adversely affect the reconstructed image. Introducing
artificial regularization is an effective way to remediate model
mismatching, however, existing regularized methods such as
MLEM-TV [49] use an alternating updating strategy between
full reconstruction and image regularization, so the regular-
ization is not tightly combined with the EM reconstruction
procedure, easily causing excessive smoothing and loss of
image details. In addition, such an alternating strategy usually
suffers from slow convergence.

In this paper, we propose an effective way to integrate
artificial priors into the EM reconstruction process, and by
adopting the OS strategy and the CP [17] algorithm, both
the regularization and reconstruction are conducted in a view-
by-view way, which leads to a fast and stable algorithm
for LDCT reconstruction. Our method has better image-data
consistency and maintains the non-negativity property of the
EM algorithm. We would like to name our method as OSEM-
CP, which is explained in detail below.

At the maximization step, i.e. “M”-step, of the emission
EM algorithm, the maximization problem for the expectation
(6) can be rewritten as minimizing the following objective
function:

L(x;xn) =
∑
i,j

ai,jxj −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi ln (ai,jxj)

. (15)
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Introducing the TV-regularization term R(x) = ∥∇x∥1 as a
constraint, this problem becomes a regularized minimization
problem with the objective function:

H (x;xn) = L(x;xn) + λR(x)

=
∑
i,j

ai,jxj −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi ln (ai,jxj)

+ λ∥∇x∥1,

(16)
where λ is a manual hyper-parameter to control the regular-
ization effects, and

∥∇x∥1 =

N∑
i,j=1

|(∇x)i,j | (17)

is the isotropic discrete total variation of an image x ∈ RN×N .
To minimize the objective function H , we employ the CP

algorithm [17] which is a first-order primal-dual algorithm
commonly used for solving convex problems of the following
form:

min
x
{F (Kx) +G (x)} , (18)

where F and G are two convex functions, K is a continuous
linear operator. The convex conjugate of F (Kx) can be
expressed as:

F (Kx) = max
y
{⟨Kx,y⟩ − F ∗ (y)} , (19)

where F ∗ is the dual form of F . The prime-dual form of
problem (18) then can be derived as:

min
x

max
y
⟨Kx,y⟩+G (x)− F ∗ (y) . (20)

With the CP algorithm, the R(x) and L(x;xn) in the objective
function (16) can be expressed as:

F (∇x) = λ∥∇x∥1, (21)

G(x) =
∑
i,j

ai,jxj −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi ln(ai,jxj)

 . (22)

Introducing an auxiliary variable q, the prime-dual form of
the regularized minimization problem is given by:

min
x

max
q
⟨∇λx,q⟩+

∑
i,j

ai,jxj −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi ln(ai,jxj)


− δq(q).

(23)
where δq(q) is the dual form of the TV-regularization term
(17), in detail:

δq(q) =

{
0 q ∈ Q,
∞ q /∈ Q,

(24)

where Q = {q : ∥∇q∥∞ ≤ 1}. With the proximal gradient
algorithm, we can solve x and q in equation (23) iteratively:

qn+1 = proxσδq (q
n + σ∇λx̄

n) ,

xn+1 = proxτf
(
xn + τdivλq

n+1
)
,

x̄n+1 = 2xn+1 − xn,

(25)

where σ and τ are two hyperparameters representing the step
sizes and f is the objective function on a single pixel. Let
q̃ = qn + σ∇λx̄

n and x̃ = xn + τdivλq
n+1, we have:

qn+1 = proxσδq (q̃)⇔ qn+1
i.j =

q̃i,j
max (1, |q̃i,j |)

, (26)

and

xn+1
j = proxτf (x̃j)

= argmin
uj

{
τf (uj) +

1

2
∥uj − x̃j∥2

}
.

(27)

Solving the optimization problem (27) we have:

τ
∑
i

ai,j −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi
ai,j
ai,juj

+ (uj − x̃j) = 0

⇔ τ
1

uj

∑
i

ai,juj −
ai,jx

n
j∑

k

ai,kxn
k

pi

+ (uj − x̃j) = 0

⇔ u2
j + uj

(
τ
∑
i

(ai,j)−x̃j

)
− τxn

j

∑
i

ai,j
pi∑

k

ai,kxn
k

= 0.
(28)

Equation (28) is a problem of solving a quadratic equation
from which the solution can be derived as:

xn+1
j = −1

2

(
τ
∑
i

(ai,j)−x̃j

)
±

1

2

√√√√√(τ∑
i

(ai,j)−x̃j

)2

+ 4τxn
j

∑
i

ai,j
pi∑

k

ai,kxn
k

.

(29)

Considering the non-negativity of the image pixel values,
the positive solution is chosen as the update of x, which
guarantees the non-negativity of the solution as the EM
algorithm does.

To accelerate the convergence of our method, we utilize
the OS strategy in the iterative reconstruction. In detail,
the order of projection angles is scrambled and each subset
contains the projection data corresponding to one projection
view (angle). Thus we conduct a view-by-view reconstruction
and the regularization will also be applied view-by-view. The
proposed OSEM-CP algorithm is summarized in Algorithm
1.

B. OSEM-CPNN

In our OSEM-CP algorithm, the TV-regularization term and
CP algorithm introduce hyperparameters λ, τ , and σ, which
require manual adjustments and thus increase the workload for
performance tuning. In addition, the explicit proximal opera-
tors are approximations and might not be the best choices. In
light of deep neural networks, learning the hyperparameters
and proximal operators through a data-driven approach is a
reasonable and efficient strategy. By unrolling the iterations
into neural network layers and adaptively learning the hy-
perparameters and proximal operators, the performance and
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Fig. 1. The structure of the nth sub-module in the proposed OSEM-CPNN.

Algorithm 1 OSEM-CP
1: The projection data p, the sequence of ordered subsets

1, ...,M , the number of iterations T .
2: Setting the initial value x0 > 0, q0 > 0, the iteration

step size τ > 0, σ > 0, the hyper-parameter for the TV-
regularization term λ > 0.

3: for n ≤ T :
4: for m < M :
5: qn+m+1

M ← proxσδq
(
qn+ m

M + σ∇λx̄
n+ m

M

)
.

6: xn+m+1
M ← proxτf

(
xn+ m

M + τdivλq
n+m+1

M

)
.

7: x̄n+m+1
M ← 2xn+m+1

M − xn+ m
M .

8: return xT

Algorithm 2 OSEM-CPNN
1: The projection data p, the sequence of ordered subsets

1, ...,M .
2: Setting the initial value x0 > 0, q0 > 0.
3: for m < M :
4: q

m+1
M ← Λθm

(
q

m
M ,∇x̄m

M

)
.

5: x̃
m+1
M ← Γηm

(
x

m
M ,divq

m+1
M

)
.

6: x
m+1
M = proxf

(
x̃

m+1
M

)
.

7: x̄
m+1
M = 2x

m+1
M − x

m
M .

8: return x1

efficiency of the reconstruction shall be significantly improved.
Successful cases have been demonstrated, for example, in [32],
[33].

So, to utilize data-driven priors, we unrolled our OSEM-CP
algorithm into an end-to-end reconstruction network, named
OSEM-CPNN. By eliminating the workload for tuning hy-
perparameters and reducing the number of full-view iterations
of OSEM-CP to only once, i.e. set T = 1 in Algorithm
1, OSEM-CPNN significantly improves the performance and
efficiency of LDCT reconstruction, compared to OSEM-CP
and other popular LDCT reconstruction methods. For LDCT

reconstruction, traditional iterative methods need multiple full-
view iterations to achieve reasonable reconstructions, and
a faithful unrolling of OSEM-CP would lead to T > 1.
According to our experiments, however, setting T > 1 earns
marginal improvements.

In each iteration of the OSEM-CPNN, which performs
reconstruction with the projection data of a specific view, we
use a convolutional neural network (CNN) Λθ to replace the
proximal operator proxσδq of the dual problem. For the prime
problem, considering that the proximal operator is complex
and the solution helps to guarantee the non-negativity property,
we retain it and learn the hyperparameters with another CNN
Γη . The hyperparameters σ and λ of the original algorithm are
integrated into the CNNs, and the parameter τ in (26) is set
as a learnable parameter. As a noteworthy advantage, OSEM-
CPNN only requires one full-view (angle) iteration to produce
high-quality images. The whole network is trained by the MSE
loss between the output images and the accessible labels. The
main steps of OSEM-CPNN are outlined in Algorithm 2.

The proposed OSEM-CPNN contains M sub-modules and
2M CNNs according to the number of ordered subsets. Each
CNN contains 3 convolutional layers and 2 ReLU functions
with a residual connection, the channel numbers of the middle
layers are 32, and all the input variables of each CNN are
integrated through a concatenation. The structure of the nth

sub-modules is shown in Figure 1. The black box is the
optimization module of the dual problem where we used a
CNN to optimize the proximal operator. The red box is the
optimization module of the prime problem where we used
another CNN here to learn the step size while retaining the
form of the proximal operator.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate the performance of the proposed OSEM-CP
algorithm and OSEM-CPNN, we performed experiments on
both synthesized images and publicly available medical image
sets. For the OSEM-CP, we performed robustness tests and
competing tests against several popular non-learning methods.
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Fig. 2. The Shepp-Logan image reconstruction results of the OSEM algorithm and the proposed OSEM-CP at different dose levels from I0 = 1 × 103 to
I0 = 1× 105. The displayed windows of the gray values are [0, 0.5].

To verify the effectiveness and efficiency of OSEM-CPNN, we
performed experiments on two datasets against several state-
of-the-art supervised deep-learning methods.

A. Experiments with the OSEM-CP algorithm

Two experiments are performed to verify the effectiveness
and performance, respectively, of the proposed OSEM-CP al-
gorithm. The clean projection data were generated under a fan-
beam imaging system with 720 projection angles uniformly
distributed in the range [0, 2π] and a linear detector with 1024
cells.

1) Effectiveness verification: We first employed the Shepp-
Logan phantom (as shown in Figure 2.(a)), with the gray value
range of [0, 1] and size of 512× 512, to test the effectiveness
of the proposed OSEM-CP algorithm, especially to verify if
the strategy of integrating the regularization to the “M”-step
works as expected. To simulate the projection data at different
doses, we added Poisson noise to the raw data, which is given
by:

pn = − ln(
Id
I0

), Id ∼ Poisson{I0 × e−pc}, (30)

where pc is the clean projection data and pn the noisy one.
The symbol I0 denotes the number of incident photons and
Id is the number of collected photons. Typically, a smaller I0
means a lower dose and a higher noise level in the projection
data. To test the robustness of OSEM-CP with regard to
different noise levels, we set I0 to be 1×105, 5×104, 1×104,
5× 103 and 1× 103, respectively.

The projection and reconstruction algorithms were coded
by the ODL Python library https://odlgroup.github.io/odl/i
ndex.html. In terms of the evaluation indicators, we selected
the commonly used PSNR and SSIM [53]. The reconstruction
with the OSEM algorithm is employed as a reference.

The reconstructions with the OSEM and OSEM-CP at
different dose levels are shown in Figure 2. Compared with
OSEM, OSEM-CP shows significant improvement in the
image quality at each dose level. At higher doses, such as
I0 = 1 × 105 and I0 = 5 × 104, the reconstructed images

TABLE I
THE EVALUATION INDICATORS OF THE RESULTS AT DIFFERENT LOW-DOSE

LEVELS.

Method OSEM OSEM-CP
Dose (I0) PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

1× 103 16.01 0.578 29.95 0.967
5× 103 22.94 0.647 33.44 0.983
1× 104 25.84 0.687 35.76 0.986
5× 104 31.72 0.813 38.99 0.993
1× 105 33.72 0.864 40.04 0.994

with OSEM-CP are very close to the reference ground-truth
image. At the quite low-dose level, I0 = 1× 103, noise in the
result of OSEM submerges the circle and ellipsoid structures
in the middle bottom region, while OSEM-CP successfully
reconstructs these structures and separates the three ellipsoids
clearly. Table I shows the quantitative measures PSNR and
SSIM, where OSEM-CP exceeds OSEM by 6.32-13.94db in
PSNR and 0.130-0.389 in SSIM, and the advantage is more
significant at lower doses. The results show that the proposed
OSEM-CP algorithm can conduct high-performance LDCT
reconstructions and is robust against different dose levels.

2) Performance evaluation: To further verify the perfor-
mance of OSEM-CP, we conducted experiments on three dif-
ferent phantoms against popular classic non-learning methods.
In addition to the Shepp-Logan phantom, we employed two
more complex ones. One is the Ellipses-010215 phantom gen-
erated by the ODL library, which contains several overlapping
ellipses, with gray value range [0, 1] and size of 256×256, as
shown in Figure 4(a). The other one is a medical image IDRI-
0001-012 chosen from the LIDC-IDRI dataset, with size of
256×256 and HU range of [−1024, 2048], as shown in Figure
5(a). The experimental setup for the Shepp-Logan phantom is
the same as that in the previous experiment. For the phantoms
Ellipses-010215 and IDRI-0001-012, we used the CT system
with 360 projection angles and a 512-cell detector. The low-
dose projection data were generated in the same way as the
previous experiments, and the dose for the three phantoms are

https://odlgroup.github.io/odl/index.html
https://odlgroup.github.io/odl/index.html
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(a) Reference     

(d) MLEM-TV

(b) OSEM (c) ROF-TV

(e) OSCP (f) OSEM-CP

Fig. 3. Results of the experiments with the Shepp-Logan phantom at the
low-dose conditions of I0 = 5 × 103. The displayed windows of the gray
values are set to [0, 0.5].

(a) Reference     

(d) MLEM-TV

(b) OSEM (c) ROF-TV

(e) OSCP (f) OSEM-CP

Fig. 4. Results of the experiments with the Ellipses-010215 phantom at the
low-dose conditions of I0 = 1 × 104. The displayed windows of the gray
values are set to [0.78, 1.45].

set to 5×103, 1×104 and 5×104, respectively. For reasonable
comparison, we chose TV-regularized post-processing method
ROF-TV [54], and two TV-regularized reconstruction methods
OSCP [18] and MLEM-TV [47], as the competing methods.
ROF-TV utilizes a TV-regularization term to post-process the
noisy image according to the patch-constant property of the
ideal clean image. OSCP imposes TV-regularization constraint
in the iterations of OS-SART and solves with the CP algo-
rithm. MLEM-TV introduces the TV-regularization term into
the MLEM algorithm and uses a two-step alternating iteration
approach to perform reconstruction and regularization. The
iteration numbers and hyper-parameters of all the methods are
well-adjusted to achieve the best indicators (PSNR and SSIM)
on the shown phantoms.

Figure 3, 4 and 5 show the results of the experiments
with the three phantoms, respectively. OSEM-CP achieved
outstanding reconstructions on all three phantoms and each

(a) Reference     

(d) MLEM-TV

(b) OSEM (c) ROF-TV

(e) OSCP (f) OSEM-CP

Fig. 5. Results of the experiments with the IDRI-0001-012 phantom at the
low-dose conditions of I0 = 5 × 104. The display windows are set to
[−1024, 2048] HU globally, [−1024,−410] HU in the upper zoomed-in
areas and [783, 1295] HU in the lower zoomed-in areas.

TABLE II
THE EVALUATION INDICATORS FOR THE RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENTS

ON THE THREE PHANTOMS.

Model Shepp-Logan Ellipses-010215 IDRI-0001-012
Method PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

OSEM 22.94 0.647 21.71 0.391 31.79 0.825
ROF-TV 31.01 0.922 33.29 0.931 36.39 0.947
MLEM-TV 30.46 0.959 33.85 0.951 36.13 0.940
OSCP 31.59 0.921 35.06 0.948 36.92 0.950
OSEM-CP 33.44 0.983 36.12 0.967 37.57 0.958

low-dose level. As shown in the zoomed-in areas of Figure
3, OSEM-CP restores the circles and ellipsoids in the Shepp-
Logan phantom with the highest sharpness and most accurate
edges compared with other methods. In Figure 4, the Ellipses-
010215 phantom has bad contrast and many elliptical arcs.
However, OSEM-CP still works well on the shape and edge
smoothness of these parts, as shown in the upper zoomed-in
area, and offers better contrast and accuracy in the low-contrast
overlapping arcs, as shown in the lower zoomed-in area. Also,
OSEM-CP performs well in reconstructing the longitudinal
and elongated ellipsoid in the centre of the image, with the
best effects in its sharpness and completeness, as indicated
by the arrow. In Figure 5, OSEM-CP provides better structure
accuracy and sharpness while effectively suppressing noise.
The upper zoomed-in area shows that OSEM-CP ensures
denoising effects without blurring. In the lower zoomed-in
area, OSEM-CP offers the best sharpness and contrast at the
dot that is pointed by the upper arrow and the arc edge
that is indicated by the lower arrow. Table II shows the
evaluation indicators for the results with those three phantoms.
Clearly, OSEM-CP has significant advantages over competing
methods.

The performance advantage of the proposed OSEM-CP
algorithm over competing methods is based on several aspects.
As a pure post-processing method, ROF-TV cannot participate
in reconstruction, thus easily causing structural deformation.
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Fig. 6. Typical examples of the “Ellipses” dataset ((a)-(e)) and the “LIDC-IDRI” dataset ((f)-(j)).

Although the MLEM-TV algorithm integrates regularization
into its iterations, its two-step alternating strategy is similar
to progressive post-processing and the TV-regularization term
does not really constrain the reconstruction. In addition, the
OS strategy for optimizing the iteration is also an advantage
of our OSEM-CP over the MLEM-TV. The OSCP algorithm,
which also uses the OS strategy and CP algorithm to solve
the TV-regularization problem, has good results, but lacking
statistical priors still makes it inferior to our OSEM-CP. In
contrast, our OSEM-CP directly solves the TV-regularized EM
model by the CP algorithm and OS strategy, which not only
incorporates the statistical priors into LDCT reconstruction
effectively but also makes up for the respective drawbacks
of the above methods, therefore achieving better results.

B. Experiments with OSEM-CPNN

Our experiments for the proposed OSEM-CPNN were
performed on two datasets: (1) the Ellipses dataset [33]
and (2) the LIDC-IDRI dataset [55]. The Ellipses dataset
is a simulated-image dataset generated by the ODL library,
containing images occupied by overlapping ellipses. Several
example images are shown in the first row of Figure 6. The
LIDC-IDRI dataset is a medical-image dataset that consists
of 241689 normal-dose CT image slices of 1012 different
patients, and several examples are shown in the second row of
Figure 6. For both datasets, we randomly chose 256 images
as the training set, 128 for validation, and 20 for testing. We
interpolated all the images to a size of 256×256 and generated
the low-dose projection data using a simulated imaging system
with 360 projection angles and a detector with 512 cells,
following the same way as the previous experiments. The dose
was set as I0 = 1× 104 for experiments on both datasets.

In terms of the comparative methods, apart from the tra-
ditional ones in the previous experiments for OSEM-CP,
we additionally chose the non-local mean filter NLM [56]
and three popular state-of-the-art supervised deep learning

methods: REDCNN [20], CTFormer [22], and DRCNN [23].
REDCNN employs a residual encoder-decoder network to per-
form LDCT image denoising, CTFormer uses the transformer
structures instead of the CNNs to denoise LDCT images, and
DRCNN is a dual-domain method that performs supervised
denoising in both the sinogram and image domains, with a
TV-regularization term in its loss function. Codes for all the
comparative methods are publicly available, and all the CT
reconstructions are conducted based on the ODL library. We
used the MSE as the loss function and the Adam [57] algo-
rithm with an initial learning rate of 0.0001 for optimization.
Limited by storage, the mini-batch size of OSEM-CPNN was
set to 1, while that of the other deep learning methods was 8.
All experiments were performed on a server running Ubuntu
20.04.5 with Python 3.7.16, PyTorch 1.13.11, and a Nvidia
Tesla V100 GPU card.

Figure 7 shows the results of the experiments on the Ellipses
dataset at dose I0 = 1 × 104. OSEM-CPNN demonstrates
the best reconstruction quality among the competing methods.
As shown in the upper zoomed-in area, the ellipsoid pointed
by the arrow has the closest shape and edges with the best
sharpness compared to other methods. In the lower zoomed-in
area, OSEM-CPNN reconstructs the clearest intersecting lines
in the overlapping areas of multiple ellipses and provides the
best contrast. Figure 8 shows the results of the experiments
on the LIDC-IDRI dataset at dose I0 = 1 × 104. As shown
in the upper zoomed-in area, OSEM-CPNN presents the best
shape and completeness on the oval pointed by the arrow.
In the lower zoomed-in area, OSEM-CPNN shows effective
denoising while clearly separating the structures where other
methods exhibit adhesion, as indicated by the arrows. Table III
lists the average evaluation indicators (psnr(db)/ssim) of each
method on the test sets. In the experiments on the Ellipses
dataset, OSEM-CPNN leads ahead by 0.88db in terms of
PSNR and 0.006 with regard to SSIM. For the experiments
with the LIDC-IDRI dataset, the leading amounts are 0.3db
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(a) Reference     

(f) OSEM-CP

(b) OSEM (c) NLM (d) ROF-TV (e) MLEM-TV

(g) REDCNN (h) CTFormer (i) DRCNN (j) OSEM-CPNN

Fig. 7. Results of the experiments with the Ellipses dataset at the low-dose conditions of I0 = 1× 104. The display windows of the gray values are set to
[0, 1.0] globally and [0, 0.4] in the upper zoomed-in areas.

(a) Reference     

(f) OSEM-CP

(b) OSEM (c) NLM (d) ROF-TV (e) MLEM-TV

(g) REDCNN (h) CTFormer (i) DRCNN (j) OSEM-CPNN

Fig. 8. Results of the experiments with the LIDC-IDRI dataset at the low-dose conditions of I0 = 1× 104. The display windows are [−420, 1620] globally
and [780, 1800] in the lower zoomed-in areas.

and 0.005, respectively. Both the visual results and the eval-
uation indicators demonstrate the outstanding performance of
the proposed OSEM-CPNN.

Compared with other deep learning methods, the proposed
OSEM-CPNN requires longer training and inference time with
a similar parameter size. Fortunately, its inference time is
still at a fast level, which ensures its practical availability,
as shown in Table III. At the same time, OSEM-CPNN has
quite apparent advantages. Learning the proximal operators
and hyperparameters instead of a complete denoiser makes

it suitable for fine-tuning over datasets, which introduces
high practicality. In our experiments, the network of the
experiments on the LIDC-IDRI dataset was fine-tuned for
50 epochs from the trained network on the Ellipses dataset,
which is entirely different in the image type. In contrast,
complete training requires more than 1000 epochs, which
reflects the excellent fine-tuning adaptability of the proposed
OSEM-CPNN. Furthermore, the outstanding performance of
OSEM-CPNN makes it competitive with the state-of-the-art
deep-learning methods or even shows superiority.
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TABLE III
THE AVERAGE INDICATORS (PSNR(DB)/SSIM), AVERAGE INFERENCE TIME
(SECONDS), AND PARAMETER NUMBER (MILLIONS) OF EACH METHOD ON

THE TEST SETS OF BOTH DATASETS.

Dataset Ellipses LIDC-IDRI
Method PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM Time Para

OSEM 24.30 0.463 25.57 0.630 1.25s -
NLM 35.52 0.921 31.80 0.866 3.16s -
ROF-TV 35.93 0.947 31.98 0.889 1.32s -
MLEM-TV 36.03 0.958 31.73 0.884 19.8s -
OSEM-CP 39.12 0.978 33.07 0.925 71.9s -
REDCNN 39.44 0.979 34.58 0.930 1.33s 8.02M
CTFormer 35.09 0.863 35.23 0.938 1.44s 9.13M
DRCNN 39.86 0.963 36.04 0.942 0.22s 8.32M
OSEM-CPNN 40.86 0.985 36.49 0.950 3.63s 7.20M

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We proposed a statistical iterative algorithm OSEM-CP
and an end-to-end network OSEM-CPNN for low-dose CT
reconstruction. By directly solving the TV-regularized EM
minimization problem with the CP algorithm and employing
the OS iteration strategy, OSEM-CP effectively integrates the
statistical priors into the reconstruction process and enables
high-quality and efficient LDCT reconstruction. As the un-
rolling network version of OSEM-CP, OSEM-CPNN utilizes
neural networks to replace the hyperparameters and proximal
operators in the OSEM-CP and learns them implicitly and
adaptively. While eliminating the workload for manual param-
eter tuning, OSEM-CPNN greatly reduces the computation for
reconstruction to only one full-view iteration and significantly
improves the reconstruction performance. At the same time,
OSEM-CPNN has good fine-tuning adaptation which is valu-
able in actual applications. Experiments on different types of
image models verified the promising reconstruction effect of
the proposed OSEM-CP algorithm and its robustness to vari-
ous low-dose noise levels. Results on two datasets containing
different types of images also demonstrated that the proposed
OSEM-CPNN has exceptional performance rivaling or even
surpassing some state-of-the-art deep-learning methods.

Although using the emission EM algorithm is imprecise, it
still provides more priors than methods that do not consider
statistical priors, especially in very low-dose levels. With the
TV regularization, the negative effect of model bias can be
greatly reduced, and the statistical priors would then promote
a better reconstruction, which can be certified by comparing
the OSCP and the proposed OSEM-CP. We believe that the
proposed OSEM-CP will be a good choice for regularized
iterative LDCT reconstruction, especially under highly low-
dose conditions. On the other hand, the proposed OSEM-
CPNN is a high-performance deep-learning option when train-
ing data is available. Compared with post-processing methods,
the inference time of OSEM-CPNN is longer. However, it
is still at a fast and practicable level and much faster than
traditional iterative ones.

We have shown that statistical priors would improve LDCT
reconstructions. To statistically model the projection data
better, the transmission EM algorithm should be employed,
instead of the emission EM algorithm. The main obstacle is

how to solve the “M”-step accurately and efficiently. We will
study this in our future work.
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[33] J. Adler and O. Öktem, “Learned primal-dual reconstruction,” IEEE
transactions on medical imaging, no. 6, pp. 1322–1332, 2018.

[34] D. Wu, K. Kim, G. El Fakhri, and Q. Li, “Iterative low-dose ct
reconstruction with priors trained by artificial neural network,” IEEE
transactions on medical imaging, vol. 36, no. 12, pp. 2479–2486, 2017.
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