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ABSTRACT 2. The recovery scheme isomputationally expensive
Typical examples are basis pursuit and the Lasso; both

The standard approach to compressive sampling considers re R
are non-smooth convex optimization problems.

covering an unknown deterministic signal with certain know
structure, and designing the sub-sampling pattern and¥eco  \hjle those features seem to be necessary according to
ery algorithm based on the known structure. This approachisting literature on CS, in some applications, the reaidv
requires looking for a good representation that revealsitfi¢  setting can deviate from the standard setting of CS. This cre
nal structure, and solving a non-smooth convex minimizatio 4tes an opportunity of getting rid of those undesired fesstur
problem (e.g., basis pursuit). In this paper, another airo We focus on one important observation which the stan-
is considered: We learn a good sub-sampling pattern based Q@4 cs theory does not take into consideration—we usually

available training signals, without knowing the signalistr o training signals, i.e., signals that are given andairto
ture in advance, and reconstruct an accordingly sub-s@nplg, unknown signal in some sense.

signal by computationally much cheaper linear reconstruc-
tion. We provide a theoretical guarantee on the recoveoyerr
and show via experiments on real-world MRI data the effec
tiveness of the proposed compressive MRI scheme.

In fact, practitioners are indeed applying this learning-
based approach in a naive way. For example, it is by exam-
ining a large amount of real-world images that we discovered
sparsity or more sophisticated structures, under propeefe

Index Terms— Compressive sampling, magnetic reso-sentations [3.]7, 15]. Although this naive learning praced
nance imaging (MRI), learning, least squares estimatialn, s can be made rigorous and automated by dictionary learning,
modular minimization training signals are still required.

In this paper, we propose alternative to compressive sam-
pling, and apply it to compressive magnetic resonance imag-
ing (MRI). The proposed schenasitomaticallyadapts to the

Cgiven training signals, without argypriori knowledge on the
signal structure. We highlight the following contributgn

1. INTRODUCTION

The standard theory of compressive sampling (CS) consi
ers recovering an unknown deterministic signal with cer
tain knownstructure, and designing sampling and recovery
schemes based on the known structure [11]. For example, if
the unknown signal is known to be sparse, one can measure
it by a sub-sampling matrix satisfying the restricted istme
property (RIP), and apply basis pursuit to obtain an esémat 2 our compressive MRI scheme is computationally ef-

1. We propose a novel statistical learning view point to
the compressive sampling problem, which allows us to
study the effect of training signals.

of the signal[[5, 5]. Similar ideas can be extended to lowkran ficient: The learning procedure can be cast as a com-
matrix recovery([4], and in general signal recovery proldem binatorial optimization program, which can be exactly
where the signal structures can be encoded by atomic norms  ggved by an efficient algorithm; the recovery algorithm
or other convex functions [2] 8, 10]. we consider is simply least-squares (LS) reconstruc-

Despite its success in many applications, we note that tion.

there are some undesired features of the standard CS theory:

3. In contrast to the standard approach using random sub-
sampling patterns [6, 14, 16], our sub-sampling scheme
is fixed given the training signals, and hence simpler for
implementation.

1. The signal structure must be knownadvance This
usually requires seeking for a good signal represen-
tation to reveal the signal structure, a non-trivial task
called dictionary learning [17].
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200021-146750 and SNF CRSI12-147633. ber of training signals.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.00734v1

5. We show via experiments on real MRI images thataccess ton training signalscy, . . ., z,, € CP, which are in-
the reconstruction error performance of the proposedependentand identically distributed random vectorsfalso
scheme is comparable to the performance using bwingP, and are independent of. Note that this is different

finely-tuned sub-sampling pattern given(in|[14]. from Bayesian compressive samplingl[13],fags unknown
in our model.
2. REVIEW OF EXISTING APPROACHES We consider LS reconstruction. For any given sub-

sampling patteri), the estimator has an explicit form:
Compressive MRl is essentially a linear inverse probleng Th
goal is to recover an unknown signal € C?, given a a sub- Zq = argmin {Hy - sz]-"a:Hg tx € RP}
sampling patterr2 C {1,...,p} with || = n for some ¥

. . _ ]:HPT
n < p, and the outcome of compressive sampling: - QY
y = PoFa" Once the reconstruction scheme is fixed, the only issue is to
choose) that optimizes the resulting estimation performance.
whereF : CP — CP is the Fourier transform matrix, arf, : We show in Sectioh 8l 1 that for any givén the expected

CP — C™ is a linear operator that only keeps entriesfaf? normalized reconstruction error satisfies
indexed byQ2. In practicez? is usually a 2D or 3D object, and

F should be replaced by the corresponding multidimensional 2t HZ - 1

Fourier transform. g fa(z), 1)
Existing approaches to compressive MRI can be briefly 2

summarized as follows: where the expectations are with respectto- P andz ~ P,

1. Find a wavelet transform matrik : C» — CP, such respectively, and we define

thatz! = U~12% and 2! possesses certasiructure

2
For example, the sparsity af and smoothness aff fa(z) := M
were exploited in[[14], the tree sparsity of was con- zll2
sidered in[[9], and the multi-level sparsity of was , L , )
considered in [16]. for convenience. This implies that the optimal sub-sangplin

pattern(2, denoted byqp, is given by any solution of the
2. Choose aandomsub-sampling patterf2 and sample following combinatorial optimization program:

Fz! accordingly; the probability distribution might be

dependent on the knowledge about the structurg®of ~ Qopt € arg max {E fa(x) : QC{L,...,p},[Q =n}. (2)

[14,[18].

However, sincé is assumed unknown, the optimization pro-
gram is not tractable.

Motivated by the idea of empirical risk minimization in
statistical learning theory [18], we make use of the tranin
signals and approximat@op;. via any solution of the opti-
mization program:

3. Finally, applynon-lineardecoding algorithms to recon-
structz?. The standard basis pursuit estimator was con=
sidered in[[16]. A basis pursuit like estimator minimiz-
ing a linear combination of thé -norm and the total
variation semi-norm was proposed In [14]. A closely-
related Lasso like estimator with tifg-norm and to-
tal variation semi-norm penalization was considered in .
[19]. A similar Lasso like estimator with one additional ~ $tm € argmax {]Em fal) - Q@ C{L,....p}, |0 = "}
penalization term for tree sparsity was introduced by ()

[9]. wherelt,, denotes the expectation with respect to the empiri-

- ) cal measure, i.e.,
We note that existing approaches essentially follow the

standard theory of compressive sampling, and hence inherit . HPQFIlHQ
the two undesired features which we mentioned in the intro- B, Z |z ” :
duction. =1 2
This optimization program is tractable, because we only
3. LEARNING DATA TRIAGE need to solve it forany realization ofthe training signals
Z1,...,T,. Note thattherll,, fo(z) dependsony, ..., z,

The standard approach to compressive MRI modélas a  gndis random, and so do8s, .

deterministic unknown signal. Here we adopt another mod-  The overall systems is summarized as follows:
eling philosophy: We assume thet is a random vector fol-

lowing someunknowmrobability distributior?, and we have 1. Find a sub-sampling pattefh,, by (3).



2. Sub-sample using(?,, and obtain the measurement
outcome
Yy = PgmfiEh.

T = ]-"HPgmy.

On Computing ©,,,: The optimization prograni{3) is modu-
lar, and hence can be exactly solved by a simple greedy algc
rithm [12]: Let ¢! be thei-th row of ®. Compute the values

L&, 2
vi = Z (o] @),
=l 6.25% sampling  12.5% sampling 25% sampling
and sef,,, as the set of indices corresponding to the largest
n v;'s. The computational complexity is dominated by com-Fig. 1. First row: the subsampling maps of the tuned random
putation ofv;’s, which behaves a®(mp?) in general, and variable sampling scheme [14]. Second row: the maps given
O(mplogp) if ® is suitably structured, such as the Fourierby our learning-based approach.

and Hadamard matrices.

5. NUMERICAL RESULTS
4. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

) ~ We use a 3-dimensional dataset of raw knee-images data
We analyze the reconstruction error of the proposed legfnin giyen in k-spacdl We first take an inverse Fourier transform

based compressive sampling system. along thez-axis and eliminate low energy the-slices that
If we could solve the optimization prograi (2), the esti-are close to the boundary of the datacube. These are noise-
mation performance would be given by like slices that do not exhibit any knee feature as they are
[Er— Hz clpse to the skip of the patient. We then i.nvestigate sqbsam—
Lﬂ =1—ep, pling schemes in th820 x 320 2 — y Fourier plane, which
ezl corresponds to compressive sampling for eadfice.
where we define We pick the first 10 of the patients in the given dataset for
training and test the learned subsampling maps on the remain
ep:=max{E fo(z) : @ C {L,....p}, |92 = n}. ing 10 patients. We compare our learning based approach

to the variable density function proposed hyl[14], which is
parametrized by the radius of fully sampled regiorand the
.. polynomial degreed. We tune the values of andd so that
S[hey yield the highest average PSNR on the training data.
Figure[1 illustrates the best performing randomized in-
dices and our learned set of indices in the- y plane of
the k-space. Both the variable density approach [14] and our

Note thatep is a constant for any givelh, independent of the
training signals.

empirical version(3), a reasonable guess is that the etiima
performance would behave as

[0, — o[,

2 <1l—cp+em, learning-based approach concentrates its sampling bodget
[[8]]3 the low frequencies, however the latter is endowed with the
q
for somee,,, > 0 with high probability (with respect to the capability to adapt its frequency selection to the freqyenc
training signalszy, . . ., ,,), ande,,, should converge td as  content of the training signals instead of assuming a circu-

m — oo. The following proposition verifies this guess. larly symmetric selection.

Proposition 4.1. For any 3 € (0,1), we have
Table 1. Average PSNR on the test data

Em < \/z [log (p) + log z] Indices Sampling rate
m n h 625% | 1250% | 5%
with probability at leastl — 3. Best-n approx.| 25.29 dB | 26.36 dB | 28.35 dB
. . - . Lustigetal. | 24.51dB | 25.11dB | 26.05 dB
This means a size of training signals of the or@én log p) Thiswork 1 2166dB [ 25.18dB | 26.12dB

suffices to have small enough,, with high probability. We
note that this is a worst-case guarantee, asdisgibution-
independentln practiceyn can be much smaller. 1Available afhttp://mridata.org/fullysampled
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8. PROOFS

8.1. Proof of ()

learning-base!

In fact, the equality holds deterministically, as

N 2
[0 — 2*l,
A~ 12 A 2
Lustig et al. = [1Zall; —2<x9,x2>+ HIqu ,
25% 12.5% 6.25% = || FH P3 PoFat||, — 2 (FP P PoFa®, 2%) + |27,
2 2 2
Fig. 2. MRI reconstructions of both schemes at different sub- = || PoFa%||, — 2 || PaF2*||, + |27 -
sampling rates for a knee slice of patient #13, whose fully . _
sampled reconstruction is shown on the top left. In the third equality, we used the fact thati’ A = A for any

matrix A and its Moore-Penrose generalized inverse by
settingA := Po . F.

Table[1 shows the performance of both approaches on the
test data, in addition to the error lower-bounds obtained b-2. Proof of Proposition(4.1 _ 5
the besti-sample approximations with respect to the Fouriert Suffices to choose,, such that with probability at least
basis. It appears that the learning based approach sligintly 15
performs the randomized variable density based approach. Am = E fou(r) = E fa, () < em.

However, the slight numerical improvements are actually ~We note that
accentuated when we look at the details of reconstructions,

shown in Figurd R for the test Patient #13. It is clear that Apm = (]E fom(®) —Em fszom(x)) +
the learning-based reconstructions provide more detsils-e . A
cially for 6.25% and12.5%. (]Em fam(@) = Em fa,, (I)) +
(B S, (2) ~ E fo,, (@) -
6. DISCUSSIONS The second summand on the right-hand side cannot be posi-

tive by definition. Then we have

The essential idea of the learning-based approach can be sum A, < 2max{’fEm falz) — ]EfQ(fE)’ Qe A}
marized as follows: Fix a decoder, and find the optimal sub- Q
sampling pattern that minimizes the corresponding exﬂeCtewhereA —{0:0c{1 o}, 10 = n}
recovery error, which can be approximated by empirical risk™ ¢ thé randém variaiaié;é; (:c)’are bounaedx< folz) <
m‘”"”f“z"_’““’f‘- The performance is essentially determingd b 1), we can use Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound to
the distribution of signal ensemble. obtain an upper bound df,,, that holds with high probability,

In this paper, we consider the linear decoder for compuas in [1, B.3].
tational efficiency, and it works well on the ensemble of MRI
images. For other signal ensembiles, it is possible to have a
better recovery error performance by a non-linear decoder,
such as basis pursuit or the Lasso, and realize a trade-off b 1] J.-Y. Audibert and O. Bousquet, “Combining PAC-
tween computational complexity and recovery performance. Bayesian and generic chaining boundsMach. Learn.
Note that the idea of the learning-based approach stiliegpl Res, vol. 8, pp. 863-889, 2007.
while the empirical risk minimization formulation for chso
ing the sub-sampling pattern should be modified accordingly[2] F. Bach, “Learning with submodular functions: A con-
given the decoder. We are currently working in this research ~ vex optimization perspective,Found. Trends Mach.
direction. Learn, vol. 6, no. 2-3, pp. 145-373, 2013.
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