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Abstract—This paper discusses algorithms based on maxi-
mum likelihood (ML) estimation for phase retrieval where
the measurements follow independent Poisson distributions.
To optimize the log-likelihood for the Poisson ML model, we
investigated and implemented several algorithms including
a modified Wirtinger flow (WF), majorize minimize (MM)
and alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM),
and compared them to the classical WF and Gerchberg
Saxton (GS) methods for phase retrieval. Our modified
WF approach uses a step size based on the observed
Fisher information, eliminating all parameter tuning ex-
cept the number of iterations. Simulation results using
random Gaussian sensing matrix and discrete Fourier
transform (DFT) matrix under Poisson measurement noise
demonstrated that algorithms based on the Poisson ML
model consistently produced higher quality reconstruc-
tions than algorithms (WF, GS) derived from Gaussian
noise ML models when applied to such data. Moreover,
the reconstruction quality can be further improved by
adding regularizers that exploit assumed properties of the
latent signal/image, such as sparsity of finite differences
(anisotropic total variation (TV)) or of the coefficients of
a discrete wavelet transform. In terms of the convergence
speed, the WF using observed Fisher information for step
size decreased NRMSE the fastest among all unregularized
algorithms; the regularized WF approach also converged
the fastest among all regularized algorithms with the TV
regularizer approximated by the Huber function.

Index Terms—Poisson phase retrieval, non-convex opti-
mization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Phase retrieval is an inverse problem that has many
applications in engineering and applied physics [1, 2],
including radar [3], X-ray crystallography [4], astronom-
ical imaging [5] and speech processing [6]. The goal is
to recover the signal from only the magnitude of linear
measurements such as the Fourier transform [7]. This
paper focuses on cases where the measurements follow
independent Poisson distributions.
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In most previous works, the measurement vector y €
RM was assumed to have statistically independent ele-
ments following Gaussian distributions:

yi ~ N (lajz|* + b;, 0?), (1)

where a € CV denotes the ith row of the system
matrix A € CM*N where ¢ = 1,...,M. € FV
denotes the true unknown signal, and b; denotes a known
mean background signal for the ith measurement, e.g.,
as arising from dark current [8]. Here the field F = R
or F = C depending on whether = is known to be
real or complex. For this Gaussian noise model, the ML
estimate of a corresponds to the following non-convex
optimization problem

2
yi — b — |a;w|2’ :

2)

To solve (2), numerous algorithms have been proposed,
such as Wirtinger Flow [9], Gerchberg Saxton [10] and
majorize-minimize (MM) methods [7].

& = argming(x), g(z) £ Z

zeFN P

However, in some low-photon count applications [11-
16], a Poisson noise model is more appropriate:

y; ~ Poisson(|alx|? + b;). (3)

The ML estimation for (3) corresponds to the following
optimization problem

& =argmin f(x),

zeFN P

P(v;y,0) 2 ([of* + ) —ylog(jv] +b). @
For (4), one can verify that the function

h(r;y,b) £ (r2 +b) —ylog(r? +b), reR, (5

is non-convex when 0 < b < y. That property, combined
with the modulus within the logarithm in (4), makes (4)
a challenging optimization problem.

Similar problems for b = 0 have been considered previ-
ously [17-21]. Moreover, many optical sensors also have
Gaussian readout noise [22, 23], so a more precise model
would consider a sum of Gaussian and Poisson noise.
However, the log likelihood for a Poisson plus Gaussian
distribution is complicated, so a common approximation
is to use a shifted Poisson model [24] that also leads
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to the cost function in (4). An alternative to the shifted
Poisson model could be to work with an unbiased inverse
transformation of a generalized Anscombe transform
approximation [25]. Such algorithms for a Poisson plus
Gaussian noise model can be interesting directions for
future work but will not be discussed in this paper.

In (4), we treat Olog0 as 0 because a Poisson random
variable with zero mean can only take the value 0. In
other words, if |v| = b = 0, then ¥(v;y,b) = 0. With
this assumption, one can verify that ¢/ has a well-defined
ascent direction (negative of descent direction [26]):

P(v;y,b) = 2v <1 -

|U|2+b> , velC. (6)

If b > 0, one can derive the following upper bound for
the magnitude of the second-order ascent direction of v:

. 2_y
By 1) = sign(o) (2 + 29<||||+b)>

iy, b)) <24 = 7
oyl <2+ 7 ™
This bounded curvature property enables us to derive an
MM algorithm [27] with a quadratic majorizer for (4).

For b = 0, one can verify that w is unbounded so
it is impossible to build a quadratic majorizer. Thus,
we also investigated an alternating direction method
of multipliers (ADMM) (Section III-C) adopted from
[28]. The ADMM algorithm is mainly for completeness
because in most real-world applications, background
counts are rarely to be zero (e.g., considering naturally
occurring background radiation).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
gives a brief overview of classical algorithms like WF
and GS for phase retrieval. Section III introduces al-
gorithms for Poisson phase retrieval, namely a modified
Wirtinger flow method, a new MM approach, and a small
variation of the ADMM algorithm of [28]. Section IV
illustrates the implementation details of algorithms dis-
cussed in Section III. Section V provides numerical
results using simulated data under different experimental
settings. Section VI concludes this paper and provides
future directions.

Notation: Bold upper/lower case letters (e.g., A, x,
y, b) denote matrices and column vectors, respectively.
Italics (e.g., i, y, b) denote scalars. y; and b; denote the
ith element in vector y and b, respectively. RV and
C" denote N-dimensional real/complex normed vector
space, respectively. (-)* denotes the complex conjugate
and (-)" denotes Hermitian transpose. diag{-} is a diag-
onal matrix constructed from a column vector. Unless

otherwise defined, a subscript denotes outer iterations
and superscript denotes the inner iterations, respectively.
For example, :'3}€ denotes the estimate of x at the ith
inner iteration of the kth outer iteration. For gradients
associated with complex numbers/vectors, the notation
¥ (-) and V(-), should be considered as an ascent direc-
tion, not as a derivative.

II. CLASSIC METHODS FOR GAUSSIAN MODEL
A. Wirtinger Flow

In the classic Wirtinger flow (WF) algorithm [9], the
gradient! for the Gaussian cost function (2) is

Vg(x) = 4A’ diag{|Az|> —y +b}Az.  (8)

To descend the cost function, reference [9] used a
heuristic where the step size p is rather small for the
first few iterations and gradually becomes larger as the
number of iterations increases. The intuition is that the
gradient is noisy at the early iterations so a small step
size is preferred. A drawback of this approach is that one
needs to select hyper-parameters that control the growth
of p. An alternative approach is to perform backtracking
for p at each iteration [7], i.e., by reducing p until
the cost function decreases sufficiently. This approach
guarantees decreasing the cost function monotonically
but can increase the compute time of the algorithm due
to the variable number of inner iterations. Section III
will introduce a novel method to select the step size for
the classical WF algorithm (8).

B. Gerchberg Saxton

An alternative to the intensity model (2) is the magnitude

model that works with the square root of y. In particular,

by introducing a new variable @ to represent the phase,

one can derive the following optimization problem:

#,0 = argmin | Az — diag{y/max(y —b,0)} 0|3,
zeFN, 0eCN

subjectto |0;|=1, i=1,...,N. ©)

To solve (9), the Gerchberg Saxton (GS) algorithm [10]
was proposed that alternatively updates « and 6 in each
iteration. The square root in (9) is reminiscent of the
Anscombe transform that converts a Poisson random
variable into another random variable that approximately
has a standard Gaussian distribution. However, that
approximation is accurate when the Poisson mean is

If 2 € RV, then all gradients w.r.t. 2 in this paper should be real
and hence use only the real part of expressions like (8).



sufficiently large (e.g., above 5), whereas this paper
focuses on the lower-count regime.

WF and GS are two classic methods for phase retrieval
under the Gaussian noise model. This paper uses them
as baselines for comparison with the proposed methods.

III. METHODS FOR POISSON MODEL

This section describes optimization algorithms for mini-
mizing the unregularized Poisson log-likelihood, i.e., (4),
as well as regularized versions of the form

o(z) = f(z) + SR(x)

where R : F¥ s R is a regularizer. The general methods
in the paper are adaptable to many regularizers, but for
simplicity we focus on regularizers that are based on
the assumption that T'x is approximately sparse, for
a K x N matrix T. When T is prox-friendly, like
the orthogonal discrete wavelet transform (ODWT), we
consider the (non-smooth) regularizer R(xz) = ||Tz|1,
and we focus on algorithms based on proximal operators
such as MM and ADMM. When T is not as prox-
friendly, like the finite-difference matrix used in total
variation (TV) regularization, we replace the 1-norm
term with a Huber function regularizer of the form

(10)

1
R(z) =1"h.(Tz;a) = mzin §HT:B —z||3 + |z,
11412
h(t; ) = { 3 ltl° 9

alt| — 102,

which involves solving for z analytically in terms of x.
Here the dot subscript notation h.(z; ) denotes element-
wise application of the function h to its first argument
(as in the Julia language). This smooth regularizer is
suitable for gradient-based methods like WF, as well as
for versions of MM and ADMM. We refer to (11) as “TV
regularizaton” even though it is technically (anisotropic)
“corner rounded” TV.

] < o,
otherwise,

(1)

A. Wirtinger Flow for Poisson Model

To generalize the Wirtinger flow algorithm to the Pois-
son cost function (4), the most direct approach simply
replaces the gradient (8) by (6) in the WF framework
[29] and performs backtracking to find the step-size u,
as in [7]. We propose a faster alternative next.

1) Observed Fisher information for step size: We pro-
pose to make a quadratic approximation along the gra-
dient direction of the cost function at each iteration, and
then apply one step of Newton’s method to minimize that

1D quadratic. Because computing the Hessian can be
computationally expensive in large-scale problems, we
replace the Hessian by the observed Fisher information
when applying Newton’s method [30].

Specifically, we first approximate the 1D line search
problem associated with (4) by the following Taylor
series

. = argmin fi(u),
pER
i) 2 f@n = nV S (@) ~ f(@i) + VS @)l
V@) V@)V @t a2)

where one can verify that the (opposite direction of)
minimizer is

19 ()13 |
real{V f () V2 f () V f (x1) }

We next approximate the Hessian matrix V2 f(z) using
the observed Fisher information matrix associated with
ML estimation:

V2 f(x) ~ I(z,b)
2By [(Vf(@iy, ) (VS(@iy,b) |2b)
= A'E, [(¢(v, Y, b)) (1/1(11, Y, b))/ v, b} A,.

One can verify that the marginal Fisher information for
a single term ¢ (v;y, b) is

M = (13)

(14)

i . )
I(v,0) = By | [d (w3 5. 0)| 0,0
2
- |U4|2“J|rb, veC, b>0. (15

Substituting (15) into (14) and then substituting (14) into
(13) yields the simplified step-size expression
2
o Vi@l
dj. Dy d,
where d, & AV f(x)) and D; = diag{l.(Azy,b)}.
(Careful implementation avoids redundant matrix-vector
products.)

(16)

This approach removes all tuning parameters other than
number of iterations. In addition, using the observed
Fisher information leads to a larger step size than using
the best Lipschitz constant, i.e., max{2+vy/(4b)} when
b > 0, hence accelerating convergence.

2) Fisher information for Gaussian case: Similarly, the
marginal Fisher information for the scalar case of the
Gaussian cost function (2) is

I(v,b) = 16[v]*(Jv|* +b), veC, b>0. (17)



Substituting (17) into (16), one can also derive a con-
venient step size pj for the WF algorithm for the
Gaussian model (2) using its observed Fisher information
to approximate the exact Hessian.

3) WF with regularization: For the smooth regular-
izer (11), we majorize the Huber function h(t) using
quadratic polynomials with the optimal curvature using
the ratio h(z)/z [31, p. 184]. One can verify that the
step size uj becomes

N IV F(@)l3

Vf(x) (A'DiA + BT'D.T)V f ()
Vf(@r) 2 V(@) + BTh.(Tw; ),
D, = diag{min.(a @ |Tzy|,1)},

M

(18)

where @ denotes element-wise division. Careful im-
plementation avoids dividing by zeros and redundant
matrix-vector products.

4) Truncated Wirtinger flow: To potentially reduce the
error in gradient estimation due to noisy measurements,
reference [20] proposed a truncated Wirtinger flow
(TWF) approach that uses only those measurements
satisfying a threshold criterion to calculate the Wirtinger
flow gradient. In particular, the threshold criterion [18]
is defined as

Az ]|, |ajz|?

M [P

|yi — |ajz|*] < a” v = (19)

where a” is a user-defined parameter that controls the
threshold value. When a” is chosen appropriately, y;
values that do not satisfy (19) will be truncated when
calculating the gradient, to try to reduce noise.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the Wirtinger flow algorithm
for the Poisson model that uses the observed Fisher infor-
mation for step size and the optional gradient truncation
for noise reduction. Note that the unregularized WF is
just setting 8 = 0 in Algorithm 1. The results in Section
V used Algorithm 1 but did not use gradient truncation,
as will be explained in Section IV.

B. An MM Approach with a Quadratic Majorizer

A majorize-minimize (MM) algorithm [32] is a gen-
eralization of the expectation-maximization (EM) algo-
rithm that solves an optimization problem by iteratively
constructing and solving simpler surrogate optimization
problems. Quadratic majorizers are very common in MM
algorithms because they have closed-form solutions and
are well-suited to conjugate gradient methods.

Algorithm 1: Wirtinger flow for the Poisson model

Input: A, y,b, xy and n (number of iterations)
for k=0,....n—1 do
if gradient is truncated then
Vi(zy) = ATy ([Azi]l 197, b7)
+BT"h.([TxiT)
else
| V() = Al.(Axy; y, b) + ST h.(Txy,)
end
if cost function is regularized then
| i < Computed by (18)

else
| pug < Computed by (16)
end
Tpp1 = xp — eV f(zy)
end
Output: x,,

1) MM for Poisson ML problem: When b = 0, one can
verify v has a singularity at v = 0, which means ) is
not Lipschitz differentiable, so we need to pursue other
algorithms for this case, as discussed in a subsequent
section. In contrast, if & > 0, one can construct a
quadratic majorizer on R for (5), as illustrated in the
supplement. With a bit more work to generalize to CV,
a quadratic majorizer for the Poisson ML cost function
(4) has the form

q(z;xr) 2 f(xp) + real{(w —xp) A (Azy; y, b)}

+ %(m —x) AW A(x — xy), (20)

where W denotes a diagonal curvature matrix. From (7),
one choice of W uses the maximum of :

Winax = diag{2 + y/(4b)} € RM>*M — (21)

However, W .« is suboptimal because the curvature of
a quadratic majorizer of v (v; -) varies with v = [Axy];.
For example, when |v| — oo, then (4) is dominated by
the quadratic term having curvature = 2; so if y is large
and b is small, then W), can be much greater than
the optimal curvature 2. Thus, instead of using Wi ax
to build majorizers, we propose to use the following
improved curvature:

vvimp £ diag{c.(Aa:k; Y, b)} c R]WXM’
. b+ b2+b|s|2'
c(s;y,b) £ { ¢(T’y,b), 50,
2,

s=0.
One can verify lim,_,c(s;y,b) = 2 so (22) is con-
tinuous over s € C. The Appendix proves that (22)
provides a majorizer in (20) and is an improved curvature
compared to Wy,.y, though it is not necessarily the
sharpest possible [33].

(22)



For the ML case where constraints or regularizers are
absent, the quadratic majorizer (20) associated with (21)
or (22) leads to the following MM update:
41 = argmin q(x; xy)
xcFN

=z — (AWA) AP (Amy;y,b).  (23)

If £ € RY, then the MM update for @y is
@), — (real{ A'W A}) " 'real{ A'+p.(Axy; y,b)}.

When N is large, the matrix inverse operation in (23)
is impractical, so one alternative way is to run a few
inner iterations of conjugate gradient (CG) to descend
the quadratic majorizer and hence descend the original
cost function.

2) Regularized MM: For the regularized cost function
(10), one can use the quadratic majorizer (20) as a
starting point. If the regularizer is prox-friendly, then
the minimization step of an MM algorithm for the
regularized optimization problem is

Tp1 = argming(z;zg) + BTzl (24)

xzcFN
In this case we apply a proximal gradient method
[34-36] to solve (24). Specifically we use the proximal
optimized gradient method (POGM) with adaptive restart
[36] that provides faster worst-case convergence bound
than the fast iterative shrinkage-thresholding algorithm
(FISTA) [35].

For the smooth regularizer (11), we replace (24) with

xp1 = argming(z; @) + 10 (Tz; ), (25)

TzeFN

and we use CG for this minimization.

Algorithm 2 summarizes our MM algorithm with
quadratic majorizer using the improved curvature (22).

C. ADMM

To handle the case when b; = 0, we investigated an
ADMM algorithm with variable splitting v; = ajx.
This ADMM algorithm generalizes to b; > 0 by a
simple modification of the v; update. Previous work
[28] also applied ADMM to a Poisson ML cost function
(for b; = 0) for a total-variation (TV) regularizer, with
separate variable splitting for both the log-likelihood and
for the gradient operator. Compared to the ADMM in
[28], our ADMM variant also considers the b; > 0
case and is slightly simpler, but is otherwise somewhat
similar to [28]. The ADMM is included here primarily

Algorithm 2: MM algorithm for the Poisson model

Input: A, y,b, xy and n (number of iterations)
for k=0,....n—1 do
Build g(x; x) (20) using Wi (22)
if cost function is regularized then
if T is prox-friendly then
| Update xj by (24) using POGM
else
| Update x; by (25) using CG
end
else
| Update x; by (23) or CG
end
end
Output: x,,

for completeness i.e., as an alternative to MM in the
b; = 0 case.

1) ADMM for Poisson ML problem: With variable split-
ting v; = ajx, an augmented linearized Lagrangian of
(4) when b; = 0 is given by

Lo(w.@smp) =" [(ul?) — vilog(|uil)]
23 (o= ala il — Inf?),

where m is the dual variable and p > 0 denotes the AL
penalty parameter.

(26)

We followed the order of first updating v, then x
and finally 0. Because the updates for the phase and
magnitude of v are separable; in particular, the update
for the phase of v is

sign(vg41) = sign(Axy — ). 27)

To update the magnitude of v, similar to [28], set t; =
|aixy, — n;]; then the update of a single component |v;]
is given by the following positive solution of a quadratic
polynomial:

pti + /P22 + 8y; (2 + p)
2(2+p)

Again, in the unregularized case, the « update is a simple
least square (LS) problem that can be optimized by CG
or the following operation (29) involving matrix inverse.

T = (A'A) A (veg1 + i), (29)
Again, if € RY, then the = update is
xp1 = (real{ A’ A}) " real{ A" (vp i1 + M)}

(28)

lvi| =



2) Regularized ADMM: For the regularized case (10),
the o update becomes

@1 = argmin £ Az — v — i3 + BR(@).
zeFN
(30)

We solve this using CG or POGM, depending on whether
the regularizer R is smooth or not.

The dual variable n7 ascent update [37] is simply

Mit1 = M + (Vkr1 — AZpy1). 31

For the case b; > 0, everything is the same as the case
b; = 0 except the update for |v;|, for which one can
verify the |v;] is instead a positive root of the following
cubic polynomial

0= (2+p)|vil® = ptilvil* +(2b; — 2y + pbi) [vs| — pbit;.

(32)
Owing to the intermediate value theorem and the non-
negativity of p, b;, t;, this cubic (32) can only possess
one or three positive real roots. If the cubic has one
positive root, then the update of |v;| is simply to assign
the single positive root. If the cubic has three positive
roots, we choose the root that minimizes the following
Lagrangian term based on (33):

(Jvi]* + b;) — yi log(Jvi|> + b;) + §(|Uz‘\ — ;)% (33)

A natural extension is to vary AL penalty parameter
along with the variable update every few iterations.
Reference [37] considered the magnitude of primal
residual 741 = Axpy1 — vy and dual residual
sk+1 = pA'(vkr1 — vg), as a principle to select
penalty parameter to potentially improve convergence for
convex optimization problems. However, for non-convex
problems, the penalty parameter p is preferred to be
sufficiently large to enable the convergence of ADMM
algorithm [38]. Thus, we used the following heuristic to
update p every 10 iterations:

20k, lrell > 10| sk ||
Pr+1 =94 Pr/2, |skll > 100pk|[re|l (34)
pr,  otherwise.

Algorithm 3 summarizes the ADMM algorithm de-
scribed above.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

This section introduces the implementation details of
algorithms discussed in the previous section and our
experimental setup for the numerical simulation (Sec-
tion V). Due to the page limit, Sections IV-D and IV-E
directly state conclusions without supporting figures. See
the supplemental materials for these figures.

Algorithm 3: ADMM algorithm for the Poisson
model

Input: A, y,b, xy and n (number of iterations)
Initialize:

Vo é—-flwo

Mo < vg — Axo

for k=0,....n—1 do

Update sign(vy) by (27)

if b, = 0 then
| Update |vi| by (28)
else

| Update |vg| by selecting root based on (33)
end

if cost function is regularized then
| Update x;, by (30) using CG or POGM
else
| Update x; by (29) or CG
end
Update 1, by (31)
end
Output: =,

A. Initialization

Reference [9] proposed to use x(, the leading eigenvec-
tor of A’ diag{y — b} A, as an initial estimate of x. To
accommodate signals of arbitrary scale, we scaled that
leading eigenvector by

(y —b)'[Az|?
| Aol

& = argmin ||y —b—|aAZo|?||3 =
a€R

Then, our initial estimate xq is && or |&Eg
on whether « is complex or real.

, depending

B. Ambiguities

To handle the phase ambiguity (all the algorithms can
recover the signal only to within a constant phase shift
due to the loss of global phase information), we used the
following normalized root mean square error (NRMSE)
metric, similar to [7], to evaluate all the algorithms:

T — Tyye €0
NRMSE — 12 = Zwe ell2 ”2, e'? = sign(@y, &),
(36)
where & and . denote the reconstructed signal/image
and the true signal/image, respectively.

| Ztruel|2

In the DFT matrix setting, more ambiguities such as
circular shift and conjugate inversion [39] are involved.
To circumvent these ambiguities, one method is to use
several different masks that introduce redundancy in the
measurement vector y. In particular, in the Fourier phase



retrieval problem setting [40], the measurement vector y
has elements given by

lil = | S afale=2m 5| 4 b7,

n=0

(37

where N = 2N — 1 (here we consider the over-sampled
case), and n = 0, ..., N — 1. After introducing redundant
masks, the measurement model becomes
N-1 o
wilf) = ‘ S an)Dufnle > N p i), (38)

n=0

where y; € RY for i = 1,...,L and D; denotes the
lth of L masks. Our experiment used L = 21 masks to
define the overall system matrix A € CVXN | where
the first mask has full sampling and the remaining 20
have sampling rate 0.5 with random sampling patterns.

C. MM for DFT Matrix Setting

When A is a DFT matrix, we conjectured that the
dynamic range of the y; values can be very wide, leading
to an ill-conditioned curvature matrix W. In particular,
the curvature changes dramatically across different co-
ordinates, and the MM algorithm based on a quadratic
majorizer using the maximum or improved curvature
can converge very slowly. Thus, for the DFT case we
imposed a threshold on the elements of the curvature
matrix W as follows: W = min(W,W,, + 3W,),
where W), and W, denote the mean and the standard
deviation of the diagonal elements of the original W,
respectively. We used W to construct quadratic “ma-
jorizers” for the DFT case. In addition, we found that it
could be computationally expensive to directly compute
the best Lipschitz constant (£ = || A’W Al|3) every time
W changes, so we used £ = ||A’Al|s||W |2 in MM
algorithms, where one can verify

L
|A'All2 = eV max { 3" Dif,  (39)
=1

where cppr is the scaling factor applied to A.

D. Solving Quadratic Sub-problems

As discussed in the previous section, performing matrix
inverse is impractical in large scale problems. Moreover,
interestingly, even in small/medium scale problems when
A is random Gaussian matrix, we found that running
few iterations of CG was somewhat (or much) faster
than performing matrix inverse (back slash in Julia) yet
could give almost the same reconstructed quality. Thus,

we used the CG algorithm instead of performing matrix
inverse whenever solving a least squares problem, i.e.,
in (23), (29), (30) shown in Section III. In particular, we
ran 3 iterations of CG in the first 10 outer iterations (out
of 200 iterations) and only 1 CG update (equivalent to
steepest descent) after that.

When A is a DFT matrix, including over-sampling and
masks like in (38), one can verify that A’ A is a diagonal
matrix that is trivial to invert. In this case we used matrix
inverse rather than CG in the ADMM and Gerchberg
Saxton algorithms.

E. Truncated Wirtinger Flow

TWF was commonly used in phase retrieval applications
where the measurements follow independent Gaussian
distribution. In our experiments with Poisson noise,
however, we did not apply truncation because firstly, we
did not observe any improved reconstruction quality or
noise reduction for various setting of a” compared to
WE. We found that the reconstructed error (NRMSE) of
TWEF decreases almost monotonically as the truncatation
threshold parameter a” in (19) becomes larger, which is
consistent with results in [18]. Furthermore, to achieve a
comparable reconstruction quality with the non-truncated
WE, one needs to keep about 95% of indices, indicating
that the computational efficiency can also be hardly im-
proved by TWF under the Poisson noise model, without
sacrificing reconstruction quality. In contrast, TWF can
instead be computationally inefficient because it requires
computing the truncated indices in each iteration, espe-
cially when both the iteration number and M are large.

F. Summary

Considering all the factors discussed above, the algo-
rithms compared in our experiments are introduced and
abbreviated as follows.

e WF-Gaussian and WF-Poisson: non-truncated
Wirtinger flow algorithms based on the Gaussian
and Poisson ML models, using the observed Fisher
information to select the step size. Regularized
WE-Poisson used Huber version (11) if the original
regularizer is not prox-friendly, as discussed in
Section III.

o GS: the Gerchberg Saxton algorithm based on the
Gaussian model (9).

e LSMM: Unregularized MM algorithm with
quadratic majorizer using the improved curvature.



o ADMM: Unregularized ADMM algorithm with
adaptive AL penalty parameter p that is initialized
as 16.

o Regularized MM and ADMM: These algorithms
use either the regularizer R(x) = ||Tx||;, where
T denotes the ODWT matrix, or (11), where T
denotes the finite difference matrix. The regular-
ized ADMM uses the same AL penalty parameter
strategy as the unregularized ADMM.

We ran all algorithms for 200 iterations on a server
with Ubuntu 16.04 LTS operating system having Intel(R)
Xeon(R) CPU E5-2698 v4 @ 2.20GHz and 251 GB
memory. We investigated 2 different system matrix A:
complex random Gaussian matrix and discrete Fourier
transform (DFT) matrix. All elements in the measure-
ment vector y were simulated to follow independent
Poisson distributions per (3).

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS RESULTS

This section reports numerical simulations that compare
the convergence rates of the various algorithms and
that demonstrate that using the Poisson log-likelihood
improves the quality of the estimates under various
experimental settings.

A. Random Gaussian Sensing Matrix

First we consider the case when all the elements in
the system matrix A are independent random variables
following a complex Gaussian distribution. We scaled A
by a constant such that the average of |a}@.|? is 2. The
mean background counts b were set to 0.1 (a constant
vector). The number of measurements M ranged from
2e3 to le4 with an interval of le3. We repeated each
experiment 50 times and averaged the results to reduce
the effects of statistical randomness.

1) True signals: Fig. 1 shows the real and imaginary
parts of the piece-wise constant, complex true signal
(N = 100). Here we exploit the piece-wise uniformity
of the true signal, for which a natural choice for T is
finite differences, i.e., a discrete TV regularizer [28]. We
denote the WF Poisson, LSMM and ADMM algorithms
using the “corner rounded” TV regularizer (11) as WF
Poisson-TV, LSMM-TV and ADMM-TV, respectively.
We empirically chose the regularizer parameters § = 8
and o = 0.5 in (25) and (30). We ran 3 iterations of CG
to update x in (25) and (30).

Re{ e} Im{ .}

50 7s 00 o = EY
n n

(a) Real part of Tire. (b) Imaginary part of @we.

Fig. 1: The true signal used in simulations when A is
random Gaussian matrix.

2) Accuracy comparison: Fig. 2 compares the NRMSE
of all algorithms for b; > 0 and b; = 0, respectively. As
expected, algorithms based on the Poisson model pro-
duce consistently better quality results (lower NRMSE)
than algorithms based on the Gaussian model. In particu-
lar, the curves for LSMM, ADMM and WF Poisson over-
lap; perhaps they all converged to a global minimizer.
Furthermore, regularized algorithms (WF Poisson-TV,
LSMM-TV and ADMM-TV) consistently led to the
lowest NRMSE for all M tested in the experiments;
and were less sensitive to the change of M than the
unregularized algorithms. These results illustrate, as
expected, that regularizers that exploit properties of the
true signal can guide the algorithms to better recover
x, when the measurements are noisy or corrupted, and
especially when the number of measurements is low,
as evident in Fig. 2, where the largest improvement of
adding regularization was observed at the smallest M
(M = 2000).

3) Speed comparison: Fig. 3 compares how quickly
different algorithms decrease the NRMSE when the
number of measurements is M = 5000. Again, as
expected, WF Poisson decreases NRMSE faster than WF
Gaussian for Poisson data. Furthermore, the quadratic
approximation fits better to (4) than (2) because (4) is
more similar to a quadratic function, i.e., has bounded
curvature when b; > 0, whereas (2) is a quartic with
unbounded curvature. Among unregularized algorithms,
the WF Poisson and LSMM have comparable speed
yet both are much faster than ADMM. For regular-
ized algorithms, the WF Poisson-TV decreases NRMSE
the fastest; both WF Poisson-TV and LSMM-TV are
much faster than ADMM-TV and even have comparable
speed performance as the unregularized algorithms, but
with notably improved reconstruction accuracy (lower
NRMSE).

B. Discrete Fourier Transform Matrix

In many optical imaging applications, the system matrix
A is often modeled with a DFT matrix. The measure-
ment model and the corresponding system matrix A are
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Fig. 2: NRMSE vs. number of measurements (M)
when A is random Gaussian, where (a) and (b)
correspond to b; = 0.1 and b; = 0, respectively.

illustrated in (38). Here we scaled the (masked) DFT
matrix A by a constant cpgr so that the average of
|a;wm]e|2 is 1 and the background counts vector b was
set to 0.1. Because the pixel values in an image cannot
be negative, we initialized x as |&&o|, as discussed in
Section IV-A.

1) True signals: Our true image is a Shepp-Logan
phantom of size 256 x 256. See Fig. 4. Pixel values
range from O to 1. Different from the previous section,
here we exploited the fact that the detail coefficients
of the discrete wavelet transform of the true image are
sparse, so we chose the matrix 7" in the regularizer to
be an ODWT matrix. Here, the WF algorithm was not
considered because it cannot accommodate proximal gra-
dient methods. We empirically chose the regularization
parameter S = 32 in (24) and (30). We ran 10 inner
iterations of POGM with adaptive restart [36] for each
outer iteration. Due to the page limit, results tested on
more images are shown in the supplement.
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Fig. 3: NRMSE vs. time (ms) when A is random

Gaussian where M = 5000. Subfigure (a) and (b)
correspond to b; = 0.1 and b; = 0, respectively.

1 256

Fig. 4: Test true image for DFT matrix setting
(Section V-B).

2) Accuracy comparison: Fig. 5 compares the images
reconstructed by the WF, GS, MM and ADMM al-
gorithms. Again, as expected, algorithms based on the
Poisson model had better reconstruction quality than al-
gorithms derived from Gaussian model. The regularized
algorithms that exploit the assumed properties of the true
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Fig. 5: Reconstructed image and corresponding NRMSE compared to the true image (Shepp-Logan phantom of
size 256 x 256), for a sensing system with L = 21 masked DFT matrices. The average of |aix|* and b; were set
to 1 and 0.1, respectively.
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image can further improve the reconstruction quality. r
Reference [7] found that the WF-Gaussian algorithm had ol B WF Gaussian
a very low recovery probability when A is a DFT matrix ., $ f;\r,lcl\:berg Saxton
for Gaussian noise (Fig. 9 in [7]), and similarly we found 50 - 0} e @ ADMM
that WF Gaussian algorithm failed to reconstruct a useful ¥ | o . @ WF Poisson
. . . . . < wr R A LSMM-ODWT
image for Poisson noise. Exploring why WF Gaussian  w ;x R T ADMM-ODWT
fails could be an interesting future work. E 30 |- epX A‘A
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3) Speed comparison: Fig. 6 shows how quickly the 0 fi A‘AAAAA
algorithms decrease NRMSE when A is a DFT matrix ol tas,
equipped with 21 random masks. Among unregularized MAldisaaaiiaa

algorithms, WF Poisson converged the fastest. Perhaps
due to the simple inverse operation of the diagonal
matrix A’ A, ADMM converged faster than LSMM, for
both unregularized and regularized cases. Thus, based on
the convergence rate of algorithms shown in Fig. 6, an
efficient strategy would be to first run few iterations of
WF Poisson then switch to the ADMM-ODWT method.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper compares several algorithms including
Wirtinger flow (WF), Gerchberg Saxton (GS), majorize-
minimize (MM) and alternating direction method of
multipliers (ADMM), for ML estimation and regular-
ized ML estimation for phase retrieval from Poisson

6 460 8(;0 12b0 16;00
Time (s)
Fig. 6: NRMSE vs. time (s) when A is a DFT matrix.

measurements. For the WF algorithm, instead of per-
forming backtracking or using a heuristic step size,
we proposed to use a quadratic approximation along
the gradient direction and replace the Hessian by the
observed Fisher information so that the step size can
be computed efficiently without any tuning parameter.
For the MM algorithm with quadratic majorizers, we
proposed a curvature formula and proved that it is
superior to the curvature built on the upper bound of
the second derivative of the Poisson ML cost function,
i.e., the Lipschitz constant of its derivative.



Simulation results showed that the ML estimates based
on the Poisson model (WF Poisson, MM, ADMM)
yielded consistently lower NRMSE than algorithms
based on Gaussian ML model (WF Gaussian and GS),
when tested on simulated signals/images with random
complex Gaussian matrix and discrete Fourier transform
(DFT) matrix, for measurements following Poisson dis-
tribution.

Furthermore, as expected, the regularized algorithms
designed for the Poisson model that exploit assumed
properties of the true signals/images, such as sparsity
of finite differences (anisotropic total variation) or of
the coefficients of a discrete wavelet transform, can
further lower the NRMSE compared to unregularized
algorithms. Regarding the computational efficiency in
the unregularized case, the WF Poisson algorithm de-
creased the NRMSE fastest. For regularized algorithms,
the regularized WF Poisson algorithm (WF Poisson-
TV) decreased the NRMSE the fastest for a smooth
regularizer. For an 1-norm regularizer, WF Poisson is
not an option because the ineligibility to accommodate
proximal gradient methods. In such case, regularized
ADMM is faster than the regularized LSMM because
it can benefit from the trivial inverse implementation of
A’A, ie., when A is (masked) DFT matrix, and hence
faster in our experiments.

In summary, the proposed algorithms are all effective
for both unregularized and regularized phase retrieval
problems from Poisson measurements. Future work in-
cludes investigating Poisson plus Gaussian noise models,
exploring why WF Gaussian fails under DFT matrix
setting, establishing sufficient conditions for global con-
vergence, investigating algorithms that can handle other
kind of regularizers (e.g., deep learning methods), seek-
ing the optimal curvature, and testing algorithms derived
for the Poisson noise model under a wider variety of
experimental settings.

APPENDIX

This appendix proves that the curvature formula (22)
provides a majorizer for the negative log-likelihood of
the Poisson model that always is bounded above by the
maximum curvature (7).

For Poisson phase retrieval, we drop the subscript ¢
and irrelevant constants and focus on the negative log-
likelihood for real case for simplicity:

h(r) = (r* +b) — ylog(r? +b),

where r € R,y > 0,0 > 0.

(40)

One can generalize the majorizer derived here for (40)
to the complex case by taking the magnitude and some
other minor modifications.

First, we consider some simple cases:

e If y = 0, then (40) is a quadratic function, so no
quadratic majorizer is needed.

e If b =0 and y > 0 then (40) has unbounded 2nd
derivative so no quadratic majorizer exists.

e If b =0 and r = 0, then y must be zero because a
Poisson random variable with zero mean can only
take the value 0. Thus again quadratic majorizer is
not needed.

So hereafter, we assume that 4 > 0, b > 0. Under these
assumptions, the derivatives of (40) are:

; Y
h(r) = 2r (1 - b) , (41)
. r?> —b
h(r)=:24-2yz;§j;25§7 42)
2yr(3b — r?
(3) _ yr( )
h‘ (T) - (T2 =+ b)3 ) (43)

where h(3)(r) denotes the third derivative. Clearly, /(r)
is convex on (—o0, —v/3b] and [0, v/3b], and concave on
[—/3b,0] and [v/3b, +00), based on the sign of h(3) (7).

A quadratic majorizer of h at point s has the form:
H(r;s) = h(s) + h(s)(r — s) + %c(s)(r — )% (44)
The derivative of this function (w.r.t. 1) is:
H(r;s) = c(s)(r — s) + h(s).

By design, this kind of quadratic majorizer satisfies
H(s;s) = h(s) and H(s;s) = h(s). From (43), we
note that r? = 3b is a maximizer of A so the maximum

curvature is:

(45)

)
2=2+—.
+ +4b

h(r) < 2y

(4b)2 (46)

Proposition: H(r;s) defined in (44) is a majorizer of
h(r) when c(s) = cimp(s), Where:

s [ Blgls)), s #0,
Cimp(s) = { lim fi(g(s)), s =0, @0
where b W
g(s) & O VO A b7 (48)

S

By construction, the proposed curvature ¢(s) is at most
the max curvature given in (46).



Proof: Because of the symmetry of h(r), it suffices
to prove the proposition for s > 0 without loss of
generality. First we consider some trivial cases:

1) If s = 0, one can verify lim, o h(g(s)) = 2. In
this case, H(r;s) is simply
1
H{(r;0) = h(0) + 5c(0)r* (49)
=7r% 4+ b—ylog(b)
> 72 +b—ylog(r? +b) = h(r).

2) If s = \/%, one can verify

Rg(V3D) =2+ . (50)
So in this case h(g(s)) equals the maximum cur-
vature.
Hereafter, we consider only s > 0 and s # /3.
We note that it suffices to prove
Vr € (—oo,s], h(r) > H(r;s), 51)

Vr € [s,+00), h(r) < H(r;s),
because if (51) holds, then V7 < s:

H(s;s)—H(r;s) = /S H(r; s)dr

< / ) h(r)ydr = h(s) — h(F),  (52)
and Vr > s:

H(r;s)—H(s;s) = /T H(r;s)dr

> / h(r)dr = h(F) — h(s).  (53)

Together with H(s;s) = h(s), we have shown that
equation (51) implies H(r;s) > h(r), Vr € R.

Substituting H (r; s) = ¢(s)(r — s) + h(s) into (51), one
can verify that showing (51) becomes showing
h(r) — h(s)

Cimp(s) > ?7

vr e R, r#s. (54)

Furthermore, when s > 0, the parabola H(-;s) is
symmetric about its minimizer:

a=a(s) = arg:nin H(rys)=s— Ciii?l)
_ shlgls) ) (55)
hig(s))

This minimizer is nonnegative because h(s) < 2s and

. ys?(b+ Vb% + bs?)
cimp(s) = h(g(s)) =2+ b(b+ 52 + VB2 1 b3?)?
> 9. (56)

Thus, if h(r) < H(r;s) when r > 0, we have h(—r) =
h(r) < H(r;s) < H(—r;s) = H(r + 2a;s), so it
suffices to prove (54) only for » > 0, which simplifies
(54) to showing

h(r) — h(s)

Cimp(S) > ﬁa

Vr >0, r #s. 57)

In short, if (57) holds, then H(r;s) > h(r), Vr € R.

To prove (57), we exploit a useful property of cimp(s).
Under geometric view, cimp(s) defines (the ratio of)
an affine function connecting points (g(s), 2(g(s))) and
(s,h(s)) is tangent to A(r) at point r = g(s), so that
one can verify

h(g(s)) = cimp(s) =

Fig. 7: Visualization of tangent property where
s =28, y =06, b= 2. The blue curve is h(r), and the
dashed lines are tangent to h(r) at z; = g(s) =

(b+ Vb2 +bs?)/s, xo = (b—b>+bs?)/s and s.

The reason why ¢(s) # s is that one can verify g(s) = s
implies s = v/3b for s > 0 that has already been proved
above.

Let f(r) = (h(r) — h(s))/(r — s), where > 0 and
r # s, plugging in A(r) and h(s) yields:
2y(sr —b)

=24 . 59
) + (s2+b)(r2 +b) (59)
Differentiating w.r.t. r leads to:
. 2 —sr2 4+ 2br + bs
for) = -2 (60)

s24+b (12 4+b)2



where one can verify the positive root of —sr? + 2br +
bs =0 is g(s) that is given by (48).

Together with f(r) > 0 when r € (0, g(s)) and f(r) < 0
when 7 € (g(s),00), we have (57) holds because f(r)
achieves its maximum at f(g(s)):
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f(r) < f(g(s)) = cimp(s). W (61)
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SUPPLEMENT

A. Illustration of Quadratic Majorizers for Poisson ML
Cost Function

-3 -1 0 2
Fig. S.1: Quadratic majorizers for the non-convex
Poisson log-likelihood function h(r;y,b) when y = 6
and b = 2.

B. Illustration of the Improved Curvature

Recall that the cost function of a real single term for
Poisson noise model is

h(r) = (r* +b) —ylog(r® +b), reR, (S.1)

where y and b are known measurement and background
count, respectively. A sufficient and necessary condition
to be a quadratic majorizer for (S.1) is

1

56(8)(r = 8)” + h(s)(r — 5) + h(s) > h(r),

5 Vr € R.

(S.2)
Following (S.2), one can express the optimal curvature
[33] as
2(h(r) — h(s) — h(s)(r — 5))

(r —s)2 ’

Copt(5) = sup (83)

r#s
However, because h(r) involves logarithm plus the
derivative of (S.3) is complicated, we found it difficult to
derive an analytical solution for copt(s), i.e., by selecting
an appropriate root after setting derivative to zero. In this
paper, alternatively, we derived a sub-optimal yet simpler
curvature (aka the improved curvature as proved in the
Appendix)

(S.4)

where one can verify c;mp is mathematically close to copt
if the supremum is achieved near s.

Letting t = r — s, one can empirically find copi(s) by
searching all possible ¢ for any s. For Fig. S.2, we search
from ¢ = —1000 : 0.0011 : 1000 for all s = —20 :
0.009 : 20.

Fig. S.2 shows that the proposed curvature lies between
the maximum curvature and the optimal curvature (found
empirically). In particular, when s is near zero, the
proposed curvature and the optimal curvature are close to
each other, which partially illustrates the near optimality
of cimp When s is near zero. We also noticed that
there still remains space for improvement when |s| is
large, which can be an interesting future work. Fig. S.3
compares majorizers built using the maximum curvature,
improved curvature and the optimal curvature as shown
in Fig. S.2a with the original cost function A(r).

C. Computation Time Comparison Between CG and BS

Fig. S.4 compares the convergence rates of the Poisson
phase retrieval algorithms (GS, MM and ADMM) that
involve solving least squares problems. In Fig. S.4,
M = 3000 and N = 100 are both small enough so
that both backsubstitution (BS) (backslash in Julia) and
CG are viable options for solving the inner quadratic
optimization problems. In every case the CG version
of 250 iterations decreased NRMSE faster than the BS
version.

D. Fisher Information vs. Line Search in WF

Fig. S.5 compares the WF algorithm using the observed
Fisher information with WF using line search for step
size. We found that WF Fisher decreased NRMSE faster
in time than WF line search, while WF line search
can decrease more NRMSE within a single iteration.
Considering the computational efficiency (NRMSE vs.
time), we decided to use the WF Fisher in this paper.

E. Truncated vs. Non-truncated WF

Fig. S.6 compares truncated WF (TWF) vs. non-
truncated WF under Poisson noise model. We found
that, similar to results in [18], the reconstruction error
(NRMSE) for TWF is almost monotonically decreasing
as the truncate threshold parameter a” goes larger. To
achieve a comparable NRMSE with non-truncated WEF,
one needs to set a” > 100, however, under this setting,
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Fig. S.2: Plot of proposed curvature and max and
optimal curvature, for the case y =6, b = 2 and
y =6, b =28, respectively.

less than 5% indices of y are truncated when calculating
the gradient. This implies that almost all the measure-
ments are useful for the reconstruction and therefore
should not be truncated. In addition, calculating the
truncated indices in each iteration can be computation-
ally inefficient, especially when M is large. Considering
all reasons described above, we did not use gradient
truncation (TWF) in this paper.

F. Huber Function vs. Alternating Minimization

For non prox-friendly regularizers, other than the Huber
function, an alternative can be introducing another vari-
able and applying alternating minimization. In particular,
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(a) Visualization of majorizers vs. h(r).
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(b) Enlarged around r = 0.5.

Fig. S.3: Comparison of quadratic majorizers with
different curvatures, for y = 6 and b = 2.

The update of = in LSMM becomes

Tpi1,2k11 = argmin Q(x, 2),
xzeFN 2eCK
1
Qu(@.2) £ g(@i@i) + (51T — |3 +allz|1 ),

where one can alternatively update  and z. The x
update uses the closed-form solution that involves matrix
inverse or conjugate gradient. The z update is simply a
soft-thresholding operation.

Similarly, the update of  in ADMM is

Tii1, 2o = argmin DAz — v — il
xzeFN zeCK

1
+8(501T= — =13 + allz]1 ).
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Fig. S.4: NRMSE vs. time (ms) using different update
strategy. Here A is random Gaussian with the average
of ajx equals to 2, M = 3000 and b; = 0.5. Subfigure
(a) and (b) correspond to experiments on two true
signals, namely ®yye.a and Tyep, respectively. Tye-p
is identical to the @y, defined in our paper; and Xyyea
is the real part of Tyyep.-

We compared these two approaches (Huber function vs.
alternating minimization) and found that using Huber
function was more efficient than alternating minimiza-
tion, as evident in Fig. S.7.

G. Another Test Image for DFT Matrix Setting

We also tested our proposed algorithms on a binary
“UM1817” image of size 64 x 64, as shown in the upper-
left corner of Fig. S.9. Here the experimental settings are
identical to those for the Shepp-Logan phantom shown
in Section V-B.

1) Accuracy comparison: Fig. S.9 showed the recon-
structed results among different algorithms. Again, sim-
ilar to Fig. 5, algorithms based on Poisson ML model
yielded consistently better reconstruction quality than
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Fig. S.5: NRMSE vs. time (ms) using different step
size strategy for WE. Results were averaged from 50
independent experiments. Here A is random Gaussian
with the average of ajx equals to 2, M = 5000 and
b; = 0.1. xye Was used as the true signal.
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Fig. S.6: Comparison between truncated WF and
non-truncated WF. a” was set from 10 to 500 with
interval 10. System matrix A was modeled as a
random Gaussian. The average of a’iw is 2, with
b; = 0.1 and M = 5000.
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Fig. S.7: Speed comparison of WF, LSMM and ADMM

using Huber function and alternating minimization for

regularization. LSMM-TV and ADMM-TV denote the
alternating minimization approach.

algorithms based on Gaussian ML model. Algorithms
exploiting the assumed properties of true images can
further lower the reconstruction error.

2) Convergence speed comparison: Fig. S.8 shows
how fast algorithms decrease NRMSE for the binary
‘UM1817¢ image. Among unregularized algorithms, GS
converged the fastest, perhaps due to the simple inverse
operation of the diagonal matrix A’ A. Perhaps for the
same reason, ADMM converged faster than LSMM, for
both unregularized and regularized cases. Thus, based on
the convergence rate of algorithms shown in Fig. S.8, an
efficient strategy would be to first run few iterations of
GS then switch to the ADMM-ODWT method.
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Fig. S.8: NRMSE vs. time (s) when A is a DFT

matrix. The true image is shown at the upper-left
corner of Fig. S.9.
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H. Experiments on an Empirical Transmission Matrix

As an interesting experiment (for completeness), we also
tested our algorithms using an empirical transmission
matrix provided by [41]. As discussed in [41, 42],
a transmission matrix A can be learned empirically
through physical experiments. We chose the empirical
transmission matrix (of size 65536 x 256) that was
learned using the prVAMP algorithm [42] and uniformly
sampled 10000 rows of it so that A € (C!0000%256
Unlike in the previous sections where we scaled the
system matrix A, here we keep A fixed and scaled
pixel values in the true image (Fig. S.10) to have pixel
range from 0 to 0.25. With this scaling, the average
of |al@ue|?> was 1.14. The true image was selected
from the dataset provided in [42], where all images
have pixel values ranging from 0 to 255 before scaling.
The background counts b were set to 0.1. Again, we
chose T' to be an ODWT matrix to exploit sparsity of
the true image’s discrete wavelet transform. We chose
the regularization parameter to be 8 = 32 for both
LSMM-ODWT and ADMM-ODWT and we ran 3 inner
iterations of POGM for each outer iteration.

Fig. S.10 shows the images reconstructed using differ-
ent algorithms. Again, as expected, the Poisson meth-
ods (WF Poisson, LSMM, ADMM) all demonstrated
noticeably improved image quality (reduced NRMSE)
compared to Gaussian methods (WF Gaussian, GS). The
regularized Poisson methods (LSMM-ODWT, ADMM-
ODWT) that exploit the assumed properties of the true
image further improved the reconstruction quality.



1 10
09
08
o7
06
o0s
04
03
02
o1
6 0
1 6

1 0 1 0 1 10
09 09 09
08 08 08
07 o7 07
06 06 06
05 o0s 05
04 04 04
03 03 03
02 02 02
01 o1 01
64 0 6 0 6 o
1 64 1 6 1 64

(a) True image (b) WF Gaussian (c) GS (d) WF Poisson
(NRMSE = 84.0%) (NRMSE = 15.3%) (NRMSE = 9.8%)
(e) LSMM (fy ADMM (g) LSMM-ODWT (h) ADMM-ODWT
(NRMSE = 9.8%) (NRMSE = 9.6%) (NRMSE = 5.8%) (NRMSE = 6.4%)

Fig. S.9: Reconstructed image and corresponding NRMSE compared to the true image of size 64 x 64, for a
sensing system with L = 21 masked DFT matrices. The average of |a/x|? and b; were set to 1 and 0.1,
respectively.
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