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~ Abstract—We propose a general framework for reconstruct- retrieval [26], [27] and the sparse Fienup methiod [28]. ©the
ing transform-sparse images from undersampled (squared)- formulations forgo the HIO framework. One method uses
magnitude data corrupted with outliers. This framework is rough phase estimate§ [29] to dramatically improve recon-

implemented using a multi-layered approach, combining mu . . L
tiple initializations (to address the nonconvexity of the pase SUUCtion quality. Another uses a matrix lifting scherne][30

retrieval problem), repeated minimization of a convex majoizer [31] to construct a semidefinite relaxation of the phase re-
(surrogate for a nonconvex objective function), and iteraive op- trieval problem [[32], which may be combined with sparsity-
timization using the alternating directions method of multipliers.  promoting regularization[ [30],[ [33]=[36]. Other approash

Exploiting the generality of this framework, we investigat using employing sparsity for phase retrieval include the graph-

a Laplage measurement noise modt_el better adapted to outlisr based and convex optimization methods [in] [37] and greed
present in the data than the conventional Gaussian noise med p g y

Using simulations, we explore the sensitivity of the methodo algorithms like GESPAR [38].

both the regularization and penalty parameters. We include1D In addition to lacking phase information, measurements
Monte Carlo and 2D image reconstruction comparisons with are often noisy, especially at the microscopic scales used i
alternative phase retrieval algorithms. The results suggg the crystallography and optical imaging. Most existing method

proposed method, with the Laplace noise model, both increas . her i . . dratic d fi
the likelihood of correct support recovery and reduces the rean  EItNer Ignore measurement noise or impose quadratic data fit

squared error from measurements containing outliers. We alo penalties. Our method, introduced first in [39], employs-a
describe exciting extensions made possible by the genetgliof norm data fit term, corresponding to a Laplace noise model,

the proposed framework, including regularization using arelysis-  designed to improve robustness to outliers. Our optinopati
form sparsity priors that are incompatible with many existing framework combines a majorize-minimize algorithm with a

approaches. nested variable-split and the alternating directions oetbf
EDICS Categories: CIF-SBR, CIF-SBI, CIF-OBI multipliers (ADMM) to solve the phase retrieval problem
with a robust data fit model ant-norm sparsity-promoting
|. INTRODUCTION regularizer. Although the original problem is nonconveur o

HASE retrieval [1]4[3] refers to the problem of reCOV_proposed majorizer is convex and as tight as possible. While
ering a signal ohr- irﬁage from magnitude-only measu direct minimization of this majorizer would be combina-

ments of a transform of that signal. This problem appea?r(%;.'a"y co_m_ple_x, !ntrO(_jucmg an auxiliary variable enesl
in crystallography[[4[7], optical imagind [g], astrondal efficient minimization via ADMM. We compare our approach
. y graphyis=Ll, op ging.1el. against using a conventional quadratic data fit term within o
imaging [9], and other areas [10]=[14].

Phase retrieval is inherently ill-posed, as many sign fsametvr\:ork, separatljtlng _the cor:jtnlbu\xlons Otf tbhle ;]mglem?nna 39
may share the same magnitude spectruni [15]. To addr 1 the proposed noise model. YWe establisned earier [39]

this issue, existing phase retrieval algorithms incorfedhf- at pr_ope_rly tunmg the pa_rameter for thenorm sparse
ﬁgularlzatlon term is essential for successful reconson.

ferent sources of prior information. The Gerchberg-Saxt )
p 9 i—(ere, we thoroughly study the parameter selection problem,

error reduction method _[16] of alternating projections sus alvzing the reqularization parameter as well as the ADMM
magnitude information about both an image and its Fourigfayzing gularization p W

spectrum. Fienup’s hybrid input-output (HIO) algorithi][1 penalty parameter that affects the convergence rate of the
. . : Sl ADMM component of the algorithm.

[18] generalizes the image domain projection of error ré- . Lo

duction to other constraints such as image boundary an .ectlorﬂ] presents a_genera_ll likelihood model for the. phase

support information[I9]5[21]. More recently, the alteting retrieval problem. Sectiop_lIl introduces a convex majeriz

rojections framework [22] has been extended to sparse F%r_ the optimi_zation problem, and SeE_]IV describes our
pro) [22] P solution to this convex subproblem using ADMM. After

construction [[2B]+[25]; examples include compressivesgha’ - . 2
[28]-120] P P seh investigating the tuning of the regularization and penalty

DSW was funded by National Institutes of Health (NIH) grar82F parameters in Selc]V, we present 1D Monte Carlo comparisons

EB015914. JAF is funded in part by NIH grant PO1 CA87634 and ; ; ;
equipment donation from Intel. YCE is funded in part by I$r&eience % Sec[V], and a 2D image reconstruction in Sec.] VII. We

Foundation Grant 170/10, SRC, and Intel Collaborative Reselnstitute CcOnclude with a d.iSCUSSion of the merits of our algorithm
for Computational Intelligence. and future extensions. Code and data are available online
DSW is with the Charles L. Brown Department of Electrical &@mmputer : R

Engineering, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VB2904 USA (email: from http://people.virginia.edutisw8c/sw.himl.
dweller@virginia.edu). AP was with, and GD, OR, and YCE ar¢hwhe
Electrical Engineering Department, Technion, Israelifat of Technology,
Haifa 32000, Israel (emails: ayelet.pnueli@gmail.contadgi44@gmail.com,
radzy@campus.technion.ac.il, yonina@ee.techniol).a#AF is with the De- . .
partment of Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciencaijvaysity of Consider the standard phase retrieval prOblem* where a

Michigan, Ann Arbor, Ml 48109 USA (email: fessler@umichuid length<V (complex-valued) signat is reconstructed fromi/

Il. PROBLEM STATEMENT


http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.2183v1
http://people.virginia.edu/~dsw8c/sw.html

2 SUBMITTED TO IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMPUTATIONAL IMAGING

squared-magnitude measuremegts= [yi,...,ya]7 of the s in concave region s in convex region
discrete Fourier transform (DFT) af: 4 8 ,
using s
ym:|[A:c]m|2+um, mzlv"'aMa (1) 3 V4

N : . otsy) e
where [Ax|,, = > Amnay is the mth DFT coefficient, ’
and[vy, ..., va)7T is a vector of additive white Gaussian noise. 2 ’
The vectorxz may represent either a 1D signal or a higher /,h(t'y)
dimensional image, columnized. 1 '

Our framework aims to minimize the negative log-likelihood

function M —¢(y,.; [[Ax],|9). With Gaussian noise,
m=1
—L(Ym; [[Ax]|7) o |ym — |[A]n |7 2 t t

; ; ; ; ; Fig. 1. The data fit erroh(¢;y) (solid line) and the convex majorizer
This formulation generalizes standard phase retrievaesl (surogate)s(t: s. 1) (dashed line) are plotted for realy — 1, andq — 2.

ways. First, the linear transfor® can be any sensing matrix, circles highlight the majorization pointsfor both examples. In the left figure,
not just the DFT. Second, the system may measure the majorization point is in the concave region dfi(t; y), so the tangent

; _ ; plane ats is used in this region. In the right figure,is located in the convex
mangUde or squared magthd_e mfﬂ]m, or even more region of A(t;y), and the tangent plane gl/9er4s is used instead.
broadly, any power of the magnitudeAx].,|?, for ¢ > 1.

Third, the measurement noise no longer is strictly Gaussian
To account for outliers in the data, we focus on using thg Majorizing U (x)

Laplace distribution, with negative log-likelihood furan In general, a majorizen(t; s) for a function’(t) satisfies

—l(Ym; [[AZ])m|Y) X |ym — |[AZ]m | (3) two properties:¢(s;s) = h(s), and ¢(t;s) > h(t), for all

Our method applies more broadly to log-likelihood func§' When these properties are satisfied, decreasing the vhlue o

tions of the form—(¢([Az]m: ym) — f(h([A]; ym)), Where the majorizer also decreases the value of the original fomct

f(-) is convex and nondecreasing (dk.), and the data smceh(t)_g O(t; 5) < @(s;5) = h(s). . _
prediction error functiorh(t: ) 2 |y — [9], with ¢ € C and Returning to our framework, assuminf-) is convex and

y € R. For this class of functions, the majorizer derived irr]10ndecreasmg, and(-) is a convex function, ther(¢(-)) is

Sec/Tll is convex inz. convex [40]. So, given a convex surrogaitg; s, y) for h(t; y),

To resolve the ill-posedness of the phase retrieval prople o(t: 5,y)) is convex. F_ur_thermore, whes(; s, y) majorizes
. : : i . “hity), f(o(t;s,y)) majorizesf(h(t;y)) as well. To find a
we impose a sparsity-promoting prior on the signal, usin

the 1-norm convex relaxation|x||;. Throughout this work, nvex majorizews(t; s,y), we first write h(t; y) as
we focus on image sparsity, or equivalently, synthesisifor 5, (¢; ) = max{h (t;y) = |t|7—y, h_(t;y) = y—|t|7}. (5)
sparsity, by appending a synthesis transform to the sensing

matrix A. We seek the minimize € CV of the problem ~ Assumingq > 1, h.(t;y) is already convex, bub_(t;y)
is concave. Wheny < 0, h(t;y) = hy(t;y). But, whenever

M
A ) 0, h_(t;y) needs to be replaced with a convex majorizer
) = FR([AZ] s ym)) + Bllalr, (@) Y~ )
;g; ¢_(t;s,y). Then,¢(t;s,y) = max{hy(t;y), ¢_(t;s,y)} is
gonvex and majorizes(t; ).

where 8 > 0 is the regularization penalty parameter. Ou Sinceh. (& 1) | | i
algorithm aims to find a sparse signal that is roughly . inceh_(t;y) is concave, we €mploy as a convex surrogate
its tangent plane about some poing C:

consistent with the magnitude data.
Our formulation [(#) differs from many of the methods ¢_ (t;s,y) = (y — |s]7) + (—q|s|T " )Re{e "“*(t — 5)}
ges_cnbed in the literature. First, the existing method=5|12_m_ . — oyt (g —1)|s]? — gls|]T " Refte 4. )
esigned to accommodate the Laplace noise model, limiting
their robustness to outliers. The projection-based methodvhen ¢ = 1, h_(t;y) is not differentiable at = 0, but
the semidefinite relaxations, and GESPAR all implicitlya(viour definition in [6) is consistent with the tangent plane
projections) or explicitly minimize the quadratic negatiog- ¢_(¢;s,y) =y in this context.
likelihood representing a Gaussian noise model. In aduitio Since any other convex majorizer must lie above the tangent
the GESPAR and sparse Fienup methodss&eorm” spar- plane, [6) is clearly tight among possible convex majoszsr
sity, while we usel-norm sparsity-promoting regularization,h_ (t; y). However, when usings|? > y, we are in the convex
also found in the convex relaxations recently developed. region ofh(¢;y), and we only need to majoriZeg(t; y) in the
concave region. In this case, the tangent plarie y!/7¢4s
I1l. M AJORIZATION OF THEMEASUREMENTOBJECTIVE gl majorizesh_ (t;y) in the range oft|? < y.
The inverse problem formulation of phase retrieval is par- Our majorizero(t; s,y) is therefore given by
ticularly difficult to solve because having only magnitude

& = argmin ¥ (x
xeCN

information makes the data fit term in the objective function ht (&), y<0,
¥(z) nonconvex. To facilitate optimization, we construct a @(t;s,y) = { max{hy(t;y), ¢—(t;s,y)}, 0<|[s|? <y,
convex majorizer ford(x). Section IV describes an iterative max{hy(t;y), ¢

~(t:5,9)}, 0<y<|[s]e
method for minimizing this majorizer effectively. (
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Algorithm 1 Majorize-minimize scheme for solvingl(4). Algorithm 2 ADMM method for solving [(IR).

Require: Iym, €mm, randoms® € CM. Require: Inpmm, eapmms 2%, u°, y, B, u.
for i =1: Iym do b° — Az® — ul.
. , for i=1:1, do
x' < argmin ®(x; s ). 9) ! _ ADMM _ .
, @ x' « argmin B x|, + 4] Az — (w1 -1 )2, (13)
s’ + Ax'. (10) x 2 2

. ; - for m=1: M do
fls?— st then break ) -
Ien|lisif 8" 1| < emm then brea 0 [Az 4 b,

end for ul < argmin f(p(u; sm,ym))+%|u—dm|2. (14)

end for
The first case occurs wheh(t;y) is already convex |{|?

cannot be less thag). The second and third cases correspond b’ < b~ ' + (Az’ — u'). (15)
to s being in the concave and convex region&.f. y), respec-
tively. Figure[1 portrays examples of the functib(¥;y) and
its surrogates(t; s, y) in both the seconds(in concave region)
and third 6 in convex region) cases. Substituting; s, y) for
h(t;y) in the original objective yields our complete conve
surrogated(x; s) for ¥(x):

if |2 — x| < eapwm then break
end if
end for

yAIgorithm 3 FISTA implementation for solvind (13).
Require: Irsta, ° u, b, 3, u.

M
L . 20 « 29, ¢t « 1, and compute such thateI > A’ A.
(w;5) = ;f(¢<[Aw]m,sm,ym>> ol @ T e

B. Majorize-Minimize Algorithm mz = soft(z' " + %4/(“ —b— A7) D). (17
Our proposed majorized approach to minimizidgx) th e (1+ v L+4(=1)2)/2. (18)
in (@ repeatedly minimizesb(x;s), using the majorize- 2i et + —“’;fl (! — ' h). (19)
minimize [41], [42] scheme shown in Algorithiid 1. Although d
end for

each iteration of this majorize-minimize method decreases
¥ (x), convergence to a minimum df(x) is not guaranteed,

since the majorizer may get “stuck” at a critical point®fx),
like the local maximum at = 0. Since the original problem whereb € C*" andy > 0 are the scaled dual vector (Lagrange

is nonconvex, running the algorithm for multiple differenfnump"?rs) and a}ugmented Il_agrangian pgnalty pgrameter,
initializations increases the chance of finding a globairopmn reslpecuvely. Ourd'rpplemimfon of ADMM |n|_fAIgor|th_lﬁ 2
while decreasing the likelihood of failure due to stagrma.tioSO ves [(I2). We defind,, = [Aa + b],,, to simplify notation

Employing multiple initializations is frequently employy here and in subsequent sections. We initialize ADMM using

other phase retrieval methods and when solving nonconVas Igsr:m fr(_)rnr: the ([Jarevuj:soltelrathn o{)ghirgaj:\)ﬂrlzirgmlfmlze
problems more generally. algorithm. Thenu® + Az®, leavingb” = 0. Methods for

updatingz andu depend on the specifid and f(-) used. We
IV. SOLVING THE MAJORIZED OBJECTIVE WITH ADMM provide details for the range of cases explored in this paper
Jointly minimizing M pairwise maximum functions to
solve [8) directly would be combinatorially complex. Irste A. Updating =

ensure each function in the summationlih (8) depends only g% standard synthesis form of compressed sensing (CS) that
a singleu,, = [u],,. The constrained optimization problemyas peen extensively studied previously [471-[49]. VasiQS

using this auxiliary variable is algorithms may be appropriate, depending4is structure.
. M If A is left-unitary, soA’A = I, the least-squares term
{z ' u} « argmin Y F(B(tm; Sm, ym)) + Bllz1, in (I3) simplifies to||z — A’(u’ — b")||3, plus a constant term
LU m=1 (zero whenA is also right-unitary), and updating becomes
Sty = [AZ]m, m=1,...,M. soft thresholdingz;,"! « soft([A’(u! — b')],; ), where
(1) soft(z; 1) = ToT max{|z| — 7,0}. (16)

We use the alternating directions method of multipliers
(ADMM) [43]-[46] framework to solve the augmented La-When A is not left-unitary, an iterative algorithm like

grangian form of this constrained problem: FISTA [50] may be nested within the ADMM method. Al-
M gorithm[3 describes the FISTA implementation that approxi-
La(z,u;b) = Z F( (U Sy Ym)) + Bllx||1 mately solves[(13). Whed is left or right unitary,c = p. In
m—1 other casesg is the maximum singular value cA and may

+ 4| Az — u +b|2, (12) be precomputed using power iterations.
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This framework can be extended to analysis-form sparsity The optimal values of: for each case are computed ana-
and other additively separable regularizers by replacirg tlytically for f(-) corresponding to the Gaussian and Laplace
penalty ||z||; in the original objective[{4), the majorizell(8),distribution functions in[(2) and[{3) on squared-magnitude
and the augmented Lagrangianl(12) with the pfigGx) = measurements;(= 2). Dropping subscripts, fop = 1, ¢ = 2,
>, 7([Gzl];), wherer(-) is a potential function, and is an .
analysis transform. The-update step for ADMM becomes Ut = ﬁd’ (24)

2s
2! argmin BR(Gx) + £ Az — (ul — b)|2.  (20) u- =7 +d and (25)
x ur = /2(y + |s|2)em((2+“)5+“d) — 5. (26)
When G is square and invertible, and the inver6e ' is Forp—g—2
readily available, synthesis-form techniques apply. @tise, p=a==
one may nest within the ADMM framework almost any of the . = root([4,0, (i — 4y), —p|d|])e*“?, (27)
well-studied methods from the literature such as split Brag u_ = (Re{a} + Im{a})es, (28)

iteration [51] or analysis-form extensions of iterativethuls
like MFISTA [52]-[54]. When the proximal operator fox(-) ug = (coc” —5)e'“*, whereco = v/2(y +[s[?),  (29)
does not have a closed form, proximal algorithms may also 0 = root([(:—% sin a), (2:—§ cosa +4),0,
be used[[55]. Alternatively, one may “smooth” a nonsmooth
regularizer (using corner rounding), and apply gradieasgeul
methods like nonlinear conjugate gradients [56]. c1 =g+ Is* —y,m1 = 2cols],

In any case, we can leverage the substantial literature andr, and« are the magnitude and phase of
on sparse recon;tructlon t_o _updat:ewnhm our ADMM colder|s| + u(|s| + de™4%)).
framework. By using a majorizer and variable-splitting, we
cast the sparse regularization component of the recotistnuc When calculating:+ anduy for the Gaussian case, the root
problem in this well-studied form, without regard to thes®i used is the one whose correspondimgminimizes f, (u).
model used in the data fit term of the original problem.  These expressions are derived in the appendices.

(2:—13 cosa — 4), —:—13 sin o),

B. Updating u V. PARAMETER TUNING

An important consequence of the choice of variable-spiitti  The regularization parametgrcontrols the level of sparsity
is that the objective function for updating the auxiliaryn the reconstructed signal. Additionally, the ADMM peryalt
vector u is additively separable. Thus, the update can l@rameteyp impacts the convergence rate of the inner ADMM
performed element-by-element. Sing€¢) is monotone non- algorithm, and thus, the overall algorithm. This section ex
decreasing, an@d(u; s, ym) is the pointwise maximum of plores the influence of these parameters.
two functions (fory > 0), we can write f(¢(u; Sm, Ym)) aS Our simulations consist of generating a lengirsparse sig-

max{ fy(u), f-(u)}, where nal with K nonzero coefficients)/ measurements of the DFT
of that signal, performing the reconstructions, and cormgar
A pl,, 2 . . . .
Fe(u) = Glu—dn|” + f (b (uiym)), (21)  the reconstructed signals against the true signal. Thesspar
fo(u) = Lly — d,y,? support of our signal is chosen at random, and the amplitude
0 y <0 and phase of each of nonzero coefficient are randomly sampled

uniformly between0.5 and 1 (for amplitude) and) and 27
+ F(@-(wsmym)), 0<|s|? <y, (22) (for phase). Then) noise-free measurements are randomly
(o= (u;8m,ym)), 0<y<|s|9, selected from the squared-magnitude of the signal's DFT
andd,, = [Az + bl,,,. Updatingu,, is equivalent to solving coefﬁcients. Ra_ndomly sele_cted outliers are set to have an
amplitude of twice the maximum measurement. This model
argminT, s.t. fy(u) <T, f-(u) <T. (23) does not exactly match our Laplace noise model, thus awpidin
wt an “inverse crime.” The reconstructions are performedgisin
The minimizing 7' corresponds to the function value ofmultiple initializations, and the “best” reconstructedrsal for
f(o(u; 8m,ym)) at its minimum. The Lagrangian of thiseach method is retained. For the proposed method, the best
constrained problem &'+ v, (f4(u) = T) +v-(f-(u) = T), reconstruction yields the lowest value ¥{x).
with Lagrange multipliersy,,v— > 0. Differentiating yields  Sparsity and Fourier coefficient magnitudes are insemsitiv
7+ +7- =1, and three possibilities exist: to spatial shifts, reversal, and global phase, so we find the
1) When~; =1, andy_ =0, f1(u) =T, and f_(u) < best alignment/reversal and global phase for the recatstiu
T, so the optimalk = u4 minimizesf, (u) and satisfies signals before evaluation. The best alignment is identified

feluyg) > fo(uy). for both the reconstructed signal and its reversed versjon b
2) When~y, = 0, andy_ = 1, the optimalu = w_ cross-correlation with the true signal. A global phase t&sm
minimizes f_(u) and satisfies_ (u_) > fi(u_). then estimated from the version with the best alignment. For

3) When~,,vy- >0, both f (u) and f_(u) equalT. The evaluation, a sparse threshold @b5 is used to identify the
optimalu = u+ minimizes both of these functions alongsparse support of the reconstructed signal. The sparserupp
the curvef (u) = f_(u). of a correctly detected signal matches that of the true signa
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Fig. 2. The objective functio®(x?; s), relative to converged objective value
d*, is plotted versus ADMM iteration for both the first and the next-to-last

run of ADMM, for the Laplace $ = 1) noise model.

Initial ADMM
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iteration (i)

o Next to last ADMM
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Fig. 3. The objective functio® (x?; s), relative to converged objective value

100y —%—K=3
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Regularization parameter ([3)

(a) Laplace $ = 1) noise model.

Correctness (%)

0 0.02 004 0.6
Regularization parameter ()

(b) Gaussiang{ = 2) noise model.

Fig. 4. The percentage & trials reconstructed correctly is plotted versus
regularization parameteg for varying signal sparsity leveld<, for the
proposed reconstruction with (a) Laplage= 1) and (b) Gaussianp(= 2)
noise models.

In our first experiment, we reconstruct a 128-element 1D
signal using both Laplacer = 1) and Gaussian noise models
(p = 2) and ADMM with different values of penalty parameter
u, for different degrees of sparsity and numbers of mea-
surements. Since the optimal ADMM parameter may differ
between earlier and later majorizer minimization itenasio
we compare the convergence rates for different choices of
in both the initial and next-to-last runs of ADMM. Figuriek 2
and[3 portray, for sparsit) = 6, M = 64 noiseless mea-
surements, and Laplace & 1) and Gaussianp(= 2) noise
models, respectively, the objective function convergeates
overInpvm = 50 ADMM iterations for the three best choices
of u, relative to the best objective function value observed
over 200 ADMM iterations. Running the same experiment
for different sparsityX’ = 8 and M = 128 measurements
yield similar results to the example shown, with the same
optimaly’s. In this experiment, we observe the optimal choice
of u for the proposed method with = 1 does not change
much from the initial to the next-to-last run of ADMM,
changing only fromy = 1 to p = 10. However, a minor
change inu can make a huge difference in convergence rate,
especially in later iterations, so using an adaptive schigmae

®*, is plotted versus ADMM iteratiori for both the first and the next-to-last the heuristic method described in [46] would help maintast f

run of ADMM, for the Gaussianyg= 2) noise model.

convergence. The optimal choice @fappears more stable in
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TABLE |

COMPARISON OFRECONSTRUCTIONMETHODS
— Method Implementation Sparsity Noise Model
X L,-Fienup alternating 1-norm Gaussian
e projections
8 Proposed f = 2) MM, ADMM 1-norm Gaussian
IS GESPAR greedy 0-“norm” Gaussian
8 Proposed f = 1) MM, ADMM 1-norm Laplace
S}
@)

VI. MONTE CARLO COMPARISONS(1D)

We compared phase retrieval methods using Monte Carlo
simulations for different values of sparsiti{’ and number
of measurementd/, with 50 trials each. We compare the
Fig. 5. The percentage & trials reconstructed correctly is plotted for thepl’oposgd methoc_l with botip - 1 (Laplace) andp = 2
modified sparse Fienup {LFienup) method that projects the image domaifGaussian) data fit models against both theFienup method
reconstruction onto thé-norm ball ||z[|1 < 8, versus constraint parameter described previously and the GESPAR greedy method recently
4 for varying signal sparsity levels. developed for the Gaussian noise model. Table | highligtes t
differences between the four methods.

thep = 2 case, ag. = 0.1 yields the fastest objective function. These methods all use multiple initializations, wit

convergence for both early and later runs. The optimal ceimicm't'ahzat'ons for L;-Fienup and the proposed method with

of 4 in both instances do not appear to change with sparsﬂ = 1, and with 50 initializations for the proposed method

K or number of measurementd, or the associated changeé"Xth p = 2. The GESPAR method tests different initializations

in 3, so we used these values,othroughout the experimentsum“ the sparse signal achieves_ data_discrepancy beloved fix
that’follow. threshold. Tr_le percentage o_f trials with correctly recarcted _
: (detected) signal supports is shown for all four methods in
To study the effects of varying on the perfor_mance Of_ Fig.[8, as a function of both number of measurem@rtéwith
the algorithm, we focus on reconstructing 1D signals usi

either Laplace or Gaussian noise models for varying degrqg\’/e outliers) and sparsity of the true signél. In addition,
of sparsity. Here, we usetD random initializations for both average mean squared error (MSE) is reported infFig. 7

- = : in terms of peak signal to noise ratio, PSNRI10log, &g
p =1andp =2 cases. .In [39], the opt!mal range gf for where the maximum true signal amplitude is one. To achieve
the proposed method with = 1, ¢ = 2 is shown to scale

) . the results shown, we had to increase the support detection
roughly linearly with the number_of measurements. Here, WEreshold t00.2 for the proposed method with = 2 only
ﬁ\é?slza:sotgglspr% F;]?/[SGE Tvetﬂofzvg't:o?s();r}rlézplri:l:ﬁgr(jg:tssséaagesting inadequate convergence for the Gaussian model.

. N i : .. These results suggest that the proposed method with the
Figure[4 plots the percentage of trials r.ecqnstructed with %.aplace modep = 1, which more closely models the outliers
g;f?efgr::esdaf;?pg\t,e\f;;sfsg tgeg r?c?ruéirtlﬁar:ggep;?g?suer IR the measurements, attains the best performance of the fou

P Y IS ' thods tested, in terms of both support recovery and PSNR.

. X m
.For comparison, we .also eyalu_ate the sparse Flenu_p meth‘—;@ure[} depicts trends in the correctness and PSNRs of the
with the image-domain projection modified to project th?our methods as the number of outliers increases.
signal onto the -norm ball with||z||; < 3, for different values

of regularization parametes in Fig. [3. This modification
replaces the hard-thresholding sparse projection ontd)the VIIl. I MAGE COMPARISONS(2D)
“norm” ball with a 1-norm projection more closely aligned To demonstrate how the proposed method performs for
with the sparsity penalty used in the proposed method. Waage reconstruction, we examine the two-dimensional case
call this modified method L-Fienup in the results that follow. with undersampled measurements corruptedlbyoutliers.
This L; -Fienup method exemplifies the great importance thighe 512 x 512-pixel star of David phantom used if [39] is
choice of 3 has on the reconstruction quality. Not only dges inspired by the real example image shownl[in|[57]. The DFT
greatly influence the chance of correct support detectiah, of this image is randomly undersampled by a factor of two
the optimal choice ofs greatly depends on the sparsity of and reconstructed using both the proposed and the stabe-of-
the signal. The optimab for K = 8 would work extremely art algorithms. The reconstruction using the proposed oukth
poorly for K = 3, and vice versa. The dependence ®mof with the Laplace model produces a nearly-perfect image. The
the proposed method is very similar, for both noise models;-Fienup method yields an image with degraded or missing
The p = 1 case demonstrates less variation in the correctnekss, especially in the lower left and right triangles, am@dm
as a function ofs than thep = 2 case, but a reasonably goodhe top. The proposed method with a Gaussian model produces
choice of 5 is necessary for correct reconstruction with eithex more consistent reconstruction than theHienup method,
noise model. The optimal choices Gfwere computed for all but a number of additional dots near the center are visible.
the values ofK, without noise, used in the experiments thathe p = 2 case shown uses = 1; settingy = 0.1 degrades
follow, including the 2D image comparisons. reconstruction quality in this case.

o 2 4 6 8 10
Regularization parameter ([3)
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L1-Fienup Proposed (p =2,q=2) GESPAR Proposed (p=1,q=2)

8/128
7/128
6/128
5/128
4/128
3/128

0.125 0.25 05 1 0.125 0.25 0.5 1 0.125 0.25 05 1 0.125 0.25 0.5 1
Measurement fraction (M/N)

Sparsity fraction (K/N)

Fig. 6. The percentage &0 trials reconstructed correctly is given for the modifiedrspaFienup (L-Fienup) method, GESPAR, and the proposed method
with both Gaussiam = 2 and Laplacep = 1 noise models, for a range of measurement and sparsitydnacti

L1-Fienup Proposed (p =2,q=2) GESPAR Proposed (p=1,q=2)

40 dB
8/128
7/128 2
6/128
5/128
4/128 6
3/128

8

0.125 0.25 0.5 1 0125 025 05 1 0125 025 05 1 0125 025 05 1
Measurement fraction (M/N)

N w
S

Sparsity fraction (K/N)
(=Y

Fig. 7. The average PSNR, in dB, ovel trials is given for the modified sparse Fienup, {Eienup) method, GESPAR, and the proposed method with both
Gaussiarp = 2 and Laplacep = 1 noise models, for a range of measurement and sparsitydnacti

VIIl. DISCUSSION Although we investigated promising techniques for inigialg

Phase retrieval relies heavily on side information to ré&M' _metho_d_, like Wirtinger flow [5(?]’ randomly selecting
produce a quality image. We employ sparsity in the ima ultiple initial majorization Vectors™ appears (o be more
domain, or dictionary-based sparsity, to identify the be ?bUSt' However, using mul'up_le initial choices fe?_ propor-
image among all those that share the same magnitude Fouypally increases in computational burden. Combined with

spectrum. Resolving this ambiguity becomes even more Chg]yln-layere_d ne}ture of the propqsed ngor!thm, the O\Ve_ral
reconstruction time becomes an issue in higher dimensions.

lenging in the face of measurement noise, especially 031 the 2D i ructi . i
liers, and undersampling the Fourier spectrum. The prapo € 2D Image reconstruction case, running a reconstricti
a single choice ofg (and multiple choices were used

method using a Laplace noise model excels at reconstruct‘:ﬂé .
or parameter tuning reasons) consumed several hours on a

images despite these conditions, greatly improving upberot .
modern processor running MATLAB. Efforts to accelerate

techniques and the Gaussian noise model for such data. convergence of the proposed algorithm, such as applying
P ter tuning d t to b hall ’
arameter ning coes not appear 1o B more cha’end §mentum [60], would be well worth further study.

than with existing methods in our simulations, especiall(}]
considering the actual sparsify usually is not known. Future ~ Computational costs aside, our method clearly outperforms
research concerning automatic calibration and genetiliza the Li-modified Fienup method and GESPAR, when outliers
of parameter selection is ongoing [58], and phase retriev{€ Present in the data. Our method improves both the likeli-
would appear to be an excellent application, based on itsi-sefood of correct support recovery and the overall normalized
tivity to the choice of regularization parametgrAdditionally, MSE in both 1D Monte Carlo and 2D image simulations.
using an adaptive heuristic for the penalty parametappears  Our framework may extend to more general regularizers
to offer satisfactory convergence without substantiaitimttal R(Gx) via generalization of thec-update step to nest an
tuning. Further experiments on larger sets of differenadae algorithm like split Bregman iteration. Such a modification
necessary, however, to draw more general conclusions abaould enable analysis-form sparsity regularization witkak
these parameters. variation or undecimated wavelets. Theupdate step also

Paired with parameter selection, multiple initializaosre can accommodate other priors or constraints, like support
also essential to overcome the nonconvexity of the inversgormation or nonnegativity, by using an appropriate edst
problem and find a reasonable (hopefully) global solutioalgorithm in place of soft-thresholding or FISTA.



8 SUBMITTED TO IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON COMPUTATIONAL IMAGING

L1-Fienup Proposed (p =2,q=2) GESPAR Proposed (p=1,q=2)
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2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
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(a) Percentage of correct detections f6r= 3 sparsity (out ofN = 128)
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(b) PSNRs (in dB) forK = 3 sparsity (out ofN = 128)
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(c) Percentage of correct detections fér= 5 sparsity (out ofN = 128)
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(d) PSNRs (in dB) forK = 5 sparsity (out ofN = 128)

Fig. 8. The correctness and average PSNR, in dB, are plaitegDftrials of the Ly -Fienup, GESPAR, and proposed algorithm with both modelsbétween
1 and 10 outliers out of M = 16 to M = 128 measurements, faV = 128-length signals with sparsitieK = 3 (top) and K = 5 (bottom).
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Thus, f4(u) is minimized byu, = -d.
Proposed (p=9g=2) Proposed (p=1,q=2) The mininmization of f4(u) or f_(u) along the curve on
y + |s|? — 2|s|Re{ue=*4*}, which corresponds to the circle

True image L1-Fienup The function f (u) is quadratic inu, so completing the
square yields
The functionf_(u) is also a quadratic, so
f-(u) = nlu —e[* + (y + [s* + nld|* = nle]*)
which both functions are equal-valued, involves parameter
izing this curve and minimizingf;(u) as a function of
lu + s|> = 2(y + |s|?). The parameterization then correponds
to the angle along the circle; callt The curve of interest is
(u+s) = 1/2(y + |s[?)e*. Incorporating this parameterization
B=12,PSNR=20.2dB B=0.4, PSNR=26.4dB into f+(U) yields

f+(u) = (1 + 77)|U - 1+nd|2 (1+q7 |d|2
512 [=13500, PSNR = 18.6 dB wheree = = + d. The minimizer is simplyu_ = e.
this parameter. These functions are equal whef — 3y =
F((8)) = =2/2(y + [s]2)Re{((1 +n)s + nd)e™ "’}

Fig. 9. The best reconstructions (as a function of regudiom parametes)

for L1-Fienup and the proposed method with both noise models awersfor + constants

the 512 x 512-pixel star of David phantom, fromd/ = N/2 measurements, . . L

with 10 outliers. which is minimized wherd = Z((1 + n)s + nd). So,us =
2(y + [s[2)erc((tmstnd) _ g

IX. CONCLUSION APPENDIXB

The key contributions of this paper are two-fold. First, UPDATING u: SQUARED-MAGNITUDE GAUSSIAN CASE
a general framework was proposed that extends phase ren this case,f(-) = ()2, andq = 2. Again, as with the
trieval reconstruction to measurements corrupted by enstli aplace distribution, wheny,, < 0, fi(u) > f_(u), so
in the data. A multi-layered implementation of this generale always minimizef, (u). Otherwise, we consider all three
framework was developed featuring multiple initializat$p cases.
majorization-minimization, and ADMM. Secondly, the sen- Again, letd = [Azit! + bi]m, s represent the appropriate
sitivities to both the regularization and penalty parametechoice ofs,, or s,,, 7 = 11/2, and drop the subscripts. Writing
present in the reconstruction framework and algorithmsewegyt 7, (v) and f_(u),
studied, aiming to provide a fast, robust, and correct recon
struction method. The analysis of the proposed method then f+ (1) = nlu —d|* + (juf* = y)*,
shifted to a direct comparison against competing methods f_(u) = nju — d|> + (y + |s|* — 2|s|Re{ue™*4*})2.
including an Ly -modified sparse Fienup method and the greedy ) i
algorithm known as GESPAR. These comparisons mcIudedW”“ng f+(u) in terms of the magnitudg:| and phase’u
both a 1D Monte Carlo experiment to establish quantitati
advantages over existing methods, and a 2D image reconstruc £, (u) = n|u|?® + n|d|* — 2n|u||d| cos(Lu — Zd)
tion visually demonstrating the improvements achievablagi +uft = 2ylu)? + y2,

this method, even with relatively few outliers in the data.
which is clearly minimized whew'v = Zd, whencos(Zu —

Zd) = 1. Then, f.(u) becomes a quartic equation |n|,

APPENDIXA which has the derivative
UPDATING u: SQUARED-MAGNITUDE LAPLACE CASE
df+(u) — 4|u|3

In this case,f(-) = (-), andg = 2. Wheny,,, < 0, f1(u) d|ul
is always greater tharf_(u), so the solution is always the

+ (20 — 4y)|u| — 2nld|.

N The function f; (u) is minimized either when the derivative
minimizer of f, (u). Otherwise, we must consider all three
is zero or whenu| = 0. The depressed cubic equation will
cases.
Letd — [Aa;”l 4 b, s represent the appropriate ChOICehave between zero and three nonnegative real roots, which
; 5 m d4d P h b ppt pW i X tan be found analytically. Note that if there are three pasit
Of 5 OF gm. n = p1/2, and drop the subscripts. Writing ou real roots, since the cubic must be increasing below the leas
f+(u) and f(u), positive root, the derivative at] = 0 is negative, and the
fourth candidate poinf| = 0 cannot be the global minimum.
Fi) = nu = dP* +ul’ -, fourth candidate poir _ e global minir
) ) e e minimizer uy is the candidate point with minimum
f-(u) = nlu = d|” +y + |s|” = 2[s|Re{ue™"}. function valuef (|ul), multiplied by e*<?.
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Finding a minimum off_ (u) is straightforward. Defin@ = sin(f — o) = = COSO"lgrlf;Ez)Si“a.
—14s J_ —1Ls
ue , andd = de . Then, Substituting,
N e TP 2 —132
f*(u) —77|’U, d| +(y+ |S| 2|S|R8{u}) . 0= :—%(25COSO¢— (1 _52)Sina)(1+§2)_4§(1 _52)
1

Separating the real and imaginary parts, we observe
f-(@) = n(Re{a} — Re{d})* +n(Zm{a} — Im{d})®
+(y +[s* — 2|s|Re{u})?,
which is clearly minimized wherZm{a} = Im{d}. The

real component is quadratic iRe{z}, so differentiating with
respect toRe{u} yields

dfy(@) _
dRe{u}

3 (28 cosa + 2¢3 cosa — sina 4 €* sin )
1
—4¢(1 - &%)
(73 sin )¢t + (273 cosa + 4)¢3
1 1
+ (273 cosa —4)§ — Bsina.
1 1
This quartic equation can be solved analytically; the reat r
that corresponds t@ with the minimum f (@(9)) is used

to generateur = (coe'? — 5)e**, which is valid as long
as |us|?> > y. Also, one must considef = =+, which

2n(Re{u} — Re{d})

+4|s[(2[s|Refa} — (y + [s*)),
which is minimized at
nRe{d} +2|s|(y + [s]?)
1+ 4s[? '
This closed form solution yields
u_ = (Re{a} +1:Im{a})e"“".

Minimizing f4 (u) along the curvefy (u) = f-(u) requires

Re{u} =

parameterizing the curve. Again, defile= we™*“*, d =
de™**, ands = |s|. Note thate_ (u; 5,y) = |5 — a|? + (y —
[@|?), where the latter term equaB = — h(@;y). Along 1]
the curvef, (a) = f_(u), B> = (B + |5 — @|?)?, which is

true whens = @, or when|s — a2 = —2B = 2(|a|> —y). For &

this second case to yield a nontrivial solution requibes: 0,
which corresponds tu|? > y.

, Rearranging terms yields our familiar cirdie+3|> = 2(y+
;a)rameterizationi = ¢pe'? — 5, wherecy =
f+(u) yields

J+(@(0)) = (Jeoe” — 517 = y)? + nleoe’ — 5 — dP?
= (2 — 2coRef{e5*} + 5% — y)?
+n(cd +15+d|* — 2coRe{e (5 +d)*}).
Letc; =c3+ 5% —y,andcy = ¢ + |5+ J|2, o)
f+(a(8)) = (1 — 2coRe{e’’5™})?
+n(ca — 2coRe{e? (5 + d)*})
= (200)2736{6195*}2

—2coRef{e? (2¢15 + n(5 4+ d))*} + 2 + nea.

For convenience, let; = 2¢(s, andr, anda be the magnitude [12]

and phase o2cy(2¢15+n(5+d)). Differentiating with respect
to 0,

3]
from the Laplace distribution case. Plugging our angula[r4]
2(y +82),into [9]
(6]
(7]
(8]

El

[10]

[11]

df ; (a(6)) 3
do

Setting the derivative equal to zero,
73 sin(0 — a) = sin(26).
1

= rysin(f — a) — 2r? sinf cosh.

[14]

[15]

Defining £ such thaté 2arctan&, we havesinf

sin(2arctan§) = %, andcos = cos(2arctanf) = };gj [16]
Thus, '
. 26 (1—g2 [17]
sin(20) = 2%,

correspond t@ = +oo, in case either extreme point minimizes

f+(@

(6))-
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