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Abstract

The purpose of image registration is to determine a tramsition such that the transformed version of the source
image is similar to the target one. In this paper we focus oadnsark-based image registration using radial basis
functions (RBFs) transformations, in particular on thediogy preservation of compactly supported radial basis
functions (CSRBFs) transformations. In [1] the performemof Gneiting’s and Wu'’s functions are compared with

the ones of other well known schemes in image registratiothia plate spline and Wendland’s functions. Several
numerical experiments and real-life cases with medicafjesashow dierences in accuracy and smoothness of the
considered interpolation methods, which can be explaiakidg into account their topology preservation properties

Here we analyze analytically and experimentally the togglpreservation performances of Gneiting’s functions,

comparing results with the ones obtained.in [2], where Wamdis and Wu'’s functions are considered.
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1. Introduction

In medical image analysis, registration is a crucial steartalyze two images taken afffdirent times or coming
from different sensors or situations. The problem of image registragn intuitively formulated in the following
way: given two images, callesburceandtargetimages, respectively, find an appropriate transformatetwéen
the two images, such that it maps the source image onto thettane. The dferences between the two images
can derive from dferent conditions, and for analyzing them we want to make @sagore similar each other after
transformation, for an overview see eld.[[3,/4.15, 6] 7, 8particular, in [8], Zitova and Flusser gave an overview of
image registration, and presenteéfelient methods to solve this problem.

Some methods for image registration are based on landmBnedandmark-based image registratiprocess is
based on two finite sets of landmarks, i.e. scattered datagocated on images, where each landmark of the source
image has to be mapped onto the corresponding landmark daithet image (se&[m 5, 6]). The landmark-based
registration problem can thus be formulated in the contéxtativariate scattered data interpolation. In landmark-
based image registration, the deformed results are sengitihe displacements of landmarks. If the displacement of
one landmark is far enough from neighborhood landmarksjéifiermation will be large and the geometrical structure
will change after transformation. In such case, topologyation could thus occur.

One of the most used methods in landmark-based image @gstis the radial basis functions (RBFs) method,
useful to handle various geometric deformations. RBFs ametfons whose values depend on the distance between
points and center5 [18, 9]. This important property alloles tise of RBFs in interpolation problems, such as image
registration. RBFs can be classified in two groups: (i) gligtsupported such as thin-plate spline (TPS) and Gaussian,
and (ii) compactly supported such as Gneiting’s, Wendkadd Wu's functions, se ﬂ_’l._J 11] 12, 14], respectively.

In general, globally supported RBFs (GSRBFs) can guarahtedending energy be small but the deformed
field will occur in the whole image after transformation; gersely, compactly supported RBFs (CSRBFs) make the
influence of the deformation local: around a landmark in 2[ages on a circle whereas in 3D images on a sphere.
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In [E| |E], authors analyzed fiierent computational properties of GSRBFs and CSRBFs fainfamk-based image
registration.

However, if GSRBFs or CSRBFs are chosen to solve the retigsiraroblem, topology should be preserved. For
some RBFs the presence of a shape parameter is an imporgaatwristic. In fact, a large shape parameter leads to
flat basis functions, whereas a small shape parametergé@syéeaked RBF£|[9]. Therefore, we can use it to control
influences on the registration res@[lS].

In [E] evaluation of topology preservation forftirent CSRBFs in case of landmark-based image registragsn w
performed. The authors compared topology preservationmftefrdnt CSRBFs using two criteria: locality parameter
and positivity of determinant of the corresponding Jacobiatrices for dierent transformations. Locality parameter
is the optimal support size offierent CSRBFs under topology preservation conditionﬂl]u, [@® instead evaluated
the performances of topology preservation for a GSRBF fasiukch as Matérn functions in landmark-based image
registration.

The family of Gneiting’s functions was proposed by Gneitin@002 for the first time![11]. Gneiting’s functions
are oscillatory compactly supported functions and it iswnan scattered data interpolation that they achieve good
approximation result£|[9]. Then, they were used also in iragistration, obtaining accurate resultd [1, 16]. Fag thi
reason in this paper we analize the topology preservati@dniting’s transformations under the two criteria given
above and compare the numerical results with those obtairtbe paperi]Z] using Wendland’s and Wu’s functions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introducesati@rhark-based image registration problem. Section 3
gives definitions of two kinds of Gneiting’s functions andtloé associated transformations. In Section 4 we evaluate
topology preservation of Gneiting’s functions in the cateme-landmark. Computations and numerical results are
presented. Section 5 deals the four-landmarks schematjcain case and the landmark-based registration in brain
images. Finally, in Section 6, we report the conclusionstaeduture work on the topic.

2. Landmark-based image registration problem

In this paper, we only consider the 2D case. For landmarkdasage registration, we define a couple of land-
mark sets
Sn=1{xjeR%j=12,.,N}

and
Tn=1tjeR%j=1,2.,N}

corresponding to the source and target images, respgctiled registration can be described as follows.
The aim is to find a proper transformatiBt  R? — R? betweenSy and7y, such that

R(x))=t;, j=12..,N (1)

For image registration, we can interpolate displacementslfill the deformation. As we mentioned in Section
[@, the influence of deformed field is limited by CSRBFs. Here displacements can be displayed by a CSRBF
interpolantR : R? - R, k= 1,2, of the form

N
R() = D" ai® (Il x = x; 1), )
=1
whereV stands for a CSRBF, =|| x — X; || is the Euclidean distance betweeandx;, and the cofficientajx can be
calculated by solving two linear systems. In this way we whiiae transformatioiR.

Following [d], when function& are strictly positive definite, the matrix is invertible sinall the eigenvalues are
positive. Therefore, we have a unique solution of the twedinsystems. Hence in this paper, all of the CSRBFs
we consider are strictly positive definite. In the followiwg list two examples of Wendland'g{;) and Wu'’s (/1 2)
functions, i.e.,

= (1= 3 i),
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n=(1-1 1+4-+3(-) +—(-) ,
V1) ( c)+( c c 4\c
where (), is the truncated power function arjd< 1, ¢ being the support function size. We remark that the larger
(smaller)c is, the larger (smaller) the field is. We will use these fumesito compare numerical results of topology
preservation obtained by Gneiting’s transformations.

3. Gneiting’s functions and transformations

In this section we introduce the definitions of Gneitingasformations. In 2002, Gneiting obtained a family of
oscillating compactly supported functioEJ[ll]. Startwith a functiongm that is strictly positive definite and radial
onR™, form > 3, and using turning bands opera@ [17], we get

rom(r)
m-2"

em-2(r) = gm(r) + )

The latter is strictly positive definite and radial &2 [IQ] In order to obtain Gneiting’s functions, we start with
Wendland’s functions, for example

a1 =(1-0FH(+r +1].
Using the turning bands operator, we thus obtain the funstio

(I+1)(0+ 4)r2),

To0(r) = (1 - r)'+(1+ Ir — > (4)

which are strictly positive definite and radial &3 provided > 7/2. From this family we list two specific Gneiting’s
functions inC?(R), i.e.,

T27/2(r) = ( - ;—;)1/2(1 + ;E - %}(E)Z) (5)

Ta5(r) = (1 - :—:)f(l ; 5:—: - 27(£ )2) 6)

Under the landmark-based image registration context weel€hneiting’s transformation as follows.

Definition 3.1. Given a set of source landmark poig= {x; € R?, j = 1,2,...,N}, and the corresponding set of
target landmark point§y={t; € R% j = 1,2,..., N}, Gneiting’s transformatioi : R? — R? is such that each its
component

G(X):RZ-> R, k=12
assumes the following form
N
Gi(X) = Gk(X1, X2) = Za’jsz,l( X=X ll2),
=1
with X = (X1, X2) andx; = (Xj1, Xj2) € R2.

According to Definitiori 311, the transformation functi@p(x) : R> — R is calculated for eack = 1,2, and the
codficientsajx are obtained by solving two systems of linear equations.



4. Topology preservation: the one-landmark case

From Eﬂﬁ], under injectivity of map, the necessary condisito preserve topology are that the function R? —
R? is continuous and the Jacobian determinant is positivect paint.

In this case, the source landmarks shifted byA, along thex-axis direction and by, along they-axis direction
to the target landmaryf. The coordinates of transformation are

Hi(x) = x+ Ax@(|Ix - pll),
Ha(x) = y + Ay@(Ix — pll),

where® is any CSRBF.
The positivity of the Jacobian determinant requires

0D 0P

detd(x,y)) =1+ AXW + Aya—y > 0, 7
i.e.
oD oD
AX& + Ay6_y > —1,
or, equivalently,
0D 0D .
AXW CcoshH + Ayg sing > -1,

where® stands ford(||x — p||) andr = ||x — p|.
If we setA = max(Ay, Ay), the value ob minimizing the determinant in 2D i; thus we get

0D . 1
or V2

With the condition[(B), one can show that all principal mimof the Jacobian are positive. It follows that the transfor-
mations defined by equatiopl (3) preserve the topolodyl if @JI$r The minimum of??#‘r’ depends on the localization
parameter and therefore on the support size of the parameté&neiting’s functions.

In the next subsections we compute the minimum support $ilmcality parameter of Gneiting’s functionis] (5)

and [8), satisfyind(8).

(8)

4.1. Gneitingry,7/2

Considering Gneiting’s functiod {5) with support sizewe look for the minimum value of such that[(B) is
satisfied. Since

oD 9or r\5/2 r
o~ et ). (B-1sg) ®)
the value ofr minimizing (9) is
29 V301
r= 4(ﬁ)_ 70 ]c ~ 0.17c. (10)

Thus, evaluatind{9) af (10) and replacing its outcomgliny@) obtain that the support size must be

¢ > 3.60V2A ~ 5.09A.



4.2, Gneitingrzs

Focusing now on Gneiting’s functiohl(6), whose support 8zdwaysc, we search for the minimumsatisfying
(8). Here we have

oD 21r ry4 r
PP (1-1) (4-09t 11
or c? ( c)+( 90)’ (11)

while the value of minimizing (I1) is given by

19 V145
r= (a - H)C ~ 0.13c. (12)

Evaluating[[T]l) af{112) and substituting its resulih (8% @btain
C> 4.43V2A ~ 6.26A.

Table[1 gives the locality parameters for the two Gneitirigrsctions [5) and{6), which are compared with those
of Wendland’s and Wu’s functions (séE[[B, 2]). As we mergibim Sectiofhll, the advantage of having small locality
parameter is that the influence of deformed area at each knkdmrns out to be small. This property allows us to
have a greater local control. From Table 1, we get that thalitygparameter of functiops ; andy » are very similar.
Moreover, the latter are smaller than those of Gneitingxfions. This means that the deformed field of Wendland’s
and Wu'’s transformations in one-landmark case is similariemcorresponding transformed area is smaller than the
one of Gneiting’s functions.

Table 1: Minimum support sizefor various CSRBFs.

©31 Y12 T27/2 T25

c>298A ¢>280A c>509 c>6.26A

4.3. Numerical experiments

Let us consider a grid [@] x [0, 1] and compare then the results obtained by distortion oftttein the shift case
of the landmarK(0.5, 0.5)} in {(0.6, 0.7)}.

In Figure 4.1 we show results assuming as a support size thienoninc such that{(B) is satisfied, while in Figure
4.2 we take a value af which does not satisfy the topology preservation conditinrboth examplesh = 0.2.

Figure 4.1 shows that far minimum, all transformations can preserve topology wetor Figure 4.2 appears
instead that, if the topology preservation is not satisfied,transformed image is deeply misrepresented above all
around the shifted point. This is especially true for Gmgis transformations, because the chosen paramet€x15
of Gneiting’s functions is much smaller than locality pasgars of Wendland’s and Wu’s functions.

5. Topology preservation: the four-landmark case

For more extended deformations, we consider much larggrastgowhich are able to cover whole image. Here,
the influence of each landmark extends to the entire domlagmetore global deformations will be generated. In
the following we compare topology preservation propertierge extended deformations, and we can set locality
parameter large to fulfill this purpose. For this aim, we éd@sfour inner landmarks in a grid, located so as to form
a rhombus at the center of the figure, and assuming that oaljother vertex is downward shifted of [E]. The
landmarks of source and target images are

P= {Pl = (0’ 1)v P2 = (_1v O)v P3 = (Ov_l)’ P4 = (1’ O)}

and
Q={Q1=(01), Q2=(-1,0), Q3 =(0,-1-4), Qs =(1,0)},
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(a) Wendlandps 1, ¢ = 0.6 (b) Wuyi2,c=0.58  (c) Gneitingra7,2, ¢ = 1.02 (d) Gneitingr,s, ¢ = 1.26

Figure 1: Deformation results of one-landmark matchinggsninimum locality parameters satisfying the topology
preservation condition. The source landmark is marked bigciedo), while the target one by a star)(

0z 0 02z 04 06 08 1 12 0z 0 0z 04 06 08 1 12 0z 0 0z 04 06 08 1 12 0z 0 o0z 04 o5 08 1 12

(a) Wendlandpz 1, c=0.15  (b) Wuyi2,c=0.15  (c) Gneitingra7,2, ¢ = 0.15 (d) Gneitingr,s, ¢ = 0.15

Figure 2: Deformation results of one-landmark matchinggiocality parameters which do not satisfy the topology
preservation condition. The source landmark is marked bigciedo), while the target one by a star)(

respectively, withA > 0.
In this case, we explicitly write the two components of a gengansformatiorH : R> — R? obtained by a
transformation of four pointB;, P,, Pz andPy, i.e.

4
Hi(x) = x+ > cLid(Ix - Pil),
i=1
and
4
Ha() =y + " Ci(lix - Pill).
i=1

We transformP; to Q;, with i = 1,...,4, to obtain the ca@icientsc;; andc,;. To do that, we need to solve two
systems of four equations in four unknowns, whose soluttwagiven by

k=0 k=1,...,4,

and
o - B+ B — 2a? A
T AR pE-4a
e e
. _ 1+8-2a° A
* (1-BIA+p7 - 4a?
Coa = G2,



where Y
2 2
=0l oo
For simplicity, we denote
O = O((xy)-PRill/c), i=1,...,4

Then the determinant of the Jacobian is
4
0D;
det(J =1 —.
et(J(x.y)) = 1+ Zl 21,

For analyzing the positivity of the determinant of the Jaanbmatrix, we calculate the minimum value at position
(0,y), withy > 1. In the following, we analyze the value of the Jacobian meitgant at (Qy), with y > 1, for these
four CSRBFs. Because, in this case, we choose a very largenpéerc, in order to get the value of the Jacobian
determinant, we considgr ||/c to be infinitesimal and omit terms of higher order.

5.1. Gneitingrz7/2
The approximation of Gneiting’s function 7,2, obtained by using Taylor’s expansion, is given by
7 7 135
1-r)2 |1+ =r — —r?
( r)2( + 2r 5 r )
99 , 1155,
— Ir + Er s

o(r)

~

while its first derivative can be approximated as

, 99 3465,
CD(r)~—7r+1—6r .
Thus, the values af andg are

V2 991 1155V2 1
a=0|—|x1-=2 4 17
C 2 c? 8 ¢3

2 99 11551
ﬂ-q’(a)Nl‘?*T@
Using now numerical estimates @fandg, we get
(1+B)% - 4a? ~ 1155(2 _C;/i),

from which it follows
3
A
1155(2— V2)

Therefore we can compute the Jacobian determinant gt fory > 1, as

~

Co1 =~

a0 oD
det(J(0.y) = 1+c2,1(—1 _ 2%,
Y lxy=y) Y lxy=oy) (13)
003 _ 004
Y lop=oy) Y lixy—o)/)
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evaluating singularly the four partial derivatives

00,

 lxy=0y) €
Ly [@ ~ 3465\/1+y2]

 ly-oy ’

1 (_%)y+ 1, 3465(y + 1)2)

00,

005

 lxy=0y) €

and

1 (_%)y— 1, 3465(y - 1)2)

2 c 16 c?

2 16 c

2 c 16 c?

004 _ 90
ay oy’

Replacing then the four partial derivatives[inl(13), we abta

det(J(0,y)) ~ 1 - 0.6402A (y2 F1oyAy2+ 1) .

5.2. Gneitingrzs

Gneiting’s functionry s can be approximated as

while its first derivative is

D(r)

Q

(1-r)®(1+5r - 27)
1- 422 4+ 1753,

@'(r) ~ -84 + 5252,

Then,a andp can approximatively be represented as follows

In order to evaluate (2 8)? — 4?2, from approximations of e 8 we deduce

SO we can obtain

Referring now to[(113), we can compute the following four @aderivatives forrys, i.e.,

0,
ay
00,
ay
005
ay

V2 84 350V2

a=0|—|x1-—=+ ,
c c? c3

2 168 1400
ﬁ—‘b(z)”‘?+?~
-2

(1+,8)2—4a/2z2800(2 &\F)’

Co1 =~

(xy)=0y)

(xy)=0y)

(xy)=0y)

CB
—A.
2800(2- V2)

_ _1\2
~ }(—84ycl 45259~ Y )

c c?
1 2
~ _C—i (84— 5257“:3'],

2
~ }(—84er L, 55+ 1) )
c c c?

8
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Figure 3: Value of det{(0, y)), withy > 1, by varying CSRBFs.

and
0Dy 9D,
oy oy (15)
Then, replacing such derivatives [n13), we get
det(J(0,y)) ~ 1 — 0.6402A (y2 +1oy Y2+ 1) . (16)

We compare the approximations 6f114) ahd] (16) with the oresised by the work[[2]. FigurEl3 shows the
same values of dei(0,y)), with y > 1, when one uses as CSRBF transformations based on Werg]lsvals and
Gneiting’s functions. This indicates that functiops:, Y21, 7272 andr,s have the same behavior. The equations
obtained in |I12] using Wendland's and Wu’s functions and ¢éhdeduced in[{14) and{116) guarantee the Jacobian
determinant is positive for any> 1. This means all these transformations can easily presepatogy.

5.3. Numerical experiments

In this subsection, a schematic diagram of four landmarkissareal case of brain images are evaluated. Firstly,
we consider a grid [AL] x [0, 1] and compare results obtained by its distortion, whichréated by the shift of one of
the four landmarks distributed in rhomboidal position. Foerce landmarks are

{(0.5,0.65), (0.35,0.5), (0.65,0.5), (0.5,0.35)}
and are respectively transformed in the following targetifaarks
{(0.5,0.65), (0.35,0.5), (0.65, 0.5), (0.5, 0.25)}.

Takingc = 100 as support size, we obtain Figure 5.2 in case of CSRBFs.

In agreement with theoretical results, Figure 5.2 confitmas &ll these functions can preserve topology and all of
them present very similar deformations, with the excepdibiine 7, 7,2 function. In this case, we can see that, even if
the support is very large, the image is only deformed shgtitl local area. This is the best result obtained.

We can conclude that among these four functieng,, can lead to good result in case of high landmarks density,
i.e. when distance among landmarks is very small and eadteof influences the whole image. Furthermore, it not
only preserves topology, but also changes shape verylsligithe whole image when support is relatively large.

Actually, ﬁ|] reported the properties @b 7, andr,s functions in the case of a large number of landmarks for
square shift and scaling, and also for circle contractioth @xpansion. Numerical results showed that these two
functions have good performances in those cases.



(a) Wendlandps;, ¢ = 100 (b) Wuyr1 2, c =100 (c) Gneitingr,7/2, ¢ = 100 (d) Gneitingr,s, ¢ = 100

Figure 4: Deformation results of four landmarks; the sodacelmarks are marked by a circle)(while the target
ones by a star.

(a) Wendlandpz1, c=0.15  (b) Wuyi2,c=0.15  (c) Gneitingra7/2, ¢ = 0.15 (d) Gneitingrys, ¢ = 0.15

Figure 5: Deformation results of four landmarks using ldgglarameters which do not satisfy the topology preser-
vation condition; the source landmarks are marked by aec{s§| while the target ones by a stad)(

In Figure 5.3, we show the case for= 0.15 in which topology preservation is not satisfied. The tfamsed
images are deeply misrepresented mainly close to the dipimt.

Moreover, a real medical case of landmark-based imagetratyis is displayed in Figure 5.4, which focuses on
two brain images. The image (a) is the source image with thesponding landmarks marked bywhereas (b) is
the target image with the landmarksin this case, we choose twofiirent support sizes fab 72 in order to observe
the various topology behaviours. More precisely, wieea 20, which is relatively a large value, the transformed
image can preserve topology well. However, the opposiasdn occurs whenis smaller, for instance equal to 2.

6. Conclusions

For image registration, we should guarantee that imagesepre their original structure and they are not folded
after deformation. Hence the transformations we use sHmifareserved topologically.

In this paper, we evaluated the topology preservation of kimds of Gneiting’s functions, and compared the
results with Wendland’s and Wu's functions in one-, fourdenark and medical brain image cases. In the first case, all
functions have very similar performances. Converselypimflandmark and brain image cases, Gneiting’s functions
have better performances, especiallythg, function provides the best registration result.
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