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Abstract

Ultrasound strain imaging, which delineates mechanical properties to detect tissue abnormalities, involves estimating the time-delay
between two radio-frequency (RF) frames collected before and after tissue deformation. The existing regularized optimization-
based time-delay estimation (TDE) techniques suffer from at least one of the following drawbacks: 1) The regularizer is not aligned
with tissue deformation physics due to taking only the first-order displacement derivative into account. 2) The L2-norm of the
displacement derivatives, which oversmooths the estimated time-delay, is utilized as the regularizer. 3) The absolute value function
should be approximated by a smooth function to facilitate the optimization of L1-norm. Herein, to resolve these shortcomings,
we propose employing the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) for optimizing a novel cost function consisting of
L2-norm data fidelity term and L1-norm first- and second-order spatial continuity terms. ADMM empowers the proposed algorithm
to use different techniques for optimizing different parts of the cost function and obtain high-contrast strain images with smooth
background and sharp boundaries. We name our technique ADMM for totaL variaTion RegUlarIzation in ultrasound STrain
imaging (ALTRUIST). In extensive simulation, phantom, and in vivo experiments, ALTRUIST substantially outperforms GLUE,
OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL, three recently-published TDE algorithms, both qualitatively and quantitatively. ALTRUIST yields
118%, 104%, and 72% improvements of contrast-to-noise ratio over L1-SOUL for simulated, phantom, and in vivo liver cancer
datasets, respectively. We will publish the ALTRUIST code after the acceptance of this paper at http://code.sonography.ai.

Keywords: Ultrasound elastography, ADMM, Total variation regularization, Analytic optimization, High-contrast estimation,
Boundary sharpness.

1. Introduction

Ultrasound is a widely-used medical imaging modality due to
its cost-effectiveness, ease of use, non-invasiveness, and porta-
bility. One of the eminent diagnostic applications of ultrasound
imaging is elastography [1], which comprises mapping the me-
chanical properties of tissue. Elastography distinguishes be-
tween healthy and diseased tissues by displaying their elastic
contrast, presuming that particular pathologies like a tumor,
cancer, benign lesion, cyst, etc., modify tissue elasticity. Thus
far, ultrasound elastography has been employed in breast tissue
classification [2, 3, 4, 5], liver health assessment [6, 7, 8, 9], ab-
lation monitoring [10, 11, 12], overseeing vascular [13, 14, 15]
and cardiac [16, 17, 18] health, and numerous other clinical
applications. This work focuses on free-hand palpation quasi-
static strain imaging which entails acquiring time-series radio-
frequency (RF) frames from a tissue being deformed by a quasi-
static force created with a hand-held probe. The deformation
field between the pre- and post-deformed frames is obtained by
a certain time-delay estimation (TDE) technique. The spatial
derivative of the displacement field provides the strain image
where changes in strain values can potentially distinguish the
pathologic tissue from the healthy one.

The non-trivial task of TDE is accomplished by track-
ing the displacement between the frames under considera-
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tion. Three mainstream classes of speckle-tracking techniques
have been proposed: window-based [19, 2, 20, 21, 22], deep
learning-based [23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28], and energy function
optimization-based [29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 7]. This work
concerns energy-based speckle tracking techniques, which ob-
tain the displacement estimates by optimizing a non-linear
cost function enforcing data fidelity and spatial continuity con-
straints. Although these algorithms yield attractive noise-
suppression ability, they are computationally expensive. How-
ever, the issue of computational load has been resolved by a
series of works [35, 30, 6, 36]. Along this line, Second-order
Ultrasound Elastography (SOUL) [9] has been proposed, which
penalizes both first- and second-order displacement deriva-
tives to formulate a physics-based regularization constraint
and render a high-contrast strain image. However, like its
closely-related previous work GLobal Ultrasound Elastogra-
phy (GLUE) [36], SOUL uses the L2-norm to formulate the
regularizer, which blurs the boundary between different tissue
types. Total Variation Regularization and Window-based TDE
(OVERWIND) [37] has addressed the blurring issue by penal-
izing the L1-norm of displacement derivatives instead of the
L2-norm. Although OVERWIND obtains sharper strain images
than GLUE, it incorporates a non-physics-based first-order reg-
ularizer. Our recently published technique L1-SOUL [38] com-
bines the advantages of SOUL and OVERWIND by penaliz-
ing the L1-norms of both first- and second-order displacement
derivatives. However, L1-SOUL defines the L1-norm in terms
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Algorithm 1: Workflow of the ALTRUIST algorithm
Input: Pre- and post-deformed RF frames I1 and I2, DP

initial estimate d
Output: Total displacement field d + ∆d, axial strain

image
1 Formulate the cost function C containing L2-norm data

and L1-norm first- and second-order continuity terms
(Eq. 4);

2 Split ∆d into two variables ∆d and ν and devise a
constrained optimization problem (Eq. 12);

3 Formulate the augmented Lagrangian corresponding to
the constrained problem (Eq. 13);

4 Alternatively solve for ∆d and ν following an iterative
scheme (Eqs. 15 - 17);

5 Add optimal ∆d to d for obtaining the final displacement
field;

6 Differentiate the axial displacement field spatially to find
the axial strain image;

of a smooth approximation of the absolute value function to fa-
cilitate the simultaneous optimizations of L2 data and L1 conti-
nuity norms. Such a coarse approximation hinders the optimal-
ity of L1-SOUL’s displacement tracking performance.

In this paper, we propose using the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) [39, 40, 41, 42, 43] to opti-
mize a cost function consisting of L2-norm data fidelity term
and L1-norm first- and second-order continuity terms. ADMM
splits the target variable into two variables and couples them
using a valid constraint to decompose the original optimiza-
tion problem into two simpler subproblems. These subprob-
lems are alternatingly solved for the associated variables, pro-
viding two major advantages. First, it allows using different
optimization methods for solving different parts of the TDE
problem, and therefore, an approximation of the L1-norm is
not required. Second, it establishes a sample-wise regulariza-
tion strategy, which exploits the spatial distribution of elastic-
ity in each iteration to control the level of smoothness. Com-
bining the aforementioned features, the proposed technique
aims at attaining the maximum potential of a physics-based
regularizer in ultrasonic strain elastography. Unlike previous
works [44, 45, 46] employing ADMM in the reconstruction of
tissue elasticity modulus, this work applies ADMM in ultra-
sound strain imaging for optimizing a L1-norm (alternatively
known as total variation) regularizer containing both first- and
second-order displacement derivatives. We name our technique
ALTRUIST: ADMM for totaL variaTion RegUlarIzation in ul-
trasound STrain imaging. To the best of our knowledge, AL-
TRUIST is the first technique to employ ADMM in ultrasonic
strain elastography. We have validated ALTRUIST with simu-
lated, phantom, and in vivo liver cancer datasets. Similar to our
previous work [7, 47, 9], the ALTRUIST code will be published
at http://code.sonography.ai after the acceptance of this
paper.

2. Methods

Let I1 ∈ Rm×n and I2 ∈ Rm×n be two time-series RF frames
collected from a tissue being deformed by an external or inter-
nal force. Our goal is to obtain the axial strain map between
I1 and I2. To that end, we calculate the initial axial and lateral
displacement fields ai, j and li, j, 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ n, using
DP [35]. The most vital step is to refine this initial displace-
ment estimate using a TDE algorithm. This section presents
ALTRUIST, the proposed TDE technique in detail.

2.1. ADMM for Total Variation Regularization in Ultrasound
Strain Imaging (ALTRUIST)

Our recently published L1-norm optimization-based TDE al-
gorithm L1-SOUL [38] approximates the absolute value func-
tion with a differentiable function to facilitate the simultaneous
optimizations of L2 data norm and L1 continuity norm. This
inexact approximation of L1-norm limits the TDE technique’s
ability to render sharp transitions at strain boundaries, while
maintaining a smooth background. In addition, the regulariza-
tion scheme of L1-SOUL treats every sample equally, which
hinders a sharp transition at inclusion edges. To resolve these
shortcomings of L1-SOUL, ALTRUIST employs the power-
ful technique ADMM for optimizing the penalty function con-
taining data fidelity and total variation regularization terms.
ADMM facilitates the use of different techniques for optimiz-
ing L2- and L1-norms and therefore, an inexact approximation
of the L1-norm is no longer necessary. In addition, ADMM
can handle every RF sample individually and adaptively im-
pose different levels of smoothing based on the spatial distri-
bution of elasticities, allowing sharp strain transitions at target
boundaries.

ALTRUIST organizes the cost function as Eq. 1 so that it
suits the incorporation of ADMM.

C(∆a1,1, ...,∆am,n,∆l1,1, ...,∆lm,n) =

1
2
‖DI(i, j, ai, j, li, j,∆ai, j,∆li, j)‖22 + ‖DR∆d + DRd + E‖1

(1)

where d ∈ R2mn×1 and ∆d ∈ R2mn×1 stack the DP initial
estimates and the fine-tuning displacement estimates, respec-
tively. E ∈ R(8mn+2n)×1 contains the adaptive regularization
terms [7, 9]. The data constancy term DI(i, j, ai, j, li, j,∆ai, j,∆li, j)
is defined as follows.

DI(i, j, ai, j, li, j,∆ai, j,∆li, j) =

I1(i, j) − I2(i + ai, j + ∆ai, j, j + li, j + ∆li, j)
(2)

We approximate I2 by its first-order Taylor series expansion
to remove the non-linearity present in the data function:

I2(i + ai, j + ∆ai, j, j + li, j + ∆li, j) ≈
I2(i + ai, j, j + li, j) + ∆ai, jI

′
2,a + ∆li, jI

′
2,l

(3)

where I
′
2,a and I

′
2,l, respectively, denote the axial and lateral

derivatives of I2 at (i + ai, j, j + li, j). Now the cost function can
be formulated as follows.
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C(∆a1,1, ...,∆am,n,∆l1,1, ...,∆lm,n) =

1
2
‖Ξ − D

′
∆d‖22 + ‖DR∆d + DRd + E‖1

(4)

Note that C(·) is a summation of L2-data and L1-continuity
norms, both convex functions, and therefore, ADMM is guar-
anteed to converge [39, 41]. D

′
and Ξ are defined by Eqs. 14

and 5, respectively.

Ξ =
[
g1,1 g1,2 g1,3 . . . gm,n

]T
(5)

Here, gi, j is defined as follows.

gi, j = I1(i, j) − I2(i + ai, j, j + li, j) (6)

DR ∈ R(8mn+2n)×2mn embeds the weighted first- and second-order
derivative operators in axial and lateral directions, and is de-
fined as:

DR =



D f ,a

D1,a
D1,l
D2,a
D2,l


(7)

where D f ,a ∈ R2n×2mn is given by: D f ,a =[
D f ,a,1 O O . . . O

]
.

Here, O ∈ R2n×2n is a zero matrix and D f ,a,1 ∈ R2n×2n is defined
as: D f ,a,1 = diag(γ, 0, γ, 0, . . . , γ, 0)
where γ denotes a continuity weight. D1,a ∈ R2mn×2mn repre-
sents the first-order derivative in the axial direction and is de-
fined as:

D1,a =



O O O . . . O

−B1,a B1,a O
. . . O

O −B1,a B1,a
. . . O

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

...
O . . . O −B1,a B1,a



(8)

where B1,a ∈ R2n×2n is defined as: B1,a =

diag(α1, β1, α1, β1, . . . , α1, β1).
Here, α1 and β1 refer to the axial and lateral regularization

parameters, respectively. D1,l ∈ R2mn×2mn denotes the first-order
derivative in the lateral direction and is given by:

D1,l = diag(B1,l, B1,l, B1,l, . . . , B1,l)
where B1,l ∈ R2n×2n is defined as:

B1,l =



0 0 0 0 . . . . . . 0
0 0 0 0 . . . . . . 0
−α2 0 α2 0 . . . . . . 0

0 −β2 0 β2 . . . . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . . . . .

...
0 . . . . . . −α2 0 α2 0
0 . . . . . . 0 −β2 0 β2



(9)

Here, α2 and β2, respectively, denote the axial and lateral

continuity weights. D2,a ∈ R2mn×2mn formulates the second-
order derivative in the axial direction and is defined as Eq. 10.

D2,a =



O O O O . . . O
B2,a −2B2,a B2,a O . . . O
O B2,a −2B2,a B2,a . . . O
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . .

...

O . . . . . . B2,a −2B2,a B2,a

O . . . . . . O O O



(10)

where B2,a = diag(θ1, λ1, θ1, λ1, . . . , θ1, λ1). Here, θ1 and λ1
stand for the axial and lateral regularization weights, respec-
tively. D2,l ∈ R2mn×2mn presents the second-order derivative
in the lateral direction which is defined as follows: D2,l =

diag(B2,l, B2,l, B2,l, . . . , B2,l)

where

B2,l =



0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . 0
θ2 0 −2θ2 0 θ2 0 . . . . . . 0
0 λ2 0 −2λ2 0 λ2 . . . . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 . . . . . . θ2 0 −2θ2 0 θ2 0
0 . . . . . . 0 λ2 0 −2λ2 0 λ2

0 . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 0 0



(11)

θ2 and λ2, respectively, denote the axial and lateral continuity
parameters. Now we split ∆d into two variables ∆d and ν and
impose DR∆d + DRd + E = ν. Then the optimization problem
is transformed to:

(∆d̂, ν̂) =arg min
∆d,ν

1
2
‖Ξ − D

′
∆d‖22 + ‖ν‖1

s.t. DR∆d + DRd + E = ν

(12)

We convert the constrained optimization problem into an un-
constrained one by formulating the augmented Lagrangian:

(∆d̂, ν̂) =arg min
∆d,ν

1
2
‖Ξ − D

′
∆d‖22 + ‖ν‖1+

ζ

2
‖DR∆d + DRd + E − ν + u‖22

(13)

where ζ is a tunable parameter and u is the Lagrange multi-
plier. Now Eq. 13 is solved alternatively to obtain the optimal
solutions for ∆d and ν:
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D
′
=



I
′
2,a(1, 1) I

′
2,l(1, 1) 0 0 . . . 0 0

0 0 I
′
2,a(1, 2) I

′
2,l(1, 2) . . . 0 0

. . . . . .
. . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 0 . . . . . . . . . I

′
2,a(m, n) I

′
2,l(m, n)


(14)

For K iterations {

∆d̂ ← arg min
∆d
{1
2
‖Ξ − D

′
∆d‖22+

ζ

2
‖DR∆d + DRd + E − ν̂ + u‖22}

(15)

ν̂←arg min
ν

1
2
‖ν − (DR∆d̂ + DRd + E + u)‖22 +

1
ζ
‖ν‖1 (16)

u← u + DR∆d̂ + DRd + E − ν̂ (17)

}
The quadratic cost function in Eq. 15 is optimized in the sim-

ilar fashion as SOUL [9]. The Lagrange multiplier is updated
in Eq. 17. The classic form of the cost function in Eq. 16 is
optimized using the shrinkage function:

ν̂← S 1
ζ
(DR∆d̂ + DRd + E + u) (18)

where the shrinkage function S 1
ζ
(·) is defined as follows.

S 1
ζ
(·) = sign(·) max{|·| − 1

ζ
, 0} (19)

The optimal refinement field is added to the DP initial esti-
mate to find the final displacement field. A spatial differenti-
ation of the final displacement estimate is performed to obtain
the strain map. The workflow of ALTRUIST is summarized in
Algorithm 1.

2.2. Ultrasound Simulation and Data Acquisition

We simulated two phantoms containing three layers with
varying elasticities. The target-background elastic contrast for
the first and second layer phantoms are high and low, respec-
tively. In addition to the layer phantoms, we simulated a homo-
geneous phantom containing a stiff inclusion. The real valida-
tion experiments were performed with one set of breast phan-
tom and two sets of in vivo liver cancer data. The specifics of
the simulated, phantom, and in vivo datasets are outlined be-
low, whereas ultrasound simulation and imaging settings are
provided in Table 1.

2.2.1. Simulated Layer Phantoms
Two homogeneous phantoms, each containing a stiff layer,

were compressed by 4% using closed-form equations as de-
scribed in [7]. The elastic moduli of the background and target

(a) GLUE, 3 (b) GLUE, 43 (c) GLUE, 63

(d) ALTRUIST, 3 (e) ALTRUIST, 43 (f) ALTRUIST, 63

2 4 6 8 10 12
10-3

(g) Axial strain

Figure 1: Axial strain results using different sizes of the differentiation ker-
nel. Rows 1 and 2 correspond to GLUE and ALTRUIST, respectively, whereas
columns 1-3 correspond to kernel lengths of 3, 43, and 63 RF samples, respec-
tively.

tissue layers, respectively, were set to 20 kPa and 40 kPa for the
first phantom and 20 kPa and 22.86 kPa for the second phan-
tom. The ultrasound simulation software Field II [48] was used
to generate the RF frames. Random Gaussian noise with 20 dB
peak SNR (PSNR) was added to the RF data to mimic real data
acquisition environment.

2.2.2. Hard-inclusion Simulated Phantom
A uniform phantom of 4 kPa Young’s modulus containing a

hard inclusion of 40 kPa elastic modulus was simulated. A 1%
compression was applied to the simulated phantom using the
finite element (FEM) package ABAQUS (Providence, RI). Pre-
and post compressed RF frames were simulated with Field II.
We corrupted the RF data with added Gaussian noise of 24 dB
PSNR.

2.2.3. Experimental Breast Phantom
Pre- and post-deformed RF data were acquired from an ex-

perimental breast phantom (Model 059, CIRS: Tissue Simula-
tion & Phantom Technology, Norfolk, VA). The background
Young’s modulus was 20 ± 5 kPa, whereas the hard inclusion’s
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Figure 2: Axial strain images obtained from the simulated layer phantoms. Rows 1 and 2 correspond to high and low contrast, respectively, whereas, columns 1 to
5 correspond to the ground truth and axial strain maps estimated by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.

elasticity modulus was at least twice as large as that of the back-
ground. See Table 1 for the imaging system and settings.

2.2.4. In vivo Liver Cancer Datasets
RF datasets were collected from three liver cancer patients at

the Johns Hopkins Hospital (Baltimore, MD). All procedures
aligned with the ethics approval obtained from the Institutional
Review Board. In addition, all patients provided written con-
sent to this in vivo study. Further details of this experiment can
be found in Table 1 and [6].

2.3. Quantitative Metrics

The strain imaging quality of ALTRUIST is compared to
those of GLUE, OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL using Mean
Structural SIMilarity (MSSIM) [49], root-mean-square error

(RMSE), signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)[50, 51], contrast-to-noise
ratio (CNR)[50, 51], and strain ratio (SR). RMSE is defined as
follows.

RMSE =

√√√√√ n∑
j=1

m∑
i=1

(ŝi, j − si, j)2

mn
(20)

where ŝi, j and si, j stand for the estimated and ground truth
strains corresponding to the RF sample at (i, j).

3. Results

ALTRUIST and the three competing techniques obtained the
optimal parameter sets using an ad hoc technique. All tech-
niques’ results for different combinations of parameter values
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Figure 3: Axial strain results obtained from the simulated FEM phantom with added Gaussian noise. (a)-(e) correspond to the FEM strain and the axial strain
images produced by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively. The foreground and background windows for calculating SNR, CNR, and SR
are shown in (a).

Table 1: Ultrasound simulation and imaging settings.

Ultrasound system Probe Center frequency (MHz) Sampling rate (MHz)
Layer phantoms - - 7.27 40

Hard-inclusion phantom - - 7.27 100
Experimental phantom Alpinion E-cube R12 L3-12H Linear array 10 40

In vivo Liver Antares Siemens VF 10-5 linear array 6.67 40

Table 2: MSSIM and RMSE values for the simulated high-contrast layer phan-
tom dataset.

MSSIM RMSE
GLUE 0.05 3.4 × 10−3

OVERWIND 0.39 2.6 × 10−3

L1-SOUL 0.71 2.6 × 10−3

ALTRUIST 0.92 2.4 × 10−3

Table 3: MSSIM and RMSE values for the simulated low-contrast layer phan-
tom dataset.

MSSIM RMSE
GLUE 0.004 2.9 × 10−3

OVERWIND 0.06 1.1 × 10−3

L1-SOUL 0.23 1.3 × 10−3

ALTRUIST 0.71 7.05 × 10−4

were generated, which were visually compared to each other
to select the best one depending on the edge sharpness, back-
ground smoothness, and visual contrast. As illustrated in our
previous work [9, 38], the strain imaging performance is not
sensitive to a moderate alteration in the continuity parameter
values.

The differentiation kernel length was set to 3 RF samples for
all validation experiments. As shown in the representative ex-
ample in Figure 1, a large differentiation kernel does not im-
prove the image features of interest such as the contrast or the

edge-sharpness. Instead, it blurs the strain image while masking
the samples with erroneous TDE. Therefore, a minimal-length
differentiation kernel was used in this study to prevent an artifi-
cial oversmoothing of strain images and establish a fair compar-
ison among different TDE techniques’ performance. Detailed
analyses of the kernel length and the techniques’ performance
are presented in the Discussion Section.

This work calculates the single values of SNR, CNR, and SR
using 3 mm × 3 mm windows placed at spatially smooth loca-
tions. To investigate the robustness of the techniques’ quanti-
tative performance to the selection of region-of-interest (ROI),
alongside a single CNR value, we report the histogram of 120
CNR values calculated between 6 target and 20 background
strain windows.

3.1. Simulated Layer Phantoms

Figure 2 shows the axial strain results (see Figure 1 of the
Supplementary Material for jet color map) for the high- and
low-contrast layer phantoms. For both phantoms, GLUE ob-
tains the noisiest strain images. OVERWIND yields a better
noise suppression performance. In addition, the OVERWIND
strains present clearer layer boundaries than GLUE. However,
the estimated elastic contrast between different tissue layers are
not satisfactory. L1-SOUL exhibits better target-background
contrast than GLUE and OVERWIND. Moreover, it yields a
sharper layer edge. Nevertheless, the performance of L1-SOUL
in the uniform tissue regions is not up to the mark. ALTRUIST
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Table 4: MSSIM and RMSE values for the hard-inclusion simulated phantom.

MSSIM RMSE
GLUE 0.19 1.4 × 10−3

OVERWIND 0.43 9.93 × 10−4

L1-SOUL 0.59 9.46 × 10−4

ALTRUIST 0.66 9.35 × 10−4

Table 5: SNR, CNR, and SR for the hard-inclusion simulated phantom dataset.
CNR and SR are calculated between the white target and black background win-
dows depicted in Figure 3(a), whereas SNR is obtained from the background
window only.

SNR CNR SR
GLUE 13.84 10.70 0.20

OVERWIND 24.57 22.04 0.15
L1-SOUL 33.51 17.84 0.12

ALTRUIST 54.65 38.84 0.12

produces the best strain images by ensuring smoothness in the
uniform tissue region and sharp transition at the layer bound-
aries. The advantage of ALTRUIST is even more evident in
case of the low-contrast phantom since it is a highly challeng-
ing scenario. The MSSIM and RMSE values reported in Ta-
bles 2 and 3 support our visual inference. It is worth noting that
all four techniques slightly distort the layer edges in case of the
low-contrast phantom (also see Figure 5 of the Supplementary
Material). This might originate from the TDE techniques’ lim-
ited ability to discern tissues with negligible elastic difference.

3.2. Hard-inclusion Simulated Phantom

Figure 3 depicts the FEM and the estimated axial strain im-
ages (see Figure 2 of the Supplementary Material for jet color
map) for the hard-inclusion simulated phantom. GLUE pro-
vides a noisy strain estimate with low target-background con-
trast. OVERWIND yields a more precise inclusion boundary
than GLUE, while improving the contrast. However, the back-
ground strain imaging performance of OVERWIND is unsatis-
factory. By providing a smoother background and preserving
the contrast, L1-SOUL addresses this issue of OVERWIND. It
is worth mentioning that L1-SOUL exhibits spurious edges in-
side the stiff inclusion which stem from the estimation noise.
In addition, a small region on the right of the inclusion edge is
slightly broken. ALTRUIST substantially outperforms GLUE,
OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL both in the inclusion border and
the uniform areas. In comparison to other three techniques,
the ALTRUIST inclusion edge is more circular and closer to

Table 6: Quantitative results for the breast phantom dataset. CNR and SR are
calculated incorporating the blue target and red background windows shown in
Figure 4(a). SNR is calculated on the background window.

SNR CNR SR
GLUE 5.06 4.39 0.38

OVERWIND 11.77 9.01 0.45
L1-SOUL 10.34 10.07 0.31

ALTRUIST 18.79 20.51 0.17

the ground truth, which further endorses ALTRUIST’s better
edge-sharpening and shape-preserving abilities. It is apparent
from the MSSIM and RMSE values in Table 4 that ALTRUIST
closely resembles the FEM strain. The SNR, CNR, and SR val-
ues reported in Table 5 corroborate that ALTRUIST is superior
to the other three techniques.

The histograms of 120 CNR values (see Figure 6(a)) demon-
strate that ALTRUIST occupies most of the high CNR values
and quantitatively outperforms the other techniques through-
out the strain image. The paired t-test between the calculated
CNR distributions indicates that ALTRUIST is significantly
better than GLUE, OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL with p-values
of 7.08 × 10−33, 7.35 × 10−16, and 1.62 × 10−23, respectively.

3.3. Breast Phantom Dataset

The axial strain results for the experimental breast phantom
dataset have been reported in Figure 4 (gray colormap) and Fig-
ure 3 of the Supplementary Material (jet color map). GLUE ex-
hibits extensive background noise and blurred inclusion bound-
ary. Although the inclusion edge is clearer in the OVERWIND
strain, the background tissue region appears to be dark which
might originate from the underestimation of strain. L1-SOUL
outperforms GLUE and OVERWIND in terms of both edge-
clarity and visual contrast. However, the background, espe-
cially in the deep tissue regions, is still noisy and the inclu-
sion edge is not sufficiently sharp. The combination of physics-
based second-order constraint and L1-norm regularization em-
powers L1-SOUL and ALTRUIST to achieve substantially bet-
ter visual contrast than GLUE and OVERWIND. However, due
to making a smooth approximation of the L1-norm, L1-SOUL’s
contrast still has room for improvement. ALTRUIST resolves
the issues associated with GLUE, OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL
by providing the highest contrast, smooth background, and
sharp target-background boundary. This visual assessment is
supported by the quantitative values reported in Table 6. It is
noticeable that L1-SOUL and ALTRUIST exhibit less circular
inclusion than the B-mode image, which might be a side-effect
of edge-sharpening. Nevertheless, since the ground truth is un-
known and the B-mode echogenic contrast is not a true indi-
cator of elastic contrast, a conclusive statement cannot be pro-
vided.

The histogram of 120 CNR values (see Figure 6(b)) shows
that ALTRUIST obtains majority of the high CNR values. The
paired t-test confirms that ALTRUIST significantly outperforms
GLUE, OVERWIND, and L1-SOUL with p-values of 6.21 ×
10−49, 3.04 × 10−36, and 2.39 × 10−19, respectively.

3.4. In vivo Liver Cancer Datasets

Figure 5 shows the B-mode and the axial strain estimates
(see Figure 4 of the Supplementary Material for jet color map)
obtained by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST.
The patient one’s B-mode image shows an echogenic contrast
between the tumor and the healthy tissue. On the other hand,
the target-background echogenic difference is negligible in case
of the other datasets. For all patients, the strain images pro-
duced by all four techniques clearly show the pathologic region.
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Figure 4: Axial strain results obtained from the experimental breast phantom. Columns 1 to 5 correspond to the B-mode image and the axial strain images produced
by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively. The foreground and background strain windows for calculating SNR, CNR, and SR are shown
on the B-mode image.

Table 7: SNR, CNR, and SR for the in vivo liver cancer datasets. CNR and SR are calculated utilizing the target and background windows shown in Figures 5(a),
5(f), and 5(k), whereas SNR values are calculated on the background windows.

Patient 1 Patient 2 Patient 3
SNR CNR SR SNR CNR SR SNR CNR SR

GLUE 24.83 17.65 0.43 13.83 7.37 0.54 103.81 10.76 0.54
OVERWIND 62.85 28.60 0.42 24.78 12.63 0.55 62.28 16.55 0.49

L1-SOUL 83.95 37.09 0.32 23.24 12.96 0.54 87.88 14.60 0.40
ALTRUIST 130.78 48.79 0.24 32.52 16.40 0.54 111.49 25.05 0.25

In addition to extensive noise in the background, GLUE strain
images lack edge clarity. Although OVERWIND yields better
noise suppression and edge-preserving ability than GLUE, it is
still noisy and suffers from insufficient target-background con-
trast. Moreover, both GLUE and OVERWIND underestimate
the strain in shallow tissue regions in case of patient 2. The
GLUE strain image for patient 3 appears to be darker than the
ones estimated by the other three techniques. L1-SOUL par-
tially resolves the issues of GLUE and OVERWIND providing
a smoother background and darker tumor region. For all pa-
tients, ALTRUIST substantially outperforms the pervious tech-
niques in terms of target-background contrast, smoothness in
the homogeneous region and sharpness at the edges, which is
substantiated by the quantitative metric values reported in Ta-
ble 7.

The high frequencies of ALTRUIST in high CNR values of
the histograms (see Figures. 6(c), 6(d), and 6(e)) demonstrate
the superiority of ALTRUIST throughout the strain images. The
paired t-tests corroborate this inspection by showing that AL-
TRUIST is statistically better than GLUE, OVERWIND, and
L1-SOUL with p-values of 9.85 × 10−22, 1.21 × 10−8, and
1.07×10−2, respectively, for patient 1; 9.08×10−16, 9.57×10−15,
and 3.96 × 10−6, respectively, for patient 2; 6.60 × 10−22,
8.22 × 10−4, and 5.5 × 10−3, respectively, for patient 3.

4. Discussion

The penalty function formulated for this work consists of L1-
norm continuity term and L2-norm data term. Ultrasound RF
data generally contains additive Gaussian noise. Since L2-norm
provides the maximum-likelihood estimator in such a scenario,
the data term is devised in terms of the L2-norm of amplitude
differences. Figure 7 justifies our selection of the data term by
demonstrating that the histogram of the amplitude residual be-
tween the pre-deformed and the warped post-deformed frames
approximates a Gaussian distribution.

One of the strengths of ALTRUIST is that it incorporates
the shrinkage function to make a discrete decision on the level
of continuity at each RF sample. This task is vital to ensure
continuity in the uniform region and sharp discontinuity at the
boundaries. ALTRUIST determines the desired derivative val-
ues for the next iteration by shrinking the current iteration’s dis-
placement derivatives. Figure 8 illustrates this fact for the low-
contrast layer phantom dataset by showing how ALTRUIST’s
iterations gradually converge to the correct level of smoothness.

Both L1-SOUL and ALTRUIST formulate the second-order
regularizer using only ∂2

y(·) and ∂2
x(·) terms to keep the cost

function simple. However, penalizing ∂2
xy(·) terms along with

the existing second-order derivative terms is a valid regulariza-
tion action and may lead to a better TDE, which will be inves-
tigated in a future work.
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Figure 5: Axial strain results from the in vivo liver datasets. Rows 1-3 correspond to patients 1, 2, and 3, respectively, whereas columns 1 to 5 present the B-mode
and the strain images obtained from GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively. The blue foreground and red background strain windows for
calculating SNR, CNR, and SR are shown on (a), (f), and (k).
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Figure 6: CNR histograms obtained using 120 target-background window combinations. Columns 1 to 5 correspond to the simulated phantom with a hard inclusion,
real breast phantom, and in vivo liver cancer datasets from patients 1, 2, and 3, respectively.
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Figure 7: Amplitude residual between the pre-deformed and the warped post-
deformed RF frames for the breast phantom dataset. Columns 1 and 2 corre-
spond to the residual map and the histogram, respectively.
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Figure 8: Axial derivative of the strain image for the low-contrast simulated
layer phantom dataset. Columns 1 and 2 correspond to the strain derivative
map and its ESF, respectively.

ALTRUIST substantially outperforms the other three tech-
niques in terms of estimation accuracy, structural similarity
with the ground truth, visual contrast, and sharpness. In ad-
dition, the simulation experiment conducted in Figure 6 of the
Supplementary Material indicates that ALTRUIST manifests
superior performance in distinguishing two closely located tar-
gets. However, like L1-SOUL, it slightly distorts the elastic
structure above the hard inclusion in Figure 3. Moreover, AL-
TRUIST exhibits a spurious edge on the inclusion’s left in Fig-
ure 4(e), which does not correspond to any physical structure.
This might happen due to ALTRUIST’s over-sensitivity to a
spatial transition of elasticity. A data-driven combination of
mechanical-based and continuity constraints is a potential solu-
tion to these problems. Another option is to acquire RF frames
with known loading conditions and incorporate FEM in an al-
ternating optimization process. However, these modifications
are beyond the scope of this work and call for further research.

This work adopts a manual parameter-selection scheme to
optimize the performance of ALTRUIST. As described in the
Supplementary Material, the parameter values for different
datasets vary from each other. Noise distribution, imaging pa-
rameters, and the organ’s quantitative properties such as atten-
uation coefficient and scatterer size and distribution are the ma-

jor contributors to the difference in parameter values. While
tuning the parameters, one should set the first- and second-
order continuity weights to substantially lower values than ζ.
In most cases, optimal strain imaging performance is achieved
by assigning lower values to the lateral parameters than the ax-
ial ones. As demonstrated in our previous work [9, 38], vi-
sual appearance of the strain images is robust to a moderate
change in the parameter values. In the future, a semi-automatic
parameter-optimization strategy will be devised where the con-
tinuity parameters in different directions will be combined into
a single parameter based on the system’s point-spread function
(PSF), lateral sampling rate, and tissue characteristics. The
optimal value of this parameter for each dataset will be ob-
tained using L-curve [52]. Once the continuity parameters are
obtained automatically, the optimal TDE performance can be
achieved tuning only the shrinkage parameter.

The validation experiments conducted in this paper manifest
that GLUE obtains the noisiest strain image among the tech-
niques under consideration, which is a technical weakness of
GLUE. The GLUE strain image can be artificially denoised
by increasing the differentiation kernel length while calculat-
ing strain from displacement. This non-data-driven denoising
step hurts one of the sole purposes of the comparative study
that is to assess different TDE technique’s inherent abilities to
suppress noise while maintaining proper sharpness and con-
trast. We have carried out two experiments to deeply investi-
gate the interplay between the differentiation kernel size and
GLUE’s performance. In the first experiment, we sweep the
kernel length from 3 to 123 samples and calculate the corre-
sponding SNR and CNR values. Figure 9 demonstrates that
a large differentiation kernel cannot compensate for GLUE’s
poor noise suppression ability, as ALTRUIST maintains sub-
stantially higher SNR and CNR values for all kernel lengths. In
the second experiment, we use a differentiation kernel of 293
samples for GLUE so that its strain estimate achieves similar
background smoothness as the optimal ALTRUIST strain im-
age that uses a 3-sample kernel. Figure 10 indicates that the
GLUE strain image looses the interesting textures and appears
to be washed-out due to an aggressive denoising measure. Fig-
ure 10(c) validates this observation by showing a notably wider
ESF corresponding to GLUE.

In this paper, we have formulated the mathematics and im-
plemented ADMM from scratch to exploit its full capacity
to optimize our L1-norm continuity-based cost function that
is especially designed for ultrasonic strain imaging. Being
an iterative technique, ALTRUIST’s runtime varies depending
on the number of iterations required to estimate the displace-
ment field. While an automatic stopping criterion involving
RF amplitude residual and sharpness of strain can be intro-
duced, as the maiden attempt of exploiting ADMM for ultra-
sonic strain imaging, this work ascertains the optimal number
of iterations empirically. In our experience, ALTRUIST usu-
ally requires 5 iterations (maximum 10) to provide the optimal
TDE. While implemented on MATLAB R2018b using a stan-
dard computer, GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRU-
IST, respectively, require 0.49, 2.79, 5.33, and 6.02 seconds to
obtain a 1000 × 100-sized displacement field. Therefore, AL-
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Figure 9: SNR and CNR for the first liver dataset. Columns 1 and 2, re-
spectively, show the SNR and CNR values for different differentiation kernel
lengths. The strain windows used for SNR and CNR calculation are shown in
Figure 5(a).

TRUIST’s execution time is similar to that of L1-SOUL, which
also optimizes L1-norm-based first- and second-order continu-
ity constraints.

The lack of carrier signal [53], wider PSF [54], and low sam-
pling rate [55] render displacement estimation in the lateral di-
rection challenging. As a consequence, almost all displacement
estimation algorithms exhibit poor lateral tracking ability. The
techniques discussed in this work are also not suitable for high-
quality lateral estimation since they are not designed to com-
pensate for the lateral information which are not captured by
the imaging system. Taking a mechanically-inspired relation
among the axial, lateral, and shear strains such as the compati-
bility condition along with the RF data similarity constraint into
account should potentially solve the lateral tracking issue by
restoring the lost information using tissue deformation physics.
However, this extension is beyond the scope of this work and
therefore, further investigation is required to validate its poten-
tial.

Despite being well-regarded to be a promising modality to
detect tissue abnormality, the wide clinical adoption of ultra-
sound elastography still remains a challenge due to a number
of factors. First, the quality of elastograms generated by many
existing techniques are not up-to-the-mark. Second, many elas-
tography algorithms are not good candidates for real-time im-
plementation. Third, the inter-frame motion often contains
large out-of-plane component which is unsuitable for elastog-
raphy. Consistent high performance in all experiments carried
out in this study indicates that ALTRUIST resolves the issue as-
sociated with elastogram’s quality. In addition, ALTRUIST is
a fast strain imaging technique, where the runtime can be fur-
ther accelerated by optimizing its implementation on a GPU.
Finally, an appropriate motion pattern between the RF frames
can be ensured by concatenating ALTRUIST with a CNN-based
automatic frame selection [56] technique. Featuring these con-
sequential advancements, ALTRUIST and its extensions can be
stepping stones to vast clinical adoption of ultrasound elastog-
raphy.

This paper demonstrates ALTRUIST’s performance only in
axial strain imaging. However, ALTRUIST is a generalized
TDE technique, which renders substantially higher displace-
ment tracking accuracy than the existing algorithms. Therefore,
ALTRUIST and its extensions can potentially be employed in
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Figure 10: ESF for the first liver patient. (a) GLUE axial strain image, differ-
entiation kernel length = 293 samples (b) ALTRUIST axial strain image, dif-
ferentiation kernel length = 3 samples (c) ESF over the line shown in (b). The
blue and orange circles indicate the beginning and ending of edge transitions.

many clinically important applications such as Young’s modu-
lus and Poisson’s ratio reconstruction [57], vascular permeabil-
ity [58], solid stress and fluid pressure imaging [59, 60], etc.,
where displacement estimation is an inevitable task.

Although ALTRUIST successfully obtains high-quality ax-
ial strain images, it is based on ADMM, which demands ex-
plicit optimizations of both data and prior functions. There-
fore, ADMM might not be suitable for handling certain penalty
functions which incorporate hard-to-optimize priors. Plug-and-
Play (PnP) [61] is an extension of ADMM which can poten-
tially deal with such a situation. PnP converts objectives into
actions and obtains the optimal solution from consensus equi-
librium instead of solving the inverse problem explicitly. Our
future work involves incorporating PnP to optimize a novel cost
function consisting of L2 data norm and deep learning-based
denoising prior.

5. Conclusion

This paper proposes ALTRUIST, a novel algorithm for TDE
in ultrasonic strain imaging. ALTRUIST incorporates ADMM
for analytically optimizing a robust penalty function containing
L2 data fidelity norm, L1 first- and second-order displacement
derivative norms. ADMM ameliorates the issues regarding si-
multaneous optimization of L2 data and L1 continuity terms by
employing different techniques for optimizing different com-
ponents of the cost function. In addition, the optimization of
the L1-norm using the shrinkage operator introduces adaptive
smoothing to the displacement estimates, yielding data-driven
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decisions on the level of continuity at each sample. As such,
ALTRUIST exhibits substantially superior performance over
previous strain imaging techniques.
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Québec - Nature et Technologies (FRQNT). Dr. Louis G. John-
son Foundation provided partial funding for the purchase of
the Alpinion ultrasound machine. Authors thank Drs. E. Boc-
tor, M. Choti, and G. Hager for allowing them to use the liver
datasets and Dr. M. Mirzaei for his help tuning the parameters
of OVERWIND and for providing the simulated FEM phantom.

References

[1] J. Ophir et al., “Elastography: Ultrasonic estimation and imaging of the
elastic properties of tissues,” Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical
Engineers, Part H: Journal of Engineering in Medicine, vol. 213, no. 3,
pp. 203–233, 1999.

[2] T. J. Hall et al., “In vivo real-time freehand palpation imaging,” Ultra-
sound in medicine & biology, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 427–435, 2003.

[3] A. Nahiyan and M. K. Hasan, “Hybrid algorithm for elastography to vi-
sualize both solid and fluid-filled lesions,” Ultrasound in Medicine & Bi-
ology, vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 1058 – 1078, 2015.

[4] J. Jiang and T. Hall, “A coupled subsample displacement estimation
method for ultrasound-based strain elastography,” Physics in medicine
and biology, vol. 60, pp. 8347–8364, 10 2015.

[5] M. Ashikuzzaman, T. J. Hall, and H. Rivaz, “Adaptive data function for
robust ultrasound elastography,” in IEEE IUS, 2020, pp. 1–4.

[6] H. Rivaz et al., “Real-time regularized ultrasound elastography,” IEEE
Trans. Medical Imaging, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 928–945, 2011.

[7] M. Ashikuzzaman, C. J. Gauthier, and H. Rivaz, “Global ultrasound elas-
tography in spatial and temporal domains,” IEEE Trans. Ultrasonics, Fer-
roelectrics, and Frequency Control, vol. 66, no. 5, pp. 876–887, 2019.

[8] A. Tang et al., “Ultrasound elastography and mr elastography for assess-
ing liver fibrosis: part 2, diagnostic performance, confounders, and future
directions,” American J. roentgenology, vol. 205, no. 1, pp. 33–40, 2015.

[9] M. Ashikuzzaman et al., “Combining first- and second-order continuity
constraints in ultrasound elastography,” IEEE Transactions on Ultrason-
ics, Ferroelectrics, and Frequency Control, vol. 68, no. 7, pp. 2407–2418,
2021.

[10] T. Varghese et al., “Elastographic measurement of the area and volume of
thermal lesions resulting from radiofrequency ablation: pathologic corre-
lation,” American journal of roentgenology, vol. 181, no. 3, pp. 701–707,
2003.

[11] H. Rivaz et al., “Ablation monitoring with elastography: 2d in-vivo and
3d ex-vivo studies,” in MICCAI, 2008, pp. 458–466.

[12] A. Mariani et al., “Real time shear waves elastography monitoring of
thermal ablation: in vivo evaluation in pig livers,” Journal of Surgical
Research, vol. 188, no. 1, pp. 37–43, 2014.

[13] C. L. De Korte et al., “Characterization of plaque components with in-
travascular ultrasound elastography in human femoral and coronary arter-
ies in vitro,” Circulation, vol. 102, no. 6, pp. 617–623, 2000.

[14] H. Li, J. Porée, M.-H. R. Cardinal, and G. Cloutier, “Two-dimensional
affine model-based estimators for principal strain vascular ultrasound
elastography with compound plane wave and transverse oscillation beam-
forming,” Ultrasonics, vol. 91, pp. 77–91, 2019.

[15] R. L. Maurice et al., “Noninvasive vascular elastography: Theoretical
framework,” IEEE trans. medical imaging, vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 164–180,
2004.

[16] H. Chen, T. Varghese, P. S. Rahko, and J. Zagzebski, “Ultrasound frame
rate requirements for cardiac elastography: Experimental and in vivo re-
sults,” Ultrasonics, vol. 49, no. 1, pp. 98–111, 2009.

[17] M. Strachinaru et al., “Cardiac shear wave elastography using a clinical
ultrasound system,” Ultrasound in medicine & biology, vol. 43, no. 8, pp.
1596–1606, 2017.

[18] E. E. Konofagou, J. D’hooge, and J. Ophir, “Myocardial elastography—a
feasibility study in vivo,” Ultrasound in medicine & biology, vol. 28,
no. 4, pp. 475–482, 2002.

[19] J. Luo and E. E. Konofagou, “A fast normalized cross-correlation cal-
culation method for motion estimation,” IEEE trans. ultrasonics, ferro-
electrics, and freq. contr., vol. 57, no. 6, pp. 1347–1357, 2010.

[20] R. Zahiri-Azar and S. Salcudean, “Motion estimation in ultrasound im-
ages using time domain cross correlation with prior estimates,” IEEE
Trans. Biomed. Eng., vol. 53, no. 10, pp. 1990–2000, 2006.

[21] X. Chen, M. Zohdy, E. SY, and M. O’Donnell, “Lateral speckle tracking
using synthetic lateral phase,” IEEE Transactions on Ultrasonics, Ferro-
electrics, and Frequency Control, vol. 51, no. 5, pp. 540–550, 2004.

[22] S. Ara et al., “Phase-based direct average strain estimation for elastogra-
phy,” Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics and Frequency Control, IEEE Transac-
tions on, vol. 60, pp. 2266–2283, 11 2013.

[23] M. G. Kibria and H. Rivaz, “Gluenet: Ultrasound elastography using con-
volutional neural network,” in Simulation, Image Processing, and Ultra-
sound Systems for Assisted Diag. and Nav., 2018.

[24] Z. Gao et al., “Learning the implicit strain reconstruction in ultrasound
elastography using privileged information,” Med. im. analysis, vol. 58,
2019.

[25] S. Wu et al., “Direct reconstruction of ultrasound elastography using an
end-to-end deep neural network,” in MICCAI, 2018, pp. 374–382.

[26] B. Peng et al., “Neural network-based motion tracking for breast ultra-
sound strain elastography: An initial assessment of performance and fea-
sibility,” Ultrasonic Imaging, 2020.

[27] A. K. Tehrani et al., “Bi-directional semi-supervised training of convolu-
tional neural networks for ultrasound elastography displacement estima-
tion,” IEEE Trans. UFFC, vol. 69, no. 4, pp. 1181–1190, 2022.

[28] A. K. Z. Tehrani and H. Rivaz, “Displacement estimation in ultrasound
elastography using pyramidal convolutional neural network,” IEEE Trans.
Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics, Freq. Contr., pp. 1–1, 2020.

[29] M. Ashikuzzaman and H. Rivaz, “Denoising rf data via robust principal
component analysis: Results in ultrasound elastography,” in 42nd IEEE
EMBC, 2020, pp. 2067–2070.

[30] J. Jiang and T. J. Hall, “A generalized speckle tracking algorithm for
ultrasonic strain imaging using dynamic programming,” Ultrasound in
Medicine & Biology, vol. 35, no. 11, pp. 1863 – 1879, 2009.

[31] M. Ashikuzzaman and H. Rivaz, “Incorporating multiple observations in
global ultrasound elastography,” in IEEE EMBC 2020, pp. 2007–2010.

[32] X. Pan et al., “A two-step optical flow method for strain estimation in
elastography: Simulation and phantom study,” Ultrasonics, vol. 54, no. 4,
pp. 990–996, 2014.

[33] M. Ashikuzzaman, T. J. Hall, and H. Rivaz, “Incorporating gradient
similarity for robust time delay estimation in ultrasound elastography,”
IEEE Transactions on Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics, and Frequency Con-
trol, vol. 69, no. 5, pp. 1738–1750, 2022.

[34] M. T. Islam et al., “A new method for estimating the effective poisson’s ra-
tio in ultrasound poroelastography,” IEEE transactions on medical imag-
ing, vol. 37, no. 5, pp. 1178–1191, 2018.

[35] H. Rivaz et al., “Ultrasound elastography: A dynamic programming ap-
proach,” IEEE Trans. Medical Imaging, vol. 27, no. 10, pp. 1373–1377,
2008.

[36] H. S. Hashemi and H. Rivaz, “Global time-delay estimation in ultra-
sound elastography,” IEEE Transactions on Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics,
and Frequency Control, vol. 64, no. 10, pp. 1625–1636, 2017.

[37] M. Mirzaei et al., “Combining total variation regularization with window-
based time delay estimation in ultrasound elastography,” IEEE Trans.
Medical Imaging, vol. 38, no. 12, pp. 2744–2754, 2019.

[38] M. Ashikuzzaman and H. Rivaz, “Second-order ultrasound elastogra-
phy with l1-norm spatial regularization,” IEEE Trans. Ultrasonics, Fer-
roelectrics, and Frequency Control, vol. 69, no. 3, pp. 1008–1019, 2022.

[39] S. Boyd et al., “Distributed optimization and statistical learning via the
alternating direction method of multipliers,” Foundations and Trends® in
Machine learning, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 1–122, 2011.

[40] N. Parikh, S. Boyd et al., “Proximal algorithms,” Foundations and
trends® in Optimization, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 127–239, 2014.



13

[41] J. Eckstein and W. Yao, “Augmented lagrangian and alternating direction
methods for convex optimization: A tutorial and some illustrative compu-
tational results,” RUTCOR Research Reports, vol. 32, no. 3, p. 44, 2012.

[42] B. Wahlberg, S. Boyd, M. Annergren, and Y. Wang, “An admm algorithm
for a class of total variation regularized estimation problems,” IFAC Pro-
ceedings Volumes, vol. 45, no. 16, pp. 83–88, 2012.

[43] P. Giselsson and S. Boyd, “Linear convergence and metric selection for
douglas-rachford splitting and admm,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control, vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 532–544, 2016.

[44] S. Mohammed et al., “Multifrequency 3d elasticity reconstruction with-
structured sparsity and admm,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.12179, 2021.

[45] C. F. Otesteanu et al., “Fem-based elasticity reconstruction using ultra-
sound for imaging tissue ablation,” International J. CARS, vol. 13, no. 6,
pp. 885–894, 2018.

[46] S. Mohammed et al., “2d elasticity reconstruction with bi-convex alter-
nating direction method of multipliers,” in IEEE ISBI 2019. IEEE, pp.
1683–1687.

[47] M. Ashikuzzaman et al., “Low rank and sparse decomposition of ultra-
sound color flow images for suppressing clutter in real-time,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Medical Imaging, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 1073–1084, 2020.

[48] J. Jensen, “Field: A program for simulating ultrasound systems,” Medical
and Biological Engineering and Computing, vol. 34, pp. 351–352, 1996.

[49] Z. Wang et al., “Image quality assessment: from error visibility to struc-
tural similarity,” IEEE Trans. Im. Proc., vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 600–612, 2004.

[50] T. Varghese and J. Ophir, “A theoretical framework for performance char-
acterization of elastography: The strain filter,” IEEE transactions on ul-
trasonics, ferroelectrics, and frequency control, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 164–
172, 1997.

[51] J. Ophir, S. K. Alam, B. Garra, F. Kallel, E. Konofagou, T. Krouskop,
and T. Varghese, “Elastography: ultrasonic estimation and imaging of the
elastic properties of tissues,” Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical

Engineers, Part H: Journal of Engineering in Medicine, vol. 213, no. 3,
pp. 203–233, 1999.

[52] P. C. Hansen, “The l-curve and its use in the numerical treatment of in-
verse problems,” Comput. Inv. Problems in Electrocard., 2001.

[53] E. S. Ebbini, “Phase-coupled two-dimensional speckle tracking algo-
rithm,” IEEE Transactions on Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics, and Frequency
Control, vol. 53, no. 5, pp. 972–990, 2006.

[54] Q. He et al., “Performance optimization of lateral displacement estima-
tion with spatial angular compounding,” Ultrasonics, vol. 73, pp. 9 – 21,
2017.

[55] J. Luo and E. E. Konofagou, “Effects of various parameters on lat-
eral displacement estimation in ultrasound elastography,” Ultrasound in
Medicine & Biology, vol. 35, no. 8, pp. 1352 – 1366, 2009.

[56] A. Zayed and H. Rivaz, “Automatic frame selection using mlp neural net-
work in ultrasound elastography,” in International Conference on Image
Analysis and Recognition. Springer, 2019, pp. 462–472.

[57] M. Islam, et al., “Non-invasive imaging of young’s modulus and poisson’s
ratio in cancers in vivo,” Scientific reports, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1–12, 2020.

[58] M. T. Islam et al., “Estimation of vascular permeability in irregularly
shaped cancers using ultrasound poroelastography,” IEEE Trans. Biomed.
Eng., vol. 67, no. 4, pp. 1083–1096, 2019.

[59] M. T. Islam, S. Tang, E. Tasciotti, and R. Righetti, “Non-invasive assess-
ment of the spatial and temporal distributions of interstitial fluid pressure,
fluid velocity and fluid flow in cancers in vivo,” IEEE Access, vol. 9, pp.
89 222–89 233, 2021.

[60] M. T. Islam and R. Righetti, “Estimation of mechanical parameters in
cancers by empirical orthogonal function analysis of poroelastography
data,” Computers in Biology and Medicine, vol. 111, p. 103343, 2019.

[61] S. V. Venkatakrishnan et al., “Plug-and-play priors for model based re-
construction,” in IEEE GlobalSIP 2013.



Ultrasound Strain Imaging using ADMM

Md Ashikuzzamana, Hassan Rivaza

aDepartment of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Concordia University, Montreal, QC, H3G 1M8, Canada.

In this Supplementary Material, we report the tunable param-
eter values associated with ALTRUIST. In addition, we show
the axial strain images in jet color map. Moreover, we present
the results for the low-contrast simulated phantom in a narrow
color range. Furthermore, we conduct a simulation experiment
to demonstrate the TDE techniques’ ability to distinguish two
closely located targets.

1. Results

Like SOUL and L1-SOUL, ALTRUIST sets the second-order
continuity weights {θ1, θ2, λ1, λ2} as multiples of the first-order
ones {α1, α2, β1, β2}. Considering the aforementioned multi-
plying factor as m f , {α1, α2, β1, β2, m f , γ, ζ} was set to {0.015,
0.0012, 0.015, 0.0012, 100, 0.0001, 3000}, {0.05, 0.00015,

Email addresses: m_ashiku@encs.concordia.ca
(Md Ashikuzzaman), hrivaz@ece.concordia.ca (Hassan Rivaz)

0.025, 0.000075, 25, 0.0001, 8000}, {0.09, 0.0006, 0.045,
0.0003, 25, 0.00001, 3000}, {0.03, 0.0005, 0.015, 0.00025, 45,
0, 20000}, {0.00018, 0.0000006, 0.00018, 0.0000002, 100, 0,
2200000}, and {0.0075, 0.00005, 0.00375, 0.000025, 45, 0,
20000} for simulated layer phantoms (both high and low con-
trasts), hard-inclusion simulated phantom, real breast phantom,
liver patients 1, 2, and 3, respectively.

Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 show the axial strain results in jet color
map.

Figure 5 presents the low-contrast simulated layer phantom
results in narrow color range.

Figure 6 shows the axial strain imaging performance of
GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST for a simu-
lated phantom with two closely located hard inclusions. All
four techniques successfully distinguish the inclusions from
each other. GLUE renders the noisiest strain estimate, while
ALTRUIST outperforms the other three techniques in terms of
contrast and sharpness.
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Figure 1: Axial strain images obtained from the simulated layer phantoms. Rows 1 and 2 correspond to high and low contrast, respectively, whereas, columns 1 to
5 correspond to the ground truth and axial strain maps estimated by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.
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Figure 2: Axial strain results obtained from the simulated FEM phantom with added Gaussian noise. (a)-(e) correspond to the FEM strain and the axial strain images
produced by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.
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Figure 3: Axial strain results obtained from the experimental breast phantom. Columns 1 to 5 correspond to the B-mode image and the axial strain images produced
by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.
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Figure 4: Axial strain results from the in vivo liver datasets. Rows 1-3 correspond to patients 1, 2, and 3, respectively, whereas columns 1 to 5 present the B-mode
and the axial strain images obtained from GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.
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Figure 5: Low-contrast simulated layer phantom results in narrow color range. Rows 1 and 2 correspond to gray and jet color maps, respectively, whereas, columns
1 to 5 correspond to the ground truth and axial strain maps estimated by GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and ALTRUIST, respectively.
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Figure 6: Axial strain images for the simulated dataset with two inclusions. Columns 1-5 correspond to ground truth, GLUE, OVERWIND, L1-SOUL, and
ALTRUIST, respectively.


