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Abstract— Multi-parametric mapping of MRI relaxations in
liver has the potential of revealing pathological information
of the liver. A self-supervised learning based multi-parametric
mapping method is proposed to map T1ρ and T2 simultaneously,
by utilising the relaxation constraint in the learning process.
Data noise of different mapping tasks is utilised to make the
model uncertainty-aware, which adaptively weight different
mapping tasks during learning. The method was examined
on a dataset of 51 patients with non-alcoholic fatter liver
disease. Results showed that the proposed method can produce
comparable parametric maps to the traditional multi-contrast
pixel wise fitting method, with a reduced number of images and
less computation time. The uncertainty weighting also improves
the model performance. It has the potential of accelerating MRI
quantitative imaging.

Clinical relevance— This study establishes a potential way
for accelerating multi-parametric mapping in quantitative mag-
netic resonance imaging and facilitate their clinical applications.

I. INTRODUCTION
T1ρ and T2 are two important biomarkers in quantitative

MRI (qMRI) for liver pathological studies[1], [2]. In multi-
tasking (multi-parametric mapping) scenarios, the simultane-
ous mapping of T1ρand T2 acquires multiple T1ρ-weighted
images and T2-weighted images within a single breath-
hold and the parametric maps are fitted separately[3]–[5].
It is desirable to quantify different parametric maps at the
same time with a reduced number of MR contrast since
it can reduce the scan time and potentially improve the
quantification accuracy.

Deep learning has been used as an advanced mapping
technique in quantitative MRI to map a reduced number
of contrast images or undersampled k-space data to the
parametric maps[6], [7]. While most of the previous works
focus on single parametric mapping from only one kind
of MR contrast, learning-based multi-parametric mapping
has gained interests recently. Qiu et al.[8] proposed a fully
supervised deep learning framework to infer T1 and T2 maps
of brain simultaneously from T1 and T2 contrasts. Similarly,
Saez et al.[9] trained a network from synthetic data in a
supervised way and map the parametric maps of T1 and T2 of
brain. Li et al.[10] used supervised learning method with re-
laxation constraint to map T1ρ and T2 of knee from a reduced
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number of undersampled contrasts. All those methods are in
a supervised way, which relies on high quality labelled data.
Previous work on learning-based liver parametric mapping
shows that supervised learning does not provide satisfactory
results as the label outside liver parenchyma are noisy[11]. It
is not uncommon for the scan protocol to sacrifice the data
quality outside the parenchyma to ensure a reliable relaxation
quantification in the liver. On the other hand, those learning-
based multiparametirc mapping methods simply treat each
mapping task equally while ignoring how different mapping
tasks contribute to the whole learning process of the model
in different ways. This could be problematic as treating
different tasks equally in multi-task learning can sometimes
degrade the performance of a single task compare to its single
task learning counterpart[12]. The intensity scale of different
MR constrasts and data noise of different mapping tasks may
varies, making the difficulties of learning each parametric
mapping different. This could create a bias between mapping
tasks during learning. It is also pointed out by Wang et
al.[13] that taking the noise and uncertainty of the MRI data
into consideration is an open challenge in AI application in
multi-parametric MRI. How to better integrate the learning
of different mapping tasks in qMRI multi-tasking by utilising
the data noise remains to be explored.

To tackle the aforementioned problems, we propose a
self-supervised multi-parametric mapping method from a
reduced number of MR contrasts, which alleviates the needs
of ground-truth data during training. We also leverage the
concept of uncertainty loss weighting from multi-task learn-
ing in our learning algorithm, which utilises the data noise
to exploit suitable contribution of different mapping tasks
during learning.

II. MATERIALS AND METHOD

A. Data Acquisition and Dataset

Our in vivo studies were conducted with the approval of
the institute. The scans were conducted on a 3.0 T MRI
scanner (Philips Achieva, Philips Healthcare,Best, Nether-
land). The RF transmitter was a body coil and a 32-channel
cardiac coil was the receiver. Our pulse sequence can acquire
T1ρ and T2 weighted images for T1ρ and T2 mapping within
a single breath-hold[3]. Pencil-beam volume shimming box
was placed on the right lobe of the liver to reduce the B0 field
inhomogeneity. The B1 field inhomogeneity was reduced
using dual transmit and vendor-provided RF shimming. T1ρ-
weighted images were acquired under the time of spin-lock
(TSL) of 0, 10, 30, and 50 ms; T2-weighted images were
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acquired under the T2 preparation time (TP) of 0, 20, 40,
and 60 ms; The T2 preparation time used for T2 fitting was
corrected by subtracting the total refocusing time and was
0, 18.2, 34.6, and 51.0 ms, respectively. The T1ρ -weighted
image acquired with TSL = 0 and the T2-weighted image
acquired with TP = 0 shared the same image (referred as
“shared image” in the following context)[14]. The protocol
acquired three slices of data from each subject. The scan
time to collect data for each slice was around 16 s. Detailed
imaging parameters configuration are in Table I.

TABLE I
IMAGING PARAMETERS CONFIGURATION

Parameters Setting

Resolution 1.5× 1.5 mm2

Slice Thickness 7 mm
Time of Repetition 2000 ms

Frequency of Spin-lock 400 Hz

The retrospective data of 51 patients with non-alcoholic
fatty liver disease was used as the dataset. We followed
a three-fold cross validation scheme, with the data of 17
patients in each fold.

B. Method

We first model the learning-based multi-parametric map-
ping from a probabilistic perspective and derive the loss
function in a supervised way. Then we adopt it into the self-
supervised form.

1) Multi-parametric mapping likelihood: Let us denote
the output of the multi-parametric mapping neural network
as fW(x), with weights W on input MR contrasts x. The
multi-parametric mapping likelihood can then be defined as
p(T1ρ,T2|fW(x)), where T1ρ and T2 are the ground-truth
parametric maps.

We further factorise our output following [15], and have
the likelihood of the multi-parametric mapping in the fol-
lowing form:

p(T1ρ,T2|fW(x)) = p(T1ρ|fW(x))p(T2|fW(x)) (1)

We assume the distribution of each factorized likelihood as a
Laplacian distribution, and minimise the following negative
log likelihood of the multi-parametric mapping:

− log p(T1ρ,T2|fW(x)) ∝ |T1ρ − fW(x)|
σ1

+
|T2 − fW(x)|

σ2
+ log(2σ1) + log(2σ2)

(2)

where σ1 and σ2 are the scale parameters of different para-
metric map, respectively. The scale parameter is equivalent
to the standard deviation of a Gaussian distribution. Eq(2) is
our initial derived objective function to be minimised. Note
that the uncertainty terms (scale parameters) are learnable
terms, which enable an adaptive uncertainty weighted loss
during training. More specifically, this utilises the data noise
to automatically tune the contribution of different mapping

tasks in the learning process. If the data noise of one of the
relaxation mappings is large, the L1 norm at the numerator
will be large as the model has more difficulties in learning
a good mapping. Consequentially, the uncertainty at the
denominator becomes larger to suppress the loss value, which
guides the model to put less importance on those noisy
data during learning. This adaptive weighting provides more
flexibility than manual hard weighting in integrating the
information of different measurement in training.

The data uncertainty can be further divided into two
categories, the heteroscedastic uncertainty (HETEU) and the
homoscedastic uncertainty (HOMOU)[15], [16]. The former
is dependent on a specific input, and it is usually modeled as
an additional output tensor with the same dimension as the
output variable in deep learning. The latter is independent
of a specific input, while it is task-dependent as it captures
the general data uncertainty of the training data of a certain
mapping task. It is modelled as a learnable constant during
training. We study both case in this work.

2) Leveraging self-supervised learning : We first briefly
introduce the relaxation constraints in the mono-exponential
decay model of T1ρ and T2 imaging:

I(TSLi) = I(TSLj) exp(
TSLj − TSLi

T1ρ
) (3)

M(TPm) = M(TPn) exp(
TPn − TPm

T2
) (4)

where I and M stands for T1ρ-weighted image and T2
weighted image respectively, and i, j,m, n are the index of
different dynamic scans of the same slice.
Since ground-truth maps are not available in the self-
supervised learning settings, we replace the L1 norm in
the numerator of the original derived loss function as a
signal reconstruction term that complies the above relaxation
constraints, and the objective function can further be written
as:

L =
|I(TSLi)− I(TSLj) exp(

TSLj−TSLi
T̂1ρ

)|

σ1

+
|M(TPm)−M(TPn) exp(

TPn−TPm
T̂2

)|
σ2

+ log(2σ1)

+ log(2σ2)
(5)

where T̂1ρ and T̂2 are the predicted parametric maps from
the neural network. In practice, all possible pairs of constraint
((i, j) or (m,n)) are constructed and back-propogated to
update the network parameters during learning.

3) Network setting: We adopt a similar U-Net architecture
for parametric mapping as in [11], in which the output layer
has two channels, one for T1ρ map and one for T2 map. The
input is a three-channel tensor consists of the shared image, a
T1ρ contrast and a T2 contrast. As for the case of estimating
HETEU, an additional decoder branch was added to output
the uncertainty. The additional decoder branch has the same
architecture as the decoder branch for parametric mapping.
The illustration are shown in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. The illustration of the network settings. HOMOU stands for
training with homoscedastic uncertainty and HETEU stands for training
with Heteroscedastic uncertainty.

III. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Evaluation metric

We evaluate the performance in the ROI as previous works
[10], [11], by computing the pixel-wise mean absolute error
between the inference maps and the reference maps in the
ROI. We refer it as ROI Mean Absolute Error (RMAE). The
ROI is manually drawn on the right lobe of the liver to
cover the parenchyma as much as possible while avoiding
large vessels and bile-ducts. The drawing was conducted
before any fitting to ensure the evaluation fairness. We used
parametric maps fitted by four T1ρ contrasts and four T2
contrasts using the non-linear least square fitting method as
the reference map. Note that the area outside the parenchyma
is not taken into account as its relaxation values from the
reference maps are not reliable due to the application of the
localized shimming on the right lobe of the liver.

B. Implementation details

The experiments were carried out using Python 3.7 and
Pytorch 1.10 framework[17] , with one Nvidia GTX 1080ti
GPU and 40 E5-2630 CPUs. All images were resized as
256 × 256, and data augmentation was applied with random
slight rotation and translation. During training and testing,
we constructed three combinations of input with images from
different TSL or TP. The combinations were as follow:
[I(TSL = 0), I(TSL = 10ms),M(TP = 18.20ms)]
[I(TSL = 0), I(TSL = 30ms),M(TP = 34.60ms)]

[I(TSL = 0), I(TSL = 50ms),M(TP = 51.00ms)]
Batch size was 4 and the learning rate was 5e-4. ADAM
[18] was used as the optimizer with a weight decay of 1e-4.
The two learnable constant in HOMOU were initialized as
1. Each fold of training took around 8 hours for 300 epochs
and early stopping was applied.

C. Comparison study

We compare our proposed method with the following
models:

1) Two-point: The logarithm of the quotient between the
shared image and the corresponding T1ρ weighted image or
the T2 weighted image is taken to get the parametric maps
in a closed form.

2) Single task with single modality (STSM): Two sep-
arate self-supervised networks that map T1ρ and T2 map
was trained respectively. Each mapping task follows the
”Baseline” method in [11]. The input consists of the shared
image and the corresponding contrast (shared image +T1ρ
contrast for T1ρ mapping or shared image +T2 contrast
for T2 mapping). The loss function is the L1 norm for
signal reconstruction in self-supervised learning based on the
constraint shown in Eq (3) or Eq (4).

3) Single Task (ST): This is similar to STSM, except for
the input. The input is the three-channel tensor as that of our
proposed method.

4) Supervised Learning (SL): The multi-parametric map-
ping network is trained in a supervised way similar to those
previous work[8], [9]. The input of the network is the same
as that in our proposed method and the ground-truth for
supervision were the reference maps fitted by four images.
The loss function is the sum of the L1 norm of both mapping
tasks.

5) Baseline: The network is trained in a self-supervised
way without those uncertainty terms in the loss.

The results are shown in Table II. It can be seen that the
self-supervised baseline model outperforms the traditional
two point fitting, supervised learning model and those self-
supervised single task models. By adding HETEU or HO-
MOU during training, the performance of the model can
be further improved to the level of around 3.30 ms. The
performance of HETEU and HOMOU are close to each
other, and details will be provided in the discussion section.

Fig. 2 shows examples of the fitted T1ρ maps and T2
maps. As is shown, the Two-Point method produced very
noisy results and the SL method results are poor at revealing
the anatomical information with oversmoothing effect. This
is aligned with those result in supervised single parmetric
mapping reported in[11]. The maps produced by our pro-
posed method demonstrate a general good agreement with
the reference maps in the right lobe of the liver parenchyma
in the ROI.

D. Effectiveness of adaptive weighting

Two experiments were conducted in this session. For the
first experiment, we compared the results of our proposed
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Fig. 2. A typical example of the predicted maps. The green countour is the region of intersts. The maps in the first row are the T1ρ maps and the maps
in the second row are the T2 maps. The unit of the color bar is in ms.

TABLE II
RMAE OF DIFFERENT MODELS IN THE COMPARISON STUDY. THE UNIT

IS IN MS.

Models T1ρ T2

Two-point 7.51 5.21
STSM 3.54 4.08

ST 3.54 3.87
SL 5.11 4.12

Baseline 3.45 3.51
Baseline + HETEU 3.32 3.32

Baseline + HOMOU 3.28 3.33

method with those baseline models with different manual
tuned weights between the T1ρ contrast reconstruction term
and the T2 contrast reconstruction term. The loss function
follows the form as: λaLa + λbLb, where La and Lb stand
for the T1ρ contrast and T2 contrast reconstruction loss term
respectively, and λa + λb = 1 . For the second experiment,
we investigate if the adaptive weighting can handle those
situation with scaling variation and data corruption. Specif-
ically, we multiply the signal scale of T2 contrast in the
reconstruction term with a very large factor or apply random
motion (rotation and translation) to T2 contrast in the loss
function.

Fig. 3 shows the results of the first experiment. It can
be seen that the performance of the self-supervised network
is sensitive to manual weighing, and the mapping task
performance bias can be seen in some of the weighting
scenarios. On the other hand, the uncertainty weighted adap-
tive weighting give an overall improved performance and the
performance bias is not obvious.

In Table III, the results show that applying signal scale
imbalance and motion corruption to T2 contrast in the loss
function give inferior T1ρ results for the Baseline model,
compared with the baseline T1ρ results in Table II. By
applying the uncertainty-weighted loss, the performance
degradation can be relieved. Note the performance of T2
is not reported in the motion scenario as the T2 data were
corrupted. It is also noticeable that the HOMOU method
produce a better results than the HETEU method, detailed
discussion will be provided.
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Fig. 3. Performance of different loss weighting in self-supervised multi-
parametric mapping

TABLE III
RMAE OF THE MODELS UNDER SCALING AND MOTION CORRUPTION.

THE UNIT IS IN MS.

×100 T1ρ T2

Baseline 3.62 3.44
Baseline + HETEU 3.53 3.49

Baseline + HOMOU 3.45 3.44

×10000 T1ρ T2

Baseline 3.88 3.67
Baseline + HETEU 3.56 3.40

Baseline + HOMOU 3.44 3.45

Motion T1ρ T2

Baseline 3.55 -
Baseline + HETEU 3.44 -

Baseline + HOMOU 3.39 -

E. Computation time comparison

We compared the computation time of the proposed model
using three images and the least square fitting method
using four images for one single forward pass using the
same computational resources and programming framework,
which is mentioned in the implementation details section.
The computation time was obtained by averaging the forward
pass computation time over all the predictions in the data-



set. Table IV illustrates that the proposed method achieved
a shorter computation time than that of the traditional pixel
wise fitting method. The former can simultaneously produce
two parametric maps at one forward pass while the latter can
only produce one parametric map at one forward pass.

TABLE IV
AVERAGE COMPUTATION TIME OF THE PIXEL-WISE LEAST SQUARE

METHOD AND THE PROPOSED METHOD

Method Computation Time
Pixel-wise least square fitting 0.088 s

Proposed 0.017 s

IV. DISCUSSION

The results demonstrate that our proposed learning-based
method can produce comparable multi-parametric mapping
results to the standard multi-image pixel-wise fitting method,
by using less images and computation time. From a practical
point of view, this could potentially improve the efficiency
in large scale qMRI study, as the acquisition time and the
post-processing time are both reduced.

Our studies also demonstrated the benefits of the the
uncertainty-based adaptive weighting. It improves the model
performance by utilising the data noise of different tasks
in the multi-parametric mapping to automatically exploit a
better contribution mechanism from different mapping tasks.
This is beneficial as it saves the time of manual weight
tuning. Future multi-sequences or multi-sites study may also
see benefits, as the data noise variation problem can be more
significant in those scenarios.

It is also noticeable that the performance of the HETEU
and HOMOU method are similar, and the HOMOU achieves
a slightly better performance under the case of scaling
variation and motion corruption. The HETEU model captures
the pixel-wise weighting while the HOMOU model capture
the general weighting of the two task globally. The former
may includes redundant spatial information in learning the
adaptive weighting, and the weighting strategies may overfit
on the data. The latter learns the task-specific weighting, and
it may reflect a general contribution mechanism of different
parametric mapping tasks.

In this work, we factorise the likelihood of the multi-
parametric mapping with the assumption that the distribution
of T1ρ mapping and the distribution of T2 mapping are
independent from each other. While it is common to apply
the task independent assumption in multi-task learning, we
believe it is worth exploring the correlation of T1ρ and T2
mapping in future learning-based multi-parametric mapping
research. Recent work on hepatic iron in the liver has demon-
strated their correlation bio-physically[19]. Future research
will focus on applying multi-variate multi-task learning[20]
to learn the correlation between different mapping tasks.

V. CONCLUSIONS
Our proposed uncertainty-weighted learning-based multi-

parametric mapping method is able to simultaneous map T1ρ

and T2 in the liver from a reduced number of contrasts. The
uncertainty-weighted learning improves the performance of
the mapping model by utilising the data noise of different
mapping tasks. Future work on learning correlation between
different mapping tasks in multi-parametric mapping is re-
quired.
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