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Abstract

Objective: To propose and validate an unsupervised MRI reconstruction method that does not
require fully sampled k-space data.

Materials and Methods: The proposed method, deep image prior with structured sparsity (DIS-
CUS), extends the deep image prior (DIP) by introducing group sparsity to frame-specific code vectors,
enabling the discovery of a low-dimensional manifold for capturing temporal variations. DISCUS was
validated using four studies: (I) simulation of a dynamic Shepp-Logan phantom to demonstrate its
manifold discovery capabilities, (II) comparison with compressed sensing and DIP-based methods
using simulated single-shot late gadolinium enhancement (LGE) image series from six distinct dig-
ital cardiac phantoms in terms of normalized mean square error (NMSE) and structural similarity
index measure (SSIM), (III) evaluation on retrospectively undersampled single-shot LGE data from
eight patients, and (IV) evaluation on prospectively undersampled single-shot LGE data from eight
patients, assessed via blind scoring from two expert readers.

Results: DISCUS outperformed competing methods, demonstrating superior reconstruction quality
in terms of NMSE and SSIM (Studies I–III) and expert reader scoring (Study IV).

Discussion: An unsupervised image reconstruction method is presented and validated on simulated
and measured data. These developments can benefit applications where acquiring fully sampled data
is challenging.
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1 Introduction

Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) is a versa-
tile imaging modality that offers excellent soft-
tissue contrast and high spatial and tempo-
ral resolution, all without using ionizing radia-
tion. MRI is routinely used in a broad range
of clinical applications, including neuro, muscu-
loskeletal, abdominal, and cardiovascular imag-
ing. Cardiovascular MRI is considered the gold
standard for measuring cardiac function using
cine and for assessing myocardial scar using late
gadolinium enhancement (LGE). Despite its clin-
ical significance, cardiovascular MRI suffers from
long scan times, resulting in patient discomfort,
decreased throughput, and increased susceptibil-
ity to motion artifacts. This limitation is often
addressed by prospective undersampling of k-
space to complete the scan faster. To deal with the
resulting ill-posed inverse problem, several image
reconstruction approaches have been proposed
[1]. Most commercial scanners employ recon-
struction methods that leverage both parallel
imaging, where data are simultaneously acquired
across multiple receive coils [2–4], and compressed
sensing (CS) techniques, which utilize explicit
sparsity-based priors [5, 6]. However, the accelera-
tion and image quality offered by these techniques
are limited, and speeding up scans and improving
image quality remains an ongoing challenge.

More recently, deep learning (DL) methods
have shown great promise in further accelerating
MRI. These methods have been shown to out-
perform the traditional CS and parallel imaging
methods in terms of image quality at higher accel-
eration rates [7]. Some supervised DL methods
pose the image recovery problem as an end-to-end
dealiasing problem where a convolutional neural
network (CNN) takes in the coil-combined aliased
image and generates a fully formed image, with-
out any guidance from MRI physics [8]. However,
such approaches typically do not generalize well
when the forward model varies between train-
ing and testing stages. Moreover, they require
extensive training data, which are not gener-
ally available for dynamic MRI [9]. In contrast,
other supervised DL methods incorporate guid-
ance from the MRI physics in the training process
by explicitly performing data consistency within
an unrolled network [10, 11]. These methods are
generally more robust and offer state-of-the-art

performance but still require fully sampled data
for training. Plug-and-play methods provide yet
another option for image reconstruction, where
an off-the-shelf generic denoiser or an application-
specific DL-based denoiser is repeatedly called
within an iterative algorithm [12, 13]. These meth-
ods do not require fully-sampled k-space data as
the denoiser can be trained on high-quality image
patches. However, such image patches are not
available for many MRI applications, including
cardiac imaging.

To address the limited availability of the train-
ing data, several self-supervised and unsupervised
DL methods have been proposed for MRI recon-
struction, including deep image prior (DIP) and
deep decoder [14, 15]. These methods model an
image as the output of a generator network, with
both network parameters and input latent code
vectors trained on an image-specific basis. DIP-
based methods utilize the CNN network structure
as an implicit prior [16]. Since they are prone
to overfitting, early stopping is often required
for applications where measured data are noisy
[17]. More recently, Bell et al. proposed a noise-
robust extension of DIP by training the self-guided
network to function as a denoiser instead of a
generator and applied it to knee MRI [18].

For dynamic MRI, various extensions of DIP
have been proposed to recover a series of images.
Yoo et al. employed DIP by training a genera-
tive network to map a low-dimensional manifold
to a cine image series [19]. Their work, however,
requires pre-estimating the approximate number
of cardiac cycles from the radial data and relies
on smooth variations in latent space to capture
continuous dynamics in the cardiac cine series.
At the same time, Zou et al. independently pro-
posed a similar method, called Gen-SToRM [20],
which uses spiral sampling and explicitly enforces
smoothness on the latent code vectors to recover
cine images. These methods define the manifold
dimensionality in advance and rely on the tempo-
ral smoothness of latent code vectors. In general,
the manifold dimensionality is not known precisely
due to the multiple unknown sources of motion
and contrast changes in cardiac MRI. Moreover,
for single-shot applications, where the data are
not collected continuously, the latent code vectors
are not expected to be temporally smooth. More
recently, Ahmed et al. [21] and Hamilton et al.
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[22] integrated low-rank constraint with DIP to
facilitate accelerated free-breathing cardiac cine
imaging. In a related line of work, Zou et al.
trained the network to generate frame-specific 3D
deformation fields for free-breathing lung imag-
ing [23]. These deformation fields can generate an
image series by deforming a single template image,
which is also jointly estimated with the deforma-
tion fields. This method is more appropriate for
3D imaging where there are no temporal changes
in the image content other than the non-rigid
motion.

In this work, we propose an extension of DIP,
called deep image prior with structured spar-
sity (DISCUS). DISCUS trains a single network
to map a series of random code vectors to a
series of images. In contrast to methods that
require specifying the dimensionality of the man-
ifold [20], which may not be known in advance,
DISCUS discovers the dimensionality by impos-
ing group sparsity on the dynamic code vectors.
Additionally, DISCUS does not assume that tem-
poral closeness (order of acquisition) is tied to
image similarity [19, 20]. This makes DISCUS
suitable for single-shot applications, e.g., free-
breathing LGE imaging and parametric mapping,
where consecutive frames are not necessarily more
similar.

This work builds upon our preliminary results
[24] and now includes an additional simulation
study, an ablation study, comparison with state-
of-the-art methods, and an application to prospec-
tively undersampled LGE data. In the subse-
quent sections, we describe DISCUS in detail and
present four different numerical studies for its
evaluation and validation.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 DIP

In MRI, the complex-valued data are measured
in the spatial frequency domain, called k-space.
The reconstruction process involves estimating
the underlying image from noisy and potentially
undersampled k-space measurements. The mea-
sured noisy data are related to the image by

y = Ax+ b, (1)

where x ∈ CN is an N -pixel image that has
been vectorized, y ∈ CM is the MRI data mea-
sured from C receive coils, b ∈ CM is circularly
symmetric white Gaussian noise with variance σ2,
and A ∈ CM×N is a known forward operator
that incorporates pixel-wise multiplication with
coil sensitivity maps, discrete Fourier transform,
and k-space undersampling.

When applying DIP to MRI reconstruction, a
random code vector z is fed into a network Gθ(·)
to produce an estimate of the true image x. The
network parameters θ and the code vector z are
then optimized to make the network output con-
sistent with the measured k-space data y using
a known forward operator A. This optimization
process is formulated as

ẑ, θ̂ = argmin
z,θ

∥AGθ(z)− y∥22. (2)

After training the network, the final image is
reconstructed using x̂ = Gθ̂(ẑ). It is important to
note that DIP does not rely on an explicit prior
in the form of a regularization term but instead
exploits the inherent structure of the network to
produce images that appear natural.

2.2 DISCUS

The high-level description of DISCUS is provided
in Figure 1. DISCUS attempts to construct an
image series with T total frames using a single net-
work and time-varying code vectors. It is inspired
by DIP but enforces additional constraints on
the code vectors. The image series in DISCUS is
recovered by solving the following optimization
problem:

ẑ0, ẑ(1:T ), θ̂ = argmin
z0,z(1:T ),θ

T∑
t=1

∥AtGθ(z0, zt)− yt∥22

+ λ
∥∥z(1:T )

∥∥
2,1

,

(3)

where yt ∈ CM , xt ∈ CN , and At ∈ CM×N

are measured k-space data, image frame, and for-
ward operator for the tth frame, respectively, Also,
z0 ∈ RkN and zt ∈ RN represent static and
dynamic code vectors, respectively, for a user-
defined positive integer k. We denote the temporal
sequence of an arbitrary variable (·) with T entries

as (·)(1:T ). Finally,
∥∥z(1:T )

∥∥
2,1

=
∑N

n=1

√∑T
t=1 z2

t [n]
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is a hybrid ℓ2-ℓ1 norm that first computes elemen-
twise ℓ2 norm along the time dimension followed
by the ℓ1 norm along the remaining dimensions.
Note, zt[n] represents the nth element in zt, and
λ > 0 is a constant that controls the strength of
group sparsity.

Fig. 1: (a) Overview of the DISCUS framework:
A U-Net Gθ is fed one static z0 and a dynamic zt
code vector to generate an estimate of the frame
xt, which is made consistent with the measured
data yt. The training is sequentially repeated for
all frames in the image series. (b) An example of
dynamic code vectors z(1:T ) before (left) and after
(right) training. The number of non-zero entries
(one in this case) represents the dimensionality of
the underlying manifold, while the varying values
of the non-zero entries capture temporal variation
in the image series.

In DISCUS, both z0 and zt are learnable
and are fed into the generator Gθ(·) after being
concatenated along the channel dimension. The
dynamic code vectors z(1:T ) are responsible for
learning the frame-to-frame changes in the image
series. The static code vector z0 is optional but
improves the overall expressivity of the network
by providing additional degrees of freedom. As
shown in Figure 1(a), the generator maps these
code vectors to an estimate of xt. The network
parameters and code vectors are jointly optimized
using the objection function in Equation (3). The
second term in Equation (3) is a hybrid ℓ2-ℓ1 norm
that enforces group sparsity [25] on z(1:T ). The
group sparsity encourages the dynamic code vec-
tors to not only be sparse but also have common
support across all time frames. The number of

non-zero entries in each of ẑt specifies the dimen-
sionality of the underlying manifold, while the
values of the non-zero entries capture the temporal
variations across time. A visual depiction of a one-
dimensional manifold is provided in Figure 1(b)
where all entries in ẑt are zero except for one.
After the network training is completed, the recon-
structed image for the tth frame is computed as
x̂t = Gθ̂(ẑ0, ẑt).

Although DISCUS can be applied to various
applications, this work focuses on free-breathing
single-shot LGE imaging. In this application, the
same imaging plane is acquired once every heart-
beat or every other heartbeat. The long tem-
poral delays between consecutive frames cause
large variations in the respiratory phase, which
is assumed to be unknown. A common strat-
egy involves reconstructing each frame separately
and then averaging them after registration to
enhance the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [26]. In
contrast, manifold learning offers a unified frame-
work to recover all frames jointly [27]. Under
ideal conditions, a manifold of dimensionality one
is optimal for this application. However, residual
cardiac motion caused by heart rate variability,
intensity changes due to variations in RF tim-
ing, and/or peristalsis are invariably present in
LGE imaging. These factors make the true mani-
fold dimensionality subject-specific and inherently
variable. Compared to previous work on manifold
learning, the group sparsity in DISCUS provides
a data-driven approach for selecting the manifold
dimensionality.

2.3 Study I–Dynamic Phantom

In this study, we use a 128 × 128 Shepp-Logan
phantom to demonstrate that DISCUS can dis-
cover the dimensionality of the underlying mani-
fold by imposing group sparsity on dynamic code
vectors. We generated three distinct image series,
each with T = 64 frames. The first series origi-
nated from a manifold of dimensionality one and
involved random rotations within ±3◦ relative
to the first frame. The second series also origi-
nated from a manifold of dimensionality one and
involved random horizontal translations within
±3 pixels relative to the first frame. The final
series originated from a manifold of dimension-
ality two, with each frame perturbed both by
random rotations and random translations. To
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simulate single-coil k-space data, each frame was
Fourier transformed. Then, white Gaussian noise
was added to the k-space data to yield an SNR of
25 dB. The simulated noisy k-space data were sub-
sequently undersampled with a Cartesian mask.
The 12 central phase-encoding (PE) indices were
fully sampled, while the outer 52 PE indices were
sampled uniformly at random at an acceleration
rate of R = 2. The frequency encoding (FE)
dimension was fully sampled. The reference image
series was created using the fully sampled noiseless
data, and it was then used to quantitatively evalu-
ate DISCUS in terms of normalized mean squared
error (NMSE), expressed in dB, and structural
similarity index measure (SSIM). To further assess
the consistency of the discovered manifold dimen-
sionality, we repeated the DISCUS reconstruction
ten times, each time with a different initialization
of network weights θ and the code vectors z0 and
zt.

2.4 Study II–LGE Simulation

In this study, we simulated six different free-
breathing LGE image series from three distinct
male and three distinct female MRXCAT sub-
jects [28]. The parameters defining tissue contrast,
including proton density, T1, inversion time, and
gadolinium concentration, were selected to match
routine LGE scans at our institution. To incorpo-
rate breathing-induced motion, a unique breath-
ing pattern was simulated for each image series. To
enhance realism, myocardial scars were added to
three of the six series. A 224× 192 short-axis slice
was selected from each digital subject with T = 32
frames. We simulated 8 complex-valued coil sen-
sitivity maps using the Biot-Savart law. White
Gaussian noise was added to the multi-coil k-space
data to yield an SNR of 25 dB. The resulting noisy
data were retrospectively undersampled at R =
2, 3, 4, and 5 using the golden ratio offset (GRO)
Cartesian sampling mask with fully sampled read-
out [29]. The coil-combined reference from fully
sampled data was used for quantitative assessment
of DISCUS in terms of NMSE and SSIM. For the
second part of study II, we performed an abla-
tion study to assess the impact of the number of
frames and group sparsity on the image quality.
To this end, we performed the DISCUS recon-
struction with 8, 16, and 32 frames, naming the

resulting reconstructions as DISCUS-8, DISCUS-
16, and DISCUS-32, respectively. For comparison,
low-rank + sparse (L+S) reconstructions [6] were
also performed with 8, 16, and 32 frames, labeled
as (L+S)-8, (L+S)-16, and (L+S)-32, respectively.
To study the contribution of group sparsity, we
implement DISCUS without group sparsity (DGS)
and repeated the DGS reconstruction with 8, 16,
and 32 frames, resulting in DGS-8, DGS-16, and
DGS-32, respectively.

2.5 Study III–LGE with
Retrospective Undersampling

Eight single-shot free-breathing LGE series, each
with T = 32 frames, were collected from clinical
patients on a commercial 1.5T scanner (MAG-
NETOM Sola, Siemens Healthcare, Erlangen,
Germany) using phase-sensitive inversion recov-
ery (PSIR) sequence yielding two sets of mea-
surements: T1-weighted (T1) and proton density
(PD) with balanced steady-state free precession
(bSSFP) readout [30]. The multi-coil data had 16
to 24 coils with matrix sizes of 160×96 to 160×116
and were collected in short-axis (SAX) and three-
chamber (3CH) views. The imaging parameters
were set as this: spatial resolution (2.19 − 2.5) ×
(2.74−3.13) mm2, slice thickness 8 mm, temporal
footprint 249.6 to 299 ms, echo time 1.26 to 1.3
ms, inversion time 330 to 430 ms, and flip angle
40◦. The acceleration rate of R = 1 was enabled
by lower spatial resolutions and longer temporal
footprints. Although not realistic, this approach
allowed us to compute NMSE and SSIM by using
the fully sampled images as a reference. The data
were compressed to eight virtual coils and the coil
sensitivities were estimated using ESPIRiT [4]. To
suppress the undesired brightness variations, sur-
face coil correction was performed by adjusting the
coil sensitivity maps before reconstruction [31].
Each image series was retrospectively undersam-
pled using the GRO sampling mask atR = 2, 3, 4,
and 5 [29]. The coil-combined reference from the
fully sampled data was used for the quantitative
assessment of different methods.

2.6 Study IV–LGE with Prospective
Underampling

Eight single-shot free-breathing image series, each
with T = 32 frames, were collected from clinical
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patients on a commercial 1.5T scanner (MAGNE-
TOM Sola, Siemens Healthcare, Erlangen, Ger-
many) using a phase-sensitive inversion recovery
LGE sequence [30]. The data were prospectively
undersampled at R = 4 to 6 using GRO pattern
[29] and had matrix sizes of 256×192 to 256×288.
The imaging parameters were: spatial resolution
(1.22 − 1.37) × 1.37 mm2, slice thickness 8 mm,
temporal footprint 124.8 ms, echo time 1.2 ms,
inversion time 330 to 410 ms, and flip angle 40◦.
To mimic the common clinical practice, the indi-
vidual LGE images were motion corrected (MoCo)
and then averaged.

For both LGE studies III and IV, the PD and
T1-weighted measurements were coil-compressed
jointly; however, for all DIP-based methods, PD
images were reconstructed using CS for faster pro-
cessing. Note, these PD images are used to phase-
correct T1-weighted images and are expected to be
smooth. We did not observe any benefit of recon-
structing PD images using DIP-based methods.

2.7 Implementation Details

In DISCUS and other competing DIP-based meth-
ods, we used a U-Net with 6 layers and 128
channels across each layer, using the same archi-
tecture as in the original DIP implementation
[14]. We also retained the noise regularization of
the original implementation. We used Adam opti-
mizer with a step scheduler. To jointly reconstruct
each series in DISCUS, we used k = 3 channels
for common code vectors z0 and single-channel
dynamic code vectors zt. The network in DIS-
CUS was trained for 10,000 iterations, requiring
160, 90, and 75 minutes on a single NVIDIA
RTX3090 GPU to reconstruct an entire image
series in Studies I, II, and III/IV, respectively. In
comparison, DIP required 150 and 123 minutes for
Studies II and III/IV, and self-guided DIP (SG-
DIP) required 102 and 74 minutes for Studies II
and III/IV on the same hardware. All four stud-
ies can be reproduced using the code and data
available at https://github.com/OSU-MR/discus.

2.8 Evaluation

In all four numerical studies, we compared DIS-
CUS with CS [5], L+S [6], the original DIP [14],
and the recently proposed SG-DIP [18]. For CS,
we imposed ℓ1-norm minimization in the spatial

wavelet domain. The L+S algorithm used tempo-
ral FFT as a sparsifying transform. In the two
competing DIP-based methods i.e., DIP and SG-
DIP, we reconstructed each frame individually by
training T separate networks in each image series.
The free parameters across all methods, includ-
ing λ, learning rate, and number of iterations,
were optimized based on NMSE using an addi-
tional fully sampled dataset from the retrospective
study.

In studies I, II, and III, where we had a
fully sampled reference, we evaluated the recon-
struction performance based on NMSE and SSIM.
NMSE was defined as 20 log10 (∥xt − x̂t∥2/∥xt∥2)
for the tth frame and was then averaged over all
frames. Likewise, SSIM was computed individu-
ally for each frame and then averaged over all T
frames. For Study IV, where the fully sampled
reference was not available, MoCo was applied
to register all reconstructed frames to a sin-
gle image. The resulting motion-corrected images
were blindly scored by two expert cardiac MRI
readers, each with more than ten years of experi-
ence in cardiac MRI. Each LGE image was scored
on a five-point Likert scale (1: Non-diagnostic,
2: Poor, 3: Adequate, 4: Good, 5: Excellent).
For each patient, the readers were also instructed
to select the best image or images in terms of
overall image quality. This was done to ensure
a more granular evaluation of the image quality
in cases where multiple reconstructions from the
same patient received the highest score.

3 Results

3.1 Study I–Dynamic Phantom

In this study, we repeated DISCUS reconstruc-
tion 10 times for three different image series, i.e.,
only rotations, only translation, and both ran-
dom rotations and translations. The NMSE and
SSIM values, averaged over 10 repetitions, are
summarized in Table 1, with DISCUS outperform-
ing other methods by a wide margin for all three
image series. For the first two image series with
only rotations and only translations, DISCUS suc-
cessfully identified the true manifold dimensional-
ity of one in all 10 repetitions. However, for the
last image series with rotations and translations,
DISCUS discovered the true manifold dimension-
ality of two in eight out of the ten repetitions.
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Fig. 2: Representative results from the Shepp-Logan phantom (Study I). First row shows an example
frame with reference image (left) and reconstructions by CS, L+S, DIP, SG-DIP, and DISCUS, from the
series containing both rotations and translations. The second row contains the sampling pattern (left)
where frequency-encoding is not displayed, and ×5 error maps associated with reconstructions in the first
row.

In the other two instances, the discovered mani-
fold dimensionality was three, one more than the
true value. We attribute this to the highly noncon-
vex cost surface occasionally leading to imperfect
disentanglement of the manifold dimensions. A
representative frame from a series with both rota-
tions and translations is shown in Figure 2. In
this example, CS exhibits blocky artifacts around
the edges, while L+S and DIP show noise ampli-
fication and residual motion artifacts. Being less
prone to overfitting, SG-DIP outperforms DIP in
terms of noise amplification. However, DISCUS
outperforms all methods in terms of noise ampli-
fication and preserving sharp edges. The movies
corresponding to Figure 2, showing both dynamic
code vectors ẑt and image series x̂t, are shown in
Online Resource 1.

3.2 Study II–LGE Simulation

Using six simulated LGE images, we compared
CS, L+S, DIP, SG-DIP, and DISCUS at four dif-
ferent acceleration rates, i.e., R = 2, 3, 4, and 5.
The results are summarized in Table 2. DISCUS
outperforms other methods by a significant mar-
gin. In particular, at the highest acceleration rate
of R = 5, the NMSE advantage of DISCUS over
the second best method (CS) is greater than 5
dB. Figure 3 presents a representative frame from
one of the image series with a simulated scar. In
this R = 4 example, CS excessively smoothens

CS L+S DIP SG-DIP DISCUS
R
o
t. SSIM 0.883 0.831 0.806 0.853 0.961

NMSE -23.82 -20.30 -21.03 -26.57 -31.02

T
ra
n
. SSIM 0.883 0.835 0.799 0.854 0.960

NMSE -23.75 -20.54 -20.69 -25.31 -30.70

B
o
th SSIM 0.882 0.834 0.798 0.846 0.923

NMSE -23.73 -19.20 -20.47 -24.65 -28.66

Table 1: Quantitative results from the Shepp-
Logan phantom (Study-I). The rows show NMSE
and SSIM values for the image series with rota-
tions (top), translations (center), and a combina-
tion of both (bottom). The last column contains
average values from 10 repetitions of DISCUS.
Bold values indicate the best results.

the scar, while DIP and SG-DIP exhibit noise
amplification. Both L+S and DISCUS preserve
the scar’s conspicuity, with L+S showing slightly
more noise amplification inside the blood pool.
The error images also reveal that L+S loses some
edge information, even though this is not apparent
in the reconstructed frame.

The findings of the ablation study, where we
investigate the impact of T and the group spar-
sity, are summarized in Table 3. In this study,
we only compare methods that jointly recover
all the frames, i.e., L+S, DISCUS, and DISCUS
without group sparsity (DGS). As expected, the
performances of all three methods degrade with
a decrease in T , indicating that these methods

7



Fig. 3: Representative results from the simulated LGE (Study-II) exhibiting a pronounced myocardial
scar at R = 4. First row shows an example frame with reference (left) and reconstructions by CS, L+S,
DIP, SG-DIP and DISCUS. Second row contains the GRO sampling pattern (left) where frames are
displayed left-to-right, phase-encoding is shown top-to-bottom, and frequency-encoding is omitted, and
×5 error maps. The final row provides a zoomed-in view of the red box in first row, with the red arrows
pointing to the scar.

Fig. 4: Representative results from the ablation study of the simulated LGE (Study-II) exhibiting a
pronounced myocardial scar at R = 4. First row shows an example frame with reference (left) and
reconstructions by L+S, DGS, and DISCUS with 8, 16, and 32 frames. Second row contains the GRO
sampling pattern (left) where frames are displayed left-to-right, phase-encoding is shown top-to-bottom,
and frequency-encoding is omitted, and ×5 error maps. The final row provides a zoomed-in view of the
red box in first row, with the red arrows pointing to the scar.

exploit the joint information across the frames.
Also, across all three values of T , DISCUS main-
tains an advantage of more than 3 dB over DGS.
Since DGS is identical to DISCUS except for the
group sparsity, these numbers highlight the impact
of manifold learning in DISCUS. The dimension-
ality of the manifold discovered by DISCUS was

either one or two across all six simulated LGE
images. A representative image from the ablation
study is shown in Figure 4. Both DGS and L+S
exhibit noise amplification, especially at T = 8.
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CS L+S DIP SG-DIP DISCUS
R

=
2 SSIM 0.931 0.932 0.932 0.960 0.980

NMSE -27.49 -24.63 -26.15 -27.60 -29.64

R
=

3 SSIM 0.921 0.928 0.889 0.932 0.979

NMSE -26.14 -23.26 -23.78 -24.81 -28.96

R
=

4 SSIM 0.905 0.922 0.846 0.903 0.978

NMSE -24.25 -22.44 -21.66 -22.74 -28.03

R
=

5 SSIM 0.886 0.903 0.816 0.858 0.969

NMSE -22.19 -20.28 -19.01 -20.85 -27.96

Table 2: Quantitative results from the simulated
LGE (Study-II). The rows show NMSE and SSIM
values at R = 2, 3, 4, and 5. The values are aver-
aged over six distinct image series. Bold values
indicate the best results.

L+S DGS DISCUS

T
=

8 SSIM 0.827 0.849 0.952

NMSE -19.82 -20.18 -24.30

T
=

1
6

SSIM 0.879 0.875 0.969

NMSE -21.22 -22.42 -26.06

T
=

3
2

SSIM 0.922 0.902 0.978

NMSE -22.44 -23.43 -28.03

Table 3: Quantitative results from the ablations
performed on simulated LGE (Study-II) at R = 4.
The rows show NMSE and SSIM values at T =
8, 16, and 32. The values are averaged over six
distinct image series. Bold values indicate the best
results.

3.3 Study III–LGE with
Retrospective Undersampling

Table 4 compares DISCUS with CS, L+S, DIP,
and SG-DIP at four different acceleration rates of
R = 2, 3, 4, and 5. Consistent with the previ-
ous simulation study, DISCUS offers a significant
advantage over other methods at all four accel-
eration rates, while L+S marginally outperforms
DISCUS in terms of SSIM at R = 2. Figure 5
shows a representative frame from one of the
image series at R = 4. In this example, DIS-
CUS suppresses noise and preserves fine details,
while CS shows excessive blocky artifacts, and
L+S shows an artifact as highlighted by red arrow.
Both DIP and SG-DIP exhibit excessive noise

CS L+S DIP SG-DIP DISCUS

R
=

2 SSIM 0.956 0.979 0.950 0.965 0.977

NMSE -21.84 -20.68 -20.55 -21.93 -23.82

R
=

3 SSIM 0.930 0.969 0.898 0.939 0.973

NMSE -19.23 -19.21 -16.87 -18.91 -22.91

R
=

4 SSIM 0.897 0.957 0.837 0.909 0.967

NMSE -17.21 -18.50 -14.45 -16.99 -21.62

R
=

5 SSIM 0.849 0.945 0.771 0.873 0.962

NMSE -14.96 -17.77 -12.62 -15.40 -21.17

Table 4: Quantitative results from the retro-
spective patient LGE (Study-III). The rows show
NMSE and SSIM values at R = 2, 3, 4, and 5.
The values are averaged over eight distinct patient
series. Bold values indicate the best results.

amplification. Figure 6 shows a frame from the
same patient but at a higher acceleration (R = 5);
here, CS and DIP reconstructions show significant
quality degradation.

3.4 Study IV–LGE with Prospective
Undersampling

CS L+S DIP SG-DIP DISCUS

Avg. 2.5 4.5 3.75 4.1 4.63

Count 0 6 1 2 11

Table 5: Quantitative results for the prospective
undersampled LGE images (Study-IV). The first
row represents an average score from two cardiac
MRI experts for 8 datasets, reviewed in a blinded
manner. The last row shows the number of times
the method was selected by a reviewer as the best
reconstruction for a given dataset. The bold value
indicates the best scores.

Table 5 compares DISCUS with CS, L+S,
DIP, and SG-DIP in terms of expert scoring. In
terms of the average score, DISCUS outperforms
CS, DIP, and SG-DIP comprehensively but offers
a minor advantage over L+S. We attribute the
seemingly diminished advantage of DISCUS over
other methods to the use of MoCo, which narrows
the separation between different methods by intro-
ducing additional blurring. In terms of best image
count, DISCUS substantially outperforms other
methods. A representative LGE image at R = 4
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Fig. 5: Representative results from the retrospective patient LGE (Study-III) at R = 4. First row shows
an example frame from one of the 8 patients with reference (left) and reconstructions by CS, L+S, DIP,
SG-DIP and DISCUS. Second row contains the GRO sampling pattern (left) where frames are displayed
left-to-right, phase-encoding is shown top-to-bottom, and frequency-encoding is not displayed, and ×5
error maps. The final row provides a zoomed-in view of the red box in first row, with the artifact in L+S
reconstruction highlighted by red arrow.

is shown in Figure 7. Compared to other meth-
ods, DISCUS preserves the fine details, includ-
ing enhancement in the basal inferolateral wall
(red arrow), without noise amplification. Figure 8
shows an individual frame from the same image
series. Without MoCo, the advantage of DISCUS
over other methods is more visible.

4 Discussion

Training data are not readily available for dynamic
MRI applications. In this paper, we proposed
a DIP-inspired unsupervised method to jointly
reconstruct a series of images. DISCUS does not
require pre-specifying the dimensionality of the
manifold and discovers it by enforcing group spar-
sity on the code vectors. Additionally, it does not
enforce smooth transitions between the neighbor-
ing frames. In the first two studies, we validated
DISCUS on simulated phantoms. In studies III
and IV, we applied DISCUS on measured LGE
data.

In the first simulated study, we evaluated DIS-
CUS’s ability to discover the true manifold dimen-
sionality by enforcing group sparsity on dynamic
code vectors. For image series with only rota-
tion or translation, where the true dimensionality
was one, DISCUS correctly identified it in all 20
instances. For series involving both motions, DIS-
CUS discovered the correct dimensionality of two
in eight out of ten cases; in the remaining two, it
identified the dimensionality to be three. However,
in those two cases with incorrect dimensionality,
NMSE values were within 0.5 dB of the average
value. Even for the eight cases where DISCUS cor-
rectly discovered the manifold dimensionality, dis-
entanglement between rotation and translations
was not observed. In other words, manipulating
the two non-zero entries in ẑt separately did not
always lead to pure rotations or translations of
the output images. This disentanglement may not
be needed to generate high-quality images but
may have value in separating different physiologi-
cal motions. Further efforts are needed to improve
the disentanglement of different components of the
manifold.
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Fig. 6: Representative results from the retrospective patient LGE (Study-III) from the same patient
as in Figure 5 but at a higher acceleration rate i.e., R = 5. First row shows an example frame with
reference (left) and reconstructions by CS, L+S, DIP, SG-DIP and DISCUS. Second row contains the
GRO sampling pattern (left) where frames are displayed left-to-right, phase-encoding is shown top-to-
bottom, and frequency-encoding is not displayed, and ×5 error maps. The final row provides a zoomed-in
view of the red box in first row. CS and DIP reconstructions completely breakdown here.

Fig. 7: Representative results from the prospective undersampled patient LGE (Study-IV) at R = 4.
First row shows an example motion-corrected frame from one of the 8 patients with reconstructions by
CS, L+S, DIP, SG-DIP and DISCUS. The final row provides a zoomed-in view of the red box in first
row. The enhancement in the basal inferolateral wall is more visible in DISCUS as highlighted by the red
arrow.

In the second simulated study, we compared
DISCUS with CS, L+S, DIP, and SG-DIP at

multiple accelerations using a realistic LGE phan-
tom. We found out that DISCUS outperforms
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Fig. 8: Representative results from the prospective undersampled patient LGE (Study-IV) from the same
patient as shown in Figure 7 at R = 4. First row shows an example frame without motion correction
reconstructed by CS, L+S, DIP, SG-DIP and DISCUS. The final row provides a zoomed-in view of the
red box in first row. The advantage of DISCUS is more evident here.

other methods across different acceleration rates
in terms of both NMSE and SSIM. We also per-
formed ablations to assess the contribution of
group sparsity and the impact of the number of
frames. As expected, L+S, DGS, and DISCUS
benefit from the availability of a larger num-
ber of frames, with DISCUS outperforming L+S
and DGS at all acceleration rates and preferen-
tially benefiting from the larger value of T . We
also observed that DGS, which does not employ
group sparsity, is prone to overfitting and did
not perform well when the number of iterations
was increased beyond 10,000. In contrast, DISCUS
offered a flatter convergence curve, with NSME
values not changing significantly between 8,000 to
15,000 iterations.

In Studies III and IV, DISCUS was again com-
pared to CS, L+S, DIP, and SG-DIP. For the
retrospectively sampled study, where the ground
truth was available, DISCUS clearly outperformed
the competing methods. This was evident both in
the NMSE and SSIM numbers in Table 4 and error
maps in Figure 5. For the prospectively undersam-
pled data, DISCUS images were considered the
best 11 times, compared to six times for L+S.
However, in terms of average score, DISCUS out-
performed the second-best method (L+S) only
marginally. We believe this is due to the subjec-
tive nature of the scoring and the extra layer of
processing introduced by MoCo. The images were

scored after MoCo because cardiologists at our
institution typically read single-shot LGE images
that have been motion-corrected. Although MoCo
suppresses noise, it also introduces blurring due to
imperfect registration and through-plane motion.
As shown in Figure 8, the advantage of DISCUS
over other methods is more evident before MoCo.
Future efforts will focus on extending DISCUS to
other single-shot applications, such as first-pass
perfusion and tissue mapping.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed an unsupervised
method, called DISCUS, that does not rely on
fully sampled data for training. Using simulation
and measured data, the performance of DISCUS
is evaluated for single-shot LGE imaging. DISCUS
outperforms other unsupervised or self-supervised
methods in terms of image quality and expert
reader scoring.
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