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Abstract—With the successful application of deep 

learning to magnetic resonance (MR) imaging, parallel 
imaging techniques based on neural networks have 
attracted wide attention. However, in the absence of high-
quality, fully sampled datasets for training, the performance 
of these methods is limited. To address this issue, this 
paper proposes a Physics-bAsed unsupeRvised 
Contrastive rEpresentation Learning (PARCEL) method to 
speed up parallel MR imaging. Specifically, PARCEL has a 
parallel framework to contrastively learn two branches of 
model-based unrolling networks directly from augmented 
undersampled k-space data. A sophisticated co-training 
loss with three essential components has been designed to 
guide the two networks in capturing the inherent features 
and representations for MR images. And the final MR image 
is reconstructed with the trained contrastive networks. 
PARCEL was evaluated on in vivo datasets and compared 
to five state-of-the-art methods. The results show that 
PARCEL is able to learn useful representations for more 
accurate MR reconstructions without relying on fully 
sampled datasets. The code will be made available at 
https://github.com/ternencewu123/PARCEL. 

 
Index Terms—Deep learning, parallel imaging, 

contrastive representation learning, magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI).  

I. INTRODUCTION 

ARALLEL imaging is an essential technique for 

accelerating MR imaging [1]-[3]. It utilizes magnetic 

resonance physics and the sensitivity of multiple coils to 
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reconstruct MR images from multi-coil measurements either 

directly in the k-space domain [1] or in the spatial domain [2].  

The acceleration factor in classical parallel imaging is limited 

and its performance suffers from noise amplification effect [4]. 

To address this issue, compressed sensing along with different 

sparse prior knowledges have been introduced into parallel MR 

imaging, which can better remove aliasing artifacts and 

suppress noise [5]-[7]. However, it is difficult to determine the 

weight of regularization terms in compressed sensing methods, 

and its inherent iterative reconstruction process is very time-

consuming [8]-[10]. 

To further promote MR imaging speed and automate weight 

parameter setting, deep learning has been introduced to MR 

reconstruction from undersampled data. These methods can be 

roughly divided into pure data-driven and model-based 

methods [10]. Pure data-driven methods require a neural 

network model to learn the mapping between artifact images 

and no-artifact images or undersampled k-space data and fully 

sampled k-space data [11]-[14]. Model-based methods based on 

the compressed sensing reconstruction algorithm unroll the 

iterative optimization process into a deep network, and use data 

training to learn parameters [15]-[18]. Generally, the model-

based methods have better physical interpretability and is more 

robust compared to pure data-driven methods [10]. For example, 

Yang et al. [9] proposed a deep learning method called ADMM-

CSNET that combined the traditional model-based method and 

data-driven deep learning method with the unrolled alternating 

direction method of multipliers (ADMM) process. Hammernik 
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et al. [8] combined the variational model with deep learning and 

embedded compressed sensing reconstruction into the gradient 

descent method to achieve the rapid reconstruction of MRI 

images. In addition, Aggarwal et al. [17] proposed MoDL, 

which uses a deep neural network as a regularization term and 

the conjugate gradient algorithm to solve the inverse problem 

in combination with data consistency.  

The above methods have enabled great progress in 

accelerating MR imaging. However, they rely heavily on high 

quality, fully sampled MR images [18]. To decrease 

dependence on full reference data, self-supervised learning has 

been introduced for MRI [19]-[23]. Especially, Yaman et al. 

[19] proposed a self-supervised learning method (SSDU) for 

physics-guided deep learning reconstruction that divides 

measured data into two disjoint subsets, one used for training 

and the other used for loss calculation. This inspired method 

introduces the training of neural networks without fully 

sampled reference data. However, the performance of the 

method has room for improvement as it only uses a single 

network learned from two sets of disjoint k-space data. They 

therefore further investigate more augmented k-space subsets 

for deep learning MR reconstruction [21]. These methods have 

made encouraging contributions in MRI society. Nevertheless, 

unsupervised learning for fast MR imaging remains 

inadequately investigated. Contrastive representation learning 

[24] is a widely known unsupervised co-training framework 

that is very effective for obtaining essential and accurate 

representations for target samples [23]. To induce higher 

reconstruction accuracy, we propose the physics-based 

unsupervised contrastive representation learning (PARCEL) 

method, which investigates and integrates the strengths of 

contrastive representation learning [24] and model-based deep 

learning MR reconstruction models [17]. Specifically, we make 

the following key contributions in this study: 

1) This paper proposed a PARCEL imaging framework 

which introduces unsupervised contrastive representation 

learning into parallel MR imaging. It simultaneously learns two 

model-based unrolling networks from augmented k-space data 

and then uses them for the final accurate MRI reconstruction. 

2) A sophisticated co-training loss with three essential 

components has been designed to guide the two networks in 

capturing the inherent features and representations for MR 

images. Specifically, it has the undersampled calibration loss, 

reconstructed calibration loss and contrastive representation 

loss.  

3) We compare PARCEL to five state-of-the-art methods 

with different sampling masks. The results show that PARCEL 

achieves good results in both qualitative and quantitative 

evaluations, which closely approaches the results achieved by 

supervised learning methods. In addition, PARCEL achieves 

better reconstruction than existing self-supervised methods.  

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 

II introduces parallel magnetic resonance imaging and a brief 

recap of MoDL. Section III introduces the proposed method 

PARCEL. Section  IV summarizes the experimental details and 

results, and Section V concludes the paper. 

II. PRELIMINARY 

A. Compressed Sensing based Parallel MR imaging 

In parallel MR imaging, multiple receiver coils are used to 

accelerate MR imaging. Specifically, for the i-th coil 

measurement, we have: 

 

 𝑦𝑖 = 𝛺𝐹(𝑆𝑖𝑥) + 𝜀𝑖,    𝑖 = 1,2, … , 𝐶 (1) 

 

where 𝑦𝑖 ∈ ℂ𝑀 represents the measured k-space measurement 

corresponding to the i-th coil, 𝛺 indicates the sampling mask, 

𝜀𝑖 ∈ ℂ𝑀  represents measurement noise, 𝐶  represents the 

number of coils to be measured, 𝐹 is the normalized Fourier 

transform, 𝑥 ∈ ℝ𝑁  is the to be reconstructed image, and 𝑆𝑖 

represents the sensitivity map of the i-th coil. 𝑆𝑖  can be 

estimated using the k-space region corresponding to low 

frequencies (also known as the autocalibration signal, or ACS), 

which is fully sampled. In this experiment, we use the ESPIRiT 

[25] algorithm to construct the sensitivity maps. When applying 

compressed sensing to parallel MR imaging, the minimization 

formula can be described as follows: 

 

 �̂� = 𝑎𝑟𝑔 min
𝑥

1

2
‖𝐴𝑥 − 𝑦‖2

2 + 𝜆ℜ(𝑥) (2) 

 

where 𝐴 = 𝛺𝐹𝑆  represents the encoding matrix with the 

diagonal matrix, 𝑆 denotes the stack of all the coil sensitivies 

𝑆 = 𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑔{𝑆𝑖}. The first term represents the data consistency 

term, ℜ(𝑥) represents the regularization term and 𝜆 represents 

the regularization coefficient.   

 

B. A Brief Recap of MoDL  

In order to solve (2), the regularization term can be a 

denoising regularization. A typical example is MoDL proposed 

in [17], which attempts to solve the following optimization 

problem: 

 

 �̂� = arg min
𝑥

1

2
‖𝐴𝑥 − 𝑦‖2

2 + 𝜆‖𝑁𝑤(𝑥)‖2 (3) 

 

where 𝜆  represents a trainable regularization parameter and 

𝑁𝑤(𝑥) = 𝑥 − 𝐷𝑤(𝑥)  denotes a learned convolutional neural 

network (CNN) of noise and alias corresponding to the 

“denoised” version 𝐷𝑤(𝑥)  of 𝑥 . With the alternating 

minimization algorithm, the model was solved as the following 

iteration process 

{
𝑧𝑘 = 𝐷𝑤(𝑥𝑘)                                         

𝑥𝑘+1 = (𝐴𝐻 𝐴 + 𝜆𝐼)−1(𝐴𝐻𝑦 + 𝜆𝑧𝑘)     
        (4) 

 

where 𝑘  is the iteration number and 𝑧𝑘  is the intermediate 

denoised version of the image 𝑥𝑘 . This iteration process in 

unrolled into a fully supervised learning process, which has two 

main modules, namely the residual learning based denoiser 

module 𝑧 = 𝐷𝑤(𝑥) and the data consistency module for 

updating the image 𝑥𝑘. Here, the data consistency constraint is 
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solved by conjugate gradient method. Fig. 1 shows the specific 

MoDL architecture. The CNN based denoiser block 𝐷𝑤(𝑥) is 

shown in Fig. 1(a) and the unrolled neural network architecture 

is shown in Fig. 1(b), whose weights at different iterations are 

shared. 

 

 
Fig. 1. The originally developed fully-supervised MoDL architecture. (a) 

shows the CNN based denoiser block  𝐷𝑤(𝑥). (b) is the unrolled 

architecture for K iterations. 𝐷𝑤(𝑥) share the weights across all the n 

iterations. 

 

They used fully sampled datasets to train the regularization 

parameters and the unrolled neural network. The final image is 

generated as the output of the neural network. 

III. THE PROPOSED METHOD 

A. The Overall Framework of PARCEL 

We proposed a physics-based unsupervised contrastive 

representation learning model PARCEL, whose overall 

framework is shown in Fig. 2. Its training phase has two 

branches of model-based networks unfolded with the conjugate 

gradient algorithm for solving the following formula: 

 

𝑥�̂� = arg min
𝑥𝑗

1

2
‖𝐴𝑗𝑥 − 𝑦‖

2

2
+ 𝜆 ‖𝑁𝑤𝑗

(𝑥)‖
2

, 𝑗 = 1,2 (5) 

where 𝐴𝑗 = 𝛺𝑗𝐹𝑆. Specifically, the re-undersampled mask 𝛺𝑗 

(j=1,2 is the contrastive representation learning branch number), 

which needs to meet the following conditions: 1) two parallel 

networks sample different selection masks, 2) the input of the 

network contains mostly low-frequency signals and a small 

number of high-frequency signals, and 3) the number of 

selected data points is half the number of undersampled data 

points, namely  

 

 {

𝛺1 ≠ 𝛺2                          

∑ 𝛺𝑗(: ) =
1

2
∑ 𝛺(: )

 , 𝑗 = 1,2   (6) 

 

where ∑ 𝛺(: ) denotes the total number of all sampling points. 

During the training phase, two re-undersampled masks 𝛺1 and 

𝛺2  were used to perform secondary undersampling on the 

original undersampled data 𝑦  to obtain 𝑦1  and 𝑦2 . The 

improved parallel MoDL model is used to train the data, and the 

co-training loss function was specially designed to constrain the 

learning process of the model. During the testing phase, 

undersampled data are fed into the trained model to obtain 

reconstruction images 𝑥1 and 𝑥2. Then the average of 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 

is used as the final reconstruction result.  

 

 
Fig. 2. The overall framework of PARCEL. (a) Training phase. 

Reunderampling is used to obtain two subsets 𝑦1 and 𝑦2 from the undersampled 

data 𝑦. Two reconstruction 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 are obtained through the  trained parallel 

modified MoDL nets. The co-training loss is specially designed to constrain the 

contrastive learning process. (b) Testing phase. Undersampled data are fed into 

the trained model to obtain reconstruction images 𝑥1 and 𝑥2. The average of 𝑥1 

and 𝑥2 is used as the final reconstruction result. 

 

 
Fig. 3. The modified denoiser 𝐷𝑤 . The batch normalization operation is 

replaced by the convolution operation, which is different from its original 

version as shown in Fig. 1(a).  

 

B. The Modified-MoDL Architecture  

Motivated by the fact that MoDL is very flexible and successful 

in fully-supervised deep learning, we adopted it as the backbone 

for our parallel training framework. But we have modified and 

adapted it to the self-supervised learning task. The original 

MoDL adopts batch normalization (BN) [26] for the residual 

learning denoiser. Its performance relies on the correct 

calculation of mean and variance of the datasets. Normally, the 

mean and variance of samples in the small batch are used to 

simulate the mean and variance of all data. However, BN 

trained with a small batch may suffer from bias or over-fitting 

issues. Therefore, it is not suitable for large-size MRI and direct 

deep learning from undersampled data. We have replaced it 

with the convolution operation. Compared with the BN, the 

continuous convolution operation can improve the denoising 

ability of the regularization term. As shown in Fig. 3, the whole 

module is based on two layers of convolution plus an activation 

function as the basic block. Then the basic block is cascaded 

with a convolution operation. The corresponding comparative 

experimental justification of this setting are presented in 

Section IV-F. 
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C. The Proposed Co-training Loss  

We have designed a sophisticated co-training loss with three 

essential components to guide the two networks in capturing the 

inherent features and representations for MR images. 

Specifically, it has the undersampled calibration loss, 

reconstructed calibration loss and contrastive representation 

loss. Compared with self-supervised learning of a single 

network, contrastive learning of parallel networks allows for 

more rigorous and inherent features to be captured. In this way, 

the network is expected to avoid learning erroneous information. 

The mathematical formula of the total co-training loss function 

is as follows: 

 

𝜉𝑐𝑡(𝑥1, 𝑥2) =
1

𝐿
(∑ ℓ𝑢𝑐(𝐴𝑥1

𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖)

𝑁

𝑖=1

+ ∑ ℓ𝑢𝑐(𝐴𝑥2
𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖)

𝑁

𝑖=1

) 

          +
1

𝐿
(∑ ℓ𝑟𝑐

𝑁

𝑖=1

(𝑥1
𝑖 ) + ∑ ℓ𝑟𝑐

𝑁

𝑖=1

(𝑥2
𝑖 )) 

+
1

𝐿
∑ ℓ𝑐𝑙

𝑁

𝑖=1

(𝑥1
𝑖 , 𝑥2

𝑖 )                

(7) 

 

where 𝐿 is the total number of training samples, 𝑖  is the i-th 

training sample, ℓ𝑐𝑡  represent co-training loss. ℓ𝑢𝑐  represent 

undersampled calibration loss; ℓ𝑟𝑐  represent reconstructed 

calibration loss; ℓ𝑐𝑙  represent contrastive representation loss 

and 𝑥1
𝑖  and 𝑥2

𝑖  represent the outputs of the two networks 

respectively 

1) Undersampled Calibration Loss: The undersampled 

calibration loss is mainly concerned with the k-space points that 

have been sampled, which ensures that the reconstruction 

results of the sampling elements are consistent with the zero-

filled reconstructed image from the measurement. Specifically, 

the reconstructed images is under sampling with the encoding 

matrix and then inversed with Fourier transform. It was used to 

calculate the difference between the undersampled version of 

the network prediction and the directly zero-filled inverse one. 

The specific calculation formula is as follows: 

 

 ℓ𝑢𝑐(𝐴𝑥, 𝑦) = ℓ𝑚𝑠𝑒(𝐹−1𝐴𝑥, 𝐹−1𝑦) (8) 

   

where 𝐹−1  represents the two-dimensional inverse Fourier 

transform. 

 ℓ𝑚𝑠𝑒(𝑎, 𝑏) =
1

𝑁
∑(𝑎𝑙 − 𝑏𝑙)

2

𝑁

𝑙=1

 (9) 

 

where 𝑁 represents size of the image. This operation is trying 

to calibrate the reconstructed images is consistent with the one 

directly inversed reconstructed from the sampled measurements.  

2) Reconstructed Calibration Loss: The reconstructed 

calibration loss (obtained by applying an affine projection 

based on the undersampling mask) is constructed and applied 

to the outputs of the parallel networks, which not only ensures 

that the reconstruction results do not deviate from the 

measurement results but also improves the signal-to-noise ratio 

of the reconstructed image [13], as shown in Fig. 4. Specifically, 

the reconstructed image is first transformed into k-space and 

multiplied with the inverse mask. Then the input undersampled 

data is added. The sum of the two is transformed into the image 

domain. Finally the mean square error is calculated with the 

reconstructed image. The specific calculation formula is as 

follows:  

 

 ℓ𝑟𝑐(𝑥) = ℓ𝑚𝑠𝑒(𝑥, (𝐹𝑥(𝟏 − 𝛺) + 𝑦)𝐹−1) (10) 

   

where 𝑥 represents the output of network 1 or network 2. 

 

 
Fig. 4. The reconstructed calibration module. 

 

3) Contrastive Representation Loss: We construct a 

contrastive representation loss based on contrastive 

representation learning, which can dig into deeper levels of 

similar information and detailed features, to ensure the outputs 

of the two networks are as consistent as possible. Data are 

expanded by generating different inputs through two 

transformations, and the inputs are encoded into features. 

Finally, the similarity of the two features is maximized to 

ensure that the outputs of the upper and lower networks are 

close enough.  It is expected to more effectively recover high 

frequency information. The specific calculation formula is as 

follows: 

 

 ℓ𝑐𝑙(𝑥1, 𝑥2) = −𝑙𝑜𝑔
exp (𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝑥1, 𝑥2))

exp(𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝑥1, 𝑥2)) + 𝛾
 (11) 

 

where 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝑥1, 𝑥2) =
𝑥1

𝑇𝑥2

‖𝑥1‖‖𝑥2‖
, 𝑇 represent the transpose of the 

matrix, 𝛾  is a regulating parameter used to prevent the co-

training loss from falling to 0 and 𝑠𝑖𝑚(𝑥1, 𝑥2) is maximized by 

minimizing ℓ𝑐𝑙(𝑥1, 𝑥2)  so that 𝑥1  and 𝑥2  are as close as 

possible. 

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS 

A. Datasets 

Knee data were obtained from the NYU fastMRI database 

[27] and approved by the NYU School of Medicine Institutional 

Review Board. Fully sampled MRI data were acquired on one 

of three clinical 3T systems (Siemens Magneton Skyra, Prisma 

and Biograph mMR) or one clinical 1.5T system (Siemens 

Magneton Aera). Data acquisition was achieved with a 15-
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channel knee coil array and a conventional Cartesian 2D TSE 

protocol. The dataset includes data from two pulse sequences, 

yielding coronal proton-density weighting with (PD-FS) and 

without (PD) fat suppression. As per standard clinical protocol, 

the sequence parameters were matched as closely as possible 

between the two systems. The specific sequence parameters 

used were: echo train length 4, matrix size 320 × 320, in-plane 

resolution 0.5 mm×0.5 mm, slice thickness 3 mm, and no gap 

between slices. The timing varied from system to system, with 

a repetition time (TR) of between 2200 and 3000 ms, and an 

echo time (TE) between 27 and 34 mm. The shape of the k-

space tensor is slices ×  coils ×  height ×  weight. In this 

experiment, the train, varification and test sets contain 156, 37 

and 52 volumes, respectively. In the experiment, both one and 

two-dimensional random undersampled masks were tested; the 

corresponding masks are shown in Fig. 5. 

 

 
Fig. 5. Two types of sampling. (a) One-dimensional random undersampled 

mask with R=3. Two-dimensional random undersampled masks with (b) R=4 
and (c) R=8. R represents the acceleration rate. The autocalibration signal (ACS) 

lines of the undersampled masks is 24. 

 

B. Implementation Details 

We use a deep neural network with 5 layers, each with 64 

convolution kernels to achieve 𝐷𝜔 , and the size of the 

convolution kernel is 3 × 3 . Each layer contains two 

continuous convolution operations and a linear activation 

function, ReLU (rectified linear unit, 𝑓(𝑥) = max (0, 𝑥)). The 

last layer has only one convolution operation. We extract the 

output of block 𝐷𝑤  to the data consistency layer. In the 

experiment, the specific layer number of 𝐷𝑤  is 5, and the 

number of alternate iterations of network unfolding, 𝐾, is 5 [17]. 

The data consistency layer outputs complex values as well as 

inputs. Module 𝐷𝑤  provides input by superimposing the real 

and imaginary parts in a channel. Among these, coil sensitivity 

is estimated from the central k-space region of each slice using 

the ESPIRiT [25] algorithm, with all assumptions known in the 

experiment. During training, we used ADAM [28] optimization, 

and the momentum was (0.9, 0.999). The initial rate was 10-4, 

and the learning rate attenuation strategy was adopted [29]. The 

loss value of the verification set was taken as the monitoring 

indicator, and the learning rate was multiplied by 0.3 when the 

loss no longer decreased within 10 epoch periods. If the loss did 

not change within 50 epochs, the training ends. The total epoch 

was 200, and the batch size was 2. Parallel training was adopted. 

We train the network under two random masks and different 

acceleration factors to explore the reconstruction effect of the 

model under different sampling methods. The model is 

implemented in Pytorch and the source code can be downloaded 

from this link: https://github.com/ternencewu123/PARCEL.  

C. Evaluation Metrics 

In the experiment, peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) and 

structural similarity (SSIM) [30] were used to quantitatively 

evaluate the experimental results. The SSIM index is the 

product of the luminance, contrast and structure measure 

functions. We compared the proposed PARCEL, CSTV 

(compressed sensing with total variation), VarNet [8], U-Net-

256, SSDU [19] and supervised-MoDL [17] methods under 

different acceleration rates and sampling modes. 

D. Evaluation with Different Sampling Masks. 

1) 2D Random Sampling: We compared PARCEL with 

five methods, namely, CSTV, VarNet [8], U-Net-256, SSDU 

[19], and supervised-MoDL [17]. CSTV is a conventional PI-

based method. VarNet, U-Net-256, and supervised-MoDL are 

trained using pairs of measurement data and ground truth 

images. VarNet learns variational networks to accelerate MRI 

reconstruction. U-Net-256 is a U-Net model trained in a 

supervised manner, where the number of channels of the last 

encoder layer is 256. SSDU is a model-based method in which 

an MoDL model trained in a self-supervised manner as in [19]. 

Supervised-MoDL is an MoDL model trained in a supervised 

manner. CSTV is implemented in Matlab (Math Works, Natick, 

MA), and the other methods are implemented in Python. 

Fig.6 demonstrates the reconstruction results of coronal PD 

images with acceleration rates of Fig. 6(a) R=4 and Fig. 6(b) 

R=8 using CSTV, VarNet, U-Net-256, SSDU, supervised-

MoDL and the proposed unsupervised model PARCEL. The  

first row shows the reconstructed images, the second row 

represents local detail graphs of the reconstructed images, and 

the third row presents error maps between the reconstructed and 

the reference images. The CSTV, VarNet, and U-Net-256 

approaches suffer from visible residual artifacts and do not 

recover detailed structure due to over-smoothing problems, as 

shown in the error maps. SSDU, supervised-MoDL, and our 

approach PARCEL successfully remove residual artifacts and 

recover detailed structure. Compared with SSDU, our method 

achieves better reconstruction results, and the model is more 

stable. This is mainly due to contrastive representation 

learning’s ability to dig deep for information and co-training 

loss constrain on the network. Moreover, SSDU has worse 

reconstruction results at the acceleration rate of 8. Furthermore, 

the performance of our method is close to that of supervised-

MoDL at the acceleration rate of 8 and may have benefited from 

the constraint of reconstructed calibration loss on 

reconstruction results to avoid deviation from the measured 

data. The quantitative metrics and error maps shown in Fig. 6 

are consistent with these observations, and our method achieves 

good results at both acceleration rates. 
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Fig. 6. Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI coronal 

proton density (PD) knee MRI dataset with acceleration rates of R=4(a) and 

R=8(b). Fully sampled images are shown in the first column for reference. The 
remaining columns show the reconstructed images of CSTV, VarNet, U-Net-

256, SSDU, supervised-MoDL and PARCEL. With the exception of the 

supervised-MoDL method, our proposed model PARCEL generates better 
results than the other methods. 
 

 
Fig. 7. Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI coronal 

proton density weighted with fat suppression (PD-FS) dataset with acceleration 
rates of R=4(a) and R=8(b). Fully sampled images are shown in the first column 

for reference. The remaining columns show the reconstructed images of CSTV, 

VarNet, U-Net-256, SSDU, supervised-MoDL and PARCEL. With the 
exception of the supervised-MoDL method, our proposed model PARCEL 

shows better results than the other methods. 
 

Similar results can be observed for coronal PD-FS images 

with acceleration rates of R=4(a) and R=8(b), as depicted in Fig. 

7. PARCEL and supervised-MoDL achieve similar 

performance while improving the suppression of the residual 

artifacts visible in VarNet and U-Net-256. The quantitative 

evaluation results as well as the residual artifacts in the error 

maps also highlight these observations. With an increase in 

acceleration rate, our method can also achieve improved 

reconstruction results. However, compared with coronal PD-FS 

images, the reconstruction quality of coronal PD images 

increases overall. 

Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 show box plots displaying the median and 

interquartile range (25th-75th percentile) of the quantitative 

metrics for PSNR and SSIM with acceleration rates of R=4 and 

R=8, across all test data sets for each knee sequence. For all 

sequences, PARCEL and supervised-MoDL achieve similar 

quantitative performance for both PSNR and SSIM, 

significantly outperforming CSTV, VarNet and U-Net-256. In 

particular, for the SSIM metric, the results of the values taken 

are relatively concentrated, which indicates good generalization 

and highlights the excellent performance of our model. 

 
 
Fig. 8. Box plots showing the median and interquartile range (25th-75th 

percentile) of PSNR calculated using the test data. Our proposed unsupervised 

method PARCEL, supervised-MoDL (represented by the Supervised in the 
diagram), and SSDU give higher PSNR values than CSTV, VarNet and U-Net-

256, and our method generates results very close to supervised-MoDL, which 

is a fully supervised method. 

 

 
Fig. 9. Box plots showing the median and interquartile range (25th-75th 
percentile) of SSIM calculated using the test data. Our proposed unsupervised 

method PARCEL, supervised-MoDL (represented by the Supervised in the 

diagram), and SSDU give higher SSIM values than CSTV, VarNet, and U-Net-
256, and our method generates results very close to supervised-MoDL, which 

is a fully supervised method. 

 

2) 1D Random Sampling: To further evaluate model 

reconstruction quality, we continued our experiments using a 

one-dimensional random mask. Fig. 10 show the results for 

evaluation indicators PSNR and SSIM, respectively. 

Additionally, Fig. 11 and Fig. 12 show representative 

reconstructions of the knee test set using various reconstruction 

methods at the acceleration rates (3x) along with their error 

maps using a jet color map (blue: low, red: high error). These 

experimental results show that PARCEL is able to reconstruct 

the images with improved PSNR and SSIM. The error map 

clearly shows that SSDU, supervised-MoDL and PARCEL 

maintain detailed information better than the other methods. 

The pure U-Net network fails to achieve good result. however, 

it is effective in realizing the reconstruction ability of the MRI 

image domain. In addition, our method achieves good 

reconstruction results under high acceleration rates with 

reconstruction results close to those of supervised learning. The 
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experimental observations using a one-dimensional random 

mask is similar to the those obtained by using a two-

dimensional random mask. The two and one-dimensional 

experimental results indicate that two-dimensional random 

mask reconstruction achieves the best performance. For 

example, two-dimensional random masks with acceleration 

rates of 4 outperform one-dimensional random masks with 

acceleration rates of 3. These experimental results are obtained 

from a comparison between Fig. 6 and Fig. 11. Moreover, the 

two-dimensional random mask with the acceleration rates of 4 

performs better than the one-dimensional random mask with the 

acceleration rates of 3 on fat suppression data, as shown in Fig. 

7 and Fig. 12. Compared with one-dimensional sampling, two-

dimensional Poisson sampling is more effective for sampling 

the high frequency region. 

 

 
Fig. 10. Box plots showing the median and interquartile range (25th-75th 

percentile) of PSNR and SSIM calculated using the test data with the 
accelerations rates of R = 3. Our proposed unsupervised method PARCEL, 

supervised-MoDL (represented by the Supervised in the diagram), and SSDU 

give higher PSNR and SSIM values than CSTV, VarNet and U-Net-256, and 
our method generates results very close to supervised-MoDL, which is a fully 

supervised method. 

 

 
Fig. 11.  Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI 
coronal proton density (PD) knee MRI dataset with the acceleration rates of R 

= 3. Fully sampled images are shown in the first column for reference. The 

remaining columns show the reconstructed images of CSTV, VarNet, U-Net-
256, SSDU, supervised-MoDL and PARCEL. With the exception of the 

supervised-MoDL method, our proposed model PARCEL shows better results 

than the other methods. 

 

 
 
Fig. 12. Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI 
coronal density weighted with fat suppression (PD-FS) dataset with the 

acceleration rates of R=3. Fully sampled images are shown in the first column 

for reference. The remaining columns show the reconstructed images of CSTV, 

VarNet, U-Net-256, SSDU, supervised-MoDL and PARCEL. With the 
exception of the supervised-MoDL method, our proposed model PARCEL 

shows better results than the other methods. 

E. Validation of Contrastive Representation Learning. 

To evaluate the effects of contrastive representation learning, 

we conducted experiments about contrastive representation loss 

under two-dimensional random masks. Fig. 13 and Fig. 14 

show a quantitative comparison of the contrastive 

representation loss. The parallel network is more efficient for 

MRI reconstruction when the acceleration rate is increased. The 

PSNR index increased from 0.3755 dB at the acceleration rate 

of 4 to 1.7735 dB at the acceleration rate of 8 in Fig. 13. Fig. 15 

and Fig. 16 represent the qualitative evaluation results of the 

contrastive representation loss about Single-Net, Parallel-Net, 

CL (a PARCEL model with undersampled calibration and 

contrastive representation loss), and supervised-MoDL, 

respectively. While Single-Net is an end-to-end self-supervised 

MoDL model, Parallel-Net is a PARCEL model with 

undersampled calibration loss only. Compared with traditional 

self-supervised learning methods, such as Single-Net, the 

reconstructed images are improved in terms of quantitative 

metrics by using a contrastive representation learning approach 

with parallel networks. For example, the PSNR metric 

improves from 41.4001 dB to 43.0034 dB at the acceleration 

rate of 4 in Fig. 15(a). It is evident that contrastive 

representation learning improves the quality of the 

reconstructed images. Moreover, we also compare the 

difference between the two outputs of the parallel network 

before and after the inclusion of the contrastive representation 

loss, and the results are shown in Table I. According to the 

experimental results, after the inclusion of the contrastive 

representation loss, the difference between the two output 

results of the parallel network is smaller, indicating that the two 

outputs results are closer. This is largely due to the ability of 

contrastive representation learning to mine deep information by 

learning the internal similarities between two re-undersampled 

data from the same undersampled k-space, thus ensuring that 

the information learned by the two networks is as similar as 

possible.  

 
Fig. 13. Quantitative comparison of contrastive representation loss in PSNR. 

The bullseyes show the means, and the error bars show the errors on the means. 
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Fig. 14. Quantitative comparison of contrastive representation loss in SSIM. 

The bullseyes show the means, and the error bars show the errors on the means. 
 

 
Fig. 15. Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI 

coronal proton density (PD) knee MRI dataset with the acceleration rates of 

R=4 (a) and R=8 (b). Fully sampled images are shown in the first column for 
reference. The remaining columns show the reconstructed images of Single-Net 

(solely consists of a single MoDL network), Parallel-Net (has the same structure 

as our network, but contains only undersampled calibration loss), CL (a 
PARCEL model with undersampled calibration and contrastive representation 

loss), and supervised-MoDL. 

 

F. Ablation Study. 

In Section III-B, we made changes to the 𝐷𝑤 module. The BN 

[26] operation in the original literature [17] was replaced by a 

convolution operation. We compared the differences between 

the two denoising modules, and the results are shown in Table 

II. Compared with BN, the convolution operation considerably 

improves the evaluation index. This is mainly due to the small 

batch of data cannot go on to estimate all the data, resulting in 

poor generalization of the model. This improvement associated 

with the convolution operation becomes clearer with increased 

acceleration rate. 
Table I 

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON RESULTS OF PARALLEL NETWORK 

OUTPUTS WITHOUT  ℓ𝑐𝑙(o) AND WITH  ℓ𝑐𝑙(w) THE CONTRASTIVE 

LOSS 

 

Acceleration rate Method PSNR/dB SSIM 

R=4 ℓ𝑐𝑙(o) 52.6289±
3.7630 

0.9972±
0.0021 

ℓ𝑐𝑙(w) 53.8485±
3.1481 

0.9973±
0.0018 

R=8 ℓ𝑐𝑙(o) 50.8849±
2.6404 

0.9969±
0.0010 

ℓ𝑐𝑙(w) 51.2117±
2.9009 

0.9972±
0.0011 

 

 
Fig. 16. Reconstruction results of an example test slice from the fastMRI 
coronal proton density weighted with fat suppression (PD-FS) knee MRI 

dataset with the acceleration rates of R=4 (a) and R=8 (b). Fully sampled images 

are shown in the first column for reference. The remaining columns show the 
reconstructed images of Single-Net (solely consists of a single MoDL network), 

Parallel-Net (has the same structure as our network, but contains only 

undersampled calibration loss), CL (a PARCEL model with undersampled 
calibration and contrastive representation loss), and supervised-MoDL. 
 

Table II 
COMPARISON OF EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS OF THE BN AND CONV 

OPERATION 

 

Acceleration rate  Method PSNR/dB SSIM 

R=4 BN(w) 45.2425±4.5054 0.9845±0.0097 

Conv(w) 46.5860±4.2046 0.9893±0.0070 

R=8 BN(w) 36.1758±2.6977 09109±0.0379 

Conv(w) 39.6025±3.6589 0.9501±0.0303 

 

To evaluate the different loss functions proposed, relevant 

experiments were carried out. Table III shows the results of 

ablation studies conducted with different loss functions. Among 

these, the calculation formula of contrastive representation loss 

is shown in (11), and the calculation formula of reconstructed 

calibration loss is shown in (10). The loss of contrastive 

representation loss was previously discussed. Here, we mainly 

discuss the reconstructed calibration loss and the combination 

between reconstructed calibration loss and contrastive 

representation loss. The ablation experimental results are based 

on a two-dimensional random mask. Regarding reconstructed 

calibration loss at the acceleration rates of 4 and 8, the PSNR 

value increased by 0.9695 dB and 1.74 dB, respectively, 

compared with Single-Net. Similarly, regarding the 

combination between reconstructed calibration loss and 

contrastive representation loss, the PSNR value increased by 

0.9965 dB and 1.7736 dB, respectively, compared with Single-

Net. In the ablation experiment, this improvement in 

reconstruction performance is more apparent at high 
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acceleration rates. When the acceleration rate is 4 and 8, the 

combination between reconstruction calibration loss and 

contrastive representation loss achieves the best result. In 

general, the reconstruction calibration loss between parallel 

networks can further improves the reconstruction performance 

of the model. In addition, the ability of contrastive 

representation learning to extract deep information improves 

the reconstruction effect. 

The experimental results show that, on both the PSNR and 

SSIM indicators, the MRI reconstruction model constructed by 

unsupervised contrastive representation learning outperforms 

the classical compressed sensing algorithm and a newly 

proposed self-supervised method [19] with improved model 

stability while gradually approaching the performance of the 

supervised method. Our PARCEL model is constructed based 

on an iterative network of theoretical derivation, which 

provides mathematical rigor for MRI reconstruction, making 

the approach both theoretically and practically attractive. 

Moreover, having a network based on iterative unfolded 

networks solves the problem of traditional pure neural networks 

having too many parameters. Compared with pure the neural 

network model, the iteratively unfolded network achieves better 

results per the comparison between the U-Net-256 and 

PARCEL models shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7. 

In this study, we used a 9-layer convolutional neural network 

to realize the denoising module, as shown in Fig. 3. This part of 

the neural network has no fixed requirements, but can utilize 

the classical U-Net network. The reconstruction results might 

be improved by using more complex network structures. In 

addition, the sharing of network parameters allows the network 

to perform a greater number of iterations without increasing the 

number of parameters. Other optimization methods, such as 

ISTA [31], can be employed to solve the optimization problem 

in (3). In addition, from the experiments in Section IV-D, we 

conclude that two-dimensional random masks (which benefit 

from effective sampling of high-frequency information) are 

better than one-dimensional random masks. In future work, we 

will try new optimization methods to solve the optimization 

problems in (3) and explore a greater number of sample patterns. 

V. CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we propose a physics-based unsupervised 

contrastive representation learning method to speed up parallel 

MR imaging. It has a parallel framework to contrastively learn 

two branches of model-based unrolling networks directly from 

augmented undersampled k-space data. To guide the two 

networks in capturing the inherent features and representations 

for MR images, a sophisticated co-training loss with three 

essential components has been designed. Finally, the final MR 

image is reconstructed with the trained contrastive networks. 

PARCEL was evaluated on in vivo datasets and compared to 

five state-of-the-art methods. The results show that PARCEL is 

able to learn useful representations for more accurate MR 

reconstructions without relying on fully sampled datasets. In the 

future we will investigate contrastive representation learning 

for dynamic or multi-contrast MR imaging.  Our code is 

available at   https://github.com/ternencewu123/PARCEL. 

 
Table III 

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF RECONSTRUCTED MAGNETIC RESONANCE IMAGING USING PARCEL WITH THE DIFFERENT LOEESE 

AND TWO BASELINE MODEL WITH TWO ACCELERATION RATE (MEAN±STD) 

 

Acceleration rate Model PSNR/dB SSIM 

R=4 Single-Net 45.5895±5.2523 0.9847±0.0096 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐  45.0090±2.4028 0.9819±0.0059 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑐𝑙 45.9615±3.0238 0.9852±0.0055 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑟𝑐 46.5590±4.2367 0.9891±0.0072 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑐𝑙+ℓ𝑟𝑐 46.5860±4.2046 0.9893±0.0070 

R=8 Single-Net 37.8671±3.5245 0.9329±0.0353 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐  39.5817±3.5850 0.9476±0.0291 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑐𝑙 39.6025±3.6589 0.9487±0.0296 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑟𝑐 39.6071±3.6558 0.9499±0.0301 

Parallel-Net ℓ𝑢𝑐 + ℓ𝑐𝑙+ℓ𝑟𝑐 39.6407±3.6367 0.9501±0.0303 
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