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Abstract— Positron Emission Tomography and Magnetic
Resonance Imaging (PET-MRI) systems can obtain func-
tional and anatomical scans. PET suffers from a low signal-
to-noise ratio. Meanwhile, the k-space data acquisition
process in MRI is time-consuming. The study aims to
accelerate MRI and enhance PET image quality. Conven-
tional approaches involve the separate reconstruction of
each modality within PET-MRI systems. However, there
exists complementary information among multi-modal im-
ages. The complementary information can contribute to
image reconstruction. In this study, we propose a novel
PET-MRI joint reconstruction model employing a mutual
consistency-driven diffusion mode, namely MC-Diffusion.//
MC-Diffusion learns the joint probability distribution of PET
and MRI for utilizing complementary information. We con-
ducted a series of contrast experiments about LPLS, Joint
ISAT-net and MC-Diffusion by the ADNI dataset. The results
underscore the qualitative and quantitative improvements
achieved by MC-Diffusion, surpassing the state-of-the-art
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I. INTRODUCTION

MEDICAL imaging plays a pivotal role in clinical di-
agnosis and analysis by facilitating the visualization

of anatomical and functional information. Various imaging
modalities, such as Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) and
Computed Tomography (CT), excel in anatomical imaging,
while Positron Emission Tomography (PET) and Single Pho-
ton Emission Computed Tomography (SPECT) capture func-
tional information. The integration of both structural and
functional imaging has provided invaluable scientific and
diagnostic insights [1] [2]. The synergy between PET and MRI
is crucial for clinical diagnosis and treatment monitoring [3]
[4]. PET-MRI allows for the simultaneous acquisition of both
functional and anatomical data [5] [6]. PET and MRI scans are
of the same individual, and their intrinsic characteristics are
consistent. We consider PET and MRI as mutually consistent.

Structural, contrast, and resolution are disparities in PET
and MRI due to their fundamentally different imaging mecha-
nisms. Nevertheless, there are statistical correlations between
PET and MRI, particularly when PET employs radiotracers
like fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG). PET images often feature
lower signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) and restricted spatial res-
olution in visual imaging due to the inherently stochastic
nature of photon emission processes [7]–[10]. In contrast, MRI
offers high spatial resolution in anatomical imaging. However,
the k-space data acquisition process is often deemed time-
consuming. The common method reduces data acquisition
for speeding. Undersampling k-space data leads to aliasing
in the reconstructed images [11]. The joint reconstruction
capitalizes on the complementary information of MRI and PET
to accelerate MRI and enhance PET image quality.

Traditional joint reconstruction methods have primarily fo-
cused on structural similarity. Haber and Oldenbourg targeted
geophysical applications for joint reconstruction but briefly
mentioned the concept’s potential relevance combined with
PET and MRI reconstruction [12]. Ehrhardt et al. contributed
joint reconstruction in multi-modality medical imaging first
[4]. They enhanced PET and accelerated MRI reconstructions
by leveraging complementary information pertaining to struc-
tural similarity. However, multi-modal images have abundant
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complementary information, extending beyond mere structural
similarity.

For PET and MR imaging, deep learned (DL) model-
based image reconstruction techniques have emerged as highly
promising methodologies, consistently surpassing the perfor-
mance of conventional methods. This innovative approach
enables the acquisition of prior information in the form of
gradients, typically embedded within traditional reconstruction
algorithms [13]. This technique involves the unrolling and
interconnection of two conventional reconstruction algorithms,
each corresponding to a different modality, while also learning
the parameters and strengths of the regularizers. The MAPEM
algorithm [14] for PET and the Landweber algorithm [15]
for MRI have been unrolled and interconnected through the
regularization step. A unified prior is depicted as a U-Net
architecture with shared parameters across all iterations [16].
The network was trained using a single-modality loss to
oversee the joint reconstruction process. The method offers
notable advantages, including a limited number of trainable
parameters and a simpler architecture, in contrast to earlier
deep-learned techniques.

In mathematics, the joint reconstruction is known as joint
inversion [17]. Joint reconstruction of PET and MRI can be
described as joint inversion by leveraging the information
of their joint probability distribution. This distribution that
serves as prior knowledge during reconstruction can enhance
reconstruction quality. Consequently, joint reconstruction can
be described as a data reconstruction procedure guided by this
joint probability distribution. Recently, the score-based diffu-
sion model has emerged as a state-of-the-art generative model
for producing high-quality samples [18]. More specifically,
the score-based diffusion model accurately generates a sample
by learning the probability distribution of data. This study
aims to develop a joint reconstruction model that effectively
harnesses the complementary information residing within both
modalities, thereby significantly enhancing the quality of their
respective reconstructions.

A. Contributions
Inspired by the score-based diffusion model mentioned, we

propose a novel model for PET and MRI reconstruction. Our
main contributions are summarized as follows:

• We propose a joint reconstruction model based on the
mutual consistency-driven diffusion model for PET-MRI
Co-Reconstruction, termed MC-Diffusion, for the recon-
struction of PET and MRI that leverage shared informa-
tion effectively. The MC-Diffusion utilizes the joint prob-
ability distribution of PET and MRI in the reconstruction
processes.

• Experiments show that the MC-Diffusion consistently
outperforms conventional imaging methods and other
supervised deep learning methods regarding joint recon-
struction accuracy and stability.

• To the best of our knowledge, this work contributed to
joint reconstruction by diffusion model cross-modal in
medical imaging for the first time.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents
related works. Section 3 details the proposed methodology.

Section 4 offers the experimental results. Section 5 presents
the conclusion.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, the related conventional methods, deep
learning methods, and diffusion models were discussed.

A. Conventional Model
Let u and v be PET and MRI to be reconstructed. The joint

reconstruction of PET and MRI is by minimization model

min
u,v

F (u) +G(v) +R(u,v)

where F (u) is the data fidelity term of PET. G(v) is the
data fidelity term of MRI. R(u,v) is a regularization term
about prior information of PET and MRI. If the regularization
term R(u,v) is separable, that is R(u,v) = R(u) + R(v),
the reconstruction of two images can be described as two
independent problems. Reconstruction of PET

min
u

F (u) +R(u)

and reconstruction of MRI

min
v

G(v) +R(v).

The quality of reconstructed images relies on the traditional
reconstruction algorithms specific to each modality. However,
this approach does not fully utilize the complementary infor-
mation of PET and MRI. Joint reconstruction aims to uncover
complementary information of both modalities within R(u,v)
instead of segregating prior terms. Ehrhardt et al. proposed
the joint reconstruction model gradient-based dependencies,
particularly at finer scales operating on neighbouring voxels
for enhancing the quality of PET and accelerating MRI re-
construction [4]. These studies further refined gradient-based
prior models to augment joint reconstruction in live PET-
MRI [19] [20]. Parallel level sets [4] integrated gradient
information from PET and MRI reconstructed images to assess
the similarity between their gradients. While gradient-based
priors are effective for piecewise smooth images, they may
not adequately capture texture patterns within the images
[21] [22]. Zhang et al. proposed a total variation-based joint
regularization with an adaptively estimated common edge in-
dicator function as a weight [23]. This common edge function
accounts for shared structures in PET and MRI. Choi et al.
proposed a tight frame-based PET-MRI joint reconstruction
model leveraging the joint sparsity of tight frame coefficients
[24]. However, these methods assume structural similarities
between PET and MRI. The relationship between PET and
MRI is complex, and conventional models can’t accurately
design the joint correlation between the two modalities.

B. Deep Learning
In recent years, deep learning has revolutionized medical

image reconstruction, surpassing the capabilities of conven-
tional techniques [25] [23]. Researchers employ fully convolu-
tional neural networks (CNN) with supervised and adversarial
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objectives to enhance noisy, low-dose PET-MRI images [26].
The application of fully convolutional neural network image-
to-image architectures in PET-MRI reconstruction has been a
prevalent approach [27]. The unsupervised deep image prior
has been applied to enhance PET-MRI images [28] [29]. More-
over, the utilization of deep learning for domain translation,
primarily from MRI to CT, has yielded favourable outcomes
[25]. This approach has contributed to the improvement of
PET-MRI, especially when integrated with traditional image
reconstruction techniques. Notable advancements include Syn-
Net, a groundbreaking approach that unrolls two conventional
reconstruction algorithms, integrates regularizers to learn the
strengths of their respective priors and enhances the quality of
reconstructed images [13]. The emergence of hybrid physics-
driven DL techniques has further strengthened the PET-MRI
field [30]. However, it’s worth noting that these DL-based
methods often employ a black box design to represent the
joint correlation between PET and MRI or directly map the
images to ground truth.

C. Diffusion Model
Diffusion models have demonstrated superior performance

in various applications. Image generation models based on
diffusion models include Score Matching with Langevin
Dynamics (SMLD) [18], Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic
Models (DDPM) [31] and Stochastic Differential Equations
(SDE) [32]. The framework of SDE unifies various types
of diffusion models, such as SMLD and DDPM and so on,
namely VE SDE, VP SDE, and sub-VP SDE. The diffusion
model comprises two processes: the forward diffusion process
and the reverse diffusion process. In the forward diffusion
process, noise is gradually added to convert a complex data
distribution into a known prior distribution. Conversely, in the
reverse diffusion process, noise is removed to transform the
prior distribution back into the original data distribution. The
forward diffusion process is described as the solution of the
following SDE

dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dw,

f(x, t) is the drift coefficient of x(t). g(t) is the diffusion co-
efficient of x(t). w is the standard Wiener process. The reverse
diffusion process is obtained from the following reverse-time
SDE

dx = [f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x)]dt+ g(t)dw.

∇x log pt(x) is known as score function. t is uniformly
sampled over [0, T ]. ∇x log pt(x) was estimated by the score
network sθ(x(t), t). The loss function of the score network
can be formulated

θ∗ = argmin
θ

Et

{
λ(t)Ex(0)Ex(t)|x(0) [∥sθ(x(t), t)

−∇x(t) log p0t(x(t) | x(0))
∥∥2
2

]} (1)

λ(t) is a positive weighting function, θ∗ denotes the optimal
parameter of sθ.

In VE-SDE framework, the noise scales {σi}Ni=1 satisfies
that σ1 is large sufficiently, i.e., σmax. σN is small enough,

i.e., σmin. The perturbation kernel of the VE-SDE in training
can be derived

p0t(x(t) | x(0)) = N (x(t);x(0), [σ2(t)− σ2(0)]I) (2)

By substituting Eq. (2) into Eq. (1), the network can be trained.
The image is generated by the reverse iteration rule of

xi−1 = xi + (σ2
i − σ2

i−1)sθ∗(xi, i) +

√
σ2
i−1(σ

2
i − σ2

i−1)

σ2
i

zi,

i = 1, 2, ..., N,
(3)

where xN ∼ N (0, σ2
NI), and zi ∼ N (0, I).

III. METHOD: MUTUAL CONSISTENCY-DRIVEN DIFFUSION
MODEL FOR JOINT RECONSTRUCTION

This section is dedicated to introducing the problem of joint
reconstruction of PET-MRI more formally. Figure 1 shows
the framework of the MC-Diffusion. The problem of joint
reconstruction can be described as

Y = D (X) + ϵ

where different modalities can be written in stacked form

Y =

(
f
g

)
,D =

(
A
F

)
,X =

(
u
v

)
, ϵ =

(
ς
ξ

)
Let u and v represent the PET and MRI images to be
reconstructed, respectively. f corresponds to the observed PET
data, and g refers to the observed MRI data. A signifies the
PET forward operator, which is modeled as the discrete Radon
transform [33]. F stands for the MRI forward operator, which
is modeled as the discrete Fourier transform. ϵ represents the
measured noise. ς is associated with Gaussian noise, following
a normal distribution, i.e., ς ∼ P (λ), and ξ denotes Poisson
noise, i.e., ξ ∼ N (0, I).

It utilizes the maximum likelihood estimated the maximum
conditional probability P (f ,g | u,v), namely

(u,v) = argmax
u,v

P (u,v | f ,g) (4)

Eq. (4) is equivalent to minimizing the negative log-likelihood

(u,v) = argmin
u,v

{− logP (u,v | f ,g)} (5)

By Bayesian theory,

P (u,v|f ,g) = P (f ,g | u,v)P (u,v)

P (f ,g)
(6)

Although u and v depend on a common object and are not
independent of each other, if we have knowledge about v does
not provide extra information about f and vice versa. This
means, that f and g are conditionally independent given u and
v. Formally, this leads to the separation of the multi-modality
likelihood

P (f ,g | u,v) = P (f | u,v)P (g | u,v) = P (f | u)P (g | v)
(7)

Eq. (6) can be simplified as

P (u,v|f ,g) ∝ P (f |u)P (g|v)P (u,v)
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Forward SDE (data → noise)

Reverse SDE (noise → data)

MRI

PET

Fourier operator

Radon operator

Noise scale

Identity operator

(a)

(b)

Fig. 1. The scheme of MC-Diffusion. (a) In the forward process, noise at different scales is gradually added into the multi-modality and conducted
Langevin MCMC sampling in the reverse process. (b) The same noise added into mutual consistency PET and MRI in the forward process.

Hence, Eq. (5) can be formulated

(u,v)

=argmin
(u,v)

{− logP (f | u)− logP (g | v)− logP (u,v)}

(8)
The noise PET is commonly modelled to be Poisson [34]. The
PET data fidelity can be written as

− log(P (f |u)) =
M∑
i=1

[(Aui)− fi log (Au)i] . (9)

The noise in MRI is commonly modelled as additive Gaussian
[35]. The MRI data fidelity can be written as

− log(P (g|v)) = λ

2
∥Fv − g∥22. (10)

Denote

J (u,v)
=− logP (f | u)− logP (g | v)− logP (u,v)

=

M∑
i

((Au)i − fi log(Au)i) +
1

2σ2
∥Fv − g∥22

− logP (u,v).

(11)

Solve Eq. (8) by

∂J (u,v)
∂(u,v)

=A∗
[
I − f

Au

]
+ F∗(Fv − g)

−∇ logP (u,v).

(12)

In order to estimate ∇ logP (u,v), the diffusion model can
be considered. For convenience in writing, let it be denoted as
P (X) = P (u,v). We can train a time-dependent score-based
model sθ(X, t) such that sθ(X, t) ≈ ∇ logP (X). For training
estimation of the data of PET and MRI scores, we perturb the
data with a small Gaussian noise. We use N noise scales in
the training process. Since {σi}Ni=1 is a geometric sequence,
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let

σi = σ(
i

N
) = σmin

(
σmax

σmin

) i−1
N−1

, i = 1, 2, ..., N.

σmin is the minimum of the noise scales satisfying

Pσmin
(X) ≈ P (X),

and σmax is the maximum of the noise scales. We choose the
noise distribution to be Pσ(X̂ | X) = N (X̂ | X, σ2I), then
∇ logPσ(X̂ | X) = −(X̂ −X)/σ2. The perturbation kernel
can be written as

P0t (X | X0)

=N

(
X;X0, σ

2
min

(
σmax

σmin

)2t

I

)
.

Each perturbation kernel P0t (X | X0) corresponds to the
distribution of X in the Markov chain

Xi = Xi−1 +
√
σ2
i − σ2

i−1zi−1, i = 1, 2, ..., N (13)

Eq. (13) converges to the following SDE

d(X) =

√
d[σ2(t)]

dt
dw (14)

sθ(X, t) is trained via the following loss function:

L(θ, t) =argmin
θ

Et

{
λ(t)EXEX|X0[

∥sθ(X, t)−∇ log p0t(X | X0)∥22
]}

=argmin
θ

Et

{
λ(t)EXEX|X0∥∥∥∥∥sθ(X, t) +

(X̂−X)

σ2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


Based on Eq. (14), the reconstruction process can be deduced
as

d(u,v) = −d[σ2(t)]

dt

(
∇ logP (u,v) +A∗

[
I − f

Au

]
+F∗(Fv − g)) dt+

√
d[σ2(t)]

dt
dw̄

(15)
The reconstruction process is the predictor and corrector are
executed alternately. The predictor can be described as

Xi =Xi+1 − sθ(Xi+1, t)−A∗
[
I − fi+1

Aui+1

]
−F∗(Fvi+1 − gi+1) + z

The corrector can be described as

Xi =Xi+1 + ηisθ(Xi+1, t) +A∗
[
I − fi+1

Aui+1

]
+ F∗(Fvi+1 − gi+1) +

√
2ηiz

We provide the joint sampling algorithm in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Joint Sampling in the reverse process.
Require: {σi}Ni=1, f ,g,u,v, ϵ1, ϵ2, µ1, µ2, α1, α2, β1, β2, ρ1,

ρ2,Mu, N,M . Mu is the undersampling mask of MRI
For i = N − 1 to 0

1: z ∼ N (0, I)
2: (sP , sM )← sθ∗ (ui+1,vi+1, i+ 1)
3: GP = Fbp (A(ui)− fi)
4: GM = F∗ (F(ui)− gi+1) · Mu

5: ϵ1 ← λ1 (∥sP ∥2/∥GP ∥2)
6: ϵ2 ← λ2 (∥sM∥2/∥GM∥2)
7: ui ← ui+1 +

(
σ2
i+1 − σ2

i

)
(sP − ϵ1GP ) +√

σ2
i+1 − σ2

i z

8: vi ← vi+1 +
(
σ2
i+1 − σ2

i

)
(sM − ϵ2GM ) +√

σ2
i+1 − σ2

i z

For j ← 1 to M
9: z ∼ N (0, I)

10: (sP , sM )← sθ∗

(
uj−1
i ,vj−1

i , i
)

11: GP = Fbp
(
A(uj−1

i )− fi

)
12: GM = F∗ (F(vi)− gi) · Mu

13: µ1 ← 2α1 (r1∥z∥2/∥sP ∥2)2
14: ρ1 ← β1 (∥sP ∥2/∥GP ∥2)
15: µ2 ← 2α2 (r2∥z∥2/∥sM∥2)2
16: ρ2 ← β2 (∥sM∥2/∥GM∥2)
17: uk

i ← uk−1
i + µ1(sP − ρ1GP ) +

√
2µ1z

18: vk
i ← vk−1

i + µ2(sM − ρ2GM ) +
√
2µ2z

End For
End For
Return u0

0,v
0
0

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Details
1) Datasets: Our training dataset was sourced from the

Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) dataset,
comprising 167 individuals with a total of 5010 image pairs
[36]. The test set was conducted on a single individual,
resulting in 30 image pairs. Data preprocessing for MRI
consisted of three key steps. Firstly, we performed anterior
commissure (AC) and posterior commissure (PC) alignment
using Statistical Parametric Mapping (SPM)1. Secondly, the
elimination of non-brain tissue was carried out by HD-BET
[37] to remove any irrelevant information. Additionally, non-
brain tissue was similarly removed from the PET images using
the MRI-based non-brain tissue mask. Finally, the MRI and
PET images of each subject were spatially aligned. Each MRI
scan was brought into alignment with the standardized Mon-
treal Neurological Institute (MNI) coordinate space, while the
PET scan for the same subject was aligned to the MRI using
FMRIB’s Software Library (FSL)2. MRI and PET images were
reshaped to a volume of 109 × 109 × 91 voxels by aligning.
Each MRI and PET volume consisted of 2D axial image slices,
and each slice of MRI and PET was resampled to 128×128. In
our experiments, we focused on slices ranging from the 30th

1https://www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/spm
2https://fsl.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl



6 IEEE JOURNAL OF BIOMEDICAL AND HEALTH INFORMATICS

to the 60th axial slice of each subject. To model the lack of
resolution, the sinogram of size is 128×300 in PET projection
images. In all experiments, missing sinograms of size were the
same.

2) Parameter Configuration: We conducted a comparative
analysis between JP-SDE, the linear parallel level sets (LPLS)
method [4], and the supervised deep learning method (Joint
ISTA-Net) [38], with the results of each method tuned to the
best. In the training stage, Joint ISTA-Net, and MC-Diffusion
were trained with 500 epochs. MC-Diffusion controlled the
noise level in forward diffusion by setting σmax = 348 and
σmin = 0.1 in Algorithm 1. In the above experiments, the
noise scale N was 1000. It means 1000 iterations were needed
in the reverse-time process for sample generation, taking an
average of 4 minutes to reconstruct 128× 128 PET and MRI
on an NVIDIA V100 GPU.

3) Performance Evaluation: We employed three quantitative
metrics to assess the reconstruction performance: normalized
mean square error (NMSE), peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR),
and the structural similarity (SSIM) index [39]. A smaller
NMSE, and larger values of PSNR and SSIM, are indicative
of superior reconstruction quality.

B. Experimental Results

In this section, we aim to evaluate the effectiveness of
our proposed method, JD-SDE, and substantiate our claims
through a series of experiments. Initially, we will compare
our approach with the traditional method, LPLS, to highlight
the advantages of our method. Subsequently, we will make a
comparative analysis with the deep learning method, the Joint
ISTA method, and demonstrate the superior performance of
our approach.

1) Ablation Study: In this section, we will conduct ablation
experiments to affirm the efficacy of this complementary
information. In Figure 2, ”Stand-alone” refers to individual
reconstruction using the diffusion model with a Cartesian
undersampling factor of 4. A comparison of the results from
single reconstruction MRI and joint reconstruction MRI re-
veals that the lack of complementary information significantly
compromises the quality of the reconstruction results. Thus,
the presence of complementary information intermodal is evi-
dent. The quantitative metrics presented in Table I correspond-
ingly validate the consistency of the performance with visual
perception. Figure 3 illustrates the result of PET reconstruction
in an ablation experiment. The results of the PET ablation
experiment mirror those of the MRI ablation experiment,
indicating that complementary information contributes to PET
reconstruction. The quantitative metrics of PET reconstruction
are presented in Table II. This ablation experiment effectively
validates the efficacy of the complementary information. It is
apparent that the joint reconstruction model consistently out-
performs the individual reconstruction model, confirming the
existence of a correlation between the two modality images.
Exploiting this correlation leads to improved reconstruction
results.

TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF MRI RECONSTRUCTION FOR ABLATION

STUDIES. HIGHLIGHTING THE BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

Stand-alone MRI MC-Diffusion
PSNR 41.5485± 4.5298 42.5714 ± 3.3082
SSIM 0.9456± 0.0359 0.9554 ± 0.0359
NMSE 0.0004± 0.0004 0.0002 ± 0.0003

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF PET RECONSTRUCTION FOR ABLATION

STUDIES. HIGHLIGHTING THE BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

Stand-alone PET MC-Diffusion
PSNR 43.9976± 2.2171 50.7768 ± 4.4200
SSIM 0.9662± 0.0386 0.9732 ± 0.0364
NMSE 0.0001± 0.00007 0.0001 ± 0.0012

0

0.5

1

0

0.05

0.1
0

0.5

1

0

0.05

0.1

Ground Truth Stand-alone MRI MC-Diffusion

PSNR：44.71
SSIM：0.94
NMSE：0.0002

PSNR：46.63
SSIM：0.94
NMSE：0.0002

Fig. 2. Reconstruction results under cartesian undersampling at 4-fold.
The values in the corner are each slice’s PSNR/SSIM/NMSE values.
The first row describes the ground truth of MRI and the results of
reconstruction by independent model and joint reconstruction model.
The second row shows MRI undersampling patterns and error views.
The grayscale of the reconstructed images and the error images’ colour
bar are on the figure’s right.
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Fig. 3. Reconstruction results for sinograms of size 128×300. The first
row describes the ground truth of PET and the results of reconstruction
by independent model and joint reconstruction model. The second row
shows PET sinogram data and error views.

2) Comparison Experiment: To illustrate the effectiveness of
the proposed method, a comprehensive series of comparative
experiments was carried out in this section. In particular,
we compared our method to the traditional approach, linear
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parallel level sets (LPLS) [4], and the supervised deep learning
method known as joint ISTA-Net [38].

Figure 4 illustrates the reconstruction outcomes of various
methods with a Cartesian undersampling factor of 3. The
results clearly show that MRI reconstructed using the LPLS
method exhibits severe artifacts, while Joint ISTA Net intro-
duces aliasing patterns in its reconstructions. Table III com-
plements these visual observations with quantitative metrics,
further validating the effectiveness of our proposed approach.

Similar experiments were conducted with Cartesian under-
sampling factor of 4 and Cartesian undersampling factor of
5 for MRI, and the same undersampling model was applied
to PET in all cases. Figure 5 displays the reconstruction
outcomes for a Cartesian undersampling factor of 4, and Table
IV provides quantitative metrics to reinforce the effectiveness
of our proposed approach. Similarly, Figure 6 shows the results
for a Cartesian factor of 5, with Table V presenting quantitative
metrics.

The stability of PET reconstruction remains consistent re-
gardless of variations in MRI undersampling transformations.
In contrast, the quality of MRI reconstruction varies with the
degree of undersampling; more pronounced undersampling
leads to diminished reconstruction quality. The edges in the
PET image reconstructed using the joint reconstruction method
are well captured. Compared to existing joint reconstruction
models, our proposed models exhibit fewer artifacts in both
modality images, resulting in visual improvements over the
current joint reconstruction methods.
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Fig. 4. Joint reconstruction results under cartesian undersampling at
3-fold and for sinograms of size 128 × 300. The values in the corner
are each slice’s PSNR/SSIM/NMSE values. The first row describes the
ground truth of MRI and the results of reconstruction by contrast models.
The second row shows MRI undersampling patterns and error views.
The third row describes the ground truth of PET and the results of joint
reconstruction by contrast models. The fourth row shows PET sinogram
data and error views. The grayscale of the reconstructed images and
the error images’ colour bar are on the figure’s right.

Table III presents quantitative metrics that compare the

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON WITH 3-FOLD MRI. HIGHLIGHTING THE

BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

LPLS Joint ISTA-Net MC-Diffusion

PET
38.4944± 5.8396 40.3399± 3.9571 51.3938 ± 2.3749
0.9652± 0.0311 0.9727± 0.0322 0.9750 ± 0.0352
0.0009± 0.0011 0.0003± 0.0002 0.00002 ± 0.00001

MRI
33.3756± 3.4903 38.8761± 4.5036 43.9146 ± 4.0141
0.8985± 0.0374 0.9246± 0.0321 0.9580 ± 0.0337
0.0020± 0.0017 0.0006± 0.0007 0.0001 ± 0.0001

reconstruction results of all methods using 3-fold MRI and
PET undersampling. It is evident that the proposed method
outperforms the comparison methods by a significant margin
in terms of the quantitative metrics. This observation under-
scores the effectiveness of the proposed method in addressing
the joint reconstruction problem. Figure 5 depict the joint
reconstruction results with 4-fold MRI undersampling. The
images were reconstructed using LPLS, Joint-ISTA-Net, and
MC-Diffusion. The average quantitative metrics for the ADNI
dataset are presented in Table IV. MC-Diffusion achieves
the highest PSNR and SSIM in all the compared methods.
Similarly, MC-Diffusion attains the lowest NMSE in all the
compared methods.
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Fig. 5. Joint reconstruction results under cartesian undersampling at
4-fold and for sinograms of size 128 × 300. The first row describes
the ground truth of MRI and the results of reconstruction by contrast
models. The second row shows MRI subsampling patterns and error
views. The third row describes the ground truth of PET and the results
of joint reconstruction by contrast models. The fourth row shows PET
sinogram data and error views.

The results of joint reconstruction with 5-fold MRI un-
dersampling are visually represented in Figure 6. Recon-
struction was carried out using LPLS, Joint-ISTA-Net, and
MC-Diffusion. Table V compiles the average quantitative
metrics. MC-Diffusion outperforms all the compared methods
by achieving the highest PSNR and SSIM. Additionally, MC-
Diffusion demonstrates the lowest NMSE among the methods
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TABLE IV
THE AVERAGE QUANTITATIVE METRICS AT 4-FOLD. HIGHLIGHTING THE

BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

LPLS Joint ISTA-Net MC-Diffusion

PET
38.4898± 5.8315 40.9373± 3.7957 50.7768 ± 4.4200
0.9637± 0.0322 0.9706± 0.0351 0.9732 ± 0.0364
0.0008± 0.0011 0.0003± 0.0002 0.0001 ± 0.0012

MRI
33.3311± 2.9657 38.1805± 3.6424 42.5714 ± 3.3082
0.8946± 0.0500 0.9206± 0.0378 0.9456 ± 0.0359
0.0019± 0.0013 0.0006± 0.00005 0.0002 ± 0.0003

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF PSNR, SSIM, AND NMSE AT 5-FOLD.

HIGHLIGHTING THE BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

LPLS Joint ISTA-Net MC-Diffusion

PET
38.8059± 5.7741 40.0105± 4.7626 50.7618 ± 4.3857
0.9652± 0.0311 0.9707± 0.0336 0.9732 ± 0.0365
0.0008± 0.0011 0.0005± 0.0011 0.0002 ± 0.0013

MRI
27.7578± 2.2717 32.3583± 2.4783 42.2932 ± .9325
0.7876± 0.0421 0.8453± 0.0328 0.9434 ± 0.0359
0.0062± 0.0031 0.0022± 0.0016 0.0002 ± 0.0002

in comparison.
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PSNR: 28.64
SSIM: 0.78
NMSE: 0.006

PSNR: 32.79
SSIM: 0.84
NMSE: 0.0022

PSNR: 42.73
SSIM: 0.94
NMSE: 0.0002
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SSIM: 0.96
NMSE: 0.0008
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SSIM: 0.97
NMSE: 0.0002

Fig. 6. Joint reconstruction results under cartesian undersampling at
5-fold and for sinograms of size 128 × 300. The first row describes
the ground truth of MRI and the results of reconstruction by contrast
models. The second row shows MRI subsampling patterns and error
views. The third row describes the ground truth of PET and the results
of joint reconstruction by contrast models. The fourth row shows PET
sinogram data and error views.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a novel joint diffusion model for
the joint reconstruction of PET and MRI. Difference from tra-
ditional reconstruction models, the joint reconstruction model
presented in this paper capitalizes on the synergistic potential
of complementary information across multiple modalities. This
method allows for a more accurate characterization of the
joint distribution between PET and MRI and utilizes it as

a joint prior to generating clean images from undersampling
data. The numerical experiments have demonstrated that MC-
Diffusion outperforms the parallel imaging, and supervised
deep learning in terms of joint reconstruction accuracy. This
performance gain of our proposed models mainly comes from
taking the accurate learning of joint probability distributions
of PET and MRI. However, we utilized the U-Net architecture
from [40] for estimating the score function in the diffusion
model. Given the diversity of U-Net architectures, we refrained
from attempting other network structures. This decision was
primarily motivated by the focus of our research, which is
the model’s capability to learn joint probability distributions
rather than conducting an exhaustive investigation of network
architectures. This is our further work.
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