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ABSTRACT

Reconstructing dynamic MRI image sequences from under-
sampled accelerated measurements is crucial for faster and
higher spatiotemporal resolution real-time imaging of cardiac
motion, free breathing motion and many other applications.
Classical paradigms, such as gated cine MRI, assume period-
icity, disallowing imaging of true motion. Supervised deep
learning methods are fundamentally flawed as, in dynamic
imaging, ground truth fully-sampled videos are impossible to
truly obtain. We propose an unsupervised framework to learn
to reconstruct dynamic MRI sequences from undersampled
measurements alone by leveraging natural geometric spa-
tiotemporal equivariances of MRI. Dynamic Diffeomorphic
Equivariant Imaging (DDEI) significantly outperforms state-
of-the-art unsupervised methods such as SSDU on highly ac-
celerated dynamic cardiac imaging. Our method is agnostic
to the underlying neural network architecture and can be used
to adapt the latest models and post-processing approaches.
Our code and video demos are at this https URL.

Index Terms— dynamic magnetic resonance image re-
construction, unsupervised learning, equivariant imaging

1. INTRODUCTION

Dynamic MRI reconstruction is crucial to noninvasively cap-
ture physiological processes that are only visible in real-time
video, such as heart motion [1], free-breathing motion [2],
vocal-tract imaging [3] and blood-flow but often results in
artifact-contaminated images. This is due to acquisition of
heavily undersampled k-t-space measurements, resulting in a
highly ill-posed inverse problem.

Classical methods such as cine imaging assume that the
cardiac cycle repeats with each heartbeat, allowing images to
be acquired over multiple beats (gating) but ignores any ape-
riodic dynamics. Current compressed sensing (CS) methods
require hand-crafted priors, lengthy and expensive inference-
time optimisation and acceleration rates may be limited [1].

Deep learning (DL) offers promising results. However,
it is not only difficult, but impossible to obtain ground truth
(GT) sequences since it is impossible to capture fully-sampled
images at the same sufficient frame rate. Therefore, all pro-
posed supervised models, such as transformer and diffusion

models [1], use fully-sampled pseudo-GT obtained from clas-
sical methods such as gating. However, this constitutes a data
crime [4] - models trained on such data will never be able to
learn true physiological motion and its irregularities, which
are often of interest in medical imaging.

Therefore, in order to make dynamic MR images faster
and cheaper to obtain, cleaner, and able to image true mo-
tion, unsupervised methods are required that can learn to im-
age from noisy undersampled raw non-gated measurements
alone, particularly since these are easily collected in the wild.

1.1. Contributions

1. A new unsupervised framework for undersampled video
reconstruction applied to dynamic MRI (also easily appli-
cable to other dynamic medical imaging scenarios);

2. An extension to equivariant imaging (EI) that simultane-
ously exploits temporal and diffeomorphic invariances;

3. Demonstration of state-of-the-art unsupervised imaging
performance for dynamic MR imaging of cardiac motion.

2. METHOD

2.1. Dynamic MRI background

Let y = {yt}t=T
t=1 ∈ CHk×Wk×T be a sequence of time-

binned single-coil complex k-t-space samples, where each yt

is of a set of τ k-t-space samples, e.g. lines in Cartesian sam-
pling or radial spokes, where τ is chosen such that the frame-
rate is high enough that the motion is sufficiently captured.
Let x(i) = {xt}t=T

t=1 ∈ CH×W×T be the ith unknown GT im-
age sequence that we wish to estimate from a dataset i ∈ I .
Then, with suitable vectorisation, these are related by

y
(i)
t = A

(i)
t x

(i)
t + ϵ,A

(i)
t = M

(i)
t F (1)

where M = {Mt}t=T
t=1 ∼ M is a time-varying mask repre-

senting the locations of the k-t-space samples (depending on
masking strategy) randomly drawn from a distribution, F is
the 2D Fourier operator and ϵ is additive i.i.d noise. Note this
framework easily generalises to multi-coil (with appropriate
inclusion of coil sensitivities) and 3D+t imaging scenarios.

In the ill-posed inverse problem, the goal is to train a neu-
ral network (NN) fθ to reconstruct x̂ = fθ(y) (or fθ(y,A)
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Fig. 1. Our DDEI ground truth-free loss function. A is an
undersampled Fourier operator, fθ is any neural net backbone,
and Tg is a random diffeo-temporal transform (Fig. 2). At
inference, we simply compute x̂ = fθ(y).

when knowledge of A is to be included in the network), but
the number of k-t-space measurements m = HkWkT is much
smaller than the size of the images n = HWT ((i) omitted
for brevity). The supervised method trains with a loss Lsup =
L(fθ(y),xGT) which requires GT, where L is any common
loss such as the L2, L1 or perceptual losses. The naive unsu-
pervised method trains a baseline using measurement consis-
tency (MC) LMC = L(Afθ(y),y) which cannot recover any
information from the nullspace of A (x : Ax = 0).

2.2. Diffeo-temporal group equivariance

We posit that the unknown set of all MRI 2D+t image se-
quences X is invariant to geometric spatiotemporal transfor-
mations defined by a group G i.e. g · x ∈ X ∀g ∈ G, x ∈ X .
We define the temporal group as time-shifts and reflections
i.e. the dihedral group of order T T = DihT . Since we have
soft deformable tissue [5], the set should also be invariant to
the C1-diffeomorphism group D. Finally, we take the direct
product of the above G = T

⊗
D and construct the group

action T : G×X → X , see Fig. 2 for examples of T and D.
During training, we draw g ∈ G and the nonlinear action

T(g, x) = Tg(x). Then y = Ax = A · Tg−1 · Tg(x) =
Ag(x

′) where Ag = A · Tg−1 is now a nonlinear mapping
with x′ = Tg(x) ∈ X . Thus the simple assumption that the
signal set X is G-invariant allows us to image X via mul-
tiple transformed nonlinear operators Ag(·) and “see into”
the nullspace. From [6], this leads to G-equivariance of the
imaging system. We can constrain this by constructing the
DDEI GT-free loss inspired by [6], which incorporates the
non-linear diffeo-temporal group action Tg:

LDDEI(θ;y) = LMC+αL(Tg ·fθ(y), fθ(A ·Tg ·fθ(y))) (2)

where α is a constant that we set to 1, and LMC is the measure-
ment consistency loss. See Fig. 1 for a graphical overview.

Noisy adaptation In the presence of Gaussian noise ϵ on
the measurements, we replace LMC with the SURE loss from
[7] which is an unbiased estimator of the supervised MSE.

Fig. 2. Demo of our group transforms. Note these are just vi-
sualisations: we never have access to the GT images x. Left:
sample MR image and two random diffeomorphisms ∈ D.
Right: demo x-t sequence and two random time-shifts ∈ T .

3. RELATED WORK

We consider other fully unsupervised DL methods that at-
tempt to learn from measurements alone, so we discount pre-
trained diffusion methods, paired measurements, and classi-
cal CS methods. Note that our work is distinct to motion-
correction methods: we reconstruct full image sequences.

Measurement splitting A popular set of state-of-the-art
approaches includes SSDU [8], Phase2Phase [9] and Arti-
fact2Artifact (used in [5]). They randomly split (in various
ways) the k-t-space into two sets at each iteration. One is used
as the input and the other to construct the loss at the output:

Lsplit = L(M2Afθ(M1y),M2y), x̂ = fθ(y,A) (3)

Equivariant imaging EI [6] is a state-of-the-art method
that constrains the set of solutions using group invariance,
currently using a limited set of spatial invariances such as ro-
tation R = SO(2), applied to static MRI in [7], and homogra-
phy [10]. Here we extend EI using temporal invariances and
further geometric invariance using diffeomorphisms.

Other unsupervised Several methods perform test-time
optimisation on an untrained NN, inspired by Deep Image
Prior and Implicit Neural Representations [11, 12]. How-
ever, these result in lengthy inference, which is undesirable in
practice, and cannot take advantage of large training datasets.
Deep Restoration Prior [13] performs optimisation on top of
a well-trained model so can be used alongside our work. We
therefore do not compare our method to these.

4. EXPERIMENT AND RESULT

Dataset We demonstrate our method on a real-world cardiac
cine MRI dataset from the 2023 CMRxRecon challenge [1]
training set, so that we have gated GT to evaluate our method.
The gatedness of the dataset does not affect comparisons be-
tween unsupervised methods, as they do not assume period-
icity. We emphasise we do not require GT during training
and our method can equally be applied to ungated in-vivo k-t-
space measurements. The data consists of 120 patients (split
80% train-test), each providing 1 short-axis slice, to speed



Fig. 3. Test set example cardiac long axis views (above 2 rows) and short axis slice (below) reconstruction results on 8x
accelerated dynamic MRI at time-step t = 0. For full videos see code link1. Best performing methods are compared.

up training, and at most 3 long-axis views (2, 3, 4 chamber)
to a total of 417 2D+t sequences. The data was provided as
fully-sampled single-coil cine k-t-space sequences, with each
cropped to 512 × 256 × 12 frames. Pseudo-GT is obtained
by inverse FFT and standardisation following fastMRI [14].
Then, we simulate an undersampled 2D+t measurement oper-
ator using random Cartesian Gaussian time-i.i.d masking, at
8x acceleration (acc.) with fixed central ACS lines.

Implementation details We implement our method and
competitors in our code 1 using the DeepInverse 2 library. For
our loss, since diffeomorphisms are very general, we relax the
constraint and enforce approximate equivariance by taking a
subset of diffeomorphisms D′ as defined by the continuous
piecewise-affine-based transforms (CPAB) [15] for small dis-
tortions (see Fig. 2). These are equivalent to a subset that
lie on a Riemannian manifold and also benefit from an effi-
cient GPU implementation. We also reconsider the 2D rota-
tion subgroup from [6] R = SO(2) such that D = D′ ⊗R.

For fθ we use a very small convolutional recurrent neural
network [16], a lightweight unrolled network with 2 unrolled
iterations and 1154 parameters. We emphasise that our frame-
work is NN-agnostic and any state-of-the-art NN can be used
as the backbone. We report metrics as defined in [14].

Baselines We compare DDEI to unsupervised baselines:
zero-filled (ZF) reconstruction using the inverse FFT x̂ =
AHy, measurement consistency (MC) LMC, and popular ex-
isting methods: the measurement splitting method t-SSDU
[8] (i.e. Artifact2Artifact [5]) with 60% Gaussian masking,

1https://github.com/Andrewwango/ddei
2https://deepinv.github.io

t-SSDU* which is a modification of t-SSDU that performs
x̂ = 1

NΣn
i=1fθ(Miy,MiA) at test-time as inspired by [17],

Phase2Phase [9], and standard EI with rotation only from [6].
Results Quantitative results from 8x acc. are shown in Ta-

ble 1 and sample reconstruction frames are shown in Fig. 3.
Our method, DDEI, improves on existing methods by a sig-
nificant margin, and approaches “oracle” supervised perfor-
mance Lsup. Its reconstructions are much cleaner with fewer
artifacts, sharper edges, and smoother in time, due to our
joint spatial diffeo-temporal equivariance. We vastly improve
on all methods involving splitting including SSDU [8] and
Phase2Phase [9], showing that splitting cannot remain com-
petitive in higher undersampling. Our method also gener-
alises across per-sample masks and multiple cardiac views.

Note that, since we are comparing frameworks and not
the NN backbones, the methods can easily be scaled and im-
proved by using larger NN architectures such as transformers.

We also report results in the Gaussian noise (σ = 3) sce-
nario in Table 2, and see that simply adding SURE to DDEI
denoises the input resulting in a robust performance without
GT that remains competitive with supervised learning.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper we propose DDEI, a simple unsupervised frame-
work for practical future MRI systems to reconstruct high-
quality true body motion sequences, where ground truth is
impossible to obtain. This is crucial as supervised methods
require gated pseudo-GT, which can never learn true motion.
DDEI learns from undersampled measurements alone using a
NN-agnostic loss, by constraining the signal set with temporal



Loss PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ NMSE ↓
ZF 27.1±1.6 .686±.047 .366±.064
MC 27.1±1.6 .686±.047 .366±.064
t-SSDU [8] 17.1±2.3 .520±.053 3.89±1.26
t-SSDU* 29.4±2.5 .710±.059 .235±.100
Phase2Phase [9] 27.4±2.1 .768±.045 .368±.150
EI-Rotate [6] 30.1±1.5 .798±.039 .193±.063
DDEI (ours) 33.3±1.7 .864±.034 .096±.043
(Oracle supervised) 36.4±1.4 .887±.029 .045±.015
EI-R-T (Ablation) 33.0±1.7 .860±.034 .102±.046

Table 1. Test set results for 8x accelerated dynamic MRI.
Best unsupervised method in bold.

Loss PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ NMSE ↓
ZF 22.9±1.6 .141±.034 .957±.069
t-SSDU* 24.0±2.1 .205±.043 .767±.248
DDEI (ours) 26.8±1.5 .274±.046 .392±.048
DDEI-SURE (ours) 30.7±1.5 .817±.035 .168±.056
(Oracle supervised) 33.6±1.5 .845±.032 .086±.026

Table 2. Test set results for noisy 8x acc. dynamic MRI.

and diffeomorphic group invariance, to recover more informa-
tion lost in the undersampling. We show that, on accelerated
cardiac imaging, DDEI approaches supervised learning and
highly outperforms existing methods.

In future, since using simulated measurements from
pseudo-GT are not true k-t-space, we should train from raw
k-t-space data and use radiologist scoring as evaluation.
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