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Abstract— Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) is a multi-
contrast imaging technique in which different contrast im-
ages share similar structural information. However, con-
ventional diffusion models struggle to effectively leverage
this structural similarity. Recently, the Schrödinger Bridge
(SB), a nonlinear extension of the diffusion model, has
been proposed to establish diffusion paths between any
distributions, allowing the incorporation of guided priors.
This study proposes an SB-based, multi-contrast image-
guided reconstruction framework that establishes a diffu-
sion bridge between the guiding and target image distribu-
tions. By using the guiding image along with data consis-
tency during sampling, the target image is reconstructed
more accurately. To better address structural differences
between images, we introduce an inversion strategy from
the field of image editing, termed I2SB-inversion. Experi-
ments on a paried T1 and T2-FLAIR datasets demonstrate
that I2SB-inversion achieve a high acceleration up to 14.4
and outperforms existing methods in terms of both recon-
struction accuracy and stability.

Index Terms— Schrödinger Bridge, MRI, Image Recon-
struction, Inverse Problem

I. INTRODUCTION

MAGNETIC Resonance Imaging (MRI) is a powerful
imaging technique capable of providing both anatom-

ical and functional information. However, long acquisition
times greatly hinder its broader clinical applications. A widely
adopted strategy to mitigate this limitation is undersampling
measurements in k-space, and then reconstructing images from
the undersampled data by leveraging prior information. In
traditional methods like Compressed Sensing (CS) [1], [2],
these priors are typically hand-crafted for specific applications,
such as sparsity priors [3]–[5], low-rank priors [6]–[9], and
group sparsity/low-rank priors [10], [11]. Constructing such
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priors is often non-trivial, and these methods usually achieve
limited acceleration factors.

With the rise of deep learning (DL) in recent years, DL-
based MRI reconstruction methods have gained substantial
attention and demonstrated promising results. A popular ap-
proach is using end-to-end learning, which maps undersampled
k-space data or aliased images to high-quality, artifact-free
images through supervised learning [12]–[19]. This approach
leverages priors learned from historical data, removing the
need for manual prior design and tedious parameter tuning
in traditional reconstruction methods. A classic example of
this approach is the ”unrolling” method [20]–[23], which
unrolls the iterative reconstruction process into a deep neural
network. Within this framework, the model can learn hy-
perparameters or regularization terms [24], [25], and even
data fidelity terms [26] directly from the data, leading to
optimized, data-driven solutions. It therefore offers improved
performance over traditional techniques. However, supervised
learning approaches typically require large amounts of fully
sampled data for training, which is challenging to acquire, and
often exhibit limited generalization when the sampling pattern
or data characteristics change.

Another DL-based approach for MRI reconstruction is
based on distribution learning, which characterizes underlying
image distributions to generate samples with the guidance
of acquired k-space data. Distribution learning is typically
implemented using generative models that can be trained in
an unsupervised manner, alleviating the need for fully sampled
data. Unlike end-to-end approaches that rely on paired training
data, these models are independent of fixed data mappings,
improving generalization across diverse sampling patterns and
datasets. A notable example of this approach is diffusion
models [27]–[29], which have advanced significantly in re-
cent years. Diffusion models establish an invertible pipeline
between a data distribution and a Gaussian distribution by
learning the gradient of the log data distribution, known as the
score function, allowing the sampling process to progressively
denoise from Gaussian noise to generate high-quality images.
There are mainly two strategies for applying diffusion mod-
els in MRI reconstruction. The first strategy introduces new
conditional generation techniques during sampling to enforce
data consistency mapping. For instance, AdaDiff [30] and
Score MRI [31] incorporate guiding gradients into the random
sampling process, while DDS [32] and MCG [33] project
samples onto a clean data space, resolve data consistency,
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and then return to the diffusion pathway. The second strategy
[34]–[36] designs new stochastic differential equations (SDEs)
for diffusion models to enforce the diffusion process more
consistent with MRI physics. While both strategies yield
promising reconstruction results, they rely solely on acquired
k-space data for sampling guidance. Given that MRI is a multi-
contrast imaging modality, different contrast images share
similar structural information [37], [38]. Accordingly, prior
information from one contrast image can be leveraged to guide
the reconstruction of others. However, these priors are rarely
utilized in diffusion-based MR reconstructions, as current
conditional diffusion models can not fully leverage them for
guided MR reconstruction. Some studies use joint distribution
diffusion models to characterize correlations among multi-
contrast images [39]–[42], yet this approach does not fully
capture their structural correspondence. Further exploration of
guidance strategies is needed to better leverage multi-contrast
priors for diffusion based reconstructions.

Recently, a new class of distribution learning methods,
known as Schrödinger Bridge (SB) [43], [44], has been pro-
posed. SB is a nonlinear extension of diffusion models. Unlike
conventional diffusion models that primarily focus on Gaus-
sian distributions, it provides a more generalized approach that
can establish diffusion bridges between any two arbitrary dis-
tributions. An initial attempt of SB-based MR reconstruction is
the Fourier-Constrained Diffusion Bridges (FDB) method [45].
FDB directly maps the aliased images to their corresponding
artifact-free images through SB path. However, this approach
remains limited to signal-contrast image reconstruction. In
this study, we propose a completely different approach that
using SB for multi-contrast image guided reconstruction.
Specifically, a diffusion bridge is established between the
guiding and target image contrast distributions through the SB
model. During sampling, the guiding image can be effectively
transformed into a high-fidelity target image, achieving a high
acceleration rate with improved reconstruction accuracy.

A well-known issue in guided reconstruction or image
translation between multi-contrast or multi-modality images is
their structural differences, particularly for fine details. These
differences arise from the varying tissue characteristics that
different imaging modalities rely on, as each modality is
influenced by distinct aspects of tissue properties. Under the
limitations of ’regression to the mean’ [46], these differences
are often overlooked, leading to a degradation in performance.”
To solve this issue, we introduced a concept in image editing
field: inversion [47]. It refers to reversing the generation
process to extract latent variables (typically noise maps in
diffusion models), which enable the generation model to
accurately reconstruct a given image. These latent variables
can subsequently be incorporated with techniques such as text
prompts to handle image editing tasks. In our proposed SB-
based guided reconstruction, we introduce inversion to identify
the true guiding variable along the SB path that corresponds
to the image being reconstructed, correcting the reconstruction
errors caused by subtle differences between multi-contrast
images.

A. Contributions

1) We propose a novel guided MR reconstruction frame-
work based on the Schrödinger Bridge, exploiting its
ability to establish a diffusion bridge between the image
distribution and the guiding image distribution. This
approach achieves a high acceleration rate up to 14.4 and
outperforms conventional diffusion-based reconstruction
methods and supervised unrolling techniques.

2) We introduce an inversion strategy to correct reconstruc-
tion errors arising from structural discrepancies between
the guiding and target images, thereby enhancing recon-
struction performance.

The following sections of the paper are organized as
follows: Section II introduces the background, Section III
describes the proposed method, and Section IV provides the
experimental results. Discussion and conclusion are given in
Section V and Section VI.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Score-based Generative model (SGM)

SGM is a general framework for diffusion models that
describes the diffusion process as the solution of stochastic
differential equations (SDEs). Given an initial state x0 sampled
from a distribution p0, SGM constructs a forward diffusion
process {xt}1t=0, which transfers x0 into a terminal distribu-
tion p1 via the forward SDE as

dxt = ftdt+ gtdwt, (1)

where ft is the drift function of xt and gt is a scalar function
known as the diffusion coefficient. wt is the standard Wiener
process. This process can be reversed by the following reverse-
time SDE:

dxt =
[
ft − g2t∇x log pt(x)

]
dt+ gtdw̄t, (2)

where ∇x log pt(x) denote the score function of pt, w̄t is the
standard Wiener process when the time goes back to 0 from 1.
Then starting from samples of x1 ∼ p1, we can obtain samples
x0 ∼ p0 through Eq. (2). Typically, the terminal distribution
is set as a Gaussian distribution, i.e., x1 ∼ N (0, I), since
it can be appropriately achieved by setting the drift function
ft as a linear function and the diffusion coefficient gt as a
scalar function such as in DDPM and Noise Conditional Score
Network (NCSN).

B. Schrödinger Bridge

When the drift function ft is set as a nonlinear function,
the terminal distribution of SGM may no longer follow a
simple Gaussian distribution. When the terminal distribution
is an unknown data distribution, it is no longer possible to
represent the diffusion process using a single linear SDE
form. Instead, the problem extends to a system of linearly
coupled SDE equations or the Schrödinger Bridge (SB) [48],
[49]. SB is a nonlinear extension of score-based diffusion
models. It defines the optimal transport between two arbitrary
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distributions, going beyond the limitation of Gaussian priors.
The forward and backward SDEs of SB are as follows:

dxt = [ft + βt∇ logΨ(xt, t)] dt+
√
βtdwt, (3)

dxt =
[
ft − βt∇ log Ψ̂(xt, t)

]
dt+

√
βtdwt, (4)

where x0 ∼ p0 and x1 ∼ p1 are drawn from boundary
distributions in two distinct domains. The functions Ψ, Ψ̂ ∈
C2,1(Rd, [0, 1]) are time-varying energy potentials that solve
the following coupled PDEs:

∂Ψ(x, t)

∂t
= −∇Ψ⊤f − 1

2
β∆Ψ

∂Ψ̂(x, t)

∂t
= −∇ · (Ψ̂f) +

1

2
β∆Ψ̂

(5)

s.t. Ψ(x, 0)Ψ̂(x, 0) = p0(x), Ψ(x, 1)Ψ̂(x, 1) = p1(x)
Although SB can be viewed as a generalization of the SGM

framework, their numerical methods have been developed in-
dependently on distinct computational frameworks. In contrast
to the concise equations and computational efficiency of the
SGM framework, the solving methods for SB are complex
and computationally inefficient, due to the coupling constraints
in Eq. (5), especially in high-dimensional settings [50], [51].
It remains unclear whether these methods can be effectively
applied in practice for learning nonlinear diffusions. Therefore,
practical techniques are needed to enhance the computational
efficiency and applicability of SB.

C. Image-to-Image Schrödinger Bridge

Recently, the Image-to-Image Schrödinger Bridge (I2SB)
was proposed to learn the nonlinear diffusion using the same
computation framework as SGM, which opens opportunities
for using nonlinear diffusion models on image related tasks.

To make SB more compatible with the SGM framework,
I2SB first reformulate Eq.(7) by setting ∇x log Ψ̂(xt, t) and
∇x logΨ(xt, t) as the score function of the following linear
SDEs,

dxt = ftdt+
√

βtdwt, x0 ∼ Ψ̂(·, 0), (6)

dxt = ftdt+
√

βtdwt, x1 ∼ Ψ(·, 1). (7)

However, the boundaries Ψ̂(·, 0) and Ψ(·, 1) remain in-
tractable due to the coupling in Eq. (5). To solve this, I2SB
assumes p0(·) := δa(·) to be the Dirac delta distribution. Then
the initial distribution of Eq. (6) and (7) can be expressed as:

Ψ̂(·, 0) = δa(·), Ψ(·, 1) = p1

Ψ̂(·, 1)
. (8)

This eliminates the dependency on Ψ(x, 1) for solving
Ψ̂(x, 1) and makes SB tractable. It worth noting that although
the assumption of Dirac delta distribution may limit gen-
eralization beyond training samples, I2SB demonstrates that
the score network generalizes well, partly due to the strong
generalization capability of neural networks [52].

Based on the above theories, the SGM computational
framework can be applied to SB without dealing with the

intractability of the nonlinear drift. Specifically, the DDPM
procedure is adopted for the training and sampling of SB.
During training, given paired samples (x0, x1), sampling xt

at an arbitrary timestep t can be formed as:

q(xt|x0,x1) = N (xt;µt(x0,x1),Σt) (9)

µt =
σ̄2
t

σ̄2
t + σ2

t

x0 +
σ2
t

σ̄2
t + σ2

t

x1,Σt =
σ2
t σ̄

2
t

σ̄2
t + σ2

t

· I,

where σ2
t :=

∫ t

0
βτdτ and σ̄2

t :=
∫ 1

t
βτdτ are variances

accumulated from either side. The training process is shown
in Alg. 1.

Algorithm 1 Training

Require: clean p0(·) and guided p1(·|x0) datasets
1: repeat
2: t ∼ U([0, 1]), x0 ∼ p0(x0), x1 ∼ p1(x1|x0)
3: xt ∼ q(xt|x0,x1)
4: Take gradient descent step on∥∥∥ϵθ(xt, t; θ)− xt−x0

σt

∥∥∥
5: until convergence

Based on t ∈ [0, 1], and denoting the discrete time steps as
0 = t0 < · · · < tn < · · · < tN = 1, we simplify by using n
to represent tn. During the generation process, the recursive
posterior discrete sampling using the trained parameterized
mapping ϵθ(xt, t; θ) 7→ xϵ

0 can be expressed as:

xn ∼ p(xn|xϵ
0,xn+1), xN ∼ p1. (10)

III. THEORY AND METHODS

The section introduces the proposed method and describe
how to obtain it.

A. Guided MRI Reconstruction
The imaging model of MR reconstruction can be formulated

as:
y = Ax+ ϵ, (11)

where y is the undersampled measurements in the frequency
domain (i.e., k-space), x is the image to be reconstructed, A
denotes the encoding matrix, A = M · F · csm, M is the
undersampling operator, F denotes the Fourier operator, csm
denotes the coil sensitivity, and ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2

ϵ ). For 2D image,
x ∈ Cn, y ∈ Cm and A ∈ Cm×n.

Since Eq. (11) is an ill-posed problem, additional prior
information is necessary to solve it. Given a guiding image
b, incorporating the structural similarity prior between the
guiding image and the reconstructed image, the solution to
Eq. (11) can be expressed as following constrained optimiza-
tion problem:

min
x

R(x,b) subject to y = Ax, (12)

where b is the guiding image, and R(x,b) represents the
structural similarity prior between x and b, such as group
wavelet sparsity [53] and weighted similarity of intensity
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𝐱𝟎

reverse 

inversion 

(a)

(b)

𝜖𝜃
𝜎

𝜖𝜃
𝜎

𝐱𝑛−1 𝐱𝑛
q(xn|xn−1)

𝐱𝑵

𝐱𝑛−1 𝐱𝑛ොx0 𝜖𝜃

y
correct

P(xn−1|xn, ොx0)

𝐱𝑛−1 𝐱𝑛 𝐱𝑛+1

𝐱𝟎 𝐱𝑵

forward 

Fig. 1: (a) In the forward process, x0 transitions to the distribution of xN by gradually adding noise. (b) In the reverse process,
the learned noise function ϵ maps to x0, corrects it using undersampled data, and reconstructs a high-quality x0 from xN .
Further quality improvements can be achieved through the inversion process.

[54]. In traditional methods, the optimization problem is often
decoupled into two subproblems that are alternately optimized
to obtain the optimal solution.

Algorithm 2 Guided reconstruction

Require: xN ∼ p1, trained ϵ(·, ·; θ), undersampled data y
1: for n = N to 1 do
2: Predict xϵ

0 using ϵθ(xn, tn; θ)
3: CG based data consistency mapping
4: xn−1 ∼ p(xn−1|xϵ

0,xn)
5: end for
6: return x0

B. Guided reconstruction based on Schrödinger Bridge

Given the guiding imaging b ∼ p1 and the reconstructed
image x ∼ p0, R(x,b) can be represented as the SB prior
p(xt), which diffuses between p1 and p0. Here, xt is a
sample along the diffusion path at time t. Since p(xt) is
intractable, we estimate its score function through a denoised
representation(Alg. 1) as an alternative and obtain denoised
samples based on this representation:

xϵ
0 = xn − ϵθ(xn, t; θ)σn (13)

where ϵθ represents the trained mapping function.
Then, the data consistency constraint in Eq. (12) should

be applied to ensure that the generated image aligns with the
acquired k-space data. There are various methods to implement

data consistency mapping, including the projection method
[55], gradient descent method [56] and conjugate gradient(CG)
[57]. Here, we employ the CG method for this purpose. For the
image x, the Eq. (12) are reformulated, where the constraint is
defined as the initial solution obtained through the denoising
mapping under the SB prior:

min
x

∥y −Ax∥ subject to x = xϵ
0, (14)

To solve this optimization problem, previous studies [58],
[59] have verified that, under the assumption that the tangent
space at the denoised sample can be represented as a Krylov
subspace, using the standard CG method can ensure that the
optimization direction aligns with the gradient direction of the
distribution, thereby keeping the sample within the distribution
p0. Therefore, we also use the CG method in this study as:

x0 = CG(xϵ
0,y) (15)

Since the CG correction remains on p0 and satisfies the
SB prior, iterations along the SB path can be performed
to progressively refine the reconstructed image. To map the
corrected sample back onto the SB path for the next iteration,
we employ the posterior sampling formula:

p(xn | x0,xn+1) = N
(
xn;

α2
n

α2
n + σ2

n

x0 +
σ2
n

α2
n + σ2

n

xn+1,

σ2
nα

2
n

α2
n + σ2

n

· I
)
, (16)
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where α2
n :=

∫ tn+1

tn
βτ dτ .

Alg. 2 illustrates the sampling algorithm.

C. Guided reconstruction under the inversion

Although SB provides an effective pathway for guiding
between MR images with different contrasts, it inherently re-
quires strict consistency between the guiding and reconstructed
images. Otherwise, structural discrepancies may adversely
affect the quality of the reconstructed image. To address this
issue, we introduce an inversion strategy by refining x1 along
the SB path, ensuring that its structure corresponds one-to-one
with x0.

In the inversion process, a deterministic evolution process,
the probability flow ODE, is used instead of the SDE to avoid
introducing new randomness.

When the SDE process degenerates into the probability flow
ODE, Σt is set to 0, and µt remains unchanged. Under this
condition, the posterior sampling process in Eq. (16) reduces
to:

xn =
α2
n

α2
n + σ2

n

x0 +
σ2
n

α2
n + σ2

n

xn+1 (17)

Subsequently, to diffuse xn into xn+1, we solve for x0 using
the denoising mapping from Eq. (13) and apply it to the affine
transformation form of Eq. (17):

xn+1 = xn +
α2
nσn+1

α2
n + σ2

n

ϵθ(xn+1, n+ 1; θ) (18)

However, during the inversion process, the predicted noise
at time n+ 1 is unknown at time n. A feasible solution is to
use the noise predicted from time n as a substitute. To this
end, unify the sampling process Eq. (9) with the predicted
noise objective based on the probability flow ODE:

xn − x0

σn
= − σn

σ̄2
n + σ2

n

x0 +
σn

σ̄2
n + σ2

n

x1, (19)

where xn−x0

σn
can be predicted via Eq. (13). Connecting with

the sampling process at time step n + 1, the relationship
between the predicted noises can be expressed as:

ϵθ(xn+1, t+ 1; θ) =
σn+1

σn
· ϵθ(xn, n; θ). (20)

Through Eq. (20), the noise at different time steps is
correlated, thereby providing a complete and feasible inversion
strategy:

xn+1 = xn +
α2
nσ

2
n+1

σn(α2
n + σ2

n)
· ϵθ(xn, n; θ), (21)

Through the inversion strategy, the correction applied to x0

will be gradually synchronized to x1, and the corrected x̂1 will
have the same structural information as x0 while remaining on
the correct distribution.

The inversion strategy is shown in Alg. 3. The image
reconstructed by Alg. 2 is used as an initialization of x0, and
the inversion strategy is applied to estimate x̂1. The final image
is obtained based on x̂1.

Algorithm 3 Inversion reconstruction

Require: xN ∼ p1(xN ), ϵθ(·, ·; θ), undersampled data y
Ensure: x0

1: for n = N to 1 do
2: Predict x0 using ϵθ(xn, tn; θ);
3: CG based data consistency mapping;
4: xn−1 ∼ p(xn−1|x0,xn);
5: end for
6: x̂0 = x0

7: for n = 1 to Ni do
8: x̂n+1 = inversion(x̂n);
9: end for

10: for n = N to 1 do
11: Predict x0 using ϵθ(x̂n, tn; θ);
12: CG based data consistency mapping;
13: x̂n−1 ∼ p(x̂n−1|x0,xn);
14: end for

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup
1) Experimental Data: We conducted experiments on a

paired T1- and FLAIR T2-weighted image dataset, which
includes fully sampled k-space data from 27 healthy vol-
unteers. The local institutional review board approved the
experiments, and informed consent was obtained from each
volunteer. All data were obtained using a 3T MR scanner
(uMR 790, United Imaging Healthcare, China) with a 32-
channel head coil. The T1-weighted images were acquired
by a 3D GRE sequence, and the FLAIR T2-weighted images
were acquired using a 3D FSE sequence. For each volunteer,
the position and spatial resolution were the same for both
sequences with acquisition matrix = 240 × 240 × 176 (RO ×
PE1 × PE2) and field of view (FOV) = 240×240×176mm3.
Other imaging parameters were as follows. For the FLAIR-T2
sequence: TR/TE = 6000/396.4ms, inversion time = 1825
ms, echo train length = 240, bandwidth = 600 Hz/Pixel, and
elliptical scanning was used. The scan time was 14 minutes.
For the T1 sequence: TR/TE = 7.7/3ms, flip angle = 9, echo
train length = 176, and bandwidth = 250 Hz/Pixel. The scan
time was 8 minutes and 36 seconds.

The 3D k-space data were divided into 2D slices along
the RO direction by applying the inverse Fourier transform in
that direction. The first 25 and last 50 slices, which contained
only background, were removed from the dataset. Then coil
compression was applied to compress the data to 18 channels
to reduce computational load [60]. Zero-padding was applied
to increase the image size to 256 × 256, facilitating network
operations. The k-space data of T1 and T2-weighted image
was retrospectively undersampled with net acceleration factors
(R) of 11.2 and 14.4. The CAIPI undersampling scheme [61]
was employed with a 48×48 k-space center fully sampled. The
coil sensitivity maps were estimated using the fully sampled k-
space center with the ESPIRiT algorithm [62]. We randomly
selected 23 volunteers for the training dataset, consisting of
4163 matched image pairs, while the remaining 4 participants
formed the test dataset, comprising 724 matched image pairs.
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(a) R=11.2 (b) R=14.4

NMSE: 0.0020
PSNR: 39.8843
SSIM: 0.9893

condDDPM

NMSE:0.0007
PSNR: 44.3445
SSIM : 0.9940

𝐈𝟐SB-Inversion

NMSE: 0.0035
PSNR: 37.3766
SSIM: 0.9799

MD-DAN

NMSE: 0.0007
PSNR: 44.1409
SSIM: 0.9952

NMSE:0.0002
PSNR: 49.8822
SSIM : 0.9982

MD-DANGround-Truth 𝐈𝟐SB−Inversion
NMSE: 0.0008
PSNR: 43.4409
SSIM: 0.9958

condDDPM

Fig. 2: The reconstructed images using guided reconstruction methods with (a) R = 11.2 and (b) R = 14.4. The first row
shows the reconstructions obtained by different methods alongside the ground truth image. The second row presents an enlarged
view of the ROI, and the third row displays the error map of the reconstructions.

Ground-Truth ISTA-Net 𝐈𝟐SB-Inversion𝐀𝐝𝐚𝐃𝐢𝐟𝐟𝐃𝐃𝐏𝐌
NMSE:0.0002
PSNR:46.7598
SSIM:0.9970

NMSE:0.0009
PSNR:40.3009
SSIM:0.9862

NMSE:0.0005
PSNR:42.7809
SSIM:0.9952

NMSE:0.0005
PSNR:43.0426
SSIM:0.9802

NMSE:0.0004
PSNR:43.4355
SSIM:0.9939

FDB

Fig. 3: Direct Reconstruction results at R = 11.2. The top row shows the ground truth and the reconstructions obtained
using different methods. The second row shows an enlarged view of the ROI, and the third row displays the error map of the
reconstructions.

2) Parameter Configuration: We compared our method with
several SOTA methods. For guided reconstruction methods,
we selected MD-DAN [37], a deep learning method based
on unrolling, and Con-DDPM, a method based on condi-
tional distribution learning (Con-DDPM is defined as a con-

ditional DDPM guided by an image) to compare performance
differences under different learning modes. Additionally, to
demonstrate the advantages of guided imaging, we included
a comparison with direct reconstruction methods (without
guidance). For direct reconstruction methods, we selected the
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FDBGround-Truth ISTA-Net 𝐈𝟐SB-Inversion𝐀𝐝𝐚𝐃𝐢𝐟𝐟𝐃𝐃𝐏𝐌
NMSE:0.0007
PSNR:41.3836
SSIM:0.9908

NMSE:0.0031
PSNR:35.0965
SSIM:0.9675

NMSE:0.0014
PSNR:38.5183
SSIM:0.9881

NMSE:0.0013
PSNR:38.6894
SSIM:0.9788

NMSE:0.009
PSNR:40.4445
SSIM:0.9899

Fig. 4: Direct Reconstruction results at R = 14.4. The top row shows the ground truth and the reconstructions obtained
using different methods. The second row shows an enlarged view of the ROI, and the third row displays the error map of the
reconstructions.

unrolling method ISTA-Net [22], as well as DDPM [28],
AdaDiff [30], and FDB [45], which are based on distribution
learning.

For unrolling methods, in ISTA-Net, the learning rate is set
to 0.0001, with a batch size of 8; in MD-DAN, the batch size
is 2, with a learning rate of 1×10−3. To ensure performance,
retraining was conducted at each acceleration factor in addition
to the parameter settings. For distribution learning methods,
DDPM has βmax = 0.02 and βmin = 0.0001, and Con-
DDPM shares the same configuration as DDPM. In AdaDiff,
βmax = 20, βmin = 0.1, with the number of epochs set to
500. For FDB, the undersampling rate is 2, and the batch size
is 16. In I2SB, the batch size is 32, with βmax = 0.3 and
βmin = 1e−5. To ensure fairness, all experiments employed
the same normalization method, which involves dividing by
the maximum amplitude value.

3) Performance Evaluation: Three metrics were used to
quantitatively evaluate the results, including normalized mean
square error (NMSE), peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), and
structural similarity index (SSIM) [63].

B. Experimental Results

1) Guided Reconstruction Experiments: Figure 2 shows the
reconstruction results at R = 11.2 and R = 14.4 using
various guided reconstruction methods. The result of MD-
DAN exhibits noticeable noise and smooth details, a common
issue with unrolling-based methods. Aliasing artifacts appear
on the image using con-DDPM, which can be observed on the
error maps. I2SB-inversion removes substantial noise from the
target, leaving noticeable noise only in fine structures. Among

TABLE I: Gudied Reconstruction experiments. The average
quantitative metrics at absolutely R = 11.2 and R = 14.4.

AF Method NMSE (%) PSNR (dB) SSIM (%)

11.2
MD-DAN 0.24 ± 0.25 43.03 ± 3.09 97.44 ± 1.36
conDDPM 0.17 ± 0.18 45.11 ± 3.59 97.76 ± 1.31

I2SB-inversion 0.08 ± 0.09 48.26 ± 3.09 99.18 ± 0.89

14.4
MD-DAN 0.89 ± 0.79 37.05 ± 2.94 94.47 ± 1.94
conDDPM 0.35 ± 0.40 42.11 ± 4.23 96.71 ± 1.73

I2SB-inversion 0.26 ± 0.28 43.20 ± 3.90 98.28 ± 1.38

TABLE II: Direct reconstruction experiment. The average
quantitative metrics at absolutely R = 11.2 and R = 14.4.

AF Method NMSE (%) PSNR (dB) SSIM (%)

11.2

ISTA-Net 0.20 ± 0.19 43.73 ± 3.01 97.69 ± 1.94
DDPM 0.23 ± 0.22 43.48 ± 3.36 97.11 ± 1.50
AdaDiff 0.20 ± 0.25 44.59 ± 3.60 97.03 ± 1.59

FDB 0.17 ± 0.38 45.21 ± 3.15 98.50 ± 1.57
I2SB-inversion 0.08 ± 0.09 48.26 ± 3.09 99.18 ± 0.89

14.4

ISTA-Net 0.65 ± 0.47 38.07 ± 2.93 95.95 ± 2.46
DDPM 0.43 ± 0.46 41.12 ±4.14 96.15± 1.87
AdaDiff 0.54 ± 0.69 40.58 ± 4.38 96.30 ± 1.89

FDB 0.32 ± 0.67 42.25 ± 3.25 97.87 ± 1.87
I2SB-inversion 0.26 ± 0.28 43.20 ± 3.90 98.28 ± 1.38

these, I2SB-inversion achieves the best visual performance,
with the highest quantitative metrics among the compared
methods.

2) Direct Reconstruction Experiments: We also compared
I2SB with reconstruction methods without guidance. Fig. 3
shows the reconstruction results using ISTA-Net, DDPM,
AdaDiff, FDB, and I2SB-inversion at R = 11.2. ISTA-Net and
DDPM exhibit aliasing artifacts in their reconstructed images,
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Fig. 5: The performance comparison between I2SB-
Recon and I2SB-Inversion under acceleration rates R =
11.2, 14.4, 18.9, 23.2 and 28.4 is shown below. Fig (a), (b),
and (c) present the NMSE, PSNR, and SSIM metrics for the
reconstruction results respectively.

as highlighted in their respective error maps. Compared to
I2SB-inversion, AdaDiff and FDB show larger reconstruc-
tion errors. I2SB-inversion achieves the highest quantitative
metrics and superior reconstruction quality. Fig. 4 shows the
reconstruction results at R = 14.4. At this high acceleration
rate, aliasing artifacts appear in the images reconstructed by
ISTA-Net, DDPM, AdaDiff, and FDB. In contrast, I2SB-
inversion maintains high reconstruction quality and achieves
the best quantitative metrics. The average quantitative metrics
are summarized in Table II, where I2SB-inversion consistently
outperforms the other methods.

V. DISCUSSION

A. The effect of inversion strategy
To validate the effectiveness of the Inversion strategy and

its contribution to the model’s acceleration capability, we
conducted tests on I2SB-Inversion and I2SB-Recon (with-
out the Inversion strategy) under acceleration rates R =
11.2, 14.4, 18.9, 23.2, and 28.4. Fig. 5 shows the performance
comparison with and without the Inversion strategy under dif-
ferent acceleration rates. The experimental results demonstrate
that the Inversion strategy significantly improves performance,
with its advantages being particularly evident at high acceler-
ation rates (e.g., R = 28.4).

Furthermore, Fig. 6 shows the reconstruction results at an
acceleration rate of R = 18.9. At nearly 20-fold acceleration,
I2SB-Inversion more effectively preserves fine structures and
significantly suppresses global noise, whereas I2SB-Recon
shows relatively weaker noise suppression. The difference map
between I2SB-Inversion and I2SB-Recon indicates that the
Inversion strategy not only reduces noise but also enhances
fine structures. However, when the acceleration rate exceeds 20
or approaches 30, the limited k-space information constrains
the recovery of details. Even though the Inversion strategy
remains effective, the overall reconstruction performance is
still restricted.

B. Extension of Multi-modal Guided Reconstruction
Equation Eq. (12) can be generalized to represent a common

multi-modal guided reconstruction problem, where y, x, and

Ground-Truth 𝐈𝟐SB-Inversion𝐈𝟐SB-Recon
NMSE: 0.0026
PSNR: 38.5869
SSIM:0.9830

NMSE:0.0021
PSNR: 39.5084
SSIM : 0.9847

Fig. 6: Ablation study of reconstruction results at an accel-
eration factor of R = 18.9. The top row shows the ground
truth and the reconstructions obtained using different methods.
The second row shows an enlarged view of the ROI. The
third row displays the difference map between the I2SB-
Inversion and I2SB-Recon, as well as the error maps between
the reconstructions and the ground truth.

b denote, respectively, the observed signal, the signal to be
reconstructed, and the guiding signal. In reconstruction, two
main types of challenges are often encountered:

1) Problems with Known Forward Operator A (e.g., Med-
ical Image Reconstruction): When the forward operator A
is known, as in medical image reconstruction tasks, I2SB-
inversion can be applied across a variety of guided recon-
struction models. Typical scenarios include MRI, CT [64], and
ultrasound reconstruction [65]. In such cases, other structural
medical images (e.g., PET) can be used as guidance to
assist with reconstruction modes that require longer acquisition
times, without incurring additional scanning burdens. For
example, PET-CT systems can acquire PET and CT data
simultaneously, making it well-suited for multi-modal imaging
needs.

2) Problems with Unknown or Non-invertible Forward Op-
erator A: In some cases, the forward operator A may be
unknown or non-invertible, such as in blind image restoration
[66], where reconstruction occurs without a known imaging
model. For such cases, approximate solutions can be achieved
by appropriately designing inverse problems or by optimizing
with a specific loss function via gradient descent.

In summary, I2SB-inversion extends to diverse applications
with known or approximate forward operators, achieving high-
precision multi-modal image translation by aligning guiding
and target image structures.
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C. Limitations
This study incorporates a inversion strategy into guided re-

construction to correct structural differences, but this is limited
to correcting the differences from the data perspective, without
enhancing the parametric denoising mapping capabilities. For
mapping enhancement, our future work will focus on two
aspects:

1) Adaptive fine-tuning of weights during reconstruction.
The mapping weights are fine-tuned based on a corrected
single paired sample, and then a weighted combination
with the initial weights is used as the final mapping.

2) Feature layer embedding optimization of the mapping
based on corrected data. Features from the corrected data
are introduced into the mapping network decoder layer
via an attention mechanism as guidance during recon-
struction, reducing uncertainty to enhance the mapping.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a novel guided reconstruction
framework based on the Schrödinger Bridge, named I2SB-
inversion. To address the challenge of accommodating struc-
tural differences in multi-contrast images, we introduce an
innovative inversion strategy from image editing, enabling cor-
rection of the guiding image to enhance structural alignment.
Experimental results demonstrate that our method significantly
improves reconstruction accuracy and stability on the paired
T1 and T2-FLAIR dataset, confirming its effectiveness and
superiority.
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