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ABSTRACT

Deep learning methods are highly effective for many image
reconstruction tasks. However, the performance of super-
vised learned models can degrade when applied to distinct
experimental settings at test time or in the presence of dis-
tribution shifts. In this study, we demonstrate that pruning
deep image reconstruction networks at training time can im-
prove their robustness to distribution shifts. In particular, we
consider unrolled reconstruction architectures for accelerated
magnetic resonance imaging and introduce a method for prun-
ing unrolled networks (PUN) at initialization. Our experi-
ments demonstrate that when compared to traditional dense
networks, PUN offers improved generalization across a va-
riety of experimental settings and even slight performance
gains on in-distribution data.

Index Terms— Network pruning, magnetic resonance
imaging, unrolled networks

1. INTRODUCTION

Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) is widely used in clinical
practice for disease diagnosis because it allows for high con-
trast imaging of soft tissues without using harmful radiation.
However, a primary drawback of MRI is that producing high
quality images typically requires a long scan time, which may
prevent or limit its use.

MRI acquisition can be accelerated via measurement un-
dersampling, but excessive undersampling renders the recon-
struction problem ill-posed. Compressed sensing (CS) ad-
dresses this by using image structure priors, such as wavelet-
domain sparsity [1]. Data-driven models, like synthesis dic-
tionary learning [2, 3] and transform learning [4], improve
upon handcrafted priors. Further advancing this paradigm,
some studies propose learning regularization functionals in a
supervised manner [5, 6].
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More recently, deep learning has garnered considerable
attention in medical imaging and has demonstrated superior
performance in a variety of image reconstruction tasks in-
cluding X-ray computed tomography [7], positron emission
tomography [8], and MRI [9]. An important recent trend
in supervised deep learning for MRI is the development of
unrolled networks. While common deep learning architec-
tures such as U-Nets [10] and transformers [11] have been
highly successful in MR image reconstruction, they do not
directly incorporate knowledge of the forward model of the
imaging system (i.e. the underlying physics) into the recon-
struction process. In contrast, unrolled networks are formed
by choosing a traditional iterative algorithm which incorpo-
rates the forward model, and replacing one or more of its steps
with a neural network. The network’s weights are trained
in a supervised manner by “unrolling” the algorithm for a
fixed number of steps. Examples of unrolled reconstructors
include ADMM-Net [12], ISTA-Net [13], and Model-Based
Deep Learning (MoDL) [14].

Deep learning methods achieve state-of-the-art image re-
constructions but often struggle with generalizing to images
or experimental settings different from their training data.
For instance, a study on the 2019 fastMRI challenge revealed
that minor shifts in measurement noise or sampling patterns
caused deep networks to miss crucial diagnostic details [15].
This highlights the need for models that generalize across
scan settings and anatomies, especially in clinical contexts
where uncommon pathologies make collecting extensive
training data impractical. Approaches to improve robustness
and generalization include training on diverse datasets [16],
using randomized smoothing [17], and employing test-time
training [18] (see [19] for a review).

One largely unexplored direction for improving the gen-
eralization of deep learning reconstructors, particularly un-
rolled networks, is model sparsification. Model sparsification
or pruning refers to removing neural network weights in order
to obtain a “simpler” model. Pruning can be either structured
or unstructured, where structured pruning refers to removing
whole components of a network (typically layers, filters, or
channels), while unstructured pruning denotes removing in-
dividual network weights. Pruning can also take place at dif-
ferent points in the training process. Methods can broadly be
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classified into pruning at initialization, pruning while training,
and pruning after training. A more thorough recent survey and
taxonomy of pruning methods is given in [20].

While it is reasonable to suppose that more parsimonious
models may offer improved generalization, the majority of
research on model sparsification has concentrated on im-
age classification rather than inverse problems. One recent
work [21] has demonstrated that model sparsification applied
to deep image prior [22] can prevent overfitting, enhance
denoising performance, and enable greater generalization.
Another closely related work is [23], which investigated
structured pruning of model-based deep learning architec-
tures in order to reduce inference times, but found that the
pruned architectures had slightly reduced performance com-
pared to the full architectures. In the present work, we focus
on unstructured pruning of unrolled architectures with the
goal of improving their performance and generalization.

Contributions. In this study, we propose a method for prun-
ing unrolled networks (PUN) for image reconstruction and
investigate the effect of sparsity on model generalization. As
a representative architecture and application, we apply our
method to MoDL [14] for MRI reconstruction. We find that
the networks obtained with our pruning method are much
more robust to distribution shifts in anatomical features and
sampling patterns than their dense counterparts. Additionally,
the pruned networks even offer a small in-population perfor-
mance improvement.

We compare the strategies of pruning unrolled networks at
initialization (PUN-IT), pruning while training (PUN-WT),
and pruning after training (PUN-AT), finding that PUN-IT
achieves superior performance. PUN-IT also offers greatly
improved computational efficiency, since it does not require
retraining a network after pruning. In our experiments, PUN-
AT and PUN-WT typically took about four to five times
longer than PUN-IT.

Overall, our results demonstrate that model sparsification
is a promising direction for improving the robustness and gen-
eralization of deep learning methods in image reconstruction.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Image reconstruction is an ill-posed inverse problem that
seeks to recover an n-dimensional image x∗ from an m-
dimensional measurements vector y, where m < n typically.
The imaging model can be formulated in different applica-
tions as y ≈ Ax∗, where A is a (linear) forward operator. For
multi-coil MRI, A = MFS, where M denotes a coil-wise
undersampling operator, F is the coil-by-coil Fourier trans-
form, and S represents sensitivity encoding with multiple
coils. The classical variational form of the image reconstruc-
tion problem can then be written as

x̂ = argmin
x

∥Ax− y∥22 + λR(x), (1)

where R is a regularization function that is designed to
promote finding desirable solutions. Examples of common
choices for R include the total variation of x and the p-norm
of the wavelet coefficients of x with p ≤ 1. While these
priors are often useful, it is natural to expect that learning the
regularizer from data may be even more effective.

This motivates the method of MoDL [14], in which the
hand-crafted regularizer R is replaced by a learned network-
based prior ∥x−Dθ(x)∥22, where Dθ is a neural network
mapping images to images. The optimization problem (1)
can then be solved using an alternating minimization scheme,
given by the following updates, where the network can be
viewed as denoising and removing image artifacts:

zzz(n) = Dθ(x
(n)) (2a)

x(n+1) = argmin
x

||Ax− y||22 + λ||x− zzz(n)||22. (2b)

In the MoDL network architecture, Problem (2b) is solved
in data consistency modules, which solve this problem using
the conjugate gradient method. The full network is then as-
sembled by alternating these denoising and data consistency
steps. Typically the initial network input is chosen to be
x(0) = AHy. After N iterations, we denote the final output
above as x(N) = FMoDL(x

(0),y,θ). The weights of the
denoiser are shared across the N blocks, and by unrolling
for a fixed number of iterations they can be learned in an
end-to-end supervised manner.

3. METHODS

We now introduce the proposed method for pruning unrolled
networks at initialization, which we compare to PUN-WT and
PUN-AT in Section 4. Given a training dataset of M images,
PUN-IT is formulated as the following optimization problem:

m∗ = argmin
m∈{0,1}d

M∑
i=1

∥∥∥FMoDL(x
(0)
i ,yi,θinit ◦m)− xi

∥∥∥2
2

(3)

such that ∥m∥0 ≤ s, (4)

where m ∈ {0, 1}d is the binary mask that we aim to learn,
d is the number of network parameters, θinit are the untrained
network parameters, and s is the maximum allowed number
of non-zero parameters.

However, for deep networks, d is very large, which ren-
ders this discrete optimization computationally intractable.
Therefore, we relax this discrete problem to a continuous
one. In particular, instead of optimizing over m directly, we
optimize the parameters p ∈ Rd of a multi-variate Bernoulli
distribution, and then obtain the final mask m∗ using the s
largest parameters in the obtained p∗. We additionally in-
corporate a regularization term to ensure that sampling from
Ber(p) generally produces masks that are close to the de-
sired sparsity level. This scheme for obtaining m∗ can then



be written as:

p∗ = argmin
p

Em∼Ber(p)

[
M∑
i=1

||FMoDL(x
(0)
i ,yi,θinit ◦m)− xi||22

]
(5)

+ λKL(Ber(p) || Ber(p0))

m∗ = C(p∗), (6)

where C is the function that binarizes p∗ by setting the s
largest entries to 1 and the rest to 0. We also note that the
Kullback-Leibler divergence (denoted KL) between Ber(p)
and Ber(p0) can be computed in closed form. In our experi-
ments, we set all entries of p0 to s/d.

Even with these relaxations, it is still difficult to com-
pute gradients with respect to p in equation (5). One method
would be to construct an estimate of the gradient using sam-
ples from p, but obtaining an accurate estimate would require
a large number of samples. Instead, we employ the Gumbel-
softmax trick [24], which relaxes the discrete Bernoulli distri-
bution to a continuous distribution. For the jth entry of m,
we approximate it as:

m̂j(pj) =
exp

(
log(pj)+Gl

T

)
exp

(
log(pj)+Gl

T

)
+ exp

(
log(1−pj)+Gk

T

) (7)

where T controls the smoothness of the approximation, and
Gl, Gk are drawn i.i.d. from a standard Gumbel distribution,
i.e., Gl, Gk ∼ −log(−log(U [0, 1])). This trick introduces
an explicit dependence of the loss on p, which enables di-
rect gradient computation. Once the sparsifying mask m∗ is
obtained, the sparse subnetwork can be trained by unrolling
the iterations in equations (2a) and (2b), with Dθ replaced by
Dθ◦m∗ , and learning the reduced parameters in a supervised
manner.

4. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

Experimental Setup. For our study, we use three datasets:
the fastMRI knee dataset, the fastMRI brain dataset, and
the fastMRI+ dataset [25,26]. For both fastMRI datasets,
we use 3000 scans for training, 32 scans for validation, and
64 unseen scans/slices for testing. The fastMRI+ dataset
is only used for generalization studies and not for training.
The k-space data is normalized so that the real and imagi-
nary components are in the range [−1, 1]. The multi-coil data
is obtained using 15 coils and is cropped to a resolution of
320 × 320 pixels. To simulate undersampling of the MRI k-
space, we use a 1D Poisson Cartesian mask, and train with
a 4x acceleration factor in all cases. Sensitivity maps for the
coils are obtained using the BART toolbox [27].

We compare four methods: the original dense MoDL,
PUN-IT, PUN-WT, and PUN-AT. For training all methods we
use a batch size of 2 and 60 training epochs. The experiments
are run using two NVIDIA RTX A5000 GPUs. The Adam

optimizer [28] is used for training the network weights with
momentum parameters of (0.5, 0.999) and a learning rate of
10−4. For the MoDL architecture, we use the recent Deep
Iterative Down-Up Network with 3 down-up blocks and 64
channels [29]. For training we use N = 8 unrolling steps with
denoising regularization parameter λ = 1, and the data con-
sistency blocks employ the conjugate gradient method with a
tolerance level of 10−6.

For PUN-IT, we prune the network to a 3% sparsity level
and use T = 0.2 for the relaxation in equation (7). For
PUN-WT, we prune 50% of the network weights according
to their magnitude every 50 epochs for a final sparsity level of
5%. For PUN-AT, we perform iterative magnitude pruning to
reach the final desired sparsity level of 5%.

Acceleration MoDL PUN-WT PUN-AT PUN-IT

4x 34.2 33.67 33.93 34.69
8x 31.75 30.43 30.98 32.72

Table 1: Comparison in terms of peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR in dB) of dense MoDL and the same model pruned
while training, pruned after training, and pruned at initializa-
tion for 4× and 8× accelerated sampling.

Main Results. Table 1 provides a quantitative compar-
ison of the dense MoDL, PUN-IT, PUN-WT, and PUN-AT
for image reconstruction on the fastMRI knee test dataset.
We find that PUN-IT achieves the best performance both on
the in-population test data (4x acceleration) and under the
distribution shift to 8x accelerated reconstruction. Visual-
izations of the reconstructions at 4x and 8x acceleration are
provided in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, respectively. A quantitative
comparison of the methods for in-population reconstruction
on the fastMRI brain dataset at 4x acceleration is provided
in Fig. 3. We again find that PUN-IT offers a performance
improvement over the dense MoDL.

We further investigate how PUN improves generalization
by applying models trained on the fastMRI brain dataset to
the fastMRI+ dataset, which contains various pathologies
not found in the fastMRI dataset. Fig. 4 shows box plots
for the performance of the networks in three test settings: 4x
acceleration, 8x acceleration, and 4x acceleration with addi-
tional Gaussian noise (σ = 0.05) added to the k-space mea-
surements. We find that PUN-IT generalizes better to the new
dataset and experimental settings than the dense MoDL.

We note that across both datasets and all settings, the
strategy of PUN-IT outperforms both PUN-WT and PUN-
AT. Interestingly, in our experiments, PUN-IT is also four to
five times less computationally expensive than PUN-WT and
PUN-AT, since it does not require multiple re-training steps
after pruning steps.



Ground Truth MoDL PUN-AT PUN-IT

PSNR = ∞ dB PSNR = 37.15 dB PSNR = 36.92 dB PSNR = 37.52 dB

Fig. 1: Comparison of reconstruction methods for 4x accelerated MRI (in-distribution). The model pruned at initialization
(PUN-IT) outperforms the dense MoDL.

Ground Truth MoDL PUN-AT PUN-IT

PSNR = ∞ dB PSNR = 30.15 dB PSNR = 30.92 dB PSNR = 33.52 dB

Fig. 2: Comparison of reconstruction methods trained for 4x accelerated MRI tested at 8x acceleration. PUN-IT generalizes
better to this setting than PUN-AT or dense MoDL, both of which show significant aliasing artifacts.

PU
N-IT

MoD
L

PU
N-AT

32.75

33.00

33.25

33.50

33.75

34.00

34.25

34.50

PS
N

R 
(d

B)

Fig. 3: Box plots for reconstruction PSNR values (in dB) for
different methods for the fastMRI brain test set (30 images)
at 4x undersampling.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a method for pruning unrolled
networks (PUN) at initialization. We applied the method to
MoDL reconstructors and evaluated them using the fastMRI
and fastMRI+ datasets. We found that PUN at initializa-
tion offered small in-population performance improvements
on the fastMRI knee and brain datasets, even though the
pruned network contained just 3% of the parameters of the
dense network.

We also tested the generalization of the trained networks
to larger acceleration factors and to the fastMRI+ dataset.
We found that PUN offered improved generalization com-
pared to the dense networks across datasets and settings.

Overall, our results demonstrate that model sparsification
is a promising direction for increasing the generalization of
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Fig. 4: Quantitative comparison of methods trained for 4x ac-
celerated MRI on the fastMRI brain dataset tested on the
fastMRI+ dataset at 4x and 8x acceleration and 4x acceler-
ation with additional noise. PUN-IT offers improved perfor-
mance in all settings compared to dense MoDL.

deep learning based image reconstructors. Potential exten-
sions of the present work include applying the method to dif-
ferent unrolled architectures and imaging tasks and theoreti-
cal analysis to better understand why network sparsity is ben-
eficial for robust reconstruction.
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