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Abstract
Compressed sensing MRI seeks to accelerate MRI acquisition processes by sampling fewer
k-space measurements and then reconstructing the missing data algorithmically. The suc-
cess of these approaches often relies on strong priors or learned statistical models. While
recent diffusion model-based priors have significantly shown great potential, previous meth-
ods typically ignore clinically available metadata (e.g. patient demographics, imaging pa-
rameters, slice-specific information). In practice, metadata contains meaningful cues about
the anatomy and acquisition protocol, suggesting it could further constrain the reconstruc-
tion problem. In this work, we propose ContextMRI, a text-conditioned diffusion model for
MRI that integrates granular metadata into the reconstruction process. We train a pixel-
space diffusion model directly on minimally processed, complex-valued MRI images. Dur-
ing inference, metadata is converted into a structured text prompt and fed to the model
via CLIP text embeddings. By conditioning the prior on metadata, we unlock more accu-
rate reconstructions and show consistent gains across multiple datasets, acceleration fac-
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tors, and undersampling patterns. Our experiments demonstrate that increasing the fi-
delity of metadata—ranging from slice location and contrast to patient age, sex, and pathol-
ogy—systematically boosts reconstruction performance. This work highlights the untapped
potential of leveraging clinical context for inverse problems and opens a new direction for
metadata-driven MRI reconstruction.
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Introduction

Diffusion models 1, 2 have recently emerged as pivotal tools for solving inverse problems in med-

ical imaging 3–5. These methods, referred to as diffusion model-based inverse problem solvers

(DIS) 6–8, aim to estimate the posterior distribution of the signal x given measurements y, rather

than relying on direct regression from undersampled data to fully sampled reconstructions. By

leveraging pre-trained diffusion models as universal priors, DIS approaches can flexibly adapt to

different imaging physics (e.g. changes in coil sensitivities, sampling patterns), while providing

high-quality reconstruction images in line with Bayesian posterior inference.

Most modern diffusion models trained on natural images are conditional, with text being

the most common conditioning 10–12. Training a conditional model provides at least two advan-

tages. First, it enhances controllability with techniques such as classifier-free guidance (CFG) 13.

Second, it was shown that it is significantly easier to train a conditional diffusion model than an

unconditional one on the same dataset 14, as text signals can be a useful signal for disentangling

the representation space.

In terms of image restoration through DIS, several recent works 15–17 have shown the promise

of leveraging text conditions. It was shown that one can achieve better reconstruction performance

by jointly optimizing for the text embeddings 15, and one can use the text condition as the control

knob for mode selection 16, 17. However, the existing methods are very slow to execute 15, require

heuristic tuning of the algorithm that is targetted for specific appcliations 16, 17, and often yields

over-emphasized results that render the results closer to image editing. Moreover, the situation is

inherently different for image restoration and medical image reconstruction. In most image restora-

tion tasks, meaningful text conditioning is scarce because such tasks often lack associated textual

metadata that describe the imaging process or the specific content being restored, necessitating
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algorithms like prompt-tuning to automatically generate useful prompts 15.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the method used in ContextMRI. (a) We convert available metadata into text format,
which is encoded as a feature vector as an additional input to the diffusion model. The diffusion model is trained
in pixel space with MVUE complex-valued images. (b) ContextMRI can be used for CS-MRI by leveraging off-
the-shelf diffusion model-based inverse problem solvers while additionally incorporating available metadata.
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(a) CFG vs. PSNR on fastMRI knee
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(c) Qualitative comparison of ContextMRI against unconditional
reconstruction

Figure 2: Quantitative and qualitative comparison of the proposed method against unconditional recon-
struction (DDS). The dashed line with † indicates that DDS was performed with the diffusion model used in the
original work of 9, which is the reason for the difference in performance between the unconditional version of
our method and the dotted line.

In contrast to low-level vision problems explored in 15–17, in medical imaging, ample meta-

data exists in various forms. Patient demographics, medical history, body part, imaging parameters

of the scan, etc., all provide valuable additional information, which can reshape the prior by condi-

tioning p(x|c). These factors have been surprisingly overlooked in the context of inverse problems,

where only the measurement signal is used to retrieve the clean signal, a suboptimal practice ac-

cording to the data processing inequality 18.

Most prior works leveraging text-conditioned generative models for medical data rely on rel-

atively simple and coarse-grained conditioning that is interpretable and often acts closer to discrete

class conditioning. Roentgen 19 finetunes Stable Diffusion for X-ray synthesis from simple text
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descriptions of the pathology. Kim et al. 20 trains a text-to-image LDM for BRATS 21 brain MRI

conditioned on contrast and some pathology information. Medisyn 22 trains Würstchen 23, a multi-

scale text-to-video LDM on a highly diverse set of data including X-ray, CT, MRI, endoscopy,

OCT, etc., but on relatively simpler prompts focused on specifying the modality of the target im-

age. Pinaya et al. 24 trains a 3D LDM that is conditioned on numerical values of age, sex, and

ventricular size to generate T1w brain images (UK Biobank 25). GenerateCT 26 trains a two-stage

discrete-continuous text-to-volume diffusion model, which takes in as input age, sex, and impres-

sion (i.e. pathology) in text form. The work that is possibly the closest to our work is TUMSyn 27,

which is a conditional neural implicit model trained specifically for MRI contrast conversion. The

text condition of TUMSyn includes fine-grained information including patient information, scan-

ner type, MR imaging parameters, etc. However, TUMSyn is a model tailored for a specific task of

contrast conversion. In contrast, our work focuses on first constructing a general-purpose diffusion

generative prior, then using this prior in a zero-shot fashion for solving inverse problems. While we

focus on compressed sensing MRI (CS-MRI), our method can also be used for unconditional data

synthesis, image inpainting, etc. Another important point to note is that even for text conditional

generative models that were trained specifically for the MRI modality 20, 24, 27, none of the works

considered the complex-valued nature of MR images, and hence cannot be used for native tasks

such as CS-MRI. Moreover, the use of these generative models was mostly constrained to data

augmentation 20, 24, or the task that the model was trained for 27. In what follows, we demonstrate

that a pre-trained generative model, which was not specifically trained for any particular MRI in-

verse problem, can be adapted at inference time to various DIS solvers. This approach achieves a

reconstruction quality that surpasses what was previously attainable with unconditional models.

To leverage text conditioning for inverse problems in medical imaging, we propose using a

pre-trained generative model that is conditioned on text. Several recent works 19, 20, 22, 24, 28 focus

on developing text-to-image diffusion models for image synthesis. However, most of these works
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focus on improving the generation quality of the images, and the use of the generated data is limited

to data augmentation. For the methods that target MRI specifically 20, 24, the models are conditioned

by simple text prompts similar to the role of classifiers. A concurrent work of TumSyn 27 trains an

implicit neural network for MRI contrast conversion on detailed metadata, but is constrained to a

specific task and does not handle the complex-valued nature of MR imaging.

In this work, we propose ContextMRI, the first text-to-image MRI diffusion model that is

conditioned on detailed metadata including patient demographics (e.g. age, sex), MR imaging

parameters (e.g. TR, TE, etc.), anatomy (e.g. knee, brain), contrast (e.g. PDFS, T2FLAIR),

slice location, and pathological findings. Our model is trained on minimum variance unbiased

estimate (MVUE) 4 complex-valued images derived from raw k-space data and estimated sen-

sitivity maps 29 so that it can be naturally used for downstream tasks such as CS-MRI. Using

ContextMRI as a prior, we propose a new paradigm of metadata-conditioned CS-MRI, showing

that conditioning the inverse problem-solving process with metadata significantly improves the

reconstruction performance, gradually improving with more information. Importantly, we show

that ContextMRI consistently outperforms the unconditional counterparts regardless of the cir-

cumstances.

Results

ContextMRI captures intricate metadata cues A vital requirement for text-conditioned diffu-

sion models in inverse problems is their ability to generate realistic images aligned with the given

metadata. Figure 3 demonstrates this alignment qualitatively. We extract metadata from real MRI

volumes and feed it into our diffusion model at a CFG scale of 51 to emphasize the conditioning

signal. Note that no measurement signal from the original image was used in the generation of

1CFG scale of 1 is naive conditional inference. Increasing this value emphasizes the conditioning.
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Figure 3: Text-guided image synthesis by extracting the metadata from the original image. The text on the
bottom shows the extracted text prompt. No measurements from the original images were used in the sampled
images.

the images in the second row of Figure 3. Notably, the synthesized images exhibit anatomically

coherent structures and contrast weightings consistent with the metadata prompts. For instance,

T1POST brain slices display dark cerebrospinal fluid and a bright dural rim, whereas T2FLAIR-

like slices depict dark ventricles and sulci against relatively brighter parenchyma. In proton-density

(PD) knee scans, bright fat signals, and sharp tissue delineation emerge, while PD fat-suppressed

(PDFS) acquisitions suppress fat but preserve fluid hyperintensities. These examples confirm that

ContextMRI correctly interprets slice-level metadata, producing anatomically plausible images re-

flecting the instructed contrast and tissue characteristics.

Conditional inference outperforms unconditional inference We first focus on the case where

we have access to all the metadata that was used during training, including anatomy, slice, con-

trast, and MR imaging parameters. Table 1 reports the quantitative performance of ContextMRI for

CS-MRI reconstruction under various acceleration factors, undersampling masks, and anatomies,

while Figure2 provides a qualitative summary. We test different CFG scales, from 0.0 (uncondi-
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Knee

Mask type Uniform 1D Poisson 2D

Acc. factor ×4 ×8 ×8 ×15

Metric PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓

0.0 (Uncond) 30.52 ± 2.84 87.02 ± 8.83 20.97 ± 4.64 28.15 ± 2.27 81.97 ± 7.33 25.94 ± 3.05 34.45 ± 4.65 91.50 ± 12.1 12.46 ± 8.57 32.61 ± 3.31 89.66 ± 7.80 15.82 ± 3.69

1.0 30.66 ± 2.88 87.35 ± 9.15 20.58 ± 4.67 28.32 ± 2.30 82.71 ± 7.39 25.39 ± 3.30 34.55 ± 4.83 91.51 ± 12.8 12.40 ± 8.66 32.64 ± 3.56 89.80 ± 9.39 15.75 ± 5.36

2.0 30.83 ± 2.78 87.96 ± 8.27 20.11 ± 4.20 28.45 ± 2.25 83.32 ± 6.97 25.00 ± 3.12 34.43 ± 5.17 90.88 ± 14.6 12.92 ± 10.1 32.73 ± 3.53 89.90 ± 9.00 15.67 ± 5.03

3.0 30.92 ± 2.64 88.30 ± 7.15 19.91 ± 3.56 28.47 ± 2.30 83.51 ± 7.31 24.99 ± 3.49 33.98 ± 5.85 89.51 ± 17.1 14.22 ± 12.5 32.75 ± 3.57 89.94 ± 9.19 15.66 ± 5.25

Brain

Mask type Uniform 1D Poisson 2D

Acc. factor ×4 ×8 ×8 ×15

Metric PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓ PSNR↑ SSIM·102 ↑ LPIPS·102 ↓

0.0 (Uncond) 32.15 ± 3.78 90.37 ± 10.1 16.04 ± 5.23 29.59 ± 3.23 86.75 ± 9.07 19.77 ± 3.86 36.51 ± 5.24 93.30 ± 13.6 11.08 ± 8.42 34.62 ± 4.06 92.47 ± 10.2 12.82 ± 5.00

1.0 32.57 ± 3.32 90.85 ± 6.78 15.20 ± 3.10 29.71 ± 3.20 87.47 ± 8.78 19.48 ± 3.79 36.75 ± 5.18 93.75 ± 13.0 10.83 ± 8.31 34.78 ± 4.10 92.75 ± 10.6 12.71 ± 5.40

2.0 32.58 ± 3.60 91.53 ± 9.24 15.34 ± 4.70 29.75 ± 3.27 87.60 ± 9.20 19.72 ± 4.30 36.72 ± 5.31 93.49 ± 13.7 10.99 ± 8.64 34.87 ± 4.06 92.95 ± 10.4 12.61 ± 5.21

3.0 32.47 ± 3.35 91.76 ± 7.09 15.63 ± 3.65 29.66 ± 3.42 86.76 ± 9.51 20.97 ± 4.96 36.37 ± 5.87 92.27 ± 16.0 11.90 ± 10.7 34.70 ± 4.52 92.26 ± 12.7 13.24 ± 7.76

Table 1: Quantitative results (µ± σ) for the fastMRI datasets with different masking patterns (Uniform 1D,
Poisson 2D) and acceleration factors (×4, ×8) by varying the conditioning strength (CFG).

tional) to 3.0, and generally see better reconstruction accuracy at higher scales, although in some

runs the best performance occurs at lower guidance strengths. We note that when we increase the

CFG scale beyond 3.0, the performance starts to drop, which is expected from the known limita-

tions of using high guidance scales 30, 31, especially when coupled with inverse problem solving 32.

This indicates that metadata injection augments the model’s prior beyond information already con-

tained in the undersampled measurement. Furthermore, pushing CFG to around 2–3 provides the

best trade-off between leveraging metadata and avoiding over-reliance on text prompts. When pit-

ted against another diffusion model of similar parameter count2 used in the original Decomposed

Diffusion Sampler (DDS) framework 9, ContextMRI achieves comparable performance in the un-

conditional setting. However, once metadata conditioning is enabled, ContextMRI significantly

surpasses the DDS baseline. This trend remains consistent regardless of anatomy, mask type, or

sampling ratio. Moreover, conditional inference often reduces variability across slices. For ex-

ample, the structural similarity index measure (SSIM) 33 and the learned perceptual image patch

similarity (LPIPS) 34 scores under conditional settings tend to have similar or lower standard de-

2Both are U-Net architecture with about 400M parameters.
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viations compared to the unconditional baseline. This implies that metadata conditioning not only

improves average performance but also leads to more stable and consistent reconstructions from

slice to slice.

Impact of MR Imaging Parameters It may be clear from the image synthesis experiment that

the obviously human-interpretable metadata including the anatomy, slice location, and contrast

will have a significant impact on the image reconstruction procedure. In contrast, the difference

that arises from changing the MR imaging parameters such as TR, TE, TI, and FA are rather subtle

and hard to interpret directly. However, including MR imaging parameters such as TR, TE, TI,

and flip angle provides direct insight into the specific physical conditions under which the MRI

signal was generated. Each parameter influences how the magnetization of tissues recovers and

decays over time, shaping tissue contrasts and intensity patterns in predictable ways. For instance,

shorter TRs may highlight certain tissues at the expense of others, while longer TEs can amplify

T2-weighted contrasts. TI and flip angle further adjust the equilibrium states of magnetization and

influence how spins align with or deviate from the main magnetic field.
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Figure 4: PSNR vs. CFG by varying the amount of information
contained in the metadata. Experiments are conducted on a subset
of fastMRI knee data with uniform 1D ×4 acceleration.

In essence, these parameters

represent the “recipe” of the pulse se-

quence that determines how different

tissue components appear in the final

image. By encoding these parame-

ters as part of the prior, a model can

better anticipate the expected distri-

bution of intensity values and sub-

tle contrasts that arise from particular

pulse sequences. Consequently, this
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additional context helps the model resolve ambiguities from undersampled data more effectively,

guiding the reconstruction process toward solutions that are consistent with the known physics of

MR image formation. In Fig. 4, we show that there is a significant gap between the case with and

without this condition. Here, “All metadata” corresponds to the case where we use all the ground

truth metadata, as presented in the previous “Conditional inference outperforms unconditional in-

ference” section; “- MR params” refers to the case where TR, TE, TI, and FA information were

removed; “- contrast”, “- slice” are the cases where the contrast and slice information were fur-

ther removed, respectively. As we remove more and more information from the input text prompt,

we see a gradual decrease in the reconstruction performance, highlighting the advantage of Con-

textMRI arising from the data processing inequality.
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Figure 5: PSNR vs. CFG on SKM-TEA validation set with and
without patient demographic (i.e. age, sex) information.

Patient Demographics as a Recon-

struction Prior Age-dependent tis-

sue heterogeneity, variations in organ

morphology, and progressive degen-

erative changes all directly influence

underlying MR signal characteris-

tics. Likewise, sex-based physiologi-

cal distinctions—like hormonal fluc-

tuations and structural differences

in muscle, bone, and fat distribu-

tion—are known to modulate intensity and contrast in MR images. By injecting this demographic

context, the diffusion model learns more nuanced priors about the expected image anatomy and

contrast patterns. To validate this hypothesis, we fine-tuned our model on SKM-TEA 35 dataset

which also contains patient demographic as the metadata, and tested the performance of CS-MRI

on the SKM-TEA validation set with uniform1D ×8 downsampling. In Fig. 5, we see the recon-
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Figure 6: Trend in PSNR vs. CFG when the pathology of the scan is known. The first row shows 4 different
pathologies that are the most dominant in the fastMRI knee dataset. The second row shows 4 different patholo-
gies in the fastMRI brain dataset. All experiments are done with uniform 1D ×4 acceleration.

struction performance in Peak signal-to-noise-ratio (PSNR) with and without the patient demo-

graphic, validating our hypothesis.

Pathology Priors and Robustness to Misinformation In clinical workflow, there may be cases

where the impressions of the pathological finding can be predicted a priori to the MR scan. For

instance, a patient may have gone through a previous X-ray or CT scan, where a classic bone lesion

was evident on the scan so that MRI ends up being a formality to nail down the specifics rather than

to discover an entirely new diagnosis. Moreover, if the patient’s symptoms, physical exam, and

labs scream a particular diagnosis, the radiologist can already guess the underlying pathological

findings of the MRI scan. To verify the effectiveness of ContextMRI in such a case, we tested

two different situations: when we only use the information about the pathological finding in the

slice (Correct pathology), and using the pathological finding information along with all the other

metadata (Correct pathology + all). In Fig. 6, we show the trend in PSNR vs. CFG guidance scale

on 4 different pathological finding types that were the most dominant in the fastMRI+ dataset for

12



each anatomy. We note that for the less dominant pathologies, the size of the dataset is too small

(in the order of hundreds) for the model to properly learn the characteristic, so we exclude the

other pathological findings from our experiment. In the figure, we show that having access to the

pathological finding information helps both when we only use the pathological finding information

and in the case where we have all the metadata along with it.

One concern with this approach could be when the attending clinician mistakenly predicts a

wrong pathological finding impression - will this hamper the reconstruction quality by hallucinat-

ing a non-existent lesion? To test the robustness of our approach in such a case, in Fig. 6, we also

show with the dotted line, the case where we randomly swapped the ground truth pathology with

a different one. From the plot, we see that while using the wrong pathological finding information

has inferior performance than the case where we have the correct information, the results are still

better than the unconditional case. From this experiment, we see that even when the prediction of

the exact pathological finding is wrong, knowing the initial impression of the attending physician

can still be helpful in the reconstruction. We conjecture that even an incorrect pathology label can

still help the model distinguish a “healthy” subject from one harboring “some” abnormality. By

recognizing the presence (rather than the absence) of a lesion, the model learns to focus its recon-

struction on suspicious areas. This partial guidance, though misaligned in nature, still provides a

net boost over the unconditional baseline.

Discussion

There has been a recent surge of interest in developing text-to-image diffusion models for medical

images, which can potentially be used for diverse clinical practice applications. However, much of

the discourse has revolved around synthetic data generation as a primary use case. Synthetic data

is often positioned as a generative augmentation tool to improve the performance of downstream
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tasks, such as segmentation and classification, by enhancing data diversity 19, 26.

Beyond augmentation, the full potential of pre-trained text-to-image diffusion models in

medical imaging remains underexplored. In computer vision, these models have demonstrated

remarkable versatility, being successfully adapted for tasks like data mining 36, 3D scene re-

construction 37, and solving inverse problems 8, in a zero-shot fashion. The extension of these

methodologies to medical imaging could similarly revolutionize clinical workflows. For instance,

pre-trained text-to-image models could be re-purposed to generate anatomically consistent coun-

terfactuals for diagnostic reasoning, guide 3D reconstruction of volumetric scans, or act as priors

in solving inverse problems such as accelerated MRI reconstruction. Each of these applications

could address practical limitations in current clinical practice, paving the way for more integrated,

intelligent systems in healthcare.

In this work, we tackle a specific inverse problem, CS-MRI, as we believe it is the most

imminent application that can benefit from text conditioning with metadata. Extensive experiments

show evidence that metadata that is often ignored in clinical practice can indeed be useful. While

we believe that this is an important first step, there are several limitations.

First, note that CLIP 38, the text encoder used for ContextMRI, was used without fine-tuning

it to MRI image-text pairs. Naturally, it may not understand the texts, potentially making it harder

for the diffusion model to learn the relation between the given metadata and images. An interesting

future study will involve designing and training a text encoder specific to MRI or incorporating

large language models (LLM) that were pre-trained on medical data as a text encoder.

Second, a key limitation of leveraging text-to-image diffusion models for CS-MRI lies in

the heterogeneity of metadata across datasets and clinical settings. Available metadata often varies

depending on the source of the data. For instance, datasets such as SKM-TEA 35 provide patient-
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specific details like age and sex, whereas fastMRI 39 primarily includes imaging parameters and

lacks patient demographic information. This variability complicates the design of a unified struc-

tural format for input metadata, which is crucial for effectively conditioning the generative model.

To address this challenge, future research should focus on developing robust frameworks for

handling incomplete or inconsistent metadata. For instance, developing flexible metadata encoding

schemes to process varying types and quantities of metadata would be an interesting direction. In

order to scale this to clinical workflow, it would also be crucial to standardize the metadata schema,

which would involve collaboration between researchers, clinicians, and database curators.

Methods

Data curation Our main dataset collection is based on the fastMRI 39 data on the knee and brain.

From the raw k-space data of varying size, we compute the inverse Fourier transform, and center-

crop all images to resolution 320× 320, so that the unwanted boundaries are eliminated. We take

the Fourier transform back to the k-space and estimate the sensitivity maps through ESPiRiT 29 to

compute the MVUE estimate. We normalize the images by dividing the complex image with 99%

quantile, which approximately provides the range of [−1.5, 1.5] for both the real and the imaginary

channels. Our training set consists of 167,375 slices across 8,344 volumes.

For the patient demographic experiment, we fine-tune our model using the SKM-TEA 35

dataset, where the images are of 512 × 512 resolution. We use the same data preprocessing steps

as in the fastMRI case and directly use the sensitivity maps provided in the dataset. The training

consists of 25,731 slices of images across 139 volumes.
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Table 2: Parameter ranges/values for each dataset

Parameter fastMRI Knee fastMRI Brain SKM-TEA
Anatomy Knee Brain Knee
Slice index 0–30 0–25 0–159
Contrast PD, PDFS T1, T1PRE, T1POST, T2, FLAIR PD, T2
Pathology See Supp. Fig. 1 See Supp. Fig. 2 See Supp. Fig. 3
Sequence Turbospinecho Turbospinecho, Flash QDess
TR (ms) 2000–3930 247–15810 18.176–20.36
TE (ms) 24–35 2–126 5.796–6.428
TI (ms) 100 100–2500 -
Flip angle (◦) 122–150 69–180 20

Metadata conditioning For the metadata, we consider the following entries: anatomy, slice,

contrast, pathology, sequence, TR, TE, TI, flip angle. These are structured into a

string, similar to the following example: “Knee, Slice 19, PDFS, Pathology: Displaced

Meniscal Tissue, Meniscus Tear, Bone-Subchondral edema, TR: 3150, TE:

33, TI: 100, Flip angle: 150”. All the metadata except for the pathology informa-

tion is extracted from the metadata provided directly in the fastMRI database. See Tab. 2, Fig. 1,

Fig. 2, and Fig. 3 for the metadata conditions used, and their statistics. In the fastMRI+ 40 database,

there are annotations with bounding boxes whenever a pathology can be seen in the specified slice.

We ignore the location of the bounding box and only append the existing types of pathologies that

can be found in the slice, separated with a comma. When no pathologies are found, we do not

append this trait. To enhance the robustness for the cases where some of the metadata might not

be provided during inference, we randomly drop the MR imaging parameters TR, TE, TI, and Flip

angle with 50% probability during training.

The metadata for SKM-TEA was structured with the following entries: sequence, anatomy,

slice, age, sex, pathology, sequence type, TR, TE, and flip angle. This is an ex-

ample of the structured text based on the described metadata: “Qdess, Knee, Slice 63,

Age: 61, Sex: M, Pathology: Cartilage Lesion, TR: 18.352, TE: 5.876,
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Flip Angle: 20”. To ensure the model can easily disregard previously introduced text con-

dition information, the sequence was prioritized and placed at the beginning of the metadata. Sim-

ilar to fastMRI, bounding box information was omitted, and the same methodology was applied.

For pathology, the original annotations provided 3D bounding boxes for volumes. These were de-

composed into corresponding 2D bounding boxes along the z-axis for each slice, and the relevant

slices were included. Additionally, only pathology information with a confidence score of 4 or

higher on a 0-5 scale was retained.

Diffusion model training Consider a continuous sequence of densities pt(x), where t indicates

time in a diffusion process. Let x0 ∼ p0(x) be the data distribution, and xT = N (0, Id) be the

reference Gaussian normal distribution. In diffusion models 1, 2, the data distribution is gradually

corrupted with Gaussian noise with the perturbation kernel p(xt|x0) = N (x0; 0, t
2Id), until it

approximates a standard normal distribution. Diffusion models learn the denoising generative

reverse process, i.e. creating data from noise. This process is governed by the score function

∇xt log p(xt)
41, which is estimated through denoising score matching sθ(xt) ≈ ∇xt log p(xt)

41.

Text conditional diffusion models 10, 42 are trained with image-text pairs with random dropping so

that it is possible to both sample from p(x) by using ϵθ(xt) or from p(x|c) by using ϵθ(xt, c),

where c is the text embedding. Further, to emphasize the conditioning signal, another widely used

technique is classifier free guidance (CFG) 13, where ϵγθ (xt, c) := ϵθ(xt) + γ(ϵθ(xt, c)− ϵθ(xt))

is used to sample from the sharpened posterior p(x)p(c|x)γ .

As the loss function, we use the epsilon-matching loss function commonly used in DDPMs 2

and employ a fixed variance setting rather than learning the variance. The model parameters are

optimized for 50 epochs using the AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 0.0001. All experi-

ments were conducted using PyTorch 2.1 in Python with CUDA 12.1, running on 8 NVIDIA H100

GPUs (80GB). The effective batch size was set to 64.

17



We fine-tuned the above pixel-level diffusion model on the SKM-TEA dataset with a mod-

ified input resolution of 512 × 512, as opposed to the original 320 × 320 size. To accommodate

the increased computational demand, we adjusted the effective batch size to 16. All other training

settings remained the same. Fine-tuning was conducted for an additional 30 epochs using PyTorch

2.1 with CUDA 12.1 on 8 NVIDIA H100 GPUs (80GB).

Diffusion model architecture We utilize a pixel-level diffusion model for both unconditional and

metadata-conditional generation. The decision to employ pixel-level diffusion, rather than latent-

space diffusion via a Variational Autoencoder (VAE) 43, stems from the inherent limitations of

VAEs. Specifically, VAE-based reconstruction often compromises high-frequency details 44, and

solving inverse problems in the latent space requires decoding to ensure data consistency. While

such methods 15, 16, 45 are theoretically feasible, they frequently fail in practice and lack consensus

as a reliable solution. Consequently, we opted to perform generation directly in pixel space.

To train the diffusion model on MRI complex values, we separate the real and imaginary

parts, concatenating them along the channel dimension to create a 2-channel input. This results in

a 2D input of size 2 × 320 × 320, which is used during training. Our network is adapted from the

DeepFloyd IF 42 pixel-level text-to-image diffusion model, with modifications to accommodate our

input format by adjusting the number of channels in the layers. Unlike natural image generation,

the textual metadata associated with MRI data is significantly smaller. Therefore, we use the CLIP

text encoder instead of the T5-XXL encoder employed in DeepFloyd IF, offering a more compact

and memory-efficient representation of the metadata. During training, the CLIP text encoder is

frozen, and only the parameters of the UNet modules are learnable.
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Inverse problem solving with diffusion models We are interested in linear inverse problems of

the following form

y = Ax+ n, n ∼ N (0, σ2
yId), x ∈ Cd,y ∈ Cn, (1)

where for the multi-coil MRI case 46, the forward model is defined in parallel for each measurement

coil

yi = DFSix+ n, (2)

where D is the downsampling operator, F is the 2D discrete Fourier transform matrix, and Si is

the sensitivity map. Posterior sampling approaches with diffusion models often utilize Bayes rule

∇xt log p(xt|y) = ∇xt log p(xt) +∇xt log p(y|xt), (3)

to write the score function of the posterior in terms of the prior score function. A vast literature

on DIS can be structured as different ways of approximating the intractable time-dependent like-

lihood ∇xt log p(y|xt)
47. A few recent works 15–17 tried to incorporate text conditions through

Stable Diffusion 10. Among these, P2L 15 is prohibitively slow and is highly unstable when used

with CFG. TReg 16 is tailored for severe degradations and produces cartoon-like artifacts. Dream-

sampler 17 suggests tailored algorithms for specific types of inverse problems. Generally, setting

moderately high values of CFG leads to a steep decrease in the stability of all the algorithms. None

of the existing methods have shown the stability and performance required to extend the method

to the medical imaging setting, where this is crucial.

We opt for a simple, established baseline for our choice of diffusion model-based inverse

problem solver. For this, we choose DDS 9, which is known to be especially robust to large-scale
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medical imaging inverse problems. Specifically, with a variance preserving form, DDS with DDIM

sampling 48 can be described as iterating the following steps for t = T, T−1, . . . , 1 initialized with

random Gaussian noise.

x̂0|t =
1√
ᾱt

(
xt −

√
1− ᾱtϵ

γ
θ (xt, c)

)
(4)

x̂′
0|t = argmin

x

ξ

2
∥y − Ax∥22 +

1

2
∥x− x̂0|t∥22 (5)

xt−1 =
√
ᾱt−1x̂

′
0|t +

√
1− ᾱt−1 − σ2

t ϵ
γ
θ (xt, c) + σtϵt, ϵt ∼ N (0, Id) (6)

where σt := η
√
(1− αt)(1− ᾱt−1)/(1− ᾱt) with a constant hyperparameter η = 0.8. From a

high-level viewpoint, skipping the data consistency optimization step in Eq. 5 would lead to DDIM

sampling from the prior distribution p(x). In order to sample from the approximate posterior,

DDS modulates the posterior mean x̂0|t = E[x0|xt] with data consistency steps to approximate the

conditional posterior mean x̂′
0|t ≈ E[x0|xt,y]. Specifically, for the optimization problem in Eq. 5,

the key of DDS is to use few-step conjugate gradient steps. In our case, we use 5-step update with

ξ = 5.0.

Our method is tested on two different undersampling patterns - uniform1D as implemented

in fastMRI 39, and poisson2D as implemented in sigpy 49. For uniform1D, we test two different

acceleration factors: ×4 with 8% autocalibrating signal (ACS) region in the center, and ×8 with

4% ACS region. For poisson2D, we test ×8 and ×15 acceleration. For quantitative evaluation, we

use three standard metrics - PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS.

Data Availability

All data to reproduce ContextMRI are open-sourced in the fastMRI 39, fastMRI+ 40, and SKM-

TEA 35 database.
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Code Availability

The source code for ContextMRI, along with the code for preprocessing the metadata, will be

open-sourced upon publication
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Supplementary Figure 2: Metadata statistics of fastMRI brain train set
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Supplementary Figure 3: Metadata statistics of SKM-TEA dataset
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