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MVMS-RCN: A Dual-Domain Unfolding CT
Reconstruction with Multi-sparse-view and

Multi-scale Refinement-correction
Xiaohong Fan, Ke Chen, Huaming Yi, Yin Yang, and Jianping Zhang

Abstract—X-ray Computed Tomography (CT) is one of the
most important diagnostic imaging techniques in clinical applica-
tions. Sparse-view CT imaging reduces the number of projection
views to a lower radiation dose and alleviates the potential risk
of radiation exposure. Most existing deep learning (DL) and deep
unfolding sparse-view CT reconstruction methods: 1) do not fully
use the projection data; 2) do not always link their architecture
designs to a mathematical theory; 3) do not flexibly deal with
multi-sparse-view reconstruction assignments. This paper aims
to use mathematical ideas and design optimal DL imaging algo-
rithms for sparse-view tomography reconstructions. We propose a
novel dual-domain deep unfolding unified framework that offers
a great deal of flexibility for multi-sparse-view CT reconstruction
with different sampling views through a single model. This
framework combines the theoretical advantages of model-based
methods with the superior reconstruction performance of DL-
based methods, resulting in the expected generalizability of
DL. We propose a refinement module that utilizes unfolding
projection domain to refine full-sparse-view projection errors,
as well as an image domain correction module that distills
multi-scale geometric error corrections to reconstruct sparse-view
CT. This provides us with a new way to explore the potential
of projection information and a new perspective on designing
network architectures. All parameters of our proposed frame-
work are learnable end to end, and our method possesses the
potential to be applied to plug-and-play reconstruction. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that our framework is superior to other
existing state-of-the-art methods. Our source codes are available
at https://github.com/fanxiaohong/MVMS-RCN.

Index Terms—Deep learning, deep unfolding network, multi-
scale geometric correction, multi-view projection, sparse-view CT
reconstruction
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I. INTRODUCTION

X-ray Computed Tomography (CT), as a vital diagnostic
imaging technique in clinical applications, poses a potential
risk of radiation exposure. Filtered back projection (FBP) and
algebraic reconstruction technique (ART) are classical full-
view CT image reconstruction methods that are relatively
sensitive to noise [1]. To reduce radiation dose and scanning
time [2]–[4], a sparse-view CT has been developed, which
involves fewer projection sampling views. Unfortunately, this
approach leads to even more ill-posed inverse problems [5],
hindering the development of image reconstruction algorithms.

To deal with the highly ill-posed nature of the sparse-view
CT imaging problem, the popular compressive sensing (CS)
model of CT imaging uses regularization as

min
x

{
1

2
∥Psx− ys∥22 + λW(x)

}
, (1)

where ys ∈ Rq (q = q1 × q2) is a sparse-view projection
observation, q1 and q2 are the numbers of views and detector
elements, respectively. x ∈ Rd (d = mn) is an unknown
image that will be reconstructed. Ps ∈ Rq×d is a sparse-view
projection transformation that models the CT imaging system.
W(x) is a regularizer that incorporates image sparsity prior,
and λ is a regularization parameter.

During the past three decades, numerous new CT recon-
struction models have emerged based on different priors
of regularization. TV-based models employ piecewise con-
stant/smoothness constraints to solve (1) for CT imaging
[6], [7]. Non-local/patch similarity is also used to recon-
struct CT images [8]. Wavelets and framelets are employed
to achieve high-quality CT image reconstruction [9], [10].
Convolution sparse coding [11], [12], low-rank [4], [13], [14],
and dictionary learning [15]–[17] are also employed for CT
imaging. These approaches have the advantages of theoretical
support and strong convergence, but they are computationally
expensive and difficult to choose the image prior and optimal
parameters.

Recently, deep learning (DL) has developed rapidly and
achieved great success in sparse-view CT reconstruction [18].
RED-CNN, a combination of an autoencoder, a deconvolution
network, and shortcut connections, was proposed for low-dose
CT imaging [19]. FBPConvNet [20] combines multiresolution
decomposition and residual learning [21] to reduce artifacts
while preserving image details in sparse-view CT reconstruc-
tion. DD-Net [22], which combines a DenseNet [23] with
deconvolution, takes the FBP results as input for the CT
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reconstruction with a sparse view. Variants of U-Net [24],
such as dual-frame and tight-frame U-Nets, have been used to
effectively recover high-frequency edges in CT with a sparse
view [25]. To better regularize the low-dose CT denoising
model, DU-GAN that uses U-Net-based discriminators in
generative adversarial networks (GAN) was proposed to learn
differences between the image and gradient domains [26].
CTformer [27], a more powerful token rearrangement, has
been proposed for low-dose CT denoising to incorporate local
contextual information and avoid convolution.

The above methods for CT image reconstruction do not
verify the consistency of the data with the projection measure-
ment. Several joint dual-domain reconstruction models have
been proposed for low-dose CT imaging [28], [29]. CD-Net,
which combines a projection domain network, an analytical
reconstruction operator, and an image domain network, is
designed to restore accurate anatomical information from both
the projection and the image domains [30]. DRONE, which
integrates priors driven by data in the data and image domains
with the kernel awareness used for compressed sensing, has
been shown to produce better CT reconstruction results [31].
DL techniques can reduce computational costs and achieve
successful CT reconstruction results compared to model-based
methods. However, these DL-based methods, which are trained
with large amounts of data, are known as an unknown black
box with limited theoretical understanding.

There are various ways to formulate and design a con-
volutional neural network (CNN) model, taking inspiration
from CT imaging systems and reconstructing algorithms.
LEARN (Learned Experts’ Assessment-Based Reconstruction
Network) [32] is a ”fields of experts”-based iterative recon-
struction scheme that trains some stages for sparse-projection
CT imaging. PD-Net [33] incorporates a forward operator
(possibly nonlinear) into a CNN architecture by unrolling a
proximal-based primal-dual optimization method, with proxi-
mal operators replaced by CNN modules. ISTA-Net and ISTA-
Net+ [34] are based on the Iterative Shrinkage-Thresholding
Algorithm (ISTA) [35], [36], and learn the proximal mapping
associated with the sparsity-inducing regularizer using non-
linear transforms. FISTA-Net [37] unfolds the Fast Iterative
Shrinkage/Thresholding Algorithm (FISTA) [38] into a deep
network, consisting of multiple gradient descent, proximal
mapping (a proximal operator network for nonlinear thresh-
olding), and momentum modules in cascade. AMP-Net [39]
is established by unfolding the iterative denoising process
of the approximate message passing (AMP) algorithm [40]
rather than learning regularization terms. Nest-DGIL [41]
based on the second Nesterov proximal gradient optimization
has a powerful learning ability for high-/low-frequency image
features and can theoretically guarantee the reconstruction
of more geometric texture details. These networks combine
the advantages of model prior-based and learning-based ap-
proaches, such as the interpretability and generality of model-
based methods, and the high efficiency and parameter tuning-
free advantages of DL-based methods [42]–[49].

However, there are some limitations of these imaging
methods. 1) the existing methods generally only correct the
projection error in single projection view; 2) the derivation

from mathematical theory to network design is not always
natural enough for these existing deep unfolding methods. The
forward and pseudoinverse operators are not well analyzed
and explained in PD-Net, just replaced by several convolution
layers, also for the CNN denoiser in AMP-Net; 3) there is
often a contradiction between real multi-sparse-view scenarios
and existing sparse-view CT imaging methods that require re-
training for each given scenario.

To overcome these drawbacks, we design a refinement-
correction architecture that consists of multi-view projection
refinement in the projection domain and multi-scale geometric
correction in the image domain. Specifically, 1) we refine
projection errors from both the projected and non-projected
views in both sparse-view and full-view settings, instead of
solely focusing on the error measure from the projected views,
giving a new way to explore the potential of available projec-
tion information in the projection domain; 2) we transform the
completion of the details in the image domain into correcting
different scales of errors about the target image geometric
errors under multi-scale and multi-resolution. The derivation
from mathematical theory to network design is more natural
than the existing deep unfolding methods; 3) the proposed
unified dual-domain framework can train/predict multi-sparse-
view CT reconstruction tasks through a single model to avoid
expensive training costs and ample storage space, while the
existing sparse-view CT methods have to train an independent
model for each sparse-view CT task. The main contributions
of this work can be summarized as follows.
(1) We propose a novel dual-domain deep unfolding unified

framework that provides significant flexibility for multi-
sparse-view CT reconstruction across different sampling
views using a single model. This framework integrates
the theoretical advantages of model-based methods with
the superior reconstruction performance of DL-based
methods, resulting in the expected generalizability of DL.

(2) We propose a refinement module that utilizes the un-
folding projection domain to refine the full-sparse-view
projection errors, as well as an image domain correction
module that distills multi-scale geometric error correc-
tions to reconstruct the sparse-view CT. This provides us
with a new way to explore the potential of projection
information and a new perspective on designing network
architectures.

(3) All parameters of our proposed framework are learnable
end to end, and our method possesses the potential to
be applied to plug-and-play reconstruction. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that our framework is superior
to other existing state-of-the-art methods.

II. BACKGROUND

Monochromatic energy CT imaging can be formulated as a
linear inverse problem:

yf = Pfx, (2)

where Pf is a full-view projection transformation modeling
the CT imaging, yf is a full-view sampling observation, and
x is an unknown image. The artifact-free image xf can be
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approximately reconstructed by FBP as xf = P T
f yf using all

projections, and P T
f is an FBP operator with the ”Ram-Lak”

filter in full-view.
The purpose of sparse-view CT reconstruction is to infer

xf from sparse-view projection observation ys and Ps. To
simulate the sparse-view geometries, the sparse sampling ys

is modeled as follows:

ys = Psx, (3)

where Ps is a low-level transformation with sparse sampling.
The AMP algorithm [40] interprets a traditional linear

reconstruction technique as the sum of the original data
and a noise component. Consequently, the solution of (3) is
estimated by utilizing two-step iterations as follows:

zℓ−1 = ys − Psxℓ−1, (4)

xℓ = ProxλW(PT
s zℓ−1 + xℓ−1), (5)

where ℓ denotes the iteration stage, P T
s is a FBP operator with

the ”Ram-Lak” filter in sparse-view, and

ProxλW(z) = argmin
x

{
1

2
∥x− z∥22 + λW(x)

}
is a proximal-point operator that represents a geometric prior
of the unknown image x.

Using (3), (4) and (5), the denoising perspective of the AMP
algorithm [39] is reformulated as follows:

P T
s zℓ−1 + xℓ−1 = P T

s Ps(x
∗ − xℓ−1) + xℓ−1

= x∗ + (P T
s Ps − I) (x∗ − xℓ−1) ,

(6)

where e = (P T
s Ps − I) (x∗ − xℓ−1) is the noise term, x∗ is

the true solution of (3), I is the identity matrix. CNN with
input xℓ−1 are used to learn the residual (x∗ − xℓ−1) [39].

The challenge of solving (3) is its weak singularity, which
can lead to numerical instability. To reduce the singularity, a
naive approach is to compare the sparse-view reconstruction
(SVR) error between P T

s Psxℓ−1 and P T
s Psx

∗ by projecting
the residual zℓ−1 on the projection domain, that is,

eℓ,s = σp(xℓ−1,ys,Ps)

≡ P T
s zℓ−1 = P T

s (ys − Psxℓ−1)

= P T
s Psx

∗ − P T
s Psxℓ−1 = P T

s Pseℓ−1,s,

where σp is the most commonly used sparse-view projection
error extractor.

Most model-based DL methods for image reconstruction
have been designed using the SVR error eℓ,s for deep unfold-
ing, which does not take full advantages of the projection data
and the proximal-point operator ProxλW , leading to significant
artifacts. In this work, we propose an interpretable dual-
domain multi-scale CT reconstruction framework, MVMS-
RCN, to create a novel approach to infer xℓ from the current
iteration xℓ−1. Our approach integrates the advantages of both
model-based and DL-based techniques, enabling the correction
of full-sparse-view projection errors in the projection domain
and multi-scale geometric errors in the image domain, thereby
facilitating the extraction of finer high-frequency details.

Fig. 1. The overall architecture of the proposed unified dual-domain multi-
sparse-view CT reconstruction framework (MVMS-RCN). It consists of multi-
view projection refinement module R and multi-scale geometric correction
module D.

III. METHODOLOGY

The proposed framework shown in Fig. 1 consists of a
multi-view projection refinement module R and a multi-scale
geometric correction module D to generate a high-quality
approximation. The R module refines multi-view errors, which
are categorized into four types: SVR error, two sparse-view
projection (SVP) errors, two full-view projection (FVP) errors,
and a cross-view reconstruction (CVR) error. This provides
a novel way to extract high-quality information within the
projection domain. Subsequently, the correction module D,
inspired by the multigrid scheme [50], is used to correct multi-
scale geometric errors of the target image.

A. Multi-view Projection Refinement Module R

Unlike previous methods that utilize or learn directly from
the SVR error [30], [31], we explore several sparse-view
and full-view projection errors to fully utilize the sampled
projection data ys. We aim to merge full and sparse views
to obtain multi-view corrections for the linear reconstruction
error. This has the benefits of not only reducing the singularity
of (3), but also decomposing more texture details. It should be
noted that the proposed error extraction method is based on
the CT imaging projection mechanism rather than a black-box
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learning approach. The subsequent part provides details of the
projection error extraction.

Sparse-view projection (SVP). Instead of explicitly solving
the unknown x∗ of (6), which can be rewritten as

x∗ =P T
s (ys − Psxℓ−1) + xℓ−1

− (I − P T
s Ps)xℓ−1 + (I − P T

s Ps)x
∗,

(7)

we adopt the forward-backward splitting approach to approx-
imately obtain the linear reconstruction solution rℓ as follows

r̂ℓ =xℓ−1 + P T
s (ys − Psxℓ−1)− (I − P T

s Ps)xℓ−1,

rℓ =r̂ℓ + (I − P T
s Ps)r̂ℓ.

We estimate the linear reconstruction of the sparse-view
projection for the multi-view projection refinement module R
with respect to two SVP errors eℓ,d and eℓ,j , where eℓ,d and
eℓ,j are denoted respectively by

eℓ,d = σs(xℓ−1,Ps) ≡ (I − P T
s Ps)xℓ−1,

eℓ,j = σs(r̂ℓ,Ps) ≡ (I − P T
s Ps)r̂ℓ,

where σs is the sparse-view projection error extractor, leading
to two-step iterations defined by

r̂ℓ = xℓ−1 + eℓ,s − eℓ,d,

rℓ = r̂ℓ + eℓ,j .
(8)

The total sparse-view error is combined using the extracted
errors (eℓ,s, eℓ,d and eℓ,j) in the projection domain. To
facilitate the geometric errors correction in the image domain,
we concatenate them together as follows

esparse
ℓ = Concat (eℓ,s, eℓ,d, eℓ,j) .

Full-view projection (FVP). Next, we aim to extract more
about the missing projection data under full-view [30], [31], so
that we can more accurately predict the linear reconstruction
solution rℓ from candidates with multiple views. To achieve
this goal, we refine two full view projection (FVP) errors eℓ,f
and eℓ,k of the refinement module R in the projection domain,
defined by the same operator (I − P T

f Pf ) as follows

eℓ,f = σf (xℓ−1,Pf ) ≡ (I − P T
f Pf )xℓ−1,

eℓ,k = σf (r̂ℓ,Pf ) ≡ (I − P T
f Pf )r̂ℓ,

where σf is the full-view projection error extractor.
Cross-view reconstruction (CVR). The two-grid scheme

[51], [52] has an intuitive appeal, as it suggests that a coarse
grid solution can be used to improve the initial guess for a
fine grid problem. This idea is consistent with the sparse-view
CT reconstruction, suggesting that high-quality CT images can
be reconstructed from sparse-view projection data. Therefore,
we have developed a projection error refinement scheme that
combines sparse view and full view, using the sparse view
approximation as an initial guess and one Newton iteration
to correct the solution on the full view space. This scheme
involves an upsampling interpolation and correction to produce
a high-quality preliminary reconstruction.

To begin with, the sampling model ys = Psx is defined
in the sparse view space (i.e. the coarse space). We then use
FBP to reconstruct the CT image as follows:

xu = P T
f (Iuys),

where Iu is a bilinear interpolation operator and Iuys is the
approximation on the full view space based on the initial guess
ys in the sparse view space. Subsequently, we project the
current reconstruction xℓ−1 on sparse- and full-view spaces to
estimate the interpolation projection error. This interpolation
projection error corresponds to one Newton iteration to correct
the solution Iuys on the full-view space by using the two-grid
scheme, and can be expressed as follows:

eℓ,u = σu(xℓ−1,Pf ,Ps, Iu) ≡ P T
f (IuPsxℓ−1 − Pfxℓ−1),

where σu is the cross-view projection error extractor.
The three projection errors (eℓ,u, eℓ,f , and eℓ,k) that have

been extracted are given in full view in the projection domain.
We merge them using a concatenation operator as follows:

efull
ℓ = Concat (eℓ,u, eℓ,f , eℓ,k) .

Recently, the addition of contextual information to tradi-
tional CNN architectures has been widely achieved through
the use of channel concatenation. We fuse the full- and sparse-
view projection errors using a concatenation operator and
refine the initial reconstruction rℓ, as follows:

rℓ = R (xℓ−1,ys, Iu,Ps,Pf )

= Concat
(
xℓ−1,xu, e

full
ℓ , esparse

ℓ

)
,

(9)

where the initial input of stage 1 is set as x0 = P T
s ys.

It should be noted that we focus on extracting projection
errors in the refinement module R, which are based on the full-
sparse-view projection mechanism in the projection domain.
This provides us with a novel way to investigate the potential
multi-view projection data in the projection domain. The
architecture of the proposed multi-sparse-view projection error
refinement module R is illustrated in Fig. 1.

B. Multi-scale Geometric Correction Module D
Based on the preliminary reconstruction xℓ−1 and the full-

sparse-view projection refinement correction, we obtain the
intermediate reconstruction result rℓ that is close to the target
image x. To further refine rℓ, we use an error correction
formula O (x) = x − rℓ to estimate the difference between
the target image x and rℓ. Since x is unknown, it is difficult
to solve directly x from (I − O) (x) = rℓ. If the nonlinear
operator O satisfies the spectral constraint ∥O∥ < 1 [53],
we can use the Taylor expansion to split the nonlinear inverse
operator (I−O)−1 into different geometric levels for restoring
x. An approximation of the solution x can then be given as
follows

x = (I −O)−1(rℓ) =

(
I +

n∑
i=1

Oi + E(On)

)
(rℓ) , (10)

where E (On) (·) computes the truncation remainder of the
operator decomposition. Oi(·) is used to extract different scale
geometric errors to correct the intermediate reconstruction
rℓ. Combining different correction operators Oi realizes an
optimal regularization prior (such as ProxλW in (5)).

Inspired by the classical multigrid scheme [50] and the
design insights of multi-scale and multi-resolution networks,
we propose a recursion multi-scale geometric error correction
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block Ni (i = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1) (as shown in Fig. 1) em-
bedded with convolution blocks and LeakyReLU layers for
a more flexible implementation to approximate the geometric
corrections

∑n
k=i+1 Ok(·) and enhance the multi-scale errors

extraction ability as follows:

Ni = G̃i+1

(
I ∪

[
S̃i+1(I +Ni+1)Si+1

])
Gi+1, (11)

where the convolution Si and transpose convolution S̃i (2× 2
kernel, stride 2 and p channels, respectively) are employed
to represent the restriction operator and the prolongation
operator, respectively. a ∪ b = Concat(a, b) denotes the
channel concatenation operation. The CNN blocks Gi and G̃i

are implemented as error smoothing operators on different
error scales as follows:

Gi = LeakyReLU (Conv [LeakyReLU (Conv [·; p, p]) ; p, p]) ,
G̃i = LeakyReLU (Conv [LeakyReLU (Conv [·; 2p, p]) ; p, p]) ,

and Conv
[
·; pin, pout

]
is the 3× 3 convolution.

We can extend the proposed multi-scale geometric correc-
tion module D to any n level in (10) as follows

xℓ = D(rℓ) = Ca

(
I +

n−1∑
i=0

Oi+1 + E(On)

)
Cm(rℓ)

≈ Ca(I +N0)Cm(rℓ)

= Ca
(
I + G̃1

([
I ∪ S̃1(I +N1)S1

]
G1

))
Cm(rℓ),

(12)

where we set Nn = Gn+1 in this study. Many deep unfolding
networks that take a single channel image as input have
been shown to significantly hinder information transmission
and lose many image details [54]. So we first transform the
intermediate reconstruction rℓ into features with p channels
through the feature extractor Cm (·), which consists of convo-
lution (with p channels and a 3×3 kernel) and LeakyReLU.
Furthermore, the feature fusion operator Ca (·), which consists
of convolution (with p channels and a 3×3 kernel) and
LeakyReLU, is used to recover corrected high-throughput
information in a reconstructed CT image.

It is worth mentioning that the same shared network pa-
rameters of the multi-scale geometric correction module D
are used at all stages to ensure universality and possess the
potential to be applied to plug-and-play reconstruction [37],
[44]. The architecture of D is illustrated in Fig. 1.

The Algorithm 1 and Fig. 1 summarize the overall MVMS-
RCN framework. This network is designed to perform multi-
sparse-view CT reconstruction with a single model.

C. Loss Function

Sparse-view projection data ys, downsampling factor α
and initialization x0 are used as inputs to obtain the final
reconstructed output xns

through the proposed method. The
loss function is then used to find the target image x∗ by
minimizing the distance between xns and the original image
without artifacts xf . Here, we employ a ℓ1 loss instead
of a ℓ2 loss which is not sufficient to capture perceptually
relevant components (e.g., high-frequency geometric details)
[55], to increase the original pixel loss. Furthermore, we use

Algorithm 1 The Proposed MVMS-RCN Framework.
Input: The projection operators Pf and Ps, the stage num-
ber ns, FBP operators P T

f and P T
s , the multi-scale depth

n, the bilinear interpolation Iu, the training dataset D ={(
yi
s,x

i
f

)}Nd

i=1
.

Initialize: x0 = P T
s ys, the learnable parameters Θ ={

Cm, Ca,
{
Gi, G̃i,Si, S̃i

}n

i=1
,Gn+1

}
.

Inference:
1: for ℓ = 1, 2, · · · , ns do
2: rℓ = Concat

(
xℓ−1,xu, e

full
ℓ , esparse

ℓ

)
; // (9)

3: xℓ = Ca(I +N0)Cm(rℓ); // (11) and (12)
4: end for

Training:
1: Ltotal(Θ) = Lpixel(Θ) + γLSSIM(Θ);

Output: M(D;Θ) = xns
.

a Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) loss to quantify
differences in brightness, contrast, and structure between xns

and xf , to help train the network. The total loss is expressed
as follows:

Ltotal(Θ) = Lpixel(Θ) + γLSSIM(Θ)

=
1

mn
∥xns

− xf∥1 + γ(1− SSIM (xns
,xf )),

where γ = 1 is the weight coefficient. mn is the size of xf ,
and ns is the total stage number of the proposed method.

D. Parameters and Initialization

Two modules in every stage of the proposed frame-
work strictly correspond to the multi-view projection re-
finement module (9) and the multi-scale geometric correc-
tion module (12), respectively. Learnable parameters Θ ={
Cm, Ca,

{
Gi, G̃i,Si, S̃i

}n

i=1
,Gn+1

}
consist of feature extrac-

tor Cm (·), fusion operator Ca (·), error smoothing operators Gi,
G̃i and Gn+1, restriction operator Si and prolongation operator
S̃i. All these parameters are learned as network parameters by
minimizing the total loss Ltotal(Θ).

Similarly to the traditional model-based method, the pro-
posed method also requires an initial input x0 = P T

s ys from
the under-sampled projection data ys in Fig. 1. The network
is initialized with Kaiming Initialization [56]. The model
parameters {p, n, ns} are initialized as {32, 5, 7} respectively.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

In this section, we illustrate the advantages of our MVMS-
RCN in comparing with other reconstruction methods through
various experiments. Peak signal to noise ratio (PSNR) and
SSIM are used to evaluate their performances.

A. Implementation Details

The dataset used to evaluate the performances is from ”Low
Dose CT Image and Projection Data” [57]. We chose the first
ten-patient dataset of noncontrast chest CT scans to evaluate
the reconstruction performances of the compared methods,
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which contains 3324 full-dose CT images of 1.5 mm thickness.
Eight patients’ data have 2621 slices of 512 × 512 resolutions
for training, one patient’s data has 340 slices of 512 × 512
resolutions for validation, and the remaining one has 363 slices
of 512 × 512 resolutions for testing. To increase the number of
samples in the training dataset, horizontal and vertical flipping
are applied. Fan-beam projection and parallel-beam projection,
which are commonly used for sparse-view CT reconstruction,
are used to sample the projection data.

For fan-beam projection, we employ a two-dimensional fan-
beam geometry with 1024 angles evenly distributed over a
full 360-degree radius. The detector is a plane that contains
1024 pixels that are contiguous and spaced 2mm apart. The
projection data with 1024 × 1024 resolutions are generated
by full-dose CT sampling using the RadonFanbeam operator
in TorchRadon [58]. These data can be down-sampled to 16,
32, 64, 128 and 256 views to simulate sparse-view geometries.
However, the original artifact-free images are reconstructed by
FBP using all 1024 views (full view).

For parallel-beam projection, the Radon operator in
TorchRadon [58] is used to generate projection data with 720
views and 729 detectors through full-dose CT sampling. Addi-
tionally, the original artifact-free images are reconstructed by
FBP using all 720 views (full-view). Moreover, the projection
data can be down-sampled to 30, 60, 90, 120 and 180 views
to simulate sparse-view geometries.

We use Pytorch to implement the proposed method with a
batch size of 1 for sparse-view CT reconstruction. We use the
Adam optimizer [59] with a learning rate of 1× 10−4 to train
MVMS-RCN for 250 epochs. The experiments are conducted
on a workstation with an Intel Xeon Silver 4214 CPU and a
Tesla V100-PCIE-32GB GPU.

B. Intra-Method Evaluation

We perform five groups of experiments to determine the
configuration of the proposed MVMS-RCN for sparse-view
CT reconstruction. These experiments involve the number of
stages ns, the multiple scales depth n in each stage, different
initial inputs, an ablation study and the sharing of modules.

1) Stage number ns: We assess the reconstruction per-
formance of different stage numbers by varying the stage
number ns from 5 to 9. Table I shows the mean PSNR
and SSIM for the fan-beam projection dataset with different
views when the frameworks are used with different stage
numbers. To balance the complexity of the framework and
the reconstruction performance [37], we fix ns = 7 for all
experiments.

2) Multi-scale depth n: We investigate the effect of the
multi-scale geometric error correction depth n on the recon-
struction performance. We vary the depth n from 2 to 6.
The mean PSNR and SSIM values of the reconstructed CT
images at different depths are summarized in Table I. It can
be observed that the reconstruction performance gradually
increases as the depth increases, up to n = 5. After this
point, the performance becomes stable.We selected a depth of
5 for all configurations, as it provides a good balance between
network complexity and reconstruction performance.

TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT WITH PSNR VALUES OF DIFFERENT STAGE

NUMBER ns AND MULTI-SCALE DEPTH n BY MVMS-RCN.

Stage ns 5 6 7 8 9

Params 293441 293441 293441 293441 293441
16 views 38.34 38.39 38.98 37.60 38.26
32 views 41.49 41.44 41.72 41.47 41.53
64 views 43.23 43.25 43.28 43.20 43.11
128 views 44.86 44.84 44.85 44.83 44.69
256 views 47.42 47.33 47.27 47.31 47.08

Avg. 43.07 43.05 43.22 42.88 42.93

Depth n 2 3 4 5 6

Params 130049 184513 238977 293441 347905
16 views 38.24 39.01 39.04 38.98 38.78
32 views 41.58 41.66 41.59 41.72 41.57
64 views 43.25 43.26 43.20 43.28 43.17
128 views 44.81 44.80 44.77 44.85 44.77
256 views 47.27 47.26 47.24 47.27 47.19

Avg. 43.03 43.20 43.17 43.22 43.10

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT WITH DIFFERENT INITIALIZATION OF

MVMS-RCN.

Initialization
Views

Avg.
16 32 64 128 256

x0 = P T
s ys 38.98 41.72 43.28 44.85 47.27 43.22

x0 = 0 38.98 41.70 43.28 44.81 47.25 43.20

3) Different initial inputs: In this part, we evaluate the
influence of two initialization schemes, x0 = P T

s ys and
x0 = 0, on the proposed MVMS-RCN (fan-beam projection
with 32 views). Table II shows the quantitative assessment of
the different initial inputs x0. The reconstruction performance
of x0 = 0 is slightly less than that of x0 = P T

s ys, which
validates the suitability of the initialization technique we
employ, akin to numerous existing methods. Nevertheless, both
initialization schemes yield good reconstruction performances,
due to the effective error extraction of multi-view projection
refinement and multi-scale geometric correction.

4) Ablation study: Next, we conduct a group of ablation
studies to evaluate the effectiveness of the SVR error (eℓ,s),
SVP errors (eℓ,d, eℓ,j), FVP errors (eℓ,f , eℓ,k) and CVR

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT WITH PSNR VALUES OF DIFFERENT

COMBINATIONS OF PROJECTION ERRORS BY PROPOSED MVMS-RCN.

Variant (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

xℓ−1 + + + + + + +
xu & eℓ,u - + + + - - +
eℓ,f & eℓ,k - - + + - - +

eℓ,s - - - + + + +
eℓ,d & eℓ,j - - - - - + +

16 views 32.46 34.85 35.32 36.72 36.48 38.01 38.98
32 views 35.80 38.28 38.72 40.07 39.64 41.41 41.72
64 views 38.62 40.70 41.24 42.94 42.08 42.91 43.28

128 views 41.26 42.96 43.28 45.11 43.97 44.32 44.85
256 views 42.98 44.95 45.21 47.75 46.02 46.32 47.27

Avg. 38.22 40.35 40.75 42.52 41.64 42.59 43.22
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TABLE IV
QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT WITH DIFFERENT SHARED SETTINGS OF MVMS-RCN.

Variant Shared setting Params 16 views 32 views 64 views 128 views 256 views Avg.

(a) Shared D (default) 293441 38.98 41.72 43.28 44.85 47.27 43.22
(b) Unshared 2054087 38.14 41.41 43.21 44.84 47.28 42.97

TABLE V
QUANTITATIVE SPARSE-VIEW CT RECONSTRUCTION PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS OF DIFFERENT METHODS. THE BEST AND SECOND BEST RESULTS

ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD FONT AND UNDERLINED ONES, RESPECTIVELY.

Projection
Mode Method

16 views (×64) 32 views (×32) 64 views (×16) 128 views (×8) 256 views (×4) Time (s)

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM CPU/GPU

Fa
n-

be
am

pr
oj

ec
tio

n

FBP 19.29 0.1397 23.05 0.2470 26.67 0.4025 31.11 0.6268 36.46 0.8449 —/0.0021
FISTA-TV [60] 25.20 0.7024 26.87 0.7670 28.77 0.8268 30.85 0.8836 32.82 0.9454 116.5446/—
RED-CNN [19] 32.15 0.8567 36.59 0.9057 39.95 0.9361 42.02 0.9565 44.54 0.9709 —/0.0040
FBPConvNet [20] 32.50 0.8785 37.07 0.9175 40.14 0.9428 42.82 0.9588 44.86 0.9722 —/0.0075
DU-GAN [26] 29.08 0.7629 33.52 0.8437 36.58 0.8777 39.10 0.9123 42.04 0.9501 —/0.0021
Uformer [61] 32.58 0.8701 37.98 0.9232 40.54 0.9436 41.93 0.9571 44.51 0.9707 —/0.1232
PD-Net [33] 34.49 0.8877 38.19 0.9224 40.35 0.9418 42.03 0.9551 43.73 0.9711 —/0.0243
ISTA-Net [34] 31.65 0.8271 38.20 0.9177 41.94 0.9527 44.02 0.9671 46.41 0.9803 —/0.0401
ISTA-Net+ [34] 27.82 0.6434 35.92 0.8921 42.23 0.9544 44.17 0.9679 46.39 0.9803 —/0.0520
FISTA-Net [37] 28.87 0.7062 32.49 0.8131 35.82 0.8692 38.10 0.8926 39.25 0.8875 —/0.1055
AMP-Net-K [39] — — 26.39 0.3767 37.13 0.8776 39.86 0.9265 41.87 0.9538 —/0.0304
Nest-DGIL [41] 29.25 0.8118 38.52 0.9269 42.69 0.9570 44.18 0.9674 46.33 0.9800 —/0.0721
MVMS-RCN 38.98 0.9363 41.72 0.9538 43.28 0.9636 44.85 0.9729 47.27 0.9844 —/0.0836

Projection
Mode Method

30 views (×24) 60 views (×12) 90 views (×8) 120 views (×6) 180 views (×4) Time (s)

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM CPU/GPU

Pa
ra

lle
l-

be
am

pr
oj

ec
tio

n

FBP 23.98 0.2979 28.69 0.5139 31.98 0.6796 34.67 0.7912 39.03 0.9051 —/0.0016
FISTA-TV [60] 30.62 0.8421 35.17 0.9045 38.13 0.9330 40.24 0.9509 43.56 0.9712 36.4612/—
RED-CNN [19] 38.69 0.9313 42.01 0.9568 43.45 0.9656 44.44 0.9711 45.80 0.9783 —/0.0037
FBPConvNet [20] 39.44 0.9400 42.26 0.9584 43.50 0.9653 44.44 0.9708 45.97 0.9788 —/0.0069
DU-GAN [26] 36.20 0.8864 38.70 0.9126 39.91 0.9244 41.36 0.9434 43.20 0.9604 —/0.0020
Uformer [61] 40.08 0.9437 42.55 0.9599 43.67 0.9667 44.51 0.9714 45.89 0.9787 —/0.1243
PD-Net [33] 39.23 0.9368 41.22 0.9523 42.26 0.9609 42.43 0.9632 43.85 0.9732 —/0.0247
ISTA-Net [34] 41.06 0.9496 43.38 0.9644 44.40 0.9704 45.17 0.9746 46.52 0.9811 —/0.0397
ISTA-Net+ [34] 41.00 0.9490 43.52 0.9651 44.50 0.9708 45.23 0.9749 46.60 0.9814 —/0.0514
FISTA-Net [37] 34.46 0.8540 37.31 0.9003 39.28 0.9204 40.68 0.9418 41.65 0.9515 —/0.1051
AMP-Net-K [39] 37.67 0.9063 38.64 0.9111 43.55 0.9665 42.72 0.9628 44.83 0.9742 —/0.0315
Nest-DGIL [41] 40.80 0.9468 43.77 0.9664 44.67 0.9715 45.38 0.9754 46.72 0.9817 —/0.0998
MVMS-RCN 42.38 0.9588 43.93 0.9676 44.80 0.9725 45.54 0.9764 46.91 0.9826 —/0.0708

(xu, eℓ,u) on the performance of the CT reconstruction with
sparse view. Comparisons are shown in Table III. Unlike
variant (a) which only relies on the previous output xℓ−1,
variant (b) can use CVR reconstruction and error (xu, eℓ,u)
to greatly enhance CT reconstruction performance. From the
comparison between variants (a) and (e) or the comparison
between variants (c) and (d), the effectiveness of the widely
used SVR error is apparent. From the comparison between
variants (e) and (f) or the comparison between variants (d)
and (g), the proposed SVP errors can further enhance the
CT reconstruction performance. The comparison of variants
(b) and (c) reveals that the proposed FVP errors can ef-
fectively improve CT reconstruction performance. From the
above observations, we find that the proposed full-sparse-view
projection error refinement techniques can effectively extract
the potential projection information.

5) Module sharing configurations: To demonstrate the su-
periority of the proposed multi-scale geometric correction
module D with shared network parameter configurations
among different stages, we conduct two variants of MVMS-

RCN with different shared settings between stages. Table IV
lists the mean PSNR and SSIM comparisons with different
shared settings of the proposed MVMS-RCN. The default
shared variant (a) performs better than the unshared variant (b),
indicating that the proposed multi-view projection refinement
module and the multi-scale geometric correction module are
powerful enough to reduce the learning cost of the multi-
scale geometric correction module D by sharing the learning
parameters. We adopt the default shared variant (a) for the
following experiments.

We attribute the superiority of our method to three fac-
tors. Firstly, our approach offers a dual-domain unfolding
refinement-correction framework that can refine full-sparse-
view projection errors and distill multi-scale geometric correc-
tions to reconstruct sparse-view CT. Secondly, the projection
error refinement from sparse-view and full-view can effec-
tively extract the potential projection data. Lastly, a multi-scale
geometric correction module inspired by the multigrid scheme
can effectively correct the geometric error under multi-scale
and multi-resolution.
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(a) (b) 

Fig. 2. Boxplots of RMSE (HU) values of different methods for (a) fan-beam projection with 32 views and (b) parallel-beam projection with 60 views.

C. Comparison to the State-of-the-art Methods

To further demonstrate the superiority of our approaches,
we conduct a group of studies to evaluate the reconstruction
performance of ten compared methods on sparse-view CT. We
compare our MVMS-RCN with traditional approaches such
as FBP and FISTA-TV [60]), as well as DL techniques such
as RED-CNN [19], FBPConvNet [20], DU-GAN [26] and
Uformer [61]. Additionally, we compare to deep unfolding
methods including PD-Net [33], ISTA-Net [34], ISTA-Net+
[34], FISTA-Net [37], AMP-Net-K [39] and Nest-DGIL [41].
PD-Net stands out as a tried-and-true approach for dual-
domain reconstruction. Likewise, other deep unfolding meth-
ods also perform corrections in both the image domain and
the projection domain. The FBP with the ”Ram-Lak” filter,
which was implemented with the Iradon transform [58], is
utilized as the initial step for the proposed methods and other
compared methods. The maximum number of iterations for
FISTA-TV is set to 100, and the regularization parameter is
tuned to its optimal value. As reported in [37], the number of
stages for PD-Net, ISTA-Net, ISTA-Net+, FISTA-Net, AMP-
Net-K, Nest-DGIL and our approach are all configured as 7.
All the compared methods are trained with the same training
dataset and the same methods with the corresponding works.

1) Quantitative evaluation: Table V shows the mean PSNR
and SSIM values of the reconstruction results of the compared
methods with different projection views of the downsampling.
It is evident that the two bottom rows have the best results.
All of the DL methods and deep unfolding methods have
somewhat competitive reconstruction results for fan-beam and
parallel-beam projection data; however, our methods clearly
outperform the other compared methods in all reconstruction
tasks from different down-sampling projections. In particular
for fan-beam projection, the proposed MVMS-RCN have a
4.49 dB improvement with 16 views, a 3.20 dB improvement
with 32 views, and an average 1.96 dB improvement on
five sparse view CT reconstruction tasks. Additionally, our
methods have an average 0.39 dB improvement for parallel-
beam projection.

We present the boxplots of the Root Mean Square Error
of Hounsfield Unit (RMSE (HU)) values for the fan-beam
projection with 32 views and the parallel beam projection with
60 views in Fig. 2 to further demonstrate the superiority of our
methods. Our methods are able to strike a balance between
the use of prior knowledge from models and the powerful
learning ability of DL, resulting in excellent generalizability.
Furthermore, our methods outperform the compared methods
in terms of reconstruction performance.

2) Qualitative evaluation: Fig. 3 shows the results of CT
reconstruction using different methods in the fan-beam projec-
tion with 32 views. We can see that the FBP reconstruction has
a lot of noise and artifacts. ISTA-Net, ISTA-Net+, FISTA-Net
and Nest-DGIL can reduce some of the noise and streaking
artifacts, but details are lost. RED-CNN, FBPConvNet and
Uformer can remove streaking artifacts effectively, but some
small structures may be smoothed out. PD-Net can remove
streaking artifacts well and reconstruct high-quality CT im-
ages, but the details and texture information are not completely
preserved. Our methods (l1)-(l4) have the best performance in
terms of removal of noise artifacts and preservation of detail
(e.g., tiny blood vessels and bronchi).

Fig. 4 illustrates a comparison of CT reconstructions using
parallel-beam projection with 60 views. It can be observed
that the FBP-reconstructed CT images are of poor quality,
with a lot of noise and artifacts. The other methods are able to
reduce the noise and remove most of the artifacts, but they fail
to preserve the details and texture information. Our methods
(l1)-(l2) are superior to the other competitive reconstruction
methods, as they refine the multi-view projection errors and
apply multi-scale geometric correction, resulting in better
artifact removal and detail preservation.

D. Blind Reconstruction of Untrained Sparse-view Projections

Table VI presents the blind reconstruction quantitative com-
parison of untrained sparse-view projections. All compared
methods train five models for fan-beam projection (16, 32,
64, 128 and 256 views) and parallel-beam projection (30, 60,
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38.85 0.9386

(a3) (b3) (c3) (d3) (e3) (f3)

(g3) (h3) (i3) (j3) (k3) (l3)

(b4) (c4) (d4) (e4) (f4)

(g4) (h4) (i4) (j4) (k4) (l4)

PSNR SSIM 23.77 0.2542 36.66 0.9072 37.52 0.9212 38.09 0.9309 38.12 0.9184

38.63 0.9192 36.49 0.8896 33.50 0.8270 42.79 0.966127.35 0.4026

37.70 0.9187

(a1) (b1) (c1) (d1) (e1) (f1)

(g1) (h1) (i1) (j1) (k1) (l1)

(b2) (c2) (d2) (e2) (f2)

(g2) (h2) (i2) (j2) (k2) (l2)

PSNR SSIM 21.98 0.2162 35.81 0.8967 36.32 0.9103 37.13 0.9151 37.51 0.9177

37.35 0.9132 34.90 0.8841 31.46 0.7960 41.05 0.951625.69 0.3488

Fig. 3. The axial reconstruction results from different methods for fan-beam projection with 32 views. (a1),(a3) reference image, (b1)-(b4) FBP, (c1)-(c4)
RED-CNN, (d1)-(d4) FBPConvNet, (e1)-(e4) Uformer, (f1)-(f4) PD-Net, (g1)-(g4) ISTA-Net, (h1)-(h4) ISTA-Net+, (i1)-(i4) FISTA-Net, (j1)-(j4) AMP-Net-K,
(k1)-(k4) Nest-DGIL, (l1)-(l4) MVMS-RCN. The display windows are [-1150, 350] HU and [-160, 240] HU, respectively.
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45.34 0.9779

(a2) (b2) (c2) (d2) (e2) (f2)

(g2) (h2) (i2) (j2) (k2) (l2)

PSNR SSIM 29.47 0.5316 42.84 0.9667 43.22 0.9685 43.77 0.9714 41.60 0.9568

44.67 0.9752 44.90 0.9760 38.46 0.9222 45.56 0.979039.42 0.9217

43.40 0.9673

(a1) (b1) (c1) (d1) (e1) (f1)

(g1) (h1) (i1) (j1) (k1) (l1)

PSNR SSIM 27.79 0.4784 41.53 0.9556 41.68 0.9572 41.94 0.9583 40.42 0.9500

42.93 0.9647 43.08 0.9656 36.45 0.8887 43.59 0.968837.90 0.9035

Fig. 4. The axial reconstruction results from different methods for parallel-beam projection with 60 views. (a1)-(a2) reference image, (b1)-(b2) FBP, (c1)-(c2)
RED-CNN, (d1)-(d2) FBPConvNet, (e1)-(e2) Uformer, (f1)-(f2) PD-Net, (g1)-(g2) ISTA-Net, (h1)-(h2) ISTA-Net+, (i1)-(i2) FISTA-Net, (j1)-(j2) AMP-Net-K,
(k1)-(k2) Nest-DGIL, (l1)-(l2) MVMS-RCN. The display windows are [-1150, 350] HU and [-160, 240] HU, respectively.

TABLE VI
QUANTITATIVE RECONSTRUCTION COMPARISONS (PSNR) OF UNTRAINED SPARSE-VIEW PROJECTIONS. THE BEST AND SECOND BEST RESULTS ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD FONT AND UNDERLINED ONES, RESPECTIVELY.

Method
Fan-beam projection Parallel-beam projection

24 views 48 views 96 views 192 views 45 views 75 views 105 views 150 views

FBP 21.31 25.15 29.40 33.95 26.62 30.41 33.32 36.97
FBPConvNet 33.70/34.22 38.38/38.59 41.28/41.41 43.24/42.64 39.93/40.13 42.68/42.46 43.83/43.73 44.80/44.62
Uformer 34.21/35.57 38.89/39.28 41.66/41.53 43.30/42.65 41.00/41.11 43.07/42.84 44.02/43.90 45.01/44.68
PD-Net 32.85/28.99 35.30/28.53 35.95/30.79 33.52/33.88 34.64/32.02 38.17/37.98 40.23/39.73 38.53/38.15
ISTA-Net 33.84/29.14 39.65/31.23 42.37/39.80 44.44/44.06 42.03/24.70 43.87/43.71 44.75/44.72 45.72/45.66
ISTA-Net+ 29.50/30.84 37.65/38.39 42.91/42.53 44.67/44.37 42.07/40.21 43.99/43.93 44.83/44.79 45.76/45.72
Nest-DGIL 30.29/34.10 39.62/34.56 43.11/42.23 44.19/42.91 41.43/40.80 44.17/43.70 44.97/44.91 45.85/45.78
MVMS-RCN 40.81 42.62 43.98 45.64 43.35 44.38 45.13 46.11

90, 120 and 180 views), while the proposed framework trains
a single model for the five sparse-view CT reconstruction
tasks. The compared methods cannot directly reconstruct CT
images from the untrained sparse-view projections, so their
PSNR results are tested by the two closest trained sparse-
view models. Our framework outperforms the other methods
for fan-beam projection, with an average improvement of
2.51 dB. Specifically, it improves at least 5.25 dB, 2.97 dB,
0.87 dB, and 0.97 dB for 24 views, 48 views, 96 views,
and 192 views, respectively. For parallel-beam projection, our
framework improves 1.28 dB, 0.21 dB, 0.16 dB, and 0.27 dB

for 45 views, 75 views, 105 views, and 150 views, respectively,
with an average 0.48 dB improvement. It is noteworthy that
our method can use the single multi-sparse-view model to
produce more satisfactory results with any untrained sparse-
view projections than the other compared methods.

E. Plug-and-Play Sparse-view CT Reconstruction
Despite being learned end-to-end, the proposed MVMS-

RCN can serve as a plug-and-play denoiser [62] for sparse-
view CT reconstruction due to the shared multi-scale geomet-
ric correction module D. The convergence curves of PSNR
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Fig. 5. Convergence curves of PSNR for validation and test sets with respect
to number of stages.

for validation and test sets in relation to the number of
stages are illustrated in Fig. 5. Although our MVMS-RCN sets
the stage number to 7 as [37], we can achieve near-optimal
reconstruction results when the stages are in the range of 6 to
10 during plug-and-play iterations. It fully demonstrates that
our method possesses the potential to be applied to plug-and-
play reconstruction.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we propose a novel interpretable dual-domain
framework that can flexibly deal with multi-sparse-view CT
imaging in a single model. The proposed framework integrates
the theoretical advantages of model-based methods and the
superior reconstruction performance of DL-based methods,
providing the generalizability of DL. It can give us a new
way to explore the potential projection information, a new per-
spective on designing an interpretable network, and a flexible
model for multi-sparse-view CT reconstruction. Experiments
show that the proposed framework outperforms other state-
of-the-art methods in terms of qualitative and quantitative
evaluaions.
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