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Abstract—To the best of our knowledge, all existing methods
that can generate synthetic brain magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI) scans for a specific individual require detailed structural
or volumetric information about the individual’s brain. However,
such brain information is often scarce, expensive, and difficult
to obtain. In this paper, we propose the first approach capable
of generating synthetic brain MRI segmentations—specifically,
3D white matter (WM), gray matter (GM), and cerebrospinal
fluid (CSF) segmentations—for individuals using their easily
obtainable and often readily available demographic, interview,
and cognitive test information. Our approach features a novel
deep generative model, CSegSynth, which outperforms existing
prominent generative models, including conditional variational
autoencoder (C-VAE), conditional generative adversarial network
(C-GAN), and conditional latent diffusion model (C-LDM). We
demonstrate the high quality of our synthetic segmentations
through extensive evaluations. Also, in assessing the effectiveness
of the individual-specific generation, we achieve superior volume
prediction, with Pearson correlation coefficients reaching 0.80,
0.82, and 0.70 between the ground-truth WM, GM, and CSF
volumes of test individuals and those volumes predicted based
on generated individual-specific segmentations, respectively.

I Introduction
In recent years, the structures and volumes of white matter

(WM), gray matter (GM), and cerebrospinal fluid (CSF)
in the human brain have garnered significant attention in
neuroscience and cognitive science research [11], [20], [42].
These three regions are primarily assessed and quantified
through the segmentation of brain magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI) scans [50]. However, due to high costs [18] and
privacy concerns [46] associated with acquiring brain MRI
scans, the WM, GM, and CSF segmentations are substantially
underrepresented in research datasets, leading to a data scarcity
issue that hinders many important studies. Based on machine
learning and generative AI techniques, recent efforts for ad-
dressing this issue can be broadly categorized into two main
types: First, unconditional data augmentation methods [23],
[25], [40] generate synthetic MRI scans that resemble real
scans from their training data but do not correspond to any
specific individuals. Second, conditional individual-specific

methods [47], [9], [30] aim to generate MRI scans for real-
world individuals using detailed structural or volumetric in-
formation of the individuals’ brain. However, such required
brain information, including precise regional volumes and even
neuroimaging scans in other modalities, is often scarce and
difficult to obtain.

In this paper, we propose the first approach capable of
conditionally generating synthetic individual-specific 3D brain
MRI segmentations based on individuals’ easily obtainable and
often readily available features that are potentially relevant to
their brain structures. As depicted in Fig. 1 (a), the features
include demographic information (e.g., age and sex), home
interview data (e.g., family and social activities), and cognitive
test results (e.g., memory test and reaction time test scores).
We aim to develop a deep generative model that can take
these features as input and correspondingly generate synthetic
3D WM, GM, and CSF segmentations for the considered
individual. Moreover, the model is expected to make reason-
able predictions when the input features are modified (e.g.,
when adjusting age or alcohol consumption data for aging-
or alcohol-related studies). To the best of our knowledge, no
existing research addresses these needs, leaving a significant
gap in the research field.

An overview of our approach is outlined in Fig. 1 (b),
where we train deep generative models, including the proposed
Conditional Segmentation Synthesis model—CSegSynth,
through two steps: unconditional pre-training and conditional
fine-tuning. In unconditional pre-training, we utilize a rela-
tively large collection of publicly available MRI scans, i.e.,
AOMIC ID 1000 [38], to train four unconditional generative
models: a variational autoencoder (VAE) [22], a generative
adversarial network (GAN) [13], a latent diffusion model
(LDM) [32], and an alpha-generative adversarial network (α-
GAN) [34]. VAE, GAN, and LDM represent three prominent
paradigms of generative modeling: variational inference-based,
adversarial learning-based, and denoising diffusion-based [2],
respectively. α-GAN can be considered as a combination
of VAE and GAN, exhibiting strong performance in uncon-
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Fig. 1: (a) An overview of how our proposed deep generative model conditionally generates individual-specific MRI segmentations.
Given an individual with easily obtainable features (original or hypothetically modified for studies with control variables), we aim to
develop a deep generative model that can generate synthetic 3D MRI segmentations specific to this individual. (b) An overview of the
proposed approach for training the deep generative model. The training includes two steps: unconditional pre-training based on
AOMIC ID1000 [38] and conditional fine-tuning based on a subset of CamCAN [37]. The newly proposed CSegSynth model and its
corresponding pre-trained α-GAN model are highlighed with stars.

ditional MRI generation [34]. This first step enables these
models to learn detailed structures of the human brain. After
training, they can transform randomly sampled noise into
synthetic 3D WM, GM, and CSF segmentations that appear
realistic but do not correspond to specific individuals. Then,
in the conditional fine-tuning step, we adapt the four models
into four corresponding conditional variants: conditional VAE
(C-VAE) [39], conditional GAN (C-GAN) [29], conditional
LDM (C-LDM) [32], and CSegSynth. C-VAE, C-GAN, and
C-LDM are implemented following their general frameworks.
CSegSynth has a novel architecture with neural network-
based conditioning modules and additional loss terms that we
propose based on α-GAN (elaborated in Section IV). Before
fine-tuning, the four conditional models inherit most pre-
trained parameters of their unconditional variants, as indicated
by the dotted arrows labeled “parameter sharing” in Fig. 1 (b).
Furthermore, we utilize a subset of CamCAN [37] and split it
into training, validation, and test sets for model training and
evaluations (elaborated in Section II-A).

Our main findings in this paper are as follows:
1) The proposed CSegSynth model can generate synthetic
3D brain MRI segmentations with state-of-the-art quality, as
demonstrated through qualitative and quantitative evaluations

assessing visual appearance, real-versus-synthetic data distri-
bution alignment, image inception distance, and data diversity,
in comparison with prominent baseline models, i.e., C-VAE,
C-GAN, and C-LDM. (Reported in Section II-B)
2) Based on our proposed training approach in Fig. 1 (b), the
generation process of C-VAE, C-GAN, and CSegSynth can
be effectively conditioned on the input individual features,
as demonstrated by evaluations focusing on the accuracy
of predicted total WM, GM, and CSF volumes in gen-
erated individual-specific segmentations. In the evaluations,
CSegSynth substantially outperforms other deep generative
models and several widely-used conventional regression meth-
ods that predict these volumes directly based on individual
features, including linear regression (LR), polynomial regres-
sion (PR), support vector regression (SVR), and feedforward
neural network (FFN). Notably, CSegSynth achieved mean ab-
solute percentage errors of 6.82%, 5.03%, and 12.32%, along
with statistically significant Pearson correlation coefficients of
0.80, 0.82, and 0.70 for total WM, GM, and CSF volumes,
respectively. (Reported in Section II-C)
3) By computing gradients of generated segmentations with
respect to input features, CSegSynth can serve as a convenient
testbed for quantifying the impact of input features on human



Fig. 2: A comparison of real example segmentations and synthetic segmentations generated by our trained conditional
models—C-VAE, C-GAN, C-LDM, and CSegSynth. We present center-cut 2D slices in the sagittal, axial, and coronal views for each 3D
segmentation. Please note that, due to CamCAN’s data restrictions, the real examples are sourced from a different public dataset (AOMIC)
and are included solely to illustrate the general image quality of real segmentations.

brain structures, offering great potential in neuroscience and
cognitive science studies. Moreover, we probed CSegSynth
with a set of hypothetically modified input features with
increasing ages in two scenarios: “ideal” where other features
remain unchanged, and “regressed” where other features are
adjusted according to age-based regression. CSegSynth gen-
erated plausible hypothetical segmentations in both scenarios.
Although we cannot verify the predictions due to the absence
of corresponding real brain scans, these observations, along
with CSegSynth’s performance in all the above evaluations,
suggest its promising potential in future studies that focus on
human brain structure prediction. (Discussed in Section III)

II Results
II-A Experimental Setup

Datasets. As shown in Fig. 1 (b), we used AOMIC
ID1000 [38] and a subset of CamCAN CC700 [37] for the
unconditional pre-training and conditional fine-tuning of deep
generative models, respectively. AOMIC ID1000 includes T1-
weighted brain MRI scans of 928 healthy young individuals
(19 to 26 years old, male/female ratio 0.9), providing the
unconditional models with fundamental knowledge of human
brain structures. The CamCAN subset includes T1-weighted
brain MRI scans of 462 individuals in a wider age range (18 to
87 years old, male/female ratio 1.0), enabling our conditional
models to generalize across different ages. Also, for the con-
ditional models, we used 198 features from CamCAN for each
individual, including basic demographic information (e.g., age,
sex, height, and weight), VSTM colour test results [49],

fluid intelligence test results [5], sentence comprehension test
results [31], proverb comprehension test results [17], smoking
and drinking habits, as well as employment, marriage, and
social activity information collected from interviews [37].1

Data Preprocessing. For the original MRI scans from both
AOMIC and CamCAN, we used the Brain Extraction Tool
(BET)2 and FMRIB’s Automated Segmentation Tool (FAST)3

for skull stripping and brain segmentation [50], resulting in
ground-truth 3D WM, GM, and CSF segmentations of the size
80×128×128, where each voxel represents the partial volume
estimate of WM, GM, or CSF with a cubic size of 8mm3. The
CamCAN subset was randomly split into a training set (80%,
370 individuals, male/female ratio 1.1), a validation set (10%,
46 individuals, male/female ratio 1.3), and a test set (10%,
46 individuals, male/female ratio 0.8). Each individual’s input
features are represented as a single vector that is standardized
based on the mean and standard deviation of the feature values
in the training set. The following results are from the test set
of CamCAN, which was never disclosed to the trained models.

II-B Quality of Synthetic Segmentations
We report both qualitative and quantitative evaluations of

the synthetic segmentations generated by our final conditional
models.

Qualitative Evaluation. Following existing work [7], [30],
[23], we randomly select one individual from the CamCAN

1CamCAN features are available in the data application portal https:
//camcan-archive.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/dataaccess/datarequest.php.

2https://fsl.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl/fslwiki/BET
3https://fsl.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl/fslwiki/FAST

https://camcan-archive.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/dataaccess/datarequest.php
https://camcan-archive.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/dataaccess/datarequest.php
https://fsl.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl/fslwiki/BET
https://fsl.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/fsl/fslwiki/FAST


TABLE I: Quantitative evaluation results of the synthetic WM, GM, and CSF segmentations for all test individuals. The evaluation
metrics include Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD), 2D and 3D Fréchet Inception Distance (2D/3D-FID), and the absolute difference in
Structural Similarity Index Measure (|∆SSIM |) between real and synthetic segmentations. The best results are shown in bold, while the
second-best are underlined. The arrows next to the metrics indicate that lower values correspond to better performance.

MMD ↓ 2D-FID ↓ 3D-FID ↓ |∆SSIM | ↓

WM GM CSF WM GM CSF WM GM CSF WM GM CSF

C-VAE 0.0529 0.0410 0.0436 0.2940 0.2544 0.2789 0.1439 0.1203 0.1305 0.1188 0.0938 0.0836

C-GAN 0.0339 0.0415 0.0572 0.0424 0.0470 0.0914 0.0064 0.0041 0.0086 0.0162 0.0252 0.0697

C-LDM 0.0982 0.0680 0.0632 0.0742 0.0768 0.0481 0.0210 0.0164 0.0265 0.0964 0.0781 0.0443

CSegSynth 0.0273 0.0240 0.0203 0.0361 0.0438 0.0695 0.0130 0.0020 0.0046 0.0051 0.0204 0.0439

TABLE II: Accuracy of the WM, GM, and CSF volume predictions for all test individuals. The metrics include Mean Absolute
Percentage Error (MAPE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), and Coefficient of Determination (R2). In addition to the generative models, we
also report results for four regression methods: linear regression (LR), polynomial regression (PR), support vector regression (SVR), and
feedforward neural network (FFN). MAE is reported in milliliters for ease of interpretation. The best and second-best results for each
metric are highlighted in bold and underlined, respectively. The arrows next to the metrics indicate the preferred direction for each metric.

WM GM CSF

MAPE ↓ MAE ↓ R2 ↑ MAPE ↓ MAE ↓ R2 ↑ MAPE ↓ MAE ↓ R2 ↑

LR 43.30% 231.59 -20.57 40.60% 228.43 -22.72 58.02% 154.33 -16.32
PR 1843.12% 9680.95 -0.0007 1092.91% 5926.84 -18623.23 2251.73% 6430.33 -28478.56

SVR 11.38% 59.11 -0.0082 9.98% 55.91 -0.0057 16.00% 46.23 -0.01
FFN 9.21% 50.29 0.20 8.22% 47.59 0.082 12.62% 38.42 0.23

C-VAE 8.57% 46.30 0.13 7.33% 42.77 0.36 13.97% 38.85 0.39

C-GAN 8.82% 47.49 0.32 6.10% 34.71 0.63 12.72% 37.08 0.42

C-LDM 17.29% 97.81 -2.17 14.85% 84.07 -1.56 30.80% 92.69 -2.27
CSegSynth 6.82% 36.44 0.57 5.03% 29.20 0.67 12.32% 35.51 0.35

test set and present synthetic segmentations that our trained
conditional models generated for this individual in Fig. 2.
We present center-cut 2D slices in the sagittal, axial, and
coronal views for clarity. Since CamCAN is not a public
dataset, we cannot show the individual’s real segmentations for
direct comparison. Nevertheless, as our goal in this evaluation
is to assess the overall image quality, we include visually
similar real example segmentations from the publicly available
AOMIC dataset in Fig. 2 for reference. We summarize our
main findings in the following. Notably, these findings are not
specific to the presented individual but generalize across the
entire test set.

• C-VAE is only able to capture the overall shape of
WM, GM, and CSF. Its synthetic segmentations appear
substantially blurrier than those of the other models. This
is an inherent limitation of C-VAE and has been also
widely observed in other image generation tasks [19].

• The blurriness issue of C-VAE can often be mitigated
by replacing the voxel-wise reconstruction loss with the
generator-discriminator mini-max loss of C-GAN. How-
ever, the training of C-GAN is challenging and prone to
instability [19], particularly in our task, where the training
data is significantly limited. Consequently, in Fig. 2, we
observe substantial unnatural artifacts in the synthetic
segmentations of C-GAN.

• As a state-of-the-art deep generative model, C-LDM
generates segmentations with superior fidelity compared
to C-VAE and C-GAN. However, we find that C-LDM
is prone to distortions and inconsistencies. As observed
in the axial view of its generated segmentations, the
synthetic left and right cerebral hemispheres appear ab-
normally asymmetric. Similar substantial distortions are
also evident in the sagittal view.

• CSegSynth jointly utilizes the reconstruction loss of C-
VAE and the generator-discriminator mini-max loss of
C-GAN. It achieves superior fidelity compared to C-VAE
and C-GAN. Moreover, compared to C-LDM, CSegSynth
exhibits stronger robustness against distortions. Most im-
portantly, CSegSynth demonstrates the strongest ability
among all trained models in capturing detailed brain
structures, as evidenced by more realistic cerebral ven-
tricles and cortical gyri in the synthetic segmentations.

Quantitative Evaluation. We further quantitatively evaluate
the quality of the synthetic segmentations generated for all
test individuals considering the Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) [12], 2D and 3D Fréchet Inception Distance (2D/3D-
FID) [14], and the absolute difference in Structural Similarity
Index Measure (|∆SSIM |) [45] between real and synthetic
segmentations. The results, presented in Table I, lead to the
following observations:



TABLE III: The correlation between ground-truth and predicted WM, GM, and CSF volumes. We report the Pearson correlation
coefficient (r), Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ), and Kendall’s rank correlation coefficient (τ ) of the regression methods and
conditional generative models. The highest correlation coefficients for each region are in bold, whereas the second-highest are underlined.
The p-values are also reported under the corresponding coefficients, according to which the coefficients are highlighted with a light-green
background for statistical significance (p ≤ 5× 10−2) and a pink background for statistical insignificance (p > 5× 10−2).

WM GM CSF

r ↑, p ↓ ρ ↑, p ↓ τ ↑, p ↓ r ↑, p ↓ ρ ↑, p ↓ τ ↑, p ↓ r ↑, p ↓ ρ ↑, p ↓ τ ↑, p ↓

LR
0.25

9× 10−2

0.32

3× 10−2

0.21

4× 10−2

0.21

2× 10−1

0.31

3× 10−2

0.23

3× 10−2

0.17

3× 10−2

0.28

6× 10−2

0.21

4× 10−2

PR
0.24

1× 10−1

0.31

3× 10−2

0.18

7× 10−2

0.18

2× 10−1

0.21

2× 10−1

0.15

1× 10−1

0.31

4× 10−2

0.11

5× 10−1

0.10

3× 10−1

SVR
0.68

2× 10−7

0.71

3× 10−8

0.53

2× 10−7

0.69

1× 10−7

0.74

3× 10−9

0.54

1× 10−7

0.45

2× 10−3

0.57

4× 10−5

0.39

1× 10−4

FFN
0.67

4× 10−7

0.67

4× 10−7

0.51

6× 10−7

0.61

7× 10−6

0.62

4× 10−6

0.47

5× 10−6

0.58

2× 10−5

0.72

2× 10−8

0.51

7× 10−7

C-VAE
0.52

2× 10−4

0.57

3× 10−5

0.41

6× 10−5

0.71

3× 10−8

0.73

1× 10−8

0.51

6× 10−7

0.63

2× 10−6

0.60

1× 10−5

0.45

1× 10−5

C-GAN
0.60

1× 10−5

0.62

4× 10−6

0.44

2× 10−5

0.80

2× 10−11

0.79

5× 10−11

0.58

2× 10−8

0.65

9× 10−7

0.67

3× 10−7

0.48

2× 10−6

C-LDM
-0.08

6× 10−1

-0.13

4× 10−1

-0.10

3× 10−1

-0.13

4× 10−1

-0.08

6× 10−1

-0.05

6× 10−1

-0.04

8× 10−1

-0.13

4× 10−1

-0.09

4× 10−1

CSegSynth
0.80

2× 10−11

0.80
2× 10−11

0.61
2× 10−9

0.82
2× 10−12

0.82
3× 10−12

0.64
4× 10−10

0.70
8× 10−8

0.76
1× 10−9

0.56
4× 10−8

• MMD is a statistical metric that quantifies the discrepancy
between two data distributions. We use the MONAI
library [4] to compute the MMD between the real and
synthetic segmentations of all test individuals. CSegSynth
achieves the lowest MMD across all three regions, indi-
cating that its synthetic distribution aligns most closely
with the real-world distribution.

• FID measures the distance between real and synthetic
segmentations in the feature space of a pre-trained image
inception model. We adopt the pre-trained RadImageNet
ResNet50 (2D) [28] and MedicalNet ResNet50 (3D) [6]
for computing 2D-FID and 3D-FID, respectively. 2D-FID
evaluates the 3D segmentations slice by slice. We report
the average results of the sagittal, axial, and coronal
views. 3D-FID directly evaluates the 3D segmentations
as a whole. As reported in Table I, CSegSynth achieves
the lowest 2D-FID for WM and GM and the second
lowest for CSF. Furthermore, CSegSynth achieves the
lowest 3D-FID for GM and CSF and the second-lowest
for WM. These results demonstrate that, compared to
other baselines, CSegSynth’s synthetic segmentations are
generally the most similar to the real ones from the
perspective of pre-trained inception models. Nevertheless,
please note that the two inception models are not partic-
ularly pre-trained with brain MRI segmentations. There-
fore, their computed FID metrics may diverge from our

visual assessment. For example, the WM segmentations
of CSegSynth are visibly superior to those of C-GAN,
which is contrary to the 3D-FID results.

• SSIM is a perceptual metric commonly used to as-
sess the similarity between a pair of images. Follow-
ing recent works [7], [30], we use it to quantify the
respective diversity of real and synthetic brain segmen-
tations. Specifically, we randomly sample 500 pairs of
real segmentations and compute the mean SSIM between
them as a measure of the real-world data diversity, i.e.,
SSIMreal. Then, we apply the same procedure to a
model’s synthetic segmentations to measure the diversity
of this model’s output, i.e., SSIMmodel. The absolute
difference |∆SSIM | = |SSIMreal−SSIMmodel| quan-
tifies the gap between the synthetic data’s diversity and
the real-world diversity. CSegSynth achieves the lowest
|∆SSIM | by a clear margin, indicating its superior
performance in generating segmentations with realistic
diversity.

II-C Effectiveness of the Individual-Specific Generation
In this section, we evaluate the accuracy of predicted total

WM, GM, and CSF volumes in the synthetic segmentations
generated for test individuals, serving as a global indica-
tor of the effectiveness of our individual-specific generation.
Specifically, recall that each voxel in the MRI segmentations



TABLE IV: The top-5 most salient features for WM, GM, and CSF volumes, as identified by the trained CSegSynth model. The
features are sorted according to the absolute value of their computed gradient. Details of the VSTM (Visual Short-Term Memory) colour
test [49] can be found in the CamCAN paper [41] and data portal (https://camcan-archive.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/dataaccess/datarequest.php).

WM Volume GM Volume CSF Volume
Feature Gradient Feature Gradient Feature Gradient

Sex (Male:0, Female:1) -1134.64 Sex (Male:0, Female:1) -978.44 Sex (Male:0, Female:1) -233.00

Height 867.03 Height 777.48 Weight 171.29

Weight 492.05 Age -481.22 Age 155.33

Alcohol Consumption 387.00 Employment (No:0, Yes:1) 371.31 Retired (No:0, Yes:1) 138.58

Weekly Working Hours 329.46 Weight 345.15 VSTM colour Precision (set size 1) -136.88

represents the partial volume estimate of WM, GM, or CSF
with a cubic volume of 8mm3. Hence, the ground-truth and
predicted volumes for each test individual can be computed
by multiplying 8mm3 with the sum of voxel values in the
individual’s ground-truth and synthetic segmentations, respec-
tively. Additionally, we implemented four widely used regres-
sion methods as baselines: linear regression (LR), polynomial
regression (PR), support vector regression (SVR), and feedfor-
ward neural network (FFN). Similar to the generative models,
these regression methods take the same feature vectors as
input for each test individual. However, instead of generating
segmentations, they directly predict total WM, GM, and CSF
volumes, forming a conventional prediction task.

In Table II, we present the Mean Absolute Percentage Error
(MAPE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), and Coefficient of
Determination (R2) between the ground-truth and predicted
volumes. Furthermore, in Table III, we report the Pearson cor-
relation coefficient (r), Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient
(ρ), and Kendall’s rank correlation coefficient (τ ) between the
ground-truth and predicted volumes. From the two tables, we
can observe that CSegSynth achieves the best performance
across all three regions in terms of MAPE, MAE, r, ρ, and τ . It
also attains the highest R2 for WM and GM. Additionally, the
p-values of CSegSynth with respect to r, ρ, and τ are at least
one order of magnitude lower than those of other methods,
highlighting the significance of the correlation between the
ground truth and its predictions. These results demonstrate that
CSegSynth’s generation process is effectively conditioned on
the input individual features and reveal a novel application
that, to the best of our knowledge, has not been explored
in related works: predicting individuals’ WM, GM, and CSF
volumes by conditionally generating their MRI segmentations.

Notably, C-VAE and C-GAN are also highly competitive
compared to conventional regression methods, especially re-
garding MAPE, MAE, and R2. For example, in predicting
GM volumes, C-VAE and C-GAN achieve MAPE values of
7.33% and 6.10%, respectively, along with r of 0.71 and 0.80,
outperforming all regression methods. This demonstrates the
overall effectiveness of the proposed training approach with
unconditional pre-training and conditional fine-tuning. It is
worth mentioning that, even with our training approach, C-
LDM is still generally ineffective, as evidenced by relatively
high errors in Table II and insignificant correlations in Ta-

ble III. This is due to the difficulty of incorporating volume
prediction into its training loss, as the model does not perform
complete denoising process and, therefore, does not generate
specific segmentations during training. This is an inherent
limitation of C-LDM rather than a shortcoming of our training
approach.

III Discussion
In this section, we discuss two novel applications of

CSegSynth and the limitations of this paper with potential
directions for future work.

Application-I Quantifying the Impact of Input Features.
Recent neuroscience and cognitive science studies [15], [10],
[3] have highlighted the significance of quantifying relation-
ships between individual features (e.g., age and cognitive
test performance) and human brain structures, including their
regional volumes (e.g., WM and GM volumes). However, this
task remains highly challenging due to the hidden, non-linear,
and multifaceted nature of these relationships. As evidenced by
accurate volume predictions in Section II-C, CSegSynth effec-
tively models the complex relationships between the adopted
individual features and brain regional volumes, offering a
promising application based on its differentiable architecture:
When assessing how a particular feature affects the WM,
GM, or CSF volume, we can compute the gradient of the
volume—derived from synthetic segmentations generated by
CSegSynth—with respect to this feature based on the back-
ward pass of the backpropagation algorithm [35]. The gradient
value reflects the extent to which the regional volume would
change if this feature varied, thereby quantifying the feature’s
impact. Based on the CamCAN test set, the top-5 most salient
features for WM, GM, and CSF volumes are presented in
Table IV. Positive gradients indicate a positive influence,
whereas negative gradients indicate a negative influence. Sex,
height, and weight emerge as the top three indicators of
WM volume, reflecting the influence of body size: males or
individuals with greater height and weight generally exhibit
larger WM volumes. Notably, for GM and CSF volumes, age
exerts a relatively stronger influence: its negative gradient for
GM and positive gradient for CSF suggest that individuals
typically experience decreasing GM and increasing CSF with
advancing age. Working status (e.g., weekly working hours,
employment status, and retirement) and alcohol consumption

https://camcan-archive.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/dataaccess/datarequest.php
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Fig. 3: Predicted trajectories of future WM and GM volumes for a test individual based on synthetic future brain segmentations
generated by CSegSynth. Predicted volumes under the “ideal” and “regressed” scenarios are shown as purple and blue dots, respectively.
Additionally, each plot includes a regression line with a 95% confidence interval highlighted in the corresponding color.

also stand out as salient features—potentially due to their
respective correlation with age and sex. Additionally, the
precision (set size 1) metric in the VSTM colour (Visual
Short-Term Memory) test [49] shows a negative association
with CSF volume—higher precision scores are associated with
lower expected CSF volumes. Please note that verifying and
rigorously interpreting the computed gradients would require
additional data and is beyond the scope of this paper. Nonethe-
less, such insights and this procedure could be valuable for
brain-related studies, facilitating hypothesis generation and the
identification of key features that merit further investigation.
While we do not intend to claim definitive findings, we hope
to highlight this promising and novel application, which, to
the best of our knowledge, has not been explored in existing
synthetic MRI generation works. Furthermore, the above pro-
cedure can be conducted in two more fine-grained cases: 1)
computing gradients for individuals within specific subgroups
(e.g., subgroups of different ages and sexes) to analyze how
the input features differentially influence different individual
groups, and 2) computing gradients after extracting certain
substructures in the generated segmentations (e.g., cerebral
ventricles and cortical gyri) to analyze how the input features
influence certain brain substructures.

Application-II Hypothetical Segmentation Generation. This
application of CSegSynth enables the prediction of hypothet-
ical brain segmentations and the creation of a brain digital
twin for individuals under controlled developmental condi-
tions [44], [24], such as simulating aging or modeling the
effects of working status and daily activities. In the following,
we present a use case where we predict future WM and
GM volumes for a middle-aged4 male test individual from
CamCAN. Specifically, we generate this individual’s future
feature vectors by increasing the age value under two sce-
narios: “ideal” and “regressed.” In the “ideal” scenario, all the

4We are unable to report the exact age due to data privacy concerns.

other features remain unchanged, i.e., assuming this individual
is able to maintain all the other conditions despite aging.
In the “regressed” scenario, for each of the other features,
we train a 3-degree polynomial regression model based on
other male individuals in the CamCAN dataset to predict the
regressed future value. We generate future brain segmentations
for this individual based on these hypothetical feature vectors.
Then, we compute future WM and GM volumes based on the
generated segmentations. Trajectories of the future WM and
GM volumes are plotted in Fig. 3. We can observe that, if the
current conditions (i.e., all other features) can be maintained
despite aging, WM and GM volumes are predicted to remain
relatively stable over time. In contrast, if the individual’s
other features regress with aging, WM and GM volumes
are expected to decline substantially and would align closely
with the population trend of the CamCAN dataset, which we
computed via regression but cannot shown here directly due to
data restrictions. Finally, we emphasize that these are only hy-
pothetical observations based on synthetic segmentations. Due
to the absence of ground-truth future data for this individual,
we cannot validate these predictions. This analysis is intended
solely to demonstrate a potential application of CSegSynth,
rather than to establish any claims or findings.

This work has several limitations that require future ef-
forts to address: First, although CSegSynth has achieved
state-of-the-art performance in the generation of high-quality
individual-specific segmentations, a noticeable gap remains
between the real and generated segmentations, as shown in
Fig. 2. This limitation is primarily due to the relatively small
size of the training dataset. We will explore how to further
improve the quality of generated segmentations by incorpo-
rating additional training data. Second, in Section II-C, the
effectiveness of the individual-specific generation is evaluated
in terms of overall WM, GM, and CSF volumes. It could be
beneficial to conduct a more fine-grained assessment involving
specific brain structures. However, as this lies beyond the



scope of this paper (i.e., the development of the generative
model rather than the downstream analysis), we consider
this as an important direction for future work. Third, in the
above two applications, there are extensive observations that
align with domain knowledge and intuition. However, due to
the lack of ground-truth data, these observations cannot be
verified. We are actively seeking such datasets with the goal
of conducting more rigorous analyses.

IV Methods
In this section, we introduce the details of our approach,

including the adopted deep generative models and some im-
plementation details.

IV-A Notation Definition
We first define the notations that are necessary for the

discussion. After the brain extraction and segmentation intro-
duced in Section II-A, the AOMIC dataset [38] for model pre-
training is denoted as {(xiwm,xigm,xicsf )}, where xiwm, xigm,
and xicsf are the WM, GM, and CSF segmentations of the i-th
individual in the dataset. Each segmentation is a 3-dimensional
tensor of the size 80×128×128, i.e., xiwm,x

i
gm,x

i
csf ∈

[0, 1]80×128×128, where each value in the tensor denotes the
partial volume of WM, GM, or CSF within its corresponding
cubic and, therefore, is between 0 and 1. For the convenience
of computing, regarding each individual, we stack the three
segmentations together with the background to obtain a single
4-dimensional tensor:

xi =
[
xiwm∥xigm∥xicsf∥(1− xiwm − xigm − xicsf )

]
, (1)

where [·∥·] demotes the stack of tensors. In this way, the
pre-training dataset can be denoted as Xpre = {xi}, where
xi ∈ [0, 1]4×80×128×128. Regarding the fine-tuning process,
we adopted the CamCAN dataset from the CamCAN repos-
itory5 [41], [37], which is denoted as Xfin = {(xi,vi,yi)},
where xi ∈ [0, 1]4×80×128×128 also denotes the stacked
segmentations and background of the i-th individual in Xfin,
vi ∈ R4 is a 4-dimensional vector denoting the ground-truth
WM, GM, CSF, and background volumes, and yi is a feature
vector representing the individual’s input features.

IV-B The Pre-Training Process
The pre-training process aims to utilize Xpre = {xi} to

train deep generative models that can generate high-quality
MRI segmentations that do not correspond to any specific
individuals but appear similar to those real ones in Xpre. As
introduced above, we adapted four deep generative models:
VAE, GAN, LDM, and α-GAN. In the following, we introduce
the training of the four models respectively.

IV-B1 Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
An overview of the VAE model [22] is depicted in Fig. 4 (a),

where the model consists of an encoder and a decoder. The en-
coder encodes each input segmentation x ∈ [0, 1]4×80×128×128

from Xpre into the distribution qϕ(z|x), which is assumed to

5http://www.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/datasets/camcan/

be an isotropic multivariate Gaussian in a 1024-dimensional
hidden space, i.e., qϕ(z|x) = N (z;µ,σ2I), where µ,σ2 ∈
R1024. Then, a vector z(l) ∈ R1024 is sampled from qϕ(z|x)
and decoded by the decoder to obtain the reconstructed
segmentation. Specifically, the encoder mainly consists of
3D convolutional neural networks (CNNs), ConvNeXt [26]
blocks, layer normalization [1], and feedforward neural net-
works (FFNs). An overview of the encoder structure is pre-
sented in Fig. 5, where the 3D CNNs are labeled with their
kernel size (e.g., 3 × 5 × 5) and the input/output channel
size (e.g., 4/16). Also, the ConvNeXt blocks are labeled with
the repetition times (i.e., ×1 and ×3). The decoder consists
of one 3D transposed CNN, multiple 3D CNNs, ConvNeXt
blocks, upsampling layers, and layer normalization. In Fig. 5,
the 3D transposed CNN is labeled with the kernel size (i.e.,
10 × 16 × 16). Also, the upsampling layers are labeled with
the upsampling factor (i.e., 2×).

During training, we split Xpre into a training set (836
individuals) and a validation set (92 individuals). The training
loss regarding each input segmentation x is defined as follows:

Lvae(x;ϕ, θ) =

λ1 KL (qϕ (z|x) ∥N (z;0, I))− λ2
1

L

L∑
l=1

log pθ(x|z(l)),

(2)
where ϕ and θ denote the parameters of the encoder and de-
coder, respectively. KL (qϕ(z|x)∥N (z;0, I)) denotes the Kull-
back–Leibler (KL) divergence between the encoded distribu-
tion and the assumed prior distribution (a standard Gaussian).
z(l) is the l-th sample drawn from qϕ(z|x) based on the
reparameterization trick [22]. λ1 and λ2 are hyperparameters
for balancing two loss terms. We employ the AdamW [27]
optimization algorithm to optimize ϕ and θ. After training,
a new segmentation can be generated by decoding a vector
that is randomly sampled from the prior distribution—standard
Gaussian.

IV-B2 Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)
We adopt the Wasserstein GAN with gradient penalty [13]

in our approach. An overview of the model structure is
given in Fig. 4 (c). Specifically, the model consists of a
generator Gθ and a discriminator Dω that compete with each
other during training: the discriminator aims to discriminate
synthetic segmentations generated by the generator from real
segmentations, while the generator aims to improve the quality
of its synthetic segmentations to fool the discriminator. The
parameters of the generator and the discriminator, i.e., θ and
ω, respectively, are optimized in separate steps with different
loss functions. The loss function for the discriminator is:

Ldis(x, x̂, x̃;ω) =
Dω(x̂)−Dω(x) + λ(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)2,

(3)

where x is a sampled real training segmentation. x̂ is a
synthetic segmentation generated by the generator based on
a noise vector ẑ ∈ R1024 that is sampled from the prior
distribution—a multivariate standard Gaussian N (z;0, I), i.e.,
x̂ = Gθ(ẑ), ẑ ∼ N (z;0, I). Dω(x̂), Dω(x) ∈ R are computed

http://www.mrc-cbu.cam.ac.uk/datasets/camcan/
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Fig. 4: An overview of the model structures of VAE, C-VAE, GAN, C-GAN, LDM, and C-LDM. The triplet margin loss of C-GAN
is not shown for clarity. Please refer to Section IV-C2 for details.

by the discriminator for x̂ and x, respectively. The term
λ(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)2 is the gradient penalty [13] that aims
to enforce the Lipschitz constraint [13] over Dω , where
x̃ = ϵx+(1−ϵ)x̂, and ϵ is sampled from a uniform distribution
between 0 and 1, i.e., ϵ ∼ U [0, 1]. λ is a hyperparameter for
balancing loss terms. Then, the loss function for the generator
is defined as:

Lgen(ẑ; θ) = −Dω(Gθ(ẑ)), (4)

which aims to optimize θ to improve the discriminator’s
“score” for the generator’s synthetic segmentation Gθ(ẑ).

In our implementation, the generator and discriminator share
the basic structures of the decoder and encoder of the VAE
model (cf. Fig. 5), respectively. One major difference is that
the output layer of the discriminator is only one FFN block that
has real number outputs. The GAN model is trained over Xpre
with the Adam optimization algorithm [21]. After training, we
can sample noise vectors from the prior noise distribution and
use the generator to generate new synthetic segmentations.

IV-B3 Latent Diffusion Model (LDM)

We adopted the MONAI library [4] to implement and
train an LDM model [32], which consists of an autoencoder
(comprising an encoder and a decoder), a forward diffusion
process, and a reverse diffusion (i.e., denoising) process. An
overview of the model is presented in Fig. 4 (e). Similar to
VAE, the autoencoder represents the original segmentations in
a more compact and efficient latent space. The encoder and
decoder are trained with a combination of L1 reconstruction
loss, perceptual loss [48], adversarial loss [8], and KL regu-
larization, as proposed by Pinaya et al. [30]. In the diffusion
process, LDM adds noise to the latent representation of the
given segmentation x, i.e., z, step by step and eventually
converts it into zT, which is close to a sample from the
standard Gaussian N (z;0, I). Here, T denotes the number of
steps and is set to 1,000 in our experiment. In the denoising
process, given a latent representation sampled from N (z;0, I),
i.e., ẑT , LDM aims to remove the presumed noise in ẑT step
by step and converts it into ẑ that can be decoded into a plau-
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sible synthetic segmentation x̂. The forward diffusion process
only requires sampling the noise to add in each step from a
standard Gaussian and does not involve training parameters.
The denoising process leverages a UNet module [33] to predict
the noise to remove at each step. Its training loss is defined
as:

Lldm(z, ϵ, t; θ) = ∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t)∥2, (5)

where z is the latent representation of a sampled real training
segmentation. ϵ is randomly sampled from a standard Gaus-
sian. t denotes a step number uniformly sampled between 1
and T . θ denotes the UNet module’s parameters. zt denotes
the result of the diffusion process starting with z after t steps,
which can be obtained based on ϵ [16]. ϵθ(zt, t) denotes the
output of the UNet module given zt and t. The module is
trained based on the Adam algorithm [21]. After training, it
can be readily used to denoise latent representations randomly
sampled from N (z;0, I) to generate new segmentations, as
elaborated in [16].

IV-B4 Alpha-Generative Adversarial Network (α-
GAN)

The α-GAN model [34], [23] consists of an encoder Eϕ,
a code discriminator Cη , a generator Gθ, and a discriminator
Dω , as depicted in Fig. 6 (a). The α-GAN model is trained
with three loss functions. The loss function for the encoder
and generator is:

La1(x, ẑrnd;ϕ, θ) =
−Dω(x̂rnd)−Dω(x̂rec)− λ1Cη(ẑrec)

+ λ2LBCE(x̂rec,x),

(6)

where x is a sampled real segmentation. ẑrnd ∼ N (z;0, I) is a
random noise sampled from the prior distribution. ϕ and θ de-

note the parameters of the encoder and generator, respectively.
x̂rnd = Gθ(ẑrnd) is a new synthetic segmentation generated
by the generator Gθ based on ẑrnd. ẑrec = Eϕ(x) is the
encoded vector of x. x̂rec = Gθ(ẑrec) is a reconstruction of x
based on ẑrec. Cη(ẑrec) denotes the “score” computed by the
code discriminator Cη regarding ẑrec. LBCE(x̂rec,x) denotes
the voxel-wise binary cross entropy (BCE) loss between the
reconstruction x̂rec and the original segmentation x.

The loss function for training the discriminator Dω is:

La2(x, ẑrnd;ω) =
Dω(x̂rnd) +Dω(x̂rec)− 2Dω(x)

+ λ3

(
(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)

2
+ (∥∇x̃′Dω(x̃

′) ∥2 − 1)2
)
,

(7)
where x̃ = ϵx + (1 − ϵ)x̂rnd, x̃

′ = ϵ′x + (1 − ϵ′)x̂rec, and
ϵ, ϵ′ ∼ U [0, 1], denoting the gradient penalty [13].

The loss function for training the code discriminator Cη is:

La3(x, ẑrnd; η) =
Cη(ẑrec)− Cη(ẑrnd) + λ4 (∥∇z̃Cη (z̃) ∥2 − 1)

2
,

(8)

where z̃ = ϵ′′ẑrnd + (1 − ϵ′′)ẑrec, ϵ
′′ ∈ U [0, 1]. λ1, λ2, λ3,

and λ4 are hyperparameters for balancing loss terms.
The generator and discriminator of α-GAN share the same

structures of the generator and discriminator of the GAN
model, respectively. The encoder is implemented based on
the discriminator of the GAN model by changing the output
dimension of the last FFN layer from 1 to 1024. The code
discriminator is implemented as an FFN block with three linear
layers. We train the α-GAN model with the Adam optimiza-
tion as well. After training, new synthetic segmentations can be
generated by feeding the generator with noise vectors sampled
from the prior distribution.

IV-C The Fine-tuning Process
The fine-tuning process aims to train four conditional gener-

ative models, i.e., C-VAE, C-GAN, C-LDM, and CSegSynth,
using the aforementioned dataset Xfin = {(xi,vi,yi)}, where
xi, vi, and yi denote stacked segmentations, ground-truth
volumes, and input features, respectively.

IV-C1 Conditional Variational Autoencoder (C-VAE)
The general structure of the C-VAE model [39] is depicted

in Fig. 4 (b), where the model consists of a conditional
encoder, a conditional decoder, and a prior network. Compared
with the pre-trained VAE model, cf. Fig. 4 (a), both the
encoding of the segmentation x and the decoding of the
sampled vector z(l) are conditioned on the individual’s feature
vector y, i.e., qϕ(z|x,y) and pθ(x|z(l),y), respectively. The
conditional encoding is achieved by conditioning the input of
the two FFN blocks that compute µ and σ2 in the original
VAE encoder (cf. left bottom in Fig. 5) on y. Specifically,
denoting the original input of the two FFN blocks as h, we
add additional FFN layers, denoted as the function FFNe(·),
to update h to h = h + FFNe(y). The conditional decoding
is achieved by conditioning the sampled vector z(l) on y in
a similar way: z(l) = z(l) + FFNd(y). The prior network
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aims to estimate a prior distribution that is conditioned on
y, i.e., pθ(z|y). We assume the prior distribution to be an
isotropic multivariate Gaussian, i.e., pθ(z|y) = N (z;µ,σ2I).
Accordingly, the prior network is implemented as two FFN
blocks that compute µ and σ2 based on y: µ = FFNp1(y)
and σ2 = FFNp2(y). The loss function regarding each real
training segmentation x with its corresponding feature vector
y and ground-truth volume v is defined as follows:

Lcvae(x,y,v;ϕ, θ) =

λ1 KL (qϕ(z|x,y)∥pθ(z|y))− λ2
1

L

L∑
l=1

log pθ(x|z(l),y)

+ λ3 L1(Vol(x̂),v),
(9)

where ϕ and θ denote the parameters to learn, and
KL (qϕ(z|x,y)∥pθ(z|y)) denotes the KL divergence between
the encoded distribution qϕ(z|x,y) and the estimated prior
pθ(z|y). x̂ denotes a reconstruction of x generated by the
decoder based on a random sample from qϕ(z|x,y). Vol(x̂)
denotes the volume vector computed from x̂. Furthermore,
L1(Vol(x̂),v) denotes the mean absolute error between Vol(x̂)
and v. λ1, λ2, and λ3 are hyperparameters for balancing loss
terms. We used the Adam algorithm for training, after which,
given a new individual with the feature vector ŷ, we first use
the prior network to estimate the conditional prior distribution
pθ(z|ŷ). Then, we sample a vector from pθ(z|ŷ) and use the
decoder to generate x̂, i.e., x̂ = argmaxx pθ(x|ẑ, ŷ), ẑ ∼
pθ(z|ŷ), where x̂ is conditioned on ŷ and, therefore, specific

to this individual.
IV-C2 Conditional Generative Adversarial Network

(C-GAN)
We present an overview of the C-GAN structure in

Fig. 4 (d), which is designed for the segmentation generation
task of this paper based on the generic conditional generative
adversarial nets [29]. Compared with the pre-trained GAN
model, cf. Fig. 4 (c), there are mainly two changes: 1) The
generator Gθ becomes conditioned on the input feature vector
y, i.e., x̂ = Gθ(ẑ|y), ẑ ∼ N (z;0, I). In this way, we can
condition the synthetic segmentations on the input features
and generate segmentations for specific individuals. 2) We
compute the WM, GM, CSF, and background volumes in
generated segmentations and use them in the training loss.
Specifically, we add the prediction error L1(Vol(x̂),v) as an
additional term of the generator’s training loss, where Vol(x̂)
denotes computed volumes in x̂, and L1(Vol(x̂),v) computes
the mean absolute error with respect to v. The loss functions
for the generator and discriminator are defined as follows:

Lcgen(ẑ,y,v; θ) =
−Dω(x̂) + λ1 L1 (Vol (x̂) ,v)

+ λ2 TML (v,Vol (x̂) ,Vol (x̂′)) ,

(10)

Lcdis(x,y;ω) = Dω(x̂)−Dω(x) + λ3(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)2,
(11)

where ẑ ∼ N (z;0, I), x̂ = Gθ(ẑ|y), x̃ = ϵx + (1 − ϵ)x̂,
ϵ ∼ U [0, 1]. Please note that TML (v,Vol (x̂) ,Vol (x̂′)) de-
notes a triplet margin loss [36], which uses v as the “anchor,”



Vol (x̂) as the “positive example” that should be close to v, and
Vol (x̂′) as the “negative example” that should deviate from v
by a margin compared to Vol (x̂). Here, x̂′ denotes a random
synthetic segmentation generated by the generator based on ẑ
and y+ yn, where yn has the same size of y but is sampled
from a standard Gaussian. λ1, λ2 and λ3 are hyperparameters
for balancing loss terms.

The discriminator shares the structure of the discriminator
of the pre-trained GAN model. In the conditional generator,
we add an additional FFN layer, denoted as FFNcgan(·),
on top of the original generator of the pre-trained GAN
model. The FFN layer conditions the input vector ẑ on y,
i.e., ẑ = ẑ + FFNcgan(y). The generator and discriminator
are updated in separate steps based on the Adam algorithm.
After training, given a new individual with the feature vector
ŷ, the individual-specific segmentations can be generated as
x̂ = Gθ(ẑ|ŷ), ẑ ∼ N (z;0, I).

IV-C3 Conditional Latent Diffusion Model (C-LDM)
An overview of the C-LDM model [32] is given in Fig. 4 (f).

Compared to LDM, cf. Fig. 4 (e), the denoising process of
C-LDM is conditioned on the feature vector y. Specifically,
the UNet module in the denoising process of the original
LDM is augmented with a cross-attention mechanism [43]
that uses a transformation of y as “keys” and “values” in the
cross attention, as elaborated in [32]. Correspondingly, the loss
function is updated as:

Lcldm(z, ϵ, t,y; θ) = ∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t,y)∥2, (12)

where ϵθ(zt, t,y) denotes the output of the conditional UNet
module at step t given the latent representation of the current
step, i.e., zt, and the feature vector y. Other notations are
defined the same as Eq. (5). After training, C-LDM is ex-
pected to conduct the denoising of a random sample ẑT from
N (z;0, I) with the condition of a given individual’s feature
vector and generate a synthetic segmentation x̂ that is specific
to the individual, as depicted in Fig. 4 (f). Please note that the
encoder and the decoder keep the original structures in LDM
and inherit the pre-trained parameters.

IV-C4 Conditional Segmentation Synthesis model
(CSegSynth)

An overview of the proposed CSegSynth model is given
in Fig. 6 (b), which consists of an encoder Eϕ, a code
discriminator Cη , a prior network Pψ , a generator Gθ, and
a discriminator Dω . During training, given a sampled real
segmentation x. The encoder Eϕ first encodes x into a vector
ẑrec, which, on the one hand, is fed to the code discriminator
Cη to obtain a code “score” Cη(ẑrec), and on the other hand,
is fed to the generator Gθ to obtain a reconstruction of x,
i.e., x̂rec. Then, we sample a random vector ẑrnd from a prior
distribution N (z;0, I). The prior network Pψ conditions ẑrnd
on the feature vector y and computes ẑcnd, which, on the
one hand, is also fed to the code discriminator, i.e., Cη(ẑcnd),
and on the other hand, is fed to the generator, obtaining a
new synthetic segmentation x̂cnd that is conditioned on y.
Lastly, the discriminator Dω computes “scores” for both the
reconstruction and the synthetic segmentation: Dω(x̂rec) and

Dω(x̂cnd). Based on these notations, we propose three training
functions that learn the parameters of involved modules in
separate steps:

Lc1(x,y,v, ẑrnd;ϕ, θ, ψ) =
−Dω(x̂cnd)−Dω(x̂rec)− λ1 (Cη(ẑcnd) + Cη(ẑrec))

+ λ2 (L1 (Vol(x̂cnd),v) + L1 (Vol(x̂rec),v))

+ λ3LBCE(x̂rec,x) + λ4 TML (v,Vol (x̂cnd) ,Vol (x̂′
cnd)) ,
(13)

where ϕ, θ, and ψ denote that this function is for train-
ing the encoder, the generator, and the prior network. Min-
imizing −Dω(x̂cnd) − Dω(x̂rec) drives the generator to
generate segmentations with higher quality based on out-
puts of both the prior network and the encoder. The term
−λ1 (Cη(ẑcnd) + Cη(ẑrec)) improves the prior network and
the encoder based on the judgment of the code discriminator.
The term λ2 (L1 (Vol(x̂cnd),v) + L1 (Vol(x̂rec),v)) regular-
izes the generated segmentations regarding the ground-truth
volume v. The term λ3LBCE(x̂rec,x) improves the generator
based on voxel-wise binary cross entropy loss between x
and the reconstruction x̂rec. TML (v,Vol (x̂cnd) ,Vol (x̂′

cnd))
denotes a triplet margin loss [36], which uses v as the
“anchor,” Vol (x̂cnd) as the “positive example” that should
be close to v, and Vol (x̂′

cnd) as the “negative example” that
should deviate from v by a margin compared to Vol (x̂cnd).
Here, x̂′

cnd denotes a random synthetic segmentation generated
by the prior network and the generator based on ẑrnd and
y+yn, where yn has the same size of y and is sampled from
a standard Gaussian.

Lc2(x,y, ẑrnd;ω) =
Dω(x̂cnd) +Dω(x̂rec)− 2Dω(x)+

λ5
(
(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)2 + (∥∇x̃′Dω(x̃

′)∥2 − 1)2
)
,

(14)
where ω denotes that this function updates the discrimina-
tor. Minimizing Dω(x̂cnd) + Dω(x̂rec) − 2Dω(x) drives the
discriminator to give real segmentations higher “scores” and
give the reconstructed and synthetic ones lower “scores,”
i.e., having a stronger discriminative capability. The term
λ5

(
(∥∇x̃Dω(x̃)∥2 − 1)2 + (∥∇x̃′Dω(x̃

′)∥2 − 1)2
)

computes
the gradient penalty [13] that regularizes the training. where
x̃ = ϵx+(1− ϵ)x̂cnd, x̃

′ = ϵ′x+(1− ϵ′)x̂rec, ϵ, ϵ
′ ∼ U [0, 1].

Lc3(x,y, ẑrnd; η) =
Cη(ẑcnd) + Cη(ẑrec)− 2Cη(ẑrnd)+

λ6

(
(∥∇z̃Cη(z̃)∥2 − 1)

2
+ (∥∇z̃′Cη(z̃

′)∥2 − 1)
2
)
,

(15)

where η denotes that this function updates the code dis-
criminator. Minimizing Cη(ẑcnd) + Cη(ẑrec) − 2Cη(ẑrnd)
drives the code discriminator to have a stronger discrimina-
tive capability against the outputs of the prior network and
encoder. The last term also denotes a gradient penalty, where
z̃ = ϵ̂ẑrnd + (1 − ϵ̂)ẑcnd, z̃

′ = ϵ̂′ẑrnd + (1 − ϵ̂′)ẑrec, and
ϵ̂, ϵ̂′ ∼ U [0, 1]. Furthermore, λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4, λ5 and λ6 are
hyperparameters for balancing loss terms.



The prior network is implemented as an FFN block with
three linear layers, i.e., ẑcnd = ẑrnd + FFNprior(y). The
other modules employ corresponding structures in α-GAN.
We adopted the Adam optimization algorithm as well. After
training, given an individual with the feature vector ŷ, we
can utilize the prior network and the generator to condi-
tionally generate an individual-specific segmentation x̂ =
Gθ(Pψ(ẑ|ŷ)), ẑ ∼ N (z;0, I).
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Engelhardt, S., Zhu, D., Yuan, Y. (eds.) Deep Generative Models -
Second MICCAI Workshop, DGM4MICCAI 2022, Held in Conjunc-
tion with MICCAI 2022, Singapore, September 22, 2022, Proceed-
ings. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 13609, pp. 117–126.
Springer (2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-18576-2 12, https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-18576-2 12

http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.06450
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2021.3116668
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.02701
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.02701
https://doi.org/10.1109/JBHI.2024.3385504
https://doi.org/10.1109/JBHI.2024.3385504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.media.2024.103278
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.media.2024.103278
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/892c3b1c6dccd52936e27cbd0ff683d6-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/892c3b1c6dccd52936e27cbd0ff683d6-Abstract.html
https://doi.org/10.1145/3463475
https://doi.org/10.1145/3463475
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32248-9_14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2023.107685
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2023.107685
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01167
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01167
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Bkg6RiCqY7
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Bkg6RiCqY7
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.1784
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-18576-2_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-18576-2_12


[31] Rodd, J.M., Longe, O.A., Randall, B., Tyler, L.K.: The functional
organisation of the fronto-temporal language system: evidence from
syntactic and semantic ambiguity. Neuropsychologia 48(5), 1324–1335
(2010)

[32] Rombach, R., Blattmann, A., Lorenz, D., Esser, P., Ommer, B.: High-
resolution image synthesis with latent diffusion models. In: IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2022,
New Orleans, LA, USA, June 18-24, 2022. pp. 10674–10685. IEEE
(2022). https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01042, https://doi.org/
10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01042

[33] Ronneberger, O., Fischer, P., Brox, T.: U-net: Convolutional networks
for biomedical image segmentation. In: Medical image computing and
computer-assisted intervention–MICCAI 2015: 18th international con-
ference, Munich, Germany, October 5-9, 2015, proceedings, part III 18.
pp. 234–241. Springer (2015)

[34] Rosca, M., Lakshminarayanan, B., Warde-Farley, D., Mohamed, S.: Vari-
ational approaches for auto-encoding generative adversarial networks.
CoRR abs/1706.04987 (2017), http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.04987

[35] Rumelhart, D.E., Hinton, G.E., Williams, R.J.: Learning internal rep-
resentations by error propagation, parallel distributed processing, ex-
plorations in the microstructure of cognition, ed. de rumelhart and j.
mcclelland. vol. 1. 1986. Biometrika 71(599-607), 6 (1986)

[36] Schroff, F., Kalenichenko, D., Philbin, J.: Facenet: A unified embedding
for face recognition and clustering. In: Proceedings of the IEEE confer-
ence on computer vision and pattern recognition. pp. 815–823 (2015)

[37] Shafto, M.A., Tyler, L.K., Dixon, M., Taylor, J.R., Rowe, J.B., Cusack,
R., Calder, A.J., Marslen-Wilson, W.D., Duncan, J., Dalgleish, T., et al.:
The cambridge centre for ageing and neuroscience (cam-can) study
protocol: a cross-sectional, lifespan, multidisciplinary examination of
healthy cognitive ageing. BMC neurology 14, 1–25 (2014)

[38] Snoek, L., van der Miesen, M.M., Beemsterboer, T., Van Der Leij, A.,
Eigenhuis, A., Steven Scholte, H.: The amsterdam open mri collection,
a set of multimodal mri datasets for individual difference analyses.
Scientific data 8(1), 85 (2021)

[39] Sohn, K., Lee, H., Yan, X.: Learning structured output representation
using deep conditional generative models. In: Cortes, C., Lawrence,
N.D., Lee, D.D., Sugiyama, M., Garnett, R. (eds.) Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 28: Annual Conference on Neural
Information Processing Systems 2015, December 7-12, 2015, Montreal,
Quebec, Canada. pp. 3483–3491 (2015), https://proceedings.neurips.cc/
paper/2015/hash/8d55a249e6baa5c06772297520da2051-Abstract.html

[40] Sun, L., Chen, J., Xu, Y., Gong, M., Yu, K., Batmanghelich, K.:
Hierarchical amortized GAN for 3d high resolution medical image
synthesis. IEEE J. Biomed. Health Informatics 26(8), 3966–3975
(2022). https://doi.org/10.1109/JBHI.2022.3172976, https://doi.org/10.
1109/JBHI.2022.3172976

[41] Taylor, J.R., Williams, N., Cusack, R., Auer, T., Shafto, M.A., Dixon, M.,
Tyler, L.K., Henson, R.N., et al.: The cambridge centre for ageing and
neuroscience (cam-can) data repository: Structural and functional mri,
meg, and cognitive data from a cross-sectional adult lifespan sample.
neuroimage 144, 262–269 (2017)

[42] Thompson, D.K., Matthews, L.G., Alexander, B., Lee, K.J., Kelly, C.E.,
Adamson, C.L., Hunt, R.W., Cheong, J.L., Spencer-Smith, M., Neil, J.J.,
et al.: Tracking regional brain growth up to age 13 in children born term
and very preterm. Nature communications 11(1), 696 (2020)

[43] Vaswani, A., Shazeer, N., Parmar, N., Uszkoreit, J., Jones, L., Gomez,
A.N., Kaiser, L., Polosukhin, I.: Attention is all you need. Advances in
neural information processing systems 30 (2017)

[44] Wang, H.E., Triebkorn, P., Breyton, M., Dollomaja, B., Lemarechal,
J.D., Petkoski, S., Sorrentino, P., Depannemaecker, D., Hashemi, M.,
Jirsa, V.K.: Virtual brain twins: from basic neuroscience to clinical use.
National Science Review 11(5), nwae079 (2024)

[45] Wang, Z., Bovik, A.C., Sheikh, H.R., Simoncelli, E.P.: Image quality as-
sessment: from error visibility to structural similarity. IEEE transactions
on image processing 13(4), 600–612 (2004)

[46] White, T., Blok, E., Calhoun, V.D.: Data sharing and privacy issues
in neuroimaging research: Opportunities, obstacles, challenges, and
monsters under the bed. Human Brain Mapping 43(1), 278–291 (2022)

[47] Yu, B., Zhou, L., Wang, L., Shi, Y., Fripp, J., Bourgeat, P.: Ea-
gans: Edge-aware generative adversarial networks for cross-modality
MR image synthesis. IEEE Trans. Medical Imaging 38(7), 1750–
1762 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1109/TMI.2019.2895894, https://doi.org/
10.1109/TMI.2019.2895894

[48] Zhang, R., Isola, P., Efros, A.A., Shechtman, E., Wang, O.: The
unreasonable effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric. In:
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition. pp. 586–595 (2018)

[49] Zhang, W., Luck, S.J.: Discrete fixed-resolution representations in visual
working memory. Nature 453(7192), 233–235 (2008)

[50] Zhang, Y., Brady, M., Smith, S.: Segmentation of brain mr images
through a hidden markov random field model and the expectation-
maximization algorithm. IEEE transactions on medical imaging 20(1),
45–57 (2001)

Acknowledgments
This work was partially funded by the University Research

Priority Program “Dynamics of Healthy Aging” at the Uni-
versity of Zurich and the Swiss National Science Founda-
tion through project MediaGraph (contract no. 202125). Data
collection and sharing for this project was provided by the
Cambridge Centre for Ageing and Neuroscience (CamCAN).
CamCAN funding was provided by the UK Biotechnology
and Biological Sciences Research Council (grant number
BB/H008217/1), together with support from the UK Medical
Research Council and University of Cambridge, UK.

Author Contributions
R.W., L.R., S.M., C.R., M.M., and A.B. contributed to

the proposal and conceptualization of the research question
and the general framework and idea of this work. R.W. and
L.R. contributed to the design, implementation, training, and
evaluation of deep generative models. S.M., C.R., M.M., and
A.B. contributed to the design of experiments and analysis of
experimental results. R.W. contributed to the writing of the
whole paper. S.M. contributed to the discussion section. L.R.,
S.M., C.R., M.M., and A.B. contributed to the proofreading
and revision of the whole paper. Additionally, M.M. and A.B.
contributed to the data and resource acquisition as well as the
planning and coordination of the whole work.

Competing interests
We declare no competing interests.

Correspondence and material requests should be addressed
to Ruijie Wang.

The code is open-sourced at https://github.com/
ruijie-wang-uzh/CSegSynth.

https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01042
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01042
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.04987
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2015/hash/8d55a249e6baa5c06772297520da2051-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2015/hash/8d55a249e6baa5c06772297520da2051-Abstract.html
https://doi.org/10.1109/JBHI.2022.3172976
https://doi.org/10.1109/JBHI.2022.3172976
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMI.2019.2895894
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMI.2019.2895894
https://github.com/ruijie-wang-uzh/CSegSynth
https://github.com/ruijie-wang-uzh/CSegSynth

	Introduction
	Results
	Experimental Setup
	Quality of Synthetic Segmentations
	Effectiveness of the Individual-Specific Generation

	Discussion
	Methods
	Notation Definition
	The Pre-Training Process
	Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
	Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)
	Latent Diffusion Model (LDM)
	Alpha-Generative Adversarial Network (-GAN)

	The Fine-tuning Process
	Conditional Variational Autoencoder (C-VAE)
	Conditional Generative Adversarial Network (C-GAN)
	Conditional Latent Diffusion Model (C-LDM)
	Conditional Segmentation Synthesis model (CSegSynth)


	References

