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Abstract. Contrast-enhanced brain MRI (CE-MRI) is a valuable di-
agnostic technique but may pose health risks and incur high costs. To
create safer alternatives, multi-modality medical image translation aims
to synthesize CE-MRI images from other available modalities. Although
existing methods can generate promising predictions, they still face two
challenges, i.e., exhibiting over-confidence and lacking interpretability
on predictions. To address the above challenges, this paper introduces
TrustI2I, a novel trustworthy method that reformulates multi-to-one
medical image translation problem as a multimodal regression problem,
aiming to build an uncertainty-aware and reliable system. Specifically,
our method leverages deep evidential regression to estimate prediction
uncertainties and employs an explicit intermediate and late fusion strat-
egy based on the Mixture of Normal Inverse Gamma (MoNIG) distribu-
tion, enhancing both synthesis quality and interpretability. Additionally,
we incorporate uncertainty calibration to improve the reliability of un-
certainty. Validation on the BraTS2018 dataset demonstrates that our
approach surpasses current methods, producing higher-quality images
with rational uncertainty estimation.

Keywords: Medical image translation · Uncertainty · Interpretability ·
Trustworthy

1 Introduction

Contrast-enhanced Brain MRI (CE-MRI) offers vital insights for the accurate
diagnosis, characterization, and treatment of tumors. However, acquiring CE-
MRI images typically involves injecting a gadolinium-based contrast agent, which
has raised recent concerns due to its potential accumulation in the body [15].
Medical image translation technology enables the generation of alternative CE-
MRI images in a safe and cost-effective manner [20,26].

Multi-to-one translation strategies leverage complementary information from
multiple source modalities to synthesize target modality [9, 22, 25, 27]. These
strategies integrate source modalities at various stages: early (image-level) fu-
sion [5, 22], intermediate (feature-level) fusion [9, 27], and late (prediction-level)
fusion.
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Although multi-modality medical image translation has been well studied,
it still faces two main limitations: 1) Little uncertainty-aware. Current ap-
proaches hardly identify cases where confident predictions are not possible, i.e.,
can I trust the results generated? Is it reliable for diagnosis? 2) Lack of inter-
pretability. The implicit nature of modality fusion compromises interpretabil-
ity, i.e., how are different modalities integrated and how do they contribute to the
final prediction?

To deploy reliable medical image analysis systems in real-world medical ap-
plications, it is crucial to estimate and quantify the uncertainty associated with
predictions [8, 24]. Uncertainty is typically categorized into two types: aleatoric
uncertainty (AU), which arises from the inherent variability or randomness in the
data, and epistemic uncertainty (EU), which relates to the model itself caused
by a lack of knowledge [12]. Various methods can be employed to measure the
uncertainty, such as Bayesian-based methods [6,18], deep ensembles [4] and MC
dropout [7], but these methods are computationally expensive. Evidential learn-
ing [1, 21] offers a direct approach to the estimation of uncertainty.

Uncertainty-aware frameworks provide insight to guide multi-modality fu-
sion, along with the mixture rules using different source modalities, which en-
hances interpretability and robustness. Recent works have proposed to address
uncertainty-guided multi-model fusion tasks such as classification [8] and regres-
sion [17] tasks. However, many of these approaches focus on late fusion, which
may not fully capture the interactive features across modalities that could en-
hance the final prediction.

To solve the above issues, we proposed a novel trustworthy framework for
multi-to-one medical image translation. Specifically, we propose an evidential
estimator within a fully probabilistic framework to quantify uncertainty. Our
model explicitly integrates multiple source modalities through intermediate fea-
ture fusion and late fusion, guided by the estimated uncertainties and employing
the Mixture of Normal-inverse Gamma (MoNIG) rule to enhance both regression
accuracy and interpretability. Additionally, we introduce an uncertainty calibra-
tion strategy to improve the reliability of uncertainty estimations.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
(1) We rethink the multi-to-one medical image translation problem as a mul-

timodal regression problem, aiming to build an uncertainty-aware and reliable
system. (2) We design interpretable intermediate and late fusion strategies that
dynamically incorporate uncertainties to leverage each modality effectively. (3)
Experimental results demonstrate that the proposed method improves the qual-
ity of synthesized CE-MRI, providing reliable uncertainty estimates and offering
a reference for prediction error.

2 Methodology

We propose a novel trustworthy framework that reformulates the multi-to-one
medical image translation problem into a multimodal regression problem. In
Sec.2.1, we introduce deep evidential regression to multi-to-one medical image
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Fig. 1. TrustI2I framework: (a) Multi-modality images are translated to local predic-
tions by an evidential estimator. (b) Stage I’s encoded features are dynamically fused
into a global prediction. The overall distribution is obtained by the mixture of both
local and global predictions using MoNIG rules. (c) and (d) show the uncertainty cal-
ibration and probabilistic graph of our framework.

translation, aiming to build an uncertainty-aware system. In Sec. 2.2, we con-
struct an explicit intermediate and late fusion strategy for local and global pre-
dictions. In Sec. 2.3, we present an uncertainty calibration algorithm designed
to ensure reliable estimation of uncertainties. Sec. 2.4 introduces our network
architecture and training strategy. Fig. 1 shows the overall framework of our
approach.

2.1 Preliminary of Evidence-Based Translation

Consider the multi-to-one medical image translation as a regression problem:
given a dataset D = {{x(i)

[m]}Mm=1,y
(i)}Ii=1, where x

(i)
[m] represents the i-th sample

of the m-th source modality and y(i) corresponds to the target modality. The
objective is to train a model by minimizing L1 or L2 loss between prediction
and target. We assume the j-th pixel of the synthesized target ŷ is drawn from
a Gaussian distribution ŷj ∼ N (µj , σ

2
j )

To incorporate uncertainty into the model, following the approach in [1], we
further assume that the mean and variance are drawn from a Gaussian distri-
bution µj ∼ N

(
γj , σ

2
j η

−1
j

)
, and Inverse-Gamma distribution σ2

j ∼ Γ−1(αj , βj),
respectively, where γj ∈ R, ηj > 0, αj > 1, and βj > 0. The probabilistic graph
is demonstrated in Fig. 1-(d).

Our aim is to infer the posterior via marginalizing over the likelihood param-
eters, following the Normal Inverse-Gamma (NIG) distribution:

p(µj , σ
2
j |γj , ηj , αj , βj) =

β
αj

j

Γ (αj)

√
ηj

σj

√
2π

(
1

σ2
j

)αj+1exp{−2βj + ηj(µj − γj)
2

2σ2
j

}.

(1)
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For convenience, the NIG distribution is notated as NIG(γ,η,α,β).
One principle way to fit this regression model and obtain estimator ŷ is to

minimize the negative log-likelihood loss [1]:

LNLL =
∑J

j=1
1
2 log(

π
ηj
)−αj log(ωj)+(αj+

1
2 )log((yj−γj)

2ηj+ωj)+logϕj , (2)

where, yj is the j-th pixel of the target y, ωj = 2βj(1 + ηj) and ϕj =
Γ (αj)

Γ (αj+
1
2 )

.
Moreover, [1] recommends incorporating a regularization that penalizes incorrect
virtual evidence estimates 2ηj+αj scaled on the error of the predictions, thereby
refining the total NIG loss:

LNIG = LNLL + λRLR, (3)

where LR =
∑J

j=1|yj −γj | · (2ηj +αj), and the coefficient λR > 0 balances these
two loss terms. Accordingly, given the NIG distribution of likelihood parameters,
the AU and EU for each pixel can be computed as,

AU ≜ E[σ2
j ] =

βj

(αj − 1)
, EU ≜ Var[µj ] =

βj

ηj(αj − 1)
, (4)

.

2.2 Mixture of NIG for Multi-modality Fusion

Inspired by multimodal learning, the predicted target from each modality is
integrated through an explicit mixture of NIG distributions (MoNIG) rule [17].
Based on the local predictions from each modality, as shown in Fig. 1-(a), we
utilize the following operation to obtain a mixture of NIG distributions:

NIG(γ,η,α,β) = NIG1(γ[1],η[1],α[1],β[1])⊕ · · · ⊕NIGM (γ[M ],η[M ],α[M ],β[M ]),
(5)

where ⊕ denotes the mixture operation of two NIG distributions. Please refer to
the supplementary material for more information.

To integrate multiple source modality information more efficiently and in-
terpretably, we utilize the MoNIG rule in both intermediate and late fusion.
Specifically, we first synthesize local predictions from different source modalities
(Fig. 1-(a)), and then the global prediction is generated through feature-level
fusion (Fig. 1-(b)). Finally, the overall NIG distribution can be derived by ap-
plying the MoNIG rule to local and global predictions at the image level, i.e.
NIGComb = NIG1 ⊕ NIG2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ NIGM ⊕ NIGGobal. More details will be illus-
trated in Section 2.4.

2.3 Uncertainty Calibration

Because of model misspecification and approximate assumptions, the uncertainty
estimates are often inaccurate. To address this issue, we utilize an uncertainty
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calibration method based on the quantile regression [13]. Given a pre-trained
evidential estimator, F−1 :

[
0, 1

]
→ ŷj is the learned quantile function. We

trained an auxiliary isotonic regression model R : [0, 1] → [0, 1], which can
perfect the match between the empirical and the predicted CDFs, yielding a
calibrated forecaster and output calibrated quantiles as demonstrated in Fig.
1-(c). Then the AU and EU can be calibrated via the calibrated quantiles:

E[ŷj ] =
∫ 1

0

Q(p)dp ≈
N∑

n=1

Q(pn)∆pn, E[ŷ2j ] =
∫ 1

0

Q2(p)dp ≈
N∑

n=1

Q2(pn)∆pn

(6)

where Q(·) = F−1 ◦ R(·). Then we obtain calibrated uncertainties as EU′ =
V ar[ŷj ] = E[ŷj2]− (E[ŷj ])2 and AU′ = ηjEU

′.

2.4 Overall Framework and Training

This section shows the network architecture in our framework and explains the
training strategy. From Bayesian probability theory, the regression is simpli-
fied to model a mapping estimating NIG distribution parameters, i.e., fθ(x) =
{γ,η,α,β}. We modify an alias-free GAN [11,23] as an evidential estimator fθ.
The estimator additionally has four output target maps corresponding to each
evidential parameter in {γ,η,α,β}, respectively. A softplus activation function
is applied for the channels representing positive parameters {η,α,β} where the
elements of α are additionally incremented by 1 as they are constrained to be
greater than 1.

The proposed framework is trained by a two-stage training strategy. In stage
I, we train an evidential estimator to obtain local predictions from each source
modality. For an input image x[m] of m-th modality, the local prediction follows
NIGm = G(E(x[m])), where G is the evidential generator and E is the encoder. To
achieve minimal information loss during translation, the overall loss is composed
of an adversarial loss, NIG loss, and pixel-wise target reconstruction loss for each
translation x[m] → y, as well as a self-reconstruction loss LPix

x[m]→x[m]
to force the

encoder learned effective representations of each source modality:

LLocal =

M∑

m=1

(LSyn
x[m]→y + λPixLPix

x[m]→x[m]
), (7)

where LSyn
x[m]→y = LAdv

x[m]→y+λPixLPix
x[m]→y+λNIGLNIG

x[m]→y, and LPix
x[m]→· =

∥∥γ[m] − ·
∥∥
1
.

The adversarial loss and the discriminator are preserved from [23]. The balancing
weights λPix and λNIG are set to 100 and 0.5 in our experiments.

Stage II is shown in Fig. 1-(b). We notate the multi-level representations of
modality m as F [m] = {F (1)

[m], · · · , F
(n)
[m]} , where F

(i)
[m] represents feature from i-th

encoder layer. F [m] is extracted by E and local prediction NIGm is generated by G
pre-trained in stage I. Then the parameters of NIGm are encoded using the same
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Fig. 2. Visualizations of T1Gd images synthesized from T1, T2, and Flair using various
methods. The first five columns of each "Error" row display intensity discrepancies. The
last column shows our method’s AU and EU maps.

architecture as E to guide multi-level dynamic fusion based on MoNIG, leading
to fused feature F . Finally, we obtain the global prediction by NIGglobal = G(F ).

The to. al loss of stage II is defined as

L = LComb + LGlobal, (8)

where LComb and LGlobal represents the losses for combining local and global
predictions as well as global prediction solely, respectively, implemented in a
similar way as LSyn

x[m]→y.

3 Experiments

3.1 Dataset and Implementation

Dataset We used brain MRI images from 285 subjects in the publicly avail-
able BraTS2018 dataset [2, 3, 19]. The data for each subject comprised four
aligned volumes of modalities T1WI, T2WI, Flair, and T1-weighted Gadolinium-
enhanced MRI (T1Gd) respectively. These subjects were randomly divided into
training (228 subjects), validation (28 subjects), and testing (29 subjects) sub-
sets. For preprocessing, each image was truncated at the 99th percentile of its
maximum value. We then performed intensity normalization using the z-score
method. We also removed altogether 60 slices from the superior and inferior
without brain structures.
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Table 1. Comparison of different methods in synthesizing T1Gd image by T1WI
and T2WI (T1+T2→T1Gd), T1WI and Flair (T1+Flair→T1Gd), T2WI and Flair
(T2+Flair→T1Gd), and altogether three modalities (T1+T2+Flair→T1Gd). The re-
sults are in the "mean ± standard deviation" format.

Method T1+T2→ T1Gd T1+Flair→ T1Gd T2+Flair→ T1Gd T1+T2+Flair→ T1Gd
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑

Pix2pix [10] 25.60 ±
2.67

0.893 ±
0.033

25.49 ±
2.64

0.891 ±
0.035

24.72 ±
0.036

0.882 ±
0.034

25.69 ±
2.58

0.894 ±
0.033

MM-GAN [22] 26.70 ±
2.74

0.909 ±
0.029

26.30 ±
2.66

0.898 ±
0.033

25.20 ±
2.75

0.886 ±
0.040

26.79 ±
3.04

0.907 ±
0.030

ResViT [5] 26.53 ±
2.34

0.902 ±
0.031

26.06 ±
2.24

0.896 ±
0.032

25.01 ±
2.02

0.883 ±
0.038

26.42 ±
2.74

0.903 ±
0.032

Our TrustI2I 27.43 ±
2.22

0.908 ±
0.034

26.98 ±
2.39

0.900 ±
0.039

25.46 ±
2.11

0.879 ±
0.043

27.46 ±
2.25

0.909 ±
0.035

Evaluation Metrics We used the peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) and the
structural similarity index (SSIM) to evaluate the quality of the generated im-
ages. Additionally, we assessed the reliability of our uncertainty estimation by
calculating the expected uncertainty calibration error (UCE) [14], which was the
weighted L1-norm between the uncertainty and error map.
Implementation Details Our model was trained using the Adam optimizer,
with an initial learning rate of 2× 10−3 and 2× 10−4 for stage I and II, respec-
tively, which was decayed following the cosine annealing warm restarting learning
rate scheduler [16]. The two stages were trained with 2× 105 and 5× 104 itera-
tions, respectively. The balancing coefficient λR in (3) was set to increase linearly
from 0 to 1 during training. In Stage II, we froze the encoder E and fine-tuned
the pre-trained generator G and discriminator. The framework was implemented
using Pytorch and was run on a single NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

3.2 Results

Comparison with multi-modality medical image translation methods
To evaluate the image translation quality delivered by our proposed TrustI2I
model, we compared it with three medical image translation methods, including
Pix2pix [10], MM-GAN [22], and ResViT [5].

We employed various combinations of the T1WI, T2WI, and Flair modalities
to synthesize the T1Gd images.

As shown in Table 1, our method outperformed others on different combi-
nations of source modalities, indicating the proposed method could integrate
information more effectively from multiple modalities. Fig. 2 shows that our
TrustI2I could restore high-frequency details, especially in the tumor region,
which is demonstrated by the lowest error map between the synthesized and
target T1Gd images. It proves that our method was able to capture both the
global and local information, and the uncertainty-aware mixture rule could be
more robust than the methods with implicit fusion strategies. Moreover, the un-
certainty maps generated by our model could reflect the prediction error to some
extent, indicating the reliability of uncertainty estimates. We found that AU rose
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Table 2. Ablation study of the proposed framework among estimations (a,b,c) using
local prediction from single source modality (1-T1WI, 2-T2WI, 3-Flair), (d) mixture
of NIG from the local predictions, (e) global predictions solely, (f) mixture of NIG
from the local and global predictions without uncertainty calibration, and (our) with
uncertainty calibration.

Model PSNR↑ SSIM↑ UCE(aleatoric)↓ UCE(epistemic)↓
(a) TrustI2I local-1 26.68± 2.29 0.895±0.041 1.93 × 10−3 1.71 × 10−3

(b) TrustI2I local-2 25.46± 2.08 0.883±0.043 3.38 × 10−3 2.95 × 10−3

(c) TrustI2I local-3 25.18± 2.07 0.866±0.053 4.40 × 10−3 4.13 × 10−3

(d) TrustI2I w/o global 27.28± 2.20 0.908±0.030 2.22 × 10−3 2.21 × 10−3

(e) TrustI2I w/o local 27.17± 2.24 0.904±0.036 2.45 × 10−3 2.31 × 10−3

(f) TrustI2I w/o calib 27.46 ± 2.25 0.909 ± 0.035 1.98 × 10−3 1.96 × 10−3

(ours) TrustI2I 27.46 ± 2.25 0.909 ± 0.035 1.36 × 10−3 1.47 × 10−3

EUAUT1Gd EUAUT1Gd

Fig. 3. T1Gd, AU, and EU from two random examples during the synthesis of T1Gd.
We visualized the real T1Gd image and highlighted the contrast-enhanced tumor region
with a red mask.

at the edge region due to pixel misalignment among source and target images.
EU occurred in parts of the image that were previously unseen by the model,
such as the contrast-enhanced tumor regions marked by the red rectangles. This
phenomenon is consistent with the theoretical definitions of AU and EU and will
be further discussed later.

Ablation study An ablation study of the proposed method was conducted
to examine the performance of the local and global predictions, as well as the
contribution of these predictions. Table 2 shows that compared with (a)-(c),
(d) presented better results, demonstrating that the late fusion of multiple local
predictions was effective. Besides, (f) and (ours) achieved better performance
than (d) and (e), which means that using both intermediate fusion and late fusion
could integrate complementary information more effectively. After uncertainty
calibration, our method achieved the best prediction quality and lowest UCE and
resulted in the best consistency between the uncertainties and overall results,
which made our system more reliable.

Gd-enhanced tumor structure detection without T1Gd We also tested
the ability of Our-of-Distribution (OOD) detection. As shown in Fig. 3, the
highly uncertain regions in EU to some extent reflected the information discrep-
ancy between T1Gd and other modalities which were challenging to synthesize
through modality translation. Referring to further consideration of the impact
on clinical diagnosis, the EU of the synthesized images could potentially predict
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the approximate contrast-enhanced tumor location based on contrast-free source
modality images, reflecting the trustworthiness of predictions.

4 Conclusion

In this work, we have proposed a novel trustworthy method that reformulates
multi-to-one medical image translation as a multimodal regression problem for
brain CE-MRI synthesis. We have constructed an uncertainty-aware medical im-
age translation framework based on deep evidential regression with uncertainty
calibration and incorporated an explicit fusion of source modalities to enhance
performance, reliability, and interpretability.
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