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Abstract

Recent years have witnessed a growing academic and industrial interest in deep
learning (DL) for medical imaging. To perform well, DL models require very
large labeled datasets. However, most medical imaging datasets are small, with a
limited number of annotated samples. The reason they are small is usually because
delineating medical images is time-consuming and demanding for oncologists.
There are various techniques that can be used to augment a dataset, for example, to
apply affine transformations or elastic transformations to available images, or to
add synthetic images generated by a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN). In
this work, we have developed a novel conditional variant of a current GAN method,
the StyleGAN2, to generate multi-modal high-resolution medical images with the
purpose to augment small medical imaging datasets with these synthetic images.
We use the synthetic and real images from six datasets to train models for the
downstream task of semantic segmentation. The quality of the generated medical
images and the effect of this augmentation on the segmentation performance were
evaluated afterward. Finally, the results indicate that the downstream segmentation
models did not benefit from the generated images. Further work and analyses are
required to establish how this augmentation affects the segmentation performance.

1 Introduction

There has been a recent surge in the interest in deep learning (DL) for medical imaging. This is partly
due to the advancements in computing power (and storage), the availability of large datasets, and
recent methodological and technical developments in the area. Computer vision, speech recognition,
natural language processing, and bioinformatics are a few areas where DL has been put to use,
with results obtained that are on par with, and in some cases better than, those achieved by human
experts [Kühl et al., 2022]. DL has been used widely in the medical imaging field since DL models
can be used to perform diagnosis and other tasks by directly interpreting medical images.

Deep generative models are a particular type of DL models that can learn a distribution over arbitrary
data, e.g. over medical images. A Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) is a development in deep
generative modeling [Goodfellow et al., 2014] that has seen substantial interest in the last years. In
this work, we explore the potential of using GANs to augment small medical image datasets with
synthetic images for the task of medical image segmentation.
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A GAN model contains two (neural network) models, a generator and a discriminator [Goodfellow
et al., 2014]. The generator attempts to generate synthetic but realistic samples such that the
discriminator will mistake these generated samples for real samples. The discriminator is, on the
other hand, trained to determine whether a given sample is generated or actual real data. In other
words, the generator is not tasked with minimizing some distance to a target image or so but is instead
trained to fool the discriminator. This makes it possible for the model to learn without supervision.
The generator and the discriminator are trained in an alternating min-max procedure where the
generator tries to minimize the discriminator’s ability to distinguish generated images from real, and
the discriminator attempts to maximize its own ability to discriminate generated samples from real.
The distribution of the generated samples should ideally be identical to the training data distribution
after training, and it can be shown that the min-max training procedure can achieve this [Goodfellow
et al., 2014]. In most cases, the generator is the primary focus, and the discriminator is often discarded
once the generator has been trained.

Intriguing GAN applications include generating images in the style of another image [image-to-image
translation, Han et al., 2018], image inpainting [filling in missing parts of an image, Armanious et al.,
2019], and data augmentation [generating synthetic training data, Calimeri et al., 2017, Madani et al.,
2018, Bowles et al., 2018, Kim et al., 2021, Motamed et al., 2021, Sandfort et al., 2019].

One of the main problems in medical imaging is having small datasets, with a limited number of
annotated samples. This problem is emphasized in applications with DL since DL models need
large labeled datasets. Experts, with extensive expertise in the data and the task at hand, often create
annotations for medical imaging projects. It is often time-consuming to make these medical image
annotations, particularly so for detailed annotations, such as segmentations of organs or lesions in
many 2D slices of a 3D volume. Even though medical datasets are publicly accessible online, the
majority of datasets are still limited in size and are only relevant for the specific medical concerns it
was collected for.

The use of data augmentation is one strategy that researchers are pursuing to address this dilemma [i.e.,
the dilemma of having datasets with limited sizes, Shorten and Khoshgoftaar, 2019]. The most used
data augmentation techniques involve applying various spatial transformations to the original dataset,
such as translation, rotation, flip, and scale, or color transformations, such as randomly changing
an image’s hue, saturation, brightness, and contrast. These methods take advantage of changes that
we know should not change the image’s assigned class. This method is very effective for small
datasets. Even models trained on some of the largest publicly available datasets, such as the ImageNet
dataset [Deng et al., 2009], can benefit from this method [Shorten and Khoshgoftaar, 2019]. In
computer vision tasks, it is customary to use conventional data augmentation to assist the training
process of neural network models. However, small transformations of images may not add much
extra information (e.g., the translation of an image by a few pixels). A novel and advanced data
augmentation technique is to do data augmentation with high-quality and high-resolution generated
synthetic images [Karras et al., 2018a,b, 2020b]. Synthetic images, or other data, created using a
generative model may provide data with greater diversity that enriches the training data and improve
the final model.

The main contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

1. We propose a novel conditional GAN based on the StyleGAN2 model and refer to it as a
“Conditional-StyleGAN2 model”.

2. We have systematically investigated the StyleGAN2 [Karras et al., 2020b] and the proposed
Conditional-StyleGAN2.

2 Related Work

It is challenging to generate images with a high resolution; because the higher the resolution of
an image, the easier it is for the discriminator to distinguish between “fake” and “real” images.
Smaller mini-batches, that decrease the stability of the model training, and memory limits on
commodity Graphical Processing Units (GPUs) are also two problems of generating high-resolution
images [Odena et al., 2017]. Karras et al. [2018a] addressed this issue by proposing the progressive
growing of GAN (Progressive-GAN). Their key contribution was to progressively increase the
resolution of both the generator output and the discriminator input, beginning with low-resolution

2



images and successively adding new and larger layers that produce higher-resolution images. This
significantly improved the generated image quality, accelerated the training, and improved the
stability of training when generating high-resolution images. Karras et al. [2018b] later proposed
the StyleGAN as a combination of Progressive-GAN [Karras et al., 2018a] and what’s called neural
style transfer [i.e., to copy the style of a source image to a new target image, Gatys et al., 2016]. A
standard generator takes a latent code (a random noise vector) as an input, but Karras et al. [2018b]
also proposed to map this latent input to an intermediate latent space that has fewer problems of
entanglement between variables in the input latent space—i.e., dimensions in the intermediate space
are more likely to encode only a single feature. The intermediate latent vectors are then fed into a
generator at multiple positions.
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Figure 1: Comparison of GANs used in this work.

Karras et al. [2020b] further proposed the StyleGAN2, an improvement that restructures the normal-
ization of the generator and also regularizes the generator. The restructuring improved the generated
images’ quality, and their path length regularizer made the generator simpler to invert (to find the
latent code that corresponds to an image). In follow-up work, Karras et al. [2020a] proposed the
StyleGAN2-ADA to address the problem of overfitting the discriminator, which causes training to
diverge due to insufficient data. In that work, they presented an adaptive discriminator augmentation
approach that controls the stability of training on datasets with limited data. The StyleGAN2-ADA did
not introduce any other modifications to the loss functions or the network designs. In a recent work,
Karras et al. [2021] introduced the StyleGAN3, that eliminates texture sticking, induced by point-wise
nonlinearities. Texture sticking happens when a generator memorizes a certain area’s textural features.
To address the issue of texture sticking, Karras et al. [2021] also proposed interpreting all network
signals as continuous and applying low-pass filters on these signals.

The conditional GAN was first introduced by Mirza and Osindero [2014] as a conditional version
of the original GAN [Goodfellow et al., 2014]. The idea is to generate images given some piece
of information, such as a desired label. Practically, this was achieved by passing the desired label
as an input to the generator and the discriminator to inform about what was to be generated. Isola
et al. [2017] extended the idea of a conditional GAN by conditioning on a source image to generate a
target image and presented an image-to-image translation model called pix2pix (for pixel-to-pixel
translation). They demonstrated that the pix2pix model is effective for various image translation
applications, and one of these was image synthesis from binary label maps. Bailo et al. [2019] applied
image-to-image translation on blood smear data to generate new samples and substantially expanded
their small datasets. In particular, given the mask of a microscopy image, they generated high-quality
blood cell samples, which were then used in conjunction with real data during network training for
segmentation and object detection tasks.

GANs have been utilized for data augmentation to improve the training of Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) by generating additional samples from the training data distribution. Calimeri
et al. [2017] proposed to use a GAN to generate magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) slices of the
human brain. In another work, Madani et al. [2018] investigated using GANs to augment chest
X-ray images that were then used when training a CNN for cardiovascular abnormality classification.
Sandfort et al. [2019] used CycleGAN [Zhu et al., 2017] to generate contrast computed tomography
(CT) from non-contrast CT images. In all these works above, they showed that using GAN to
generate additional data for augmentation can provide significant improvements to the downstream
task (e.g., for segmentation or classification). Skandarani et al. [2021], however, argued that no GAN
is capable of reproducing the full richness of medical datasets. In specific, despite being trained on
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a significantly larger number of samples (real and generated), none of the segmentation networks’
performance match or surpass those trained on only the real data.

3 Proposed Methods

GANs are generative models that map a random noise vector, z, to an output sample (e.g., an image).
Depending on the problem, the output image can be a gray image [Goodfellow et al., 2014], a color
image [Karras et al., 2020b], or a multi-modal medical images [Zhu et al., 2017]. The primary aim of
this paper is to detail a proposition to use GANs to generate medical images and their corresponding
label masks. We trained GANs on an existing dataset and used the generated synthetic samples, pairs
that included both medical images (single-modal or multi-modal) and their masks, to enlarge the
dataset for the downstream task of semantic segmentation. We trained a U-Net [Ronneberger et al.,
2015] on the real samples and generated samples for the downstream task. We hypothesized that the
segmentation performance when training on real and augmented samples (i.e., generated images and
masks) would be higher than when training on only real samples.

3.1 Objective

In this work, we propose two GANs based on the StyleGAN2 [Karras et al., 2020b]. The first
StyleGAN2 was trained to generate label masks and is referred to as Mask StyleGAN2 (M-SG). The
second GAN was a conditional variant of StyleGAN2 and is referred to as Conditional StyleGAN2
(C-SG). The condition for C-SG was the label mask. At the same time, the output of C-SG’s generator
was that mask’s corresponding medical images. Third, we also use a standard, or baseline StyleGAN2,
referred to as Baseline StyleGAN2 (B-SG), to generate a pair of medical images and label masks.
We considered the B-SG as the baseline GAN model. Figure 1 illustrates the three GAN models
considered in this work. We detail the three GANs below.
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Figure 2: Comparison of architectures of B-SG (or M-SG) and C-SG. The “Wgt. Demod.” denote
the weight demodulation module proposed by Karras et al. [2020b].

Let the training dataset be
F =

{
(xi,mi) : ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}

}
,

where N is the number of training pairs. The (xi,mi) denotes the i-th training pair with an image,
xi, and its corresponding label mask, mi.

We construct the label mask training set from F as

M =
{
mi : (xi,mi) ∈ F

}
.
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For the B-SG, the objective function of a two-player min-max game [Goodfellow et al., 2014] can be
defined as

min
Gb

max
Db

V (Gb,Db) = E(x,m)∼pF(x,m)[logDb(x,m)]

+ Ez∼pz(z)[log(1−Db(Gb(z)))]. (1)

with Gb and Db the generator and discriminator of the B-SG. The pF(x,m) denotes the underlying
data distribution of the training data in F, while pz(z) is a prior on the latent noise vectors.

The objective function of the proposed M-SG is also a two-player min-max game and can be written
as

min
Gm

max
Dm

V (Gm,Dm) = Em∼pM(m)[logDm(m)]

+ Ez∼pz(z)[log(1−Dm(Gm(z)))], (2)

with Gm and Dm the generator and discriminator of the M-SG. The pM(m) denotes the underlying
data distribution of training masks in M, and pz(z) is again a prior on the latent noise vectors.

Furthermore, we define the objective function of the proposed C-SG as

min
Gc

max
Dc

V (Gc,Dc) = E(x,m)∼pF(x,m)[logDc(x|m)]

+ Ez∼pz(z)[log(1−Dc(Gc(z|m)))], (3)

with Gc and Dc the generator and discriminator of the C-SG.

3.2 Conditional StyleGAN2 (C-SG)

Basically, B-SG and M-SG use the same architecture as the StyleGAN2. The only difference between
B-SG and M-SG is the output of the generator, i.e. the output of B-SG is pairs of both the label masks
and the medical images. In contrast, the output of M-SG is only the label masks.
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Figure 3: Proposed pipeline.

In order to use a condition as a mask in StyleGAN2, we introduce the C-SG. Figure 2 shows a
comparison between the design of the B-SG (also M-SG) and of the proposed C-SG. From Figure 2,
we can see that the C-SG differs the B-SG on three primary blocks: two in the discriminator
(Figure 2(a)–Figure 2(d)) and one in the generator (Figure 2(e)–Figure 2(f)).

To incorporate the condition of the mask on the generated output in the generator, we feed a mask
into the generator (see Figure 2(f)). In the C-SG, we resampled the label mask to the shape of the
output of the weight demodulation module proposed by Karras et al. [2020b]. The resampled mask is
then concatenated with the output of the weight demodulation module.

In the discriminator of C-SG, we provided the mask condition at two locations (see Figure 2(b) and
Figure 2(d)). First, we concatenated the resampled mask with the input before it was fed into a layer
called “fromRGB”. The “fromRGB” is a layer that converts an RGB image to a feature map. This
layer, together with “toRGB”, that converts a feature map to an RGB image, was first introduced for
the Progressive-GAN [Karras et al., 2018a]. The output of the concatenation operation was then fed
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into a block named “UpFirDn”. The “UpFirDn” block includes a padding operation, an upsampling
operation, a filtering operation with a given finite impulse response (FIR) filter, and followed by a
downsampling operation. Second, we concatenated the resampled mask with the input before it was
fed into a ResNet-like block [see Figure 2(d), He et al., 2016]. The ResNet-like block consisted of
six components: two convolutional layers followed by two resampling layers and a skip connection
followed by a resampling layer.

3.3 Proposed Pipeline

In this work, the downstream task is the semantic segmentation of medical images. The segmentation
network used in this work was the U-Net [Ronneberger et al., 2015]. We split each dataset into
three parts: training (60%), validation (20%), and test (20%). Figure 3 shows a comparison of three
segmentation pipelines as follows. First, the baseline (BL) that utilized the U-Net to train only on the
real samples (see Figure 3(a)). Second, the B-SG generated pairs of images and label masks. After
that, the generated and the real samples were used to train the U-Net (see Figure 3(b)). Third, the
MC-SG is the proposed pipeline (see Figure 3(c)). We first used M-SG to generate masks. We then
used the generated masks by M-SG as conditions to make C-SG generate images. The generated
samples from MC-SG were then employed with the real samples to train another U-Net for the
downstream task.

3.4 Statistical Tests

We employed the Friedman test of equivalence on the evaluated metrics. It was used with the predic-
tions made on the test set to compare the performances of the evaluated methods. Following Demšar
[2006], we also detailed the significant differences between each pair of methods (i.e. better, worse,
or undetermined) by a Nemenyi post-hoc test of pair-wise differences.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

The experiment was conducted on six datasets, spanning a range of anatomies, medical imaging
modalities, and dataset sizes, in order to evaluate the capabilities of the proposed method. Five of the
datasets are accessible to the public as segmentation challenges. In addition to these public datasets,
we made use of an in-house dataset collected at the University Hospital of Umeå, Umeå, Sweden.

Table 1: The datasets, augmentation, and experimental setup in this study. A depth of D means that
the volume shape had a varied depth.

mate-
rial/dataset BraTS20 KiTS19 IBSR18 U-PRO D-HEART D-SPLEEN

type MRI CT MRI CT MRI CT
#modalities 4 1 1 1 1 1
#classes 3 2 3 3 1 1

#patients 369 210 18 500 20 41

#patients cases {20, 50, 100, 200, 369} {20, 50, 100, 210} {18} {20, 50, 100, 200, 500} {20} {20, 41}

original shape 240-240-155 512-512-D 256-128-256 512-512-D 320-320-D 512-512-D
resized shape 256-256-155 256-256-D 256-256-256 256-256-D 256-256-D 256-256-D

augmentation

flip left-right ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗
rotation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
shift ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
zoom ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

training

#epochs 70 70 150 70 150 150
optimizer Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam
learning rate 1 · 10−4 1 · 10−4 1 · 10−4 1 · 10−4 1 · 10−4 1 · 10−4

batch-size 64 64 64 64 64 64

The Umeå Pelvic Region Organs (U-PRO) is an in-house dataset that contains CT scans of the pelvis
region from 1 244 patients who had radiotherapy treatments for prostate cancer at the University
Hospital of Umeå, Umeå, Sweden. The bladder and the rectum are two of the organs that are
considered to be at risk. In addition to the bladder and rectum, the delineations also include the
prostate, which is most of the time referred to as the clinical target volume. The separate structure
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masks for these three aforementioned structures were combined into a single mask image, with the
pixel value of 1 assigned to the prostate, 2 assigned to the bladder, and 3 assigned to the rectum.
Patients who did not have all three structures were removed, leaving 1 148 patients. We then randomly
selected 500 patients for this study.

In connection to the International Conference on Medical Image Computing and Computer Assisted
Intervention (MICCAI) main event that took place in 2020, the Brain Tumors in Multimodal Magnetic
Resonance Imaging Challenge 2020 (BraTS20) [Menze et al., 2014, Bakas et al., 2017] was organized
as a satellite event. The BraTS20 dataset contains 369 volumes of three-dimensional (3D) multiple
pre-operative MRI from 19 different hospitals that have either high grade glioma (HGG) or low
grade glioma (LGG). The following MRI sequences were performed on each patient: T1-weighted
(T1w), post-contrast T1-weighted (T1c), T2-weighted (T2w), and T2 Fluid Attenuated Inversion
Recovery (FLAIR). These scans were performed utilizing various techniques and scanners, and the
magnetic field strength was set to 3T. Several annotators were present to do manual segmentations. A
contrast-enhancing tumor was differentiated from a necrotic and non-enhancing tumor core, as well
as peritumoral edema. The skulls have been cropped out of the images. After that, the voxels were
interpolated to a single size and co-registered to a single anatomical reference.

The Internet Brain Segmentation Repository (IBSR18) dataset [Cocosco et al., 1997] was released
by the National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke (NINDS). The dataset contains 18
three-dimensional T1-weighted MRI scans of 1.5mm slice thickness. Radiologists annotated the
contours of the whole brain, including cerebrospinal fluid (label 1), gray matter (label 2), and white
matter (label 3).

The Kidney Tumor Segmentation Challenge 2019 (KiTS19) was a grand challenge in conjunction with
the MICCAI in 2019, which was held in Shenzhen, China [Heller et al., 2019]. The challenge aimed
to autonomously segment contrast-enhanced CT images of the abdomen into three classes: kidney,
tumor, and background. The patients included in this dataset were chosen randomly from those who
had undergone radical nephrectomy at the University of Minnesota Medical Center between 2010
and 2018.

The Spleen Segmentation Decathlon (D-SPLEEN) dataset is one out of ten labeled datasets provided
by the Medical Segmentation Decathlon that covers a wide range of organs [Simpson et al., 2019].
The D-SPLEEN dataset’s region of interest (ROI) target is the spleen. The dataset initially belonged
to a study on splenic volume change following chemotherapy in patients with liver metastases and
consists of 41 CT scans with annotated masks.

The Heart Segmentation Decathlon (D-HEART) is a small dataset and is also part of Medical
Segmentation Decathlon [Simpson et al., 2019]. The D-HEART dataset contains 20 mono-modal
MRI scans with annotated masks. The ROI target of this dataset is the left atrium.

4.2 Experiments

We carried out the experiments on six datasets (see Section 4.1). To evaluate the capability of
evaluated methods on diverse datasets sizes, we randomly selected several number of samples from
each dataset to form new sub-dasesets with specific sizes. Row “#patients cases” in Table 1 shows
the numbers of patients that were randomly selected. For example, the 20, 41 of the D-SPLEEN
means that we created two distinguish sub-datasets from the D-SPLEEN dataset: one dataset had 20
samples, and the other had 41 samples.

In order to evaluate the effect of the fraction of generated training samples for the segmentation task,
we trained multiple U-Nets for the different number of generated samples (by the B-SG and the
MC-SG, see Section 3.3). The numbers of generated samples were 20, 50, 100, 200, 400, and 500
patients. Consequently, each pipeline that used generated samples from GAN had 6 variants, and
each variant corresponded to a number of generated patients.

We also applied simple data augmentation techniques (spatial transformations) to each U-Net model.
Hence, we ended up with 26 methods in total, i.e. (BL+6 variants of B-SG+6 variants of MC-SG)×
(2 data augmentation), see Table 2.
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4.3 Evaluation

To measure the difference between two Gaussian distributions, Fréchet [1957] presented the Fréchet
distance. Inspired by that work, Heusel et al. [2017] proposed Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) to
evaluate the quality of generated samples of GANs. In this work, we used FID to evaluate the GANs.
The FID is computed as

d2((µ,Σ), (µg,Σg)) = ∥µ− µg∥22
+ tr

(
Σ+Σg − 2

(
ΣΣg

)1/2)
, (4)

where tr denotes trace of a matrix. The ∥·∥2 is the standard ℓ2 norm. The d(·, ·) denotes the
Fréchet distance between two Gaussian distributions. The (µ,Σ) and (µg,Σg) are the mean and
covariance matrices of Gaussian distributions fitted to the feature representations of real and generated
images, respectively. The feature representations (2 048-length vectors) is computed by feeding the
images to an Inception-v3 network [Szegedy et al., 2015] that was pre-trained on the ImageNet
dataset [Krizhevsky et al., 2012].

We used the soft Sørensen-Dice coefficient (DSC) loss in the downstream tasks (i.e. segmentation).
The soft DSC loss has been used in many previous works, e.g. by Milletari et al. [2016], Vu et al.
[2020a,b, 2021b,a]. The soft DSC loss is computed as

LDSC(M ,M̂) =
−2

∑N
i=1 mim̂i + ϵ∑N

i=1 mi +
∑N

i=1 m̂i + ϵ
, (5)

where m̂i is the i-th element of the predicted softmax output of the network, and the mi is the i-th
element of a one-hot encoding of the ground truth labels. To avoid division by zero, we added
ϵ = 1 · 10−5 to the denominator. We also added ϵ to the numerator to give true zero predicted masks
a score of 1

We evaluated the segmentation tasks using the DSC, which is calculated as

DSC(M ,M̂) = −LDSC(M ,M̂). (6)

in which ϵ is set to zero.

4.4 Implementation Details and Training

The proposed method was implemented in PyTorch 1.101. The experiments were run on NVIDIA
Tesla K80 and V100 GPUs housed at the High Performance Computer Center North (HPC2N)2 at
Umeå University, Sweden.

We used the Adam optimizer [Kingma and Ba, 2015] in all experiments, with a fixed learning rate
of 1 · 10−4 (see Table 1). The number of epochs for each experiment was set at 70 or 150, i.e.
depending on the datasets. We used the two-dimensional (2D) U-Net [Ronneberger et al., 2015] for
the segmentation tasks. Batch normalization was used after all convolutional layers: in the transition
blocks and in the main network. The transition blocks (downsampling or upsampling) consist of a
batch normalization layer, a rectified linear unit (RELU) layer, and a convolution layer.

Except for the D-SPLEEN, all datasets were standardized to zero-mean and unit variance. Before
normalization, N4ITK bias field correction [Tustison et al., 2010] was applied to the BraTS20 dataset.
Samples from the D-SPLEEN dataset were rescaled to [−1, 1].

To artificially enlarge the D-SPLEEN and BraTS20 dataset size and increase the variability in the
data, we applied different on-the-fly data augmentations. Those were: horizontal flipping, rotation
within a range of −1 to 1 degrees, rescaling with a factor of 0.9 to 1.1, and shifting the images by −5
to 5 percent.

5 Results and Discussion

Figure 4 shows an uncurated set of generated samples from the BraTS20 dataset using the generator
of B-SG. From left to right, the figure illustrates the T1w, T2w, FLAIR, T1c and corresponding

1https://pytorch.org/
2https://www.hpc2n.umu.se/
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label mask. From Figure 4, we can see that the average quality of the generated sample is not high.
In specific, though the generated images have good structures, including lateral ventricles, third
ventricle, thalamus, basal ganglia, brain lobes, tumor regions, and so on; however, when zooming in,
we can see that the images look quite blotchy and blurry with low-quality.

Figure 4: An uncurated set of generated samples from the BraTS20 dataset using the generator of
B-SG. From left to right: T1w, T2w, FLAIR, T1c and the corresponding label mask.

Figure 5 presents the DSC scores and their standard errors of 26 models on 18 datasets (see Table 2)
with different numbers of added generated patients. The titles of subfigures present the datasets’
names. For example, BraTS20-20 shows that this dataset was created by randomly selecting 20
patients from the BraTS20 dataset. The x-axis of all subfigures indicates the number of added
generated patients/volumes. When the “# gen. samples” is equivalent to zero, it represents the
baseline (i.e., training without generated samples, see figure 3(a)). The “w. aug.” and “w.o. aug.”
stand for with and without data augmentation—the process of artificially enlarging the size of the
training dataset by producing modified versions of the available images.

Table 2 shows the Nemenyi post-hoc test comparing all evaluated methods (row) on all datasets
(column). The number in the table presents the sum of Nemenyi directions where (+) and (−) mean
adding and subtracting one unit, respectively. The Nemenyi directions include (−), (+) and (0).
The minus (−) means ranked significantly lower. The zero (0) means no significant difference. The
plus (+) means ranked significantly higher when comparing a method to another method (see e.g.,
Table 3). From Table 2, we can determine how well a method compares to other evaluated methods.
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Figure 5: Comparison of DSC scores and their standard errors of 26 models on 18 datasets (see
Table 2) with different numbers of added generated patients. The titles of subfigures present the
datasets’ names. The x-axis of all subfigures shows the number of added generated patients/volumes.

Table 2: The results of the Nemenyi post-hoc test comparing all evaluated methods on all datasets.
The directions include (−), (+) and (0). A minus (−) means ranked significantly lower. A zero (0)
means no significant difference. A plus (+) means ranked significantly higher when comparing a
method to another. The number in the table presents the sum of Nemenyi directions where (+) and
(−) mean adding and subtracting one unit, respectively.
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BL + w.o. 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 20 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 50 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0

B-SG + w.o. + 100 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 200 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 400 0 0 0 -14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 500 0 0 0 -20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w.o. + 20 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w.o. + 50 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w.o. + 100 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w.o. + 200 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -12 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w.o. + 400 0 0 0 -16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w.o. + 500 0 0 0 -6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -16 0 0 0 0 0

BL + w. 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w. + 20 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w. + 50 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0

B-SG + w. + 100 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w. + 200 0 0 0 -12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w. + 400 0 0 0 -6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -7 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w. + 500 0 0 0 -12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w. + 20 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 50 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w. + 100 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 200 0 0 0 -5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 400 0 0 0 -10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 500 0 0 0 -4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -12 0 0 0 0 0

From Table 2, we can see that there are only two datasets that we can determine the significant
differences from the methods, which are IBSR18-18 and BraTS20-369. For the other datasets, the
differences between evaluated methods are non-significant (all zeros), i.e., the segmentation networks
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did not benefit from the generated images by the proposed GANs. Looking at the IBSR18-18 and
BraTS20-369 in Table 2, it is apparent that the baselines with and without data augmentation are
among the top-performing methods. Another observation is that adding many generated images did
not improve the performance; otherwise, it was even worse in some cases, e.g., “B-SG w.o. + 500”.

Table 3: The results of the Nemenyi post-hoc test comparing all evaluated methods on the BraTS20-
369. A minus (−) means ranked significantly lower, a zero (0) means non-significant difference, and
a plus (+) means ranked significantly higher, when comparing a method in the rows to a method in
the columns. “BL” is the baseline (training without generated images). “B-SG” is the StyleGAN2.
“MC-SG” is the proposed method. The “w.o.” denotes without augmentation, while the “w.” denotes
with augmentation. The number following after “+ w.” or “+ w.” is the number of generated patients.
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B-SG + w.o. + 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 3

B-SG + w.o. + 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 3
B-SG + w.o. + 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 4
B-SG + w.o. + 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B-SG + w.o. + 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w.o. + 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 4
MC-SG + w.o. + 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

MC-SG + w.o. + 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
MC-SG + w.o. + 200 0 − − − − 0 0 − 0 0 0 0 0 − − − − 0 0 − − − 0 0 0 -12
MC-SG + w.o. + 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w.o. + 500 − − − − − 0 0 − − − 0 0 − − − − − 0 0 − − − 0 0 0 -16

BL + w. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
B-SG + w. + 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 3
B-SG + w. + 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 4

B-SG + w. + 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 4
B-SG + w. + 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 4
B-SG + w. + 400 0 − 0 0 − 0 0 − 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 − − − 0 − 0 0 0 0 0 -7
B-SG + w. + 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MC-SG + w. + 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 + 4
MC-SG + w. + 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 3

MC-SG + w. + 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 3
MC-SG + w. + 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MC-SG + w. + 500 0 − − − − 0 0 − 0 0 0 0 0 0 − − − − 0 0 − − − 0 0 -12

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced a novel conditional Generative Adversarial Network based on the standard
StyleGAN2 to generate high-quality medical images with different modalities. We evaluated the
quality of the generated medical images and the effect of this augmentation on the segmentation
performance. There are, in fact, more investigations and experiments needed for conclusions on the
effect of generated images on the downstream segmentation task.
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