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Abstract

Deep learning-based brain tumor segmentation (BTS) models for multi-modal
MRI images have seen significant advancements in recent years. However, a com-
mon problem in practice is the unavailability of some modalities due to varying
scanning protocols and patient conditions, making segmentation from incom-
plete MRI modalities a challenging issue. Previous methods have attempted
to address this by fusing accessible multi-modal features, leveraging attention
mechanisms, and synthesizing missing modalities using generative models. How-
ever, these methods ignore the intrinsic problems of medical image segmenta-
tion, such as the limited availability of training samples, particularly for cases
with tumors. Furthermore, these methods require training and deploying a spe-
cific model for each subset of missing modalities. To address these issues, we
propose a novel approach that enhances the BTS model from two perspectives.
Firstly, we introduce a pre-training stage that generates a diverse pre-training
dataset covering a wide range of different combinations of tumor shapes and

brain anatomy. Secondly, we propose a post-training stage that enables the
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model to reconstruct missing modalities in the prediction results when only
partial modalities are available. To achieve the pre-training stage, we concep-
tually decouple the MRI image into two parts: ‘anatomy’ and ‘tumor’. We
pre-train the BTS model using synthesized data generated from the anatomy
and tumor parts across different training samples. For the post-training stage,
we introduce a knowledge distillation-based process that enables the model to
adapt to partial-modality inputs. This process intentionally removes one modal-
ity from the input while encouraging the model to produce the same output as
when all modalities are present. This allows the model to reconstruct missing
information through the post-training process. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that our proposed method significantly improves the performance over
the baseline and achieves new state-of-the-art results on three brain tumor seg-
mentation datasets: BRATS2020, BRATS2018, and BRATS2015. The code is
available at https://github.com/ZhongAobo/Asymmetry-BTS.

Keywords: Incomplete Multi-modal Learning; Brain Tumor Segmentation;

Intra-modal Asymmetry; Inter-modal Dependency.

1. Introduction

Brain tumor segmentation is essential for providing valuable information
such as tumor location and size for diagnosis and surgical planning. Clinically,
doctors usually perform tumor segmentation [1, 2, 3] based on multi-modal MRI
images with four modalities as shown in Fig. 1, including T1-weighted (T1), T2-
weighted (T2), contrast-enhanced T1-weighted (T1ce), and Fluid Attenuation
Inversion Recovery (Flair). However, in practice, the common problem is that
some modalities may not be available due to varying scanning protocols and pa-
tient conditions. Thus, segmentation from incomplete MRI modalities becomes
a challenging issue.

Previous works [4, 5] have attempted to address the challenge of incomplete

multi-modal brain tumor segmentation. Havaei et al [4] and Dorent [6] fused
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Figure 1: From left to right: MRI images for four different modalities (Flair, T1ce, T1, and
T2) along with their corresponding labels.

the mean and variance of accessible multi-modal features to overcome the miss-
ing modality issue. However, this fusion treats each modality equally without
considering different missing scenarios, which may fail to aggregate features ef-
fectively. Chen et al. [3] and Zhou et al. [5] leveraged attention mechanisms to
extract information between modalities and fuse enhanced features using the
same attention mechanisms. However, these methods do not fully exploit the

relations between tumor regions and image modalities.
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Figure 2: Overview of the proposed approach. ‘Seg’ is short for ‘segmentation’. (a) Pre-train
the model from scratch with the synthetic data by exploiting the asymmetry of brain MRI
images. (b) Conduct standard training with real training samples based on the pre-trained
model. (c) Conduct distillation-based post-training to improve the model’s ability to deal

with partial-modalitty inputs.

To address this limitation, RFNet [1] applied different attention to different



modalities to improve brain tumor segmentation performance. Another strat-
egy for incomplete multimodal learning is synthesizing the missing modalities
using generative models [7]. However, these methods are limited by the ability
of the generative models. Zhang et al. [8] proposed an ensemble learning of
single-modal models with adaptive fusion to achieve multimodal segmentation.
However, it only works when one or all modalities are available. Although these
methods aim to recover the missing modality information, they have ignored
the intrinsic problems of medical image segmentation: one of the main chal-
lenges of BTS is the limited availability of training samples, particularly for
cases with tumors. This makes manual annotation of images time-consuming
and resource-intensive. In general, image segmentation models can be trained
with pre-trained models that were trained on object classification datasets, such
as ImageNet [9], to alleviate the problem of limited training samples. However,
BTS models do not have a commonly used pre-training dataset due to the high
cost of acquiring medical data. To address this challenge, we propose a pre-
training stage that uses synthesized samples to improve the model’s ability to
adapt to different brain anatomies and tumor shapes. As shown in Fig. 3, we
observed that the brain structure is often symmetrical except for regions with
tumors. We leverage this asymmetry for model pre-training. We first calcu-
late the brain image’s symmetrical line and compare the left and right parts of
the image. The area of difference is considered as the tumor parts and is ap-
pended to healthy brain images to form synthetic training sample images. This
approach allows us to synthesize a pre-training dataset with a large diversity
that covers a wide range of different combinations of tumor shapes and brain
anatomy.

Alternatively, some methods explore knowledge distillation from complete
modalities to incomplete ones [10, 11, 12]. Although promising results have
been obtained, such methods require training and deploying a specific model
for each subset of missing modalities.

To overcome this challenge, we propose a post-training stage to enable the

BTS model to reconstruct the missing modality in the prediction results when



only partial modalities are given. After a standard training step, the trained
model is copied into a teacher model and a student model. Then, for the in-
put modalities to the teacher model, we randomly remove one of the modalities
to form the inputs to the student model. During the post-training stage, we
fine-tune the student model to generate similar outputs as the teacher model,
so that the student model can progressively learn to recover missing informa-
tion in the prediction. This post-training stage can be viewed as a knowledge
distillation (KD) [13] process that trains the student model to recover missing
modal information from the existing modal information acquired by the teacher
model.

To improve brain tumor segmentation (BTS) performance, we propose a
pre-training stage that utilizes synthetic data to decouple tumors from brain
anatomy, and a post-training stage that utilizes knowledge distillation (KD) to

recover missing modalities in the final prediction. Our main contributions are:

e We propose a synthetic data-based pre-training strategy to help the BTS
model form prior knowledge for segmenting tumors out of various brain
anatomy. This allows the BTS model to be easily trained and improved

without manual label efforts.

e We propose a KD-based post-training strategy that learns to recover miss-

ing modal information from existing modal information.

e The performance on BRATS2020, BRATS2018, and BRATS2015 datasets
demonstrate that our methods outperform the state-of-the-art and achieve

new state-of-the-art.

2. Related Work

2.1. Semantic segmentation
Semantic segmentation is a fundamental task in computer vision that as-
signs a class label to each pixel in an image. With advancements in deep learn-

ing, current state-of-the-art methods [14, 15, 16, 17, 18] typically adopt fully



convolutional networks [19] to make dense predictions. To improve feature rep-
resentation, the encoder-decoder architecture [19, 20] has become popular. In
the encoder-decoder structure, the encoder gradually reduces the size of feature
maps, acquiring a broad field of view and extracting abstract feature representa-
tions. The decoder then recovers fine-grained information. Skip connections are
often utilized to integrate high-level and low-level features for improved predic-
tions. The Deeplab [20] takes this approach one step further by incorporating
an atrous spatial pyramid pooling scheme, which fuses features from different
fields of view using dilated convolution networks to further increase the field
of view and improve prediction results. Our method also adopts the encoder-
decoder architecture to transfer cross-modality information in low-resolution

feature maps and utilizes decoders to recover details.

2.2. Incomplete Multi-modal Tumor Segmentation

In clinical settings, incomplete imaging data is a common occurrence, often
caused by missing modalities [21, 22, 21, 23] and scarce annotations [24, 25, 26].
This study focuses on incomplete modalities in Brain Tumor Segmentation
(BTS). Unlike traditional tumor segmentation methods that use full modali-
ties of MRI data, BTS from incomplete data is more challenging. Previous
studies have attempted to address this issue. Shen et al. [2] used adversarial
learning to project images from existing modalities into a unified feature space
during segmentation. Zhou et al. [5] generated missing features by utilizing
correlations between different modalities. However, these methods are not suit-
able when multiple modalities are missing. Several other approaches [6, 3] were
proposed to aggregate available modalities as fused features to address missing
ones. However, these methods did not fully consider the relationships between
brain tumor regions. To improve region-fusing efficiency, RFNet [1] proposed
fusing features at the region level.

In this study, we also aim to recover missing modalities from the existing
ones using a KD-based post-training stage. We combine the recovered features

with existing features using region-level fusing for improved results.
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Figure 3: Proposed sample synthesis process for generating the pre-training dataset.

2.3. Data Augmentation

The limited size of datasets has always posed a challenge in medical imag-
ing. To overcome this, data augmentation techniques such as random flipping,
mirroring, and rotation have been widely adopted to obtain highly generalized
deep models [27, 28, 1, 29]. Some recent studies [30, 31] have identified better
augmentation strategies from a pool of methods. Mixup [32] has been shown to
improve long-tailed classification tasks by diversifying tail classes with features
from head classes in recent studies [33, 34, 35]. In this paper, we propose a new
asymmetry-based approach for synthesizing training samples for the brain tu-
mor segmentation (BTS) task, which can generate high-quality synthetic images

and simplify the training of the models.



3. Method

The proposed approach addresses two main challenges in previous multi-
modal brain tumor segmentation (BTS) methods: 1) poor generalization to
different brain anatomy and 2) difficulty in adapting to partial-modality in-
puts. In addition to the standard training stage (as shown in Fig. 2(b)), our
approach introduces an extra pre-training stage and post-training stage. To ad-
dress challenge 1, we propose a pre-training stage using synthetic data (as shown
in Fig. 2(a)). To address challenge 2, we propose a post-training stage based on
knowledge distillation (KD) to enable the model to learn how to recover missing

information through KD-based fine-tuning (as shown in Fig. 2(c)).

3.1. Task Definition

Incomplete multi-modal brain tumor segmentation involves identifying the
regions of the tumor in multi-modal MRI images, including the whole tumor,
tumor core, and enhancing tumor. Fig. 1 illustrates the four types of modal
MRI: 1) Native MRI (T1), 2) Post-Contrast T1-Weighted MRI (T1ce), 3) T2-
Weighted MRI (T2), and 4) T2 Fluid Attenuated Inversion Recovery (FLAIR).
As depicted in Fig. 7, the whole tumor region must encompass all tumor re-
gions, including necrotic and non-enhancing tumor core (NCR/NET), peritu-
moral edema (ED), and GD-enhancing tumor (ET). The tumor core region must
encompass NCR/NET and ET, while the enhancing tumor region only covers

the ET.

3.2. Pre-training with Synthetic Data Based on Asymmetry of Brain MRI Im-
ages

We propose a novel data synthesis method that leverages the asymmetry of

brain tumor images to generate a pre-training dataset with Asymmetric Error

Maps (AEM), preparing the BTS model to recognize tumor shapes across var-

ious brain anatomy. The complete process is depicted in Fig. 3. To create one

sample, we extract the tumor region from Xp and embed it into the anatomy

of X 4. It is important to note that (X4,Y4) and (Xp,Yp) are two separate



real samples, with X 4, Xp being MRI images and Y4, Y5 being their respective
ground truth annotations.
Since a tumor on an MRI image typically presents higher intensities than

normal regions, an MRI image with a tumor region can be denoted as:
Xp =Xp +Tp, (1)

where X is the healthy counterpart of X, and T is the additional intensities
brought by the tumor. Accordingly, the MRI image is decomposed into an
anatomy part, X B, and a tumor part, Tg. However, in practice, we do not have
access to brain MRI images when the patient is healthy, so we cannot obtain
the true Xp. To separate Tg from Xpg, we leverage the symmetry property of
a healthy human brain, which is symmetric when healthy. By comparing the
two sides of the unhealthy brain image, we can estimate the additional intensity

brought by the tumor. Thus, T can be obtained by:
Dp =|Xp —vflip(Xp)|,

Ts = Dp ® binarize(Yp), .
where v flip(-) applies vertical flip! to the input image, and binarize(-) applies
binarization to the input mask. Note that in practice, we calibrate the flipped
image to minimize the error between brain outline edges of X5 and v flip(Xp),
while such error is rather low in the dataset we use. Dp is the asymmetry error
map to denote the asymmetry between the two sides of the brain caused by the
tumor. Since Dp presents an error on both sides, we further use the Ground
Truth(GT) Y3 to indicate the side of the tumor is grown. By combining Yp
and Dp with element-wise product (), Ts can be obtained. Then we add T

to another image X 4 to imitate the process by which a similar tumor is grown

in another brain anatomy:

Xap =Xa+1Tg, (3)

We simply adopt v flip(-) since all images in BRATS2020, BRATS2018, and BRATS2015
we used are placed horizontally. For future cases whose directions are unknown, methods for

detecting the axis of symmetry [36] can be adopted.



which denotes the tumor Tp is grown on X 4 and results in an imaging X ap
Besides synthesizing brain MRI images, we also need to generate correspond-
ing GT segmentation maps. Thus, during the GT fusing, we directly overlay
the target tumor area (Yp) to the source image GT map (Y4). Suppose the
tumor annotations of the two GT maps overlap in the space after fusing the two
GT samples. The one that has a higher ranking value is taken according to the

ranking of ET > NCR/NET > ED 2. The ranking depends on the following:

WT(Whole Tumor) = ED + NCR/NET + ET; (4)
TC(Tumor Core) = NCR/NET + ET; (5)
ET(Enhance Tumor) = ET. (6)

Through the synthesis process, the synthesized X p and Ysp are considered

new data to use.

Table 1: Performances of our method and the state-of-the-art approaches on BRATS2020.

The available and missing modalities are denoted by e and o, respectively.

Dice score(%)
Modality
Whole Core Enhancing

F T1 Tlce T2|HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours|HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours|HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours
o o o . 79.85 80.85 81.29 86.18 87.56| 5422 54.96 60.97 7114 73.48| 3143 32.05 38.25 47.53  51.48
o o . o 64.58 66.48 67.31 77.68 81.45| 69.41 71.19 73.26 8290 84.14| 6324 60.48 65.64 7701 79.32
o e o of 6301 5956 60.25 7600 81.35| 4242 4463 43.74 6261 69.95| 1653 1190 21.23 3770 42.29
e o o o 52.29 718 82.65 86.79 88.56| 24.97 52.02 55.94 69.42  71.91| 9.00 30.32 31.07 1336 44.23
o o . . 84.45 82.30 85.00 88.19 88.95| T77.60 75.35 81.88 85.82 8519 | 70.30 65.54 72.08 78.16 81.83
o e . o 72.50 71.65 73.16 81.02 83.71| 75.59 76.35 7947 83.80 84.58| T70.71 65.00 73.01 7779 81.45
o o o o 65.29 82.56 86.54 89.15 90.49| 41.58 60.50 63.48 7241 74.14| 1399 32.83 37.35 4722 49.31
o e o . 82.31 81.64 84.78 87.73 88.83| 56.38 60.77 65.41 7319 74.04| 2858 32.55 40.46 50.81  53.92
e o o e 8156 8219 87.27 8026 90.37| 5580 508 66.30 7433 75.83| 2801 3562 27T 5367 54.26
e o e o 6037 %223 86.60 80.67 90.42| 7086 7361 80.80 8550 86.21| 6831 6307 70.54 6.7 80.44
LY . o 73.31 84.42 87.51 90.24  91.05| 75.07 76.97 82.53 85.65 85.92| T70.80 64.75 73.02 80.00  82.01
o o o . 83.03 84.56 88.69 90.26  90.87| 57.40 63.38 68.33 7488 75.51| 29.53 37.07 44.42 5238 52.79
e o . . 84.64 84.72 88.49 9040 91.15| 77.69 75.62 82.20 85.88 86.11| T71.36 63.75 7141 7923 82.41
o e e e 8519 104 85.81 8872 89.33| 7905 7768 8286 86.06 8492 | 7167 6631 73.96 7031 82.30
e e o o 8519 8584 80.03 00.95 91.29| 7858 7767 8316 86.00 8501 | 7149 6492 73.03 80.66  82.09
Average 75.10 79.06 82.29 86.81 88.36| (5.45 66.67 71.36 7865 79.86| 47.73 18.41 55.22 64.11  66.67

Visualization of the synthetic samples Fig. 4 presents a visual repre-

sentation of the synthetic samples generated using our Asymmetric Error Maps

2ET represents enhancing tumor (blue tumor areas), NCR/NET represents necrotic com-
ponents and non-enhancing tumor (red tumor areas), and E'D represents peritumoral edema

(green tumor areas).
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Figure 4: The synthetic samples. The tumor part of X g is embedded into X 4, which generates
Xap. The ground truth Y4p is generated by the fusion of Y4 and Y. For each modality,

we provide one example (Flair, Tlce, T1, and T2 are listed from top to bottom).

(AEM). To create the synthetic samples, we integrated the tumor part of sample
Xp into sample X 4, resulting in sample X 45. The corresponding ground truth,
Yap, was generated by merging Y4 and Yg. To better illustrate the process,
we have included an example of each modality (Flair, T1ce, T1, and T2) in the

figure, arranged in top-to-bottom order.

3.3. Knowledge Distillation-based Post-training
We propose a post-training stage based on Knowledge Distillation (KD) to
handle missing modalities, as illustrated in Fig. 2(c). The approach involves

three steps:

Step 1: Weight Initialization.: The weights of the student network are ini-

tialized with the same values as the teacher network.

Step 2: Knowledge Distillation.: During this stage, only the student network
is fine-tuned while the teacher network remains frozen. One modality is

randomly removed from the inputs to the teacher network to form the
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Figure 5: The visualization of segmentation results on BRATS2020 between our method and
state-of-the-art methods. From left to right, we demonstrate the MRI images for the Flair
modality, T1lce modality, T1 modality, and T2 modality. Following the ground truth, the
prediction of U-HVED[6], RobustSeg[3], RFNet[1] and our prediction.

inputs for the student network. The intermediate features and inter-
mediate segmentation predictions of the teacher network serve as extra

supervision for the student network.

Step 3: Update teacher model.: After every k (k = 5) epochs of training,
the teacher network is updated by replacing it with the latest generated

student network.

These steps are repeated until the student network converges. With the teacher
network receiving more modalities than the student, the student network grad-
ually learns to recover missing information in its predictions.

As discussed in Step 2, the goal of the post-training stage is to train the
student model to produce intermediate features and segmentation predictions
that are similar to those generated by the teacher model. To achieve this, the
total loss function Ly in the knowledge distillation (KD)-based post-training
process is composed of two parts. The first part, denoted as Lyq, measures
the distance between the intermediate features generated by the student and

teacher models. The second part, denoted as Lg, is the segmentation loss used

12



Table 2: Performances of our method and the state-of-the-art approaches on BRATS2018.

The available and missing modalities are denoted by e and o, respectively.

Dice score(%)
Modality
‘Whole Core Enhancing

F T1 Tlce T2|HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours |[HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours
o o o e | 7920 80.90 82.24 84.30 85.89| 40.18 54.10 57.49 67.62  72.76| 20.31 30.80 2897 40.71  48.94
o o . o | 5850 62.40 73.31 7493 TT.TT| 4455 66.70 76.83 80.99 82.23| 49.93 65.50 67.07 6943  75.63
o e o o 54.30 52.40 70.11 T4.68  77.40| 1742 37.20 47.90 64.42  66.51| 4.67 13.70 17.29 3443 37.43
e o o o | T79.90 82.10 85.69 86.46 88.43| 37.45 50.40 53.57 6489 71.80| 557 24.80 25.69 3392 40.94
o o . e | 8100 82.70 85.19 86.39 86.68| 6(3.39 73.70 80.20 8327 84.84| 6538 70.20 69.71 7301 77.68
o e . o | 63.80 66.80 7718 7859 80.27| 55.06 69.70 .72 8222 82.74| 6240 67.00 69.06 7073 72.71
o o o o | 83.90 84.30 88.24 88.78  89.18| 49.52 55.30 60.68 7159 74.83| 22.26 24.20 32.13 39.68 45.31
o e o e | 8080 82.20 84.78 86.15 86.89| 47.26 57.20 62.19 70.89  74.26| 23.56 30.70 32.01 4142 48.17
e o o e | 86.00 87.50 88.28 89.12 89.65| 5342 59.70 61.16 70.82 74.70| 23.19 34.60 33.84 4377 50.78
e o . o | 8330 85.50 88.51 89.17 89.76| 66.12 72.90 80.62 8294 85.07| 67.12 70.30 70.30 7284 74.12
L) . o | 8510 86.20 8873 89.71 89.77| (9.26 74.20 81.06 8377 84.79| T1.30 7110 70.78 7317 7415
L) o e | 87.00 88.00 88.81 80.68 89.82| 57.76 61.50 64.38 73.09 76.06| 2846 34.10 36.41 44.79  50.66
e o . e | 87.00 88.60 89.27 90.06  90.31| 70.62 75.60 80.72 8354 84.75| 70.52 71.20 70.88 7313 76.17
o e . e | 8210 83.30 86.01 86.78  86.83| 66.60 75.30 80.33 83.97 84.70| 67.84 71.10 70.10 7256 76.24
o o . . 87.60 88.80 89.45 90.26  90.30| 72.50 76.40 80.86 84.02 84.84| 7537 71.70 71.13 7321 76.08

Average 78.60 80.10 84.39 85.67 86.60| 54.07 64.00 69.78 76.53  78.99| 43.86 50.00 51.02 5712 61.67

in the original model [1, 3, 6]. By combining these two losses, the post-training
stage aims to optimize the student model to generate accurate segmentation
predictions while also mimicking the intermediate features produced by the
teacher model.

Specifically, Ly is formulated as the mean squared error between the teacher

feature f; and student feature fs:

Liq = MSE(ft, fs)- (7)
The overall post-training loss is then given by the sum of Liq and Le4:

Lpost = Lkd + Lseg- (8)

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Settings

Datasets and Evaluation Metric. For a fair comparison with previous in-
complete multi-modal brain tumor segmentation methods [1, 6, 3], we evaluated
our proposed method on three Multimodal Brain Tumor Segmentation Chal-

lenge datasets: BRATS 2020, BRATS 2018, and BRATS 2015. In incomplete

13



Table 3: Performances of our method and the state-of-the-art approaches on BRATS2015.

The available and missing modalities are denoted by e and o, respectively.

Dice score(%)
Modality
Whole Core Enhancing

F T1 Tice T2| HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours | HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours| HeMIS UHVED RobustSeg RFNet Ours
o o o . 5848 81.19 85.49 86.80 87.72| 40.18 53.40 58.66 63.81 68.79| 20.31 29.05 37.66 40.07  44.50
o o . o 33.46 67.48 71.86 7495 TT.05| 44.55 68.24 7287 7264 74.93| 49.93 7154 70.22 81.40 7948
o e o o 33.22 53.58 68.40 7420 TT.40| 1742 41.14 50.00 61.27 64.38 167 19.16 2267 2944 36.65
e o o o TI2 8382 8302 8691 88.59| 3745 5137 46.67 5871 62,62 557 2218 2830 3523 42.06
o o . . 67.59 84.77 87.53 88.39 88.97| 63.39 73.18 7846 7750 78.98| 65.38 83.54 76.82 86.97 86.42
o e . o 45.93 69.65 74.59 7813 79.46| 55.06 68.85 76.40 7406 76.10| 62.40 76.96 73.95 82.48 8246
o o o o 80.28 85.82 87.66 88.51 89.20| 49.52 58.39 60.17 66.88  69.36| 22.26 26.65 35.28 10.95 46.81
o e o . 69.56 8217 87.87 8825 89.12| 47.26 57.58 64.88 6724 70.06| 23.56 33.94 41.05 40.58  45.34
e o o . 82.10 87.74 89.08 80.62 90.29| 53.42 59.13 63.51 68.74 68.28| 23.19 30.31 39.72 4464 44.54
e o . o 79.80 87.48 88.01 8845 88.86| 66.12 T4.27 78.09 79.30  79.91| 67.12 84.30 76.62 86.15  86.24
e e e o S088 8791 ST73 8875 88.92| (926 7582 80.68 8046 81.30| 7130 8433 7881 $730 87.34
o o o . 83.87 87.59 89.07 89.93 90.75| 57.76 62.43 65.99 69.75  70.32| 2846 33.21 43.04 4421 46.63
* o . . 82.78 89.85 89.06 90.07  90.82| 70.62 75.10 7947 79.29 80.30| 70.52 86.03 78.07 87.34 8725
o e . . 70.98 84.72 88.26 8841 89.27| 66.60 74.85 80.84 79.18 80.16| 67.84 84.03 78.56 87.47 8718
o o . . 83.15 89.79 89.07 9049 90.72| 72.50 76.48 81.19 80.16  80.80| 75.37 86.12 79.13 87.68 87.65

Average 68.22 81.57 84.45 86.13 86.97| 54.07 64.68 69.19 7193 73.75| 43.86 56.76 57.33 64.13  65.86

multi-modal brain tumor segmentation, the goal is to identify the regions of the
tumor in multi-modal MRI images, including the whole tumor, tumor core, and
enhancing tumor.

To consistent with previous methods [1, 6, 3], we used the Dice score [37]
as the validation metric for evaluating brain tumor segmentation performance.
Following previous methods, we divided the 369 BRATS2020 samples into 219
training samples, 50 validation samples, and 100 test samples. Similarly, we
divided BRATS2018 into 199 training samples, 29 validation samples, and 57
test samples, while BRATS2015 was split into 242, 12, and 20 samples for
training, validation, and testing, respectively.

Implementation Details. Following previous methods [1, 6, 3], we removed
non-meaningful black background areas from the MRI images and normalized
them with zero mean and unit variance. During training, we randomly cropped
the MRI images to 80 x 80 x 80, and conducted further pre-processing op-
erations, including random rotations, intensity shifts, and random flipping, for
data augmentation. Unless otherwise stated, we use RFNet [1] as the baseline
model to combine with our pre-training and post-training strategy. We train

the network for 300 epochs using Adam optimizer [38] with a poly learning rate
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Table 4: The effectiveness of each component of our method with different baselines on
BRATS2020. The AEM denotes the pre-training with the proposed Asymmetric Error Maps,
while the KD denotes Knowledge Distillation during post-training. All the experimental re-

sults are implemented using the author’s code.

Method ‘Whole Core Enhancing
UHVED 79.06 66.67 48.41
UHVED+AEM 79.61 055 | 70.58,3.91 | 51.80,339
UHVED+AEM+KD 80.70 164 | T1.27 1460 | 52.87 1446
RobustSeg 82.29 71.36 55.22
RobustSeg+AEM 82.90.0.61 | 73.011165 | 55.91.0.69
RobustSeg+AEM+KD | 83.631.34 | 74.28,2.94 | 56.70,1 48
RFNet 86.81 78.65 64.11
RFNet+AEM 87.67.0.86 | 78.8040.15 | 65.6411 53
RFNet+AEM+KD 88.36.1.55 | 79.8641.21 | 66.67 1256

strategy, with the initial learning rate set to 2e-4.

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-art

BRATS2020. To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, we com-
pare it to several state-of-the-art methods, such as HeMIS [4], UHVED [6],
RobustSeg [3] and RFNet [1]. Table 1 shows a comparison of our method with
the previous state-of-the-art methods on the BRATS2020 dataset. Our pro-
posed method outperforms all other methods in all three tumor categories, with
an average improvement of 2.56% in enhancing tumor segmentation compared
to the best performing method, RFNet [1]. For single-modality performance
(T2/T1ce/T1/F), our approach demonstrates 3.95%, 2.31%, 4.59% and 0.87%
improvements in accurately segmenting the enhancing tumors. For whole tumor
and core segmentation, our method achieves 1.38%, 3.77%, 5.35%, and 1.77%
and 2.34%, 1.24%, 7.34%, and 2.49% improvements, respectively. Furthermore,
Fig. 5 visually compares the segmentation maps of our proposed method with
those of other state-of-the-art methods, utilizing all four modalities. The figure
shows that our method accurately located the tumors and covered the majority
of the tumor regions, while the predictions from previous methods resulted in

incomplete or incorrect segmentation.
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Figure 6: The visualization of segmentation results by adding our method to different base-

lines. Only the Flair modality is presented for MRI image visualization.

BRATS2018. Table 2 presents the evaluation results of our proposed method
on the BRATS2018 dataset, which demonstrate consistent and superior per-
formance compared to other state-of-the-art methods, as previously observed
on the BRATS2020 dataset. On average, our approach outperforms the best
performing method RFNet by 4.55% in terms of enhancing tumor segmentation
accuracy. Moreover, our method consistently achieves significant improvements
over RFNet in all three tumor categories (whole tumor, tumor core, and en-
hancing tumor) when dealing with single-modality segmentation. These results
validate the efficacy of our proposed approach in enhancing the accuracy of
brain tumor segmentation.

BRATS2015. Table 3 shows the evaluation results of the proposed method
on the BRATS2015 dataset, indicating our method’s effectiveness and consis-
tent improvements compared to other state-of-the-art methods. The proposed
method demonstrates significant advancements in segmentation accuracy, sim-
ilar to the conclusion achieved on the BRATS2020 and BRATS2018 datasets.
These results reinforce the robustness and effectiveness of the proposed method

in handling various multimodal brain tumor segmentation tasks.
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Table 5: Detailed comparison of the performance of our proposed method with different base-
lines on the BRATS2020 dataset. The methods of UHVED[6], RobustSeg[3], and RFNet[1]
are denoted by the abbreviations UH, RS, and RF, respectively. All experimental results were
obtained using the code provided by the authors. And the available and missing modalities

are denoted by e and o, respectively.

Dice score(%)
Modality
Whole Core Enhancing

F T1 Tice T2| UH UH+Ours RS RS+Ours RF RF+Ours| UH UH+Ours RS RS+Ours RF RF+Ours| UH UH+Ours RS RS+Ours RF RF+4Ours
o o o o |76.57 80.85 81.29 82.39 86.18  87.56 54.96 63.78 60.97 62.75 T1.14 73.48 32.05 38.88 38.25 38.85 47.53 51.48
o o . o [66.48 67.41 67.31 69.91 7768 81.45 7119 75.15 73.26 77.96 82.90 84.14 60.48 65.31 65.64 69.42 77.01 79.32
o e o o [59.56 61.69 60.25 68.06 76.00  81.35 14.63 50.50 43.74 53.74 62.61 69.95 11.90 24.24 21.23 26.43 3770 42.29
e o o o |TT.18 80.74 82.65 80.27 86.79  88.56 52.02 57.91 55.94 56.87 69.42 71.91 30.32 30.98 31.07 32.26 1336 44.23
o o . o 8230 83.32 85.00 86.29 8819 88.95 80.68 81.88 84.27 85.82 85.19 65.54 68.99 T2.08 4T 7816 81.83
o e . o |71.65 70.93 73.16 75.25 81.02  83.71 76.37 7782 7947 80.39 83.89 84.58 65.00 67.74 73.01 7441 7779 81.45
. . o o |82.56 83.80 86.54 87.07 8015 90.49 60.50 64.05 63.48 67.87 241 74.14 32.83 34.94 37.35 38.79 1722 49.31
o e o e 8164 82.08 84.78 86.11 8/7.73  88.83 60.77 65.27 65.41 68.69 73.19 74.04 32.55 38.69 40.46 42,50 50.81 53.92
e o o o 8219 84.99 87.27 87.53 80.26 90.37 59.28 65.85 66.30 68.31 T4.33 75.83 35.62 41.21 277 42.33 53.67 54.26
e o . o |82.23 84.86 86.60 87.42 89.67 90.42 73.61 7842 80.80 83.30 85.50 86.21 63.07 67.21 70.54 70.76 T6.77 80.44
. . . o 8442 85.69 87.51 88.30 90.24  91.05 76.97 79.84 8253 84.10 85.65 85.92 64.75 68.34 73.02 72.80 80.00  82.01
LY o o |34.56 86.24 88.69 89.36 90.26  90.87 |63.38 68.51 68.33 71.60 T488 75.51 37.07 41.27 44.42 44.27 52.38 52.79
e o . o 8472 86.91 88.49 89.55 9040 91.15 75.62 79.94 8220 84.43 85.88 86.11 63.75 67.78 7141 7327 7923 82.41
o e . o |84.04 83.61 85.81 87.07 8872 89.33 T7.68 80.58 82.86 84.88 86.06 84.92 66.31 69.19 73.96 75.23 79.31 82.30
. . . o 8584 87.33 89.03 89.93 90.95  91.29 7767 86.07 83.16 85.03 86.00 85.91 64.92 6823 73.03 7444 R0.66  82.09

Average 79.06 80.70 82.29 83.63 86.81 88.36 66.67 7127 T1.36 T4.28 78.65 79.86 |4841 52.87 55.22 56.70 6411 66.67

4.83. Ablation Studies

4.8.1. The effectiveness of each component of our method

To validate the efficacy of each component of our method, we integrated
them with three state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods: UHVED [6], RobustSeg [3],
and RFNet [1]. The results of our proposed Asymmetric Error Maps (AEM) pre-
training and (Knowledge Distill) KD-based post-training are presented in Ta-
ble 4, which demonstrates a significant improvement over all the baselines. De-
tailed performance analysis in Table 5 shows that our proposed method achieved
significant performance improvements on almost all metrics for the baseline
model, particularly under the condition of single-modality input. Specifically,
when only T1 is given as input, our method demonstrated improvements of
12.34%, 5.20%, and 4.59% for accurately segmenting the enhancing tumors, and
2.13%, 7.81%, and 5.35% for whole tumor segmentation, and 5.87%, 10.00%,
and 7.31% for core segmentation, respectively.

In addition, as shown in Fig. 6, we visually validate the effectiveness of our
proposed methods for brain tumor segmentation with different baselines. The

figure clearly demonstrates the superiority of our method in generating high-
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Table 6: Ablation study to evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed pre-training method
with synthetic data. The baselines RFNet, RobustSeg, and UHVED are denoted as RF, RS,
and UH, respectively, due to space limitations. The mixup data augmentation method[32] is
represented by ‘MU’, while AEM (Asymmetry Error Map) is the proposed pre-training method
based on synthetic data using AEMs. All the experimental results were obtained using the
authors’ codes. The available and missing modalities are denoted by e and o, respectively.

The bold font shows the best.

Modalitios Dice Score(%)
Whole Core. Enhancing

F T1 Tice T2| RF +MU +AEM| RS +MU +AEM|UH +MU +AEM| RF +MU +AEM|RS +MU +AEM|UH +MU +AEM| RF +MU +AEM| RS +MU +AEM|UH +MU +AEM
o o o e|s6ls 519 8623 5120 5293 82.99 |7657 78.67 7860|7111 TLO9 7068 [6097 G181 6212 [5196 5730 6245 |4753 1905 49.98 | 3825 3000 39.19 3205 3296 37.81
o o e o|T763 660 78.97 [67.31 G678 6663 6643 66.53 6490 |§200 SIS6 8330 7326 TAT0 7493 7119 7265 73.83 |7701 7350 7833 [6361 6337 66.09 [604S 5097  63.00
o e o o|T600 T611 7844 [6025 6416 64.20 |5956 6008 62.00 | 6261 G367 66.57 [4374 4952 50.20 [4463 4415 370 4031 4091 2123 2402 24.22 [1190 1965 22.31
e o o ols6m s 82.55 210 5216|7715 80.34 TO60 | 6942 6936 69.98 |5 58.69 7202 57.03 57 (4336 4300 4535 3107 3200 33.05 (3032 35.73 2508
0 o e e |s819 8782 8856 |S500 562 8573 5230 83.73 %220 [85.82 152 8521 [SLSS 5267 83.05 7 816 7556 80.24 [ 7208 T30 7381 (6351 6551 68.40
o e e o [SL02 8049 8204 [7316 7343 7357 7165 TLT5 7079 [83.89 8333 79.85 (7637 7730 68 301 7317 7335 (6300 6414 67.04
e e o o [5005 8050 90.24 [86.54 S643 BG.54 [$256 8449 321 [7241 T207 7512 |6 2 66.11 [6050 6241 4722 48.76 4751 6 38.32 37.38 3284

o o o |[STT3 STOL 88.32 |S47S §537 85.44 |SLGY 82.68 SIT2 | 7319 7341 7207|6341 6T12 5081 54.22 5040|4046 4056 40.98 39.23
e o o e [892 S000 9037 |§727 S516 8823 (5210 84.24 S361 | 7433 7422 TABT 6630 G770 5367 5380 54.20 | 4277 4200 42.80 |35 40.80
o o e o[SO67 8500 9044 |S660 8651 86.64 (5223 85.84 85.52 [s0s0 8142 532 79.28 [70.54 6941 6961 67.01
e . 20 9000 9101 | 8751 STT4 ST.81 [sid2 8T.OT 813 8508 8253 8247 §113 8240 | 7302 7313 73.27 9 67.84
e o o e |0026 9015 90.92 8360 380 88.91 3456 86.35 32 (6833 1000 5238 54.16 5244 | 4442 4320 43.38 41.25
e o e e [0030 9021 9127 |$519 SSS5 8808 [S172 87.52 S5l [8588 S5A2 8530 |s220 8271 79.79 (7923 7703 T9.61 7141 I3 TL5L 6375 67.42
o e . §551 631 86.43 404 84.90 86.06 SLIS 8395 [s286 8334 38108 [7031 7833 8165 | 7396 7523 75.41 |6631 6659 69.01
DR 9 | 5903 8900 89.08 |s584 88.16 8507 [86.00 8516 8515 [$316 321 83.50 |7 60 80.56 [SU66 8045 8273 | 7303 TR0 7370 [6192 6485 67.89

Average  [S651 5652 BT.67 [5220 5251 82.90 [19.06 80.83 6 7846 7880 7130 7272 73.01 (6667 6900 7T0.57 [6411 G131 65.64 | 5522 5509 5591 [4541 5000 51.80

quality predictions compared to the different baseline models.

4.3.2. The effectiveness of the pre-training

Asymmetric Error Maps V.S. MixUp As depicted in Table 6, our proposed
pre-training method with Asymmetric Error Maps (AEM) was validated with
several existing methods, such as UHVED [6], RobustSeg [3], and RFNet [1]. In
each case, the models were pre-trained using our method and then fine-tuned
with real training samples. Our validation results indicate that the proposed
pre-training method outperforms the baseline. We also compared our data
synthesis approach to the popular data augmentation technique mixup [32]. To
conduct this comparison, we generated synthesized data using mixup and pre-
trained the models before fine-tuning the model with real training samples. As
shown in Table 6 our proposed pre-training method with AEM is more effective
than the mixup method in most cases. All experiments were conducted using
the BRATS2020 dataset.

The effectiveness of the number of synthetic data. Table 7 illustrates

the impact of increasing the number of Asymmetric Error Maps (AEM) used as
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Table 7: Ablation study of the effectiveness of our proposed pre-training method on RFNet
as the baseline by varying the number of Asymmetric Error Maps (AEMs) used for pre-
training. The number of synthetic training samples used for pre-training was denoted as
‘AEM xx’, where ‘x’ indicates the size of the augmented dataset, x times the original dataset.
By increasing the size of the augmented dataset, we observed an overall improvement in the
performance of the network, demonstrating the effectiveness of our pre-training method in

preparing the network to recognize abnormal tumor intensities across different samples.

Dice score(%)
Modality
‘Whole Core Enhancing

F T1 Tlce T2|Baseline AEMx2 AEMx4 AEMx8|Baseline AEMx2 AEMx4 AEMx8|Baseline AEMx2 AEMx4 AEMx8
o o o e 86.18 86.24 86.76 86.23 T1.14 71.99 71.33 70.68 4753 51.74 49.99 49.98
o o . o 77.68 79.07 79.53 7897 82.90 82.88 82.64 83.30 77.01 76.00 77.26 78.33
o e o o 76.00 78.70 79.94 78.44 62.61 67.36 67.19 66.57 37.70 40.86 41.53 40.91
e o o of 8679 88.05 87.66 87.59 69.42 69.27 70.62 69.98 13.36 11.94 14.36 45.35
o o . . 88.19 88.34 88.47 88.56 85.82 84.87 84.80 85.24 78.16 T8.87 79.96 80.24
o e e o 81.02 82.08 82.49 82.04 83.89 83.01 83.24 83.33 779 76.64 81.14 79.56
o o o o 89.15 90.01 90.06 90.24 7241 73.18 73.45 75.12 47.22 17.30 49.96 17.51
o e o . 87.73 88.03 88.26 88.32 73.19 72.95 7298 72.97 50.81 50.21 51.09 50.40
e o© o . 89.26 90.18 89.96 90.37 T4.33 73.86 74.91 74.37 53.67 50.37 51.16 54.20
e o . o 89.67 90.13 90.00 90.44 85.50 85.61 85.49 85.52 T6.77 79.74 78.93 79.28
e o o O 90.24 90.72 90.77 91.01 85.65 85.38 85.44 85.08 80.00 8223 82.14 82.40
o o o . 90.26 90.50 90.57 90.92 74.88 T4.75 75.03 75.32 52.38 50.59 52.47 52.44
e 0 e e 90.30 90.95 90.81 89.19 85.88 85.53 85.94 85.39 79.23 79.86 80.19 79.61
o e . . 88.72 88.95 89.08 89.19 86.06 84.35 84.34 83.95 79.31 80.48 81.95 81.65
e o . . 90.95 91.06 91.08 91.49 86.00 85.51 84.80 85.15 80.66 81.36 82.07 82.73

Average 86.81 87.51 87.61 87.67 78.65 78.75 78.81 78.80 64.11 64.54 65.61 65.64

synthetic data in the pre-training phase on the overall performance of the base-
lines. The results demonstrate an improvement in prediction accuracy when
applying the AEM pre-training strategy. However, further increasing the num-
ber of pre-training synthetic data does not always lead to improvement. For
instance, when the synthetic data size is eight times the real data size, the per-
formance is similar to when the synthetic data size is four times the real data
size. We hypothesize that this is because when the synthetic data size reaches
four times the real data size, the diversity of the training set may have already
achieved saturation, and further increases in synthetic data may not be as ef-
fective in improving performance. In summary, collecting a sufficient number of
AEM is crucial for effective pre-training, and doing so can ensure the optimal
performance of the model.

The effectiveness of the finetuning on real data. Directly fine-tuning both
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Table 8: The results of finetuning after the pre-training on augmented data. All results are
reported with BRATS2020.
Method ‘Whole Core Enhancing

Baseline 86.81 78.65 64.11
Synthetic 85.38,1_43 74.98,3_67 58.95,5_16
Real (Ours) 87.67_(),86 78.80+[)_15 65.64+1_5:5

Table 9: Comparison of our KD-based post-training with the ‘One-to-many’ model and the
‘One-to-one’ model. Our KD-based post-training achieves the best performance. All results

are reported with Dice Score (%).

‘Whole Core Enhancing
T1 |T1T2|T1T2F| T1 |T1T2|T1T2F| T1 |T1T2|T1T2F

Method

One-to-Many | 76.00 | 87.73 | 90.26 | 62.61 | 73.19 | 74.88 | 37.70 | 50.81 | 52.38
One-to-One | 79.58 | 88.27 | 90.60 | 64.37 | 72.64 | 7540 | 38.65 | 49.89 | 52.74

KD-based [81.35|88.83| 90.87 [69.95|74.04| 75.51 |42.29|53.92| 52.79

synthetic and real data may lead to bias towards the synthetic data distribution
due to its larger size compared to the real data. To mitigate this bias, we fine-
tune our model exclusively on the real data. The effectiveness of this approach
is demonstrated in Table 8, which shows a significant improvement over the
baseline. In contrast, direct fine-tuning of the combined synthetic and real data

may result in performance degradation.

4.8.8. The effectiveness of the post-training
One-to-One vs. One-to-Many vs. KD-based Post-training. To further
demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed KD-based post-training approach,

Y

we conducted a comparison with the “One-to-Many” and “One-to-One” vari-
ants. The former trains a single model to handle all combinations of modalities,
while the latter trains individual models for each specific scenario. It is ex-
pected that the one-to-one model would perform better than the one-to-many
model as it is trained without irrelevant information. As shown in Table 9,

our assumption was confirmed, with the “one-to-one” model outperforming the

“one-to-many” model. However, the one-to-one method faces a trade-off be-
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Table 10: Ablation study of investigating the impact of increasing the number of training
iterations of the Knowledge Distillation (KD)-based post-training method. The notation KD-
N represents that the model was post-trained with NV epochs using our proposed KD approach.
The results are reported in terms of Dice Score (%) on the BRATS2020 dataset.

Method Whole | Core | Enhancing
UHVED+AEM 79.61 70.58 51.80
UHVED+AEM+KD300 79.95 70.56 52.09
UHVED+AEM+KD600 80.20 70.91 52.50
UHVED+AEM+KD900 80.70 | 71.27 52.87
RobustSeg+AEM 82.90 73.01 55.91
RobustSeg+AEM+KD300 | 83.25 73.22 55.87
RobustSeg+AEM+KD600 | 83.54 73.80 56.17
RobustSeg+AEM+KD900 | 83.63 | 74.28 56.70
RFNet+AEM 87.67 78.80 65.64
RFNet+AEM+KD300 87.71 79.31 65.61
RFNet+AEM+KDG600 87.99 78.87 65.99
RFNet+AEM+KD900 88.36 | 79.86 66.67

tween training complexity and accuracy.

In contrast, our KD-based post-training strategy trains a robust student

model that can handle all scenarios with a unified model, without increasing the
training complexity. The results demonstrate that our approach outperforms
both the one-to-one and one-to-many methods, achieving the best performance
in handling different input modalities.
The effectiveness of different iterations for KD-based post-training.
Table 10 presents the results of our KD-based post-training approach combined
with three existing methods: UHVED [6], RobustSeg [3], and RFNet [1]. In
this ablation experiment, we applied our AEM pre-training to these models as
the baselines, followed by the KD-based post-training with different finetuning
epochs. The results indicate that our proposed post-training method outper-
forms the baselines significantly, and the performance continues to improve as
the iterations of the KD-based post-training increase.

Furthermore, to better understand how our KD-based post-training ap-
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Figure 7: The segmentation results of our method using different MRI modalities. It can
be observed that as the number of modalities increases, our method is able to predict more

accurate masks.
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Figure 8:  Visualizations of the prediction of different iterations for the KD-based post-
training, using only the T1 modality as input, are presented. At the early stage of training,
our method may show similarities to RFNet[1] (Baseline). However, as the number of training

iterations increases, the performance of our method progressively improves.

proach improves the baseline segmentation with different finetuning epochs,

we visualize the predicted segmentation results as the number of training iter-
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ations increases. Fig. 8 shows that our method predicts more accurate masks
as the number of iterations increases, providing insights into the benefits of our

approach.

4.4. Visualization of the segmentation results

Increasing the modality information. Fig. 7 highlights the impact of in-
corporating additional modality information on the segmentation of our predic-
tions. As the number of modalities increases, our method can produce increas-
ingly precise segmentation masks, indicating its enhanced capability to identify
and differentiate various tissue structures. The results demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach and its capacity to generate high-quality predictions

by leveraging additional modality information.

5. Conclusion

In summary, we propose a novel approach for segmenting brain tumors from
multi-modal MRI images that involves both synthetic data-based pre-training
and knowledge distillation-based post-training. Our pre-training method utilizes
the asymmetrical nature of abnormal brain MRI images to synthesize training
samples by adding tumor intensities to healthy brain anatomy. This prepares the
model to recognize abnormal intensities across various anatomical regions before
the actual training. The post-training method further improves the model’s
performance by distilling knowledge from intermediate features and predictions
obtained from fully-modal inputs. Our approach outperforms existing methods
and achieves state-of-the-art results on three benchmark datasets: BRATS2020,
BRATS2018, and BRATS2015.
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