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Abstract— Despite advances in deep learning for esti-
mating brain age from structural MRI (sMRI), incorporat-
ing functional MRI (fMRI) data presents significant chal-
lenges due to its complex data structure and the noisy
nature of functional connectivity measurements. To ad-
dress these challenges, we present the Multitask Adver-
sarial Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE), a bespoke deep
learning framework designed to enhance brain age pre-
dictions through multimodal MRI data integration. The M-
AVAE uniquely separates latent variables into generic and
unique codes, effectively isolating shared and modality-
specific features. Additionally, integrating multitask learn-
ing with sex classification as a supplementary task en-
ables the model to account for sex-specific aging nuances.
Evaluated on the OpenBHB dataset—a comprehensive mul-
tisite brain MRI aggregation—the M-AVAE demonstrates
exceptional performance, achieving a mean absolute er-
ror of 2.77 years, surpassing conventional methodologies.
This success positions M-AVAE as a powerful tool for
metaverse-based healthcare applications in brain age es-
timation. The source code is made publicly available at:
https://github.com/engrussman/MAVAE.

Index Terms— Adversarial learning, multimodal learning,
brain age estimation, magnetic resonance imaging.

INTRODUCTION

The advent of multimodal neuroimaging, which combines
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) for the as-
sessment of functional connectivity and structural magnetic
resonance imaging (sMRI) for cortical morphology, offers a
nuanced approach to the detection of cognitive impairment
and the prediction of brain age [10]. However, the exploration
of anatomical and functional differences in the brain between
sexes using multimodal imaging for the estimation of brain
age remains underexplored.

Sex differences play a vital role in the brain’s ageing
process, with notable anatomical and functional variations
between male and female brains [11]. Incorporating sex in-
formation into age estimation models improves accuracy and
has shown promise in deep learning applications [12]. Our
research addresses this gap by integrating sex considerations
in a multimodal imaging framework within the metaverse
context, aiming to improve the accuracy and applicability of
brain age predictions in personalised healthcare.

Specifically, we propose a novel metaverse-based AI appli-
cation for brain age estimation: the Multi-Task Adversarial

Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE). This innovative model
merges adversarial learning and variational auto-encoding ca-
pabilities within a multitask learning framework, aiming for
simultaneous estimation of brain age and prediction of sex
from multimodal MRI data, including both sMRI and fMRI.
The design of M-AVAE meticulously segregates the latent
features of each imaging modality into distinct components,
effectively disentangling the shared and unique attributes
across modalities. This method not only improves the accuracy
in capturing commonalities, but also minimises interference
during data fusion, presenting a novel approach to multimodal
neuroimaging analysis suitable for integration into metaverse
platforms.

Our major contributions can be summarised as follows.
• We introduce a novel multimodal framework for the

estimation of brain age within the metaverse ecosystem
for healthcare. Integrating our AI model into a metaverse
environment, may enable continuous, real-time updates
and interactions, enhancing the precision and reliability
of brain age estimations and may allow personalised,
predictive healthcare.

• Our approach is unique in creating a disentangled rep-
resentation of brain imaging data by applying both
adversarial and variational principles within a single
architecture. This disentanglement allows for the clear
differentiation of shared versus modality-specific infor-
mation, paving the way for more nuanced interpretations
of neuroimaging data within a metaverse platform.

• Through rigorous evaluation of publicly available
datasets, our extensive experiments validate the efficacy
and robustness of the proposed framework, thereby estab-
lishing a new benchmark for brain age estimation models
suitable for metaverse integration.

RELATED WORK

Most studies on brain age estimation have utilised T1-
weighted sMRI scans [9], while recent research highlights the
potential of functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)
to predict cognitive variables [24], [25]. The ability of fMRI
to capture intricate patterns of brain activity makes it valu-
able for the prediction of brain age. Several studies have
explored multimodal MRI to improve prediction accuracy [26].
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TABLE I: Summary of comparison of our work with the existing studies in term
of availability of different components, i.e., multimodal, multitask, adversarial, and
distangled learning.

Author Multimodal Multitask Adversarial Disentangled
(Year) learning learning learning learning

He et al. 2022 [13] ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗
He et al. 2022 [14] ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗
Cheng et al. 2021 [15] ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗
Armanious et al. 2021 [16] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗
Zhang et al. 2022 [17] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗
Liu et al. 2023 [18] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗
Dular et al. 2024 [19] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗
Wang et al. 2023 [20] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗
Mouches et al. 2022 [21] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗
Cai et al. 2023 [22] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓
Hu et al. 2020 [23] ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
Our Study ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Multimodal data fusion techniques are typically classified as
model-agnostic or model-based [27]. Model-agnostic fusion
includes early fusion (EF), where features of multiple modal-
ities are combined as input to a single model, and late fusion
(LF), which integrates decision values using mechanisms such
as averaging or voting [28]. These methods often under-
use cross-modal correlations, as noted in prior studies on
MRI-based image enhancement and classification [29]. In
contrast, model-based fusion techniques, such as multiple
kernel learning, graphical models, and neural networks, aim to
build generalised models. Studies utilizing attention-based and
transformer networks for improved segmentation, particularly
in challenging modalities, have shown promise in advancing
model-based approaches [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [35], [36],
[37], [38], [39], [40], [41], [42], [43]. Autoencoders (AE) have
been widely explored for multimodal fusion, with early and
late fusion [27], [52], [51], [44], [45], [46], [47]. However,
traditional AEs often struggle to differentiate between shared
and complementary information, and noisy modalities can neg-
atively impact latent representation learning across modalities
[48], [49], [50].

A concise summary of the existing literature is provided
in Table I. Our analysis highlights key methodologies, em-
phasising the role of modality, multitasking, adversarial learn-
ing, and disentangled autoencoders. For example, He et al.
[13] employed a global-local transformer architecture for age
estimation, integrating global and local information via an
attention mechanism. In another study [14], the same group
introduced deep relation learning for regression, designed to
capture relationships between pairs of input images. They
utilised an efficient convolutional neural network (CNN) to
extract features from these image pairs and a transformer for
relation learning. However, this approach did not incorporate
gender information and relied solely on single-modality MRI
scans. Similarly, Cheng et al. [15] proposed a two-stage
cascade network that used MRI images and gender labels,
employing ranking losses for age prediction. However, these
studies [13], [14], [15] focused mainly on single-modality
MRI scans and lacked gender integration, a critical factor in
accurate age prediction.

Moreover, Zhang et al. [17] introduced an adaptive ensem-
ble learning framework for robust age estimation on unimodal

sMRI data, categorising subjects into different age groups and
sex, and selected the most suitable ensemble model. Similarly,
Liu et al. [18] and Armanious [16] proposed methods to
estimate brain age using Support Vector Regression (SVR) and
a deep CNN, respectively. Both studies incorporated gender
information into their models and emphasised the discrepancy
between chronological and biological ages. Recently, Dular et
al. [19] developed a deep learning model trained on multisite
T1-weighted MRI data to predict age and age class. Wang
et al. [20] addressed predictive bias in brain age estimation
by employing a skewed loss function. However, similar to
previous studies [17], [18], [16], [19], this approach did not
utilise multimodal data.

A few studies [21], [22], [23], as summarised in Table I,
have explored the use of multimodal data for the prediction
of brain age. Mouches et al. [21] proposed a CNN-based
multitasking network combined with a linear regression model
to predict the age of the biological brain from multimodal
data, also computing saliency maps to localise relevant brain
regions. Cai et al. [22] introduced a two-stream convolutional
autoencoder to separate distinct information from each modal-
ity, incorporating disentangled autoencoders, although gender
prediction was not included. Similarly, Hu et al. [23] devel-
oped a disentangled multimodal adversarial network for age
prediction, focussing solely on male subjects. Although multi-
encoder architectures with various types of loss functions have
shown significant performance improvements [34], [35], they
have not been sufficiently explored for brain age estimation
applications.

In contrast to these studies, our work is the first to propose a
multimodal architecture that effectively combines adversarial
learning with multitask learning to address the gaps in ex-
isting research. Using adversarial learning-based disentangled
autoencoders, our model provides a structured framework for
the estimation of brain age using multimodal data, while also
integrating gender classification within a multitask learning
framework.

PROPOSED METHOD

This section delineates the Multitask Adversarial Varia-
tional Autoencoder Network (M-AVAE), which leverages mul-
timodal inputs—specifically sMRI and fMRI scans—to predict
biological age accurately. Our approach begins with feature
extraction from both modalities, followed by integration into
the M-AVAE. The model comprises dual autoencoders and
a combination of loss functions that work to optimise the
accuracy of brain age estimation. The architecture is depicted
in Fig. 1, and the following subsections break down the
components of the proposed model.

Feature Extraction Process
Given the high-dimensional nature of MRI data and limited

dataset sizes, direct input of these features into neural networks
can lead to overfitting. Thus, feature selection is a critical
preprocessing step. Feature selection methods are broadly
classified into filter, wrapper and embedded methods [53].
Consistent with prior work [23], we use the filter method
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Fig. 1: Architecture of our proposed Multitask Adversarial Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE) for predicting brain age and sex estimation from multimodal MRI data which includes
sMRI and fMRI scans.

due to its model independence and efficiency. Specifically, the
Random Forest algorithm is used to handle highly correlated
and high-dimensional data [54]. After selecting the features,
we obtain the m1 and m2 features from the two modalities
for further analysis. The dataset can be represented as:

X1n ∈ Rm1 , X2n ∈ Rm2 , yn ∈ R, (1)

where X1n and X2n are feature vectors from the first and
second modalities, respectively, and yn corresponds to the
target outputs (age and sex) for N instances.

A. Encoder Branches and Latent Variables
For each modality, a multilayer perceptron (MLP) serves

as the encoder, denoted Enci for i = 1, 2. The encoder
transforms the input feature vectors into latent representations:

zi = Enci(xi), (2)

where zi is divided into a shared component Gen(zi) and a
unique component Unq(zi) to capture the shared and modality-
specific information. This separation ensures that the encoder
can reconstruct the latent representation of its components
while maximising the similarity of shared codes between
modalities and distinguishing unique codes.

B. Cross Encoder Reconstruction
An MLP acts as a decoder Deci for each modality. Given

zi = [Gen(zi),Unq(zi)], the decoder reconstructs xi:

x′
i = Deci(Gen(zi),Unq(zi)). (3)

Additionally, the shared codes Gen(zi) are used to recon-
struct the inputs from the other modality, ensuring that:

x′
i = Deci(Gen(zj),Unq(zi)) for i ̸= j, (4)

which enforces the separation of shared and unique infor-
mation.

C. Age and Sex Prediction Strategy

Disentangling each modality’s latent variable into generic
Gen(Enci(xi)) and unique Unq(Enci(xi)) codes, we form
M(x1,x2) as:

M(x1,x2) = (Gen1,2,Unq(Enc1(x1)),Unq(Enc2(x2))) ,
(5)

where Gen1,2 =
∑2

i=1 ωi Gen(Enci(xi)) with ω1 = ω2 =
0.5. Two MLPs, a regressor P and a classifier C, predict
age and gender from M(x1,x2), respectively. Our approach
integrates adversarial autoencoders (AAE) [55] with varia-
tional loss [56] for each modality, facilitating disentanglement
and information fusion in cross-reconstruction. A shared MLP
discriminator Dz enforces adversarial regularisation on zi,
guiding it toward a predefined distribution. The weights of
Enci, Deci, Dz, P, and C are learnt together with specific
loss functions.
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D. Objective Function
1) Adversarial Loss: Let the prior distribution imposed on

the generic part of the latent variable be denoted by p(z),
the encoding distribution by q(zi|xi), and the decoding dis-
tribution by p(xi|zi). The Adversarial Autoencoder (AAE)
aims to learn the data distribution pd(xi) by training an
autoencoder with a regularised latent space. This involves
ensuring that the aggregated posterior distribution q(zi) =∫
xi

q(zi|xi)pd(xi)dxi matches the predefined prior p(zi).
Regularisation is achieved through an adversarial process
involving the discriminator Dz, leading to a minimax problem:

The total adversarial loss is the sum of the adversarial losses
from both modalities:

Ladv = L1
adv + L2

adv. (6)

The encoder’s goal is to make the generic part of the
posterior distribution indistinguishable by the discriminator
Dz from the prior distribution p(zi), while Dz aims to
differentiate between q(zi) and p(zi). In this study, a Gaussian
prior distribution N (µi(xi), σi(xi)) is used for zi, applying
the reparameterisation trick for efficient backpropagation.

2) Variational Loss: To regularise unique and generic codes
without significantly increasing computational complexity, we
integrate the Variational Autoencoder (VAE) approach, known
for its ability to impose prior distributions through KL diver-
gence, as an alternative to using multiple discriminator net-
works. This approach, referred to as variational loss, enforces
different prior distributions p(z1) and p(z2) for the unique
codes of the sMRI and fMRI modalities, respectively.

The variational loss aims to regularise the unique part of
the latent space. The encoding distribution for the unique
latent variables is q(zu|xi), and the decoding distribution is
p(xi|zu). The VAE approximates the true posterior p(zu|xi)
with q(zu|xi), employing the re-parameterisation trick for
efficient optimisation.

The variational loss, represented as Li
var, is formulated as

the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence DKL(q(zu|xi)∥p(zu)),
which serves as a regularisation term to align q(zu|xi) with
the prior p(zu), typically a standard Gaussian N (0, I).

Li
var = DKL (q(zu|xi)∥p(zu)) , (7)

The overall variational loss is the sum of the losses from
both modalities:

Lvar = L1
var + L2

var. (8)

This integration of variational loss facilitates learning rich
and nuanced representations through a hybrid approach, com-
bining the strengths of adversarial and probabilistic modelling
for effective generative capabilities and structured latent space
interpretation.

3) Generic-Unique Distance Ratio Loss: The distance ratio
loss, LDist, emphasises the disentanglement of latent variables
by balancing the distances between the generic (shared) and
unique components of the embeddings of two modalities. It is
defined as follows:

LDist =
LGen

Dist

LUnq
Dist

, (9)

where,

LGen
Dist = Ex1,x2

∥Gen (Enc1 (x1))− Gen (Enc2 (x2))∥2 ,
(10)

and

LUnq
Dist = Ex1,x2 ∥Unq (Enc1 (x1))− Unq (Enc2 (x2))∥2 .

(11)
4) Regression Loss: The regression loss employs the L2

norm to measure the discrepancy between predicted and actual
values:

Lreg = Ex1,x2
∥y −P (M (x1,x2))∥2 . (12)

5) Classification Loss: The classification loss is formulated
using Binary Cross-Entropy to evaluate the accuracy of binary
classification tasks:

Lclass =y log (C (M (x1,x2)))

+ (1− y) log (1−C (M (x1,x2))) . (13)

6) Reconstruction Loss: The reconstruction loss, designed
for cross-modality reconstruction, excludes any computation
from missing data to accommodate incomplete neuroimage
datasets:

Lrecon =

2∑
i=1

2∑
j=1

Exi∼Pd(xi) (14)∥∥∥∥xi−Deci (Generic (Encj (xj)) ,Unq (Enci (xi)))

∥∥∥∥
2

.

7) Full Objective: The full objective function integrates
all individual losses with corresponding trade-off parameters,
aiming to optimize the model components cohesively:

LD = Ladv, (15)

LEnci,Deci,P,C =λ1Lreg + λ2Lclass + λ3Ldist

+ λ4Lrecon + λ5Ladv + λ6Lvar, (16)

where λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4, λ5, and λ6 are the trade-off param-
eters. The multitask adversarial variational autoencoder (M-
AVAE) framework first updates the discriminator Dz to dif-
ferentiate between true and generated samples, followed by
updating the encoder Enci, decoder Deci, and predictor P
based on the combined objective function, catering to both
modality-specific and shared representations.

E. Datasets
Our experiments leverage the OpenBHB dataset [57], a

comprehensive collection comprising 5,330 3D brain MRI
scans from 71 different acquisition sites. Of these, 3,984
scans are publicly accessible, distributed across 3,227 training
and 757 validation instances, as shown in Fig. 2. The latter
includes 362 internal tests and 390 external tests. OpenBHB
spans 10 datasets, featuring subjects of European-American,
European, and Asian descent, ensuring a diverse range of
genetic backgrounds. For our analysis, we focused on subsets
containing both sMRI and fMRI scans, specifically using two
datasets referenced in [58] and [59], comprising 66 and 315
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Fig. 2: Age and gender distribution across the training and validation sets of the
OpenBHB dataset [57].

scans, respectively. These datasets were merged to facilitate
our study, and we applied the preprocessing pipeline outlined
in Section to both datasets.

Fig. 3: Details of the various components of our proposed M-AVAE architecture.
Subfigures (a), (b), (c), and (d) represent the architectural details of the encoder, decoder,
age regressor, and sex classifier networks, respectively. Note that the discriminator shares
the same architecture as the sex classifier.

F. Model Architecture and Training Strategy

The Multitask Adversarial Variational Autoencoder (M-
AVAE) architecture, utilised in our experiments, is illustrated
in Fig. 3. The batch size was established at 20, with the
latent variable dimensionality set to 120. Furthermore, the
dimensions of the generic and unique codes were determined
to be 50 and 70, respectively, based on empirical tests. These
dimensionality settings apply equally to all AAE models
employed in our study, as represented in Fig. 3. For the
purpose of single-task learning analysis, the gender classifier
was deactivated. The training employed the Adam optimiser

with an initial learning rate of 0.001. Learning rate adjustments
were made by reducing it to one-quarter upon failing to
observe performance enhancements on the validation set after
nine epochs. To mitigate overfitting, an early stop mechanism
was implemented. The models were developed using Keras
with the TensorFlow back-end and trained on an NVIDIA
RTX 4090 GPU. The number of parameters in our model is
1,144,372 and it took almost 12 and 1.5 hours to train and test
the model, respectively.

TABLE II: Summary of performance of various regression methods, including our
proposed Multitask Adversarial Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE), by presenting the
mean and standard deviation for three metrics: Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Root Mean
Square Error (RMSE), and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC).

Method Type MAE RMSE PCC

Model
Agnostic
RF 4.958 ± 3.000 5.795 ± 4.271 0.647 ± 0.290
SVR 4.458 ± 2.819 5.275 ± 4.039 0.685 ± 0.251
GPR 5.117 ± 2.830 5.848 ± 4.104 0.557 ± 0.183
PLSR 3.561 ± 1.993 4.081 ± 2.481 0.765 ± 0.172

Model-based
MKL 3.411 ± 2.147 4.031 ± 2.503 0.746 ± 0.160
iMSF 3.879 ± 2.533 4.633 ± 2.970 0.721 ± 0.165

AAE-based
AAE 3.126 ± 1.853 3.634 ± 2.177 0.796 ± 0.138
M-AAE 3.125 ± 1.976 3.697 ± 2.169 0.805 ± 0.121
M-AVAE
(Our
proposed)

2.773 ± 1.567 3.185 ± 1.901 0.824 ± 0.126

TABLE III: Comparison of the brain age estimation performance of various methods,
including our proposed M-AVAE model. The results presented for each method alongside
the datasets used.

Method Dataset MAE RMSE PCC

3D-Peng [60] OASIS-3 [61] 4.17 5.374 -
Age-Net-Gender [16] OASIS-3 [61] 3.61 4.759 -
CAE [22] UKB [62] 2.71 3.68 0.868
Proposed M-AVAE OpenBHB [57] 2.773 3.185 0.824

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

G. Comparison With the State-of-the-Art Methods

In this section, we evaluated the efficacy of our proposed
Multitask Adversarial Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE)
model by comparing it against a diverse set of regression
methodologies. These included four model-agnostic methods:
Random Forest (RF), Support Vector Regression (SVR), Gaus-
sian Process Regression (GPR), and Partial Least Squares Re-
gression (PLSR); two model-based methods: Multiple Kernel
Learning (MKL) [63] and Incomplete Multi-Source Fusion
(iMSF) [64]; and two approaches based on Adversarial Au-
toencoders (AAEs). The MKL method integrates dual kernels
applied to sMRI and fMRI features to derive an optimal
regression kernel, whereas iMSF focuses on learning shared
feature sets with sparse regression across varying data source
availability. The AAE methodologies take advantage of latent
variables from sMRI and fMRI data for the prediction of brain
age, with a variant that also predicts the gender of the patient
(M-AAE).
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To benchmark these models, we utilised three established
metrics: Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Root Mean Square Er-
ror (RMSE), and Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (PCC). The
comparative analysis, summarised in Table II, revealed that the
traditional and model-based approaches yielded comparable
results in age prediction. Specifically, the models evaluated
showed MAEs ranging from 5.117 to 3.411 years, RMSE
values approximately between 5.8 and 4 years, and PCCs
of 0.55 to 0.74. In particular, AAE-based methods demon-
strated superior performance, underscoring the advantages of
adversarial learning and the use of age-related latent variables.
The integration of sex information into the M-AAE model
further improved its predictive accuracy. Ultimately, the M-
AVAE model outperformed all the methodologies compared,
showcasing the benefits of segregating latent variables derived
from sMRI and fMRI into distinct components through adver-
sarial and variational learning mechanisms.

Further analysis contrasted the M-AVAE model with previ-
ously published studies, as detailed in Table III. Among the se-
lected benchmarks—3D-Peng [60], Age-Net-Gender [16], and
CAE [22]—our model surpassed in terms of MAE. Although
the CAE model achieved marginally better MSE and PCC
values, this can be attributed to its training on a significantly
larger dataset. Our dataset comprised 381 sMRI and fMRI
scans, while the OASIS-3 and UKB datasets contain 1,230
and 16,458 scans, respectively. This comparison highlights the
efficacy of our hybrid regularization strategy, which combines
adversarial and variational autoencoder techniques to generate
more meaningful latent representations. This approach, cou-
pled with the inclusion of sex information during training,
significantly contributed to the superior performance of our
proposed M-AVAE framework.

TABLE IV: Illustration of a detailed breakdown of Mean Absolute Error (MAE) results,
measured in years and expressed as mean ± standard deviation, across various age groups:
under 25 years (Y), 25 to 35 years, 35 to 45 years, and 45 to 55 years.

Method <25Y 25∼35Y 35∼45Y 45∼55Y

RF 4.78 ± 2.93 4.78 ± 3.06 6.20 ± 2.68 4.73 ± 3.49

SVR 4.45 ± 2.70 5.09 ± 3.17 9.99 ± 4.07 8.16 ± 2.76

GPR 4.73 ± 2.67 5.72 ± 3.48 7.47 ± 2.05 7.04 ± 4.40

PLSR 3.37 ± 1.94 3.47 ± 2.50 5.72 ± 4.45 4.96 ± 2.91

MKL 3.32 ± 2.02 3.60 ± 2.53 5.28 ± 2.96 4.97 ± 3.70

iMSF 3.78 ± 2.32 4.05 ± 2.50 8.89 ± 1.89 6.35 ± 4.40

AAE 3.00 ± 1.65 3.22 ± 2.00 3.87 ± 1.61 4.52 ± 1.68

M-AAE 3.01 ± 1.73 3.03 ± 2.22 4.68 ± 2.07 3.90 ± 1.91

M-AVAE 2.66 ± 1.51 2.62 ± 1.64 2.78 ± 1.43 3.74 ± 1.33

H. Robustness Analysis

To assess the robustness of the proposed M-AVAE model,
we conducted a 10-fold cross-validation to examine the con-
sistency of the model’s performance across the entire dataset.
Scatter plots juxtaposing the predicted ages with the chrono-
logical ages, generated by M-AVAE and other models eval-
uated under identical experimental conditions, are shown in
Figure 4. This comparison illuminates the relative performance
and robustness of each model.

The analysis reveals that the model-agnostic methods (RF,
SVR, GPR, and PLSR) and the model-based techniques (MKL

and iMSF) exhibit comparable mean performance metrics.
However, PLSR and iMSF demonstrate enhanced confidence
intervals, indicating more reliable performance predictions.
Among these, AAE-based models significantly outperform
in terms of confidence intervals, highlighting the robustness
of AAE-based approaches. In particular, the multitask AAE
model surpasses the single task AAE variant, underscoring the
value of incorporating gender information through multitask
learning. Our M-AVAE model achieves superior performance,
exemplifying the effectiveness of our approach in creating
a disentangled latent space. This is achieved by enforcing
three distinct prior distributions, leveraging both adversarial
and variational losses, which signifies the robustness and
adaptability of the M-AVAE model.

Further examination of prediction accuracy across various
age groups is detailed in Table IV. The analysis presents
differential performance across age segments. In particular,
all models exhibit improved accuracy in younger age groups
(below 25 years), with MAE values ranging from 4.78 to
2.66 years. However, performance disparities become more
pronounced in older age segments, particularly within the 35 ∼
45 and 45 ∼ 55 year ranges, where performance metrics vary
significantly—highlighting a decline in model accuracy for
older individuals. Despite these variations, AAE-based models
maintain consistent performance, reinforcing their robustness.
Within this category, the Multitask AAE model consistently
outperforms its single-task counterpart, further validating the
benefit of integrating gender information through multitask
learning. Ultimately, the M-AVAE model distinguishes itself
by delivering the most consistent and accurate predictions
across all age groups, affirming the efficacy of our method in
generating a disentangled latent space through the application
of adversarial and variational principles.

I. Multi-Modality Analysis

The impact of multi-modality fusion on model performance
was scrutinized by comparing unimodal (sMRI or fMRI alone)
and multimodal (combined sMRI and fMRI) data approaches,
as depicted in Figure 5. The analysis revealed that uni-
modal models trained exclusively on fMRI yielded the least
favourable results, with those trained on sMRI performing
moderately better. In contrast, models that used a multimodal
strategy, incorporating sMRI and fMRI scans, demonstrated
superior performance, underscoring the benefits of such an
integrative approach.

Specifically, the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) for age pre-
diction using only sMRI data ranged from 6.06 to 3.15 years.
In contrast, models that relied on fMRI data alone showed
MAEs between 8.32 and 3.58 years. Using multimodal data,
MAEs improved, covering 4.82 to 2.77 years. This incremental
improvement from sMRI-based unimodal to multimodal strate-
gies was consistently observed in all models, including the
proposed M-AVAE. This trend suggests that while traditional
multimodal fusion methods might introduce additional noise
from fMRI data, thus reducing accuracy compared to using
only sMRI data, the M-AVAE approach effectively mitigates
this issue. In particular, M-AVAE reduced MAE from 3.15



7

Fig. 4: Scatter plots illustrating the predicted age versus chronological age for nine different machine learning models. Subfigures (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), and (i) represent
the results from Random Forest (RF), Support Vector Regression (SVR), Gaussian Process Regression (GPR), Partial Least Squares Regression (PLSR), Multiple Kernel Learning
(MKL) [63], Incomplete Multi-Source Fusion (iMSF) [64], Adversarial Autoencoder (AAE), Multitask Adversarial Autoencoder (M-AAE), and the proposed Multitask Adversarial
Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE), respectively. The yellow line indicates the mean value, while the red lines represent the confidence intervals.

years with sMRI data alone to 2.77 years by employing
the multimodal strategy, highlighting the model’s ability to
integrate multimodal information.

CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we introduced the Multi-Task Adversarial
Variational Autoencoder (M-AVAE), a framework designed
for brain age estimation, with potential applications in the
evolving landscape of the Metaverse and healthcare. Our
approach utilises multimodal Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI) data, combining structural and functional MRI to create
a more comprehensive latent representation. Through the inte-
gration of techniques such as cross-reconstruction, adversarial
and variational learning, and the introduction of a distance
ratio loss, M-AVAE aims to disentangle latent variables into
shared and modality-specific components. This process fa-
cilitates more effective data fusion and improves prediction
accuracy, especially with the incorporation of sex information
as an auxiliary task, acknowledging biological factors in age
estimation. The performance of M-AVAE was evaluated on the
OpenBHB dataset, where it demonstrated promising results,
achieving a mean absolute error of 2.77 years in predicting
brain age. Although these findings suggest that the M-AVAE
framework can provide significant improvements over some
traditional methods, further validation is necessary across

different datasets and scenarios to fully understand its broader
applicability. We believe that the insights gained from this
work could contribute to the development of more refined
diagnostic tools in virtual healthcare environments, although
further research and exploration are essential to realise their
full potential.
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