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Abstract

The conversion from 2D X-ray to 3D shape holds sig-
nificant potential for improving diagnostic efficiency and
safety. However, existing reconstruction methods often rely
on hand-crafted features, manual intervention, and prior
knowledge, resulting in unstable shape errors and addi-
tional processing costs. In this paper, we introduce Swin-
X2S, an end-to-end deep learning method for directly re-
constructing 3D segmentation and labeling from 2D bi-
planar orthogonal X-ray images. Swin-X2S employs an
encoder-decoder architecture: the encoder leverages 2D
Swin Transformer for X-ray information extraction, while
the decoder employs 3D convolution with cross-attention
to integrate structural features from orthogonal views. A
dimension-expanding module is introduced to bridge the en-
coder and decoder, ensuring a smooth conversion from 2D
pixels to 3D voxels. We evaluate proposed method through
extensive qualitative and quantitative experiments across
nine publicly available datasets covering four anatomies
(femur, hip, spine, and rib), with a total of 54 categories.
Significant improvements over previous methods have been
observed not only in the segmentation and labeling met-
rics but also in the clinically relevant parameters that are
of primary concern in practical applications, which demon-
strates the promise of Swin-X2S to provide an effective op-
tion for anatomical shape reconstruction in clinical sce-
narios. Code implementation is available at: https:
//github.com/liukuan5625/Swin-X2S.

1. Introduction
X-ray imaging is an essential tool for preliminary clini-

cal assessments and is widely used in emergency care, or-
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thopedics, dentistry, and routine health check-ups due to its
cost-effectiveness, low radiation exposure, and rapid imag-
ing capabilities. However, its inherent 2D structure limits
its ability to distinguish spatial shapes and intricate anatom-
ical details. In contrast, CT scans offer high-resolution 3D
representations, providing comprehensive views of bones,
organs, blood vessels, and soft tissues, making them ideal
for detecting subtle abnormalities. But CT scans are sig-
nificantly more costly, entail higher radiation exposure, and
require longer processing time.

The challenge of reconstructing 3D shape from 2D X-ray
images has attracted long-lasting attention due to its poten-
tial capability to provide the interest anatomical structures
for preliminary diagnosis and treatment in an economical,
safe, and rapid manner [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. Especially in poverty-
stricken areas where access to CT scanners is limited or un-
available [6, 7], and for underdeveloped children who must
undergo CT radiation exposure, such as those with scoliosis
or fractures [8, 9], the importance of 2D-3D reconstruction
becomes even more pronounced to these vulnerable popu-
lations.

Early approaches to 3D shape reconstruction relied
on hand-crafted features, including point-based, contour-
based, statistical shape model (SSM) based, and active
shape model (ASM) based algorithms. These methods re-
quire manual intervention and prior knowledge of anatomi-
cal geometry, leading to unacceptable shape error and pro-
cessing time in clinical practice. With the development
of deep learning, there has been a shift toward data-driven
methods that automatically learn patterns from data. These
approaches, such as convolution neural networks (CNNs)
[10, 11] and Transformers [12], have shown promise in
overcoming the limitations of traditional methods [13].
Deep neural networks are capable of directly reconstruct-
ing 3D structures from X-ray images, thereby reducing the
reliance on physician expertise and improving both accu-
racy and efficiency. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of deep
learning algorithms heavily depends on the quality and di-
versity of annotated datasets, and existing methods typically
design distinct algorithms for different anatomies, some of
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which require specific data processing methods [4, 5].
In this paper, we propose a novel end-to-end deep

learning-based method called Swin-X2S for directly re-
constructing 3D segmentation and labeling from biplanar
raw X-ray images. The proposed algorithm employs a 2D
transformer-based encoder and a 3D convolution-based de-
coder, with a dimension-expanding module to bridge 2D
pixels and 3D voxels. To evaluate the performance of pro-
posed method, we conduct thorough experiments across 9
publicly available datasets, covering 54 osseous structures
from four anatomical regions (femur, hip, spine, and rib).
We report segmentation and labeling results, along with
shape errors in clinically relevant parameters.

2. Related work
Reconstructing 3D structures from 2D projections is an

inverse problem that is inherently ill-posed and computa-
tionally challenging. Moreover, the arbitrary field of view
(FOV), the distortion of X-ray projection, the presence of
related diseases and metal implants introduce further chal-
lenges. To address above problems, existing studies resort
to non-learning methods align with prior knowledge and
data-driven deep learning approaches.

Traditional methods rely on a combination of anatom-
ical prior knowledge, geometric landmarks and statistical
features. Early works identified spatial landmarks of each
vertebra from biplanar X-rays to determine the configura-
tion of vertebral column [1, 14, 15]. In order to reduce hu-
man intervention and reconstruction time, semi-automated
statistical methods [16, 2, 17, 18, 19, 20] have been pro-
posed that utilize hand-crafted features (points, contours, at-
lases or deformation fields) to construct SSMs or ASMs for
reconstructing various anatomical regions (vertebrae, hips,
femurs, wrists). Despite incorporating statistical inferences,
these methods still require manual pre-processing or post-
processing steps to handle complex morphologies, which
introduce extra human error and processing cost.

As deep learning methods have gained wider adoption in
medical image processing, researchers have proposed data-
driven algorithms to reduce user supervision. Some of these
methods aim to develop neural networks incorporate with
traditional method to improve feature extraction and model
efficiency [8, 21, 22]. For example, Aubert et al. [8] uti-
lized CNNs to develop a realistic SSM of spine from bi-
planar X-ray images for automatic vertebral column recon-
struction; Oral-3D [22] reconstructed 3D structure of oral
cavity based on prior information of the dental arch from a
single panoramic X-ray.

At the same time, scholars also have proposed purely
deep learning algorithms that eliminate the reliance on
hand-crafted features and instead learn shape distributions
directly from the training data. Some approaches first
reconstruct raw CT images from X-ray projections and

then perform 3D segmentation on the reconstructed CT
[4, 23, 24, 25]. For instance, X2CT-GAN [4] was the first
method proposed to reconstruct raw CT images from two
orthogonal X-ray images in an end-to-end manner. Shen
et al. [23] introduced a deep learning framework to gen-
erate volumetric tomography from a single X-ray image.
X-CTRSNet [24] and PerX2CT [25] both adopt encoder-
decoder architecture to further enhance the reconstruction
performance. However, reconstructed raw CT usually suf-
fers from blurry volumes and missing details, which intro-
duces difficulties in subsequent segmentation tasks.

Methods that directly reconstruct 3D shape from X-rays
have demonstrated superior performance simultaneously.
Kasten et al. [26] presented an end-to-end CNN approach
for 3D shape reconstruction of knee bones directly from bi-
planar X-ray images. Several other studies [27, 28, 29, 30]
have demonstrated the feasibility of algorithms for recon-
structing anatomical structures such as the wrist, pelvis,
vertebrae, and liver from corresponding X-ray images. For
anatomical structures with strong similarities, such as verte-
brae or ribs, different parts of overall morphology often ap-
pear highly alike, making them challenging to differentiate
in X-ray images even for experienced radiologists. Most ex-
isting methods employ additional processes to address this
challenge [30, 31, 32, 5]. BX2S-Net [31] is able to segment
each vertebra of spine with high accuracy, however, their
method requires known spatial location of each vertebra to
crop raw image into patches, each containing individual ver-
tebra images, before performing shape reconstruction. Wu
et al.[32] proposed a spine localization and identification
method from multi-view projection images, which localizes
the centroid of each vertebra but does not establish its shape,
with labeling serves as a necessary condition for segmenta-
tion.

These aforementioned methods generally require cus-
tomized network designs and dataset processing pipelines
tailored to specific structures, which limits their applicabil-
ity. A recent study [5] introduced a benchmark of 3D bone
shape reconstruction from biplanar X-ray images, perform-
ing four anatomies (femur, hip, spine and rib) 3D shape re-
construction across 6 public datasets. This work shares a
similar objective with our study, yet it only segments bi-
nary shape masks, and notably, their method also necessi-
tates precise localization of each vertebra to crop raw X-ray
images, which serves as a prerequisite for spine reconstruc-
tion. To the best of our knowledge, our proposed framework
is the first capable of accommodating these four anatomical
structures and producing 3D segmentation and labeling di-
rectly from biplanar 2D X-ray images.

3. Method
The particularity of 2D-3D reconstruction task lies in the

mismatch dimensions of the input and output. As depicted
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Figure 1. The overall architecture of the proposed Swin-X2S network for CT Segmentation and labeling from biplanar X-ray images
(N=1). Swin-X2S takes paired inputs: the coronal view and sagittal view X-ray images. The network generates 2D pyramid features
via transformers, which are applied to dimension expansion modules (right dashed box) for upscaling and then reconstruct through 3D
U-shaped convolution network.

in Fig. 1, the overall architecture of Swin-X2S can be di-
vided into three steps: (i) 2D Swin-Transformer-based en-
coder takes paired raw X-ray images as input to facilitate
image feature extraction; (ii) Dimension-expanding module
shuttles low-level tokens from 2D encoder to 3D decoder;
(iii) 3D convolution-based decoder incorporates a cross-
attention mechanism to fully integrate information from bi-
planar views, thereby enabling the shape reconstruction of
various anatomies.

3.1. 2D Swin Transformer encoder

The inputs of Swin-X2S are χcor ∈ RH×D×N and
χsag ∈ RW×D×N , where (H ×W ×D) represents the
original CT scan size and N denotes the number of X-
ray images (see section 4.1, N=1 denotes biplanar X-
ray inputs). Embedded tokens are fed into successive
Swin Transformer blocks [33] to generate 2D pyramid fea-
tures. At block l, 2D tokens are divided into N non-
overlapping M ×M patches, each window patch con-
ducts self-attention computation to establish pixel correla-
tion. In the subsequent block l+1, 2D images are shifted
by
(
M
2 , M

2

)
pixels and then similarly divided into flat-

tened windows to compute self-attention. Consecutive Swin
Transformer blocks switch back and forth between patch
windows and shifted patch windows. Specifically, the cal-
culation is as follows:

ẑl = W-MSA
(
LN
(
zl−1

))
+ zl−1 (1)

zl = MLP
(
LN
(
ẑl
))

+ ẑl (2)

ẑl+1 = W-MSA
(
LN
(
zl
))

+ zl (3)

zl+1 = MLP
(
LN
(
ẑl+1

))
+ ẑl+1 (4)

W-MSA and SW-MSA are multi-head self-attention
modules that alternate consecutively. The self-attention
mechanism is formulated as:

ATTN(Q,K, V ) = softmax

(
QKT

√
d

+ B

)
V (5)

Where Q,K,V ∈ RH×D×N denote queries, keys, and
values respectively; B represents the relative position of to-
kens within each window.

3.2. Dimension expanding module

The dimension transformation issue does not arise in
pure 2D or 3D encoder-decoder networks, however, the
mapping from 2D images to 3D structures is essential in
shape reconstruction task. It’s evident that coronal photo-
graph lack structural information from the sagittal view, and
vice versa. We propose a simple and effective dimension ex-
panding module, as illustrated in Fig. 1, to convert 2D pixel
features to 3D voxel features at each output of 2D Swin
Transformer patch merging stage. To be more specific, the
coronal image and sagittal image are stacked into the same
resolution of RH×W×D×C using 1 × 1 × 1 3D convolu-
tion kernels along sagittal and coronal axes, respectively.
This alignment ensures that orthogonal 2D representations
can be extracted and processed uniformly across different
resolutions, enabling the integration of coherent and com-
prehensive information.
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3.3. 3D U-shaped decoder

3D Decoder adopt U-shaped network design [34, 35, 36].
The contracted path processes high-dimensional tokens at
each stage with dimensions of

(
H
2i ,

W
2i ,

D
2i

)
where i =

0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, hierarchically compressing the relevant es-
sential features. The expansive path takes the outputs from
the previous stage and concatenates them with the opposite
side via skip connections, progressively upsamples and re-
fines latent tokens to original resolution. The final segmen-
tation masks are reconstructed by the classification head.

At the bottleneck of the U-shaped network (i = 5), the
cross-attention module is employed to integrate the high-
level representations from different views. The fusion en-
ables paired coronal view and sagittal view complement
from each other to get spatial features which may be ob-
structed in original perspective. The cross-attention mecha-
nism is formulated as follows:

CrossATTN(Qi,Kj , Vj) = softmax

(
QiKj

T

√
d

)
Vj

(6)
In the equation, i and j represent different views, while Qi,
Ki , and Vj correspond to the query, key, and value matri-
ces, respectively.

3.4. Model architecture

2D Swin Transformer is designed with four stages. A
patch merging layer with a size of 2 × 2 is applied at the
end of each stage to merge neighboring pixels. The 2D
patch window size is set to 7 × 7 and the expansion ratio
of MLP is set to α = 4. 3D Decoder block consists of
two successive 3 × 3 × 3 convolution layers with residual
connection, scaling up the channel and scaling down res-
olution by a factor of 2 during feature extraction, and op-
erating the opposite way during feature aggregation. We
introduced four types of our model: Swin-X2S-Tiny, Swin-
X2S-Small, Swin-X2S-Base, and Swin-X2S-Large. The
embedding dimension is set to 32, 64, 96, 128 respectively.
The input size, output size, model size, theoretical compu-
tational complexity (FLOPs), and throughput of the model
variants for CT scan are listed in Table 1. The model sizes
of Swin-X2S-Tiny, Swin-X2S-Small, Swin-X2S-Large are
approximately 0.1x, 0.5x, and 2x that of Swin-X2S-Base,
respectively.

3.5. Loss function

The overall loss function of Swin-X2S consists two
parts: one measures the similarity between single view pre-
dictions and ground truth, the other computes the difference
between predictions from different view:

L(pi, qi, yi) =
1

2
(Lsingle(pi, yi) + Lcross(pi, qi) +

Lsingle(qi, yi) + Lcross(qi, pi))
(7)

where p, q and y represent the coronal predicted mask,
sagittal predicted mask and ground truth label, respectively.

For single view loss part, we adopt DiceCE loss [37],
which combines Dice Loss [38] and Cross Entropy Loss
[39] to measure segmentation performance in a supervised
manner; For cross view loss part, we adopt KL divergence
loss [40] to quantify the difference between view in an un-
supervised manner.

Lsingle = 1− 1

N

N∑
i=1

(
2 |pi ∩ yi|
|pi|+ |yi|

+ yi log(pi)) (8)

Lcross =

N∑
i=1

pi log
pi
qi

(9)

while i denotes the i-th voxel of the total of N CT voxels.

4. Experimental setup
4.1. DRR generation

To evaluate our proposed method, a large dataset with
paired biplanar images, corresponding CT slices, and seg-
mentation masks is required. Furthermore, precise spatial
alignment between CT and corresponding X-ray images is
essential for accurate 3D reconstruction.

Due to the lack of such a dataset, most existing meth-
ods have applied digitally reconstructed radiograph (DRR)
technique [41], a ray casting approach in which virtual rays
are projected through 3D volumetric data to synthesize 2D
radiographic images that mimicking conventional X-ray.
Similarly, we use DRR technology to generate coronal and
sagittal view groups by rotating ray source, producing N
different view images at intervals of 90/N degrees from CT
coronal and sagittal plane respectively, as shown in Fig. 2.
Specifically, N=1 corresponds to orthogonal biplanar X-ray
images. Based on the aforementioned methods, the original

Coronal group

Saggital group

Figure 2. An example of generated coronal group and sagittal
group based on DRR method, where the number of projection
views N is set to 2.
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Table 1. The model hyperparameters of the Swin-X2S network, ”Hidden dimension” denotes the channel number of the hidden layers.
Model Architecture Image Size Hidden dimension Block numbers Head numbers Paramethers(M) FLOPs(T)

Swin-X2S-Tiny [96,96,128] 32 [2,2,6,2] [1,2,4,8] 32.51 0.42

Swin-X2S-Small [128,128,160] 64 [2,2,6,2] [2,4,8,16] 129.97 3.35

Swin-X2S-Base [128,128,160] 96 [2,2,18,2] [3,6,12,24] 313.68 7.54

Swin-X2S-Large [128,128,160] 128 [2,2,18,2] [4,8,16,32] 557.58 13.38

dataset used for 3D medical image segmentation has been
restructured into a new dataset consisting of paired X-ray
scans and CT masks for reconstructing 3D shapes from 2D
images.

4.2. Dataset

We have collected five large-scale public CT segmenta-
tion datasets to comprehensively evaluate the performance
of our algorithm: (i)Totalsegmentator1 [42] consists of
1228 CT scans and comprehensive labeling for multiple
anatomical structures. (ii)CTPelvic1K2 [33] comprises
1184 CT volumes, each with annotated sacrum, left hip, and
right hip masks. (iii)CTSpine1K3 [43] contains 1005 CT
volumes with labeled vertebrae masks. (iv)VerSe’19 (Ver-
tebral Segmentation Challenge 2019) 4 [44] comprises 160
spinal CT scans with ground truth annotations. (v)RibSeg
v25 [45] contains 660 CT scans with binary rib annotations.
These datasets were further subdivided into 9 subsets based
on different anatomical structures, all of these subsets, with
each subset following the official data split settings:
TotalSegmentator-Femur-Dataset 571 CT scans with fe-
mur masks were selected from the original TotalSegmen-
tator dataset. This subset necessitates the segmentation of
both the left and right femur.
TotalSegmentator-Pelvic-Dataset 1086 CT scans with
pelvis masks were selected from the original TotalSegmen-
tator dataset. This subset necessitates the segmentation of
sacrum, left pelvis and right pelvis.
CTPelvic1K-Pelvic-Dataset CTPelvic1K consists of 1106
pelvis CT scans, this dataset necessitates the segmentation
of 3 categories.
TotalSegmentator-Spine-Dataset 1189 CT scans with
spine masks were selected from the original TotalSegmen-
tator dataset. Angiography and overcropped scans were re-
moved due to lack of context information. This subset ne-
cessitates the segmentation of 25 vertebrae categories.
CTSpine1K-Spine-Dataset CTSpine1K consists of 1005
spine CT scans, this dataset requires the segmentation of
25 categories.

1https://github.com/StanfordMIMI/
TotalSegmentatorV2

2https://github.com/MIRACLE-Center/CTPelvic1K
3https://github.com/MIRACLE-Center/CTSpine1K
4https://github.com/anjany/verse
5https://github.com/M3DV/RibSeg

VerSe’19-Spine-Dataset VerSe’19 consists of 160 spine
CT scans, this dataset necessitates the segmentation of 25
classes.
TotalSegmentator-Rib-Dataset 1086 CT scans with rib
masks were selected from the original TotalSegmentator
dataset. Samples with angiocardiography or containing too
few ribs were excluded. This subset necessitates the seg-
mentation of twelve pairs of ribs, totaling 24 categories.
RibSeg v2-Rib-Dataset RibSeg v2 contains 660 CT scans,
with most cases are confirmed with complete rib cages. Bi-
nary rib masks are re-assigned into 24 rib classes based on
region connectivity.
TotalSegmentator-All-Dataset This dataset is the union of
all the previous TotalSegmentator subsets, totaling 1005 CT
scans, necessitates the segmentation of 4 anatomies com-
prising 54 categories.

4.3. Evaluation metrics

4.3.1 Segmentation and labeling metrics

We adopt segmentation and labeling metrics to evaluate the
performance of reconstruction [44]. Segmentation metrics:
(i) Dice Coefficient (Dice), a voxel overlap-based metric
measures the quality of the segmentation which ranges from
0% (zero overlap) to 100% (perfect overlap). (ii) Hausdorff
Surface Distance 95 (HD), distance-based metric measures
the local maximum distance between the surface of predic-
tion mask and the surface of ground truth; Labeling met-
rics: (i) Localization error (L-Error), a distance-based met-
ric measures the average Euclidean distance between the
ground truth centroids and the predicted segmentation cen-
troids. (ii) Identification rate (ID-rate), accuracy-based met-
ric measures the proportion of correctly identified instances
out of the total number of target instances.

4.3.2 Clinically Relevant Metrics

For practical applications of 3D reconstruction, depending
on the downstream task, clinical experts are more interested
in the specific morphological structures of certain anatom-
ical regions rather than overly general statistical segmenta-
tion or labeling metrics [46, 5]. Error assessment of mor-
phological parameters for specific anatomies is a crucial
step toward the practical application of 2D-3D reconstruc-
tion. We adopt automated clinical parameters evaluation
pipelines to comprehensively analyze each sample: Femur
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Table 2. Quantitative evaluation results of the 9 subsets using
our proposed Swin-X2S-Base network with biplanar inputs. Dice
score (Dice) and Hausdorff surface distance (HD) for segmenta-
tion evaluation, localization error (L-Error) and identification rate
(ID-rate) for labeling evaluation.

Dataset
Segmentation results Labeling results

Dice(%)↑ HD(mm)↓ L-error(mm)↓ ID-rate(%)↑
TotalSeg-Femur 92.31 4.79 2.79 99.07
TotalSeg-Pelvic 86.47 5.24 3.03 98.21
CTPelvic1K-Pelvic 89.11 4.66 2.57 98.79
TotalSeg-Spine 75.21 6.76 3.39 90.57
CTSpine1K-Spine 83.84 5.27 2.79 87.76
VerSe’19-Spine 64.54 10.77 7.43 77.23
TotalSeg-Rib 45.92 16.41 13.27 78.36
RibSeg v2-Rib 56.43 13.42 11.20 83.32
TotalSeg-All 57.51 13.33 9.22 83.56

Morphometry We adopt the method from [47] to measure
Femoral Head Radius (FHR) and Neck Shaft Angle (NSA)
from femur segmentation. Pelvic Landmarks Fischer et al.
[48] automatically recognizes bony landmarks of the pelvis.
We measure the landmark distance between prediction and
ground truth. Vertebra Morphometry Di Angelo and Di
Stefano [49] proposed an automatic method to identify ge-
ometric references and the associated dimensions. We em-
ploy this method to measure the morphological features of
each vertebra in the reconstructed spine. Rib Centerline Jin
el al. [45] emphasized the clinical importance of rib center-
line. Following their pipeline, we automatically perform rib
centerline extraction and evaluation.

4.4. Implementation details

Due to the arbitrary field of view (FOV) in CT scans,
which exhibit varying orientations, resolutions, spacings,
and scanning modes, all samples were projected to syn-
thesis biplanar X-ray images based on DRR generation
method. Paired coronal and sagittal X-rays were resized
to 128×160 pixels with equal spacing on each axis, ground
truth CT segmentation were correspondingly resampled to
isotropic 128 × 128 × 160 voxels to ensure strict align-
ment with projections. Data augmentation strategies includ-
ing random zoom, rotation, shift, and flipping were applied.
Our algorithm was implemented with PyTorch and MONAI
framework and trained on Nvidia Tesla A100 GPU with
40GB memory. Pre-trained Swin Transformer networks on
ImageNet-22K was employed as Swin-X2S encoder back-
bone. The network batch size was set to 1 and the initial
learning rate is set as 3e-5 with 5e-1 weight decay. We
trained our model with the AdamW [50] optimizer for 250
epochs, incorporating with warm-up cosine scheduler for
the first 20 epochs.

5. Result and analysis

5.1. Result on different datasets

As shown in Table 2, we evaluated the reconstruction
performance across 9 subsets using Swin-X2S-Base net-
work, the labeling results were directly derived from the
segmentation masks. Despite the data patterns exhibiting
diverse orientations, resolutions, spacings, and scanning
modes, Swin-X2S demonstrates robust reconstruction per-
formance on different structures, as illustrated in Fig. 3. It
is noteworthy that the task of spine and rib reconstruction
is particularly challenging due to their high structural sim-
ilarities. Among the three subsets for spine segmentation
and labeling, Swin-X2S achieved a mean Dice of 83.84%
on the CTSpine1K dataset, a mean Dice of 75.21% on the
Totalsegmentator-Spine dataset and a slightly lower mean
Dice of 64.54% for VerSe’19 dataset. The notable drop
on the VerSe’19 dataset can be attributed to its relatively
small data size, additionally, some samples were exces-
sively cropped led to the absence contextual information,
which in turn resulted the difficulties on vertebra identifi-
cation (Fig. 4). Due to the inherently slender structure of
ribs making them even harder to localize, proposed model
achieves the lowest Dice of 45.92% and 56.43% on Rib-
Seg v2 and Totalsegmentator-Rib dataset among all four
anatomies. Most samples of Totalsegmentator-Rib exhibit
modality diversity which resulting in incomplete rib cages
and posing additional challenges for identification.

Moreover, we directly reconstruct all above four
anatomies in the Totalsegmentator-All dataset. Proposed
method achieves a mean Dice of 57.51% and mean HD
13.33 mm for segmentation, a mean L-error of 9.22 mm
and mean ID-rate 83.56% for labeling. Overall, the perfor-
mance of modeling all anatomies together is slightly lower
than modeling each structure separately (Fig. 6).

5.2. Result on different methods

As shown in Table 3, we evaluated the reconstruction
performance of several existing methods on CTPelvic1K,
CTSpine1K, and Totalsegmentator-All dataset. The com-
parison methods adhered to the settings outlined in [5]. No-
tably, the regression head used for generating binary maps
was replaced with classification head for segmentation and
labeling.

Across these three tasks, Swin-X2S models achieve the
state of art reconstruction performance. Previous deep
learning methods suffer from the challenge of category
confusion and fuzzy boundaries, where adjacent structures
are not precisely separated by two boundary interfaces, as
shown in Fig. 5, leading to segmentation inconsistencies in-
side anatomy. Transformer-based architecture, such as Swi-
nUNETR [35] and AttentionUNet [54] generally performed
better than pure CNN-based architecture. This superiority

6



C
T

Pe
lv

ic
1K

 

Ve
rS

e’
19

PelvicInput GT

Femur Spine All GTPelvicInput Rib

To
ta

ls
eg

m
en

ta
to

r
GTRibInput

R
ib

Se
g-

V
2

C
T

Sp
in

e1
K

 

SpineInput GT SpineInput GT

Figure 3. Quantitative reconstruction results of proposed Swin-X2S-Base network with biplanar inputs. Top-left panel: results of Totalseg-
mentator five subsets (femur, pelvis, spine, rib and all) on a single test sample. The first and second rows respectively exhibit the coronal
and sagittal view. The first and last column denote biplanar inputs and ground truth, the other columns illustrate the segmentation results
for different anatomies. The blue, orange, green and purple numbers respectively represent Dice, HD, L-error and ID-rate. Top-right panel:
result of RibSeg v2 dataset on a single test sample. Bottom-left panel: result of CTPelvic1K. Bottom-center panel: result of CTSpine1K.
Bottom-right panel: result of VerSe’19.
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Figure 4. Reconstruction failure samples of Swin-X2S network on
VerSe’19. The first, middle and last column denote biplanar in-
puts, prediction results and ground truth respectively

can be attributed to self-attention mechanism which cap-
tures global context effectively, while convolution mecha-
nism inherently focuses on local spatial features. Feature-
fusion methods like 2DConcat [29], UNet [53] and Mutis-
cale2DConcat [4] preformed better than embedding vec-
tor fusion methods like 1DConcat [52] and TL-Embedding
[51]. Fig. 5 visualizes comparison results between the
ground truth segmentation and the shape reconstruction
achieved by different networks. It can be seen that even for
shifted, rotated, scaled and deformed structures, our method
is able to segment category boundaries clearly, achieve the
best reconstruction results among all algorithms.

Moreover, we present quantitative results of Swin-X2S

models with various architectural settings across these
datasets. Swin-X2S-Tiny achieved the lowest mean Dice
across these three reconstruction tasks. In comparison,
Swin-X2S-Base performs slightly better than Swin-X2S-
Small, with more substantial performance improvements
observed for more difficult tasks. Despite the model size of
Swin-X2S-Large is twice that of Swin-X2S-Base, its per-
formance has barely improved. These experiments demon-
strate the success of Swin-X2S owes not only to the larger
number of parameters but also to the appropriate architec-
ture settings.

5.3. Result on clinical metrics

Although automated shape feature extraction pipelines
are robust at large, they still encounter additional errors
introduced by mesh distortion and inaccurate localization.
We evaluate the clinical metrics on Totalsegmentator-All as
shown in Fig. 6. The quality of clinical shape estimation is
generally positively correlated with the average Dice, how-
ever, there are exceptions such as (i) proposed Swin-X2S
achieves the highest Dice on all four anatomies but perform-
ing worse than SwinUNETR in pelvic landmark especially
for posterior superior iliac spine (PSIS); (ii) TL-Embedding
and 1DConcat possess similar mean Dice, TL-Embedding
completely fails in rib cage reconstruction, while 1DConcat
performs much better in evaluating clinical parameters and

7



1DConcat MS2DConcat UNETR UNet AttUNet SwinUNETR GTTL-EmbedInput 2DConcat

C
T

Pe
lv

ic
1K

C
T

Sp
in

e1
K

To
ta

ls
eg

m
en

ta
to

r-
A

ll

Swin-X2S

Figure 5. Comparison results of different methods on the CTPelvic1K, CTSpine1K, Totalsegmentatior-All datasets with biplanar inputs.
The first and the last columns of each dataset denote biplanar inputs and ground truth, the other columns illustrate prediction results of
different methods.

TL-Embedding 1DConcat Mutiscale2DConcat 2DConcat UNETR UNet AttentionUnet SwinUNETR Swin-X2S-Base

Pe
lv

is
Ve

rt
eb

ra
R

ib

Fe
m

ur

Figure 6. The correlation between the average Dice coefficient (x-axis) and clinical metrics (y-axis) on the Totalsegmentator-All dataset.
The line denotes linear regression with confidence intervals of all reconstructed samples, and the scatter points represent the average value
of corresponding algorithm’s reconstructed samples.

8



Table 3. Comparison results of different models on the CTPelvic1K, CTSpine1K and Totalsegmentator-All datasets using biplanar inputs.
The bolded numbers denote the highest score and the italicized numbers indicate the second highest.

Model (reference)
CTPelvic1K-dataset CTSpine1K-dataset Totalsegmentator-All-dataset

Dice(%) HD(mm) L-error(mm) ID-rate(%) Dice(%) HD(mm) L-error(mm) ID-rate(%) Dice(%) HD(mm) L-error(mm) ID-rate(%)

TL-Embedding [51] 69.02 28.84 8.92 95.63 44.33 17.51 11.10 82.15 18.56 23.31 - 69.98
1DConcat [52] 69.57 20.39 9.75 93.51 53.64 17.38 10.45 81.51 27.41 41.51 25.23 53.65
Mutiscale2DConcat [4] 81.06 8.92 1.78 98.79 72.74 10.40 5.00 81.94 39.14 34.69 20.82 60.27
2DConcat [29] 80.77 9.51 5.02 98.79 63.35 12.88 6.69 92.34 35.72 64.79 23.72 57.93
UNETR [53] 83.42 9.41 4.44 99.10 63.51 16.53 8.56 71.99 37.84 37.18 20.78 58.79
UNet [26] 84.26 7.88 3.94 98.79 69.15 11.77 5.39 73.94 42.19 21.07 14.44 73.35
AttentionUnet [54] 84.90 7.45 3.84 98.64 69.53 10.36 5.21 81.47 33.08 19.03 10.15 82.84
SwinUNETR [35] 87.75 5.83 2.95 98.94 77.13 8.47 4.10 79.26 48.66 19.57 13.15 73.16

Swin-X2S-Tiny 83.20 5.31 2.95 98.52 74.44 8.47 5.10 82.58 44.81 22.46 15.31 79.57
Swin-X2S-Small 88.72 4.52 2.78 97.21 80.38 6.44 3.69 85.67 52.87 16.81 12.58 82.11
Swin-X2S-Base 89.11 4.66 2.57 98.79 83.84 5.27 2.79 84.76 57.51 13.33 9.22 83.56
Swin-X2S-Large 89.20 4.41 2.60 99.21 83.41 5.44 2.97 85.18 57.83 12.84 9.10 82.97

almost achieving results comparable to 2DConcat on pelvis
and femur morphometry.

Swin-X2S achieves the best femoral head radius (FHR)
and neck shaft angle (NSA) evaluation, which are crucial
for the diagnosis of hip deformities and guidance of surgi-
cal planning for hip replacement. Pelvic landmarks, which
are muscle and ligament attachment points, serve as key
references for imaging diagnosis. SwinUNETR and At-
tentionUnet achieve similar Anterior Superior Iliac Spine
(ASIS) localization compare to proposed method, even per-
forms better on posterior ilium region. The correlation be-
tween vertebra parameters and Dice is the lowest, this is
because we reconstruct the whole spine and then divide it
into individual vertebrae, resulting in pixelated shape that
introduces further challenges for evaluation. Nevertheless,
Swin-X2S still shows significant improvements in deter-
mining the pedicle of vertebral arch area (vertebral canal
length, vcl), which is the safe zone for pedicle screw inser-
tion in spinal surgery. Although the average Dice of the ribs
is the lowest among all structures, we observed that Swin-
X2S achieved over 80% in nlDice, indicating that the main
factor affecting shape accuracy is the axial deviation of cen-
terline (LSCDError) rather than the curvature deviation of
morphology (nlDice). The latter is a more valuable indica-
tor for fracture detection and spinal deformities.

Table 4. Ablation study on the influence of the number of DRR
views N on CTSpine1K dataset using Swin-X2S-Base network.

Num of views Dice(%)↑ HD(mm)↓ L-error(mm)↓ ID-rate(%)↑
N = 1 83.84 5.27 2.79 87.76

N = 2 83.23 5.28 2.97 87.19
N = 4 83.99 5.20 2.89 87.67
N = 10 84.04 5.05 3.08 87.58
N = 20 83.81 4.95 3.00 87.33

5.4. Ablation study

5.4.1 The number of DRR views

We investigated the impact of the number of DRR views on
performance in Table 4. As the number of projected views
increases, there is a slight improvement (less than 1% im-
provement on Dice) in segmentation and annotation perfor-
mance. This improvement can be attributed to the additional
contextual information provided by the multi-view projec-
tions, which help to supplement occluded areas. However,
non-coronal or non-sagittal images are unable aligned with
ground truth masks, which may explain the limited marginal
performance enhancement. Furthermore, more views come
at the cost of proportional radiation dose and scanning time.
Therefore, biplanar inputs are preferred for 2D-3D recon-
struction task.

5.4.2 The effectiveness of key components

We perform ablation study ti access the impact of key com-
ponents of Swin-X2S on CTSpine1K using biplanar inputs
(Table 5). First, we examined the effect of skip connections,
the absence of transformer skip connections resulted in a
significantly performance drop, with the mean Dice drop
from 83.84% to 61.79%. The absence of convolution skip
connections caused severe issues, leading to an untrainable
model due to mode collapse. Unsupervised cross loss also
plays an important role in training process, sole reliance
on supervised loss lead to a noticeable mean Dice drop of
5.76%. Additionally, pre-trained Swin Transformer weights
on ImageNet-22K facilitate network’s ability to learn gener-
alized feature representations, resulting in improved recon-
struction performance and faster convergence during train-
ing process, the base model experienced a drop 4.44% of
mean Dice without pre-trained weights. Data augmentation
strategies are crucial for generalization ability, particularly
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Figure 7. Ablation study of the key components of Swin-X2S on the CTSpine1K dataset with biplanar DRR inputs. Visualization results
do not include the untrainable Swin-X2S-Base model without convolution skip connections.

for conditions like scoliosis, fracture and mental implants.
The absence of this strategy lead to a decrease of 1.04% in
segmentation (Dice) and an increase of 0.28 mm in labeling
(L-error).

Table 5. Ablation study on the effect of model key components on
CTSpine1K dataset using biplanar inputs. Trans. and conv. skip.
mean transformer and convolution skip connection.
Model architecture Dice(%) L-error(mm)

Swin-X2S-Base w/o Trans. skip. 61.79 8.49
Swin-X2S-Base w/o conv. skip. - -
Swin-X2S-Base w/o cross loss 78.08 4.12
Swin-X2S-Base w/o pre-training 79.30 3.29
Swin-X2S-Base w/o data aug. 82.80 3.07

Swin-X2S-Tiny 74.44 5.10
Swin-X2S-Small 80.88 3.66
Swin-X2S-Base 83.84 2.79
Swin-X2S-Large 83.41 2.97

6. Discussion
We introduced a novel end to end method for the recon-

struction of 3D bone shapes based on 2D X-ray images.
Thoroughly experiments were evaluated across nine pub-
licly available datasets covering four categories of skeleton
anatomies. Experimental results showed that our method
achieved the state of art reconstruction performance in
both segmentation and labeling tasks. In terms of clinical

metrics, Swin-X2S demonstrates overall satisfactory per-
formance, however, we observed that shape features are
influenced by relatively unstable morphometry extraction
pipelines, highlighting the need for further development of
robust clinical parameter estimation methods to ensure ef-
fective evaluation in real-world scenarios.

DRR generation serves as a compromise solution due to
the lack of datasets consisting of paired real X-ray images
and aligned CT scans. The collection of such a dataset be-
comes an urgent task for reconstruction method research,
requiring attention and effort. A collaborative effort from
the community could help make these datasets more acces-
sible to the public.

2D-3D reconstruction not only can be applied in pre-
liminary diagnosis and treatment, it also holds potential
for real-time 3D visualization in orthopedic surgeries
assisted by mobile C-arm digital radiography in the future.
Furthermore, our current work focuses solely on bone
shape reconstruction, which could also be used to quickly
locate and reshape foreign objects, such as metal implants
or fragments. Exploring the reconstruction methods for
non-osseous anatomical structures may also hold signifi-
cant value of research.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Comparison Network Architec-
ture

All seven comparison model architectures were illus-
trated in table 6 , the image resolution is set to [128, 128,
160] except for TL-Embedding and 1DConcat due to ar-
chitecture constraint, the batch size was set to 1 for Swi-
nUNETR and UNETR, 4 for MultiScale2DConcat and 8
for others, the initial learning rate is set as 2e-3 for UN-
ETR and SwinUNETR and 2e-4 for the other models. For
each dataset, the classification head was configured to corre-
sponding class number, all architectures were trained with
the AdamW optimizer for 50 epochs, with a warm-up co-
sine scheduler for the first 5 epochs.

Table 6. The model hyperparameters of the comparison methods.

Model Architecture Image Size Paramethers(M) FLOPs(G)

TL-Embedding [128,128,128] 53.65 4.38

1DConcat [128,128,128] 40.67 256.08

Multiscale2DConcat [128,128,160] 3.08 365.55

2DConcat [128,128,160] 1.55 1737.96

UNETR [128,128,160] 95.77 499.92

UNet [128,128,160] 1.31 569.06

AttentionNet [128,128,160] 1.48 96.06

SwinUNETR [128,128,160] 61.99 1978.90

Appendix B. Visualization of Feature Maps

As shown in fig. 8, we present the visualization results
of feature maps in the Swin-X2S-Base skip connections
trained on Totalsegmentator-All dataset. Swin-X2S consists
of six stages, with each subsequent stage having half the
resolution and twice the number of channels of the previous
stage. The rows perspective exhibits that the deeper features
possess the more compressed and abstract forms of expres-
sion, the columns perspective shows 2D Swin Transformer
extract the basic features of X-rays, while 3D encoder and
decoder focus on the segmentation and labeling of interest
anatomies.
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