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ABSTRACT

Rigid registration aims to determine the translations and ro-
tations necessary to align features in a pair of images. While
recent machine learning methods have become state-of-the-
art for linear and deformable registration across subjects,
they have demonstrated limitations when applied to longitu-
dinal (within-subject) registration, where achieving precise
alignment is critical. Building on an existing framework for
anatomy-aware, acquisition-agnostic affine registration, we
propose a model optimized for longitudinal, rigid brain reg-
istration. By training the model with synthetic within-subject
pairs augmented with rigid and subtle nonlinear transforms,
the model estimates more accurate rigid transforms than
previous cross-subject networks and performs robustly on
longitudinal registration pairs within and across magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI) contrasts.

Index Terms— rigid image registration, deep learning,
longitudinal analysis, neuroimaging

1. INTRODUCTION

Linear image registration is a cornerstone of medical neu-
roimage processing and analysis that seeks to find a global
spatial transformation that optimally aligns structures be-
tween two images. Common use cases include aligning
brains across different subjects to normalize anatomical vari-
ability, initializing study-specific brain template construction
[1, 2], aligning brains within the same subject at different time
points to remove positional differences in longitudinal studies
[3, 4], and to fuse information from different modalities [5, 6].

Linear registration is also typically a first step before
deformable image registration (DIR) [7, 8]. While clas-
sical algorithms can achieve high accuracy, they require
time-consuming optimization for every new image pair. For
certain applications that demand real-time processing, such
as prospective motion correction during neuroimaging scans,
sub-second registration is necessary [9]. Moreover, most
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Fig. 1. Representative within-subject registration pairs. We
overlay the image moved by each method with the absolute
difference between fixed and moved brain masks in yellow.
BrainMorph (BM) and SynthMorph (SM) use deep learning.

classical methods require skull stripping to remove irrele-
vant content that moves independently of the brain and can
impinge on the accuracy of brain-specific registration. Deep-
learning (DL) based approaches are promising to tackle these
two issues. Recent DL methods predict keypoints between
images from different subjects that can be used to obtain the
optimal rigid or affine transform via a differentiable closed-
form expression [10, 11, 12].

In this paper, we show that models designed for cross-
subject registration often fail to achieve accurate within-
subject registration, as these tasks have a different focus.
Specifically, within-subject registration seeks precise rigid
transforms to address changes in head position, scanner
setup, and subtle biological variation over time. Cross-subject
models, however, are trained to handle larger anatomical dif-
ferences between subjects, shifting the focus from capturing
subtle within-subject differences. Consequently, minor align-
ment errors can lead to matching voxels of different tissue
types across time, potentially resulting in incorrect interpre-
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tation of tissue changes or pathology. We show that existing
affine registration models may not capture the precise rigid
transformations needed for accurate alignment, as they in-
clude scaling and shearing components that are not necessary
(and indeed incorrect!) for rigid motion [13]. We develop an
accurate DL model for within-subject rigid registration.
Synthesis strategy. Obtaining sufficient longitudinal training
data for learning-based methods is more challenging than for
registration across subjects due to the limited availability of
image pairs from the same subject across different time points
or modalities. Recent advances in learning strategies allow
neural networks to be trained without acquired images [8,
14, 15, 16], by generating a virtually endless stream of syn-
thetic training data. SynthMorph [12] leverages synthetic data
generation for robust cross-subject affine registration, provid-
ing flexibility in forming training pairs. By focusing the loss
function on targeted anatomical labels, which are independent
of image contrast by design, the approach leads to models that
are anatomy-aware and acquisition-agnostic.

2. METHODS

Model architecture. We use a fully convolutional feature
detector (referred to as Detector hereafter) [10, 11, 12],
which predicts k ReLU-activated feature maps for each of
the input images {m, f}. From these, we compute mov-
ing and fixed barycenters {ai}, {bi}, and associated weights
{pi} and {qi} (sum normalized over k channels) for channel
i ∈ {1, 2, ..., k}. We fit a rigid transform Tθ via a closed-form
weighted least-squares expression [10] solving:

Tθ = argmin
t

k∑
i=1

wi

∥∥a⊤i −
[
b⊤i 1

]
t⊤

∥∥2 , (1)

with weights wi = piqi. We use a truncated U-Net archi-
tecture as the Detector backbone as proposed in [17, 18],
consisting of ten 3D convolutional blocks. The encoder ap-
plies w = [32, 64, 128, 256, 512, 1024] and the decoder w =
[512, 256, 128, 64] filters. An eleventh convolutional block
outputs k = 256 feature maps. We downsample the network
and loss inputs by a factor of 2. By using a deeper network
than affine SynthMorph [12], we increase the model capacity
to account for subtle misalignment within subjects.
Synthetic training data. Instead of training with real images,
we synthesize variable data at each training iteration from
brain label maps with an image generator [8, 12, 13]. This
strategy enables multi-contrast registration: (i) We randomly
select a pair of moving and fixed brain label maps {sm, sf};
(ii) we spatially augment {sm, sf} by applying the composi-
tion of a random affine and nonlinear transform; (iii) we sam-
ple a mean intensity and assign it to all voxels associated with
each label j ∈ K in sf , and separately for sm, where K is the
set of all labels, yielding a gray-scale image pair; (iv) finally,
we corrupt the synthesized images as in prior work [12] (see
reference for examples).

Our synthetic generator has three key differences com-
pared to prior work [12]. (i) We construct the moving and
fixed label maps from a single input label map to build an
intra-subject pair at each iteration; (ii) we remove scaling and
shear from the spatial augmentation, as these are out of dis-
tribution for rigid registration; (iii) we augment with more
subtle nonlinear transforms than those used for cross-subject
registration to accommodate the lower variability in longitu-
dinal data, by adjusting the strength and smoothness of the
deformation (Section 3). We create the nonlinear transform
by integrating a randomly sampled and smoothed stationary
velocity field, simulating nonlinear temporal effects such as
differential gradient nonlinearities, B0 distortion and nonrigid
motion of anatomy such as the eyes [8].
Loss function. To encourage the network to register spe-
cific anatomy while ignoring irrelevant image content, we
re-label {sm, sf} to only include anatomical labels J con-
sisting of larger tissue classes (training details). We opti-
mize the parameters hθ of Detector using a mean squared
error (MSE) loss L on one-hot encoded label maps. Ensur-
ing inverse consistency in within-subject registration meth-
ods is crucial to avoid introducing bias in longitudinal studies
[3, 19]. We maintain inverse consistency by resampling both
labels {sm, sf} into a halfway space during training. That is,
instead of mapping sm onto sf , we compute sm ◦ T

1/2
θ and

sf ◦ T−1/2
θ to apply the same amount of interpolation to each

label map:

L =
1

|Ω|
∑
j∈J
x∈Ω

[(sm|j ◦ T 1/2
θ )(x)− (sf |j ◦ T−1/2

θ )(x)]2, (2)

where s|j represents the one-hot encoded label j ∈ J of label
map s defined at the voxel locations x ∈ Ω, and the transform
Tθ maps the discrete spatial domain Ω of sf onto sm.
Training details. We train the model using the ADAM opti-
mizer with a learning rate of 10−5 and batch size one until the
loss on the validation set plateaus. For fast convergence, we
optimize the overlap of |J | = 3 merged brain-tissue classes
(left, right hemisphere and cerebellum) at the beginning of
training. We switch to |J | = 5 finer classes (including left
and right cortex and subcortical gran matter, and cerebellum)
at later stages of the training. Training with a higher number
of classes |J | does not improve performance.
Instance-specific optimization. Instance-specific optimiza-
tion can refine the initial deformation field generated by a
deep learning model [7]. We adapt this approach for rigid
registration by fine-tuning the transform predicted by our
model using gradient descent over 200 iterations for each
test pair. We optimize MSE within and mutual information
(MI) across contrasts. This optimization is most effective for
skull-stripped images, as non-brain regions in whole-head
images can lead to misalignment of the anatomy of interest
due to irrelevant tissue or background differences.



Whole head Skull-stripped

Fig. 2. Rigid 3D registration accuracy on the test set, as mean Dice scores over left and right cortex, subcortex, and cerebellum.
bbregister (BBR) uses FreeSurfer reconstructions, which include brain masks, and is thus classified as skull-stripped. The
asterisk denotes instance-specific optimization after inference.

3. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

Datasets. For synthesizing training data, we use the same 100
whole-head and skull-stripped tissue segmentations as Syn-
thMorph [13]. Our evaluation set includes T1w brain scans
from the longitudinal cohorts ADNI [20] (at 1.5T and 3T)
and MIRIAD [21]. The evaluation set also includes QIN [22]
scans with T2w, pre and post-gadolinium T1w (T1wpre/post),
and FLAIR stacks of axial 5-mm slices. QIN is a clinical
dataset of subjects with newly diagnosed glioblastoma. We
compare FreeSurfer-processed whole-head and skull-stripped
images for ADNI and MIRIAD. For the QIN dataset, we use
brain labels obtained from isotropic T2-SPACE scans to mask
out non-brain regions in other sequences from the same acqui-
sition session. We conform all images to the same isotropic
256 × 256 × 256 1-mm voxel resolution with left-inferior-
anterior (LIA) orientation. We derive brain labels for training
and evaluation using SynthSeg [14].
Competing methods. We compare the model with the fol-
lowing methods. (i) Robust [3]. For within-contrast registra-
tion, we use the robust cost function, which can down-weight
the contribution of local change in the image. For cross-
contrast registration, we choose the experimental robust-
entropy metric. (ii) ANTs [23], using the recommended
parameters; (iii) bbregister (BBR) [24], which requires one
anatomical scan processed with FreeSurfer, limiting its ap-
plicability to ADNI and MIRIAD; (iv) Brainmorph (BM)
[18]. We choose the best-performing, large BM network with
512 feature maps. (v) affine SynthMorph (SM) [12], which
focuses on cross-subject registration. All baselines other than
SM directly estimate a rigid transform.
Experimental setup. We randomly draw 5 subjects from
ADNI and MIRIAD, respectively, to construct validation
pairs. We use the remaining subjects along with the QIN
dataset for testing (Table 1). To construct same-contrast test
pairs, we randomly select one pair of scans from different
time points for each ADNI and MIRIAD subject, either with
or without skull stripping. For cross-contrast registration, we
select pairs between the two available QIN sessions: T1wpre

Table 1. Acquired test (Te.) and validation (Va.) data for
within-subject registration. ADNI has 4 scans per subject
spanning 2 years at 0.5–1 year intervals, while MIRIAD has
7 scans per subject with intervals of 2 weeks to 2 years. QIN
has 2 scans per subject per contrast acquired before and after
surgery, 2–5 days apart.

Dataset Contrast Subjects Va. Pairs Te. Pairs

ADNI-1.5T T1w 100 30 190
ADNI-3T T1w 50 30 90
MIRIAD T1w 40 60 70
QIN Various 50 – 356

and FLAIR, T1wpre and T1wpost, and FLAIR and T2w. We
evaluate registration accuracy by computing the mean Dice
overlap of the moved and the fixed label maps across the finer
|J | = 5 tissue classes.

We analyze the performance of our model in two exper-
iments. First, we assess the accuracy of each tool on skull-
stripped and whole-head image pairs, respectively. For skull-
stripped images, we also report enhanced results achieved
with instance-specific optimization.

Second, we analyze performance across a range of defor-
mation strengths and levels of smoothness for the nonlinear
deformation synthesis during training. In this experiment, we
initialize encoder networks using cross-subject SM weights
and train each parameter setting for 1M batches. We report
results for the validation set.
Results. Fig. 2 shows that the proposed model, trained with
synthetic data only, consistently outperforms BM. In contrast,
BM trained with over 100k real images, whereas our model
trains using only 100 label maps. For whole-head images,
our model achieves higher median Dice scores across all
contrast pairings, except for within-contrast T1w-T1w pairs
where classical optimization-based methods (shown in blue)
perform slightly better (∼0.4 Dice points). However, with
instance-specific optimization, our model reaches the perfor-
mance level of the classical methods for skull-stripped T1w-



T1w pairs. As expected, for skull-stripped within-subject
registration, the classical baselines BBR, ANTs and Robust
consistently outperform learning-based methods (shown in
orange and green) across contrasts. However, the classical
methods struggle without skull stripping at cross-contrast
registration; for example, ANTs’ performance drops by a
median of 21.4 Dice points for T1post-FLAIR, as the algo-
rithm cannot distinguish between brain and non-brain tissue
across different contrasts. For this pairing, the performance
of our model only drops by 7.9 points, likely because Detec-
tor learns to focus on brain structures to estimate the rigid
transform. Across all experiments, our model shows superior
performance and robustness relative to the tested DL models.

Fig. 3 shows the parameter sweep for deformation and
smoothing strengths used for generating nonlinear deforma-
tions at training. Our model performs best for low deforma-
tion strengths between 0 and 0.5. This result is likely due to
the small within-subject relative to inter-subject variation. A
similar pattern emerges for the level of smoothness of the non-
linear deformation, with smaller values yielding better perfor-
mance. To accommodate differential MR distortions in clini-
cal data that, in contrast to the ADNI and MIRIAD validation
set, are generally not being acquired with harmonized proto-
cols and hardware, we chose a deformation strength of 0.5
and smoothness level of 1 to generate training data for the
experiments of Fig. 2.

Fig. 1 presents a qualitative comparison of ADNI-3T and
QIN registration pairs with and without skull-stripping. For
T1w-T1w pairs, all methods achieve similar Dice scores,
likely due to the clear anatomical boundaries and high res-
olution that facilitate alignment within the same imaging
contrast. The observed differences primarily occur at the
edges of the gray matter, likely caused by minor segmenta-
tion errors. For the more challenging cross-contrast pairs,
most competing methods struggle without skull-stripping.
SM appears to introduce scaling and shear for whole-head
pairs—it has been optimized for affine registration.

4. DISCUSSION

We introduce a rigid registration tool for within-subject brain
scans without the need for skull stripping, capable of handling
various resolutions and contrasts. This tool demonstrates ro-
bust performance compared to specialized baseline methods
on both high-resolution T1w longitudinal datasets and clini-
cal datasets with varied slice thickness.

We adapt the synthesis strategy by removing out-of-
distribution spatial augmentation to enhance performance for
within-subject rigid registration. While the improved model
only surpasses affine SynthMorph by about 1.8 Dice points
for within-contrast whole-head pairs, it achieves a 3–8 im-
provement in Dice for cross-contrast whole-head pairs. This
disparity also highlights the need for learning-based meth-
ods developed and tested for cross-subject registration, to

Fig. 3. Effect of deformation and smoothing strengths of
the non-linear deformation augmentation on registration ac-
curacy in the validation set. Error bars indicate 95% confi-
dence intervals (CI).

be rethought for within-subject applications. In such cases,
where close-to-perfect alignment is often possible and spatial
differences are typically small, existing learning-based meth-
ods underperform without modification, potentially reducing
our ability to detect the subtle atrophy that occurs in the early
stages of various neurological disease processes.

In addition to refining the synthesis strategy, we optimize
the Detector architecture to better account for subtle mis-
alignment in within-subject pairs. Future work will explore
the effect of varying network capacity on within-subject per-
formance. Additionally, we aim to test models that take both
moving and fixed images as inputs, which may outperform the
current architecture that processes only one image at a time
and relies on detecting robust features for the final estimation
of the transformation. As robustness is an important criterion
for rigid registration, we also plan to quantify successful vs
failed registrations as in prior work [25].
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