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A B S T R A C T

We present USLR, a computational framework for longitudinal registration of brain
MRI scans to estimate nonlinear image trajectories that are smooth across time, unbi-
ased to any timepoint, and robust to imaging artefacts. It operates on the Lie algebra
parameterisation of spatial transforms (which is compatible with rigid transforms and
stationary velocity fields for nonlinear deformation) and takes advantage of log-domain
properties to solve the problem using Bayesian inference. USRL estimates rigid and
nonlinear registrations that: (i) bring all timepoints to an unbiased subject-specific
space; and (ii) compute a smooth trajectory across the imaging time-series. We cap-
italise on learning-based registration algorithms and closed-form expressions for fast
inference. A use-case Alzheimer’s disease study is used to showcase the benefits of
the pipeline in multiple fronts, such as time-consistent image segmentation to reduce
intra-subject variability, subject-specific prediction or population analysis using tensor-
based morphometry. We demonstrate that such approach improves upon cross-sectional
methods in identifying group differences, which can be helpful in detecting more subtle
atrophy levels or in reducing sample sizes in clinical trials. The code is publicly avail-
able in https://github.com/acasamitjana/uslr

© 2023 Elsevier B. V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Many of the central themes in neuroimaging, such as the
effect of ageing, disease progression, or the effectiveness of a
treatment, are intrinsically longitudinal. While cross-sectional
studies are restricted to measuring population trajectories that
may hide the true evolution of a given biomarker (Nyberg et al.,
2010), longitudinal analysis uncovers truly individual trajecto-
ries that reduce confounding effects and dataset bias and results
in better estimates – even in situations where population aver-

∗Corresponding author: Email: a.casamitjana@ub.edu

ages are aligned with the true effect (Maxwell and Cole, 2007;
Kraemer et al., 2000). This increased power of longitudinal
studies presents several opportunities, including: (i) better sen-
sitivity and specificity, that could be used to detect different,
partially overlapping atrophy patterns; (ii) reduced sample sizes
for a target effect size; and (iii) new surrogate endpoints for
therapeutic interventions. Most importantly, longitudinal analy-
sis produces individualised measures that are useful for a wealth
of applications, such as post-treatment followup or monitoring
of disease progression.

There exists a myriad of statistical models for data analy-
sis that can appropriately handle longitudinal data, such as re-
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peated measures ANOVA, linear mixed effects regression, or
growth models, among others (Garcia and Marder, 2017). In
the context of medical imaging, it is crucial to carefully de-
sign an image processing pipeline (e.g., spatial normalisation
or segmentation) prior to feeding such statistical models with
the appropriate data. However, most state-of-the-art brain im-
age processing techniques are developed for cross-sectional set-
tings and suffer from poor measurement reliability – which is
a common limiting factor in longitudinal studies Morey et al.
(2010); Karch et al. (2019). Instead, longitudinal processing
techniques are able to capture time dynamics and capitalise on
the redundancy in the available repeated measures to produce
a more consistent and reliable result. For example, subject-
specific templates represent the “average” anatomy of a subject
through time and can be used for longitudinal brain segmenta-
tion (Iglesias et al., 2016; Cerri et al., 2023). Similarly, group-
wise registration techniques can be used for more reliable spa-
tial normalisation to a common subject-specific template (Joshi
et al., 2004; Reuter et al., 2012). In conclusion, using an appro-
priate longitudinal processing followed by longitudinal statisti-
cal methods (e.g., LME or repeated measures ANOVA) might
increase trustworthiness of the results.

Nonetheless, longitudinal processing streams need to take
into account several considerations. Primarily, uncorrelated
sources of variability between timepoints, such as intensity in-
homogeneities, subject motion and the appearance and evolu-
tion of brain lesions. All these are identified as major causes
of error in atrophy estimation methods (Sharma et al., 2013).
Likewise, longitudinal processing should be robust against in-
tensity changes due to updates on the sequence, machine or
scanning site during the follow up period as well as the inclu-
sion of different MRI sequences, scanners, resolutions and field
strengths between participants in multi-site studies (Lee et al.,
2019). Recent works on domain randomisation are designed
to tackle these issues in several applications, such as for im-
age super-resolution (Iglesias et al., 2023), segmentation (Billot
et al., 2023a) and registration (Hoffmann et al., 2022). Addi-
tionally, different sources of bias, such as interpolation asym-
metries (i.e., using a given population template or choosing a
timepoint as reference image) or excessive temporal regulari-
sation, could hinder the power of the method or lead to false
findings (Reuter et al., 2012; Yushkevich et al., 2010).

The vast majority of classical existing registration algo-
rithms, based on numerical optimisation, are designed for pair-
wise alignment. Some examples are those implemented in
widespread registration packages like NiftyReg (Modat et al.,
2010), ANTs (Avants et al., 2008), Elastix (Klein et al., 2009),
DARTEL (Ashburner, 2007), FNIRT (Andersson et al., 2007)
or IRTK (Schnabel et al., 2001). Moreover, amidst the deep
learning revolution, multiple learning based registration meth-
ods emerged both in supervised (Yang et al., 2017; Young et al.,
2022) and unsupervised settings (De Vos et al., 2019). Again,
most of these methods are trained using cross-sectional data.
For example, the widespread Voxelmorph framework predicts a
dense deformation field that registers pairs of T1w images in-
dependently (Balakrishnan et al., 2019). Its extension presented
in Hoffmann et al. (2022) is able to register pairs of images of

any contrast thus handling differences in scanners, sequences
and protocols. Several frameworks for joint linear and non-
linear learning-based registration have been introduced, such as
DLIR De Vos et al. (2019) or, more recently, EasyReg (Iglesias,
2023)

Many longitudinal studies are limited to 2 timepoints so that
cross-sectional registration pipelines could be used. For exam-
ple, in lesion follow-up studies, most often the baseline im-
age is considered as reference as it usually contains smaller le-
sions (Diez et al., 2014; Dufresne et al., 2020). The work in
Diez et al. (2014) compare different linear and nonlinear reg-
istration methods to quantify the evolution of multiple sclero-
sis (MS) lesions. Seemingly, the authors in Dufresne et al.
(2020) propose a joint model for registration and change de-
tection in MS. In the context of radiotherapy, post treatment
images are typically registered to the pre-treatment image for
therapy follow-up Lee et al. (2021, 2023). Lately, in the field
of brain tumour resection Baheti et al. (2021), several learn-
ing based approaches have been introduced, encouraging in-
verse consistency in the loss function during training (Wodzin-
ski et al., 2022; Mok and Chung, 2022b) and handling miss-
ing correspondences between images (Mok and Chung, 2022a).
Here, baseline and follow-up images are used as reference in-
terchangeably.

Notably, available longitudinal registration pipelines have
limitations in some way or another; for instance, FreeSurfer is
restricted to using rigid transforms. Other existing methods,
such as NiftyReg and ANTs, can be used for groupwise regis-
tration by alternating between mean template computation and
pairwise registration to such template. For example, the itera-
tive approach presented in (Aubert-Broche et al., 2013) is ini-
tialised - thus biased - with the standard ICBM152 template.
Moreover, registering each timepoint independently to the tem-
plate results in jagged longitudinal trajectories. A similar work
to ours is presented in Hadj-Hamou et al. (2016). Their method
adopt the baseline image as subject-specific template. Besides,
they use a classic model-based registration algorithm (Lorenzi
et al., 2013) which is typically more computationally demand-
ing than learning-based methods. Unlike our work, the com-
puted trajectories lie on MNI space instead of subject space and
they do not provide time-consistent segmentations. In Agier
et al. (2020), the authors used the same graph structure as our
observational graph in the context of groupwise registration of
multiple subjects. This structure is very time and memory con-
suming as it needs pairwise registration of all available time-
points using slow model-based algorithms. To reduce com-
putational demands, they scale down image dimensionality by
working on image keypoints. In our framework we benefit from
learning based registration algorithms to deal with the large
computational demands of longitudinal registration.

The contributions of this work are threefold:

• First, we present a theoretical framework for longitudinal
registration of MRI scans that is explicitly smooth along
time, unbiased to any timepoint and robust to irregular
follow up times and varying number of timepoints. This
method is based on Lie algebra parameterisation of spa-
tial transforms. Thanks to our choice of registration algo-
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rithms, the framework is invariant to the MRI sequence,
contrast and resolution.

• Second, we apply the framework to find subject-specific
MRI trajectories that are continuous across time as well as
a subject-specific template. For this purpose, we describe
two different models of spatial transforms that are applied
sequentially: a rigid transform and a nonlinear diffeomor-
phism based on stationary velocity fields.

• Third, we use subject-specific longitudinal deformations
to compute time consistent segmentations for all time-
points from initial cross-sectional segmentations using a
label fusion approach.

The rest of this manuscript is organised as follows: in Sec-
tion 2, we describe the USLR framework and thoroughly dis-
cuss the probabilistic model, the benefits of using Lie alge-
bra parameterisations, the inference method, and the algorithms
used for rigid and nonlinear registration. In Section 3, we
present two methods that build on USLR to compute (i) a single
stationary subject-specific trajectory and (ii) a time-consistent
segmentation. In Section 4, we validate and demonstrate the
benefits of the USLR framework, illustrated in a use-case group
study. Finally, Section 5 summarises the main advantages of
USLR as well as discusses the limitations and future directions
of this work.

2. USLR framework

Our unbiased, smooth, longitudinal registration algorithm
(“USLR”) builds on a probabilistic model of joint diffeomor-
phic deformations that we first presented in the context of 3D
histology reconstruction (Casamitjana et al., 2022). Here, we
extend this methodology to impose smoothness and consistency
constraints on longitudinal deformations connecting the MRI
scans of a subject at different time points. The USLR frame-
work can be applied indistinctly to rigid and non-rigid trans-
forms as long as the latter are parameterised using stationary
velocity fields (SVFs) - thus being compatible with multiple
registration algorithms.

USLR uses rigid transforms to model changes on the orien-
tation (rotation) and position (translation) of images along the
longitudinal course of each participant. Subsequently, non-rigid
deformations are used to model local changes in brain tissue
configuration, such as changes related to ageing or neurodegen-
eration. Moreover, we use domain randomisation techniques
(Billot et al., 2023a,b; Hoffmann et al., 2022) to deal with ac-
quisition MRI artefacts and differences in scanning platforms
and pulse sequences (resolution, MR contrast).

In the rest of this section, we describe the USLR probabilis-
tic model and the parameterisation of rigid and nonlinear trans-
forms in the log-space that is required by the USLR inference
algorithm – which is subsequently presented.

2.1. Preliminaries: graph representation

Let us consider a given subject with a set of N longitudi-
nal MRI scans denoted as I1, I2, · · · , IN acquired at time points

t1, t2, · · · , tN , respectively. There is no assumption on the spac-
ing between time points (which does not need to be uniform)
nor the total number of timepoints. We further represent the N
images as vertices of a graph G, which also contains an addi-
tional vertex in the centre – corresponding to a latent subject-
specific template (Figure 1). The vertices corresponding to
timepoints are all connected to the centre, creating a spanning
tree with N edges associated with a set of N latent transforms
{T }n=1,...,N from the template to each image, inducing direction-
ality on the graph G. These latent transforms need to be in-
vertible such that any pair of timepoints are uniquely related
by the composition of two transforms along the edge that con-
nects them: the inverted transform from the first time point to
the template and the transform from the template to the second
timepoint.

Fig. 1: The graph structure G, where all timepoints “orbit” around the unob-
served template. In black, our choice of spanning tree of the graph, where all
timepoints are connected through the template. The direction of the associated
deformation fields is from the template to the timepoints, as indicated by the
arrows In red, we draw the observational graph describing the dense pairwise
“noisy” registrations of all timepoints. The direction of this transforms is arbi-
trary for each subject and known throughout the pipeline.

We also consider a set of K >= N (and typically K >> N)
observed transforms (“registrations”) {R}k=1,...,K between pairs
of images of the graph G. These transforms (shown in red in
Figure 1) are computed with a registration algorithm, such that
each {R}k can be seen as a noisy version of the composition
of two of the latent transforms {T }n (which define the “true”
underlying deformation) – one of them inverted. Specifically,
the registrationRk between In (reference) and In′ (target) images
is simply

Rk = Tn′ ◦ T
−1
n ◦ Ek, (1)

where Ek represents the registration error (“noise”).

2.2. Probabilistic modelling
We assume that, for a given subject, any MRI scan across

time is the realisation of a random process that randomly de-
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forms the latent subject-specific template and adds noise to the
resulting image:

In(x) = Z(T−1
n (x)) + ϵ(x), (2)

where Z represents the latent (hidden) template, x ∈ Ω is
the spatial location within the image domain Ω, and ϵ(x) ∼
Laplace(0, bϵ) is the random noise on the image intensities.

For the latent transforms {Tn} and the observed registrations
{Rk}, we assume a probabilistic model such that we can use
Bayesian inference to find a set of transforms that allows us
to compute a smooth trajectory across time. The probabilistic
model relies on the assumption that the observed registrations
are conditionally independent, given the latent transforms, i.e.,
p({Rk}) = p({Tn})

∏
k p(Rk |{Tn}). In general, the likelihood of

each registration Rk is parameterised by a set of parameters θ
that shape the probabilistic function that we assume fixed (more
details in Section 2.5. Under these assumptions, the joint prob-
ability distribution of the latent transforms, the observed regis-
trations and the likelihood parameters is:

p({Tn}, {Rk}, θ) = p({Tn})p(θ)
K∏

k=1

p(Rk |{Tn}, θ)

= p({Tn})
K∏

k=1

p(Rk |{Tn}, θ) (3)

In practice, the term log p({Tn}) can be seen as a regulariser
on the latent transforms.

2.3. Simplification with Lie algebra
The likelihood model 3 is greatly simplified using defor-

mation models that could be parameterised in the Lie algebra
space, including linear and non-linear transforms.

Let us define {Rk} and {Tn} as the log-domain parameterisa-
tions whose exponential maps result in the corresponding trans-
formations Rk = exp [Rk] and Tk = exp [Tk]. The exponen-
tial map computation depends on the choice of the deformation
model (rigid or nonlinear; see Section 2.4 below). Two relevant
properties of Lie algebra are specially useful in this framework.
First, the inverse transform is exactly equivalent to its negation
in the log-space domain:

T −1
n = exp [−Tn].

Second, the composition of transforms can be approximated by
the addition after truncating the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff se-
ries at its first term Vercauteren et al. (2008):

Tn ◦ Tn′ ≈ exp
[
Tn + TT

n′
]
;

we note that the formula is actually exact for rigid transforms
(more on Section 2.4 below). These two properties enable us to
linearise the probabilistic model in 1 by simply computing the
log-space parameterisation:

R =WT + ζ (4)

where ζ is the registration error in the log-domain and W is the
sparse matrix that encodes the path that any R traverses through

the spanning tree (i.e., {T }n). Hence, for a given spatial trans-
form Rk between In (reference) and In′ (target) images, the k-th
row of W is non-zero at entries Wkn = −1 and Wkn′ = 1. We also
assume conditional independence across spatial location, x, and
coordinates j = 1, . . . , dim(Ω) = 3. As a result, the likelihood
function can be written in terms of the log-space parameterisa-
tions as

p(Rk |{Tn}, θ) = p(Rk |{Tn}, θ) =
3∏

j=1

∏
x∈Ω

p(R j
k(x)|{T j

n(x)}, θ),

(5)
for which we use the Laplace distribution

R j
k(x) ∼ Laplace

(
WT j(x), bT

)
, (6)

where bT is the scale of the Laplace distribution and consid-
ered the same for all observations, spatial locations and coordi-
nates. The Laplace distribution has the advantage of being ro-
bust against registration errors, as shown in Casamitjana et al.
(2022).

Similar to (Wu et al., 2012), we limit the “global drift” across
timepoints to estimate a subject space that lies on the centre of
all timepoints. Hence, as the prior distribution, we assume that
the composition of the latent transforms (approximated by their
sum in the log-domain) follows a Laplace distribution centred
at zero: N−1∑

n=0

T j
n(x)

 ∼ Laplace (0, bZ) , (7)

where bZ is the scale of the Laplace distribution, assumed con-
stant for all spatial locations and coordinates. In practice, bZ is
large, as the goal of this prior is make the solution unambigu-
ous and centre it at zero – rather than strongly regularising the
latent transforms. The model parameters are thus θ = {bT , bZ}.

2.4. Model instantiation

We present two deformation models that we apply sequen-
tially: first, a rigid transformation, that creates a shared space
Ω on which the template node is defined, and then a nonlin-
ear transformation, which assumes that all timepoints are re-
sampled on Ω. The final latent transforms are computed as the
composition of the rigid and nonlinear components.

2.4.1. Rigid transforms
Herein this section, let {Rk} and {Tn} be the rigid transforms

represented by 4 × 4 matrices as:(
U t

01x3 1

)
,

where U is the 3x3 rotation matrix and t the 3−dim transla-
tion vector. The group of rigid transformations in R3 constitute
the special euclidean group SE(3) and can be parameterised in
the log-space domain using a 6-dimensional vector (q, d)⊤ with
two 3-dimensional components: q ∈ R3 and d ∈ R3, that deter-
mine the rotation and translation, respectively (Blanco-Claraco,
2021). Thus, the Lie algebra parameterisations of the trans-
forms are Rk = (q(Rk), d(Rk))⊤ and Tn = (q(Tn), d(Tn))⊤. Note
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that we drop the spatial dimension x as the parameters are in-
dependent of the location.

To compute the log-space parameters, we use the following
expressions (Blanco-Claraco, 2021):

q =
ϕ

2 sin ϕ
(U32 − U23,U13 − U31,U21 − U12)⊤

d = P−1 t, (8)

where Ui j is the matrix value corresponding to the i-th row and
j-th column of matrix U, and (ϕ, P) can be computed as:

cos(ϕ) =
1
2

(tr(U) − 1)

P−1 = I3 + 0.5Q +
(1 − ϕ cos ϕ/2

2 sin ϕ/2 )

ϕ2 Q2,

where

Q =

 0 −qz qy

qz 0 −qx

−qy qx 0

 and q = [qx, qy, qz]⊤

To compute the exponential maps, we use the closed form
expressions for the Lie group parameters, U and t, in Blanco-
Claraco (2021):

U = I3 +
sin ϕ
ϕ

Q +
(1 − cos ϕ)
ϕ2 Q2 (9)

t =
(
I3 +

(1 − cos ϕ)
ϕ2 Q +

ϕ − sin ϕ
ϕ3 Q3

)
d, (10)

2.4.2. Non-rigid diffeomorphisms
Here, we assume that all images are rigidly aligned and re-

sampled onto the same (discrete) spatial domain Ω, which we
refer to as subject space. In practice, this subject space is an
arbitrarily defined 1 mm isotropic grid (further details in Sec-
tion 2.7).

With Ω fixed, we can parameterise a class of nonlinear dif-
feomorphisms using the Lie group of stationary velocity fields
(SVFs, Arsigny et al. (2006)). Let {Rk(x)} and {Tn(x)} be the
SVF infinitesimal generators in the log-space whose integration
results in the corresponding diffeomorphisms Rk = exp [Rk]
and Tk = exp [Tk]. The scaling-and-squaring approach is used
for fast computation of these exponentials Arsigny et al. (2006).

2.5. Inference algorithm

Following the formulation in Section 2.2, we use Bayesian
inference to compute the most likely set of N transforms {Tn}

that generate the pairwise image registrations {Rk}. In a fully
Bayesian formulation, the problem of finding the most likely la-
tent transforms requires marginalisation over the parameters we
are not seeking to optimise, in this case θ = {bT , bZ}. However,
the relationship between these hyperparameters is assumed to

be known, yielding the following optimisation function:

{T̂n} = argmax
{Tn},θ

p({Tn}, θ, {Rk})

= argmax
{Tn},θ

p({Tn})
K∏

k=1

3∏
j=1

∏
x∈Ω

p(R j
k(x)|{T j

n(x)}, θ)

= argmax
{Tn},θ

log p({Tn}) +
K∑

k=1

3∑
j=1

∑
x∈Ω

log p(R j
k(x)|{T j

n(x)}, θ). (11)

Substituting the Laplacian likelihood and prior from Equa-
tions 6 and 7 into Equation 11, we obtain the following objec-
tive function:

Oℓ1 = −2 ∗ 3(K + 1)|Ω| log(2bT ) − 2 ∗ 3|Ω| log(2bZ)

−
1
bZ

3∑
j=1

∑
x∈Ω

|

N∑
n=1

T j
n(x)|

−
1

bT

3∑
j=1

K∑
k=1

∑
x∈Ω

|R j
k(x) −

N∑
n=1

WklT
j
n(x)|. (12)

To keep it general, we retain the dependency on the spatial co-
ordinates and location needed for the nonlinear model; note that
we would drop it for the rigid case.

Rearranging terms and switching signs, the cost function to
minimise results as follows:

Cℓ1 (T(x)) =
bT

bZ

3∑
j=1

∑
x∈Ω

|

N∑
n=1

T j
n(x)|

+

3∑
j=1

K∑
k=1

∑
x∈Ω

|R j
k(x) −

N∑
n=1

WknT j
n(x)|, (13)

which can be solved one spatial location x and coordinate at a
time. Thus, we independently solve

Cℓ1
(
T j(x)

)
=

bT

bZ
|

N∑
n=1

T j
n(x)| +

K∑
k=1

|R j
k(x) −

N∑
n=1

Wkn,T
j
n(x)|,

(14)
at every x. After visual inspection of the resulting velocity
fields, we empirically set the hyperparameter relationship to 1,
i.e., bT /bZ = 1, as a trade-off between smoothness and accu-
racy. Note that in the case of rigid transforms, we solve all
parameters at once and are the same for every spatial location.

The minimisation of Equation 14 can be rewritten as a linear
program in standard form as follows:

minimize cT ỹ

s. t. AT
1 ỹ ≤ 0,

AT
2 ỹ ≤ 0,

AT
3 y ≤ −R j(x),

AT
4 y ≤ R j(x),

where:

• ỹ = [D j
0(x), yT ]T , is the (K +N + 1)× 1 vector of unknown

latent variables, concatenating the deviation associated to
the regularisation term, D j

0(x), and y, both defined below.
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• y = [D j
1(x), ...,D j

K(x),T j
1(x), ...,T j

N(x)]T is a (K + N) ×
1 vector concatenating the K absolute deviations of the
model, D j

k(x) (defined below), and the latent transforms
to estimate, T j

n(x).

• c = [1T
K+1, 0

T
N]T , where 1K+1 and 0N are the all-one and

all-zero vectors with dimensions (K + 1) × 1 and N × 1,
respectively.

• A1 = [−1, 0T
K ,−1T

N] is a (K + N + 1) × 1 vector.

• A2 = [−1, 0T
K , 1

T
N].

• A3 = [−IK ,−W], where IK is the K × K identity matrix.

• A4 = [−IK ,W].

By using vector c, this linear program effectively minimises
the model deviations and it is equivalent to the problem of min-
imising Cℓ1 in Equation 14. The inequality constraints effec-
tively force the deviations Dξ j

k (x) to be positive and equal to:

D j
0(x) =

bT

bZ
|

N∑
n=1

T j
n(x)|,

D j
k(x) = |R j

k(x) −
N∑

n=1

WknT j
n(x)|, ∀k ∈ (1, · · · ,K).

The solution is then simply the second part (last N elements)
of the vector y and can be obtained using well-established linear
programming algorithms, such as HiGHS (Huangfu and Hall,
2018) (used here) or interior-point methods (Karmarkar, 1984;
Andersen and Andersen, 2000).

2.6. Registration algorithms

2.6.1. Rigid registration
The presented model in Section 2.4.1 and inference algo-

rithm in Section 2.5 works with any rigid registration algo-
rithm. Here, we use Procrustes analysis (PA, Goodall (1991)) to
speed up the registration step – given that we need to compute
N × (N − 1)/2 registrations. PA is a statistical shape analysis
method that models images as point sets in a given space and
minimises the distance between equivalent pairs of points. As
in Iglesias (2023), we use the centroids for cortical and subcor-
tical ROIs as points in the Euclidean space and find the rotation
and translation that minimises the Euclidean distance between
centroids. The solution of this optimisation problem is the sin-
gular value decomposition of the point sets centred at the origin.
It outputs the rotation matrix (U) and translation vector (t); the
closed form expressions from Equation 8 are used compute the
log-space parameters v = (q, d)⊤. The procedure is described
in Algorithm1.

2.6.2. Non-rigid diffeomorphisms
An hybrid registration strategy is used to compute the ob-

served SVF maps {R(x)}k. For a given k-th pair of reference
and target images (In, In′ ), we first use SynthMorph (Hoffmann
et al., 2022) to compute an initial velocity field at half the image
resolution ψ(x). SynthMorph is a learning-based registration

Algorithm 1: Rigid registration

Given a pair of label maps S n, S n′ of images In and In′

Compute centroids CR(l) and CT (l) for l = 1, . . . , L.
Compute the translations:

• tn =
1
L
∑L

l=1 Cn(l),

• tn′ =
1
L
∑L

l=1 Cn′ (l)

Shift point clouds to the origin:

• Ĉn(l) = Cn(l) − tn

• Ĉn′ (l) = Cn′ (l) − tn′

Compute the rotation matrix:

V,∆,S = SVD(Ĉn(l) · Ĉ⊤n′ (l))
U = SV⊤

Compute the final translation: t = tn′ − U · tn

Calculate log-space parameters v =
(

q
d

)
:

q =
ϕ

2 sin ϕ
(U32 − U23,U13 − U31,U21 − U12)⊤

d = P−1 t

where

cos(ϕ) =
1
2

(tr(U) − 1)

P−1 = I3 + 0.5Q +
(1 − ϕ cos ϕ/2

2 sin ϕ/2 )

ϕ2 Q2

framework that has been globally trained to compute pairwise
diffeomorphisms for any pair of MRI contrasts. We then refine
the SynthMorph initialisation with a classical method imple-
mented on the graphics processing unit (GPU) using gradient
descent to optimise the deformation field. We use a local nor-
malised cross-correlation (Avants et al., 2008) to compute im-
age similarity and a gradient penalty on the deformation field
as cost function. This refinement step adds a negligible cost
to the total calculation in terms of run-time or computational
resources and is only used when all timepoints follow approxi-
mately the same contrast.

To explicitly enforce symmetry and inverse consistency in
the calculated deformation fields, we compute an approximate
composition of forward ψnn′ (x) : In → In′ and backward
ψn′n(x) : In′ → In velocity fields, similarly to (Iglesias, 2023):
ψ(x) = 0.5 ·ψnn′ (x)−0.5 ·ψn′n(x). Finally, a rescaling layer with
linear interpolation is used to get a full resolution velocity field;
“scaling and squaring” (Arsigny et al., 2006) is then used to
integrate the SVFs and compute the deformation fields {Rk(x)}
that are inverse consistent, up to the precision of the scale and
square algorithm.
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2.7. Subject-specific template
The template space is defined on a 1 mm3 isotropic grid Ω.

After the linear step of the pipeline, we use the rigid latent
transforms to resample all available images on real world co-
ordinates and find the cuboid that include all timepoints. Such
cuboid determine the template size and we use a diagonal ma-
trix (plus a translation to centre the image at the origin) to char-
acterise the mapping back between real word and image coor-
dinates.

The subject specific template Z(x) is built after the nonlinear
step of the framework and consists of the intensity image, ZI(x),
a brain mask, ZM(x) and a segmentation map, ZS (x), if avail-
able. In our case, we use SynthSeg (Billot et al., 2023b) to pro-
duce brain segmentation maps for all images (which are thresh-
olded to yield brain masks). To build such template, we first
align all timepoints (intensities, masks, and one-hot encoded
segmentation maps) to the template space using a composition
of the rigid and nonlinear deformation fields. Trilinear interpo-
lation from original images is used for resampling. To calculate
template intensity image we take the median value of all re-
sampled images as the optimal solution for the Laplacian noise
defined in Equation 2. For template brain mask, we employ
the mean value of all aligned timepoints masks as a measure of
brain tissue probability. And segmentation maps are computed
as the most likely value after taking the mean on the deformed
one-hot encodings of the label volumes.

3. USLR application examples

USLR outcomes could serve a variety of applications and
downstream tasks. Here, we present 2 different applications:
first, an estimation of a single stationary velocity field that char-
acterises the time course of the subject and that could be used,
for example, in tensor-based population analyses; and second, a
label fusion approach for image segmentation with longitudinal
constraints. Note that no assumption on the original image reso-
lution nor the contrast is made. Any resampling made through-
out the pipeline is always computed from the original images
(i.e., concatenating transforms) to avoid resampling biases due
to smoothing.

3.1. Stationary subject-specific longitudinal trajectory
The composition of the estimated nonlinear latent transforms

yields a subject-specific longitudinal trajectory that is varying
across time and not defined outside the followup period of each
subject. The purpose of this step is to estimate a single station-
ary longitudinal trajectory, T̂ , as the exponential map of a linear
fit on the SVF parameterisation of latent transforms, T̂:

T̂ (x, t) = exp(t · T̂(x)). (15)

For that, we use a voxelwise linear model on the SVF maps
for each spatial direction and location as follows:

T j
n(x) = c j(x) + T̂ j(x) · tn, with j ∈ {x, y, z}. (16)

where tn is the time to baseline of the n-th timepoint and c(x) is
the constant map that shifts the origin to the template image.

As in Section 2.4.2, we assume independence across coordi-
nates and spatial locations. Despite this fact, we observe that
smooth latent deformations {T (x)}n lead to a smooth subject-
specific longitudinal trajectory T̂ (x, t). We emphasise that us-
ing a linear model on the SVF maps does not lead to a linear
model on the deformations due to the exponential relation, as
seen in Eq. 15.

This approximation of the subject-specific trajectory can be
used, for example, for linear prediction of future timepoints by
deforming the nonlinear template at a given time. It consti-
tutes a longitudinal signature of brain anatomical changes for
each subject that could be used for population studies, such
as tensor- and deformation-based morphometry (TBM/DBM).
In such scenario, it is necessary that all deformations lie on
the same shared space (e.g., MNI). To align longitudinal sig-
natures of multiple subjects, we use the Pole Ladder intro-
duced in Lorenzi and Pennec (2014) for parallel transport of
vector-valued quantities. In short, we transport the approxi-
mated subject-specific SVF, defined on subject space as T̂(x),
along the deformation field that aligns the subject-specific tem-
plate with the population template. To normalise each template
to the standard space, we use the same registration algorithm as
in 2.6.2

3.2. Longitudinal segmentation

Capitalising on the N latent transforms (rigid and non-
rigid) that connect all images through the spanning tree de-
fined in Section 2.1, we compute a time-consistent segmenta-
tion on each timepoint space employing the label fusion strat-
egy in Sabuncu et al. (2010) on the deformed cross-sectional la-
belmaps. These initial segmentations could be computed using
any manual, automatic and semi-automatic method or a com-
bination of those, as long as all timepoints follow the same de-
lineation protocol. Here, we use only timepoints with available
T1w images, that are corrected for intensity inhomogeneities
and normalised such that the mean value of white matter voxels
is 110.

In short, for any given observation defined as reference, we
linearly resample both the T1w image and the one-hot encoded
labelmaps of the N − 1 remaining timepoints to the reference
space using the computed latent transforms. In our case, we use
SynthSeg segmentation for initialisation (Billot et al., 2023b).
Then, we compute the observation’s image likelihood using a
Gaussian kernel with a standard deviation of 3 on the intensity
differences between the reference and the deformed images. Fi-
nally, we compute the MAP estimate of the time-consistent seg-
mentation using the image likelihood and the deformed label
maps. This step could be seen as the refinement of the cross-
sectional segmentation using all subject’s observations to intro-
duce consistency across timepoints.

4. Experiments and results

4.1. Data

We use the Minimal Interval Resonance Imaging in
Alzheimer’s Disease (MIRIAD) dataset (Malone et al., 2013) to
exhaustively show the benefits of using the USLR framework
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for groupwise analysis in longitudinal settings. The MIRIAD
dataset is a structural MRI cohort of 46 Alzheimer’s disease
subjects and 23 elderly healthy aging adults with multiple avail-
able T1w scans collected at different time points. Follow up
periods per subject range up to two years and sampling points
are unevenly spaced from 2 weeks to one year. Moreover, test-
retest scans are available at baseline, and 6 and 38 weeks from
baseline. We consider two separate subsets from the MIRIAD
study: first, we build a small set using the baseline test and
retest images as two different timepoints; and second, we build
a larger set consisting of all available sessions for all subjects
excluding the re-test images. We process all subjects through
our USLR processing pipeline as well as through the longi-
tudinal stream of FreeSurfer for comparison with a standard
pipeline widely accepted by the community.

Furthermore, an Alzheimer’s disease patient from our local
dataset is used to better illustrate the benefits of subject-specific
analyses. Recruited at the age of 87.5, a total of 11 timepoints
across 7.5 years of follow up with its associated T1w scans are
readily available and processed through the USLR pipeline.

4.2. Longitudinal trajectories: subject-specific analysis

(a) Linear template

(b) Nonlinear template

Fig. 2: Example of a template of an Alzheimer’s disease subject followed-up
for a total of 7.5 years with L = 11 scans from a local cohort. On the top row,
the mean T1w subject-specific template and on the bottom row, the standard
deviation of the intensities between the template and all the timepoints. The
larger variance in the linear template leads to misleading intensity values, such
as around the ventricles, where it looks like grey-matter tissue. The nonlinear
template is sharper and prevents artificial intensity values.

The first and most apparent advantage of the pipeline is the
straightforward subject-specific outcomes. On the one hand, a
nonlinear template for each subject and unbiased to any tim-
pepoint or atlas is computed. While the benefits of avoiding
bias are obvious and discussed in Reuter et al. (2012), the use
of nonlinear transforms yield sharper and more realistic tem-
plates compared to linear transforms, as shown in Figure 2.
A linear template is typically used in the standard longitudinal
frameworks, such as in Freesurfer. In our framework, the non-
linear stream aims at modelling atrophy and local deformation
and adds-up to the initial linear alignment. The resulting bet-
ter alignment between the template and timepoints reduces the
intensity differences among them and avoids artificial intensity
values in the image.

On the other hand, another direct outcome of the pipeline
is the subject-specific trajectory parameterised using stationary
velocity fields, as explained in Section 3.1. Such trajectory
could be integrated, using the scaling-squaring algorithm Ar-
signy et al. (2006), at any given time to quantify the expected
volumetric rate of change. Using tensor based morphometry
(TBM), we compute the Jacobian determinant of the deforma-
tion to create 3D structural maps of local atrophy. An example
of the rate of change over 2 years of an Alzheimer’s disease
patient is presented in Figure 3, showing the typical expansion
around the ventricles and shrinkage of some grey matter regions
in the cortex or temporal lobe.

Fig. 3: Jacobian determinant of the 1-year subject-specific estimated trajec-
tory of an Alzheimer’s disease patient overlaid on its nonlinear template. Hot
colours (> 1) indicate expansion and cold colours (< 1) indicate contraction
over time. The value of each voxel indicates the annual rate of change.

Finally, the resulting trajectories could be used for predic-
tion. Due to the SVF parameterisation, the trajectories could be
easily inverted to compute forward and backward deformations.
Thus, we could interpolate between observations (e.g. missing
timepoints) and extrapolate outside the follow up period (pre-
diction) with no blurring. An example of subject-specific evolu-
tion that expands the observed period both prior to the baseline
image after the last timepoint is shown in Figure 4

4.3. Longitudinal trajectories: groupwise analysis
We now investigate statistical groupwise differences on the

longitudinal trajectories between Alzheimer’s disease subjects
and aging adults without cognitive deficits from the MIRIAD
dataset. We first compare the Jacobian determinant maps re-
sampled in a common template, namely the MNI2009a non-
linear template, using voxelwise two-sample t-test. The null
hypothesis is that there is no difference on the rate of change
between groups. We correct for multiple comparisons using
a false discovery rate (FDR) strategy with a corrected p-value
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Fig. 4: Subject-specific prediction at the voxel level, computed by deforming the nonlinear subject-specific template using the estimated SVF trajectories. The age
range shown spans from 1.5 years prior the baseline observation to 5 years after the last observation. The follow up range is [87.5-95] years.

threshold at 0.05 for statistical significance. In Figure 5 we
show the thresholded t-value maps overlaid on the MNI2009a
template. We see significant positive and negative differences
that can be interpreted as volumetric differences. In particular,
increased volume in the area of the ventricles and reduced vol-
ume in widespread gray matter regions.

Fig. 5: T-test results on the Jacobian determinants between healthy controls and
Alzheimer’s disease subjects. We show the t-values thresholded at p = 0.05
corrected for multiple comparisons using FDR.

One of the benefits of the pipeline is that we could test
hypotheses directly on the deformations, i.e., deformation
based morphometry (DBM). For that, we transport the subject-
specific SVFs to MNI space as described in Section 3.1. On
template space, we compute the deformations over a year by
integrating the normalised SVFs from t = 0 to t = 1. As-
suming that there is no difference on the deformations between
groups, a multivariate Hotelling’s T2-test is employed to check
the validity of such null-hypothesis. In Figure 6 we show the
thresholded t-value maps overlaid on the MNI2009a template.
We note that typical TBM/DBM studies are cross-sectional and
compare the deformation of each group to the template (e.g.,
Hua et al. (2008) ); differently, we compare the longitudinal rate
of change between groups once the subject-specific template
differences have been minimised through parallel transport to a
common template, as previously done in (Hadj-Hamou et al.,
2016)

Fig. 6: Hotelling T2-test results on the 1 year trajectories between healthy con-
trols and Alzheimer’s disease subjects. Values are thresholded at p = 0.05
corrected for multiple comparisons using FDR.

4.4. Longitudinal segmentation: groupwise analysis

Finally, we illustrate the benefits of using the framework for
longitudinal segmentation purposes. Since there is no ground-
truth dataset with longitudinal segmentations to compare with,
we study the test-retest reliability, the sensitivity in detecting
changes between groups, the statistical significance of the vol-
umetric trajectories, and its potential impact in study or trial
sample sizes.

Using the test-retest set, we measure the within session vari-
ability, which should ideally be zero. We treat the two ac-
quisitions at baseline as separate timepoints and process them
through USLR including the longitudinal segmentation step.
We then compute the absolute symmetrised percent change
(ASPC) as follows,

ASPC = 100
2|V2 − V1|

V1 + V2
, (17)

and compare the refined longitudinal segmentation against the
original cross-sectional SynthSeg segmentations. As shown in
Figure 7, the longitudinal processing improves the within ses-
sion reliability reducing potential undesired confounds.

Fig. 7: Absolute symmetrised percent change between test-retest images. We
compare cross-sectional SynthSeg segmentations in blue with longitudinal
USLR in dark orange for subcortical regions on (a) he left hemisphere and (b)
the right hemisphere. Each bar represents the median of all subjects and the
error bar represents the 95% confident interval.

Nonetheless, a very naive algorithm that outputs always the
mean value between timepoints would have ideal AS PC de-
spite not being able to capture changes between acquisitions.
Thus, we also study the sensitivity of the framework in detect-
ing changes between group’s trajectories. We compare USLR
with the original SynthSeg and Freesurfer longitudinal segmen-
tations using the entire MIRIAD dataset. In Figure 8, we show
the yearly rate of change with respect the baseline volume for
different subcortical regions computed as the mean value be-
tween hemispheres. For a more robust estimate, we use the
prediction of the linear fit for each subject at t = 0 as the
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baseline volume instead of the value of its first timepoint. Sta-
tistical significance is computed using the Wilcoxon-rank test
between groups (’*’ stands for p < 0.05 and ’**’ stands for
p < 0.001). Clearly, the reduced inter-subject variability of
longitudinal processing improves the discrimination power be-
tween groups, sometimes at the very mild cost of reduced vol-
umetric change per year. Moreover, we also see less variability
between atrophy rates from USLR compared to Freesurfer, spe-
cially for the control group.
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Fig. 8: Sensitivity analysis computing the trajectory’s slope of 6 different ROI
volumes per subject. In each figure, we compare three different segmentation
methods: cross-sectional SynthSeg (left), the longitudinal stream of Freesurfer
(middle) and our USLR framework (right). Cognitively normal subjects are
grouped in blue while AD subjects in dark orange. Each bar shows the median
value and the error bars the 95% confidence interval. Significant differences are
found in a Wilcoxon-rank test between groups for (*) p < 5 · 10−2 and (**)
p < 1 · 10−3 thresholds.

Moving forward from subject-specific models to an popula-
tion model, we test the statistical significance of the volumet-
ric trajectories in describing the observations. We use a lin-
ear mixed-effects model including seven fixed effects (constant,
time from baseline, age, sex, intracranial volume, diagnostic
category and interaction between diagnostic category and time
from baseline) and random intercept and slope. We employ a
contrast on the interaction between diagnosis and time and com-
pute the result on a bootstrap sample (N=1000). In Figure 9,
we selected the same subcortical regions and plot the resulting
p-values with two different thresholds. The USLR volumet-
ric trajectories appear more relevant than both SynthSeg and
Freesurfer longitudinal segmentations consistently for almost

all subcortical regions.
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Fig. 9: Linear mixed-effects model with random intercept and slope. We plot
the log(p-value) of a contrast comparing time evolution between cognitively
normal subjects and AD subjects. The bars represent the median value of
N = 1000 bootstrap sample. We compare three different segmentation methods:
cross-sectional SynthSeg (blue), the longitudinal stream of Freesurfer (dark or-
ange) and our USLR framework (green). Red line represents a p-value of 5·10−2

and the black line a p-value of 1 · 10−3.

These results indicate the suitability of the framework on de-
tecting subtle atrophy levels in longitudinal studies which may
impact the power of the study or the required sample size. The
latter could be easily computed with Eq 18. Following Diggle
(2002) and Reuter et al. (2012) nomenclature,

m =
2(zα + z1−P)2σ2(1 − ρ)

Ns2
xd2 (18)

we can compute the minimum sample size using different pro-
cessing techniques. Here, σ is the unexplained standard devi-
ation of the observations, ρ is the correlation of repeated ob-
servations, d is the target effect size, N is the number of time-
points per subject, sx the within-subject variance of the variable
of interest (in this case, the time between acquisitions and con-
stant across subjects), P the target power of the test, α is the as-
sumed type I error rate, and zq is the q-th quantile of a Gaussian
distribution. Most of these are design parameters or constant
for a given dataset. Interestingly, only σ and ρ differ between
processing algorithms. Hence, the sample size reduction when
using USLR compared to cross-sectional observations can be
expressed as follows:
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R = 100
mUS LR

mS S
= 100

σ2
US LR(1 − ρUS LR)

σ2
S S (1 − ρS S )

(19)

We use the baseline and < 2 weeks observations to compute
volume correlation and inter-subject variability. The test-retest
data is not useful here as it scans subjects within the same ses-
sion limiting the number of factors that explain inter-subject
variability, such as hours of sleep or hydration.

In Figure 10, we show the results for different brain regions
as target endpoints. For example, in a study looking at right
hippocampal differences, one only would need roughly 45% of
subjects required if cross-sectional SynthSeg was used. The re-
duction is even large for other relevant regions such as the tha-
lamus or the amygdala. We hypothesise that the small reduc-
tion in the lateral-ventricle responds to the fact that the cross-
sectional segmentations are simpler than in other regions, but
sample sizes required using USLR are consistently lower than
using SynthSeg.
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Fig. 10: Power analysis showing the reduction in sample size obtained with
longitudinal processing of timepoints instead of cross-sectional. Each bar con-
siders a different subcortical region as primary outcome. We show that, for
a given study specifications, only a fraction of subjects is needed when using
USLR as compared to SynthSeg cross-sectional segmentations. The red line
indicates that the same number of subjects are required.

5. Discussion and conclusions

In this work, we introduced the USLR methodology, a frame-
work for longitudinal registration of brain MRI scans. It capi-
talises on Bayesian inference and Lie algebra parameterisations
of the spatial transforms to find unobserved deformation fields
from each timepoint to a latent, unbiased subject-specific tem-
plate. Importantly, this framework generalises to a variety of
transformation models; here we use a rigid transform, to ac-
count for global misalignment, followed by a nonlinear station-
ary velocity fields that model local geometric differences be-
tween timepoints. In both cases, the use of learning-based algo-
rithms that are robust to acquisition differences (e.g., scanners,
sequences, contrasts) and that provide fast inferences makes the
overall pipeline suitable for large scale datasets. Furthermore,
we have shown its benefits on a case-control study as compared
to using cross-sectional processing pipelines.

The main limitation of this work is the approximation of the
composition of nonlinear deformation fields by the summation
of SVFs. The error incurred increases with the magnitude of the
deformations, but remained unnoticeable for the time span stud-
ied in this work. In our experience, it can handle typical follow
up times present in clinical trials and observational studies.

We believe that this work serves as a proof-of-concept and
that it opens up the use of USLR in multiple applications. We
plan to wrap the framework together with some other process-
ing steps (inhomogeneity correction, segmentation, or normal-
isation to a template) and publish a comprehensive, well tested
open-source pipeline available to the community. Following
the Bayesian rationale in Cerri et al. (2023), we also plan to im-
prove the label fusion step using nonlinear deformation fields.
This pipeline could be also extended to model brain lesions and
be used for treatment follow-up.
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tifying predictors of within-person variance in mri-based brain volume esti-
mates. NeuroImage 200, 575–589.

Karmarkar, N., 1984. A new polynomial-time algorithm for linear program-
ming, in: Proceedings of the sixteenth annual ACM symposium on Theory
of computing, pp. 302–311.

Klein, S., Staring, M., Murphy, K., Viergever, M.A., Pluim, J.P., 2009. Elastix:
a toolbox for intensity-based medical image registration. IEEE transactions
on medical imaging 29, 196–205.

Kraemer, H.C., Yesavage, J.A., Taylor, J.L., Kupfer, D., 2000. How can we
learn about developmental processes from cross-sectional studies, or can
we? American Journal of Psychiatry 157, 163–171.

Lee, D., Alam, S., Jiang, J., Cervino, L., Hu, Y.C., Zhang, P., 2023. Seq2morph:
A deep learning deformable image registration algorithm for longitudinal
imaging studies and adaptive radiotherapy. Medical Physics 50, 970–979.

Lee, D., Alam, S.R., Jiang, J., Zhang, P., Nadeem, S., Hu, Y.c., 2021. Defor-
mation driven seq2seq longitudinal tumor and organs-at-risk prediction for
radiotherapy. Medical physics 48, 4784–4798.

Lee, H., Nakamura, K., Narayanan, S., Brown, R.A., Arnold, D.L., Initiative,
A.D.N., et al., 2019. Estimating and accounting for the effect of mri scanner
changes on longitudinal whole-brain volume change measurements. Neu-
roimage 184, 555–565.

Lorenzi, M., Ayache, N., Frisoni, G.B., Pennec, X., (ADNI, A.D.N.I., et al.,
2013. Lcc-demons: a robust and accurate symmetric diffeomorphic registra-
tion algorithm. NeuroImage 81, 470–483.

Lorenzi, M., Pennec, X., 2014. Efficient parallel transport of deformations in
time series of images: from schild’s to pole ladder. Journal of mathematical
imaging and vision 50, 5–17.

Malone, I.B., Cash, D., Ridgway, G.R., MacManus, D.G., Ourselin, S., Fox,
N.C., Schott, J.M., 2013. Miriad—public release of a multiple time point
alzheimer’s mr imaging dataset. NeuroImage 70, 33–36.

Maxwell, S.E., Cole, D.A., 2007. Bias in cross-sectional analyses of longitudi-
nal mediation. Psychological methods 12, 23.

Modat, M., Ridgway, G.R., Taylor, Z.A., Lehmann, M., Barnes, J., Hawkes,
D.J., Fox, N.C., Ourselin, S., 2010. Fast free-form deformation using graph-
ics processing units. Computer methods and programs in biomedicine 98,
278–284.

Mok, T.C., Chung, A.C., 2022a. Robust image registration with absent corre-
spondences in pre-operative and follow-up brain mri scans of diffuse glioma
patients, in: International MICCAI Brainlesion Workshop, Springer. pp.
231–240.

Mok, T.C., Chung, A.C., 2022b. Unsupervised deformable image registration
with absent correspondences in pre-operative and post-recurrence brain tu-
mor mri scans, in: International Conference on Medical Image Computing
and Computer-Assisted Intervention, Springer. pp. 25–35.

Morey, R.A., Selgrade, E.S., Wagner, H.R., Huettel, S.A., Wang, L., McCarthy,
G., 2010. Scan–rescan reliability of subcortical brain volumes derived from
automated segmentation. Human brain mapping 31, 1751–1762.

Nyberg, L., Salami, A., Andersson, M., Eriksson, J., Kalpouzos, G., Kauppi,
K., Lind, J., Pudas, S., Persson, J., Nilsson, L.G., 2010. Longitudinal ev-
idence for diminished frontal cortex function in aging. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 107, 22682–22686.

Reuter, M., Schmansky, N.J., Rosas, H.D., Fischl, B., 2012. Within-subject
template estimation for unbiased longitudinal image analysis. Neuroimage
61, 1402–1418.

Sabuncu, M.R., Yeo, B.T., Van Leemput, K., Fischl, B., Golland, P., 2010.
A generative model for image segmentation based on label fusion. IEEE
transactions on medical imaging 29, 1714–1729.

Schnabel, J.A., Rueckert, D., Quist, M., Blackall, J.M., Castellano-Smith, A.D.,
Hartkens, T., Penney, G.P., Hall, W.A., Liu, H., Truwit, C.L., et al., 2001.
A generic framework for non-rigid registration based on non-uniform multi-
level free-form deformations, in: Medical Image Computing and Computer-
Assisted Intervention–MICCAI 2001: 4th International Conference Utrecht,
The Netherlands, October 14–17, 2001 Proceedings 4, Springer. pp. 573–
581.

Sharma, S., Rousseau, F., Heitz, F., Rumbach, L., Armspach, J.P., 2013. On the
estimation and correction of bias in local atrophy estimations using example
atrophy simulations. Computerized Medical Imaging and Graphics 37, 538–
551.

Vercauteren, T., Pennec, X., Perchant, A., Ayache, N., 2008. Symmetric log-
domain diffeomorphic registration: A demons-based approach, in: Interna-
tional conference on medical image computing and computer-assisted inter-
vention, Springer. pp. 754–761.

Wodzinski, M., Jurgas, A., Marini, N., Atzori, M., Müller, H., 2022. Unsu-
pervised method for intra-patient registration of brain magnetic resonance



A. Casamitjana et al. /Medical Image Analysis (2023) 13

images based on objective function weighting by inverse consistency: Con-
tribution to the brats-reg challenge, in: International MICCAI Brainlesion
Workshop, Springer. pp. 241–251.

Wu, G., Wang, Q., Jia, H., Shen, D., 2012. Feature-based groupwise registration
by hierarchical anatomical correspondence detection. Human brain mapping
33, 253–271.

Yang, X., Kwitt, R., Styner, M., Niethammer, M., 2017. Quicksilver: Fast
predictive image registration–a deep learning approach. NeuroImage 158,
378–396.

Young, S.I., Balbastre, Y., Dalca, A.V., Wells, W.M., Iglesias, J.E., Fischl, B.,
2022. Superwarp: Supervised learning and warping on u-net for invari-
ant subvoxel-precise registration, in: International Workshop on Biomedical
Image Registration, Springer. pp. 103–115.

Yushkevich, P.A., Avants, B.B., Das, S.R., Pluta, J., Altinay, M., Craige, C.,
Initiative, A.D.N., et al., 2010. Bias in estimation of hippocampal atrophy
using deformation-based morphometry arises from asymmetric global nor-
malization: an illustration in adni 3 t mri data. Neuroimage 50, 434–445.


	Introduction
	USLR framework
	Preliminaries: graph representation
	Probabilistic modelling
	Simplification with Lie algebra
	Model instantiation
	Rigid transforms
	Non-rigid diffeomorphisms

	Inference algorithm
	Registration algorithms
	Rigid registration
	Non-rigid diffeomorphisms

	Subject-specific template

	USLR application examples
	Stationary subject-specific longitudinal trajectory
	Longitudinal segmentation

	Experiments and results
	Data
	Longitudinal trajectories: subject-specific analysis
	Longitudinal trajectories: groupwise analysis
	Longitudinal segmentation: groupwise analysis

	Discussion and conclusions

