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Chest X-ray (CXR) images are among the most commonly used diag-
nostic imaging modalities in clinical practice. Stringent privacy constraints
often limit the public dissemination of patient CXR images, contributing to
the increasing use of synthetic images produced by deep generative models
for data sharing and training machine learning models. Given the high-stakes
downstream applications of CXR images, it is crucial to evaluate how faith-
fully synthetic images reflect the underlying target distribution. We propose
the embedded characteristic score (ECS), a flexible evaluation procedure that
compares synthetic and patient CXR samples through characteristic function
transforms of feature embeddings. The choice of embedding can be tailored
to the clinical or scientific context of interest. By leveraging the behavior
of characteristic functions near the origin, ECS is sensitive to differences in
higher moments and distribution tails, aspects that are often overlooked by
commonly used evaluation metrics such as the Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID). We establish theoretical properties of ECS and describe a calibration
strategy based on a simple resampling procedure. We compare the empiri-
cal performance of ECS against FID via simulations and standard benchmark
imaging datasets. Assessing synthetic CXR images with ECS uncovers clin-
ically relevant distributional discrepancies relative to patient CXR images.
These results highlight the importance of reliable evaluation of synthetic data
that inform high-stakes decisions.

1. Introduction. Generative modeling approaches are increasingly used in medical
imaging to produce synthetic images when access to patient data is limited by privacy, reg-
ulatory or logistical constraints (Arora et al., 2025). Advances in deep generative modeling
architectures, including the variational autoencoder (VAEs) (Kingma and Welling, 2014),
generative adversarial networks (GANs) (Goodfellow et al., 2014), and diffusion models
(Ho, Jain and Abbeel, 2020; Song et al., 2021) have enabled progressively more realistic
images to be synthesized. This contributes to the growing use of synthetic images to train
machine learning models (Man and Chahl, 2022; Fan et al., 2024; Mumuni, Mumuni and
Gerrar, 2024), particularly in medical imaging applications (Koetzier et al., 2024; Coyner
et al., 2022).

Synthetic medical images that do not faithfully reflect the underlying target image dis-
tribution can propagate hidden biases (Norori et al., 2021) or fail to capture less common
pathological features, potentially affecting downstream model performance or clinical inter-
pretation (Pencina, Goldstein and D’Agostino, 2020). Given the central role that medical
images play in informing clinical decision making (Giuffrè and Shung, 2023), rigorous eval-
uation of the fidelity of synthetic medical images is essential.

In this work, we focus on chest X-ray (CXR) imaging, which plays a central role in the di-
agnosis of a wide range of cardiopulmonary conditions, and is used in both acute and routine
clinical settings (Raoof et al., 2012). With an estimated 129 million chest X-rays performed
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(a) Authentic chest X-ray images. (b) Synthetic chest X-ray images.

Fig 1: Comparison of authentic and synthetic chest X-ray images. A panel of represen-
tative authentic images from the ChestX-ray14 dataset (left) and synthetic images (right)
generated by a GAN pretrained on the same ChestX-ray14 dataset.

in the United States alone in 2006 (Mettler Jr et al., 2009), this imaging modality has at-
tracted substantial interest in deep learning and in synthetic image generation (Çallı et al.,
2021; Truhn and Kather, 2025), making it a natural and important testbed for evaluation.

Currently, the most commonly used quantitative metric for comparing patient versus syn-
thetic medical images is the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) and related variants (Wood-
land et al., 2024; Konz et al., 2026; Heusel et al., 2017). The FID first extracts embeddings
of patient and synthetic medical images using a pretrained Inception v3 deep neural net-
work (Szegedy et al., 2016). It then compares the distributions of patient image embeddings
and synthetic image embeddings using a Fréchet distance under a multivariate Gaussian as-
sumption. Another important approach for evaluating synthetic medical images is via human
experts, where radiologists are asked to distinguish between synthetic and real images in so-
called visual Turing assessments (Pan et al., 2023). We give a brief overview of evaluation
metrics for synthetic images in Section 2.

Recent evidence suggests that generative AI models have reached a level of maturity where
synthetic medical images are increasingly perceptually indistinguishable from authentic pa-
tient images, even to expert radiologists on visual Turing tests (Koetzier et al., 2024; Pan
et al., 2023; Jang et al., 2023). However, visual realism does not guarantee distributional
fidelity (Figure 1). Synthetic datasets might fail to encompass the full spectrum of biolog-
ical variability found in patient-derived data. Because critical diagnostic information, such
as pathological markers or rare clinical phenotypes, often resides in the extremes of the data
distribution, evaluation methods sensitive to these subtle discrepancies are essential for im-
proving clinical safety.

Here, we argue that current evaluation metrics are insufficient to account for the distribu-
tional mismatches between synthetic and patient CXR images. While approaches based on
human evaluation may be appropriate for evaluating the visual realism of individual synthetic
images (Otani et al., 2023), human evaluators are generally not well suited to judging dis-
tributional agreement, given well-documented cognitive limitations in assessing randomness
(Tversky and Kahneman, 1974; Williams and Griffiths, 2008). On the other hand, current
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quantitative metrics often fail to properly account for differences between the synthetic and
target distributions. For example, the FID relies on normality approximations that do not hold
in practice and obscure important discrepancies in the higher moments and tails.

We propose the embedded characteristic score (ECS) as a complementary approach that
gauges the distributional match between patient and synthetic CXR images. Rather than as-
sessing visual realism, ECS aims to capture discrepancies in higher moments and tails that
standard evaluation metrics based on normality assumptions may overlook. The ECS consists
of two main components: feature embeddings of the raw images, and characteristic function
transforms of these features. ECS allows the choice of feature embedding to be specified by
the practitioner, enabling evaluation to be aligned with the scientific or clinical context of
interest. Once the feature embedding is computed, the characteristic function of each fea-
ture is then estimated at designated points near the origin and used to compare the synthetic
and patient images. We focus on characteristic functions near the origin because they are
known to capture tail and moment information while remaining stable to estimate, even un-
der heavy-tailed data. We also provide a simple resampling-based calibration procedure that
helps practitioners interpret the magnitude of ECS in a principled way.

Before turning to our motivating chest X-ray application, we assess the empirical behavior
of ECS in two settings. First, we conduct a simulation study to gauge the ability of ECS
to faithfully capture tail and moment differences between known probability distributions.
Second, we compare ECS against FID on benchmark image datasets to facilitate a direct
comparison in a standardized setting. We then apply ECS to evaluate synthetic chest X-ray
images from an advanced generative model (Osuala et al., 2023) pretrained on a large-scale
chest X-ray dataset (Wang et al., 2017). We use an embedding map that is tailored to include
interpretable and clinically relevant features for CXR images. Examining ECS along these
features reveals distributional discrepancies between patient and synthetic CXR images.

Our goal is not to replace existing evaluation approaches for CXR data such as visual Tur-
ing assessments. Rather, ECS is intended as a complementary diagnostic tool that provides
additional insights into distributional mismatches that may not be captured by commonly
used metrics. Used alongside existing methods, ECS supports a more nuanced assessment of
the fidelity of synthetic CXR images.

While it is tempting to frame the evaluation of synthetic CXR images within a hypothesis
testing paradigm, binary accept–reject decisions and formal hypothesis tests are not the pri-
mary focus of this work. Because synthetic data are inherently approximations to observed
patient data, the central question is not to test whether differences exist, but rather whether
such differences are practically relevant on clinically important features that influence down-
stream interpretation and decision making.

2. Related Work. A variety of metrics have been proposed for assessing the quality of
synthetic images in the machine learning and computer vision literature. We can broadly
divide such metrics into two categories: perceptual realism, which evaluates the individual
properties of generated images, and distributional comparisons, which evaluate the collective
properties of generated images, such as variability and overall distributional agreement.

Human evaluation of generated images, often treated as the gold standard for image gen-
erative model evaluation (Zhou et al., 2019), falls into the former category. The core idea is
to use human evaluators to distinguish synthetic images from real ones (Denton et al., 2015;
Rossler et al., 2019; Pan et al., 2023). In the medical imaging literature, this often takes the
form of visual Turing assessments, where radiologists are shown synthetic and patient images
and asked to identify which ones are generated (Pan et al., 2023). Recently, a more refined
metric called Human eye perceptual evaluation (HYPE) (Zhou et al., 2019) that incorporates
psychophysical principles for human evaluation has been proposed. The HYPE approach is
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to display images to human evaluators with adaptive time constraints, so that the perceptual
threshold for distinguishing real images from synthetic ones can be estimated.

While human evaluation can be effective at gauging the realism of individual images, they
are less effective at assessing the collective and distributional properties of synthetic images.
This is due to well known cognitive limitations of humans when handling randomness (Tver-
sky and Kahneman, 1974; Williams and Griffiths, 2008). The most common approach for
evaluating synthetic images in the distributional comparisons category is the Fréchet Incep-
tion Distance (Heusel et al., 2017). Here, an embedding vector is computed for each image
using the Inception v3 neural network. The embedding vectors that correspond to real images
are then compared to those that correspond to synthetic images under normality assumptions
using a Fréchet distance. Historically, the Inception Score (IS) (Salimans et al., 2016) has
also been used to evaluate synthetic images. Numerous other evaluation approaches have
been proposed based on different considerations, such as density estimation (Goodfellow
et al., 2014), kernel techniques (Binkowski et al., 2018), and information theory approaches
(Jalali, Li and Farnia, 2024). For more systematic reviews and studies, see (Xu et al., 2018;
Theis, Oord and Bethge, 2015; Betzalel, Penso and Fetaya, 2024; Stein et al., 2024).

In medical imaging, visual Turing assessments are considered the gold standard for eval-
uating the perceptual realism of synthetic images (Koetzier et al., 2024; Pan et al., 2023).
However, it has been noted that visual assessment alone is insufficient for evaluating syn-
thetic medical images (Yamamoto and Higaki, 2023). For assessing collective or distribu-
tional properties, the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) has emerged as the de facto standard
(Koetzier et al., 2024). A variant based on the Fréchet distance have been proposed for evalu-
ating synthetic echocardiograms (Abdusalomov et al., 2023). A recent review (Zamzmi et al.,
2025) highlights several limitations of existing medical image evaluation standards.

Existing evaluation metrics for synthetic medical images largely focus on perceptual re-
alism (visual Turing assessments) or low-order distributional properties (Fréchet distances),
and are often insensitive to differences in higher moments and tail behavior. In this work,
our goal is to design a complementary metric that can provide insight into the distributional
fidelity of synthetic CXR images.

3. Embedded Characteristic Score (ECS). In this section, we give a precise definition
of the embedded characteristic score, as well as related theoretical properties that motivate
this definition.

3.1. Background and Setup. Consider the chest X-ray images as coming from some sam-
ple space X that is endowed with some σ-algebra F of events and some collection of corre-
sponding probability measures P .

Given a target distribution P ∈ P , represented by a collection of independent patient im-
ages X1, · · · ,Xn ∈ X , and a learned distribution P̃ ∈ P , represented by a collection of syn-
thetic images X̃1, · · · , X̃m ∈ X , the goal is to assess the differences between P and P̃ . We
write X and X̃ as generic random objects that are distributed according to P and P̃ respec-
tively.

Since the data under consideration are images, the sample space X is often not endowed
with any obvious algebraic and metric structures to enable direct comparisons. For evaluation,
instead of directly operating in X , it is natural to consider Euclidean representations of such
data. This is commonly achieved by considering an embedding map f : X → Rp. Write
f1, · · · , fp : X → R for the component functions of f , which can be interpreted as feature
maps. It is crucial that the chosen embedding map extracts relevant and informative features,
since the downstream evaluation operates exclusively in this embedded space.

In chest X-ray images, the clinically relevant features that guide evaluation often include
the positions and sizes of various anatomical structures as well as pathological markers
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(Broder, 2011). We discuss specific choice of feature embedding maps for CXR images in
section 4. In the context of natural images, f is often chosen to be the last layer representation
of a pretrained deep neural network, such as the Inception v3 model (Heusel et al., 2017).
When necessary, we append an additional subscript to indicate the choice of embedding map;
for example, fp,inception denotes the pth coordinate of the Inception embedding. We use ρ as
an index that runs through 1 · · ·p.

It is natural to compare the features f(X) and f(X̃). The Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID) (Heusel et al., 2017), the most commonly adopted evaluation metric, assumes that
finception(X) and finception(X̃) both follow multivariate normal distributions. Concretely,
given the embedding map finception :X →Rp, consider the random vectors

Z = finception(X), Z̃ = finception(X̃),

where X and X̃ denote patient and synthetic images, respectively. FID compares the distri-
butions of Z and Z̃ by approximating each with a multivariate Gaussian distribution in Rp.
Let (µ,Σ) and (µ̃, Σ̃) denote the mean and covariance of Z and Z̃ . The FID is defined as

FID(P, P̃ ) = ∥µ− µ̃∥22 + tr
(
Σ+ Σ̃− 2(Σ1/2Σ̃Σ1/2)1/2

)
,

which corresponds to the squared 2-Wasserstein distance between the Gaussian approxima-
tions. In practice, µ, µ̃, Σ, and Σ̃ are unknown and are replaced by their empirical counter-
parts computed from the samples {Zi}ni=1 and {Z̃j}mj=1 during estimation.

Thus, FID evaluates discrepancies between embedded distributions through differences
in their first and second moments under a Gaussian assumption. As shown in prior work
(Jayasumana et al., 2024) and in our simulations in Section 5, such assumptions are not
always appropriate and, moreover, they ignore valuable tail and higher moment information.

Contrary to the approach that FID takes, we would like to compare the tails P (|fρ(X)|>
s) and P (|fρ(X̃)| > s) as well as ℓth moments E(f ℓ

ρ(X)) and E(f ℓ
ρ(X̃)) of the features,

where ρ is an index that runs through 1, · · · , p. Directly estimating the tails P (|fρ(X)|> s)
and moments E(f ℓ

ρ(X)) can be problematic. The event {|fρ(X)|> s} occurs rarely, so the
natural estimator 1

n

∑n
j=1 1fρ(Xj)>s, where 1 denotes the indicator function, may exhibit pro-

hibitively high variance. For distributions with heavy tails, higher order moments E(f ℓ
ρ(X))

might not exist, in which case the natural estimator 1
n

∑n
j=1 f

ℓ
ρ(Xj) does not converge to any

meaningful quantity.
Observing that the smoothness at the origin of the characteristic function of a real-valued

random variable encodes valuable information about both the tail and moments of a distribu-
tion, we propose to use the characteristic function as a more stable proxy to compare feature
moments and tails.

3.2. Embedded Characteristic Score (ECS) Definition. We define the embedded charac-
teristic score (ECS) here.

DEFINITION 1. Given an embedding map f : X → Rp, and some T > 0, we de-
fine the embedded characteristic score as rf,T (P, P̃ ) = 1

pT

∑p
ρ=1 ||E exp(iTfρ(X)) −

E exp(iTfρ(X̃))||2.

Here, T is taken as a positive number that is close to 0. We suggest computing rf,T for
different values of T close to 0, which leads to a comprehensive comparison in practice.
When the context is clear, we often suppress the subscript f and T . When independent sam-
ples X1, · · · ,Xn from P and X̃1, · · · , X̃m from P̃ are available, a natural estimator for the
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Algorithm 1 Estimating the embedded characteristic score (ECS).

Input: patient images {Xi}ni=1 ∼i.i.d. P , synthetic images {X̃j}mj=1 ∼i.i.d. P̃ , embedding f : X → Rp, fre-
quency T > 0

Output: r̂f,T (P, P̃ )
1: for ρ= 1,2, . . . , p do
2: Jρ← 1

n
∑n

i=1 exp
(
iT fρ(Xi)

)
3: Kρ← 1

m
∑m

j=1 exp
(
iT fρ(X̃j)

)
4: Qρ← |Jρ −Kρ|
5: end for
6: return 1

pT

∑p
ρ=1Qρ

embedded characteristic score is

r̂(P, P̃ ) =
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

|| 1
n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))−
1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))||2 .

We give a theorem that shows the consistency of r̂f,T (P, P̃ ).

THEOREM 1. As n,m→∞, r̂f,T (P, P̃ ) converges to rf,T (P, P̃ ) in probability.

PROOF. The proof is given in the Appendix.

We now show that rf,T is a pseudometric.

THEOREM 2. The embedded characteristic score rf,T (·, ·) is a pseudometric on the space
of probability measures on X .

PROOF. The proof is given in the Appendix.

3.3. Characteristic function around the origin. We now review related facts regarding
the characteristic function, and we provide results that motivate estimating the characteris-
tic function’s values around the origin. See Lukacs (1970) for an authoritative treatment of
characteristic functions.

Any real-valued random variable Y is associated with a unique characteristic function
ϕY (t) =E(exp(itY )). ϕY is uniformly continuous in t and exhibits the bound |ϕY (t)| ≤ 1,
with ϕY (0) always equal to 1. ϕY (−t) is given by the complex conjugate of ϕY (t). It is also
well known that the smoothness of ϕY (t) around 0 encodes information about the moments
of Y . In particular, if E(Y ℓ) exists for some integer ℓ > 0, then E(Y ℓ) = i−ℓϕ

(ℓ)
Y (0), where

the superscript denotes the ℓth derivative.
We now relate the tail behavior of Y to its characteristic function. We first note the follow-

ing lemma from Durrett (2019).

LEMMA 1 (Durrett (2019)). For any real-valued random variable Y and any u > 0,
P (|Y |> 2/u)≤ 1

u

∫ u
−u(1−ϕY (t))dt, where ϕY (t) is the characteristic function of Y . While

ϕY (t) is a complex-valued function, the quantity
∫ u
−u(1− ϕY (t))dt is always real-valued.

PROOF. This inequality is due to 3.3.1 of Durrett (2019), which is proved in Theorem
3.3.17 of the same reference.

An immediate consequence of this lemma is the following corollary concerning the be-
havior of the characteristic function around the origin.
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COROLLARY 1. The random variable Y satisfies the tail inequality

P (|Y |> 2s)≤ s

∫ 1/s

−1/s
(ϕY (0)− ϕY (t))dt

for any s > 0.

Corollary 1 suggests that the tail of Y can be bounded by a quantity that represents the
smoothness of ϕY around the origin. To understand this intuitively, consider an approxima-
tion of this integral by the elementary trapezoidal rule, where the quantity s

∫ 1/s
−1/s(ϕY (0)−

ϕY (t))dt is approximated by 2(1 − Re(ϕY (1/s)). Under mild smoothness conditions, the
absolute error of this approximation can be bounded by C|1s |

3, where C here is a positive
constant that depends on the value of the second derivative of ϕY at a location between
−1/s and 1/s. As s becomes larger, the approximation error becomes smaller. Hence the
value of the characteristic function at small 1/s provides useful information about the tail
P (|Y |> 2s).

The characteristic function of Y around the origin also gives information about the mo-
ments of Y . Assume that the ℓth moment E(Y ℓ) exists. Taking the Taylor series expansion
of ϕY around the origin yields (Durrett, 2019)

ϕY (t) =

ℓ∑
v=0

(it)vE(Y v)

v!
+ o(tℓ),

where o(tℓ)/tℓ → 0 as t→ 0.
In the context of ECS, large differences in the ℓth moment of fρ(X) and fρ(X̃) might be

reflected in the difference between their corresponding characteristic functions ϕfρ(X) and
ϕfρ(X̃) near the origin. Characteristic functions offer a more robust alternative to direct mo-
ment estimation. The natural estimator 1

n

∑n
i=1 exp(iTfρ(Xi)) always converges, regardless

of whether higher order moments exist. This also avoids the rare data problem of the tail
estimator 1

n

∑n
j=1 1fρ(Xj)>s.

When the random variable Y admits a probability density under the Lebesgue measure,
the characteristic function is the Fourier transform of the probability density up to a sign re-
versal. The value of the characteristic function at point T then corresponds to the amplitude
associated with the frequency T . While estimating ϕY across the entire frequency domain
is challenging, estimating ϕY at a designated point T is a more tractable task. The Fourier
uncertainty principles (Hogan and Lakey, 2005) imply, roughly, that functions that are well
dispersed in the origin domain have Fourier transforms that are highly localized in the fre-
quency domain. This implies that low-frequency behavior captures coarse, global features of
a distribution, which can indirectly reflect tail properties. This motivates evaluating charac-
teristic functions at values of T near the origin in the ECS.

4. Practical Considerations in ECS. There are several practical considerations when
using the ECS approach to evaluate synthetic images. First, the practitioner must specify (i)
the choice of the embedding map f and (ii) the frequency parameter T at which the char-
acteristic function is evaluated. These choices determine the aspects of the data distribution
that are emphasized by the resulting score and should therefore be guided by the scientific or
application context.

Second, because ECS is a continuous score without an intrinsic scale, its magnitude can be
difficult to interpret in isolation, particularly when comparing across datasets or against other
evaluation metrics that operate on different numerical scales. To address this, we propose a
simple resampling procedure to calibrate ECS that provides a data-driven reference scale for
interpreting the magnitude of observed discrepancies.
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4.1. Choice of Embeddings. The embedding map f :X →Rp should provide a informa-
tive feature representation of the underlying images. Such an embedding map is most often
provided by a pre-trained neural network, given their strong performance across a broad range
of image-related tasks. For many computer vision applications involving natural images, the
Inception embedding map is the commonly used default.

In medical imaging settings, however, the Inception embedding may not be the most ap-
propriate choice. First, the Inception network is trained on generic natural images rather than
on modality-specific medical data. Second, the resulting Inception embeddings are not eas-
ily interpretable, making it difficult to extract clinically meaningful insights that could guide
model development or comparison.

In the case of chest X-ray imaging, radiologists routinely rely on a number of clinically
meaningful features to inform diagnosis. Examples include asymmetry measures such as the
left–right lung ratio, which can indicate conditions such as pneumonia or atelectasis (Tulo
et al., 2023; Armato, Giger and MacMahon, 1999), as well as the cardiothoracic ratio (CTR),
defined as the ratio of the maximal horizontal cardiac diameter to the thoracic diameter, and
widely used as a screening metric for cardiomegaly and heart failure (Brakohiapa et al., 2017;
Kızılgöz and Öztepe, 2025). These quantities can be naturally computed from the outputs of
modern pretrained chest X-ray segmentation neural network models, which provide accurate
delineations of anatomical structures such as the lungs and heart. Such models enable the
extraction of interpretable geometric and volumetric features, including organ areas, relative
volumes, and clinically meaningful ratios, that are routinely used in practice and well suited
for distributional evaluation. We recommend using these clinically grounded features as em-
bedding functions within the ECS framework. In Section 6, we demonstrate this approach by
using a pre-trained segmentation model to extract these features for comparison.

4.2. Choice of T . The frequency parameter T controls the scale at which discrepancies
between distributions are probed. As discussed in Section 3, evaluating characteristic func-
tions near the origin emphasizes low-frequency behavior, which reflects coarse distributional
features and is closely tied to moment and tail properties. Smaller values of T place greater
emphasis on global structure and tail behavior. In practice, we recommend evaluating ECS
over a range of T values near zero rather than relying on a single choice, providing a more
robust picture of distributional differences.

Importantly, ECS is not intended to be optimized over choices of f or T . We view ECS as
a diagnostic tool whose value lies in comparative evaluation across models, rather than as a
criterion to be tuned to achieve favorable outcomes.

4.3. Resampling-based calibration of ECS. Because ECS is a continuous discrepancy
measure, its magnitude is most meaningful when interpreted relative to a suitable reference.
We therefore propose a simple resampling-based calibration procedure that contextualizes
the scale of ECS values. The main idea is to compute the ECS between patient images to
quantify intrinsic variability. ECS values comparing patient and synthetic images are then
interpreted relative to this patient–patient baseline.

Recall that ECS compares a collection of n patient images {Xi}ni=1 independently sam-
pled from the target distribution P to a collection of m synthetic images {X̃j}mj=1 under a
fixed embedding map f and frequency parameter T . We can construct an empirical reference
distribution for ECS by repeatedly drawing two subsets of sizes n and m from the patient
images {Xi}ni=1 with replacement and computing the ECS between these two subsets. Re-

peating this procedure B times yields a collection of ECS values
{
r̂
(b)
f,T (P,P )

}B

b=1
, which

characterizes the variability of ECS arising from finite-sample effects under the target distri-
bution. We may then compute the ECS using n patient and m synthetic images r̂f,T (P, P̃ )
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and compare to the resampled empirical reference {r̂(b)f,T (P,P )}Bb=1. For example, one may
report the empirical quantile of rf,T (P, P̃ ) within the reference distribution, or report its ratio
relative to the median of the resampled distribution.

This resampling-based calibration provides an interpretable scale for ECS by compar-
ing discrepancies between patient and synthetic images to the variability observed in pa-
tient–patient comparisons. Importantly, while this resampling procedure is similar to the
bootstrap (Efron, 2000), the goal here is not to compute confidence intervals nor perform
hypothesis tests. Instead, we use this resampling procedure to aid interpretation and compar-
ison of ECS values.

5. Simulations and Empirical Studies to Evaluate ECS. Here, we evaluate ECS em-
pirically. We divide our empirical studies into three parts. First, we assess the ability of ECS
to capture tail and higher order moment information in a simulation, where we are able to
precisely control the tail behavior of the underlying distributions. Next, we compare the be-
havior of ECS versus FID on the standard benchmark datasets CIFAR10 and MNIST using
Inception v3 embeddings. Finally, we demonstrate the use of ECS in a large-scale chest X-ray
dataset using clinically relevant embeddings.

5.1. ECS on synthetic features. To evaluate the ability of ECS to capture tail information,
we simulate random features from two classes of distributions – multivariate normal distri-
butions and multivariate t distributions. We choose the multivariate t distribution because it
allows us to precisely control the tail and moment behavior as we vary the degree-of-freedom
parameter df. As df becomes large, the multivariate t distribution has lighter tails and more
higher order moments defined. On the other hand, as df becomes smaller, the distribution
becomes more heavy-tailed and exhibits more outliers, with the second moment undefined
when df ≤ 2 and first moment undefined when df ≤ 1. A visualization is provided in Figure
5 in the Appendix.

We draw 1,000,000 independent samples from a multivariate normal distribution cen-
tered at the origin with an identity covariance matrix with dimension p= 32. We then draw
1,000,000 independent samples from five different 32-dimensional multivariate t distribu-
tions with different degree-of-freedom parameters (100,10,5,3,2.01). These multivariate t
distributions are all chosen to be centered at the origin with an identity covariance matrix,
which is achieved by choosing the scale matrix to be df−2

df Ip, where Ip is the p× p identity
matrix. We then compared samples from the multivariate normal distribution with samples
from each of these five multivariate t distributions using ECS at T = 1 and T = 0.5. We
report all scores as normalized by the dimension to facilitate comparison.

The above process is repeated five times. We find that, as the degree-of-freedom of the
multivariate t distribution decreases towards 2, which implies heavier tails, the value of the
ECS increases (Table 1). This trend demonstrates that as the tails of the t-distribution deviate
further from the Gaussian baseline, the ECS captures the widening discrepancy between
the two distributions. On the other hand, under the normality assumptions in the FID, the
population Fréchet distance yields 0 for all five comparisons, since it only depends on the
mean and covariance parameters of the distributions under comparison, which are set to be
identical in the simulation. These simulations highlight the need to look beyond the first and
second moments when evaluating generative models.

5.2. Comparing ECS and FID on natural images. We now compare the behavior of ECS
versus FID on natural images via the CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) and MNIST (LeCun et al.,
1998) datasets with Inception v3 embeddings. The goal is to assess how ECS and FID behave
on standard benchmark datasets.
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TABLE 1
Mean ECS values ± standard errors between multivariate normal and t distributions with varying

degrees-of-freedom (estimates rounded to 3 decimal places) across five iterations. Note that the population
Fréchet distance yields 0 for all of these comparisons.

ECS (T = 1) ECS (T = 0.5)
Normal versus t with df = 100 0.002± 5× 10−5 0.001± 5× 10−5

Normal versus t with df = 10 0.020± 5× 10−5 0.004± 4× 10−5

Normal versus t with df = 5 0.054± 7× 10−5 0.015± 3× 10−5

Normal versus t with df = 3 0.129± 1× 10−4 0.055± 1× 10−4

Normal versus t with df = 2.01 0.379± 4× 10−5 0.226± 4× 10−5

The Inception v3 convolutional neural network (Szegedy et al., 2016) is a classifier that
achieves 21.2 top-1 and 5.6 top-5 classification error on ImageNet ILSVRC 2012, a standard
benchmark that contains images from 1000 categories (Deng et al., 2009). This suggests that
the last layer embeddings computed by the Inception v3 model capture relevant information
about natural images. As a result, Inception v3 embeddings are widely used for evaluating
generative models and synthetic natural images.

The ECS approach can work with any available embeddings. To conduct a fair comparison
between FID and ECS on natural images, we use Inception v3 embeddings. To generate syn-
thetic data, we use a deep convolutional generative adversarial network (DC-GAN) (Radford,
Metz and Chintala, 2016) that is pretrained on CIFAR10 and MNIST data. Implementation
details of the DC-GAN model can be found in the Appendix. We generate 1000 synthetic
images using this model. We also randomly select 1000 images from each of the CIFAR10
and MNIST testing datasets. A sample of these synthetic and source images are shown in
Figure 2.

We then computed 1000-dimensional embeddings over these source and synthetic images
using the pretrained Inception v3 model available in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019; Marcel and
Rodriguez, 2010). We first assess whether these embeddings collectively satisfy the normality
assumption in the FID approach. We perform two statistical tests on the embeddings: the
Mardia test (Mardia, 1970), which is based on kurtosis statistics, and the Henze-Zirkler test
(Henze and Zirkler, 1990), which assesses normality based on the empirical characteristic
function of the residuals (Table 2). We report all p-values smaller than the machine precision
value of 2.2× 10−16 as that value. The results of these two tests present clear evidence that
the Inception embeddings for both source images and synthetic images are highly non-normal
across both the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets (Table 2). This suggests that the normality
assumptions that underlie the FID are not always empirically valid, which is in line with the
conclusions of prior work (Jayasumana et al., 2024).

TABLE 2
Multivariate normality tests for embeddings of real and synthetic images

Mardia Kurtosis Test Henze-Zirkler Test
CIFAR10 Embeddings

(Real Images)
Test Statistic =−1725.478

p-value = 2.2× 10−16
Test Statistic = 4000

p-value = 2.2× 10−16

CIFAR10 Embeddings
(Synthetic Images)

Test Statistic =−10408.918
p-value = 2.2× 10−16

Test Statistic = 4000

p-value = 2.2× 10−16

MNIST Embeddings
(Real Images)

Test Statistic = 811.932

p-value = 2.2× 10−16
Test Statistic = 4000

p-value = 2.2× 10−16

MNIST Embeddings
(Synthetic Images)

Test Statistic = 83693.154

p-value = 2.2× 10−16
Test Statistic = 4000

p-value = 2.2× 10−16
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig 2: Sample of synthetic and real images. (a) 25 synthetic images generated from a DC-
GAN model pretrained on CIFAR10 data. (b) 25 source images from the CIFAR10 testing
dataset. (c) 25 synthetic images generated from a DC-GAN model pretrained on MNIST
data. (d) 25 source images from the MNIST testing dataset.

Next, using the same Inception features, we computed the FID and ECS values (for
T = 1,0.5,0.1) between the source and synthetic images of both the MNIST and CIFAR10
datasets (Table 3). We also performed the resampling calibration procedure for 50 resampling
iterations to obtain a reference distribution that captures variability within the source images.
We report both the ECS and FID values that we computed, as well as the ratio between the
ECS and FID values against the median of their corresponding resampling reference distri-
bution.

We observe that both FID and ECS scores are higher for CIFAR than MNIST. This is in
line with prior literature (Wei et al., 2022; Miyato et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2023) and likely due
to the fact that CIFAR10 is a more complex dataset than MNIST. We also observe that the
ECS demonstrates a more pronounced deviation from the reference resampling distribution
compared to FID scores. This suggests that the ECS is sensitive to distributional discrep-
ancies, specifically in higher-order moments and tails, that are otherwise obscured by the
multivariate normality assumption inherent in the FID calculation.
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TABLE 3
FID and ECS values for real versus synthetic images for both the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets

MNIST CIFAR10
ECS (T = 1) 0.222 0.285

ECS (T = 0.5) 0.262 0.402

ECS (T = 0.1) 0.279 0.458

FID per dimension 0.016 0.026

ECS (T = 1)/median of reference 10.458 9.950

ECS (T = 0.5)/median of reference 11.714 11.620

ECS (T = 0.1)/median of reference 12.539 12.817

FID per dimension/median of reference 3.783 3.078

6. Chest X-Ray Application. Next, we study the performance of ECS on a large-scale
chest X-ray dataset. Patient chest X-ray images are obtained from the publicly available
ChestX-ray14 database (Wang et al., 2017). Synthetic images are generated using a large,
progressively growing generative adversarial network (PGGAN) designed for medical imag-
ing known as MediGAN (Osuala et al., 2023). Importantly, the MediGAN model is pre-
trained on the same ChestX-ray14 database (Figure 1), providing a controlled setting for our
evaluation.

Our goal is to evaluate whether ECS can detect distributional discrepancies between real
and synthetic images in a clinically relevant setting. To extract clinically meaningful infor-
mation for evaluation, we use a feature embedding map specifically designed for chest X-ray
data. Concretely, we use TorchXRayVision (Cohen et al., 2022), a publicly available Python
package that provides accurate pre-trained models for segmentation of anatomical structures
in chest X-ray images. From these segmentations, we extract features corresponding to clin-
ically important quantities, including the volumes of major organs such as the heart and the
left–right lungs, as well as ratios such as the CTR that is commonly used in clinical practice.
A list of features are included in the Table 5 in the Appendix for reference.

We compute ECS values between patient and synthetic chest X-ray images using these
clinically informed features for T = 1,0.5,0.1. We also report the ratio between the computed
ECS values and the median of the reference resampling distribution. We compare against the
Fréchet distance (FD), which has the same structure as FID but with Inception embedding
swapped out for the clinically relevant embedding (Table 4).

TABLE 4
FD and ECS values for patient versus synthetic chest X-ray images.

Absolute Results Ratio to Reference Median
ECS (T = 1) 0.021 5.068

ECS (T = 0.5) 0.021 5.002

ECS (T = 0.1) 0.021 5.063

FD per dimension 0.003 2.167

We observe that, again, the ECS scores are relatively further from the center of the ref-
erence distribution than the Fréchet distances (Figure 3). This suggests that there are differ-
ences in higher order moments and tails between the patient and synthetic CXR data using
segmentation and feature extraction to summarize the data. Perhaps more importantly, due
to the interpretable nature of the embedding used, we can visualize the differences in patient
versus synthetic distributions of particular features that underlie the ECS scores. We compare
histograms of the features representing the cardiothoracic ratio (CTR) and the left–right lung
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Fig 3: Resampling-based calibration of ECS for chest X-ray images. Comparing the ref-
erence distribution of ECS values obtained from resampled real data with the ECS value
computed between patient and synthetic images (red vertical line).

ratio (Figure 4). In the case of left–right lung ratios, we observe that, while the synthetic data
matches the center of the real data distribution closely, the real distribution has substantially
higher variability—including heavier tails and outliers—that the synthetic data did not cap-
ture. For CTR, we observe that the synthetic data distribution did not match the real data
distribution well, not only missing the outliers and heavy tails, but also missing the center of
the distribution.

Both the CTR and the left–right lung ratio are clinically meaningful quantities that play an
important role in diagnostic assessment (Fraser and Paré, 1990). Deviations in the left–right
lung ratio may reflect asymmetry caused by conditions such as pneumonia, atelectasis, or
pleural effusion, while an elevated CTR is commonly used as a screening indicator for car-
diomegaly and heart failure. The discrepancies detected by ECS in these features therefore
suggest that the synthetic data may under-represent extreme or atypical presentations that
could indicate pathological conditions.

7. Discussion. A core aspect of evaluating synthetic medical images lies in how the
problem is framed. Synthetic medical images are typically explicitly tagged as such, so the
objective is not to classify them as authentic or synthetic. It is also understood that synthetic
and patient images necessarily differ at a distributional level, given that they are generated
through fundamentally different processes. Accordingly, the goal is not to conduct a binary
hypothesis test of distributional equality. Rather than asking whether statistically significant
differences exist, the more meaningful question is how those differences manifest along clin-
ically important dimensions, particularly in features relevant for diagnosis and downstream
use. This perspective motivates the use of a continuous discrepancy measure such as ECS.

Our empirical study on chest X-ray images highlights the value of combining clinically
meaningful and interpretable embeddings with distributional evaluation methods that are sen-
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Fig 4: Comparison of clinically relevant features between real and synthetic chest X-
ray images. Empirical distributions of the cardiothoracic ratio (CTR) and the left–right lung
volume ratio computed from patient chest X-ray images (blue) and synthetic images (red).

sitive to tail behavior. By focusing on clinically relevant features such as the CTR and the
left–right lung volume ratio, we uncovered substantial discrepancies in the tails and variabil-
ity of these features between patient and synthetic CXR images.

These findings are particularly important in medical imaging, where pathological cases
often lie in the tails of the feature distribution rather than near its center. Synthetic images that
fail to capture this tail behavior may under-represent important cases, with potentially adverse
consequences for downstream model development and evaluation. Our results underscore
the need for evaluation tools explicitly assess distributional properties of synthetic medical
images.

The perception that deep generative models are highly expressive has encouraged practi-
tioners to use synthetic data from these powerful models to substitute or supplement authentic
data in downstream applications, particularly in medical imaging. This belief is grounded in
the universal approximation properties of deep neural networks (Cybenko, 1989; Barron,
1993; Hornik, 1991) and reinforced by the broader generative modeling literature (Doersch,
2016; Kingma et al., 2019).

However, recent work shows that broad classes of commonly used deep generative models
are structurally limited to learning light-tailed distributions (Tam and Dunson, 2025). When
the true data-generating distribution is heavy-tailed, this limitation may lead to systematic
under-representation of extreme or atypical cases. In clinical settings, such tail observations
often correspond to pathological conditions or severe disease presentations. Because com-
monly used evaluation metrics emphasize central distributional features while largely ignor-
ing tail behavior, these clinically important discrepancies may go undetected in practice when
using tools such as Fréchet distances. A related implication of our findings is the critical im-
portance of developing generative models that can more accurately capture extreme and tail
behavior in medical applications.

While we focused on evaluating image generative models in this work, the approach pre-
sented here can in principle be applied to other data modalities, as long as an appropriate
domain-specific embedding map f :X →Rp is available. Developing similar evaluation met-
rics for synthetic data from more complex generative tasks, such as conditional generation
and multi-modal data generation, remains an open challenge.

Appendix

8. Code Availability. All code related to this study can be found at https://github.com/
edrictam/Embedded-Characteristic-Score.

https://github.com/edrictam/Embedded-Characteristic-Score
https://github.com/edrictam/Embedded-Characteristic-Score
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9. Proofs.

9.1. Proof of Theorem 1.

PROOF. Recall that the characteristic function of any real-valued random variable always
exists, and is always bounded. By the weak law of large numbers,

1

n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))→p E(exp(iTfρ(X)))

as n→∞ and

1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))→p E(exp(iTfρ(X̃)))

as m→∞, where →p denotes convergence in probability.
This implies (Resnick, 2013) that

1

n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))−
1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))

→p E(exp(iTfρ(X)))−E(exp(iTfρ(X̃)))

as n,m→∞.
By the continuity of the norm || · ||2 and the continuous mapping theorem,

|| 1
n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))−
1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))||2

→p ||E(exp(iTfρ(X)))−E(exp(iTfρ(X̃)))||2
as n,m→∞. Noting that the above holds for any ρ in 1, · · · , p, again this implies (Resnick,
2013) that

p∑
ρ=1

|| 1
n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))−
1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))||2

→p

p∑
ρ=1

||E(exp(iTfρ(X)))−E(exp(iTfρ(X̃)))||2 .

Applying the continuous mapping theorem again, we get

1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

|| 1
n

n∑
i=1

exp(iTfρ(Xi))−
1

m

m∑
j=1

exp(iTfρ(X̃j))||2

→p
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E(exp(iTfρ(X)))−E(exp(iTfρ(X̃)))||2 ,

which is equivalent to r̂f,T (P, P̃ ) converging in probability to rf,T (P, P̃ ) as n,m→∞.
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9.2. Proof of Theorem 2.

PROOF. This is immediate from the definition that rf,T (P, P̃ ) ≥ 0 and rf,T (P, P̃ ) =

rf,T (P̃ ,P ) for any P, P̃ . If P = P̃ , then

rf,T (P, P̃ ) =
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E exp(iTfρ(X))−E exp(iTfρ(X̃))||2

=
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E exp(iTfρ(X))−E exp(iTfρ(X))||2

= 0 .

Consider any three distributions P, P̃ ,P ∗.

rf,T (P, P̃ ) + rf,T (P̃ ,P ∗) =
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E exp(iTfρ(X))−E exp(iTfρ(X̃))||2

+
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E exp(iTfρ(X̃))−E exp(iTfρ(X
∗))||2

=
1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

[||E exp(iTfρ(X))−E exp(iTfρ(X̃))||2

+ ||E exp(iTfρ(X̃))−E exp(iTfρ(X
∗))||2]

≥ 1

pT

p∑
ρ=1

||E exp(iTfρ(X))−E exp(iTfρ(X
∗))||2

= rf,T (P,P
∗) .

Here the last inequality results from the triangle inequality property of || · ||2. Thus, the
triangle inequality holds for rf,T (·, ·). We have therefore shown that rf,T (·, ·) satisfies all the
properties required for a pseudometric.

10. Implementation details of empirical study. We conducted the entire empirical
study in Python and PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019). We conducted the Mardia Kurtosis
test using a function implementation referenced from the open source repository https:
//github.com/quillan86/mvn-python. We used a function from the package Pingouin (Val-
lat, 2018) to perform the Henze-Zirkler test. The p-values returned from these tests are too
small to be represented by double precision floating points, hence we report in Table 2 the
machine epsilon value of 2.2× 10−16.

Our implementation of the DC-GAN model (Radford, Metz and Chintala, 2016) is directly
referenced from the open source repository https://github.com/csinva/gan-vae-pretrained-pytorch.
The pretrained weights for the DC-GAN models under both the MNIST and CIFAR10
datasets are also referenced from the same repository. The DC-GAN model architecture
that is adopted in our implementation consists of 5 2D convolution layers in both the dis-
criminator and generator networks.

In the empirical study, we obtained CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) and MNIST (LeCun
et al., 1998) as built-in datasets from the Torchvision package(Marcel and Rodriguez, 2010).
We use the built-in pretrained Inception v3 model (Szegedy et al., 2016) from the Torchvision
package to compute the Inception embeddings.

https://github.com/quillan86/mvn-python
https://github.com/quillan86/mvn-python
https://github.com/csinva/gan-vae-pretrained-pytorch
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11. PCA visualization of Multivariate t versus Gaussian samples. In our simulations
in Section 5, we used the ECS to compare random features from a standard multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution to random features from multivariate t distributions with varying degree-of-
freedom parameters df = {100,10,5,3,2.1}. Here, we visualize the differences in tail behav-
ior between these distributions. We draw 10000 independent random vectors with dimension
p = 32 from each of these 6 distributions. We then visually compare the Gaussian vectors
with each of the 5 groups of multivariate t vectors via two-dimensional PCA plots (Figure
5). We also perform a baseline Gaussian-to-Gaussian comparison by visualizing the original
10000 Gaussian samples alongside another 10000 Gaussian samples.

The visualizations indicate that, while the multivariate t distribution with df = 100 behaves
very similarly to a Gaussian distribution, as we decrease the degree-of-freedom parameter
the multivariate t distribution exhibits more outliers and heavier tails, whereas the Gaussian
samples exhibited no outliers.

11.1. Clinically Relevant Features for Chest X-Ray Data. Below are the list of features
extracted by the pre-trained CXR segmentation pipeline.

TABLE 5
Anatomical structures identified in chest X-ray segmentation.

Index Label

0 Left Clavicle
1 Right Clavicle
2 Left Scapula
3 Right Scapula
4 Left Lung
5 Right Lung
6 Left Hilus Pulmonis
7 Right Hilus Pulmonis
8 Heart
9 Aorta
10 Facies Diaphragmatica
11 Mediastinum
12 Trachea
13 Spine
14 Cardiothoracic Ratio (CTR)
15 Left–right Lung Ratio

11.1. Clinically Relevant Features for Chest X-Ray Data.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig 5: Comparing Gaussian samples versus multivariate t samples via two dimensional
PCA plots. (a) Gaussian (red) versus Gaussian (blue). (b) Gaussian (red) versus Multivariate
t (df = 100) (blue). (c) Gaussian (red) versus Multivariate t (df = 10) (blue). (d) Gaussian
(red) versus Multivariate t (df = 5) (blue). (e) Gaussian (red) versus Multivariate t (df = 3)
(blue). (f) Gaussian (red) versus Multivariate t (df = 2.01) (blue).
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