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Abstract—Generative models have achieved remarkable
progress with the emergence of flow matching (FM). It has
demonstrated strong generative capabilities and attracted sig-
nificant attention as a simulation-free flow-based framework
capable of learning exact data densities. Motivated by these
advances, we propose LatentFM, a flow-based model operat-
ing in the latent space for medical image segmentation. To
model the data distribution, we first design two variational
autoencoders (VAEs) to encode both medical images and their
corresponding masks into a lower-dimensional latent space. We
then estimate a conditional velocity field that guides the flow
based on the input image. By sampling multiple latent represen-
tations, our method synthesizes diverse segmentation outputs
whose pixel-wise variance reliably captures the underlying data
distribution, enabling both highly accurate and uncertainty-
aware predictions. Furthermore, we generate confidence maps
that quantify the model’s certainty, providing clinicians with
richer information for deeper analysis. We conduct experiments
on two datasets, ISIC-2018 and CVC-Clinic, and compare our
method with several prior baselines, including both determin-
istic and generative approach models. Through comprehensive
evaluations, both qualitative and quantitative results show that
our approach achieves superior segmentation accuracy while
remaining highly efficient in the latent space.

Index Terms—flow-matching, variational autoencoder, med-
ical image segmentation, latent representation

I. INTRODUCTION

Medical image segmentation is a crucial step in diagnosis,
treatment planning, and image-guided surgery. It enables
clinicians and medical experts to clearly identify and pre-
cisely localize abnormal regions such as lesions, tumors, and
other pathological structures. Manual segmentation, how-
ever, is labor-intensive, time-consuming, and increasingly
impractical, motivating the need for automated solutions.
With the rapid development of artificial intelligence, a wide
range of Deep Learning (DL) models has been applied to
medical image segmentation, ranging from convolutional
neural network (CNN)-based architectures [1], [4], [8], [11]
to more recent transformer-based models [10], [12], [14],
[15]. These models typically rely on labeled medical datasets
and learn a direct mapping from the input image to its
corresponding segmentation mask. Despite these advances,
they still struggle with the inherent challenges of medical
data, where anatomical structures are often ambiguous and
boundaries can be difficult to delineate. As a result, deter-
ministic approachs that produces only a single output be-

comes unreliable, fails to capture uncertainty, and ultimately
limits overall performance.

Recently, a new direction has emerged that focuses on
learning the underlying data distribution rather than predict-
ing a single deterministic mask. By modeling this distri-
bution, generative approaches can capture richer structural
information and produce diverse segmentation outputs. This
ability yields more stable and uncertainty-aware predic-
tions, which is crucial in medical imaging where ambi-
guity and inter-observer variability are common. Although
originally developed for image synthesis, generative mod-
els have shown strong capacity to learn complex patterns,
making them well-suited for segmentation tasks involving
noisy or inherently ambiguous data. By sampling multiple
segmentation candidates, these models not only express
uncertainty but also provide outputs that are often more
clinically meaningful. Various generative frameworks have
been explored for this purpose, including VAE-based mod-
els [5]–[7], generative adversarial network (GANs)-based
models [2], [3], diffusion-based models [9], [13], [17], [18].
Even the most recent and prominent FM model [16] has
also been adapted for this problem [20], [21]. FM has
attracted significant attention due to its ability to learn exact
data densities instead of relying on a evidence lower bound
(ELBO), providing a promising direction for more accurate
and robust segmentation.

In this paper, we further advance FM by introducing
LatentFM, a novel flow-based model for medical image
segmentation in the latent space. Our method integrates
two VAEs to encode both images and masks into a shared
latent space, combined with a conditional FM framework
that enables the model to segment in this latent space. This
design allows our model to effectively learn the underlying
mask distribution while sampling multiple times to generate
diverse segmentation masks for each input image. These
samples can then be ensemble-averaged, producing more
stable and reliable predictions compared with previous one-
shot approaches. Furthermore, we also provide confidence
maps that highlight regions where the model is more or less
certain, offering clinicians valuable information for deeper
analysis of the detected anatomical or pathological areas.
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II. RELATED WORK

Deterministic approach: Deep learning models for medi-
cal image segmentation have traditionally followed determin-
stic paradigm, where each input image is mapped to a single
segmentation mask. Representative CNN-based architectures
include encoder–decoder networks such as UNet [1], which
first introduced skip connections to preserve spatial informa-
tion; UNet++ [4], which enhances feature fusion via dense
nested skip pathways; nnUNet [11], which automatically
configures the network architecture and training pipeline;
and ResUNet [8], which incorporates residual connections
to improve gradient flow and feature learning. In addi-
tion, transformer-based variants have recently shown strong
performance, including TransUNet [10], SwinUNet [15],
SegFormer [12], and UNETR [14]. TransUNet combines a
vision transformer encoder with a UNet decoder to capture
long-range dependencies while preserving local details. Swi-
nUNet leverages hierarchical Swin Transformer blocks for
efficient multi-scale feature extraction. SegFormer employs
a lightweight transformer backbone with MLP decoders,
achieving strong segmentation performance with fewer pa-
rameters. UNETR uses a pure transformer encoder connected
to a decoder via skip connections, providing effective vol-
umetric segmentation, especially for 3D medical images.
Overall, these models consistently demonstrate improved
boundary reconstruction, multi-scale feature representation,
and high accuracy across diverse medical imaging datasets.
However, deterministic approaches limit the model to pro-
ducing a single segmentation result for each input image.
Medical imaging data often exhibit substantial variations in
acquisition devices, noise levels, and pathological character-
istics. Consequently, a single output may fail to capture the
full range of plausible interpretations. In clinical practice,
diagnoses are typically formed through consensus among
multiple experts rather than relying on a single viewpoint.
This motivates the development of generative approaches,
which can produce multiple plausible segmentation out-
comes and more effectively represent uncertainty in medical
data.

Generative approach: Unlike deterministic models, gen-
erative approaches can produce multiple outputs for each
input image, thereby capturing a wider range of plausible
anatomical variations. Early probabilistic methods include
VAE-based architectures such as ProbUNet [5], which mod-
els segmentation uncertainty through a conditional latent
space, and PHiSeg [6], which introduces a hierarchical VAE
to better capture multiscale variability. GAN-based models,
such as SegGAN, have also been explored to improve bound-
ary realism and handle complex structural details. In addi-
tion, diffusion-based models have demonstrated superior per-
formance in recent studies, beginning with SegDiff [13], one
of the earliest works applying diffusion models to general
image segmentation, followed by MedSegDiff [17], the first
DM model specifically designed for medical image segmen-
tation. Subsequently, the enhanced MedSegDiffv2 [18] has

further improved stability and segmentation fidelity through
refined diffusion processes and architectural optimizations.
However, these previous generative models still face no-
table limitations in learning and estimating the underlying
data distribution. GAN-based approaches often suffer from
instability and mode collapse, making training unreliable,
while VAE and diffusion models rely on optimizing a
variational bound on the likelihood, which provides only an
indirect approximation of the true data distribution. Most
recently, FM has emerged as a strong competitor to DM
by directly approximating the likelihood function and en-
abling more stable and efficient generative modeling across
various domains, including medical image segmentation.
Specifically, FlowSDF [20] leverages flow-based generative
modeling to enhance segmentation quality, while another line
of work focuses on estimating aleatoric uncertainty using FM
formulations [21], offering more reliable and interpretable
predictions in clinical settings. In this paper, we further
advance the FM framework by introducing a latent space for-
mulation tailored for medical image segmentation, enabling
more stable learning of the conditional mask distribution and
more diverse segmentation outputs.

III. METHOD

In this section, we present LatentFM, a conditional FM
framework operating in the latent space for medical im-
age segmentation. We first introduce conditional FM and
describe how it is adapted to address the segmentation
task. Next, we design two VAEs to encode both images
and masks into their respective latent spaces while also
providing the means to decode the model’s outputs. Finally,
we integrate these components to learn the conditional mask
distribution and perform segmentation indirectly through the
latent domain, as shown in Fig. 1.

A. Segemtation via Flow-matching

FM is a deep generative modeling framework originally
developed for high fidelity image synthesis. Unlike tradi-
tional generative models that rely on optimizing a ELBO
loss function, FM directly maximizes the data likelihood by
learning a continuous velocity field that transports a simple
prior distribution toward the data distribution. This formula-
tion enables FM to better capture fine-grained structures and
to approximate the true data density more accurately. For the
medical image segmentation task, we consider a supervised
dataset

D = {(X(i), S(i))}Ni=1, (1)

where X(i) ∈ RH×W×C denotes the i-th medical image,
S(i) ∈ {0, 1}H×W is its corresponding segmentation mask,
and N is the total number of image-mask pairs.

To model the conditional segmentation distribution q(S |
X), we adapt the FM framework [16], [19] to generate
segmentation masks conditioned on the input image X .
Specifically, we construct a time-dependent probability path
{ pt(S | X) }t∈[0,1] that transports a simple source distri-
bution p0(S) (e.g., an isotropic Gaussian) toward the target
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Figure 1. Illustration of our pipeline for conditional FM-based segmentation during the reverse process.

distribution p1(S) = q(S | X). We also define a flow ψt that
evolves a source sample S0 ∼ p0 according to the ordinary
differential equation

d

dt
ψt(S0) = uθ(t, ψt(S0), X) , St = ψt(S0), (2)

where uθ(t, St, X) is a learnable, time-dependent velocity
field conditioned on the image X . The start state S0 =
ψ0(S0) and the terminal state S1 = ψ1(S0) are respectively
distributed according to the source distribution p0(S) and
the target conditional distribution q(S | X). To learn this
velocity field, we introduce a conditioning latent variable
z along the probability path {pt(S | X, z)}t∈[0,1]. The
marginal segmentation distribution is obtained by integrating
over z:

pt(S | X) =

∫
pt(S | X, z) p(z | X) dz, (3)

Following the FM framework [16], [19], one convenient
choice is to condition the velocity field on both the source
and target points. In this setting, we define the latent variable
z as

z = (S0, S1) ∼ p(z | X) = p0(S) q(S | X), (4)

where S0 ∼ N (0, I) is the source sample and S is the
ground-truth segmentation mask associated with the input
image X . Among the possible probability paths, we adopt the
concentrated Gaussian path that linearly interpolates between
S0 and S. For a fixed standard deviation σ, the conditional
probability path is defined as

pt(S | X, z = (S0, S1)) = N
(
(1− t)S0 + tS1, σ

2I
)
, (5)

with boundary conditions

pt=0(S | X, z) = p0(S), (6)
pt=1(S | X, z) = δ(S − S1). (7)

with δ denoting the Dirac delta distribution. As σ → 0, the
Gaussian collapses to this Dirac path and satisfies the exact

boundary constraints. In our formulation, the segmentation
mask at time t is given by the straight line interpolation

St = (1− t)S0 + t S1, (8)

and learning the velocity field reduces to a regression
problem with the ground-truth velocity

u(t, St, X) = S1 − S0. (9)

Accordingly, our loss function is defined

L = Et,X,S0,S1

[
∥uθ(t, St, X)− (S1 − S0)∥2

]
, (10)

where t ∼ U(0, 1), X is the input image that is drawn from
the dataset, and S0, S1 is drawn following Equation 4.

Once the conditional FM model is trained, a segmentation
map S1 is obtained by integrating the velocity field:

S1 = ψ1(S0, X), S0 ∼ p0(S). (11)

Furthermore, multiple segmentation samples can be gen-
erated by drawing different source samples {S(i)

0 }ni=1 and
propagating each through the learned flow:

S
(i)
1 = ψ1(S

(i)
0 , X), i = 1, . . . , n. (12)

The variability among the set {S(i)
1 }ni=1 can be quantified

using the pixel-wise variance, which provides a confidence
map reflecting the model’s uncertainty. In addition, by
thresholding the averaged predictions at 0.5, we obtain the
ensemble segmentation mask, yielding a more stable and
reliable final prediction.

B. Image and Mask in the latent space

We utilize the VAE [7] framework to construct two
encoder–decoder models for medical images and their corre-
sponding masks. First, we obtain a compact latent represen-
tation of the medical images through the image VAE. The
image encoder EX maps an input image X ∈ RH×W×C to a
latent code zX = EX(X), while the decoder DX reconstructs
the image X ′ = DX(zX). The latent tensor zX ∈ Rh×w×c



lies in a lower-dimensional space, where the encoder down-
samples the resolution by a factor f = H/h = W/w. We
evaluate several downsampling scales f = 2m with m ∈ N.

For details, we assume X ∼ p(X). A latent-variable
generative model defines a joint distribution over (X, zX),
with prior p(zX) and likelihood pθ(X | zX). The maximum
marginal likelihood objective is

Ep(X)[log pθ(X)] = Ep(X)

[
logEp(zX)

[
pθ(X | zX)

]]
.
(13)

Since the true posterior pθ(zX | X) is intractable, we
introduce a variational approximation qϕ(zX | X), leading
to the ELBO loss function:

LELBO(X) = Eqϕ(zX |X)[log pθ(X | zX)]

−DKL
(
qϕ(zX | X) ∥ p(zX)

)
.

(14)

Averaging this objective over the dataset yields:

LELBO = Ep(X)[Lrec]− Ep(X)[Lreg]. (15)

While this VAE models the image distribution p(X), we
also require a compact latent representation for segmentation
masks. Therefore, we introduce a second VAE with encoder
ES and decoder DS , mapping a mask S to a latent code
zS = ES(S) and reconstructing it via DS(zS). The mask
VAE is trained with the analogous ELBO, which provides
a smooth, structured latent space for masks. These latent
variables will be used in the latent FM model described next.

C. Segmentation via Latent Flow-matching

With the two VAE models, both the medical image and the
segmentation mask are mapped into their respective latent
spaces, yielding latent codes zX = EX(X) and zS = ES(S).
In this latent domain, we incorporate the conditional FM
framework to model the latent conditional mask distribution
q(zS | zX). Formally, we learn a velocity field uθ(t, zt, zX),
following the setup in Section III-A, which drives a latent
flow zt = ψt(z0) from a source latent sample z0 ∼ p0(z)
toward the target latent mask z1 = zS . Similar to the pixel-
space formulation, when σ approaches zero the concentrated
Gaussian path collapses to a Dirac distribution and satisfies
the exact boundary conditions. In our latent formulation, the
trajectory at time t is therefore given by the straight-line
interpolation

zt = (1− t) z0 + t zS . (16)

This flow transports samples drawn from the simple prior
distribution p0(z) to the conditional latent mask distribution
q(zS | zX), enabling the model to generate mask embeddings
that are aligned with the latent image representation zX .
Learning this velocity field reduces to a regression problem
with the ground-truth velocity

u(t, zt, zX) = zS − z0. (17)

Accordingly, our loss function is defined as

L = Et, zX , z0, zS

[
∥uθ(t, zt, zX)− (zS − z0)∥2

]
, (18)

where t ∼ U(0, 1), zX = EX(X) is the image latent
code, z0 ∼ p0(z) is a source latent sample drawn from
the prior distribution, and zS = ES(S) represents the latent
mask corresponding to the ground-truth segmentation of
image X . Similarly, by reversing the process in Eqs. 11
and 12, we can sample output segmentation masks for each
image. In addition, we incorporate the mask decoder DS

at the end to decode the latent representation back to the
original mask space. The entire segmentation pipeline is
illustrated in Fig. 1, where we can iteratively sample multiple
segmentation outputs for a given medical image. These
samples are then used to produce a confidence map and a
more stable, more reliable averaged output mask.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

We conducted experiments on two medical image datasets.
The first dataset was ISIC-2018, a large-scale collection of
dermoscopic images from the International Skin Imaging
Collaboration challenge, focusing on melanoma detection
and segmentation. We used 3,694 paired dermoscopic images
and masks, split into 3,194 for training, 250 for valida-
tion, and 250 for testing. The second dataset was CVC-
ClinicDB, a widely used benchmark for polyp segmenta-
tion in colonoscopy images, containing 612 image-mask
pairs. We divided this dataset into 492 training samples,
60 validation samples, and 60 testing samples. For both
datasets, we resized all images to a spatial resolution of
256 × 256 pixels and normalized them to the range [−1, 1]
using a standard preprocessing scheme with mean 0.5 and
standard deviation 0.5, ensuring consistent input dimensions
and stable optimization during training.

B. Implementation Details

We implemented two main types of models: two VAE
models and a conditional FM model. First, we employed a
VAE to encode image data from the original image space
into a lower-dimensional latent representation. In both the
ISIC-2018 and CVC-ClinicDB datasets, input images had
an initial resolution of 256 × 256. Medical images were
represented as [256 × 256 × 3] and segmentation masks as
[256 × 256 × 1]. The VAE used a base channel size of 64
with channel multipliers [1, 2, 4], and each stage consisted of
residual and attention blocks. After encoding, both the image
and its corresponding mask were projected into a latent space
of size [64×64×3]. We trained the VAE for 250 epochs with
a learning rate of 1× 10−5 and a batch size of 4. Building
on these latent embeddings, we implemented a conditional
latent flow-matching model using a UNet architecture with
a base channel size of 64 and channel multipliers [1, 2, 2, 4].
Each stage again incorporated residual and attention blocks.
We trained the model for 250 epochs with a fixed learning
rate of 1 × 10−5. During inference, we performed five
sampling iterations to simulate the decision variability of five
clinicians, following the same protocol as MedSegDiff [17].



We applied all hyperparameters consistently across both
datasets.

C. Results

We evaluated the two main components of our frame-
work: the VAE models for both images and masks, and the
conditional FM model for latent-space segmentation. The
VAE results demonstrated stable and reliable reconstruction
performance, as shown in Tab. I. For image reconstruction,
the VAE achieved an SSIM of 0.88 and a PSNR of 32.84
on ISIC-2018, and an SSIM of 0.90 with a PSNR of 33.56
on CVC-ClinicDB. These results indicated that the latent
representations extracted from images were sufficiently in-
formative to guide the downstream segmentation process.
For mask reconstruction, the VAE consistently produced
highly accurate results, reaching 0.99 Dice and IoU on
both datasets, along with SSIM scores above 0.98 and
PSNR values above 34. These strong reconstruction metrics
confirmed that the mask distributions were easier to model
and that the learned latent space effectively captured the
essential structural information. Overall, the VAE provided
a stable latent embedding that facilitated effective encoding
and decoding for the segmentation outputs generated by the
latent FM model.

Table I
RECONSTRUCTION RESULTS OF VAES FOR BOTH IMAGES AND

SEGMENTATION MASKS

Dataset Input Dice IoU SSIM PSNR

ISIC-2018 Mask 0.99 0.99 0.98 34.24
Image – – 0.88 32.84

CVC-ClinicDB Mask 0.99 0.99 0.99 36.04
Image – – 0.90 33.56

For the segmentation task, we compared our method
with prior models from two major categories: deterministic
and generative approaches, as shown in Tab. II. Generative
methods consistently outperformed deterministic baselines,
yielding more accurate and reliable segmentation results.
Among deterministic models, UNet and UNet++ produced
moderate results and ranked lowest. More advanced archi-
tectures such as nnUNet and TransUNet achieved noticeably
better performance. TransUNet exhibited stable results across
both datasets, achieving Dice scores of 0.89 and 0.90 and
IoU scores of 0.83 and 0.85 on ISIC-2018 and CVC-
ClinicDB, respectively. nnUNet performed strongly on ISIC-
2018 but showed weaker generalization on CVC-ClinicDB.

In additional, we compare with generative approach mod-
els and provide both qualitative and quantitative results,
as shown in Fig. 2 and Tab. II. The qualitative results
indicate that DM struggles around mask boundaries and
faces challenges in ambiguous cases, such as lesion regions
with hair in the ISIC-2018 dataset. The subsequent models,
FM and LatentDiff, produce more stable reconstructions
with higher consistency across masks. The best performance
is achieved by LatentFM, whose confidence map exhibits

Table II
COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED MODEL WITH PREVIOUS

DETERMINISTIC AND GENERATIVE APPROACHES.

Model ISIC-2018 CVC-ClinicDB

Dice IoU Dice IoU

Deterministic Segmentation Methods

UNet 0.8359 0.7550 0.8313 0.7469
UNet++ 0.8100 0.7290 0.8016 0.7236
nnUNet 0.9080 0.8360 0.8130 0.7330
TransUNet 0.8940 0.8220 0.9180 0.8590

Generative Segmentation Methods

DM 0.8709 0.7714 0.8244 0.7313
LatentDM 0.9130 0.8410 0.8956 0.8111

FM 0.9101 0.8399 0.8902 0.8100
LatentFM 0.9511 0.9067 0.9371 0.8816

smooth variations that clearly reflect the model’s consensus
and certainty. Aligned with the quantitative results, DM
outperformed weaker deterministic baselines but remained
slightly below TransUNet on average. LatentDM surpassed
all deterministic models on ISIC-2018 with Dice 0.91 and
IoU 0.84 but performed less strongly on CVC-ClinicDB. In
contrast, FM-based model delivered notably stronger results
than diffusion models due to their more accurate approx-
imation of the target distribution. Our proposed LatentFM
achieved the best overall performance, reaching Dice scores
of 0.9511 and 0.9371 and IoU scores of 0.9067 and 0.8816
on ISIC-2018 and CVC-ClinicDB, respectively. Compared to
LatentDM, LatentFM improved Dice by more than 0.04 and
IoU by over 0.06 on both datasets. These results highlight
that the generative approach is better suited for medical
image segmentation, and our proposed LatentFM, which
models data distributions indirectly through the latent space,
achieves the best performance and greater efficiency among
methods following this direction.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we addressed the medical image segmen-
tation problem from a generative modeling perspective. In-
spired by the strengths of FM, we extended and adapted this
framework for segmentation tasks. Specifically, we designed
a pair of VAEs to encode both medical images and masks
into a compact latent space. Using these latent representa-
tions, our conditional FM module learned the latent mask
distribution conditioned on the image latent code, effectively
guiding the segmentation process. Consequently, the model
generated multiple plausible segmentation masks for each
input image, from which we derived confidence maps and
ensemble-averaged predictions, resulting in more stable and
reliable outputs. Experimental results showed that LatentFM
consistently outperformed existing baselines, including both
deterministic models and prior generative approaches. La-
tentFM achieved superior performance on both datasets
while providing meaningful uncertainty estimation. In the
future, we plan to further explore this direction by developing
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Figure 2. Qualitative comparison between our proposed LatentFM and other generative baseline approaches. For each model, the first four columns show
the initial segmentation outputs, followed by the corresponding confidence map and the averaged output mask.

more comprehensive uncertainty quantification mechanisms,
including explicit modeling of both epistemic and aleatoric
uncertainty, to better address the inherent ambiguity in
medical imaging tasks.
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