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Abstract

Image enhancement improves visual quality and helps
reveal details that are hard to see in the original image. In
medical imaging, it can support clinical decision-making,
but current models often over-edit. This can distort organs,
create false findings, and miss small tumors because these
models do not understand anatomy or contrast dynamics.
We propose SMILE, an anatomy-aware diffusion model that
learns how organs are shaped and how they take up con-
trast. It enhances only clinically relevant regions while
leaving all other areas unchanged. SMILE introduces three
key ideas: (1) structure-aware supervision that follows true
organ boundaries and contrast patterns; (2) registration-
free learning that works directly with unaligned multi-phase
CT scans; (3) unified inference that provides fast and con-
sistent enhancement across all contrast phases. Across six
external datasets, SMILE outperforms existing methods in
image quality (14.2% higher SSIM, 20.6% higher PSNR,
50% better FID) and in clinical usefulness by producing
anatomically accurate and diagnostically meaningful im-
ages. SMILE also improves cancer detection from non-
contrast CT, raising the F1 score by up to 10 percent.

1. Introduction

Image enhancement is an important task in computer vi-
sion that aims to improve image quality or emphasize key
details. Recent advances in image enhancement are fu-
eled by generative Al, especially diffusion models [12—
14, 21, 30, 50, 71], which can make enhancements through
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Figure 1. A. Natural image enhancement. When generative
models add makeup to a photo, they often do too much—changing
not just the face, but the hair and clothes as well. That’s fine for
social media filters, but in medical imaging, such ‘over-creativity’
can hide real tumors or create fake ones. B. Medical image en-
hancement. Doctors use contrast agents (a liquid injected into the
body) to make internal organs easier to see. After injection, CT
scans are taken at four times: (1) Non-contrast (N) is the baseline
before enhancement; (2) Arterial (2) highlights arteries; (3) Ve-
nous (V) enhances organs such as the liver and spleen; and (4) De-
lay (D) shows mainly urinary system. The contrast makes certain
tissues absorb more X-rays and appear brighter, revealing subtle
tumors or vascular structures that would otherwise be invisible.
These phases reflect how contrast flows through organs, helping
radiologists detect and diagnose disease more accurately.

conditional generation. However, these models often be-
come too creative, adding unwanted changes to the origi-
nal image that reduce its usefulness. This happens because


https://github.com/MrGiovanni/SMILE
mailto:zzhou82@jh.edu
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.07251v1

they lack clear knowledge of what objects are in the image
and which parts should be changed. For example, think of
how an Al model adds makeup to a face. Ideally, it should
touch only what’s needed—the lips, skin tone, or eyes—
while keeping everything else unchanged. Yet most gener-
ative models can’t resist being ‘creative’: they also modify
the hair, the clothes, or even the background [64], as shown
in Figure 1A. These changes maybe okay in beauty filters,
but dangerous in medicine. In CT scans, for example, a
model that tries to enhance contrast' might unintentionally
alter healthy organs or fabricate false tumors. Our goal is to
build a model that knows exactly what fo change and what
to keep, ensuring every enhancement looks realistic—and
remains clinically trustworthy.

We hypothesize that if generative models can recognize
objects and their fine structures (e.g., through semantic seg-
mentation), they can focus edits on the right regions while
keeping everything else unchanged. This would enable im-
age enhancement to make necessary, but minimal, changes.
Clinically, this problem is highly relevant because approx-
imately half of abdominal CT scans are acquired without
contrast [7, 11, 31]. If a reliable AI model could create re-
alistic contrast-enhanced versions of these scans, it would
make tumor detection easier and more accessible. Radiolo-
gists could identify tumors earlier without additional scans
or injections. This highlights the need for enhancement
models that are anatomically and physiologically accurate.

To study this, we first build a large-scale medical im-
age dataset that offers two key advantages over existing
datasets. First, our dataset includes per-pixel annotations
of many organs, vessels, bones, and disease regions, en-
abling structural evaluation. In contrast, other datasets lack
such detailed annotations of fine structures (e.g., hair, face,
clothing), making them less suitable for assessing genera-
tive models. Second, our dataset provides paired scans for
more than 477 patients from over 112 hospitals, each with
non-contrast, arterial, venous, and delay phases (see Fig-
ure 1B). Other datasets, by comparison, lack paired “before-
and-after” images. For example, in natural image datasets,
there are no exact pairs of faces with and without makeup.
We expect the insights from this study to generalize to nat-
ural image enhancement once comparable datasets become
available for training and evaluation.

We introduce SMILE (Super Modality Image Learning
and Enhancement), an anatomy-aware diffusion model de-
signed for clinically reliable CT enhancement. Here,
anatomy-aware has two meanings. First, the enhanced
image should still represent the same patient as the origi-
nal. Many existing models change organ shapes or spatial
structures so much that the result no longer looks like the

'In medical imaging, contrast refers to a radiopaque substance injected
into the bloodstream that temporarily increases tissue brightness, allowing
radiologists to see blood vessels, organs, and potential tumors more clearly.

same patient [9, 10, 55] (see Figure 4A). Second, anatomy-
aware means understanding basic physiology, i.e., how dif-
ferent organs, vessels, and tissues take up contrast over
time. Tumors should neither disappear nor be artificially
created. Current generative models completely lack this
knowledge, often producing unrealistic contrast intensity
that ignore the actual dynamics of the human body [26, 32—
34, 43,44, 51, 69] (see Figure 4B).

To our knowledge, this is the first study to quantitatively
evaluate Al-generated CT enhancements for both struc-
tural consistency and intensity accuracy. Structural con-
sistency ensures the enhanced image still represents the
same patient, while intensity accuracy verifies that tissue
density values remain clinically correct. Such evaluation
was impossible before, as it requires precise organ and ves-
sel masks—now enabled by our dataset and method. In
summary, we make two contributions that mark a significant
step toward clinically useful contrast image enhancement:

1. An open, multi-phase dataset. We present CTVerse,
a large CT dataset that includes four contrast phases
(non-contrast, arterial, venous, and delay) for all 477 pa-
tients from 112 hospitals. Each scan is annotated with
88 anatomical structures and tumors in the pancreas,
liver, and kidney, resulting in 159,632 three-dimensional
masks (detailed statistics are in Figure 3). This dataset
enables open-source training and quantitative evaluation
of cross-phase enhancement methods.

2. An anatomy-aware method. We develop SMILE, an
anatomy-aware diffusion framework trained with multi-
ple types of supervision to ensure both visual quality and
clinical reliability (illustrated in Figure 2). The model in-
troduces new loss functions that guide learning in three
ways—preserving structure, maintaining clinical mean-
ing, and ensuring realistic intensity. We conduct rigor-
ously assessment not only in image quality but also in
clinical relevance. Across six external datasets, SMILE
achieves significant improvement in both image qual-
ity and clinical relevance: +14% SSIM, +20% PSNR,
+50% FID, and r > 0.95 in intensity correlation.

We further demonstrate SMILE for opportunistic can-
cer screening using non-contrast CT scans—the most com-
mon type of abdominal imaging. These scans are widely
available but often difficult for radiologists and Al sys-
tems to interpret because they lack contrast. Since many of
these scans are taken for unrelated reasons, they represent
a large and underused resource for early cancer detection.
SMILE transforms non-contrast scans into realistic contrast
versions (arterial, venous, or delay), revealing tumors that
would otherwise remain invisible. When combined with
existing detection models, the enhanced scans improve F1
score by 10%, turning non-contrast CT scans into a prac-
tical and accessible tool for early cancer screening without
additional cost or contrast exposure.
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Figure 2. SMILE employs anatomy-aware supervision. Our
framework integrates multiple anatomical constraints to guide
contrast-phase enhancement. The structural segmentation loss
(Lseg) and cycle consistency loss (Lcyc) preserve structural fidelity.
The phase classification loss (Lcis) ensures the enhanced CT shows
the correct contrast-phase characteristics. Finally, the intensity HU
loss Lyu and air/bone loss Lap enforce realistic organ (mainly ab-
dominal, e.g., liver) enhancement and maintain consistency in air
and bone regions that should remain unchanged. As demonstrated
in the figure, SMILE does not require registration for enhancement
source and ground truth.

2. SMILE

SMILE is a registration-free diffusion framework for multi-
phase CT enhancement built on Stable Diffusion [62]. It
learns directly from unaligned data and uses three com-
plementary supervision signals—structure, phase, and in-
tensity—to guide the diffusion process. As shown in Fig-
ure 2, these anatomy-aware signals work together to pre-
serve anatomy, enforce correct phase appearance, and main-
tain realistic tissue contrast. Overall, SMILE minimizes

LsmiLE = Ldift + Astulstu + ActsLels + AintLints (1

where each term controls a specific form of structural
or clinical supervision, enabling anatomically faithful and
clinically reliable enhancement.

2.1. Structural Loss

Organ shapes vary noticeably across CT phases because the
scans are not perfectly aligned. To handle this mismatch,
SMILE adds structural supervision that does not require
voxel-wise registration. The structural loss has two com-
ponents: Lgy = Loeg + Leye.

1. Segmentation Loss: Because the shapes of anatomical
structures such as organs, vessels, bones, etc., remain con-

sistent across CT phases, SMILE adds a segmentation loss
to preserve anatomy. Both the enhanced CT Xy and the in-
put x4 are segmented using a pretrained nnU-Net [37] on
large, publicly available datasets [0, 46, 47, 49, 60]. The
loss Ly = —% > Gilog S;(Xe) penalizes structural dif-
ferences between the enhanced and source masks.

2. Cycle Consistency Loss: Although CT phases differ in
contrast appearance, their underlying anatomy remains the
same. To reflect this property under unregistered train-
ing, SMILE applies a cycle reconstruction step in which
the source phase X, is recovered from the generated tar-
get phase Xo. Let € denote the sampled noise and €y the
corresponding prediction. The cycle loss is defined as

Leye = [|Xeye — xsrell1 + Acgirrll€ — €oll1s ()

where the second term stabilizes diffusion-based recon-
struction by enforcing noise-prediction consistency, and is
computed only within the cycle path to regularize cycle dif-
fusion process, separate from the main diffusion loss.

2.2. Phase Loss

Different phases differ mostly in local contrast changes
(e.g., arterial enhancement in vessels or liver), while most
regions of the CT are unchanged across phases. As a result,
patch-based discriminators—which judge realism on small
image crops—often receive little or ambiguous supervision,
because most small crops look identical in all phases. To ad-
dress this, we simply add a pretrained phase classifier C(-)
to guide the diffusion model, ensuring the generated image
Xgt receives the correct phase label.

2.3. Intensity Loss

Contrast enhancement is mainly driven by intensity
changes, so SMILE develops new losses that model how or-
gan intensities should change or stay constant across phases,
and is defined as L;,,s = Lpy + LaB.

1. Organ HU Loss: Organ-level intensity patterns provide
essential cues for distinguishing contrast phases. Organ
Hounsfield Unit (HU) values [20, 72] follow predictable
shifts across contrast phases. SMILE computes a normal-
ized squared error between the enhanced and target mean
HU for each organ:

1 Norg (Hg)red _ Higl)g

Lyy = > - (e &

where H; denotes the mean HU of the i organ. This loss
guides predicted organ intensities toward phase-consistent
attenuation patterns.

2. Air and Bone Loss: Air cavities and bones show minimal
intensity variation across phases. A detector D(-) identi-
fies these regions, and deviations between the enhanced and
source images are penalized via:

Lag = ||D(%gt) — D(xsrc) I3 @
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Figure 3. CTVerse sets a new standard for multi-phase CT benchmarks by offering the most comprehensive, finely annotated
organ and tumor labels. We introduce CTVerse, a high-quality, multi-phase, and precisely annotated CT dataset designed for training
and evaluating generative models. A. CTVerse provides detailed annotations for multiple tumor types (pancreas, liver, and kidney). B.
CTVerse contains voxel-wise annotations for 88 anatomical structures, including organs at risk, vessels, bones, etc. C. Compared to
existing publicly available datasets [0, 16, 17, 45-47, 49, 52, 53, 60], our CT Verse includes at least 1.5 times more labeled structures,
making it a strong benchmark for generative models and medical research.

This term constrains intensity stability in these regions
while leaving contrast-sensitive structures free to vary.

3. Experiments

3.1. Datasets and Evaluation

We test SMILE on a fully Out-of-Distribution (OOD) setup.
The training and test data come from different sources,
scanners, and patients. For evaluation, we use three com-
mon metrics: SSIM [66] to measure structural similarity,
PSNR [41] to measure image quality, FID [29] to measure
how realistic the generated images look. Moreover, we are
the first to use HU correlation to measure how well the or-
gan intensity values match the real ones. Details of datasets
used can be found in Tablel.

Training dataset: We trained SMILE using a subset of the
PACN (private), RTCN (private) and FUS (private) dataset,
which provides multi-phase abdominal CT volumes ac-
quired from the same patients under different contrast con-
ditions. The training set consists of 312 CT volumes from
85 patients, organized as intra-patient multi-phase pairs to
ensure physiological consistency across modalities.

Testing dataset: Evaluation of SMILE is conducted on
multiple independent external datasets, including WAW-
TACE [4], CT-RATE [27], MSD-CT [2], PECN (private),
JUS (private), and TUS (private). For SSIM/PSNR compar-
ison, all volumes are voxel-wise registered using ANTs [3]
solely to enable fair metric computation, since these met-
rics require phase-aligned images for valid comparison. The
registration is not used during model training or inference,
and does not affect SMILE’s generation process.

A new CTVerse dataset (Figure 3): We will release a pre-
cisely annotated, phase-wise paired, and organ-wise regis-
tered high-quality dataset, CTVerse, containing 1814 CT
volumes from 477 patients and voxel-wise annotations of
88 anatomical structures (details can be found in Table 4).

Table 1. Dataset characteristics. Our constructed CT Verse pro-
vides complete four-phase CT scans with full per-voxel annota-
tions, whereas most public datasets contain only partial labels or
limited phases. All public sources were checked for duplicates us-
ing 3D perceptual hashing.

dataset patients scans phase region

our constructed CTVerse dataset, where 477 patients’ scans will be released

BRA [40] 14 28 AV BR
LiTS [8] 18 36 AV DE
WAW-TACE [4] 163 652 NAVD PL
MSD-CT [2] 15 60 NAVD us
VinDr [19] 30 90 NAV VN
PECN (private) 123 492 NAVD CN
RTCN (private) 114 456 NAVD CN
85 patients used for Al training in this paper

PACN (private) 24 96 NAVD CN
RTCN (private) 33 132 NAVD CN
FUS (private) 28 84 NVD UsS
1,015 patients used for Al testing in this paper

WAW-TACE [4] 163 652 NAVD PL
CT-RATE [27] 74 74 N TR
MSD-CT [2] 15 60 NAVD Us
PECN (private) 123 492 NAVD CN
JUS (private) [67] 55 220 NAVD Us
TUS (private) 585 585 N us

BR: Brazil CN:China DE: Germany PL:Poland TR: Turkey
US: United States  VN: Vietnam

The data were collected from over 112 hospitals, includ-
ing BRA [40], LiTS [8], WAW-TACE [4], MSD-CT [2],
VinDr [19], PECN (private), and RTCN (private) datasets.
All volumes were registered at the voxel level using the
ANTSs [3] toolkit to ensure accurate spatial alignment across
phases. The precise voxel-level registration enables accu-
rate comparison across contrast phases, providing a reliable
benchmark for evaluating enhancement fidelity and struc-
tural consistency in image enhancement.

3.2. Baseline and Implementation

We compare SMILE with six representative baselines with
the three main stream generative model architectures: (1)
Generative Adversarial Network (GAN): Pix2Pix [38], Cy-



Table 2. SMILE improves enhancement quality across all 12 phase conversions, with +14.2% SSIM, +20.6% PSNR, and 50.5%
better FID than the best baselines. In downstream tumor detection, SMILE further lifts F1-score by more than 10%, while all
baseline enhancement methods fail to provide any meaningful improvement. Quantitative comparison of multi-phase CT enhancement
across 356 patients from WAW-TACE [4], MSD-CT [2], PECN (private), JUS (private) datasets. Each patient has four contrast phases:
non-contrast (N), arterial (A), venous (V), and delay (D). For every source—target combination, representative scans were extracted from
the CT volume after enhancement. We report SSIM, PSNR, and FID to assess structural similarity, perceptual fidelity, and distributional
realism. The best and second-best results are marked with bold and underline. We also performed a one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test
comparing our SMILE with all others, and statistically significant improvements at P = 0.05 are highlighted in pink.

source N A v D
method target A v D N v D N A D N A v average
Pix2Pix [38] SSIM (1) 70.7 78.9 72.1 68.9 72.5 47.3 54.1 67.8 57.3 44.5 443 49.6 60.7
GAN-havét} PSNR (1) 18.9 21.3 19.3 19.9 21.0 14.9 18.4 20.7 19.9 15.9 16.5 19.0 18.8
' FID (}) 147.8 179.5 377.3 423.7 232.2 250.9 414.3 324.2 322.0 416.6 228.9 279.4 299.7
CycleGAN [18] SSIM (1) 71.9 76.1 70.8 71.7 70.9 66.6 77.4 69.4 73.9 72.1 67.1 754 71.9
GZN based ’ PSNR (1) 17.9 19.3 17.2 18.3 18.0 16.4 20.8 17.9 18.8 18.4 16.6 19.3 18.2
“hase FID () 1288 3199 2317 3975 2751 261.8 4841 1956 1834 4158 2414 1179 271.1
CyTran [61] SSIM (1) 38.9 63.1 48.0 39.9 51.9 52.6 45.6 61.7 66.1 49.3 69.8 70.1 54.8
GﬁNh )d PSNR (1) 9.4 16.2 12.4 8.6 12.8 13.3 10.0 17.0 17.6 13.2 19.5 18.4 14.0
“base FID ({) 193.5 231.2 258.8 373.4 300.3 292.5 374.0 178.3 244.0 407.8 209.7 254.4 276.5
DALL-E [22] SSIM (1) 51.9 47.6 54.6 51.6 50.9 50.7 472 49.0 60.7 45.7 475 59.8 51.4
VAE-bas d_ PSNR (1) 17.4 16.0 16.1 16.3 16.3 16.8 14.9 15.1 18.8 144 15.0 17.9 16.3
“base FID () 4711 4824 4545 2408 5111 468.6  233.6 5050 4665 2436 5117 4958 4237
e SSIM (1) 63.2 72.2 72.0 69.1 62.4 62.7 55.3 60.3 67.2 64.3 70.4 55.7 64.6
S Q
g;’ﬁggi‘;‘;“ B9V psNR () 167 180 156 170 162 160 141 153 171 137 154 169 16.0
; FID ({) 490.0 298.9 299.4 468.5 516.1 503.1 3109 506.5 205.8 298.6 482.4 495.3 406.3
CUT [58] SSIM (1) 66.8 73.6 70.6 72.9 71.3 79.1 78.7 73.9 80.1 75.5 753 81.3 75.4
GAN—I; ed PSNR (1) 18.9 19.9 18.7 20.4 21.2 20.7 21.1 21.2 21.5 19.6 21.8 229 21.4
ase FID (}) 283.4 258.6 280.9 363.8 204.4 259.3 3334 182.3 270.7 360.1 172.5 265.1 269.5
SSIM (1) 85.1 89.5 82.9 84.8 86.9 85.7 86.0 83.5 86.1 89.1 85.6 88.3 86.1 (114.2%)
SMILE (ours) PSNR (1) 25.5 27.5 22.0 24.4 26.2 25.0 26.4 25.5 26.0 28.1 25.8 273 25.8 (120.6%)
FID (}) 117.3 152.8 156.7 148.6 127.9 129.2 138.1 134.3 129.6 112.6 129.4 124.8 133.4 (150.5%)
N: non-contrast ~ A: arterial V:venous D:delay SSIM: structural similarity index measure ~ PSNR: peak signal-to-noise ratio  FID: Fréchet Inception Distance

cleGAN [18], CUT [58] and CyTran [61], (2) Variational
Autoencoder (VAE): DALL-E pytorch [22], (3) Diffusion
Models (DIFF): MedDiffusion [39]. These methods were
carefully selected because they represent the most widely
adopted paradigms in image enhancement.

Other potentially relevant methods were not included for
three justified reasons: (1) Limited reproducibility: Many
recent works report results on private medical datasets with-
out releasing code or pretrained models, making fair com-
parison impossible. (2) Dataset mismatch: Some meth-
ods are trained on domain-specific data (e.g., brain MRI ),
which do not generalize to CT enhancement task. (3) Di-
mensional constraint: Most image-enhancement methods
are designed for 2D images and cannot handle 3D CT data
with volumetric consistency required.

SMILE is trained for 100k steps on a single NVIDIA
H100 (80 GB). For implementation, SMILE uses five prac-
tical loss terms (seg, cyc, cls, HU, AB) although the
method them into three fields (structure, phase, inten-
sity). The distinction is explained in Appendix C. We pro-
gressively enable supervision: diffusion only (0-2k), add
phase+cycle (10k), add seg+HU+AB (20k). Fixed weights
are Agi=1, >\cls:10_3, )\Cyczlo, Asegzlo_?’, )\HU:10_2,

Aap=1, and become learnable after 80k via the Uncertainty
Loss Module.

4. Results

4.1. SMILE Exceeds Other Enhancement Methods

We evaluate SMILE against six baselines on WAW-
TACE [4], MSD-CT [2], PECN (private), and JUS (private)
datasets. Each case contains four phases (non-contrast, arte-
rial, venous, delay). To keep evaluation efficient while still
reflecting whole-volume quality, we use uniformly sampled
scans per source—target pair, which reliably represent over-
all CT enhancement without unnecessary computational
cost. Table 2 reports SSIM, PSNR, and FID across all 12 en-
hancement directions. SMILE achieves the highest scores
on all metrics and all phase conversions.

4.2. SMILE Maintains Anatomical Structures

We evaluate SMILE on 22 annotated organs” across all four
contrast phases from WAW-TACE [4], MSD-CT [2], PECN
(private), and JUS (private) datasets. Figure 5 shows the
correlation between synthesized and real CT scans in organ-

2The full list is provided in Appendix Table 5.
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Figure 4. SMILE ensures both structural consistency and intensity accuracy on enhanced scans, outperforming all competing
models in both anatomical integrity and tumor visibility. We evaluate whether the enhanced CT scans remain anatomically correct
(no extra structures, no distortions, high image quality), and whether the added contrast is diagnostically correct by allowing the tumor
to be clearly detected. Baselines used (labeled 1-9): (1) Pix2Pix [38], (2) CycleGAN [18], (3) CyTran [61], (4) DALL-E [22], (5)
MedDiffusion [39], (6) CUT [58], (7) ChatGPT-5.1 [56], (8) Google Nano Banana [25], (9) Qwen-3 Max [1]. The last three large
vision models are included only for visual reference to show that general image-editing systems cannot handle medical CT enhancement
reliably. A. Structural Consistency. We evaluate SMILE’s structural fidelity by comparing non-contrast CT enhancement results against 9
compelling baseline models. Compared to other methods, SMILE preserves organ boundaries and global anatomy without introducing extra
structures or phase-inconsistent artifacts. This shows that SMILE maintains high structural reliability even under large intensity shifts. B.
Intensity Accuracy. To further validate enhancement correctness, we apply a state-of-the-art tumor detector [48] on the enhanced arterial,
venous, and delay phases. In all three enhanced phases, the tumor is successfully detected (marked by the black circle), confirming that
SMILE restores clinically meaningful contrast cues needed for downstream diagnostic tasks.

Table 3. SMILE improves early cancer detection with 10-20%
performance gains using non-contrast CT scans. We evaluate
SMILE as a preprocessing module for two state-of-the-art pancre-
atic tumor detectors, MedFormer [23] and ScaleMALI [48], on ex-
ternal non-contrast CT scans. Adding SMILE yields strong gains
in sensitivity, f1-score, and AUC with only modest drops in speci-
ficity, demonstrating that SMILE consistently improves the per-
formance of these SOTA detectors.

level mean HU and volume. Mean HU is computed per
organ, providing a stable and clinically meaningful metric.
All scans are segmented using the state-of-the-art VISTA-
3D [28] to obtain accurate organ measurements. SMILE
closely matches real anatomical statistics, achieving aver-
age correlations >0.95 for both HU and size. This demon-
strates that SMILE enhances image quality while preserv-
ing organ integrity and clinical realism across all phases.

43 Enh Precise C CT-RATE (N = 74) TUS (N = 585)

-3. SMILE Enhances Precise Contrasts method Sen.  Spec. FI. AUC Sen. Spec. Fl. AUC

We assess phase accuracy using a radiologist reader study Gaoeral.[23] 539 951 609 075 780 987 812 0.88

: : : +SMILE 692 918 714 084 900 987 882 094

and a pretrained phase classifier (Figure 6). Both test.s show A e A% 05 1000 4120 06 470 w06
that SMILE produces clear and correct phase-specific en- -

) . Li et al. [48] 615 869 552 074 860 919 633 0.88

hancements, with overall precision and recall above 95%. +SMILE 846 803 6.1 083 940 919 661 092

A +23.1 -6.6 459 +0.09 480 00 428 +04

Reader study. Three radiologists from two hospitals labeled
a mixed set of SMILE-enhanced scans containing all four
phases. Their confusion matrices show that each phase is
easily and consistently identified.

Sen.: sensitivity ~ Spec.: specificity ~ F1.: fl-score
AUC: area under the receiver operating characteristic curve

Phase classification model. A pretrained DenseNet [35]
classifier further evaluates phase correctness. For each
source phase, we classify all SMILE-enhanced outputs, and
the resulting confusion matrices show high precision and
recall across all source—target phase pairs.

4.4. SMILE Detects Tumors in Non-Contrast Scans

We evaluate SMILE as a preprocessing module for two pan-
creatic tumor detectors: MedFormer [23] (winner of the

Touchstone benchmark [5]) and ScaleMAI [48]. Both mod-
els represent the current state of the art in pancreatic tu-
mor analysis, achieving strong detection and segmentation
performance in recent benchmark studies. MedFormer re-
ports 82—88% F1 on multi-institutional benchmarks, while
ScaleMALI achieves over 90% sensitivity for early pancre-
atic lesions [23, 48]. We evaluate both detectors on external
non-contrast CT scans from CT-RATE [27] and TUS (pri-
vate), and report sensitivity, specificity, F1, as well as AUC
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Figure 5. Across all phases and organs, SMILE achieves an average HU and size correlation above (.95, demonstrating strong
anatomical and intensity consistency with real CT scans. We evaluate how well SMILE preserves organ intensity (HU) and volume
size compared with the real CT scans across 22 organs. Here the HU is averaged over the whole organ rather than per-pixel. Each large
plot corresponds to a target phase, N: non-contrast, A: arterial, V: venous, D: delay, and the four small plots on the right show results as
enhanced from other source phases. The smaller plots illustrate all source—target phase pairs, showing that SMILE delivers consistently
strong organ HU and size alignment regardless of the enhancement direction. Overall, SMILE maintains high consistency in both HU and
organ size, demonstrating stable and reliable enhancement performance.
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Figure 6. SMILE consistently produces accurate and distinguishable phase-specific enhancements, achieving average over 95.0
precision and recall score. (a—c) Reader study: three radiologists from two hospitals were shown a mixed set of SMILE-enhanced CT
scans containing all four phases (N: non-contrast, A: arterial, V: venous, D: delayed) shuffled together. Each radiologist independently
labeled the phase of every slice, and we plot confusion matrices from their annotations. (d—g) Classification model: We also evaluated
SMILE phase enhancement correctness via a pretrained phase classifier. By feeding SMILE-enhanced scans enhanced from each source
phase (N from N/A/V/D, A from N/A/V/D, V from N/A/V/D, D from N/A/V/D), and plot the confusion metrics respectively.
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Figure 7. Structural and intensity losses drive the largest gains.
Removing any loss module reduces performance, confirming that
all five components contribute to SMILE’s stability. The biggest
drops occur when structural losses (Lgeg, Leye) are removed, show-
ing they are essential for preserving anatomy. Intensity losses
(Luu, Lap) and the phase loss (L) also provide strong improve-
ments by enforcing realistic contrast behavior, while phase super-
vision adds a smaller but consistent benefit.

in Table 3. Adding SMILE increases sensitivity, fl-score
and AUC across all settings, with modest changes in speci-
ficity, indicating improved early tumor detectability without
introducing false-positive drift. These results suggest that
SMILE can serve as a general enhancement module to im-
prove a wide range of tumor detection systems operating on
low-contrast CT scans.

4.5. Ablation Study of SMILE Components

We conduct an ablation study on 40 patients from our test
datasets to assess the contribution of each loss module in
SMILE. A small paired subset is sufficient to show the ef-
fect of each component. The model uses five losses: Lgeg
and Ly for structure, L for phase, and Lyy and Lap for
intensity. In each experiment, we remove one or two losses
and train the model under the same settings as SMILE. As
shown in Figure 7, removing any module reduces SSIM and
PSNR, demonstrating that all five losses are essential for
stable, high-quality enhancement.

5. Related Work

For CT phase translation, existing image enhancement and
translation methods (summarized in Table 2) do not meet
three key needs at the same time: (1) preserving anatomy,
(2) handling unregistered multi-phase CT scans, and (3)
producing clinically meaningful enhancement.

Natural image enhancement. Paired methods, like Pix2Pix
[38], rely on pixel-level losses and require perfectly aligned
data, which is unrealistic for multi-phase CT because scans
from different contrast phases are rarely voxel-aligned. Un-
paired models, like CycleGAN [73], MUNIT [36], and
CUT [58], remove the need for alignment, but often cause
geometric shifts or hallucinated structures. Diffusion-based
methods (DiffuselT [42], UNIT-DDPM [63]) improve vi-
sual quality, yet their evaluation focuses on appearance
rather than anatomical or clinical accuracy.

Medical image enhancement. In medical imaging, un-
paired translation models have been extensively studied for
cross-modality and cross-contrast synthesis (e.g., MRI-CT
or T1-T2) [15, 54, 57, 59, 65]. ContourDiff [15] introduces
edge-aware constraints to better preserve structure, while
SynDiff [57] incorporates diffusion-based priors to improve
robustness under unpaired settings. However, these meth-
ods are not specialized for CT contrast-phase enhancement,
where HU values impose physical constraints and phase-
dependent changes are confined to a limited set of anatomi-
cally meaningful regions. Recent GAN and diffusion mod-
els for CT contrast synthesis [24, 68, 70, 74-76] depend on
voxel-level supervision or pre-registration, which is rarely
available in routine clinical settings. CyTran [61] can oper-
ate without pairing, but still requires post-hoc registration.

6. Conclusion and Discussion

We introduced SMILE, an anatomy-aware diffusion frame-
work that enhances CT images by modifying only clinically
relevant regions and preserving all unchanged anatomy.
With structural, phase, and intensity supervision, SMILE
generates realistic contrast-enhanced images that follow
true organ geometry and physiological patterns without cre-
ating false structures. The results are both visually convinc-
ing and clinically reliable.

SMILE also addresses an important clinical need. Many
patients cannot receive contrast due to kidney issues, aller-
gies, or unstable conditions, leaving clinicians to interpret
limited non-contrast scans. SMILE provides a safe alter-
native by producing diagnostic-quality contrast images di-
rectly from non-contrast CT, without extra injections or ra-
diation. This can improve care for vulnerable patients, aid
rapid decisions in emergency settings, and simplify radia-
tion oncology workflows by removing the need for cross-
phase registration.
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A. Dataset

A.1l. Anatomical Structures in CTVerse Dataset

We will present a precisely annotated, phase-wise paired, and organ-wise registered high-quality dataset, CTVerse, con-
taining 1814 CT volumes from 477 patients, collecting from over 112 hospitals. For each CT scan, CTVerse provides 88
anatomical structures. All volumes were registered at the voxel level using the ANTs [3] toolkit to ensure accurate spatial
alignment across phases.

Table 4. Class mapping in the CTVerse dataset.

name type label name type label name type label name type label
adrenal gland left (0] 1 kidney left (@) 23 rib left 3 B 45 vertebrae C3 B 67
adrenal gland right (0] 2 kidney lesion L 24 rib left 4 B 46 vertebrae C4 B 68
aorta (0] 3 kidney right (6] 25 rib left 5 B 47 vertebrae C5 B 69
bile duct (common) (0] 4 liver (0] 26 rib left 6 B 48 vertebrac C6 B 70
bladder O 5 liver segment 1 P 27 rib left 7 B 49 vertebrae C7 B 71
celiac trunk (@) 6 liver segment 2 P 28 rib left 8 B 50 vertebrae L1 B 72
colon (0] 7 liver segment 3 P 29 rib left 9 B 51 vertebrae L2 B 73
duodenum (6] 8 liver segment 4 P 30 rib left 10 B 52 vertebrae L3 B 74
esophagus O 9 liver segment 5 P 31 rib left 11 B 53 vertebrae L4 B 75
gall bladder O 10 liver segment 6 P 32 rib left 12 B 54 vertebrae LS B 76
hepatic vessel (@) 11 liver segment 7 P 33 rib right 1 B 55 vertebrae T1 B 71
intestine (0] 12 liver segment 8 P 34 rib right 2 B 56 vertebrae T2 B 78
kidney left (6] 13 liver lesion L 35 rib right 3 B 57 vertebrae T3 B 79
kidney right (6] 14 lung left (6] 36 rib right 4 B 58 vertebrae T4 B 80
kidney lesion L 15 lung right (@) 37 rib right 5 B 59 vertebrae TS B 81
liver (@) 16 pancreas (0] 38 rib right 6 B 60 vertebrae T6 B 82
liver segment 1 P 17 pancreas body P 39 rib right 7 B 61 vertebrae T7 B 83
liver segment 2 P 18 pancreas head P 40 rib right 8 B 62 vertebrae T8 B 84
liver segment 3 P 19 pancreas tail P 41 rib right 9 B 63 vertebrae T9 B 85
liver segment 4 P 20 pancreatic lesion L 42 rib right 10 B 64 vertebrae T10 B 86
liver segment 5 P 21 portal vein and splenic vein (0] 43 rib right 11 B 65 vertebrae T11 B 87
liver segment 6 P 22 postcava (6] 44 rib right 12 B 66 vertebrae T12 B 88

type:  B:bone structure  L:lesion O: whole organ  P: organ sub-region

A.2. Anatomical Structures in SMILE Test Datasets

We use these 22 organs to evaluate how well SMILE preserves anatomical structure and tissue characteristics during CT
phase conversion. For each organ, we measure two quantities:

* HU (Hounsfield Unit) correlation — whether the tissue density changes follow the correct pattern across phases.

* Size correlation — whether the enhanced organ keeps a similar volume as in the real CT.

Table 5. Anatomical structure-level HU analysis summary.

name label volume name label volume
aorta 1 medium intestine 12 large
bladder 2 medium kidney left 13 large
celiac trunk 3 small kidney right 14 large
colon 4 large liver 15 large
duodenum 5 medium pancreas body 16 medium
esophagus 6 small pancreas head 17 medium
gall bladder 7 small pancreas tail 18 small
hepatic vessel 8 small portal vein and splenic vein 19 small
prostate 9 small postcava 20 medium
rectum 10 small spleen 21 medium
stomach 11 large superior mesenteric artery 22 small




B. CT Contrast Phases

B.1. Contrast Phases Change Anatomical Appearance

A multi-phase CT scan takes several images of the same patient at different times after a contrast agent (iodine) is injected
(see Figure 8). Think of it like taking four photos of the same scene under different lighting conditions. The anatomy does
not change, but the brightness of specific tissues changes over time, because the contrast agent flows through arteries —
organs — veins — then slowly washes out. Each phase highlights different organs and blood vessels, which is important for
detecting pancreatic tumors, because they often look very similar to normal tissue in one phase but become visible in another.

* Non-contrast: This is the scan before contrast injection. Organs appear in their natural density. Pancreatic tumors are
often hard to see, because both healthy pancreas and tumors look similar.

 Arterial: Taken shortly after contrast agent injection. Arteries and hyper-vascular structures become bright.

* Venous: Contrast moves into veins and most abdominal organs. Pancreatic tumors typically appear hypo-enhanced
(darker) compared to the enhanced pancreas, making them easier to localize.

¢ Delay: Contrast gradually washes out. Tumors may retain different contrast patterns compared to surrounding tissue,
providing another chance for detection.

B.2. Contrast Phases Improve Tumor Diagnosis

Contrast phases play a crucial role in detecting pancreatic tumors because they highlight how different tissues respond to
injected contrast over time. In non-contrast scans, tumors often look similar to the surrounding pancreas, making them
difficult to spot. Once contrast is injected, however, each phase reveals a different pattern of brightness across organs and
vessels.

Blood-rich organs become bright in the arterial phase, most abdominal organs enhance in the venous phase, and contrast
slowly fades in the delayed phase. Pancreatic tumors, however, usually stay darker than the surrounding pancreas in all
these phases (see Figure 8), creating a clear visual difference that does not appear in non-contrast scans. These predictable
brightness changes make contrast phases crucial: they reveal tumors that would otherwise stay hidden and give radiologists
multiple chances to confirm where the tumor is and how big it is.

aorta «—=e r» postcava

liver spleen (+++) liver (+++) liver (+)
spleen - \
) Vi, - ;
! \

kidney (L) kidney (R)
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Figure 8. Illustration of CT contrast phases. From left to right: non-contrast phase (with anatomical structure labels), arterial phase,
venous phase, and delay phase. In the enhancement phases, brighter organs are marked with “+” symbols (more “+” indicates stronger
enhancement), while darker regions—such as tumors—are marked with “~". Non-contrast Phase: before contrast injection, most organs
have similar brightness. Arterial Phase: after contrast injection, arteries, spleen, and pancreas brighten first. Venous Phase: after the
arterial phase, the liver, pancreas and spleen brightness appear stronger. Pancreatic tumors often remain darker in the arterial and venous
phase, making them easier to detect. Delay Phase: after the venous phase, kidneys reach peak enhancement, and liver enhancement
gradually washes out.



C. SMILE Implementations Details
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Figure 9. Anatomical-aware design. SMILE uses StableDiffusion [62] as the diffusion backbone, and use unique anatomy-aware loss
design to ensure enhancement quality. Structural loss: Cycle translation and anatomy segmentation ensure anatomical structure preserva-
tion; Intensity loss: HU and air/bone losses enforce realistic intensities; Phase loss: A pretrained phase classifier ensures correct contrast
phase. All losses back-propagate into the diffusion model to produce anatomically correct and phase-accurate enhanced CT scans.

C.1. Why SMILE describes three loss fields but uses five loss weights?

SMILE groups its supervision into three conceptual fields—structure, phase, and intensity—because these correspond to the
three clinical requirements of contrast enhancement: preserving anatomy, achieving correct phase, and producing realistic
tissue intensities. However, As shown in Figure 9, each field is implemented using practical loss components, resulting in
five trainable losses: segmentation and cycle (structural), classifier (phase), and HU and air/bone (intensity). Thus, to reflect
these components precisely, the full objective is:

LSMILE = ﬁdiff + /\segﬁseg + >\cyc£cyc + )\cls‘ccls + /\HU‘CHU + AaBLAB- )
C.2. Why SMILE does not need registration?

SMILE is trained on unregistered multi-phase CT by cleanly separating structural and intensity supervision. All geometry-
related signals (segmentation + cycle consistency) come exclusively from the source CT, ensuring that no spatial information
from the target phase is ever used. In contrast, the intensity and phase losses use only alignment-free cues from the target
CT—mean organ HU values and slice-wise phase labels—which depend on global contrast behavior rather than voxel-wise
correspondence. SMILE bypasses any need for voxel-level registration and remains robust to the natural misalignment
between phases.

C.3. Why SMILE introduces supervision progressively?

We progressively activate loss modules during training to ensure stable optimization. Early in training (0-2k steps), the model
learns only the diffusion prior, preventing supervision signals from dominating before the generator produces meaningful
structures. Phase and cycle losses are added at 10k steps to guide global enhancement behavior once the model forms basic
anatomy. At 20k steps, segmentation, HU, and air/bone losses are enabled to refine structural boundaries and organ-level
intensity patterns.

This staged strategy avoids unstable gradients and ensures that high-level supervision is added only when the model is
ready to benefit from it, leading to more stable and reliable enhancement quality.Let ¢ denote the training step. The active



loss at step ¢ is:
Litt, 0<t< 2k,
Laitt + )\cycﬁcyc + AatsLels, 2k <t < 20k,

£t — (6)
‘cdiff + Acyc»ccyc + >\Cls£cls + Aseg[rseg + AHU[»HU + AAB£AB7 20k S t < SOk:

Lifr + A§§2£Cyc A0 Lo + )\gg) Lseg + )\g&ﬁHU + /\E\tg Lap, t > 80k,

cls

where )\gt) are learnable weights estimated by the Uncertainty Loss Module.

C.4. Why SMILE can adjust loss weights automatically?

The idea of learnable loss weight is simple: if a supervision term is noisy or conflicting with others, its weight should be
reduced; if a term is stable and provides consistent gradients, its weight should be increased.

Concretely, following standard uncertainty weighting for multi-task learning, we introduce one scalar parameter s; per
loss term £; € {Leyc, Lets; Lsea, Luu, Lag }- The combined objective is written as

Lowe = Lan + »_ exp(—si) Li + si, (7

and the effective weight for loss £; at step ¢ is )\Et) = exp(—s;). During training, s; is optimized together with the network
parameters via backpropagation. Intuitively, if a loss £; is large or highly variable, the gradient w.r.t. s; will increase s; and
thus decrease )\Z(»t), down-weighting that term. Conversely, when a loss is small and consistent, s; is reduced, which increases
its weight.

This design is reasonable for two reasons. First, it avoids manual tuning of five various loss scales (segmentation, cycle,
classification, HU, and air/bone), which naturally live on different numeric ranges. Second, the weighting is data-driven: the
model learns which supervisions are currently reliable instead of relying on a fixed heuristic schedule.



D. SMILE Comparison in Early Tumor Detection with Baselines

Non-contrast — Arterial

Figure 10. SMILE outperforms all competing models in both anatomical integrity and tumor visibility (patient example #1). For
each source—target pair (non-contrast to arterial, venous, delay), the top row shows full slices and the bottom row zooms into the pancreas
region. Methods are shown in the figure following this order: (1) SMILE, (2) Pix2Pix [38], (3) CycleGAN [18], (4) CyTran [61], (5)
DALL-E [22], (6) MedDiffusion [39], (7) CUT [58].



Non-contrast — Arterial

Figure 11. SMILE outperforms all competing models in both anatomical integrity and tumor visibility (patient example #2). For
each source—target pair (non-contrast to arterial, venous, delay), the top row shows full slices and the bottom row zooms into the pancreas
region. Methods are shown in the figure following this order: (1) SMILE, (2) Pix2Pix [38], (3) CycleGAN [18], (4) CyTran [61], (5)
DALL-E [22], (6) MedDiffusion [39], (7) CUT [58]. SMILE improves tumor visibility, allowing the Al detector to identify the tumor
reliably, while other baselines failed.



E. SMILE Comparison in Enhancement Quality with Baselines (Ground-Truth Provided)

Non-contrast — Arterial SMILE Pix2Pix CycleGAN CyTran DALL-E MedDiffusion CuUT

Figure 12. SMILE produces the clearest and most phase-consistent enhancement (patient example #3). Above shows the qualitative
comparison of non-contrast to arterial, venous, and delay enhancement, with registered ground truth provided. The left-most column shows
the source non-contrast CT and the ground-truth enhanced CT (arterial, venous, delay). All columns on the right show the enhanced results
from different methods. For each source—target pair (non-contrast to arterial, venous, delay), the top row shows full slices and the bottom
row zooms into the pancreas region. We compare SMILE (label 1) with six representative baselines: (2) Pix2Pix [38], (3) CycleGAN [18],
(4) CyTran [61], (5§) DALL-E [22], (6) MedDiffusion [39], and (7) CUT [58]. Baseline models often blur organ boundaries, introduce
artifacts, or fail to reproduce the expected enhancement, especially around the pancreas and tumor region. On the contrary, across the
three phase conversions—arterial, venous, and delay—SMILE shows the expected clinical patterns: In the arterial phase, SMILE correctly
highlights the arteries, matching real contrast flow. In the venous phase, SMILE brightens the liver, pancreas, and veins, as seen in real
venous enhancement. In the delay phase, SMILE reproduces the wash-out effect, where organ brightness slowly fades. These phase-
specific changes match real CT behavior and help reveal tumors that are difficult to see in non-contrast scans.



Non-contrast — Arterial SMILE Pix2Pix CycleGAN CyTran DALL-E MedDiffusion CuT

Figure 13. SMILE produces the clearest and most phase-consistent enhancement (patient example #4). Above shows the qualitative
comparison of non-contrast to arterial, venous, and delay enhancement, with registered ground truth provided. The left-most column shows
the source non-contrast CT and the ground-truth enhanced CT (arterial, venous, delay). All columns on the right show the enhanced results
from different methods. For each source—target pair (non-contrast to arterial, venous, delay), the top row shows full slices and the bottom
row zooms into the pancreas region. We compare SMILE (label 1) with six representative baselines: (2) Pix2Pix [38], (3) CycleGAN [18],
(4) CyTran [61], (5§) DALL-E [22], (6) MedDiffusion [39], and (7) CUT [58]. Baseline models often blur organ boundaries, introduce
artifacts, or fail to reproduce the expected enhancement, especially around the pancreas and tumor region. On the contrary, across the
three phase conversions—arterial, venous, and delay—SMILE shows the expected clinical patterns: In the arterial phase, SMILE correctly
highlights the arteries, matching real contrast flow. In the venous phase, SMILE brightens the, pancreas, and veins, and part of kidney
as seen in real venous enhancement. In the delay phase, SMILE correctly shows the wash-out pattern: only excretory organs such as the
kidneys remain bright, while most other organs lose contrast. These phase-specific changes match real CT behavior and help reveal tumors
that are difficult to see in non-contrast scans.



F. SMILE Compared with Commercialized Generative Vision Models
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Figure 14. SMILE consistently produces the most anatomically accurate and clinically meaningful enhancement across all contrast phases,
compares to current commercialized generative vision models.
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Figure 15. SMILE consistently produces the most anatomically accurate and clinically meaningful enhancement across all contrast phases,
compares to current commercialized generative vision models.
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G. SMILE Performance on Specific Organs
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Figure 16. Contrast enhancement of five key organs, i.e., aorta, liver, pancreas, kidneys, and spleen. We evaluate SMILE’s enhance-
ment accuracy by measuring HU and size correlation between enhanced CT and ground truth on selected organs. They are selected because
these structures show the strongest contrast changes across phases and are clinically important for tumor diagnosis. Each column shows
one enhancement target. SMILE achieves high HU and size correlations in all settings compared to other baselines. Performance is lower
in the venous phase, which is expected because venous enhancement depends on subtle global perfusion patterns that are harder to learn.
Even so, SMILE remains consistently better than all baseline methods. Overall, these results show that SMILE produces anatomically and
intensity-consistent enhancement for the most clinically relevant organs.
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