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Abstract

AI-driven tumor analysis has garnered increasing attention in healthcare. However,
its progress is significantly hindered by the lack of annotated tumor cases, which
requires radiologists to invest a lot of effort in collecting and annotation. In this
paper, we introduce a highly practical solution for robust tumor synthesis and
segmentation, termed FreeTumor, which refers to annotation-free synthetic tumors
and our desire to free patients that suffering from tumors. Instead of pursuing
sophisticated technical synthesis modules, we aim to design a simple yet effective
tumor synthesis paradigm to unleash the power of large-scale data. Specifically,
FreeTumor advances existing methods mainly from three aspects: (1) Existing
methods only leverage small-scale labeled data for synthesis training, which limits
their ability to generalize well on unseen data from different sources. To this end,
we introduce the adversarial training strategy to leverage large-scale and diversified
unlabeled data in synthesis training, significantly improving tumor synthesis. (2)
Existing methods largely ignored the negative impact of low-quality synthetic
tumors in segmentation training. Thus, we employ an adversarial-based discrimi-
nator to automatically filter out the low-quality synthetic tumors, which effectively
alleviates their negative impact. (3) Existing methods only used hundreds of cases
in tumor segmentation. In FreeTumor, we investigate the data scaling law in tumor
segmentation by scaling up the dataset to 11k cases. Extensive experiments demon-
strate the superiority of FreeTumor, e.g., on three tumor segmentation benchmarks,
average +8.9% DSC over the baseline that only using real tumors and +6.6% DSC
over the state-of-the-art tumor synthesis method. Code will be available.

1 Introduction

Tumor segmentation is one of the most fundamental tasks in medical image analysis [1, 43, 36, 27, 92],
which has received significant attention recently. However, existing methods [36, 63, 24, 18, 74]
heavily rely on well-annotated tumor cases for training, which is time-consuming and requires
extensive medical expertise [65, 89]. Thus, suffering from the annotation burden, the limited scale of
tumor datasets significantly impedes the development of tumor segmentation.

To address the dilemma, tumor synthesis has become a burgeoning research topic recently [23, 8, 33].
Early attempts [42, 83, 16, 28, 64, 75] utilized handcrafted image processing techniques to synthesize
tumors. However, these synthetic tumors still differ significantly from real tumors [23], and thus
fail to improve segmentation performance effectively. SynTumor [23] liver tumor characteristics
and designed several operations for tumor synthesis. However, handcrafting these characteristics
requires significant expertise and is also limited to specific tumor types [8]. DiffTumor [8] proposed
to train a conditioned diffusion model [52, 12] to synthesize tumors by reconstructing from Gaussian
noises. Although with promising results, this conditioned diffusion model can only be trained when
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Figure 1: Synthesize different types of tumors with AI. The green and red arrows point to the real
and synthetic tumors, respectively. We collect 0.9k labeled and 10k unlabeled data to facilitate tumor
segmentation. By unleashing the power of large-scale data, FreeTumor outperforms the previous
methods DiffTumor [8], SynTumor [23], and nnUNet [24] by a significant margin.

annotated tumors are available, thus the synthesis training is still limited by the scale of datasets
and fails to generalize well on large-scale unseen datasets from other sources. More importantly,
the synthetic results are not always perfect. However, the previous methods [23, 33, 8] have largely
overlooked the negative impact of low-quality synthetic tumors on segmentation training.

In this work, we aim to unleash the power of large-scale data to construct a stronger tumor segmen-
tation model. The key challenge is to synthesize high-quality tumors on large-scale unlabeled data
(Here, unlabeled represents without tumor labels as in [23, 8]). Although the research of generative
models, especially the Diffusion models [52, 12, 21, 85] have achieved astonishing conditioned
image synthesis ability in the field of natural images, when applied to tumor synthesis, it is difficult
to collect adequate annotated tumor cases to train a diffusion model [8]. Thus, limited by the data
scale, it may fail to benefit large-scale unseen datasets with different characteristics, e.g., intensity,
spacing, and resolution. In addition, to serve the following tumor segmentation, it is important to
further design an automatic engine to discard low-quality synthetic tumors.

Thus, the off-the-shelf GAN-based image synthesis methods [48, 61, 15, 25, 90] came into our
view. GAN-based synthesis can effectively leverage unpaired data for synthesis, which leads to
a feasible way for us to leverage large-scale unlabeled data in tumor synthesis. There are two
appealing advantages of GAN-based generative models in tumor synthesis: (1) The adversarial
training strategy enables us to involve large-scale unlabeled data into synthesis training, i.e., generate
tumors on unlabeled images and discriminate them with a discriminator (real or fake tumors). (2)
The adversarial training strategy natively enables us to filter out low-quality synthetic results with the
discriminator [61, 82], i.e., synthetic tumors failing to pass the discriminator will be discarded, thus
significantly alleviating their negative impact in segmentation training.

To this end, we present a highly practical solution for tumor synthesis and segmentation, termed
FreeTumor, which unleash the power of large-scale unlabeled data by high-quality tumor synthesis.
Specifically, FreeTumor consists of three stages: (1) Training a baseline tumor segmentation model on
labeled data, which serves as the discriminator in the following generative model. (2) Training a GAN-
based tumor synthesis model, which simultaneously leverages labeled and large-scale unlabeled data
in synthesis training and automatically discards low-quality synthetic tumors by the segmentation-
based discriminator. (3) Training a tumor segmentation model with labeled and unlabeled data
simultaneously, where the artificial tumors are synthesized in an online manner during training, as
shown in Fig. 1(a). Despite its simplicity, FreeTumor effectively leverages the large-scale unlabeled
data for tumor segmentation training, significantly improving tumor segmentation performance.

Equipped with FreeTumor, we explore tumor segmentation with large-scale data. We collect 0.9k
labeled and 10k unlabeled data to build an 11k dataset for tumor segmentation, as shown in Fig. 1(b).
To the best of our knowledge, this is the existing largest dataset adopted for tumor synthesis
and segmentation. We investigate the data scaling law by gradually scaling up the dataset and the
results demonstrate the effectiveness. Extensive experimental results on three tumor segmentation
benchmarks, i.e., LiTs [4], MSD-Pancreas [1], and KiTs [19], demonstrate the effectiveness of our
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proposed FreeTumor. Specifically, compared with the baseline that used only real tumors for training,
FreeTumor brings an average 8.9% DSC improvements. FreeTumor also surpasses the state-of-the-art
tumor synthesis method DiffTumor [8] by 6.6% DSC. We also evaluate the results on the FLARE23
tumor segmentation public leaderboard and outperform existing methods [23, 8] by a large margin.
The 11k synthetic tumor dataset will be released to facilitate the research of tumor segmentation.

2 Related Work

Generative models. Generative models [15, 52, 21] have witnessed rapid development in recent years,
which can be roughly divided into two categories, i.e., unconditional [20, 22] and conditional [85,
8, 82]. Specifically, the unconditional ones only need input noise, while the conditional models
can be controlled by text or labels and require these conditional inputs consistently. Among the
structures of generative models, Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [15, 25, 90], Variational
AutoEncoder (VAE) [32], and diffusion models [21, 52, 85] have shown astonishing ability in
synthesizing photo-realistic images. These generative models are also effectively applied to medical
images [31, 68, 10, 6, 7, 67], i.e., image-to-image translation [37, 47], image reconstruction [2, 45],
image denoising [9, 13], and anomaly detection [59, 76].

Although conditioned diffusion models have attracted more attention recently, they may require large-
scale paired data for training [52, 21], which is not very feasible in medical images. Compared to
complex and diversified natural image synthesis, tumor synthesis simply requires low-level abnormal
noise generation [23, 8, 33, 83]. Thus, the traditional adversarial-based GAN methods can also fulfill
the requirement. More importantly, the usage of unpaired data in GAN leads to a potential way for
us to leverage large-scale unlabeled data, and the adversarial training strategy can natively assist in
filtering the quality of synthetic images. Thus, in this paper, we explore the GAN-based generative
models in tumor synthesis. Instead of pursuing sophisticated modules to generative models, we aim
to develop a novel tumor synthesis paradigm to unleash the power of unlabeled data.

Tumor synthesis. Tumor synthesis has become an attractive topic in various medical modalities [8],
e.g., colonoscopy videos [58], Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) [5], Computed Tomography
(CT) [16, 42, 83], and endoscopic images [11]. Early attempts [42, 83, 16, 28, 64, 75] explored the
low-level image processing techniques to synthesize tumors. However, there is still a large visual
margin between the resulting synthetic tumors and the real tumors [23]. These synthetic tumors
still cannot boost the tumor segmentation effectively, since the noisy generations will significantly
deteriorate the model training. Thus, more advanced synthesis techniques are required.

SynTumor [23] sought to address this challenge by introducing a series of handcrafted operations,
i.e., ellipse generation, elastic deformation, salt-noise generation, and Gaussian filtering. However, it
requires extensive expertise of radiologists to handcraft the characteristics, while it is still restricted
to a specific type of tumor (liver tumor in the paper [23]) and fails to generalize to other types of
tumors [8]. DiffTumor [8] further proposed to employ conditional diffusion models [52, 12] to
synthesize tumors. Although promising results have been demonstrated, there are still two main
problems: (1) The synthesis training of DiffTumor [8] is mainly based on reconstructing CT volumes
with annotated tumors, which is still heavily restricted by the scale of annotated tumor dataset.
Although DiffTumor [8] leveraged 10k data to train the autoencoder [12], in the synthesis training
only 0.3k labeled tumor data are used. Thus, when adapting it to large-scale unseen datasets from
other sources, the synthesis performance will significantly decrease. (2) More importantly, although
most of the synthetic tumors are realistic in comparison to real liver tumors, the synthesis results
cannot be always perfect [33]. The failure cases will significantly deteriorate the subsequent tumor
segmentation training [82]. Thus, to alleviate the negative impact of low-quality synthetic tumors, it
is vital to further design a selection strategy to automatically filter out the unsatisfactory synthesis.

To this end, we present FreeTumor, a GAN-based tumor synthesis paradigm, with two main advan-
tages upon previous methods: (1) A well-designed adversarial training strategy to leverage unpaired
data, thus unleashing the power of large-scale unlabeled data for synthesis training. (2) An adversarial-
based discriminator to filter out the unsatisfactory synthetic tumors, thus alleviating the negative
impact of low-quality synthetic tumors in tumor segmentation.

Learning from synthetic images. Learning from synthetic images is a commonly-used technique
in label-efficient learning [82, 71, 91, 73, 69, 70], aiming to ease the burden of collecting large-
scale dataset and annotating dense labels. The main sources of generating synthetic images can be
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Figure 2: The overall framework of FreeTumor, including three stages: (1) Training a segmentor as
discriminator. We first leverage the labeled data to train a baseline segmentor as the discriminator in
the following generative model. Sup. denotes supervision. (2) Synthesizing tumors with adversarial
training. The tumor position simulation follows [23, 8]. We leverage both labeled and unlabeled data
to train a tumor synthesis model. Thanks to the previous efforts [50, 43, 1, 44] in collecting data, we
can formulate an 11k dataset with organ labels for tumor position simulation. Motivated by [61],
we use the baseline segmentor to discriminate the reality of synthetic tumors. (3) Training tumor
segmentation model. We generate and filter the synthetic tumors on the large-scale data for training
the final tumor segmentor.

roughly divided into three categories [82], i.e., computer graphics engines [51, 54], image processing
techniques [87, 88, 3, 29, 62, 72], and generative models [82, 60, 86, 56, 66]. After synthesis,
collaborative training [82, 81, 78, 79, 80, 39] is used to combine the real and synthetic images. In
this paper, we aim to explore this paradigm for tumor segmentation training.

3 Method

In this section, we first introduce our tumor synthesis pipeline in Section 3.1. Then, we further
clarify our strategy to filter out low-quality synthetic tumors in Section 3.2. Following this, we
present the process of unleashing the power of large-scale unlabeled data with tumor synthesis in
Section 3.3. Lastly, in Section 3.4, we further discuss the paradigms to leverage synthetic tumors for
tumor segmentation training. The overall framework of FreeTumor is shown in Fig. 2.

3.1 Synthesizing Tumors with Adversarial Training

Motivated by OASIS [61], we propose to leverage a baseline tumor segmentation model to discrimi-
nate real and fake tumors, as shown in Fig. 2. In Stage 1, we first train a baseline segmentor with only
labeled data (with annotated tumors), which will be employed as a discriminator in the following
generative model to discriminate the synthetic tumors.

In Stage 2, we employ the adversarial training strategy to train a tumor generative model. The first
step is to simulate the tumor positions on the organs, which aims to select a proper location for the
synthetic tumors. For fair comparisons, we follow the pipeline of SynTumor [23] and DiffTumor [8]
in tumor position simulation. Since the organ labels already exist in the collected dataset, it is easy
to select a location to synthesize tumors. Here, we denote the tumor mask as M that represents the
positions of synthetic tumors, where M = 1 are the positions of synthetic tumors and M = 0 are
remained as the original values.

The Generator G used in Stage 2 is a typical encoder-decoder based U-Net [53], which is widely
used in current state-of-the-art generative models [77, 61, 8, 52, 82]. In FreeTumor, we aim to use
the Generator G to transform the voxel values from organ to tumor. Specifically, we use x to denote
the original image, x̂ denotes the synthetic image, the transform process is as follows:

x̂ = (1−M)⊗x+M⊗[x− tanh(G(x))⊗g(x)], (1)
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where x is first normalized to 0∼1 and g(x) is the Gaussian filter to blur the texture [23]. tanh is the
activation function to normalize G(x). It can be seen that with the tumor mask M , only the synthetic
positions are transformed and other positions are reserved as the original values.

According to Eq.(1), FreeTumor synthesizes tumors by estimating the distance (tanh(G(x))) between
organs and tumors, which is inherited from the observation of the previous work SynTumor [23].
However, SynTumor [23] empirically set a fixed value as the distance, which heavily limited the
ability of generalization. Thus, we make it a learnable process in FreeTumor, which is more robust.
DiffTumor [8] synthesized tumors by directly reconstructing values of tumors while ignoring to
consider the information of corresponding organs and backgrounds, thus may fail to generalize well
to unseen datasets with different value intensities.

In FreeTumor, we propose to employ a tumor segmentation model for adversarial training. Specif-
ically, we first freeze the parameters of the baseline segmentor S trained in Stage 1, then feed the
synthetic images to the frozen segmentor S. We aim to use the segmentation results of these synthetic
images to optimize the Generator by adversarial training. Concretely, it is intuitive that if a case of
synthetic tumor appears realistic in comparison to the real tumors, it has a higher probability to be
segmented by the baseline segmentor S. This observation is also explored by OASIS [61]. Motivated
by this, we calculate the segmentation loss Lseg for adversarial training as follows:

Lseg =
1

∥ M ∥
∑
M=1

∥ 1− S(x̂) ∥, (2)

where S(x̂) is the tumor prediction logits generated by the baseline segmentor S, and we employ the
simplest Euclidean distance to optimize the generator G.

In addition, following the traditional GAN [15, 90, 48, 61, 25], besides the segmentor, we also adopt
another classifier discriminator C to discriminate real or fake tumors using a typical classification
loss Lcls. The classifier C works similarly to the previous adversarial training [15, 90, 48, 61, 25]:
(1) In the discriminating process, C is optimized to distinguish real and synthetic tumors. (2) In the
generating process, C is frozen and tries to classify the synthetic tumors as the real tumors, thus
optimizing the generator G. Thus, the total adversarial training loss Ladv is as follow:

Ladv = max
G∼

min
D∼

λclsLcls + Lseg, (3)

where G∼ and D∼ represent the generating and discriminating processes, respectively. λcls is the
weight of Lcls and is set to 0.1 in experiments empirically.

Replace with diffusion model. The generator can be replaced by a diffusion model [57, 46]. The
difference is that we use adversarial training to filter the synthetic tumors generated by the diffusion
model. We explore the filtering strategy to select the results of the trained DiffuTumor [8]. Empirically,
we observe that when replacing DiffTumor [8] as the generator, the performances did not increase,
which suggests that the usage of large-scale data and the filtering strategy are more important.

3.2 Filtering Synthetic Tumors with Segmentation

Motivation. Although promising synthesis performances have been demonstrated [23, 8], the
synthetic tumor cannot always be perfect. We observe that the low-quality synthetic tumors will
significantly deteriorate the tumor segmentation results. Both SynTumor [23] and DiffTumor [8]
ignored to alleviate these negative impacts. Although they further invite experienced radiologists to
review the synthesis results, it still requires laborious efforts and cannot be applied to large-scale data.
Thus, we develop an effective filtering strategy to automatically discard low-quality synthetic tumors.

Segmentation-based discriminator for filtering. Our filtering strategy is based on the segmentation-
based discriminator, which is also one of the strong reasons why we adopted the adversarial training
strategy instead of diffusion models to synthesize tumors. Inspired by FreeMask [82], we propose
to adaptively filter low-quality synthetic tumors by calculating the proportions of satisfactory
synthesized tumor regions. The satisfactory synthesized tumors represent the synthetic tumors that
do match the corresponding tumor masks M well. Intuitively, we can use the baseline segmentor S
to calculate the correspondence: the proportions of synthetic tumors that are segmented as tumors.
Thus, we calculate the proportion P as follows:

P =

∑N
i=1[1(S(x̂))×1(M = 1))]∑N

i=1[1(M = 1))]
, (4)
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Figure 3: Segmentation-based Filtering strategy for synthetic tumors. (a) We discard the un-
satisfactory synthetic tumors according to Eq. (5). (b) We use the baseline segmentor S to test the
accuracy of synthetic tumors, verifying with the segmentation DSC. It can be seen that with our
proposed filtering strategy, the DSC of synthetic tumors are improved significantly (average +16.1%),
which also surpass SynTumor [23] and DiffTumor [8] by a large margin.

where N denotes the total number of voxels, 1(S(x̂) denotes the number of voxels that are segmented
as tumors, 1(M = 1)) denotes the number of voxels that tumor mask is 1 (the positions of synthetic
tumors). It is intuitive that if the proportion P is higher, the quality of this case of synthetic tumor
tends to be higher [61]. Although this measurement cannot be absolutely accurate, it still largely
reveals the tumor synthesis results, which can serve as an automatic tool for quality test.

We set a threshold T to split the high- and low-quality synthetic tumors. We use the term Quality Test
to represent whether the synthetic case passes the discriminator, the Filtering strategy F is defined as:

F (x|P, T,G, S) =

{
x̂, P≥T, This synthetic tumor pass the Quality Test
x, P<T, This synthetic tumor fail the Quality Test (5)

With F , we effectively filter the synthetic tumors online, as shown in Fig. 3. Despite its simplicity, we
effectively alleviate the negative impact of unsatisfactory synthetic tumors in segmentation training,
which is a significant improvement upon the previous methods [23, 8].

3.3 Unleashing the Power of Unlabeled Data with Tumor Synthesis

Distinguished from previous works that use a limited scale of dataset for tumor segmentation training,
we emphasize the importance of unlabeled images in the development of tumor segmentation. Thanks
to prior efforts [50, 43, 35, 44] in building large-scale CT datasets, we can easily collect adequate
CT images for training. The challenge is that these datasets only contain organ labels while lacking
annoated tumor cases. Thus, we develop FreeTumor to unleash the power of these unlabeled data.

In this paper, ‘labeled’ represents ‘with tumor labels’ and ‘unlabeled’ represents ‘without tumor
labels’ but the organ labels are available, which follows the previous works [23, 8, 25]. With the
organ labels, we can easily generate and filter synthetic tumors as described in Secs 3.1 and 3.2.
Specifically, given the unlabeled dataset Du, we conduct tumor synthesis for D

′

u as follow:

D
′

u = {(x, F [G(x)], S)|x∈Du} . (6)

Online tumor synthesis. Unlike the previous method [82], we synthesize tumors online during
training as [23, 8]. This is because online generation allows us to synthesize more diversified
tumor cases, thus improving the robustness of tumor segmentation. We have further compared the
effectiveness of online and offline generation in the experiments (see appendix). We will also release
our offline 11k synthetic tumor dataset to facilitate the following research. Note that tumor synthesis
is also conducted on the labeled data, since the tumors in the labeled data are also rare [23].

Mixup for unlabeled data. To collect a large-scale dataset, there inevitably exists domain gaps
between different sources of datasets, e.g., intensity, spacing, and resolution. Motivated by previous
works [84, 81], we propose to mix up [84] different sources of datasets as follows:

xab = x̂a⊗m+ x̂b⊗(1−m), x̂a, x̂b∈D
′

u, (7)

where m is the mask for Mixup. The effectiveness of Mixup are discussed in the experiments.
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Table 1: Overall performances on three tumor segmentation benchmarks [4, 1, 19]. We report the
tumor segmentation DSC(%). † denotes we re-implement the method with the same settings as [8],
other results are directly drawn from the original papers [8, 23, 33]. Extra data and post-processing
are considered. The results of baseline SwinUNETR [63] and the SOTA DiffTumor [8] are underlined.
The best results are bolded. 720 [8] is a cherry-picked sub-set of 0.9k (see appendix).

Method Ext. Data Post-Pro. Liver Panc. Kidney Average
Without Synthetic Tumors

U-Net [53] % % 62.5 51.2 72.0 61.9
nnUNet [24] % " 62.9 53.7 76.9 64.5
UNETR [18] % % 60.3 50.6 74.1 61.7

SwinUNETR [63] % % 61.8 52.9 74.6 63.1
SwinUNETR† [63] % % 64.7 59.0 80.3 67.9

VoCo [74] " % 65.5 59.9 80.8 68.7
With Synthetic Tumors

CopyPaste† [14] % % 60.2 39.8 65.2 55.1
Yao et al. [83] % % 32.8 - - -
SynTumor [23] % % 59.8 - - -
SynTumor† [23] % % 66.2 42.5 67.9 58.9

Pixel2Cancer [33] (∼1k) " % 56.7 59.3 73.9 63.3
DiffTumor [8] (720) " " 67.9 61.0 81.8 70.2

FreeTumor (0.9k) % % 71.2 63.1 84.3 72.9
FreeTumor (2.2k) " % 72.5 65.2 85.6 74.4
FreeTumor (6k) " % 74.3 67.4 86.7 76.3

FreeTumor (11k) " % 74.5 68.6 87.3 76.8
△(SwinUNETR) ↑9.8% ↑9.6% ↑7.0% ↑8.9%
△(DiffTumor) ↑6.6% ↑7.6% ↑5.5% ↑6.6%

3.4 Leveraging Synthetic Tumors for Tumor Segmentation Training

Pretrain-Finetune vs Jointly-Training. We further explore the training paradigm for combining the
labeled and unlabeled data in tumor segmentation training. Following the previous works [82, 81, 8],
we discuss two training strategies: (1) Pre-training on large-scale synthetic tumor datasets then
finetune on the labeled dataset. (2) Jointly training labeled and synthetic data simultaneously. Since
the unlabeled dataset is of a much larger scale, we over-sample the labeled data to the same scale. We
found that jointly training achieves better performance empirically.

Universal vs Specialist models. Previous works [24, 23, 8, 25] proposed to train multiple specialist
models for different types of tumors, i.e., liver tumor model for liver tumors and pancreas tumor
model for pancreas tumor model, respectively. However, it is more efficient to use one universal
model to solve different types of tumors simultaneously. Thus, we further compare the universal
model with specialist models [24, 23, 8, 25]. We observe that with small-scale datasets (< 2k) for
training, ensembling multiple specialist models together can surpass one universal model. However,
when we scale up the dataset, one universal model can achieve competitive performances with
multiple specialist models, while requiring no multiple times of training for different types of tumors.
FreeTumor also demonstrates a strong zero-shot transfer ability on different types of tumors, i.e.,
train with one specific type of tumor then transfer to other types of tumors.

4 Experiments

4.1 Dataset

The real tumor datasets are from LiTS [4], MSD-Pancreas [1], and KiTs [19], which contain liver,
pancreas, and kidney tumors, respectively. These three datasets are also used for validation. The
datasets with only organ labels are from CHAOS [30], Pancreas-CT [55], BTCV [34], Amos22 [26],
WORD [41], Flare22 [44], Abdomenct-1k [43], AbdomenAtlas [50], and Flare23 [44]. We adopt
consistent experiment settings with DiffTumor [8] for fair comparisons. We further evaluate the results
on the FLARE23 public leaderboard, which includes liver, pancreas, kidney, stomach, and colon
tumors. Datasets, implementation, and visualization results are further described in the appendix.
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Table 2: Evaluation of P in synthesis quality. Unlab. de-
notes whether to use unlabeled data in synthesis training
and Train. denotes whether the synthesis is trainable.

Method Data Unlab. Train. P (%)

SynTumor [23] 131 % % 43.7
DiffTumor [8] 360 % " 67.0

FreeTumor
0.9k % " 79.5
6k " " 81.8
11k " " 82.2

Table 3: Evaluation of adversarial training
(2.2k). † denotes using the trained diffusion
model [8] as the generator.

Loss Filt. †Diff. DSC
Lseg Lcls

" % " % 74.0
" " " % 74.4
% % % " 70.5
% % " " 72.8

Table 4: Evaluation of the threshold T in filtering (2.2k).

Method Synthetic Filtering DSC
SwinUNETR [63] % % 67.9

SynTumor [23] " % 58.9
DiffTumor [8] " % 70.2

FreeTumor

" % 72.3
" T = 0.5 73.5
" T = 0.7 74.4
" T = 0.9 74.0

Table 5: Synthesis training scale and Mixup.

Method Seg. Syn. DSC

FreeTumor

0.9k 0.9k 72.9
2k 2k 74.4

11k 0.9k 73.8
11k 2k 74.2
11k 11k 76.8

Seg. Mixup DSC

FreeTumor

0.9k % 72.7
0.9k " 72.9
11k % 73.3
11k " 76.8

4.2 Overall Performance

As shown in Table 1. We compare our method with multiple baseline methods (without synthetic
tumors) and the synthetic methods. Specifically, U-Net [53], nnUNet [24], UNETR [18], and
SwinUNETR [63] are trained only with real tumors. We further evaluate the effectiveness of self-
training [74] in tumor segmentation. For all of the synthetic methods [83, 33, 23, 8], we use the
SwinUNETR [63] as the backbone for fair comparisons. DiffTumor [8] further used the universal
model [38] to post-process the tumor predictions. Since the original SynTumor [23] was conducted
on the liver tumors [4] only, we re-implement it on pancreas [1] and kidney tumors [19].

Compared with the baseline SwinUNETR [63], FreeTumor brings an average of 8.9% DSC improve-
ments, which also surpass the previous state-of-the-art DiffTumor [8] by 6.6% DSC. Specifically,
self-supervised learning [74] cannot bring obvious improvements in tumor segmentation, which
suggests that tumor synthesis on unlabeled images is more effective. SynTumor [23] gained improve-
ments in liver tumor segmentation but deteriorated the segmentation of pancreas and kidney tumors.
This is because SynTumor [23] is specifically designed for liver tumors while failing to generalize to
other types of tumors [8]. The results of the FLARE23 public leaderboard are in the appendix.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Quality of synthetic tumors. It is difficult to use image quality metrics to measure the tumor
synthesis quality [23, 8]. Previous works [23, 8, 33] hired radiologists to verify the synthetic results
case by case, which is laborious. Motivated by OASIS [61], we propose to use a tumor segmentation
model [63] to verify the quality of synthetic tumors as in Section 3.2: proportions of synthetic tumors
that are segmented by the segmentor. Although this strategy cannot be absolutely reliable, it can
reveal the quality to some extent, as shown in Table 2. We observe that with more data for synthesis
training, the performances are better. Note that DiffTumor [8] used 10k cases of CT to train the
auto-encoder [32], but only 360 cases with tumor labels are used in synthesis training.

Adversarial training for generation. In Table 3, we evaluate Lseg and Lcls in synthesis. We replace
the generator with a trained diffusion model [8] for comparison. We also use the filtering strategy to
control the results of diffusion model [8]. It can be seen that the synthesis paradigm especially the
filtering strategy is important.
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Table 6: Pretrain-Finetune vs Jointly-Training.

Paradigm Data DSC
Only Real Tumors 0.9k 67.9

Only Synthetic Tumors 10k 60.6
Real and Synthetic
Pretrain-Finetune 11k 72.7
Jointly-Training 11k 76.8

Table 7: Universal vs Specialist models.

Method Data Liv. Pan. Kid. AVG

Univers. 0.9k 68.1 60.9 82.0 70.3
11k 74.0 68.2 87.5 76.6

Special. 0.9k 71.2 63.1 84.3 72.9
11k 74.5 68.6 87.3 76.8

Table 8: Average DSC when scaling up data.

Method Data Synthetic DSC

SwinUNETR [63] 0.9k % 67.9
11k % 68.5

DiffTumor [8] 0.7k " 70.2
11k† " 73.3

FreeTumor

0.7k " 72.5
0.9k " 72.9
2.2k " 74.4
6k " 76.3
11k " 76.8

FreeTumor DiffTumor SwinUNETR

D
SC

(%
)

Number of cases
Figure 4: Data scaling law in tumor segmena-
tion. The result of DiffTumor [8] on 11k is
re-implement.

Effectiveness of filtering strategy. In Table 4, we further evaluate the setting of threshold T in the
filtering strategy, as described in Section 3.2. For efficiency, we use 2.2k data for this ablation study.
It can be seen that the filtering strategy is important for improving the following tumor segmentation.
Based on the results in Table 4, we set T = 0.7 for all the experiments in FreeTumor.

Synthesis training scale and Mixup. As shown in Table 5, if we only leverage 11k data in
segmentation training without using them in synthesis training, the improvements are marginal. Thus,
it is important to scale up the data in both synthesis and segmentation training. Otherwise, we would
synthesize tumors on unseen data in segmentation training and the performance will be hindered.
Mixup also plays an important role when training with large-scale data. When scaling up to 11k data,
the performance will drop without Mixup. We conclude that it is because 11k data covers different
sources of datasets, and the domain gap among them may deteriorate the training.

Training paradigms. As shown in Table 6, with only synthetic tumors, FreeTumor can also achieve
competitive results. When combining real and synthetic tumors, jointly training achieves better
performance. As shown in Table 7, with limited data, the specialist models used in [23, 8], i.e.,
training different models for different types of tumors, can achieve better results. However, it requires
several times of training thus raising the burden. With large-scale data, the universal model gains
competitive results, while it only requires one model for different types of tumors.

Data scaling law in tumor segmentation. As shown in Table 8 and Fig. 4, when scaling up the
dataset, the DSC improves marginally without synthetic tumors (results of SwinUNETR [63]),
which means scaling up dataset with only organ labels is not effective. The pre-trained DiffTumor [8]
also gains fewer improvements with 11k data. In FreeTumor, the performance is improved with the
increase of data scale. However, from 6k to 11k, the improvements become marginal. We conclude
that medical images (e.g., CT) contain more consistent information across different cases [74], i.e.,
anatomic structures of different patients are similar and the redundancy may hinder the improvements.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we present FreeTumor, a simple yet effective solution for robust tumor synthesis
and segmentation, which unleashes the power of large-scale unlabeled data via tumor synthesis.
Specifically, FreeTumor introduces the adversarial training strategy to leverage large-scale unlabeled
data in synthesis training while filtering out low-quality synthetic tumors. By scaling up data from
hundreds of cases to 11k cases, FreeTumor outperforms existing methods by a large margin. In the
future, we will further scale up the data and evaluate the effectiveness of FreeTumor on more types of
tumors. More limitations and future directions are discussed in the appendix.
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A Dataset and Implementation

Table 9: The details of datasets used in FreeTumor.

Dataset Class Num.
With Tumor labels

LiTS [4] Liv., Liv. tumor 131
MSD-Pancreas [1] Panc., Panc. tumor 280

KiTS [19] Kid., Kid. tumor 489
Without Tumor labels

CHAOS [30] Liv. 20
Pancreas-CT [55] Panc. 80

BTCV [34] Liv., Panc., Kid. 30
Amos22 [26] Liv., Panc., Kid. 300
WORD [41] Liv., Panc., Kid. 120
Flare22 [44] Liv., Panc., Kid. 50

Abdomenct-1k [43] Liv., Panc., Kid. 361
Flare23 [44] Liv., Panc., Kid. 4000

AbdomenAtlas1.0 [50] Liv., Panc., Kid. 5195
Total 11056

Table 10: The data scales are accumu-
lated gradually.

Scale Dataset
720 Same as DiffTumor [8]

0.9k
LiTS [4]

MSD-Pancreas [1]
KiTS [19]

2.2k

CHAOS [30]
Pancreas-CT [55]

BTCV [34]
Amos22 [26]
WORD [41]
Flare22 [44]

Abdomenct-1k [43]
6k Flare23 [44]

11k AbdomenAtlas1.0 [50]

The details of datasets used in FreeTumor are shown in Tables 9 and 10. The real tumor datasets
are collected from LiTS [4], MSD-Pancreas [1], and KiTs [19], which contain liver, pancreas, and
kidney tumors, respectively. These three datasets are also used for validation. Thanks to the previous
efforts, we can collect large-scale CT datasets with organ labels, i.e., CHAOS [30], Pancreas-CT [55],
BTCV [34], Amos22 [26], WORD [41], Flare22 [44], Abdomenct-1k [43], AbdomenAtlas [50], and
Flare23 [44]. We adopt consistent experiment settings with DiffTumor [8] for fair comparisons.

We conduct experiments with data scales of 720, 0.9k, 2.2k, 6k, and 11k. Specifically, 720 cases
are used in DiffTumor, which is a cherry-pick dataset from LiTS [4], MSD-Pancreas [1], KiTs [19],
CHAOS [30], and Pancreas-CT [55], where the cases without tumors are discarded. For fair com-
parisons, we also involve it in our experiments. Then we scaled up the data with the datasets with
only organ labels. Since the organ labels are already available in these datasets, we can easily build
a dataset for tumor synthesis as described in the main paper. Concretely, since we only study liver,
pancreas, and kidney tumors currently, we only keep the liver, pancreas, and kidney labels in these
datasets for segmentation training.

The datasets without tumor labels may also contain tumors (abnormal datasets, e.g., Flare23 [44]), in
this case, we ignore the background when calculating loss [8]. Specifically, the Flare23 dataset [44]
contains only partial labels, thus we first train a segmentation model to generate pseudo labels for it.

Training settings. We use Adam [40] optimizer with a learning rate of 1e−4 to train the generator and
classification discriminator in FreeTumor. We set 100 epochs for synthesis training. For segmentation
training, we follow the settings of previous works [8, 74], including data splits and pre-processing.
Specifically, SwinUNETR [63] is used as the backbone, and our implementation is mainly based on
the open-source platform Monai 2 and Pytorch [49]. All the experiments are done with an NVIDIA
H800 80GB GPU.

Safeguards. All the datasets are licensed and public without safety concerns. The patients information
are all anonymous.

B Tumor Synthesis: FreeTumor vs Diffusion model

Tumor synthesis visualization. As shown in Fig. 5, we present the synthesis results of FreeTumor.
Some failure cases are also presented in the orange box. Note that the failure cases are selected by
the discriminator in FreeTumor, which are discarded in the tumor segmentation training. Although

2https://monai.io/
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Figure 5: The green and red arrows point to the original healthy regions and the synthetic tumors,
respectively. We further present some failure cases in the orange box.

Figure 6: Can you distinguish the real and synthetic tumors? The blue arrows point to the tumors,
half of them are real and others are synthetic.

the synthesis and filtering results cannot be perfect, the negative impact of synthetic tumors has been
significantly alleviated. In Fig. 6, we present the real and synthetic tumors together. It can be seen
that it is difficult to distinguish the real and synthetic tumors.

FreeTumor vs Diffusion model. Diffusion models have attracted more attention in recent advanced
image synthesis, which can generate high-quality, high-resolution, diversified, and realistic natural
images [52, 21, 12]. However, in tumor synthesis, the tumors are closer to low-level abnormal
noise [23, 8, 33], which requires no complex high-level semantic control as in natural images. Thus,
in the experiments, we observe that the tumor synthesis model did not require complex pipelines and
techniques to train. We emphasize that the traditional GAN-based generative models can also fulfill
the synthesis of tumors.

The training of conditioned diffusion models in tumor synthesis requires adequate annotated tumor
cases, which is a disadvantage that may hinder the performance of synthesis training. Specifically,
the previous SOTA DiffTumor collected 10k CT to train the autoencoder [12] in diffusion models,
but during synthesis training (Stage 2), only 0.3k of them can be used. In the experiments, we
found that DiffTumor [8] can generate excellent fake tumors in the labeled dataset( 0.3k). However,
when we adapt it to 10k unseen datasets from other resources, the synthesis results will decrease
significantly. Since medical images can be acquired from different imaging devices, a tumor synthesis
generative model trained on a limited scale of datasets may fail to generalize to unseen datasets. The
visualization results are shown in Fig. 7. Although scratch from the visualization results, it is still
difficult to observe obvious visual differences, the segmentation results of these synthetic tumors
can still reveal the performances of synthesis (discussed in the main paper). Thus, we highlight
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health CT

FreeTumor

DiffTumor

Figure 7: FreeTumor vs DiffTumor [8]. Note that the shown data are unseen in the synthesis training
of DiffTumor. We directly use the trained DiffTumor [8] model and synthesize the tumors at the same
positions. The blue arrows point to the tumors. However, note that better visualization results do not
always lead to better segmentation training [82], sometimes slightly worse synthetic results can be
seen as data perturbation thus may make the model more robust. We will explore it in the extension.

CT images from different datasets Mixup

Figure 8: Mixup for different datasets. We observe that different datasets (from Table 9) may
contain very different charismatics, e.g, spacing, intensity, and resolution. We use Mixup [84] as
strong data augmentation to bridge the gap during training.

that by training with larger-scale data, FreeTumor can acquire better synthesis results than the
conditioned diffusion model [8].

Remark. We observe that better synthetic tumors (in visualization) do not always lead to better
segmentation results (well segmented by the baseline segmentor). This is because the tumor segmen-
tation is decided by not only the synthesis reality but also other random factors, e.g., positions, shapes,
and sizes, which are brought by the random tumor mask M [23, 8]. Thus, it is vital to develop a
filtering strategy to automatically undermine the negative impacts of these random factors.

In the main paper, we have further highlighted the importance of filtering out unsatisfactory synthetic
tumors, which is the main difference between FreeTumor and previous methods [23, 8, 33]. The
effectiveness has been underlined in the main paper. Based on these two main advantages, i.e.,
large-scale synthesis training and filtering strategy, we would like to emphasize the novelty of our
proposed FreeTumor compared with previous works.

C Mixup for Segmentation Training

In the main paper, we highlight the effectiveness of Mixup [84] for segmentation training. As shown
in Fig. 8, we present the visualization results of Mixup. It can be seen that in our collected 11k dataset,
the images are from different resources thus appealing very different from each other, e.g., intensity,
spacing, and resolution. To this end, motivated by previous works [71, 82, 81], we propose to use
Mixup to bridge the gap between different datasets. During training, given a mixed image, patches
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Truth FreeTumor DiffTumor SwinUNETR nnUNet CT
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Figure 9: Qualitative visualization results of tumor segmentation. We further provide the segmen-
tation results of nnUNet [24], SwinUNETR [63], and DiffTumor [8] for comparison. Different types
of tumors are compared. Specifically, from the first row to the final row, liver, pancreas, and kidney
tumors results are presented.

from different datasets are optimized collaboratively. In the experiments (refer to the main paper), we
found that with large-scale data, Mixup can significantly improve the segmentation performances.

D Tumor Segmentation Visualization

We further provide qualitative visualizations of tumor segmentation in Fig. 9. We further provide
the segmentation results of nnUNet [24], SwinUNETR [63], and DiffTumor [8] for comparison.
Specifically, visualizations of different types of tumors are presented, e.g., liver, pancreas, and kidney.
It can be seen that FreeTumor yields a substantial improvement in segmentation performance. More
importantly, tiny tumors can also be well detected, which is significant for early tumor detection.
Although the results cannot be perfect, it can be seen that our proposed FreeTumor stands out from
other methods with better visualization results.

E Public LeaderBoard Results of FLARE23

To verify the effectiveness of FreeTumor, we further submitted results on the FLARE23 public online
leaderboard3, as shown in Table 11. For FLARE23, there are two evaluation phases, development
and final, which contain 100 and 400 cases for validation, respectively. We evaluate both of them.
Specifically, FLARE23 is developed for organ and tumor segmentation. Since this paper is for tumor
segmentation, we only train the tumor segmentation model and ensemble the results with a baseline
organ segmentation model [63]. In addition, since FLARE23 contains only partial labels, we use the
officially provided pseudo labels for training. The tumor types in FLARE23 include liver, pancreas,
kidney, stomach, and colon tumors. Since we only generate liver, pancreas, and kidney tumors for
training, we guess that our improvements are mainly on these three types (although the details cannot
be known). It can be seen in Table 11 that our FreeTumor can gain significant improvements upon
previous methods. Note that the online results are always updating.

F More Experiments

Evaluation of different network architectures. We further evaluate the effectiveness of FreeTumor
with different network architectures, i.e., 3D-UNet [53], UNETR [18], and Swin-UNETR. We

3Due to the anonymous policy, we will provide the submission link upon acceptance.
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Table 11: Performances on the FLARE23 public leaderboard. We report the tumor segmentation
DSC(%). Syn. denotes whether to synthesize tumors for training.

Method Syn. FLARE23
Devel. Final

nnUNet [24] % 38.3 52.9
SwinUNETR [63] % 26.7 44.3

DiffTumor [8] " 32.5 41.1
FreeTumor " 48.3 61.5

Table 12: Evaluation of different network architectures. We report the average and variances of 5-fold
data splits. * represent that the results are drawn from the original DiffTumor paper [8] appendix C.

Method Network Liver Pancreas Kidney

Real Tumor
UNet* [53] 62.5±13.6 51.2±13.7 72.0±8.6

UNETR [18] 64.0±13.3 55.6±12.4 78.8±7.0
Swin-UNETR [63] 64.7±12.0 59.0±11.5 80.3±6.3

DiffTumor* [8] UNet [53] 66.5±12.9 60.0±12.7 79.0±7.7
Swin-UNETR [63] 67.9±10.2 61.0±11.6 81.8±7.2

FreeTumor
UNet [53] 69.1±5.2 63.4±8.9 84.1±4.0

UNETR [18] 73.6±4.8 67.7±8.1 87.6±2.0
Swin-UNETR [63] 74.5±3.1 68.6±7.5 87.3±2.2

also report the error bars (average and variance) of 5-fold splits. The data splits are the same as
DiffTumor [8] for fair comparisons. The details are shown in Table 12. Since the tumor cases are rare
in the real labeled dataset, the results of different data splits vary from each other. It can be seen that
with more data for training, the variances of FreeTumor under different data splits are much smaller
than that of the previous methods, which proves that our proposed method is more stable.

Settings of λcls for the balance of loss functions. It can be seen in Table 13 that the value of λcls

does not make significant differences. Thus, we empirically set it as 0.1 by balacing the scale of loss
Lcls and Lseg .

Different filtering strategies. We further evaluate different paradigms of filtering strategy. In
the main paper, we describe the way of using a threshold to split high- and low-quality synthetic
tumors. We have further tried to use an adaptive way [82], i.e., use the proportion P as the weights of
segmentation loss functions, as follows:

Lseg =
1

|N |

N∑
i=1

Pi ∗ Lseg(i), (8)

where Lseg represents the segmentation loss function (a typical Dice-CE loss is used as previous
works [23, 8]), Pi and Lseg(i) denote the proportion and loss of the ith synthetic tumor, respectively.
The results are shown in Table 14. However, we found that the adaptive way does not perform better.
We conclude that although with smaller weights, the low-quality tumors still contribute negatively
to the segmentation training. Thus, it is more practical to dump the tumors of low proportion P in
segmentation training.

Table 13: Evaluation of λcls.

λcls Average DSC
1.0 76.5
0.5 76.6
0.2 76.8
0.1 76.8

Table 14: Evaluation of different filtering paradigms.

Method Synthetic Filtering Average DSC
SwinUNETR [63] % % 67.9

FreeTumor " Adaptive (Eq. 8) 73.3
FreeTumor " % 72.3
FreeTumor " T = 0.5 73.5
FreeTumor " T = 0.7 74.4
FreeTumor " T = 0.9 74.0
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Online vs Offline tumor synthesis. As stated in the main paper, we use online tumor synthesis to
generate diversified tumors. We further compare it with the offline way, i.e., generate tumors and
corresponding labels offline, then store them for segmentation training. Thus, in each iteration, the
training data are fixed.

As in Table 15, we find that online generation is better. However, if we iteratively synthesize and
filter the tumors for each case until diversified and high-quality tumors are synthesized, the results
can be competitive. Here, the measurement of high quality also refers to the filtering strategy stated in
the main paper. The advantage of the offline way is that we can discard the online generation process
during segmentation training. We will release our 11k synthetic tumor dataset to facilitate the
research of tumor segmentation.

Table 15: Online vs Offline tumor synthesis. ‘Iterative’ denotes conducting synthesis and filtering for
each case iteratively.

Data Scale Manner Iterative Average DSC
2.2k online 74.4
2.2k offline 72.0
2.2k offline " 73.7
11k online 76.8
11k offline 73.3
11k offline " 76.6

Table 16: Evaluation of the zero-shot tumor synthesis ability. We report the average DSC. We directly
use the trained DiffTumor [8] models to test the ability of DiffTumor [8]. For efficiency, we only test
the performance of SwinUnetr [17] and use the same data split.

Method Liv–>Panc Liv–>Kid Panc–>Liv Panc–>Kid Kid–>Liv Kid–>Panc
SynTumor [23] 42.5 67.9 - - - -
DiffTumor [8] 55.4 71.2 61.5 71.3 63.8 49.8

FreeTumor 62.3 82.6 68.1 81.2 70.4 59.7

Zero-shot tumor synthesis ability. We further evaluate the zero-shot ability of FreeTumor, i.e.,
synthesis training on one specific type of tumor and directly adapt the model to synthesize other
types of tumors. The results are presented in Table 16. It can be seen that although the results will
drop when adapting to other types, FreeTumor still surpasses SynTumor [23] and DiffTumor [8]
by a large margin. This is because the filtering strategy will help to control the synthesis results
in FreeTumor and alleviate the negative impact of low-quality synthetic results. In addition, our
FreeTumor synthesizes tumors by estimating the value distances between organs and tumors, thus the
tumor synthesis is also robust to the corresponding organs. While DiffTumor [8] generates tumors by
directly reconstructing the values of tumors, thus may fail to generalize from one type to another.

G Limitations and Future Directions

Although promising results are demonstrated, there are still several limitations of FreeTumor that can
be further extended in the future:

• In the current version, we only study the three most common types of tumors, i.e., liver,
pancreas, and kidney. In the extension, we will further collect datasets for studying stomach,
colon, brain, and lung cancer, making a further step towards better tumor segmentation
models.

• Instead of pursuing new synthesis techniques, we explore the tumor synthesis paradigm by
highlighting the power of large-scale data. In the extension, we will dive deeper into the
tumor characteristics and explore more advanced tumor synthesis techniques to benefit the
following tumor segmentation training.

• It is tedious for radiologists to evaluate the quality of tumor synthesis in a large-scale dataset.
In the future, we will further explore a more efficient way to verify the quality with the help
of some experienced radiologists.

• In the experiments, we observe that when involving large-scale datasets from different
sources, the tumor segmentation training becomes unstable. In the extension, we will
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further explore the data-processing techniques and training paradigms to facilitate the tumor
segmentation training of large-scale data.

• When scaling-up data from 6k to 11k, the improvements become marginal. In the extension,
we will further study the training paradigms to effectively leverage large-scale data and
explore the bound of data scaling law in tumor segmentation.
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