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Abstract

In recent years, the denoising diffusion model has achieved remarkable success
in image segmentation modeling. With its powerful nonlinear modeling capa-
bilities and superior generalization performance, denoising diffusion models
have gradually been applied to medical image segmentation tasks, bring-
ing new perspectives and methods to this field. However, existing methods
overlook the uncertainty of segmentation boundaries and the fuzziness of re-
gions, resulting in the instability and inaccuracy of the segmentation results.
To solve this problem, a denoising diffusion fusion network based on fuzzy
learning for 3D medical image segmentation (FDiff-Fusion) is proposed in
this paper. By integrating the denoising diffusion model into the classical
U-Net network, this model can effectively extract rich semantic information
from input medical images, thus providing excellent pixel-level representa-
tion for medical image segmentation. In this paper, a fuzzy learning module
is designed on the skip path of U-Net network because of the widespread
boundary uncertainty and region blurring of medical image segmentation.
The module sets several fuzzy membership functions for the input encoded
features to describe the similarity degree between the feature points, and
applies fuzzy rules to the fuzzy membership functions, thus enhancing the
modeling ability of the model for uncertain boundaries and fuzzy regions. In
addition, in order to improve the accuracy and robustness of the model seg-
mentation results, we introduced an iterative attention feature fusion method
in the test phase, which added local context information to the global con-
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text information in the attention module to fuse the prediction results of each
denoising time step. Finally, to validate the effectiveness of FDiff-Fusion, we
compare it with existing advanced segmentation networks on the BRATS
2020 brain tumor dataset and the BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset.
The results show that FDiff-Fusion significantly improves the Dice scores
and HD95 distance on these two datasets, demonstrating its superiority in
medical image segmentation tasks.

Keywords: Fuzzy learning, Iterative attention feature fusion, Denoising
diffusion model, 3D Medical image segmentation, U-Net network

1. Introduction

Brain tumors refer to abnormal cell proliferation within brain tissue or
its associated structures, which can be either benign or malignant. Benign
brain tumors typically grow slowly and do not easily spread, but due to their
specific location, they can still significantly impact brain function. Malignant
brain tumors, on the other hand, are characterized by rapid growth and
invasion of surrounding tissues, generally leading to a poor prognosis and
posing a significant threat to the patient’s life and health. According to
statistics, hundreds of thousands of people around the world are diagnosed
with brain tumors every year, and the incidence of malignant tumors is on the
rise [1]. At present, the early diagnosis and treatment of brain tumors have
become one of the focuses of clinical attention, however, due to their complex
location and structure within the brain tissue, as well as the heterogeneity
of different types of tumors, making their diagnosis and treatment extremely
challenging. In addition, segmentation of multiple organs in the abdomen is
an important medical image processing task, aiming to accurately extract the
contours and boundaries of multiple organs, such as liver, kidney, pancreas,
etc., from abdominal images to help doctors in diagnosis, surgical planning
and treatment monitoring [2]. Traditional methods used for brain tumor and
abdominal multi-organ segmentation often require doctors to possess rich
experience and professional knowledge. Moreover, the segmentation process
is complex and time-consuming, making it susceptible to subjective factors
and errors. Therefore, automated medical image segmentation techniques
play a crucial role in enhancing diagnostic accuracy and clinical efficiency.
They aid physicians in promptly identifying lesion areas, thereby improving
patient treatment outcomes and survival rates.
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Medical image segmentation is a process that accurately delineates or
separates structures or regions of interest in medical images using computer
vision and image processing techniques [3]. It plays a vital role in medical
image analysis, aiding physicians in diagnosis, disease monitoring, and treat-
ment planning. By automatically identifying and quantifying lesion areas in
images, physicians can devise treatment plans more rapidly and precisely,
thereby improving patient outcomes. However, due to the complexity and
diversity of medical images, such as noise, segmentation edge uncertainty
and target region blurring, medical image segmentation still faces numerous
challenges and difficulties [4].

With the continuous advancement of deep learning, Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) play a key role in medical image segmentation due to their
powerful feature representation capabilities [5, 6]. In recent years, the perfor-
mance of medical image segmentation has been further improved by introduc-
ing Transformer structures. Research indicates that CNNs and Transformers
effectively learn more representative features in medical images, leading to
significant performance improvements in various segmentation tasks [7, 8, 9].
Among these, Ronneberger et al. [10] proposed U-Net, which features a
unique U-shaped architecture comprising symmetrical encoder and decoder
paths, connected through skip connections. This architectural design helps
capture both local and global information within images, thereby enhancing
segmentation accuracy. UNETR [11] utilizes a Vision Transformer (ViT) as
the encoder to directly model global features, and employs a decoder with
skip connections from a CNN to output segmentation results. SwinUNETR
leverages the Swin-Transformer as an encoder to extract multi-scale features
and employs a CNN-based decoder to generate output results, achieving
state-of-the-art performance in medical image segmentation [12, 13]. Pang
et al.[14] proposed Slim UNETR, which achieves information exchange in
self-attention mechanism decomposition and cost-effective representation ag-
gregation through the Slim UNETR Block. This model enables effective
segmentation on resource-constrained devices. Wang et al. [15] proposed
TransBTS, which initially uses 3D CNNs to extract volumetric spatial fea-
tures for capturing local 3D contextual information. Each volume is then
reshaped into tokens and fed into a Transformer for global feature model-
ing. Finally, the decoder leverages the Transformer’s feature embeddings and
performs progressive upsampling to predict the full-resolution segmentation
map. Lin et al. [16] proposed CKD-TransBTS, which extracts multimodal
features using a dual-branch hybrid encoder and modality-correlated cross-
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attention (MCCA) block. In the decoder, they designed the Trans&CNN
Feature Calibration (TCFC) block to fuse features from both Transformer
and CNN, demonstrating promising results in segmentation on the BraTS
2021 dataset. Chen et al. [17] proposed TransUNet, which combines the
strengths of Transformers and U-Net. The Transformer encodes tokenized
image patches from feature maps extracted by CNN to capture global contex-
tual information. Subsequently, the decoder upsamples the encoded features
and combines them with high-resolution CNN feature maps to achieve precise
localization. Yang et al. [18] proposed EPT-Net, which enhances 3D spatial
localization capabilities through dual position transformers and introduces
an edge-weight guidance module to extract edge information from low-level
features. This design leverages rich fine-grained information to improve seg-
mentation accuracy without increasing network parameters.

In the field of medical image processing, denoising has always been a
fundamental and crucial issue. Traditional denoising methods typically rely
on filters or transform domain processing, such as wavelet transforms, mean
filtering, and Gaussian filtering. However, these methods have limited ef-
fectiveness in handling complex noise and preserving image details [19, 20].
In recent years, with the rapid development of deep learning technology, the
denoising diffusion model has gradually received widespread attention. Its
basic principle is to use a deep neural network model, usually a U-Net network
model, to map the input image containing noise to the corresponding clean
image space through training [21, 22]. Compared with traditional medical
image segmentation methods, the denoising diffusion model has stronger non-
linear construction model ability and superior generalization performance,
which can more effectively capture complex structures and detailed infor-
mation in images. In MedSegDiff proposed by Wu et al. [23], in order to
enhance the step-by-step regional attention in diffusion probabilistic models
(DPM) for medical image segmentation, they proposed dynamic conditional
coding, which establishes state-adaptive conditions for each sampling step.
And, they further proposed a feature frequency resolver to eliminate the
negative impact of high-frequency noise components in the process. Building
upon MedSegDiff, Wu et al. propose a novel Transformer-based conditional
U-Net framework and a new spectrum space Transformer to model the in-
teraction between noise and semantic features. This improved architecture
gives rise to a new diffusion-based medical image segmentation method called
MedSegDiff-V2 [24], significantly enhancing the segmentation performance of
MedSegDiff. Xing et al. [25] proposed Diff-UNet for medical volume segmen-
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tation. They integrate the diffusion model into a standard U-shaped architec-
ture, effectively extracting semantic information from input volumes, thereby
providing excellent pixel-level representations for medical volume segmenta-
tion. To enhance the robustness of the diffusion model’s prediction results,
they also introduce a fusion module based on stepwise uncertainty during
inference to merge the outputs of diffusion models at each step.Wolleb et
al. [26] utilize diffusion models to address the problem of two-dimensional
medical image segmentation, and during testing, they enhance segmentation
robustness by summing the output results of each diffusion step for fusion.

Despite the significant success of denoising diffusion models in the field
of image segmentation, there are still some challenges and problems to be
solved for medical image segmentation. For example, medical images have
large individual differences and are often subject to various forms of noise
interference, includes signal interference from electronic devices, motion ar-
tifacts during imaging, and noise based on physical properties. Moreover,
the segmentation boundary uncertainty and region blurring phenomenon of
the segmentation target in medical images are common. The above models
struggle to effectively handle uncertain segmentation boundaries and blurry
regions in medical images.

To address these problems, we propose a denoising diffusion fusion net-
work based on fuzzy learning for 3D medical image segmentation, named
FDiff-Fusion. This segmentation method enhances the modeling capability
of U-Net networks for uncertain segmentation boundaries and blurry regions
in medical images by introducing a fuzzy learning module (FLM). Addi-
tionally, a fusion module based on iterative attention mechanism (IAF) is
designed to fuse the prediction results of multiple time steps in the denoising
process, enabling more accurate segmentation results during testing. The
proposed approach aims to improve the accuracy and robustness of medi-
cal image segmentation, and to deal with the cases of boundary uncertainty
and region ambiguity more effectively. This is crucial for enhancing med-
ical image segmentation techniques and improving the accuracy of clinical
diagnosis.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows.

• To address the uncertainty of segmentation boundaries and the fuzzi-
ness of regions in medical image segmentation, we introduced a fuzzy
learning module. This module sets multiple fuzzy membership func-
tions for input encoding features to describe the similarity between
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feature points. By applying fuzzy rules to these fuzzy membership
functions, it enhances the model’s capability to model the uncertainty
of segmentation boundaries and the fuzziness of regions.

• To enhance the accuracy and robustness of the model’s prediction re-
sults, we propose a fusion module based on an iterative attention mech-
anism. This module optimizes the final segmentation results by incor-
porating the local contextual information of each time step segmen-
tation image into the global contextual information of the attention
module.

• To comprehensively evaluate the segmentation performance of the FDiff-
Fusion, we conduct comparative experiments using multiple state-of-
the-art deep learning models on the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset
and BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset. The experimental results
demonstrate the effectiveness of our model.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the rel-
evant background knowledge, mainly focusing on the U-Net network model,
fuzzy learning theory, and denoising diffusion models. Section 3 presents
the architecture of the proposed FDiff-Fusion model. Section 4 discusses the
experimental results and analyzes them. Section 5 provides a summary and
outlook.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the foundational knowledge
discussed in this paper. Section 2.1 introduces the U-Net network model.
Section 2.2 presents fuzzy learning theory. Section 2.3 discusses denoising
diffusion models.

2.1. U-Net network model

The core idea of U-Net network is to combine encoder and decoder to
achieve end to end image segmentation. Its unique U-shaped structure en-
ables the network to capture both global and local information of the image
simultaneously, effectively overcoming some limitations of traditional meth-
ods. Additionally, U-Net utilizes skip connections, allowing the network to
transmit information between different levels, further enhancing segmenta-
tion accuracy and robustness. The network structure comprises:
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Encoder (contracting path): The encoder downsamples the input image
multiple times to extract high-level feature representations. Typically con-
structed using convolutional and pooling layers, the encoder gradually re-
duces the spatial resolution of the feature maps while increasing the number
of channels, capturing richer feature information. This process helps refine
detailed information in the input image into higher-level abstract features,
which provides the basis for the subsequent image segmentation task.
Decoder (expansive path): The decoder upsamples the feature maps
extracted by the encoder and concatenates them with corresponding encoder
layer feature maps to restore the spatial resolution of the original image and
generate segmentation results. The decoder includes deconvolutional layers
and skip connections, with skip connections aiding the network in more fully
utilizing feature information from different levels to improve segmentation
accuracy.
Skip connections: Skip connections in the U-Net network are one of its key
features. Through skip connections, feature maps from the encoder can be
directly connected to corresponding feature maps in the decoder. This con-
nection mechanism allows the network to more fully utilize feature informa-
tion from different levels, preventing information loss and thereby improving
segmentation accuracy and robustness.

2.2. Fuzzy learning theory

Fuzzy learning is a machine learning approach based on fuzzy set theory,
aimed at handling the fuzziness or uncertainty in data [27]. Fuzzy set theory
is used to describe the fuzzy relationship between things and to model the
uncertainty. Here are some key concepts and methods of fuzzy learning:
Fuzzy Set Theory: Fuzzy set theory introduces the concept of fuzziness
to describe uncertainty and vagueness between things. In this theory, an
element can partially belong to a set, rather than completely belonging or
not belonging, and this is mainly indicated by membership functions [28, 29].
Fuzzy Inference: Fuzzy inference deals with fuzzy problems by introducing
fuzzy sets and fuzzy logical operations. A fuzzy set is a function of mem-
bership degree of an element between 0 and 1, representing the degree to
which the element belongs to the set. Fuzzy logic operations, including fuzzy
and, fuzzy or, fuzzy not operations, are used to deal with the relationship
between fuzzy propositions. The basic idea is to infer based on fuzzy rules,
where fuzzy rules consist of a condition part and a conclusion part. The
condition part is a set of fuzzy propositions, and the conclusion part is the
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corresponding fuzzy conclusion. Fuzzy inference introduces a fuzzy inference
engine, which infers based on fuzzy rules and input fuzzy propositions to
obtain fuzzy conclusions [30, 31].
Edge Detection: Fuzzy learning can also be utilized for edge detection
tasks in medical images. Traditional medical image segmentation algorithms
often struggle to effectively handle blurry boundaries or complex background
situations, while fuzzy learning methods can better identify fuzzy edges and
improve the accuracy of edge detection [32, 33].
Fuzzy Membership Functions: In some traditional image segmentation
algorithms, fuzzy membership functions can be introduced to describe the
membership relationship between pixels and different tissues or structures.
These fuzzy membership functions can be learned and optimized through
fuzzy learning methods, thus more accurately characterizing the fuzziness
and uncertainty in the image [34, 35].

2.3. Denoising Diffusion Model

The denoising diffusion model consists of a forward process and a reverse
process. In the forward process, noise is gradually applied to the image until
it is corrupted into a completely Gaussian-noised image. Then, in the reverse
process, a deep neural network model is used to learn the process of restoring
the original image from the Gaussian-noised image [36, 37]. Specifically, as
shown in Figure 1, the solid lines represent the reverse process, while the
dashed lines represent the forward process. In the forward process, Gaussian
noise is gradually added to the original image x0, and each step of the re-
sulting image xt is only related to the image obtained in the previous step
xt−1 until the image xT of the T step becomes a pure Gaussian noise image,
which can be regarded as a Markov process. The reverse process is then the
gradual removal of Gaussian noise, starting with the given Gaussian-noised
image xT , and proceeding step by step until it is restored to the original
image x0. Specifically, in the forward process, for the original image x0, vari-
ational inference is performed over T time steps of the Markov process to
learn the training data distribution. This process can be represented as:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√
αtxt−1, (1− αt)I) (1)

where t represents the t-th time step in the Markov chain. αt = 1 − βt is
the noise controller that controls the strength of noise added in the tth time
step, and αt ∈ (0, 1) and α1 > · · · > αT . In the reverse process, a deep neural
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Figure 1: Forward process and reverse process of denoising diffusion model. The dashed
arrows represent the forward process of the denoising diffusion model, and the solid arrows
represent the reverse process of the denoising diffusion model.

network, typically a U-Net network, is trained to learn to remove the added
Gaussian noise, resulting in the restoration of the pure noise image xT to the
original image x0. This process can be represented as:

pθ(x0:T−1|xT ) =
T∏

t=1

pθ(xt−1|xt) (2)

where pθ(·) is the deep learning model and θ is its parameter. The reverse
process primarily aims to obtain clear segmentation results by removing the
added Gaussian noise.

3. FDiff-Fusion

Traditional medical image segmentation methods typically involve di-
rectly using the medical images as input and training models to predict
corresponding segmentation label maps [38]. However, unlike this direct in-
put approach, the denoising diffusion models adopt a different strategy. The
learning process of the denoising diffusion models does not directly predict
segmentation label maps but focuses on learning the process of removing
Gaussian noise [39, 40]. Specifically, during the training phase, the diffu-
sion model takes medical images along with segmentation label maps with
Gaussian noise as input and then learns to remove Gaussian noise from the
medical images using a deep learning model to generate clear segmentation
results. The key to this method lies in improving the quality of segmentation
results through the denoising process rather than directly segmentation and
prediction of medical images [41, 42]. However, despite the decent achieve-
ments of denoising diffusion models in the field of image segmentation, there
are still challenges in the processing of segmentation boundary uncertainty
and regional blurring in medical images. To overcome these challenges and
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Figure 2: Framework of our proposed FDiff-Fusion.(a) is the training phase of FDiff-
Fusion, which learns the denoising process by adding U-Net with fuzzy learning module
and CNN for conditional information embedding. (b) is the testing phase of FDiff-Fusion,
which gradually denoises the noisy image and fuses the prediction graph generated by each
time step by iterating attention module to get the final segmentation graph.

enhance the accuracy and robustness of segmentation results, we proposes
a denoising diffusion fusion network based on fuzzy learning for 3D medical
image segmentation, named FDiff-Fusion, as shown in Figure 2.

In this section, the denoising diffusion fusion network based on fuzzy
learning for 3D medical image segmentation is divided into three parts.
Firstly, Section 3.1 introduces the FDiff-Fusion model; Section 3.2 presents
the fuzzy learning module; and Section 3.3 describes the iterative attention
fusion. In addition, we also provide a symbol table to explain the symbols
involved in this article, as shown in Table 1.

3.1. FDiff-Fusion model

The FDiff-Fusion model consists of two processes, namely the forward
process and the reverse process. In the forward process, the original medical
image x0 ∈ RC×D×H×W is progressively contaminated with Gaussian noise
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Table 1: Description of notations

Notation Description
q(·) The forward process
p(·) The reverse process
N (·) The normal distribution
t The t-th time step, t=1,2,...,T
βt A hyperparameter sequence that controls the strength of the noise
ϵt Noise randomly sampled from a standard normal distribution

pθ(·) Deep learning model for learning the denoising process
FLM Fuzzy learning module
IAF Iterative attention fusion

to obtain a pure noisy image xT ∈ RC×D×H×W . Since the image xt in the
forward process only depends on the previous step xt−1, this process can be
considered as a Markov process, satisfying:

q(xt | xt−1) = N
(
xt;

√
1− βtxt−1, βtI

)
(3)

q(x1:T | x0) =
T∏

t=1

q(xt | xt−1) (4)

where q(·) represents the forward process, N (·) denotes the normal distri-
bution, and t indicates the t-th time step. βt ∈ (0, 1) is a hyperparameter
sequence controlling the noise level added at each time step. This sequence
is a pre-defined fixed coefficient, satisfying the condition β1 < β2 < · · · < βT ,
and it linearly increases from 0.0001 to 0.02.

Subsequently, using the reparameter technique, we sample xt through
Equation (3), that is, generate a random variable ϵt ∼ N (0, 1), so that
αt = 1− βt, which can be obtained:

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵt (5)

where ᾱt =
∏T

i=1 αt. In the reverse process, since we cannot directly infer
q(xt−1 | xt), we use a deep learning model (U-Net) to fit the distribution
q(xt−1 | xt), with model parameters θ:

pθ(x0:T ) = p(xT )
T∏

t=1

pθ(xt−1|xt) (6)
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pθ(xt−1 | xt) = N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)) (7)

where pθ(·) is the deep learning model used to fit the distribution q(xt−1 | xt).
µθ represents the mean and Σθ represents the variance, where t is the denois-
ing time step. Although q(xt−1 | xt) cannot be directly derived, knowing x0,
we can obtain q(xt−1 | xt, x0) through Bayesian formula:

q(xt−1 | xt, x0) = N (xt−1; µ̃(xt, x0), β̃tI) (8)

q(xt−1|xt, x0) =
q(xt|xt−1, x0)q(xt−1|x0)

q(xt|x0)
(9)

where µ̃(xt, x0) and β̃t represent the true values of the mean and variance of
the reverse process, respectively.

From Equation (9), it can be seen that the reverse process of the denoising
diffusion model can be converted into a forward process by Bayesian formula.
And get the probability density function and the gaussian probability density

function of the index part exp
(
− (x−µ)2

2σ2

)
= exp

(
−1

2

(
1
σ2x

2 − 2µ
σ2x+ µ2

σ2

))
to

corresponding, namely:

β̃t =
1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt

· βt (10)

µ̃t(xt, x0) =

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt

xt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1− ᾱt

x0 (11)

According to Equation (5), it can be obtained:

x0 =
1√
ᾱt

(xt −
√
1− ᾱtϵt) (12)

Bringing this into Equation (11), we can get:

µ̃t =
1√
αt

(xt −
1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵt) (13)

Since we need to use the deep learning model pθ to approximate the
distribution q(xt−1 | xt), according to Equation (10), we train the model
µθ(xt, t) to estimate Equation (13). As xt is known during the training phase
and is used as an input, we can instead let the model estimate the noise ϵt,
by setting:

µθ(xt, t) =
1√
αt

(xt −
1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)) (14)
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According to Equation (14), the final result is:

xt−1 = N (xt−1;
1√
αt

(xt −
1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)),Σθ(xt, t)) (15)

As shown in Figure 2, during the testing phase, a 3D medical image
I ∈ RD×H×W×C is provided as conditional embedding for each time step of
the denoising diffusion model, where D, H, W and C represent the depth,
height, width, and channels of the 3D medical image, respectively. Firstly,
T steps of Gaussian noise are added to the 3D medical image I to obtain a
pure noisy image xT . Then, a step-by-step denoising operation is performed
on the pure noisy image xT . Taking the t-th time step as an example, the
noisy image xt and the original medical image I are concatenated along the
channels and fed into the encoder of a U-Net network to obtain multi-scale
features ft ∈ RC×D×H×W . Simultaneously, to better incorporate the original
3D medical image as conditional embedding, I is input into a deep con-
volutional neural network (CNN) to obtain multi-scale conditional features
fI ∈ RC×D×H×W . Since ft and fI contain the same number and size of fea-
tures, the corresponding scale features are added together to obtain fused
features. However, due to the presence of uncertainty in the boundaries
of segmentation targets and the blurring of regions in 3D medical images,
simply adding the multi-scale features extracted by the encoder of the U-
Net network and those extracted by the CNN as encoding features for each
time step will struggle to address the problem of uncertain boundaries and
blurry regions in segmentation targets. To address this issue, we propose a
Fuzzy Learning Module (FLM).On the one hand, the original 3D medical
image contains accurate segmentation targets, but it is difficult to determine
their segmentation boundaries. On the other hand, the segmentation map
at the current time step contains enhanced segmentation targets, but lacks
accuracy. Therefore, we utilize a Fuzzy Learning Module (FLM) on the con-
nection paths between the encoder and decoder of the U-Net network to
process the encoding features with fuzzy feature treatment. Subsequently,
the multi-scale features processed by the U-Net encoder are input into the
decoder via skip connections for processing, resulting in the prediction result
xt−1 for the t-th time step. Finally, to improve the accuracy and robustness
of the model segmentation, the segmentation maps obtained at each time
step are fused through iterative attention to obtain the final segmentation
result x̂0 ∈ RC×D×H×W .
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In contrast to the testing phase where only the 3D medical image serves
as input to the model, in the training phase, this paper simultaneously inputs
the 3D medical image I ∈ RD×H×W×C and its corresponding segmentation
label x0 ∈ RC×D×H×W into the model. Here, the 3D medical image acts as
conditional information embedding, while the corresponding segmentation
label is used to add Gaussian noise for T steps to obtain the Gaussian noise
image xT ∈ RC×D×H×W . After T steps of denoising operations, the model
predicts the segmentation label image x̂0 ∈ RC×D×H×W , which is then used
for loss calculation along with the segmentation label image. FDiff-Fusion is
trained by combining the Mean Squared Error (MSE) Loss, Binary Cross-
Entropy (BCE) Loss, and Dice Loss commonly used in traditional image
segmentation networks. Therefore, the total loss Ltotal of the model is defined
as:

Ltotal = Lmse(x̂0, x0) + Lbce(x̂0, x0) + Ldice(x̂0, x0) (16)

3.2. Fuzzy learning module

To solve the boundary uncertainty and region blurring in 3D medical
images, we proposes a fuzzy learning module (FLM) to tackle this issue.
Specifically, for the features extracted by the U-Net network, a fuzzy resid-
ual connection is designed along the skip pathways of the U-Net network for
processing. The fuzzy residual connection is divided into a fuzzy learning
module and a residual connection, where the fuzzy learning module com-
prises fuzzy membership functions and fuzzy rules. The goal of FLM is to
model the complex rules between feature maps and the semantic category
of each pixel. As shown in Figure 3, for each channel of the input encod-
ing feature of the fuzzy learning module, M fuzzy membership functions are
applied to each feature point in the feature map, in order to convert the
feature map extracted by the encoder into a fuzzy value, and the fuzzy value
is a floating point number. The fuzzy membership functions remain con-
stant across each channel but may vary across different channels. Each fuzzy
membership function assigns a fuzzy class label to each feature point in each
channel, describing its similarity to other feature points. Gaussian functions
are employed as the fuzzy membership functions at the fuzzy membership
function layer:

F ′
x,y,z,k,c = e

−(
Fx,y,z,c−µk,c)

2

σ2
k,c

x = 1...D, y = 1...H, z = 1...W

(17)
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Figure 3: Fuzzy Learning Module (FLM) architecture. The left part is a fuzzy residual
connection, which fuses the encoding features with the fuzzy features through residual
connections. The right part is fuzzy learning, which uses gaussian functions to calculate
the membership degree of the encoded feature.

where Fx,y,z,c represents a feature point in channel C of the feature map,
and (x,y,z) denotes the corresponding position of the feature point. µk,c and
σk,c are the mean and standard deviation of the k-th Gaussian membership
function, µk,c and σk,c are randomly initialized and learnable, and F ′

x,y,z,k,c

denotes the k-th output fuzzy class label of the feature point at position
(x,y,z) in channel C. During training over the dataset, the membership
functions are tuned to capture significant linguistic terms from the feature
maps. Subsequently, the fuzzy rule ”AND” is applied to all fuzzy class labels
of each feature point to obtain the final fuzzy feature information F ′

x,y,z,c of
the encoded feature:

F ′
x,y,z,c =

M∏

k=1

F ′
x,y,z,k,c (18)

Equation (18) applies the fuzzy rule “AND” according to the output
of each fuzzy membership function to obtain the fuzzy feature information
F ′
x,y,z,c of each feature point. Consequently, the fuzzy feature map F ∈

RC×D×H×W after the feature graph extracted by U-Net encoder is processed
by fuzzy learning module can be obtained.

As part of the network, the fuzzy learning module can be regarded as
a fuzzy layer described by multiple parameters from Gaussian membership
functions. It’s worth noting that the parameters µk,c and σk,c remain un-
changed within the same channel but may vary across different channels.
This is because the feature points in the same channel are extracted by the
same convolutional kernel and share similar features, while those in different
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Figure 4: Illustration of the proposed MS-CAM

channels are obtained by using different convolution kernels and have dif-
ferent features. Additionally, to implement the fuzzy learning module, the
number of fuzzy membership functions, denoted as M , is the only hyperpa-
rameter that needs to be preset.

Finally, as illustrated in the left of Figure 3, the output of the fuzzy
learning module is a fuzzy tensor F , which shares the same size as the feature
tensor ft processed by the U-Net. Consequently, they are fused through
residual connections, as shown in Equation (19).

Ft = BN(FLM(ft)) +BN(ft) (19)

where the output feature map from the U-Net and the fuzzy tensor are pro-
cessed through batch normalization (BN) to constrain their dynamic range.
Subsequently, a simple addition operation is employed to integrate the fuzzy
logic information.

By fuzzifying the encoded features with Gaussian membership functions,
the module is able to handle noise and uncertainty in medical images using
non-exclusive fuzzy membership values, which is more robust than determin-
istic features.
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Figure 5: AF and IAF architecture. (a) is the attention fusion structure. (b) is iterative
attention fusion structure.

3.3. Iterative attention fusion

In traditional medical image segmentation tasks, the final prediction is
used as the model’s final segmentation result. In the reverse process of FDiff-
Fusion, each time step generates a prediction result. However, the prediction
results at each time step may differ in handling boundaries and details, and
they may contain varying degrees of uncertainty and noise. Therefore, to
improve the accuracy and robustness of the segmentation model, we integrate
the segmentation maps obtained at each time step of the reverse process
through an attention mechanism to obtain the final segmentation result.
To this end, we designed a fusion module based on an iterative attention
mechanism to optimize the model’s prediction results. Traditional fusion
methods typically employ simple addition or weighted fusion. In contrast,
we introduce an iterative attention mechanism to achieve deeper fusion of
each segmentation map obtained during the reverse process.

This section introduces iterative attention fusion from three parts. Firstly,
it introduces multi-scale channel attention fusion(MS-CAM). Secondly, it
introduces attention fusion(AF). Finally, iterative attention fusion(IAF) is
proposed on the basis of multi-scale channel attention fusion and attention
fusion.
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3.3.1. Multi-scale channel attention fusion

The multi-scale channel attention module is divided into local attention
and global attention branches. Its primary function is to enhance the repre-
sentational capacity of input features through local and global feature weight-
ing. Specifically, MS-CAM applies both local and global attention mech-
anisms to process input features, generating attention weights, and these
weights are then used to weight the input features. As shown in Figure 4, in
the local attention branch, given a feature x ∈ RC×D×H×W with C channels,
two layers of 1×1×1 convolutions (Conv3d) and Batch Normalization (Batch-
Norm3d), along with ReLU activation functions, are applied to process the
input features. The local context L(x) ∈ RC×D×H×W can be calculated as
follows:

L(x) = B(PWConv2(δ(B(PWConv1(x))))) (20)

where δ represents the ReLU activation function and B represents batch
normalization. The core sizes of PWConv1 and PWConv2 are c

r
×C × 1× 1

and C× C
r
×1×1. This branch captures local spatial information, generating

local features.
It is worth noting that L(x) has the same shape as the input feature,

preserving and emphasizing subtle details in low-level features. Similarly, in
the global attention branch, the input feature x is compressed to 1×1×1 in
the spatial dimension through a global average pooling layer (GAP). Then,
two layers of 1×1×1 convolutions, batch normalization, and ReLU activation
function are used to extract the global context G(x) ∈ RC×D×H×W :

G(x) = B(PWConv2(δ(B(PWConv1(g(x)))))) (21)

where g(x) denotes the global average pooling (GAP). This branch captures
global spatial information, generating global features. Given the global con-
text G(x) and the local context L(x), the refined feature x′ ∈ RC×D×H×W of
MS-CAM can be obtained from the following formula:

x′ = x⊗M(x) = x⊗ σ(L(x)⊕G(x)) (22)
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Algorithm 1: FDiff-Fusion

Input: The medical image I ∈ RC×D×H×W , the mask image
x0 ∈ RC×D×H×W

Output: The predicted segmentation label images x̂0 ∈ RC×D×H×W

for epoch in max epoch do
t ∼ Uniform({1, ...,T})
Sampling βt

αt = 1− βt, ᾱt =
∏T

i=1 αt

εt ∼ N (0, 1)
xt =

√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtε̄t

for t=T:1 do
fI = Conν(I)
ft = UNet encoder(xt)
ft = ft + fI
Ft = BN(FLM(ft)) +BN(ft)
xt−1 = UNet decoder(Ft)

end
L(x) = BN(PWConv2(ReLU(BN(PWConv1(x)))))
G(x) = BN(PWConv2(ReLU(BN(PWConv1(g(x))))))
M(x) = Sigmoid(L(x)⊕G(x))
for t=T-1:1 do

xt ⊕ xt−1 = M (xt + xt−1)⊗ xt−1 + (1−M (xt + xt−1))⊗ xt

xt−1 = M (xt ⊕ xt−1)⊗ xt−1 + (1−M (xt ⊕ xt−1))⊗ xt

end
return x̂0

end

where M(x) ∈ RC×D×H×W represents the attention weights generated by
MS-CAM. σ is the Sigmoid function, ⊕ denotes broadcasted addition and ⊗
denotes element-wise multiplication.

3.3.2. Attention fusion

Attention Fusion employs a multi-scale channel attention mechanism to
weight the input features and then performs element-wise addition of the
weighted features to generate a fused feature tensor. This process allows the
model to adaptively focus on the important information within the input fea-
tures, thereby enhancing feature representation capability and overall model
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performance.
Based on the multi-scale channel attention module, attention fusion can

be expressed as:

Z = M(X⊕ Y)⊗ Y+ (1−M(X⊕ Y))⊗ X (23)

where Z ∈ RC×D×H×W represents the fused features, ⊕ denotes element-wise
summation of features, and ⊗ denotes element-wise multiplication. As shown
in Figure 5 (a), AF first sums the two input tensors element-wise and inputs
them into the MS-CAM, where the output of the MS-CAM module is the at-
tention weight M(X ⊕ Y ), with the dashed line representing 1−M(X ⊕ Y ).
Subsequently, the two input tensors are each multiplied element-wise with
their corresponding attention weights to obtain the attention-weighted out-
puts. Finally, the two attention-weighted outputs are summed element-wise
to generate the final fused feature tensor Z. Here, the range of the attention
weights is between 0 and 1, and so is the range of 1−M(X ⊕ Y ), allowing the
network to perform soft selection or weighted averaging between the inputs.

3.3.3. Iterative attention fusion

For the input features X and Y , performing a simple element-wise sum-
mation of the input features may affect the final fusion weights. Since this
is still a feature fusion problem, another attention module is used to fuse
the input features. First, attention fusion is applied to the two input tensors
to obtain an initial fused tensor X ⊕ Y . Then, the initial fused tensor is
input into the MS-CAM module for local and global attention processing
to generate the attention weight M(X ⊕ Y ). Finally, the two input tensors
are multiplied element-wise with the attention weight, and the element-wise
multiplication results are summed element-wise to obtain the final fused ten-
sor Z. This two-stage method is referred to as iterative attention fusion,
as shown in Figure 5(b). Iterative attention fusion can be represented as
follows:

X⊕ Y = M(X + Y)⊗ Y+ (1−M(X + Y))⊗ X (24)

Z = M(X⊕ Y)⊗ Y+ (1−M(X⊕ Y))⊗ X (25)

The complete process of FDiff-Fusion is shown in Algorithm 1.
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4. Experiment and result analysis

4.1. Experimental setup

We used two publicly available segmented datasets, including the BRATS
2020 Brain tumor dataset and the BTCV Abdominal Multi-organ dataset.

The BRATS 2020 Brain Tumor dataset is a publicly available dataset
used for brain tumor segmentation [43, 44], commonly employed in medical
image processing. This dataset comprises 369 aligned multi-modal brain MRI
scans from various medical centers, with each modality having a volume of
155×240×240. It includes four modalities: T1-weighted (T1), T1-weighted
with contrast enhancement (T1Gd), T2-weighted (T2), and Fluid Attenu-
ated Inversion Recovery (FLAIR) sequences. The images for each modality
undergo registration and preprocessing to enable comparison at the same
spatial locations. The BRATS 2020 Brain Tumor dataset also provides seg-
mentation labels for brain tumors, including four types of tumor tissues:
necrotic areas of glioblastoma, cysts, enhancing regions and normal tissues.
The segmentation ratio for training, validation and testing sets is 0.7, 0.1
and 0.2, respectively.

The BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset consists of 30 instances of 3D
abdominal multi-organ images, with each 3D image containing segmenta-
tion targets for 13 organs [45]. All data are resampled to the same spatial
resolution. Eighteen of the 3D abdominal multi-organ images are utilized
for training the model, while the remaining twelve images are reserved for
testing.

4.2. Experimental parameter setting

This experiment uses a workstation based on Windows11 system, the
experiment platform is PC(Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-10940X@3.30GHz), the
graphics card is NVIDIA GeForce RTX4090, and the memory capacity is
64G. The development tool is JetBrains PyCharm 2021.2.3 Professional ver-
sion, using Python language to implement the relevant algorithms in the
experiment.

During the initial stage of the experiment, data augmentation techniques
such as random cropping, spatial padding, random flipping, intensity scaling
and shifting were applied to all experimental data samples.

During the training phase, the loss function integrated Dice loss, BCE
loss and MSE loss. For the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset, an AdamW
optimizer with weight decay of 1e-3 was utilized, with a maximum iteration
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of 300, a batch size of 4, a learning rate of 1e-4, and cosine annealing used to
update the learning rate. Random patches (each with a size of 96×96×96)
were sampled for training in each iteration. During testing, DDIM sampling
steps were set to 10, with each sample size being 96×96×96. The sliding
window overlap rate was set to 0.5. For the BTCV abdominal multi-organ
dataset, we adopts the AdamW optimizer with weight attenuation of 1e-3,
the maximum number of iterations is 3000, the training batch size is 1, the
learning rate is 2e-4, and the cosine annealing algorithm is used to update
the learning rate. Each iteration randomly samples n patches (the size of
each patch is 96×96×96) for training. In the test, the number of DDIM
sampling steps is set to 10 and the size of each sample is 96×96×96. The
sliding window overlap rate is 0.5.

4.3. Experimental Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate the segmentation performance of FDiff-Fusion, We used dice
similarity coefficient (DSC), hausdorff distance at 95th percentile (HD95),
the Jaccard index and recall as evaluation metrics.

The Dice similarity coefficient is a commonly used evaluation metric to
measure the similarity between two sets. Its coefficient ranges from 0 to
1, where 1 indicates complete overlap, meaning the model’s predicted seg-
mentation result is identical to the ground truth segmentation result, and 0
indicates no overlap at all, meaning there is no common pixel between the two
segmentation results. Typically, a Dice coefficient closer to 1 indicates higher
segmentation quality, indicating that the model’s predicted segmentation re-
sult is more similar to the ground truth segmentation result. Conversely, a
Dice coefficient closer to 0 indicates lower segmentation quality, indicating
greater disparity between the model’s predicted segmentation result and the
ground truth segmentation result. The Dice coefficient calculation formula
is as follows:

DSC(A,B) =
2|A ∩B|
|A|+ |B| (26)

where |A| and |B| represent the ground truth labels and the model’s predicted
results, respectively. |A ∩B| denotes the intersection of the model’s pre-
dicted segmentation result and the ground truth segmentation result, while
|A| and |B| represent the number of pixels in the two segmentation results,
respectively.
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In image segmentation tasks, the Hausdorff distance is a measure of sim-
ilarity between two sets, considering the maximum distance between them.
One set represents the ground truth segmentation result, while the other set
represents the model’s predicted segmentation result. The Hausdorff dis-
tance quantifies the maximum inconsistency between the two segmentation
results, which is the distance from a point in one segmentation result to the
farthest point in the other segmentation result.

HD95 is a percentile variant of the Hausdorff distance, which calculates
the distance at the 95th percentile. In other words, HD95 represents the
distance between the ground truth segmentation boundary and the model’s
predicted boundary, where 95% of the distance values are less than or equal to
the HD95 value. Therefore, a smaller HD95 indicates a better match between
the model’s predicted segmentation result and the ground truth boundary,
indicating higher segmentation quality. The formula for HD95 calculation is
as follows:

HD(A,B) = max{ max
g′∈A,p′∈B

∥g′ − p′∥, max
p′∈A,g′∈B

∥p′ − g′∥} (27)

where A and B represent the ground truth label and the model’s predicted
result, respectively. ∥g′ − p′∥ and ∥p′ − g′∥ denote the distance between sets
A and B. HD95 utilizes the 95th percentile of distances between the ground
truth and predicted surface point sets. Therefore, when calculating HD, the
influence of a small fraction of outliers is minimized.

The Jaccard index is a statistical measure used to assess the similarity
between two sample sets. It is defined as the ratio of the size of the intersec-
tion of two sets to the size of their union. The Jaccard index quantifies the
similarity between two sets by computing the ratio of the number of com-
mon elements to the total number of distinct elements across both sets. The
Jaccard coefficient can be expressed by the following formula:

J(A,B) =
|A ∩B|
|A ∪B| (28)

where A and B represent the ground truth label and the model’s predicted
result, |A∩B| represents the size of the intersection of sets A and B, |A∪B|
represents the size of the union of sets A and B.

Recall, also known as sensitivity, represents the proportion of actual pos-
itive samples that are correctly identified by the model. It focuses on mea-
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Table 2: Segmentation performance for different values of parameters t, epoch, and M

Average
DSC HD95 Jaccard Recall

t=800 66.69 9.31 61.47 58.83
t=1000 83.82 6.60 75.88 83.27
t=1500 84.19 7.44 75.16 86.67

epoch=2000 71.84 9.52 63.04 60.81
epoch=3000 83.82 6.60 75.88 83.27
epoch=4000 83.97 8.26 74.83 85.76

M=3 82.77 8.64 73.58 80.92
M=5 83.82 6.60 75.88 83.27
M=7 83.94 5.90 75.64 82.86

suring the model’s ability to capture positive samples. The specific formula
is as follows:The specific formula is as follows:

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
(29)

where TP (True Positives) represents the number of correctly predicted pos-
itive samples, and FN (False Negatives) represents the number of actual
positive samples that the model incorrectly predicted as negative.

4.4. Parameter analysis

In FDiff-Fusion, several tunable parameters are involved, such as the
number of time steps t, the number of epochs, the number of fuzzy member-
ship functions M , and the hyperparameter sequence β that controls the noise
level. According to [46], the hyperparameter sequence β starts at 0.0001 and
ends at 0.002. We primarily analyze the impact of varying t , the number of
epochs, and M on the model’s performance.

As shown in Table 2, we conducted experiments with different values for
the three parameters to compare their impact on the model’s segmentation
performance. From the table, it can be observed that when t increases from
800 to 1000, the model’s segmentation performance improves significantly,
especially in terms of DSC and Jaccard index. Additionally, HD95 decreases
substantially, indicating a significant increase in model accuracy. Meanwhile,
the improvement in recall rate suggests that the model has a stronger ability
to identify target regions. However, when t is increased from 1000 to 1500,
although there are improvements in DSC and recall rate, the Jaccard index
slightly decreases and HD95 increases, indicating that the performance gains
are not significant and may even be somewhat unstable.
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Table 3: Results of comparison of the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset

Models
DSC(%) HD95(mm) Average

WT TC ET WT TC ET DSC HD95 Jaccard Recall
UNETR[11] 88.94 79.89 72.24 4.315 5.952 4.729 80.36 4.999 72.74 86.37

Swin UNETR[12] 89.71 80.21 73.25 2.974 4.859 4.696 81.05 4.177 73.61 88.50
TransBTS[15] 89.36 81.24 75.19 3.660 3.094 3.604 81.93 3.453 73.59 87.17
TransUNet[17] 89.21 82.47 75.82 3.146 2.891 3.621 82.50 3.219 74.98 89.92
Diff-UNet[25] 89.37 83.15 76.92 2.118 3.489 2.271 83.14 2.626 75.04 89.34

CKD-TransBTS[16] 89.83 84.05 76.96 2.419 3.447 3.018 83.61 2.961 75.61 89.67
Slim UNETR[14] 90.17 83.87 77.43 2.207 3.311 2.714 83.82 2.744 76.05 90.81
FDiff-Fusion 90.51 84.37 77.61 2.115 3.086 2.220 84.16 2.473 76.83 91.77

Regarding the number of iterations, when the epochs increased from
2000 to 3000, the model’s segmentation performance improved significantly.
Both the DSC and Jaccard index saw substantial increases, HD95 decreased
markedly, and the recall rate also improved significantly. However, when
the epochs were further increased to 4000, the performance gains were not
as evident, with some metrics even experiencing slight declines. Moreover,
the increased number of epochs consumed a considerable amount of computa-
tional resources and time, indicating that increasing the number of iterations
beyond a certain point has limited benefits for enhancing model performance.

Regarding the number of fuzzy membership functions, when M increased
from 3 to 5, there was a noticeable improvement in model performance as in-
dicated by significant increases in DSC and Jaccard index, and a substantial
decrease in HD95. However, when M was increased from 5 to 7, although
the segmentation performance of the model improved, the gains were only
marginal, and this improvement was accompanied by a substantial consump-
tion of computational resources and time.

Therefore, based on the above observations, we set the default values of
t, epoch and M in the FDiff-Fusion model to 1000, 3000, and 5, respectively,
to achieve a good balance between segmentation performance and computa-
tional time.

4.5. Experimental results and analysis on different datasets

To validate the effectiveness of FDiff-Fusion in medical image segmenta-
tion, we compared FDiff-Fusion with state-of-the-art (SOTA) segmentation
models on the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset and the BTCV abdom-
inal multi-organ dataset. The quantitative results are shown in Tables 3
and 4. For the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset, our model was compared
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Table 4: Results of comparison of BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset

Models
Average DSC(%)

DSC HD95 Jaccard Recall Spl Kid(L) Kid(R) Gall Liv Sto Aor Pan
Vnet[47] 68.81 27.45 61.27 69.17 80.56 77.1 80.75 51.87 87.84 56.98 75.34 40.05

UNETR[11] 78.42 23.66 72.74 78.35 86.03 82.97 77.35 72.61 94.58 74.64 85.32 53.91
Swin UNETR[12] 79.64 18.91 72.95 78.86 86.76 83.51 78.79 72.62 94.19 77.62 86.03 57.61
TransUNet[17] 78.03 30.72 72.81 79.01 85.62 82.64 77.98 64.54 93.94 73.61 87.21 55.34
Diff-UNet[25] 82.17 10.23 74.35 81.74 86.61 83.19 83.79 75.32 94.65 75.02 86.62 72.16

CKD-TransBTS[16] 82.23 9.46 74.39 82.16 87.96 82.87 83.79 74.31 93.89 79.07 87.51 68.42
Slim UNETR[14] 83.16 8.39 75.62 82.92 88.63 83.73 84.27 74.62 94.74 82.64 87.83 68.83
FDiff-Fusion 83.82 6.60 75.88 83.27 89.08 84.12 84.51 74.01 95.33 84.02 88.48 70.98

with widely used and recognized segmentation models, including CNN-based
methods like UNETR, Swin UNETR, and Slim UNETR, Transformer-based
methods like TransBTS, TransUNet, CKD-TransBTS, and the diffusion-
based method Diff-UNet. For the BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset, the
same training and testing datasets were utilized, and comparisons were made
with state-of-the-art models, including V-Net, UNETR, Swin UNETR, Tran-
sUNet, Diff-UNet, CKD-TransBTS, and Slim UNETR. All baseline models
and FDiff-Fusion in this experiment were trained on the same dataset and
the same computer hardware, and the best-performing models were selected
based on the validation set. All quantitative and qualitative results are direct
outputs from the models without any post-processing.

Table 3 presents the Dice scores and HD95 distances for the three sub-
regions (whole tumor, tumor core, and enhancing tumor) on the BRATS
2020 brain tumor dataset, as well as the average Dice scores, average HD95
distances, average Jaccard indices and average Recall values. It is evident
that our proposed method not only surpasses the SOTA methods in terms
of the average values of these four evaluation metrics but also demonstrates
superior performance in Dice scores and HD95 distances across the three
sub-regions. The average Dice score across the three sub-regions reaches
84.16%, representing an improvement of 0.34% over the second-best method
and 3.8% over UNETR. Additionally, our model achieves the best results in
HD95 distance, Jaccard index, and Recall, with values of 2.473, 76.83, and
91.77, respectively, clearly outperforming the state-of-the-art methods.

Table 4 displays the Dice scores for eight abdominal organs(Spleen, Kid-
ney(L), Kidney(R), Gallbladder, Liver, Stomach, Aorta, Pancreas), as well
as the average Dice score, average HD95 distance, average Jaccard index,
and average Recall, comparing FDiff-Fusion with state-of-the-art segmenta-
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Figure 6: Visualization of quantitative comparison of SOTA methods on the BRATS 2020
brain tumor dataset.

tion methods. As shown in Table 4, it is evident that FDiff-Fusion achieves
the best average Dice score, average HD95 distance, average Jaccard index,
and average Recall across these eight organs. Specifically, Our method ranks
first in Dice score for 6 organs, with the average Dice score, average HD95
distance, average Jaccard index, and average Recall reaching 83.82%, 6.60,
75.88, and 83.27 respectively, indicating the superiority of our method in
the BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset compared to the state-of-the-art
methods. Although FDiff-Fusion does not rank first in Dice scores for the
Pancreas and Gallbladder, with scores of 70.98% and 74.01% respectively,
these scores are only slightly lower than the best scores of 72.16% for the
Pancreas and 75.32% for the Gallbladder.

Figure 6 illustrates the qualitative comparison results between FDiff-
Fusion and several baseline models on the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset.
Here, we use T2 as the segmentation background, and GT represents the
ground truth label. In the first row, our proposed model successfully sup-
presses false positive results compared to other baseline models (marked by
red dashed boxes). In the second row, compared to other SOTA models,
FDiff-Fusion generates more precise segmentation results with less noise and
segmentation boundaries closer to the ground truth label, thanks to the de-
sign of the fuzzy learning module. In the third row, our model achieves
more accurate and complete segmentation boundaries, attributed to the pro-
posed iterative attention fusion. It can be seen from the fourth row that
the segmentation result of our model is closer to the ground turth label.
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Figure 7: Visualization of quantitative comparison of SOTA methods on the BTCV ab-
dominal multi-organ dataset.

The experiments demonstrate that the FDiff-Fusion model achieves more
precise segmentation results on segmentation boundaries and subtle segmen-
tation targets, while baseline models may miss some segmentation target
areas or include other non-segmentation target areas in the segmentation re-
sults. Moreover, our proposed model also exhibits significant superiority in
the precise identification and segmentation of target area boundaries.

In order to better demonstrate the segmentation performance of our
model for the BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset, we selected a slice of
the segmentation graph for visualization. It is clear from Figure 7 that
FDiff-Fusion performs well on the BTCV abdominal multi-organ dataset.
Compared with the baseline model, its segmentation results are more pre-
cise and accurate, and more consistent with the ground truth label. This
advantage comes from the fuzzy learning module and the iterative attention
fusion module designed by us. In the input image, it is able to capture key
morphological and structural information and fuse this information into the
segmentation results, resulting in finer segmentation boundaries and more
accurate organ regions.

4.6. Ablation study

We conducted comprehensive ablation studies to validate the effectiveness
of the proposed fuzzy learning module and iterative attention fusion. The
results are shown in Table 5, where basic represents a baseline model with-
out the addition of fuzzy learning and attention fusion, FLM represents the
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fuzzy learning module, AF represents attention fusion and IAF represents
iterative attention fusion. It can be observed that the average Dice score of
basic+FLM is 0.65% higher than that of basic, and on average HD95 dis-
tance, it is 0.822 lower than basic. This indicates that the designed FLM
in this paper effectively addresses the uncertainty of segmentation bound-
aries and region fuzziness in medical images, thereby significantly improving
the segmentation accuracy of the model. Furthermore, there is a noticeable
improvement in both the average Dice score and average HD95 distance for
basic+FLM+AF compared to basic+FLM. Moreover, FDiff-Fusion exhibits
better performance in both average Dice score and average HD95 distance
compared to basic+FLM+AF, highlighting the significant effectiveness of the
introduced attention fusion mechanism in enhancing the segmentation per-
formance of the model. From Table 3, it can be observed that the average
Dice score of FDiff-Fusion is 1.24% higher than basic, and the average HD95
distance is 1.518 lower than basic, demonstrating the superior effectiveness
of the proposed fuzzy learning module and iterative attention mechanism for
medical image segmentation.

Table 5: Ablation studies of different modules on the BraTS 2020 brain tumor dataset

Module
DSC(%) HD95(mm)

WT TC ET Average WT TC ET Average

basic 89.24 82.98 76.54 82.92 3.754 3.841 4.379 3.991
basic+FLM 90.12 83.64 76.98 83.57 3.008 3.294 3.206 3.169

basic+FLM+AF 90.42 83.88 77.46 83.92 2.239 3.071 2.716 2.675
FDiff-Fusion 90.51 84.37 77.61 84.16 2.115 3.086 2.220 2.473

Figure 8: Line chart comparison of FDiff-Fusion ablation studies on the BRATS 2020
brain tumor dataset.
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We also visually presented the results of the ablation study using line
plots, as shown in Figure 8. The left chart depicts the line plot for Dice
scores, while the right chart shows the line plot for HD95 distances. By
observing the variations of different segmentation targets in the line plots,
it can be seen that the segmentation performance of the FDiff-Fusion model
achieves the best results.

Figure 9: Histogram comparison of segmentation results of different models on different
data sets.

4.7. Computational efficiency analysis

Firstly, we acknowledge that the denoising diffusion model and the fuzzy
learning module may impact the training time of the model. However, we
have implemented various optimization strategies to mitigate this effect, such
as employing caching mechanisms to reduce data reading time.

Compared to baseline models, our method may require longer training
times due to the introduction of more complex computations and additional
parameters aimed at achieving higher accuracy. Nevertheless, this increased
computational cost is justified, as our experimental results demonstrate sig-
nificant improvements in segmentation performance.
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Moreover, it is important to emphasize that the increase in training time
does not directly affect the efficiency in practical applications. Training is a
one-time process, whereas in practical applications, the inference phase speed
is a more critical consideration. Our method maintains efficient performance
during the inference phase, ensuring it remains fast and effective in real-world
applications.

4.8. Discussion

To provide a clearer demonstration of FDiff-Fusion’s superiority in 3D
medical image segmentation, we evaluates the model using bar charts. As
shown in Figure 9, panels (a) and (b) respectively represent bar charts of
Dice scores and HD95 distances on the BRATS 2020 brain tumor dataset,
while panel (c) depicts a bar chart of Dice scores on the BTCV abdominal
multi-organ dataset. Based on the heights of the bars in the bar chart, it
can be observed that the FDiff-Fusion model exhibits superior segmentation
performance.

Figure 10: Local visualization of segmentation results from the BRATS 2020 brain tumor
dataset.

Furthermore, to vividly demonstrate the advantages of the FDiff-Fusion
over other baseline models in segmenting medical images, we performed a
detailed visualization of the local segmentation results of the BRATS 2020
brain tumor dataset. By selectively cropping portions of segmented images
and highlighting minor differences in segmentation boundary areas, we were
able to intuitively observe our model’s ability to handle the common chal-
lenges of boundary uncertainty and fuzzy regions in medical images, as shown
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in Figure 10. In this image, GT represents the ground truth labels, while
LGT denotes the image after local cropping of the ground truth labels. From
this visualization result, we can clearly see that compared with other bench-
mark models, our proposed FDiff-Fusion model can more accurately classify
the classification of each pixel in medical images. This observation not only
reinforces the robustness and accuracy of our model but also highlights its
superiority in addressing the complexities of medical image segmentation.

We also conducted visualization of the ablation experiments for the de-
signed Iterative Attention Fusion module and the Fuzzy Learning Module .
Specifically, we first removed the IAF module from the model and performed
experiments. Through this ablation experiment, we were able to observe
changes in model performance and the specific contribution of the IAF mod-
ule to the overall segmentation. As shown in Figure 11, N-IAF denotes the
removal of the IAF module, and N-FLM denotes the removal of the FLM.
The experimental results indicate that removing the IAF module results in
a significant drop in segmentation accuracy, demonstrating that this module
plays a critical role in enhancing the model’s robustness. Additionally, we
removed the FLM and conducted experiments. By ablating the FLM, we
could assess its practical utility in segmentation. The experimental results
show that removing the FLM significantly weakens the model’s ability to
capture and focus on the edge features of the segmentation targets, leading
to a decline in overall performance. This further verifies the importance of
the FLM in the model.

Figure 11: Visualization of ablation experiment of FLM and IAF.
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5. Conclusion and Outlook

This paper presents a denoising diffusion fusion network based on fuzzy
learning for 3D medical image segmentation, named FDiff-Fusion. To ad-
dress the common phenomenon of segmentation boundary uncertainty and
region fuzziness in medical images, we propose two novel techniques to ensure
the performance of the model, namely fuzzy learning and iterative attention
fusion. By adding fuzzy learning in the skip pathways of the U-Net network,
multiple fuzzy membership functions are set for the input encoded features to
describe the similarity between feature points. Fuzzy rules are then applied
to the fuzzy membership functions to enhance the model’s ability to model
uncertain boundaries and fuzzy regions. Additionally, we design a method
based on iterative attention feature fusion, which adds local contextual in-
formation to the global contextual information in the attention module to
fuse the prediction results of each denoising time step, thereby improving the
accuracy and robustness of the model segmentation. Experimental results on
two different benchmark datasets demonstrate the superiority of our model
over state-of-the-art models, providing an effective solution for the field of
medical image segmentation.

While FDiff-Fusion has achieved significant success in the field of medical
image segmentation, there are still many directions for further exploration
and improvement. For example, our model, due to the introduction of com-
plex denoising diffusion models, the fuzzy learning module, and iterative at-
tention fusion, requires substantial computational resources during training.
This may limit its applicability in environments with limited computational
resources. Additionally, our model relies on high-quality annotated data dur-
ing the training process, which means that its performance may be impacted
in scenarios where data is scarce or of low quality. Future work can be ex-
tended to more types of medical image tasks, such as tumor segmentation,
organ segmentation, and lesion detection, etc. In addition, we also believe
that ensemble learning, semi-supervised and unsupervised learning can be
used as potential directions for future research work to further improve the
performance and applicability of our method.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported in part by the National Natural Science Foun-
dation of China under Grants 61976120 and 62102199, in part by the Natural

33



Science Foundation of Jiangsu Provinceunder Grant BK20231337, in part by
the Natural Science Key Foundation of Jiangsu Education Department under
Grant 21KJA510004, in part by the China Postdoctoral Science Foundation
under Grant 2022M711716 and in part by the Postgraduate Research & Prac-
ticeInnovation Program of Jiangsu Province under Grant SJCX24 2017

References

[1] Z. Ullah, M. Usman, M. Jeon, J. Gwak, Cascade multiscale residual at-
tention cnns with adaptive roi for automatic brain tumor segmentation,
Information Sciences 608 (2022) 1541–1556.

[2] Y. Tang, D. Yang, W. Li, H. R. Roth, B. Landman, D. Xu, V. Nath,
A. Hatamizadeh, Self-supervised pre-training of swin transformers for 3d
medical image analysis, in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2022, pp. 20730–
20740.

[3] Y. He, R. Ge, X. Qi, Y. Chen, J. Wu, J.-L. Coatrieux, G. Yang, S. Li,
Learning better registration to learn better few-shot medical image seg-
mentation: Authenticity, diversity, and robustness, IEEE Transactions
on Neural Networks and Learning Systems 35 (2) (2024) 2588–2601.

[4] L. Chen, P. Bentley, K. Mori, K. Misawa, M. Fujiwara, D. Rueckert,
Drinet for medical image segmentation, IEEE Transactions on Medical
Imaging 37 (11) (2018) 2453–2462.

[5] F. Liu, Z. Zhang, R. Zhou, Automatic modulation recognition based on
cnn and gru, Tsinghua Science and Technology 27 (2) (2022) 422–431.

[6] P. Sun, R. Zhang, Y. Jiang, T. Kong, C. Xu, W. Zhan, M. Tomizuka,
Z. Yuan, P. Luo, Sparse r-cnn: An end-to-end framework for object
detection, IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelli-
gence 45 (12) (2023) 15650–15664.

[7] W. Ding, H. Wang, J. Huang, H. Ju, Y. Geng, C.-T. Lin, W. Pedrycz,
Ftranscnn: Fusing transformer and a cnn based on fuzzy logic for uncer-
tain medical image segmentation, Information Fusion 99 (2023) 101880.

34



[8] C. Zhang, W. Jiang, Y. Zhang, W. Wang, Q. Zhao, C. Wang, Trans-
former and cnn hybrid deep neural network for semantic segmentation
of very-high-resolution remote sensing imagery, IEEE Transactions on
Geoscience and Remote Sensing 60 (2022) 1–20.

[9] Y. Xie, J. Zhang, C. Shen, Y. Xia, Cotr: Efficiently bridging cnn and
transformer for 3d medical image segmentation, in: Medical Image Com-
puting and Computer Assisted Intervention–MICCAI 2021, Springer,
2021, pp. 171–180.

[10] O. Ronneberger, P. Fischer, T. Brox, U-net: Convolutional networks
for biomedical image segmentation, in: Medical Image Computing and
Computer Assisted Intervention–MICCAI 2015, Springer, 2015, pp.
234–241.

[11] A. Hatamizadeh, Y. Tang, V. Nath, D. Yang, A. Myronenko, B. Land-
man, H. R. Roth, D. Xu, Unetr: Transformers for 3d medical image
segmentation, in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on
Applications of Computer Vision (WACV), 2022, pp. 574–584.

[12] A. Hatamizadeh, V. Nath, Y. Tang, D. Yang, H. R. Roth, D. Xu, Swin
unetr: Swin transformers for semantic segmentation of brain tumors in
mri images, in: International MICCAI Brainlesion Workshop, Springer,
2021, pp. 272–284.

[13] Z. Liu, Y. Lin, Y. Cao, H. Hu, Y. Wei, Z. Zhang, S. Lin, B. Guo, Swin
transformer: Hierarchical vision transformer using shifted windows, in:
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision (ICCV), 2021, pp. 10012–10022.

[14] Y. Pang, J. Liang, T. Huang, H. Chen, Y. Li, D. Li, L. Huang, Q. Wang,
Slim unetr: Scale hybrid transformers to efficient 3d medical image seg-
mentation under limited computational resources, IEEE Transactions
on Medical Imaging 43 (3) (2024) 994–1005.

[15] W. Wenxuan, C. Chen, D. Meng, Y. Hong, Z. Sen, L. Jiangyun, Trans-
bts: Multimodal brain tumor segmentation using transformer, in: Med-
ical Image Computing and Computer Assisted Intervention–MICCAI
2021, Springer, 2021, pp. 109–119.

35



[16] J. Lin, J. Lin, C. Lu, H. Chen, H. Lin, B. Zhao, Z. Shi, B. Qiu, X. Pan,
Z. Xu, et al., Ckd-transbts: clinical knowledge-driven hybrid trans-
former with modality-correlated cross-attention for brain tumor segmen-
tation, IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging 42 (8) (2023) 2451–2461.

[17] J. Chen, Y. Lu, Q. Yu, X. Luo, E. Adeli, Y. Wang, L. Lu, A. L. Yuille,
Y. Zhou, Transunet: Transformers make strong encoders for medical
image segmentation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.04306 (2021).

[18] J. Yang, L. Jiao, R. Shang, X. Liu, R. Li, L. Xu, Ept-net: Edge percep-
tion transformer for 3d medical image segmentation, IEEE Transactions
on Medical Imaging 42 (11) (2023) 3229–3243.

[19] G. Li, X. Gu, C. Chen, C. Zhou, D. Xiao, W. Wan, H. Cai, Low-
frequency magnetotelluric data denoising using improved denoising con-
volutional neural network and gated recurrent unit, IEEE Transactions
on Geoscience and Remote Sensing 62 (2024) 1–16.

[20] B. Goyal, A. Dogra, S. Agrawal, B. S. Sohi, A. Sharma, Image denois-
ing review: From classical to state-of-the-art approaches, Information
Fusion 55 (2020) 220–244.

[21] F.-A. Croitoru, V. Hondru, R. T. Ionescu, M. Shah, Diffusion models in
vision: A survey, IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence 45 (9) (2023) 10850–10869.

[22] L. Yang, Z. Zhang, Y. Song, S. Hong, R. Xu, Y. Zhao, W. Zhang, B. Cui,
M.-H. Yang, Diffusion models: A comprehensive survey of methods and
applications, ACM Comput. Surv. 56 (4) (2023) 1–39.

[23] J. Wu, R. Fu, H. Fang, Y. Zhang, Y. Yang, H. Xiong, H. Liu, Y. Xu,
Medsegdiff: Medical image segmentation with diffusion probabilistic
model, in: Medical Imaging with Deep Learning, Vol. 227, PMLR, 2024,
pp. 1623–1639.

[24] J. Wu, W. Ji, H. Fu, M. Xu, Y. Jin, Y. Xu, Medsegdiff-v2: Diffusion-
based medical image segmentation with transformer, in: Proceedings
of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 38, 2024, pp.
6030–6038.

36



[25] Z. Xing, L. Wan, H. Fu, G. Yang, L. Zhu, Diff-unet: A diffu-
sion embedded network for volumetric segmentation, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.10326 (2023).

[26] J. Wolleb, R. Sandkühler, F. Bieder, P. Valmaggia, P. C. Cattin, Diffu-
sion models for implicit image segmentation ensembles, in: International
Conference on Medical Imaging with Deep Learning, Vol. 172, PMLR,
2022, pp. 1336–1348.

[27] B. Fang, C. Zheng, H. Wang, T. Yu, Two-stream fused fuzzy deep neural
network for multiagent learning, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems
31 (2) (2023) 511–520.

[28] D. Kumar, R. K. Agrawal, P. Kumar, Bias-corrected intuitionistic fuzzy
c-means with spatial neighborhood information approach for human
brain mri image segmentation, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems
30 (3) (2022) 687–700.

[29] W. Lu, W. Pedrycz, J. Yang, X. Liu, Granular description with multi-
granularity for multidimensional data: A cone-shaped fuzzy set-based
method, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 29 (7) (2021) 1786–1801.

[30] L. Yang, S. Wang, A. W.-C. Liew, Fine-grained lip image segmentation
using fuzzy logic and graph reasoning, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy
Systems 32 (2) (2024) 349–359.

[31] M. Zhou, C. Shang, G. Li, L. Shen, N. Naik, S. Jin, J. Peng, Q. Shen,
Transformation-based fuzzy rule interpolation with mahalanobis dis-
tance measures supported by choquet integral, IEEE Transactions on
Fuzzy Systems 31 (4) (2023) 1083–1097.

[32] S. Song, Z. Jia, J. Yang, N. Kasabov, Image segmentation based on fuzzy
low-rank structural clustering, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems
31 (7) (2023) 2153–2166.

[33] Z. Liu, Y. Tan, Q. He, Y. Xiao, Swinnet: Swin transformer drives edge-
aware rgb-d and rgb-t salient object detection, IEEE Transactions on
Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 32 (7) (2022) 4486–4497.

37



[34] F. Liu, J. Yang, W. Pedrycz, W.Wu, A new fuzzy spiking neural network
based on neuronal contribution degree, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy
Systems 30 (7) (2022) 2665–2677.

[35] D. Li, H. Zhang, T. Li, A. Bouras, X. Yu, T. Wang, Hybrid missing value
imputation algorithms using fuzzy c-means and vaguely quantified rough
set, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 30 (5) (2022) 1396–1408.

[36] J. Ho, A. Jain, P. Abbeel, Denoising diffusion probabilistic models, Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems 33 (2020) 6840–6851.

[37] P. Jiang, F. Gu, Y. Wang, C. Tu, B. Chen, Difnet: Semantic segmenta-
tion by diffusion networks, Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 31 (2018).

[38] Q. Gao, Z. Li, J. Zhang, Y. Zhang, H. Shan, Corediff: Contextual error-
modulated generalized diffusion model for low-dose ct denoising and
generalization, IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging 43 (2) (2024)
745–759.

[39] J. Yue, L. Fang, S. Xia, Y. Deng, J. Ma, Dif-fusion: Towards high color
fidelity in infrared and visible image fusion with diffusion models, IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing 32 (2023) 5705–5720.

[40] J. Song, C. Meng, S. Ermon, Denoising diffusion implicit models, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2010.02502 (2020).

[41] Y. Wang, H. Liu, Y. Feng, Z. Li, X. Wu, C. Zhu, Headdiff: Exploring
rotation uncertainty with diffusion models for head pose estimation,
IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 33 (2024) 1868–1882.

[42] K. Gong, K. Johnson, G. El Fakhri, Q. Li, T. Pan, Pet image denoising
based on denoising diffusion probabilistic model, European Journal of
Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging 51 (2) (2024) 358–368.

[43] Y. Ding, X. Yu, Y. Yang, Rfnet: Region-aware fusion network for in-
complete multi-modal brain tumor segmentation, in: Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV),
2021, pp. 3975–3984.

38



[44] G. Ramasamy, T. Singh, X. Yuan, Multi-modal semantic segmentation
model using encoder based link-net architecture for brats 2020 challenge,
Procedia Computer Science 218 (2023) 732–740.

[45] X. Fang, P. Yan, Multi-organ segmentation over partially labeled
datasets with multi-scale feature abstraction, IEEE Transactions on
Medical Imaging 39 (11) (2020) 3619–3629.

[46] A. Q. Nichol, P. Dhariwal, Improved denoising diffusion probabilistic
models, in: International Conference on Machine Learning, Vol. 139,
PMLR, 2021, pp. 8162–8171.

[47] F. Milletari, N. Navab, S.-A. Ahmadi, V-net: Fully convolutional neural
networks for volumetric medical image segmentation, in: 2016 Fourth
International Conference on 3D Vision (3DV), 2016, pp. 565–571.

39


