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Abstract

Annotation scarcity has become a major obstacle for
training powerful deep-learning models for medical image
segmentation, restricting their deployment in clinical sce-
narios. To address it, semi-supervised learning by exploit-
ing abundant unlabeled data is highly desirable to boost
the model training. However, most existing works still fo-
cus on limited medical tasks and underestimate the poten-
tial of learning across diverse tasks and multiple datasets.
Therefore, in this paper, we introduce a Versatile Semi-
supervised framework (VerSemi) to point out a new perspec-
tive that integrates various tasks into a unified model with a
broad label space, to exploit more unlabeled data for semi-
supervised medical image segmentation. Specifically, we
introduce a dynamic task-prompted design to segment vari-
ous targets from different datasets. Next, this unified model
is used to identify the foreground regions from all labeled
data, to capture cross-dataset semantics. Particularly, we
create a synthetic task with a cutmix strategy to augment
foreground targets within the expanded label space. To ef-
fectively utilize unlabeled data, we introduce a consistency
constraint. This involves aligning aggregated predictions
from various tasks with those from the synthetic task, fur-
ther guiding the model in accurately segmenting foreground
regions during training. We evaluated our VerSemi model
on four public benchmarking datasets. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrated that VerSemi can consistently outper-
form the second-best method by a large margin (e.g., an av-
erage 2.69% Dice gain on four datasets), setting new SOTA
performance for semi-supervised medical image segmenta-
tion. The code will be released.
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Figure 1. A brief illustration of the difference among previous
SSL (a), universal model (b) and our proposed SSL (c). First,
the previous SSL learns each model in isolation and neglects the
importance of data integration. Second, universal models, e.g.,
DoDnet [43], leverage diverse task prompts to acquire knowledge
from multiple tasks in a supervised manner, which lacks the ability
to handle unlabeled data when task info is unknown. By compar-
ison, our proposed SSL can not only complete various missions
simultaneously but also learn from unlabeled data without requir-
ing associated task info.

1. Introduction

Medical image segmentation is a long-standing chal-
lenge [7, 9, 25, 41]. Due to the scarcity of voxel-level an-
notations, semi-supervised learning (SSL), which can learn
from limited labeled and abundant unlabeled data, has been
applied to medical image segmentation tasks.

Generally, there are two popular SSL paradigms, i.e.,
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pseudo-labeling [42] and consistency regularization [27,
32]. The former aims to find trustworthy pseudo-labels
for re-training, e.g., setting an adaptive threshold during
the learning process to filter out unreliable predictions [44].
The latter focuses on making consistent predictions for dif-
ferent augmentations of the same input [20, 26]. Despite
their prevalence, most SSL methods are restricted to a spe-
cific task, where labeled and unlabeled data share an iden-
tical label space. Due to the insufficient supervision of
the single task, the learned distributions of labeled and
unlabeled data are prone to be inconsistent, resulting in
poor generalizability and limited performance of SSL ap-
proaches. Besides, the task-specific scenario often means
that a significant portion of the unlabeled data, which might
not fit perfectly into the predefined task label space, remains
underutilized.

Recently, universal models have drawn increasing re-
search attention. They are trained on multi-domain and/or
multi-modality data for multi-task in two ways. The first ap-
proach involves pre-training the model using task-agnostic
unlabeled data through self-supervised learning, followed
by fine-tuning on task-specific data for individual down-
stream tasks [30, 33, 45]. The second method trains a model
jointly using multiple task-specific data in a supervised
fashion [5, 38, 43]. Universal models have unveiled supe-
rior performance over traditional task-specific models on a
variety of tasks, spanning both the computer vision [12, 35]
and medical imaging communities [15, 33, 38]. The suc-
cess of universal models emphasizes the importance of in-
tegrating data and tasks to improve representation learn-
ing. This observation inspires us to amalgamate multiple
datasets and tasks within the framework of SSL. Such in-
tegration promises not only to harness an expanded corpus
of unannotated and annotated data, thereby bolstering the
supervised component of SSL, but also to substantially en-
hance the model’s generalization capabilities, thereby ex-
tending its applicability across diverse domains.

In this paper, we introduce a Versatile Semi-supervised
framework (VerSemi), a novel approach that revolutionizes
common SSL paradigms. Firstly, VerSemi surpasses task-
specific learning constraints by integrating multiple targets
into a unified framework. It seamlessly establishes an en-
hanced label space by amalgamating pertinent task labels,
and accomplishes multiple tasks simultaneously with the
assistance of a task-prompted dynamic head. Secondly,
considering that task specifics are required for prompt-
driven models to generate prompts (one-hot encoding, lan-
guage description, etc) during the learning process, an is-
sue is raised that unlabeled data may not be mined if asso-
ciated task information is remained unknown (see Fig. 1).
To tackle this problem, VerSemi first constructs a synthetic
task by leveraging cutmix on labeled data. In this way, the
data in the synthetic task span a diverse range of foreground
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Figure 2. The prompt-weakening phenomenon. In Case 1, DoD-
Net fails to predict the region of pancreas, and can only recognize
spleen voxels no matter under the prompt of pancreas or spleen. In
Case 2, DoDNet mistakenly highlights the region of spleen when
prompted by left atrium. By comparison, VerSemi has addressed
this issue by devising an auxiliary constraint. (see Section 3.2)

targets within the expanded label space. By joint training
with the synthetic task, VerSemi can recognize and segment
all potential foreground regions. Grounded on this ability,
VerSemi simplifies learning from unlabeled data by elimi-
nating the need for task-specific details. This is achieved by
ensuring consistency between combined predictions from
relevant tasks and synthetic ones. Thirdly, we empirically
observe that prompts oftentimes do not work well, e.g.,
models fail to recognize the object indicted by a specific
prompt (see Fig.2). To address this issue, an auxiliary con-
straint is designed to regularize VerSemi to enhance its con-
trollability when meeting task-specific prompts. In addi-
tion, it is worth noting that current SSL methods can not di-
rectly realize task-agnostic unlabeled data learning, as they
either demand a teacher model or extra sub-networks for
supervision. Our contributions are three-fold.
• Different from current SSL methods that learn tasks in-

dividually, the proposed VerSemi performs well with the
new setting of integrating various pertinent SSL tasks into
a unified framework.

• We achieve task-agnostic unlabeled data learning by de-
vising a ”synthetic task”. This design facilitates the learn-
ing of unified foreground segmentation. With this seg-
mentation ability as a constraint, unlabeled data can be
excavated without acquiring associated task specifics.

• Extensive experiments on four public datasets validate the
superiority of VerSemi, which presents remarkable im-
provements compared to task-isolated SSL models (e.g.,
BCP, CauSSL) and associated task-unified models (e.g.,
Uni-BCP, Uni-CauSSL).

2. Related Work
2.1. Semi-supervised Learning

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) [6, 7, 17, 31] is emerged
to mitigate the issue of tedious data annotation, by learn-
ing from unlabeled data with scarce labeled data. Many
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Figure 3. Illustration of VerSemi. VerSemi has a task-prompted dynamic head which can flexibly process different tasks at the same time,
along that an auxiliary constraint Laxu is designed to augment the reliability of associated task prompt. During labeled data learning, we
construct an synthetic task (Task#5), which aims to segment all the foreground regions. As for unlabeled learning, the aggregated prediction
prompted by Task#1 ∼ Task#4 is forced to be consistent with the prediction prompted by Task#5, when feeding mixed unlabeled data into
the model. Therefore, the proposed VerSemi does not require task information to learn from unlabeled data and is more versatile.

efforts are made to explore how to excavate information
from unlabeled data adequately. For instance, UPS [23] re-
duced unreliable pseudo-labels by calibrating models with
uncertainty. PEFAT [42] investigated the probability distri-
bution of pseudo-labeled data, and further proposed a selec-
tion standard from the perspective of loss distribution. Soft-
Match [4] and FreeMatch [29] tried to address the quantity-
quality trade-off issue with adaptive threshold. However,
these SSL frameworks focus on learning labeled and unla-
beled data within each single task, followed by an issue of
whether they have the ability to scale up to heterogeneous
tasks. Beyond that, another problem is raised up when
learning tasks individually, that is the improvement is con-
stantly marginal due to insufficient representation acquired
from limited labels in each dataset. To address the men-
tioned issues, we advocate learning a unified SSL model
with an integrated dataset, under the new setting of learning
various pertinent SSL tasks concurrently.

2.2. Representation Learning with Integrated Data

To improve the model performance and representation abil-
ity, some works propose to learn a unified model that can
complete multiple tasks simultaneously, rather than train-
ing task-specific model separately [10, 13]. For example,
DoDNet [43] collected an abdominal dataset from seven
partially labeled datasets for model training, and presented
better-averaged results than training on every single dataset.
CLIP-Driven Universal Model [15] further advanced this
idea by introducing CLIP embedding [22] to help the model

capture anatomical relations between different tumors and
organs. UniSeg [38] leveraged different modalities includ-
ing CT, MRI and PET, whose performance surpassed those
models trained with a single modality. These studies under-
score the importance of robust data engines, emphasizing
the need to leverage as much accessible data as possible.
While the majority of these investigations focus on either
fully supervised learning [15, 38] or self-supervised learn-
ing [33], rare of them utilize simultaneously labeled and un-
labeled data collected from different tasks. By contrast, we
propose VerSemi and make an exploratory attempt.

Additionally, it is necessary to mention that compared
to DoDNet [43], a method leverages one-hot task prompt
to learn from different tasks, our proposed VerSemi dif-
fers in: (1) DoDNet is designed under fully-supervised set-
ting, which can not handle unlabeled data if the associated
task information are not given; and (2) there exists severe
prompt-weakening phenomenon during task learning pro-
cedure (see Fig. 2), this situation is overlooked by prompt-
driven model like DoDNet. And VerSemi tackles this issue
by designing an auxiliary constraint.

3. Method

Fig. 3 shows the pipeline of our proposed VerSemi model,
integrating various semi-supervised segmentation tasks
from different datasets into a unified framework. Here,
Section 3.1 shows the dynamic kernel generation in our
VerSemi. Then, Sections 3.2 and 3.3 further delve into
the details of exploiting limited task-aware labeled data and
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Figure 4. Predictions made by VerSemi when facing synthetic
data. Case 1 and Case 3: cutmix between left atrium and lung
tumor. Case 2: cutmix between pancreas and spleen. Case 4:
cutmix between spleen and left atrium.We can find VerSemi can
produce accurate masks if prompted by Task#5.

task-agnostic unlabeled data for training, respectively.

3.1. Dynamic Convolution with Task Prompt

Despite the great progress of deep-learning based works, it
remains sub-optimal for an individual model with fixed con-
volutional kernels to handle different segmentation tasks at
the same time [14, 43]. To improve the performance, a com-
mon practice is to use a multi-head architecture, but it suf-
fers from severe computational overhead with the increase
of on-coming tasks, thus is not suitable when confronted
with multiple tasks. To reduce the computational burdens
of different heads, we utilize dynamic filter generation to
construct the segmentation head, which can adaptively pro-
cess different tasks with task-specific prompts without extra
costs. The filter generation is defined as:

wk = ψ(GAP (Embedding), [Prompt#k]; θψ)

Pk = SoftMax(fD(Embedding) ∗ wk),
(1)

where ψ is one convolutional layer with parameter θψ ,
which is employed to dynamically generate parameters wk
for the current Task#k with [Prompt#k]. Here we set the
prompt in a one-hot encoding format, which is then con-
catenated with global averaged feature embedding before
feeding into ψθ. Pk is the prediction for Task#k, fD is
the decoder and symbol ∗ represents convolution. With
[Prompt#k], VerSemi can accurately perceive the ongoing
task and flexibly adapt kernels to fit it.

3.2. Task-aware Labeled Data Learning

In this work, four pertinent tasks are incorporated. Task#1
∼ Task#4 are the pancreas, left atrium, spleen and lung tu-
mor segmentation tasks. Below, we describe the construc-
tion and utilization of the additionally synthesized Task#5.
Generation of Task#5. As the bottom-right of Fig. 3
shows, we construct a synthetic task (Task#5) based on la-
beled data from pertinent tasks (Task#1 ∼ Task#4). Task#5
is built to help VerSemi achieve task-agnostic learning from
unlabeled data and guide VerSemi to segment all foreground
regions when facing mixed data (see Fig. 4). The data gen-

eration of Task#5 is formulated as:

X l
syn(i,j) = X l

i ⊙M+ X l
j ⊙ (1−M)

Y lsyn(i,j) = Y li ⊙M+ Y lj ⊙ (1−M),
(2)

where X l
syn(i,j) and Y lsyn(i,j) are synthetic images and la-

bels for Task#5. M is a mask with 30% ∼ 70% random
masked regions. Symbol ⊙ is element-wise multiplication.
Note that Y li and Y lj are binary masks, X l

i and X l
j are images

from the i-th and j-th task, thus X l
syn(i,j) can be regarded

as mixed data that contain various targets and background.
For labeled data learning (containing Task#5), Dice loss and
cross-entropy loss are leveraged, defined as:

Llab = Dice(F(X l
k, [Prompt#k]; Θ),Y lk)+

CE(F(X l
k, [Prompt#k]; Θ),Y lk),

(3)

where Llab is the supervised loss on labeled data. For sim-
plicity, we use F(·; Θ) to define the whole network with
parameter Θ, which contains operations in Eq.1. Benefited
by Task#5, VerSemi could have a semantic perception of all
other segmentation tasks.
Enhancing the controllability of task prompt by Laux.
As indicated by Fig. 2, there exists a weakening phe-
nomenon of task prompt when using task-prompted dy-
namic head, in which we can find models (e.g., DoD-
Net [43]) sometimes fail to recognize prescriptive task even
under the control of task-specific prompt. It might be
caused by the shared semantic information between differ-
ent segmentation tasks. Therefore, to enhance the unique-
ness of the task prompt, we add an auxiliary constraint Laux
formulated as:

Laux = Dice(F(X l
syn(i,j), [Prompt#k]; Θ),Y lk)+

CE(F(X l
syn(i,j), [Prompt#k]; Θ),Y lk)k = i, j.

(4)

This formula can be concluded as follows: models can
only show interest in the specifically prompted task, when
facing mixed data. So far, the supervised loss Lsup is writ-
ten as:

Lsup = Llab + Laux. (5)

In this way, VerSemi devises a synthetic Task#5, which
paves the way for task-agnostic learning from the unlabeled
data, as well as augmenting the capability of task prompt
with the help of Laux.

3.3. Task-agnostic Unlabeled Data Learning

Considering task specifics are required for prompt-driven
model to generate prompt, here we place our VerSemi in
a more demanding SSL context, in which unlabeled task
specifics are not desired. Below we describe how this is
achieved. Firstly, CutMix [40] is conducted on all unla-
beled data, making the input contain objects of different
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Table 1. Performance comparison on the pancreas dataset, in the scenario of leveraging 10% and 20% labeled data. The best and second
best results are shown in red and blue, respectively. ((Dice, %); (Jaccard, %); (ASD, voxel); (95HD, voxel).)

Method Pancreas (10%/6 labeled data) Pancreas (20%/12 labeled data)
Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓

VNet (3DV’16) [19] 55.60 41.74 18.63 45.33 72.38 58.26 5.89 19.35
UA-MT (MICCAI’19) [39] 66.34 53.21 4.57 17.21 76.10 62.62 2.43 10.84
DTC (AAAI’19) [16] 69.21 54.06 5.95 17.21 78.27 64.75 2.25 8.36
ASE-Net (TMI’22) [14] 71.54 56.82 5.73 16.33 79.03 66.57 2.30 8.62
CAML (MICCAI’23) [8] 71.21 56.32 5.92 16.89 79.81 67.35 2.27 8.22
BCP (CVPR’23) [2] 73.83 59.24 3.72 12.71 82.91 70.97 2.25 6.43
CauSSL (ICCV’23) [18] 72.34 57.43 3.13 13.49 80.63 67.84 2.78 8.76
MagicNet (CVPR’23) [3] 75.01 62.04 3.97 13.71 81.25 68.81 2.83 8.50
VerSemi 78.08 64.82 2.33 8.05 83.27 71.68 1.40 5.33
VerSemi w/ Task Info 78.62 64.91 2.28 7.99 83.55 71.93 1.35 5.02

Table 2. Performance comparison on the spleen dataset, in the scenario of leveraging 10% and 20% labeled data. The best and second best
results are shown in red and blue, respectively. ((Dice, %); (Jaccard, %); (ASD, voxel); (95HD, voxel).)

Method Spleen (10%/3 labeled data) Spleen (20%/6 labeled data)
Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓

VNet (3DV’16) [19] 75.14 65.27 15.02 43.89 79.78 72.86 11.37 30.03
UA-MT (MICCAI’19) [39] 79.63 68.62 15.94 44.71 83.11 75.98 8.92 25.41
DTC (AAAI’19) [16] 80.27 69.00 14.53 41.56 84.59 75.91 9.75 31.77
ASE-Net (TMI’22) [14] 80.65 69.48 14.37 41.31 85.02 75.68 12.53 37.26
CAML (MICCAI’23) [8] 80.32 69.10 15.37 41.71 85.80 76.79 11.57 36.14
BCP (CVPR’23) [2] 83.12 72.85 14.42 42.11 87.02 78.58 10.48 37.08
CauSSL (ICCV’23) [18] 81.98 71.25 14.69 41.84 86.83 78.46 10.01 32.27
MagicNet (CVPR’23) [3] 83.55 73.58 13.49 41.79 88.24 80.24 8.50 23.51
VerSemi 89.34 81.73 3.12 9.33 94.62 89.89 2.40 7.50
VerSemi w/ Task Info 90.10 82.75 3.09 9.28 94.67 89.93 2.35 7.33

tasks. Then the prediction with Task#5 Prompt is forced to
be consistent with the aggregated prediction using Task#1
Prompt ∼ Task#4 Prompt (see Fig. 7). The aggregated
prediction can be regarded as a combination of pseudo-
masks for each task, and the prediction prompted by Task#5
can be considered as a direct pseudo-mask for all tasks.
Therefore, the two predictions should be identical. We call
this operation self-consistency since no extra decoder or
teacher model is required for supervision. The entire pro-
cess can be written as:

X u
syn(i,j) = X u

i ⊙M+ X u
j ⊙ (1−M)

Pagg = max
k∈(1,4)

(F(X u
syn(i,j), [Prompt#k]; Θ)),

(6)

where X u
syn(i,j) are mixed unlabeled data, X u

i and X u
j are

randomly selected unlabeled data. Element-wise maximiza-
tion is performed to aggregate predictions prompted by
Task#1 ∼ Task#4, and Pagg is the final aggregated predic-
tion. The overall loss Ltotal and unsupervised loss Lunsup
are calculated as:

Ltotal =Lsup + Lunsup
Lunsup = Dice(Pagg,F(X u

syn(i,j), [Prompt#5]; Θ)).
(7)

To summarize, based on the design of semantic-aware
Task#5, our VerSemi learns from unlabeled data in a task-
agnostic way, and also enhances the the uniqueness of the
task prompt with the auxiliary constraint Laux.

4. Experiments and Results

4.1. Setup

Datasets. We report the model segmentation results on
four public datasets, including Task#1: NIH-Pancreas [24],
Task#2: Left Atrium [34], Task#3: MSD-Spleen [1]
and Task#4: MSD-Lung Tumor [1]. Specifically, NIH-
Pancreas contains 82 contrast-enhanced abdomen CT scans,
which are split into 62/20 scans for training/test. The Left
Atrium has 100 gadolinium-enhanced MR images, in which
80/20 images are leveraged for training/test. MSD-Spleen
contains 41 CT scans, and 30/11 scans are split for train-
ing/test. MSD-Lung Tumor contains 63 CT scans, which
are divided into 50/13 scans for training/test. Among them,
10% training data are split into a validation set to select the
best model. All methods follow the same data split for fair
comparisons, with the same pre-processing as [2, 16].
Implementation Details. Following previous works [2, 3,
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Figure 5. Visualization results of spleen segmentation by incorpo-
rating other tasks sequentially. We can find the model tends to pro-
duce more accurate segmentation with the increase of integrated
tasks, demonstrating the benefits of learning a unified model.

Table 3. A case study of the impact of other tasks on one specific
task. Here spleen segmentation task (Task #3) is selected as the
baseline, as we find VerSemi presents remarkable improvements
on this task when compared to other methods, and this experiment
aims to figure out where the performance gains come from.

Setting 10% labels 20% labels

Dice ↑ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ 95HD ↓
Task#3 75.14 43.89 79.78 30.03
Task#3+#1 85.62 17.07 90.00 15.81
Task#3+#1+#2 88.03 11.06 92.06 10.06
Task#3+#1+#2+#4 89.34 9.33 94.62 7.50

16], we adopt V-Net [19] as the baseline model for fair
comparisons. We use the Adam optimizer [11] with a
learning rate of 0.001. The input size and batch size are
set to 96×96×96 and 8, respectively. Experiments were
implemented by Pytorch [21] with four NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3080 Ti GPUs. Evaluation metrics of Dice (%), Jac-
card (%), Average Surface Distance (ASD, voxel) and 95%
Hausdorff Distance (95HD, voxel) are used here.

4.2. Comparison with Existing Methods

We compare our VerSemi with seven popular SSL methods,
including uncertainty-aware mean-teacher (UA-MT) [39],
dual-task consistency (DTC) [16], adversarial consistency
and dynamic convolution (ASE-Net) [14], correlation-
aware mutual learning (CAML) [8], bidirectional copy-
paste [2], causality-inspired semi-supervised segmentation
(CauSSL) [18] and cubic volume partition and recovery
(Magic-Net) [3]. (Results on Left Atrium dataset and Lung
Tumor dataset are provided in the supplementary)
Results on Pancreas Dataset. As shown in Table 1, we
can find VerSemi consistently surpasses others on all met-
rics under different SSL settings. For example, VerSemi
brings respectively 3.07% and 5.66 (voxels) improvements
on Dice and HD score than the second best method Mag-
icNet with 10% labeled data training. Besides, we can find
the performance gains obtained by VerSemi are larger than
the others when leveraging fewer labels, indicating the ef-
fectiveness of our VerSemi in annotation-scarce scenarios.

Uni-CauSSL

Pancreas Left Atrium Spleen Lung Tumor

Uni-BCP VerSemi

Figure 6. t-SNE visualization of feature embedding for four
tasks. The implemented Uni-CauSSL, Uni-BCP and our proposed
VerSemi are compared.

Results on Spleen Dataset. Table 2 presents the results of
spleen segmentation. We can see that our VerSemi signif-
icantly outperforms all other competitors by a large mar-
gin. For instance, compared to MagicNet, VerSemi has re-
spectively 32.46 (voxels) and 16.01 (voxels) performance
gains on HD score with 10% and 20% labeled data. Simi-
larly, VerSemi surpasses CauSSL by 7.36% on Dice score
under 10% label percentage. A case study is conducted
to see the performance gains by introducing other tasks
on spleen segmentation (Task#3). As Table 3 and Fig. 5
show, there are consistent improvements by gradually inte-
grating data of other tasks. In particular, we can find the
performance improved greatly by integrating the pancreas
segmentation (Task#1), where our model has already out-
performed other methods. Here we provide three potential
reasons for VerSemi’s high performance on this task: (1)
due to extremely limited labels (10% labels are equal to 3
labeled data), competitors fail to generalize the representa-
tion learned from labeled data to unlabeled data, and mis-
takenly predict the background as foreground (see Row 5-6
of Fig.10). Therefore, a high HD score can be observed; (2)
since the same modality, e.g., Task#1 and Task#3, VerSemi
can learn modality-specific knowledge and achieve better
performance. (e.g., see Fig. 6, the feature embedding of
pancreas and spleen are very close in the latent space, both
of them are abdominal organs); and (3) by segmenting
other organs, VerSemi can segment the background regions
and identify the adhesive boundaries in a negative learning
mechanism, so as to decrease the HD score.

4.3. In-depth Analysis

Importance of the auxiliary constraint Laux. Laux plays
the role of augmenting the uniqueness of task prompts. As
the last two rows of Table 4 indicates, by incorporating
Laux, VerSemi presents respectively 3.02%, 0.45%, 1.54%
and 2.16% performance gains on Dice score on the pan-
creas, left atrium, spleen and lung tumor tasks, when us-
ing 10% labeled data. This improvement demonstrates the
effectiveness and necessity of adding an accessory loss to
constrain the feasibility of task prompts.
Adapting single SSL models into unified SSL models. In
this experiment, we revise CauSSL and BCP into the unified

6



Table 4. Adapting BCP [2] and CauSSL [18] into unified SSL models. However, severe performance degradation can be seen when
comparing Uni-BCP to BCP and Uni-CauSSL to CauSSL.

Method Pancreas (10%/6 labeled data) Left Atrium (10%/8 labeled data)
Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓

Uni-BCP 68.59 53.73 7.33 20.62 85.73 75.06 10.17 30.33
Uni-CauSSL 65.35 49.09 6.16 20.89 83.40 72.43 8.84 34.94

VerSemi w/o Laux 75.06 60.94 3.70 11.64 88.56 79.81 2.62 9.17
VerSemi (Ours) 78.08 64.82 2.33 8.05 89.01 80.52 2.57 9.03

Method Spleen (10%/3 labeled data) Lung Tumor (10%/5 labeled data)
Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ Jaccard ↑ ASD ↓ 95HD ↓

Uni-BCP 74.80 58.89 17.11 54.06 31.01 21.32 11.35 24.36
Uni-CauSSL 73.06 57.85 18.28 55.51 25.38 20.20 15.06 28.72

VerSemi w/o Laux 87.80 79.19 3.36 10.10 34.74 22.55 12.62 24.77
VerSemi (Ours) 89.34 81.73 3.12 9.33 36.90 28.12 10.87 23.41

Mixed Unlabeled Data

PredTask#1 PredTask#2 PredTask#3 PredTask#4

GT PredTask#5Aggregated

Left Atrium

Spleen

Figure 7. Visualization results prompted by pertinent tasks and
Task#5, when meeting mixed unlabeled data. In this case, the
spleen and left atrium are mixed together. The inconsistent re-
gions between aggregated prediction and Task#5-prompted pre-
diction are highlighted by red elliptic.

SSL settings. There are two changes compared to their pre-
vious versions. (1) The input data cover four tasks and are
randomly fed into the model with the associated task id. (2)
Changing the number of output channels to match the num-
ber of tasks, which is different from VerSemi as VerSemi
has a dynamic task-prompted head with two output chan-
nels. As Table 4 shows, the results produced by Uni-BCP
and Uni-CauSSL are far inferior to VerSemi, and compared
to their original single model version, significant perfor-
mance degradation can be observed. For instance, accord-
ing to the averaged Dice score with 10% labeled data, BCP
vs Uni-BCP (70.79% vs 65.03%), 5.76% drop can be found.
And CauSSL vs Uni-CauSSL (69.60% vs 61.80%), 7.80%
degradation is discovered. This phenomenon is mainly trig-
gered by chaotic representation learned from all task data,
and also indicates that naively learning from all tasks si-
multaneously is not effective and even harmful to the single
task. Moreover, we plot the t-SNE visualization of feature
embedding to have a clear view. As Fig. 6 exhibits, VerSemi

Lunsup

mixed unlabeled data

spleen lung tumor

PredTask#5

AggregatePredTask#3 PredTask#4

mixed unlabeled data

spleen lung tumor

PredTask#1 PredTask#2 PredTask#4PredTask#3

PredTask#5

Aggregate Lunsup

(a) VerSemi w/o Task Info (b) VerSemi w/ Task Info

× × √√

Figure 8. (a) VerSemi is designed to learn from unlabeled data
without knowing associated task info. (b) The pipeline of VerSemi
when unlabeled task info is given.

presents a distinguishable decision boundary while others
show mixed and dispersed embedding. This demonstrates
that task prompts and the constraint to task prompts (Laux)
are essential when facing multiple SSL tasks, as the former
guides model to have a clear understanding of the ongoing
task, while the latter makes sure the learned representation
of each single task are discernible and concentrated.

Visualization of unlabeled data learning pipeline. Fig. 7
shows the segmentation results prompted by pertinent tasks
and synthetic Task#5. We can see that VerSemi can clearly
recognize the task-specific prompted regions, which is
largely benefited by the auxiliary constraint Laux, for its
ability to enhance the controllability of prompts. Mean-
while, we can also find VerSemi smoothly highlights all
task semantic regions under the prompt of Task#5, demon-
strating the effectiveness of learning a semantic-aware syn-
thetic task. By aligning the two predictions (see the bottom
of Fig. 7, Aggregated and PerdTask#5), VerSemi learns the
unlabeled data in a task-agnostic manner.
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Table 5. Discussion of three types of prompt, in which language
prompt, soft and one-hot vector prompts are compared. The aver-
aged Dice and 95HD scores on four tasks are reported.

types of prompt 10% labels 20% labels

Dice ↑ 95HD ↓ Dice ↑ 95HD ↓
language (CLIP) 67.21 22.78 74.30 19.29
soft vector 70.02 17.66 77.45 13.83
one-hot vector 73.33 12.46 80.99 8.74

Pancreas Left Atrium Spleen Lung Tumor

D
en

si
ty

D
en

si
ty

Figure 9. Kernel density estimation of VerSemi and BCP when
training with 10% labels. This experiment is conducted to see the
distribution of labeled and unlabeled data. Top is the distribution
generated by VerSemi and Bottom is BCP [2]. It is clear to see
that VerSemi aligns the distribution better than BCP.

Incorporating unlabeled task information into VerSemi.
To explore the upper bound of VerSemi, we report the re-
sults when feeding task information of unlabeled data into
VerSemi. As Fig. 8 presents, VerSemi w/ task info can di-
rectly generate predictions on the source image with task-
specific prompts, whereas VerSemi w/o task info should
first generate predictions on the mixed data with all perti-
nent task prompts and then aggregate them. From the last-
row results of Table 1 and Table 2 with gray background,
we can find there is an improvement (i.e., a 0.78% gain on
the averaged Dice score with 10% labels), demonstrating
the ability to produce accurate predictions with mixed data,
as well as distinguishing task-prompted specific regions.

Discussion of task prompt. Prompt is used as a signal
to help the model understand the ongoing task, typically
language [15, 36] (using a sentence to describe), soft vec-
tor [28, 38] (using randomly initialized learnable vector to
represent) and one-hot prompts [37, 43] are mostly em-
ployed. As Table 5 shows, the one-hot prompt performs best
under SSL setting. Reasons for the results are: (1) the em-
bedding of language heavily relies on language or vision-
language models, which is not guaranteed to be aligned
with the extracted medical image embedding; (2) soft vector
prompt works when there are substantial paired image-label
data, whereas only scarce labels are available in the context
of SSL, making it hard to adapt. By contrast, the one-hot
prompt is more explicit and empirically suitable for SSL.

Ground TruthOursMagicNetBCPCauSSLCAMLASE-Net

Figure 10. Segmentation results produced by different methods.
Row 1-2: pancreas segmentation; Row 3-4: left atrium segmen-
tation; Row 5-6: spleen segmentation and Row 7-8: lung tumor
segmentation.

Learned distribution on labeled and unlabeled data.
Distribution mismatch between labeled and unlabeled data
is a commonly encountered issue in SSL, which is mainly
caused by unbalanced/partial distribution learned from la-
beled data [3, 42]. Fig. 9 presents the kernel density esti-
mation of VerSemi and BCP when training with 10% label
percentage. We can find that: (1) for Task#2 (left atrium
segmentation) with large data scale, both VerSemi and BCP
show well-aligned distribution, which is mainly attributed
to ample representation learned from labeled data, thus
models can successfully generalize to unlabeled data and
present comparable performance; (2) as for the other tasks,
severe inconsistency is observed for BCP, whereas VerSemi
significantly aligns the learned distribution. This demon-
strates that properly learning tasks concurrently is beneficial
to unlabeled data mining, since the mismatch issue between
labeled and unlabeled data is largely alleviated.
Visualization of segmentation on four benchmarks.
Fig. 10 shows the segmentation results, it is clear to find
that VerSemi can generate the most accurate mask com-
pared to competitors. For example, for spleen segmenta-
tion (Row 5-6), other SSL methods extensively predict the
background as the foreground, whereas VerSemi success-
fully distinguishes the region of spleen.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented an effective model VerSemi
for semi-supervised medical image segmentation, with the
new setting of integrating various tasks into a unified frame-

8



work. Specifically, our VerSemi deals with different tasks
in a dynamic way through the design of task prompts. A
novel contrastive constraint is proposed to improve the con-
trollability of dynamic task prompts, so as to distinguish
different task information. Extensive experiments on four
public datasets clearly demonstrate the effectiveness of our
proposed VerSemi model, especially with limited training
labels, setting new SOTA performance for semi-supervised
medical image segmentation.
Limitation and Future Work. Since our model was
trained on several available but limited datasets, the inter-
dataset conflicts would unavoidably impact the training. Fu-
ture work will include the study of a de-biased strategy for
further investigation.
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