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ABSTRACT

Fundus image segmentation on unseen domains is challenging, especially for the over-parameterized
deep models trained on the small medical datasets. To address this challenge, we propose a method
named Adaptive Feature-fusion Neural Network (AFNN) for glaucoma segmentation on unseen
domains, which mainly consists of three modules: domain adaptor, feature-fusion network, and
self-supervised multi-task learning. Specifically, the domain adaptor helps the pretrained-model
fast adapt from other image domains to the medical fundus image domain. Feature-fusion network
and self-supervised multi-task learning for the encoder and decoder are introduced to improve the
domain generalization ability. In addition, we also design the weighted-dice-loss to improve model
performance on complex optic-cup segmentation task. Our proposed method achieves a competitive
performance over existing fundus segmentation methods on four public glaucoma datasets.

Keywords Medical image segmentation - Domain generalization - Adaptive learning

1 Introduction

The most of medical image datasets have quite limited training samples compared to other traditional image datasets.
For example, Drishiti-GS [Lowell et al., 2004], the fundus image dataset for glaucoma, has only 0.1K samples in total.
In comparison, the natural image datasets like, MS-Coco [Lin et al.l 2014] contains 330K training images. Training
with limited training data easily leads to inferior performances and tends to be over-fitting in domain generalization
tasks. One straightforward way to address the data issue in a low-data regime is to directly feed target domain data into
the pretrained model of large natural image datasets and finetune it with the domain-specific feature representation.
Unfortunately, the medical images are significantly different from the other natural images in nature. Thus, finetuning
strategy is not feasible and the solution is always not optimal if the domain discrepancy between the training and target
domain is ignored.

To address the data issue in the fundus image segmentation task, existing transfer learning methods either leverage
multiple fundus image sources or conduct data augmentation to increase model domain generalization capability and
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achieve good performance [Wang et al., 2020, [Liu et al., 2021]. In these methods, DeepLab [Chen et al.| 2017] or
UNet [Ronneberger et al.,[2015]] are mainly employed as the base models. However, these models with large training
parameters are often trained in a fully supervised way, which constrains model learning capability on limited fundus
images. Furthermore, the above-mentioned glaucoma segmentation methods fail to consider the domain gap explicitly
across their training process as well as the morphology differences between optic-cup and optic-disk. Different from
the optic-disk with clearly edge, the optic-cup has a much smaller area and more complex imaging. Simply treating
optic-cup and optic-disk equally like existing segmentation methods will lead to a biased optimization. Therefore,
designing an adaptive neural network and fully discovering the data’s intrinsic property is essential for glaucoma
segmentation tasks with limited data.

To address the aforementioned issues in glaucoma segmentation task, we propose an Adaptive Feature-fusion Neural
Network (AFNN), which mainly contains three parts: domain adaptor, feature-fusion network, and self-supervised
multi-task learning. Specifically, instead of directly feeding different raw image data from different domains into the
glaucoma segmentation network, our AFNN introduces an external domain adaptor to map the diverse data distributions
into a common data distribution. This domain adaptation reduces the gaps of divergent domains for deep models
on domain generalization task and facilitates more stable training in deep networks. Inspired by the prompt and
adaptor [|Gao et al.,[2021]] in nature language processing tasks, we introduce the domain adaptor through only tuning a
very small number of parameters to help the large pretrained model adaptation on diverse sources meanwhile keeping
the prior knowledge of the pretrained model through staged optimization.

On the top of domain adaptor, we further introduce the feature-fusion network and self-supervised multi-task as the
encoder and decoder of AFNN, respectively. On the one hand, the feature-fusion network encourages both multi-layer
fusion across different layers and multi-scale fusion in the same network, where the multi-layer fusion helps gradient
flow in the deep networks, and multi-scale fusion enriches the representation capability of models. On the other hand,
self-supervised multi-task learning seeks to explore more intrinsic correlations between constructed tasks. Concretely,
we construct two associate tasks (fundus image reconstruction and domain classification) for the target task of glaucoma
segmentation without any additional annotations. Besides the modifications of networks, our AFNN also introduces the
weighted-dice-loss and the staged optimization strategy to improve model segmentation performance on optic-disk and
optic-cup segmentation tasks, where more weights are assigned to the challenging optic-cup segmentation task.

We conclude the main contributions of our paper as follows,

* We develop an adaptive feature-fusion neural network (AFNN) for the glaucoma segmentation task. Through
adapting different domains into a common and stable distribution, AFNN largely improves model generalization
performance on unseen domains.

* We introduce the feature fusion from both multi-levels and multi-scales to enhance model representation
capability on generalized segmentation task in the low-data regime.

* We develop self-supervised multi-task learning through creating two associate tasks, i.e., fundus image
reconstruction and domain classification tasks to improve feature learning for the target task of segmentation.
The staged optimization strategy and weighted-dice-loss are demonstrated helpful in further improving model
performance on optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation.

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. We introduce the related works on domain generalization, and glaucoma
segmentation in Section [2| and elaborate details of the proposed network in Section |3| The experiments and results are
reported in Sectiond] At last, we gave an ablation study and discussions in Section [6]

2 Related Works

2.1 Domain Generalization

Domain generalization applies the machine learning models from pretrained source domains to unseen target domains,
which can be mainly grouped into data augmentation and feature alignment methods [Li et al.,[2017, Muandet et al.,
2013]]. Specifically, the data augmentation methods aim to enrich the training data with augmentation techniques like
the mix-up [Zhang et al.l | 2018]] and try to cover the target unseen domain distribution as much as possible [Borlino et al.|
2021]. In contrast, the feature alignment domain generalization methods try to learn and align the features rather than
raw data through self-learning, contrastive learning, meta-learning, and other regularization strategies [Han et al.,[2019}
Jing and Tian, |2020 |Shorten and Khoshgoftaar, 2019]. All these methods improve feature representation capabilities
compared to simply combining all the source datasets. Different from these methods, our AFNN employs the domain
adaptor to reduce domain divergences, as well as enhances the model representation capability through feature-fusion
and self-supervised multi-task learning.
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Figure 1: Overview of adaptive fusion neural network (AFNN). AFNN mainly contains three modules: the domain
adaptor, the feature-fusion network, and the self-supervised multi-task learning module. In particular, the domain adaptor
maps a variety of domain distributions into a normalized general distribution. Then with the help of feature-fusion
network, AFNN improves its feature learning ability. The last self-supervised multi-task learning further improves
model representation ability by learning from the limited training data.

2.2 Glaucoma Segmentation

Glaucoma is a vision-related eye disease and is always diagnosed based on the diameter ratio between the segmented
optic cup and optic disk. While, the clinical glaucoma fundus images are mostly captured from different devices, which
poses a challenge for the segmentation methods. Some pilot works make efforts to improve glaucoma segmentation
on unseen domains. Concretely, Bander [[Al-Bander et al., [2018]] designs a dense-blob convolution neural network
to improve model generalization capability on unseen domains. ASANet [Zhou et al.| [2021]] improves the affinity
alignment and learns invariant patterns across domains by contrastive learning. Different from Bander and ASANet,
DoFE [Wang et al., 2020] introduces augmented features in its training process, achieving good performance on four
glaucoma datasets. Following the same experimental settings of DoFE, ELCFES [Liu et al.||2021] further introduces
the data privacy protection in the glaucoma segmentation task. Unfortunately, all these glaucoma segmentation works
neglect the different importance between the optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation. Our AFNN provides weighted dice
loss to solve this imbalance optimization issue in glaucoma fundus images.

3 Methodology

AFNN aims to learn a generalized representation from the training domains {S™), §(?) ... S} with limited data
on the unseen domain S(*) for the glaucoma segmentation task. Figureprovides an overview of AFNN, which is
comprised of three modules: the domain adaptor, the feature-fusion network, and the self-supervised multi-task learning
module. We will elaborate on them in the following subsections.

3.1 Domain Adaptor

The medical image datasets typically contain far fewer samples than the regular natural image datasets such as
ImageNet [Russakovsky et al.l[2015]]. A straightforward solution to address such data limitation challenge is to train
the deep model using every available dataset. Unfortunately, the direct merging of the data collected from various
sources is always not an optimal solution resulting in a training conflict since the training data are collected from diverse
scanner devices. In addition, the backbone network also faces the domain gap issue, where the source domain used
in pretraining differs from the target domain used in finetuning. Those above-mentioned issues seriously prevent the
neural networks from learning a generalized representation from the data combinations.

We introduce the domain adaptor into AFNN to bridge the domain gaps by conducting domain-adaptive learning
between different training sources. Inspired by the Adaptor [Houlsby et al.||2019] for low-data downstream tasks in
natural language processing, our domain adaptor concentrates on reducing domain gaps in low-data scenarios, which
adapts different source data to a common data distribution by providing a stable input for the training of neural networks.
We also present the two-stage optimization strategy into AFNN to train the neural network in the low-data scenario.

As illustrated in Figure 2] our domain adaptor has two kinds of adaptive blobs. The first instance adaptive blob consists
of a convolution layer (Equation [I)) with instance normalization layer (Equation[2). The second batch adaptive blob
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Figure 2: Domain-adaptive learning in AFNN. The domain adaptor consists of convolution layers and normalization
layers, which maps the raw data to a common distribution and adapts the inputs to the pretrained backbone.

consists of a convolution layer and a batch normalization layer (Equation [3)). Their formulations are listed as follows,
Z(Z) = fcomj(S(i) o Wc)a (D
. @ — ;@
20 — %’ )
o +¢
where W, is the weights of the convolutional layer, /() and () are the mean and variance of instance feature z(*),
correspondingly. As for the batch normalization blob, the convolutional layer also follows Equation [I]but with different
normalization, i.e.,
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where i) and (") are the mean and variance of batch normalization of feature z(). Concretely, the first instance
adaptive blob normalizes the fundus image at the instance-level. While the second batch adaptive blobs expand the
normalization to batch-level. As a result, the fundus images from different sources could be transformed and normalized
into a common distribution.

Moreover, AFNN introduces a two-stage optimization strategy to alleviate the training issue in low-data scenarios. We
observe that the number of the domain adaptor’s parameters is far fewer than the number of the backbone’s parameters.
Therefore, freezing the backbone’s parameters ensures the performance of the domain adaptor with limited finetuning
data. So, we freeze the backbone parameters and only update the domain adaptor’s parameters among different
source domains in the first optimization stage. Then, we unfreeze the backbone’s parameters and finetune the whole
segmentation model in the second optimization stage. We also enlarge the weights of the target segmentation task to
enhance model performance on optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation tasks. Consequently, the data from different
domains are adapted to a normalized distribution.

3.2 Feature-fusion Network

We redesign the architecture of the feature-fusion network for AFNN to improve model representation capability in the
low-data scenario. Our feature-fusion network integrates DeepLab’s good feature representation and UNet’s efficient
gradient learning ability as a hybrid neural network. It mainly contains two kinds of fusion: multi-level fusion and
multi-scale fusion. We compare the architectures of DeepLab, UNet, and our feature-fusion network in Figure E}

Our feature-fusion network has two fusions. The first multi-level feature fusion combines the low-level features with
high-level features to enhance the model’s representation learning ability in the low-data scenario. Different from
U-Net, our AFNN fuses a same dimension of every encoder layers’ feature (f:w") as follows,

g Rt et fT e -1 i1 =, @
- fimtwit i—1<l,

The second multi-scale feature fusion conducts representation learning horizontally in the same layer with different
scale kernels (i.e., w1, ws), which is formulated as follows,

Zl+1 = (flwlaflw27"'7flwk)’ (5)
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Figure 3: The network architectures comparisons of DeepLab, UNet and our feature-fusion network. UNet conducts
feature fusion with multiple layers, and DeepLab conducts feature fusion with multiple scales. Our feature-fusion
network is a blend of UNet and DeepLab.

In this way, the feature-fusion network enhances the representation capability effectively by fusing features from
vertically multi-level to horizontally multi-scales.

3.3 Self-supervised Multi-task Learning

The last self-supervised multi-task learning module of AFNN is proposed for multiple associate tasks (fundus image
reconstruction and domain classification) to further improve AFNN’s representation learning ability on target glaucoma
segmentation task in the low-data scenario. Concretely, AFNN is designed to use the extracted features of its encoder
to reconstruct the fundus images for better feature representation. We also leverage the categories of domains as
the supervised information to train AFNN for further improvement of AFNN’s feature learning. We use the same
encoder for the fundus image reconstruction and the domain classification in the glaucoma segmentation network. Then,
the fused encoder features z!*! are sent to two different decoder branches: the fundus image reconstruction branch
(Equation [6) and the domain classification branch (Equation 7)),

Zrec = tanh(decoder,«ec(zlﬂ)),

£rec = ||$ - Z'recH P

(6)

Zels = softmaac(decodercls(zlﬂ)),

£cls = - ZD : Zog(zrec)a

We use the L1-loss for fundus image reconstruction (Equation [6) and cross-entropy loss for domain classification
(Equation [7). All the associated tasks are involved in the training of two optimization stages. We enlarge the
segmentation weight in the second stage to ensure that AFNN performs better on the target glaucoma segmentation task.

)

Glaucoma Segmentation Loss Typically, the traditional cost function of the glaucoma segmentation tasks is the dice
loss or mean squared error loss (MSE loss). We illustrate the difference between the MSE loss and weighted dice loss
in Figure [d

The MSE loss is a metric that measures the difference between ground-truth labels and model predictions. However, the
optic-disk (OD) has much larger areas than the optic-cup (OC) in fundus images. It leads to the performance dropping
in optic-disk segmentation task, where the large-area OD easy gets an over-fitting issue under traditional MSE-based
training with the same weights in OC and OD tasks. To mitigate this sub-optimization issue, we introduce the weighted
dice loss (Equation [8) to place more emphasis on the optic-cup segmentation loss, i.e.,

Laie = aLop + BLoc,
QXDODQY/OD " 2XDocﬂYOC (®)
a . -
Dop UYop Doc UYoc

where Y is the AFNN’s output; « and S are the weights of optic-disk and optic-cup, respectively. Our proposed
weighted dice loss alleviates the sub-optimization issue by introducing a normalized dice loss with different weights for
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Figure 4: Comparison of MSE loss and weighted dice loss.“OD” and “OC” denote the optic-disk and optic-cup
correspondingly. “OD” and “OC” have different intersection areas.

OC and OD segmentation tasks. Specifically, the losses of large area optic-disk and small area optic-cup are both been
normalized by their denominator as shown in Equation [§]

£ = £rec + £cls + "Edic- (9)

Overall, we redesign the segmentation network from domain adaptor, feature-fusion network, and self-supervised
multi-task learning as our proposed AFNN, which consists of the multi-task loss and weighted dice loss (Equation 9]
We also offer a staged optimization strategy and a novel weighted-dice-loss to further enhance AFNN’s performance in
the glaucoma segmentation task.

4 Experiments

In this section, we evaluated AFNN on four public glaucoma fundus datasets: Drishiti-GS [Cowell et al.} [2004], RIME-
One-R3 [Fumero et al.| 2011]], REFUGE-Train and REFUGE-Test [Orlando et al.l 2020] to verify the effectiveness of
AFNN. All the datasets are collected from different scanner devices with significantly differentiated fundus images, and
different datasets are formulated to be individuated domains.

4.1 Datasets and Experimental Settings

From Figure[5] we can first observe the clear differences across different glaucoma datasets (e.g., the lightness, contrast,
and resolution). Then, we visualized the distribution of each dataset on its top-left sub-figure. At last, an overview
comparison of different datasets is shown on the right of Figure[5] We can find all datasets follow the Gaussian-like
distribution except for the Drishiti-GS dataset.

GDRISHTI-GS RIM-ONE REFUGE-Train REFUGE-Test

B

Domain 2

Domain 3

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175

Figure 5: Comparisons of different glaucoma datasets. Dataset distribution visualizations are listed on the top-left of
each dataset, and the domain gaps of different datasets are shown on the right sub-figure.

Following the settings of DoFE [Wang et al.,[2020]] and ELCFS [Liu et al.| 2021]], we also refer each glaucoma dataset
as a certain domain (Figure E[) Moreover, domain 1 (Drishiti-GS) and domain 2 (RIME-ONE) follow the official

training and test splitting. Domain 3 (REFUGE-Train) and domain 4 (REFUGE-Test) strictly follow the splitting of
DoFE by the ratio of 1 : 4. Note, only the training sets of available domains are fed into AFNN for training, and only
the test set of the unseen domain is performed for evaluation.
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Table 1: The summary of fundus image datasets.

Domains Domainl Domain2 Domain3 Domain 4

Training 50 99 320 320
Test 51 60 80 80
FOV 30 34 n.a. n.a

Devices NM/FA AFC-210 Visucam CR-2

We summarized the experimental dataset information in Table|l} All glaucoma datasets are the low-data datasets, where
the total training data (less than 1K samples) are far less than the natural image datasets (e.g., MS-COCO with more
than 200K labeled images). Moreover, the training samples are significantly distinct from each other, as they are
collected from different scanner devices with the varying field of view (FOV).

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate our model segmentation performance on the unseen domains, we use the dice similarity coefficient (DSC),
Hausdorff distance (HD), and average surface distance (ASD) as our evaluation metrics. The computation formula of
the first metric DSC is defined as follows,

2xDNY
DSC(D,)Y)= ——, (10)
DuYy
where D and Y are the ground-truth label and the prediction, respectively. From Equation we can learn the DSC
focuses on the internal overlap areas of ground-truth label and prediction.

In contrast, HD and ASD focus more on the outer edges of the ground-truth label and model prediction. The difference
between those two edge criteria is that the HD is a metric that measures the maximum edge distance between model
prediction and ground-truth label, and the ASD is a metric that measures the average edge distance. The definitions of
HD and ASD are presented as follows,

HD(D,Y) = max{h(D,Y),h(Y,D)}, (11)
where h(A, B) = ngﬁ ){bn;m lla — b]|}, and “S(x)” denotes the set of surface pixels of x. Therefore, HD searches
€
for the maximum value of the shortest distances between two edge pixel sets. While, the ASD is a metric that searches
for the average value between the two edge pixel sets:

N 1 A N
ASD(D,Y) = —A(h(D, Y)+h(Y,D)). (12)
[S(D)| +[S(Y)]
where h(A,B) = >, min [la—b||and |S(D)| denotes the pixel number of set S(D).
a€S(A) beS(B)

4.3 Implementation Details

AFNN is trained with basic data augmentation, including random flip, random noise, lightness adjustment, and region
erasing. The training settings follow the work of DoFE [Wang et al., 2020] that the original fundus images are first
cropped to 800 x 800 ROIs and then been resized down to 256 x 256 inputs. Regarding the training process being split
into two stages, the first training stage sets the same coefficients for multiple losses. While the second stage emphasizes
the coefficient of the target task’s loss. We initialize the learning rate to 4e — 5 with a cosine decay. All experiments are
trained on the NVIDIA TITAN GPU with a batch size of 16.

5 Results

5.1 Dice Similarity Coefficient

We first employ the segmentation metric DSC to evaluate AFNN’s generalization performance on unseen domains.
Table |2 summarizes the comparison results of our AFNN with recent domain generalization segmentation methods.
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Table 2: Comparison of AFNN with recent glaucoma segmentation methods on unseen domains.

Tasks Optic-Disk Segmentation Optic-Cup Segmentation
Unseen Domains 1 2 3 4 Avg. T 1 2 3 4 Avg. T
Mixup [Zhang et al.[2018] 0.9297 0.8678 0.9042 0.9076 0.9023 | 0.7332 0.7122 0.8216 0.8623 0.7823
M-mixup [Verma et al.|[2019] 0.9448 0.8938 0.9217 0.9082 09171 | 0.7927 0.7541 0.8301 0.8673 0.8111
CutMix [Yun et al.|2019]  0.9383 0.9197 0.9013 0.8879 0.9118 | 0.7697 0.8102 0.8342 0.8683 0.8206
JiGen [Carlucci et al.|2019] 0.9392 0.8591 0.9263 0.9404 0.9162 | 0.8226 0.7068 0.8332 0.8570 0.8049
DST [Zhang et al.|[2019]  0.9220 0.9077 0.9402 0.9066 0.9191 | 0.7563 0.8080 0.8432 0.8624 0.8175
ELCFS [Liu et al.]2021] 0.9537 0.8752 0.9337 0.9450 0.9269 | 0.8413 0.7188 0.8394 0.8551 0.8137
DoFE [Wang et al.|[2020]  0.9559 0.8937 0.9198 0.9332 0.9256 | 0.8359 0.8000 0.8666 0.8704 0.8432
AFNN (ours) 0.9602 0.9041 0.9437 0.9492 0.9393 | 0.8549 0.8229 0.8742 0.8726 0.8562

*The DSC scores are the quantity evaluation results on optic-disk and optic-cup segmentation tasks.

We categorize these segmentation methods into the general domain generalization methods and the glaucoma domain
generalization methods. All the evaluations are performed in the same setting selecting one dataset from the four public
glaucoma datasets as the unseen domains for evaluation and the rest three train sets as the source domains for training.
The glaucoma segmentation task contains two sub-tasks (optic-cup segmentation and optic-disk segmentation), which
are reported separately in Table

Mixup [Zhang et al., [ 2018[], M-mixup [Verma et al.,|2019] and CutMix [Yun et al.,|2019] are three of the general domain
generalization methods. They improve model generalization capability by learning from the augmented data of mixed
domains. Concretely, with the help of high-level feature mixup instead of raw image mixup, M-mixup and CutMix
achieve 2% and 3% higher performance than the vanilla Mixup in average DSC scores. Moreover, JiGen [[Carlucci et al.,
2019] improved its model representation learning with self-supervised signals and supervised concept information,
which also gets better performance than the vanilla Mixup on both sub-tasks. DST [Zhang et al., 2019 further improves
the model generalization capability by introducing more data augmentation strategies and achieves a 0.9191 DSC
score on the optic-disk segmentation task. At the same time, its performance is still slightly inferior to CutMix on the
optic-cup segmentation task.

Different from the aforementioned methods, ELCFS [Liu et al.,[2021]] and DoFE [Wang et al.l|2020] optimize their
segmentation frameworks for the glaucoma dataset. In detail, ELCFS improves the vanilla Mixup segmentation
framework by interpolating on the Fourier transformed features instead of raw images. As demonstrated in Table 2]
we can also observe that ELCFS achieves a 0.9269 DSC score and outperforms the mixup-based methods on the
optic-disk segmentation task. However, ELCFS still is a Mixup-based approach with feature interpolating, which leads
to an edge blur and performance decline on the challenging optic-cup segmentation task. Instead of interpolating-
based augmentation strategies, DOFE improves model generalization by introducing feature-fusion from a domain
knowledge pool, which greatly improves the optic-cup segmentation performance to 0.8432. Based on the idea of
feature-fusion, our AFNN further introduces the domain adaptor and self-supervised multiple-task learning module into
our segmentation framework to solve the edge blur and low-data training issues, which achieves the best performances
on both optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation tasks with around 1% improvement over the existing best glaucoma
segment methods ELCFS and DoFE.

5.2 Hausdorff Distance and Average Surface Distance
Besides the area-related metric DSC, we also employ the edge-related metrics Hausdorff distance (HD) and average

surface distance (ASD) for evaluation that focuses on the performance of segmentation edges instead of overlapped
areas.

Table 3: The Hausdorff distance (HD) evaluation results.

Methods Maetrics Optic-Disk Segmentation Optic-Cup Segmentation
Unseen Domains - 1 2 3 4 Avg. | 1 2 3 4 Avg. |
JiGen [Carlucci et al.[|[2019] HD 16.54 24.14 11.35 1257 23.01 | 3542 25.63 23.774 18.59 25.85
DST [Zhang et al.|[2019] HD 21.84 2283 1743 1795 20.01 | 43.89 2485 21.73 14.69 26.29
DoFE [Wang et al.|[2020] HD 16.21 3023 2145 16.10 21.00 | 33.56 25.86 19.44 15.76 23.66
AFNN (ours) HD 15.62 24.16 1746 1249 1743 | 28.87 22.50 18.89 1443 21.17

*All HD scores are the average quantity evaluations, and the lower score denotes better performance.




Adaptive feature-fusion neural network for glaucoma segmentation on unseen fundus images A PREPRINT

Table [3| summarizes HD evaluation results on four unseen domains. In the optic-disk segmentation task, JiGen and
DST are slightly superior to the performance of AFNN on domain 2 and domain 3, separately. This is because
our AFNN focuses on enhancing the performance of challenging optic-cup segmentation with a weighted dice loss
(Equation [8). Among all four datasets, our AFNN achieves the best average performance than the compared methods in
a more generalized performance. In the challenging segmentation task of optic-cup, AFNN is superior to all compared
methods on four evaluation datasets. This results consequently corresponding to our motivation of weighted-dice-loss.
Overall, our AFNN constantly achieves superior performance on the average performance of optic-disk and optic-cup
segmentation tasks.

Table 4: The average surface distance (ASD) evaluation results.

Methods Metrics Optic-Disk Segmentation Optic-Cup Segmentation
Unseen Domains - 1 2 3 4 Avg. | 1 2 3 4  Avg |
JiGen [Carlucci et al.]2019] ASD 855 14.09 1135 1257 11.64 | 1956 1399 1190 8.82 13.60
DST [Zhang et al.|[2019] ASD 1324 14.00 852 1005 11.45 | 2442 1289 1091 7.05 13.82
DoFE [Wang et al..| 2020 ASD 7.68 1659 11.19 7.53 10.75 | 1694 13.87 959 724 1191
AFNN (ours) ASD 689 1455 801 5.64 877 | 14.64 1258 9.02 7.19 10.86

*All the report scores are average quantity evaluations, and the lower ASD score denotes a better model performance.

Table 4] is the ASD evaluation results on four unseen domains. We can observe that our AFNN achieves superior
performance than DoFE on all four, except for a slight performance decline in domain 2 for the optic-disk segmentation
and domain 4 for optic-cup segmentation. Regarding the ASD as an edge-based evaluation metric, our AFNN signifi-
cantly improves the edging smoothness than the segmentation methods of JiGen, DST, and DoFE. Meanwhile, more
detailed comparisons are also provided in the discussion section. Overall, our AFNN achieves superior generalization
performance than the compared baselines with large margins in both HD and ASD evaluations.

6 Discussion

6.1 Ablation Study

In the discussion section, we conduct an ablation study on AFNN’s three modules: domain adaptor, feature-fusion
network, and self-supervised multi-task learning module, which are abbreviated to “Apt”, “FF”, and “MT”, respectively.
We choose the DeepLabV3+ as the segmentation backbone for the baseline. Then, we study the contributions of each
module by adding a selected module to the baseline model. All DSC, HD, and ASD results are the average scores of
four unseen domains.

Table 5: Ablation study of AFNN.

Methods Adp FF MT DSC 1 HD | ASD |
Type - - - ocC oD Avg. ocC OD  Avg. ocC OD  Avg.
Baseline 0.7860 0.9148 0.8504 | 29.95 2233 26.14 | 16.82 12.71 14.77
v 0.8018 0.9287 0.8652 | 26.68 19.48 23.08 | 1433 10.56 12.45
v 0.8116 0.9204 0.8660 | 2594 19.36 22.65 | 13.96 11.10 1253
v’ | 0.8018 0.9304 0.8661 | 26.98 18.20 22.59 | 1444 997 12.21
AFNN v/ v v | 08562 09393 0.8977 | 21.17 1743 193 | 10.86 8.77 9.82

* The baseline is the DeepLabV3+ without data augmentation. “v"” denotes the baseline with this module.
** “Adp” is the domain adaptor, “FF” is the feature-fusion network, and “MT” is the self-supervised multi-task learning.

From the ablation study results of Table[5] we observe that the baseline with any module can achieve a clear improvement
in all evaluation metrics. In detail, the baseline with “FF” module gets fewer improvements than the baseline with “Adp”
or “MT” module in DSC and ASD evaluation criteria, which indicates the stable inputs and self-supervised multi-task
learning provides more help to model performance than the feature-fusion network in domain generalization task. The
baseline with “MT” module achieves better performance than the other two settings, indicating that the self-supervised
multi-task learning module is essential for AFNN in the low-data tasks. Overall, AFNN simultaneously with three
modules achieves significant improvements over the settings with any single module in all evaluations.
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6.2 Domain-Adaptive Learning

The domain adaptor module helps AFNN perform adaptive learning across different source domains, which maps all
the input data into a common distribution to provide stable inputs for its neural networks. To verify the effectiveness of
adaptive learning in AFNN, we conduct comparisons from two aspects: the data distribution and the feature visualization.
The data distribution comparison explores the data’s overall changes before and after the domain adaptor. Furthermore,
the comparison of feature visualization explores the individual changes under adaptive learning.
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Figure 6: The distribution comparison of domain-adaptive learning. The left sub-figure is the distribution of the raw
data before adaptive learning, and the right sub-figure is the distribution of the raw data after adaptive learning.

Figure|§| shows the data distribution comparisons of raw data (before) and adapted data (after) in domain-adaptive
learning. From the comparisons, we can observe that different domains have distinct distributions. All the domains
follow the Gaussian distribution with an exception for domain 3. In addition, domain 4 has a large gap with the other
domains in data distributions. With the help of domain adaptor, all the domain gaps are significantly reduced after
domain-adaptive learning with the normalized distributions (Figure[6|right) than the distributions of raw data (Figure 6]
left). While only domain 3 has a slight distribution shift from the rest domains, because its original distribution is not
the Gaussian-like distribution in the normalized adaptation. Overall, all the data distributions are transformed into a
common distribution.

Besides the comparisons on data distributions, we also employ the T-SNE to visualize the changes of individual samples
in domain-adaptive learning. All domains randomly select the same number of samples in T-SNE visualization.
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Figure 7: Feature comparison of domain-adaptive learning with T-SNE visualization. The dots with different colors
denote the samples coming from different domains. The left sub-figure presents the feature visualization of raw data,
and the right sub-figure presents the feature visualization after domain-adaptive learning.
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Figure[/|shows the feature comparison of raw data (left) and adapted data (right) in the domain-adaptive learning. From
the left sub-figure, we can observe that a linear classification boundary can clearly separate data samples from different
domains. Moreover, the distances of the samples among domains 1, 2, and 3 are shorter than their distance to domain
4, which reveals that domain 4 has a domain gap with other domains in the data distributions (Figure[6)). After the
domain-adaptive learning, all the data samples are mapped into a non-linear classifiable feature space where all the
features from different domains follow a same standard distribution. In other words, all the samples from different
domains are mapped with relatively equidistant distances in the new feature space, which provides stable inputs for the
deep network. Overall, the comparisons of total distributions and individual samples verify that our domain adaptor
helps AFNN conduct adaptive learning effectively across different domains.

6.3 Multi-task Learning

Multi-task learning is a popular solution for improving the learning capability of deep models in training sources
with small datasets. It learns external knowledge from the training sources and enhances the model’s representation
capability on domain generalization tasks. In this section, we explore two learning paradigms of multi-task learning:
parallel multi-task learning and sequential multi-task learning. Although the two multi-task learning paradigms can be
trained for the same target task, the different paradigm leads to different learning trajectory. Specifically, sequential
multi-task learning is similar to the paradigm of pre-training by training associate-task and target-task sequentially. In
contrast, parallel multi-task training is a paradigm of training associate-task and target-task simultaneously. We compare
the model performance on the target domain to explore the difference between two multi-task training paradigms.

Optical Cup Optical Disk
1.0
0.8
0.8
0.6 0.61
(@] Q
) N
0 0.4 0044
0.2 0.2
—— Sequential Training —— Sequential Training
0.0 =N Parallel Training 0.01 Parallel Training
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000
Iterations Iterations

Figure 8: Quantity comparisons of parallel multi-task learning and sequential multi-task learning. The left sub-figure is
the DSC score comparison on optical-cup segmentation task, and the right sub-figure is the DSC score comparison on
optical-disk segmentation task.

From the comparison results of Figure[8] we observe that the parallel multi-task learning paradigm achieves a superior
DSC performance than the sequential multi-task learning paradigm on both optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation tasks.
Surprisingly, the performance curves are nearly zero for the target task in the sequential multi-task learning paradigm
through its whole associate-task training process, which indicates the target segmentation task only benefits from
good initialization at the starting epochs and benefits little from the associate task training. In other words, sequential
multi-task learning leads the learning trajectory away from the target learning trajectory. In contrast, the performance
curves increase stably in the parallel multi-task learning paradigm, which indicates the trajectory of the associate task
always keeping along with the learning trajectory of the target task.

6.4 Feature-fusion in AFNN

In this section, we visualized the feature attention maps with the convolution attention map approach [Komodakis
and Zagoruyko, [2017]]. Similarly, we also choose the DeepLabV3+ as the baseline, whose segmentation framework
is only with vertical feature-fusion. In contrast, our feature-fusion neural network improves AFNN’s representation
capability with vertical and horizontal feature-fusion for the domain generalization task. All the fundus image samples
are randomly selected from different domains, and comparison results are summarized in Figure 9]

From the comparisons of the attention map, we can observe that both the baseline and AFNN give attention to the target
segmentation areas correctly as the attention maps cover the target areas of both optic-cup and optic-disk. However,
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Figure 9: Attention map visualization on different unseen domains. Each sub-figure illustrates the attention map (left)
and overlapped fundus image (right). The first row is the visualization results of the baseline, the second row is the
visualization results of AFNN.

Domain 1

Domain4 Domain3 Domain 2

Original ROI Baseline Mixup DoFE Ours

Figure 10: The glaucoma segmentation result comparisons on unseen domains. All the original fundus images are
randomly selected and then resized to the same resolution. The sub-figures in the same row denote the samples from the
same domain, and the sub-figures in the same column denote the prediction results of the same segmentation method.
The green and blue edges are the ground truth of optic disk and optic cup, correspondingly. The red edges are the
predictions of different glaucoma segmentation methods.

our AFNN gains more precise and smooth edges on the attention maps than the baseline method with the help of the
feature-fusion network. More importantly, AFNN’s attention maps achieve the higher attention scores on the optic-cup
area than the baseline results, which is consistent with the AFNN’s motivation to focus on the challenging optic-cup
segmentation task with enlarged loss weight. Moreover, most of our AFNN attention maps provide the predictions with
smooth circle-like edges in the optic-disk segmentation task. In contrast, the attention maps of the baseline methods are
predicted with blurred edges in their predicted results.

6.5 Segmentation Visualization

As can be seen from the first row of Figure[I0] the fundus images from different domains exhibit significant differences
in lightness, resolutions, contrast, and view angles. To evaluate the generalization performance of different segmentation
methods, we select the DeepLabV3+ as the baseline, Mixup and DoFE as the preventative segmentation methods. All
the comparison results are summarized in Figure [T0]
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Specifically, the fundus image of domain 1 has blurred optic-cup edges, which leads to model performance degradation
in the optic-cup segmentation task. From the result comparison of domain 2, Mixup wrongly predicts the optic-disk
edges to the optic-disk area, which is caused by Mixup’s interpolating manner. All the segmentation methods perform
well on domain 3. Nevertheless, DoFE performs sensitively to the complex lightness and contrast changes on the last
domain 4, which wrongly predicts the blood vessel to the optic-cup area. The performance of baseline is dramatically
declined on the optic-disk segmentation results. This is because the optic disk edge is even more blurry on domain 4
than on domain 1. Our AFNN always presents the best performances on all unseen domains with the help of adaptive
learning, feature-fusion, and multi-task learning modules. More importantly, our AFNN also delivers the glaucoma
segmentation results with smooth edges, which leads to AFNN achieving superior performance on all edge-based HD
and ASD metrics.

6.6 Different Training Sources

To investigate the impacts of different training sources in the low-data glaucoma segmentation task, we evaluate the
model performance that trained on different training sources. We have three experimental settings (one, two, and three
source datasets) with respect to one out of four public glaucoma datasets for evaluation. All the reported results are the
averaged performance of different training combination settings. Here, we take the two training sources setting for
example. Firstly, one target domain (domain 1) is selected as the evaluation domain out of four public datasets. Then,
two training sources (e.g., domains 2 and 3) are randomly selected as the training dataset from the rest three available
sources (domains 2, 3, and 4). Consequently, we have three available training combinations in this setting(domain 2&3,
domain 2&4, domain 3&4). At last, the reported results are the average of three available training combinations, which
are all evaluated on the unseen domain (domain 1).
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Figure 11: DSC evaluation on different training source sittings. The left and right sub-figures are the optic-cup and
optic-disk segmentation tasks separately. The X-axis is the target evaluation domains, and the Y-axis is the average
DSC performance on different training settings.

The different settings’ DSC results are reported in Figure[TT} We can only find that the settings with more training
sources always achieve a better performance than the settings with fewer training sources on both optic-cup and
optic-disk tasks. Except for the domain 1 evaluation in the optic-cup segmentation task, the model performance trained
on two sources declines more than that trained on one source. Moreover, all the optic-disk segmentation settings achieve
a better DSC performance than the optic-cup segmentation settings, indicating the optic-cup segmentation tasks are
more challenging than the optic-disk segmentation tasks.

Figure [12] shows the HD and ASD evaluation results in different training settings. The comparison shows that the
settings with more training sources generally perform better in the optic-cup and optic-disk segmentation tasks with
lower HD and ASD scores. The only exception is domain 1 ASD evaluation in the optic-cup segmentation task, where
the two source training setting gets a higher ADS score than the one source training setting. Compared with DSC
performance, this abnormal ASD score is caused by the performance decline of DSC evaluation in domain 1. In contrast,
the optic-disk DSC performance decline in domain 1 makes no impact on both HD and ASD evaluations that the setting
with more training sources always gets the lower scores. This indicates that our AFNN can consistently predict the
smooth edges. Even its area-related DSC performance gets declines in its optic-cup segmentation task.

13



Adaptive feature-fusion neural network for glaucoma segmentation on unseen fundus images A PREPRINT

One Source(0C) Three Sources(0OC) Two Sources(OD) One Source(0OC) Three Sources(0C) Two Sources(OD)
Two Sources(0OC) One Source(OD) Three Sources(OD) Two Sources(OC) One Source(OD) Three Sources(OD)
40 20.0 A
35 17.54
30 15.0
0 %]
o 251 Y125
S o
O O
® 20 9 10.0
[a) [a]
T %)
15 < 75
10 5.0
5 25
0 T T T T 0.0 T T T T
Domain 1 Domain 2 Domain 3 Domain 4 Domain 1 Domain 2 Domain 3 Domain 4
HD Evaluate on Target Domains ASD Evaluate on Target Domains

Figure 12: HD and ASD evaluation on different training sources. The left and right sub-figures are the HD and ASD
evaluation results separately. “OC” and “OD” correspondingly denote optic-cup segmentation tasks and optic-disk
segmentation tasks. The X-axis is the target domain, and the Y-axis is the mean of HD or ASD performance in different
training settings.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we present a novel method named adaptive feature-fusion neural network (AFNN) for glaucoma seg-
mentation on unseen domains. Our AFNN contains three modules: domain adaptor, feature-fusion network, and
self-supervised multi-task learning module. Specifically, the domain adaptor provides normalized inputs for stable
training across different sources. The feature-fusion network and the self-supervised multi-task learning improve model
representation capability for domain generalization tasks. Moreover, the staged optimize strategy and weighted dice
loss further improve model performance on low-data glaucoma segmentation tasks. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that our AFNN is superior to the existing glaucoma segmentation methods on four public datasets. In future work, we
will evaluate our AFNN more on other data-limited medical image analysis tasks.
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Supplementary Material

Quantity Test for Glaucoma Segmentation. We provide the detailed results for quantity evaluations on metrics of
DSC (Table[I)), HD (Table[2) and ASD (Table[3). We conduct three experiments on different domains in the quantity
evaluation, and the “T” denotes the index of quantity evaluation.

Table 1: DSC Quantity Evaluation.

Task DSC (Optic-Cup) \ DSC (Optic-Disk)
Domains 1 2 3 4 | 1 2 3 4

T1 0.8529 0.8097 0.8727 0.8727 0.9573 0.9029 0.9482 0.9507

72 0.8549 0.8384 0.8693 0.8727 0.9621 0.9024 0.9417 0.9504

73 0.8569 0.8206 0.8806 0.8725 0.9614 0.9071 0.9413 0.9467

Avg. 0.8549 0.8229 0.8742 0.8726 0.9602 0.9041 0.9437 0.9492

Table 2: HD Quantity Evaluation

Task HD (Optic-Cup) HD (Optic-Disk)
Domains 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
TI 2855 2426 19.09 14.17 16.86 24.82 1620 11.61
T2 29.02 2096 19.34 1420 1499 2393 18.04 1241
72 29.06 2229 1825 1493 1501 23.72 18.13 13.46
Avg. 28.87 2250 18.89 1443 1562 24.16 1746 12.49

Table 3: ASD Quantity Evaluation

Task ASD (Optic-Cup) ASD (Optic-Disk)
Domains 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Tl 1496 1326 9.07 7.17 736 1430 749 546

T2 1458 11.21 935 7.16 6.60 13.21 825 5.51

72 1439 1327 865 724 6.71 16.15 829 5095

Avg. 1464 1258 9.02 7.19 6.89 1455 8.01 5.64

Ablation Study Details. We present the domain specific results in ablation study. The baseline is DeepLabV3+, which
also is the baseline on glaucoma segmentation task. We study the performance improvements on three main modules of
AFNN: domain adaptor (“Apt”), feature-fusion neural network (“FF”) and self-supervised multi-task learning (“MT”).
Due to the space limitation, different evaluation metric are reported in separated tables (DSC in Table[d HD in Table 5]
and ASD in Tables [6).
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Table 4: Ablation study: DSC performance.

Methods Adp FF MT DSC (Optic-Cup) DSC (Optic-Disk)
Domains - - - 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Avg.
Baseline 0.7661 0.7884 0.7508 0.8386 | 0.9272 0.9097 0.8871 0.9349 | 0.8454
v 0.7927 0.7973 0.7718 0.8453 | 0.9430 0.9098 0.9160 0.9459 | 0.8652
v 0.7763 0.8198 0.7957 0.8546 | 0.9442 009186 0.8862 0.9327 | 0.8660
v | 07784 0.7955 0.7807 0.8525 | 0.9355 09117 0.9318 0.9427 | 0.8661
AFNN v v v [ 0.8549 0.8229 0.8742 0.8726 | 0.9602 0.9041 0.9437 0.9492 | 0.8977

Table 5: Ablation study: HD performance

Methods Adp FF MT HD (Optic-Cup) HD (Optic-Disk)
Domains - - - 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Avg.
Baseline 3891 31.16 31.60 18.13 | 20.19 27.89 25.82 15.43 | 26.14
v 3748 2378 2793 17.54 | 17.79 2345 2333 13.36 | 23.08
v 39.89 2225 25.02 16.61 | 16.75 20.08 2642 14.17 | 22.65
v | 3896 2390 27.50 17.58 | 1842 22.25 19.01 13.11 | 22.59
AFNN v v v | 2887 2250 18.89 1443 | 15.62 24.16 1746 1249 | 19.3

Table 6: Ablation study: ASD performance

Methods Adp FF MT ASD (Optic-Cup) ASD (Optic-Disk)
Domains - - - 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Avg.
Baseline 2348 17.66 17.27 8.87 | 1232 14.63 15.61 829 | 14.77
v 2098 1290 1499 844 | 970 1477 11.71 6.04 | 1245
v 2248 11.72 13.77 7.88 | 9.50 11.79 1579 733 | 12.53
v [ 2240 1261 14.65 8.09 | 1096 1293 9.62 6.35 | 12.21
AFNN v v v | 1464 1258 9.02 7.19 | 6.89 1455 8.01 5.64 | 9.82
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