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Abstract

Accurate segmentation of tumors in PET/CT images is important in computer-aided diagnosis and treatment of cancer. The key
issue of such a segmentation problem lies in the effective integration of complementary information from PET and CT images.
However, the quality of PET and CT images varies widely in clinical settings, which leads to uncertainty in the modality information
extracted by networks. To take the uncertainty into account in multi-modal information fusion, this paper proposes a novel Multi-
modal Evidential Fusion Network (MEFN) comprising a Cross-Modal Feature Learning (CFL) module and a Multi-modal Trusted
Fusion (MTF) module. The CFL module reduces the domain gap upon modality conversion and highlights common tumor features,
thereby alleviating the needs of the segmentation module to handle modality specificity. The MTF module utilizes mutual attention
mechanisms and an uncertainty calibrator to fuse modality features based on modality uncertainty and then fuse the segmentation
results under the guidance of Dempster-Shafer Theory. Besides, a new uncertainty perceptual loss is introduced to force the
model focusing on uncertain features and hence improve its ability to extract trusted modality information. Extensive comparative
experiments are conducted on two publicly available PET/CT datasets to evaluate the performance of our proposed method whose
results demonstrate that our MEFN significantly outperforms state-of-the-art methods with improvements of 2.15% and 3.23% in
DSC scores on the AutoPET dataset and the Hecktor dataset, respectively. More importantly, our model can provide radiologists
with credible uncertainty of the segmentation results for their decision in accepting or rejecting the automatic segmentation results,
which is particularly important for clinical applications. Our code will be available at https://github.com/QPaws/MEFN.
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1. Introduction

PET (Positron Emission Tomography) and CT (Computed
Tomography) serve as two major medical imaging techniques
that play crucial roles in cancer diagnosis and treatment. CT im-
ages provide high-resolution anatomical information for tumor
localization and edge detection and hence many researchers in
recent years (Li et al., 2018; Yu et al., 2019) developed algo-
rithms for the segmentation of tumor regions in the liver from
CT images. However, they may struggle to precisely identify
tumor boundaries due to density differences. PET images, on
the other hand, measure the level of metabolic activity which re-
flects the functional status of tissues and cells and offers advan-
tages for disease diagnosis and monitoring. Nevertheless, their
lower resolution can lead to relatively blurred tumor bound-
aries and anatomical structures, which makes it difficult to meet
the demands for segmentation accuracy. The complementarity
of the CT and PET pushes the simultaneous examination with
these two imaging modalities, which urges the development of

∗Corresponding author.
Email addresses: 20225228030@stu.suda.edu.cn (Yuxuan Qi),

linli@eee.hku.hk (Li Lin), zhangjy0611@163.com (Jingya Zhang),
jjwang@suda.edu.cn (Jiajun Wang), zbnuclmd@126.com (Bin Zhang)

1Yuxuan Qi and Li Lin contributed equally to this study.

joint tumor segmentation algorithms from PET/CT multi-modal
images (Islam et al., 2023).

In radiology, tumor segmentation plays a critical role in ac-
curate diagnosis and treatment. The most critical challenge in
multimodal segmentation is how to fuse the information from
multiple modalities. Existing multimodal fusion methods can
be categorized into three types: input-level fusion, feature-level
fusion, and decision-level fusion. In input-level fusion, PET
and CT images are typically fused by concatenation (Zhang
et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2018). However, PET/CT joint seg-
mentation requires capturing complementary information be-
tween the two modalities but this fusion approach often strug-
gles to explore nonlinear relationships between modalities, mak-
eing it difficult to fully utilize the inter-modality information. In
feature-level fusion, high-dimensional features from different
modalities are typically extracted separately and then combined
together. However, simple feature fusion (Zhao et al., 2018)
will introduce redundant or conflicting features, which can de-
grade network performance. Additionally, unlike MR/CT, there
are significant feature differences between PET and CT modal-
ities, which further complicates feature fusion process. In deci-
sion-level fusion, researchers often use different segmentation
networks to segment tumors in individual modalities separately
(Nie et al., 2016). The segmentation results of each modality
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are then fused using specific fusion strategies (Rokach, 2010)
to obtain the final segmentation result. However, in practical
clinical applications, the quality of multi-modal data is often
unstable (e.g., some modalities may be corrupted), so the qual-
ity of multi-modal inputs should be quantitatively measured in
some way to provide doctors with predicting confidence, which
is particularly important when deploying multi-modal segmen-
tation models for clinical tasks (Ma et al., 2023).

With the development of deep learning, more and more deep
neural networks (especially the convolutional neural networks
(CNNs)) have been developed for segmenting tumors from med-
ical images of different modalities. For deep segmentation mod-
els, the initialization of weights in neural networks significantly
impacts their optimization. For instance, random initialization
often leads to gradient vanishing, gradient explosion, or entrap-
ment in saddle points and local optima during the optimization
process, which renders the network difficult to train. To address
these issues, authors in (Glorot and Bengio, 2010) took into
account the variances of inputs and outputs and proposed the
Xavier initialization method. This method maintains the gra-
dient magnitudes of all layers approximately equal, which can
help mitigate the problems of gradient vanishing or explosion
and makes it suitable for training deep neural networks. How-
ever, for certain specific neural network architectures or activa-
tion functions (such as ReLU), gradient vanishing still persists.
The authors in (He et al., 2015) devised the Kaiming initial-
ization specifically for the ReLU activation function, which not
only effectively avoids the issue of gradient vanishing and en-
hances the training efficiency but also improves performance of
the network. Nonetheless, it is still not applicable to all acti-
vation functions. The orthogonal initialization method is an-
other weights initialization strategy proposed in (Saxe et al.,
2013) where weights were initialized by generating orthogonal
matrices. This strategy can prevent mutual influence between
weight matrices, thus aiding in reducing overfitting and improv-
ing the network’s generalization ability. However, this algo-
rithm has a higher complexity and is not suitable for all neural
network structures. Additionally, the aforementioned initializa-
tion methods are based on generic neural networks rather than
a specific task. Therefore, in scenarios with high task difficulty
(such as PET/CT segmentation), these methods still exhibit sub-
optimal performance.

This paper aims to address the aforementioned issues and
proposes a Multi-modal Evidential Fusion Network (MEFN) to
achieve more accurate and reliable PET/CT multi-modal tumor
segmentation. Specifically, this network comprises two main
modules: the Cross-Modal Feature Learning (CFL) module for
modality transfer and the Multi-modal Trusted Fusion (MTF)
module for tumor segmentation. In CFL, we use GAN to en-
able back-and-forth transformation between the two modalities
and set additional decoupling branches for the network to ex-
tract tumor features. The intuition behind this is that during
the modality transformation process, the network can simulta-
neously learn the content features of both modalities. The pro-
posed Multi-scale Tumor Guided Attention (MTGA) can assist
the network in focusing more on extracting features from the
tumor area and hence provides useful tumor information for

subsequent segmentation. Then, the trained network param-
eters in CFL are transferred to the segmentation backbone of
MTF and shared as the initial weights of the network during
training. Such a task-driven weights initialization strategy can
effectively improve the convergence speed, alleviate the afore-
mentioned training challenges and achieve better performance.
In MTF, in addition to the segmentation backbone, we also
introduce the Dual-attention Feature Calibrating (DFC) mod-
ule and adopt the Dempster-Shafer Theory Based Trusted Fu-
sion (DBTF) method. These two methods respectively address
feature-level fusion and decision-level fusion. Unlike previ-
ous fusion methods, our feature-level fusion takes into account
the importance of weight allocated for different modalities and
calibrates the semantic features extracted from each modality
based on their confidence to minimize the impact of redundant
and conflicting features on the network. The DBTF method,
based on the Dempster-Shafer theory, performs decision-level
fusion by considering the quality differences between different
modalities and making fusion decisions based on uncertainty,
thus fusing the segmentation results of different modalities both
accurately and reliably.

In summary, this work makes the following three main con-
tributions:

• A novel task-driven initialization method named CFL is
proposed to alleviate the impact of improper weights ini-
tialization on network optimization.

• A feature-level fusion method named DFC is introduced
to provide a more reasonable weight allocation for fea-
ture fusion by reducing the impact of redundant and con-
flicting features.

• To handle the quality differences between the modalities,
a decision-level fusion strategies is proposed to allocate
fusion weights based on the uncertainty between different
modalities in an interpretable manner.

• Extensive experiments on two large PET/CT public datasets
demonstrate that the proposed method outperforms state-
of-the-art multi-modal segmentation algorithms. Abla-
tive experiments are conducted to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness and robustness of the individual modules pro-
posed in our work from different perspectives.

2. Related work

2.1. Generative adversarial model
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) are based on zero-

sum games in game theory and consist of a generator and a
discriminator (Goodfellow et al., 2020). The generator creates
data by learning its original distribution while the discriminator
differentiates between real and generated data and hence guides
the generator toward more realistic outputs. GAN is often used
for data reconstruction (Wolterink et al., 2017; Wang et al.,
2018), synthetic data generation (Bowles et al., 2018) and con-
verting data between modalities (Ben-Cohen et al., 2019). For
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example, upon incorporating tumor segmentation labels into the
generator, authors in (Bi et al., 2017) attempted to synthesize
PET from CT using a conditional GAN (cGAN). However, this
method is impractical for us as segmentation labels are the tar-
get predictions in our task. In (Zhang et al., 2022), the authors
proposed Modality-Specific Segmentation Networks with inte-
grated cGAN to extract common features from PET and CT
images for lung tumor segmentation. However, this method
merges image synthesis with segmentation tasks, which makes
the computational overhead high. In (Zhang et al., 2021), a
Cross-modal Feature Transition module was introduced with
cycleGAN to facilitate cross-modal knowledge transfer, which
aims to improve segmentation by using multi-modal informa-
tion. This method, however, doesn’t focus enough on the modal
differences crucial for segmentation in tumor areas. Motivated
by the aforementioned method, we propose the Cross-Modal
Feature Learning (CFL) module where the Multi-scale Tumor
Guided Attention (MTGA) mechanism is introduced to assist
concentrating on tumor areas while learning cross-modal fea-
tures and reducing modal differences, thus enabling the network
to learn the task-driven initial weights that are helpful for multi-
modal tumor segmentation.

2.2. Uncertainty estimation

In clinical practice, AI often lacks sufficient decision-making
information, which makes it crucial to quantify uncertainty for
safe application (Begoli et al., 2019). Current research on un-
certainty estimation includes Bayesian (Gal and Ghahramani,
2016), ensemble (Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017), determinis-
tic (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020) and evidence-based methods
(Huang et al., 2022). Bayesian methods in neural networks re-
place fixed parameters with probability distributions, leading to
probabilistic output labels. For example, Monte Carlo dropout
(MC dropout) is introduced as a Bayesian approximation in
(Gal and Ghahramani, 2016), where dropout layers are used in
multiple inference runs to mimic a Gaussian process. Although
this strategy is computationally less demanding, it leads to in-
consistent outputs (Kohl et al., 2018). Ensemble methods im-
prove neural network classification by using model averaging
for uncertainty estimation, involving training multiple models
with random initialization and adversarial training (Kamnitsas
et al., 2018; Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017). While this method
doesn’t require altering the network architecture, it necessitates
retraining models from scratch and hence incurs high computa-
tional costs for complex models. Deterministic-based methods,
like Deep deterministic uncertainty (Mukhoti et al., 2021), have
been extended to semantic segmentation using feature space
density. However, they alter network structure and increase
computational costs. A recent study (Huang et al., 2022) sug-
gested using deep feature extraction and evidence layers for
segmenting lymphoma in PET and CT scans. Rather than to
obtain more robust segmentation by calibrating the uncertainty,
these studies tried to to improve the performance of segmenta-
tion upon guiding the the uncertainty. They only utilized the
generated uncertainty to evaluate the segmentation results but
not to further optimize the network training. Instead, our ap-

proach introduces not only an Uncertainty Perceptual Loss for
robust segmentation by forcing the network focusing on the pre-
diction results of regions with large uncertainty during training
but also an Uncertainty Calibrator (UC) to further refine net-
work training by calibrating the extracted semantic information
according to uncertainty.

2.3. Multi-modal fusion
Multi-modal medical image segmentation, essential for ac-

curately identifying tumors, employs various fusion strategies:
input-level, feature-level and decision-level fusion. A typical
example of input-level fusion is the 3D-Inception ResNet pro-
posed in (Qayyum et al., 2021) which combined PET and CT
images in channel-wise manner. Some recent studies (Wang
et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021) employed attention mechanisms
in their models to allocate varying weights to different modal-
ity spaces and achieved fairly better results. Although the input-
level fusion preserves the original details of the image, it fails
in utilizing of the interrelations between different modalities.
Feature-level fusion trains networks with individual modal im-
ages and then fuses features of different modalities across layers
for final segmentation. It can effectively integrate and utilize
multi-modal images (Zhou et al., 2019). Most existing meth-
ods in literature fuse multi-modal features by directly combin-
ing features of each modality (Zhong et al., 2018), which po-
tentially miss key information and introduce redundancies and
hence hinder network performance. Ahmad et al. (2023) in-
troduced the Anatomy Aware Tumor Segmentation Network
(AATSN), which uses an encoder to extract CT anatomical and
an encoder to extract PET metabolic features for a lightweight
fusion attention decoder. In this way, the decoder can use CT
for spatial and PET for metabolic reference and hence improves
tumor segmentation. However, its lightweight attention mech-
anism might under-perform with complex data due to limited
training parameters. Decision-level fusion employs separate
networks for each modality image. Each network uses its modal-
ity specific information whose outputs are integrated for the fi-
nal result. Conventional fusion strategies include averaging and
majority voting (Rokach, 2010). Kamnitsas et al. (2018) used
an averaging strategy where the authors trained three networks
and averaged their confidence scores for voxel segmentation.
The majority voting strategy assigns voxels the most frequent
label from all networks. However, these methods often over-
look the uncertainty in each modality and lead to potential er-
rors in probabilistic fusion, which is fatal in clinical practice.
Huang et al. (2021a) combined PET and CT results using a
Dempster-Shafer Theory-based fusion layer in 3D UNet. But
this method, limited to decision layer fusion, shows less effi-
ciency in handling multi-modal information. To resolve this
problem, this paper merges feature-level and decision-level fu-
sion strategies with the Dual-attention Feature Calibrating (DF
C) module and Dempster-Shafer Theory Based Trusted Fusion
(DBTF) method, respectively. DFC reduces feature redundan-
cies and calibrates low-confidence outputs. It’s worth noting
that, differing from Huang et al. (2021a), our DBTF fuses PET
and CT data based on uncertainty and mutual information, which
greatly improves multi-modal fusion efficiency.
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Fig. 1. Framework of our proposed MEFN which consists of CFL module and MTF module, both with two branches for PET and CT, respectively.
For simplicity, Enc represents the encoder EncCT or EncPET , Decm represents the modality decoder DecCT

m or DecPET
m , Dect represents the tumor

decoder DecCT
t or DecPET

t , Dism represents the modality discriminator DisCT
m or DisPET

m , Dist represents the shared tumor discriminator.

3. Methodology

In this section, we commence by succinctly outlining the
MEFN framework, before delving into a comprehensive expo-
sition of its three pivotal components: the Cross-Modal Feature
Learning (CFL) module, the Dual-attention Feature Calibrating
(DFC) module and the Dempster-Shafer Theory Based Trusted
Fusion (DBTF). The overall framework of MEFN is provided
in Fig. 1.

3.1. Overview of MEFN

Defining CT image as XCT and PET image as XPET , the
two inputs (XCT and XPET ) are first fed into the CFL. Within
the CFL, it orchestrates the generation of pseudo PET images
X̂PET and pseudo CT images X̂CT for each modality through
adversarial training. Concurrently, an auxiliary tumor decoder
branch Dect produces corresponding artificial tumor mask im-
ages S Y . In the training phase, the network acquires modality-
specific features of CT and PET along with general tumor fea-
tures, thereby minimizing the disparities between modalities.
Subsequently, the network parameters trained in the CFL are
transferred to the segmentation backbone as the initial weights
of the network, therefore accelerating the convergence speed
and reducing the risk of falling into local minima under the task-
driven initialization of weights. Next, the encoder and decoder
features from the two segmentation backbones are fed into the
DFC. Within the DFC, encoder and decoder features undergo
two distinct fusion strategies: in terms of Cross Modality At-
tention (CMA) and in terms of Uncertainty Calibrator (UC), re-
spectively. The former adaptively adjusts features extracted by

the encoder through mutual attention, which significantly re-
duces feature redundancies and enhances fusion efficiency. The
latter calibrates semantic features extracted by the network us-
ing uncertainty factors, which forces the network focusing on
areas of high uncertainty within modalities and thus diminishes
feature confliction between modalities and enhancing fusion ac-
curacy. Features refined by CMA and UC are then input into
the fusion decoder Dec f to obtain the fused segmentation re-
sults YF and UF after upsampling. Finally, segmentation results
from the CT branch (YC and UC), PET branch (YP and UP),
along with the merged segmentation results (YF and UF), are
collectively processed in terms of DBTF for decision-level fu-
sion. In DBTF, the segmentation results of each branch will dy-
namically adjust the fusion weight according to the uncertainty,
making the fusion result more robust, then the final segmenta-
tion outcomes can be acquired as Ŷ and UL. Although the net-
work structures in CFL and MTF are not necessarily the same,
the more network layers these two networks share, the richer the
modality-specific features can be transferred from CFL to MTF.
To this end, we have designed two modules with quite similar
network structures and the only difference is the number of ker-
nels set to the decoder’s output head. As shown in Fig. 1, the
decoder’s output head in CFL (Ht) uses one convolutional ker-
nels and employs a Tanh activation function, while the number
of convolutional kernels in the decoder’s output head in MTF
(Hs) corresponds to the number of segmentation classes and a
S o f tplus activation function is utilized in this case. As can be
seen, such an MTF network architecture could share the most
network layers with the CFL and thus can take full advantage of
the features learned from the CFL. The algorithm for the overall
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Algorithm 1: The training process of MEFN.

Input: Samples of training set D = {x(n)
1 , x(n)

2 }
N
n=1, labels

of training set Y = {y(n)}Nn=1, the architecture of
MEFN, number of training iterations T ,
number of minibatch B.

Output: Trained model parameters ϕ.

for t ← 1 to T do
{x(b)

1 , x(b)
2 }, 1 ⩽ b ⩽ B← D;

{y(b)}, 1 ⩽ b ⩽ B← Y;

// Stage1. Train the CFL.

for b← 1 to B do
Input x(b)

1 , x(b)
2 , y(b), use Adam to update the

parameter ϕ in Generator {G(x, y; ϕ)} and
Discriminator {D(x, y; ϕ)} according to Eq.
(5);

end
Output the trained parameters ϕ in Generator.

// Stage2. Train the MTF.

for b← 1 to B do
Initialization segmentation backbone:

S (x; ϕ)← ϕ, where ϕ are from G(x, y; ϕ)
trained in Stage1;

R1 = {α
(b)
1 , p(b)

1 , u(b)
1 } ← S 1(x(b)

1 ; ϕ);

R2 = {α
(b)
2 , p(b)

2 , u(b)
2 } ← S 2(x(b)

2 ; ϕ);

RF = {α
(b)
F , p(b)

F , u(b)
F } ← DFC(R1,R2; ϕ);

Obtain RL = {α
(b)
L , p(b)

L , u(b)
L } according to Eq.

(19);

Train the S 1(ϕ), S 2(ϕ) and DFC(ϕ) according
to Eq. (14)

end
end
Output trained model parameters ϕ of MEFN.

process of MEFN can be described as in Algorithm 1.

3.2. Cross-modality Feature Learning (CFL)

As illustrated in the top and bottom parts of Fig. 1, our
proposed MEFN encompasses two CFL branches with a struc-
ture mirrors each other. Taking the CT branch as an example,
given the input XCT , the modality encoder EncCT extracts high-
level feature representations of the CT image. Subsequently,
the modality decoder DecCT

m transforms these high-dimensional
features into modality-specific features and generates a syn-
thetic PET image X̂PET . Concurrently, the tumor decoder DecCT

t
decouples tumor features from the high-dimensional features of
the CT image to produce a synthetic tumor mask image S Y . No-
tably, different to the segmentation task, S Y here represents the
generated pseudo tumor mask image, rather than the probabil-
ity prediction map of the tumor region. The task of modality
discriminator DisPET

m is to distinguish between XPET and X̂PET .

To extract general tumor features across different modalities, a
shared tumor discriminator Dist is designed to differentiate be-
tween real tumor mask Y and synthetic tumor mask S Y . The ar-
chitecture of all encoders, decoders and discriminator networks
adheres to the framework established by Isola et al. (2017).
To further make the network focusing more on tumor features,
we introduce the Multi-scale Tumor Guided attention (MTGA)
module. MTGA is incorporated at every upsampling stage of
Decm, where tumor features F i

t decoupled by Dect are sent to
Global Average Pooling (GAP) and a Multi-Layer Perceptron
(MLP) in MTGA module of Decm (See Fig. 2(a)) to learn chan-
nel attention. This channel attention is then employed to weight
the modality features F i

m extracted by Decm upon element-wise
multiplication (⊗). The detailed description of process flow of
MTGA is depicted in Fig. 2(a). Let X represent the input, the
operations of Cross-modality Feature Learning module can be
mathematically formulated as follows:



(
F1

t , F
2
t , . . . , F

n
t

)
= Dect( Enc(X))

Attn = σ( MLP( GAP( Dect( Enc(X)))))(
F̃1

m, F̃
2
m, . . . , F̃

n
m

)
= Attn ⊗ Decm( Enc(X))(

F1
m, F

2
m, . . . , F

n
m

)
= TransConv

(
F̃1

m, F̃
2
m, . . . , F̃

n
m

)
X̂ = Ht

(
Fn

m
)

S Y = Ht
(
Fn

t
)

(1)

where F i
t , F i

m and σ represent the output of the i-th layer of
Dect, the output of the i-th layer of Decm and the sigmoid func-
tion, respectively. TransConv represents transposed convolu-
tion, X̂ represents the generated fake image and S Y represents
the generated tumor mask image. The entire CFL adopts ad-
versarial training under the constraint of two adversarial losses
for generating fake PET (or CT) images and for generating fake
tumor mask images, respectively. Taking the CT branch as an
example, the above mentioned two losses denoted as LCT

advm and
LCT

advt are defined as:

LCT
advm

(
GenCT

m ,DisCT
m

)
= −EXCT ,XPET

[
log DisCT

m (XCT , XPET )
]

− EXCT

[
log

(
1 − DisCT

m

(
XCT , X̂PET

))]
(2)

LCT
advt

(
GenCT

t ,Dist

)
= −EXCT ,Y

[
log Dist (XCT ,Y)

]
− EXCT

[
log (1 − Dist (XCT , S Y ))

] (3)

where GenCT
m and GenCT

t denote EncCT -DecCT
m and EncCT -DecCT

t
encoder-decoder combinations, respectively. Y represents the
real tumor mask. Considering the difference between the real
target modality and the synthetic target modality, L1 loss is used
to ensure that the generated target modality is close to the real
target modality, thereby reducing blurriness. The L1 loss LCT

l1
for CT branch can be defined as,

LCT
l1 (Genm) = EXPET ,X̂PET

[∥∥∥XPET − X̂PET

∥∥∥
1

]
+ EY,S Y

[
∥Y − S Y∥1

] (4)

5



The same goes for the PET branch, so the loss function LCFL

of the entire CFL can be defined as,

LCFL = L
CT
advm +L

CT
advt + λ1L

CT
l1

+LPET
advm +L

PET
advt + λ1L

PET
l1

(5)

where λ1 is the hyperparameters used to balance the losses in
Eq. (5). In this paper, λ1 is set as 100.

3.3. Segmentation Backbone and Multimodal Feature-levle Fu-
sion

For convenient of parameter sharing, the network architec-
ture of the segmentation backbone is strikingly similar to the
Encm-Decm structure of the CFL, with the only modification be-
ing the final output layer. The CFL employs an output head de-
noted as Ht (Conv1

3,3+Tahn), while the segmentation backbone
utilizes an output head denoted as Hs (Convnc

3,3+S o f tplus). In
pursuit of facilitating multi-modal feature fusion, we propose
a novel fusion network. This network introduces a specifically
designed fusion branch that leverages single-modality predic-
tion outcomes and the modality’s inherent uncertainties (details
of which are delineated in section 3.4) to guide the feature fu-
sion process. This approach not only allows for the seamless
transfer of features learned from the CFL but also enables the
acquisition of potent fusion features, which is instrumental for
delineating the tumor regions required for segmentation.

Given modalities CT and PET, the multi-modal feature-level
fusion network comprises two mono-modality segmentation br-
anches of EncCT -DecCT

m and EncPET -DecPET
m , as well as a multi-

modal feature fusion branch of Dec f . Herein, the mono-modality
segmentation branch EncCT -DecCT

m utilizes CT data as input to
predict the segmentation mask pCT for the tumor region and its
associated uncertainty uCT . Similarly, the mono-modality seg-
mentation branch EncPET -DecPET

m employs PET data as input,
predicting the segmentation mask pPET for the tumor area and
its corresponding uncertainty uPET .

To fuse effectively features from each modality, we intro-
duce a novel Dual-attention Feature Calibrating (DFC) module
as depicted in Fig. 2(b) which employs distinct fusion strategies
for the encoder and decoder features of the two mono-modality
branches. For encoder features, motivated by Vaswani et al.
(2017), DFC utilizes Cross Modality Attention (CMA) as il-
lustrated in the lower left part of Fig. 2(b) which first merges
features Ei

CT and Ei
PET from different layers of the two mono-

modality branches using query, key and value vectors and then
recovers the number of channels of the merged features through
a 3 × 3 convolution to obtain the final fused feature Ei. Here,
the query, key and value vectors are all derived from 1 × 1 con-
volutions. Upon adaptive adjustments of these vectors, encoder
features from each modality are selectively integrated, thereby
reducing redundancy and improving fusion efficiency. For de-
coder features, DFC adopts an Uncertainty Calibrator (UC) as
shown in the lower right part of Fig. 2(b). The UC employs
the predictive uncertainties uCT and uPET from the two mono-
modality segmentation branches as calibrators for the decoder
features, thereby refining the extracted semantic information.
Specifically, for decoder features Di

CT and Di
PET of different

layers, UCT and UPET are first down-sampled to match the di-
mensions of Di

CT and Di
PET whose results are then multiplied

in element-wise manner by 1 × 1 convolutional results of Di
CT

and Di
PET , respectively. The resultant ones are added residually

to Di
CT and Di

PET respectively to alleviate degradation problem.
Upon concatenating these two features in channel-wise manner
and performing a 3× 3 convolution, the fused feature Di can be
derived. In scenarios where the modalities exhibit areas of high
uncertainty (typically at boundaries and conflicting features),
UC directs the network’s focus towards these areas of high un-
certainty, thereby improve the network’s precision in delineat-
ing boundary regions and reducing conflicts between modali-
ties. Ultimately, Ei and Di are connected in a manner similar to
the skip connections in UNet and then fed into the multi-modal
fusion branch Dec f to learn more potent fused features, cul-
minating in the generation of a fused segmentation probability
map pF and fused uncertainty uF for the tumor region.

Unlike conventional segmentation approaches, our segmen-
tation backbone replaces Softmax in the traditional neural net-
work classifier with Softplus to facilitate the quantification of
uncertainty. Thus, the outcomes derived from the segmentation
backbone should not be interpreted directly as the predictive
segmentation results, but rather as evidence vectors e repre-
senting the evidence observed by the model for classification.
Consequently, parameters for the Dirichlet distribution can be
obtained. For traditional neural network classifiers employing
Softmax, the cross-entropy loss is commonly utilized:

Lce = −

C∑
c=1

yc
X log

(
pc

X
)

(6)

where pc
X and yc

X are the predicted probability and label that
sample X belongs to class c, respectively, C is the number of
classification. Due to the aforementioned difference between
models with Softmax and those with Softplus, the adjusted cross-
entropy loss for our model can be derived by making simple
modification with regard to the traditional cross-entropy loss in
Eq. (6) and can be formulated as:

Lace (αX) =
∫ − C∑

c=1

yc
X log

(
pc

X
)D (pX | αX) dpX

=

C∑
c=1

yc
X
(
ψ (S X) − ψ

(
αc

X
)) (7)

where ψ refers to the digamma function and D (pX | αX) is the
Dirichlet probability density function over pX = [p1

X , . . . , pC
X]

and can be expressed as:

D (pX | αX) =

 1
B(αX )

∏C
c=1

(
pc

X

)αc
X−1

for pX ∈ PC

0 otherwise
(8)

Herein, αX = [α1
X , . . . , α

C
X] (where αc

X = ec
X + 1 with e being

obtained from the segmentation backbone), pc
X is the projected

probability and can be computed as:

pc
X = 1 −

∑
i,c

bi
X (9)
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Fig. 2. The architecture of (a) Multi-scale Tumor Guided Attention and (b) Dual-attention Feature Calibrating module.

Fig. 3. Schematic illustration of the Dempster-Shafer Theory Based
Trusted Fusion.

with bi
X =

ei
X

S X
=

αi
X−1
S X

representing the belief mass, where
S X =

∑C
c=1 α

c
X representing the Dirichlet strength, B(αX) =∫ ∏C

c=1 (pc
X)α

c
X−1dpX denotes the C-dimensional multinomial beta

function and PC is the C-dimensional unit simplex given by:

PC =
{
pX | 0 ≤ p1

X , . . . , pC
X ≤ 1

}
(10)

To ensure that incorrect labels generate less evidence, po-
tentially reducing to zero, a KL divergence loss function is in-
troduced as follows:

LKL (αX) = log

Γ
(∑C

c=1 α̃
c
X

)
Γ

(
α̃c

X

) 
+

∑C

c=1

(
α̃c

X − 1
) [
ψ

(
α̃c

X
)
− ψ

(∑C

c=1
α̃c

X

)] (11)

where Γ is the gamma function, α̃c
X = yc

X +
(
1 − yc

X

)
⊙ αc

X (⊙
means element-wise multiplication) represents the adjustment
parameters for the Dirichlet distribution employed to ensure
that the evidence for the ground-truth class is not mistakenly
considered to be zero. Moreover, due to the fact that the Dice

score is a crucial metric for evaluating the performance of tu-
mor segmentation, we employ the following soft Dice loss to
optimize the network:

LDice (pX) =
C∑

c=1

(
1 −

2yc
X pc

X + smooth
yc

X + pc
X + smooth

)
(12)

where smooth represents the smooth coefficient which is empir-
ically set to 1×10−5 in our work. Furthermore, to force the net-
work focusing more on prediction results for areas with greater
uncertainty, we introduce the following Uncertainty Perceptual
Loss:

LUP (pX , uX) = −uX

C∑
c=1

yc
X log

(
pc

X
)

(13)

where uX represents the uncertainty mass of the sample X which
will be defined in section 3.4.

Given the substantial uncertainty in the model during the
initial stages of training, to mitigate the impact of excessive un-
certainty on model optimization, an annealing factor (1 − βt)
is employed, with βt = β0e

[
−
( ln β0

T

)
t
]

while T and t represent
the total number of epochs and the current epoch, respectively.
Therefore, for the segmentation result RCT = {αCT , pCT , uCT }

of CT, the overall segmentation loss function of our proposed
network can be defined as follows:

Lseg (RCT ) = (1 − βt)Lace (αCT ) + βtLUP (pCT , uCT )

+LKL (αCT ) +LDice (pCT )
(14)

Similarly, for the segmentation results RPET = {αPET , pPET , uPET }

of PET and the fused segmentation result RF = {αF , pF , uF} ,
the segmentation lossesLseg(RPET ) and Lseg(RF) are derived in
the same manner.
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3.4. Uncertainty Quantification and Dempster-Shafer Theory
Based Trusted Fusion

Guided by Subjective Logic (Jsang, 2018) and based on the
evidence gathered within the data, we may deduce an overall
uncertainty (uncertainty masses) as well as probabilities for dif-
ferent categories (belief masses). Here, evidence denotes indi-
cators collected from the input that support categorization, inti-
mately linked to the density parameters of the Dirichlet distri-
bution as discussed in section 3.3. Based on the evidence vector
e output from the network, we can ascertain the parameters αX

of the Dirichlet distribution. Specifically, for a C-class prob-
lem, the subjective logic endeavors to allocate a belief mass
to each category label and an overall uncertainty mass to the
framework as a whole. Hence, for any modality X, the C belief
mass values bc

X(c = 1, 2, . . . ,C) and the overall uncertainty uX

are non-negative and are cumulatively equating to one:

uX +

C∑
c=1

bc
X = 1 (15)

Thus, the overall uncertainty uX can be articulated as follows:

uX = 1 −
C∑

c=1

bc
X =

C
S X

(16)

Eq. (16) implies that the more the evidence is observed for cat-
egory c, the greater the probability will be assigned to c and
hence the less the overall uncertainty is. Conversely, the less
evidence is observed in total, the greater the overall uncertainty
will be. Belief assignments can be regarded as a form of sub-
jective opinion.

Intuitively, the fused prediction of modalities X1 and X2
with high uncertainty (large uX1 and uX2 ) must possess low con-
fidence (small bc). Conversely, if the uncertainties of both modal-
ities are low (small uX1 and uX2 ), the final prediction may ex-
hibit higher confidence (large bc). When only one modality
demonstrates low uncertainty (only uX1 or uX2 is large), the final
prediction relies solely on the modality with lower uncertainty.
Hence, we employ the Dempster-Shafer Theory of Evidence
(DST) to achieve our objectives. As shown in Fig. 3, DST
allows for the combination of evidence from different sources,
which culminates in a belief (belief function) that considers all
available evidence. Defining MXi =

{{
bc

Xi

}C

c=1
, uXi

}
, (i = 1, 2)

as the set of probability mass allocated for a single modality Xi,
then the joint mass M =

{
{bc}Cc=1 , u

}
for modalities X1 and X2

can be defined as follows:

M = MX1 ⊕ MX2 (17)

where ⊕ denotes the set operations defined as follows:

bc =
1

1 −Co f

(
bc

X1
bc

X2
+ bc

X1
uX2 + bc

X2
uX1

)
u =

1
1 −Co f

uX1 uX2

(18)

Herein, Co f =
(∑

i, j bi
X1

b j
X2
+ bi

X1
uX2 + b j

X2
uX1

)
+ u1u2 repre-

sents the extent of confliction between two sets of masses and

1
1−Co f is employed for normalization purposes. In this work, to
improve the efficiency of fusion, we also incorporate the results
of the DFC in addition to CT and PET modalities as a new
modality F into the decision-level fusion. Therefore, the final
fusion function can be defined as follows:

ML = MCT ⊕ MPET ⊕ MF (19)

Upon obtaining the joint mass ML =

{{
bc

L

}C

c=1
, uL

}
, according to

Eq. (16), the corresponding joint evidence ec
L and Dirichlet dis-

tribution parameters αc
L are derived from multiple perspectives

as follows:

S L =
C
uL
, ec

L = bc
L × S L, α

c
L = ec

L + 1 and pc
L = bc

L + uc
L (20)

Following the aforementioned fusion rules, we can obtain
the estimated multi-modal joint evidence eL = [e1

L, . . . , e
C
L ] and

the corresponding parameters of the joint Dirichlet distribution
αL = [α1

L, . . . , α
C
L ] as well as the final prediction of the multi-

modal trusted fusion pL = [p1
L, . . . , pC

L ] and the overall uncer-
tainty uL. For deep supervision of network training, the final
segmentation result RL = {αL, pL, uL} from decision-level fu-
sion can be obtained in a similar manner to the previously de-
fined Eq. (14) for the loss Lseg(RL).

4. Experiments and discussions

4.1. Datasets and perprocessing

The proposed segmentation framework is evaluated on two
public PET/CT datasets, with one originating from the 25th
MICCAI Challenge on publicly available whole-body PET/CT
dataset (AutoPET) (Gatidis et al., 2022) and the other from the
23rd MICCAI Challenge on head and neck tumors segmenta-
tion in PET/CT (Hecktor) (Oreiller et al., 2022).

The AutoPET dataset comprises 900 histologically confirm-
ed malignant melanoma, lymphoma or lung cancer patients from
two large medical centers in Germany who undergo PET/CT
examinations. Two experienced radiologists manually delineate
all tumor regions, tasked with whole-body tumor segmentation.

The Hecktor dataset consists of 882 patients with primary
tumors and with gross tumor volumes of the head and neck
from four different centers. All patients undergo FDG-PET/CT
imaging scans within 18 days before treatment (range: 6-66).
It contains two segmentation tasks, one for the primary tumor
(GTVp) in the head and neck and another for the involved lymph
nodes (GTVn).

Given data from multi-centers, we normalize the CT and
PET images. The CT volumes are clipped to [-1024, 1024]
Hounsfield units and then mapped to [-1, 1]. We normalize the
PET using the Z-score. As the segmentation is performed in
2D, we sliced the 3D datasets. Similar to the work proposed by
Fu et al. (Fu et al., 2021), slices with no tumor region presented
in the ground truth are excluded from the dataset in our exper-
iments, after which we resize them to 256 × 256 and then add
25% negative samples to each dataset for data balance. In total,
our experiments comprise 32,158 pairs of PET/CT slices from
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the Hecktor dataset and 29,065 pairs of PET/CT slices from the
AutoPET dataset. We conducte 5-fold cross-validation, where
each dataset is randomly partitioned into 5 mutually exclusive
subsets based on different patients, so as to ensure that different
subsets do not contain slices of the same patients. The algo-
rithm is then run five rounds, in each of which one of the five
subsets is used as the test set, one is used as the validation set
while the left three are employed as the training set. Finally, the
average results of five experiments on the test sets are used to
evaluate the segmentation performance of the method.

4.2. Implementation details and metrics

The proposed approach is implemented using Python and
the PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) library on a PC equipped with
an NVIDIA GTX 3090 GPU (24 GB memory). The training
is conducted using the Adam optimizer with a momentum of
0.99. Based on empirical observations, the learning rate is set
to 1×10−4 and the number of iterations is set to 100. By training
the model with different hyperparameters and evaluating it on
the validation set, the hyperparameter λ1 in Eq. (5) is manually
adjusted to 100.0.

The segmentation model’s performance is evaluated in terms
of the Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) in Eq. (21), Jaccard in
Eq. (22), 95% Hausdorff Distance (HD95) in Eq. (23), sensi-
tivity (Sens) in Eq. (24) and precision (Pre) in Eq. (25),

DS C(X,Y) =
2|X ∩ Y |
|X| + |Y |

(21)

Jaccard(X,Y) =
|X ∩ Y |
|X ∪ Y |

(22)

HD95(X,Y) = 0.95 max
{

sup
x∈X

in f
y∈Y

Ed(x, y), sup
y∈Y

in f
x∈X

Ed(x, y)
}
(23)

S ens =
T P

T P + FN
(24)

Pre =
T P

T P + FP
(25)

where X represents the predicted output of the network and Y
represents the ground truth labels, Ed is the euclidean distance
between points x and y, sup and in f are supremum and in-
fimum, T P (true positives) represents the number of positive
samples correctly classified as positive, FP (false positives) is
the number of negative samples incorrectly classified as posi-
tive and FN (false negatives) represents the number of positive
samples incorrectly classified as negative.

The Dice coefficient evaluates the similarity between the
predicted labels and the ground truth by calculating the ratio
of the overlapping regions. A Dice value closer to 1 indicates

a higher similarity between the model prediction and the seg-
mentation ground truth, indicating a better segmentation per-
formance. Similarly, Jaccard is also used to measure the simi-
larity and dissimilarity between the model output and the seg-
mentation ground truth. A higher Jaccard value indicates better
segmentation performance.

The Hausdorff distance is a measure used to quantify the
distance between two sets, which computes the maximum short-
est distance from any point in one set to the other set. The
Euclidean distance is typically employed as the distance met-
ric. The 95% Hausdorff Distance (95HD) refers to the maxi-
mum distance among the sorted Hausdorff distances between
the point pairs of the predicted labels and the ground truth, con-
sidering only the top 95% of these distances. 95HD is com-
monly used to evaluate the local accuracy of predicted labels,
where a smaller Hausdorff distance value indicates better seg-
mentation results. Sensitivity measures the proportion of posi-
tives correctly identified and Precision measures the proportion
of true positive pixels in the predictions.

4.3. Comparisons with the state-of-the-art methods
We conducted comparative segmentation experiments on

both the AutoPET and Hecktor datasets. Six most recent multi-
modal tumor segmentation methods, namely CML (Zhang et al.,
2021), MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a), ADNet (Peng and Sun,
2023), AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023), MFCNet (Wang et al.,
2023) and CSCA (Shu et al., 2024), are compared, whose re-
sults are shown in Table 1.

On the AutoPET dataset, AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023) per-
forms the worst among others. This may be due to its poor ca-
pability in capturing the regions of interest with its lightweight
attention mechanism. As compared with the AATSN, CML
(Zhang et al., 2021) achieved an improved improved perfor-
mance with a DSC score of 78.88%. This can be attributed to
the introduction of the cross-modality Feature Transition Mod-
ule to reduce the domain gap between PET and CT before seg-
mentation. MFCNet (Wang et al., 2023) further improves the
DSC score to 79.35% by integrating a calibration network but
sacrifices the accuracy of tumor edges as indicated by the in-
creased HD95 compared to CML (Zhang et al., 2021) (by 0.46m
m). ADNet (Peng and Sun, 2023) achieves high DSC score and
precision (80.30% and 85.26%, respectively) by learning multi-
modal features through channel feature separation. Upon uti-
lizing the Dempster-Shafer Theory for feature fusion strategy,
MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a) achieves the third best sensitivity
of 85.46% among all methods. CSCA (Shu et al., 2024) has
the highest sensitivity of 88.52% due to its channel and space
compound attention. It is worth noting that although our MEFN
ranks secondly in sensitivity, it outperforms all other models in
terms of metrics except the sensitivity. It achieves 82.45% in
DSC, 75.32% in Jaccard, 2.96mm in HD95, 86.23% in sensi-
tivity and 88.55% in precision. Specifically, the DSC score is
improved by 2.15% compared to the second-best model, AD-
Net.

On the Hecktor dataset, due to its multi-task nature of the
dataset, feature separation struggles to differentiate tumor fea-
tures from different tasks, resulting in poor performance of AD-
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Fig. 4. Segmentation results (blue contour) from different multi-modal segmentation methods of three sample images for three patients from the
AutoPET dataset. The ground truth is displayed in red contour. Each row represents segmentation results for the same patient. The bottom right
corner of each image displays the enlarged version of the region indicated by the purple box. Red arrows highlight the mis-segmented regions.

Table 1
Segmentation performance of MEFN and other state-of-the-art methods on AutoPET and Hecktor datasets (Mean ± std). The best results are
highlighted in bold and the second-best ones are underlined.

Dataset Methods DSC(%) Jaccard(%) HD95(mm) Sens(%) Pre(%)

AutoPET

CML (Zhang et al., 2021) 78.88 ± 27.18 71.25 ± 27.83 3.62 ± 12.26 84.00 ± 21.29 83.73 ± 25.41
MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a) 78.70 ± 27.81 71.24 ± 28.26 3.91 ± 9.03 85.46 ± 21.25 82.27 ± 25.90
ADNet (Peng and Sun, 2023) 80.30 ± 28.15 73.72 ± 28.77 3.46 ± 8.61 85.68 ± 22.07 85.26 ± 25.00
AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023) 69.28 ± 32.94 61.10 ± 32.76 7.29 ± 14.76 75.11 ± 32.77 80.12 ± 26.14
MFCNet (Wang et al., 2023) 79.35 ± 21.63 70.54 ± 27.16 4.08 ± 9.26 84.62 ± 22.86 84.41 ± 26.18
CSCA (Shu et al., 2024) 78.71 ± 27.52 71.17 ± 28.26 4.09 ± 9.48 88.52 ± 21.7288.52 ± 21.7288.52 ± 21.72 78.76 ± 26.15
MEFN (Ours) 82.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.21 75.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.26 2.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.75 86.23 ± 20.55 88.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.63

Hecktor

CML (Zhang et al., 2021) 80.12 ± 25.32 63.27 ± 27.59 4.26 ± 7.21 76.73 ± 33.74 86.32 ± 19.61
MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a) 78.11 ± 23.95 61.11 ± 28.63 4.16 ± 7.02 69.09 ± 32.14 86.80 ± 17.48
ADNet (Peng and Sun, 2023) 73.97 ± 28.96 64.02 ± 33.53 10.72 ± 19.72 71.53 ± 34.28 81.49 ± 26.86
AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023) 76.73 ± 25.21 65.13 ± 26.91 12.24 ± 20.85 78.31 ± 27.58 79.43 ± 23.13
MFCNet (Wang et al., 2023) 74.14 ± 27.72 62.96 ± 22.41 6.41 ± 7.01 77.20 ± 27.13 76.12 ± 28.85
CSCA (Shu et al., 2024) 77.13 ± 21.41 60.21 ± 24.86 4.39 ± 7.06 79.37 ± 28.8279.37 ± 28.8279.37 ± 28.82 74.79 ± 21.30
MEFN (Ours) 83.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.09 71.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.02 3.27 ± 7.213.27 ± 7.213.27 ± 7.21 78.03 ± 29.47 90.06 ± 16.0790.06 ± 16.0790.06 ± 16.07

Net (Peng and Sun, 2023), although it performs well on the
AutoPET dataset. AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023) performs well
due to its lightweight attention mechanism, achieving a DSC
score of 76.73% and ranking the second in Jaccard (65.13%).
Additionally, CML (Zhang et al., 2021) achieves high DSC
score and precision (80.12% and 86.32%, respectively) due to
its unique multi-modal feature fusion mechanism. CSCA (Shu
et al., 2024) also achieves the highest sensitivity of 79.37%
due to its channel and space compound attention. Notably,
our MEFN outperforms other segmentation networks signifi-
cantly in terms of DSC, Jaccard, HD95, sensitivity and pre-
cision, which reaches 83.35%, 71.73%, 3.27mm, 78.03% and
90.06%, respectively. Specifically, as compared with the second-
best network, our MEFN improves the DSC score and precision
by 3.23% and 3.26%, respectively.

Besides the aforementioned quantitative comparisons among

different methods, visual assessments and comparisons are also
conducted between MEFN and other state-of-the-art multi-modal
tumor segmentation methods. Fig. 4 gives the segmented re-
sults from different methods for three different CT sample im-
ages of patients from AutoPET dataset where blue contour gives
the predicted tumor region while red contour gives the ground
truth. Fig. 5 gives the segmentation results for three CT sample
images of three patients from the Hecktor dataset where blue
and yellow contours give the predicted regions for GTVp and
GTVn tumors while red and green contours give the ground
truths for these two kinds of tumors, respectively. Tumor re-
gions marked with purple boxes are enlarged and placed on
the right bottom of each sample image. Red arrows point out
the mis-segmented tumor regions in each sample image. From
Fig. 4, it can be seen that for small tumors throughout the
body, such as in the first patient, CML (Zhang et al., 2021) and
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Fig. 5. Segmentation results from different multi-modal segmentation methods of three sample images for different patients on the Hecktor dataset.
Blue and yellow contours represent the segmentation results of the GTVp and GTVn tasks, respectively. Red and green contours represent the
ground truth of the GTVp and GTVn tasks, respectively. Each row represents the segmentation results of the same patient. The bottom right
corner of each image displays the enlarged version of region indicated by the purple box. Red arrows highlight the mis-segmented regions.

AATSN (Ahmad et al., 2023) lead to under segmented results,
while MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a) and MFCNet (Wang et al.,
2023) tend to merge two separate tumors into one large tumor.
Although CSCA (Shu et al., 2024) can segment all tumors, it
fails to delineate the tumor edges accurately. Additionally, for
the second and third patients, the segmentation results of other
models also differ in shape from the ground truth and exhibit
many redundant edges. In contrast, our MEFN not only ef-
fectively segments all small tumors but also achieves the high-
est accuracy in fitting the tumor edges. It can also be seen in
Fig. 5 that most methods fail to accurately distinguish tumor-
ous and normal tissues in boundary regions, which results in
redundant or missing tumor edges such as in the segmentation
results of the first and second patients. Furthermore, for regions
with adjacent tumors, such as in the third patient, AATSN (Ah-
mad et al., 2023) cannot accurately locate and segment small
tumors, while other methods tend to segment two separate tu-
mors into one larger tumor. In comparison, our method can
precisely locate each tumor and capture subtle differences be-
tween tumors, yielding better segmentation results. These re-
sults indicate that our proposed MEFN achieves more accurate
segmentation masks and more precise tumor edges compared
to other methods.

4.4. Ablative study
4.4.1. Effectiveness of each component

To better perform multi-modal segmentation, DBTF, MTGA
and DFC modules were incorporated in our segmentation model.
To validate the effectiveness of each component, ablation ex-
periments are conducted. The baseline network for comparison
is the UNet without the DBTF, MTGA and DFC modules. In
Baseline, PET features and CT features are fused simply by
concatenation and input to Dec f to obtain the final result. The

Baseline+DBTF is the one by incorporating the DBTF mod-
ule to the Baseline model. The Baseline+DBTF+MTGA is
the model by further incorporating MTGA to Baseline+DBTF.
The Baseline+DBTF+DFC denotes the model by incorporating
DFC to Baseline+DBTF. Finally, upon incorporating all three
components into the Baseline we obtain our proposed MEFN.
Ablative experiments were conducted respectively on the Au-
toPET and Hecktor datasets whose results are shown in Tabel 2.
From this table, it can be observed that on the AutoPET dataset,
the result of Baseline+DBTF is significantly superior to that of
the Baseline model (81.63% vs. 79.91% in DSC), which indi-
cates that the DBTF module effectively utilizes the uncertainties
of PET features, CT features and fused features to achieve more
reasonable fusion of segmentation results. After incorporating
MTGA, the model achieves a noticeable improvement in HD95
and sensitivity, which indicates that MTGA can effectively as-
sist the network in Tumor-Related initialization and hence aids
in identifying more whole-body tumors. With the introduc-
tion of DFC, the result is also improved compared to Base-
line+DBTF (82.43% vs. 81.63% in DSC), demonstrating that
the proposed feature fusion module effectively eliminates re-
dundant features and improves segmentation performance. Af-
ter incorporating all components, further improvements can be
observed, which indicates that all modules contribute corpora-
tively to the proposed method.

4.4.2. Effectiveness of Uncertainty Calibrator
In this work, the Uncertainty Calibrator (UC) is proposed to

achieve semantic correction of decoder features during feature
fusion. To validate the effectiveness of the proposed method,
we introduced perturbations of Gaussian noise at different lev-
els (with noise variance σ2 = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3) and patch-size ran-
dom masking (mask ratio γ = 0.04, 0.08) into the AutoPET and
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Table 2
Effectiveness of each component on AutoPET and Hecktor datasets (Mean ± std). The best results are highlighted in bold and the second-best
ones are underlined.

Dataset Methods DBTF MTGA DFC DSC(%) Jaccard(%) HD95(mm) Sens(%) Pre(%)

AutoPET

Baseline - - - 79.91 ± 27.72 73.86 ± 31.51 3.50 ± 10.29 80.26 ± 24.27 87.31 ± 23.82
Baseline+DBTF ✓ - - 81.63 ± 25.17 74.43 ± 26.31 4.68 ± 10.81 83.31 ± 22.41 88.18 ± 20.59
Baseline+DBTF+MTGA ✓ ✓ - 82.29 ± 25.46 75.22 ± 26.45 3.05 ± 7.91 86.17 ± 19.95 86.29 ± 22.79
Baseline+DBTF+DFC ✓ - ✓ 82.43 ± 24.29 75.28 ± 25.64 3.05 ± 7.91 85.07 ± 21.16 87.33 ± 20.71
MEFN (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ 82.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.21 75.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.26 2.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.75 86.23 ± 20.5586.23 ± 20.5586.23 ± 20.55 88.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.63

Hecktor

Baseline - - - 81.42 ± 31.21 69.07 ± 32.24 3.68 ± 7.27 72.32 ± 27.75 89.31 ± 32.65
Baseline+DBTF ✓ - - 81.63 ± 25.71 71.22 ± 29.30 3.52 ± 7.09 77.19 ± 30.92 89.43 ± 15.84
Baseline+DBTF+MTGA ✓ ✓ - 82.45 ± 23.02 69.49 ± 28.60 3.62 ± 7.32 74.38 ± 30.03 89.67 ± 15.63
Baseline+DBTF+DFC ✓ - ✓ 83.13 ± 23.55 71.44 ± 26.31 3.34 ± 8.29 73.31 ± 22.41 88.18 ± 20.59
MEFN (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ 83.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.09 71.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.02 3.27 ± 7.213.27 ± 7.213.27 ± 7.21 78.03 ± 29.4778.03 ± 29.4778.03 ± 29.47 90.06 ± 16.0790.06 ± 16.0790.06 ± 16.07

Fig. 6. The performance of MEFN, MEFN without UC (w/o.UC) and other multi-modal segmentation models on two datasets with different levels
of Gaussian noise perturbations and patch-size random masking: (a) AutoPET Dataset, (b) Hecktor Dataset.

Hecktor datasets, respectively. For patch-size random masking,
we use 3×3 black boxes to cover the original input image with a
uniform distribution, and the mask ratio γ represents the propor-
tion of black boxes to the total number of pixels. We compare
the performance of our MEFN, MEFN without UC (referred to
as w/o. UC) and other models on out-of-distribution data (with
large uncertainty), whose results are shown in Fig. 6. From

this figure, it can be observed that as the perturbation level in-
creases, the performance of other models deteriorate drastically,
while our proposed MEFN performs much more robust to ran-
dom noise and random masking. We notice that after remov-
ing UC, the performance degradation rate of our model without
UC is comparable to CML (Zhang et al., 2021) (blue line and
green line), which indicates that the model loses the ability to
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Fig. 7. The DSC of MEFN during its training process under different
loss functions on the test set of Hecktor dataset.

calibrate semantic features in large uncertainty regions after re-
moving UC from our MEFN model.

4.4.3. Effectiveness of Uncertainty Perceptual Loss

In our work, the Uncertainty Perceptual Loss (LUP) is pro-
posed to provide supervision for uncertainty. To validate the
effectiveness of LUP in model training, we compare perfor-
mance of three models trained respectively under the combi-
nation of the baseline loss and other three different loss func-
tions used for supervising uncertainty: uncertainty loss (Huang
et al., 2021b) (LU), calibrated uncertainty loss (Zou et al., 2023)
(LCU) and a variant of calibrated uncertainty loss (Zou et al.,
2023) (LCU(dis)). Table 3 gives the segmentation performance
of models trained under different loss functions. On the Au-
toPET dataset, compared to the model trained under the base-
line loss LBS , models trained under LBS + LU (Huang et al.,
2021b), LBS +LCU (Zou et al., 2023) or LBS +LCU(dis) (Zou
et al., 2023) yield slight improvements in segmentation perfor-
mance (77.92% vs. 78.65% vs. 77.93% vs. 78.46% in DSC).
Specifically, when incorporating our proposed Uncertainty Per-
ceptual Loss, the overall segmentation performance is signifi-
cantly improved compared to that of the one trained under the
baseline loss LBS (77.92% vs. 82.45% in DSC). On the Heck-
tor dataset, although the model trained under LBS + LUP does
not perform the best in terms of HD95 and precision, there is
still a substantial improvement in overall metrics compared to
the one trained under the baseline loss LBS . Fig. 7 illustrates
changes in DSC with iterations during the training processes of
models under different loss functions. It can be observed from
Fig. 7 that the DSC of the model trained underLBS shows a de-
creasing trend with increased iterations, indicating overfitting.
After incorporating LUP to the loss function, not only does the
overall segmentation performance improve, but the overfitting
problem in the later training stages is also alleviated. With the
incorporation of LU (Huang et al., 2021b), the model exhibits
strong oscillations in the early training stages, which is possibly
due to inaccurate quantification of uncertainty by the model in
initial stages. However, upon introducing an annealing factor
βt, our proposed LUP stabilizes the early training of the model.

Fig. 8. Test error of MEFN during its training process with different
initialization schemes on the test set of AutoPET dataset.

4.4.4. Effectiveness of CFL
In our work, a novel task-driven initialization module called

CFL is introduced for multi-modal segmentation tasks. Here,
the effectiveness of such an initialization method for multi-modal
segmentation is evaluated in terms of the test error defined as
follows:

error = 1 −
T P + T N

T P + T N + FP + FN
(26)

where T P, FP and FN are as defined in Section 4.2, T N (true
negatives) represents the number of negative samples correctly
classified as negative. We compare four different initialization
methods in terms of test error curves during model training.
These four initialization methods considered are Normal (stan-
dard normal distribution), Xavier (Glorot and Bengio, 2010),
Kaiming (He et al., 2015) and Orthogonal (Ahmad et al., 2023).
Fig. 8 illustrates curves of the test error on the AutoPET dataset,
while Table 4 provides the final test error for both AutoPET and
Hecktor datasets.

As a baseline, the Normal initialization strategy achieves
final test errors of 22.13% and 17.72% on the AutoPET and
Hecktor datasets, respectively. When using CFL initialization
method, test error on the same dataset are reduced to 17.62%
and 15.76%, respectively, which demonstrates a significant im-
provement. Conversely, other initialization methods show mi-
nor improvements or even performance degradation. From the
Fig. 8, it can be clearly seen that when using Orthogonal (Saxe
et al., 2013) initialization method, the model have fallen into a
local optimum, resulting in poor generalization performance. It
is evident that curves for the test error when utilizing the CFL
initialization method are notably lower than those with other
initialization methods and exhibit smoother trends. These re-
sults convincingly demonstrate the effectiveness of CFL.

4.5. Visual assessment on segmentation uncertainty
Intuitionally, the uncertainty output from different models

should be positively correlated to data perturbation (i.e., the
output uncertainty should increase with the incresement of per-
turbation levels of input data). The conservation of such a pos-
itive correlation is a measure of the confidential level of the
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Table 3
The performance of MEFN trained under different loss functions on AutoPET and Hecktor datasets (Mean ± std). The best results are
highlighted in bold and the second-best ones are underlined.

Dataset Methods DSC(%) Jaccard(%) HD95(mm) Sens(%) Pre(%)

AutoPET

LBS 77.92 ± 31.45 71.56 ± 31.25 3.31 ± 7.55 83.96 ± 24.28 84.94 ± 26.28
LBS +LU (Huang et al., 2021b) 78.65 ± 31.27 75.19 ± 31.76 3.06 ± 7.83 84.94 ± 31.42 87.76 ± 17.82
LBS +LCU (Zou et al., 2023) 77.93 ± 30.14 71.23 ± 30.69 3.49 ± 7.91 82.92 ± 25.17 85.26 ± 24.27
LBS +LCU(dis) (Zou et al., 2023) 78.46 ± 30.26 72.06 ± 31.72 3.46 ± 7.90 83.73 ± 26.42 85.46 ± 25.91
LBS +LUP (Ours) 82.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.2182.45 ± 13.21 75.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.2675.32 ± 27.26 2.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.752.96 ± 7.75 86.23 ± 20.5586.23 ± 20.5586.23 ± 20.55 88.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.6388.55 ± 23.63

Hecktor

LBS 81.46 ± 26.17 65.65 ± 33.23 4.39 ± 9.14 69.47 ± 35.09 91.06 ± 19.40
LBS +LU (Huang et al., 2021b) 83.03 ± 23.17 70.40 ± 34.21 3.20 ± 7.83 72.13 ± 34.32 92.19 ± 19.17
LBS +LCU (Zou et al., 2023) 82.44 ± 25.71 69.76 ± 33.20 3.19 ± 7.923.19 ± 7.923.19 ± 7.92 72.96 ± 34.61 92.92 ± 16.1292.92 ± 16.1292.92 ± 16.12
LBS +LCU(dis) (Zou et al., 2023) 79.87 ± 31.91 51.61 ± 42.85 4.64 ± 8.35 52.46 ± 43.17 91.80 ± 19.46
LBS +LUP (Ours) 83.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.0983.35 ± 23.09 71.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.0271.73 ± 28.02 3.27 ± 7.21 78.03 ± 29.4778.03 ± 29.4778.03 ± 29.47 90.06 ± 16.07

Table 4
Final test error (%) with different initialization schemes (Mean ± std).
The best results are highlighted in bold and the second-best ones are
underlined.

Type AutoPET Hecktor

Normal 22.13 ± 27.45 17.72 ± 15.19
Xavier (Glorot and Bengio, 2010) 24.31 ± 23.17 17.91 ± 28.71
Kaiming (He et al., 2015) 22.55 ± 29.17 19.36 ± 21.24
Orthogonal (Saxe et al., 2013) 54.86 ± 47.17 17.56 ± 26.90
CFL (Ours) 17.62 ± 18.5117.62 ± 18.5117.62 ± 18.51 15.76 ± 12.6715.76 ± 12.6715.76 ± 12.67

output uncertainty of different models. Thus, we introduce per-
turbation of different levels into the dataset with the same per-
turbation methods as described in Section 4.4.2 and then con-
duct segmentation with different models. The correlation of the
output uncertainty with the level of perturbation is employed
to assess the reliability of the output uncertainty. We visually
compare the uncertainty output from the DBTF module of our
MEFN with that output from MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a) for
the segmentation results. Fig. 9 gives the segmentation re-
sults of two sample images from the AutoPET dataset along
with their segmentation uncertainty. The top part of this fig-
ure correspond to the first sample while the bottom part cor-
respond to the second sample, with columns from left to right
corresponding to sample CT image, sample PET image, ground
truth label, segmentation results from the MMEF and their un-
certainty, segmentation results from our MEFN and their un-
certainty. Rows of this figure correspond to the sample images
themselves and and their perturbed versions. Tumor regions
are marked with red boxes. It can be evidently seen from the
4th and 6th columns of both samples that the segmentation re-
sults from both models become inferiors to different extent as
the level of perturbation and the degree of Out-Of-Distribution
(OOD) data increase. Concurrently, the uncertainty predicted
by our MEFN also consistently increases (as shown in the 7th
columns in both samples), which implies a positive correla-
tion between the uncertainty and the level of perturbation. In
contrast, the uncertainty predicted with MMEF (Huang et al.,
2021a) inconsistently decreases (as shown in the 5th columns
in both samples) in some cases, which obviously violates the
positive correlation requirement and is probably due to over-

confidence in the model. These observations indicate that our
proposed MEFN avoids blind confidence and provides radiolo-
gists and doctors with more credible uncertainty of the segmen-
tation results. Moreover, beside tumor regions, MMEF (Huang
et al., 2021a) exhibits significant uncertainty in non-tumor re-
gions (as pointed by red arrows in the uncertainty images in the
third row in the first sample and first, seconde and third rows in
the second sample). In contrast, MEFN only shows uncertainty
in tumor regions(as shown in the 7th columns in both samples),
indicating precise localization ability for tumors and more accu-
rate handling of uncertainty in non-tumor regions. Furthermore,
as shown in the 5th and 7th columns of the first rows in both
samples, our MEFN shows less uncertainty as compared with
MMEF (Huang et al., 2021a), which indicates that our MEFN
can provide more reliable segmentation results.

Besides, it can be observed from the last rows for both sam-
ple images that although the proposed method may not segment
tumor regions well for OOD data, it provides high uncertainty
values in areas where tumors may exist, which prompts doctors
performing further manual inspection of the tumorous regions.
This can greatly boost doctors’ confidence in trusting the model
during clinical diagnosis, breaking the awkward situation of be-
ing hesitant to use deep learning due to its black-box nature.

5. Conclusion

This paper proposes a novel multi-modal Evidential fusion
network for PET/CT tumor segmentation. The motivation of
this work is to develop a method that can fuse the somewhat in-
consistent functional and anatomical information for joint seg-
mentation of tumors in both the CT and PET images. In this
method, a Generative Adversarial Network-based Cross-modali-
ty Feature Learning module is first designed to obtain task-
driven initialization of network parameters by reducing the do-
main gap. Then, two U-Net networks are utilized to extract
CT and PET features for feature fusion, during which a Dual-
attention Calibrating module is specifically designed to reduce
the impact of redundancy and confliction between features of
different modalities on segmentation tasks. Finally, the output
results are trustworthily fused based on the Dempster-Shafer
Theory according to uncertainty. Extensive experiments were
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Fig. 9. Segmentation results and their uncertainty for two sample images from the AutoPET dataset. Each row corresponds to the results for the
sample image or for their perturbed versions (with Gaussian noise (σ2 = 0.2, 0.3) or patch-size random masked (γ = 0.04, 0.08)). The columns
correspond from left to right to sample CT image, sample PET image, ground truth labels, segmentation results and their uncertainty from MMEF
and our MEFN, respectively.

15



performed on two publicly available datasets whose results dem-
onstrate the superiority of the proposed MEFN method over
other state-of-the-art multi-modal image segmentation meth-
ods. The improvements achieved with our MEFN method over
other state-of-the-art methods in PET/CT multi-modal tumor
segmentation amount to 2.15% and 3.23% in DSC on the Au-
toPET dataset and the Hecktor dataset, respectively.

A limitation of this work is that it is an end-to-end net-
work model, resulting in large amount of model parameters
and long training time. In future work, we will focus on deriv-
ing lightweight version of this network model or use two-stage
training scheme to reduce network parameters while maintain-
ing performance, making it more applicable in real clinical sce-
narios.
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