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Abstract. Transformer-based networks applied to image patches have
achieved cutting-edge performance in many vision tasks. However, lack-
ing the built-in bias of convolutional neural networks (CNN) for local
image statistics, they require large datasets and modifications to capture
relationships between patches, especially in segmentation tasks. Images
in the frequency domain might be more suitable for the attention mech-
anism, as local features are represented globally. By transforming images
into the frequency domain, local features are represented globally. Due
to MRI data acquisition properties, these images are particularly suit-
able. This work investigates how the image domain (spatial or k-space)
affects segmentation results of deep learning (DL) models, focusing on
attention-based networks and other non-convolutional models based on
MLPs. We also examine the necessity of additional positional encoding
for Transformer-based networks when input images are in the frequency
domain. For evaluation, we pose a skull stripping task and a brain tis-
sue segmentation task. The attention-based models used are PerceiverIO
and a vanilla Transformer encoder. To compare with non-attention-based
models, an MLP and ResMLP are also trained and tested. Results are
compared with the Swin-Unet, the state-of-the-art medical image seg-
mentation model. Experimental results indicate that using k-space for
the input domain can significantly improve segmentation results. Also,
additional positional encoding does not seem beneficial for attention-
based networks if the input is in the frequency domain. Although none
of the models matched the Swin-Unet’s performance, the less complex
models showed promising improvements with a different domain choice.

Keywords: Medical Image Segmentation · Frequency Domain Analysis
· Attention-based Networks.
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1 Introduction

The success of the Transformer model [22] and later the Vision Transformer [5]
has led to various attention-based models achieving state-of-the-art performance
in medical vision tasks [15,8,6]. The attention mechanism enables an excellent
way to capture long-range dependencies within the input, which has been shown
to be an advantage in vision tasks [25]. However, Transformer-based networks
struggle with large-scale inputs like medical images due to their quadratic com-
plexity with respect to input size [22]. To address this issue, input images are
typically subdivided into patches. Training of Transformer-based models requires
large amounts of data to capture relationships among these image patches. The
reason for this comes from the lack of inherent biases in Transformer models,
such as local receptive fields or shared weights, which facilitate feature learning
in CNNs. Particularly for pixel data, the explicit correlation of adjacent pixels,
often strongly correlated, and translation in-variance are desirable characteris-
tics [24]. An additional consequence of the absent receptive field is that every
input value contributes to attention computation, resulting in interrelated val-
ues. While this aids the extraction of global features, it makes it difficult to
capture local features [3].

Enhancing attention-based models can be achieved by using images in the fre-
quency domain. Converting images to the frequency domain allows local features
to be represented globally, leveraging the attention mechanism’s ability to cap-
ture long-range dependencies. This approach is particularly relevant for medical
imaging tasks, such as magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), where the properties
of the data acquisition process make frequency domain representations particu-
larly suitable. The convolution theorem, stating that convolution in image space
is equivalent to element-wise product in Fourier space, inspired this method.
This means that the convolutional layer in the image space can be replaced by a
simple linear projection layer where each neuron applies a weight to one of the
Fourier coefficients in the frequency space. The attention layer is a special case
of a fully connected layer. However, the existence of non-linearities prevents us
from further extending this line of thought. Furthermore, for natural language
processing (NLP) tasks, it has been observed that in the frequency domain, ad-
ditional position coding for input data, which is typically required for attention
operations, may be unnecessary [14]. This research investigates how the choice
of image domain (spatial or k-space) affects segmentation results of DL models,
focusing on simple models, including attention-based networks and other non-
convolutional networks based on multilayer perceptrons (MLPs). Additionally, it
examines the necessity of additional positional encoding for Transformer-based
networks when input images are in the frequency domain.

To address these research questions, two segmentation tasks are posed: skull
stripping and brain tissue segmentation. The attention-based models evaluated
in this study include the PerceiverIO [11] and a vanilla Transformer encoder.
To provide a comprehensive comparison, non-attention-based models such as an
MLP and the ResMLP [21] are also trained and tested. The performance of these
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models is compared with that of the Swin-Unet [2], a state-of-the-art medical
image segmentation model.

1.1 Related work

Several authors have proposed DL models for image classification and recon-
struction tasks that utilize the representation of images in the frequency do-
main [12,19,27,17]. Recently, Wang et al. proposed a model for lesion segmenta-
tion in brain MRIs that uses masked image modeling in the frequency domain
as a self-supervised pre-training stage [23]. These models generally include sub-
blocks that consist of a 2D Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) layer, a specific pro-
cessing operation in the frequency domain, and a 2D inverse FFT to transform
the data back to the spatial domain. Since our goal is to compare the perfor-
mance of Transformer and MLP based architectures across different domains,
we do not include any FFT or inverse FFT layer inside our models and keep the
model architecture consistent across different domains.

Another related line of research is machine learning-based undersampled MRI
reconstruction (see [7,18] and references therein) and simultaneous reconstruc-
tion and segmentation [20,9]. This is inherently a cross-domain problem where
the network has to predict spatial space values from k-space samples. These
methods most often use convolutional layers, variational networks, and recently
transformers [26]. However, segmentation is done on the reconstructed image in
the spatial domain.

2 Method

2.1 Model Architectures

In this work, we employ the PerceiverIO and a vanilla Transformer encoder as
exemplars of attention-based models. Additionally, we incorporate an MLP and
the ResMLP for comparative analysis. Convolution-based models are not se-
lected due to their incompatibility with the frequency domain, where each point
represents information across the entire spatial domain, making these models
misleading. This selection involves relatively simple models in terms of their
complexity. The following experiments can therefore be used to determine how
the lack of model capacity can be compensated by selecting suitable domains. To
enable further evaluation of the results, widely used models such as nnU-Net [10]
and Swin-Unet, the latter of which is also recognized as state of the art, are also
included. The MLP is the simplest model among the four, serving as a proof-of-
concept. It consists of linear input and output embeddings, N hidden fully con-
nected layers, each followed by a tanh activation layer. Input reshaping reduces
complexity, and both the dimensionality (M) of the latent space and the number
of hidden layers (N) are hyperparameters. Similarly, the Transformer encoder
employs linear embeddings for input and output, incorporating N encoder com-
ponents from the Transformer model. The architecture resembles BERT [4], with
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the number of encoder blocks and latent space dimensionality being hyperpa-
rameters. For the implementation of the Transformer encoder, the corresponding
PyTorch class was used. Fourier position encoding may be concatenated with the
input. The PerceiverIO, implemented using Krasser and Stumpf’s Python mod-
ule [13], utilizes cross-attention to map input to a smaller latent space, reducing
attention complexity from quadratic to linear. The ResMLP model, following
documentation, resembles the vision transformer but lacks attention layers. Lin-
ear layers replace attention layers, and traditional normalizations are omitted in
favor of affine transformations. For this work, the ResMLP was implemented so
that the input is not divided into patches and embedded using a linear projec-
tion. Instead, the sagittal slices of the MRI brain data serve as channels and the
remaining dimensions are flattened.

3 Experiments and Results

3.1 Datasets

We present two segmentation tasks, each accompanied by its own dataset. For
the initial task of skull stripping, we employ the UPENN-GBM dataset [1]. As
a follow-up task, focusing on brain tissue segmentation, we aim to highlight
variations in complexity levels across segmentation tasks, utilizing the OASIS-1
dataset [16]. Both datasets are freely available to ensure the reproducibility of
this work. Follow-up scans in both datasets are excluded from this work. For
the brain tissue segmentation task, only the OASIS FreeSurfer output (brain
mask as input and tissue segmentation for labels) is used. The number of tissue
segmentation classes have been simplified to six classes (cortical gray matter,
white matter, CSF, deep gray matter, brain stem and cerebellum). The exact
mapping can be seen in the published source code. This way, 611 subject from
the UPENN-GBM dataset and 407 subjects from the OASIS-1 dataset are used.
All samples are converted to NIfTI format and sampled to an isotropic voxel size
of 3 mm to reduce complexity. Furthermore, the samples are cropped to a size
of 64× 64× 64 and z-normalized. We apply the subsequent augmentation trans-
formations: random affine transformation, random contrast adjustment, random
Gaussian noise addition, random MRI motion artifact introduction, and random
MRI bias field artifact inclusion. For both segmentation tasks, we partitioned the
dataset into three subsets: training (80%), validation (10%), and testing (10%).

3.2 Implementation Details

This study uses Python (version 3.10.12), PyTorch (version 2.0.1), TorchIO (ver-
sion 0.18.92), Ray (version 2.5.1), and PyTorch Lightning (version 2.0.5) for all
implementations and analyses 4 To propagate the slices of each sample through

4 The source code is publicly available at https://www.github.com/
rauschecker-sugrue-labs/kspace-segmentation.

https://www.github.com/rauschecker-sugrue-labs/kspace-segmentation
https://www.github.com/rauschecker-sugrue-labs/kspace-segmentation
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the network in the frequency domain, we employ the 2D real FFT implementa-
tion in PyTorch. This method operates under the assumption that the outcome
of the FFT is Hermitian symmetric, which holds true in our case since we are
using already reconstructed MRI data. By exploiting this symmetry, the input is
halved. As the real part and imaginary part of the resulting complex numbers are
saved separately in two vectors, the size of the input remains the same even after
the Fourier transformation. The training routine for all non-baseline models is
designed to allow independent specification of the target domain for inputs and
labels at startup. This flexibility enables the definition of various combinations
of input and label domains. When labels are in the spatial domain, the task
becomes a classification problem and the model is trained using a cross-entropy
loss; when labels are transformed into the frequency domain by using the 2D
FFT, it becomes a regression problem and the model is trained using mean
squared error loss. We use three domain configurations. In the spatial domain,
both input and output are in the spatial domain. In the k-space domain, the
input is transformed into the frequency domain using FFT, and the output is
predicted in the frequency domain. In the k-space-to-spatial domain, the input
is in the frequency domain, and the output is predicted in the spatial domain.

3.3 Segmentation Performance in different Domains

This section presents quantitative segmentation results from all experiments.
Public source code records hyperparameter configurations used for obtaining
these results. The results of the skull stripping task among the models are dis-
played in Table 1. Notably, in the spatial domain, Dice scores are similar across
models, with MLP slightly underperforming in recall and specificity. In k-space,
MLP performs worse than in the spatial domain, while other models perform
similarly. MLP remains weakest in the k-space domain.

Table 1. Dice similarity coefficient (DSC), sensitivity (sens) and specificity (spec) for
different models on skull-stripping in spatial domain, k-space and k-space-to-spatial
domain.

Spatial K-Space K-Space to Spatial

DSC Sens Spec DSC Sens Spec DSC Sens Spec

MLP 0.964 0.960 0.992 0.898 0.888 0.976 0.966 0.968 0.990

ResMLP 0.978 0.973 0.995 0.978 0.980 0.993 0.976 0.977 0.993

PerceiverIO 0.930 0.923 0.984 0.927 0.919 0.984 0.929 0.919 0.985

Trans. Encoder 0.971 0.971 0.992 0.971 0.969 0.993 0.972 0.973 0.993

nnU-Net 0.986 0.987 0.996

Swin-UNet 0.994 0.995 0.974
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For brain tissue segmentation, Fig. 1 displays results for spatial, k-space, and
k-space-to-spatial domains, respectively. Detailed evaluations can be found in the
supplementary material. There are notable differences in model performance in
contrast to to skull stripping. Starting in spatial domain, ResMLP outperforms
others non-baseline models significantly with a Dice score of 0.876, followed by
the Transformer encoder and the MLP. This means, the Transformer encoder
surpasses MLP by approximately 12% in spatial domain. PerceiverIO performs
poorly with a Dice score of only 0.418. In k-space, ResMLP’s performance de-
clines to a Dice score of 0.815, while other models improve. The ResMLP is no
longer able to detect the fine structures of the cortical gray matter and therefore
classifies these areas as too large (see Fig. 2). The Transformer encoder notably
improves by about 13% to a Dice score of 0.790. PerceiverIO’s performance
for this class slightly improves with the domain change to a score of 0.461. The
MLP achieves an improved Dice score of 0.690. In the k-space-to-spatial domain,
ResMLP excels, achieving a Dice score of 0.883. All models benefit from this do-
main regarding cortical gray matter segmentation except PerceiverIO. MLP’s
performance slightly worsens compared to k-space but improves compared to
the spatial domain. The Transformer encoder achieves its best performance in
the k-space-to-spatial domain with a Dice score of 0.861. As it can be seen in
the displayed segmentation mask, the Transformer encoder was able to delineate
the individual classes more sharply.

0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

Swin-Unet

nnU-Net

ResMLP

MLP

Trans. Encoder

PerceiverIO

Dice score

Spatial K-Space K-Space → Spatial

Fig. 1. Mean and standard deviations of the Dice score among all models on brain tissue
segmentation in spatial, k-space, and k-space-to-spatial domain. The mean values are
represented by the bars and the standard deviations are indicated by the error bars.
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Fig. 2. Segmentation masks of the different models for brain tissue segmentation among
varies domains.

The following table 2 presents the results regarding the necessity of addi-
tional position coding for attention-based networks when working with k-space
input. The table outlines the comparison between PerceiverIO and Transformer
encoding, with and without additional positional encoding, across three distinct
domains for the skull stripping task and the brain tissue segmentation task.
Notably, no substantial differences are discernible within each model, across all
three metrics.

Table 2. Dice scores for attention-based models with and without positional encoding
(PE) on skull stripping and brain tissue segmentation in k-space. Average Dice score
is reported for brain tissue segmentation task.

Architecture Skull Stripping Brain Tissue Segmentation
PE no PE PE no PE

PerceiverIO 0.927 0.930 0.461 0.463
Trans. Encoder 0.971 0.970 0.790 0.790

3.4 Complexity comparison with State-of-the-Art Models

The training and testing of the nnU-Net and Swin-Unet in spatial domain shows
that both models outperform the other models in any domain constellation.
However, in skull stripping the differences are relatively small. The reason for
this is most likely because this task is not complex enough to see differences
between domains. Looking at the results of the brain tissue segmentation in
Fig. 1, the differences become more obvious. In this analysis, it becomes clear
that nnU-Net and the Swin-Unet exhibits the most effective performance in
brain tissue segmentation. However, both the Transformer encoder in the k-
space-to-spatial domain and ResMLP offer competitive segmentation outcomes.
This becomes particularly clear when comparing the complexity of these models.
Table 3 shows the floating point operations (FLOPs) required for the forward
and backward pass of the models used. The number of model parameters is also
documented. The results clearly show that although the Swin-Unet outperforms
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the other non-baseline models, it is also much more complex. Comparing the
Transformer encoder with the Swin-Unet, it can be seen that more than twice
as many FLOPs are required for the forward and backward pass. In addition,
the ResMLP requires less then 600×109 FLOPs for both passes. Taking this
into consideration, the performance of the Transformer encoder and ResMLP is
impressive. In summary, the choice of domain significantly impacts the results
for brain tissue segmentation. The correct domain can compensate for a lack of
model capacity and thus good segmentation results can be achieved with simple
models.

Table 3. Comparison of FLOPs and parameters in different architectures (FFT/iFFT
not included)

Architecture FLOPs
(Forward)

FLOPs
(Backward)

Parameters
(M)

MLP 128.85G 231.93G 83.91
ResMLP 208.57G 391.38G 134.43
Trans. Encoder 361.38G 696.99G 234.97
PerceiverIO 943.30G 1,886.60G 47.54
Swin-Unet 746.88G 1,491.20G 234.97

4 Conclusion and Limitations

This study examined DL model performance, especially attention-based and
non-convolutional types, for brain segmentation tasks across domains, empha-
sizing both spatial and frequency domains. The study demonstrated how brain
segmentation outcomes vary when input and label data are independently pre-
sented in either the spatial or frequency domain during supervised learning. Four
models were implemented: PerceiverIO, a Transformer encoder, an MLP, and
ResMLP, focusing on three domain configurations: spatial-to-spatial, k-space-
to-k-space, and k-space-to-spatial. Skull stripping and brain tissue segmentation
tasks were selected. Results indicated that domain configuration significantly im-
pacts segmentation performance for sufficient complex tasks. For example, using
the Transformer encoder, brain tissue segmentation performance improved by
over 23% when data was transformed into the frequency domain, measured by
the Dice score. This supports the idea that Fourier-transformed input data is
better suited for attention-based networks like the Transformer encoder. How-
ever, this was not observed for the skull stripping task, likely due to its simplicity.
The Transformer encoder and ResMLP performed best in the k-space-to-spatial
domain configuration, possibly due to easier prediction of segmentation masks
in the spatial domain, which exhibit an imbalance in frequency components. Ad-
ditionally, additional positional encoding is unnecessary when input data is in
the frequency domain, extending findings from NLP tasks to computer vision.
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Results were compared with Swin-Unet, the baseline model. Despite Swin-Unet
outperforming the implemented models, ResMLP showed competitive perfor-
mance in the k-space-to-spatial domain, considering its relative simplicity.

Some aspects of this work limit the scope and applicability of the results
obtained. One aspect is that only the binary cross-entropy loss, cross-entropy loss
and mean squared error loss were considered as loss functions in this work. Other
loss functions such as Dice Loss or Focal Loss would also be worth considering.
The OASIS dataset is freely accessible and offers isotropic resolution, which
simplifies our pre-processing pipeline. However, it should also be noted that this
dataset contains presumably healthy subjects, which makes the segmentation
task easier. Also, the approach used in this work cannot be directly translated
into the clinical setting. By using the real 2D FFT it was assumed that the input
is Hermitian symmetric. However, this assumption cannot be made for raw MRI
k-space data.
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A Appendix

Fig. 3. Segmentation masks of the different models for brain tissue segmentation among
varies domains.

Domain Spatial

Anatomy Metric MLP ResMLP PerceiverIO Transformer

CSF Dice 0.562 0.868 0.078 0.686

Cortical Gray Matter Dice 0.491 0.773 0.263 0.558

White Matter Dice 0.602 0.874 0.470 0.673

Deep Gray Matter Dice 0.645 0.828 0.317 0.699

Brain Stem Dice 0.506 0.883 0.405 0.589

Cerebellum Dice 0.623 0.916 0.443 0.723

All
Dice 0.625 0.876 0.418 0.698
Recall 0.829 0.879 0.379 0.864
Specificity 0.979 0.987 0.926 0.984

Table 4. Performance metrics in the spatial domain for different models on brain tissue
segmentation.
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Domain K-Space

Anatomy Metric MLP ResMLP PerceiverIO Transformer

CSF Dice 0.570 0.844 0.098 0.795

Cortical Gray Matter Dice 0.522 0.581 0.395 0.561

White Matter Dice 0.612 0.723 0.486 0.688

Deep Gray Matter Dice 0.668 0.806 0.333 0.774

Brain Stem Dice 0.752 0.880 0.471 0.860

Cerebellum Dice 0.745 0.892 0.510 0.874

All
Dice 0.690 0.815 0.461 0.790
Recall 0.757 0.811 0.507 0.788
Specificity 0.979 0.975 0.960 0.974

Table 5. Performance metrics in k-space for different models on brain tissue segmen-
tation.

Domain K-Space → Spatial

Anatomy Metric MLP ResMLP PerceiverIO Transformer

CSF Dice 0.645 0.866 0.054 0.853

Cortical Gray Matter Dice 0.539 0.801 0.270 0.761

White Matter Dice 0.645 0.898 0.464 0.858

Deep Gray Matter Dice 0.686 0.826 0.323 0.804

Brain Stem Dice 0.568 0.880 0.410 0.863

Cerebellum Dice 0.696 0.919 0.466 0.902

All
Dice 0.676 0.883 0.419 0.861
Recall 0.856 0.881 0.385 0.865
Specificity 0.983 0.987 0.927 0.986

Table 6. Performance metrics the in k-space-to-spatial domain for different models on
brain tissue segmentation.
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