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Homeomorphism Prior for False Positive and
Negative Problem in Medical Image Dense

Contrastive Representation Learning
Yuting He, Boyu Wang, Rongjun Ge, Yang Chen, Guanyu Yang∗, Shuo Li

Abstract—Dense contrastive representation learning (DCRL) has greatly improved the learning efficiency for image dense prediction
tasks, showing its great potential to reduce the large costs of medical image collection and dense annotation. However, the properties
of medical images make unreliable correspondence discovery, bringing an open problem of large-scale false positive and negative
(FP&N) pairs in DCRL. In this paper, we propose GEoMetric vIsual deNse sImilarity (GEMINI) learning which embeds the
homeomorphism prior to DCRL and enables a reliable correspondence discovery for effective dense contrast. We proposes a
deformable homeomorphism learning (DHL) which models the homeomorphism of medical images and learns to estimate a
deformable mapping to predict the pixels’ correspondence under the condition of topological preservation. It effectively reduces the
searching space of pairing and drives an implicit and soft learning of negative pairs via gradient. We also proposes a geometric
semantic similarity (GSS) which extracts semantic information in features to measure the alignment degree for the correspondence
learning. It will promote the learning efficiency and performance of deformation, constructing positive pairs reliably. We implement two
practical variants on two typical representation learning tasks in our experiments. Our promising results on seven datasets which
outperform the existing methods show our great superiority. We will release our code at a companion website.

Index Terms—Medical image analysis, Dense contrastive representation learning, False positive and negative pairs problem,
Homeomorphism prior, Correspondence problem

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

D ENSE contrastive representation learning (DCRL) [1]–
[7] is crucial for medical image dense prediction

(MIDP) tasks, e.g., segmentation [8]–[10]. With the increas-
ing demand for deep learning in medical image applications
[11], the extremely high cost of medical image collection
and dense annotation are becoming a large bottleneck [12].
The DCRL discovers the corresponding pixel1-wise features
[13]–[16] to drive the learning of consistent or distinct repre-
sentation for them (Fig.1 A)) which will effectively capture
the dense posterior distribution of the underlying explana-
tory factors for the input. Therefore, it will make models
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1. pixel for 2D and voxel for 3D images, we call ”pixel” uniformly

A) Paradigm: Discover and learn pixel-wise correspondence for representation

B) Open problem: Large-scale False Positive and Negative (FP&N) feature 
pairs caused by three properties of medical images
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Fig. 1: The DCRL with the large-scale FP&N problem. A)
The DCRL pulls and pushes the positive and negative fea-
ture pairs for consistent or distinct representation. However,
B) medical images’ properties cause unreliable correspon-
dence discovery, resulting in the open problem of large-scale
FP&N features pairs in DCRL and extremely limiting the
representation learning ability.
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Aligned image BA

B) Prior: Homeomorphic medical images are able to correspond 
their semantic regions via deformation making a prior knowledge

CT image A

CT image B

A) Principle: Homeomorphic objects are able to mutual transform 
via a homeomorphism mapping for point-to-point correspondence

Coffee cup Donut Homeomorphism mapping: Bijective and 
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C) Motivation: The homeomorphism prior enables a reliable corr-
espondence discovery under the condition of inherent topology
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Fig. 2: The homeomorphism prior enables the pixel-wise
correspondence discovery under the condition of medical
images’ inherent topology, promoting its reliability. A) In
topologie, the homeomorphic objects are able to align their
topologies via a homeomorphism mapping for point-to-
point correspondence with topological preservation. B) Due
to the consistency of human body, the medical images are
homeomorphic in image space. This provides prior knowl-
edge to construct a deformable mapping for the pixels’ cor-
respondence under the condition of their inherent topology,
which will effectively reduce the searching space of pairing.
C) This gives a potential to enable a reliable pixel-wise
correspondence discovery in the medical image DCRL.

easier to extract useful information [6] when learning MIDP
tasks, thus pushing the label and data efficiency to soaring
heights in the learning process and coping with the large
challenge in the data collection and dense annotation [17].

Although some DCRL works [1]–[5] on natural images
have been reported, medical images’ properties will cause
extremely unreliable correspondence discovery (Fig.1 B)),
leading to an open problem of large-scale false positive and
negative (FP&N) feature pairs [18], [19] in DCRL:

1) Large-scale false positive (FP) pairs caused by the semantic
dependence: (Fig.1 B) a)) Some existing works [1], [3] measure
the similarity between the pixel-wise features to discover the
positive pairs. However, due to the low- and noisy-contrast
acquisitions [20] of medical images, numerous semantic
regions in these images are insignificant (e.g., the soft tissues
in CT images). These insignificant regions have large depen-
dence with each other making it a challenge to distinguish
them. Therefore, if directly measuring the similarity for all
features, the features will be mispaired easily resulting in
large-scale FP pairs. Although some other works [2], [4], [5]

utilize the correspondence from the manual transformation
of the same images weakening the FP problem, the diversity
of positive pairs is limited (only paired from the same
images) and they are still limited by large-scale FN problem.

2) Large-scale false negative (FN) pairs caused by semantic
continuity and semantic overlap: a. Different from the image-
wise contrastive learning [21]–[24] whose unit is “instance”,
the DCRL utilizes the “pixel” as the unit which continuously
arranges on images and constructs semantics via numerous
pixels due to the continuity of image signal [21] (Fig.1 B)
b)). This makes the semantics continuously distributed on
images, so it is unreliable to absolutely divide the pixel-
wise features as different semantics on images as negative
pairs. b. Some natural DCRL methods [1], [3], [4] utilize
the features from different images as negative pairs, like
momentum contrast mechanism [1], [3], [25] which utilizes a
memory bank to save previous features as negative samples
(Fig.1 B) c)). However, due to the consistency of human
body, medical images have similar global content which
shares numerous same anatomies. This makes numerous
overlapped semantics between images, so that it will con-
struct numerous negative pairs with the same semantics
resulting in FN pairs.

During correspondence discovery, these properties will
enlarge the risk of the FP&N feature pairs [18], [19] resulting
in large-scale FP&N problem. It will train the network’s rep-
resentation to deviate from reality, making the pre-trained
network even worse than the randomly initialized network.
Therefore, we seek to answer the following question: How
to cope with the FP&N problem for reliable pixel-wise correspon-
dence in the medical image DCRL?

Motivation: Inspired by topologie [26] (Fig.2), homeo-
morphism [27] between medical images [28]–[30], e.g., CT,
MR, X-ray, provides a prior knowledge for reliable pixel-
wise correspondence. An often-repeated mathematical joke
is that “topologists cannot tell the difference between a
coffee cup and a donut” [31] (Fig.2 A)), because the coffee
and donut are homeomorphic (have the same topology) and
they are able to transform to each other via a topology-
preserved mapping (homeomorphism, a bijective and con-
tinuous transformation). The consistency of human genes
determines that the human bodies have similar anatomies
[32], for example, human hearts have four chambers with a
fixed spatial relationship, and the human brain has a fixed
functional regions distribution [29]. This makes the medical
images scanned from the same body ranges have stable
similar anatomies [32] with consistent context topology [33],
showing the homeomorphic topology (Fig.2 B)). Therefore,
based on the topologie principle and the intrinsic homeo-
morphic topology of medical images, it will be easy to align
the semantic regions via a deformation (a homeomorphism
mapping function, we name it deformable mapping in this
paper). This makes an effective prior knowledge that en-
ables a reliable pixel-wise correspondence discovery inter
images in DCRL under the condition of medical images’
inherent topology (Fig.2 C)), reducing the searching space of
constructing the correspondence. Therefore, we hypothesize
that “Embedding this homeomorphism prior knowledge to the
medical images DCRL will prompt the pixel-wise correspondence
discovery to improve the dense representation.

However, it is challenging to directly utilize this home-
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omorphism prior knowledge in DCRL due to: 1) Lack of
negative pairs: Although the homeomorphism prior enables
a reliable pixel-wise correspondence for positive pairs, the
non-corresponding positions are unable to be directly di-
vided as negative pairs due to the semantic continuity, limit-
ing the contraction of negative pairs. 2) Weak positive pairs:
The estimation of the deformation requires a measurement
of the alignment degree between images. However, due to
the limitation in the insignificant and varied appearance of
medical images, the widely used visual similarity [33]–[37],
which utilizes the pixel intensity of the images to measure
the alignment degree, will be interrupted. It will limit the
deformation accuracy and cause numerous false positive
pairs on misalignment regions, resulting in weak learning
once very poor alignment occurs.

In this paper, we advance the geometric visual similarity
learning (GVSL, our CVPR 2023 work [33] discussed in
Sec.6.2.4) in DCRL, model the homeomorphism behind the
GVSL, and propose the GEoMetric vIsual deNse sImilarity
(GEMINI) Learning. Its objective is to model the homeo-
morphism prior to DCRL to cope with the large-scale FP&N
problem in DCRL, thus advancing the effectiveness of dense
representation learning for medical images with reliable
pixel-wise correspondence discovery. It has two aspects:

1) Deformable Homeomorphism Learning (DHL) for
soft learning of feature pairs. Based on the homeomor-
phism prior, it promotes the GVSL, models that two im-
ages have homeomorphic topology and learns to estimate
a deformable mapping to align them for pixel-wise cor-
respondence. It consists of two share-weighted represen-
tation networks (backbone) and one deformation network
(deformer). The deformer is trained on the represented
dense features from the backbones to predict a displacement
vector flow (DVF, a deformable mapping) which deforms
one image to align the other image via moving the pixels.
Instead of directly dividing negative pairs [1]–[5], the de-
former learns to discover the corresponding feature pairs
from numerous pixel-wise features in the receptive field.
This gradient-driven approach encourages the backbones
to extract distinct features for non-corresponding (negative)
pairs and consistent features for corresponding (positive)
pairs between the image with overlapped semantic regions.
Therefore, it will implicitly learn the feature pairs and also
avoid the hard division of pixel-wise features as negative
pairs, making soft learning for the continuous image signal.

2) Geometric Semantic Similarity (GSS) for reliable
learning of positive pairs. Our GSS fuses semantic similarity
into the measurement of alignment degree to promote the
learning of correspondence for accurate alignment, thus
constructing and learning the positive pairs reliably. Due
to the representability of the backbones, the extracted fea-
tures will represent significant semantic information inner
their corresponding receptive fields. The same and different
semantic regions will have consistent and distinct features,
which will bring a more efficient measurement than the
original geometric visual similarity (GVS) [33]. Therefore,
our GSS calculates the distance of the features between
images, contributing to the DCRL in two aspects: a) This
measurement will consider the significant semantic infor-
mation and avoid the interference of appearance’s limi-
tation, driving an effective learning of correspondence in

DHL as a novel loss function. Therefore, it will improve
the soft learning of feature pairs in DHL. b) It reliably
discovers pixel-wise correspondence under the condition
of medical images’ inherent topology, reliability enhancing
the effectiveness of consistency learning from these positive
features for powerful representation.

Finally, our GEMINI trains the backbones to extract
consistent and distinct features for the same and different
semantic regions, achieving powerful dense representation
ability. Based on our GEMINI learning, we implement two
practical variant frameworks on two typical representation
learning tasks (semi-supervised learning, representation
pre-training) [6] in our experiments, proving the powerful
ability of this novel and effective learning paradigm. This
paper is an extension of the CVPR 2023 conference vision
(GVSL), we have detailed discussed the advancement of
the preliminary work in Sec.6.2.4. This paper makes four
significant contributions:

1) For the first time, we propose the GEMINI learning
which is the first framework for the open problem of
large-scale FP&N pairs in the medical image DCRL.
It embeds the homeomorphism prior and constructs a
reliable correspondence discovery under the condition
of topological preservation, thus building an effective
learning of pixel-wise features, and promoting the rep-
resentation for MIDP tasks.

2) Our proposed Deformable Homeomorphism Learning (DHL)
models the homeomorphism prior as the prediction of a
deformable mapping which trains the network a distinct
representation for non-corresponding regions via gradi-
ent, achieving soft learning of negative pairs.

3) Our proposed Geometric Semantic Similarity (GSS) utilizes
the semantic information represented in features to effi-
ciently measure the alignment degree and promote the
correspondence learning, reliably learning positive pairs.

4) Based on our GEMINI learning, we implement two prac-
tical variant frameworks on two typical representation
learning tasks, and our complete experiments on these
two tasks on seven datasets demonstrate our powerful
representation ability and application potential.

Overall, our GEMINI learning has three key advantages:
a) Great efficiency: Our GEMINI captures the posterior
distribution of the underlying explanatory factors for the
observed input from unlabeled images [6], improving la-
bel and data efficiency to soaring heights in the MIDP
learning process. b) Higher reliability: Compared with
other DCRL methods [1]–[5], our homeomorphism prior of
medical images significantly promote the correspondence
discovery, bringing reliable learning of positive feature pairs
and soft learning of negative feature pairs for powerful
dense representation learning. c) Powerful flexibility: As a
general DCRL paradigm, our GEMINI only needs to make
some simple adjustments, e.g., adding the learning loss
of MIDP tasks, changing the dimensions of the backbone
and deformer networks, etc., to achieve variant frameworks
that adapt to different settings and dimensions for efficient
learning. In this paper, we provide two variant frameworks
on both 2D and 3D experiment settings only via very simple
adjustments showing our GEMINI’s powerful flexibility.
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2 RELATED WORK

1) Correspondence Problem: Broadly speaking, the corre-
spondence problem is one of the basic problems in cogni-
tive science [38], [39], machine learning [40], and computer
vision [41]. It studies the notion of correspondence between
two autonomous agents in human cognition [38], thus
further exploring the social learning, imitation, copying,
or mimicry in human activation. These human cognition
studies for correspondence have been influential in machine
learning in the past several decades [40], [42]. Numerous
machine learning tasks, such as the protein 3D structure
prediction from amino acid sequence [43], the machine
translation [44], the position alignment between images [41],
etc., are able to be modeled as correspondence problems.
In this paper, we limit our scope to visual contrastive
representation learning and review the below topics that are
relevant to the applications considered in the sequel.

2) Dense Contrastive Representation Learning: DCRL
is a typical correspondence problem that learns consistent or
distinct representation for pixel-wise features of positive or
negative pairs via constructing pixel-wise correspondence
[13]–[15]. It will effectively capture the posterior distribution
of the underlying explanatory factors and make models
easier to extract useful information [6] when learning MIDP
tasks. Therefore, the label and data efficiency will be ef-
fectively improved to cope with the large challenge of the
extremely high cost of medical image collection and pixel-
wise annotation. It has three kinds to construct positive and
negative pairs. a. The pixel similarity-based methods [1],
[3], [5], [45], [46] measure the Mahalanobis [47] or Euclidean
[48] distance between pixel-wise features for the correspon-
dence. However, the low-contrast medical images limit the
discrimination of features making the measurement unre-
liable and constructing FP&N pairs. b. The location-based
methods take the shared part of two cropped patches from
one image [2] or the same position between two medical
images [49] as the positive pairs and the features from
different images or different positions as the negative pairs,
avoiding the limitation of mismeasurement. However, due
to the consistency of image content, the same semantic
pixel regions are widely existing in different images mak-
ing a serious false negative problem, and interfering with
the representation learning process. c. The attention-based
method [4] utilizes the attention maps to extract positive
pairs and their negative pairs are still directly paired from
different images. It relies on a large dataset to train an
attention prediction model, once the dataset is not large
enough, the inaccurate attention will bring numerous mis-
correspondence. The unreliable negative pairs also bring
large limitations.

3) False Positive and Negative Pairs Problem: FP&N
Problem [18], [19] is one of the key open problems in
contrastive representation learning [22], [24], [25], [50], [51]
and the existing works focus on FP&N problem in image-
wise. FP&N problem is caused by the mis-correspondence
of feature pairs which makes the networks learn distinct
representations for the same-semantic pairs and consistent
representations for the different-semantic pairs. The net-
work will learn the inaccurate posterior distribution which
is contrary to the underlying explanatory factors, extremely

limiting the learning of practical tasks. Some methods [5],
[24] remove the construction of negative pairs, and only
learn the positive pairs constructed by different views of one
image to avoid the FP&N problem. However, it will bring
the risk of dimensional collapse [52] which makes the net-
work unable to represent the information in images. Some
other methods [18], [19], [53] construct FP&N-robust losses
or FP&N-discovery mechanisms to reduce the interference
of inaccurate feature pairs, and have achieved promising
results. However, these methods are sensitive to their addi-
tional hyper-parameters, and these hyper-parameters have
to be carefully adjusted for their effectiveness. There is no
success reported to cope with the FP&N problem in the
medical image DCRL whose special properties (continuous
image signal, low contrast, varied appearance, consistent
image content) bring more challenges in correspondence.

4) Homeomorphism in Medical Images Analysis:
Homeomorphism is a powerful prior for medical image
learning. As introduced in Sec.1, this property comes from
the consistency of human anatomy [32], and numerous
medical image categories, e.g., CT, MR, X-ray, etc., inherit
it. Therefore, using homeomorphism as prior knowledge,
some medical image works have been studied. One of the
classic applications is the registration [34]–[37], [41]. Accord-
ing to this prior, it aligns the anatomical structures in medi-
cal images to the same spatial coordinate system, so that the
images’ consistent anatomies will be aligned in image space.
Based on the registration, some works [29], [54]–[57] further
study the atlas-based segmentation methods. They align the
labeled images to unlabeled images, thus indirectly map-
ping the labels to unlabeled images for segmentation results.
These methods have very small label requirements and large
robustness due to homeomorphism. With the development
of deep learning [58], [59], the homeomorphism prior is
further promoting the medical image learning, e.g., few-shot
segmentation [8], [60]–[63]. They have effectively improved
the learning efficiency and robustness in these tasks, owing
to the large contribution from the homeomorphism prior.
However, due to the limitations illustrated in Sec.1, it is still
challenging to embed this great prior into the DCRL tasks
and there are no preliminary studies reported.

3 METHODOLOGY

The proposed GEMINI paradigm (Fig.3) constructs soft
learning of negative pairs (DHL, Sec.3.2) and reliable learn-
ing of positive pairs (GSS, Sec.3.3) based on the homeomor-
phism prior knowledge for the large-scale FP&N problem
in DCRL for powerful representation.

3.1 Preliminary of Homeomorphism and Formulation

In topologie [26], the “two objects are homeomorphic”
means they have topological equivalence. There is a bijective
and continuous function (like Fig.2 A)) between them for
a topological-preserved transformation (homeomorphism),
and each point of one object corresponds to a point of the
other object. Let’s define two objects in topological space, X
and Y , where the X and Y are the point sets of the objects
(e.g., the semantic regions in images). There is a mapping
function F : X → Y that transforms the X to the Y . If the F



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 5

Smooth 
loss Lsmo

DVF ψBA

Backbone

Backbone

Nθ

Nθ Dξ

DVF ψABDense feature f A

Dense feature f B

Image xA

Image xB

Dξ

Aligned feature f AB

Aligned feature f BA

Deformer

Deformer

Shared Shared

a) Deformable homeomorphism learning for soft learning of feature pairs

b) Geometric semantic similarity for reliable learning of positive pairs

Aligned image xAB

Aligned image xBA

Image xA

Image xB DVF ψBA

DVF ψAB Dense feature f A

Dense feature f B DVF ψBA

DVF ψAB

i. Geometric visual similarity for training-free opt ii. Geometric semantic similarity for efficient opt

Similarity 
loss LGVS

Similarity 
loss LGVS

Similarity 
loss LGSS

Similarity 
loss LGSS

Smooth 
loss CorrespondenceSimilarity 

lossContinuity Similarity 
loss

Smooth 
loss

Bijection mapping

Smooth 
loss Lsmo

Fig. 3: Our GEMINI embedded the homeomorphism prior
in medical images achieves a reliable correspondence dis-
covery in DCRL. It has two aspects: a) The DHL (Sec.3.2)
learns a deformable mapping for soft learning of negative
pairs. b) The GSS (Sec.3.3) fuses semantic similarity into
the measurement of correspondence degree to construct the
positive pairs reliably. The “opt” is the optimization. More
details are described in Sec.D of our Supplementary Materials.

is a bijection, is continuous, and its inverse function F−1 is also
continuous, this mapping function F is a homeomorphism,
the two objects are homeomorphic X ∼= Y . Based on
the above theory, the bijection and continuity are two key
elements in constructing a homeomorphic mapping for our
reliable correspondence discovery.

Formulation: Due to the consistency of human anatomy
and the intrinsic topology property of images [64], numer-
ous categories of medical images scanned from the same
human body region are approximately homeomorphic in
topologie. Let’s denote two same category medical images
xA and xB sampled from the dataset S are homeomorphic
xA ∼= xB . The individual variations of human body, such
as height, figure, and scanning posture, make the semantic
regions’ position in image space different between medical
images. Therefore, this enables us to construct a homeo-
morphism mapping function ψRn that transforms the pixel
positions in the image space Rn with n dimensions for the
alignment of images. It is formulated as:

ψRn(xA) = xB

s.t. ∀I ∈ xA, ψRn(I) ∈ xB
∀J ∈ xB , ψ−1

Rn (J) ∈ xA,
(1)

where the I and J are subsets of xA and xB . The
∀I ∈ xA, ψRn(I) ∈ xB means that the mapping ψRn

is topological-preserved (continuous), and the ∀J ∈
xB , ψ−1

Rn (J) ∈ xA further means that the ψRn is bijective
and there is a continuous inverse mapping ψ−1

Rn .

Simple Discussion: The hypothesis of the homeomor-
phism prior in medical images is based on an ideal situation,
i.e., the images have the exactly same content (one-by-one
correspondence of the semantic regions). However, due to
the potential difference in the scanning fields and the human
body, medical images do not always have the same content.
For example, the cardiac CT images in a large scanning
window will have whole lungs, but if they are in a small
scanning window, the images will only have a small part of
the lungs. This makes only the shared parts homeomorphic
and the whole images are not. Fortunately, in our method,
we construct this homeomorphism mapping function by
deformation and use 0 value to fill the hole caused by defor-
mation. This means that we append a point set of all zeros
on the original image point set so that the points between
the medical images that do not meet homeomorphism will
correspond to these zero points, thus finally making the
whole point set meet the homeomorphism. It is formulated
as {xA, ϕ0} ∼= {xB , ϕ0}, where the ϕ0 is the zero set has no
gradient in training. Therefore, it enables us only need to
focus on the homeomorphic part between medical images.

3.2 Deformable Homeomorphism Learning (DHL)

As shown in Fig.3 a), the DHL leans a deformable mapping
that transforms the space of one medical image to the other
image, thus driving the soft learning of feature pairs. It
has two shared-weight networks which learn representation
(backbone) Nθ and a network that learns deformation (de-
former) Dξ . Two medical images sampled from the dataset
{xA, xB} ∼ S are putted into the backbone networks to
extract their features fA = Nθ(x

A), fB = Nθ(x
B). These

features are put into the deformer networks Dξ in order
([fA, fB ]) and reverse order ([fB , fA]) to estimate their
deformable mapping functions, i.e., DVF ψAB

Rn from xA to
xB , and DVF ψBA

Rn from xB to xA. It is formulated as

ψAB
Rn = Dξ(f

A, fB), ψBA
Rn = Dξ(f

B , fA). (2)

According to the homeomorphism prior (Equ.1) which
constructs a continuous and bijective correspondence in
DVF, we train the network to learn these properties: 1) For
correspondence, we propose a geometric semantic similarity
LGSS for efficient measurement of the correspondence de-
gree and drive the deformer to predict reliable DVF together
with the original geometric visual similarity LGV S in GVSL
[33] (Sec.3.3). 2) For continuity, we utilize a smooth loss Lsmo

to constrain the DVF ψRn to perform a topological-preserved
(smooth) transformation, i.e., the deformable mapping, so
the semantics of the regions inner medical images will be
preserved, improving the reliability of correspondence:

Lsmo(ψRn) =
∑
p∈Rn

∥▽ψp∥2, (3)

where the p is the position of the pixels in image space
Rn, the ▽ψp is the gradient of position p. Therefore, it
will avoid over-transformation which breaks the topological
structures of semantic regions, and keep the homeomorphic
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property of the mapping. Therefore, the loss LDM to learn
a deformable mapping (DM) is

LDM (θ, ξ, {xA, xB}) = λsmoLsmo(ψ
AB
Rn )︸ ︷︷ ︸

Continuity

(4)

+ λGV SLGV S(x
A, xB , ψAB

Rn ) + LGSS(f
A, fB , ψAB

Rn )︸ ︷︷ ︸
Correspondence

,

where the λsmo is the weights for the smooth loss and
λGV S is the weight of the geometric visual similarity. 3)
For bijection, we simultaneously learn forward deformable
mapping and inverse deformable mapping, thus training
the deformers to learn the symmetry between two medical
images and constructing a bidirectional optimization objec-
tive in our DHL LDHL:

LDHL = LDM (θ, ξ, {xA, xB}) + LDM (θ, ξ, {xB , xA}))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bijectivity: xA→xB , xB→xA

(5)
Therefore, during the learning of bijective deformable map-
ping, the deformers will try to learn a reliable correspon-
dence between images in the DVFs (ψAB

Rn , ψBA
Rn ). The gradi-

ent of the loss LDHL will optimize the backbones Nθ for
soft learning of feature pairs implicitly, bringing a reliable
optimization for representation (analyzed in Sec.3.4).

Simple discussion of the property: Our DHL serves
as the framework of GEMINI, enabling homeomorphism
mapping between images. By leveraging the key elements
of continuity and bijection, it trains the backbone to extract
distinct features for non-corresponding pairs and consis-
tent features for corresponding pairs through deformable
learning gradients. This soft feature learning mitigates false
negatives caused by direct negative pair distinctions. How-
ever, the backbone’s weak initial representation, stemming
from the ’two-player game’ learning process (Sec.3.4), is
addressed by embedding foundational tasks in GEMINI
variants to warm up learning (analyzed in Sec.6.1.8).

3.3 Geometric Semantic Similarities (GSS)

Our GSS measures the correspondence (alignment) degree
via the represented dense features to promote the learning
efficiency of deformation to improve the alignment, thus
constructing and learning the positive pairs reliably. As
shown in Fig.3 a), the original GVS [33] utilizes the DVF
ψAB
Rn to transform the image xA to align the image xB , and

calculate the distance of pixel intensity between the aligned
image xAB and the image xB for their similarity. Due to the
limitation of the appearance, the distance will be interfered
which makes an unreliable measurement. Our GSS measure
the similarity between the represented features (Fig.3 b))
further considering the important semantic information. It
utilizes the DVF ψAB

Rn to align the dense features fA to the
dense features fB , and calculate the distance of the features
between the aligned features fAB and the feature fB for
their similarity. In our GEMINI, the original GVS still takes
part in the measurement due to its training-invariability
which will not be interrupted by the learning process for
a basic optimization objective. Different from the similarity
measured throughout the whole space [3], our GSS or GVS
measures the similarities only between the corresponding
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Fig. 4: The gradients from the loss of our GSS simultane-
ously train the explicit contrast of positive pairs and drive
the implicit and soft learning in our DHL.

positions of the features or images in the image grid. There-
fore, this will make the measurement under the condition of
semantic regions’ inherent topology which significantly re-
duces the searching space of the correspondence discovery,
so we call the GSS and GVS “geometric”.

As discussed in Sec.3.1, during the calculation of the
geometric similarities, we only focus on the homeomorphic
regions. Therefore, we utilize an adaptive mask mechanism
to remove the zero point set and measure the alignment
degree of the potentially shared regions between two im-
ages. Specifically, it generates a mask ϵ with the same size as
the image xA and the value of 1, and then transforms it to
the space of xB via the DVF ψAB

Rn for ϵAB . The void region
caused by the transformation in the mask is filled with “0”
which is the appended zero point set. Therefore, the regions
with a value of “1” are the shared regions between images,
and those with a value of “0” are the non-corresponding
regions. Only the value “1” regions highlighted in the mask
will be calculated for similarity. We utilize the normalized
cross-correlation [41] for the GVS and the cosine similarity
for our GSS with the mask ϵ into the measurement process:

Lϵ
GV S =

∑
p∈{ϵAB=1}

(
∑

pi
(xAB

pi
− x̂AB

p )(xBpi
− x̂Bp ))2

(
∑

pi
(xAB

pi
− x̂AB

p ))(
∑

pi
(xBpi
− x̂Bp ))

,

(6)

Lϵ
GSS =

∑
p∈{ϵAB=1}

fAB
p · fBp

∥fAB
p ∥∥fBp ∥

, (7)

where the ϵAB = ψAB
Rn (ϵ), the xAB = ψAB

Rn (xA), and the
fAB = ψAB

Rn (fA).
Our GSS will both drive the learning of homeomor-

phism mapping as a loss in the DHL and train the reliable
learning of positive pairs for their representation due to the
homeomorphism-based correspondence. As shown in Fig.4,
the gradient from the GSS will be divided into two parts,
including the gradient for positive pairs (red path) and the
gradient for the soft learning of feature (both positive and
negative) pairs (blue path). The rad path directly learns the
consistency of features in corresponding positions predicted
by the deformer Dξ . Due to the homeomorphism prior, the
correspondence discovery is under the condition of topo-
logical preservation which will be reliable for the contrastive
learning of positive pairs. The blue path utilizes the gradient
form the deformerDξ to optimize the backbone networkNθ
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indirectly, i.e., the learning in our DHL, bringing implicit
and soft learning of feature pairs (analyzed in Sec.3.4).

The whole optimization of our GEMINI can be modeled
as two parts, including the optimization of parameters θ for
representation and the optimization of the parameters ξ for
deformable mapping:

ξ∗ = argmin
ξ

LDHL(θ
∗, ξ,S) (8)

s.t. θ∗ = OPT
θ

(θ,
∂LDHL(θ, ξ,S)

∂θ
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Gradient for soft negative pairs

+λposargmin
θ

Lpos(θ,S)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Objective for positive pairs

,

where the Lpos represents the red path in Fig.4 for positive
pairs, λpos is the weight of Lpos, and the OPT() is the
optimization strategy to minimize the LDHL for negative
pairs (yellow path). If it is SGD [65] with one step, it will be
θ∗ ← θ − η ∂LDHL(θ,ξ,S)

∂θ , where the η is learning rate. The
two optimization parts correspond to the two forward paths
(Fig.4) in the inference process, so the whole optimization
process is compatible with the existing gradient descent
methods. We utilize the Adam [66] for optimization.

Simple discussion of the property: Our GSS, a specific
loss in GEMINI, facilitates correspondence learning—key to
homeomorphism mapping—by leveraging the deformer to
align features based on the inherent topology of medical
images. This enables reliable positive pair learning, ad-
dressing the large-scale false-positive problem. As part of
DHL, GSS also supports soft feature learning via gradients.
To overcome limitations in discovering positive pairs in
non-homeomorphic regions, our adaptive mask mechanism
highlights shared regions.

3.4 Intuitions on Behavior: Learning Reliable Positive
and Implicit Negative Pairs for Dense Representation

The two optimization objectives in Equ.8 for θ train the
backbones to learn reliable positive feature pairs and im-
plicit negative feature pairs, bringing an effective dense
representation learning to the continuous image signal.

For positive pairs, it effectively reduces the searching
space of pairing, bringing reliable learning for positive pairs.
Our homeomorphism prior makes the correspondence dis-
covery under the condition of the consistent topology of
images formulated as ci = Dξ(f

A, fB)i = ψAB
Rn i. In the

training of GEMINI, the ψAB
Rn have to meet the minimization

of Lsmo, LGSS , and LGV S which make the ψAB
Rn have

topology-preservation ability and good alignment degree.
Therefore, as shown in Fig.5 a), it makes our positive feature
pairing consider the topology, i.e., pairing features on a
topology manifold, efficiently reducing the searching space
and improving the reliability. The objective for positive
pairs argminθ Lpos(θ,S) learns their consistency on this
manifold. The feature fAq (q = 7 in Fig.5) from the dense
features fA and the feature fB∗ from the dense features fB

will be consistent, i.e., fAq = fB∗ .
For negative pairs, it constructs implicit learning via the

gradient OPTθ(θ,
∂LDHL(θ,ξ,S)

∂θ ) from the DHL, avoiding the
direct division of negative pairs and learning a soft contrast.
Specifically, the deformer network Dξ learns to discover the
correspondence of the consistent features {fA, fB}, thus
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jectives in Equ.8 for θ drive the reliable learning of positive
and implicit learning of negative pairs. b) The feature pairs
are learned softly via the gradient from the DHL.

driving the backbone represent distinct features for the fea-
tures with inconsistent semantics. Fig.5 b) shows an example
of this process. The features fAr2 = {fA0 , fA1 , fA2 , ..., fAr×r}
is the image xA’s features in the receptive field of the De-
former networkDξ , where the r is the width of the receptive
field (it is 26 in our experiments). Due to the learning of
positive pairs, the fB∗ is constrained to fAq where the q is the
corresponding position. Therefore, as demonstrated in Fig.5
a), in order to discover the corresponding position, it will
train the features in non-corresponding position to distinct
to the feature fB∗ via a gradient.

Dξ(f
B
∗ , f

A
r2) = ψBA

∗ ,

s.t. fB∗ = fAq , ψBA
∗ is ∗ → q

(9)

Throughout the whole training process, the learning of rep-
resentation in the backbone networkNθ and the deformable
mapping in the deformer network Dξ is a two-player game
[67]. The Dξ learns to estimate the correspondence of se-
mantic regions from the represented dense features fA, fB

and measure their pixel displacement. The Nθ learns to
provide features of semantic regions to the Dξ for their cor-
respondence. To achieve more accurate correspondence, the
deformer networkDξ has to drive the backbone networkNθ

to output more distinct features in turn for different seman-
tic regions via the gradient in backpropagation. Therefore,
under this interaction, the Nθ will provide more represen-
tative features for the Dξ to improve the correspondence
estimation, and the Dξ will have a more powerful ability to
learn the correspondence of pixel-wise features. This process
needs a promising representation in backbone, but it is
always unavailable at the beginning of training. Therefore,
we train the GEMINI with a fundamental learning task, e.g.,
restoration [68], [69] in our implementation.
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TABLE 1: Total seven publicly available datasets are in-
volved in this paper for the experiments of our GEMINI’s
variants, achieving great reproducibility.

Dataset Type Num FS-Semi SS-MIP

ASOCA [71] 3D cardiac CT 60
√

CAT08 [72] 3D cardiac CT 32
√

WHS-CT [73] 3D cardiac CT 60
√

CANDI [74] 3D brain MRI 103
√ √

SCR [75] 2D chest X-ray 247
√ √

KiPA22 [9] 3D kidney CT 130
√

ChestX-ray8 [76] 2D chest X-ray 112,120
√

4 EXPERIMENT 1: FEW-SHOT SEMI-SUPERVISED
MEDICAL IMAGE SEGMENTATION (FS-SEMI)
We implement our GEMINI learning on few-shot
semi-supervised (FS-Semi) medical image segmentation
(GEMINI-Semi) providing a variant on the situation that
labels are very few. Three public-available tasks are enrolled
in our experiments for a very complete evaluation.

4.1 Experiments configurations
4.1.1 Variant design
The variant of our GEMINI-Semi learns a segmentation
head Segκ on the extracted dense features fA, fB . There-
fore, except the optimization for deformable homeomor-
phism learning LDHL, the GEMINI-Semi also has an ad-
ditional optimization for segmentation LSeg :

argmin
ξ,θ,κ

(LDHL(θ, ξ,Sul) + LSeg(θ, κ,Sl)), (10)

where the Sul and the Sl are the unlabeled dataset and
the labeled dataset. In our experiment, we utilize the sum
of Dice loss and cross-entropy loss [70] to train segmen-
tation objective LSeg . The other compared DCRL methods
(Sec.4.1.3) also use the same setting as this variant which
adds the LSeg in the training to learn segmentation.

4.1.2 Datasets
We evaluate GEMINI on three public tasks in 2D and 3D
dimensions, showcasing its powerful representation abil-
ity in semi-supervised tasks [77], [78] with minimal labels
(Tab.1). Task 1: FS-Semi cardiac structure segmentation
(3D) targets seven cardiac structures on 3D CT images,
combining WHS-CT [73] (20 labeled, 40 unlabeled), ASOCA
[71] (60 unlabeled), and CAT08 [72] (32 labeled from2).
Images are cropped and resampled to 144 × 144 × 128,
with a five-shot evaluation (5, 100, and 47 images as labeled
training, unlabeled training, and testing sets). Task 2: FS-
Semi brain tissue segmentation (3D) involves 27 brain
tissues on 3D T1 MR images from the CANDI dataset [74]
(103 labeled). Cropped volumes of 160× 160× 128 undergo
five-shot evaluation (5, 78, and 20 images as labeled training,
unlabeled training, and testing sets). Task 3: FS-Semi chest
structure segmentation (2D) focuses on three chest-related
structures in 2D chest X-rays using the SCR dataset [75] (247
labeled) whose images are from the JSRT database [79], split
into 5 labeled, 142 unlabeled, and 100 testing images for
five-shot evaluation. All tasks use rotation [−20◦, 20◦] and
scaling [0.75, 1.25] for data augmentation.

2. http://www.sdspeople.fudan.edu.cn/zhuangxiahai/0/mmwhs/
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Fig. 6: Our GEMINI-Semi has significant visual superiority
on three FS-Semi medical image segmentation tasks.

4.1.3 Comparison setting
We compare GEMINI-Semi with 19 widely-used methods
and our GVSL [33] (CVPR 2023) to demonstrate its superi-
ority. 1) We train a U-Net [80] to establish upper and lower
bounds using 5 labeled images (Five) and all labeled train-
ing data (Full). 2) Semi-supervised methods without home-
omorphism prior (UA-MT [81], MASSL [82], DPA-DBN [83],
CPS [84]) highlight the significance of prior knowledge for
semi-supervised learning with limited labels. 3) Atlas-based
methods with homeomorphism prior (VM [35], LC-VM [57],
LT-Net [56]) illustrate the limitation caused by the ineffi-
cient correspondence learning. 4) Learning registration to
learn segmentation methods with homeomorphism prior
(DeepAtlas [63], DataAug [62], DeepRS [60], PC-Reg-RT
[41], BRBS [8]) show gains from improved correspondence
but are limited by pseudo-labels from unreliable GVS. 5)
Dense contrastive representation learning methods with-
out homeomorphism prior (VADeR [2], GLCL [49], DSC-
PM [1], PixPro [5], DenseCL [3], SetSim [4]) reveal FP&N
problem in DCRL. For fairness, all methods use 2D/3D U-
Net [80] with group normalization [85] as the backbone.

4.1.4 Implementation and evaluation metrics
In this task, our GEMINI-Semi is implemented by PyTorch
[86] on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs with 24 GB
memory. We take Adam whose learning rate is 1 × 10−4 to
optimize our framework for fast convergence. For task 1 and
task 2, we sample two unlabeled images and one labeled
image randomly in each iteration to save the memory for
large 3D images, and for task 3, we sample 10 unlabeled
images and 5 labeled images randomly in each iteration for
2D images. Following [8], we perform an affine transforma-
tion on these images via AntsPy3 to normalize the spatial
system. We utilize the DSC [%] to evaluate the area-based
overlap index and the average Hausdorf distances (AVD) to
evaluate the coincidence of the surface [87].

4.2 Results and Analysis
4.2.1 Quantitative evaluation shows metric superiority
As shown in Tab.2, 19 compared methods demonstrate that
the DCRL will greatly improve the representability, and
the homeomorphism prior (“HP”) further improves the
reliability of the representation learning. There are three
interesting observations in Tab.2: 1) The semi-supervised
methods are limited by the extremely few labels. They uti-
lize the pseudo-label generation (UA-MT, CPS) or multi-task

3. https://github.com/ANTsX/ANTsPy

http://www.sdspeople.fudan.edu.cn/zhuangxiahai/0/mmwhs/
https://github.com/ANTsX/ANTsPy
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TABLE 2: The quantitative evaluation demonstrates our powerful representation ability in FS-Semi tasks. Our GEMINI-
Semi achieves the best performance on CT, MR, and X-ray images compared with 19 popular methods and the GVSL. The
“unable” means that the extremely poor results make the AVD unable to be calculated. The “-” means that the setting is
unable to be implemented. The “HP” means these methods have or do not have homeomorphism prior. “T1”, “T2”, “T3”
are the task 1, task 2, task 3. The red and blue values are the highest and the second-highest values in the columns.

Type Method HP T1: 3D cardiac structures T2: 3D brain tissues T3: 2D chest structures AVG

DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑

Full U-Net [80] × - - 88.7±1.2 0.31±0.04 96.1±1.4 2.28±1.00 -
Five U-Net [80] × 84.3±9.6 2.43±2.14 69.5±8.8 1.59±0.84 83.4±6.9 10.34±4.80 79.1±8.4

Semi UA-MT [81] × 66.4±16.2 4.69±2.27 75.5±3.4 1.31±0.95 83.9±6.2 9.52±4.03 75.3±8.6

CPS [84] × 87.4±5.4 1.40±0.76 37.1±1.8 unable 63.2±1.4 19.57±5.67 62.6±2.9

MASSL [82] × 77.4±8.7 9.07±3.11 80.5±3.1 0.92±0.43 81.9±7.0 10.99±4.58 79.9±6.3

DPA-DBN [83] × 68.0±14.5 5.75±3.89 68.7±8.2 3.90±2.39 67.4±8.7 24.05±6.75 68.0±10.5

Atlas VM [35]
√

81.0±6.1 2.13±0.78 83.1±1.8 0.56±0.08 59.9±5.0 15.36±4.34 74.7±4.3

LC-VM [57]
√

81.7±6.0 2.04±0.77 83.0±1.8 0.56±0.07 60.2±7.4 14.72±4.89 74.9±5.1

LT-Net [56]
√

77.8±7.8 2.25±0.95 82.6±1.2 0.57±0.05 60.4±7.4 14.62±4.84 73.6±5.5

LRLS DeepAtlas [63]
√

87.9±4.3 1.30±0.57 79.3±2.6 0.74±0.12 64.8±9.6 12.87±3.56 77.3±5.5

DataAug [62]
√

82.2±5.2 2.04±0.73 83.9±1.2 0.55±0.06 22.2±2.8 unable 62.8±3.1

DeepRS [60]
√

87.0±5.0 1.60±0.90 73.0±5.9 0.93±0.25 86.0±5.6 8.55±3.98 82.0±5.5

PC-Reg-RT [41]
√

88.5±4.9 1.23±0.72 73.1±3.1 1.09±0.17 59.1±3.6 20.71±5.21 73.6±3.9

BRBS [8]
√

91.1±3.9 0.93±0.57 87.2±1.0 0.43±0.05 71.5±6.4 10.85±2.99 83.3±3.8

DCRL VADeR [2] × 85.4±4.7 1.69±0.77 81.2±3.2 0.59±0.13 79.9±5.8 8.95±3.37 82.2±4.6

DenseCL [3] × 87.3±4.3 1.52±0.79 83.9±1.9 0.48±0.09 77.1±8.8 12.11±6.51 82.8±5.0

SetSim [4] × 87.0±4.5 1.60±0.84 81.2±3.0 0.58±0.13 79.0±7.3 11.72±5.03 82.4±4.9

DSC-PM [1] × 87.0±4.6 1.60±0.86 82.6±2.1 0.53±0.09 85.7±6.2 7.33±3.32 85.1±4.3

PixPro [5] × 89.5±3.9 1.31±0.75 86.3±1.2 0.38±0.04 83.3±8.7 8.73±4.55 86.4±4.6

GLCL [49] × 84.5±7.0 1.82±1.09 83.0±2.7 0.52±0.11 85.5±8.9 8.65±5.18 84.3±6.2

DCRL GVSL-Semi (CVPR) [33]
√

90.0±3.7 1.21±0.81 82.3±5.9 0.55±0.27 86.3±5.5 7.18±4.01 86.2±5.0

(Ours) GEMINI-Semi
√

91.2±3.6 0.97±0.56 87.3±1.0 0.35±0.03 87.7±5.2 7.14±3.63 88.7±3.3

learning (MASSL, DPA-DBN) to improve the representation,
but the extremely few labels have no enough ability to give
them reliable optimization directions to overcome the noise
in pseudo labels or multiple tasks. As a result, the UA-
MT, MASSL, and DPA-DBN have worse performance than
U-Net on task 1, and the CPS is worse on task 2 and 3.
2) With the “HP”, the Atlas and LRLS methods achieve
robust performance in task 1 and task 2, but are limited
in task 3. The “HP” brings an alignment between labeled
and unlabeled images for numerous reliable pseudo la-
bels. Therefore, they have achieved significant improvement
on task 1 and task 2 compared with the semi-supervised
methods. However, the X-ray images in task 3 have low
contrast and their appearances are varied caused by the 2D
projection of 3D human body, this makes inefficient GVS
brings large misalignment between images, thus interfering
with the learning and reducing the performance. 3) The
DCRL methods have robust performance in all three tasks
compared with the LRLS methods, although the VADeR,
DenseCL, SetSim, DSC-PM, PixPro and GLCL have no
homeomorphism prior. Because their feature-level learning
reduce the direct interference caused by misalignment in
LRLS’s pseudo labels and the supervision from the few
labels bring basic representability which will promote their
correspondence discovery. However, the FP&N problem is
still a problem in the learning and their performance on task
3 is poor without “HP” like the semi-supervised methods.

Compared with the LRLS, other DCRL methods, and
our previous GVSL-Semi, our GEMINI-Semi achieves the
best performance on three tasks with four observations: 1)
Compared with the LRLS methods which have “HP”, our
method has better performance on all tasks. Although the
BRBS has similar performance as our GEMINI-Semi on task
1 and task 2, our method achieves 16.2% DSC and 3.71 AVD

higher and lower than it on task 3. This is because our
GEMINI-Semi utilizes our GSS for alignment measurement
and shares the representation between the segmentation and
deformation learning, bringing more efficient and robust
learning for alignment. It has a great ability to construct
positive feature pairs even with varied appearances. The
gradient from our DHL also trains the soft negative feature
pairs to drive the learning of distinct representations for
potentially different semantics in shared backbones, bring-
ing a regularization for potential mispaired positive pairs.
2) Compared with the other DCRL methods which have
no “HP”, our GEMINI-Semi shows great improvements in
all three tasks. It achieves more than 1.7%, 1.0%, and 2.0%
DSC improvements on task 1, 2, and 3 compared with the
best DCRL models without “HP” (PixPro in task 1 and
2, DSC-PM in task 3). Because the “HP” in our GEMINI-
Semi constructs a more reliable correspondence discovery
process which reduces the production risk of the FP&N
pairs, bringing comprehensive improvement for the DCRL.
3) Compared to our CVPR vision (GVSL-Semi), we find
even though the GVSL utilizes the visual similarity like the
BRBS, it also achieves great performance in task 3, demon-
strating the superiority of the DCRL paradigm. The GVSL-
semi avoids the interference of pseudo labels like BRBS
reducing the noisy information from the extremely mis-
alignment, so that it takes the advantage of DCRL and our
homeomorphism prior and achieves good performance in
all three tasks. Our GEMINI-Semi promotes the GVSL and
utilizes the GSS for a more powerful dense representation
learning, thus achieving the highest 88.7% average DSC
in this experiment. 4) Compared with the fully supervised
setting (“Full”) in task 2 (83 labeled images), our GEMINI-
Semi achieves a similar performance only with 5 labeled
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images demonstrating our great potential in reducing of
annotation costs. In the task 3, our framework is lower than
the upper bound (96.1%) only with five annotations, but it
still achieves significant improvement (4.3%) compared with
the model directly trained on five labeled images.

4.2.2 Qualitative evaluation shows visual superiority
As shown in Fig.6, we show typical cases on the three
tasks in this experiment and our framework has higher
accuracy on thin regions and fewer outliers. In the task 1,
the segmentation result of our method has better integrity,
and the different semantic structures have good adjacency
without outliers. However, the other four DCRL methods
have discontinuous mis-segmentation which destroys the
heart topology. This is because the pairing strategies in the
DCRL methods are unable to make the pairs under the
condition of topology consistency, so the large-scale mis-
paired features interrupt the learning and make numerous
outliers. The same as the task 3, there are also serious outlier
problems in the four typical DCRL methods and the GVSL,
and our GEMINI-Semi has fine segmentation. In the task 2,
our GEMINI and GVSL show finer segmentation on the thin
brain structures which is sensitive and will be interrupted
by the noise in the semi-supervised learning process. In
some prominent and gully regions of task 2 (enlarged part),
the compared four DCRL methods have numerous dis-
tortions due to their unreliable correspondence discovery,
showing their fragility.

5 EXPERIMENT 2: SELF-SUPERVISED MEDICAL
IMAGE PRE-TRAINING (SS-MIP)
We further implement our GEMINI learning on self-
supervised medical image pre-training (SS-MIP) task
(GEMINI-MIP), providing powerful tools to transfer poten-
tial tasks and giving complete experiments. Four public-
available datasets are enrolled in our experiments for very
effective evaluations.

5.1 Experiments configurations
5.1.1 Variant design
Our GEMINI-MIP task is the pretext task to pre-train the
representation of the backbone network Nθ and then the
pre-trained network is transferred to the downstream tasks
LDS . It also learns a self-restoration head Resτ (fundamen-
tal task) on the dense features fA, fB due to the initial
weak representation in the pretext task for a warm-up of
our GSS. The self-restoration is based on the prior of edges
and shapes in images and trains the network to capture the
features from the broken distribution. Therefore, the variant
framework for SS-MIP has an additional optimization for
restoration LRes:

Pretext: argmin
ξ,θ,τ

(LDHL(θ, ξ,Sul) + LRes(θ, τ,S∗ul),

Downstream: argmin
κ

LDS(θ, κ,Sl), (11)

where the Sul is the unlabeled dataset, and the S∗ul is
the unlabeled dataset with the appearance transformation
T (Sul) = S∗ul for self-restoration, the Sl is the labeled
dataset in the downstream task, LDS is the loss for the

downstream task, and the κ is the parameters in the learning
head of the downstream task. In our experiment, we utilize
the mean square error as the loss for the self-restoration
following [68], LRes(x, T (x)) = |x − Resτ (Nθ(T (x)))|2,
to train self-restoration objective. We utilize the random in-
painting, local-shuffling, and non-linear transformation in
the T to transform the unlabeled images.

5.1.2 Datasets

We evaluate the representation learning ability of our
GEMINI-MIP on four datasets with three downstream
tasks to demonstrate the properties and advantages of our
method in different aspects.

Pretext datasets: We utilize the ChestX-ray8 [76] which
has 112,120 frontal-view chest X-ray images with 1024 ×
1024 resolution and 0 to 255 grayscale values. 44,810 of them
are scanned from the anterior to posterior (AP) view and
67,310 of them are scanned from the posterior to anterior
(PA) view. 63,340 of them are male and 48,780 of them are
female. In our experiment, we resize the images into 512 ×
512 and normalize them to [0, 1]. For a better homeomorphic
property, we randomly pair these chest X-ray images with
the same perspective (PA/AP) and gender (male/female).

Downstream datasets: Three publicly available datasets
(SCR [75], KiPA22 [9], CANDI [74]) are used to demonstrate
the superiorities of our framework. Task 1: SCR dataset [75]
segments 3 chest-related structures on 247 X-ray images. We
set 47 of them as the validation set, 100 of them as the
training set, and 100 of them as the testing set. We utilize
25% of the training set in this experiment (SCR25) to build a
limited data situation and more data amount evaluations are
performed in our analysis (Sec.6). Task 2: KiPA22 dataset [9]
segments four renal cancer-related structures on 130 3D CT
images. We set 30 of them as the validation set, 70 of them
as the training set, and 30 of them as the testing set. Task
3: CANDI dataset [74] segments 28 brain tissues on 103 3D
T1 MR images. We set 20 of them as the validation set, 40 of
them as the training set, and 43 of them as the testing set. For
the 3D datasets used in the 2D task, we train the networks
on the 2D slices of the images, predict segmentation results
at each 2D slice and evaluate the results for 3D volumes.

5.1.3 Comparison setting

We benchmark GEMINI against 17 state-of-the-art or
widely-used methods across four categories and compare
with our previous GVSL to highlight advancements. 1) A 2D
supervised network pre-trained on ImageNet [88] evaluates
the representation ability of supervised learning. 2) Genera-
tive representation learning (GRL) methods (Denoising [89],
In-painting [69], Models Genesis [68], Rotation [90]) pro-
vide baseline performance for classic approaches. 3) Con-
trastive representation learning (CRL) methods (SimSiam
[50], BYOL [24], SimCLR [22], MoCov2 [23], DeepCluster
[51]) reveal limitations of global contrastive representation
on MIDP tasks. 4) Dense contrastive representation learn-
ing (DCRL) methods (VADeR [2], GLCL [49], DSC-PM [1],
PixPro [5], DenseCL [3], SetSim [4]) highlight GEMINI’s
superior performance through reliable positive and negative
pair learning. For downstream tasks, pre-trained 2D CNN
feature extractors (backbone Nθ) are used in a 2D U-Net
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TABLE 3: The fine-tuning evaluations demonstrate our great transferring ability on SS-MIP tasks. Our GEMINI-MIP
achieves the best performance compared with 18 methods on 3 downstream tasks. “T1”, “T2”, and “T3” are the task
1, task 2, and task 3. “AVG” is the average value of the row. The cells with gray backgrounds are the inner-scene (same
image category) transferring and the others are the inter-scene (different image category) transferring.

Type Pre-training T1: SCR25 Inner-scene T2: KiPA22 Inter-scene T3: CANDI Inter-scene AVG

DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑

- Scratch (2D U-Net) 81.8±8.2 9.00±6.37 74.1±12.3 3.59±1.97 65.0±4.4 1.27±0.21 73.6±8.3

Sup ImageNet [88] 92.0±3.1 4.09±1.64 72.6±15.5 4.78±4.86 71.1±19.8 1.35±2.07 78.6±12.8

GRL Denosing [89] 83.9±7.8 11.17±7.81 60.3±17.7 7.55±5.18 67.7±2.1 1.21±0.08 70.6±9.2

In-painting [69] 85.1±6.6 16.59±10.74 64.4±16.4 5.79±4.13 66.2±2.3 1.26±0.08 71.9±8.4

Models Genesis [68] 86.1±4.6 6.22±2.27 66.6±16.3 5.86±3.14 88.1±3.1 0.32±0.10 80.3±8.0

Rotation [90] 80.5±7.7 20.62±12.55 69.7±15.3 6.45±4.33 78.3±2.6 0.75±0.09 76.2±8.5

CRL SimSiam [50] 87.2±5.1 11.87±8.10 72.6±13.3 4.10±3.25 76.7±2.1 0.82±0.06 78.8±6.8

BYOL [24] 89.4±4.9 8.48±4.37 74.1±12.6 3.87±2.93 70.5±2.1 1.08±0.07 78.0±6.5

SimCLR [22] 89.0±4.0 11.28±6.53 74.4±11.3 3.68±2.65 79.0±2.6 1.02±0.40 80.8±6.0

MoCov2 [23] 84.3±6.5 11.06±5.19 69.6±14.4 6.28±4.70 82.9±3.6 0.52±0.12 78.9±8.2

DeepCluster [51] 84.0±8.1 19.71±13.15 72.7±15.1 4.91±3.50 60.0±2.2 1.52±0.07 72.2±8.5

DCRL VADeR [2] 85.2±5.1 7.15±3.05 62.8±15.6 7.23±4.73 86.1±3.4 0.40±0.12 78.0±8.0

DenseCL [3] 85.0±6.3 11.74±7.02 70.8±14.8 5.48±3.95 76.8±2.9 1.22±0.68 77.5±8.0

SetSim [4] 85.2±5.1 9.63±7.64 70.8±14.4 4.92±3.26 74.9±2.5 0.89±0.08 77.0±7.3

DSC-PM [1] 90.5±3.5 5.44±2.87 77.2±12.2 3.87±3.34 83.3±2.4 0.74±0.64 83.7±6.0

PixPro [5] 91.5±3.3 9.83±5.34 73.6±12.9 4.00±3.33 63.9±2.0 1.35±0.06 76.3±6.1

GLCL [49] 87.3±5.8 9.35±4.68 76.5±11.9 4.33±2.94 82.8±2.6 0.56±0.09 82.2±6.8

DCRL GVSL-MIP (CVPR) [33] 89.7±3.7 10.52±7.23 78.9±11.2 2.95±1.55 89.7±2.6 0.27±0.08 86.1±5.8

(Ours) GEMINI-MIP 92.1±2.8 5.38±2.65 79.1±11.1 3.22±2.24 89.8±2.6 0.27±0.08 87.0±5.5
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Fig. 7: Our GEMINI-MIP also has very significant visual
superiority in the three downstream tasks.

[80] (introduced in Sec.4), trained with a combined Dice and
cross-entropy loss (LDS).

5.1.4 Implementation and evaluation metrics
All tasks are implemented by PyTorch [86] on NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs with 24 GB memory, optimized
by Adam [66] whose learning rate is 10−4. The pretext task
is trained with 2× 105 iterations. We utilize the fine-tuning
evaluation on the downstream tasks. The downstream tasks
are trained with 4 × 104 iterations and validated every 200
iterations to save the best models on their validation sets.
For a fair comparison, all methods in our experiment take
the same basic training setting. Ten 2D X-ray images are
randomly sampled in each iteration for stable pre-training,
and five 2D images are randomly sampled in each iteration
of downstream transferring. We use the same metrics as our
experiment 1 (Sec.4) for the evaluation of the performance.

5.2 Results and Analysis
5.2.1 Quantitative evaluation shows metric superiority
As shown in Tab.3, the fine-tuning evaluation demonstrates
the great transferring ability of our GEMINI-MIP due to
the reliable positive and negative pairs discovery promoted

by our homeomorphism prior. We can find two interesting
observations in Tab.3: 1) The pre-training will bring better
performance than random initialization (“Scratch”) to most
of the networks. This is because the learned representation
from the pretext task with large-scale data will stimulate the
network to learn diverse low-level patterns, although the
FN or FP problem will interrupt the representation learn-
ing of high-level semantics, the diverse low-level patterns’
knowledge will promote the transferring. 2) Due to the
large interference of FP or FN problem, the CRL and DCRL
methods all have weaker performance than the network pre-
trained by ImageNet in task 1. This is because the FP or
FN problem interrupts the representation learning of high-
level semantics and makes their representations deviate
from reality. Therefore, even though these self-supervised
pre-trained networks have improved the learning of down-
stream tasks, their upper limit is extremely limited.

Compared with the other DCRL methods and the con-
ference vision (GVSL), our GEMINI-MIP achieves the best
performance with three observations: 1) Our GEMINI-MIP
has great MIP ability with the highest DSC (92.1%, 79.1%,
89.8%) in all tasks. Although the DSC-PM also achieves
great performance in these three tasks (90.5%, 77.2%, 83.3%
DSC), its average DSC is still lower than our GVSL-MIP
and GEMINI-MIP owing to the interference of FP&N. Our
homeomorphism prior brings reliable correspondence dis-
covery and significantly weakens the FP&N problem, thus
greatly improving the representation. 2) Our GEMINI brings
significant improvements in both inner-scene and inter-
scene transferring tasks. It achieves a very competitive
92.1% DSC on task 1, and the best score (79.1%, 89.8% DSC)
in the other inter-scene transferring tasks. The PixPro has
reasonable performance on inner-scene tasks (91.5% DSC),
but it only has 73.6% and 63.8% DSC on the inter-scene
tasks which is much lower than our framework. Because
the reliable positive and negative pairs in our framework
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T1: 3D Cardiac structures T3: 2D Chest structures

Segmentation DSC (%) Segmentation DSC (%)
78 81 84 8784 86 88 90

Low contrast caused 
by projection

Distinct regions 
from contrast agent

Fig. 8: The ablation studies on the “T1: 3D Cardiac struc-
tures” and “T3: 2D Chest structures” demonstrate the great
contributions of the components in our framework. The “C”
and “B” are the learning for continuity and bijection.

enable the network to pre-learn both low-level patterns and
high-level semantics, this makes the pre-learned knowledge
match the reality showing greater transferring ability. 3)
The GVSL-MIP has achieved similar performance as our
GEMINI-MIP in inter-scene transferring because of its geo-
metric visual similarity which will learn soft negative pairs.
Our GEMINI-MIP further takes the geometric semantic sim-
ilarity and has achieved 2.4% DSC improvement in inner-
scene transferring.

5.2.2 Qualitative evaluation shows visual superiority
As shown in Fig.7, the visualization of the segmentation re-
sults demonstrates our superiority in the SS-MIP tasks. Due
to our reliable correspondence discovery, the pre-training
process makes the network represent consistent and distinct
features for the same and different semantic regions, having
very effective initialization. Therefore, our GEMINI-MIP has
a very fine visualization than the compared DCRL methods
and conference vision, GVSL-MIP. In task 3, the VADeR,
DenseCL, and SetSim lose some very small brain structures
which are sensitive and easy to be interfered with by the
misguidance from the FP&N problem. The VADeR also
have very poor performance on mixed kidney region in the
tasks due to the FN problem which enlarges the network’s
challenge to distinguish these complex regions.

6 DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

6.1 Framework analysis
6.1.1 Ablation study shows improvements of components
The ablation studies on the “T1: 3D Cardiac structures” and
“T3: 2D Chest structures” demonstrate the great contribu-
tions of our innovations. It has two observations: 1) The
innovations in our framework all contribute to the perfor-
mance. When we add the GVS and GSS into the correspon-
dence learning, the two tasks all achieve very significant im-
provement compared with the direct segmentation learning
on few labeled images. The smoothness loss Lsmo for the
continuity further improves the deformation accuracy and
the smoothness (topology-preservation ability), so that the
two tasks all achieve further improvement. Finally, when
adding the loss for bijection, these tasks all obtain the high-
est segmentation DSC. This illustrates that learning under
the condition of medical images’ topology will improve the
representation of the backbone network Nθ , bringing better
performance on target tasks. 2) Compared between “T1”
and “T3”, their learning only with GVS have very different
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Fig. 9: The ablation of the hyper-parameters on the “T1: 3D
Cardiac structures” show the effects from the weight of the
smoothness loss λsmo, the positive pairs λpos, and the GVS
loss λGV S . The |Jϕ| ≤ 0 (%) is Jacobian matrix [41] which
evaluates smoothness of the deformation.

results due to the appearance of their images. The learning
with GVS in T1 improves the segmentation performance,
but it in T3 extremely weakens the performance. Because the
cardiac CT images in T1 are enhanced by contrast agents,
they have distinct regions and will provide guidance to
learn the correspondence. However, the chest X-ray images
in T3 are projected from 3D human body and have very
low contrast, so they are unable to measure the alignment
degree and interfere with the correspondence learning.
When adding our GSS, the performances in these two tasks
are all improved. Because the measurement of the features
will avoid interference from the appearance limitation, thus
achieving better optimization guidance for correspondence.

6.1.2 Analysis of hyper-parameters

We analyze the three hyper-parameters in our framework,
i.e., the weight of the smoothness loss λsmo, the positive
pairs λpos and the GVS loss λGV S . With the enlarging
of these three hyper-parameters, the segmentation per-
formances of our framework are all improved and then
weakened. Because: a) The smoothness loss improves the
topology preservation ability and reduces the deformation
degree. When the λsmo is small, the deformation accuracy
(orange line) and topology preservation degree (blue line)
are improved, promoting the reliability of correspondence.
However, when the λsmo is large, excessive smoothing
reduces the deformation accuracy, weakening the segmen-
tation. b) The learning of positive pairs clusters the features
in corresponding positions, making better representation
for the same semantic features. However, when the λpos is
too large, the gradient from this loss will be much larger
than the optimization for the negative pair “OPT()”, which
makes the model tend to represent all features as consistent
reducing their discrimination. The positive pairs will be
further analyzed in Sec.6.1.4. c) The training-free property
of GVS improves the deformation accuracy and stabilizes
the correspondence training when the λGV S is small. How-
ever, the problem of appearance variation in the images is
enlarged when the λGV S is large, so the unreliable similarity
will give an inaccurate optimization target, weakening the
deformation accuracy and smoothness, and reducing the
final segmentation performance.
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Fig. 10: The visualization of the deformation in the learning
process on the “T1: 3D Cardiac structures”. The first row is
the line chart of the segmentation and deformation perfor-
mance. The second row is the grids which demonstrates the
deformation degree. The third row is the deformed image A
during the learning process.

TABLE 4: The learning for positive pairs Lpos in different
setting on the “T1: 3D Cardiac structures”. The “No Lpos”
means the training without positive pairs. The “Half Lpos”
means when training to half of the total iteration amount,
the learning of positive pairs is added. The “Full Lpos”
means the whole training process with positive pairs.

Type No Lpos Half Lpos Full Lpos

DSC±std ↑ 90.3±3.6 90.5±3.5 91.2±3.6

6.1.3 Analysis of deformation in learning process

As shown in Fig.10, the deformation in our GEMINI-Semi
demonstrates the great correspondence of the semantic
regions between images. During the training, our model
will quickly learn the correspondence of semantic regions
between images in the beginning, so the deformation DSC
is 78.1% and the segmentation DSC is 90.3% in the 8×103th
iteration (1/5 of all iteration amount). These scores in this
iteration have been very close to the final scores (78.4%
and 91.2%). Visually, the deformed image in the 8 × 103th
iteration also has a very high alignment degree to the target
image B. In the later learning iterations, the segmentation
DSC is improving slightly and up to 91.2%, although there
is no improvement in the deformation DSC. This is because
the learn reliable correspondence is still promoting the rep-
resentation learning via gradient, and the great alignment
provides the reliable learning of positive pairs.

6.1.4 Analysis of positive pairs Lpos

As shown in Tab.4, the learning of our positive pairs Lpos

in different settings demonstrates its reliability. Due to the
potential misalignment between images at the beginning of
the training, the positive pairs will be constructed between
misaligned regions, making some potential false positive
pairs. Therefore, this experiment performs three situations
to evaluate this potential problem. Without the learning of
positive pairs (“No Lpos”), our GEMINI-Semi has 90.3%
segmentation DSC. When adding the learning of positive
pairs at half of the total iteration amount (“Half Lpos”), it
has 90.5% DSC which has 0.2% improvement. When directly
adding the positive pairs in the whole process (“Full Lpos”),
it brings 0.9% segmentation DSC improvement owing to
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Fig. 11: The pre-training and fine-tuning data amount anal-
ysis on SS-MIP.

the constraint for the feature consistency. As conclusion,
the potential problem of false positive pairs in our task has
less influence on learning, because the alignment accuracy is
improved fast as demonstrated in Fig.10, and the potential
interference is reduced in most of the training process.
Therefore, we adopted the “Full Lpos” in our framework.

6.1.5 Analysis of pre-training data amount in SS-MIP

As shown in Fig.11 a), our GEMINI-MIP has a higher
representation efficiency with fewer pre-training data. For
the DenseCL, when enlarging the pre-training data amount
to 75%, it even has weaker performance than the 25%. This is
because when the enlarging of pre-training data amount, the
contribution of the low-level texture knowledge is reducing
and the high-level semantic knowledge is improving. The
large-scale FP&N problem makes the DenseCL learn the
high-level semantics which deviate from reality, forbidding
the improvement from larger datasets. The improvements of
the BYOL and Model Genesis all slow down, owing to the
limited representation ability in generation-based learning
and the learning without negative pairs. Our GEMINI-MIP
has achieved the best performance only with 25% data
which is higher than the BYOL with 100% data, owing to
our reliable learning of positive and negative pairs.

6.1.6 Analysis of fine-tuning data amount in SS-MIP

In the inner-scene situation (Fig.11 b)), our GEMINI-MIP also
has a better-transferring ability with fewer data, demon-
strating our great data efficiency and cost-saving ability. In
the T1: SCR, we evaluate the transferring performance with
the enlarging of the downstream data amount in the SCR
dataset (25%, 50%, 75%, 100%). Our GEMINI-MIP achieves
the highest performance in all data amount settings. Espe-
cially with only 25% data, it achieves higher performance
than the DenseCL, Model Genesis, and Scratch models with
100% data, and similar performance as the BYOL with 75%
data. Due to the FP&N problem, although the DenseCL has
higher performance than the “Scratch”, its improvement is
very slight. Without the FP&N problem, the BYOL shows a
more competitive performance improvement, but it is still
lower than ours owing to the lack of negative pairs in the
BYOL learning, limiting the discrimination of features.

In the inter-scene situation (Fig.11 c)), our GEMINI-MIP
still has better transferring ability than other methods.
We further evaluate the transferring performance with the
enlarging of the downstream data amount in the KiPA22
dataset (25%, 50%, 75%, 100%) for an inter-scene evaluation.
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Fig. 12: Our GEMINI-MIP has powerful learning efficiency
both in the inner-scene and inter-scene transferring tasks.

Although our GEMINI-MIP is unable to keep its perfor-
mance when the data amount reduces which is different
from it in the inner-scene situation, it still has the highest
performance compared with the other four methods in each
data amount. This is because our reliable learning of positive
and negative feature pairs makes the networks pre-learn
low-level patterns effectively which are shared in different
tasks, so its representability of low-level features will trans-
formed to different scenes, improving the transferring per-
formance. The DenseCL, BYOL, and Model Genesis models
only have similar or lower performance than the “Scratch”,
because their pre-learned representations deviate from the
reality due to their FP&N problems, and this property is still
transformed to the other scenes making large limitations.

6.1.7 Analysis of the promotion for learning efficiency

As shown in Fig.12, in the transferring of downstream
tasks, our GEMINI-MIP has a very powerful learning ability
both in inner-scene and inter-scene situations. Compared
with “Scratch”, our method has better performance both
in accuracy (validation DSC) and learning speed. It only
utilizes less than 5 × 103 iterations and can achieve the
performance that exceeds “Scratch”’s best model who has
to train more than 20× 103 iterations. Compared to the best
models, our model also has more than 2.4% DSC higher than
the “Scratch”. This is because our model provides a reliable
pre-trained initialization when learning the downstream
tasks, promoting optimization efficiency. In the inner-scene
transferring (T1: SCR25), the DenseCL has a worse learning
ability than the “Scratch”, because the large interference of
the large scale FP&N problem which makes the initial rep-
resentation deviate from reality. All four pre-trained models
(GEMINI-MIP, DenseCL, BYOL, Model Genesis) have better
learning ability than the “Scratch” in T3: CANDI (numerous
small brain regions), because the pre-trained initialization
will promote the perception for small structures which are
challenging to learn by 2D network.

6.1.8 Analysis of self-restoration in GEMINI-MIP

The self-restoration learns a basic representation for the
features, thus providing an efficient similarity measurement
in our GSS and driving more efficient correspondence learn-
ing. As shown in Fig.13, we evaluate the GVS loss in the
training process to demonstrate the improvement of corre-
spondence degree. When only learning our GEMINI-MIP
without the fundamental task, the network’s initial weak
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Fig. 13: The necessity of the fundament in our GEMINI-MIP.
When learning without the fundamental learning task, the
GVS loss converges slowly due to the initial weak represen-
tation limiting the GSS and GVS for correspondence. When
adding the fundament (self-restoration), warmup from the
basic representation of semantic regions drives correspon-
dence learning efficiently.

representation makes inefficient learning of the correspon-
dence, and until the late stage of the training, the GVS be-
gan to decline. When adding the fundamental pretext task,
driven by the basic representation of semantic regions from
the self-restoration, the GVS loss is converging continuously
to learn the correspondence of semantic regions.

6.2 Observations and discussions

6.2.1 FS-Semi v.s. SS-MIP

With our homeomorphism prior, our GEMINI has powerful
representation learning ability with little (FS-Semi) or no
(SS-MIP) supervision. In our experiment (Sec.4) of FS-Semi,
the unlabeled images and the very few labeled images are
learned together, so that the networks in the DCRL methods
have a supervised optimization target which makes a basic
distinction for the features of different segmentation regions.
Therefore, this will improve the reliability of the correspon-
dence discovery in the DCRL methods, and achieves more
than 70% DSC on all tasks in FS-Semi. But the reliability
in the existing DCRL methods is still weak without our
homeomorphism prior, and they all only have lower per-
formance than our GEMINI-Semi. In our experiment (Sec.5)
of SS-MIP, the unlabeled images and the labeled images
are trained separately in the pretext tasks and downstream
tasks, so the networks in the DCRL methods have no
supervision during their learning unlabeled images. Their
correspondence discovery is extremely limited owing to the
properties of medical images, constructing a lot of FP&N
pairs, and learning very poor representation. Therefore,
in the downstream tasks, some of them even have worse
performance than the “Scratch”. Based on our homeomor-
phism prior, our GEMINI-MIP has much more reliability
to discover the correspondence even without supervision,
achieving reliable positive pairs and implicit negative pairs
for pre-training and powerful performance for transferring.
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TABLE 5: The comparison between our GEMINI-Semi with
only GSS and with only GVS on the “T1: 3D Cardiac
structures” demonstrates the advantages of our geometric
semantic similarity.

Type Segmentation Deformation

DSC±std ↑ DSC±std ↑ |Jϕ| ≤ 0% ↓

Only LSeg 84.3±9.6 - -
No deformation - 62.1±8.7 -
GVS only 89.3±4.1 51.3±10.3 40.8±1.2

GSS only 90.0±3.4 84.1±13.0 10.2±2.2

6.2.2 GSS v.s. GVS
The GSS has a very effective measurement ability to guide
the learning of deformation (correspondence). As shown in
Tab.5, we perform the learning of correspondence with the
GVS or with the GSS, and the losses for the continuity and
bijection are removed to avoid their potential influence. The
“GVS only” has 89.3% DSC on the segmentation which is
5.0% DSC higher than the “Only LSeg”, demonstrating the
improvement from the correspondence learning. However,
it only has 51.3% DSC on the deformation which is 10.8%
lower than the images without deformation. This is because
the appearance variation makes the GVS measurement un-
reliable, so it will train the network to learn the corre-
spondence for those similar-but-different semantic regions
(although it is still better than the direct correspondence
discovery like [1]–[4]), finally the deformation will have
very large folds (40.8% if it has no smoothness loss) lim-
iting its performance. The “GSS only” achieves a significant
32.8% DSC improvement and 30.6% |Jϕ| ≤ 0 reduction on
the deformation compared with the “GVS only” owing to
its measurement of the features which are robustness for
the appearance variation. Therefore, better correspondence
learning further promotes segmentation learning, achieving
90.0% DSC which is 0.7% higher.

6.2.3 Non-homeomorphic medical images
Our basic hypothesis, homeomorphism prior, limits our
GEMINI learning only to be trained between the medical
images meeting homeomorphism. However, in the real
world, there are a large number of medical images that
are unsatisfied with this prior, such as the images with
lesions, whose features are unable to be paired only via de-
formation, hindering the learning of GEMINI. Fortunately,
the homeomorphic medical images are easy to collect in
real world. The physical examination or disease screening
will accumulate a large number of medical images without
lesions every year [91], providing a potential to collect a
big dataset meeting the hypothesis of our framework. This
provides data support for our model and hypothesis to have
sufficient clinical significance and scope of application.

6.2.4 Advancements of our preliminary work
Our preliminary efforts [33] first presented the GVSL in
3D medical image SSP, learning the inter-image similarity
for powerful representation and efficiently transferring to
downstream tasks. This paper extends it (GVSL [33]) sub-
stantially on self-supervised representation learning with
the advancements on principle, method, and application.

1) We have proposed the GEMINI learning which is a novel
paradigm for the large-scale FP&N problem in the DCRL
with detailed motivation in Sec.1, and proposed a new
principle concept, the homeomorphism prior, behind the
GVSL in Sec.3.1.

2) We have conducted a more comprehensive review of the
technological and theoretical research related to our task
and provided a clear overview of the field in Sec.2.

3) We have proposed a novel similarity measurement strat-
egy, the GSS, enabling the learned representation in turn
to promote the correspondence discovery during the
learning process, and promoting learning efficiency for
correspondence discovery in Sec.3.

4) We have enlarged the application boundary of GVSL ad-
vancing the original model that only runs on 3D medical
images to any dimension of medical images that satisfies
homeomorphism prior.

5) We have extended our method to more kinds of represen-
tation learning tasks, advancing the original model that
was only used in pre-training to the variants with both
the pre-training and few-shot semi-supervised learning
in Sec.4 and Sec.5.

6) We have carried out more experiments for performance
analysis and comparison, thus more completely demon-
strating the power of our GEMINI learning in Sec.6.

6.2.5 Future works
The future works of the proposed GEMINI and the GVSL
are in three aspects:
1) As discussed in Sec.6.2.3, one of our important future

works is to expand the learning of correspondence to
some images without homeomorphic topology, like the
images with lesions [9], to cope with the large-scale
FP&N problem in more images types.

2) Further explore the homeomorphism mapping between
images and non-images, like the medical images and the
deformed grids for super-pixel segmentation [92].

3) Extend the pre-training to the datasets with multiple
image categories, and evaluate the potential of the GVSL
as foundation models [93], [94] for wider scenes.

4) Design a lighter pre-training process to reduce the com-
puting costs (Sec.C.5 of Appendix).

7 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have advanced the homeomorphism
prior in the open problem of large-scale FP&N pairs in
the medical image DCRL, and proposed the GEoMetric
vIsual deNse sImilarity (GEMINI) Learning for a reliable
dense correspondence discovery and learning. Based on
our GEMINI, dense contrastive representation for medical
images is learned, effectively reducing the data and anno-
tation costs in medical image dense prediction tasks. Its
unique properties of learning implicit negative pairs in our
DHL and positive pairs in our GSS have bright powerful
performance in few-shot semi-supervised medical image
segmentation tasks and self-supervised medical image pre-
training tasks. We believe that our GEMINI in DCRL will
promote the research of efficient learning in medical im-
age analysis, and coping with the large challenge in data
collection and dense annotation. For intuition progress, the



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 16

objects with the homeomorphic property are all able to
construct a reliable point-to-point correspondence discovery
via a homeomorphism mapping. This effectively promotes a
new representation learning paradigm based on topological
consistency, and will inspire future researchers for more
powerful innovations.

APPENDIX

A SS-MIP ON MORE DATASETS

A.1 Self-supervised pre-training on PPMI dataset
We further evaluate the SS-MIP task on another pretext
dataset for pre-training to demonstrate our representation
ability. We extracted 837 3D brain T1 MR images with
Parkinson’s disease from the PPMI database4 as our pretext
dataset. In our experiment, we extract the brain regions via
HD-BET [96], crop and resize the images to 160×160×128,
and finally normalize them via the zero-score. Due to the
consistency of the human brain regions, we randomly pair
these brain images to pre-train the frameworks. Following
the Experiment 2 (Sec.5) in our manuscript, we take the Task
2: KiPA22 dataset and Task 3: CANDA as the downstream
tasks to evaluate the inter-scene and inner-scene transferring
abilities. (Because the Task 1: SCR25 dataset is 2D and
the pre-trained models are 3D, we exclude this task in
this experiment.) We utilize the same implementation and
evaluation metrics as the Sec.5 in this experiment.

As shown in Tab.6, it achieves similar observations as the
SS-MIP experiment in Sec.5. For most of the methods, the
pre-training on the PPMI dataset will bring better perfor-
mance than random initialization (“Scratch”) both in the T2:
KiPA22 and T3: CANDI tasks. Especially in the T3 (inner-
scene), most of the pre-training methods achieve more than
4.0% DSC improvement compared with the “Scratch”. Even
though the other CRL and DCRL methods have FP&N
problems in this experiment, they are still able to learn
the representation of some domain features and promote
their final performance to the upper limit of the task 3
(near 90%). When transferring the pre-trained models to
the T2 (inter-scene), the SimSiam, BYOL, our GVSL-MIP,
and our GEMINI-MIP all still have significant improvement
(more than 10% DSC). This is because these methods learn
the consistency of features and avoid the FP&N problems.
The other methods’ performance improvement is obviously
decreased owing to the FP or FN problem which interrupts
their representation learning of high-level semantics and
makes their representations deviate from reality. On both
two tasks, our GEMINI-MIP achieves the highest perfor-
mance showing our superiority.

A.2 Analysis of the gap between the inner-scene and
inter-scene transferring
As shown in Tab.7, the quantitative evaluation of the gap
between the inner-scene and inter-scene transferring show
our great transferring ability both inner scene and inter
scene. Here, we formulate a gap coefficient G to quantify
this gap:

Gi =
Si
inner − Si

inter

S0
inner − S0

inter

, (12)

4. PPMI database: https://www.ppmi-info.org/

TP pairs from 
DenseCL

Image A 
(Original images)

Image A 
(Semantic regions)

Image B 
(Semantic regions)

Image B 
(Original images)

Foreground regions inner the blue boundaries

5.79%

TP pairs from 
our GEMINI

60.74%

Fig. 14: The evaluation of the large-scale FP problem. The
true positive (TP) pairs constructed by the features’ sim-
ilarity (used in DenseCL) only occupy the 5.79% of the
foreground region, and our GEMINI is able to bring 60.74%
TP pairs.

where the i is the index of the method, S is the score of
the method (here we take the DSC). The S0

inner − S0
inter is

the gap of the “Scratch” between the two settings which
means the difference caused by the initial situation, such
as network structure and dimension. The Si

inner − Si
inter

is the gap of the ith method between the two settings.
Therefore, the Si

inner−Si
inter

S0
inner−S0

inter
means the gap of the model in

two settings excluding the gap caused by the initial network.
If the Gi is larger than 1, it means that the pre-trained model
has weaker inter-scene transferring ability than inner-scene
transferring. If it is smaller than 1, it means that the model
has great inter-scene transferring ability.

Most self-supervised learning methods have large gap
between inner- and inter-scene transferring, and our GEM-
INI has great universal representation for different scenes.
The BYOL and DeepCluster are limited in the inter-scene
transferring (G > 1) because they only take the image-
level contrast which will represent the high-level semantic
features and this representation is very different between
scenes. The DenseCL has 0.57 gap coefficient which is
better than the BYOL and DenseCL. Because it takes dense
contrastive learning which also represent low-level detail
features and this representation is shared in different scene.
Our GEMINI and the Model Genesis all have good inter-
scene transferring ability with very low gap coefficient
(0.01 and 0.03), showing their great universal representation
ability and demonstrating their potential as an initialization
for more scenes.

B DISCUSSION OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM AND
METHOD

B.1 Discussion of FP&N problem
As analyzed in the Introduction section, medical images’
semantic dependence property will make large-scale FP
problem, and their semantic continuity and semantic over-
lap properties will make large-scale FN problem. In this
section, we make an experiment to quantitatively count the
percentage of FP and FN pairs in the pairing process.

For FP pairs, we utilize two cardiac CT images (image
A and B), and extract their pixel-wise features via a ran-
dom initialized 3D U-Net. Then, we utilize the pixel-wise
feature similarity measurement method in the DenseCL [3]
to extract the positive pairs. Because the semantics of the
background region are unclear, we count the accuracy of the
feature pairs in the foreground regions. As shown in Fig.A,
only 5.79% of the positive pairs in the foreground region
are accurate. Therefore, if we directly pair the features only

https://www.ppmi-info.org/
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TABLE 6: The fine-tuning evaluations demonstrate our great transferring ability on SS-MIP tasks which pre-trained on
PPMI dataset. Our GEMINI-MIP achieves the best performance compared with 18 methods on two downstream tasks.

Type Pre-training T2: KiPA22 Inter-scene T3: CANDI Inner-scene AVG

DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑

- Scratch (3D U-Net) 72.4±16.3 6.11±5.91 84.0±3.2 0.52±0.14 78.2±9.8

Sup Med3D [95] 81.7±12.0 2.61±2.77 72.7±19.0 1.57±2.56 77.2±15.5

GRL Denosing [89] 70.0±15.4 7.60±5.03 83.7±3.3 1.71±0.20 76.9±9.4

In-painting [69] 69.7±17.1 7.57±5.93 88.5±3.1 0.32±0.11 79.1±10.1

Models Genesis [68] 75.8±13.7 4.64±4.49 88.7±3.1 0.31±0.10 82.3±8.4

Rotation [90] 77.4±14.3 4.82±6.29 89.4±2.6 0.28±0.08 83.4±8.5

CRL SimSiam [50] 83.8±11.9 3.69±7.47 87.3±3.1 0.36±0.10 85.6±7.5

BYOL [24] 83.6±11.2 2.78±5.42 89.7±2.4 0.27±0.08 86.7±6.8

SimCLR [22] 78.9±13.9 4.49±5.15 89.2±3.0 0.30±0.14 84.1±8.5

MoCov2 [23] 78.0±15.3 4.42±5.67 89.7±2.4 0.28±0.11 83.9±8.9

DeepCluster [51] 79.7±13.7 4.28±5.76 89.8±2.4 0.27±0.08 84.8±8.1

DCRL VADeR [2] 72.1±13.8 6.56±5.89 87.4±3.6 0.35±0.11 79.8±8.7

DenseCL [3] 74.0±15.8 6.42±8.21 87.7±3.8 0.34±0.13 80.9±9.8

SetSim [4] 73.5±15.9 6.34±6.68 88.4±3.1 0.32±0.10 81.0±9.5

DSC-PM [1] 79.0±14.6 4.90±6.05 88.5±3.4 0.32±0.13 83.8±9.0

PixPro [5] 80.0±14.4 4.60±6.25 89.9±2.4 0.27±0.07 85.0±8.4

GLCL [49] 70.7±16.9 7.33±7.05 87.4±3.2 0.34±0.09 79.1±10.1

DCRL GVSL-MIP (CVPR) [33] 84.3±10.3 2.85±5.12 89.1±2.8 0.31±0.11 86.7±6.6

(Ours) GEMINI-MIP 85.0±10.2 2.55±5.71 90.0±2.4 0.26±0.07 87.5±6.3

TABLE 7: The gap coefficient Gi quantifies the gap between
“pre-trained on chest X-ray images & fine-tuning on brain
T1 MR images” (inter-scene) and “pre-trained on brain T1
MR images & fine-tuning on brain T1 MR images” (inner-
scene).

Index
Method

Chest X-ray Brain T1 MR Gap

i
2D U-Net 3D U-Net

Gi
Inter-scene Inner-scene

0 Scratch 65.0±4.4 84.0±3.2 1
1 BYOL 70.5±2.1 89.7±2.4 1.01
2 DeepCluster 60.0±2.2 89.8±2.4 1.57
3 Model Genesis 88.1±3.1 88.7±3.1 0.03
4 DenseCL 76.8±2.9 87.7±3.8 0.57
5 Our GEMINI-MIP 89.8±2.6 90.0±2.4 0.01

according to their similarity, most of the contrasts (94.21%)
for positive pairs are inaccurate in the medical images
and will interrupt the whole contrastive learning process.
This is because medical images have very weak contrast
due to their special imaging way, making the directly ex-
tracted features lack discrimination. Therefore, it makes the
“Semantic dependence” one of the inherent properties in
medical images constructing large-scale FP pairs.

For FN pairs, we further evaluate the percentage of
FN pairs caused by the semantic continuity and semantic
overlap properties, and the results show large potential
limitations in the DCRL. a) For the PN pairs caused by the
“Semantic continuity”, we follow the SimCLR [22] which
pairs the negative features for each feature. We pair the
features in different positions of image A’s foreground re-
gions as negative pairs. The result shows that 17.79% of the
negative pairs are FN pairs which have the same semantics.
Although the existing DCRL methods utilize attention [4]
or clustering [1] to avoid directly dividing adjacent pixel-
wise features as negative pairs, the FN caused by “semantic
continuity” is still an open and challenging problem. b) For
the FN pairs caused by the “Semantic overlap”, we follow
the DenseCL [3] which pairs the current features and the
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Fig. 15: The FP and FN pairs have a serious impact on
learning. a) The fitting process with FP and FN pairs on
a cardiac CT image. b) The models’ learned segmentation
ability on the fitted case and their generalization ability on
another testing case.

memory bank features as the negative pairs. We make the
features of image B in the foreground as the memory bank
features and the features of image A in the foreground as
the current features. Then, we pair the current and memory
bank features as negative pairs and calculate the accuracy.
Finally, 17.53% of the negative pairs are FN pairs which
have the same semantics. The “Semantic overlap” property
of the medical images makes it inevitable that there will
be numerous consistent semantic regions between medical
images. Therefore, it will produce 17.53% FN pairs in the
training process making the model learn in an unreliable
direction.

According to the above probability of FP and FN pairs,
we simulated the number of these FP and FN pairs in a
supervised heart segmentation learning task. Specifically,
we train a U-Net on the cardiac structures segmentation task
with a cardiac CT image (Image A in Fig.14) to evaluate the
fitting ability of the model with or without FP&N pairs. a)
In the non-FP&N pairs setting, we utilize the contrastive
segmentation learning like Wang et al. [97]. b) In the FP&N
pairs setting, we randomly generate FP (94%) and FN (17%)
pairs in the contrastive segmentation learning. c) We further
reduce the probabilities of FP and FN pairs to one-third of
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original (31% and 6%) to give an ablation of the false pairs’
degree. We take 1000 iterations, and draw the loss values of
the learning process on a line chart to visualize the fitting
process. We also evaluate the segmentation of the fitted case
and another testing case (Image B in Fig.14) to evaluate the
model learned representation with false pairs.

As shown in Fig.15, the FP and FN pairs have a serious
impact on learning. Without the FP&N pairs, the model
is able to be fitted to the target cardiac images, and learn
the representation ability of the semantic regions. However,
when learning with large-scale FP&N pairs (94%, 17%),
the model is unable to be fitted to the targets owing to
the interference of the noisy optimization targets. When
reducing the FP&N degree to one-third, the model is able
to be gradually fitted to the target image and has a certain
generalization, but its performance is weaker than the “no
FP&N” situation. Therefore, we can draw the following
two conclusions in DCRL: a) the large-scale FP&N problem
will make the model unable to learn representation; b)
alleviating the FP&N degree, the model will be able to learn
the representation ability of data with generalization ability.
Therefore, our GEMINI embeds the homeomorphism prior
to the DCRL for the large-scale FP&N problem, enhancing
the learning of true feature pairs. Although it is challenging
to remove FP&N pairs without annotation, reducing the
FP&N degree via our GEMINI is still able to guides the
model to learn a generalizable representation.

B.2 Discussion of the novelty in GEMINI

The proposed GEMINI is a novel dense contrastive rep-
resentation learning paradigm in medical image analysis.
Not only in the innovations, i.e., our DHL and GSS, it also
achieved great novelty in principle.

In principle, our GEMINI has advanced the theoretical
foundation of homeomorphism for the dense contrastive
representation learning, providing a principle inspiration to
the community. It modeled the human consistent anatomy
in medical images based on the principle of topologie [31],
proposed a new principal concept, homeomorphism prior,
and formulated it in the DCRL task as a new paradigm.
Therefore, the community will be further inspired by our
principle of homeomorphism and make new scientific and
technological progress in other tasks and fields.

In methodology, our work has proposed a novel dense
contrastive representation learning framework that enables
the contrast of feature pairs under the condition of human
inherent topology, thus promoting the DCRL in medical
images. It modeled the consistency of human inherent
topology (i.e., homeomorphism prior) as a learning for
deformable mapping to overcome the reliability issue in
DCRL’s feature correspondence process, giving one poten-
tial answer to the long-standing question of “how to achieve
a reliable dense feature correspondence for unlabeled data?”
Based on the modeling, the proposed DHL and GSS bring
soft learning of feature pairs and reliable learning of positive
pairs, promoting the contrast of features in DCRL. Finally,
our work has achieved a new ability to learn reliable semi-
supervised medical image segmentation and pre-training
models.
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Fig. 16: The ablation study of the receptive field size r and
the network parameter amounts. a) The segmentation per-
formance on the T1 of FS-Semi setting with the increasing
of the receptive field size r. b) The fine-tuning performance
with the enlarging of the parameter amount (million, M ) in
the pre-trained networks.

C MORE FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS AND EXPERIMENT
DISCUSSION

C.1 Discussion of the receptive field r in the Deformer
network
The performance is robust for the receptive field r. As
shown in Fig.16 a), we enlarge the receptive field r via
adding the depth and down-sampling stages of the “De-
former” network and evaluate the model’s performance on
T1 of FS-Semi setting. With the enlarging of the receptive
field, the models’ performance is stalely around 90% DSC.
Because the backbone network and “Deformer” network
together constitute a whole network to learn the feature
representation, and the features from the backbone network
have been extracted from a large receptive field. Therefore,
even the receptive field of the “Deformer” network is small,
the final DVF is still calculated from a large receptive field.
The layers inner the backbone is still optimized by the
gradient with a big reception, so that our GEMINI keeps
stable performance with the enlarging of r. Owing to the
soft learning of feature pairs in our DHL, once added
this module, the framework achieves more than 5% DSC
improvement.

C.2 Discussion of the parameter amount
As shown in Fig.16 b), we have evaluated our GEMINI on
different settings of model parameters. We pre-trained our
GEMINI-MIP on the ChestX-ray8 dataset for the networks
with 0.12M , 0.49M , 1.97M , 7.85M , 31.39M , and 125.52M
(M is million) parameters, and fine-tuned them on the T1:
SCR25 task. With the enlarging of the network, the model
performance is improving quickly. This is because the net-
work capacity increases with the enlarging of the networks
so that it will be able to learn the representation of more
features in the pre-training process. When the parameter
amount is 1.97M, the speed of performance improving is
reduced, illustrating that the increase of network capacity
has approached the upper bound of this task. Therefore,
when the network is further enlarged to 125.52M (more
than 50 times compared with 1.97M ), the performance is
only improved 1.4% DSC.
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Fig. 17: The t-SNE visualization of the learned pixel repre-
sentations. We provide the coordinates of pixels in a zoomed
view, indicating their spatial relationship.

C.3 Discussion of the feature distribution
As shown in Fig.17, we visualize the learned representation
by our framework to demonstrate its effectiveness in distin-
guishing different semantic regions. In the three tasks of the
SS-MIP experiment, we randomly select the slices or patches
from the test datasets and extract their pixel-wise features
via the backbone network initialized from scratch (a) and
our GEMINI-MIP (b). Then, these features are zoomed by
t-SNE [98] to two dimensions. As demonstrated in the
enlarged region, the features from the “Scratch” model is
mixed owing to its initial weak representation. The pixel-
wise features from our framework are clustered into several
meaningful groups. Most of the pixels in each group are
spatially close and in different groups are also spatially
separated (indicated by their coordinates (c)) in the original
image. Because our GEMINI discovers the correspondence
of pixel-wise features based on the homeomorphism of
human body and learns the representation according to
the consistent context topology, the same semantic features
which are spatially close will be clustered.

C.4 Discussion of the cross-architecture compatibility
As shown in the Tab.8, we perform the TransUNet [99]
(CNN+transformer), SwinUNet [100] (Transformer), and U-
Net [80] (CNN) on the FS-Semi tasks with three datasets,
and our GEMINI demonstrates a great compatibility across
these model architectures. There are two observations: a)
Our GEMINI has achieved significant improvement on both
TransUNet [99], SwinUNet [100], and U-Net [80]. Compared
with the lower bound of the architectures that are trained
only with five labeled images, our GEMINI has improved
them more than 9% DSC on AVG owing to our learning
of the homeomorphism mapping between medical images.
Especially, for the 3D brain tissues segmentation, GEMINI
achieves a similar performance compared with the FULL
setting (83 labels) only with 5 labels in all architectures,
demonstrating our great potential in reducing of annota-
tion costs. b) Our GEMINI has great architecture com-

patibility across CNN-based (U-Net [3]), transformer-based
(SwinUNet [2]), and CNN-transformer-based (TransUNet)
networks. For U-Net and TransUNet that utilizes CNN
to encode and decode features, our GEMINI has similar
significant improvement that achieves 88.7% and 87.9% on
AVG DSC. SwinUNet takes patch-embedding and four-
times down sampling at the beginning, and utilizes the
shifted window to learn global features. Therefore, it is
challenging to represent fine-grained dense features and
makes the whole network easy to overfit to the global
features when the amount of training cases is small. As
a result, SwinUNet has very poor performance on “FIVE”
setting. When adding GEMINI, it learns the inter-image
consistency for unlabeled images and effectively reduces
the over-fitting, thus also achieving more than 20% DSC
improvement.

C.5 Discussion of the computing costs
As shown in Tab.9, we compare the methods’ number of
floating-point operations (FLOPs) in four architecture types
in pre-training stage, i.e., “1×Encoder” that only runs an en-
coder in the pre-training, here, we take the Rotation method
[90]; “2×Encoder” that runs two encoders for contrastive
representation learning in the pre-training, here we take
the BYOL [24]; “1×Encoder-decoder” that runs an encoder-
decoder network, like the U-Net, in the pre-training, here
we take the Model Genesis [68]; “2×Encoder-decoder” that
runs two encoder-decoder networks for dense contrastive
representation learning in the pre-training, here we take the
VADeR [2]. Our GEMINI is also a “2×Encoder-decoder”
method. In the pre-training stage, all methods take U-Net
(for Encoder-decoder) or the encoder part of the U-Net (for
Encoder) as their backbone. In the downstream adaptation
stage, all methods’ pre-trained parameters are used to ini-
tialize the U-Net to learn segmentation task (T1: SCR25)
and the part without pre-training is initialized randomly.
All methods utilize same input sizes with [300×300] in pre-
training stage and [512×512] in downstream stage. Owing
to two additional deformer networks to learning the home-
omorphism mapping, our GEMINI has the highest FLOPs
in the pre-training stage, but it greatly contributes to the
pre-training performance. In the downstream stages, owing
to all methods take the U-Net with same parameter amount,
our GEMINI has same FLOPs as other methods. As a results,
our GEMINI has very significant performance improvement
on the SCR25 task owing our reliable learning for positive
and negative feature pairs. The large-scale FP&N problem
in VADeR makes it has worse performance than the BYOL
even it has larger FLOPs in pre-training.

The additional the one-time cost of our GEMINI in
the pre-training stage bring obtain better representation,
effectively reducing the long-time computing costs in the
downstream tasks. Because once the pre-training is com-
pleted, stronger representation will accelerate the conver-
gence speed of the model on downstream tasks, thus reduc-
ing the long-time computing cost in the training of numer-
ous downstream tasks. As illustrated in the Fig.12 of our
paper, compared with the BYOL [24], DenseCL [3], Model
Genesis [68], our GEMINI achieved better performance with
fewer iterations, illustrating its potential in reducing the
computing costs in downstream tasks.
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TABLE 8: The FS-Semi evaluations on U-Net [80], TransUNet [99], and SwinUNet [100] demonstrate the cross-architecture
compatibility of our GEMINI. The “-” means that the setting is unable to be implemented.

Type Method T1: 3D cardiac structures T2: 3D brain tissues T3: 2D chest structures AVG

DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑ AVD±std ↓ DSC±std ↑

Five U-Net [80] 84.3±9.6 2.43±2.14 69.5±8.8 1.59±0.84 83.4±6.9 10.34±4.80 79.1±8.4

(Lower) TransUNet [99] 74.5±8.3 4.41±1.39 67.4±5.4 2.02±0.46 76.5±8.2 16.59±6.53 72.8±7.3

SwinUNet [100] 40.8±8.0 11.59±1.32 67.8±5.3 4.04±0.39 63.9±11.5 14.26±8.91 57.5±8.3

Full U-Net [80] - - 88.7±1.2 0.31±0.04 96.1±1.4 2.28±1.00 -
(Upper) TransUNet [99] - - 85.7±1.2 0.43±0.05 95.2±2.1 2.78±1.35 -

SwinUNet [100] - - 82.8±2.7 0.54±0.15 95.3±1.2 2.17±0.65 -
Semi GEMINI+U-Net 91.2±3.6 0.97±0.56 87.3±1.0 0.35±0.03 87.7±5.2 7.14±3.63 88.7±3.3

(Ours) GEMINI+TransUNet 90.8±3.4 0.94±0.51 84.4±1.3 0.45±0.05 88.4±5.7 8.63±4.68 87.9±3.5

GEMINI+SwinUNet 88.6±4.2 1.28±0.64 79.9±5.0 0.62±0.20 86.2±7.8 6.34±4.34 84.9±5.7

TABLE 9: Owing to the additional deformer networks, our
GEMINI has relatively higher computing costs in the pre-
training stage, but it has same computing costs in the fine-
tuning for downstream tasks as other methods and achieves
much higher performance.

Type Method Pre-training Downstream T1: SCR25

FLOPs FLOPs DSC±std

1×Encoder Rotation [90] 5.99G 20.15G 80.5±7.7

2×Encoder BYOL [24] 11.98G 20.15G 89.4±4.9

1×Encoder-decoder Model Genesis [68] 19.74G 20.15G 86.1±4.6

2×Encoder-decoder VADeR [2] 39.67G 20.15G 85.2±5.1

2×Encoder-decoder Our GEMINI 52.59G 20.15G 92.1±2.8

C.6 Discussion of the second-best models
Compared with the second-best methods (BRBS [8] in Tab.2
and our CVPR version, GVSL [33], in Tab.3), we can find
these methods also fused the homeomorphism prior into
their framework, and their great performance demonstrates
the great potential of this prior knowledge in medical
images. In our Experiment 1: FS-Semi (Sec.4), the BRBS
is a “learning registration to learn segmentation” method
whose registration part is based on the homeomorphism
prior. Therefore, its powerful performance in the T1: 3D
cardiac structures and T2: 3D brain tissues illustrate the
advantages. However, the BRBS’s visual similarity make
it unable to generalize to the chest X-ray (T3: 2D chest
structures) that has relatively low contrast as illustrated in
Fig.8. Our GEMINI utilize the semantic similarity based
on features and achieves significant improvement on this
task, demonstrating our superiority. In our Experiment 2:
SS-MIP (Sec.4), our CVPR version, GVSL, benefits from our
homeomorphism prior, achieving second-best performance
on the T2: KiPA22 and T3: CANDI. However, it also utilizes
the visual similarity which is limited on the low-contrast im-
ages, i.e., the chest x-ray images in the pre-training dataset.
Therefore, its pre-trained representation for chest x-ray is
relatively weaker and limits its performance in the inner-
scene transferring. Our GSS improves the measurement of
the correspondence degree, and drive the representation
learning for low-contrast targets during pre-training. There-
fore, our GEMINI has significantly improved the GVSL’s
performance on the T1: SCR25 task.

C.7 Discussion of the reliability
As shown in Tab.10, in the three tasks of our Experiment 1,
we calculated the standard deviations (std) and the inter-
training Pearson correlation coefficients (Cor) [101]. The

results indicate that our GEMINI demonstrates strong re-
liability across different tested samples and training initial-
izations. a) Reliability across samples: We evaluated the DSC
and std of the performance across the tested samples. Our
GEMINI-Semi achieved an average of 88.7% DSC with a
3.3 std, indicating high performance with robustness across
diverse samples, which supports its reliability in real-world
applications. b) Reliability across training: We conducted a
test-retest reliability analysis [102] and reported the Cor
for the performance when our GEMINI-Semi was trained
twice from different initialization states. The Cors for all
three tasks exceeded 0.95 demonstrating very high consis-
tency between the two training sessions. Additionally, all p-
values were below 0.001, indicating significant consistency.
Thus, our model shows excellent reliability across different
initialization states, which supports its reliability in model
implementation.

D MORE DETAILS IN EXPERIMENTS

D.1 Details of the training diagram

As shown in Fig.18, the training diagram introduces the
details of our GEMINI’s variants in SSP and Semi ex-
periments. In the forward inference, as described in the
“Methodology” section of our paper, two images xA, xB

are put into two shared-weight backbones Nθ separately to
extract the features fA, fB . The features are further put into
two shared-weight deformers together to predict two DVFs
ψAB , ψBA that are bidirectional. For the variant of GEMINI-
Semi, a labeled image xC is put into the shared-weight
backbone Nθ , and then put into an additional segmentation
head Segκ to predict the segmentation results ŷCSeg . For
the variant of GEMINI-MIP, an appearance transformed
image xC (described in Sec.5.1.1) is put into the shared-
weight backbones Nθ , and then put into an additional self-
restoration head Resτ to predict the restored image ŷCRes.
In the loss calculation, the smooth loss (Equ.3) is calculated
on the DVFs ψAB , ψBA to learn the continuity of the de-
formable mapping, the GVS loss (LGV S , Equ.6) and GSS
loss (LGSS , Equ.7) are calculated on the deformed images
xAB = ψAB(xA), xBA = ψBA(xB) and deformed features
fAB = ψAB(fA), fBA = ψBA(fB) (described in Sec.3.3) to
learn the correspondence. For the variant of GEMINI-Semi,
a segmentation loss LSeg is calculated on segmentation
result ŷCSeg and the groundtruth yCSeg . For the variant of
GEMINI-MIP, a self-restoration loss LRes is calculated on
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TABLE 10: The evaluation of our GEMINI’s reliability on the tasks in Experiment 1. The Cor is the Pearson correlation
coefficient [101], and the p is the p-value.

Evaluations
Tasks T1: 3D cardiac structures T2: 3D brain tissues T3: 2D chest structures AVG

a) Reliability across samples DSC ↑ std ↓ DSC ↑ std ↓ DSC ↑ std ↓ DSC ↑ std ↓
91.2 3.6 87.3 1.0 87.7 5.2 88.7 3.3

b) Reliability across training Cor ↑ p ↓ Cor ↑ p ↓ Cor ↑ p ↓ Cor ↑ p ↓
0.989 <0.001 0.999 <0.001 0.968 <0.001 0.985 <0.001

a) Inference process

b) Loss calculation

xB Nθ Dξ

xA Nθ Dξ

xC Nθ

f A

f C

f B ψBA

ψAB

ŷC

Shared Shared

 Smooth loss

ψBA
xB xBA

xA

LGVS

ψAB
LGVS xAB

ψBA
f B f BA

f A

LGSS

ψAB
LGSS f AB

 Geometric

semantic

similarity loss

 Geometric

visual 

similarity loss

ŷC LRes yC Experiment 2: 

Self-restoration loss (SSP)

ŷC LSeg yC Experiment 1: 

Segmentation loss (Semi)

ψBA
Lsmo ψAB

Lsmo

(SSP)

(Semi)

Res τSegκ

Shared

Fig. 18: The overall training diagram of our GEMINI. a) The
inference process of the whole framework. The gray path in
the last line is the additional learning part in the variants of
our GEMINI in self-supervised pre-training (GEMINI-MIP)
and semi-supervised segmentation (GEMINI-Semi). b) The
loss calculation to optimize the whole framework.

the restored image ŷCRes and the original image yCRes. The
learning of self-restoration in SSP is a fundamental task for
a warm-up of our GSS, due to the initial weak representation
in the pretext task.

D.2 Details of the architectures and implementation
As shown in Fig.19, we utilize the U-Net [80] architecture
(3D U-Net for 3D images and 2D U-Net for 2D images) as
our backbone architecture for great basic dense representa-
tion in our experiment. In the encoding path, it takes max

pooling layers to reduce the feature maps’ resolution and
in the decoding path, it takes up-sampling layers (bilinear
for 2D images and trilinear for 3D images) to restore the
features’ resolution. Skip connections are used to transmit
features from the encoding path to the decoding path in
each resolution stage. There are five resolution stages in
the network and each stage utilizes Conv-GN-LeckyReLU5

modules to extract features. The deformer network also
takes a lightweight U-Net architecture with very shallow
depth to estimate the DVF. It only has three resolution stages
and each stage has half of the Conv-GN-LeckyReLU module
amount compared with the backbone. Both the segmen-
tation head and self-restoration head take one Conv-GN-
LeckyReLU module to project the input features and follow
a convolution layer to predict the targets. The detailed
hyper-parameters inner these architectures are marked in
Fig.19.
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Fig. 19: The detailed architecture of our GEMINI. a) The backbone architecture utilizes the 3D U-Net in 3D image tasks and
2D U-Net in 2D image tasks. b) The deformer network architecture utilized a lightweight U-Net. c-d) The segmentation
head in the variant of GEMINI-Semi and the self-restoration head in the variant of GEMINI-MIP.
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