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Abstract— Single-source domain generalization (SDG) in
medical image segmentation remains a significant challenge,
particularly for images with varying color distributions and
qualities. Previous approaches often struggle when models
trained on high-quality images fail to generalize to low-quality
test images due to these color and quality shifts. In this work,
we propose two novel techniques to enhance generalization:
dynamic color image normalization (DCIN) module and color-
quality generalization (CQG) loss. The DCIN dynamically
normalizes the color of test images using two reference image
selection strategies. Specifically, the DCIN utilizes a global
reference image selection (GRIS), which finds a universal
reference image, and a local reference image selection (LRIS),
which selects a semantically similar reference image per test
sample. Additionally, CQG loss enforces invariance to color
and quality variations by ensuring consistent segmentation pre-
dictions across transformed image pairs. Experimental results
show that our proposals significantly improve segmentation
performance over the baseline on two target domain datasets,
despite being trained solely on a single source domain. Notably,
our model achieved up to a 32.3-point increase in Dice score
compared to the baseline, consistently producing robust and
usable results even under substantial domain shifts. Our work
contributes to the development of more robust medical image
segmentation models that generalize across unseen domains.
The implementation code is available at https://github.
com/RaviShah1/DCIN-CQG.

Index Terms— Pharyngeal images, endoscopy images, medi-
cal image segmentation, semantic segmentation, deep learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Accurate segmentation of medical images is crucial for
computer-aided diagnosis, healthcare systems, and clinical
research. In recent years, with the rapid development of
deep learning techniques, the performance of medical image
segmentation tasks has been significantly improved [1], [2].
However, these deep learning-based models tend to perform
well when trained and tested on datasets from a single do-
main but perform poorly when faced with data from different
domains, which is known as the domain shift problem. To
improve the generalization of these models on new test cases,
we could use larger datasets that include a diverse range
of high-quality images. However, obtaining such extensive
medical datasets is very challenging, primarily due to the
obstacles in data collection and sharing, as well as the high
expenses associated with labeling.

One solution to the problem of domain shift is to use
unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) techniques. In the
UDA setting, segmentation models are trained on labeled
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data from a source domain, as well as unlabeled data from
the target domain, in order to better generalize to the target
domain [3], [4]. However, a drawback of this method is that
the target domain must be known in advance, which may
not be possible in medical applications. Additionally, if the
target domain changes, a new model would need to be re-
trained, which can be difficult or impossible to accomplish
in real-world scenarios.

Another potential approach for overcoming the above issue
is to employ domain generalization (DA) methods [5], [6].
These methods are designed to improve generalization by
training only from labeled source domains without accessing
data from unseen target domains. The DA methods could be
divided into two categories: multi-source domain generaliza-
tion (MDG) and single-source domain generalization (SDG).
The former, MDG methods, normally require training on
two or more labeled source domains. However, as previously
noted, this is problematic due to the limited availability of
medical images from various domains in real-world settings.
On the other hand, the SDG methods are known to be more
practical as these methods use training data from only one
source domain but generalize it to unseen target data from
multiple domains. Through these SDG methods, significant
improvements in performance have been observed in the
medical image segmentation tasks [7]–[11].

Despite achieving promising results, they largely rely on
the assumption of minimal domain distribution shifts. In
practice, large domain shifts, particularly with color medical
images, can lead to a noticeable decline in the performance
of SDG segmentation models. Fig. 1 depicts instances of
failure from a throat segmentation model which was trained
on high-quality (HQ) color throat images captured from a
professional camera but tested on low-quality (LQ) images
acquired from other camera models. While performing well
on the HQ domain (first row), the model was unable to
capture semantic information from other domains (second
to last rows). In practice, failure cases are more likely to
occur since LQ color medical images (e.g., low-resolution,
noise, etc.,) such as endoscopic throat images are often
obtained with very complex degradations during the ac-
quisition process [12]. As we experienced, this decline in
segmentation performance is mainly due to the differences
in color between domains. In addition, previous studies
have shown that the decisions of deep networks are greatly
influenced by the color differences between datasets [13],
[14]. Therefore, we believe the implementation of advanced
techniques for color distribution alignment has the potential
to improve the segmentation performance.

Color normalization is a common technique to mitigate
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Fig. 1. Comparison of segmentation results on HQ domain (source domain)
and LQ domain (other domains). While performing well on the HQ domain
(first row), the model was unable to capture semantic information from other
domains (second to last rows).

the effects of domain shift in medical imaging [15], [16].
However, from our observations, segmentation results vary
depending on the chosen reference images, making the
selection of suitable reference images for testing a chal-
lenging task. While expert-selected reference images may
provide guidance, this process remains highly subjective
and dependent on individual judgment. In this work, we
first propose a dynamic color image normalization (DCIN)
method that dynamically selects suitable reference images
from the training data and transfers the color distribution of
test images to match that of the reference image. We show
that the performance of segmentation models is better when
using our DCIN module compared to expert reference image
selection.

To further enhance the robustness of the segmentation
models, we introduce a training objective function called
color-quality generalization (CQG) as our second proposal.
The CQG loss is a contrastive-based loss with the idea that
an image in different color and quality conditions should
have the same segmentation outputs. These two proposals
effectively mitigate the issue of large domain shifts and
significantly improve the performance of SDG segmentation
models. Experiments demonstrate that our proposed method
results in large increases in DICE scores across all segmenta-
tion models on two other domain datasets, with a maximum
improvement of 32.3 points over the baseline. Moreover, our
method is model agnostic which can be adapted to any SGD
color image segmentation model.

II. METHODS

A. Dynamic Color Image Normalization

Fig. 2 (blue dashed box) shows the data flow of our
dynamic color image normalization (DCIN) method. For a
given input test image from a non-source domain, the refer-
ence image selection module strategically identifies suitable
reference images from the training source domain. The color
transfer in the perception-based color space lαβ [17] is
then applied to align the color distribution of the reference
images with that of the test image. The reference image
selection module incorporates two strategies: “global” ref-
erence selection and “local” reference selection. The global
strategy assigns a single reference image to all test images,
whereas the local strategy selects a unique reference image
for each individual test image. Detailed descriptions of these
strategies are described below.

1) Global Reference Image Selection: We propose the
global reference image selection (GRIS) strategy that utilizes
color histograms such that each image in the source domain
is converted into a b-bin normalized color histogram vector.
The global reference image xg is selected as the image whose
color histogram minimizes the average pairwise distance
between histograms of all other images in the source domain.

The average pairwise distance Dpairwise(xi) = 1
N

N∑
di,j

j=1

,

where di,j =
√∑b

k=1 (Hk (xi)−Hk (xj))
2 is the Eu-

clidean distance between two normalized histogram vectors.
In this case, Hk(x) is the k-th bin value of the image x,
and N is the number of images in the source domain. The
selected image xg will be used as the color normalization
reference of all test images before making predictions.

2) Local Reference Image Selection: As stated previously,
segmentation results vary on different reference images.
Thus, we believe selecting a semantically similar image
to the test image from the training data can benefit the
segmentation performance. We propose a local reference
image selection (LRIS) strategy that utilizes a pre-trained
CNN model to select a more tailored reference image for
each test image. First, the pre-trained CNN was used to
extract feature vectors from all source images, which were
then normalized into unit vectors. For a given image xtest in
a test domain, a local reference image xl is selected as the
one whose feature vector has the highest cosine similarity
with xtest. The selected image xl will be used as the color
normalization reference of the test image xtest before making
predictions.

3) Ensembling Both Selected Reference Images: To fur-
ther improve generalization capabilities, the results of the
above two strategies can be ensembles. From the selected
global and local reference images, two color-normalized in-
put images were produced, which were then used to generate
two corresponding output masks. Finally, the final prediction
is formed by taking a pixel-wise mean of the two predicted
masks. Here, we refer to the “full DCIN” as the complete
module with this ensemble method (i.e., GRIS + LRIS).
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Fig. 2. The overview of our proposed dynamic color image normalization (DCIN) and color-quality generalization (CQG) loss.

B. The Color-Quality Generalization Loss

The color-quality generalization loss (CQG) is a training
objective function inspired by contrastive loss. The idea is
that given the same input presented in varying colors and
qualities, the model should produce identical segmentation
masks. This approach encourages the model to adapt effec-
tively to images with diverse variations. Fig. 2 (purple dashed
box) illustrates the data flow of the CQG loss. For each train-
ing image x, we apply transformations randomly to generate
two inputs for the segmentation model. The first input x1

is obtained by applying geometric transformations, and the
second input x2 is from both geometric and photometric
transformations. Geometric transformations are applied to
change the input x geometrically while photometric transfor-
mations change its color and quality. Specifically, geometric
transformations include random horizontal flip, shear, shift,
scale, rotation, and elastic transform. Photometric transfor-
mations include random blur, sharpening, Gaussian noise,
brightness contrast, and RGB shifts. Both x1 and x2 have
the same ground-truth mask y.

Given a segmentation model S and a ground-truth mask
y, we have y1 = S(x1), and y2 = S(x2). Our CQG loss is
defined as:

L = λ1DC(y, y1) + λ2DC(y, y2) + λ3MSE(y1, y2), (1)

where DC(y, y′) is the sum of the Dice loss and cross-
entropy loss between the ground truth y and predicted mask

y′. MSE(y1, y2) is the mean squared error loss between the
predicted masks y1 and y2. Here, λ1, λ2, λ3 are the hyper-
parameters controlling the weight of each loss term.

The CQG loss can be viewed as a form of image aug-
mentation. By leveraging this loss, the model is encouraged
to produce identical predictions for both original and aug-
mented images, regardless of color and quality shifts.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Data Collection

In this work, we collected 16,000 high-quality (HQ) clean
throat images of around 900 patients from several hospitals in
Japan and refer to it as the HQall dataset. They were obtained
by a special camera type designed for taking pharyngeal
images. Among the HQall dataset, there are 2,000 images
that were labeled by experts containing the semantic pixel-
level annotations of four areas inside the throat: uvula,
tongue, tonsil, and pharyngeal wall. We randomly split 1,600
images for training (refer as HQseg/train set) and 400 images
for validation (refer as HQseg/val set). In addition, the HQall

dataset is used for color reference image selection as in the
DCIN module.

To evaluate the performance of the medical image seg-
mentation models, we additionally collected data from two
non-source domains. First, we collected 255 LQ images (e.g.,
blurry, hazy, compression artifacts, poor lighting, etc.) from
over 150 patients. These images were taken by different



camera devices, and we refer this as the LQseg dataset.
Second, we collected 125 smartphone (SP) images. These
images were taken primarily with iPhone SE (1st gen) and
Sony Xperia XZ1 (SO-01K) cameras, and we refer to this
as the SPseg dataset. Images from all datasets are resized to
the size of 768× 512 pixels. Please refer to Fig. 1 for some
samples of these datasets.

B. Reference Image Selection

For each test image, we utilize two images that correspond
to the GRIS and LRIS strategies in our DCIN module.
The global reference image xg is selected by applying the
color histogram reference image selection pipeline on the
HQseg/train dataset. We created the histograms in RGB
space and used eight bins per channel based on our pre-
liminary experiments. Note again that the image is the same
across all test images and is selected before the test time.
The local reference image xl is selected at inference time
for each test image. Specifically, for all images in the HQall

dataset, we pre-computed embedding vectors using a Swin-
V2-Large model [18] which was pre-trained on the ImageNet
dataset [19].

To further validate the effectiveness of our GRIS and LRIS
strategies, we incorporated a reference image selected by
physicians for color transfer before testing. The image was
chosen based on specific criteria, including cleanliness and
color balance, ensuring its suitability for diagnostic purposes.
We refer to this image as the expert-selected reference image
(ExRI).

C. Training Throat Segmentation Models

To evaluate the effectiveness of our proposals for sup-
porting SDG medical image segmentation tasks, in this
experiment, we trained three different throat image seg-
mentation models on the HQseg/train dataset. All models
are built based on the U-Net [20] model with the pre-
trained EfficientNet-B2 [21] on the ImageNet dataset as the
backbone. The three segmentation models are:

• Baseline (Sbase): The baseline model is trained with
minimal preprocessing, consisting only of resizing and
normalization. A simple loss function comprising the
sum of Dice and cross-entropy losses is applied without
any data augmentations.

• Baseline + augmentations (Saug): The baseline model
is additionally trained with the augmentations as in
the CQG loss. The data augmentation only creates one
output from an input image and the CQG loss is not
applied.

• Baseline + CQG (SCQG): The baseline model is trained
with the color-quality generalization (CQG) loss func-
tion. We chose to use λ1 = 0.3, λ2 = 0.7, λ3 = 1.0
based on our preliminary experiments.

All three throat segmentation models were optimized using
the Adam optimizer [22] with a learning rate of 1 × 10−3.
The batch size was set to 2 and training was completed
after 15 epochs. For the evaluation metric, we employed the

TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON IN DICE SCORE ON THE LQseg DATASET

Model W/o DCIN DCIN

ExRI GRIS LRIS GRIS + LRIS

Sbase 36.9 53.7 52.4 58.9 56.9

Saug 54.0 55.9 53.7 58.1 57.2

SCQG 64.5 67.2 67.5 68.5 69.2

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON IN DICE SCORE ON THE SPseg DATASET

Model W/o DCIN DCIN

ExRI GRIS LRIS GRIS + LRIS

Sbase 55.3 61.0 63.8 60.8 65.5

Saug 60.6 62.4 66.1 64.4 66.7

SCQG 63.5 65.0 68.1 67.1 68.6

commonly used Dice score to measure the overlap between
the prediction and the segmentation ground-truth masks.

D. Results of Throat Segmentation Models

After training, the three segmentation models Sbase, Saug,
and SCQG achieved Dice scores of 88.9, 87.8, and 88.6 on
the HQseg/val dataset, respectively. All models demonstrated
high accuracy on the source domain, indicating the capability
of accurately segmenting HQ images.

Table I and II summarize the Dice scores for the three
models on the LQseg and SPseg datasets (the best perfor-
mance of each model across all DCIN configurations is in
bold text). The visual comparison of segmentation results is
provided in Fig. 3. Note that the results with DCIN depicted
in Fig. 3 are from the full DCIN (i.e., GRIS + LIRS).
All models experienced a severe performance drop when
moving from the HQ dataset to other non-source datasets.
For instance, without DCIN module, the Sbase model’s Dice
score largely dropped from 88.9 on HQseg/val to 36.9 on
the LQseg dataset, and down to 55.3 on the SPseg dataset.

Both the DCIN module and CQG loss consistently boosted
the segmentation performances in all models. The most
effective configuration was achieved by combining CQG
training with the full DCIN (i.e., GRIS + LRIS), resulting
in increments in Dice score over the baseline models, from
36.9 to 69.2 on the LQseg , and 55.3 to 68.6 on the SPseg

datasets.

IV. DISCUSSION

Due to the large domain shifts between different throat
datasets, the Sbase model and the Saug model (even with
data augmentations), struggled to generalize on the unseen
images, resulting in substantial performance drops on both
the LQseg and SPseg datasets. Visually, the results in Fig. 3
illustrate that the baseline Sbase model’s predictions without
DCIN are completely unusable. As discussed earlier, the
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Fig. 3. Visual comparison of the results on the LQseg (top) and SPseg (bottom) datasets from different segmentation models. Results with DCIN are
from the full DCIN setting (i.e., GRIS + LRIS).

large difference in image quality and image color between
domains is the main reason for the vast decline in the
performance of deep learning models.

We address these issues during both training (using the
CQG loss) and testing (using the DCIN module). The CQG
loss demonstrated its effectiveness as the SCQG model out-
performed other models in all experiments. By employing
the contrastive constraint on different color and quality con-
ditions from the same input, the CQG loss has increased the
robustness of the model on other data domains. In addition,
applying the DCIN module also significantly improved the
segmentation performance on both datasets (Table I and II).
The SCQG with the full DCIN (GRIS + LRIS) produces
results that closely resemble the ground truth. Notably, its
visual results on the SPseg dataset (Fig. 3, bottom part)
appear very clean and accurate. In this context, the DCIN
module effectively aligns the color distribution with that
of the source domain, further boosting the segmentation
performances.

To confirm the impact of the two image reference selection
strategies (GRIS and LRIS) in the DCIN module versus
expert-selected reference image (ExRI), we also reported
the results under different configurations: DCIN using ExRI,

GRIS, and LRIS. In most experiments, the LRIS and GRIS
strategies outperformed the DCIN with ExRI. This suggests
that the subjective expert-selected reference image is not
optimal while our objective GRIS and LRIS strategies often
provided more suitable reference images.

Although achieving promising results, there remain several
limitations in our proposals. First, our current DCIN per-
formed lαβ color transfers on the CPU, which is somewhat
inefficient as the image is later processed on the GPU.
Adapting this operation to run directly on the GPU could
improve processing speed. Second, the segmentation model
faces challenges when target domains contain artifacts absent
in the source domain. For instance, many images in the SPseg

dataset displayed teeth, which often confused the model
and degraded prediction quality. Introducing additional post-
processing techniques could improve the model’s ability to
generalize when domain shifts extend beyond color and
quality differences. There is room for improvement and we
plan to mitigate these limitations in future works.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we proposed a practical approach for single-
source domain generalization in color medical image seg-



mentation. By introducing dynamic color image normaliza-
tion (DCIN) for test-time color adaptation and color-quality
generalization (CQG) loss to enhance model robustness, our
method effectively improves segmentation performance on
non-source domains. Trained solely on high-quality pharynx
images, our framework demonstrates strong generalization to
low-quality and smartphone-acquired images. The proposed
pipeline not only enhances segmentation accuracy across
large domain shifts for pharyngeal images but also high-
lights its potential for broader applications to improve the
robustness of medical imaging systems.
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