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Rethinking U-net Skip Connections for Biomedical
Image Segmentation

Frauke Wilm, Jonas Ammeling, Mathias Öttl, Rutger H.J. Fick, Marc Aubreville, Katharina Breininger

Abstract—The U-net architecture has significantly impacted
deep learning-based segmentation of medical images. Through
the integration of long-range skip connections, it facilitated the
preservation of high-resolution features. Out-of-distribution data
can, however, substantially impede the performance of neural
networks. Previous works showed that the trained network
layers differ in their susceptibility to this domain shift, e. g.,
shallow layers are more affected than deeper layers. In this
work, we investigate the implications of this observation of
layer sensitivity to domain shifts of U-net-style segmentation
networks. By copying features of shallow layers to corresponding
decoder blocks, these bear the risk of re-introducing domain-
specific information. We used a synthetic dataset to model
different levels of data distribution shifts and evaluated the
impact on downstream segmentation performance. We quantified
the inherent domain susceptibility of each network layer, using
the Hellinger distance. These experiments confirmed the higher
domain susceptibility of earlier network layers. When gradually
removing skip connections, a decrease in domain susceptibility of
deeper layers could be observed. For downstream segmentation
performance, the original U-net outperformed the variant with-
out any skip connections. The best performance, however, was
achieved when removing the uppermost skip connection—not
only in the presence of domain shifts but also for in-domain test
data. We validated our results on three clinical datasets—two
histopathology datasets and one magnetic resonance dataset—
with performance increases of up to 10 % in-domain and 13 %
cross-domain when removing the uppermost skip connection.

Index Terms—domain shift, Hellinger distance, out-of-
distribution, skip connections, U-net

I. INTRODUCTION

CONVOLUTIONAL neural networks (CNNs) have
achieved outstanding performance in solving a wide

range of medical image analysis tasks, often reaching the
performance of trained experts [1], [2]. In 2015, Ronneberger
et al. [3] presented the U-net architecture—a milestone in the
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Fig. 1: Schematic illustrations of the baseline U-net and
the pruned architectures. For the L1-pruned U-net (cyan),
the uppermost skip connection was removed. Consecutively
removing the layer-wise skip connections resulted in the L2-
pruned (orange), L3-pruned (red), and L4-pruned (teal) U-net.

field of medical image segmentation. By introducing long-
range skip connections that concatenate the feature maps at
multiple encoder levels to the corresponding decoder level, the
authors demonstrated a better preservation of feature resolu-
tions. Meanwhile, a wide range of architectural modifications
has been proposed, and variants of the U-net architecture
consistently outperform other architectures at public computer
vision challenges on medical image segmentation [4]. How-
ever, the performance of CNNs—classification and segmen-
tation architectures alike—heavily relies on the training data
distribution. Distribution shifts between training and test data,
commonly referred to as domain shift, can affect CNN perfor-
mance substantially [5]. Opposed to the common belief that
early CNN layers extract more domain-agnostic features than
deeper layers [6], recent studies on the domain susceptibility of
CNN architectures [7], [8] suggest the contrary. These studies
reported a higher domain shift susceptibility of earlier network
layers both for classification [7] as well as segmentation [8]
tasks. We consider these observations particularly relevant
for segmentation architectures with skip connections which
copy the feature maps from different encoder levels to the
corresponding decoder levels. Thereby, they might bear the
risk of passing domain-specific features to deeper layers of
the network and making predictions less domain-agnostic.
Existing works, however, have not explicitly investigated the
role of skip connections in this regard.
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In this work, we extend previous empirical experiments
by explicitly quantifying the domain shift of encoder-decoder
CNN architectures at different layers. We evaluate the influ-
ence on segmentation performance and robustness against do-
main shifts. In particular, we study the role of skip connections
by performing a layer-wise pruning of skip connections, as
illustrated in Fig. 1. To quantify the inherent domain shift at
each CNN layer, we utilized the Hellinger distance. Compared
to other previously proposed metrics, e. g., representation
shift [9], the Hellinger distance can be defined as a bound
metric and is scale-invariant. Thereby, it allows for comparing
different CNN layers with varying dimensionalities and feature
scales. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• modeling of various common domain shifts on a custom
synthetic dataset

• layer-wise pruning of skip connections and evaluation of
downstream segmentation performance

• utilization of Hellinger distance to quantify the inherent
domain shift at each layer of the CNN

• validation of findings on three medical datasets (two
histopathology datasets and one cardiac magnetic reso-
nance (MR) dataset)

We observe a beneficial impact on performance and ro-
bustness when removing the upper-most skip connection (L1-
pruned), i. e., the L1-pruned model achieved the best in-
domain and cross-domain segmentation performance for all
datasets. Furthermore, we show that earlier layers are consid-
erably more susceptible to domain shifts than deeper layers,
which is in line with the observations of related studies.
Based on these results we propose to rethink the use of skip
connections in biomedical image segmentation and consider
potential skip connection pruning during model development.

II. RELATED WORK

A. U-net for biomedical image segmentation

Since the original implementation of the vanilla U-net in
2015 [3], many architectural variants have been proposed.
The dense U-net [10] employed dense blocks at all encoder
levels to facilitate better reuse of features. The idea of adding
dense connections was also pursued by the U-net++ archi-
tecture [11], which employed a network of skip connections
to propagate the features of one encoder level to multiple
decoder levels. The inception U-net [12] used wider encoder
blocks with parallel paths of varying filter kernel sizes to
accommodate for features of varying semantic scales, whereas
the residual U-net [13] used residual blocks in the encoder to
allow for deeper blocks at each level. The recurrent-residual
(R2) U-net [14] additionally utilized recurrent connections for
feature accumulation, whereas the attention U-net [15] added
attention blocks and the SE U-net [16] squeeze-and-excitation
blocks to the vanilla architecture to allow feature re-weighting
along the network layers. While all of the abovementioned
architectural variants changed the structural design of the
encoder blocks or skip connections, all of them retained the
original idea of using long-range skip connections to concate-
nate the encoder output to one or more decoder levels. Even
though many works showed that skip connections improve

the overall segmentation performance compared to a simple
encoder-decoder architecture, recent work by Wang et al. [17]
investigated the contribution of each skip connection and
found that in some cases individual skip connections can in
fact harm the overall performance. Consequently, the authors
proposed a transformer-based feature fusion as an alternative
to the standard copying of encoder features.

B. Domain susceptibility of CNN architectures

Early works on transfer learning commonly used fine-tuning
of individual network layers for adapting a trained model
to a new target domain. These works often re-trained the
last CNN layers, based on the assumption that early layers
extract features that are more generic across domains, i. e.,
edges or texture descriptors, whereas deeper layers extract
more domain-specific features [6]. Recent works studied the
sensitivity to domain shifts of individual CNN layers in more
detail and reported contradictory results [7], [8]. Aljundi et
al. [7] used the H-divergence [18] to quantify the domain
susceptibility of different filter kernels at different levels and
reported a higher domain sensitivity for earlier compared to
later layers. Shirokikh et al. [8] showed that fine-tuning the
early layers of a U-net architecture with target domain samples
was considerably more effective for domain generalization
than fine-tuning deeper layers or even the complete CNN when
a limited amount of target domain data were available.

C. Measuring domain shift

Many works on domain shift quantification stem from
the field of uncertainty quantification and out-of-distribution
(OOD) detection, where the softmax output of the final pre-
diction layer is interpreted as model confidence [9]. Recent
literature, however, suggests that covariate shifts can already
be detected at intermediate network layers, and various metrics
to quantify the inherent domain shifts have been proposed [9],
[19]. The authors of these works have demonstrated a corre-
lation of these metrics with the model’s accuracy and their
eligibility to predict the expected performance degradation.
Stacke et al. [9] proposed the representation shift, computed
from the Wasserstein distance between the domain-specific
feature distributions over all filters in a network layer. Even
though the authors demonstrated a high correlation with a
decrease in classification accuracy, the representation shift has
one important shortcoming: Through the computation from a
network’s activation maps, the metric becomes unbound and is
highly dependent on feature scaling and dimensionality, which
prevents comparison across models or datasets. This shortcom-
ing can be alleviated by distribution distance measures such as
the Hellinger distance. Compared to other f-divergences, e. g.,
the Kullback-Leibler (KL) Divergence, the Hellinger distance
is symmetric, bound between 0 and 1, and fulfills the triangle
inequality. These characteristics allow comparing the Hellinger
distance across layers with a different number of neurons.
Previous work [20] has demonstrated the suitability of the
Hellinger distance for quantifying distribution shifts between
training and test data as well as high robustness against the
base CNN performance.
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III. MATERIALS

To reduce the influence of label noise and potential hidden
domain shifts, e. g. batch effects introduced during image
acquisition, we first created a synthetic dataset to model
different domain shift scenarios explicitly and study their
influence on the model’s predictive performance. We modeled
controlled changes in brightness, saturation, and contrast. In
histopathology, changes in brightness and saturation are com-
mon between images acquired in different environments [21],
whereas changes in contrast between devices are common for
many imaging modalities. The observations made on the syn-
thetic dataset were then validated on three medical datasets—
two multi-scanner histopathology datasets for mitotic figure
detection [22] and cutaneous tumor segmentation [23], and
a publicly available multi-center, multi-vendor, multi-disease
MR dataset for cardiac segmentation. The clinical datasets
were gathered during previous publications, and appropriate
institutional review board approval was secured for those
publications. For more information, we refer to the relevant
manuscripts.

A. Synthetic malaria dataset

The synthetic malaria dataset was created based on the
BBBC041v1 image set, available from the Broad Bioimage
Benchmark Collection [24]. The dataset creation followed a
description on kaggle1: First, a random sample image was
selected from the dataset. From this sample, one background
patch, three malaria cell patches, and three artifacts were
cut out (visualized in Fig. 2). From these templates, 1,000
synthetic images were created. For each synthetic image, the
following image generation process was followed:

1) randomly rotate the background template by
θ degrees and resize to 1,500× 1,500 pixels,
θ ∈ {0, 90, 180, 270};

2) randomly sample n malaria cells from the three tem-
plates and place them at random (x,y)-positions, n ∈
[0, 100];

3) randomly sample three artifacts from the three templates
and place them at random (x,y)-positions;

4) resize the image to 512× 512 pixels.
The ground truth masks were created by thresholding the cell
templates and placing the cell masks in an empty mask at
the same (x,y)-positions of the corresponding synthetic image.
By sampling the number of malaria cells in the interval of
1 ≤ n ≤ 100, samples with varying cell densities were
created. Fig. 3 visualizes an exemplary low-density and high-
density image, created with the described method. After image
generation, 20% of the images were defined as a hold-out test
set. An equal distribution of low-and high-density images was
ensured in the training and test split.

B. Multi-scanner mitotic figure dataset (MS-MF)

The first medical dataset used for validating the toy dataset
results comprised a multi-scanner histopathology dataset fo-

1https://www.kaggle.com/code/vbookshelf/how-to-generate-artificial-cell-
images/notebook

Fig. 2: Templates used for the creation of the synthetic malaria
dataset: background (left column), cells (middle column), and
artifacts (right column).

Fig. 3: Exemplary images and corresponding masks of the
synthetically created malaria dataset.

cusing on the task of mitotic figure segmentation. The orig-
inal dataset is composed of 21 canine mammary carcinoma
(CMC) whole slide images (WSIs), digitized with the Aperio
ScanScope CS2 scanning system, and was originally published
by Aubreville et al. [22]. For the experiments presented in this
study, 19 samples were re-scanned with five additional systems
(two glass slides were damaged during sample shipment).
Table I provides an overview of the scanner manufacturers and
image resolutions. For WSI alignment, we used a quadtree-
based registration algorithm by Marzahl et al. [25]. The
Aperio WSIs were annotated for mitotic figures following a
two-stage semi-automatic labeling process. This resulted in
a total number of 14,154 point annotations. For this work,
we converted these point annotations to segmentation masks
using a pre-trained U-net for automatic mask generation and
then manually corrected all generated masks. Finally, we
extracted object-centric patches sized 128× 128 pixels, which
were used for training a CNN for mitotic figure segmentation.
Fig. 4 visualizes a mitotic figure from the same tissue sample
digitized with six slide scanners of different scanners. For
CNN training, only the Aperio ScanScope CS2 patches were
used. Testing was then performed across all scanner domains.
From the 19 WSIs, four (∼ 20%) were selected as a hold-
out test set with a total number of 5,605 annotations. Due
to registration inaccuracies, the final test set only comprised
5,245 multi-scanner mitotic figure patches. In the following
sections, we will refer to the dataset as MS-MF dataset.
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Fig. 4: Multi-scanner histopathology dataset for mitotic figure
segmentation. Each row visualizes a concentric mitotic figure
on the same tissue sample digitized with six scanning systems.
A: Aperio ScanScope CS2 (Leica), B: NanoZoomer 2.0-HT
(Hamamatsu), C: NanoZoomer S360 (Hamamatsu), D: Pan-
noramic 250 Flash III (3DHISTECH), E: Pannoramic SCAN
II (3DHISTECH), F: SG60 (Philips).

C. Multi-scanner canine cutaneous tumor dataset (MS-CCT)

The second medical dataset also comprised a multi-scanner
histopathology dataset. The dataset is a subset of the CA-
nine cuTaneous Cancer Histology (CATCH) dataset [26], a
collection of originally 350 WSIs of seven canine cutaneous
tumor subtypes (50 WSIs per subtype), digitized with the
Aperio ScanScope CS2 scanning system. For this work, we
used the squamous cell carcinoma (SCC) subset and re-
scanned the samples with five additional systems (details in
Table I). Due to scanning artifacts in at least one of the
scans, six samples were removed from the dataset, resulting
in a total of 44 samples digitized with five scanning systems.
A low-resolution version of the dataset is publicly available
on Zenodo2 (due to file size restriction the WSIs could not
be uploaded in full resolution) and a detailed evaluation of
the scanner imaging statistics can be found in [23]. Fig. 5
illustrates a registered patch from the multi-scanner dataset.
The original CATCH dataset provided annotations for 13
histologic classes (including the seven tumor subtypes). For
this work, we have simplified the annotations and sorted
them into a tumor and non-tumor class. Furthermore, we used
Otsu thresholding [27] to detect the white slide background,
resulting in a three-class segmentation task. We randomly
selected nine of the samples (∼ 20%) as a hold-out test set. To
accommodate for class imbalances during CNN training, we
followed a custom sampling strategy: During each epoch, we
sampled 32 patches per WSI, sized 512× 512 pixels, using
pre-defined class weights. We used the same frequency for
sampling patches within tumor and non-tumor annotations,
and 10% for slide background. During testing, we limited the
inference to patches with a tissue content above 50%. Thereby,
we accounted for variations in the scanned slide background of
the scanner vendors, as some manufacturers include automatic
tissue detection before scanning, which results in considerably
less white slide background in the WSI. In total, the final test

2https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7418555

A B C D E

Fig. 5: Multi-scanner histopathology dataset for tumor seg-
mentation. Each row visualizes a patch from the same tis-
sue sample digitized with five scanning systems (white:
background, gray: non-tumor, black: tumor). A: Aperio
ScanScope CS2 (Leica), B: NanoZoomer S210 (Hamamatsu),
C: NanoZoomer 2.0-HT (Hamamatsu), D: Pannoramic 1000
(3DHISTECH), E: Aperio GT450 (Leica).

set constituted 4,778 multi-scanner patches. In the following
sections, we will refer to the dataset as MS-CCT dataset.

D. Multi-vendor magnetic resonance dataset (MV-MR)
Finally, we used a publicly available multi-center, multi-

vendor, multi-disease MR dataset [28], published in the con-
text of the M&Ms challenge for the task of cardiac segmenta-
tion. The original dataset comprises 375 cardiac MR images
from four different scanner vendors in six hospitals. We limited
our experiments to one hospital per vendor and to samples for
which a segmentation was provided. Vendor details can be
obtained from Table I. While the other datasets provide local
correspondences (same slide scanned with different scanners),
the samples in this dataset are acquired from different sam-
ples. While this may increase differences between domains,
e. g., due to site-specific patient demographics, the dataset is
still suited for domain shift experiments due to substantial
similarities between the images as illustrated in Fig. 6. For
CNN training, we used the official challenge train split of the
MAGNETOM Avanto scanner with 75 subjects. We limited the
test set to an equal number of samples per scanner, resulting
in 16 subjects per vendor. The provided annotations covered
three biological regions: the left and right ventricle cavities
(LV and RV, respectively), and the left ventricle myocardium
(MYO). For CNN training and inference, each projection
slice along the temporal and z-axis was considered a separate
sample and spatially cropped to a multiple of 16 to match
the input requirements of the U-net architecture. While this
resulted in different input sizes for the different scanners
(MAGNETOM Avanto: 192× 192, Achieva: 320× 320, Signa
Excite: 256× 256, Vantage Orian: 416× 416), it circumvented
the need for re-sizing and potentially interfering with the data-
inherent domain shift. For MR normalization, we used per-
slice re-scaling.

IV. METHODS

To evaluate the influence of skip connections on the robust-
ness of encoder-decoder architectures against domain shifts,
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Fig. 6: Multi-vendor magnetic resonance dataset for cardiac
segmentation. Patches visualize four anatomically similar sub-
jects digitized with four different vendors. Figure adapted from
Campello et al. [28] under CC BY 4.0 license. A: MAGNE-
TOM Avanto (Siemens), B: Achieva (Philips), C: Signa Excite
(General Electric), D: Vantage Orian (Canon).

TABLE I: Technical specifications of digitization systems used
for creating the multi-domain medical datasets.

MS-MF

A Aperio ScanScope CS2 Leica 0.25 µm/pixel
B NanoZoomer 2.0-HT Hamamatsu 0.23 µm/pixel
C NanoZoomer S360 Hamamatsu 0.23 µm/pixel
D Pannoramic 250 Flash III 3DHISTECH 0.12 µm/pixel
E Pannoramic SCAN II 3DHISTECH 0.25 µm/pixel
F SG60 Philips 0.25 µm/pixel

MS-CCT

A Aperio ScanScope CS2 Leica 0.25 µm/pixel
B NanoZoomer S210 Hamamatsu 0.22 µm/pixel
C NanoZoomer 2.0-HT Hamamatsu 0.23 µm/pixel
D Pannoramic 1000 3DHISTECH 0.25 µm/pixel
E Aperio GT450 Leica 0.26 µm/pixel

MV-MR

A MAGNETOM Avanto Siemens 1.32mm/pixel
B Achieva Philips 1.20mm/pixel
C Signa Excite General Electric 1.36mm/pixel
D Vantage Orian Canon 0.85mm/pixel

we first used the synthetic dataset to model specific domain
shift scenarios. We then used the Hellinger distance to measure
the inherent domain shift in the feature embeddings of the
trained U-net. Afterward, we conducted various experiments
on removing particular skip connections and evaluated the
influence on segmentation performance and domain suscep-
tibility of the architecture. We detail our approaches in the
following paragraphs.

A. Domain shift modeling

We used the synthetic malaria dataset to explicitly model
common domain shift scenarios, namely variation of bright-
ness, contrast, and saturation. For modeling brightness, we
scaled the input image x with a factor λb:

x∗ = λb · x, 0.5 ≤ λb ≤ 1.75 . (1)

For contrast modeling, we re-adjusted the contrast using a
factor λc and a lookup table (LUT), computed from the mean

of all M pixels of the grayscale-converted image g(x):

x =
1

M

M∑
j=1

g(x)j

lut = [0, ..., 255]⊤ · λc, 0.5 ≤ λc ≤ 1.75

lut = lut + x · (1− λc)

lut = max(0,min(lut, 255))
x∗
j = lut[xj ], ∀j ∈ [0, . . . ,M ] .

(2)

Finally, we modeled the saturation, using a factor λs:

x∗ = λs · x+ (1− λs) · g(x), 0 ≤ λs ≤ 0.75 . (3)

For the medical segmentation datasets, domain shifts were
inherently provided by the dataset, i. e., different visual appear-
ances caused by different slide scanners (MS-MF, MS-CCT)
or MR vendors (MV-MR).

B. Hellinger distance for domain shift quantification
After model training, we evaluated the inherent domain shift

at various network layers using the Hellinger distance. Let
X = {x1, · · · ,xN} denote the set of original test images and
X∗ = {x∗

1, · · · ,x∗
N} the set of augmented images generated

by a fixed augmentation setting (e. g., x∗ = λb ·x|λb = 0.75)
or a “natural” domain shift, e. g., scanner-induced. Further-
more, let ϕ(xi)

(l) denote the feature map of xi at layer
l,∀i ∈ [1, . . . , N ]. To save computational resources, each
feature map was average-pooled with an adjusted stride to
yield a uniform spatial size of px

32 × px

32 . Here, px denotes
the side length of the image x. Afterward, the feature maps
were flattened along the spatial dimensions, yielding a set of
K feature vectors

(
ϕ(xi)

(l)
1 , · · · , ϕ(xi)

(l)
K

)
, with K =

(
px

32

)2
and ϕ(xi)

(l)
k ∈ RD.

We computed the Hellinger distance for each dimension
d ∈ D and then averaged across all feature channels. For
efficient computation of the Hellinger distance, we calcu-
lated two binned relative frequency distributions P

(l)
d (X) and

Q
(l)
d (X∗) from the two image sets X and X∗. For each bin

b ∈ [0, . . . , B − 1] the entry P
(l)
d,b(X) of the binned relative

distributions can be determined as:

P
(l)
d,b(X) =

1

KN

∑
i

∑
k

δ

(
ϕ(xi)

(l)
d,k,

b

B
,
b+ 1

B

)
, (4)

with δ defining the indicator function of a bin with relative
range z = [z1, z2] as:

δ(x, z) =

{
1 if z1α

(l)
d + β

(l)
d ≤ x < z2α

(l)
d + β

(l)
d

0 else
(5)

and the range being scaled in the joint value range of the
features as:

α
(l)
d = max

i,k

{
ϕ(xi)

(l)
d,k, ϕ(x

∗
i )

(l)
d,k

}
−min

i,k

{
ϕ(xi)

(l)
d,k, ϕ(x

∗
i )

(l)
d,k

}
(6)

β
(l)
d = min

i,k

{
ϕ(xi)

(l)
d,k, ϕ(x

∗
i )

(l)
d,k

}
. (7)
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Likewise, we define the binned relative distribution Q
(l)
d (x∗)

for image set X∗. The Bhattacharyya coefficient, which mod-
els the distribution overlap within the dimension d, could then
be estimated as

BC(P
(l)
d (X), Q

(l)
d (X∗)) =

B−1∑
b=0

√
P

(l)
d,b(X) ·Q(l)

d,b(X
∗) .

(8)
From the Bhattacharyya coefficient, the Hellinger distance at
dimension d and layer l can be computed as

∆(P
(l)
d (X), Q

(l)
d (X∗)) =

√
1−BC(P

(l)
d (X), Q

(l)
d (X∗)) .

(9)
For the computation of the domain shift at layer l with feature
dimensionality D, we averaged the Hellinger distance across
all feature dimensions d ∈ D(l)

∆(l) =
1

D(l)

D(l)∑
d=1

∆(P
(l)
d (X), Q

(l)
d (X∗)) . (10)

C. Skip connection pruning

We first trained a baseline residual U-net with a ResNet [13]
encoder and skip connections between encoder and decoder
blocks. We experimented with two encoder sizes—ResNet18
and ResNet34, i. e., the configurations of the ResNet archi-
tecture that utilize 18 and 34 layers, respectively. We then
pruned the skip connections from top to bottom, resulting in
an L1-pruned, L2-pruned, L3-pruned, and L4-pruned U-net.
Fig. 1 schematically illustrates the baseline and the pruned
architecture designs. Table II summarizes the number of train-
able parameters for both encoder sizes and demonstrates that
the parameter count is only mildly affected by skip connection
pruning.

For each model, we repeated the training five times using
a stratified split of the training set and used the validation
fold for model selection. For all models, we used an encoder
pre-trained on ImageNet [29]. The model was trained with
a batch size of 8, the Adam optimizer, and a learning rate
step decay schedule with an initial learning rate of 10−4.
The model was optimized with a combined cross-entropy
and Dice [30] loss and trained for 50 epochs by which we
observed model convergence. We used the validation split
for model selection, based on the highest mean intersection
over union (mIoU). We used standard affine transformations,
i. e. flipping, cropping, rotation, and scaling, but refrained
from using color augmentation or normalization to better
highlight the impact of visual domain shifts on the predictive
performance of the trained model. However, the training sets
of the clinical datasets exhibited a certain degree of variations
caused by patient variance and, in the case of the microscopy
datasets, stain variance, thereby introducing a certain degree
of “natural” color augmentation. All code for model training
and evaluation is publicly available in our GitHub repository3.

3Link will be added upon acceptance of the manuscript.

TABLE II: Trainable parameters of baseline and pruned U-net
architectures.

ResNet18 ResNet34

baseline 14,328,354 24,436,514
L1-pruned 14,309,922 24,418,082
L2-pruned 14,273,058 24,381,218
L3-pruned 14,125,602 24,233,762
L4-pruned 13,535,778 23,643,938

V. RESULTS

For all models, we first evaluated the segmentation perfor-
mance using the intersection over union (IoU) computed from
the confusion matrix of the segmentation predictions and the
ground truth annotation masks accumulated on the complete
test set. For the synthetic dataset, we report the cell IoU, for
the MS-MF dataset the mitotic figure IoU, for the MS-CCT
dataset the tumor IoU, and for the MV-MR dataset the mean
IoU of LV, RV, and MYO.

A. Synthetic malaria dataset

Fig. 7 visualizes the performance of the baseline architecture
and the pruned models for different augmentation strengths.
The column labeled original states the cell IoU without ap-
plying any augmentations. All values were averaged across all
folds of the cross-validation. Generally, the models performed
best for in-distribution samples and decreased in performance
with increasing augmentation strength. The models were most
severely affected by changes in brightness, with a decrease in
IoU by up to almost 80%. When removing the upper-most skip
connection (L1-pruned U-net), the segmentation performance
was improved, both cross-domain and, surprisingly, also in-
domain. When removing additional skip connections, the
pruned models were sometimes less affected by particularly
strong augmentations (e. g., left-most column of brightness
augmentation for ResNet34 encoder), but generally, the overall
performance decreased.

Fig. 8 visualizes the layer-wise Hellinger distance of the
trained architectures for the original test set and an augmented
version. For the visualization, we selected the brightness
augmentation with λb = 0.75, which corresponds to the
second column in the brightness IoU matrix in Fig. 7. The
illustration highlights a high domain shift at the first encoder
level which was gradually reduced towards the bottleneck.
Afterward, the baseline and L1-pruned U-net exhibited a slight
increase in the Hellinger distance while the other models
retained a more or less constant value. The L2-, L3-, and L4-
pruned models demonstrated a lower Hellinger distance for
the ResNet34 encoder than for the ResNet18 encoder. This
corresponds to substantially higher IoU values of 0.90 vs. 0.86
(L2), 0.91 vs. 0.82 (L3), and 0.86 vs. 0.77 (L4). Generally,
the models exhibited the lowest Hellinger distance at the end
of the encoder, i. e., after the bottleneck.

B. MS-MF dataset

Fig. 9a summarizes the mitotic figure IoU for the tested
architectures averaged across the five folds of the cross-
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Fig. 7: Synthetic malaria dataset. Segmentation performance of trained architectures for different augmentation strengths. The
performance was measured as cell intersection over union (IoU) and averaged across all folds of the five-fold cross-validation.

validation. Similar to the synthetic dataset, the models per-
formed best for in-domain samples and showed considerable
degradation in performance on the OOD scanners. The model
performed worst on the Pannoramic 250 Flash III (domain D)
and the SG60 (domain F) scanning systems. The exemplary
patches of these scanners in Fig. 4 appear brighter and less
structured than the remaining patches. It is worth noting
that on the synthetic dataset, the U-net was most severely
affected by changes in brightness, which corresponds to the
bright visual appearance of the aforementioned scanners. The
L1-pruned architecture again demonstrated a slightly higher
in-domain performance. For cross-domain performance, the
L1-pruned architecture with a ResNet34 encoder consistently
outperformed the baseline U-net, especially for strong domain
shifts. For the ResNet18 backbone, this is not always the
case. Similar to the synthetic dataset, the L4-pruned performed
worse than the baseline on in-domain samples, but for some
OOD samples it even performed slightly better than the
baseline U-net.

C. MS-CCT dataset

Fig. 9b summarizes the tumor IoU for the tested architec-
tures averaged across the five folds of the cross-validation. On
this dataset, the effects of the domain shifts were less severe
than on the other histopathology dataset (MS-MF), indicated
by smaller differences between the in-domain (column A) and
OOD performance (columns B-E). Again, the models achieved

the highest tumor IoU on in-domain samples. On the MS-CCT
dataset, the L1-pruned U-net demonstrated substantial perfor-
mance improvements over the baseline U-net, both, in- and
cross-domain. For the ResNet18 encoder, these improvements
were in the range of 8–12% and for the ResNet18 encoder in
the range of 3–5%. On this dataset, the L4-pruned architecture
even outperformed the baseline U-net but overall achieved a
slightly lower performance than the L1-pruned U-net.

D. MV-MR dataset

Fig. 9c summarizes the mean IoU for the tested architectures
averaged across the five folds of the cross-validation. The
models performed best on in-domain samples and, for the
baseline U-net, performance decreases by up to 17% could
be observed for OOD samples (columns B-D). The L1-pruned
U-net again consistently outperformed the baseline, whereas
the L4-pruned U-net resulted in a lower performance.

VI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

The experiments on the synthetic malaria dataset demon-
strated substantial performance drops when applying the
trained segmentation model on OOD test data. These were
most severe for changes in brightness but could also be
observed for changes in contrast and saturation. The layer-
wise analysis of the Hellinger distance highlighted the model-
inherent domain shift in the feature encoding of the original
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Fig. 8: Violin plots of layer-wise Hellinger distance of trained architectures. The distance was assessed using the original test
set of the synthetic malaria dataset and an augmented version using a brightness factor of λb = 0.75 (corresponding to the
second column in the brightness IoU matrix in Fig. 7).
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(Leica), B: NanoZoomer 2.0-HT (Hamamatsu),
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noramic 250 Flash III (3DHISTECH), E: Pan-
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A B C D E

baseline
 ResNet18

L1-pruned
 ResNet18

L4-pruned
 ResNet18

baseline
 ResNet34

L1-pruned
 ResNet34

L4-pruned
 ResNet34

0.63 0.59 0.6 0.55 0.52

0.73 0.68 0.68 0.63 0.64

0.72 0.67 0.68 0.64 0.62

0.71 0.68 0.67 0.58 0.64

0.74 0.7 0.7 0.63 0.67

0.73 0.69 0.68 0.63 0.65

(b) MS-CCT dataset. A: Aperio
ScanScope CS2 (Leica), B: NanoZoomer
S210 (Hamamatsu), C: NanoZoomer
2.0-HT (Hamamatsu), D: Pannoramic
1000 (3DHISTECH), E: Aperio GT450
(Leica).

A B C D

baseline
 ResNet18

L1-pruned
 ResNet18

L4-pruned
 ResNet18

baseline
 ResNet34

L1-pruned
 ResNet34

L4-pruned
 ResNet34

0.72 0.6 0.56 0.55

0.77 0.62 0.69 0.58

0.67 0.49 0.5 0.51

0.77 0.65 0.67 0.67

0.79 0.69 0.71 0.68

0.74 0.63 0.6 0.66
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
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Fig. 9: Segmentation performance on medical datasets. The model was trained on domain A and tested across all (WSI / MR)
scanners. Values report average segmentation performance across all five folds of the cross-validation.

dataset and the augmented version. These differences were
more pronounced at earlier layers of the encoder, which is in
line with observations from previous studies. When removing
the uppermost skip connection (L1-pruned), the model consis-
tently achieved higher IoUs not only cross-domain but surpris-
ingly also for in-domain samples. This in-domain performance
increase could be observed across all datasets and was even
more pronounced on the clinical datasets than on the synthetic

dataset. Due to a certain degree of patient and stain variance,
the clinical datasets might exhibit a hidden domain shift to
which the L1-pruned architecture seems to be more robust.
This indicates that removing skip connections may contribute
substantially to the robustness of a segmentation model and
potential skip connection pruning should be considered during
model hyperparameter tuning.

The observations made in this work have implications for
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related research areas in the realm of deep learning. Many
recent works have studied self-supervised learning (SSL) to
leverage large unlabeled datasets for pre-training CNNs to
enable the model to learn generic visual concepts about the
data and potentially make CNNs more robust to domain
shifts [31]. Most of these works, however, have focused
on classification tasks and recent studies have shown that
these performance benefits do not necessarily translate to
dense prediction tasks [32], [33], such as image segmentation.
Yang et al. [34] hypothesized that the architectural changes
that have to be undergone when re-purposing a pre-trained
encoder for dense prediction tasks limit their transferability.
The risk of re-introducing domain-specific features across skip
connections, as demonstrated here, supports this theory and
these implications for SSL could be grounds for future work.
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