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Abstract

The ability of three-dimensional (3D) spheroid model-
ing to study the invasive behavior of breast cancer cells has
drawn increased attention. The deep learning-based im-
age processing framework is very effective at speeding up
the cell morphological analysis process. Out-of-focus pho-
tos taken while capturing 3D cells under several z-slices,
however, could negatively impact the deep learning model.
In this work, we created a new algorithm to handle blurry
images while preserving the stacked image quality. Fur-
thermore, we proposed a unique training architecture that
leverages consistency training to help reduce the bias of
the model when dense-slice stacking is applied. Addition-
ally, the model’s stability is increased under the sparse-
slice stacking effect by utilizing the self-training approach.
The new blurring stacking technique and training flow are
combined with the suggested architecture and self-training
mechanism to provide an innovative yet easy-to-use frame-
work. Our methods produced noteworthy experimental out-
comes in terms of both quantitative and qualitative aspects.

1. Introduction

Recent advancements in the utilization of 3D multicellular
tumor spheroids have significantly progressed research in
oncogenesis and tissue engineering, enriching our under-
standing of these domains [29]. While various software
tools exist for analyzing spheroid behaviors using micro-
scopic data, they are limited to extracting specific cell mor-
phologies at specific time points during time-lapse observa-
tion [6, 7, 9, 15]. Differential interference contrast (DIC)
microscopy, with its fluorescence-free and non-destructive
detection advantages, emerges as a widely preferred ap-
proach for observing live cells and tracking their dynamic
progression temporally [34].

Despite its advantages, analyzing DIC spheroid images

Figure 1. Our proposed pipeline for stacking and training 3D cell
images. The 3D microscopy images are, firstly, stacked before
running through the training stage of the proposed architecture
DSCMask R-CNN. Finally, a self-training framework is employed
to select reliable samples for the continuous training epochs.

remains time-consuming and poses challenges in automat-
ing model extraction and analysis[15]. The introduction
of supervised machine learning frameworks, particularly
deep convolutional neural networks (CNNs), has revolu-
tionized medical image analysis [16, 17, 27]. Various deep
learning-based variants, such as encoder-decoder structures
like U-net or two-stage instance segmentation like Mask R-
CNN, leverage contextual information for image segmenta-
tion. Mask R-CNN model is an instance segmentation ar-
chitecture leveraging the power of three heads, making them
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promising for analyzing spheroid behavior in DIC bright-
field images.

Prior methods for 3D cell multiple slices have been ex-
tensively studied [22]. Most of these methods use a va-
riety of ways to transform the source image into differ-
ent scales in an effort to improve resolution. However,
traditional image quality enhancement from digital image
processing approaches no longer shows good performance
compared to deep learning approaches. The previous deep
learning method [25] learns focus measures to identify fo-
cused and defocused pixels in the source using an encoder-
decoder-based approach. With the growth of consistency-
based learning methods [], segmentation models have been
assisted to perform excellently under noisy input, such as
hard-to-learn samples.

Having said that, most of those approaches are not well-
utilized on 3D DIC microscope images due to the heavy
blur effect of multiple slices. Focus Stacking itself showed
promising performance with fast inference time and less
sensitivity against the blur effect. In this study, our objec-
tive is to adapt the existing Focus Stacking framework, in-
troducing a modified version termed Selective Blurry-Slice
Stacking (SBS-Stacking) by filtering a high percentage of
blurred areas to stack images before stacking. Besides, in-
spired by FixMatch [23], we redesigned Mask R-CNN by
adding a weak-to-strong augmentation mechanism to lever-
age the well-segmented sample from SBS-Stacking to teach
fully-stacked blur images, called dense-stacked samples.
Finally, to select useful information from stacked images
with fewer slices, called sparse-stacked samples, we pro-
posed a new self-training module. Different from dense-
stacked information assisted by the consistency module,
sparse-stacked information is utilized by a sparse-stacking
consistency self-training framework that can select and pri-
oritize reliable samples for re-training.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:
• We proposed SBS-stacking methods to select high-

quality slices for labeling and training procedures.
• Inspired by semi-supervised-based pseudo-labeling

methods, we redesigned Mask R-CNN that combined
consistency regularization loss, called DSCMask R-CNN
to leverage dense-stacked information from all slices.

• We proposed a novel self-training scheme that utilizes
sparse-stacked information that performs selective re-
training via prioritizing reliable images.

2. Related Works

2.1. Biomedical Image Stacking

Previous approaches for 3D cell multiple slices have been
researched widely [22]. These approaches fall into three
categories: spatial domain (pixel values), transform domain
(frequency components), and deep learning methods. Spa-

tial domain image fusion selects pixels or regions from fo-
cused parts [3]. Transform domain methods enhance res-
olution by transforming the source image into different
scales, employing techniques like wavelet, curvelet, con-
tourlet transforms, neighbor distance, Laplacian pyramid,
or gradient pyramid [10]. Deep learning methods learn fo-
cus measures to identify focused and defocused pixels in
source images [25], fusion operations to combine images
without ground truth [20], and direct mappings between
high and low-frequency images [12].

2.2. Consistency Regularization

Pseudo-labeling [2] and consistency regularization [4, 14]
are two powerful strategies for exploiting unlabelled data.
In the conventional pseudo-labeling method, the predicted
pixels with high confidence are chosen as the pseudo-label
for the unlabeled data using a high and defined threshold
[11]. However, only a small number of samples can surpass
the selected threshold at the beginning of training with this
technique. Consequently, Zhang et al. [33] introduce the
Curriculum Pseudo Labeling (CPL) technique, which mod-
ifies the flexible threshold of every category in real-time
while it is being trained. Low-confidence pixels will never-
theless be eliminated in spite of the favorable results. Low-
condence pixels are crucial for model training, as Wang et
al. [28] showed. Consistency regularization seems to use
data more, therefore this study will concentrate more on
it. Consistency regularization concentrates more on how
to obtain two identical predictions, such as data perturba-
tion [8], model perturbation [13], feature perturbation [18],
etc., even if it makes use of all available prediction data.
However, when it comes to prediction optimization, a con-
sistency loss function, such as L2 Loss, is used to treat all
data consistently.

2.3. Self-training on Semantic Segmentation

The most basic pseudo-labeling and semi-supervised tech-
niques are called self-training methods; they were initially
introduced in [31], extensively examined in [26], and used
with deep neural networks for the first time in [11]. These
techniques involve feeding back the training set with the
model’s predictions, so retraining a base supervised model.
It has been receiving more and more attention lately from a
variety of domains, including domain adaptation [35], semi-
supervised learning [5], and fully-supervised image recog-
nition [19]. Specifically, it has been reconsidered in several
semi-supervised tasks, such as semantic segmentation [32],
object detection [24], and picture classification [5]. J.Yuan
et al. [32] base their method on the premise that exces-
sive data augmentations are detrimental to clean data dis-
tribution. Several methods for integrating data augmenta-
tion techniques into the self-training process have also been
suggested. During the self-training phase, the ST++ [30]



method uses data augmentation techniques on the unlabeled
images.

3. Methodology
3.1. Selective Blurry-Slice Stacking (SBS-Stacking)

First, we derive a blur map for an image B, characterizing
spatially varying blur by modeling it as a composite of a
sharp image (S) convolved with a blur kernel (b) and the
addition of noise n, as demonstrated in[1].

B = S⊙ b+ n (1)

The blur detection methodology involves the following
key steps:

Gaussian Filtering for Noise Reduction: We employ
a Gaussian filter, characterized by a small kernel function
(g(x, y)), applied individually to each pixel (x, y) of the
blurry image (B). The Gaussian filter is an objectives func-
tion defined by:

g(x, y) =
1

2πσ2
e−

x2+y2

2σ2 (2)

This process effectively mitigates high-frequency noise
(introduced by the device lens). The resulting filtered im-
age is denoted as Bg, retaining the image’s inherent shape
and structure while eliminating spatial redundancy. In the
experiment setting, we chose a small σ = 0.5.

Gradient Magnitude Calculation: Let Bg represent the
input blurry image after it has been Gaussian filter. Convo-
lution operations with horizontal (hx) and vertical (hy) gra-
dient operators are applied to the Gaussian-filtered image
(Bg) to compute the gradient magnitudes. The magnitude
(G) is the square root of the sum of squared gradients. The
and hx and hy are defined as:

hx =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
, hy =

[
0 1
−1 0

]
Then, the gradient magnitude image G is calculated as:

G =

√
(Bg ⊙ hx)

2
+ (Bg ⊙ hy)

2
, (3)

These steps collectively yield a comprehensive blur map
reflecting the spatially varying blur in the image, providing
valuable insights into the localized variations in sharpness.

Next, we apply HiFST[1] decomposition on G - the
gradient-computed sample; blur can be interpreted differ-
ently depending on the scale. Images are processed with
patch size M x M for each pixel centered at (i, j). Given
that HM

i,j and Li,j are, respectively, a vector consisting of
the absolute values of the high-frequency Discrete Cosine
Transform (DCT) coefficients and its sorted vector. For

each element t, Li,j;t is the t-th element of in vector Li,j .
The matrix Lt is defined as the N1 ×N2 matrix defined as:

Lt = {Li,j;t, 0 ≤ i < N1, 0 ≤ j < N2} (4)

Algorithm 1 Selective Blurry-Slice Stacking
(SBS-Stacking)

Input: B: Blur images; k: top-k images that in-focus;
Z: total number of slices.
Output: S : Sharp image.
for z = 1 to Z do

Calculate gradient magnitude image Gz using Eq.3
Iz = HiFST (Gz) {Compute blur detection map.}

IzBM =
N1∑
i=0

N2∑
j=0

pi,j , pi,j ∈ [0, 255] {Compute in-

focus pixel values of each z image.}
IZ ← IzBM

end for
Sort IZ by descending order.
for i = 0 to k − 1 do
IkBM ← IzBM [i] {Select top-k slices.}

end for
S = FocusStack

(
IkBM

)
Return: S.

HiFST comprised of M2+M
2 normalized layers L̂t, 1 ≤

t ≤ M2+M
2 , where L̂t is shown as:

L̂t =
Lt −min (Lt)

max (Lt)−min (Lt)
, 1 ≤ t ≤ M2 +M

2
(5)

Each layer can more effectively distinguish between the
image’s blurry and unblurred areas and measure the amount
of blur locally by normalizing each layer between [0, 1].

A blur detection map D uses the first
∑m

r=1 Mr layers is
computed as:

D = T ◦ ω (6)

whereas ◦ is Hadamard product and Mr = 22+r if even
and Mr = 22+r − 1 if odd. Given that Matrices T with
0 ≤ i < N1, 0 ≤ j < N2, T and ω elements are defined as:

Ti,j = max

({
L̂i,j;t : t = 1, . . . ,

m∑
r=1

Mr

})
, (7)

ωi,j = −
∑

(i′,j′)∈Rk
(i,j)

P (Ti′,j′) log [P (Ti′,j′)], (8)

whereas Rk
(i,j) is k×k patch centered at pixel (i, j) and P is

probability function. After choosing k = 7 for computing
7 × 7 neighborhood for the corresponding pixel in T , the



entropy map ω is used as a weighting factor to give more
weight to the microscopy image’s salient regions. To reduce
the impact of outliers and preserve boundaries, the final blur
map is smoothed with edge-preserving filters.

After achieving a full saliency map of cell images, it can
be seen that some of the z-slices have a high percentage
of white area, whereas the blurry slices only contain most
of the black area. Many previous similar approaches[21]
consider stacking all the slices, which include many noise-
contained slices. The output of the focus stacking algorithm
is not well-represented for identifying among single cells.
We propose the SBS-Stacking algorithm that aims to se-
lect high in-focus ratio slices to stack based on the achieved
saliency map of each picture.

Given that, for every z-slice in Z, cumulative in-focus
pixel values of an input image are computed by using esti-
mated blur map IBM with the shape of N1×N2 as follows:

IzBM =

N1∑
i=0

N2∑
j=0

pi,j , pi,j ∈ [0, 255] (9)

where pi,j is intensity value at pixel (i, j). The k-selected
slice with high in-focus pixel intensity is defined as:

IkBM = {topk (IzBM | z ∈ Z) , 0 < k ≤ Z} (10)

After selecting the k in-focus slice, the image output is
focus-stacked as below:

S = FocusStack
(
IkBM

)
(11)

where FocusStack is an algorithm with the flow of us-
ing SIFT for feature detection, slices alignment with kNN
feature matching, generating Gaussian blur, and Laplacian
computing for combining multiple slices in the Z-axis.

The pseudo-code of the proposed stacking framework is
shown in Algorithm 1.

3.2. Dense-Stacking Consistency Mask R-CNN
(DSCMask R-CNN)

In our work, we utilize the architecture of Mask-RCNN
with a strong-weak consistency mechanism under multiple-
slice stacking methods. For the input, the labeled set is the
output of SBS-Stacking with k slices, which plays a role
as weak-augmented flow. Conversely, an unlabeled dataset,
generated from all z slices stacked, can be seen as a strong-
augmented set.

For supervised training with a labeled set, we keep the
original loss of Mask-RCNN, which includes classification
loss, regression loss, and supervised mask loss. The Mask-
RCNN loss is computed as:

LMaskRCNN = Lcls + Lbox + Lmask (12)

where classification loss is log loss, bounding box loss is
regression smooth L1 loss, and mask loss is binary cross
entropy loss.

For consistency training with both datasets, we lever-
age the semi-supervised mechanism that uses a labeled set
predicted mask as ground truth to teach unlabeled dataset
pseudo masks. The consistency loss is cross-entropy loss,
defined as:

Lu =
1

Bu

∑
1 (max (pω) ≥ τ)H (pω, ps) , (13)

where Bu denotes the batch size of unlabeled set, τ is
a pixel-level threshold, and p is pixel-level predicted prob-
ability. The overall objective function is a combination of
supervised loss LMaskRCNN and unsupervised loss Lu as:

L = LMaskRCNN + λLu (14)

where λ, the relative weight of unsupervised loss, is a scalar
hyperparameter.

3.3. Sparse-Stacking Consistency with Self-
Training Scheme

Based on our earlier research, which assumed that the SBS-
Stacking method worked well enough, we discovered that
tuning k-slice for training is not always stable and pro-
duces decent results. The reason for this is that the model
is not consistent enough as a result of some samples lack-
ing or sparsely distributed slices. We further employed the
mechanism that post-selects certain samples with only a
few slices yet is trustworthy enough for supervised train-
ing after stacking, called the Sparse-Stacking Consistency
Self-training framework. Our goal is to develop a selective
re-training technique that identifies the trustworthy stacked
samples so that lower-slice samples can be safely exploited.

Previous works estimate the uncertainty or reliability of
an image or pixel from various angles: for example, they
train two differently initialized models to predict the same
unlabeled sample and reweight the uncertainty-aware loss
with their disagreements [17]; they also take the final soft-
max output as the confidence distribution and filter low-
confidence pixels by pre-defined threshold [47, 63]. We
want to test the dependability with a single training model in
our proposed self-training framework, eliminating the need
to manually select the confidence threshold. Additionally,
we eliminate untrustworthy samples using image-level in-
formation as opposed to the often-used pixel-level informa-
tion for a more steady reliability rating. During training, the
model is also able to pick up more comprehensive contex-
tual patterns because of the image-level selection.

In our work, mean IOU is employed to measure the sta-
bility and reliability among pseudo-masks from the student
model and predicted masks from the teacher model. Given
that, with any n ∈ [0; k − 1], considering stacked image



Figure 2. Proposed pipeline in detail with two main parts. 1) SBS-Stacking takes the original dataset to create partially stacked images and
full focus-stacked images. 2) DSCMask R-CNN architecture that utilizes Mask R-CNN and mechanism of consistency training by treating
SBS-Stacking images as a weak-augmented set and Focus-Stack images as a strong-augmented set. 3) Sparse-stacking consistency with a
Self-training scheme will filter and select reliable images for the re-training stage by using a teacher model.

un
i ∈ Dun

, The meanIOU can serve as a measurement for
stability and further reflect the reliability of the unlabeled
image along with the pseudo mask:

sni =

K−1∑
j=1

meanIOU
(
Mn

ij ,M
n
iK

)
whereas sni is the stability value of an n-stacked image,
showing the reliability of un

i . K is the checkpoint during
the training stage of DSCMask-RCNN. M is the pseudo-
mask predicted from the teacher and student model. After
calculating each unlabeled image’s stability score, we use
these scores to order the entire n-slice stacked collection
and compare it with the pre-defined threshold. In our ex-
periments, the threshold τ for determining reliable sample
shown as:

ri = {un
i | sni > τ}

We set τ = 0.8 for all of our experiments.

4. Experiments and Results
4.1. Dataset

Over the course of four days, the breast cancer cell line
MDA-MB-231 was used to generate spheroids in a microw-
ell dish. Following that, the spheroids were harvested and

embedded in a collagen type I gel to allow for a 3D inva-
sion assay. Continuous monitoring was accomplished using
differential interference contrast (DIC) microscopy, which
captured time-lapse images at 15-minute intervals over a
28-hour period using an objective lens with a magnification
factor of 20X. A series of 15 z-stack images were acquired
at each time point, spanning from the bottom to the top of
the spheroid invasive region, with a consistent inter-plane
distance of 20 micrometers. The collected images were then
analyzed further to determine the invasive dynamics and be-
havior of the spheroid. In total, after stacking, three expe-
rienced annotators labeled 426 stacked images from 6390
slices with three classes: Invasive area, Spheroid core, and
Single Cells.

4.2. Implementation Details

Our experimental settings are based on PyTorch using the
NVIDIA RTX 2080Ti 11GB VRAM. For the preprocess-
ing stage, we cleaned some bad samples by hand, and then
SBS-Stacking was performed to stack k images. We choose
k = 8, which is nearly half of the total 15 slices for every
batch. For the training stage, our DSCMask R-CNN is built
on top of the Mmdetection library. It was trained with 100
epochs, using an Adam optimizer with an initial learning
rate of 0.001, weight decay of 1e-4, and a decay rate of 0.1



to minimize the total loss. Basic geometric augmentation is
brought to reduce the model’s bias, including rotation, flip-
ping, and random cropping. We set fixed λ = 0.1 to all
experiments for consistency training with an unlabeled set.

4.3. Qualitative Result: SBS-Stacking

Figure 3. Visualization of a) Out-of-focus slice (Z-13); b) Partially
in-focus slice (Z-6); c) and d) In-focus detection map of image b)
and its overlay image; e) and f): Output images of SBS-Stacking;
g) and h): Output images of normal Focus-Stack.

Based on Figure 3, it can be seen that some of the slices
in the cell image are out-of-focus and full of blurred parts,
as image 3a. Meanwhile, image 3b contains more sharp ar-
eas but still has many blurry areas. Through the HiFST al-
gorithm, image 3c shows its in-focus area with a grey area,
which overlaps nearly 80% of the cells. In the stacked im-
ages, our proposed SBS-Stacking shows its potential with
the sharp contours and less effect of blurry slices, as in im-
age 3e and its zoom-in image 3f. The traditional Focus-
Stack without cleaning blurry images shows the noisy pix-
els with no clearly sharp boundary of cells, as in the image
3g and image 3h.

4.4. Quantitative Result: DSCMask R-CNN

Backbone
Bounding box evaluation Mask evaluation

mAP@[0.5:0.95] mAP@0.5 mAP@[0.5, 0.95] mAP@0.5

Ngo TKN [15]

R50 - - 0.559 0.832

R101 - - 0.571 0.846

X101-32x4d - - 0.579 0.852

X101-64x4d - - 0.586 0.868

Mask R-CNN

R50 - FPN 0.690 0.930 0.620 0.918

R101 - FPN 0.702 0.946 0.631 0.932

X101-32x4d 0.716 0.958 0.642 0.947

X101-64x4d 0.724 0.962 0.650 0.959

DSCMask R-CNN

R50 - FPN 0.692 0.938 0.628 0.931

R101 - FPN 0.704 0.944 0.636 0.940

X101-32x4d 0.722 0.960 0.654 0.964

X101-64x4d 0.730 0.966 0.652 0.967

Table 1. Quantitative results of Mask R-CNN and DSCMask R-
CNN with various backbones compared to previous related work
on stacked 3D cells dataset.

In this experiment, we compared our methods with pre-
vious related work. Similar to our current work, Ngo TKN
et.al. [15] work focuses on 2D modality breast cancer cells.
The work is based on the Unet++ semantic segmentation
network that does not perform bounding box prediction as
our two-stage approach. For a fair comparison, we im-
plemented their methods under similar backbones. Their
works proposed multiple models for performing segmenta-
tion on invasive areas, single cells, and core areas. However,
we only used the invasive areas model for comparison with
our methods. The hyperparameter config was set similarly
to our proposed architecture.

According to Table 1, the DSCMask R-CNN shows
the overall improvement on all feature extractors. In
our work, we use mAP as the main evaluation metric
for both instance segmentation and detection. It can be
seen that Mask R-CNN shows the highest performance on
the setting of X101-64x4d with 72.4% and 65.0% with
mAP@[0.5, 0.95]. Our proposed DSCMask R-CNN uti-
lizes the mechanism of consistency training achieved on
both tasks, with 73.0% and 65.2% on mAP@[0.5, 0.95] re-
spectively. For mAP@0.5, our best result achieved on both
tasks is up to 96.6% and 96.7%, respectively. As a con-
sequence, the stacking method for preprocessing might not
always be ideal for all samples. Consistency training can re-
duce the significant amount of unclear boundary problems
by leveraging weak-to-strong self-training. Compared to
previous work, our method shows promising results against
different approaches that use semantic segmentation with
the U-net family. With similar backbones, DSCMask R-
CNN architecture outperforms nearly 10% with mAP@0.5
metric over previous work[15].

4.5. Ablation Studies on Proposed Framework

We compared multiple settings of our framework as abla-
tion studies as shown in Table 2. We used mAP@[0.5,0.95]
for our evaluation metric for mask prediction. It can be
seen that the baseline model that uses the SBS-Stacking
method and the Mask R-CNN model achieved 62.32%,
lower than 1,86% compared to the setting that applied SSC
Self-training. We changed Mask R-CNN into DSCMask
R-CNN without SSC Self-training, which reached 63.92%,
higher than using Mask R-CNN 1.6%. The combination of
all methods reaches the peak at 66.52%, which is our cur-
rent state-of-the-art on the differential interference contrast
3D Breast Cancer Spheroid dataset.

5. Conclusion
Overall, our work aims to propose a new method to han-
dle the 3D breast cancer cells DIC microscopy dataset by
stacking them with SBS-Stacking. The algorithm elimi-
nates the unclear boundary caused by blurry slices from the
original batch of images. Besides, our combination Mask



Table 2. Ablation studies of our three proposed modules using ResNet-50 RPN as backbone on 3D breast cancer spheroid dataset

SBS-Stacking Mask R-CNN DSCMask R-CNN SSC Self-training mAP@[0.5, 0.95]

Baseline ✓ ✓ 62.32

Proposed Methods

✓ ✓ ✓ 64.18

✓ ✓ 63.92

✓ ✓ ✓ 66.52

R-CNN with weak-to-strong consistency training, named
DSCMask R-CNN, also helps the model avoid biases and
boosts the performance of architecture under various back-
bones. Lastly, our proposed self-training framework has
boosted the performance by selectively utilizing the fewer-
slice image for the re-training stage. Our dense-stacked and
sparse-stacked handling was approached in different ways
using self-training and consistency regularization, respec-
tively. In future work, we aim to expand from instance seg-
mentation to tracking tasks. Biological analysis will be con-
ducted from our robust framework.

6. Compliance with ethical standards
The research data was conducted by the IMBSL Lab, De-
partment of Biomedical Engineering, National Cheng Kung
University. This study did not require any ethical ap-
proval.
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