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S&D Messenger: Exchanging Semantic and Domain
Knowledge for Generic Semi-Supervised Medical

Image Segmentation
Qixiang Zhang*, Haonan Wang*, and Xiaomeng Li, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Semi-supervised medical image segmentation (SS-
MIS) has emerged as a promising solution to tackle the challenges
of time-consuming manual labeling in the medical field. However,
in practical scenarios, there are often domain variations within
the datasets, leading to derivative scenarios like semi-supervised
medical domain generalization (Semi-MDG) and unsupervised
medical domain adaptation (UMDA). In this paper, we aim to
develop a generic framework that masters all three tasks. We
notice a critical shared challenge across three scenarios: the
explicit semantic knowledge for segmentation performance and
rich domain knowledge for generalizability exclusively exist in
the labeled set and unlabeled set respectively. Such discrepancy
hinders existing methods from effectively comprehending both
types of knowledge under semi-supervised settings. To tackle
this challenge, we develop a Semantic & Domain Knowledge
Messenger (S&D Messenger) which facilitates direct knowledge
delivery between the labeled and unlabeled set, and thus allowing
the model to comprehend both of them in each individual learning
flow. Equipped with our S&D Messenger, a naive pseudo-labeling
method can achieve huge improvement on six benchmark datasets
for SSMIS (+7.5%), UMDA (+5.6%), and Semi-MDG tasks
(+1.14%), compared with state-of-the-art methods designed for
specific tasks.

Index Terms—Medical image segmentation, Unsupervised
Domain Adaptation, Domain Generalization, Semi-supervised
Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Semi-supervised Medical Image Segmentation (SSMIS)
methods [1]–[3], which leverage the principles of semi-
supervised learning [4], [5], have been extensively researched
as a means to train models using a limited amount of laborious
and expensive labeled medical data, along with a larger set
of readily available unlabeled data. The success of SSMIS
methods has paved the way for their application in more
challenging scenarios. One such scenario is Unsupervised
Medical Domain Adaptation (UMDA) [6]–[8], where training
data originates from two domains, and the target domain
lacks accessible labels. Another scenario is Semi-supervised
Medical Domain Generalization (Semi-MDG) [9]–[12], where
training data is obtained from multiple domains, with only a
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limited number having labeled data. It involves testing data
from an unseen domain, creating a more challenging and
realistic evaluation setting.

Recently, Wang et al. [13] highlighted that a strong
semi-supervised framework can solve these three challenging
tasks simultaneously. They coined the term “generic semi-
supervised medical image segmentation” to describe this chal-
lenging yet meaningful setting. While their GenericSSL frame-
work has achieved notable improvements in SSMIS tasks, with
gains of approximately 12% in Dice score, its advancements
in tasks involving domain shift, e.g., UMDA and Semi-MDG,
remain limited, compared to prior art methods that are specif-
ically designed for these tasks. Specifically, the improvements
in UMDA and Semi-MDG are only a modest increase of
1.0% or a decrease of 2.15% (refer to Fig. 1a). Furthermore,
when applied to UMDA and Semi-MDG tasks, other state-
of-the-art (SOTA) SSMIS methods [14], [15] exhibited even
inferior performance compared to GenericSSL; see results in
Tab. IV,V.

One potential solution to mitigate the adversarial influence
of domain shift is to adopt the transformer-based networks,
e.g., SegFormer [17] with stronger generalizability [18], rather
than conventional CNNs to existing SSMIS framework [5],
[14], [15]. However, based on our observation, when equipped
with SegFormer, their performance somehow even suffers a
more significant decrease; see results in Fig. 1b.

The major reason for these above phenomenons is that
previous methods (including GenericSSL [13]) cannot simulta-
neously capture the semantic knowledge for good segmentation
performance and the domain knowledge for good general-
izability under the semi-supervised setting. As illustrated in
Fig. 2, the segmentation annotations carrying explicit and
precise semantic knowledge only exist in the labeled set, while
only the unlabeled set with a substantial volume of data from
multiple domains could provide comprehensive and diverse
domain knowledge. However, recent methods [1], [13], [15],
[19] neglect the potential relationship between the labeled set
and the unlabeled set: the knowledge inside these two sets
is complimentary. They separate the learning flow of the two
sets, resulting in the model being exclusively exposed to a
single type of knowledge during each individual learning flow.
Consequently, the model tends to prioritize explicit semantic
knowledge, which can be easily acquired through precise su-
pervision, while largely neglecting the essential hidden domain
knowledge required for comprehending domain patterns and
cross-domain invariance. As a result, such discrepancy ham-
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Fig. 1. (a): Compared with SOTA methods tailored for the specific scenario, GenericSSL [13] achieved great improvement on SSMIS (+11.85% Dice),
however the results on UMDA (+4.9% Dice) and Semi-MDG (-2.15% Dice) can only match or even lag behind. (b): Performance of typical SSMIS methods
(UA-MT [14], CLD [15], and Pseudo-labeling [16]) on UMDA task (MMWHS dataset) with different backbones. These methods, with or without Transformer-
based backbone, i.e., SegFormer [17], encounter severe performance drops on the UMDA task, showing a large margin compared with the task-tailored SOTA.
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Fig. 2. The small labeled sets have explicit semantic knowledge derived from class-wise labels but lack comprehensive domain knowledge, i.e., feature
variations across different domains, due to insufficient or entirely absent data from the target domain. Conversely, the large unlabeled sets exhibit the opposite
characteristics, with abundant domain knowledge but lacking explicit semantic information.

pers the model’s generalizability on tasks that involve multi-
domain data, e.g., UMDA and Semi-MDG, leading to subpar
performances. When equipped with SegFormer, such adversar-
ial effects become even more pronounced, since transformer-
based models are more likely to over-fit when labeled data is
limited [20], compared with CNN-based models.

To address this challenge, we propose Semantic & Domain
Knowledge Messenger (S&D-Messenger) break the barriers
which separate the learning flows of the labeled and the
unlabeled set by facilitating the delivery of complementary
knowledge across these two flows; see Fig. 3. We employ
a naive pseudo-labeling scheme [5] as our baseline, where
a single SegFormer [17] is trained with labeled data (with
annotations) and unlabeled data (with current model pre-
dictions). Specifically, our S&D-Messenger consists of two

knowledge delivery mechanisms. The Labeled-to-Unlabeled
(L2U) delivery mixes a patch of the labeled foreground area
with its multi-class annotation from the labeled flow to the
unlabeled flow, which compensates for the absence of explicit
semantic knowledge and precise supervision. The Unlabeled-
to-Labeled (U2L) delivery replaces the original self-attention-
based encoder in SegFormer with cross-attention-based Mes-
senger Transformer blocks, which considers the delivery
destination (labeled channels) as queries and the source
(unlabeled channels) as keys and values. With these
two knowledge delivery mechanisms, a naive pseudo-labeling
framework could handle the core challenge of generic SSMIS
and surpass the SOTA methods designed for specific scenarios;
see Tab. I-VI.

The overall contributions can be summarized as follows:
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Fig. 3. Insight of S&D-Messenger: enabling knowledge delivery across the
learning flow of the labeled and unlabeled set.

• We point out the major reason why previous methods
perform badly in UMDA and Semi-MDG tasks: separate
learning flows of labeled and unlabeled set that exclu-
sively owns semantic knowledge and domain knowledge.

• We propose an efficient S&D-Messenger that facilitates
knowledge exchange between that labeled and unlabeled
set, which can also benefit the label-efficient training of
any Transformer-based framework (e.g., SAM [21]).

• Extensive experiments on six representative datasets of
SSMIS, UMDA, and Semi-MDG tasks have validated
the effectiveness of our method. Notably, our method
achieves significant improvements in all three scenarios
(7.5% Dice on Synapse dataset, 5.6% Dice on MMWHS
dataset, and 1.14% Dice on M&Ms dataset).

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Semi-supervised Medical Image Segmentation

Semi-supervised image segmentation aims to achieve com-
parable performance to fully-supervised methods using a small
number of labeled samples and abundant unlabeled data.
Recently, self-training-based methods [19], [22] have become
the mainstream of this domain. Approaches with consistency
regularization strategies [19] achieved good performance by
encouraging high similarity between the predictions of two
perturbed networks for the same input image, which highly
improved the generalization ability. In the field of medi-
cal image analysis, the issue of limited data availability is
particularly pronounced and poses a significant challenge.
Existing methods to combat the limited data include uncer-
tainty suppression and consistency loss [23], contrast learning
sampling strategy by utilizing the most valuable knowledge
from unlabeled data [24], rethinking Bayesian deep learning
methods [25], exploring the pixel-level smoothness and inter-
class separation [26], and improved Global Local CL [27].
Despite their notable successes, these methods face limitations
when confronted with more challenging yet practical scenar-
ios, such as UMDA and Semi-MDG.
Transformer in Semi-supervised Segmentation. Recently,
Vision Transformers (ViTs) [28], [29] have remarkably re-
formed the field of image segmentation. However, when it

comes to semi-supervised settings, especially the medical
image domain, it becomes challenging for such frameworks
to achieve similar advances. The reason behind this lies in
the weaker inductive bias of Transformer-based methods com-
pared to CNN-based methods, as well as their heavy reliance
on large amounts of training data [28], [30]. To address the
over-fitting issue of ViTs, researchers from natural image
and medical image domains have turned to a combination
of ViTs and CNNs as a compromise [31]–[33]. For example,
SemiCVT [31] introduces inter-model class-wise consistency
to enhance the class-level statistics of CNNs and Transformers
through cross-teaching. Additionally, other methods [32], [33]
employ ViTs as diverse models within the CPS framework [19]
alongside CNNs. These hybrid methods have gained improved
performance but have innate drawbacks: (1) CNNs’ limited
receptive field may influence Transformers’ ability to capture
long-range dependencies. (2) The hybrid methods result in
complex network architectures, requiring intricate training
strategies and parameter tuning.

Most recently, a concurrent semi-supervised natural image
segmentation work, AllSpark [34], aims to enrich the output
labeled features with unlabeled features to avoid the model
being misled by the limited amount of labeled data. However,
it operates only in the standard SSL without considering
domain shifts in the training. In contrast, our work tackles a
more challenging scenario of GenericSSL, where training and
test data exhibit domain shifts. Our U2L aims to address the
domain shift by directly delivering domain knowledge to the
encoder’s hidden layers, thereby achieving better performance
for GenericSSL (see Tab. I-VI).

It may bring some concerns that our L2U delivery module
resembles BCP [1]. However, although our L2U and BCP
both use classical copy-paste augmentation, the motivation
of our L2U is to provide more robust unlabeled features for
U2L to regularize labeled features, within a pure Transformer-
based framework. In contrast, BCP applies copy-paste as an
augmentation in the widely used mean teacher framework.
Additionally, our method largely excels BCP (see Tab. I-VI).

B. Unsupervised Medical Domain Adaptation
Unsupervised Domain Adaptation [6]–[8] seeks to capture

domain in-variance by training the model jointly using data
originated from both source domain and target domain, while
the target domain data lack any label. In the field of medical
image segmentation, the two domains usually involve different
modalities, e.g., MR, and CT images, where one of the modal-
ities lacks any segmentation annotation. UMDA has gained in-
creasing attention in the medical imaging field because it offers
an efficient way to compensate for limited medical image data.
Consequently, numerous UMDA approaches have been de-
veloped for cross-domain medical image segmentation. These
methods encompass various directions, e.g., semi-supervised
learning [35], generative adversarial-based methods [36]–[39],
and contrastive learning [40].

C. Semi-supervised Medical Domain Generalization
Semi-supervised domain generalization differs from unsu-

pervised domain adaptation in that it does not require any data
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Fig. 4. Illustration of our proposed S&D-Messenger for SSMIS. Our S&D-Messenger inherits the architecture from pseudo-labeling with SegFormer as
backbone [17], while we replace the original Transformer Block with our S&D-Messenger which employs a novel feature-intervention attention module to
use diverse unlabeled data to intervene in the learning flow of the labeled data.

from the target domains, and the data in the source domains are
only partially labeled. Overcoming this challenge necessitates
the model to possess robust feature extraction capabilities and
a high degree of generalizability. Existing Semi-supervised
domain generalization methods [9], [10] use various carefully
designed strategies to solve the domain shifts, e.g., meta-
learning [9], and Fourier transformation [11].

As stated by Wang et al. [13], these three tasks sharing
high similarity have been unified with a generic framework
handling all of them. However, despite the advancement they
achieved in SSMIS, the improvement on UMDA and Semi-
MDG tasks is marginal compared with task-tailored SOTAs.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Preliminary and Baseline

In our setting, we are provided with a small labeled set
{(xli, yi)}

Nl
i=1 with Nl labeled images and a relatively larger

unlabeled set {xui }
Nu
i=1 with Nu unlabeled images (Nl <<

Nu). xi ∈ R3×H×W is the ith sample and yi ∈ RL×H×W

is its corresponding ground-truth annotation with L classes.
Our method adopts SegFormer [17] to pseudo labeling frame-
work [16] as the foundation and baseline, where the unlabeled
data is assigned with pseudo labels that are generated from
current model predictions. The learning flow of the labeled
data is supervised by ground truth annotation, while the
generated pseudo labels ŷ serve as supervision to the unlabeled
learning flow. Therefore, the objective function of the baseline
consists of a supervised loss Ls and an unsupervised loss Lu:

L = Ls + Lu =
1

Nl

Nl∑
i=0

LCE(f(x
l
i), yi) +

1

Nu

Nu∑
j=0

LCE(f(x
u
j ), ŷj) (1)

where LCE denotes pixel-level cross-entropy loss, and f is
segmentation model.

In this paper, we take a close look at a shared essential
challenge (see Fig. 2) existing in the generic SSMIS setting,
and majorly focus on the architecture-level design. We start
with pseudo-labeling as our baseline and then propose two
knowledge delivery schemes, which together consist of our
S&D-Messenger, as illustrated in Fig. 4.

B. Labeled-to-Unlabeled (L2U) Knowledge Delivery

The labeled set carries segmentation annotations that con-
tain explicit semantic knowledge necessary for achieving good
segmentation performance, which is notably absent in the
unlabeled set due to the lack of annotation. Such absence
severely hinders convergence to the unlabeled set, which
further influences the extraction of the rich domain knowledge
it contains. Therefore, we propose the Labeled-to-Unlabeled
(L2U) Knowledge Delivery scheme, aiming to deliver the
semantic knowledge from the learning flow of the labeled
set to the unlabeled set. For each unlabeled sample xui , we
randomly select a labeled sample and its corresponding anno-
tation (xlj , yj), and slice a patch p that includes foreground
areas of various classes, and then incorporate it into xui , while
the pixel-level annotation of the patch is also pasted in the
pseudo-label ŷi to serve as supervision:

xu
i [:, ph : ph + s, pw : pw + s] = xl

j [:, ph : ph + s, pw : pw + s]

ŷi[:, ph : ph + s, pw : pw + s] = yj [:, ph : ph + s, pw : pw + s]
(2)

where ph, pw denotes the horizontal and vertical coordinates
of the top-left corner of p, s denotes the patch size. Conse-
quently, we revise the loss function of the unlabeled set into
the following:

Lu =
1

Nu

Nu∑
j=0

LCE(f(x
u
j
′), ŷ′j) (3)
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where xuj
′ and ŷ′j denotes the unlabeled sample and its

corresponding pseudo-label, that are mixed with p.
In this way, we deliver the explicit semantic knowledge from

the labeled set to the unlabeled set by offering the learning
flow of the unlabeled set with precise supervision.

C. Unlabeled-to-Labeled (U2L) Knowledge Delivery

Although equipped with annotations that offer explicit
semantic knowledge, the small labeled set lacks enough
comprehensive domain knowledge which is crucial for good
adaptation and generalization ability. The absence of domain
knowledge makes it nearly impossible for the model to un-
derstand the underlying domain pattern and the cross-domain
invariance from the learning flow of the labeled set, which
may further lead to overwhelming overfitting and poor gener-
alizability. Hence, we propose the Unlabeled-to-Labeled (U2L)
Knowledge Delivery, aiming to deliver rich domain knowledge
from the learning flow of the unlabeled set to the labeled set.
Typically, different image feature channels encode representa-
tive information shared by various samples, making them an
ideal source to extract common domain knowledge. Therefore,
we propose to summarize the generic domain knowledge from
channels of unlabeled features, and deliver it to the labeled
flow through the channel-wise cross-attention mechanism [47].
Within this mechanism, we utilize the unlabeled channels
to regularize the labeled feature. Specifically, we calculate
the similarity between the labeled channels (queries) and
the unlabeled channels (keys, values), and those channels
with the highest similarities play a more significant role in
the regularization. The underlying reasoning behind this is
to leverage the unlabeled features sharing similar semantic
information with the labeled feature to regularize its individual
deviation which hinders the capture of domain pattern. Such

delivery is embedded into every Transformer block inside the
encoder, as illustrated in Fig. 4.

Given the hidden features of labeled data and unlabeled
data at any arbitrary stage of the encoder, we split them
and obtain the queries Q from the labeled feature f l, the
keys K and values V from the unlabeled feature fu as
Q,K, V = f lWQ, f

uWK , f
uWV , where WQ/K/V ∈ RC×2C

are projection matrix for queries, keys, values respec-
tively, C is the channel number. Then, we could obtain the
regularization feature for f l with channel-wise cross attention:
f̂ l = Attention(Q⊤,K⊤, V ⊤) = softmax[ψ(Q⊤K)]V ⊤ (4)

where ψ(·) denote the instance normalization [48]. Then,
the regularization feature f̂ l from the unlabeled set are then
added to the original labeled feature to serve as the final output
for the labeled flow:

f̃ l = [α× f̂ l + (1− α)f l]WO (5)

where α is a coefficient, WO ∈ R2C×C is the output
projection layer. Note that, to refine the original labeled feature
f l, it first goes through a channel-wise self-attention module
before being regularized by f̂ l. The self-attention formulation
closely resembles Eq. 4, but with a minor distinction: K and
V are derived from K,V = f lWK , f

lWV . For the unlabeled
flow, we also employ a channel-wise self-attention module to
obtain the refined unlabeled feature f̃u. During inference, we
simplify the cross-attention to self-attention, where the test
data are doubled and go through both flows.

IV. EXPERIMENT

A. Datasets and Implementation Details

We evaluate our method on six datasets under the
semi-supervised setting, i.e., the Synapse dataset [49],

TABLE I
RESULTS ON SYNAPSE DATASET WITH 20% LABELED DATA FOR SSMIS TASK. BOLD AND UNDERLINE DENOTE THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST

RESULTS.

Methods Avg. Dice Avg. ASD Dice of Each Class
Sp RK LK Ga Es Li St Ao IVC PSV PA RAG LAG

V-Net (fully) 62.09±1.2 10.28±3.9 84.6 77.2 73.8 73.3 38.2 94.6 68.4 72.1 71.2 58.2 48.5 17.9 29.0
SegFormer (fully) 72.29±1.7 5.33±1.6 94.6 87.2 83.4 74.2 83.5 94.5 85.4 73.6 74.2 68.7 58.5 34.3 27.6
Sup Only 23.99±7.3 74.26±5.9 25.0 27.1 9.3 4.4 43.4 85.2 54.0 48.8 14.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

UA-MT [14] 20.26±2.2 71.67±7.4 48.2 31.7 22.2 0.0 0.0 81.2 29.1 23.3 27.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
URPC [23] 25.68±5.1 72.74±15.5 66.7 38.2 56.8 0.0 0.0 85.3 33.9 33.1 14.8 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0
CPS [19] 33.55±3.7 41.21±9.1 62.8 55.2 45.4 35.9 0.0 91.1 31.3 41.9 49.2 8.8 14.5 0.0 0.0
SS-Net [26] 35.08±2.8 50.81±6.5 62.7 67.9 60.9 34.3 0.0 89.9 20.9 61.7 44.8 0.0 8.7 4.2 0.0
DST [41] 34.47±1.6 37.69±2.9 57.7 57.2 46.4 43.7 0.0 89.0 33.9 43.3 46.9 9.0 21.0 0.0 0.0
DePL [42] 36.27±0.9 36.02±0.8 62.8 61.0 48.2 54.8 0.0 90.2 36.0 42.5 48.2 10.7 17.0 0.0 0.0

Adsh [43] 35.29±0.5 39.61±4.6 55.1 59.6 45.8 52.2 0.0 89.4 32.8 47.6 53.0 8.9 14.4 0.0 0.0
CReST [44] 38.33±3.4 22.85±9.0 62.1 64.7 53.8 43.8 8.1 85.9 27.2 54.4 47.7 14.4 13.0 18.7 4.6
SimiS [45] 40.07±0.6 32.98±0.5 62.3 69.4 50.7 61.4 0.0 87.0 33.0 59.0 57.2 29.2 11.8 0.0 0.0
Basak et al. [46] 33.24±0.6 43.78±2.5 57.4 53.8 48.5 46.9 0.0 87.8 28.7 42.3 45.4 6.3 15.0 0.0 0.0
CLD [15] 41.07±1.2 32.15±3.3 62.0 66.0 59.3 61.5 0.0 89.0 31.7 62.8 49.4 28.6 18.5 0.0 5.0
DHC [3] 48.61±0.9 10.71±2.6 62.8 69.5 59.2 66.0 13.2 85.2 36.9 67.9 61.5 37.0 30.9 31.4 10.6
AllSpark [34] 60.68±0.6 2.37±0.3 86.3 79.6 77.8 60.4 60.7 92.3 63.7 75.0 69.9 60.2 57.7 0.0 5.2
GenericSSL [13] 60.88±0.7 2.52±0.4 85.2 66.9 67.0 52.7 62.9 89.6 52.1 83.0 74.9 41.8 43.4 44.8 27.2
Ours 64.46±0.7 2.21±0.4 92.5 83.4 81.4 62.3 68.8 95.7 68.2 81.1 76.5 64.3 63.1 0.7 0.0
Ours† 68.38±0.6 2.16±0.6 88.9 86.2 86.6 45.1 66.3 94.4 73.6 83.0 75.3 60.5 55.1 34.1 39.8

†
Due to the highly imbalanced nature of this dataset, we follow [13] to use the same class-imbalanced designs in our method.
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Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison between S&D-Messenger and the SOTA methods on 20% labeled Synapse dataset.

LASeg dataset [50], and AMOS dataset [51] for SSMIS,
MMWHS dataset [52] for UMDA, M&Ms dataset and SCGM
dataset [53] for Semi-MDG. We evaluate the prediction of the
network with two metrics, including Dice and the average sur-
face distance (ASD). For LASeg dataset, we employ additional
metrics, Jaccard and HD95, following previous works [13].

We implement the proposed framework with PyTorch 2.1.0,
using one NVIDIA H800 GPU card. We employ the Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD) optimizer and utilize polynomial
scheduling to adapt the learning rate. The learning rate is
adjusted using the formula lr = lrinit · (1 − i

I )
0.9, where

lrinit denotes the initial learning rate, i is the current iteration,
and I is the maximum number of iterations. The batch size
is set to 16. We consider a pseudo-labeling scheme [5] with
SegFormer-B5 as our baseline and backbone. The optimal
values for s in Eq. 2 and α in Eq. 5 are examined in Tab. XI
through ablation analysis.

B. Comparison with State-of-the-art Methods
1) Results on SSMIS.: We evaluate our proposed S&D-

Messenger on three SSMIS benchmarks: Synapse, LASeg,
and AMOS datasets. We compare our method with several
state-of-the-art SSMIS methods [14], [23], [26]. As shown
in Tab. I, Tab. II and Tab. III, our method outperforms all
competing approaches on the Synapse, LASeg, and AMOS
datasets. Notably, on the Synapse dataset, our method achieves
SOTA segmentation performance on most types of organs,
which shows the promising ability to solve traditional SSMIS
tasks. Furthermore, by incorporating the class-imbalanced
designs from [13], our method successfully segments the
minor classes RAG and LAG, resulting in an improved overall
Dice score of 68.38% under the 20% labeled setting. This

achievement demonstrates a significant improvement (7.5% in
Dice) compared to previous methods.

Notably, we also present qualitative results in Fig. 5, demon-
strating that our method delivers more accurate and smooth
segmentation predictions compared to other methods.

We further evaluate our method on the LASeg dataset,
and the experimental results are shown in Tab. II. Similarly,
our method also achieves SOTA performance on the LASeg
dataset. Specifically, as shown in Tab. II, on the LASeg dataset
with 10% labeled data, our method outperforms the second-
best method, i.e., GenericSSL [13] with 1.15% in Dice, 1.15
in Jaccard, and 0.53% in 95HD.

2) Results on UMDA.: Tab. IV shows the results of our
method for UMDA task on the MMWHS dataset. Existing
UMDA methods mostly focused on using image-level (Cycle-
GAN [6]), feature-level (DSAN [39]) or both (CyCADA [7],
SIFA [37]) alignments to mitigate the adversarial influence
caused by the severe domain shifts. However, compared with
the fully-supervised upper-bound, most of the other methods
still produce subpar performance, especially on the ascending
aorta (AA) and the myocardium of the left ventricle (MYO).
Our method, on the contrary, achieves comparable perfor-
mance with the upper-bound with only 0.5% Dice margin on
MR to CT task. Moreover, on difficult classes, e.g., AA, our
method can still produce promising outcomes, which even sur-
pass the upper bound, showing its extraordinary performance.

3) Results on Semi-MDG.: Tab. V and Tab. VI respectively
show the comparison results between our method and Semi-
MDG methods, e.g., StyleMatch [61] and EPL [62], on M&Ms
dataset and SCGM dataset. These Semi-MDG methods, with
various techniques tailored to deal with the domain shift,
e.g., Fourier transformation [62], achieve improvements in the
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TABLE II
RESULTS ON LASEG DATASET FOR SSMIS TASK.

5% labeled data (labeled:unlabeled=4:76)

Method Metrics
Dice Jaccard 95HD ASD

SegFormer (fully) 91.47 84.36 5.48 1.51
Sup only (5%) 66.48 49.79 20.35 6.57

UA-MT [14] 82.26 70.98 13.71 3.82
SASSNet [54] 81.60 69.63 16.16 3.58
DTC [55] 81.25 69.33 14.90 3.99
URPC [23] 82.48 71.35 14.65 3.65
MC-Net [56] 83.59 72.36 14.07 2.70
SS-Net [26] 86.33 76.15 9.97 2.31
BCP [1] 88.02 78.72 7.90 2.15
AllSpark [34] 87.99 78.83 7.44 2.10
GenericSSL [13] 89.93 81.82 5.25 1.86
Ours 90.21 82.65 4.74 1.63

10% labeled data (labeled:unlabeled=8:72)

SegFormer (fully) 91.47 84.36 5.48 1.51
Sup only (10%) 84.81 73.62 11.63 3.14

UA-MT [14] 87.79 78.39 8.68 2.12
SASSNet [54] 87.54 78.05 9.84 2.59
DTC [55] 87.51 78.17 8.23 2.36
URPC [23] 86.92 77.03 11.13 2.28
MC-Net [56] 87.62 78.25 10.03 1.82
SS-Net [26] 88.55 79.62 7.49 1.90
BCP [1] 89.62 81.31 6.81 1.76
AllSpark [34] 88.74 80.54 7.06 1.82
GenericSSL [13] 90.31 82.40 5.55 1.64
Ours 91.46 83.55 5.02 1.33

⋆ SOTA methods tailored for UMDA and Semi-MDG, respectively.
“-” refers to not reported in the original papers.

TABLE III
RESULTS ON AMOS DATASET FOR SSMIS TASK.

2% labeled data (labeled:unlabeled=4:212)

Metrics SegFormer (fully) CPS [19] DHC [3] AllSpark [34] Ours

Avg. Dice 76.50±2.32 31.78±5.44 38.28±1.93 40.20±2.29 48.99±1.78

Avg. ASD 2.01±1.47 39.23±7.24 20.34±4.22 14.77±2.88 10.70±3.90

5% labeled data (labeled:unlabeled=11:205)

Metrics SegFormer (fully) CPS [19] DHC [3] AllSpark [34] Ours

Avg. Dice 82.39±3.64 41.08±3.09 49.53±2.22 53.77±1.88 57.83±1.64

Avg. ASD 1.19±0.67 20.37±2.97 13.89±3.64 10.96±2.28 7.85±2.74

overall generalization performance. However, when in the face
of large domain gaps, e.g., to domain A on M&Ms dataset,
the effectiveness becomes slight and minor. In contrast, our
method proposes a more effective benchmark that leverages
the representative transformer to learn more general represen-
tations of various domains. Thus, even without any special
design to deal with the domain shift, our method still surpasses
all of its counterparts, making a large margin of 1.18 and
1.87 of Dice at 2% and 5% labeled data proportion settings.
Furthermore, when compared with other SOTA pure semi-
supervised segmentation methods, e.g., BCP [1], our method
shows solid performance gains.

In addition to the quantitative results, we also evaluate
our methods qualitatively. Firstly, we conduct a qualitative
comparison with GenericSSL [13] which also tried to develop
a generic semi-supervised method. As illustrated in Fig. VII,
our method produces more accurate and smooth results which
are more similar to the ground truth. Secondly, we compare

TABLE IV
RESULTS ON TWO SETTINGS, i.e., MR TO CT AND CT TO MR, OF

MMWHS DATASET FOR UMDA TASK.

MR to CT

Method Dice ASD
AA LAC LVC MYO Average Average

SegFormer (Fully) 92.7 91.1 91.9 87.8 90.9 2.2

PnP-AdaNet [36] 74.0 68.9 61.9 50.8 63.9 12.8
AdaOutput [8] 65.2 76.6 54.4 43.6 59.9 9.6
CycleGAN [6] 73.8 75.7 52.3 28.7 57.6 10.8
CyCADA [7] 72.9 77.0 62.4 45.3 64.4 9.4
SIFA [37] 81.3 79.5 73.8 61.6 74.1 7.0
DSFN [38] 84.7 76.9 79.1 62.4 75.8 -
DSAN [39] 79.9 84.8 82.8 66.5 78.5 5.9
LMISA-3D [57] 84.5 82.8 88.6 70.1 81.5 2.3
AllSpark [34] 87.0 88.5 86.4 88.7 87.6 2.0
GenericSSL [13] 93.2 89.5 91.7 86.2 90.1 1.7
Ours 88.9 94.1 88.5 94.2 91.4 1.4

CT to MR

SegFormer (Fully) 92.7 91.1 91.9 87.8 90.9 2.2

PnP-AdaNet [36] 43.7 68.9 61.9 50.8 63.9 8.9
AdaOutput [8] 60.8 39.8 71.5 35.5 51.9 5.7
CycleGAN [6] 64.3 30.7 65.0 43.0 50.7 6.6
CyCADA [7] 60.5 44.0 77.6 47.9 57.5 7.9
SIFA [37] 65.3 62.3 78.9 47.3 63.4 5.7
DSAN [39] 71.3 66.2 76.2 52.1 66.5 5.4
LMISA-3D [57] 60.7 72.4 86.2 64.1 70.8 3.6
AllSpark [34] 72.7 73.7 85.2 63.8 73.9 4.2
GenericSSL [13] 62.8 87.4 61.3 74.1 71.4 7.9
Ours 74.9 75.4 91.1 66.5 77.0 3.4

⋆ SOTA methods on semi-supervised medical image segmentation.
“-” refers to not reported in the original papers.

the T-SNE visualization of the image features produced by
our method and SOTA Semi-MDG method, i.e., EPL [62].
As we can see in Fig. VIII, compared with EPL, our method
successfully reduces the domain distance between the source
domains and the unseen target domain.

C. Ablation Study

Effectiveness of the Knowledge Delivery Mechanism. We
analyze the effectiveness of different components in S&D-
Messenger, i.e., the Labeled-to-unlabeled (L2U) delivery, and
the Unlabeled-to-labeled (U2L) delivery as in Tab. X. Accord-
ing to the results, the semi-supervised baseline performs badly
on both the SSMIS task (Synapse dataset) and the Semi-MDG
task (M&Ms dataset). With the involvement of our proposed
L2U knowledge delivery (second row) and U2L knowledge
delivery (third row), both the segmentation performance and
model generalizability are significantly improved.
Ablations on Segmentation Backbones. It might be argued
that the significant improvements in our method are attributed
to the power of the Transformer. Therefore, to address this
concern, we further conduct comparison results between our
methods and previous Semi-MDG SOTA with the same seg-
mentation backbone. As shown in Fig. IX, EPL [62] ends up
in a performance drop instead of a rise. This is because Trans-
former requires more sufficient exposure to domain knowledge
to enhance its generalizability, due to its limited ability to
capture inductive bias [20]. In contrast, our method facilitates
the knowledge delivery across labeled set and unlabeled set
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TABLE V
RESULTS ON 2% AND 5% LABELED DATA SETTINGS OF M&MS DATASET FOR SEMI-MDG TASK. BOLD AND UNDERLINE DENOTES THE BEST AND THE

SECOND-BEST RESULTS.

Method 2% Labeled data 5% Labeled data
Domain A Domain B Domain C Domain D Average Domain A Domain B Domain C Domain D Average

nnUNet [58] 52.87 64.63 72.97 73.27 65.94 65.30 79.73 78.06 81.25 76.09
SDNet+Aug [10] 54.48 67.81 76.46 74.35 68.28 71.21 77.31 81.40 79.95 77.47

LDDG [59] 59.47 56.16 68.21 68.56 63.16 66.22 69.49 73.40 75.66 71.29
SAML [21] 56.31 56.32 75.70 69.94 64.57 67.11 76.35 77.43 78.64 74.88
BCP [1]⋆ 71.57 76.20 76.87 77.94 75.65 73.66 79.04 77.01 78.49 77.05
DGNet [9] 66.01 72.72 77.54 75.14 72.85 72.40 80.30 82.51 83.77 79.75

vMFNet [12] 73.13 77.01 81.57 82.02 78.43 77.06 82.29 84.01 85.13 82.12
GenericSSL [13] 79.62 82.26 80.03 83.31 81.31 81.71 85.44 82.18 83.90 83.31

AllSpark [34] 83.77 84.39 85.29 86.44 84.97 82.05 84.39 84.76 84.27 86.36
Meta [60] 66.01 72.72 77.54 75.14 72.85 72.40 80.30 82.51 83.77 79.75

StyleMatch [61] 74.51 77.69 80.01 84.19 79.10 81.21 82.04 83.65 83.77 82.67
EPL [62] 82.35 82.84 86.31 86.58 84.52 83.30 85.04 87.14 87.38 85.72

IS2Net [63] 84.72 84.97 87.96 89.01 86.67 85.11 87.21 87.49 89.52 87.33
Ours 86.50 87.58 88.30 89.76 88.04 87.04 87.32 89.67 89.85 88.47

⋆ SOTA method on semi-supervised medical image segmentation.

TABLE VII
QUALITATIVE COMPARISON BETWEEN S&D-MESSENGER AND THE

SOTA METHODS ON 2% LABELED M&MS DATASET FOR
SEMI-MDG TASK.

O
ur
s

G
T

G
en

er
ic
SS
L

Left Ventricle Left Ventricular Myocardium Right Ventricle

TABLE VIII
T-SNE VISUALIZATIONS OF IMAGE FEATURES OF SOURCE DOMAIN AND TARGET

DOMAIN PRODUCED BY OUR S&D-MESSENGER AND EPL [62] ON M&MS
DATASET (TEST ON DOMAIN A).

EPL Ours

Source Domains Target Domain

TABLE VI
RESULTS ON SCGM DATASET FOR SEMI-MDG TASK. BOLD AND
UNDERLINE DENOTES THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST RESULTS.

Method Domain A Domain B Domain C Domain D Average

FixMatch [64] 80.95 82.10 70.71 87.95 80.43
CPS [19] 84.28 85.62 76.57 88.66 83.78

nnUNet [58] 59.07 69.94 60.25 70.13 64.85
LDDG [59] 77.71 44.08 48.04 83.42 63.31

SDNet+Aug [10] 83.07 80.01 58.57 85.27 76.73
SAML [21] 78.71 75.58 54.36 85.36 73.50
Meta [60] 87.45 81.05 61.85 87.96 79.58
EPL [62] 87.13 87.31 78.75 91.73 86.23

StyleMatch [61] 82.59 83.26 72.14 88.01 81.50
IS2Net [63] 89.03 87.95 80.06 92.38 87.36

Ours 89.77 88.40 83.22 92.24 88.41

which delivers the rich domain knowledge to the learning flow
of labeled set, and achieves stable results.
Ablations on Hyper-parameters. We also evaluate the per-
formance of our method under different hyper-parameter, e.g.,
α in Eq. 5 and s in Eq. 2, which are shown in Tab. XI (upper)
and Tab. XI (bottom). As we can observe, our method exhibits
minor fluctuations in performance, except for one notable
exception when α and s are set to 0, which corresponds to

TABLE IX
ABLATIONS ON DIFFERENT SEGMENTATION BACKBONES ON DIFFERENT

SCENARIOS. MANY COUNTERPARTS [1], [3], [11], [13], [15], [45], [60],
[61], SUFFER PERFORMANCE DROPS WHEN USING TRANSFORMER-BASED

BACKBONES, EVEN ENLARGING THE PERFORMANCE GAP WITH OUR
METHODS IN DIFFERENT TASKS.

2% M&Ms Dataset (test on domain A) for Semi-MDG task

Backbone BCP [1] EPL [11] StyleMatch [61] Meta [60] Ours

CNN 71.57 82.35 74.51 66.01 N/A
Transformer 64.33↓ 79.95↓ 72.33↓ 62.77↓ 86.50

20% Synapse Dataset for SSMIS task

Backbone GenericSSL [13] DHC [3] SimiS [45] CLD [15] Ours

CNN 60.88 40.07 41.07 66.01 N/A
Transformer 57.39↓ 42.07↓ 34.55↓ 38.63↓ 68.38

the removal of U2L delivery and L2U delivery respectively.

V. CONCLUSION

This work aims to unify three semi-supervised-related med-
ical image segmentation (SSMIS) tasks, including typical
SSMIS, Unsupervised Medical Domain Adaptation, and Semi-
supervised Medical Domain Generalization, with a generic
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TABLE X
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROPOSED COMPONENTS ON SYNAPSE DATASET OF THE SSMIS TASK (LEFT) AND M&MS DATASET OF THE SEMI-MDG TASK
(RIGHT). WE USE A BASIC PSEUDO-LABELING FRAMEWORK [16] WITH THE SEGFORMER [17] AS THE BASELINE, S&D-MESSENGER CONSISTS OF 2

TYPES OF KNOWLEDGE DELIVERY MECHANISMS, i.e., L2U DELIVERY (L → U ) AND U2L DELIVERY (U → L).

20% labeled Synapse Dataset

Settings L → U U → L 20% 40%

Baseline × × 25.51 25.81
L2U Only ✓ × 37.69 40.55
U2L Only × ✓ 61.15 64.93

Ours ✓ ✓ 64.46 68.07

M&Ms Dataset (test on Domain A)

Settings L → U U → L 2% 5%

Baseline × × 58.11 72.40
L2U only ✓ × 59.47 72.54
U2L only × ✓ 85.02 85.52

Ours ✓ ✓ 86.50 87.04

TABLE XI
ABLATIONS ON HYPER-PARAMETERS, α (EQ. 5) AND s (EQ. 2) ON

SYNAPSE DATASET.
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SSMIS framework. We identify a critical shared challenge:
the explicit semantic knowledge and rich domain knowledge
exclusively exist in the labeled set and unlabeled set respec-
tively, and propose a S&D-Messenger to facilitate knowledge
delivery across the entire training set. The extensive results
on six datasets have presented that with our method, a naive
pseudo-labeling scheme can indeed outperform all of the task-
tailored SOTAs.

Furthermore, beyond the field of SSMIS, our method also
has the potential to benefit the label-efficient training of any
Transformer-based framework, including Segment Anything
Model [21]. Such broader application potential also sheds light
on a wider range of areas.
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