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Abstract—Diffusion models (DPMs) have demonstrated re-
markable performance in image generation, often times outper-
forming other generative models. Since their introduction, the
powerful noise-to-image denoising pipeline has been extended
to various discriminative tasks, including image segmentation.
In case of medical imaging, often times the images are large
3D scans, where segmenting one image using DPMs become
extremely inefficient due to large memory consumption and
time consuming iterative sampling process. In this work, we
propose a novel conditional generative modeling framework
(LDSeg) that performs diffusion in latent space for medical image
segmentation. Our proposed framework leverages the learned
inherent low-dimensional latent distribution of the target object
shapes and source image embeddings. The conditional diffusion
in latent space not only ensures accurate n-D image segmentation
for multi-label objects, but also mitigates the major underlying
problems of the traditional DPM based segmentation: (1) large
memory consumption, (2) time consuming sampling process and
(3) unnatural noise injection in forward/reverse process. LDSeg
achieved state-of-the-art segmentation accuracy on three medical
image datasets with different imaging modalities. Furthermore,
we show that our proposed model is significantly more robust to
noises, compared to the traditional deterministic segmentation
models, which can be potential in solving the domain shift
problems in the medical imaging domain. Codes are available
at: https://github.com/LDSeg/LDSeg.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the field of medical imaging, image segmentation is a
crucial step for identifying and monitoring disease related
pathologies. The qualitative and quantitative measures of seg-
mented objects also guide clinical decisions in treatment, sur-
gical planning, target therapy by evaluating the progression of
diseases [1]. The traditional deep-learning (DL) based segmen-
tation models have achieved impressive segmentation accuracy
on various imaging modalities of the medical imaging domain,
that often time match/outperform field level experts [2], [3].
These DL based models mostly include convolutional neu-
ral networks (CNNs), vision transformers (ViTs) and graph-
based models, which are generally trained end-to-end in a
discriminative manner. Recently, generative models have also
emerged as powerful image segmentation tools which take
advantage of learning the underlying statistics of target objects,
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conditioned on the source image. These conditional generative
models include generative adversarial networks (GANs) and
the diffusion probabilistic models (DPMs).

In the computer vision applications, the DPMs [4], [5], [6],
[7] have achieved remarkable results for image generation, out-
performing other generative models [8]. But adapting DPMs
in medical image segmentation is fairly challenging due to the
complex tissue structures, noisy image acquisition and large
image size of the medical image datasets. A lot of research
has been driven towards adapting the DPMs for medical
image segmentation [9], [10], [11], [12]. The standard DPMs
have two major components, a forward process that perturbs
the image with added Gaussian noise, and a reverse process
that starts with a Gaussian noise and iteratively denoise the
image to generate a clean image of original data distribution.
The denoiser is trained with noisy images for different noise
variances where the objective is to learn the noise distribution
of the transitional states of the forward process. The DPMs
used for segmentation differs from the ones with the image
generation, such that the forward/reverse process includes the
segmentation mask instead of the source image. The source
image is generally used as a condition to the denoiser. The final
objective of the reverse process is to sample a segmentation
mask from the original mask data distribution with source
image as a condition.

Perturbing the segmentation masks with directly adding
Gaussian noise creates unnatural distortion in the underlying
distribution, as the masks have very few modes (depending on
the semantic classes present). As a result, training the denoiser
becomes challenging due to the absence of smooth transition
among the various modes. Additional thresholding is needed to
obtain the final segmentation mask that can get filled with hole
like features [11] due to the high frequency noises. Wu et al.
proposed to use frequency parser blocks in the hidden layers
of the denoiser to modulate the high frequency noises [9], but
it does not guarantee clean result after sampling and may need
post-processing. Bogensperger et al. proposed to transform the
discrete segmentation mask to signed distance function (SDF-
DDPM), where each pixel represents the signed euclidean
distance from the closest object boundary [11]. A limitation of
this approach is the distance map for the multi-class images
is ambiguous. Zaman et al. proposed to re-parameterize the
segmentation masks to a graph structure which guarantees
natural perturbation on the continuous surface distances on
the graph column [13]. This model also suffers from the
multi-class mask representation problem as surface positions
for different objects become ambiguous. These indicate that
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a proper re-parameterization technique is needed that can
be implemented for multi-class objects simultaneously and
guarantees smooth state transitions.

Another key challenge of the DPMs is to reduce the time
consuming iterative sampling process. Various methods have
been proposed to reduce the sampling steps for the natural im-
age generation [14], [15], [16], [17]. Medical image datasets,
often times including large 3D scans per subject, introduces
extra burden on the GPU/CPU memory, hence increases the
overall sampling time for generating quality segmentation
results using DPMs, making them extremely inefficient. Re-
cently, DPMs have been proposed that leverages the learned
latent space for faster training/sampling pipeline for natural
image generation and segmentation [18], [19]. PNVR et al.
proposed to learn latent space of the source images, then
a denoiser is trained with text embeddings as a condition
for image generation. Finally, a Unet shaped autoencoder is
trained to segment the image based on the text embeddings
condition, as well as the leveraging the diffusion features from
the denoiser through attention mechanism [20]. To incorporate
the advantages of latent space diffusion techniques, in this
work, we propose a novel conditional diffusion based genera-
tive framework (LDSeg) for medical image segmentation, that
leverages the learned uni-variate Gaussian latent representation
of the target object shapes as well as the source image
embeddings for accurate segmentation. The contributions of
this work can be summarized, as follows:

1) To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to
leverage the learned uni-variate Gaussian latent space of
the object shapes for proper conditioning on the denoiser
for faster sampling process.

2) The continuous latent space allows direct incorporation
of standard diffusion techniques for forward and reverse
process, solving the unnatural noise injection on the
labeled segmentation mask for multi-class object seg-
mentation.

3) The diffusion in latent space ensures less memory con-
sumption and faster training/sampling even for large 3D
medical scans.

4) The model is significantly more robust to noises in
the source images compared to the deterministic seg-
mentation models due to the low-dimensional image
embeddings, which mitigates the segmentation problem
of images with noisy acquisition, as well as paves the
way for solving the domain shift problems in the medical
imaging domain.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Model (DDPM)

DDPM starts from a sample in random distribution and
reconstructs original data via a gradual denoising process. This
denoising reverse process can be modeled as pθ(x0:T ), which

is a Markov chain with learned Gaussian transitions starting
at p(xT ) = N (xT ; 0, I):

pθ(x0:T ) := p(xT )

T∏
t=1

pθ(xt−1 | xt) (1)

pθ(xt−1 | xt) := N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)) (2)

where x0 ∼ q(x0) is a sample from real data distributions,
x1 · · ·xT are transitional states from timesteps t = 1, · · · , T .

The forward process in the diffusion models is also a
Markov chain, which gradually adds noise to the image.
Given data x0 ∼ q(x0) sampled from the real distribution,
the forward process at time t ∈ [1, T ] can be defined as
q(xt | xt−1), where Gaussian noise is gradually added given
a noise variance schedule βt ∈ [β1, βT ]:

q(xt | xt−1) = N (xt;
√

1− βtxt−1, βtI) (3)

The choice of Gaussian provides a close-form solution to
generate a transitional state xt using,

xt =
√
ᾱx0 +

√
1− ᾱϵ (4)

where αt = 1 − βt, ᾱt =
∏t

i=1 αi and ϵ ∼ N (0, I). The
training is usually performed by optimizing the variational
bound on the negative log likelihood of pθ(x0):

L := Eq

[
− log

pθ(x0:T )

q(x1:T | x0)

]
≥ E [− log pθ(x0)]

However, with re-parameterization, Ho et al. [4] simplified the
training objective and proposed to train on the variant of the
variational bound which is beneficial to sample quality and
simpler to implement,

LDDPM := Et,x0,ϵ[∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t)∥2] (5)

where ϵθ is a function approximator intended to predict ϵ from
xt by a trained denoiser. With a trained denoiser, the data
can be generated with the reverse process by iterating through
t = T, · · · , 1. Starting from xT ∼ N (0, I), the transitional
states can be obtained by,

xt−1 =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
+ σtz (6)

where σt is the noise variance of timestep t and z ∼ N (0, I).

III. METHOD

The proposed LDSeg framework contains two major com-
ponents: 1) A mask autoencoder: The mask autoencoder is
used to learn the low dimensional latent representation of
the target object shapes. 2) A conditional denoiser: The
conditional denoiser learns the noise distribution for each time
step conditioned on image embedding from the source image.
Image embedding is learned using an Image encoder. The
model workflow is shown in Fig. 1
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Fig. 1. Proposed LDSeg model. Step 1: An autoencoder is used to learn the low dimensional latent representation m0 = enc(M) for a given input ground
truth label/mask image M by learning the joint distribution lθ(m0, M̄ | M), where M̄ is the reconstructed mask image. Step 2: A conditional denoiser is
trained by learning the joint distribution of dθ(mt−1|mt, I, t) for the time step t = 1, . . . , T , where T is the total number of diffusion steps, mt is the
perturbed latent representation at time step t and I is the source image. The conditional image I is embedded with a mask encoder and added with the
degraded latent representation mt. G(.) is the Gaussian diffusion block that implements forward diffusion for m0 at time step t. In the inference phase, I is
used to obtain the segmented image S.

A. Mask Autoencoder

Injecting Gaussian noise on segmentation labels is unnat-
ural, as the label/mask image has only few modes (number
of object classes). It is also difficult for a denoiser to learn
the intermediate noise distributions when the data distribution
is a combinations of multivariate Gaussians. We propose to
mitigate this inherent problem by learning a uni-variate low-
dimensional Gaussian representation of the label images. In
other words, we want to learn a transfer function h(.) that
projects the input masks to a latent space having an uni-
variate Gaussian distribution. We also want to learn the inverse
function of h(.) that reconstruct the input masks from their
latent space representations. For this purpose, we propose to
use a simple Res-Unet[21] shaped autoencoder without skip
connections. The encoder learns enc(.) ∼ h(.) and the decoder
learns dec(.) ∼ h−1(.). Assume M ∼ pdata(M) is a ground
truth mask/label image. Then the latent representation m0 and
reconstruction M̄ can be obtained by,

m0 = enc(M), M̄ = dec(m0) (7)

Our objective is to learn the joint distribution lθ(m0, M̄ | M).
The loss function of the autoencoder is the multi-class cross
entropy loss,

Lae := − 1

N

N∑
i=1

C∑
j=1

(yti,j · log(ypi,j)) (8)

where N is the number of samples, C is the number of
classes, yti,j is the true labels for class j for instance i and
ypi,j is the predicted probability for class j for instance i.

The final layer of the encoder is a layer-normalization layer,
which ensures the latent representation m0 is a uni-variate
zero mean Gaussian. Essentially, the mask encoder learns the
low-dimensional latent representation of the object shapes of
the mask images, that can be reconstructed close to its original
form using mask decoder.

B. Conditional Denoiser (CD)

A standard denoiser of DPMs has two inputs, a noisy
version of the input image and its corresponding timestep. For
segmentation, the denoiser needs additional conditioning. The
condition can be the source image [11], [9], or a text indicating
the target object [20]. We propose to use image embedding
as the condition to the denoiser. The image embedding is
a low-dimensional latent representation of the source image
which is learned using an image encoder having the similar
architecture as the mask encoder, except it does not have
a layer normalization layer at the end. The latent image
embedding is concatenated with the noisy latent representation
of the mask and used as a two channel input to the denoiser,
along with timestep t. In the forward process, a Gaussian block
G is used to produce the noisy mt for timestep t, given m0 and
noise variance schedule parameters α, β [4], [14]. An example
of forward process is shown in Fig. 2 (top row).

The denoiser has a standard Unet shape with time-
embeddings and self attention layers. Specifically, we have
adapted the denoiser architecture from [4]. The image en-
coder and the denoiser are trained together, where our ob-
jective is to learn the transitional latent state distributions
dθ(mt−1|mt, I, t) for timestep t = 1, . . . , T , given source
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Fig. 2. A sample GlaS data is used to demonstate the forward and the reverse processes. In the forward process (top row), low-dimensional latent representation
m0 is first obtained from the ground truth mask image using the trained mask encoder. Then, Gaussian noise is gradually injected for timestep t = 1, . . . , T ,
given noise variance schedules of β, where ϵ ∼ N (0, I). At timestep T , mT converges to N (0, I). In the start of the reverse process (bottom row), m̃T is
sampled from N (0, I). Then the conditional denoiser is used iteratively for timestep t = T, . . . , 1 with the input image I as the condition. At the end of the
reverse process, segmentation is obtained from m̃0 using the trained mask decoder.

image I . Here, T is the final timestep and mT ∼ N (0, I). The
conditional denoiser is trained by minimizing the following
objective,

Lcd := Et,m0,ϵ[∥ϵ− ϵθ(
√
ᾱm0 +

√
1− ᾱϵ, I, t)∥2] (9)

Training algorithm for conditional denoiser with a trained
mask autoencoder is shown in Algorithm 1.

C. Reverse Process For Segmentation

As the image encoder is independent to the denoiser, we
only need to obtain the conditional image embedding at the
start of the reverse process. In the reverse process, our main
objective is to generate latent representation m0, conditioned
on the image embedding. Like the other image generation tasks
of DPMs, we start with a Gaussian N (0, I) as the latent mask
representation m̃T at timestep T . Then the denoiser is iterated
for t = T, . . . , 1. At the end of the iteration, we obtain m̃0

from the denoiser, which is used as an input to the trained
mask decoder to get the final segmentation S = dec(m̃0). An
example of reverse process is shown in Fig. 2 (bottom row).
Sampling algorithm for segmentation using the trained CD and
mask autoencoder is shown in Algorithm 2.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

We have used 3 datasets to demonstrate the effectiveness of
LDSeg:

1) Echo [22] is a 2D+t echocardiogram video dataset
with the standard apical 4-chamber left ventricular (LV)
focused view. The dataset contains 65 echocardiogram
videos (2230 still-frame gray-scale images). The left
ventricles (LV) and the left atriums (LA) were manually
traced fully by an expert.

2) GlaS [23] is a publicly available 2D histopathology
dataset of Hematoxylin and Eosin (H&E) stained slides,

Algorithm 1 Training CD

1: repeat
2: I,M ∼ qdata(I,M)
3: m0 = enc(M)
4: t ∼ Uniform({1, . . . , T})
5: ϵ ∼ N (0, I)
6: Take gradient descent step on

∇θ

∥∥ϵ− ϵθ(
√
ᾱtm0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, I, t)

∥∥2

7: until converged

Algorithm 2 Sampling for segmentation

1: I ∼ qdata(I), m̃T ∼ N (0, I)
2: for t = T, . . . , 1 do
3: z ∼ N (0, I) if t > 1, else z = 0

4: m̃t−1 = 1√
αt

(
m̃t − βt√

1−ᾱt
ϵθ(m̃t, I, t)

)
+ σtz

5: end for
6: S = dec(m̃0)
7: return S

acquired by a team of pathologists at the University Hos-
pitals Coventry and Warwickshire, UK. The training set
contains 37 benign and 48 malignant images, whereas
the test set contains 37 benign and 43 malignant images.

3) Knee (https://data-archive.nimh.nih.gov/oai/) is a pub-
licly available 3D MRI dataset. The dataset contains
randomly selected 987 3D MRI scans from 244 patients
on different time points. Focused volumetric regions
with an image size of 160 × 104 × 256 around the FC
and TC joint are used as region of interest (ROI). The
femur cartilage with bone (FC) and tibia cartilage with
bone (TC) are segmented by an automatic segmentation
algorithm and validated/edited by an expert.

https://data-archive.nimh.nih.gov/oai/


B. Experimental Setup

The mask encoder with Res-Unet architecture has sev-
eral down-sampling layers that determines how much low-
dimensional project of the mask image we want. We experi-
mented with different down-sampling with the mask autoen-
coder and chose 4 down-sampling layers, as it produced best
results for all the dataset. The image size for Echo, GlaS
and Knee data were resized to 256 × 384, 256 × 256 and
128 × 128 × 256, respectively. Hence, the size of the low-
dimensional h(m) for Echo, GlaS and Knee data are 16× 24,
16 × 16 and 8 × 8 × 16 respectively. We observed that these
are the optimal sizes as further down-sampling reduces the
mask deocder accuracy, whereas less down-sampling reduces
conditional denoiser accuracy as search space gets bigger for
learning noise distributions. Image encoder is also a simple
Res-Unet shaped autoencoder that produces low-dimensional
image embedding having the same size of h(m). Exponentially
decayed learning rates were used to train the models with 10−2

and 10−3 as the initial learning rates for the mask autoencoder
and conditional denoiser, respectively. We employed 80 : 20
split for the training and testing, and 90 : 10 split for the
training and validation for Echo and Knee dataset for training
the models. The conditional denoiser is trained for 1000
epochs with batchsize 4 and noise step t is an integer randomly
sampled from 1 to 1000 for each batch. NVIDIA A100-SXM4
(80GB) GPU was used for training, whereas the AMD EPYC
7413 24-Core Processor was the CPU.

V. RESULTS

A. Segmentation Accuracy

TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR ECHO DATA SEGMENTATION.

Method DSC ↑ IoU ↑

LV LA LV+LA LV LA LV+LA
U-net [24] 0.86 0.75 0.83 0.77 0.62 0.72

V-net [25] 0.93 0.81 0.90 0.87 0.71 0.83

Res-Unet [21] 0.93 0.83 0.91 0.87 0.74 0.84

MedSegDiff * [9] 0.89 0.81 0.87 0.82 0.70 0.78

LDSeg* (Ours) 0.93 0.85 0.91 0.87 0.75 0.84

* denotes the DPMs.

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR GLAS DATA SEGMENTATION.

Method DSC ↑ IoU ↑

U-net [24] 0.78 0.65

U-net++ [26] 0.78 0.66

Res-Unet [21] 0.79 0.66

MedT [27] 0.81 0.70
SDF-DDPM * [11] 0.83 0.72

MedSegDiff * [9] 0.84 0.74

LDSeg* (Ours) 0.86 0.76

* denotes the DPMs.

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR KNEE DATA SEGMENTATION.

Method DSC ↑ IoU ↑

FC TC FC+TC FC TC FC+TC
Res-Unet [21] 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93 0.93

MedSegDiff †⋆ [9] 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.02

LDSeg* (Ours) 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.92 0.93
† partial implementation due to memory shortage. ⋆ denotes the DPMs.

We evaluated the performance of our proposed method
using two standard metrics: (1) Dice Similarity Co-efficient
(DSC) and (2) Intersection over Union (IoU). Table I, II and
III shows the quantitative results for different methods for
Echo, GlaS and Knee datasets, respectively. LDSeg achieves
best DSC and IoU scores for all the datasets. SDF-DDPM
method uses signed distance function to represent mask im-
ages, which is ambiguous for data with multi-labels. Hence, it
is only shown for GlaS dataset. For 3D Knee dataset, it was
impossible to implement the full architecture for MedSegDiff
due to GPU memory shortage, and we implemented it partially
with removing one intermediate convolution and attention
layer. This indicates that diffusion in latent space is absolutely
necessary for 3D medical images with large image size when
the GPU memory is constrained.

B. Computational Efficiency

The major difference of LDSeg to other traditional diffusion
based segmentation methods is that the diffusion happens in
the latent low-dimensional space. Obviously, total sampling
time of LDSeg for a sampling sequence must be less than
the other methods as it is computationally inexpensive with
less memory consumption. We further experimented on the
sampling sequence for the reverse process. Nichol et al. [14]
observed that the model trained with “cosine” noise scheduler
performed remarkably well in generating natural images with
few sampling steps (< 50) having close to optimal FID score.
They used K evenly spaced real numbers between 1 and T
(inclusive) as sampling steps, and then rounded each resulting
number to the nearest integer value. We adapted the same
sampling strategy and observed that with very few sampling
steps (≤ 15), LDSeg achieves maximum segmentation accu-
racy (same as using all the sampling steps) for all the test
datasets. We also implemented DDIM proposed by Song et al.,
which deterministically maps noises to images without added
stochasticity in the transitional states. In our experiments, we
observed that with added stochasticity of DDPM sampler,
LDSeg always performed better than DDIM sampler. Fig. 3
shows the number of sampling steps vs DSC scores for all the
datasets for DDPM and DDIM sampling algorithms. Table
IV shows the segmentation accuracy for total and minimum
number of sampling steps to reach maximum accuracy, along
with execution time (seconds) needed to segment a single
image with CPU. With minimum number of sampling steps
≤ 15, LDSeg achieved a significant boost in sampling time
efficiency (∼ 70 times reduction of execution time).



Fig. 3. Number of evenly spaced sampling steps vs DSC for different datasets. DDPM achieves maximum segmentation accuracy with fewer sampling steps
than DDIM algorithm. For DDPM, the minimum number of sampling steps to achieve maximum segmentation accuracy is 10, 10 and 15 for Echo, GlaS and
Knee data, respectively. Number of steps are plotted in logarithmic scale for convenience.

TABLE IV
SEGMENTATION ACCURACY (DSC, IOU) FOR DIFFERENT DATASETS USING ALL THE SAMPLING STEPS AND MINIMUM NUMBER OF SAMPLING STEPS (TO
ACHIEVE MAXIMUM DSC, IOU USING ALL THE STEPS). EXECUTION (EXEC.) TIME FOR SEGMENTING A SINGLE IMAGE FOR EACH DATASET WITH CPU

IS SHOWN FOR BOTH THE NUMBER OF SAMPLING STEPS.

Dataset
Using all the sampling steps Using minimum number of sampling steps

Steps Exec. time (s) DSC↑ IoU↑ Steps Exec. time (s) DSC↑ IoU↑

Echo 1000 70.82 0.91 0.84 10 0.78 0.91 0.84

GlaS 1000 71.79 0.86 0.77 10 0.76 0.86 0.76

Knee 1000 69.68 0.96 0.93 15 1.29 0.96 0.93

a b

Fig. 4. a. Number of sampling steps vs DSC for LDSeg and MedSegDiff for GlaS dataset. LDSeg achieves optimal DSC with less sampling than MedSegDiff.
b. Image size vs execution time for segmenting a single image with different DPMs and Res-Unet. As expected, Res-Unet being a deterministic model is
instantaneous. Execution time for LDSeg remains constant due to contrained low-dimensional latent space, whereas for SDF-DDPM and MedSegDiff it
increases exponentially with the increment of image size.

We further investigated the execution time to segment a
single image corresponding to different image size for different
DPMs. The minimum number of sampling steps to achieve
maximum segmentation accuracy can be different (Fig. 4a) for
different DPMs due to different objectives of learning target
noise distributions. For a fair comparison, we fixed the total
sampling steps to 50 and experimented on different data size
and utilized GlaS dataset as a test case. Fig. 4b shows that with
the increment of image size, execution time for SDF-DDPM
and MedSegDiff increases exponentially, as the reverse process
happens on actual image dimension. For LDSeg, image size is
relatively irrelevant as even with the increment of image size,
low-dimensional latent space does not change much, hence the
execution times are close to constant.

C. Robustness to noise

One of the key challenges for medical image segmentation
is to produce accurate segmentation from noisy image acqui-
sition. Often times, deterministic segmentation models fail in
the presence of noise in the test dataset. As the denoiser in
LDSeg is conditioned on image embedding, which is a low-
dimensional representation of the source image, intuitively it
should be more robust to the high frequency noises present
in the source image. Moreover, the iterative process of the
denoiser naturally removes the noises, which even in the
presence of noises in the image embedding, produces a clean
m0, hence accurate segmentation can be obtained using the
mask decoder. To test the robustness to the noises, we have
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Fig. 5. a-b. added noise variance σ vs DSC scores for Res-Unet and LDSeg for Echo and Knee dataset, repectively. c-d. Top and bottom rows of each block
show some sample images/slices from Echo and Knee dataset along with the corresponding groud truth (GT) and segmentation results overlay of Res-Unet
and LDSeg, respectively.

generated noisy image data from their clean counterparts by,

Iσ = I +N (0, σ) (10)

where I is a sample from test data and σ is the noise
variance. Fig. 5(a-b) shows the DSC scores for LDSeg and
a deterministic model Res-Unet against different variances
of added noise on the echo and knee dataset, repectively.
LDSeg shows strong robustness to added noise even for
σ = 0.2 and relatively maintains the optimal segmentation
accuracy throughout. Whereas, the Res-Unet accuracy drops
drastically with the added noise to the source image. Fig. 5(c)
shows sample images from each dataset and the corresponding
segmentation results for LDSeg and Res-Unet.

VI. ABLATION STUDY

Two major components that distinguishes LDSeg from other
diffusion based segmentation models are the mask autoencoder
and the image encoder. We tested the effectiveness of both the
components by creating several variants of LDSeg:

1) LDSeg: The proposed framework that uses both the
mask autoencoder and image encoder.

2) LDSeg(md): The mask encoder is replaced with a mask
down-sampler that down-samples mask image to the
same size of m0. The image encoder is unchanged. Final
segmentation is obtained using a mask up-sampler.

3) LDSeg(id): The image encoder is replaced with a image
down-sampler that down-samples source image to the
same size of m0. The mask encoder is unchanged.

4) LDSeg(md,id): Both the mask autoencoder and the im-
age encoder are replaced with mask and image down-
sampler.

Table V shows the results of the ablation study for the GlaS
dataset. The models with direct down-sampling by nearest
neighbor interpolation of the image/mask performs poorly.
Fig. 6a shows an example image segmentation with different
models. Fig. 6b shows the number of sampling steps vs DSC
scores. A key thing to notice here that all the models reaches
optimal segmentation accuracy with very fewer steps like the
proposed LDSeg. This indicates that denoiser trained on a
low-dimensional image space has superior noise prediction
capability in general.

VII. DISCUSSION

In case of medical image dataset, often times the dataset
consists of 3D scans and cannot be down-sampled without
loosing important imaging features due to complex tissue
structures, organ-to-organ surface interaction etc. LDSeg can
be directly used in the larger 3D datasets, where other tra-
ditional DPMs may not be even implementable due to lack
of GPU/CPU memory. On top of that, faster sampling in the
reverse process makes it computationally efficient. Further-
more, the method is significantly robust to noises present in the
source images than the traditional deterministic segmentation
models, which mitigates the noisy image acquisition problems.
A key challenge for the deterministic segmentation models is
to measure prediction uncertainty. LDSeg, being generative
in nature, can estimate prediction uncertainty by obtaining
standard deviation of predictions from multiple runs. Fig. 7
shows an example of uncertain regions on object boundary
estimation using LDSeg.

A limitation of the proposed approach is the low-
dimensional image embedding learning for complex medical
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Fig. 6. a. A sample test image along with its mask and predictions for different variants of LDSeg. b. Number of sampling steps vs DSC for different variants
of LDSeg on GlaS dataset.

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY.

Method Mask Image Mask Image DSC IoU
Autoencoder Encoder Down-sample Down-sample

LDSeg(md,id) ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ 0.51 0.35

LDSeg(id) ✔ ✘ ✘ ✔ 0.55 0.39

LDSeg(md) ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ 0.76 0.62

LDSeg ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 0.86 0.76

md → Mask Down-sampled, id → Image Down-sampled.

a b c

Fig. 7. An example of Uncertainty estimation of Echo dataset. a. A sample Echo frame with marked unclear LV and LA walls (orange arrows). b. Mean
segmentation map using 100 sampling runs. c. Obtained standard deviation (SD) map from the 100 sampling run. Orange arrows show the highly uncertain
regions with maximum SD that correlates with location in a.

imaging datasets. As the data complexity increases in terms of
tissue structures with various distribution, it is impossible to
learn a proper image embedding preserving all the final details,
which may hamper the denoising process of the denoiser.
One way to address this problem would be to learn different
frequency patterns of the input images by the image encoder
to enforce additional conditioning on denoiser.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Adapting DPMs in medical image segmentation is fairly
challenging due to large image sizes as well as complex
tissue structures and noisy image acquisitions. We present a
novel diffusion based framework leveraging the learned latent
space that is extremely fast in training/inference phase as well
significantly robust to noises present in the source image. This

can also pave the way to resolve the domain shift problem
in medical image segmentation, where source images can
be obtained from different institutes, scanners with various
imaging modalities.
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