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Abstract. This work presents a novel Bayesian framework for unsuper-
vised domain adaptation (UDA) in medical image segmentation. While
prior works have explored this clinically significant task using various
strategies of domain alignment, they often lack an explicit and explain-
able mechanism to ensure that target image features capture meaningful
structural information. Besides, these methods are prone to the curse of
dimensionality, inevitably leading to challenges in interpretability and
computational efficiency. To address these limitations, we propose Re-
mInD, a framework inspired by human adaptation. RemInD learns a
domain-agnostic latent manifold, characterized by several anchors, to
memorize anatomical variations. By mapping images onto this manifold
as weighted anchor averages, our approach ensures realistic and reliable
predictions. This design mirrors how humans develop representative com-
ponents to understand images and then retrieve component combinations
from memory to guide segmentation. Notably, model prediction is deter-
mined by two explainable factors: a low-dimensional anchor weight vec-
tor, and a spatial deformation. This design facilitates computationally
efficient and geometry-adherent adaptation by aligning weight vectors
between domains on a probability simplex. Experiments on two public
datasets, encompassing cardiac and abdominal imaging, demonstrate the
superiority of RemInD, which achieves state-of-the-art performance us-
ing a single alignment approach, outperforming existing methods that
often rely on multiple complex alignment strategies.

Keywords: Domain Adaptation · Medical Image Segmentation · Inter-
pretability · Variational Inference.
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Fig. 1. The proposed framework RemInD. (a) Based on inferred anchor weights (yellow
arrows), images are mapped onto a latent manifold (red arrows), and segmentations
are warped by spatial transformations to produce final predictions (green arrows). (b)
Inference (pink) and generative (green) models (Section 2.1), with observations shaded.

1 Introduction

Creating dense annotations for deep medical image segmentation models is labor-
intensive. Unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) addresses this challenge by
utilizing a labeled source dataset to improve performance on an unlabeled tar-
get domain with differing imaging patterns [8]. Its rationale lies in the shared
task-relevant anatomical information between the source and target datasets.
Numerous studies have attempted to exploit this invariance through domain
alignment. For example, adversarial or semi-supervised approaches [23,24,28,29]
align domains implicitly through discriminators or pseudo-labels, which, how-
ever, prioritize domain consistency over structural correctness, and thus risk the
loss of critical anatomical details. Meanwhile, previous variational or optimal
transport works [27,5,4], while effective at aligning global feature distributions,
are computationally expensive and may overlook the quality of individual fea-
tures. To summarize, prior methods face two intrinsic challenges:

1. Alignment in high-dimensional feature spaces requires substantial computa-
tional costs and often relies on approximations, leading to imprecise results.

2. The absence of an explicit and explainable mechanism to control image fea-
tures hinders their ability to capture meaningful anatomical information.

In contrast to these issues, humans learn from labeled examples by forming
concepts of components that encapsulate physiologically valid shapes [2]. When
encountering a new modality, they recall suitable component combinations, and
adapt them with moderate warping to account for natural individual-level spatial
distortions. This component-driven, memory-based process allows humans to
generalize efficiently across domains while maintaining structural consistency.
However, a crucial gap remains between prior methods and human cognition.

To this end, we make a radical departure from previous works by introducing
RemInD, a novel Bayesian framework that mimics human adaptation. As shown
in Fig. 1(a), RemInD learns a domain-agnostic latent manifold (akin to human
memory), characterized by a small set of anchors (akin to components). Each
input image corresponds to a vector of anchor weights, which serves as a shape
blending mechanism that enables a controlled yet flexible construction of diverse
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anatomical structures. The low-dimensional weight vectors are further aligned
across domains, offering a significantly more efficient and explainable alternative
to traditional latent feature alignment used in previous works. Additionally, the
segmentation predictions based on anchor weights are composed with spatial
transformations to account for natural shape deformations, ensuring adaptability
to diverse images. The contributions of our work are as follows:

1. We propose RemInD, a novel Bayesian UDA framework for medical image
segmentation, which emulates human cognition by mapping images onto a
structured manifold designed to capture the full range of anatomical varia-
tions through representative components (anchors).

2. RemInD enables geometrically faithful adaptation within a low-dimensional
probability simplex, substantially reducing computational costs while en-
hancing alignment efficiency and interpretability.

3. We demonstrate the superiority of RemInD over existing state-of-the-art
methods, which often rely on multiple complex alignment strategies.

2 Methodology

Suppose the source dataset (xs
i ,y

s
i )

Ns
i=1 and the target dataset (xt

i)
Nt
i=1 consist

of independent samples from the density ps(X,Y ) and the marginal pt(X) of
pt(X,Y ), respectively, where X : RD ⊃ Ω → R represents the image and
Y : Ω → {1, · · · ,K} represents the label, with D the number of pixels, and K the
number of classes. We assume that the information in X can be disentangled into
a content representation for segmentation and a style representation S for image
appearance. Inspired by atlas-based segmentation [10], we further disentangle the
content into two independent variables: an atlas representation Z and a spatial
transformation ϕ : Ω → Ω, such that X ϕ is registered to Z. Considering that
a single atlas is not topologically diverse, we assume the atlas is conditioned on
a vector W , i.e., Z ∼ p(Z|W ). This model allows for a flexible representation
of anatomy in observations through controllable factors, i.e., a low-dimensional
vector W and a diffeomorphism ϕ.

2.1 Bayesian Inference of Latent Variables

Let (x,y) be an observation of (X,Y ). We propose a novel variational Bayesian
framework, RemInD, to infer the corresponding latent representations: w, z, s,
and the stationary velocity field v parameterizing ϕ [1]. Specifically, we make
two independence assumptions: 1) x captures all information about the latent
variables, and 2) the style code s is conditionally independent of structure-
related latent variables given x. Hence, the joint distribution can be factorized as
p(x,y,w, z,v, s) = p(w)p(s)p(v)p(z|w)p(x|z,v, s)p(y|z,v), and similarly, the
variational posterior becomes q(w, z,v, s|x,y) = q(s|x)q(w|x)q(z|w)q(v|x, z).
Following the variational Bayes framework [12], the evidence lower bound (ELBO)
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of the log-likelihood is expressed as

ELBO(x,y) := Eq(w,z,v,s|x,y) log
p(x,y,w, z,v, s)

q(w, z,v, s|x,y)
=Eq(s|x)q(w|x)q(z|w)q(v|x,z) log p(x|z,v, s)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Lrecon(x)

+Eq(w|x)q(z|w)q(v|x,z) log p(y|z,v)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lseg(x,y)

−DKL [q(s|x) ∥ p(s)]−DKL [q(w|x) ∥ p(w)]

− Eq(w|x)DKL [q(z|w) ∥ p(z|w)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Latlas(x)

−Eq(w|x)q(z|w)DKL [q(v|x, z) ∥ p(v)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lvel(x)

,

(1)
where DKL denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. Intuitively, Lrecon and
Lseg correspond to image reconstruction and segmentation, while the other KL
terms serve as regularization for the latent variables. For unlabeled images, a
similar derivation applies, with the only difference being the omission of Lseg.

To enhance the expressiveness of z and v, we decompose them hierarchi-
cally [22] as z = (zl)Ll=1 and v = (vl)Ll=1, similar to [26,25], where a larger
l correspond to a finer spatial resolution. This construction expresses complex
information in z and ϕ by simpler components to facilitate learning. The fi-
nal spatial transformation can then be calculated as ϕ = ϕ1 · · · ϕL, where
∂
∂tϕ

l(a, t) = vl(ϕl(a, t)),∀a ∈ Ω, t ∈ [0, 1]. We further assume 1) different levels
of zl are independent given w, 2) vl can be inferred directly from x and zl at the
same level, and 3) the prior p(vl|v<l) = p(vl), where < l denotes levels below l.
Therefore, the KL terms Latlas and Lvel can be simplified as

Latlas(x) =Eq(w|x)

{
L∑

l=1

DKL
[
q(zl|w) ∥ p(zl|w)

]}
,

Lvel(x) =Eq(w|x)q(z|w)

[
L∑

l=1

Eq(v<l|x,z<l)

{
DKL

[
q(vl|x, zl,v<l) ∥ p(vl)

]}]
,

(2)
with q(v<1|x, z<1) := 1 for simplicity. Thus, the graphical model correspond-
ing to the ELBO is illustrated in Fig. 1(b). This formulation enables level-wise
inference and regularization of z and v. Specifically, Lvel is calculated through
the technique introduced in [6] to guarantee a diffeomorphic ϕ, while Latlas and
q(zl|w) facilitate retrieving anatomical information akin to human visual recog-
nition, as detailed in the next section.

2.2 Anchor-Based Manifold Embedding for Interpretable
Representation Extraction

In RemInD, the atlas representation z is inferred based on w through the pos-
teriors q(zl|w) for the given image x. To make this procedure explainable, we
propose learning anchor distributions {qm(zl)}Mm=1 for each level l, with M the
length of w. To note, these anchors are not conditioned on x. We further as-
sume q(zl|w) to be the w-weighted geometric mean [14] of the anchors, i.e.,
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q(zl|w) ∝
∏M

m=1 q
wm
m (zl), where w ∈ ∆ :=

{
w ∈ RM

∣∣w ⪰ 0,1⊤w = 1
}
, the

(M − 1)-dimensional probability simplex. Therefore, the effects of w can be in-
terpreted as follows: 1) w serves as a shape blending weight, blending distinct
shapes represented by the anchors to form an atlas distribution that encodes a
new shape to fit x; 2) This process essentially constructs a probabilistic manifold
characterized by the anchors, which mimics humans retrieving suitable combi-
nations of learned components [2] to form anatomical shapes for segmentation.
Moreover, through anchors not conditioned on x, we impose a strong inductive
bias, capturing global anatomical representations and enhancing domain adap-
tation by providing domain-agnostic information across various images. In sharp
contrast, prior works extract representations directly from x, which could be too
flexible to ensure reasonable structures for images in the target domain.

We model qm(zl) as diagonal Gaussian distributions N (µl
m,Σl

m). Conse-
quently, q(zl|w) are also Gaussian, N (µl,Σl), with

µl = Σl
M∑

m=1

wm

(
Σl

m

)−1

µl
m,

(
Σl
)−1

=

M∑
m=1

wm

(
Σl

m

)−1

. (3)

Besides, the prior distributions p(zl|w) are set as standard Gaussians N (0, I).
Therefore, Latlas involves calculating KLs between q(zl|w) and N (0, I) for each
image in a training mini-batch. We further propose replacing Latlas with Lanchor,
defined as the average of KLs for each anchor, i.e.

Lanchor =

L∑
l=1

1

M

M∑
m=1

DKL
[
qm(zl) ∥ N (0, I)

]
. (4)

Notably, calculating Lanchor does not depend on x. The rationale for the replace-
ment is twofold: 1) It can be proven that “Lanchor = 0” ⇔ “∀m, l, qm(zl) =
N (0, I)” ⇒ “Latlas = 0”, and thus, minimizing Lanchor effectively minimizes
Latlas, and 2) Lanchor is much more computationally efficient, requiring only
LM KL calculations, compared to LB calculations for Latlas, where B is the
batch size and typically B ≫ M . Intuitively, Lanchor encourages the anchors
qm(zl) to stay close to a fixed location (standard Gaussian), preventing small
variations in w from causing excessive divergence in q(zl|w).

2.3 Efficient, Geometrically Faithful Domain Alignment

A common approach in UDA involves aligning feature distributions between do-
mains. Previous studies universally operate in high-dimensional latent spaces
for this purpose, which is implicit, computationally expensive, and often re-
quires approximations that compromise accuracy. In contrast, RemInD offers a
computationally efficient and interpretable alternative: Since anchors are shared
across all images, aligning atlas distributions q(z|w) between domains reduces
to aligning the shape blending weights w directly.

To this end, we propose applying an optimal transport loss to the simplex
∆. Specifically, we assume a deterministic posterior for the weights w, similar to
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VQ-VAE [19], i.e., q(w|x) = δ(w − w̃(x)), with δ the Dirac delta, and w̃ ∈ ∆
inferred from x. Thus, DKL [q(w|x) ∥ p(w)] in Eq. (1) vanishes as a constant
by setting p(w) to the standard Dirichlet Dir(1). More importantly, for source
and target mini-batches, represented by (w̃s

i )
Bs
i=1 and (w̃t

i)
Bt
i=1 , we define the

empirical distribution functions Fs(w̃) := 1
Bs

∑Bs

i=1 1{w̃
s
i ⪯ w̃}, and similarly

Ft, where 1{·} is the indicator function. The alignment loss is then defined as
their Sinkhorn divergence [7], i.e.

Lalign := OTε(Fs, Ft)−
1

2
OTε(Fs, Fs)−

1

2
OTε(Ft, Ft),

with OTε(F, F
′) := min

ζ∈
∏

(F,F ′)

∫
∆×∆

Cdζ + ε

∫
∆×∆

log

(
dζ

dFdF ′

)
dζ.

(5)

Here, ε controls the strength of entropy regularization, ζ is a transport plan,∏
(F, F ′) denotes all probabilistic couplings over ∆ ×∆ with marginals F and

F ′, and C is a symmetric non-negative cost function. We impose the Fisher-Rao
metric DFR on ∆ to reflect its non-Euclidean statistical geometry, i.e.

C(w̃, w̃′) := DFR(w̃, w̃′) := 2 arccos

(
M∑
i=1

√
w̃iw̃′

i

)
, ∀w̃, w̃′ ∈ ∆. (6)

Therefore, C measures the geodesic distances among w on a Riemannian mani-
fold [17], ensuring an intrinsic and geometrically faithful optimal transport. Since
∆ is low-dimensional, Lalign can be calculated efficiently with minimal compu-
tational overhead. Considering DFR ∈ [0, π], we set ε = π/10.

2.4 Geometry Regularization and Final loss

We propose regularizing w̃ of labeled source images through an additional loss

Lgeo :=

Bs∑
i=1

Bs∑
j=i+1

[(
1−

DFR(w̃
s
i , w̃

s
j)

π

)
− Sim

(
ys
i ϕs

i ,y
s
j ϕs

j

)]2
, (7)

where Sim is the Dice similarity coefficient, and the denominator π normalizes
DFR to [0, 1]. This regularization loss offers several benefits: 1) It establishes a
principled association between the distances among w̃ and the structural differ-
ences among images, explicitly refining geometry of the latent manifold to bet-
ter capture anatomical variations, 2) It inherently translates the cross-domain
alignment of w̃ to the alignment of segmentation semantics, improving the in-
terpretability of Lalign, 3) It accelerates training convergence by preventing w̃ of
disparate images from collapsing into a single value, a pervasive issue in other
works, e.g., mode a similar regularization due to the unaffordable computational
cost of operating on high-dimensional representations.

The final loss is the negative of ELBO, plus Lalign and Lgeo. For the remaining
terms in the ELBO: We model p(x|z,v, s) as a Laplacian distribution, factorized
for each pixel. Consequently, −Lrecon becomes the scaled L1 loss between the
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Fig. 2. Network architecture of RemInD, illustrated with L = 3 and M = 4 as an ex-
ample, including image feature encoding (orange), atlas inference (red), spatial trans-
formation inference (blue), segmentation & reconstruction decoding (green), and loss
calculations (purple). The feature maps parameterizing posterior distributions contain
one half of channels for the mean and the other half for the log variance. Values around
arrows indicate channel numbers.

input image and its reconstruction, with pixelwise scales predicted alongside
the reconstruction by a decoder. For the segmentation term −Lseg on the source
domain, we utilize a combination of the cross-entropy loss and Dice loss, following
prior works [5]. Besides, the style code s is inferred deterministically, similar to
w. As a result, the KL for q(s|x) in Eq. (1) vanishes. Therefore, given source and
target training batches (xs

i ,y
s
i )

Bs
i=1 and (xt

i)
Bt
i=1, the final loss, with λ controlling

term weights, is given by

L =− 1

Bs

Bs∑
i=1

Lseg(x
s
i ,y

s
i )− λ1

[
1

Bs

Bs∑
i=1

Lrecon(x
s
i ) +

1

Bt

Bt∑
i=1

Lrecon(x
t
i)

]

+ λ2

[
1

Bs

Bs∑
i=1

Lvel(x
s
i ) +

1

Bt

Bt∑
i=1

Lvel(x
t
i)

]
+ λ3Lanchor + λ4Lalign + λ5Lgeo.

(8)

2.5 Network Architecture

We design a dedicated variational autoencoder (VAE) to facilitate inference and
loss calculation within RemInD, as shown in Fig. 2. Given a source or target
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image x, the content encoder extracts multilevel features, denoted as {cl}Ll=1,
and the style encoder extracts s as the style code. For atlas inference, a mul-
tilayer perceptron (MLP) followed by a Softmax predicts the shape blending
weight w = w̃, based on the global average pooling (GAP) of the bottom-level
feature c1. The anchor distributions {qm(zl)}Mm=1 are modeled using learnable
parameters µl

m, logΣl
m. Therefore, for each level l, the atlas distribution q(zl|w)

is calculated as the w-weighted geometric mean of the anchors (Eq. (3)), from
which the atlas zl is randomly sampled during training or inferred as the math-
ematical expectation during evaluation.

To infer the velocity fields {vl}Ll=1, similar to [26,15], we start at the bot-
tom (coarsest) level l = 1, where a registration module predicts the posterior
q(v1|x, z1) based on the level-1 atlas distribution q(z1|w) and the feature c1. v1

is produced from the velocity posterior similar to the atlas zl. For each higher
level l > 1, the level-l feature cl is warped by ϕ<l := ϕ1 · · · ϕl−1, and the
corresponding registration module predicts q(vl|x, zl,v<l) based on the level-l
atlas distribution and the warped feature, where vl is inferred similar to v1.
Once all velocity fields are obtained, the final spatial transformation ϕ and its
inverse mapping ϕ−1 are deterministically calculated [1].

For decoding, the atlases and the style code are required to provide anatom-
ical and appearance information, respectively. Therefore, the reconstruction de-
coder takes both as input, while the segmentation decoder only utilizes the
atlases. Outputs of the decoders are further warped by ϕ−1 to produce the final
reconstruction and segmentation for the image x.

3 Experiments and Results

3.1 Datasets

MS-CMR. The MS-CMRSeg challenge [30] provides cardiac MRI images in
three sequences: bSSFP, LGE and T2, with labels for the left/right ventricles
(LV/RV) and myocardium (Myo). Following [27], we used 35 bSSFP images as
the source dataset and 45 LGE images as the target dataset, with 5/40 LGE
images allocated for validation/test. All images were shuffled to be unpaired,
resampled to a 0.76-mm spacing, and cropped to 192× 192.
AMOS. The AMOS challenge [11] provides a multi-center, multi-disease dataset
of unpaired abdominal 3D CT and MRI scans. In this study, we focused on the
segmentation of liver, spleen and right/left kidneys. We randomly selected 25
MRI scans as the source dataset and 35 CT scans as the target dataset, with
CT scans randomly split into 25/5/5 for training/validation/test. Axial slices
were resampled to a 1.5-mm spacing and cropped to ensure a consistent field of
view centered on the organs of interest, following [3].

3.2 Experimental Setups

Implementation Details. All images were min-max normalized. For the model
architecture, we set L = 5 and M = 6. Moreover, the content encoder is an at-
tention U-Net [18], and the features {cl} are the outputs of the attention layers.
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Table 1. Quantitative results (mean/standard deviation) of the compared methods on
the MS-CMR dataset, with the best performance highlighted in bold. #Align denotes
the number of loss terms for domain alignment.

Method #Align
DSC (%) ↑ ASSD (mm) ↓

Mean Myo LV RV Mean Myo LV RV

NoAdapt 0 46.2/15 32.8/19 57.2/18 48.6/15 18/11 15/14 16/15 23/15

ADVENT 3 69.7/17 58.1/17 77.8/17 73.3/20 4.2/12 6.8/29 4.1/6.6 1.8/1.0

CyCMIS 11 79.1/7.9 71.4/7.3 87.2/7.9 78.7/8.5 1.7/1.5 1.5/1.4 1.3/0.9 2.3/2.2

VarDA 1 79.8/9.3 73.0/8.3 88.1/4.8 78.5/14.9 2.6/1.3 1.7/0.6 2.6/1.2 3.5/2.2

DARUNet 7 82.0/6.9 75.0/9.6 88.4/5.5 82.7/9.3 1.7/0.9 1.3/0.7 2.2/1.7 1.6/1.1

MAPSeg 3 66.0/11 56.9/9.7 75.5/13 65.6/14 5.2/10 7.0/27 4.0/7.0 4.6/5.0

VAMCEI 3 82.5/5.5 75.8/6.7 88.2/5.3 83.5/8.6 1.4/0.6 1.1/0.3 1.7/1.1 1.5/1.0

RemInD 1 83.1/5.3 77.1/5.8 88.6/4.5 83.5/7.5 1.3/0.6 0.9/0.3 1.6/1.1 1.4/0.8

The style encoder is a Conv-LeakyReLU-Pool-Linear sequence, producing a 64-
dimensional style code. The reconstruction and segmentation decoders share the
same structure as the decoding part of a U-Net [21], while adaptive instance nor-
malizations [9] are used in the reconstruction decoder to modulate feature maps
with the style code. Each registration module contains four Conv-BatchNorm-
LeakyReLU sequences followed by a final Conv to adjust the channel number.
Experiments were conducted with PyTorch [20] on an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
Compared Methods and Evaluation Metrics. We compared RemInD with
state-of-the-art works that utilize various adaptation methods, including VAM-
CEI [5], MAPSeg [29], DARUNet [28], VarDA [27], CyCMIS [24], and ADVENT
[23]. Results from an attention U-Net trained purely on the source domain are
also presented as NoAdapt. For evaluation, we reported the mean and per-class
Dice Similarity Coefficients (DSCs) and Average Symmetric Surface Distances
(ASSDs). For CyCMIS without publicly available code, we reported the results
from its publication for the overlapping dataset.

3.3 Results

Quantitative Comparison. The evaluation metrics of the compared methods
on the two datasets are presented in Table 1 and Table 2. Unlike the baselines,
which typically employ multiple complex alignment strategies, RemInD relies
solely on a single alignment term (Lalign). Despite this simplicity, RemInD con-
sistently outperforms the baselines in both average DSC and ASSD. Notably, it
achieves significant improvements for smaller, more challenging structures. For
example, it improves the ASSD of myocardium by 18%, the DSC of right kidney
by 7%, and the ASSDs of left and right kidneys by 39% and 42%, respectively,
compared to the best-performing baselines. This superior performance can be
attributed to RemInD’s ability to memorize anatomical structures from labeled
images and adapt through shape blending weights, which allows for preserving
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Table 2. Quantitative results (mean/standard deviation) of the compared methods on
the AMOS dataset, with the best performance highlighted in bold.

Method
DSC (%) ↑ ASSD (mm) ↓

Mean Liver Left
Kidney

Right
Kidney Spleen Mean Liver Left

Kidney
Right

Kidney Spleen

NoAdapt 9.4/9.7 29/28 0.2/0.4 4.8/6.8 3.2/6.6 61/19 31/9.1 73/22 61/31 80/27

ADVENT 65.0/6.7 74.9/35 54.2/15 60.0/13 71.0/7.4 5.9/2.4 5.3/6.7 8.0/2.7 5.1/2.2 5.3/3.5

VarDA 81.4/5.3 85.2/7.5 79.8/9.9 78.4/7.6 82.0/8.4 4.0/1.8 5.3/4.6 4.5/0.9 2.7/0.6 3.4/3.1

DARUNet 85.8/5.8 91.6/4.3 82.4/14 82.1/11 87.1/6.2 4.0/2.4 3.1/2.1 3.0/1.9 5.4/3.6 4.5/4.7

MAPSeg 85.9/4.5 85.1/19 85.3/3.5 82.0/3.9 91.0/3.5 8.6/1.8 4.8/7.0 13/9.6 10/6.1 6.1/2.8

VAMCEI 84.8/5.5 90.3/5.0 82.2/13 80.5/9.7 86.2/7.2 3.0/2.0 2.8/2.3 2.3/1.4 2.4/1.2 4.3/4.4

RemInD 87.0/2.0 85.8/7.2 87.8/2.7 88.1/2.6 86.3/5.3 2.8/1.5 4.7/2.9 1.4/0.3 1.4/0.2 3.7/2.8

Table 3. Performance (mean/standard deviation) of RemInD without certain compo-
nents on the MS-CMR dataset. ✓: the loss term was used with optimal strength; ∞:
spatial transformations were fixed to identity mappings for all images.

Lvel Lanchor Lalign Lgeo Mean DSC (%) Mean ASSD (mm) Epochs to Converge

∞ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.7/8.5 5.1/1.8 86

✓ ✓ ✓ 80.6/6.5 1.5/0.8 2055

✓ ✓ ✓ 81.1/6.5 1.5/0.9 738

✓ ✓ ✓ 83.0/5.2 1.3/0.7 6619

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 83.1/5.3 1.3/0.6 3867

fine-grained details. In contrast, previous methods directly align image features
with spatial dimensions, which may dilute focus on less prominent structures.
Qualitative Comparison. The results for example images by RemInD and the
best-performing baselines (VAMCEI for MS-CMR and DARUNet for AMOS) are
illustrated in Fig. 3. Visually, RemInD generally achieves better performance,
particularly in challenging cases with poor imaging quality or artifacts. Base-
line methods often produce fragmented or anatomically implausible structures,
such as broken ventricles or myocardium, broken or merged kidneys and spleen,
and other irregularities. In contrast, RemInD delivers robust predictions closely
aligned with real-world labels. Moreover, baseline methods often rely heavily on
intensity information, leading to segmentation errors. For example, as shown in
the last column, some ribs and the postcava are misclassified as liver by the base-
line (indicated by the two arrows), while RemInD avoids these mistakes. This is
notable given that the ribs appear bright and the postcava shares similar inten-
sity with and is connected to the liver. This demonstrates that RemInD effec-
tively learns anatomical knowledge through the anchors and domain alignment
via shape blending weights, thereby enhancing prediction quality in the target
domain. Additionally, the flexible displacement fields bridge the gap between
individual images and the inferred atlases, capturing detailed shape variations
and improving the model’s capability in an interpretable manner.
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Fig. 3. Qualitative comparison between RemInD and the best baselines. The spatial
deformations ϕ from RemInD are also displayed. Yellow arrows indicate regions where
one method produces inferior predictions compared to the other.

Relative Slice
Location

     Source Samples
 ×   Target Samples

(b)(a)
Geodesics

Fig. 4. 3D visualization of the positive orthant of the unit sphere, with the shape
blending weights for images in the MS-CMR dataset. (a) Distribution of the trans-
formed weights w†. Each point is based on a 2D image slice, with colors indicating
its relative location among the total number of slices for the corresponding patient.
(b) Manipulating w† (thus z) along geodesics induces gradual variations in predicted
segmentation (before warped by ϕ−1). Endpoints of the shown six geodesics: (1,0,0),
(0,1,0), (0,0,1), (0.99,0.1,0.1), (0.1,0.99,0.1), (0.1,0.1,0.99). Note that the segmentations
with broken shapes could still be valid, as a few similar ground-truth labels exist.
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Visualization of shape blending weights. The low-dimensional nature of
the shape blending weights w allows for more accurate and informative visual-
ization of domain alignment than t-SNE [16] of high-dimensional features com-
monly used in previous works. In a specific example of RemInD trained on the
MS-CMR dataset, three components of the weights, w3, w4, w5, are consistently
zero for all source and target images. Given that M = 6, this sparsity enables
visualizing w in 3D without any information compression, as shown in Fig. 4.
To better reflect the geometry imposed by the Fisher-Rao metric, we transform
(w1, w2, w6) into w† := (

√
w1,

√
w2,

√
w6), which maps the points onto the pos-

itive orthant of the unit sphere, {t ∈ R3|t ⪰ 0, t⊤t = 1}, where the geodesic
distance (arc length) between any two points is equal to half of their Fisher-Rao
metric. In Fig. 4(a), alignment between the source and target domains is evi-
dent, with most points close to the orthant border and only a few outliers in the
target domain. Additionally, the point colors, representing slice locations within
the corresponding patient, exhibit a smooth and gradual transition across the
orthant. This highlights that the learned manifold effectively captures the spa-
tial continuity of anatomical structures across patients in both domains, even
though slice location information was not used for training. Fig. 4(b) further
indicates that the manifold efficiently encodes a wide variety of segmentations
with smooth transitions along geodesics. The displayed examples cover nearly
all possible topological patterns observed in the ground-truth labels. These vi-
sualizations underscore the advantages of RemInD in developing an explainable
and global understanding of anatomical structures, similar to human memory.
Ablation Study. The performance of RemInD with different components re-
moved is summarized in Table 3. The results demonstrate that spatial transfor-
mation is crucial for accurate segmentation, as the weighted average of anchors
alone lack the flexibility to fit structures in every image. Besides, both Lanchor
and Lalign significantly contribute to segmentation accuracy. Notably, even with-
out the domain alignment term Lalign, our model surpasses multiple baseline
methods, showcasing the robustness of RemInD in generalizing across domains.
This strong generalization likely stems from its ability to retain global segmen-
tation information as prior knowledge through the learned manifold. Moreover,
while RemInD without Lgeo achieves comparable performance to the full ver-
sion, its slower convergence underscores the benefit of explicitly regularizing the
geometry of the learned manifold to enhance training efficiency.

4 Conclusion and Discussion

We have introduced a new paradigm for domain-adaptive medical image seg-
mentation that is distinct from all previous works. Our framework, RemInD,
constrains image features to a latent probabilistic manifold, effectively captur-
ing accurate anatomical information. This design is interpretable, resembling the
human process of retrieving the most appropriate segmentation shape from mem-
ory. Furthermore, it enables computationally efficient and geometrically faithful
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domain alignment, outperforming state-of-the-art methods that usually rely on
multiple complicated and ad hoc alignment strategies.

RemInD has the potential to address even more challenging scenarios, such as
source-free adaptation [13]. Specifically, during source-domain training, anchor
parameters and the shape blending weights w for all source images could be
stored and later used to adapt to the target images without requiring access
to the source data — a promising direction for future research. A limitation
of our method is that sharing anchors across images may reduce the network’s
flexibility, potentially leading to slightly lower segmentation performance on the
source domain. However, as shown in our experiments, this trade-off greatly
improved target-domain performance. Besides, this potential limitation could
be addressed by increasing the number of anchors (M) and employing more
advanced network architectures for the encoders and decoders.
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