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Multi-Disease-Aware Training Strategy for Cardiac
MR Image Segmentation

Hong Zheng1,2,4, Yucheng Chen3, Nan Mu1,4,5, and Xiaoning Li*,1,4,5

Abstract—Accurate segmentation of the ventricles from car-
diac magnetic resonance images (CMRIs) is crucial for enhancing
the diagnosis and analysis of heart conditions. Deep learning-
based segmentation methods have recently garnered significant
attention due to their impressive performance. However, these
segmentation methods are typically good at partitioning regu-
larly shaped organs, such as the left ventricle (LV) and the
myocardium (MYO), whereas they perform poorly on irregularly
shaped organs, such as the right ventricle (RV). In this study, we
argue that this limitation of segmentation models stems from their
insufficient generalization ability to address the distribution shift
of segmentation targets across slices, cardiac phases, and disease
conditions. To overcome this issue, we present a Multi-Disease-
Aware Training Strategy (MTS) and restructure the introduced
CMRI datasets into multi-disease datasets. Additionally, we
propose a specialized data processing technique for preprocessing
input images to support the MTS. To validate the effectiveness of
our method, we performed control group experiments and cross-
validation tests. The experimental results show that (1) network
models trained using our proposed strategy achieved superior
segmentation performance, particularly in RV segmentation, and
(2) these networks exhibited robust performance even when
applied to data from unknown diseases.

Index Terms—Cardiac MR Image, Segmentation, Training
Strategy, Generalization.

I. INTRODUCTION

ACCURATE diagnosis of heart conditions and appropriate
therapeutic schedules are crucial, given that cardiovas-

cular diseases (CVDs) stand as the leading cause of global
mortality, claiming an estimated 17.9 million lives annually,
according to the World Health Organization (WHO). Artifi-
cial intelligence (AI)-aided diagnosis methods have garnered
significant research attention due to their high accuracy, fast
prediction capabilities, and low human cost. Within this realm,
the precise delineation of the heart’s structures from cardiac
magnetic resonance images (CMRIs) emerges as a pivotal
stage. Over recent decades, the advancement of convolu-
tional neural network (CNN) segmentation models has been
remarkable, not only enhancing segmentation accuracy but
also propelling the advancement of computer vision (CV)

1. College of Computer Science, Sichuan Normal University, Chengdu,
610101, China

2. School of Computing and Artificial Intelligence, Southwest Jiaotong
University, Chengdu, 611756, China

3. Department of Cardiology, West China Hospital, Sichuan University,
Chengdu, 610041, China

4. Visual Computing and Virtual Reality Key Laboratory of Sichuan
Province, Chengdu, 610066, China

5. Sichuan 2011 Collaborative Innovation Center for Educational Big Data,
Chengdu, 610066, China

*Corresponding author: lxn@sicnu.edu.cn

N
O
R

D
C
M

Basal Slices Middle Slices Apical Slices

ED

ES

ED

ES

Fig. 1: Several examples of cardiac images from different
slices. NOR and DCM represent normal subjects and dilated
cardiomyopathy, and ED and ES denote end-diastolic and end-
systolic phases. The blue, green, and red parts in the figures
are the RV, MYO, and LV, respectively.

techniques. However, CNN-based segmentation models (seg-
menters) are typically good at partitioning regularly shaped
organs, such as the left ventricle (LV) and the myocardium
(MYO), whereas they perform poorly on irregularly shaped
organs, such as the right ventricle (RV). This limitation of
CNN-based segmentation models has been demonstrated in
studies [1]–[3], and we attribute it to the limitations of risk-
minimization-based training strategies.

For a more thorough exploration of the aforementioned
limitation, we propose observing two cardiac images depict-
ing different phases and slices across distinct diseases (see
Figure 1). Upon observation, it becomes evident that the RV
(blue area) undergoes more pronounced shape changes across
various phases (ED and ES) and slices (apical to basal slices)
compared to other cardiac organs. Notably, this shape change
of the RV also appears in different diseases (NOR and DCM).
Namely, we considered that the distribution of the RV differs
significantly from that of the LV and MYO in CMRIs. Con-
sequently, during network training, the gradient optimization
direction was adjusted to minimize the risk loss by prioritizing
the more easily distinguishable distributions of the LV and
MYO. While this learning strategy yields an optimal validation
loss, it may result in suboptimal segmentation performance
for the RV. In conclusion, risk-minimization-based training
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strategies are limited in their ability to address the distribution
shift of segmentation targets across slices, cardiac phases, and
disease conditions.

Recently, there has been increased attention on domain
generalization [4] (DG) studies, focusing on addressing the
domain shift problem. Several studies, such as [5], [6], aim to
learn a mapping that performs well across a large set of related
yet unobserved domains by using a dataset that includes
multiple observed training domains. Due to the differing dis-
tributions across domains, a common training objective known
as min-max minimization is introduced to guide network
model training [5]. This training objective aims to minimize
the maximum difference among various domain distributions,
thereby mitigating the domain shift problem and enhancing the
generalization ability of network models. It suggests we can
treat the distribution shift problem of segmentation targets as
a domain shift problem, thereby designing a training strategy
based on min-max minimization.

In this study, we refer to the proposed training method as
the Multi-Disease-Aware Training Strategy (MTS). To perform
this training strategy, we restructure the training sets of the
introduced CMRI datasets (two short-axis CMRI datasets, one
public and one private) into multiple disease-specific datasets.
Additionally, we propose a specialized data processing tech-
nique for preprocessing input images to support MTS. This
method is not a typical augmentation technique; instead, it
serves as a data “destroyer” aimed at erasing parts of the
information in the input image data during the training stage.
This is because we found that the segmentation performance of
trained segmenters is better when using the destroyed data for
training, and we refer to the specially processed data as Incom-
plete Training Data (ITD). By incorporating ITD into MTS,
a new training strategy called MTS plus ITD (MTS+ITD) is
established. Through control group experiments, we found that
the segmentation accuracy on all introduced datasets from
segmenters trained by MTS+ITD increased, particularly in
RV segmentation. Furthermore, we conducted cross-validation
tests where network models trained on one (A) dataset were
used to segment another (B) dataset, evaluating the general-
ization ability of models in processing unknown disease data.
All of our experimental results strongly prove the feasibility
and effectiveness of the proposed methods.

In conclusion, our work innovates by considering the dis-
tribution shift problem of segmentation targets as a domain
shift problem. We make two key contributions: firstly, we
demonstrate the impact of different training strategies on the
segmentation and generalization abilities of network models,
and secondly, we reveal the advantages of incomplete data
over complete data for training networks.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Normal Training Strategies

Segmentation networks are typically trained using a uni-
versal objective, such as cross-entropy or mean squared error,
to minimize validation risk and perform well on testing data.
We refer to these training strategies as the normal training
strategy (NTS). For example, some noteworthy works include

those by P.V. Tran [1], M. Khened et al. [7], R.P. Poudel et
al. [8], Chakravarty et al. [9], Ammar et al. [10], etc. Despite
using the NTS, these studies typically focused on enhanc-
ing segmentation models based on the fully convolutional
network [11] (FCN). The UNet architecture [2] serves as a
prime example, with various segmentation studies adopting it
as their backbone models, including works by Ö. Çiçek et
al. [12], Huang et al. [13], H. Zheng et al. [3], J. Schlemper
et al. [14], F. Isensee et al. [15], and others. Additionally,
many researchers have integrated Attention mechanisms [16]
into segmentation networks to improve feature extraction from
input images. Examples of such methods include CBAM [17],
spatial-temporal attention models [18], attention gate [14],
multi-scale self-guided attention [19], and transformer-based
T-AutoML [20].

B. Priors-based Training Strategies
Several approaches exist for incorporating prior knowledge

into NTS, with their training methods considered as Prior-
based Training Strategies (PTS). For instance, O. Oktay et
al. [21] and C. Chen et al. [22] introduced training methods
that learn anatomical shape priors across different 2D standard
views (short-axis and long-axis CMRI) and use them to
enhance segmentation accuracy. H. Zheng et al. [3] proposed
the Cross U-net, which also integrates reconstructed image
features as prior knowledge to guide the segmentation task.
Furthermore, the benefits of utilizing shape prior knowledge
have been observed in the works of C. Zotti et al. [23], Q.
Zheng et al. [24], and Q. Yue et al. [25]. More recently,
K. Zhang et al. [26] and A. Raju et al. [27] presented
holistic strategies and deep implicit statistical shape models.
Additionally, some researchers have presented similar PTS
methods for their segmentation tasks, including X. Chen et
al. [28], C. Seibold et al. [29], J. Wang et al. [30], X. Yang et
al. [31], H. Tang et al. [32], among others.

C. Multi-domain Training Strategies
Training network models using multi-domain datasets is

known as Multi-domain Training Strategies (MDTS). Domain
adaptation (DA) [33] and domain generalization (DG) [4] typi-
cally involve employing MDTS to train robust models, such as
some learning theories like IRM [5], P-IRM [6], and IIB [34],
[35]. DA and DG primarily tackle the domain shift problem
under conditions that include multiple data distributions, as the
assumption of identically and independently distributed data
is often unrealistic for the practical deployment of machine
learning models. Further discussion on this topic is beyond the
scope of this study, but interested readers can refer to [4]. With
the conclusion of the M&Ms challenge [36], research on do-
main generalization in medical image processing has garnered
significant attention, as evidenced by the works of C. Huang
et al. [13] and H. Yao et al. [37]. Additionally, cross-dataset
collaborative learning [38] and multi-modal learning [39]–[41]
are also widely studied.

III. METHODOLOGIES

This section will present our proposed multi-disease-aware
training strategy (MTS) and data preprocessing method. First,
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we present the following hypothesis as the foundation of our
work:

Assumption 1: For cardiac MRI multi-target segmentation
problems, we assume that poor segmentations produced by
segmentation models are causally linked to the distribution
shift of segmentation targets across different slices, cardiac
phases, and disease conditions.

Based on this assumption and studies on domain general-
ization (DG), we conclude that enhancing the generalization
capability of segmentation models across different slices,
phases, and diseases is equivalent to improving segmentation
performance for any target organ in CMRIs. To enhance
the generalization capability of segmenters, we restructure
the training datasets into multiple disease-specific datasets
(see Section III-A), develop a data preprocessing method
specifically for the input training data (see Section III-B), and
formulate a learning algorithm (see Section III-C).

A. Multi-disease Dataset & Learning objective

This subsection firstly demonstrates the process of recon-
structing the training datasets from the introduced CMRI
datasets into multi-disease datasets using a descriptor-based
approach. We assume that a dataset Dk := {(Xk

i , Y
k
i )}nk

i=1

contains nk data samples for a single disease k ∈ Ktr, where
Ktr represents the set of all diseases for training, with a
total of |Ktr| diseases. The symbol K originates from the
German word Die Krankheit meaning “the disease”. The pair
(Xk, Y k) denotes a CMRI and its corresponding ground-
truth (GT) segmentation map, where Xk ∈ RP×H×W×Z and
Y k ∈ RP×H×W×Z . Here, P , H , W , and Z represent the
phase number, height, width, and the number of slices along
the z-axis, respectively.

Based on the definition of Dk above, we provide an example
for further illustration. Consider an original training dataset
consisting of five disease types, each with fifty cases (data
samples). We can then easily establish the set Ktr with
|Ktr| = 5, and the set Dk with nk = 50. Note that
nk1

̸= nk2
,∀k1, k2 ∈ Ktr for most practical scenarios. Here,

nk denotes the number of cases, where each case corresponds
to a 4D cardiac MRI (CMRI) matrix. This 4D matrix is
typically divided into two phases: the end-diastolic (ED) and
end-systolic (ES) phases and the remaining phases are not
valuable for observation. Each of the ED and ES phases
is represented as a 3D matrix, which is then dimensionally
reduced along the z-axis to yield a 2D matrix. For example,
consider a 4D matrix with dimensions (12, 128, 128, 9). A 3D
matrix in either ED or ES phase has dimensions (128, 128, 9).
Consequently, we can derive nine 2D matrices, each with
dimensions (128, 128). Hereafter, the dataset Dk with nk

samples denotes the 2D image data along with their GT
segmentation maps, i.e., Xk ∈ RH×W , Y k ∈ RH×W and
nk = 2× Z × nk.

To enhance comprehension of our motivations, we address
the following questions. (1) Why do we divide the training
datasets by the type of disease instead of others? In Figure 1,
we observed that different diseases exhibited vastly distinct
RV structures. Therefore, we argue that the standard for

Algorithm 1 Multi-disease-aware Training Strategy (MTS)
Input: {Dk|∀k ∈ Ktr}.
Parameter: Epoch, KEY, BatchSize b.
Output: f .

1: while Epoch do
2: while ∀db ∈ {Dk|∀k ∈ Ktr} and max(nk/b) do
3: while ∀(Xk

b , Y
k
b ) ∈ db do

4: if KEY then
5: Xk

b = Xk
b ·Hideal.

6: end if
7: Solve for Ŷ k

b using f(Xk
b ).

8: Solve for
∑

k∈Ktr
Rk(f) using Y k

b and Ŷ k
b .

9: end while
10: Optimize f using

∑
k∈Ktr

Rk(f).
11: end while
12: end while
Note: The maximum time complexity is O(n3) on the GPU
time.

division should be the disease rather than the slice or the
phase. (2) How do we handle the distribution differences
in RV exhibited in different slices and phases? We employ
the random-sampling technique to randomly select data from
Dk,∀k ∈ Ktr and then construct the sampled data pair
(Xk, Y k) into an input subset d := {(Xk, Y k)}|Ktr|

k=1 during
the training stage. Note that this subset d contains |Ktr|
random slice and phase data pairs. For convenience, we omit
the batch size number. If considering it, the subset can be de-
noted as db := {(Xk

b , Y
k
b )}|Ktr|

k=1 , (Xk
b , Y

k
b ) ⊂ {(Xk

i , Y
k
i )}nk

i=1,
where b is the batch size. However, hereafter, we neglect this.

Since d contains different slices, phases, and diseases,
the goal of minimizing distribution differences in those has
been established. Correspondingly, we formulate a min-max
training objective as follows:

min
f

∑
k∈Ktr

Rk(f), (1)

where Rk(f) := EXk,Y k [ℓ(f(Xk), Y k)], f : X → Ŷ is a
segmenter and is parameterized, and ℓ(·) normally denotes a
loss function. The predicted segmentation results are denoted
as Ŷ k = f(Xk), where Ŷ k ∈ RH×W .

B. Data Preprocessing Method

This subsection will detail how to preprocess the input
data during the training stage. As previously mentioned, this
method is not a technique for data augmentation; instead,
it aims to destroy some information in the input images.
To achieve this, we use the rectangular ideal mask as the
primary method for selecting and excluding information from
the original input data. The rectangle ideal mask (see Figure 7)
can be formulated as follows:

Hideal(u, v) =

{
0, u&v ∈ Box(uc, vc, α)
1, else

, (2)

where u ∈ {0, . . . H − 1} and v ∈ {0, . . .W − 1}.
Box(uc, vc, α) represents a rectangular box with its center
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at coordinates (uc, vc) and sides of length α. We empirically
set α as α = λ · min(H,W ). It is important to note that
the center (uc, vc) is not fixed; rather, it undergoes random
changes. Specifically, uc ∈ {α/2, . . . (H − α)/2} and vc ∈
{α/2, . . . (W − α)/2}.

Applying Hideal(u, v) to the original data, we can generate
new input data. For instance, consider a CMRI X as the
original data. We then multiply X by Hideal(u, v) to obtain a
new image, denoted as Xideal = X ·Hideal. Subsequently, X
is replaced by Xideal as the input data.

Several examples of processed Xideal are listed in Figure 8,
where it is evident that some information in Xideal is lost. Due
to random sampling, the missing part could appear anywhere
within Xideal. Consequently, networks cannot process the
same image data twice during training, resulting in a latent
increase in the number of data samples. For instance, if
nk = 100 and Epoch = 10, the total number of data samples
for a single disease k is 10 × 100 = 1000. Importantly, only
the training data undergo processing, while the testing data
remains in its original form.

C. MTS Algorithm

The overall algorithm of MTS is shown in Algorithm 1. The
input is {Dk|∀k ∈ Ktr}, with parameters Epoch, KEY, and
Batch Size: b, and the output is the predictor f . Epoch defines
the maximum training period. The parameter KEY controls
whether the input training data should be preprocessed. If
KEY is true, we preprocess the input data, and the training
strategy is MTS plus incomplete training data (MTS+ITD); if
KEY is false, the input data keep their original formations,
and the training strategy is MTS plus complete training data
(MTS+CTD). As previously mentioned, db is a random-
sampled subset of {Dk|∀k ∈ Ktr}.

Algorithm 1 introduces a key departure from the normal
training strategy outlined in Algorithm 2. Rather than ran-
domly selecting image-GT label pairs from an entire dataset
D that do not distinguish between specific diseases, MTS
requires that db must contain all kinds of diseases, i.e.,
distinguishing them. The inclusion of different phases and
slices for db is not 100% guaranteed due to the random
sampling method. However, if the EPOCH is large, we can
approach the probability to 1.0.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets and Others

Datasets: The experiments involved two cardiac short-axis
cine-MRI datasets: one sourced from the Automated Cardiac
Diagnosis Challenge (ACDC) [42], and the other obtained
from the Department of Cardiology, West China Hospital,
Sichuan University (DCWC). The ACDC dataset used in this
study comprises 150 patients from the targeted population,
categorized into five disease groups: normal subjects (NOR),
previous myocardial infarction (MINF), dilated cardiomyopa-
thy (DCM), hypertrophic cardiomyopathy (HCM), and abnor-
mal right ventricle (ARV). This indicates that |Ktr| = 5. The
ACDC dataset is further divided into training (100 cases) and
testing (50 cases) groups. In the training group, there are 20

Algorithm 2 Normal Training Strategy (NTS)
Input: D := {(Xi, Yi)}Li=1.
Parameter: Epoch, KEY, BatchSize b.
Output: f .

1: while Epoch do
2: while ∀(Xb, Yb) ∈ D and L/b do
3: if KEY then
4: Xb = Xb ·Hideal

5: end if
6: Solve for Ŷb using f(Xb).
7: Solve for ℓ(Ŷb, Yb) using Ŷb and Yb.
8: Optimize f using ℓ.
9: end while

10: end while
Note: The maximum time complexity is O(n2) on the GPU
time.

cases of NOR, 20 cases of MINF, 20 cases of DCM, 20 cases
of HCM, and 20 cases of ARV. Meanwhile, in the testing
group, NOR, MINF, DCM, HCM, and ARV contain 10 cases
each.

Similarly, the DCWC dataset used in this study consists
of 150 patients from the targeted population, classified into
four disease groups: normal subjects (NOR), dilated car-
diomyopathy (DCM), hypertrophic cardiomyopathy (HCM),
and pulmonary artery hypertension (PAH). This indicates that
|Ktr| = 4. The DCWC dataset is further divided into training
(100 cases) and testing (50 cases) groups. In the training group,
there are 40 cases of NOR, 20 cases of DCM, 20 cases of
HCM, and 20 cases of PAH. Meanwhile, in the testing group,
NOR contains 20 cases, and DCM, HCM, and PAH contain
10 cases each.

The ACDC dataset is publicly available, whereas the DCWC
dataset is privately sourced. The DCWC data was generated
with the assistance of experts from West China Hospital. The
labeling technique involves cross-dataset segmentation using
a UNet model trained on the ACDC data, with subsequent
refinement by experts. Consequently, it is inevitable for the
DCWC dataset to contain certain errors in the GT labels. We
employed the DCWC to assess the robustness of our method
when applied to short-axis cardiac image data from diverse
source domains.

For the 2D segmentation tasks, we resized all training image
data samples including ACDC data and DCWC data to 2D
image matrices with dimensions of 160×160, using cropping
or padding techniques. Whereas, the testing data is kept in
their original formations.

Normal Training Strategy: The normal training strategy
(NTS) refers to combining all trainable data samples into
a large dataset D := {(Xi, Yi)}Li=1 without distinguishing
between specific diseases, where L denotes the number of the
entire training sample (X,Y ). Correspondingly, the training
objective is

min
f

ℓ(f(X), Y ), (3)

where f is parameterized and ℓ(·) denotes a loss function.
Comparing to MTS, the training algorithm of NTS is exhibited
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in Algorithm 2. Notably, there is one difference between
traditional training plans, which is the parameter KEY. The
parameter KEY controls whether the input training data is
complete or not. If KEY is true, we have the training strategy:
NTS plus incomplete training data (NTS+ITD); if KEY is
false, we have the training strategy: NTS plus complete
training data (NTS+CTD).

Networks: In this study, we only conducted two basal
segmentation networks that are UNet and Transformer-based
UNet (TUNet). UNet is the most popular network for seg-
mentation tasks, and the Transformer module recently be-
came a hot topic and is utilized by lots of studies. The
architectures of two networks are UNet = De(En(·)) and
TUNet = De(Trans(En(·))), where En(·), De(·), and
Trans(·) represent the encoder, decoder, and transformer
module, respectively. Notably, the segmentation results of
these two networks may not match state-of-the-art (SOTA)
evaluations. This is because we did not elaborate on designing
and modifying their structure to achieve the best segmentation
accuracy. We only discuss the causality between different
training strategies and segmentation results instead of the
network itself.

Metrics: We utilized the Dice score and Hausdorff distance
(HD) to assess the accuracy of segmentation. The Dice metric
measures the overlap between the predicted segmentation A
and the GT segmentation B. It is defined as:

Dice =
2 |A ∩B|
|A|+ |B|

. (4)

This metric yields a value between 0 and 1, where 0 indicates
no overlap and 1 signifies perfect agreement. A higher Dice
metric signifies better agreement.

The HD measures the maximum distances between the
predicted segmentation contours ∂A and the GT segmentation
contours ∂B. It is defined as:

HD = max[max
p∈∂A

d(p, ∂B), max
q∈∂B

d(q, ∂A)], (5)

where d(p, ∂) represents the minimum distance from point
p to the contour ∂. A lower distance metric indicates better
agreement.

Training Details: The experiment utilized a single Nvidia
RTX 4090 24 GB GPU and the Tensorflow-gpu 2.6.0 deep
learning library. To maintain consistency, other experimental
settings, including the number of epochs (50), optimizer
(Adam), learning rate (0.001), batch size (8), and loss func-
tion (cross-entropy), remained unchanged for all networks.
Notably, we conducted ten training runs at least for each
network to ensure the reliability and robustness of the exper-
imental findings.

B. Experiments on ACDC data

Experimental outline: Based on two different training
strategies and two different training data processing methods,
we can design control group experiments (see Figure 2). (1)
Using NTS vs. using MTS when the training data is CTD
(NTS+CTD vs. MTS+CTD); (2) Using NTS vs. using MTS
when the training data is ITD (NTS+ITD vs. MTS+ITD);

NTS MTS

CTD

ITD

NTS+CTD MTS+CTD

NTS+ITD MTS+ITD

Fig. 2: A control group experimental illustration. The diagonal
comparison is the main experiment, and the others belong to
the ablation study.

(3) Using CTD vs. using ITD when the training strategy is
NTS (NTS+CTD vs. NTS+ITD); (4) Using CTD vs. using
ITD when the training strategy is MTS (MTS+CTD vs.
MTS+ITD); (5) NTS+CTD vs. MTS+ITD.

Main segmentation results: This experiment compares the
results when using NTS and CTD training networks and the
results when using MTS and ITD training networks. It is the
diagonal comparison in Figure 2, which is NTS+CTD vs.
MTS+ITD. The segmentation accuracy of processing ACDC
data is shown in Table I. According to this table, we can con-
clude two conclusions. (1) Different training strategies affect
the segmentation ability of networks; (2) The segmentation
ability of networks is enhanced by MTS+ITD, particularly in
RV segmentation.

Result discussions: As one can see, in Table I, the Dice
scores of UNet and TUNet using the MTS+ITD training strat-
egy are higher than their results using the NTS+CTD training
strategy. Meanwhile, the HD metrics of UNet and TUNet using
the MTS+ITD training strategy are much lower than before.
Despite the improvements in LV and MYO segmentation being
minimal, the improvement in RV segmentation is significant.
The HD metrics are reduced nearly twice compared to before.
It indicates that the challenge of RV segmentation is decreased.
Based on the previous analyses, the challenge of RV segmen-
tation is mainly caused by the poor generalization ability of
network models. Thus, the improvement in RV segmentation
also exhibits that the generalization ability of networks is
increased. Additionally, we can find that the improvement in
Dice scores is less than HD metrics. We argue the reason
is that the quality of original data and the construction of
corresponding GT label maps. This is because the Dice scores
of different networks exhibit the same score distribution, and
the improvement degrees of both Dice scores are nearly the
same. This improves the learning ability of networks from data
has approached the limitation. Thus, the obvious improvement
happens in the segmentation details, such as the HD metrics,
instead of the overall segmentations, such as the Dice scores.
Moreover, we have to consider the biases of data collection
and annotations. In conclusion, one network model trained
by different training strategies exhibits different segmentation
performance. This proves that developing a more effective
training strategy is significant.

Ablation Studies: There are four group comparison exper-
iments that can be regarded as ablation analyses. They are (1)
NTS+CTD vs. MTS+CTD, (2) NTS+ITD vs. MTS+ITD, (3)
NTS+CTD vs. NTS+ITD, and (4) MTS+CTD vs. MTS+ITD.
As their name indicates, we fixed one condition and changed
another to validate the effects of independent parts. The
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TABLE I: Segmentation evaluations on the ACDC testing dataset, with results presented as the mean and standard deviation
(Std) of various metrics, including Dice Scores (%) and Hausdorff Distance (HD) in millimeters (mm). Bold highlights indicate
improvements, while red indicates the best results.

Training Strategies Models LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice
ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 96.3 (0.2) 91.5 (0.5) 92.9 (0.4) 86.5 (0.6) 88.9 (0.4) 90.4 (0.3)
TUNet 96.5 (0.2) 91.9 (0.6) 93.0 (0.4) 87.4 (0.5) 89.7 (0.3) 90.6 (0.3)

MTS+ITD UNet 96.6 (0.1) 91.9 (0.5) 93.7 (0.4) 88.4 (0.6) 89.6 (0.3) 91.1 (0.3)
TUNet 96.5 (0.1) 91.9 (0.8) 93.5 (0.3) 88.5 (0.6) 89.5 (0.2) 91.0 (0.3)

(a)

Training Strategies Models LV HD RV HD MYO HD
ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 4.3 (0.5) 7.4 (2.1) 12.7 (1.8) 12.9 (2.0) 6.0 (1.3) 7.4 (1.2)
TUNet 5.4 (1.2) 8.4 (2.3) 12.2 (3.7) 12.2 (2.9) 7.0 (1.8) 10.1 (3.4)

MTS+ITD UNet 3.9 (0.7) 4.6 (1.2) 6.8 (1.1) 7.1 (0.6) 4.5 (0.5) 5.2 (0.8)
TUNet 4.6 (1.0) 6.1 (1.3) 6.6 (0.9) 6.9 (0.8) 5.3 (0.7) 6.6 (1.6)

(b)

segmentation evaluations of UNet and TUNet are shown in
Figures 3 and 4 respectively, and every sub-figure represents a
comparison item. First, we find that MTS is superior to NTS
when using the same data condition (both CTD and ITD).
This is evidenced by Figures 3a, 3b, 4a, and 4b. Despite
LV and RV evaluations being the same, the RV evaluations
of the latter are better than the former in both Dice scores
and HD metrics. This indicates that MTS has benefits for
improving RV segmentation. Notably, MTS using Formula (1)
as the training objective achieved an expected solution for all
disease classes. This may also result in an improvement in RV
segmentation alone. Secondly, we find that ITD is superior
to CTD when using the same training objective (both NTS
and MTS). This is evidenced by Figures 3c, 3d, 4c, and 4d.
All evaluations of UNet and TUNet are both improved, such
as Dice scores are increased and HD metrics are decreased.
This indicates that the generalization ability of networks is
significantly enhanced when using incomplete training data.
The occurrence of this situation is very interesting since in
the training stage networks barely can see one image data
twice. Therefore, if networks perform well in validation data,
they need to increase their generalization ability to address
any input situation. Other discussions for ITD will be shown
in Section 4D. In conclusion, this ablation study provides
two suggestions. They are (1) using MTS can decrease the
challenge of RV segmentation and (2) incomplete training
data has benefits for improving the segmentation ability and
generalization ability.

Processing DCWC data: This experiment purely exhibits
the generalization ability since experimental data is unseen
for network models. Importantly, networks are trained using
ACDC data and need to process DCWC testing data directly
without re-training. The segmentation evaluations of UNet
and TUNet are exhibited in Table II. As we can see, both
Dice scores and HD metrics are improved when using the
MTS+ITD training strategy, especially in RV segmentation.
This result aligns with the result in Table I, which proves that
our proposed training strategy is effective both in improving
RV segmentation and the generalization ability of networks.
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Fig. 3: Box plots about segmentation evaluations of UNet on
ACDC testing data. (a) NTS vs. MTS* when CTD, (b) NTS
vs. MTS* when ITD, (c) CTD vs. ITD* when NTS, (d) CTD
vs. ITD* when MTS. Notably, the former vs. the latter, where
the former lacks a star *, while the latter includes one.

Furthermore, we can find the improvement of Dice scores is
also significant, particularly for UNet models. This indicates
the improvement in the generalization ability of networks is
meaningful. In conclusion, according to the above experimen-
tal results, we conclude that the MTS+ITD training strategy is
effective and superior when applying ACDC data. Moreover,
the ability of network models to process unseen disease data
is enhanced by using the MTS+ITD training strategy.

C. Experiments on DCWC data

Experimental outline: The experiments on DCWC data are
designed to align with the experiments on ACDC data. Thus,
there are still several comparison experiments that seem like
the experiments in the previous section. (1) Using NTS vs.
using MTS when the training data is CTD (NTS+CTD vs.
MTS+CTD); (2) Using NTS vs. using MTS when the training
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TABLE II: Cross-validation results on DCWC testing data using models trained by ACDC data.
Training Strategies Models LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice

ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 91.3 (0.7) 85.3 (1.5) 88.4 (1.0) 85.1 (1.1) 82.3 (0.9) 84.7 (1.1)
TUNet 91.9 (0.6) 86.9 (1.2) 89.2 (0.7) 85.7 (0.9) 82.9 (0.8) 85.0 (0.7)

MTS+ITD UNet 92.2 (0.8) 87.1 (1.4) 90.5 (0.5) 86.4 (0.4) 82.9 (0.6) 85.3 (0.6)
TUNet 92.2 (0.7) 87.2 (0.9) 89.9 (0.7) 85.9 (0.6) 83.2 (0.6) 85.4 (0.4)

(a)

Training Strategies Models LV HD RV HD MYO HD
ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 12.2 (3.3) 14.8 (3.3) 13.1 (2.7) 12.5 (2.9) 13.4 (2.0) 14.5 (2.3)
TUNet 11.2 (3.5) 13.2 (4.1) 12.4 (4.0) 12.3 (3.3) 12.1 (3.0) 14.9 (4.6)

MTS+ITD UNet 8.8 (2.4) 10.9 (2.1) 9.1 (2.2) 8.6 (1.8) 10.3 (1.5) 10.8 (1.7)
TUNet 8.7 (2.2) 11.0 (2.0) 9.7 (2.1) 8.8 (1.3) 12.1 (2.0) 13.9 (2.1)

(b)
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Fig. 4: Box plots about segmentation evaluations of TUNet on
ACDC testing data. (a) NTS vs. MTS* when CTD, (b) NTS
vs. MTS* when ITD, (c) CTD vs. ITD* when NTS, (d) CTD
vs. ITD* when MTS. Notably, the former vs. the latter, where
the former lacks a star *, while the latter includes one.

data is ITD (NTS+ITD vs. MTS+ITD); (3) Using CTD vs.
using ITD when the training strategy is NTS (NTS+CTD vs.
NTS+ITD); (4) Using CTD vs. using ITD when the training
strategy is MTS (MTS+CTD vs. MTS+ITD); (5) NTS+CTD
vs. MTS+ITD.

Main segmentation results: This experiment compares the
results when using NTS and CTD training networks and the
results when using MTS and ITD training networks. It also is
the diagonal comparison in Figure 2, which is NTS+CTD vs.
MTS+ITD. The segmentation accuracy of processing ACDC
data is shown in Table III. According to this table, we can
also conclude two similar conclusions. (1) Different training
strategies affect the segmentation ability of networks; (2)
The RV segmentation ability of networks is enhanced by
MTS+ITD.

Result discussions: The segmentation evaluations on
DCWC data are different from the results of ACDC data. As
one can see, the LV and MYO segmentation evaluations are

barely improved after using the MTS+ITD training strategy.
In this experiment, the primary improvement only happened
in RV segmentation. We argued the reasons this scenario
happened are the data collection bias and the semi-professional
processing technique of the GT label maps. First, the data
collection bias problem we considered is the primary cause. As
one can see, in the data collection stage, we collected 60 NOR
cases, 30 DCM cases, 30 HCM cases, and 30 PAH cases. The
number of the NOR case are twice then other disease counts.
The distribution of disease in DCWC data is not the same
as in ACDC data. Consequently, the segmentation evaluations
are trended to the results of NOR cases. This leads to the
testing segmentation results also being dominated by NOR
cases, and the LV and MYO parts of NOR cases are relatively
easy to partition by network models. Therefore, the LV and
MYO segmentation evaluations are barely changed after using
the proposed training method. Secondly, the GT label maps
of DCWC data are produced in two stages: cross-dataset
segmentation using one UNet model trained on the ACDC
data and subsequent refinement. This UNet model is randomly
selected, and the segmentation accuracy is aligned with the
results of UNet models when using the NTS+CTD training
strategy in Table II. Thus, we performed the refinement stage
to achieve more accuracy label maps. Due to labeling 150
cases being a large workload, we split them into several
clinicians. Finally, based on the personal difference, the quality
of labeling is improved a little. Hence, this DCWC dataset still
needs to be refined. All in all, despite several issues of DCWC
data, one network model trained by different training strategies
still exhibits different segmentation performance. This proves
again that developing a more effective training strategy is
significant.

Ablation Studies: There are four group comparison exper-
iments that can be regarded as ablation analyses. They are (1)
NTS+CTD vs. MTS+CTD, (2) NTS+ITD vs. MTS+ITD, (3)
NTS+CTD vs. NTS+ITD, and (4) MTS+CTD vs. MTS+ITD.
As their name indicates, we fixed one condition and changed
another to validate the effects of independent parts. The
segmentation evaluations of UNet and TUNet are shown in
Figures 5 and 6 respectively, and every sub-figure represents
a comparison item. First, we find that the RV evaluations of
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TABLE III: Segmentation evaluations on DCWC testing data.
Training Strategies Models LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice

ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 94.0 (0.3) 90.4 (0.3) 90.7 (0.5) 87.5 (0.5) 85.8 (0.4) 87.6 (0.4)
TUNet 93.9 (0.3) 90.3 (0.8) 90.0 (0.7) 87.0 (0.6) 85.5 (0.4) 87.4 (0.5)

MTS+ITD UNet 94.1 (0.2) 90.4 (0.6) 90.8 (0.7) 88.3 (0.8) 85.4 (0.6) 87.7 (0.5)
TUNet 94.0 (0.3) 90.3 (0.5) 90.7 (0.6) 88.0 (0.5) 85.7 (0.5) 87.6 (0.3)

(a)

Training Strategies Models LV HD RV HD MYO HD
ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 3.9 (0.3) 4.8 (0.7) 10.3 (2.6) 9.7 (1.6) 5.4 (0.2) 5.4 (0.8)
TUNet 4.3 (0.5) 5.1 (1.1) 12.2 (2.3) 10.4 (2.0) 5.8 (0.6) 5.8 (0.7)

MTS+ITD UNet 4.1 (0.6) 4.1 (0.8) 6.7 (1.0) 6.7 (1.2) 5.6 (0.7) 4.7 (0.6)
TUNet 4.7 (0.9) 5.4 (1.3) 7.2 (1.0) 7.6 (1.1) 5.7 (0.4) 5.5 (0.7)

(b)
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Fig. 5: Box plots about segmentation evaluations of UNet on
DCWC testing data. (a) NTS vs. MTS* when CTD, (b) NTS
vs. MTS* when ITD, (c) CTD vs. ITD* when NTS, (d) CTD
vs. ITD* when MTS. Notably, the former vs. the latter, where
the former lacks a star *, while the latter includes one.

the latter are better than the former in both Dice scores and
HD metrics. This is evidenced by Figures 5a, 5b, 6a, and 6b,
and this scenario is aligned with the results of ACDC data.
Therefore, we argued that MTS has benefits for improving RV
segmentation indeed. Secondly, we find that ITD is superior
to CTD when using the same training objective (both NTS
and MTS). This is evidenced by Figures 5c, 5d, 6c, and 6d.
Despite LV evaluations being stable, other evaluations of UNet
and TUNet have improved. This also can indicate that the
generalization ability of networks is enhanced when using
incomplete training data. The detailed discussions for ITD will
be shown in Section IV-D, and in that section, we will analyze
the affectation of the generalization ability of network models
and the change of weights of network models when using ITD.
In conclusion, this ablation study enhanced the conclusions in
the ablation study part of the previous section.

Processing ACDC data: This experiment purely exhibits
the generalization ability since experimental data is unseen
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Fig. 6: Box plots about segmentation evaluations of TUNet on
DCWC testing data. (a) NTS vs. MTS* when CTD, (b) NTS
vs. MTS* when ITD, (c) CTD vs. ITD* when NTS, (d) CTD
vs. ITD* when MTS. Notably, the former vs. the latter, where
the former lacks a star *, while the latter includes one.

for network models. Importantly, networks are trained using
DCWC data and need to process ACDC testing data directly
without re-training. The segmentation evaluations of UNet and
TUNet are exhibited in Table IV. As one can see, HD metrics
are primarily improved when using the MTS+ITD training
strategy, and this result aligns with the result in Table II. In
Dice scores, the evaluations of RV are improved significantly.
This proves that our proposed training strategy is effective both
in improving RV segmentation and the generalization ability of
networks. Furthermore, we find that the improvement in the
segmentation ability of TUNet is huge, particularly the RV
segmentation. This indicates that for different networks and
different training data, the effectiveness of using our proposed
training strategy is different. In conclusion, according to the
above experimental results, we conclude that the MTS+ITD
training strategy is effective and superior when applying
DCWC data. Moreover, the ability of network models to pro-
cess unseen disease data is enhanced by using the MTS+ITD
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TABLE IV: Cross-validation results on ACDC testing data using models trained by DCWC data.
Training Strategies Models LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice

ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 94.6 (0.5) 87.7 (0.7) 83.9 (1.2) 75.0 (1.3) 83.6 (1.1) 82.0 (1.6)
TUNet 93.2 (1.0) 85.3 (2.7) 79.9 (2.8) 70.8 (4.0) 81.7 (1.7) 79.2 (2.9)

MTS+ITD UNet 94.3 (0.8) 87.0 (1.0) 84.8 (3.8) 77.3 (3.9) 82.8 (1.7) 81.9 (1.7)
TUNet 94.3 (1.0) 86.8 (1.5) 84.6 (2.9) 77.1 (3.4) 82.8 (2.1) 81.2 (2.6)

(a)

Training Strategies Models LV HD RV HD MYO HD
ED ES ED ES ED ES

NTS+CTD UNet 4.5 (0.6) 5.4 (0.6) 22.6 (7.9) 22.1 (5.6) 6.2 (0.6) 6.6 (0.8)
TUNet 4.7 (0.5) 6.6 (1.3) 26.0 (5.3) 26.2 (4.1) 6.3 (0.5) 7.7 (1.3)

MTS+ITD UNet 3.9 (0.7) 4.9 (0.9) 14.8 (2.9) 15.5 (3.3) 5.8 (0.3) 5.3 (0.2)
TUNet 4.4 (0.7) 5.7 (1.6) 19.2 (5.3) 20.4 (3.7) 6.3 (0.9) 6.4 (0.8)

(b)

training strategy. These conclusions and experimental results
significantly validate the generality of our methods whatever
data and network are.

D. Analysis of ITD and Hyperparameter Experiments

Ideal mask vs. Gaussian mask: In this study, we utilize
the rigidly ideal mask to destroy the part of information of
training data. In contrast, we can consider a soft mask to do
the same thing, such as the Gaussian mask. This mask can be
formulated as

Hgauss(u, v) = 1− exp(−Dist(u, v)2/2 ∗ β2), (6)

where Dist(u, v) =
2

√
(u− uc)

2
+ (v − vc)

2 and β = λ ·
min(H,W ). Similarly, this (uc, vc) also randomly changed
under a range of the image maximum length. Two different
masks are shown in Figure 7. As one can see, we did not
utilize a circle ideal mask instead of a rectangle one. The
reason is that we aim to destroy information in image data
rigidly, and a circle mask like the Gaussian mask is too soft.
However, a circle ideal mask is still effective, and one can
conduct experiments to validate it.

The cardiac images after using the ideal mask and the Gaus-
sian mask are shown in Figure 8. The rigidness and softness
are exhibited in this figure. The discarded parts in the line
of ideal masked images destroyed the integrity of one image
data. However, the Gaussian mask did not do that instead
faded some information. To compare which mask is the most
effective, we switched Hideal and Hgauss in Algorithms 1 and
2 and conducted the hyper-parameter λ experiments as well
as the comparison experiments. The experiment results are
simply shown in Figure 9, and the network is the UNet and the
dataset is the ACDC dataset. As one can see, when using the
ideal mask and λ = 0.25 (see Figure 9a), the Dice score is the
maximum. Despite lower HD metrics existing, we let λ = 0.25
be the final hyper-parameter of the ideal mask. Figure 9b
shows that when using the Gaussian mask and λ = 0.4, the
Dice score and the HD metric are relatively good. Thus, we let
λ = 0.4 be the final hyper-parameter of the Gaussian mask.
Lastly, comparing Figures 9 and 9b, we can conclude that
using the ideal mask is more effective. Therefore, we find
that using rigid destroyed image data to train networks can

Ideal mask Gaussian mask

𝛼𝛼 𝛽𝛽

Fig. 7: An illustration of ideal and Gaussian masks. α denotes
the length of a side of the ideal box, and β represents the
diameter of the Gaussian circle.

Ideal 
Masked
Images

Gaussian 
Masked
Images

Original
Images

Fig. 8: Several examples of cardiac images before and after
being preprocessed with different masks.

improve the generalization ability of networks, and this is the
most interesting finding in this study.

Effectiveness on Ideal Mask: After the above experiments,
we are still have a confusion about why incomplete training
data has such power to enhance the generalization ability of
networks. Therefore, we visualized the weights of network
models when using different training data conditions and dif-
ferent training strategies, and this visualization of the weights
of networks is shown as the formation of the L1 norm. This is
based on that the L1 norm of weights can directly exhibit the
level of value size, and the L1 norm of weights of networks
is shown in Figure 10. All visualized weights are from the
experiments when using ACDC data.

In all results, we find a common phenomenon that the L1
norm of weights of networks is increased when using ITD as
the training data. This is evidenced by the results of UNet
and TUNet whatever the training strategy is. This scenario
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Fig. 9: Plots depicting the experimental results of hyper-
parameter variations for both ideal and Gaussian masks. (a)
shows the results for the ideal mask, while (b) displays
those for the Gaussian mask. The horizontal axis represents
hyperparameter values, while the vertical axis indicates Dice
scores and HD metrics. Notably, the Dice scores in the plots
are the average results of LV, RV, and MYO, and the HD
metrics are similarly average outcomes.
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Fig. 10: Several plots depicting the L1-norm weights of
network models. (a) and (b) are UNet and TUNet when NTS,
(c) and (d) are UNet and TUNet when MTS.

happened when we considered that the increased part of
weights is utilized for adapting to the change of data conditions
and for finding the most valuable information in incomplete
inputs. It can be considered as learning causality that the
primary information in input images causes the formation of
the predicted label maps. As we can see, in Figure 8, the
ideal masked images theoretically are different even if their
original images are the same. It is caused by the methods
of the randomly ideal mask center selection. Therefore, in the
training stage, networks barely see one image twice. However,
in such cases, networks are still needed to predict the fully
label maps. This enforces networks to recognize which part
in inputs are contributed to the final label maps, i.e., learning
the causality. Then, the weights of networks enlarged, and the
generalization ability of networks increased.

E. Multi-disease Segmentation Results

Results on ACDC testing data: The segmentation eval-
uations on five different diseases of ACDC are detailed and
exhibited in Table V. According to this table, we can conclude
as follows after using the MTS+ITD training strategy. (1) the
segmentation results in LV and MYO of NOR and MINF
are improved slightly, (2) the segmentation results in LV and
MYO of DCM, HCM, and ARV are improved enormously, and
(3) the most significant improvement is the RV segmentation.
The first and second conclusions denote that the segmentation
tasks in NOR and MINF are simpler than the tasks in other
diseases, particularly the segmentation task of NOR. As we
can see, in any training strategy, the segmentation results of
NOR are relatively good both in Dice scores and HD metrics.
This scenario aligned with the first consideration of common
sense that the normal heart is easy to partition in CMRI.
The third conclusion reveals the advantages of our proposed
training methods. As we can see, in the RV segmentation task,
Dice scores are significantly increased, and HD metrics are
decreased to less than 10mm. At last, based on the data in
Table V, the advantages of using our proposed methods to
train network models are confirmed strongly.

Results on DCWC testing data: The segmentation eval-
uations on four different diseases of DCWC are detailed and
exhibited in Table VI. According to this table, we can conclude
the similar conclusions that concluded in Table V, which are
as follows. (1) the segmentation results of NOR are improved
slightly, and (2) the most significant improvement is the RV
segmentation. These conclusions still strength the advantages
of our methods. Back to Table III and the experiments on
DCWC data, we analyzed why the improvement in RV seg-
mentation is better than other organs. In Table VI, we can
detailly observe and analyze the segmentation situations of
different diseases. The analyses of LV and MYO segmen-
tations can be omitted, as they are easy tasks compared to
the RV segmentation. Then, we only analyze the changes
in RV. First, we can see that the RV HD metrics of DCM,
HCM, and PAH are quite worse than NOR’s results when
using the NTS+CTD training strategy. However, the RV HD
metrics in Table III are relatively good due to the large
number of NOR cases. The improvements of Dice scores
of NOR are slight, which results in the improvements of
Dice scores being tiny in Table III. This scenario ensured
the analyses we argued in Section IV-C and proved that the
data collection bias affected the segmentation evaluations of
all testing data. Despite the shortages of DCWC data, we can
also observe significant improvements in RV HD metrics. This
improvement highlights the meaning of our proposed training
strategy. Additionally, the results of DCWC reveal that our
training strategy can perform well in any short-axis CMRI
dataset without considering the data quality.

V. CONCLUSION

We first assume that enhancing the generalization capability
of segmentation models across different slices, phases, and
diseases is equivalent to improving segmentation performance
for any target organ in CMRIs. Based on this assumption,
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TABLE V: Multi-disease segmentation evaluations on ACDC testing data.
Training Strategies Models Diseases LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice LV HD RV HD MYO HD

NTS+CTD UNet NOR 93.3(5.1) 91.4(5.9) 90.0(2.8) 3.2(4.2) 7.3(6.8) 3.7(4.4)
MINF 95.3(2.2) 87.3(8.5) 89.6(2.1) 3.5(4.7) 17.2(15.3) 4.5(3.8)
DCM 96.9(1.3) 92.5(3.6) 88.8(2.9) 4.6(9.3) 18.9(21.7) 8.2(11.3)
HCM 89.7(7.9) 85.6(9.4) 91.0(2.5) 9.3(15.3) 11.2(12.2) 9.4(15.5)
ARV 94.2(3.8) 91.6(4.8) 88.9(3.5) 8.8(8.1) 9.6(8.0) 7.9(6.5)

TUNet NOR 93.6(4.6) 91.7(5.3) 90.2(2.9) 3.1(4.8) 6.8(8.1) 5.1(8.8)
MINF 95.8(1.6) 88.3(7.5) 89.9(1.9) 3.1(3.9) 14.6(14.8) 4.6(4.0)
DCM 96.7(2.2) 92.6(3.5) 88.7(3.0) 7.2(14.2) 20.1(26.6) 9.6(14.0)
HCM 90.6(7.2) 86.3(9.0) 91.7(1.8) 9.2(17.8) 10.3(11.8) 12.0(20.5)
ARV 94.1(4.4) 92.1(4.4) 89.2(3.3) 12.2(14.3) 9.5(10.1) 11.8(14.1)

MTS+ITD UNet NOR 93.3(5.3) 92.2(5.3) 90.3(2.9) 3.6(9.1) 5.2(3.6) 4.6(6.6)
MINF 95.8(1.7) 88.9(7.1) 90.3(1.8) 3.8(8.5) 8.3(7.0) 3.8(1.8)
DCM 97.2(1.2) 93.7(2.8) 89.4(3.0) 2.4(2.2) 9.3(14.9) 4.5(6.7)
HCM 89.9(8.2) 87.9(7.9) 92.0(2.0) 6.0(9.4) 6.0(5.2) 4.6(6.8)
ARV 95.1(3.0) 92.5(4.3) 89.8(3.0) 5.8(7.7) 6.2(3.3) 6.7(8.8)

TUNet NOR 93.3(5.4) 92.0(5.6) 90.4(2.7) 2.7(3.5) 4.8(3.4) 4.0(6.0)
MINF 95.6(1.8) 88.9(6.8) 89.9(1.8) 3.4(7.2) 8.2(5.7) 4.3(3.1)
DCM 97.2(1.2) 93.6(2.8) 89.2(2.9) 4.5(9.1) 8.0(8.3) 6.5(9.6)
HCM 90.3(7.4) 88.2(7.6) 92.1(1.7) 6.2(11.2) 6.3(4.9) 5.5(10.0)
ARV 94.6(3.4) 92.4(4.2) 89.4(3.2) 10.4(11.7) 6.7(5.0) 9.8(11.8)

TABLE VI: Multi-disease segmentation evaluations on DCWC testing data.
Training Strategies Models Diseases LV Dice RV Dice MYO Dice LV HD RV HD MYO HD

NTS+CTD UNet NOR 93.6(5.4) 92.1(4.9) 87.9(5.8) 3.2(4.0) 5.0(5.5) 3.9(3.5)
DCM 90.3(7.2) 86.1(10.7) 84.0(7.7) 8.3(8.8) 11.0(10.3) 9.2(7.4)
HCM 95.9(2.3) 92.9(4.3) 89.9(4.0) 2.6(1.3) 12.4(18.7) 4.9(3.2)
PAH 87.8(7.8) 82.4(12.2) 83.8(7.6) 4.8(5.7) 16.8(21.8) 5.5(4.3)

TUNet NOR 93.8(4.4) 91.7(4.9) 87.9(5.5) 3.5(5.8) 5.5(7.3) 4.3(5.5)
DCM 89.2(8.4) 84.9(11.8) 83.3(8.3) 9.6(10.0) 14.5(15.1) 10.7(9.2)
HCM 95.9(2.4) 92.3(4.4) 90.0(4.0) 2.5(1.4) 14.0(17.2) 4.6(2.9)
PAH 87.7(8.1) 81.9(12.8) 83.1(8.1) 4.6(4.4) 17.2(20.6) 5.3(3.4)

MTS+ITD UNet NOR 93.9(4.4) 92.0(4.9) 87.6(6.0) 3.1(4.7) 4.3(3.2) 3.6(3.9)
DCM 90.5(8.1) 87.3(8.7) 84.0(7.2) 7.0(6.8) 7.7(3.3) 7.8(5.7)
HCM 95.6(2.7) 92.7(4.8) 89.4(4.4) 2.7(1.8) 7.6(9.4) 5.0(3.6)
PAH 87.6(8.5) 84.0(11.0) 84.0(7.3) 4.9(5.7) 9.6(13.1) 5.9(5.3)

TUNet NOR 93.7(4.7) 92.0(4.8) 87.8(5.6) 4.4(7.5) 5.1(6.5) 4.5(5.8)
DCM 90.0(7.3) 86.5(9.5) 83.8(7.0) 9.1(9.5) 8.7(7.3) 9.2(8.0)
HCM 95.8(2.5) 93.1(4.3) 90.0(4.0) 2.6(1.7) 7.7(10.8) 4.9(3.3)
PAH 87.4(8.6) 83.2(11.9) 84.0(7.5) 5.1(5.9) 10.7(15.2) 5.2(4.1)

we build a series of consequential works and experiments.
Supported by all experimental results, we prove the effective-
ness and feasibility of our proposed learning strategy. Most
significantly, segmentation results on the RV improved, which
is the initial motivation for our work. This proves that our as-
sumption is reasonable and scientifically valid. Consequently,
we highly encourage and recommend researchers studying
medical image segmentation tasks to utilize our proposed
training strategy as a basis for developing more efficient
training methods.

The most interesting finding is the unexpected performance
in the generalization ability of networks trained by incomplete
training data. At the first insight, no one utilizes the broken
training data to train networks. It is because that they consider
the lost information in training data may cause network models
cannot learn the important information from training data such
that resulting the poor prediction ability. However, the truth
is inverse. Our experimental results exhibit that destroyed
data by a suitable degree has benefits for network models
learning essential and crucial information from training data to
increase their generalization ability. Hence, we encourage and
recommend researchers to develop more effective methods for
breaking training data.

One of the main drawbacks of our approach is its heavy re-
liance on the quality of GT labels. This limitation is not unique
to our method but rather a common challenge faced by all
supervised training approaches. Additionally, we considered
that achieving more accurate results requires a larger volume
of data. However, this increased data requirement also leads to
higher annotation costs. While transfer learning, pseudo-labels
in semi-supervised learning, and synthetic data offer potential
solutions, the quality of labels obtained through these methods
still falls short of manual annotation. Consequently, our future
research will primarily focus on developing training strategies
semi-supervised or unsupervised. It will lead to a decreased
demand for manual annotation and the quality of GT labels,
and we are sure of that.
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