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Ultrasound Nodule Segmentation Using Asymmetric
Learning with Simple Clinical Annotation

Xingyue Zhao, Zhongyu Li, Xiangde Luo, Peiqi Li, Peng Huang, Jianwei Zhu, Yang Liu, Jihua Zhu, Meng Yang,
Shi Chang, Jun Dong

Abstract—Recent advances in deep learning have greatly
facilitated the automated segmentation of ultrasound images,
which is essential for nodule morphological analysis. Neverthe-
less, most existing methods depend on extensive and precise
annotations by domain experts, which are labor-intensive and
time-consuming. In this study, we suggest using simple aspect
ratio annotations directly from ultrasound clinical diagnoses
for automated nodule segmentation. Especially, an asymmetric
learning framework is developed by extending the aspect ratio
annotations with two types of pseudo labels, i.e., conservative
labels and radical labels, to train two asymmetric segmentation
networks simultaneously. Subsequently, a conservative-radical-
balance strategy (CRBS) strategy is proposed to complementally
combine radical and conservative labels. An inconsistency-aware
dynamically mixed pseudo-labels supervision (IDMPS) module
is introduced to address the challenges of over-segmentation
and under-segmentation caused by the two types of labels. To
further leverage the spatial prior knowledge provided by clinical
annotations, we also present a novel loss function namely the clin-
ical anatomy prior loss. Extensive experiments on two clinically
collected ultrasound datasets (thyroid and breast) demonstrate
the superior performance of our proposed method, which can
achieve comparable and even better performance than fully
supervised methods using ground truth annotations.

Index Terms—ultrasound nodule segmentation, weakly super-
vised segmentation, aspect ratio annotations.

I. INTRODUCTION

DEEP learning has achieved promising advancements in
the realm of automatic medical image segmentation,

with most deep learning-based techniques requiring a large
number of training images accompanied by accurate pixel-
wise annotations. The Segment Anything Model (SAM) [1],
introduced in recent work, has brought a significant change
in natural image segmentation. However, its effectiveness in
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Fig. 1. Visualization of clinical aspect ratio annotation and the
corresponding pseudo labels. The pink lines depict the edges of the
ground truth, the orange lines represent the edges of the radical
labels, the blue lines indicate the edges of the conservative labels,
and the yellow lines display the predicted edges generated by the
model trained using the respective pseudo label.

medical imaging is limited due to the difficulties involved
in collecting a large-scale, meticulously annotated medical
image dataset. The process remains labor-intensive and time-
consuming, requiring significant domain expertise and a deep
understanding of clinical practices.

To alleviate the burdens associated with image annotation,
endeavors have been devoted in exploring the use of readily
available weak or sparse annotations, such as image-level an-
notations [2], [3], scribbles [4], bounding boxes [5] and point
annotations [6], as alternatives for training networks. Never-
theless, even with their relatively easier acquisition compared
to accurate annotations, collecting large-scale datasets with
such annotations remains labor-intensive and time-consuming.
Furthermore, these annotations may not sufficiently reflect
the size and spatial information of the lesions, potentially
misleading the model training process. These challenges are
amplified in the context of ultrasound images due to their
low resolution and complex lesion structures, which makes
accurate annotation even more challenging. The significant
variations in lesion shapes further complicate the use of ex-
isting sparse annotations for effective training. Consequently,
there is an urgent need to explore more efficient strategies for
sparse annotation and develop methods that can leverage these
annotations for model training.

During ultrasound nodule diagnosis, doctors often measure
the aspect ratio of nodules for clinical analysis. These aspect
ratio annotations play an important role in providing infor-
mation about the length, width, and location of the nodules
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and are widely available in hospital picture archiving and
communication systems (PACS). Based on this, we propose
using aspect ratio annotations for training the model. Figure 1
provides a visual representation of the clinical aspect ratio
annotation for nodules on ultrasound image. The longest line
on the largest cross-section of the nodule is defined as the
nodule’s length, and the maximum distance perpendicular to
this length is defined as the nodule’s width [7].

Sparse annotations cannot provide enough supervision sig-
nal for network training directly, necessitating the generation
of pseudo-labels. Some researchers have explored using ge-
ometric shapes as pseudo-labels for model training. For in-
stance, Zlocha et al. [8] generated quadrilaterals by connecting
adjacent endpoints of RECIST annotations, treating these as
the foreground and considering the remaining area within the
RECIST annotation’s bounding box as potential background.
Tan et al. [9] created ellipses based on RECIST diameters for
pseudo-labels, and Mahani et al. [10] generated pseudo-labels
by populating pixels within bounding box annotations. Despite
these developments, there’s a lack of extensive exploration into
how geometric shapes correlate with lesion morphology and
how this understanding could enhance training.

In this study, we collected two clinically ultrasound datasets
(thyroid and breast), accompanied by clinical annotations.
Given the sparse nature of clinical annotations, which are not
directly suitable for training, we further investigated the possi-
bility of creating pseudo-labels. We generated basic geometric
shapes including rectangle, irregular ellipse, quadrilateral, box,
circle, and concavity based on these clinical annotations. We
then filled these shapes to serve as pseudo labels for further
training (see Figure 1). Through analyzing the pseudo-labels
generated directly based on clinical annotations, we have made
two observations:

Observation 1: “These shapes can be divided into two
distinct categories.” Given that the lesions usually present con-
vex shapes with irregular boundaries [11], one category (such
as quadrilaterals) tends to underestimates lesions, leading to
missed detections. We refer to this category as conservative
labels. On the other hand, the second category of labels (such
as circles) tends to overestimates lesions, resulting in false
positives and including non-lesion areas. We term these as
radical labels. This leads us to question: Can we develop
a method that effectively combines radical and conservative
labels to enhance their complementarity?

Observation 2: “Using filled shapes as pseudo-labels may
potentially mislead the model training process.” Directly using
conservative labels or radical labels for model training without
any additional processing can result in under-segmentation
or over-segmentation in the predicted results. To achieve
more accurate segmentation results, it is crucial to explore
methods that address these issues and strike a balance between
under-segmentation and over-segmentation (see Figure 1). This
prompts us to ask: Can we find a novel approach to alleviate
the issues of over-segmentation and under-segmentation?

Inspired by these observations, we introduce a novel asym-
metric learning framework, called the Conservative-Radical-
Balance network (CRBNet), which is based on clinical an-
notations. Our proposed model comprises two subnetworks,

each trained using conservative labels and radical labels
respectively. We first propose a conservative-radical-balance
strategy (CRBS) to address the issues of over-segmentation
and under-segmentation. This strategy applies conservative
settings to models trained with conservative labels and radical
settings to those trained with radical labels. Additionally, we
introduce a module named Inconsistency-Aware Dynamically
Mixed Pseudo Labels Supervision (IDMPS), which dynami-
cally generates pseudo labels targeting specific regions where
discrepancies exist between the radical and conservative labels.
We also introduce a novel loss function, known as the clinical
anatomy prior loss, which utilizes the spatial prior knowledge
provided by the clinical annotations.

Extensive experiments are conducted on two clinically ultra-
sound datasets (thyroid and breast). The proposed framework
achieves state-of-the-art performance in nodule segmentation
compared to other relevant methods in clinical annotation
settings. In summary, our contributions are as follows:

1) We develop an asymmetric weak-supervised segmenta-
tion framework based on aspect ratio annotations which can
be directly obtained in ultrasound clinical examination. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first study to specifically
explore the utilization of aspect ratio annotations from ultra-
sound clinical diagnoses for automated nodule segmentation.

2) We clearly identify and define two prevalent but distinct
types of pseudo labels directly generated by clinical annota-
tions. Our research presents interesting findings and conducts
insightful discussions regarding these two types of pseudo
labels.

3) We have constructed two clinically ultrasound datasets
(thyroid and breast), accompanied by clinical annotations.
These datasets will be made publicly available upon accep-
tance of this paper for publication.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Medical Image Segmentation

Medical image segmentation has evolved significantly over
time, from traditional image processing techniques to deep
learning-based methods [12], [13]. In recent years, the fully
convolutional network (FCN) [14] based encoder-decoder ar-
chitecture has emerged as the dominant paradigm for medical
image segmentation with prominent examples including U-
Net [15] and V-Net [16]. The field continues to progress as
researchers devise various methods and techniques to enhance
segmentation performance. These methods and techniques
can be grouped as follows: 1) The creation of innovative
architectures and network components, such as Transformer
networks, multi-scale networks and pyramid networks [17]–
[22]. 2) The development of novel data-driven techniques,
including data augmentation methods and the use of pretrained
networks [23]–[25], which leverage large volumes of data
to boost model performance and generalizability. 3) The
development of model extension methods [26], [27], such as
multi-modal image segmentation that integrates information
from different imaging modalities, and uncertainty modeling,
which estimates the reliability of segmentation predictions.
4) The use of advanced loss functions [28]–[31], which
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significantly enhances the accuracy of image segmentation.
Despite these significant advancements, a prevailing challenge
persists: most of these advancements require the availability
of large volumes of finely annotated data. However, acquiring
such large-scale, meticulously annotated medical data is a
laborious and time-consuming endeavor. More importantly,
this process necessitates the application of domain-specific
knowledge, particularly from professionals in the field.

In recent years, deep convolutional neural networks have
been widely used in ultrasound nodule diagnosis [32]. Hu
et al. [33] and Ma et al. [34] were among the pioneers
who employed convolutional neural networks for breast mass
segmentation and thyroid nodule segmentation. To further
enhance the segmentation performance of CNNs, researchers
have explored modifications to the model architecture. Xie et
al. [35] improved the Mask R-CNN [36] to enhance its seg-
mentation performance. Byra et al. [37] introduced attention
mechanisms into the model architecture. Furthermore, various
methods have also been explored to refine the segmentation
process. For instance, Ying et al. [38] proposed a cascaded
approach that involves training multiple CNN models itera-
tively. Each model utilizes the output of the previous model
to progressively improve the accuracy of the segmentation
results. Karami et al. [39] introduced an Adaptive Polar Active
Contour algorithm, significantly improving IJV tracking by
dynamically adjusting to frame-based segmentation results.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting that these methods heavily
rely on meticulously annotated labels generated by medical
professionals, making the task both time-consuming and labor-
intensive.

B. Weakly-Supervised Medical Image Segmentation
In the realm of image segmentation, weakly-supervised

learning has been widely investigated to reduce the cost of
annotation. Specifically, weakly supervised learning in medical
image segmentation aims to learn segmentation using weak
annotations, which can be classified into four types: image-
level labels [40], bounding boxes [41], points [42], and scrib-
bles [43], [44]. For example, Pate et al. [40] introduced a
novel learning strategy that enhances class activation maps
(CAMs) using self-supervision in multi-modal image scenar-
ios, thereby improving semantic segmentation under weakly
supervised conditions. Du et al. [41] proposed an innovative
box-supervised segmentation framework for medical imaging
that integrates geometric priors and contrastive similarity,
specifically addressing the challenges posed by complex seg-
ment shapes and imaging artifacts. Zhai et al. [42] presented
PA-Seg, a two-stage weakly supervised learning framework
tailored for 3D medical image segmentation, which utilizes
minimal point annotations and advanced regularization strate-
gies to boost segmentation accuracy and effectively manage
unannotated regions. Wang et al. [45] introduced a weakly-
supervised polyp segmentation framework that employs scrib-
ble labels and merges spatial and spectral features with
entropy-guided pseudo labels, aiming to enhance robustness
and tackle the inherent challenges in medical imaging.

Image-level labels provide a global understanding of the
image content but lack precise details about object location and

shape. While bounding boxes offer location and rough shape
information, accurately delineating the object within those
boundaries can be challenging. Points provide precise object
localization but do not capture the object’s extent and shape.
Scribbles, like bounding boxes, offer some shape information
but are not as comprehensive as full segmentation masks.

Recently, researchers have been exploring the use of RE-
CIST (Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors) annota-
tions for weakly supervised segmentation. However, since RE-
CIST annotations cannot be directly used to train deep learning
models, a crucial step in this approach is to generate pseudo-
labels. Most previous works have relied on GrabCut [46] to
generate initial pseudo labels for fully supervised training.
GrabCut is an unsupervised image segmentation algorithm that
utilizes graph theory and energy minimization. It requires a
reliable trimap for each image, which contains information
about the background (BG), foreground (FG), probably back-
ground (PBG), and probably foreground (PFG) information for
each image. Several previous works [47], [48] that were based
on GrabCut have adopted a method of iteratively updating
the trimap and pseudo label according to the model output.
However, this approach has been found to be time-consuming
during the training process. Agarwal et al. [49] introduced a
co-segmentation framework based on weak supervision, which
can effectively capture shared semantic information from a
pair of CT scans. However, they did not address the issue
of handling the noisy pseudo labels generated by GrabCut.
Tang et al. [9] utilized ellipse masks as pseudo labels and
refined the segmentation boundaries using the regional level
set (RLS) loss. The approach introduced by [50] consists of
two models trained with a co-training strategy. This strategy
leverages a consistency loss to contrast their predictions.
However, simply using geometric shapes as pseudo labels
can indeed lead to over-segmentation and under-segmentation
issues. Additionally, employing a consistency strategy to com-
pare the predictions of different subnets can potentially lead
to error accumulation. Zhou et al. [51] introduced a weakly-
supervised learning framework based on RECIST. Within this
framework, they established a trimap that divides lesion slices
into three distinct regions. By applying different processing
strategies to these regions, they were able to enhance the
segmentation performance. The methods mentioned above are
primarily proposed for lesion detection in CT data. However,
the lower resolution and the presence of irregular and tiny
lesions in ultrasound images can degrade the performance of
these models.

C. Learning Segmentation with Noisy Labels

Numerous studies have demonstrated that label noise can
have a substantial impact on network training, leading to a de-
crease in the accuracy of learned models [52]–[57]. In response
to this challenge, many efforts have been made to improve the
robustness of model from noisy labels. Some researchers have
focused on developing noise-robust loss functions to mitigate
the impact of label noise on model performance. For instance,
Zhang et al. [52] introduced a noise-robust loss function that
builds upon mean absolute error (MAE) and categorical cross
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Fig. 2. The overall framework of our proposed method. The areas highlighted with a gray background represent the CRB strategy, while those with a blue
background correspond to the IDMPS module. The conservative model and conservative label are indicated in blue, whereas the radical model and radical
label are depicted in orange.

entropy (CCE), aiming to enhance deep neural network (DNN)
training across large-scale datasets with noisy annotations.
Several studies explored the use of pixel-wise loss correction
to address this problem. Han et al. [53] proposed a co-teaching
strategy where two networks are simultaneously trained, and
each network selects reliable pixels with small loss values to
supervise the training of the other network. Zhang et al. [54]
extended co-teaching [53] by training three networks simulta-
neously, where each pair of networks collaboratively selects
reliable pixels to supervise the training of the third network.
Fang et al. [58] introduced a reliability-aware sample selection
strategy that employs knowledge distillation to mitigate the
impact of label noise on model training, thereby enhancing
model performance. Inspired by confident learning in image
level classification tasks [55], Xu et al. [56] remold confident
learning to generate a pixel-wise label error map and utilize it
to refine the noisy label during network training. On the other
hand, some methods focus on image-level noise estimation and
learning. For example, Zhu et al. [57] introduced an image-
level label quality evaluation strategy that selectively picks
high-quality samples and utilizes them to enhance the training
process.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

A. Overview

The proposed asymmetric learning framework for weakly
supervised medical image segmentation using clinical anno-
tations is illustrated in Figure 2. The framework consists
of two main steps: mask generation and collaborative su-
pervised learning framework. In the first step, we generate
both conservative and radical labels based on the clinical
annotation results for each image. In the second step, we in-
troduce a collaborative supervised learning framework, which
includes a Conservative Radical Balance Strategy (CRBS) and

an Inconsistency-Aware Dynamically Mixed Pseudo Labels
Supervision (IDMPS) module. To leverage the location prior
information of lesions provided by clinical annotations, we
incorporate a clinical anatomy prior loss into the training
process.

In the following sections, we present our method from two
perspectives: mask generation and the collaborative supervised
learning framework.

Notation. Following the literature, the primary aim of this
investigation is to train a model using clinical annotations,
with the ultimate goal of accurately classifying pixels as
lesions and non-lesions in ultrasound images. Given m images
with clinical annotations as labels, we represent the images
as X1,X2, . . . ,Xm ∈ RH0×W0 , while their correspond-
ing clinical annotations are denoted as C1,C2, . . . ,Cm ∈
BH0×W0 . To denote the generated radical and conserva-
tive labels, we use Yrad

1 ,Yrad
2 , . . . ,Yrad

m ∈ BH0×W0 and
Ycon

1 ,Ycon
2 , . . . ,Ycon

m ∈ BH0×W0 , respectively. Note that the
symbols H0 and W0 represent the height and width of the
images correspondingly.

B. Mask Generation

In this work, we aim to generate basic geometric shapes
by directly constructing them from clinical annotations, and
then filling these shapes to serve as pseudo labels for further
training. As shown in Figure 1, we generate six basic shapes
based on clinical annotation. Each clinical annotation consists
of a major axis and a minor axis that are perpendicular to each
other. By connecting the endpoints of these axes and filling the
enclosed area, we can generate a quadrilateral mask. Moreover,
by identifying the smallest rectangular area that covers the
foreground pixels within the clinical annotation, we obtain a
bounding box that can be filled to create a rectangular mask.
Similarly, a rotated rectangle mask can be obtained by filling
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the pixels inside a rotated bounding box. To generate a circular
mask, we find the minimum enclosing circle that encompasses
all the annotation points, and then fill the interior area of the
circle. Additionally, an irregular elliptical mask can be gener-
ated by connecting curved lines between each pair of adjacent
endpoints. Likewise, the concavity mask can be created by
connecting curved lines in a reverse manner between each
pair of adjacent endpoints. Notably, the concavity mask and
quadrilateral mask are classified as conservative labels, while
the box mask, rectangle mask, circular mask, and elliptical
mask fall into the category of radical labels.

C. Collaborative Supervised Learning Framework

As illustrated in Figure 2, our framework primarily consists
of two subnetworks supervised by conservative labels and radi-
cal labels, respectively. We utilize the irregular elliptical masks
as the radical labels and employ the quadrilateral masks as the
conservative labels. Nonetheless, it has been observed that the
model trained with radical labels may generate over-segmented
outputs, whereas the one trained with conservative labels may
produce under-segmented outputs. This suggests that finding a
balance between these two types of labels is critical for achiev-
ing optimal segmentation performance. To alleviate this issue,
we propose two strategies: the Conservative-Radical-Balance
Strategy (CRBS) and the Inconsistency-Aware Dynamically
Mixed Pseudo Labels Supervision (IDMPS). To leverage the
spatial prior information provided by clinical annotations, we
propose using the position of the target anatomical region in-
dicated by clinical annotations to constrain the spatial location
of the outputs generated by the two subnetworks.

1) CRBS: In our study, we perform training of the object
conservative and radical models using distinct relative mis-
classification costs. Specifically, we use positive relative mis-
classification costs for model supervised by radical labels and
negative relative misclassification costs for model supervised
by conservative labels to achieve the balance between false
positives and false negatives during the training process. To
illustrate, we use the widely adopted cross-entropy loss for
the i-th image (where 1 ≤ i ≤ m):

Lce-con(Xi,Y
rad
i ;Fcon) = −

1∑
k=0

H0×W0∑
z=1

wcon
k qz,klogpz,k,

Lce-rad(Xi,Y
con
i ;Frad) = −

1∑
k=0

H0×W0∑
z=1

wrad
k qz,klogpz,k.

(1)
In this context, Lce-con denotes the conservative cross-entropy
loss, whereas Lce-rad represents the radical cross-entropy
loss. Moreover, Fcon and Frad respectively denote the model
supervised with radical and conservative labels. Additionally,
the notation pz,k represents the probability of the z-th pixel
belonging to the k-th class, whereas qz,k refers to the corre-
sponding label of that pixel. Next, we define the weights for
different classes, wcon

k and wrad
k , as follows:

wcon
k =

{
α k = 0

1 k = 1
and wrad

k =

{
1 k = 0

α k = 1.
(2)

By adjusting the hyperparameter α, we are able to induce the
model towards either conservative or radical predictions. The
total loss Lsup of the proposed CRB strategy is computed
based on all labeled samples by summing up their respective
losses. Mathematically, we can define Lsup as follows:

Lsup(Frad,Fcon) =

m∑
i=1

[
Lce−con

(
Xi,Y

rad
i ;Fcon

)
+Lce−rad (Xi,Y

con
i ;Frad)

]
.

(3)

2) IDMPS: IDMPS is to combine the outputs of the
two subnetworks, which provides a trade-off between over-
segmentation and under-segmentation. Given that the ground
truth often falls somewhere between the conservative and
radical classifications, we propose to dynamically mix the
predictions of the conservative model and the radical model
in the inconsistent region between the two types of labels,
so as to generate hard pseudo labels. For the i-th image, the
generated pseudo label YPL

i can be defined as:

YPL
i = argmax [β ×Fcon(Xi) + (1.0− β)×Frad(Xi)] ,

(4)
where β is a randomly generated value between 0 and 1,
inclusive. Then, we use the generated pseudo labels to sep-
arately supervise Fcon and Frad for network training, only
focusing on pixels where Yrad

i and Ycon
i are inconsistent.

The inconsistent region mask between the two types of labels,
Mi can be defined as:

Mi = Yrad
i ⊕Ycon

i ∈ BH0×W0 . (5)

Therefore, the pseudo labels supervision is defined as:

LIDMPS(Frad,Fcon) =

m∑
i=1

[
Lce−m

(
Xi,Y

PL
i ,Mi;Frad

)
+Lce−m

(
Xi,Y

PL
i ,Mi;Fcon

) ]
,

(6)
where Lce−m is defined as:

Lce−m

(
Xi,Y

PL
i ,Mi;F

)
= −

2∑
k=1

H0×W0∑
z=1

Mj,zqz,k log pz,k.

(7)
This strategy achieve a balance between over-segmentation
and under-segmentation. Moreover, the use of the random
blending weight β during each iteration enhances the diver-
sity of pseudo labels and alleviates the issue of one model
misleading another. Different from consistency learning, there
are no explicit constraints applied to ensure the predictions of
both subnetworks become similar to each other.

3) Clinical Anatomy Prior Loss: For the i-th image,
F(Xi) ∈ (0, 1)2×H0×W0 denotes the predicted probability
map generated by the network. Next, the spatial location of
F(Xi) are defined as follows:

pre posix(Xi;F) =
2

max
k=1

H0
max
h=1

F(Xi)k,h,: ∈ (0, 1)
H0 ,

pre posiy(Xi;F) =
2

max
k=1

W0
max
w=1

F(Xi)k,:,w ∈ (0, 1)
W0 ,

(8)
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Algorithm 1 The core learning algorithm of our method.
Input: image X1, X2, ..., Xm and their clinical annotation
C1, C2, ..., Cm

Output: radical model’s parameter θ1 and conservative
model’s parameter θ2

1: Frad (x) = radical model with parameter θ1
2: Fcon (x) = conservative model with parameter θ2
3: while stopping criterion not met: do
4: Sample batch b = (Xi,Ci), i ∈ {1, ..., N} where N

denotes the batch size
5: Generating radical label Yrad

i and conservative label
Ycon

i based on Ci ∈ b
6: Computing the inconsistent region mask Mi between

radical label Yrad
i and conservative label Ycon

i accord-
ing to Eqn. (5)

7: Computing predictions of conservative model Fcon(Xi)
and predictions of radical model Frad(Xi), where i ∈
{1, ..., N}

8: Generating dynamically mixed pseudo labels YPL
i

based on Fcon(Xi) and Frad(Xi) using Eqn. (4)
9: Calculating supervision loss Lsup using Eqn. (3)

10: Calculating pseudo labels supervision loss LIDMPS

using Eqn. (6)
11: Calculating Clinical Anatomy Prior loss LCAP tot us-

ing Eqn. (12)
12: Ltotal = Lsup + λ1LIDMPS + λ2LCAPtot

13: Computing gradient of loss function Ltotal and update
network parameters θ1, θ2 by back propagation.

14: end while
15: return θ1, θ2

where pre posix and pre posiy represent the maximum prob-
abilities along the x-axis and y-axis, respectively, capturing
the spatial information. Similarly, the position of the target
anatomical region indicated by clinical annotation are defined
as follows:

C posix(Ci) =
H0
max
h=1

Cih,: ∈ BH0 ,

C posiy(Ci) =
W0
max
w=1

Ci:,w ∈ BW0 ,
(9)

where C posix and C posiy represent the position information
of the target anatomical region provided by clinical annotations
along the x-axis and y-axis, respectively, providing anatomical
priors. We define the supervised loss for Clinical Anatomy
Prior as commonly used dice loss:

LDice

(
Ŷi,Yi

)
= −1

2

1∑
k=0

(
1−

2
∑H0×W0

z=1 pz,kqz,k∑H0×W0

z=1 pz,k + qz,k

)
.

(10)
Therefore, the Clinical Anatomy Prior loss of i−th image can
be defined as:

LCAP (Xi,Ci;F) = LDice (pre posix(Xi;F),C posix(Ci))

+ LDice

(
pre posiy(Xi;F),C posiy(Ci)

)
.

(11)
Given that the output anatomical regions generated by the
two subnetworks should be consistent along the x-axis and

y-axis, we propose using the position of the target anatomical
region indicated by clinical annotations onto the x-axis and
y-axis to supervise the output anatomical regions of the
two subnetworks, respectively. Therefore, the total Clinical
Anatomy Prior loss is calculated on all the labeled samples,
which can be defined as:

LCAP tot(Fcon,Frad) =

m∑
i=1

[
LCAP (Xi,Ci;Fcon)

+ LCAP (Xi,Ci;Frad)

]
.

(12)
Finally, the total objective function Ltotal can be summarized

as:

Ltotal = Lsup + λ1LIDMPS + λ2LCAP tot, (13)

where λ1 and λ2 are the weight factors for balancing these
three terms. The training algorithm used in our proposed
method is presented in Algorithm 1.

IV. DATASETS AND EXPERIMENTS

A. Ultrasound Datasets

The ultrasound dataset proposed in this study is composed
of two subsets: the Thyroid Ultrasound Dataset and the Breast
Ultrasound Dataset. Throughout the data collection process,
we meticulously filtered out low-quality images and removed
all irrelevant information, such as device details in the image
boundary regions, through precise cropping. After cropping,
the size of the thyroid ultrasound images is [817, 577], and the
size of the breast ultrasound images is [575, 530]. Ultimately,
we carefully selected a total of 844 images featuring thyroid
nodules and 755 images featuring breast nodules for our ex-
perimental data. The Thyroid Ultrasound Dataset includes 422
left thyroid ultrasound images and 422 right thyroid ultrasound
images. The Breast Ultrasound Dataset contains 604 left breast
ultrasound images and 151 right breast ultrasound images.
All thyroid and breast nodules in the dataset, along with
their corresponding aspect ratio annotations, were manually
segmented by two radiologists, each with over ten years of
experience. Subsequently, the annotation results underwent
thorough examination by a third radiologist with over twenty
years of experience.

The final dataset was divided into training and testing sets.
We used the training set to train the model and evaluated
its performance on an independent testing set. We randomly
divided the dataset into training and test sets, with a 4:1
ratio. The Thyroid Ultrasound Dataset consists of 675 images
in the training set and 169 images in the testing set. The
Breast Ultrasound Dataset, on the other hand, includes 604
training images and 151 testing images. During the training
phase, we ensured that each image in the training set was
accompanied by its respective clinical annotation. Table II
shows the descriptive statistics for the aforementioned datasets.
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TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON WITH OTHER METHODS. WE EVALUATE THE PERFORMANCE USING FOUR METRICS: DICE SCORE, HD95, JACCARD, AND

ASD. THE SYMBOL * INDICATES A P-VALUE OF LESS THAN 0.05 (PAIRED T-TEST) WHEN COMPARING WITH THE SECOND-PLACE METHOD. THE *
SYMBOL INDICATES A P-VALUE OF LESS THAN 0.05 (PAIRED T-TEST) WHEN COMPARING WITH THE FULLY SUPERVISED SETTING.

Method
Thyroid Ultrasound Breast Ultrasound

DSC(%) HD95(pixel) ASD(pixel) Jaccard(%) DSC(%) HD95(pixel) ASD(pixel) Jaccard(%)

Noisy label learning methods:

CoTeaching [53] 71.2±24.0 38.7±72.5 14±28.9 59.5±22.7 72.7±21.8 53.4±37.3 19.6±17.8 60.9±22.0

TriNet [54] 70.8±23.9 35.9±72.4 11.9±26.6 59±22.8 69.5±22.6 58.2±38.8 20.9±17.3 57.1±22.5

MTCL [56] 70.2±25.0 40.1±76.3 14±29.9 58.5±23.7 70.5±22.1 60.1±38.6 21±17.1 58.3±22.5

GCE [52] 72.6±23.1 42.6±82.3 14.5±35.3 61.0±22.6 71.1±22.1 61.2±44.8 21.8±20.2 58.9±22.4

RMD [58] 69.5±25.2 46.6±80.9 15.7±28.8 57.8±24.0 73.9±22.2 52.8±38.2 18.7±17.9 62.6±22.8

Weakly supervised methods:

EM [59] 71.7±23.6 35.6±68.4 11.8±29.3 60±22.8 72.4±21.0 62.5±43.3 22.0±19.8 60.3±21.7

TV [60] 70.7±23.5 53.4±95.8 21.7±46.6 58.7±22.5 73.4±21.0 59.3±43.0 20.2±18.4 61.5±21.9

Mumford-Shah [61] 71.7±22.6 36.3±71.4 13.3±33.0 59.6±21.7 72.3±24.1 57.7±45.0 20.6±20.4 61.1±24.2

GatedCRF [62] 68.6±25.2 39.1±74.6 14.4±33.4 56.7±23.7 73.2±20.3 57.7±39.6 21.1±21.3 61.1±21.5

WSSS [47] 73.3±21.3 37.2±67.1 14.1±27.9 61.4±21.7 74.7±19.5 59.8±41.9 22.2±20.4 62.8±20.8

RECISTSup [48] 72.5±21.9 37.5±72.9 13.3±27.7 60.6±22.0 72.5±20.8 61.6±41.1 22.3±18.4 60.3±21.7

CoTraining [50] 73.4±23.7 39.2±74.0 15±31.4 62.2±23.2 68.3±22.0 58.9±37.5 21.8±17.7 55.4±21.3

S2ME [45] 70.4±24.7 39.7±76.4 12.9±28.7 58.7±23.3 72.4±20.5 55.0±36.0 19.6±17.8 60.1±22.4

WSDAC [63] 71.4±23.2 44.9±76.7 14.8±28.6 59.4±22.5 72.3±19.9 56.1±37.1 20.9±18.8 59.8±20.6

Ours 76.5±22.5* 28.9±64.7* 8.7±22.1* 66.1±22.7* 76.6±19.5* 50.6±34.3* 18.8±18.0* 65.3±20.5*

GrabCut [46] 68.6±25.3 48.4±85.2 18.2±42.0 56.7±24.0 71±23.0 59.2±42.7 20.9±19.0 59.1±23.2

Fully Supervised 74.7±23.8* 35.3±75.3 13±31.5* 64±23.7* 76.4±20.6 53.2±43.2 18.8±19.6 65.5±22.4

TABLE II
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE PROPOSED DATASETS.

Datasets Type Left Right Train Test Total

Thyroid nodule 422 422 675 169 844
Breast nodule 604 151 604 151 755

B. Experimental Setup

1) Implementation Details: We implemented and executed
our proposed method, along with other comparison methods,
by PyTorch [64] on an Ubuntu desktop equipped with an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPU. For our backbone network,
we adopted UNet [15], a widely recognized architecture in
medical image segmentation. To ensure uniformity, all images
were cropped to a size of 256 × 256 pixels and their intensity
was rescaled to a range of 0-1 before feeding them into
the network. To enhance the diversity of the training set,
we employed random rotation and flipping techniques. For
optimization, we utilized the SGD optimizer with weight decay
of 0.0001 and momentum of 0.9. The batch size was set to
24, and the total number of iterations was 30,000. The initial
learning rate was set at 0.01, and we applied the poly learning
rate strategy [65] for dynamic learning rate adjustment. In
Eq. 13, λ1 is determined using a Gaussian ramp-up function
and λ2 = 0.3. The determination of these weights was based
on experimentation.

2) Evaluation Criteria: To quantitatively evaluate the per-
formance of various segmentation methods, we employed sev-
eral metrics in this experiment, including the Dice Similarity
Coefficient (DSC), Jaccard Index, Average Surface Distance
(ASD), and Hausdorff Distance at 95% (HD95). DSC quanti-
fies the level of agreement between the predicted segmentation
and the ground truth, serving as an indicator of their similarity..
It is formulated as:

DSC(A,B) =
2|A ∩B|
|A|+ |B|

, (14)

where A represents the set of pixels in the predicted segmen-
tation and B represents the set of pixels in the ground truth.
Similarly, the Jaccard Index is computed as the ratio of the
intersection to the union of the predicted segmentation and
the ground truth, assessing how accurately the predicted region
aligns with the actual region. It is formulated as:

Jaccard(A,B) =
|A ∩B|
|A ∪B|.

(15)

ASD measures the mean spatial distance between the predicted
segmentation boundary and the ground truth boundary, provid-
ing an indication of the precision of the predicted boundaries.
It is formulated as:

ASD(A,B) =
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

min
b∈B

∥a− b∥. (16)

HD95 measures the maximum distance between the predicted
segmentation and the ground truth segmentation. Unlike ASD,
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Fig. 3. Performance sensitivity to hyper-parameter α and loss weights, λ1 and λ2 on the thyroid ultrasound dataset.
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Fig. 4. The visual segmentation examples of different comparison methods and the ground truth. The yellow curves show ground truth segmentation.

HD95 focuses on the worst-case scenario of boundary match-
ing. The calculation formula for HD is as follows:

HD(A,B) = max(h(A,B),h(B,A)) (17)

where,
h(A,B) = max(sup

a∈A
inf
b∈B

∥a− b∥, 0) (18)

represents the directed Hausdorff distance from set A to set B.
Similarly, h(B,A) represents the directed Hausdorff distance
from set B to set A. The HD95 is a modified version of
the Hausdorff Distance that focuses on the 95th percentile
of distances between A and B.

C. Annotation Cost Analysis

To evaluate the efficiency of aspect ratio annotations, we
conducted a comparison study focusing on the cost of an-
notation. In this study, a seasoned doctor with over twenty
years of experience performed two types of annotations on
ten ultrasound images: accurate annotations and aspect ratio
annotations. The average time taken for each annotation type
was calculated to estimate the annotation cost. For thyroid
ultrasound images, it took an average of 40 seconds for a
accurate annotation, compared to just 5 seconds for an aspect
ratio annotation. Similarly, for breast ultrasound images, the
accurate annotation averaged 60 seconds per image, while the

aspect ratio annotation required only 5 seconds per image.
Experimental results indicate that annotating the aspect ratio
of nodules in ultrasound images requires only 8% to 13%
of the annotation cost needed for accurate annotations. Ad-
ditionally, the advantages of aspect ratio annotation extend
beyond just reduced annotation costs. Accurate annotations
require experienced doctors to spend a considerable amount
of time, while aspect ratio annotation of nodules is a routine
procedure in clinical examinations. As a result, aspect ratio
annotations are widely accessible in hospital picture archiving
and communication systems (PACS), without adding extra
workload for the doctors.

D. Comparison With State-of-the-Arts

We evaluated the segmentation performance of our pro-
posed framework and compared it with several state-of-the-
art weakly supervised approaches: 1) GrabCut only (lower
bound), 2) Entropy Minimization (EM) [59], which reduces
uncertainty in unannotated data to drive models towards
making high-confidence predictions, 3) Total Variation (TV)
loss [60], which promotes spatial smoothness by minimizing
pixel variation among neighboring regions, 4) Mumford-Shah
loss [61], which balances segmentation smoothness and data
fidelity to encourage segmentation continuity, 5) GatedCRF
Loss [62], integrating pixel-level features and pairwise spatial
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relations using a Conditional Random Field (CRF) gated
by model predictions for enhanced region coherence, 6)
WSSS [47], which iteratively updates pseudo-labels based on
model output, 7) RECISTSup [48], which iteratively updates
pseudo-labels during training, 8) CoTraining [50], which trains
two networks with distinct labels and imposes consistency
constraints on their outputs, 9) S2ME [45], which introduces a
entropy-guided weakly-supervised polyp segmentation frame-
work, 10) WSDAC [63], which proposes a novel weakly
supervised deep active contour model for nodule segmentation.
Additionally, as the pseudo-labels generated from clinical
annotations may contain noise, we evaluated our method
alongside other popular approaches for learning from noisy
annotations: 1) CoTeaching [53], where two networks ex-
change learned experiences and selectively teach each other
using correctly learned instances, 2) TriNet [54], which trains
three networks collaboratively to select reliable pixels that
supervise the third network’s training, 3) MTCL [56], which
utilizes confident learning to refine noisy labels, 3) GCE [52],
which proposes a noise robust loss function, 4) RMD [58],
which utilizes knowledge distillation to mitigate the impact
of label noise. To ensure fair comparisons, we employed
the widely adopted U-Net as the common backbone network
for all methods in our experiments. It is important to note
that all compared methods utilized aspect ratio annotations
as labels. For methods that proposed their own pseudo-label
generation techniques, we followed their specified approaches.
For those without a specific pseudo-label generation method,
we employed the commonly used GrabCut [46] to generate
pseudo-labels for training.

The quantitative evaluation results of these methods are
summarized in Table I. The results illustrate that our method
outperforms other weakly supervised methods and noisy label
learning methods, as depicted in Table I. Our method achieved
a promising Dice score of 0.765 on the Thyroid Ultrasound
dataset, surpassing the results obtained by the fully supervised
setting. Additionally, on the Breast Ultrasound dataset, our
method achieved a Dice score of 0.766, which was slightly
better than the Dice score obtained by the fully supervised
setting. Figure 4 shows some qualitative evaluation results. As
illustrated in the figure, our proposed method achieves good
segmentation performance.

E. Ablation Experiments

1) Comparative Analysis of Different Components: To as-
sess the effectiveness of every proposed component, we carried
out a sequence of experiments on the Thyroid Ultrasound
dataset. The experimental results are presented in Table III.
As shown in Table III, with the gradual introduction of
components IDMPS, CRBS, and clinical anatomy prior loss,
the performance consistently improves. The method achieved
a Dice score of 0.677 when trained with conservative labels
but exhibited a higher score of 0.731 when trained with
radical labels. Additionally, when solely incorporating the
IDMPS or LCAP , the Dice score improved to 0.754 and 0.744,
respectively. Notably, the introduction of the CRB strategy on
top of the IDMPS approach further boosted the Dice score

TABLE III
RESULTS OF THE COMPONENT VARIATIONS. WE MEASURE THE

CORRESPONDING DSC, HD95, ASD AND JACCARD ON THE
THYROID ULTRASOUND DATASET. †: WE TRAINED THE MODEL
SOLELY USING THE CONSERVATIVE LABEL. ‡: WE TRAINED THE

MODEL SOLELY USING THE RADICAL LABEL.

Baseline IDMPS CRBS LCAP
Evaluation Criteria

↑DSC(%) ↓HD95 ↓ASD ↑Jaccard(%)

✓† 67.7±27.2 34.1±69.1 14.1±37.4 56.3±25.2

✓‡ 73.1±24.3 47.2±80.3 18.1±39.0 62.2±24.4

✓ ✓ 75.4±23.0 36.7±67.1 11.6±25.4 64.8±23.1

✓† ✓ 70.2±24.4 37.2±74.7 11.7±25.7 58.4±23.4

✓‡ ✓ 74.4±24.9 35.6±73.1 12.7±31.9 64.0±24.4

✓ ✓ ✓ 75.9±23.4 31.7±68.1 9.5±23.2 65.4±23.2

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 76.5±22.5 28.9±64.7 8.7±22.1 66.1±22.7

TABLE IV
ROBUSTNESS ANALYSIS. WE MEASURE THE CORRESPONDING
DICE SCORE ON TYROID ULTRASOUND DATASET AND BREAST

ULTRASOUND DATASET.

# Pseudo Label
Thyroid Ultrasound Breast Ultrasound

w/o LCAP with LCAP w/o LCAP with LCAP

1 GrabCut [46] 68.6±25.3 71.5±25.1 71±23.0 71.9±21.5
2 Quadrilateral 67.7±27.2 70.2±24.4 67.3±20.4 68.9±21.5
3 Circle 65.4±24.3 67.6±20.1 65.0±21.5 65.5±17.0
4 Box 68.7±21.5 68.8±19.9 71.3±17.4 71.6±20.1
5 Rectangle 69.2±22.2 70.2±22.8 71.5±18.5 73.5±21.1
6 Irregular Ellipse 73.1±24.3 74.4±24.9 74.4±20.0 75.3±19.6
7 Concavity 48.3±24.6 52.5±20.1 40.8±17.1 42.5±18.0

to 0.759. Ultimately, the combination of IDMPS, CRB, and
LCAP yielded the most optimal performance, achieving an
impressive Dice score of 0.765.

2) Analysis of Various Pseudo labels: We conducted a
quantitative evaluation of training the model directly using
different graphical pseudo labels. Table IV lists the quantitative
comparison based on the Dice score. The results indicated that
the graphical pseudo labels exhibited a consistent performance
ranking on both the Breast Ultrasound and Thyroid Ultrasound
datasets. Specifically, the segmentation performance ranked in
the following order from least to most favorable: Concavity,
Circle, Quadrilateral, Box, Rectangle, and Irregular Ellipse.

We categorized six geometric pseudo-labels into ’radical’
and ’conservative’ groups based on nodule morphology. Rad-
ical labels often over-segment, whereas conservative labels
tend to under-segment relative to the ground truth. Our valida-
tion involved comparing these pseudo-labels, generated from
aspect ratio annotations, with the ground truth, focusing on
precision and recall. Our experiments, as shown in Table V, re-
veal that Circle, Box, Rectangle, and Irregular Ellipse (radical
labels) have high recall, indicating over-segmentation, while
Quadrilateral and Concavity (conservative labels) demonstrate
high precision, indicating under-segmentation. These findings
validate our classification approach.

3) Superiority of IDMPS: The IDMPS module plays a crit-
ical role in our proposed method, as it introduces a novel dual-
model supervision strategy. This strategy generates more accu-
rate pseudo-labels to alleviate the issues of over-segmentation
and under-segmentation caused by directly using conservative
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF PRECISION AND RECALL VALUES FOR SIX

PSEUDO-LABELS GENERATED FROM ASPECT RATIO
ANNOTATIONS AGAINST THE GROUND TRUTH.

Pseudo Label
Thyroid Ultrasound Breast Ultrasound

Precision(%) Recall(%) Precision(%) Recall(%)

Radical labels:

Circle 62.2±12.6 99.4±1.1 54.7±12.8 99.2±1.4
Box 66.0±10.0 98.7±2.6 69.5±7.3 95.8±5.0

Rectangle 67.0±6.8 99.8±0.8 67.7±5.9 98.8±1.9
Irregular Ellipse 86.3±8.5 97.8±2.1 83.8±6.9 95.3±3.7
Conservative labels:

Quadrilateral 97.7±6.9 74.2±4.6 96.5±4.7 71.1±5.5

Concavity 97.9±7.4 29.7±3.5 99.0±3.3 31.0±3.0

and radical labels for training. To validate the effectiveness of
our approach, we conducted ablation experiments.

Given the utilization of two sub-networks in our framework,
we explored the effects of various supervision methods on the
dual-model network. These approaches include: 1) Baseline,
which trains the model using the radical label; 2) Consistency
Regularization (CR) [66], which directly encourages similarity
between the two predictions; 3) Cross Pseudo Supervision
(CPS) [67], which employs one model’s output as a hard
pseudo-label to supervise the other model; 4) The proposed
IDMPS approach, which dynamically blends the outputs of
two models in regions with inconsistent conservative and
radical labels, using the blended mask to train both models
specifically in those areas; In order to evaluate the robustness
and effectiveness of our proposed approach, we compared
these approaches using various combinations of conservative
and radical labels. Experimental results are shown in Fig-
ure 5. When the radical labels remained constant, the use of
Quadrilateral as the conservative label yielded better results
compared to Concavity. Conversely, when the conservative
labels were kept constant, employing Irregular Ellipse as the
radical label produced the best outcome. Our proposed method
showed improved and consistent performance across various
combinations of conservative and radical labels.

In the IDMPS module, we employed a dynamic random
generation strategy, assigning β a random value between 0 and
1 to improve the model’s adaptability. Ablation studies were
conducted to explore how the model performs with different
β values, and these findings are detailed in Table VI. We
evaluated the model’s effectiveness in three scenarios: using a
single model without the IDMPS module, using the IDMPS
module with β fixed at 0.5, and using the IDMPS module
with β set to a random value. The results indicate that the
IDMPS module achieves the best performance when β is set
to a random value.

4) Superiority of clinical anotomy prior loss: The in-
troduction of LCAP aims to fully leverage the anatomical
prior knowledge provided by the clinical annotation, including
spatial location and the ratio of the long and short axes,
to improve the model’s accuracy in target localization and
shape estimation. To evaluate the effectiveness of LCAP ,
we conducted an ablative experiment where the model was
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Fig. 5. Quantitative results of IDMPS with various combinations of
conservative and radical labels. We measure the corresponding DSC
on the breast ultrasound dataset.

TABLE VI
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF β . WE MEASURE THE

CORRESPONDING DSC AND JACCARD ON THYROID ULTRASOUND
DATASET.

Method DSC(%) Jaccard(%)

Single Model (Fcon : β = 0) 73.1±24.3 62.2±24.4

Single Model (Frad : β = 0) 67.7±27.2 56.3±25.2

IDMPS (β = 0.5) 74.7±23.4 63.8±23.0

IDMPS (β = random) 75.4±23.0 64.8±23.1

trained both with and without incorporating LCAP . During
the training process, we utilized a variety of pseudo-labels,
including conservative labels, radical labels, and labels gen-
erated by the GrabCut algorithm. Subsequently, we compared
the performance of the model trained with LCAP to that of
the model trained without it. Table IV presents the quantitative
results. The results demonstrated that regardless of whether
the pseudo labels generated by GrabCut or conservative labels
or radical labels were used for model training, incorporating
LCAP consistently improved the performance of the model.

5) Hyper-parameters Experiments Results: The proposed
framework includes a hyper-parameter α and two loss weights,
λ1 and λ2. Firstly, we conducted experiments to investigate
the impact of different values of the hyper-parameter α on
our model. As shown in Figure 3, the best performance was
achieved when α was set to 3. Next, we designed experiments
to examine the influence of different loss weight values, λ1

and λ2, on our model. We tested our method using different
values of λ1 ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1} and λ2 ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1}.
Additionally, we attempted to determine the values of λ1 and
λ2 using a Gaussian ramp-up function [68]. This function
adjusts the weights based on the total number of training
epochs, allowing for a more adaptive approach in determining
the appropriate weights. The summary results are shown in
Figure 3. The best result of our method was obtained when
λ1 was determined using a Gaussian ramp-up function and
λ2 = 0.3.

6) Comparison at Different Noise Levels of Aspect Ratio
Annotations: Due to variations in doctors’ experience, the
aspect ratio annotations of nodules made by doctors in clinical
settings may contain noise. To further explore the segmentation
performance at different noise levels, a series of experiments
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Fig. 6. Results of Noise Level Variations: We measured the corre-
sponding DSC on the Thyroid Ultrasound dataset. Our method was
compared with the baseline method and the second-place method.

were conducted. Specifically, we introduced disturbances of
3◦, 5◦, 7◦, and 10◦ into the aspect ratio annotations. These per-
turbed aspect ratio annotations were then used for model train-
ing. We compared our proposed method with GrabCut [46] and
WSSS [47] (the second-place method) at different noise levels.
The experimental results are presented in Figure 6. The results
show that as the noise in the aspect ratio annotations gradually
increases, the performance of our proposed method declines.
This is mainly because the introduction of noise causes a shift
in the uncertain areas within the IDMPS module. Additionally,
the performance of GrabCut and the GrabCut-based WSSS
method varies more randomly. This is largely because the
noise in the aspect ratio annotations has a minimal impact
on the definition of the trimap required by GrabCut. However,
our method outperforms WSSS at different noise levels and
does not require a time-consuming iterative update strategy.

V. DISCUSSION

We develop a weakly supervised ultrasound nodule seg-
mentation framework that achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA)
performance. This framework is specifically designed to align
with nodule characteristics, marking the first use of aspect
ratio annotations for training in this context. Our results in
Section IV-C indicate that this approach significantly reduces
the annotation effort compared to traditional methods. Beyond
cost reduction, aspect ratio annotations are a standard clinical
practice, streamlining the training process without extra an-
notation workload for clinicians. Furthermore, we introduce a
unique ultrasound nodule segmentation dataset, which includes
aspect ratio and accurate manual annotations specifically for
nodules in the breast and thyroid, establishing the first dataset
of its kind in this domain. This resource is poised to be a
valuable tool for researchers, potentially enhancing efficiency
in clinical nodule segmentation.

In Section I, we categorize six basic geometric shape
pseudo-labels into conservative and radical labels based on
observations and the nodules’ morphology. The classifica-
tion of radical and conservative labels is based on their
tendencies toward over-segmentation and under-segmentation,
respectively, in comparison to the ground truth. Experiments

TABLE VII
PERFORMANCE OF VARIOUS MODULES IN A FULLY SUPERVISED

SETTING. WE MEASURE THE CORRESPONDING DSC AND
JACCARD ON BREAST ULTRASOUND DATASET.

Method DSC(%) Jaccard(%)

Full Supervision (single model) 76.4±20.6 65.5±22.4

+IDMPS 76.5±21.9 66.0±22.9

+IDMPS+CRB 77.9±19.7 67.2±21.6

+LCAP 77.7±20.2 67.1±21.8

Ours (weakly supervision) 76.6±19.5 65.3±20.5

Ours (full supervision) 78.5±18.5 67.7±20.6

in Section IV-E2, using precision and recall metrics, validate
our hypothesis. The results demonstrate that the irregular
ellipse and quadrilateral are the most appropriately radical
and conservative labels, respectively, for ultrasound nodule
ground truth. Quantitative results from the IDMPS module
in Section IV-E3 further corroborate this, showing that the
combination of irregular ellipse and quadrilateral achieves
superior segmentation performance. Therefore, the pseudo-
label combination ultimately employed in our framework
consists of irregular ellipse and quadrilateral. Despite the
positive results from our proposed method, there are instances
where specific lesions lead to the IDMPS uncertainty regions
not fully encapsulating the lesion boundaries, which could
potentially affect training outcomes. However, these scenarios
are infrequent, as radical labels typically achieve high recall
and conservative labels attain high precision, thereby limiting
their impact on the overall training effectiveness.

In Section IV-D, we show that our method outperforms a
fully supervised UNet in a weakly supervised context, despite
using two U-Net networks. To understand this better, we inte-
grated our modules into a fully supervised setting, conducting
ablation studies whose results are in Table VII. Our IDMPS
module’s comparison with CPS [67] and CR [66] strategies
in Section IV-E3 revealed that while dual-model co-training
reduces noise in weak supervision, it doesn’t significantly
boost performance in full supervision. Notably, our CRBS
module significantly improved performance by introducing
pseudo-label space perturbations through distinct misclassifi-
cation costs. Additionally, our clinical anatomy prior loss was
found to enhance performance in a fully supervised setting,
with our framework reaching a DSC of 78.5 in full supervision
and 76.6 in weak supervision.

Our implementation is designed for 2D ultrasound images,
but it can be adapted for 3D spatial structures. To transition
our IDMPS and CRBS modules to 3D, we would modify the
models from 2D to 3D, such as transforming 2D UNet [15]
into its 3D UNet [69]. For the clinical anatomy prior loss,
an adjustment to include an additional constraint along the
z-axis would be necessary for 3D integration. The adapta-
tion’s main challenge is generating pseudo-labels for 3D. If
every lesion location within a volume has an aspect ratio
annotation, our method can generate pseudo-labels for each
slice. If annotations are only available for some slices, a label
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propagation technique would be needed to extend annotations
to the unannotated slices [48].

VI. CONCLUSION

How to reduce the annotation cost remains a critical prob-
lem in ultrasound nodule segmentation. In this paper, we
propose a novel approach for ultrasound nodule segmentation
using clinical aspect ratio annotations. Compared to accurate
annotations, aspect ratio annotations significantly reduce an-
notation costs. On the other hand, measuring the aspect ratio
is a routine step in clinical diagnosis, which does not require
additional workload for doctors. Our framework directly gen-
erates geometric pseudo-labels based on clinical annotations
and differentiates them into conservative and radical labels
according to their characteristics. We developed three com-
ponents, namely CRBS, IDMPS and a clinical anatomy prior
loss, to train our segmentation model. Experimental results
demonstrated that our method outperforms other related meth-
ods, yielding superior segmentation accuracy. Additionally, in
this paper, we introduce a new dataset that includes two types:
thyroid ultrasound and breast ultrasound, along with precise
annotations of nodules in the images and their aspect ratio
annotations.
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