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BAAF: A Benchmark Attention Adaptive
Framework for Medical Ultrasound Image

Segmentation Tasks
Gongping Chen, Lei Zhao, Xiaotao Yin, Liang Cui, Jianxun Zhang, Yu Dai

Abstract— The AI-based assisted diagnosis programs
have been widely investigated on medical ultrasound im-
ages. Complex scenario of ultrasound image, in which
the coupled interference of internal and external factors is
severe, brings a unique challenge for localize the object
region automatically and precisely in ultrasound images. In
this study, we seek to propose a more general and robust
Benchmark Attention Adaptive Framework (BAAF) to assist
doctors segment or diagnose lesions and tissues in ultra-
sound images more quickly and accurately. Different from
existing attention schemes, the BAAF consists of a parallel
hybrid attention module (PHAM) and an adaptive calibra-
tion mechanism (ACM). Specifically, BAAF first coarsely
calibrates the input features from the channel and spatial
dimensions, and then adaptively selects more robust le-
sion or tissue characterizations from the coarse-calibrated
feature maps. The design of BAAF further optimizes the
“what” and “where” focus and selection problems in CNNs
and seeks to improve the segmentation accuracy of lesions
or tissues in medical ultrasound images. The method is
evaluated on four medical ultrasound segmentation tasks,
and the adequate experimental results demonstrate the re-
markable performance improvement over existing state-of-
the-art methods. In addition, the comparison with existing
attention mechanisms also demonstrates the superiority
of BAAF. This work provides the possibility for automated
medical ultrasound assisted diagnosis and reduces re-
liance on human accuracy and precision. The source code
is publicly available on https://github.com/CGPxy/BAAF.

Index Terms— Medical ultrasound segmentation, Atten-
tional calibration, Adaptive selection, Deep learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

CANCER has long been a major public health problem
worldwide. “Cancer statistics, 2023” shows that the

average number of deaths due to cancer per day is 1,670, and
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Fig. 1. The quickly and accurately manual annotation of medical ultrasound
images by doctors is a pain point due to the perturbation of similar intensity
distributions, variable subject morphology, and ambiguous boundaries.

it also suggests that early clinical screening remains one of the
most important means of improving survival [1]. Ultrasound
imaging, as one of the most common imaging schemes in
clinical practices, has been extensively applied to the early
detection of many diseases (e.g., breast cancer and kidney)
in view of its safety and efficiency [2]. Clinically, due to
the lack of a gold standard for diagnosis, the accuracy of
diagnosis largely depends on the skill level of radiologists,
which is experience-dependent and may suffer from high
inter-observer variation even for well-trained radiologists [3].
In recent years, many AI-based computer-aided diagnostic
(CAD) systems for medical ultrasound have been developed
to help radiologists improve diagnostic reliability and reduce
individual subjectivity, in which lesion and tissue segmentation
is one of the key steps [4].

As shown in Fig. 1, complex scenario of ultrasound image,
in which the coupled interference of internal and external
factors is severe, brings a unique challenge for radiologists
to identify lesions and tissues quickly and accurately in
ultrasound images. Therefore, the study of automatic segmen-
tation methods for medical ultrasound images is crucial to
improve efficiency and reduce misdiagnosis. Following the
burgeoning of AI technology, many deep learning algorithms
based on U-net and FCNN have been developed to achieve the
automatic segmentation of medical ultrasound images [5]–
[7]. Wu et al. employed the cascaded FCNN framework to
refine the segmentation results of prenatal ultrasound images
step-by-step [8]. Kim et al. seek to achieve the automatic
segmentation of coronary arteries in ultrasound images by
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Fig. 2. The heat map obtained after executing the attention mechanism once in the network. The limitations (false and missed detections) of single attention
mechanisms and simple combinations of them can be seen in the heat map.

introducing multi-scale inputs and hybrid loss functions in
U-net [9]. Abraham et al., designed a novel focal tversky
loss to improve the segmentation performance of the deep
learning model (MADU-net) in breast ultrasound images
[10]. Subsequently, Yap et al., explored the performance of U-
net and FCNN on the segmentation task of breast ultrasound
images [11]. Although the implementation of these CNN
frameworks significantly improves the diagnostic efficiency
of medical ultrasound images, similar intensity distributions,
variable lesion morphology, and ambiguous boundaries still
constrain the possibility of implementing these AI models in
the clinical practice.

To further improve the performance of CNNs on medical
ultrasound images, there have been many attempts to integrate
attention mechanism into CNNs for better performance in
segmentation tasks [12]. It is well known that attention plays a
very important role in human perception, and the introduction
of the attention module can help the network to better focus
on the “what” and “where” of the object from the whole
image [13], as shown in Fig. 2. Zhuang et al. designed a
Residual-Dilated-Attention-Gate-UNet (RDAU-Net) based on
a spatial attention model to achieve breast tumor segmentation
in ultrasound images [14]. Lee et al. attempted to segment
breast ultrasound images by introducing a channel attention
module with multi-scale average pooling operation in U-Net
[15]. Xian et al., constructed a novel attention enhancement

module (AENet) by using saliency maps to improve the
segmentation accuracy of the deep learning model for breast
lesions [16]. Yan et al., proposed an attention enhanced U-net
with hybrid dilated convolution (AE U-net) model to segment
the breast tumors in ultrasound images [17]. Chen et al.,
developed a hybrid attention model with the spatial attention
and the channel attention to segment kidney ultrasound images
automatically [18]. Meng et al., proposed a novel dual global

attention neural network (DGANet) by integrating a bilateral
spatial attention module and a global channel attention module
to improve the detection accuracy of breast lesion [19].
However, it is still difficult for the individual attentional
strategies (e.g., channel attention and spatial attention) or the
simple hybrid attentional mechanisms to accurately localize
and capture the objective characterization from the complex
ultrasound images, as shown in Fig. 2.

To further mitigate the impact of variable objective morphol-
ogy on segmentation accuracy, many works have attempted
to combine the multi-scale feature information with the at-
tention mechanism. Lyu et al., designed a pyramid attention
network combining attention mechanism and multi-scale fea-
tures (AMS-PAN) to improve the characterization of breast
tumors in ultrasound images [20]. Byra et al., constructed
a novel CNN (SKNet) by integrating selective kernel (SK)
convolution, which can help the network to select features
that better characterize breast tumors under different receptive
fields [21]. Similarly, Chen et al., proposed AAU-net [3] and
ESKNet [22] successively by introducing spatial dimension
calibration in the selective kernel (SK) convolution, and they
were utilized on medical ultrasound image segmentation tasks.
Notably, these studies are more focused on extracting robust
characteristic information under multi-scale receptive fields.

To cope with the challenges arising from the ultrasound pat-
tern complexity and morphology variety, we designed a more
general and robust Benchmark Attention Adaptive Framework
(BAAF) to further improve the ability of CNNs to characterize
medical ultrasound images. As shown in Fig. 3, BAAF is
very different from existing mechanisms of spatial attention,
channel attention and their typical combinations, which can
adaptively select the feature information calibrated by the
channel attention module and the spatial attention module.
Specially, the BAAF module mainly contains a parallel hybrid
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Fig. 3. The proposed benchmark attention adaptive framework.

attention mechanism (PHAM) and an adaptive calibration
mechanism (ACM). In general, the main contributes as fol-
lows:

• First, we proposed a Benchmark Attention Adaptive
Framework (BAAF), which not only helps the network
to locate the “what” and “where” that it should focus on
more quickly, but also can adaptively select the calibrated
“what” and “where”.

• Second, extensive experimental results on four public
datasets demonstrate that the introduction of BAAF can
further improve the segmentation accuracy of lesions or
tissues in medical ultrasound images, which provides the
possibility of clinically assisted diagnosis.

• Third, BAAF still shows satisfactory segmentation ability
during the comparison with existing attention method.

• Moreover, we contribute two new medical ultrasound
datasets to the medical ultrasound community, which are
the kidney ultrasound dataset (KUS) and the kidney-cyst
ultrasound dataset (KCUS).

II. METHOD

A. Benchmark Attention Adaptive Framework (BAAF)

As shown in Fig. 3, the BAAF has two main components: a
parallel hybrid attention mechanism (PHAM) and an adaptive
calibration mechanism (ACM). The PHAM is responsible for
calibrating the input features from the channel and spatial
dimensions, and the ACM is mainly focused on selecting more
robust representations adaptively from the calibrated feature
maps.

1) Parallel Hybrid Attention Mechanism (PHAM): Inspired by
the scSE attention [23], we also adopted a parallel hybrid
attention mechanism (PHAM) to calibrate the input features.

Specially, the designed PHAM contains a channel attention
module and a spatial attention module. The detailed descrip-
tions of channel attention and spatial attention are shown in
Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 3(b), respectively. In the spatial attention
module, the input feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w is first executed
with a 1 × 1 convolution operation and a ReLU activation
operation. Then, a sigmoid activity is performed to obtain the
spatial dimension of the activation map α.

α=σ(δr(W1×1 · F )), (1)

where W1×1 denotes the matrix of the 1 × 1 convolution
operation. The δr(·) and σ(·) represent the ReLU activity and
the sigmoid activity, respectively. The value in α emphasizes
the importance of the corresponding spatial information in the
feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w . Finally, α is expanded to the same
dimension of the feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w and the calibration
activity is executed on the feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w. The
calibrated features can be represented as:

FS=Ex(α)⊗ F, (2)

where FS ∈ Rc×h×w denotes the output of the spatial attention
branch. The Ex(·) and ⊗ represent the expansion activity and
calibration activity, respectively.

In the channel attention module, the input feature map
F ∈ Rc×h×w is first executed with a global average pooling
(GAP) operation to compress the feature scale. Subsequently,
the compressed feature map undergoes two fully connected
operations, ReLU activation and sigmoid activation, obtain the
channel attention map β.

β=σ(Wf2 · δr(Wf1 ·GAP (F ))), (3)

where Wf1 ∈ R
c
r×c and Wf2 ∈ Rc× c

r represent the matrix of
two fully connected layers, respectively. Similarly, The value
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Fig. 4. The U-shaped network we constructed using the BAAF block.

in β emphasizes the importance of the corresponding channel
information in the feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w. Finally, β is
reshaped to the same scale of the feature map F ∈ Rc×h×w

and the calibration activity is executed on the feature map
F ∈ Rc×h×w. The calibrated features can be represented as:

FC=Re(β)⊗ F, (4)

where FC ∈ Rc×h×w denotes the output of the channel
attention model. The Re(·) represents the reshape activity.

2) Adaptive Calibration Mechanism (ACM): Hybrid attention
mechanisms can give different perspectives to regions of in-
terest (ROI) compared to individual attention mechanisms, but
simply aggregating calibrated features from multiple attention
mechanisms still has some limitations [23], [24]. To capture
more robust objective characterizations from different attention
mechanisms, we proposed an adaptive calibration mechanism
(ACM) for adaptive selection of feature information from
different attentions. Specially, we first aggregate global infor-
mation from different attention-calibrated features by simply
using global average pooling (GAP) to generate channel-wise
statistics as SC ∈ Rc×1.

SC = GAP (FS)⊕GAP (FC), (5)

where GAP (·) represents the global average pooling opera-
tion, add ⊕ denotes the add action. Then, the full convolution
operation, the ReLU activation and the full convolution opera-
tion are performed on the feature vector SC to produce a new
set of feature vectors:

Z = Wfc2 · (δr(Wfc1 · SC)), (6)

where Wfc2 ∈ R2C×1 is the matrix of the second full
convolution operation, δr(·) denotes the ReLU operation, and
Wfc1 ∈ Rd×1 represents the matrix of the first full convolution
operation. d is squeezed dimension, which can be shown as:

d = max(C/r, 32), (7)

where r is the reduction rate with default value of 8. Finally,
Z is executed the reshape operation and the softmax activation
σs(·) to generate the channel-wise activation maps of FC and
FS , respectively. These channel-wise activation maps can be
denoted as:

φ =
eK

eK + eV
, (8)

γ =
eV

eK + eV
, (9)

φi + γi = 1, (10)

where K and V ∈ RC×1 denote the feature vector after
the reshape action. φ and γ ∈ RC×1 represent the channel
activation maps of FC and FS . Note that φi is the i − th
element of φ. Subsequently, we merged the feature maps
calibrated by φ and γ.

FA = φ · FC ⊕ γ · FS , (11)

where FA ∈ R2C×H×W is the output feature map of the
BAAF module, and ⊕ denotes the concatenate action.

B. The overall U-shaped Framework
Currently, U-net and its variants are widely and successfully

used for medical image segmentation tasks [25]. Inspired
by this, we first utilize a U-net with the depth of 15 as the
benchmark architecture. Then, the proposed BAAF module
is added to the benchmark network to construct a new U-
shaped framework, as shown in Fig. 4. The U-shaped net-
work contains seven down-sampling and seven up-sampling
operations. During the encoding process, each convolutional
module is composed of two 3 × 3 convolutional layers, two
batch normalization layers, and two LeakyReLU layers. In the
decoding stage, the BAAF components are introduced into
each convolutional module. The filter size of the U-shaped
network is 64, 128, 128, 256, 256, 512, 512, 1024, 512, 512,
256, 256, 128, 128, 64.

III. MATERIALS AND EXPERIMENTS

A. Medical ultrasound datasets
In this work, four medical ultrasound datasets are used

to evaluate the performance of the proposed method. The
first ultrasound dataset (Named: Dataset 1) was constructed
by Al-Dhabyani et al., [26]. The second ultrasound dataset
(Named: Dataset 2) was collected and obtained by Yap et al.,
[27]. Dataset 1 and Dataset 2 are described in more detail

in references [26] and [27], respectively. The third and
fourth ultrasound datasets (Named: Dataset 3 and Dataset 4)
were collected with the assistance of the General Hospital of
the Chinese People’s Liberation Army and the Civil Aviation
General Hospital. Dataset 3 contains 300 kidney ultrasound
images are collected by Esaote MyLab and Philips EPIQ7 ul-
trasound devices, which is used only for kidney segmentation.
In Dataset 3, the cases acquired by single ultrasound device
are 150. Dataset 4 includes 300 ultrasound images acquired
by Esaote MyLab, Hitachi, and Philips EPIQ7 ultrasound ma-
chines, which is performed for kidney and cyst segmentation.
In Dataset 4, the cases acquired by single ultrasound device
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Table 1
The quantitative evaluation results (mean ± std) on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2. The top 2 scores are marked with bold and green text, respectively. “†” represents
the medicine-specific method.

Dataset 1 Dataset 2

Methods Dice Jaccard Recall Specificity Precision Dice Jaccard Recall Specificity Precision

U-net 70.10±2.2 60.70±2.36 76.30±2.48 96.18±0.55 71.88±2.41 68.20±4.23 58.44±4.26 75.32±2.85 98.44±0.40 70.27±6.11

Att U-net 67.99±1.18 57.09±1.22 66.97±4.08 96.87±0.83 78.78±4.67 69.30±4.07 59.93±4.53 76.15±4.21 98.43±0.33 70.40±6.05

UNETR 72.99±1.67 63.86±1.78 80.21±1.60 96.65±0.65 73.44±2.85 69.64±5.28 59.11±5.76 78.17±4.31 98.04±0.53 70.39±3.15

U-net++ 71.58±2.09 61.38±1.73 71.44±2.77 97.04±0.54 79.68±3.07 69.77±5.30 61.19±5.86 79.64±3.84 98.44±0.41 68.32±5.73

SegNet 75.64±1.80 67.31±1.87 79.85±1.03 96.99±0.53 76.09±2.00 72.16±1.52 62.83±2.20 80.15±3.90 98.59±0.30 71.72±1.70

STAN† 73.04±2.95 64.10±3.05 78.39±2.16 96.64±0.67 73.96±3.30 66.06±4.24 57.09±3.92 69.95±6.17 98.58±0.47 67.71±3.11

RDAU-net† 71.94±3.46 63.75±3.36 78.90±1.35 96.63±0.76 71.25±4.11 68.22±4.94 58.17±4.91 73.55±5.28 98.37±0.39 70.49±4.26

MADU-net† 71.35±2.67 61.62±2.69 76.87±2.58 96.40±0.62 73.77±2.90 72.32±3.14 63.09±3.04 79.24±1.72 98.61±0.36 73.70±5.08

AE U-net† 73.47±3.03 64.57±2.91 79.00±2.11 96.80±0.54 74.44±3.74 72.23±2.14 62.37±2.16 78.97±2.29 98.67±0.28 72.27±1.91

SKU-net† 76.92±1.57 68.10±1.63 79.53±1.93 97.33±0.45 78.62±1.66 73.53±4.05 64.25±4.01 79.36±2.50 98.68±0.39 75.27±6.70

Ours 79.05±2.24 70.67±2.34 83.64±2.56 97.47±0.59 78.79±1.68 80.85±1.48 72.68±2.15 84.49±2.36 98.96±0.28 80.37±3.17

P-value 3.83e-06 5.05e-07 3.13e-06 4.95e-2 — 3.03e-05 5.24e-06 2.26e-02 4.78e-02 2.57e-03

Fig. 5. P-R curves and ROC curves of different methods on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2.

are 100. The segmentation masks in Dataset 3 and Dataset 4
were obtained by two experienced doctors manually labeled,
respectively. In this study, these medical ultrasound images
were resize to 384×384 for training and testing of the network.

B. Experimental settings

To ensure the fairness and reliability of the comparison
experiments, K-fold cross-validation was implemented on
the four ultrasound datasets. Specifically, four-fold cross-
validation was performed on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2. Three-
fold cross-validation was applied to Dataset 3 and Dataset 4,
respectively. During training, the binary cross entropy (BCE)
is used as loss function of the network. The Adam (initial
learning rate is 1e-3) was chosen as the optimizer of the
network. The development environment of our network is
Ubuntu 20.04, python 3.6, TensorFlow 2.6.0, NVIDIA RTX
3090 GPUs. In the cross-validation experiment, 20% of the
training data in each fold is considered as validation data to
determine the conditions for network termination. Finally, the
epoch size and batch size are set to 50 and 12, respectively.

C. Evaluation metrics

To adequately demonstrate the capability of the proposed
method on medical ultrasound segmentation tasks, eight quan-
titative evaluation metrics are applied to evaluate the difference
between the predicted results and the ground-true masks.

They are composed of area-based evaluation metrics Jac-
card, Precision, Recall, Specificity, Dice and boundary-based
evaluation metrics hausdorff distance (HD), average symmet-
ric surface distance (ASSD) and average boundary distance
(ABD) [28]. The complexity of breast ultrasound can cause
the segmentation network to miss-recognize the whole image
as background. Therefore, boundary-based evaluation metrics
cannot be used to evaluate the segmentation performance of
the segmentation network on breast ultrasound.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, U-net [5], SegNet [29], Att U-net [30],
U-net++ [31], UNETR [32] five classical medical segmen-
tation networks are used for comparison experiments. For the
comparison of breast ultrasound, we also selected five specific
segmentation methods, AE U-Net [17], STAN [33], RDAU-
Net [34], MADU-net [10], SKU-net [21]. Similarly, we
used three specific methods SDFNet [35], MBANet [36], and
MSDSNet [37] for kidney ultrasound. According to the open-
source codes, we retrain these comparison networks on the
same datasets as our method. To ensure absolute objectivity in
comparison experiments, the prediction results for all methods
are not subjected to any post-processing.

A. Comparison results on breast ultrasound
Table 1 illustrates the quantitative evaluation results of

breast ultrasound. Fig. 5 shows the P-R curve and ROC curve
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Fig. 6. The visualization of prediction mask of different methods on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2.

Table 2
The quantitative evaluation results (mean ± std) on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4. The top 2 scores are marked with bold and green text, respectively. “†” represents
the medicine-specific method.

Methods U-net Att U-net UNETR U-net++ SegNet AE U-net SKU-net SDFNet† MSDSNet† MBANet† Ours P-value

Jaccard 85.00±1.39 85.99±1.50 81.42±1.67 85.59±1.53 85.78±0.98 83.90±4.03 87.16±0.42 85.81±1.9487.28±0.80 88.03±1.28 89.25±0.61 2.8e-04

Precision 93.03±1.86 91.56±1.99 88.22±2.31 90.33±1.69 92.66±1.47 91.98±1.22 93.23±1.36 90.74±3.1293.90±1.79 93.30±1.65 94.38±1.51 4.8e-02

Recall 91.11±0.79 93.70±0.32 91.44±1.46 93.22±0.22 92.31±0.89 90.91±5.88 93.36±0.93 94.43±1.0092.84±1.36 94.03±0.61 94.52±1.104.9 e-02

Specificity 98.77±0.60 98.50±0.46 97.91±0.65 98.28±0.51 98.67±0.63 98.54±0.44 98.72±0.37 98.35±0.6398.82±0.57 98.70±0.57 99.00±0.28 4.8e-02

Dice 91.57±0.86 92.10±0.92 89.20±1.15 91.78±1.01 91.90±0.60 90.79±2.61 92.91±0.25 91.88±1.3992.91±0.55 93.35±0.87 94.20±0.36 4.0e-04

HD 57.38±17.83 52.14±8.22 82.73±5.34 57.42±4.92 42.43±13.4153.32±33.08 31.57±9.00 31.26±8.5023.79±6.5724.27±11.0311.91±1.72 1.4e-06

ASSD 2.09±0.99 1.03±0.04 1.95±0.77 0.79±0.21 0.71±0.04 2.17±2.42 0.95±0.27 0.87±0.17 1.07±0.69 0.72±0.09 0.42±0.07 1.8e-03

ABD 9.62±3.43 6.39±0.97 10.36±1.63 6.28±0.81 5.03±0.85 8.36±5.13 5.33±0.55 5.84±0.59 5.16±1.21 4.24±0.68 3.48±0.29 6.3e-05

Jaccard 71.34±0.88 72.15±1.71 51.60±4.63 74.93±2.96 79.94±1.52 79.43±1.38 80.51±1.33 73.13±1.5782.19±0.63 81.05±1.69 84.97±1.25 5.0e-07

Precision 82.58±1.00 80.40±1.76 66.90±7.03 81.20±2.86 87.19±1.99 86.37±1.77 88.41±0.34 80.23±1.4789.66±0.72 87.27±2.37 91.85±0.47 5.5e-05

Recall 84.58±0.96 88.58±0.81 72.43±7.01 91.45±0.67 90.89±0.34 91.08±0.73 90.56±1.49 89.74±0.8091.32±1.01 91.56±0.42 92.13±1.01 2.4e-02

Specificity 97.75±0.05 97.48±0.20 95.74±0.71 97.63±0.33 98.40±0.11 98.25±0.14 98.45±0.09 97.54±0.1498.65±0.07 98.42±0.13 98.92±0.09 1.0e-04

Dice 82.03±0.70 82.52±1.44 66.49±4.12 84.01±2.35 87.32±1.56 87.39±1.34 88.41±0.92 82.76±1.3489.31±0.58 88.12±1.51 91.29±0.87 2.0e-05

HD 104.93±13.90118.88±5.76166.11±21.46101.25±10.8770.42±13.33 61.28±9.24 63.08±11.2699.77±1.7451.30±5.58 48.85±4.97 25.59±4.88 4.7e-10

ASSD 5.82±0.66 4.22±0.76 13.16±5.41 2.68±0.25 2.51±0.23 2.60±0.37 2.35±0.53 3.77±0.21 2.09±0.55 2.09±0.43 1.64±0.35 3.2e-02

ABD 19.01±1.57 18.58±1.68 32.43±4.72 13.59±0.91 9.18±0.72 10.04±0.74 10.00±0.50 15.34±0.49 8.74±0.43 7.93±0.34 6.67±0.55 7.2e-05

of these comparison methods on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2.
Fig. 6 presents the visualized predicted masks of different
methods on breast ultrasound. It is worth noting that there
are some cases of segmentation failures on breast ultrasound
as shown in Fig. 6, and hence boundary-based evaluation
metrics cannot be used. In Dataset 1, our method achieves the
best results on Dice, Jaccard, Recall and Specificity, and their
values are79.05%, 70.67%, 83.64% and 97.47%. Although our
method did not yield best results on the Precision metric, it still
obtained the second result among the comparison methods.
In Dataset 2, our method achieved the best results on five
quantitative indicators, which are 80.85%, 72.68%, 84.49%,
98.96% and 80.37%. To further highlight the improvement of
our method on breast ultrasound for these quantitative metrics,
we conducted the statistical analysis of t-test. As shown in
Table 1, the p-values (p < 0.05) based on the t-test indicate

that our method has a significant improvement on these
quantitative metrics. As shown in Fig. 5, our method achieved
the best results on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2 in terms of AUC
metrics, their values are 1 and 2. The area below the P-R curve
and ROC curve can indicate the confidence level of a method,
the larger the area means the confidence level is also high.
Based on the P-R curve and ROC curve, we can conclude that
the segmentation results of our proposed BAAF module on two
ultrasound datasets have a higher confidence level. It can be
seen from Fig. 6, similar intensity distributions and confusing
boundaries can cause serious missed and false detections, and
even fail to localize the region of interest. Compared with the
masks predicted by other methods, our method can reduce the
occurrence of missed and false detections. In summary, the
method proposed in this paper achieves satisfactory results in
the automatic segmentation of breast ultrasound.
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Fig. 7. P-R curves and ROC curves of different methods on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4.

Fig. 8. The visualization of prediction mask of different methods on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4.

B. Comparison results on kidney ultrasound

Table 2 illustrates the quantitative evaluation results of kid-
ney ultrasound. As shown in Table 2, our method achieves the
best results on eight quantitative indicators. In Dataset 3, the
values of the eight quantitative indicators are 89.25%, 94.38%,
94.52%, 99.00%, 94.20%, 11.91, 0.43 and 3.48. Compared to
the second result, five indicators (Jaccard, Precision, Recall,
Specificity and Dice) of Dataset 3 are increased on average
by 0.6% and three indicators (HD, ASSD, ABD) are reduced
on average by 63.94%. In Dataset 4, the values of the eight
quantitative indicators are 84.97%, 91.85%, 92.13%, 98.92%,
91.29%, 25.59, 1.64 and 6.67. Compared to the second result,
five indicators (Jaccard, Precision, Recall, Specificity and
Dice) of Dataset 3 are increased on average by 1.79% and
three indicators (HD, ASSD, ABD) are reduced on average
by 45.68%. As shown in Table 2, the p-values (p < 0.05)
based on the t-test indicate that our method has a significant
improvement on these quantitative metrics. Fig. 7 presents
the P-R curve and ROC curve of these comparison methods
on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4. In terms of AUC metrics, our
method achieved the best results on two datasets. According
to the P-R curve and ROC curve, we can conclude that the
segmentation results of our proposed BAAF module on two
ultrasound datasets have a higher confidence level. Fig. 8
presents the visualized predicted masks of different methods
on kidney ultrasound. It can be seen from Fig. 8, similar
intensity distributions and confusing boundaries can cause
serious missed and false detections. Compared with the masks

predicted by other methods, our method can reduce the oc-
currence of missed and false detections, and its prediction
results are closest to the ground-true mask. In general, our
method achieves satisfactory performance in kidney ultrasound
segmentation tasks.

C. Comparison with the attention module
We presented comparative experiments with seven classical

attention modules on four ultrasound datasets to further discuss
the capabilities of the BAAF module. These attention networks
include scSE [23], CBAM [24], SK [21], HAAM [3], AGM
[38], SAM [39] and ECA [40]. Among them, scSE and

CBAM are two classic combinations of channel attention and
spatial attention. HAAM is the variant based on SK, which aim
to alleviate the impact of variable morphologies on network
performance. Although hybrid attention (such as CBAM and
scSE) achieved more competitive results on Dataset 1 and
Dataset 2, their advantages on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4 were
not significant. From the quantitative results presented in Table
3 and Table 4, it can be concluded that AGM, SAM and
ECA could not achieve satisfactory performance on medical
ultrasound segmentation tasks. It is worth noting that although
CBAM, scSE and SK obtained the best results on individual
indicators, their overall performance needs to be further im-
proved. In summary, the robustness of the proposed method
in this paper is further illustrated through comparison with
these state-of-the-art attention methods. Fig. 9 presents the
ROC curve of different attention modules on four ultrasound
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Table 3
The quantitative evaluation results (mean ± std) of different attention models on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2.

Dataset 1 Dataset 2

Methods Dice Jaccard Recall Specificity Precision Dice Jaccard Recall Specificity Precision

AGM 68.57±1.00 78.82±1.79 81.14±1.54 97.36±0.54 77.07±0.86 65.34±7.34 73.82±6.31 80.35±7.23 98.61±0.28 73.41±7.07
SAM 68.02±0.87 77.66±1.89 80.03±2.05 97.30±0.48 76.27±0.87 67.70±2.24 77.19±1.16 80.63±2.32 98.76±0.27 76.03±2.15
ECA 69.24±2.51 78.15±2.18 81.71±2.64 97.25±0.51 77.41±2.52 68.65±3.25 77.96±3.13 80.78±4.18 98.92±0.29 76.79±2.73

CBAM 69.71±1.98 79.14±1.50 82.02±2.93 97.31±0.63 78.23±1.91 71.04±2.44 80.68±1.61 83.97±4.16 98.92±0.23 79.35±0.86
scSE 69.95±2.25 79.26±1.74 81.70±3.82 97.39±0.51 78.16±2.38 70.24±1.57 79.97±4.14 82.81±3.66 98.86±0.23 78.79±2.28
SK 69.18±2.17 78.44±2.56 81.40±1.73 97.24±0.44 77.63±2.29 68.19±1.72 80.30±1.40 79.92±2.38 98.87±0.19 77.45±1.46

HAAM 69.00±2.33 78.43±3.37 80.93±2.09 97.14±0.60 77.42±2.19 68.40±4.65 78.15±3.01 81.41±3.78 98.81±0.22 77.22±4.05
Ours 70.67±2.34 78.79±1.68 83.64±2.56 97.47±0.59 79.05±2.24 72.68±2.15 80.37±3.17 84.49±2.36 98.96±0.28 80.85±1.48

Table 4
The quantitative evaluation results (mean ± std) of different attention models on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4.

Methods AGM SAM ECA CBAM scSE SK HAAM Ours

Dataset 3

Jaccard 86.35±1.59 87.49±0.74 88.33±1.07 88.09±0.42 88.75±0.66 88.04±0.48 88.02±1.08 89.25±0.61
Precision 92.47±2.36 92.81±1.61 93.64±1.50 93.29±1.47 94.04±1.05 93.44±1.90 93.67±1.89 94.38±1.51

Recall 93.26±0.72 94.22±1.04 94.28±0.76 94.37±1.07 94.30±0.71 94.20±1.40 93.92±1.21 94.52±1.10
Specificity 98.63±0.48 98.65±0.52 98.87±0.38 98.76±0.47 98.97±0.25 98.78±0.49 98.79±0.49 99.00±0.28

Dice 92.37±1.02 93.04±0.52 93.61±0.70 93.46±0.24 93.90±0.39 93.47±0.31 93.42±0.69 94.20±0.36
HD 13.02±2.24 22.55±6.31 18.81±5.57 16.60±1.03 16.08±5.14 19.35±3.09 33.78±17.82 11.91±1.72

ASSD 0.79±0.16 0.59±0.06 0.56±0.09 0.59±0.22 0.53±0.06 0.54±0.21 0.56±0.08 0.42±0.07
ABD 4.74±0.71 4.47±0.45 3.85±0.51 4.20±0.34 3.80±0.48 4.11±0.19 4.29±0.64 3.48±0.29

Dataset 4

Jaccard 77.01±1.83 82.09±2.20 83.48±1.38 83.33±1.61 83.66±1.26 83.82±1.02 83.44±1.23 84.97±1.25
Precision 85.43±1.96 88.83±2.59 90.91±0.99 90.83±1.51 90.75±0.68 90.35±0.58 91.01±0.64 91.85±0.47

Recall 89.04±2.26 91.92±0.97 91.33±1.24 91.54±0.44 91.98±1.17 92.40±1.12 91.51±0.83 92.13±1.01
Specificity 98.17±0.27 98.58±0.22 98.81±0.13 98.80±0.14 98.74±0.10 98.68±0.09 98.72±0.10 98.92±0.09

Dice 85.63±1.11 89.12±1.77 90.25±1.07 90.23±1.22 90.45±0.95 90.60±0.72 90.38±0.89 91.29±0.87
HD 38.50±8.98 50.66±2.81 38.72±5.20 44.22±10.08 29.57±6.82 36.70±4.11 57.41±2.13 25.59±4.88

ASSD 3.19±0.78 2.23±0.39 1.89±0.61 1.88±0.18 1.69±0.42 1.57±0.25 1.98±0.22 1.64±0.35
ABD 10.84±1.70 8.56±0.55 7.51±0.68 7.80±0.10 7.26±0.65 7.35±0.27 8.07±0.54 6.67±0.55

Fig. 9. The ROC curve of different attention modules on four medical ultrasound datasets.

datasets. Our method obtains the best AUC on four ultrasound
datasets, which indicates that the segmentation results of the
BAAF module have a higher confidence level than the other
attention modules.

D. Architecture ablation
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on four

ultrasound datasets to evaluate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed networks. In experiment, the original U-net with the
depth of 9 is as the baseline. Subsequently, we demonstrate
the performance of segmentation for the deeper U-net with
the depth of 15. Why the depth of U-net is set to 15 has
been described in detail in our existing work [25]. Then, the

parallel hybrid attention mechanism (PHAM) is added to the
deep U-net. Finally, we present the segmentation performance
after applying the attention adaptive framework (BAAF) to
the deeper U-net. Table 5 and Table 6 demonstrate the quan-
titative results of the different network components on the
four ultrasound datasets. As shown in Table 5 and Table 6,
increasing the depth of the network, introducing the PHAM
module and using the BAAF module can further improve the
segmentation accuracy of medical ultrasound images. Through
comparing ”Deep U-net” and ”Deep U-net + PHAM”, we can
conclude that the introduction of the attention mechanism can
enhance the attention to the region of interest and improve the
performance of the network in the ultrasound segmentation
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Table 5
The segmentation results (mean ± std) of different framework components on Dataset 1 and Dataset 2.

Dataset 1 Dataset 2

Methods Jaccard Precision Recall Specificity Dice Jaccard Precision Recall Specificity Dice

U-net 60.70±2.36 71.88±2.41 76.30±2.48 96.18±0.55 70.10±2.20 58.44±4.26 70.27±6.11 75.32±2.85 98.44±0.40 68.20±4.23
Deeper U-net 68.91±1.88 78.70±2.79 81.50±2.31 97.36±0.51 77.31±1.95 67.86±1.87 76.59±2.76 80.95±2.31 98.65±0.55 76.48±1.77

Deep U-net + PHAM 69.95±2.25 79.26±1.74 81.70±3.82 97.39±0.51 78.16±2.38 70.24±1.57 79.97±4.14 82.81±3.66 98.86±0.23 78.79±2.28
Deep U-net + BAAF (Ours) 70.67±2.34 78.79±1.68 83.64±2.56 97.47±0.59 79.05±2.24 72.68±2.15 80.37±3.17 84.49±2.36 98.96±0.28 80.85±1.48

Table 6
The segmentation results (mean ± std) of different framework components on Dataset 3 and Dataset 4.

Components Jaccard Precision Recall Specificity Dice HD ASSD ABD

Dataset 3

U-net 83.19±2.69 90.81±2.64 91.20±0.66 98.33±0.56 90.42±1.79 57.38±17.83 2.09±0.99 9.62±3.43
Deep U-net 88.22±0.77 93.81±1.69 93.97±1.02 98.83±0.45 93.55±0.50 18.84±3.07 0.58±0.03 4.12±0.43

Deep U-net + PHAM 88.75±0.66 94.04±1.05 94.30±0.71 98.97±0.25 93.90±0.39 16.08±5.14 0.53±0.06 3.80±0.48
Deep U-net + BAAF (Ours) 89.25±0.61 94.38±1.51 94.52±1.10 99.00±0.28 94.20±0.36 11.91±1.72 0.42±0.07 3.48±0.29

Dataset 4

U-net 71.34±0.88 82.58±1.00 84.58±0.96 97.75±0.05 82.03±0.70 104.93±13.90 5.82±0.66 19.01±1.57
Deep U-net 83.02±1.01 90.65±0.56 91.13±1.26 98.74±0.01 89.92±0.72 40.89±1.09 2.34±0.44 8.36±0.47

Deep U-net + PHAM 83.66±1.26 90.75±0.68 91.98±1.17 98.74±0.10 90.45±0.95 29.57±6.82 1.69±0.42 7.26±0.65
Deep U-net + BAAF (Ours) 84.97±1.25 91.85±0.47 92.13±1.01 98.92±0.09 91.29±0.87 25.59±4.88 1.64±0.35 6.67±0.55

Fig. 10. The prediction mask of different network components.

task. According to the results of ”Deep U-net + PHAM” and
”Deep U-net + BAAF (Ours)”, we can find that the BAAF
module can further help the network to capture more robust
object characteristics from the feature maps calibrated by the
PHAM module. The visualized results of the different network
components on the four datasets are displayed in Fig. 10. As
shown in Fig. 10, the introduction of different components
can make the predicted results closer to the ground-truth
mask. In addition, the miss-detection and false-detection in
the prediction results are further mitigated.

E. Limitations and future work

Although comparison and ablation experiments on four
ultrasound datasets have well proven the superiority of the
BAAF module for medical ultrasound segmentation tasks.
However, there are still some limitations of the study that need
to be noted. From the ablation experiments, it can be seen
that the introduction of the adaptive calibration mechanism
(ACM) can further improve the segmentation performance of
the network, but the mathematical evidence of the ACM’s
working mechanism is lacking. In addition, the prediction
results illustrated in Fig. 6, Fig. 8, and Fig. 10 show that our

method still needs to be optimized to reduce the occurrence
of missed and false detections. Therefore, there are several
aspects that can be further considered in future research
work: (1) enhancing the investigation of the interpretability
and mathematical proof of the method; and (2) refining the
feature adaptive selection mechanism further (such as: intra-
class adaptive and inter-class adaptive).

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a Benchmark Attention Adaptive
Framework (BAAF) to assist doctors in automatic segmenta-
tion of medical ultrasound. The parallel hybrid attention mod-
ule (PHAM) in BAAF can help the network to be calibrated
coarsely from spatial and channel dimensions. Subsequently,
the adaptive calibration mechanism (ACM) can further opti-
mize the ”what” and ”where” of PHAM focus to capture more
robust object characterizations. To verify the effectiveness of
the proposed method, we have conducted extensive compar-
isons with state-of-the-art segmentation methods on four ultra-
sound datasets, and the experimental results fully illustrate the
feasibility of our method. Overall, BAAF achieved satisfactory
results in the medical ultrasound segmentation task, which
provide a possibility for future clinically assisted diagnosis.
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