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A B S T R A C T

Medical image registration drives quantitative analysis across organs, modalities, and
patient populations. Recent deep learning methods often combine low-level “trend-
driven” computational blocks from computer vision, such as large-kernel CNNs, Trans-
formers, and state-space models, with high-level registration-specific designs like mo-
tion pyramids, correlation layers, and iterative refinement. Yet, their relative contri-
butions remain unclear and entangled. This raises a central question: should future
advances in registration focus on importing generic architectural trends or on refin-
ing domain-specific design principles? Through a modular framework spanning brain,
lung, cardiac, and abdominal registration, we systematically disentangle the influence
of these two paradigms. Our evaluation reveals that low-level “trend-driven” compu-
tational blocks offer only marginal or inconsistent gains, while high-level registration-
specific designs consistently deliver more accurate, smoother, and more robust defor-
mations. These domain priors significantly elevate the performance of a standard U-Net
baseline, far more than variants incorporating “trend-driven” blocks, achieving an aver-
age relative improvement of ∼ 3%. All models and experiments are released within a
transparent, modular benchmark that enables plug-and-play comparison for new archi-
tectures and registration tasks (https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg).
This dynamic and extensible platform establishes a common ground for reproducible
and fair evaluation, inviting the community to isolate genuine methodological contri-
butions from domain priors. Our findings advocate a shift in research emphasis: from
following architectural trends to embracing domain-specific design principles as the
true drivers of progress in learning-based medical image registration.
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1. Introduction
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Fig. 1: Registration-specific designs substantially enhance registration perfor-
mance (up to 45.7%) over the VoxelMorph (VXM) baseline across a wide range
of registration benchmarks covering multiple modalities and anatomies.

Medical image registration drives numerous clinical and re-
search applications by estimating spatial correspondences be-
tween scans from different timepoints, subjects, modalities, or
acquisitions (Jian et al., 2025; Avants et al., 2008; Pluim et al.,
2003). Accurate registration enables quantitative analysis, dis-
ease monitoring, and treatment planning (Im et al., 2025; Baheti
et al., 2021; Brock et al., 2017) across anatomies ranging from
the brain and lungs to the heart and abdomen (Risholm et al.,
2011; Reinhardt et al., 2008; Makela et al., 2002; Xu et al.,
2016). With the emergence of deep learning, deformable regis-
tration has shifted from hand-crafted similarity metrics and iter-
ative optimization to data-driven networks capable of learning
spatial transformations directly from image pairs (Balakrishnan
et al., 2019).

Despite impressive progress, a central question remains:
what truly drives progress in learning-based medical image reg-
istration? Recent research has pursued mainly two paths:

The first emphasizes the adoption of “trend-driven” compu-
tational blocks: modules imported from the broader computer
vision community, such as Vision Transformers (Dosovitskiy
et al., 2020), large-kernel CNNs (Ding et al., 2022), Vision
MLPs (Tolstikhin et al., 2021), and more recently, State Space
Models (Mamba) (Gu and Dao, 2024). These blocks are in-
troduced to capture long-range dependencies, expand receptive
fields, mix spatial tokens efficiently, or perform linear-time se-
quence modeling. However, these general-purpose blocks were
not developed specifically for the registration task.

The second revisits the incorporation of registration-specific
designs, often well-established in “traditional”, optimization-
based registration: principles developed decades ago to address
the geometric nature of image alignment. These designs include
dual-stream encoding to project images into a shared latent

space for matching, correlation layers to compute dense voxel-
wise similarities, multi-resolution pyramids to handle large dis-
placements, and iterative refinement to progressively improve
deformation fields (Rueckert and Aljabar, 1999; Brox et al.,
2004; Hosni et al., 2012).

In practice, most modern architectures combine both direc-
tions, resulting in intertwined contributions, raising the ques-
tion: are performance gains driven primarily by novel com-
putational blocks, or by classic, well-established registration-
oriented strategies? A glimpse of two related domains offers
compelling evidence. In medical image segmentation, nnU-
Net demonstrated that well-optimized CNN-based U-Nets con-
sistently outperform Transformer- or Mamba-based variants
across diverse benchmarks (Isensee et al., 2021, 2024), under-
scoring the power of task-aligned design over architectural nov-
elty. Likewise, in natural language processing, state-of-the-art
large language models (LLMs) have advanced through scaling
in parameter size and data size, while sharing the same domain-
grounded core principle: attention mechanism in Transform-
ers (Vaswani et al., 2017; Raschka, 2025). This parallel moti-
vates our central hypothesis: progress in medical image regis-
tration may depend more on registration-oriented priors than on
importing the latest architectural trends.

To investigate this hypothesis systematically, we develop a
modular framework that disentangles and quantifies the respec-
tive contributions of “trend-driven” and registration-specific
components. We evaluate methods across four representative
registration tasks, each posing a unique challenge (Figure 1): (i)
subtle anatomical alignment in brain MRI registration, (ii) large
displacement, sliding-boundaries in inhale-exhale lung CT reg-
istration, (iii) dynamic spatio-temporal deformation in cardiac
MRI registration, and (iv) large inter-organ shifts and intensity
mismatches in abdominal MRI-CT registration. This task di-
versity, together with both in-domain and out-of-domain (zero-
shot) evaluations, enables a holistic examination of model be-
havior across deformation scales, modalities, and clinical con-
texts. To ensure maximal fairness and transparency, all experi-
ments follow a unified unsupervised training setup with identi-
cal preprocessing and loss functions. This extends our previous
work (Jian et al., 2024), where weak supervision via Dice loss
on brain labels was used. While such supervision can encour-
age anatomically faithful alignment within a dataset, Jena et al.
(2024b); Liu et al. (2025) have shown that it does not translate
to robustness under domain shift, as networks may overfit to
dataset-specific label distribution. Furthermore, we expand be-
yond single-study evaluation by introducing an open, dynamic
benchmark that hosts all models, configurations, training and
evaluation processes. The benchmark enables plug-and-play
integration of new methods and tasks, fostering reproducible,
transparent, and fair comparisons across both in-domain and
zero-shot generalization settings.

Our key contributions are threefold:

• Modularized Disentanglement: A modular framework
that isolates and systematically evaluates the impact of
low-level “trend-driven” computation blocks versus high-
level registration-specific designs, enabling fine-grained
performance attribution.
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• Cross-Domain Empirical Analysis: Extensive experi-
ments across brain, lung, cardiac, and abdomen, covering
mono-modal and multi-modal settings, as well as both in-
domain and out-of-domain (zero-shot) testing, reveal that
domain-specific designs are the consistent drivers of accu-
racy, smoothness, and generalizability.

• Open, Extensible Benchmark: A public and extensible
benchmark with all code and results released at https://
github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg, establishing a
foundation for fair, reproducible, and continuously evolv-
ing registration research.

2. Related Work

2.1. Trend-driven Blocks Imported from Computer Vision

Architectural innovations from computer vision have been
increasingly adopted for deformable registration. These blocks
typically aim to capture long-range dependencies, enlarge re-
ceptive fields, or improve sequence modeling efficiency, often
by replacing the convolutional encoder in U-Net-style architec-
tures.

2.1.1. Transformers and MLP-based Models
The Vision Transformer (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020) rep-

resents images as sequences of patches and models global con-
text via self-attention. Early studies (Chen et al., 2021; Mok and
Chung, 2022) incorporated ViT for medical image registration,
motivated by its ability to capture long-range dependencies and
address large displacements. However, the quadratic compu-
tational cost of global attention limits the direct use of ViT in
volumetric settings. To mitigate this, the Swin Transformer (Liu
et al., 2021), which computes attention within shifted, localized
windows, has been widely adopted. Chen et al. (2022) proposed
TransMorph, where the Swin Transformer encoder replaces the
convolutional encoder, improving the volumetric registration
capacity. Later extensions introduced cross-attention between
source and target features or across multiple scales (Song et al.,
2022; Shi et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023; Ghahremani et al.,
2024). Beyond attention-based models, Tolstikhin et al. (2021)
proposed MLP-Mixer for spatial and channel mixing of image
patches, reaching effective global context as well. Building on
this, Meng et al. (2024) adapted MLPs to capture global depen-
dencies in registration. While promising, these methods’ archi-
tectural designs often incorporate registration-specific compo-
nents like multi-resolution pyramids or correlation layers, mak-
ing it difficult to isolate the precise contribution of the attention
or MLP mechanism alone.

2.1.2. Convolutional Variants
VoxelMorph (Balakrishnan et al., 2019) established the con-

volutional U-Net (Ronneberger et al., 2015) as a widely used
baseline for learning-based registration. Building on this, re-
searchers have explored variations beyond the standard 3 × 3
convolutional operator. Miao et al. (2018) employed dilated
convolutions (Yu and Koltun, 2015) to expand the receptive
field without increasing parameters in registration networks,

while Jia et al. (2022) used large-kernel convolutions (Ding
et al., 2022) to approximate long-range dependencies similar to
Transformer-based networks. Moreover, Huang et al. (2024)
utilized deformable convolutions (Dai et al., 2017) to allow
adaptive kernel shapes for more flexible feature extraction dur-
ing registration, while Cheng et al. (2025); Zheng et al. (2024)
adjusted kernel weights to adapt to anatomical or modality-
specific variations. While these approaches enhance the con-
volutional paradigm, they raise the question of how these incre-
mental improvements to the backbone compare to the impact of
higher-level architectural designs.

2.1.3. State-Space Models (Mamba)
Mamba (Gu and Dao, 2024) is a selective state-space model

(SSM) that enables dynamic selectivity in sequential modeling.
Its hardware-aware algorithm allows nearly linear complexity
with respect to sequence length. Guo et al. (2024) introduced
MambaMorph by substituting CNNs with Mamba blocks in
the VoxelMorph’s encoder, and subsequent works (Hu et al.,
2024; Wen et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024, 2025b; Xu et al.,
2025; Xue et al., 2025) explore Mamba for brain MRI, lung
CT, and Abdomen CT registration. These studies posit that
the efficient modeling of long-range dependencies by Mamba
improves the registration results. However, the benefits usu-
ally come together with registration-specific designs like image
pyramid, leaving the true benefit of Mamba for registration as
an open question. A recent revisiting study on nnU-Net (Isensee
et al., 2024) reported that replacing convolution with Mamba
layers (Ma et al., 2024a) did not affect segmentation perfor-
mance. The reported gains primarily stemmed from residual
connections in the U-Net encoder.

2.1.4. Other Imported Paradigms
Beyond backbones, several other advanced techniques have

been adapted for registration. Wolterink et al. (2022);
Van Harten et al. (2023); van Harten et al. (2024); Sideri-
Lampretsa et al. (2024) adopted Implicit Neural Representa-
tions (INRs) (Sitzmann et al., 2020) to parametrize flow fields
with coordinate-based MLPs, while Xu et al. (2021); Wu et al.
(2022) add NeuralODE (Chen et al., 2018) on top to integrate
the velocity field and achieve smoother and more accurate de-
formations. Besides, Kim et al. (2022); Qin and Li (2023) ex-
ploit the latent features learned in the Diffusion-based gener-
ative models to further refine the registration. Together, these
methods illustrate the breadth of paradigms imported from
computer vision into registration, even though their specific
contributions are often intertwined with domain-specific adap-
tations.

2.2. Registration-specific Architectural Design

In parallel to trend-driven imports, registration-specific de-
signs explicitly encode domain knowledge about the image
alignment task itself. These strategies build primarily on prin-
ciples established in classical registration and optical flow esti-
mation methods, and have been widely inherited and extended
in deep learning frameworks.

https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg
https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg
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2.2.1. Dual-stream/Siamese Encoders
Instead of concatenating the source and target images at the

input, dual-stream encoders process them independently with
shared or separate weights. This design is common in opti-
cal flow networks (Sun et al., 2018; Teed and Deng, 2020) and
has been adapted in registration frameworks such as Pan et al.
(2021); Meng et al. (2022); Shi et al. (2022); Pan et al. (2024).
It encourages the extraction of feature representations that re-
main discriminative within each image but comparable across
images, thereby facilitating explicit correspondence matching,
as in traditional feature-based image matching methods (Lowe,
2004; Bay et al., 2006).

2.2.2. Motion Pyramid and Warping
Coarse-to-fine refinement is a classical paradigm in regis-

tration (Rueckert and Aljabar, 1999; Avants et al., 2008; Ver-
cauteren et al., 2009). Deformable image registration is in-
herently a high-dimensional, nonlinear, and non-convex opti-
mization problem, often leading to ill-conditioning and suscep-
tibility to local minima. Multi-resolution optimization miti-
gates these challenges by gradually increasing spatial resolu-
tion, analogous to simulated annealing or scale-space optimiza-
tion, which improves convergence to better optima (Jena et al.,
2024a). Deep learning counterparts adopt hierarchical pyra-
mids of images or features: deformations are first estimated
at coarse resolution to capture global motion, and then pro-
gressively refined at finer scales using warped features or im-
ages from the previous stage (Mok and Chung, 2020b; Kang
et al., 2022; Lv et al., 2022; Meng et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2023).
This design is particularly effective for capturing large displace-
ments.

2.2.3. Correlation Layers / Cost Volumes
Correlation volumes, long established in optical flow es-

timation (Brox et al., 2004; Hosni et al., 2012; Dosovitskiy
et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2018; Teed and Deng, 2020), have been
adapted for solving voxel-wise correspondence in registration.
Heinrich (2019) approximated cost volumes via localized MSE,
while later works (Wang et al., 2023b; Liu et al., 2024b; Jian
et al., 2024) directly compute inner products between features
within search windows. Correlation is often paired with dual-
stream encoders, enabling explicit voxel-wise comparison be-
tween target and source features rather than relying on implicit
fusion.

2.2.4. Iterative/Recursive Refinement
Complementing the multi-scale approach, iterative refine-

ment improves alignment by applying recursive updates at
a fixed resolution. Inspired by recurrent updates in optical
flow (Teed and Deng, 2020), this strategy iteratively refines the
deformation by repeatedly feeding the currently warped image
or features back into a refinement network or a decoder block to
predict incremental updates (Zhao et al., 2019; Jia et al., 2021;
Ma et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2024b). This pro-
cess progressively corrects residual misalignment at the same
scale, and conceptually approximates velocity integration tech-
niques such as scaling-and-squaring, often yielding smoother

and more accurate deformations than a single, one-shot predic-
tion.

2.2.5. Other Task-specific Strategies
Other strategies aim to enforce deformation plausibility and

consistency. Symmetric registration (Avants et al., 2008; Mok
and Chung, 2020a) jointly deforms both images to a mid-
space, while inverse consistency can be enforced either by con-
struction (Greer et al., 2023; Honkamaa and Marttinen, 2023)
or by extra constraints (Kim et al., 2021; Greer et al., 2021;
Van Harten et al., 2023; Tian et al., 2023; Reithmeir et al.,
2025). Parametric formulations based on splines (Qiu et al.;
Wang et al., 2023a) or Gaussian primitives (Li et al., 2025;
Tian et al., 2025) further provide smooth, compact, and effi-
cient parameterizations of the deformation field. Collectively,
these strategies illustrate the diversity of task-specific solutions
developed to improve alignment quality and regularity.

2.3. Registration Benchmarks
Public registration challenges have played an essential role

in advancing the field by providing standardized datasets, tasks,
and evaluation protocols across anatomies and modalities. No-
table examples, including EMPIRE10 (Murphy et al., 2011),
Learn2Reg (Hering et al., 2022; Hansen et al., 2025), Re-
MIND2Reg (Dorent et al., 2025), and LUMIR (Chen et al.,
2025a) cover anatomies including brain, lung, chest, and ab-
domen, and modalities including MRI, CT, and Ultrasound.
These benchmarks offer a clear snapshot of the state-of-the-art
on difficult clinical problems and have fostered rapid method-
ological innovation. At the same time, the primary goal of chal-
lenge participation is to maximize leaderboard performance. To
achieve this, competing solutions often integrate a range of ar-
chitectural choices, supervision schemes, and training strategies
into complex pipelines. While effective, this makes it difficult to
attribute performance gains to specific design components, ob-
scuring the individual contributions of trend-driven modules or
registration-specific elements. This observation motivates our
study: rather than evaluating holistic solutions, we propose a
modular framework that isolates and quantifies the effects of
different architectural components under identical experimental
setups. In doing so, we aim to provide a clearer understanding
of which design choices truly drive performance in deformable
registration.

3. Methodology

3.1. Preliminaries
Let It, Is : Ω → R be the target (or fixed) and source (or

moving) images, respectively, defined over a spatial domain
Ω ⊂ Rd, where the dimension d ∈ N is typically 2 or 3. De-
formable image registration aims to find a dense deformation
field ϕ : Ω → Ω that establishes a spatial correspondence be-
tween the two images.

In a deep learning-based framework, this is achieved by train-
ing a neural network Φ, parametrized by weights θ, to predict
the deformation field from the input image pair:

ϕ = Φθ(It, Is). (1)
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In this work, we adopt the common backward (or pullback or
Euler coordinates) convention: ϕ maps each coordinate x ∈ Ω
in the target image’s space to its corresponding coordinate in
the source image’s space. The source image is then warped ac-
cording to this field to align with the target. The warped source
(or moved) image Im is defined as:

Im(x) = (Is ◦ ϕ)(x) := Is(ϕ(x)). (2)

Equivalently, the deformation field can be parametrized via an

additive displacement field u : Ω → Rd, ϕ(x) = x + u(x). The
objective is to find a ϕ such that the moved image Im is similar
to the target It, i.e., It ≈ Is ◦ ϕ.

To optimize the network parameters θ, a loss function L is
minimized via gradient descent. This loss typically consists of
two main components:

L(ϕ, It, Is) = Lsim(It, Is ◦ ϕ) + λLreg(ϕ). (3)

The first term, Lsim, quantifies the dissimilarity between the
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target image and the warped source (moved) image. Its choice
depends on the imaging modalities; common examples include
Mean Squared Error (MSE) or Localized Normalized Cross-
Correlation (LNCC) for mono-modal registration, and Mutual
Information (MI) or MIND-SSC for multi-modal cases.

The second term, Lreg, is a regularization penalty imposed
on the deformation field ϕ or the displacement field u. This
term ensures the transformation is smooth and physically plau-
sible, penalizes unrealistic distortions such as tears or fold-
ings. Common regularizers are Diffusion (first-order smooth-
ness), Bending energy (second-order smoothness), and a direct
penalty on non-positive Jacobian determinants. The hyperpa-
rameter λ controls the trade-off between image similarity and
deformation regularity.

While additional supervision can be incorporated using an-
notations like segmentation labels, this work focuses on unsu-
pervised training, where the optimization is driven purely by
information from the image intensities.

3.2. Baseline
Our reference model is the canonical U-Net-based architec-

ture introduced by VoxelMorph (Balakrishnan et al., 2019),
a fully-convolutional encoder-decoder network with skip con-
nections. Conceptually, this architecture operates as a single-
stream model where the target and source images, It and Is, are
concatenated and fed into the network as a single tensor. The
encoder progressively extracts hierarchical features using a se-
ries of standard 3×3 convolutional blocks, and the decoder up-
samples and refines these features to predict a final voxel-wise
displacement field u. This displacement defines the dense de-
formation field via ϕ(x) = x + u(x), which is then used to warp
the source image.

This simple yet powerful CNN-based U-Net serves as our
baseline framework. It enables systematic integration of both
trend-driven computational blocks (e.g., Vision Transformers,
Mamba) and registration-specific designs (e.g., dual-stream im-
age encoder, motion pyramid, correlation layers). All subse-
quent variants are derived by modular substitution or extension
of this baseline.

3.3. Modular Framework
To disentangle the contributions of computational novelty

versus registration-specific design, we adopt a modular evalua-
tion strategy. Each candidate block is integrated into the base-
line U-Net in isolation or in controlled combinations, while all
other components (loss functions, training datasets, hyperpa-
rameters, and random seeds) are held fixed.

Formally, let Mbase denote the baseline U-Net registra-
tion model (VoxelMorph). A trend-driven block Btrend or a
registration-specific block Breg can be substituted into the base-
line to yield a new variant:

M =Mbase ⊕ B1 ⊕ B2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Bn,

where each Bi ∈ {Btrend,Breg} represents a specific architec-
tural component, and ⊕ denotes modular replacement or aug-
mentation. By progressively stacking blocks from either cate-
gory, we can measure both marginal contributions (the effect of

each block individually) and interaction effects (when multiple
blocks are combined).

This modular logic yields a factorial comparison design, en-
abling fair and transparent attribution of performance gains
to specific architectural choices. Importantly, every variant
is trained and evaluated under identical conditions, ensuring
that observed differences reflect only the architectural modifi-
cations.

3.4. Trend-driven Computational Blocks
Recent advances in computer vision have introduced a series

of architectural building blocks designed to expand receptive
fields, capture long-range dependencies, or improve sequence
modeling efficiency. To assess their impact on deformable reg-
istration, we replace the encoder blocks of the baseline U-Net
(VoxelMorph) with the following variants.

Vision Transformer (TransMorph). To capture global depen-
dencies, TransMorph (Chen et al., 2022) replaces the convolu-
tional encoder with Swin Transformer blocks. The Swin Trans-
former divides images into non-overlapping patches, similar to
the standard Vision Transformer, but restricts self-attention to
localized, shifted windows. This design efficiently models both
local and global context, while avoiding the quadratic complex-
ity of full attention. The decoder remains convolutional for
comparability. This variant is denoted as TM.

Large-Kernel Convolution (LKU-Net). Larger convolutional
kernels can approximate long-range dependencies (Ding et al.,
2022). LKU-Net (Jia et al., 2022) augments each encoder block
with a parallel 5 × 5 convolution branch, effectively enlarging
the receptive field while retaining the efficiency of convolutions.
This variant is denoted as LKU.

Mamba Encoder. Mamba (Gu and Dao, 2024) is a state-
space model (SSM) with a hardware-optimized selective scan-
ning mechanism for efficient sequence modeling. Mam-
baMorph (Guo et al., 2024) first introduced it for deformable
registration to handle long-range dependencies more efficiently.
We evaluate two integration strategies:

• Mam-VXM: Replaces the convolutional encoder of Vox-
elMorph with stacked Mamba blocks, while retaining the
original decoder.

• Mam-TM: Replaces the Swin Transformer blocks in
TransMorph with Mamba blocks. Patch embedding, posi-
tional encodings, and MLP layers are retained to preserve
the patch-based formulation.

These two settings allow us to disentangle the role of Mamba
within convolutional and transformer-style encoders.

3.5. Registration-specific Design Blocks
Beyond generic trend-driven blocks, several architectural

strategies have been proposed specifically for deformable reg-
istration. These strategies encode domain knowledge, such
as coarse-to-fine refinement, explicit feature correspondences
via correlation, or iterative updates, and are well-established in
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“traditional” registration. We integrate the following four com-
ponents into our modular framework:

To formalize composition, let ϕ1, ϕ2 : Ω→ Ω be deformation
fields. Their composition is

(ϕ1 ◦ ϕ2)(x) = ϕ2(ϕ1(x)), (4)

corresponding to applying ϕ1 first and then ϕ2. In terms of dis-
placement fields u1, u2, this becomes

(u1 ◦ u2)(x) = u1(x) + u2(x + u1(x)). (5)

Dual-Stream Encoders. Instead of concatenating the target
and source images, a shared-weight encoder E extracts a multi-
scale feature pyramid from the source and target images inde-
pendently:

{ f ℓt }
L
ℓ=0 = E(It), { f ℓs }

L
ℓ=0 = E(Is). (6)

where f ℓt , f ℓs ∈ RHℓ×Wℓ×Dℓ×Cℓ denotes the feature map at reso-
lution level ℓ, with spatial size (Hℓ,Wℓ[,Dℓ]) and channel di-
mension Cℓ, where Dℓ is present only in 3D cases. Level ℓ
corresponds to scale 2−ℓ resolution relative to the original im-
age. This independent encoding encourages discriminative yet
comparable features for subsequent matching. Denoted as D.

Motion Pyramid and Warping. To capture large deformations,
we adopt a coarse-to-fine motion pyramid. At the coarsest level
ℓ = L, the decoder predicts ϕL. For each finer level ℓ, the flow
from level ℓ + 1 is upsampled and upscaled:

ϕ̃ℓ+1 = 2 · Up(ϕℓ+1). (7)

The decoder Φℓ then predicts a residual update

∆ϕℓ = Φℓ
(

f ℓt , f ℓs ◦ ϕ̃
ℓ+1
)
, (8)

and the flow is refined as

ϕℓ = ϕ̃ℓ+1 ◦ ∆ϕℓ. (9)

This component is denoted as PW.

Correlation Layers. To explicitly establish voxel-wise corre-
spondences, we compute local correlations between features at
level ℓ. Let

f ℓt , f ℓs ∈ RHℓ×Wℓ×Dℓ×Cℓ (10)

be the target and source feature maps. For each voxel x ∈ Ωℓ,
the correlation is defined within a local neighborhood Nr(x) =
{y ∈ Ωℓ : ∥y − x∥∞ ≤ r} of radius r as

Cℓ(x, y) =
1

Cℓ
f ℓt (x)⊤ f ℓs (y), y ∈ Nr(x). (11)

The resulting correlation volume has shape Hℓ×Wℓ[×Dℓ]×(2r+
1)d, where d ∈ {2, 3} is the spatial dimension. This module is
denoted as C.

Iterative Refinement. Instead of estimating the full deforma-
tion field in a single forward pass, we employ iterative refine-
ment at each level. Let Φℓ denote the decoder at level ℓ. At

iteration k, given the current estimate ϕℓ(k), Φ
ℓ predicts an incre-

mental update

∆ϕℓ(k) = Φ
ℓ
(

f ℓt , f ℓs ◦ ϕ
ℓ
(k)

)
, (12)

and the field is updated by composition

ϕℓ(k+1) = ϕ
ℓ
(k) ◦ ∆ϕ

ℓ
(k). (13)

Starting from ϕℓ(0) = ϕ̃
ℓ+1 = Up(ϕℓ+1) · 2, this recursive refine-

ment progressively improves alignment. Conceptually, the pro-
cedure approximates the integration of an underlying velocity
field, yielding smoother deformations. Denoted as I.

Modular Integration. Each of the above registration-specific
components (D, PW, C, I) can be integrated into the baseline
independently or in combination. As shown in Figure 2, within
our framework, these modules are incrementally added on top
of the baseline encoder-decoder, enabling systematic quantifi-
cation of their individual contributions as well as their syner-
gistic effects.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets and Tasks
We evaluate across four representative deformable registra-

tion tasks covering diverse anatomies, modalities, and motion
patterns: (1) cross-sectional brain MRI registration, (2) lon-
gitudinal lung CT registration, (3) temporal cardiac MRI 2D
registration, and (4) intra-subject abdominal MRI–CT registra-
tion. This diversity allows us to assess both trend-driven and
registration-specific designs under heterogeneous imaging and
anatomical conditions.

4.1.1. Cross-sectional Brain MRI Registration
This task targets mono-modal brain MRI alignment across

different subjects. We use the LUMIR challenge dataset Chen
et al. (2025a) as the primary training data, taking the first 500
scans for training from 3384 subjects. Evaluation is conducted
on the 30 leaderboard validation subjects, which include 10
in-domain, 10 out-of-domain with landmark annotations, and
10 out-of-domain high-field MRI scans with manual segmen-
tations, resulting in 27 validation pairs. To test generaliza-
tion, we further perform zero-shot evaluation on OASIS Mar-
cus et al. (2007) (84 scans), ADNI Jack Jr et al. (2008) (43),
IXI1 (115), LPBA Shattuck et al. (2008) (40), and Mindbog-
gle Klein et al. (2005) (100) datasets, each with 200 randomly
sampled test pairs following Jian et al. (2024). All scans are in
1 mm isotropic spacing and with image size 160×192×224. In-
tensities are min–max normalized between the 0th and 99.99th
percentiles without clipping. Training uses the Local Normal-
ized Cross-Correlation (LNCC) loss with window size 9 and a
regularization weight λ = 0.5. The batch size is set to 1, with
100 epochs of 250 iterations each. Left–right flipping (p = 0.5)
is applied as data augmentation.

1https://brain-development.org/ixi-dataset/

https://brain-development.org/ixi-dataset/
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4.1.2. Longitudinal Lung CT Registration
We evaluate intra-patient registration between inspiration and

expiration phases using the NLST dataset from the Learn2Reg
challenge (Clark et al. (2013); Hering et al. (2022)). The
dataset provides paired CT scans, lung masks, and anatomi-
cal keypoints. We split the data into 110/50/50 pairs for train-
ing, validation, and testing. For zero-shot evaluation, we use
the Lung250M-4B dataset (Falta et al. (2023)), consisting of
17 pairs from the validation and test sets (excluding overlap
with the NLST dataset) with landmark annotations. All im-
ages in the NLST dataset are in 1.5 mm isotropic spacing and
with image size 224 × 192 × 224. Because voxel spacing in
Lung250M-4B varies, we resize the images to an identical im-
age size 224 × 192 × 224. Therefore, we report Target Regis-
tration Error (TRE) in millimeters for the NLST dataset and in
voxel units for the resampled Lung250M-4B dataset. Intensi-
ties are clipped to the Hounsfield Unit (HU) range of [–1000,
500] and normalized to [0, 1]. The LNCC loss (window size =
9) is used with a regularization weight λ = 1.0. Training uses
a batch size of 1 for 200 epochs (80 iterations per epoch) and
left–right flipping (p = 0.5) augmentation.

4.1.3. Temporal Cardiac MRI 2D Registration
This task evaluates short-axis cardiac motion between end-

diastole (ED) and end-systole (ES) frames. We use the ACDC
dataset (Bernard et al. (2018)) for training and in-domain test-
ing and the M&Ms (Multi-Centre, Multi-Vendor & Multi-
Disease) dataset (Campello et al. (2021)) for zero-shot test-
ing. Both datasets include segmentations of the left ventri-
cle (LV), right ventricle (RV), and myocardium (MYO). The
ACDC dataset is split into 80/20/50 subjects for training, vali-
dation, and testing, corresponding to 506/190/194 slices, while
the M&Ms dataset contains 1859 slices from six centers across
three countries. Because of thick-slice acquisitions (5–10 mm)
along the cardiac long-axis, registration is performed in 2D
slices. Slices are cropped to the cardiac region of interest based
on segmentation masks, resulting in an image size 128×128. In-
tensities are min-max normalized to [0, 1] per slice. The Mean
Squared Error (MSE) loss is used with a regularization weight
λ = 0.05. Each iteration processes all 2D slices from one 3D
volume as a batch. Training runs for 200 epochs with 80 iter-
ations per epoch, with random horizontal and vertical flipping
for augmentation.

4.1.4. Intra-subject Abdomen MRI-CT Registration
We use the abdominal MRI–CT pairs from the Learn2Reg

challenge (Hering et al. (2022)), comprising 16 intra-patient
cases. Eight pairs include manual annotations of the spleen,
liver, and kidneys, which serve as the test set. The remaining
eight pairs are segmented using TotalSegmentator (Wasserthal
et al. (2023)), and used for training. To remove coarse misalign-
ment and focus on deformable correspondence, we perform an
initial rigid translation alignment using organ centroid coordi-
nates. All volumes are in 2 mm isotropic spacing and with im-
age size 192×160×192. MRI intensities are min–max normal-
ized between the 0th and 99.99th percentiles, while CT inten-
sities are clipped to the HU range [–450, 450] and normalized

to [0, 1]. The Modality Independent Neighborhood Descriptor
(MIND) loss (Heinrich et al. (2013)) is used with radius = 2,
dilation = 2, and a regularization rate λ = 1.0. Training uses
batch size 1, 200 epochs (8 iterations per epoch), and left–right
flipping (p = 0.5) as augmentation.

4.2. Modular Framework and Architectural Configurations

To ensure a fair comparison, all tested architectures adhere to
two universal design principles. First, all models predict final
displacement fields at half-resolution, which are then upsam-
pled to the full image grid for warping. Second, all models
share a standardized output layer, the Flow Convolution: a ker-
nel size 3 convolution with stride 1, output channels equal to
the spatial dimension, weight initializationN(0, 10−5), and zero
bias.

4.2.1. Low-level Computational Blocks
The baseline model is VoxelMorph (VXM) (Balakrishnan

et al. (2019)), implemented as a vanilla U-Net (Ronneberger
et al. (2015)) with convolutional downsampling and transposed-
convolution upsampling layers following Jian et al. (2024). The
encoder and decoder channel numbers are set to [16, 32, 64,
96, 128] and [128, 96, 64, 32], respectively, followed by two
remaining convolutional layers (32 channels) before the Flow
Convolution layer that predicts the displacement field.

We then replace the convolutional encoder of the baseline
with various computational backbones while keeping all other
components identical: - Mam-VXM: substitutes the CNN en-
coder with Mamba (Gu and Dao (2024) blocks), while pre-
serving the VXM decoder. - TransMorph (TM) (Chen et al.
(2022)): replaces the convolutional encoder with a Swin Trans-
former encoder. The original implementation2 (embedding di-
mension 96) is used. - Mam-TM: identical to TransMorph ex-
cept that Swin Transformer blocks are replaced with Mamba
blocks. - LKU-Net (Jia et al. (2022)): adds parallel large-kernel
convolutions (k = 5) to enlarge the receptive field. The original
implementation3 (initial feature channel 16) is used.

4.2.2. High-level Registration-specific Designs
We build all variants on top of the canonical VXM backbone

to isolate the effect of each registration-specific design compo-
nent. The following modules are incrementally added:

Dual-stream Encoder (D). Instead of concatenating source and
target images at the input, two parallel encoders with halved
feature channels as VXM and shared weights, process them in-
dependently. The resulting feature pyramids are concatenated
at each level before decoding. The pyramids consist of features
at resolutions [1/16, 1/8, 1/4, 1/2].

2https://github.com/junyuchen245/TransMorph_Transformer_
for_Medical_Image_Registration

3https://github.com/xi-jia/LKU-Net

https://github.com/junyuchen245/TransMorph_Transformer_for_Medical_Image_Registration
https://github.com/junyuchen245/TransMorph_Transformer_for_Medical_Image_Registration
https://github.com/xi-jia/LKU-Net
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Motion Pyramid and Warping (P). A hierarchical motion esti-
mation scheme is introduced, producing deformation fields at
multiple resolutions (1/16, 1/8, 1/4, 1/2). The remaining 2 con-
volution layers are removed, and the Flow Convolution is added
at each level ℓ to predict the multi-scale flow fields ϕℓ. The
low-resolution flow is upsampled and used to warp the moving
feature map before the next refinement stage.

Correlation Volume (C). A localized correlation layer com-
putes the inner product between source and target features
within a local search window, forming a correlation volume.
The target features serve as the context and are concatenated
with the correlation volume, which together are passed to the
decoder to enhance voxel-wise feature correspondence without
explicit supervision. The search window of the correlation layer
at each resolution level is set using a radius of r = 1 for sim-
plicity and efficiency.

Iterative Refinement (I). Iterative refinement applies recursive
updates to the deformation field at a fixed resolution. The cur-
rently warped features are fed back into the decoder for an ad-
ditional refinement pass. We set n = 2 iterations at 1/4 and 1/2
resolutions following Jian et al. (2024).

We intentionally use a consistent set of hyperparameters
across all model variants rather than performing exhaustive,
per-model tuning. The goal of this study is a ceteris paribus
(all other things being equal) comparison to isolate the impact
of architectural choices, not to find the peak performance of
each individual configuration. This ensures that any observed
performance differences are attributable to the components be-
ing tested.

4.3. Training Protocol
All models are trained in a fully unsupervised manner using

the training lossL = Lsim+λLreg. We use the diffusion regular-
izer on the spatial gradients of the displacement Lreg = ∥∇u∥2
as the smoothness regularization, and select Lsim and λ based
on the modality and task.

Pyramidal Training Loss. For architectures containing motion
pyramids, we compute losses at each resolution level ℓ and
weight them proportionally to the scale:

Lpyramid =
∑
ℓ

2−ℓ
(
Lsim(Iℓt , I

ℓ
s ◦ ϕ

ℓ) + λLreg(ϕℓ)
)
, (14)

where downsampled images Iℓt and Iℓs are obtained by average
pooling.

Optimization and Fairness. All experiments use the Adam op-
timizer with an initial learning rate of 10−4 and an exponential
decay rate of 0.996. The random seed for both training and
testing is fixed at 2023, ensuring that each method is trained
on exactly the same randomly sampled image pairs per itera-
tion. A bidirectional training strategy is adopted. Each train-
ing iteration performs both forward (Is → It) and backward
(It → Is) registrations, with the total loss averaged across di-
rections. This setting guarantees a fair, controlled comparison
among all model variants.

Table 1: Architectural profiles of the evaluated methods. We report the number
of trainable parameters (Params, in millions), floating-point operations (FLOPs,
in GB), peak GPU memory usage during training (Max. Mem Train, in GB),
and inference runtime per image pair (Runtime Infer, in seconds). All values
are measured on images of size 160 × 192 × 224.

Params FLOPs Max.Mem Runtime
(M) (GB) Train (GB) Infer (s)

VXM 2.64 470 6.23 0.17
Mam-VXM 2.38 462 8.56 0.09
TM 46.56 612 10.24 0.20
Mam-TM 46.77 590 8.02 0.06
LKU 2.07 263 5.12 0.13

Dual 1.92 433 5.13 0.28
DWP 1.89 339 5.07 0.25
DWCP 1.71 352 5.35 0.31
DWCPI 1.71 646 5.35 0.50

4.4. Evaluation Protocol

We assess each model in terms of registration accuracy, de-
formation plausibility, and computational efficiency (Rohlfing
(2011)).

Registration Accuracy. We compute: (1) Dice similarity coeffi-
cient (DSC, %), (2) 95th percentile Hausdorff distance (HD95),
(3) average symmetric surface distance (ASSD), (4) normal-
ized surface dice (NSD), and (5) target registration error (TRE)
for keypoint annotations. Labels and keypoints are used exclu-
sively for evaluation and not during training.

Deformation Smoothness. We quantify the regularity of the de-
formation fields using: (1) the standard deviation of the log-
Jacobian determinant (SDlogJ) (Leow et al. (2007)), and (2) the
ratio of non-diffeomorphic voxels (NDV) (Liu et al. (2024a)).
Lower values indicate smoother and more physically plausible
transformations.

Qualitative Visualization. For qualitative comparison, we visu-
alize: (1) target and warped source contours, (2) intensity dif-
ference maps for mono-modal registration, and (3) deformation
grids. This allows visual assessment of alignment quality and
the smoothness of local displacements.

Model Efficiency Profiling. To decouple accuracy gains from
increased computational cost, we report for each method: (1)
number of trainable parameters (Params, M), (2) number of
floating-point operations (FLOPs, GB), (3) maximum GPU
memory during training and inference (GB)

4.5. Implementation Details

All experiments are implemented in PyTorch 2.2 with
CUDA 12.1 and trained using mixed precision. Training and
inference are performed on NVIDIA A100 GPUs (40 GB mem-
ory). Each experiment is executed under the same environment,
and all random seeds and preprocessing parameters are fixed to
ensure full reproducibility.
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We release all model configurations, training scripts,
and evaluation code at https://github.com/BailiangJ/
rethink-reg to facilitate transparent benchmarking.

5. Results

5.1. Cross-sectional Brain MRI Registration

Table 2 and Table 3 summarize the quantitative registration
performance across six independent brain MRI datasets. Con-
sistent with our previous findings in Jian et al. (2024), even un-
der an unsupervised training setup, trend-driven computational
blocks, such as Mamba and large-kernel convolution, yield only
marginal accuracy gains, or even slight degradation, over the
VXM baseline. In contrast, high-level registration-specific de-
signs yield substantially stronger and more consistent improve-
ments across all datasets.

Among these designs, the dual-stream encoder (D) yields a
modest Dice decrease, possibly due to its halved feature ca-
pacity. Introducing the motion pyramid and warping (WP)
markedly boosts accuracy (e.g., +3-4% DSC on LPBA) via
coarse-to-fine refinement. Correlation volumes (C) further
strengthen voxel-wise correspondence (+0.5-1% DSC) and im-
prove deformation plausibility, reflected by reduced SDlog J
and NDV.

Iterative refinement (I) provides a final nudge (e.g., +0.1-
0.3% DSC on OASIS and ADNI), indicating that recursive up-
dates help capture subtle anatomical variations. However, this
refinement occasionally increases SDlogJ, as observed on OA-
SIS, suggesting slightly less consistent local smoothness de-
spite fewer foldings (NDV≈0).

The qualitative visualizations in Figure 3 further corrobo-
rate these trends: incorporating registration-specific compo-
nents cumulatively improves spatial alignment and yields more
anatomically plausible deformations.

5.2. Longitudinal Lung CT Registration

Table 4 summarizes the results for intra-subject lung regis-
tration on the NLST test set and the zero-shot Lung250M-4B
dataset. Overall, the results exhibit consistent trends across
both in-domain and out-of-distribution (OOD) evaluations.
Compared to the baseline CNN-based VoxelMorph (VXM),
Transformer- and Mamba-based models achieve marginally im-
proved alignment accuracy on the NLST test set, suggesting
that their ability to capture long-range dependencies can better
accommodate large respiratory motions. However, these gains
are modest and come at a substantially higher computational
cost. As illustrated in Figure 5, registration-specific designs
(DWP, DWCP, DWCPI) consistently achieve markedly lower
75th percentile in the cumulative TRE distribution, indicating
more accurate alignment for the majority of anatomical key-
points.

In contrast, registration-specific architectures yield more pro-
nounced and systematic improvements. Incorporating the mo-
tion pyramid and warping modules (WP) reduces the mean
TRE from 3.6 mm to 2.6 mm on NLST, accompanied by a

+1% increase in DSC, demonstrating that the coarse-to-fine re-
finement efficiently captures large deformations. Adding a cor-
relation volume (C) further strengthens voxel-level correspon-
dence, lowering the TRE to approximately 2.0 mm while im-
proving deformation regularity. Notably, this design also gen-
eralizes best to the unseen Lung250M-4B dataset, where the
DWCP variant achieves the lowest TRE and most plausible
deformations, confirming the robustness of local correlation-
based matching under domain shift.

The iterative refinement module (I) provides marginal gains
on the in-domain NLST set but yields slightly degraded
keypoint accuracy in the OOD scenario. Interestingly, al-
though DWCPI exhibits slightly higher TRE than DWCP on
Lung250M-4B, qualitative inspection in Figure 4 reveals the
best alignment in the left lung. This discrepancy might suggest
that the iterative refinement stage encourages deformations that
better preserve overall shape and boundary continuity, while re-
laxing on the localized keypoint correspondences. A similar ef-
fect is observed in LKU-Net, which gets weaker TRE results but
better overall lung alignment. This is likely due to its enlarged
receptive field that promotes smooth, large-scale alignment at
the cost of reduced local precision.

In summary, while long-range models (Transformers,
Mamba) modestly improve within-domain performance, the
most reliable accuracy–regularity trade-off and generalization
are consistently achieved by the registration-specific priors, par-
ticularly the pyramidal and correlation-based designs.

5.3. Temporal Cardiac MRI 2D Registration

Table 5 summarize results for the 2D cardiac MRI registra-
tion. The ACDC dataset represents the in-domain evaluation,
while M&Ms serves as a challenging zero-shot generalization
test involving data from different scanners, countries, and pa-
tient pathologies. The task demands accurate alignment be-
tween end-diastolic (ED) and end-systolic (ES) phases, which
involves complex non-rigid motions of the left ventricle (LV),
right ventricle (RV), and myocardium.

Compared to convolutional baselines, Transformer- and
Mamba-based models achieve notable gains in both Dice and
NSD metrics (+1.5–3% DSC and +0.5–1% NSD). These im-
provements reflect their capability to capture long-range depen-
dencies that better model the global contraction-expansion dy-
namics of cardiac motion. However, LKU-Net with large kernel
convolutions exhibits slightly lower accuracy despite smoother
deformation fields, suggesting that the enlarged receptive field
may come at the cost of reduced sensitivity to local motion de-
tails critical for anatomical alignment.

Nonetheless, these trend-driven improvements are ultimately
matched and surpassed by the integration of registration-
specific designs. The motion pyramid combined with warping
(DWP) substantially enhances performance through coarse-to-
fine refinement (+∼ 2% DSC), reaching the same level of per-
formance as the Transformer baseline (TM) with greater effi-
ciency. Adding a correlation volume (DWCP) further improves
pixel-wise correspondence, yielding the best balance between
alignment accuracy and deformation regularity (highest DSC
with near-zero NDV). The explicit modeling of local similarity

https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg
https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg
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VXM Mam-VXM TM Mam-TM LKU Dual DWP DWCP DWCPISource Target

83.3183.3482.2682.4160.32 79.5582.82 82.44 82.03 82.25

0.010.270.770.37 1.040.810.730.790.93

Fig. 3: Qualitative registration results on the LUMIR25 in-distribution (ID) dataset. The axial views of the source, target, and registered images are shown alongside
their corresponding segmentation labels. The deformation field is illustrated as deformed grid lines. The Dice similarity coefficient (DSC, %) and the ratio of
non-positive determinant voxels (NDV) across the volume are indicated in the bottom right corner.

Table 2: Quantitative results for cross-sectional brain registration on LUMIR 25 (In-Distribution (ID) (9 pairs) and Out-of-Distribution (OOD)) (18 pairs), LPBA
(200 random pairs from 40 subjects), and MindBoggle (200 random pairs from 100 subjects). Accuracy is measured by Dice score (DSC, %), 95th percentile
Hausdorff distance (HD95), Target Registration Error (TRE), Deformation regularity is quantified by standard deviation of log-Jacobian determinant (SDlogJ,
×10−2) and the ratio of non-diffeomorphic volume (NDV, %). The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results are highlighted.

LUMIR25 LPBA MindBoggle

ID OOD

DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ TRE ↓ NDV(%) ↓ DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓

Initial 56.68 ± 1.67 4.79 ± 0.24 51.89 ± 3.62 5.27 ± 0.61 4.35 ± 0.55 0.00 ± 0.00 54.0±14.2 8.31±3.46 - - 51.5±24.5 5.16±3.88 - -

VXM 74.35 ± 1.29 3.81 ± 0.21 70.26 ± 3.35 4.23 ± 0.62 2.64 ± 0.39 0.31 ± 0.10 67.1±13.6 7.60±3.48 7.2±0.5 1.5±0.7 67.2±24.1 5.47±4.75 7.6±0.4 0.8±0.2
Mam-VXM 74.02 ± 1.75 3.77 ± 0.21 70.27 ± 3.22 4.21 ± 0.59 2.65 ± 0.37 0.25 ± 0.08 68.1±12.9 7.44±3.38 6.7±0.6 0.9±0.4 67.5±24.0 5.46±4.75 7.4±0.3 0.8±0.1
TM 74.06 ± 1.55 3.74 ± 0.20 69.59 ± 2.80 4.14 ± 0.52 2.71 ± 0.37 0.23 ± 0.09 68.2±12.8 7.42±3.39 6.6±0.5 0.9±0.4 67.1±24.1 5.46±4.77 7.5±0.4 0.8±0.1
Mam-TM 74.01 ± 1.71 3.73 ± 0.20 69.26 ± 3.01 4.22 ± 0.55 2.68 ± 0.40 0.26 ± 0.10 67.8±13.0 7.46±3.42 7.0±0.6 1.1±0.5 66.9±24.0 5.46±4.75 7.7±0.4 0.9±0.2
LKU 74.35 ± 1.29 3.81 ± 0.21 70.26 ± 3.35 4.23 ± 0.62 2.64 ± 0.39 0.31 ± 0.10 65.8±13.2 7.65±3.37 6.2±0.8 1.1±1.0 64.8±24.5 5.64±4.78 7.5±0.5 0.9±0.2

Dual 74.37 ± 1.30 3.71 ± 0.20 70.14 ± 3.08 4.19 ± 0.57 2.73 ± 0.40 0.33 ± 0.08 67.3±13.0 7.51±3.38 7.1±0.7 1.2±0.5 67.1±24.0 5.47±4.74 7.8±0.5 0.9±0.1
DWP 76.44 ± 1.40 3.32 ± 0.19 73.52 ± 1.90 3.54 ± 0.37 2.51 ± 0.38 0.28 ± 0.07 70.8±10.7 6.89±3.05 6.3±0.6 0.6±0.1 67.7±24.1 5.42±4.78 7.5±0.4 0.8±0.1
DWCP 76.90 ± 1.51 3.32 ± 0.20 73.39 ± 2.60 3.65 ± 0.54 2.42 ± 0.32 0.09 ± 0.04 71.6±10.0 6.78±2.95 5.3±1.2 0.1±0.1 67.6±24.0 5.40±4.74 6.9±0.4 0.2±0.1
DWCPI 76.88 ± 1.44 3.34 ± 0.17 73.79 ± 2.57 3.65 ± 0.58 2.36 ± 0.32 0.01 ± 0.01 71.3±10.3 6.85±2.99 5.6±0.6 0.0±0.0 67.7±23.9 5.40±4.77 7.2±0.4 0.0±0.0

Table 3: Zero-shot cross-sectional brain MRI registration on OASIS (84 subjects), ADNI (43 subjects), and IXI (115 subjects) datasets, using 200 randomly sampled
image pairs each. Metrics as in Table 2. The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results are highlighted.

OASIS ADNI IXI

DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ DSC ↑ HD95 ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓

initial 57.3±22.4 4.20±2.41 - - 52.8±22.1 4.79±2.82 - - 54.5±23.7 4.87±3.83 - -

VXM 79.7±17.7 5.14±5.63 7.9±0.5 0.9±0.2 74.0±18.7 4.64±3.93 8.0±0.4 1.1±0.3 71.7±21.3 5.21±5.38 8.0±0.4 1.1±0.3
Mam-VXM 78.4±17.9 5.14±5.47 7.6±0.4 0.8±0.2 73.8±18.7 4.66±4.02 7.7±0.3 0.9±0.2 70.0±21.6 5.31±5.38 7.7±0.4 0.8±0.3
TM 78.1±18.2 5.18±5.65 7.3±0.4 0.7±0.2 73.2±18.8 4.69±4.05 7.6±0.4 0.9±0.3 70.2±21.6 5.31±5.48 7.4±0.4 0.8±0.3
Mam-TM 78.2±18.1 5.15±5.48 7.3±0.4 0.8±0.2 72.9±18.9 4.70±4.00 7.8±0.5 1.1±0.3 69.9±21.8 5.30±5.41 7.3±0.4 0.8±0.4
LKU 74.1±20.1 5.29±5.49 6.3±0.4 0.2±0.1 70.0±20.0 4.84±3.94 6.7±0.4 0.5±0.3 67.4±22.6 5.43±5.36 6.3±0.5 0.4±0.3

Dual 78.6±18.1 5.19±5.62 8.2±0.5 1.1±0.2 73.5±19.0 4.66±3.95 8.3±0.4 1.2±0.3 70.6±21.7 5.29±5.45 8.2±0.4 1.1±0.3
DWP 80.0±17.6 5.08±5.53 7.7±0.5 0.9±0.2 75.2±18.3 4.58±4.03 7.7±0.4 0.9±0.2 72.4±21.1 5.19±5.51 8.0±0.6 1.0±0.2
DWCP 80.9±17.0 5.03±5.57 9.6±2.6 0.3±0.1 75.5±18.1 4.55±4.03 7.2±0.4 0.4±0.1 73.1±20.9 5.10±5.40 7.6±0.8 0.5±0.2
DWCPI 81.1±16.8 5.03±5.56 10.2±3.1 0.1±0.0 75.6±18.0 4.54±4.01 7.4±0.4 0.0±0.0 73.2±20.7 5.10±5.42 7.7±0.5 0.0±0.0
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Fig. 4: Qualitative registration results on the NLST (in-domain) and Lung250M-4B (zero-shot) datasets. The coronal overlays of the registered moving and target
images are shown alongside their corresponding deformation fields. The target and source images are visualized in blue and organ, and a perfectly aligned lung
appears white in the overlay. The deformation field is visualized by a colored quiver plot where the color and arrow direction encode the displacement orientation,
and arrow length represents displacement magnitude. The target registration error (TRE) for each case is indicated at the bottom of the image.

Table 4: Quantitative results on the NLST (in-domain) and Lung250M-4B (zero-shot) datasets. Reported metrics include target registration error (TRE, mm or vox),
Dice score (DSC, %), and deformation regularity measures: SDlogJ, (×10−2); and the percentage of non-diffeomorphic voxels (NDV) across the image volume.
The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results are highlighted.

NLST (In-domain) Lung250M-4B (Zero-shot)

INP→ EXP EXP→ INP INP→ EXP EXP→ INP

TRE ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ TRE ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓ TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(%) ↓

Initial 10.14±2.92 89.2±3.0 - - 10.14±2.92 89.2±3.0 - - 13.74±3.63 - - 13.74±3.63 - -

VXM 3.66±2.60 97.5±2.1 7.4±1.3 0.58±0.78 3.62±2.59 97.6±1.9 7.1±1.0 0.48±0.55 8.98±4.52 10.5±2.8 0.72±0.65 8.86±4.38 9.1±1.9 0.66±0.69
Mam-VXM 3.47±2.60 97.6±2.1 7.7±1.4 0.66±0.91 3.42±2.47 97.7±1.9 7.3±1.0 0.43±0.40 9.18±4.77 11.3±3.4 1.05±0.99 8.89±4.53 9.5±2.1 0.68±0.96
TM 3.41±2.53 97.6±2.0 7.6±1.2 0.55±0.63 3.46±2.61 97.6±2.1 7.4±1.1 0.65±0.80 9.38±4.94 11.4±3.5 1.11±0.97 8.87±4.60 9.3±2.1 0.66±0.60
Mam-TM 3.42±2.46 97.6±1.9 7.4±1.3 0.48±0.56 3.38±2.46 97.7±1.8 7.1±1.0 0.38±0.38 9.06±4.72 11.0±3.6 1.08±1.01 8.88±4.51 9.2±2.2 0.82±0.86
LKU 3.78±1.87 97.6±1.3 6.7±1.4 0.37±0.58 3.75±1.78 97.6±1.1 6.6±1.2 0.19±0.24 8.69±4.27 8.6±2.6 0.21±0.27 7.64±3.75 7.7±1.8 0.18±0.22

Dual 4.41±2.37 97.4±2.1 7.8±1.3 0.50±0.53 4.42±2.48 97.5±2.1 7.5±1.0 0.44±0.48 11.27±4.12 11.6±1.9 0.99±0.75 11.23±4.13 10.4±1.6 0.83±0.70
DWP 2.60±1.44 98.4±0.7 7.9±1.5 0.31±0.38 2.60±1.41 98.4±0.6 7.9±1.5 0.20±0.16 9.64±4.22 13.1±2.7 0.52±0.35 9.51±4.16 10.9±2.1 0.52±0.39
DWCP 2.00±1.45 98.4±1.0 7.5±1.2 0.13±0.12 2.03±1.46 98.4±0.7 7.6±1.5 0.11±0.10 8.04±4.02 12.7±3.1 0.17±0.12 7.58±3.91 9.5±1.7 0.13±0.11
DWCPI 1.95±1.47 98.4±0.9 7.6±1.1 0.05±0.06 2.00±1.49 98.4±0.6 7.7±1.3 0.04±0.05 8.42±4.37 12.6±2.7 0.06±0.07 7.88±4.31 9.6±1.4 0.02±0.02

(a) NLST (unit: mm) (b) Lung250-4B (unit: voxel)

Fig. 5: Cumulative distribution of target registration error (TRE) on the NLST (in-domain) and Lung250M-4B (zero-shot) datasets. The dotted vertical lines indicate
the 75th percentile of TRE in each distribution. A larger area under the curve corresponds to better keypoints/landmarks alignment performance.
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(a) ACDC (b) M&Ms

Fig. 6: Box plots of structure-wise Dice scores on the ACDC (in-domain) and M&Ms (zero-shot) datasets. Structures include the left ventricle (LV), myocardium
(Myo), and right ventricle (RV).

Table 5: Quantitative results on the ACDC (in-domain) and M&Ms (zero-shot) test sets. Reported metrics include Dice score (DSC,%), Normalized Surface Dice
(NSD,%), the standard deviation of the log-Jacobian determinant (SDlogJ,×10−2), and the number of non-diffeomorphic voxels within the foreground (NDV,‱,
per 10,000 voxels). The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results are highlighted.

ACDC M&Ms (Zero-shot)

ED→ ES ES→ ED ED→ ES ES→ ED

DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓

initial 60.2±14.8 10.7±7.3 - - 60.2±14.8 10.7±7.3 - - 60.4±12.7 7.9±6.0 - - 60.4±12.7 7.9±6.0 - -

VXM 78.8±10.8 22.4±6.2 4.7±1.6 0.3±1.8 83.9±8.3 20.8±7.2 4.1±1.2 3.0±13.3 77.7±11.0 15.1±6.3 4.2±1.8 16.8±40.5 83.8±7.8 18.8±7.7 3.4±1.0 15.5±34.9
Mam-VXM 80.0±9.9 22.8±6.1 5.1±1.9 1.5±5.6 85.3±7.6 22.5±7.4 4.4±1.5 7.0±21.0 80.4±8.5 16.3±6.2 4.1±1.7 29.9±60.8 85.0±7.1 20.2±7.6 3.5±1.4 48.9±88.4
TM 80.4±9.7 23.2±5.9 5.0±1.9 1.1±5.1 85.5±7.4 22.3±7.2 4.3±1.4 4.4±17.9 80.2±9.1 17.9±6.4 3.4±1.5 1.9±6.8 84.8±7.5 17.9±8.2 2.9±1.2 3.2±9.1
Mam-TM 80.4±9.9 22.9±6.2 5.1±1.9 1.2±5.4 85.4±7.7 22.3±7.1 4.3±1.4 5.4±18.6 79.5±9.3 18.0±6.6 3.4±1.4 9.2±26.8 84.6±7.4 17.5±7.9 2.9±1.1 10.3±25.0
LKU 77.7±10.7 21.6±6.4 4.5±1.9 0.1±0.7 82.2±8.7 18.0±6.7 3.8±1.4 5.3±19.7 76.4±10.3 16.3±6.2 3.0±1.4 0.3±2.0 80.5±9.5 14.5±7.3 2.5±1.1 2.4±7.2

Dual 78.1±11.0 22.3±5.6 4.7±1.5 0.2±1.7 83.1±8.8 19.7±6.7 3.9±1.1 2.7±12.8 79.3±9.5 17.4±6.1 3.4±1.1 3.1±14.2 83.6±7.7 17.4±7.7 2.9±1.1 3.5±11.9
DWP 80.3±10.9 23.3±5.7 4.9±1.6 0.1±0.6 85.4±8.5 23.2±7.5 4.3±1.3 0.7±3.9 80.3±9.5 18.8±6.3 3.5±1.2 0.7±3.6 85.3±7.6 18.8±7.8 3.2±1.2 0.8±3.3
DWCP 81.3±10.3 23.9±5.7 5.2±3.5 0.5±4.1 86.1±7.9 24.4±7.8 4.4±1.3 1.0±5.1 81.3±9.6 19.0±6.3 3.9±3.5 1.6±9.5 86.2±7.5 20.3±7.5 3.5±3.7 1.6±8.6
DWCPI 81.2±10.4 23.8±5.7 5.0±1.7 0.3±2.5 85.8±8.4 23.6±7.9 4.4±1.3 0.2±1.9 81.7±9.5 19.0±6.3 4.3±5.3 1.3±7.8 86.2±7.4 20.1±7.5 3.9±5.3 1.2±7.2

via the correlation enables more precise delineation of ventricu-
lar boundaries and myocardial contours (Figure 7), particularly
in regions with limited texture contrast. This advantage under-
scores that local correlation remains a powerful inductive bias,
surpassing computation blocks capable of global context mod-
eling.

While the iterative refinement variant (DWCPI) gets modest
gains over DWCP on accuracy, qualitative inspection in Fig-
ure 7 reveals that DWCPI achieves more accurate alignment of
RV in the difficult M&Ms case with significant shape changes.
This highlights the potential of iterative refinement to enhance
robustness in extreme motion scenarios.

Last but not least, as illustrated by the box plots in Figure 6,
registration-specific designs consistently yield higher and more
stable DSC across all cardiac structures (LV, Myo, RV), con-
firming that the explicit registration priors play a decisive role
in achieving cross-domain stability and anatomical consistency.

5.4. Intra-subject Abdomen MRI-CT Registration

Table 6 and Figure 10 present both quantitative and quali-
tative results for intra-subject MRI–CT abdominal registration,
one of the most challenging settings in our benchmark. De-
spite being intra-subject, the task involves substantial variations
caused by changes in patient posture, field-of-view differences,

and potential organ resection. Moreover, the contrast difference
of the MRIs casts a significant domain shift for the multi-modal
registration. These factors contribute to making this task a ro-
bust test of model generalization and robustness.

Consistent with other tasks, the low-level trend-driven archi-
tectures offer limited improvement over the VXM baseline. As
shown in Figure 9, Transformer- and Mamba-based variants
fail to significantly improve alignment accuracy across organs,
suggesting that their general capacity for long-range modeling
might not translate into effective cross-modal spatial matching.
The LKU-Net model even underperforms the initial alignment
on the spleen and right kidney, which could be attributed to the
fact that the enlarged receptive field might not be helpful for the
significant organ shifting.

In contrast, registration-specific designs, particularly the cor-
relation volume combined with the motion pyramid (DWCP),
yield the most substantial and consistent performance gains
across all metrics (e.g., +4% DSC, +0.9% NSD). This demon-
strates that explicitly computing modality-agnostic similarity
via latent feature correlation is one of the keys to bridging the
intensity gap between MRI and CT. Interestingly, the motion
pyramid without the correlation volume (DWP) only achieves
on-par performance with the VXM baseline and significantly
degrades deformation smoothness.
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Fig. 7: Qualitative registration results on the ACDC and M&Ms dataset. The target image is shown with its segmentation contour overlaid. The source and registered
images are overlaid with both their respective segmentation labels and the target contour. Subtraction error maps between the target and source/registered images
are displayed, where white denotes zero intensity difference. Perfect registration aligns the contour precisely with the segmentation boundary. Dice scores for the
left ventricle, myocardium, and right ventricle are reported within each image. The deformation field is visualized by a colored quiver plot, where the color and
arrow direction encode the displacement orientation, and arrow length represents displacement magnitude.

Table 6: Quantitative results for the Abdomen MRI–CT registration task. Reported metrics include Dice score (DSC,%), Normalized Surface Dice (NSD,%),
the standard deviation of the log-Jacobian determinant (SDlogJ,×10−2), and the number of non-diffeomorphic voxels within the foreground (NDV,‱, per 10,000
voxels). The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results are highlighted.

MRI→ CT CT→MRI

DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ NDV(‱) ↓

affine 64.9±8.2 8.6±2.3 - - 64.9±8.2 8.6±2.3 - -

VXM 69.0±3.9 11.1±1.8 9.2±1.3 0.2±0.3 68.9±4.5 12.5±1.2 9.6±1.6 3.6±4.1
Mam-VXM 68.5±3.8 11.1±1.7 9.8±0.8 3.6±9.5 67.6±4.2 12.4±1.3 10.0±1.4 29.1±32.9
TM 68.4±3.2 11.0±2.1 10.1±0.9 3.4±4.7 67.9±3.9 12.9±1.3 9.8±1.3 30.0±30.7
Mam-TM 69.6±3.5 11.0±1.9 10.2±1.0 21.9±56.6 67.5±4.1 12.5±1.5 9.8±1.2 41.8±52.1
LKU 65.0±6.1 10.9±1.8 7.5±2.1 0.0±0.0 63.8±8.4 11.3±1.6 7.1±2.3 0.1±0.2

Dual 67.6±5.6 11.2±1.2 10.1±1.0 2.9±3.5 67.3±5.4 12.5±1.2 10.0±1.3 15.0±21.3
DWP 69.0±3.7 10.9±1.9 11.1±2.2 9.9±16.2 69.6±4.6 13.3±1.6 11.2±1.5 57.8±41.9
DWCP 73.4±6.8 11.8±2.1 10.3±1.6 1.0±2.0 72.9±6.9 13.4±1.3 10.0±1.8 7.6±7.0
DWCPI 72.2±7.2 11.1±2.1 9.9±1.6 0.0±0.0 71.5±7.7 13.3±1.5 9.3±1.3 0.0±0.0

Finally, the results for the iterative refinement (DWCPI) re-
veal a critical trade-off. While it successfully regularizes the
deformation field, reaching lower SDlogJ and near-zero folding
voxels, this comes at the cost of a slight drop in registration ac-
curacy compared to the single-shot DWCP. As illustrated in the
top-right subject of Figure 10, the iterative refinement leads to
poorer alignment of the kidneys, suggesting that the recurrent

update may converge toward a suboptimal deformation.

5.5. Progressive Deformation Refinement Analysis

To better understand the cumulative benefits of our
registration-specific components, namely, the motion pyramid,
correlation volume, and iterative refinement, we perform a fine-
grained analysis of registration accuracy across all refinement
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(a) Brain - ADNI

(b) Cardiac - ACDC

(c) Lung - NLST

(d) Abdomen

Progressive Refinement via Coarse-to-Fine Pyramid and Iteration

Fig. 8: Progressive deformation refinement analysis across all tasks. Each subplot shows the incremental improvements in registration accuracy through coarse-to-
fine pyramid refinement and iterative updates: (a) brain (ADNI), (b) cardiac (ACDC), (c) lung (NLST), and (d) abdomen anatomies. The VXM baseline reference
is marked by the dotted horizontal line. Tables of additional metrics are provided in Section Appendix A.1.

Fig. 9: Box plots of structure-wise Dice scores on the Abdomen CT-MRI reg-
istration task. Structures include liver, spleen, left kidney and right kidney. A
detailed breakdown of the Dice scores for each subject and organ is provided
in Section Appendix A.2.

steps. For each variant, we evaluate metrics at every resolution
level and iterative step to disentangle how these modules indi-
vidually and collectively contribute to the final performance.

Motion pyramid achieves near-optimal alignment at surpris-
ingly coarse scales. As shown in Figure 8, for most tasks and
model variants, the registration accuracy at 1/4 resolution al-
ready matches or even surpasses the VXM baseline (indicated
by the VXM reference line crossing green bars). This demon-
strates that a pyramidal design effectively captures large-scale
deformations early, requiring only two or three coarse-to-fine

refinements to achieve an anatomically meaningful alignment.
In essence, most of the “heavy lifting” in deformation estima-
tion happens at surprisingly low resolutions.

Correlation layer provides a strong inductive bias for voxel cor-
respondence. When comparing DWP and DWCP, a clear and
consistent trend emerges: adding the correlation layer boosts
accuracy across all pyramid levels, with the largest gains ob-
served at resolutions 1/4 and 1/2. This improvement high-
lights the importance of explicitly encoding local spatial sim-
ilarity: correlation volumes act as an interpretable prior that re-
inforces voxel-to-voxel matching, complementing the implicit
correspondence learned by the deformation decoder.

Iterative refinment improves fine details–but encourages “lazy”
decoders. An interesting phenomenon arises when introduc-
ing iterative refinement (DWCPI). While iterations indeed im-
prove the final accuracy at finer resolutions (1/4, 1/2), as ev-
idenced by the dashed versus dotted bars of the same color,
they often lead to slightly reduced performance at coarser scales
(1/16,1/8) compared to the single-shot DWCP. This suggests
a “lazy decoder” behavior: once the network learns that an it-
erative update will follow, the early-stage deformation estima-
tions relax their effort, deferring the correction to later itera-
tions. This effect can be partially attributed to the gradient flow
through the unrolled iteration, similar to recurrent networks,
where accumulated gradients bias learning at a coarser level.
This insight opens an interesting avenue for future research: en-
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Fig. 10: Qualitative registration results on Abdomen MRI-CT registration. The target image is shown with its segmentation contour overlaid. The source and
registered images are overlaid with both their respective segmentation labels and the target contour. Perfect registration aligns the contour precisely with the
segmentation boundary. Dice scores for the liver, spleen, left/right kidney are reported within each image.

couraging each resolution to reach near-optimal alignment be-
fore iterative refinement begins.

Summary. Overall, this progressive refinement analysis pro-
vides concrete evidence that domain-specific architectural pri-
ors play a decisive role in improving deformable registration.
The motion pyramid captures coarse global motion efficiently,
the correlation layer enhances correspondence precision, and
the iterative inference refines localized structures. Together,
they form a principled hierarchy of complementary mecha-
nisms, each contributing uniquely to robust and accurate de-
formation estimation across diverse imaging domains.

6. Conclusion and Discussion

In this work, we revisited a fundamental question in
learning-based deformable image registration: what truly drives
progress? Through a modular framework and comprehensive
experiments across four diverse tasks, covering brain, lung, car-
diac, and abdominal registration under various imaging modal-
ities, we systematically disentangled the influence of low-level
computation blocks from high-level, registration-specific de-
signs.

Our findings consistently demonstrate that progress in reg-
istration is rooted in domain-specific inductive priors, rather
than adopting “more advanced” or “trend-driven” architectures.

While modern computational blocks such as Transformers,
Mamba, or large-kernel convolutions offer marginal improve-
ments, they come with substantial computational overhead and
limited generalization. In contrast, registration-specific de-
signs, including dual-stream encoder, motion pyramid, correla-
tion, and iterative refinement, consistently yield more accurate,
smoother, and more robust deformations across modalities and
domains.

The correlation-based motion pyramid emerges as a partic-
ularly effective and generalizable design, bridging large dis-
placement estimation and cross-modal matching. Meanwhile,
the analysis of iterative refinement reveals both its promise and
pitfalls, providing an intriguing research direction on balancing
hierarchical and recursive optimization within a single model.

Beyond empirical findings, we release our modular, open-
source benchmark as a foundation for fair, transparent, and ex-
tensible evaluation. This framework allows future studies to
isolate the genuine contribution of new methods, ensuring that
reported gains are not confounded by hidden priors or incon-
sistent training setups. We envision this as a living bench-
mark, continuously evolving with community contributions.
(https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg)

Limitations. While our study focuses on representative archi-
tectures and registration-specific designs, many paradigms im-
ported from computer vision, such as diffusion-based registra-
tion, implicit neural representations (INR)-based deformations,

https://github.com/BailiangJ/rethink-reg
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or task-specific strategies like B-spline parameterization, re-
main unexplored. Nevertheless, these approaches can be seam-
lessly integrated into our modular benchmark. We view this
work as an essential milestone toward a unified, extensible
framework for fair and reproducible registration research. Be-
sides, we do not carry out extensive hyperparameter, architec-
tural, task-specific tuning to ensure fair and reproducible com-
parison across all methods. While this may not yield the ab-
solute optimal performance for each method, it allows unbiased
assessment of design principles and preserves the validity of our
findings.

In summary, our results advocate a shift in research em-
phasis: from chasing architectural trends to understanding and
leveraging domain priors. By grounding future work in prin-
cipled, reproducible analysis, we hope to foster more transpar-
ent, generalizable, and clinically meaningful progress in medi-
cal image registration.
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Appendix A. Appendix

Appendix A.1. Progressive Refinement Analysis

Table A.7: Progressive refinement analysis on LPBA (40 subjects), and MindBoggle (100 subjects). OASIS (84 subjects), ADNI (43 subjects), and IXI (115
subjects) datasets, using 200 randomly sampled image pairs each. Reported metrics include Dice score (DSC, %), and deformation regularity measures: SDlogJ,
(×10−2). Metrics are reported across pyramid levels (1/16→ 1/2 resolution) and refinement iterations (Iter. 1, Iter. 2).

LPBA MindBoggle OASIS ADNI IXI

Res. Iter. DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ SDlogJ ↓

initial 54.0±14.2 - 51.5±24.5 - 57.3±22.4 - 52.8±22.1 - 54.5±23.7 -

DWP
1/16 - 64.3±10.8 2.4±0.5 56.8±24.7 1.8±0.2 63.7±22.0 2.0±0.3 61.2±21.4 2.0±0.2 60.4±23.7 2.1±0.3
1/8 - 68.1±10.3 3.8±0.7 61.4±24.4 3.7±0.3 71.0±20.3 3.8±0.4 67.5±20.0 3.8±0.3 66.4±22.7 3.8±0.4
1/4 - 70.0±10.5 4.4±0.6 64.9±24.3 4.9±0.3 76.0±19.2 5.1±0.5 71.9±19.2 5.0±0.3 70.1±22.0 5.2±0.4
1/2 - 70.8±10.7 6.3±0.6 67.7±24.1 7.5±0.4 80.0±17.6 7.7±0.5 75.2±18.3 7.7±0.4 72.4±21.1 8.0±0.6

DWCP
1/16 - 64.1±10.8 2.6±0.9 55.9±24.8 1.9±0.2 63.7±21.7 1.9±0.3 60.8±21.4 2.0±0.3 59.9±23.6 2.1±0.4
1/8 - 68.2±9.8 3.3±0.7 60.4±24.7 3.5±0.3 71.5±20.2 3.6±0.5 67.2±20.0 3.5±0.4 66.3±22.7 3.7±0.4
1/4 - 70.5±9.9 3.9±0.5 64.6±24.4 4.8±0.3 77.1±18.9 5.0±0.4 72.2±19.3 4.9±0.3 70.9±21.8 5.2±0.4
1/2 - 71.6±10.0 5.3±1.2 67.6±24.0 6.9±0.4 80.9±17.0 9.6±2.6 75.5±18.1 7.2±0.4 73.1±20.9 7.6±0.8

DWCPI

1/16 - 64.0±10.8 2.6±0.8 55.5±24.8 1.8±0.2 63.3±22.0 1.8±0.3 60.8±21.1 2.0±0.3 59.9±23.7 2.0±0.4
1/8 - 67.1±10.1 3.3±0.7 58.9±24.9 3.5±0.4 70.3±20.8 3.5±0.5 66.3±20.4 3.5±0.4 65.2±23.1 3.5±0.4
1/4 1 69.4±10.1 3.5±0.6 63.2±24.6 4.0±0.3 75.7±19.4 4.1±0.5 70.9±19.5 4.1±0.3 69.7±22.2 4.2±0.4
1/4 2 70.0±10.1 4.0±0.6 64.2±24.4 5.0±0.3 77.0±19.0 5.0±0.5 72.1±19.2 5.0±0.3 70.6±21.9 5.2±0.4
1/2 1 71.2±10.3 4.7±0.6 66.8±24.1 6.1±0.3 80.3±17.4 6.7±0.9 74.8±18.4 6.2±0.3 72.7±21.1 6.4±0.4
1/2 2 71.3±10.3 5.6±0.6 67.7±23.9 7.2±0.4 81.1±16.8 10.2±3.1 75.6±18.0 7.4±0.4 73.2±20.7 7.7±0.5

Table A.8: Progressive refinement analysis on NLST (in-domain) and Lung250M-4B (zero-shot) datasets. Reported metrics include target registration error (TRE,
mm or vox), and deformation regularity measures: SDlogJ, (×10−2). Metrics are reported across pyramid levels (1/16→ 1/2 resolution) and refinement iterations
(Iter. 1, Iter. 2).

Lung250M-4B NLST

INP→ EXP EXP→ INP INP→ EXP EXP→ INP

Res. Iter. TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓ TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓ TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓ TRE ↓ SDlogJ ↓

initial 13.74±3.63 - 13.74±3.63 - 10.14±2.92 - 10.14±2.92 -

DWP
1/16 - 11.49±3.42 5.7±1.7 10.82±3.39 5.2±1.4 5.77±1.72 4.1±1.0 5.64±1.80 4.1±1.0
1/8 - 10.16±3.84 8.0±1.7 9.89±3.78 6.8±1.4 3.96±1.46 5.3±1.1 3.91±1.47 5.5±1.2
1/4 - 9.78±4.14 10.5±2.2 9.53±4.06 8.7±1.7 3.01±1.41 6.6±1.3 3.00±1.40 6.7±1.4
1/2 - 9.64±4.22 13.1±2.7 9.51±4.16 10.9±2.1 2.60±1.44 7.9±1.5 2.60±1.41 7.9±1.5

DWCP
1/16 - 10.38±3.11 6.2±1.1 9.92±3.27 4.7±0.6 5.34±1.90 4.0±0.9 5.28±1.81 4.1±0.9
1/8 - 8.94±3.46 8.6±1.9 8.34±3.57 6.4±1.0 3.57±1.55 5.5±1.1 3.56±1.55 5.6±1.2
1/4 - 8.26±3.86 10.6±2.2 7.77±3.83 7.8±1.1 2.43±1.47 6.6±1.2 2.44±1.47 6.7±1.3
1/2 - 8.04±4.02 12.7±3.1 7.58±3.91 9.5±1.7 2.00±1.45 7.5±1.2 2.03±1.46 7.6±1.5

DWCPI

1/16 - 10.55±3.28 6.3±1.3 10.16±3.45 5.1±0.7 5.45±1.87 4.0±0.8 5.45±1.90 4.1±0.9
1/8 - 9.51±3.58 8.8±2.0 8.87±3.78 6.5±1.0 4.03±1.60 5.4±1.0 4.03±1.60 5.5±1.1
1/4 1 8.99±4.02 10.1±2.4 8.36±4.13 7.2±1.2 2.85±1.57 6.0±1.1 2.88±1.57 6.2±1.3
1/4 2 8.73±4.18 11.0±2.4 8.09±4.24 8.0±1.2 2.50±1.49 6.8±1.1 2.54±1.50 6.9±1.2
1/2 1 8.52±4.33 11.8±2.5 7.94±4.30 8.9±1.5 2.06±1.49 7.1±1.2 2.10±1.50 7.2±1.3
1/2 2 8.42±4.37 12.6±2.7 7.88±4.31 9.6±1.4 1.95±1.47 7.6±1.1 2.00±1.49 7.7±1.3
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Table A.9: Progressive refinement analysis on ACDC and M&Ms (zero-shot) datasets. Reported metrics include Dice score (DSC, %), normalized surface Dice
(NSD, %) and deformation regularity measures: SDlogJ, (×10−2). Metrics are reported across pyramid levels (1/16 → 1/2 resolution) and refinement iterations
(Iter. 1, Iter. 2).

M&Ms ACDC Test

ED→ ES ES→ ED ED→ ES ES→ ED

Res. Iter. DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓ DSC ↑ NSD ↑ SDlogJ ↓

initial 60.5±12.7 8.0±6.0 - 60.5±12.7 8.0±6.0 - 60.2±14.8 10.7±7.3 - 60.2±14.8 10.7±7.3 -

DWP

1/16 - 72.7±12.0 12.6±5.1 2.0±0.7 74.3±11.3 10.3±5.1 1.8±0.6 69.5±14.3 15.2±5.8 2.3±0.8 70.7±13.6 11.8±5.5 1.8±0.6
1/8 - 77.6±10.6 15.3±5.6 2.5±0.8 81.1±9.2 14.5±6.7 2.3±0.7 76.1±12.7 18.3±6.1 3.4±1.2 79.5±11.2 16.4±6.4 3.1±1.0
1/4 - 79.8±9.7 17.9±6.0 3.0±1.0 84.0±8.1 16.9±7.2 2.7±0.8 79.3±11.5 21.9±6.0 4.3±1.5 83.5±9.5 20.4±6.9 3.7±1.2
1/2 - 80.3±9.5 18.8±6.3 3.5±1.2 85.3±7.6 18.8±7.8 3.2±1.2 80.3±10.9 23.3±5.7 4.9±1.6 85.4±8.5 23.2±7.5 4.3±1.3

DWCP

1/16 - 71.1±12.1 11.6±4.5 2.1±0.9 73.6±11.5 10.1±4.8 2.0±0.8 69.9±13.7 15.3±5.8 2.4±0.8 70.2±13.6 11.6±5.5 1.8±0.6
1/8 - 77.8±11.1 15.1±5.4 2.7±1.1 81.9±9.4 15.3±6.6 2.5±0.9 76.5±12.3 18.5±6.2 3.4±1.3 80.1±10.6 16.6±6.0 3.1±1.1
1/4 - 80.9±9.8 18.1±6.0 3.2±1.2 85.1±8.0 18.6±7.1 2.9±1.2 80.1±11.1 22.5±5.8 4.3±1.6 84.1±8.9 20.9±6.8 3.8±1.2
1/2 - 81.3±9.6 19.0±6.3 3.9±3.5 86.2±7.5 20.3±7.5 3.5±3.7 81.3±10.3 23.9±5.7 5.2±3.5 86.1±7.9 24.4±7.8 4.4±1.3

DWCPI

1/16 - 71.1±12.1 11.9±4.7 2.2±0.9 73.1±11.6 10.2±4.7 2.0±0.8 70.1±13.7 15.4±6.0 2.4±0.8 70.5±13.6 11.4±5.4 1.8±0.6
1/8 - 77.9±11.1 15.2±5.6 2.7±1.1 81.5±9.5 15.3±6.5 2.5±0.9 76.2±12.4 18.2±6.4 3.4±1.3 79.5±11.1 16.4±6.3 3.1±1.0
1/4 1 80.3±10.3 17.5±6.0 2.8±1.2 84.0±8.7 17.4±7.1 2.6±1.0 78.9±11.6 21.4±6.0 3.7±1.4 82.2±10.2 18.6±6.6 3.3±1.1
1/4 2 81.2±9.8 18.5±6.2 3.2±1.4 85.2±8.1 18.7±7.2 2.9±1.3 80.0±11.1 22.4±5.9 4.3±1.6 83.8±9.6 20.7±6.9 3.7±1.2
1/2 1 81.6±9.6 19.0±6.3 3.8±4.3 85.8±7.7 19.5±7.5 3.5±4.8 80.9±10.7 23.8±5.9 4.6±1.6 85.0±8.9 22.3±7.5 4.0±1.3
1/2 2 81.7±9.5 19.0±6.3 4.3±5.3 86.2±7.4 20.1±7.5 3.9±5.3 81.2±10.4 23.8±5.7 5.0±1.7 85.8±8.4 23.6±7.9 4.4±1.3
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Appendix A.2. Abdomen MRI-CT DSC Breakdown

Table A.10: Dice score for each subject and organ on Abdomen MRI→ CT registration task. The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results
are highlighted.

1 2 3 4

Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid

initial 71.46 57.84 - 55.32 76.59 71.63 - 70.20 67.65 71.04 55.40 74.50 82.44 77.60 75.70 74.91

VXM 80.38 59.49 - 63.60 83.26 67.20 - 67.73 68.68 70.71 66.72 76.48 84.41 64.51 70.27 66.92
Mam-VXM 80.00 56.61 - 60.77 84.82 67.21 - 66.90 67.72 58.65 59.50 72.68 83.40 66.62 77.97 70.24
TM 79.56 60.32 - 64.28 84.47 68.98 - 73.04 67.15 64.39 60.70 76.29 83.31 66.70 68.17 62.00
Mam-TM 78.80 59.66 - 61.93 83.70 70.30 - 70.89 66.94 63.18 63.16 73.68 81.51 70.99 73.02 63.51
LKU 78.65 56.39 - 54.34 79.33 58.46 - 62.78 62.22 45.80 59.69 69.91 87.04 69.79 77.11 72.11

Dual 82.99 56.56 - 69.76 83.03 65.50 - 66.27 68.25 55.44 64.01 71.57 85.67 70.03 70.52 71.85
DWP 85.21 56.78 - 68.47 82.62 73.02 - 48.76 65.72 67.20 66.27 70.48 82.00 78.71 75.73 74.05
DWCP 81.16 64.30 - 77.57 84.41 70.34 - 64.62 66.44 71.86 46.17 54.75 89.33 81.68 84.67 83.82
DWCPI 81.26 64.02 - 76.73 80.43 60.63 - 59.80 64.10 60.79 50.44 57.16 89.00 77.96 86.13 83.57

5 6 7 8

Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid

initial 55.52 56.22 51.56 52.58 71.52 60.08 50.06 47.67 45.42 65.26 58.88 57.53 71.93 71.15 72.23 73.30

VXM 65.32 75.51 48.85 54.10 81.18 48.24 72.85 58.82 65.64 72.43 73.21 67.90 76.13 75.85 68.82 71.43
Mam-VXM 68.36 73.90 62.22 65.36 80.69 40.01 65.57 72.39 63.58 68.39 65.33 65.24 79.02 80.08 66.91 63.02
TM 74.69 77.62 46.77 56.98 81.62 48.95 61.62 72.38 65.75 71.50 64.55 75.40 75.92 74.99 63.53 52.45
Mam-TM 73.32 75.11 57.82 63.08 80.32 45.23 64.66 68.29 65.95 72.42 69.22 73.08 80.05 78.09 69.85 67.68
LKU 54.57 56.05 58.44 52.42 72.74 67.40 62.52 53.10 73.98 63.68 58.77 59.72 72.02 71.44 67.98 70.66

Dual 57.77 69.56 47.29 51.22 77.86 38.13 70.23 73.23 65.39 66.62 70.34 59.42 74.34 75.44 71.17 73.23
DWP 67.49 74.45 55.26 67.25 80.30 56.58 68.51 67.24 72.61 67.42 60.95 55.98 79.16 76.23 61.56 63.07
DWCP 81.19 82.35 66.30 78.31 85.11 60.13 73.61 73.58 71.57 70.19 62.82 66.93 81.48 80.63 73.47 71.17
DWCPI 70.80 82.52 62.77 71.95 84.92 61.47 72.08 73.87 79.08 66.37 64.36 70.73 83.16 81.76 76.54 73.47
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Table A.11: Dice score for each subject and organ on Abdomen CT→MRI registration task. The best ( , bold), second best ( , italic), and third best ( ) results
are highlighted.

1 2 3 4

Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid

initial 71.46 57.84 - 55.32 76.59 71.63 - 70.20 67.65 71.04 55.40 74.50 82.44 77.60 75.70 74.91

VXM 78.67 58.59 - 75.10 82.70 57.17 - 75.51 65.58 59.51 58.92 62.61 82.73 70.29 72.62 67.11
Mam-VXM 76.36 57.89 - 67.24 81.80 60.75 - 74.41 65.68 50.98 53.95 66.01 82.44 62.70 71.06 71.73
TM 72.06 60.17 - 67.61 81.20 63.08 - 76.89 63.55 62.37 57.70 70.11 80.77 70.03 68.20 64.80
Mam-TM 74.37 58.12 - 66.88 81.30 59.21 - 79.29 64.89 63.27 56.21 69.51 80.62 69.88 67.57 66.44
LKU 70.84 54.71 - 53.44 81.72 64.47 - 49.67 62.92 57.76 57.80 67.35 82.53 70.28 81.38 80.73

Dual 77.80 53.61 - 72.00 82.29 58.98 - 74.25 66.53 59.39 53.72 62.17 83.16 71.68 64.44 73.44
DWP 79.47 49.98 - 69.44 83.78 64.64 - 70.21 66.21 62.42 59.37 69.88 82.26 78.10 76.37 78.76
DWCP 79.53 64.83 - 77.84 82.32 64.47 - 74.44 67.33 69.08 43.88 70.38 89.80 82.30 84.38 88.10
DWCPI 76.67 65.20 - 76.21 81.09 67.84 - 68.49 62.26 59.92 52.16 67.45 89.25 82.51 84.54 86.90

5 6 7 8

Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid Liver Spleen L-Kid R-Kid

initial 55.52 56.22 51.56 52.58 71.52 60.08 50.06 47.67 45.42 65.26 58.88 57.53 71.93 71.15 72.23 73.30

VXM 66.92 71.03 54.17 62.47 77.57 44.32 65.13 69.62 62.82 73.95 78.50 75.29 72.38 74.24 69.58 76.00
Mam-VXM 65.14 70.15 61.78 62.60 78.18 48.60 68.17 64.78 60.77 74.11 69.58 69.13 75.62 73.78 68.08 68.85
TM 67.39 74.74 57.60 60.96 74.93 46.43 58.67 69.07 60.74 76.45 70.79 74.98 73.28 81.71 63.56 64.05
Mam-TM 64.96 70.50 52.37 62.80 72.12 47.92 61.20 67.17 63.60 74.73 70.51 76.57 76.62 81.17 60.59 59.14
LKU 58.53 52.75 53.93 52.71 68.14 51.27 54.60 39.77 63.59 64.19 59.30 60.92 75.32 83.82 70.30 70.37

Dual 60.77 67.76 47.71 52.25 77.54 40.43 73.68 74.81 61.64 69.67 78.89 65.57 71.06 74.11 66.36 78.05
DWP 63.64 69.16 60.28 67.98 80.67 51.31 73.32 65.97 67.48 71.17 69.65 64.06 75.97 77.86 66.68 70.98
DWCP 66.50 80.58 72.76 74.13 82.88 49.25 70.14 54.58 73.46 72.73 66.63 72.93 83.53 84.15 73.01 67.78
DWCPI 69.25 76.55 64.21 71.10 81.59 42.09 69.21 51.94 72.79 74.05 69.94 68.00 82.37 83.58 72.42 72.58
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