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Abstract

Semantic segmentation consists of predicting a seman-
tic label for each image pixel. Conventional deep learn-
ing models do not take advantage of ordinal relations
that might exist in the domain at hand. For exam-
ple, it is known that the pupil is inside the iris, and
the lane markings are inside the road. Such domain
knowledge can be employed as constraints to make the
model more robust. The current literature on this topic
has explored pixel-wise ordinal segmentation methods,
which treat each pixel as an independent observation
and promote ordinality in its representation. This pa-
per proposes novel spatial ordinal segmentation meth-
ods, which take advantage of the structured image
space by considering each pixel as an observation de-
pendent on its neighborhood context to also promote
ordinal spatial consistency. When evaluated with five
biomedical datasets and multiple configurations of au-
tonomous driving datasets, ordinal methods resulted
in more ordinally-consistent models, with substantial
improvements in ordinal metrics and some increase in
the Dice coefficient. It was also shown that the incor-
poration of ordinal consistency results in models with
better generalization abilities.

1 Introduction

Semantic segmentation, or scene parsing, is the task of
attributing a semantic label to each of the pixels in an
image, resulting in a segmentation map. One common
problem with these deep learning segmentation models
is the lack of generalization ability, which means that
the network fails to make appropriate predictions when
parsing a situation that did not occur in the training
dataset [1]. A hypothesis is that the neural network
model does not have the necessary intrinsic domain
knowledge of the task – it failed to infer appropriate
high-level relations from the data used to train it.

In many situations, there is an explicit ordering be-
tween the output classes, and by training the network
with methods that uphold the ordinal constraints, the
network may be able to learn better higher-level con-
cepts, such as the ordinal relation between different
objects (e.g., the lane marks and are inside the lane,
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Figure 1: Example of (a) segmentation masks and
(b) hypothetical non-constrained model outputs for an
ordinal problem with three distinct classes, {C1, C2, C3},
where such an order is defined that C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ C3, there-
fore, an area segmented as C1 can only possibly have a
direct boundary with areas segmented as C2, whereas
C2 can have boundaries both with C1 and C3.

etc) and the relative placement of objects (e.g., the
sidewalk is to the side of the road, etc.).

Typically, ordinal problems have mostly been stud-
ied in the context of (image) classification [2–4], where
the task is to classify an observation (image) as one
of C1 ≺ C2 ≺ . . . ≺ CK ordered classes (for exam-
ple, the severity of a disease), as opposed to nominal
classes in the case of classic nominal classification. To
our knowledge, only one work [5] attempted to intro-
duce such ordinal relations for semantic segmentation,
where C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ . . . ⊃ CK . However, the work does
not explicitly perform spatial segmentation: it would
be expected that an area labelled as Ck would only have
a direct boundary to the areas segmented as Ck−1 and
Ck+1, as exemplified in Figure 1.

The transition from image classification to segmen-
tation inherently evolves the prediction task from clas-
sifying independent samples (each image) to classifying
structured dependent samples (each pixel in an im-
age). The former can only take action in the repre-
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sentation space of each pixel, while the latter can also
consider the structured space and the relations between
the samples. Further developing this idea, the struc-
tured image space can be generalized to a graph, where
each pixel is a vertex and is connected to its adjacent
pixels.
The contributions presented in this paper can be

summarized in:

• The task of ordinal regression is formalized into or-
dinal consistency for each individual decision and
ordinal consistency for the entire structure of the
input, i.e. spatial consistency in the case of images
(section 3.1).

• Focusing on the latter case, two loss regularization
terms (section 3.3) and one metric are proposed
(section 3.5).

• A thorough evaluation is performed for five
biomedical datasets and an autonomous driving
dataset.

The document is structured as follows: Section 2
introduces the state of the art; Section 3 delineates
the proposal; Section 4 describes the conducted exper-
iments; Section 5 shows and analyzes the experimental
results; and Section 6 revisits the proposed methods
and summarizes the key conclusions.

2 State of the Art

Cross entropy is one of the most commonly used loss
functions for image classification and segmentation
problems. Defining cross entropy for a semantic seg-
mentation problem,

CE(yn, p̂n) = − 1

HW

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

K∑
k=1

1(yn,i,j = k) log(p̂n,k,i,j),

(1)
where p̂ is the model output as probabilities, in shape
(N,K,H,W ), where N is the batch size, K is the num-
ber of classes, and (H,W ) are, respectively, the height
and width of each image; y is the ground truth segmen-
tation map, in shape (N,H,W ), where each value yn,i,j
corresponds to the ground truth class k ∈ {1, · · · ,K}
of the pixel at position (i, j) of observation n; and 1(x)
is the indicator function of x.
Cross-entropy maximizes the probability of the

ground truth class for each pixel in the observation, ig-
noring the distribution of the predictions for the other
classes. This is a potential area where new loss func-
tions can improve by restricting the probabilities of the
non-ground truth class according to the domain knowl-
edge of the task.

2.1 Ordinal Classification Methods

Various research works seek to imbue deep neural net-
works with ordinal domain knowledge in the ordinal
classification domain.
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Figure 2: Example of possible (a) multimodal and
(b) unimodal output probability distributions for a
given pixel.

2.1.1 Unimodality

The promotion of unimodality in the distribution of
the model output probabilities has achieved good re-
sults in ordinal classification tasks [3,6–8]. This can be
advantageous in ordinal problems because the model
should be more uncertain between ordinally adjacent
classes. For example, it would not make sense for a
model to output a high probability for Low and High
risk of disease, but a small probability for Medium risk
of disease. Figure 2 shows the difference between mul-
timodal and unimodal distributions.

To promote unimodal output probability distribu-
tions, some authors have imposed architectural restric-
tions, which restrict the network output to a Binomial
or Poisson probability distributions [6, 7]. Other au-
thors have promoted ordinality by penalizing the model
when it outputs a non-unimodal distribution through
augmented loss functions. One such case is the CO2
loss, which penalizes neighbor class probabilities if they
do not follow unimodal consistency [3],

LCO2(yn, p̂n) = LCE(yn, p̂n) + λLO2(yn, ŷn), (2)

where LO2 is the regularization term,

LO2(yn, p̂n) =

K−1∑
k=1

1(k ≥ yn)ReLU(δ + p̂n,k+1 − p̂n,k)

+

K−1∑
k=1

1(k ≤ yn)ReLU(δ + p̂n,k − p̂n,k+1),

(3)

with δ being an imposed margin, assuring that the dif-
ference between consecutive probabilities is at least δ,
and ReLU is defined as ReLU(x) = max(0, x).

2.1.2 Ordinal Encoding

An approach to introducing ordinality to neural net-
works for classification involves regularizing the input
data by encoding the ordinal distribution in the ground
truth labels [9]. Defining k⋆ as the ground truth class
for a given sample, this input data encoding encodes
each class as 1(k < k⋆), whereas generic one-hot en-
coding encodes each class as 1(k = k⋆). This approach
can be adapted for segmentation problems by similarly
encoding the ground truth masks at a pixel level [5].
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Using ordinal encoding for segmentation does
not guarantee that the output probabilities are
monotonous, i.e., the probability of ordinal class k, Pk,
may be less than Pk+1. The consistency of the output
class probabilities can be achieved by using,

P(C+
k+1) = P(C+

k+1 | C+
k )P(C+

k ), (4)

where P(C+
k+1 | C+

k ) is the (k + 1)-th output of the

network and P(C+
k ) is the corrected probability of class

k [5].

The state-of-the-art ordinal segmentation ap-
proaches have treated pixels as independent observa-
tions and promoted ordinality in their representation.
However, this may be insufficient when applied to the
structured image space, where pixels are dependent ob-
servations and a new level of consistency, i.e., spatial
consistency, can be achieved.

3 Proposal

Firstly, we present the formal foundation of our work
(Section 3.1), then introduce the proposed ordinal seg-
mentation methods, which are categorized into repre-
sentation consistency (Section 3.2), and structural con-
sistency (Section 3.3). Finally, the ordinal segmenta-
tion problem is adapted to domains with arbitrary hi-
erarchies (Section 3.4).

3.1 Foundation

We start by recovering the definition of ordinal mod-
els, as introduced in [10, 11]. In a model consistent
with the ordinal setting, a small change in the input
data should not lead to a “big jump” in the output de-
cision. Assuming f(x) as a decision rule that assigns
each input value x ∈ Rd to the index ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K}
of the predicted class, the decision rule is said to be
consistent with an ordinal data classification setting in
a point x0 only if

∃ ε > 0, max
x∈Bε(x0)

f(x)− min
x∈Bε(x0)

f(x) ≤ 1,

with Bε representing the individual feature-space
neighborhood centered in x0 with radius ε. Equiv-
alently, the decision boundaries in the input feature-
space x should be only between regions of consecutive
classes. Note that the concept of consistency with the
ordinal setting is independent of the model type (prob-
abilistic or not) and relies only on the decision region
produced by the model. The state-of-the-art methods
discussed in the previous Section focus only on this
consistency (albeit often indirectly, by working on a
related property, like the unimodality in the output
probability space).

However, this consistency is only part of our knowl-
edge in the ordinal segmentation setting. In Figure 3,
the feature description x ∈ R at every pixel is mapped
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Figure 3: Illustration of possible ordinal
(in)consistencies. (a) Ordinal representation consis-
tency. (b) Ordinal structure inconsistency. (c) Ordinal
structure consistency.

to the class according to the representation function

f(x) =


C1, if x < 100

C2, if 100 ≤ x < 200

C3, if x ≥ 200,

(5)

which is also depicted in Figure 3(a). Note that the
model is ordinal-consistent in the pixel description
space. At most, a small change in x will change the
decision to an adjacent class.

Consider now that the representation learned at each
pixel v is given as

x(v) =

{
x(v0), if v ∈ left half of the image

4x(v0), if otherwise,

(6)

where x(v0) is arbitrarily defined. The model always
sets the right half of the image to four times the values
in the left half. Therefore, as illustrated in Figure 3(b),
even being consistent at the pixel representation level,
for some images (e.g., when the description of the pix-
els on the left takes the value 75), the decision will be
C1 for the left half and C3 for the right half, which is to
be avoided in an ordinal segmentation scenario. There-
fore, we generalize the definition of ordinal-consistent
models to models acting on structured observations,
such as images or, more generally, graphs.

Consider each image as a graph G = (V, E), where
V denotes the set of graph vertices and E ⊂ V × V
denotes the set of graph edges. Vertices in the im-
age graph represent pixels, and because the values of
a pixel are usually highly related to the values of its
neighbors, there are undirected edges from a pixel to
its neighboring pixels (often 4 or 8). The correspond-
ing graph is then a 2D lattice. Consider the goal of
learning a function of signals/features which takes as
input:

• A feature description xi = g(vi) for every node vi

• A representative description of the graph structure
G = (V, E)

and produces a node-level output f(xi). Also, remem-
ber that the closed neighborhood of a vertex v in a
graph G is the subgraph of G, N [v], induced by all
vertices adjacent to v and v itself, i.e., the graph com-
posed of the vertices adjacent to v and v, and all edges
connecting vertices adjacent to v.
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We now define a model as ordinal consistent if the
following two conditions are simultaneously met:

• representation consistency: as before, if, for
every point x0 ∈ Rd, ∃ ε > 0, maxx∈Bε(x0) f(x)−
minx∈Bε(x0) f(x) ≤ 1, with Bε representing the
feature-space neighborhood centered in x0 with
radius ε.

• structural consistency: if, for every node vi,
maxv∈N [vi] f(g(v))−minv∈N [vi] f(g(v)) ≤ 1

Figure 3(b) illustrates structural inconsistency and
consistency – the representations of the pixels change
smoothly over the image as given by

x(v) =


x(v0), if v ∈ left third of the image

x(v0) + 1, if v ∈ middle third of the image

x(v0) + 2, if v ∈ right third of the image.

(7)

3.2 Representation Consistency for Or-
dinal Segmentation

In ordinal segmentation, ordinal representation con-
sistency methods encompass those methods that act
on the individual pixel representation x(v) and deci-
sion, i.e., they impose restrictions on the pixel, tak-
ing into account its own characteristics and disregard-
ing the context of the neighboring pixels. Such meth-
ods include the ordinal pixel encoding and consistency
methods discussed in the state-of-the-art analysis [5].
The previously introduced CO2 loss (4) can be trivially
adapted to segmentation by performing the regulariza-
tion term for each pixel,

LO2(yn, p̂n) =
1

HW

W∑
i=1

H∑
j=1

[
yn,i,j∑
k=1

ReLU(δ + p̂n,k,i,j − p̂n,k+1,i,j)

+

K−1∑
k=yn,i,j

ReLU(δ + p̂n,k+1,i,j − p̂n,k,i,j)

]
.

(8)

3.3 Structural Consistency for Ordinal
Segmentation

The structural neighborhood concerns the neighbor-
hood that relates one element with the others in the
graph structure. In the case of semantic segmentation,
the structural neighborhood is the set that contains all
pixels connected to a given pixel.

3.3.1 Contact Surface Loss Using Neighbor
Pixels

The contact surface loss is defined by penalizing the
prediction of two neighboring pixels of non-ordinally
adjacent classes. This penalization term is performed

by multiplying the output probabilities for neighbour-
ing pixels,

LCSNP(p̂n, p̂m) =
∑
n,m:

vn∈N [vm]

p̂⊺
nCp̂m

(9)

where p̂⊺
nCp̂n is a symmetric bilinear form, C is a K×

K cost matrix, p̂n ∈ RK is the vector of probabilities
predicted at node vn (similarly for pm). C is defined
as

Ci,j = ReLU(|i−j|−1) =

{
0, if |i− j| ≤ 1

Ci,j = |i− j| − 1, otherwise,

(10)
to penalize ordinal-inconsistent neighboring probabil-
ities, where ReLU(·) is the Rectified Linear function,
ReLU(x) = max(0, x). As an example, for K = 4
classes, we obtain

C =


0 0 1 2
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
2 1 0 0

 .

The intuition is to penalize high probabilities in
spatially-close classes that are not adjacent.

3.3.2 Contact Surface Loss Using the Distance
Transform

Another approach is leveraging the distance transform,
which is an image map where each value represents the
distance from each pixel in the target image to its clos-
est pixel with value 1, calculated with the customizable
distance function d [12]. Defining the distance trans-
form (DT) of the output probability map of class k,

DT(p̂n,k)p1
= min

p2:p̂n,k,p2
≥δ

d(p1, p2), (11)

where p = (i, j) and δ is the threshold parameter that
selects the high-confidence pixels (typically 0.5), allow-
ing the distance transform to be calculated for a high-
certainty version of the output segmentation mask.

This provides a distance between pixels that have
a high probability for a certain class and the closest
pixel with a low probability of that class. That is,
it provides an approximate distance between pixels of
different classes. The model is trained to maximize
this distance by multiplying the class probabilities map
with the opposing class’s distance transform,

LCSDT(p̂n) = − 1

|S|
∑

k1,k2∈S

Ck1,k2

(
p̂n,k1

DT(p̂n,k2
)

+ p̂n,k2
DT(p̂n,k1

)
)
,

(12)

where S is the set of pairs (k1, k2) ∈ {1, · · · ,K} such
that k2 − k1 > 1.

At this stage, the CSDT term maximizes the dis-
tance indefinitely. This is problematic because this
may cause exploding distances, drawing the masks
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Figure 4: A Hasse diagram exemplifying a domain with
a partial order in its set of classes.

away from each other and possibly completely deviat-
ing from the ground truth. This can be solved by lim-
iting the distance transform to a maximum distance, γ.
This way, the loss only penalizes masks closer to each
other than the γ value. For that reason, an updated
distance transform was used, which saturates,

DT(p̂n,k)
γ
p1

= min(DT(p̂n,k)p1
, γ). (13)

3.4 Partially Ordered Domains

The previous ordinal segmentation methods were pro-
posed for ordinal domains with a (linear) total order
in the set of classes, i.e., domains where C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃
. . . ⊃ CK . This section proposes extending the previ-
ous work on ordinal losses to partially ordered output
sets (e.g., the road may contain both lane marks and
vehicles, but there is no relation between lane marks
and vehicles).

Domains with a partial order in their set of classes
must provide the segmentation methods with this par-
tial order, i.e., the ordinal relations that motivate the
ordinal constraints, as exemplified by Figure 4.

The ordinal segmentation metrics and losses pro-
posed to total order sets can be extended to partially
ordered sets. Define first ℓm,n as the length of the
shortest path from class m to class n in the Hasse dia-
gram, or 0 if no such path exists. Note that ℓm,n ̸= ℓn,m
and ℓm,n ∨ ℓn,m = 0.

The previously introduced loss terms (LO2, LCSNP

and LCSDT) are extended to arbitrary hierarchies as
L′
O2, L

′
CSNP and L′

CSDT.
The L′

O2 term can be redefined from (8) by apply-
ing it between two neighboring classes, i.e. only when
ℓm,n = 1, and if the edge (m,n) is part of a Hasse path
that includes the ground-truth label k⋆.
The C cost matrix in the L′

CSNP term can be defined
as

Cm,n = ReLU(max(ℓm,n, ℓn,m)− 1).

The adaptation L′
CSDT is similar to the adopted in

L′
O2.
Note that all these extensions revert to the base ver-

sions when applied to a totally ordered set.

3.5 Evaluation Metrics

3.5.1 Unimodal Pixels

We propose measuring the representation consistency
using as a metric the percentage of Unimodal Pixels

Table 1: A selection of appropriate biomedical datasets
for ordinal segmentation.

Dataset # Images# Classes Sample

Breast Aesthetics [13] 120 4

Cervix-MobileODT [14] 1480 5

Mobbio [15] 1817 4

Teeth-ISBI [16] 40 5

Teeth-UCV [17] 100 4

(UP), originally proposed by [8], which consists of the
fraction of times that the probability distribution pro-
duced by the model is unimodal.

3.5.2 Contact Surface Metric

To evaluate the structural consistency, we propose to
measure the percentage of ordinally invalid inter-class
jumps between adjacent pixels, a metric for the con-
tact surface between the masks of non-ordinally adja-
cent classes. Ordinally valid jumps are considered to be
jumps between classes whose ordinal distance equals 1.
If the ordinal distance between the classes of adjacent
pixels exceeds 1, then that is an ordinally invalid jump.
This requires that each pixel and its immediate neigh-
borhood be examined during calculation. Defining the
Contact Surface (CS) metric,

CS(ŷn) =
1

2

∑H
i=1

∑W
j=1 1(CSdx(ŷn)i,j > 1)∑H

i=1

∑W
j=1 1(CSdx(ŷn)i,j > 0)

+
1

2

∑H
i=1

∑W
j=1 1(CSdy(ŷn)i,j > 1)∑H

i=1

∑W
j=1 1(CSdy(ŷn)i,j > 0)

,

(14)

where ŷ = argmaxKk=1(p̂), and CSdx and CSdy are the
ordinal index variation, i.e., ordinal distance, from the
current pixel (i, j) to the neighborhood, respectively,
through the x and y axis,

CSdx(ŷn)i,j = |ŷn,i,j − ŷn,i,j+1|
CSdy(ŷn)i,j = |ŷn,i,j − ŷn,i+1,j |

(15)

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

Various real-life biomedical datasets with ordinal seg-
mentation tasks, i.e., where there is a clear ordering
between classes, were identified from the literature [5].
Table 1 introduces the five biomedical datasets used to
validate the proposed methods, along with a sample
image and its corresponding segmentation mask.

To evaluate the ordinal methods on au-
tonomous driving domains, the BDD100K [18]
and Cityscapes [19] datasets were used:
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• BDD100K – is a multi-task, large-scale, and di-
verse dataset, obtained in a crowd-sourcing man-
ner. Its images are split into two sets, each sup-
porting a different subset of tasks: (1) 100K im-
ages – 100,000 images with labels for the object
detection, drivable area, and lane marking tasks,
and (2) 10K images – 10,000 images with labels
for the semantic segmentation, instance segmenta-
tion, and panoptic segmentation tasks. The 10K
dataset is not a subset of the 100K, but consider-
able overlap exists.

• Cityscapes – is a large-scale and diverse dataset,
with scenes obtained from 50 different cities. It
provides 5,000 finely annotated images for seman-
tic segmentation.

Two variants of the BDD100K dataset were con-
sidered: (1) BDD10K for the ordinary semantic seg-
mentation task (10,000 images); and (2) BDDInter-
sected, which is the intersection of the 100K and 10K
subsets and supports both the semantic segmentation
and drivable area tasks (2,976 images). The models
trained with BDD10K were subsequently tested with
Cityscapes to validate the methods’ generalization abil-
ity with out-of-distribution (OOD) testing. Further-
more, to evaluate how the proposed methods influence
learning with scarce data, a dataset scale variation ex-
periment was conducted with the BDD10K dataset.

To transpose semantic segmentation in autonomous
driving to an ordinal segmentation problem, ordinal re-
lations must be derived from the classes in the dataset.
When analyzing an autonomous driving scene, e.g.,
Figure 5, we can, a priori, derive that, usually:

• The vehicles will be on the road or in parking
spaces;

• The drivable area will be on the road;

• The ego lane will be in the drivable area;

• The sidewalk will be on either side of the road;

• The pedestrians will either be on the sidewalk or
the road;

• The remainder of the environment surrounds the
road.

Taking this domain knowledge into account, Ta-
ble 2 introduces the reduced , wroadagents and wroada-
gents nodrivable ordinal segmentation mask setups, in-
cluding the ordinal relationship between classes in the
form of a tree. Figure 5(b) shows the reduced ordinal
segmentation mask setup for the autonomous driving
scene in Figure 5(a).

4.2 Experimental Setup

The experimental results were obtained using the UNet
architecture [20] with four groups of convolution blocks
(each consisting of two convolution and one pooling

(a)

unknown

environment

road

sidewalk

road agents

drivable area

ego lane

(b)

Figure 5: (a) Driving scene from the BDD100K
dataset [18]. (b) Respective reduced mask.

Table 2: Segmentation classes. When using mask re-
duced , the classes in gray are replaced by a single
class “road agents” which is equal to their union. Mask
wroadagents uses all of the shown classes, while mask
wroadagents nodrivable does not use the drivable area
task classes in blue .
Index Name Semantic Drivable

Segmentation Area
1 unknown unknown –

2 environment remaining –
3 road road –

4 sidewalk sidewalk –
5 person person –
6 rider rider –
7 motorcycle motorcycle –
8 bicycle bicycle –
9 car car –
10 truck truck –
11 bus bus –
12 train train –
13 drivable area – alternative

14 ego lane – direct

layers) for each of the encoder and decoder portions1.
All datasets were normalized with a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1 after data augmentation, con-
sisting of random rotation, random horizontal flips,
random crops, and random brightness and contrast.
The networks were optimized for a maximum of 200
epochs in the case of the biomedical datasets and a
maximum of 100 epochs in the case of the autonomous
driving datasets, using the Adam [21] optimizer with
a learning rate of 1e-4 and a batch-size of 16. Early
stopping was used with a patience of 15 epochs. After
a train-test split of 80-20%, a 5-fold training strategy
consisting of 4 training folds and one validation fold
was applied for each training dataset. For each fold,
the best-performing model on the validation dataset
was selected. An NVIDIA Tensor Core A100 GPU
with 40GB of RAM and an NVIDIA RTX A2000 with
12GB of RAM were used to train the networks.

The metrics used were: (1) the Dice coefficient,
which evaluates the methods with respect to the
ground truth labels, (2) the contact surface, which eval-
uates the methods with respect to the spatial ordinal
consistency, and (3) the percentage of unimodal pixels
metrics, which evaluates the methods with respect to
the pixel-wise ordinal consistency.

The cross-entropy loss and the methods by Fernan-
des et al. [5] were used as the baseline models. The
methods to be evaluated had their parameterization,
including the range of regularization term weights (λ),

1An open-source PyTorch implementation of the UNet
architecture was used, https://github.com/milesial/

Pytorch-UNet.
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empirically determined. These methods are:

• The semantic segmentation adaptation of the or-
dinal representation consistency LCO2 loss func-
tion, with the imposed margin δ = 0.05, as recom-
mended by the authors [3];

• The proposed ordinal structural loss for segmenta-
tion, LCSNP and LCSDT, with the distance trans-
form threshold δ = 0.5 and the maximum regular-
ization distance γ = 10;

• The mix of representation and structural methods,
through the LCO2 + LCSNP loss combination of
the two regularization terms.

5 Results

Tables 3–5 depict the main results. Since each loss
term proposed is actually a penalty that is weighted
with cross-entropy (loss = CE+ λ term), each loss was
evaluated using grid-search, λ ∈ {0.1, 1, . . . , 104}, se-
lecting the best value for each metric.
Table 3 shows that the proposed losses generally of-

fer an improvement, as judged by the Dice coefficient.
Notice that this metric is computed for each pixel, ex-
plaining why CO2 (a loss that focuses on the pixel-
wise ordinal representation consistency) generally per-
forms better. Two additional tables are presented with
the proposed ordinal metrics, evaluating the consis-
tency for the representation space (% unimodality in
Table 4) and the structural space (contact surface in
Table 5). Naturally, CO2 again shows a very good per-
formance for representation consistency, but the other
losses start to become competitive as the structural
consistency is evaluated using the contact surface met-
ric.

Additional results are shown in plots that depict the
influence of the weight of the regularization term, λ,
on each respective metric. Figures 7, 8 and 9 show,
respectively, the Dice coefficient, contact surface, and
unimodal metrics for the biomedical datasets. We can
see that the ordinal methods successfully optimize the
ordinal metrics, resulting in more ordinally consistent
models. The dice coefficient metric does not improve
much; however, excessive regularization can occur at
some λ values, resulting in a lower Dice metric.
Figure 10 shows the Dice coefficient for the au-

tonomous driving datasets, including the out-of-
distribution domain testing. There, it can be seen that
CO2 is the method with the highest impact on the gen-
eralization capability of the model, achieving a maxi-
mum absolute gain of 4.2% (11.5% in relative terms)
at λ = 10, which means that using this loss helps the
model generalize better to previously unseen scenarios.
Figure 11 showcases a set of model inference outputs
for this scenario, comparing cross-entropy outputs to
CO2 with λ = 10.
To evaluate whether the inclusion of domain knowl-

edge during the training of the models would help the
network learn better with scarce data for autonomous
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Figure 6: Dice coefficient (macro average) results for
the autonomous driving datasets scale variation exper-
iments (higher is better).

driving scenarios, an experiment that consisted of vary-
ing the scale of the dataset used to train the models
was performed. For each method, the best-performing
lambda in the out-of-distribution scenario was selected,
the rationale being that those models are the best at
generalizing to unseen scenarios, which is useful when
training with low amounts of data. For the LCO2 and
LCSNP losses, λ = 10.0 was used, and for the LCSDT,
λ = 0.1 was used. Figure 6 shows the Dice coefficient
results for the dataset scale variation experiment.

When testing with the BDD10K dataset, the LCO2

and LCSNP losses achieve better Dice coefficient re-
sults at scales 0.25 and 0.5 when compared with the
cross-entropy baseline, which suggests that, indeed,
these losses help the network learn better when data
is scarce. Especially when using the CO2 loss, result-
ing in absolute gains of 1.2% (5.7% in relative terms)
in the Dice coefficient performance at scale 0.25 over
cross-entropy. CO2 continues beating cross-entropy
Dice performance through scales 0.1 and 0.05.

Cross-entropy generalizes better than the spatial
methods when testing with the Cityscapes dataset in
an out-of-distribution scenario for lower scales. How-
ever, the CO2 loss continues to generalize better than
the cross-entropy throughout all scales, achieving a
maximum absolute gain of 5.3% (15.7% in relative
terms) in the Dice coefficient at scale 0.75. Still, it can
be seen that the generalization ability of CO2 decreases
at a higher rate than its performance on BDD10K –
training with fewer data has a higher impact on the
model’s generalization ability.

Regarding the ordinal metrics, the scale variance
does not significantly affect either metric.

In terms of compute complexity, since these are dif-
ferent losses, they do not affect inference time. Fur-
thermore, any change in training time was too small to
be detected.

5.1 Discussion

A comparison between the biomedical and autonomous
driving datasets results concludes that the biomedical
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Table 3: Overall results for the Dice coefficient metric.
Dataset CrossEntropy CO2 CSNP CSDT CO2+CSNP
Breast Aesthetics 93.8± 0.4 94.2± 0.5 94.0± 0.4 94.0± 0.5 94.0± 0.2
Cervix-MobileODT 77.0± 0.6 77.3± 0.7 77.4± 0.2 76.9± 0.7 77.3± 0.7
Mobbio 93.8± 0.1 94.1± 0.0 93.8± 0.0 93.7± 0.1 93.8± 0.1
Teeth-ISBI 74.0± 1.2 74.8± 0.4 74.9± 1.1 75.3± 1.0 74.7± 1.0
Teeth-UCV 90.2± 0.4 90.8± 0.3 90.5± 0.6 90.3± 0.3 90.5± 0.3
BDDIntersected reduced 71.2± 0.5 71.9± 0.2 71.2± 0.6 70.4± 0.6 71.9± 0.2
BDDIntersected noabstract 37.1± 0.8 38.6± 0.8 38.1± 0.5 37.2± 0.9 38.5± 0.9
BDD10K 38.1± 1.1 39.2± 0.4 38.2± 1.1 38.2± 1.2 39.2± 0.4
Cityscapes 36.0± 1.1 40.2± 0.5 35.8± 1.1 36.5± 1.4 39.3± 0.4

Table 4: Overall results for the percentage of unimodal pixels metric.
Dataset CrossEntropy CO2 CSNP CSDT CO2+CSNP
Breast Aesthetics 6.2± 0.5 99.6± 0.2 17.0± 16.0 13.2± 12.3 56.3± 7.4
Cervix-MobileODT 1.0± 0.2 98.9± 0.4 1.0± 0.2 0.9± 0.2 1.2± 0.2
Mobbio 0.8± 0.1 97.3± 2.3 0.9± 0.2 0.7± 0.2 0.9± 0.0
Teeth-ISBI 9.6± 3.2 97.2± 0.2 34.7± 12.3 38.1± 7.1 93.1± 1.4
Teeth-UCV 18.0± 1.6 98.7± 0.2 45.7± 9.0 34.7± 14.7 81.1± 13.0
BDDIntersected reduced 2.7± 1.7 100.0± 0.0 39.6± 18.0 55.1± 12.9 100.0± 0.0
BDDIntersected noabstract 2.4± 1.8 100.0± 0.0 46.0± 17.6 42.6± 7.1 100.0± 0.0
BDD10K 32.3± 5.8 100.0± 0.0 88.8± 2.4 96.4± 0.5 100.0± 0.0
Cityscapes 23.0± 11.4 100.0± 0.0 89.0± 5.2 97.2± 0.6 100.0± 0.0

Table 5: Overall results for the contact surface metric.
Dataset CrossEntropy CO2 CSNP CSDT CO2+CSNP
Breast Aesthetics 0.2± 0.2 0.3± 0.1 0.3± 0.2 0.3± 0.2 0.3± 0.1
Cervix-MobileODT 14.5± 3.1 14.5± 2.4 14.2± 1.8 13.6± 1.4 14.5± 2.4
Mobbio 12.3± 0.4 12.5± 0.4 12.3± 0.3 12.4± 0.5 12.0± 0.2
Teeth-ISBI 30.0± 3.5 31.2± 2.6 30.4± 1.7 29.1± 1.0 31.2± 2.6
Teeth-UCV 7.0± 1.1 6.9± 1.1 8.1± 1.3 5.5± 0.9 6.9± 1.1
BDDIntersected reduced 55.9± 3.5 54.9± 2.5 56.4± 1.4 54.5± 3.2 52.8± 2.6
BDDIntersected noabstract 47.8± 2.2 50.1± 2.2 49.9± 1.8 47.0± 1.1 48.5± 1.5
BDD10K 51.2± 2.1 50.5± 2.5 50.3± 1.2 50.9± 1.4 48.7± 2.1
Cityscapes 59.3± 2.0 61.4± 1.4 58.0± 2.1 60.2± 2.5 57.6± 3.9
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Figure 7: Dice coefficient (macro average) results for
the biomedical datasets (higher is better).
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datasets (lower is better).
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 11: Comparison of the influence of cross-
entropy and CO2 losses on model output in out-of-
distribution inference. (a) Input image. (b) Ground-
truth. (c) Cross-entropy. (d) CO2 (λ = 10.0). The
CO2 loss promotes more accurately identification of
pedestrians, two-wheel vehicles, and riders when com-
pared with the cross-entropy loss output.

results are significantly better in terms of the Dice co-
efficient performance – the performance gains with the
autonomous driving datasets are still positive, but not
as large, since these datasets are considerably more
complex, with a greater variety of scenarios and seg-
mentation classes.

The representation space, i.e., pixel-wise, LCO2 per-
formed well in both the biomedical and autonomous
driving datasets, especially when considered in an out-
of-distribution domain – it could potentially be applied
in a real-world scenario in order to improve the gener-
alization capabilities of perception algorithms.

The structured space, i.e., spatial, LCSNP and LCSDT

losses, may not apply to the autonomous driving sce-
nario in their current form, at least at high regular-
ization weights. The scene perspective from the car
makes it so that there is a large amount of valid con-
tact surface between non-ordinally adjacent classes –
in a 2D projection of the real world, the absolute mini-
mization of these contact surfaces may not be the best
solution since occlusions and different perspectives may
originate legitimate contact between non-ordinally ad-
jacent classes. Relaxed adaptations of these methods
that consider this type of contact could be devised in
the future. However, in the biomedical datasets, these
methods performed well, with their greatest difficulty
being the existence of occlusions.

As seen, the choice of λ value, i.e., regularization
weight, is critical for the performance of the proposed
methods. For this reason, in order to be applied to dif-
ferent domains, there should be an empirical study of
the influence of the lambda value in the segmentation
performance in that specific domain and the choice of a
value that is a balance between the ordinal metrics and
the Dice coefficient, i.e., a value that promotes some
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unimodality and spatial consistency but also does not
hurt Dice performance to the point where it is unus-
able.

6 Conclusion

This paper explored ordinality in the context of struc-
tured data, proposing a formal definition of an ordi-
nal model for generic graph structures. The concept
was then specifically studied for semantic segmenta-
tion, where each image can be interpreted as a graph.
In this domain, two categories of loss functions for

ordinal segmentation were studied: (1) an ordinal rep-
resentation consistency loss, where each pixel is treated
individually by promoting unimodality in its probabil-
ity distribution, and (2) a structural consistency loss,
where each pixel is considered in the context of its
neighborhood and the contact surface between non-
ordinally adjacent classes is minimized.

For that purpose, the following loss terms were pro-
posed:

1. the segmentation adaptation of the representation
LCO2 loss;

2. the structural LCSNP loss, which considers only
the immediate neighbor pixels;

3. the structural LCSDT loss, which considers the
global neighborhood.

In addition, two metrics were proposed to evaluate the
network output’s ordinal consistency: (1) the percent-
age of unimodal pixels and (2) the contact surface be-
tween the segmentation masks of non-ordinally adja-
cent classes.

The proposed methods were initially validated on
five biomedical datasets and two autonomous driv-
ing datasets, resulting in more ordinally consistent
models without significantly impacting the Dice coef-
ficient. To evaluate the methods’ impact on the mod-
els’ generalization capability, the resulting models were
tested in an autonomous driving out-of-distribution
scenario. Furthermore, the autonomous driving mod-
els were also tested with scaled-down versions of the
BDD100K dataset to evaluate how the network learns
with scarce data. The ordinal methods achieved maxi-
mum improvements in the Dice coefficient with an ab-
solute value of 5.3% (15.7% in relative terms) in the
out-of-distribution domain.
To summarize, incorporating ordinal consistency

into semantic segmentation models showed promising
results, including developing more generalizable mod-
els that exhibit improved learning capabilities with lim-
ited data availability. Since these are loss terms, they
do not add time complexity to inference time.

Future research topics could include: (i) the devel-
opment of more flexible spatial ordinal segmentation
methods, allowing for limited contact between non-
ordinally adjacent classes, such as in the case of occlu-
sions and different perspectives; and (ii) the develop-

ment of novel methods that leverage ordinal constraints
not necessarily consisting of augmented loss functions.

Furthermore, the current work could contribute to
other types of consistency. The partially ordered do-
mains explored in this work were structural (e.g., a ve-
hicle may be located on the road or in parking spaces),
but a representational partially ordered domain could
correspond to hierarchical segmentation [22], where
each pixel has a taxonomy (e.g., a motorcycle and bi-
cycle are both two-wheels; two-wheels and four-wheels
are both types of vehicles).

Also, part segmentation could be considered a dif-
ferent type of structural consistency, where parts of
an object are next to each other. Super-pixels have
been used to impose constraints, such as the “head”
appearing above “upper body” or “hair” being above
“head” [23]. Similarly, the function of Restricted Boltz-
mann Machines has been used to favor certain classes
based on their spatial locations [24]. This work could
be considered an alternative that promotes such struc-
tural consistency using loss penalties.

7 Source Code

def CSNP(P, K):
loss = 0
count = 0

# for each pair of non-ordinally adjacent classes
for k1 in range(K):

for k2 in range(K):
if abs(k2 - k1) <= 1:

continue

# more weight to more ordinally distant classes
ordinal_multiplier = abs(k2 - k1) - 1

dx = P[:, k1, :, :-1] * P[:, k2, :, 1:]
dy = P[:, k1, :-1, :] * P[:, k2, 1:, :]

loss += ordinal_multiplier * \
(torch.mean(dx) + torch.mean(dy))/2

count += 1

if count != 0:
loss /= count

return loss

def CSDT(P, K, threshold=.5, max_dist=10.):
loss = 0
count = 0

activations = 1. * (P > threshold)
DT = distance_transform(activations)

# cap the maximum distance at 10
max_dist_DT = (DT >= max_dist) * max_dist
# select the values with a distance < 10
DT *= DT < max_dist
# add the capped values
DT += max_dist_DT

# for each pair of non-ordinally adjacent classes
for k1 in range(K):

for k2 in range(k1 + 2, K):
# more weight to more ordinally distant classes
ordinal_multiplier = abs(k2 - k1) - 1

d_k1, d_k2 = DT[:, k1], DT[:, k2]
p_k1, p_k2 = P[:, k1], P[:, k2]

calc = p_k1 * d_k2 + p_k2 * d_k1
calc = calc[calc != 0]

loss += ordinal_multiplier * torch.mean(calc)
count += 1

if count != 0:
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loss /= count
loss /= max_dist # normalize
return -loss # maximize
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