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Abstract—Advancements in image segmentation play an in-
tegral role within the broad scope of Deep Learning-based
Computer Vision. Furthermore, their widespread applicability in
critical real-world tasks has resulted in challenges related to the
reliability of such algorithms. Hence, uncertainty quantification
has been extensively studied within this context, enabling the
expression of model ignorance (epistemic uncertainty) or data
ambiguity (aleatoric uncertainty) to prevent uninformed decision-
making. Due to the rapid adoption of Convolutional Neural
Network (CNN)-based segmentation models in high-stake appli-
cations, a substantial body of research has been published on
this very topic, causing its swift expansion into a distinct field.
This work provides a comprehensive overview of probabilistic
segmentation, by discussing fundamental concepts of uncertainty
quantification, governing advancements in the field as well as
the application to various tasks. Moreover, literature on both
types of uncertainties trace back to four key applications: (1)
to quantify statistical inconsistencies in the annotation process
due ambiguous images, (2) correlating prediction error with
uncertainty, (3) expanding the model hypothesis space for better
generalization, and (4) Active Learning. An extensive discussion
follows that includes an overview of utilized datasets for each of
the applications and evaluation of the available methods. We also
highlight challenges related to architectures, uncertainty quantifi-
cation methods, standardization and benchmarking, and finally
end with recommendations for future work such as methods
based on single forward passes and models that appropriately
leverage volumetric data.

Index Terms—image segmentation, uncertainty quantification,
probabilistic modeling, epistemic, aleatoric

I. INTRODUCTION

MAGE segmentation entails pixel-wise classification of

data, effectively delineating objects and regions of inter-
est [1]]. With the rapid development of Convolution Neural
Networks (CNNs), Deep Learning-based image segmentation
has seen major advancements and gained significant interest
over time [2]|-[4]], obtaining impressive scores with large-scale
segmentation datasets [5]—[7]. Nevertheless, such methodolo-
gies rely on extensive assumptions and relaxations on the
Bayesian learning paradigm, omitting crucial information on
the uncertainty associated with the model predictions. This
omission diminishes the reliability and interpretability of such
models. For example, a difficult distinction between classes
in real-time automotive scenarios can result in disastrous
consequences or uncertain lesion malignancy prediction may
significantly impact the decision-making of invasive treat-
ments.
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Extensive efforts have been made to align modern neural
network optimization with Bayesian Machine Learning [8]-
[L1], such as learning parameter densities, rather than point
estimates, to include a notion of epistemic uncertainty. Fur-
thermore, explicitly modeling the output likelihood distribution
enables expressing the aleatoric uncertainty. Notably, literature
mention that determining the nature of uncertainty is not often
straightforward. For example, Hiillermeier et al. [12] stated
that “by allowing the learner to change the setting, the distinc-
tion between these two types of uncertainty will be somewhat
blurred”. This sentiment is also shared by Kiureghian and
Ditlevsen [13]], noting that “in one model an addressed uncer-
tainty may be aleatory, in another model it may be epistemic”.
Sharing similar views, we highlight the necessity of careful
analyses and possible subjective interpretation regarding the
topic.

Fortunately, the merits of uncertainty quantification have
been well-recognized in the field of CNN-based segmenta-
tion and underscore the importance of a rigorous literature
overview. Nonetheless, most surveys take the perspective from
the medical domain [14], [15]], often for specific modali-
ties [[16]-[[19]. There is a notable absence of a comprehen-
sive overview in this field, relating theoretical foundation to
the multitude of applications. Furthermore, the abundance of
available works can be often overwhelming for both emerging
and seasoned researchers. This study seeks to fill this gap
in literature and contributes to the subject area by providing
a curated overview, where various concepts are discussed
through standardized notation and clarified by mutual compar-
ison. After reading this work, readers will be able to discern
various forms of uncertainty with their pertinent applications
to segmentation tasks. Additionally, they will have developed
comprehensive understanding of challenges and unexplored
avenues in the field.

This review paper is structured as follows. Past work with
significant impact in general image segmentation is presented
in Section[[l] where closely related surveys are also referenced.
Then, the theoretical framework and notation that governs
the remainder of the paper is introduced in Section The
role of these concepts in image segmentation will be treated
in Sections and which include all architectures and
approaches with significant impact on the field. We then
consider the applications that use these uncertainty estimates
in Section [V1 Finally, this overview will be further discussed
together with key challenges and future recommendations in
Section which is concluded in Section Figure
illustrates a brief overview of the sections.
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Fig. 1. Overview of the sections. The leafs of the presented hierarchical tree are related to subsections of the article.

II. BACKGROUND

This section highlights a selection of literature crucial to
the development of current probabilistic segmentation models.
While literature on segmentation itself is vast, this decision has
resulted in a limited collection of studies.

As summarized by Minaee et al. [20], semantic segmen-
tation has been performed using methods such as threshold-
ing [21]], histogram-based bundling, region-growing [22], k-
means clustering [23]], watershedding [24], to more advanced
algorithms such as active contours [25[], graph cuts [26],
conditional and Markov random fields [27], and sparsity-based
methods [28], [29]. After the application of CNNs [30], the
domain of image segmentation underwent rapid developments.
Notably, the Fully Convolutional Network (FCN) [3]] adapted
the AlexNet [31]], VGG16 [32] and GoogleNet [33|] archi-
tectures to enable end-to-end semantic segmentation. Further-
more, other CNN architectures such as DeepLabv3 [34], and
the MobileNetv3 [35] have also been commonly used.

As the research progressed, increasing success has been
observed with encoder-decoder models [2]], [4], [36l], [37]. Ini-
tially developed for the medical applications, Ronneberger et
al. [2] introduced the U-Net, which successfully relies on
residual connections between the encoding-decoding path, to
preserve high-frequency details in the encoded feature maps.
To this day, the U-Net is still often utilized as the default
backbone model for segmentation architectures, particularly
in the medical domain. In fact, reports of recent research
indicate that the relatively simple U-Net and nnU-Net [3§]]
still outperform more contemporary and complex models [39]],
[40].

Semantic segmentation focuses solely on assigning class
labels to each pixel and is particularly suitable for amor-
phous or uncountable subjects of interest. In contrast, instance
segmentation not only detects, but also delineates individual
objects within the image. This form of segmentation is more
applicable when identifying and outlining countable instances
of objects. The third category, panoptic segmentation, com-
bines both class and instance-level classification [20].

III. PROBABILISTIC IMAGE SEGMENTATION

This section describes the fundamentals of Bayesian infer-
ence and its relationship with conventional models for seg-
mentation. The provided details introduce standard variables
and notations as we proceed throughout the manuscript.

A. Bayesian inference

Assuming random-variable pairs (Y, X) ~ Py x that take
values in J) € REXHXW and X ¢ REXHXW respectively,
then Y can be considered as the ground-truth of a K-class
segmentation task and X as the query image. The variables H,
W and C correspond to the image height, width and channel
depth, respectively. Conforming to the principle of maximum
entropy, the optimal parameters given the data (i.e. posterior)
subject to the chosen intermediate distributions can be inferred
through Bayes Theorem as

_ p(y|x, 0)p(6)
PO =

where p(@) represents the prior belief on the parameter
distribution and p(y|x) the conditional data likelihood (also
commonly referred to as the evidence). After obtaining a
posterior with dataset D = {x;,y;}~; containing N images,
the predictive distribution from a new datapoint x* can be
denoted as
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As evident, both the variability in the empirical data and
the inferred parameters of the model influence the predictive
distribution. Hence, uncertainties stemming from the condi-
tional likelihood distribution are classified as either aleatoric,
implying from the statistical diversity in the data, or epistemic,
which stems from the posterior, i.e. the variance of the model
parameters. A straightforward approach to quantify any of
these uncertainties is achieved through obtaining the predictive
entropy, which can similarly be decomposed as

epistemic

——
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aleatoric



B. Conventional segmentation

Regardless of the elegantly formulated Bayesian posterior,
most practical approaches make use of so-called “determinis-
tic” segmentation networks, which are trained by Maximum
Likelihood Estimation (MLE) and is specified as

Ovie = arg;nax logp(y\x, 0), 4)

which simplifies the training procedure by taking a point
estimate of the posterior. This approximation improves as the
training data increases and the model parameter variances
approach zero. As such, MLE does not include any prior
knowledge on the structure of the parameter distribution. This
is typically achieved through Bayesian Maximum A Posteriori
(MAP) estimation with

Omap = arg max log p(y|x, @) + log p(6). S

For example, assuming Gaussian or Laplacian priors can
be a consequence of regularizing the Lo, norm (also known
as ridge regression or weight decay) or L; norm of 6,
respectively [41]], [42]. Additionally, the output of such models
can be interpreted as a probability distribution. For instance,
consider spatial image dimensions D and a CNN model
fo : REXP — REXD with parameters 6, such that a = fy(x).
Then, the output of such model can be regarded as parameters
of a Probability Mass Function (PMF) through
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e
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with channel-wise indexing over the denominator, which is
commonly known as the SoftMax activation (Figure [2). This
approach is probabilistic modeling in the technical sense,
although it is not referred to as such in common nomencla-
ture. In fact, the approximated distribution can represent and
localize uncertain regions.
However, the implicit pixel-independence assumption

p(Y =k|x*,0) = 6)

KxD
p(YIX) =[] p(vilx), (7)

omits information on structural variation in the segmentation
masks. At the very core, this limitation (See Figure E[) has
driven research on probabilistic segmentation, enabling the
sampling of spatially coherent segmentation masks. This chal-
lenge can be addressed either from the aleatoric or epistemic
perspective. Both approaches have relevant specific use cases,
and distinct merits and drawbacks, as will become clear in the
upcoming sections.

IV. ALEATORIC UNCERTAINTY

Aleatoric uncertainty quantification reconsiders the non-
deterministic relationship between x € X and y € ), which
implies that
_ (Y, X)

p(X)

with Dirac-delta function ¢, and mapping F' : X — ). This
relationship is characterized by the ambiguity in X and is

p(Y[X) # 6(Y — F(X)), ®)

p(Yi|X,0)
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Fig. 2. Aleatoric uncertainty quantification by modeling pixel-level outputs
as parameters of a Probability Mass Function.

inherently probabilistic, due to various reasons such as noise
in the data (occlusions, sensor noise, insufficient resolution,
etc.) or variability within a class (e.g. not all cats have tails).
Hence, the observance of substantial aleatoric uncertainty can
in some cases be inevitable, but may also signal the need for
higher-quality data acquisition or shifting to another modality.
The possible input dependency of the uncertainty develops into
further categorization of either heteroscedastic (dependent) or
homoscedastic (independent) aleatoric uncertainty.

In most practical scenarios, aleatoric uncertainty quantifi-
cation methods encompass both types and assume a parame-
terized likelihood function p(Y|X, @) as a direct reflection of
p(Y|X). For example, it is possible to model a distribution
parameterized by the output of a CNN (Section [[V-A). Also,
generative models have been used extensively, where the data
likelihood is learned through latent variables (Section [[V-B).
Finally, image augmentation during test-time inference can
be also applied to obtain a notion of aleatoric uncertainty

(Section [[V-C).

A. Pixel-level sampling

A valid approach employs direct pixel-level uncertainty in
the annotations. In case the independence assumption holds,
it is important to ensure proper calibration of the model,
which is discussed in Section In another method, the
spatial correlation is explicitly modeled across the pixels of the
segmentation mask and results in spatially coherent samples,
which will be treated in Section

1) Independence: The normalized confidence values that
result from SoftMax activation can only be interpreted as prob-
abilities after proper validation, which is referred to as model
calibration. 1deally, the empirical accuracy of a model should

r(Y|X,6) argmaxp(Y|X, 0)

y~p|X,6)

(a) Likelihoods (b) Thresholding (c) Sampling

Fig. 3. Illustration of the likelihood function in segmentation models. Color
intensities reflect the normalized confidence values that can be interpreted as
probabilities. (a) The continuous output results in a horizontal gradient. (b)
Maximum likelihood thresholding can be applied. (c) However, the coherence

of the segmentation suffers when sampling.
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Fig. 4. Visualization of a reliability diagram indicating if the model confi-
dences accurately reflect the empirical probabilities.

be approximately equal to the provided class confidence cy
for class k, i.e. P(Y = k|c) = ci. Calibration is typically
visualized with a reliability diagram, where miscalibration
and under-/over-confidence can be assessed by inspecting the
deviation from the graph diagonal (Figure [). Different meth-
ods can be used to measure calibration, but often introduce
their own biases. A fairly straightforward metric, the Expected
Calibration Error (ECE), determines the normalized distance
between accuracy (acc) and confidence (conf) bins as

B
Fgcg = @accb—confb, 9
c ; ~ |ace(b) — conf(b)| ©)
with n, the number of samples in bin b and N being the
total sample size across all bins. The ECE is prone to skew
representations if some bins are significantly more populated
with samples due to over-/under-confidence. Furthermore, the
Maximum Calibration Error (MCE) is more appropriate for
high-risk applications, where only the worst bin is considered.
Contemporary SoftMax-activated neural networks often por-
tray a significantly incongruous reflection of the true data
uncertainty because of negative log-likelihood optimization
and techniques such as batch normalization, weight decay and
other forms of regularization [9]. Most calibration techniques
are post-hoc, i.e. they occur after training and thus require a
separate validation set. For example, Temperature Scaling [9]
has been applied in a pixel-wise manner for segmentation
problems [43[]. Nonetheless, some methods, such as Label
Smoothing [44]], [45] or using the Focal Loss [46] can
be directly applied on the training data. Furthermore, over-
fitting has often been considered to be the cause of over-
confidence [47]], [48] and erroneous pixels can therefore be
penalized through regularizing low-entropy outputs [49].
2) Spatial correlation: To explicitly model spatial corre-
lation within pixel space of the likelihood distribution, Mon-

a~N(u=,Z=
a

Fig. 5. Depiction of Stochastic Segmentation Networks [50]. Here, the
covariance of the likelihood distribution is explicitly modeled through a low-
rank approximation.
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Fig. 6. [Illustration of the PixelCNN-based PixelSeg [53]. Parameter ‘C’
indicates the concatenation module, 'R’ the resampling module and o the
softmax activation. Dotted elements appear during test-time sampling.

teiro et al. [50] propose the Stochastic Segmentation Network
(SSN), which models the output logits as a multivariate normal
distribution, parameterized by the neural networks fj and fgE
as

p(a|x70) ZN(a;N:fg(X),EZfGZ:(X)), (10)
where the covariance matrix has a low-rank structure
> =PPT + A (11)

Here, P has dimensionality ((KX x D) x R), with R being
a hyperparameter that controls the parameterization rank and
A a diagonal matrix. This results in a more structured and
expressive distribution, while retaining reasonable efficiency.
As the SoftMax transform on this low-rank multivariate
normal distribution pertains an intractable integral, Monte
Carlo sampling is employed. SSNs can be augmented as an
additional layer to any existing CNN (see Figure [5).

Another method uses an autoregressive approach to predict
pixel Y; based on the preceding pixels. In this case, we can
rephrase Equation to

KxD

H p(Yi|Y1, ..., Y,

A popular method to model such relationship due to its
substantial receptive field is known as the PixelCNN [51]], [52]].
Zhang et al. [53]] suggest to use this network to predict a down-
sampled segmentation mask § with pe (¥|x), and fuse this with
a conventional CNN to predict the full-resolution mask with
po(y|¥,x). The two masks are fused through a resampling
module, containing a series of specific transformations to im-
prove quality and diversity of the samples. Figure [] illustrates
this concept. Notably, PixelCNNs employ a recursive sampling
process, which also enables completion/inpainting of user-
given inputs.

p(Y|X) = i—1, X). (12)

B. Latent-level sampling

Directly learning the conditional data distribution is a
challenging task. Hence, generative models often employ a
simpler latent (unobserved) variable Z ~ pz with I € R%, to
instead learn the approximate joint density p(Y|Z,X). The
marginalized distribution is obtained through integral

po.w(Y[X) = / po(Y|z, X)py(2X)dz,  (13)



with parameters @, 1. Conditioning the latent density on the
input images is not a necessity, but usually preferred for
smooth optimization trajectories [54]. As such, the spatial
correlation is not explicitly modeled, rather induced through
mapping the latent variables to segmentation masks. Notable
generative model architectures relevant to this section are
Generative Adversarial Networks (Section[[ , Variational
Autoencoders (Section I and Den01s1ng D1ffus1on Prob-
abilistic Models (Section IV—B3.

1) Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs): A straight-
forward approach is to simply learn the marginalization in
Equation through sampling from an unconditional prior
density

and mapping this to segmentation Y through a generator
Gy + X x Z = Y. Goodfellow et al. [55] show that this
approach can be notably enhanced through the incorporation
of a discriminative function (the discriminator), denoted as
Dy, : RE*P — [0,1]. In this way, G learns to reconstruct
realistically looking images through the discriminative capa-
bilities of D,,, making sufficient guidance from Dy to Gg
imperative. We can denote the cost of G in the GAN as the
negative cost of Dy, as

JG¢ = _JDap :EPD[IOng(Y)] (15)
—Ep,Epp [log(l — Dy (Gy(z,%))) ]

While conditional GANs have been used for semantic
segmentation earlier [S7]], Kassapis et al. [56] explicitly con-
textualized the architecture within aleatoric uncertainty quan-
tification, using their proposed Calibrated Adversarial Refine-
ment (CAR) network (see Figure . The calibration network,
Fo : REXP s REXD “initially provides a SoftMax activated
prediction as Fg(x) = ¢, with (cross-entropy) reconstruction

loss
£rec =

—E,,[log pe(clx)]. (16)

Then, the conditional refinement network Gg uses c together
with X and latent samples Z; ~ pz injected at multiple
decomposition scales 7, to predict various segmentation maps.
Furthermore, the refinement network is subject to the adver-
sarial objective

Lagy = —EppEpy[log Dy (Gg(Fo(x),2), x),x)],  (17)
Lecal I Lrec —
—- [ |T
K ——
——— S O D,
ZL:;DZ Ly — [0.1] Lagy

Fig. 7. Diagram of the Calibrated Adversarial Refinement network [56|], based
on the Generative Adversarial Network with additional loss terms.

which is argued to elicit superior structural qualities compared
to relying solely on cross-entropy loss. At the same time, the
discriminator opposes the optimization with

Lp=—Ep,Ep,[1—log Dy (Ge(Fa(x),
—Epp[log Dy (y) -

Finally, the average of the N segmentation maps generated
from G4 are compared against the initial prediction of Fjy
through the calibration loss, which is the analytical KL-
divergence between the two categorical densities, denoted by

2.3 o

Lea = Epp KL[pg(yle,x) || po(clx) ]. (19)
In this way, the generator loss can be defined as
EG’ = ACadv + A ['cab (20)

with hyperparameter A > 0. The purpose of the calibration
network is argued to be threefold. Namely, it (1) sets a
calibration target for L., (2) provides an alternate represen-
tation of X to G, and (3) allows for sample-free aleatoric
uncertainty quantification. The refinement network can be seen
as modeling the spatial dependency across the pixels, which
enables sampling coherent segmentation maps through latent
variable Z.

2) Variational Autoencoders (VAEs): Augmenting a Nor-
malizing Flow (NF) to the posterior density of a VAE is a
commonly used tactic to improve its expressiveness [58]]. This
phenomenon has also been successfully applied to VAE-like
models such as the PU-Net [59], [60]. NFs are a class of
generative models that utilize k& consecutive bijective transfor-
mations f : RP - RP asf= fxo...0f,0...0fi, to ex-
press exact log-likelihoods of arbitrarily complex distributions
log p(x|z), where symbol o indicates functional composition.
These are often denoted as log p(x) for simplicity and can be
determined through

kl)

Z log |d

where z; and z,_; are intermediate variables from inter-
mediate densities and zg = f~!(x). Equation can be
substituted in the conditional ELBO objective in Equation (23]
to obtain
P(Y[X) = Egyz)y x)[log o (Y2, X) ]
— KL[go(20[ Y, X)|lqy (2X)]

K
— qu(zo\Y,X) [Z log

log p(x) = log pz(zo) . (2D

dfk(zk—1)

det
¢ dzy 1

] )
k=1

(25)

where the objective consists of a reconstruction term, sample-
based KL-divergence and a likelihood correction term for the
change in probability density induced by the NF.

Bhat et al. [61], [62] compare this approach with other
parameterizations of the latent space, including a mixture of
Gaussians and low-rank approximation of the full covariance
matrix. Valiuddin et al. [63] show that the latent space
can converge to contain non-informative latent dimensions,
undermining the capabilities of the latent-variable approach,



generally referred to as mode or posterior collapse [64]], [65].
Their proposition considers the alternative formulation of the
ELBO, specified as

log p(Y|X) > Ey, (ziv,x) [l0gps(Y]X, 2)]

— KL[ge(2|X) || py (2 X)]
— I(Y,Z|X).

(23)

The proposed novel objective maximizes the contribution of
the (expected) mutual information between latent and output
variables. This can be rewritten into the objective

L =—Eyzvx)llogps(Y|X, z)]
+ a - KL[qe(2]Y, X) || py (2 X)]

+ B+ Sclao(2|X) [| py (2|X)],

with S¢ being the Sinkhorn divergence [66] and «, 5 denoting
hyperparameters. This adaptation results in a more uniform la-
tent space leading to increased model performance. Also, mod-
eling the ELBO of the joint density has been explored [67].
This formulation results in an additional reconstruction term
and forces the latent variables to be more congruent with
the data. Furthermore, constraining the latent space to be
discrete has resulted in some improvements, where it is
hypothesized that this partially addresses the model collapse
phenomenon [68].

a) Density parameterization: Techniques such as GANs
rely on implicit distributions and are void of any notion
of data likelihoods. An alternative approach estimates the
Bayesian posterior w.r.t. the latent variables, p(Z|Y, X), with
an approximation gp(Z|Y,X), obtained by maximizing the
conditional Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO)

p(Y[X) = qu(Z|Y,X)[IOgP(Y|X)]
p(Z7Y|X)]
p(z]Y,X)
> Egy(z)v.x)[log pe(Y|z, X) ]
— KL[qo(2]Y, X)||gy (2]X) ].

(24)

= Eg(z1v.%) [log

(22)

This approach of estimating p(Z|Y,X) is also known as
Variational Inference (VI). The first term in Equation (25)
represents the reconstruction cost of the decoder subject to
the latent code Z and input image X. The second term is the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the approximate
posterior and prior density. As a consequence of the mean-
field approximation, all involved densities are modeled by
axis-aligned Gaussian densities and amortized through neu-
ral networks, parameterized by ¢, 6 and . The predictive
distribution after observing dataset D is then obtained as
p(YI) = [ po(Yla.x)a(@D)iz. 20

The implementation of the conditional ELBO in Equa-
tion @) can be achieved through a VAE-like architecture [[10].
A few additional design choices specific for uncertainty quan-
tification in segmentation lead to the Probabilistic U-Net (PU-
Net) [|69]]. Firstly, the latent variable Z is only introduced at the
final layers of a U-Net conditioned on X, where the vector is
up-scaled through tiling and then concatenated with the feature

maps of the penultimate layer, which is followed by a se-
quence of 1x1 convolution for classification. When involving
conditional latent variables in this manner, it is expected that
most of the semantic feature extraction and delineation are
performed in the U-Net, while the provided information by
Z is almost exclusively related to the segmentation variability.
Therefore, relatively smaller values of d are feasible than what
is commonly used in conventional image generation tasks.
KL
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Fig. 8. Depiction of the Probabilistic U-Net [69]] based on a conditional
Variational Autoencoder [10]. The latent samples are inserted at the final
stages of a U-Net through a tiling operation.

Similar to related research on the VAE [58|], [65], [70]-
[72], much work has been dedicated to improving the PU-
Net. For instance, investigation on improving VI with novel
parameterization of the amortized densities also provides in-
sights into model behaviour [59]-[62], [[67], [68], [73] (Sec-
tion [[V-B2a). Furthermore, extending the architecture to mul-
tiple decomposition hierarchies [74], [[75]] (Section [[V-B2b)),
three-dimensional modalities [[76]-[80] (Section [V-B2d), and
conditioning on the annotator [81]] (Section [[V-B2d), also
result in substantial performance gains.

b) Multi-scale approach: Learning latent features over
several hierarchical scales can provide expressive densities and
interpretable features across various abstraction levels [82]-
[86]. Such models are commonly categorized under hierar-
chical VAE (HVAE) modeling. Often, an additional Markov
assumption of length 7' is placed on the posterior as

T

90(Z1.7|Y, X) = qo(Z1|Y, X) [ [ 06(Z:|Z:1-1).
t=2

27)

Consequently, the conditional ELBO is denoted as

p(Y[X) > Egyzjv x)[log ps (Y2, X) |

- Zthg KL[qo(2:|Y, X, 214 —1)||qy (2¢]Z1:0-1) ]
— KL{go (1Y, X)lgy (21 X) |.

(28)

This objective is implemented in the Hierarchical PU-Net [74]]
(HPU-Net, depicted in Figure [9). Simply stated, the architec-
ture learns a latent representation at multiple decomposition
levels of the U-Net. Furthermore, residual connections in the
convolutional layers are necessary to prevent degeneracy of
uninformative latent variables with the KL divergence rapidly
approaching zero. For similar reasons, the Generalized ELBO
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Fig. 9. Hierarchical Probabilistic U-Net [74] based on a hierarchical Varia-
tional Autoencoder [10], [82]], [84]l. Instead of a single latent code, multiple
decomposition scales encode the segmentation variability, depending on the
depth of the U-Net structure.
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with Constrained Optimization (GECO) objective is employed,
which extends Equation (28) to

Lceco = A+ (Eyy(zv x)[log py (Y2, X) | — k)
- Zthz KL[qo(2:|Y, X, 21:4—1) || ¢ (2¢|Z1:4—1) ]
— KL[gp(21|Y, X) [[ gy (21X ].
(29)
Hyperparameter \ is the Lagrange multiplier update through
the Exponential Moving Average of the reconstruction, which
is constrained to reach target value x, empirically set before-
hand to an appropriate value. Finally, online negative hard
mining is used to only backpropagate 2% of the worst perform-
ing pixels, which are stochastically picked with the Gumbel-
SoftMax trick [87], [88[]. A similar architecture known as
PHiSeg [75] takes a similar approach to the HPU-Net. How-
ever, instead of placing the residual connections in the convo-
lutional layers, PHiSeg uses these between the latent vectors
across the decompositions. Furthermore, deep supervision at
each decomposition scale is used to enforce disentanglement
across latent variables.

c) Extension to 3D: Early methods for uncertainty quan-
tification in medical imaging primarily utilized 2D slices from
three-dimensional (3D) datasets, leading to a potential loss of
critical spatial information and subtle nuances often necessary
for accurate delineation. This limitation has spurred extensive
research into 3D probabilistic segmentation techniques with
ELBO-based models, aiming to preserve the integrity of entire
3D structures. Initial works [[79]], [[80] demonstrate that the PU-
Net can be adapted by replacing all 2D operations with their
3D variants. Crucially, the fusion of the latent sample with 3D
extracted features is achieved through a 3D tiling operation.
Viviers et al. [[78]] additionally augment a Normalizing Flow to
the posterior density, as described in Section Further
enhancements to the architecture include the implementation
of the 3D HPU-Net [77], an updated feature network in-
corporating the attention mechanisms, a nested decoder, and
different reconstruction loss components tailored to specific
applications [76].

d) Conditioning on annotator: It can be relevant to
model the annotators independently in cases with consis-
tent annotator-segmentation pairs in the dataset. This can

be achieved by conditioning the learned densities on the
annotator itself [81]], [89]. For example, features of a U-
Net can be combined with samples from annotator-specific
Gaussian-distributed posteriors [89]]. Considering the approach
from Gao er al. [81], generating a segmentation mask is
achieved by first sampling an annotator from a categorical
prior distribution C (74 (x)), governed by the image conditional
parameters 7 (x) for the k-th annotator. Then, samples are
taken from its corresponding prior density as z; ~ pg(zk)
to reconstruct a segmentation through an image-conditional
decoder y = F(x,zg). The parameters 7y (zy) can also
be used to weigh the corresponding predictions to express
the uncertainty in the prediction ensemble. Additionally, con-
sistency between the model and ground-truth distribution is
enforced through an optimal transport loss between the set of
predictions and labels.

3) Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs):
Recent developments in generative modeling have resulted in a
family of models known as Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic
Models [90]-[92]. Such models are especially renowned for
their expressive power by being able to encapsulate large and
diverse datasets. While several perspectives can be used to
introduce the DDPMs, we build upon the earlier discussed
HVAE (Section to maintain cohesiveness with the
overall manuscript.

Specifically, we introduce three additional modifications to
the HVAE [93]]. Firstly, the latent dimensionality is set equal to
the spatial data dimensions, i.e. d=D. As a consequence, re-
dundant notation of Z is removed and Y is instead subscripted
with ¢t € {1, ..., T}, indicating the encoding depth, where Y|, is
the initial segmentation mask. Secondly, the encoding process
(or forward process) is predefined as a linear Gaussian model
such that

a(yrlyo) = p(yo) [ a(yilyi-1), (30)
t=1

where

Q(Ytb’thl) = N(Yt?li = \/CTthfhz = (1 - Oét) '1)7 31

with noise schedule o = {a;}_;. Then, the decoding or
reverse process can be learned through py(y;—1|y:,x). The
ELBO for this objective is defined as

P(yx) > Eg(y,)yo) [10g P (yoly1,%) ]
T

+ 3 Eqyuvo) [ KLIa(e—1lye) | po(ye-1ly2,x)] ]

t=2
p(yr)
+E [lo } .
atvrlyo) |98 (5 Tyo)

~0

(32)
As denoted, the regularization term is assumed to be zero,
since it is assumed that a sufficient amount of steps 7" are taken
such that ¢(yr|yo) is approximately normally distributed.
With the reparameterization trick [10]], the forward process
is governed by random variable € ~ A(0,1). As such,
the KL divergence in the second term can be interpreted as
predicting Yy, the source noise € or the score Vy, log ¢(y:)
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Fig. 10. TIllustration of the Diffusion Probabilistic Models [90]. The model
learns to remove noise that has been gradually added to the input image.

~ Pz

(gradient of the data log-likelihood) from Y, depending on the
parameterization. This is in almost all instances approximated
with a U-Net [2].

Also, it has been proposed to model Bernoulli noise in-
stead of Gaussian [94]-[97]]. However, most methodologies
vary in the conditioning of the reverse process on the input
image [98]-[101]. For instance, Wolleb er al. [98] concate-
nate the input image with the noised segmentation mask.
Wu et al. [99] insert encoded image features to the U-Net
bottleneck. Additionally, information on predictions Y; at
a time step ¢ is provided in the intermediate layers of the
conditioning encoder. This is performed by applying the Fast
Fourier Transform (FFT) on the U-Net encoding, followed by
a learnable attention map and the inverse FFT. The procedure
of applying attention on the spectral domain of the U-Net
encoding has also been implemented with transformers in
follow-up work [[100]. Segdiff [[101] also encode both current
time step and input image, but combine the extracted features
by simple summation prior to inferring it through the U-Net.

C. Test-time augmentation

An image X can be understood as a one-of-many visual
representations of the object of interest. For example, sys-
tematic noise, translation or rotation result in many realistic
variations that approximately retain image semantics. Hence,
data augmentation [31] has been used at test time (explaining
the name test-time augmentation, or TTA) for image classifi-
cation, to obtain uncertainty estimates by efficiently exploring
the locality of the likelihood function [102]]. This technique has
been applied to image segmentation as well [103[|-[106]. By
randomly augmenting input images with invertible transforma-
tion X = T, (x), with transformation parameters ¢, a prediction
is obtained with § = fg(X) and can then be inverted through
y = T{l(y). Repeatedly performing this procedure results in
a set of segmentation masks, which serve as an estimate of
p(Y|X, 6).

V. EPISTEMIC UNCERTAINTY

The crucial difference between epistemic and aleatoric
uncertainty is that the former relates to model ignorance,
while the latter reflects statistical ambiguity inherent in the
data. Epistemic uncertainty can be further categorized into
two distinct types [12]. The first type pertains uncertainty

related to the capacity of the model. For example, under-
parameterized models or approximate model posteriors, that
can become too stringent to appropriately resemble the true
posterior. The ambiguity on the best parameters given the
limited capacity induces uncertainty in the learning process,
which is also known as model uncertainty. Nevertheless, given
the complexity of contemporary parameter-intensive CNNs,
the model uncertainty is often assumed to be negligible. A
more significant contribution to the epistemic uncertainty is
due to the limited data availability, known as approximation
uncertainty, and can often be reduced by collecting more data.
Both model and approximation uncertainty contribute to the
epistemic uncertainty.

Unfortunately, evaluation of the true Bayesian posterior (for-
mulated in Equation (I)) is inhibited by the intractability of the
data-likelihood in the denominator. Hence, extensive efforts
have been taken to obtain viable approximations, such as using
Mean-Field Variational Inference [8], Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) [107]], Monte-Carlo Dropout [108]], [109],
Model Ensembling [110], Laplace approximations [111],
Stochastic Gradient MCMC:s [ 112[]-[|114]], assumed density fil-
tering [115]] and expectation propagation [[116]], [117]. We refer
to any neural network that approximates the Bayesian posterior
of the model parameters as a Bayesian Neural Network
(BNN). The following sections treat applied methodologies
to segmentation, which are usually straightforward extensions
of conventional regression and classification BNN networks.
These techniques are illustrated in Figure [T1]

A. Variational Inference

Consider a simpler, tractable density ¢(6|n), parameterized
by 7, to approximate posterior p(8|y,x). Then, we can
employ Variational Inference (VI) w.r.t. to the parameters, by
minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the
true and approximated Bayesian posterior as

n* = argeminKL [q(@]n) || p(8ly,x)]

_ aremin op 1O
= arg] / 1O 18 T 9)p(x,0)
= arg min KL 4(61n) || p(0)] ~ Byt 18 03 }x.0) .

(34)

where the parameter-independent terms are constant and there-
fore excluded from notation. A popular choice for the approx-
imated variational posterior is the Gaussian distribution, i.e. a
mean p and covariance o parameter for each element of the
convolutional kernel, usually with zero-mean unitary Gaus-
sian prior densities. However, the priors can be also learned
through Empirical Bayes [118]]. Furthermore, backpropagation
is possible with the reparameterization trick [10] and within
this context, the procedure is referred to as Bayes by Backprop
(BBB) [8]. During testing, a sample-based approach is utilized
to approximate the posterior. Using several parameter permu-
tations effectively enriches the hypothesis space due to the
model combining effect, and can improve performance [119]-
[121].



B. Monte Carlo Dropout

Dropout is a common technique used to regularize neural
networks [122] and can mimic sampling from an implicit
parameter distribution q(0~|07 p). This implicit distribution is
defined as

(34a)
(34b)

n ~ Bernoulli(p),

éz@@n,

with probability p and vector n operating element-wise on
the parameters. Using Dropout can also be interpreted as
a first-order equivalent Lo regularization with additionally
transforming the input with the inverse diagonal Fisher in-
formation matrix [122]]. Using Monte-Carlo Dropout (MC
Dropout), the random node switching is continued during
test time, effectively sampling new sets of parameters. While
seemingly arbitrary, it has been shown that MC Dropout
can be interpreted as approximate VI in a Deep Gaussian
Process . In this manner, such method is able to provide
multi-modal estimates of the model uncertainty.

As noted by Gal et al. [123]), the model output variance is
balanced with the weight magnitudes rather than the dropout
rate p, which is usually optimized through grid search or
simply set to 0.5. Hence, the authors propose to additionally
learn p using gradient-based methods, known as Concrete
Dropout, such that uncertainty estimates are governed by p. As
the name suggests, a continuous approximation to the discrete
distribution is used, known as the Concrete distribution [87]],
[124], to enable path-wise derivatives through p.

C. Model Ensembling

As mentioned earlier, MC dropout effectively optimizes
over a set of sparse neural networks. Also, this ensemble can
be designed in an explicit manner. To this end, we define
the set of functions f = {fy}2_,, with N representing the
number of models in the ensemble. Then, it is relatively simple
to obtain ® = {6,,})V_,, which can be interpreted as samples
from an approximate posterior. Ensembling in only the latter
parts of a neural network (typically the decoder) is referred to
as M-heads, i.e. the network has multiple outputs. Often, the
N obtained parameters are from N separate training sessions.
However, it has also been proven effective to ensemble from
a single training session, by saving the parameters at multiple
stages or training with different weight initializations [[125]-
[127]].

A closely related concept to ensembling is known as Mix-
ture of Experts (MoE), where each model in the ensemble
(an ‘expert’) is trained on specific subsets of the data [128].
In such settings, a gating mechanism is usually applied after
combining the expert hypotheses. While uncommon, incorpo-
rating all predictions can also be regarded as an ensembling
technique.

VI. APPLICATIONS

This section explores literature that employs uncertainty-
based downstream tasks on segmentation models. These in-
clude estimating the segmentation mask distribution subject to

0, ~ N(p0)

. m .an’ve‘nﬂ

(b) Monte Carlo Dropout

n ~ Bernoulli(p)

(a) Variational Inference

Oy =1{61,0,,..,0y

- "'}E

(c) Ensembling

Fig. 11. Three types of techniques are visualized to sample parameters of
the convolutional kernels, (a) an approximation of the parameter density can
be made, (b) taking samples can be mimicked with dropout during test time,
or, (c) an ensemble of NV different configurations can be explicitly modeled.

observer variability (Section [VI-A), model introspection (i.e.
ability to self-assess, Section [VI-B)), improved generalization
(Section[VI-C)), and reduced labeling costs using Active Learn-

ing (Section [VI-D).

A. Observer variability

After observing sufficient data, the variability in the pre-
dictive distribution is often considered to be negligible and
is therefore omitted. Nevertheless, this assumption becomes
excessively strong in ambiguous modalities, where its conse-
quence is often apparent with multiple varying, yet plausible
annotations for a single image. Additionally, such annotations
can also vary due to differences in expertise and experience
of annotators. The phenomenon of inconsistent labels across
annotators is known as the inter-observer variability, while
variations from a single annotator are referred to as the intra-
observer variability (see Figure [I2).

To contextualize this phenomenon within the framework
of uncertainty quantification, annotators can be regarded as
models themselves. For example, consider /K separate anno-
tators modeled through parameters ¢ with k = 1,2,..., K.
For a simple segmentation task, it can be expected that
Var[p(¢r)] — 0. In other words, each annotator is consis-
tent in his delineation and the intra-observer variability is
low. For cases with consensus across experts, i.e. yielding
negligible inter-observer variability, the marginal approaches
to Var[p(¢)] — 0. Asserting these two assumptions, it is
valid to simply consider a point estimate of the posterior. Yet,
this is rarely the case in many real-life applications and, as
such, explicitly modeling the involved distributions becomes
necessary.

For evaluation, a commonly used metric minimizes
the squared distance between arbitrary mean embeddings
of the ground truth and predicted annotations using the
kernel trick [129)]. This metric is known as Maximum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD) or the Generalized Energy Dis-



0€e0 Y € RP

®

-

1 /4_\ . —
>
T

[ ] N

- Intra-observer ‘ S

2 variability — 9
2

° ]

- e |2
=X

2 g

4 A .

Fig. 12. Visualization of the intra-observer variability in parameter space
(left) and the inter-observer variability in data space (right).

tance (GED) [[130], denoted as
GED<PY’ PY) =Eyy~ry [k(% yl>]
+Ey 5rnpy [K(¥,¥)]

-2 EyNPYEyNP\" k(y,¥)], (37

with marginals Py and Pk, representing the true and pre-
dictive segmentation distribution, and a distance represented
by kernel k Y x Y — R, usually the (1-IoU) or
(1—Dice) score (squared by the GED). An alternative metric
known as Hungarian Matching (HM) compares the predictions
against the ground-truth labels through a cost matrix [[74].
Subsequently, the unique optimal coupling between the two
sets that minimize the average cost is determined through
a combinatorial optimization algorithm. This can be also
formally denoted as finding the permutation matrix P, subject
to the objective

HM()Y,)) = % min Tr(PM), (36)
where the elements of M are M,;; = k(yi,j}j), and N2
represents the number of elements within the matrix.

For accurate comparison and evaluation of the problem,
benchmarking is often constrained to publicly available multi-
annotated data. For example, the Lung Image Database
Consortium and Image Database Resource Initiative (LIDC-
IDRI) [131] contains manually annotated lesions from lung
patients and is one of the few datasets that has extensively been
evaluated with appropriate metrics (see Table[l). Multiple ver-
sions have been used, either with 15,096 (LIDCv1) or 12,816
(LIDCv2) patches. LIDCvl1 is employed with a 60:20:20 split,
while for LIDCv2 this is 70:15:15 for train:validation:test.
LIDCv2 has also been used with threefold cross-validation
(LIDCv2-cv), with either a 90:10 or 80:20 train:test split [S9],
[163[I, [73]l.

Other less commonly employed datasets include the
CityScapes [132] dataset, which contains street-view images
of German cities from the perspective of a driving car, have
been used to artificially create class-level label ambiguity [69],
[74], [81]. Classes are switched to an arbitrary auxiliary class
with some probability p. Since the underlying probabilities are
known, the empirical fraction of the classes from the model

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF TEST EVALUATIONS ON TWO VERSIONS OF THE
LIDC-IDRI DATASET. TABLE ADAPTED FROM [93]].

LIDCv1 LIDCv2
Method GED16 HM-IoU;6 GED16 HM-IoU36
PU-Net [69], 2018 0.310£0.010  0.55240.000 0.320£0.030  0.500 % 0.030
HPU-Net 741, 2019 0.270 £0.010  0.530 £0.010  0.270 £0.010  0.530 & 0.010
PhiSeg [75], 2019 0.262 £ 0.000  0.586 £ 0.000 - -
SSN (501, 2020 0.259 £ 0.000  0.558 £ 0.000 - -
CAR |56}, 2021 - - 0.264 £ 0.002  0.592 £ 0.005
JProb. U-Net [135], 2022 - - 0.262 £0.000  0.585 % 0.000
PixelSeg [53], 2022 0.243+£0.010 0.614 £ 0.000  0.260 £0.000  0.587 & 0.010
MoSE [81], 2022 0.218 £0.001  0.624 £ 0.004 - -
AB [136], 2022 0.213+£0.001  0.614 £ 0.001
CIMD [96], 2023 0.234 £0.005  0.587 £ 0.001 - -
CCDM 195}, 2023 0.212+£0.002  0.623 +£0.002 0.239£0.003  0.598 & 0.001

predictions can be directly compared to the ground-truth values
of p. Furthermore, the QUBIQ Challenge [133] contains MRI
and CT data from varying organs. Also, the retinal fundus
images for glaucoma analysis (RIGA) [134] dataset contains
delineations of optic cup and disc boundaries by 6 experienced
ophthalmologists.

Explicitly modeling the annotator distribution has been
explored with an MoE approach (Section|[V-C)), using data with
consistent image-annotation pairs, provided that annotators
have an intrinsically associated expertise [137]. Nevertheless,
relying on the model to infer ambiguity in the parameters by
observing the data, can become quite burdensome. Hence,
it can be much simpler to directly model the empirical
stochasticity in the annotations, which has been extensively
explored in modalities such as Lung nodule detection in
2D [50[, 1591, 160}, 1621, 168[I, 1691, [73[-1750, [138], [139],
as well as 3D [79]], [140], [[141]], Brain Tumor [50]], [94], [96]],
[98], [142]], White Matter Hyperintensities [143]], Pulmonary
Tumour Growth [|144]], Prostate [[76]], [[145]] and vascular [[146],
street scene [74f], [95], [147], aerial imaging [101]], optic
cup [99], [148], abdominal multi-organ [100] and nuclei
microscopy [97] segmentation. The overwhelming majority
of research for this particular application has been executed
with variants of conditional VAEs [59], [60], [62]], [68]], [69],
[73[1-[76[l, [[790, [139]-[142], [144]-[146], [149], [150]. More
recently, the growing popularity of DDPMs is apparent in the
field [94]]-[96], [98]], [101]]. Also, GAN-based approaches have
been employed [56].

B. Model introspection

The uncertainties obtained from probabilistic models can
provide an insight into the reliability of a model when the
correlation between uncertainty and model accuracy is strong.
This relationship has been formalized by Mukhoti et al. [151]]
through two conditional likelihoods. Firstly, the accuracy given
a certain prediction, p(A|C), and secondly, the uncertainty
given an inaccurate prediction p(U|I). Given a threshold ur
that distinguishes certain from uncertain pixels or patches,
we can define pixels that are accurate and certain, accurate
and uncertain, inaccurate and certain, inaccurate and uncertain,
denoted by Uae, Uay, Uic, Ui, respectively. Consequently, the
authors combine p(A|C) = nyc/(Rac + M) and p(U|I) =
Nic/(Nic + ny) to obtain the Patch Accuracy vs Patch Un-



certainty (PAvVPU) metric, defined as
nac + nau
Nac + Nau + Nic + Niu '

This application has been applied in combination with
MC dropout to model (video) street scenes [152]], [153],
remote sensing [[154], [155]], instance segmentation of various
objects [[156]], point-cloud indoor scenes [157]], brain [17],
[158]-[163]], Multiple Sclerosis [164], cardiac [[165], [166],
heart ventricle [[163]], prostate [163], carotid artery [[167], lum-
bosacral [19] MRI, and Optical Coherence Tomography [[168]],
[169], skin imaging [[170], [[171]], lung [[171]] and liver CT [172]
and MRI [173]], and ultrasound [[125]], [174]. Concrete dropout
has been applied to instance segmentation of C. elegans
assays [[175] and street-scenes [151]. To a lesser degree, en-
sembling [[125]], [[176]], Variational Inference both in 2D [177]],
[178] and 3D [[179], M-heads (auxiliary networks) [[14], [[180],
[181], and test-time augmentation [[125]] have also been used
to quantify the uncertainty for quality assessment.

It can be noted that uncertainty is usually only obtained
on pixel basis, while crucial information can be present in
structural statistics. Hence, the Coefficient of Variation (CV)
addresses this by measuring structural uncertainty through
dividing the volume variance over the mean for all samples.
Also, Roy et al. [162] propose to evaluate structural uncer-
tainties by assuming predictions to be thresholded to binary
masks with some function ¢, to determine the pair-wise average
overlap between all respective samples as

D= Epy|x* [Dice(t(y:), t(y;))] Vi# .

Finally, including information on localized uncertainty to
the training objective has shown to improve generalization
capabilities [[182]]-[185]]. Note that using uncertainty to guide
model training is closely related to Active Learning, which is
discussed in Section

PAVPU =

(37)

(38)

C. Model generalization

As mentioned earlier in Section sampling new param-
eter permutations often improves segmentation performance,
due to the model combining effect. For instance, dropout layers
at the deeper decomposition levels of the SegNet [4] improves
model performance [152f]. Literature also reports improved
performance with Concrete Dropout for semantic (instance)
segmentation [[151f], [175]. This has been observed in multiple
domains, including in-/outdoor scene understanding [151]],
[152], [181], [186[, [187]], brain tumor MRI [159], [161],
[177], [188], Optical Coherence Tomography [168], low-
dose Computed Tomography of lung nodules [[189]], colectoral
polyps [190]], cardiac MRI [[18]] and C. elegans roundworm
microscopy images [[I75]]. Ng et al. 18] have benchmarked
multiple techniques for cardiac MRI segmentation and have
found that ensembling results in the best performance improve-
ment, while BBB is more robust to noise distortions.

Furthermore, the improved generalization from ensembling
has also shown to produce more calibrated outputs [163]].
In other work, orthogonality within and across convolutional
filters of the ensemble is enforced through minimizing their co-
sine similarity, which reaped similar merits [49]. Nonetheless,

individual models in conventional ensembles receive data in
an unstructured manner. However, it is also possible to assign
specific subsets of the data to particular models (so-called
‘experts’) in the ensemble [128], commonly referred to as a
Mixture of Experts (MoE). While MoE resembles ensembling
in many ways, the approach additionally relies on a learnable
gate that inherits the decision-taking logic. Pavlitskaya et
al. [181]] show merits of such approach for urban outdoor
scene segmentation. For optic cup segmentation, Ji et al. [[137]
also condition on a normalized expertness vector, where each
element corresponds to the weight given to a particular expert,
and is inserted at the deepest layer of a U-Net. Gao et al. [81]]
have introduced a Mixture of Stochastic Experts (MoSe),
which can be regarded as a stochastic adaptation of the MoE
approach. Nevertheless, the methodology addresses aleatoric
uncertainty quantification and has hence been discussed in

Section

D. Active Learning

The field of active learning [191]], [192] aims to reduce the
costly annotation procedure by careful selection of unlabeled
training samples. A wide range of methodologies exist, but
since the nature of this problem involves identifying and
reducing model ignorance, the quantification of epistemic un-
certainty is most appropriate. In terms of metrics, the expected
increase in posterior entropy, defined by

H[O|D] - Epy|x-,p)[H[ 0]y, x",D]], 39)
can provide a notion to describe information gain, and thus
the decrease of uncertainty for specific datapoints. Notably,
minimizing the expected increase in posterior entropy is equiv-
alent to maximizing the mutual information between the data
and model parameters. This enables reformulation in terms
of the output space, rather than the complex parameter space
and is known as Bayesian Active Learning by Disagreement
(BALD) [193]], denoted as

I(y, G‘X*v D)= H[y|X*7 D] - H[y|07X*7 D]
= H[y|x", D] — Eqgip)[ Hy|x",0]]. (41)
Active Learning through uncertainty quantification has been
been beneficial for medical [194]-[201], multi-view [202],
remote sensing [203]], street-views [204] and 3D point-cloud
data [205]. These works mostly utilize MC Dropout to ob-
tain a notion of uncertainty, but explicit VI together with
BALD [185] and novel temporal-ensembling methods [206]]
have also been used to reduce the required human labeling.
Some methods extend beyond pixel-level uncertainty, incorpo-
rating boundary information in the uncertainty quantification
process [200], [204]. For example, Kasarla et al. [204] make
use of both image and pixel-level uncertainty. Furthermore,
pixels are weighed by their closeness to edges, as boundary
cases are more likely to be uncertain. Similarly, Ma et al. [200]]
combine target and boundary-based uncertainty sampling,
thereby ensuring diversity, effective and balanced utilization
of the available information.



TABLE II
COMPARISON BETWEEN MODELS THAT QUANTIFY ALEATORIC
UNCERTAINTY.

| Method | Advantages | Disadvantages | Examples |
‘ TTA Model agnostic, no addi- |y o jcelinoods ‘ [103]-{106 ‘
tional training parameters
Model agnostic, explicit L. -
‘ SSN likelihoods, fast sampling Unstable training ‘ 150 ‘
‘ PixelCNN ‘ Explicit, exact likelihoods | Sequential  sampling, ‘ 53] ‘
memory intensive
Unstable training, poorly
GAN Fast sampling, flexible defined objective, implicit [561, [57]
likelihoods
ast sampli Hle. i 1591-162], [68],
Fast sampling, flexible, in- | 1040/ oterior  collapse, | (691, [13)-175),
VAE terpretable latent space, | | S 3 ]
ELBO amortization gap 1811, 189], 1351,
[141]
| DDPM | Flexible, expressive | Sequential sampling | 194]-{101] |

VII. DISCUSSION

This section highlights the main trends and discussion
points in the field. The challenges and limitations related to
the methods (Section [VII-A) and downstream applications
(Section [VII-B) are discussed. Based on these observations,
recommendations for future work will be provided in Sec-

tion VII=C

A. Discussion on methods

The core challenges with modeling segmentation distribu-
tions entails obtaining calibrated uncertainty estimates and
secondly, designing spatial coherence between pixels of the
samples. While the former can be achieved with conventional
CNN models, the latter requires modeling correlation across
pixels of the segmentation mask. As discussed in earlier
sections, the desired nature of the uncertainty estimates gov-
erns the required methodology. Similarly, our discussion will
follow a comparable format as the preceding sections, i.e. the
aleatoric and epistemic approaches will initially be treated in
a separate manner.

1) Aleatoric methods: The literature overview indicates
that three distinct routes can be taken to model the correlation.
The first method is to model the correlation directly in the
pixel space. The second method entails using latent-variable
modeling, where the correlation is encoded in the latent space.
Finally, TTA is a more straightforward and practical approach
to obtain uncertainty and requires the least modifications to
existing models. We will discuss the strengths and weaknesses
of each of those approaches. A summary of this is presented
in Table [

Known for its flexibility to various datasets, fast sampling
time and the interpretable latent space, VAEs seem to be the
most popular choice for aleatoric uncertainty quantification.
Nonetheless, the shortcomings of VAEs are well known. For
example, such models suffer from inference suboptimality
related to ELBO optimization [65], [207] and literature on
the VAE-based PU-Net often describe behavior similar to the
well-known phenomena of model collapse [63]], [68], [[73].
This has been hypothesized to be caused by excessively strong
decoders [64] and is especially apparent when dealing with
complex hierarchical decoding structures, where additional

modifications such as the GECO objective [74], residual con-
nections [74], [75]], or deep supervision [75] are required for
generalization. A unique benefit of this approach is the ability
to semantically interpret the latent space with, for example,
interpolation between annotation styles or the exploration
of low-likelihood regions. Hence, VAE-based models serve
as good choice for the task given their shortcomings are
sufficiently addressed and partially solved.

Compared to the VAE-based models, the adoption of
DDPMs is rather limited. This is regardless of the fact that
it outperforms the VAE-based methods. Besides the point that
DDPMs emerged much later in the field, their crucial limita-
tion, similar to thee PixelCNN [53]], is the tedious sequential
inference procedure [92], [208]], [209]. This shortcoming is ex-
acerbated in supervised settings, which often require validation
through sampling on a separate data split. Regardless of these
shortcomings, DDPMs are extremely flexible and avoid loss
of crucial high-frequency information often found in latent-
variable modeling with dimensionality reduction (e.g. blurry
reconstructions of VAEs). Furthermore, it can be noted that the
best-performing DDPM models are discrete in nature. While
it is debatable whether shifting to categorical distributions is
required for complex image generation [[136], this observation
implies the need for further investigation of the merits of
categorical distributions in segmentation settings. Visually, this
can be already quite apparent for the multi-class case, where
the transition to noise is visually more gradual in the discrete
transition (see Figure [T3).

(a) LIDC-IDRI [131]]

Catagorical Gaussian

Catagorical Gaussian

(b) CityScapes [132].

Fig. 13. Continuous vs. categorical forward diffusion process with cosine
noise scheduling [210]. Note the use of categorical diffusion that results in a
more gradual transition for the multi-class case.

Implicit methods such as TTA [103]-[106] have received
some use in literature, but have been quickly surpassed by
alternative methods. However, TTA does lead in the category
of simplicity, requiring no additional mechanisms or modifi-
cations to the employed architecture. Furthermore, CAR [56]]
is a lesser used method and this is likely due to well-
known training problems of GAN-based models [211]]. Due to
this, GANs require additional heuristic terms in the training



objective due to instability. For example, the training objective
of CAR is a summation of four separate losses.

SSNs [50] directly model correlations in pixel space and
deem simple, fast and model-agnostic modeling. Notably,
SSNs also suffer from training instability due to the invertibil-
ity requirement of the covariance matrix. This can be often
simply circumvented by masking out the background to avoid
exploding variances and by using uncorrelated Gaussians for
datapoints where the covariance matrix is singular. In practice,
nevertheless, this quick-fix solution is much more frequently
required than seems to be suggested, inviting further research
on explicitly modeling the likelihood function in pixel space.

2) Epistemic methods: Almost all discussed literature
quantifying epistemic uncertainty employ approximations of
VL. In fact, usage of MC Dropout dominates, mainly due
it being a relatively simple, inexpensive and straightforward
approach. Nevertheless, MC dropout has been subject to
substantial criticism [[109], [[123]], [212], [213|]. For example,
it has been shown that MC dropout can assign a probability
of zero to the true posterior, which can also erroneously
possess multi-modality [212]. Furthermore, MC Dropout can
be heavily reliant on the interaction between model size
and dropout rate, rather than the observed data [109]], [213].
These weaknesses have been used as a basis for alternative
techniques, where the dropout rate is learned [109], [123].
Ultimately, uncertainty from MC dropout and similar methods
should be viewed as an added benefit rather than the main
focus of an already functional model. If accurate uncertainty
quantification is critical, MC dropout should be avoided in any
case.

Finally, the optimal method for uncertainty quantification
has yet to be determined. In some works, MC dropout was
found to perform better than ensembling [[162], [189], while
in other works ensembling excels [[163]]. Finally, there is con-
vincing evidence to prefer Concrete Dropout rather than MC
Dropout when evaluating with the PAVPU metric [151]. All
things considered, the preference for a particular methodology
seems to carry a strong data-dependency [14], [125]]. Our
recommendation is to experiment with both explicit VI and
its approximations.

B. Discussion on applications

Up until now, theoretical insights have mostly been dis-
cussed. In this section, a deeper dive is taken into the ap-
plications of uncertainty quantification. Table |LII| provides an
overview of these applications in various domains. Notably,
most models are employed in healthcare use cases, where
ambiguity frequently arises due to the trade-off between
accuracy and the incisiveness of medical diagnosis systems.
Furthermore, in the automotive industry, sensors often operate
under constraints, and objects of interest are typically at a
considerable distance which induces ambiguity in the acquired
images. It is evident that in these fields, uncertainty is primar-
ily utilized to quantify observer variability and/or to correlate
uncertainty with prediction accuracy. Research on improved
generalization and uncertainty-based active learning is much
sparser. In the following sections, each respective downstream
task is further discussed.

TABLE III
OVERVIEW OF DOMAINS USING UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION FOR
SEGMENTATION.
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1) Observer variability: Varying delineation hypotheses
present themselves as “noise” in the ground-truth of the
data. This observer variability is often a result of viewing
limitations and therefore heavily correlate to the input image.
In turn, this explains the success of directly learning input-
conditional observer variability, through explicitly modeling
the likelihood distribution, rather than inferring the underlying
latent parameter distribution. Nonetheless, this approach does
have its limitations. For example, it has been shown that such
models, without explicit conditioning, do not encapsulate more
subtle variations such as distinct labeling styles [215].

A significant challenge in this domain is the lack of stan-
dardization, making benchmarking extremely difficult. The
reasoning for this is twofold. Firstly, it is evident from Table
that a wide range of datasets are used in literature, often
involving proprietary in-house data. This inherently makes
replicating the presented results impossible. Secondly, con-
sensus on data processing is also lacking on the publicly
available datasets. For example, significant incongruity across
literature is observed for the LIDC-IDRI dataset, regarding
data splitting and preprocessing. Similarly, there is a lack of
agreement on the implementation for the GED and HM metric.
Several factors, including the kernel choice, the number of
predicted samples, and the handling of empty segmentations,
can significantly impact the resulting quantitative evaluations.

Regarding the evaluation metrics, we find that the literature
often places excessive emphasis on improving them. This
essentially forces the algorithm to predict segmentations iden-
tical to the available ground-truth masks. This can be problem-
atic, as it defeats the original goal to predict plausible unseen
segmentations, becoming a textbook case of Goodhart’s law:
”When a measure becomes a target, it ceases to be a good mea-
sure”. Furthermore, the quality of the GED evaluations have
been subject to substantial criticism as well [[63[], [74]], [216].
Hence, practitioners should be extra vigilant and consider
the importance to inquire domain-level experts for qualitative
evaluation. Because the GED and HM are dependent on on the
number of segmentation masks available, an alternative is to
involve additional annotators per datapoint for more accurate
evaluation, but is likely to be equally expensive. This aspect
calls for systematic procedures to evaluate uncertainty subject



to limited ground-truth masks.

2) Model introspection: Literature that evaluates models
by correlating model uncertainty with error is, comparatively,
much more thorough and standardized. This is especially
evident by the frequent use of the PAVPU metric. Furthermore,
a majority of the available research use MC Dropout and
correlate the output entropy to the prediction accuracy. The
disadvantage of relying on MC Dropout when the uncertainty
is crucial, has been discussed in Section[VII-A2} Therefore, we
recommend incorporating explicit VI at specific points in the
network to achieve more accurate uncertainty quantification.
These points can be selected based on the layers that influence
the output segmentation most significantly.

3) Model generalization: Epistemic uncertainty quantifica-
tion methods can result in improved performance, as it often
serves as a surrogate for model combination. Therefore, uncer-
tainty quantification can be readily available in the toolbox of
deep learning researchers together with other commonly used
regularization techniques. In this case, simple methods such
as ensembling and MC dropout, are despite their criticisms
relatively harmless. Furthermore, a parallel characterization
can be made with MC Dropout and placing an Ls-norm
penalty on the model weights. While this benefit is compelling,
improved model performance can be also obtained with more
computationally efficient regularizers. Therefore, improved
performance should not be the ultimate goal of uncertainty
quantification, but considered as an ancillary advantage.

4) Active Learning: The challenging task of Active Learn-
ing holds a significant promise and can potentially reduce
the need for intensive labeling procedures, which often re-
quire specialized expertise. Furthermore, this kind of approach
points towards a strong collaboration between humans (often
referred to as an external oracle) and Artificial Intelligence,
which can accelerate the adoption of such models in sectors re-
quiring extensive specialization. Furthermore, Active Learning
can accelerate privacy-centric collaboration when combined
with a federated setting, enabling the active improvement
of safety-critical models with human-in-the-loop intervention
across local models.

However, Active Learning requires a well-generalized
model using little data. This is a challenging task in the realm
of deep learning-based segmentation, which usually deals
with high-dimensional data and typically requires datasets
of substantial size. Furthermore, many uncertainty-based ap-
proaches regularly extend conventional Active Learning for
classification to segmentation by simply aggregating the pixel
metrics together. For imbalanced settings, it has been shown
that it can perform even worse than random selection [217].
Therefore, additional modifications such as target, boundary
or diversity awareness [200], [205], or region-based annota-
tion [204], [218] are often required to apply Active Learning
to segmentation tasks.

C. Future work

In this penultimate section, we will provide recommenda-
tions for future work.

1) Exploring generative models: Generative modeling,
a rapidly evolving field, has successfully been employed
for quantifying observer variability. The benefits of quickly
applying its developments to segmentation problems have
been evident with state-of-the-art DDPMs [90], which were
initially proposed for unsupervised image generation. Also,
literature on unsupervised VAEs have greatly benefited the
PU-Net [63], [68], [73]. Therefore, we advocate for a deeper
contextualization of contemporary generative modeling re-
search within probabilistic segmentation models. In fact, any
unsupervised generative model can be theoretically translated
to the supervised setting through intricate conditioning and can
be therefore used as a probabilistic segmentation model.

Given this flexibility, it remains unclear why Normalizing
Flows (NFs) remain underutilized for this task. Specifically
continuous NFs, which approximate the time-dependent score
function, strongly resemble DDPMs which have been exten-
sively used for segmentation problems. Furthermore, NFs en-
able explicit and exact evaluation of the likelihood, which can
aid in further interpretation of model predictions. Instead of
modeling an iterative stochastic linear Gaussian process, NFs
construct a series of invertible functions towards an isotropic
Gaussian, so that inference times are therefore much faster.
However, it should be noted that the invertibility constraint
greatly hinders the expressiveness of intermediate functions,
leading to memory-intensive architectures.

2) Variational Inference and beyond: A valuable con-
tribution to the field pertains a comprehensive benchmark
paper, which compares all available epistemic uncertainty
quantification methods across a wide range of datasets. In
particular, such study can elucidate the data-dependent pref-
erence for specific methodologies (i.e. why ensembling or
MC Dropout is often preferred over explicit VI). Additionally,
recent studies have shown the benefits of moving from a few
large, to many small experts when using an MoE ensemble
(see Section for language modeling [219]. Future work
should also experiment with this.

Approaches besides VI, such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) or Laplace Approximations, are also viable options
to approximate the Bayesian posterior. Especially the Laplace
Approximation can be very beneficial, as it is easily applicable
to pretrained networks. Notably, both Laplace Approximation
and VI are biased and operate in the neighborhood of a single
mode, while MCMC methods are a more attractive option
when expecting to fit multi-modal parameter distributions. To
the best of our knowledge, these approaches have not been
studied within the context of uncertainty quantification in
segmentation.

3) Single-pass uncertainty: The multiple forward passes
required in many Bayesian uncertainty quantification can incur
cumbersome additional costs. Hence, considerable efforts have
been made towards deterministic uncertainty models [220]—
[222], which only depend on a single forward pass. Mukhoti et
al. [220] show that Gaussian Discriminant Analysis after train-
ing with SoftMax predictive distribution can in some instances
surpass methods such as MC Dropout and ensembling. This
approach achieves faster computation, while also providing
both epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty.



Along similar lines, Evidential Deep Learning also pos-
sesses the advantage of quantifying both uncertainties with
a single forward pass. This framework is based on a gener-
alization of Bayes theorem, known as the Dempster-Shafer
Theory of Evidence (DST) [223]]. While common in Bayesian
probability, DST does not require prior probabilities and bases
subjective probabilities on belief masses assigned on a frame
of discernment, i.e. the set of all possible outcomes. The use
of Evidential Deep Learning has seen success in conventional
classification problems [224], and Ancha et al. [225]] recently
applied this concept to segmentation to decouple aleatoric and
epistemic uncertainty within a single model. Unfortunately,
further research has not been published beyond this.

4) Improved CNN architectures: With the introduction
of Vision Transformers [226], CNN-based models have been
challenged in the task of semantic segmentation [227]-[229].
Regardless the success of Vision Transformers across many
domains, it is clear that CNN-based encoder-decoder models
such as the U-Net, remain the preferred backbone architec-
ture [39]. This is mainly because CNNs already possess desir-
able inductive biases, while Transformers conversely require
extensive pretraining with large datasets [230]. Nonetheless,
CNNSs have benefited from the recent developments in Trans-
formers. For instance, “ConvNext” takes inspiration from con-
temporary Transformers to modernize existing ResNet-based
CNNs, retaining the inductive biases of convolutional filters
and achieving significant performance gains [231]]. Since many
innovations in this field focus on the technique of uncertainty
quantification, the applied backbones receive less attention and
might gradually become outdated. Our recommendation sug-
gests improving current models with developments in generic
CNN-based architectures.

5) Distributing-free modeling: A distribution-free frame-
work known as Conformal Deep Learning, produces prediction
sets that guarantee to contain the ground truth with a user-
defined probability. With the help of an additional calibration
set, a heuristic notion of ambiguity (i.e. miscalibrated softmax
outputs) is transformed to rigorous uncertainty. This technique
is especially renown for being model-agnostic, simple and
highly flexible [232]. Quite recently, Conformal Prediction has
been applied to segmentation problems [233]]—[236], thereby
enjoying the aforementioned benefits and showing an in-
creased traction of this framework. We recommend further
research in this direction to discover novel applications and
benchmark against current architectures.

6) Volumetric segmentation: In many clinical datasets, the
volumetric data are in most instances sliced to patches and pro-
cessed with conventional 2D-based CNN-models. However,
such models are often straightforward extensions of existing
2D models (and almost exclusively VAE-based), rarely ad-
dressing novel challenges introduced with additional dimen-
sionalities. For example, 3D extensions of the PU-Net simply
remain to use similar techniques for inserting latent samples in
the decoding networks. Also, we have noted that works related
to 3D BNN training require group normalization and KL-
annealing for accurate generalization [|179]]. Therefore, general
guidelines related to translating 2D segmentation models to
3D can be of great benefit for practitioners considering to

implement models for volumetric segmentations problems.

Furthermore, methodologies need to be developed in order
to appropriately compare 2D to 3D models. For example, the
GED cannot be estimated volumetrically with 2D models.
Moreover, translating the already computation-intensive mod-
els (e.g. based on DDPMs or PixelCNNs) to 3D is another
challenge, due to the memory requirement involved with volu-
metric data, which will increase the training load and inference
time even further. Fortunately, research dedicated to volumetric
segmentation is prevalent and its successes underline the need
of more investigation related to 3D uncertainty quantification,
that more closely aligns with real-world clinical practice and
therefore encourages faster adoption.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Modeling the uncertainty of segmentation models is es-
sential for accurately assessing the reliability in their predic-
tions. With the vast body of literature, encompassing diverse
applications and modalities, the need for a comprehensive
and systematic overview of the field is addressed. We present
clear definitions and unified notation of methodologies that
attempt uncertainty modeling, by considering the field from a
theoretical perspective. Aleatoric uncertainty can be modeled
in pixel or latent space with generative models, or implicitly
be expressed with test-time augmentation. Epistemic uncer-
tainty is captured with Variational Inference on the parameter
distribution, or approximated with Monte Carlo Dropout or
model ensembling. Our findings show that both aleatoric and
epistemic uncertainty modeling enable the practice of four
distinct downstream tasks, which enable to highlight the main
challenges and limitations of current work, both related to the
theoretical frameworks and to the real-world applications.

Our future recommendations pertain aligning the field with
advancements in general generative modeling and Deep Learn-
ing architectures. Furthermore, the adoption of deterministic
uncertainty quantification methods that avoid multiple forward
passes, such as Conformal and Evidential Deep Learning, are
suggested. Particularly the latter approach is interesting due
to its ability to incorporate both uncertainty types. Since most
epistemic uncertainty quantification is performed with approx-
imate Variational Inference, a comprehensive benchmark study
of these techniques, as well as exploration of other techniques
such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) or Laplace
Approximation, is a beneficial contribution to the field. Fi-
nally, due to the clinical relevance of uncertainty in semantic
segmentation, more attention is advised to models catering
to volumetric data. In this manner, the review paper guides
researchers on the topic of probabilistic segmentation and
suggests future endeavors within the lightning-fast evolving
field of Deep Learning-based Computer Vision.
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