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Abstract

Semi-supervised (SS) semantic segmentation exploits
both labeled and unlabeled images to overcome tedious
and costly pixel-level annotation problems. Pseudolabel
supervision is one of the core approaches of training net-
works with both pseudo labels and ground-truth labels.
This work uses aleatoric or data uncertainty and energy
based modeling in intersection-union pseudo supervised
network.The aleatoric uncertainty is modeling the inherent
noise variations of the data in a network with two predic-
tive branches. The per-pixel variance parameter obtained
from the network gives a quantitative idea about the data
uncertainty. Moreover, energy-based loss realizes the po-
tential of generative modeling on the downstream SS seg-
mentation task. The aleatoric and energy loss are applied in
conjunction with pseudo-intersection labels, pseudo-union
labels, and ground-truth on the respective network branch.
The comparative analysis with state-of-the-art methods has
shown improvement in performance metrics. The code is
availaible at https://visdomlab.github.io/DUEB/.

1. Introduction

Semantic segmentation (SS) is an important branch of
computer vision, which finds application in medical imag-
ing, autonomous driving, and other intelligent industrial
systems. There is significant performance improvement
with the advent of supervised deep learning methodolo-
gies with extensive labeled data [30]. However, in many
practical scenarios labeled data scarcity is the major prob-
lem. The constraint for supervised image segmentation
is the requirement of enormous pixel-label annotated data,
whose acquisition is tedious and time-consuming. It takes
around 1.5 hours to annotate a single high-resolution ur-
ban street scene (Cityscapes dataset) [7], and sixty minutes
for camouflaged object image [10] (COD10K dataset). So,
there is a gradual shift from fully supervised approaches to
weakly supervised and SS approaches. The weakly super-
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Figure 1. Refinement of pseudolabel with aleatoric uncertainty
and energy based modeling

vised methods leverage image-level labels with bounding
boxes or scribbles, whereas SS methods leverage both la-
beled and unlabeled images. The SS semantic methods are
categorized into adversarial methods, consistency regular-
ization, contrastive learning, pseudo-labeling, and hybrid
methods [33,44]. Pseudo-labeling is one of the most useful,
simple and effective methods in SS segmentation. Pseudo-
labeling implies the generation of pseudolabels from the
supervised trained network and re-training with the new
dataset composed of ground truth and pseudolabels.

There is always a quest for the refinement of pseudo la-
bels as the network is prone to confirmation bias. Uncer-
tainty quantification is the preferred approach for refining
pseudolabels, relying on two fundamental types of uncer-
tainty: epistemic (model) uncertainty, which reflects the
variability in model parameters, and aleatoric (data) un-
certainty, which captures the inherent noise present in the
input data. There are various test-time epistemic uncer-
tainty (model) estimation techniques for pseudolabel refine-
ment [3]. However, the inclusion of aleatoric (data) uncer-
tainty in the Bayesian framework during training has not
been explored in the SS segmentation setup. The non-
inclusion of training time aleatoric uncertainty can be at-
tributed to the fact that it requires significant architectural
change for per-pixel variance calculation, which is not al-
ways feasible [27]. Secondly, appropriate change in the
training process is required for variance optimization ac-
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cording to the specific computer vision problem. On the
other hand, epistemic uncertainty can be modeled at the in-
ference time even in pre-trained models with a more gen-
eralized approach without cost modification. Therefore,
there is a huge surge in epistemic methods such as thresh-
olding, entropy minimization, ensembling and Monte-Carlo
dropout with Bayesian approximation [34], but aleatoric
inclusion is a neglected domain. So, we hypothesize to
include the effect of object boundaries, inter and intra-
class variation, and low-contrast regions with training-time
aleatoric uncertainty quantification.

The other constraint with the SS segmentation methods
is the discriminative and deterministic framework, which
fails to capture the generative distribution. The consistency
regularized pseudo-supervised methods [5, 11, 18, 46, 47]
leverage supervised cross-entropy loss with ground-truths,
unsupervised cross-entropy loss with the pseudolabels and
consistency loss to capture perturbations within discrimina-
tive and deterministic framework. However, the discrimi-
native networks can be reinterpreted as energy based model
(EBM) to include the advantages of generative networks,
i.e., implicit modeling of input data p(x) to avoid over-
fitting with limited labeled training data, strong generaliz-
ability for out-of-detection sample, adversarial robustness,
and improved uncertainty calibrations [24, 45].

In this study, we employ an EBM with a joint distribu-
tion of input images and labels of data to obtain genera-
tive functionality using a simple pseudo-labeled classifier.
The discriminative classifier can be re-interpreted as the
energy-based model for the joint distribution of input and
ground truth [13, 22]. The EBMs parameterize any multi-
dimensional input into the scalar value.

The joint energy based modeling and inclusion of certain
uncertainty measures such as variance, entropy, dropout,
etc., either at training or test time, can improve classifica-
tion performance [2,6,19]. Therefore, it has motivated us to
design variance-based loss for the segmentation network in
order to capture inherent noise variations of the input. Fur-
thermore, additional energy-based loss can help the model
in learning the joint distribution of data p(x, y) leading to a
more enhanced refinement. It favours aleatoric uncertainty
quantification by implicitly modeling p(x).

The SS segmentation network provides per-pixel vari-
ance for heteroscedastic uncertainty calculation. A nor-
mal distribution is placed over the variance, and this vari-
ance is added to the model’s prediction. The heteroscedas-
tic aleatoric loss incorporates this variance parameter along
with the energy-based loss to further refine the results. Fig-
ure 1 depicts the pseudolabel refinement with aleatoric un-
certainty using both logits and variance.
The proposed framework, data uncertainty and energy loss
(DUEB) is the pseudolabeling based SS segmentation net-
work built upon the Conservative Progressive Collabora-

tive Learning (CPCL) [11] framework. CPCL is a hy-
brid network that leverages consistency regularization and
pseudo-labeling in a discriminative framework with two
parallel branches. It generates union-intersection pseudo la-
bels based on agreement and disagreement indicators on the
outputs of two branches. These union and intersection help
to generate better pseudo-labels. The main contributions of
the DUEB are:

• We propose the aleatoric data uncertainty-based loss
framework with DeepLabv3+ [4]. We incorporate the
distorted logit loss based on data-dependent variance
and optimize the difference between undistorted logit
and distorted logit loss.

• Enhance the SS prediction by energy-based loss to in-
corporate generative modeling using the discriminative
function.

• Usage of union-intersection pseudo-labels for data un-
certainty and energy loss calculation in an unsuper-
vised setting and usage of ground truth in a supervised
setting.

2. Related Work
2.1. Semi-supervised segmentation

The combination of consistency regularized network
along with pseudo-supervision is widely used for the SS
segmentation [5, 28, 36, 46, 47]. The general method-
ology involves multiple identical networks or multiple
networks with the same structure but different initialization
with two or more predictive branches. Perturbations
(input/feature/network) are applied, and corresponding
pseudolabels are generated for all the branches. Cutout,
CutMix, ClassMix and ComplexMix are commonly used
image augmentation methods for input perturbations [23].
Fixmatch [36], Pseudoseg [47], and Unimatch [41] impose
consistency on strongly and weakly augmented images.
Fixmatch generates pseudolabels with thresholding,
whereas PseudoSeg utilizes a calibrated fusion strategy.
In PseudoSeg [47], the first network outputs decoder
prediction and self-attention GradCam with weakly aug-
mented image input. Thereafter, pseudolabels generated
with calibrated fusion strategy supervise another network
with strongly augmented image input. Unimatch [41]
is built upon Fixmatch, and it uses additional feature
perturbations and two strong views perturbations, unlike
Fixmatch. Cross Pseudo Supervision network (CPS) [5]
and S3MPL [46] network forces consistency between
two differently initialized networks (fθ1, fθ2) with same
augmented input. In CPS, the pseudo-hot label map of the
first network fθ1 is used to supervise another network fθ2
and vice-versa. However, in S3MPL mixed pseudolabel



map based on higher prediction confidence is used to
supervise both (fθ1, fθ2). The SS medical segmentation
uses uncertainty aware pseudolabels in a consistency
regularized student-teacher framework [28]. The noisy
pseudolabels are refined with uncertainty estimation by
Kullback–Leibler variance. U2PL [40] network proposes
a methodology to sort reliable and unreliable pseudolabels
based on entropy.
Recently, SS segmentation has progressed towards
transformer-based architectures (e.g. Semi-CVT [15],
AllSpark [39]). The extension of CPS is done in
transformer-based architectures using ViT backbone
in [25, 26].

2.2. Uncertainty Estimation

Uncertainty quantification procedures are pivotal in
uncertainty reduction during optimization and decision-
making with two major approaches: Bayesian and En-
semble learning [1]. The uncertainties in computer vi-
sion are classified as aleatoric (data) uncertainty and epis-
temic (model). Aleatoric uncertainty captures the inherent
noise distributions in the input image pixels, whereas epis-
temic uncertainty captures the network uncertainty. The
epistemic uncertainty is incorporated in SS segmentation
works, whereas irreducible aleatoric uncertainty is a ne-
glected domain. It is captured by putting prior distribution
over the weights followed by variational Bayesian approx-
imation over the weights posterior distribution. The epis-
temic uncertainty is incorporated in the segmentation net-
work with Monte-Carlo dropout. The Monte Carlo dropout
involves multiple forward passes turning off certain nodes
as per dropout probability. The 3D SS left atrium student-
teacher framework network exploits epistemic uncertainty
information with predictive entropy metric to evaluate un-
certainty aware consistency loss [43]. The other medical
segmentation network identifies certain and uncertain ar-
eas based on the conservative-radical module with multi-
ple decoders [35]. Kullback–Leibler variance is used for
uncertainty estimation to rectify the noisy pseudolabels for
SS medical image segmentation [28]. There are several
methods to evaluate epistemic uncertainty with a single
pass to reduce the computational burden with Monte-Carlo
passes [31].

Aleatoric uncertainty captures image noise, occlusions,
blur, uncertain visual cues, etc. Heteroscedastic aleatoric
uncertainty is modeled by Gaussian output models or
Dirichlet models [29]. The Gaussian output network mod-
els the noise at the logits into the Gaussian distribution. The
mean of Gaussian distribution is equal to the output of the
corresponding class, whereas variance is learned from the
input image. The associated likelihood is obtained from
the expectation of this probability by applying Monte Carlo
to these distributions, drawing a certain number of samples

from the Gaussian modeling of the logits. The resulting
likelihood is formulated into the cross entropy loss to embed
the aletoric uncertainty component. Aleatoric uncertainty is
also applied during test-time augmentation, where the dis-
tribution of predictions is calculated with Monte-Carlo sim-
ulations with the prior distribution of image transformations
and noise [21, 38].

3. Method
In this section, we first define the problem statement, fol-

lowed by a description of network architecture, data uncer-
tainty and energy based loss in a union-intersection pseu-
dolabel supervised framework. We have incorporated the
variance layer in DeepLabv3+ [4] architecture and formu-
lated aleatoric uncertainty and energy based loss in union-
intersection pseudolabels supervised network.

3.1. Problem Statement

In SS semantic segmentation tasks, both labeled and
unlabeled data are available, with the condition that
the amount of unlabeled data is significantly greater
than the labeled data. The labeled data with P im-
ages and corresponding ground-truth are given by Dl ={
(X1

l , G
1
l ), ......., (X

P
l , GP

l )
}

. The Q unlabeled images is
given by Du =

{
X1

u, ......., X
Q
u

}
. A large amount of unla-

beled data yields good segmentation results on test data. In
this work, we follow similar architecture details presented
in [11]. The main framework consists of two segmenta-
tion networks, f(; θc) and f(; θp) with the same structure
but different initialization. It utilizes labeled data in a tra-
ditional supervised manner and unlabeled data with union-
intersection pseudo labels. Both networks predict the pixel-
wise semantics segmentation class labels and pixel-wise
variance (uncertainty) values.

3.2. Network Architecture

We propose a novel SS segmentation framework that
incorporates aleatoric or data uncertainty-based loss and
energy-based loss as shown in Figure 2. The framework
consists of two networks fθc(; θc) and fθp(; θp), termed
as the conservative branch and progressive branch, respec-
tively. θc and θp are the parameters of these networks re-
spectively. Each network produces logits and variance at
the output. The supervised learning is done with traditional
categorical cross-entropy in which the same labeled images
are given as the input in both networks. In an unsupervised
setting, two unlabeled images X1 and X2 are given as in-
put to both fθc(; θc) and fθp(; θp).The CutMix method is
adopted for generating the strongly augmented image from
individual images a and b to generate the output pixel based
on the random mask m given in Eq. 1:

mix(a, b,m) = (1−m)⊙ a+m⊙ b (1)
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Figure 2. Block Diagram of proposed uncertainty and energy loss based framework with pseudolabels module for semi-supervised seg-
mentation. Two branches: conservative and progressive are trained in parallel with intersection/union pseudolabels, data uncertainty loss
and energy based loss.

The strongly augmented image Xs is obtained from Eq. 2.

Xs = mix(X1, X2,m) (2)

The images X1, X2 and Xs are given as inputs in the con-
servative branch to generate Y 1

c , Y 2
c and Ycs given by Eq. 3,

4 and 5
Y 1
c ← argmax

y
fθc(y|X1) (3)

Y 2
c ← argmax

y
fθc(y|X2) (4)

Ycs ← argmax
y

fθc(y|Xs) (5)

The output Y 1
c , Y 2

c are combined at the output using the
same CutMix procedure as that of input to give Ycw us-
ing the same mask m, i.e. mix(Y 1

c , Y 2
c ,m). Similarly, we

can get the output of the progressive branch as Yps and Ypw

(mix(Y 1
p , Y 2

p ,m)) with the network f(θp).
The mixed output of both networks (Ycw, Ypw) obtained

by mixing two individual images output is used for the gen-
eration of pseudo labels. These pseudo labels supervise the
branches whose input is the Cut-Mix version of two im-
ages. The pseudo labels of the conservative branch are ob-
tained by the intersection between individual pixels of Ycw

and Ypw. Whereas the pseudo labels for the progressive
branch are formed by the union operation of Ycw and Ypw.
The union operation combines pixels using both agreement
and disagreement indicators.

The intersection pseudo labels yiinter , are obtained by per-
pixel comparison of Ycw and Ypw, as both outputs should be
consistent with each other. The union pseudolabels yiunion,
consider both agreement and disagreement of pixels in Ycw

and Ypw.
Usually, the disagreement of the pixels denotes that the
pixel is uncertain as both networks give different predic-
tions.There is always a trade-off between selecting high-
quality pseudolabels and utilizing all the pseudolabels. The
prediction-confidence based approach used in some of the
recent works avoids performance degradation at the expense
of wastage of unlabeled data. In [16], only 27 − 36% pix-
els of the unlabeled Cityscapes dataset are used. There-
fore, in the case of disagreement, we chose the class with
a higher disagreement indicator as it is a more difficult
class to predict. The class-wise disagreement indicator (I)
given in CPCL [11] evaluates the pseudo labels of the dis-
agreement regions. The final union pseudo labels are the
union of the agreement and disagreement pixels between
two predictions, thereby leveraging a high quantity of pseu-
dolabels. The intersection pseudolabels supervise fθc(; θc),
whereas union pseudolabels supervise fθp(; θp) with Cut-
Mix strongly augmented image as the input Xs. A detailed
explanation of class-wise disagreement indicator and dy-
namic confidence-based weight wi

u is given in Supplemen-
tary. The loss function with intersection and union pseu-
dolabels is given as:



Lint =
1

N

N∑
i

wi
u CE

(
f i
θc (Xs) ; y

i
inter

)
(6)

Luni =
1

N

N∑
i

wi
u CE

(
f i
θp (Xs) ; y

i
union

)
(7)

f i
θc
(Xs) and f i

θp
(Xs) are the ith pixel output of given input

image X . For the supervised data:

Lsup =
1

N

N∑
i

CE
(
f i
θ (Xl) ;G

i
l

)
(8)

These losses can be combined as:

Ldet = Lsup + γintLint + γuniLuni (9)

γint and γuni are the hyperparameter for union and in-
tersection supervision based loss function. These pseudo
labels obtained using the union and interaction from two
networks do not consider the uncertainty associated with
the data. Thus we propose the following loss function to
further enhance the pseudo-label supervision.

3.3. Data Uncertainty Estimation

Both the networks share the same segmentation struc-
ture as DeepLabv3+ [4] with different weights initializa-
tion. The network’s last layer is modified to give a vari-
ance layer in the output of the network along with the pre-
dicted logits. The variance layer is the convolutional layer
which is applied over the features of the last layer. Thus,
the model outputs per-pixel variance along with the logits.
The Bayesian aleatoric uncertainty loss function trains the
variance layer’s parameter. We follow similar to [17,19] to
obtain the variance and data uncertainty in the deep model.
For any given input X , corresponding label Y and model
f(; θ), the data uncertainty can be obtained from following:

Ŷ , σx = f(X; θ) (10)

diff = CE (Ŷ ,Y )− CE
(
Ŷ +ϵt, Y

)
; ϵt ∼ N (0, σx)

(11)
Here σx is the pixels-wise variance for input X and Ŷ is the
logit output for given input X and modelf(; θ). CE(, )is
the cross-entropy loss function. N (0, σx) is the normal dis-
tribution with mean 0 and σx is data dependent variance.
In the aleatoric loss, variance-based components are added
to the original undistorted cross entropy loss lu which is
obtained from the model without variance layer. Apart
from lu, the other component reduces the difference be-
tween cross-entropy loss on the original logits and cross-
entropy loss on the distorted logits. The distorted logits
have Gaussian noise sampled according to the predicted

variance. Gaussian noise is sampled from the normal dis-
tribution with mean zero and standard deviation equivalent
to the square root of the predicted variance. Monte Carlo
(MC) sampling generates multiple distorted versions of the
logits by adding Gaussian noise. The difference tends to
reduce the data uncertainty as it tends to optimize the vari-
ance with respect to undistorted logits. This difference is
passed through the exponential linear unit for negative value
handling. The expression eσ

2

exponentially scales the vari-
ance. The exponential function is chosen because it ampli-
fies larger values of variance more significantly while main-
taining smooth behaviour for smaller values. This means
the model will penalize larger uncertainties more heavily,
encouraging it to reduce uncertainty wherever possible. The
overall data uncertainty loss ldu is given by Eq. 12:

Lale =
1

T

∑
T

[
(−ELU ∗ diff ) ∗ lu + lu +

(
eσ

2

− 1
)]
(12)

where lu is the undistorted loss, i.e., cross-entropy
loss (CE) between ground-truth (Y ) and Ŷ i.e. lu =
CE (Ŷ ,Y ), T are Monte-Carlo samples, ELU is an ex-
ponential linear unit. For the conservative and progressive
branches, we can define the uncertainty loss as Lc

ale and
Lp
ale, respectively. Note that for calculating the Lc

ale, we
use yinter as the pixel label. Similarly, yunion are used as
the pixel label for obtaining Lp

ale.

3.4. Energy Modeling

The objective of energy-based models is to incorporate
generative modeling along with discriminative modeling.
The energy-based model is also very well suited for un-
certainty calibration for SS learning [45]. The genera-
tive model learns the joint distribution of the data and la-
bel p(x, y), whereas the discriminative model learns con-
ditional distribution p(y|x). The log-likelihood distribution
of joint distribution can be obtained from the discriminative
function and energy of data distribution [13].

log pθ(x, y) = log pθ(x) + log pθ(y|x) (13)

In the above equation, conditional class distribution
log pθ(y|x) is learned by cross-entropy loss, and log pθ(x)
can be learned from the energy-based models.

Energy-based models originate from the fact that any
probability distribution pθ(x) can be expressed in terms of
energy function with the Boltzmann distribution given by
Eq. 14:

pθ(x) =
exp(−Eθ(x))

Z(θ)
(14)

where Eθ(x) : RD → R is the energy function which maps
D dimension input into a scalar, and Zθ =

∫
x
exp(−Eθ(x))

is the normalizing constant (partition function). The energy



Partition Methods mIoU Animal Vehicle Indoor Person Background

1/2
Supervised 74.05 84.45 76.90 55.76 81.95 93.57

CPCL 75.30 86.63 77.23 57.11 84.23 94.12
DUEB 75.94 87.08 78.25 57.46 85.61 94.17

1/4
Supervised 71.66 78.98 74.31 55.91 82.05 93.23

CPCL 74.58 85.39 76.62 56.69 83.65 93.70
DUEB 75.85 86.69 78.6 57.13 85.48 94.22

1/8
Supervised 67.16 73.47 71.94 48.66 81.98 92.28

CPCL 73.74 84.24 76.53 54.91 84.36 93.60
DUEB 74.89 85.47 78.75 54.91 85.2 94.14

1/16
Supervised 62.00 67.65 67.88 41.56 79.99 91.63

CPCL 71.66 82.73 76.24 49.70 83.57 93.02
DUEB 72.41 84.66 77.09 49.60 84.09 93.32

Table 1. Quantitative Performance of PASCAL VOC 2012 in percent over the Supervised and CPCL baselines with ResNet-50 back-
bone.(ANIMAL: Bird, Cat, Cow, Dog, Horse, Sheep; VEHICLE: Aeroplane, Bicycle, Boat, Bus, Car, Motorbike and Train; INDOOR:
Bottle, Chair, Dining Table, Potted Plant, Sofa, and monitor; PERSON:Person; BACKGROUND: Background.

Partition 1/4 1/8 1/16
Loss Datasets Datasets Datasets

Uncertainty Energy PASCALVOC Cityscapes PASCALVOC Cityscapes PASCALVOC Cityscapes
74.58 76.98 73.74 74.60 71.66 69.92√
75.23 77.28 74.10 75.98 71.90 72.07√
73.85 77.19 73.00 75.80 71.14 72.19√ √
75.85 77.85 74.89 76.16 72.41 72.38

Table 2. mIoU of different loss components in addition to cross-entropy loss at different partitions.

function value is low for the samples drawn from the data
distribution and high otherwise [42]. The energy function
can be defined in terms of the LogSumExp(.) of the logits
of a classifier given by Eq. 15:

Eθ(x) = −LogSumExpy(fθ(x)|y) (15)

where fθ(x)|y denotes the logits corresponding to y class-
label.

The energy-based loss Le, which tends to maximize the
logits over model distribution, is given by this equation:

Le = LogSumExpy(fθ(x)|y) (16)

From Eq. 16, we can obtain the energy-based loss function
for the conservative and progressive branch asLc

e andLp
e re-

spectively. In our network, the energy-based loss is applied
over conservative and progressive branches using intersec-
tion and union pseudo labels. It is also applied as a part of
supervised loss using the ground-truth label.

3.5. Total loss

The total loss is the combination of loss using the union
and intersection label as pesdueo label defined in Eq.

Ltotal = Ldet + γale(Lc
ale + L

p
ale) + γe(Lc

e + Lp
e) (17)

γale and γe are the hyperparameter for data uncertainty and
energy based loss functions. In our case we use both the
value as 1.

4. Experiments
We evaluate the performance of the proposed method on

two standard benchmark datasets: Cityscapes [8] and PAS-
CAL VOC 2012 [9]. The experiments are performed using
the PyTorch deep learning framework on a server with an
NVIDIA A100. The detailed algorithm and training details
are presented in the Supplementary materials.

4.1. Dataset and Implementation Details

4.1.1 Datasets
The Cityscapes dataset is formed explicitly for the urban
driving scene. It comprises 2975 training images and 500
validation images. The resolution of each image is 2048 ×
1024, which is randomly cropped to 800 × 800, keeping
the original resolution intact. There are 19 classes for pixel
annotation.

PASCAL VOC 2012 dataset is the benchmark semantic
segmentation dataset of the common objects. It has 1464
training images and 1449 validation images, with twenty
foreground classes and one background class. We have cre-
ated the augmented version of the dataset using the Segmen-
tation Boundaries Dataset following the convention of the
previous work [11]. Therefore, the entire training set now
contains 10582 images with random cropping of 512×512,
keeping the original resolution intact.

4.1.2 Implementation Details

We follow a similar experimental protocol defined in
the CPCL model for a fair comparison. Both the con-



Figure 3. Segmentation Results of Cityscapes dataset (partition protocol:1/8) Left:Input Middle:Predictions of DUEB Right:Ground-truth.

Partition Methods mIoU Flat Human Vehicle Construction Object Nature Sky

1/2
Supervised 75.36 89.87 71.71 74.21 67.35 69.91 78.52 94.52

CPCL 78.17 91.44 73.88 79.29 69.15 72.44 79.68 94.72
DUEB 77.58 91.58 71.97 79.07 69.23 70.55 79.24 94.70

1/4
Supervised 73.22 88.88 71.53 70.4 64.07 69.8 75.98 94.34

CPCL 76.98 90.85 72.77 77.4 68.24 71.89 78.06 94.50
DUEB 77.85 91.60 73.45 78.63 70.16 71.99 78.12 94.72

1/8
Supervised 68.63 87.89 69.81 60.02 60.68 67.85 74.43 94.01

CPCL 74.6 89.48 72.88 72.89 65.05 70.49 77.13 94.4
DUEB 76.16 90.61 72.91 75.92 65.53 72.11 78.42 94.65

1/16
Supervised 61.67 85.27 65.66 46.88 53.49 63.03 72.71 93.51

CPCL 69.92 88.41 70.15 61.96 62.69 68.5 75.97 94.02
DUEB 72.38 89.76 71.67 66.65 64.38 70.34 77.10 94.24

Table 3. Quantitative Performance of CityScapes dataset in percent over Supervised and CPCL baseline with ResNet-50 backbone
(FLAT:Road and Sidewalk; HUMAN:Person and Rider; VEHICLE: Car, Truck, Bus, Train, MotorCycle, and Bicycle; CONSTRUC-
TION: Building Wall and Fence; OBJECT: Pole, Traffic Lights, and Traffic Sign, NATURE: Vegetation and Terrain; SKY: Sky )

servative and progressive branch share the same struc-
ture (Deeplabv3+) with randomly initialized segmentation
heads. We use SGD with momentum with an initial learn-
ing rate of 10−4 and 5 × 10−3 with Cityscapes and PAS-
CAL VOC, respectively. The learning rate is multiplied by
(1 − iter

maxiter
)0.9, momentum is set to 0.9, and the weight

decay is 10−4. The data partition protocol divides the data
into labeled and unlabeled sets. It randomly extracts 1/2,
1/4, 1/8, and 1/16 of the whole data labeled part and consid-
ers the remaining data as unlabeled part. We follow the data
partition protocol of previous works, [11,18]. The Cut-Mix
strategy is used for the generation of strongly augmented
images using three rectangle regions of random ratio (in the
range of [0.25, 0.5]). The Monte Carlo sample value T is
set to 10 for both datasets. The implementation code will

be made public.

4.2. Performance Analysis

We evaluate our framework DUEB on PASCAL VOC
and Cityscapes dataset at all the partition protocols (ratio of
labeled data). It has been observed that there is a significant
improvement in mIoU at all partition protocols for the PAS-
CALVOC dataset, as given in Table 1. The performance
analysis is done with CPCL and supervised CPCL base-
line [11]. It has been observed that there is a significant im-
provement by DUEB over CPCL supervised baseline as the
ratio of labeled data decreases. The performance gains with
respect to the supervised CPCL baseline is 1.89%, 4.19%,
7.73%, and 10.41% under partition protocol of 1/2, 1/4, 1/8
and 1/16, respectively on PASCAL VOC using ResNet-50
backbone. The best performance is over the animal class of



Methods Network 1/16 1/8 1/4 1/2
Supervised ResNet-50 62.00 67.16 71.66 74.05

MT [37]NeurIPS’17
ResNet-50 66.77 70.78 73.22 75.41
ResNet-101 70.59 73.20 76.62 77.61

GCT [18]ECCV’20
ResNet-50 64.05 70.47 73.45 75.20
ResNet-101 69.77 73.30 75.25 77.14

CCT [32]CVPR’20
ResNet-50 65.22 70.87 73.43 74.75
ResNet-101 67.94 73.00 76.17 77.56

Cut-Mix [12]
BMVC’20

ResNet-50 68.9 70.70 72.46 74.49
ResNet-101 72.56 72.69 74.25 75.89

CPS [5]CVPR’21 ResNet-50 68.21 73.20 74.24 75.91

CPCL [11]TIP’23
ResNet-50 71.66 73.74 74.58 75.30
ResNet-101 73.44 76.40 77.16 77.67

Unimatch [41] ResNet-50 74.5 75.8 76.1 −
ResNet-101 76.5 77.0 77.2 −

DUEB ResNet-50 72.41 74.89 75.85 75.94
DUEB ResNet-101 74.13 76.70 78.00 78.13

Table 4. Quantitative Performance (mIoU in percentage) of
PASCAL-VOC dataset with other methods.

Methods Network 1/16 1/8 1/4 1/2
Supervised ResNet-50 61.67 68.63 73.22 75.36

MT [37]NeurIPS’17
ResNet-50 66.14 72.03 74.47 77.43

ResNet-101 68.08 73.71 76.53 78.59

GCT [18]ECCV’20
ResNet-50 65.81 71.33 75.30 77.09

ResNet-101 66.90 72.96 76.45 78.58

CCT [32] CVPR’20
ResNet-50 66.35 72.46 75.68 76.78

ResNet-101 69.64 74.48 76.35 78.29
CPS [5]CVPR’21 ResNet-50 69.79 74.39 76.85 78.64
PGC [20]WACV’23 ResNet-50 − 71.20 73.90 76.80
CPCL [11]TIP’23 ResNet-50 69.92 74.60 76.98 78.17

Unimatch [41] ResNet-50 75.0 76.8 77.5 78.6
ResNet-101 76.6 77.9 79.2 79.5

DUEB ResNet-50 72.38 76.16 77.85 77.58
DUEB ResNet-101 74.16 77.36 78.80 79.47

Table 5. Quantitative Performance (mIoU in percentage) of
CityScapes dataset with other methods.

PASCAL VOC, as there is an increment of about 17 % over
the supervised baseline and 2% over the CPCL network
with ResNet-50 backbone. However, the performance is
stagnant when it comes to background class as higher mIoU
is already achieved by supervised baseline.

The CityScapes dataset also has significant mIoU im-
provement over partition protocols 1/4, 1/8 and 1/16, as
given in Table 3. However, at 1/2 data partition, it outper-
formed the supervised CPCL baseline but showed a reduc-
tion slight reduction with respect to CPCL with ResNet-
50. In Cityscapes, too, there is an improvement in per-
formance as the ratio of labeled images decreases. The
best performance is achieved by the vehicle group, which is
19.77% over the supervised CPCL baseline and 4.69% over
CPCL. However, the performance is stagnant when it comes
to sky class as higher mIoU is already achieved by super-
vised baseline. The visualization of the segmentation map
is provided in Figure 3. It has been observed that DUEB

with ResNet-101 backbone outperforms the state-of-the-art
methods for all partition protocols as given in Table 1 and
Table 3. More details are available in the Supplementary
material.

4.3. Ablation Study

We analyze the network to evaluate mIoU on separate
loss components. In the entire network, standard cross en-
tropy is loss with ground truth for the supervised part and
with pseudo-intersection-union labels for the unsupervised
part. Data uncertainty loss and energy-based loss have been
added in addition to cross-entropy loss. From Table 2 it has
been observed that data uncertainty loss is more robust than
the energy-based loss when used individually. However,
a combination of both uncertainty-based loss and energy-
based loss performs better in terms of mIoU than the indi-
vidual components. The reason is energy-based modeling
helps to quantify the aleatoric uncertainty because it is ro-
bust to noisy data and aims to minimize energy for plausible
data points.

4.4. Comparative Analysis

Table 4 and Table 5 gives a comparative analysis of
DUEB on PASCAL-VOC and CityScapes with state-of-
the art methods: GCT [18], CCT [32], Cut-Mix Seg, [12],
MT [37], CPS [5], PGC [20], CPCL [11], Unimatch [41].
All compared methods are based on DeepLabv3+ with
ResNet-50 or ResNet-101 [14] backbone. We report the
results of some previous methods in Table 4 and Table 5
from [5] and [11]. It has outperformed some previous meth-
ods on both ResNet-50/101 backbone in terms of mIoU.
The performance improvement is more evident when a few
number of labeled images are used.

5. Conclusion
We propose data uncertainty and energy-based model-

ing for SS semantic segmentation. The per-pixel variance
parameter, along with the energy, have resulted in per-
formance improvement. Moreover, the usage of union-
intersection pseudo labels for unsupervised parts renders
usage of both large quantity and high quality. The proposed
methodology is generic, i.e., it can be applied to existing
SS semantic segmentation networks. The modification in
the architecture of CNN to incorporate the output variance
layer can yield improved results. However, there is further
scope for improvement in the areas of pseudo-label gen-
eration, uncertainty loss incorporation in transformers, and
model coupling.
Acknowledgments Rini acknowledges the financial sup-
port provided by the Department of Science and Technol-
ogy, Government of India, through the WISE Post-Doctoral
Fellowship Program (Reference No. DST/WISE-PDF/ET-
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augmentation methods and augmentation strategies. Artifi-
cial Intelligence Review, 56(3):2111–2169, 2023. 2

[24] Daiqing Li, Junlin Yang, Karsten Kreis, Antonio Torralba,
and Sanja Fidler. Semantic segmentation with generative



models: Semi-supervised learning and strong out-of-domain
generalization. In 2021 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 8296–8307,
2021. 2

[25] Peixia Li, Pulak Purkait, Thalaiyasingam Ajanthan, Ma-
jid Abdolshah, Ravi Garg, Hisham Husain, Chenchen Xu,
Stephen Gould, Wanli Ouyang, and Anton Van Den Hengel.
Semi-supervised semantic segmentation under label noise
via diverse learning groups. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
International Conference on Computer Vision, pages 1229–
1238, 2023. 3

[26] Yijiang Li, Xinjiang Wang, Lihe Yang, Litong Feng, Wayne
Zhang, and Ying Gao. Diverse cotraining makes strong semi-
supervised segmentor. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.09281,
2023. 3

[27] Antonio Loquercio, Mattia Segu, and Davide Scaramuzza. A
general framework for uncertainty estimation in deep learn-
ing. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, 5(2):3153–
3160, 2020. 1

[28] Liyun Lu, Mengxiao Yin, Liyao Fu, and Feng Yang.
Uncertainty-aware pseudo-label and consistency for semi-
supervised medical image segmentation. Biomedical Signal
Processing and Control, 79:104203, 2023. 2, 3
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