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ABSTRACT
Unsupervised domain adaptation for semantic segmentation aims
to make models trained on synthetic data (source domain) adapt
to real images (target domain). Previous feature-level adversarial
learning methods only consider adapting models on the high-level
semantic features. However, the large domain gap between source
and target domains in the high-level semantic features makes accu-
rate adaptation difficult. In this paper, we present the first attempt at
explicitly using low-level edge information, which has a small inter-
domain gap, to guide the transfer of semantic information. To this
end, a semantic-edge domain adaptation architecture is proposed,
which uses an independent edge stream to process edge informa-
tion, thereby generating high-quality semantic boundaries over the
target domain. Then, an edge consistency loss is presented to align
target semantic predictions with produced semantic boundaries.
Moreover, we further propose two entropy reweighting methods for
semantic adversarial learning and self-supervised learning, respec-
tively, which can further enhance the adaptation performance of our
architecture. Comprehensive experiments on two UDA benchmark
datasets demonstrate the superiority of our architecture compared
with state-of-the-art methods.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Semantic segmentation is a fundamental task in image processing,
which aims to assign semantic labels to all pixels in a given im-
age. Obtaining precise semantic segmentation results is significant
for many vision-based applications [5, 33, 44, 46, 47, 55]. Nowa-
days, deep learning-based models, especially convolutional neural
networks (CNNs) [21, 22], have achieved promising progress in
semantic segmentation. To train a good segmentation network, a
large number of fully annotated images are often required. Nev-
ertheless, collecting large-scale datasets with accurate pixel-level
annotation is time-consuming [9]. To reduce labeling consump-
tion, an alternative way is utilizing synthetic images with precise
pixel-level annotations to train the deep models. These synthetic
images and corresponding annotations can be automatically gen-
erated by game engines, such as Grand Theft Auto V (GTAV) [34].
However, due to the large domain gap caused by the appearance
difference between synthetic images and real images, the models
trained on the synthetic images (source domain) inevitably face
severe performance degradation on the real-world image datasets
(target domain).

To address this issue, unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA)
methods have been introduced to reduce the domain gap between
labeled source domain and unlabeled target domain. In terms of
the semantic segmentation task, adversarial learning-based UDA
approaches demonstrate good efficiency in aligning domain gaps
in the feature-level [15, 31, 38, 41, 51]. All of these methods align
high-level feature distributions of different domains since high-
level features contain abundant semantic category information.
However, the large inter-domain gap in the high-level semantic
representations makes the accurate alignment difficult. As pointed
by Luo et al. [31], directly aligning the high-level semantic features
may lead to negative transfer and damage the adaptation perfor-
mance in the originally well-aligned regions. To address this issue,
they propose a local score alignment map to guide the transfer of
semantic information.
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Figure 1: We propose to explicitly use low-level edge infor-
mation with a small inter-domain gap for UDA in seman-
tic segmentation. Compared with high-level semantic infor-
mation, low-level edge information is easier to adapt; thus
high-quality edge maps can be produced over the target do-
main. Since the edge information can reflect the boundaries
of semantic category, it can be used to guide the transfer of
semantic information.

In this paper, we provide a different viewpoint for addressing this
issue. As argued in [30], in contrast to deep feature representations
with large domain gaps and poor transferability, feature represen-
tations extracted by shallow convolutional layers are often general.
Then, according to the visualization results of CNN reported in
[52], the feature representations extracted by CNN show strong
hierarchical nature and the shallow layers highly respond to low-
level edge and color information. Based on these arguments and
observations, we argue that low-level edge feature representations
have a smaller inter-domain gap in comparison with high-level se-
mantic features. Intuitively, it could be also observed that although
the synthetic image and real-world image are quite different in
appearance, the object shapes of the same category are very simi-
lar. Moreover, there exists a strong interaction between the edge
information and the semantic information: the edge information
can reflect the boundaries of semantic category.

Consequently, as shown in Figure 1, we treat low-level edge
information as the transferable factor that could be used to facili-
tate transfer for high-level semantic information. Specifically, we
present a semantic-edge domain adaptation (SEDA) architecture
consisting of a semantic stream and an edge stream. In our archi-
tecture, the edge information is decoupled from the mainstream
semantic network and is explicitly processed by an independent
stream. The semantic stream adopts the existing entropy adversarial
learning method as the basis. To better adapt hard target images, we
present an entropy reweighting method to assign larger weights to
harder images. For edge stream, we train it with the source semantic
boundaries and adapt the source and target edge features through
adversarial learning. An edge consistency loss function is applied
to encourage the semantic segmentation predictions to correctly
align with the semantic boundaries. As the target results with more
accurate boundaries are obtained, we use self-supervised learning

(SL) to further fit the distribution of target domain. Furthermore,
to overcome the issues of standard self-supervised learning, an
uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised learning (UASL) is presented.
The contributions of our work can be concluded as follows:

(1) This paper proposes a semantic-edge domain adaptation
architecture, which presents the first attempt at explicitly
using edge information that has a small inter-domain gap for
facilitating the transfer of high-level semantic information.

(2) Two entropy-based reweighting methods are proposed to
improve adversarial learning and self-supervised learning,
enabling our architecture to learn better domain-invariant
representations.

(3) Experiments on two challenging benchmark adaptation tasks
demonstrate that the proposed method can obtain better
results than existing state-of-the-art methods.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Semantic Segmentation
Semantic segmentation is one of the most challenging computer
vision tasks, which aims to predict pixel-level semantic labels for a
given image. Following the work in [29], it has become mainstream
to use fully convolutional network (FCN) architecture for tackling
the semantic segmentation task, and many effective models have
been presented [1, 7, 12, 28, 45, 47, 56]. Besides, some probabil-
ity graph models like conditional random filed [20] are used as
an effective post-processing method for improving performance.
More recently, some work introduces multi-task learning into se-
mantic segmentation [6, 10, 19, 37], which combines networks for
complementary tasks to improve semantic segmentation accuracy.
Nevertheless, to train these semantic segmentation models, numer-
ous real-world images with pixel-level annotations are required,
which are usually difficult to collect. An alternative way is to train
these models with photo-realistic synthetic data.

2.2 UDA for Semantic Segmentation
Unsupervised domain adaptation aims to align the domain dis-
tribution shift between labeled source data and unlabeled target
data [4, 17, 25, 58, 59]. A very attractive application of UDA is
using photo-realistic synthetic data to train semantic segmenta-
tion models, and a variety of methods have been presented, which
can be broadly divided into three types: adversarial learning based
approach [15, 18, 26, 38, 39, 41, 43], image translation approach
[8, 14, 26, 50, 54], and self-supervised learning approach [8, 27, 36,
48, 53, 60].

Adversarial learning methods involve two networks. A gener-
ative network predicts the segmentation maps for the input source
or target images. Another discriminator network takes the feature
maps from generative network and tries to predict the domain
type of feature maps, while generative network tries to fool the
discriminator. By iteratively repeating this process, the two do-
mains would have a similar distribution. In [15], the adversarial
approach for first applied to UDA for semantic segmentation. In
[41], adversarial learning is performed to match the entropy maps
of two domains. In [31], a local alignment score map is designed
to evaluate the category-level alignment degree for guiding the
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transfer of semantic features. In [51], an attention-based discrimi-
nator network is presented to adaptively measure the hard-adapted
semantic features.

Image translation methods directly apply adversarial models
or style transfer approaches to transform the source images into
target-style images for aligning the domain gap. In [14], CycleGAN
[57] is used to transform the synthetic images of the source domain
to the style of the target images. In [54], a style transfer network is
presented to make the images from two domains visually similar.
Recently, Yang et al. [50] use fast Fourier transform to reduce the
appearance difference between images from different domains.

Self-supervised learning is another effective UDA approach.
In the field of UDA for semantic segmentation, self-supervised
learning methods use the target prediction as pseudo-labels to train
the segmentation network, which could make the model implicitly
learn the domain-invariant representations [51, 60]. In [60], a class
balancing strategy and spatial prior are presented to guide the self-
supervised learning in target domain. In [27], a pyramid curriculum
strategy based on multi-scale pooling is proposed to select reliable
pseudo-labels to train the segmentation network. Moreover, self-
supervised learning could be combined with adversarial learning or
image translation to further boost UDA performance [18, 32, 50, 51].

In this paper, unlike the previous adversarial learning methods
that only focus on aligning the high-level semantic features, the
proposed method simultaneously aligns semantic and edge features
and utilizes adapted edge features to facilitate the transfer of seman-
tic features. Moreover, we further present an entropy reweighting
semantic adversarial learning strategy and an uncertainty-adaptive
self-supervised learning approach to enhance the UDA perfor-
mance.

3 METHODOLOGY
In UDA for semantic segmentation, the labeled source domain is
denoted asDS = {(𝑋𝑠 , 𝑌𝑠 )}𝑠∈S , and the unlabeled target domain is
denoted asDT = {𝑋𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T , where 𝑋𝑠 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×3 is a source image,
𝑌𝑠 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×𝐶 is the one-hot semantic label associated with 𝑋𝑠 ,
and 𝑋𝑡 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×3 is a target image. Our goal is to utilize the low-
level edge information, which is relatively easier to be transferred
on the two domains, to guide the semantic segmentation over the
target domain, thereby obtaining desirable prediction performance.
Figure 2 illustrates our architecture that mainly contains three
parts: semantic information transfer, edge information transfer, and
uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised learning.

3.1 Semantic Information Transfer
Semantic stream𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 is the basis of our architecture. Specifically,
we use entropy adversarial learning method as our baseline, which
has yielded promising results in UDA for semantic segmentation
[41] and has served as the basis of more advanced methods [32, 42].
First, 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 is trained by minimizing cross-entropy loss L𝑠𝑒𝑔

𝑠𝑒𝑚 over
source data:

L𝑠𝑒𝑔
𝑠𝑒𝑚 = −

∑︁
ℎ,𝑤

∑︁
𝑐

𝑌
(ℎ,𝑤,𝑐)
𝑠 log 𝑃 (ℎ,𝑤,𝑐)

𝑠 (1)

where 𝑃𝑠 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×𝐶 is the source semantic prediction map gen-
erate by 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 . Besides, to overcome the negative effect of class

imbalance problem, lovász-softmax loss [3] is imposed on source
data.

Subsequently,𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 takes a target image as input and output the
semantic prediction map 𝑃𝑡 . Then, the weighted self-information
map 𝐼𝑡 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×𝐶 is calculated:

𝐼
(ℎ,𝑤)
𝑡 = −𝑃 (ℎ,𝑤)

𝑡 log 𝑃 (ℎ,𝑤)
𝑡 (2)

To reduce the domain gap, in entropy adversarial learning, a
discriminator 𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 is trained to predict the domain type for the
weighted self-information map, and𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 is trained to fool 𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 .
However, the entropy adversarial learning treats all the target im-
ages equally, but there exist easy-adapt images with simple scenes
and hard-adapt images with difficult scenes in the target domain.
To better optimize these hard-adapt samples, we argue that harder
samples need to contribute more loss during the training stage.
Since the entropy map can reflect the confidence levels of the target
predictions [41], we utilize the pixel-wise sum of target entropy
map to measure the difficulty for each target image:

𝐸
(ℎ,𝑤)
𝑡 = − 1

log𝐶
∑
𝑐
𝑃
(ℎ,𝑤,𝑐)
𝑡 log 𝑃 (ℎ,𝑤,𝑐)

𝑡

E𝑡 =
∑
ℎ,𝑤

𝐸
(ℎ,𝑤)
𝑡

(3)

where E𝑡 is the pixel-wise sum of entropy map 𝐸𝑡 . If a target image
has a low overall entropy value, it can be regarded as an easy-
adapt sample, otherwise it is a hard-adapt sample. Based on this
assumption, we propose an entropy reweighting adversarial loss:

L𝑎𝑑𝑣
𝑠𝑒𝑚 = −

∑︁
ℎ,𝑤

log (1 − 𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝐼𝑠 ))

−
(
1 + (𝛼E𝑡 )2

)∑︁
ℎ,𝑤

log (𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝐼𝑡 ))
(4)

where 𝐼𝑠 is the source weighted self-information map, and 𝛼 is
a weight factor. Noteworthy, we adopt the square of entropy to
enlarge the loss difference between easy-adapt samples and hard-
adapt samples.

Through optimizingL𝑠𝑒𝑔
𝑠𝑒𝑚 andL𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , the two domains are aligned
at the semantic feature maps to some extent. Next, we explicitly
use the low-level edge information to further facilitate the transfer
of semantic features.

3.2 Edge Information Transfer
In previous methods, edge information is entangled with other
types of information in the segmentation network and is implic-
itly adapted through adversarial learning, which makes it difficult
to use edge information for facilitating the transfer of semantic
information.

To explicitly use low-level edge information, we use an indepen-
dent edge stream 𝐺𝑒𝑔 to decouple edge information from 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 . In
terms of the specific network architecture, we adopt a lightweight
auxiliary network introduced in [37] for edge detection. A gated
convolutional layer is introduced in 𝐺𝑒𝑔 to ensure that 𝐺𝑒𝑔 only
processes edge-relevant information. Specifically, 𝐺𝑒𝑔 takes the
output of the first convolutional layer of 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 as input and aims
to yield precise semantic boundary maps B𝑠 and B𝑡 . To this end,
𝐺𝑒𝑔 is first trained by minimizing binary cross-entropy loss L𝑠𝑒𝑔

𝑒𝑔
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Figure 2: The overall architecture of our SEDAarchitecture,which composed of three parts: 1) In semantic information transfer,
the feature-level adversarial learning approach is applied to align the semantic distributions of source and target domains.
Besides, the entropy map of target output is utilized to weight each target sample at the image-level; 2) In edge information
transfer, the edge information is decoupled from𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 and independently processed by𝐺𝑒𝑔. Feature-level adversarial learning
is also performed to align edge feature distributions of two domains. Then, the target semantic boundary map is used to guide
the target semantic segmentation; 3) In uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised learning, the target prediction is weighted by
entropy map at pixel-level and treated as pseudo-labels to train 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 .

over the source domain. Ground truth of semantic boundaries can
be directly generated from source semantic labels.

Through optimizing L𝑠𝑒𝑔
𝑒𝑔 ,𝐺𝑒𝑔 is capable of generating precise

semantic boundaries for source domain data. Compared to high-
level semantic features, the low-level edge features have a smaller
domain gap. Moreover, due to optimizing L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , the inter-domain
gap in the features of shallow layers is further reduced. Accordingly,
despite merely supervised by source edge information, 𝐺𝑒𝑔 can
generate decent boundaries in the target domain. To produce higher
quality semantic boundaries for target domain, similar to semantic
stream, we also introduce a discriminator 𝐷𝑒𝑔 for predicting the
domain labels for the edge feature maps, while 𝐺𝑒𝑔 is trained to
fool 𝐷𝑒𝑔 :

L𝑎𝑑𝑣
𝑒𝑔 = −

∑︁
ℎ,𝑤

(
log

(
1 − 𝐷𝑒𝑔 (H𝑠 )

)
+ log

(
𝐷𝑒𝑔 (H𝑡 )

) )
(5)

whereH𝑠 andH𝑡 are the edge features of source and target domains
from the last layer of 𝐺𝑒𝑔 .

Subsequently, we add the target edge feature map back to 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 ,
thereby guiding the semantic segmentation over the target domain.
However, this way can only implicitly refine the semantic segmen-
tation results, which cannot guarantee consistency between the
boundary map and the predicted semantic segmentation map. To

explicitly encourage the target semantic segmentation maps to
align with the boundary map, we introduce an edge consistency
loss L𝑐𝑜𝑛

𝑒𝑔 :


P𝑡 =

1√
2




∇ (
F ∗ argmax

𝑐
𝑃𝑡

)



L𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑒𝑔 =

∑
N+

���P (N+)
𝑡 − B (N+)

𝑡

��� (6)

where P𝑡 is the semantic boundary map computed by taking a
spatial derivative on the target segmentation output, F is Gaussian
filter, and N+ contains coordinates of all boundary pixels in both
P𝑡 and B𝑡 .

L𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑒𝑔 aims at ensuring that target semantic boundary pixels

are penalized if there is a mismatch with boundaries predicted
by 𝐺𝑒𝑔 . By optimizing L𝑐𝑜𝑛

𝑒𝑔 , 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 can be guided by the target
boundary map, thereby generating more accurate target prediction
map. Furthermore, since argmax operator is not differentiable, the
Gumbel softmax trick [16] is adopted to approximate the partial
derivatives of L𝑐𝑜𝑛

𝑒𝑔 to a given parameter during the backward
propagation stage.



Unsupervised Domain Adaptation for Semantic Segmentation via Low-level Edge Information Transfer -, -, -

3.3 Uncertainty-Adaptive Self-Supervised
Learning

Bymeans of using the low-level edge information to guide the trans-
fer of semantic information, 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 can generate more accurate se-
mantic segmentation results over the target domain. Subsequently,
considering the complex distribution of real-world data (target do-
main), we apply the self-supervised learning strategy to make our
architecture further fit the distribution of the target domain.

The standard self-supervised learning method [32, 60] sets a
threshold to select high-confident target pseudo-labels. However,
it is difficult to choose a suitable threshold: an over-large threshold
could make the available target information very less, and an over-
small threshold could produce too many noisy labels, damaging
the adaptation performance. Besides, the confidence levels of these
selected pseudo-labels are also different. To address these issues,
we present an uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised loss that adopts
entropy to adaptively estimate uncertainty and reweight target
prediction at pixel-level:

L𝑢𝑎𝑠𝑙 = −
∑︁
ℎ,𝑤

(
1 − 𝐸

(ℎ,𝑤)
𝑡

)2∑︁
𝑐

𝑌𝑡
(ℎ,𝑤,𝑐) log 𝑃 (ℎ,𝑤,𝑐)

𝑡 (7)

where 𝑌𝑡 is the one-hot semantic pseudo-labels.
Both L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 and L𝑢𝑎𝑠𝑙 adopt entropy to measure uncertainty
and reweight samples. However, L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 uses the sum of entropy to
weight the target image at the image-level, but L𝑠𝑡 uses entropy
map to weight target prediction at the pixel-level. In L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , the
image with larger entropy means harder to adapt and is assigned
more weight. In contrast, the pixel with a smaller entropy value
represents higher confidence and is more highlighted in L𝑢𝑎𝑠𝑙 .

Finally, our complete loss function L is formed by all the loss
functions:

L = L𝑠𝑒𝑔
𝑠𝑒𝑚 + 𝜆1L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑠𝑒𝑚 + 𝜆2L𝑠𝑒𝑔
𝑒𝑔 + 𝜆3L𝑎𝑑𝑣

𝑒𝑔

+ L𝑐𝑜𝑛
𝑒𝑔 + L𝑢𝑎𝑠𝑙

(8)

where 𝜆1 to 𝜆3 are trade-off parameters that weight the importance
of the corresponding terms. And our optimization objective is to
learn a target model G according to:

G = arg min
𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚

min
𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚

𝐺𝑒𝑔

max
𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚

𝐷𝑒𝑔

L (9)

The full training procedure of our method consists of three steps:
1) jointly optimizing 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 , 𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 , 𝐺𝑒𝑔 , and 𝐷𝑒𝑔 by semantic seg-
mentation loss, edge loss, and two adversarial learning loss over the
source and target domains; 2) generating pseudo labels and corre-
spond entropy maps by𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 over the target domain; 3) optimizing
𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 by uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised loss.

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, following the common protocol of previous works
[15, 31, 41], we conduct experiments on the two-challenging synthetic-
to-real unsupervised domain adaptation tasks, i.e., GTAV→Cityscapes,
and SYNTHIA→Cityscapes. Specifically, we use GTAV or SYNTHIA
datasets with pixel-level annotations as the source domain and
Cityscapes dataset without any annotations as the target domain.

4.1 Datasets
Cityscapes is a real-world urban scene image dataset, which pro-
vides 3975 images, each of which has a resolution of 2048×1024,
collected from 50 cities in Germany [9]. Following the standard
protocols [15, 31, 41], we use the 2975 images from Cityscapes
dataset training set as the unlabeled target domain for training, and
evaluate our method on the 500 images from the validation set.

GTAV is a large synthetic dataset containing 24966 high quality
labeled urban scene images with a resolution of 1914×1052 from
open-world computer games, Grand Theft Auto V [34]. The 19
compatible semantic classes between GTAV and Cityscapes are
selected in the experiment.

SYNTHIA is another synthetic urban scene dataset [35]. Fol-
lowing previous works, we use the SUNTHIA-RAND-CITYSCAPES
subset that contains 9400 annotated images with a resolution of
1280×760 and shares 16 semantic classes with Cityscapes. In the
training stage, we consider the 16 common classeswith the Cityscapes.
In the evaluation stage, 16- and 13-class subsets are used to make
quantitative assessment.

4.2 Implementation Details
All the experiments in this paper 1 are implemented with Pytorch
in a single NVIDIA GTX 1080Ti GPU. Limited by the GPU memory,
during the training stage, the resolution of Cityscapes images is
resized to 1024×512, and that of GTAV images is resized to 1280×720.
The resolution of SYNTHIA images remains unchanged. For the
sake of fair comparison, like most of the state-of-the-art methods,
we do not use any data augment technique.

For the semantic stream𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 , following most of the state-of-the-
art methods, we use ResNet-101 architecture [13] with pretrained
parameters from ImageNet [11]. The implementation of edge stream
𝐺𝑒𝑔 follows the work [37]. 𝐺𝑒𝑔 is mainly composed of three resid-
ual blocks, and each block is followed by a gated convolutional
layer, ensuring 𝐺𝑒𝑔 only processes edge related information. For
the discriminator𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 , we apply the same architecture used in [41].
For the discriminator 𝐷𝑒𝑔 , we adopt a simple structure consisting
of three 4×4 convolutional layers with a stride of 2, and one 1×1
convolutional layer. Except for the last layer, each convolutional
layer is followed by a Leaky-ReLU with a slope of 0.2.

To verify the robustness of our method, the hyper-parameters
keep the same in both tasks. For our joint loss, the values of 𝜆1 to
𝜆3 are set as 1𝑒−3, 20, and 1𝑒−3, respectively. The weight factor 𝛼
in entropy reweighting adversarial loss is set to 10. In terms of the
whole architecture training, the SGD optimizer with a learning rate
of 2.5𝑒−4, momentum of 0.9, and a weight decay of 5𝑒−4 is utilized
to train 𝐺𝑠𝑒𝑚 and 𝐺𝑒𝑔 . Two Adam optimizers with a learning rate
of 1𝑒−4 are used for training 𝐷𝑠𝑒𝑚 and 𝐷𝑒𝑔 , respectively.

4.3 Performance Comparison
In this subsection, we compare our proposed method with the
existing state-of-the-art methods [18, 23, 24, 26, 27, 31, 32, 38, 39,
41, 43, 49–51]. For the sake of fairness, all the reported methods
use ResNet-101 as the backbone network and the data augment

1The source code will be made publicly available.
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Table 1: Evaluation results of semantic segmentation by adapting from GTAV to Cityscapes. The mechanism “T”, “A”, and “S”
mean image translation, adversarial training, and self-supervised learning, respectively. The best results are highlighted in
bold.
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AdaSegNet [38] A 86.5 36.0 79.9 23.4 23.3 23.9 35.2 14.8 83.4 33.3 75.6 58.5 27.6 73.7 32.5 35.4 3.9 30.1 28.1 42.4
ADVENT [41] A 89.4 33.1 81.0 26.6 26.8 27.2 33.5 24.7 83.9 36.7 78.8 58.7 30.5 84.8 38.5 44.5 1.7 31.6 32.4 45.5
CLAN [31] A 87.0 27.1 79.6 27.3 23.3 28.3 35.5 24.2 83.6 27.4 74.2 58.6 28.0 76.2 33.1 36.7 6.7 31.9 31.4 43.2
AdaptPatch [39] A 92.3 51.9 82.1 29.2 25.1 24.5 33.8 33.0 82.4 32.8 82.2 58.6 27.2 84.3 33.4 46.3 2.2 29.5 32.3 46.5
PyCDA [27] S 90.5 36.3 84.4 32.4 28.7 34.6 36.4 31.5 86.8 37.9 78.5 62.3 21.5 85.6 27.9 34.8 18.0 22.9 49.3 47.4
CCM [24] S 93.5 57.6 84.6 39.3 24.1 25.2 35.0 17.3 85.0 40.6 86.5 58.7 28.7 85.8 49.0 56.4 5.4 31.9 43.2 49.9
FDA [50] TS 92.5 53.3 82.4 26.5 27.6 36.4 40.6 38.9 82.3 39.8 78.0 62.6 34.4 84.9 34.1 53.1 16.9 27.7 46.4 50.4
IntraDA [32] AS 90.6 37.1 82.6 30.1 19.1 29.5 32.4 20.6 85.7 40.5 79.7 58.7 31.1 86.3 31.5 48.3 0.0 30.2 35.8 46.3
FADA [43] AS 91.0 50.6 86.0 43.4 29.8 36.8 43.4 25.0 86.8 38.3 87.4 64.4 38.0 85.2 31.6 46.1 6.5 25.4 37.1 50.1
DAST [51] AS 92.2 49.0 84.3 36.5 28.9 33.9 38.8 28.4 84.9 41.6 83.2 60.0 28.7 87.2 45.0 45.3 7.4 33.8 32.8 49.6
BDL [26] TAS 91.0 44.7 84.2 34.6 27.6 30.2 36.0 36.0 85.0 43.6 83.0 58.6 31.6 83.3 35.3 49.7 3.3 28.8 35.6 48.5
TIR [18] TAS 92.9 55.0 85.3 34.2 31.1 34.9 40.7 34.0 85.2 40.1 87.1 61.0 31.1 82.5 32.3 42.9 0.3 36.4 46.1 50.2
LDR [49] TAS 90.8 41.4 84.7 35.1 27.5 31.2 38.0 32.8 85.6 42.1 84.9 59.6 34.4 85.0 42.8 52.7 3.4 30.9 38.1 49.5
UDACT [23] TAS 95.3 65.1 84.6 33.2 23.7 32.8 32.7 36.9 86.0 41.0 85.6 56.1 25.9 86.3 34.5 39.1 11.5 28.3 43.0 49.6
SourceOnly - 64.6 27.3 76.9 19.1 21.1 27.0 32.1 18.5 81.2 14.5 72.4 55.4 21.6 62.9 29.4 8.4 2.4 24.2 35.0 36.5
Ours AS 94.0 61.8 85.8 29.2 32.5 35.4 40.6 43.3 87.2 43.9 84.4 63.8 29.1 88.7 46.0 49.9 0.0 43.7 49.9 52.8

Table 2: Evaluation results of semantic segmentation by adapting from SYNTHIA to Cityscapes. The mechanism “T”, “A”, and
“S” mean image translation, adversarial learning, and self-supervised learning, respectively. We show the mIoU (%) of the 13
classes (mIoU*) excluding classes with “*”. “-” represents the method does not report the corresponding experimental result.
The best results are highlighted in bold.
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AdaSegNet [38] A 81.7 39.1 78.4 11.1 0.3 25.8 6.8 9.0 79.1 80.8 54.8 21.0 66.8 34.7 13.8 29.9 39.6 45.8
ADVENT [41] A 85.6 42.2 79.7 8.7 0.4 25.9 5.4 8.1 80.4 84.1 57.9 23.8 73.3 36.4 14.2 33.0 41.2 48.0
CLAN [31] A 81.3 37.0 80.1 - - - 16.1 13.7 78.2 81.5 53.4 21.2 73.0 32.9 22.6 30.7 - 47.8
AdaptPatch [39] A 82.4 38.0 78.6 8.7 0.6 26.0 3.9 11.1 75.5 84.6 53.5 21.6 71.4 32.6 19.3 31.7 40.0 46.5
PyCDA [27] S 75.5 30.9 83.3 20.8 0.7 32.7 27.3 33.5 84.7 85.0 64.1 25.4 85.0 45.2 21.2 32.0 46.7 53.3
CCM [24] S 79.6 36.4 80.6 13.3 0.3 25.5 22.4 14.9 81.8 77.4 56.8 25.9 80.7 45.3 29.9 52.0 45.2 52.9
FDA [50] TS 79.3 35.0 73.2 - - - 19.9 24.0 61.7 82.6 61.4 31.1 83.9 40.8 38.4 51.1 - 52.5
IntraDA [32] AS 84.3 37.7 79.5 5.3 0.4 24.9 9.2 8.4 80.0 84.1 57.2 23.0 78.0 38.1 20.3 36.5 41.7 48.9
FADA [43] AS 84.5 40.1 83.1 4.8 0.0 34.3 20.1 27.2 84.8 84.0 53.5 22.6 85.4 43.7 26.8 27.8 45.2 52.5
DAST [51] AS 87.1 44.5 82.3 10.7 0.8 29.9 13.9 13.1 81.6 86.0 60.3 25.1 83.1 40.1 24.4 40.5 45.2 52.5
BDL [26] TAS 86.0 46.7 80.3 - - - 14.1 11.6 79.2 81.3 54.1 27.9 73.7 42.2 25.7 45.3 - 51.4
TIR [50] TAS 92.6 53.2 79.2 - - - 1.6 7.5 78.6 84.4 52.6 20.0 82.1 34.8 14.6 39.4 - 49.3
LDR [49] TAS 85.1 44.5 81.0 - - - 16.4 15.2 80.1 84.8 59.4 31.9 73.2 41.0 32.6 44.7 - 53.1
UDACT [23] TAS 93.3 54.0 81.3 14.3 0.7 28.8 21.3 22.8 82.6 83.3 57.7 22.8 83.4 30.7 20.2 47.2 46.5 53.9
SourceOnly - 55.9 22.7 72.1 9.3 0.1 24.7 10.3 10.4 73.8 77.9 54.9 20.5 41.2 31.7 8.3 11.5 32.8 37.8
Ours AS 92.0 53.9 82.0 10.1 0.2 32.8 13.3 26.0 83.6 84.4 63.0 21.4 86.7 46.8 24.7 49.0 48.1 55.9

technique is not used. The per-class Intersection-Over-Union (IoU)
and mean IoU (mIoU) are adopted as the evaluation criteria.

GTAV to Cityscapes. Table 1 displays the comparison results
from GTAV to Cityscapes. First, all domain adaptation methods
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 3: Qualitative results on the GTAV→Cityscapes task. (a) Input images fromCityscapes. (b) Segmentation results without
domain adaptation. (c) Segmentation results of the proposed method.(d) Ground truth.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4: Illustrations of produced boundarymaps. (a) Input
images from Cityscapes. (b) Semantic boundary maps with-
out adversarial learning. (c) Semantic boundary maps with
adversarial learning.

outperform the model without domain adaptation (SourceOnly) by
large performance margins. Then, our method has the best mIoU
52.8%, which is significantly better than that of the compared state-
of-the-art methods. Compared with some adversarial training and
self-supervised learning methods, such as CLAN and PyCDA, our
method improves by 9.6% and 5.4% mIoU and has significant gains
in almost all classes. Moreover, some methods also combine the

(a) (b)

Figure 5: The t-SNE visualization of embedded semantic fea-
tures over the target domain. (a) Features without the guide
of edge information. (b) Features with the guide of edge in-
formation.

adversarial learning or image translation with self-supervised learn-
ing and achieve decent performance, like FDA, DAST, and UDACT.
Compared to these methods, our approach still has a significant
improvement. Figure 3 presents some qualitative results 2 produced
by our methods.

SYNTHIA to Cityscapes. Table 2 reports the comparison re-
sults on the SYNTHIA→Cityscapes task. Like the previouswork, we
also report two mIoU metrics: 13 classes of mIoU* and 16 classes of
mIoU. According to Table 2, it is obvious that our proposed method

2For more qualitative results, please see the supplementary materials.
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Table 3: Ablation study of the proposed method in terms of
mIoU (%) on the two tasks. Here, “Baseline” represents the
original adversarial learning without entropy reweighting.

Baseline L𝑎𝑑𝑣
𝑠𝑒𝑚 L𝑐𝑜𝑛

𝑒𝑔 L𝑎𝑑𝑣
𝑒𝑔 L𝑢𝑎𝑠𝑙 GTAV SYNTHIA

✓ 45.1 41.2
✓ ✓ 46.3 41.8
✓ ✓ ✓ 48.4 43.7
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 49.2 44.4
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 52.8 48.1

Table 4: Parameter analysis of the weighting factor 𝛼 for the
entropy reweighting adversarial loss in terms of mIoU (%).

GTAV→Cityscapes
𝛼 0 1 5 10 15 20 30

mIoU 45.1 45.2 45.8 46.3 46.0 45.3 43.0

Table 5: Comparison of the proposed UASL and standard
self-supervised learning method with different thresholds
𝑇 in terms of mIoU (%).

SL Type GTAV SYNTHIA

SL
𝑇 = 0 51.3 47.1
𝑇 = 0.5 52.2 47.6
𝑇 = 0.9 52.5 47.4

UASL 52.8 48.1

can outperform other state-of-the-art methods on both 13-class and
16-class with mIoU of 55.9% and 48.1%. In summary, these results
obtained on both tasks reveal the effectiveness and superiority of
our architecture in learning domain-invariant representations for
UDA in semantic segmentation.

4.4 Discussion
We further report the ablation study results to demonstrate the
performance contribution of each element in our proposed method
in Table 3. It can be seen that each element contributes to the final
success of the adaptation. The proposed method outperforms the
“Baseline” by +7.7% and +6.9% with GTAV and SYNTHIA as the
source, respectively.

Specifically, our proposed image-level entropy reweighting meth-
ods can enhance the model adaptation ability in the hard samples,
thereby improving performance by 1.2% and 0.6%. Besides, weight
factor 𝛼 is an important parameter for the entropy reweighting
adversarial loss, which controls the extra adaptation degree to hard
samples, we evaluate the performance of the semantic stream with
different 𝛼 on the GTAV→Cityscapes task, as shown in Table 4.
When 𝛼=0, the loss is equal to the standard adversarial loss. As 𝛼
increases, the loss of high-entropy samples (i.e., hard samples) is
enlarged and hard samples could get better adaptation. However, if
𝛼 is too large, the network could merely focus on the adaptation of
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Figure 6: A-distance of semantic and edge feature represen-
tations on the two tasks.

hard samples, which may damage the adaptation performance in
easy samples.

Subsequently, utilizing low-level edge information can further
enhance adaptation performance and lead to a large performance
boost. Since the small domain gap in low-level edge features can be
narrowed to some extent by semantic adversarial learning, using
an independent edge stream to generate semantic boundaries and
align the target prediction maps with them can improve mIoU by
2.1% and 1.9%. After explicitly performing adversarial learning for
edge information, the mIoU get further improved by 0.8% and 0.7%.
This obvious performance improvement (+2.9% and +2.6%) clearly
demonstrates our argument. Figure 4 illustrates some produced
semantic boundary maps. Obviously, through adversarial learning,
the small inter-domain gap in edge features get further narrowed,
thereby producing more accurate semantic boundaries. Then, in
Figure 5, we additionally give a contrastive analysis between se-
mantic feature distributions without and with the guide of edge
information by t-SNE [40], which reveals that our edge consistency
loss can enforce the alignment of semantic features, leading to
clearer and more discriminative clusters over the target domain.

To further verify our argument, we display A-distance [2] of se-
mantic features and edge features in Figure 6, which is a commonly
used metric for measuring domain discrepancy. Since it is difficult
to compute the exact A-distance, a proxy distance is defined as
𝑑A = 2(1−2𝜖) [2], where 𝜖 is the generalization error of a classifier
(SVM in this paper) trained on the binary problem of distinguishing
samples between the source and target domains. From Figure 6, we
could see that 𝑑A on edge features is obviously smaller than 𝑑A on
semantic features, which proves that low-level edge information
has a smaller inter-domain gap. After performing semantic adver-
sarial learning, the 𝑑A on semantic features is reduced. Moreover,
the 𝑑A on semantic features become smaller through the guide
of edge information, which verifies that edge information can be
explicitly used to facilitate the transfer of semantic information.

Lastly, through UASL, the mIoU performance of the proposed
method reaches 52.8% and 48.1%. In addition, we also compare UASL
to the standard SL method with three commonly used thresholds:
𝑇 = 0 [32], 𝑇 = 0.5 [27], and 𝑇 = 0.9 [18]. The relevant results are



Unsupervised Domain Adaptation for Semantic Segmentation via Low-level Edge Information Transfer -, -, -

reported in Table 5. We could see that the threshold of generat-
ing pseudo-label significantly affects the performance of standard
SL. And different domain adaptation tasks may have diverse op-
timal thresholds. It is difficult to choose a suitable threshold. In
contrast, our UASL does not need to select a threshold. It can fully
utilize target label information, adaptively pay large weights to
high-confident pixels and suppress the effects of low-confident
pixels, thereby obtaining better performance.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present a new domain adaptation approach by
leveraging the low-level edge information that is easy to adapt
to guide the transfer of high-level semantic information. Specif-
ically, we propose a semantic-edge domain adaptation architec-
ture. The semantic stream adopts the existing entropy adversarial
learning approach. To better adapt hard target samples, an entropy
reweighting method is presented to make the network pay more
attention to hard samples. The edge stream can produce semantic
boundaries. To make the target predicted boundaries more precise,
adversarial learning is performed on the edge stream. For the pur-
pose of explicitly guiding the transfer of semantic features, an edge
consistency loss function is presented to ensure the consistency
between the target semantic map and boundary map. Lastly, an
uncertainty-adaptive self-supervised learning is proposed to fur-
ther fit the distribution of the target domain. The experimental
results in the two UDA segmentation scenarios from synthetic to
real demonstrate that our method obtains better results than the
existing state-of-the-art works.
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