NATIONAL AND KAPODISTRIAN UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS

SCHOOL OF SCIENCES
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATICS AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS

PROGRAM OF POSTGRADUATE STUDIES

Masters Thesis

Self-supervised Metric Learning

loannis I. Misios

ATHENS

SEPTEMBER 2022



EONIKO KAI KAMOAIZTPIAKO NMANEMIZTHMIO AOGHNQN

2XOAH OETIKQN ENIZTHMQN
TMHMA NMAHPO®OPIKHZ KAI THAENIKOINQNIQN

NMPOrPAMMA METANTYXIAKQN ZMNOYAQN

ArrAwpartiki Epyacia

AuTo-emIfAeTTOEVN MABnon MeTpikng

lwdvvng H. Miolog

AOHNA

2EMNTEMBPIOZ 2022



Masters Thesis
Self-supervised Metric Learning

loannis I. Misios
A.M.:DS1200007

SUPERVISOR: Yannis Avrithis, Research Director, ATHENA Research and Innovation
Center

EXAMINATION COMMITTEE:
Yannis Avrithis, Research Director, ATHENA Research and Innovation Center

loannis Emiris, President and General Director, ATHENA Research and Innovation
Center

Vasileios Katsouros, Research Director, ATHENA Research and Innovation Center

SEPTEMBER 2022



ArrAwpariki Epyacia

Auto-emIBAeTTONEVN MABNON METPIKAG

lwdvvng H. Mioliog
A.M.:DS1200007

EMIBAENQN KAOHIHTHZ: NMavvng ABRpidng, AicuBuvTr¢ Epeuvag, EpeuvnTIKO KEVTPO
"AOHNA’”

EZETAZTIKH ENITPOIMH:
Mavvng ABpidng, AicubuvTic Epeuvag, EpeuvnTiko kévipo "AOHNA”
lwavvng Epipng, Mpoedpog kai Nevikdg AieuBuvtng, EpeuvnTiko KEvTpo "AOHNA”
BaoiAeiog Karooupog, AicuBuvTic ‘Epeuvag, EpeuvnTiké Kévtpo "AOHNA’

2EMNTEMBPIOZ 2022



ABSTRACT

Metric learning is an important paradigm for a variety of problems in machine learning
and computer vision. It has been successfully employed for fine-grained classification, re-
trieval, face recognition, person re-identification and few-shot learning, among other tasks.
Metric learning is an approach based on a distance metric that aims to determine similari-
ties or dissimilarities between samples. The goal is to reduce the distance between similar
samples and at the same time to increase the distance of dissimilar ones. Therefore, it is
crucial that the distance measure is learnable to adapt to data from different domains.

Training a Convolutional Neural Network to distinguish similar from dissimilar images re-
quires some kind of supervision. In the era of big data, due to limited human-powered
annotated data, deep learning methods are recently adapted to work without supervi-
sion. Self-supervised methods can be considered as a special form of unsupervised
learning methods with a supervised form, where supervision is induced by self-supervised
tasks rather than predetermined prior knowledge. Unlike a completely unsupervised set-
ting, self-supervised learning uses information from the dataset itself to generate pseudo-
labels.

In this work we consider some self-supervised metric learning methods which use different
sample mining techniques as well as loss functions to investigate its effectiveness in both
using pre-trained network on ImageNet and initialized from scratch. The evaluation is per-
formed on four benchmark metric learning and retrieval datasets. It appears that soft loss
functions that exploit contextual similarities between samples outperform hard ones that
use pairwise similarities. Furthermore, it seems that augmented versions of the original
images can be used as positive pairs to initiate the self-supervised training process.

SUBJECT AREA: Computer Vision, Deep Learning

KEYWORDS: Metric Learning, Neural Networks, Self-Supervised Learning



NEPIAHWH

H Md&bnon MeTpikAg gival éva onuavTtiko TTapddelypa yia yia TAnBwpa TpoBANUATWY TNG
Mnxavikng Mdaenong kai Tng Opaong YmoAoyioTwy. ‘Exel EmMITUXNPEVA EQAPUOOTEI O€ €-
QAPMOYEG OTTWG N AETTTOPEPNG TAEIVOUNON, avaKTNON TTANPOQOPIag, avayvwpion TTPO0W-
TTOU K.a. AQOpPd TNV EKPABNON WIOG YETPIKNGS ATTOOTAONG TTOU BacifeTal OToV TTPOC0dIoPI-
OMO OMOIOTATWY ] AVOUOIOTATWY PETAEU TwV BEIYUATWY. 2TOXOG TNG €ival va PEIWBEN n
aTréoTOoN YETALU TTapOPOoIWY OEIYUATWY Kal TAUTOXpova va augnBei n armréotaon YETAgU
avopolwv. Qg ek TOUTOU, €ival ONUAVTIKO N JABNON PETPIKNAG Va €ival EKTTAIOEUOUEVN WOTE
va TTpooapuoleTal o€ dedoPEVA ATTO DIAPOPETIKOUG TOUEIG.

H exmaidsuon evog ZuveAIKTIKOU NeupwvikoU AIKTUOU WOTE va OIOKPIVEI TTAPOPOIEG ATTO
QVOWOIEG EIKOVEG ATTAITEI KATTOIOU €iDOUG ETTIBAEYN. ZTNV ETTOXI) TOU PEYAAOU OyKou dedo-
MEVWYV, AOyw Tou TTEPIOPICUEVOU apPIBPOU TwV avOPWTTIVWG ETTICNUEIWUEVWY OEDOUEVWY,
ol yéBodol Babidg pabnong TTPOCaPUOOTNKAY VA AEITOUPYOUV XWPIG ETTIBAEWN.

O1 auToeTTIBAETTOMEVEG UEBODOI UTTOPOUV VO BewpnBolv w¢ Hia €10IKN YOPPH HEBOdWV
MABNOoNG Xwpig eTTIBAEWN WE ETTOTITEUOPEVN HOP®H, OTTOU N ETTOTITEIQ TTNYAEI ATTO AUTOE-
TTOTITEUOUEVEG EPYATIEG Kal OXI aTTO TTPOKABOPICHEVN TTPONYOUNEVN YVWON. Z€ avTifeon
ME M1 eVTEAWG N €TTIBAETTOPEVN dlEpyania, N AQUTOETTIBAETTOMEVN HABNON XPNOIKOTIOIET
TTANPOPOPIEG ATTO TO iBI0 TO CUVOAO BEDOPEVWV VIO VO BNUIOUPYACEI YPEUDO-ETIKETEG.

21NV TTapouca epyacia eEeTACOUME OPIOPEVES AUTOETTIBAETTOPEVEG HEBODOUG PETPIKAG EK-
MABNONG TTOU XPNOIKOTTOIOUV DIOPOPETIKES TEXVIKEG £€0pUENG OEIYUATWY KABWG Kal Ou-
VOPTAOEIG KOOTOUG PE OKOTTO TN OIEPEUVNON TNG ATTOTEAEOUATIKOTATAG TOUG TOOO OTN XPN-
on TPoekTTaIdeUpEVOU OIKTUOU aoTo ImageNet 600 Kal oTnv Xpron Tuxaia apxIKOTTOINUE-
vou OIKTUoU. H agioAéynon Twv uebddwv TTpayuaToTToIEiTalI OTA TTIO O1adEdOUEVA OUVOAQ
OedOUEVWV AVAKTNONG TTANPOYOPIaG Kal JABnong YETPIKAG. apatnpeital TTwg o1 ATTIES
OUVAPTNOEIG KOOTOUG EKUETAAAEUOVTAI TIG OUOIOTNTEG METAEU TWV delyUATWY AauBdvovTtag
UTTOWYIV TOUG YEITOVEG TOUG, £XOUV KAAUTEPQ ATTOTEAEOUATA OE OXEON ME TIG OTTOAUTEG OU-
VOPTAOEIS KOOTOUG TTOU XPNOIYOTTOIOUV TIG OMOIOTNTEG KaTA Ceuyn. ETmTAfov, @aiveTal
TTWG N TEXVNTH ETTAUENON TWV APXIKWY EIKOVWV TOU GUVOAOU BEDOUEVWV YIA TNV dnuIoup-
yia BeTiIkwv Ceuywv PTTOPEl va BonBrioel TNV autoeTIBAETTOPEVN NABNON Kal 1I01aiTEPA OTO
gekivnua .



OEMATIKH MEPIOXH: Opaon YtroAoyioTtwy, BaBiad Md&Bnon

AEZEIZ KAEIAIA: Metpikr) MaBnon, Neupwvikd AikTua, Auto-emRAeTTOpEVN MABnon
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Self-supervised Metric Learning

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Motivation

Computer vision is a field of Artificial Intelligence (Al) that enables computers and systems
to obtain meaningful information from images, videos, and other visual inputs, and act or
provide recommendations based on that information. Computer Vision requires a lot of
data. It uses machine learning techniques to analyse the data multiple times until it can
discern the difference and eventually the image.

Machine Learning uses algorithmic models that allow computers to understand the context
of visual data on their own. If enough data is fed through the model, the computer can
"look” at the data and teach itself the ability to distinguish images. In the field of Machine
Learning, the concept of distance has been widely used since its inception. It provides a
measure of similarity between data, where the data that are close to each other should be
as similar as possible, and the data that are far away should be as different as possible.
An application of this idea of similarity learning to classification problems is the well-known
nearest neighbors (NN) classification, which assigns the class of the test sample to the
class of the training sample that is closest to it. This idea of nearest neighbor classification
gave birth to distance metric learning.

Euclidean distance is widely used by metric learning algorithms as a concise and effective
metric tool. However, a single form of distance metric cannot be universal to all practical
problems. Therefore, metric learning hopes to combine the characteristics of the data to
learn an effective metric to solve the target problem.

The emergence of metric learning algorithms has greatly improved the performance of
distance-based classifiers, distance-based clustering for unsupervised problems and fea-
ture dimensionality reduction. Then, with the rapid development of deep learning, metric
learning combined with the advantages of deep neural network in semantic feature ex-
traction and end-to-end training has gradually attracted people’s attention.

Compared with classical metric learning, deep metric learning can do nonlinear mapping
of input features, and has been widely used in the field of Computer Vision such as image
retrieval, face recognition, person re-identification, efc. Besides, for some extreme clas-
sification tasks (with a large number of categories, but only a few samples per category),
deep metric learning still performs well. For example, based on deep metric learning,
FaceNet [1] has surpassed human performance in the face recognition task of 8M individ-
uals and 260M images.

Standard deep metric learning constrains the intra-class distance and widens the between
classes distance by mining pairs or triplets of positive and negative samples. This brings
challenges to the sampling of training samples. Due to the extremely large number of
training samples, only meaningful samples can be mined to participate in training. If the
selection of negative samples is too difficult, the training will be unstable. If the selec-
tion is too simple, the loss function will have no gradient, which is not conducive to the
convergence of the model.

In the era of big data, typically a deep learning model is trained fully supervised for a
specific task using a large, manually labeled dataset that is randomly divided into training,
validation, and test sets.

However, supervised learning has its bottlenecks. Not only does it rely heavily on expen-
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Self-supervised Metric Learning

sive manual labeling, but it also suffers from generalization errors, spurious correlations,
and adversarial attacks. We want the neural network to learn more with fewer labels, fewer
samples, or fewer trials. As a promising candidate, self-supervised learning has attracted
a lot of attention due to its excellent data efficiency and generalization ability.

Self-supervised learning can be generalized into two classical definitions:

» Obtain "labels” from the data itself through a "semi-automatic” process.

* Predict one part of the data from the other part of the data.

Specifically, the "other parts” hereof may be incomplete, distorted and generally aug-
mented images. In other words, the machine learns to "recover” all, some, or some fea-
tures of the original input image.

Self-supervised learning can be seen as a branch of unsupervised learning as it does not
involve manual labeling. However, in a narrow sense, unsupervised learning focuses on
detecting specific data patterns, such as clustering or anomaly detection, whereas self-
supervised learning aims to recover, which is still in the paradigm of a supervised setting.

A common feature between metric learning and self-supervised learning is the contrastive
part. In this work we focus on Contrastive self-supervised methods and especially to
context-context comparisons. Context-context contrastive learning investigates the rela-
tionship between global representations of different samples, like metric learning. At the
beginning, researchers were generating pseudo-labels through cluster-based discrimina-
tion and achieved fairly good performance on representation learning. An example of a
cluster-based method is the DeepCluster [2]. More recently, self-supervised contrastive
methods like MoCo [3], SimCLR [4], efc. through direct comparisons between contexts
and under linear classification, obtained results comparable to supervised methods.

The main challenge of Contrastive learning is the sample mining. Sample mining is the
process where we search either in the whole dataset or within the mini-batch to find pos-
itives or negatives of an anchor image. Those samples together with the anchor image
form pairs or triplets. Pairs or triplets are used to to train a DNN to learn a discriminative
embedding space where similar examples are closer and dissimilar examples are apart.
Taking into account that no-labels are available, sample mining becomes challenging.

A common idea to construct positive pairs is to randomly augment (crop, resize, flip, etc.)
the original input image. It is assumed that the embedding of the original image should
be close to that of the augmented. In addition, a simple proposal for negative mining
is to assume that every sample within the mini-batch belongs to a different class. This
technique is called instance discrimination. Finally, there are other proposals for positive
and negative mining which are based on graphs.

In this work we conduct an extensive search in three self-supervised contrastive learning
methods which use different sampling methods for positive and negative mining. The first
one [5] uses the augmenation process as well as instance discrimination technique for
sample mining. The second method [6] combines the instance discrimination technique
and graph search to mine informative positives and negatives. The latter [7] uses the
augmentation process to create positives and the self-distillation technique to mine more
positives and negatives by exploiting the contextual similarity between samples. They are
trained and then evaluated in four benchmark metric learning datasets. A common feature
of those datasets is that the predefined training classes are different from testing ones.
Therefore, we evaluate the ability of the methods to generalize not only to unseen data
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Self-supervised Metric Learning

but also to unseen classes. Finally, all three methods will be evaluated in both tasks of
training a randomly initialized network and fine-tuning a pre-trained network on ImageNet.

1.2 Structure

In this work we attempt to make fair comparisons between the three self-supervised met-
ric learning methods in order to investigate the advantages and disadvantages of each
method in the tasks of training a randomly initialized CNN or fine-tuning a pre-trained
CNN on ImageNet.

» chapter 1 gives an introduction to how metric learning can be combined with self-
supervised learning for representation learning, while presenting the challenges and
contribution of this work.

» chapter 2 presents the evolution of metric learning alongside the development of
Deep Neural Networks as well as a detailed overview of Self-Supervised Learning.

» chapter 3 presents a detailed analysis of the selected Self-Supervised Metric Learn-
ing methods.

» chapter 4 presents the datasets, experimental setup and the evaluation protocol.
» chapter 5 presents the experimental results as well as a discussion of the findings.

» chapter 6 presents possible avenues of research in the area of Self-Supervised Met-
ric Learning.

1. Misios 15



Self-supervised Metric Learning

2. BACKGROUND

The goal of Metric Learning is to learn a distance metric or a similarity function, where the
data that are close to each other should be as similar as possible and the data that are far
away should be as different as possible. In this chapter we present the evolution of Metric
Learning into Deep Metric Learning alongside the development of Deep Learning models
and especially CNNs. Finally, we present the foundations of Self-Supervised Learning
and how it can be combined with Deep Metric Learning to perform unsupervised.

2.1 The evolution of Deep Neural Networks

In this section the chronological evolution of deep neural network architectures is pre-
sented.

Yann LeCun in 1998 proposed LeNet5 [5] which was one of the first convolutional neural
networks. The architecture of LeNet5 is fundamental, especially for two of its insights.
Image features are distributed over the entire image, and the introduction of convolution
learnable parameters which is an efficient way to extract similar features at multiple loca-
tions with fewer parameters. There was no GPU for training at the time and the CPUs
were slow. LeNet5 illustrates that since images are highly spatially correlated, these cor-
relations cannot be exploited using individual pixels of an image as individual input fea-
tures. The main contributions of LeNet5 were the use of convolutional layer in sequence
with pooling and non-linear activation function (tanh) as well as an Multi Layer Perceptron
(MLP) as a final classifier.

In 2012, Alex Krizhevsky published AlexNet [9], a deeper and wider version of LeNet5.
AlexNet extends the insights of LeNet to a much larger network that can be used to learn
more complex objects and object hierarchies. The contributions of this work are the use
of the ReL U activation function, the dropout technique to selectively ignore individual neu-
rons in training to avoid model overfitting and the max pooling to avoid the averaging
effects of the average pooling. At the time, GPUs provided more cores than CPUs, which
could speed up training by a factor of 10, allowing the use of larger datasets and larger
images.

Oxford’s VGG [10] network pioneered the use of smaller 323 kernels at each convolutional
layer. This seems to violate the principle of LeNet, where large convolutions were used
to extract image features. However, in VGG they discovered that multiple 323 convolution
layers can simulate larger, more receptive structures, such as 5x5 and 7x7 convolutions.

Google’s Christian Szegedy began to explore reducing the computational cost of deep
neural networks by proposing the first Inception architecture named GoogLeNet [11]. The
great insight of Inception is to use 1x1 convolutional blocks to perform dimensionality
reduction. This is often referred to as the "bottleneck”. Inception’s bottleneck layer reduces
the number of features in each layer, thereby reducing the amount of computation and
keeping the inference time low.

In December 2015, ResNet [12] was born sparking a revolution in network architecture.
The concept of ResNet (residual network) is simple; pass the output of two consecutive
convolutional layers plus the input that skips these two layers to the next layer. In this
way the vanishing gradient effect was mitigated, allowing the training of deeper network
architectures. It was also the first time a network with more than a hundred layers was
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trained.

2.2 Metric Learning

Different datasets have also different classification or clustering problems. Therefore, it
is crucial that the distance measure is learnable to adapt to data from different domains.
This demonstrated the need for metric learning. Metric learning is an approach based on a
distance metric that aims to determine similarities or dissimilarities between samples. The
goal is to reduce the distance between similar samples and at the same time to increase
the distance of dissimilar ones.

Mahalanobis distance is the common part of the fundamental studies on metric learning
[13], [14]. Formulating the problem, let a dataset X containing the samples z;, ..., xx. The
distance between the samples z; and z; is calculated as: dy(z;, ;) = /(2 — ;)T M (x; — ;).
du(zs, ;) is a metric (distance), therefore it should have the properties of non-negativity,
symmetry and triangle inequality. Furthermore, covariance matrix M should be symmetric
and positive semi-definite. We can decompose M as follows: M = WTW

dy(z,x;) = \/(llfz — ;)T M (2; — x;)

_ \/(xi —x;)T M (z; — ) (2.1)
= \/(xZ — :Ej)TWTW(xi - xj)
= [|[Wax; — W:z:]||§

Equation 2.1 shows that W/ matrix is linear transformable. With respect to this property,
the Euclidean distance of two samples in the transformed space is equal to Mahalanobis
distance in original space.

An example of a classical dimensionality reduction method which is highly correlated to
Mahalanobis distance is the Principal Component Analysis (PCA). PCA is a linear trans-
foration that attempts to map the data to a lower dimensional space while preserving the
highest possible variance of the data.

In general, linear metric learning approaches provide soft constraints in the transformed
data space improving learning performance. An advantage of these approaches is that
they avoid overfitting.

When the Mahalanobis distance is used as a metric, some linear features in the data
can be obtained due to the projection using the linear matrix W. But nonlinear features
in the data are also important when comparing distances between objects. Therefore,
some metric learning methods for nonlinear features have been proposed, such as kernel
methods [15] [16] . However, the main problem with these methods is that they easily lead
the model to overfit. With the introduction of deep metric learning, the problems of both
linear metric learning as well as kernel based non-linear metric learning were solved.
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2.3 Deep Metric Learning

For traditional metric learning, due to its limited ability to process raw data, it is neces-
sary to first use the knowledge of feature engineering to preprocess the data, and then
use the metric learning algorithm to learn. Some traditional metric learning methods can
only learn linear features. Although kernel methods that can extract nonlinear features
have been proposed, the learning effect is not significantly improved. With the advent of
deep learning, thanks to the excellent ability of activation functions to learn nonlinear fea-
tures, deep learning methods can automatically learn high-quality features from raw data.
More specifically, in Computer Vision applications, CNNs are mainly used to perform the
nonlinear mapping of input images into a lower dimensional space while preserving the
semantic information. Figure 1 illustrate the training process of a Siamese DNN with Con-
trastive loss where the distance between similar samples decreases while simultaneously
increasing the distance between heterogeneous samples.

Siamese Network
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Figure 1: a) Desired discriminated embedding space. b) Mean distance between the two digits
while training progresses.

Deep metric learning mainly consists of three aspects , which are:

« Sample mining
* Model structure

» Loss function

2.3.1 Sample mining

The easiest way to think of sample mining is to randomly sample pairs of positives and neg-
atives. However, the sample pairs collected by this method are not difficult to distinguish,
and the model cannot learn enough informative knowledge from these data. Therefore, it
is necessary to adopt some sample mining methods to find indistinguishable sample pairs
from the dataset.

A typical set of samples consists of anchors, negatives and positives. Positive is a positive
sample with the same class as the anchor, and negative is a sample different from the
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anchor class. According to the different distances between anchors, positive samples
and negative samples, sample mining can be divided into three categories as shown in
Figure 2. In Hard Negative Mining approach, we use the false positive samples obtained
after training on the training set as negative samples. Furtermore, in Semi-Hard Negative
Mining, we try to find negative samples within a margin range. Finally, in Easy Negative
Mining, we take as negatives the samples found outside a certain margin.

Hard Negative Mining
n2 | d(a,n)<d(a,p)

B - Semi-Hard Negative Mining
d(a,p) < d(a,n) < d(a,p) +margin

Hard Negatives (a, p .nl)

Easy Negative Mining
Semi-Hard Negatives (a. p, n2) d(a, p) + margin < d(u, n)

Easy Negatives (a, p.n3)

Figure 2: Negative Mining.

There are a few advantages of sample mining. First of all, it is easier for the model to
learn useful knowledge, which helps to improve its discrimination ability. Furthermore, it
helps to avoid overfitting. If the model continues to see easily distinguishable samples,
it is easy to overfit and fall into a local maximum. Finally, It is beneficial to reduce the
time complexity of training process. Traversing all (anchor, positive, negative) triples in
the data requires O(n?) time complexity, and selecting a small amount of indistinguishable
data to train the model can achieve the same effect.

2.3.2 Model structure

Typical contrastive learning model structures are the Siamese and Triplet Networks. The
model structure diagram is shown in Figure 3. The structure of the Siamese network
consists of two identical networks that share the model weights. Each network is fed with
an image, and if the images belong to the same class then the distance between their
embeddings should be minimized. lv contrast, if the images belong to different classes,
the distance between their embedding vectors should be maximized. The Triplet network
structure is inspired by the Siamese structure. It consists of three identical networks with
shared weights. Each network is fed with an image, where one of them plays the role of
the anchor. The second image should belong to the same class as the anchor, while the
third one belongs to a different class. The goal is that the distance D; between the anchor
and the positive image differs from the distance D,, between the anchor and the negative
pair, by a margin a, where a > 0.
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The Siamese Network

Minimize the distance
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Figure 3: The Siamese and Triplet Networks.
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2.3.3 Loss function

In this section we introduce the most common embedding and classification loss functions.

Contrastive Loss [17]: The idea behind Contrastive loss is that the distance between
the positive sample and the anchor decreases, while the distance between the negative
sample and the anchor increases. It requires sampling one positive or one negative for
an anchor.

EContrastivo - (1 - Izg)[sz - )‘]-l- - IijSija (22)
where Z;; = 1 indicates a positive pair, while Z;; = 0 indicates a negative pair. S;; is the
cosine similarity between the embeddings of two samples z; and z;.

Triplet Loss [18]: The idea behind Triplet loss is to create a distance a between positive
and negative samples , so that there is a certain degree of discrimination in the feature
space of positive and negative samples, which is convenient for the model to distinguish.
It requires sampling one positive and one negative for an anchor.

£Triplet - [San - Sap + a]—f—a (23)

where S, indicates the cosine similarity between the embedding of the anchor with that
of the positive. Similarily, S,,, indicates the cosine similarity between the anchor and the
negative. « is a positive user defined magrin.

NPair Loss [19]: During the process of updating the learning parameters, the Triplet
loss compares only one negative sample, while ignoring the negative samples of other
classes. Therefore, it can only encourage the query embedding vector to maintain a large
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distance from the selected negative sample, but cannot guarantee that it also maintains a
large distance from other unselected negative samples.

NPair loss improves the above problems of Triplet Loss. Unlike Triplet loss, which uses a
single positive and negative sample, the NPair loss function uses the structural information
between data to learn more discriminative representations. More specifically, it considers
the relationship between the query sample and multiple other negative samples of different
classes at the same time, so as to maintain the distance between the query and all other
classes, which can speed up the convergence of the model.

1 & Siu—5i;
'CNPair = E ; log (1 + Z ek )’ (24)

Yk FYi Y =Yi

where m is the number of samples in the mini-batch.

Lifted Structure Loss [20]: Lifted Structure loss calculates the loss based on all positive
and negative sample pairs in the mini-batch.

‘CLiftedStructure = Z |:10g Z e/\_sm + IOg Z €Sik:| ) (25)
+

i=1 YE=Yi Yk FYi

where ) is a user defined margin. The difference between Lifted Structure loss and Triplet
loss is that the sample triplet of Triplet oss is determined in advance, while Lifted Structure
loss dynamically constructs the most difficult triplet for each positive sample pair. During
the construction process all negative samples within the mini-batch are considered.

ProxyNCA Loss [21]: The ProxyNCA loss assigns a proxy per class so that the number
of proxies is the same as the number of class labels. Given an input sample as an anchor,
the anchor together with the samples of the same class are considered positives while the
other anchors are considered as negatives. Let x denote the input embedding vector, p™
is a positive proxy, p~ is a negative proxy. The loss is given by

S(z,pt) (2.6)

e
LproxyNcA = Z —log

A P—
x

where X is a mini-batch of embedding vectors, P~ is the set of negative anchors, and S
represents the cosine similarity between the two embedding vectors.

Multi-Similarity Loss [22]: Sample mining can be understood as assigning a weight to
each sample pair during the learning process. The core of assigning weight to samples
is to judge the local distribution of samples, that is, the similarity between them. The
distribution of samples does not only depend on the distance or similarity between the
current two samples, but also depends on the relationship between the current sample pair
and its surrounding sample pairs. Therefore, for each sample pair, we need to consider
not only the self-similarity of the sample pair itself, but also its relative similarity to the other
sample pairs. Relative similarity can be divided into positive relative similarity and negative
relative similarity. Self-similarity is the similarity calculated from the pair sample itself. In
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Positive relative similarity we consider not only the similarity of the current sample pair,
but also the relative similarity between positive sample pairs in the local neighborhood. In
Negative relative similarity we consider not only the similarity of the current sample pair,
but also the relative similarity between negative sample pairs in the local neighborhood.
Multi-Similarity Loss comprehensively considers all three similarities that generalize most
current sample pair-based loss functions

1 (1 1
LultiSimilarity = - Z {a log [1 + Z e_a(s““_)‘)} + 3 log [1 + Z eﬁ(s““_’\)] }, (2.7)

1=1 keP; keN;

where «, 3, \ are hyper-parameters, P; and N; are the sets of positives and negatives
respectively.

2.4 Self-supervised Learning

Self-supervised methods can be considered as a special form of unsupervised learn-
ing methods with a supervised form, where supervision is induced by self-supervised
tasks rather than predetermined prior knowledge. Unlike a completely unsupervised set-
ting, self-supervised learning uses information from the dataset itself to generate pseudo-
labels. In terms of representation learning, self-supervised learning has great potential
to replace fully supervised learning. The nature of human learning tells us that large an-
notated datasets may not be necessary and we can learn spontaneously from unlabeled
datasets.

Self-supervised learning mainly uses auxiliary tasks (pretext) to mine its own supervision
information from large-scale unsupervised data, and trains the network through this con-
structed supervision information, so that it can learn valuable representations for down-
stream tasks.

Some well-known pretext tasks are: 1) predicting relative location of two patches [23] 2)
solving jigsaw puzzle [24] 3) colorizing an image [25] 4) rotation prediction [26]

In this work we focus mostly on the Contrastive Self-Supervised Learning (SSL) methods.

SimCLR A Simple Framework for Contrastive Learning of Visual Representations [4]

In an image classification task every image has a label. If two samples have the same label
they compose a positive pair, while if they have different labels they compose a negative
pair. However, label information defeats the purpose of SSL, so we have to find a solution
that deals with unlabeled data. SImCLR’s approach is to treat each image as a separate
class and augment it to generate samples of the same class. For example, each sample
in Figure 4 is a positive sample with respect to the original image.

Interestingly, data augmentation plays a important role in the accuracy of self-supervised
models. The authors experiment with various data augmentations and propose three aug-
mentation methods with the highest accuracy which are 1)the sequence of Crop, Resize,
Flip 2) Color Distortion and 3) Gaussian Blur.

These data augmentation techniques can generate different versions of an image that can
improve SSL performance. The concept of SImCLR is that first you can randomly sample
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(f) Rotate {90°, 180°,270°} (g) Cutout (h) Gaussian noise (i) Gaussian blur (j) Sobel filtering

Figure 4: Different types of image augmentations constructing positive pairs.

a mini-batch and augment each image twice. As a result, in the learned embedding space,
different views of the same image should be close while views of different images should
be far away.

MoCo Momentum Contrast for Unsupervised Visual Representation Learning [3]

The SimCLR method used large mini-batches during training which is computationally de-
manding. MoCo tried to solve this problem by introducing a dictionary which is treated as
a queue, and the size of the queue can be larger than the mini-batch, which is a hyper-
parameter. The queue is updated gradually. On each iteration, the current mini-batch is
enqueued, and the oldest mini-batch in the queue is dequeued.

contrastive loss

+
(—> similarity ﬁ
q ko ki ko ...
T queue T
momentum
gty encoder
T r > N\
ke ke ke
ey xy Y T Ty ..

Figure 5: Momentum Contrast (MoCo) training method.

The use of queues can make the dictionary very large, like memory banks, and it is difficult
to update the encoder through backpropagation. The simplest way is to share the query
encoder and key encoder, however in this way the consistency of the keys in the dictionary
would be poor, because the encoder would be updated quickly after each iteration. MoCo
proposed the momentum update strategy to solve this problem (see Figure 5.
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SwAV Unsupervised Learning of Visual Features by Contrasting Cluster Assignments

[27]

Contrastive learning methods before SWAV generally require pairwise comparisons, which
require a large amount of computation. SwAV does not require pairwise comparisons. It
compares cluster assignments under different views instead of directly comparing fea-
tures. Two views are obtained from the same image after data augmentations. Then
SWAV predicts the representation of view B through the code of view A (the "code” here
refers to cluster assignment), and predicts representation of A through the code of view
B.

Codes
ﬁ Z] Vi Q.l
Swapped
X Prototypes | € Prediction
Z2 ) | /
ﬁ Q Codes

Figure 6: SwAV framework.

Before SWAYV, there were also deep unsupervised learning methods based on clustering
such as Deep Cluster [28], but Deep Cluster required the calculation of cluster assignment
for the entire dataset as labels for model training, which was computationally expensive.
SWAV calculates the codes online, and then maintains the same codes within a mini-batch
of images.

In addition to introducing clustering, SwWAV also proposes a "multi-crop” image transforma-
tion method, which further improves the effect. It is shown that more views can improve
the performance of self-supervised learning models, and multi-crop uses smaller-sized im-
ages to increase the number of views without increasing the computational requirements.

BYOL Bootstrap your own latent: A new approach to self-supervised Learning [29]
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Figure 7: BYOL framework.
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The goal of BYOL is to learn an image representation i, , which is then used for down-
stream tasks. As shown in Figure 7, BYOL uses two neural networks for learning, the
online network and the target network. The online network is defined by a set of weight
values 0 and consists of three parts: encoder f,, Projector gy, and predictor ¢,. The tar-
get network has the same architecture as the online network, however it uses a different
set of weights £. The target network provides a regression target for the online network
training, and its parameters are updated as exponential moving averages of the online
network parameters. BYOL aims to minimize the similarity loss between g,(25) and sg(z;),
where 0 is the training weight value, ¢ is the exponential moving average of ¢ , and sg is
the stopping gradient.

SimSiam Exploring Simple Siamese Representation Learning [30]

SimSiam is equivalent to BYOL if we set to zero the moving average parameter, which
means that the moving average of BYOL is not necessary. SimSiam method can even
work without negative sample pairs, large mini-batch size and momentum encoders. Sim-
Siam authors also did a lot of comparative experiments, which confirmed that the stop
gradient (sg) operator plays an important role in avoiding the trivial solution.

similarity
predictor h stop-grad
encoder f encoder f
x L2
image x

Figure 8: SimSiam framework.

Figure 8 shows the schematic diagram of the SimSiam method. It takes as input two
augmented versions x; and x5 of the input image « that pass through the same encoding
network f. In addition, the author also defines an MLP prediction head module h, which
transforms the embedding of the one branch and matches the result of the other branch.

MOM Mining on Manifolds: Metric Learning without Labels [31]

Two distances are used in the paper, the Euclidean distance and the Manifold distance.
The authors believe that for a certain anchor point, positive samples should be distributed
on the same manifold, while negative samples should be distributed on different manifolds.
In the newly learned embedding space, positive samples should be attracted by anchors,
while negative samples should be repelled.

A pre-trained CNN is used to extract the image features and defines hard positive samples
and hard negative samples based on the extracted features. Finally, it forms triplets and
training is achieved by minimizing the triplet loss.

Positive pool P and negative pool P~ for an anchor z" are constructed using equations
Equation 2.8 and Equation 2.9 respectively.
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(a) Euclidean NN (orange) (b) Manifold NN (purple)

(c) Hard positives (green) (d) Hard negatives (red)

Figure 9: MOM intuition.

PT(a") ={z € X : g(z) € NN"(y") \ NN (y")},

P(a") ={r e X :g(zr) e NNg(y") \ NN"(y")},

(2.8)

(2.9)

where NN;" denotes the k£ Manifold nearest neighbors, while NN; denotes the k Eu-

clidean nearest neighbors.
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3. SELF-SUPERVISED METRIC LEARNING

3.1 Contrastive learning with Instance Discrimination

The first paper [5] proposes a contrastive learning method combined with the instance
discrimination technique for the embedding learning problem. More specifically, it pro-
poses a self-supervised method for learning discriminative embeddings without human
annotated labels.The goal is to train a Deep Neural Network (DNN) on a huge number of
unlabeled images, which is capable of extracting discriminative embeddings, such that vi-
sually similar samples are close to each other (positive concentration) and dissimilar ones
are too far (negative separation) in the learned embedding space. The main challenge
of unsupervised metric learning is to mine visually similar images from unlabelled ones.
An instance-wise method was introduced to estimate the relationship between samples
(images) . Positive pairs are generated as augmented versions of the original sample.
It is assumed that the embeddings of augmented versions of the same sample should
be close to the embedding space while embeddings from different samples belonging to
different classes should be spread-out.

According to instance discrimination approach, it is assumed that all samples within mini-
batch belong to different classes. As a result each sample within mini-batch should belong
to different class. It can be seen that a mini-batch may contain samples of the same class
that would be characterized wrongly as negatives. However, comparing the number of
positive samples within the dataset to the negatives alongside a small mini-batch selection,
minimizes the probability of false-negatives within the mini-batch.

Without label information, it is impossible to mine positive pairs, especially without a pre-
trained network. Therefore, the mini-batch was doubled containing the randomly sampled
images as well as an augmentation of each image. In this way, each image in the mini-
batch has one positive pair meaning that the embedding of each image should have high
cosine similarity with its augmented version and low similarity to all other images of the
mini-batch.

The mini-batch is constructed by randomly sampling m images {z1, . .., z,, } from the train-
ing set. Each sample is randomly augmented applying transformation function 7", resulting
in 7, where i € [1,m]. The mini-batch contains the original samples as well as their aug-
mentations, i.e., {xy,...,zp, 2}, ..., 2 }.

By applying the embedding function ¢ to each sample of the mini-batch, we obtain the
embedding, or feature, y; and y. for sample z; and 2 respectively. Considering that each
sample in the mini-batch has only one positive sample, the problem is transformed into
classification and solved using maximum likelihood estimation. More specifically, each
original sample z; is treated as a class and each original sample z; or its augmented
version z; should be classified as z; and not as x; for j # i.

The probability of the augmented sample 2 being classified as z; is

o exp(ylyi/T)
Pliln) = S et (3:1)

The probability of the original sample z; for j # ¢ being classified as z; is

o exp(yly/T) oy
P<Z|%>_Zﬁlexp(y$yj/7)’ J#E (3:2)
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Accordingly, the probability of sample x; not being classified as x; is 1 — P(i|z;).

Assuming different samples are independent, the joint probability of 2 being classified as
z; and z; for j # i not being classified as z; is

P, = P(il}) [ [(1 = P(ilz))). (3.3)

j#i
The negative log likelihood is then given by

J; = —log P(ilz}) = > log(1 — P(ilx;)). (3.4)
J#i

The loss function is defined as the sum of the negative log likelihood over all the samples
in the mini-batch:

ZlogP ilxt) ZZlog (1 — P(i]z;)). (3.5)

T

The first term of (3.5) refers to positive pairs and the second term to negative pairs. The
first term is minimized by maximizing the numerator of (3.1), that is, maximizing the cosine
similarity between the embeddings y; and y.. This means that the original and augmented
versions of the same sample must be close to each other in the embedding space. The
second term is minimized by minimizing the numerator of (3.2), that is, minimizing the
cosine similarity between the embeddings y; and y; for i # j. This achieves the spread-
out property that embeddings of different samples are far away from each other in the
embedding space.

\‘ Low-dim
CNN Q S OO,
/ J N~
@ Share Weights
CNN L 2 £, . .
/ J N \ T
3 O Embedding Space

Low-dim

Figure 10: Scheme of the proposed self-supervised method where the embeddings of positive
pairs are close in the embedding space and negatives are spread-out.

The proposed contrastive method was implemented using a Siamese network architec-
ture. The first branch was fed with the original samples of the mini-batch and the second
with the corresponding augmented. Within a mini-batch containing m (here m = 64) sam-
ples there is 1 positive and 2N — 2 negatives to compute the loss via (3.5). So, in every
iteration there is a comparison of each image with the rest of the mini-batch. During train-
ing, the SGD optimizer modifies the weights of the Siamese network after each iteration.
Note that both networks share the same architecture and weights as shown in Figure 10.

Experiments performed on CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP and 6% GLDv2 datasets with
two different setups. The first setup used the GoogleNet pre-trained on ImageNet, while
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the second used a randomly initialized ResNet18. For more details on experiments and
datasets see chapter 4.

Code of Spreading is available in GitHub repository:
https://github.com/giannismisios/Unsupervised Embedding Learning.git

3.2 Graph-based positive mining for contrastive learning

This paper [6] proposes an instance-wise self-supervised learning framework used for
image retrieval task. They found out that well known self-supervised learning methods
such as MoCo [3], SIimCLR [4] or [5] fail in instance retrieval task.

A key feature of retrieval datasets like GLDv2 is that samples of the same class can vary
greatly in viewpoint, background, etc. Therefore, due to the large intra-class variance, a
network should be trained in a way to produce robust instance representations by focus-
ing on discrete instances rather that the whole image. Such representations cannot be
learned from augmented versions of the original samples, as suggested by the MoCo [3]
and Spreading [5]. Thus, an unsupervised method was proposed to mine positives and in-
formative negatives from both mini-batches and Memory Bank. Instance-wise contrastive
learning was used to train a model to pull the images containing the same instances close
in the embedding space despite their large variance in background, viewpoint etc., while
pushing away all other images.

I
: A training tuple in mini-batch : w/ DA : Network architecture i _______
! , ! I |
| P d 2 [ ! Do | @ upd
1[5 3 | i I ! pdate _ Memory bank
Gl A [ [T ] femenna] | WA
|
! Anchor Neighbours I |wio DA, [ ettt IHEE ! T !
________________ | | | |
LN
@ { F : i Vol et
- | L |
Mini-batch 1 Positives, 1 Positives | features
selection L:r ———— ;E:f ———— !
! I I I I
| I LR N
| | | HH |
________ :Negatives: :Negatives:

mining : Positives

Figure 11: InsCLR framework where positive and negative mining is performed within Mini-batch
and Memory bank without data augmentations. Then a Memory bank storing the augmented
version of the mined positives and negatives is used for the contastive loss computation.

In order to formulate the training process let X = {z;,...,x,} C X be an unordered and
unlabeled collection of samples (images). The input samples = € X are represented by
a set of features Y = {y1,...,y,} C YV, where ) is the embedding space and y = g(z,0)
for x € X and 0 is a set of parameters to be learned. The goal is to learn the model
parameters 6 such that matching images are mapped to nearby points in the embedding
space while non matching items are well separated. A training pair is defined with respect
to a reference (anchor) sample z". A matching pair consists of the anchor and a positive
sample xz*. Similarly a non matching pair consists of the anchor and a negative sample
x~. Such training pairs should be sampled without supervision. By NNj (y) we denote the
k angular nearest neighbors of y € Y, i.e. the £ most similar features in Y according to
Cosine similarity function (S,).
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The training process was divided into two steps due to the positive mining within mini-batch
and from the Memory Bank.

pmm—————— - Mini-batch

f“ ------------------ ‘ -------------------------------------------------------- .-‘
E:,, x?"l : x'rz leE:

H 1
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Figure 12: Mini-batch construction from offline pre-constructed Candidate Pool (CP) for each
reference image (z").

Positive Selection in Mini-batches: Positive mining within mini-batch is done by the
following five steps:

1. An offline Candidate Pool is generated for each image in the dataset that contains
the top 250 most similar images. This is implemented using the faiss IP (IP: Inner
Product) similarity search module.

2. Anchors are randomly selected from the entire training set. Here 16 anchors are
sampled for each mini-batch. Based on the instance discrimination approach, all
anchors are assumed to belong to different classes. Consequently, the nearest
neighbors of different anchors are considered to belong to different classes.

3. Given an anchor z" and its embedding y" = ¢g(z"), we select from its Candidate
Pool (CP) the k (k=3) samples corresponding to the angular nearest neighbors. The
anchor together with these k samples form a tuple. Sampling 16 anchors with their
k = 3 nearest neighbors creates a mini-batch (B) of 64 images.

Positives within tuple of anchor x":
P*(a") = {x € CPu : g(x) € NNj(y") > Ti, }, (3.6)

where T}, is a user defined threshold (7},=0.95) and CP,. is the Candidate Pool of
a specific anchor 2"
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Negatives within mini-batch of anchor x":
P~(a") = {z € B\ P*(a")}, (3.7)
where set B contains the images of the mini-batch.

Each sample of the mini-batch is randomly augmented applying transformation func-
tion T resulting in 2.
¢ =T(x), forzeB. (3.8)

Finally, contrastive loss [32] is computed among the samples of the mini-batch B.

LContrastivc = (1 - :Z:Zj)[Sl - )\]+ - IijSij7 (39)

where Z;; = 1 indicates a positive pair, while Z;; = 0 indicates a negative pair. S;; is
the cosine similarity between two augmented images ; and z’.

At each iteration, the embedding =z is computed by z=f(x";#) for each x’ € P’, where
0 is the current set of model parameters.

Thus, while the Candidate Pool is computed once in a cycle, the loss is computed
on the current network representations.

The "Positive Selection in Mini-batches” process is repeated for a total of 3 cycles.

Image manifold
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Figure 13: Positive mining for each reference (anchor) image from its Candidate Pool.

Mining Positives from Memory Bank After completing the three cycles of "Positive
Selection in Mini-batches” process, the final model will be further fine-tuned during the
"Mining Positives from Memory Bank” process consisting of the following steps:

1.

1. Misios

Update offline the Candidate Pool for each image in the dataset containing the top
250 most similar images.
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2. Given an anchor z" and its embedding y" = g(z") we select from its Candidate Pool
(CP) the k (k = 3) samples corresponding to the angular nearest neighbors. The
anchor along with those k samples form a tuple.

Positives within tuple of anchor x":

P*(2") = {x € CPyr : glz) € NN(y") > T, }, (3.10)
here T}, = 0.95.
3. Within the tuple the anchor =" with the positives form a query set Q
Q=A{z",..., 2}, (3.11)
where A < k.

4. Positive mining within the Memory Bank follows the Algorithm O (see Figure 13).
Thus, query set Q is enriched with more images. Now,

Q={z",....¢x,..., 25} (3.12)

Algorithm 1 Positive Mining within Memory Bank

1: for z in {CP(2")\Q} do > CP(2"): Candidate Pool of anchor (z")
2: Sset(x) = mean(S(z,i for i in Q)) > mean similarity with all images in query set @
3 if argmax(Ssei(z)) > T, then > T}, : user defined threshold (here 7},=0.6)
4: Q<+ QU {zx} > add image z to the query set @
5: else

6 stop

7 end if

8: end for

5. For each randomly selected anchor 2" there is a different Training Pool P which
is its Candidate Pool (CP,-). The positive pool contains the samples of the query
set . The negative pool P~ contains the remaining samples of the candidate pool
of 2" (C'P,-) that are not contained in ) (not selected as positives). So, for each
anchor-image

P=CP,=QtUuP". (3.13)

6. Contrastive loss [32] is computed among the samples of the Training Pool P
[’Contrastive = (1 - Izy)[Sz - )\]—‘r - Iz]Sz] (314)

The proposed training method was evaluated on CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP and 6%
GLDv2 datasets either for training from scratch or using pre-trained ImageNet model. For
more details about the experiments and datasets please refer to chapter 4.

Code of InsCLR is available in GitHub repository:
https://github.com/giannismisios/insclr.git

1. Misios 32


https://github.com/giannismisios/insclr.git

Self-supervised Metric Learning

3.3 Self-Distillation for contrastive learning

This paper [7] presents an end-to-end framework for self-supervised metric learning. Un-
like the previous methods, where a unique label is assigned in every instance, here an
attempt is made to compute the contextualized semantic similarity between the sam-
ples. A Teacher-Student architecture was used where Teacher model was updated as
a momentum-based moving average of Student model. The Teacher model was used for
contextualized semantic similarity computation which was used as synthetic supervision
of the Student model during the training. While Student model outputs embeddings of size
128, the Teacher model outputs high-dimensional embeddings of 1024. As a result, the
computation of contextualized semantic similarity becomes more robust due to the rich
information which can be encoded in high dimensional embedding. The contextualized
semantic similarity is computed in two stages:

. Pairwise Similarity: The pairwise similarity of two samples z; and xz;, denoted by

is computed by
Il
wi];:exp(——HyZ UyJHQ), (3.15)

’L]’

where y! is the teacher embedding vector of z; and o is the Gaussian kernel band-
width.

It can be seen that pairwise similarity computation is highly correlated with the qual-
ity of the embedding vectors y. Therefore, pairwise similarity is unreliable using a
randomly initialized Teacher network that is mitigated by adding the contextual sim-
ilarity.

» Contextual Similarity: The contextual similarity between two samples is defined as
the overlap of their contexts, where the context is inherited from the nearest neigh-
bors in the Teacher embedding space. Thus, the more the common nearest neigh-
bors result in greater contextual similarity between the two samples. So, for each
sample x;, k-reciprocal nearest neighbors is given by

Ry(:) = {2l (z; € Ni(w)) A (20 € Ni(25))}, (3.16)

where Ni(z;) is the k-nearest neighbors of z;, including itself in the current mini-
batch. Since the size of the neighbor set of x; and z; would be different, a weighted
version of Jaccard similarity was designed as

| Ry, () N Rk(%‘)” it 2; € Ry(a:),
¢ = | Ry (s)]| (3.17)
0, otherwise.

Compared to the original Jaccard similarity, the weighted version lets more relevant
neighbors contribute more to the similarity through the importance weights, resulting
in improved reliability. Furthermore,query expansion idea is adopted [33-35] to
further improve its reliability. Specifically, wg is reformulated as the average of the
contextual similarities between x; and nearest neighbors of z; as follows:

WS = Z . (3.18)

5 hENk (xl)
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This equation is not symmetric.

To ensure symmetry, the final form of the contextual similarity is defined as the av-
erage of «{; and «;, which is given by

1o
wf = wf = 5 (@ + ). (3.19)

» Contextualized Semantic Similarity: The contextualized semantic similarity be-
tween to samples z; and z; is the average of their pairwise similarity Equation 3.15
and semantic similarity Equation 3.19

1

Je

The contextualized semantic similarity w;; lie between [0, 1]. Moreover, it is reliable in both
cases of training with a pre-trained model and from scratch because, in the early stages
of training where the model in not mature enough to understand the pairwise similarities
between samples, contextual similarity is reliable enough to serve the purpose of training
supervision. As training progresses, pairwise similarity becomes increasingly reliable.
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Figure 14: STML framework where Teacher network is used to compute the Contextualized
Semantic Similarties (w;j) between the samples of the mini-batch. w;; then is used as synthetic
supervision to train the Student model and then to update the Teacher model.
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The training of Student and Teacher model is carried out simultaneously. The backbones
of Student and Teacher model are initialized identically. Teacher model is used for the
contextualised semantic similarity computation and serves as synthetic-supervision of Stu-
dent model training. It is updated at the end o each iteration as a momentum-based
moving average of the Student model to maintain consistency and stability of the training
process.

The Student model has two parallel embedding layers ¢, and f, with a shared backbone
encoder ¢,. The layer g, is an auxiliary element for updating the Teacher model, which
has the same dimension as g, of the Teacher. The backbone encoder ¢, in line with the
layer f; forms the final model which has a relatively low output dimension (128).

During training, mini-batches are constructed by randomly sampling ¢ images as anchors
as well as their k& nearest neighbors. Thus, the mini-batch becomes of size ¢(k + 1). In
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CUB200-2011 and CARS196 datasets ¢ and % are set to 5 and 11 respectively because
they have many samples per class. By contrast, in the SOP and GLDv2 datasets which
contain also classes with a small amount of samples, ¢ = 15 and k£ = 3. Finally, mini-
batch is doubled by augmented versions of the original images. Within the mini-batch,
contextualized semantic simiralities wg between the samples are computed using Teacher
model embeddings. Since its value lies between [0, 1] they proposed a new contrastive
loss called Relaxed Contrastive [36].

n n

Lro(VF) = Zzww (d5)? + S - wy)s-df]l (3.21)

i=1 j#i i=1 j#i

where dl> = ||y/* — yl*[]2/(2 S50, |lyl* — y]*]|2) as the relative distance between f; and
fi YV/s is all Student embedding vectors generated by f*, n is the number of samples in
the mini-batch, and ¢ is a margin.

The contextualized semantic similarity determines the magnitude of the force that attracts
or repels a pair of samples on the Student embedding space. Note that embedding layer
gs Is trained in the same way as f,.

Furthermore, by applying self-distillation between ¢, and f, , richer information is embed-
ded from a higher-dimensional space to a lower one. Following [37], Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence is used as objective of self-distillation

L, (Y=, V%) = ZZ —dj;) log A
i=1 j#i a(_dij)

where o(-) is the softmax operation. Note that KL loss flows only through f, branch in
the backward pass. The gradient-flow of g, is truncated, because o(f;) distribution is
optimized over the reference distribution o(g;).

(3.22)

In summary, this method trains the two branches f, and g, of the Student model by mini-
mizing the overall loss

1
L, (Ve V%) = 3 [Lre(V*) + Lre(V”)] + L (Y0, V). (3.23)
After each iteration Teacher model (¢;) is updated as a momenum-based moving average
of Student branch (g).
The proposed method is summarized on Algorithm 2

Experiments performed on CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP and 6% GLDv2 datasets with
two different setups. The first setup used the GoogleNet pre-trained on ImageNet, while
the second used a randomly initialized ResNet18.

Code of Spreading is available in GitHub repository:
https://github.com/giannismisios/Self-Taught.git

3.4 Contributions

The contributions of our work are highly correlated with the challenges of self-supervised
metric learning in general. In particular, we study Spreading, InsCLR, and Self-Taught
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Algorithm 2 Self-taught metric learning [7]

Input: teacher model ¢, student model s, kernel bandwidth o,momentum m, batch size n.
1. setd, = 0¢t U Qgt, 0, = 9¢5 U 995
2: ldentically initialize the backbone of ¢ and s.
3: for number of epochs do

4:  Construct mini-batches using nearest neighbor batch construction
5.  for number of iterations do
6: for all samples in a mini-batch {z;}_, do
7 y;]% (9" 0 &) (k)
8: ([T o) (ar), y© < (g7 0 ¢7) (k)
9: end for
10: forallz'e{l -,ntandj e {l,--- ,n} do
1 wh exp(—uyz ~yl3/o)
12: compute w usmg Eq. (3.17, 3.18).
13: wij < 5(wh +w <)
14: end for
15: compute Lsty using Eq. (3.23) and then optimize .
16: 0, < mb; + (1 — m)b;
17:  end for
18: end for

19: return student model s

extensively in order to fairly compare them and extract valuable information about the
advantages and disadvantages of each method.

Experiments conducted on four datasets that have a common feature of disjoint training
and test classes. In this way, by evaluating the generalization and discrimination ability of
the final model, we evaluate the method and loss function used to train the model. The
CUB200-2011 and CARS196 datasets, as you will read in subsection 4.1.1, are classifica-
tion datasets with very little variation between classes. SOP is metric learning dataset with
high between-class variability. GLDv2 is a large-scale retrieval dataset with high variabil-
ity both within and between classes. Considering the available resources we built the 6%
GLDv2 keeping its characteristics. It can be seen that the datasets have many differences
in characteristics and size that serve a different purpose in the evaluation process.

Furthermore, the methods were modified and hyperparameters changed according to sec-
tion 4.2 for a fair comparison. In particular, we used GooglLeNet and ResNet18 models
with a low dimension embedding layer. Furthermore, the image augmentation process
was standard for all methods in both training and testing. In this way, we could focus
on the efficiency of sample mining techniques of each method alongside the chosen loss
function and how far it is from supervised learning.

In addition, we experimented with two tasks of using a pretrained network on ImageNet
or initialized from scratch. These experiments could evaluate the sample mining tech-
nique of each method in different stages of the training process. In the first epochs using
ResNet18 from scratch, the methods should mine positives and negatives from global
image representations. Furthermore, we investigated whether it is effective to use a pre-
trained network on a general-purpose dataset such as ImageNet to initiate the training
process in a self-supervised metric learning task.
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4. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

In this chapter there is a detailed report of the experiments conducted to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of all three self-supervised metric learning methods ( [5], [6], [7]) in two different
setting. The first setting is to fine-tune a pre-trained network while the latter is to train it
from scratch. All methods were trained and tested on four metric learning and retrieval
datasets (CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP, GLDv2) according to their protocol.

4.1 Datasets

The datasets used to train and test the three self-supervised metric learning methods
(Spreading, InsCLR, Self-Taught) are the CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP and GLDv2
datasets. A common feature among these datasets is that training classes are disjoint
to test classes. Therefore, the final model is evaluated for its ability to generate a dis-
criminated embedding space despite the large intra-class variations of the images. The
datasets differ in the number of training images and classes as well as in the number of
images per class. More specifically, CUB200-2011 and CARS196 have a small number of
training images and classes, yet the classes contain almost the same number of images.
A more detailed description of the datasets is following.

41.1 CUB200-2011

Figure 15: Random CUB200-2011 image samples.

The CUB200-2011 [38] dataset contains images of North American birds from a range
of 200 different species (classes). Half of them constitute the training set and the rest
the test set. The total number of 11,788 images is divided in 5,864 images forming the
training set and the remaining 5, 924 images belong to the test set. A characteristic of the
CUB200-2011 dataset is that there is little variation in the number of images per category.
More specifically, the class with the fewest samples contains 41 images while 60 images
has the class with the most. Furthermore, looking at Figure 15 it can be seen that bird
images have a noisy background which makes it difficult even for humans to classify the
bird species.
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41.2 CARS196

Figure 16: Random CARS196 image samples.

The CARS196 [39] dataset contains 16, 185 images of 196 car classes. The data is divided
into 8, 144 training images of 96 classes and 8, 041 testing images of the same number of
classes. In the CARS196 dataset, as in CUB200-2011, classes contain almost the same
number of samples with 59 being the minimum and 97 the maximum. Another common
feature between CUB200-2011 and CARS196 datasets is that inside the same class the
samples have high variability while having very little variability between the classes.

41.3 SOP

Figure 17: Random SOP image samples.

The SOP [40] dataset is composed of 120, 053 images from 22, 634 online product classes,
and is partitioned into 59,551 images of 11,318 classes for training and 60, 502 images
of 11,316 classes for testing. In this dataset the minimum images per class is 2 and the
maximum is 12. Looking at Figure 15, it can be seen that in many images the background
is plain white which simplifies the localization of the object of interest.
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Images for Hwaseong Fortress (South Korea) in GLDV2

Figure 18: Images from GLDv2.

41.4 GLDv2

The Google Landmark Dataset version 2 [41] is a benchmark for large-scale, fine-grained
instance recognition and image retrieval in the domain of human-made and natural land-
marks. The dataset contains approximatelly 4.1M images from 203, 094 landmarks. The
GLDv2 is a challenging dataset because landmarks are mostly spread across a wide re-
gion having very high intra-class variability as shown in Figure 18 . In the GLDv2, a few
popular places have more than 1000 images but many less known places have less than
5 images.

Taking into account the available resources, we decided to use a subset of the GLDv2. In
particular, we randomly selected 6% of the classes, that is 12, 586 classes, corresponding
to 239,979 images. We will refer to this subset as 6% GLDv2. In this case, the minimum
number of images per class is 2 and the maximum is 944. The subset is nearly twice as
SOP dataset.

The 6% GLDv2 dataset is used only for model training. Evaluation is done on rParis6k [42]
and rOxford5k [42] datasets which also contain landmark images from Paris and Oxford
respectively. Both datasets are divided into a test set containing the query images and an
index set containing the images where the model tries to find the positives of the queries.
Each image of the index set except for a label referring to the landmark it shows, has a
second label as Easy or Hard. According to [47], label Easy is assigned to images of
the index set clearly depicting the query landmark. In contrast, label Hard is assigned to
index images depicting the query landmark, but with viewing conditions that are difficult to
match with the query. During the evaluation process three setups of different difficulty are
defined by treating labels:

« Easy (E): Easy images are treated as positives, while Hard are ignored.
* Medium (M): Easy and Hard images are treated as positives.

* Hard (H): Hard images are treated as positives, while Easy are ignored.

4.2 Implementation Details

For a fair comparison of the three self-supervised metric learning methods ( [5], [6], [7]),
we tried to conduct the experiments under the same conditions, therefore, we kept most
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of the settings the same among the three methods. First of all, the mini-batch size during
the training process was set to 64 in all three methods.

Moreover, the size of the images that are fed for training and testing are the same for
all three methods. More specifically, during training with pre-trained GoogLeNet on Im-
ageNet, image size for both training and testing was set to 2272227, while in training
ResNet18 from scratch task image size was set to 2242224. Image size is also cor-
related with data augmentation process because every image was augmented before
training and testing. Augmentation process for GoogLeNet training images was ia se-
quence of Resize to 2562256, RandomCrop to 227x227 and RandomHorizontal Flip with
0.5 probability. For ResNet18 training images the only difference was the RandomCrop to
224x224. In testing images, the same sequence of augmentations was applied excluding
the RandomHorizontal Flip. In addition, the same sequence of augmentations was used
in Spreading and Self-Taught methods during training to double the mini-batch in order to
generate artificial positives.

Another common setting among the three methods was that the embedding size of the
final model was set to 128. Note that the methods may use secondary models, such as the
Teacher model in Self-Taught, that outputs higher-dimensional embeddings for auxiliary
actions, such as positive mining, however these models do not contribute to the evaluation
process.

Moreover, all methods use the same network architecture for each task. For the task of
training from scratch, the ResNet18 network architecture was used, while in the task of
fine-tuning a pre-trained network, the GooglLeNet architecture pre-trained on ImageNet
was chosen.

Furthermore, all three methods were trained and tested on the same benchmark datasets
(CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP, 6% GLDv2). The authors of each dataset have sug-
gested the training and evaluation protocol that we followed strictly. Finally, all experi-
ments were performed on a four GPU NVIDIA-A100 system with CUDA version 11.7 and
PyTorch [43] 1.10.1 installed.

However, there are also settings and/or hyperparameters that remain the same as those
suggested by the authors. For instance, Spreading [5] paper uses SGD optimizer with
learning rate decay while Self-Taught [7] is optimized by AdamP with Nesterov momentum
[44]. For more details please refer to the official papers ( [5], [6], [7]).

4.3 Evaluation Protocol

Models trained on metric learning datasets (CUB200-2011, CARS196, SOP) are evalu-
ated using the Recall@k metric [45]. To compute Recall@k we first use the final model at
the end of training to extract the embeddings of the images in the test set. Then, for each
query-image in the test set, we retrieve its k£ nearest neighbors from the index set con-
sisting of the remaining images of the test set. Each of the retrieved k£ nearest neighbors
is assigned a score of 1 if the labels between the query image and the retrieved image
match, 0 otherwise. Those scores are averaged for all the images of the test set and the
Recall@k metric is reported. For example, Recall@3 is calculated by finding the 3 nearest
neighbors for each image in the test set, giving score 1 if the label matches the label of
the query image, 0 otherwise. By averaging these scores, we calculate the Recall@3 for
that image. Recall@3 metric is computed by iteratively averaging these scores across all
images in the test set. Recall@1 (R@1) is considered the most informative metric because
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it is the most challenging for the model. While k increases, RQk becomes more relaxed.

In addition to Recall@k, we report also Normalized Mutual Information (NMI) [46] metric,
which is a measure of clustering quality. More specifically, the NMI shows the homogene-
ity of the generated clusters as a factor that indicates the probability that an instance is of
class A if randomly sampled from the cluster labeled A.

Models trained on the 6% GLDv2 dataset are evaluated on revised rOxford5k and rParis6k
datasets using Mean Average Precision (mAP). To calculate the mAP, we first need to cal-
culate the Average Presicion (AP) for each query image of the test set. Average precision
(AP) is the average of precision values across all ranks where relevant images are found
in the index set. The AP values are then averaged over the set of queries and Mean
Average Precision (mAP) is reported. An example of mAP calculation is shown in Figure
Figure 19.

Relevant = D Non relevant = .

query 1:
query 2:

D D D D D 5 = # Relevant documents for query 1 D D D
Ranking for query 1: D.D..D..DD R T .D..D.D...

Precision: 1M 12 203 24 25 36 37 38 4/9 510

3 = # Relevant documents for query 2

Precision: 01 12 U3 U4 25 206 3T I8 39 310

AveragePrecision(1) = (1 + 2/3 + 3/6 + 4/9 + 5/10) / 5 = 0.62 AveragePrecision(2) = (1/2 + 2/5 + 3/7) / 3 = 0.44

mAP = ( AveragePrecision(1) + AveragePrecision(2) )/2=(0.62+0.44)/2=0.53

Figure 19: Example of Mean Average Precision (mAP) calculation.
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5. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter we present the results of the three different self-supervised metric learning
methods (Spreading, InsCLR, Self-Taught) trained from scratch or fine-tuned on CUB200-
2011, CARS196, SOP and 6% GLDv2 datasets and evaluated on CUB200-2011, CARS196,
SOP and rOxford5k & rParis6k datasets respectively. Furthermore, a discussion of the
results follows.

5.1 Results

5.1.1 CUB200-2011

Imagenet Pre-trained GoogleNet In this experiment we used GooglLeNet pre-trained
on ImageNet. We fine-tuned and evaluated it on CUB200-2011 training and test set re-
spectively. Looking at the Recall@1 (R@1) column of Table 1, which is considered the
most informative metric, we observe that Self-Taught works best and outperforms the
second best, Spreading, by a large margin. This demonstrates the effectiveness of the
Contextual Semantic Similarity introduced in Self-Taught, as opposed to the binary ap-
proach of similarities in Spreading. In contrast, while the pre-trained network has 39.2
R@1, after fine-tuning with the InsCLR, RQ@1 drops to 29.63, indicating that the method
fails. The failure may be caused due to the weakness of the method to mine positives
based on embedding representations extracted from the pretrained network.

The other two methods, Spreading and Self-Taught, address this problem by duplicat-
ing the mini-batch with augmented versions of the original images, generating pseudo-
positives. In this way, during the first epochs, where the model is not mature enough to
distinguish positives from negatives, augmented versions play the role of positives. After
several epochs, the model acquires the ability to mine positive images and the augmented
positives become easy, so they do not contribute to the loss.

Still focusing on column RQ1 of Table 1, Self-Taught closes the gap between supervised
and self-supervised methods, suggesting that the synthetic supervision provided by Self-
Taught is comparable to the strong supervised signals.

Table 1: Results (%) on CUB200-2011 using ImageNet pre-trained GoogLeNet.

Methods R@l1 R@2 RQ4 RQ@8 | NMI
ImageNet pre-trained | 39.2 52.1 66.1 78.2 51.4
Supervised 60.23 71.89 82.26 88.86
Spreading 46.54 5797 69.62 79.83 | 54.40
InsCLR 29.63 39.89 51.65 63.010 | 43.05
Self-Taught 58.00 70.34 80.48 88.08 | 69.54

ResNet18 from scratch Table 2 shows that none of the three methods can train a ran-
domly initialized ResNet18 on CUB200-2011. Global image representations extracted
from a randomly initialized network are equally affected by the whole image containing
the instance of interest as well as the background. Thus, they lack the ability to pay atten-
tion and distinguish the characteristics of the point of interest from the background. This
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is shown in Figure 20 where the ResNet18 after being trained on CUB200-2011 is evalu-
ated to retrieve the 4 nearest neighbors. Despite the fact that the birds belong to different
classes, the backgrounds, as the bulk of the picture, have a lot in common.

Table 2: Results (%) on CUB200-2011 using ResNet18 from scratch.

Methods R@l1 R@2 RQ@4 R@8 | NMI
Spreading | 5.35 8.02 13.13 21.61 | 24.00
InsCLR 3.44 6.14 10.31 16.9 | 16.28
Self-Taught | 4.00 6.54 10.28 15.65 | 18.79

Figure 20: Visual assessment of ResNet18 model trained from scratch on CUB200-2011 plotting the
4 nearest neighbors of 2 randomly sampled images placed in the first place of each row. The
number, placed at the upper side of each image, shows the class it belongs to.

5.1.2 CARS196

Imagenet Pre-trained GoogleNet In this experiment we used a GooglLeNet pre-trained
on ImageNet. We fine-tuned and evaluated it on CARS196 training and test set re-
spectively. Table 3 shows that Self-Taught works best and improves R@Q1 by 10% of
GooglLeNet pre-trained on ImageNet. In contrast, the InsCLR method fails to train the
network as on the CUB200-2011 dataset (see Table 1). This is because ImageNet pre-
trained GoogLeNet cannot retrieve true positives so as to construct a robust Candidate
Pool for the training process. Finally, it can be seen that there is a big gap of about 35%
R@1 between the supervised method, as upper bound, and the Self-Taught which is the
best of the self-supervised.

Table 3: Results (%) on CARS196 using ImageNet pre-trained GoogLeNet.

Methods R@l1 RQ2 RQ4 RQ8 | NMI
ImageNet pre-trained | 35.1 474  60.0 72.0 38.3
Supervised 81.61 88.06 92.68 95.62
Spreading 40.92 51.36 62.46 73.62 | 34.45
InsCLR 19.28 27.03 36.08 47.78 | 24.59
Self-Taught 46.26 58.14 68.98 78.95 | 39.14
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ResNet18 from scratch Table 4 shows the performance of all three methods on the
CARS196 test set after training a ResNet18 with randomly initialized weights on the train
set of the same dataset. It can be seen that all the methods fail to train the model on
CARS196 dataset. As on the CUB200-2011 dataset (Table 2), a randomly initialized
ResNet18 outputs a global image representation without emphasizing at the object of in-
terest (here, cars). As a result, it is not at the level to understand what a car is and how to
distinguish between different car models. Figure 21 is created by retrieving the 4 nearest
neighbors of an anchor image (image inside the red rectangle). It clearly shows that the
model focuses on the background and color of the car and not on the details of each car
model, that's why none of the retrieved images belong to the anchor image class.

Table 4: Results (%) on CARS196 using ResNet18 from scratch.

Methods R@1 R@2 R@4 R@8 | NMI
Spreading 11.19 15.72 21.39 29.39 | 20.42
InsCLR 590 8.98 13.33 19.74 | 17.32
Self-Taught | 7.20 10.53 15.65 23.36 | 19.01

Figure 21: Visual assessment of ResNet18 model trained from scratch on CARS196 plotting the 4
nearest neighbors of 2 randomly sampled images placed in the first place of each row. The number
placed at the upper side of each image shows the class it belongs to.

5.1.3 SOP

Imagenet Pre-trained GoogleNet In this experiment we used GooglLeNet pre-trained
on ImageNet. We fine-tuned and evaluated it on SOP training and test set re-spectively.
The results of all three methods are presented on Table 5. It shows that InsCLR and Self-
Taught outperform Spreading by a large margin of about 15%. A common feature between
InsCLR and Self-Taught is the mini-batch construction where random sampled anchors
together with their &£ = 3 nearest neighbors form a mini-batch. It appears that these k& = 3
nearest neighbors belong to the same class as anchors, so there is a progress in the
training process even with the InsCLR that does not use augmentations of the original
images as artificial positives. It is worth noting that InsCLR was the only one that failed
in both CUB200-2011 and CARS196 experiments with GooglLeNet pre-trained network
(Table 1, Table 3). Finally, InsCLR tries to close the gap between the supervised and the
self-supervised approaches on the SOP dataset.
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Table 5: Results (%) on SOP using ImageNet pre-trained GoogLeNet.

Methods R@Q1 RQ10 R@100 | NMI
ImageNet pre-trained | 40.8  64.0 78.0 86.0
Supervised 78.42 90.22  95.64
Spreading 48.05 62.12  77.22 | 85.69
InsCLR 65.17 79.11 89.69 | 96.42
Self-Taught 63.43 78.20 88.66 | 95.91

ResNet18 from scratch Table 6 shows that all three methods succeed to train on a
certain extent a randomly initialized ResNet18 on SOP. The InsCLR and Self-Taught reach
a 41% R@Q1 which is almost 24% lower than the performance of the pre-trained GoogLeNet
trained with the same methods (Table 5). Furthermore, by comparing Tables 5 & 6, we
can see a similar performance of a ResNet18 trained with InsCLR to that of ImageNet
pre-trained GoogLeNet without further fine-tuning. It is worth noting that the ImageNet
dataset contains classes that were also present in the SOP dataset. Moreover, SOP
dataset is the only dataset out of the four (CUB200-2011,CARS196,SOP, GLDv2) where all
three methods succeeded in training a randomly initialized ResNet18. The main difference
between SOP and the other datasets is that most images show the goods on a plain white
background. Thus, during training the model can focus on the instance of interest and not
be distracted by the background.

Table 6: Results (%) on SOP using ResNet18 from scratch.

Methods R@l1 RQ10 RQ@100 | NMI
Spreading | 38.61 53.76  70.20 | 83.12
InsCLR 41.25 58.48 73.55 | 86.42
Self-Taught | 41.34 5721 72.89 | 87.10

5.1.4 GLDv2

Imagenet Pre-trained ResNet101 In this experiment we used GooglLeNet pre-trained
on ImageNet. We fine-tuned it on 6% GLDv2 and evaluated on rOxford5k & rParis6k
datasets. Table 7 shows that InsCLR outperforms the other two methods by a large mar-
gin, achieving about 65% and 72% mAP in the Medium setup of rOxford5k and rParis6k
datasets respectively while also closing the gap with the supervised method. Both Spread-
ing and Self-Taught fail in this experiment, performing similarly. The InsCLR and Self-
Taught have a lot in common, but they have some differences that can be critical.

In Self-Taught, the mini-batch is constructed by random sampled anchors along with their
k = 4 nearest neighbors, each one having a contextualized semantic similarity (3.20)
w;; € [0,1] probably closer to 1. The remaining images that form the mini-batch would
probably have w;; closer to 0. So within the mini-batch there is probably a lack of hard
negatives.

Referring to InsCLR positive selection within mini-batch 3.2, which takes place in the first
three cycles of the training process, the mini-batch is constructed from randomly sampled
anchors along with their £ = 3 nearest neighbors. Next, the neighbors that exceed the
user-defined threshold 7;,; = 0.95 are identified as positives while the rest of the images
are identified as negatives. However, those images that are nearest neighbors but do not
exceed T}, are hard negatives. Table 8 shows the performance of InsCLR per training
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cycle where in the first three cycles, having a few hard-negatives within the mini-batch,
there is just an increase of about 10 — 20% mAP at Medium setup compared to the Im-
ageNet pre-trained model, while in the 4** cycle having a lot of hard-negatives from the
Candidate Pool 3.2 there is a steep increase of about 15% highlighting the importance of
hard negatives in the training process.

Table 7: Results (%) on rOxford5k & rParis6k using ImageNet pre-trained ResNet101 fine-tuned on

6% GLDv2.

rOxford5k
Methods MAP@ Easy | mMAP@ Medium | mAP@ Hard
Imagenet Pre-trained | 31.46 22.90 6.33
Supervised 76.0 52.4
Spreading 16.61 11.82 4.13
InsCLR 84.31 65.46 36.81
Self-Taught 22.13 17.26 5.39

rParis6k
Imagenet Pre-trained | 67.31 51.78 25.91
Supervised 80.2 58.6
Spreading 46.96 35.01 11.74
InsCLR 88.09 72.01 47.99
Self-Taught 49.64 36.41 11.88

Table 8: Results (%) of InsCLR method training per cycle on rOxford5k & rParis6k datasets using
ImageNet pre-trained ResNet101 fine-tuned on 6% GLDv2.

rOxford5k
Methods MmAP@ Easy | mMAP@ Medium | mAP@ Hard
Imagenet Pre-trained 31.46 22.90 6.33
1st cycle (instance discrimination) | 53.91 37.28 10.5
2nd cycle (instance discrimination) | 63.31 44.95 16.84
3rd cycle (instance discrimination) | 67.45 50.05 22.48
4th cycle (candidate pool) 84.31 65.46 36.81

rParis6k

Imagenet Pre-trained 67.31 51.78 25.91
1st cycle (instance discrimination) | 75.66 56.90 28.32
2nd cycle (instance discrimination) | 77.58 58.86 30.33
3rd cycle (instance discrimination) | 79.56 59.92 30.16
4th cycle (candidate pool) 88.09 72.01 47.99

ResNet18 from scratch Finally, we experimented on training ResNet18 from scratch
on 6% GLDv2 and evaluated on rOxford5k & rParis6k datasets. Table 9 shows that none
of the three methods succeeded in training the model. Looking at Figure 18, we can see
the very high intra-class variability of landmark images. Therefore, it is not efficient to
take as positives the nearest neighbors from the representations of a randomly initialized
network. This is a reasonable explanation for the failure of the InsCLR method. Moreover,
the common part between Spreading and Self-Taught is the augmentation of the original
samples into the mini-batch to construct artificial positives. However, it turns out that the
supervisory signal from augmented positives is very weak to train from scratch a ResNet18
in such a challenging dataset as GLDv2.
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Table 9: Results (%) on rOxford5k & rParis6k using ResNet18 trained on 6% GLDv2.

rOxford5k
Methods MAP@ Easy | mMAP@ Medium | mAP@ Hard
Spreading | 3.27 3.02 0.91
InsCLR 2.79 3.28 1.06
Self-Taught | 2.42 2.53 0.98
rParis6k
Spreading | 9.27 10.10 5.44
InsCLR 7.41 8.32 3.49
Self-Taught | 10.46 10.96 5.8

5.1.5 Computational Cost

This section focuses on the computational cost of the experiments conducted. Table 10
presents an approximation of GPU hours or days (d) required to train the networks for
each self-supervised metric learning method. All experiments were performed on a four
GPU NVIDIA-A100 system. Altough the training epochs are not the same for all three
methods, it can be seen that Spreading converges much faster than the other two due to
its simplicity at the expense of performance. Finally, it is worth mentioning that training
InsCLR, which is the best method (see Table 7), on just the 6% of the official GLDv2 needs
about 3.5 GPU days.

Table 10: Computational cost of the experiments.

Method Model Initialization | CUB200-2011 | CARS196 | SOP | 6% GLDv2
Spreading | pre-trained 4 8 14 20
Spreading | scratch 2 5 8 16

InsCLR pre-trained 9 12 2.5d | 3.5d
InsCLR scratch 6 10 2.5d | 3.5d
Self-Taught | pre-trained 14 20 3d 4.5d
Self-Taught | scratch 12 17 3d 4.5d

Total: 34d + 9h
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

6.1 Conclusions

In this work we compare some self-supervised metric learning methods by evaluating
them under the same conditions on four metric learning datasets. We aim to investigate
the advantages and disadvantages of each method in metric learning tasks using pre-
trained network or initialized from scratch. The experiments revealed the importance of
positive and negative mining, especially in the early stages of training where the model
is not mature enough to understand the semantic relationships between images. Self-
Taught showed that at the initial stage of the training process, pairwise similarity is not
strong enough to distinguish positives from negatives, while contextual similarity through
reciprocal nearest neighbor search is more powerful. In contrast, InsCLR, which uses only
pairwise similarities, fails on most datasets except SOP.

It is worth mentioning that the dataset plays an important role in the success or failure of
the method. CUB200-2011 and CARS196 are fine-grained data sets, meaning that the
variability between classes is very small. As a result, the model struggles to focus not only
on the instance of interest, but also on key features of the instance. Moreover, GLDv2 is an
image retrieval dataset which means that the intra-class variability is very high. Therefore
the model should generalize well by focusing on the characteristics of each class. The
SOP dataset contains images of objects mostly on a plain white background, which helps
the model focus on the object of interest and not be distracted by the background. Hence,
pairwise similarity, used by Spreading and InsCLR, also incorporates semantic similarity
between images. This is why all methods succeed in training the respective networks on
the SOP dataset.

An effective method to create positives is to augment the original images. This technique
is useful for starting the training process, however it does not generate strong supervisory
signals to approach the supervised methods. This is confirmed in the task of training
ResNet18 from scratch where the augmentation technique is the only one for positive
construction. However, on the SOP dataset, where the training process does not falil,
the gap between the performance of the supervised method compared to the best self-
supervised method using randomly initialized network is very large.

A common feature between the three methods is the way the mini-batches are con-
structed. They start by randomly sampling the anchors and filling them with their nearest
neighbors or augmentations of the anchor images as positives. Exploiting the technique of
instance discrimination, it is assumed that all anchors, together with their positives, belong
to a different classe. As a result, the mini-batch contains potential positives or pseudo-
positives and negatives that are likely easy negatives. Thus, the mini-batch does not have
hard negatives, where their importance was proven in the 4" cycle of the InsCLR method.
In the final cycle of InsCLR, mini-batch is replaced by the Candidate Pool of an anchor
image containing positives, hard negatives and negatives. Table 8 shows the boost in
performance during the last cycle, demonstrating the importance of hard negatives in the
training process.

Finally, focusing on train from scratch task, we can see that all three methods succeed
to train the ResNet18 model only on SOP dataset. We conclude that the self-supervised
metric learning task using randomly initialized network is a very demanding task and its
success or failure is highly correlated with the target dataset yet.
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6.2 Future Work

In this section we suggest some research paths that could improve the existing self-
supervised metric learning methods.

Split image into patches The first proposal is to enlarge the dataset by splitting the
image in patches and perform contrastive learning between positive and negative patches.
This can be implemented by either mining positives and negatives first and then splitting
the images into patches that inherit the image ’label’, or splitting the images into patches
firstand then mining positives and negatives at the level of patch. So, itis like switching the
order between Average Pooling and Loss. Here, we first apply the Loss in multiple patches
and then we average those losses. More pairs result in more loss terms. There are
existing works in this field of study like [47] [48] [49], however they have poor performance
in classification tasks. We believe that changing their loss to a softer one like Self-Taught’s
can improve performance.

Instance localization Another suggestion is to localize and crop the object from the
original image in order to reduce the noise that distracts the model. This suggestion can
be combined with the first one as a first step before splitting the image into patches. More
specifically, we can first localize the object and crop the original image and then split the
image to patches. There are existing works on instance discovery [50] [51] in an unsuper-
vised manner. However, they use pre-trained model to discover the objects. Our proposal
is a self-supervised method performing jointly object discovery and representation learning
with or without pre-trained networks.

Memory Bank use The use of cross batch memory has been used in multiple self-
supervised [3] or metric learning methods [52] [53], demonstrating its need for positive and
negative mining. Having seen the effectiveness of the memory bank in InsCLR method,
we suggest enriching the Self-Taught method with a memory bank in order to increase the
negatives and especially the hard negative samples within the mini-batch.

Semi-Supervised methods The final proposal it to add to the comparison state-of-the-
art semi-supervised metric learning methods like [54]. In this way, the comparison would
be more comprehensive not only on the performance basis but also on the computational
cost of each method.
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ABBREVIATIONS - ACRONYMS

GPU Graphical Processing Unit
RelLU Rectified Linear Unit

CNN Convolutional Neural Networks
MLP Multi-layer Perceptron

STML Self-Taught Metric Learning
AP Average Precision

mAP Mean Average Precision

NMI Normalized Mutual Information
IP Inner Product

CP Candidate Pool

NN Nearest Neighbor

NNs Neural Networks

PCA Principal Component Analysis
SSL Self-Supervised Learning

MLP Multi Layer Perceptron
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