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Abstract. Predictions of opaque black-box systems are frequently de-
ployed in high-stakes applications such as healthcare. For such applica-
tions, it is crucial to assess how models handle samples beyond the domain
of training data. While several metrics and tests exist to detect out-of-
distribution (OoD) data from in-distribution (InD) data to a deep neural
network (DNN), their performance varies significantly across datasets,
models, and tasks, which limits their practical use. In this paper, we
propose a hypothesis-driven approach to quantify whether a new sample
is InD or OoD. Given a trained DNN and some input, we first feed the
input through the DNN and compute an ensemble of OoD metrics, which
we term latent responses. We then formulate the OoD detection problem
as a hypothesis test between latent responses of different groups, and use
permutation-based resampling to infer the significance of the observed
latent responses under a null hypothesis. We adapt our method to detect
an unseen sample of bacteria to a trained deep learning model, and show
that it reveals interpretable differences between InD and OoD latent re-
sponses. Our work has implications for systematic novelty detection and
informed decision-making from classifiers trained on a subset of labels.

Keywords: Novelty Detection, Deep Learning, Model Generalization,
Model Interpretability

1 Introduction

There is an increasing trend of using black-box machine learning (ML)
for high-stakes prediction problems that deeply affect human lives, such
as healthcare. Deep learning models inherently provide no explanation
of their predictions in a human-interpretable manner. Deploying such
models despite the lack of transparency and accountability can have (and
already has) severe consequences [10]. Such problems are worsened when
models are only trained on a small subset of the target population. For
instance, when training black-box models to diagnose bacterial infections,
it is infeasible to collect data spanning the entire population of bacteria
species, so only a small subset of bacterial species is used instead [3,4].

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

14
05

8v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

1 
M

ar
 2

02
4



Hypothesis-Driven Deep Learning for OoD Detection

Formally, given a population of N bacteria species, the common approach
is to sample n species (n ≪ N), train a classifier within that subset, and
report their performance on unseen samples from the n species themselves.
Such classifiers, if deployed in the real-world, are bound to receive inputs
that appear similar to the training data, but are outside the n species.
Thus, a classifier untested on samples beyond the n species may perform
unpredictably on real-world data, which makes them unsafe for clinical
use. To mitigate such problems, we require trustworthy models that
not only classifies samples from known categories well, but also detects
when samples cannot be assigned to those categories [2]. For instance, a
trustworthy digit classifier should not only classify digit inputs correctly,
but allow to detect non-digit inputs and reject them instead of blindly
classifying them into existing categories.
Hypothesis testing is a fundamental concept in statistics that allows us
to draw conclusions about an entire population based on a representative
sample. At its core, hypothesis testing involves making assumptions about
population parameters and then rigorously assessing whether the sample
data provides enough evidence to support or reject these assumptions. In
this paper, we reformulate the OoD detection problem as a hypothesis
test, where we check for differences in OoD metrics between InD and OoD
groups through a resampling approximation of the null distribution. The
OoD metrics are chosen depending on a model’s inductive biases, and
our test is independent of this choice. Further, we propose a technique
based on leave-out training to quantify a model’s discriminating power for
near-OoD inputs (i.e., same domain, different class). We test our method
on several model architectures, datasets, and label splits, and show that
it quantifies differences between InD and OoD data in an interpretable
way. Overall, our method provides a basis for making informed decisions
from classifiers trained on a subset of labels.

2 Related Work

2.1 Out of Distribution Detection

Out-of-Distribution (OoD) detection is the idea of detecting inputs that
do not match the training data distribution of a given model [13]. Recent
work on OoD detection include improved OoD metrics [12], OoD detection
tests [7,9], OoD aware training procedures [11], and post-hoc calibration
procedures [5]. While a plethora of OoD metrics and tests exist, their
discriminative power varies across model architectures and the nature of
OoD data in the target domain [13]. We posit that an ensemble of OoD
metrics could provide more discriminative power than a single metric.

2.2 Multi-Response Permutation Procedure (MRPP)

MRPP [6] is a procedure to test for differences between groups of samples.
Let Ω = {Ω1, . . . , ΩN} be a set of RD samples. Let ω = {ω1, . . . , ωK}
be a set of groups with sizes {N1, . . . , NK} and

∑K
k=1 Nk = N , and

∆ : Ω ×Ω → R be a dissimilarity measure between two samples, such as
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Euclidean distance. Given an assignment π : Ω → ω of samples to groups,
and an indicator function Ψk(ΩI ;π) = 1[π(ΩI) = k], MRPP computes a
test statistic δ for the mean within-group dissimilarity of samples under
that assignment.

δ(π) =

K∑
k=1

Ck ξk(π)

ξk(π) =

∑
1≤I<J≤N ∆(ΩI , ΩJ)Ψk(ΩI ;π)Ψk(ΩJ ;π)

NkC2

Here, Ck is a weight (e.g., 1/Nk) that balances the contribution from
each group towards δ(π). Next, δ(π) is computed across all valid π, and
the proportion of assignments with δ(π) as extreme as δ(πobs) is reported,
where πobs is the observed assignment. For this particular statistic, if πobs
is significant, we expect δ(πobs) to be lower than most δ(π).

3 Methodology

InD Test
Data

Training
Data

Validation
Data

OoD Test
Data

Train

0-4 5-9
Split A Split B

M
o
d
e
l

(A) Anchors

θ

(B) New Sample
InD / OoD

OoD Metrics

Hypothesis
Test

δ

P

Fig. 1. Method Overview: The dataset is split label-wise into 2 subsets, and a split is
chosen as InD (here, B). Second, the train/val data is used to train and tune hyper-
parameters of a model. Third, the val data is passed once through the model to generate
OoD metrics for it. At test time, an InD/OoD sample is similarly passed through the
model to generate OoD metrics for it. Next, the differences in OoD metrics between
the two groups are quantified by a permutation-based hypothesis test (MRPP), and
the observed test statistic and its p-value are returned as output.

Let DT = {xi, yi}NT
i=1 be training data, DV = {xi, yi}NV

i=1 be validation
data, DI = {xi, yi}NI

i=1 be InD test data, and DO = {xi, yi}NO
i=1 be OoD

test data. Here, x ∈ RD and y ∈ ω. Our goal is to quantify how a model
ϕ that was trained on DT and validated on DV would transform DI

and DO, using an ensemble of OoD metrics M(xi;ϕ) : RD → RL where
M = {M1, . . . ,ML}. The L metrics are computed at multiple hidden
layer activations of a model. We leave the choice of OoD metrics M for
future investigation, and instead, rely on established OoD metrics in the
literature. We then define the following null hypothesis: H0: The new
sample belongs to one of ω groups Next, using P random samples
of valid assignments π, we compute the MRPP statistic δ(π) for each
assignment of DI and DO to ω. Finally, we compute the proportion (p-
value) of π that yield δ(π) ≤ δ(πobs), and use it to quantify the difference
between the model’s latent responses in an interpretable way.
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3.1 Ensembling OoD Detection Metrics

Given a new input, we extract a variety of OoD metrics from each model.
From these metrics, some require models to meet certain architectural
requirements. For instance, to use reconstruction error as an OoD metric,
the model should have an auto encoder-like structure (e.g., ResNet-CAE,
ResNet-AE). In contrast, certain OoD metrics, such as the K-Nearest
Neighbor distance to training data, are architecture-agnostic, and can
be computed on any layer of the model. In our work, we collect an en-
semble of OoD metrics from each model, and compute a m-dimensional
measurement for each d-dimensional input (m ≪ d). Our choice of test
statistic [6] (MRPP) allows to use OoD measurements of any dimension-
ality (e.g. Rd), given that a valid dissimilarity measure (e.g., Euclidean
distance) can be computed between each pair of observations. However,
they require keeping an index of in-distribution data points to perform
nearest-neighbor lookup. Some of the chosen metrics are described below:

K Nearest Neighbor Distance Here, we index the feature vectors pro-
duced by each model for training data, perform a K = 5 nearest neighbor
lookup for each InD and OoD test data point [12], and take the mean
distance as an OoD metric. When computing distances, we use both L2
distance and cosine similarity as metrics.

Reconstruction Error Using our trained ResNet-AE model, we observe
whether the Euclidean Distance (L2) and the Cosine Similarity (IP)
between an image and its reconstruction could facilitate OoD detection.

Distance to Data Manifold Here, we perform T encode-decode steps on
an input x0, to step towards the model’s learned manifold gψ(fθ(xt)) = xt.
This metric exploits the observation that repeated encode-decode steps
converge any arbitrary input towards training samples [8] in both data
and feature spaces. Next, we compute |xt− x0|2, |zt− z0|2, and |yt− y0|2
as an OoD metric of this distance. In our experiments, we use T = 10.

4 Experimental Design

Here, we use a labeled dataset, AMRB [1], having single-cell bacteria
images taken from 21 strains across 5 species {Ab,Bs,Ec,Kp.Sa}. From
this dataset, we take 2 subsets based on species, A = {Ab,Ec,Kp} and
B = {Bs, Sa}. Similarly, we take subsets from MNIST and CIFAR10
based on class label, A = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4} and B = {5, 6, 7, 8, 9} for model
validation. Next, we train separate classifiers for every dataset and subset,
and report their observed test accuracy (see Table 1). We also train
separate auto-encoders, ResNet-AE, to learn a label-free encoding of
input data. All models were implemented and trained using PyTorch
Lightning on an NVIDIA A100 GPU.
For the ResNet-50 and ResNet-18 models, we use the standard, ImageNet
pre-trained implementation provided in PyTorch. For the ResNet-AE
model, we implemented a convolutional encoder F and decoder G with
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Table 1. Test Accuracy of Models on MNIST, CIFAR10, and AMRB.

MNIST CIFAR10 AMRB
All A B All A B All A B

ResNet-50 0.994 0.997 0.999 0.883 0.958 0.929 0.761 0.993 0.787
ResNet-18 0.995 0.997 0.999 0.815 0.925 0.906 0.747 0.994 0.773
ResNet-CAE 0.995 0.996 0.998 0.817 0.917 0.856 0.735 0.993 0.766

residual connections, and a classifier C on the bottleneck of the auto-
encoder. The ResNet-50 and ResNet-18 models were trained using cross-
entropy loss. The ResNet-AE model was trained using reconstruction
(MSE) loss, while the ResNet-CAE model was trained using both cross-
entropy and MSE losses.

L(x, y) = LCE(C(F (x)), y) + λLMSE(G(F (x), x) (1)

In our experiments, we use λ = 0.5. The model parameters were optimized
for 100 epochs, using Adam with a learning rate of 0.001. Upon training,
we observe that ResNet-50 models yield a high accuracy across all cases.
To cover a range of loss functions and model architectures, we choose
the ResNet-50, ResNet-CAE, and ResNet-AE models to validate our
method.

5 Evaluation

5.1 Ensembling OoD Metrics Improves Consistency
across Datasets and Models

Here, we compare the AUC values obtained from each OoD metric used
in isolation, to the AUC values obtained through a linear regression from
all metrics. Figure 2 reports our findings. We find that an ensemble of
metrics consistently gives a high AUC across all datasets and label splits.

5.2 Toy Problem: MNIST and CIFAR10

Here, we set up a toy OoD detection task using the benchmark MNIST
and CIFAR10 datasets to validate our method. Both datasets contain
samples from 10 different classes. We first train classifiers on a subset
of L = 5 classes. Upon training, we use our method to do a pairwise
comparison of the 10 test set classes against the L validation set classes.
See Figure 1 for an illustration. First, we split each dataset into two subsets
(A and B) based on class label such that InD samples of A are OoD for
B, and vice versa. Next, we created train/val/test splits from the data
and trained an ensemble of models (ResNet-50, ResNet-CAE, ResNet-
AE) which includes classifier-only models, auto-encoder-only models,
and hybrid models. Upon training, we compute the significance of the
differences between two samples using our method. We first normalize all
measurements to zero mean and unit variance using parameters estimated
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Fig. 3. MRPP statistic (top) and its p-value under null hypothesis (bottom) for MNIST
and CIFAR10 datasets. Odd/even columns represent A/B splits. Each cell represents a
hypothesis test between a test set sample (row) and a validation set sample (column).
Permutations=3000, Sample Size=100.

from validation data. We expect to see low p-values when comparing
samples from different classes, and high p-values when comparing samples
from the same class. Figure 3 reports our results. Here, we find most
comparisons to yield statistically significant differences, except when the
compared samples belong to the same class.
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5.3 Domain Problem - Detecting OoD Bacteria Species
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Given a bacteria classifier that maps inputs into K classes (species), and
a new sample (strain) potentially outside the K species, we apply our
method to check whether that sample resembles one of K species. By
following the same steps as our toy example, we formulated two hypothesis
tests, one at strain-level labels (i.e., comparing strains to strains) and
another at species-level labels (i.e., comparing species to species). Figure 4
shows our findings. Here, we find that a majority of strain-to-strain tests
yield statistically significant differences, except when both samples belong
to the same species.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present an approach to quantify whether a sample is
out-of-distribution to a deep neural network. We formulate our method as
a two-sample hypothesis test performed on an ensemble of OoD metrics.
In particular, we use the Multi-Response Permutation Procedure (MRPP)
statistic to quantify the dissimilarity of OoD metrics across two groups,
and then recompute this statistic across random permutations of group
assignments to determine the significance of the true observation. The
null distribution obtained in this manner, provides an interpretable basis
for decision-making. We validate our method on a toy problem created
using MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets, and a domain problem of detecting
an unseen bacteria species for a trained classifier.
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The proposed method can be used on any trained model, given that OoD
metrics can be extracted from it. Yet, some OoD metrics are limited to
certain model architectures, or require access to a set of anchor points for
their computation (e.g. KNN metrics). Having a validation dataset would
provide a source of anchor points to compute such OoD metrics. While
we use the MRPP statistic in our method, one could use any function
of form Rd → R (e.g., Linear Regression + AUC) as the test statistic.
However, the form of group difference measured would change with the
statistic being used. Moreover, for the datasets we used, a mini-batch of
100 samples and 3000 permutations were sufficient to observe a stable
behavior. However, the optimal sample size and permutations may vary
depending on the data and domain.
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A Statistics of AMRB Dataset

The dataset used in this study consists single-cell bacteria images obtained
across 21 strains as whole-slide images, and segmented into 60× 60 image
patches. Table 2 provides some statistics on its data.

Table 2. Statistics of AMRB Dataset: WT: wild-type, NWT: non wild-type

∑
Species Gram Morphology

∑
WT

∑
NWT

5 Ab - Rod-Shaped 0 5
2 Bs + Rod-Shaped 2 0
7 Ec - Rod-Shaped 2 5
5 Kp - Rod-Shaped 0 5
2 Sa + Spherical 1 1

21 5 2 2 5 16

B Uncertainty Quantification Measures

Here, we study the predictive uncertainty of classifiers by observing their
1-MaxSoftmax output for InD and OoD test data. For ResNet-50-EDL
models, we also observe an explicit uncertainty metric 1−

∑
(bi), where

bi is the logit representing the ith class. Fig. 5 reports our findings. In
general, we observe that a well-performing classifier may perform poorly
under distribution shift; i.e., when given OoD data, instead of predicting
low-valued logits as expected, some logits are assigned higher values.

Fig. 5. Uncertainty Distributions of Test Data. Blue - InD and Correct, Orange - InD
and Incorrect, Green - OoD. C1-C3: (1-MaxSoftmax) ResNet50 (CE+VICReg),
C4-C6: (1-MaxSoftmax) ResNet (CE+MSE), C7-C9: (1-MaxSoftmax) ResNet
(EDL+MSE), C10-C12: (EDL Uncertainty) ResNet (EDL+MSE). Higher separa-
tion between InD and OoD is better.

C Separability of InD and OoD in Latent Space

Fig. 6 visualizes the separability of InD and OoD test data projected
onto feature and logit spaces of different models, in 2D (UMAP). In all
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models, a majority of OoD data were projected close to InD data, with
only a few projected further apart. Thus, it is non-trivial for a classifier
trained with common loss functions to distinguish marginally OoD data
from InD data.

Fig. 6. UMAP - Feature Space and Logit Space of AMRB Data. Odd Columns: InD,
Even Columns: OoD, C1-C4: ResNet50 (CE+VICReg), C5-C8: ResNet (CE+MSE),
C9-C12: ResNet (EDL+MSE), Higher separation between InD and OoD is better.

D Hypothesis Testing using Model Ensembles

Here, we run hypothesis tests using combined OOD metrics from 3 model
architectures (Classifier, AutoEncoder, Hybrid).

Fig. 7. Observed p-values for AMRB dataset using an ensemble of OOD metrics from
ResNet-50, ResNet-CAE, and ResNet-AE models. Statistic = MRPP
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E Alternative Test Statistics to MRPP

Here, we run hypothesis tests using different statistics than MRPP. In
particular, we use (a) AUC and (b) Mean Difference as alternative statis-
tics.

dog frog horse ship truck
Val Sample

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.507 0.830 0.986 0.988 0.992

0.886 0.535 0.951 0.960 0.947

0.960 0.901 0.540 0.978 0.971

0.987 0.978 0.971 0.522 0.979

0.990 0.965 0.986 0.997 0.580

0.953 0.921 0.967 0.897 0.941

0.970 0.914 0.992 0.924 0.801

0.772 0.915 0.941 0.965 0.970

0.803 0.871 0.966 0.974 0.982

0.857 0.860 0.918 0.943 0.973

_obs: CIFAR10-A

airplane automobile bird cat deer
Val Sample

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.548 0.994 0.956 0.968 0.949

0.982 0.545 0.694 0.886 0.744

0.972 0.761 0.556 0.887 0.594

0.981 0.900 0.891 0.561 0.841

0.971 0.791 0.629 0.855 0.598

0.955 0.900 0.802 0.659 0.813

0.904 0.879 0.784 0.876 0.862

0.943 0.822 0.738 0.879 0.751

0.740 0.961 0.941 0.955 0.925

0.901 0.863 0.739 0.899 0.804

_obs: CIFAR10-B

5 6 7 8 9
Val Sample

5
6

7
8

9
0

1
2

3
4

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.536 1.000 1.000 0.996 1.000

1.000 0.508 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 0.543 1.000 1.000

0.969 1.000 1.000 0.574 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.609

0.989 0.997 0.985 0.996 1.000

0.977 1.000 1.000 0.992 0.999

0.943 1.000 0.989 0.989 0.999

0.984 1.000 0.999 0.987 1.000

0.992 1.000 0.977 0.988 0.979

_obs: MNIST-A

0 1 2 3 4
Val Sample

0
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.516 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995

1.000 0.557 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 0.617 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 0.539 1.000

0.995 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.577

0.990 0.999 0.992 0.953 0.997

0.989 0.999 0.999 1.000 0.990

0.979 0.982 0.995 1.000 0.972

0.940 0.988 0.980 0.996 0.996

0.967 0.999 0.989 1.000 0.971

_obs: MNIST-B

dog frog horse ship truck
Val Sample

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.987 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.871 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.862 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.949 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.323

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): CIFAR10-A

airplane automobile bird cat deer
Val Sample

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.768 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.790 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.676 0.000 0.203

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.575 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.031 0.000 0.154

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): CIFAR10-B

5 6 7 8 9
Val Sample

5
6

7
8

9
0

1
2

3
4

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.826 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.977 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.698 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.357 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.064

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): MNIST-A

0 1 2 3 4
Val Sample

0
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.930 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.473 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.048 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.807 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.295

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): MNIST-B

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Test Statistic (auc) and P Value
Test=new_sample, Model=resnet50_vicreg_ce, Metrics=4

AB
_0

AB
_1

6

AB
_1

7

AB
_1

8

AB
_1

9

AB
_2

0

EC
_1

0

EC
_1

1

EC
_2

EC
_4

EC
_5

EC
_6

EC
_9

KP
_1

2

KP
_1

3

KP
_1

4

KP
_1

5

KP
_7

Val Sample

AB_0
AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7
BS_1
SA_3
SA_8

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.5860.8910.7900.8110.8770.7640.7910.9480.9350.8680.8200.7040.7580.9400.9680.9610.8930.913
0.8700.5830.7830.8710.7440.7680.9220.8430.9120.9830.9110.8720.9110.6550.8870.8740.7700.766
0.8280.7250.5760.7860.6910.5540.8650.8660.9090.9370.8030.7930.8650.8670.9460.9760.7120.884
0.7470.8370.8520.5950.9090.7930.7700.9230.8900.8410.6550.6040.8400.9200.9850.9810.8420.952
0.8810.7960.6740.8160.5020.6360.8410.7490.8170.9330.9120.8710.8660.8510.9430.9590.8280.874
0.8720.6700.5420.7820.5850.5660.8530.8180.9060.9090.8650.8830.8270.7710.9340.9640.7290.826
0.8340.8580.7930.7200.8460.8570.5410.7510.8410.7340.6970.7410.6870.9140.9720.9690.9040.906
0.9460.8760.8870.9280.7740.8810.7960.6390.6190.9090.9010.8700.9030.8970.8170.8670.9290.891
0.9440.8850.8220.9140.8130.8470.8340.6870.6010.8740.9590.9300.8690.8670.8890.9090.9360.884
0.9110.9610.9460.9220.9600.9290.7250.9440.8770.5520.7490.7810.7230.9580.9950.9920.9640.987
0.7720.9240.8330.6530.9110.8440.7850.8950.9000.8090.6340.5150.8030.9390.9860.9820.8530.970
0.7250.9330.7480.5770.8610.8610.7410.9450.9640.7900.6430.6350.7020.9380.9790.9920.9300.966
0.8970.8440.8480.7870.7840.8440.5700.7890.8580.6750.6310.7790.5660.8660.9270.9570.9110.873
0.9020.6880.8960.9320.8280.7640.9260.7930.9100.9800.9570.9260.9510.6400.8620.8250.7610.668
0.9660.8850.9240.9630.9050.9410.9800.8370.8620.9830.9810.9820.9760.8440.6020.5820.9360.866
0.9810.9060.9570.9690.9500.9750.9590.8750.8790.9810.9830.9870.9910.9350.6830.5550.9240.838
0.8660.6630.7260.8580.7120.7610.8810.9000.9500.9580.8790.9350.8430.7320.9060.9250.5680.770
0.8920.7910.8700.8970.8690.8390.9030.7860.8380.9600.9650.9540.9240.7190.7480.7070.8080.592
0.8030.7600.6800.7660.6590.7240.6970.7460.7650.8040.8030.8370.7820.8420.9060.9450.7870.812
0.7180.7890.7600.6240.8100.7790.5710.8610.8840.6900.5750.6210.6320.8800.9660.9610.8210.880
0.9440.9840.9820.9570.9940.9870.8940.9790.9550.8120.9300.9390.8580.9910.9991.0000.9910.999

_obs: QPM_species-A

BS_1 SA_3 SA_8
Val Sample

BS_1
SA_3
SA_8
AB_0

AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.575 1.000 1.000
0.998 0.611 0.870
1.000 0.775 0.515
0.737 0.998 1.000
0.634 1.000 1.000
0.984 0.951 0.997
0.906 0.967 0.996
0.930 0.990 1.000
0.910 0.980 0.999
0.745 0.997 1.000
0.804 0.996 1.000
0.737 0.999 1.000
0.859 0.998 1.000
0.947 0.940 0.997
0.924 0.945 0.997
0.726 0.993 1.000
0.883 0.989 1.000
0.769 0.999 1.000
0.713 0.999 1.000
0.856 0.980 0.999
0.694 0.999 1.000

_obs: QPM_species-B

AB EC KP
Val Sample

AB
EC

KP
BS

SA
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.553 0.810 0.816

0.791 0.583 0.905

0.838 0.948 0.607

0.695 0.691 0.808

0.840 0.747 0.916

_obs: QPM_species-A

BS SA
Val Sample

BS
SA

AB
EC

KP
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.575 1.000

0.999 0.561

0.808 0.992

0.762 0.991

0.718 0.997

_obs: QPM_species-B

AB
_0

AB
_1

6

AB
_1

7

AB
_1

8

AB
_1

9

AB
_2

0

EC
_1

0

EC
_1

1

EC
_2

EC
_4

EC
_5

EC
_6

EC
_9

KP
_1

2

KP
_1

3

KP
_1

4

KP
_1

5

KP
_7

Val Sample

AB_0
AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7
BS_1
SA_3
SA_8

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.1990.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.2860.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0040.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.3550.0000.0000.6100.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.1830.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0040.1170.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.9950.0140.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0020.7450.0000.2440.4690.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.7980.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0010.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0120.0480.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0010.1340.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.6850.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0050.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0180.9550.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.3870.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0120.0160.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.4430.0000.0000.0010.0210.0000.4880.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0090.0000.0000.0000.001
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.1010.3210.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.5830.0000.000
0.0000.0010.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.4150.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.181
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0020.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0210.0000.0000.3870.0000.0000.0000.3240.0300.0190.0000.0000.0000.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-A

BS_1 SA_3 SA_8
Val Sample

BS_1
SA_3
SA_8
AB_0

AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.386 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.066 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.932
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.020 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-B

AB EC KP
Val Sample

AB
EC

KP
BS

SA
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.624 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.280 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.080

0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-A

BS SA
Val Sample

BS
SA

AB
EC

KP
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.386 0.000

0.000 0.414

0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-B
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Test Statistic (auc) and P Value
Test=new_sample, Model=resnet50_vicreg_ce, Metrics=4

dog frog horse ship truck
Val Sample

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

-0.069 0.089 -1.338 0.387 0.489

-0.105 -0.088 -1.036 0.259 0.311

1.085 1.246 0.047 1.657 1.384

-0.371 -0.361 -1.500 0.079 -0.009

-0.246 -0.331 -1.724 0.052 -0.003

-0.009 0.093 -1.286 0.430 0.487

-0.472 -0.181 -1.392 0.057 0.055

0.420 0.480 -0.649 0.695 0.719

0.242 0.305 -0.685 0.694 0.447

0.472 0.447 -0.713 0.945 0.926

_obs: CIFAR10-A-None

airplane automobile bird cat deer
Val Sample

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.036 -0.132 -0.242 -0.487 -0.080

0.079 0.061 0.118 -0.321 -0.012

0.322 0.000 -0.044 -0.306 0.037

0.551 0.362 0.258 -0.050 0.382

0.078 -0.022 0.002 -0.349 0.026

0.475 0.436 0.197 -0.002 0.336

0.423 0.367 0.226 0.022 0.466

0.567 0.218 0.251 -0.203 0.342

0.161 0.147 -0.101 -0.247 -0.006

0.355 0.029 0.165 -0.442 0.032

_obs: CIFAR10-B-None

5 6 7 8 9
Val Sample

5
6

7
8

9
0

1
2

3
4

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

-0.193 -2.143 0.387 -0.246 0.070

2.425 -0.137 4.239 2.884 5.424

-0.553 -2.559 0.099 -0.826 -0.296

-0.115 -2.186 0.314 0.237 0.452

0.096 -2.857 0.117 -0.376 -0.048

18.657 18.501 20.756 18.985 24.799

28.314 32.378 32.646 32.875 34.248

9.381 4.950 10.621 10.835 9.354

18.644 15.816 16.269 17.371 16.918

15.885 11.421 14.563 14.547 13.227

_obs: MNIST-A-None

0 1 2 3 4
Val Sample

0
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.465 0.171 -1.609 -1.259 -0.089

0.091 0.695 -3.373 -1.186 -0.033

1.878 1.802 -0.008 1.778 1.811

2.425 1.376 -0.450 -0.109 1.202

0.099 0.010 -2.289 -1.129 0.013

9.299 15.451 6.185 12.579 14.379

15.759 10.421 7.795 11.792 17.319

46.528 42.209 38.711 35.653 42.040

29.160 31.906 25.182 27.669 36.052

14.298 11.854 11.500 9.893 14.418

_obs: MNIST-B-None

dog frog horse ship truck
Val Sample

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.468 0.266 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.173 0.334 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.737 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.276 0.831

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.097 0.901

0.913 0.392 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.044 0.000 0.481 0.419

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.046 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): CIFAR10-A-None

airplane automobile bird cat deer
Val Sample

airplane

automobile

bird

cat

deer

dog

frog

horse

ship

truck

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.597 0.054 0.000 0.000 0.278

0.222 0.276 0.086 0.000 0.863

0.002 0.989 0.504 0.000 0.660

0.000 0.000 0.001 0.635 0.000

0.291 0.850 0.982 0.000 0.795

0.000 0.000 0.046 0.975 0.011

0.000 0.000 0.011 0.827 0.000

0.000 0.011 0.012 0.072 0.002

0.104 0.122 0.306 0.012 0.939

0.002 0.709 0.150 0.000 0.748

P( <= _obs|H0): CIFAR10-B-None

5 6 7 8 9
Val Sample

5
6

7
8

9
0

1
2

3
4

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.364 0.000 0.460 0.000 0.631

0.000 0.729 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.343 0.000 0.007

0.959 0.000 0.000 0.431 0.104

0.820 0.000 0.017 0.000 0.633

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): MNIST-A-None

0 1 2 3 4
Val Sample

0
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.330 0.991 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.975 0.000 0.000 0.050

0.000 0.000 0.966 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.042 0.000

0.000 0.551 0.000 0.000 0.436

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): MNIST-B-None
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Test Statistic (mmd) and P Value
Test=new_sample, Model=resnet50_vicreg_ce, Metrics=4, Type=None

AB
_0

AB
_1

6

AB
_1

7

AB
_1

8

AB
_1

9

AB
_2

0

EC
_1

0

EC
_1

1

EC
_2

EC
_4

EC
_5

EC
_6

EC
_9

KP
_1

2

KP
_1

3

KP
_1

4

KP
_1

5

KP
_7

Val Sample

AB_0
AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7
BS_1
SA_3
SA_8

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

-0.2730.6440.8440.2460.8600.6310.3530.167-0.0700.2440.5153.600-0.1670.4990.0150.3790.8730.652
-0.4680.0300.044-0.069-0.326-0.213-1.133-0.458-1.403-1.098-0.215-0.353-0.772-0.229-0.776-0.3880.091-0.177
-0.355-0.222-0.062-0.119-0.249-0.008-0.646-0.368-0.954-0.815-0.229-0.151-0.9870.029-1.259-0.0990.110-0.058
-0.8500.0830.159-0.064-0.037-0.363-0.543-0.592-1.026-0.832-0.055-0.162-0.576-0.065-0.355-0.4520.2630.122
-0.3940.2660.3140.1350.0530.049-0.757-0.111-0.820-0.473-0.0720.247-0.383-0.016-0.366-0.1500.7690.070
-0.6150.2540.185-0.0050.1100.252-0.383-0.464-0.990-0.653-0.303-0.159-0.561-0.055-0.637-0.3380.283-0.112
0.0930.7750.6520.6810.4230.4980.1010.041-0.3840.089-0.9851.3940.0250.6241.1460.2730.8411.675
-0.6850.7060.4800.4030.4030.5250.0550.212-0.212-0.2330.2760.369-0.0280.552-0.022-0.0620.6340.260
0.2080.9600.7251.1030.8360.6690.2490.5120.0180.2770.5390.4710.2910.7870.1990.3311.2440.774
0.1790.9530.9811.8640.6230.940-0.4901.481-0.0680.9120.3840.7480.4220.7190.3770.2871.1461.765
0.1240.2140.1830.228-0.0130.163-0.555-0.298-0.449-0.796-0.151-0.029-0.7120.230-0.634-0.4590.4180.156
-0.8470.3130.108-0.012-0.0251.614-0.2891.166-0.751-0.657-0.1470.062-0.3410.134-0.500-0.2800.3430.145
0.0882.4180.6360.6160.3820.5960.2410.251-0.286-3.131-1.0210.482-0.2292.159-0.4662.0022.5410.797
-0.2770.1530.0780.144-0.0140.755-0.5040.286-0.723-0.848-0.309-0.022-0.0720.006-0.525-0.3920.4200.308
0.2390.5520.6040.3700.5120.435-0.0490.159-0.246-0.3280.1080.293-0.1250.365-0.156-0.0900.7900.650
-0.0080.7780.4040.3500.4830.688-0.1090.215-0.291-0.0560.5170.2160.0830.457-0.1660.1960.6870.848
-0.681-0.054-0.238-0.262-0.345-0.265-0.666-0.695-0.885-1.035-0.481-0.667-0.714-0.483-0.968-0.436-0.012-0.298
7.9428.984-0.0070.2530.2210.122-0.299-0.0027.615-0.563-0.1610.147-0.3260.214-0.575-0.1600.4830.216
0.4410.5670.5090.3700.7980.742-0.2660.073-0.409-0.600-0.0220.127-0.0680.4690.321-0.1660.6210.428
3.2191.5942.5343.3573.9003.8452.0953.0562.9301.0672.9194.1833.0522.1252.71113.7541.9801.253
10.9647.3906.2169.2319.3017.5729.92410.2039.2886.2878.0587.5869.60510.5789.0706.7126.5846.013

_obs: QPM_species-A-strain-level

BS_1 SA_3 SA_8
Val Sample

BS_1
SA_3
SA_8
AB_0

AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.168 0.022 -0.307
-0.473 -0.093 -0.782
-0.529 -0.083 -0.044
-0.064 0.604 0.717
0.026 0.389 0.585
-0.542 -0.143 -0.880
-0.186 0.139 0.331
-0.173 -0.002 0.155
-0.226 0.115 0.145
-0.084 0.396 0.040
-0.112 0.288 0.370
0.430 23.800 15.997
-0.182 0.564 0.761
-0.175 0.218 -0.305
-0.571 -0.144 0.172
-0.421 0.334 0.424
-0.432 -0.654 0.077
0.022 0.385 0.664
-0.206 0.246 -0.069
-0.640 -0.135 -0.617
0.008 0.442 -0.012

_obs: QPM_species-B-strain-level

AB EC KP
Val Sample

AB
EC

KP
BS

SA
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.189 -0.655 0.235

0.484 -0.092 0.358

-0.042 -0.602 0.135

0.551 -0.394 0.496

6.387 5.814 4.947

_obs: QPM_species-A-species-level

BS SA
Val Sample

BS
SA

AB
EC

KP
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.168 0.715

-0.362 0.137

-0.210 0.218

-0.047 0.626

-0.265 0.386

_obs: QPM_species-B-species-level
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6

AB
_1

7
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_1
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_1

0

EC
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1

EC
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EC
_4

EC
_5

EC
_6

EC
_9

KP
_1

2

KP
_1

3

KP
_1

4

KP
_1

5

KP
_7

Val Sample

AB_0
AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7
BS_1
SA_3
SA_8

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.6360.0000.0000.0290.0000.0000.3730.3330.6920.4600.0120.0000.6960.0260.9230.0290.0000.000
0.0010.5980.4200.2380.0000.0060.0000.0000.0000.0000.0040.0000.0000.1250.0000.0000.0890.098
0.0020.9310.4690.0580.0010.9330.0000.0000.0000.0000.0380.0160.0000.7990.0000.7970.0620.390
0.0100.3000.0460.2980.6510.2440.0000.0000.0000.0000.4170.0440.0000.3780.0000.0000.0000.032
0.1540.0000.0000.1650.6340.6000.0000.2220.0000.0010.6580.1910.0060.9350.0010.1580.0000.464
0.0000.0050.0930.9630.5070.0630.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0990.0000.5550.0040.0000.0000.623
0.7230.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.3320.8250.0020.9950.9360.0000.8860.0000.3780.3060.0000.000
0.7770.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.5960.0040.0440.0170.0050.0000.7440.0000.8500.5510.0000.064
0.3960.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.1620.0000.9150.2490.0000.0000.0520.0000.1680.0180.0000.000
0.4880.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.4800.0000.5330.3000.0000.0000.0010.0000.0340.0630.0000.000
0.9250.0000.0110.0000.8940.0740.0000.0000.1820.0000.1010.7370.0000.0120.0000.0000.0000.040
0.2940.0000.0860.8450.8150.0460.3240.9910.0000.0000.0600.5050.0000.0390.0000.0060.0000.016
0.6020.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.1480.0310.0370.0370.9510.0000.0820.0000.3400.0020.0000.000
0.1780.0050.2410.2730.8530.0360.0000.9730.0000.0000.0000.7580.9880.9660.0000.0000.0000.259
0.3160.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.7890.0770.1080.0020.5410.0580.3140.0100.5250.4140.0000.000
0.9220.0000.0000.0000.0030.0000.5250.0670.0140.6450.0090.0220.5570.0000.4120.1920.0000.000
0.0000.4440.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.8020.013
0.8860.0000.9750.0730.0070.0560.0060.9710.9940.0000.0750.1180.0100.0080.0000.2670.0000.037
0.1030.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.1510.7060.0010.2500.8620.3430.7930.0000.2340.3820.0000.000
0.0120.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.2740.0290.0200.1200.0000.0010.0170.0000.1100.0020.0000.000
0.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.0000.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-A-strain-level

BS_1 SA_3 SA_8
Val Sample

BS_1
SA_3
SA_8
AB_0

AB_16
AB_17
AB_18
AB_19
AB_20
EC_10
EC_11

EC_2
EC_4
EC_5
EC_6
EC_9

KP_12
KP_13
KP_14
KP_15

KP_7

Te
st

 S
am

pl
e

0.042 0.961 0.482
0.000 0.084 0.262
0.000 0.070 0.627
0.394 0.000 0.000
0.845 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.355 0.475
0.010 0.039 0.000
0.482 0.975 0.544
0.000 0.156 0.002
0.280 0.000 0.981
0.158 0.002 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.689 0.000 0.000
0.050 0.083 0.981
0.000 0.447 0.167
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.601 0.094
0.849 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.995
0.000 0.288 0.498
0.914 0.000 0.981

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-B-strain-level

AB EC KP
Val Sample

AB
EC

KP
BS

SA
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.399 0.000 0.080

0.000 0.467 0.000

0.837 0.000 0.339

0.001 0.016 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-A-species-level

BS SA
Val Sample

BS
SA

AB
EC

KP
Te

st
 S

am
pl

e

0.042 0.000

0.000 0.505

0.005 0.000

0.543 0.000

0.000 0.000

P( <= _obs|H0): QPM_species-B-species-level
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Test Statistic (mmd) and P Value
Test=new_sample, Model=resnet50_vicreg_ce, Metrics=4, Type=species-level

Fig. 8. Observed test statistic (Odd Rows) and their p-values (Even Rows) for the
ResNet-50 model. R1: AUC, R2: MD, C1-C2: CIFAR10, C3-C4: MNIST, C5-C6:
AMRB (Strain Level), C7-C8: AMRB (Species Level), Higher separation between InD
and OoD is better.
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