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Abstract

Dense Self-Supervised Learning (SSL) methods address
the limitations of using image-level feature representations
when handling images with multiple objects. Although the
dense features extracted by employing segmentation maps
and bounding boxes allow networks to perform SSL for each
object, we show that they suffer from coupling and posi-
tional bias, which arise from the receptive field increasing
with layer depth and zero-padding. We address this by in-
troducing three data augmentation strategies, and leverag-
ing them in (i) a decoupling module that aims to robustify
the network to variations in the object’s surroundings, and
(ii) a de-positioning module that encourages the network to
discard positional object information. We demonstrate the
benefits of our method on COCO and on a new challeng-
ing benchmark, OpenImage-MINI, for object classification,
semantic segmentation, and object detection. Our exten-
sive experiments evidence the better generalization of our
method compared to the SOTA dense SSL methods.1

1. Introduction
Self-supervised learning (SSL) has greatly progressed,

reaching the point where it significantly outperforms tradi-
tional supervised pre-training when transferring to differ-
ent domains and tasks in the presence of small amounts of
supervised data [5, 10]. SSL seeks to maximize the fea-
ture similarity between positive pairs [6, 8, 13], which are
constructed by applying two random distinctive augmenta-
tions to the same image. Unfortunately, in the presence of
challenging data, such as images containing multiple ob-
jects with different sizes, or imbalanced numbers of im-
ages across the semantic classes, such a pairing mechanism
will generate positive pairs containing different semantic
objects, thus confusing the learning process.

*The first two authors contributed equally to this work.
1Our code, models, and data will be made publicly available at

https://github.com/ztt1024/denseSSL. Correspondence to Wei Ke.

Figure 1: Object coupling and positional bias on the
region-level features extracted from a scene with multiple
objects. The overlap between objects increases with the
depth within the network, thus mixing information across
objects. Zero-padding inherently encodes a positional bias
in the features, thus leading to different features for the
same object seen at two different locations.

This problem has nonetheless been studied in the re-
cent literature. In particular, existing dense SSL meth-
ods aim to find either region-level [18, 36], or point-
level [2, 34, 35, 38] correspondences to construct positive
and negative pairs. These dense SSL methods are based on
the intuition that features from different objects should be
learned separately in order to preserve all the object fea-
tures, rather than focusing only on discriminative objects.
In this paper, however, we show that SSL for such positive
pairs is inherently perturbed by factors related to the struc-
ture of the neural network itself and by the use of homo-
geneous augmentations applied to all objects in one view.
We highlight these two factors in Fig. 1: (i) In the deeper,
lower-resolution network layers, features of objects become
coupled, entangling information from neighboring objects;
(ii) The use of zero-padding implicitly encodes a positional
bias in the features, making the features extracted from the
exact same image patch at different spatial locations differ.

In this paper, we introduce a simple yet effective
method, namely De-coupling and De-positioning Dense
SSL (D3SSL), to address the above issues. D3SSL intro-
duces three novel region-level augmentations, which gener-
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ate distinct views for every object in the same image, and
exploits these augmentations in two network modules, as
shown in Fig. 2. Specifically, the de-coupling module lever-
ages positive region pairs that are composed by applying
two independent box jitterings to the same bounding box,
considering a different amount of background, and cutting
out different portions of the bounding box for each view.
These boxes are then fed to a teacher encoder, whose goal
is to learn view-invariant representations. In contrast, the
de-positioning module randomly positions a bounding box
at two different locations, blending it with completely dif-
ferent backgrounds. This yields views with higher variance
than one in the de-coupling module, which are then fed to
a student encoder. The goal is to enforce the same repre-
sentation as the de-coupling module while avoiding confus-
ing it. Note that the de-positioning module also contributes
to de-coupling. That is, these two modules aim to decou-
ple the learned features from the object’s surroundings and
their spatial locations, enabling self-supervised training on
complex scenes with multiple objects.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
1. We empirically demonstrate the negative impact of the

coupling of objects and the positional bias on dense
SSL methods.

2. We develop three novel region-level augmentations
and introduce two modules that exploit these augmen-
tations to overcome these challenges. We further vali-
date our novel augmentations on SoCo [36].

3. We propose object-level k-nearest neighbors (KNN) as
an evaluation technique for dense SSL methods. It di-
rectly reflects the quality of the object features without
requiring any fine-tuning.

Moreover, we also create a challenging dataset,
OpenImage-MINI, a subset of OpenImage [22, 23]. It con-
tains on average 9.1 objects per image and has imbalanced
numbers of objects for each category, which opens the door
to developing and benchmarking dense SSL methods in the
wild. Our code and dataset will be made publicly available
upon acceptance of the paper.

2. Related Work

Image-level Self-supervised Learning. In the context
of deep learning, SSL enables pre-training without super-
vision [9]. The first attempts at doing so involved learn-
ing auxiliary tasks such as colorization [42], solving jigsaw
puzzles [26], and predicting rotation [12]. Although these
pretext tasks allow the network to learn meaningful repre-
sentations, their effectiveness is sensitive to the network ar-
chitecture [21] and the downstream task.

With the introduction of InfoNCE [29], inspired by the
triplet loss in metric learning [28, 32], contrastive learning
has become the dominating strategy in SSL. In this context,

Figure 2: Overview of our method. We introduce novel
region-level augmentations and apply them to the bounding
boxes in every view to construct positive pairs. The de-
coupling module employs positive pairs that have distinct
cut-out regions and backgrounds of the same bounding box
to encourage the network to be robust to the coupling of
nearby objects. The de-positioning module builds positive
pairs by placing an object region at different spatial loca-
tions with a different background, thus forcing the network
to discard the positional bias and the surroundings.

SimCLR [6] constructs positive pairs by applying random
data augmentation to the same image twice, while treat-
ing the other images as negative pairs; MoCo [14] incor-
porates an additional memory bank to obtain more negative
samples, which stabilizes the training process; BYOL [13]
argues, by contrast, that negative pairs are not necessary,
thanks to the help of asymmetric network updates; and Sim-
Siam [8] further simplifies the network by replacing the mo-
mentum encoder with a stop-gradient strategy. Other ap-
proaches to contrastive SSL include clustering-based meth-
ods [1, 3, 4, 20, 44, 43] and feature decorrelation ones [41].
In any event, these methods focus on capturing semantic
invariance via image-level augmentation. This approach,
however, is ill-suited to handle images with multiple ob-
jects [15, 45], for which locality must be considered.

Dense Self-supervised Learning. Dense SSL was pro-
posed to pre-train on complex datasets, such as COCO [24].
Existing methods typically use the same loss functions as
image-level ones, but introduce new ways of building posi-
tive pairs on finer scales. In particular, the point-level meth-
ods, such as DenseCL [34], PixPro [38], and VADeR [27],
construct positive pairs by calculating the pairwise cosine
distances of all the points from two augmented views and
selecting the ones having higher similarity. SetSim [35] im-
proves the selecting stage by using set similarity to discard
the noisy pairs. Point-level RCL [2] manually divides an
image into grids to construct the positive point pairs within
the same grid and performs affinity distillation for all the



points. However, all of the above methods rely on image-
level SSL as initialization to find matching points. As a
result, they inherit the shortcomings of image-level SSL,
which leads to degraded performance on datasets with mul-
tiple objects per image. Moreover, the point-level methods
are expensive in terms of both memory and computation as
they compute the loss for all the point pairs.

To mitigate this issue, Self-EMD [25] employs region-
level information to pre-train the network using the Earth
mover’s distance on pairs of feature maps. Concurrently,
InsLoc [40] utilizes pretext tasks to facilitate region-level
contrastive learning, DetCon [18] employs unsupervised
masks, and SoCo [36] uses selective search [33] bounding
boxes as external labor-free supervision to build the positive
pairs. However, all the existing dense methods ignore that
objects’ features are affected by their neighbors and spatial
positions in the image. Here, we show that this has the un-
desirable effects of coupling adjacent objects and creating a
positional bias, and introduce novel region-level augmenta-
tions and network modules to address these issues.

3. Motivation: Empirical Analysis
We motivate with an empirical analysis highlighting the

challenges that need to be addressed in dense SSL. As
shown in Fig. 1, due to the nature of convolution neural net-
works, the dense-level features are largely affected by the
coupling of objects and a positional bias. In this section, we
present the outcomes of our empirical analysis, quantifying
these two issues. We defer the experimental details and ad-
ditional experiments about the behavior of image-level loss
on images with multiple objects to the supplementary mate-
rial. In the following experiments, the baseline point-level
method simply uses absolute coordinates to create the pos-
itive pairs; for the other evaluated methods, we used the
official checkpoints provided by their respective authors.

3.1. Objects Coupling

Let us now study the problem of object coupling, due to
the feature correlation between two neighboring objects in
an image. To this end, we consider pairs of objects (A and
B) belonging to different categories. Then, as illustrated
in Fig. 3a, we synthesize one image that contains both ob-
jects next to each other in front of a black background, and
one image that only contains object A at the same position
as in the other image. We then compute the cosine simi-
larity between the features extracted from A1 (object A in
the first image) and from B, and the one between the fea-
tures extracted from A2 (object A in the second image) and
from B. We denote the ratio of these two similarities as the
coupling rate (CR). In an ideal scenario, the coupling rate
should be 1, indicating that the presence of B does not af-
fect the features extracted from A. In Fig. 3b, we plot the
coupling rate for different layers of the network. As the fea-

(a) (b)
Figure 3: Measuring object coupling. (a) We create one
image containing object A and object B, and the other con-
taining object A at the same position as in the first image.
(b) We plot the coupling rate (CR) for different layers of the
network. Note that deeper layers are more strongly affected
by object coupling because of their larger receptive fields.

tures are extracted in the deeper network layer, the coupling
rate obtained by different SSL methods increases, confirm-
ing that the larger receptive field of these layers mixes in-
formation from both objects. Point-level methods (point-
level, DenseCL, and PLRC) suffer from more severe cou-
pling than region-level ones (SoCo and Ours).

3.2. Positional Bias
The positional bias has been encoded by the zero-

padding in CNNs during the training and testing stage,
which has been observed in recent works [39, 19]. How-
ever, none of them address this issue in the context of dense
prediction with multiple objects. To study the influence
of the positional bias arising from zero-padding in each
layer, we synthesize images where the same object is re-
peated in a 3× 3 grid, as shown in Fig. 4a. We extract fea-
tures for each of these 9 objects by forward passing them
through networks trained with different SSL methods. Fi-
nally, we report the mean cosine similarity (MCS) between
the central one and the others. Ideally, this value should
be close to 1, as the image patches are identical. However,
Fig. 4b shows that deeper layers lead to lower similarity
values, indicating that they encode more positional infor-
mation. The randomly-initialized networks without training
have the least positional information, and their results are
close to 1 in all the layers. Note that point-level methods
encode more positional information than region-level ones.
Our D3SSL method, which will be introduced in Section 4,
yields the lowest coupling rate and positional bias.

4. Methodology
The above experiments have unveiled that the current

networks have object coupling and positional bias issues.
We introduce our approach to addressing them via region-
level augmentations and a de-coupling and de-positioning
module. Our approach is illustrated in Fig. 5, and we first



(a) (b)
Figure 4: Measuring positional encoding. (a) We place an
image into a 3×3 grid. (b) We plot the mean cosine similar-
ity between the central grid and the others in different net-
work layers. The similarity decreases with the layer depth,
showing that the boundary sub-images are increasingly af-
fected by the positional bias arising from zero-padding.

introduce some preliminary notations and definitions before
discussing our contributions.

Views construction. We resize the input image x to
224 × 224 to get view x1. View x2 is obtained by apply-
ing a random resized crop with a scale range of [0.4, 1]. To
encourage scale invariance of the object representation, we
downsample x2 to 112× 112, which yields view x2−s.

Region-level feature extraction. Similar to SoCo [36],
we use selective search [33] to generate noisy bounding
boxes. For fair comparisons, we choose the most widely
used ResNet50-C4 [17] structure as the backbone to extract
features. For an augmented view x1 and a bounding box b,
the corresponding feature representation z is extracted as

z = fθ(x1, b) := fHθH (RoIAlign(fEθE (x1), b)), (1)

where the head function fHθH : Rh4×w4×c4 −→ Rd denotes
the 5-th residual block followed by average pooling and an
MLP projector. RoIAlign [16] acts on the C4 layer fEθE (x).

4.1. Region-level Augmentations

To reason at the level of regions, following [18, 36], we
leverage external unsupervised region proposals [33] to ex-
tract noisy objects. We then introduce three types of novel
augmentations and apply them to data as follows. Examples
of three augmentations can be found in the supplement.

1) Proposal-based random cutout (PRC): While ran-
domly resized crops have been heavily used in previous SSL
methods, they are ill-suited for region-level SSL due to the
different scales and positions of the objects. Hence, we in-
troduce a simple yet effective random cutout strategy based
on the proposals to remove partial information. Our PRC
operates from large to small proposals and follows two main
design principles. i) Cutout regions are sampled to maintain

the same height and width ratio as the proposals, with their
sizes randomly chosen from a pre-defined range [0.2, 0.5].
ii) The cutout regions of one proposal cannot cover another
proposal by more than a threshold. Otherwise, the over-
lapped cutout region will be recovered to image for smaller
proposals. Thus, our PRC guarantees that the cutout regions
fit the proposals’ shape and prevents removing too much in-
formation from the proposals.

2) Proposal-based random mask (PRM): To extract di-
verse nearby information with limited box jitter, we propose
to randomly add partial background information from dif-
ferent directions of the proposal region. Note that the rect-
angular masks’ scale and aspect ratio are randomly chosen
from a range [0.2, 0.6] and [3/4, 4/3].

3) Restricted box jitter (RBJ): Box jitter applies a ran-
dom scaling to the width and height of the proposal and
shifts its center. However, due to the selective search strat-
egy, larger proposals typically include wider backgrounds
and other objects. To clean the proposal regions, the aug-
mented boxes should not be larger than the original ones.

4.2. Learning Modules

Learning strategies such as MoCo and BYOL do not
take into account the variance of the crops [45], which de-
grades the learning performance. In region-level training,
the object-related information carried by different propos-
als also varies. Therefore, we treat the proposals differently
and put them into the two different training modules de-
picted in Fig. 5. The de-coupling module aims to capture
object features that are resistant to the background and to
nearby objects. By contrast, the de-positioning module fo-
cuses on addressing the positional bias by compositing the
shifted box proposal with an arbitrary background, thus fur-
ther alleviating coupling.

De-coupling. In single-object images, augmentations
enforce the background to have the same representation as
foreground objects. However, in the presence of multiple
objects, we need to prevent the representation of different
objects from collapsing into a unified one. Specifically, the
proposal-level features can be influenced by visual cues out-
side of the bounding box since the receptive field always
goes beyond the box region. To prevent this, we use PRM
to incorporate extra background information from different
directions into the proposal. In parallel, we also employ
PRC to cut a part of the object information. By maximizing
the similarity of the resulting two augmented region-level
views, the network learns to encode the consensus region of
the two views while being resilient to occlusion and the in-
fluence of other objects outside the box. Concretely, given
a set of K object proposals {bi} in image x, the augmented
view x1 and x2−s can be expressed as

x̂1 = PRM ◦ PRC(x1, {bi}),
x̂2−s = PRM ◦ PRC(x2−s, {bi}).

(2)



Figure 5: Structure of our D3 SSL. Given an input image, we use external bounding boxes from selective search to perform
our three novel region proposal-based augmentations. We then feed the augmented views into the student and teacher back-
bone and use ROI alignment to obtain the features of the C4 layer. Finally, we calculate our de-coupling and de-positioning
losses on the region-level features after the C5 layer.

Then, the features of each bounding box bi in both views
are extracted from the student and teacher branch as

z
(i)
s,1 = fθq (x̂1, bi), z

(i)
s,2 = fθq (x̂2−s, bi),

z
(i)
t,1 = fθk(x̂1, bi), z

(i)
t,2 = fθk(x2, bi),

(3)

where, following the MoCo [14] formalism, fθq is the on-
line encoder, and fθk is the momentum encoder. We there-
fore write our de-coupling loss for bounding box bi as

L(i)
dc = Lnce(z(i)s,1, z

(i)
t,2, {z−}) + Lnce(z

(i)
s,2, z

(i)
t,1, {z−}),

(4)

where the negative features {z−} come from a memory
bank storing features of augmented regions in previous
batches. The contrastive loss Lnce is written as

Lnce(z, z
+, {z−}) = − log

exp(z · z+/τ)∑
zj∈{z−}∪{z+} exp(z · zj/τ)

.

(5)

De-positioning. The above operations aim to make the
network robust to the object coupling issue but do not han-
dle the positional bias. To achieve this, we blend the pro-
posal regions in another image and at another location to
enforce the robustness of the representation to the position-
ing and further reduce the entangling with the original back-
ground. Specifically, we first add the same random bias to
all the bounding boxes b̂i = bi + t, ensuring that the max-
imum and minimum coordinates do not exceed the image
size. Then, we employ the proposal regions {bi} as fore-
ground and place them on a randomly sampled background
image according to {b̂i}. Specifically, denoting B(bi) the

region covered by bounding box bi, we first define the fore-
ground mask m as

m(i, j) =

{
1, if (i, j) ∈ B(b1) ∪ ... ∪B(bK)
0, else. (6)

Similarly, we can obtain the translated mask m̂ according
to b̂i. As ROI pooling [16, 30] extracts the features in block
C4, the C5 block can only access the features within the
ROI. Therefore, the foreground masks need an extra pro-
cessing to incorporate the background information in the
C5 block. To this end, we cut the foreground mask again
using our PRC as

m̂ = PRC(m̂, {b̂i}). (7)

Finally, we define a composition operation C. It copies the
foreground region of image x2 corresponding to the mask
m and pastes it onto a random background image xb with
a shifted mask m̂, accounting for removing positional bias
with a shift value t. It returns the composited view, and its
features from each bounding box can be extracted as:

x3 = C(x2,m,xb, m̂), z
(i)
s,3 = fθq (x3, b̂i). (8)

The operations above affect the proposal region in terms
of both position and surrounding information. Therefore,
each feature z

(i)
s,3 typically encodes different positions and

background information from de-coupling ones. Hence, we
treat it as the local features of the proposal and forward it to
the student branch to push them towards the global features,
which allows the representations to be robust to positioning
and coupling. We thus write the de-positioning loss as



Object Detection Segmentation
VOC07+12 MS-COCO MS-COCO

AP AP50 AP75 AP AP50 AP75 AP AP50 AP75

MoCo v2[7](CVPR20) 54.7↓2.1 81.0↓0.7 60.6↓2.9 38.5↓1.1 58.1↓1.4 42.1↓1.1 34.7↑0.3 56.5↑0.2 36.9↓0.2
BYOL[13](NeurIPS20) - - - 37.9↓1.7 57.5↓2.0 40.9↓2.3 - - -
Self-EMD[25](axriv21) - - - 38.5↓1.1 58.3↓1.2 41.6↓1.6 - - -

PixPro[38](CVPR21) 56.5↓0.3 81.4↓0.3 62.7↓0.8 39.0↓0.6 58.9↓0.6 43.0↓0.2 35.4↑1.0 56.2↓0.1 38.1↑1.0
ReSim[37](CVPR21) 56.6↓0.2 81.7 63.5↑0.5 39.2↓0.4 59.1↓0.4 42.7↓0.5 35.2↑0.8 56.3 37.8↑0.7

DenseCL[34](CVPR21) 56.7↓0.1 81.7 63.0↓0.5 39.6 59.3↓0.2 43.3↑0.1 35.7↑1.3 56.5↑0.2 38.4↑1.3
SoCo[36](NeurIPS21) 56.8 81.7 63.5 39.6 59.5 43.2 34.4 56.3 37.1
PLRC[2](CVPR22) 57.1↑0.3 82.1↑0.4 63.8↑0.3 39.8↑0.2 59.6↑0.1 43.7↑0.5 35.9↑1.5 56.9↑0.6 38.6↑1.5

D3SSL 57.8↑1.0 82.5↑0.7 64.4↑0.9 40.3↑0.7 60.1↑0.6 44.0↑0.8 35.1↑0.7 56.9↑0.6 37.6↑0.5

Table 1: Main results with COCO pre-training for 800 epochs. From left to right, we show the average precision on masks
and bounding boxes on VOC detection, COCO object detection, and COCO semantic segmentation. The comparison is made
with the baseline method, SoCo, which is underscored in the table. We report the percentage of performance decreases and
increases for other methods using small red and blue numbers, respectively. The best scores are in bold.

L(i)
dp = Lnce(z(i)s,3, z

(i)
t,2, {z−}) + Lnce(z

(i)
s,3, z

(i)
t,1, {z−}).

(9)
Altogether, for an input x with K proposals bounding

boxes, our D3SSL loss can be formulated as

LD3SSL =
1

K

K∑
i=1

(L(i)
dp + L(i)

dc ). (10)

5. Main Empirical Results
As we target SSL in the wild, we perform our SSL train-

ing on datasets with multiple objects, namely COCO and
our own OpenImage-MINI described below. Following the
protocol of [2, 34], we pre-train our model on COCO and on
OpenImage-MINI for 800 epochs. We defer all the training
details, such as learning rate, batch size, and augmentation
hyper-parameters to the supplementary material.

#Imgs #Obj/Img #Cat/Img #Cat
OpenImage-MINI 146K 9.1 3.20 569

COCO 118K 7.4 2.95 80

Table 2: Comparison of statistics between two datasets.
From left to right, it shows the number of images (Imgs),
the average number of objects per image (Obj/Img) and the
average number of categories per image (Cat/Img), and the
total number of categories (Cat).

5.1. OpenImage-MINI Dataset

To best evaluate dense SSL methods, instead of pretrain-
ing models on a simple scene and curated dataset like Im-
ageNet [31], we aim to perform SSL in the wild. Hence,
we create a new dataset called OpenImage-MINI, which is
a subset of OpenImage [23]. With ∼9M annotated images
and 600 boxable categories, OpenImage is close to natural

class statistics and avoids inductive bias. To ensure a fair
comparison of pre-training, we follow the label distribution
of COCO [24] when sampling the data. Specifically, we se-
lect images based on the object annotations in COCO, with
the following criteria: 1) at least one object in the image
must be from a class in COCO, which will include more se-
mantic categories, and 2) the number of objects from shared
categories should not exceed it is in COCO. Using these
guidelines, we obtained a subset of approximately 146k im-
ages with shared labels that have a similar distribution to
COCO. Furthermore, as shown in Table 2, our dataset in-
cludes objects seven times more categories than those from
COCO, and the average number of objects per image is
higher than that in COCO.

5.2. Dense Prediction

Setting. Our evaluation setting on COCO [24] and
VOC [11] follows one of the protocols in MoCo [14].
Specifically, we adopt the ResNet50-C4 backbone. For
VOC detection, we fine-tune a Faster R-CNN structure [30]
on the combined set of trainval2007 and trainval2012, and
report AP, AP50, and AP75 on the test2007 set. For COCO
detection and segmentation, we adopt a Mask R-CNN [16]
structure with a 1× schedule.

COCO pre-training. Tab. 1 compares our D3SSL to the
state-of-the-art SSL methods on three downstream dense
prediction tasks. Note that all models are pre-trained on
COCO for 800 epochs, and we report the results based
on the official checkpoints or implementations. We com-
pare three types of methods according to how the repre-
sentations are extracted in the pre-training stage: 1) Image-
level, i.e. the representations are extracted from the whole
feature map by average pooling, including MoCo v2 [7],
BYOL [13]; 2) Point-level, i.e. the feature vectors with-
out pooling are used for learning, including Self-EMD [25],



Object Detection Segmentation
VOC07+12 MS-COCO MS-COCO

AP AP50 AP75 AP AP50 AP75 AP AP50 AP75

MoCo v2[7](CVPR20) 54.5↓2.4 81.0↓0.9 60.2↓3.3 38.1↓0.3 57.4↓0.3 41.1↓0.4 33.1↓0.3 54.3↓0.3 35.3↓0.1
DenseCL[34](CVPR21) 57.1↑0.2 82.0↑0.1 63.3↓0.2 39.0↑0.6 58.6↑0.8 42.0↑0.5 34.0↑0.6 55.2↑0.6 36.5↑1.1

ReSim[37](CVPR21) 57.4↑0.6 82.4↑0.6 64.0↑0.5 38.9↑0.5 58.1↑0.3 42.0↑0.6 33.9↑0.5 54.8↑0.2 36.2↑0.8
SoCo[36](NeurIPS21) 56.9 81.9 63.5 38.4 57.8 41.5 33.4 54.6 35.4
PLRC[2](CVPR22) 53.7↓3.2 80.0↓1.9 58.8↓4.7 36.5↓1.9 55.2↓2.6 38.8↓2.7 31.7↓1.7 51.9↓2.7 33.7↓1.7

D3SSL 57.9↑1.0 82.8↑0.9 64.5↑1.0 40.1↑1.7 59.9↑2.1 43.4↑1.9 34.8↑1.4 56.5↑1.9 36.8↑1.5
Table 3: Main results with pre-training on OpenImage-MINI for 800 epochs. We show the performance of VOC de-
tection, COCO object detection, and semantic segmentation. We compare with the methods that are open-source. The
comparison is made with the baseline method, SoCo, which is underscored in the table. We report the percentage of per-
formance decreases and increases for other methods using small red and blue numbers, respectively. The best scores are in
bold.

PixPro [38], DenseCL [34] and PLRC [2]; 3) Region-level,
which uses a set of features from the feature map followed
by average pooling, such as SoCo [36].

Our D3SSL outperforms the SOTA methods on both
VOC and COCO detection tasks, with a significant im-
provement in detection tasks. More results can be found in
the supplementary material, showing that D3SSL achieves
even better results than most methods pre-trained on Ima-
geNet. Note that ImageNet is 10 times larger but simpler
than COCO. This finding indicates the possibility of pre-
training on the downstream datasets to avoid the domain gap
issue. Interestingly, our results on segmentation show that
point-level methods typically achieve higher performance
than region-level. We conjecture that the point-level meth-
ods encode more positional information (see Section 3.2)
and are thus better suited to test data that has a similar distri-
bution to the pre-training one (both pre-training and testing
on COCO). However, D3SSL still yields a significant im-
provement in segmentation over SoCo with the same R50-
C4 structure.

OpenImage-MINI pretraining. Let us now compare
our D3SSL model to the state-of-the-art SSL methods pre-
trained on the OpenImage-MINI dataset, which contains
more diverse objects and categories. We pre-train all meth-
ods for 800 epochs with their official codes and report the
performance on the VOC and COCO downstream tasks.
Note that all the methods use the same hyperparameters as
their pre-training on COCO. We pick DenseCL and PLRC
as they are the best two among the point-level methods pre-
trained on COCO. We also report the results of MoCo [14]
as it performs better than other image-level methods in
dense prediction tasks. Tab. 3 provides the mask and bound-
ing box average precisions of the three tasks.

Our D3SSL shows strong performance on all the bench-
marks, and even achieves better results than all point-level
methods on the segmentation task in the presence of a do-
main gap (from OpenImage to COCO). Comparing the re-
sults in Tab. 1 and Tab. 3, we can observe that the per-

formance of the other methods degrades significantly, e.g.,
SoCo’s AP drops from 39.6 to 38.4 on detection, whereas
D3SSL only yields 0.2% decrease. This confirms the re-
sults provided in Sec. 3, where our D3SSL achieves the
lowest positional bias and coupling rate, and implies that
D3SSL has better generalization ability thanks to our de-
positioning and de-coupling modules.

O-KNN(%) Disturbed O-KNN(%)
Top-1 Top-5 Top-1 Top-5

MoCo v2[7] 68.3 86.5 53.1 72.0
DenseCL[34] 65.2 86.1 44.8 64.5

ReSim[37] 63.3 84.6 45.4 65.8
SoCo[36] 70.2 88.3 47.0 66.1
D3SSL 73.1 90.1 55.8 73.4

Table 4: Object-KNN results of models pre-trained for 800
epochs on OpenImage-MINI. We show the Top-1 and Top-5
accuracy of O-KNN and disturbed O-KNN.

5.3. Dense-level KNN

Object-level KNN. In addition to evaluating our results
by fine-tuning for the downstream tasks with supervision,
we propose a new dense-level feature evaluation method in-
spired by K-Nearest Neighbor, namely Object-level KNN
(O-KNN). Concretely, we extract object-level features from
the C5 block with ground-truth bounding boxes by using
RoI Align with a size of 7 × 7 and average pooling. For
the training set, we extract N object features per image to
store the features and labels in a memory bank. Choos-
ing all the objects in the dataset will lead to imbalanced
numbers across the categories in the training set, which will
lead the results to be biased. Similarly to image-level KNN,
we predict the label for each object in the evaluation set by
finding the k-nearest object-level features in the training set.
Thus, the process does not need further training and is much
faster. More importantly, compared to the evaluation with a
fine-tuning stage, O-KNN directly reflects how well the fea-



tures from the same class are preserved instead of favoring
the mask or detection prediction. Additional visualizations
and analyses on the coupling of features among objects and
backgrounds can be found in the supplementary materials.

Disturbed Object-level KNN. To quantify the influence
of coupling for multi-object images, based on our O-KNN,
we further conduct O-KNN with background noise intro-
duced. Specifically, the feature extraction pipeline is kept
the same, while all background regions, i.e. regions outside
the selected ground-truth bounding boxes, are replaced by
a randomly sampled image. This setting helps us to further
explore how irrelevant background information can affect
the dense-level recognition ability of a pre-trained network.

O-KNN Comparison on COCO. Tab. 4 shows the O-
KNN and disturbed O-KNN accuracy on COCO with mod-
els pre-trained on OpenImage-MINI for 800 epochs, and
using COCO train2017 for object feature extraction and
val2017 for evaluation. D3SSL outperforms the other meth-
ods by a large margin on both the O-KNN and disturbed
O-KNN tasks. Compared to the other dense-level meth-
ods, MoCo is more robust to the background information.
This again indicates that the current dense-level SSL meth-
ods highly rely on the correlation of objects and position
bias. By contrast, thanks to our augmentation techniques
and two modules, D3SSL alleviates such disturbances.

6. Ablation Study
In this section, we dissect our model and study the im-

pact of each part.

Random
Cutout

Box
Jittering PRC RBJ PRM AP

54.5√
54.6↑0.1√ √
54.9↑0.4√
54.9↑0.4√ √
55.2↑0.7√ √ √
55.5↑1.0

Table 5: Ablation studies of the combination of augmen-
tation methods. The leftmost two augmentations are used
in SoCo, the middle three are our methods, and the AP de-
notes the average precision (the higher, the better) on VOC
detection. A Xdenotes that the augmentation is used on top
of our method with the decoupling branch.

Our Augmentations. To evaluate the effect of
our region-level augmentations, we pretrain on COCO
train2017 for 200 epochs without Ldp due to simplicity.
Tab. 5 reports the AP on VOC detection of different combi-
nations of region-level augmentation. The baseline applies
no region-level augmentation. By comparing the results on
all rows, we observe that the PRC operation yields better
performance (+0.4%) than the original cutout in the region-
level SSL. This shows that our proposed random cut is more

suitable for dense-level SSL. However, box jittering does
not contribute to our PRC, indicating that inconsistency of
augmentations on the bounding box does not help the opti-
mization. By contrast, our RBJ and PRM further boost the
performance without causing any conflicts. Compared to
the baseline, applying our three augmentations yields +1.0
AP improvement. Moreover, we apply our augmentation
methods to the SoCo framework, and the results in Tab. 6
demonstrate that our augmentation methods generalize to
other region-level frameworks.

AP AP50 AP75 CR ↓
SoCo 55.3 80.4 61.6 1.31

SoCo+AugD3SSL 55.8↑0.5 81.2↑0.8 62.1↑0.5 1.20

Table 6: Applying our augmentations to SoCo. The two
models are trained for 200 epochs on OpenImage-MINI,
and fine-tuned and tested on VOC (07+12).

Modules. To study how both the modules contribute to
our model, we start with training only with the Ldc loss, de-
noted as w/o Ldp. We also pre-train D3SSL with the full
setting on COCO for 200 epochs and evaluate on VOC. As
shown in Tab. 7, our full model with Ldp yields a +1.5%
AP improvement compared to the model without Ldp. Fur-
thermore, we compute the coupling rate and mean cosine
similarity for both backbones to test the coupling and posi-
tioning issues, following the setting in ξ3.1 and ξ3.2. The
results show that our de-positioning module helps in both
metrics, especially for the positioning problem. Altogether,
our framework helps the training to reduce the bias from the
nearby objects and from the position.

CR ↓ MCS ↑ AP ↑
w/o Ldp 1.33 0.68 55.5
w/ Ldp 1.17 0.82 57.0↑1.5

Table 7: Ablation study of our training modules. We
follow the procedure in Sec. 3 to construct images from
OpenImage-MINI, while our models w/ Ldp and w/o Ldp
are pre-trained on COCO for 200 epochs. We also report
the AP of both models on VOC detection tasks.

7. Conclusion and Limitations
In this paper, we have presented a novel dense SSL

framework, namely D3SSL, to tackle the problem of self-
supervised learning in complex scenes and dense-level fea-
ture learning. To that end, we have introduced region-
level augmentation techniques and corresponding two mod-
ules, de-coupling and de-positioning, to enable the net-
work to learn features that are robust to position and back-
ground changes, which has been verified by our experi-
ments. Moreover, we have introduced two metrics and ex-
periments to measure the positioning and coupling quanti-
tatively and created a new dataset, OpenImage-MINI. Our
extensive experiments have demonstrated the advantages of



D3SSL on several standard benchmarks, taking a step fur-
ther toward deploying SSL in the wild. We hope that this
study will inspire and attract the community’s attention to
object-level SSL in real-world datasets.

Limitations. Our D3SSL needs external information
such as proposals from selective search to start with, which
incurs additional computation compared to image-level
SSL. Besides, it may favor the detection task over the
segmentation one. Therefore, we will explore conducting
dense-level SSL without extra information.
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