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Abstract

State-of-the-art image models predominantly follow a two-
stage strategy: pre-training on large datasets and fine-tuning
with cross-entropy loss. Many studies have shown that us-
ing cross-entropy can result in sub-optimal generalisation
and stability. While the supervised contrastive loss addresses
some limitations of cross-entropy loss by focusing on intra-
class similarities and inter-class differences, it neglects the
importance of hard negative mining. We propose that mod-
els will benefit from performance improvement by weight-
ing negative samples based on their dissimilarity to positive
counterparts. In this paper, we introduce a new supervised
contrastive learning objective, SCHaNe, which incorporates
hard negative sampling during the fine-tuning phase. Without
requiring specialized architectures, additional data, or extra
computational resources, experimental results indicate that
SCHaNe outperforms the strong baseline BEiT-3 in Top-1 ac-
curacy across various benchmarks, with significant gains of
up to 3.32% in few-shot learning settings and 3.41% in full
dataset fine-tuning. Importantly, our proposed objective sets a
new state-of-the-art for base models on ImageNet-1k, achiev-
ing an 86.14% accuracy. Furthermore, we demonstrate that
the proposed objective yields better embeddings and explains
the improved effectiveness observed in our experiments.

Introduction
Achieving state-of-the-art performance in image classifi-
cation tasks often employs models that are initially pre-
trained on auxiliary tasks and then fine-tuned with cross-
entropy loss (Dosovitskiy et al. 2020; Wang et al. 2022;
He et al. 2021). This prevalent approach, however, leads to
sub-optimal results due to the limitations of cross-entropy.
Specifically, the measure of KL-divergence between one-
hot label vectors and model outputs can hinder generaliza-
tion (Liu et al. 2016; Cao et al. 2019) and show sensitivity to
noisy labels (Nar et al. 2019a; Liu et al. 2016) or adversar-
ial samples (Elsayed et al. 2018; Nar et al. 2019b). Various
techniques have emerged to address these problems, such
as knowledge distillation (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015),
self-training (Yalniz et al. 2019), Mixup (Zhang et al. 2017),
CutMix (Yun et al. 2019), and label smoothing (Szegedy
et al. 2015). However, in scenarios like few-shot learning,
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cross-entropy loss can still limit the performance of models.
Despite the proposed solutions, such as extended fine-tuning
epochs and specialized optimizers (Zhang et al. 2020; Mos-
bach, Andriushchenko, and Klakow 2020), which mitigate
the limitations of cross-entropy to some extent, they intro-
duce new challenges, such as extended training durations,
and the increased complexity persists.

Amidst these challenges, contrastive learning emerges as
a potential solution. Recently, it has shown promise in image
model training, such as SimCLR (Chen et al. 2020) show-
casing strong performance, especially in few-shot learning.
Building upon such foundations, there is growing interest in
combining task labels with contrastive learning, seeking to
improve vanilla cross-entropy pre-training approaches (Rus-
sakovsky et al. 2015). Motivated by these successes, we ask:
Can contrastive learning prove beneficial during the fine-
tuning phase, especially in addressing the shortcomings of
cross-entropy loss?

To fully exploit the potential of contrastive learning, it is
crucial to adhere to its foundational principles: promoting
similarity among positive pairs (intra-class data points) and
maximizing differences for negative pairs (inter-class data
points). Task-specific label information becomes indispens-
able in correctly identifying these positive pairs. A critical
observation, however, is that many current supervised con-
trastive learning methods (Russakovsky et al. 2015; Gunel
et al. 2020) and unsupervised approaches (Chen et al. 2020;
Sohn 2016; Ge et al. 2018) often overlook the nuanced se-
lection of negative samples, typically treating them in a uni-
form manner. This generalization misses out on the demon-
strated benefits of leveraging “hard” negative samples for ac-
celerated corrective learning, as underscored by several stud-
ies (Song et al. 2015; Schroff, Kalenichenko, and Philbin
2015). In response to this evident gap in the research, we
present a new fine-tuning objective. Our approach integrates
a label-aware contrastive learning mechanism with hard neg-
ative sampling, optimizing the selection of both positive and
negative samples to achieve superior model performance.

Through empirical validation, as highlighted in Figure 1,
we demonstrate that our proposed objective allows the en-
coder to generate more distinct embeddings by focusing on
hard negative samples, leading to statistically significant im-
provements in performance. Our main contributions are:

• Introduction of a Novel Objective: We propose the
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SCHaNe contrastive loss function that results in distinct
embeddings by prioritizing hard negative samples. This
objective results in enhanced model performance with-
out the need for specialized architectures or additional
resources.

• Superior Performance in Few-Shot Learning: When
benchmarked against the very strong BEiT-3 baseline,
our approach demonstrates a significant improvement in
Top-1 accuracy across diverse datasets. This improve-
ment is especially evident in challenging 1-shot learn-
ing scenarios. Specifically, we observe a boost of up to
3.32% in Top-1 accuracy on the CIFAR-FS (Bertinetto
et al. 2019) dataset compared to the BEiT-3 baseline.

• State-of-the-Art in Full Dataset Fine-Tuning: Our
method consistently outperforms competitors across var-
ious image datasets, establishing a new state-of-the-art
for base models on ImageNet-1k. Furthermore, our ap-
proach achieves a notable increase of 3.41 % on the iNat-
uralist 2017 dataset (Horn et al. 2018) compared to the
baseline BEiT-3.

• Pioneering Integration: To the best of our knowledge,
ours is the first work that combines explicit hard nega-
tive sampling with supervised contrastive objectives for
refining pre-trained image models.

• Detailed Analysis of Effect of the Proposed Con-
trastive Loss Function: A detailed analysis (Section )
reveals that BEiT-3, when refined with our proposed ob-
jective, produces enhanced representations, further elu-
cidating the improved efficacy observed in our experi-
ments.

Related work
Limitations of the Cross-Entropy Loss
Cross-entropy loss has long been the default setting for
many deep neural models due to its ability to optimize clas-
sification tasks effectively. However, recent research has re-
vealed several inherent drawbacks (Liu et al. 2016; Cao et al.
2019). Specifically, models trained with cross-entropy tend
to exhibit poor generalization capabilities. This vulnerabil-
ity comes from insufficient margins, making the model more
susceptible to noisy labels (Nar et al. 2019a; Liu et al. 2016)
and adversarial examples (Elsayed et al. 2018; Nar et al.
2019b). These deficiencies underscore the need for alterna-
tive loss functions that offer better robustness and discrimi-
nation capabilities.

Contrastive Learning: Overview
Contrastive learning, originally introduced by (Becker and
Hinton 1992), aims to improve the distinction between sam-
ples by minimizing the distance between positive pairs (in-
stances of the same class) and maximizing the distance for
negative pairs (instances of different classes). This approach
has been transformative, especially in the realm of com-
puter vision. For example, SimCLR (Chen et al. 2020) lever-
aged instance-level comparisons for image classification in
an unsupervised manner, setting performance benchmarks
on datasets such as ImageNet ILSVRC-2012 (Russakovsky

et al. 2015). Furthermore, the adoption of label information,
as explored by (Khosla et al. 2020), propelled contrastive
learning to a new level, revealing it as a viable alternative, if
not superior, to cross-entropy loss. This advancement high-
lighted the stability of supervised contrastive loss across var-
ious hyperparameters and data augmentations.

The Criticality of Negative Mining
While the benefits of positive sample identification are well-
established, the nuanced role of negative samples, particu-
larly hard negatives, has been comparatively underexplored.
Some pioneering works, such as (Chuang et al. 2020), tack-
led the challenge of distinguishing true negatives from a sea
of potential negatives, invoking unlabelled positive learning
principles to approximate the true negative distribution. The
integration of mixup techniques (Zhang et al. 2017) with
contrastive learning, as proposed by (Kalantidis et al. 2020),
further emphasized the potential of mining hard negatives
in latent space. Numerous studies (Song et al. 2015; Ku-
mar et al. 2017; Wu et al. 2017; Ge et al. 2018; Suh et al.
2019) have consistently underlined the pivotal role of these
hard negatives in refining the discriminative power of em-
beddings.

Drawing from these advances, our work seeks to amal-
gamate the strengths of supervised contrastive learning with
the discernment of hard negative sampling. We propose an
innovative loss function that not only recognizes the impor-
tance of positive samples, but also accentuates the criticality
of effectively weighting negative samples, particularly the
hard negatives, for improved model performance.

Approach
We propose a novel objective for fine-tuning pre-trained
image models that integrates a Supervised Contrastive loss
with Hard Negative sampling (SCHaNe) and Cross-Entropy
loss (CE). This loss aims to encapsulate similarities between
instances of the same class (positive samples) using label in-
formation and contrasts them against instances from other
classes (negative samples), with a particular emphasis on
hard negative samples. The foundation of this loss draws
from the premise that the training efficacy of negative sam-
ples varies between soft and hard samples. We argue that
weighting negative samples based on their dissimilarity to
positive samples is more effective. This allows the model to
prioritize distinguishing between positive samples and those
negative samples that the embedding deems similar to the
positive ones, ultimately enhancing the overall performance.

Proposed Loss Functions
The overall loss function in our method is a weighted com-
bination of the vanilla cross-entropy loss and our novel
SCHaNe loss, as expressed in Equation 1:

L = (1− λ)LCE + λLSCHaNe (1)

In Equation 1, the term LCE represents the cross-entropy
loss, while LSCHaNe symbolizes our proposed supervised



Figure 1: Our proposed loss objective integrates a Supervised Contrastive learning with Hard Negative sampling term, named
SCHaNe, and a Cross-Entropy (CE) term. It is formulated to pull examples from the same class closer, while pushing those from
different classes apart. As illustrated using samples from the CUB-200-2011: on the left, embeddings of positive examples are
outlined in blue, while negative examples are highlighted in orange. Negatives outlined with thick dashed borders are identified
as hard negatives by our proposed objective, receiving greater emphasis compared to other negatives. This underscores their
marked visual similarity to the positive counterparts. On the right, the embeddings of two classes after fine-tuning with different
objectives are shown. Through our SCHaNe loss function, we generate discernible separations in latent embeddings between
positive and negative instances. This is achieved by emphasizing the hard negatives, a feature not present in the traditional CE
loss.

contrastive loss. λ represents a scalar weighting hyperpa-
rameter tuned for each specific task and setting. λ deter-
mines the relative importance of each of the two losses. If
λ is 1, only SCHaNe loss is considered, if it is 0, only cross-
entropy loss is considered. Any value in between gives a
mixture of the two.

To provide context for LCE, we refer to the vanilla defini-
tion of the multi-class cross-entropy loss, detailed in Equa-
tion 2:

LCE = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

zi,c log(ẑi,c) (2)

In Equation 2, zi,c and ẑi,c represent the label and the
model’s output probability for the ith instance belonging to
class c, respectively.

We then introduce β, a weight factor for each negative
sample, as described in Equation 3:

β = exp(zi · zk/τ)
|D∗-

−zi |∑
zk∈D∗-

−zi

exp(zi · zk/τ)
(3)

The weight is based on the dot product (or similarity) of
the embeddings and is normalized by a temperature parame-
ter τ . The purpose of this equation is to give more emphasis
to the hard negative samples, i.e., the negatives that the cur-
rent embeddings are the most similar to the positive samples.

Following the description of β, it is appropriate to intro-
duce the formal definition of our SCHaNe loss, illustrated in
Equation 4:

LSCHaNe =
∑

zi∈D∗

log
−1

|D∗+
−zi |

∑
zp∈D∗+

−zi

exp(zi · zp/τ)

∑
zp∈D∗+

−zi

exp(zi · zp/τ) +
∑

zk∈D∗-
−zi

β exp(zi · zk/τ)
(4)

In Equation 3 and 4, D∗ represents the entire mini-batch
composed of an embedding z for each image view (or an-
chor) i. Therefore, zi ∈ D∗ is a set of embeddings within
the mini-batch. The superscripts + and −, e.g. D∗+, denote
sets of embeddings consisting only of positive and nega-
tive examples, respectively, for the current anchor within the
mini-batch. The term |D∗+

−zi | represents the cardinality of the
positive set for the current anchor, while the subscript −zi
denotes that this set excludes the embedding zi. The sym-
bol · represents the dot product. τ is a scalar temperature
parameter controlling class separation. A lower value for τ
encourages the model to differentiate positive and negative
instances more distinctly.

Equation 4 is the core of our contribution. It tries to mini-
mize the distance between embeddings of positive pairs (the
same class) and maximize the distance between the anchor
and negative samples, especially the hard negatives. This
equation has two main parts: (1) The numerator focuses on
the positive samples and aims to make their embeddings
close to the anchor embedding. (2) The denominator con-
tains both positive samples and weighted negative samples.
The goal here is to ensure the anchor’s embedding is dis-
tant from negative samples, especially the hard ones. The
weights (or importance) of these negative samples are given
by the previously calculated β.



Contrastive Loss Function Analysis
To enhance the effectiveness of contrastive learning, our ap-
proach is rooted in three foundational principles that have
been empirically supported by numerous studies (Chen et al.
2020; Russakovsky et al. 2015; Chuang et al. 2020; Kalan-
tidis et al. 2020):

• True Positives: Samples must strictly share the same la-
bel as the anchor x, which drives the model to discern
inherent similarities.

• True Negatives: Samples with distinct labels from the
anchor x ensure computational focus on genuinely con-
trasting pairs.

• Emphasis on Hard Negatives: The crux of effective
contrastive learning is the model’s ability to discern be-
tween closely related samples. Therefore, negative sam-
ples that the model’s current embedding perceives as akin
to the anchor, termed as ”hard” negative samples, are the
most instructive. They push the model’s boundaries, fa-
cilitating a more refined feature extraction.

Reflecting on these principles, our proposed supervised
contrastive loss with hard negative sampling achieves:

• Robust Positive/Negative Differentiation: By leverag-
ing explicit label information, as encapsulated in equa-
tion 4, we ensure a categorical distinction between true
positive and true negative samples. This not only prevents
the model from being misled by incorrectly labelled sam-
ples but also reinforces the core philosophy of contrastive
learning. The objective is dual: to reduce the distance be-
tween embeddings of positive pairs and to widen the gap
for negative pairs, ensuring robust class separation.

• Discriminating Fine Detail with Hard Negatives: Our
methodology adjusts the weighting of negative samples
based on their similarities to positive instances, as de-
fined in equation 3. This nuanced approach ensures that
the model does not merely differentiate between glar-
ingly distinct samples but also hones its skills on the
more challenging, closely related negative samples. Such
an approach paves the way for a model that is not just ac-
curate, but also discerning in real-world scenarios where
differences between classes might be minimal.

This refined approach to contrastive learning promises to
introduce models with enhanced discriminative power, fine-
tuned to the intricate details of the data on which they are
trained.

Relationship to Other Contrastive Learning
Approaches
Contrastive learning, especially self-supervised variants, has
recently surged in popularity for learning robust represen-
tations, especially in the computer vision domain (Chen
et al. 2020; He et al. 2019; Tian, Krishnan, and Isola 2020;
Kolesnikov, Zhai, and Beyer 2019). Such approaches, which
function without labelled data, are particularly appealing
for pre-training given the vast amount of available unla-
belled data. Notable methods such as SimCLR (Chen et al.
2020) achieve competitive performance even without labels,

although fully outperforming supervised methods remains
challenging. A few studies have considered hard negative
sampling in an unsupervised manner. For instance, (Chuang
et al. 2020) addresses sampling bias with a debiased loss,
while another work (Robinson et al. 2021) leverages intri-
cate approximations to determine the distribution of negative
samples. However, these complicated methods introduce un-
necessary complexity, either in computation or model archi-
tecture, and their results still do not represent the true nega-
tive distribution due to the absence of labels.

This unsupervised manner raises the question on effec-
tiveness of these contrastive learning frameworks, especially
during fine-tuning. With many downstream datasets hav-
ing labels, ignoring them can be damaging to performance.
For instance, (Russakovsky et al. 2015) proposed a super-
vised contrastive loss that exploits label information during
pre-training. Still, it relies on implicit hard negative min-
ing, which exhibits constraints. In the realm of natural lan-
guage processing, (Gunel et al. 2020) effectively applied su-
pervised contrastive loss during fine-tuning but also did not
leverage label data for hard negative mining. This leaves a
research gap: exploring the effectiveness of supervised con-
trastive learning and hard negative sampling, especially in
the context of fine-tuning in the vision domain.

Representation Learning Framework
Our framework is built on three main components:

• Data Augmentation module, Aug(·): This component
creates two different views of each sample x, called x̃ =
Aug(x). This means that every sample will have at least
one similar sample (positive pair) in a batch during fine-
tuning.

• Encoder Network, Enc(·): This network encodes the
input data, x, into a representation vector, r = Enc(x).
Each of the two different views of the data is fed into the
encoder separately.

• Classification head, Head(·): This maps the representa-
tion vector, r, to a size that matches the number of classes
in the target task. Primarily a linear layer, and we use its
output to calculate the cross-entropy loss.

Our SCHaNe loss can be applied using a wide range of
encoders, such as BEiT-3 (Wang et al. 2022) for computer
vision applications and models such as BERT (Devlin et al.
2019) for natural language processing tasks. In this paper,
our primary focus is on fine-tuning of pre-trained image
models. We validate our approach using both few-shot and
full dataset experimental settings, aiming to compare the ef-
fectiveness of our proposed objective with the vanilla cross-
entropy loss. Following the method in (Chen et al. 2020), ev-
ery image in a batch is altered to produce two separate views
(anchors). Views that have the same label as the anchor are
considered positive, while the rest are viewed as negative.
The encoder output, represented by yi = Enc(zi), is used
to calculate the contrastive loss. In contrast, the output from
the classification head, denoted as pi = Head(Enc(zi)), is
used for the cross-entropy loss. Building on insights from
prior studies, we have incorporated L2 normalization on en-



coder outputs, a strategy demonstrated to significantly en-
hance performance (Tian et al. 2020).

Experimental Setup
To evaluate our proposed objective, we benchmark its per-
formance across two primary image classification scenarios:
few-shot learning and full dataset fine-tuning.

Few-shot Learning Setting: We employ four prominent
few-shot image classification benchmarks for our evalua-
tions: CIFAR-FS (Bertinetto et al. 2019), FC100 (Oreshkin,
López, and Lacoste 2018), miniImageNet (Vinyals et al.
2016), and tieredImageNet (Ren et al. 2018). The CIFAR-
FS and FC100 datasets originate from CIFAR (Krizhevsky,
Hinton et al. 2009), while the miniImageNet and tiered-
ImageNet datasets are derivatives of Imagenet-1k (Deng
et al. 2009). We adhere to the widely used splitting protocol
proposed in (Bertinetto et al. 2019; Oreshkin, López, and
Lacoste 2018; Ravi and Larochelle 2017) to ensure fair
comparisons with baselines. In these experiments, we
evaluate our methodology on 3 runs and report both the
median Top-1 accuracy and the 95% confidence interval
of this median on the test set. Each run consists of 3,000
randomly sampled tasks from the test set, maintaining a
consistent query shot count of 15 for all tests.

Full Dataset Fine-tuning Setting: We leverage eight
renowned, publicly available image classification datasets
for our full dataset fine-tuning evaluations: CIFAR-
100 (Krizhevsky, Hinton et al. 2009), CUB-200-2011 (Wah
et al. 2011), Caltech-256 (Griffin, Holub, and Perona
2007), Oxford 102 Flower (Nilsback and Zisserman
2008), Oxford-IIIT Pet (Parkhi et al. 2012), iNaturalist
2017 (Horn et al. 2018), Places365 (Zhou et al. 2014), and
ImageNet-1k (Deng et al. 2009). Following established
conventions, we maintain train/test splits in line with prior
works (Krizhevsky, Hinton et al. 2009; Wah et al. 2011;
Griffin, Holub, and Perona 2007; Nilsback and Zisserman
2008; Parkhi et al. 2012; Horn et al. 2018; Zhou et al.
2014; Deng et al. 2009) to ensure fair comparisons. The
performance metrics for these experiments denote the mean
Top-1 accuracy across three distinct runs in the test set, each
initialized using different random seeds.

Implementation Details: We conduct training over 100
epochs for the few-shot datasets and 50 epochs for the full
datasets. We utilize the base model of the state-of-the-art
BEiT-3 as our encoder backbone, because of its state-of-
the-art performance on ImageNet-1k. For data augmenta-
tion, we employ AutoAugment (Cubuk et al. 2019), which
has proven to be highly effective for supervised contrastive
learning (Russakovsky et al. 2015). Throughout all fine-
tuning experiments, we choose the Adam optimizer, with
a learning rate set at 1 × 10−4, a weight decay of 0.05,
and a batch size of 1024 (unless specified otherwise). We
also integrate a dropout rate of 0.1. In experiments that in-
corporate the SCHaNe term, we perform an extensive grid-
based hyperparameter search on the validation set, adjust-
ing λ across the range {0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 1.0} and τ
within {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7}. Our observations predominantly
support the use of the hyperparameter combination τ = 0.5

and λ = 0.9 in all evaluated scenarios, as these configura-
tions persistently achieved the highest validation accuracies.

Experimental results
Few-shot Results: The few-shot learning results are shown
in Table 1. This evaluation emphasizes the model’s ability to
generalize well with limited labelled data for each class. Our
BEiT-3-CE baseline (fine-tuned with vanilla cross-entropy)
already outperforms all other baselines by at least 9.78% in
Top-1 accuracy. The proposed loss function brings a further
consistent and significant improvement to BEiT-3 (denoted
BEiT-3-SCHaNe) in Top-1 accuracy across the four selected
few-shot datasets over the BEiT-3-CE baseline. In particular,
in a 1-shot learning setting, the largest improvement is ob-
served on FC100 when compared to the BEiT-3 baseline; a
boost of 3.32% in accuracy from 66.35% to 69.87%. On av-
erage, there is an increase of 2.7% across all datasets. For the
5-shot learning setting, the improvements are again notable.
We observe the largest increase from 84.33% to 87.06% on
FC100, and on average, an increase of 1.4% is observed
in the datasets. The performance difference between 1-shot
learning and 5-shot learning indicates that our proposed ob-
jective is more effective as the number of positive samples
for each class decreases. It is worth noting that there is a sta-
tistically significant improvement when comparing the re-
sults of BEiT-3-SCHaNe with BEiT-3-CE across four few-
shot datasets when using the paired t-test with p < 0.01.
Additionally, there is reduced variability in the results, as
evidenced by tighter confidence intervals for Top-1 accu-
racy compared to BEiT-3-CE. Overall, these outcomes un-
derline the efficacy of integrating our proposed contrastive
loss with hard negative sampling (SCHaNe) into the vanilla
cross-entropy function, refining BEiT-3’s pre-trained repre-
sentations for few-shot learning tasks.

Full Dataset Results: Table 2 presents the results of full
dataset fine-tuning, which offers further evidence of the ap-
plicability of the proposed objective beyond few-shot sce-
narios. Our proposed objective consistently boosts classifi-
cation accuracy across varied image classification datasets
when compared to three state-of-the-art image models with
vanilla cross-entropy fine-tuning. In some instances, the in-
crease in performance by our proposed objective (BEiT-3-
SCHaNe), is modest, given the particularly strong baseline
already established by BEiT-3-CE, as seen with a modest
rise from 98.00% to 98.93% on CUB-200-2011. However,
for more challenging datasets, such as iNaturalist2017, we
observe a significant increase in classification accuracy, ris-
ing from 72.31% to 75.72%. We believe that the difference
in the increase in performance is due to the dataset’s ex-
tensive class variety, e.g., 5087 classes in iNaturalist2017
vs. 200 classes in CUB-200-2011. A similar increase is ev-
ident in ImageNet-1k, where the accuracy increased from
85.40% to 86.14%. It is important to highlight that the
85.40% accuracy was the highest for a base model on the
leaderboard at the time of writing this paper 1, implying that
86.14% sets a new state-of-the-art record. Furthermore, we

1https://paperswithcode.com/sota/image-classification-on-
imagenet



CIFAR-FS FC100 miniImageNet tieredImageNet
Backbone Method 1-shot 5-shot 1-shot 5-shot 1-shot 5-shot 1-shot 5-shot
64-64-64-64 Prototypical Networks (Snell, Swersky, and Zemel 2017) 55.50±0.70 72.00±0.60 35.30±0.60 48.60±0.60 49.42±0.78 68.20±0.66 53.31±0.89 72.69±0.74
ResNet-12 MetaOptNet (Lee et al. 2019) 72.60±0.70 84.30±0.50 41.10±0.60 55.50±0.60 62.64±0.61 78.63±0.46 65.99±0.72 81.56±0.53
WRN-28-10 CE (Dhillon et al. 2020) 68.72±0.67 86.11±0.47 38.25±0.52 57.19±0.57 57.73±0.62 78.17±0.49 66.58±0.70 85.55±0.48
WRN-28-10 Transductive fine-tuning (Dhillon et al. 2020) 76.58±0.68 85.79±0.50 43.16±0.59 57.57±0.55 65.73±0.68 78.40±0.52 73.34±0.71 85.50±0.50
ResNet-12 Distillation (Tian et al. 2020) 73.90±0.80 86.90±0.50 44.60±0.70 60.90±0.60 64.82±0.60 82.14±0.43 71.52±0.69 86.03±0.49
BEIT3 CE 83.68±0.80 93.01±0.38 66.35±0.95 84.33±0.54 90.62±0.60 95.77±0.28 84.84±0.70 94.81±0.34
BEIT3 CE + SCHaNe 87.00±0.70 93.77±0.36 69.87±0.91 87.06±0.52 92.35±0.53 96.78±0.23 87.24±0.62 96.09±0.29

Table 1: Comparison to baselines on the few-shot learning setting. Average few-shot classification accuracies(%) with 95%
confidence intervals on test splits of four few-shot learning datasets. Backbones in the form of a-b-c-d refer to the number of
filters in each layer of a CNN.

Model Fine-tune method CIFAR-100 CUB-200 caltech256 Oxford Flowers Pet iNat2017 Places365 ImageNet-1k

ViT-B CE 87.13 76.93 90.92 90.86 93.81 65.26 54.06 77.91
MAE CE 87.67 78.46 91.82 91.67 94.05 70.50 57.90 83.60
BEiT-3 CE 92.96 98.00 98.53 94.94 94.49 72.31 59.81 85.40
BEiT-3 CE + SCHaNe 93.56 98.93 99.41 95.43 95.62 75.72 62.22 86.14

Table 2: Comparison to baselines on full dataset fine-tuning setting. Classification accuracies on eight various datasets.

observe a statistically significant improvement when com-
paring the BEiT-3-SCHaNe results with BEiT-3-CE on the
tested datasets when using the paired t-test with p < 0.05. In
essence, our results emphasize the prowess of the SCHaNe
loss in amplifying the performance of pre-trained models
during subsequent fine-tuning across a range of datasets. Im-
portantly, our approach is intuitive and achieves these results
without the need for specialized architectures, extra data, or
increased computational overhead, making it a compelling
and powerful alternative to the vanilla cross-entropy loss.

Analysis
Optimizing λ: Bridging Cross-Entropy and
Contrastive Learning
Our proposed loss function incorporates a hyperparameter,
λ, to balance the contributions of the cross-entropy term and
the proposed SCHaNe terms, shown in Equation 1. Specif-
ically, for λ = 0, the loss is equivalent to the vanilla cross-
entropy, while for λ = 1, the loss is exclusively the SCHaNe
term. To understand the influence of λ, we evaluated its ef-
fect on classification accuracy in a one-shot setting on four
few-shot learning datasets. Figure 2 presents the test accu-
racy for varying values of λ.

A key observation from our experiment is that as the
weight attributed to the SCHaNe term increase, the perfor-
mance progressively improves. We observe this trend across
all tested datasets, and find that peak performance is con-
sistently achieved when λ = 0.9. We find that this optimal
weighting of both terms leads to an average performance in-
crease of 2.1% and 2.7% over only using the SCHaNe or CE
term respectively. However, when the cross-entropy term is
entirely removed (i.e., λ = 1), there’s a decline in accuracy
from 87.0% to 84.3%.

These observations underscore the complementary nature
of the cross-entropy and SCHaNe loss function. Identifying
an optimal balance between them provides superior perfor-
mance, underscoring the importance of both terms in the
overall loss function.

Figure 2: Evaluation of the impact of the λ hyperparam-
eter. One-shot results on CIFAR-FS with λ values ranging
from 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 1.0.

Dissecting the Gains: Ablation Study on Labels
and Negative Sample Impact
We aim to verify that the performance enhancements result-
ing from our proposed loss function are not simply due to the
incorporation of a contrastive learning term. Thus, we con-
ducted an ablation study to delve deeper into this. Specifi-
cally, we evaluated three alternative loss functions: a super-
vised contrastive loss without the hard negative weighting
(SupCon), an unsupervised contrastive loss (SimCLR), and
vanilla cross-entropy (CE). Similar to our proposed objec-
tive, we adjusted the weighting of the contrastive term using
the parameter λ for these variants. We utilized the BEiT-3
backbone in all experiments and reported our findings on
the CIFAR-FS dataset.

As illustrated in Table 3, integrating a contrastive learn-
ing term in fact increases performance in the fine-tuning
stage. Remarkably, the inclusion of label information in the
supervised contrastive learning loss (SupCon) led to a sig-
nificant increase in performance 12% in contrast to the un-
supervised approach (SimCLR). Furthermore, our proposed
SCHaNe loss further improves the classification accuracy



Model Fine-tuning method Label HNS Acc(%)

BEiT-3 CE ✓ 82.68
BEiT-3 CE + SimCLR 73.99
BEiT-3 CE + SupCon ✓ 85.32
BEiT-3 CE + SCHaNe ✓ ✓ 87.00

Table 3: Ablation study on CIFAR-FS. Results are reported
in the 1-shot few-shot learning setting using Top-1 accuracy.
”CE” denotes cross-entropy loss, ”Label” represents task la-
bels, and ”HNS” refers to hard negative sampling.

from 85.32% to 87.00%, surpassing the results obtained
with SupCon. These findings support our argument that a
supervised contrastive loss, especially when paired with ex-
plicit hard negative sampling, can enhance the accuracy dur-
ing fine-tuning of pre-trained models for subsequent tasks,
particularly in the few-shot learning scenario.

Embedding Quality Analysis: SCHaNe vs.
Cross-Entropy
To validate the enhancements brought by the SCHaNe loss
function, we perform a thorough evaluation focusing on
the geometric characteristics of the generated representa-
tion spaces. We employ metrics such as isotropy (Arora
et al. 2016) and cosine similarity to provide a comprehen-
sive understanding of these spaces. Historically, isotropy
has served as an evaluative metric for representation qual-
ity (Arora et al. 2016). This is based on the premise that
widely distributed representations across different classes
in the embedding space facilitate better distinction between
them. We hypothesize that our proposed objective could re-
fine the geometric nature of the embedding space, thereby
enhancing class distinction and improving transfer learning
performance.

To elaborate, we examine BEiT-3 fine-tuned with vanilla
cross-entropy (denoted as BEiT-3-CE) and compare it to the
model when fine-tuned using our proposed loss function (de-
noted as BEiT-3-SCHaNe). Specifically, we evaluate three
key facets of these models:
• Distributions of cosine similarities between image

pairs: This assessment provides insights into how well
the model differentiates between classes in the embed-
ding space.

• Visualization of the embedding space using the t-SNE
algorithm (Van der Maaten and Hinton 2008): This vi-
sualization allows us to observe the separation or cluster-
ing of data points belonging to different classes, offering
a spatial understanding of the embeddings.

• Isotropy score as defined by (Mu and Viswanath
2018): The isotropy score measures the distribution of
data in the embedding space and serves as a metric for
the quality of the produced embeddings.

In Figure 3, we present the pairwise cosine similarity
distributions of BEiT-3-CE (Fig. 3a) and BEiT-3-SCHaNe
embeddings (Fig. 3b). Specifically, we randomly select
two classes from CIFAR-100 to compute cosine similari-
ties for positive (same class) and negative pairs (different
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Figure 3: Plot of cosine similarity distribution across two
random classes from CIFAR-100. Blue represents similar-
ities of positive samples, while orange represents similarities
of negative samples.

classes). Observations from these plots reveal that the BEiT-
3-SCHaNe embeddings demonstrate superior separation be-
tween classes and less overlap between positive and negative
samples compared to BEiT-3-CE.
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Figure 4: Embedding Space Visualization for BEiT-CE
vs. BEiT-SCHaNe. Displayed over twenty CIFAR-100 vali-
dation set classes using t-SNE. Each dot represents a sample,
with distinct colors indicating different label classes.

In Figure 4, the t-SNE algorithm visualizes the embed-
ding space of BEiT-3-CE and BEiT-3-SCHaNe for twenty
CIFAR-100 classes. The BEiT-3-CE embeddings (Fig. 4a)
display instances where the same class nodes are closely
packed, but also reveal several outliers. This suggests a re-
duced discriminative capability. On the contrary, BEiT-3-
SCHaNe embeddings (Fig. 4b) display more segregated and
compact class clusters, suggesting improved classification
capabilities.

Finally, we calculate the quantitative isotropy score
(IS) (Mu and Viswanath 2018), which is defined as follows:

IS(V) =
maxc⊂C

∑
v⊂V exp (CTV )

minc⊂C

∑
v⊂V exp (CTV )

,

where V is a set of vectors, C is the set of all possible
unit vectors (i.e. any c so that ||c|| = 1) in the embedding
space. In practice, C is approximated by the eigenvector set



Model iNaturalist2017 Imagenet-1k Places365

BEiT3-CE 0.3230 0.2723 0.3404
BEiT3-SCHaNe 0.9827 0.9201 0.9338

Table 4: Comparison of Isotropy score over three datasets
for BEiT-3-CE and BEiT-3-SCHaNe. The higher value is
better. A higher isotropy score means better isotropy and
generalisability

of V TV (V are the stacked embeddings of v). The larger the
IS value, the more isotropic an embedding space is (i.e., a
perfectly isotropic space obtains an IS score of 1).

Table 4 demonstrates that the IS score for BEiT-3-
SCHaNe is superior to BEiT-3-CE, confirming that SCHaNe
produces a more isotropic semantic space. The BEiT-3-CE
embeddings are more anisotropic, implying that BEiT-3-
SCHaNe embeddings more distinctly separate the different
classes.

In summary, our analysis demonstrates that BEiT-3-
SCHaNe produces superior embeddings compared to BEiT-
3-CE. This demonstrates the limitations of using cross-
entropy loss and the value-add from integrating the super-
vised contrastive loss function with a hard negative sampling
technique (SCHaNe in this case) into the fine-tuning stage.
The proposed SCHaNe contrastive loss function restructures
the embedding space to enhance class distinction, address-
ing the limitations of the vanilla cross-entropy loss. This en-
hancement is particularly effective for few-shot learning sce-
narios, where limited labelled data requires the model to rely
more on high-quality, discriminative representations.

Conclusion
In this work, we addressed the shortcomings of cross-
entropy and existing contrastive learning losses during fine-
tuning. Our novel proposed objective function, the super-
vised contrastive loss function SCHaNe, is distinguished by
its unique incorporation of hard negative sampling. By effec-
tively leveraging labels to discern true positives from neg-
atives and emphasizing those hard negative samples based
on dissimilarity to positive counterparts, SCHaNe encour-
ages models to generate more discerning embeddings. Our
experimental results demonstrate consistent accuracy im-
provements across all tested datasets upon a state-of-the-art
baseline, BEiT-3, both in few-shot learning and full-dataset
fine-tuning settings. Importantly, SCHaNe established a new
state-of-the-art for base models on ImageNet-1k with an ac-
curacy of 86.14%. This achievement confirms that our pro-
posed objective effectively improves the performance of pre-
trained models without requiring specialized architectures or
additional resources. To encapsulate, our exhaustive explo-
ration and empirical evidence not only justify our method-
ological choices but also argue that SCHaNe represents a
paradigm shift in enhancing the performance of pretrained
models in the image classification domain. Future research
will focus on applying SCHaNe in the pre-training phase and
extending its applicability to other types of models such as
graph neural networks and convolutional neural networks.
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