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Abstract

Self-supervised learning (SSL) with vision transformers
(ViTs) has proven effective for representation learning as
demonstrated by the impressive performance on various
downstream tasks. Despite these successes, existing ViT-
based SSL architectures do not fully exploit the ViT back-
bone, particularly the patch tokens of the ViT. In this paper,
we introduce a novel Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC)
module to regularize ViT-based SSL methods and lever-
age patch tokens effectively. We reconceptualize images as
graphs, with image patches as nodes and infuse relational
inductive biases by explicit message passing using Graph
Neural Networks into the SSL framework. Our SGC loss
acts as a regularizer, leveraging the underexploited patch
tokens of ViTs to construct a graph and enforcing consis-
tency between graph features across multiple views of an
image. Extensive experiments on various datasets includ-
ing ImageNet, RESISC and Food-101 show that our ap-
proach significantly improves the quality of learned repre-
sentations, resulting in a 5-10% increase in performance
when limited labeled data is used for linear evaluation.
These experiments coupled with a comprehensive set of ab-
lations demonstrate the promise of our approach in various
settings.

1. Introduction
The increasing need for extensive labeled data in training
deep learning models has spurred interest in self-supervised
learning (SSL) methods. Self-supervised learning, distinct
from traditional supervised learning, leverages the inherent
structure of data to generate surrogate labels, eliminating
the need for explicit annotations. Predominant SSL tech-
niques learn by minimizing errors in pretext tasks. These
tasks, such as predicting the sequence of image patches [18]
or the rotation of an image [21], are deliberately challeng-

*These authors contributed equally to this work. For questions, reach
out to email@chaitanya.one

ing to encourage the extraction of meaningful data fea-
tures. However, designing effective pretext tasks is non-
systematic and demands substantial engineering. On the
other hand, contrastive learning a more recent and a promi-
nent method for SSL operates by learning representations
such that similar or “positive” pairs of data points are
brought closer together in the representation space, while
dissimilar or “negative” pairs are pushed further apart. This
framework encompasses methods methods like SimCLR [8]
and MoCo [26].

While state-of-the-art contrastive learning methods for SSL
adopt Vision Transformers (ViTs) as their backbone, their
utilization of the rich representations learned by ViTs re-
mains sub-optimal. ViTs transform the images into a se-
quence of tokens and performs a set of attention operations
sequentially. The final output of a ViT includes a class to-
ken ([CLS]) for global representation and patch tokens cor-
responding to each image patch that is passed as input. Pre-
dominantly, ViT-based SSL methods focus on the class to-
ken, overlooking the informative content in patch tokens.
This oversight is significant, as patch tokens encapsulate
essential details not present in the class token, as demon-
strated in [42]. Jiang et al. [31] address this by introducing
‘token labeling’ during the training phase of ViTs, employ-
ing both patch and class tokens to capture rich local infor-
mation present in patch tokens effectively. Notably, token
labeling [31] is primarily applied in a supervised learning
context, necessitating labels for training. In contrast, our
work focuses on the SSL setting where such explicit labels
are not available and thus, presents a different set of chal-
lenges and opportunities.
Our approach reconceptualizes images as graphs, capturing
intricate relationships between image patches in a manner
that is reflective of how the human visual system processes
and interprets visual scenes. This perspective draws inspi-
ration from the human visual system’s remarkable ability to
discern semantic relationships between objects in a scene
almost instantaneously [56]. In the proposed approach, ev-
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Figure 1. Conceptual representation of the proposed Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC). Unlike traditional methods that emphasize on
class token representations and discard patch tokens for contrastive learning, SGC leverages patch tokens to accentuate relational and
semantic information. SGC constructs a graph utilizing the patch tokens and imposes graph-level consistency, thus significantly enhancing
the representational quality within the contrastive learning framework.

ery patch is treated as a node in a semantic graph that is con-
structed using the patch tokens. Calls for image representa-
tion based on part-whole hierarchies [17, 25, 29] further un-
derscore the potential of graph-based representations, em-
phasizing the need for models that can leverage the hierar-
chical and relational structure inherent in visual data.

Building on these insights, we introduce a novel approach
Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC) to improve the repre-
sentations learned by existing ViT based SSL approaches.
The proposed approach helps learn better representation
by serving as a regularizer, fostering the learning of dis-
criminative and semantically meaningful features. Seman-
tic Graph Consistency enforces consistency between the
graphs constructed from the different views of an image.
We use Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) to perform mes-
sage passing on this constructed graph and compute the
graph consistency loss. We observe that the addition of
SGC module leads to improved performance compared to
the base SSL method on various datasets. This is because
the patch tokens (used to construct the graph) are often dis-
carded by the existing ViT-SSL approaches but contains lo-
calized and fine-grained knowledge about the image which
can guide the SSL model towards capturing the right set
of features. Moreover, treating images as graphs allows
SSL models to capture hierarchical relationships between
patches, mirroring the inherent structure in visual data. We
hypothesize that this guides the model towards learning
more generalizable and robust features akin to how hu-

mans effortlessly understand the context and relationships
between objects in a scene. The core-idea of our approach
along with how it differs from existing approaches is shown
in Fig 1. We summarize our contributions below:

• Our work primarily focuses on an regularizing SSL
with the goal of making effective use of the patch to-
kens in Vision Transformers.

• We introduce a novel Semantic Graph Consis-
tency(SGC) module, that leverages the patch tokens
with GNNs to infuse relational inductive biases into
the SSL framework.

• The addition of SGC regularizer significantly im-
proves the performance of the base SSL method on six
datasets, in two different settings, with massive gains
in the linear evaluation with limited data setup. In fact,
SGC results in 5-10 % increase in accuracy when 1-5%
data is used for pre-training.

2. Related Work
Transformers for Vision tasks: Vision Transform-
ers [19, 38, 48], are based on the transformer architecture
[49] which was originally developed for natural language
processing tasks. The core idea of ViT is to treat an im-
age as a sequence of patches, which are then fed into a
Transformer encoder to extract high-level features that are
used for various tasks like image classification, object de-
tection etc. ViTs achieve state-of-the-art performance on
complex and large scale datasets like ImageNet [16]. Var-
ious works [13, 14, 30, 51, 52, 57] have been proposed to



make ViTs more efficient in terms of compute, data require-
ments and inference speeds.

Self-Supervised Learning using Vision Transformers:
Self-supervised learning (SSL) focuses on learning to per-
form a task without explicitly labelling the data for that
task [1, 6, 18, 53]. Given an unalabelled dataset, SSL mod-
els learn to predict how to fill in missing pixels in an image
or aims to learn invariant semantics of two random views
of an image [47]. By performing these tasks (often referred
to as pretext tasks), the model learns a feature representa-
tion that helps in solving various downstream tasks, such
as classification [2] or object detection [15]. SSL helps in
learning the latent representation of the data without incur-
ring the cost of manually annotating the data samples. SSL
has been shown to be effective in learning representations
of data that are more robust to noise and variations in the
data distribution [28]. This makes self-supervised learning
a promising approach for training models that can general-
ize well to new data.
Vision Transformers have been proven to be a powerful and
versatile architecture that is well-suited for SSL [3, 7, 27,
60]. ViTs help in learning long range dependencies in im-
ages, which is important for SSL tasks that require under-
standing of the global context of an image. Most of the SSL
works design the pretext task in an architecture agnostic
manner. There have very less efforts on leveraging the ar-
chitectural advantages of ViTs for improving Self supervi-
sion. Methods like Self-Patch [64] and iBOT [67] make an
attempt to exploit patch token in the SSL setting, enhancing
downstream task performance. However, Self-Patch limits
its focus to neighboring patch interactions, missing global
patch dynamics. Conversely, iBOT averages loss between
masked and unmasked views of the patch tokens, losing on
the information of the relationship between patches. As a
result, there is a potential opportunity to enhance their per-
formance further by effectively incorporating the full set of
learned representations into the SSL framework, unlocking
the true potential of vision transformers in SSL for visual
recognition tasks. In contrary to these existing approaches,
we take a different route and our methods differ signifi-
cantly. We build a graph and leverage a GCN [34] to learn
the relationship between the patches explicitly.
Graphs in Computer Vision: Graphs have been used
in classical computer vision algorithms like Normalized
Cut [44] which poses image segmentation as a graph par-
titioning problem. An image can be represented as a spatial
graph where the pixels (or superpixels [50]) are the nodes in
the graph. Similarly, a video can be represented as a spatio-
temporal graph [54]. Scene graphs [37] parse the image into
a semantic graph which captures the relationship between
objects. Graph neural networks (GNNs) [33, 34, 58, 66]
learn a feature representation for every node in the graph

with the help of neural networks. The node representa-
tion are usually updated with the aggregated information
from the node’s neighbours in message passing type GNNs.
More recently, these GNNs have been extensively used in
specific computer vision tasks like semantic segmentation
[36], action recognition [10, 62] and visual question an-
swering [35, 41, 46] to name a few. Vision-GNN [25] is a
GNN based backbone for computer vision has been shown
to achieve good performance on visual recognition bench-
marks. Graphs induce a relational inductive bias into the
model and this property makes it an appealing choice for
various vision tasks. To the best of our knowledge, we are
the first to introduce this relational inductive bias of Graphs
in Self-supervised visual representation learning.
3. Method
In this section, we delve into the specifics of our method-
ology for inducing explicit semantic structure in self-
supervised ViTs. We commence with a brief overview of
ViTs and a summary of ViT-based SSL methods, as they
form the bedrock of our research. Subsequently, we eluci-
date our proposed approach, emphasizing the steps under-
taken to introduce graph consistency for regularizing ViT
based SSL approaches.

3.1. Preliminaries

Vision Transformer: Consider an image x ∈ RH×W×C ,
where (H,W ) represent the height and width of the image,
respectively, and C denotes the number of channels in the
image (typically, C = 3 for RGB images). ViTs [19, 32]
treat images as a sequence of patches and partition the im-
age into N non-overlapping square patches xi...N ∈ RP×P ,
where P signifies the patch size. Each patch is transformed
into a feature vector vi...N ∈ RD via a linear projection,
and a positional embedding is added (based on the relative
position of the patch in the image). Here, D denotes the
feature dimension of the final embedding. An embedding
of the class token, v[CLS], is appended to provide a global
view of the image. The final input sequence passed into the
ViTs is denoted as [v[CLS], v1, v2, . . . , vN ].

fθ(x) = fθ([v[CLS], v1, v2, . . . , vN ]) (1)

ViT learns a representation for each of the input tokens.
fθ(v[CLS]) denotes the representation learned for the class
token, and fθ(vi) denotes the representation learned for the
i-th patch token. fθ(v[CLS]) is typically used for tasks that
require a global understanding of the image, while fθ(vi)
is used for tasks that necessitate pixel or patch-level under-
standing.
Self-supervised Vision Transformers: ViTs have
emerged as the preferred choice for many recent SSL
methodologies [7, 9, 59, 64]. Some of the most successful
approaches, such as DINO [7], leverage contrastive learn-
ing for SSL on ViTs. By applying different augmentations
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Figure 2. Overview of the proposed Semantic Graph Consistency for Contrastive learning using Vision Transformer backbone. (EMA
denotes exponential moving average.)

to the same image, a pair of representations are constructed.
An objective function (LSSL) is then designed to learn an
invariant representation between the two augmentations.
Let xs and xt denote the two augmented versions of an
input image x passed to the student and teacher networks of
a ViT-based SSL framework, respectively. SSL approaches
based on contrastive learning aim to learn an invariant
representation by minimizing the distance (denoted by H)
between the projected representations learned by the class
token of both views. The objective of the ViT-based SSL
approaches can be calculated as follows:

LSSL = H
[
pθs

(
fCLS
θs (xs)

)
,sg

[
pθt

(
fCLS
θt (xt)

)]]
(2)

Here, θs, θt denote the parameters of the student and the
teacher network respectively. sg denotes the stop-gradient
operation and p denotes a projection head on top of the class
token representations. Parameters of the teacher network θt
are updated using exponential moving average of θs. The
choice of the distance function depends on the type of self-
supervision, with the Kullback-Leibler divergence being the
most common choice for H . Notably, most ViT-based SSL
approaches rely solely on the class token of the ViT for
contrastive learning and do not leverage the patch tokens.
Our primary contribution is the effective utilization of these
patch tokens to regularize the representation learning using
ViT based SSL approaches.

3.2. Semantic Graph Consistency

Graph Construction: ViTs learn a representation for
each of the patch tokens. For simplicity, we use vi to de-
note the representation fθ(vi), learned for the i-th patch to-
ken. The output of the ViT comprises a class token and N
patch tokens. These patch tokens can be viewed as a set
of unordered nodes, denoted as V = v1, v2, · · · , vN . We
construct a k-nearest neighbors (KNN) graph using the rep-
resentations learned by the patch tokens, where each patch
token has k neighbors. For each node vi, we identify its k
nearest neighbors, N (vi) and add an edge eij from vi to vj
for all vj ∈ N (vi). This results in a graph G = (V, E),
where E represents all the edges. In our work, we use the
Euclidiean distance and/or Cosine Similarity to measure the
similarity of feature representations while constructing the
Nearest Neighbor graph. This explicit construction of the
graph allows us to perceive the image as a graph. Our choice
of using nearest neighbors for constructing the graph is pri-
marily based on Vision-GNN [25].

Message Passing using GNNs: Graph Neural networks
(GNNs) exploit the inherent structure of graph data and cap-
ture the dependencies between connected nodes. GNNs can
be understood in terms of two fundamental operations: ag-
gregation and update. Consider a graph G = (V,E), where
V denotes the set of nodes and E denotes the set of edges.
Each node vi has a feature vector xi. The aggregation op-



eration in GNNs is responsible for collecting information
from a node’s local neighborhood. For a given node vi,
the aggregation operation collects the feature vectors of its
neighboring nodes and combines them. This is typically
done by summing the feature vectors, but other aggregation
functions such as mean, max, or even more complex func-
tions can be used. Mathematically, this can be represented
as:

h
(l)
N(i) = AGGREGATE(l)({h(l)

j : j ∈ N(i)}) (3)

where, h(l)
j is the feature vector of node j at layer l, N(i) is

the set of neighbors of node i, and AGGREGATE(l) is the
aggregation function at layer l. The update operation takes
the aggregated information from a node’s neighborhood and
uses it to update the node’s own feature vector. This is typ-
ically done by transforming the aggregated vector using a
learned weight matrix and applying a non-linear activation
function. Mathematically, this can be represented as:

hl+1
i = σ(W (l)h

(l)
N(i)) (4)

where W l is the weight matrix at layer l, and σ is a non-
linear activation function. These two operations, repeated
over multiple layers, allow GNNs to propagate and trans-
form information across the graph, capturing both local and
global structural patterns in the graph. Various GNN lay-
ers such as GCN [33], GIN [61] and SAGE [24] can be
defined based on the update and aggregate operations. We
analyse the impact of GNN layers in the ablation study (Ta-
ble 5). The KNN graph constructed from the patch tokens
is then passed through a set of graph neural network layers
to compare the two view of the image via explicit semantic
understanding.
Connection to Weisfeiler-Lehman algorithm : We now
answer the question of how the graph neural networks is
used to compute the graph consistency. The Weisfeiler-
Lehman (WL) algorithm [55] is a classic technique for
graph isomorphism testing that operates through color re-
finement. It has been shown that a few layers of GCN
is equally powerful as the 1-WL graph isomorphism test
[11, 61]. Interestingly, our Semantic Graph Consistency
draws a conceptual parallel to the WL algorithm in terms of
graph consistency. By ensuring that the constructed graph
representations across different views of an image are sim-
ilar, we effectively aim to establish structural coherence
between the two representations with GNNs, akin to the
WL algorithm’s role in recognizing isomorphism between
graphs. This conceptual connection highlights the signifi-
cance of our graph consistency approach and underscores
its potential in capturing meaningful structural information
in SSL settings.
Pooling: Graph Pooling [4, 63] reduces the graph size
while retaining significant structural and feature informa-
tion. Initially, each node is assigned a score, typically

computed as a function of the node’s features, such as
si = σ(vTi W ), where W is a learnable weight vector, vi,
is the node’s feature vector and σ is the sigmoid function.
The top-k nodes based on these scores are selected to form a
coarsened graph. The adjacency and feature matrices of this
coarsened graph are updated to reflect the new set of nodes
and their connections. Pooling allows operating at different
scales and helps capture hierarchical patterns in the graph.
This is analogous to capturing relationship between parts of
an object in the first layer, interaction between different ob-
jects in the second layer and object-scene interaction in the
final layer.
SGC as a Regularizer: Our objective function build on
the top of the learned patch tokens, message passing and
graph pooling. We now define our objective function LSGC.
For a given input x, the graph pooled features can be calcu-
lated as shown below.

G(V,E)(x) = KNN
[
f
[v1,v2,...,vN ]
θ (x)

]
(5)

gf (x) = GraphConv(G(V,E)(x)) (6)
gpool(x) = Pool(gf (x)) (7)

We first compute the patch token representations for a given
input and build a KNN-graph using the patch tokens (Eq. 5),
then we use a set of GNN layers (denoted by GraphConv) to
do message passing on top of the constructed KNN-graph
(Eq. 6) and pass the learned features through the graph
pooling layers (denoted by Pool in Eq. 7). We obtain the
graph pooled representations for both the views passed to
the student and the teacher and pass them to the projection
head (denoted using gf ), the final SGC loss is computed as
shown below:

LSGC = H
[
pθs

(
gpool(xs)

)
, sg

[
pθt

(
gpool(xt)

)]]
(8)

Our end-to-end pipeline is also summarised in Figure-2.
Overall Objective Function: The primary objective of
most existing ViT-based SSL methods is to minimize the
distance between the representations learned by the class to-
kens of the student and teacher networks. This is achieved
by defining a distance metric on top of the ViT’s class to-
kens and optimizing the weights with the objective of re-
ducing this distance, as described in Equation 2. In our pro-
posed SGC method, we extend this objective by introducing
an additional term that aims to minimize the distance be-
tween the pooled graph features. This additional term acts
as a regularizer, ensuring that the learned representations
are more robust and semantically meaningful. Mathemati-
cally, our overall objective function can be represented as:

L = LSSL + β × LSGC (9)

Here, LSSL denotes the loss associated with the class tokens,
which is commonly used in existing ViT-based SSL meth-
ods. LSGC represents the loss associated with the pooled



graph features, introduced in our method. The coefficient
β is a hyperparameter that control the relative importance
of the SGC loss in the overall objective. By optimizing
this combined objective, our method not only learns repre-
sentations that are invariant to augmentations (as in tradi-
tional SSL methods) but also ensures that these represen-
tations capture the structural semantics of the image, lead-
ing to improved performance on small-scale datasets. In
essence, while the first term LSSL ensures global consis-
tency between the augmented views of an image, the sec-
ond term LSGC enforces local consistency by leveraging the
structural information captured in the graph. This dual-
objective approach ensures that our method benefits from
both global and local semantic cues, leading to richer and
more discriminative representations.

4. Experiments and Results
In this section, we conduct a systematic evaluation of our
proposed Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC), shedding
light on its performance across various datasets. Our re-
sults are structured into two parts: (1) We initially bench-
mark SGC against other SSL methods using a popular self-
supervised learning benchmark – Lightly[45] in Table 1.
We follow the experimental protocol defined in the lightly
benchmark [45] after changing the backbone to a ViT. This
comparison is pivotal to contextualize our method within
the broader SSL landscape. (2) Subsequently, we make an
exhaustive list of comparisons and ablations with DINO, the
SOTA ViT based SSL approach. For these experiments (Ta-
bles 3 to 7) we adapt the official DINO codebase, adhering
to its hyper-parameter configurations for consistency.
It is important to note that due to variations in experimental
protocols and the number of training epochs, the results for
identical datasets differ between Table 1 and 2. Our SGC
experiments are conducted using the same hyperparameters
and setup as the baseline DINO experiments. This con-
sistent setup ensures that any performance improvements
can be directly attributed to the SGC method, rather than to
differences in hyperparameters. For the implementation of
graph layers, we use PyTorch Geometric [20]. In our SGC
experiments, a two-layer graph neural network, followed by
global mean pooling, is used to compute the feature repre-
sentation for the SGC loss. Additionally, we configure the
number of nearest neighbors for graph construction, K, to
20 and set the projection head dimension at 65536. Addi-
tional experimental details is reported in the Appendix.
4.1. Datasets

Apart from the popular ImageNet-1k [16] dataset, our ex-
perimental framework encompasses a broad spectrum of
datasets, from ImageNet subsets to domain-specific collec-
tions. This selection is intentional, our core objective di-
verges from introducing a novel SSL approach; instead, it
focuses on regularizing existing SSL methodologies that

employ Vision Transformers (ViTs) as their backbone. To
this end, our experiments span various datasets and settings,
specifically tailored to contexts where the volume of data
available for SSL pretraining varies. We test our method or
a wide variety of datasets ranging from subsets of ImageNet
to specialized collections specific to a particular problem
with fine-grained sets of classes. Following this comprehen-
sive evaluation, we also present a series of ablation studies,
offering insights into the individual contributions of various
components involved in our approach.

Apart form presenting results on the standard ImageNet-
1K [16] dataset, we employ subsets of the ImageNet dataset
and several other datasets. ImageNet Subsets: From the
extensive ImageNet dataset with 1000 classes, we derived
two smaller subsets: ImageNet-25 and ImageNet-100, con-
taining 25 and 100 classes respectively. RESISC-45 [12]:
This dataset is designed for Remote Sensing Image Scene
Classification. It comprises 45 scene classes with 700 im-
ages each. Food-101 [5]: This dataset features 101 food
categories with each category having 750 training and 250
test images. Caltech-256 [22]: Containing 257 diverse ob-
ject categories, with each category containing atleast of 80
images, this datasets contains a wide range of objects, from
grasshoppers to tuning forks.

4.2. Comparison with Existing SSL Approaches

This subsection delves into the performance of current
state-of-the-art SSL methods when paired with a Vision
Transformer (ViT) as the backbone. We employ the Lightly
self-supervised learning benchmark [45] to conduct exper-
iments on five prominent SSL methodologies: BYOL [23],
SimCLR [8], Barlow Twins [65] and DINO [7]. Each
method is trained across six datasets, with the outcomes de-
tailed in Table 1.

Further, to assess the impact of our SGC objective when
combined with state-of-the-art SSL approach, we integrate
SGC with DINO framework [7], owing to its widespread
recognition and application in the field [40]. Our approach,
while designed for SSL methods utilizing a ViT backbone,
boasts versatility, making it adaptable to any ViT-based
SSL strategy. For each dataset, DINO, augmented with the
SGC objective, is pre-trained for 300 epochs. However, for
ImageNet-1K, due to limitations in time and computational
resources, both the baseline and our modified approach are
pre-trained for only 100 epochs.

Table 1 shows linear probing results on various datasets
compared with existing ViT-based SSL methods. We ob-
serve that DINO + SGC outperforms DINO on all the
datasets including the large-scale ImageNet-1k dataset.
This is impressive given that DINO was highly tuned on
ImageNet-1k dataset. We use the same hyperparameters as
DINO to measure the true impact of SGC.



ImageNet-25 RESISC Caltech-256 Food-101 ImageNet-100 ImageNet-1K

Pre-training Epochs 300 300 300 300 300 100

BYOL [23] 74.60 82.70 38.51 66.49 71.58 59.44
SimCLR [8] 69.01 71.35 33.56 64.15 74.26 56.77
Barlow Twins [65] 72.76 77.62 40.86 62.60 68.18 62.62
DINO [7] 77.08 87.76 45.31 65.08 66.40 63.49

DINO+SGC 79.47 88.32 46.82 67.97 71.90 64.32

Table 1. Augmenting SoTA approach like DINO with SGC improves it’s performance. Performance comparison of the proposed method
Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC) against leading self-supervised learning (SSL) techniques with a Vision Transformer (ViT) backbone
using the Lightly benchmark[45]

Dataset Method ↓ % of Training data → 1% 5% 10% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Food-101 DINO [7] 36.89 52.89 58.30 62.52 65.34 66.69 67.46
DINO + SGC 42.25 56.72 61.43 65.45 67.92 69.48 70.23

RESISC DINO [7] 56.97 74.92 78.43 73.76 83.43 84.22 84.73
DINO + SGC 61.94 78.18 81.18 83.86 85.16 86.03 86.57

Caltech-256 DINO [7] NA 22.03 28.82 36.61 40.89 42.99 47.41
DINO + SGC NA 25.22 30.63 38.12 43.39 45.58 47.36

.

Table 2. SGC helps significantly even in low-data regimes. Comparison of classification accuracies (%) on various datasets using the
baseline method (DINO - [CLS] token only) versus the proposed method (DINO + SGC) in low-data regimes

4.3. Linear Probing in Limited Data Settings

While linear probing is a standard evaluation protocol, its
reliance on fully annotated datasets may not be entirely
suitable for scenarios where labeled data is scarce. To ad-
dress this, we further evaluate the quality of the represen-
tations learned by our method in limited data settings. In
this setup, linear probing is performed using only a fraction
of the training data, ranging from 1% to 100% of the avail-
able labeled samples. In datasets like Caltech-256, there
are classes which contain only 80 samples, so for this this
dataset results on 1% are not applicable, so our table does
not show them. Table 2 showcases the results of this eval-
uation for three datasets: Food-101, RESISC, and Caltech-
256. The results are reported for different fractions of the
training data, and the performance of the baseline approach
is compared with our SGC-enhanced method on the test set.

The results highlight the robustness of the representations
learned by our method, especially in extremely limited
data scenarios. For the Food-101 and RESISC datasets,
our method consistently outperforms the baseline across
all fractions of the training data. The proposed method
achieves an impressive 5% average gain in the setup with
least amount of training data (only 1% training data) on
Food-101 and RESISC datasets.

ImageNet-25 RESISC Caltech-256 Food-101

DINO 74.72 84.73 47.41 67.46
DINO + Patch Tokens 73.44 80.01 35.52 64.89
DINO + SGC 78.64 86.57 47.36 70.23

Table 3. Importance of graph construction and GNNs: We com-
pare SGC to a baseline where we take the average of the patch
tokens instead of pooled graph featuers and show that just using
the average of patch tokens consistently degrades performance.

4.4. Ablation Study

We conduct an extensive ablation study on the ImageNet-
25 dataset to understand the role of each component in the
framework.

Importance of Graph Construction and Message pass-
ing using GNNs: To analyse the construction of the graph
and message passing using GCNs, we compare it with a
simple average of patch tokens without construction of the
graph. We average the patch tokens and pass it to the pro-
jection head and compute the contrastive loss. The overall
objective in this baseline setup (DINO + Patch) is similar to
Eq. 9 but the second term is computed using the average of
patch tokens instead of pooled graph features. Interestingly,
we observe that directly using the average of patch tokens
hurts DINO performance (Table 3). This further reinforces
the impact of constructing and capturing the relationship be-



tween the patches.

K-Nearest Neighbor Graph Construction: A pivotal
step in our approach is the construction of a K-Nearest
Neighbor (KNN) graph using the patch tokens. The choice
of K plays a crucial role in determining the granularity and
structure of the graph. In Table 4 , we experiment with dif-
ferent values of K to ascertain the optimal number of neigh-
bors that should be considered when building the graph. A
high K value (K=50) results in a dense graph thereby in-
creasing the computation cost. We observe that as we in-
crease the K value, the performance gains start diminishing.
We choose K = 20 as the default value in order to balance
between performance and computation cost.

K 3 5 10 20 30

Acc 78.56 78.00 77.52 78.64 79.12

Table 4. K-value (used for constructing the KNN-graph) ablation
on ImageNet-25

Graph Layers: Once the KNN graph is constructed, it is
processed through a series of Graph Neural Network (GNN)
layers. The choice of the GNN layer type can influence the
feature transformation and messaging passing capabilities.
We evaluate three prominent GNN layer types: GCN [33],
Graph-SAGE [24], and GIN [61]. This experiment sheds
light on which GNN variant is best suited for our approach
and how different layer types impact the learning of struc-
tural semantics. Results for this are shown in Table 5. While
all the three GNN layers improve upon the baseline perfor-
mance, SAGE and GCN performs much better than GIN
layer.

GCN Layer No GCN GCN SAGE GIN

Accuracy 74.72 78.64 78.72 77.68

Table 5. Analysis of various GNN layers used in the SGC module
on ImageNet-25

Projection to High-Dimensional Space: Mirroring the
projection technique used in DINO for the class token, we
project the pooled graph features to a high-dimensional
space. In Table 6, we experiment with various projec-
tion dimensions, including 1024, 4096, 16384, 65536, and
262144. This ablation helps us understand the ideal dimen-
sionality for the projection space, balancing computational
efficiency and representational power. A large projection
dimension leads to improved accuracy at the cost of higher
computation.

Weighted Combination of Losses: Our overall objective
function, as depicted in Eq. 9, is a combination of two dis-
tinct losses. To understand the role of each loss, we assign

Dimension 512 1024 4096 16384 65536 262144

Accuracy 75.28 75.68 75.84 76.96 78.64 79.04

Table 6. Ablation of projection head dimension on ImageNet-25

a weight α that governs weight associated with the consis-
tency between the projected features of the class token for
both augmented views. As shown in Eq 9, β determines the
weightage of the SGC consistency. To dissect the contribu-
tions of each loss, we experiment with various configura-
tions:

• α = 1 and β = 0 This configuration essentially rep-
resents the baseline method, relying solely on the con-
sistency of the class token.

• α = 0 and β = 1: Here, we evaluate the performance
when only the SGC consistency is employed, exclud-
ing the class token consistency.

• Varying β values, keeping α fixed at 1, we experiment
with different β values, including 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, and
1. This helps us understand the influence of the SGC
consistency when used in conjunction with the class
token consistency

α ([CLS]) 1 0 1 1 1 1

β (SGC) 0 1 0.1 0.3 0.5 1

Accuracy 74.64 69.04 77.76 79.28 78.48 78.64

Table 7. Ablation of the α (weight for the class token consistency
loss) and β values in the overall objective function on ImageNet-
25
Our findings in Table 7 indicate that a configuration of
α = 1 and β = 0.3 yields the best results, reinforcing the
notion that SGC is most effective as a regularizer rather than
a standalone objective.

5. Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we focused on the problem of regularizing
Vision Transformer (ViT)-based Self-Supervised Learning
(SSL) techniques. We introduced a novel method, termed
Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC), which ingeniously
reconceptualizes images as graphs to infuse relational in-
ductive biases into the SSL framework. This approach
leverages the underexploited patch tokens of ViTs, captur-
ing intricate relationships between image patches akin to the
human visual perception system. We demonstrated that our
SGC loss acts as a powerful regularizer, significantly en-
hancing the quality of learned representations on a broad
range of datasets. Empirical results, including extensive
ablation studies, have confirmed that our approach outper-
forms existing methods by 5-10% under limited data scenar-
ios, which is an impactful contribution to the SSL commu-



nity. We hope that this work serves as a compelling demon-
stration of the potential of graph-based approaches in SSL,
stimulating further research into the architectural, algorith-
mic, and theoretical aspects of this promising intersection
between graph theory and self-supervised learning.
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Appendix
This appendix provides supplementary details that were
omitted from the main paper due to space constraints. It
focuses on a more in-depth description of our experimental
setup, supplemented by additional results. The key aspects
covered in this appendix are summarized as follows:

• Experimental Details: We outline the specifics of
the baseline experiments we performed with respect to
DINO [7] in Tables 2 to 7 of the main paper, our pro-
posed method (SGC), and the linear evaluation proto-
col. This includes hyperparameters, training strategies,
and other relevant details

• Dataset Overview: We present a summary of the
datasets used in our experiments, specifying the num-
ber of classes and images in the training and test sets
for each dataset.

• Alternative Graph Construction: We explore the use
of cosine similarity as an alternative to Euclidean dis-
tance for KNN graph construction in our method.

• Effectiveness of Pre-training: We discuss the com-
parative effectiveness of pre-training on small-scale
datasets followed by linear probing, versus training a
model from scratch, especially in limited-data scenar-
ios.

This appendix aims to complement the main paper by of-
fering a comprehensive understanding of the experimental
setup and results that support our findings.

5.1. Experimental Details

Our experiments are conducted on NVIDIA A30 GPUs.
Our codebase is built on PyTorch [43]. For Tables 2 to 7 of
the main paper, we use the official DINO implementation
[7]* as a baseline and implement our Semantic Graph
Consistency method atop this baseline. Upon acceptance,
we will release our code and checkpoints for public use.

DINO Baseline: We replicate the experiments using
the hyperparameters specified in the original DINO paper.
Our setup involves a batch size of 128 and a learning rate
of 5 × 10−4. We employ the AdamW optimizer [39] for
training the model, with a cosine annealing scheduler and a
10-epoch warmup period. For the Vision Transformer (ViT)
backbone, we utilize a patch size of 16. The Exponential
Moving Average (EMA) parameter for the teacher network
is set to 0.996.

Semantic Graph Consistency (SGC) Experiments:
Our SGC experiments are conducted using the same
hyperparameters and setup as the baseline DINO experi-
ments. This consistent setup ensures that any performance
improvements can be directly attributed to the SGC

*https://github.com/facebookresearch/dino

method, rather than to differences in hyperparameters.
For the implementation of graph layers, we use PyTorch
Geometric [20]. In our SGC experiments, a two-layer
graph neural network, followed by global mean pooling,
is used to compute the feature representation for the SGC
loss. Mathematically, the SGC loss (as defined in Eq 8) is
designed to be equivalent to the DINO loss but leverages
the pooled graph features instead.

Linear Evaluation Protocol: In alignment with the
standard protocol for self-supervised learning (SSL), we
train a linear classifier on top of the frozen pre-trained
representations. For input to the linear classifier, we con-
catenate the class token of the last four blocks. The training
employs the SGD optimizer with a momentum of 0.9, no
weight decay, and a learning rate of 5 × 10−4. The linear
classifier is trained for a total of 100 epochs with a batch
size of 128. Additionally, we apply a Random Resized
Crop augmentation during the training phase, adhering to
common practices in linear evaluation protocols [39].

5.2. Datasets Used for Evaluation

In this section, we provide a comprehensive summary of
the datasets employed to evaluate the effectiveness of our
proposed method. Table 8 outlines these datasets, spec-
ifying the number of classes and the number of images
designated for training and testing in each dataset. No-
tably, these datasets correspond to those referenced in Ta-
ble 1 of the main paper. The specific classes selected from

Dataset # classes # Images (training) # Images (test)

ImageNet-25 25 32285 1250
ImageNet-100 100 130000 5000
ImageNet-1K 1000 1281167 50000
Caltech 257 24385 6222
RESISC 45 25200 6300
Food 101 75750 25250

Table 8. Summary of datasets used for the evaluation of our
method, indicating the number of classes, and the number of im-
ages in the training and test sets, as referenced in Table 1 of the
main paper.

the ImageNet-25 and ImageNet-100 datasets for our ex-
periments will be listed in the accompanying the codebase
(which we will release upon acceptance)
In Table 2 of the main paper, we evaluate the effectiveness
of our method under limited-sample linear evaluation sce-
narios. Specifically, we train the model using subsets of
the original training set, sized at 1%, 5%, 10%, 25%, 50%,
75%, and 100%. Testing is performed using the original test
set. Table 9 provides a summary of the number of training
images for each training split along with the number of test
images used.



Dataset # classes # Images (training) # Images (test)

1% 5% 10% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Caltech 257 NA (60) 1103 2317 6027 12144 18214 24385 6222
RESISC 45 225 1240 2502 6285 12591 18879 25200 6300
Food 101 707 3737 7575 18887 37875 56762 75750 25250

Table 9. Summary of datasets used for limited-sample linear eval-
uation of our method. The table indicates the number of classes,
the number of images in various training set sizes (expressed as
percentages of the original training set), and the number of images
in the test sets, as referenced in Table 2 of the main paper.

5.3. Alternative Graph Construction

Cosine Similarity for Graph Construction: In the ex-
periments presented in the main paper, we construct a k-
nearest neighbors (KNN) graph using the patch tokens of
the images. The Euclidean distance metric is employed for
this purpose. In contrast, Table 10 presents results from
an alternative experiment conducted on the ImageNet-25
dataset, where we construct the KNN graph using cosine
similarity as the distance metric instead of Euclidean dis-
tance. We observe that, with cosine similarity as the dis-
tance metric, setting K = 3 yields the best performance.
Increasing the value of K beyond this point often leads to a
decrease in performance.

K 3 5 10 20

Accuracy (%) 79.20 78.72 78.48 77.26

Table 10. Performance ablation on ImageNet-25 with different
values of K when using cosine similarity for KNN graph con-
struction.

5.4. Effectiveness of Pre-training

Training from Scratch on Small-Scale Datasets: In
the main paper, all experiments conducted on small-scale
datasets (any dataset other than ImageNet-1K) involve pre-
training on unlabelled samples, followed by linear evalua-
tion. A valid question that arises is: why not train directly
on the small-scale dataset itself? To empirically demon-
strate the efficacy of pre-training on small-scale datasets
followed by linear probing, as compared to training from
scratch, we conduct a set of experiments. In these exper-
iments, we train the Vision Transformer (ViT) model di-

Dataset ↓ / % of Training data → 1 5 10 25 50 75 100

Food-101 1.48 4.9 6.76 13.87 23.73 31.74 38.12
RESISC 6.56 15.42 17.75 29.96 34.03 52.35 59.07
Caltech-256 NA 6.33 7.53 11.01 17.51 22.27 27.79

Table 11. Performance of a Vision Transformer (ViT) model
trained from scratch under various data regimes, expressed as per-
centages of the original training set size.

rectly on small-scale datasets, without leveraging any unla-
belled data. Table 11 presents the results of training a ViT
from scratch under limited data conditions. Comparing the
results in Table 2 with those in Table 11, it becomes evident
that pre-training proves beneficial not only in low-data sce-
narios, but also when the entire training dataset is utilized.


	. Introduction
	. Related Work
	. Method
	. Preliminaries
	. Semantic Graph Consistency

	. Experiments and Results
	. Datasets
	. Comparison with Existing SSL Approaches
	. Linear Probing in Limited Data Settings
	. Ablation Study

	. Conclusion and Future Work
	. Experimental Details
	. Datasets Used for Evaluation
	. Alternative Graph Construction
	. Effectiveness of Pre-training


