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ABSTRACT

This paper introduces a novel approach to Generalized Cat-
egory Discovery (GCD) by leveraging the concept of con-
textuality to enhance the identification and classification of
categories in unlabeled datasets. Drawing inspiration from
human cognition’s ability to recognize objects within their
context, we propose a dual-context based method. Our model
integrates two levels of contextuality: instance-level, where
nearest-neighbor contexts are utilized for contrastive learn-
ing, and cluster-level, employing prototypical contrastive
learning based on category prototypes. The integration of the
contextual information effectively improves the feature learn-
ing and thereby the classification accuracy of all categories,
which better deals with the real-world datasets. Different
from the traditional semi-supervised and novel category dis-
covery techniques, our model focuses on a more realistic and
challenging scenario where both known and novel categories
are present in the unlabeled data. Extensive experimental
results on several benchmark data sets demonstrate that the
proposed model outperforms the state-of-the-art. Code is
available at: https://github.com/Clarence-CV/
Contexuality-GCD

Index Terms— Generalized category discovery, semi-
supervised learning, contrastive learning, clustering

1. INTRODUCTION

Deep learning techniques have significantly boosted the
performance in computer vision tasks. In the field of image
classification, the performance using deep learning already
approached or even beyond human-level proficiency [1].
However, these advanced techniques are often difficult to be
deployed in real applications due to the lack of labeled data.
Existing techniques to address the problem of scarce labeled
data include deep clustering and semi-supervised learning
[2, 3, 4], where the former does not use labeled data and the
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Fig. 1. Two levels of contextuality are explored in our
method. The instance-level context leverages the nearest-
neighbor context and pseudo-labels to search pair-wise data
points for contrastive learning. The cluster-level context
forms prototypes to learn the representation via prototypical
contrastive learning.

latter uses both labeled data and unlabeled data. Although
the semi-supervised approaches often obtain superior per-
formance than clustering methods, they are limited by the
implicit assumption that the classes in the labeled data and
unlabeled data are the same, which is often not true in real
applications.

Recently, Generalized Category Discovery (GCD) [5]
is formalized to relax the assumption by assuming that the
unlabeled data contains the categories of labeled data and
also novel unseen categories. The goal of GCD is to clas-
sify all the categories in the unlabeled data based on existing
knowledge from a set of already labeled categories. Gener-
ally, GCD is more challenging compared with the setting in
semi-supervised learning as there are no labeled training data
for the novel categories in the unlabeled data. Some attempts
have been made towards GCD tasks, which often involve fea-
ture representation and classifier learning [6]. For instance,
the work in [5] adopts contrastive learning technique to im-
prove the generalization ability of features to novel categories
and uses a non-parametric classifier k-means to obtain final
clustering results. In [6, 7, 8, 9], parametric approaches are
developed for a learnable classifier by using both labeled and
pseudo-labeled data. The incremental setting of GCD is also
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investigated in [10]. These methods have obtained remark-
able performance improvement in GCD tasks. However, they
often focus on instance-level supervision information and
overlook the underlying group relationships between samples
or categories, which might lead to degraded representation
learning. Neuro-scientific researchers suggest that human
cognition excels in recognition tasks through contextual un-
derstanding [11]. Humans recognize and categorize objects
effectively by considering their context, not just their isolated
features.

Therefore, we identify two distinct levels of context as
shown in Fig. 1 to enhance the feature learning in GCD:

• Instance-Level Nearest-Neighbor Context: This in-
volves leveraging nearest-neighbor contexts to gener-
ate pairwise labels for contrastive learning, encourag-
ing the model to group examples with similar contexts
and separate those with dissimilar contexts, akin to hu-
man cognitive processes.

• Cluster-Level Context: Here, we average the repre-
sentations of each discovered category to form a pro-
totype, representing an abstract concept of the cate-
gory. Prototypical contrastive learning is then applied
to these cluster prototypes across views, enhancing the
discriminative power of the representations.

By incorporating the contextual information at different
levels for feature learning, we propose a novel model for
GCD. The main contributions of this paper can be summa-
rized as follows:

1. We propose a novel contextual information guided
semi-supervised learning model to effectively leverage
the underlying relationships between instances at mul-
tiple levels, which facilitates learning discriminative
features of novel categories in GCD.

2. We develop a self-supervised contrastive learning strat-
egy by incorporating neighborhood information and
pseudo-label supervision information at instance level
to reduce the within-cluster variance. We also consider
the group effect of instances and develop a cluster-level
contrastive loss across views for feature learning.

3. We conduct extensive experiments on benchmark data
sets and demonstrate the superior performance of our
model over the state-of-the-art.

2. RELATED WORK

Semi-Supervised Learning (SSL) makes decision by mak-
ing use of both labeled and unlabeled data, which is impor-
tant when labeled training data is scarce. In the conventional
closed-set SSL paradigm, it is assumed that both the la-
beled and unlabeled datasets have identical categories, with

each category represented in the labeled subset. Techniques
like pseudo-labeling and consistency regularization, well-
established in this domain, yield improved performance in
the field [2, 3]. Recent innovations such as FixMatch [4] and
FlexMatch [12] have introduced confidence-based threshold-
ing to enhance the reliability of pseudo labels. Despite these
advances, the inherent limitation of the closed-set assumption
in traditional SSL still remains, which makes it less applica-
ble to scenarios like GCD. Although some recent studies have
ventured into open-set SSL by relaxing the strict equivalence
of classes between labeled and unlabeled data [13, 14], their
primary objective remains the enhancement of performance
within already labeled categories. As a result, these open-set
SSL approaches are not suitable for the more complex and
realistic challenges posed by category discovery tasks.

Category Discovery aims to find novel categories in unla-
beled data. In addition to unlabeled data, labeled data is
also provided at training time which gives information on the
types of visual concepts that are to be discovered. Novel cat-
egory discovery (NCD) assumes that the classes are not over-
lapped in labeled dataset and unlabeled dataset [15, 9, 16, 8].
However, in a more realistic GCD setting, unlabeled dataset
contains the categories in the labeled dataset and also the
novel categories [5, 6, 17, 18]. Previous works develop ef-
fective methods for the category discovery task by leveraging
parametric classifiers [6], improving representation learn-
ing [17, 19], or leveraging prompting learning with larger
models [18].

Contrastive Learning has become an effective tool for rep-
resentation learning [20]. This approach typically involves
aligning positive examples closer together while distancing
negative examples. Incorporation of labeled information into
contrastive learning frameworks has been explored to enhance
their efficacy [21]. A representative work is prototypical con-
trastive learning [22], which utilizes dataset-wide k-means
clustering to generate prototypes to extract high-level fea-
tures. However, the process of assigning pseudo-labels once
per epoch in this method can be computationally expensive.
IDFD [23] enhances prototypical contrastive learning through
feature decorrelation. In [24], ProPos introduces a prototype
scattering loss that dynamically computes prototypes for
each training mini-batch based on pseudo-labels assigned per
epoch, further improving representation learning.

3. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we first give the problem setting of GCD.
Then, a baseline model SimGCD is introduced. Finally, we
propose an improved model of the baseline by leveraging con-
textual information at instance-level and cluster-level.



3.1. Problem Setting

In GCD, we denote the unlabeled dataset by Du =
{(xu

i , ŷ
u
i )} ∈ X ×Yu, where Yu is the label space of the un-

labeled data points. The objective of GCD is to learn a model
that can effectively categorize the data points in Du using
knowledge from a labeled dataset Dl =

{
(xl

i,y
l
i)
}
∈ X ×Yl,

where Yl is the label space of the labeled data points and
Yl ⊂ Yu. The number of categories in the unlabeled space,
Yu, is represented by Ku = |Yu|.

3.2. Baseline for GCD

Our model is built on the framework of SimGCD [6],
which includes two key components, i.e., representation
learning to learn discriminative representations and classifier
learning for label assignment.

3.2.1. Representation Learning

The objective of representation learning is to obtain dis-
criminative features, which allows the classifier effectively
classify all the categories. To do so, a pre-trained feature ex-
tractor f(·) is fine-tuned with two contrastive losses. Given
two random augmentations x̂i and x̃i of an image xi in a
training mini-batch B that contains both labeled and unla-
beled data, the self-supervised contrastive loss is formulated
as:

Lu
rep =

1

|B|
∑
xi∈B

− log
exp(ẑ⊤i z̃i/τu)∑

xj∈B exp(ẑ⊤j z̃i/τu)
, (1)

where zi = g(f(xi)) is the projected feature for contrastive
learning, g(.) is the projection head, and τu is a temperature
value. A supervised contrastive loss is similarly defined by:

Ls
rep =

1

|Bl|
∑

xi∈Bl

1

|Ni|
∑
p∈Ni

− log
exp(ẑ⊤i z̃p/τs)∑
n ̸=i exp(ẑ

⊤
i z̃n/τs)

,

(2)
where Ni is the indexes of images in the mini-batch that have
the same label to xi, Bl is the mini-batch of labeled training
data and τs is a temperature value. The two losses are com-
bined to learn the representation: Lrep = (1−λ)Lu

rep +λLs
rep,

where λ is a hyperparameter.

3.2.2. Classifier Learning

A parametric classifier learning module is desgined to per-
form classification with the input of the features obtained by
f(·). It is assumed that the number of categories K = |Yu|
is given as in [6, 19]. A set of parametric prototypes for each
category T = {t1, t2, . . . , tK} is randomly initialized at be-
ginning. During the training, the soft label p̂k

i for each aug-
mented view xi is calculated by using a softmax function on
the cosine similarity between the hidden feature and the pro-
totypes:

p̂k
i =

exp
(

1
τs
(ĥi/∥ĥi∥2)⊤(tk/∥tk∥2)

)
∑

j exp
(

1
τs
(ĥi/∥ĥi∥2)⊤(tj/∥tj∥2)

) , (3)

where ĥi = f(x̂i) is the representation of x̂i. Similarly, one
can obtain the soft label p̃i of the view x̃i. Then, the super-
vised and unsupervised losses of the classifier are formulated
by:

Ll
cls =

1

|Bl|
∑

xi∈Bl

Lce(yi, p̂i), (4)

Lu
cls =

1

|B|
∑
xi∈B

Lce(p̃i, p̂i)− ϵH(p), (5)

where yi is the ground truth label for the labeled data point
xi, Lce is the cross-entropy loss, and H(p) = −

∑
p logp

regularizes the mean prediction p = 1
2|B|

∑
xi∈B(p̂i + p̃i)

in a mini-batch. The final classifier loss is given by Lcls =
(1− λ)Lu

cls + λLl
cls.

Combining the losses of the representation learning
and the classifier learning, the overall loss of the baseline
SimGCD is formulated by:

Lbaseline = Lrep + Lcls. (6)

3.3. Contextuality Mining

The aforementioned baseline only utilizes the instance-
level supervised information in the feature learning, which
overlooks the contextual information between samples or cat-
egories. Such contextual information can be important to rec-
ognize the novel categories in the unlabeled data. Incorpo-
rating contextual information into the feature learning also
means a joint decision by aggregating information from mul-
tiple data points, leading to a more robust performance than
existing methods. To this end, we propose two strategies to
mine the contextual information at instance-level and cluster-
level, resulting in two novel contextuality-based losses for
feature representation.
Neighborhood Contextual Mining. We first consider the
contextual similarity at instance-level based on local neigh-
borhoods and the pseudo-label information. The idea is that
if two data points appear within the top-k nearest neighbors of
each other and share the same pseudo label, they are viewed
as a contextually similar pair, which are expected to yield sim-
ilar representations. We define the k-reciprocal nearest neigh-
bors of a data point xi in the embedding space as follows:

Rk(zi) = {zj |zj ∈ Nk(zi) and zi ∈ Nk(zj)}, (7)

where Nk(zi) denotes the set of k-nearest neighbors of xi.
Consequently, the contextually similar data points xj to xi

can be obtained by:

Ck(zi) = {zj |zj ∈ Rk(zi) and p′
i = p′

j}, (8)



where p′
i and p′

j represent the pseudo labels of xi and xj ,
respectively. With the contextual similar data points, we for-
mulate our instance-level contextual contrastive loss by

Ln =
1

|B|2 − |B|
∑

xi∈B,xj∈B,i̸=j

sijdij + (1− sij)(δ − dij),

(9)
where sij represents the similarity between xi and xj in the
feature space, sij = 1 if zj is a contextually similar data
point to zi, i.e., zj ∈ Ck(zi) and sij = 0 otherwise, dij is the
cosine distance between zi and zj and δ is a margin.

The neighborhood contextual mining approach identifies
semantic similar data points in the feature space by checking
if they are contextually similar. With Eq. (9), the contextu-
ally similar pairs are promoted to be pulled together to form
a more compact representation space and the dissimilar pairs
are pushed away to be more separable in the representation
space.
Cluster Contextual Mining. While neighborhood contextual
mining effectively captures instance-level similarity, it offers
limited global context of the whole dataset, i.e., the cluster
effect of data points. Thus, we propose a cluster-level contex-
tual mining approach across different views by regularizing
the prototypes of each class across the views to be similar.
The loss function is formulated by:

Lc =
1

K

K∑
i=1

− log
exp(µ̂⊤

i µ̃i/τ)∑
j exp(µ̂

⊤
i µ̃j/τ)

, (10)

where µ̂i and µ̃i represent the prototypes of the i-th class in
two views obtained by distinct augmentations, respectively.
The prototypes can be obtained by the mean of features within
each class in the feature space:

µk =

∑
zi∈Gk

zi

∥
∑

zi∈Gk
zi∥2

, (11)

where Gk = {zi|p′
i = k} denotes the set of representa-

tions zi pseudo-labeled as category k. This process of proto-
type computation aggregates information at the cluster level,
which is then utilized for prototypical contrastive learning to
guide the model to obtain view-consistent representations.

The prototypical contrastive loss at cluster-level facili-
tates to align the prototypes of the same category across the
two views and maximize the distances between different cat-
egories, thereby improving the classification performance of
the classifier.
Batch Construction The composition of training mini-
batches plays a pivotal role in the representation learning
process, as evidenced by recent studies [25, 26]. Here, we
give special attention to the construction of training mini-
batches, adapting the methodology from [25] with a minor
modification to suit our context mining techniques. For each
training mini-batch, we begin by randomly selecting q query
instances. For each query, the top k − 1 nearest neighbors

are retrieved from the dataset, forming a mini-batch of qk
instances. This method ensures that each instance in the
mini-batch is accompanied by a sufficient contextual back-
drop, which is essential for our proposed context mining
techniques. In addition, we randomly sample M additional
data points from the dataset. These data points are not specif-
ically tied to the context of the qk instances but are included
to support the learning of the original Lbaseline loss. Con-
sequently, each mini-batch comprises qk + M data points,
balancing both the need for contextual relevance and the
requirement of the Lbaseline loss in the training process.

3.4. Overall Loss

By integrating our bi-level contextual losses into the
framework of the baseline in Section 3.2.1, the loss function
of our proposed model for GCD is obtained by:

L = Lbaseline + λnLn + λcLc, (12)

where λn and λc are two balancing parameters. The proposed
model will first be trained with Twarm epochs with only the
Lbaseline loss for warmup. After the warmup, the obtained
model is capable to recognize different categories, which is
further fine-tuned by the overall loss.

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We validate the performance of our model on eight
benchmark data sets, including the recently proposed Se-
mantic Shift Benchmark (SSB) data sets CUB [28], Stanford
Cars [29] and FGVC-Aircraft [30], two general image recog-
nition data sets CIFAR10/100 [31] and ImageNet-100 [32],
and the harder data sets Herbarium 19 [33] and ImageNet-
1k [34]. For each dataset, we follow GCD [5] and take
a subset of all categories as the seen (‘Old’) category Yl;
50% of the images in these labeled categories are used for
constructing Dl, and the rest of the images are considered
unlabeled data Du.
Evaluation protocol. We use clustering accuracy (ACC) to
evaluate the performance of different models as [5]. Given the
ground truth y∗ and the predicted labels ŷ, the ACC is calcu-
lated as ACC = 1

M

∑M
i=1 1(y

∗
i = p(ŷi)), where M = |Du|,

and p is the optimal permutation that aligns the predicted clus-
ter assignments with the ground truth class labels. We report
the accuracy of the ‘All’, ‘Old’, and ‘New’ categories, which
stand for the accuracies on all categories, seen categories, and
novel categories, respectively.
Implementation details. We employ a ViT-B/16 backbone
network [35] pre-trained with DINO [36], following the same
setting of [5]. The output of [CLS] token with a dimension of
768 is used as the image feature, i.e., f(·). Only the last block
of the backbone is fine-tuned. We set the batch size to 128 and



Table 1. Results on SSB in terms of ACC
CUB Stanford Cars FGVC-Aircraft

Methods All Old New All Old New All Old New

k-means [27] 34.3 38.9 32.1 12.8 10.6 13.8 16.0 14.4 16.8
RS+ [9] 33.3 51.6 24.2 28.3 61.8 12.1 26.9 36.4 22.2

UNO+ [8] 35.1 49.0 28.1 35.5 70.5 18.6 40.3 56.4 32.2
ORCA [7] 35.3 45.6 30.2 23.5 50.1 10.7 22.0 31.8 17.1

GCD [5] 51.3 56.6 48.7 39.0 57.6 29.9 45.0 41.1 46.9
XCon [19] 52.1 54.3 51.0 40.5 58.8 31.7 47.7 44.4 49.4

PromptCAL [18] 62.9 64.4 62.1 50.2 70.1 40.6 52.2 52.2 52.3
DCCL [17] 63.5 60.8 64.9 43.1 55.7 36.2 - - -

SimGCD [6] 60.3 65.6 57.7 53.8 71.9 45.0 54.2 59.1 51.8
Ours 64.5 68.7 61.5 55.8 73.1 47.8 56.8 61.8 54.4

Table 2. Results on generic image recognition datasets in terms of ACC

CIFAR10 CIFAR100 ImageNet-100

Methods All Old New All Old New All Old New

k-means [27] 83.6 85.7 82.5 52.0 52.2 50.8 72.7 75.5 71.3
RS+ [9] 46.8 19.2 60.5 58.2 77.6 19.3 37.1 61.6 24.8

UNO+ [8] 68.6 98.3 53.8 69.5 80.6 47.2 70.3 95.0 57.9
ORCA [7] 81.8 86.2 79.6 69.0 77.4 52.0 73.5 92.6 63.9

GCD [5] 91.5 97.9 88.2 73.0 76.2 66.5 74.1 89.8 66.3
XCon [19] 96.0 97.3 95.4 74.2 81.2 60.3 77.6 93.5 69.7

PromptCAL [18] 97.9 96.6 98.5 81.2 84.2 75.3 83.1 92.7 78.3
DCCL [17] 96.3 96.5 96.9 75.3 76.8 70.2 80.5 90.5 76.2

SimGCD [6] 97.1 95.1 98.1 80.1 81.2 77.8 83.0 93.1 77.9
Ours 97.3 96.1 98.8 82.0 83.9 78.9 84.6 94.0 81.0

the number of epochs to 200. The learning rate is initialized
to 0.1, which is decayed with a cosine schedule on each data
set. We set the balance factor λ to 0.35, and the temperature
values τc and τu to 0.1 and 0.07, respectively. λn and λc are
set to 0.1 and 0.3 respectively, and k is set to 10. Twarmup is
set to 50 epochs. For the classification objective, we initialize
τt to 0.07 and set τs to 0.1, then warm up to 0.04 over the first
30 epochs using a cosine schedule.
Compared methods. The compared methods include three
competing novel category discovery methods RS+ [9], UNO+
[8] and k-means [27] with DINO [36] features, and five state-
of-the-art GCD methods ORCA [7], GCD [5], XCon [19],
PromptCAL [18] and DCCL [17].

4.2. Experimental Results

We report the results of different methods in Tables 1- 3.
In general, our method achieves the best performance in terms
of ACC in most cases, which demonstrates the effectiveness
of our model for GCD task. It is observed that compared
with the novel category discovery methods RS+ [9], UNO+
[8] and k-means [27] with DINO [36] features, all six GCD
methods yield consistently better results by a large margin,

especially for the novel categories. Among GCD methods,
the proposed method often performs better in ‘All’, ‘Old’ and
‘New’ categories. Compared with SimGCD, our model con-
sistently yields improved performance for all categories by
4.2% in CUB, 2% in Standford Cars, 2.6% in FGVC-Aircraft,
1.9% in CIFAR100 and 1.6% in Image-Net-100. The per-
formance improvement can mainly be attributed to the in-
troduced contextual information, which facilitates the learned
features to be more separable for the parametric classifier. Ta-
ble 3 shows the results on more challenging data sets, i.e.,
the imbalanced Herbarium-19 and the large-scale ImageNet-
1k. All three GCD methods obtain remarkable performance
improvement over the novel category discovery methods in
Herbarium, which demonstrates the robustness of the GCD
methods in real applications.

4.3. Ablation Study

To verify the effectiveness of the contextual components
in our model, we report in Table 4 the results of the reduced
versions of our model by removing the losses Lc and Ln, re-
spectively. The experiments are conducted on the datasets
CUB and ImageNet-100. The results show that all three mod-



Table 3. Results on more challenging datasets in terms of
ACC

Herbarium 19 ImageNet-1K

Methods All Old New All Old New

k-means [27] 13.0 12.2 13.4 - - -
RS+ [9] 27.9 55.8 12.8 - - -

UNO+ [8] 28.3 53.7 14.7 - - -
ORCA [7] 20.9 30.9 15.5 - - -

GCD [5] 35.4 51.0 27.0 52.5 72.5 42.2
SimGCD [6] 44.0 58.0 36.4 57.1 77.3 46.9

Ours 45.7 58.9 38.3 59.5 79.9 49.5

els incorporating contextual information yield improved per-
formance compared with SimGCD in ‘All’, ‘Old’ and ‘New’
categories, which demonstrates the advantages of our design.
It is observed that the instance-level contextual constraint Ln

makes a larger contribution over the cluster-level contextual
constraint and combining the two contextual constraints leads
a further improved performance.

Table 4. Ablation study

CUB ImageNet-100

Methods All Old New All Old New

SimGCD 60.3 65.6 57.7 83.0 93.1 77.9

Ours w/o Ln 61.4 66.5 58.2 83.5 93.4 79.1
Ours w/o Lc 62.0 66.0 59.0 84.1 93.7 80.2

Ours 64.5 68.7 61.5 84.6 94.0 81.0

4.4. The Influence of the Hyperparameters

To investigate the influence of hyperparameters on the
performance of our model, we report the results of our model
in Table 5 on the data sets CUB and ImageNet-100 by tun-
ing λn, λc and k with different values. In general, our model
is stable within certain ranges with respect to the different
parameters. It is noticed that the performance of our model
is degraded when over strong penalties are imposed on the
contextual losses. In addition, a larger k leads to a reduced
performance, which is caused by the obtained inaccurate con-
textually similar pairs.

5. CONCLUSION

In this study, we propose a novel semi-supervised ap-
proach to address the challenging GCD problem, which
mainly consists of a feature representation module and a
classifier learning module. Particularly, inspired by human
cognition, we incorporate contextuality into the representa-
tion learning to make the learned feature more discriminative

Table 5. The influence of the hyperparameters

CUB ImageNet-100

Methods All Old New All Old New

λn = 0.1 64.5 68.7 61.5 84.6 94.0 81.0
λn = 0.3 64.7 68.9 61.6 84.3 93.6 80.6
λn = 0.5 63.5 67.3 60.7 83.5 93.0 79.8
λn = 0.7 61.2 64.5 58.9 81.4 89.6 78.6

λc = 0.1 63.8 67.1 60.1 83.4 93.2 80.0
λc = 0.3 64.5 68.7 61.5 84.6 94.0 81.0
λc = 0.5 63.7 67.9 59.8 83.0 93.1 79.8
λc = 0.7 61.5 66.5 58.7 81.4 92.3 78.5

k = 10 64.5 68.7 61.5 84.6 94.0 81.0
k = 20 63.4 67.8 60.8 83.5 92.4 80.2
k = 30 62.8 66.8 59.7 82.6 91.5 79.5

for both seen and novel categories. This results in two novel
contextual contrastive learning losses at instance-level and
cluster-level, promoting to minimize the intra-class variance
and maximize the inter-class distance. The improved features
enhance the performance of the jointly learned parametric
classifier, which in turns facilitates the feature learning. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate the superior performance of
our model over the state-of-the-art.
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