2412.15668v1 [cs.CV] 20 Dec 2024

arxXiv

Adaptive Hierarchical Graph Cut for
Multi-granularity Out-of-distribution Detection

Xiang Fang, Graduate Student Member, IEEE, Arvind Easwaran, Blaise Genest, Ponnuthurai Nagaratnam
Suganthan, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—This paper focuses on a significant yet challenging
task: out-of-distribution detection (OOD detection), which aims
to distinguish and reject test samples with semantic shifts,
so as to prevent models trained on in-distribution (ID) data
from producing unreliable predictions. Although previous works
have made decent success, they are ineffective for real-world
challenging applications since these methods simply regard all
unlabeled data as OOD data and ignore the case that different
datasets have different label granularity. For example, “cat” on
CIFAR-10 and “tabby cat” on Tiny-ImageNet share the same
semantics but have different labels due to various label granu-
larity. To this end, in this paper, we propose a novel Adaptive
Hierarchical Graph Cut network (AHGC) to deeply explore the
semantic relationship between different images. Specifically, we
construct a hierarchical KNN graph to evaluate the similarities
between different images based on the cosine similarity. Based
on the linkage and density information of the graph, we cut
the graph into multiple subgraphs to integrate these semantics-
similar samples. If the labeled percentage in a subgraph is
larger than a threshold, we will assign the label with the highest
percentage to unlabeled images. To further improve the model
generalization, we augment each image into two augmentation
versions, and maximize the similarity between the two versions.
Finally, we leverage the similarity score for OOD detection.
Extensive experiments on two challenging benchmarks (CIFAR-
10 and CIFAR-100) illustrate that in representative cases, AHGC
outperforms state-of-the-art OOD detection methods by 81.24%
on CIFAR-100 and by 40.47 % on CIFAR-10 in terms of “FPR95”,
which shows the effectiveness of our AHGC.

Impact Statement—As an effective method to detect outliers,
out-of-distribution detection (OOD detection) has attracted more
and more attention. However, previous works simply regard all
unlabeled data as OOD data and ignore the case that some
unlabeled samples might have the similar semantics with labeled
data, which might render their methods ineffective for real-world
challenging benchmarks. We construct a hierarchical KNN graph
to evaluate the similarities between different images. Moreover,
our method outperforms the state-of-the-art works by about
81.24% in representative cases. With satisfactory performance
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Fig. 1.  (a) Relationship between labeled/unlabeled dataset and ID/OOD
dataset. (b) Relationship between coarse- and fine-grained labels. In fact,
“Tabby cat”, “Persian cat” and “Egyptian cat” belong to the “Cat” class. (c)
Previous methods ignore the relationship between coarse- and fine-grained
samples, and mistakenly treat unlabeled ID samples (Persian cat) as OOD.
(c) Brief framework of our proposed AHGC network, detailed in Fig. 2.
(d) Performance comparison (lower FPR95 value means better performance)
between state-of-the-art methods and our AHGC on two semantically coherent
out-of-distribution detection benchmarks [1]: the CIFAR-10 benchmark and
the CIFAR-100 benchmark, where left: CIFAR-10 [2] is used as the labeled
dataset and Tiny-ImageNet [3] as the unlabeled dataset, and right: CIFAR-100
[2] is utilized as the labeled dataset and Tiny-ImageNet [3] as the unlabeled
dataset. Best viewed in color.

on multiple datasets, our method has wide potential applications.

Index Terms—OQOut-of-distribution Detection, Adaptive Hierar-
chical Graph Cut, Intra-subgraph Label Assignment

I. INTRODUCTION

Deep Neural Network (DNN) has achieved impressive suc-
cess under a closed-set assumption [4]-[7], where all the
samples experienced during the test have been seen during
training [8]-[10]. In fact, standard DNN methods compulsorily
classify every sample as some of the known classes. The



wrong classification of outliers will result in irrecoverable
losses in some safety-critical scenarios, such as autonomous
driving [11]-[13]. To avoid these losses, out-of-distribution
(OOD) detection [14]-[19] is proposed to accurately detect the
outliers from OOD classes and correctly classify the samples
from in-distribution (ID) classes during testing.

The main challenge for OOD detection is that no in-
formation about OOD classes is available during training,
making it difficult to distinguish ID and OOD samples. To
address the challenges, many works [20]-[25] calibrate the
distribution of the softmax layer for OOD detection. Other
methods [26]-[29] target to leverage a large number of OOD
samples to learn the discrepancy between ID/OOD samples
at training time, then detect the OOD samples during test-
ing. Although most OOD detection methods have achieved
remarkable performance, they tend to perform unsatisfactorily
in real-world artificial intelligence (Al) applications since they
directly treat a labeled dataset as ID dataset while regarding all
other datasets as OOD dataset. The treatment is inappropriate
in many Al applications since an unlabeled dataset usually
contains some ID images. As shown in Fig. 1(a) and 1(b), both
the Tiny-ImageNet dataset and the CIFAR-10 dataset contain
“cat” samples: The Tiny-ImageNet dataset contains three fine-
grained classes (“Tabby Cat”, “Egyptian Cat”, and “Persian
Cat”), while the CIFAR-10 dataset only contains a coarse-
grained class (“Cat”). Although these samples actually share
the same semantics, many methods [30]-[34] regard them as
different distributions in Fig. 1(c), which will severely limit
their real-world performance since they ignore the relationship
between labels with different granularity. To overcome the
above limitation, [1] re-designs semantically coherent out-of-
distribution detection (SC-OOD) benchmarks and proposes the
UDG framework based on K-means clustering to dynamically
filter ID samples from the unlabeled datasets. Although [1]
finds there are some ID samples in unlabeled datasets, the
relationship between fine- and coarse-grained classes still is
overlooked. Since semantically coherent classes are treated
as different classes, the dynamical K-means clustering often
assigns wrong labels to unlabeled OOD samples, which results
in unsatisfactory performance, as shown in Fig. 1(e). There is
still a large room to deal with OOD detection in real-world
multi-granularity datasets.

To address the multi-granularity OOD detection task, we de-
sign a novel adaptive hierarchical graph cut network (AHGC)
to explore the relationship between coarse-grained and fine-
grained classes with the same semantics in Fig. 1(d). Specifi-
cally, to mine the ID label information, based on the labeled
dataset, we first train a feature encoder and a labeled classifier
jointly for ID classification. Then, a hierarchical KNN graph is
constructed to compute the cosine similarity between different
images. Besides, we leverage the ground-truth labels in the
labeled dataset as supervision to compute the linkage and
density of the graph. Based on the linkage and density infor-
mation, we cut the graph into multiple subgraphs by removing
low-weight edges from the graph. By the above graph cut
operation, these high-similarity samples are clustered to the
same subgraph, while low-similarity samples are assigned to
different subgraphs. If the labeled percentage in a subgraph is

larger than a predefined threshold, we will assign the label with
the highest percentage to unlabeled images. To enhance the
image features, we re-extract the image feature after moving
the unlabeled images into the labeled images. To further
improve the model generalization, we first map the enhanced
features to a lower-dimensional logit space. Then, we augment
each image into two augmentation versions, and maximize
the similarity between the two versions. Finally, given any
unlabeled sample, we utilize the energy-based approach with
temperature-scaled logits for OOD detection.
The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

o We present a novel adaptive graph cut network, AHGC,
which deeply explores multi-granularity semantics be-
tween different datasets. To the best of our knowledge, it
is the first time that a graph cut network is proposed to
detect OOD samples and classify ID samples simultane-
ously.

o« We propose an attention-aware graph cut approach to
integrate the images across granularity. Besides, we de-
sign an iterative labeling strategy to encourage semantic
alignment between different samples in the same sub-
graph in each epoch. Also, we augment each image into
two versions and maximize their similarity for model
generalization.

e We conduct extensive experiments on two challenging
benchmarks (CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100), where our pro-
posed AHGC outperforms state-of-the-art OOD detection
methods with clear margins. In representative cases,
AHGC outperforms all state-of-the-art OOD detection
methods by 81.24% on the CIFAR-100 benchmark and
by 40.47% on the CIFAR-10 benchmark in terms of
“FPR95”, demonstrating its effectiveness.

II. RELATED WORKS
A. Out-of-distribution Detection

Out-of-distribution detection (OOD detection) targets to
detect test samples from distributions that do not overlap
with the training distribution. Previous OOD detection meth-
ods [20]-[29], [35], [36] can be divided into four types:
classification-based methods [14], [20], [32], [37], density-
based methods [38], [39], distance-based methods [23], [40]
and reconstruction-based methods [41], [42]. 1) Early works
mainly refer to a classification framework, which utilizes
the maximum softmax probability to determine the ID/OOD
samples. For example, by a two-step training process, [24]
jointly learns generalizable OOD features and ID features
with a minimal twist in a regular multi-class DNN classifier.
By using an auxiliary outlier dataset during training, POEM
[43] selects informative outliers that are close to the decision
boundary between ID and OOD samples. 2) To more explic-
itly model ID samples, density-based methods leverage the
probabilistic models for OOD detection. These methods are
based on an operating assumption that OOD samples have
low likelihoods whereas ID samples have high likelihoods
under the estimated density model. For instance, ConjNorm
[44] introduce a novel Bregman divergence-based theoretical
framework to design density functions in exponential family
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Fig. 2. Overview of the proposed AHGC. Firstly, we utilize the ResNet-18 network [45] to extract the visual features of labeled images DL and unlabeled

images DU. Then, we construct a hierarchical KNN graph to connect each image based on the cosine similarity. After that, we leverage the ground-truth
labels in the labeled dataset as supervision to compute the linkage and density of the graph. Based on the linkage and density information, we cut the graph
into multiple subgraphs by removing low-weight edges from the graph. If the labeled percentage is larger than a predefined threshold, we will assign the
label with the highest percentage to unlabeled images. To improve the model generalization, we augment each image into two augmentation versions and then
maximize the similarity between the two versions. During inference, with a classification head, we utilize a fully-connected layer to map the image features
into a logit space. Then, we leverage the similarity score from the logit as the evaluation of OOD samples. We color labeled data flow as red and unlabeled
data flow as blue. Finally, we repeat these steps until the loss converges. Best viewed in color.

distributions. 3) The distance-based methods are under an
intuitive idea that OOD samples should be relatively far away
from the centroids of ID samples. For example, [23] first
utilizes a generative classifier under LDA assumption, and then
use the minimum Mahalanobis distance to all class centroids
for OOD detection. 4) The reconstruction-based methods often
leverage the encoder-decoder framework, which is trained on
only ID samples and generates different outcomes for OOD
detection. For instance, MoodCat [42] is proposed to first mask
a random image region and then determine the OOD samples
based on classification-based reconstruction results.

The above methods simply define one dataset as ID and all
the others as OOD, which neglects the relevant semantic infor-
mation between different datasets. To overcome the drawback,
[1] re-designs these off-the-shelf popular benchmarks into two
challenging and proper benchmarks, SC-OOD, and proposes
a clustering-based network, UDG, for OOD detection. Unfor-
tunately, although UDG can separate some ID samples from
unlabeled datasets, its clustering strategy cannot sufficiently
understand the relationship between datasets with different
granularity, which causes it to not correctly assign correct
labels to unlabeled ID samples. In this paper, we design a
novel hierarchical graph cut framework to fully understand
the relationship between different samples to widen the gap
between ID and OOD samples.

B. Graph Neural Networks

As an important type of deep neural networks, graph neural
networks (GNNs) [46]-[53] have been a topic of significant

interest in the field of deep learning in recent years. Due
to their satisfactory performance in many areas, GNNs have
attracted more and more research attention. GNNs target
extending neural networks to deal with graph-structured data
based on the similarity between different samples. To process
these graph-structured data, GNNs often iteratively update
each node feature by aggregating feature similarity with its
neighbor nodes. For example, GraphSAGE [54] is introduced
to aggregate feature representation from local neighborhoods.
To aggregate and transform local information, the graph
attention network [55] is designed to learn the weights of
different neighbors during the node aggregation processes.
Some GNN-based methods based on the graph cut strategy
are proposed in the computer vision area. For instance, a
lightweight GNN is adopted in DeepCut [56] with classical
clustering objectives for unsupervised image segmentation.
[57] combines CNN and GCN to construct a multiple feature
fusion model for hyperspectral image classification. Previous
GNN-based methods refer to the closed-set assumption, and
cannot be used in the challenging OOD detection task. Since
GNNss can effectively evaluate the similarity between samples,
we design a novel adaptive hierarchical graph cut network to
distinguish ID and OOD samples for OOD detection.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND NOTATIONS

The OOD detection task aims to detect outliers from the
intended data distribution, to prevent models trained on ID
samples from producing arbitrary predictions for OOD sam-
ples. For a benchmark with labeled and unlabeled datasets,



we denote the labeled dataset as D and unlabeled dataset
as DY, respectively'. Most previous works [20]—[25] assume
that all the unlabeled samples in DV are OOD samples, while
all the ID samples are in the labeled dataset. However, real-
world unlabeled dataset DY is a mixture of ID samples and
OOD samples, i.e., some unlabeled samples in DU share the
same semantics with labeled samples in D, while the others
have different semantics. Thus, we aim to mine the deep
semantic features of labeled and unlabeled datasets. On the
challenging SC-OOD benchmarks, the training set D consists
of labeled training set D’ and unlabeled training set DY. For
the unlabeled dataset DV including ID set Z and OOD set O,
we target to widen their distance for detecting OOD set O.

All the labeled samples in D” belong to Z, while the DV
is a mixture of partial ID set DY from Z and OOD set DY
from O. Therefore, the training set is represented as D =
DL UD? UDg, where DL C 7, D? C 7 and Dg c O.
Similarly, for the test set, we have T = T;U7o, where T; C Z
and 7o C O.

For the labeled dataset DY = (X YF) with NT sam-
ples from R classes, we have X1 = (le)f\LLl and labels
YL = (y£)N|, where z; denotes the i-th labeled sample
and y* € {1,2,..., R} is its corresponding label. Also, we
collect an unlabeled dataset DY = (XV) with NV samples
XV = (:Ug])é\’:Ul A carefully-designed model should not only
accurately detect OOD samples from DY, but also correctly
classify ID samples from DY and DV into R classes.

IV. ADAPTIVE HIERARCHICAL GRAPH CUT NETWORK

We present our proposed AHGC network in Fig. 2, where
we cluster labeled and unlabeled images into multiple sub-
graphs and assign proper labels to unlabeled ID images based
on density and linkage within each subgraph. Firstly, we feed
all the images into the feature encoder to extract their features.
To grasp the ID information from labeled images, we co-train
the feature encoder and a classification head. Then, we design
a hierarchical graph network to integrate multi-granularity
images. We construct the graph to model these images and
cut low-similarity edges based on the density and linkage to
obtain multiple subgraphs. Based on the labeled percentage
in each subgraph, we assign the proper labels to unlabeled
images. Also, we integrate these cross-granularity images by
subgraph aggregation. Finally, we augment each image into
two versions for better model generalization.

A. Feature Encoder and Classifier on Labeled Datasets

Following [1], we use ResNet-18 [45] to extract image
features. For any sample = (or xgj), we denote its feature
as fle R (or ff e R*), where d denotes the
feature dimension. Since only the labeled datasets contain the
known label information of ID samples, we design a classifier
to learn the label information for the ID classification task.
Specifically, we target to train the feature encoder F and a
classification head C* simultaneously. Given the image-label

UIn this paper, superscripts L and U denote labeled and unlabeled samples,
respectively; superscripts I and O denote ID and OOD samples, respectively.

pairs (X% Y1), we train the ID classifier with the feature
encoder by the following loss:

Ly =Lop(XE YY", 0p,00), (1)

where fp is a learnable parameter in F, f¢ is a learnable
parameter in CY, and Lcop(-) denotes the standard cross-
entropy loss. Based on L}, we can jointly train the feature
encoder and the classifier for labeled images. After training the
classifier, we can understand the relationship between labels
and samples for the following process.

B. Single-level Graph Cut Mechanism for Base Model

To measure the similarity between different images, we
first construct a graph by combining all images (both labeled
samples f and unlabeled images fJU). By jointing labeled
image features and unlabeled image features, we can obtain
the feature set F = {fL}N" U {ij}j-VzUl = {fi}X,, where
N = NL 4+ NV denotes the total image number. Then, based
on the cosine similarity, we seek K -nearest neighbors of each
image to construct an affinity graph G = {V, E}, where V
is the vertex set containing all images (i.e., |V| = N), and
E is the edge set. In real-world benchmarks (e.g., SC-OOD),
each image entails one core object, which is represented as
a node in the constructed graph G, with the corresponding
image feature as the node feature. Each node is connected to
its k neighbors by the edges.

We introduce a function ¥(-, -) to construct the edge subset
E’' C E, where E' = (G, F'). The graph G can be updated as
G’ = {V, E'}, which is divided into multiple subgraphs, and
each subgraph corresponds to a cluster of nodes. By the above
graph cut paradigm, we design the KNN graph cut approach.

C. Hierarchical Framework for Multi-granularity Graph Cut

Real-world Al applications adopt different labeling criteria,
and different image datasets often offer various labels from
a variety of granularity perspectives. For example, on the
CIFAR-10 benchmark in Fig. 1(b), the cat only contains a
label (“Cat”), while in the Tiny-ImageNet dataset, the cat is
divided into three labels (“Tabby Cat”, “Egyptian Cat”, and
“Persian Cat”). Thus, we should deeply understand each image
and explore the similarity between images. Unfortunately,
previous OOD detection methods [1], [30]-[34] ignore this
multi-granularity situation, which severely degrades their per-
formance in real-world Al applications. To solve the problem,
we propose a hierarchical framework based on the above
single-level graph cut paradigm in Section IV-B.

Given initial image features F' = {f;}, and a small k, we
design a hierarchical graph framework using a base subgraph
function (-, -) and an aggregation function (-, -). Especially,
we iteratively generate of a sequence of graphs G; = {V}, E;}
and the corresponding node features F; = { fi}LZ"l‘, where the
subscript [ denote the [-th level and we determine it as needed.

Firstly, we initialize the %ra h as (G; and the corresponding
node feature as F; = { fi}l-‘fl. At level [, by introducing the
subgraph function (-, -), we can obtain the initial edge subset:
E] = 9Y(Gy, Fy). By introducing the function 9(;), we can
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the attention-aware graph cut module, where “AGC” means the “adaptive graph cut” module, the image with a red edge in a subgraph

is its peak node, and labels are attached to labeled images. Multiple levels of AGC are utilized into the framework, where each level contains four GAT layers
and an MLP layer followed by a softmax operation. Based on each AGC, we can divide the large graph into multiple subgraphs, and choose the representative
node as the peak node. Therefore, we can integrate the multi-granularity images with the same semantics into a subgraph. Best viewed in color.

obtain the selected edge subsets ] based on the node features
H; and k-NN graph G.

Then, we reserve the selected edge subsets E] and remove
the rest edges. The graph G can be updated as G} = {Vl, EY.
Therefore, we can split G} into multiple subgraphs {c; l)}|Vz+1 )
where c( ) is the i-th subgraph. To obtain G4 at the (I 4 1)-
th level, we denote the i-th node as v( +1) , which is an entity
representing the subgraph c(l)

After that, we introduce an aggregation function 4(-,-) to
update the new node feature vectors: Fj 1 = §(F, Gg ). There-
fore, we can aggregate the node features in each subgraph cgl)
into a single feature vector.

Finally, we can search k-nearest-neighbors on Fj,; and
connect each node to its k£ neighbors to obtain the updated
E;41. We repeat the above process until no more new edges
are added, i.e., E] = @. We denote the length of the converged
sequence as (). Based on G, we assign subgraph index i to
the subgraph c( ) , which propagates the index ¢ to all its nodes
{U§Q)| (@ ¢ c } Then each node v( ) propagates its label
to the subgraph C(Q ) on the previous iteration. By the above
process, we can assign a subgraph ID to each node in V7, and
finish the label assignment on the final level.

In the next sections, we will present the details about the
base subgraph function 9(-,-) and the aggregation function
(-, ). Besides, we can use our AHGC for underlying single-
level model, akin to a single iteration of AHGC. Also, the
inference process will be described.

D. Attention-aware Graph Cut via Linkage and Density
Since the linkage and density information in the GNN

model [58]-[60] contain the rich relationship between different
images, we treat them as supervision for model training. To
understand the semantics of images, we use the graph attention
network (GAT) [61] as the backbone to model the similarity
between images by the linkage and density information. To
extract the complex subgraph structures, we first utilize the
graph cut function 9(,-) for building a learnable graph
network, where each node v; in V' comes with a subgraph
label y;. Unlike previous unsupervised graph cut methods
[62], [63] that focus on an explicit graph cut, we design the
attention-aware graph cut module based on data. To conduct
the graph cut efficiently, we leverage a single graph encoder
for embeddings to jointly predict these two quantities. Then,
we utilize a graph decoding process to estimate the linkage
and density for determining edge connectivity and conducting
graph cut. Therefore, we detail the design of our unified joint
linkage and density estimation model for graph cut. With the
above considerations, we jointly predict the graph edge linkage
and node density information based on a single full-graph
inference. The subgraph prediction is passed through a graph
decoding step.

Linkage and density for graph encoding. To effectively
integrate the semantics-similar samples, we explore the re-
lationship between different samples based on linkage and
density. For each node feature f;, we utilize a stack of GAT
network layers to encode it as the embedding f;. For each edge
(vs,v;) in the edge set E, we leverage the graph to concatenate
the source and destination node features ([f, f;]), where i # j
and [-, -] denotes the concatenation operator. Then, we feed the
concatenated features into a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)
layer [64] followed by a softmax transformation to produce



the linkage probabilities: p;; = P(y; = y,), where p;; is the
estimate of the probability that two nodes linked by the edge
share the same label. Besides, we introduce a density proxy
d; to measure the similarity-weighted proportion of same-
subgraph nodes in its neighborhood for density estimation.
For any two nodes v; and v;, we first compute their
similarity s;; as the inner product of their respective node
features: s;; = (f;, f;). Then, we can obtain the corresponding
edge coefficients as e;; = P(y; = y;) — P(y; # y;), where j
denotes the j-th neighbor of v;. To approximate the ground-
truth density d;, we introduce the estimator d; as follows:

1k
=7 ijl
By Eq. (2), d; can be obtained by updating e;; with e;; =
1(y; = y;) — 1(y; # y;) using the ground-truth class labels,
where 1 is the indicator function. An ideal density d; is large if
the most similar neighbors share the same labels; otherwise,
it is small. By approximating d; based on e;; and p;;, the
joint mechanism can reduce parameters for the prediction head
during training.
Edge selection for graph decoding. During graph decoding,
we convert them into final subgraphs by graph decoding.
Especially, we tailor the graph decoding to incorporate our
joint density and linkage estimates. Initially, we start with
E’' = @. Given ¢4, d;, p;; and an edge connection threshold
pr, we first define a candidate edge set Z(7) for node v; as

Z(i) = {j|(vi,v;) € E,p;jj > pr and d; < d;}.  (3)

€ij * Qij- 2

By the condition d; < dj;, we introduce an inductive bias to
establish connections. For any ¢, if its candidate set Z(4) is not
empty, we pick j = argmax;c z(;) €;;, and then add e;; to £’
Based on Eq. (3), each node v; with a non-empty Z(4) can add
exactly one edge to E’. On the contrary, each node with an
empty Z (i) becomes a peak node with no outgoing edges. The
nodes with low density tend to 1) have some neighborhoods
that overlap with other classes, 2) be near the boundary among
different classes, 3) contain undesirable connections to other
nodes. After a full pass over each node, E’ forms a set of
subgraphs G’, which serve as the designated subgraphs.

E. Intra-subgraph Label Assignment

After the graph cut, the unlabeled ID images and the
labeled ID images will be clustered into the same subgraph.
Therefore, we aim at assigning labels to unlabeled ID images
based on the labeled ID images. After obtaining the subgraph
indexes of all the samples C = {¢;;}i_ iv}j_lK, we assign
pseudo labels to unlabeled ID images based on the proportion
of each label in a subgrag)h At the tth epoch, we denote
the k-th subgraph as D(* = {z 1\0 = k}, where z; is
its ¢-th sample. The set of ID- class labels is denoted as
Yy = yLy yé? €{0,1,...,R — 1}, where R denotes the
number of ID classes, YL is formed by the ground-truth labels
from D, and ygf) denotes the ID pseudo labels assigned
to unlabeled images. When ¢ = 0, yé? = o, while the ID
pseudo labels will be added into yg(c) during training. Then, we
define “labeled percentage” as the ratio of images belonging

to class y € y<f> in subgraph k: r |D \/|D,(:)|, where
Dipy = {wilel” = ki = y}.

When most of samples in subgraph k£ belong to label y,
ie., rlg)c is over a threshold p, we add all the unlabeled
samples in subgrag)h k into labeled set D’ to form the updated
DL = DLUDY),,, where me = {z]z; € D" r,(fy > p}.
Therefore, we can utilize DL to update the label set Y(*).

On the contrary, we denote the remaining unlabeled samples
from DV at epoch ¢ as DV, By the reconstructed dataset,
we introduce a classification loss Ly and an equalization loss

L1 as follows:

= DD i D ey Vi lo(p(3 1),
- Zt inepum v - log(p(ylz:)), “4)

where p(y|z;) denotes the prediction probability of x; over
all ID classes, y; is converted to a one-hot label vector of
x;, v = 1r/R denotes the uniform posterior distribution over
all of R ID classes, where 1 is an all-ones vector with R-
dimension. Thus, [th) forces samples in DU 1o uniformly
distribute among R ID classes.

F. Subgraph Aggregation for Cross-level Feature Update

To update the cross-level image features, we design a sub-
graph aggregation strategy. Especially, after label assignment,
we can utilize these newly-labeled samples to update the
feature encoder for better image features. To obtain G;11 =
{Viz1,Ei+1}, we first convert any subgraph cz(-l) in G to
node vi“’l) in Vi44. For vi(“’l), we introduce its two feature
vectors: the identity feature fi(lﬂ) and the average feature

f; FUFD defined as follows:

D D 1

(1)
o el O
K3

where m; denotes the peak node index of the subgraph cgl),

which is defined as:

and

S

m; = argmaxd (6)
0

j€c
Especially, for the first level, ﬁ 0 — fi(o) = f;, where f;
is the visual embedding feature. Thus, we utilize the identity
feature fi(l) to identify similar nodes across hierarchies, and
use the average feature fi(l) to extract the global information
for all nodes in the subgraph. The next-level input feature of
(+1) i3 the concatenation of the peak feature and the

node v,
average feature, i.c., f+' = [fIT fUHD],

G. Data Augmentation for Model Generalization

In real-world applications, the supervised classification
methods only aim to extract semantic representations to meet
the minimum necessary, and they often overtrust the given
labels. However, in the challenging OOD detection task, we
cannot overtrust collected samples including OOD samples.
We tend to widen the discrepancy between ID/OOD on
similarity metric, which can strengthen the ability to guide



ID/OOD samples to different subgraphs. By building an un-
supervised training module, we can extract enhanced features.

Therefore, we leverage the data augmentation technology
to obtain different augmented images. Then, for each image,
we maximize the similarity between its different augmented
versions. To obtain the augmented images of all the images,
we first integrate NT labeled samples {zZ}N' and NV
unlabeled images {x¥ 1 into a total set X = {xz}
Then, we augment any :U, into two version: z¥ and x} where
2 = A%x;) and z} = Al(x;); AY and ‘Al denote two
augmentations. Finally, we feed z¥ and z} into a shared
feature encoder followed by an MLP layer. For convenience,
we denote the augmented features as b and b}, respectively.

For the ¢-th epoch, we maximize the cosine similarity of
the same samples in different augmented features ({?}*) and
{b}1(®) to enhance the sample feature representation. Thus,
we introduce the InfoNCE loss as the objective:

N exp(cos(b9,b}))
Ly=— l
Zifl © (Z;V:l exp(cos(bo b))
exp(cos(b?,b}))

SN exp(cos (b}, by))

where b; € BL®), by € B%®), and cos(-,-) denotes the

cosine similarity function. Based on L5, we map the enhanced

representation into the lower-dimensional logit space, where

the class-specific similarity score can illustrate the semantic

discrepancy of samples from different classes, and assign a

more discriminative subgraph distribution to them.
Therefore, our overall loss is as follows:

L=Lo+BLy+aLly +~LE, (8)

), (D

where «, B and -y are parameters to balance different losses.

H. Inference for Any Image

Given an unlabeled image, a well-designed OOD detection
model should correctly generate its prediction. With a classifi-
cation head h;, we leverage a fully-connected layer to map the
image features into a logit space. We utilize the energy-based
approach with temperature-scaled logits for OOD detection.
After training, we can utilize the similarity score from the
logit I(y|z;) = h1(b;) as the OOD score. The similarity score

is formulated as:
=T- logz

where [(y.,|x;) is the logit of x; belonging to the ID class
Ym, and ID samples have higher similarity score.

Unlike traditional OOD detection methods [20]-[25] that
only train on ID samples, we pay more attention to OOD
samples. These OOD samples will be more concentrated at
minimum similarity due to the involvement of training OOD
data under the SC-OOD setting. Thus, a proper temperature
value 71" can smooth the similarity distribution and widen the
discrepancy between ID/OOD on the similarity metric.

Therefore, we compare the similarity score to the predefined
threshold 0. Any image z; is classified as in-distribution
if the softmax score is greater than the threshold and vice

yc|xz))7 9)

exp(

versa. Mathematically, the out-of-distribution detector can be
described as:
2 is OOD sample,
! ID sample,

if g(mi) < (5,
if g(l‘i) > 9,
where 0 is chosen so that the true positive rate (i.e., the fraction
of ID images correctly classified as ID images) is 95%.

(10)

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

Following [1], we use two SC-OOD benchmarks: CIFAR-
10 and CIFAR-100. Each benchmark contains seven datasets:
CIFAR-10 [2], CIFAR-100 [2], Texture [65], SVHN [66],
Tiny-ImageNet [3], LSUN [67] and Places365 [68]. Each
benchmark treats a dataset (CIFAR-10 or CIFAR-100) as
labeled dataset, and the others as unlabeled datasets. The statis-
tics of these datasets are as follows: 1) CIFAR-10 benchmark:
all the images in the CIFAR-10 dataset are ID samples; all
the images in the CIFAR-100 dataset are OOD samples; all
the images in the SVHN dataset are OOD samples; 1,207
images in the Tiny-ImageNet dataset are ID samples and 8,793
images are OOD samples; 2 images in the LSUN dataset are
ID samples and 9,998 images are OOD samples; 1,305 images
in the Places365 dataset are ID samples and 35,195 images
are OOD samples. 2) CIFAR-100 benchmark: all the images
in the CIFAR-10 dataset are OOD samples; all the images in
the CIFAR-100 dataset are ID samples; all the images in the
SVHN dataset are OOD samples; 2,502 images in the Tiny-
ImageNet dataset are ID samples and 7,498 images are OOD
samples; 2,429 images in the LSUN dataset are ID samples
and 7,571 images in the LSUN dataset are OOD samples;
2,727 images in the Places365 dataset are ID samples and
33,773 images are OOD samples.

B. Evaluation Metrics

For fair comparison, we follow [1] to evaluate the per-
formance on both ID classification and OOD detection by
the following evaluation metrics: 1) FPR95: It computes the
False Positive Rate (FPR) value when the True Positive Rate
(TPR) is 95%, which denotes the rate of falsely recognized
OOD when 95% ID samples are recalled. 2) AUROC: Area
Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AUROC) curve
calculates the area by plotting the TPR as a function of the
FPR. AUROC can serve as a threshold-independent metric
to evaluate the OOD detection performance. 3) AUPR: Area
Under the Precision-Recall (AUPR) curve measures the area
under the curve by plotting recall as a function of precision.
Also, AUPR is a threshold-independent. Based on different
selections of positiveness, we consider two evaluation metrics:
AUPR(In) (ID samples are positive) and AUPR(Out) (OOD
samples are positive). 4) CCR@FPRm: It denotes Correct
Classification Rate (CCR) for ID classification when the FPR
equals m. CCR@FPRm is used to evaluate OOD detection
and ID classification simultaneously.



ACHIEVES CONSISTENTLY THE BEST PERFORMANCE ON ALL OOD DETECTION METRICS. 1/] MEANS A HIGHER/LOWER VALUE IS BETTER.

TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON THE CIFAR-10 BENCHMARK, WHERE DATA PARTITIONS ARE IDENTICAL FOR ALL METHODS. OUR AHGC

Dataset | Method | FPRY5 | AUROC 1 AUPR(In/Out) + | CCR@FPR 1
\ \ | 107" 1073 1072 1071t
MCD [26] 83.92 81.59 90.20 / 63.27 497 10.51 29.52 62.10
EBO [21] 52.11 80.70 83.34 / 75.20 0.01 0.13 2.79 31.96
OE [69] 51.17 89.56 93.79 / 81.88 6.58 11.80 27.99 71.13
Texture ODIN [20] 42.52 84.06 86.01 / 80.73 0.02 0.18 3.71 40.14
ConjNorm [44] 23.78 95.59 97.40 / 95.88 18.42 45.29 70.96 89.73
UDG [1] 20.43 96.44 98.12 / 92.91 19.90 43.33 69.19 87.71
Scone [70] 18.26 97.30 97.88 / 93.11 21.08 40.92 68.43 88.29
Our AHGC 0.89 99.42 99.67 / 99.05 54.03 75.02 87.81 94.62
MCD [26] 60.27 89.78 85.33 / 94.25 20.05 38.23 55.43 74.01
ODIN [20] 5227 83.26 63.76 1 92.60 1.01 4.00 11.82 44.85
EBO [21] 30.56 92.08 80.95 / 96.28 1.85 5.74 21.44 75.81
SVHN OE [69] 20.88 96.43 93.62 / 98.32 32.72 4733 67.20 86.75
UDG [1] 13.26 97.49 95.66 / 98.69 36.64 56.81 76.77 89.54
Scone [70] 11.15 95.48 93.46 / 94.58 32.18 58.44 72.38 90.33
ConjNorm [44] 9.89 96.32 94.88 / 96.25 33.82 67.94 80.31 91.72
Our AHGC 0.00 99.99 99.99 / 100.00 91.89 94.97 95.37 95.40
MCD [26] 74.00 82.78 83.97 / 79.16 0.80 4.99 18.88 58.18
OE [69] 58.54 86.22 86.17 / 84.88 3.64 6.55 19.04 61.11
EBO [21] 56.98 79.65 75.09 / 81.23 0.10 0.69 4.74 34.28
CIFAR-100 ODIN [20] 56.34 78.40 73.21 / 80.99 0.10 0.38 443 30.11
UDG [1] 47.20 90.98 91.74 / 89.36 1.50 10.94 40.34 75.89
Scone [70] 43.79 91.24 90.68 / 88.76 2.38 8.17 42.96 77.94
ConjNorm [44] 30.94 87.46 91.18 / 89.23 1.06 13.78 39.87 75.50
Our AHGC 24.82 92.72 93.50 / 91.69 3.81 21.00 47.87 80.04
MCD [26] 78.89 80.98 85.63 / 72.48 1.62 4.15 19.37 56.08
ODIN [20] 59.09 79.69 79.34 / 77.52 0.36 0.63 4.49 34.52
OE [69] 58.98 87.65 90.90 / 82.16 14.37 18.84 33.65 66.03
Tiny-TmageNet EBO [21] 57.81 81.65 81.80 / 78.75 0.33 0.95 6.01 40.40
Scone [70] 55.62 93.48 95.34 / 89.59 10.76 21.40 62.55 81.64
ConjNorm [44] 52.80 90.74 83.25 / 80.24 9.52 19.37 59.88 79.45
UDG [1] 50.18 91.91 94.43 / 86.99 0.32 23.15 53.96 78.36
Our AHGC 9.71 96.45 97.94 / 92.96 72.84 81.85 85.22 86.67
MCD [26] 68.96 84.71 85.74 / 81.50 1.75 7.93 21.88 61.54
OE [69] 57.97 86.75 87.69 / 85.07 11.8 19.62 29.22 61.95
Scone [70] 52.18 94.33 91.96 / 87.24 12.90 43.09 68.99 85.86
LSUN EBO [21] 50.56 85.04 82.80 / 85.29 0.24 1.96 11.35 50.43
ODIN [20] 47.85 84.56 81.56 / 85.58 0.21 0.85 9.92 46.95
UDG [1] 42.05 93.21 94.53 / 91.03 14.26 37.59 60.62 81.69
ConjNorm [44] 38.29 93.67 95.82/92.89 13.84 41.95 64.31 88.72
Our AHGC 1.72 98.71 98.84 / 98.63 53.97 69.41 82.55 93.14
MCD [26] 72.08 83.51 69.44 / 92.52 3.29 7.97 23.07 60.22
OE [69] 55.64 87.00 73.11 / 94.67 11.36 17.36 26.33 62.23
ODIN [20] 53.94 82.01 54.92 / 93.30 0.47 1.68 7.13 39.63
Places365 EBO [21] 52.16 83.86 58.96 / 93.90 0.39 2.11 8.38 46.00
Scone [70] 48.63 87.58 80.49 / 92.93 16.73 4276 62.57 81.53
UDG [1] 44.22 92.64 87.17 1 96.66 10.62 35.05 58.96 79.63
ConjNorm [44] 36.02 93.58 86.72 / 95.85 12.40 40.10 60.70 82.34
Our AHGC 10.24 97.24 94.74 / 98.82 37.19 59.12 76.67 89.54
MCD [26] 73.02 83.89 83.39 / 80.53 5.41 12.30 28.02 62.02
ODIN [20] 52.00 82.00 73.13 / 85.12 0.36 1.29 6.92 39.37
OE [69] 50.53 88.93 87.55 / 87.83 13.41 20.25 33.91 68.20
Mean EBO [21] 50.03 83.83 77.15/ 85.11 0.49 1.93 9.12 46.48
Scone [70] 38.27 93.24 91.64 / 91.04 16.01 35.80 62.98 84.27
UDG [1] 36.22 93.78 93.61/92.61 13.87 34.48 59.97 82.14
ConjNorm [44] 31.95 92.89 91.54 /91.72 14.84 38.07 62.67 84.58
Our AHGC 7.90 97.42 97.45 / 96.86 52.29 66.90 79.25 89.90

C. Experimental Settings

In this paper, we utilize the standard ResNet-18 network as
the feature encoder. We use the standard SGD optimizer with



TABLE 11
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON THE CIFAR-100 BENCHMARK, WHERE DATA PARTITIONS ARE IDENTICAL FOR ALL METHODS. OUR AHGC
ACHIEVES CONSISTENTLY THE BEST PERFORMANCE ON ALL OOD DETECTION METRICS. 1/] MEANS A HIGHER/LOWER VALUE IS BETTER.

Dataset | Method | FPROS|  AUROCT  AUPR(InOut) 1 | CCR@FPR 1
\ \ | 107" 107° 1072 10"
OF [69] 86.56 73.89 84.48 / 54.84 0.66 286 1286 4181
EBO [21] 84.29 7632 85.87 / 59.12 0.82 389 1437 4460
MCD [26] 83.97 73.46 8311/ 56.79 0.07 1.03 929 3809
Texture ODIN [20] 79.47 77.92 86.69 / 62.97 2.66 466 1509 4582
Scone [70] 78.34 8125 86.98 / 61.36 0.75 498 1674 4876
ConjNorm [44] 7721 76.39 85.72 / 62.83 0.45 327 1180 4274
UDG [1] 75.04 79.53 87.63 / 65.49 1.97 436 949  33.84
Our AHGC 22.93 84.64 91.58 / 67.42 0.91 941 3064 5673
ODIN [20] 90.33 75.59 65.25 / 84.49 498 1202 2379 4661
MCD [26] 85.82 76.61 65.50 / 85.52 3.03 866 2315 4544
EBO [21] 78.23 83.57 75.61 / 90.24 067 1727 3370 5726
SVEN OE [69] 68.87 84.23 75.11 /9141 733 1407 3153 5462
UDG [1] 60.00 88.25 81.46 / 93.63 1490 2550 3879  56.46
ConjNorm [44] 5932 82.17 79.32 / 90.44 13.05 2385 3092 5840
Scone [70] 58.73 90.62 83.97 / 92.39 1292 2076 2863  60.79
Our AHGC 0.46 97.70 97.75 / 97.36 6134 6962 7282 7436
MCD [26] 87.74 73.15 76.51 / 67.24 0.35 326 1618 4141
ConjNorm [44] 85.87 72.55 75.50 / 65.38 129 476 1385 4217
UDG [1] 83.35 76.18 78.92 / 71.15 1.99 5.58 1727 4211
CIEARLL0 ODIN [20] 81.82 77.90 79.93 / 73.39 0.09 360 1539 4720
Scone [70] 81.38 72.34 73.11 / 64.88 1.09 430 1533 4295
EBO [21] 8125 78.95 80.01 / 74.44 0.05 463 1803 4867
OF [69] 79.72 78.92 81.95 / 74.28 2.82 953 2390 4821
Our AHGC 43.98 7447 7821/ 67.13 2.46 688 1696 4442
MCD [26] 84.46 7532 85.11 / 59.49 0.24 6.14 1966 4144
OF [69] 83.41 76.99 86.36 / 60.56 0.22 850 2195  43.98
EBO [21] 83.32 7834 87.08 / 62.13 1.04 637 2144 4792
Tiny-ImageNet Scone [70] 82.92 80.87 88.93 / 63.90 236 1062 2346 4938
ODIN [20] 82.74 77.58 86.26 / 61.38 0.20 378 1599 4556
ConjNorm [44] 82.30 79.42 87.96 / 60.44 173 1359 2088  44.10
UDG [1] 81.73 77.18 86.00 / 61.67 0.67 482 1780 4172
Our AHGC 0.49 89.19 95.01 / 73.42 5002 5776  59.66  60.79
MCD [26] 86.08 74.05 8421 / 58.62 157 516 1805 4125
EBO [21] 84.51 77.66 86.42 / 61.40 1.59 644 1958  46.66
OF [69] 83.53 77.10 86.28 / 60.97 172 791 2261 4419
LSUN ODIN [20] 80.57 78.22 86.34 / 63.44 1.68 5.59 1737 4556
ConjNorm [44] 79.82 77.29 85.17 / 61.98 2.84 608 2005 4488
UDG [1] 78.70 76.79 84.74 / 63.05 159 534 1804 4470
Scone [70] 75.09 78.65 85.06 / 60.29 3.89 763 2595  45.63
Our AHGC 25.15 80.42 88.88 / 62.18 756 1905 3026 4971
MCD [26] 82.74 76.30 61.15 / 87.19 1.08 335 1404 4337
EBO [21] 78.37 80.99 68.22 / 89.60 1.40 494 2132 5121
OF [69] 7824 79.62 67.13 / 88.89 3.69 735 2022 4768
Placesi6s ODIN [20] 76.42 80.66 66.77 / 89.66 1.45 416 1898  49.60
UDG [1] 73.86 79.87 6536 / 89.60 1.96 633 2203 4797
ConjNorm [44] 7334 78.86 67.40 / 88.27 2.87 734 2199 50.43
Scone [70] 72.44 80.96 68.65 / 88.32 2.96 806 2495 5164
Our AHGC 27.10 81.73 71.82 / 89.79 393 1093 27.15  52.44
MCD [26] 85.14 74.82 75.93 / 69.14 1.06 460 1673 41.83
ODIN [20] 81.89 77.98 78.54 1 72.56 1.84 565 1777 4673
EBO [21] 81.66 79.31 80.54 / 72.82 2.43 726 2141 4939
Mean OE [69] 80.06 78.46 80.22 / 71.83 2.74 837 2218 4675
Scone [70] 76.36 78.06 79.96 / 70.50 3.46 875 1899 4933
ConjNorm [44] 76.31 77.78 80.18 / 71.56 371 982 2007  47.12
UDG [1] 75.45 79.63 80.69 / 74.10 3.85 866 2057 4447
Our AHGC 2002 84.69 87.21/76.22 2104 2896 3958 5641

the weight decay of 0.0005 and the momentum of 0.9 to train and the CIFAR-100 benchmark. The two benchmarks treat
it on two SC-OOD benchmarks: the CIFAR-10 benchmark CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 as the labeled dataset in their



corresponding benchmarks, respectively. Besides, the Tiny-
ImageNet training dataset is utilized as the external unlabeled
dataset DV in both benchmarks during the training process.
We utilize a cosine learning rate scheduler with an initial
learning rate of 0.1, taking totally 180 epochs. For the labeled
dataset DL, its batch size is 64, while the batch size for the
unlabeled dataset DV is 128. The total subgraph number is
1500 and 1800 for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 benchmarks,
respectively. For hyper-parameters, we set « = 0.15,5 =
0.5, = 10~%. All experiments are implemented by PyTorch.

D. Comparison with State-of-the-arts

To evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed AHGC, we
follow [1] to compare AHGC with the following open-source
state-of-the-art OOD detection methods: The following state-
of-the-art OOD detection methods are compared: 1) ODIN
[20] employs the temperature scaling and input perturbation
in the classification framework. 2) EBO [21] proposes an
energy-based framework, where the softmax confidence score
is replaced by the energy score. 3) MCD [26] first utilizes a
two-head CNN network as the classifier and then maximizes
the discrepancy between the two classifiers for OOD detection.
4) OE [69] leverages OOD samples to teach a network
heuristics for OOD detection. 5) UDG [1] introduces a concise
framework based on K-means clustering with the help of
an external unlabeled set. 6) Scone [70] designs a margin-
based learning framework that leverages freely available unla-
beled data in the wild to capture the environmental test-time
OOD distributions under both covariate and semantic shifts.
7) ConjNorm [44] introduce a novel Bregman divergence-
based theoretical framework to design density functions in
exponential family distributions. ODIN, EBO, MCD, Scone
and ConjNorm directly treat one labeled dataset as ID and
all unlabeled datasets as OOD. UDG and our AHGC treat
some unlabeled samples shared similar semantics with labeled
samples as ID.

For convenience, we directly cite some results in [1] from
corresponding works, which are trained and tested on the
challenging benchmarks. As shown in Table I and Table
II, we compare our proposed AHGC with state-of-the-art
methods, where AHGC reaches the best results in most cases.
Particularly, when we treat the Tiny-ImageNet as the unlabeled
dataset, our AHGC achieves the following amazing improve-
ment compared with the second best method UDG: 1) In the
CIAFR-10 benchmark, AHGC improves the performance by
40.47% in terms of “FPR95”. 2) In the CIAFR-100 bench-
mark, AHGC outperforms compared methods by 81.24% in
terms of “FPR95”. The main reason is that our AHGC can
well understand the latent semantics between multi-granularity
images on different datasets for OOD detection, while UDG
only conducts K-means clustering on different images, which
fails to understand the latent relationship between labeled and
unlabeled samples with different granularity.

Performance on the CIFAR-10 benchmark. We compare
our proposed AHGC with the state-of-the-art methods on the
CIFAR-10 benchmark in Table I, where our AHGC outper-
forms all compared methods with a large margin over all the

metrics. For the mean of six unlabeled datasets, compared with
the best compared method ConjNorm, our AHGC achieves
performance improvements 24.05%, 4.53%, 5.91%, 5.14%,
37.45%, 28.83%, 16.58% and 5.32% on all the metrics,
respectively. For the Texture dataset, our AHGC outperforms
Scone by 34.10% over “CCR@FPR10~3”. For the SVHN
dataset, our AHGC outperforms ConjNorm by 58.07% over
“CCR@FPR10~*". For the CIFAR-100 dataset, our AHGC
outperforms ConjNorm by 8.00% over “CCR@FPR103”.
For the Tiny-ImageNet dataset, our AHGC outperforms
UDG by 72.52% over “CCR@FPR10~*”. For the LSUN
dataset, our AHGC outperforms ConjNorm by 40.13% over
“CCR@FPR10~*". As for the Places365 dataset, our AHGC
beats ConjNorm by 25.78% over “FPR95”. The significant
improvement illustrates the effectiveness of our AHGC.

Performance on the CIFAR-100 benchmark. In Table II,
we also compare our proposed AHGC with these state-of-
the-art methods on the CIFAR-100 benchmark, where our
AHGC outperforms all compared methods by a large margin in
most cases. For the mean of six unlabeled datasets, compared
with the best compared method UDG, our AHGC achieves
55.43%, 5.06%, 6.52%, 1.95%, 17.19%, 20.30%, 19.01% and
11.94% improvements on all the metrics, respectively. For the
Texture dataset, our AHGC outperforms UDG by 52.11% over
“FPR95”. For the SVHN dataset, our AHGC beats Scone by
58.27% over “FPR95”. For the CIFAR-10 dataset, our AHGC
outperforms OE by 35.74% over “FPR95”. For the Tiny-
ImageNet dataset, our AHGC outperforms UDG by 81.24%
over “FPR95”. For the LSUN dataset, our AHGC outperforms
Scone by 49.94% over “FPR95”. As for the Places365 dataset,
our AHGC outperforms Scone by 45.34% over “FPR95”. The
significant improvement shows the effectiveness of our AHGC.
Analysis. From the above results, we can observe that: (i) In
all the datasets, our proposed AHGC on these two benchmarks
(CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100) outperforms these state-of-the-art
methods by a large margin in most cases. There are two main
reasons as follows: Firstly, our AHGC is a more effective
model, which leverages the graph cut to explore the latent
relationship of different samples under the same semantics.
Secondly, we focus on the challenging SC-OOD setting, while
many compared methods directly treat one labeled dataset as
ID and all unlabeled datasets as OOD. The better performance
in the SC-OO0D setting shows the effectiveness of our AHGC.
(i1) Although UDG is also under the SC-OQD setting, it is
defeated by Scone in many cases because UDG cannot mine
the latent relationship between multi-granularity images by
simple K-means clustering. (iii) In Table II, for the CIFAR-
10 dataset, two traditional methods (EBO and OE) perform
well in terms of some metrics. The main reason is that all the
images in the CIFAR-100 dataset disjoint from the images in
the CIFAR-10 dataset, which exactly meets their assumptions
that labeled CIFAR-100 images are ID and unlabeled CIFAR-
10 images are OOD. However, EBO and OE achieve unsatis-
factory performance in the other unlabeled datasets (Texture,
SVHN, Tiny-ImageNet, LSUN, Places365). This illustrates
the significance of mining the unlabeled ID samples. (iv)
These compared methods generally perform well on SVHN
and Texture datasets, while they often suffer a defeat on the
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Fig. 4. Performance of our proposed AHGC and UDG [1] on CIFAR-10 benchmark during training process. Since the maximum number of epochs on UDG

is 100, we report our performance of the first 100 epochs for fair comparison.

TABLE IIT 97.5 90
MAIN ABLATION STUDY ON CIFAR-10 AND CIFAR-100 BENCHMARKS, R A A A —A—A )
WHERE WE UTILIZE ENERGY-BASED SIMILARITY SCORE WITH Lor0 £ i —
TEMPERATURE SCALING TO DISTINGUISH ID/OOD SAMPLES. WE REPORT g 3 §
THE MEAN VALUES OF ALL UNLABELED DATASETS. £95 g8
(=] O
% 9601 B o
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Tiny-ImageNet, LSUN and Places365 datasets. It is because
the images on SVHN and Texture datasets have relatively flat
backgrounds, which are quite different in style from those in
CIFAR10/CIFAR-100, and the resulting covariate shifts make
it easier for the model to identify them as OOD examples. Our
AHGC especially achieves performance improvement on all
the datasets in most cases. This indicates that more exploration
between multi-granularity images is required to overcome the
interference of covariate shifts in the OOD detection tasks.
Besides, since our proposed AHGC satisfies the learnability
condition [71], [72], AHGC can effectively address the multi-
granularity OOD detection task.

Performance comparison during training process. To fur-
ther analyze the performance of UDG and our proposed
AHGC, we report their performance during the training pro-
cess. For convenience, we report their performance in every
10 epochs. Fig. 4 shows the results. Obviously, our AHGC
outperforms UDG with large margins after 10 epochs for
all the cases, which shows the effectiveness of our AHGC.
Besides, our AHGC can converge faster than UDG.

E. Ablation Study

1) Main ablation study: As shown in Table III, we first
conduct the main ablation study to examine the effectiveness
of all the main modules in our model. Therefore, we design
the following ablation models: (i) AHGC(a): we only utilize
the classification loss Ly for OOD detection. (ii) AHGC(b):
we combine Ly and £ for OOD detection. (iii) AHGC(c):

models on both benchmarks, which shows the effective-
ness of each module. On the CIFAR-10 benchmark, com-
pared with AHGC(a), AHGC(full) brings 33.38% improve-
ment over “FPR95”; compared with AHGC(b), AHGC(full)
raises the performance around 10.55% over “FPR95”; com-
pared with AHGC(c), AHGC(full) obtains the performance
improvement about 5.88% over “FPR95”. On the CIFAR-
100 benchmark, compared with AHGC(a), AHGC(full)
brings 37.30% improvement over ‘FPR95”; compared with
AHGC(b), AHGC(full) raises the performance about 22.71%
over “FPR95”; compared with AHGC(c), AHGC(full) obtains
the performance improvement around 17.46% over “FPR95”.

It is because our subgraph aggregation module can close
the discrepancy between labeled and unlabeled images with
the same semantics to transfer the label knowledge; our intra-
subgraph label assignment module can reduce the semantic
gaps between different datasets in each subgraph semantics;
the data augmentation module is able to learn more fine-
grained and representative image features for graph cut dif-
ferent datasets.

Based on the above results, we can obtain the following
conclusions: 1) Compared with each model, the full model
performs the best on all the datasets, which illustrates the ef-
fectiveness of each alignment module of our AHGC. It shows
that our AHGC can effectively handle the OOD detection task.
Meanwhile, it also illustrates that our full model is robust to
address this OOD detection task. 2) We can observe that both
AHGC(b) and AHGC(c) outperforms Baseline. It is because
each loss is important for the OOD detection task to transfer
the labels from labeled datasets to unlabeled datasets.



TABLE IV
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Fig. 6. Effect of parameter on the CIFAR-10 benchmark.

2) Effect of subgraph number K: We further conduct ab-
lation study to analyze the impact of the subgraph numbers
K. As shown in Fig. 5, we could observe that, with the
increase of K, the variation of the performance follows a
general trend, i.e., rises at first and then starts to decline.
It is because too small K will lead to the case that many
unlabeled OOD samples are clustered into a subgraph with a
high rate of ID samples, which makes many OOD samples
mistakenly assigned improper labels. When K is very large,
many unlabeled ID samples are grouped into a subgraph,
which consists of a few ID samples. It will result in the
case that these unlabeled ID samples cannot obtain labels
and be divided into OOD samples. Both cases will lead to
unsatisfactory performance. The optimal subgraphs number is
K = 1500 for the CIFAR-10 benchmark and K = 1800 for
the CIFAR-100 benchmark.

3) Effect of feature encoder: Following [1], we try to utilize
different image feature encoders (ResNet-18 and WideResNet-

A

Cat: 89% Frog: 99%  Frog: 98%

s J

Frog: 56%

Cat: 75% Frog: 80%

Fig. 7. Visualization of the proposed AHGC on the CIFAR-10 bench-
mark. We show partial samples from two subgraphs, where the labeled
percentages of both “Cat’ and “Frog” clusters are larger than 85%. Above each
image, we report our predicted label and the corresponding probability. The
labeled images with red edges are from the CIFAR-10 dataset. The unlabeled
images with blue edges are from the unlabeled Tiny-ImageNet dataset. The
visualization results illustrate that our proposed AHGC can assign correct
labels to unlabeled ID samples with high confidence. Best viewed in color.

28) on the CIFAR-10 benchmark to further evaluate the per-
formance of our AHGC. As shown in Table IV, we investigate
different variants of feature encoders on all the tasks. Obvi-
ously, for the WideResNet-28 network, AHGC still obtains
the satisfactory performance than state-of-the-art compared
methods in Table I and Table II in most cases. The satisfactory
performance of AHGC shows its effectiveness in both OOD
detection and ID classification. An interesting finding is that
WideResNet-28 achieves similar performance compared to
ResNet-18. Since WideResNet-28 has a higher computational
complexity, we choose ResNet-18 as the backbone.

4) Impact of graph attention network (GAT): To explore our
utilized graph attention network, we conduct a corresponding
ablation study. We compare two popularly-used graph cut
network: GNN [73] and Graphsage [54]. The ablation study
results on GAT are reported in Table V. Obviously, the GAT
module is more effective than GNN and Graphsage on the
OOD detection task.

5) Influence of hyper-parameters (o, B, v, 9, pr and p) :
We introduce some losses to supervise the training process.
To evaluate the significance of these losses, we conduct an
ablation study to analyze hyper-parameters (o, 5, 7, 6, pr
and p). Fig. 6 shows the ablation study results. Obviously, the
optimal values for these parameters are: o = 0.15, § = 0.5,
v =10"% 6 = 0.7, p, = 0.3 and p = 0.5. Therefore, we
utilize the above parameter setting in this paper.

F. Qualitative Analysis

To qualitatively investigate the effectiveness of our AHGC,
we report some representative examples from CIFAR-10



benchmark in Fig. 7. Obviously, our AHGC can assign the
correct labels to unlabeled ID samples with high confidence,
which verifies the effectiveness of our intra-subgraph label
assignment module. Besides, no unlabeled OOD sample is
mistakenly into ID cluster. It is because our attention-aware
graph cut module can correctly explore the semantics rela-
tionship between unlabeled and labeled samples from multiple
granularity for final OOD detection.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel Adaptive Hierarchical
Graph Cut network (AHGC) to deeply explore the semantics
relationship between labeled and unlabeled samples with dif-
ferent granularity. Specifically, we first explore the relationship
between different images by constructing a hierarchical KNN
graph based on the cosine similarity. By integrating the linkage
and density information, we conduct graph cut on the graph.
Then, we design an iterative labeling strategy to encourage
semantic alignment between different samples by a prede-
fined threshold. Finally, we augment each image to further
improve the model generalization. Experimental results show
the effectiveness of our AHGC. In representative cases, AHGC
outperforms all state-of-the-art OOD detection methods by
81.24% on the CIFAR-100 benchmark and by 40.47% on the
CIFAR-10 benchmark in terms of “FPR95”. In the future, we
will extend AHGC to detect OOD object in videos.
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