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Abstract—The success of deep learning in supervised fine-
grained recognition for domain-specific tasks relies heavily on
expert annotations. The Open-Set for fine-grained Self-Supervised
Learning (SSL) problem aims to enhance performance on
downstream tasks by strategically sampling a subset of images
(the Core-Set) from a large pool of unlabeled data (the Open-
Set). In this paper, we propose a novel method, BloomCoreset,
that significantly reduces sampling time from Open-Set while
preserving the quality of samples in the coreset. To achieve this, we
utilize Bloom filters as an innovative hashing mechanism to store
both low- and high-level features of the fine-grained dataset, as
captured by Open-CLIP, in a space-efficient manner that enables
rapid retrieval of the coreset from the Open-Set. To show the
effectiveness of the sampled coreset, we integrate the proposed
method into the state-of-the-art fine-grained SSL framework,
SimCore [1]. The proposed algorithm drastically outperforms the
sampling strategy of the baseline in [1] with a 98.5% reduction in
sampling time with a mere 0.83% average trade-off in accuracy
calculated across 11 downstream datasets. We have made the
code publicly available.

Index Terms—self-supervised learning, representation learning,
bloom filter, coreset, open-set, classification.

I. INTRODUCTION

The rise of deep neural networks (DNNs) has revolutionized
various fields, including image recognition [2], semantic
segmentation [3], [4], image synthesis [5], [6], and 3D analysis
[7], [8]. These models often exceed human performance in
tasks like computer vision, speech recognition, and natural
language processing, thanks to extensive training on large
labeled datasets. However, this reliance on vast annotated
data poses a significant challenge, particularly in specialized
domains like medical imaging, where expert annotations are
scarce [9]–[11]. Inspired by [1], our work introduces a sampling
algorithm to construct a data subset (referred to as the Core-set)
for domain-specific tasks such as classification using a vast
unlabeled dataset referred to as the Open-Set. This approach
is particularly valuable in contexts requiring differentiation
between subtly distinct images, operating under limited labeled
samples’ constraints.

Self Supervised Learning: Recent advancements in self-
supervised learning (SSL) [13], [14] have paved the way for
learning data representations without reliance on annotations,
effectively improving the results of subsequent downstream
tasks. Unlike unsupervised representation learning [15], [16],

TABLE I: Sampling Time. We have compared the coreset
sampling time between SimCore [1] and our SimCore +
BloomCoreset method. Our proposed sampling algorithm
is order of magnitudes faster than the SimCore sampling
algorithm. This is due to the pre-training of the self-supervised
method required in the case of SimCore to sample the closest
image from Open-Set. Here, the Open-Set is ImageNet1k [12],
and time is computed on two Nvidia RTX 3090 GPUs.

SimCore [1] SimCore + BloomCoreset (ours)

Preprocessing
(Sampling)

Training
(Coreset+

Downstream )

Preprocessing
(Sampling)

Training
(Coreset+

Downstream)
Open-Set ∼23h 0m ∼25h 0m ∼0h 20m ∼25h 0m

where the handcrafted pretext tasks are difficult to generalize
and scale, contrastive learning [17], [18] focuses on creating
positive pairs by image augmentation and using distinct images
as negative samples. SSL benefits from the abundance of
unlabeled data obtainable through web crawling [19], thus
removing the dependence on labeling, rendering it particu-
larly advantageous. Our study focuses on the Open-Set Self-
Supervised Learning (OpenSSL) task, as introduced by [1],
where we utilize the large-scale Open-Sets for aiding the SSL
pretraining using the specific fine-grained target datasets.

Motivation for Coreset: The work by Ericsson et al. [20]
shows a correlation between the performance of self-supervised
learned representations on downstream tasks and the similarity
of the pretraining and fine-tuning datasets. This distribution
mismatch issue is particularly pronounced in OpenSSL due
to irrelevant instances in the Open-Set, which can impede
learning useful representations. The work by [1] tackles
distribution mismatch by curating a coreset from the Open-
Set that aligns semantically with limited fine-grained labeled
samples, enhancing SSL efficacy on downstream tasks. This
focused approach outperforms the case of using the entire
Open-Set, as shown in Table II.

Coreset Sampling. A coreset is a subset of an Open-
Set that shares semantic similarities with the downstream
dataset. The study by [1] highlights the performance benefits of
integrating a coreset with the downstream dataset X , compared
to either the entire Open-Set (X+OS) or a randomly sampled
subset (X +OSrand). However, existing sampling algorithms,
such as those discussed in [1], [21], [22], exhibit substantial
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Fig. 1: Fine-Grained SSL Framework. The figure illustrates
the workflow for addressing a fine-grained SSL problem.
We use the pre-trained OpenCLIP model [25] to extract
image features (hash codes) from domain-specific and open-set
image pools. These features are then processed through the
BloomCoreset algorithm, which generates a coreset from the
open-set image pool. The coreset and domain-specific data are
subsequently used to train the self-supervised method.

computational latency, rendering them impractical as off-
the-shelf solutions and do not take into consideration the
distribution discrepancies in the Open-Set. To address these
gaps, our research proposes BloomCoreset as a novel strategy
that drastically improves the coreset sampling speed while
preserving competitive performance compared to the state-of-
the-art baseline sampling method, as shown in TableI.

The primary contributions of this work are: 1) Faster
Samples Retrieval - We employ a probabilistic data structure
Counting Bloom Filter/Bloom Filter [23], [24] which aids in
significantly expediting the retrieval of semantically similar
images from large Open-Sets as shown in Fig.1 and Fig.2,
drastically outperforming the baseline with a 98.5% reduction
in sampling speed. 2) Robust Cross-Dataset Performance -
Our work demonstrates competitive performance over existing
sampling strategies across a wide range of fine-grained datasets
(Table II) and Open-Sets (Fig.3), as evidenced by extensive
experimental evaluations with a mere 0.83% average trade-off
in accuracy across 11 downstream datasets.

II. METHOD

In this work, we introduce a coreset sampling method that
acts as a module for fine-grained self-supervised learning, as
shown in Fig.1. The proposed modular framework consists of
two phases: 1) Generating features for downstream dataset and
Open-Set using pre-trained Open-CLIP [25]. These generated
features are used to build the coreset by employing a bloom
filter. To tackle the false positive characteristics of probabilistic
data structures, we employ top-k filtering, leveraging an
adaptive similarity metric to threshold and prune the candidate
set, thereby optimizing the trade-off between computational
efficiency and sample representativeness. 2) Using the sampled
coreset and downstream data to train a fine-grained SSL method
that can be utilized for domain-specific tasks.

By leveraging the probabilistic data structure and controlling
the false positive characteristics, our algorithm improves the
sampling time by orders of magnitude while maintaining the
quality and fidelity of the selected samples.

Membership Similarity Score
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Fig. 2: BloomCoreset. Domain-specific features are used to
build the Counting Bloom Filter (CBF). A membership test is
then conducted to sample Open-Set images similar to domain-
specific ones. After sampling, the inner product is calculated,
and additional filtering is applied to select the best subset
from the sampled Open-Set images. A detailed overview of
the sampling method is provided in Section II-B.

A. Problem Formulation

In alignment with the paradigm established by [1], our
methodology entails the generation of augmented pairs
(xt1

i , xt2
i ) from the given data corpus X = {xi}Ni=1. An encoder

network Eθ is trained on a random batch from training data
(XB) with the objective of the minimization of the contrastive
loss as proposed in [17] by projecting the positive pair (xt1

i , xt2
i )

close in the representation space and contrasting it from all
the negative pairs {(xt1

j , xt2
j )|j ̸= i, (i, j) ∈ {1, 2, ..., NB}}.

Lc = E
xi∈XB,xj∈XB

[
− log

exp(sim(zi, zj)/τ)
2NB∑
k=1

1[k ̸=i]exp(sim(zi, zk)/τ)

]

Here, Lc is the contrastive loss, z = Eθ (x
t) denotes the

representation from encoder E parameterized over θ which are
the learnable parameters. NB is the number of samples in the
image batch and (t1, t2) are the pair of transformations from
transformation space T .

In the context of the OpenSSL problem, our objective is
to sample such data from Open-Set (U) whose inclusion in
the downstream dataset (X ) improves the performance of
representation learning of the fine-grained SSL method.

B. Coreset Sampling from Open-Set

The work by [1] initially trains a self-supervised model on the
downstream dataset and then samples the closest images from
an Open-Set. However, this approach of training and sampling
is time-consuming and resource-intensive, particularly with the
recent trend of using multi-modal SSL methods trained on
extensive datasets containing millions of data points. Our work
introduces a more efficient sampling algorithm in response to
this challenge.

Recent advances have seen the use of billions of data points
[26] to train multi-modal self-supervised models [25], [27],
with pre-trained weights readily available for fine-tuning or
testing. We leverage such a pre-trained Open-CLIP model [25]
as the feature extractor for both downstream and Open-Set
data, as shown in Fig.1.



Algorithm 1: Sampling image subset (coreset) from
the open-set images

Require: Eθ: pre-trained open clip image encoder
Require: U : all the images in open-set
Require: X : all the images in downstream dataset
Require: CBloomFilter(): method that returns object

of CBF, B: coreset budget
Initialize NX ←− |X |, hsize ←− 10000× (NX /3500)
Initialize csize ←− 32, featX ←− ∅
Initialize featU ←− ∅, memberU ←− ∅
cbloom←− CBloomFilter(hsize, csize)
/* Creating counting bloom filter (CBF) */

for IX ∈ X do
z ←− Eθ(IX ) // z ∈ R512

featX .append(z)
binz ←− where(z < 0, 0, 1)
cbloom.update(binz)

/* Sampling from the open-set using CBF */

for IU ∈ U do
z ←− Eθ(IU ) // z ∈ R512

featU .append(z)
binz ←− where(z < 0, 0, 1)
if cbloom.check(binz) then

memberU .append(z)

/* Refining the images from memberU */

NM ←− |memberU |
simscore←− featX ×memberU .T // RNX×NM

coreset←− Filter(simscore,U ,B)
Output: coreset

To sample images closer in the feature space of the
downstream dataset from the Open-Set, we introduce a frame-
work utilizing Bloom Filters [24] as a hashing mechanism.
Bloom Filters are probabilistic data structures optimized for
membership testing with zero false negatives. We use Open-
CLIP features from the downstream dataset to construct a
Bloom Filter, employing the murmurhash3 [28] hash function
(F cbf ) to build the hash table. Ten variations of murmurhash3
(F cbf

i ) are used to create the Bloom Filter, which then performs
membership testing on the Open-CLIP features extracted from
Open-Set images.

The time complexity for adding an item or checking
membership in a Bloom Filter is O(h), where h is the number
of hash functions used. This ensures that these operations
remain constant in time, regardless of the data size. Membership
testing requires only a single access to the data structure,
significantly reducing memory access time. Thus, leveraging
a pre-trained model trained on vast datasets and an efficient
data structure like the Bloom Filter enables robust feature
representation in a fraction of the time taken by [1].

However, the coreset generated by Bloom Filters and the
downstream dataset doesn’t significantly enhance representation
learning, as shown in Table III. This is due to false positives in
the coreset, a known characteristic of Bloom Filters. To address
this, we introduce a top-k filtering method. In this approach,
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Fig. 3: Other Open-Sets. While comparing across different
Open-Sets, the learned representation from the coreset sampled
using the proposed method shows competitive performance to
the baseline and, in some cases, outperforms the baseline.

we compute cosine similarity scores between the filtered and
downstream samples to retrieve Open-Set samples most similar
to the downstream dataset (see Algorithm 1). The entire
sampling pipeline is depicted in Fig.2, where NX represents the
number of downstream samples, NU the number of Open-Set
samples, NM the filtered samples after membership testing,
and NF is the final coreset size after applying top-k filtering.

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Network Training and Datasets

We have used the eleven downstream datasets and three
Open-Sets for evaluation and comparison: Aircraft [29], Cars
[30], Pet [31], Birds [32], Dogs [33], Flowers [34], Action [35],
Indoor [36], Textures [37], Faces [38], Food [39], ImageNet1k
[12], MS COCO [40], and iNaturalist 2021-mini [41].

For the self-supervised learning backbone, we used SimCLR
[17] with ResNet50. We have trained the network on two GPUs
with a batch size of 256. For a fair comparison, we have kept
all the experimental setups similar to the SimCore [1] and
re-run most of the experiments of SimCore with batch size
256 on two GPUs. In all the experiments, including SimCore
and ours, we kept a threshold on the size of the coresets as
1%, i.e., we consider only 1% of OpenSet data for training the
SSL method.

B. Analysis of Sampling Method

Using Bloom Filters, we sampled each downstream dataset’s
coreset from ImageNet1k [12]. The sampled coreset and down-
stream data were then used to train the SimCLR [17] network.
We followed the linear evaluation strategy for comparison with
the baseline, employing the pre-trained SimCLR network as a
feature extractor and training an image classification model in
a supervised setting.

We employed a variation of the Bloom Filter known as the
Counting Bloom Filter [42], which tracks the frequency of hash



TABLE II: Comparison of classification accuracy between the representation learned using the coreset sampled by our proposed
method and the baseline [1]. The coreset generated by our method demonstrates competitive performance across many
downstream datasets, outperforming the baseline in some cases. The last row highlights the minimal accuracy trade-off, with
our method surpassing the baseline in some datasets.

Target dataset (X) and its number of samples
Aircraft Cars Pet Birds Dogs Flowers Action Indoor Textures Faces Food

Pretrain p 6667 8144 3680 5990 12000 2040 4000 5360 3760 4263 13296

X - 46.56 55.42 59.23 29.27 49.88 80.14 43.76 54.10 58.78 56.63 87.99

X +OS - 39.88 42.92 68.22 32.88 50.42 85.34 60.61 63.66 67.98 52.76 85.90

X +OSrand 1% 48.24 49.26 64.27 31.90 49.62 83.17 47.25 55.37 61.33 57.37 88.08

X +OSSimCore [1] 1% 50.79 57.90 76.90 36.94 59.83 86.70 52.98 59.18 63.40 58.85 89.78

X +OSBloomCoreset (Ours) 1% 49.34 52.08 76.20 35.96 54.43 84.56 56.76 63.66 65.11 55.72 90.20
Acc. Trade-off (Ours - [1]) - −1.45% −5.1% −0.7% −0.98% −5.4% −2.14% +3.78% +4.48% +1.71% −3.13% +0.42%

TABLE III: Random Bloom. Quantitative results - Using
samples from a bloom filter without applying the proposed
post-filtering approach leads to degradation in performance.

Target Dataset (X)
Pet Flowers Textures Action

Pretrain p 3680 2040 3760 4000
X + OSBloomRandom 1% 67.56 82.16 62.66 50.89
X + OSBloomCoreset 1% 76.20 84.56 65.11 56.76

location accesses during data storage. This feature was utilized
to record the frequency of samples in both the downstream
dataset and the sampled coreset. The coreset sampling process
is outlined in Fig.2.

Sampling and Classification. Table II compares the coreset
quality between the SimCore method [1] and our BloomSSL
method. Our approach demonstrates competitive performance
in representation learning, with some downstream datasets
showing better results than the baseline. This highlights the
trade-off between coreset sampling speed and quality. While
conventional methods may yield fewer false positives, they
are significantly more time-consuming. In contrast, BloomSSL
offers faster sampling with only a minimal accuracy trade-off
which is controlled using top-k filtering. Table I compares the
time required for BloomSSL and SimCore [1], and Table III
shows that using Bloom Filter samples without top-k filtering
results in degraded performance.

Various Open-Sets. We tested the BloomSSL method on
a range of Open-Sets beyond ImageNet1k, including MS
COCO [40] and iNaturalist 2021-mini [41]. Fig.3 illustrates
performance improvements across various downstream datasets
using different Open-Sets, compared to the SimCore [1] method,
shows the generalizability of our coreset sampling approach.

Feature Density Map. The density mapping in Fig.4 shows
that the pre-trained Open-CLIP model generates semantically
rich features that cover the entire unit ring [43], thanks to its
multi-modal training. Without Bloom Filter and top-k filtering,
the coreset would include diverse Open-Set images, which
could degrade performance. The pre-trained downstream plot
in Fig.4 compares the distribution ring when the SSL method is
pre-trained with only downstream data versus when pre-trained
with coreset data. This comparison demonstrates that the data
sampled from Open-Set using BloomCoreset aligns well with
the downstream dataset distribution.

Clip Downstream Clip Coreset Pre-trained Downstream Pre-trained Coreset
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Fig. 4: Feature Distribution. Show representation space of
Open-CLIP [25]. We have used Gaussian kernel density
estimation [43] to show the feature distribution of downstream
dataset samples and coreset samples across the unit ring.

IV. DISCUSSION

Table I demonstrates that our proposed algorithm signifi-
cantly reduces sampling time by 98.5% compared to [1], with
only a 0.83% average tradeoff in accuracy across 11 datasets.
Our method outperforms the state-of-the-art in 4 datasets but
does not consistently surpass all datasets. Future work could
refine the sampling algorithm to select semantically richer
coresets for improved performance across more datasets.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper addressed the problem of coreset sampling for
the OpenSSL task. The proposed work primarily focused on
improving the coreset sampling time while maintaining the
accuracy of downstream tasks for off-the-shelf use cases. With
several empirical studies, we demonstrate the effectiveness
of the proposed BloomCorest method in a fine-grained SSL
setting. In future work, we aim to explore advanced strategies
that maintain efficiency gains and bridge the performance gap
across all datasets, potentially setting new benchmarks for
speed and accuracy in SSL frameworks.
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