
1

Information-Maximized Soft Variable Discretization
for Self-Supervised Image Representation Learning

Chuang Niu, Member, IEEE, Wenjun Xia, Member, IEEE, Hongming Shan, Senior Member, IEEE,
and Ge Wang, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—Self-supervised learning (SSL) has emerged as a
crucial technique in image processing, encoding, and understand-
ing, especially for developing today’s vision foundation models
that utilize large-scale datasets without annotations to enhance
various downstream tasks. This study introduces a novel SSL
approach, Information-Maximized Soft Variable Discretization
(IMSVD), for image representation learning. Specifically, IMSVD
softly discretizes each variable in the latent space, enabling
the estimation of their probability distributions over training
batches and allowing the learning process to be directly guided by
information measures. Motivated by the MultiView assumption,
we propose an information-theoretic objective function to learn
transform-invariant, non-travail, and redundancy-minimized rep-
resentation features. We then derive a joint-cross entropy loss
function for self-supervised image representation learning, which
theoretically enjoys superiority over the existing methods in re-
ducing feature redundancy. Notably, our non-contrastive IMSVD
method statistically performs contrastive learning. Extensive
experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of IMSVD
on various downstream tasks in terms of both accuracy and
efficiency. Thanks to our variable discretization, the embedding
features optimized by IMSVD offer unique explainability at
the variable level. IMSVD has the potential to be adapted to
other learning paradigms. Our code is publicly available at
https://github.com/niuchuangnn/IMSVD.

Index Terms—Image representation learning, self-supervised
learning, information-theoretic learning, redundancy reduction

I. INTRODUCTION

SELF-supervised learning (SSL) has emerged as a critical
learning paradigm in computer vision through unleashing

the power of large-scale datasets and foundation models [1].
Without annotations, SSL leverages intrinsic structures and
relationships within data to optimize models and empowers
various applications, such as image denoising [2], [3], super-
resolution [4], clustering [5], [6], representation learning [7]–
[10], and understanding [11], [12]. In this study, we focus on
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self-supervised image representation learning and its down-
stream applications in image understanding tasks including
classification, object detection, and instance segmentation.

A popular SSL approach is to drive different views of the
same instance close to each other in the latent space [13].
Its effectiveness relies on the MultiView assumption that the
shared information between different views is sufficient for
downstream tasks [14]. For SSL, various augmentations of the
same image are regarded as different views. This assumption
is practical when the downstream task is not affected by such
data augmentations [15]. Based on the MultiView assumption,
the representation features are expected to be transform-
invariant, non-collapsed, and redundancy-minimized. It is
straightforward to induce transform-invariant features by max-
imizing the similarity or minimizing the distance between
the embedding vectors of different views. However, simply
maximizing similarity or reducing distance tends to produce
collapsed solutions; i.e., all samples are mapped into a single
point (total collapse) or a subspace (dimensional collapse)
in the whole latent space [16]. Thus, a primary challenge
for SSL is preventing collapses while learning informative
representations. Contrastive and non-contrastive methods are
two main categories to overcome the collapses for SSL. Recent
efforts have been made to study the relationship between
contrastive and non-contrastive methods, which is a crucial
direction to help unify current SSL methods and develop more
advanced SSL approaches. To reduce the feature redundancy,
current methods [10], [17] proposed to minimize the pair-
wise linear correlation among feature variables. However, the
redundancy of non-linear correlation and the total correlation
among all feature variables are not considered.

Information theory has been playing an important role in
understanding and designing SSL methods [14]. For exam-
ple, it is demonstrated that optimizing the InfoNCE loss for
contrastive methods maximizes the lower bound of mutual
information between different views [18]. Assuming the em-
bedding features are Gaussian with some simplifications, the
non-contrastive method, Barlow Twins, is connected to the in-
formation bottleneck principle [17] that explains informational
features being learned [19]. Current SSL methods are often
analyzed based on these approximate connections to informa-
tion theory. A natural question is: why not directly apply the
information measures to optimizing the representation learning
model other than explaining them? The well-known difficulty
to this question is the direct computing of information mea-
surements in a high-dimensional and continuous latent space
mapped by deep neural networks [14].
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Fig. 1: Illustration of discrete variables for encoding images. (a) The feature vector is statistically optimized to be a set of
discrete variables (v1, ..., vM ) as shown in different colors. Different variables are associated with diverse attributes; e.g.,
v1, v2, vM represent object part, text, and shape, respectively. Each variable vm is quantized with a set of discrete values
represented by a one-hot vector q(m, :). The example images are selected with the practically optimized vectors in the same
way as described in Sec. V-B3. (b) Specific images are encoded with different combinations of the one-hot vectors; e.g.,
IMG-1 is encoded with v1 = [1, 0, · · · , 0] representing the head part, v2 = [1, 0, · · · , 0] representing the dots texture, and
vM = [1, 0, · · · , 0] representing the round shape.

To overcome the above challenges, we propose Information-
Maximized Soft Variable Discretization (IMSVD) as a novel
SSL approach directly grounded in information theory. Specif-
ically, each variable in the feature vector is softly quantized
into a set of discrete units using the softmax function. In
contrast to “hard” discretization [20], the soft discretization
operator is differentiable and can be easily integrated into end-
to-end optimization. For intuitive understanding, we associate
the discrete feature variables to attribute learning [21] that
represents objects with a set of discrete attributes. As illus-
trated in Fig. 1, the embedding vector consists of multiple
variables (in different colors) describing diverse types of
attributes; e.g., v1, v2, and vM represent object configuration,
texture, and shape, respectively. Each variable is discretized
into discrete units encoded by a soft one-hot vector, each
of which represents a specific attribute; e.g., the units of
variable v2 represent different textural patterns, such as dots,
stripes, etc. Note that we cannot ensure that all practically
learned units correspond to well-defined attributes, but some
discrete units are indeed explainable and correspond to well-
known attributes in our empirical analysis; see Sec. V-B3.
Given a batch of samples, the probability distribution of each
latent variable over its discrete units can be estimated. Thus,
information measures defined on these probability distributions
can be directly computed for optimization and analysis.

Given soft variable discretization, we propose a princi-
pled objective function with information-theoretic measures

to learn transform-invariant, non-collapsed, and redundancy-
minimized representation features in the SSL setting. Then,
an equivalent joint cross-entropy loss function is derived to
maximize the information of latent variables. In contrast to
the Gumbel-softmax [22], [23] that selects a small relax-
ation/temperature hyperparameter for one-hot encoding, we
show that optimizing the joint entropy loss will drive latent
variables to be one-hot encoded without manually tuning the
softmax temperature. Theoretically and practically, we demon-
strate that our non-contrastive IMSVD method optimizes im-
age representation features to be discrete, transform-invariant,
non-collapsed, redundancy-minimized, and discriminative.

The contributions of this paper are as follows. (1) We
propose a novel SSL approach that softly discretizes feature
variables making their probability distributions estimable so
that the information-theoretic measures can be directly com-
puted and applied for model optimization. (2) We present a
novel information-theoretic objective for SSL and a simplified
yet effective cross-joint entropy loss function that directly
calculates and maximizes the information of latent variables.
In particular, this loss function can minimize any form of
dependency between feature variables beyond the linear cor-
relation regularized by current methods [10], [16], [19] so that
using a shallower projector and a lower-dimension embedding
vector achieves even better results with less computational
costs than baseline methods. (3) Our theoretical analysis en-
sures that IMSVD optimizes the representation features to be
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discrete, transform-invariant, non-collapsed, and redundancy-
minimized, which are verified by the corresponding empirical
results. Although IMSVD is a non-contrastive method without
explicitly using negative samples, we show that it statistically
performs contrastive learning, providing another aspect to un-
derstanding contrastive and non-contrastive SSL methods. (4)
Extensive experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness
and efficiency of IMSVD on common downstream tasks,
including linear classification, k-NN classifications, object
detection, and instance segmentation, achieving either better
or competitive performance relative to the state-of-the-art SSL
methods.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Discretization in Deep Learning

Discretization has empowered various machine learning
methods for improved results [24], [25]. To understand deep
neural networks through information theory, the discretization
technique was used to divide the continuous neuron activations
into discrete bins so that the probability distributions of
discrete variables and the mutual information between them
can be calculated [17], [20], [26], which we refer them to
“hard” discretization as hard thresholds are used for binning.
However, the “hard” discretization is not differentiable, and
thus it cannot be used for optimizing models. Recently, dis-
cretization has been successfully applied in generative models
including discrete variational autoencoders (dVAE) [27], [28]
and vector-quantized autoencoders (VQ-VAE) [4], [29], [30].
To address the non-differentiable problem, dVAE [27] uses
Gumbel-softmax relaxation [22], [23] during training, which
selects a small relaxation temperature to approximate one-hot
vectors for discretization. VQ-VAE [29] leverages a set of
learnable vectors to generate discrete index features by the
nearest matching between the encoder prediction and code-
book vectors. VQ-VAE [29] addresses the non-differentiable
problem with the straight-through strategy that directly copies
the gradients of decoder inputs as the approximated gradients
of encoder outputs.

In contrast, the variables in the IMSVD feature vector are
optimized to be one-hot through the proposed loss function
instead of manually setting a small relaxation value as in
dVAE [27]. On the other hand, IMSVD can accurately com-
pute the gradients and does not need additional codebook
vectors for VQ-VAE [29].

B. Self-Supervised Learning

Contrastive methods [7], [9], [15], [31]–[33] explicitly
push away different instances while pulling together different
augmentations of the same instance in the latent space. Usu-
ally, large batch sizes are required, such as for SimCLR [7].
MoCo [9] uses a momentum updating technique and a memory
bank [31] to store a large number of features as negative
samples so that small batch sizes can be used. All these
methods are based on InfoNCE loss that estimates the lower
bound on mutual information between different views [34].

Clustering Methods [6], [35]–[41] leverage conventional
clustering algorithms for SSL. DeepCluster [35] iteratively

performs k-means and updates a neural network using the
cluster assignments. To avoid collapsed solutions, random
samples are selected for the empty cluster to compute the
centroid. SELA [37] leverages the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm
to iteratively perform clustering and optimize the clustering
networks with the assigned cluster labels on the fly. SwAV [42]
alternatively computes the cluster assignment of one view and
optimizes the network to predict the same assignment for other
views of the same sample.

Non-contrastive methods use an asymmetric architecture
design or covariance-based regulation to avoid collapsed fea-
tures without explicitly using negative samples. BYOL [43]
and SimSiam [44] use asymmetric architectures and stop
gradient techniques to avoid trivial solutions. Recently, co-
variance regulation methods [10], [19], [45] propose to train
a simple twin architecture using covariance matrix based
loss functions without needing any asymmetric techniques.
WMSE [45] minimizes the MSE distance between different
views and enforces the self-covariance matrix to be an identity
matrix. Barlow Twins [19] optimizes the cross-covariance
matrix towards an identity matrix. VICReg [10] integrates
three loss terms including invariance, variance, and covariance.
CorInfoMax [16] uses log-determinant mutual information for
SSL, which reflects linear dependence and is equivalent to the
Shannon information measures when embedding vectors are
Gaussian distributed.

Understanding SSL approaches has recently attracted
much attention as it is important to guide the development
of more advanced SSL approaches. For example, theoretical
analyses [43], [46]–[48] and visual explanation methods [8]
have been conducted to reveal why contrastive methods
and asymmetric designs can avoid collapsed solutions and
learn meaningful features. In [49], [50], the contrastive and
covariance-based non-contrastive methods are bridged from
different theoretical perspectives, showing both differences and
similarities between these two families of SSL methods.

Our IMSVD method is closely related to covariance-based
non-contrastive methods using neither asymmetric design nor
negative samples. Different from the linear decorrelation regu-
lation in current methods, IMSVD presents a way to overcome
the difficulty of directly computing information in the latent
space and enables a novel information-theoretic loss function
that minimizes redundancy beyond linear correlation. The-
oretically, our non-contrastive IMSVD statistically performs
contrastive learning.

III. APPROACH

A. MultiView SSL Framework

MultiView SSL framework assumes that the shared infor-
mation between different views is sufficient for downstream
tasks [14], and thus, drives different views of the same instance
close to each other in the latent space [13]. For self-supervised
image representation learning, various augmentations of the
same image are regarded as different views. In this study, we
adopt a twin architecture [10], [19], where the same network
weights are shared between two branches, as shown in Fig. 2.
During training, input images X = {xi}Ni=1 are randomly
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Fig. 2: SSL framework through IMSVD optimized with the joint entropy loss. For illustration purposes, the embedding feature
vector only consists of four variables and each variable is discretized into four units.

transformed to two augmentation sets X′ = {x′
i}Ni=1 and

X′′ = {x′′
i }Ni=1, where N is the batch size. A common trans-

formation distribution, which covers random crops combined
with color distortions, the same as that in [10], is used to
generate training samples. Then, the two sets of distorted
images X′ and X′′ are respectively fed to two branches, each of
which consists of an encoder f(·;θf ) and a projector g(·;θg),
where θf and θg respectively denote the parameters of the
encoder and projector to be optimized. Given an image x, the
output of projector is z = g(f(xi;θf );θg) ∈ RD, where D
is the feature dimension. During training, we use z′

i and z′′
i

to denote the embedding vectors of two augmentations x′
i and

x′′
i from the same image. Note that the presented method is

not limited to this twin architecture, which could be extended
to the two branches with different parameters, heterogeneous
networks, and different input modalities.

B. Soft Variable Discretization

Here we propose to softly discretize feature variables and
estimate both individual probability distributions and joint
probability distributions. As illustrated in Fig. 1, each variable
is discretized into a set of discrete units encoded by a one-
hot sub-vector, and the whole embedding vector consists of
multiple such one-hot sub-vectors. We reformat the projector
output as z(m, d), d = 1, · · · , Dm,m = 1, · · · ,M , where M
is the number of variables, Dm is the dimension of the mth

variable. In this study, all variables have the same number
of discrete units, i.e., ∀m,Dm = DM , and the dimension
of the whole feature vector is D = DM × M . In principle,
different variables can be discretized into different numbers
of discrete units given prior knowledge. Then, the softly
discretized variables are calculated with the softmax function:

q(m, d) =
exp(z(m, d))∑DM

k=1 exp(z(m, k))
, (1)

where q(m, d),m = 1, · · · ,M, d = 1, · · · , Dm is defined
as the discrete feature vector. Note that ∀m, qi(m, :) will be
optimized to be a “hard” one-hot vector with our proposed ob-
jective function; see Sec. III-E. Therefore, a sub-vector q(m, :)
represents a feature variable with Dm different discrete values;

e.g., q(m, d) = 1 means that the mth feature variable takes
its dth discrete value. Sometimes, we also denote the discrete
feature vector as q = [v1, v2, · · · , vM ] for convenience, where
vm is the mth discrete feature variable.

Given a sufficient number of independent samples, the prob-
ability distribution of each variable over its limited number of
discrete values can be estimated as:

p(m, d) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

qi(m, d), (2)

where pi(m, d) denotes the probability of the mth variable
taking its dth value. Then, the joint distribution of multiple
variables can be estimated as:

P (qr;dr) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

qi(m1, d1)qi(m2, d2) · · · qi(mr, dr),

(3)
where qr = [vm1 , vm2 , · · · , vmr ] denotes mth

1 ,mth
2 , · · · ,mth

r

discrete feature variables, dr = [d1, d2, · · · , dr] denotes
dth1 , dth2 , · · · , dthr discrete values, P (qr;dr) denotes the joint
probability of the variables vm1

, vm2
, · · · , vmr

taking their
dth1 , dth2 , · · · , dthr values, respectively and simultaneously.

C. Information-theoretic Objective for SSL

With the MultiView SSL framework, the embedding fea-
tures are expected to be transform-invariant, non-collapsed,
and redundancy-minimized. For this purpose, we propose to
maximize the following objective:

max
θf ,θg

1

N

N∑
i=1

< q′
i, q

′′
i > +

λ

2
(S

(1)
(q′) + S

(1)
(q′′))

− β

2
(C

(r)
(q′) + C

(r)
(q′′)),

(4)

where the first term is to learn transform-invariant features
by maximizing the feature similarity between different views,
< ·, · > is a kernel function to measure the similarity between
two feature vectors; the second term is to maximize the
average entropy of all individual variables in the embedding
feature vector to avoid the collapsed solution that all samples
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have the same embedding feature; the third term is to minimize
the average total correlation of r-variable subsets so that
different variables represent diverse features; λ and β are the
coefficients. As in [51], the average entropy S

(r)
(q) and total

correlation C
(r)

(q) of r-variable subsets are defined as:

S
(r)

(q) = −
∑
qr∈q

S(r)(qr)

/(
M

r

)
, (5)

S(r)(qr) = −
Dm1∑
d1=1

Dm2∑
d2=1

· · ·
Dmr∑
dr=1

P (qr;dr) logP (qr;dr),

(6)
where S(r)(qr) is the joint entropy of feature variables qr,
which can be calculated in Eq. (6), the average entropy S

(r)
(q)

is averaging the joint entropy of all r-variable subsets, and the
number of r-variable subsets out of total M variables is

(
M
r

)
.

Given Eqs. (5) and (6), when r = 1 we have:

S
(1)

=
1

M

M∑
m=1

S(vm) = − 1

M

M∑
m=1

Dm∑
d=1

p(m, d) logp(m, d),

(7)
The total correlation C

(r)
(q) of r-variable subsets is defined

as:
C

(r)
(q) = rS

(1)
(q)− S

(r)
(q), (8)

when r = M , C
(r)

(q) =
∑M

m=1 S(vm) − S(v1, v2, · · · , vm)
is the total correlation among all M feature variables; please
refer to [51] for more explanations. In Eq. (4), the average
entropy of all individual variables, i.e., S

(1)
(q), will be

maximized, and thus, minimizing the average total correlation,
C

(r)
(q), is equivalent to maximizing the average entropy of

all r-variable subsets, S
(r)

(q), given the Eq. (8). Then, the
SSL objective function in Eq. (4) can be reformulated as:

max
θf ,θg

1

N

N∑
i=1

< q′
i, q

′′
i > +

λ

2
(S

(1)
(q′) + S

(1)
(q′′))

+
β

2
(S

(r)
(q′) + S

(r)
(q′′)),

(9)

D. Cross-Joint Entropy Loss for SSL

In this study, we set r = 2 to minimize the average
total correlation in Eqs. (4) and (9), considering the high-
computation cost of estimating the multivariate probability
distributions in Eq. (3). Nevertheless, the redundancy reduction
is still stronger than the pair-wise linear correlation reduction
in existing methods [10], [19]; see Sec. III-E for detailed
analysis. Furthermore, we define the cross-joint discrete prob-
ability distribution between two variables, (vm1 , vm2), as:

P c(m1,m2; d1, d2) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

q′
i(m1, d1)q

′′
i (m2, d2). (10)

Since the embedding features are optimized to be transform-
invariant; i.e., q′

i = q′′
i in the Eq. (9), the cross-joint

probability will be equal to the self-joint entropy; i.e.,

P c(m1,m2; d1, d2) = P (m1,m2; d1, d2). Then, the cross-
joint entropy loss function can be derived from Eq. (9) as
follows (see Appendix-I for details):

L = − 1

NM

N,M∑
i,m

log q′(m, :)
T
i q

′′
i (m, :) +

λ

M2

M∑
m1,m2

DM∑
d1,d2

(1− 1m1=m2

d1 ̸=d2
)P c(m1,m2; d1, d2) logP

c(m1,m2; d1, d2),

(11)

where the logarithmic inner product is used to measure the
feature similarity. We also explored the cross-entropy function
to measure the similarity between two embedding vectors,
i.e., − 1

NM

∑N
i=1

∑M
m=1

∑DM

d=1 q
′
i(m, d) log(q′′

i (m, d)). How-
ever, by using the cross-entropy the performance would be de-
graded, as reported in Sec. V-B. By default, we set λ = β = 1,
which is in principle neither too small nor too large for a
good balance. 1m1=m2

d1 ̸=d2
is an indicator function that equals to

1 if m1 = m2 and d1 ̸= d2; otherwise, it equals to 0. The
empirical cross-joint distribution can be denoted by a block
matrix as shown in Fig. 2, where (1− 1m1=m2,d1 ̸=d2

) means
picking up the diagonal elements of the diagonal blocks and
all elements of the off-diagonal blocks, as indicated by the
orange elements. Thus, minimizing the second loss term is
maximizing the cross-joint entropy over the orange elements.
Our proposed method can be efficiently implemented, with a
PyTorch-style pseudo-code in Appendix-IV.

E. Theoretical Analysis

First of all, we prove a theorem (the complete proof can be
found in Appendix-II) as follows:

Theorem 1 (IMSVD Theorem). If the cross-joint entropy
loss function in Eq. (11) is minimized, we have: for
∀i,m, d, q′

i(m, d) = q′′
i (m, d) are one-hot vectors, p(m, d) =

1
DM

, ∀m1,m2, d1, d2,m1 ̸= m2,P (m1,m2; d1, d2) =

P c(m1,m2; d1, d2) = 1
(DM )2 , and the mutual information

between any two variables is zero.

Given the results of the IMSVD theorem, we analyze the
properties of the embedding features optimized by our IMSVD
method as follows.

Transform invariance: The solution that ∀i,m, q′
i(m, :) =

q′′
i (m, :) means that the learned features invariant to transfor-

mations, and each variable is one-hot encoded meaning that
variables are optimized to be “hard” discretized.

Minimum redundancy: The solution that the mutual infor-
mation between any two different variables is zero means the
redundancy between any two variables is minimized. From
another perspective, ∀m1,m2, d1, d2,m1 ̸= m2, we have
P (m1,m2, d1, d2) =

1
(DM )2 = p(m1, d1)p(m2, d2), and thus

any two variables in the feature vector are independent. In
contrast to the linear correlation regulation methods [10],
[19], our information-theoretic objective reduces any form
of redundancy between two variables more than the linear
correlation. This property is further validated by our empirical
results, which show that using a shorter embedding vector in
our method achieved better performance than state-of-the-art
baseline methods; see Sec. V-B.
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Non-collapsed features: The solution p(m, d) = 1
DM

means the samples are evenly distributed over discrete units
for all variables, avoiding the total collapse features that all
samples have the same embedding feature. Furthermore, di-
mensional collapse can be avoided with minimized redundancy
as analyzed in [52].

Discriminative encoding: Contrastive learning or instance
discrimination has proven very effective for representation
learning by maximizing the similarity between different trans-
formations of the same instance while discriminating the refer-
ence from other instances. It is underlined that IMSVD is con-
sistent with contrastive learning and discriminating instances
in a novel way. Specifically, since P (m1,m2, d1, d2) =

1
(DM )2 , any two discrete variables in the optimal feature vector
will encode (DM )2 different samples. In our default settings
DM = 80 (see Sec. IV for details), each pair of variables
can represent 6, 400 different samples. Since the number of
all possible embeddings is larger (2, 048 < 6, 400) than the
batch size, it will be enforced to encode different instances
with different embeddings. Like contrastive learning, our dis-
crete embedding vectors are optimized to be discriminative
among different samples. The difference lies in that contrastive
learning differentiates instances by pushing the reference away
from its negative instances through pairwise cosine similarity,
while IMSVD statically assigns instances with discriminative
discrete features in an information-maximized manner. A for-
mal demonstration of our IMSVD as dimensional conservative
learning can be found in Appendix-III.

In Sec. V-B3, the individual embedding vector and the
empirical cross-joint probability matrix optimized by IMSVD
on the ImageNet dataset are visualized, showing that the
empirical results are consistent with the theoretical analysis. In
summary, the discrete features optimized with the information-
theoretic objective are discrete, transform-invariant, non-
collapsed, redundancy-minimized, and discriminative.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

Covariance regulation methods, VICReg [10] and Barlow
Twins (BT) [19], are used as the baseline because only these
methods optimize a simple twin architecture with a pure SSL
loss function without needing any asymmetric techniques or
negative samples. For a fair comparison with the baseline
methods, we closely followed their implementation settings to
train our IMSVD models. Specifically, the standard ResNet-50
backbone [53] was used as the encoder that outputs a repre-
sentation vector of 2,048 units in the same training settings,
including the data augmentation (random cropping, horizontal
flip, color jittering, grayscale, Gaussian blur, solarization, with
the same parameters in VICReg), the optimizer of LARS [54],
[55] with a weight decay of 10−6 and the learning rate
of lr = batch size/256 × base lr, and the cosine decay
schedule [56] from 0 with 10 warmup epochs towards the final
value of 0.002. The base learning rate base lr was set to 0.6
in our study. By default, we used a two-layer MLP projector
(8,192-8,160), the number of segments M = 102, the segment
dimension DM = 80, and D = DM ×M = 8, 160 (similar to
the feature dimension of 8, 192 used by VICReg and BT). The

results were respectively analyzed for different feature dimen-
sions, depths of projectors, batch sizes, sub-vector dimensions,
and numbers of training epochs. The effectiveness of the single
extra hyperparameter DM of IMSVD was evaluated as well.
The SSL models were trained on the 1,000-classes ImageNet
dataset without labels and evaluated in various downstream
tasks.

ImageNet Linear classification: For all evaluation exper-
iments on ImageNet linear classification, we followed the
standard procedure that a linear classifier was trained on top of
the frozen backbone of a ResNet-50 pre-trained with IMSVD.
The SGD optimizer was used with a learning rate of 0.02, a
cosine decay, a weight decay of 10−6, a batch size of 256,
and 100 training epochs. In the training stage, the images
were augmented by the composition of random cropping and
resizing of ratio 0.2 to 1.0 for size 224×224, and random
horizontal flips. In the testing stage, the images were simply
cropped from the image center and resized to 224× 224.

Object detection and instance segmentation: Mask R-
CNN [57] with the C-4 backbone was trained on the COCO
2017 train split and tested on the validation set. We used a
learning rate of 0.1 and kept the other parameters the same as
in the 1 schedule in Detectron2 [58].

Transfer Learning Linear classification: We followed the
exact settings from PIRL [59] in evaluating linear classifiers on
the Places-205 and VOC07 datasets. For Places-205, a linear
classifier was trained using the SGD optimizer for 14 epochs
with a learning rate of 0.01 reduced by a factor of 10 at epochs
5 and 10, a weight decay of 5 × 10−4, and a momentum of
0.9. For VOC2007 dataset, we trained SVM classifiers, where
the C values were computed using cross-validation.

IMSVD models were distributively trained on four nodes,
each of which has 2× 20 core 2.5 GHz Intel Xeon Gold
6248 and 8× NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU each with 32 GiB
HBM. The codes are publicly available at https://github.com/
niuchuangnn/IMSVD.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Evaluation Results in Different Tasks

1) Linear Classification on ImageNet.: Linear probing is
a common evaluation protocol that trains a linear classifier
on top of frozen representations to evaluate the performance
of SSL methods. Being consistent with BT and VICReg, a
ResNet-50 backbone was trained with the batch size of 2,048
on the training set of ImageNet, and the linear classification
results in terms of Top-1 accuracies of different methods on
the evaluation set are reported under different numbers of
training epochs, as shown in Table I. IMSVD used a two-layer
MLP projector (8,192-8,160) instead of three layers (8,192-
8,192-8,192) for BT and VICReg. The performance of IMSVD
is on par with highly-engineered models, such as BYOL,
which uses asymmetric techniques including an additional
predictor and a momentum encoder. Note that the results
of the methods [41], [42] based on multi-crop/multi-positive
techniques are not included in Table I. These techniques can
usually boost performance further. The comparative results
show that IMSVD consistently outperforms BT and VICReg,

https://github.com/niuchuangnn/IMSVD
https://github.com/niuchuangnn/IMSVD
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TABLE I: Linear classification on ImageNet. Top-1 accuracy (in %) is reported. The best results are highlighted in bold
while the second best results are underlined. * means the results were obtained with 300 training epochs.

Epochs 100 200 400 800 1000
SimCLR [7] 66.5 68.3 69.8 70.4 -
MoCoV2 [9] 67.4 69.9 71.0 72.2 -
BYOL [43] 66.5 70.6 73.2 74.3 74.3
SwAV [42] 66.5 69.1 70.7 71.8 -
SimSiam [44] 68.1 70.0 70.8 71.3 -
DISSL [60] 68.9 - - - -
CorInfoMax [16] 69.1 71.4 - - -
BT [19] - 71.4* - - 73.2
VICReg [10] 68.7 71.2* - - 73.2
IMSVD 69.4 71.8 73.2 73.4 73.6

TABLE II: KNN classification. Top-1 accuracy with 20 and 200 nearest neighbors are reported. The best results are highlighted
in bold.

Methods NPID [31] LA [40] PCL [61] BYOL [62] SwAV [42] BT [19] VICReg [10] IMSVD
20-NN - - 54.5 66.7 65.7 64.8 64.5 67.0
200-NN 46.5 49.4 - 64.9 62.7 62.9 62.9 64.9

TABLE III: Transfer Learning. For object detection and instance segmentation tasks, SSL models pre-trained on ImageNet
were used to initialize the backbone of the object detection and instance segmentation models on COCO. Mask R-CNN [57]
with the C4 backbone variant [58] was fine-tuned using the 1 schedule. AP metrics defined by COCO are reported here. For
the linear classification task, Top-1 accuracy (in %) for Places205 [63] and mAP for VOC07 [64] are based on the frozen
representations pre-trained on ImageNet. The best results are in bold.

Methods Object Detection Instance Segmentation Linear Classification
APbb APbb

50 APbb
75 APmk APmk

50 APmk
75 VOC2007 Places205

Sup. 38.2 58.2 41.2 33.3 54.7 35.2 87.5 53.2
MoCo-v2 39.3 58.9 42.5 34.4 55.8 36.5 86.4 51.8

SwAV 38.4 58.6 41.3 33.8 55.2 35.9 86.4 52.8
SimSiam 39.2 59.3 42.1 34.4 56.0 36.7 - -

BT 39.2 59.0 42.5 34.3 56.0 36.5 86.2 54.1
IMSVD (Ours) 39.3 59.1 42.6 34.4 55.8 36.6 86.5 54.8

where all these methods used a twin architecture without using
negative pairs or any asymmetric techniques.

2) KNN Classification on ImageNet.: Another common
protocol for evaluating representation learning methods is by
K-Nearest-Neighbors (KNN) classification on ImageNet. We
followed the recent studies [10], [31], [40], [42] that built KNN
classifiers with the learned representations on the training
set of ImageNet and evaluated the KNN classification results
on the validation set of ImageNet. The results with 20 and
200 nearest neighbors are reported in Table II, showing that
IMSVD achieved the best performance among the comparison
methods. Since the KNN classifier determines the class of a
sample by directly searching its nearest samples in the feature
space, the representation features learned by IMSVD are more
semantically similar among the nearest neighbors than those
learned by other methods. Thus, IMSVD has the potential
superiority when applied to the downstream tasks of searching
for the nearest neighbors.

3) Transfer Learning.: Transfer learning is a common way
to evaluate SSL methods, including object detection, instance
segmentation, and linear classification. Our results are reported
in Table III. It is worth mentioning that different studies
have varying setups for the object detection and instance
segmentation tasks. Here we closely followed [19] selecting
the same comparison methods in the same settings. IMSVD
performs on par with the current methods and better than
BT on the object detection and segmentation tasks. On the

other hand, the linear classification results on VOC2007 and
Places205 datasets show that IMSVD achieved better results
than the compared methods. Same as other SSL methods,
IMSVD can effectively improve the downstream tasks in the
transfer learning settings and achieves better results than the
supervised pretraining counterparts in most cases.

TABLE IV: Running time and peak memory. Comparison
of different methods in terms of the running time over 100
epochs, the peak memory on a single GPU, and the top-
1 accuracy (%) on linear classification on top of the frozen
representations. All models were distributively trained on 32
Tesla V100 GPUs.

Method Time/100epochs Peak memory/GPU Top-1 accuracy
SwAV 9h 9.5G 71.8
BYOL 10h 14.6G 74.3

Barlow Twins 12h 11.3G 73.2
VICReg 11h 11.3G 73.2
IMSVD 8.5h 10.4G 73.6

4) Efficiency.: In Table IV, the computational cost of
IMSVD was evaluated and compared with other methods. All
methods were run on 32 Tesla V100 GPUs. These methods
offer different trade-offs among running time, memory and
performance. SwAV with multi-crop and BYOL achieve better
performance at the additional computational cost and memory
usage. Barlow Twins and VICReg have balanced results with
less memory than BYOL, but a slightly worse performance.
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Compared with the most related Barlow Twins and VICReg
methods, IMSVD cannot only reduce the running time and
memory usage significantly but also improve performance.
It is due to that IMSVD can use a shallower MLP head
and a shorter embedding vector for a better performance as
discussed in Sec. V-B. The computational cost of IMSVD
will be significantly reduced further when using a (×2) lower
dimension for embeddings, and the performance is degraded
very slightly, as discussed in Sec. V-B.

All the above results demonstrate the effectiveness and
superiority of IMSVD as a new SSL method principled by
the information theory. In the following subsections, the char-
acteristics and superiority of IMSVD will be further discussed.

B. Ablation Study

In this subsection, we comprehensively evaluate the pro-
posed IMSVD method in various settings and compare it with
other SSL methods if the corresponding results in the same
or comparable settings were already reported. All the models
were evaluated with linear classification on ImageNet.

TABLE V: Batch Size. Top-1 accuracy (in %) results for linear
classification on ImageNet were obtained based on ResNet50
with 100 pre-training epochs. The best results are highlighted
in bold.

Batch Size 512 1024 2048 4096
SimSiam 68.1 68.0 67.9 64.0
VICReg 68.2 68.3 68.6 67.8
IMSVD 68.3 69.3 69.4 68.7

1) Effect of Batch Size.: SSL methods usually require a
large batch size, especially for contrastive learning. Here we
evaluated IMSVD with different batch sizes and the results
are reported in Table V. It shows that IMSVD achieved con-
sistently better results than VICReg over different batch sizes.
As discussed in Sec. III-E, an intrinsic property of IMSVD is
to discriminatively encode different instances, making it work
well without a large number of contrastive samples.

TABLE VI: Projector Depth. The best results are highlighted
in bold.

Depth 2 3 4
Top-1 69.4 68.5 67.9
Top-5 89.3 88.3 87.9

Time/100ep 8.5h 9.6h 10.8h
Memory/GPU 10.4G 11.5G 12.5G

TABLE VII: Feature Dimension. The best Top-1 accuracies
are highlighted in bold.

DVICReg 1024 2048 4096 8192 16384
DIMSVD 960 2000 4080 8160 16320
VICReg 62.4 65.1 67.3 68.6 68.8
IMSVD 64.1 66.6 69.2 69.4 69.1

Time/100ep 7.6h 7.7h 8.0h 8.5h 10.9h
Memory/GPU 7.6G 8.0G 8.5G 10.4G 15.9G

TABLE VIII: Ablation study on loss terms. The best results
are highlighted in bold.

Loss DE+OE OE+TI DE+OE+TIC DE+OE+TI
Top-1 65.4 64.1 68.3 69.4
Top-5 86.9 86.4 88.6 89.3

TABLE IX: Feature Dimension. The best Top-1 accuracies
are highlighted in bold.

DM 32 64 80 96 128
Top-1 67.8 69.1 69.4 69.2 68.4
Top-5 88.5 89.1 89.3 89.1 88.5

2) Effect of Projector Depth: The existing studies [10],
[19], [44] show that using a three-layer MLP as the projector
achieved the best results. However, IMSVD has a different be-
havior that a two-layer MLP achieved the best results as shown
in Table VI. It may be because IMSVD learns information-
maximized embedding features with stronger representation
ability, so a deeper extra projector is not necessary. Moreover,
the computational cost can be reduced, especially for the fully
connected MLP with high-dimensional inputs and outputs. The
running time per 100 epochs and the peak memory per GPU
for different projector depths are reported in Table VI, where
the computational environment is described in Table IV. The
comparison results in Table IV show that IMSVD cannot only
reduce the running time and memory cost but also achieve
better performance than BT and VICReg.

3) Effect of Feature Dimension: In the previous BT and
VICReg studies, it was found that a very high-dimensional
embedding vector is necessary for improving the representa-
tion learning performance. For IMSVD, the feature dimension
plays an important role as well. The results of different feature
dimensions for VICReg and IMSVD are reported in Table VII,
where the dimensions of IMSVD embeddings are similar to
those of VICReg embeddings while keeping the dimension
of each one-hot sub-vector the same, DM = 80. IMSVD
achieved consistently better results than VICReg on different
embedding feature dimensions. When the embedding feature
dimension was reasonably large (4,096 and 8,192), IMSVD
achieves the best results that are even better than the best
results of VICReg using the larger dimension of 16,384. This
is because minimizing linear correlation by the existing meth-
ods cannot ensure the minimized non-linear dependency while
IMSVD can minimize any form of dependency between any
two feature variables. The large embedding feature dimension
(i.e., 16,384) significantly increases the computational and
memory cost for the SSL methods that compute the covariance
or joint probability matrix [19]. This point is demonstrated in
Table VII by evaluating running time and memory cost, where
the computational environment is described in Sec. IV.

4) Effect of Loss Function: The effect of different loss
terms was evaluated in Table VIII, where DE, OE, TIC,
and TI denote the diagonal entropy loss, off-diagonal entropy
loss, transformation invariance loss implemented with cross-
entropy, and transformation invariance loss implemented with
inner-product, respectively. As described in the Appendix-II,
only optimizing the entropy loss (DE+OE) allows IMSVD to
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(a) (b) (c) 

Fig. 3: Visualization of IMSVD. (a) Cross-joint probability
matrix, where blue and yellow respectively represent small
and large values, and only the first five variables are shown
for clear visualization. Note that this is computed on the whole
ImageNet train set. (b) two transformations of the same image,
and (c) Embedding vectors corresponding to the images in
(b), where only the first ten variables are shown for clear
visualization. Although we only show a single case for (b) and
(c), readers can check more cases using our provided codes
and models.

avoid collapsed solutions and learn informational representa-
tions. This theoretical analysis is consistent with the empirical
results in Table VIII that 65.4% Top-1 was achieved using the
joint-entropy loss only, comparable to some methods reported
in Table I. Adding the enhanced transformation invariance
constraint at the instance level significantly improved the
performance, as also discussed in Sec. III-D. Without adding
the DE loss, the results were significantly degraded, as the
DE loss not only enhances the transformation invariance but
also maximizes the information/entropy of each variable by
enforcing a uniform distribution. Minimizing the cross-entropy
degraded the performance compared with the inner-product
implementation.

5) Effect of One-hot Sub-Vector Dimension: Finally, the
effect of our unique hyperparameter, i.e., the dimension of
the one-hot sub-vector, was evaluated. Our empirical results
with different dimensions in Table IX indicate that DM = 80
achieved the best results, where the dimension of the whole
embedding vector was kept the same. It shows that the
performance is not very sensitive to this hyperparameter.

C. Visualization of IMSVD Features

In Fig. 3, we visualize IMSVD including an empirical
joint probability matrix and individual embeddings, where the
empirical joint probabilities were computed over the whole
ImageNet train dataset and only the left-upper partial matrix
of 400 × 400 with the first 5 variables and the individual
variables with the first 800 units or the first 10 variables are
selected for visualization. The theoretical analysis in Sec. III-E
demonstrates that the embedding statistics are enforced to be
uniform; i.e., ∀m, d,P (m,m, d, d) = 1

DM
, meaning that the

probabilities of the diagonal elements in all diagonal blocks
are equal and those of off-diagonal elements in the diagonal
blocks are zeros. Also, the probabilities of all elements of
the off-diagonal blocks are equal, i.e., ∀m1,m2, d1, d2,m1 ̸=

m2,P (m1,m2, d1, d2) = 1
(DM )2 . The empirical joint prob-

ability matrix visualized in Fig. 3(a) is consistent with the-
oretical analysis although not a perfect match. Furthermore,
Figs. 3(b) and (c) show that the embedding features of each
variable tend to be one-hot and invariant to the transforma-
tions. Statistically, we computed all the discrete features with
the trained model on ImageNet. Our results show that 91.18%
of the soft discrete sub-vectors have the highest value larger
than 0.9, and 81.25% of the soft discrete sub-vectors have the
highest value larger than 0.99, indicating the feature variables
are nearly one-hot encoded. All these empirical results are also
consistent with the theoretical analysis.

Previous studies [24], [25] found that discretization can
improve the interpretability. To qualitatively evaluate if mean-
ingful embedding features are learned by our IMSVD, in
Fig. 4 we show some examples assigned to specific units of
the first two variables, where the whole embedding vector
has 8,160 units including 102 variables, and each variable
has 80 units. Specifically, some features of the first variable
represent different types of textures; e.g., the feature unit
indexed by 24 represents the dot style textures, and the units 6,
8, and 25 correspond to other specific textures/patterns. Some
features of the second variable represent different shapes;
e.g., unit 124 abstracts a “∩” shape, and units 88, 134, 138
represent other shapes/patterns. Obviously, the first and second
variables use different principles to group samples; e.g., the
first variable groups the image containing red mushrooms
(indexed by 24) with the objects having similar textures, while
the second variable groups it (indexed by 134) with the images
having twin/repeated objects. Since each sub-vector can be
regarded as an unsupervised cluster/classification head [5],
[6], the Grad-CAM [65] algorithm can be easily implemented
to visualize the corresponding local regions to the learned
variables in Fig. 5. It can be seen that the above-described
local features are well-captured by learned feature variables
although not perfect. These visual results indicate that some
discrete variables are indeed explainable, although we cannot
ensure that all discrete units correspond to the well-known
attributes.

VI. CONCLUSION

We presented an Information-Maximized Soft Variable Dis-
cretization (IMSVD) method that softly discretizes latent
variables and enables a new information-theoretic objective
for self-supervised image representation learning. Theoret-
ical analysis ensures that the optimized IMSVD embed-
ding features are discrete, transform-invariant, non-collapsed,
redundancy-minimized, and discriminative. IMSVD can min-
imize any form of dependency between feature variables
beyond the linear correlation in current methods. We show
that our non-contrastive IMSVD method actually performs
contrastive learning in an information-maximized way. Exper-
imental results have shown the effectiveness and superiority
of IMSVD in terms of both accuracy and efficiency. Like
other hyperparameters (e.g., learning rate), the introduced
hyperparameter (DM ) needs to be empirically selected on
different datasets. Future work is needed to automatically



10

88 124

134 13824

6

25

8

Segment-1 (0~79) Segment-2 (80~159)

Fig. 4: Visualization of learned IMSVD features on ImageNet validation set. The left side shows the samples assigned to the
features indexed by 6, 8, 24, and 25 of the first variable. The right side shows the samples assigned to the features indexed
by 88, 124, 134, and 138 of the second variable. Although we only show several cases, readers can check more cases using
our provided codes and models.
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Fig. 5: Local feature visualization using Grad-CAM. Here the Grad-CAM maps show the local features of the learned variables,
where the same set of images are used as in Fig. 4.

identify this hyperparameter in a principled way. Nevertheless,
IMSVD has the potential to be adapted for more tasks and
other learning paradigms, such as hierarchical clustering and
multi-modality feature alignment.

REFERENCES

[1] R. Bommasani, D. A. Hudson, E. Adeli, R. Altman, S. Arora, S. von
Arx, M. S. Bernstein, J. Bohg, A. Bosselut, E. Brunskill et al.,
“On the opportunities and risks of foundation models,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2108.07258, 2021.

[2] J. Xu, Y. Huang, M.-M. Cheng, L. Liu, F. Zhu, Z. Xu, and L. Shao,
“Noisy-as-clean: Learning self-supervised denoising from corrupted
image,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 29, pp. 9316–
9329, 2020.

[3] C. Niu, M. Li, F. Fan, W. Wu, X. Guo, Q. Lyu, and G. Wang, “Noise
suppression with similarity-based self-supervised deep learning,” IEEE
Transactions on Medical Imaging, vol. 42, no. 6, pp. 1590–1602, 2023.

[4] W. Sun and Z. Chen, “Learning discrete representations from reference
images for large scale factor image super-resolution,” IEEE Transactions
on Image Processing, vol. 31, pp. 1490–1503, 2022.

[5] C. Niu, J. Zhang, G. Wang, and J. Liang, “Gatcluster: Self-supervised
gaussian-attention network for image clustering,” in Computer Vision–
ECCV 2020: 16th European Conference, Glasgow, UK, August 23–28,
2020, Proceedings, Part XXV 16. Springer, 2020, pp. 735–751.

[6] C. Niu, H. Shan, and G. Wang, “Spice: Semantic pseudo-labeling for
image clustering,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 31, pp.
7264–7278, 2022.

[7] T. Chen, S. Kornblith, M. Norouzi, and G. Hinton, “A simple framework
for contrastive learning of visual representations,” in ICML, vol. 119,
2020, pp. 1597–1607.

[8] F. Sammani, B. Joukovsky, and N. Deligiannis, “Visualizing and under-
standing contrastive learning,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 33, pp. 541–555, 2024.

[9] K. He, H. Fan, Y. Wu, S. Xie, and R. Girshick, “Momentum contrast
for unsupervised visual representation learning,” in CVPR, June 2020.

[10] A. Bardes, J. Ponce, and Y. LeCun, “Unsupervised representation
learning by predicting image rotations,” in ICLR, 2022.

[11] X. Pan, F. Tang, W. Dong, Y. Gu, Z. Song, Y. Meng, P. Xu, O. Deussen,
and C. Xu, “Self-supervised feature augmentation for large image object
detection,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 29, pp. 6745–
6758, 2020.

[12] W. Kim, A. Kanezaki, and M. Tanaka, “Unsupervised learning of
image segmentation based on differentiable feature clustering,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 29, pp. 8055–8068, 2020.



11

[13] A. Dosovitskiy, J. T. Springenberg, M. Riedmiller, and T. Brox, “Dis-
criminative unsupervised feature learning with convolutional neural
networks,” NeurIPS, vol. 27, 2014.

[14] R. Shwartz-Ziv and Y. LeCun, “To compress or not to compress–self-
supervised learning and information theory: A review,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2304.09355, 2023.

[15] Y. Tian, C. Sun, B. Poole, D. Krishnan, C. Schmid, and P. Isola, “What
makes for good views for contrastive learning?” in NeurIPS, vol. 33,
2020, pp. 6827–6839.

[16] S. Ozsoy, S. Hamdan, S. Arik, D. Yuret, and A. Erdogan, “Self-
supervised learning with an information maximization criterion,” Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 35, pp. 35 240–
35 253, 2022.

[17] A. M. Saxe, Y. Bansal, J. Dapello, M. Advani, A. Kolchinsky, B. D.
Tracey, and D. D. Cox, “On the information bottleneck theory of deep
learning,” in International Conference on Learning Representations,
2018.

[18] O. Henaff, “Data-efficient image recognition with contrastive predictive
coding,” in ICML, 2020, pp. 4182–4192.

[19] J. Zbontar, L. Jing, I. Misra, Y. LeCun, and S. Deny, “Barlow twins:
Self-supervised learning via redundancy reduction,” in ICML, 2021, pp.
12 310–12 320.

[20] R. Shwartz-Ziv and N. Tishby, “Opening the black box of deep neural
networks via information,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1703.00810, 2017.

[21] O. Russakovsky and L. Fei-Fei, “Attribute learning in large-scale
datasets,” in ECCV. Springer, 2010, pp. 1–14.

[22] E. Jang, S. Gu, and B. Poole, “Categorical reparameterization with
gumbel-softmax,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1611.01144, 2016.

[23] C. J. Maddison, A. Mnih, and Y. W. Teh, “The concrete distribution:
A continuous relaxation of discrete random variables,” in International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2017.

[24] S. Kotsiantis and D. Kanellopoulos, “Discretization techniques: A recent
survey,” GESTS International Transactions on Computer Science and
Engineering, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 47–58, 2006.

[25] S. Garcı́a, J. Luengo, J. A. Sáez, V. López, and F. Herrera, “A
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