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Abstract
Robust training with noisy labels is a critical challenge in image classification, offering the poten-
tial to reduce reliance on costly clean-label datasets. Real-world datasets often contain a mix of
in-distribution (ID) and out-of-distribution (OOD) instance-dependent label noise, a challenge that is
rarely addressed simultaneously by existing methods and is further compounded by the lack of com-
prehensive benchmarking datasets. Furthermore, even though current noisy-label learning approaches
attempt to find noisy-label samples during training, these methods do not aim to estimate ID and
OOD noise rates to promote their effectiveness in the selection of such noisy-label samples, and
they are often represented by inefficient multi-stage learning algorithms. We propose the Adaptive
Estimation of Instance-Dependent In-Distribution and Out-of-Distribution Label Noise (AEON)
approach to address these research gaps. AEON is an efficient one-stage noisy-label learning method-
ology that dynamically estimates instance-dependent ID and OOD label noise rates to enhance
robustness to complex noise settings. Additionally, we introduce a new benchmark reflecting real-
world ID and OOD noise scenarios. Experiments demonstrate that AEON achieves state-of-the-art
performance on both synthetic and real-world datasets∗.

Keywords: Noisy Label, in-distribution, out-of-distribution, instance-dependent

1 Introduction
Image classification has traditionally relied on
meticulously curated datasets predominantly
composed of clean-label samples [48,54]. However,
real-world datasets often lack careful curation,

resulting in significant proportion of instance-
dependent label noise. This noise typically
appears in two forms: (1) closed-set or in-
distribution (ID) noise, where samples are
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Fig. 1: Different types of samples labeled as “Air-
plane”: Clean-Set (•) has samples with correct
labels, Closed-Set (•) contains samples with incor-
rect labels, where the image class (“Bird”) is in the
set of training labels, and Open-Set (•) has sam-
ples with incorrect labels, where the image class
(“Helicopter”) is not in the set of training labels.

incorrectly labelled but belong to the train-
ing categories, and (2) open-set or out-of-
distribution (OOD) noise, where samples are
mislabeled and originate from categories outside
the training label set (Fig. 1). Recent studies
reveal that real-world datasets commonly exhibit
ID and OOD instance-dependent label noise [10,
30, 40, 50]. Despite this, existing methods gener-
ally address these noise types independently with
inefficient multi-stage learning algorithms. For ID
noise, approaches often have one of the learning
stages that use mixture models to classify sam-
ples into clean or noisy categories [6,28]. For OOD
noise, one of the learning stages usually employs
energy-based scoring techniques to separate clean
samples from noisy ones [2,35]. This compartmen-
talized approach overlooks the coexistence of ID
and OOD noise in real-world datasets, limiting
the applicability of current methods in practical
scenarios. Addressing this research gap remains a
critical yet scarcely explored challenge in robust
image classification.

Efforts to address both ID and OOD label
noise simultaneously have emerged [1, 4, 41, 46],
but these approaches often rely on ad-hoc parame-
ters to reflect respective noise rates [21,28,51]. The
accurate estimation of these noise rate parame-
ters could significantly enhance their effectiveness,
yet only few methods attempt to do so systemat-
ically. A notable example is our prior work [20],
which estimates ID noise rates, but it does not try
to jointly analyze ID and OOD label noise, leav-
ing this critical gap largely unaddressed. Fig. 2
demonstrates the value of estimating ID and
OOD noise rates on our proposed benchmark

(ciFAIR-100 with instance-dependent noise), con-
taining both ID and OOD noise, where we
observe that explicit noise rate estimation signifi-
cantly enhances classification performance. Exist-
ing approaches like PLS [1] rely on confidence-
based sample weighting without explicitly esti-
mating noise rates during training, leading to
suboptimal performance. In contrast, our pro-
posed method (AEON) achieves superior accuracy
(Fig. 2(a)) by precisely estimating and leveraging
both ID and OOD noise rates in its training pro-
cess (Fig. 2(b)). Furthermore, most approaches
treat OOD noise as random corruption [1, 2, 4],
ignoring its instance-dependent nature. This sim-
plification overlooks the complexities of real-world
datasets, where both ID and OOD noise are
often instance-dependent [20, 43]. Compounding
this issue is the prevalent use of synthetic bench-
marks that, while incorporating both noise types,
assume instance-independent OOD noise mod-
els [25]. Such assumptions generate oversimplified
scenarios [3], which fail to capture the nuanced
characteristics of realistic noise patterns [49,53].

This paper introduces the Adaptive
Estimation of Instance-Dependent In-
Distribution and Out-of-Distribution Label Noise
for Robust Learning (AEON) method to address
critical gaps in handling instance-dependent ID
and OOD label noise. AEON is a novel approach
for simultaneously estimating instance-dependent
open-set and closed-set noise rates, enabling
robust learning in scenarios with complex ID and
OOD noise patterns. We also introduce an effi-
cient one-stage learning algorithm based on the
AEON method that achieves competitive perfor-
mance with only 1.2× computational overhead
compared to the most efficient state-of-the-art
(SOTA) approach [1], making it practical for
large-scale tasks. Additionally, we propose a new
ID+OOD instance-dependent label noise bench-
mark to capture the challenges of real-world
datasets better. To summarize, our contributions
are:
• The novel AEON method, which jointly esti-

mates open-set and closed-set noise rates to
address instance-dependent ID and OOD label
noise tasks effectively.
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Fig. 2: Correlation between noise rate estimation (η̂) and model performance on the ciFAIR-100 bench-
mark [8] with 40% closed-set IDN (rin) [49] and 40% open-set noise (rout) based on Places-IDN [57].
(Left) Classification accuracy of AEON compared to PLS [1] over training epochs. (Right) AEON’s esti-
mation of ID (η̂in) and OOD (η̂out) noise rates during training. For PLS, post-hoc noise estimation is
shown using confidence values, as it does not directly estimate noise rates.

• Efficient one-stage learning algorithm based
on the AEON method that achieves compet-
itive performance with only a 1.2× compu-
tational overhead compared to current SOTA
approaches, making it feasible for large-scale
applications.

• ID+OOD instance-dependent label noise
benchmark to systematically and comprehen-
sively evaluate methods for learning with noisy
labels in simulated instance-dependent ID and
OOD noise scenarios.

Our method achieves accurate ID and OOD noise
rate estimation while maintaining computational
efficiency comparable to existing SOTA methods.
On standard benchmarks such as CIFAR-100 [27]
with mixed noise (40% closed-set and 40% open-
set), our approach delivers a performance gain
of approximately ≈ 3% in accuracy compared to
SOTA approaches. More critically, on our chal-
lenging benchmark, we reach ≈ 47% accuracy,
whereas competing methods fall below ≈ 38%,
highlighting the importance of our benchmark in
challenging robust noisy-label learning methods.

2 Related Work
In this section, we first discuss the funda-
mental challenges of real-world label noise in
Section 2.1, showcasing the gap between the-
oretical models and practical applications. We

then trace the evolution of noise detection meth-
ods in Section 2.2, which reveals the limitations
of traditional approaches in handling complex
noise patterns. It naturally leads to our discus-
sion of semi-supervised learning techniques in
Section 2.3, which have emerged as a promising
direction for leveraging noisy labels. We conclude
with further exploration of instance-dependent
noise modeling in Section 2.4, which expounds
the more realistic scenario where noise patterns
depend on sample instances.

2.1 Real-world Label Noise
The seminal work of [5] laid the theoretical foun-
dation for learning with label noise using ID
instance-independent class-conditional transition
matrices. While this model provided a strong the-
oretical basis, it did not address the complexities
of real-world label noise. Empirical observations
from real-world datasets [30, 47] reveal that label
noise often follows intricate patterns beyond sim-
ple instance-independent class-conditional tran-
sitions. Additionally, such datasets frequently
include both ID and OOD label noise [3], fun-
damentally challenging the closed-world assump-
tions that underpin earlier approaches to noise
handling. Furthermore, many studies [12, 32, 49]
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Fig. 3: Our proposed AEON is a novel end-to-end learning framework to simultaneously address instance-
dependent closed-set and open-set label noise. The framework comprises three key components: (1) a
warm-up phase establishing initial feature representations through fθ(.); (2) a dual-stream soft masking
mechanism that dynamically estimates sample reliability through energy scores (for OOD label noise
detection) and loss values (for ID label noise identification), producing adaptive weights wood and wid,
respectively, via noise rates estimation (η̂id for closed set, and η̂ood for open-set); and (3) a unified multi-
objective training strategy combining supervised learning on reliable ID samples, unsupervised learning
on potentially noisy ID instances, and contrastive learning for robust feature discrimination on OOD
samples.

have established that label noise in real-world sce-
narios exhibits strong instance-dependent charac-
teristics, where the likelihood of label corruption
is instance-specific rather than class-dependent.

Synthetic benchmarks [8, 27, 49] commonly
used to evaluate noisy-label learning methods
often fall short in accurately reflecting their per-
formance on real-world datasets [30, 44, 50]. For
instance, recent studies in webly-supervised learn-
ing have exposed critical limitations in existing
noise-handling approaches [24,44,47], showing sig-
nificant performance degradation on real-world
datasets compared to synthetic benchmarks [37,
44]. While subsequent work has advanced noise
modeling by incorporating instance-dependent
ID noise transitions and OOD samples [46],
existing synthetic benchmarks rely on instance-
independent OOD samples that fail to capture
the complexity of real-world noise patterns. To
overcome these challenges, we present a new
benchmark in Section 4 that accurately reflects
real-world noise distributions and provides a more
rigorous evaluation setting for label noise meth-
ods.

2.2 Evolution of Noise Detection
Methods

Early approaches to detect noisy-label samples
exploited the observation that deep networks
learn clean samples before memorizing noisy ones
during training [7, 34]. This observation gave
rise to small-loss based selection methods, where
samples with smaller loss values during train-
ing are deemed more likely to have clean labels.
DivideMix [28] advanced this concept by model-
ing loss distributions using two Gaussian mixture
models to separate clean and noisy samples. How-
ever, these approaches struggled with OOD sam-
ples, where the assumed bimodal distribution of
losses no longer works effectively. This issue has
been addressed by some approaches, like Eviden-
tialMix [41], which jointly handle closed-set and
open-set noise through evidential learning.

Recent advances in noisy-label sample detec-
tion mechanisms have demonstrated the power of
feature-space analysis for handling noisy labels [2,
26, 29]. For instance, methods such as SNCP [2]
and RRL [29] achieve SOTA performance on
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real-world noisy datasets by effectively leveraging
neighborhood relationships in learned representa-
tions. Other relevant approaches explore feature
component analysis to detect clean and noisy-
label samples [26], where noisy label samples are
detected using principal component analysis by
reducing the feature space, visualizing the data
for outliers, and identifying samples that deviate
significantly from their class-specific clusters.

A common drawback of the methods discussed
above is their reliance on inefficient two-stage
processes, with one stage to identify clean and
noisy-labeled samples, and another to train the
model using separate strategies tailored to han-
dle each type. Moreover, existing approaches have
not focused on a critical component that can lead
to substantial improvement in their performance:
the accurate noise rate estimation. Our proposed
method, AEON, directly addresses this limita-
tion while maintaining computational efficiency,
advancing the field toward more robust learning
under label noise.

2.3 Semi-Supervised Learning with
Noisy Labels

A significant breakthrough in noisy-label learning
emerged by re-framing noise handling as a semi-
supervised learning problem [33, 36, 37], where
the model treats potentially noisy-labeled sam-
ples as unlabeled data. DivideMix [28] pioneered
this approach by leveraging noisy samples as
unlabeled data, while subsequent methods like
ScanMix [42] and PropMix [13] enhanced this
framework through semantic clustering and pro-
portional mixing strategies, respectively. However,
these approaches face two critical limitations: they
rely on computationally expensive dual-model
architectures, and their underlying distributional
assumptions fail to address OOD samples. Our
method overcomes both challenges through a
single-model architecture that explicitly accounts
for the ID and OOD label noise.

2.4 Instance-Dependent Noise
modeling

Recent theoretical breakthroughs have empha-
sized the importance of understanding and model-
ing instance-dependent noise (IDN) in real-world
scenarios [11, 17, 31, 49], which established the

learnability of instance-dependent noise under
certain conditions. In contrast, [9] provided the-
oretical guarantees for learning with instance-
dependent label noise through confidence scores.
However, existing approaches rely on computa-
tionally expensive graphical models [19, 20],or
make strong assumptions about the problem [3,
53], or need to define complex thresholds about
noise structure that limit their applicability [1,16].

Even though successful in IDN problems, cur-
rent SOTA IDN methods [20] suffer from sig-
nificant computational overhead, requiring 3× to
5× longer training time compared to standard
noisy-label learning methods [19, 28, 33]. More-
over, existing IDN approaches focus either on
closed-set or open-set noise [13, 42, 45], failing to
estimate crucial characteristics like noise rates for
both scenarios jointly. This creates a fundamen-
tal bottleneck in learning, as accurate noise rate
estimation is essential for robust model train-
ing [32, 49]. Our work addresses these limitations
by introducing a computationally efficient frame-
work that simultaneously estimates and handles
both noise types while maintaining training costs
comparable to standard procedures.

3 Methodology
In this section, we introduce the proposed AEON,
a novel framework that effectively handles ID and
OOD instance-dependent noise through adaptive
noise rate estimation and robust learning. We first
formalize the problem in Section 3.1, then present
our framework in Section 3.2.

3.1 Problem Formulation
Let X̂ ⊆ Rd denote the input space and Ŷ =
{1, . . . , C} the label space for C classes. Given
a noisy-label training dataset D = {(x̂i, ŷi)}|D|

i=1,
where x̂i ∈ X̂ represents potentially corrupted
inputs and ŷi ∈ Ŷ their corresponding noisy
labels, our goal is to learn a robust classifier fθ :
X̂ → RC parameterized by θ. The labels ŷi are C-
dimensional one-hot encoded vectors from the set
Ŷ = {ŷ ∈ {0, 1}C |1⊤

C ŷ = 1}, where 1C denotes a
C-dimensional vector of ones.

Taking a sample (x̂, ŷ) ∈ D and assuming that
the latent clean label of x̂ is y, we characterize two
types of noise:
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• In-distribution (ID) noise rate ηid = P (ŷ ̸=
y|x̂), where y ∈ Ŷ

• Out-of-distribution (OOD) noise rate ηood =
P (ŷ ̸= y|x̂), where y /∈ Ŷ

Hence, a sample in D is annotated with a clean
label with probability 1−ηid −ηood = P (ŷ = y|x̂).

The objective of our methodology is twofold:
(1) estimate the noise rates ηid and ηood with-
out accessing a clean validation set, and (2) learn
a model fθ(.) that can accurately predict clean
labels during testing.

3.2 Noise Rate Estimation
Our method estimates both ID and OOD noise
rates through learnable parameters. We first
explain how we estimate and detect OOD noise,
followed by the ID noise estimation process.

OOD Noise Estimation
We estimate the OOD noise rate, represented by
η̂ood ∈ [0, 1], through a learnable parameter γood ∈
R using a sigmoid function:

η̂ood = σ(γood;T ood) = 1
1 + e−γood/T ood , (1)

where T ood ∈ R+ controls the sigmoid smooth-
ness. To detect OOD samples, we compute an
energy score for each sample i:

Ei = −TE · log
C∑

k=1
ef

(k)
θ

(x̂i)/TE , (2)

where f (k)
θ (x̂i) ∈ R is the logit output for class k,

C is the number of classes, x̂i is the input sam-
ple, and TE ∈ R+ is a temperature parameter.
We then compute a sample-wise OOD distribution
weighting:

wood
i = σ(τood −Ei;βood) = 1

1 + e−(τood−Ei)/βood ,

(3)
where βood ∈ R+ controls the sharpness of the sig-
moid boundary, and τood is an adaptive threshold:

τood = Φ−1(1 − η̂ood;µE , σ
2
E), (4)

with µE and σ2
E being the empirical mean and

variance of energy scores across the batch, and

Φ−1 the inverse cumulative distribution function
of the Gaussian distribution.

ID Noise Estimation
Similarly, we estimate the ID noise rate η̂id ∈ [0, 1]
through parameter γid ∈ R:

η̂id = σ(γid;T id) = 1
1 + e−γid/T id , (5)

where T id ∈ R+ controls the sigmoid smoothness.
For ID noise detection, we use the classification
loss:

Ls
i = −ŷ⊤

i log (softmax(fθ(x̂i))) , (6)

where ŷi ∈ {0, 1}C is the one-hot encoded label
for sample i. We then compute a clean sample
weighting:

wid
i = σ(τ id − Ls

i ;βid) = 1
1 + e−(τ id−Ls

i
)/βid , (7)

where βid ∈ R+ controls the sigmoid boundary
sharpness, and τ id is an adaptive threshold:

τ id = Φ−1(1 − η̂id;µL, σ
2
L), (8)

with µL and σ2
L being the empirical mean and

variance of loss values.
These adaptive thresholds τood and τ id parti-

tion the energy and loss distributions according
to the estimated noise rates. During training, if
η̂ood = 50%, then the threshold τood will iden-
tify the 50% higher energy samples as likely OOD.
Similarly, τ id uses the estimated η̂id to identify
noisy samples within the ID set through their loss
values.

3.3 Training Algorithm
We propose a one-stage learning algorithm with
three complementary cost functions: (1) a super-
vised loss for clean-label samples, (2) an unsu-
pervised loss for ID noisy-label samples, and (3)
a contrastive loss for OOD noisy-label samples.
A notable characteristic of our training is its
end-to-end formulation, where samples are not
explicitly assigned to one of the three objec-
tives. Instead, their contributions are dynamically
weighted using the estimated distribution and
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clean-label weights, wood and wid, as defined in
Eqs. (3) and (7).

The overall optimization objective to learn
θ∗, γid∗

, γood∗ is defined as:

min
θ,γid,γood

1
N

N∑
i=1

(
wood

i Lid
i + (1 − wood

i )Lood
i

)
+ Lcont

i ,

(9)

where

Lid
i = wid

i Ls
i + (1 − wid

i )Lu
i + max(0, Ei −mid)2,

(10)
is the loss for samples with high wood

i (i.e., samples
likely to belong to the training set classes), com-
bining a supervised loss Ls

i for samples with high
wid

i , as defined in Eq. (6), and an unsupervised
loss Lu

i for samples with low wid
i

Lu
i = −q̂⊤

i log p(fθ(x̂i)), (11)

with p(fθ(x̂i)) denoting the softmax probability
output of the network, and the pseudo-label q̂i

being computed with

q̂i = normalize
([

1
N

N∑
n=1

p(fθ(T (n)
w (x̂i)))

]γu)
.

(12)
In Eq. (12), T (n)

w denotes the n-th weak augmenta-
tion transformation, N is the number of augmen-
tations, and γu controls pseudo-label sharpness,
balancing prediction confidence with confirmation
bias mitigation. The loss for OOD samples in
Eq. (9) is defined as:

Lood
i = max(0,mood − Ei)2, (13)

where mout and min are margin hyperparameters
controlling the energy bounds for OOD and ID
samples respectively.

Finally, the contrastive loss Lcont
i in Eq. (9)

combines supervised and unsupervised objectives:

Lcont
i = Lcont,sup

i + Lcont,uns
i , (14)

where the supervised contrastive loss is:

Lcont,sup
i = − log

∑
j∈Pi

exp(Sij)∑N
k=1 exp(Sik)

, (15)

and the unsupervised contrastive loss is:

Lcont,uns
i = − log exp(Sii)∑N

k=1 exp(Sik)
. (16)

Here, Sij represents the similarity between feature
representations of samples i and j:

Sij = g(fθ(Tw(x̂i)))⊤g(fθ(Ts(x̂j)))
Tc

, (17)

where g(.) is a projection head that maps fea-
tures to a normalized embedding space, Tw and
Ts are weak and strong augmentation functions
respectively, Tc is a temperature parameter, and
Pi = {j|ŷj = ŷi} is the set of positive samples
for instance i. The complete training procedure is
summarized in Algorithm 1.

4 Instance-Dependent
Combined Open- and
Closed-Set Noise Benchmark

We propose a systematic method to construct
an instance-dependent ID and OOD label noise
benchmark, utilizing the well-established ciFAIR-
100 dataset [8]. This benchmark employs a two-
stage noise injection strategy designed to mir-
ror the complexities of real-world label noise, as
detailed below.

Open-Set Noise Injection
To introduce OOD noise, we first establish seman-
tic relationships across datasets. Specifically, we
compute the cosine similarity (Ψ) between feature
representations of samples from ciFAIR-100 [8],
denoted as xciFAIR, and Places365 [57], denoted as
xPlaces, as follows:

Ψij =
ψ(xciFAIR

i )⊤ψ(xPlaces
j )

∥ψ(xciFAIR
i )∥2∥ψ(xPlaces

j )∥2
, (18)

where ψ : X → Z represents the mapping of
input samples to the embedding space by the Ima-
geNet pre-trained ResNet-18 encoder [22], and Z
denotes the embedding space.

Using these cosine similarity scores, we selec-
tively replace a proportion of ciFAIR-100 training
samples, determined by rood×|D| (where |D| is the
training set size), with semantically similar images
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from Places365. For each selected sample x̂i, we
choose its replacement from Places365 by sam-
pling from the top-1 most similar images accord-
ing to Ψij , while retaining the original ciFAIR-100
label ŷi. This creates instance-dependent OOD
noise since both selection and replacement prob-
abilities depend on feature similarities. We use
Places365 [57] following previous OOD label noise
papers [1–4,18]. This process introduces instance-
dependent OOD noisy-label samples that mirror
real-world scenarios.

Closed-Set Noise Injection
Subsequently, we inject instance-dependent
closed-set noise on remaining clean samples fol-
lowing [49]. Specifically, for a noise rate rid, we
sample instance-specific flip rates q ∈ Rd from
N (µ = rid, σ = 0.1), clipping their values to
be in the range [0, 1], and class-specific vectors
wc ∈ Rd from N (µ = 0, σ = 1).

P (ŷ|y = yi, x̂ = x̂i) = softmax(qi × (x̂i × wyi)),
(19)

where the diagonal entry P (ŷ = yi|y = yi, x̂ =
x̂i) is set to 1 − qi, and the off-diagonal entries
are normalized to sum to qi. This ensures that
the instance-dependent noise transition depends
on both feature characteristics and maintains an
expected noise rate of rid across the dataset,
refer [49] for more details.

Dual-Noise Framework
For a dataset of size |D|, we first replace rood ×
|D| samples with instance-dependent OOD sam-
ples, followed by instance-dependent closed-set
noise injection at rate rid on the remaining (1 −
rood) × |D| samples. This dual-noise framework
provides a rigorous testbed that effectively cap-
tures the coexistence of both noise types under
instance-dependent conditions, closely resembling
real-world data imperfections. Detailed experi-
mental results on this benchmark are presented
in Section 5.1.1.

5 Experiments
In this section, we present comprehensive experi-
ments across two categories of datasets to validate
the effectiveness of our proposed method. First,
we evaluate AEON on two synthetic benchmark

datasets: (1) CIFAR-100 [27] with random con-
trolled noise injection for open-set (INet32 [14]
and Places365 [57]) and random closed-set, exam-
ining multiple noise rate configurations following
the literature [1, 3, 4], and (2) ciFAIR-100 [8],
our novel ID+OOD instance-dependent synthetic
benchmark incorporating realistic noise patterns
from Places365 [57] for open-set and follow-
ing IDN [49] for closed-set. Second, we assess
AEON’s performance on challenging real-world
datasets including Clothing1M [50], containing
1M images from scrapping shopping websites;
mini-WebVision [28], comprising 66, 000 web-
crawled images across 50 classes from WebVi-
sion [30]; and the fine-grained WebFG-496 [44]
subsets (Web Aircraft, Web Bird, and Web Car)
that present unique challenges for both open and
closed-set noise.

5.1 Datasets
We conduct extensive experiments on both syn-
thetic benchmark datasets in Section 5.1.1 and
real-world noisy datasets in Section 5.1.2 to
demonstrate the effectiveness of AEON. Further
details of datasets used in our experiments are
outlined below.

5.1.1 Synthetic Benchmarks
CIFAR-100 comprises CIFAR-100 [27] images
x ∈ R32×32×3 across N = 100 object categories,
with |Dtrain| = 50, 000 and |Dtest| = 10, 000.
We simulate noise rates corruption following the
literature [2, 3, 18]. Following our algorithm to
implement the benchmark explained in Section 4,
we first corrupt a fraction rid of training labels
while preserving images randomly for closed-set.
Second, we replace rood fraction of images from
ImageNet32 [14] and Places365 [57], maintain-
ing consistent image dimensions while introducing
domain shift for open-set.

ciFAIR-100, introduced in this paper, con-
sists of ciFAIR-100 [8] images x ∈ R32×32×3 across
N = 100 object categories, maintaining identical
data distribution as CIFAR-100 with |Dtrain| =
50, 000 and |Dtest| = 10, 000, but avoiding dupli-
cates between train and test set [8]. We simulate
open and closed noise rates corruption follow-
ing the literature [2, 3, 18], using our benchmark
construction algorithm explained in Section 4.
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Algorithm 1 AEON: Unified Training Procedure
Require: D, fθ, (TE , T id, T ood, Tc), (mid, mood)
Ensure: fθ, (η̂id, η̂ood)

1: Init: θ, γid, γood

2: while not converged do
3: 1. Noise Rate Estimation [Eq. (1),(5)]:
4: η̂ood ← σ(γood; T ood)
5: η̂id ← σ(γid; T id)
6: 2. Detection Scores [Eq. (2),(6)]:
7: Ei ← −TE log

∑C
k=1 ef

(k)
θ

(x̂i)/TE

8: Ls
i ← −ŷ⊤

i log(softmax(fθ(x̂i)))
9: 3. Adaptive Thresholds [Eq. (4),(8)]:

10: τood ← Φ−1(1− η̂ood; µE , σ2
E)

11: τ id ← Φ−1(1− η̂id; µL, σ2
L)

12: 4. Sample Weights [Eq. (3),(7)]:
13: wood

i ← (1 + e−(τood−Ei)/βood

)−1

14: wid
i ← (1 + e−(τ id−Ls

i )/βid

)−1

15: 5. Component Losses [Eq. (12)-(10)]:
16: q̂i ← normalize[ 1

N

∑
n p(fθ(T (n)

w (x̂i)))]γu

17: Lu
i ← −q̂⊤

i log p(fθ(x̂i))
18: Lood

i ← max(0, mood − Ei)2

19: Lenergy
i ← max(0, Ei −mid)2

20: 6. Contrastive Learning [Eq. (17)-(16)]:
21: Sij ← g(fθ(Tw(x̂i)))⊤g(fθ(Ts(x̂j)))/Tc

22: Lcont,sup
i ← − log

∑
j∈Pi

exp(Sij)∑
k

exp(Sik)

23: Lcont,uns
i ← − log exp(Sii)∑

k
exp(Sik)

24: 7. Final Loss & Update [Eq. (9),(10)]:
25: Lid

i ← wid
i L

s
i + (1− wid

i )Lu
i + Lenergy

i

26: Ltotal ← 1
N

∑
i[w

ood
i Lid

i + (1− wood
i )Lood

i

27: +Lcont,sup
i + Lcont,uns

i ]
28: Update θ, γid, γood using ∇Ltotal

29: end while
30: return fθ, (η̂id, η̂ood)

5.1.2 Real-World Benchmarks
mini-WebVision comprises web-crawled images
x ∈ R227×227×3 from the first 50 classes of Web-
Vision [30], with |Dtrain| = 66, 000 and |Dtest| =
2, 500. Following DivideMix [28], we evaluate on
the clean set to ensure a fair comparison with
prior work [20,28,55,56] on real-world noisy label
learning.

Clothing1M consists of e-commerce web-
crawled images [50] across N = 14 clothing cate-
gories, with |Dnoisy| = 1M web-collected training
samples. The dataset has a clean-label test set
with |Dtest| = 10, 000 images. Following standard
protocol [28,49], we evaluate on the clean test set

and have not considered the validation set at any
stage.

WebFG-496 contains fine-grained web
images [44] x across N = 496 categories, with
|Dtrain| = 53, 339. The categories are partitioned
into |Ŷbird| = 200 bird species, |Ŷaircraft| = 100
aircraft types, and |Ŷcar| = 196 car models. The
dataset presents real-world challenges including
natural label noise, minimal inter-class visual
differences, and significant class imbalance, pro-
viding a rigorous benchmark for fine-grained
recognition under noisy conditions.

5.2 Implementation Details
In this section we provide implementation details
of AEON, encompassing infrastructure setup,
data processing, and optimization protocols. We
ensure reproducibility by explicitly specifying all
hyperparameters and architectural choices across
different experimental settings.

5.2.1 Infrastructure and Architecture
All experiments are conducted using PyTorch-
2.5.1 on NVIDIA A6000 GPUs with FP32 pre-
cision and random seed 1 for reproducibility.
We employ PreActResNet-18 [23] architecture
for CIFAR-100 [27], ciFAIR-100 [8], and mini-
WebVision [28], pre-trained ResNet-50 [22] for
Clothing1M [50] and WebFG-496 [44] datasets fol-
lowing standard protocols in the literature [4, 20,
28,52].

5.2.2 Data Processing Pipeline
Input images are processed at native resolutions:
32 × 32 × 3 for CIFAR-100 [27] and ciFAIR-
100 [8], 227×227×3 for mini-WebVision [28], and
448 × 448 × 3 for WebFG-496 [44], while Cloth-
ing1M [50] maintains original dimensions. For
synthetic benchmarks (CIFAR-100 [27], ciFAIR-
100 [8]), we augment inputs using random crop
(padding=4) and horizontal flip for weak augmen-
tation Tw, while strong augmentation Ts applies
RandAugment(2, 14) followed by CutOut(16).

5.2.3 Training and Optimization
Protocol

For synthetic datasets, we optimize using SGD
with momentum 0.9, initial learning rate 0.1,
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weight decay 5 × 10−5, and batch size 256. Train-
ing proceeds for 330 epochs total, comprising 30
warm-up epochs followed by 300 main training
epochs with cosine learning rate decay. Real-world
datasets employ modified parameters: WebFG-
496 [44] uses learning rate 0.003, weight decay
10−3, batch size 32, and 10 warm-up epochs,
while Clothing1M [50] and mini-WebVision [28]
follow similar settings as in [1, 28]. These hyper-
parameters are selected based on performance on
a held-out portion of the training set.

Noise Estimation Parameters
The energy-based scoring mechanism, Eq. (2) uses
temperature TE = 1 with margins mid = 0.2 and
mood = 0.8 for synthetic datasets and mid = 0.3
and mood = 0.9 for others. Adaptive rate esti-
mation in Eqs. (1) and (5) employs temperature
parameters T ood = T id = 10 with initial val-
ues γood, γid follow random initialization. Sample
re-weighting in Eqs. (3) and (7) utilizes sigmoid
temperatures βid = βood = 0.1.

Multi-Objective Learning Configuration
The supervised learning component in Eq. (6)
implements Mixup augmentation with α = 0.2.
Unsupervised learning in Eq. (12) uses tempera-
ture γu = 2, and averages over 2 weak augmenta-
tions. The contrastive learning module in Eq. (17)
operates with temperature Tc = 0.07, projection
dimension 128, and balancing weight λ = 0.5 for
all datasets. Model selection follows established
literature [1,28] for benchmark datasets. For syn-
thetic and real-world experiments, we maintain
consistent evaluation with recent literature [2, 3,
18].

Classification Measures
We employ classification accuracy as our pri-
mary evaluation metric across all experiments. For
synthetic benchmarks in Tables 1 and 2, we addi-
tionally report Expected Calibration Error (ECE)
to validate our model’s uncertainty estimation.
ECE evaluates the reliability of our dual-stream
detection mechanism in Eqs. (3) and (7) and noise
rate estimation in Eqs. (1) and (5) by quantify-
ing how well the adaptive thresholds in Eqs. (4)
and (8) partition the energy and loss distributions
in Fig. 3. For real-world datasets in Tables 3 and 4,

we report accuracy to enable direct comparisons
with prior work.

5.3 Experimental Analysis
We conduct extensive empirical evaluation of
AEON across synthetic and real-world bench-
marks, analysing its performance against SOTA
approaches.

Performance on Our Instance-Dependent
Open-set Noise Benchmark
We establish new SOTA results on our pro-
posed instance-dependent benchmark, as
shown in Table 1. The evaluation encompasses
recent approaches including DivideMix [28],
ELR [34], EvidentialMix [41], PLS [1],
and MDM [18]. Under varying noise rate
configurations, AEON achieves superior clas-
sification performance with margins (∆acc) of
{1.01%, 4.03%, 6.74%, 9.15%} at (rood, rid) ∈
{(0.2, 0.2), (0.4, 0.2), (0.6, 0.2), (0.4, 0.4)} respec-
tively. This improved performance is particularly
significant given the challenging nature of
instance-dependent noise that correlates with
image content. The ECE improvements follow a
similar pattern, with AEON reducing calibration
error by {0.35%, 1.09%, 2.83%, 3.57%} compared
to the best baseline for the same noise configura-
tions. These gains in calibration quality reinforce
AEON’s superior handling of instance-dependent
noise.

Performance on Synthetic Open-set
Benchmarks
Table 2 presents comparative analysis on CIFAR-
100 [27] with controlled open-set noise from
INet32 [14] and Places365 [57]. AEON demon-
strates consistent performance improvements
across noise rate configurations (rood, rid) ∈
{(0.2, 0.2), (0.4, 0.2), (0.6, 0.2), (0.4, 0.4)}, achiev-
ing average classification accuracy gains of ∆acc =
2.25% and ∆acc = 3.1% on INet32 [14] and
Places365 [57], respectively. Notably, the perfor-
mance margin widens at higher noise rates (up
to 3.47% on INet32 and 4.12% on Places365
at (rood, rid) = (0.6, 0.2)), suggesting enhanced
robustness to severe corruption. ECE analysis
reveals consistent calibration improvements, with
AEON reducing calibration error by an average
of 2.15% on INet32 and 2.85% on Places365.
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Table 1: Our benchmark. Classification accuracy and ECE (%) on ciFAIR-100 [8] under instance-
dependent open-set noise from Places365 [57] and instance-dependent closed-set noise from Part-
Dependent [49]. The first two columns (rood, rid) indicate injected open-set and closed-set noise rates
respectively, while the last two columns show AEON’s estimated noise rates (η̂ood, η̂id). All results are
reproduced locally as the mean over three runs, experimental settings mentioned in Section 5.2, with
bold indicating SOTA.
OOD rood rid CE DM [28] ELR [34] EDM [41] PLS [1] MDM [18] AEON (Ours)

2020 2020 2021 2023 2024 Acc./ECE Noise Rates
(↑/↓) η̂ood η̂id

Places-IDN [57]

0.2 0.2 48.07/7.82 73.10/5.94 65.27/6.45 68.94/6.12 73.50/2.89 70.28/3.45 74.51/3.24 0.24 0.31
0.4 0.2 39.52/8.45 63.13/6.78 58.32/7.12 54.47/7.34 65.25/5.67 62.90/3.82 69.28/3.58 0.43 0.25
0.6 0.2 27.58/9.67 41.67/7.89 42.77/7.56 40.65/8.23 42.43/3.34 44.63/4.15 51.37/3.92 0.57 0.23
0.4 0.4 21.35/10.23 29.54/8.45 29.91/8.67 21.40/3.12 33.45/4.23 37.79/4.38 46.94/4.15 0.36 0.44

The improvements are most pronounced at severe
noise levels, reaching 3.27% and 3.89% reduc-
tions on INet32 and Places365 respectively at
(rood, rid) = (0.6, 0.2), aligning with the accuracy
improvements.

Real-world Performance Analysis
Our evaluation of large-scale real-world datasets
demonstrates AEON’s performance capability,
where noise patterns emerge naturally from web
collection processes. On Clothing1M [50], AEON
achieves 75.5% Top-1 accuracy without using
clean validation data during training, as shown
in Table 3. The estimated noise rate aligns with
previous studies [20,50], validating our noise mod-
eling approach. Similarly, on mini-WebVision [28],
we observe competitive performance with Top-
1/Top-5 accuracies of 79.8%/94.1%.

The fine-grained recognition results on
WebFG-496 [44] presented in Table 4 further val-
idate AEON’s effectiveness across diverse visual
domains. We achieve mean accuracy improve-
ments ∆acc of 2.29%, 3.19%, and 1.65% on car,
bird, and aircraft categories, respectively, com-
pared to the strongest baseline [1]. Our approach
yields consistent improvements on both synthetic
and real-world corruptions while maintaining
strong performance without accessing clean
validation data. The consistent performance
improvements highlight the method’s ability
to handle subtle noise patterns, showcasing its
robustness.

An interesting observation from the real-world
performance analysis presented in Table 3 is that
the ranking of results in our synthetic bench-
mark (Table 1) closely mirrors those from the

real-world datasets Clothing1M [50] and mini-
WebVision [28]. This contrasts with the rank-
ings observed in previously proposed benchmarks
(Table 2), which show a different trend. Specif-
ically, when focusing on the models common to
both Table 1 and Table 3, our method achieves
the highest performance, followed by MDM [18],
ELR [34], and DM [28]. Conversely, the results
in Table 2 present an inconclusive ranking, with
MDM [18] outperforming our AEON method in
one of the experiments. Therefore, our benchmark
offers a more reliable framework for assessing the
effectiveness of new methods for learning with ID
and OOD instance-dependent noisy labels.

6 Ablation Studies
We conduct comprehensive ablation studies on
our proposed ciFAIR-100 [8] benchmark with
40% closed-set [49] and 40% open-set noise
Places365 [57]. Our analysis focuses on three
key aspects: (1) comparative model performance
under varying noise conditions in Section 6.1,
(2) component contributions in Section 6.2, and
(3) initialization robustness in Section 6.3. All
experiments maintain consistent architecture and
optimization settings as described in Section 5.2.

6.1 Performance Analysis
Fig. 4 presents a comprehensive performance anal-
ysis of various models under both low and high
noise conditions. In the low noise scenario (rood =
0.2, rid = 0.2), AEON and PLS [1] achieve
superior accuracy (74.51% ± 0.32 and 73.50% ±
0.28) with efficient training times (2.10 and 1.89
hours). The high noise scenario (rood = 0.4,
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Table 2: Synthetic Benchmarks. Classification accuracy and ECE (%) on CIFAR-100 [27] under
random open-set from ImageNet32 [14] and Places365 [57], and random closed-set noise [1]. The first
two columns (rood, rid) indicate injected open-set and closed-set noise rates respectively, while the last
two columns show AEON’s estimated noise rates (η̂ood, η̂id). Results are reported as the mean over three
runs, with bold indicating SOTA. Baseline results from [1,4, 18].
OOD rood rid CE ELR [34] EDM [41] RRL [29] DSOS [3] SNCF [2] PLS [1] MDM [18] AEON (Ours)

2020 2021 2021 2022 2022 2023 2024 Acc./ECE Noise Rates
(↑/↓) η̂ood η̂id

INet32 [14]

0.2 0.2 63.68 68.71 71.03 72.64 70.54 72.95 76.29 75.30 76.20/3.21 0.23 0.26
0.4 0.2 58.94 63.21 61.89 66.04 62.49 67.62 72.06 69.10 74.90/3.45 0.36 0.24
0.6 0.2 46.02 44.79 21.88 26.76 49.98 53.26 57.78 59.80 63.27/3.82 0.63 0.23
0.4 0.4 41.39 34.82 24.15 31.29 43.69 54.04 56.92 63.00 65.78/3.94 0.37 0.42

Places365 [57]

0.2 0.2 59.88 68.58 70.46 72.62 69.72 71.25 76.35 74.50 77.89/3.18 0.22 0.29
0.4 0.2 53.46 59.47 58.01 58.60 59.47 64.03 71.65 69.30 73.26/3.52 0.45 0.27
0.6 0.2 39.55 37.10 23.95 49.27 35.48 49.83 57.31 59.00 60.74/3.89 0.58 0.29
0.4 0.4 32.06 34.71 20.33 26.67 29.54 50.95 55.61 62.50 58.20/4.12 0.43 0.36

Training Time (hours) Training Time (hours)

Fig. 4: Performance analysis comparing training time efficiency and classification accuracy across meth-
ods. Results on our ciFAIR-100 [8] benchmarks under low-noise (rood = 0.2, rid = 0.2) and high-noise
(rood = 0.4, rid = 0.4) settings with instance-dependent closed-set noise [49] and instance-dependent
Places-IDN [57] open-set noise. Scatter plots illustrate the accuracy-training time trade-off, with 95%
confidence regions shown in gray.

rid = 0.4) demonstrates AEON’s robust accuracy
(46.94% ± 0.41) compared to other methods, with
PLS following at 33.45%±0.37, while maintaining
computational efficiency. Models like EDM [41]
and CE show significantly degraded performance
under increased noise, despite having high compu-
tational requirements. The dashed trend lines in
both plots and the gray confidence ellipses (95%

confidence region) reveal a consistent pattern:
under low noise, accuracy exhibits positive corre-
lation with computational time (ρ = 0.42), while
under high noise, this trend reverses (ρ = −0.38),
suggesting that increased computation time does
not guarantee better performance in challenging
noise conditions.
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Table 3: Real-world Clothing1M and mini-
WebVision Benchmarks. Classification accuracy
(%) on Clothing1M [50] (N = 14 clothing categories,
|D| = 1M) and mini-WebVision [28] (N = 50 object
categories, |D| = 66K). Results report both Top-1
and Top-5 performance, with bold indicating SOTA.

Method Clothing1M mini-WebVision

Accuracy (↑) Top-1 (↑) Top-5 (↑)

DivideMix [28] 74.6 77.2 91.6
ELR+ [34] 71.5 63.6 83.5
CC-GM [20] 75.3 80.0 93.8
MDM [18] 73.1 78.4 92.0

AEON (Ours) 75.5 79.8 94.1

Estimated Noise Rates

η̂id 0.31 0.28
η̂ood 0.05 0.17

Table 4: Real-world WebFG-496 Bench-
marks. Classification accuracy (%) on
WebFG-496 [44] fine-grained recognition
benchmark across aircraft N = 100, bird N =
200, and car N = 196 categories, with bold
indicating SOTA.
Method Web-Aircraft Web-bird Web-car

CE 60.80 64.40 60.60
Co-teaching 79.54 76.68 84.95
PENCIL 78.82 75.09 81.68
SELFIE 79.27 77.20 82.90
DivideMix 82.48 74.40 84.27
Peer-learning 78.64 75.37 82.48
PLC 79.24 76.22 81.87
PLS 87.58 79.00 86.27

AEON (Ours) 89.23 82.19 88.56

Estimated Noise Rates

η̂id 0.21 0.18 0.28
η̂ood 0.16 0.11 0.19

6.2 Component Analysis
In Table 5, the baseline cross-entropy (CE) model
Eq. (6), achieves only 21.35% accuracy, highlight-
ing the severity of mixed closed-set and open-
set noise in our benchmark. We first address
closed-set noise through a combination of super-
vised learning Eq. (6), and unsupervised learning
Eq. (11), which improves accuracy to 29.38%
by better handling in-distribution label corrup-
tions. This improvement is achieved with a modest

increase in computational cost from 0.81 to 1.20
hours.

Building upon this foundation, we incorporate
energy-based scoring Eq. (2) to target open-set
noise precisely. This addition further improves
accuracy to 31.67%, demonstrating the comple-
mentary benefits of handling both noise types.
The computational overhead remains relatively
stable at 1.35 hours.

A significant accuracy improvement is
achieved with our dual-stream sigmoid soft mask-
ing mechanism Eqs. (3) and (7), which adaptively
weights sample contributions through wood and
wid, raising accuracy to 39.20%. More signifi-
cantly, this approach enables dynamic estimation
of noise rates through learnable parameters
Eqs. (1) and (5), yielding estimates of η̂id = 0.41
and η̂ood = 0.38. Finally, integrating contrastive
learning from Eq. (14) yields our complete model,
achieving 46.94% accuracy through enhanced
feature discrimination. The estimated noise rates
(η̂id = 0.44, η̂ood = 0.36) validate our adaptive
estimation approach.

Such improvement in accuracy is achieved with
a training time of 2.10 hours, representing a
2.6× increase over the baseline (CE). This grad-
ual improvement demonstrates each component’s
efficacy and incremental integration in AEON.

6.2.1 Sensitivity to Temperature
Parameters

We analyze AEON’s sensitivity to three key tem-
perature parameters: energy scoring TE in Eq. (2),
noise rate estimation T ood = T id = T in Eqs. (1)
and (5), and sigmoid masking βold = βid = β
in Eqs. (3) and (7). As shown in Table 6, low
values for TE (e.g., 0.5) lead to poor noise dis-
crimination, resulting in low accuracy of 41.23%,
while high values (e.g., 2.0) tend to over-smooth
the energy distribution, producing an accuracy of
40.81%. The noise rate temperature T affects esti-
mation stability, with extreme values of 5.0 or 15.0
showing suboptimal performance. Similarly, the
sigmoid temperature β balances transition sharp-
ness, where β = 0.05 is too smooth and β = 0.2
is too sharp. The optimal configuration TE = 1.0,
T = 10.0, and β = 0.1 achieves 46.94% accuracy
with noise estimates of η̂id = 0.44 and η̂ood = 0.36.
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Table 5: Component-wise ablation study showing the progressive development of AEON.
Results on our ciFAIR-100 [8] benchmark with 40% IDN [49] closed-set rid, and 40% open-set noise rood

using Places-IDN [57] demonstrate how each component addresses specific aspects of noisy label learning.
The model configurations show cumulative addition of components, with the noise estimation column
showing AEON’s estimated noise rates η̂id, η̂ood, and last column shows the overall training time in hours
(h).

Model Configuration Accuracy (%) Noise Estimation Train time
↑ η̂id η̂ood (h)

CE Only (Base) [Eq. (6)] 21.35 – – 0.81
Closed-set: Sup/Unsup Learning [Eqs. (6) and (11)] 29.38 – – 1.20
+ Open-set: Energy Scoring [Eq. (2)] 31.67 – – 1.35
+ Masking: Adaptive Rate Est. [Eqs. (1), (3), (5) and (7)] 39.20 0.41 0.38 1.89
+ Cont: Contrastive Learning [Eq. (14)] 46.94 0.44 0.36 2.10

Table 6: Impact of temperature
parameters on AEON’s perfor-
mance. Results on our benchmark,
ciFAIR-100 [8] with 40% closed-set
IDN [49] rid and 40% open-set noise rood

using Places-IDN [57], show AEON’s
noise estimated rates η̂id, η̂ood and
test accuracy. For clarity, we maintain
T ood = T id = T and βood = βid = β
throughout all experiments. Configura-
tion with highest accuracy is highlighted
in bold.
TE T β Noise Est. Acc.

η̂id η̂ood (%) ↑

0.5 10.0 0.1 0.38 0.42 41.23
2.0 10.0 0.1 0.35 0.45 40.81

1.0 5.0 0.1 0.41 0.39 43.67
1.0 15.0 0.1 0.42 0.38 44.12

1.0 10.0 0.05 0.40 0.40 43.89
1.0 10.0 0.2 0.43 0.37 45.03

1.0 10.0 0.1 0.44 0.36 46.94

6.2.2 Architecture Analysis
Following standard protocols in noise-robust
learning literature [1, 20, 28], we implement
AEON using PreActResNet-18 [23] as our back-
bone architecture. To demonstrate AEON’s archi-
tectural generality, we conduct a controlled
study examining different backbone networks on
ciFAIR-100 [8] in Table 7. Results show that
improved accuracy results can be achieved with
more sophisticated models, such as ViT-Small [15]

Table 7: Impact of different architectures on
AEON’s performance. Results on our bench-
mark, ciFAIR-100 [8] with 40% closed-set IDN [49]
rid and 40% open-set noise rood using Places-
IDN [57], show accuracy and estimated noise rates
(η̂id and η̂ood) as a function of the different archi-
tectures.
Architecture Acc. Est. Noise Rates

(%) ↑ η̂id η̂ood

PreActResNet-18 [23] 46.94 0.36 0.44
ResNet-50 [22] 48.62 0.38 0.42
ConvNeXt-T [39] 51.83 0.34 0.45
ViT-Small [15] 52.41 0.35 0.46
Swin-T [38] 52.15 0.33 0.45

and Swin-T [38]. However, the noise estimation is
relatively stable for all different models.

6.3 Initialization Sensitivity
We analyze the sensitivity of AEON to differ-
ent initializations of the learnable parameters γood

and γid that control our sigmoid-based noise rate
estimation Eqs. (1) and (5). Table 8 demonstrates
the model’s robustness across various initialisa-
tion scales on ciFAIR-100 [8] with our instance-
dependent noise injection protocol described in
Section 4.

The results reveal a relatively low sensitivity of
our method with respect to the initialization scale,
with little variation of accuracy and estimated
noise rates. Notably, random initialization using
γ ∼ U [−1, 1] achieves comparable performance to
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Table 8: Analysis of initialization
sensitivity for noise rate estima-
tion parameters γood = γid = γ.
Results on our benchmark, ciFAIR-
100 [8] with 40% closed-set IDN [49]
rid, and 40% open-set noise rood using
Places-IDN [57], show AEON’s accu-
racy and estimated noise rate (η̂id,
η̂ood) as a function of the initialization
scale |γ|.
Init. Scale Acc. Est. Noise Rates
|γ| (%) ↑ η̂id η̂ood

10−2 46.21 0.34 0.42
10−1 46.58 0.35 0.43
1.0 46.81 0.36 0.48
10.0 46.52 0.36 0.42
U [−1, 1] 46.75 0.34 0.45

fixed-scale initialization, with noise rate estimates
within ±0.02 of the optimal values. The stable
performance consistency across initialization val-
idates our sigmoid-based noise rate estimation
approach.

7 Discussion
AEON advances ID and OOD instance-dependent
label noise handling through dynamic estima-
tion of noise rates (η̂clean, η̂ood), achieving SOTA
performance across benchmarks. The framework
demonstrates positive societal impact by mit-
igating dataset biases through effective noise
detection. While manual tuning of temperature
parameters TE , T , and β controlling noise estima-
tion and sample weighting remains a limitation,
AEON’s robust performance across architectures
and initialization strategies suggests broad appli-
cability.

Furthermore, our synthetic benchmark results
(Table 1) align closely with the rankings observed
in real-world datasets like Clothing1M and mini-
WebVision (Table 3), where our method out-
performs others. However, previously proposed
benchmarks (Table 2) show inconclusive rankings,
with MDM surpassing our method in one exper-
iment. Hence, our benchmark provides a more
effective approach for evaluating the performance
of new noisy-label learning methods that handle
ID and OOD instance-dependent label noise.

Future work should explore automatic temper-
ature adaptation, establish theoretical bounds for
noise rate estimation, and evaluate scalability to
larger datasets with thousands of classes once they
are available.

8 Conclusion
AEON represents a significant advancement in
handling noisy labels for image classification,
being the first method to jointly estimate both in-
distribution (ID) and out-of-distribution (OOD)
instance-dependent noise rates (η̂id, η̂ood) without
requiring clean validation data or hard thresh-
olds. Through its novel sigmoid-based soft mask-
ing mechanism Eqs. (3) and (7), AEON achieves
SOTA performance across multiple benchmarks
with minimal computational overhead (our train-
ing is 2.6× slower than a baseline based on CE
training and 1.2× slower than previous SOTA).
Additionally, we introduce a novel instance-
dependent synthetic benchmark that better rep-
resents real-world noise, providing the commu-
nity with a more realistic testbed for evaluating
noise-robust methods. On our proposed bench-
mark and challenging real-world datasets like
Clothing1M and WebFG-496, AEON’s ability to
accurately estimate noise rates while maintaining
high classification accuracy demonstrates its prac-
tical applicability. This work opens new avenues
for research in adaptive noise estimation tech-
niques and their integration with semi-supervised
learning frameworks. The success of AEON’s
soft masking approach suggests that future work
exploring dynamic, instance-dependent noise han-
dling mechanisms could further advance learning
with noisy labels.

References
[1] Paul Albert, Eric Arazo, Tarun Krishna,

Noel E O’Connor, and Kevin McGuinness.
Is your noise correction noisy? pls: Robust-
ness to label noise with two stage detection.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF winter con-
ference on applications of computer vision,
pages 118–127, 2023.

[2] Paul Albert, Eric Arazo, Noel E O’Connor,
and Kevin McGuinness. Embedding con-
trastive unsupervised features to cluster in-
and out-of-distribution noise in corrupted

15



image datasets. In European Conference on
Computer Vision, pages 402–419. Springer,
2022.

[3] Paul Albert, Diego Ortego, Eric Arazo,
Noel E O’Connor, and Kevin McGuinness.
Addressing out-of-distribution label noise in
webly-labelled data. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF winter conference on applica-
tions of computer vision, pages 392–401,
2022.

[4] Paul Albert, Jack Valmadre, Eric Arazo,
Tarun Krishna, Noel E O’Connor, and Kevin
McGuinness. An accurate detection is not all
you need to combat label noise in web-noisy
datasets. In European Conference on Com-
puter Vision, pages 55–72. Springer, 2025.

[5] Dana Angluin and Philip Laird. Learning
from noisy examples. Machine Learning,
2(4):343–370, 1988.

[6] Eric Arazo, Diego Ortego, Paul Albert, Noel
O’Connor, and Kevin McGuinness. Unsuper-
vised label noise modeling and loss correc-
tion. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 312–321. PMLR, 2019.

[7] Devansh Arpit, S. Jastrébski, Nicolas Ballas,
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