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Abstract
The open-world assumption in model develop-
ment suggests that a model might lack sufficient
information to adequately handle data that is en-
tirely distinct or out of distribution (OOD). While
deep learning methods have shown promising re-
sults in handling OOD data through generaliza-
tion techniques, they often require specialized
hardware that may not be accessible to all users.
We present TCL, a lightweight yet effective so-
lution that operates efficiently on standard CPU
hardware. Our approach adapts contrastive learn-
ing principles specifically for tabular data struc-
tures, incorporating full matrix augmentation and
simplified loss calculation. Through compre-
hensive experiments across 10 diverse datasets,
we demonstrate that TCL outperforms existing
models, including FT-Transformer and ResNet,
particularly in classification tasks, while main-
taining competitive performance in regression
problems. TCL achieves these results with sig-
nificantly reduced computational requirements,
making it accessible to users with limited hard-
ware capabilities. This study also provides prac-
tical guidance for detecting and evaluating OOD
data through straightforward experiments and vi-
sualizations. Our findings show that TCL of-
fers a promising balance between performance
and efficiency in handling OOD prediction tasks,
which is particularly beneficial for general ma-
chine learning practitioners working with com-
putational constraints. The code for our exper-
iment can be found online (attached for submi-
sion)

1. Introduction
The open-world assumption in machine learning presents
a significant challenge: models often lack sufficient in-
formation to effectively handle data that differs substan-
tially from their training distribution, known as out-of-
distribution (OOD) data. When encountering OOD data,
models typically experience a marked decline in perfor-
mance (Hsu et al., 2020; Hendrycks & Gimpel, 2016),
compromising their reliability in real-world applications.
While various generalization techniques exist to address

this issue, such as noise injection through deep learning
methods, these solutions often come with substantial com-
putational requirements.

A particular challenge emerges in the context of mod-
ern machine learning: many advanced algorithms are
optimized for specialized hardware like GPUs or TPUs
(Hwang, 2018), creating a significant barrier for users with
limited computational resources. This hardware depen-
dency has led to what some researchers call the ”democ-
ratization gap” in artificial intelligence (Ahmed & Wahed,
2020), where cutting-edge solutions become inaccessible
to a broader user base relying on standard computing in-
frastructure.

While OOD detection has been extensively researched (Lee
et al., 2020a), with notable contributions such as MCCD
(Lee et al., 2020c), OpenMax (Bendale & Boult, 2016),
Monte Carlo Dropout (Gal & Ghahramani, 2016), and
ODIN (Liang et al., 2017), the specific challenge of pre-
diction tasks for OOD data in tabular datasets remains
relatively unexplored. Traditional tree-based models, de-
spite their proven reliability with tabular data (Grinsztajn
et al., 2022), show significant performance degradation
when confronted with OOD samples, as demonstrated in
our experiments.

Our research makes three key contributions to address these
challenges:

1. We provide a comprehensive, step-by-step framework
for implementing existing methods to detect, separate,
evaluate, and visualize OOD data using real-world
datasets.

2. We conduct a thorough assessment of current tabu-
lar machine learning algorithms’ capabilities in han-
dling OOD data, establishing a benchmark for future
research.

3. We introduce Tabular Contrastive Learning (TCL), a
novel approach that offers both efficiency and flexibil-
ity while achieving competitive performance, partic-
ularly designed for users with limited computational
resources.

TCL, Figure 1, builds upon the principles of contrastive
learning (Chen et al., 2020; Ucar et al., 2021) but is specif-
ically optimized for tabular data structures. Our approach
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Figure 1: Tabular Contrastive Learning (TCL). The data [x] is duplicated ([x]1, [x]2) and noise is added. Both duplicates
are then encoded and decoded to compute the loss. During inference, TCL only uses the encoder to produce new data [x]′

that enhances supervised learning performance f([x]′) → Y . The decoder is omitted during inference and used only for
training.

offers several advantages: computational efficiency com-
pared to state-of-the-art models, flexibility in integration
with various supervised learning algorithms, and robust
performance across different types of prediction tasks.

Through extensive experimentation, we demonstrate that
TCL delivers superior performance while maintaining ef-
ficiency, as measured by a higher speed/accuracy trade-off
score (Huang et al., 2017) compared to existing models.
This makes TCL particularly valuable for general machine
learning practitioners who face computational constraints
while requiring reliable performance on OOD data.

2. Related Work
The study of out-of-distribution (OOD) data handling spans
multiple research directions, each contributing to our un-
derstanding of model behavior and robustness. This sec-
tion reviews key developments in OOD detection, repre-
sentation learning for tabular data, and contrastive learning
approaches.

2.1. OOD detection

Recent years have seen significant advances in OOD de-
tection methodologies. Traditional approaches like ODIN
(Liang et al., 2017) and OpenMax (Bendale & Boult,
2016) established foundational techniques for identifying
OOD samples. Monte Carlo Dropout (Gal & Ghahramani,
2016)introduced uncertainty estimation as a means of OOD
detection, while MCCD (Lee et al., 2020a) advanced the
field with density-based detection methods. However, these
methods primarily focus on detection rather than prediction

tasks, leaving a gap in handling OOD data post-detection.

Our work primarily utilizes OpenMax and Temperature
Scaling. While the original algorithms are not new, both al-
gorithms have received the latest updates and provide better
support under PyTorch-ood (Kirchheim et al., 2022) com-
pared to MCCD (Lee et al., 2020b).

2.2. Tabular data prediction

Neural Network-based Methods:
Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) (Ruck et al., 1990; Gorishniy
et al., 2023): A simple deep learning method designed for
tabular datasets.
Self-Normalizing Neural Networks (SNN) (Klambauer
et al., 2017): Employs SELU activation to enhance the
training of deeper neural networks.

Advanced Architectures:
Feature Tokenizer Transformer / FT-Transformer (Vaswani
et al., 2017): Modifies the transformer model for tabular
datasets, consistently achieving excellent performance.
Residual Network / ResNet (Li et al., 2018): Employs par-
allel hidden layers to effectively capture intricate feature
interactions.
Deep Cross Network / DCN V2 (Wang et al., 2020): Inte-
grates a feature-crossing component alongside linear layers
and multiplications.
Automatic Feature Interaction / AutoInt(Song et al., 2018):
Utilizes attention mechanisms applied to feature embed-
dings.
Neural Oblivious Decision Ensembles / NODE (Popov
et al., 2019): Represents a differentiable ensemble of obliv-
ious decision trees.
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Tabular Network / TabNet (Arık & Pfister, 2019): Imple-
ments a recurrent design with periodic adjustments to fea-
ture weights, emphasizing an attention framework.

Ensemble Methods:
GrowNet (Badirli et al., 2020): This method applies gradi-
ent boosting to less robust multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs),
primarily for tasks involving classification and regression.
Gradient Boosting Decision Tree (GBDT) (Grinsztajn
et al., 2022) :
XGBoost: A tree-based ensemble technique that utilizes
second-order gradients and regularization to avoid overfit-
ting while enhancing computational efficiency.
LightGBM: A rapid and memory-efficient boosting frame-
work that employs histogram-based algorithms and a leaf-
wise tree growth approach for quicker training.
CatBoost: A gradient boosting implementation tailored for
categorical features, featuring built-in ordered boosting to
minimize prediction shifts.

These models have demonstrated varying degrees of suc-
cess in predicting tabular data. However, their performance
on out-of-distribution data remains a critical area for in-
vestigation. We include the mentioned models as our base
model.

2.3. Tabular contrastive learning

SubTab (Ucar et al., 2021) and SCARF (Bahri et al.,
2022) are a contrastive learning model designed specifi-
cally for tabular datasets. They operate under a concept
similar to the core idea of contrastive learning for images
as described in SimCLR (Chen et al., 2020). SubTab and
SCARF compute contrastive loss using either cosine or Eu-
clidean distance. Both methods are not designed for out-
of-distribution problems. We include both methods in our
comparison.

CFL (Ginanjar et al., 2024) is a federated learning algo-
rithm designed to address vertical partitioning within data
silos. CFL investigates the potential of applying contrastive
learning to vertically separated data without requiring data
exchange. CFL integrates weights by recognizing that the
data is derived from a global imaginary dataset that is ver-
tically partitioned. CFL employs contrastive learning as a
strategy for black-box learning. CFL emphasizes coopera-
tive learning across different silos. In this research, we ex-
amine learning from local data with OOD, an area that has
not been previously investigated by CFL. While CFL oper-
ates within a federated learning framework, our focus is on
standard tabular data. Despite having a similar name, CFL
incorporates partial data augmentation as part of its fed-
erated learning approach and resembles image contrastive
learning. Conversely, TCL utilizes complete matrix aug-
mentation to accommodate tabular data.

3. Problem Statement
We consider the pair of Dtrain = Din and Dtest = Dood.
A training dataset Dtrain is drawn from a source distribu-
tion Ptrain. A model must perform effectively not only
on data from this training distribution but also on samples
drawn from different test distributions Ptest, where signif-
icant distributional shifts may occur. This requirement for
robust performance must be balanced against strict compu-
tational constraints, represented by a budget BB that limits
the computational resources available for both training and
inference.

The core of our problem can be expressed as finding a
function f : x → y that maximizes the efficiency score
Seff = max Pood

min t =
1/min E(x,y)Dood

min t , defined as the ratio of
OOD performance to computational time. This optimiza-
tion must be achieved while ensuring the model operates
within our specified computational budget and maintains a
minimum acceptable performance threshold α.

4. Proposed Method
4.1. Core Components

Data Augmentation
TCL employs a dual augmentation strategy where each in-
put data point x generates two augmented versions, de-
noted as {x1, x2} = Aug(x). These augmentations un-
dergo controlled noise injection to create slightly varied
representations of the same data point. The augmented
pairs serve as the foundation for the contrastive learning
process.

Full Matrix Augmentation
Unlike traditional approaches like SimCLR or SubTab,
which typically rely on data slicing, TCL adopts a more
comprehensive strategy by utilizing the complete original
data matrix for representation learning. This holistic ap-
proach allows for the preservation of all feature interac-
tions, enabling a deeper understanding of how different fea-
tures relate to one another. It also captures global data pat-
terns, which can provide significant insights into the over-
all structure of the dataset. Furthermore, TCL maintains
the structural relationships within the data, ensuring that
the intrinsic connections among various data points are not
lost in the learning process.

Encoder-Decoder Architecture
TCL utilizes a two-component architecture consisting of an
encoder (E : x;ωe → xe) and a decoder (P : xe;ωp →
xp). The encoder is responsible for transforming input data
into a compressed latent representation, with its parame-
ters optimized for efficient feature extraction. On the other
hand, the decoder reconstructs the original data from this
latent space, although its parameters are not utilized dur-
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ing inference; they are only employed during the training
process.

4.2. Loss Function Design

TCL follows CFL that employs a composite loss func-
tion that combines three components Lt(x) = (Lr(x) +
Lc(x) + Ld(x))
Loss Components:
Reconstruction Loss Lr(x) =

1

N

∑N
n MSE(x̂, x)

Distance Loss Ld(x) =
1

N

∑N
n MSE(xe1, xe2)

Simplified Contrastive Loss Lc(x) = MSE([0], dot(xe1 ·
xe2))/T
TCL simplifies the contrastive loss calculation by using
dot product similarity instead of traditional Euclidean dis-
tance, enhancing both computational efficiency and train-
ing speed. The optimization objective during training is:

min Lt(.;ω
e, ωp) = min

1

J
ΣJ

j=1Lt(P (E(.;ωe);ωp))

(1)

5. TCL Algorithm
The TCL process consists of several steps. First, a mini-
batch of N samples is drawn from the dataset. For each
sample in the batch, two augmented views are created, each
with added noise. Although both views originate from the
same data, they differ due to the augmentation processes
applied. These augmented views are then passed through
an encoder network to obtain their encoded representations.
Subsequently, a decoder is applied to these encoded repre-
sentations. The loss function calculates the difference be-
tween the two augmented views. By minimizing this loss,
the noisy data is effectively consolidated. Since TCL em-
ploys a full matrix representation, the process brings to-
gether the noisy data row by row, resulting in generalized
data that enhance the inference performance.

During the training phase, TCL processes data by utilizing
both its encoder and decoder components. It computes all
three components of loss, enabling the model to update its
parameters effectively to minimize the total loss. In con-
trast, during the inference phase, TCL relies solely on the
encoder component. A model replaces decoder during in-
ference. The model can be any conventional, such as logis-
tic, or deep learning, such as MLP.

6. Experiment
6.1. Datasets

We utilize 10 diverse tabular datasets: Adult (Becker & Ko-
havi, 1996), Helena (Guyon et al., 2019), Jannis (Guyon
et al., 2019), Higgs Small (Baldi et al., 2014), Aloi (Geuse-

broek et al., 2005), Cover Type (Blackard & Dean, 2000),
California Housing (Pace & Barry, 1997), Year (Bertin-
Mahieux et al., 2011), Yahoo (Chapelle & Chang, 2011),
and Microsoft(Qin & Liu, 2013).

6.2. OOD Detection

To identify and handle out-of-distribution data, we em-
ployed two detection methods: OpenMax (Bendale &
Boult, 2016) and TemperatureScaling (Platt et al., 1999).
These methods were systematically applied to each dataset
to transform the data and establish appropriate thresholds
for OOD detection. Through careful observation of the
graphs generated by the OOD detection algorithms, we
manually determined these thresholds by selecting specific
points along the tail of the distribution. Using these estab-
lished thresholds, we separated the data into two distinct
sets: DM

in and DN
ood, where M and N represent the total

number of samples in each set, with their sum constituting
the complete dataset (Din + Dood = D). By design, we
anticipated and confirmed that the in-distribution set would
be larger than the OOD set M > N . To validate our separa-
tion approach, we employed linear regression as a verifica-
tion method. The effectiveness of this separation was then
evaluated by comparing model performance across both
sets, where we consistently observed the expected pattern
of decreased performance on the OOD set compared to the
in-distribution data f : Din > f : Dood, confirming the
successful identification of out-of-distribution samples.

The process results two distinct datasets: Din, Dood. We
use these sets by designating Din them as our training
dataset while Dood serving as our test dataset. This sep-
aration allows us to evaluate our model’s performance on
out-of-distribution data in a controlled manner.

6.3. Prediction ON OOD Dataset

Thi study uses seven baseline models, including several
deep learning approaches specifically designed for tabu-
lar data: FT-T, DCN2, GrowNet, ResNet, MLP, AutoInt,
and TabR-MLP. We also incorporated two recent con-
trastive learning implementations for tabular data—SubTab
(Ucar et al., 2021) and SCARF (Bahri et al., 2022)—which
share similar methodological foundations with our pro-
posed TCL approach. It is worth noting that we had to ex-
clude FT-Transformer from certain dataset evaluations due
to its computational intensity exceeding our hardware ca-
pabilities. In addition, we included GBDT models in our
comparative analysis to provide a broader perspective.

While most models were trained using an NVIDIA H100
GPU, we deliberately conducted TCL training on CPU
hardware only to demonstrate our method’s effectiveness
under hardware constraints, highlighting its practical ap-
plicability in resource-limited environments.
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7. Results
7.1. OOD Detection

Our analysis of OOD detection, as detailed in Table 1 , re-
veals distinct performance patterns across different experi-
mental settings. In the standard setting outlined in Section
a of Table 1 , the training and test results indicate compa-
rable performance levels, demonstrating the model’s con-
sistency under normal conditions. Conversely, in the OOD
setting discussed in Section b, we observe a significant per-
formance decrease of 20% in classification tasks, while
regression tasks yield negative r2 scores. These findings
clearly illustrate the challenging nature of OOD prediction.

7.2. Models Performance

The comprehensive model comparison presented in Table 2
reveals several key findings. Notably, the TCL model con-
sistently outperforms other models across various datasets,
demonstrating particularly strong performance in classifi-
cation tasks while also maintaining competitive results in
regression problems.

In contrast, specific models exhibit notable weaknesses.
For instance, GrowNet tends to underperform when eval-
uated on the Adult and Yahoo datasets. Similarly, DCN V2
shows limitations on the California Housing dataset. Over-
all, other models typically display comparable performance
across the datasets examined.

When compared to the GBDT method, TCL demonstrates
superior performance across most datasets, particularly in
classification tasks, as shown in Table 3. Among the clas-
sification problems, the adult dataset stands out with a rel-
atively higher score compared to other datasets. This indi-
cates that the adult dataset requires less generalization dur-
ing prediction, which explains why TCL performs slightly
below CatBoost in this case. Notably, CatBoost dominates
in four datasets, outperforming any other GBDT algorithm.

7.3. Training Efficiency

Table 4 presents the training durations for the top three
deep learning models, each characterized by unique fea-
tures and training processes. A total of seven models—FT-
T, DCN 2, GrowNet, ResNet, MLP, AutoInt, and TabR-
MLP—underwent extensive parameter tuning. The com-
plete tuning process for the Yahoo and Microsoft datasets
spanned five days. For FT-T and ResNet, a single train-
ing time was recorded after completing the tuning phase.
In the case of TCL, which involves unsupervised training,
the recorded time reflects the duration required for each
model to stabilize its loss using a batch size of 256, typ-
ically achieved within approximately 15 epochs. Notably,
TCL demonstrates a relatively short training time.

7.4. Efficiency Trade-offs

The speed/accuracy trade-off analysis from Table 5 reveals
important distinctions between high-performance models
and the advantages of TCL. Among the high-performance
models, both the FT-Transformer and ResNet demonstrate
excellent F1 and RMSE scores; however, they are notably
resource-intensive. The FT-Transformer features a com-
plex architecture that leads to exponential growth in com-
putational demands, whereas ResNet operates with multi-
ple parallel subnetworks that require heavy filtering.

In contrast, TCL offers several advantages with its simpler
MLP-like architecture. It employs narrow layers in both the
encoder and decoder, as well as a single hidden layer com-
bined with a normalization layer. This design results in a
superior speed-to-accuracy trade-off that stands out among
competing models. The only drawback to TCL is that it re-
quires double the training time due to the pair operations
involved. Nonetheless, these results clearly demonstrate
TCL’s effectiveness as a lightweight yet powerful solution
for out-of-distribution prediction tasks, making it particu-
larly valuable in resource-constrained environments.

8. Conclusion
Our research highlights that the selection of models for
managing out-of-distribution (OOD) tabular data hinges on
two key factors: performance needs and resource availabil-
ity. In terms of performance, TCL demonstrates superior
results in classification tasks on OOD data while maintain-
ing competitive efficiency metrics and operating effectively
on CPU hardware. On the other hand, traditional mod-
els like ResNet and FT-Transformer exhibit strong overall
performance but come with significant computational de-
mands, including a reliance on GPU resources, which lim-
its their accessibility. The distinction in hardware require-
ments is notable, as TCL’s ability to function efficiently on
CPUs makes it more accessible to a wider range of users
compared to ResNet and FT-Transformer, which are con-
strained by their need for GPUs.

Several promising areas for future research have been iden-
tified. One key direction is the integration of continual
learning, which holds a potential for performance enhance-
ment through continuous adaptation and the exploration of
dynamic learning approaches. Another area is optimiza-
tion, where further refinement of the contrastive learning
process and investigations into efficiency improvements
could yield significant benefits. Expanding the application
domains of TCL is also crucial, with opportunities to test
its performance on more diverse, domain-specific tabular
datasets and validate its effectiveness in various real-world
scenarios. Additionally, interpretability research remains
an important focus, emphasizing the development of meth-
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Table 1: The OOD detection settings. Performances are results of model trained with linear regression (r2) and logistic
regression (accuracy). When OOD dataset is separated and used as test dataset in (b) the performance of the model is
decreased. Where Det for detector, O for openMax, T for TemperatureScalling, and Norm for normalisation applied.

Dataset Det Norms Threshold
ID Accuracy a OOD Accuracy b

Train Test Train Test
ID OOD

Adult O L2 0.1628 0.7825 0.783 0.7978 0.2674
Helena O L1 0.045 0.1945 0.1966 0.1464 0.0475
Jannis T L1 -0.02 0.5619 0.5639 0.5772 0.4742
Higgs small O L1 0.042 0.6222 0.6168 0.6226 0.5684
Aloi O L1 0.016 0.2606 0.2325 0.3282 0.0711
Covtype T L1 -0.035 0.6046 0.6043 0.6035 0.4354
California O L1 0.11 0.3334 0.1806 0.4771 -6.0335
Year O L2 0.045 0.1686 0.167 0.1697 -0.7141
Yahoo T L1 1.46E-03 0.3256 0.3262 0.3255 -0.2978
Microsoft T L1 -8.30E-03 0.0456 0.0441 0.0473 -0.8418

Table 2: Experiment result. F1 score for classification and RMSE for regression. Datasets with (*) mean a regression
problem. Models with (c) are contrastive learning based models.

AD↑ HE↑ JA↑ HI↑ AL↑ CO↑ CA*↓ YE*↓ YA*↓ MI*↓
FT-T 0.782 0.153 0.572 0.738 0.407 - 0.867 6.461 - -
DCN2 0.744 0.129 0.542 0.710 0.414 0.58 2.602 7.054 0.645 0.746
GrowNet 0.465 - - 0.685 - - 0.969 7.605 1.01 0.769
ResNet 0.652 0.10 0.574 0.753 0.437 0.694 0.892 6.496 0.639 0.736
MLP 0.508 0.146 0.561 0.753 0.326 0.617 0.894 6.488 0.657 0.741
AutoInt 0.78 0.133 0.549 0.719 0.401 0.608 0.89 6.673 - 0.739
TabR-MLP 0.688 0.165 0.541 0.753 0.429 0.688 2.677 2e5 1.285 0.79
TCLc 0.831 0.154 0.575 0.758 0.447 0.880 0.843 6.491 0.652 0.738
Scarfc 0.720 0.00 0.122 0.308 0.00 0.091 - - - -
SubTabc 0.714 0.146 0.504 0.602 0.322 0.59 1.012 6.668 0.656 0.744

Table 3: Experiment result of TCL compared to GBDT. F1 score for classification and RMSE for regression. Datasets
with (*) mean a regression problem. Model with (c) means contrastive learning based model, models with (x) mean GBDT
based models.

AD↑ HE↑ JA↑ HI↑ AL↑ CO↑ CA*↓ YE*↓ YA*↓ MI*↓
TCLc 0.831 0.154 0.575 0.758 0.447 0.880 0.843 6.491 0.652 0.738
Lightgbmx 0.591 0.080 0.432 0.609 0.177 0.219 0.848 6.565 0.661 0.740
CatBoostx 0.927 0.152 0.533 0.718 - 0.753 0.827 6.622 0.655 0.733
XGBx 0.925 0.127 0.532 0.739 0.328 0.700 0.845 6.867 0.654 0.739

Table 4: Table of training duration in second of each dataset. Datasets with (*) means a regression problem. All model
except for TCL are trained with GPU. TCL were trained with CPU

AD↓ HE↓ JA↓ HI↓ AL↓ CO↓ CA*↓ YE*↓ YA*↓ MI*↓
FT-T 1027 130 155 94 1205 - 88 1290 - -
ResNet 2.1e+02 32 21 56 44 618 15 236 284 950
TCL 15 23 23 38 40 330 7 240 620 820
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Table 5: A speed/accuracy trade off matrix S = P
t where P performance matrix used and t is time in second required. A

higher result is better. Datasets with (*) mean a regression problem.

AD HE JA HI AL CO CA* YE* YA* MI*

FT-T 0.00076 0.0012 0.0037 0.0079 0.00034 - 0.013 0.00012 - -
ResNet 0.0031 0.0031 0.027 0.013 0.0099 0.0011 0.075 0.00065 0.0055 0.0014

TCL 0.055 0.0066 0.025 0.028 0.0199 0.0026 0.16 0.00064 0.0024 0.0016

ods to enhance model
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