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Abstract

Cross-domain retrieval (CDR) is finding increasingly broad applications across
various domains. However, existing efforts have several major limitations, with the
most critical being their reliance on accurate supervision. Recent studies thus focus
on achieving unsupervised CDR, but they typically assume that the category spaces
across domains are identical, an assumption that is often unrealistic in real-world
scenarios. This is because only through dedicated and comprehensive analysis
can the category composition of a data domain be obtained, which contradicts
the premise of unsupervised scenarios. Therefore, in this work, we introduce the
problem of Universal Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval (U2CDR) for the first
time and design a two-stage semantic feature learning framework to address it. In
the first stage, a cross-domain unified prototypical structure is established under the
guidance of an instance-prototype-mixed contrastive loss and a semantic-enhanced
loss, to counteract category space differences. In the second stage, through a
modified adversarial training mechanism, we ensure minimal changes for the
established prototypical structure during domain alignment, enabling more accurate
nearest-neighbor searching. Extensive experiments across multiple datasets and
scenarios, including close-set, partial, and open-set CDR, demonstrate that our
approach significantly outperforms existing state-of-the-art CDR methods and
other related methods in solving U2CDR challenges.

1 Introduction

In real-world applications, cross-domain retrieval (CDR) finds extensive utility across diverse domains,
such as image search [1]], product recommendations [2], and artistic creation [3} 4]. However, the
efficacy of current CDR methods relies heavily on accurate and sufficient supervision [, [6] to provide
categorical or cross-domain pairing labels. The acquisition of such information demands costly
efforts and resources. Hence, there is an urgent need to develop unsupervised CDR techniques.

For the regular Unsupervised CDR (UCDR) problem [7 8], there are two data domains with semantic
similarity but distinct characteristics: the query domain and the retrieval domain. Despite the absence
of category labels, regular UCDR typically assumes that the label spaces of both domains are identical.
However, in real-world applications [55]], the categorical composition of an unlabeled data domain is
usually uncertain, which is hard to acquire without detailed analysis and dedicated expertise. In
this work, we focus on extending UCDR to more universal scenarios, which allow for the possibility
of disparate category spaces across domains. The objective of this Universal UCDR (U>CDR) problem
is to retrieve samples from the retrieval domain that share the same category label with a query sample
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Figure 1: Overview of our proposed UEM semantic feature learning framework for U2CDR. In the first
stage of Intra-Domain Semantic-Enhanced Learning, UEM establishes a unified prototypical structure
across domains, which is driven and enhanced by an instance-prototype-mixed contrastive loss and a
semantic-enhanced loss. In the second stage of Cross-Domain Semantic-Matched Learning, Semantic-
Preserving Domain Alignment aligns domains while preserving the built prototypical structure, and
Switchable Nearest Neighboring Match achieves more accurate cross-domain categorical pairing.

from the query domain. Naturally, in the case of private categories exclusive to the query domain, the
retrieval result should be null.

Two issues must be addressed in solving traditional UCDR: 1) effectively distinguishing data samples
in each domain, and 2) achieving alignment across domains for samples of the same category. For the
first issue, self-supervised learning [9,[10]] (SSL) is employed independently within each domain. For
the second, many nearest-neighbor searching algorithms may apply. However, for U2CDR, applying
these existing methods introduces new challenges. First, the prevailing SSL methods, particularly
contrastive learning [9} [11},[10], are highly influenced by the category label space [12], which means
different label spaces lead to distinct semantic structures. Second, existing nearest-neighbor searching
algorithms [13} (14} [7] overlook the presence of domain gaps. We found that only by first addressing
the domain gap can the nearest neighbor searching become reliable and accurate.

Thus, to effectively address the above challenges in solving U2CDR, we propose a two-stage Unified,
Enhanced, and Matched (UEM) semantic feature learning framework, as in Figure m In the first stage,
we establish a cross-domain unified prototypical structure with an instance-prototype-mixed (IPM)
contrastive loss, accompanied by a semantic-enhanced loss (SEL). In the second stage, before con-
ducting cross-domain category alignment, we incorporate Semantic-Preserving Domain Alignment
(SPDA) to diminish the domain gap while ensuring minimal changes for the established prototypical
structure. As the domain gap diminishes, we propose Switchable Nearest Neighboring Match (SN2M),
to select more reliable cross-domain neighbors based on the relationship between instances and
prototypes. Extensive experiments and ablation studies on popular benchmark datasets demonstrate
that our method can substantially outperform state-of-the-art methods from UCDR and other related
problems. In addition, we also theoretically analyze the principles behind the major challenges of
U2CDR and the design intuition of UEM. In summary, this work made the following contributions:

* We are the first to identify and solve an important problem when employing UCDR in practice —
Universal UCDR (U2CDR), where the category spaces of different domains are distinct.

* We propose a two-stage Unified, Enhanced, and Matched (UEM) semantic feature learning framework
to solve U2CDR. In the first stage, UEM establishes a unified prototypical structure across domains,
to ensure consistent semantic learning under category space differences. In the second stage, UEM
achieves more effective domain alignment and cross-domain pairing.

* We conduct extensive experiments on multiple benchmark datasets, with settings including Close-
set, Partial, and Open-set UCDR. The results demonstrate that UEM can substantially outperform
state-of-the-art methods of UCDR and other potential solutions in all settings.

2 Related Work

Cross-Domain Retrieval (CDR) is not very difficult to achieve if there are categorical labels [15}(16].
However, in real-world applications, such categorical labeling information is hard to acquire, thus



more recent works [[7, I8}, [17] focus on achieving unsupervised CDR (UCDR). CDS [14] proposes
a contrastive learning-based cross-domain pre-training to align different domains. PCS [13] incor-
porates prototype contrastive learning [[11] into the cross-domain pre-training. Recent studies also
search ways like clustering [[7]], pseudo-labeling [[18]], classifier mixup [[17], and data augmentation []]
to achieve more advanced CDR. However, all these UCDR works assume that the query and retrieval
domains share the same category space. Although there is a study [19] that can achieve CDR with
distinct categories, its effectiveness relies on accurate and sufficient data labels.

Universal Cross-Domain Learning. Cross-domain learning consists of domain adaptation (DA)
and domain generalization (DG) [20]. Regular DA and DG also only consider the scenario where
the label space of the target domain is the same as the source label space, which is termed Close-
set DA/DG. Recently, more studies have realized that the target label space may be a subset of
the source one (i.e., Partial DA/DG) [21} 22]] or contain some private labels that other domains
do not have (i.e., Open-set DA/DG) [23| 24]]. To deal with more universal setups, UniDA [_25]
unifies entropy and domain similarity to quantify sample transferability across domains. CMU [26]]
extends transferability quantification into entropy, consistency, and confidence. More recent works
search ways like clustering [27} 28] and nearest neighbor matching [29, 30] to achieve universal
DA/DG. In addition, some studies appear to achieve unsupervised DG where the source domain is
also unlabeled [31} 32], which is similar to the setup of UCDR. However, these studies consider
the classification task and cannot effectively work in image retrieval, especially in completely
unsupervised cases.

3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Formulation

In the problem of U2CDR, we assume there are two domains characterized by N and N® unlabeled
instances, which are denoted as D* = {x f\jl and DB = {zB f\fl respectively. Although these two
domains are provided as unlabeled data without category labels, we assume their label spaces YA, JB
consist of C* and CP different categories, and there is a relationship that C* # CB, YA N Y8 +
YA U VB, Without losing generality, if we regard domain A as the query domain, while domain B is
the retrieval domain, the objective of U2CDR is to retrieve correct data from domain B that belongs to
the same categories as the query data provided by domain A. To achieve this objective, it is required
to train a valid feature extractor fp : X — R that can map both these two domains from the input
space X to a feature space R. Then the retrieval process R(fq, z.*) is shaped like for a particular
query instance z2* with the label y#* from domain A, the representation distance between all instances

in domain B and 2 needs to be calculated to form a set, i.e., S = {d(f(a:?), f(x)) j-V:Bl where

d(-) is a particular distance metric (e.g., Euclidean Distance), and we have

Ay nullyifyt € YA\ PP
E(fo, i) = { sort4(S)[1 : k], otherwise, M

where sort+(-) means ascending order sorting, and [1 : k] denotes the first k elements of a set.

Method Overview. To solve U2CDR, we propose a Unified, Enhanced, and Matched (UEM) semantic
feature learning framework that consists of two stages — Intra-Domain Semantic-Enhanced (IDSE,
Section [3.2)) Learning and Cross-Domain Semantic-Matched (CDSM, Section[3.3) Learning, which
is shown in Figure[I] IDSE can help the feature extractor fy to extract categorical semantics and
ensure a unified semantic structure across domains at the same time, which is achieved by instance-
prototype-mixed (IPM, Section contrastive learning and a novel Semantic-Enhanced Loss
(SEL, Section @]) After IDSE, CDSM conducts Semantic-Preserving Domain Alignment (SPDA,
Section [3.3.1)) to minimize the domain gap while preserving the semantic structure learned by IDSE.
With the minimization of the domain gap, more accurate nearest-neighbor searching can be achieved
by our Switchable Nearest Neighboring Match (SN2M, Section .

3.2 Intra-Domain Semantic-Enhanced Learning

To achieve effective cross-domain retrieval, feature extractor fy needs to learn consistent cross-
domain features to differentiate data categories. Instance Discrimination [9] is usually employed to



achieve discriminative feature learning, but directly applying it in U2CDR has four fundamental issues
that hinder the possibility of accurate cross-domain categorical matching later:

1) Instance discrimination tends to extract semantics that separate domains rather than categories,

A(f (), f(@3)) < d(f (@), f(@F)), i =) # ;- @)
2) Instance discrimination cannot characterize categorical semantics in the feature space,
d(@},zf,) — d(f(zd), f(=3,))

3) The randomness introduced by stochastic data augmentations results in evident changes in learned
categorical semantic structures during training, i.e.,

d(G(PM),G(PA1)) >  min  d(G(P),G(P}Y)), 4)
PAPANH

L]

Ui # Ui 3)

where G(-) corresponds to a graph constructed by the input vectors, and P denotes the set of
categorical prototypes for a domain. The subscript ¢ denotes different training iterations, while H
represents the hypothesis space of possible categorical prototype sets for a particular domain. d(-)
here is a measurement for graph difference, e.g., graph edit distance [33]].

4) Distinct label spaces make instance discrimination learn different categorical semantic structures:

Theorem 3.1 (Geometry Distinctness). Suppose data distributions of two domains (A and B) have
mutually disjoint supports, and they are uniform over these supports. Assuming the support sets
of domains A and B are not identical, the optimal feature extractors f* that minimize the instance
discrimination loss of different domains present distinct geometric feature spaces.

3.2.1 Instance-Prototype-Mixed Contrastive Learning.

To fix the above issues, we adopt a slowly momentum-updated contrastive learning algorithm —
MoCo [10], to handle the third issue reflected by Eq. (E]) Moreover, the MoCo-based instance
discrimination is conducted separately for each domain, which encourages fy to focus less on
learning domain semantics (for the first issue, Eq. (2)). Besides, we accompany MoCo with a
prototypical contrastive loss, to enhance the mapping of categorical semantics from the input space to
the feature space (for addressing the second issue, Eq. (3)). With a well-crafted prototype update
mechanism, this prototypical contrastive loss can also help build a unified semantic structure across
domains (for the last issue, Theorem [3.T)). Then let us introduce IPM contrastive learning in detail.
First of all, two memory banks MA and MB are maintained for domains A and B, which store
historical features m of data samples x:

MA = [mP, .. ,mia] , MP = [mP, .. .mYe], wherem; < Bm; + (1 — B) fo(z;). (5)

Here m;; is initialized by the feature of x; extracted by the initial fy and updated in momentum,
where (3 controls the momentum speed, and we set it as a popular value 0.99. With these two memory
banks, MoCo builds the positive pairs as the pair of each instance and its historical feature, while the
negative ones are pairs of each instance and the historical features of all other instances:

B
Lo — S exp (fo(w:) - m;/7) 7 6
INCE ; og Zf:1 oxp (fo(@e) - 703/7) (6)

where B is the batch size and 7 is a temperature factor that is set as 0.07.

As for the design of our prototypical contrastive loss, K-Means is applied on M* and MP® to
construct prototypes as cluster centers P = {p.}<_ ;. In our problem, the cluster number C is

unknown, thus we apply the Elbow approach [34] to estimate it as C'. Then, for each instance x;, if it
belongs to the ¢;-th cluster, the prototypical contrastive loss Lpncg shapes like,

B

Loncs =S~ log exp (fo(@i) - Pe./T) o
er =2 5C, exp (fo(@s) - po/7)

Until here, the first three issues can be fixed by mixing Lincg and LpNcE, but the last issue,
Theorem is the bottleneck of U2CDR. Next, let us introduce how we build a unified prototypical




structure for Lpncg to address the last issue. Specifically, after obtaining the prototype sets P4, PB
of domain A and B, if we take domain A as an example to illustrate the prototypical structure building
process, the prototype set P2 of domain B will be translated to domain A as,

B—A _ B—>A_? B—A>
P = {pP7* = pl + MBEMAYL, ®)

where M denotes the average vector of all vectors in M. Next, each prototype pc € P searches its
closest p57# € PB4 (we use Hungarian algorithm to search the closest cross-domain prototypes)
for the opportunity of merging, which needs to satisfy the condition,

dp2~A, pA) <min| min d(p;,p;), min _d(p;, , 9
(P ", pe) L (i, Pj); b min, (i, pj) )
where d(-,-) computes the Euclidean distance. If we use the symbol @ to identify pro-
totypes that satisfy this merging condition, the final prototypical structure for domain A is

rPA’ _ (PA \ ’PA,EB) U ('PB—)A \fPBﬁA,@) U ('PA,GB D PB%A,@) where ('PA,GB @'PBHA}EB) _

c® ,
{ (p]f_’A 4 pﬁ‘v@) / 2} . Then the computation of L5 cg — Eq. li for domain A is conducted

on the newly-built PA’, and all these operations are same for domain B.

However, as establishing the semantic cluster-like structure requires time, it is unreasonable to
conduct prototype contrastive learning from the beginning of training. Therefore, we conduct instance
discrimination at the beginning and progressively incorporate LpncE. In this case, not only are the
constructed cluster centers more reliable, but the Elbow approach also provides more accurate cluster
number estimations. Specifically, we use a coefficient « that is scheduled by a Sigmoid function to
control the incorporation weight of LpNcE, 1.€.,

1
1+exp (0.5E —¢)’

FE and e here are the overall training epochs and the current epoch for IDSE.

(10)

Lipm = LincE + aoLpNeE, Where a =

3.2.2 Semantic-Enhanced Loss.

For the IPM contrastive learning, it is arbitrary to allocate a data instance x; to a single cluster when
the preferred semantic prototypical structure cannot be learned in advance. As a result, to speed up the
structure-building process, we propose a novel Semantic-Enhanced Loss (SEL) to align data instances
with the prototypes better. Specifically, instead of assigning data instances with a single cluster, SEL
considers potential semantic relationships between instances with all clusters, which are measured by
the Softmax probability. Moreover, as both P* and 7P are obtained by the Euclidean distance-based
K-Means, we directly minimize the Euclidean distance between samples and prototypes:

£SEL = EZZ CeXp f9 wl pC/T) d(f@(wi)’pc)a (11)
mtest ; (fe(wz) pc/T)

where C' denotes the number of prototypes after merging, e.g., C* is the number of elements in
PA By taking all potential semantic correlations into account, SEL can alleviate the impact of the
noise within the K-Means clustering results and further guide the model to learn more distinguishable
semantic information in terms of Euclidean distance. Certainly, such SEL benefits also rely on
high-quality semantic prototypical structures. As a result, we also apply the progressive coefficient «
to SEL, then the final optimization objective for IDSE is

Lipse = (Lipy + Lipw) + a(Lépr, + LEkr)- (12)
3.3 Cross-Domain Semantic-Matched Learning

3.3.1 Semantic-Preserving Domain Alignment.

Domain invariance is another requirement for the extracted features in UEM. However, it is difficult
to effectively align feature clusters across domains when no category label nor correspondence
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Figure 2: Comparison of nearest Figure 3: Comparison between standard adversarial learning
neighbor searching before or after and our semantic-preserving domain alignment in terms of
domain alignment. semantic structure changes.

annotation can be utilized in U2CDR. Instance matching [7,[32}[13]] is proposed to match an instance wA

to another instance ¥ in the other domain with the most similar features. However, due to the domaln
gap, instances can be easily mapped mistakenly. For example, if there is an instance in one domain that
is extremely close to the other domain, it will be determined as the nearest neighbor for all instances
in the other domain [[13]], shown in Figure Q As aresult, before conducting instance matching, the
domain gap needs to be diminished. Existing works usually leverage discrepancy minimization [35]]
or adversarial learning [36] to achieve domain alignment. However, these methods provide inferior
performance due to semantic categorical structure changes, i.e., the semantic correlations among
instances within domains change a great deal during domain alignment, shown in Figure 3]

To achieve more effective domain alignment, especially with semantic preservation, we propose
Semantic-Preserving Domain Alignment (SPDA). Similar to the standard domain adversarial learning,
SPDA happens on two parties, one is the feature extractor fy, and the other is a domain classifier g,,
parameterized on w. The domain classifier tries to distinguish the representations of two domains,
while the feature extractor tries to fool the domain classifier. Thus, the training is shaped like a
bi-level optimization in terms of the domain classification task on 6 and w, shown as follows,

2B
Lpar = Z —yi -10g gu(fo(i)) — (1 — yi) - log(1 — gu (fo(x:))), (13)
i=1
where y here denotes the domain label, e.g., if we regard y = 1 for domain A, the domain label
of domain B is y = 0. After sufficient adversarial training, the feature extractor captures nearly
domain-invariant features, thus achieving domain alignment.

To prevent the semantic structure from being changed, we first make a copy for the model trained
by IDSE and denote it as fj. Then for a mini-batch of a particular domain, we feed all instances to
f4 and calculate pair-wise cosine similarity and Euclidean distance. In this way, all these instances
constrain and influence each other, which means that when the correlation of a particular instance pair
changes, it will affect the correlations of other related pairs. Then, we apply a semantic-preserving
regulation into domain adversarial learning to make the pair-wise correlations unchanged,

Lspr =

fo(mi) - folzs)  folmi) folx;) ]
B? ZZ{[W (@)l fo(x)] | for (@)l for ()] (14)

+ [d(fo(ms), fo(m;)) — d(for (), for ()]}

i=1 j=1

Recall IPM Contrastive Learning. Actually, aligning two domains together without any semantic
structure change is impossible. As a result, there is a need for a dedicated design to alleviate the
impact of such unavoidable changes. Our solution is to strengthen the instances’ semantic correlations
by enhancing the cluster’s inner density and inter-separability. For the final convergence of IPM
contrastive learning, each instance is optimized to get as close to its corresponding cluster prototype
as possible, and as far to other cluster prototypes as possible:

Theorem 3.2 (Convergence of IPM). Suppose the data distribution of a domain has mutually
disjoint supports, and it is uniform over these supports. Simplex Equiangular Tight Frame (ETF)
representations [|37|] minimize the Instance-Prototype-Mixed Loss of this domain.



3.3.2 Switchable Nearest Neighboring Match.

With SPDA, the domain gap could be effectively minimized to enable more accurate cross-domain
instance matching. However, existing instance matching approaches [[7, [13| 32] lack the capability of
measuring the matching reliability between an instance and its nearest neighbor, which allows us to
conduct cross-domain matching with different weights. For example, if an instance is located at the
joint boundary of multiple categories, which indicates that the current feature extractor cannot extract
sufficiently distinguishable semantic features for this instance, we are supposed to lay less emphasis
on this case. To fix such issues, we propose the Switchable Nearest Neighboring Match (SN?M).

The principle behind SN?M is that prototypes are more convincing and reliable. Specifically, for a
particular sample z2* in domain A, we first determine its inner nearest cluster prototype p‘é in domain

A. We can also search for the nearest instance a:?’B in domain B. Both these two searching processes
are based on the product of a modified cosine similarity and Euclidean distance,

z) - ph

Pl = argmin Kl - JM) -d(fe(w?),p?)] (15)
(@) - folxy
(x3)

Ay .
B = arg min Kl _ Jolwi ) ) -d(f(,(a:;\),fg(m?))] . (16)

@} [fo(@)]|fo ()]

After obtaining az?’B, SN2M searches for its inner nearest prototype pé}B/ in PB’ (which has been
merged with the translated prototype set PA~E from domain A) and two cases allows us to measure

the reliability of m?’B. Before introducing these two cases, the inner nearest prototype pcAi of
needs to be translated to domain B and checked whether should be merged to follow condition

Eq. (@), and we denote the translated prototype as ﬁCAi. Then the first potential case is pCAi’B, is exactly
identical to ﬁé_ , which means, w?’B is convincing since it shares the same prototype correlations
with a:? across two domains. Then the pair of mf’B and a:ZA should be viewed as a positive pair in
the contrastive loss. Otherwise, if pé’B' is different from f)? , it may be located at the intersection

region of multiple clusters. In this case, the pair of mf‘ B and mf is not supposed to be treated as a
positive pair. However, it does not mean SN2M does nothing for these unreliable cases, instead, SN2M
leverages a modified prototype contrastive loss to match the pair of mf and ﬁé The modification is
to incorporate cross-domain instance-wise negative comparison, '

B

LNz = 1 Z —log B = NB
BE s ealfl@d) o8 /m) + D) esplfol@d)  fol@)/n)(jg)

where A = exp(fo(z7) 'ﬁé/T)v ifpé,’B/ # 17?7
exp(fo(z)) - Poy /) + exp(fo(a) - fo(xB) /1), otherwise.

Finally, the overall optimization objective of CDSM follows

ECDSM - EDAL + ‘CéPR + EISBPR + EgNQM + ‘CSBNZM' (18)

4 Experiments

The datasets, experimental settings, and comparison baselines are introduced below. More implemen-
tation details, experiment results, and source codes are provided in the Supplementary Materials.

Datasets. Office-31 [38]] includes three domains with 31 classes: Amazon (A), DSLR (D), Webcam
(W). Office-Home [39] contains four different domains: Art (A), Clipart (C), Product (P), Real (R).
And each domain has 67 data categories. DomainNet [40] is the most challenging cross-domain
dataset to our best knowledge, which includes six domains: Quickdraw (Qu), Clipart (Cl), Painting
(Pa), Infograph (In), Sketch (Sk) and Real (Re). DomainNet is originally class-imbalanced, thus we
follow [[7] to select 7 data classes that contain more than 200 samples.

Experiment Settings. For fair comparison, we apply ResNet-50 [41] pre-trained with ImageNet in
MoCov2 [[10] as the feature extractor. The domain classifier consists of two fully-connected layers.



The SGD optimizer with a momentum of 0.9 is adopted with an initial learning rate of 0.0002 that is
scheduled to zero by a cosine learning strategy. The batch size is 64. The training epochs of IDSE are
100 for Office-31 and Office-Home, and 200 for DomainNet. The epoch number of CDSM is 50 for all
three datasets. Following [17]], we adopt mean average precision on all retrieved results (mAP@ All)
to measure the performance. All experiments are run repeatedly 3 times with seeds 2024, 2025, and
2026, and we report the mean performance and standard deviation.

Comparison Baselines. Our proposed method is compared with a comprehensive set of state-of-the-
art works from Cross-Domain Representation Learning (CDS [14], PCS [[13]]), Unsupervised Domain
Generalization (DARL [31]], DN2A [32])), and Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval (UCDIR [[7],
CoDA [17], DGDIR [8])). We follow their default settings and only conduct compulsory customization.

Table 1: Performance comparison (mAP@ All) between ours and other baseline methods on Office-31
and DomainNet in Close-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. We blue and bold the best
performance, and bold the second best, same for all tables.

Methods| A-D A=W D—A D—W W—=A W=D Avg. |Qu—=Cl Cl—Pa Pa—In In—Sk Sk—Re Avg.

CDS  [66.741.162.510.9 70.94+1.090.010.4 64.4+1.5 88.442.1 73.840.519.241.035.141.324.440.5 25.540.7 32.311.727.310.8
PCS 72.742.270.710.775.341.488.513.071.241.589.242677.941.1122.240.9 36.0+1.327.7+0.328.04+0.533.040.729.410.1
DARL [65.542.570.241.973.443.086.642.2609.043.583.74+2.574.7+1.222.141.033.74+1.1 25.940.8 27.240.6 32.5+1.0 28.3+0.4
DN2A |71.141.072.442.272.541.485.840.771.241.190.041.577.240.8[23.340.235.040.626.0+1.1 27.742.033.041.629.040.7
UCDIR (73.741.569.943.174.640.491.411.173.140.090.240.6 78.841.2[25.841.1 36.6+1.328.040.527.541.334.110.730.410.4
CoDA  |71.742.071.444.374942791.441273.140.990.2+1.1 78.841.5126.040.8 34.94+1.129.240.427.941.033.841.030.440.5
DGDIR (735421 71.241.475.143.091.7+1.1 74.041.790.510.4 79.310.6(27.7+0.4 35.041.5 30.042.227.8 1.5 33.6 2.0 30.8 0.0

Ours ‘76-2i1,4 77.0i2.1 75.6i2A0 92-5i0A7 78.9i3,0 91-0i0.2 81~9i0.5

Query Sample: Retrieval Results of UEM: Retrieval Results of DGDIR:

?
-

@O
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Clipart i Painting

Figure 4: Retrieval results of UEM and DGDIR on Office-31 (A—D), Office-Home (A—C), and
DomainNet (Cl—Pa) in Close-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. Green and red rectangles
denote correct and incorrect retrieval results. Best viewed in colors.

4.1 Effectiveness of UEM When Solving U2CDR

Close-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. For the close-set setting, the label space of the
query domain is identical to the retrieval domain. All domain pairs of Office-31 and Office-Home are
tested, and 5 pairs of DomainNet. The results for Office-31 and DomainNet are shown in Tablem
(Office-Home can be found in the Appendix). According to these results, we can observe that UEM
significantly outperforms other baselines in all cases. Specifically, we can achieve mAP@All
improvement of 2.6% compared to the best baseline method on Office-31, and such improvement is
even larger on DomainNet with an average of 3.6%. Figure [ also shows the retrieval results of our
approach on Office-31, Office-Home, and DomainNet, and we can observe that all results are correct.

Partial Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. To establish the partial setting, the query domain
contains only half of the label space of the retrieval domain, and the query label space is randomly
selected. As shown in Table 2 we can observe that UEM exceeds all other baseline methods
significantly in mAP@AIl, which is much more substantial than close-set UCDR. For example,
UEM outperforms the second-best with an average of 12.4% on Office-Home. Similar improvements



on Office-31 and DomainNet can be observed (results are provided in the Appendix). Besides, we
can easily observe that existing state-of-the-art studies are nearly incapable of dealing with the label
space difference in partial UCDR (see Theorem 3.1)), while our UEM can work effectively.

Open-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. As for the open-set setups, we ensure that the
label space of the retrieval domain is half of the query label space. The experiment results for
DomainNet (results for Office-31 and Office-Home are in the Appendix) are presented in Table[3| with
two metrics — mAP@ All for the shared label set, and detection accuracy for the private (open-set)
query labels (please refer to Appendix for how to detect the private query labels). According to these
results, we can easily observe that our approach substantially exceeds other baseline methods in
both metrics. Similar trends can also be found for Office-31 and Office-Home. All these results
strongly validate the effectiveness of UEM in open-set UCDR.

Table 2: Performance comparison (mAP@ All) between ours and other baseline methods on Office-
Home in Partial Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval.

Methods) A-C  A—P A—R C—A C—P C—R P—A P—C P—-R R—A R—C R—P Avg

CDS 22.041.131.140.732.542.026.541.025.640.227.9+1.530.040.931.841.140.542732.3+1.825.5+1.237.643.030.341.1
PCS 24.540.436.5+1.238.842.024.941.628.841.129.041.028.6+2.1 35.34+0.741.741.437.542.026.9+1.640.040.9 32.740.8
DARL [25.541.534.742.029.843.125.041.923.941.727.541.526.842.631.941.140.042.335.541.427.742.040.041.530.7+1.6
DN2A [25.910.937.041.429.512025241.027.040.530.51+1.129.041.331.540.740.640.435.7+1.728.040.641.041.1 31. 7105
UCDIR [23.041.028.742.231.040.9 26.04+1.6 22.041.1 23.541.6 31.141.5 30.440.240.240.6 36.9+1.227.042.1 36.840.729.74+0.7
CoDA [22.541234.241.035.742.025.041.729.540.830.040.930.741.132.041.543.241.335242228.5+1441.310.332.310.7
DGDIR 24.44+0.530.942.041.040.727.241.230.542.429.641.730442633.241.045.540.237.141.130.9+1.542.041.033.6405

Ours ‘40.5i1,4 45.83:2,0 48.0i2,1 35.13:1,0 39.2i0,5 41.1;{:0,9 52.43:3,0 46.03:2,1 55.0i1,7 49.03:2,1 43.13:1,0 56.73:1,2 46.0i1,1

Table 3: Performance comparison (mMAP@AIl for Table 4: Ablation studies of UEM on
shared-label set, detection accuracy for open-label set)  Office-31, Office-Home, and DomainNet
between ours and other baseline methods on Domain- in Open-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain
Net in Open-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval. Retrieval. The average values of Shared-
[QuosCl CloPa Pasin ok SkoRe  Avg  Set MAP@AIl and Open-set Acc for all
domain pairs are reported here.

Methods

| Shared-set mAP@AIL / Open-set Acc

CDS  |22.4 58.9|34.5 65.2|25.5 60.7|25.0 59.2|33.7 64.9|28.2 61.8 . A
PCS  [23.3 57.8/34.2 67.8(24.9 60.5|27.8 65.4|34.7 66.9|29.0 63.7 Variations | Office-31 |Office-Home| DomainNet
DARL |21.9 54.4/32.5 60.2|22.0 53.9/26.6 60.6|32.3 62.8|27.1 58.4 | Shared-set mAP@AII / Open-set Acc

DN2A |22.7 56.6|33.4 60.7|21.9 55.2|24.8 57.8|34.0 61.2|27.4 58.3
UCDIR |24.4 59.0(34.4 67.0(26.7 62.9|25.6 63.4|35.5 68.2(29.3 64.1 Ours w/o PM. 1683 78.8 |45.7 72.6 [30.9 702
CoDA  |24.2 58.8/35.6 66.6|27.0 61.1|24.9 58.0|34.6 62.9(29.3 61.5 Ours wfo SEL 172.2 88.3 1475 817 |33.0 764

Ours w/o SPDA|62.2  61.9 [39.0 60.8 |24.4 60.5
DGDIR |23.5 57.5|36.0 68.3|25.8 60.6|25.8 59.1|35.0 64.3]29.2 62.0 Ours wio SN2M|75.0 892 |488 828 1333 80.5

Ours  |30.3 72.9|40.2 88.1|36.0 82.5|31.1 78.2(36.6 83.0/34.8 80.9  Ours 774 925 |502 867 |348 809

4.2 Ablation Study

All the ablation studies are carried out in open-set UCDR on three datasets, and the average metrics
(Shared-set mAP@ All and Open-set Acc) for all domain pairs of a single dataset are reported here.

Effectiveness of Prototype Merging. When evaluating the effectiveness of a unified prototypical
structure, we do not use prototype merging in IDSE. According to the results of ‘Ours w/o PM.’
in Table[d] there is a non-negligible performance drop in both shared-set mAP@All and open-set
accuracy. This validates the importance of building a unified prototypical structure across domains.

Effectiveness of SEL. When evaluating SEL, we detach it during the model training. According to
the results of ‘Ours w/o SEL’ in Table ] there is also an evident performance drop compared to the
full UEM. This validates that SEL is vital as it can help prepare a better base model for CDSM.

Effectiveness of SPDA. We replace our SPDA with the standard domain adversarial learning for the
ablation study. As shown in Table[] there is a significant performance difference between ‘Ours
w/o SPDA’ and the full UEM, which illustrates the importance of semantic preservation during domain
alignment, as well as indirectly verifying the necessity of SPDA.



Effectiveness of SN>M. We also replace SN?M with the nearest neighboring search approach leveraged
by UCDIR. By comparing the results of ‘Ours w/o SN?M’ and ‘Ours’, we can conclude that SN?M is
more compatible with UEM and able to achieve more accurate cross-domain categorical matching.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we focus on two major challenges when conducting cross-domain retrieval (CDR) in
real-world scenarios: one is that the category space across domains is usually distinct, and the other
is that both the query and retrieval domains are unlabeled. To tackle these challenges, we propose
a Unified, Enhanced, and Matched (UEM) semantic feature learning framework that can establish a
unified semantic structure across domains and preserve this structure during categorical matching.
Extensive experiments in cases including close-set, partial, open-set unsupervised CDR on multiple
datasets demonstrate the effectiveness and universality of UEM, which are reflected in the substantial
performance improvement over state-of-the-art studies from Cross-Domain Representation Learning,
Unsupervised Domain Generalization, and Unsupervised CDR.

6 Limitations and Future Work

To solve the real-world challenges when employing cross-domain retrieval, especially considering
the category distinctness across unsupervised data domains, we propose the UEM semantic feature
learning framework in this work. Although extensive empirical evaluation and theoretical analysis
have validated the effectiveness of UEM, some minor limitations still need more exploration. First, the
current UEM framework is composed of two stages, and we empirically determine the switching point.
In the future, we need to achieve a real end-to-end UEM by changing the training stage automatically.
Besides, there is a lack of theoretical analysis for the second stage (CDSM). In future efforts, we
should theoretically prove the semantic preservation of SPDA and the reliability of SN?M. Lastly, the
general applicability of UEM also needs testing. For instance, cross-person generalization in wearable
devices [42] and property analysis of material [43] or molecular [44] structures require cross-domain
retrieval. Therefore, we should test UEM on other modalities like time series and graph data.
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Appendix

This Appendix includes additional details for the paper “Semantic Feature Learning for Universal
Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval”, including theoretical proofs (Section [A), implementation
details (Section[B), additional experiment results (Section [C), and broader impact (Section D).

A Theoretical Proofs

Theorem[3.1|(Geometry Distinctness). Suppose data distributions of two domains (A and B) have
mutually disjoint supports, and they are uniform over these supports. Assuming the support sets
of domains A and B are not identical, the optimal feature extractors f* that minimize the instance
discrimination loss of different domains present distinct geometric feature spaces.

Proof. Suppose a data distribution is made of mutually disjoint supports and distributed uniformly
over these supports, there is a theorem demonstrating the representation geometry learned by instance
discrimination in a research work [45], i.e.,

Theorem A.1. Assuming a data distribution has mutually disjoint supports and is uniform over these
supports, any Simplex ETF representation extracted by | minimizes Lxcr(f) for any convex and
non-increasing loss function l. Moreover, if l is strictly convex (e.g., logistic loss), then Simplex ETF
representations are the only minimizes of Lncg(f).

The Simplex ETF representations are defined as follows,

Definition A.2 (Simplex ETF). A simplex ETF is a collection of equal-length and maximally
equiangular vectors. We call a P x K matrix M an ETF if it satisfies

K 1
1K1?<> , (19)

where « is a non-zero scalar, 1 is the identity matrix and 1y is an all-ones vector.

M'™M = —
O‘(K1 K1

In representation learning, ETF representations mean that samples from different categories

(:,v5), (xj,y;) satisfy

Vi £y, fo(@i) - fo(xj) _ -1
o)l folzs)] O —1

With the above preparations, we apply proof by contradiction to prove that different domains

hold distinct geometric feature spaces when their respective instance discrimination loss achieves

minimization. Specifically, we assume domains A and B share C' categories and there is only one
category exclusively owned by domain B, i.e.,

YANYP = {y} L, YPAYN =y B CP =0t 1L 1)
This assumption satisfies that the support sets of domains A and B are not identical. Then suppose
that the geometric structures of domains A and B are identical when the instance discrimination
loss has been minimized, according to Theorem[A.T] both domains A and B present Simplex ETF

representations. In this case, if we randomly select two categories y”,y? € YA N Y8 from the
domain-shared category set, and their samples within each domain have the following relation,

fo@P®) - fox®®) -1 fo(aPP)- fo(x?P) -1
fe(@P )| fo(e )| CR =17 [fo(ar )| fo(xeP)]  CP—1°

According to Eq. (21), Eq. (22)) implies that the same category pair across domains has different
cosine similarities, which contradicts the assumption of identical geometry across domains. O

(20)

vyP yl e YAny® 22)

Theorem[3.2)(Convergence of IPM). Suppose the data distribution of a domain has mutually dis-
Jjoint supports, and it is uniform over these supports. Simplex Equiangular Tight Frame (ETF)
representations minimize the Instance-Prototype-Mixed Loss of this domain.

Proof. As shown in Eq. (I0), the Instance-Prototype-Mixed loss is composed of instance discrimina-
tion and prototype contrastive loss. The simplex ETF representations have been proven to minimize
instance discrimination in Theorem|[A.T] Then we only need to prove that the prototype contrastive
loss satisfies the convex and non-increasing properties,
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Property A.3. For a loss function | defined on a set V = {v; }!_, with the size of t, it holds for all
subsets of index S C {1, ... t} that

Z (VS€9), where VZ7 .= { vi i ¢ S (23)

v;, otherwise.
JES ’

(V)
RN

To prove the non-increasing property of prototype contrastive loss, we can view LpncE is built on
the set V = {v. = fo(x;) - Pe; /T — fo(i) - pe/T}E 1, then Loncr(Ti) = liog(V) = log(1 +
Y. exp(—uv.)). We can leverage the concavity of the log function (Jensen’s inequality) and denote
T =143} ,s5exp(—v;), and we have

liog (V) = log(T + Zexp(—vc) S Zlog (T + |S|exp(—w.)) = Sl leog Pyoee,

ceS ceS ceS
(24
Therefore, the prototype contrastive loss also holds the non-increasing property, which proves that
simplex ETF representations minimize the Instance-Prototype-Mixed Loss. O

B Implementation Details

B.1 Open-set Query Label Detection

In open-set unsupervised cross-domain retrieval (UCDR) settings, the query domain has some private
categories that are not included in the retrieval domain. In this case, the retrieval results of query
samples for such private query categories should be null. As aforementioned, for a query sample

xh the retrieval process needs to calculate the distance between all samples in the retrieval domain
and x. Then the most 51mllar retrieval samples are supposed to be those located as close to z2*
as poss1ble Intuitively, if £ belongs to the private query categories, the nearest sample in the
retrieval domain should be relatively distant. Therefore, there is a need for a threshold that allows us
to determine whether the closest retrieval sample of a query sample is located too far to be a similar
sample. Next, let us introduce how our UEM detects and identifies whether a query sample belongs to
private query categories.

In our UEM framework, the crucial design is to build a unified prototypical structure across domains,
which also shapes the private label detection strategy. Specifically, after the training of CDSM, we
apply K-Means to the query and retrieval domain datasets again to construct the prototype sets P4
and PB. Then the prototypes of the retrieval domain are translated to the query domain for potential
merging. The detailed prototype translation and merging have been introduced in Section [3.2.1]
After the prototype merging, both P4 and P® are divided into two groups by satisfying the merging
condition (Eq. (9)) or not. For the prototype pairs that satisfy the merging condition, we record the
maximum inter-sample distance among their clusters as

mB
Do = ax 1 fe( ) fo( g)
m?GXf@,m?eXf@

. A P

Xc‘;_{ A

argmm[ (fo(x), p™)] :pfé@} x5 _{ B

argmip [d(fo(a) p >]=p§£}
(26)

Then for any query sample x2*, there are two cases for its belonging. One is & belongs to the
clusters of prototypes unmerged ie., PA\ PA® In this case, 2 is supposed to come from private
query labels with high confidence. The other case is that the closest prototype of zr:zA satisfies the
merging condition, i.e., arg min,a [d( fo(z), pA)] = pfe;® € PA®, in which we should compare
the recorded D¢ and the minimal distance between all samples in the retrieval domain and =2, i.e.,

A—B __ min M
Di —EJBGDBKl |fe<i>||fa<j>|> ol Sl ))]' (27)
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If Do < D;A_*B, we have faith that there is no sample similar enough in the retrieval domain, which
means x:* should belong to private query categories. Otherwise, 2 comes from the shared label set,
and we should conduct the normal retrieval operation.

B.2 Comparison Baseline Implementation

In our evaluation process, we implement a number of state-of-the-art baseline methods to compare our
proposed UEM in U2CDR. For a fair comparison, we ensure two principles for all these used baselines —
one is that the training data consists of at least two domains, and the other is that the training data
is unlabeled. Following these two principles, in addition to unsupervised cross-domain retrieval
studies [[7, 18l [17], two other problems share similar setups: cross-domain representation learning
(CDRL) [14}[13]] and unsupervised domain generalization (UDG) [31} 32]. For CDRL, the objective
is to learn domain-generalizable representations that provide domain-transferable knowledge for any
downstream task. One of the most typical downstream tasks of CDRL is cross-domain retrieval. As for
UDG, in addition to achieving effective cross-domain representation learning, domain-generalizable
classifiers are also needed. However, in our evaluation, the retrieval process does not require any
classifier, thus we omit all techniques related to classifier training for the used UDG approaches.

For the specific setups of our experiments, we consider close-set, partial, and open-set UCDR. The
close-set UCDR assumes that the label spaces of the query and retrieval domains are identical, which
is the benchmark setup of other baseline methods. In this case, we follow the default settings of these
baseline methods to evaluate their performance in close-set UCDR. As for the partial UCDR, the
label space of the query domain is half of the retrieval label space, where most baseline methods
can work normally without any modification. But some baseline approaches (PCS [13], UCDIR [7],
DGDIR [8]), especially those based on prototype learning, require the knowledge of category numbers
for domains, therefore, we suppose the category numbers are known to these approaches. The last
open-set UCDR supposes the retrieval label space is half of the query label space. In this setup, the
query domain has private categories, and if we conduct retrieval for samples from these categories,
the retrieval results should be null. To detect private categories, we follow the strategy leveraged by
UEM (Section [B.I)) to employ a similar one for the used baseline methods. Specifically, we divide
all baseline methods into two groups by whether there is a dedicated nearest neighboring searching
algorithm. For those (DARL [31]]) that don’t have the nearest neighboring search, we attach the
searching algorithm used by UCDIR [7]]. After conducting all training and operations of any baseline
method, we use the nearest neighboring search to pair samples from the query and retrieval domains.
Moreover, we conduct K-Means in the query domain to build the prototype set P4 (for CoDA [17],
we leverage its auxiliary classifiers to construct the prototype set). Then for each cluster in the query
domain, we record the maximum inter-sample distance D?. Note that the distance measurement
here is different from the product of minus cosine similarity and Euclidean distance (Eq. (23)),
and different approaches use diverse measurement, e.g., UCDIR [7] uses cosine similarity while
DN2A [32] leverages Euclidean distance.

Table 5: Performance comparison (mAP@ All) between ours and other baseline methods on Office-
Home in Close-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval.

Methods‘ A—-C A—-P A—-R C—»A C=P C—R P—A P—=C P—-R R—A R—=C R—=P Avg

CDS 33.040.344.541.151.442332440.9040.341.941.84204534+1541.541660.840.851.142.942.041.858.841.045.241.2
PCS 34.341.146.341.451.640.532.342.040.54+1.140.640.647.040642.141561.342551.642742.841.960.141.345910.9
DARL [32.441.040.942.250.542.033.041.936.740.741.5+1.747.042.540.9+1.459.040.9 51.141.243.042.0 60.843.1 44.741.4
DN2A  |35.540.542.841.752.942.634.041.4 35.741.142.041.048.042.743.241.659.84+1.449.042344.741.1 56.542.045.311.3
UCDIR (36.1+1.546.510955.94+1234.041844.141343.142051.241.144.141.467.115352.741943.043766.510.448. 7116
CoDA 34-7j:0.8 49-6j;1.0 5342i0,9 33~2i1,1 42.912,0 44-7j;1.5 50<4i2.5 45~2i2,2 65.2i1,0 53.1;{:[)_9 46-0i2.4 65211,6 46.83:1,2
DGDIR 36.0i1_0 50.1i1_7 55.5i0,4 34.1i1,1 44.9:{:0.9 43.0i2.2 51.53:1'7 45.53:149 66.6:{:2.2 53.0i2.0 4445i1,1 67.03:143 49.33:1,4

Ours  [38.5:1.552.6:0.0 59.0+1.234.210.347.5:2.049.0£1.755241.349.041.1 69.5:1.7 56.912.1 48.710.4 68.211.0 524107

C Additional Experiments

Here we provide the additional experiment results including the close-set UCDR on Office-Home
(Table E]), partial UCDR on Office-31 and DomainNet (Table @, and open-set UCDR on Office-31
(Table[7) and Office-Home (Table[S). According to these results, we can obtain similar observations
and conclusions to the main paper. First, our UEM can achieve the best performance in close-set
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Table 6: Performance comparison (mAP@ All) between ours and other baseline methods on Office-31
and DomainNet in Partial Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval.

Methods| A-D A=W D—A D—=W W—=A W=D Avg. |Qu—=Cl Cl—-Pa Pa—In In—Sk Sk—Re Avg.

CDS 42.541.239.741.445.442.068.84+0.640.7+0.755.841.148.8405(17.741.031.141.222.042321.841.129.640.624.44+1.0
PCS 44.042.341.541.447.941.965942247.310.956.540.250.541.2(18.040.831.511.323.441822.140.727.940.524.640.4
DARL [41.541.038.942249.042.565.543.345.74+1.953.642.449.041.58/19.041.1 30.542.023.34+1.623.042228.74+1.324.941.2
DN2A |42.541.040.042.6 51.140.5 66.741.546.540.9 55.041.3 50.34+1.1|18.740.4 31.141.325.040.7 24.441.4 30.74+1.8 26.040.9
UCDIR (46.041.441.812.050.311262.912147.041.456.9+3250.841.5[19.34+1.329.840824.441423.140.729.041.125.140.8
CoDA  |45.142.040.7+1.249.343.066.0+1.447.0+1.657.8+0.351.04+1.3120.210.330.941.025.241.1 24.040.9 31.040.5 26.310 6
DGDIR (45.041.239.240.649.741.364.412048.511.055.241.350.3+0.58/18.8+0.530.441.625.040.224.540.5831.241.026.040.5

Ours  [64.4:1.651.042259.411.476.912261.5:1.265.012.063.041.728.241.2 34.9:0.4 32.710.7 26.611.5 34.010.0 31.310.8

Table 7: Performance comparison (mAP@All for shared-label set, detection accuracy for open-label
set) between ours and other baselines on Office-31 in Open-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval.

A—D A—-W D—A D—-W W—A W—=D Avg.
Shared-set mAP@ALIl / Open-set Acc

CDS 60.7+0.8 76.242.3|56.8+1.3 80.2+1.9[62.9+0.6 81.3+1.7(80.7+£1.4 90.242.7/60.2+1.5 79.0+3.0|80.3+£1.0 89.7+2.2/66.9+0.7 82.812.0
PCS 62.511.4 78.9422(67.310.6 84.411.0(65.811.2 82.9134(82.9+0.9 90.8+1.5(63.3109 79.541.9|81.641.8 91.1429(70.611.1 84.611 5
DARL [60.9+1.2 78.042.4(60.5+0.9 77.241.9(62.6+1.1 78.041.5(78.3+1.6 88.4+3.0({60.0+1.3 79.4+2.7|78.140.5 87.941.3[66.7+0.8 81.5+2.1
DN2A  |61.710.4 76.941.6/60.8£1.1 75.312.3|62.540.5 78.0£1.0{80.242.3 90.445.6(61.111.0 76.712.6|78.8+0.7 90.0£1.8(67.551.2 81.242.4
UCDIR [62.910.6 78.141.4/65.540.9 82.411.6|62.642.0 80.414.7|79.911.5 86.9422(64.410.9 84.311.7|80.50.9 91.142.0{69.310.9 839116
CoDA  [60.911.1 74.642.0|62.411.3 78.0£1.9|166.610.6 82.211.4|83.511.5 90.04535(70.310.2 85.011.1|78.5£1.0 89.042.4|70.410.9 83.141.9
DGDIR |65.0+0.9 81.1+1.7|62.311.6 80.042.9|64.040.7 79.941.7(80.941.1 87.5£2.0(66.840.3 79.441.2|82.241.8 91.043.5(70.241.1 83.2422

Ours ‘70.63:1_2 90.73:1_9‘76.83:0_4 93-01:1‘5‘72412‘0 89.83:3,3‘87.73:1,7 95.53:3,2‘74.03:1,1 90112,0‘82-9119 95.83:3_3‘77.43:1_4 925105

Methods ‘

UCDR, which is reflected by the average performance improvement of 3.1% on Office-Home.
Moreover, UEM can exceed all other baseline methods much more substantially in both partial and
open-set UCDR. Specifically, our methods outperform the best baseline with a margin of 5.0% on
DomainNet and 12.0% on Office-31 in partial UCDR. As for open-set UCDR, UEM exceeds other
baseline methods with a range of 6.8% and 7.9% on Office-31 for shared-set mAP@ All and open-set
detection accuracy respectively, and such improvement is much higher on Office-Home in 15.1%
for shared-set mAP@ All and 13.1% for open-set detection accuracy. In addition, if we compare the
results of the same domain pairs between close-set and partial/open-set UCDR for baseline methods,
we can observe that the performance drops a lot, which also validates the existence of geometry
distinctness (Theorem [3.1). In particular, such geometry distinctness originating from the category
space difference can incur a performance drop of up to 29% for DGDIR on Office-31 between
close-set and partial UCDR.

D Broader Impact

The research development for solving Universal Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval (U2CDR)
has the potential to make a significant positive impact across various sectors. By enabling more
accurate and flexible retrieval of information across different domains without the need for supervision
and the concern about semantic category distinctness, our proposed UEM framework can enhance
user experiences in product recommendation systems, leading to more personalized and relevant
suggestions. In the realm of artistic creation, UEM can facilitate novel connections and inspirations
by retrieving cross-domain artistic elements, fostering creativity and innovation. Beyond these
applications, UEM can also be beneficial in healthcare, finance, and scientific research with certain
adaptive modifications. In healthcare, it can improve diagnostic tools and personalized treatment
plans by integrating diverse data sources. In finance, it can enhance risk assessment and fraud
detection by analyzing cross-domain financial data. In scientific research, it can accelerate discoveries
by connecting insights from different fields. While UEM has substantial benefits, it is crucial that its
deployment adheres to existing privacy and intellectual property protection regulations and policies.
Ensuring that data used in cross-domain retrieval respects user privacy and intellectual property rights
is essential to prevent misuse and maintain public trust. Thus, applying this research in the real world
should consider ethical issues to ensure responsible and fair use, thereby aiming for a positive societal
impact without any negative social consequences.
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Table 8: Performance comparison (mAP@ All for shared-label set, detection accuracy for open-label
set) between ours and others on Office-Home in Open-set Unsupervised Cross-Domain Retrieval.

\ A—C A—P A—R C—A C—P C—R P—A P—C P—R R—A R—C R—P Avg.
‘ Shared-set mAP@ALIl / Open-set Acc

CDS 26.9 60.2]34.7 68.7|33.9 67.527.9 66.2|28.8 65.5|30.0 66.2|32.1 68.9(|32.5 70.4|44.2 74.5|32.5 69.0]26.7 65.4|40.0 76.0|32.5 68.2
PCS 26.6 61.1]37.8 72.0|140.9 76.6|29.0 65.4|30.1 69.9|34.2 71.9(31.5 70.8|37.9 74.0|42.6 77.4|38.9 72.8|29.4 66.6|42.7 78.0|35.1 71.4
DARL |26.9 64.0{36.9 70.1|28.5 66.4]26.7 65.0/22.0 60.6|29.4 68.2|125.9 64.3|33.0 69.1|42.5 79.5|35.0 72.2|28.0 65.1]42.2 78.0|31.4 68.5
DN2A |27.0 63.3/38.2 74.4|129.0 68.8/26.8 65.4|28.9 67.5|34.0 72.4|29.0 66.8|33.0 71.5|42.0 80.3|35.5 72.6(29.4 68.8|41.5 79.4|32.9 70.9
UCDIR |24.7 62.2130.1 64.4|26.8 64.0|26.5 65.2|121.5 62.0|25.5 67.0/32.0 71.9|31.1 70.8|43.0 78.9|37.6 76.6(28.0 69.2|38.5 77.4|30.4 69.1
CoDA  |24.9 63.0(35.5 74.3|36.0 74.5|25.5 65.9(31.1 70.8|32.5 72.3|30.5 71.1|33.7 74.4/44.4 81.5|37.0 78.3/36.6 76.0|42.1 80.9|34.2 73.6
DGDIR |25.5 62.5|31.7 67.7|41.5 78.9|27.8 67.5|31.2 68.1]29.0 66.5|31.0 68.3|33.0 68.9|45.8 80.9|37.0 76.6(31.5 68.0|44.0 82.2|34.1 71.3

Ours  [40.6 80.849.0 87.7|55.4 92.033.7 72.2(45.0 85.3|47.7 87.9|53.5 90.2|48.7 87.864.4 90.0|52.2 90.3|47.7 86.7|64.5 89.5|50.2 86.7

Methods

NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The main claims in the abstract and introduction are addressed in Sections 3]
and [4] of the main paper.

Guidelines:
¢ The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The limitations are discussed in Section [6]of the main paper.
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

 The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.
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* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The main theoretical insights are discussed in Section [3|and detailed proofs
are given in Section [A]of the Appendix.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

¢ Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All the implementation details to reproduce the results are given in Section 4]
of the main paper and Section [B]of the Appendix.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

* If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

* Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

* While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
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(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer:

Justification: We are checking the relevant regulations of our institutions to release the
source code. All the datasets used for this work are publicly available.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

¢ Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental Setting/Details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: All the experiment details are given in Section ] and the Appendix.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.

7. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?
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Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All the experiment results are supplemented with standard deviations as the
error bar resulting from 3 independent runs.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

e It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

» For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

o If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.
8. Experiments Compute Resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The Appendix discusses all relevant computing requirements in detail.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code Of Ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Our work adheres to all the ethical guidelines outlined by NeurIPS.
Guidelines:

¢ The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

10. Broader Impacts
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11.

12.

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The broader impacts are discussed in Section [D|of the Appendix.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

* If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Our work does not pose any explicit risks as we use public datasets, and
applying our proposed methods to other areas needs dedicated modifications.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

* Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: All dataset details and original authorship are cited in Section 4]

Guidelines:
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13.

14.

15.

» The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

* The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

o If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New Assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper does not release any new assets.
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

 The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: Our paper does not involve crowdsourcing or research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with

human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.
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