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Abstract—Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have
brought revolutionary advances to many research areas due to
their capacity of learning from raw data. However, when those
methods are applied to non-controllable environments, many
different factors can degrade the model’s expected performance,
such as unlabeled datasets with different levels of domain
shift and category shift. Particularly, when both issues occur
at the same time, we tackle this challenging setup as Open
Set Domain Adaptation (OSDA) problem. In general, existing
OSDA approaches focus their efforts only on aligning known
classes or, if they already extract possible negative instances, use
them as a new category learned with supervision during the
course of training. We propose a novel way to improve OSDA
approaches by extracting a high-confidence set of unknown
instances and using it as a hard constraint to tighten the
classification boundaries of OSDA methods. Especially, we adopt
a new loss constraint evaluated in three different means, (1)
directly with the pristine negative instances; (2) with randomly
transformed negatives using data augmentation techniques; and
(3) with synthetically generated negatives containing adversarial
features. We assessed all approaches in an extensive set of
experiments based on OVANet, where we could observe consistent
improvements for two public benchmarks, the Office-31 and
Office-Home datasets, yielding absolute gains of up to 1.3% for
both Accuracy and H-Score on Office-31 and 5.8% for Accuracy
and 4.7% for H-Score on Office-Home.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last few years, Deep Learning (DL) methods have
brought revolutionary results to several research areas, mainly
because of the Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) in
computer-vision-related problems [1]. In general, those meth-
ods are expected to work under unrealistic assumptions, such
as a controlled environment with a totally labeled set of
data and a Closed Set (CS) of categories [1]. However, this
assumption does not usually hold in uncontrollable environ-
ments, like in real-world problems. Indeed, the process of
labeling data is expensive, time-consuming, or in some cases
even impossible, and DL models that are supposed to work
under supervised datasets generally struggle when faced with
unlabeled or partially labeled datasets [2], [3].

In uncontrollable environments, we can be faced with two
main problems: the decreased level of supervision, and no con-
trol about the incoming data. For the first problem, it is usual to
use a completely annotated dataset (i.e. source domain), which
should be similar to the unlabeled target dataset (i.e. target
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Fig. 1. High-level picture of our proposal. In the upper part of the figure,
we show the unknown instance extraction step from the pre-trained OVANet,
which is used to tighten the boundaries of OVANet by a new constraint Lneg

ova

added to the loss function. Following, in the bellow part, we evaluate the
use of negatives in a three-way manner, namely: Original, Augmentation, and
Generation.

domain), to train the model. However, since the data may
come from different underlying distributions, it can induce
the domain-shift problem [4]. For the second problem, our
training and test data can present some level of category-shift
since we do not know the data beforehand, requiring the model
to handle examples from possible unknown/unseen categories
during inference [5]. Each of these problems has its own
research areas, the Unsupervised Domain Adaptation (UDA)
and Open Set (OS) recognition, that individually aim to
tackle and reduce domain-shift and category-shift problems,
respectively. Recently, Busto et al. [6] were the pioneers to
describe the Open Set Domain Adaptation (OSDA), the more
realistic and challenging scenario where both problems occur
at the same time. The OSDA has been positively accepted
as a new research field in the literature with many different
contributions, for instance, with approaches based on adversar-
ial techniques [7]–[10], Extreme Value Theory (EVT) model-
ing techniques [11], self-supervised tecniques [2], contrastive



learning approaches [12], and gradient-based analysis [13].
Most OSDA methods rely on rejecting unknown samples

in target domain and aligning known samples in the target
domain with the source domain. For this, they draw known
and unknown sets of the high-confidence samples from the
target domain. To alleviate the domain shift, positive samples
from the known set are aligned with the source domain [2], [8],
[12]. On the other hand, negative samples from the unknown
set are usually underexploited during the training, being often
assigned to an additional logit of the classifier representing
the unknown category, which is learned with supervision
along with known classes [13]. Liu et al. [13] noted that
the unknown set of the target domain is highly informative,
possessing complicated semantics and possible correlation to
known classes that can hind the oversimplified approaches.
Thus, some recent works [10], [13] have leveraged such
challenging information to improve their OSDA approaches.

Following recent work based on unknown exploitation [10],
[13] and closed-set relationship with OS [14], we hypothesize
that using the unknown set of the target domain to tighten the
boundaries of the closed-set classifier can further improve the
classification performance. Thus, we investigate this assump-
tion using the OVANet [15] approach, a UNiversal Domain
Adaptation (UNDA) method, that we extended in a three-
way manner in our evaluations for the OSDA setting. We
first extract high-confidence negatives from the target domain
based on a higher confidence threshold [8] in order to (1)
evaluate the direct use of pure negatives as a new constraint
for the known classification (original approach); (2) use data
augmentation to randomly transform negatives before applying
them as the classification constraint (augmentation approach);
and (3) create negative/adversarial examples by a Generative
Adversarial Network (GAN) model trained with such nega-
tives, whose objective is to deceive the OVANet by posing
synthetic instances as positive samples that it must later learn
to reject (generation approach). We conducted an extensive
set of experiments for the object recognition problem with
the Office-31 [16] and Office-Home [17] datasets. Our results
indicate that such approaches may increase performance in
most OSDA tasks, reaching up to 1.3% of absolute gains
for both Accuracy and H-Score on Office-31 and 5.8% for
Accuracy and 4.7% for H-Score on Office-Home.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II presents related work. Section III describes our ap-
proach to deal with negative samples. Section IV presents the
experimental setup and results in two challenging datasets.
Finally, in Section V we present the conclusions and directions
for future research.

II. RELATED WORK

OSDA mixes both OS and UDA, a more realistic scenario
where irrelevant categories in the target domain do not appear
in source domain and distributions of partially shared cate-
gories between source and target domains are not well aligned.
Despite the vast literature on OS [5], [14], [18] and UDA [4],
[15], [19], [20], OSDA has so far been little-studied.

OSDA was introduced by the pioneering work of
Busto and Gall [6] and further defined and described by
Saito et al. [7]. Most OSDA methods [2], [6], [7], [11] only
deal with one source domain, but it is possible to extend them
to the multi-source setting [8], [12].Bucci et al. [2] proposed
a self-supervised model named ROS that leverages relative-
rotation and multi-rotation proxy tasks to close the domain
gap and learn relevant features from both domains. Later,
Bucci et al. [12] took one step further and proposed HyMOS,
an approach to tackle the multi-source OSDA, which combines
contrastive learning and hyperspherical learning to help the
source-to-source alignment and style transfer to help source-
to-target alignment. Rakshit et al. [8] proposed MOSDANET,
an adversarial method that tackles the multi-source setting of
OSDA. Recently, Liu et al. [13] and Baktashmotlagh et al. [10]
observed that unknown examples are complex structures that
are generally overlooked as a simple new logit added to the
classifier. Motivated by this insight, Liu et al. [13] proposed
UOL, an approach that leverages a multi-unknown detector
equipped with weight discrepancy constraint and gradient-
graph induced annotation to design a feature space that can
learn the complex semantics of the unknown samples, while
Baktashmotlagh et al. [10] proposed to generate source-
like negative instances by a GAN and use it as a source
closed/target supervision.

In general, previous OSDA methods exploit thresholding
strategies to reject unknown examples. MOSDANET, ROS,
and HyMOS draw possibly known instances from the target
domain to align their distribution with source domain during
training and unknown examples as supervision for the extra
logit of the classifier linked to the unknown category. On
the other hand, we propose to only deal with the unknown
subset, extracting the most high-confidence instances from the
target domain and using them to tighten known classification
boundaries from the OVANet approach.

III. DEALING WITH NEGATIVES

This section presents our approaches. At first, we describe
the confidence measure and the extraction procedure adopted
for drawing a set of likely unknown examples from the target
domain. In sequence, our strategies based on original unknown
instance usage, data augmentation, and instance generation
are depicted, showing how we exploit valuable information
from negative samples and improve the class separability of
the OVANet method.

To assess our unknown-oriented learning strategies, we
adopted OVANet [15], an UNDA approach used as the basis
of all investigations carried out in this work. OVANet is a
recent work that achieved good results on all four possible
class alignments of UNDA: closed-set, partially aligned for
closed-set, partially aligned for open-set, and completely open-
set fronts. The authors are well recognized for their excellence
in this field, also being the authors of past relevant works such
as OSDA+BP [7], one of the first works that adopted a stronger
and more challenging definition for OSDA, and DANCE [20],



the work that defined the UNDA generalization. Moreover, its
source code is freely available on the internet1.

In the OSDA problem, we are given as input a labeled
source domain Ds sharing a set Ls of categories with an
unlabeled target domain Dt which also includes an additional
set Lunk of categories, such that Lt = Ls ∪Lunk. The source
domain Ds = {(xs

i , y
s
i )}

Ns
i=1 is a set of tuples composed of Ns

samples xs
i and their respective labels ysi . Since the target do-

main labels are not known beforehand, the set Dt = {xt
i}

Nt
i=1

contains only Nt target samples. Thus, a sample xt
i is said

to be “known” if it relates to some category in Ls, otherwise
it is said to be “unknown” and relates to Lunk. UNDA and
OSDA methods aim to correctly classify known samples into
categories of Ls while rejecting possibly unknown samples
that would be assigned to some “unknown” category of Lunk.

OVANet is a method that exploits inter-class distance to
learn tight class boundaries for the known samples. It uses a
feature extractor G shared between a closed-set classifier C
and a set O of open-set binary classifiers (Figure 1). Roughly
speaking, C is a linear classifier trained using cross-entropy
loss in order to correctly classify samples into categories of
Ls. On the other hand, O is a set of |Ls| one-vs-all binary
classifiers, one for each category in Ls, i.e., O = {Bi}|Ls|

i=1 ,
where the binary classifier Bi is trained to recognize instances
from its related category as “known” and instances for other
categories as “unknown”. It is achieved through the use of
Hard Negative Classifier Sampling and Open-set Entropy
Minimization loss functions (see Equation 2 of [15]). Finally,
we denote pc(y

k|xi) as the probability that the classifier C
associates a sample xi to the k-th category, and po(ŷ

k|xi)
as the probability that the same instance is “known” for the
binary classifier Bk of O and, therefore, it is “unknown” for
Bk with probability 1− po(ŷ

k|xi).
During inference, the incoming instance xt

i is assigned to
a pseudo-label ŷti based on the maximum probability of the
classifier C, i.e., ŷti = argmaxk(pc(y

k|xt
i)). Then, we assert

whether the pseudo-label ŷti is “known” or “unknown” based
on the open-set classifier. If po(ŷ

t
i |xt

i) ≥ 0.5 then ŷti is
considered the correct label, otherwise the instance is treated
as “unknown” and rejected.

Given the inference procedure of OVANet, we hypothe-
size that leveraging knowledge from negative samples can
strengthen the model’s learning ability and, consequently,
tighten the known/unknown classification boundaries. To
achieve this, we propose to train OVANet for half of the ex-
pected epochs, extract the most confident unknown examples
from the target domain using the actual OVANet knowledge,
and, finally, use them as an additional negative supervision to
fine-tune the binary classifiers in O for the remaining epochs.
Particularly, we extract a subset X ⊂ Dt of likely negative
samples by adopting a very-high threshold to treat a sample
as “unknown”, i.e., X = {xt

i|xt
i ∈ Dt, 1 − po(ŷ

t
i |xt

i) > 0.9}.
Then, we use this subset as a source of information to
force the binary classifiers in O to tight the known/unknown

1https://github.com/VisionLearningGroup/OVANet
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Fig. 2. Description of all three approaches. (a) shows the original setting,
where unknown examples are directly used during OVAnet last training steps.
(b) shows the augmentation setting, which applies two transformations before
the continuation of OVANet training. (c) shows the generation approach, in
which a DCGAN is trained to mimic the unknown instances and fool the
actual OVANet. The red arrow in (c) shows that Gen module is optimized by
errors calculated from both Disc and OVANet structures.

classification boundaries by adding the following constraint in
the loss function of OVANet (see Equation 2 of [15]):

Lneg
ova = − 1

|Ls|

|Ls|∑
k=1

log(1− po(ŷ
k|xi)) (1)

We assessed 3 different ways to leverage such information:
1) Original (Figure 2a): Use the negative samples in X to

adjust the binary classifiers in O.
2) Augmentation (Figure 2b): Apply data augmentation

techniques to randomly transform the negative samples
in X before feeding them to the binary classifiers of O.
In general, this approach keeps the same main features
as the pristine instances, except by small perturbations
added by the transformations.

3) Generation (Figure 2c): Use a GAN to generate syn-
thetic samples similar to negative samples of X. For this,
we propose to interrupt the training of OVANet after half
of the epochs, then train a GAN for a certain number
of epochs using X, and, finally, resume the OVANet
training but using the synthetically generated samples to
adjust the binary classifiers in O. This strategy allows us
to have more control over features of interest. Roughly
speaking, the GAN is composed of a discriminator and
a generator that are jointly and adversarially trained.
The discriminator is often trained using a binary cross-
entropy loss in order to correctly predict whether the
input refers to a real or a fake sample. The generator,
on the other hand, is trained to generate samples as
similar as possible to the real ones in order to fool the
discriminator prediction. However, what would happen
if we force the fake samples to fool the OVANet actual
state, that is, be aligned with some category in Ls by the
classifier C and recognized as “known” by the binary
classifiers in O? We achieve this by adding two new
constraints in the loss function of the generator: (i) an
entropy factor Lgen

ent (Equation 2) based on the classifier

https://github.com/VisionLearningGroup/OVANet


C; and (ii) an agreement factor Lgen
agree (Equation 3)

based on the binary classifiers of O.

Lgen
ent = − 1

|Ls|

|Ls|∑
k=1

pc(y
k|xi) log(pc(y

k|xi)) (2)

Lgen
agree = − 1

|Ls|

|Ls|∑
k=1

log(po(ŷ
k|xi)) (3)

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

In this section, we first provide details about the benchmark
datasets. Then, we describe the experimental setup adopted
to assess all three approaches. Finally, our final results are
reported and compared with the baseline.

A. Datasets

We evaluate each of the proposed approaches described
in Section III on the Office-31 [16] and Office-Home [17]
datasets. Office-31 [16] is composed of 4,652 organized into
31 classes of common objects from an office. All images
were collected from three different domains, named Amazon
(A), Webcam (W), and DSLR (D). Office-Home [17] consists
of 15,500 images distributed into 65 categories and collected
from several search engines and image directories. It contains
4 distinct domains with strong domain shifts: Art (Ar), Clipart
(Cl), Product (Pr), and Real World (Rw).

Following the same experimental protocol of
Saito and Saenko [15], both datasets were split into
known (Ls) and unknown (Lunk) categories. First, the labels
of each dataset were sorted in alphabetical order. Then,
the first 10 classes were selected for the known set and
the remaining 21 classes for the unknown set in Office-31;
whereas the first 20 classes were chosen for the known set
and the last 45 classes for the unknown set in Office-Home.

B. Evaluation Metrics

OSDA methods are typically evaluated and compared by
accuracy (Acc), a performance measurement for classification
problems that assess the proportion of examples correctly
classified by a model. However, Bucci et al. [2] have proved
that accuracy is not a good measure to assess general OSDA
methods, since it strongly depends on class balancing. Indeed,
we do not know beforehand what and how many unknown
categories we are going to deal with. Thus, they propose
“H-score” (Hsc), which is the harmonic mean between the
accuracy for the known categories (Ls) and the accuracy for
the unknown categories (Lunk) and is given by Equation 4.

H-Score = 2 · AccLs · AccLunk

AccLs + AccLunk
(4)

C. Experimental Protocol

To ensure a fair comparison, we followed the same exper-
imental protocol of OVANet [15]. In each experiment, two
domains were taken from a given dataset, one domain was
chosen as source and the other as target, and evaluated using
a full protocol setting [21], where the known set for the source

domain (with labels) and the known and unknown sets for the
target domain (without labels) were used for training and all
the target samples from both its known and unknown sets were
used for testing. This procedure was repeated 3 times in order
to ensure statistically solid results and the mean and standard
deviation of the evaluation metrics were reported in the results.
All possible combinations of source and target domains were
evaluated in our experiments.

D. Implementation Details

All three approaches presented in Section III were imple-
mented upon the original code of OVANet. To do so, the
code was first updated to use a newer version of PyTorch
(1.13.0) and TorchVision (0.14.0) supporting our GPUs (i.e.,
compatible with CUDA 11.7) and then modified with as
minimum changes as possible in order to implement all
the aforesaid methods2. This ensures we follow the same
experimental procedure and set of hyper-parameters used for
the original work, ensuring a fair comparison between the new
results and the results already reported by its authors. For
the augmentation approach, we apply random affine transfor-
mations (as proposed in [22]) and Gaussian blur (σ = 0.1).
For the generation approach, we implement the DCGAN from
Chen et al. [5]. The hyperparameters used for training OVANet
and all three approaches are presented in Table I.

TABLE I
ADOPTED HYPERPARAMETERS

Hyperparameters Office-31 Office-Home

Feature Extractor ResNet50 ResNet50
Source Known Classes Ls = 10 Ls = 25

Target Unknown Classes Lunk = 21 Lunk = 40
Optimizer SGD SGD
batch-size 36 36

Learning rate (newly instantiated) 0.01 0.01
Learning rate (pre-trained) 0.001 0.001

Negative weight λ 0.1 0.1

Iterations (pre-train) 5000
Additional Iterations (Original) 0

Additional Iterations (Augmentation) 0
Additional Iterations (Generation) 1000

Final Iterations (OVANet + approach) 5000

E. Ablation Study

We argue that it is important to draw high-confident negative
instances from the target domain. To achieve this, we increase
the threshold for rejecting unknown samples to a higher value
close to 1. Specifically, we set a threshold value of 0.9.
Figure 3a shows that OVANet assigns 1−po(ŷ

k|xi) ≥ 0.9 for
the majority of unknown samples of Dt. In contrast, Figure 3b
depicts that the probability 1−po(ŷ

k|x) for known samples is
much lower than the adopted threshold. Indeed, there may be
outliers, but they are minimal compared to the vast majority
of instances. Therefore, 0.9 seems a suitable threshold choice.

2Our code is available at https://github.com/jurandy-almeida/OVANet

https://github.com/jurandy-almeida/OVANet


(a) Unknown only (b) Known only

Fig. 3. Distribution of the obtained probabilities for (a) only unknown instances and (b) only known instances on the target training set of the Office-31
dataset. Each of the boxplots refers to the distribution of probabilities (1− po(ŷk|xi)) of a specific task. The red line shows the adopted threshold of 0.9.

(a) Amazon (b) DSLR (c) Webcam

Fig. 4. Example of pristine, augmented, and generated negative samples. For each domain of Office-31, i.e., Amazon (a), DSLR (b), and Webcam (c), the
first row contains examples of negative images, the second row depicts the augmented images, and, the last row shows the synthetically generated images.

F. Results

In this section, we present and discuss the results obtained
by the original, augmentation, and generation approaches.
First of all, it is worth noting that, for the OSDA setting,
Saito and Saenko [15] reported complete results only for
Office-31 (see Table B of [15]). For Office-Home, they present
the result only for the task Rw→Ar (see Table 4 of [15]).
Thus, our very first step in order to have a solid baseline for
comparison was to reproduce the OVANet results for Office-31
and Office-Home.

Table II and III present the results for the baseline (i.e.,
Reproducibility) and all three approaches on the Office-31 and
Office-Home datasets, respectively. The best result for each
task is highlighted in bold. Although the results are very task
dependent, the use of unknown exploitation seems promising.
Note that the baseline got the best result on only a few tasks.

a) Original: The first row of Figure 4 illustrates exam-
ples of unknown samples from Office-31. In general, it was
possible to observe some small improvements compared to the
baseline (i.e., Reproducibility). For instance, the task A→D
got a 1% increase in both Accuracy and H-score on Office-31.
On Office-Home, we observed up to 1.6% of absolute gains
in Accuracy for the task Rw→Cl.

b) Augmentation: Randomly perturbed versions (second
row) for pristine unknown samples (first row) from Office-
31 are depicted in Figure 4. On Office-31, the augmentation

approach achieved the best result for the task W→D, with
absolute gains of 1.3% for both Accuracy and H-Score. On
Office-Home, we could see about a 1% increase over baseline
(i.e., Reproducibility) for the task Cl→Pr.

c) Generation: In the last row of Figure 4, there are
examples of synthetic samples generated by DCGAN for each
domain of Office-31 when taken as target. Even though they
are not very semantic for us, these examples were surgically
made to be adversarial regarding OVANet and the discrimina-
tor. On Office-31, improvements of up to 1% in both Accuracy
and H-score over the baseline (i.e., Reproducibility) were
observed. On Office-Home, there is more variance among the
results, but nonetheless, absolute gains of 5.8% in Accuracy
and 4.7% in H-score were achieved for the task Rw→Pr.

V. CONCLUSION

Deep models over the last few years have shown outstanding
results in many challenging tasks. However, when they are
deployed to uncontrolled environments, such as the real world,
they often struggle when faced with unsupervised datasets,
possibly achieving under-expected performance because of
domain shift and category shift problems. Particularly, the
research field of OSDA has been proposing methods to tackle
those problems by recognizing unknown samples that may
appear during inference. We present three new approaches
to improve OSDA methods by using unknown samples to



TABLE II
CLASSIFICATION (%) RESULTS FOR THE OFFICE-31 DATASET.

Tasks
Approaches

Reproducibility Original Augmentation Generation
Acc Hsc Acc Hsc Acc Hsc Acc Hsc

A→D 86.8 ± 0.2 88.4 ± 0.2 87.8 ± 1.1 89.3 ± 1.0 86.3 ± 1.0 87.9 ± 1.0 87.0 ± 1.2 88.6 ± 1.1
A→W 86.9 ± 1.5 87.4 ± 1.4 87.2 ± 0.8 87.8 ± 0.8 86.2 ± 0.4 86.9 ± 0.5 87.8 ± 0.5 88.4 ± 0.3
D→A 87.2 ± 1.0 86.4 ± 1.3 87.6 ± 0.5 87.0 ± 0.5 85.9 ± 1.9 85.2 ± 2.2 81.7 ± 2.8 78.9 ± 3.8
D→W 97.1 ± 1.1 97.3 ± 1.1 97.2 ± 0.6 97.4 ± 0.5 97.0 ± 0.4 97.1 ± 0.5 97.2 ± 0.4 97.4 ± 0.2
W→A 87.8 ± 1.0 87.9 ± 0.9 86.9 ± 0.8 86.9 ± 0.8 88.2 ± 0.7 88.1 ± 0.6 84.7 ± 2.8 83.1 ± 4.0
W→D 97.7 ± 0.6 97.8 ± 0.7 98.8 ± 0.3 98.8 ± 0.3 99.0 ± 0.3 99.0 ± 0.3 98.3 ± 0.2 98.5 ± 0.2

TABLE III
CLASSIFICATION (%) RESULTS FOR THE OFFICE-HOME DATASET.

Tasks
Approaches

Reproducibility Original Augmentation Generation
Acc Hsc Acc Hsc Acc Hsc Acc Hsc

Ar→Cl 64.5 ± 0.2 57.7 ± 0.5 65.5 ± 0.2 57.3 ± 0.2 65.1 ± 0.2 56.0 ± 0.2 63.6 ± 0.2 51.1 ± 1.3
Ar→Pr 65.8 ± 0.5 66.7 ± 0.5 65.6 ± 0.3 66.3 ± 0.3 66.0 ± 0.4 66.5 ± 0.3 67.6 ± 1.2 64.3 ± 2.3
Ar→Rw 69.8 ± 0.1 69.3 ± 0.1 70.6 ± 0.6 70.0 ± 0.7 71.1 ± 0.4 70.7 ± 0.4 73.0 ± 0.8 72.8 ± 0.8
Cl→Ar 68.2 ± 0.6 60.9 ± 0.9 68.1 ± 0.7 60.7 ± 0.8 67.6 ± 0.4 60.2 ± 0.4 68.8 ± 0.1 59.7 ± 0.4
Cl→Pr 66.7 ± 0.4 65.1 ± 0.3 67.4 ± 0.2 65.5 ± 0.3 67.5 ± 0.6 65.7 ± 0.5 67.1 ± 0.3 64.7 ± 0.1
Cl→Rw 67.8 ± 0.4 67.5 ± 0.3 68.0 ± 0.7 67.6 ± 0.5 68.2 ± 0.6 67.6 ± 0.6 68.6 ± 0.3 67.5 ± 0.4
Pr→Ar 66.5 ± 0.7 59.3 ± 0.8 67.6 ± 0.9 59.1 ± 1.0 67.0 ± 0.3 58.5 ± 0.6 67.9 ± 0.4 57.0 ± 0.6
Pr→Cl 63.2 ± 0.2 52.2 ± 0.7 64.1 ± 0.2 51.5 ± 0.4 63.3 ± 0.2 50.2 ± 0.5 61.7 ± 0.3 44.0 ± 1.8
Pr→Rw 69.3 ± 1.1 68.9 ± 1,1 69.3 ± 0.3 68.9 ± 0.2 70.4 ± 0.3 69.9 ± 0.2 71.8 ± 0.8 70.9 ± 0.7
Rw→Ar 68.6 ± 0.4 67.6 ± 0.3 69.9 ± 0.8 68.3 ± 0.8 69.0 ± 0.2 67.5 ± 0.5 68.8 ± 0.8 66.7 ± 0.5
Rw→Cl 62.5 ± 0.7 58.6 ± 0.6 64.1 ± 0.2 58.3 ± 0.4 63.5 ± 0.7 57.2 ± 0,1 61.5 ± 0.7 51.5 ± 1.1
Rw→Pr 66.1 ± 0.2 66.4 ± 0.3 67.0 ± 0.5 67.5 ± 0.6 67.1 ± 0.8 67.7 ± 1.0 71.9 ± 0.6 71.1 ± 0.1

tighten the classification boundaries of the model. The use
of our approaches may increase performance in most OSDA
tasks, reaching up to 1.3% of absolute gains for both Accuracy
and H-Score on Office-31 and 5.8% for Accuracy and 4.7%
for H-Score on Office-Home. As future work, we envisage
the investigation of newer GAN models to generate high-
resolution negative images and the assessment of the model in
different datasets, such as DomainNet [23] and CerraData [24].
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DIAL: domain alignment layers for unsupervised domain adaptation,”
in ICIAP, 2017, pp. 357–369.

[22] G. French, M. Mackiewicz, and M. Fisher, “Self-ensembling for visual
domain adaptation,” in ICLR, 2018.

[23] X. Peng, Q. Bai, X. Xia, Z. Huang, K. Saenko, and B. Wang, “Moment
matching for multi-source domain adaptation,” in ICCV, 2019, pp. 1406–
1415.

[24] M. Miranda, L. F. A. e Silva, S. Santos, V. S. Jr, T. Körting, and
J. Almeida, “A high-spatial resolution dataset and few-shot deep learning
benchmark for image classification,” in SIBGRAPI, 2022, pp. 19–24.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Dealing with Negatives
	Experiments and Results
	Datasets
	Evaluation Metrics
	Experimental Protocol
	Implementation Details
	Ablation Study
	Results

	Conclusion
	References

