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Abstract Modern deep learning systems are data-
hungry. Learning with web data is one of the feasible so-
lutions, but will introduce label noise inevitably, which
can hinder the performance of deep neural networks.
Sample selection is an effective way to deal with la-
bel noise. The key is to separate clean samples based
on some criterion. Previous methods pay more atten-
tion to the small loss criterion where small-loss sam-
ples are regarded as clean ones. Nevertheless, such a
strategy relies on the learning dynamics of each data
instance. Some noisy samples are still memorized due
to frequently occurring corrupted learning patterns. To
tackle this problem, a training-free surrogate model is
preferred, freeing from the effect of memorization. In
this work, we propose to leverage the vision-language
surrogate model CLIP to filter noisy samples auto-
matically. CLIP brings external knowledge to facili-
tate the selection of clean samples with its ability of
text-image alignment. Furthermore, a margin adaptive
loss is designed to regularize the selection bias intro-
duced by CLIP, providing robustness to label noise.
We validate the effectiveness of our proposed method
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on both real-world and synthetic noisy datasets. Our
method achieves significant improvement without CLIP
involved during the inference stage.

1 Introduction

With the emergence of deep neural networks (DNNs)
and the boost of computation capability, current visual
intelligence systems can excel in several tasks, e.g., im-
age classification (Russakovsky et al., 2015; He et al.,
2016; Dosovitskiy et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021), object
detection (Carion et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020a), video
understanding (Zhao et al., 2022; Ma et al., 2022), even
surpassing human-level performance. These remarkable
breakthroughs are closely related to the collection of
high-quality annotated data. However, the labeling pro-
cess is labor-intensive and expensive. For some specific
domains like insect classification, it is much more diffi-
cult to annotate the data without expert knowledge.

Some researchers resort to a compromising scheme
and make use of large-scale cheap webly annotated
data (Xiao et al., 2015; Kolesnikov et al., 2020). This
can inevitably introduce label noise. Supervised learn-
ing often assumes that the training and test data are
sampled from the independent identical distribution.
The existence of noisy labels results in a discrepancy
between the training and test distribution. As a conse-
quence, learning with noisy labels leads to poor gener-
alization on clean unseen test data.

Massively sophisticated algorithms (Han et al.,
2018a; Li et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020b;
Ortego et al., 2021; Xia et al., 2021; Yao et al., 2021b;
Zhu et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022a) have been proposed
to alleviate the negative effect of noisy labels. One of
the promising lines of works is sample selection (Han
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Fig. 1: Some small-loss noisy samples that share simi-
lar visual patterns are memorized by DNNs. They are
misidentified as clean samples by the small loss crite-
rion. With the help of the powerful open-vocabulary
vision-language model CLIP, these samples can be fur-
ther filtered out potentially. With cleaner training sam-
ples, the classification performance is further boosted.

et al., 2018a; Wei et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; Yao
et al., 2021b; Zhu et al., 2022). The main idea is to
separate clean samples from all the training samples
based on some rules or criteria. The cleaner samples
can enhance the learning of a more unbiased classifier.
Previous methods (Han et al., 2018a; Wei et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2020, 2022a) mostly consider the small loss
strategy. Clean and simple samples are assumed to be
first fitted by DNNs and noisy samples are later mem-
orized during the training process (Arpit et al., 2017).
This strategy heavily relies on the learning dynamics
of each data instance and suffers from the undesirable
learning bias in the training dataset. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, a proportion of noisy samples are identified as
clean samples with small losses because they share sim-
ilar corrupted visual patterns that occur frequently in
the learning process. After sample selection, these out-
of-distribution noisy samples are still mixed within the
pick-out in-distribution clean samples. Learning with
these noisy samples can mislead the classifier and have
a negative impact on the decision boundary. In order to
get rid of the memorization effect, a training-free surro-
gate model is a good choice for detecting noisy samples.

Recently, vision-language models pretrained on
text-image pairs show promising zero-shot performance
on downstream tasks, especially CLIP (Radford et al.,
2021). Born with the powerful zero-shot capability,
CLIP can be easily adapted to score for unseen objects
without extra training. With the text query, it is flexi-

ble to take advantage of CLIP to infer the data instance
with the correct label or not. Benefiting from pretrained
on large-scale text-image web data, CLIP shows great
robustness to distribution shift and domain generaliza-
tion. CLIP can bring external knowledge to facilitate
the selection of clean samples, which could potentially
filter out those noisy samples that have been memorized
by DNNs.

In this paper, we leverage the off-the-shelf vision-
language surrogate model CLIP (Radford et al., 2021)
to detect noisy samples automatically, which has not
been explored yet. First, in contrast to the learning-
centric small loss criterion, our CLIP-based selection
strategy is a training-free method. Such property avoids
the learning bias brought by the noisy supervision.
CLIP scores each data instance with its ability of text-
image alignment. Combined with the prompt technique,
each training sample can be evaluated by CLIP and as-
signed a surrogate confidence corresponding to its noisy
label. Naturally, we regard those samples with high con-
fidences as clean ones. Those noisy samples with cor-
rupted visual patterns can be filtered out with the help
of external knowledge, which can further improve the
learning of the classifier. Second, we propose a robust
noise-aware balanced margin adaptive loss to regularize
the selection bias brought by CLIP. On the one hand,
CLIP remains biased towards certain classes so it can be
overconfident in some classes. Also, the existing meth-
ods often neglect the side effect of sample selection, that
is, the class imbalance issue might occur. Our noise-
aware balanced margin adaptive loss modifies the log-
its directly, encouraging a relatively large margin for
overconfident and dominant classes. This unified mar-
gin mechanism can mitigate the effect of noisy labels
and imbalanced distribution for robust training.

We evaluate our method on both real-world and syn-
thetic noisy datasets without CLIP involved during the
inference stage. The significant improvement on several
noisy benchmarks confirms the effectiveness of our pro-
posed method.

Overall, our contributions can be summarized as fol-
lows:

– We are the first to leverage the off-the-shelf vision-
language surrogate model CLIP to help select clean
samples automatically, which has not been ex-
plored before. This training-free method prevents
the learning bias brought by the small-loss strategy,
which can improve the learning of a more robust
classifier and alleviate the memorization effect.

– We propose a noise-aware balanced margin adaptive
loss to reduce the selection bias introduced by CLIP,
providing much more robustness to label noise.
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– We demonstrate that our proposed method can
achieve significant improvement on both real-world
and synthetic noisy datasets without CLIP involved
during the inference stage.

2 Related Works

Numerous approaches have been proposed to combat
label noise in recent works (Li et al., 2020; Bai and
Liu, 2021; Zhang and Pfister, 2021; Zhu et al., 2022;
Huang and Chong, 2023). The common solutions can be
typically categorized into three types: sample selection,
sample reweighting, and label correction.
Sample selection focuses on identifying the clean
samples from all the noisy training samples. The clean
samples are then used to train the deep neural net-
work. The key problem is to design a good criterion.
There are several strategies (Han et al., 2018a; Arazo
et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2020; Yao et al., 2021b; Ortego
et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2022) to detect noisy labels.
Among them, the small-loss trick (Han et al., 2018a;
Arazo et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2020; Yao et al., 2021b)
plays an important role. Deep neural networks tend to
learn clean and simple patterns faster (Arpit et al.,
2017). Co-teaching (Han et al., 2018a) selects a pre-
defined proportion of samples with small cross-entropy
losses and discards the remaining. Instead, JoCoR (Wei
et al., 2020) selects samples with small joint losses
composed of cross-entropy losses and co-regularization
losses. However, JoSRC (Yao et al., 2021b) argues that
prior methods neglect different noise ratios in differ-
ent mini-batches. It exploits the Jensen-Shannon (JS)
divergence which serves as the sample cleanness, to sep-
arate clean samples in a global manner. Recently, sev-
eral works (Ortego et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2022) try to
filter noisy samples out by leveraging neighborhood in-
formation, especially via K-Nearest-Neighbors (KNN)
algorithm. MOIT (Ortego et al., 2021) selects the con-
fident examples based on the representation similarity
between the neighbors. Zhu et al. (Zhu et al., 2022)
employ KNN to re-label each sample and detect noisy
labels by two simple criteria: local majority voting and
global score-based ranking.
Sample reweighting is a traditional and effective
method to resist the memorization effect of noisy la-
bels, which encourages larger weights for clean sam-
ples and smaller weights for noisy ones (Shu et al.,
2019; Zhang and Pfister, 2021; Xu et al., 2021). Meta-
Weight-Net (Shu et al., 2019) learns to reweight each
sample following the meta-learning paradigm. However,
this method requires a small unbiased, and clean vali-
dation set, which might be difficult or expensive to col-
lect in practice. To overcome this limitation, Zhang et

al. (Zhang and Pfister, 2021) propose to build the proxy
clean data from the training history. They maintain the
memory to store the past losses and use the changes be-
tween the model and meta-model at different steps as
the selection criterion.
Label correction aims to assign correct pseudo labels
to those samples with wrong labels. The most popu-
lar way is to use the prediction from the model (Arazo
et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2023). In general, the gener-
ated pseudo label is the convex combination between
the original noisy label and the current prediction of
the model (Arazo et al., 2019). Some works utilize the
prediction from class prototypes (Han et al., 2019) or
get hard labels based on threshold (Ortego et al., 2021).

Others combine several techniques to prevent over-
fitting to noisy labels, e.g., mix-up (Zhang et al., 2018),
label smoothing (Ortego et al., 2021), consistency reg-
ularization (Iscen et al., 2022; Cheng et al., 2022b),
semi-supervised framework (Li et al., 2020), contrastive
learning (Ortego et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2021). Di-
videMix (Li et al., 2020) first divides the training sam-
ples into the labeled and unlabeled set by fitting the
Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) on the loss distribu-
tion, and then performs the semi-supervised learning.
NCR (Iscen et al., 2022) proposes a consistency regular-
ization term to enforce the output logit of one sample
similar to its neighbors based on the structure of the
feature space.

LAION (Schuhmann et al., 2021) and Data-
Comp (Gadre et al., 2024) employ CLIP to filter image-
text pairs during the training of vision-language mod-
els, with the primary objective of enhancing data qual-
ity by eliminating noisy or irrelevant pairs. These ap-
proaches leverage CLIP’s multi-modal understanding to
ensure that only the most semantically aligned image-
text pairs contribute to the training process. While our
proposed method shares the fundamental principle of
data refinement, it introduces a novel application of
CLIP in a different context: filtering noisy labels in clas-
sification tasks.

Unlike the prior works, which focus on the rela-
tional alignment between image and text pairs in multi-
modal datasets, our method specifically addresses the
issue of mislabeled data within a purely visual classifi-
cation setting. Here, the noise is label-centric, where an
image is incorrectly labeled, leading to inaccuracies in
the training dataset. By applying CLIP to evaluate the
consistency between images and their associated labels,
we can effectively identify and remove incorrect labels,
thereby improving the accuracy and reliability of the
labeled dataset. This novel use of CLIP for label noise
filtering in classification represents a significant depar-
ture from its traditional role in vision-language model
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Fig. 2: The overall framework is presented. We leverage the open-vocabulary vision-language surrogate model CLIP
to select clean samples. The annotated confidence is predicted by CLIP corresponding to its noisy label. Here,
red denotes noisy samples treated by CLIP and green denotes clean ones. Then, combined with the transition
matrix and the class frequency prior, we propose a noise-aware balanced margin adaptive loss to mitigate the
overconfidence effect and the class imbalanced issue.

training, marking a new frontier in its application for
enhancing dataset quality.

3 Method

3.1 Preliminary

Problem formulation. In the image classification
problem, we are given a training dataset D =

{(xi, yi)|i = 1, 2, 3, ..., N} consisted of N sample pairs,
where xi is an image and yi ∈ {1, 2, 3, ..., C} is the as-
sociated label for each sample pair. C is the number
of classes. In our task, some unknown number of labels
are noisy, i.e., yi ̸= ŷi, where yi is the noisy label and
ŷi is its true class label. Note that yi is the correct la-
bel if and only if yi = ŷi. Our goal is to train a deep
neural network Fθ with such a noisily labeled training
dataset, which can generalize well on the clean unseen
test data. The network Fθ is composed of three compo-
nents: (1) a feature encoder f that maps an image xi

into a high-dimensional representation vi = f(xi); (2)
a classifier h. It takes vi as an input and outputs the
logit zi = h(vi); (3) a softmax layer σ transforms the
logit zi into the probability pi.
Vision-language surrogate model. Recently, mod-
els pretrained on large-scale text-image supervision
have been popular, e.g., CLIP (Radford et al., 2021).
In the training stage, CLIP pretrains the image encoder
and text encoder with the contrastive loss. It pulls the
image feature embedding and the paired text feature
embedding closer in the shared embedding space by
maximizing the cosine similarity. During the inference,

CLIP can predict the most possible pair given an im-
age and a set of prompt-based texts like “a photo of a
{CLASS}", where {CLASS} is replaced by the class
name. This framework endows CLIP with the capa-
bility of open-vocabulary zero-shot classification nat-
urally, and it can be adapted to several downstream
tasks. By the power of text-image alignment, we lever-
age the CLIP-like open-vocabulary vision-language sur-
rogate model to select clean samples based on the pre-
diction confidences. Note that the frozen CLIP is only
used as a scorer in the training stage.
Overview. First, we pretrain the feature encoder f to
learn the robust representation with noisy labels. Then,
we only keep the backbone f and re-train the classi-
fier h. We apply the vision-language pretrained model
CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) to help select clean samples
automatically. In order to mitigate the selection bias in-
troduced by CLIP, we design a robust noise-aware bal-
anced margin adaptive loss to regularize the effect of
overconfidence and class imbalance. The overall frame-
work is presented in Figure 2. We present the overall
training algorithm in Algorithm 1.

3.2 Selecting clean samples with CLIP

Learning with noisy labels suffers from the adverse ef-
fect that deep neural networks can easily memorize
noisy samples (Zhang et al., 2021). One of the effec-
tive solutions to this problem is sample selection. Most
of the prior research (Han et al., 2018a; Wei et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2020, 2022a) relies on the small loss criterion,
based on the observation that deep networks fit clean
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samples first, and then gradually noisy ones (Arpit
et al., 2017). This strategy is a learning-centric selection
metric by fitting the data distribution. It can be affected
by the learning bias in the training dataset where those
noisy samples with repetitive corrupted visual patterns
are identified as clean samples. As a result, the deep net-
work accumulates the prediction errors. To avoid this
confirmation bias, we resort to a training-free surrogate
model. We leverage the off-the-shelf pretrained surro-
gate model CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) to help detect
clean samples automatically. CLIP shows several ad-
vantages in learning with noisy labels: (1) a training-
free selection strategy devoid of reliance on memoriza-
tion effect; (2) flexible to transfer to downstream tasks
with the powerful capability of text-image alignment
without extra training; (3) customized prompt engi-
neering that might help filter out some noisy labels
based on our prior knowledge potentially.

We propose to select clean samples based on the
predictions from CLIP. Given an images x, the image
feature V is extracted by the image encoder and the
text features {T1, ..., TC} are generated by the text en-
coder from the prompt template T , e.g., “a photo of a
{CLASS}". Then, the CLIP prediction for label y = i

is computed as follows:

q(y = i|x) = exp(cos(V, Ti)/τ)∑C
j=1 exp(cos(V, Tj)/τ)

, (1)

where cos(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity and τ is
the temperature factor. We use τ = 0.01 in the experi-
ments. Then, we consider two types of selection criteria.
Prediction Confidence: Naturally, we regard the pre-
diction corresponding to the noisy label from the CLIP
as the confidence of the sample and select those with
high confidences. Specifically, given a sample xi with a
label yi, it is judged as a clean sample if qi(y = yi|xi) >

ρ, where ρ is a pre-defined threshold. This criterion is
simple and effective.
Prompt Consistency: Domain-specific knowledge
can be injected into the prompt, which helps detect
out-of-domain noisy samples. Noisy web images are col-
lected by keyword searching. However, class names can
be ambiguous. For example, “stingray” can represent a
type of a car or an animal. If we target classifying the
animals, these car images are treated as out-of-domain
data. It is difficult for the small loss criterion to distin-
guish these noisy samples because these images share
repetitive visual patterns. Models can easily memorize
these samples. Prompts help specify the content of the
images. The prediction for a clean sample should be
consistent between two prompts where the only differ-
ence is domain-specific context. For instance, we apply
two prompt templates T1: “a photo of a {CLASS}” and

T2: “a photo an animal {CLASS}” to get two predic-
tions qi and q̃i for a given sample xi. We utilize the
Jensen-Shannon divergence to quantify the distance di
between the above two probability predictions:

di = DJS(qi||q̃i)

=
1

2
DKL(qi||

qi + q̃i
2

) +
1

2
DKL(q̃i||

qi + q̃i
2

), (2)

where DKL is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence.
Intuitively, we treat samples with small JS divergence
as clean samples, i.e., di < µ, where µ is a pre-defined
threshold. This criterion allows us to make use of human
knowledge to help detect noisy samples but it may need
sophisticated design.

By introducing external knowledge from
CLIP (Radford et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2021),
the noisy samples that have been memorized by DNNs
can be further identified potentially. The selected
cleaner samples can facilitate the learning of a more
robust classifier and therefore improve the classification
performance.

3.3 Noise-Aware Balanced Margin Adaptive Loss

CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) helps select clean sam-
ples, nevertheless, it can also bring the selection bias.
On the one hand, CLIP is often biased towards some
classes (Wang et al., 2022). It can provide overconfident
scores for some classes. On the other hand, the class
imbalance issue occurs after sample selection, which is
often neglected by the existing methods. In order to reg-
ularize the selection bias, we take advantage of margin
adaptive mechanism with two priors, which encourages
the overconfident and dominant classes to have rela-
tively large margins.
Transition matrix. The transition matrix can be used
to reflect the class-level confidence of the model. Each
element Mij in the transition matrix M ∈ RC×C

represents the probability of being flipped to a label
j when given an instance with a label i. Following
GLC (Hendrycks et al., 2018), we estimate the class-
dependent transition matrix by the average of the pre-
diction q(y = i|x) (Eq. 1) from the vision-language sur-
rogate model CLIP:

Mij =
1

Ni

∑
q(y = j|x, y = i), (3)

where Ni denotes the number of instances in class i.
Note that we estimate the transition matrix by using
all the training samples. Addressing noisy labels with
the transition matrix has been extensively studied in
the literature (Hendrycks et al., 2018; Li et al., 2022b;
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Cheng et al., 2022a). They mostly use the transition
matrix to refine the output probability directly. By con-
trast, we regard it as a margin penalty to prevent the
overconfidence effect.
Class frequency prior. The class frequency prior
measures the distribution of the training data, which is
a common statistic used to address the long-tail prob-
lem (Menon et al., 2021). It is defined as πj = N ′

j/N
′

where N ′, N ′
j are the number of the training samples

and the number of instances in class j.
With the transition matrix and class frequency

prior, we propose a noise-aware margin adaptive loss
to address the above mentioned problems in a unified
framework. After the selection of clean samples, we get
the clean subset Dclean consisting of N ′ training sam-
ples. For (xi, yi) ∈ Dclean, we obtain the model’s output
of the softmax probability p̂i as:

p̂i =
exp((zyi

i + δMyiyi
+ t log πyi

)/s)∑C
j=1 exp((z

j
i + δMyij + t log πj)/s)

, (4)

where δ, t control the noise-aware margin and balanced
margin, respectively. Here, s is the temperature factor.

Conventionally, the deep neural network is opti-
mized by empirical risk minimization of the vanilla
cross-entropy loss:

LERM = EDclean
[ℓCE(x, y)] =

1

N ′

N ′∑
i=1

ℓCE(xi, yi), (5)

ℓCE(xi, yi) = − log
exp(zyi

i )∑C
j=1 exp(z

j
i )
. (6)

However, we find this loss does not perform well in the
experiments. We hypothesize that there are two groups
of data for each class after sample selection: one is many
easy samples distributed at the center of the class and
the other is few hard samples distributed near the class
boundary. Cross-entropy loss assigns the same weight to
each sample. The imbalance between many easy sam-
ples and few hard samples makes it difficult for classifier
optimization. In order to tackle this issue, we employ
the focal loss (Lin et al., 2017).

Finally, combined with the focal loss ℓFL (γ = 1.0),
our noise-aware balanced margin adaptive loss is de-
fined as:

LNABM = EDclean
[ℓFL(p̂)] =

1

N ′

N ′∑
i=1

ℓFL(p̂i). (7)

By modifying the logit with the transition matrix
and class frequency prior, this margin adaptive mecha-
nism can suppress overconfidence on biased classes and
mitigate the negative effect of imbalanced distribution
brought by sample selection from CLIP, which can en-
courage the model to resist label noise better.

Algorithm 1: Pseudo-code for our method.
Input : training dataset with noisy labels

D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1; pretrained feature
encoder f ; classifier h; open-vocabulary
vision-language model CLIP; texts
T = {Tj}Cj=1 generated by the prompt
template; threshold ρ; maximum epoch E

Output: deep neural network Fθ = {f, h}
// Selecting clean samples with CLIP

1 Dclean ← ∅;
2 foreach (xi, yi) ∈ D do
3 Compute q(y = yi|xi) by Eq. 1 with CLIP and T

;
4 if q(y = yi|xi) > ρ then
5 Dclean ← Dclean ∪ {(xi, yi)};
6 end
7 end

// Calculating the transition matrix
8 Compute the transition matrix M by Eq. 3 on D;

// Calculating the class frequency prior
9 Compute the class frequency prior π on Dclean;

// Fine-tune the network
10 Re-initial the classifier h;
11 for e = 1, ..., E do
12 while k < MaxIter do
13 Draw a mini-batch Xk

e = {(xb, yb)}Bb=1 from
Dclean ;

14 Compute the loss LNABM by Eq. 7 with M

and π on Xk
e ;

15 Calculate the gradients by the loss LNABM
backpropagation ;

16 Optimized by SGD;
17 end
18 end
19 return Fθ = {f, h}

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment setup

Datasets. We evaluate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed method on both real-world and synthetic noisy
datasets. For real-world datasets, we conduct exper-
iments on five benchmarks with noisy labels: Cloth-
ing1M, WebVision, Red Mini-ImageNet, CIFAR-10N,
and CIFAR-100N. Clothing1M (Xiao et al., 2015) con-
sists of 1 million training images collected from some
online shopping websites where labels are produced by
the surrounding texts. The test set contains 10,526
images of 14 classes. Webvision (Li et al., 2017) is
crawled from the web using 1,000 concepts from Im-
ageNet ILSVRC12 (Deng et al., 2009). Following (Li
et al., 2020), we experiment with the first 50 classes
of the Google image subset on WebVision 1.0. The
training and validation set contains 65,944 and 2,500
images, respectively. Red Mini-ImageNet (Jiang et al.,
2020) is a benchmark of controlled real-world label noise
from the web. The dataset contains 100 classes. We ex-
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periment with the noise rate of 20%, 40%, 60%, and
80%. The image size is resized to 32×32 for a fair com-
parison (Garg et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024). CIFAR-
10N and CIFAR-100N (Wei et al., 2022) are two re-
cently proposed benchmarks with real-world human-
annotated noisy labels. The noisy labels are collected
from Amazon Mechanical Turk. For CIFAR-10N, each
image is annotated with 3 human-annotated labels. We
study three types of noisy label sets: (1) Aggregate: the
noisy label is aggregated by majority voting; (2) Ran-
dom i (i = 1, 2, 3): use the i-th annotated label as the
noisy label; (3) Worst: use any wrongly annotated label
if it exists. For CIFAR-100N, each image is annotated
with one noisy fine label and a coarse label. Please refer
to (Wei et al., 2022) and the website1 for more details.
For synthetic datasets, we manually make label corrup-
tion on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky et al.,
2009). Both CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 contain 50,000
training images and 10,000 test images, with 10 and
100 classes, respectively. The size of images is 32×32.
We investigate three types of label noise: symmetric,
asymmetric, and instance-dependent. Symmetric noise
is generated by randomly replacing clean labels with
other possible labels. In this case, some clean labels
can be maintained. We constrain the label flipping to
be closed under the given label set. Asymmetric noise
is injected by replacing labels only in similar classes,
e.g., deer→horse, dog↔cat, which is more common in
practice. Instance-dependent noise depends on image
information. We simulate the experiment environment
following (Xia et al., 2020).
Evaluation metrics. Top-1 test accuracy is reported
in the experiments. For Clothing1M dataset, we select
the model that performs best on the validation set. For
WebVision, we also report top-5 accuracy. After train-
ing on WebVision, we evaluate performance on Ima-
geNet without any finetuning.
Implementation details. Following (Li et al., 2020,
2022a), we perform the same experiment protocol
to pretrain the backbone. For WebVision, we use
Inception-ResNet V2 (Szegedy et al., 2017) for Di-
videMix (Li et al., 2020) and ResNet-18 for Sel-CL (Li
et al., 2022a). We reinitialize the classifier and train
for 10 epochs with a learning rate of 0.01 and 0.001,
respectively. The optimizer is SGD with a weight de-
cay of 0.0001 and the batch size is 64. For Clothing1M,
we use ResNet-50 pretrained on ImageNet. Following
the previous works (Li et al., 2020), we sample 1000
mini-batches in each epoch. The training epoch is 80
and the initial learning rate is 0.02. We set ρ = 0.6.
For Red Mini-ImageNet, CIFAR-10N, CIFAR-100N,
CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100 datasets, we train Pre-Act

1 http://noisylabels.com/

Method WebVision ILSVRC12

top-1 top-5 top-1 top-5

F-correction (Patrini et al., 2017) 61.12 82.68 57.36 82.36
Decoupling (Malach and Shalev-Shwartz, 2017) 62.54 84.74 58.26 82.26
MentorNet (Jiang et al., 2018) 63.00 81.40 57.80 79.92
Co-teaching (Han et al., 2018a) 63.58 85.20 61.48 84.70
Iterative-CV (Chen et al., 2019) 65.24 85.34 61.60 84.98
ELR (Liu et al., 2020b) 76.26 91.26 68.71 87.84
ELR+ (Liu et al., 2020b) 77.78 91.68 70.29 89.76
NGC (Wu et al., 2021) 79.16 91.84 74.44 91.04
TCL (Huang et al., 2023) 79.10 92.30 75.40 92.40
LSL (Kim et al., 2024) 81.40 93.00 77.00 91.84

CLIP zero-shot (RN50) (Radford et al., 2021) 71.20 95.04 74.04 96.80
CLIP zero-shot (ViT-B/16) (Radford et al., 2021) 75.44 96.92 78.36 97.92

DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) 77.32 91.64 75.20 90.84
Ours (DivideMix init.) 79.08 91.96 76.04 93.12

Sel-CL (Li et al., 2022a) 77.88 91.60 74.28 90.96
Ours (Sel-CL init.) 81.00 93.84 76.28 94.92

Table 1: We report top-1 and top-5 test accuracy (%) on
WebVision 1.0 and ImageNet ILSVRC12. Our method
achieves significant improvement over baseline meth-
ods. We show the best and the second best results in
LNL methods.

Method Noise rate

20% 40% 60% 80%

CE (Yao et al., 2021a) 47.36 42.70 37.30 29.76
Mixup (Zhang et al., 2018) 49.10 46.40 40.58 33.58
MentorMix (Jiang et al., 2020) 51.02 47.14 43.80 33.46
DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) 50.96 46.72 43.14 34.50
SSR (Feng et al., 2021) 52.18 48.96 42.42 33.20
FaMUS (Xu et al., 2021) 51.42 48.06 45.10 35.50
LSL (Kim et al., 2024) 54.68 49.80 45.46 36.78

InstanceGM (Garg et al., 2023) 58.38 52.24 47.96 39.62
Ours† 61.26 57.09 53.25 45.65

Table 2: Test accuracy (%) on Red Mini-
ImageNet (CNWL). Based on InstanceGM, ours†

achieves significant improvement.

ResNet-18 for 10 epochs. The weight decay is set as
0.0005 and the batch size is 128. We set ρ = 0.5

for Red Mini-ImageNet, CIFAR-10N, and CIFAR-10,
ρ = 0.1 for CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100N. We use
s = 1.0, δ = 0.5, t = 1.0, ViT-B/16 as the backbone
of CLIP for filtering when training ResNet-18, and
s = 0.1, δ = 0.1, t = 0.01, ResNet-50 for others. Empir-
ically, we find smaller s is suitable for deeper networks.

4.2 Results

Real-world datasets. Table 1 shows the results on
WebVision (Li et al., 2017). Our method achieves sig-
nificant improvement against DivideMix baseline (Li
et al., 2020). The top-1 and top-5 accuracy is 79.08%
and 91.96% on WebVision validation set, respectively.
The performance gains are 1.76% and 0.32% compared
with DivideMix. When transferred to ImageNet (Deng
et al., 2009), the performance on top-5 accuracy is sub-
stantially boosted. Ours achieves 93.12% accuracy, sur-

http://noisylabels.com/
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CE Co-teaching (Han et al., 2018a) ELR (Liu et al., 2020b) NCR (Iscen et al., 2022) DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) Ours

68.94 69.21 72.87 74.6 74.76 74.84±0.03

Table 3: Comparison between our method and the existing baseline methods on the Clothing-1M dataset. Test
accuracy (%) are reported.

Dataset CIFAR-10N CIFAR-100N

Types Aggregate Random1 Random2 Random3 Worst Noisy

CE∗ (Standard) 87.22 81.59 82.22 82.06 67.45 47.54

DivideMix∗ (Li et al., 2020) 95.33 95.35 95.01 95.18 92.47 69.84
Ours† 95.95 ± 0.05 96.17 ± 0.10 95.58 ± 0.10 95.95 ± 0.05 93.67 ± 0.10 72.46 ± 0.41

Table 4: Test accuracy(%) on CIFAR-10N and CIFAR-100N. All results use the PreAct ResNet-18 architecture.
∗We reproduce all the baselines. Ours† achieves significant improvement against DivideMix.

Dataset CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100

Noise type Sym. Asym. Sym.

Noise rate 20% 50% 80% 90% 40% 20% 50% 80% 90%

Standard 83.9 58.5 25.9 17.3 77.3 61.5 37.4 10.4 4.1
F-correction (Patrini et al., 2017) 83.1 59.4 26.2 18.8 83.1 61.4 37.3 9.0 3.4
Co-teaching+ (Yu et al., 2019) 88.2 84.1 45.5 30.1 - 64.1 45.3 15.5 8.8
Mixup (Zhang et al., 2018) 92.3 77.6 46.7 43.9 - 66.0 46.6 17.6 8.1
P-correction (Yi and Wu, 2019) 92.0 88.7 76.5 58.2 88.1 68.1 56.4 20.7 8.8
M-correction (Arazo et al., 2019) 93.8 91.9 86.6 68.7 86.3 73.4 65.4 47.6 20.5
MOIT+ (Ortego et al., 2021) 94.1 - 75.8 - 93.2 75.9 - 51.4 -
ELR+ (Liu et al., 2020b) 94.9 93.9 90.9 74.5 88.9 76.3 72.0 57.2 30.9
NCR (Iscen et al., 2022) 95.2 94.3 91.6 75.1 90.7 76.6 72.5 58.0 30.8
NGC (Wu et al., 2021) 95.9 94.5 91.6 80.5 90.6 79.3 75.9 62.7 29.8

DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) 95.7 94.4 92.9 75.4 92.1 76.9 74.2 59.6 31.0
Ours† 96.6 95.6 94.1 89.2 95.1 80.3 76.6 63.4 45.7

Table 5: Test accuracy(%) on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 under different noise rates. Sym. is the symmetric
noise and Asym. denotes the asymmetric noise. Based on DivideMix (Li et al., 2020), ours† achieves significant
improvement against DivideMix.

passing the DivideMix method by 2.28%. With much
more robust learned representation pretrained with
contrastive learning (Li et al., 2022a), our method
achieves the second best top-1 accuracy 81.00%. We
find our method shows better top-5 test accuracy com-
pared to the state-of-the-art method LSL (Kim et al.,
2024). These results verify the effectiveness of our pro-
posed sampling strategy and margin mechanism. Com-
pared with other approaches, our method still shows
competitive performance, which is effective to resist la-
bel noise. In Table 2, we show the test accuracy on Red
Mini-ImageNet (Jiang et al., 2020) with controllable
realistic label noise. Our method outperforms the con-
temporary methods, which surpasses the second best
by 2.9%, 4.8%, 5.3%, and 6.0% under the noise rate of
20%, 40%, 60%, and 80% respectively. In Table 3, we
present the comparison between previous methods on
Clothing-1M (Xiao et al., 2015) with realistic noisy la-

bels. Benefiting from training with the selected cleaner
samples, our proposed approach achieves consistent im-
provement over DivideMix (Li et al., 2020), showing
competitive performance. Compared to other methods
like NCR (Iscen et al., 2022), ELR (Liu et al., 2020b),
our method achieves better performance as well. The
evaluation results on CIFAR-10N and CIFAR-100N are
shown in Table 4. We can observe that DivideMix (Li
et al., 2020) outperforms the basic CE baseline by
a large margin. This confirms the robustness of Di-
videMix. In addition, our proposed method can im-
prove the DivideMix further. These results indicate our
method is effective to mitigate the negative effect of
real-world noise.

Synthetic datasets. We show the comparison be-
tween our method and the previous methods on the
manually corrupted dataset CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-
100 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009) under different noise rates
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Method Noise rate

20% 30% 40% 45% 50%

CE (Yao et al., 2021a) 30.42 24.15 21.45 15.23 14.42
Mixup (Zhang et al., 2018) 32.92 29.76 25.92 23.13 21.31
F-correction (Patrini et al., 2017) 36.38 33.17 26.75 21.93 19.27
Reweight (Liu and Tao, 2015) 36.73 31.91 28.39 24.12 20.23
Decoupling (Malach and Shalev-Shwartz, 2017) 36.53 30.93 27.85 23.81 19.59
Co-teaching (Han et al., 2018b) 37.96 33.43 28.04 25.60 23.97
MentorNet (Jiang et al., 2018) 38.91 34.23 31.89 27.53 24.15
DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) 77.07 76.33 70.80 57.78 58.61
SSR (Feng et al., 2021) 78.84 78.60 76.95 74.98 72.83
LSL (Kim et al., 2024) 80.94 79.90 78.60 78.08 77.95

InstanceGM (Garg et al., 2023) 79.69 79.21 78.47 77.49 77.19
Ours† 80.97 80.42 79.68 79.39 78.74

Table 6: Test accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 with
instance-dependent noise. Based on InstanceGM, ours†

achieves significant improvement.

and various noise conditions in Table 5 and Table 6. Our
method shows better evaluation performance against
DivideMix across all the noise rates, achieving state-of-
the-art results in almost all the settings. Especially un-
der a high noise rate of 90%, our method considerably
outperforms DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) by a large mar-
gin. The test accuracy is 89.2% and 45.7% on CIFAR-
10 and CIFAR-100, respectively. The gap is 13.8% and
14.7% against DivideMix, indicating that our method
can identify cleaner samples even under the extreme
noise rate. When it comes to asymmetric noise, our
method achieves 3.0% improvement versus DivideMix
and even surpasses MOIT+ (Ortego et al., 2021) by
1.9%. Our method is robust to instance-dependent noise
as well. Based on InstanceGM (Garg et al., 2023), ours
achieves better test accuracy than the state-of-the-art
method LSL (Kim et al., 2024). The gap is 1.0% under
the noise rate of 40%. The promising results demon-
strate CLIP can be easily adapted to help select clean
samples. Equipped with our noise-aware balanced mar-
gin adaptive loss, the classifier learning is more robust
and unbiased.

4.3 Ablation Study

Sampling strategy. We explore the effectiveness of
our sampling strategy in this ablation analysis. Ta-
ble 7 shows the accuracy performance comparison be-
tween different sampling strategies. We keep the same
experimental setup. The classifier is trained with the
focal loss. First, we compare with GMM which is the
commonly used method to select clean samples (Arazo
et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020). When the classifier is re-
trained with the clean samples that are divided by
GMM, the top-1 accuracy on WebVision (Li et al.,
2017) increases a little compared to the pretrained
DivideMix (Li et al., 2020) model. It indicates that
the deep neural networks have been memorizing some
small-loss noisy samples. These noisy samples cannot

be identified by GMM, which can still hinder the learn-
ing of a robust classifier. Hence, the performance is
hard to further boost. Second, we observe that our pre-
diction confidence strategy significantly improves the
classification accuracy, exceeding the baseline by 1%
top-1 accuracy on WebVision. The results suggest that

Sampling Strategy WebVision ILSVRC12

top-1 top-5 top-1 top-5

DivideMix (pretrained) (Li et al., 2020) 77.32 91.64 75.20 90.84
Small Loss (GMM) 77.36 91.08 74.32 92.08
Prediction Confidence 78.32 91.48 75.28 92.92
Prompt Consistency 77.36 91.24 74.16 92.04

Table 7: Comparison between different sampling strate-
gies. We report top-1 (top-5) accuracy (%) on WebVi-
sion and ImageNet.

CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) can help detect the memo-
rized noisy samples and select cleaner training samples,
with its powerful zero-shot prediction capability and
external knowledge from large-scale pretrained data.
Learning with cleaner samples contributes to establish-
ing a better decision boundary. Third, we try to inject
prior knowledge into the prompt with the expectation
that this strategy can identify some out-of-domain data.
We find our prompt consistency strategy can help de-
tect noisy samples and select clean ones as shown in
Figure 3. But the overall performance is almost com-
parable against GMM. As discussed in Section 3.2, we
suspect it might require more sophisticated designed
prompt templates. We leave it for future work.
Cross-entropy loss v.s. Focal loss. The straight-
forward way to address the image classification is to
train a classifier with the vanilla cross-entropy loss.
However, the performance is unsatisfactory in the ex-
periments. We conduct the experiments on the clean
samples selected by CLIP (Radford et al., 2021). The
results are reported in Table 8. There are some find-
ings: (1) After the selection of clean samples, train-
ing with the cross-entropy loss can further boost the
top-1 accuracy (+0.44%) on WebVision validation set
compared to the pretrained model with DivideMix (Li
et al., 2020). This confirms the effectiveness of our sam-
pling strategy. (2) In contrast, the top-1 accuracy on
ImageNet drops 0.6%. As we discussed in Section 3.3,
we hypothesize this is because there are many clean
samples with easy patterns in the selected samples.
Cross-entropy loss treats each sample equally. DNNs
focus more on the simple samples and fit the train-
ing data well, which can result in poor performance
when transferred to other datasets. (3) Focal loss (Lin
et al., 2017) shows significant improvement against
cross-entropy loss on both WebVision and ImageNet, by
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Noisy label: cock
JS divergence: 0.014

Noisy label: stingray
JS divergence: 0.006

Noisy label: stingray
JS divergence: 0.176

Fig. 3: Examples of the selected or filtered images by the
prompt consistency strategy. red denotes the annotated
noisy label is wrong and green represents the annotated
noisy label is consistent with its true label.
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Fig. 4: 4a: Ablation study on the effect of selection
threshold. We plot the number of training samples and
top-1 accuracy (%) on WebVision and ImageNet with
different thresholds. 4b: Ablation study on the effect of
the noise-aware margin. We report top-1 and top-5 test
accuracy (%) on both WebVision and ImageNet.

0.56%(1.04%) and 0.48%(1.28%) increase of top-1(top-
5) accuracy, respectively. Hard samples play an impor-
tant role in determining an accurate decision bound-
ary. By balancing the contributions between easy sam-
ples and hard samples, focal loss assigns larger weights
to hard samples, which prevents the overwhelm of easy
samples. Ultimately, it can facilitate the optimization of
the classifier and promote the prediction performance.

Loss function WebVision ILSVRC12

top1 top5 top1 top5

DivideMix (pretrained) (Li et al., 2020) 77.32 91.64 75.20 90.84
Cross-Entropy 77.76 90.44 74.80 91.64
Focal Loss 78.32 91.48 75.28 92.92

w/o Focal Loss 78.20 91.04 74.92 92.00
w/o balanced margin (t = 0) 78.68 91.72 75.68 93.00
w/o noise-aware margin (δ = 0) 78.76 91.92 75.76 92.92
Ours 79.08 91.96 76.04 93.12

Table 8: Ablation analysis on the loss function and the
contribution of each component. We report top-1 and
top-5 test accuracy (%).

Ablation study on noise-aware balanced mar-
gin adaptive loss. We investigate the contribution
of each component in our proposed loss function. For
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Fig. 5: Confidence distribution comparison between
GMM and CLIP on WebVision. We divide confidence
into 10 intervals, each with a range of 0.1, and count
the image amount for each interval.
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Fig. 6: Confidence distribution comparison between
GMM and CLIP on Clothing1M. We divide confidence
into 10 intervals, each with a range of 0.1, and count
the image amount for each interval.

a fair comparison, we conduct the experiments by re-
moving each component and examining the effect. All
the other configurations are the same. We present the
evaluation results in Table 8. Removing the focal loss
hurts the performance. Both noise-aware margin and
balanced margin can bring the improvement on the per-
formance. The former outperforms the focal loss base-
line by 0.36% on WebVision (Li et al., 2017) and 0.4%
on ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009) measured by top-1 ac-
curacy while the latter obtains the performance gains
over 0.44% and 0.48%. The observations validate that
CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) model might introduce the
selection bias. On the one hand, CLIP can be over-
confident in certain classes so that some noisy sam-
ples are still mixed even after sample selection. On the
other hand, the selected samples often exhibit a class-
imbalanced distribution, especially under the situation
where asymmetric noise exists. Although sample selec-
tion brings cleaner data, the impact of data imbalance
will be amplified. Our margin adaptive loss solves these
issues in a unified framework, which mitigates the over-
confidence effect by the noise-aware margin and relieves
the influence of the long-tailed distribution by the bal-
anced margin. The joint effect of these two margins fos-
ters the learning of the classifier and further improves
the performance.
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Noisy label: stingray
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.03

Noisy label: indigo bird 
GMM: 0.99 CLIP:0.12

Noisy label: stingray
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.10

Noisy label: tench
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:1.00

Noisy label: stingray
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.66

Noisy label: white shark 
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.67

Noisy label: loggerhead
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.78

Noisy label: great grey owl
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.99

Noisy label: cock
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.66

Fig. 7: Examples of the selected or filtered images by
CLIP on WebVision. The first two rows show the se-
lected clean samples. The last row shows those filtered
noisy samples. The confidences from GMM and CLIP
are presented at the bottom of the image. Here, red
denotes the annotated noisy label is wrong and green
represents the annotated noisy label is consistent with
its true label.

Analysis of transition matrix. We calculate the er-
ror between our estimated and the groundtruth tran-
sition matrix. Under the symmetric noise of 0.5, the
absolute mean error is 0.02 on CIFAR-10 and 0.006 on
CIFAR-100, respectively.

Effect of selection threshold ρ in sample selec-
tion. In Figure 4a, we show the number of the selected
training samples and top-1 accuracy on both WebVi-
sion (Li et al., 2017) and ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009)
with the varied selection thresholds on confidence. As
we can see, with the threshold getting larger, the num-
ber of training samples decreases rapidly. The top-1 ac-
curacy performance on WebVision also drops, especially
when we set the threshold to 0.9. This is because the
training samples are insufficient to learn a good deci-
sion boundary after the selection of the clean samples,
especially for some classes with few data points. Even
though sample selection can bring cleaner data, we can-
not ignore the risk of the reduced amount of training
data. Therefore, we choose a proper threshold to en-
sure enough instances for training the network. We no-
tice that the performance on ImageNet is less affected.
We guess it might be attributed to the robust learned
representation by training with diverse web data.

Effect of δ in noise-aware margin regularization.
To understand the influence of the noise-aware margin,
we vary δ from 0.0 to 1.0 and keep other hyperparame-
ters fixed. As shown in Figure 4b, small δ (e.g., δ = 0.1)
leads to higher top-1 and top-5 accuracy both on We-
bVision (Li et al., 2017) and ImageNet (Deng et al.,
2009). The performance remains relatively stable when
δ ≤ 0.5. However, when δ is pretty large (e.g., δ = 1.0),
the accuracy drops considerably. The top-1 accuracy
on WebVision is only 31.0%. These results support our
motivation that the noise-aware margin plays a role
in preventing overconfidence effect. This regularization
can provide robustness to label noise. Nevertheless, note
that too large δ will hinder the optimization of the clas-
sifier, which results in poor performance. Empirically,
small δ is recommended.
Training time analysis. We analyze the training time
of our proposed method on WebVision to understand
its efficiency. The experiment is conducted on a single
NVIDIA 3090 GPU. For CLIP-based sample selection,
it takes around 73.9 seconds with a batch size of 1000.
After the pretraining stage, our model is trained for just
under 40 minutes.

4.4 Visualization

Figure 5 and 6 compares the confidence distribution be-
tween GMM (Li et al., 2020) and CLIP (Radford et al.,
2021) on WebVision and Clothing1M. It can be seen
that the confidence from GMM is near 0 or 1 after train-
ing while the distribution of CLIP is much more scat-
tered. It indicates that some noisy samples have been
memorized by DNNs and the confidence is less discrim-
inative for distinguishing the clean and noisy samples.
In Figure 7, we show several selected or filtered train-
ing images from the WebVision dataset. We compare
the selection between CLIP and GMM. As we can see,
CLIP can identify some clean samples which are re-
garded as noisy samples by GMM. Meanwhile, CLIP
can also filter out some noisy samples that GMM fails
to find, based on the predicted confidences on noisy la-
bels. These results support our assumption that some
noisy samples are memorized by DNNs and cannot be
filtered based on the small loss criterion. These samples
often share similar visual patterns. For instance, the
pillow image (Row 3, Column 2 in Figure 7) with a re-
peated bird pattern is mistakenly identified as an actual
bird by the GMM. In contrast, CLIP’s prior knowledge
helps mitigate this issue. Benefiting from pretrained on
large-scale web data, the CLIP model can help detect
more noisy samples with its powerful zero-shot capabil-
ity. More examples are presented in Figure 8.
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Noisy label: salamandra
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.75

Noisy label: indigo bird
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.96

Noisy label: green lizard
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.81

Noisy label: cock
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.13

Noisy label: electric ray 
GMM: 0.68 CLIP:0.12

Noisy label: cock
GMM: 0.96 CLIP:0.02

Noisy label: hammerhead
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.81

Noisy label: banded gecko
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.85

Noisy label: ostrich 
GMM: 0.00 CLIP:0.75

Noisy label: electric ray
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.08

Noisy label: goldfinch
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.02

Noisy label: salamandra
GMM: 1.00 CLIP:0.12

Noisy label: T-shirt
GMM: 0.83 CLIP:0.03

Noisy label: Knitwear
GMM: 0.99 CLIP:0.02

Noisy label: Hoodie
GMM: 0.99 CLIP:0.10

Noisy label: Jacket
GMM: 0.99 CLIP:0.00

Noisy label: Suit
GMM: 0.98 CLIP:0.41

Noisy label: Jacket
GMM: 0.98 CLIP:0.02

Fig. 8: More examples of the selected or filtered images by CLIP. The first two rows are from WebVision and
the last row is from Clothing1M. The confidence from GMM and CLIP is presented at the bottom of the image,
respectively. Here, red denotes the annotated noisy label is wrong and green represents the annotated noisy label
is consistent with its true label.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose to leverage the vision-
language pretrained surrogate model CLIP to help se-
lect clean samples when dealing with noisy labels. Born
with the powerful capability of zero-shot inference,
CLIP can identify some noisy samples memorized by
deep neural networks, based on the predicted confi-
dences on noisy labels. Furthermore, our noise-aware
balanced margin adaptive loss facilitates the learning
of the classifier, which can mitigate the introduced se-
lection bias from CLIP. The significant improvement on
multiple noisy datasets verifies the effectiveness of our
method without CLIP involved at the inference stage.
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