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Abstract—Remote sensing anomaly detector can find the objects
deviating from the background as potential targets. Given the diversity
in earth anomaly types, a unified anomaly detector across modalities
and scenes should be cost-effective and flexible to new earth
observation sources and anomaly types. However, the current anomaly
detectors are limited to a single modality and single scene, since they
aim to learn the varying background distribution. Motivated by the
universal anomaly deviation pattern, in that anomalies exhibit
deviations from their local context, we exploit this characteristic to
build a unified anomaly detector. Firstly, we reformulate the anomaly
detection task as an undirected bilayer graph based on the deviation
relationship, where the anomaly score is modeled as the conditional
probability, given the pattern of the background and normal objects.
The learning objective is then expressed as a conditional probability
ranking problem. Furthermore, we design an instantiation of the
reformulation in the data, architecture, and optimization aspects.
Simulated spectral and spatial anomalies drive the instantiated
architecture. The model is optimized directly for the conditional
probability ranking. The proposed model was validated in five
modalities—hyperspectral, visible light, synthetic aperture radar
(SAR), infrared and low-light—to show its unified detection ability.

Index Terms—Anomaly detection in remote sensing, transferability,
cross-modality and cross-scene, unified detector

1. INTRODUCTION

emote sensing images can be used to monitor
anomalies on the Earth’s surface in a large-scale and
consistent space [1]. Remote sensing anomalies are
generally defined as pixels deviating from the background
spectrally or spatially, which are detected without any prior
knowledge [2]. The anomalies vary in category and
electromagnetic response. For example, landslide anomalies
exhibit a response in the visible and radar range, while fire
anomalies are mainly related to the thermal infrared spectra [3].
Anomalies caused by environmental pollution quantitatively
relate to responses across ultraviolet, visible, infrared, and
microwave spectra [3]. Given the diversity in anomaly types
and responses across modalities, a unified model across
modalities and scenes should be cost-effective and allow easy
adaptation to new data sources and anomaly types.
Designing a unified anomaly detector is challenging due to
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Fig. 1. The comparison between the existing models and the proposed
UniADRS. Existing models focus on background modeling. Since the
background distribution is varying, they need to be trained for each modality
and scene. In contrast, UniADRS leverages the universal deviation
relationship between the anomalies and the background to build a unified
detector in an unsupervised manner.

the difference in imaging mechanisms and the varying scene
distributions. For example, the hyperspectral modality can
record a continuous spectrum from visible to short-wave
infrared [4], and thus the acquired imagery always has hundreds
of channels for precise recognition [5], [6]. In contrast, the
synthetic aperture radar (SAR) modality is a side-looking radar
that records the received echoes coherently [7], [8], providing
more structural information with several channels. Large-scale
scenes encompass diverse backgrounds, including forests,
urban areas, and oceans, with highly variable distributions [9],
[10]. A unified detector therefore needs to be robust with regard
to these modality and scene differences.

The current anomaly detection methods are still limited to a
single modality and single scene since they aim to learn the
varying background distribution. They focus on describing a
certain background distribution with a statistical-based [11]-
[16], representation-based [17]-[20], or deep learning based
method [21]-[26]. The statistics-based methods describe the
background distribution with statistical techniques [11], where
the likelihood implies the anomaly degree. However, the built
distribution can only describe limited scenes. The
representation-based methods construct the  detector
considering the prior properties of the anomalies and the
background, such as the low-rank and sparsity [2], [27]. These
methods always build a background dictionary for each scene.
The deep learning based models are trained to reconstruct the
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background and assume that the normal pixels have a smaller
reconstruction error than the anomaly ones [28]-[30]. However,
a new model needs to be trained for an unseen scene. It can be
seen that all of these methods attempt to describe only the
background distribution from the original pixels to deep
features, with additional priors or constraints. However, the
background always varies and the constructed detector cannot
be transferred. This is the core reason why the existing models
need to be constructed again for each modality and scene.

Motivated by the universal anomaly deviation pattern, in that
anomalies exhibit noticeable deviations from their local context
[12], [24], [29], [31], we propose to leverage this consistent
deviation relationship to build a unified detector (see Fig. 1). The
key insight is that, while the background distribution can vary
across modalities and scenes, this deviation pattern persists. Unlike
traditional background modeling methods which focus on the
distribution of the background only, the deviation relationship
concerns the relational difference between the pixel and its
surrounding context. We hypothesize that, by detecting anomalies
based on modeling the deviation relationship, the unified detector
could maintain a robust performance across varying modalities and
scenes.

Based on the deviation relationship, the anomaly detection task
is first reformulated as an undirected bilayer graph. Given the
pixel descriptors in the first layer and the normal descriptors in the
second layer, the anomaly map can be represented as the edge
probability. Specifically, the anomaly score of each pixel is
modeled as the conditional probability given the pattern of the
background and normal objects, due to their ranking consistency
and the background-independent property. Ranking consistency
means a normal pixel has a higher conditional probability than
anomaly pixels, where the anomaly score ranking is equivalent to
the probability ranking. The background-independent property
likely shows that the conditional probability is independent of the
modality and the scene itself. The learning objective can be
further expressed as a conditional probability ranking problem.
The task reformulation provides the theoretical guidance for the
unified model design.

Furthermore, an instantiation of the reformulated form is
designed in the data, architecture, and optimization aspects.
Anomaly samples in the spectral domain and spatial domain are
simulated, respectively, to make the detection model general
and follow a one-step detection paradigm [29]. For each sample,
the background, normal objects, and anomaly objects are
explicitly simulated following the reformulated form. The
model architecture is built corresponding to the bilayer
undirected graph, where the layer nodes are instantiated as deep
features and the anomaly map is the final output. Normal
features are obtained with spatial downsampling to remove
anomalies and with the encoder-decoder paradigm to be
discriminative. Given the simulated anomaly labels and the
output anomaly map, the model is optimized for the anomaly
detection task directly, without any surrogate objective.
Specifically, the expansion form and the plain form of the
conditional probability ranking targets are implemented as the
feature-level and pixel-level optimization, respectively. The
feature-level optimization uses the enclosing hypersphere to

describe the compactness, inspired by the energy function of the
restricted Boltzmann machine (RBM). The pixel-level
optimization aims to make the ranking metric (i.e., the area
under the curve (AUC)) differentiable. This instantiated model
is named unified anomaly detection in remote sensing
(UniADRS). UniADRS was validated in the five modalities of
hyperspectral, visible light, SAR, infrared, and low light, to
show its cross-modal ability. The low-light dataset was
captured and labeled by the authors. Each modality had varying
scenes, to show the cross-scene ability of the proposed model.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as
follows.

1) Based on the universal deviation relationship of the
anomalies and background, the anomaly detection task is
reformulated with a bilayer undirected graph for the
advantage in relationship expression and transformed
into a conditional probability ranking problem. The task
reformulation provides the theoretical guidance for the
unified model design.

2) Aninstantiation of the reformulated form is designed in the
data, architecture, and optimization aspects. A simulated
strategy for samples in the spectral domain and spatial
domain is designed, where numerous anomaly objects,
normal objects and background are simulated. The model
architecture is built upon the bilayer undirected graph.

3) The instantiated model is optimized for the anomaly
detection task directly, where the expansion form and the
plain form of the conditional probability ranking targets
are implemented as the feature-level and pixel-level
optimization, respectively. Without surrogate targets,
they work together and are superior to the mainstream
classification objectives.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2
introduces the related work in anomaly detection in different
domains. Section 3 provides a detailed description of the task
reformulation and the instantiated model. Section 4 gives the
experimental results and analysis. Finally, the paper is concluded
in Section 5. The code is available at https:/github.com/Jingtao-
Li-CVer/UniADRS.

2. RELATED WORK

2.1 Anomaly Detection in Remote Sensing

Anomaly detection in remote sensing (ADRS) involves finding
the objects that are anomalous to the background, without any
prior information [32]. There is not an unambiguous way to
define an anomaly, which is generally identified as an
observation deviating from the background, spectrally or
spatially [2]. In fact, the category of the anomalies depends on
the particular application. The anomalies can be the camouflage
[44] or vehicles in military surveillance [33], rare minerals in
geological detection [34], infected trees in forestry [35], and
ships on the sea [34]. Since the ADRS methods do not use any
prior knowledge, they cannot distinguish between real
anomalies and detections that are not of interest. The detection
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result is often a first step, which provides the potential targets
for the subsequent recognition [36].

Readers may wonder why we do not train a supervised target
detector directly. There are two main reasons for this. Firstly,
the training samples are difficult to obtain for some targets (e.g.,
military camouflage) and some modalities (e.g., hyperspectral).
Secondly, an ADRS can detect unknown objects out of the
preset category system, which is important for some
applications such as Mars exploration.

Some fields may seem similar to the ADRS methods, but
there are significant differences. Anomaly detection in medical
or industrial images finds the anomaly pattern given a set of
normal samples [37], where the normal pattern is no longer the
background defined in the ADRS. The detected anomalies have
both large and small areas. Despite some researchers having
defined the normal pattern as the same as the industrial one in
high-resolution optical images [35], we inherit the classical
anomaly definition in the remote sensing community and treat
the background as the normal pattern in each scene. Compared
to tiny object detection [38], [39], an ADRS considers an open-
set setting without preset categories. In addition, the anomalies
in an ADRS are always small and rare, while tiny object
detection also considers abundant small objects (e.g., cars in a
parking lot).

Currently, most ADRS methods aim to extract the
discriminative background features and then use a distance
metric to assign the anomaly score for each pixel. Depending
on whether spectral information is available or not, the ADRS
methods can be divided into the spectral domain (e.g.,
hyperspectral, multispectral) and the spatial domain (e.g.,
optical, SAR, infrared, LiDAR points).

2.2 Anomaly Detection in the Spectral Domain

Anomaly detection in the spectral domain is a hot spot in the
remote sensing community. According to the difference of the
basic principle, the models can be further divided into three
categories: statistical-based [11]-[16] models, representation-
based [17]-[20] models, and deep learning based method [21]—
[26].

Statistics-based models. This statistical models aim to
describe the background distribution with statistical techniques
[12], where the likelihood implies the anomaly degree. For
example, the classic Reed-Xiaoli (RX) detector models the
background as a multivariate Gaussian distribution [13]. The
Mahalanobis distance between the test pixel and the modeled
distribution is then treated as the anomaly degree. Inspired by
the RX detector, many improved variants have been proposed.
For example, Nasrabadi et al. [14] devised the kernel RX
detector (KRX) to enhance the spectral separability with kernel
transformation. In addition, the subspace RX (SSRX) detector
was designed by Schaum et al. [40] to eliminate noise
contamination. Except for the accuracy improvement, some
researchers have focused on real-time processing with RX
detectors [15], [41], [42]. To address the difficulty of
determining the distribution form, statistical cluster centers and
decision hyperspheres have also been deployed [43], [44].

Despite the statistical methods having a clear mathematical
basis, the constructed distribution is only suitable for single
images [29] and does not have the ability to be cross-modal or
Cross-scene.

Representation-based models. The representation-based
models construct the detector considering the prior properties
of the anomalies or background [17], [45], and include sparsity,
collaborative, and low-rank based detectors. Ling et al. [18]
constructed a sparsity-based detector with the sum-to-one and
non-negativity constraints, making the detector less sensitive to
the anomalies. Differing from sparse representation,
collaborative representation assumes that the background pixels
can be reconstructed by the surrounding pixels while the
anomalies cannot [19]. The classic collaborative representation
detector (CRD) follows this assumption [20]. To make full use
of the global structural information (i.e., low-rank property), the
low-rank and sparse matrix decomposition model (LSDM) was
designed by decomposing the hyperspectral image into a low-
rank background and sparse anomalies [17]. Sun et al. [46]
implemented the LSDM technique with robust principal
component analysis (RPCA) [47]. Zhang et al. [48] proposed a
detector based on the low-rank and sparse matrix
decomposition (LRaSMD) technique and applied the
Mahalanobis distance to estimate the background part
(LSMAD). Xu et al. [49] first introduced the background
dictionary and proposed a detector based on low-rank and
sparse representation (LRASR).

Deep learning based models. Most deep learning based
models follow a two-step paradigm [29], where they assume
that the normal pixels have a smaller reconstruction error with
the deep model than the anomaly ones. Li et al. [22] first
introduced a convolutional neural network (CNN) into the
hyperspectral anomaly detection (HAD) task in a supervised
way. To detect anomalies according to a practical situation,
some unsupervised methods have been proposed. For example,
Xie et al. [25] proposed the spectral constrained adversarial
autoencoder (SC_AAE), where a spectral constraint strategy is
incorporated for better latent representation. However, these
methods always involve complicated manual parameter setting
and preprocessing steps. To this end, Wang et al. [50] proposed
the autonomous hyperspectral anomaly detection network
(Auto-AD) with an adaptive-weighted loss function, where a
high reconstruction error implies anomaly. Except for the
autoencoder model, generative adversarial network (GAN)-
based models have also been used, where the generation error
from real images is treated as the anomaly degree [51]-[53].
For example, Jiang et al. [53] introduced a semi-supervised
GAN with dual RX detector to learn the discriminative
reconstruction of background and anomalies. Inspired by the
fact that both the autoencoder-based models and GAN-based
models adopt the reconstruction proxy task and need to be
trained for each image, Li et al. [29] proposed the one-step
detection paradigm and transferred direct detection (TDD)
model, where the proxy task is abandoned and the trained model



can be transferred to unseen images directly. However, the
TDD model is still limited in the hyperspectral modality.

2.3 Anomaly Detection in the Spatial Domain

Studies in the spatial domain are relatively few in number, and
mainly consider optical images [54], SAR images [21], [31],
thermal images [24], [55], and LiDAR point cloud data [23],
[56]. For the optical modality, Wang et al. [54] proposed a
coarse-to-fine ship detection strategy based on anomaly
detection and spatial pyramid pooling PCANet (SPP-PCANEet),
where the effectiveness was validated using GF-1 and GF-2
images. For the SAR modality, Haitman et al. [31] used both
the RX detector and the non-negative matrix factorization
(NNMF) learning algorithm for an adaptive detection threshold
and detected the sludge pools of the Shafdan wastewater
treatment plant in Israel. Muzeau et al. [21] considered the
speckle noise problem of SAR images and designed a self-
supervised algorithm for vehicle detection. For the thermal
modality, Lile et al. [24] developed a detection framework
based on the VGG-16 model for electrical preventive
maintenance application. Sledz et al. [55] formulated the
thermal anomaly detection task as a salient region detection task
and presented a two-step detection method. For the LiDAR
modality, Shimoni et al. [56] fused LiDAR data and
hyperspectral data and proposed a method based on
shape/spectral integration (SSI) decision-level fusion for
vehicle detection in shadowed areas. Shin et al. [23] combined
LiDAR data and thermal data to detect both elevation and
temperature anomalies for robot surveillance application.
However, similarly, the detection methods in the spatial domain
are also limited to a single modality and a single scene.

3. A UNIFIED REMOTE SENSING ANOMALY DETECTOR ACROSS
MODALITIES AND SCENES

In this section, we first reformulate the ADRS task as an undirected
bilayer graph and the learning target as conditional probability
ranking based on the deviation relationship (Section 3.1), where
the deviation degree (i.e., anomaly score) is modeled as the
conditional probability. Furthermore, the task reformulation is
instantiated, including sample simulation, model architecture, and
optimization process (Section 3.2). The instantiated model is
named unified anomaly detection in remote sensing (UniADRS).

3.1 Anomaly Detection Task Reformulation Based on the
Deviation Relationship

The traditional mathematical formulations, such as the statistical
hypothesis test and low-rank decomposition, focus on background
construction, and are lacking in generalization ability for varying
modalities and scenes. We observed that the deviation relationship
between anomalies and background is emphasized in all modalities
and scenes [24], [29], [31], [57]. The concept of “deviation” refers
to the relationship of two entities rather than only background. The
deviation relationship remains unchanged for different modalities
and scenes, which inspired us to design a unified detector.
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Fig. 2. The reformulated anomaly detection task in the form of bilayer
undirected graph. The pixel descriptors D in the first layer are aggregated
and encoded into a much smaller number of normality descriptors A . The
deviation relationship of anomalies from background B and large normal
objects O, is modeled as the conditional probability given normal patterns
(i.e. P(D|N) in (b)) due to the ranking consistency and the background-
independent property.

3.1.1 Deviation Relationship
Detection Task

Formally, the remote sensing image X consists of the
background B, the normal large objects O, , and the anomaly

objects O, , as shown in Eq. (1), covering modalities with a high
spectral resolution or spatial resolution.

in Reformulated Anomaly

X =B+0, +0, ()]

Compared with the traditional methods, the focus is transformed
from P(B,0,) to P(O, |(B,0,)). P(O,|(B,0,)) doesn't care

about single O, or (B,0,), but their relationship. Some prior
studies may include O, in B [49], [50]. Differently, we denote
and model O, explicitly in this paper, which brings stable

promotion as shown in Section 4.3.1.

To represent the relationship in the detection workflow, a graph
model is used to reformulate the anomaly detection task, as shown
in Fig. 2. Although each original pixel X; e X can be naturally

considered as a graph node, the context dependences make the
node connection have many intractable rings, as shown in Fig.
2(a). To make the problem tractable, we decompose the
dependencies by mapping each original pixel X; into a

descriptor I containing contextual features, as shown in Fig.

2(b). In practice, we can construct a stem block (based on a
CNN or transformer) to encode the contextual information and
complete the decomposition process. The obtained descriptor
cube D has the same spatial size as H xW with X , and each
descriptor acts as a graph node.

After the descriptor mapping process, a bilayer undirected
graph is constructed, as shown in Fig. 2(b). The pixel
descriptors D in the first layer are aggregated and encoded into
a much smaller number of normality descriptors A in the

second layer, which includes the normal background A, and

normal large objects NV, . Anomaly objects are ignored when



obtaining A, due to their rarity. The undirected dense
connection is built between the two layers under the fact that no
prior information can reduce the edge dependence.

Each undirected edge represents two dependencies:
P(W|D) and P(D|N). P(N| D) represents the normality

descriptor extraction process. P(D | A) implies the occurrence
probability of each pixel descriptor, given N . Considering that
anomaly descriptors have less correlation with A, and AV ,
their P(D | N') should be smaller than the value of the normal

pixel descriptors, which has consistency with the ranking of the
anomaly scores. Furthermore, P(D | A) can be proven to be

independent of the modality and the scene itself. If we set & to
be the unique characteristics of any modality and scene (e.g.,
the speckle noise in SAR imagery), Egs. (2) and (3) hold due to
the independence of « from D and A .

P(DIN)=P(D|(N,a) )
P(al|a)=P(a|(N,a)) ®3)

Furthermore, Eq. (4) shows that @ has no effect on the
computation of the final P(D|N), based on Egs. (2) and (3).

Therefore, due to the advantages of ranking consistency with
the anomaly score, the background-independent P(D|N) is

treated as the deviation degree (i.e., anomaly score) directly in
the bilayer graph.

P((D,a)|(V,a))
=P(D|(N.,2)*P(a|(N,a)) @
=P(D|N)*P(a|a)

=P(D|N)

3.1.2 Conditional Probability Ranking Target
Furthermore, the optimization objective for the ADRS task

can be expressed as shown in Eq. (5), where D, represents the

normal descriptors in D and D, represents the anomaly ones.
Equation (5) optimizes the anomaly score directly and aims to
increase the score separability of D, and D, :

max(P(D, | V) -P(D, | V) ®)

D, can be further decomposed into normal background D, and

normal large objects D, in the first layer. If we substitute D,
and A/ with the decomposed factors, we can obtain Egs. (6) and

(7):

P(D, IN)=P(D,. D ) | (N, N} ) (6)
P(DalN):P(Dal(Nb’M )) (7

If we rewrite Egs. (6) and (7) following the Bayes’ theorem and

remove the common denominator factor, Eq. (5) can be
transformed, as shown in Eq. (8):

max(P((Dy . i ), Ny, Ny ) =P(Dy, Ny, M) ®)

Considering the independence of nodes within layers, the
constructed bilayer undirected graph in Fig. 2(b) is also a kind
of RBM [58]. From the view of the RBM, the probability can
be re-written in energy-based form, as shown in Eqg. (9), where
Z, is the partition function. The RBM implements the energy

function as shown in Eq. (10) with learned parameters b, C,
and W given two layer variables v and h. To make Eq. (10)
more suitable for the modern deep learning technique, we
abstract the three terms with non-specific functions and rewrite
it as E, , as shown in Eqg. (11). M,, M,, and M, can be
instantiated as a deep network module, which focuses on the
compactness according to the demand of the clique potential
function.

(D, DN A ) = xp-E(D, D ) AN, AT (9
1

E(v,h) =—b"v—c"h—v'Wh (10)

E, (v,h) = —M, (v) = M, (n) - M, (v, h) (11)

With the abstract energy function in Eq. (11), Eq. (9) can be
transformed into Eq. (12). Similarly, P(D,, N, ,/N, ) can be
rewritten as shown in Eq. (13).

P((Dy. D) ) N, >=Ziexp(M1(Db D) )
1

+My (N, N+ M3 (D, Dy Ny N )
PD, Ny A7) = - exp(My(D,)
2 (13)
+M,y (N, N ) +M3(Dy, Ny, N )

In view of M,(N,, N, ) having a synchronous effect on

P(D,, D ), Ny, N, ) and P(D,, N, , NV, ) inEqg. (8), we can

eliminate this for obtaining practical guidance when
substituting Egs. (12) and (13) into Eq. (8), and Eq. (14) can be
obtained as follows:

max(ziemel(Db,D. )+ My(Dy, Dy, Ny, ;)
b (14)
—Ziexp(Ml(Da)+M3(Da,Nb N
2

Equation (14) gives the final optimization objective of the
anomaly detection reformulation, where P(D|N) is treated

as the anomaly score, rather than P(N) in most research.
Equation (14) emphasizes the compactness learning, where
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instantiated the D, N, P(N'|D), and P(D|N) as different modules, where P(D|N) is the outputting anomaly map. (c) By converting the deviation

relationship learning problem as the conditional probability ranking as in Section 3.1.1, it is directly optimized in both pixel-level and feature-level without any
surrogate loss. The instantiated model serves for the ADRS task in data, architecture and optimization aspects. (d) Instantiated model can output the anomaly

maps directly without any post-processing step.

(B,, D, Ny, N,) should  be than

(D,, Ny, N, ) . This heuristic will subsequently help the
optimization of the detection model.

more  compact

3.2 Instantiated Anomaly Detection Model

The reformulated detection workflow and corresponding
conditional learning target are instantiated in the data,
architecture, and optimization aspects, as shown in Fig. 3.

3.2.1 Sample Simulation for Spectral and Spatial Anomalies

We follow the one-step detection paradigm [29] and the
undirected graph model in Section 3.1 to simulate the anomaly
samples. The one-step detection paradigm outputs the anomaly
map directly and is trained using paired simulated samples in a
supervised manner, obtaining a great detection ability and
transferability. However, the simulation strategy in [29] does
not fit our reformulation well because it considers B and O,

together and limits the transferability in a complex background
(as shown in the experimental results obtained on the WHU-Hi
dataset). In contrast, we explicitly simulate B, O,, and O,
according to Eq. (14).

To simulate samples that are suitable for the cross-modal
detection, we divide all the anomaly types into spectral
anomalies and spatial anomalies. Spectral anomalies deviate
from the surroundings with a large spectral difference, as seen
in the hyperspectral modality. Spatial anomalies deviate in
terms of the spatial features for the modality with few channels,
such as the SAR and single-band thermal infrared modalities.
Thus, the explicit simulation of B, O, and O, in view of both

the spectral anomalies and spatial anomalies is our core
simulation strategy.

Spectral anomaly simulation. An unlabeled hyperspectral
image is used to simulate the spectral anomalies, due to its high
spectral resolution. Fig. 4 shows the simulation workflow. It is
worth noting that the workflow input is the hyperspectral patch H
cropped from the large-scale scene since the anomalies are
defined in a local area. H is assumed to be anomaly-free due
to the rarity property of anomalies. The 7, operation randomly

selects generation positions for O, (yellow area) and O, (pink
area) from H toobtain H,.Areacontrol isimportantin the
operation, where the areas of O, and O, should be within the
preset range, to be consistent during the training stage. O,
occupies more area than O,, and the remaining area in H is
treated as B . In parallel with the =, operation, H is shuffled
in the channel dimension to obtain H, as shown in Fig. 4,

which is considered as a spectrally deviating scene compared to
H . The ¢, operation then copies the pixel values of O, and O,

from H, and pastes theminto H,, as shown in Eq. (16). In the

obtained H,, , the simulated O, and O, obey the deviation

cp
relationship, and the occurrence probability is consistent with
the ranking of the corresponding P(DP | D").

Hep = (H, Hy) (16)
Given that the selected location in Hg, is a regular square while

real objects have diverse shapes, affine transformation is finally
carried out to make the boundary of O, and O, more complex.

Finally, the resulting spectral anomaly sample (i.e., H,; and
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sizes. Affine transform is used to make the boundary more complex and
realistic.

H, ) explicitly simulates B , O, , and O, with deviation
relationship and complex shape. This workflow can generate
numerous anomaly samples under the high randomness of each
step.

Spatial anomaly simulation. A high-resolution instance
segmentation dataset is used to simulate the spatial anomalies. The
overall workflow is shown in Fig. 5. The high-resolution remote
sensing dataset provides scenes with rich spatial details, which
helps the model learn the complex spatial distribution. An instance
segmentation dataset is chosen because the provided object labels
allow us to obtain a noiseless B, O, , and O, . We used the iISAID
dataset in this study [59]. For each input image S , we first
masked out all the objects in S according to the original labels,

which are denoted as the gray pixels in preprocessed label S, .

The remaining valid pixels in S are considered as B . To
simulate O, and O, within the preset range, as mentioned
before, an object bank is built separately, which contains a large
number of different types of objects. In this study, we built the
object bank with more than 650,000 instances from the iSAID
dataset. For S , a certain number of objects are randomly
selected from the object bank to actas O, and O, . Fig. 5 shows
an example where three objects are chosen. The =, operation
then separates the selected objects into two groups (O, and O, )
and resizes them into the preset range. Next, the ¢, operation
pastes the resized O, and O, into S, and obtains the anomaly

image S, . The corresponding label S, can also be obtained.

Equation 17 shows the mapping relationship of ¢, :

Sai =0 (S’OI ’Oa) (17)
The large number of combinations between the object in the object
bank and the input S can generate countless anomaly samples for
feeding into the instantiated model (as shown in Fig. 3(a)). These
samples help prevent the model from learning anomalies with
specific context, and have stronger generalization for unknown
Scenes.

Fig. 5. The designed workflow for the spatial anomaly simulation, where O,
and O, are selected randomly from the pre-made object bank and pasted into

S by the ¢, operation. The original objects in S are masked to be ignored.

3.2.2 Instantiated Network Architecture

According to the bilayer undirected graph, an instantiated network
architecture is constructed (as shown in Fig. 3(b)). Specifically, we
instantiate D, ', P(NV | D), and P(D|N).

D is the mapping pixel descriptor with context information,
which acts as the preprocessing step in the reformulated
workflow. Considering that the simulated anomalies are
divided into spectral anomalies and spatial anomalies, two
corresponding stems are designed to obtain D . The spatial
stem consists of two convolutional layers with kernel size 3x3,
followed by instance normalization and rectified linear unit
(ReLU) activation. D has the same spatial size as X , to
prevent losing the spatial details of the anomalies, considering
their low ratio property. The spectral stem is weighted-shared
with the spatial stem so that they converge together. These two
stems convert either the spatial anomaly samples or the spectral
anomaly samples into the common descriptor form D ..

N is encoded with five cascades of multi-level features,

where the encoder-decoder paradigm is used. N; - Ns
represent the features in the encoder part, and N, - N
represents the corresponding decoder part. N; - Ny is

considered to contain only the features of O, and B because
they are obtained by significantly downsampling X . During
the downsampling stage, the low proportion O, is very likely
to be eliminated. To fuse the multi-level features and obtain
representative normal features, two fusion operations— F; and
F, —are designed (as shown in Fig. 3(b)). Taking N as an

example, the J; operation can be expressed as shown in Eq.
(18), where the local attention module (LAM) from [29] is used:

F(N5) = Convy, (cat(N5, LAM (N5))) (18)
where “cat” represents the concatenation operation. The F;

operation adopts the LAM to help the model choose better
normal features and processes one feature cube. In contrast, the



JF, operation fuses two feature cubes from the corresponding

encoder and decoder parts. Taking A and N, as an example,
the J, operation can be expressed as shown in Eq. (19):

Fo (N, N5) = Convy (cat(Ny, Up(N5s))) (19)

N is first upsampled to the same spatial size as A, and then

fused with N, using a similar approach to Eq. (18).

P(N | D) is naturally instantiated as the layer connection
because the cascaded deep model itself is a kind of graph model.
The edge corresponding to P(N | D) converts D into N .
According to the reformulated workflow, P(D | N) is exactly

the resulting anomaly map. To compute P(D|N), the F,

operation is first used to fuse the representative N (i.e., ;)

with D toobtain T (asshown in Fig. 3(b)), and then the output
head considers A and D simultaneously to output the final
anomaly map. In fact, the output head implicitly performs the
Bayes transformation.

3.2.3 Optimization for Conditional Probabilistic Ranking

In the reformulated detection workflow, Egs. (14) and (5) give
the learning objective (i.e., the conditional probabilistic ranking
of P(D| N)), where Eq. (14) is the expanded form of Eq. (5).

In this part, Egs. (14) and (5) are instantiated as the feature-level
and pixel-level optimizations, respectively.

Feature-level optimization. Feature-level optimization is
conducted on the feature cube T according to Eq. (14). Each
component in this part is extracted with the simulated label
( Hy or S; ) from T . Equation (14) focuses on the

compactness ranking for the different components. The

(0. 1)
(B,, D, N, , N, ) isexpected to exceed the compactness sum
of (D,) and (D,,N,, N, ).

We instantiate the compactness measure M 5 by constructing
the enclosing hypersphere with center ¢ and radius R around
the descriptors (as shown in Fig. 3(c)), inspired by [35], [60].
Maximizing M5 aims to minimize R as much as possible
while keeping the hypersphere wrapping most of the descriptors.

Taking M4(D,, N, , N, ) as an example, ¢ can be computed

normalized  compactness sum  of and

as shown in Eq. (20), and M can be computed as shown in Eq.
(21). d represents the single descriptor and parameter g

controls the tradeoff. M3(D,, 13 , NV, ,V, ) can be computed
in a similar way.

¢ =mean(d;), d; e (D,, N, , N, ) (20)

Ms(Dy, Ny, N ) = —(R? + Bmean(max{d; —c|* - R?, 0} |

(21)
d; € (Dy, Ny, N} )

Based on the simple fact that the M; compactness and the

corresponding M3 compactness are positively correlated, Eq.

(14) can be simplified to Eq. (22). To prevent negative loss and
remove the constant terms, the final feature-level optimization
objective £; can be written as shown in Eq. (23).

max(ziexp(Ma(Db DNy A
1

. (22)
—Z—EXP(Ma(Dava:N] )
2
Li=min(-M3(D,, D , Ny, N )
B 1 ) (23)
M3 (D, Ny N} )

Pixel-level optimization. Pixel-level optimization is conducted
on the output P(D|N) according to Eq. (5). Equation (5)
transfers the binary classification problem into a ranking
problem, which expects P(D, | ') and P(D, | N) to be larger

than P(D, | V). In view of the ranking optimization always

being evaluated with the AUC metric, we derived the objective
starting from the AUC definition. Given a changing false alarm
rate 77, the AUC can be written in the integral form, as shown

in Eq. (24) [61], where TPR represents the true positive rate
and FPR represents the false positive rate. TPR@FPR, (P) is
defined as shown in Eq. (25) (P(D|N) is abbreviated to P
unless otherwise specified).

1
AUC = [TPR@FPR,, (P)dy (24)
0

TPR@FPR, (P)=maxTPR(P) st.FPR(P)<7  (25)

TPR and FPR need to be computed with the additional
segmentation threshold th, where th converts the score map
D, D, | be the number

P into a binary map P,. We let and

of anomaly and normal pixel descriptors, respectively. The
TPR and FPR can then be written explicitly, as shown in Egs.
(26) and (27):

tp(Rn) tp(Rn)
TPR = =
tp(Ra)+ M(Ry) [ | (26)
f0(Rn)
FPR =
D, (@7)




where tp, fp, and fn are the true positives, false positives,

and false negatives. They can be defined with the indicator
function | (as shown in Egs. (28) and (29) for tp and fp).

tp(Py) = >, 1(d; >th)

d,eD, (28)
fp(Ry,) = I(d; <th
p( th) dlezDa ( < ) (29)

The difficulty of optimizing Egs. (28) and (29) lies in the fact
that function | is not differentiable, and is not suitable for the
common backward optimization. Some related studies
introduced sigmoid loss or the hinge loss function to make |
differentiable [61], [62]. However, the sigmoid loss needs
another hyperparameter to control the smoothness, and the large
margin setting of hinge loss is difficult to set. To this end, we

adapted the robust cross-entropy loss (i.e., L) to redefine tp
and fp, as shown in Egs. (30) - (32):

tPee (Rn) =1— D Lo (dy th) <tp(Ry)

d;eD, (30)
fpce(Pth) = Z £ce(di1th) 2 fp(Pth) (31)
d,eD,
—log(Fy ) if dj €D, and By >th
w if dj e D, and By <th
logth '
L= oga-p,) ifden, andpy <th 2
log(1-F,
logl-Fy) d; €D, and P, > th
logth :

Equation (32) ensures that the inequality in Egs. (30) and (31)
holds, where tp.(P;,) is the lower bound of tp(R,) and
fpee (Py) is the upper bound of fp(R;,). th replaces 0.5 as the
threshold that varies with n . We divide the original cross-
entropy loss by logth to make L (d;,th) larger than 1.0 and

the inequality holds. The inequality relationship in Eqg. (29)
implies that Eq. (25) can be transformed into Eqg. (33):

TPR@FPR, (P) = min(L-tp,, (Py)) st. PeelFn) _

Then, using Lagrange multiplier theory, Eq. (33) can be
rewritten as Eq. (34) with the Lagrange multiplier 2 :

Da

rr;in mfx(l'tpce (Pth )) + ﬂ( fpce (Pth) -n ) (34)

[

Finally, we substitute Eq. (34) into Eq. (23) and approximate
the integral with a discrete sum over the FPR anchor values.
We suppose that k anchors exist in the range [0,1], with each

anchor corresponding to the false alarm rate 7, , threshold th, ,
and multiplier 4. A4 =mn, —n for vt =1..k . Equation (35)
then gives the final pixel-level optimization objective £ :

) k At (1'tpce(Pth)+
Ep: min  max
ﬂI(fpce(Pth‘)_Ut

35
Rty othy 21,02, 15 (%)

Da))

Ly and L, work together to optimize the deviation

relationship learning in feature-level and pixel-level
respectively. The final optimization objective is their weighted
sum in Eq. (36), where w controls the balance.

L=wL; +L, (36)

4. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

4.1 Experimental Settings

In this section, we describe how the proposed UniADRS model
was validated in five modalities, i.e., hyperspectral, visible light,
SAR, infrared, and low-light, to show its cross-modal ability.
Each modality had changing scenes to show the cross-scene
ability. We first describe the comparative experiments
conducted with other non-unified models, which were trained
separately on each scene. Then, the ablation study results and
the model efficiency are also discussed.

4.1.1 Constructed Multi-Modal Dataset

We built a multi-modal dataset for the ADRS task, with
hyperspectral, visible light, SAR, infrared, and low-light
modalities (as detailed in Table 1). The images in the dataset
cover various scenes, sensor types, and resolutions. The 82
hyperspectral scenes were collected from the Cri dataset [50]

|Da| (33) and the two large-scale unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV)-borne
datasets of WHU-Hi-Park and WHU-Hi-Station [32]. For the
TABLE 1
The Detailed Information of Constructed Multi-modal Dataset for the ADRS Task
Modality Source Spatial resolution Image size Scene number Anomalies
Hyperspectral | Nuance Cri; Nano-Hyperspec| 4-8 cm/pixel  |400>400; 200200 82 Plastic plane, metal object, etc. [32]
Visible light Google Earth 0.5-2 m/pixel 1044>915 100 Military camouflage [42], aircraft [10]
SAR Gaofen-3; Sentinel-1 3-10 m/pixel 256256 100 Various ships [8]
Infrared \ \ 173>98; 407>305 100 Car, dim lamp, etc. [39]
Low-light Indigo NV-400-M \ 2048>2048 100 Toy car, plane, tank, etc.




low-light modality, we first captured 50 scenes at night and then
doubled this by data augmentation to make the overall size
balanced. The multi-modal dataset will be made publicly
available.

4.1.2 Comparison Methods and Evaluation Metrics

Due to the property of the high spectral resolution, the
hyperspectral modality has many unique models and was
considered separately from the other modalities.

The comparative models for the hyperspectral modality were
the global RX detector (GRX) [13], the abundance- and
dictionary-based low-rank decomposition (ADLR) detector
[63], the collaborative representation based (CRD) detector
[20], the spectral constraint autoencoder (SC_AAE) detector
[25], the deep low-rank prior based detector (DeepLR) [32], and
the TDD method [29]. The comparison methods cover the three
categories of statistical-based, representation-based, and deep
learning based methods.

The comparative models for the remaining four modalities
were GRX [31], a convolutional autoencoder (CAE) [64], a
variational autoencoder (VAE) [65], the saliency-based method
proposed by Cai et al [24] and an adversarial autoencoder (AAE)
[21]. The implementation of these methods was adapted from
the related ADRS studies [21], [24], [31], [65]. Besides, we also
compared UniADRS with the state-of-art industrial anomaly
detection model UniAD [37]. To adapt the UniAD for the small
objects in ADRS task, the input size is increased from 224 to
1024. The remaining settings are kept same as [37].

In this paper, the detection performance is evaluated with
multi-parameter 3D receiver operating characteristic (3D ROC)
curves [66]. Compared to 2D ROC curves, the threshold
dimension is additionally considered and can provide more
comprehensive information. The used metrics are the widely
used AUCp ), the target detectability AUC+p, the background
suppressibility AUCgs, and the overall detection probability
AUCopp. Each metric value is positively correlated with the
detection performance.

4.1.3 Implementation Details
We set the hyperparameters of the comparative hyperspectral
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models following [29]. The CAE architecture was Unet with a
ResNet50 backbone. For the SAR modality, speckle removal
was conducted before applying the AAE method, following
[21]. Each input image was resized to 224x224 for UniADRS
and the comparative methods at the training stage. When
simulating the spectral anomalies, we controlled the O, area in
the ratio range [0.0064,0.0225] and O,
[0.0225,0.5] . Similarly, we controlled the O, area in the ratio
range [0.02,0.06] and O, in the range [0.06,0.5] for the
simulated spatial anomalies. At most, two O, and two O
objects were generated for each simulated anomaly sample. The
feature-level optimization loss and the pixel-level loss were
added at a ratio of 0.1:1. The UniADRS was optimized with the
Adam optimizer (learning rate 0.01, weight decay 1e-5) over
100 epochs. w was set 0.5. The spectral anomaly sample and
the spatial anomaly sample were randomly selected for each
iteration. The CPU was an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2690 v4

@ 2.60 GHz with 62 GB memory, and the GPU was a Tesla
P100-PCIE with 16 GB of memory.

in the range

4.2 Comparison Results

Results for the hyperspectral modality. Table 2 lists the
quantitative results. Although UniADRS inferred the test
images directly without retraining, it is the only model that
achieves an AUCpry metric score of higher than 0.97 and an
AUCope metric score of higher than 1.35 on all three datasets,
demonstrating great transferability. Considering the 82 scenes
together, UniADRS obtains the optimal values in three metrics.
Although the TDD model shows satisfactory transferability on
the Cri dataset, the metric scores drop dramatically on the
UAV-borne WHU-Hi Park and Station datasets (AUCp,r 0.67
and 0.71, respectively). This may have been caused by the lack
of consideration for the large normal objects at the training
stage, which are common in UAV images due to the high spatial
resolution.

Fig. 6 visualizes the anomaly maps for two example scenes.
The high spatial resolution brings more details as well as more

TABLE 2
Quantitative Results for the Hyperspectral Modality, Dozens of Scenes in WHU-Hi Park and WHU-Hi Station are Evaluated Together

Method AUCprn | AUCH |  AUCss |  AUCope AUCpr | AUCp |  AUCss |  AUCope

Scene Cri (1 scene) WHU-Hi Park (27 scenes)
GRX 0.9678 1.1932 0.8782 1.1036 0.9379 1.3091 0.8099 1.2432
ADLR 0.9579 1.9253 0.3159 1.2833 0.8234 1.0784 0.7995 1.2311
CRD 0.9186 1.1350 0.8738 1.0902 0.9095 1.1046 0.8514 1.1370
SC_AAE 0.8849 1.1355 0.8608 1.1114 0.9579 1.1798 0.9509 1.2149
DeepLR 0.9815 1.2465 0.9687 1.2337 0.9736 1.1837 0.9607 1.1972
TDD 0.9915 1.6298 0.8793 15176 0.6712 0.7391 0.0464 0.7855
UniADRS 0.9970 1.6755 0.9472 1.6257 0.9748 1.4181 0.9331 1.3764

WHU-Hi Station (54 scenes) Average

GRX 0.8988 1.1441 0.8163 1.1628 0.9348 1.1304 0.8547 1.1146
ADLR 0.9260 1.3566 0.8650 1.3696 0.9024 1.0861 0.8293 1.1414
CRD 0.9722 0.9763 0.9719 1.0038 0.9334 0.9968 0.9109 1.0168
SC_AAE 0.9708 1.0455 0.9701 1.0740 0.9379 1.0611 0.9596 1.0823
DeepLR 0.9853 1.1169 0.9825 1.1288 0.9801 1.0914 0.9723 1.0999
TDD 0.7190 0.2051 0.5940 0.7991 0.7939 0.5385 0.4372 0.7519
UniADRS 0.9860 1.3896 0.9512 1.3548 0.9859 1.2608 0.9530 1.2353




disturbance. Compared to the Cri dataset, the WHU-Hi-Station
dataset has more background categories, including roads, trees,
and large buildings. Predictably, the statistical-based and
representation-based methods show a high level of false alarms,
and the large buildings are wrongly considered as anomalies.
Although the deep learning based methods show a better
background suppression ability, the response values for the
anomaly pixels are also low, making the manual interpretation
difficult. In contrast, UniADRS has both a low false alarm rate
and better discriminability, which are advantageous for the
anomaly detection.

Results for the visible light modality. The quantitative results
are listed in Table 3(a). The proposed UniADRS model
achieves the best performance under the AUCpr) and AUCgs
metrics, even without retraining on the visible light images.
UniADRS and UniAD are the only two models with an AUCp )
score of higher than 0.80. Although the AUC+p score of
UniADRS is lower than that of GRX, this could be improved
with a simple post-processing of image stretching.

Fig. 7 visualizes the anomaly maps for the visible light
modality. The anomaly (i.e., the camouflage net) in the first
scene is very inconspicuous and many detectors fail to find it.
The second scene comes from the Russo-Ukrainian War, where
a Russia tank is hiding, which a Ukrainian UAV attempted to
blow up. Many of the methods correctly locate the anomalies in
this scene, but with an incomplete shape. Since UniADRS has
seen millions of high-resolution objects, its result has the most
complete anomaly shape. Although GRX also successfully
locates all of the anomalies, the high false alarm rate brings
serious disturbance. Compared to the other methods, UniADRS
achieves the best tradeoff between correct detection and false
alarms.

Results for the SAR modality. UniADRS shows a similar
performance ranking to the visible light modality in Table 3(b),
where all the methods have higher AUCp r) values for the SAR
modality. On the one hand, the detection is relatively easy for
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most of the SAR scenes, because the anomalies (i.e., ships) lie
in a homogeneous sea background. On the other hand, the
scenes with harbor or building background are difficult to
handle due to the well-known speckle noise problem. This can
be seen in the qualitative results in Fig. 8, where the background
contains both harbors and buildings. The statistical method of
GRX fails to process the speckle noise and the obtained
anomaly map is full of salt-and-pepper noise. Although the
reconstruction-based methods alleviate the noise impact by
introducing spatial information, some noisy pixels still exist.
Since the tested SAR image only has one channel, CAE tends
to reconstruct both the background and anomalies, which is
exactly the problem of the reconstruction-based methods. The
method proposed by Cai et al. obtains an AUCp,r) value of 0.86
but performs worse in the two exemplified scenes because the
harbors and buildings make the saliency detector lose focus
easily, which can be avoided with the complete sea background.
UniAD has achieved high AUCp ) (0.9102) but the anomaly
maps are difficult to distinguish and require some post-
processing (e.g. stretching). It can be seen that the anomalies
always have higher pixel values, so why not set a threshold
directly? This can be attributed to two points. Firstly, there are
also normal buildings with high pixel values, such as the top
right corner of the first scene. Secondly, spatial information is
necessary to tackle the speckle noise. Overall, the proposed
UniADRS model can process the speckle noise of the SAR
modality well and detect the anomalies without retraining.

Results for the infrared modality. UniADRS achieves the
highest AUCpr) score of 0.94 in Table 3(c), which already
surpasses the supervised result in [39], even when inferred
directly. Exemplified results on two scenes with different
backgrounds are shown in Fig. 9. The anomalies always show
an unusual thermal pattern, regardless of the light, which plays
an important role in nighttime detection. The first scene has a
large thermal area and brings serious disturbance to the
detection of GRX, VAE, AAE and UniAD. Due to the explicit
modeling of large normal objects, UniADRS can recognize the

TABLE 3
Quantitative Results for the Visible Light, SAR, Infrared, and Low-Light Modalities
Method AUCpr | AUCm | AUCes | AUCoop AUCor | AUCm | AUCes | AUCoop
(a) Visible light modality (b) SAR modality
GRX 0.7292 1.1506 0.5210 0.9425 0.8938 1.5250 0.7931 1.4243
CAE 0.7970 0.8771 0.7715 0.8516 0.8281 0.9118 0.8210 0.9047
VAE 0.6891 1.0159 0.5552 0.8819 0.8816 1.3315 0.8495 1.2995
Cai et al. 0.7567 0.9205 0.7005 0.8644 0.8610 1.0612 0.8347 1.0349
AAE 0.7101 0.9260 0.6375 0.8534 0.8831 0.9699 0.8757 0.9626
UniAD 0.8546 1.0217 0.7931 0.9603 0.9102 1.0678 0.8329 0.9905
UniADRS 0.8948 0.9207 0.8901 0.9160 0.9595 0.9959 0.9549 0.9913
(c) Infrared modality (d) Low-light modality

GRX 0.6814 1.0899 0.4543 0.8629 0.6684 1.0900 0.4647 0.8863
CAE 0.8291 0.9297 0.8180 0.9187 0.6246 0.6620 0.6005 0.6380
VAE 0.7301 1.2339 0.4902 0.9941 0.5703 0.7299 0.4899 0.6495
Cai et al. 0.8853 1.2242 0.8415 1.1805 0.8248 0.9900 0.8049 0.9701
AAE 0.7557 1.0686 0.6598 0.9727 0.6694 0.8224 0.6196 0.7726
UniAD 0.8348 0.9145 0.8054 0.8850 0.7716 0.8563 0.7343 0.8191
UniADRS 0.9437 0.9820 0.9394 0.9778 0.8336 0.8558 0.8291 0.8513
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Hyperspectral GT ADLR CRD SC AAE DeepLR TDD UniADRS
image

Fig. 6. Typical anomaly detection results for the hyperspectral modality, where the anomalies include rocks (first row), fabric camouflage objects (second row)
and metal objects (second row).
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Image GT Cai et.al. AAE UniAD UniADRS
Fig. 7. Typical anomaly detection results for the visible light modality, where the anomalies include the camouflage net (first row), a tank and a drone (second
row).

Image GT GRX Cai et.al. ' UniAD UniADRS
Fig. 8. Typical anomaly detection results for the SAR modality, where the anomalies include various ships.

Image GT VAE Cai et.al. AAE UniAD UniADRS
Fig. 9. Typical anomaly detection results for the infrared modality, where the anomalies include the plane (first row) and peoples (second row).

Image GT GRX Cai et.al. AAE UniAD UniADRS
Fig. 10. Typical anomaly detection results for the Iow-llght modallty, where the anomalies include a toy plane (first row) a toy tank (second row).
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anomalies correctly. Although CAE and VAE find the
anomalies successfully, many background pixels have the same
level of response as the anomalies, increasing the burden of the
downstream processing. The anomaly maps of UniADRS can
be easily discriminated, with fewer disturbances.

Results for the low-light modality. The captured low-light
dataset has lower contrast than the remaining modalities (as
shown in Table 3(d) and Fig. 10), making the detection more
challenging. UniADRS and the method of Cai et al. both
achieve AUCp r) values of higher than 0.80, demonstrating that
the saliency-based approach is more suitable for the single-
object scenes than the scenes with many anomalies (e.g., the
visible light modality). It can be observed that UniADRS has
the best background suppression ability (i.e., the highest AUCgs
score) in the four modalities with spatial anomalies. This can be
attributed to the explicit modeling of the background and the
large objects in the reformulated workflow and the instantiation
process. Fig. 10 shows two scenes where the anomalies have a
low contrast with the background. Differing from its
performance in the prior modalities, GRX fails to detect the
anomalies in the first two scenes, which also have many noisy
pixels as well. The original anomaly maps of CAE all have low
response values, and thus we applied the 2% linear stretching
to the results. The methods of Cai et al and UniAD have
successfully identified the anomaly in second scene but failed
for the first scene. In contrast, UniADRS can detect the both
anomalies in the low-contrast scenes with discriminative
boundaries and high confidence.

4.3 Ablation Study Results

To validate the effectiveness of each ingredient, ablation
experiments were conducted for the sample simulation and the
model optimization.
4.3.1 Sample Simulation

In the proposed UniADRS model, we simulate both the
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modeled. With the simulated samples, UniADRS can be trained
following the one-step paradigm. From the prior compared

results, the explicit model for large normal objects O, plays an

important role in decreasing the false alarms. Thus, we
conducted the ablation experiments from two aspects: whether
to simulate the large normal objects and whether to simulate
both kinds of anomalies. The related results are shown in Table
4. Comparing row 1 with row 2, and row 3 with row 4, it is clear

that the O, simulation can bring a stable gain in most modalities

and scenes. Especially for the large-scale hyperspectral
datasets—WHU-Hi Park and WHU-Hi Station—there is an
increase of around 10 points in the AUCp r metric. A similar
significant increase can be observed for the visible light
modality. For the modalities with a lot of simple scenes, such
as the infrared and low-light modalities, the increase is lower.

We deduce that the gain obtained from the O, simulation is

positively correlated with the scene complexity. For the
simulation of both spectral anomalies and spatial anomalies, the
spatial anomaly simulation can result in a more robust
performance in most modalities, regardless of the O,

simulation. Even for the hyperspectral modality, training the
spatial stem only can obtain better results than training the
spectral stem only. Despite this, the AUCp ry metric is only 0.91
on the large-scale WHU-Hi Station dataset with either the
spatial or spectral stem only. The reason for this can be easily
deduced. For the UAV scene, the pixels have both a high spatial
resolution and high spectral resolution, making the spatial
features and spectral features both important for accurate
detection. Thus, training the spatial and spectral stems together
increases the AUCpr from 0.91 to 0.98 on the WHU-Hi
Station dataset, and a stable increase is obtained for most of the
other modalities. Overall, the O, simulation benefits the

detector on complex scenes, and the inclusion of both the spatial
and spectral stems helps the detector to better fuse the spatial
and spectral features.

spectral anomalies and spatial anomalies, where the
background, large normal objects, and anomalies are explicitly
TABLE 4
Ablation Results for the Designed Anomaly Sample Simulation Strategy
Spectral Spatial 0, Hyperspectral Visible light SAR Infrared Low-light Average
stem stem  Simulation AUC@F AUCpF AUCpF AUCpF AUCpF AUCppF
3 < x 0.8668 0.7390 0.8674 0.7683 0.6988 0.8106
3 x y 0.9377 0.8285 0.8038 0.8012 0.7375 0.8549
x J x 0.9256 0.7916 0.9211 0.8168 0.8136 0.8743
x J \/ 0.9538 0.8597 0.9667 0.8703 0.7815 0.9056
N . N 0.9859 0.8948 0.9595 0.9437 0.8336 0.9416
TABLE 5
Ablation Results for the Designed Model Optimization Loss
Lo Hyperspectral Visible light SAR Infrared Low-light Average
Optimization loss AUCp.p AUCp.mH AUCp.m AUCp. AUCp.n AUCpR
Cross-entropy loss 0.9409 0.8937 0.9634 0.9296 0.8213 0.9187
Dice loss 0.9281 0.8720 0.8786 0.8531 0.7600 0.8783
Pixel-level optimization 0.9641 0.8851 0.9506 0.9337 0.8434 0.9293
Pixel-level and feature level 0.9859 0.8948 0.9595 0.9437 0.8336 0.9416




TABLE 6
Efficiency Comparison for the Hyperspectral Modality. The Last Row
Shows the Speed Increase and the Consequent Drop in AUCpg of
UniADRS by Increasing the Inferring Patch Size

Method Cri WHU-Hi Park | WHU-Hi Station
GRX 3.73s 51.91s 71.96s
ADLR 1258.50s 25405.03s 34227.51s
CRD 1024.84s 37427.60s 37181.45s
SC_AAE 128.91s 9944.33s 21728.03s
DeepLR 31.49s 10187.13s 13714.35s
TDD 4.21s 94.51s 166.38s
UniADRS 5.14s 59.13s 121.98s
. 0.55s 12.46s 10.39s
UnIADRS | (| 0.1) (12) (15)
TABLE 7

Efficiency Comparison for the Visible Light, SAR, Infrared, and Low-Light
Modalities. The Last Row Shows the Speed Increase and the Consequent
Drop in AUC sy 0f UniADRS by Inferring the Whole Image Directly

Method Visible I_ight SAR_ Infrargd Low-light
modality modality modality modality
GRX 37.52s 56.67s 41.08s 123.12s
CAE 172.64s 162.23s 646.43s 129.30s
VAE 113.77s 227.38s 71.60s 185.98s
Caietal. | 268.73s 371.39s 1236.66s | 1452.26s
AAE 160.63s 153.19s 659.41s 1202.76s
UniAD 7440.16s | 3120.53s | 5760.88s | 6324.86s
UniADRS | 83.68s 107.69s 64.64s 61.75s
. 10.39s 10.07s 11.97s 34.20s
UNADRS| (1s) | dny | dn | 2

4.3.2 Model Optimization

Pixel-level and feature-level optimization are proposed,
according to the learning target in the constructed undirected
bilayer graph. To show the superiority of this approach, we
compared it with classical cross-entropy (CE) loss and dice loss,
and we also validated the feature-level optimization separately.
CE loss and dice loss can be considered as surrogates, while the
proposed optimization approach is specially designed for the
ADRS task. Table 5 lists the related results. Not surprisingly,
all four settings can optimize UniADRS successfully with the
designed sample simulation strategy. The results of dice loss are
the worst, relatively, with many metric values lower than 0.90.
Although dice loss is widely used in the segmentation task, it
may be better to evaluate the performance with the intersection
over union (loU) rather than AUCp r. With the proposed pixel-
level optimization only, a slightly better performance can be
observed than with CE loss. Especially for the large-scale
WHU-Hi Park and WHU-Hi Station datasets, this approach
surpasses the CE loss by around 3 and 5 points, respectively.
For the remaining modalities and scenes, the performance is
similar. After adding the feature-level optimization, a stable
promotion can be obtained, except for the low-light modality
(1-point decrease). Note that using feature-level optimization
only is not sufficient because the final detection head would
have no gradient to update. Using both the pixel-level and
feature-level optimization, UniADRS obtains the highest
AUCp,f). score on most modalities and scenes.
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4.4 Model Efficiency

One of the great advantages of the proposed UniADRS
model is the elimination of training for each given scene. The
prior experiments validated the model effectiveness, where
UniADRS was superior to the existing methods designed for a
certain modality. In this section, the efficiency of UniADRS is
further investigated by computing the model processing time
for each modality and scene. Note that the deep learning based
methods were all tested on a GPU device, and the statistical-
based and representation-based methods were tested on a CPU.
There is indeed some unfairness here. Despite this, the resulting
time increase also reflects the limitation of CPU in parallel
computing.

Table 6 lists the recorded processing times for the
hyperspectral modality. The comparative methods are well-
designed to improve the accuracy, but the time cost also
increases greatly. The classical GRX method is very efficient
and has the ability to process the large-scale WHU-Hi datasets
in around one minute. In contrast, the representation-based and
deep learning based methods need a longer time, of two or three
orders of magnitude, especially for the traditional deep learning
based methods. For example, the current state-of-the-art model
of DeepLR needs around 3 and 4 hours for the WHU-Hi Park
and WHU-Hi Station datasets, respectively. Although TDD can
deal with the WHU-Hi scenes in less than 2 min, the accuracy
is not satisfactory, as shown in Table 2. With the highest
accuracy performance, the proposed UniADRS model can
process the scenes faster than the representation-based and deep
learning based methods, and the time is closer to that of GRX.
If we increase the inference patch size further, the processing
time can be decreased to less than 1 s for the Cri dataset, and
around 10 s for the WHU-Hi datasets. The consequent accuracy
decrease can be seen in Table 6. The obtained results fully prove
the real-time performance of UniADRS, and its ability to
process large-scale hyperspectral scenes.

Table 7 lists the recorded processing times for the remaining
four modalities without spectral information. Thanks to the
GPU acceleration and low band number, the training time of the
deep learning based methods is not as long as for the
hyperspectral modality, and most are around several hundred
seconds. Since UniAD needs around 100 epochs to converge,
the resulting times are the longest in all the four modalities. The
main time consumption of UniADRS comes from the
overlapping inference, to make the anomaly ratio consistent
with the training setting. If we reduce the accuracy pursuit
slightly and infer the whole image directly (rather than patches),
UniADRS can process the four modalities in tens of seconds.
The acceptable accuracy decrease is given in Table 7.

5. CONCLUSION

In this study, we designed a unified anomaly detector for
different remote sensing modalities and scenes by
reformulating the task as a bilayer undirected graph. The
deviation of the anomalies and background is the focus, rather
than the certain background distribution of the traditional
methods. Comparative experiments with five modalities



confirmed the superiority of UniADRS, even without any fine-
tuning. The efficiency test in Section 4.4 demonstrated that
UniADRS can decrease the processing time by two or three
orders of magnitude. Overall, UniADRS can achieve an
accurate and fast anomaly detection performance.

Although anomaly detection can extract the potential targets
without prior knowledge, the detectors cannot distinguish
between real anomalies and detections that are not of interest.
The latter recognition step is necessary for practical application
[34]. To date, few studies have tried to combine the tasks and
construct a complete detection and recognition pipeline.
UniADRS has unified the anomaly detection task for different
modalities and scenes. However, unifying the anomaly
detection and object recognition needs to be further considered.
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