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Abstract

Conventional methods in semi-supervised learning (SSL)
often face challenges related to limited data utilization,
mainly due to their reliance on threshold-based techniques
for selecting high-confidence unlabeled data during train-
ing. Various efforts (e.g., FreeMatch) have been made to
enhance data utilization by tweaking the thresholds, yet
none have managed to use 100% of the available data.
To overcome this limitation and improve SSL performance,
we introduce MaskMatch, a novel algorithm that fully
utilizes unlabeled data to boost semi-supervised learning.
MaskMatch integrates a self-supervised learning strategy,
i.e., Masked Autoencoder (MAE), that uses all available
data to enforce the visual representation learning. This en-
ables the SSL algorithm to leverage all available data, in-
cluding samples typically filtered out by traditional meth-
ods. In addition, we propose a synthetic data training
approach to further increase data utilization and improve
generalization. These innovations lead MaskMatch to
achieve state-of-the-art results on challenging datasets. For
instance, on CIFAR-100 with 2 labels per class, STL-10
with 4 labels per class, and Euro-SAT with 2 labels per
class, MaskMatch achieves low error rates of 18.71%,
9.47%, and 3.07%, respectively. The code will be made
publicly available.

1. Introduction

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) has been the focus of
thorough investigation for an extended period, primarily
due to its ability to leverage large quantities of unlabeled
data [26, 27, 30, 38, 40, 44, 46, 52]. This becomes especially
beneficial in scenarios where the availability of labeled data
is limited. Among the existing SSL techniques, pseudo-
labeling [27, 38, 44, 46, 52] is a widely used paradigm. The
core idea is that if the model demonstrates confidence in
its predictions for unlabeled data, it should produce similar
predictions or pseudo labels for the same unlabeled data,

Figure 1. Conventional SSL algorithms with confidence-based
thresholding only make use of a fraction of unlabeled images, as
they filter data based on predefined thresholds.

even when subjected to various perturbations. Typically,
confident data samples are identified using threshold-based
methodologies [27, 38, 44, 52]. For instance, given an un-
labeled sample, the current model predicts its confidence.
This sample is employed in the later training process only
if its confidence exceeds a predefined threshold.

One potential drawback of threshold-based methods is
their dependency on a threshold for calculating the unsu-
pervised loss. While this approach ensures that only high-
quality unlabeled data influences model training, it neglects
a substantial part of other unlabeled data (Figure 1). This
limitation confines the use of unlabeled data to instances
with prediction confidence exceeding the specified thresh-
old, potentially biasing the model and impacting gener-
alization. Despite attempts to introduce adaptive thresh-
olds in recent studies [44, 52], these methods still fall short
of fully utilizing unlabeled data. When applying widely-
used SSL algorithms on the CIFAR-100 dataset with 200
labeled and 50,000 unlabeled samples, we observe that
fixed threshold-based approaches (e.g., PseudoLabel [27]
and FixMatch [38]) only leverages a fraction of the avail-
able unlabeled data, leaving the uncertain unlabeled sam-
ples untouched (Figure 2). The adaptive threshold ap-
proach, FreeMatch [44], briefly reaches 100% utilization
with an initial low threshold (i.e., 1

#Class ) in the early stage.
It then gradually decreases to around 88% utilization. A
concern arises regarding the correctness of pseudo-labels
derived from a very low threshold, which may misguide
model training. We hypothesize that the critical samples
for model training are included in these uncertain sam-
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Figure 2. Unlabeled data utilization ratio of popular SSL algo-
rithms on CIFAR-100 dataset with 2 labels per class

ples. The above analysis motivates us to address the thresh-
old limitation and utilize all unlabeled data to enhance semi-
supervised training.

We propose MaskMatch, an SSL algorithm that can
boost SSL performance by training the model with all unla-
beled data, including the uncertain ones (Figure 3). The
main challenge of utilizing uncertain samples is the lack
of reliable pseudo-labels, which means there is no pseudo-
supervised target. A key question explored here is: can we
train the model from a different perspective beyond pseudo-
labels? Inspired by Masked Autoencoder (MAE) [21] in the
self-supervised learning area, we introduce an MAE-based
reconstruction task into SSL to jointly train the model with
all unlabeled data. In addition, we propose synthetic data
training (SDT) to further increase data utilization and en-
hance the ability to generalize. The key contributions of
this paper are summarized as follows:

• We propose MaskMatch, which fully utilizes unla-
beled data to improve SSL performance.

• We develop a synthetic data training approach to fur-
ther increase data utilization and improve generaliza-
tion capabilities.

• We evaluate MaskMatch across a broad set of bench-
marks and show that MaskMatch can boost SSL and
outperform the existing SSL algorithms.

2. Related Work
2.1. Semi-supervised Learning

Semi-supervised learning has been extensively re-
searched over the last decades [9, 55]. Recent work in this
domain can be broadly categorized into two main types:
consistency-based [26, 30, 40, 46] and pseudo-labeling [27,
35, 38]. Consistency-based approaches typically introduce
perturbations either to the input or to the model itself and
then impose constraints to ensure the coherence of ex-
tracted features or probability outputs. For instance, the Π-
model [26] introduced noise to the model weights through
dropout to construct two outputs for subsequent consis-
tency regularization. On the other hand, pseudo-labeling

leveraged model predictions as hard pseudo-labels to guide
the learning process on unlabeled data and this concept
has gained prominence in SSL recently [8, 27, 35, 38, 47].
Depending on the timing of generating pseudo-labels, this
method can be further divided into two categories: offline
pseudo-labeling [27,47] and online pseudo-labeling [8,38].
In offline pseudo-labeling, pseudo-labels for unlabeled data
are generated before the actual training begins and remain
fixed throughout the training process. Conversely, online
pseudo-labeling dynamically generates pseudo-labels for
unlabeled data during the training process. Our approach
uses online pseudo-labeling, enhanced with self-supervised
training, to improve the performance by maximizing the uti-
lization of unlabeled data.

2.2. Self-supervised Learning

Self-supervised learning has attracted considerable at-
tention in the field of computer vision. It is intricately tied
to pretext tasks [16, 18, 32, 33, 41, 53]. Their objective is
to encourage models to capture meaningful data representa-
tions without relying on labeled examples. Two pre-training
approaches (contrastive learning and masked image mod-
eling) are popular. Contrastive learning [2, 20] revolves
around modeling both the similarity and dissimilarity (or
only similarity, as seen in [13, 19]) between two or more
views. Notably, methods based on contrastive learning
heavily rely on data augmentation [12, 13, 19]. Conversely,
masked image modeling involves learning representations
from images that are deliberately corrupted by masking im-
age patches. For instance, Context Encoders in [34] trained
a network to generate missing image patches based on their
surrounding patches. Building on this concept, subsequent
studies explored pre-training ViTs with Masked Autoen-
coders [1,11,21,45,48]. These approaches introduce mask-
noise to images and predict missing input values at the pixel
or patch levels. Among these, the most widely adopted
method is Masked Autoencoder (MAE) [21] because of its
improving performance among various downstream tasks
(e.g., image classification, segmentation, and object detec-
tion). Our work incorporates the MAE reconstruction loss
as a constraint into semi-supervised learning. The recon-
struction loss from all images (including unconfident ones)
enhances visual representation learning and, consequently,
improves the performance of semi-supervised learning.

3. Preliminaries
Following the semi-supervised learning paradigm [10,

38,44], the model is jointly trained with a supervised loss on
labeled data and an unsupervised loss on unlabeled data. We
define the framework of SSL within the context of a C-class
classification scenario. Let X = {(xi, yi) : i ∈ [1, Bl]} and
U = {ui : i ∈ [1, Bu]} represent a batch of labeled data and
a batch of unlabeled data, where Bl and Bu are their batch



sizes, xi and yi are labeled images and their one-hot labels,
and ui represents the unlabeled images. The supervised loss
on labeled data is:

Ls =
1

Bl

Bl∑
i=1

H (yi,Fθ (y|α(xi))) , (1)

where H is standard cross-entropy loss, α (·) represents
weakly augmentation functions, e.g., random crop and ran-
dom flip, and Fθ (·) is the predicted probability over C-
class from the model.

For the unlabeled data, the in-training model generates
pseudo-labels for unlabeled data. Then, adaptive class-
specific threshold [44] is used to avoid potentially wrong
pseudo-labels misleading the model. Let τt ∈ RC represent
the adaptive threshold at training iteration index t. Thus, the
loss on unlabeled data is represented by:

Lu =
1

Bu

Bu∑
i=1

M[i] · H (p̂i, Pi) ,

M = {1 (max(pi) > τt[argmax pi]) : i ∈ [1, Bu]} ,

(2)

where pi = Fθ (y|α(ui)) and Pi = Fθ (y|A(ui)) repre-
sent the model output to the weakly and strongly augmented
images, respectively. p̂i represents the hard one-hot label
obtained from pi. A(·) represents the strongly augmenta-
tion function, i.e., RandAugment [15]. M[i] is a pseudo-
label selection mask, which is the output of the indicator
function, 1 (· > τt[argmax pi]), when applying the class-
specific threshold τt ∈ RC . The details of class-specific
threshold are discussed later in Section 4.3.

4. MaskMatch
Overall framework. Figure 3 shows how MaskMatch

uses all unlabeled data to train the model. Given one batch
of training data, the computation procedure of total train-
ing loss is described in Algorithm 1. Firstly, we introduce
an MAE-based reconstruction task to train the model us-
ing all image data. A reconstruction loss, Lmae represents
the reconstruction target. Secondly, we propose synthetic
data training (SDT) to increase data usage further and im-
prove generalization. The synthetic loss is denoted by Lsdt.
Lastly, we modify the self-adaptive threshold method [44]
for better performance. Overall, the model training mini-
mization objective is:

Ltotal = Ls + λuLu + λmaeLmae + λsdtLsdt, (3)

where λu, λmae and λsdt are the loss coefficients for Lu,
Lmae and Lsdt, respectively. Loss coefficients control the
training bias to each loss term. The details for our loss co-
efficient settings are in Section 5.1. Here are some of our
rules for adjusting the coefficients:

• To be consistent with conventional SSLs implementa-
tions in [42], we set λu = 1.

• To avoid synthetic data loss dominating training, let
λsdt ≈ Ls+λuLu

Lsdt
, where Ls, Lu, and Lsdt are their

loss magnitude when they converge.
• Given that our target is an image classification task

rather than a reconstruction task, we want λmae <
Ls+λuLu

Lmae
, where Lmae is MAE loss magnitude when

it converges.

4.1. MAE Reconstruction Loss

MAE reconstruction loss aims to improve the in-training
model’s ability to feature extraction by learning from all
images. This process involves random masking and sub-
sequent reconstruction through an encoder (the in-training
model without an MLP classifier head) and a decoder
(an auxiliary transformer). The training process with
MAE reconstruction does not require labels. Consequently,
MaskMatch has the ability to learn from all images, in-
cluding those that would typically be discarded by confident
thresholds during training.

Input of MAE loss. In each iteration of training, we col-
lect both labeled images and unlabeled images using only
weak augmentation as the input D = X ∪ U to calculate
MAE loss at Line 3 of Algorithm 1. Although labeled im-
ages are used to train the model in a supervised manner,
these images may also improve the model’s feature extrac-
tion capability in an unsupervised manner.

Patchify and mask. Following standard ViT [24],
each image is divided into a sequence of non-overlapping
patches, (i.e., tokens), {I(k)|k ∈ [1, Nk]} where Nk is the
number of tokens. Before the training process, we em-
ploy a configurable masking ratio to randomly mask patches
({I(k)|k ∈ Ω}, where Ω denotes the selected masking in-
dices). The remaining unmasked tokens are then denoted
by {I(k)|k /∈ Ω}.

Compute reconstruction loss. The reconstruction tar-
get is to predict the masked tokens using the unmasked
tokens, as shown in the bottom part of Figure 3. In de-
tail, the in-training model takes only visible tokens (i.e.,
unmasked tokens) as input and embeds them like a stan-
dard ViT through sequence procedures (e.g., linear pro-
jection, adding position embedding, and applying Trans-
former blocks). Since the MLP classifier head is not ap-
plied, the output of the encoder is the embedding of visi-
ble tokens, denoted by {E(k)|k /∈ Ω}. Different from the
encoder, the decoder input is a full set of token embed-
dings: {E(k)|k /∈ Ω} ∪ {Emask|k ∈ Ω}, where Emask is
a shared mask token embedding (i.e., a learnable vector)
added to the position of masked tokens as placeholders.
The decoder outputs the reconstructed images, and the re-
constructed masked patches are denoted by

{
Î(k)|k ∈ Ω

}
.



Figure 3. Diagram of MaskMatch. An in-training model (i.e., Transformer) is trained with three loss terms from unlabeled images. First,
the unsupervised loss is defined as the divergence between class probabilities generated from strongly augmented images and the corre-
sponding predictions aligned with one-hot pseudo-labels derived from weakly augmented confident images. Second, MAE reconstruction
loss is computed from all images. We patchify and randomly mask the images. The in-training model without an MLP classifier head (i.e.,
encoder) and decoder are trained by reconstructing these masked patches. The decoder is an auxiliary transformer for assisting encoder
training only. Lastly, synthetic data loss is calculated by training the model on a synthetic dataset, a mixture of unlabeled and labeled
images.

The primary purpose of this decoder is to facilitate the train-
ing of the encoder. Once the training is complete, the de-
coder is discarded. Thus, the design of the decoder is inde-
pendent of the in-training model. In our ablation study, we
study the decoder design (i.e., the number of transformer
blocks). Finally, we use mean square error as the training
objective, and the loss is shown as follows:

Lmae =
1

Ω

∑
k∈Ω

∣∣∣Norm(I(k))− Î(k))
∣∣∣2 , (4)

where Norm(I(k)) = I(k)−mean(I(k))
std(I(k)) is an optional oper-

ation, normalizing pixel values of a given patch using mean
and standard deviation.

4.2. Synthetic Data Training

Synthetic data training aims to increase unlabeled data
utilization and avoid overfitting. This idea is based on
MixUp augmentation, which is a popular data augmenta-
tion approach for SSL methods [3,4,6]. A recent study [29]
reveals a weakness of MixUp augmentation. They discover
that over-training with MixUp may hurt generalization, es-
pecially when data size is limited. This issue arises because
MixUp training initially learns “clean patterns” but eventu-
ally leads to overfitting on the “noisy patterns”. This study

suggests switching from MixUp training to vanilla empiri-
cal risk minimization (i.e., no MixUp augmentation) at an
appropriate time. However, determining the time of over-
fitting is still challenging. To address this challenge, we
propose SDT, which jointly utilizes MixUp and no MixUp
augmentation to train the model. Specifically, we utilize
MixUp to create a new synthetic dataset, which is then fed
into the model to produce a separate loss term, Lsdt. Si-
multaneously, the loss derived from the original unlabeled
images and pseudo-labels, Lu, is also in the overall training
objective.

In detail, we first collect all samples passing the
class-specific threshold into a clean set, Ûclean =
{(ui, p̂i) : M[i] = 1 & i ∈ Bu}, where p̂i is one-hot
pseudo-label of ui. We name the remaining samples as
noisy set, Ûnoisy = U − Ûclean. The synthetic data is gen-
erated from the clean set and labeled data. Specifically, we
merge the clean set and labeled data into a set, S. The syn-
thetic dataset, S

′
=

{
(x

′

i, p̂
′

i) : i ∈ [1, len(S)]
}

is obtained
through:

x
′

i = Λxi + (1− Λ)xj ,

p̂
′

i = Λp̂i + (1− Λ)p̂j ,
(5)

where (xi, p̂i), (xj , p̂j) ∈ S, i ̸= j, j ∈ [1, len(S)],



Λ = max(Λ
′
, 1 − Λ

′
),Λ

′ ∼ Beta(0.5, 0.5) ∈ (0, 1). Let
Λ > 0.5 to ensure x

′

i is close to xi. Once we obtain S
′
, we

compute synthetic loss like computing supervised loss:

Lsdt =
1

len(S′)

len(S
′
)∑

i=1

H
(
p̂

′

i,Fθ

(
y|x

′

i

))
. (6)

Difference to MixUp augmentation. Our work is dif-
ferent from MixUp augmentation in [4] and Probabilistic
Pseudo Mixup augmentation in [6]. While these methods
only utilize augmented data for training, our approach in-
corporates original unlabeled samples and synthetic data.
Moreover, in contrast to the Probabilistic Pseudo Mixup
augmentation, which mixes clean and noisy sets according
to confidence probability, our synthetic data is generated by
mixing the clean set with labeled images.

4.3. Modified Class-specific Threshold

Revisiting class-specific threshold. FreeMatch [44]
suggests the threshold reflects the learning status and should
be updated according to the model’s confidence on unla-
beled data. The threshold of specific class τt(c) is computed
from global τt and local thresholds νt(c):

τt(c) =
νt(c)

max {νt(c) : c ∈ [1, C]}
· τt. (7)

The global threshold is updated with training iteration:

τt =

{
1
C , t = 0,

λτt−1 + (1− λ) 1
Bu

∑Bu

i=1 max(pi)), t > 0,
(8)

where λ ∈ (0, 1) is the momentum decay of the exponential
moving average (EMA). The local thresholds are adjusted
as follows:

νt(c) =

{
1
C , t = 0,

λνt−1(c) + (1− λ) 1
Bu

∑Bu

i=1 pi(c)), t > 0,

(9)
From Eq. 7, when t = 0, the threshold is initially set as 1

C .
Such a low threshold in the early stage may lead to wrong
pseudo-labels.

Modifying initial threshold. MaskMatch requires
more stable pseudo-labels due to SDT. SDT mixes unla-
beled samples with corresponding confident pseudo-labels
and labeled images to generate synthetic training data. So,
wrong pseudo-labels can reduce model performance be-
cause of wrong unsupervised and synthetic loss. To mitigate
the impact of incorrect pseudo-labels at the early stage, we
set ν0(c) = 1 for c ∈ [1, C] and τ0 = 1. In the early stage,
the model is trained on supervised loss and reconstruction
loss. Then, the threshold will decrease gradually from 1 and
increase in response to changes in the model confidences.

Algorithm 1: Training Loss of MaskMatch
Input : Labeled data: X = {(xi, yi) : i ∈ [1, Bl]},

unlabeled data: U = {ui : i ∈ [1, Bu]}.
Config: Beta distribution for MixUp: Beta(0.5, 0.5),

loss coefficients: λu, λmae and λsyn, number of
classes: C, and masking ratio: rmask.

Output: Total training loss: Ltotal.

1 Compute Ls from X ; // see Eq. 1.

2 Compute M and Lu from U ; // see Eq. 2.

3 Compute Lmae from Concat(X ,U) with rmask;
4 Select clean set Ûclean;
5 S = Concat(X , Ûclean);
6 Generate synthetic dataset S

′
from S ; // see Eq. 5.

7 Compute Lsdt from S
′
; // see Eq. 6.

8 Ltotal = Ls + λuLu + λmaeLmae + λsdtLsdt

9 return Ltotal

Table 1. Details of Datasets

Dataset #Classes #Labels per class #Train images #Test images#Labeled/#Unlabeled
CIFAR-100 100 2 , 4 50,000 10,000

STL-10 10 4 , 10 5,000 / 100,000 8,000
Euro-SAT 10 2 , 4 16,200 5,400

TissueMNIST 8 10 , 50 165,466 47,280
Semi-Aves 200 15-53 5,959 / 26,640 4,000

5. Experiment

5.1. Setup

Datasets. We extensively evaluate the performance of
MaskMatch on current challenging SSL benchmarks [42],
including CIFAR-100 [25], STL-10 [14], Euro-SAT [22,
23], TissueMNIST [50, 51] and Semi-Aves [39]. Follow-
ing [42], previous popular SSL datasets CIFAR-10 [25]
and SVHN [31] are excluded from evaluation considera-
tion since state-of-the-art SSL algorithms [38, 46, 49] on
these datasets have demonstrated comparable performance
to fully-supervised training. The details of the datasets are
shown in Table 1. For each dataset, two settings of #labels
per class are selected (for example, 2 and 4 labels per class
for CIFAR-100), except for Semi-Aves, which has a long-
tailed data distribution. Labeled data are randomly sampled
from the training data for each dataset except STL-10 and
Semi-Aves. This is because the split of labeled and unla-
beled data is predetermined (e.g., 5,959 labeled images and
26,640 unlabeled images in Semi-Aves). We used the de-
fault test set for evaluation [42].

Baseline SSL methods. We extensively compare our
method with popular SSL algorithms including Pseudo La-
beling [27], Mean Teacher [40], Π Model [36], VAT [30],
MixMatch [4], ReMixMatch [3], UDA [46], FixMatch [38],
Dash [49], CoMatch [28], CRMatch [17], FlexMatch [52],
AdaMatch [5], SimMatch [54], FreeMatch [44], Soft-
Match [10] and DefixMatch [37]. As discussed in Sec-
tion 2.1, these SSL algorithms represent various adaptations



of consistency regularization and pseudo-labeling strate-
gies, and they achieve state-of-the-art performance on com-
mon benchmarks. We additionally incorporate one bench-
mark: fully supervised. This method employs all images
and their labels (not limited to given labeled images) for
training. Thus, the fully supervised method represents the
upper bound of performance that SSLs can achieve.

Implementation. For a fair comparison, we train and
evaluate all methods using the implementation from a uni-
fied codebase, USB [42]. All methods are evaluated us-
ing the same network architectures and hyper-parameters
for network training suggested by USB. In detail, we use
ViT-Tiny with a patch size of 2 and image size of 32 for Tis-
sueMNIST; ViT-Small with a patch size of 2 and image size
of 32 for CIFAR-100 and Euro-SAT; ViT-Small with a patch
size of 16 and image size of 96 for STL-10; ViT-Small with
a patch size of 16 and image size of 224 for Semi-Aves. To
avoid the impact of the training configurations (e.g., batch
size, learning rate, learning rate scheduler, etc.), we keep the
settings described in [42]. The pre-train model is from [42],
and we fine-tune the model on benchmarks using the pro-
posed SSL algorithm. Our experiments are conducted on a
server with an Intel i9 CPU and two RTX 3090 GPUs. We
train our model with three random seeds and report the av-
erage error rate and range. The results of baseline methods
are obtained from the latest commit of USB repository [43].

Hyper-parameters of MaskMatch. For all datasets,
we set λu = 1, λmae = 0.01 and λsdt = 0.5 except
Semi-Aves (λsdt = 0.95) and TissueMNIST(λsdt = 0.05).
The default masking rate for MAE is 0.3, except for Semi-
Aves, which is 0.5. Pixel normalization on reconstruction
target is only applied to experiments for Euro-SAT and Tis-
sueMNIST. The decoder’s default depth (i.e., the number of
Transformer blocks) is 4.

5.2. Overall Result

We compare our method with existing SSL methods and
report the top-1 classification error rates of CIFAR-100,
STL-10, Euro-SAT, TissueMNIST, and Semi-Aves in Ta-
ble 2. MaskMatch performs the best on the CIFAR-100,
STL-10, and Euro-SAT datasets and achieves competitive
results on the TissueMNIST and Semi-Aves datasets. It is
notable that compared with strong baselines, MaskMatch
significantly decreases the error rate by 2.7 on CIFAR-100
and 2.0 on Euro-SAT with only two labels per class. On
two settings (i.e., 4 and 10 labels per class) of the STL-
10 dataset, we improve the state-of-the-art performance by
0.7% and 0.1%, respectively. This improvement is rela-
tively small due to the inherently limited space for opti-
mization. For the TissueMNIST dataset, the error rate of
MaskMatch is close to that of DefixMatch with only a
0.8 difference, while MaskMatch is more stable with a
smaller range of error rate, i.e., 1.1 since we achieve a sta-

ble feature extraction through a reconstruction target. For
Semi-Ave, MaskMatch reaches a competitive error rate of
30.76, only 0.56 away from that of ReMixMatch. The good
performance of ReMixMatch on Semi-Ave may be because
of reliable augmentation using augmentation anchoring [3].
Our method could be applied to ReMixMatch to boost it.

Data utilization. We report the unlabeled image utiliza-
tion to show that MaskMatch can increase data utiliza-
tion. The utilization is computed as Ntrain

Ntotal
, where Ntrain

and Ntotal represent the number of samples used in train-
ing and the total number of samples. Figure 4 reports ac-
tual and theoretical utilization for MaskMatch. The the-
oretical utilization counts one sample three times if this
sample is involved in unsupervised loss, synthetic loss,
and MAE loss. The actual utilization counts each sam-
ple once if this sample contributes to the total loss. From
Figure 4, the actual utilization of MaskMatch (100%) is
always higher than Pseudo-label [27], FixMatch [38], and
FreeMatch [44] since MAE loss uses all images to im-
prove the model’s feature extraction. The theoretical utiliza-
tion increases from 100% and eventually stabilizes around
270%. In MaskMatch, supervised loss and MAE loss
dominate early, and then unsupervised loss and synthetic
loss join training as the model’s confidence improves.

Computational cost. The main concern of our method
is computation overhead due to additional model computa-
tion on synthetic data and MAE encoder/decoder. We com-
pare our training time with FreeMatch [44] on CIFAR-100
in Table 3. Overall, MaskMatch increases the training
time by 39.3%. We also report the training time without
MAE and SDT, respectively. The results show MAE re-
quires more computation time than SDT due to the addi-
tional decoder.

5.3. Ablation Study of Loss Terms

According to Eq. 3, MaskMatch consists of multiple
loss terms: supervised loss, unsupervised loss, MAE loss,
and SDT loss. The benefits of supervised and unsupervised
loss are well-studied in conventional SSLs [3, 4, 38, 44].
Here, our ablation study explores the benefits of MAE and
SDT loss. We first introduce a baseline method that only
uses supervised and unsupervised loss. Then, we explore
the individual impact by adding each component (i.e., MAE
and SDT) of MaskMatch at a time and keeping other set-
tings the same as the default. To show that SDT is bet-
ter than MixUp augmentation, we also compare our SDT
with MixUp augmentation (MixUp aug.) [4] and its vari-
ant, Probabilistic Pseudo Mixup augmentation (ProbPseudo
MixUp aug.) [7]. The ablation study is conducted on the
Euro-SAT with 20 labels and CIFAR-100 with 200 labels
(Table 4).

MAE loss. Comparing baseline with MAE in Table 4,
using MAE loss can significantly decrease error rate by 4.1



Table 2. Error rates on challenge datasets [42]. We report averages and ranges under three random seeds. Bold indicates the lowest error
rate and underline indicates the second lowest error rate. Fully-supervised results of STL-10 and Semi-Aves are unknown because labels
of unlabeled images are not available.

Method CIFAR-100 STL-10 Euro-SAT TissueMNIST Semi-Aves
# of labels 200 400 40 100 20 40 80 400 3959

Pseudo Label 33.99±0.95 25.32±0.29 19.14±1.3 10.77±0.6 25.46±1.36 15.7±2.12 56.92±4.54 50.86±1.79 40.35±0.3
Mean Teacher 35.47±0.4 26.03±0.3 18.67±1.69 24.19±10.15 26.83±1.46 15.85±1.66 62.06±3.43 55.12±2.53 38.55±0.21

Πmodel 36.06±0.15 26.52±0.41 42.76±15.94 19.85±13.02 21.82±1.22 12.09±2.27 55.94±5.67 47.05±1.21 39.47±0.15
VAT 31.49±1.33 21.34±0.5 18.45±1.47 10.69±0.51 26.16±0.96 10.09±0.94 57.49±5.47 51.3±1.73 38.82±0.04

MixMatch 38.22±0.71 26.72±0.72 58.77±1.98 36.74±1.24 24.85±4.85 17.28±2.67 55.53±1.51 49.64±2.28 37.25±0.08
ReMixMatch 22.21±2.21 16.86±0.57 13.08±3.34 7.21±0.39 5.05±1.05 5.07±0.56 58.77±4.43 49.82±1.18 30.2±0.03

AdaMatch 22.32±1.73 16.66±0.62 13.64±2.49 7.62±1.9 7.02±0.79 4.75±1.1 58.35±4.87 52.4±2.08 31.75±0.13
UDA 28.8±0.61 19.0±0.79 15.58±3.16 7.65±1.11 9.83±2.15 6.22±1.36 55.56±2.63 52.1±1.84 31.85±0.11

FixMatch 29.6±0.9 19.56±0.52 16.15±1.89 8.11±0.68 13.44±3.53 5.91±2.02 55.37±4.5 51.24±1.56 31.9±0.06
FlexMatch 26.76±1.12 18.24±0.36 14.4±3.11 8.17±0.78 5.17±0.57 5.58±0.81 58.36±3.8 51.89±3.21 32.48±0.15

DASH 30.61±0.98 19.38±0.1 16.22±5.95 7.85±0.74 11.19±0.9 6.96±0.87 56.98±2.93 51.97±1.55 32.38±0.16
CRMatch 25.7±1.75 18.03±0.2 10.17±0.0 None 13.24±1.69 8.35±1.71 54.33±2.83 51.02±1.28 32.15±0.17
CoMatch 35.08±0.69 25.35±0.5 15.12±1.88 9.56±1.35 5.75±0.43 4.81±1.05 59.04±4.9 52.92±1.04 38.65±0.18
SimMatch 23.78±1.08 17.06±0.78 11.77±3.2 7.55±1.86 7.66±0.6 5.27±0.89 60.88±4.31 52.93±1.56 33.85±0.08
FreeMatch 21.4±0.3 15.65±0.26 12.73±3.22 8.52±0.53 6.5±0.78 5.78±0.51 58.24±3.08 52.19±1.35 32.85±0.31
SoftMatch 22.67±1.32 16.84±0.66 13.55±3.16 7.84±1.72 5.75±0.62 5.9±1.42 57.98±3.66 51.73±2.84 31.8±0.22

DefixMatch 31.52±1.85 21.12±1.74 17.68±7.94 7.94±1.31 14.71±6.52 3.72±0.79 54.07±6.19 48.95±1.14 32.01±0.26

MaskMatch 18.71±1.66 14.87±0.88 9.47±2.65 7.12±0.18 3.07±0.61 3.02±0.30 54.94±1.10 50.80±0.39 30.76±0.45

Fine-Tune W/ Labeled Data 35.88±0.36 26.76±0.83 19.0±2.9 10.87±0.49 26.49±1.6 16.12±1.35 60.36±3.83 54.08±1.55 41.2±0.17
Fully Supervised 8.3±0.08 — 0.94±0.03 28.96±0.17 —

and 2.5 on the Euro-SAT and CIFAR-100 datasets, respec-
tively. These results indicate that applying MAE constraints
during SSL training can boost training performance. To
dig deeply into the result, we defined optimization space
(OS) as the error rate difference between the fully super-
vised in Table 2 and baseline in Table 4. Interestingly, MAE
achieves greater improvement on Euro-SAT with a lower
OS, 7.56, than on CIFAR-100 with a higher OS, 14.6. This
is because the images in the Euro-SAT dataset are satellite
images that are very different from the pre-training image
dataset, ImageNet. Thus, MAE in MaskMatch can learn
more from unlabeled images if they differ from pre-training
images. This demonstrates the advantages of deploying
MaskMatch in real applications.

Synthetic data training. Comparing SDT with base-
line in Table 4, SDT decreases the error rate by 3.8 and
1.0 on Euro-SAT and CIFAR-100, respectively. This re-
sult illustrates that SDT can improve training performance
by using synthetic data. Comparing SDT with MixUp
augmentations (e.g., MixUp aug. and ProbPseudo Mixup
aug.), SDT decreases the error rate by 0.7 and 2.2, which is
more than MixUp and ProbPseudo MixUp augmentation on
Euro-SAT dataset. In addition, for the CIFAR-100 dataset,
MixUp augmentation and ProbPseudo MixUp augmenta-
tion increase the error rate by 2.5 and 3.3. This could be due
to MixUp augmentation leading to overfitting on noise [29].
This result shows that SDT (i.e., using both original data
and synthetic data) outperforms MixUp augmentation (i.e.,
using augmented data only).

Updating initial threshold. We also study the differ-
ent initial class-specific thresholds, e.g., τ0 = 1 (default)

and τ0 = 1
#class . Table 4 shows that our initial threshold

gets better performance. This is because introducing SDT
requires accurate pseudo-labels.

5.4. Configuration Study for MAE

We also study the configurations for MAE, specifically
the random masking ratio and the number of transformer
blocks in the decoder, aiming to gain insights into the crit-
ical design decisions for MAE. Unless otherwise specified,
the remaining configurations are kept consistent with the
defaults outlined in Section 5.1.

Random masking ratio. We investigate the impact of
masking ratio on model performance with two datasets:
Euro-SAT with a small image size of 32 and Semi-Aves
with a larger image size of 224. We vary the masking ratio
from 0.15 to 0.70 and report the error rate in Figure 5. Our
results indicate that the masking ratio plays a crucial role
in the error rate and should be carefully balanced, avoiding
either too high or too low. This finding can be explained
by the gap between the reconstruction target and the recog-
nition task. An excessively high masking ratio compli-
cates the reconstruction process, diverting the model’s fo-
cus from recognition tasks. Conversely, a very low masking
ratio makes the reconstruction task overly simple, not ade-
quately challenging the model’s feature extraction abilities.
From Figure 5, for smaller images (Euro-SAT of 32x32),
the ideal masking ratio is around 0.3, whereas, for larger
images (Semi-Aves of 224x224), a ratio of 0.5 is more suit-
able. Our hypothesis is that given the same masking ratios,
smaller images are more prone to entirely mask out a local-
ity, leading to the potential loss of critical information.



Figure 4. Data utilization on CIFAR-100 with 2 lables per class.
MaskMatch-Act. and MaskMatch-Theor. represent the actual and
theoretical data utilization, respectively.

Table 3. Training time on CIFAR-100 with 2 labels per class.

Algorithm Minutes/epoch
FreeMatch 2.7

MaskMatch W/O MAE 3.2 (18.3% ↑)
MaskMatch W/O SDT 3.5 (28.8% ↑)

MaskMatch 3.8 (39.3% ↑)

Depth of decoder. Due to the asymmetric architecture
of MAE, the design of the decoder is not reliant on the in-
training model (i.e., encoder), indicating the potential for
selecting an appropriate decoder to enhance performance.
In Table 5, we vary the decoder depth (i.e., the number of
transformer blocks). Notably, a decoder with just a single
block outperforms the existing methods on Euro-SAT with
an error rate of 4.5. Further increasing the decoder depth
demonstrates that a sufficiently deep decoder can enhance
the SSL training, as shown in Table 5. This improvement
can be attributed to the inherent difference between the im-
age classification task and the reconstruction task. Although
we use a reconstruction task to improve feature learning, the
ultimate goal for our model is to excel in the image clas-
sification task. If the decoder is too shallow (e.g., single
block) to reconstruct pixels, our in-training encoder will be
specific to MAE loss and lose the generalization to the clas-
sification task. This results in the final layers of the encoder
outputting specific representatives that are easily used for
reconstruction but may not contribute significantly to the
classification task. In contrast, a decoder with adequate
depth can adapt to this difference and effectively specialize
in reconstruction while allowing the encoder to focus on ex-
tracting more latent representations for image classification.
By default, we use a 4-block decoder in our experiments.

6. Conclusion and Future Work
This paper addresses a common limitation observed in

current semi-supervised learning (SSL) methods, which
stems from the partial utilization of unlabeled data due
to threshold-based filtering. We hypothesize that valuable

Table 4. Ablation study. Baseline loss is Ls + Lu. We report the
error rate under the same random seed.

Ablation Error Rate%
Euro-SAT CIFAR-100

Baseline 8.5 22.9
W/ MAE 4.4(4.1↓) 20.4(2.5↓)
W/ SDT 4.7(3.8↓) 21.9(1.0↓)

MaskMatch 3.0(5.5↓) 18.1(4.8↓)
W/ MixUp aug. 5.4(3.1↓) 25.3(2.5↑)

W/ ProbPseudo Mixup aug. 6.9(1.6↓) 26.2(3.3↑)
MaskMatch (τ0 = 1

#class ) 3.2(5.3↓) 19.3(3.6↓)

Figure 5. Error rate on Euro-SAT with 2 labels per class and Semi-
Aves when varying the masking ratio. A suitable masking ratio is
related to image size.

Table 5. Depth of Decoder. Deeper decoder decreases error rate.

# Transformer Block 1 2 4 8
Error Rate 4.5 4.1 3.0 3.0

Diff. to default -1.5 -1.1 – 0.0

training data are overlooked in this process, and hence
impact model performance. To optimize data utilization,
we propose MaskMatch, a solution that integrates both
Mask Autoencoder and synthetic data training. Empirical
evaluations show that MaskMatch outperforms existing
SSL algorithms, achieving lower error rates on challenging
datasets such as CIFAR-100, STL-10, and Euro-SAT.

In future work, we plan to simplify MaskMatch while
preserving its performance. Our current design on unsu-
pervised learning loss is based on the ”Weak and Strong
Augmentation” strategy [46]. We notice that random mask-
ing can be considered a form of strong augmentation. Our
objective is then to utilize a random masking strategy to
achieve comparable performance with reduced computa-
tional costs. In addition, while this paper predominantly
concentrates on the Vision Transformer (ViT) architecture,
we are interested in extending our methodology to encom-
pass other architectures, such as Convolutional Neural Net-
works (CNNs), via knowledge distillation. This will involve
first training a ViT model using MaskMatch and subse-
quently transferring the learned knowledge to a CNN.
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