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Abstract

We present a discriminative clustering approach in which the feature representation can be learned
from data and moreover leverage labeled data. Representation learning can give a similarity-based
clustering method the ability to automatically adapt to an underlying, yet hidden, geometric structure
of the data. The proposed approach augments the DIFFRAC method with a representation learning
capability, using a gradient-based stochastic training algorithm and an optimal transport algorithm with
entropic regularization to perform the cluster assignment step. The resulting method is evaluated on
several real datasets when varying the ratio of labeled data to unlabeled data and thereby interpolating
between the fully unsupervised regime and the fully supervised regime. The experimental results suggest
that the proposed method can learn powerful feature representations even in the fully unsupervised regime
and can leverage even small amounts of labeled data to improve the feature representations and to obtain
better clusterings of complex datasets.

1 Introduction

Similarity-based clustering methods have been successfully applied in a number of applications, from
computational chemistry to spectral imaging (Hennig et al. 2015, McQueen et al. 2016). The data is assumed
to live in a space equipped with a dot product (or, alternatively, a distance function), which relies on a linear
or nonlinear representation mapping. A popular example is the Gaussian radial basis function kernel, used
for instance for spectral clustering, which implicitly yields a nonlinear representation mapping in a Hilbert
space parameterized by the kernel parameters (von Luxburg 2007, van Engelen and Hoos 2020).

When the representation mapping is parameterized by a small number of parameters, the parameters can
then be selected using a cross-validation procedure with labeled data (von Luxburg 2007, Hennig et al. 2015).
Recent progress in representation learning (Oliver et al. 2018), which can be seen as a generalized form of
metric learning, allows us to revisit this question by parameterizing the transformation using deep artificial
neural networks (Ardila et al. 2019, Thickstun et al. 2018, Li et al. 2018) and to leverage the potential of
labeled data.

Equipping a clustering method with representation learning, and framing an objective that allows one to
incorporate labeled data, that is, cluster assignments known beforehand, poses several challenges. The iterative
algorithms involved in k-means (alternating minimization) or spectral clustering (spectral factorization)
are not easily compatible with gradient-based optimization algorithms commonly used to learn feature
representations in classical supervised learning such as multi-class classification. The issue arises from the
different natures of the corresponding objectives that would need to be reconciled in a common framework.
Moreover, the information gained from assignments known beforehand (from labeled data) must inform both
the representation learning and the resulting clustering, which again requires a framework in order to be
conducted in a principled manner.

In this paper we propose a discriminative clustering approach equipped with representation learning. The
proposed approach is applicable when there is only unlabeled data, or some unlabeled data and some labeled
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data, or only labeled data. A precise and unique objective function allows us to recover or approach classical
unsupervised learning and supervised learning objectives. Indeed, the objective naturally reduces to that of a
clustering problem when we have no training set labels and that of a classification problem when we have all
of the training set labels. Moreover, due to its simplicity, this setup can be extended. For example, indirect
constraints on the labels, such as requiring two unlabeled observations to have different labels, can be readily
incorporated. Such constraints can be useful if, e.g., someone labeling the data knew two observations should
have different labels but did not know the correct label for each observation.

After reviewing related work on unsupervised and semi-supervised learning in Section 2, we present the
framework in Section 3. We then focus on a specific objective in Section 4, showing that our proposed
objective is smoother than a straightforward alternative. We address how to optimize the objective function
in Section 4.2. Optimizing over the labels requires care, and for this we present a novel algorithm based on a
convex relaxation of the problem. Finally, we demonstrate the proposed approach in Section 5, showing that
our method, called XSDC, is competitive with existing methods that are less flexible in their usage.

2 Related Work

In this work we propose an approach that (1) clusters data regardless of the ratio of labeled to unlabeled
data; and (2) learns a feature representation using the data at hand. We first survey prior approaches to
clustering that work with varying levels of supervision. We then describe recent approaches to learning
feature representations when no labeled data is available and when some labeled data is available.

Semi-supervised clustering. Intuitively, there are two main ways of developing a clustering algorithm
that can work with both labeled and unlabeled data. First, one could modify a supervised classification
method so that it can incorporate unlabeled data. Such modifications come in different flavors, including
adding a penalty to a supervised learning objective to encourage similar inputs to be close together in feature
space (Belkin et al. 2006, Bachman et al. 2014, Kamnitsas et al. 2018, Iscen et al. 2019), adding a penalty to
encourage high-confidence outputs (Grandvalet and Bengio 2004), or rounding outputs to obtain pseudo-labels
(Lee 2013, Berthelot et al. 2019). Other approaches add a supervised loss to an unsupervised loss (Beyer
et al. 2019). Alternatively, one could modify a clustering algorithm in order to incorporate labeled data.
Approaches of this kind include constrained clustering using a k-means formulation (Basu et al. 2002, Bilenko
et al. 2004, Yoder and Priebe 2017) and generalizations thereof (Xu et al. 2009, White and Schuurmans 2012),
and fractionally-supervised classification based on a Gaussian mixture model (Vrbik and McNicholas 2015).
See the survey of Oliver et al. (2018) and the books of Chapelle et al. (2010), Bouveyron et al. (2019), and
van Engelen and Hoos (2020) for an overview of semi-supervised algorithms.

The approach we take is based on DIFFRAC (Bach and Harchaoui 2007), which falls in the former class
of methods. DIFFRAC is a discriminative clustering method, that is, an unsupervised clustering method
built off a supervised classification method. In the case of DIFFRAC, the supervised classification method is
regularized least squares. In order to avoid trivial solutions, cluster size constraints are enforced. Various
extensions of DIFFRAC have also been considered in the literature (Joulin and Bach 2012, Flammarion et al.
2017). The advantage of the objective introduced by Bach and Harchaoui (2007) is that it allows one to
easily incorporate additional information about the clustering problem. Namely, it paved the way to several
popular weakly supervised learning techniques developed by Bojanowski et al. (2014, 2015) and Alayrac et al.
(2016) for computer vision problems.

Representation learning. A large number of representation learning methods exist. Here we survey
representation learning methods that are unsupervised and work with only unlabeled data or that are
semi-supervised and work with both labeled and unlabeled data.

Most unsupervised deep feature learning methods can be broadly classified into one of two categories:
methods that optimize a surrogate loss, often based on known structure in the data; and methods that directly
optimize a loss function of interest. Early examples of the former set of methods include auto-encoders,
which attempt to reconstruct the input observations through a deep network (LeCun 1987, Goodfellow et al.
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2016). Other more recent examples attempt to approximate a kernel at each layer of a network (Bo et al.
2011, Mairal et al. 2014, Daniely et al. 2017). Most recently, many papers have been taking advantage of
structure in the data. This includes training to distinguish between multiple views of images or patches and
other images or patches (Wang and Gupta 2015, Dosovitskiy et al. 2016, Sermanet et al. 2018, Bachman
et al. 2019), learning to predict the relative locations of patches in images (Doersch et al. 2015, Noroozi and
Favaro 2016), and predicting color from grayscale images (Zhang et al. 2016). It also includes learning to
distinguish segments within time series or patches within images, or to predict future observations in time
series (Hyvärinen and Morioka 2016, Löwe et al. 2019). A downside to these latter approaches is the focus on
achieving state-of-the-art results on domain-specific tasks in computer vision and signal processing at the
expense of the conciseness of the formulation.

The second category of unsupervised methods typically alternately optimizes the parameters of the
network and the labels or cluster assignments of the observations. In this thread, several papers alternate
between obtaining assignments or soft assignments and optimizing the parameters of a loss function aimed
at creating well-separated clusters (Xie et al. 2016, Yang et al. 2016, Ghasedi Dizaji et al. 2017, Häusser
et al. 2017). In contrast, Bojanowski and Joulin (2017) randomly generate outputs and then alternately
optimize over the parameters of the model and the assignment of labels to outputs. The most direct approach
may be that of Caron et al. (2018), who alternately cluster the data to obtain pseudo-labels and take steps
to optimize the multinomial logistic loss on the observations with the given pseudo-labels. A drawback of
these approaches is the design of an ad-hoc objective not clearly related to objectives commonly used in
unsupervised clustering or supervised classification, or the combined use of two different objectives, one for
optimizing the network and one for clustering.

The category of semi-supervised representation learning methods includes a number of the semi-supervised
clustering methods discussed above. Lee (2013), Kamnitsas et al. (2018), Berthelot et al. (2019), Beyer et al.
(2019), and Iscen et al. (2019) all propose methods for learning features in the presence of unlabeled data.
This category also includes approaches that learn a feature representation in an unsupervised manner before
fine-tuning with labeled data (e.g., Wu et al. 2018). A downside to these approaches is that they either do
not use a single objective function or they are not designed to work in the purely unsupervised setting. In
this paper we build our formulation on an objective that encompasses the three settings of learning with
unlabeled data only, learning with labeled and unlabeled data, and learning with labeled data only.

Relation to existing methods. This work may be viewed as an extension of DIFFRAC (Bach and
Harchaoui 2007) in which the feature representation is also learned from data. As argued by Daniely et al.
(2017), a feature representation defined by a deep network can sometimes be related to an approximation of a
feature map associated with a composition of reproducing kernels. From this viewpoint, the approach in
this paper can also be interpreted as learning a reproducing kernel, i.e., a similarity measure, acting on pairs
of examples. Learning a similarity measure for the purpose of clustering was first explored by Meila et al.
(2005) and Bach and Jordan (2006), whose focus was on learning kernel parameters from labeled data. Our
approach can be seen as more general in that any differentiable feature representation defined as a chained
composition of parameterized mappings can be learned from data for the purpose of clustering using the
optimization and labeling algorithms we propose. Law et al. (2017) proposed a deep learning approach, but
it was also purely supervised.

In addition to using deep networks, we improve upon the work of Bach and Harchaoui (2007) by proposing
a simplified convex relaxation of the labeling subproblem. This relaxation allows us to handle several types of
constraints on the labels. The corresponding subproblem is similar to the problem Zass and Shashua (2006)
solved to find a doubly stochastic matrix for use in spectral clustering. The problem we consider includes an
additional regularization term that makes the problem strictly convex and enforces non-negativity of the
minimizer. The labeling procedure we propose recovers the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm (Sinkhorn and Knopp
1967, Peyré and Cuturi 2019) when there is no labeled data and the sizes of the clusters are assumed to be
known.

After the first version of this work was completed, Asano et al. (2020) developed a similar approach aimed
at representation learning for unsupervised cluster analysis, with a focus on computer vision problems such
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as image classification and object detection. In contrast to our approach, their method is based on a batch
optimization algorithm. Moreover, their formulation is parameterized with respect to the label (assignment)
matrix rather than the equivalence matrix.

1 0

1 0

0 1

1 0

0 1

0

1

2

3

4

0 1

Cluster index
O

b
se

rv
a
ti

on
in

d
ex

(a) Assignment matrix
Y

1 1 0 1 0

1 1 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 1

1 1 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 1

0

1

2

3

4

0 1 2 3 4

Observation index

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
in

d
ex

(b) Equivalence matrix
M = Y Y T

1/3 1/3 0 1/3 0

1/3 1/3 0 1/3 0

0 0 1/2 0 1/2

1/3 1/3 0 1/3 0

0 0 1/2 0 1/2

0

1

2

3

4

0 1 2 3 4

Observation index

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
in

d
ex

(c) Normalized equivalence matrix
M̃ = Y Y T (Y Y T )+

Figure 1: Three different ways of representing a clustering.

3 Learning with any Level of Supervision

We first describe a framework allowing us to circumscribe a family of methods whose objective can be
conveniently reformulated in terms of the equivalence matrix. We show how, in this framework, one can
easily incorporate information from labeled data if labeled data is available. We shall build off our approach
to develop a generalization of the DIFFRAC method by equipping it with a representation learning capability.
The proposed approach, as well as the companion algorithm, shall be referred to as XSDC. The acronym
stands for “X-Supervised Discriminative Clustering”, where “X” can be “un”, “semi” or “-”, highlighting that
all regimes of supervision (as one varies the ratio of labeled to unlabeled data) are covered by the approach.

3.1 Clustering methods based on equivalence matrices

Consider observations x1, . . . , xn ∈ Rd, each belonging to one of k (unknown) clusters. There are several
ways to represent the assignments of the observations x1, . . . , xn to clusters (see, e.g., Zha et al. 2001, Bach
and Jordan 2006). First, one can use the assignment matrix Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k, where Yi,· =: yi is a one-hot
cluster assignment vector for observation i. Alternatively, one can use the equivalence matrix M = Y Y T . In
this matrix, entry (i, j) is 1 if observations i and j belong to the same cluster and is 0 otherwise. Finally,
one can use the normalized equivalence matrix M̃ = Y Y T (Y Y T )+, where M+ denotes the pseudo-inverse of
the matrix M . In this matrix entry (i, j) is 1/ni if observations i and j belong to the same cluster and is 0
otherwise, where ni is the number of elements in the cluster observations i and j belong to. An example of
each of these representations is depicted in Figure 1.

Now let S ∈ Rn×n be a given similarity matrix derived from the observation matrix X = [x1, . . . , xn]T ,
where Sij is the similarity between observations i and j. Consider the problem of assigning observations
to clusters. Intuitively, we want to maximize the similarity of points within each cluster. In other words,
denoting 〈A,B〉 = tr(A>B), we might consider solving maxM̃ 〈S, M̃〉 or maxM 〈S,M〉 subject to the constraint

that each observation lies in exactly one cluster and M̃ or M is a (normalized) equivalence matrix. In each
case trivial solutions can exist (e.g., in the second case, if S is strictly positive, then a trivial solution assigns
all observations to the same cluster). To avoid such solutions we can add constraints on the cluster sizes.
As we will see shortly, for particular choices of S, these two problems can lead to previously-established
clustering algorithms, such as k-means and DIFFRAC (MacQueen 1967, Bach and Harchaoui 2007). This

4



Table 1: Examples of clustering methods belonging to the family of clustering methods from Definition 3.1.
If not specified in the text, the notations used are the same as those in the references.

Algorithm Ψθ(X) Γθ(X) α β γ1 γ2

Correlation clustering (Swamy 2004) (wout − win)T In 1 0 0 0
DIFFRAC (Bach and Harchaoui 2007) Aλ(X) In 1 0 1 1

DIFFRAC-cosegmentation (Joulin et al. 2010) Aλ(X) + µ/nL(X) In 1 0 1 1
k-means (MacQueen 1967) −XXT In 1 1 0 0

Kernel k-means (Schölkopf et al. 1998) −K In 1 1 0 0
Spectral clustering (Balanced cut) (Wu and Leahy 1993) L In 1 0 1 1

Spectral clustering (NCut) (Shi and Malik 2000) D−1/2LD−1/2 D1/2 1 1 1 0
Spectral clustering (Ratio Cut) (Hagen and Kahng 1992) L In 1 1 1 0

Stochastic block modela (Jalali et al. 2016) −A log pτ (1−q)
1−pτ q − In log 1−pτ

1−q In 1 0 0 0

aThe stochastic block model formulation assumes that the pi’s and q are known and pτ(i,j) = pτ for all i, j, i.e., it is a
homogeneous stochastic block model.

intuition motivates the following family of clustering problems that we study in this section. To align with
traditional clustering objectives we write the problem in terms of minimization rather than maximization.

Definition 3.1. Let Ψθ : Rn×d → Rn×n and Γθ : Rn×d → Rn×n be functions parameterized by θ ∈ Rdθ for
some dθ. Defining Ξθ(X,Y ) = Γθ(X)Y Y TΓθ(X), a family of clustering problems is given by

min
Y

〈
Ψθ(X),Ξθ(X,Y )αΞθ(X,Y )+β

〉
(1)

subject to Y 1k = 1n, γ1

(
Y T1n − nmin1k

)
≥ 0, γ2

(
Y T1n − nmax1k

)
≤ 0, yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i, j ,

where α, β, γ1, γ2 ∈ {0, 1} and nmin, nmax > 0 are the minimum and maximum allowable cluster sizes.

Note that the objective can be written exclusively in terms of the equivalence matrix M = Y Y T . Since
we are minimizing rather than maximizing the objective, we can think of Ψθ(X) as a dissimilarity matrix
on the observations parametrized by θ. Usually Γθ(X) is the identity. However, in normalized cut spectral
clustering where it is the degree matrix we can think of Γθ(X) as reweighting the entries of M according to
how important each observation is. Next we show how we can recover k-means, DIFFRAC, and normalized
cut spectral clustering, given particular choices of Ψθ,Γθ, α, β, γ1, and γ2. Table 1 summarizes how these
methods and some other common clustering algorithms fit into this family.

Example 3.2 (k-means). Define Ψθ(X) = −XXT and Γθ(X) = In, and let α = β = 1 and γ1 = γ2 = 0.
The resultant problem in the family from Definition 3.1 is given by

min
Y

〈
−XXT , Y Y T (Y Y T )+

〉
subject to Y 1k = 1n, yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i, j .

Adding a term 〈X,X〉 to the objective, which does not affect the minimizer, and using the fact that for a
matrix Z, ZZ+ = ZZT (ZZT )+ (Lütkepohl 1996, p. 35), we obtain〈

XXT , In−Y Y T (Y Y T )+
〉

=
〈
XXT , In−Y Y +

〉
= ‖X − Y Y +X‖2F = min

µ∈Rk×d
‖X − Y µ‖2F .

Note that each row ` of the minimizer µ? contains the mean of the rows Xi,· of X belonging to cluster `, i.e.,
the mean of the Xi,·’s where Yi,` = 1. The overall problem can then be written as

min
Y,µ

‖X − Y µ‖2F
subject to Y 1k = 1n, yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i, j ,

which is precisely the k-means problem.
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Example 3.3 (DIFFRAC with cluster size constraints). Define Ψθ(X) = Aλ(X), where Aλ(X) is given by

Aλ(X) := λΠn

(
ΠnXX

TΠn + nλ I
)−1

Πn and Πn is a centering matrix, Πn = In−1n1Tn/n. Furthermore,
define Γθ(X) = In. Let α = 1, β = 0, and γ1 = γ2 = 1. These choices of the parameters in the family from
Definition 3.1 lead to the problem

min
Y

〈Aλ(X), Y Y T 〉

subject to Y 1k = 1n, Y
T
1n ≥ nmin1k Y T1n ≤ nmax1k, yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i, j .

This is precisely the DIFFRAC problem of Bach and Harchaoui (2007, equation 2) with cluster size constraints.
Bach and Harchaoui (2007) showed that this problem is the same as the following ridge regression problem,
when also optimizing over Y :

min
Y ∈CDY ,

W∈Rd×k,b∈Rk

1

n

n∑
i=1

‖yi − (WTxi + b)‖22 + λ‖W‖2F , (2)

where CDY = {Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k : Y 1k = 1n, nmin1k ≤ Y T1n ≤ nmax1k} is the constraint set on the labels.

Example 3.4 (Normalized cut spectral clustering). Let Sθ ∈ Rn×n be a non-negative, symmetric similarity
matrix derived from X (e.g., (Sθ)ij = exp(−‖xi − xj‖2/(2θ2))). Given such a matrix Sθ, which we will
henceforth denote by S, define the degree matrix D = diag([Di]

n
i=1) where Di =

∑n
j=1 Sij for all i and the

Laplacian matrix L = D − S. Assume the degree Dii for each observation i is strictly positive such that the
degree matrix D is invertible. Define Ψθ(X) = D−1/2LD−1/2, Γθ(X) = D1/2, and Ξθ(X,Y ) = D1/2Y Y TD1/2,
and let α = β = 1 and γ1 = γ2 = 0. These choices lead to the problem from Definition 3.1 given by

min
Y

〈
D−1/2LD−1/2,Ξθ(X,Y )Ξθ(X,Y )+

〉
subject to Y 1k = 1n. Y

T
1n ≥ 1k, yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i, j .

The additional constraint Y T1n ≥ 1k ensures that there is at least one point per cluster. Without this
constraint, the solution to the problem would assign all points to the same cluster. Using the fact that for a
matrix Z, ZZ+ = ZZT (ZZT )+ (Lütkepohl 1996, p. 35), we can rewrite the objective as

tr
[
D−1/2LD−1/2Ξθ(X,Y )Ξθ(X,Y )+

]
= tr

(
(D1/2Y )+D−1/2LY

)
= tr

(
(Y TDY )−1Y TLY

)
=

k∑
j=1

Y T·,jLY·,j

Y T·,jDY·,j
.

Let C = {C1, . . . , Ck} define a clustering, where each Cj is a set containing the indices of the observations
in cluster j. Moreover, denote the sum of the degrees of nodes in a set C by Vol(C), the volume of C. Spectral
clustering traditionally makes use of the concept of a “cut” between two sets C and C ′, defined to be the sum
of the similarities between elements in set C and in set C ′ (von Luxburg 2007, Meila 2016):

Cut(C,C ′) :=
∑
i∈C

∑
j∈C′

Sij .

With this definition, we may rewrite the objective as

k∑
j=1

Y T·,jLY·,j

Y T·,jDY·,j
=

k∑
j=1

∑
j 6=j′

Cut(Cj , Cj′)

Vol(Cj)
,
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No supervision Limited supervision Full supervision

M =

1

1

1

1

1

min
M,θ

Trace Ψθ(X)TMα(M+)β

s.t. M ∈ CM

M =

1 1 0

1 1 0

0 0 1

1

1

min
M,θ

Trace Ψθ(X)TMα(M+)β

s.t. M ∈ CM ,

Mij fixed for (i, j) ∈ K

M =

1 1 0 1 0

1 1 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 1

1 1 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 1

min
θ

Trace Ψθ(X)TMα(M+)β

M fixed

Figure 2: Example equivalence matrix M and objective function for varying levels of supervision. For
simplicity we set Γθ(X) = In in the objective functions.

where the last line follows from observing that Vol(Cj) = Y T·,jDY·,j and
∑
j′ 6=j Cut(Cj , Cj′) = Y T·,j(D − S)Y·,j

(Xing and Jordan 2003). Therefore, the problem may be written as

min
C={C1,...,Ck}

k∑
j=1

∑
j′ 6=j

Cut(Cj , Cj′)

Vol(Cj)

subject to Cj ∩ Cj′ = ∅ ∀ j 6= j′, ∪kj=1Cj = {1, . . . , n} ,

which is precisely the multi-way normalized cut clustering problem.

3.2 Incorporating labeled data

A natural way to take labeled data into account in the objective from Definition 3.1 is to add additional
constraints on the labels. Specifically, we now consider the case where the cluster label for each observation
i, y?i , may or may not be observed. Here the cluster label is represented using a dummy variable or one-
hot encoding. We denote by S the set of indices corresponding to the labeled data and by U the set of
indices corresponding to the unlabeled data. In this case, the constraint set on the label matrix Y becomes
CY = {Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k : Y 1k = 1n, γ1

(
Y T1n − nmin1k

)
≥ 0, γ2

(
Y T1n − nmax1k

)
≤ 0, yi = y?i for i ∈ S}.

We can translate this constraint set to the following constraint set on the equivalence matrix M : CM = {M ∈
{0, 1}n×n : ∃Y ∈ CY s.t. M = Y Y T }. In addition to optimizing over the entries of M , we can also consider
optimizing over the parameters θ from Definition 3.1.

The advantage of this problem formulation is that it captures three regimes: the unsupervised regime, in
which clustering is performed to learn the equivalence matrix M in addition to the parameters θ; the supervised
regime, in which supervised training is performed to learn the parameters θ; and the semi-supervised regime,
in which a combination of clustering and supervised training are performed to learn the unknown elements of
M , in addition to the parameters θ. Given a specific clustering objective and an optimization algorithm, we
may therefore proceed with training regardless of the amount of labeled data. Figure 2 displays examples of
the equivalence matrix M and the problem in the cases of no labeled data, some labeled data, and fully-labeled
data.

4 Extension of the DIFFRAC Objective

In the remainder of this paper we focus on the extension of the DIFFRAC objective to equip it with the
capability to learn a feature representation from unlabeled data and any amount of additional labeled data.

7



4.1 Problem formulation

In order to learn a feature representation, we propose transforming the input to the original DIFFRAC
objective (2) via the mapping defined by a deep network φV : Rd → RD. The deep network is assumed here
to be implemented within a differentiable programming framework. That is, the deep network is assumed
to be amenable to automatic differentiation with respect to any (subset) of its parameters. We aim to use
both the labeled and unlabeled data to learn (a) the parameters V` at each layer ` = 1, 2 . . . ,m of φV , where
V = {V1, . . . , Vm}; and (b) the parameters W ∈ RD×k and b ∈ Rk of the classifier on the output features
φV (xi), i = 1, . . . , n. Note that since the features are of dimension D, the dimension of W has changed from
W ∈ Rd×k in Equation (2) to W ∈ RD×k. For simplicity we will assume there exists a constant B such that
for all V and for all x ∈ Rd, ‖φV (x)‖2 ≤ B, i.e., the network has bounded outputs.

To this end, we consider solving the problem

min
Y ∈CY ,
V,W,b

1

n

n∑
i=1

‖yi − (WTφV (xi) + b)‖22 +R(V,W ) , (3)

where CY = {Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k : Y 1k = 1n, nmin1k ≤ Y T1n ≤ nmax1k, yi = y?i for i ∈ S} is the constraint
set on the labels and R(V,W ) := ζ

∑m
j=1 ‖Vj‖2F + λ‖W‖2F contains the regularization terms. Here ζ ≥ 0

and λ ≥ 0 are regularization parameters. We add a regularization penalty on the network parameters Vj
to promote smoothness of the learned network. In the following we denote simply φi(V ) = φV (xi) and
Φ(V ) = (φ1(V ), . . . , φn(V ))T .

We shall in Section 4.2 present an algorithm to optimize this objective.

Comparison to reverse prediction objective. Following the terminology of Xu et al. (2009), the main
component of our objective is regularized “forward prediction” least squares. By this phrase, we mean the
linear prediction of Y from Φ(V ) incurring the objective value ‖Y − Φ(V )W − 1nbT ‖2F /n+ λ‖W‖2F . This is
in contrast to the alternative “reverse prediction” least squares, where we would work with ‖Φ(V )−YW‖2F /n
instead. This arises for instance if we use a k-means-type objective. In both cases we can alternate between
updating the parameters V and W and estimating the labels Y .

One way in which we can compare the quality of the objectives generated by these two options for learning
a representation is via their smoothness properties, i.e., their Lipschitz-continuity and the Lipschitz-continuity
of their gradients. These control the step sizes of optimization methods; see Bertsekas (2016) and Nesterov
(2018) for a discussion of the interplay between smoothness properties and rates of convergence. We now
proceed to show that when fixing the labels Y the forward prediction objective is smoother than the reverse
prediction objective for appropriate choices of the regularization parameter λ.

For both objectives, we consider fixed labels Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k with Y 1k = 1n. Moreover, for simplicity
we will take ζ = 0. Consider the “forward prediction” objective from (3). Define the centering matrix
Πn = In−1n1Tn/n. After minimizing over the intercept b, the problem may be written as

min
V

Ff (Φ(V )) := min
V,W

1

n
‖Πn[Y − Φ(V )W ]‖2F + λ‖W‖2F = min

V
tr[Y Y TAλ(Φ(V ))] , (4)

where Aλ(Φ) = λΠn

(
ΠnΦΦTΠn + nλ In

)−1
Πn.

The corresponding “reverse prediction” problem is given by

min
V

Fr(Φ(V )) := min
V,W

1

n
‖Φ(V )− YW‖2F = min

V

1

n
tr[(I−PY )Φ(V )Φ(V )T ] ,

where PY = Y (Y TY )−1Y T is an orthonormal projector.
To compare the smoothness with respect to any matrix Vj , j = 1, . . . ,m, it suffices to compute the

smoothness with respect to Φ. The next two propositions do that and suggest that the “forward prediction”
objective is actually smoother than the “reverse prediction” objective. The proofs can be found in Appendix A.
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Proposition 4.1. Let Z be the set of all possible feature matrices Φ ∈ Rn×D. Assume there exists B ∈ R
such that for all Φ ∈ Z, ‖Φ‖2 ≤ B. Let ρmax be a bound on the maximal fraction of points in a cluster, i.e.,
ρ = nmax/n. Then the Lipschitz constants of Ff and Fr with respect to the spectral norm can be estimated by
Lf := 2Bρmax/ (nλ) and Lr := 2B/n respectively. Hence, whenever λ ≥ ρmax, we have Lf ≤ Lr.

Proposition 4.2. Under the same assumption as Proposition 4.1, the Lipschitz constants of ∇Ff and ∇Fr
with respect to the spectral norm can be estimated by `f := 2ρmax/(nλ) + 8B2ρmax/(nλ)2 and `r := 2/n

respectively. Hence, whenever λ ≥ (ρmax +
√
ρ2

max+16B2ρmax)/2, we have `f ≤ `r.

4.2 Optimization algorithm

The XSDC algorithm involves two main components: an optimization algorithm that leverages the algebraic
structure of (3), and a cluster assignment algorithm that boils down to matrix balancing.

The algorithm proceeds by using mini-batches. Below, we shall see that, with the square loss, we only ever
need to work with the equivalence matrix M := Y Y T rather than the label matrix Y itself during training.
Therefore, at each iteration we first estimate M for a mini-batch given fixed V,W , and b. Then we update
V,W , and b for fixed M . The difficult part is estimating M .

Stochastic training of parameters. To optimize over V,W , and b we apply the ultimate layer reversal
stochastic gradient optimization (ULR-SGO) method of Jones (2020). Applied to (3), the resulting algorithm
builds an outer loop around the optimization of V and relegates to inner loops the optimization of the other
variables. This stands in contrast to a direct approach using plain stochastic gradient optimization which
would optimize all variables jointly regardless of their respective difficulty to be optimized.

Concretely, denote the objective function (3) for fixed Y by Fulr(V,W, b). At each iteration, the algorithm
computes F̂ulr(V ) := minW,b Fulr(V,W, b), rewriting the objective exclusively in terms of V . Then it updates

V by taking one gradient step on F̂ulr(V ). As long as Fulr is twice differentiable and Fulr viewed as a function
of W and b is strongly convex, gradient descent on this objective converges to a stationary point and the
resultant ε− stationary points are ε− stationary points of the original problem. If F̂ulr(V ) is not available in
closed form we may estimate it using a quadratic approximation of the loss around the current estimate of V .
In addition, this method can also be applied on mini-batches and in the setting where V is constrained.

The proposed optimization scheme has two main benefits. First, the focus on the optimization of V
facilitates the tuning of the step size along the iterations, keeping the number of parameters of the algorithm
to a minimum. Second, in the case of the square loss it allows us to work with the equivalence matrix
M = Y Y T rather than the assignment matrix Y during the alternating optimization. To see this, observe
that from Equation (4) we have

F̂ulr(V ) = tr[MAλ(Φ(V ))] +R(V ) ,

where Aλ is defined as in Equation (4) and the regularization term is R(V ) := ζ
∑m
j=1 ‖Vj‖2F . Since we only

need to optimize over M we can avoid dealing with the problem of there being many solutions Y ? caused by
the optimal objective value being the same if the columns of Y are permuted.

Matrix balancing. Next, consider the objective function (3) when fixing V,W , and b and optimizing
over only the equivalence matrix M = Y Y T . As shown in Proposition B.1 in Appendix B, this problem is
NP-complete in general. Therefore, we consider a convex relaxation of it. We use an entropic regularizer
h(M) =

∑n
i,j=1Mij log(Mij), which makes the objective strongly convex and enforces positivity of M . This

regularizer appears in a Bregman divergence term Dh(M ;M0) = h(M)− h(M0)− 〈∇h(M0),M −M0〉, which
can be used to ensure the output does not stray too far from an initial guess M0. Specifically, we consider
the problem

min
M

1

2
tr(MA) + νDh(M ;M0) (5)

subject to Mij = mij ∀ (i, j) ∈ K, nmin1n ≤M1n ≤ nmax1n, nmin1n ≤MT
1n ≤ nmax1n ,
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where mij for i, j ∈ K := (S × S) ∪ {(1, 1), . . . , (n, n)} represent the known entries of M and ν > 0 is a

hyperparameter. Define Q̃ = ν−1A−log(M0), n∆ = (nmax−nmin)/2, and nΣ = (nmax+nmin)/2. Furthermore,
let Λ = [Λij ]

n
i,j=1 with Λij = λij if (i, j) ∈ K and Λij = 0 otherwise, where the λij ’s are dual variables. After

scaling the problem by ν−1, the dual of this problem is then equivalent to

min
a∈Rn,b∈Rn,c∈Rn,
d∈Rn,λ∈R|K|

exp(−a)T exp(−(Q̃+ Λ)) exp(−c) + n∆(b+ d)T1 + nΣ(a+ c)T1 +
∑

(i,j)∈K

λijmij

subject to b ≥ |a|, d ≥ |c| .

Minimization in b and d can be performed analytically. We optimize over the remainder of the variables via
alternating minimization. Defining u = exp(−a), v = exp(−c), and N = exp(−(Q̃ + Λ)), the steps of the
alternating minimization at iteration t are given by

N
(t)
ij = mij/

(
u

(t−1)
i v

(t−1)
j

)
, ∀(i, j) ∈ K, N

(t)
ij = exp(−Q̃ij), ∀(i, j) /∈ K

u
(t)
i = PB∞(nΣ,n∆)

N (t)
i,·

T
v(t−1)

N
(t)
i,·

T
v(t−1)

 , ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, v
(t)
i = PB∞(nΣ,n∆)

N (t)
·,i

T
u(t)

N
(t)
·,i

T
u(t)

 , ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

where PB∞(x,R)(y) denotes the projection on the unit `∞ ball centered at x with radius R. This leads to
Algorithm 1. In practice we find that 10 steps of the alternating minimization suffice. Note that in the case
where the cluster sizes are predetermined and no labeled data exists, this reduces to the Sinkhorn-Knopp
algorithm (Sinkhorn and Knopp 1967). In Appendix C we discuss an alternative relaxation of the labeling
subproblem that was proposed by Bach and Harchaoui (2007).

Algorithm 1 Matrix Balancing

1: Input: Matrix A ∈ Rn×n
2: Matrix M̂ ∈ {0, 1, ?}n×n encoding known
3: relations mi,j ∈ {0, 1} with (i, j) ∈ K
4: Hyperparameters:
5: Minimum and maximum cluster sizes nmin, nmax, number of iterations T , entropic regularization ν
6: Initialize: Q̃ = ν−1A− log(1n1

T
n/k)

7: n∆ = (nmax − nmin)/2
8: nΣ = (nmax + nmin)/2
9: u = v = 1n

10: for t = 1, . . . , T do
11: Nij ← mij/(uivj) , (i, j) ∈ K
12: Nij ← exp(−Q̃ij) , (i, j) /∈ K
13: pv,i ← PB∞(nΣ,n∆)

(
NT
i,·v
)
, i = 1, . . . , n

14: ui ← pv,i/(N
T
i,·v) , i = 1, . . . , n

15: pu,i ← PB∞(nΣ,n∆)

(
NT
·,iu
)
, i = 1, . . . , n

16: vi ← pu,i/(N
T
·,iu) , i = 1, . . . , n

17: end for
18: Output: M = diag(u)N diag(v)

10



Algorithm 2 XSDC (when some labeled data exists)

1: Input: Labeled data XS , YS
2: Unlabeled data XU
3: Randomly initialized network parameters V (0)

4: Number of iterations T
5: Initialize:
V (1),W (1), b(1)← Optimize (3) over V,W, b using XS and YS , starting from V (0)

6: for t = 1, . . . , T do
7: X(t), Y (t) ← Draw minibatch of samples

8: M (t) ← MatrixBalancing(A
(t)
λ , Y (t)Y (t)T )

9: V (t+1) ← ULR-SGO step(ΦV (t)(X(t)),M (t), V (t))
10: end for
11: ŶU ← NearestNeighbor(ΦV (T+1)(X), YS)

12: Ŵ , b̂← RegLeastSquares(X, [YS , ŶU ])

13: Output: ŶU , V
(T+1), Ŵ , b̂

Algorithm 3 XSDC (when no labeled data exists)

1: Input: Unlabeled data XU
2: Randomly initialized network parameters V (1)

3: Number of iterations T
4: for t = 1, . . . , T do
5: X(t) ← Draw minibatch of samples

6: M (t) ← MatrixBalancing(A
(t)
λ , Inb)

7: V (t+1) ← ULR-SGO step(ΦV (t)(X(t)),M (t), V (t))
8: end for
9: M (T+1) ← MatrixBalancing(A

(T+1)
λ (ΦV (T+1)(XU )), InU )

10: ŶU ← SpectralClustering(M (T+1))

11: Ŵ , b̂← RegLeastSquares(X; ŶU )

12: Output: ŶU , V
(T+1), Ŵ , b̂

XSDC algorithm. The overall XSDC algorithm for the case where some labeled data is present is
summarized in Algorithm 2. The algorithm proceeds as follows. First, we initialize the parameters V
randomly and then optimize the objective on the labeled data to obtain initial estimates of V,W, and b. Next,
we proceed to optimize using the labeled and unlabeled data together. At each iteration, we draw a mini-batch

of nb inputs X(t) = (x
(t)
1 , . . . , x

(t)
nb ) with corresponding labels Y (t) (some known, some unknown). We compute

the network output ΦV (t)(X(t)) = (φV (t)(x
(t)
1 ), . . . , φV (t)(x

(t)
nb ))T , followed by A

(t)
λ (ΦV (t)(X(t))) =

λΠnb(ΠnbΦV (t)(X(t))ΦV (t)(X(t))TΠnb + nbλ Inb)
−1Πnb .

We then perform matrix balancing to obtain M (t). Fixing M (t), we then take a gradient step based on
the ULR-SGO objective. Once the feature representation has been optimized, we obtain labels ŶU for the
unlabeled data using 1-nearest neighbor on the feature representations ΦV (T+1)(X). Finally, we estimate the
parameters W and b by computing the solution to the least squares problem with X and [YS , ŶU ].

The algorithm in the special case in which there is no labeled data is summarized in Algorithm 3. Aside
from removing the supervised initialization step, the only difference lies in the estimation of ŶU and the
evaluation of the performance. Specifically, since we do not have any labeled data with which to perform
nearest neighbor estimation, we instead use spectral clustering. Note that the cluster numbers output by
spectral clustering do not necessarily map to the correct labels (e.g., cluster 0 might correspond to the label
1 rather than 0). Therefore, to evaluate the accuracy of the method we find the optimal relabeling of the
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Table 2: Details regarding the datasets used in the experiments.

Dataset Training size Validation size Test size Dimension # Classes

CIFAR-10 40,000 10,000 10,000 3,072 10
Gisette 4,800 1,200 1,000 5,000 2
MAGIC 8,026 2,006 3,344 10 2
MNIST 50,000 10,000 10,000 784 10

classes that aligns with the true labels. We do so by solving a maximum weight matching problem with the
Hungarian algorithm (Schrijver 2003). In this special case, the algorithm allows one to equip the DIFFRAC
method with a representation learning ability, extending the original work of Bach and Harchaoui (2007)

The XSDC algorithm has two benefits. First, learning the features does not require knowledge of the
number of clusters. Instead, it requires only a bound on the fraction of points per cluster, for use in the matrix
balancing. Specifying such a bound is easier than providing the number of clusters. The only time we must
use knowledge of the number of clusters is when evaluating the performance of the learned features. Second,
the algorithm is extendable to the case where we have additional must-link or must-not-link information
related to the labels. For example, if we know observations i and j must not have the same label, we can
encode that constraint in the above problem by adding (i, j) to K and setting mij = 0. The algorithm itself
is otherwise identical. This is an important extension for cases where the sources of annotation (such as
human annotators from crowdsourcing platforms) may have been unsure and failed to produce a label for an
observation (e.g., “Welsh springer spaniel”) but could provide certain relevant label information (e.g., the
dog is not the same breed as the dog in another image).

5 Experiments

In the experiments we illustrate how the proposed approach can be used to perform discriminative clustering
while learning a feature representation and leveraging any amount of labeled data at hand. Exploring
specialized versions of our algorithm for specific applications is beyond the scope of this paper. We focus on
unifying learning with no labeled data, some labeled data, and fully-labeled data in a single training objective.
Recall that the proposed algorithm is referred to as XSDC in the tables and in the figures.

5.1 Choice of φV

One benefit of the XSDC algorithm is that it can actually learn a similarity measure for similarity-based
clustering. Typical clustering methods either do not transform the features or use a kernel-based method.
However, clustering in the original space of raw features can be ineffective in many problems. Moreover,
clustering using the Gram matrix on the inputs is computationally infeasible when there are a large number
of observations and may fail when the kernel is improperly chosen (Perez-Cruz and Bousquet 2004).

We use kernel networks to define the feature representation mapping φV . Several methods for approx-
imating kernels exist, including random Fourier features and the Nyström method (Rahimi and Recht
2007, Williams and Seeger 2000, Mohri et al. 2012, Daniely et al. 2016). Random Fourier features are
data-independent and the parameters of the Nyström method are typically selected at random or via a
quantization procedure (Oglic and Gärtner 2017).

We instead learn the parameters of Nyström approximations of kernels at each layer, similarly to Mairal
(2016). Following Mairal (2016), the regularized Nyström approximation method approximates a kernel k by
computing the inner products of features φ(x) defined by φ(x) = (k(V TV ) + εI)−1/2k(V Tx) for some small
ε > 0 where the matrix V contains the parameters and k is understood to be applied element-wise.

We expect similar behavior for other kinds of networks, given observations made by Lee et al. (2018),
Matthews et al. (2018), and Belkin et al. (2018).
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Figure 3: Average performance across 10 trials of XSDC when varying the quantity of labeled data. The
error bars show one standard deviation from the mean.

5.2 Experimental details

Experimental setup. The experiments focus on four datasets: the vectorial datasets Gisette (Guyon
et al. 2004) and MAGIC (Bock et al. 2004), as well as the image datasets MNIST (LeCun et al. 2001) and
CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky and Hinton 2009). Gisette contains features derived from images of digits, and the
goal is to distinguish between observations corresponding to the numbers four and nine. MAGIC contains
measurements related to simulated particles observed by a gamma telescope. The aim is to distinguish
between gamma particles and hadrons. MNIST contains images of the digits 0-9 and the objective is to be
able to distinguish between all ten digits. Finally, CIFAR-10 contains images of ten different objects (e.g.,
birds, planes), and the goal is to classify the object in each image.

The details of the sizes and dimensions of each dataset we consider can be found in Table 2. For the
MAGIC dataset, which does not have a train/test split, we randomly split the data 75%/25% into train/test
sets. For Gisette, MAGIC, and CIFAR-10 we set aside 20% of the training set to use as a validation set,
while for MNIST we set aside the standard 17%. In one experiment we vary the distribution of the labels in
MNIST. For this experiment we use 25,000 unlabeled images, 50 of which are labeled. Each class with labels
0-4 has the same number of unlabeled observations (e.g., 3992 per class when labels 0-4 make up 80% of
the data), and same for classes 5-9 (998 per class when labels 5-9 make up 20% of the data). However, the
labeled data is still balanced.

The datasets are transformed prior to usage as follows. Gisette is the scaled version found in the LibSVM
database (Chang and Lin 2011). MAGIC and MNIST are standardized. For CIFAR-10, we use the gradient
map. As some of our experiments use the version of XSDC that assumes the classes are balanced, we randomly
remove from the MAGIC dataset 5,644 observations in the dataset with label 1.

The architectures we use in the experiments are kernel networks. For the vectorial datasets we use
single-layer kernel networks (KNs) that approximate a Gaussian RBF kernel using the Nyström method.
In contrast, for MNIST we use a convolutional kernel network (CKN) translation of LeNet-5 (LeCun et al.
2001) and for CIFAR-10 we use a CKN applied to the gradient map on the inputs (CKN-GM) (Mairal et al.
2014). For each of these networks we use 32 filters per layer for the hidden layers. These architectures and
datasets were chosen because they represent a broad spectrum in terms of performance. For details on the
hyperparameter values and hold-out validation, see Appendix D. The hold-out validation is performed on the
datasets for each quantity of labeled data but with a single random seed. The best parameters found are
used for all other random seeds.

Training. The training is performed as follows. The network parameters are initialized by randomly
sampling from the feature representations at each layer of the network. Then the network is trained for 100
iterations using the labeled data. Finally, the network is trained on the labeled and unlabeled data for 400
iterations, using matrix balancing to predict the labels of the unlabeled data. Unless otherwise specified,
nmin = nmax in the matrix balancing, i.e., all classes are assumed to be equally represented within each
mini-batch. We evaluate the performance of the learned representations every 10 iterations.

13



(a) Raw (b) Unsupervised init. (c) Supervised init. (d) XSDC

Figure 4: Visualizations of the unlabeled MNIST features obtained when training the LeNet-5 CKN with 50
labeled observations (where applicable). The CKN features were projected to 2-D using t-SNE. The features
were obtained at different stages, as indicated in the sub-captions.

Code. The code for this project is written using Faiss, PyTorch, SciPy, and YesWeCKN (Johnson et al.
2019, Paszke et al. 2019, Virtanen et al. 2020, Jones 2020). It can be found online at https://github.com/
cjones6/xsdc.

5.3 Results

Improvement with unlabeled data. In the experiments we first compare the XSDC algorithm to two
simple baselines: an initial supervised training of the classifier when the network has random weights
(“random initialization”) and an initial supervised training of both the network and the classifier (“supervised
initialization”). In the latter case the network is trained on only the labeled data. In both cases, when
evaluating the performance the labels of the unlabeled data are first estimated using 1-nearest neighbor with
the labeled data based on the learned features. The classifier is then trained on the labeled and unlabeled
data. The reported accuracy of the supervised initialization is the test accuracy after 100 iterations. In
contrast, the reported accuracy of XSDC when labeled data exists is the test accuracy observed at the
iteration where the validation accuracy is highest. We report this value because the algorithm can overfit
before 500 iterations. In the case where no labeled data exists we report the highest observed test accuracy.
We performed 10 trials when varying the random seed and report the mean and standard deviation of the
corresponding results.

We would expect that XSDC would provide an improvement over the supervised initialization when there
are gains to be had from additional labeled data. Otherwise, we would expect training on additional unlabeled
data to provide little to no benefit. This is what we see in Figure 3. Figure 3 compares the accuracy of the
XSDC algorithm to the initializations as the quantity of labeled data varies. From all of the plots we can see
that the performance of XSDC relative to the supervised baseline is much larger when the quantity of labeled
data is smaller. With 50 labeled examples the accuracy on Gisette increases by 4% on average when using
XSDC instead of the supervised baseline. On MAGIC the gain is more modest, at 0.8%. For MNIST the
gain is 10%, while for CIFAR-10 it is 4%. In contrast, for 500 labeled observations XSDC outperforms the
supervised baseline by 2% on Gisette but is only 0.6% better than the baseline on MAGIC. The latter results
make sense since the increase in performance of the supervised initialization with the quantity of labeled data
has started leveling off by then. On MNIST the improvement when there are 500 labeled observations drops
to 0.2%, while on CIFAR-10 it is 6%. Note that the drop in accuracy of XSDC on CIFAR-10 from zero to 50
labeled observations is likely because we report the highest observed test accuracy for the case of zero labeled
observations.

There are two other noteworthy aspects of Figure 3. First, it shows that XSDC can improve over the
unsupervised initialization even in the case where there is no labeled data. The relative improvement in
accuracy over the unsupervised baseline ranges from 13% on Gisette to 56% on CIFAR-10 when no labeled
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Figure 5: Average performance of semi-supervised k-means with various fixed metrics (from left to right:
with a linear similarity measure, with a similarity measure defined by the inverse correlation matrix, with a
non-linear similarity measure defined by an RBF kernel) compared to XSDC, when varying the quantity of
labeled data. The error bars show one standard deviation from the mean.

data is present. Second, the standard deviation of the difference in the performance between the supervised
baseline and XSDC tends to be larger when the gap in the performance between XSDC and the supervised
baseline is larger, as expected. For example, on Gisette the standard deviation of the difference in the
performance of XSDC and the supervised baseline is 4% in the case of 50 labeled observations, but only 0.3%
in the case of 500 labeled observations.

We also visualize the results, examining the case where 50 images from MNIST are labeled. Figure 4
depicts the feature representations of a batch of 4096 unlabeled observations at various points of the training
process. For each plot the feature representations were projected to 2-D using t-SNE (Van Der Maaten and
Hinton 2008). For each square in a grid, the code checks whether any image’s t-SNE representation lies in
that square. If any such images exist, it chooses one at random and displays the original image in that square.
The images are then color-coded according to the ground-truth labels.1 Comparing Figures 4c and 4d, we
can see that XSDC tends to increase the separation between clusters relative to the supervised initialization.
This suggests that the inter-class distances between the feature representations learned by XSDC tend to be
larger relative to the intra-class distances. The digits 4, 7, and 9 are a bit less separated. However, the digits
5 and 8 are each generally all in one cluster after running XSDC.

Comparison to semi-supervised learning methods with a fixed representation. Our goal is to
provide an algorithm that can both (i) learn a good representation of the data; and (ii) take advantage of all
available data (labeled and unlabeled). To understand the benefits of learning a feature representation, we
consider as a baseline semi-supervised k-means with seeding. This is a popular variant of k-means where the
centroids are initialized by the labeled data and the assignments of the labeled data are fixed to their given
labels (Basu et al. 2002, Yoder and Priebe 2017). Once the clusters are found in the training data, we predict
the label of new data points by assigning them to the closest cluster. If no data points are present, we use
k-means with k-means++ initialization.

The fixed similarity measures defining the clusters in our implementations of k-means are (i) a linear
similarity measure: h(x, y) = x>y, which amounts to clustering points with respect to the squared Euclidean
distances in the original feature space; (ii) a data-dependent similarity measure defined by the regularized
inverse correlation matrix: h(x, y) = x>(X>X/(n− 1) + λI)−1y, where X = (x1, . . . , xn)> ∈ Rn×d is the set
of all standardized training points and λ ≥ 0 is a regularization parameter; DIFFRAC (Bach and Harchaoui
2007) implicitly uses an analogous similarity measure; and (iii) a non-linear similarity measure defined
by a Gaussian Radial Basis Function (RBF) kernel: h(x, y) = exp

(
−‖x− y‖22/(2σ2)

)
for some bandwidth

parameter σ > 0, which amounts to clustering points in the reproducing kernel Hilbert space associated with
h.

1The code to produce the plots was adapted from Andrej Karpathy’s Matlab code, which can be found here: https:

//cs.stanford.edu/people/karpathy/cnnembed/.
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Figure 6: Average performance across 10 trials of XSDC with matrix balancing and two alternative labeling
methods (pseudo-labeling and deep clustering) when varying the quantity of labeled data. The error bars
show one standard deviation from the mean.

The bandwidth parameter of the RBF kernel is chosen using the median heuristic. Namely, we choose
σ =
√

2d, where d = Median((‖xi − xj‖22)1≤i<j≤n) is the median squared distance computed from all data
(unlabeled and labeled ones) (Fukumizu et al. 2009). The regularization parameter for the similarity measure
based on the correlation matrix is chosen using the heuristic λ = λmax(C)/Tr(C), where C = X>X/(n− 1).

Our experimental setting is the same as before: we fix the total amount of data for each dataset (Gisette,
MAGIC, MNIST, CIFAR) and vary the amount of labeled data. In all cases, we standardized the data before
applying the algorithm. We run the algorithm 10 times with a different set of labeled points each time or a
different seed for the k-means++ initialization. We compare semi-supervised k-means to XSDC with the
same architectures as the ones presented in Figure 6. In Figure 5, we observe an increase of performance
of the semi-supervised k-means algorithm as the number of labels increase. However, in general, learning a
feature representation as done by XSDC leads to better accuracy results even with a small amount of labeled
data points.

Comparison to alternative labeling methods. Next, we compare to two alternative labeling methods:
pseudo-labeling (Lee 2013) and deep clustering (Caron et al. 2018). Pseudo-labeling is a method designed
to learn feature representations from labeled data and unlabeled data. Label assignment is performed by
predicting labels from regression on the learned features. In contrast, deep clustering is a method designed to
learn feature representations from unlabeled data and assign labels to unlabeled data. Label assignment is
performed by k-means clustering with the learned features. Designing a variant working with both labeled
data and unlabeled data was beyond the scope of Caron et al. (2018). See Appendix D.1 for how we adapted
pseudo-labeling and deep clustering to the unsupervised setting and the semi-supervised setting, respectively.

Figure 6 displays results comparing the labeling method in XSDC (matrix balancing) to the labeling
methods from pseudo-labeling and deep clustering. From the plots, we can see that the accuracy with matrix
balancing and pseudo-labeling are only significantly different when training the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST.
However, both matrix balancing and pseudo-labeling typically outperform deep clustering when training the
kernel network on Gisette and the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST. On average, matrix balancing is 1-5% better
than deep clustering when training the kernel network on Gisette and 0.1-28% better than deep clustering
when training the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST. These results suggest that for certain architectures and datasets,
using label information may be essential to achieving a performance close to the best possible one. On the
other hand, the choice of how that label information is incorporated, whether it is by matrix balancing or
pseudo-labeling, may matter less frequently in terms of the performance.

Improvement with domain-specific knowledge. Recall that XSDC with matrix balancing is able to
enforce must-link constraints regarding the labels, via the first constraint from problem (5). We can make use
of this by performing data augmentation, i.e., generating copies of observations in the dataset with slightly
modified features. We tried this on MNIST, using random rotations, random image widths, random shifts,
and random erasures, as done by Byerly et al. (2020). The number of augmentations per batch was chosen
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Figure 7: Visualization of the unlabeled MNIST
features obtained when training the LeNet-5 CKN
with 50 labeled observations and additional known
constraints. The CKN features were projected to
2-D using t-SNE. The constraints were derived from
knowledge of whether the label for each unlabeled
point lies in the set {4,9}.

Figure 8: Average performance across 10 trials of
XSDC with matrix balancing with and without data
augmentation and of XSDC with pseudo-labeling.
The error bars show one standard deviation from the
mean.

from 2i, i = 0, 1, 2, . . . , 7 via hold-out validation. Because of the increase in the number of images due to
augmentations, the batch size was modified accordingly. When using XSDC we enforced constraints requiring
the augmentations of the same image to have the same label. The results are shown in Figure 8. We can see
that this approach partly closes the observed gap between matrix balancing and pseudo-labeling that was
observed in Figure 6.

Improvement with additional constraints. As noted in Section 4.2, XSDC can seamlessly incorporate
additional must-link and must-not-link constraints. To assess the benefit of adding such constraints, we
provide additional experiments with the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST. We consider two forms of additional
constraints: (a) must-not-link constraints derived from knowledge of whether or not each unlabeled observation
was from either class 4 or 9; and (b) random correct must-link and must-not-link constraints among pairs of
unlabeled observations and random correct must-not-link constraints between pairs of unlabeled and labeled
observations. The pairs of classes in (a) were selected because they are frequently confused. This attempts to
mimic a situation in which a labeler knows that an observation belongs to one of two classes, but is not sure
which one. Each random constraint in (b) was added with probability 1/3, yielding approximately the same
number of constraints as (a). See Appendix D.2 for additional details.

Figure 7 visualizes the feature representations resulting from constraints of the form (a) for the case
of 50 labeled observations from MNIST. Examining this figure, we can see that the clusters are generally
well-separated, including the bright green, light blue, and purple clusters, which correspond to the digits
4, 7, and 9, respectively. Visually, this is an improvement over the t-SNE projections when the additional
constraints are not used (cf. Figure 4d).

Next, Figure 9 displays results comparing the test accuracy on MNIST when including and not including
the additional constraints on the labels. As expected, adding the additional constraints generally improves
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Figure 9: Average accuracy across 10 trials of
XSDC after training a LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST
when adding additional constraints.

Figure 10: Average accuracy across 10 trials of
XSDC after training a LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST when
varying the fraction of labeled data. The imbalance
parameter denotes the fraction of the labels that
are from the set {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}. All classes in the set
{0, 1, 2, 3, 4} are equally represented, and similarly
for {5, 6, 7, 8, 9}.

the performance. The addition of random correct constraints results in the best performance, likely because
these provide more knowledge related to the difficult-to-distinguish classes.

Performance with unbalanced data. The XSDC algorithm can handle unbalanced datasets by changing
the bounds on the cluster sizes in the matrix balancing algorithm. To present an example of how XSDC
performs on unbalanced unlabeled data we again trained the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST. We used 50 labeled
observations, equally distributed across classes. For the unlabeled data we varied the fraction of labels 0-4 and
the fraction of labels 5-9 between 5% and 95%. For training we use the hold-out validation set to determine
the bounds on the cluster sizes.

The results are presented in Figure 10. Training with XSDC on both the labeled and unlabeled data is
nearly always better than training on the labeled data only (dashed curve). As expected, the performance
tends to be better for more balanced data. The best accuracy was 85%, obtained with 70% 0-4’s, while
the worst accuracy was 68%, obtained with 95% 0-4’s. In contrast, the accuracy when training on only the
labeled data was 68%. These results suggest that as long as one believes that the unlabeled data is not
extremely unbalanced, it could be beneficial to use it during training.

Sensitivity to hyperparameters. The XSDC algorithm has three hyperparameters to tune in the semi-
supervised case. In order to assess the importance of these parameters, we perform a sensitivity analysis,
again for the LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST with 50 labeled observations. Figure 11 displays the results when
varying one parameter at a time, fixing the others to their values from hold-out validation. From the plots
we can see that the parameter that requires the most careful tuning in this setting is the semi-supervised
learning rate. The learning rate for the supervised initialization, along with the penalty on the classifier
weights, just need to be sufficiently small.
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Figure 11: Sensitivity analysis of the hyperparameters tuned with hold-out validation when using XSDC to
train a LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST with 50 labeled observations.

6 Conclusion

In this work we presented a principled learning algorithm called XSDC that can be used on any amount of
labeled and unlabeled data. In the special case of unsupervised learning the objective is a clustering objective
in which the feature representation is also learned. In contrast, in the special case of supervised learning, the
objective is a classification objective. We demonstrated the effectiveness of XSDC on four datasets, showing
that when adding additional labeled data would help, substituting it with unlabeled data still often yields
large performance improvements.

We designed our approach for situations in which the data can be processed in large batches and for
partitioning problems such as unsupervised clustering or semi-supervised clustering. Going forward, it would
be interesting to pursue a streaming version of this method that relaxes the large batch size requirement
and that processes continuous streams of unlabeled and labeled data. It could also be interesting to think
about whether something similar can be done for statistical problems with ordinal data or other data having
a discrete structure.
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Appendix

A Smoothness of the Objective Function

Recall the forward and reverse prediction objectives, which, given a set of labels Y ∈ {0, 1}n×k with Y 1k = 1n

and a feature representation Φ, read respectively

Ff (Φ) = min
W,b

1

n
‖Y − ΦW − 1nbT ‖2F + λ‖W‖2F = λ tr[Y Y TΠn(ΠnΦΦTΠn + nλ I)−1Πn]

Fr(Φ) = min
W

1

n
‖Φ(V )− YW‖2F =

1

n
tr[(I−PY )ΦΦT ] ,

where Πn = In−1n1Tn/n and PY = Y (Y TY )−1Y T are orthonormal projectors. In this appendix we provide
the proofs of Propositions 4.1 and 4.2, which estimate the smoothness constants of the above objectives.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. The gradient of the forward prediction objective is for Φ ∈ Z,

∇Ff (Φ) = −2λΠnG(Φ)ΠnY Y
TΠnG(Φ)ΠnΦ , (6)

where G(Φ) =
(
ΠnΦΦTΠn+nλ In

)−1
. Since ‖Πn‖2 ≤ 1, ‖G(Φ)‖2 ≤ 1/(nλ), ‖Y Y T ‖2 ≤ nmax, where nmax is

the maximal cluster size, and ‖Φ‖2 ≤ B by assumption, we obtain for any Φ ∈ Z,

‖∇Ff (Φ)‖2 ≤
2Bnmax

n2λ
=

2Bρmax

nλ
=: Lf ,

where ρmax = nmax/n. The gradient of the reverse prediction objective is ∇Fr(Φ) = 2
n (I−PY )Φ, and can be

bounded as, for any Φ ∈ Z,

‖∇Fr(Φ)‖2 ≤ 2B/n =: Lr .

Hence, taking λ ≥ ρmax, we have Lf ≤ Lr.
Proof of Proposition 4.2. Let Φ1,Φ2 ∈ Z, denote Ȳ = ΠnY , Φ̄1 = ΠnΦ1, Ḡ1 = ΠnG(Φ1), with Φ̄2, Ḡ2

defined analogously and G(Φ) defined in the proof of Proposition 4.1. We decompose the difference of the
gradients of the forward prediction defined in (6) as

− 1

2λ
(∇Ff (Φ1)−∇Ff (Φ2)) = Ḡ1Ȳ Ȳ

>Ḡ1Φ̄1 − Ḡ2Ȳ Ȳ
>Ḡ2Φ̄2

= (Ḡ1Ȳ Ȳ
>Ḡ1 − Ḡ2Ȳ Ȳ

>Ḡ2)Φ̄1 + Ḡ2Ȳ Ȳ
>Ḡ2(Φ̄1 − Φ̄2)

Ḡ1Ȳ Ȳ
>Ḡ1 − Ḡ2Ȳ Ȳ

>Ḡ2 = Ḡ1Ȳ Ȳ
>(Ḡ1 − Ḡ2) + (Ḡ1 − Ḡ2)Ȳ Ȳ >Ḡ2

G1 −G2 = G1(G−1
2 −G−1

1 )G2

G−1
2 −G−1

1 = Φ̄2Φ̄>2 − Φ̄1Φ̄>1 = Φ̄2(Φ̄2 − Φ̄1)> + (Φ̄2 − Φ̄1)Φ̄>1 .

The difference can readily be bounded using that (i) ‖Ȳ Ȳ >‖2 ≤ ‖Y Y >‖2 ≤ nmax with nmax the maximal
cluster size, (ii) ‖Φ̄1− Φ̄2‖2 ≤ ‖Φ1−Φ2‖2, ‖Ḡ1− Ḡ2‖2 ≤ ‖G1−G2‖2, and (iii) for i ∈ {1, 2}, ‖Ḡi‖2 ≤ 1/(nλ),
‖Φ̄i‖2 ≤ B by assumption. Hence, we get

1

2λ

‖∇Ff (Φ1)−∇Ff (Φ2)‖2
‖Φ1−Φ2‖2

≤
(

4B2nmax

n3λ3
+
nmax

n2λ2

)
,

and so an upper bound on the Lipschitz constant of the gradients of the forward prediction objective on Z is
`f := 2ρmax/(nλ) + 8B2ρmax/(nλ)2, where ρmax = nmax/n. For the reverse prediction objective, we have

∇Fr(Φ1)− Fr(Φ2) =
2

n
(I−PY )(Φ1 − Φ2) ,

where PY = Y (Y TY )−1Y T is an orthonormal projector. Hence the Lipschitz constant of the gradients of the
reverse prediction objective is at most `r := 2/n. For λ ≥ (ρmax +

√
ρ2

max+16B2ρmax)/2, we therefore have
`f ≤ `r.
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B NP-Completeness of the Label Assignment Problem

Now we address the problem of optimizing the labels for the unlabeled data. The following proposition shows
that this discrete problem is in general NP-complete for k > 2. Similar results were shown by Dahlhaus et al.
(1994).

Proposition B.1. Let A ∈ Rn×n. The label assignment problem

min
Y

tr(Y Y TA)

s.t.

k∑
j=1

Yij = 1, i = 1, . . . , n, Yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , k

is NP-complete for k > 2.

Proof. The proof will follow by showing that the k-coloring problem is a special case of the matrix balancing
problem. Let G be an undirected, unweighted graph with no self-loops. Define A ∈ {0, 1}n×n to be the
adjacency matrix of G. Then G is k-colorable if and only if the following problem has minimum value zero:

min
Y

k∑
j=1

∑
i,i′∈A

Yi,jYi′,j

s.t.

k∑
j=1

Yij = 1, i = 1, . . . , n, Yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , k .

Noting that
∑k
j=1

∑
i,i′∈A Yi,jYi′,j = tr(Y Y TA), we may rewrite the above problem as

min
Y

tr(Y Y TA)

s.t.

k∑
j=1

Yij = 1, ∀ i = 1, . . . , n, Yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀ i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , k .

This is a special case of the matrix balancing problem, in which A is the adjacency matrix of a graph.
Therefore, as the k-coloring problem is NP-complete for k > 2 (Karp 1975), the label assignment problem
with discrete assignments is also NP-complete for k > 2.

C An Alternative Relaxation

Bach and Harchaoui (2007) propose alternative relaxations of the labeling subproblem. Define λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤
· · · ≤ λn to be the eigenvalues of the equivalence matrix M and let λ0 ≥ 0. In Section 2.6 of their paper
Bach and Harchaoui suggest solving the problem

min
M∈Rn×n

tr(MTA) (7)

subject to M = MT , tr(M) = n, M � 0,

n∑
i=1

min

{
λi
λ0
, 1

}
≥ k

in the unsupervised setting, for A a symmetric matrix.
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C.1 Derivation of the solution

Proposition C.1. A solution for problem (7) is given by

M? =

n∑
i=1

λ?i uiu
T
i ,

where u1, . . . , un are eigenvectors corresponding to the eigenvalues a1 ≤ a2, · · · ≤ an of A and

• if n > k, λ?1 = n− (k − 1)λ0, λ?2 = . . . = λ?k = λ0, λ?k+1 = . . . = λ?n = 0,

• if n = k, λ?1, . . . , λ
?
k = 1.

Proof. Note that the symmetric and positive semi-definite constraints imply that we can write M = UΛUT

where U contains an orthonormal set of eigenvectors of M and Λ ≥ 0 is a diagonal matrix containing the
corresponding eigenvalues. After rewriting tr(MTA) =

∑n
i=1 λiu

T
i Aui, with ui = U·,i, we obtain the problem

min
U∈Rn×n,λ1,...,λn∈R

n∑
i=1

λiu
T
i Aui

subject to

n∑
i=1

λi = n,

n∑
i=1

min

{
λi
λ0
, 1

}
≥ k, uTi ui = 1 ∀i, uTi uj = 0 ∀i 6= j, λi ≥ 0 ∀i .

Introducing Lagrange multipliers and defining the Lagrangian

L(U,Λ, α, β, γ, δ, ε) =

n∑
i=1

λiu
T
i Aui + α

(
n∑
i=1

λi − n
)
− β

(
n∑
i=1

min

{
λi
λ0
, 1

}
− k
)

+

n∑
i=1

γi(u
T
i ui − 1) +

∑
i 6=j

δiju
T
i uj −

n∑
i=1

εiλi ,

we can rewrite the problem as

max
α∈R,β∈R,γ∈Rn,δ∈Rn2

min
U∈Rn×n,λ1,...,λn∈R

L(U,Λ, α, β, γ, δ, ε)

subject to β ≥ 0, εi ≥ 0 ∀i ,

where α ∈ R, β ∈ R, γ ∈ Rn, δ ∈ Rn2

, ε ∈ Rn and we define δii = 0 for all i. The optimal parameter values
must satisfy the first order conditions

2λ?iAu
?
i + 2γ?i u

?
i +

∑
i 6=j

δ?iju
?
j = 0 ∀i (8)

u?i
TAu?i + α? − β?

[
1

2λ0
(1− sign(λ?i − λ0))

]
− ε?i 3 0 ∀i .

From line (8) we can see that UAUT is diagonal, and hence U consists of a set of eigenvectors of A. Defining
0 ≤ a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ an to be the eigenvalues of A, we can then rewrite the problem as

min
λ1,...,λn∈R

n∑
i=1

λiai (9)

subject to

n∑
i=1

λi = n,

n∑
i=1

min

{
λi
λ0
, 1

}
≥ k, λi ≥ 0 ∀i . (10)
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To solve this, consider a possible solution λ̃1, . . . , λ̃n. We will consider several cases. First, suppose
there exists i < j such that λ̃i, λ̃j > λ0. Then define λ̃′i = λ̃i + λ̃j − λ0, λ̃′j = λ0, and λ̃′m = λ̃m for

m /∈ {i, j}. Since λ̃′i, λ̃
′
j ≥ λ0 and λ̃′i + λ̃′j = λ̃i + λ̃j the constraints are still satisfied. Therefore, since ai ≤ aj ,∑n

i=1 λ̃
′
iai ≤

∑n
i=1 λ̃iai, and so we know that there always exists an optimum with at most one i such that

λi > λ0. Moreover, suppose that this index i is larger than 1. Then we could set λ̃′i = λ̃1, λ̃′1 = λ̃i, and
λ̃′m = λ̃m for m /∈ {1, i}, thereby obtaining

∑n
i=1 λ̃

′
iai ≤

∑n
i=1 λ̃iai. Thus, there always exists an optimum

λ?1, . . . , λ
?
n with λ?2, . . . , λ

?
n ≤ λ0.

Next, suppose there exists i < j such that 0 < λ̃i, λ̃j < λ0. Then define λ̃′i = λ̃i + min{λ0 − λ̃i, λ̃j},
λ̃′j = λ̃j − min{λ0 − λ̃i, λ̃j}, and λ̃′m = λ̃m for m /∈ {i, j}. Since λ̃′i, λ̃

′
j ≤ λ0 and λ̃′i + λ̃′j = λ̃i + λ̃j the

constraints are still satisfied. Therefore, since ai ≤ aj ,
∑n
i=1 λ̃

′
iai ≤

∑n
i=1 λ̃iai, we know that there always

exists an optimum with at most one i such that 0 < λi < λ0. Now suppose that this i is not the largest index
such that λi > 0. Then there exists an optimum with a j > i such that λj = λ0. Then we could set λ̃′i = λ̃j ,

λ̃′j = λ̃i, and λ̃′m = λ̃m for m /∈ {i, j}, thereby obtaining
∑n
i=1 λ̃

′
iai ≤

∑n
i=1 λ̃iai. Thus, there always exists an

optimum λ?1, . . . , λ
?
n with λ?1 ≥ λ0, λ?2, . . . , λ

?
i−1 = λ0, 0 ≤ λ?i ≤ λ0 for some i, and, if i 6= n, λ?i+1, . . . , λ

?
n = 0.

Now from the constraint
∑n
i=1 min

{
λi
λ0
, 1
}
≥ k, we can see that there must exist at least k non-zero

λi’s in the solution. If n = k, then we must have λ0 = 1 and hence the optimum is given by λ?1, . . . , λ
?
k = 1.

Now consider the case where n > k. Suppose there exists a solution λ̃1, . . . , λ̃n such that λ̃k+1 6= 0. Then
since λ̃1, . . . , λ̃k ≥ λ0 we can set λ̃′1 = λ̃1 + λ̃k+1, λ̃k+1 = 0, and λ̃′j = λ̃j for j /∈ {1, k + 1}. This once again

satisfies the constraints and
∑n
i=1 λ̃

′
iai ≤

∑n
i=1 λ̃iai. Therefore, there exists a solution such that λ1 ≥ λ0 and

λ2, . . . , λk = λ0. In particular, a solution is λ?1 = n− (k − 1)λ0, λ?2, . . . , λ
?
k = λ0.

In summary, the optima of this problem depend on the values of k and n. In particular, we have:

• If n > k, an optimum is given by λ?1 = n− (k − 1)λ0, λ?2, . . . , λ
?
k = λ0, λ?k+1, . . . , λ

?
n = 0.

• If n = k, the optimum is given by λ?1, . . . , λ
?
k = 1.

Returning to the original problem (7), we therefore have that an optimal M is

M? =

n∑
i=1

λ?i uiu
T
i ,

where u1, . . . , un are eigenvectors corresponding to the eigenvalues a1 ≤ a2, · · · ≤ an of A and where λ?1, . . . , λ
?
n

are as defined above.

C.2 Comparison to the XSDC relaxation

We now compare the convex relaxation of the labeling subproblem presented in Section 4.2 to the relaxation
proposed by Bach and Harchaoui (2007). As accommodating constraints on cluster labels is less natural in
the latter relaxation, we compare the relaxations when training a LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST with no labeled
data. Figure 12 compares our matrix balancing method, the eigendecomposition method from the previous
subsection, and the eigendecomposition method followed by k-means clustering. Prior to clustering, the rows
of the eigenvector matrix were normalized to have unit `2 norm. The value of λ0 was chosen from the set
{0.01nb, 0.02nb, . . . , 0.1nb}, where nb is the size of a mini-batch, based on the performance on the validation
set.

From Figure 12 we can see that the convex relaxation used to derive the matrix balancing method is
superior to the relaxations leading to the eigendecomposition-based methods. On average, matrix balancing
performs 17% better than the eigendecomposition method and 12% better than the eigendecomposition
method followed by k-means. This suggests that the constraint from the convex relaxation requiring the
diagonal of M to consist of all 1’s and/or the constraint requiring all entries of M to be positive are important
for the performance of the labeling method.

In Figure 13 we examine the eigengap of A across iterations. The eigengap is defined as λk+1 − λk, where
k is the number of classes and λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn are the eigenvalues of A. As noted by Meila et al. (2005), having
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Figure 12: Performance of matrix balancing in com-
parison to eigendecomposition-based methods across
10 trials of training a LeNet-5 CKN on MNIST with
no labeled data.

Figure 13: Evolution of the eigengap from matrix bal-
ancing in comparison to eigendecomposition-based
methods across 10 trials of training a LeNet-5 CKN
on MNIST with no labeled data. The error bands
show one standard deviation from the mean.

a larger eigengap makes the subspace spanned by the first k eigenvectors of A more stable to perturbations.
From the figure we can see that the eigendecomposition-based methods tend to increase the eigengap as the
learning proceeds. For the eigendecomposition method, the eigengap increased from 2× 10−6 to 6× 10−5 on
average after 50 iterations. Similarly, for the eigendecomposition method followed by k-means, the eigengap
increased from 5 × 10−6 to 5 × 10−5 on average after 50 iterations. It is interesting to note that matrix
balancing, which does not yield low-rank solutions M?, leads to eigengaps that are extremely small (on the
order of 10−15) across the iterations. Nevertheless, it outperforms the eigendecomposition-based methods.

D Additional Experimental Details

Here we provide additional details related to the training and the additional constraints we consider.

D.1 Parameter tuning

The algorithm proposed in this paper and the models used require a large number of parameters to be set.
Next, we discuss the choices for these parameters.

Fixed parameters. The parameters that are fixed throughout the experiments and not validated are as
follows. The number of filters in the networks is set to 32 and the network’s parameters V are initialized
layer-wise with 32 feature maps drawn uniformly at random from the output of the previous layer. The
networks use the Nyström method to approximate the kernel at each layer. The regularization in the Nyström
approximation is set to 0.001, and 20 Newton iterations are used to compute the inverse square root of the
Gram matrix on the parameters V` at each layer ` (Jones 2020, Chapter 2). The bandwidth is set to the
median pairwise distance between the first 1000 observations for the single-layer networks. It is set to 0.6 for
the convolutional networks. The batch size for both the labeled and unlabeled data is set to 4096 for Gisette
and MAGIC and 1024 for MNIST and CIFAR-10 (due to GPU memory constraints). The features output by
the network φ are centered and normalized so that on average they have unit `2 norm, as in Mairal et al.
(2014). The initial training phase on just the labeled data is performed for 100 iterations, as the validation
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Original constraints {4,9} constraints Random constraints

M =

0 9 4 4 0

1 0 0

0 1 9

1 4

1 4

1 0

M =

0 9 4 4 0

1 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 9

0 1 0 4

0 1 0 4

0 0 0 1 0

M =

0 9 4 4 0

1 0 0

0 1 0 9

0 1 1 0 4

1 1 4

0 1 0

Figure 14: Illustration of the kinds of additional constraints that were added. Green denotes the original
constraints while purple denotes the constraints that were added. The numbers outside of the grids denote
the true labels.

loss has typically started leveling off by 100 iterations. The entropic regularization parameter ν in the matrix
balancing is set to the median absolute value of the entries in A. If this value results in divergence of the
algorithm, it is multiplied by a factor of two until the algorithm converges. The value n∆ is set to zero unless
otherwise specified. The number of iterations of alternating minimization in the matrix balancing algorithm
is set to 10. The number of nearest neighbors used for estimating the labels on the unlabeled data is set to 1.

Hold-out validation. Due to the large number of hyperparameters, we tune them sequentially as follows
when labeled data, and hence a labeled validation set, exists. First, we tune the penalty λ on the classifier
weights over the values 2i for i = −40,−39, . . . , 0. To do so, we train the classifier on only the labeled data
using the initial random network parameters. We then re-validate this value every 100 iterations. Next, we
tune the learning rate for the labeled data. For a small value ζ = 2−4 of the regularization parameter for
the weights of the network, we validate the fixed learning rate for the labeled data over the values 2i for
i = −10,−9, . . . , 5. The labeled and unlabeled data are then used to train the classifier used to compute the
performance. For the unbalanced experiments on MNIST only we then tune the minimum and maximum
size of the classes over the values 0.01b, 0.02b, . . . , 0.2b, where b is the batch size (fixing the semi-supervised
learning rate to 2−5). For all other experiments we fix these values to b/k, where k is the number of classes in
the dataset. We then tune the semi-supervised learning rate, again over the values 2i for i = −10,−9, . . . , 5.
For the single-layer networks we then tune ζ over the values 2i for i = −10,−9, . . . , 10. For the convolutional
networks we do not penalize the filters since they are constrained to lie on the sphere.

When no labeled data exists we consider the hyperparameters in the same manner as during the hold-out
validation. First we consider the values 2i for i = −10,−9, . . . , 5 for the semi-supervised learning rate. Next
we consider the values 2i for i = −40,−39, . . . , 0 for λ. Finally, if applicable, we consider the values 2i for
i = −10,−9, . . . , 10 for ζ. We report the best performance observed on the test set. Developing a method for
tuning the hyperparameters on an unlabeled validation set is left for future work.

Comparison details. In the comparisons we substitute our matrix balancing method with alternative
labeling methods and retain the remainder of the XSDC algorithm. The pseudo-labeling code is our own, but
we used code from Caron et al. (2018) to implement the k-means version of deep clustering.2 Two important
details regarding the implementations are as follows. First, for pseudo-labeling when some of the data is
labeled we estimate W and b based on the labeled data in the current mini-batch, as that is what is done
in XSDC. When labeled data is not present we estimate W and b based on the cluster assignments for the
entire dataset. Second, for deep clustering we modify the dimension of the dimensionality reduction. In the
original implementation the authors performed PCA, reducing the dimensionality of the features output by
the network to 256. As the features output by the networks we consider have dimension less than 256, we
instead keep the fewest number of components that account for 95% of the variance.

2Their code may be found here: https://github.com/facebookresearch/deepcluster.
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We perform the parameter tuning as follows. First, we follow the tuning procedure as detailed in
Section D.1. For pseudo-labeling there are no additional parameters to tune. However, for deep clustering
there are two additional parameters to tune: the number of clusters in k-means and the number of iterations
between cluster updates. During the initial parameter tuning stage these parameters are set to the true
number of clusters k, and 50 iterations, respectively. Afterward we tune these two remaining parameters
sequentially. We first tune the number of clusters over the values k, 2k, 4k, 8k, 16k, 32k where k is the
true number of clusters. We then tune the number of iterations between cluster updates over the values
10, 25, 50, 100.

D.2 Additional constraints

In one set of experiments we examine the effect of adding additional constraints. We consider two types of
constraints: (1) constraints based on knowledge of whether the label was in the set {4, 9} or not; and (2)
random correct must-link and must-not-link constraints among pairs of unlabeled observations and random
correct must-not-link constraints between pairs of unlabeled and labeled observations.

The two types of constraints are illustrated in Figure 14. Each grid point (i, j), if filled, denotes whether
observations i and j have the same label (1) or not (0). The true labels are the values outside of the grids.
Green backgrounds correspond to knowing the labels corresponding to (i, j). Purple backgrounds denote
the additional known constraints. The left-most panel gives an example of an initial matrix M in which
the labels corresponding to the first two observations are known (0 and 9). The second panel shows the
entries we can fill in once we know whether each observation belongs to the set {4, 9}. Finally, the third
panel shows random correct constraints. The constraint at entry (2, 3) is a must-not-link constraint, whereas
the constraint at entry (3, 4) is a must-link constraint.
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