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A B S T R A C T

Multi-view clustering has attracted much attention thanks to the capacity of multi-source information
integration. Although numerous advanced methods have been proposed in past decades, most of
them generally overlook the significance of weakly-supervised information and fail to preserve the
feature properties of multiple views, thus resulting in unsatisfactory clustering performance. To
address these issues, in this paper, we propose a novel Deep Multi-view Semi-supervised Clustering
(DMSC) method, which jointly optimizes three kinds of losses during networks finetuning, including
multi-view clustering loss, semi-supervised pairwise constraint loss and multiple autoencoders
reconstruction loss. Specifically, a KL divergence based multi-view clustering loss is imposed on
the common representation of multi-view data to perform heterogeneous feature optimization, multi-
view weighting and clustering prediction simultaneously. Then, we innovatively propose to integrate
pairwise constraints into the process of multi-view clustering by enforcing the learned multi-view
representation of must-link samples (cannot-link samples) to be similar (dissimilar), such that the
formed clustering architecture can be more credible. Moreover, unlike existing rivals that only
preserve the encoders for each heterogeneous branch during networks finetuning, we further propose
to tune the intact autoencoders frame that contains both encoders and decoders. In this way, the issue
of serious corruption of view-specific and view-shared feature space could be alleviated, making the
whole training procedure more stable. Through comprehensive experiments on eight popular image
datasets, we demonstrate that our proposed approach performs better than the state-of-the-art multi-
view and single-view competitors.

1. Introduction

CLUSTERING, a crucial but challenging topic in both
data mining and machine learning communities, aims

to partition the data into different groups such that samples
in the same group are more similar to each other than
to those from other groups. Over the past few decades,
various efforts have been exploited, such as prototype-
based clustering [1, 2], graph-based clustering [3, 4], model-
based clustering [5, 6], density-based clustering [7, 8], etc.
With the prevalence of deep learning technology, many re-
searches have integrated the powerful nonlinear embedding
capability of deep neural networks (DNNs) into clustering,
and achieved dazzling clustering performance. Xie et al.
[2] make use of DNNs to mine the cluster-oriented feature
for raw data, realizing a substantial improvement compared
with conventional clustering techniques. Bo et al. [4] com-
bine autoencoder representation with graph embedding and
propose a structural deep clustering network (SDCN) own-
ing a better performance over the other baseline methods.
Yang et al. [6] develop a variational deep Gaussian mixture
model (GMM) [5] to facilitate clustering. Ren et al. [8]
present a deep density-based clustering (DDC) approach,
which is able to adaptively estimate the number of clusters
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with arbitrary shapes. Despite the great success of deep
clustering methods, they can only be satisfied with single-
view clustering scenarios.

In the real-world applications, data are usually described
as various heterogeneous views or modalities, which are
mainly collected from multiple sensors or feature extractors.
For instance, in computer vision, images can be represented
by different hand-crafted visual features such as Gabor [9],
LBP [10], SIFT [11], HOG [12]; in information retrieval,
web pages can be exhibited by page text or links to them;
in intelligent security, one person can be identified by
face, fingerprint, iris, signature; in medical image analysis,
a subject may have a binding relationship with different
types of medical images (e.g., X-ray, CT, MRI). Obviously,
single-view based methods are no longer suitable for such
multi-view data, and how to cluster this kind of data is
still a long-standing challenge on account of the inefficient
incorporation of multiple views. Consequently, numerous
multi-view clustering applications have been developed to
jointly deal with several types of features or descriptors.

Canonical correlation analysis (CCA) [13] seeks two
projections to map two views onto a low-dimensional com-
mon subspace, in which the linear correlation between
the two views is maximized. Kernel canonical correlation
analysis (KCCA) [14] resolves more complicated correla-
tions by equipping the kernel trick into CCA. Multi-view
subspace clustering methods [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20] are
aimed at utilizing multi-view data to reveal the potential
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clustering architecture, most of which usually devise multi-
view regularizer to describe the inter-view relationships
between different formats of features. In recent years, a
variety of DNNs-based multi-view learning algorithms have
emerged one after another. Deep canonical correlation anal-
ysis (DCCA) [21] and deep canonically correlated au-
toencoders (DCCAE) [22] successfully draw on DNNs’
advantage of nonlinear mapping and improve the represen-
tation capacity of CCA. Deep generalized canonical corre-
lation analysis (DGCCA) [23] combines the effectiveness
of deep representation learning with the generalization of
integrating information from more than two independent
views. Deep embedded multi-view clustering (DEMVC)
[25] learns the consistent and complementary information
from multiple views with a collaborative training mecha-
nism to heighten clustering effectiveness. Autoencoder in
autoencoder network (AE2-Net) [26] jointly learns view-
specific feature for each view and encodes them into a
complete latent representation with a deep nested autoen-
coder framework. Cognitive deep incomplete multi-view
clustering network (CDIMC-net) [27] incorporates DNNs
pretraining, graph embedding and self-paced learning to en-
hance the robustness of marginal samples while maintaining
the local structure of data, and a superior performance is
accomplished.

Despite these excellent achievements, current deep
multi-view clustering methods still present two obvious
drawbacks. Firstly, most previous approaches fail to take
advantage of semi-supervised prior knowledge to guide
multi-view clustering. It is known that pairwise constraints
are easy to obtain in practice and have been frequently uti-
lized in many semi-supervised learning scenes [28, 29, 30].
Therefore, ignoring this kind of precious weakly-supervised
information will undoubtedly place restrictions on the
model performance. Meanwhile, the constructed clustering
structure is likely to be unreasonable and imperfect as
well. Besides, one more issue attracting our attention is
that most existing studies typically cast away the decoding
networks during the finetuning process while overlooking
the preservation of feature properties. Such an operation
may cause serious corruption of both view-specific and
view-shared feature space, thus hindering the clustering
performance accordingly.

In order to settle the aforementioned defectiveness, we
propose a novel Deep Multi-view Semi-supervised Cluster-
ing (DMSC) method in this paper. Our method embodies
two stages: 1) parameters initialization, 2) networks fine-
tuning. In the initialization stage, we pretrain multiple deep
autoencoder branches by minimizing their reconstruction
losses end-to-end to extract high-level compact feature
for each view. In the finetuning stage, we consider three
loss items, i.e., multi-view clustering loss, semi-supervised
pairwise constraint loss and multiple autoencoders recon-
struction loss. Specifically, for multi-view clustering loss,
we adopt the KL divergence based soft assignment dis-
tribution strategy proposed by the pioneering work [24]
to perform heterogeneous feature optimization, multi-view

weighting and clustering prediction simultaneously. Then,
in order to exploit the weakly-supervised pairwise constraint
information that plays a key role in shaping a reasonable
latent clustering structure, we introduce a constraint matrix
and enforce the learned multi-view common representation
to be similar for must-link samples and dissimilar for
cannot-link samples. For multiple autoencoders reconstruc-
tion loss, we tune the intact autoencoder frame for each
heterogeneous branch, such that view-specific attributes can
be well protected to evade the unexpected destruction of
the corresponding feature domain. Through this way, our
learned conjoint representation could be more robust than
that in rivals who only hold back the encoder part during
finetuning. To sum up, the main contributions of this work
are highlighted as follows:

• We innovatively propose a deep multi-view semi-
supervised clustering approach termed DMSC, which
can utilize the user-given pairwise constraints as weak
supervision to lead cluster-oriented representation
learning for joint multi-view clustering.

• During networks finetuning, we introduce the feature
structure preservation mechanism into our model,
which is conducive to ensuring both distinctiveness of
the local specific view and completeness of the global
shared view.

• The proposed DMSC enjoys the strength of efficiently
digging out the complementary information hidden in
different views and the cluster-friendly discriminative
embeddings to rouse model performance.

• Comprehensive comparison experiments on eight
widely used benchmark image datasets demonstrate
that our DMSC possesses superior clustering per-
formance against the state-of-the-art multi-view and
single-view competitors. The elaborate experimental
analysis confirms the effectiveness and generalization
of the proposed approach.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Section 2, we make a brief review on the related work.
Section 3 describes the details of the developed DMSC
algorithm. Extensive experimental results are reported and
analyzed in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 concludes this
paper.

2. Related Work
This section reviews some of the previous researches

closely related to this paper. We first briefly review a few
antecedent works on deep clustering. Then, related studies
of multi-view clustering are reviewed. Finally, we introduce
the semi-supervised clustering paradigm.
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2.1. Deep Clustering
Existing deep clustering approaches can be generally

partitioned into two categories. One category covers meth-
ods that usually treat representation learning and cluster-
ing separately, i.e., project the original data into a low-
dimensional feature space first, and then perform traditional
clustering algorithms [1, 3, 5, 7] to group feature points.
Unfortunately, this kind of independent form may restrict
the clustering performance due to the oversight of some un-
derlying relationships between representation learning and
clustering. Another category refers to methods that apply
the joint optimization criterion, which perform both repre-
sentation learning and clustering simultaneously, showing
considerable superiority beyond the separated counterparts.
Recently, several attempts have been proposed to integrate
representation learning and clustering into a unified frame-
work. Inspired by t-SNE [62], Xie et al. [2] propose a
deep embedded clustering (DEC) model to utilize a stacked
autoencoder (SAE) to excavate the high-level representation
for input data, then iteratively optimize a KL divergence
based clustering objective with the help of auxiliary target
distribution. Guo et al. [41] further put forward to integrate
SAE’s reconstruction loss into the DEC objective to avoid
corrosion of the embedded space, bringing about appre-
ciable advancement. Yang et al. [42] combine SAE-based
cluster-oriented dimensionality reduction and K-means [1]
clustering together to jointly enhance the performance of
both, which requires an alternative optimization strategy to
discretely update cluster centers, cluster pseudo labels and
network parameters. Drawing on the experience of hard-
weighted self-paced learning, Guo et al. [43] and Chen
et al. [47] prioritize high-confidence samples during the
clustering network training to buffer the negative impact
of outliers and steady the whole training process. Ren et
al. [44] overcome the vulnerability in DEC that fails to
guide the clustering by making use of prior information.
Li et al. [45] present a discriminatively boosted clustering
framework with the help of a convolutional feature extractor
and a soft assignment model. Fard et al. [46] raise an
approach for jointly clustering by reconsidering the K-
means loss as the limit of a differentiable function that
touches off a truly solution.

2.2. Multi-View Clustering
Multi-view clustering [39, 40, 49, 50] aims to utilize the

available multi-view features to learn common representa-
tion and perform clustering to obtain data partitions. With
regard to shallow methods, Cai et al. [51] propose a robust
multi-view K-means clustering (RMKMC) algorithm by
introducing a shared indicator matrix across different views.
Xu et al. [52] develop an improved version of RMKMC to
learn the multi-view model by simultaneously considering
the complexities of both samples and views, relieving the lo-
cal minima problem. Zhang et al. [53] decompose each view
into two low-rank matrices with some specific constraints
and conduct a conventional clustering approach to group
objects. As one of the most significant learning paradigms,

canonical correlation analysis (CCA) [13] projects two
views to a compact collective feature domain where the two
views’ linear correlation is maximal.

With the development of deep learning, a variety of
deep multi-view clustering methods have been proposed
recently. Andrew et al. [21] try to search for linearly cor-
related representation by learning nonlinear transforma-
tions of two views with deep canonical correlation analysis
(DCCA). As an improvement of DCCA, Wang et al. [22]
add autoencoder-based terms to stimulate the model per-
formance. To resolve the bottleneck of the above two tech-
niques that can only be applied to two views, Benton et al.
[23] further propose to learn a compact representation from
data covering more than two views. More recently, Xie et
al. [24] introduce two deep multi-view joint clustering mod-
els, in which multiple latent embedding, weighted multi-
view learning mechanism and clustering prediction can be
learned simultaneously. Xu et al. [25] adopt collaborative
training strategy and alternately share the auxiliary distribu-
tion to achieve consistent multi-view clustering assignment.
Zhang et al. [26] carefully design a nested autoencoder to
incorporate information from heterogeneous sources into a
complete representation, which flexibly balances the con-
sistency and complementarity among multiple views. Wen
et al. [27] combine view-specific deep feature extractor and
graph embedding strategy together to capture robust feature
and local structure for each view.

2.3. Semi-Supervised Clustering
As is known that semi-supervised learning is a learning

paradigm between unsupervised learning and supervised
learning that has the ability to jointly use both labeled and
unlabeled patterns. It usually appears in machine learning
tasks such as regression, classification and clustering. In
semi-supervised clustering, pairwise constraints are fre-
quently utilized as a priori knowledge to guide the training
procedure, since the pairwise constraints are easy to obtain
practically and flexible for scenarios where the number of
clusters is inaccessible. In fact, the pairwise constraints can
be vividly represented as “must-link” (ML) and “cannot-
link” (CL) used to record the pairwise relationship between
two examples in a given dataset. Over the past few years,
semi-supervised clustering with pairwise constraints has
become an alive area of research. For instance, the literature
[28, 29] improve classical K-means by integrating pairwise
constraints. Based on the idea of modifying the similarity
matrix, Kamvar et al. [30] incorporate constraints into
spectral clustering (SC) [3] such that both ML and CL can
be well satisfied. Chang et al. [31] propose to reestablish the
clustering task as a binary pairwise-classification problem,
showing excellent clustering results on six image datasets.
Shi et al. [32] utilize pairwise constraints to meet an en-
hanced performance in face clustering scenario. Wang et
al. [33] conceive soft pairwise constraints to cooperate with
fuzzy clustering.
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Figure 1: The overall framework of the proposed DMSC approach.

In multi-view learning territory, there are also vari-
ous pairwise constraints based semi-supervised applica-
tions. Tang et al. [18] elaborate a semi-supervised multi-
view subspace clustering approach to foster representation
learning with the help of a novel regularizer. Nie et al.
[34] simultaneously execute multi-view clustering and local
structure uncovering in a semi-supervised fashion to learn
the local manifold structure of data, achieving a satisfactory
clustering performance. Qin et al. [35] achieve a desirable
shared affinity matrix to realize semi-supervised subspace
learning by jointly learning the multiple affinity matrices,
the encoding mappings, the latent representation and the
block-diagonal structure-induced shared affinity matrix. Bai
et al. [36] incorporate multi-view constraints to mitigate
the influence of inexact constraints from a certain specific
view to discover an ideal clustering effectiveness. Due to
space limitations, we refer interested readers to [37, 38] for
a comprehensive understanding.

3. Methodology
This section elaborates the proposed Deep Multi-view

Semi-supervised Clustering (DMSC). Suppose one multi-
view dataset X = {X(v)}Vv=1 with V views provided, we

use X(v) = {x(v)1 , x(v)2 ,… , x(v)n } ∈ ℝD(v)×n to represent
the sample set of the v-th view, where D(v) is the feature
dimension and n denotes the number of unlabeled instances.
Given a little prior knowledge of pairwise constraints, we
construct a sparse symmetric matrix C = (cik)n×n (0 ≤
i, k ≤ n) with its diagonal elements all zero to describe
the connection relationship between pairwise patterns. If
pairwise examples share the same label, a ML constraint
is built, i.e., cik = cki = 1 (i ≠ k), and cik = cki = −1
(i ≠ k) otherwise, generating a CL constraint. Provided
that the number of clusters K is predefined according to
the ground-truth, our goal is to cluster these n multi-view
patterns into K groups using prior information C, and we

also wish that points with the same label are near to each
other, while points from different categories are far away
from each other. The overall framework of our DMSC is
portrayed in Figure 1.

3.1. Parameters Initialization
Similar to some previous studies [24, 25, 41, 42, 43], the

proposed model also needs pretraining for a better clustering
initialization. In our proposal, we utilize heterogeneous
autoencoders as different deep branches to efficiently ex-
tract the view-specific feature for every independent view.
Specifically, in the v-th view, each sample x(v)i ∈ ℝD(v)

is
first transformed to a d(v)-dimensional feature space by the
encoder network f�(v) (⋅):

z(v)i = f�(v) (x(v)i ), (1)

and then is reconstructed by the decoder network g
(v) (⋅)
using the corresponding d(v)-dimensional latent embedding
z(v)i ∈ ℝd(v) :

x̂(v)i = g
(v) (z(v)i ), (2)

where d(v) ≪ D(v). Obviously, in an unsupervised mode, it
is easy to obtain the initial high-level compact representa-
tion for view v by minimizing the following loss function:

L(v)
rec =

n
∑

i=1
‖x(v)i − x̂(v)i ‖

2
2. (3)

Therefore, the total reconstruction loss of all views can be
computed by

Lrec =
V
∑

v=1
L(v)
rec . (4)
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After pretraining of multiple deep branches, a familiar
treatment is directly concatenating the embedded features
Z(v) = {z(v)1 , z(v)2 ,… , z(v)n } ∈ ℝd(v)×n as Z = {Z(v)}Vv=1 and
carrying out K-means to achieve initialized cluster centers
M = {M(v)}Vv=1 with M(v) = {m(v)

1 ,m(v)
2 ,… ,m(v)

K } ∈
ℝd(v)×K .

3.2. Networks Finetuning with Pairwise
Constraints

In the finetuning stage, the anterior study [24] introduces
a novel multi-view soft assignment distribution to imple-
ment the multi-view fusion, which is defined as

qij =

∑

v �
(v)
j (1 + ‖z(v)i −m(v)

j ‖

2
2∕�)

− �+1
2

∑

j′
∑

v′ �
(v′)
j′ (1 + ‖z(v

′)
i −m(v′)

j′ ‖

2
2∕�)

− �+1
2

, (5)

where �(v)j indicates the importance weight that measures

the importance of the cluster centerm(v)
j for consistent clus-

tering. As narrated in [24], this multi-view soft assignment
distribution (denoted as Q) attains the multi-view fusion via
implicitly exerting the multi-view constraint on the view-
specific soft assignment (denoted as Q(v)), which is more
advantageous than single-view one in [2]. Note that there
are two constraints for �(v)j , i.e.,

�(v)j ≥ 0, (6)

and

V
∑

v=1
�(v)j = 1, (7)

It is not hard to notice that directly optimizing the objective
function with respect to �(v)j is laborious. Therefore, the

constrained weight �(v)j can be logically represented in

terms of the unconstrained weight w(v)
j in a softmax like

form as

�(v)j = ew
(v)
j

∑

v′ e
w(v′)
j

. (8)

In this way, �(v)j can definitely meet the above two lim-

itations (6)(7) and w(v)
j can be expediently learned by

stochastic gradient descent (SGD) as well. For simplicity,
the view importance matrix W is constructed to collect
K × V unconstrained weights w(v)

j with K and V being the
number of clusters and the number of views respectively. To
optimize the multi-view soft assignment distribution Q, the
auxiliary target distribution P is further derived as

pij =
q2ij∕

∑

i qij
∑

j′ q
2
ij′∕

∑

i qij′
. (9)

The auxiliary target distribution P can guide the clustering
by enhancing the discrimination of the soft assignment
distribution Q. As a result, with the help of Q and P, the
KL divergence based clustering loss is defined as

Lclu = KL(P ‖ Q) =
n
∑

i=1

K
∑

j=1
pij log

pij
qij
. (10)

Owning an excellent learning paradigm, DEC [2] like
multi-view learning methods [24, 25] take samples with
high confidence as supervisory signals to make them more
densely distributed in each cluster, which is the main inno-
vation and contribution. However, they fail to take advan-
tage of user-specific pairwise constraints to boost clustering
performance. In order to track this issue, drawing lessons
from [44], we innovatively propose to integrate pairwise
constraints into the objective (10) to bring about more
robust joint multi-view representation learning and latent
clustering. As mentioned earlier, the constraint matrix C
is used for storing ML and CL constraints. When the ML
constraint is established, a pair of data points share the same
cluster, while satisfying the CL constraint means that the
pairwise patterns belong to different clusters. Meanwhile,
we also hope that this kind of prior information can help the
model better force the two instances to be scattered in their
correct and reasonable clusters. To achieve this aim, a l2-
norm based semi-supervised loss employed to measure the
connection status between sample i and sample k is defined
as follows:

Lcon =
n
∑

i=1

n
∑

k=1
cik‖zi − zk‖22, (11)

where zi = [z(1)i ; z(2)i ;… ; z(V )
i ] and zk = [z(1)k ; z(2)k ;… ; z(V )

k ]
are the two concatenated feature points. cik is a scalar
variable that always satisfies the following settings:

cik =

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

1, (xi, xk) ∈ ML,
−1, (xi, xk) ∈ CL,
0, otherwise.

(12)

By introducing these valuable weak supervisors {cik} (1 ≤
i, k ≤ n), the model could furnish a strong pulling force over
data themselves, so that patterns sharing the same ground-
truth label can be as crowded as possible, while those with
conflict categories are far away from each other. In reality,
benefiting from this, the formed clustering construction
would be more rational and prettily, where the elements
lying in the cluster are quite agglomerative and the distances
between clusters are far-off enough.

Furthermore, to guard against the corruption of common
feature space and to protect view-specific feature properties
simultaneously, inspired by [41, 42], we further propose
retaining the view-specific decoders and taking their re-
construction losses into account during network finetuning.
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Naturally, with the reconstruction part considered, a more
robust shared representation can be learned to create a
stable training process and a cluster-friendly circumstance.
In summary, the objective of our enhanced model, called
Deep Multi-view Semi-supervised Clustering (DMSC), can
be formulated as

L = Lrec +  ⋅ Lclu + � ⋅ Lcon, (13)

where Lrec indicates the total reconstruction loss of mul-
tiple deep autoencoders as Eq. (4). Lclu refers to the KL
divergence between multi-view soft assignment distribution
Q and auxiliary target distribution P. Lcon represents the
aforementioned semi-supervised pairwise constraint loss. 
and � are two balance factors attached on Lclu and Lcon
respectively to trade off the three terms of losses.

As a matter of fact, optimizing Eq. (13) brings two ben-
efits: 1) the costs of violated constraints can be minimized
to generate a more reasonable cluster-oriented architecture;
2) both the local structure of specific view feature and
the common global attributes of multiple view features
can be well preserved so as to perform a better clustering
achievement. These two superiorities lead our model to be
able to jointly learn a shared high-quality representation
and perform a perfect clustering assignment in a semi-
supervised manner based on the user-given prior knowledge.

3.3. Optimization
In this subsection, we focus on the optimization in

the finetuning stage, where mini-batch stochastic gradient
decent (SGD) and backpropagation (BP) are resorted to
optimize the loss function (13). Specifically, there are four
types of variables need to be updated: network parameters
�(v), 
(v), cluster center m(v)

j , unconstrained importance

weight w(v)
j and target distribution P. Note that the con-

strained importance weight �(v)j is initialized as 1∕V and
the initial network parameters �(v), 
(v) are gained by
pretraining isomeric network branches (i.e., by minimizing
Eq. (3) for each view).

3.3.1. Update �(v), 
(v), m(v)
j , w(v)

j
With target distribution P fixed, the gradients of Lclu

with respect to feature point z(v)i , cluster center m(v)
j , and

unconstrained importance weight w(v)
j for the v-th view are

respectively computed as

)Lclu
)z(v)i

= 2
�
×

K
∑

j=1

)Lclu
)d(v)ij

(z(v)i −m(v)
j ), (14)

)Lclu
)m(v)

j

= −2
�
×

n
∑

i=1

)Lclu
)d(v)ij

(z(v)i −m(v)
j ), (15)

)Lclu
)w(v)

j

= �(v)j (
)Lclu
)�(v)j

−
V
∑

v′=1
�(v

′)
j

)Lclu
)�(v

′)
j

), (16)

where d(v)ij = ‖z(v)i − m(v)
j ‖

2
2∕� can be described as the

distance between z(v)i and m(v)
j . Let

u =
K
∑

j′=1

V
∑

v′=1
�(v

′)
j′ (1 + d(v

′)
ij′ )

− �+1
2 , (17)

since � = 1.0 set in [2], thus the gradient derivations of )Lclu
)d(v)ij

and )Lclu
)�(v)j

are

)Lclu
)d(v)ij

=
�(v)j (1 + d(v)ij )−1

qiju
(pij − qij)(1 + d

(v)
ij )−1, (18)

)Lclu
)�(v)j

= −
n
∑

i=1

pij
qiju

(1 − qij)(1 + d
(v)
ij )−1. (19)

Similarly, it is easy to prove that the gradients of Lcon with
respect to zi = {z(v)i }Vv=1 can be expressed as follows:

)Lcon
)zi

= 2 ×
n
∑

k=1
cik(zi − zk). (20)

It is evidently clear that the gradients )Lclu
)z(v)i

and )Lcon
)zi

( )Lcon
){z(v)i }Vv=1

) can be passed down to the corresponding deep

network to further compute )Lclu
)�(v) and )Lcon

)�(v) during back-
propagation (BP). As a result, given a mini-batch with m
samples and learning rate �, the network parameters �(v),

(v) are updated by

�(v)∗ = �(v) −
�
m

m
∑

i=1
(
)Lrec
)�(v)

+  ⋅
)Lclu
)�(v)

+ � ⋅
)Lcon
)�(v)

),

(21)


(v)∗ = 
(v) −
�
m

m
∑

i=1

)Lrec
)
(v)

. (22)

The cluster center m(v)
j and the unconstrained importance

weight w(v)
j are updated by

m(v)∗
j = m(v)

j −
�
m

m
∑

i=1

)Lclu
)m(v)

j

, (23)

w(v)∗
j = w(v)

j −
�
m

m
∑

i=1

)Lclu
)w(v)

j

. (24)
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3.3.2. Update P
Although the target distribution P serves as a ground-

truth soft label to facilitate clustering, it also depends on the
predicted soft assignment Q. Hence, we should not update
P at each iteration just using a mini-batch of samples to
avoid numerical instability. In practice, P should be updated
considering all embedded feature points every U iterations.
The update interval U is determined jointly by both sample
size n and mini-batch size m. After P is updated, the pseudo
label si for sample xi = {x(v)i }Vv=1 is obtained by

si = argmax
j
qi (j = 1, 2,… , K). (25)

3.3.3. Stopping Criterion
If the change in predicted pseudo labels between two

consecutive update intervals U is not greater than a thresh-
old �, we will terminate the training procedure. Formally,
the stopping criterion can be written as

1 − 1
n

n
∑

i

K
∑

j
g2×Uij g1×Uij ≤ �, (26)

where g2×Uij and g1×Uij are indicators for whether the i-th
example is clustered to the j-th group at the (2 × U )-th
and (1 × U )-th iteration, respectively. We empirically set
� = 10−4 in our subsequent experiments.

The entire optimization process is summarized in Al-
gorithm 1. By iteratively updating the above variables, the
proposed DMSC can converge to the local optimal solution
in theory.

4. Experiment
In this section, we carry out comprehensive experiments

to investigate the performance of our DMSC. All experi-
ments are implemented on a standard Linux Server with an
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6226R CPU @ 2.90 GHz, 376 GB
RAM, and two NVIDIA A40 GPUs (48 GB caches).

4.1. Datasets
Eight popular image datasets are employed in our ex-

periments, including USPS 1, COIL20 2, MEDICAL 3,
FASHION 4 and STL10 5, COIL100 6, CALTECH101 7,
CIFAR10 8.

• USPS consists of 9298 grayscale handwritten digit
images with a size of 16 × 16 pixels from 10 cate-
gories.

1http://www.cad.zju.edu.cn/home/dengcai/Data/MLData.html
2https://www.cs.columbia.edu/CAVE/software/softlib/coil-20.php
3https://github.com/apolanco3225/Medical-MNIST-Classification
4https://github.com/zalandoresearch/fashion-mnist
5https://cs.stanford.edu/˜acoates/stl10/
6https://www.cs.columbia.edu/CAVE/software/softlib/coil-100.php
7http://www.vision.caltech.edu/Image_Datasets/Caltech101/
8http://www.cs.toronto.edu/˜kriz/cifar.html

Algorithm 1: Deep Multi-view Semi-supervised
Clustering with Sample Pairwise Constraints

Input: Dataset X; Number of clusters K;
Maximum iterations T ; Update interval U ;
Stopping threshold �; Degree of freedom �;
Proportion of prior knowledge �;
Parameters  and �.

Output: Clustering assignment S.

1 // Initialization
2 Initialize C by (12), (30);
3 Initialize �(v), 
(v) by minimizing (3);
4 InitializeM(v) = {m(v)

j }Kj=1, S = {si}ni=1 by

performing K-means on Z(v) = {z(v)i }ni=1;

5 // Finetuning
6 for t ∈ {0, 1,… , T − 1} do
7 Select a mini-batch B(v) ⊂ X(v) with m samples

and set the learning rate as �;
8 if t%U == 0 then
9 Update P by (5), (9);

10 Update S by (25);
11 end
12 if Stopping criterion (26) is met then
13 Terminate training.
14 end
15 Update �(v), 
(v) by (21), (22);
16 UpdateM(v) by (23);
17 Update w(v) by (24);
18 end

• COIL20 includes 1440 128 × 128 gray object images
from 20 categories, which are shotted from different
angles. The resized version of 32 × 32 is adopted in
our experiments.

• MEDICAL is a simple medical dataset in 64 × 64 di-
mension. There are 58954 medical images belonging
to 6 classes, i.e., abdomen CT, breast MRI, chest X-
ray, chest CT, hand X-ray, head CT.

• FASHION is a collection of 70000 fashion product
images from 10 classes, with 28 × 28 image size and
one image channel.

• STL10 embraces 13000 color images with the size of
96 × 96 pixels from 10 object categories.

• COIL100 incorporates 7200 image samples of 100
object categories, with 128×128 image size and three
image channels.

• CALTECH101 owns 8677 irregular object images
from 101 classes, which is widely utilized in the field
of multi-view learning.

• CIFAR10 comprises 60000 RGB images of 10 object
classes, whose image size is standardized as 32 × 32.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2022.05.091 Page 7 of 14



Neurocomputing 500 (2022) 832–845

(a) USPS

(e) STL10

(b) COIL20

(f) COIL100

(c) MEDICAL

(g) CALTECH101

(d) FASHION

(h) CIFAR10

Figure 2: The examples of datasets.

Table 1
The properties of datasets.

Dataset Instance Category Size Channel

USPS 9298 10 16 × 16 1
COIL20 1440 20 32 × 32 1
MEDICAL 58954 6 64 × 64 1
FASHION 70000 10 28 × 28 1
STL10 13000 10 96 × 96 3
COIL100 7200 100 128 × 128 3
CALTECH101 8677 101 − 3
CIFAR10 60000 10 32 × 32 3

The properties and examples are summarized in Table
1 and Figure 2. Since these datasets have been split into
training set and testing set, both subsets are jointly utilized
for clustering analysis. Besides, in our experiments, the
aforementioned datasets are rescaled to [−1, 1] for each
entity before being infused to model training.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics
We adopt three standard metrics, i.e., clustering accu-

racy (ACC) [54], normalized mutual information (NMI)
[55] and adjusted rand index (ARI) [56], to evaluate the per-
formance of different clustering methods. Their definitions
can be formulated as follows:

ACC = max
p

∑n
i=1 1{yi = p(si)}

n
, (27)

where n is the sample size. yi and si denote the ground-truth
label and the clustering assignment generated by the model
for the i-th pattern, respectively. p(⋅) is the permutation func-
tion, which embraces all possible one-to-one projections
from clusters to labels. The best projection can be efficiently
computed by the Hungarian [57] algorithm.

NMI =
I(y; s)

max{H(y),H(s)}
, (28)

where I(y; s) and H represent the mutual information
between y and s and the entropic cost, respectively.

ARI =
RI − E(RI)

max(RI) − E(RI)
, (29)

where E(RI) is the expectation of the rand index (RI) [58].
Note that ACC and NMI range within [0, 1], while the

range of ARI is [−1, 1], and a higher score indicates a better
clustering performance. Generally, the aforesaid metrics
are extensively considered in various clustering literature
[18, 19, 20, 47, 48]. Each one offers pros and cons, but using
them together is sufficient to test the effectiveness of the
clustering algorithms.

4.3. Compared Methods
Several clustering methods are chosen to comprehen-

sively compare with the proposed DMSC, which can be
roughly grouped as: 1) single-view methods, including au-
toencoder (AE), deep embedded clustering (DEC) [2], im-
proved deep embedded clustering (IDEC) [41], deep clus-
tering network (DCN) [42], adaptive self-paced clustering
(ASPC) [43], semi-supervised deep embedded clustering
(SDEC) [44]; 2) multi-view methods, containing robust
multi-viewK-means clustering (RMKMC) [51], multi-view
self-paced clustering (MSPL) [52], deep canonical corre-
lation analysis (DCCA) [21], deep canonically correlated
autoencoders (DCCAE) [22], deep generalized canonical
correlation analysis (DGCCA) [23], deep multi-view joint
clustering with soft assignment distribution (DMJCS) [24],
deep embedded multi-view clustering (DEMVC) [25].

4.4. Experimental Setups
In this subsection, we will introduce the experimental

setups in detail, including pretraining setup, prior knowl-
edge utilization and finetuning setup.

4.4.1. Pretraining Setup
For one-channel image datasets, we use a stacked au-

toencoder (SAE) and a convolutional autoencoder (CAE)
as two different deep network branches to extract low-
dimensional multi-view features. Specifically, the raw im-
age vectors and pixels are fed into SAE and CAE respec-
tively. For three-channel image datasets, two SAEs with
different structures and data sources are considered as two
multiple branches, whose inputs are the pretrained feature
extracted by using DenseNet121 9 and InceptionV3 10 on
ILSVRC2012 (ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition

9https://github.com/fchollet/deep-learning-models/releases/tag/v0.8
10https://github.com/fchollet/deep-learning-models/releases/tag/v0.5
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Table 2
The experimental configurations.

Dataset Branch Encoder Input

1-channel View 1 (SAE) Fc500 − Fc500 − Fc2000 − Fc10 Raw image vectors
View 2 (CAE) Conv5

32 − Conv5
64 − Conv3

128 − Fc10 Raw image pixels

3-channel View 1 (SAE) Fc500 − Fc500 − Fc2000 − Fc10 DenseNet121 feature
View 2 (SAE) Fc500 − Fc256 − Fc50 InceptionV3 feature

Table 3
The experimental comparison on grayscale image datasets.

Type Method
USPS COIL20 MEDICAL FASHION

ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI

SvC AE-View1 0.7198 0.7036 0.6017 0.5643 0.7206 0.5101 0.6513 0.7157 0.5603 0.5862 0.5899 0.4522
AE-View2 0.7388 0.7309 0.6506 0.6729 0.7676 0.5986 0.7208 0.8180 0.7015 0.6250 0.6476 0.4925
AE-View1,2 0.7425 0.7413 0.6613 0.6764 0.7751 0.6037 0.7227 0.8206 0.7030 0.6268 0.6496 0.4961
DEC [2] 0.7532 0.7544 0.6852 0.5756 0.7650 0.5555 0.6633 0.7300 0.5842 0.5923 0.6076 0.4632
IDEC [41] 0.7680 0.7794 0.7080 0.5990 0.7702 0.5745 0.6836 0.7753 0.6358 0.5977 0.6348 0.4740
DCN [42] 0.7367 0.7353 0.6354 0.5982 0.7463 0.5430 0.6670 0.7350 0.5723 0.5947 0.6329 0.4678
ASPC [43] 0.7578 0.7673 0.6753 0.5935 0.7644 0.5535 0.6960 0.7692 0.6155 0.6036 0.6385 0.4806
SDEC [44] 0.7630 0.7705 0.6995 0.5915 0.7717 0.5650 0.6748 0.7466 0.6055 0.6028 0.6243 0.4754

MvC RMKMC [51] 0.7441 0.7278 0.6667 0.5799 0.7487 0.5275 − − − 0.5912 0.6169 0.4636
MSPL [52] 0.7414 0.7174 0.6370 0.5992 0.7623 0.5608 − − − 0.5607 0.6068 0.4457
DCCA [21] 0.4042 0.3895 0.2480 0.5512 0.7013 0.4600 − − − 0.4105 0.4028 0.2342
DCCAE [22] 0.3793 0.3895 0.2135 0.5551 0.7058 0.4667 − − − 0.4109 0.3836 0.2303
DGCCA [23] 0.5473 0.5079 0.4011 0.5337 0.6762 0.4370 − − − 0.4765 0.4827 0.3105
DMJCS [24] 0.7727 0.7941 0.7207 0.6986 0.8001 0.6384 0.7341 0.7837 0.6737 0.6370 0.6628 0.5143
DEMVC [25] 0.7803 0.8051 0.7245 0.7033 0.8049 0.6453 0.7387 0.8199 0.7006 0.6357 0.6605 0.5006
DMSC (ours) 0.7866 0.8163 0.7380 0.7126 0.8180 0.6644 0.7451 0.8287 0.7116 0.6401 0.6686 0.5183

Note that both SDEC and DMSC are with the semi-supervised learning paradigm.

Competition in 2012), with 1024 and 2048 dimensions
respectively. During pretraining, the Adam [59] optimizer
with initial learning rate 0.001 is utilized to train multi-
view branches in an end-to-end fashion for 400 epochs. The
batch size is set as 256. Moveover, all internal layers of each
branch are activated by the ReLU [60] nonlinearity function,
and the Xariver [61] method is employed as the layer kernel
initializer.

4.4.2. Prior Knowledge Utilization
The pairwise constraint matrix C = (cik)n×n (1 ≤ i, k ≤

n) is randomly constructed on the basis of the ground-
truth labels for each dataset. Thus we indiscriminately pick
pairs of data samples from the datasets and put forward a
hypothesis: if pairwise patterns share the identical label, a
connected constraint is generated, otherwise establishing a
disconnected constraint, which is expressed as

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

cik = cki = 1, (yi = yk, i ≠ k),
cik = cki = −1, (yi ≠ yk, i ≠ k),
cik = cki = 0, (i = k).

(30)

Note that the symmetric sparse matrix C provides us
with n2 sample constraints in total. Due to its symmetry and
sparsity, the number of sample constraints should only be
adjusted up to n2∕2 at most. Based on such recognition, the
scalefactor � is prophetically set as 1.0 in our experiments,
which supplies 1.0 × n pairwise constraints (or specifically
2 × 1.0 × n sample constraints) for the learning model.

The sensitivity of � will be analyzed and discussed later in
Section 4.7.

4.4.3. Finetuning Setup
Different from some preceding studies [2, 24, 43, 44, 45]

that only keep the encoding block retained in their model
finetuning stage, we conversely preserve the end-to-end
structure (i.e., hold back both encoder and decoder simul-
taneously) of each branch to protect feature properties for
the multi-view data. The entire clustering network is trained
for 20000 epochs by equipping the Adam [59] optimizer
with default learning rate � = 0.001. The batch size is
fixed to 256. The importance coefficients for clustering loss
and constraint loss are set as  = 10−1 and � = 10−6,
respectively. The threshold in stopping criterion is � =
0.01%. The degree of freedom for Student’s t-distribution
is assigned as � = 1.0. The number of clusters K is
hypothetically given as a priori knowledge according to
the ground-truth, i.e., K equals to the ground-truth cluster
numbers.

The above experimental configurations are summarized
in Table 2. Besides, for single-view methods, we take
the raw images and the concatenated ImageNet features
as the network input when performing on gray and color
image datasets respectively. For DCCA [21], DCCAE [22],
DGCCA [23], we concatenate the multiple latent features
gained from their model training and directly perform K-
means. With regard to RMKMC [51], MSPL [52], the low-
dimensional embeddings learned by our pretrained multi-
view branches are considered as their multiple inputs. As for

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2022.05.091 Page 9 of 14
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Table 4
The experimental comparison on RGB image datasets.

Type Method
STL10 COIL100 CALTECH101 CIFAR10

ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI

SvC AE-View1 0.7521 0.7218 0.6367 0.7546 0.9278 0.7473 0.5088 0.7555 0.4259 0.5300 0.4384 0.3335
AE-View2 0.8716 0.8401 0.8023 0.7079 0.9152 0.7018 0.5877 0.8019 0.4636 0.6586 0.5697 0.4696
AE-View1,2 0.9098 0.8706 0.8478 0.7676 0.9393 0.7706 0.6096 0.8278 0.4924 0.6658 0.5883 0.4965
DEC [2] 0.9574 0.9106 0.9091 0.7794 0.9459 0.7779 0.6282 0.8364 0.5261 0.6744 0.5930 0.5137
IDEC [41] 0.9605 0.9150 0.9155 0.7921 0.9481 0.7955 0.6373 0.8393 0.5398 0.6866 0.6072 0.5298
DCN [42] 0.9318 0.8965 0.8781 0.7771 0.9399 0.7726 0.6626 0.8418 0.6022 0.6828 0.6326 0.5308
ASPC [43] 0.9381 0.9061 0.8908 0.7854 0.9497 0.7869 0.6729 0.8495 0.6087 0.6692 0.6162 0.5153
SDEC [44] 0.9585 0.9120 0.9115 0.7942 0.9523 0.8009 0.6433 0.8450 0.5471 0.6953 0.6141 0.5353

MvC RMKMC [51] 0.8344 0.8273 0.7635 − − − − − − 0.5714 0.4688 0.3679
MSPL [52] 0.7414 0.7174 0.6370 − − − − − − 0.7156 0.5948 0.5174
DCCA [21] 0.8411 0.7477 0.6917 − − − − − − 0.4242 0.3385 0.2181
DCCAE [22] 0.8235 0.7273 0.6632 − − − − − − 0.3960 0.3226 0.2034
DGCCA [23] 0.8960 0.8218 0.7970 − − − − − − 0.4703 0.3577 0.2634
DMJCS [24] 0.9374 0.9063 0.8989 0.7841 0.9532 0.7991 0.6998 0.8578 0.7054 0.7184 0.6188 0.5527
DEMVC [25] 0.9582 0.9121 0.9132 0.7563 0.9382 0.7626 0.6719 0.8419 0.6991 0.6998 0.6351 0.5457
DMSC (ours) 0.9679 0.9268 0.9305 0.8077 0.9569 0.8159 0.7161 0.8593 0.7230 0.7337 0.6442 0.5712

Note that both SDEC and DMSC are with the semi-supervised learning paradigm.

DEMVC [25] and DMJCS [24], we set the model configu-
ration to be the same as the corresponding recommended
setting. Note that for reasonable estimation, we perform 10
random restarts for all experiments and report the average
results to compare with the others based on Python 3.7 and
TensorFlow 2.6.0.

4.5. Experimental Comparison
Table 3 and Table 4 list the clustering results of the

compared baseline methods, where the mark “−” indicates
that the experimental results or codes are unavailable from
the corresponding paper, and the boldface refers to the
best clustering result. As is illustrated, our DMSC achieves
the highest scores in terms of all metrics on all datasets
among Type-MvC, demonstrating its superiority compared
to the state-of-the-art deep multi-view clustering algorithms.
In particular, the advantages of DMSC over DMJCS [24]
verifiy that: 1) the feature space protection (FSP) mecha-
nism can help preserve the properties of both view-specific
embedding and view-shared representation; 2) the user-
offered semi-supervised signals are conducive to forming a
more perfect clustering structure.

Moreover, we also compare the proposed DMSC with
some advanced single-view methods. The quantitative re-
sults are exhibited in Type-SvC, where we can notice that the
single-view rivals are unable to mine useful complementary
information since they can only process one single view,
thus leading to a poor performance. In contrast, our DMSC
can flexibly handle multi-view information, such that the
view-specific feature and the inherent complementary in-
formation concealed in different views can be simultane-
ously learned as a robust global representation to obtain a
satisfactory clustering result. Additionally, we also found
that, as one of the joint learning based clustering algorithms,
the proposed DMSC achieves better performance than the
corresponding representation-based approaches (i.e., AE-
View1, AE-View2, AE-View1,2) in all cases for all metrics,
which clearly demonstrates that combining feature learning
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Figure 3: Clustering performance v.s. parameter .
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Figure 5: Clustering performance v.s. parameter �.

with pattern partitioning can provide a more appropriate
representation for clustering analysis, implying the progres-
siveness of the joint optimization criterion.
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Table 5
The performance of DMSC with different configurations on grayscale image datasets.

Method SEMI FSP
USPS COIL20 MEDICAL FASHION

ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI

benchmark × × 0.7727 0.7941 0.7207 0.6986 0.8001 0.6384 0.7341 0.7837 0.6737 0.6370 0.6628 0.5143
− ✓ × 0.7825 0.8087 0.7326 0.7049 0.8054 0.6458 0.7363 0.7921 0.6790 0.6386 0.6647 0.5165
− × ✓ 0.7780 0.8142 0.7353 0.7052 0.8176 0.6574 0.7358 0.8201 0.7033 0.6349 0.6663 0.5172
DMSC (ours) ✓ ✓ 0.7866 0.8163 0.7380 0.7126 0.8180 0.6644 0.7451 0.8287 0.7116 0.6401 0.6686 0.5183

Table 6
The performance of DMSC with different configurations on RGB image datasets.

Method SEMI FSP
STL10 COIL100 CALTECH101 CIFAR10

ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI ACC NMI ARI

benchmark × × 0.9374 0.9063 0.8989 0.7841 0.9532 0.7991 0.6998 0.8578 0.7054 0.7184 0.6188 0.5527
− ✓ × 0.9579 0.9115 0.9102 0.7962 0.9556 0.8097 0.7029 0.8588 0.7136 0.7288 0.6276 0.5587
− × ✓ 0.9368 0.9123 0.8996 0.7892 0.9510 0.8010 0.7054 0.8562 0.7070 0.7243 0.6263 0.5582
DMSC (ours) ✓ ✓ 0.9679 0.9268 0.9305 0.8077 0.9569 0.8159 0.7161 0.8593 0.7230 0.7337 0.6442 0.5712
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Figure 6: Clustering performance v.s. parameter K.

4.6. Ablation Study
From the foregoing, we can see that the main con-

tributions of the proposed DMSC are using the prior
pairwise constraint information and introducing the (view-
specific/common) feature properties protection paradigm
to jointly carry out weighted multi-view representation
learning and coherent clustering assignment. Therefore, this
subsection focuses on exploring the importance of the semi-
supervised (SEMI) module and the feature space protection
(FSP) mechanism. Table 5 and Table 6 reveal the ablation
results, where whether to fit out a specific part in DMSC
is marked by “✓” or “×,” and from which something
could be seen that when we individually add one of two
parts to the benchmark model [24], enhanced performance
can be observed in almost all cases. Furthermore, when
both SEMI and FSP are simultaneously considered, our
DMSC algorithm realizes the best clustering performance
on the eight popular image datasets for all metrics. This
observation legibly demonstrates that it is a very natural mo-
tivation to integrate semi-supervised learning paradigm and
feature space preservation mechanism into deep multi-view
clustering model, because the prior knowledge of pairwise
constraints can better guide the intact clustering progress to

obtain a more robust cluster-oriented shared representation
based on the innovativeness of feature properties protection,
shaping a perfect clustering structure and achieving an ideal
clustering performance.

4.7. Parameter Analysis
In this subsection, we will discuss how four hyper-

parameters, i.e., the clustering loss coefficient  , the con-
straint loss coefficient �, the prior knowledge proportion �
and the number of clusters K , affect the performance of the
proposed DMSC.

We first probe into the sensitivity of  , which is attached
on the clustering term to protect feature properties. As
exhibited from the comparative experiments in Section 4.5,
our DMSC works well with  = 0.1. Figure 3 shows how
our model performs with different  values. When  = 0, the
clustering constraint loses efficacy, leading to poor perfor-
mance. When  raises gradually, the KL divergence based
clustering constraint returns to life and enhanced clustering
performance is acquired. In addition, with the increasement
of  , the fluctuation of metrics is considerably mild, which
means that our model yields satisfactory performance for
a suitable range of  and demonstrates that the proposed
method is desensitized to the specific value of  .

Next, the susceptibility variation of � is presented in
Figure 4, from which the three metrics’ values soar as �
changes from zero to non-zero, then they maintain perfect
stability as � appropriately rises. This observation clearly
suggests that when we consider a small amount of pairwise
constraints prior knowledge, the model can make good use
of this kind of valuable information to provoke a preferable
representation learning capability and a superior clustering
expressiveness.

After that, we analyze the parameter � that renders � ×n
paired-sample constraints (or in other words 2 × � × n
one-sample constraints) for the model training. As seen
from Figure 5, as � increases, the performance of DMSC
generally promotes at the beginning and achieves stability
in a wide range of �, which suggests that the incorporation
of such pairwise constraint based semi-supervised learning
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Figure 7: t-SNE visualization of the clusters after parameters initialization.

Table 7
The robustness study for the number of views.

Stage Method ACC NMI ARI

Initialization View1 0.7112 0.6926 0.5940
View2 0.7317 0.7169 0.6348
View3 0.7252 0.7114 0.6268
View1,2,3 0.7492 0.7458 0.6678

Finetuning View1,2 0.7866 0.8163 0.7380
View1,3 0.7782 0.8131 0.7362
View2,3 0.7804 0.8119 0.7317
View1,2,3 0.7873 0.8263 0.7452

rule into deep multi-view clustering model can result in a
satisfactory performance via prior information capture.

With regard to the number of clusters K , we have
assumed that K on each dataset is predefined based on
the ground-truth labels in the preceding experiments in
Section 4.5 and Section 4.6. Nevertheless, this is a strong
assumption. In many real-world clustering applications, K
is usually unknown. Hence, we run our model on the STL10
dataset with different K to search for the optimal value. As
presented in Figure 6, we can see that our model achieves
the highest scores when K = 10, i.e., our model tends to
group these objects into ten clusters, which is in accordance
with the ground-truth labels.

4.8. Robustness Study
Note that in the previous experiments in Section 4.5,

Section 4.6, Section 4.7, we have assumed that the number
of views V on each dataset is given as two. However, in
many real-world applications, V is usually greater than that.
Consequently, here we run our model on the USPS dataset
with three multiple deep branches (V = 3) equipped to
study the robustness with regard to the view numbers, whose
quality is also measured by ACC/NMI/ARI. To be specific,
the SAE and CAE defined in Table 2 are considered as
the first two views, and a variational autoencoder (VAE)
is utilized as the third view. Its encoding architecture is
Conv26 − Conv320 − Conv360 − Fc256 − Fc10, where Convkn
refers to a convolutional layer with n filters, k × k kernel
size and 2 stride length, Fcn represents a fully connected
layer with n neurons. Naturally, the mirrored version of
the encoder is deemed as the decoding network. The re-
sults of the robustness experiment are presented in Table
7 and Figure 7. Generally speaking, simply concatenating
three heterogeneous features does bring better initialization

performance than single view, see the numerical compar-
isons of View1,2,3 (multi-view concatenated feature) v.s.
View1/2/3 (single-view feature) in Stage-Initialization from
Table 7 and the t-SNE [62] visualization from Figure 7.
Meanwhile, as finetuning iteratively proceeds until model
convergence, the proposed approach achieves more brilliant
clustering performance than two views ones, which implies
that three types of feature embeddings obtained by SAE,
CAE, VAE can nicely complement each other and boost
the clustering uniformity under our DMSC framework, see
the clustering results in Stage-Finetuning from Table 7.
In one word, the DMSC method owns a relatively good
generalization for the number of views V .

4.9. Convergence Analysis
To study the convergence of the proposed DMSC, we

first record the three evaluation metrics over iterations on
the datasets USPS, COIL20, STL10, CIFAR10. As can
be observed from the results described in Figure 8, there
is a distinct upward trend of each metric in the first few
iterations, and all metrics eventually reach stability. More-
over, we use t-SNE [62] to visualize the learned common
representation in different periods of the training process
on a subset of the USPS dataset with 500 samples, see
Figure 9. We can heed that feature points mapped from
raw pixels are extremely overlapped, implying the challenge
of the clustering task, as Figure 9-(a). After parameters
initialization shown in Figure 9-(b), the distribution of the
merged features embedded by multiple deep branches is
more discrete than the original features, and the preliminary
clustering structure has been formed, this is because the
learned initial representations are high-level and cluster-
oriented. As finetuning proceeds until the model achieves
convergence, feature points remain steady and are nicely
separated, as Figure 9-(c)(d) displayed. Overall, Figure 8
and Figure 9 indeed illustrate that our DMSC can converge
practically.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel deep multi-view semi-

supervised clustering approach DMSC, which can boost
the performance of multi-view clustering effectively by
deriving the weakly-supervised information contained in
sample pairwise constraints and protecting the feature prop-
erties of multi-view data. Using pairwise constraints prior
knowledge during model training is beneficial for shaping a
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Figure 8: Clustering performance v.s. iterations.
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Figure 9: t-SNE visualization of the clusters during networks finetuning.

reliable clustering structure. The feature properties protec-
tion mechanism effectively prevents view-specific and view-
shared feature from being distorted in clustering optimiza-
tion. In comparison with existing state-of-the-art single-
view and multi-view clustering competitors, the proposed
method achieves the best performance on eight benchmark
image datasets. Future work may cover conducting more
trials on large-scale image, text, audio datasets with multiple
views to ensure the model generalization and further ex-
ploring more advanced multi-view weighting technique for
robust common representation learning to enhance multi-
view clustering performance.
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