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Abstract—Deep clustering has recently emerged as a promising
technique for complex data clustering. Despite the considerable
progress, previous deep clustering works mostly build or learn the
final clustering by only utilizing a single layer of representation,
e.g., by performing the K-means clustering on the last fully-
connected layer or by associating some clustering loss to a specific
layer, which neglect the possibilities of jointly leveraging multi-
layer representations for enhancing the deep clustering perfor-
mance. In view of this, this paper presents a Deep Clustering via
Ensembles (DeepCluE) approach, which bridges the gap between
deep clustering and ensemble clustering by harnessing the power
of multiple layers in deep neural networks. In particular, we
utilize a weight-sharing convolutional neural network as the
backbone, which is trained with both the instance-level con-
trastive learning (via an instance projector) and the cluster-level
contrastive learning (via a cluster projector) in an unsupervised
manner. Thereafter, multiple layers of feature representations are
extracted from the trained network, upon which the ensemble
clustering process is further conducted. Specifically, a set of
diversified base clusterings are generated from the multi-layer
representations via a highly efficient clusterer. Then the reliability
of clusters in multiple base clusterings is automatically estimated
by exploiting an entropy-based criterion, based on which the
set of base clusterings are re-formulated into a weighted-cluster
bipartite graph. By partitioning this bipartite graph via transfer
cut, the final consensus clustering can be obtained. Experimental
results on six image datasets confirm the advantages of DeepCluE
over the state-of-the-art deep clustering approaches.

Index Terms—Deep clustering, Ensemble clustering, Image
clustering, Deep neural network, Contrastive learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

ATA clustering is a fundamental yet still challenging

problem in machine learning and computational intel-
ligence, which aims to partition a set of data samples into
a certain number of homogeneous groups (i.e., clusters) [1]].
Traditional clustering algorithms mostly rely on hand-crafted
features according to some domain-specific knowledge. How-
ever, when faced with high-dimensional complex data, such
as images and videos, the traditional clustering algorithms [[1]]
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may lead to sub-optimal clustering results due to the lack of
the ability of feature representation learning.

In recent years, the deep learning has gained significant
attention with its superior capability of feature representation
learning, which provides an effective tool for the clustering
analysis of very complex data. Many clustering methods
based on deep neural networks, referred to as deep clustering
methods, have been developed. These existing deep clustering
methods can mainly be divided into two categories, namely,
the single-stage methods [2]-[11] and the two-stage methods
[12], [13]. Specifically, the single-stage deep clustering meth-
ods seek to jointly learn feature representations and cluster
assignments in an end-to-end framework. For example, Xie
et al. [3] proposed the Deep Embedding Clustering (DEC)
method, which aims to learn a mapping from the data space
to a lower-dimensional feature space in which it iteratively
optimizes a clustering objective with the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence loss. Ji et al. [§] presented the Invariant
Information Clustering (IIC) method which learns a clustering
function by maximizing the mutual information between the
cluster assignments of data pairs. Besides these single-stage
methods [2]-[11], some recent efforts in designing two-stage
deep clustering methods have also been made [12], [13]]. Van
Gansbeke et al. [[12] proposed the Semantic Clustering by
Adopting Nearest neighbors (SCAN) method, which utilizes
a pretext task of contrastive learning to mine the nearest
neighbors in the first stage, and performs a further learning
and clustering optimization based on the nearest neighbors in
the next stage.

Though these deep clustering methods [2]-[16] have
achieved significant progress in unsupervised representation
learning and clustering, they mostly seek to achieve the final
clustering by utilizing the feature representation of a single
layer (typically the last fully-connected layer) in the neural
network. While different layers in a deep neural network can
reflect different levels of semantic information and are able
to jointly provide a more comprehensive view on the data
samples, it is surprising that the previous deep clustering
methods mostly overlook the possibilities of jointly leverag-
ing the diverse information of multiple network layers for
enhancing the clustering performance. More recently, Li et
al. [11]] developed the Contrastive Clustering (CC) method
by incorporating two types of projectors (i.e., the instance
projector and cluster projector) to optimize the instance-level
and cluster-level contrastiveness, respectively. However, the
instance projector in CC only assists the optimization of the
backbone, which does not participate in the clustering process
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Fig. 1. An overview of the DeepCIuE framework, which first trains the unsupervised contrastive network with the augmented pairs, then generates an ensemble
of diversified base clusterings from the output of multiple layers in the network, and finally produce the clustering result via the weighted-cluser bipartite

graph based consensus function.

of the cluster projector. More specifically, the CC method
still only uses the last layer of the cluster projector for the
final clustering, lacking the ability of exploiting the feature
information of other modules (or other layers) in the neural
network during its clustering process. In spite of these recent
progress, it remains an open problem how to jointly exploit the
features learned in multiple network layers for enhancing the
clustering performance in a unified deep clustering framework.

To address the above problem, in this paper, we present
a Deep Clustering via Ensembles (DeepCIluE) approach for
unsupervised image clustering, which bridges the gap between
deep clustering and ensemble clustering [I7]-[20] and is able
to jointly exploit the multi-layer information in deep neural
networks (as shown in Fig. [I). Different from the previous
deep clustering approaches that only use a specific layer
(typically the last fully-connected layer) in the network for
generating the clustering result, our DeepCIuE approach for
the first time, to the best of our knowledge, leverages the
feature representations of multiple network layers for deep
image clustering. Specifically, we utilize a weight-sharing
convolutional neural network as the backbone to learn the
representations of the sample pairs constructed by different
data augmentations. Then, two separate projectors, i.e., the
instance projector and the cluster projector, are exploited to
enforce the instance-level contrastive learning and the cluster-
level contrastive learning, respectively. Further, we simulta-
neously leverage multiple layers of representations extracted
from three modules, i.e., the backbone, the instance projector,
and the cluster projector, for the later ensemble clustering
process. With consideration to the very different dimensions
of multiple network layers, we utilize the principle component

analysis (PCA) to reduce the dimension of the output of
each convolutional layer, and generate a set of diversified
base clusterings by efficient bipartite graph formulating and
partitioning. Thereafter, an entropy-based criterion is exploited
to evaluate the reliability of the clusters in different base
clusterings, based on which a weighted-cluster consensus
function is devised to achieve the clustering result. We conduct
experiments on six image datasets, which demonstrate the
superiority of DeepCIuE over the state-of-the-art.

For clarity, the main contributions of this work are summa-

rized as follows:

o This paper bridges the gap between deep clustering and
ensemble clustering, and for the first time, to our knowl-
edge, simultaneously leverages the feature representations
in multiple network layers for unified deep clustering.
Remarkably, our ensemble strategy can serve as an add-
on module for any deep clustering models in order to
enhance their clustering robustness.

o This paper presents a novel deep image clustering ap-
proach termed DeepCIuE, where the instance-level con-
trastiveness, the cluster-level contrastiveness, and the en-
semble clustering via multi-layer collaboration are inte-
grated into a unified framework.

o Extensive experiments are carried out on six image
datasets, which confirm (i) the substantial improvement
brought in by the multi-layer representations and (ii) the
superior clustering performance of DeepCIluE over the
state-of-the-art deep clustering approaches.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section

introduces the related works on deep clustering. Section [II]
describes the overall process of the proposed DeepCIuE ap-



proach. The experimental results are reported in Section
Finally, the paper is concluded in Section [V]

II. RELATED WORK

In this paper, we propose a novel deep image clustering ap-
proach termed DeepCIuE, where the instance-level and cluster-
level contrastive learning modules as well as the ensemble
clustering module via the joint modeling of multiple network
layers are incorporated for enhancing the deep clustering
performance. In this section, a literature review on topic of
deep clustering will be provided.

Traditional clustering algorithms [21]-[25] are often de-
signed for low-dimensional vector-like data, which may not
perform well on complex high-dimensional data like images.
Deep clustering has recently emerged as a promising technique
that is able to harness the representation learning power of
deep neural networks to transform complex data into some
low-dimensional feature representation, upon which some
clustering objective can be incorporated to generate the final
clustering [2]-[14].

As one of the earliest studies on this topic, Yang et al.
[2]] proposed the Deep Clustering Network (DCN) method
which performs the K-means clustering on the latent features
produced by an auto-encoder, where a reconstruction loss and
a clustering loss are jointly minimized. Xie et al. [3]] utilized a
pretrained auto-encoder and iteratively refined the clusters by
taking into account their high-confidence assignments with a
KL-divergence based clustering loss. Yang et al. [4] presented
the JULE method by combining the hierarchical AC process
with the deep learning by a recurrent framework. Guo et al. [5]]
developed the Improved Deep Embedded Clustering (IDEC)
method that jointly optimizes the cluster label assignments
and the feature representation with the local structure of data
distribution considered. Dizaji et al. [6] incorporated a relative
cross-entropy loss and a regularization term (that considers the
size of each cluster depending on some prior knowledge) into
deep clustering. Caron et al. [7] iteratively performed the K-
means clustering and used the subsequent cluster assignments
as supervisory information to update the weights of the neural
network. Huang et al. [[10] proposed a deep clustering method
termed Partltion Confidence mAximization (PICA), which
seeks to maximize the global partition confidence of the
clustering solution. Besides the single-stage deep clustering
methods [2]-[8], [10], another popular category is the two-
stage deep clustering methods. Specifically, van Gansbeke et
al. [12] presented the SCAN method, which first conducts
a pretext task of contrastive learning to mine the nearest
neighbors, and then obtains the clustering result via the
second-stage learning and clustering optimization. To extend
the SCAN method, Dang et al. [[13]] proposed the NNM method
to match samples with their nearest neighbors from both local
and global levels.

Further, some graph-based deep clustering methods [26]—
[28]] have recently been designed to exploit the structural in-
formation underlying the data. For example, Chiang et al. [28]]
proposed a fast and memory-efficient deep clustering method
based on Graph Convolutional Network (GCN). At each step,

it samples a node block associated with a dense subgraph
identified by the graph clustering algorithm and restricts the
neighborhood search within that subgraph. Bo and Wang et al.
[27] developed the structural deep clustering network (SDCN)
to integrate the structural information into deep clustering by
combining the GCN with the DEC framework. Peng et al.
proposed [26] the Attention-driven Graph Clustering Network
(AGCN) to dynamically aggregate the node attribute features
and the topological graph features, and adaptively fuse the
multi-scale features embedded at different layers.

Though significant achievements have been made, most of
the previous deep clustering methods obtain the final clustering
based on the single-layer representation in the neural network,
which undermine their ability to effectively and comprehen-
sively exploit the diverse information of data hidden in multi-
layer representations.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

In this section, our DeepCIluE approach will be described
in detail, which aims to harness the power of multiple layers
in deep neural networks and jointly leverage the instance-
level contrastive learning, the cluster-level contrastive learning,
and the ensemble clustering via multi-layer collaboration in a
unified deep clustering framework.

A. Overview

The pipeline of our DeepCIuE approach is depicted in
Fig.[l} Specifically, our DeepCIuE approach mainly consists of
two stages, i.e., the unsupervised contrastive network learning
and the multi-layer ensemble clustering. The unsupervised
training process of the contrastive network is implemented
in an end-to-end manner with three main modules, including
the weight sharing backbone network, the instance projector,
and the cluster projector. Particularly, the backbone first ex-
tracts features from the sample pairs constructed through data
augmentations on images. Then the instance projector and
the cluster projector respectively perform contrastive learning
in the row and column spaces of the feature matrix learned
by the backbone. With the contrastive network trained, the
base clusterings can be built on the feature representations
from different layers in different modules. Typically, multiple
layers of feature representations from the instance projector,
the cluster projector, and the backbone are jointly used. As
the dimensions of different layers can be very different, we
utilize the PCA to reduce the dimensions of some layers
if their dimensions are greater than a threshold, e.g., 1000.
Then, upon the feature representations extracted from multiple
layers, we can generate a set of diversified base clusterings via
the formulating and partitioning of multiple bipartite graphs
built on multi-layer representations. To take into account the
potentially different reliability of different base clusterings,
an entropy-based criterion is utilized to estimate the local
uncertainty of different ensemble members, based on which a
unified weighted-cluster bipartite graph is constructed and then
efficiently partitioned to achieve the final consensus clustering
(as shown in Fig. [I).



B. Unsupervised Contrastive Network Training

In DeepCIuE, we first utilize contrastive learning at both
the instance-level and the cluster-level to train the deep neural
network in an unsupervised manner [11], where the multiple
layers of trained representations are then fed to the ensemble
clustering process to build the final clustering. In this section,
we describe the three modules in the contrastive network,
namely, the backbone, the instance projector, and the cluster

projector, in Sections [[II-BT}, [[lI-B2] and [[TI-B3] respectively.

1) Backbone: To enforce the contrastive learning [29]-[32],
different types of data augmentations are first performed on
the images to generate the sample pairs. Specifically, given an
image x;, two data transformations 7%, T randomly sampled
from the same family of augmentations 7 are applied to
this image, leading to two correlated views of z;, which are
denoted as ¢ = T%(x;) and z? = T®(x;), respectively.
As suggested in [29], the composition of multiple data aug-
mentation operations is crucial to the representation learning
performance in contrastive learning. In this work, we adopt
an augmentation family with five types of data augmentation
operations, namely, resized-crop, horizontal-flip, grayscale,
color-jitter, and Gaussian-blur. Note that each augmentation
is applied independently with a certain probability. Thereafter,
we utilize the ResNet34 [33]] as the weight-sharing backbone
network to extract features from the two augmented samples,
denoted as h¢ = f(x%) and h? = f(a?), respectively, which
are then fed to the instance projector and the cluster projector
for the later contrastive learning.

2) Instance-Level Contrastiveness: How to define the pos-
itive and negative samples has always been a key problem in
contrastive learning, which aims to maximize the similarities
of the positive pairs and minimize that of the negative pairs
by means of some contrastive loss. Typically, we randomly
sample a mini-batch of n samples and use the backbone
network to extract features of the augmented pairs, which lead
to a total of 2 - n augmented samples. Instead of sampling
the negative samples explicitly, for a specific positive pair
{x¢, 2%}, we treat the other 2 - (n — 1) augmented samples
within a mini-batch as the negative pairs.

Specifically, following the backbone network, the instance
projector gy (-), a nonlinear multi-layer perceptron (MLP) with
two fully-connected layers, is exploited to map the represen-
tations h¢ and h? to a low-dimensional subspace, denoted as
p? = gr(h¢) and p? = g;(h?), where the contrastive loss
[L1]], [29] is utilized for the instance-level contrastive learning.
Previous studies [29] have suggested that it is beneficial to
define the contrastive loss on p¢ and p? rather than h¢ and
hf, which can alleviate the information loss induced by the
contrastive loss [29]].

The pairwise similarity is measured by the cosine similarity,
denoted as s(u,v) = (u"v)/(|[u||||v]|), where u and v are two
feature vectors with the same dimension. For a given sample
x;, we optimize the pairwise similarity via the contrastive loss
computed across all positive pairs, with both {x¢, x%} and

{x%, 29} taken into account, that is

exp(s(p§,p?)/71)

SSlesslolet 7))+ exelo o D)l

9
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where 77 denotes the instance-level temperature parameter,
and [¢ and [? denote the loss of sample z; w.rt. the two
random augmentations 7'¢ and 7T, respectively. Finally, the
instance-level contrastive loss can be computed by traversing
all augmented samples, that is

n a b
Lcon = Zi:l(li * ZZ) (3)
2n

By means of the contrastive loss L., the optimization of
the instance-level contrastiveness can be achieved by pulling
the similar instances (i.e., positive samples) closer and pushing
dissimilar instances (i.e., negative samples) away.

3) Cluster-Level Contrastiveness: By optimizing the
instance-level contrastive loss, the similarity between individ-
ual samples is captured, while the cluster-level structure infor-
mation is still unconsidered. Therefore, we further incorporate
a cluster projector into the network. Note that the Softmax
fully-connected layer can realize the mapping of a sample
to the cluster space, leading to the soft label whose the ¢-
th element can be regarded as its probability of belonging to
the ¢-th cluster. With the soft labels stacked to form a feature
matrix, the global cluster information can be revealed [/11]].

Formally, let D € R™*¥ be the output of cluster projector
for the first augmentation (and D® € R™*X for the second
augmentation), which can be obtained by stacking the soft
labels of the n samples, where n and K respectively denote
the mini-batch size and the number of clusters. Then we pay
attention to the columns of the matrix D! (for t € {a,b}),
where the i-th column can be regarded as the vectorized
representation of the ¢-th cluster. In this case, we expect that
the two representations of the same cluster built through two
different augmentations, respectively, should be close to each
other, whereas the different clusters should be as dissimilar
as possible, so as to maintain the consistency of the global
cluster structure.

Specifically, following the backbone network, we further
incorporate a cluster projector g¢ (), where a two-layer MLP
with Softmax is used to project the representations h¢ and h?
into a K-dimensional space, leading to the soft assignments
G = gc(h?) and @@ = gc(hb) for samples z¢ and x?,
respectively, where G corresponds to the i-th row of D! for
t € {a,b}. Let ¢ denote the i-th column of D®, corresponding
to the representation of cluster ¢ under the first data augmen-
tation. We match it with ¢? to form a positive cluster pair
{q%, 4"}, and use the other 2 - (K — 1) pairs as the negative
pairs. For the i-th cluster, with both {¢?, ¢’} and {q’, ¢¢}
considered, the cluster-level contrastive loss is defined as

I} = —log

exp(s(p}, p§)/ 1)
>oiqlexp(s(pl, %) /1) + exp(s(p}, p})/71)]

1> = —log

7a exp(s(qf, ¢2)/m0)
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where 7o denotes the cluster temperature parameter. Thereby,
the cluster-level contrastive loss w.r.t. the K clusters can be
computed as

K (7a 7b
Loy = 2= ), (6)
where the entropy term H (D) is incorporated to prevent
the trivial solution that assigns a majority of samples into
one or a few clusters. This term also takes into account the
representations under two augmentation operations, that is

H(D) = =% [P(¢?)logP(¢f) + P(¢))logP(¢?)], (7)
i 2wt D
P(Ql)* ||Dt||1 3 fOT'tG{CL,b} (8)

By updating the network via the loss of L, the cluster
structure can be optimized via the cluster-level contrastive-
ness. Finally, we proceed to combine the optimization of the
instance-level contrastiveness and the cluster-level contrastive-
ness into a unified loss function, that is

Ltotal = Lcon + Lclu~ (9)

With both the instance-level contrastiveness and the cluster-
level contrastiveness leveraged, the overall network can be
trained in a self-supervised (or unsupervised) manner. In this
work, we aim to simultaneously take advantage of multiple
layers of representations from multiple modules to enhance
the clustering performance, which will be described in the
following two sections.

C. Diversified Ensemble Generation from Multiple Layers

The existing deep clustering studies [2]]—[[13]] mostly build
the final clustering by utilizing a single layer of the learned
representation, e.g., by performing the K -means algorithm on
the last fully-connected layer or by adding a Softmax layer
after the last fully-connected layer (which is then associated
with some clustering loss). However, few of them have gone
beyond the single-layer clustering paradigm to explore the
more possibilities in multi-layer representations.

Inspired by the ensemble clustering technique [34]—[40],
whose objective is to fuse multiple base clusterings for build-
ing a more robust clustering result, in this paper, we extends
the conventional deep clustering framework from the single-
layer clustering fashion to the multi-layer clustering fashion.
Especially, we first focus on the problem of how to generate a
set of diversified base clusterings from the multiple layers of
representations in this section, and then deal with the fusion
of these multiple base clusterings (via the weighted-cluster
bipartite graph based consensus function) in the next section.

As illustrated in Fig. [I we jointly utilize multiple lay-
ers of representations from three different modules, i.e., the
backbone, the instance projector, and the cluster projector
for our ensemble clustering process. In our framework, we
adopt the ResNet34, a deep residual network with 34 weighted
layers, as the backbone, which mainly consists of the following

components, namely, the first convolutional layer convl, the
four residual structural modules convi_x (i € {2,3,4,5}), and
the average pooling layer fc6 with flatten operation. Besides
the backbone, the instance projector g;(-) consists of two fully-
connected layers, i.e., fci (¢ € {7,8}), whereas the cluster
projector go(+) also consists two fully-connected layers, i.e.,
fei (i € {9,10}), where the Softmax operation is used in the
last layer for producing the soft labels.

Note that multiple layers of representations are extracted
from each of the three modules for ensemble generation. Let
AB, A1, and A¢ denote the numbers of layers extracted from
the backbone, the instance projector, and the cluster projector,
respectively. Thus a total of A = Ap + A\; + A¢ layers of
representations will be extracted from the entire network. Let
N be the number of samples in the dataset and d*) be the
dimension of the i-th extracted layer. If the dimension of a
layer exceeds a certain threshold, e.g., 1000, then PCA will
be utilized to reduce the dimension of the representation of
this layer. Let X = {z1,--- ,zx} be an image dataset with
N samples, where z; is the i-th image sample. Then, the
feature matrix of the j-th extracted layer can be represented
as Y@ e RV where each row corresponds to the
feature representation of a sample. For example, the i-th
row in Y, denoted as ygj ) ¢ RV, corresponds to the
feature representation of the sample x; in the j-th extracted
layer. Thereby, we can represent the original dataset by the A
extracted feature representations, that is

Y={yW ... vy} (10)

Instead of generating one base clustering at each layer,
to inject diversity into the ensemble system, we produce
multiple diversified base clusterings at each layer of feature
representation. With consideration to both clustering quality
and efficiency, we adopt the Ultra-scalable SPEctral Clustering
(U-SPEC) algorithm [[19]] for ensemble generation, which takes
advantage of the bipartite graph structure and is featured by
its linear time and space complexity in the sample size V.
Specifically, it first selects a set of representatives via the
hybrid representative selection strategy, then builds a bipartite
graph between the original samples and the representatives
via the fast approximation of k-nearest neighbors, and finally
obtains a base clustering by efficiently partitioning the bipartite
graph. By performing the U-SPEC algorithm multiple times,
multiple base clusterings can be obtained from each layer
of representation. Then, a question may arise as to how to
diversify the base clusterings of multiple runs of U-SPEC,
which in fact is addressed in two aspects. First, the hybrid
representative selection requires random down-sampling and
K-means clustering, which can lead to a different set of
representatives at each run. Second, the number of clusters
for each base clustering is randomly selected, which further
enforces the diversity of the base clusterings.

Formally, let M’ denote the number of base clusterings
generated at each extracted layer. Then a total of M = \- M’
base clusterings can be obtained. The ensemble of base
clusterings generated from multiple layers of representations



can be denoted as

(1)

where 7 = {CT",-- -, C} } is the m-th base clustering, C7"
is the ¢-th cluster in 7™, and k£ is the number of clusters in
7. Then the next question that remains to be tackled is how to
effectively and efficiently fuse the information of the multiple
base clusterings to build a probably more robust consensus
clustering 7*.

D. Weighted Bipartite Graph Based Consensus Function

With the set of base clusterings generated by exploiting
multiple layers in the deep neural network, in this section, we
proceed to combine the base clusterings into the final cluster-
ing via the weighted-cluster bipartite graph based consensus
function.

Diversity and quality are two crucial factors for ensemble
clustering. Although different layers of representations can
provide rich and diverse information for the clustering, yet the
reliability of different layers (or even different base clusterings
generated in the same layer) may be quite different. Thereby,
before fusing multiple base clusterings (via ensemble cluster-
ing), we first estimate the quality of the base clusterings and
design the weighting scheme accordingly. Especially, rather
than treating each base clustering as an individual, we estimate
the reliability of the clusters in each base clustering by taking
into account the distribution of the cluster labels in the entire
ensemble via an entropy-based criterion.

For convenience, we represent the set of clusters in the M
base clusterings as follows:

C={C,--,Ch}, (12)

where C; denotes the i-th cluster, and k. denotes the total
number of clusters in II. It is obvious that k. = Zf\il k*. Each
cluster consists of a set of data samples. Without supervision,
if the data samples in a cluster within a base clustering are
frequently grouped into the same cluster in the other base
clusterings, which means that multiple base clusterings agree
that the samples in this cluster should be together, then this
cluster can be regarded as more reliable. To measure the
agreement (or disagreement) among multiple base clusterings,
we take advantage of the concept of entropy [38], [40],
which provides a simple yet effective measure of uncertainty
for the clusters. Given a cluster C; and a base clustering
"™, the uncertainty (or entropy) of the cluster C; w.r.t. the
base clustering 7™ can be measured by considering how the
samples in C; are partitioned in 7™, that is

o
H™(C;) = = > _ P(C;,Cj")logy P(C;, C),  (13)
j=1
o CiNCT

where [ denotes the intersection of two sets and | - | obtains
the number of samples in a set. Based on the assumption that
the multiple base clusterings are independent of each other,

the uncertainty of the cluster C; w.r.t. the entire ensemble II
with M base clusterings can be computed as follows:

M
H*(C;) = H™(Cy). (15)
m=1
When the samples in C; belong to the same cluster in all the
M base clusterings, the uncertainty of C; w.r.t. the ensemble
II reaches its minimum value zero. Thus, with the uncertainty
of clusters defined, we can further present the cluster-wise
weighting scheme for our bipartite graph based consensus
function.
By treating both data samples and base clusters as nodes,
we can define the weighted-cluster bipartite graph for the
clustering ensemble II as follows:

G ={x,C, B}, (16)

where X' | JC represents the node set and B represents the
cross-affinity matrix. The reason for constructing a bipartite
graph rather than a general graph is two-fold. First, for the
ensemble of multiple base clusterings, the bipartite graph can
naturally encode the relationship between the original samples
and the base clusters. Second, in comparison with a general
graph with an NV x N similarity matrix, the bipartite graph can
be partitioned in a more efficient manner. In the following, we
will further incorporate the uncertain (or reliablity) of clusters
into the bipartite graph structure.

As the uncertainty of different clusters has been estimated
via the entropy-based criterion, it is expected that a cluster with
higher reliability (corresponding to lower uncertainty) should
exert a greater influence. Therefore, we can define the weight
of a cluster C; by considering its uncertainty, that is

w(C;) = exp (—H]\(/[O‘)> , for C; € C.

It holds that w(C;) € (0,1]. When the uncertainty of C;
reaches its minimum value zero, its weight w(C;) reaches its
maximum value one. Thus, the cross-affinity matrix for the
weighted-cluster bipartite graph can be defined as follows:

a7

B = {bij}Nxk.» (18)
b — w(Cj), ifl‘iECj (19)
“ 0, otherwise.

In the constructed bipartite graph, an edge between two
graph nodes exists if and only if one of them is a data sample
and the other is the cluster that contains it, whose weight is
decided by the reliability of the corresponding cluster. Due to
the imbalanced structure of the bipartite graph, with N > k.,
the transfer cut (Tcut) [41] can be adopted to partition the
graph efficiently and thus obtain the final clustering, whose
computational complexity is linear in /N and cubic in k..

For clarity, the overall process of our DeepCIuE algorithm
is summarized in Algorithm [I]

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we experimentally evaluate the clustering
performance of our DeepCIuE approach against the state-of-
the-art deep clustering approaches on multiple image datasets.



Algorithm 1: Deep Clustering via Ensembles (DeepCIuE)

Input: Dataset X'; Backbone f(-); Instance projector
g1(+); Cluster projector g¢(-); Temperature
parameters 77 and 7¢; Augmentation group 7
Training epochs E; Batch size n; Number of
clusters K'; Number of extracted layers A;
Number of base clusterings per layer M’.

Output: Final clustering result 7*.

# Training contrastive network according to Sec

for epoch = 1,...,.F do

Sample a mini-batch {x;}?_; from X;

Sample two augmentations 7%, T from T;

Feed T°(z;), T%(x;) into the model,

Compute Leon, Lo and Liotal;

Update the parameters of f(-), gs(+), and gc(+);
end

# Ensemble generation according to Sec

Initialize an empty ensemble II;

for all Y € Y do

- 7 T N

-
= =

12 # For each layer, generate M’ base clusterings;
13 for m = 1,....M’ do

14 Initialize a random cluster number k™;

15 Obtain a base clustering 7™ via U-SPEC;
16 Update the ensemble: II = I U 7™,

17 end

18 end

-
e

# Weighted consensus function according to Sec
Estimate the uncertainty of each cluster;
Compute the weight for each cluster;
Build the weighted-cluster bipartite graph G for II;
Partition GG into K disjoint subsets via Tcut;
for all x; € X do

Assign a cluster label to z; according to which

subset it is in;

NN N NN
N oA W N =D

end

[ ]
=)

TABLE I
STATISTICS OF THE DATASETS.

Dataset #Samples #Classes
Fashion 70,000 10
CIFAR-10 60,000 10
CIFAR-100 60,000 20
ImageNet-10 13,000 10
ImageNet-Dogs 19,500 15
Tiny-ImageNet 100,000 200

A. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We conduct experiments on six image datasets for image
clustering, namely, Fashion [42]], CIFAR-10 [43], CIFAR-
100 [43]], ImageNet-10 [11]], ImageNet-Dogs [I1]], and Tiny-
ImageNet [44]. The statistics of these benchmark datasets are
provided in Table [I, and some examples in these datasets are
visualized in Fig. 2]

To quantitatively evaluate the clustering quality, three
widely-adopted metrics are adopted, namely, normalized mu-

(a) Fashion

B

(b) CIFAR-10

(c) CIFAR-100

(f) Tiny-ImageNet
Fig. 2. Some examples of the six image datasets. Note that the Fashion dataset

is a gray-scale image dataset, while the other five datasets are three-channel
color image datasets.

tual information (NMI) [23]}, adjusted Rand index (ARI) [43],
and clustering accuracy (ACC) [46].

B. Experimental Settings

Different from many deep clustering methods that need to be
fine-tuned for different datasets, our DeepCIluE method doesn’t
require dataset-specific hyper-parameter-tuning, and is able to
obtain consistently high-quality clustering results by using the
same experimental setting on various datasets.

Specifically, with the ResNet34 adopted as the backbone, all
input images are resized to a size of 224 x 224. An augmen-
tation family with five types of data augmentation operations,
namely, resized-crop, horizontal-flip, grayscale, color-jitter,
and Gaussian-blur, is utilized. We take the Gaussian-blur
augmentation out for the low-resolution datasets, including
Fashion, CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and Tiny-ImageNet, since
the up-scaling already results in blurred images. The two-layer



TABLE II
THE NMI SCORES OF DIFFERENT CLUSTERING METHODS ON SIX IMAGE DATASETS. THE BEST SCORE ON EACH DATASET IS IN BOLD.

[ Dataset [ Fashion [ CIFAR-10 | CIFAR-100 | TImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet |
K-means [1] 0.512 0.087 0.084 0.119 0.055 0.065
SC [22] 0.659 0.103 0.090 0.151 0.038 0.063
AC [1] 0.564 0.105 0.098 0.138 0.037 0.069
NMF [21] 0.425 0.081 0.079 0.132 0.044 0.072
AE [47] 0.567 0.239 0.100 0.210 0.104 0.131
DAE [48]] - 0.251 0.111 0.206 0.104 0.127
DCGAN [49] - 0.265 0.120 0.225 0.121 0.135
DeCNN [50]] - 0.240 0.092 0.186 0.098 0.111
VAE [51] - 0.245 0.108 0.193 0.107 0.113
JULE [4] 0.608 0.192 0.103 0.175 0.054 0.102
DEC [3] 0.601 0.257 0.136 0.282 0.122 0.115
DAC [52] 0.632 0.396 0.185 0.394 0.219 0.190
DCCM [53| - 0.496 0.285 0.608 0.321 0.224
IIC 8] 0.637 0.513 - - - -
PICA [10] - 0.591 0.310 0.802 0.352 0.277
CC [11] 0.641 0.705 0.430 0.862 0.401 0.314
CLD [54] 0.532 0.443 0.425 0.671 0.279 0.308
HCSC [55] 0.472 0.407 0.361 0.647 0.355 0.305
[ DeepCE__ | 0694 | 0727 | 0472 | 0882 | 0448 [ 0319 |
TABLE III

THE ARI SCORES OF DIFFERENT CLUSTERING METHODS ON SIX IMAGE DATASETS. THE BEST SCORE ON EACH DATASET IS IN BOLD.

[ Dataset [ Fashion [ CIFAR-10 | CIFAR-100 | TImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet |
K-means [[1]| 0.348 0.049 0.028 0.057 0.020 0.005
SC [22] 0.468 0.085 0.022 0.076 0.013 0.004
AC [1] 0.371 0.065 0.034 0.067 0.021 0.005
NMF [21] - 0.034 0.026 0.065 0.016 0.005
AE [47]) 0.391 0.169 0.048 0.152 0.073 0.007
DAE [48]] - 0.163 0.046 0.138 0.078 0.007
DCGAN [49] - 0.176 0.045 0.157 0.078 0.007
DeCNN [50]] - 0.174 0.038 0.142 0.073 0.006
VAE [51] - 0.167 0.040 0.168 0.079 0.006
JULE [4] - 0.138 0.033 0.138 0.028 0.006
DEC [3] 0.446 0.161 0.050 0.203 0.079 0.007
DAC [52] 0.502 0.306 0.088 0.302 0.111 0.017
DCCM [53] - 0.408 0.173 0.555 0.182 0.038
IIC 8] 0.523 0.411 - - - -
PICA [10] - 0.512 0.171 0.761 0.201 0.040
CC [11] 0.545 0.637 0.266 0.825 0.225 0.073
CLD [54] 0.315 0.319 0.264 0.626 0.141 0.061
HCSC [55] 0.279 0.295 0.206 0.559 0.209 0.060
[ DeepCE_ | 0569 |  0.646 | 0288 | 085 | 0273 | 0102 |

MLP instance projector g;(-) maps the representation to a 128-
dimensional latent space, whereas the dimension of the output
vector from the cluster projector go(-) is set to the cluster
number. The instance temperature parameter 77 is fixed to 0.5
and the cluster temperature parameter 7¢ is fixed to 1.0 in all
experiments. The batch size is set to 256. We use the Adam
optimizer [56] with a learning rate of 3 x 10~% without weight
decay or scheduler. Our model is trained for 1000 epochs in
an unsupervised manner. We then extract A\p = 3 layers from
the backbone, A\; = 2 layers from the instance projector, and
Ac = 1 layer from the cluster projector. Since the second MLP
layer in the cluster projector is associated with Softmax, we
only extract its first MLP layer. Therefore, a total of A = 6
layers are utilized for ensemble clustering. If the dimension of

an extracted layer is greater than 1000, it will be PCA-reduced
to 1000-dimensional. For each layer, M’ = 5 base clusterings
are generated with the cluster number randomly chosen in
[K,V/N], where K and N are respectively the number of
clusters and the size of the dataset.

C. Compared with Traditional and Deep Clustering Methods

In this section, we compare DeepCIuE with eighteen base-
line clustering methods, which include four traditional clus-
tering methods, namely, K-means [1], Spectral Clustering
(SO) [22]], agglomerative clustering (AC) [1], and Nonnegative
Matrix Factorization (NMF) [21]], and fourteen deep clustering
methods, namely, Auto-Encoder (AE) [47], Denoising Auto-
Encoder (DAE) [48]], Deep Convolutional Generative Adver-



TABLE IV

THE ACC SCORES OF DIFFERENT CLUSTERING METHODS ON SIX IMAGE DATASETS. THE BEST SCORE ON EACH DATASET IS IN BOLD.

[ Dataset [ Fashion [ CIFAR-10 | CIFAR-100 | TImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet |

K -means [[1]| 0.474 0.229 0.130 0.241 0.105 0.025
SC [22] 0.583 0.247 0.136 0.274 0.111 0.022
AC [1] 0.500 0.228 0.138 0.242 0.139 0.027
NMF [21] 0.434 0.190 0.118 0.230 0.118 0.029
AE [47] 0.540 0.314 0.165 0.317 0.185 0.041
DAE [48] - 0.297 0.151 0.304 0.190 0.039
DCGAN [49] - 0.315 0.151 0.346 0.174 0.041
DeCNN [50]] - 0.282 0.133 0.313 0.175 0.035
VAE [51] - 0.291 0.152 0.334 0.179 0.036
JULE [4] 0.563 0.272 0.137 0.300 0.138 0.033
DEC [3] 0.590 0.301 0.185 0.381 0.195 0.037
DAC [52] 0.615 0.522 0.238 0.527 0.275 0.066
DCCM [53] - 0.623 0.327 0.710 0.383 0.108

IIC [8]] 0.657 0.617 0.257 - - -
PICA [10] - 0.696 0.337 0.870 0.352 0.098
CC [11] 0.656 0.790 0.429 0.895 0.342 0.136
CLD [54] 0.495 0.542 0.420 0.807 0.315 0.141
HCSC [55] 0.454 0.480 0.362 0.741 0.355 0.139
[ DeepCluE [ 0.689 [ 0.764 [ 0.457 [ 0.924 [ 0.416 0.194

TABLE V
THE NMI PERFORMANCE OF USING A SINGLE LAYER AND USING MULTIPLE LAYERS.
Dataset Fashion CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 | ImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet

Using last layer of g;(-) 0.565 0.631 0.409 0.469 0.354 0.378

Using last layer of gc(+) 0.641 0.705 0.430 0.862 0.401 0.314

Using multiple layers 0.694 0.727 0.472 0.882 0.448 0.379

TABLE VI

THE ARI PERFORMANCE OF USING A SINGLE LAYER AND USING MULTIPLE LAYERS.

THE ACC PERFORMANCE OF USING A SINGLE LAYER AND USING MULTIPLE LAYERS.

Dataset Fashion CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 ImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet
Using last layer of g;(-) 0.406 0.490 0.190 0.177 0.135 0.092
Using last layer of gc(+) 0.545 0.637 0.266 0.825 0.225 0.073
Using multiple layers 0.569 0.646 0.288 0.856 0.273 0.102
TABLE VII

Dataset Fashion CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 ImageNet-10 | ImageNet-Dogs | Tiny-ImageNet
Using last layer of g;(-) 0.526 0.638 0.382 0.450 0.344 0.189
Using last layer of gco(+) 0.656 0.790 0.429 0.895 0.342 0.136
Using multiple layers 0.689 0.764 0.457 0.924 0.416 0.194

sarial Networks (DCGAN) [[49]], DeConvolutional Neural Net-
works (DeCNN) [50]], Variational Auto-Encoder (VAE) [51]],
Jointly Unsupervised LEarning (JULE) [4]], DEC [3[], Deep
Adaptive image Clustering (DAC) [52], Deep Comprehensive
Correlation Mining (DCCM) [53], IIC [8]], PICA [10], CC
[11]], cross-level discrimination (CLD) [54] and Hierarchical
Contrastive Selective Coding (HCSC) [55]. The results of
CC, CLD and HCSC are reproduced by using the authors’
code, while the results of other baselines are taken from the
corresponding papers.

The clustering performance w.r.t. NMI, ARI, and ACC
of different clustering methods are reported in Tables [II]
and respectively. Note that previous deep clustering
methods generally rely on single-layer output for generating
the final clustering result. In comparison with the previous

deep clustering methods, we find that our DeepCIuE method
with multiple layers of information jointly exploited can lead
to better or significantly better clusterings on most of the
benchmark datasets. In terms of NMI, as can be observed
in Table DeepCIuE yields the best score on all the six
image datasets. Especially, on the one hand, the deep clustering
methods have exhibited significant advantages over the tradi-
tional clustering methods on most of the datasets, due to the
representation learning ability of deep neural networks. On the
other hand, our DeepCIuE method consistently outperforms
the other deep clustering methods. Specifically, on the CIFAR-
100, ImageNet-Dogs, and Tiny-ImageNet datasets, our Deep-
CIuE method achieves NMI scores of 0.472, 0.448, and 0.379,
respectively, which significantly outperforms the best baseline
method which achieves NMI scores of 0.430, 0.401, and 0.314,
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respectively. In terms of ARI and ACC, similar advantages can
also be observed, which demonstrate the highly-competitive
clustering performance of our DeepCIuE method.

D. Comparison of Single Layer Vs Multiple Layers

To evaluate the influence of using multiple layers simulta-
neously, in this section, we compare our DeepCIuE method
(using multiple layers) against the other two variants of only
using a single layer on the benchmark datasets. As there are
two projectors in our network, namely, the instance projector
g1(-) and the cluster projector g¢ (), the variants of only using
the last layer of g;(-) and only using the last layer of g¢(-) are
respectively tested. When a single layer is used, we exploit the
K -means clustering on this layer to produce the clustering. As
shown in Tables [V] [V, and [VT]] the clustering performance
of our DeepCIuE method using multiple layers is much better
than that of only using a single layer g;(-) or gc(+), which
shows the improvement brought in by jointly using multi-layer
feature representations.
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Fig. 5. The ACC performance of DeepCIuE with or without weighted clusters.

E. Influence of Weighted Clusters

In DeepCIuE, a cluster-wise weighting strategy is incorpo-
rated to take the different reliability of multiple base cluster-
ings (as well as the different clusters inside the same base
clustering) into account. Note that the diversity is one of the
key factors in ensemble clustering. As it is not required that the
every base clustering has high reliability, the diversified base
clusterings generated from multiple network layers is crucial
for building a better consensus clustering result. In this section,
we evaluate the influence of the weighted clusters in our Deep-
CIuE method. Especially, the variant without weighted clusters
can be achieved by simply setting the weights of all clusters
to equally one. As shown in Figs. [3| @] and [5} our DeepCIuE
method with weighted clusters consistently outperforms the
variant without weighted clusters on the benchmark datasets,
which confirm the substantial contribution of the cluster-wise
weighting scheme in our DeepCIuE method.

F. Influence of Ensemble Size

In the proposed DeepCluE method, multiple layers of
representations are jointly utilized in an ensemble clustering
manner. In this section, we evaluate the influence of the
number of base clusterings M in our framework. We illustrate
the NMI, ARI, and ACC scores of DeepCIuE with different
ensemble sizes in Figs. [f] [7] and [8] respectively. Note that
on each layer, we produce M’ base clusterings. Thus a total
of M = AM’ base clusterings are generated on A layers of
representations. When M’ goes from 1 to 6, with A = 6
layers of representations utilized, the total number of base
clusterings M grows from 6 to 36. As can be observed in
the performance curves, DeepCIluE is able to yield stably
high-quality clustering results with varying number of base
clusterings on the benchmark datasets. Typically, a relative
larger ensemble size can often be beneficial to the clustering
performance.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we propose a novel deep image clustering
approach termed DeepCIluE, which bridges the gap between
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deep clustering and ensemble clustering. Different from pre-
vious deep clustering approaches that mostly utilize a single
layer of representation to construct the final clustering, the
DeepCIuE approach jointly exploits multiple layers of feature
representations in the deep neural network by means of an
ensemble clustering process. Specifically, a weight-sharing
convolutional neural network is first trained with two separate
projectors, i.e., the instance projector and the cluster projector.
Then multi-layer representations are extracted from the trained
network for producing a set of diversified base clusterings
via the efficient U-SPEC algorithm. Further, an entropy-based
criterion is adopted to evaluate and weight the clusters in
multiple base clusterings, through which a weighted-cluster
bipartite graph can further be formulated and partitioned for
the final clustering. Extensive experimental results on six well-
known image datasets have demonstrated the superiority of the
proposed DeepCIuE approach over the state-of-the-art deep
clustering approaches.

In terms of the limitations and future directions, in this
paper, we mainly focus on the deep clustering task for image
data. In the future work, our framework can be extended to
enforce the deep ensemble clustering for more types of data,
such the document data and the time series data. Besides this,

Fig.
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another limitation to the current work is that the extraction
of the feature representations of multiple layers in the deep
network may involve large storage space (depending on the
selected backbone network), which gives rise to another po-
tential research direction in the future extensions.
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