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Abstract. Contrastive learning has achieved promising performance in
the field of multi-view clustering recently. However, the positive and
negative sample construction mechanisms ignoring semantic consistency
lead to false negative pairs, limiting the performance of existing algo-
rithms from further improvement. To solve this problem, we propose
a multi-view clustering framework named Deep Contrastive Multi-view
Clustering under Semantic feature guidance (DCMCS) to alleviate the
influence of false negative pairs. Specifically, view-specific features are
firstly extracted from raw features and fused to obtain fusion view fea-
tures according to view importance. To mitigate the interference of view-
private information, specific view and fusion view semantic features are
learned by cluster-level contrastive learning and concatenated to measure
the semantic similarity of instances. By minimizing instance-level con-
trastive loss weighted by semantic similarity, DCMCS adaptively weak-
ens contrastive leaning between false negative pairs. Experimental results
on several public datasets demonstrate the proposed framework outper-
forms the state-of-the-art methods.

Keywords: Multi-view clustering · Contrastive learning · False negative
pairs · Semantic feature

1 Introduction

Multi-view clustering(MVC) has gained interest in the last few years and has
been widely applied in the field of biology [48], medicine [7, 44], social net-
work [47], agriculture [32], and so forth. Traditional methods for MVC include
non-negative matrix factorization [46,52], latent representation learning [17,39],
graph learning [18,37], and tensor learning [2,29]. Many of the traditional MVC
methods suffer from poor representation and high computational complexity,
resulting in limited performance in complex scenarios with real data [12]. Deep
learning develops superior features with its strong representation ability, so deep
MVC is becoming popular. Deep MVC methods can be categorized into four sub-
groups: subspace clustering [22, 31], graph-based deep clustering [33, 38], deep
representation clustering [34, 45], and spectral clustering [3, 27]. Compared to
other approaches, deep representation clustering often employs a simple encoder-
decoder structure and may be more flexible [10].
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Effective deep MVC depends on learning discriminative common informa-
tion from multi-view data. Recently, contrastive learning has been integrated
into deep MVC because of its ability to capture high-level semantics while dis-
carding irrelevant information [40]. Ke et al . [19, 20] design a fusion network to
extract common information. Xu et al . [41] carry out distinct goals at differ-
ent feature levels to resolve the conflict between consistency and reconstruction
objectives. Hu et al . [15] establish triple features through contrastive learning
using feature-oriented alignment, commonality-oriented, and cluster-level con-
sistency. Even though these contrastive learning-based deep MVC methods have
achieved important progress, there are still some issues that need to be resolved:
(1) For directly applying contrastive loss such as InfoNCE [6], the performance
of many methods(e.g . [15,41]) is impaired by false negative pairs. Minimizing the
contrastive loss may increase the feature dissimilarity of instances sharing the
same cluster label due to false negative pairs, which contradicts with clustering
objective and leads to unfriendly representation learning for clustering. (2)Some
methods(e.g . [19,20]) fuse specific views to obtain a fusion view containing com-
mon information. However, the view-private information is inevitably introduced
to fusion view features and transferred to contrastive learning interfering with
the quality of clustering.

In this paper, we propose a novel semantics-guided multi-view contrastive
clustering framework to address the above issues. Our framework, as illustrated
in Fig. 1, consists of a view-specific feature fusion module and a cross-view
double-level contrastive module. In the view-specific feature fusion module, auto-
encoders are used to generate view-specific features, and weighted fusion is em-
ployed to generate the fusion view features. The cross-view double-level con-
trastive fusion module employs two consistency objectives: semantics-guided
instance-level contrastive learning and cluster-level contrastive learning. Instance
pair weights measured by semantic features are applied to mitigate the impact of
false negative pairs. Furthermore, in order to reduce the influence of view-private
information, common information are concentrated when calculating instance
pair weights. Compared with previous work, our contributions are as follows:

• A DCMCS framework is proposed to lessen the impact of false negative pairs
in instance-level contrastive learning. The objective of contrastive learning is
made consistent with the clustering objective by using instance pair weights
obtained from semantic features to learn cluster-friendly features.

• When calculating the instance pair weights, the common information of the
fusion view are concentrated in DCMCS. It relieves the interference of the
view-private information in the fusion view to achieve better clustering re-
sults.

• In the experiment, we show how effectively the instance pair weights and
the fusion view’s common information work. Experimental results on several
public datasets demonstrate our framework outperforms the state-of-the-art
methods.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The relevant work is presented
in Sec. 2. The proposed framework is presented in Sec. 3. Comprehensive exper-
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iments and findings are reported in Sec. 4. Sec. 5 provides the conclusion and
future work.

2 Related Work

2.1 Multi-view clustering.

With the development of deep learning, deep MVC has an important position
in MVC methods. The four categories of deep MVC methods are deep repre-
sentation learning [8, 26, 34, 45], deep graph learning [23, 33, 38], subspace clus-
tering [22, 30, 31], and spectral clustering [3, 27, 49]; the latter three are fre-
quently combined [9, 24, 43]. In deep representation learning, contrastive meth-
ods [15, 34, 41], collaborative methods [45, 51], adversarial methods [26, 50], and
distillation methods [8, 28] can be used to acquire common information. Yang
et al . [45] optimize view features using intra-view collaborative learning and
gain complementing information through inter-view collaborative learning. Li et
al . [26] employ adversarial learning to further capture data distribution. A dis-
tillation approach is presented by Chen et al . [8] that uses a teacher model with
complete views to direct a student model with lacking views. Contrastive learning
is frequently employed in deep MVC since it supports the clustering objective.
We present a semantics-guided contrastive multi-view clustering framework that
takes advantage of the consistency and complementarity of views.

2.2 Contrastive learning.

Contrastive learning [6, 14] has proven to be quite effective in self-supervised
learning in recent years. By creating positive and negative pairs, contrastive
learning is able to obtain discriminative features. New perspectives on the diffi-
culties of deep clustering are offered by the development of contrastive cluster-
ing [25]. In general, there are two types of multi-view contrastive clustering:
instance-level contrastive learning [34, 42] and cluster-level contrastive learn-
ing [4]. [15,41] make use of both. False negative pairs occur when setting negative
pairs in the popular instance-level contrastive learning technique. In order to
mitigate this issue, Trosten et al . [34] use negative pairs consisting of instances
assigned to distinct clusters, whereas Yan et al . [42] add structure relationship to
negative pairs. Semantics-guided instance-level contrastive learning and cluster-
level contrastive learning are utilized in our framework. To reduce false negative
pairs, instance pair weights derived from semantic features are introduced.

3 Method

In this section, we first explain the definitions used and the goal to be achieved
in the framework. Next, we introduce the architecture of the framework. Finally,
the total loss and entire optimization procedure are shown.
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Fig. 1: The framework of DCMCS. The view-specific features Zv, the fusion view fea-
tures Ẑ, the instance-level features Hv,Ĥ and the semantic features Cv,Ĉ are learned
from the raw features Xv. The reconstruction objective Lcon is individually conducted
on Zv. In semantics-guided contrastive learning(SGCL) and cluster-level contrastive
learning(CLCL) modules, two contrastive losses (i.e., Li and Lc) are conducted on the
instance-level features and cluster-level features, respectively. Moreover, RC represents
the weight matrix generated from semantic features to establish the relationship be-
tween negative pairs in Li.

3.1 Proposed Statement

Given a multi-view dataset χ =
{
Xv ∈ RN×Dv

}V

v=1
with V views and N samples,

Xv = [xv1, x
v
2, . . . , x

v
N] denotes the instances of the v -th view. Dv denotes the

feature dimension of the v -th view. Considering that there are K clusters in the
dataset, the N samples are ultimately divided into K clusters according to their
similarity.

3.2 View-specific feature fusion

The view-specific feature fusion module uses several view-specific autoencoders,
as shown in Fig. 1, to extract the features of each view. In particular, we designate
the encoder fv

θv
and the decoder gvηv

for the v -th view, where θv and ηv are
parameters of the encoder and decoder respectively. Encoder fv

θv
projects raw

features into view-specific feature space by

zvi = fv
θv (xvi ) (1)

where Zv = [zv1, z
v
2, . . . , z

v
N], Z

v ∈ RN×d. d is the dimension of the view-specific
features. Inspired by [13], DCMCS employ decoder gvηv

to reconstruct zvi to learn
sufficient discriminative information avoiding the model collapsing.

x̃vi = gvηv (zvi ) = gvηv (fv
θv (xvi )) (2)
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The reconstruction loss for all views is defined as:

Lcon =

V∑
v=1

∥∥∥Xv − X̃v
∥∥∥2
2
=

V∑
v=1

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥xvi − gvηv (fv
θv (xvi )∥

2
2 (3)

Weighted fusion is a simple and effective method for obtaining more discrim-
inative fusion view features by leveraging the consistency and complementarity
of multi-view data. Considering the importance of different views, we fuse the
views using adaptive weighting to obtain the fusion view features Ẑ ∈ RN×d,
where Ẑ = [ẑ1, ẑ2, . . . , ẑN]. ẑi is defined as:

ẑi =

V∑
v=1

wvz
v
i (4)

where wv is the v -th view’s weight,
∑V

v=1 wv = 1. The weights are obtained
by loss function optimization, reflecting the importance of different views.

3.3 Cluster-level contrastive learning

Contrastive learning(CL) effectively captures high-level semantics while remov-
ing irrelevant information since it directly increases the feature similarity be-
tween semantically relevant instances. We apply cluster-level contrastive learn-
ing to improve cluster consistency across multiple views. A two-layer linear MLP
with parameter WC is utilized to map the view-specific features and fusion view
features to K-dimension space. K is the number of clusters. A Softmax layer
is attached to obtain the semantic features of each view Cv = [cv1, c

v
2, . . . , c

v
N],

Cv ∈ RN×K and the semantic features of the fusion view Ĉ = [ĉ1, ĉ2, . . . , ĉN],
Ĉ ∈ RN×K. The semantic features are described by the probability that the in-
stance belongs to each cluster. The instance’s cluster label corresponds to the
cluster with the highest probability. Cluster-level feature Cv

·j is represented as
the probability that each instance belongs to cluster j in the v -th view.

Since the instances in multiple views that correspond to a single sample share
semantic information in common, the instances’ cluster assignment probabilities
across various views ought to be similar, and cluster-level features from the
same cluster should be similar. Cluster-level contrastive learning increases the
distance between cluster pairs corresponding to distinct clusters while decreasing
the distance between cluster pairs corresponding to the same cluster. For each
fusion view cluster-level feature ĉ·j ,

{
ĉ·j , c

v
·j
}
v=1,...,V

are positive pairs and the
rest cluster pairs of ĉ·j are negative pairs.

Cosine similarity is used to quantify the similarity between two clusters,
which is explained as follows:

S
(
ĉ·j , c

v
·j
)
=

〈
ĉ·j , c

v
·j
〉

∥ĉ·j∥
∥∥cv·j∥∥ (5)
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where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the dot product operator. The cluster-level contrastive loss is
defined as:

Lc = − 1

2K

K∑
j=1

V∑
v=1

log
eS(ĉ·j ,c

v
·j)/τ1∑K

k=1 e
S(ĉ·j ,cv·k)/τ1 − e1/τ1

−H(C) (6)

where τ1 denotes the temperature coefficient and H(C) denotes the entropy
of the clustering result. The presence of entropy prevents from falling into a
trivial solution [16]. H(C) is defined as follows:

H(C) = −
K∑
j=1

[

V∑
v=1

P (cvj ) logP (cvj ) + P (ĉj) logP (ĉj)] (7)

where P (cvj ) = (
∑N

i=1 c
v
ij)/N.

3.4 Semantics-guided instance-level contrastive learning

The quality of the positive and negative pairs construction are crucial factors
in determining the performance of the contrastive MVC methods. A popular
contrastive loss function in MVC is InfoNCE [6].

LInfoNCE = − log (

N∑
i=1

eS(zi,z
+
i )/τ∑N

j=1 e
S(zi,zj)/τ

) (8)

InfoNCE treats the instances in the different views corresponding to an in-
dividual sample as positive pairs and directly regards all other non-positive in-
stances as negative pairs. This easily brings false negative pairs problems in
that instances sharing the same cluster label are constructed as negative pairs,
leading to cluster-unfriendly representation learning. To solve this problem, we
propose a semantics-guided instance-level contrastive method by instance pair
weights.

When calculating instance pair weights, rather than concentrating solely on
the information in the specific views, we pay attention to the common informa-
tion of the fusion view. The consistency and complementarity in the fusion view
semantic features and specific view semantic features are taken into account.
It can generate weights that are more precise and lessen the impact of view-
private information in the fusion view. It produces superior clustering results,
as demonstrated in Sec. 4.3.

Instance pair weights Semantic features of instances can be utilized to es-
tablish the instance relationship because instances in the same cluster have the
same semantic information. Inspired by [42], the attention mechanism of trans-
former [36] is employed to evaluate the relationships between instances, as shown
in Fig. 2. We first concatenate all specific view semantic features Cv and the se-
mantic feature Ĉ of the fusion view to get C =

[
C1,C2, . . . ,Cv, Ĉ

]
, C ∈ Rn×m,
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Fig. 2: Attenion module. WQ1 , WQ2 , and WO are utilized to achieve feature space
transformation, and the weight matrix RC is used to obtain instance pair weights.

where m = (V + 1)×K. By including Ĉ in the attention mechanism’s input, we
can extract more important information from the fusion view and lessen the
influence of view-private information. C is mapped to different feature spaces by
WQ1 , WQ2 and WO.

Q1 = CWQ1;Q2 = CWQ2;O = CWO (9)

where Q1 ∈ Rn×m,Q2 ∈ Rn×m, QO ∈ Rn×m. We use the matrix W =
{WQ1 ,WQ2 ,WO} as the parameters.

The weight matrix RC is defined as:

Rc = Softmax

(
Q1Q

T
2√

m

)
(10)

The weight matrix RC can represent the relationship between the instances,
the higher the weight, the more similar the semantic features of the instance
pairs and the higher the possibility of belonging to the same cluster. For negative
instance pair (i, j), the instance pair weight is defined as: 1− RC

ij .

Instance-level contrastive learning under semantic guidance DCMCS
apply instance-level contrastive learning to learn instance consistency across mul-
tiple views. Using a one-layer MLP, the instance-level features Hv = [hv1,h

v
2, . . . ,h

v
N],

Hv ∈ RN×dh of the specific view and the instance-level features Ĥ = [ĥ1, ĥ2, . . . , ĥN],
Ĥ ∈ RN×dh of the fusion view are acquired. dh is the dimension of the instance-
level features. We denote the parameter of feature MLP as WH. The instances
that belong to an individual sample in the fusion view and specific views are
considered as positive pairs, while all other non-positive instances are treated as
negative pairs, with the fusion view serving as the anchor. The influence of false
negative pairs in contrastive learning is weakened by instance pair weights.

Again, cosine similarity is utilized to measure the similarity between specific
view instance-level features and fusion view instance-level features, defined as
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follows:

S(ĥi,h
v
i ) =

〈
ĥi,h

v
i

〉
∥∥∥ĥi∥∥∥ ∥hvi ∥ (11)

The semantics-guided instance-level contrastive loss function is defined as:

Li = − 1

2N

N∑
i=1

V∑
v=1

log
eS(ĥi,h

v
i )/τ2∑N

j=1 e
(1−RC

ij)S(ĥi,hv
j )/τ2 − e1/τ2

(12)

where τ2 denotes the temperature coefficient, and 1−RC
ij denotes the instance

pair weights. RC
ij is obtained from Eq. (10). A larger weight RC

ij indicates a higher
likelihood of the instance pair belonging to the same cluster, the instance pair
weight 1 − RC

ij is smaller. The instance pair weights can reduce the impact of
false negative pairs and produce better cluster-friendly features.

3.5 Optimization

The final overall loss function is defined as follows:

L = Lcon + λ1Li + λ2Lc (13)

Among them λ1 and λ2 are the balance parameters. According to parameter
experiment in Sec. 4.4, we set λ1 and λ2 to 1. DCMCS obtain the cluster label
yi through the semantic features of the fusion view:

yi = argmax(ĉi) (14)

The final clustering results Y = [y1, y2, ..., yN] for each sample are obtained.
A summary of our optimization process is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 our optimization process

Input: Multi-view dataset {Xv}Vv=1; Number of clusters K;
Temperature parameters τ1 and τ2; Balance parameters
λ1 and λ2.

1: Initialize {θv,ηv}Vv=1 by minimizing Eq. (3);
2: Computing Ẑ via Eq. (4);
3: Optimize WH,WC,{θv,ηv}Vv=1 by minimizing Eq. (13)
4: Calculate semantic labels by Eq. (14)
Output: The label predictions Y = [y1, y2, ..., yN].

4 Experiment

4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. Information about the five public datasets used for the experiments
is given in Tab. 1. Synthetic3d [21] is a synthetic dataset containing 600 sam-
ples of 3 views. Hdigit [5] is a handwritten digit dataset obtained from MNIST
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Table 1: The information of the datasets in our experiments

Datasets Samples Views Classes

Synthetic3d 600 3 3
Hdigit 10000 2 10
Cifar10 50000 3 10

YouTube Face 101499 5 31
Caltech-5V 1400 5 7

Table 2: Whether fusion, instance-level contrastive learning, or cluster-level con-
trastive learning are used in the methods.

Method Fusion Instance-level Cluster-level

EAMC (2020) ✓
CONAN (2021) ✓ ✓
SiMVC (2021) ✓
CoMVC (2021) ✓ ✓
MFLVC (2022) ✓ ✓
CVCL (2023) ✓

AECoDDC (2023) ✓ ✓
GCFAgg (2023) ✓ ✓

Handwritten Digits and USPS Handwritten Digits. Cifar101is a real RGB image
dataset containing 10 clusters processed in the same way as in [42]. YouTube-
Face2 is a massive face dataset with five views that are sourced from the YouTube
video database. We divide Caltech-5V [11] into multiple datasets with different
numbers of views. Caltech-5V contains views WM, CENTRIST, LBP, GIST,
and HOG, Caltech-2V contains the first two views, Caltech-3V contains the first
three views and Caltech-4V contains the first four views.

Comparison methods. EAMC [50] uses adversarial learning to align fea-
tures of different views and employs attention layer to fuse views. CONAN [19]
proposes a deep fusion module and introduces intermediate variable to align
view-specific features. SiMVC [34] analyses the problems of alignment and uses
weighted fusion view features to obtain clustering results. CoMVC [34] builds
on SiMVC by adding instance-level contrastive learning and designing it as a
selection. MFLVC [41] splits the learning of common information and view-
specific features into two distinct levels of space, performing contrastive learn-
ing at the high-level features. The cluster allocation results are further op-
timized for cluster-level contrastive learning using CVCL [4]. AECoDDC is
one of the approaches under the generalized framework proposed in [35]. It

1 http://www.cs.toronto.edu/kriz/cifar.html
2 https://www.cs.tau.ac.il/ wolf/ytfaces/
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aligns view features with contrastive learning. GCFAgg [42] proposes a structure-
guided instance-level contrastive loss to achieve consistency goal. Tab. 2 displays
whether these methods make use of fusion, instance-level contrastive learning,
or cluster-level contrastive learning.

Evaluation metrics. The clustering effectiveness is evaluated by three metrics:
clustering accuracy (ACC), normalized mutual information (NMI), and purity
(PUR).

Implementation. The experimental framework is implemented on the Pytorch
platform and executed on a 24GB NVIDIA Geforce RTX 3090 Linux server. The
encoder and decoder are implemented using fully connected layers with encoder
dimensions of input-500-500-2000-512. The decoder is symmetric with encoder.
Adam optimizer is adopted with a learning rate of 0.0003 and a batch size of
256. The experiments use the reconstruction loss to pre-train for 200 epochs,
followed by 100 or 150 epochs using the overall loss function. The code will be
released.

4.2 Performance Analysis

The experimental results on four datasets are shown in Tab. 3, from which we
could have the following findings: (1) Our DCMCS achieves the best results
on all metrics. DCMCS performs 2% better on NMI than the best comparable
method, AECoDDC, on the Synthetic3d dataset. This is because we employ
semantics-guided instance-level contrastive learning, which weakens
the effect of false negative pairs. (2)Tab. 2 presents the usage of instance-
level contrastive learning and cluster-level contrastive learning in the comparison
methods. As we account for both of them and introduce instance pair weights,
our DCMCS performs better. DCMCS combines instance-level contrastive
learning with clustering goal, obtaining instance relationships through
semantic features rather than view-specific features like GCFAgg.(3)
The comparison methods with and without fusion are also depicted in the Tab. 2.

Table 3: Results of all methods on four datasets. Bold denotes the best results and
underline denotes the second-best.

Datasets Synthetic3d Hdigit Cifar10 YouTubuFace

Metrics ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR

EAMC (2020) 0.9333 0.7688 0.9333 0.4878 0.5151 0.4939 0.4533 0.3824 0.4574 0.1366 0.0369 0.2662
CONAN (2021) 0.9650 0.8540 0.9650 0.9562 0.9193 0.9562 0.9255 0.8641 0.9255 0.1179 0.1178 0.1499
SiMVC (2021) 0.9366 0.7747 0.9366 0.7854 0.6705 0.7854 0.8359 0.7324 0.8359 0.0765 0.0481 0.2662
CoMVC (2021) 0.9530 0.8184 0.9520 0.9032 0.8713 0.9032 0.9275 0.8925 0.9275 0.1010 0.0851 0.2674
MFLVC (2022) 0.9650 0.8537 0.9650 0.9442 0.8750 0.9440 0.9918 0.9774 0.9918 0.2770 0.2952 0.3297
CVCL (2023) 0.6367 0.4188 0.6500 0.3216 0.2407 0.3227 0.9910 0.9755 0.9910 0.3116 0.3431 0.3840
AECoDDC (2023) 0.9750 0.8927 0.9750 0.9930 0.9796 0.9930 0.8594 0.7590 0.8594 0.2703 0.2789 0.3578
GCFAgg (2023) 0.9700 0.8713 0.9700 0.9744 0.9305 0.9744 0.9923 0.9781 0.9923 0.3262 0.3289 0.4007
DCMCS(ours) 0.9817 0.9127 0.9817 0.9940 0.9811 0.9940 0.9929 0.9805 0.9929 0.3355 0.3508 0.4302
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Table 4: Results of all methods on Caltech with different views. "-XV" indicates that
there are X views available.

Datasets Caltech-2V Caltech-3V Caltech-4V Caltech-5V

Metrics ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR

EAMC (2020) 0.4993 0.4449 0.5207 0.5014 0.3617 0.5029 0.4786 0.3709 0.4786 0.3936 0.3540 0.4000
CONAN (2021) 0.5750 0.4516 0.5757 0.5914 0.4981 0.5914 0.5571 0.5061 0.5735 0.7207 0.6418 0.7221
SiMVC (2021) 0.5083 0.4715 0.5573 0.5692 0.4953 0.5912 0.6193 0.5362 0.6303 0.7193 0.6771 0.7292
CoMVC (2021) 0.4663 0.4262 0.5272 0.5413 0.5043 0.5842 0.5683 0.5692 0.6463 0.7003 0.6871 0.7462
MFLVC (2022) 0.6060 0.5280 0.6160 0.6312 0.5663 0.6392 0.7332 0.6523 0.7342 0.8042 0.7032 0.8043
CVCL (2023) 0.6479 0.5503 0.6479 0.6664 0.5493 0.6664 0.6643 0.5934 0.6864 0.7457 0.6549 0.5903
AECoDDC (2023) 0.4579 0.3410 0.4607 0.5857 0.4549 0.6057 0.4893 0.3923 0.5271 0.6564 0.5898 0.6786
GCFAgg (2023) 0.6643 0.5008 0.6643 0.6400 0.5345 0.6529 0.7343 0.6610 0.7343 0.8336 0.7331 0.8336
DCMCS(ours) 0.6664 0.5709 0.6664 0.7543 0.6582 0.7600 0.8464 0.7291 0.8464 0.8907 0.8172 0.8907

Each view feature includes common and meaningless view-private information
[41]. The importance of each view is taken into consideration by the fusion
view. However, the issue of view fusion-related representational deterioration can
also affect the clustering results [40]. We use weighted fusion to alleviate
the representation degradation problem and focus on the common
information of the fused views to further alleviate the interference of
view-private information.

We further analyze DCMCS’s performance on datasets with varying numbers
of views using the Caltech dataset. The results in Tab. 4 indicate that (1) The
efficiency of our approach gets better as the number of views rises. It proves that
DCMCS is robust on datasets with different number of views. (2) Compared to
the best method, GCFAgg, DCMCS increases ACC metric on the Caltech-4V
dataset by around 13%. The quality of the Caltech dataset varies depending
on the view, as seen in [40]. The semantic features we adopted are more
useful when there are significant variations across views. (3) Compared
to the methods MFLVC and CVCL which do not use fusion, our method improves
ACC about 16% and 11% on Caltech-3V respectively, proving considering the
importance of the different views is important.

In Fig. 3, the visualization of GCFAgg Fig. 3a-Fig. 3c and our DCMCS
Fig. 3d-Fig. 3f are achieved through the application of t-SNE on the two views
of Hdigit and the fusion view. Our approach, in contrast to GCFAgg, enhances
the clustering effect of views, resulting in a more compact intra-cluster structure
and farther-separating inter-clusters. This is due to the fact that we introduce
instance pair weights using semantic features and take into account cluster-level
contrastive learning.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Loss components. We use two datasets with distinct properties for the loss
function ablation studies. Caltech-5V is a tiny dataset with varying view quality;
Hdigit is large, and the two views’ clustering accuracy is very little different, at
0.9420 and 0.9637. Tab. 5 displays the optimal results for both datasets that in-
corporate all loss functions. In case (a), we apply k-means [1] on the Ẑ to achieve
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(a) View 1 (b) View 2 (c) Fusion view

(d) View 1 (e) View 2 (f) Fusion view

Fig. 3: Visualization of GCFAgg (a-c) and DCMCS (d-f) on Hdigit’s two views and
fusion view

Table 5: Ablation studies on loss components

Components Caltech-5V Hdigit

Lcon Li Lc ACC NMI ACC NMI

(a) ✓ 0.8850 0.7957 0.9387 0.8636
(b) ✓ ✓ 0.4357 0.4387 0.9525 0.9091
(c) ✓ ✓ 0.7157 0.6566 0.9919 0.9753
(d) ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.8907 0.8172 0.9940 0.9811
(e) ✓ ✓ 0.6657 0.5661 0.9933 0.9791

clustering results. The findings show that improved features can be learned in
the reconstruction. We use k-means on the Ĥ in (b) to obtain clustering results.
In comparison to (a), it improves on Hdigit but drastically degrades on Caltech-
5V. When there is an adequate number of instances, instance-level contrastive
learning is more helpful. In case (c), the Caltech-5V dataset effect is enhanced
by about 39% on ACC, which is consistent with the effect of [4]. In addition,
we attempt to remove the pre-training in (e), and the reduction is roughly 25%
on Caltech-5V and only 0.07% on Hdigit. It suggests that in order to keep the
model from crashing, pre-training is crucial on tiny datasets with varying view
quality.

Effectiveness of RC . The experimental results are shown in Tab. 6 and Tab. 7.
The effect is better with RC than without it. The effect is improved by roughly
9.5% on the ACC metric on the YouTubuFace dataset and somewhat on the
Synthetic3d, Hdigit, and Cifar10 datasets. On datasets with large view quality
disparities, Caltech-5V, the effect is significantly improved, with an average im-
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Table 6: Ablation studies with or without RC on different datasets

Datasets Synthetic3d Hdigit Cifar10 YouTubuFace

Metrics ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR

w RC 0.9817 0.9127 0.9817 0.9940 0.9811 0.9940 0.9929 0.9805 0.9929 0.3355 0.3508 0.4302
w/o RC 0.9800 0.9066 0.9800 0.9923 0.9766 0.9923 0.9916 0.9784 0.9916 0.3037 0.3306 0.4059

Table 7: Ablation studies with or without RC on Caletch

Datasets Caltech-2V Caltech-3V Caltech-4V Caltech-5V

Metrics ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR

w RC 0.6664 0.5709 0.6664 0.7543 0.6582 0.7600 0.8464 0.7291 0.8464 0.8907 0.8172 0.8907
w/o RC 0.5200 0.4262 0.5264 0.7064 0.6115 0.7350 0.7400 0.6762 0.7557 0.8314 0.7412 0.8314

provement of nearly 11% on ACC. The influence of false negative pairs and the
conflict between instance-level contrastive learning and the clustering target can
be lessened when RC is present. As a result, it is more suited for the clustering
task, especially for views with significant quality differences.

Table 8: Ablation study on using RC or RH, and whether Ĉ is added to RC and Ĥ is
added to RH.

Datasets Synthetic3d Hdigit Cifar10 YouTubuFace

Metrics ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR ACC NMI PUR

RC w Ĉ 0.9817 0.9127 0.9817 0.9940 0.9811 0.9940 0.9929 0.9805 0.9929 0.3355 0.3508 0.4302
RC w/o Ĉ 0.9783 0.9028 0.9783 0.9933 0.9797 0.9933 0.9918 0.9776 0.9918 0.3299 0.3495 0.4230
RH w Ĥ 0.9800 0.9078 0.9800 0.9937 0.9805 0.9937 0.9891 0.9718 0.9891 0.3024 0.3341 0.3846
RH w/o Ĥ 0.9750 0.8899 0.9750 0.9925 0.9768 0.9925 0.9860 0.9644 0.9860 0.2931 0.3316 0.3770

Comparison between RC and RH We analyze whether to employ semantic
features to create the weight matrix RC rather than instance-level features to
produce RH, as well as whether to use the fusion view when generating RC

and RH. Tab. 8 shows that the results obtained with RC are better than those
obtained with RH, with an improvement of 9.87% on the YouTubuFace dataset
on ACC. Because semantic features allow for a more accurate measurement of the
relationship between instances. Furthermore, we note that joining Ĉ in acquiring
RC and adding Ĥ at the time of obtaining RH both produce better results than
not adding. This is because we focus on the common information of Ĉ, Ĥ and
alleviate the interference caused by view-private information of the fusion view.
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(a) Loss vs. performance (b) Similarities vs. CL (c) τ1 vs τ2 (d) λ1 vs. λ2

Fig. 4: (a) Convergence analysis. (b) The similarities of feature pairs and cluster pairs
in contrative learning(CL). (c) and (d) Parameters sensitivity analysis.

4.4 Parameter Analysis.

Convergence analysis. Fig. 4a illustrates how loss decreases as ACC and
NMI increase until stability. DCMCS enjoys great convergence property. Fig. 4b
displays instances and clusters’ positive and negative similarities. Instance-level
features and cluster-level features show an increase in positive pairwise similarity
and a drop in negative pairwise similarity after training. It matches our objective
of clustering.

Parameter sensitivity analysis. Through Fig. 4c, we observe that the choice
of temperature coefficients is insensitive for the semantics-guided instance-level
contrastive loss and cluster-level contrastive loss. We set τ1 = 1.0 and τ2 = 0.5
empirically. The overall loss function’s hyper-parameters are denoted as λ1 and
λ2. We can see from Fig. 4d that the model is insensitive when the λ1 is at
10−1 ∼ 103 and λ2 is at 100 ∼ 103. We set λ1 = 1 and λ2 = 1 for convenience.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a semantics-guided contrastive multi-view clustering
framework. Weighted fusion is used to fuse the features of views based on how
important each view is. To lessen false negative pairs, instance pair weights
are obtained from the semantic features of the fusion view and specific views
through the attention mechanism. Furthermore, we minimize the influence of
view-private information in the fusion view by concentrating on its common
information. Experimental results on several public datasets demonstrate that
DCMCS outperforms the state-of-the-art methods. Our framework’s drawback is
that it can be simple to assign the incorrect cluster when there are super-classes
in the dataset, which leads to the instance being split up into a few clusters. We
will address this issue in our future work.
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