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ABSTRACT
The proliferation of fake news on social media platforms dispropor-
tionately impacts vulnerable populations, eroding trust, exacerbat-
ing inequality, and amplifying harmful narratives. Detecting fake
news in multimodal contexts—where deceptive content combines
text and images—is particularly challenging due to the nuanced
interplay between modalities. Existing multimodal fake news detec-
tion methods often emphasize cross-modal consistency but ignore
the complex interactions between text and visual elements, which
may complement, contradict, or independently influence the pre-
dicted veracity of a post. To address these challenges, we present
Modality Interactive Mixture-of-Experts for Fake News Detection
(MIMoE-FND), a novel hierarchical Mixture-of-Expert framework
designed to enhance multimodal fake news detection by explic-
itly modeling modality interactions through an interaction gating
mechanism. Our approach models modality interactions by evaluat-
ing two key aspects of modality interactions: unimodal prediction
agreement and semantic alignment. The hierarchical structure of
MIMoE-FND allows for distinct learning pathways tailored to dif-
ferent fusion scenarios, adapting to the unique characteristics of
each modality interaction. By tailoring fusion strategies to diverse
modality interaction scenarios, MIMoE-FND provides a more ro-
bust and nuanced approach to multimodal fake news detection. We
evaluate our approach on three real-world benchmarks spanning
two languages, demonstrating its superior performance compared
to state-of-the-art methods. By enhancing the accuracy and inter-
pretability of fake news detection, MIMoE-FND offers a promising
tool to mitigate the spread of misinformation, with potential to bet-
ter safeguard vulnerable communities against its harmful effects.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the rise of online social networks has enabled
users to freely express their opinions and emotions on the Web.
However, this shift has also contributed to the proliferation of online
fake news, defined as news content intentionally manipulated to
spread disinformation or misinformation [25]. The rapid spread
of fake news through social networks seriously threatens public
knowledge and societal trust [30, 44], especially affecting vulnerable
populations who are more susceptible to its influence [11]. For
example, alcohol-related deaths among young adults in the U.S.
increased by 25% in 2020 [2], fueled by COVID misinformation on
social media that claimed consuming concentrated alcohol could
kill the virus [14].

To combat this growing threat, automatic Fake News Detec-
tion (FND) has emerged as a critical research topic, aiming to de-
velop solutions to safeguard online information integrity [40]. In
FND research, textual cues (e.g., word choices and sentence senti-
ment [1, 4, 23]) and visual cues (e.g., image quality [8] and image
semantics [18]) provide complementary insights. To leverage both
modalities for improved fake news detection, recent studies in-
creasingly focus on multimodal FND [40]. Earlier works directly
concatenate and fuse feature vectors from different modalities for
classification [28, 29, 32, 41]. However, these methods do not guide
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AM: Semantically Misaligned;
Unimodal Prediction Agreed.
(𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 = 0, 𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔 = 0, 𝑦 = 1)

HollywoodLife has now flip-
flopped on its fake news stories
that falsely maintained that John
Cena and his fiancee Nikki Bella...

(a) Agreed Misalignment

AA: Semantically Aligned; Uni-
modal Prediction Agreed (𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 =
1, 𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔 = 1, 𝑦 = 1)

While taking the luxury cruise
ship passing the Big Yellow Duck,
a tourist named Hu repeatedly
threw 30 burning cigarette butts...

(b) Agreed Alignment

DM: Semantically Misaligned;
Unimodal Prediction Disagreed
(𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 = 1, 𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔 = 0, 𝑦 = 1)

The municipal government, with-
out consulting the local residents,
unilaterally decided to build the
largest garbage incineration...

(c) Disagreed Misalignment

DA: Semantically Aligned;
Unimodal Predictions Disagreed
(𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 = 0, 𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔 = 1, 𝑦 = 1)

Miley Cyrus and LiamHemsworth
’to start a family in 2018’ They met
on the set of the 2009 film The Last
Song, when they were...

(d) Disagreed Alignment

Figure 1: Examples of fake news with possible modality interactions. 𝑦𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 and 𝑦𝑖𝑚𝑔 denote the generated unimodal predictions,
where positive class indicates fake news (𝑦 = 1)

the model to prioritize specific unimodal representations or their
shared cross-modal representations. For instance, in cases where the
textual content is misleading but pairedwith an authentic image, the
model might overly rely on the visual representation, leading to an
incorrect prediction [7]. To address this challenge, prior work eval-
uates cross-modal consistency by leveraging similarity measures or
incorporating auxiliary image-text matching tasks [3, 31, 33, 37, 39].
Nevertheless, cross-modal consistency evaluation has limitations
in fully capturing the nuanced interplay between modalities. First,
existing cross-modal consistency evaluation methods are under the
assumption that real multimodal news (e.g., image-text pairs) are
always semantically aligned [31, 33, 37]. Second, prior works ignore
the agreement level of unimodal feature-only detections, which
reflects whether cues from one modality agree with those from
another. The above limitations hinder the effective characterization
of the synergistic interactions between modalities.

Specifically, we observe that in many online posts, images may
not align or agree with the text content, yet the image-text pairs can
still convey truthful or deceptive information, even when there are
significant dissimilarities between the modalities. For instance, an
image of a crowded hospital waiting room paired with text claiming
a health crisis caused by vaccine side effects illustrates how mis-
matched visuals and text can craft a deceptive narrative to influence
public opinion. We refer to such scenarios in multimodal FND as
modality interactions [20]. To the best of our knowledge, our
work is the first to investigate modality interactions in the multi-
modal FND task while incorporating distinct modules to address
the the variability of the interactions within the framework design.

In our approach, we focus on two key factors that define the in-
teractions between modalities in a multimodal FND task: unimodal
prediction agreement and semantic alignment. Specifically, unimodal
prediction agreement refers to the consistency between predictions
of the veracity of the news (real or fake) based solely on unimodal
features, while semantic alignment captures the degree to which
textual and visual content convey coherent or related meanings.

The combination of these two factors leads to four distinct types
of modality interactions in FND, illustrated in Figure 1: 1. Agreed
Misalignment (AM): semantically misalign, but unimodal pre-
dictions agree. For example, Figure 1a shows a celebrity image
followed by a mismatched entertainment news. Despite the lack of
semantic connection between the image and text, both unimodal
predictions independently classify the instance as real news, em-
phasizing the challenge of extracting a meaningful relationship
between unimodal predictions in scenarios where fake news can
consist of both a true image and true text. 2. Agreed Alignment
(AA): semantically align, and unimodal predictions agree. In Fig-
ure 1b, the image and text both depict an incident of a large yellow
duck toy, and their unimodal predictions both indicate fake news.
This scenario highlights that similar signals across modalities can
reinforce each other, generating a more confident detection. 3. Dis-
agreed Misalignment (DM): semantically misalign, and unimodal
predictions disagree. Figure 1c shows a car crash image paired with
unrelated text describing a new garbage incineration facility, with
true image prediction and fake text prediction, highlighting the
difficulty of reconciling contradictory signals from different modal-
ities when they lack semantic overlap. 4. Disagreed Alignment
(DA): semantically align, but unimodal predictions disagree. As
shown in Figure 1d, the text and image both indicate that Miley
Cyrus and Liam Hemsworth starting a family, yet the image-only
prediction estimates the post as fake news, while the text-only pre-
diction identifies it as true news. This example reflects the challenge
of resolving conflicts even with semantic alignment, introducing
additional synergistic effects in semantic reasoning.

To address the limitations of prior approaches that overlook
modality interactions (AM, AA, DM, DA), we propose Modality
Interactive Mixture-of-Experts for Fake News Detection (MIMoE-
FND), a novel framework that explicitly models modality interac-
tions through a gating mechanism, enabling tailored fusion strate-
gies for improved detection accuracy. Overall, our method incor-
porates a hierarchical Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architecture to
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dynamically route input data to different “experts” [24]. In our hier-
archical approach, we first design improved MoE blocks for feature
refinement and multimodal fusion through a token attention based
gating, which enhance the model’s ability to capture task-relevant
information in different channels. At the upper level hierarchy of
the MIMoE-FND architecture, we introduce a modality interaction
gating module that dynamically routes input image-text pairs to
distinct fusion expert modules. These fusion experts are trained
to address different modality interaction challenges as discussed
above, enabling a more tailored multimodal fusion for FND. To
assess the efficacy of MIMoE-FND, we evaluate its performance
on three real-world multimodal FND datasets in both English and
Chinese, benchmarking it against state-of-the-art approaches. The
results demonstrate significant improvements across four evalu-
ation metrics, highlighting its superior accuracy and robustness.
Our contributions are as follows:

• We are the first to investigate and model modality interac-
tions in the multimodal FND task. Our approach categorizes
four distinct types of modality interactions based on seman-
tic alignment and unimodal prediction agreement.

• We propose MIMoE-FND, a hierarchical MoE framework
for multimodal FND task with adaptive multimodal fusion
guided by modality interactions. Our model learns to dynam-
ically route news instances to their corresponding fusion
experts based on the evaluated modality interactions.

• We validate the effectiveness of MIMoE-FND through ex-
tensive experiments on three widely used multimodal FND
benchmarks across two different languages, where our scheme
shows significant performance gains compared to the state-
of-the-art baselines.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Modality Interactions
Modality interaction is a research topic that studies how elements
in different modalities interact with each other to increase infor-
mation for task inference [20]. For a multimodal downstream task,
the effective task completion could require dynamic features ex-
tracted from both unimodal and multimodal inputs [34]. To utilize
information from different data modalities, factorized contrastive
learning emerges as a framework accounting for different modality
interactions in multimodal classification tasks with an information
theoretical formulation [19, 27]. More recently, Yu et al. propose
to model the modality interactions using a gating network [38].
It highlights that different modality interactions could be better
captured by separate modelings. In the realm of multimodal fake
news detection, the detection model is expected to utilize both
unique and shared information of different modalities to account
for different modality interactions. However, existing multimodal
fake news detection works do not explicitly model semantic-level
modality interactions, resulting in suboptimal multimodal fusion.
To this end, our work explicitly considers the modality interactions
in multimodal FND through a gating mechanism supervised by a
unimodal prediction agreement and semantic alignment.

2.2 Multimodal Fake News Detection
Over the past few years, multimodal fake news detection has gained
a significant amount of attention in research community [40]. Jin
et al. proposes to utilize the attention mechanism to enhance LSTM
model for effective modality fusion to detect online rumors [15].
MVAE uses variational auto-encoders to learn a shared embedding
space to account for both text and image data distribution in order
to achieve a better multimodal fusion and more accurate FND [17].
SpotFake leverages pretrained XLNet and ResNet for feature ex-
traction and perform FND based on the concatenated text-image
representations, benefiting from the rich features provided by these
large pretrained models. However, despite the high-quality features
these models offer for different data modalities, the misalignment
of cross-modal features can reduce the FND performance.

To effectively align the text and visual representations in mul-
timodal fake news detection, a number of prior works introduce
extra modeling designs to account for modality-wise consistency
to better guide the feature alignment heuristically [3, 31, 39]. SAFE
models cross-modal inconsistency by calculating the similarity be-
tween text and visual information in news articles [39]. MCAN uses
co-attention layers to obtain fused feature from both visual and
text inputs [35]. MCNN models the modality-wise consistency by
calculating the cosine similarity of visual and text representations
after a weight sharing scheme [36]. CAFE takes a probabilistic mod-
eling approach by introducing two VAEs to model text and visual
distributions, followed by a cross-modal ambiguity evaluation using
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [3]. Similarly, CMC proposes to
implicitly learn cross-modal correlation through knowledge distilla-
tion guided by a soft target [33]. COOLANT utilizes a cross-modal
contrastive learning phase followed by a similar ambiguity-aware
fusion as proposed in CAFE [31]. Likewise, with cross-modal am-
biguity evaluation, BMR introduces a Mixture-of-Experts module
to dynamically bootstrap multi-modal representations [37]. More
recently, FND-CLIP uses pretrained CLIP feature representations
to guide the fusion process of multi-modal FND, which brings a
more semantic level cross-modal consistency evaluation [42].

The majority of prior work utilizing cross-modal ambiguity-
guided fusion relies on weighted aggregation across modalities [3,
31, 37]. While this method provides a mechanism to adaptively
fuse different modality representations, it heavily focuses on sta-
tistical features due to the distribution modeling of cross-modal
ambiguity. To this end, we propose to guide the fusion of multi-
modal representations using a gating mechanism supervised by
both unimodal prediction agreement and CLIP-guided semantic
alignment. Our method designs specialized fusion expert modules
to account for different semantic/unimodal agreement scenarios,
allowing flexibility for challenging cases in multimodal FND.

3 METHOD
As shown in Figure 2, our approach has a hierarchical MoE archi-
tecture, structured for three primary phases of our multimodal FND
pipeline: 1. Feature Extraction & Refinement, 2. Modality Interac-
tion Gating, 3. Multimodal Fusion and Detection. In the lower-level
hierarchy of MIMoE-FND, we utilize adapted MoE blocks for both
feature refinement and multimodal feature fusion. These adapted
MoEs are defined and elaborated as improved MoE blocks (iMoE)
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iMoE Feature 
Extractor

iMoE Feature 
Extractor

iMoE Feature 
Extractor

AM-Fusion 
Expert

Text 
Encoder

              JR Smith's 
daughter, Dakota, 
was released from 
the hospital 
Tuesday following 
an extended…

Text-Image Social 
Media Posts

Image 
Encoder

Interaction Gating 
Module

Feature Extraction & 
Refinement

Unimodal 
 Feature only

Modality Interaction Gating

Unimodal Prediction Agreement

Semantic Alignment

Learnable 
Adaptive 

Normalization

Token 
Attention

Gating 
Network 

Image Encoder

Image Encoder
Transformer 

Encoder 
Expert

: Improved Mixture-of-Expert (iMoE)

DM-Fusion 
Expert

AA-Fusion 
Expert

DA-Fusion 
Expert

(         )

         Interaction Supervision

Multimodal Fusion & 
Detection

         Gate Regularization

         Task Supervision

         Routing

Figure 2: The pipeline of MIMoE-FND contains three phases: 1. Feature Extraction & Refinement: BERT and MAE as unimodal
encoders, followed by an iMoE module for feature refinement, 2. Modality Interaction Gating: a modality interaction gating
network supervised by unimodal prediction agreement and CLIP-guided semantic alignment, 3. Multimodal Fusion & Detection:
four iMoE fusion experts to perform modality interaction gated fusion followed by a final classifier. We used an improved
Mixture-of-Expert block (iMoE), which is a Mixture-of-Expert structure with token attention vector guided gating, for feature
refinement and cross-modality fusion.

in Section 3.1. For the upper-level hierarchy, we utilize a modality
interaction gating network alongside distinct iMoE-based feature
fusion experts to perform tailored multimodal fusion for samples
based on their modality interactions (AM, AA, DM, DA). Over-
all, the hierarchical design of MIMoE-FND ensures more effective
handling of diverse multimodal interactions in multimodal FND.

For the multimodal Fake News Detection (FND) task, we formu-
late it as a binary classification problem, where the positive class
corresponds to fake news and the negative class corresponds to
real news. The entire pipeline is trained in an end-to-end manner,
taking inputs drawn from the dataset D, where D = {𝑥𝑖 | 𝑥𝑖 =
(𝑥 (𝑖 )text, 𝑥

(𝑖 )
img)}

𝑁
𝑖=1. Here, each data point 𝑥 ∈ D is a text-image pair,

with 𝑥text representing the text input and 𝑥img representing the
image input. The output of the pipeline is a binary detection result
𝑦 indicating whether or not the input news is a fake news.

3.1 iMoE Block
We first outline our proposed improved Mixture-of-Experts block
(iMoE) which is tailored to perform dynamic adaptive pooling

along the token dimension of input. Similar to an MoE layer de-
fined in [24], an iMoE block contains a gating network 𝐺 and 𝑛

expert networks 𝐸1, 𝐸2, ..., 𝐸𝑛 . However, inspired by the Squeeze-
and-Excitation Network (SENet) [12], we additionally introduce
an attention vector, 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑥 , to enable the expert networks to flexibly
focus on different tokens within an input vector 𝑥 consisting of 𝑁
tokens, each with 𝑑 dimensions. Specifically, as shown in Figure 2,
we compute 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑥 by squeezing input 𝑥 along the token dimension
using an attention network. The attention vector weighted input
(𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑥 × 𝑥) is then passed to the gating network 𝐺 to obtain gate
output, which we denote as a dispatch vector. Finally, the output
𝑜 of an iMoE block is given by a dispatch vector weighted feature
aggregation from all expert networks:

𝑜 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝐺𝑖 (𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑥 × 𝑥 )𝐸𝑖 (𝑥 ), (1)

In the iMoE block, both the attention network and the gating
network are composed of two fully connected layers, with a Sig-
moid activation function applied between them. For each expert
network 𝐸 within the iMoE, we utilize a pre-defined transformer
block derived from the Vision Transformer [6].
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Compared to the gating mechanism used in MoE [24], the token
attention based gating of iMoE enables a dynamic and context-
aware pooling, thus enhancing model’s ability to capture task-
relevant information in different tokens. When used for modality
feature fusion, iMoE can also perform modality-wise pooling by
stacking multimodal feature vectors as “tokens", which results in a
more flexible fusion than commonly adopted weighted sum aggre-
gation [3, 39]. Different from prior work that applies the Multi-gate
Mixture-of-Experts (MMoE) to fuse feature components across
multiple modality branches [37], the iMoE block focuses on lever-
aging the token attention guided gating mechanism to improve
the flexibility and adaptability of feature pooling. Furthermore, we
highlight that our proposed iMoE block can be used both for feature
refinement and multimodal fusion.

3.2 Feature Extraction & Refinement
In the feature extraction& refinement phase ofMIMoE-FNDpipeline,
we utilize pretrained BERT [5] to extract text representations and
MAE [9] to extract image representations for a given input 𝑥 =

(𝑥text, 𝑥img). More specifically, we denote the extracted unimodal
features as 𝑢𝑡 ∈ R𝑁𝑡×𝐷𝐵𝐸𝑅𝑇 for text and 𝑢𝑖 ∈ R𝑁𝑖×𝐷𝑀𝐴𝐸 for image.

While BERT and MAE provide rich semantic features, directly
combining image and text representations can be challenging due
to the discrepancies between text and image pretrained feature
spaces. To mitigate this issue, we use iMoE blocks to refine the
unimodal representations and perform adaptive pooling. We con-
struct three feature branches for unimodal text representation 𝑢𝑡 ,
unimodal image representation 𝑢𝑖 and multimodal representation
𝑢𝑚 = 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑡 (𝑢𝑡 , 𝑢𝑖 ). For each feature branch, we pass the feature
vector to an iMoE block to obtain the pooled and refined feature vec-
tor. We denote the refined feature vectors as 𝑒𝑡 , 𝑒𝑖 , 𝑒𝑚 for unimodal
text, unimodal image and multimodal representations respectively.

3.3 Modality Interaction Gating
To route news instances with different modality interactions to their
respective feature fusion experts, we introduce a modality interac-
tion gating mechanism. The modality interaction gating module
is supervised by evaluations of unimodal prediction agreement and
semantic alignment, ensuring that the gating process effectively
leverages modality interactions.

3.3.1 Modality Interactions. To quantitatively evaluate the modal-
ity interaction of an instance, we define unimodal prediction diver-
gence and semantic alignment as follows:

Definition 3.1 (Unimodal Prediction Divergence). For a given input
news 𝑥 , we define unimodal prediction agreement to be:

𝛿 (𝑥 ) = 𝑑 (𝑦̂text, 𝑦̂img ) (2)

where 𝑦 𝑗 represents the fake news detection result of the news
instance based solely on the information from modality 𝑗 (e.g., text
or image), and 𝑑 : Y ×Y → R+ is a distance function measuring
the divergence between unimodal predictions.

Definition 3.2 (Semantic Alignment). For a given input news 𝑥 ,
we define the semantic alignment as the semantic level similarity
between the text and image. Let 𝛼𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 and 𝛼𝑖𝑚𝑔 be two vector
representations fully capturing semantic features in a shared feature

space of text and image. The semantic alignment is defined as:

𝜌 (𝑥 ) =
𝛼text · 𝛼img

∥𝛼text ∥ ∥𝛼img ∥
(3)

To evaluate the unimodal prediction divergence 𝛿 (𝑥), we attach
classification heads 𝑓text, 𝑓img for each of the refined unimodal fea-
ture branch to extract 𝑦text = 𝑓text (𝑒𝑡 ) and 𝑦img = 𝑓img (𝑒𝑖 ). The
classification heads are trained as a separate part of the pipeline,
which is not used in our final prediction. We use the standard
cross-entropy loss to guide the unimodal classification heads:

L𝑢𝑛𝑖 (𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 , 𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔 ) =
1
2
(L𝐶𝐸 (𝑦̂𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 , 𝑦) + L𝐶𝐸 (𝑦̂𝑖𝑚𝑔, 𝑦) ) (4)

We then evaluate 𝛿 (𝑥) to be the Jensen-Shannon (JS) diver-
gence [21] between unimodal predictions, defined as:

𝛿 (x) = 𝐷 𝐽 𝑆 (𝑦̂text, 𝑦̂img ) =
1
2
𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑦̂text ∥𝑀 ) + 1

2
𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑦̂img ∥𝑀 ), (5)

where 𝑀 = 1
2 (𝑦text + 𝑦img) represents the mean of the unimodal

prediction distributions, 𝐷𝐾𝐿 denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence and 𝑦 𝑗 is the unimodal prediction distribution of modality
𝑗 (e.g., text or image).

For the evaluation of semantic alignment, we pass the raw text-
image pair to a pretrained CLIP model to extract feature vectors𝑚𝑡
and𝑚𝑖 for text and image in a joint feature space. CLIP is pretrained
on a variety of internet-sourced text-image pairs, which enables
them to capture semantic relationship between texts and images.
The calculation of 𝜌 (𝑥) in equation 3 is thus computed as the cosine
similarity of CLIP text and image embeddings, which is also referred
to as the CLIP score [10].

Additionally, we define an agreement threshold 𝜃𝑎𝑔𝑟 and an
alignment threshold 𝜃𝑠𝑒𝑚 , which are set to fixed constants in all our
experiments empirically. Specifically, we categorize a data instance
to be semantically aligned and unimodal prediction agreed based on
1(𝜌 (𝑥) > 𝜃𝑠𝑒𝑚) and 1(𝛿 (𝑥) < 𝜃𝑎𝑔𝑟 ) respectively, where 1(·) is an
indicator function with binary outputs (0 or 1). We categorize four
modality interactions (AM, AA, DM, DA) in a multimodal FND task
according to the permutations of outputs of the binary indicators.

3.3.2 Interaction Gating Module. We introduce an interaction gat-
ing module that learns to dispatch news instances according to
their modality interactions while also optimizing task performance.
The interaction gating module takes the refined unimodal feature
vectors (𝑒𝑡 , 𝑒𝑖 ) and the CLIP embeddings (𝑚𝑡 ,𝑚𝑖 ) as inputs, and
outputs a dispatch vector 𝑦𝑑 with a size corresponds to the number
of feature fusion experts. Similar to the gating network illustrated
in the iMoE block (section 3.1), the interaction gating module con-
tains an attention network and an interaction gating network. The
attention network is used to calculate a modality-level attention
vector. With the modality-level attention weighted input, the in-
teraction gating module computes a softmax-normalized dispatch
vector which determines the routing process. During the modality
interaction routing, only the fusion expert corresponding to the
highest value in the dispatch vector is activated, ensuring that mul-
timodal features are processed by the most relevant fusion expert.

To guide the training of interaction gating network to route the
data instances according to modality interactions, we use 1(𝜌 (𝑥) >
𝜃𝑠𝑒𝑚) and 1(𝛿 (𝑥) < 𝜃𝑎𝑔𝑟 ) as our training target for interaction
gating by expanding the two binary outputs to 4 different classes
corresponding to modality interactions (AM, AA, DM, DA), where
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we obtain the target modality interaction𝑦int = 2 ·1(𝛿 (𝑥) < 𝜃𝑎𝑔𝑟 ) +
1(𝜌 (𝑥) > 𝜃𝑠𝑒𝑚). The modality interaction gating process is then
formulated as a classification task, where the model output is 𝑦𝑑
and the target label is 𝑦𝑖𝑛𝑡 . Given a dispatch vector output 𝑦𝑑 from
the gating network, we define a modality interaction loss as follows:

L𝑑 = L𝐶𝐸 (𝑦̂𝑑 , 𝑦𝑖𝑛𝑡 ) (6)

3.3.3 Gating Regularization. In our experiments, we observe that
the modality interaction gating mechanism can lead to imbalanced
training of the feature fusion experts, causing suboptimal perfor-
mance in the final detection task. We hypothesize that this issue
arises from an imbalance in the training data distribution across
different modality interactions. To ensure effective training of inter-
action gating modules and the associated fusion experts, we apply
a router-Z loss to penalize extreme values in interaction gating
network outputs and a balance loss to ensure load balancing of
fusion experts [43]. For a dispatch vector 𝑦𝑑 , the router-Z loss L𝑧
and the balance loss L𝑏 are calculated as following:

L𝑧 = (log
∑︁

exp(𝑜 (𝑖 )
𝑑

) )2, L𝑏 =
1
𝑁

∑︁
(𝑦̂ (𝑖 )
𝑑

− 𝑡 (𝑖 ) ) (7)

where 𝑦𝑑 denotes the softmax normalized dispatch vector, 𝑜𝑑 de-
notes the raw output of interaction gating network and 𝑡 (𝑖 ) de-
notes the probability from a uniform distribution 𝑡 of data instance
being assigned to expert 𝑖 . Overall, apart from the task loss of
multimodal FND, the interaction gating module is supervised by
a combination of modality interaction loss L𝑑 and regularization
loss L𝑟𝑒𝑔 = 𝜂L𝑧 + 𝛾L𝑏 :

L𝑖𝑛𝑡 = L𝑑 + L𝑟𝑒𝑔 (8)

where we empirically set the regularization weights 𝜂 = 0.01 and
𝛾 = 0.1 respectively in our experiments.

3.4 Multimodal Fusion & Detection
In the multimodal fusion and detection phase, we first apply adap-
tive normalization that adjusts the unimodal feature vectors 𝑒𝑡 , 𝑒𝑖
with learnable mean and variance [13] to further reduce the feature
space discrepancy for better fusion, where we denote the normal-
ized unimodal features as 𝑒′𝑡 and 𝑒

′
𝑖
. For each data instance, we then

perform fusion by passing concatenated the adaptively normalized
feature vectors (𝑒′𝑡 , 𝑒𝑚, 𝑒′𝑖 ) to the dispatched fusion expert.

In MIMoE-FND, we use four fusion experts corresponding to
modality interactions (AM, AA, DM, DA). Each fusion expert is
an iMoE block performing modality-level aggregation. The final
feature vector is obtained from the target fusion expert guided
dispatch vector 𝑦𝑑 . In the detection phase, the final feature vector
is fed into a classification head to obtain a detection result 𝑦, which
is then used to calculate the task loss as binary cross-entropy loss.

L𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 = L𝐵𝐶𝐸 (𝑦̂, 𝑦) (9)

Our overall objective function is formulated as a weighted sum of
modality interaction gating module loss, task loss and unimodal
prediction loss, which can be summarized as:

L = L𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 + 𝛼L𝑢𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽L𝑖𝑛𝑡 (10)

where the 𝛼 and 𝛽 are hyper-parameters adjusting the different
learning speeds for the components. The whole pipeline is then
trained in an end-to-endmannerwith a separate optimizer to update
parameters for the interaction gating module and an optimizer for
all other parameter updates.

4 EXPERIMENTS
To evaluate our approach, we benchmark it against several strong
multimodal FND baselines on threewidely used datasets:Weibo [16],
Weibo-21 [22], and GossipCop [26]. The detailed experimental set-
tings and the list of baseline methods are provided in Appendix A.

4.1 Performance Comparison
The performance comparisons between our approach and other
baselines are reported in Table 1. We report accuracy, precision, re-
call and F1-score. We observe that our method is able to consistently
perform the best in terms of detection accuracy across all datasets
with the accuracy of 0.928, 0.895 and 0.956 for Weibo, GossipCop
and Weibo-21 respectively. Our method is also able to out-perform
most of the baselines on other reported metrics for both the fake
news and real news. However, we do observe several outliers in
the results. For Weibo, we notice that SpotFake has better fake
news recall and F1-score. However, it has the worst performance
for the real news prediction. Such a severely imbalanced prediction
indicates that the model has not been generalized well to the data
distribution and is instead overfitting to the characteristics of fake
news, failing to correctly identify real news.

For GossipCop, BMR has a very close performance compared
to our approach. Nevertheless, we notice our method is able to
perform better in all metrics for fake news detection while tie with
BMR in terms of real news precision and F1-score. This suggests
that our method can detect fake news more effectively while keep-
ing the same real news prediction performance as BMR. To further
understand the performance of our approach, we closely scrutinize
GossipCop dataset and find the majority data collected from Gossip-
Cop are well-edited entertainment news with celebrity faces as the
accompanied image, which can only partially reflect the modality
interactions. On the other hand, Weibo and Weibo-21 contain more
noisy user-generated posts, thus reflecting a more complex set of
modality interactions, where we observe that our method is able to
obtain larger performance gains.

4.2 Ablation Study
To understand the effectiveness of each components in our ap-
proach, we perform ablation study on input modalities and modal-
ity interaction gating as shown in Table 2. Specifically, we remove
components centered around the interaction gating module and
detail the settings after the removals as follows:

• image-only: We use only image input followed by a feature
refinement component and an MLP classification head.

• text-only: We use only text followed by the same feature
refinement component and classification head.

• w/o reg.: We remove the regularization losses L𝑧 and L𝑏 in
the loss function of interaction gating network while keep
all other components and hyper-parameters the same.

• w/o sem.: We remove the semantic alignment (sem.) target
in the training of interaction gating network.

• w/o agr.: We remove the unimodal prediction agreement
(agr.) target in the training of interaction gating network.

• w/o int.: We remove the modality interaction (int.) supervi-
sion (both sem. and agr.) and use only final task loss together
with regularization losses to guide the training of interaction
gating network.
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Table 1: Performance Metrics for Different Classification Methods on Weibo, GossipCop and Weibo-21

Dataset Method Accuracy Fake News Real News

Precision Recall F1-score Precision Recall F1-score

Weibo

EANN [32] 0.827 0.847 0.812 0.829 0.807 0.843 0.825
SAFE [39] 0.762 0.831 0.724 0.774 0.695 0.811 0.748
SpotFake [29] 0.892 0.902 0.964 0.932 0.847 0.656 0.739
CAFE [3] 0.840 0.855 0.830 0.842 0.825 0.851 0.837
BMR [37] 0.918 0.882 0.948 0.914 0.942 0.879 0.904
FND-CLIP [42] 0.907 0.914 0.901 0.908 0.914 0.901 0.907
MIMoE-FND 0.928 0.942 0.913 0.928 0.913 0.942 0.927

GossipCop

EANN [32] 0.864 0.702 0.518 0.594 0.887 0.956 0.920
SAFE [39] 0.838 0.758 0.558 0.643 0.857 0.937 0.895
SpotFake [29] 0.858 0.732 0.372 0.494 0.866 0.962 0.914
CAFE [3] 0.867 0.732 0.490 0.587 0.887 0.957 0.921
BMR [37] 0.895 0.752 0.639 0.691 0.920 0.965 0.936
FND-CLIP [42] 0.880 0.761 0.549 0.638 0.899 0.959 0.928
MIMoE-FND 0.895 0.762 0.644 0.698 0.920 0.953 0.936

Weibo-21

EANN [32] 0.870 0.902 0.825 0.862 0.841 0.912 0.875
SAFE [39] 0.905 0.893 0.908 0.901 0.916 0.901 0.890
SpotFake [29] 0.851 0.953 0.733 0.828 0.786 0.964 0.866
CAFE [3] 0.882 0.857 0.915 0.885 0.907 0.844 0.876
BMR [37] 0.929 0.908 0.947 0.927 0.946 0.906 0.925
FND-CLIP [42] 0.943 0.935 0.945 0.940 0.950 0.942 0.946
MIMoE-FND 0.956 0.953 0.957 0.955 0.959 0.956 0.957

Table 2: Ablation Study

Dataset Method Accuracy F1(Fake) F1(Real)

Weibo

image only 0.818 0.825 0.811
text only 0.888 0.774 0.893
w/o reg. 0.827 0.830 0.825
w/o sem. 0.815 0.817 0.812
w/o agr. 0.815 0.820 0.810
w/o int. 0.916 0.915 0.916
MIMoE-FND 0.928 0.928 0.927

GossipCop

image only 0.820 0.363 0.895
text only 0.882 0.670 0.928
w/o reg. 0.818 0.067 0.899
w/o sem. 0.824 0.239 0.900
w/o agr. 0.823 0.282 0.898
w/o int. 0.887 0.665 0.932
MIMoE-FND 0.895 0.698 0.936

Weibo-21

image only 0.843 0.830 0.853
text only 0.925 0.922 0.928
w/o reg. 0.860 0.847 0.872
w/o sem. 0.865 0.864 0.867
w/o agr. 0.862 0.859 0.865
w/o int. 0.922 0.921 0.922
MIMoE-FND 0.956 0.955 0.957

We use the same training procedure as our main experiments
to better understand the contributions of modalities and network
components. For unimodal prediction performance, we observe that
text-only based prediction consistently achieves better accuracy
than image, indicating text contains more task-relevant information
for multimodal FND. We observe that our method can consistently

achieve more robust and accurate FND by a significant margin
compared to unimodal baselines.

For different components of modality interaction gating mod-
ule, we observe that the removal of the regularization losses result
in a significant accuracy decline. Specifically, the accuracy fell to
between the image-only and text-only prediction accuracies in eval-
uations using the Chinese datasets. For the GossipCop dataset, the
accuracy deteriorated further, performing worse than both uni-
modal predictions. This observation underscores the importance of
the introduced regularization—balance loss and router-Z loss—in
our training process, as these components are crucial for precise
input dispatch and load balancing among fusion experts [43]. Addi-
tionally, we hypothesize that the poorer performance on GossipCop
is attributable to the more imbalanced occurrence of modality in-
teractions within this dataset, which results in insufficient training
of some fusion experts without regularization.

In addition, with only unimodal prediction agreement or only
semantic alignment supervision, the model’s performance drops
below that of the text-only ablation baseline, suggesting insufficient
fusion of text and image modalities. Even without any modality
interaction supervisions, the model still manages to learn some
fusion patterns, resulting in improved performance over unimodal
predictions. This indicates that the inherent architecture has some
capability to integrate information across modalities in a less op-
timal manner. Notably, the best overall performance is achieved
when both unimodal prediction agreement and semantic alignment
supervision are combined. We conclude that, the joint supervision
of unimodal prediction agreement and semantic alignment is essen-
tial for effectively capturing the interactions between image and
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Figure 3: Performance metrics (accuracy, fake news F1 score,
real news F1 score) for Weibo-21 dataset with different 𝛽 val-
ues and 𝜆 values. Additional parameter analysis (Appendix B)
for Weibo and GossipCop are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6.

text modalities, which maximizes the synergy between modalities,
leading to an improved prediction performance.
4.3 Parameter Analysis
In this section, we analyze the sensitivity of the training process for
modality interaction gating to two hyper-parameters: the modality
interaction supervision weighting (𝛽) and the learning rate (𝜆) for
the interaction gating module. The parameter 𝛽 determines the
contribution of modality interaction supervision in the final loss
function, while 𝜆 controls the update speed of the interaction gating
module. For each parameter value, all other hyper-parameters are
fixed according to the best configuration detailed in Appendix A.2.
Additional parameter analysis is presented in Appendix B.

As shown in Figure 3, we train MIMoE-FND using with different
modality interaction loss weights 𝛽 ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9} on all
three datasets. Across all datasets, most models with nonzero 𝛽 out-
perform the baseline with no interaction supervision (𝛽 = 0). The
robustness to a wide range of 𝛽 values underscores the adaptabil-
ity of MIMoE-FND and its ability to effectively leverage modality
interaction supervision for enhanced fake news detection across
all datasets. We also analyze the effect of varying the learning rate
𝜆 ∈ {10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5, 10−6} for the interaction gating mod-
ule, as presented in Figure 3. In Weibo-21, mid-range 𝜆 values (10−3
to 10−4) yield optimal performance, achieving the best trade-off
between accuracy and F1 scores for both fake and real news. Con-
versely, extreme 𝜆 values (10−7 and 10−1) result in performance
degradation, likely due to insufficient or overly aggressive updates
to the interaction gating network.

4.4 Gating Mechanism Case Study
To analyze the behavior of the modality interaction gating mecha-
nism under modality interaction supervision and task supervision,
we conduct case studies using an English dataset to ensure broader
relevance. Specifically, we select four instances, each dispatched to
one of the fusion experts, illustrating the four modality interaction
scenarios. In Agreed Misalignment (AM; Figure 4a), both modalities
align while providing complementary and unique contributions.

Due to semantic misalignment, the combined prediction (𝑦 = 0.73)
is reversed compared to the individual predictions, highlighting
that the fact that the AM expert synthesizes complementary cues
from both modalities, leveraging synergistic information to address
semantic misalignment and make the correct prediction. In Agreed
Alignment (AA; Figure 4b), both modalities produce aligned pre-
dictions with high semantic alignment, as indicated by a dispatch
weight of 0.7. The final prediction closely mirrors the text-only pre-
diction, demonstrating redundancy from both text and image. For
Disagreed Misalignment (DM; Figure 4c), the DM expert effectively
detects the fake news by reconciling the contradictory signals even
with low semantic alignment. Finally, in Disagreed Alignment (DA;
Figure 4d), semantic information aligns despite unimodal prediction
disagreements, resulting in a synergistic prediction that achieves a
higher confidence score than either modality alone. Here the DA
expert is able to examine the conflict between image and text pre-
dictions when they are semantically aligned and derives the final
detection based on semantic-level reasoning. These case studies
demonstrate that MIMoE-FND effectively utilizes modality-specific
contributions and their interplay, showcasing robust multimodal
inference capabilities.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we introduce MIMoE-FND, a novel hierarchical MoE
framework for multimodal fake news detection. Our approach mod-
els modality interactions through unimodal prediction agreement
and semantic alignment. MIMoE-FND employs unimodal prediction
divergence and CLIP-based semantic evaluation to supervise an
interaction gating network that dynamically routes data instances
to specialized fusion experts for precise multimodal fusion. These
experts leverage a modality-wise attention mechanism within an
adapted MoE model to selectively attend to key modality features.
Experimental results on three widely usedmultimodal FND datasets
demonstrate that MIMoE-FND achieves superior performance com-
pared to prior methods.
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Kanye West and wife Kim Kar-
dashian West rarely smile. He told
High Snobiety: “People, you know,
the paparazzi, always come up to
me: ’Why you not smiling?’ And I
think, not smiling makes me..."

Label: 𝒚 = 1; Predictions:
𝒚̂ = 0.73|𝒚̂text = 0.37|𝒚̂image = 0.24

AM AA DM DA

0.30 0.22 0.19 0.28

(a) Agreed Misalignment

Justin Theroux’s friends never be-
lieved he and Jennifer Aniston
would last While the love story of
Jennifer Aniston and Justin Ther-
oux had its fans, sources close to
the couple questioned whether it...

Label: 𝒚 = 1; Predictions:
𝒚̂ = 0.99|𝒚̂text = 0.98|𝒚̂image = 0.58

AM AA DM DA

0.23 0.70 0.04 0.03

(b) Agreed Alignment

Katy Perry slams Lionel Richie on
Jimmy Kimmel Live! It appears
there’s drama at the American Idol
judges table already. Katy Perry,
who will be joined by Luke Bryant
and Lionel Richie in...

Label: 𝒚 = 1; Predictions:
𝒚̂ = 0.56|𝒚̂text = 0.32|𝒚̂image = 0.50

AM AA DM DA

0.00 0.33 0.67 0.00

(c) Disagreed Misalignment

Jen’s fury as Justin commits the
ultimate betrayal The pair be-
came close friends on set when
they filmed Netflix show Maniac
and Jen is said to be wondering
whether they have been dating...

Label: 𝒚 = 1; Predictions:
𝒚̂ = 1.00|𝒚̂image = 0.42|𝒚̂text = 0.98

AM AA DM DA

0.01 0.34 0.05 0.60

(d) Disagreed Alignment

Figure 4: Case study illustrating four instances dispatched by the model into their respective fusion experts: Agreed Misalign-
ment (AM), Agreed Alignment (AA), Disagreed Misalignment (DM), and Disagreed Alignment (DA). Each example shows the
model’s final prediction (𝑦), unimodal predictions (𝑦text, 𝑦image), and the dispatch vector for modality interactions (AM, AA,
DM, DA). The examples demonstrate the model’s capability to effectively address modality interaction-specific challenges.
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Figure 5: Performance metrics (accuracy, fake news F1 score,
real news F1 score) for the GossipCop and Weibo datasets
with different 𝛽 values. We notice that with a coarse 𝛽 param-
eter searching between 0 and 1, MIMoE-FND can significantly
outperform ablated baseline (𝛽 = 0).

A EXPERIMENT SETUP
A.1 Dataset
Since our method focuses on the modality interaction modeling,
we select datasets with sufficient number of training data that has
images and texts both accessible. Specifically, we consider three
multimodal FND benchmark datasets commonly used by prior
works, which are Weibo [16], Weibo-21 [22] and GossipCop [26].
All three datasets are collected from social media with binary labels
indicating the veracity of the multimodal news. Both Weibo and
Weibo-21 are Chinese datasets containing image and text pairs
collected from social media platform Weibo. Weibo has 3749 real
news and 3783 fake news in training set, 1000 fake news and 996
real news in the test set. Weibo-21 was created in 2021, where more
recent social posts were collected with 4640 real news and 4487
news in total. CossipCop is a dataset collected from fact verification
website, which contains 7974 real news and 2036 fake news for
training and 2285 real news and 545 fake news for testing. For
Weibo and GossipCop we keep the train-test splits provided by
original datasets in our evaluation. For Weibo-21, where train-test
split is not provided by original dataset, we keep the same train-test
split at a ratio of 9:1 of BMR [37].
A.2 Implementation Details
In our implementation, we use the pretrained checkpoint ’mae-
pretrain-vit-base’1 as our image encoder. For the Chinese datasets
(Weibo and Weibo-21), we use ’bert-base-chinese’2. as our text en-
coder, and for GossipCop, we use ’bert-base-uncased’3. For CLIP em-
bedding extractions, we utilize ’clip-vit-base-patch16’4 for Gossip-
Cop and ’chinese-clip-vit-base-patch16’5 for the Chinese datasets.
1https://github.com/facebookresearch/mae
2https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-chinese
3https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-uncased
4https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-patch16
5https://huggingface.co/OFA-Sys/chinese-clip-vit-base-patch16
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Figure 6: Performance metrics (accuracy, fake news F1 score,
real news F1 score) for the GossipCop and Weibo datasets
with different 𝜆 values.

All MLPs in our network consist of two linear layers with a Sigmoid
Linear Unit (SiLU) non-linearity in between. For all iMoE modules,
we use two experts. Each expert network is implemented with a
single-layer transformer block as defined in ViT with 4 attention
heads. We employ the AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of
10−5 for optimization.

We follow the same data preprocessing pipeline as provided
by the official open-sourced code of EANN [32] and BMR [37].
Specifically, images are resized to (224, 224) to suit the pretrained
models. The maximum token length for both image and text is
set to 197. For CLIP score evaluation, we truncate the input to
meet the token upper bound of the pretrained models. To ensure
reproducibility, all our models are trained for 50 epochs with a
batch size of 24 and fixed random seed of 2024, where we report
the best test accuracy obtained. Our model is trained on a single
Nvidia A40 GPU with a training session of 50 epochs taking around
5 hours. All datasets we use are publicly available. Our source code
will be made available upon acceptance.

A.3 Baselines
We compare our method with a number of strong multimodal FND
baselines, wherewe use their publicly available source code/pretrained
model. We list the details of our baselines as follows:

• EANN [32] is a multimodal FND solution that utilizes an
event adversarial network to prevent model to overfit to a
specific event.

• SAFE [39] is a method utilizing a similarity calculation be-
tween different modality representations to guide the multi-
modal FND. In our experiments, we adopt the official code
released by the author. For the Chinese datasets which are
not considered by the official implementation, we use the
same text encoder as our approach and a pretrained ViT-GPT
image captioning model6.

6https://huggingface.co/yuanzhoulvpi/vit-gpt2-image-chinese-captioning

https://github.com/facebookresearch/mae
https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-chinese
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https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-patch16
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Figure 7: T-SNE visualizations of the features before final
classifiers learned by our approach, image-only and text-
only models.

• SpotFake [29] is a framework that consists of pretrained
text and image encoders and a classifier to predict fake news
with concatenated multimodal feature vectors.

• CAFE [3] uses two VAEs to calculate cross-modal ambiguity
in a probabilistic manner, which is then used to perform an
adaptive fusion for multimodal FND.

• BMR [37] proposes to use a modified MMoE to refine and
bootstrap multiview features for multimodal FND.

• FND-CLIP [42] uses CLIP embeddings to bridge text and im-
age features and guide an attention-based fusion module for
more robust multimodal FND. For experiments on Chinese
datasets, we adopt the same preprocessing as ours.

B ADDITIONAL PARAMETER ANALYSIS
For 𝛽 values under the setting decribed in Section 4.3, as shown in
Figure 3 and Figure 5, the performance gains are more pronounced
and consistent in Weibo and Weibo-21, where all tested 𝛽 values
improve detection accuracy over the baseline. The consistent im-
provements in Weibo datasets indicates a stronger sensitivity to
interaction supervision, which is likely due to the diversity of ob-
served modality interactions in social media posts. For GossipCop,
on the other hand, we observe two 𝛽 values where the performance
drop below the ablated baseline. The performance drop of these
𝛽 values show that with lower diversity of modality interactions,
partially enforcing modality interaction supervision can introduce
routing instability, disrupting the model’s ability to leverage the
dominant unimodal signals effectively. Overall, the robustness to
a wide range of 𝛽 values underscores the adaptability of MIMoE-
FND and its ability to effectively leverage modality interaction
supervision for enhanced fake news detection across all datasets.

For 𝜆 values, same as Weibo-21 results, mid-range 𝜆 values (10−3
to 10−4) yield optimal performance. Notably, the GossipCop dataset
shows higher sensitivity to 𝜆 variations compared to Weibo and
Weibo-21, which is likely attributed to the imbalance in the number
of samples across modality interactions.

Table 3: Comparison of Processing Time and Standard Devi-
ation for MIMoE-FND (Ours) and BMR

Language Method Mean Processing Time (s) Standard Deviation (s)

English Ours 0.1456 0.0194
BMR 0.1138 0.0336

Chinese Ours 0.1503 0.0139
BMR 0.1151 0.0259

C QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
In Figure 7, we extract feature vectors before classification heads for
text-only, image-only and MIMoE-FND and visualize it using t-SNE
visualizations. We observe that our method is able to achieve clear
decision boundaries in all datasets. We also observe that compared
to unimodal representations, MIMoE-FND features are more closely
clustered, facilitating a more confident prediction.

D COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS
Complexity Analysis of iMoE Block: First, the token attention
vector 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑥 is computed using a two-layer MLP, with complexity
𝑂 (𝑁 · 𝑑2) for an input sequence of shape (𝑁,𝑑). The attention
vector performs a weighted aggregation over 𝑁 tokens, adding
𝑂 (𝑁 · 𝑑) complexity. The aggregated vector is then passed through
another two-layer MLP to obtain the gate output, with complexity
𝑂 (𝑑2). Each of the 𝑛𝑒 expert networks applies a Vision Transformer
block, with complexity 𝑂 (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2) per expert, resulting in
𝑂 (𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 ·𝑑 +𝑁 ·𝑑2)) for all experts. Finally, the gated the expert
outputs aggregation adds a complexity of 𝑂 (𝑛𝑒 · 𝑑).

Summing these terms, the overall complexity of the iMoE block
is 𝑂 (𝑁 · 𝑑2 + 𝑑2 + 𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2) + 𝑛𝑒 · 𝑑), which simplifies
to 𝑂 (𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2)). This highlights dependencies on 𝑁

(number of tokens), 𝑑 (dimension of each token), and 𝑛𝑒 (number of
experts), with quadratic dependence on 𝑁 due to the transformer
block’s attention mechanism.

Complexity Analysis of MIMoE-FND: In our overall hierachi-
cal MoE design of MIMoE-FND, we adopt iMoE blocks for feature
refinement and multimodal fusion. In feature refinement stage, each
input modality is refined by an iMoE block, resulting in a time com-
plexity of 𝑂 (𝑀 · 𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2)) for𝑀 modalities. In fusion
stage, to account for four modality interaction scenarios, we adopt
four fusion experts, each of which is implemented as an iMoE block,
enabling adaptive and context aware feature aggregation. Consider
𝑘 experts are sparsely activated, the fusion stage complexity is then
𝑂 (𝑘 · 𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2)), where 𝑘 ≤ 4. Overall, this yields a
time complexity of 𝑂 ((𝑘 +𝑀) · 𝑛𝑒 · (𝑁 2 · 𝑑 + 𝑁 · 𝑑2)). Empirically,
the modality channel number𝑀 and fusion expert activation num-
ber 𝑘 are fixed as small constants. The overall time complexity is
dominated by the sequence length, which is a common scalability
bottleneck from transformer architecture shared by the majority
of recent approaches. In Table 3, we measure the 16-sample batch
inference time for both languages and compare it to the previous
state-of-the-art solution, BMR. We observe that our method intro-
duces a slight computational overhead (∼0.03 seconds) attributable
to its larger parameter size. However, this overhead is offset by the
substantial performance improvements achieved, demonstrating
the effectiveness of our approach.
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