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Abstract

We introduce an innovative and mathematically rigorous definition for computing common information from multi-view data,
drawing inspiration from Gécs-Korner common information in information theory. Leveraging this definition, we develop a novel
supervised multi-view learning framework to capture both common and unique information. By explicitly minimizing a total
correlation term, the extracted common information and the unique information from each view are forced to be independent of
each other, which, in turn, theoretically guarantees the effectiveness of our framework. To estimate information-theoretic quantities,
our framework employs matrix-based Rényi’s a-order entropy functional, which forgoes the need for variational approximation
and distributional estimation in high-dimensional space. Theoretical proof is provided that our framework can faithfully discover
both common and unique information from multi-view data. Experiments on synthetic and seven benchmark real-world datasets

demonstrate the superior performance of our proposed framework over state-of-the-art approaches.
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1. Introduction

The advent of diverse and heterogeneous data due to recent
technological advancements has spurred increasing interest in
multi-view learning [1} 2| 3]. This field relies on two princi-
ples: the consensus principle, which seeks consensus informa-
tion across different views, and the complementary principle,
which recognizes the unique, valuable information each view
offers [4, 15, 16]]. For instance, consider the case of an animal’s
binocular vision. Each eye captures a different yet highly corre-
lated perspective of an object, extracting consensus information
and demonstrating the consensus principle. Simultaneously, the
differing wide-angle views of each eye provide complementary
information, expanding the field of view and increasing percep-
tion accuracy, illustrating the complementary principle.

Within the domain of multi-view learning, a plethora of
methods have been proposed. This encompasses strategies
rooted in subspace learning [7]], approaches leveraging non-
negative matrix factorization [§]], and methodologies employ-
ing multiple similarity graphs [9], among others. For the scope
of this discourse, we will concentrate on three prevalent ap-
proaches that follow these two principles. Firstly, canonical
correlation analysis (CCA) [10] and its derivatives [[11, 12} [13],
including deep CCA [[14]], kernel CCA [15]] and D-GCCA [16],
are representative methods based on the consensus principle in
multi-view learning. These techniques project multiple views
into a shared low-dimensional subspace, maximizing their cor-
relation to learn consensus. Variations methods of this category
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address nonlinear and complex relationships between views.
Another grounded in the consensus principle method draws on
mutual information in information theory. The authors in [[17]
posit that each view contains identical task-relevant informa-
tion, a classic hypothesis suggesting that effective representa-
tion models view-invariant factors. They develop robust repre-
sentations by maximizing the mutual information between rep-
resentations from different views. A similar approach is used
in [18]], where information about high-level factors that span
across multiple views is captured by maximizing the mutual in-
formation between the extracted features. Recent studies [6}|19]]
highlight the utilization of specifically designed neural network
architectures to extract both consensus and complementary in-
formation from multi-view data. More precisely, these studies
apply variational autoencoder and variational inference tech-
niques to learn compact representations and scrutinize consen-
sus and complementarity across different viewpoints. These ap-
proaches emphasize the importance of the network structure it-
self.

Regardless of their advancements, each approach bears its
own limitations. The majority of CCA-based methods capture
the correlation between views, rather than exact consensus in-
formation [3| 20]. Mutual information lacks a clear interpreta-
tion in terms of decomposing random variables into unique and
common components [21]. Although the approach that relies
on the network structure itself to extract consensus and comple-
mentary information is both intuitive and engineering-focused,
it may be deficient in rigorous theoretical support. Furthermore,
none of the aforementioned methods provide a clear and rigor-
ous mathematical definition for handling consensus information
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in multi-view data.

In our research, we adhere to the consensus principle by
discovering common information from multi-view data, and
uphold the complementary principle by discerning unique in-
formation intrinsic to each view, also referred to as view-
specific [[6] or view-peculiar [19] information. The task of dis-
cerning common information from multi-view data and con-
densing it into a singular variable continues to be a significant
challenge, notably in the field of high-dimensional data anal-
ysis. A formal mathematical definition of common informa-
tion in multi-view neural network learning literature is scarce,
and no existing literature has offered a rigorous way to ex-
tract such kind of information, which is also scalable to more
than two views. Motivated by the work of [21] on decompos-
ing random variables into unique and common components us-
ing G4cs-Korner common information with variational relax-
ation, we propose a novel multi-view learning framework. This
framework aims to mitigate issues related to the uncertainty in-
troduced by variational approximations.

To this end, we initially formulate a mathematically rigor-
ous definition of deterministic common information for multi-
view data, by drawing upon the G4cs-Korner common informa-
tion definition [21}, 22} 23] in information theory literature [24].
This defined common information is operationalized through
neural networks, culminating in a novel deterministic com-
mon and unique multi-view information learning framework.
Leveraging this definition, our framework is capable of extract-
ing common information from multi-view data. The employ-
ment of total correlation [25 26] ensures the independence of
common and unique information across different views. Ef-
fectively, the framework segregates common and unique infor-
mation, thereby harmonizing complementarity and consensus
among views. The contributions of this work include:

o We formulate a mathematically rigorous definition of com-
mon information for multi-view data, rooted in the princi-
ples of information theory.

e We present a novel multi-view learning framework that
utilizes our definition of common information and the
matrix-based Rényi’s a-order total correlation to achieve a
representation skilled at distinguishing between common
and unique information.

e Our framework is scalable to handle multi-view data in-
volving more than two views.

e Experimental results substantiate the efficacy of the pro-
posed framework.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multi-view Learning: From Classical to Information The-
oretical Approaches

An extensive body of literature exists on multi-view learning.
For readers interested in classical algorithms, we recommend
referring to these surveys [27, 28 [29]. For deep learning-based
multi-view learning techniques, the studies in [30} 31]] provide

valuable insights. This section primarily focuses on methods
pertinent to our research, highlighting both traditional multi-
view learning approaches and those rooted in information the-
oretic principles.

One traditional approach primarily employs least squares re-
gression to construct a transformation matrix, denoted as ‘W =
{W;}_,, which is utilized for the classification of the observa-
tions {X?}”_, from a total of v views. The optimization objec-
tive of this process is as follows:

\4 4
arg(r‘?/i%Z”(WiTX(i) +B—M||i+/lZR(‘Wi), €))

sl i=1
where Y is the corresponding label information of observations,
$ is an intercept vector, A is a trade-off parameter, R is a con-
straint on the transformation matrix, and ||| denotes the Frobe-
nius norm of a matrix. The first term in Equation (I) repre-
sents a discriminative regression target, while the second term
serves as a constraint on the transformation matrix. Various
strategies employ different constraints R to fulfill manifold ob-
jectives. In reference [32], a discriminative regression target is
utilized, and the adaptive weight parameter is integrated into the
transformation matrix to achieve adaptive-weighting discrimi-
native regression for multi-view classification. Reference [33]]
constrains the transformation matrix using the £, j-norm and ¢, -

norm to achieve structural sparsity and integrate all features.

In addition, the use of an information-theoretical frame-
work in multi-view learning has become increasingly preva-
lent [34] 135} [17], especially with the significant rise of the in-
formation bottleneck principle, achieving a harmonious balance
between model intricacy and precision. Specifically, the infor-
mation bottleneck principle guides the model to extract con-
cise and accurate representations Z from the data {)((")}}’:1 for
each view. In a supervised setting, this principle plays a piv-
otal role in equilibrating the model’s complexity and accuracy
by managing the tradeoff between sufficiency (i.e., the model’s
performance on the task, as quantified by mutual information
1(Y, 2)) and minimality (i.e., the complexity of the represen-
tation, as assessed by mutual information /({X®}"_,, Z)) [36].
The expression is as follows:

arg mZax 1Y,2) —ﬁl({x([)}}):],Z)' )

In a two-view unsupervised scenario involving X; and X3, the
information bottleneck approach can be expressed as [17]:

arg ?nﬁa,)ﬂ( I(Z1; Z>) = BDs ki (po(ZilXDlpy(ZalX2)),  (3)

where 1(Z1; Z>) is mutual information between two represen-
tations, and Dgg; is the symmetrized KL divergence, 6,y are
encoders, while the coefficient S defines the trade-off between
sufficiency and robustness of the representation.

However, current approaches lack a clear and rigorous math-
ematical foundation for identifying common information across
multiple views. In addition, counter-intuitive higher order inter-
action between multiple views makes the unsupervised method
non-trivial to generalize to more than two views [17]. In con-
trast, our proposed method establishes a well-defined mathe-
matical approach for common information in multi-view.



2.2. Gdcs-Korner Common Information

Prior to mathematically introducing Gacs-Koérner common
information, we present an illustrative example to facilitate an
intuitive understanding. Consider two statistical descriptions,
S; and S,, each characterizing dissimilar sets of images. S
pertains to images featuring airplanes and blue skies, while S,
pertains to images featuring unicorns and blue skies. The com-
mon information between S; and S, intuitively corresponds
to the number of bits required to describe this shared feature,
namely the blue sky [37]. Yet, a fundamental question arises:
how can we quantitatively and precisely define the intrinsic sim-
ilarity or common information between two correlated random
variables like S; and S,?

The Gacs-Korner common information, also known as “zero
error information™ [38]], is defined as the random variable 7~
determined by two input random variables S; and S, via deter-
ministic functions but carries the maximal entropy [23|:

GK(S81;8,) :=max H(7")
4 4
st T =@i(S) = 02(S2)

Here, ¢;, (i = 1,2), signifies a deterministic function for the in-
put random variable, and H(7") denotes the entropy of the ran-
dom variable 7. Serving as a lower bound to the mutual infor-
mation, the Gacs-Korner common information also addresses
the notion of shared information between sources, an aspect not
fully captured by mutual information. The aim of this definition
is to create a formal and operational framework for quantifying
commonality between sources [21].

The quantification of common information has crucial im-
plications for information coding, computer science, and cryp-
tography [22, 37]. Although it has recently garnered attention
in the field of machine learning, no methods currently exist to
directly compute the Géacs-Korner common information from
high-dimensional samples in a deterministic manner. A vari-
ational relaxation Gacs-Korner approach has been proposed
for extracting common information in two-view settings [21]].
However, this variational common information (VCI) approach
exhibits certain limitations, and our method distinguishes itself
from it. First, our method utilizes a deterministic model, elim-
inating the need for variational approximation and thereby re-
ducing uncertainty induced by such approximations. Second,
our technique enforces constraints on the independence of com-
mon and unique information, ensuring strict adherence to theo-
retical principles. This is an aspect absent in the VCI approach,
which consequently renders it less rigorous. In contrast, our ap-
proach is universally applicable to multi-view supervised sce-
narios, irrespective of the number of views.

2.3. Matrix-based Rényi’s a-order Entropy

This section presents the methodology for estimating the en-
tropy of a variable x, denoted as H(x), and the total correlation
among variables (xi, . .., X,), denoted as TC(xy, ..., X,). This is
achieved through the use of the matrix-based Rényi’s a-order
entropy functional.

Following [26, [39]], the entropy of variable x can be defined
over the eigenspectrum of a (normalized) Gram matrix Ky €
RMN (Ky(m, n) = k(x™,x"), where « is a Gaussian kernel) as:

Hy,(Ay) =

1 @
1-a 10g2 (tr(ﬂx))

N
1 a
—log (; An(F) ] ,

where a € (0,1) U (1, 00). Ay is the normalized version of K,
ie., Ax = Kx/tr(Kyx). A,(Ax) denotes the m-th eigenvalue of
Ax.
The joint entropy for {X;,Xo,...
ﬂxl Oﬂxz O"'Oﬂxv
tr(ﬂxl oAy, 00 ﬂxv)

&)

,X,} can be defined as:

Ha(ﬂxlaﬂxzw'-vﬂx\) = Ha( )a (6)
where o denotes the Hadamard (or element-wise) product.

The matrix-based Rényi’s «-order total correlation
TC(xy,X2,...,X,) 1s defined by extending the concept
that mutual information is the KL divergence between the joint
distribution and the product of marginals. It quantifies the
total amount of dependence among the variables. Formally,
TC(xy,X3,...,X,) can be expressed in terms of individual
entropies and joint entropy as:

TCo(X1,X2, ..., %Xy) = Ho(Ax,) + Hy(Ax,) + ...
ﬂxl o ﬂxz 0.0 Ay, @)

tr(Ay, 0 A, 0+ 0 Ay,) |

+ Hﬂ/(ﬂxv) - Ha(

The differentiability of Rényi’s a-order entropy functional
based on matrices has been demonstrated in this work [40]]. In
practice, common deep learning APIs such as TensorFlow and
PyTorch include automatic eigenvalue decomposition.

3. Proposed Method

3.1. Problem Formulation

Consider a dataset of n observations across v views, denoted
as {X@)_|, where X € R™4" represents the i-th view of data
and d" signifies its feature dimension. Let C € R™ denote
the common features across all views, with d. representing the
dimension of the common feature. The unique features are de-
noted as U = {UD, ..., UV}, where UD € R”dellf) represents
the unique feature from the individual i-th view and de’} is the
corresponding feature dimension. The objective is to extract a
set of common features C with maximal entropy and a set of
unique features U from the variable collection {X(")}ZY:1 while
ensuring maximum independence between them.

3.2. Common Information for Multi-view Data

Multi-view data are typically characterized by both common
and unique information. In this study, we present a definition to
quantify the common information within multi-view data. Im-
portantly, to accommodate data with more than two views, our
definition extends the concept of Gacs-Korner common infor-
mation, as illustrated in Equation (). We denote this general-
ized concept as multi-view Gacs-Korner common information.



Definition 1. Consider a multi-view data {X(i>}l.V:1 with X© de-
noting data from the i-th view, an entropy measure H, and v de-
terministic functions {¢}}_, with ¢V : R = RY, the multi-
view Gdcs-Korner common information is:

GK(X™Y;...; XY) := max H(C)

¢ (®)
st. C=¢P(XD), i=1,...,v.
This definition delineates the procedure for extracting common
information from multi-view data. For multi-view data {X®}?_, ,
a common variable C can be derived from one view’s data, X,
using a deterministic function ¢, This common variable C
should be in congruence with the variable derived from any
other view X using a corresponding deterministic function
#?. When the common information encompasses the maxi-
mum amount of information, i.e., max H(C), it signifies that it
has captured the precise amount of common information among
the multi-view data. That is why we maximize the entropy of
the common features C.

Regarding the implementation of neural network algorithms,
¢ serves as an encoder for the i-th view. C represents a com-
mon feature extracted from different views by their respective
encoders, aiming to maximize the information embedded in this
common feature, that is, max H(C).

3.3. Common and Unique Multi-view Information Learning
Framework

Informed by our definition of common information in multi-
view data, we put forth a Common and Unique Multi-view
Information learning framework (CUMI), depicted in Figure[]
The CUMI framework comprises two main components: the
extraction of common and unique information. The common
information C, which encapsulates common features across var-
ious views, is extracted in accordance with our definition of
common information. The extraction of unique information U,
or distinctive features, is governed by the constraints of the re-
construction network.

To extract common features C from multi-view data, we em-
ploy a common encoder ¢(C’,) for each view. We follow our def-
inition of common information as per Equation (8), and maxi-
mize the entropy H(C), ensuring that the common features ob-
tained from different views by the common encoder are consen-
sus and sufficient. The common information C across multiple
views is obtained by randomly selecting C from a given view,
following a uniform distribution. This implies that each view
has an equal probability of being chosen. The backpropagation
of the loss function ensures the convergence of the common in-
formation across all views, leading to consensus.

In addition to capturing common information, we also con-
sider the compensatory effect of unique information. We use in-
dividual encoders ¢f1’} to extract unique features, which are then
combined with common features to form the reconstruction net-
work 1. To extract the unique information ¢® from each view,
we assume that the combination of C and U guarantees faith-
fully reconstruction of view-specific data. We employ the mean

squared error (MSE) as the loss for reconstruction:

arg min Z MSE(X?; X), ©)
Y =

where ¢, are parameters of each view’s encoder and decoder.
By utilizing the specialized reconstruction network, the ex-
tracted unique and common information is used to reconstruct
the original data, thereby ensuring the framework’s practical
validity from an engineering perspective.

Further, we enforce the mutual independence between the
extracted common information C and the unique information
UD from each view by minimizing a total correlation (TCY]
term [25] TC(C,UD,...,UY). The total correlation con-
straint theoretically guarantees the efficacy of our framework,
due to Proposition [T}

Proposition 1. Define
Zi=cuU?), ..., Z,=CUY) (10)

where C, UD,. .., U are mutually independent. Then, for a
set of any invertible transformations {f;};_,, the random vari-
able Z* optimized from Equation (L1)) represents the common
information C that is concealed within all views.

arg max GK(f; @M, ..., (ZM) an

If v = 2, the proposition has already been proven in [38} 21]].
We extend this result straightforwardly to cases with more than
two views and furnish the proof following.

Proof. Note that if f is the identity transformation f(Z) = Z,
then arg maxz GK(ZW,...,Z") is C. If f is an invertible
transformations, suppose that g;(i = 1,...,v) are the func-
tions satisfying Z = g(ZV) = -+ = g,(Z") correspond-
ing to GK(ZW, ..., Z"). Then the functions corresponding to
GK(A(ZW, ..., f(ZM) willbe Z = grofT (A(ZP) =--- =
gv o £ 1(f,(Z™)) and the random variable Z is equivalent.

This concludes the proolﬂ

The proposition demonstrates that if a set of common vari-
ables (C) is consensual across views and independent of unique
variables (U, ..., UM), then the Gacs-Korner common ran-
dom variable corresponds to the common information for multi-
view data. The proposition emphasizes the importance of im-
posing the total correlation constraint, TC(C, U, ..., UM).
This constraint, subsequently, ensures the theoretical rigor of
our framework.

IThe total correlation (TC) is a multivariate generalization of mutual in-
formation, which quantifies the total dependence between multiple variables
€, UD, ..., UY) and can be expressed as: TC(C, UL, UV = HC) +

1 HUD~HEC,UD,..., UM), where H refers to entropy or joint entropy.
TC reduces to zero if and only if (C, UV, ..., UM) are independently to each
other [40].

2As a straightforward extension of the two-view case presented in [21],

Propositiondemonstrates that the results hold for three or more views.
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the common and unique multi-view information (CUMI) learning Framework. The CUMI framework is designed to learn
a joint representation, denoted as Z, which comprises common features C and unique features U. The encoder ¢¢ is responsible for extracting common features,
guided by our definition of the multi-view common information criterion as per Equation . Unique features pertaining to the i-th view, represented as U?, are

extracted by the independent encoder ¢(1)

;> Which is coupled with a reconstruction network ;). To maintain the independence of the components in 2Z, we introduce

a total correlation constraint, denoted as TC, to ensure the independence of each term.

Therefore, the final and overall objective of our framework
can be expressed as:

Z MSE(X; X) - BH(C)
i=1
+yTCEC, UV, ..., U™

arg min CE(Y; )+
X (12)

where 8 and y are regularization parameters for the common
information and total correlation terms, respectively. Addition-
ally, CE denotes cross-entropy utilized in classification tasks.
The main challenge in optimizing Equation (I2) lies in the fact
that the exact computation of H(C) and TC(C, UV, ..., UYV) is
almost impossible or intractable due to the high dimensionality
of the data.

In this study, we tackle the issue of estimating H(C) and to-
tal correlation TC(C, UV, ..., U™) by employing the matrix-
based Rényi’s a-order entropy functional. Specifically, given
a minibatch of N samples, we have a set of representations
{¢mou), ... up V. We can regard both ¢ and u as random
vectors. Building upon Section [2.3] the entropy of the variable
¢ is defined as follows:

Hy(A) = 13)

1 X .
- 10g2 (; Ap(Ae) ] >

where a € (0, 1) U (1, 00).

Formally, TC(c, u',...,u") canbe expressed as:

TCQ(c,ul’..,,uv) = Hy(Ae) + Hy(Ay) + . ...
Ao Ay 0+~ 0 Ay (14)
tr(Ac o Ay 0+ 0 Ay) )

+ Ha(ﬂu‘) - Ha (

3.4. Verifying the Rationality of Multi-View Common Informa-
tion

Proposition 2. (CUMI discovers the common and unique in-
Jformation.) Optimization through Equation (12) will discover
latents Z = (C., (Llil), 11,@; -, (Lliv)) where C, is the common
random variable that maximizes the multi-view Gdcs-Korner
common information in Equation ), and U, is the unique
information of the i-th view, which maximizes | (XD C, U,

Proof. In accordance with Equation (I2)), optimization through
the CUMI framework will culminate in

max H(C) st C=¢2(XD), i=1,...

5

This is just correspondent to the claim of the Gacs-Korner com-
mon information in Equation (g).

The optimization of Equation (T2)) will satisfy Equation (9)
which implies

V.

H(XY) = HXD). (16)



On the other hand, modeling our framework will induce

X0 =y, UD) = yO (g (XD), 45, (XD)), (17)
from which we can derive
H(X) > HC, UP) > H(X?) (18)
Now, through Equations (T6)) and (T8]) we can determine that
IXY;C., UY) = HC., U) = HX?) (19)
and UY satisfies UY = max I(XD;C, UD).

This concludes the proof.

3.5. Discussion on Key Points
This section provides a discussion on the key points of our
proposed approach.

3.5.1. Common Information Captures More Than Mutual In-
formation

This section elucidates the distinction between mutual infor-
mation and common information, and provides justification for
employing multi-view Gacs-Korner common information.

We reiterate the example provided by [21]: Z; =
C, UM, Z, = (C,U?P), where C, U are independent. In
this context, C (for instance, is a binary variable O or 1) de-
notes the common information shared between the views, while
UD and UP (for instance, are small amounts of correlated
Gaussian noise) represent the unique information contained in
each view. It is assumed that /¥ and U® are correlated but
unique|

The mutual information between Z; and Z, can be ex-
pressed as:

(Z1;Z>) = HEC) + [(UV; U?) (20)

Proof. Let Z; = (C,UV) and Z, = (C, U?), where C and
U are independent. The mutual information between Z; and
Z> can be calculated as follows:

I(Z1;Z>) =H(Z)) + H(Z2) - H(Z1, Z2)

=H(Z1) + H(Z») - H(Z)1) - H(Z21Z))
=H(Z>) - H(Z,|Zv)
=H(C) + HU?) - H(C, UC, U") 1)
=H(C) + HU®) - HU>|UD)
=H(C) + HU®) — HU?, UV + HUD)
=H(C) + [(UV; U?)

Here, H denotes entropy or joint entropy.

Under these circumstances, the multi-view common infor-
mation defined by Gacs-Korner can be identified as H(C) (for
instance, capture the ture C by threshold). Conversely, from
Equation (20)), it is evident that if the correlation between UV
and U? is sufficiently strong, the value of I(Z;; Z,) will be
significantly greater than H(C). Therefore, our method identi-

fies common component rather than merely assessing correla-
tions, which can be influenced by spurious factors.

3https://openreview.net/forum?id=e4XidX6AHd&noteld=Hgfjey TDaR.

3.5.2. Unique Information is Decoupled from Common Infor-
mation

To decouple U from C, we minimize the total correlation
among (C, UD, .., U). Considering two views X and X,
our framework reconstructs X; using (UV, C) and X, using
(U@, C). The fact that UV does not contribute to the recon-
struction of X, and vice versa suggests that U contains unique
and does not include common information.

4. Experiments

In our experiments, we juxtapose the proposed CUMI
method against existing state-of-the-art multi-view representa-
tion learning algorithms. These comparisons are conducted on
both synthetic data and several real-world multi-view datasets.

4.1. Validation on Synthetic Data

This section employs a two-view synthetic dataset, provided
by [41], to validate the efficacy of the proposed methodology.
The methodology is designed to successfully separate the com-
mon and unique information.

We examine the competitive performance of CCA [10] and
DCCA [14]. In addition, we also test the performance of the un-
supervised multi-view approach MIB [17]], and VCI [21]]. How-
ever, these two approaches are only designed for two views, in
which the way of scaling to more than two views are still un-
known. Hence, we ignore our comparison to MIB and VCI in
real-world data, which usually contains more than 4 views.

4.1.1. Generation of Synthetic Data

We generate 100 samples from two data streams that include
both common and unique information. The ground-truth com-
mon representation is denoted by ¢ = sin(2z7). On the other
hand, u® = cos(7%t) and u® = cos(V5nr) serve as distinct
ground-truth unique representations, with ¢ being uniformly
distributed in the interval (—1, 1). These unique representations
exhibit different frequencies. Consequently, the observational
data are generated by randomly projecting the common and
unique representations into a 20-dimensional space, denoted
as XD=fle,uV]+noise and XP=f[c,u®]+noise. Here, the
function f: R? — R?° represents a linear mapping, and noise is
introduced in the form of noise = 0.02 sin(3.671).

4.1.2. Results on Synthetic Data

Figure 2] illustrates the efficacy of various approaches in dis-
covering common and unique information within multi-view
data.

In Figure [2a] the ground-truth underlying representation is
depicted, with the red solid line signifying the common in-
formation sharing the same frequency. The blue and green
dashed lines represent the unique information with distinct fre-
quencies for view 1 and view 2, respectively. Figures
[2d] 2e] and [2] present the results of different methods: CCA,
DCCA, MIB, VCI, and our proposed approach. The red and
magenta lines signify the extracted common information from
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Figure 2: Comparison of various methods in discovering common and unique information from multi-view data. Ground-truth displays common (red) and
unique information (blue, green). Results for CCA 2B), DCCA (2c), MIB 2d), VCI ([21])), and the proposed method (2f) show common (red, magenta) and unique
information (blue, green). Our proposed approach closely aligns with the ground truth.

each view, while the blue and green dashed lines denote the re-
covered unique information. The distinction between common
and unique information lies in their frequencies. It has been
observed that CCA fails to accurately capture the frequency
of common information, whereas DCCA struggles to precisely
represent the frequency of unique information. Regarding Fig-
ure 2d] the MIB method exclusively focuses on detecting mu-
tual information between the two views, disregarding the cap-
ture of any unique information. In Figure[2e] the inferior perfor-
mance of the VCI method in recovering the ground truth can be
attributed to the absence of independence constraints (TC) on
C and U. Additionally, the fluctuation in the curve is evident,
which is a result of the inherent uncertainty introduced by the
utilization of variational approximation in the VCI method. As
evidenced by the Figure 2f] our technique effectively retrieves
and differentiates common and unique information, achieving
a separation effect that closely aligns with the ground truth.
This efficiency primarily results from the proposed definition
of multi-view Gacs-Korner common information, which facil-
itates accurate extraction of common information. Moreover,
by explicitly minimizing total correlation terms, the common
and unique information extracted from each view are compelled
to be independent, thus providing a theoretical guarantee for
the framework’s validity. By utilizing a specialized reconstruc-
tion network, the unique information extracted can be com-
bined with the common features to reconstruct the original data,
thereby ensuring the framework’s practical validity from an en-
gineering perspective. Notably, there is no classification loss,
CE term, in this experiment. This absence demonstrates that the
discovery of C and U is not driven by the CE term.

4.1.3. Convergence of C
In this section, we demonstrate the convergence of C in our
proposed framework. We denote C'” as the common feature

extracted from encoder qﬁg) the i-th view. We examine the simi-
larity between the feature C%” and the common feature C. To
evaluate the convergence performance, we employ the mean
squared error (MSE) as a measure to quantify the discrepancy
between C and C. A decreasing and converging MSE curve
can serve as evidence of the convergence of C, indicating that
our method successfully captures the converged common fea-
tures across different views.

The results in Figure [3|indicate that both curves exhibit a de-
creasing trend and eventually converge. This confirms the de-
sired convergence property of our approach. The convergence
of the common features provides strong validation for the effec-
tiveness of our proposed multi-view learning algorithm, high-
lighting its ability to extract common representations from mul-
tiple views in a stable and consistent manner.

4.1.4. Independence between C and U

As discussed in Section [3:3] we have introduced constraints
on the independence using total correlation to achieve the de-
coupling of C and U. In this section, we present the curves
depicting the variations of TC(C, UV, ..., UM), as described
in Equation (T4). Additionally, we assess the independence by
utilizing a widely used metric called Hilbert-Schmidt Indepen-
dence Criterion (HSIC) [42, 43]]. The HSIC quantifies the de-
pendence between two sets of variables by evaluating the simi-
larity of their respective kernel matrices.

The curves of TC(C, UV, U?), HSICC,UV) and
HSIC(C, U®) on synthetic datasets are presented in Figure
Al The findings provide evidence of the effectiveness of our
constraints, as the curves demonstrate an increasing level
of independence between C and UD, YD This validates
the capability of our approach in promoting and enforcing
independence between these variables.
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Figure 4: Independence Analysis of C and Y. The figure presents the curves of TC and HSIC as measures of the independence between C and U. These metrics
quantify the degree of dependence between C and each UD. The experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our constraints in promoting independence
between C and U®. The curves exhibit a decreasing trend, providing evidence for the ability of our approach to enforce the desired independence between these

variables.

4.2. Experiments on Real-world Data

This section presents the experiments conducted on real-
world data to evaluate the performance of our proposed ap-
proach.

4.2.1. Datasets

We conduct our experiments on seven datasets. Caltech101-
7/207] is a subset of the renowned Caltech101 image classifi-
cation dataset. It consists of 1474/2386 images and includes
si X published features: Gabor, wavelet moments (WM), cen-
sus transform histogram (CENTRIST), histogram of oriented
gradients (HOG), greebles image structure texture (GIST), and
local binary pattern (LBP) [44]]. MSRqﬂis the original version
of the MSRC dataset. It includes 210 images, with 30 images
available for each of the seven classes [45)]. Our experiment
employs five different feature extractors: color moment, LBP,
HOG, SIFT, and GIST. Outdoor-SceneE] comprises 2,688 color
images, each classified into one of eight outdoor scene cate-
gories. We extract features from these images using four differ-
ent visual features: color moment, GIST, HOG, and LBP [46].
N-W-SCENE is a subset of the NUS-WIDE dataset. It covers
33 scene concepts with a total of 34,926 images. This dataset

4http://www.vision.caltech.edu/lmage Datasets/Caltech101/

Shttp://research.microsoft.com/en-us/projects/objectclass recognition/

6https://pan.baidu.corn/s/lA 1J92a0f7wRY8Q_7P50idA Extracted code:
cel3

contains five types of low-level features extracted from the im-
ages: color histogram, color correlogram, edge direction his-
togram, wavelet texture, and block-wise color moments [47].
N-W-OBJECT is another subset of NUS-WIDE. It includes
31 object categories with 30,000 images for object-based tasks.
The same five types of low-level features are extracted [47].
XRM (Wisconsin X-Ray Microbeam) is a dataset consisting
of human dental X-ray images, specifically designed to study
the impact of radiation on biological tissues. It includes two
views: the acoustic view and the articulation view [48]]. The
statistics for these multi-view datasets are presented in Table|[I}

4.2.2. Comparative Methods

We compare our CUMI approach with several multi-view
algorithms, including two baseline methods, two traditional
multi-view algorithms, and three state-of-the-art methods, to
demonstrate its effectiveness. The details are given as follows.

e CCA [1Q]: Serving as a baseline approach, CCA employs
canonical correlation analysis to project high-dimensional
data into a lower-dimensional subspace. Subsequently, it
utilizes an SVM classifier for the classification task.

e DCCA [14]: DCCA uses deep neural networks (DNNs)
to extract nonlinear features for each view. The method

7https://homv:.ttic.edu/ klivescu/XRMB _data/fullREADME



Table 1: Statistics of multi-view datasets.

Dataset Sample class view dimensionality of features

Caltech101-7 1474 7 6 {48, 40, 254, 1984, 512, 928}
Caltech101-20 2386 20 6 {48, 40, 254, 1984, 512, 928}
MSRC 210 7 5 {24, 576, 512, 256, 254}
Outdoor-Scene 2688 8 4 {512, 432, 256, 48}
N-W-SCENE 34926 33 5 {64,225, 144,73, 128}
N-W-OBJECT 30000 31 5 {64, 225, 144, 73, 128}
XRMB 7000 10 2 {273, 112}

aims to maximize the canonical correlation between fea-
tures extracted from different views.

e MVSS [33]: As a traditional method, MVSS applies joint
group {;—norm and {,;—norm regularization to achieve
feature sparsity across selected views. This accounts for
the varying discriminative information present in each
view.

o WeightReg [32]]: WeightReg employs a regression-based
structure and introduces a new discriminative regression
target. This enhances the discrimination of features in the
projected subspace while preserving their inherent charac-
teristics.

e DUA-Net [49]]: Recent state-of-the-art techniques have
significantly improved the reliability and robustness of
multi-view classification. DUA-Net employs a generative
model to estimate data uncertainty, which in turn guides
the learning process. This strategy dynamically integrates
multiple data views by assigning weights according to
their respective data uncertainties.

e MEIB [35]: MEIB extends the information bottleneck
principle to supervised multi-view learning, facilitating
the fusion of complementary information across different
views.

e TMC [20]: TMC leverages uncertainty estimation to dy-
namically assess the trustworthiness of each view, thereby
enhancing the reliability and robustness of multi-view
classification.

4.2.3. Details of Implementation

In our experiments, we utilize a Multi-layer Perceptron
(MLP) with ReLU activation functions. Each view is followed
by two encoders and a single decoder. For a given view with
dimension d and n categories, the encoder ¢ is structured with
three layers, following the sequence d-1.2d-0.5d. The final
layer of encoder ¢¢ consists of 10n neurons. The encoder ¢q;
follows a similar structure, its last layer contains 5n neurons.
The decoder ¢ is constructed with four layers, reflecting the ag-
gregate sum of the two encoders, specifically in the sequence
15n-d-2.4d-d. The resulting latent representation is obtained
by concatenating the final layers of the two encoders for each
view, which leads to a total of (5v + 10)n neurons, with v rep-
resenting the number of views. This combined representation,

denoted as Z, serves as the input for the classifier. The parame-
ters 8 and y are fine-tuned within the set {0.001, 0.01, 0.1}. The
model is trained over 100 epochs using stochastic gradient de-
scent (SGD) with a learning rate of 0.01. For the methods used
for comparison, we utilize open-source codes and adhere to the
recommended settings provided by their respective authors. For
CCA and DCCA, we used the parameter settings provided by
the authors in their code. For MVSS, we optimize the param-
eters y; and y, within the range of {1075, 1074, ..., 10%, 10°}.
Similarly, for WeightReg, we optimize the parameter y within
the range of {1073, 1072, ..., 102, 10?}. The DUA-Net model
does not have explicit hyperparameters, and we follow the au-
thors’ suggestion of setting the latent representation dimension
to 50. For MEIB, we fine-tune the parameter S within the set
{0.001, 0.01, 0.1}. Lastly, for TMC, we set the regularization
parameter to 1074,

4.2.4. Evaluation of Performance

The efficacy of the proposed model is assessed through four
distinct metrics in our experiments: accuracy, precision, recall,
and the Fl-score. Each of these metrics captures different as-
pects of classification performance, yet they all share a univer-
sal attribute: a higher value signifies better classification results.
To attenuate the impact of random variation, each method is ex-
ecuted 10 times, and the mean performance is reported. This
process ensures a more reliable and robust evaluation of the
model’s performance.

4.2.5. Comparison with State-of-the-Arts

Table 2] presents the performance of various multi-view
methods for the classification task. Overall, our algorithm
consensusly outperforms other comparison methods across all
datasets. As a baseline method, CCA-based algorithms do
not manifest notable performance on the majority of datasets,
specifically on the N-W-OBJECT, XRMB, and MSRC datasets.
This underperformance can be attributed to the fact that CCA
algorithms focus exclusively on linear correlations, thereby
limiting their ability to cope with intricate relationships. De-
spite DCCA algorithms’ ability to effectively manage complex
correlations, they uniformly map different views onto a projec-
tion subspace by maximizing the correlations. This approach
leads to their inability to learn the complementary information
from multiple views, which can consequently degrade the qual-
ity of the learned representation. In contrast, our method ex-
hibits significant improvements over recent methods such as
MEIB and TMC. Our method effectively captures the unique in-
formation of each view and the common latent structure among
different views, thereby enhancing the generalization capability
of our model. This clear superiority underscores the effective-
ness of our proposed method.

4.2.6. Statistical Test

To ascertain the statistical significance of the experimental
findings, we employed the Nemenyi test [50, 51]. The Ne-
menyi test is a non-parametric post-hoc analysis method uti-
lized to compare multiple treatments or groups. It is particu-
larly useful for identifying significant differences in the rank-



Table 2: Performance of multiview classification.

Datasets ~ Metrics CCA DCCA MVSS WeightReg  DUA-Net MEIB T™™C CUMI
: ACC 91.05+0.03 88.40+0.03 97.89+0.01 98.58+0.01 91.79+1.76 98.50+0.84 98.17+0.92 98.64+0.74
= Precision 75.86x1.44 80.71+0.76  92.06+0.34  95.65+0.08 87.40+£7.79 96.75+2.57 95.97+2.63 96.72+2.24
§ Recall ~ 64.83+0.72 50.18+0.57 89.08+0.37 91.76+0.17 65.08+6.27 92.42+5.03 90.72+4.39 92.91+4.11
= F1 74.71£0.13  73.92+0.42 89.52+0.34 92.22+0.16 71.38+6.54 93.50+4.57 92.25+4.01 93.98+3.21
é ACC 79.88+0.05 74.29+0.08 94.18+0.01 94.35+0.02 83.19+1.92 94.25+0.01 91.28+1.50 94.72+1.42
3' Precision  64.03+0.24 64.83+0.18 89.31+0.03 90.58+0.02 85.05+6.80 89.01+0.04 88.31+5.05 89.42+3.97
% Recall ~ 57.68+0.07 48.60+0.18 85.60+0.07 86.17+0.10 60.87+4.73 85.07+0.04 77.49+4.23 86.46+4.09
8 F1 63.13+0.16  61.10+0.28 86.03+0.06 86.73+0.08 66.17+4.97 85.21+0.04 80.05+4.66 86.47+4.11
8 ACC 62.86+1.65 40.48+1.17 81.90+1.25 80.48+1.64 79.05+7.13 95.24+4.26 93.33+5.30 95.71+2.56
&, Precision 68.90+1.47 44.17+1.38 84.98+1.07 82.90+1.49 82.95+7.18 96.43+3.19 95.38+3.48 96.79+1.92
E Recall ~ 62.86+£1.65 40.48+1.17 81.90+1.25 80.48+1.64 79.05+7.13 95.24+4.26 93.33+5.30 95.71%2.56
F1 64.18+1.39 49.95+1.06 82.46+1.17 82.40+0.87 78.12+7.76 95.10+4.38 93.06+5.48 95.59+2.64
% ACC 79.42+0.13 61.20+£0.11 83.89+0.11 77.28+0.23 74.07+1.97 84.12+2.60 84.49+1.94 89.88+1.72
3 Precision  80.09+0.16 61.35+0.16 84.46+0.14 77.97+£0.31 75.78+2.24 84.72+2.82 85.59+1.79 90.18+1.95
5 Recall  79.60+0.17 60.90+0.11 84.22+0.14 77.67+0.32 75.07+2.06 84.30+2.53 84.76+1.91 89.93+1.83
§ F1 79.44+0.18 60.52+0.13 84.10+0.14 77.46+0.32 74.02+1.98 84.33+2.60 84.39+1.92 89.93+1.86
% ACC 40.81+£0.00 40.76+0.00 33.74+0.01 35.37+0.01 35.52+0.83 49.09+0.64 44.29+0.26 49.40+0.78
o Precision 28.82+0.84 40.76+0.00 9.44+0.00 10.61+0.01 13.34+£1.91 15.74+1.76 1321143 17.56+1.84
2] Recall 3.12+0.00 3.09+0.00 8.94+0.00  9.76+0.01 8.20+0.52  10.60+0.67 5.98+0.29  12.08+0.91
E F1 34.67+1.59 57.91+0.00 15.18+0.01 15.95+0.01 8.60+0.66 11.14+0.76  6.35+0.42  12.96x1.07
g ACC 25.67+£0.01 24.60+0.01 33.14+0.02 33.86+0.01 27.35+0.79 45.21+0.81 38.24+0.58 48.51+0.85
= Precision 20.38+0.04 21.24+0.09 24.92+0.03 26.05+0.03 25.72+1.61 33.15+£1.89 34.93+2.83 42.58+1.83
8 Recall 11.83+0.00 10.88+0.00 23.39+0.02 24.45+0.02 19.04+0.78 28.91+0.90 21.51+0.50 36.92+0.74
BI F1 22.18+0.03 21.42+0.07 24.53+0.02 26.08+0.01 19.20+0.79 28.76+0.84 21.76+0.58 37.78+0.70
i ACC 55.90+£0.03 68.14+0.08 70.29+0.02 71.64+0.03 67.20+1.65 76.34+0.93 67.59+1.17 81.87+1.16
b= Precision 55.82+0.03 68.74+0.08 70.55+0.02 71.82+0.03 68.82+1.90 76.25+0.97 68.61+1.30 82.01+1.11
% Recall 55.90+0.03 68.14+0.08 70.29+0.02 71.64+0.03 67.20+£1.65 76.34+0.93 67.59+1.17 81.87+1.16
F1 55.52+0.04 68.16+£0.08 70.27+0.02 71.57+0.03 67.07£1.79 76.15+0.94 66.19+1.33 81.85+1.15
ings of various groups’ performances when the underlying as- cp
sumptions for parametric tests are not met. This makes the Ne- 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
menyi test an appropriate choice for our analysis, where data l ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ '
may not follow a normal distribution. Based on the results de-
picted in Figure E], our method, CUMI, demonstrates a substan-
. o . DCCA L— cumi
tial advantage over the majority of the other methods. Figure 3] cca MEIB
presents the Nemenyi test, where higher average ranks indicate DUQ—\'/\ISeSt f;?htReg

superior performance (i.e., the right side is better than the left
side). Methods connected by a solid horizontal line do not dis-
play statistically significant differences in mean ranks. For ref-
erence, the critical distance, which indicates significant differ-
ences, is illustrated in the plot (CD = 1.984, p-value < 0.05).
Upon analyzing Figure[5 it is evident that there are no signifi-
cant differences within the following groups: DCCA, CCA, and
DUA-Net; CCA, DUA-Net, and MVSS; DUA-Net, MVSS, and
TMC; MVSS, TMC, WeightReg, and MEIB; MEIB and CUMI.
All other comparisons yield significant differences. In other
words, with the exception of MEIB, our method demonstrates
significant differences compared to all other methods.

4.3. Analysis of Parameters and Model

This section delves into the influence of hyperparameters and
the model structure on the performance of our proposed CUMI
framework, as shown in Figure @
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Figure 5: Results of the Nemenyi test indicating significant differences among
the methods. The groups consisting of DCCA, CCA, and DUA-Net; CCA,
DUA-Net, and MVSS; DUA-Net, MVSS, and TMC; MVSS, TMC, WeightReg,
and MEIB; and MEIB and CUMI exhibit no significant differences. However,
our method, CUMLI, exhibits significant differences compared to the majority of
the other methods.

4.3.1. Sensitivity Analysis of Parameters

We scrutinize the sensitivity of the model parameters using
the Caltech101-7 dataset, with 8 and y varying within the range
of [1074, 1073, 1072, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1]. As illustrated in
Figure[6a we adopt a grid search strategy to assess their average
classification performance across five repeated experiments.

Intriguingly, our method exhibits a high degree of robust-
ness, showing little sensitivity to the specific choices of g and



i
©
9

0.96 |

Average accuracy

(a) Parameter Analysis

Average accuracy

(b) Model Analysis

Figure 6: These two figures collectively present an analysis of the impact of hyperparameters (8 and ) and model structure (common and unique feature dimensions)

on the performance of the CUMI framework.

v. This suggests that our multi-view learning framework effec-
tively amalgamates information from different views, discrim-
inates between common and unique information, and thereby
enhances its resilience.

4.3.2. Model Structure Analysis

We explore the effects of the common feature dimension C
and unique feature dimension U on the performance of our
framework on XRMB dataset. Figure [6b] shows the results of
employing a grid search strategy to assess the average classifi-
cation accuracy across five experiments, with the common fea-
ture dimension and unique feature dimension varied within the
range of {5, 50, 100, 200, 300, 500}. Figure|3_5|reveals that when
the common and unique dimensions are insufficient, the per-
formance falls short of expectations. This is intuitively under-
stood as insufficient feature dimensions being unable to capture
adequate task-relevant information. Boosting both dimensions
enhances model performance. However, we note that beyond
a certain threshold, further augmenting the feature dimensions
does not yield performance improvement. This underscores the
need to eschew excessive model complexity and select feature
dimensions judiciously.

4.3.3. Time Complexity Analysis

In this section, we will discuss the complexity of our algo-
rithm. The term TC in Equation (T4) involves eigenvalue de-
composition, which can be computationally expensive. There-
fore, we conducted comparative experiments by removing the
TC term from our algorithm CUMI, denoted as CUMI/TC. We
tested both methods on the XRMB dataset for 100 epochs. Our
CUMI algorithm took 101.6 seconds to run with an average
accuracy of 81.81%. On the other hand, CUMI/TC took 70.4
seconds with an average accuracy of 80.99%, without the TC
computation.
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The results indicate that the time required for TC calculation
is acceptable given the performance improvements it provides.
However, we would like to emphasize that a recent work
presents computationally efficient approximations that can sig-
nificantly reduce the complexity of R’enyi’s a-order entropy
functional to even less than O(n?). This implies that our running
time can be substantially reduced with a theoretical guarantee.
We plan to explore this possibility in future work.

5. Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presents a novel multi-view learning framework,
underpinned by an innovative and mathematically rigorous def-
inition of multi-view common information. Our approach
is designed to capture both common and unique information
from each view, integrating them into a unified representation
through the minimization of a total correlation term. This pro-
cess ensures the independence of the extracted common and
unique information, providing a theoretical guarantee of our
framework’s effectiveness. The novel aspect of our framework
is that it circumvents the need for variational approximation and
distributional estimation in high-dimensional space. Instead,
it employs a matrix-based Reényi’s a-order entropy functional
to estimate common information. Experimental evaluations on
real-world datasets underscore the superior performance of our
proposed framework over existing methods, as it adeptly recog-
nizes and utilizes both common and unique information across
diverse views.

The primary limitation of our proposed method is the lengthy
training duration due to the computation of the matrix-based
Reényi’s a-order entropy functional, as discussed in Section
B33] Future research aims to develop efficient approxima-
tions for this entropy functional, reducing the complexity of our
CUMI framework. Furthermore, we will also investigate the ap-
plication of our method in scenarios with incomplete multiview



data, taking into account the definition of common information.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China under grant number U21A20485,
62088102 and 62311540022.

References

(1]

(2]

[3]

[4]

(3]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

(10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

(14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

[18]

(19]

L. Zheng, Y. Cheng, H. Yang, N. Cao, J. He, Deep co-attention network
for multi-view subspace learning, in: Proceedings of the Web Conference
2021, 2021, pp. 1528-1539.

C. Lee, M. van der Schaar, A variational information bottleneck approach
to multi-omics data integration, in: International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2021, pp. 1513-1521.

Q. Zheng, J. Zhu, Z. Li, Z. Tian, C. Li, Comprehensive multi-view repre-
sentation learning, Information Fusion 89 (2023) 198-209.

X. Wu, Q.-G. Chen, Y. Hu, D. Wang, X. Chang, X. Wang, M.-L. Zhang,
Multi-view multi-label learning with view-specific information extrac-
tion, in: Proceedings of the 28th International Joint Conference on Ar-
tificial Intelligence, 2019, pp. 3884-3890.

H. Fu, Y. Geng, C. Zhang, Z. Li, Q. Hu, Red-nets: Redistribution net-
works for multi-view classification, Information Fusion 65 (2021) 119—
127.

Z. Wan, C. Zhang, P. Zhu, Q. Hu, Multi-view information-bottleneck rep-
resentation learning, in: Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artifi-
cial Intelligence, Vol. 35, 2021, pp. 10085-10092.

X. Cai, D. Huang, G.-Y. Zhang, C.-D. Wang, Seeking commonness and
inconsistencies: A jointly smoothed approach to multi-view subspace
clustering, Information Fusion 91 (2023) 364-375.

G. Cui, Y. Li, Nonredundancy regularization based nonnegative matrix
factorization with manifold learning for multiview data representation,
Information Fusion 82 (2022) 86-98.

N. Zhang, S. Sun, Incomplete multiview nonnegative representation
learning with multiple graphs, Pattern Recognition 123 (2022) 108412.
K. Chaudhuri, S. M. Kakade, K. Livescu, K. Sridharan, Multi-view clus-
tering via canonical correlation analysis, in: Proceedings of the 26th an-
nual international conference on machine learning, 2009, pp. 129-136.
Q. Feng, M. Jiang, J. Hannig, J. Marron, Angle-based joint and individual
variation explained, Journal of multivariate analysis 166 (2018) 241-265.
G. Zhou, Q. Zhao, Y. Zhang, T. Adali, S. Xie, A. Cichocki, Linked
component analysis from matrices to high-order tensors: Applications to
biomedical data, Proceedings of the IEEE 104 (2) (2016) 310-331.

T. Lofstedt, J. Trygg, Onpls—a novel multiblock method for the mod-
elling of predictive and orthogonal variation, Journal of Chemometrics
25 (8) (2011) 441-455.

G. Andrew, R. Arora, J. Bilmes, K. Livescu, Deep canonical correlation
analysis, in: International conference on machine learning, PMLR, 2013,
pp. 1247-1255.

R. Arora, K. Livescu, Kernel CCA for multi-view learning of acoustic
features using articulatory measurements, in: Proc. Machine Learning in
Speech and Language Processing (MLSLP 2012), 2012, pp. 34-37.

H. Shu, Z. Qu, H. Zhu, D-gcca: decomposition-based generalized canoni-
cal correlation analysis for multi-view high-dimensional data, The Journal
of Machine Learning Research 23 (1) (2022) 7615-7678.

M. Federici, A. Dutta, P. Forré, N. Kushman, Z. Akata, Learning robust
representations via multi-view information bottleneck, in: 8th Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations, OpenReview. net, 2020,
pp. 1-26.

P. Bachman, R. D. Hjelm, W. Buchwalter, Learning representations by
maximizing mutual information across views, Advances in neural infor-
mation processing systems 32 (2019).

J. Xu, Y. Ren, H. Tang, X. Pu, X. Zhu, M. Zeng, L. He, Multi-vae: Learn-
ing disentangled view-common and view-peculiar visual representations
for multi-view clustering, in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision, 2021, pp. 9234-9243.

12

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]
[24]
[25]

[26]

[27]
[28]
[29]
[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

Z. Han, C. Zhang, H. Fu, J. T. Zhou, Trusted multi-view classification
with dynamic evidential fusion, IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and
machine intelligence 45 (2) (2023) 2551-2566.

M. Kleinman, A. Achille, S. Soatto, J. Kao, Gacs-korner common infor-
mation variational autoencoder, arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.12239 (2022).
U. M. Maurer, Secret key agreement by public discussion from common
information, IEEE transactions on information theory 39 (3) (1993) 733—
742.

P. Gacs, J. Korner, Common information is far less than mutual informa-
tion, Problems of Control and Information Theory 2 (2) (1973) 149-162.
J. A. T. Thomas M. Cover, Elements of information theory, John Wiley &
Sons, 1999.

S. Watanabe, Information theoretical analysis of multivariate correlation,
IBM Journal of research and development 4 (1) (1960) 66-82.

S. Yu, L. G. S. Giraldo, R. Jenssen, J. C. Principe, Multivariate extension
of matrix-based rényi’s a-order entropy functional, IEEE transactions on
pattern analysis and machine intelligence 42 (11) (2019) 2960-2966.

S. Sun, A survey of multi-view machine learning, Neural computing and
applications 23 (2013) 2031-2038.

C. Xu, D. Tao, C. Xu, A survey on multi-view learning, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1304.5634 (2013).

J. Zhao, X. Xie, X. Xu, S. Sun, Multi-view learning overview: Recent
progress and new challenges, Information Fusion 38 (2017) 43-54.

X. Yan, S. Hu, Y. Mao, Y. Ye, H. Yu, Deep multi-view learning methods:
A review, Neurocomputing 448 (2021) 106-129.

S. Qi, X. Ning, G. Yang, L. Zhang, P. Long, W. Cai, W. Li, Review of
multi-view 3d object recognition methods based on deep learning, Dis-
plays 69 (2021) 102053.

M. Yang, C. Deng, F. Nie, Adaptive-weighting discriminative regression
for multi-view classification, Pattern Recognit. 88 (2019) 236-245.

H. Wang, F. Nie, H. Huang, Multi-view clustering and feature learning
via structured sparsity, in: International conference on machine learning,
PMLR, 2013, pp. 352-360.

C. Xu, D. Tao, C. Xu, Large-margin multi-viewinformation bottleneck,
IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence 36 (8)
(2014) 1559-1572.

Q. Zhang, S. Yu, J. Xin, B. Chen, Multi-view information bottleneck
without variational approximation, in: ICASSP 2022-2022 IEEE Interna-
tional Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP),
IEEE, 2022, pp. 4318-4322.

R. Gilad-Bachrach, A. Navot, N. Tishby, An information theoretic trade-
off between complexity and accuracy, in: Learning Theory and Kernel
Machines: 16th Annual Conference on Learning Theory and 7th Kernel
Workshop, COLT/Kernel 2003, Washington, DC, USA, August 24-27,
2003. Proceedings, Springer, 2003, pp. 595-609.

L. Yu, V. Y. Tan, et al., Common information, noise stability, and their ex-
tensions, Foundations and Trends® in Communications and Information
Theory 19 (2) (2022) 107-389.

S. Wolf, J. Wultschleger, Zero-error information and applications in cryp-
tography, in: Information Theory Workshop, 2004, pp. 1-6.

L. G. S. Giraldo, M. Rao, J. C. Principe, Measures of entropy from data
using infinitely divisible kernels, IEEE Transactions on Information The-
ory 61 (1) (2014) 535-548.

S. Yu, F. Alesiani, X. Yu, R. Jenssen, J. Principe, Measuring dependence
with matrix-based entropy functional, in: Proceedings of the AAAI Con-
ference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 35, 2021, pp. 10781-10789.

M. Salzmann, C. H. Ek, R. Urtasun, T. Darrell, Factorized orthogonal
latent spaces, in: Proceedings of the thirteenth international conference
on artificial intelligence and statistics, JMLR Workshop and Conference
Proceedings, 2010, pp. 701-708.

A. Gretton, O. Bousquet, A. Smola, B. Scholkopf, Measuring statistical
dependence with hilbert-schmidt norms, in: International conference on
algorithmic learning theory, Springer, 2005, pp. 63-77.

A. Gretton, K. Fukumizu, C. Teo, L. Song, B. Scholkopf, A. Smola, A
kernel statistical test of independence, Advances in neural information
processing systems 20 (2007).

L. Fei-Fei, R. Fergus, P. Perona, Learning generative visual models from
few training examples: An incremental bayesian approach tested on 101
object categories, in: 2004 conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition workshop, IEEE, 2004, pp. 178-178.

J. Winn, N. Jojic, Locus: Learning object classes with unsupervised seg-



[46]

(471

(48]

[49]

[50]
[51]

(52]

mentation, in: Tenth IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision
(ICCV’05) Volume 1, Vol. 1, IEEE, 2005, pp. 756-763.

A. Monadjemi, B. Thomas, M. Mirmehdi, Experiments on high resolu-
tion images towards outdoor scene classification, in: Computer Vision
Winter Workshop, tech. rep., University of Bristol, Department of Com-
puter Science, 2002, pp. 1-10.

T.-S. Chua, J. Tang, R. Hong, H. Li, Z. Luo, Y.-T. Zheng, Nus-wide: A
real-world web image database from national university of singapore, in:
Proc. of ACM Conf. on Image and Video Retrieval (CIVR’09), Santorini,
Greece., 2009, pp. 1-9.

W. Wang, R. Arora, K. Livescu, J. A. Bilmes, Unsupervised learning of
acoustic features via deep canonical correlation analysis, in: 2015 IEEE
International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing
(ICASSP), 2015, pp. 4590-4594.

Y. Geng, Z. Han, C. Zhang, Q. Hu, Uncertainty-aware multi-view repre-
sentation learning, in: Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, Vol. 35, 2021, pp. 7545-7553.

S. Herbold, Autorank: A python package for automated ranking of clas-
sifiers, Journal of Open Source Software 5 (48) (2020) 2173.

J. Demsar, Statistical comparisons of classifiers over multiple data sets,
The Journal of Machine learning research 7 (2006) 1-30.

Y. Dong, T. Gong, S. Yu, C. Li, Optimal randomized approximations for
matrix-based rényi’s entropy, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory
69 (7) (2023) 4218-4234.

13



	Introduction
	Related Work
	Multi-view Learning: From Classical to Information Theoretical Approaches
	Gács-Körner Common Information
	Matrix-based Rényi's -order Entropy

	Proposed Method
	Problem Formulation
	Common Information for Multi-view Data
	Common and Unique Multi-view Information Learning Framework
	Verifying the Rationality of Multi-View Common Information
	Discussion on Key Points
	Common Information Captures More Than Mutual Information
	Unique Information is Decoupled from Common Information


	Experiments
	Validation on Synthetic Data
	Generation of Synthetic Data
	Results on Synthetic Data
	Convergence of C
	Independence between C and U

	Experiments on Real-world Data
	Datasets
	Comparative Methods
	Details of Implementation
	Evaluation of Performance
	Comparison with State-of-the-Arts
	Statistical Test

	Analysis of Parameters and Model
	Sensitivity Analysis of Parameters
	Model Structure Analysis
	Time Complexity Analysis


	Conclusion and Future Work

