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Abstract. In the era of pre-trained models, image clustering task is
usually addressed by two relevant stages: a) to produce features from
pre-trained vision models; and b) to find clusters from the pre-trained
features. However, these two stages are often considered separately or
learned by different paradigms, leading to suboptimal clustering perfor-
mance. In this paper, we propose a unified framework, termed graph Cut-
guided Maximal Coding Rate Reduction (CgMCR2), for jointly learn-
ing the structured embeddings and the clustering. To be specific, we
attempt to integrate an efficient clustering module into the principled
framework for learning structured representation, in which the clustering
module is used to provide partition information to guide the cluster-wise
compression and the learned embeddings is aligned to desired geomet-
ric structures in turn to help for yielding more accurate partitions. We
conduct extensive experiments on both standard and out-of-domain im-
age datasets and experimental results validate the effectiveness of our
approach.

1 Introduction

Image clustering, as a fundamental problem in computer vision and pattern
recognition, aims to group images without annotated labels [18]. Image clus-
tering is usually addressed by two successive stages: a) learning representation
to generate features from images at first, and then b) finding clusters from the
learned representation. State-of-the-art methods for image clustering, e.g., sub-
space clustering algorithms [7, 29, 47], demonstrate remarkable performance on
simple datasets such as MNIST [25] and COIL [33] when proper features (e.g.,
Scatter Transform [3]) are provided. In general, different clustering algorithms
implicitly employ different assumptions about the geometry of the clusters. For
instance, in k-means algorithm [32] each cluster is modeled as a standard Gaus-
sian distribution and thus characterized by the mean vector; in subspace clus-
tering [45], each cluster is modeled as a low-dimensional subspace; in manifold
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clustering [42] each cluster is modeled as a (low-dimensional) submanifold. Clus-
tering performance will dramatically degenerate when the data distribution de-
viates from the assumption on the clusters.

When dealing with challenging and complex datasets, such as CIFAR [23]
and ImageNet [9], the learned features play a more crucial role, as clustering
based on conventional feature extraction typically fails to achieve satisfactory
results. The key ingredient among the recent remarkable progress in clustering
is learning features by pre-trained models (e.g., auto-encoders [22, 40] and con-
trastive learning [5]) that are suitable for the downstream clustering task. In
the era of pre-trained models, deep clustering methods are designed by learning
features via visual pretraining and then learning the cluster membership from
refined features [26, 44]. More recently, when the large-scale pre-trained mod-
els, e.g., DINO [4, 37] and CLIP [39], are prevailing, deep clustering methods
achieve impressive clustering performance by leveraging the rich representations
produced by large-scale pre-trained models [1, 27]. While promising clustering
accuracy has been reported, these deep clustering methods are usually designed
to learn the pseudo labels without leveraging the potential effect from the struc-
tures of embeddings. There are a few attempts [8, 11, 28] to learn the embed-
dings with desired structures—a union of orthogonal subspaces, by leveraging
the framework of Maximal Coding Rate Reduction (MCR2) [48]. Nonetheless,
none of these methods have developed a principled joint optimization framework
to learn both the structured embeddings and the clustering.

In this paper, we present an effective joint optimizing framework, termed
graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding Rate Reduction (CgMCR2), to learn both
the structured embeddings and the clusters in principled way. Specifically, in
CgMCR2, we integrate both the normalized cut based clustering learning and the
MCR2 based structured representations learning to form a unified optimization
problem. Moreover, we design a two-stage training procedure, which consists of
a one-shot initialization and a fine-tuning, to effectively train the proposed joint
learning framework. We conduct extensive experiments on benchmark datasets
to validate the superior performance of our proposed approach and also provide
a set of ablation studies to evaluate the effect of each component. Our code is
available at: https://github.com/hewei98/CgMCR2.

2 Relate Work

Pre-trained Vision models. Typically, pre-trained models leverage self-supervised
pretext tasks to learn representations from unlabeled datasets. For example, Au-
toencoders [22] use an encoder-decoder architecture to learn latent low-dimensional
representations by requiring the decoder to reconstruct the encoder inputs; con-
trastive learning (i.e., SimCLR [5]) exploits the self-supervision information via
data augmentation and learns representations that maximize the agreement be-
tween positive pairs and the disagreement between negative pairs; and the fol-
lowing studies are proposed to improve the contrastive learning by enhancing
the training stability (e.g., MoCo [6, 15]), reducing the requirement for neg-
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ative samples (e.g., BYOL [13]), or avoiding the collapse solution of learned
features (e.g., VICReg [2]). More recently, large-scale pre-trained models based
on large models such as BERT [10] and Vision Transformers (ViTs) [12] have
showcased the capability to learn rich representations from diverse data sources.
For instance, MAE [14] leverages the ViT as the backbone of auto-encoder and
uses the input images with a high mask proportion for training. Inspired by
self-supervised pretraining tasks in natural language processing, DINO [4, 37]
implements a self-distillation framework with ViTs without using annotated la-
bels. CLIP [39] pretrains a vision-language model on image-text data pairs to
learn visual concepts from a text-guided contrastive learning task. Although the
pre-trained models mentioned above successfully learn meaningful features, the
structure of the clusters in the learned features remains unclear.

Clustering via pre-trained models. The success of pre-trained models has
led to breakthroughs in image clustering. SCAN [44] suggests a three-stage clus-
tering pipeline: learning embeddings from a pre-trained model, using a clus-
tering module for label prediction, and fine-tuning the clustering module using
pseudo-labels; RUC [38] and SPICE [35] enrich the pipeline of SCAN by uti-
lizing robust training, refining network architecture or adjusting the fine-tuning
strategy; CC [26] and GCC [49] propose unified frameworks for feature learning
and clustering by optimizing the instance- and cluster-wise contrastive loss and
graph contrastive loss, respectively. IMC-SwAW [36] integrates a discrete repre-
sentation into the self-supervised learning via a classifier net to simultaneously
learn the cluster membership. MiCE [43] introduces a probabilistic clustering
framework that combines contrastive learning with a latent mixture of experts.
ProPos [17] combines prototype scattering and positive sampling using EM-like
steps to learn uniform, well-separated representations. More recently, TEMI [1]
proposes a self-distillation clustering framework by leveraging large-scale pre-
trained models; and TAC [27] brings in the pre-trained CLIP texture embedding
as external guidance for image clustering. Unfortunately, the intrinsic structure
of representations learned or refined by the deep clustering methods mentioned
above is still unclear, and thus usually only the nearest neighbors’ information
can be leveraged for clustering.

Clustering via MCR2. The framework of Maximal Coding Rate Reduction
(MCR2) [48] is designed for supervised learning, to learn compact and structured
representations that enjoy both the diversity in each class and the discriminativ-
ity between classes. There are some attempts to use MCR2 for deep clustering,
e.g., NMCE [28] designs a specialized self-supervised learning module for ini-
tialization and subsequently optimizes the MCR2 objective starting from the
randomly initialized cluster membership; MLC [11] leverages the self-supervised
learning module of NMCE for initialization and exploits a doubly stochastic
affinity for partitioning the learned embeddings; then MLC is further evaluated
on the CLIP pre-trained feature [8]. While remarkable performance has been
obtained, none of them have developed a principled joint framework to learn
both the structured embeddings and the clustering.
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Fig. 1: Illustration for our CgMCR2 architecture. We illustrate the forward pass (in
black ) and the gradient dependency of ZΘ (in green ) and ΠΦ (in orange ) in different
colored lines individually. For clarity, we exclude the parameters of the pre-feature layer
from the visualization.

3 Our Approach: Graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding
Rate Reduction (CgMCR2)

We begin with a brief review of the principle of MCR2 in Section 3.1 and then
present our framework for jointly learning structured embedding and clustering—
CgMCR2 in Section 3.2.

3.1 Preliminaries of MCR2

Supervised feature learning via MCR2. Given a dataset X = {xi}Ni=1 of N
data points where xi ∈ RD and the ground-truth labels Π∗ ∈ {0, 1}N×k to assign
these N points into k classes C =

⋃k
ℓ=1 Cℓ. The framework of Maximal Coding

Rate Reduction (MCR2) [48] learns the embedding Z ∈ Rd×N by maximizing
the following objective:

max
Z

R(Z; ϵ)−Rc(Z,Π
∗; ϵ) (1)

where R(Z; ϵ) := log det
(
I+ d

Nϵ2ZZ
⊤), Rc(Z,Π

∗; ϵ) := 1
N

∑k
ℓ=1 Nℓ log det

(
I+

d
Nℓϵ2

ZDiag(Π∗
ℓ )Z

⊤), and Nℓ is the number of data points in class Cℓ. The first
term R(Z; ϵ) measures the average coding length (a.k.a the coding rate) of the
embeddings Z subject to a prescribed rate distortion precision ϵ > 0, and the
second term Rc(Z,Π

∗; ϵ) measures the sum of the coding rate of each class in-
dicated by Π∗. Roughly, maximizing the second term −Rc(Z,Π

∗; ϵ) encourages
the within-class embeddings to span a low-dimensional linear subspace; mean-
while, maximizing the first term R(Z; ϵ) encourages the embeddings as a whole
to expand, and thus making the class-specific subspaces being orthogonal to each
other. Such an arrangement of the class-specific subspaces is a desired property
of the embeddings learned by MCR2 and has been proved in [48].
Deep Clustering based on MCR2. The recent attempts [8,11,28] employing
the MCR2 framework for deep clustering try to optimize the rate reduction
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objective to learn the representations and the partition jointly as follows:

max
Θ,Φ

R(ZΘ; ϵ)−Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ), s.t. ZΘ = f(X ; Θ),ΠΦ = g(X ; Φ), (2)

where ZΘ ∈ Rd×N and ΠΦ ∈ RN×k are implemented by feature head f(·; Θ) and
cluster head g(·; Φ) which are parameterized by Θ and Φ, respectively. Although
the representations ZΘ and the partition ΠΦ are jointly optimized, there lacks
of an effective and principled mechanism to learn the partition (i.e., the cluster
memberships) of the embeddings.

3.2 Graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding Rate Reduction

Following the prior attempts based on MCR2 [8, 11, 28] to learn both the em-
beddings and the partition, we try to incorporate a principled way to learn the
cluster membership ΠΦ into the framework (2).
Spectral clustering for estimating ΠΦ. Spectral Clustering [31], as a popu-
lar clustering algorithm with solid theoretical foundation, provides a principled
approach to learn the partition ΠΦ based on an affinity matrix built from the
structured representation ZΘ. Recall that, given an affinity matrix A ∈ RN×N

where entries ai,j measures the similarities of paired data points (xi,xj), spec-
tral clustering [31] aims to find an ideal cluster membership Π ∈ {0, 1}N×k as
follows:

min
Π

trace
(
Π⊤LΠ

)
, s.t. Π ∈ {0, 1}N×k (3)

where L = D−A is known as the graph Laplacian corresponding to the affinity
A and D = Diag(d1,1, · · · , dN,N ) is the degree matrix with diagonal entries
di,i =

∑N
j=1 ai,j . To avoid trivial partition, Normalized cut (Ncut) [41] introduces

the volume of each partition to define the entries of Π as

π̃i,ℓ :=

{
1√
|Vℓ|

if xi ∈ Cℓ

0 if xi /∈ Cℓ,
(4)

where |Vℓ| :=
∑

i:xi∈Cℓ
di,i is the volume of ℓ-th cluster. Rather than solving the

combinatorial problem in (3), as a convention, spectral clustering methods [31]
reformulate the problem with continuous relaxation and then solve the relaxed
problem. For example, Normalized cut (Ncut) [41] solves the problem as follows:

min
Π̃

trace
(
Π̃⊤LΠ̃

)
, s.t. Π̃⊤DΠ̃ = I. (5)

Note that the solution is the ending k eigenvectors associated with the ending k
minor eigenvalues of L̃ = D− 1

2LD− 1
2 . Unfortunately, the solution of the relaxed

problem obtained by eigen-decomposition contains negative entries and can not
be directly used as the cluster membership. Thus a k-means algorithm is adopted
to generate the final clustering results.
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Unified formulation of CgMCR2. Rather than directly using the conven-
tional NCut, we follow [16] to relax the normalized cut problem as follows:

min
Π

trace
(
(ΠV)⊤L(ΠV)

)
+

γ

2

∥∥(ΠV)⊤D(ΠV)− I
∥∥2
F
,

s.t. 0 ≤ Π ≤ 1, Π · 1 = 1,
(6)

where γ is a trade-off parameter, and V consists of estimated volumes for all the
clusters, i.e.:

V := Diag

(
N∑
i=1

πi,1di,i, · · · ,
N∑
i=1

πi,kdi,i

)−1/2

. (7)

Note that the objective in Eq. (6) enforces strict numerical constraints to have
an ideal membership Π while relaxing the orthogonal constraints in Eq. (5) to
a penalty term. This relaxation enable us to develop a differentiable approach
for spectral clustering to learn the cluster membership directly (rather than the
spectral embeddings). Interestingly, these strict numerical constraints can easily
be satisfied by reparameterizing Π with a neural network ΠΦ := g(·; Φ) where
Φ denotes all the parameters in g(·) and a softmax function is used is used for
the output.

By putting problems in (2) and (6) together, we have an effective and prin-
cipled joint optimization framework as follows:

min
Θ,Φ

−R(ZΘ; ϵ) +Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ) + LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ), (8)

where LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ) = trace
(
Π̃⊤

ΦLΠ̃Φ

)
+ γ

2

∥∥∥Π̃⊤
ΦDΠ̃Φ − I

∥∥∥2
F
, Π̃Φ = ΠΦV.

We use the cosine similarity of ZΘ in current training iteration to define the affin-
ity, i.e., A := Ps

(
Z⊤

ΘZΘ

)
, where Ps is a post-process operator. In practice, we

simply reserve the s largest entries of each row in A. We termed this framework
in (8) as a graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding Rate Reduction (CgMCR2).
Remarks. The advantages of the unified CgMCR2 framework are three-folds.

– The cluster membership is obtained by a principled way via LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ)
and it can guide the optimization of Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ) for refining ZΘ.

– The framework is differentiable and scalable, enabling the GPU acceleration
for training in mini-batch mode with stochastic gradient descent.

– The framework can infer the representations and cluster memberships for
unseen test data.

3.3 Implementations

Network architecture. For clarity, we illustrate our CgMCR2 framework in
Fig. 1. We utilize the frozen image encoder of CLIP [39] as a general feature
extractor and add a single linear layer to generate the pre-trained CLIP fea-
ture. We then deploy a two-layers neural network as the feature head f(·; Θ) to
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Algorithm 1 Procedure for graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding Rate Reduction
1: Input: N images, ϵ, γ > 0, warm-up epochs T1, fine-tunning epochs T2, post-

processing operator Ps with sparsity s, batch size n, and learning rate η
2: Initialization: t = 0, pre-feature X , and all trainable network parameters Ξ
3: for each t = 1, · · · , T1 + T2 do
4: Pick a mini-batch sample X (t) with n data points from X
5: # Forward pass
6: Compute Z

(t)
Θ and Π

(t)
Φ

7: Compute affinity A(t) := Ps(Z
(t)⊤
Θ Z

(t)
Θ ) and detach it from back propagation

8: # Backward propagation
9: if t ≤ T1 then

10: Compute the gradients ∇Ξ with respect to objective in (9)
11: else
12: Compute the gradients ∇Ξ with respect to objective in (8)
13: end if
14: Ξ(t+1) ← Ξ(t) − η∇Ξ

15: t← t+ 1
16: end for
17: Output: Ξ(t+1)

learn the representation ZΘ, and use a two-layers neural network with Gumbel-
Softmax [19] as the cluster head g(·; Φ) to learn the cluster membership ΠΦ.
Training procedure. Taking into account the fact that optimizing Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ)
for learning ZΘ could be inefficient and challenging when ΠΦ is randomly ini-
tialized, we propose an efficient two-stage training strategy, which consists of a
one-shot initialization stage and a fine-tuning stage.

In the initialization stage, we take T1 epochs for warm-up to learn the initial
discriminative representation and the initial cluster membership by solving a
simplified pretext task:

min
Θ,Φ

−R(ZΘ; ϵ) + LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ). (9)

Note that the second term Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ) in (8) is temporally ignored due to
the lack of a good initialization for ΠΦ. Moreover, we detach the gradients with
respect to Θ (due to the affinity A) in the LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ) term from the back
propagation and thus the feature head and the cluster head can be separately
trained via the loss −R(ZΘ; ϵ) and the loss LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ), respectively.

We then optimize the CgMCR2 objective in Eq. (8) for fine-tuning. The
well-initialized ΠΦ now provides a self-supervised information that guides the
learning of within-cluster compact representation via the term Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ).
Consequently, the feature head and the cluster head are jointly learned to per-
form within-cluster compact and between-cluster discriminative representation
learning as well as the optimal cluster membership in the fine-tuning. The whole
procedure for training our CgMCR2 is summarized in Algorithm 1.
Comparison to NMCE, MLC and CPP. In Table 1, we summarize the
connections and differences between our CgMCR2 and other deep clustering



8 W. He, Z. Huang, X. Meng, X. Qi, R. Xiao, C.-G. Li

Table 1: Comparing our CgMCR2 to deep clustering methods via MCR2.

Methods Off-the-shelf pretrain Initializing ZΘ Initializing ΠΦ Objective

NMCE × Θ← ∇Θ(R+ LSimCLR) Random MCR2

MLC × Θ← ∇Θ(R+ LSimCLR) Φ← Θ MCR2

CPP ✓ Θ← ∇ΘR Φ← Θ MCR2

CgMCR2 ✓ Θ← ∇ΘR Φ← ∇ΦLNcut CgMCR2

methods based on the framework of MCR2. These works proceed by initializing
representations through pre-trained models, and refining the representation and
cluster membership after the initialization, in which NMCE [28] and MLC [11]
leverage a specially designed objective that incorporates the contrastive learning
objective (LSimCLR) [5] for pretraining, whileas CPP [8] utilizes the pre-trained
CLIP features. Among these works, ΠΦ is either randomly initialized (as in
NMCE) or initialized by copying the parameters Θ to Φ (as in MLC and CPP).
However, none of these methods employ a principled approach to learn the cluster
membership in their optimization framework. As a result, NMCE is sensitive to
the random initialization, whereas MLC and CPP rely on additional clustering
algorithms to obtain cluster memberships.

4 Experimental Results

Datasets. We evaluate the performance of our CgMCR2 on MNIST [25], Fashion
MNIST (F-MNIST) [46], CIFAR-10, CIFAR-20, CIFAR-100 [23], Stanford Dogs-
120 (Dogs-120) [20], Oxford Flowers-102 (Flowers-102) [34], TinyImageNet-200
(TinyImageNet) and ImageNet-1k. Among these datasets, CIFAR-20 contains
the same data as CIFAR-100 with 20 super-classes as in [23], whileas Stanford
Dogs-120, TinyImageNet and ImageNet-1k are subsets of ImageNet [9]. All data
points are embedded to 768-dimensional vectors using a CLIP 4 image encoder
pre-trained on the ViT-L/14 backbone, or embedded to 512-dimensional vectors
using the MoCov2 5 model pre-trained on the ResNet-18 backbone.
Metrics. To evaluate the clustering performancce, we report the clustering ac-
curacy (ACC) and the normalized mutual information (NMI). For ACC, we
use the Hungarian matching algorithm [24] to find the best match between the
pseudo-labels and ground-truth labels. By default, the pseudo-labels of CgMCR2

are generated by the cluster head, i.e., the output of the argmax layer.
Training settings. We use Adam optimizer [21] with a fixed initial learning rate
during the warm-up, and then using cosine annealing learning rate [30] during
the fine-tuning. For all datasets, the output dimension k of cluster head is set
to the number of true clusters.

4 https://github.com/openai/CLIP
5 https://github.com/facebookresearch/moco

https://github.com/openai/CLIP
https://github.com/facebookresearch/moco
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Epoch=1 (24.8%) Epoch=2 (87.9%) Epoch=5 (95.3%) Epoch=10 (97.0%) Epoch=20 (97.7%)

CLIP feature

Feature head
C

luster head

Fig. 2: Similarity matrices ordered by the ground-truth labels of the CLIP
features computed by |X⊤X| (in the left panel in blue), representation computed by
|Z⊤

ΘZΘ| (at the first row in blue) and cluster membership |ΠΦΠ
⊤
Φ | (at the second

row in red) of CgMCR2 trained with {1, 2, 5, 10, 20} epochs on CIFAR-10, where the
percentage number in bracket is ACC.

4.1 Experiments on Standard Datasets

Visualization of Affinity Matrices. To demonstrate the ability of CgMCR2

to produce both structured features and satisfactory clustering results during the
training process, we conduct a set of experiments on CIFAR-10 to visualize the
affinity matrices of the original CLIP features X , the feature head outputs ZΘ

and cluster head outputs ΠΦ. Visualization results are given as colored images
in Fig. 2. As can be seen that, our framework learns structured representations
(see, e.g., the block diagonal structure in blue at epoch 10) and produces accept-
able initial cluster membership via the pretext task in (9). Then, fine-tuning the
framework using the whole CgMCR2 objective in (8) refines the structured rep-
resentations (see, e.g., the block diagonal structure in blue at epoch 20). These
structured representations, in turn, enable the cluster head to learn better clus-
ter membership. Once trained, the cluster head can serve as a scalable predictor
to produce satisfactory pseudo labels, achieving 97.7% accuracy on CIFAR-10.
Performance Comparison between Feature Head and Cluster Head.
For a trained CgMCR2, rather than using the clustering head to yield the pseudo
labels, we can also apply the conventional Spectral Clustering [41] to the affinity
which is defined by A := Ps

(
Z⊤

ΘZΘ

)
. This method is denoted as “SC on ZΘ”.

We report the comparison results in Table 2. As can be read, both the feature
head and the cluster head perform almost equally good. In the following exper-
iments, we also denote the performance of “SC on ZΘ” as “CgMCR2-SC” to
distinguish it from the performance obtained by “argmax on ΠΦ” (CgMCR2)
for clearity.
Comparison to Competing Clustering Methods using CLIP Features.
To evaluate the performance of our CgMCR2, we conduct experiments on five
datasets and compare to a set of competing baseline methods. As the baseline,
we choose the classical clustering algorithms, including k-means [32] and spec-
tral clustering with normalized cut [41], subspace clustering method, Elastic Net
Subspace Clustering (EnSC) [47], deep clustering methods, including SCAN [44],
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Table 2: Clustering accuracy (mean±std) of feature head (Top) and the cluster
head (Bottom) using CLIP features on five benchmark datasets over 3 trials.

Methods CIFAR-10 CIFAR-20 CIFAR-100 TinyImageNet ImageNet-1k

SC on ZΘ 97.6±0.1 68.8±0.4 78.3±0.3 72.7±0.2 67.7±0.2
argmax on ΠΦ 97.7±0.1 68.1±0.4 77.8±0.4 72.9±0.2 67.5±0.3

Table 3: Clustering Performance Comparison using CLIP Features on Five
Benchmark Datasets. ‘-’ denotes that the results are not available.

Methods CIFAR-10 CIFAR-20 CIFAR-100 TinyImgNet ImageNet-1k
ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

k-means [32] 83.5 84.1 46.9 49.4 52.8 66.8 54.1 73.4 53.9 79.8
Spectral [41] 79.8 84.8 53.3 61.6 66.4 77.0 62.8 77.0 56.0 81.2
EnSC [47] 95.4 90.3 61.0 68.7 67.0 77.1 64.5 77.7 59.7 83.7
SCAN [44] 95.1 90.3 60.8 61.8 64.1 70.8 56.5 72.7 54.4 76.8
TEMI [1] 96.9 92.6 61.8 64.5 73.7 79.9 - - 64.0 -
CPP [8] 97.4 93.6 64.2 72.5 74.0 81.8 63.4 77.3 62.0 82.1
CgMCR2 97.7 94.3 68.1 73.8 77.8 81.9 72.9 81.4 67.5 87.0
CgMCR2-SC 97.6 94.2 68.8 74.0 78.3 82.5 72.7 81.1 67.7 87.1

External texture guidance
TAC [27] 97.0 92.4 66.8 73.2 75.5 81.1 71.0 79.9 66.4 86.8

TEMI [1], CPP [8] and TAC [27]. All these methods are conducted on the CLIP
features. We report the experimental results in Table 3. The results of CPP and
TAC are reproduced with the released codes. The results of TEMI [1] are cited
from the paper. We can read that, all methods yield promising performance
owning to the CLIP feature. But, clearly, our CgMCR2 achieves superior clus-
tering performance. The performance improvements over CPP [8], which is also
based on the framework of MCR2, are due to the principled way to produce the
clustering membership. We note that TAC [27] also yields competitive results,
but it leverages the external information brought by the CLIP text encoder.
Comparison to State-of-the-art Deep Clustering Methods using Mo-
Cov2 Features. We apply our CgMCR2 framework on the pre-trained Mo-
Cov2 [6] features, and compare to state-of-the-art deep clustering methods, in-
cluding CC [26], GCC [49], SCAN [44], SPICE [35], IMC-SwAV [36], NMCE [28]
and MLC [11]. Also, we report the performance of k-means [32], Spectral Clus-
tering [41] and Elastic Net Subspace Clustering (EnSC) [47]. All methods, except
for NMCE, MLC and IMC-SwAV, are conducted on the pre-trained MoCov2 fea-
tures; whereas NMCE, MLC and IMC-SwAV are performed with their specially
designed pre-trained models, respectively. The results of TEMI [1] is reproduced
by using the released codes on the MoCov2 features. For a relatively fair com-
parison, all method use ResNet18 as the backbone of the pre-trained models.
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Table 4: Clustering Performance Comparison to State-of-the-art Deep Clus-
tering Methods.

Methods CIFAR-10 CIFAR-20 CIFAR-100 TinyImageNet
ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

k-means [32] 71.6 61.8 41.4 41.3 42.8 42.6 17.8 41.3
Spectral [41] 80.7 69.2 45.4 42.6 40.9 56.9 20.3 36.8
EnSC [47] 83.2 74.1 50.6 45.5 41.2 62.7 25.3 40.4
CC [26] 79.0 70.5 42.9 43.1 36.9 58.1 24.0 44.0
GCC [49] 85.6 76.4 47.2 47.2 38.2 59.9 23.8 44.7
SCAN [44] 88.3 79.7 50.7 48.6 34.3 55.7 - -
SPICE [35] 91.8 85.0 53.5 56.5 - - 30.5 44.9
IMC-SwAV [36] 89.7 81.8 51.9 52.7 45.1 67.5 27.9 48.5
TEMI [1] 88.7 84.1 47.3 48.7 45.4 66.7 27.8 42.3
NMCE [28] 83.0 76.1 43.7 48.8 40.0 53.9 21.6 40.0
MLC [11] 86.3 78.3 52.2 54.6 49.4 68.3 33.5 67.5
CgMCR2 92.8 88.6 55.6 54.3 49.8 67.9 35.9 62.5
CgMCR2-SC 92.7 88.4 56.1 54.4 51.1 68.0 36.7 62.9

Experimental results are listed in Table 4. As can be read that, our CgMCR2

still achieves the leading clustering accuracy on majority cases.

4.2 Experiments on Out-of-Domain Datasets

To demonstrate the effectiveness of jointly learning both the structured rep-
resentation and the clustering, we apply the pre-trained CLIP [39] to extract
features for datasets MNIST, F-MNIST, Flowers-102 and Dogs-120, which are
quite different from the training data for the pre-trained CLIP. We compare
the performance of our CgMCR2 to four representative clustering methods, in-
cluding Spectral Clustering, EnSC, SCAN and CPP. Experimental results are
listed in Table 5. We can observe that, our CgMCR2 still yields satisfactory clus-
tering accuracy on out-of-domain datasets, especially with a notable accuracy
improvement of +10.3% on Dogs-120. Besides, we notice of that SCAN fails on
Flowers-102, which is an imbalanced dataset. This is because that SCAN is de-
signed on a class-balance assumption, which is unsatisfied on Flowers-102. On
contrary, our CgMCR2 still produces satisfactory clustering results.

4.3 More Evaluation and Analysis

Learning curves. To show the effectiveness of the two-stage training procedure,
we display the learning curves of the proposed CgMCR2 on CIFAR-20, where
we use 10 epochs (each epoch contains 33 mini-batch iterations) for warm-up
and another 40 epochs for fine-tunning. In Fig. 3, we show the learning curve
of each term in the objective of CgMCR2, i.e., R(ZΘ; ϵ), Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ) and
LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ), ACC and NMI during the training. As can be observed in Fig. 3
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Table 5: Clustering Performance on Out-of-domain Datasets.

Methods MNIST F-MNIST Flowers-102 Dogs-120
ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

Spectral [41] 74.5 67.0 64.3 56.8 85.6 94.6 44.1 55.6
EnSC [47] 91.0 85.3 69.1 65.1 90.0 95.9 40.1 60.8
SCAN [44] 87.4 81.9 69.3 67.2 40.4 68.7 38.1 73.8
CPP [8] 95.7 90.4 70.9 68.8 91.3 96.4 51.0 69.5
CgMCR2 96.9 92.8 74.5 69.9 91.1 96.1 60.9 73.6
CgMCR2-SC 96.4 92.0 74.7 71.1 92.2 97.0 61.3 75.1

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Learning curves of each loss term, ACC, and NMI during training.

that, the initialization stage did perform a good warm-up, and during the fine-
tuning stage, the value of R(ZΘ; ϵ) remains nearly constant, but Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ)
is rapidly optimized toward to its minimum. Moreover, the curves of ACC and
NMI improve rapidly and achieves the optimal clustering results with the self-
supervision of well-initialized cluster membership in the fine-tuning stage.
Evaluation on Different Training Strategy. To validate the effectiveness
of our two-stage training procedure, we conduct experiments on CIFAR-10 and
CIFAR-100. Experimental results are shown in Table 6. The one-shot initial-
ization learned by the pretext task (i.e., −R + LNcut) evidently improves the
performance of optimizing both MCR2 (i.e., −R+Rc) and CgMCR2 (i.e., −R+
Rc + LNcut) objectives in subsequent fine-tuning. We can see that combining
the pretext-task with MCR2 objective also serves as a competitive baseline,
demonstrating the importance of a principled initialization for ΠΦ. The proposed
CgMCR2 objective also demonstrates better empirical performance compared to
the MCR2 objective, regardless of the training strategy employed.
Evaluation on Sensitivity of Hyper-parameters. To evaluate the sensi-
tivity of the performance of our CgMCR2 to the hyper-parameters, we con-
duct experiments on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100. We vary the value of hyper-
parameters ϵ and γ in (8) and report the clustering results. We set ϵ in the range
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Table 6: Evaluation on Different Training Strategy on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100. We
report ACC and NMI of the cluster head outputs.

Warm-up Fine-tune CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
ACC NMI ACC NMI

N/A −R+Rc 86.5 86.8 60.4 67.4
N/A −R+Rc + LNcut 91.2 89.3 66.0 70.8

−R+ LNcut −R+Rc 97.3 93.9 72.8 79.8
−R+ LNcut −R+Rc + LNcut 97.7 94.3 77.8 82.2

of {0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5} while γ in a wide range of feasible region.6 In Fig. 4 we show
the experimental results. As can be observed that our method is less sensitive to
the hyper-parameters ϵ and γ Then, we fix the hyper-parameters ϵ and γ and con-
duct experiments with varying model parameters of the feature head f(·; Θ) and
the cluster head g(·; Φ), where we set the number of hidden layers as {1, 2, 3, 4}
and the number of neurons in each hidden layer as {512, 1024, 2048, 4096}. Ex-
perimental results are shown in Fig. 5. Again, we can see that CgMCR2 is not
sensitive to the model size whenever it contains at least 1 hidden layers with
1024 hidden neurons.

Table 7: Evaluation on Other Choices for Clustering Module on CIFAR-10,
-20, -100 and TinyImageNet. ‘s/it’ denotes seconds per training iteration.

Clustering module Train time (s/it) CIFAR-10 CIFAR-20 CIFAR-100 TinyImageNet
ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

g(·; Φ) 0.02 97.7 94.3 68.8 74.0 78.3 82.5 72.9 81.4
k-means 6.8 96.8 92.5 53.6 66.4 74.2 80.1 68.5 79.7
Spectral 4.9 97.1 93.0 60.2 70.9 78.3 82.4 71.9 80.8
EnSC 11.2 97.3 93.4 64.4 71.3 76.7 81.7 68.7 80.6

Evaluation on Other Choices for Clustering Module. Recall that the core
idea of our CgMCR2 is to introduce a clustering module to produce the parti-
tion that is able to dynamically guide the feature learning via MCR2. Here, we
replace the differential spectral clustering module (i.e., g(·; Φ)) of CgMCR2 with
the conventional k-means [32], Spectral Clustering via Ncut [41] and Elastic Net
Subspace Clustering (EnSC) [47] individually, to form corresponding learning
frameworks. Specifically, we use the conventional clustering methods to produce
the cluster membership Π in each mini-batch training iteration to guide the
fine-tunning of ZΘ. We report the time cost and the clustering accuracy in Ta-
ble 7. We can read that, using the cluster membership produced by conventional

6 We follow the practical method in [16] to find the feasible γ without using the
ground-truth labels.



14 W. He, Z. Huang, X. Meng, X. Qi, R. Xiao, C.-G. Li

0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5

70

75

80

85

90

95

100

97
.0

% 97.5%

96.0

96.5

97.0

97.5

98.0

AC
C

 (%
)

0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5

1200

1250

1300

1350

1400

1450

1500

77.0%

78.0%

75.5

76.0

76.5

77.0

77.5

78.0

78.5

AC
C

 (%
)

Fig. 4: Effect of hyper-parameters on CIFAR-10 (left) and CIFAR-100 (right).
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Fig. 5: Effect of model parameters on CIFAR-10 (left) and CIFAR-100 (right).

clustering algorithms to guide the feature learning still yield very competitive
clustering accuracy, in most cases. Nevertheless, the time cost of using conven-
tional clustering algorithms is 100× expensive than that of using the cluster head
g(·; Φ) due to the inability to utilize GPU acceleration, and can not infer the un-
seen data points in test sets directly. This confirms the advantage of integrating
a differential spectral clustering module g(·; Φ) in the pipeline of CgMCR2.

5 Conclusion

We have proposed a joint framework—graph Cut-guided Maximal Coding Rate
Reduction—for learning the structured embeddings and clustering both in prin-
cipled way. To be specific, a differential spectral clustering module is employed to
learn the clustering membership to guide the task of learning structured embed-
dings. We have conducted extensive experiments on five benchmark datasets and
shown state-of-the-art clustering performance. In addition, we have also provided
a set of ablation studies to validate the effectiveness of each component.
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Supplementary Materials

A Experimental Details

Dataset description. In Table A.1, we provide an overview of of all selected
datasets. The images in MNIST and F-MNIST are grayscale, and images of all
datasets are resized to 224×224 dimensions to serve as the inputs of CLIP image
encoder. For Oxford Flowers-102 and Stanford Dogs-120, we train and test our
CgMCR2 on the entire dataset. For all other datasets, we use the train set and
test set for training and testing, respectively.

Table A.1: Specification of all selected datasets.

Dataset # Classes # Training # Testing

MNIST 10 60,000 10,000
F-MNIST 10 60,000 10,000
CIFAR-10 10 50,000 10,000
CIFAR-20 20 50,000 10,000
CIFAR-100 100 50,000 10,000
Flowers-102 102 8,192 N/A
Dogs-120 120 20,580 N/A
TinyImageNet 200 100,000 10,000
ImageNet-1k 1000 1,281,167 50,000

Table A.2: Model parameters of the pre-feature layer, feature head, and cluster
head (from left to right).

Linear: R768 → R4096

BatchNorm1d(4096)

ReLU

Linear: R4096 → R4096

ReLU

Linear: R4096 → Rd

Linear: R4096 → R4096

ReLU

Linear: R4096 → Rk

Gumbel-Softmax

Parameters for CgMCR2. In Table A.2, we detail the model parameters of our
framework. In Table A.3, we detail the optimal hyper-parameters for CgMCR2.
The proposed CgMCR2 demonstrates robustness to variations in batch size, γ
and ϵ. Typically, employing a larger batch size along with a higher learning rate
tends to yield more stable performance. Meanwhile, CgMCR2 with larger batch
size requires more training iteration to converge.
Searching parameters for clustering methods. When comparing with clas-
sical clustering methods and reproduced deep clustering methods, we report their
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Table A.3: Optimal hyper-parameters.“lr” and “wd” are the learning rate and
weight decay of Adam optimizer, d is the output dimension of feature head, T1 denotes
warm-up epochs, T2 denotes fine-tuning epochs, γ and ϵ are the hyper-parameters of
CgMCR2 objective, and s is the number of nonzero affinity entries kept in each row.

Dataset lr wd d T1 T2 bs γ ϵ s

MNIST 0.001 0.001 128 20 30 2048 50 0.5 20
F-MNIST 0.001 0.001 128 20 30 2048 50 0.2 20
CIFAR-10 0.0001 0.0005 128 10 10 512 70 0.5 10
CIFAR-20 0.0001 0.0005 128 10 40 1500 80 0.2 50
CIFAR-100 0.0005 0.0001 128 20 30 2048 1400 0.5 20
Flowers-102 0.0005 0.0005 128 20 30 2048 1200 0.5 10
Dogs-120 0.001 0.001 128 20 30 2048 1100 0.2 40
TinyImageNet 0.0003 0.0005 256 20 30 2048 3000 0.5 20
ImageNet 0.001 0.0001 256 10 10 3000 50000 0.2 3

Table A.4: Parameter search with the following parameters for Spectral Clustering,
EnSC and SCAN.

Method Search scope for parameters

Spectral Clustering σ ∈ {3, 2, 1, 0.5, 0.4, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1, 0.07, 0.05}, s ∈ {3, 10, 100, 1000}
EnSC τ ∈ {0.9, 0.95, 1}, β ∈ {1, 2, 5, 10, 50, 100, 200}
SCAN µ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000}

best performance through a greedy search for optimal parameters, as shown
in Table A.4. In Spectral Clustering, σ serves as the bandwidth parameter of
the Gaussian kernel, and we reserve the s largest entries of each row in the
affinity matrix. In EnSC, τ ∈ [0, 1] is the parameter regulating the sparsity of
self-expressive coefficients and β is the trade-off parameter balancing the self-
expressive error against the sparsity regularizer. In SCAN, µ is the weight of the
between-cluster entropy-maximizing regularization.
The MoCo pre-trained model. To train our CgMCR2 from scratch, we
leverage MoCo-v2, a self-supervised learning method, to learn pre-features. The
MoCo-v2 image encoder takes two augmentations of each image as inputs, and
we utilize the averaged output embedding of the two augmentations as the pre-
feature. The augmentation strategy follows that in NMCE, and is detailed in
Table A.5.
The CLIP pre-trained model. CLIP is a large-scale language-supervised
learning method that learns general semantic meaning from over 400 million
text-image pairs. In our approach, we utilize only the image encoder of the
pre-trained CLIP model. Images are resized to 224 along the smaller edge and
center-cropped to 224 × 224 before being inputted to the CLIP image encoder.
Subsequently, the features extracted by the CLIP image encoder are used as
pre-features for our CgMCR2.
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Table A.5: Augmentation strategy of MoCo-v2.

from torchvision.transforms import *

Compose([
RandomResizedCrop(32,scale=(0.08, 1.0)),
RandomHorizontalFlip(p=0.5),
RandomApply([ColorJitter(0.4, 0.4, 0.4, 0.1)], p=0.8),
RandomGrayscale(p=0.2),
ToTensor(),
Normalize([0.4914, 0.4822, 0.4465], [0.2023, 0.1994, 0.2010])
)])

Table B.6: Effect of output activation function.

Output activation CIFAR-10 CIFAR-20 CIFAR-100 TinyImageNet
ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

Softmax 97.3 92.6 66.8 69.3 75.4 80.8 71.4 81.0
Gumbel-Softmax (Ours) 97.7 94.3 68.8 74.0 78.3 82.5 72.9 81.4

B More Experiment Results

B.1 Ablation Study

Ablation on the output activation. In our method, we employ the Gumbel-
Softmax as the output activation function of the cluster head. In Table B.6, we
compare the use of Softmax as the output activation function with the use of
Gumbel-Softmax and report their respective best performances on CIFAR-10,
-20, -100 and TinyImageNet. As can be seen, the use of Gumbel-Softmax leads
to slightly higher clustering accuracy on four standard datasets.
Ablation on the affinity. We examine the effect of A with various definitions.
As described earlier, the affinity matrix in the proposed CgMCR2 is defined
by A := Ps(Z

⊤
ΘZΘ). Following traditional spectral clustering approaches, we

additionally use Gaussian kernel (a.k.a. the Radial Basis Function kernel) to
define the affinities, i.e.,

ai,j = exp

(
−∥zi − zj∥22

2σ2

)
, (10)

where σ is the bandwidth parameter. In Table B.7, we report the best clustering
performance on CIFAR-10, -100, training time per iteration and memory cost of
using different affinity matrices. All the experiments are conducted on a single
NVIDIA GeForce 3080Ti GPU, and the batch size is set to 512 when recording
the training time and memory cost. As can be seen, computing the Gaussian
kernel requires a bit higher computational and memory cost, and achieves slightly
inferior performance compared to computing cosine similarity.
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Table B.7: Varying definitions of A on CIFAR-10 an CIFAR-100.

Definition of A Time (ms/it) Memory (MB) CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
ACC NMI ACC NMI

Gaussian kernel 23.2 2,309 97.5 93.8 75.8 81.7
Cosine similarity (Ours) 22.9 2,030 97.7 94.3 78.3 82.5

Table B.8: Varying post-processing operators of A on CIFAR-10.

Post-processing of A Time (ms/it) Memory (MB) CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
ACC NMI ACC NMI

N/A 22.4 1,905 96.7 91.6 70.1 78.6
Doubly stochastic 74.1 5,465 97.2 92.4 75.1 80.8
Reserving top-s entries (ours) 22.9 2,030 97.7 94.3 78.3 81.9

We proceed by evaluating the effect of different post-processing operator.
We notice that the doubly stochastic projection enjoys solid theoretical guaran-
tees and state-of-the-art performance as a post-processing method in subspace
clustering [29]. Specifically, the doubly stochastic projection projects the affinity
matrix onto a doubly stochastic space

A :=
{
Ã ∈ RN×N | Ã1 = 1, Ã⊤1 = 1

}
(11)

under the distance of a scaled A:

argminÃ∈A

∥∥∥Ã− µA
∥∥∥2
F
. (12)

This post-processing method also has been adopted in MLC and CPP. In Ta-
ble B.8, we use cosine similarity to define the affinity matrix and compare
our method with doubly stochastic projection and the baseline with no post-
processing. In our framework, simply reserving s largest entries of each row in A
achieves the highest accuracy with almost no computational and memory cost,
while applying doubly stochastic projection produces less satisfactory clustering
results and demands much more training time and GPU memory.
Ablation on parameter s. We previously conducted an ablation study to
evaluated the effect of hyper-parameters γ and ϵ. Another important hyper-
parameter is s, representing the number of entries reserved in each row of matrix
A. In this study, we proceed by evaluate the effect of varying s on CIFAR-10 and
CIFAR-100. For CIFAR-10, we fix the batch size to 512 and report the clustering
performance of CgMCR2 with s ∈ {3, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500}. For
CIFAR-100, we fix the batch size to 2048 and report the clustering performance
of CgMCR2 with s ∈ {3, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 1000, 1500, 2000}. As
can be seen from Table B.9, our method demonstrates robustness to the param-
eter s. Specifically, values of s within a wide range of [5, 500] yield satisfactory
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Table B.9: Clustering accuracy (%) of the CgMCR2 with varying s on CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100.

Data s 3 5 10 20 50 100 200 300 400 500 1000 1500 2000

CIFAR-10 96.9 97.6 97.7 97.5 97.4 97.4 97.7 97.6 97.4 97.2 - - -
CIFAR-100 75.2 76.6 77.9 78.3 76.6 77.3 77.1 77.7 77.2 77.3 77.4 74.2 73.0

(a) CLIP CIFAR-10 (b) CLIP CIFAR-20 (c) CLIP CIFAR-100

(d) CgMCR2 CIFAR-10 (e) CgMCR2 CIFAR-20 (f) CgMCR2 CIFAR-100

Fig. B.1: Utilizing t-SNE for 2-D visualization. We plot (a)–(c): the CLIP pre-
features on CIFAR-10, -20, -100 and (d)–(f): the CgMCR2 features on CIFAR-10, -20,
-100.

performance on CIFAR-10, while on CIFAR-100, values of s within the range of
[10, 1000] yield satisfactory performance.

B.2 Visualization

Visualization via t-SNE. To demonstrate the properties of representations
learned by the feature head of CgMCR2, we also utilize t-SNE to obtain 2-D
visualization of the representations on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-20 and CIFAR-100.
In Fig. B.1, it is evident that the proposed CgMCR2 learns a more compact and
discriminative representations from the CLIP features.
Ground-truth similarity matrix. The ground-truth similarity matrix is de-
rived by computing by the cosine similarity between data pairs belonging to the
same ground-truth cluster. An optimal ground-truth similarity matrix of rep-
resentations or memberships should exhibit a block-diagonal structure aligned
with the sorted ground-truth labels. In Fig. B.2, we visualize the ground-truth
similarity matrices of CLIP pre-features, as well as the features and cluster mem-
berships generated by CgMCR2 on CIFAR-20, -100 and TinyImageNet. The
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(a) CLIP CIFAR-20 (b) CLIP CIFAR-100 (c) CLIP TinyImageNet

(d) ZΘ CIFAR-20 (e) ZΘ CIFAR-100 (f) ZΘ TinyImageNet

(g) ΠΦ CIFAR-20 (h) ΠΦ CIFAR-100 (i) ΠΦ TinyImageNet

Fig. B.2: Ground-truth similarity matrices. We plot the similarity matrices of
(a)-(c): CLIP pre-features, (d)-(f): features produced by the CgMCR2’s feature head,
and (g)-(i): cluster memberships produced by the CgMCR2’s cluster head on CIFAR-
20, -100, and TinyImageNet, respectively.

block-diagonal structures of the ground-truth similarity matrices in our method
are clearer than that of the CLIP pre-features.

B.3 Learning Curve

Loss curves. In Fig. B.3, we plot the loss curves of the CgMCR2 objective
during the training on CIFAR-10, -100, TinyImageNet, MNIST, F-MNIST and
Dogs-120. As can be seen, the variation of these loss terms are consistent across
all datasets. During the one-shot initialization, the term R(ZΘ; ϵ) initially in-
creases to its maximum to learn discriminative representations, and subsequently
the term LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ) decrease to their local minimum as it learns parti-
tion information from the discriminative representations. During the fine-tuning,
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(a) CIFAR-10 (b) CIFAR-100 (c) TinyImageNet

(d) MNIST (e) F-MNIST (f) Dogs-120

Fig. B.3: Learning curves of each term in the CgMCR2 objective on CIFAR-10,
-100, TinyImageNet, MNIST, F-MNIST and Dogs-120.

(a) CIFAR-10 (b) CIFAR-100 (c) TinyImageNet

(d) MNIST (e) F-MNIST (f) Dogs-120

Fig. B.4: ACC and NMI curves of ΠΦ on CIFAR-10, -100, TinyImageNet, MNIST,
F-MNIST and Dogs-120.

both LNcut(ΠΦ;A, γ) and Rc(ZΘ,ΠΦ; ϵ) decrease to their global minimum, while
the value of R(ZΘ; ϵ) remains relatively constant.
ACC and NMI curves. We take the outputs of the cluster head ΠΘ as the
cluster membership and plot its ACC and NMI during each training iteration
on CIFAR-20, -100, TinyImageNet, MNIST, F-MNIST and Dogs-120 datasets.
In Fig. B.4, we can observe that our CgMCR2 converges and achieves the stable
clustering results on all tested datasets within 2,500 training iterations.
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