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Deep Reversible Consistency Learning for
Cross-modal Retrieval

Ruitao Pu*, Yang Qin*, Dezhong Peng#, Xiaomin Song, Huiming Zheng

Abstract—Cross-modal retrieval (CMR) typically involves
learning common representations to directly measure similari-
ties between multimodal samples. Most existing CMR methods
commonly assume multimodal samples in pairs and employ joint
training to learn common representations, limiting the flexibility
of CMR. Although some methods adopt independent training
strategies for each modality to improve flexibility in CMR, they
utilize the randomly initialized orthogonal matrices to guide
representation learning, which is suboptimal since they assume
inter-class samples are independent of each other, limiting the
potential of semantic alignments between sample representations
and ground-truth labels. To address these issues, we propose
a novel method termed Deep Reversible Consistency Learning
(DRCL) for cross-modal retrieval. DRCL includes two core
modules, i.e., Selective Prior Learning (SPL) and Reversible
Semantic Consistency learning (RSC). More specifically, SPL
first learns a transformation weight matrix on each modality
and selects the best one based on the quality score as the
Prior, which greatly avoids blind selection of priors learned from
low-quality modalities. Then, RSC employs a Modality-invariant
Representation Recasting mechanism (MRR) to recast the po-
tential modality-invariant representations from sample semantic
labels by the generalized inverse matrix of the prior. Since labels
are devoid of modal-specific information, we utilize the recast
features to guide the representation learning, thus maintaining
semantic consistency to the fullest extent possible. In addition, a
feature augmentation mechanism (FA) is introduced in RSC to
encourage the model to learn over a wider data distribution for
diversity. Finally, extensive experiments conducted on five widely
used datasets and comparisons with 15 state-of-the-art baselines
demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of our DRCL. Code
is available at https://github.com/perquisite/DRCL.

Index Terms—Cross-modal retrieval, Cross-modal learning,
Representation learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE rapid growth of the Internet has led to an exponen-
tial increase in multimedia data [1], [2], [3]. The data

from various modalities or media, such as images, texts, and
videos, frequently pertain to similar topics and content, so
it is a common practice for analysis to employ the samples
from one modality as the query to retrieve related samples
in other modalities. However, there is a heterogeneity gap
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between multimodal data due to inconsistent representation
and distribution, which prevents directly measuring the simi-
larity between multimodal data for retrieval. Hence, a method
capable of eliminating the heterogeneity gap for cross-modal
retrieval is needed.

To overcome this, subspace learning is a prevalent strategy
in various methods [4], [5], [6], [7], in which modal-specific
functions are utilized to map multimodal data in a shared sub-
space, thus eliminating the heterogeneity gap. Among them,
traditional methods such as Canonical Correlation Analysis
(CCA) [5], aim to maximize statistical similarity between
data to learn the shared subspace. However, due to the in-
tricate correlation patterns inherent in real-world data, linear
modeling has limited effectiveness in dealing with such data.
Although some CCA-variants [4] leverage kernel tricks to
capture non-linear relationships between data, determining the
most suitable kernel function remains an open challenge.

Due to the powerful nonlinear modeling capabilities of deep
neural networks (DNNs), various DNNs-based methods [8],
[9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15] have been proposed to
learn the common semantic space. For instance, Hu et al. [16]
introduced a Deep Supervised Cross-modal Retrieval method
(DSCMR) to align intra-class sample representations and
make inter-class sample representations more discriminative
by utilizing the semantic information in labels. Qian et al. [17]
employed Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) to extract relevant
information between labels and leverage dual-adversarial gen-
erative networks to eliminate modal-specific information while
aligning semantics. However, these methods are specifically
tailored for the data in processing two modalities, which
would significantly increase the learning complexity when
performing multiple (more than two) modalities interactions,
as they require pairwise training to align across multiple
modalities. To address this, some methods specifically target
retrieval between multiple modalities by pairwise training
simultaneously, such as MRL [11] and MAN [12]. However,
these methods require the multimodal samples to be paired,
which might be unavailable or hard due to inconsistent data
collection in reality. For this issue, some approaches [13], [14]
focus on improving flexibility in cross-modal retrieval. For
example, Hu et al. [13] pre-define a common subspace by
randomly initializing a mutually orthogonal matrix to guide
subspace learning for each modality. Wang et al. [14] also
utilize a randomly initialized and mutually orthogonal matrix
to align features from the common subspace and semantics in
labels. Simultaneously, a network trained in the first modality
is used to generate a feature for each category in the common
subspace, guiding subspace learning for each modality. Both
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methods ensure independent and non-interfering subspace
learning for each modality, enhancing flexibility in cross-
modal retrieval.

It is noticeable that the aforementioned methods [13], [14]
deploy shared matrices or fully connected layers to align
the semantics between sample representations and labels. In
addition, they generate a feature for each category as an anchor
or prior to guide representation learning for all modalities.
To enhance the discriminability between inter-class samples
in the common subspace, these methods assume inter-class
samples are independent of each other and utilize mutually
orthogonal matrices to guide cross-modal learning. However,
according to our observation, using mutually orthogonal ma-
trices to constrain subspace learning is suboptimal as detailed
in Section IV-H2 because it fails to take dependencies between
inter-class samples into account, limiting the semantic align-
ment potentiality between sample representations and ground-
truth labels. Additionally, MARS [14] deploys fully connected
layers to generate a feature for each category in the subspace
while deploying a matrix to map sample representations into
label space. However, there is no guarantee that the two
processes are reversible, thus failing to ensure the consistency
of the semantics in the conversion.

To address the shortcomings mentioned above, this paper
introduces a method termed Deep Reversible Consistency
Learning (DRCL) for cross-modal retrieval. As illustrated
in Figure 1, the method comprises a Selective Prior Learning
(SPL) module and a Reversible Semantic Consistency learning
(RSC) module. Specifically, we no longer require shared trans-
formation weight matrices to be mutually orthogonal to guide
cross-modal learning. To obtain a more appropriate prior, SPL
first optimizes the independent transformation weight matrix
on each modality and then selects the best one as the prior for
representation learning based on quality scores, which greatly
avoids the blind selection of the priors learned from low-
quality modality. Secondly, to ensure that the semantics are
always reversible during the conversion process, RSC deploys
the generalized inverse matrix of the selected prior matrix to
convert sample labels into the corresponding category features
as modality-invariant representations. To promote diversity,
RSC first employs a feature augmentation mechanism (FA) to
encourage the model to learn over a wider data distribution by
executing the mixup operation in the embedding space, which
is a more flexible way since it does not need to pay attention
to the modality format in the input space. To eliminate the
cross-modal discrepancy, RSC minimizes the distance between
modality-invariant representations and representations of cor-
responding intra-class samples. Simultaneously, RSC strives
to minimize the distance between sample feature distributions
and category feature distributions with the same semantics,
while maximizing the gap between those with different seman-
tics. This ensures the compactness between intra-class sample
representations and the discriminability for inter-class sample
representations. Finally, RSC utilizes a label loss to maintain
semantic consistency between the sample representations and
the actual labels. Overall, the contributions of this paper are
outlined as follows:
(1) We propose a novel method, namely Deep Reversible

Consistency Learning (DRCL), for cross-modal retrieval.
DRCL flexibly performs cross-modal learning and elim-
inates the necessity for pairwise training when involving
multiple modalities, thereby greatly reducing training
complexity.

(2) A Selective Prior Learning (SPL) module is proposed to
obtain an ideal prior to guide representation learning,
which retains the best characteristics of multi-modal
data. We demonstrate that it can be directly used in
existing methods ( e.g., SDML and MARS) to improve
performance.

(3) A Reversible Semantic Consistency learning (RSC) mod-
ule is designed to recast the modality-invariant represen-
tation by the Modality-invariant Representation recasting
mechanism (MRR) to enhance inter-class discriminability
and intra-class compactness while keeping the semantic
consistency.

(4) We conduct extensive experiments on five benchmark
datasets. The results demonstrate that our proposed
method outperforms 15 state-of-the-art methods, show-
casing its effectiveness. Besides, detailed analysis illus-
trates the rationality of the design of our method.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Subspace Learning

Subspace learning [5], [18], [19], [20], [21], as a preva-
lent learning paradigm for cross-modal retrieval, can learn
a promising common subspace that accurately measures the
similarities between cross-modal samples. Traditional sub-
space learning methods project data from different modali-
ties into a shared space by learning modality-specific linear
projection matrices. Canonical Correlation Analysis (CCA)
[5], Multi-set CCA (MCCA) [22], and Cross-Modality Cor-
relation Propagation (CMCP) [23] exemplify this approach
by maximizing the correlation between data to learn linear
projection matrices. However, these methods don’t leverage
semantic information from the labels. In contrast, Generalized
Multiview Analysis [24] introduces the Fisher criterion to
enhance the discriminative nature of features with different
semantics categories in the common subspace. ASFOH [21]
uses asymmetric supervision signal fusion-oriented to improve
the discriminability of shared semantic representation. Despite
their commendable performance, these methods fall short in
capturing highly nonlinear relationships present in real-world
data due to their reliance on linear models. Although nonlinear
models incorporating kernel tricks, such as kernel CCA [4],
have been proposed to address this limitation, identifying
the appropriate kernel function for specific data remains an
open challenge. In response to this, deep learning methods
with strong nonlinear modeling capabilities have emerged
to capture intricate relationships between data modalities.
For example, Cross-Modal Subspace Clustering DCCA [25],
Multi-View Multi-Label CCA [26], and Variational Autoen-
coder with CCA [27] utilize Deep Neural Networks (DNNs)
to project data into a subspace and subsequently capture
correlations between modalities.
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Fig. 1: The overall framework of DRCL includes two modules: Selective Prior Learning (SPL) and Reversible Semantic
Consistency learning (RSC). (a) In SPL, we first optimize the transformation weight matrices on each modality and select
the best one based on the quality scores {Sk}Kk=1 as the prior to guide the subsequent RSC. (b) In RSC, we introduce a
feature augmentation mechanism (FA) to encourage the model to learn over a wider data distribution. Then, we utilize the
Modality-invariant Representation Recasting mechanism (MRR) to recast the modality-invariant representation (ỹi

kW
−1) for

each semantic category by the prior matrix W for the subsequent learning. Lastly, we employ JL for semantic consistency
in the label space, JD to enhance intra-class compactness and inter-class discriminability, and JMSE for semantic invariance
in the common subspace. (c) is the overall training pipeline of DRCL, including one-time SPL and K times RSC learning
modality-specific encoders (F = {Fk}Kk=1) for all modalities.

However, these methods usually perform pairwise learn-
ing for two views/modalities. When multiple modalities are
involved, all combinations need to be learned, which brings
huge training costs and cannot be well applied to real-world
scenarios. In this paper, we focus on utilizing the DNN-based
models in an efficient way to achieve cross-modal learning
in a common subspace, thus bridging the heterogeneity gap
across modalities.

B. Deep Cross-modal Retrieval

Thanks to the powerful nonlinear modeling capabilities
inherent in DNN models, a plethora of approaches [8], [9],
[10], [28], [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [35], [15] have
emerged to address the heterogeneity challenges in cross-
modal retrieval (CMR) by various Paradigms, e.g., cross-
modal hashing [36], [31], vision language pre-training [33],
multimodal large language model [32], and etc. In this paper,
we focus on category-based cross-modal retrieval. Based on
the type of training paradigm, existing deep CMR methods
for category-based cross-modal retrieval can be roughly di-
vided into two groups: paired-oriented methods and paired-
free methods. The paired-oriented methods [9], [30], [35]
commonly focus on learning projection networks of dif-
ferent modalities by extracting the semantic co-occurrence
information from the same instance pair. On the one hand,
to improve discriminability, some methods [37], [17], [38]
leverage semantic information in the labels to improve se-
mantic alignments on features in the common subspace. For
example, GNN4CMR [17] employs graph neural networks to
capture correlative semantic information between labels, while
deploying dual adversarial generative networks to eliminate
modality-specific information, facilitating improved semantic
alignment. To improve the efficiency, some methods [11], [12],

[39] jointly train data from multiple modalities. However, these
methods require data from all modalities to be paired, which is
often unavailable in reality. Unlike paired-free CMR methods
[13], [14] featuring flexible learning frameworks that train
each modality independently have been proposed and obtained
promising results from the well-designed training pipeline. For
instance, MARS [14] employs a mutually orthogonal matrix
for mapping sample representations into label space, simulta-
neously using a label network learned on the first modality to
extract label features devoid of modality-specific information,
guiding modality-specific sub-network learning. The above
methods independently train data from each modality without
mutual interference, effectively reducing computational com-
plexity while maintaining high performance.

Although the previously mentioned methods have made
considerable progress, the majority of them can handle only
two modalities simultaneously or require paired modal data,
which limits real-world application. The paired-free methods
adopt flexible learning frameworks to mitigate this challenge,
but they overlook dependencies between inter-class samples.
In contrast, this paper introduces a method that integrates both
considerations of dependencies between inter-class samples
and flexibility in processing multiple modalities.

III. THE PROPOSED METHOD

A. Problem Formulation

Without loss of generality, we first define some notations
to clearly illustrate this work. Let D = {Xk,Yk}Kk=1 be the
dataset with K modalities, where Xk means the sample set
from the k-th modality and Yk the corresponding category
label set. The samples from the k-th modality are represented
as Xk =

{
x1
k,x

2
k, · · · ,x

Nk

k

}
, where xi

k represents the i-th
sample from the k-th modality and the Nk is the number
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of samples from the k-th modality. The labels from the k-
th modality are donated as Yk =

{
y1
k,y

2
k, · · · ,y

Nk

k

}
, where

yi
k ∈ R1×C denotes the label of the sample xi

k and C is
the number of categories. Note that if xi

k belongs to the c-
th category c ∈ {1, 2, · · · , C}, the c-th element of yi

k is 1,
i.e., yi,ck = 1, otherwise yi,ck = 0. The k-th modality-specific
encoder that projects samples into the common subspace is
defined as Fk(·,Φk) ∈ R1×d, where d is the dimensionality
of the common subspace. For brevity, Fk(x

i
k,Φk) is denoted

as f ik in the following. The transformation weight matrix of
the k-th modality is denoted as Wk ∈ Rd×C .

To eliminate the heterogeneity gap between different modal-
ities, we expect the multimodal samples with the same se-
mantics compact and the ones with different semantics far
apart in the common subspace. To achieve this, we propose
a Deep Reversible Consistency Learning (DRCL) framework
to constrain cross-modal learning, thus maintaining semantic
consistency to the fullest extent possible. Our DRCL consists
of two steps: 1) To achieve sample-to-label transformation for
preserving semantic constraints, we first learn a transformation
weight matrix on each modality and select the best one based
on the quality scores as the prior. This process is called
Selective Prior Learning (SPL). 2) Then, we employ the re-
versible matrix of the learned prior to guide the representation
learning while keeping the consistency between label space
and common space for better invariance, discriminability,
and consistency. The process is called Reversible Semantic
Consistency learning (RSC). Next, we will elaborate on SPL
and RSC for cross-modal retrieval.

B. Selective Prior Learning

To alleviate the modality discrepancy, previous works [14],
[16] usually utilize a shared classifier or orthogonal trans-
formation weight matrix to constrain and learn modality
invariant features. However, the shared classifier strategy usu-
ally requires multiple modalities to be trained jointly, which
limits the flexibility of the cross-modal model, especially
in processing multiple modalities. In addition, as discussed
in Section IV-H, we observe that the orthogonal strategy used
in the transformation weight matrix is suboptimal in practical
situations since the forced assumption of irrelevances of inter-
class samples. To this end, we employ the matrix with the best
quality score selected from the transformation weight matrixes
trained on all modalities as the prior to guide representation
learning, which can globally maintain the semantic consistency
between representations and labels to the fullest extent. To be
specific, we optimize an identical transformation weight matrix
on each modality and formulate a loss to guide the learning of
the transformation weight matrix. For the k-th modality, the
loss is defined as follows:

Jp =
1

qNk

Nk∑
i=1

(
1−

( C∑
c=1

yi,ck

ef
i
kw

c
k∑C

j=1e
f ikw

j
k

)q)
(1)

where f ik denotes the representation of the sample xi
k in the

common subspace, wc
k ∈ Rd×1 is the c-th column vector of

Wk, and q ∈ (0, 1] is a regulatory factor that controls the

hardness. In our experiments, we let q gradually increase from
a very small value to 1 with the number of training epochs. The
intuition behind this lies in balancing the hardness of learning.
In the early stages of training, the smaller q penalizes the
semantic alignment deviations more, which helps the model
pay more attention to the samples whose semantics are harder
to align, allowing the model to learn basic patterns and features
faster. As the training progresses, gradually increasing q can
lessen the penalty for semantic alignment bias, allowing the
model to focus more on overall performance later in training.

After obtaining all learned modality transformation weight
matrices by Jp, we compare them by a quality score that
measures the quality of these weight matrices and select the
best one to guide subsequent cross-modal learning. The score
of the matrix Wk of the k-th modality is computed as follows:

Sk =
1

Nk

Nk∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

yi,ck

ef
i
kw

c
k∑C

j=1e
f ikw

j
k

. (2)

Obviously, the higher the score is, the closer the representa-
tions of the samples are to the semantics of the ground-truth
labels. Then, we select the learned matrix with the highest
score as the prior, i.e., W = argmaxWk

{Sk}Kk=1.

C. Reversible Semantic Consistency Learning

In this section, we introduce a new cross-modal learning
paradigm that learns the modality-invariant and inter-class dis-
criminative representations for cross-modal retrieval, namely
Reversible Semantic Consistency learning (RSC). First, to
encourage the model to learn over a wider data distribution,
RSC introduces a Feature Augmentation mechanism (FA).
Specifically, we employ Mixup operation [40] in the embed-
ding space to implement this, which can be formulated as:

f̃ ik = λf ik + (1− λ)f jk , ỹi
k = λyi

k + (1− λ)yj
k, (3)

where λ ∈ (0, 1) is a mixing factor. Instead of mixing
samples in the input space [41], our strategy performs the
mixing in the embedding space, which is able to mine higher-
level information and thus provides additional training signals.
Secondly, since pairwise samples of different modalities are
often unavailable and labels contain no modal-specific instance
information, we propose a Modality-invariant Representation
Recasting mechanism (MRR) to bridge the representation
learning on each modality in the common subspace by the
learned prior W, thereby obtaining modality-invariant repre-
sentations while keeping flexibility. Specifically, we first use
the prior W to recast the modality-invariant representation for
each semantic category based on the assumption that the labels
are mapped completely accurately, i.e., |f̃ ikW − ỹi

k| towards
0, which is expressed as:

|f̃ ikW − ỹi
k| = 0 ⇔ f̃ ikW = ỹi

k ⇔
f̃ ikWW−1 = ỹi

kW
−1 ⇔ f̃ ik = ỹi

kW
−1.

(4)

Thus, the modality-invariant representations (ỹi
kW

−1) can
be recast by the generalized reversible matrix of W. For
convenience, we donate W−1 as L. Then, we minimize the
distance between modality-invariant representation and the
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representations of corresponding intra-class samples in the
common subspace, thus eliminating the cross-modal discrep-
ancy. Technically, the loss for the k-th modality is defined as
follows:

JMSE =
1

Nk

Nk∑
i=1

∥∥∥f̃ ik − ỹi
kL
∥∥∥2
2
. (5)

Although JMSE tries to keep the modality invariance of intra-
class samples, it cannot enhance inter-class discriminability
between samples well. To this end, we formulate a loss
function to enforce similarity among representations of intra-
class samples and discriminability among representations of
inter-class samples. The loss function is as follows:

JD =
1

N2
k

Nk∑
i=1

Nk∑
j=1

{
cos(ỹi

kL, ỹ
j
kL)− cos(f̃ ik, f̃

j
k)
}2

+
1

N2
k

Nk∑
i=1

Nk∑
j=1

{
cos(ỹi

kL, f̃
j
k)− cos(f̃ ik, ỹ

j
kL)
}2

,

(6)

where cos(a,b) denotes the cosine similarity between a and
b. Clearly, with effective prior learning, minimizing this loss
function can robustly enhance the invariance of intra-class
sample features in the common subspace, while simultane-
ously improving the discriminability of inter-class sample
features.

Besides, to maintain semantic consistency in the label space
between sample representations and ground-truth labels, we
exploit the same label loss function as Equation (1) in SPL,
which is as follows:

JL =
1

qNk

Nk∑
i=1

(
1−

( C∑
c=1

ỹi,ck

ef̃
i
kw

c∑C
j=1e

f̃ ikw
j

)q)
, (7)

where wc ∈ Rd×1 is the c-th column vector of W and ỹk
i,c

is the c-th element of ỹik. Finally, we combine the above three
loss functions (Equations (5) to (7)) for joint optimization. The
total loss function is as follows:

J = JL + αJD + βJMSE , (8)

where α and β are the hyperparameters to control the contri-
bution of each component. Additionally, the detailed steps of
DRCL are shown in Algorithm 1 for reproducibility.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To verify the effectiveness of our proposed method,
we conducted experiments on five datasets, namely, XMe-
dia [42], XMediaNet [43], Wikipedia [44], NUS-WIDE [1],
and INRIA-Websearch [45]. First, we compare the proposed
DRCL with fifteen state-of-the-art methods to verify its superi-
ority. Subsequently, we perform additional analyses on DRCL,
including ablation experiments, hyperparameter selection, the
evaluation of different priors, and the assessment of our priors’
impact on other advanced methods. Furthermore, the true
relevance between samples is measured in terms of their
semantic classes, following the approaches in [11], [13], [14].

Algorithm 1: The training process of our DRCL

Input: The dataset D = {Xk,Yk}Kk=1, the encoders
F = {Fk(·,Φk)}Kk of K modalities, and the
learning rate lr

Randomly generate an orthogonal matrix Wrandom;
Randomly initialize {Φk}Kk=1;
for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K do

Wk = Wrandom;
for t = 1, 2, · · · , num epochs do

for j = 1, 2, · · · , num steps do
Sample a mini-batch (X̄ , Ȳ) from (Xk,Yk);
Calculate the representations for the
samples in X̄ by Fk(·,Φk);

Calculate Jp shown in Equation (1);
Calculate gradients of Wk and Φk and
update parameters by Wk = Wk − lr

∂Jp

∂Wk

and Φk = Φk − lr
∂Jp

∂Φk
;

end
end
Calculate the quality score Sk by Equation (2);

end
Select the weight matrix with the best quality score as

the prior matrix W and reinitialize {Φk}Kk=1;
for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K do

for t = 1, 2, · · · , num epochs do
for j = 1, 2, · · · , num steps do

Sample a mini-batch (X̄ , Ȳ) from (Xk,Yk);
Calculate the representations for the
samples in X̄ by Fk(·,Φk);

Perform FA by Equation (3);
Calculate J shown in Equation (8);
Calculate the gradients of Φk and update

parameters by Φk = Φk − lr
∂J
∂Φk

;
end

end
end
Output: The optimized parameters of K encoders

A. Datasets

The statistics of the five datasets used in our experiments are
presented in Table I. The details of each dataset are provided
in the supplementary material.

B. Implementation Details

In DRCL, each subnetwork has independent parameters
but shares the same network structure that comprises two
fully connected layers and a representation layer. The first
two layers consist of 4096 neurons each, employing the
ReLU activation function. For the XMedia, XMediaNet, and
INRIA-Websearch datasets, the number of neural units in the
representation layer is set to 512, while for the Wikipedia and
NUS-WIDE datasets, the number is 2048. Note that the output
of the representation layer is normalized. For all datasets, we
set the hyperparameters as α = 0.1 and β = 0.1 based on our
parameter sensitivity analysis in Section IV-G and the mixing
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TABLE I: General statistics of the five datasets, where “*/*/*”
in the “Instance” column indicates the number of samples for
training, validation, and testing, respectively. ‘Websearch’ is
the abbreviation of the INRIA-Websearch dataset.

Dataset Category Modality Instance Feature

XMedia 20

Image 4,000/500/500 4,096d VGG
Text 4,000/500/500 3,000d Bow

Audio clip 800/100/100 29d MFCC
3D model 400/50/50 4,700d LightField

Video 969/87/87 4,096d C3D

XMediaNet 200

Image 32,000/4,000/4,000 4,096d VGG
Text 32,000/4,000/4,000 300d Doc2Vec

Audio clip 8,000/1,000/1,000 672d MFCC
3D model 1,600/200/200 4,700d LightField

Video 8,000/1,000/1,000 4,096d C3D

Wikipedia 10 Image 2,173/231/462 4,096d VGG
Text 2,173/231/462 300d Doc2Vec

NUS-WIDE 10 Image 8,000/1,000/1,000 4,096d VGG
Text 8,000/1,000/1,000 300d Doc2Vec

Websearch 100 Image 9,000/1,332/4,366 4,096d VGG
Text 9,000/1,332/4,366 1,000d LDA

factor λ as 0.9. All experiments are conducted on a single
GeForce RTX3090Ti 24GB GPU.

C. Evaluation Metric
To assess the efficacy of various methodologies, we employ

mean average precision (MAP) as the evaluation metric. The
MAP score for the top Nrank rankings can be formulated as:

MAP =
1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

1

Ri

Nrank∑
k=1

Ri,k

k
×Ri,flag (9)

where Nt is the number of samples in the test set, Ri is the
number of samples relevant to the i-th query in the top-Nrank

returned result, and Ri,k is the number of samples relevant to
the i-th query in the top-k returned result. Note that Ri,flag

= 1 if the k-th returned result is relevant to the i-th query,
otherwise Ri,flag = 0. In our experiments, we exploit MAP
scores for both overall rankings (MAP@all) and the top 50
rankings (MAP@50) as retrieval metrics to evaluate retrieval
performance. The results of MAP@50 scores are provided in
the supplementary material.

D. Compared Methods
To validate the effectiveness of our proposed approach,

we conduct a comparative analysis against fifteen state-
of-the-art methodologies, namely, MCCA (TIP’02) [22],
CMCP (ICASSP’12) [23], ACMR (ACM MM’17) [46], MM-
SAE (IJON’19) [47], DSCMR (CVPR’19) [16], SDML (SI-
GIR’19) [13], MAN (KBS’19) [12], DRSL (INS’21) [48],
MRL (CVPR’21) [11], ALGCN (TMM’21) [49], ELR-
CMR (ACM MM’22) [39], MARS (TCSVT’22) [14],
GNN4CMR (TPAMI’23) [17], RONO (CVPR’23) [50], and
COXI (IJMIR’24) [38]. Since RONO [50] aims at cross-modal
retrieval between images and 3D point clouds, we replace
the backbones used in [16] with the original backbones. For
the remaining methods, we utilize their original backbones.
These baselines can be divided into two groups: 1) Paired-
oriented methods that require paired modal data. 2) Paired-
free methods do not require paired modal data. Among these

baselines, CMCP, ACMR, MMSAE, DSCMR, DRSL, AL-
GCN, GNN4CMR, RONO, and COXI are the paired-oriented
methods that can only handle two modalities simultaneously.
In our experiments, for these baselines except for GNN4CMR,
RONO, and COXI, we only conducted experiments on the
Wikipedia, NUS-WIDE, and INRIA-Websearch datasets. For
GNN4CMR, RONO, and COXI, the experiments encompassed
not only the Wikipedia, NUS-WIDE, and Websearch datasets
but also extended to the XMedia and XMediaNet datasets
by performing multiple experiments in a pairwise manner on
every two modalities. By contrast, MAN, MRL, and ELRCMR
are paired-oriented methods that can only handle multiple
modalities simultaneously. For all paired-oriented methods, we
employ repeated sampling to ensure cross-modal data in pairs
during training. As for paired-free methods, MCCA, SDML,
MARS, and our DRCL, we conduct experiments directly
without any processing of the datasets. Besides, note that all
results are reproduction results on the same dataset settings.

E. Comparison with the State-of-the-Art Methods

As shown in Table II, compared with nine state-of-the-
art methods, the average MAP@all of our DRCL on the
XMedia dataset surpasses the second-best baseline MARS
by 4.0%. For the XMediaNet dataset, our DRCL achieves
average MAPs that are 3.2% higher than that of the second-
best baseline MARS. Additionally, MCCA exhibits poor per-
formance due to the failure to leverage semantic information
in labels and reliance on linear modeling. Notably, the large
number of categories (200) in the XMediaNet dataset increases
the learning difficulty, resulting in a significant performance
decrease across all methods. Some paired-oriented methods,
such as MAN, MRL, ELRCMR, GNN4CMR, RONO, and
COXI, directly push representations of true sample pairs close
to eliminate the cross-modal gap. However, for the XMedia
and XMediaNet datasets, only images and texts are paired
while other modalities can only construct sample pairs through
repeated sampling. As a result, the representations of intra-
class samples learned from them are not compact enough,
resulting in lower performance. In contrast, our DRCL focuses
on the consistency of intra-class samples, thus achieving good
performance. Although SDML and MARS also focus on the
consistency of intra-class samples like our DRCL, DRCL
outperforms them as we learned the best prior which liber-
ates constraints on the semantic alignment between sample
representations and ground-truth semantic labels. The com-
prehensive experimental results in these tables underscore the
effectiveness of our DRCL.

From Table III, it can be observed that DRCL obtains the
highest average MAP@all scores on the Wikipedia, INRIA-
Websearch, and NUS-WIDE datasets, which are 0.550, 0.578,
and 0.611, respectively, while the second-best scores are 0.531,
0.562, and 0.595, respectively. It is noteworthy that Wikipedia,
INRIA-Websearch, and NUS-WIDE are the datasets that con-
tain only two modal data in pairs. Hence, most methods that
require paired modal data have decent performance on these
datasets. However, the INRIA-Websearch dataset has more
categories, increasing the learning complexity, some methods
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TABLE II: Comparison of MAP@all scores on the XMedia and XMediaNet datasets. The best and second-best results are in
bold and underlined, respectively. The methods requiring repeated sampling are marked with ‘*’.

Dataset Methods Image Text Audio 3D Video AvgTarget Text Audio 3D Video Image Audio 3D Video Image Text 3D Video Image Text Audio Video Image Text Audio 3D

X
M

ed
ia

MCCA 0.752 0.099 0.120 0.126 0.773 0.106 0.115 0.086 0.067 0.074 0.121 0.099 0.096 0.057 0.125 0.101 0.090 0.088 0.105 0.121 0.166
SDML 0.901 0.480 0.696 0.658 0.917 0.501 0.724 0.687 0.474 0.489 0.436 0.373 0.682 0.699 0.383 0.552 0.585 0.597 0.327 0.516 0.584
MAN* 0.871 0.581 0.556 0.631 0.893 0.617 0.593 0.669 0.568 0.596 0.460 0.439 0.560 0.574 0.370 0.457 0.588 0.614 0.404 0.439 0.574
MRL* 0.795 0.309 0.406 0.423 0.776 0.290 0.405 0.396 0.292 0.296 0.170 0.145 0.419 0.416 0.162 0.333 0.549 0.511 0.134 0.342 0.379

ELRCMR* 0.814 0.329 0.419 0.370 0.779 0.312 0.400 0.320 0.289 0.271 0.138 0.128 0.385 0.399 0.182 0.303 0.493 0.491 0.128 0.386 0.367
MARS 0.887 0.569 0.643 0.642 0.888 0.593 0.667 0.671 0.534 0.565 0.454 0.409 0.652 0.667 0.430 0.488 0.584 0.605 0.381 0.473 0.590

GNN4CMR* 0.875 0.453 0.624 0.627 0.880 0.472 0.642 0.617 0.475 0.480 0.415 0.244 0.595 0.587 0.306 0.446 0.562 0.563 0.238 0.459 0.528
RONO* 0.896 0.469 0.656 0.576 0.906 0.442 0.665 0.637 0.474 0.480 0.124 0.124 0.584 0.619 0.199 0.413 0.555 0.589 0.141 0.496 0.502
COXI* 0.896 0.225 0.206 0.342 0.910 0.222 0.271 0.283 0.206 0.218 0.106 0.153 0.156 0.163 0.102 0.126 0.316 0.298 0.131 0.169 0.275
DRCL 0.902 0.624 0.698 0.662 0.909 0.666 0.729 0.695 0.593 0.625 0.506 0.443 0.688 0.712 0.460 0.522 0.594 0.621 0.421 0.539 0.630

X
M

ed
ia

N
et

MCCA 0.090 0.012 0.021 0.011 0.098 0.012 0.022 0.011 0.008 0.007 0.023 0.013 0.006 0.006 0.011 0.008 0.007 0.007 0.012 0.018 0.020
SDML 0.561 0.351 0.293 0.357 0.576 0.289 0.240 0.294 0.369 0.293 0.146 0.191 0.345 0.269 0.165 0.190 0.358 0.290 0.189 0.165 0.297
MAN* 0.007 0.013 0.020 0.012 0.010 0.013 0.021 0.015 0.008 0.007 0.028 0.014 0.007 0.007 0.016 0.011 0.008 0.007 0.014 0.030 0.013
MRL* 0.084 0.027 0.025 0.025 0.106 0.028 0.024 0.025 0.014 0.011 0.023 0.014 0.014 0.011 0.016 0.017 0.016 0.015 0.019 0.022 0.027

ELRCMR* 0.056 0.024 0.017 0.024 0.073 0.024 0.018 0.023 0.017 0.011 0.014 0.013 0.010 0.009 0.018 0.037 0.017 0.015 0.016 0.031 0.023
MARS 0.584 0.356 0.310 0.368 0.574 0.309 0.263 0.320 0.356 0.311 0.170 0.197 0.346 0.289 0.191 0.220 0.374 0.327 0.201 0.198 0.313

GNN4CMR* 0.577 0.292 0.266 0.384 0.582 0.217 0.232 0.312 0.288 0.219 0.126 0.015 0.307 0.233 0.115 0.163 0.374 0.303 0.014 0.167 0.259
RONO* 0.173 0.158 0.244 0.296 0.144 0.034 0.092 0.057 0.151 0.034 0.066 0.011 0.213 0.073 0.058 0.127 0.283 0.068 0.012 0.114 0.120
COXI* 0.645 0.066 0.042 0.139 0.634 0.065 0.050 0.137 0.087 0.077 0.035 0.012 0.027 0.024 0.028 0.021 0.153 0.130 0.013 0.027 0.121
DRCL 0.640 0.408 0.313 0.415 0.642 0.358 0.274 0.364 0.412 0.356 0.186 0.236 0.362 0.310 0.209 0.236 0.409 0.343 0.232 0.198 0.345

TABLE III: Comparison of MAP@all scores on the Wikipedia,
NUS-WIDE, and INRIA-Websearch datasets. The best and
second-best results are in bold and underlined, respectively.
The ‘I’, and ‘T’ abbreviations stand for Image and Text,
respectively.

Methods Wikipedia INRIA-Websearch NUS-WIDE
I →T T→I Avg I →T T→I Avg I →T T→I Avg

MCCA 0.296 0.283 0.290 0.369 0.393 0.381 0.387 0.392 0.390
CMCP 0.524 0.489 0.507 0.343 0.359 0.351 0.551 0.572 0.562
ACMR 0.434 0.414 0.424 0.420 0.426 0.423 0.537 0.542 0.540

MMSAE 0.413 0.383 0.398 0.144 0.141 0.143 0.531 0.549 0.540
DSCMR 0.489 0.462 0.476 0.538 0.572 0.555 0.578 0.587 0.583
SDML 0.546 0.503 0.525 0.542 0.571 0.557 0.597 0.592 0.595
MAN 0.449 0.421 0.435 0.119 0.126 0.123 0.484 0.528 0.506
DRSL 0.498 0.472 0.485 0.479 0.509 0.494 0.517 0.555 0.536
MRL 0.549 0.512 0.531 0.313 0.304 0.309 0.572 0.581 0.577

ALGCN 0.485 0.451 0.468 0.415 0.411 0.413 0.569 0.570 0.570
ELRCMR 0.543 0.501 0.522 0.300 0.283 0.292 0.549 0.567 0.558

MARS 0.531 0.479 0.505 0.545 0.564 0.555 0.551 0.555 0.553
GNN4CMR 0.521 0.480 0.501 0.523 0.538 0.531 0.595 0.591 0.593

RONO 0.521 0.473 0.497 0.470 0.478 0.474 0.559 0.590 0.575
COXI 0.547 0.499 0.523 0.553 0.571 0.562 0.571 0.576 0.574
DRCL 0.562 0.537 0.550 0.567 0.588 0.578 0.606 0.615 0.611

perform poorly on this dataset, e.g., MMSAE and MAN.
Besides, our DRCL also can outperform SDML and MARS
on the INRIA-Websearch dataset thanks to that we learned the
best prior. Overall, our DRCL shows excellent performance
on all datasets, which is enough to prove the stability and
superiority of our method. Also, to further evaluate the perfor-
mance of the proposed DRCL, precision-recall curves in terms
of two cross-modal retrieval tasks (i.e., I2T and T2I) on the
Wikipedia and NUS-WIDE datasets are plotted in Figure 2.
In the figure, recall denotes the proportion of samples that
the model correctly retrieves as relevant among all samples
that are actually relevant to the query, while precision denotes
the proportion of samples that are actually relevant among all
samples predicted by the model to be relevant to the query.
From the figure, it can be observed that our DRCL has higher

TABLE IV: Ablation experiment settings, where ‘*’ in the
column of ‘q’ indicates the same settings as DRCL. W−1,
W⊤, and FA represent the inverse matrix of the prior matrix,
the transpose matrix of the prior matrix, and conducting FA
in the input space, respectively. ‘✓’ represents used.

No. SPL RSC
JL JD JMSE q L FA

#1 ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 ✓
#2 ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 ✓
#3 ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 ✓
#4 ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 ✓
#5 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.01 W−1 ✓
#6 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.50 W−1 ✓
#7 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 1.00 W−1 ✓
#8 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 2.00 W−1 ✓
#9 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ * W⊤ ✓
#10 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1

#11 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 FA
Ours ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ * W−1 ✓

precision at the same recall rate, demonstrating the superior
performance of the proposed DRCL, which has a consistent
conclusion with MAP scores.

F. Ablation Study

In this section, we study the contribution of individual
components of DRCL by conducting experiments on 11 vari-
ants. Specifically, 1) #1: Removing SPL and directly using a
randomly generated matrix to optimize the model. 2) #2-4:
Removing one of the three losses in RSC (i.e., JL, JMSE ,
and JD) respectively to optimize the model. 3) #5-8: Setting
the q in JL to different fixed values (i.e., 0.01, 0.50, 1.00,
and 2.00) to optimize the model. 4) #9: Replacing W−1

with W⊤ to optimize the model. 5) #10: Removing FA to
optimize the model. 6) #11: Replacing FA with a variant of FA
that performs Mixup in feature space rather than embedding
space to optimize the model. The detailed settings of the
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Fig. 2: Precision-recall curves on the Wikipedia and NUS-WIDE datasets. See the supplementary material for more results.

TABLE V: Performance (MAP@all) on the XMedia dataset with different ablation settings. Best scores are in Bold.

XMedia
Image Text Audio 3D Video AvgNo. Text Audio 3D Video Image Audio 3D Video Image Text 3D Video Image Text Audio Video Image Text Audio 3D

#1 0.896 0.607 0.644 0.659 0.902 0.642 0.671 0.690 0.578 0.612 0.490 0.461 0.634 0.661 0.444 0.485 0.586 0.620 0.416 0.507 0.610
#2 0.073 0.082 0.098 0.137 0.049 0.119 0.162 0.111 0.082 0.104 0.125 0.086 0.068 0.115 0.116 0.110 0.127 0.127 0.083 0.115 0.104
#3 0.900 0.610 0.649 0.663 0.905 0.647 0.685 0.691 0.588 0.625 0.469 0.420 0.642 0.667 0.452 0.496 0.580 0.622 0.417 0.480 0.610
#4 0.901 0.624 0.638 0.663 0.904 0.660 0.661 0.695 0.589 0.625 0.482 0.438 0.683 0.704 0.466 0.525 0.585 0.618 0.416 0.515 0.620
#5 0.898 0.561 0.633 0.637 0.909 0.603 0.669 0.669 0.534 0.569 0.455 0.375 0.603 0.627 0.359 0.443 0.588 0.625 0.367 0.490 0.581
#6 0.899 0.609 0.570 0.629 0.898 0.650 0.594 0.656 0.584 0.623 0.450 0.431 0.545 0.564 0.384 0.440 0.574 0.616 0.426 0.459 0.580
#7 0.892 0.545 0.650 0.591 0.887 0.579 0.676 0.625 0.541 0.585 0.459 0.387 0.554 0.585 0.362 0.419 0.557 0.595 0.374 0.459 0.566
#8 0.813 0.455 0.487 0.553 0.787 0.443 0.415 0.555 0.360 0.371 0.268 0.271 0.382 0.375 0.190 0.338 0.521 0.546 0.265 0.406 0.440
#9 0.898 0.592 0.681 0.635 0.903 0.624 0.714 0.662 0.567 0.600 0.493 0.407 0.700 0.741 0.470 0.508 0.572 0.590 0.396 0.533 0.614
#10 0.894 0.616 0.661 0.660 0.899 0.658 0.683 0.693 0.584 0.620 0.498 0.433 0.671 0.700 0.458 0.524 0.591 0.621 0.425 0.518 0.620
#11 0.896 0.605 0.627 0.658 0.908 0.637 0.651 0.688 0.585 0.610 0.458 0.428 0.658 0.674 0.448 0.497 0.577 0.605 0.410 0.497 0.606
Ours 0.902 0.624 0.698 0.662 0.909 0.666 0.729 0.695 0.593 0.625 0.506 0.443 0.688 0.712 0.460 0.522 0.594 0.621 0.421 0.539 0.630
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Fig. 3: (a-b) The comparison of MAP@50 and MAP@all
scores on the XMedia dataset with different values of hyper-
parameters α and β. (c) the comparison of MAP@50 and
MAP@all scores on the XMedia dataset with different priors.

ablation experiment are provided in Table IV and the MAP
results are presented in Table V. It is worth noting that only
variant #1 is designed to study the contribution of SPL, while
the other variants are designed to study the contribution of
components in RSC. From these results, it can be demonstrated
that any removal or alteration of these components adversely
impacts the original retrieval performance, affirming that each
current component is most beneficial to improving the retrieval
performance of the proposed DRCL.

G. Hyperparameter Analysis

In this section, we study the impact of varying values of
the two hyperparameters α and β on retrieval performance.
We alter the value of one hyperparameter while keeping the
other constant at 0.1. We report the average MAPs of the
testing results for models trained with three different random

TABLE VI: The impact of our prior on MAP@all scores on
the Wikipedia and XMedia datasets. The abbreviations of ‘A’
and ‘D’ stand for Audio and 3D, respectively. ‘Avg’ means
the average MAP score of bidirectional retrieval tasks on two
modalities. ‘Avg*’ means the average MAP score of cross-
model retrieval tasks on all five modalities.

Wikipedia XMedia
I→T T →I Avg A→D D→A Avg Avg*

SDML(Wrandom) 0.545 0.503 0.524 0.436 0.383 0.410 0.584
SDML(Wprior) 0.545 0.506 0.526 0.529 0.430 0.480 0.608
MARS(Wrandom) 0.531 0.479 0.505 0.454 0.430 0.442 0.590
MARS(Wprior) 0.541 0.504 0.523 0.494 0.436 0.465 0.608
DRCL(Wrandom) 0.544 0.521 0.533 0.490 0.444 0.467 0.610
DRCL(Wprior) 0.562 0.537 0.550 0.506 0.460 0.483 0.630

seeds to ensure the persuasiveness of the experiments. The
experimental results are depicted in Figure 3(a,b). We can
observe that the curves in the figures show an unimodal trend,
with the optimal performance achieved when both hyperpa-
rameters are set to α = 0.1 and β = 0.1. This configuration
is selected as the optimal value for the two hyperparameters
in our experiments.

H. Prior Analysis

1) The impact of different priors: In our experiments, priors
are individually learned on different modalities, followed by
the selection of the prior with the best quality score, which
is called SPL. In this section, to verify the effectiveness of
the prior we selected, we used the prior of each modality to
conduct experiments. The experimental results are presented
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in Figure 3(c). We utilize ‘PriorI’, ‘PriorT’, ‘PriorA’, ‘Pri-
orD3’, and ‘PriorV’ to represent the priors learned in images,
texts, audio clips, 3D modality, and videos, respectively. From
the results, we can observe that the performance of the text-
learned prior surpasses that of the counterparts from other
modalities, which affirms the necessity of selecting the most
suitable prior.

2) The impact of SPL on other methods: As previously
mentioned, some methods (e.g., SDML and MARS) employ
a random orthogonal matrix for guiding training, neglecting
dependencies between inter-class samples. In this section, to
further validate the effectiveness of our learned prior, we
employ it to guide the training of the aforementioned method.
As presented in Table VI, on the XMedia dataset, we can
observe notable improvements in the average retrieval perfor-
mance of SDML and MARS, each showing an enhancement
of approximately 2%, with the most substantial improvement
observed between audio clips and 3D models. As for the
Wikipedia dataset, a discernible performance boost is observed
for MARS and DRCL after deploying our prior. This signifies
the superior utility of our SPL in guiding model training.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a novel approach designed for
cross-modal retrieval termed DRCL. DRCL comprises two
key modules: the Selective Prior Learning module (SPL) and
the Reversible Semantic Consistency learning module (RSC).
SPL involves training the shared transformation weight matrix
on each modality and selecting the best matrix based on
the quality score as the prior. RSC exploits the prior to
obtain modality-invariant representations and then uses them
to learn the discriminability between inter-class samples while
maintaining consistency between label space and common
space. The effectiveness and advantage of our method are
demonstrated through experimental comparisons with 15 state-
of-the-art methods on five widely used datasets.
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