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ABSTRACT

Multi-view semi-supervised classification is inherently a challenging task in multi-view learning due to
the lack of label information. Existing methods generally suffer from insufficient data fusion, expensive
computation cost in the solution procedure and fail in tackling unseen samples directly, intensively limiting
their applicability and efficiency in real scenarios. To address these issues, we propose an adaptive collaborative
fusion method, seeking for an appropriate representation and fusion for multi-view data. The main advantage
of the proposed method is that it simultaneously fuses both multiple feature projections and similarity graphs
to learn a joint projection subspace as well as a unified similarity graph that fully preserve the correlation
and distinction among views. Meanwhile, our method can coalesce different views in an adaptive-weighting
manner, making the learned subspace more discriminative and facilitating label propagation on the fused
graph. Furthermore, an acceleration strategy has been designed to reduce the computational complexity,
thereby making the proposed method scalable to relatively large-scale data. Finally, an alternating optimization
has been adopted to solve the formulated objective function. Extensive experiments on synthetic and real-world

datasets are conducted to demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of our proposed method.

1. Introduction

As data sources increase continuously, data with diverse feature rep-
resentations become widely available in real-world applications. This
kind of data is called multi-view data, in which each view corresponds
to a feature representation that has an independent statistical prop-
erty [1-4]. As a new learning paradigm, multi-view learning aims to
make full use of the information from different feature representations
to obtain a comprehensive representation and effective fusion for multi-
view data, and has attracted considerable attention in recent years [5—
8]. Depending on whether the labels of training data are involved or
not, existing multi-view learning methods can be divided into three
groups: supervised, unsupervised and semi-supervised [9-13]. In real-
world applications, labeled data are usually scarce due to the expensive
cost of manually labeling samples, whereas large amounts of unlabeled
data are commonly available but have lower discriminative ability for
class labels [14,15]. Therefore, numerous efforts have been made on
multi-view semi-supervised learning, which jointly exploits unlabeled
data and multiple views.

* Corresponding authors.

The key challenge of multi-view semi-supervised learning is how
to effectively exploit the correlation and distinction between differ-
ent views to enhance performance under the circumstance of abun-
dant unlabeled data [16]. To tackle this problem, extensive research
that explores the comprehensive information of multiple views has
been carried out in recent years. A straightforward solution is to
concatenate multiple views into one view and then handle multi-view
data via single-view models. A popular approach in this direction
is graph-based semi-supervised learning. Typical methods include la-
bel propagation [17] and flexible manifold embedding [18], which
aim to propagate the label information from labeled data to unla-
beled data according to the similarity structure of data. Considering
that different views contain distinct features of data, such a feature
concatenation scheme could discard the differences among multiple
views, thus intensively degrading the effectiveness of models in multi-
view scenarios. To make full use of multi-view data, the co-training
regularization method [19], Laplacian regularization method [20] as
well as their variants [21,22] were proposed to explore the consensus
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and complementarity among multiple views. These methods, however,
are generally designed for binary classification, and are not directly
applicable to multi-view multi-class problems.

Inheriting from the single-view label propagation, many forms of
graph-based fusion models have been developed, which construct sim-
ilarity graphs on each view separately and explicitly use view weights
to incorporate them. For example, Karasuyama et al. propagated label
information on multiple single-view graphs and eliminated irrelevant
graphs by introducing a regularization term on the view weights [23].
Methods presented in [24,25] linearly integrated the processes of label
propagation on different views. Apart from an extra kernel parameter
involved in constructing graphs, these methods completely separate the
graph construction from label propagation, impairing the reliability of
graphs and finally limiting the effectiveness of label propagation across
views. To alleviate this issue, Nie et al. proposed to fuse a unified
similarity graph and perform the label propagation simultaneously [26—
28]. Despite the good efforts, these graph fusion methods are incapable
of directly predicting out-of-sample data directly, restricting their ap-
plication scenarios [13,29]. Recently, Li et al. further developed a
flexible multi-view semi-supervised model that can predict new-coming
samples by learning a concatenated feature projection [8]. Addition-
ally, benefiting from the linear regression model, the regression-based
multi-view methods have been designed, which learn feature pro-
jections for different views and linearly fuse them linearly [30,31].
Zhuge et al. employed a unified regression target to learn multiple
feature projections and discriminate the importance of various views
via view weights [31]. By fusing multiple feature projections, pre-
dictions for out-of-sample data can be made. To avoid constructing
similarity graphs, the regression-based methods do not consider the
local similarity structure of data, which is essential for multi-view
classification with scarce labeled samples.

Moreover, multi-view fusion methods proposed in [23-25,30,31]
introduced a weight-related exponential or regularization parameter to
control the distribution of view weights, so as to avoid the situation that
only the best view has a significant weight. This weight-related parame-
ter, however, is difficult to be tuned properly due to the lack of practical
interpretations. In summary, these multi-view methods learn either
similarity graphs or feature projections for each view separately, and
merely consider the graph-level or projection-level information fusion,
suffering from insufficient data fusion. Moreover, most graph-based
methods involve in expensive computation cost during the process of
training, degrading their applicability and efficiency for large-scale
problems. To solve the aforementioned issues, we present an adap-
tive Collaborative Fusion for Multi-view Semi-supervised Classification
(CFMSC). The main contributions of this paper are summarized as
follows:

« Different from existing methods, in CFMSC, multiple feature pro-
jections and similarity graphs are simultaneously integrated via
a collaborative fusion scheme, facilitating label propagation on
the fused graph and thus enhancing the discrimination of learned
projection subspace.

Our method coalesces different views in an adaptive-weighting
manner and learns the joint projection as well as the unified
graph compatible across all views, thus avoiding the weight-
related parameter while taking into consideration the correlation
and distinction among multiple views.

An acceleration strategy has been devised which can significantly
reduce the computational complexity of CEMSC from O(n*) to
O(nmlogm + n(m + d)?) for efficiently handling large-scale data,
where n, m and d denote the numbers of samples, anchors and
features, respectively.

An effective alternate optimization with fast convergence has
also been developed to solve the objective function of CFMSC,
and extensive experiments have validated the effectiveness and
efficiency of CFMSC.
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Table 1
The notations used in this paper.

Notations Descriptions

d, The feature dimension of the vth view
14 The number of views

d= ZK:[ d, The total dimensionality of V' views

c The number of classes

i The number of labeled data

X =[X,,....X, T e R The concatenated feature matrix of training data

X, € R The feature matrix of the vth view

x! € R4 The ith sample in X,

x; € RX! The ith sample

W, € R%Xe The feature projection matrix of the vth view
Y, € R Given label matrix of labeled data

Y =[Y;;0]" € R Initial label matrix of training data

F e R™ The prediction label matrix of training data
F, e R Prediction label matrix of labeled data

f, € R The prediction label vector of x;

2. Notations and related works

In this section, we first introduce several basic notations through-
out the paper, and then the previous methods closely related to our
research are revisited.

2.1. Definitions and notation

Throughout the paper, vectors and matrices are written in boldface
with lowercase and uppercase letters, respectively. |||, denotes the
L,-norm of a vector v, || M| denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix
M. 1 denotes a column vector of which elements are 1, and I,, denotes
an m x m identify matrix. For simplicity, the notations frequently used
in this paper are listed in Table 1.

2.2. Graph-based semi-supervised learning

As a popular semi-supervised learning paradigm, graph-based label
propagation aims to propagate label information from labeled data to
unlabeled data according to the similarity structure of data, which can
be formulated as:

min Tr(F" LF)+ Tr<(F ~Y)'U,(F - Y)), ¢))

where L € R™" denotes a graph Laplacian matrix, and U, € R™" is
a predetermined diagonal matrix, whose ith diagonal element U;; is a
very large const (e.g., 10°) if x; is a labeled sample and 1 otherwise. To
solve the out-of-sample data, Nie et al. [18] extended the label prop-
agation and proposed a flexible manifold embedding method (FME),

whose optimization objective is:
min Tr(FTLF)+Tr((F—Y)TUW(F—Y))+}/(||XTW+le—F||2F+;4I|W ||§),

(2

where y and y are regularization parameters to control different terms.
FME explicitly uses the regression residue (i.e., X' W + 1b7 — F) to
encode the mismatch between the projection subspace and prediction
labels.

2.3. Multi-view semi-supervised learning

In the past decade, multi-view semi-supervised learning especially
graph-based models had attracted much attention. In this part, we will
briefly introduce the state-of-the-art works which are closely related to
our method.

(1) Sparse Multiple Graph Integration (SMGI) [23] propagates label
information based on the linear combination of multiple single-view
graphs. To control the distribution of the view weights {av}L/ SMGI

=1’
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explicitly introduces a parameter-involved regularization term, whose
optimization objective is:

y
>+/1||F ~YI%, st Y @, =la, 20,
v=1

v
: Tyv
rbpan(”LL“ Tr(F' L F)+

€]

where LY € R™" denotes the Laplacian matrix for the vth view, and y
is the weight-related regularization parameter.

(2) Multi-view Learning with Adaptive Neighbors (MLAN) [26] can
learn a unified graph S € R™" with adaptive neighbors, whose
objective function is:

Z 2 Il = V1135,

v=1 ij=1

2
2

min +7IISI% + AT (FT LgF)

F.S.a,

n
st. Y s;=1s5;20F =Y,
j=1
Unlike SMGI, MLAN can balance different views without explicitly
introducing extra parameters, in which p can be tuned from (0, 1).

(3) Accelerated Manifold Embedding for Multi-view semi-supervised
Classification (AMEMC) [25] involves a weight-related exponential pa-
rameter 0 to tune the distribution of {“U}L; 1 The objective of AMEMC
is:

4

|4
0
mmvzla Tr(FTL F)+/1Tr((F Y)'(F - Y)), st

14
Z 020,

%)

where L' € R™ denotes the normalized graph Laplacian for the
vth view, and 0 > 1 needs to be tuned manually. The computational
complexity of AMEMC can be reduced by using the convergence of the
matrix spectral radius.

(4) Flexible Multi-view SEmi-supervised Learning (FMSEL) [8] incorpo-
rates the multiple graph fusion into the framework of FME, formulated
as:

2

“s - i ,G"
v=1 F

+ATr(FTLgF) + y(llXTW + 18" - F2 + ,4||W||§)

min
FW . ba,,S

+ Tr((F —Y)UF - Y))

n

s.t. Z =

=

Ls; >0, Za—la>0 (6)
FMSEL performs the multi-view fusion from the aspect of graphs, and
it can handle out-of-sample data with the concatenated projection W
and bias b.

(5) Multi-View semi-supervised classification via Adaptive Regression
(MVAR) [30] focuses on the feature projection fusion and can predict
labels of new samples via learning feature projections for different
views. MVAR distinguishes different views in the same style as [25],
whose objective function is:

14 n
el o, (B Wbt W)
’ Vo= i=

|4
st. Y a,=la,>20,F =Y,

v=1

@)
where A” and b, are the regularization parameter and bias term of the
vth view, respectively. In MVAR, s; is manually tuned to distinguish
different samples.

3. The proposed methodology

3.1. Problem formulation

To explicitly deal with out-of-sample data, the least square re-
gression is widely adopted, which can be extended to the multi-view
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scenario as follows:

14 2
vryj};”xfwv—F“FH”wU”i. ®)
For simplicity, we can integrate b, into W, by adding an 1 vector
as an additional row of X . It can be noted that Eq. (8) neglects the
distinctions between different views and treats the regression loss on
each view equally, affecting its effectiveness when there exist low-
quality views. Considering that the features of multiple views have
diverse characteristics and contribute variously to model, the fusion
manner in [25,30] can be used to balance different views:

: S 0|l xT 2 2
vglj}Zlnu |xiw,—F| +alw.5 ©)
o=
where n = [ry,...,7,]" denotes the weight vector, and @ controlling
the distribution of z, is a weight-related exponential parameter. It can
be observed that Eq. (9) has a trivial solution with respect to (w.r.t.)
m when ¢ = 1, that is , = 1 for the best view and =, = 0 for
others. To avert this problem, existing multi-view fusion methods have
to manually tune 0 from the range of (1, ).

Through some simple algebraic transformations, an effective and
elegant fusion manner is tactfully derived, actively releasing Eq. (9)
from the exponential parameter 6. Specifically, with fixed W, and
x, we explore the latent relation between the prediction label F and
multiple projection subspaces {X IT WU}UV=1 by setting the derivation of
Eq. (9) w.r.t. F to zero:

v
v F=YaX'Ww
Y A(F-XIW,)=0= =t (10)
o=l a, = ng/ z nf
v=1
In Eq. (10), a, > 0 actually works as a view weight and ZLI) a, = 1.
Considering that the linear combination relation, i.e., F = }/_, a,X I

W, may be overstrict for data residing on non-linear distribution, we
relax the equality constraint on F by introducing a flexible regression
residue (i.e., F — Z o=l % X W ). Thus, the multi-view fusion model in
Eq. (9) is transformed 1nt0

2

”F - i a,X"W,
v=1 F

where @ = [ay,...,a,] € RY is a weight vector. Different from tradi-
tional methods in the literature, Eq. (11) weights projection subspaces
straightforward and learns feature projections as well as view weights,
tactfully avoiding extra parameters (e.g., ). In this way, «, depends on
the mismatch between F and X ZWU and can be adaptively optimized.
Therefore, Eq. (11) performs data fusion from the level of feature
projections in an adaptive-weighting manner.

Since each sample usually plays different roles in the training pro-
cess, the contribution of different samples on regression losses should
be taken into consideration [32]. Existing methods [30,33] associated
each sample with an additional weight and manually tuned the weights
for different samples, lacking a reasonable learning mechanism. To
alleviate this issue, we further design a new multi-view model that
discriminates different samples in the self-weighted manner without
explicitly introducing the sarnple weight parameter, formulated as:

ZI)f -

We can prove that Eq. (12) essentlally accounts for the following
problem (the proof is given in Appendix A):

—Hf —Za W x!

min an

+ AW |5,
W ., 20,17 a=1 ” v”F

min a,WTx 12)

W, 201 a=1 1

,  (3)

min
W ,.a,>0, 17 a=1 ,q;20, 17g= n;
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where 1 denotes the divisor weight of x;, and the vector q = [g;, ..., q,]-
It is worth noting that Eq. (13) will degenerate into Eq. (11) if each
sample is assigned with the same weight (i.e., ¢; = 1).

In multi-view semi-supervised scenarios, how to exploit the similar-
ity structures of different views is also critical since this structure can
enrich the label information of data by label propagation [22,34]. To
capture and fuse multiple similarity structure of data, the same fusion
manner as Eq. (11) can be adopted to integrate the similarity graphs
predefined on each view, fulfilled as:

" 2
min|S- ) «,8

s H ; v v
where § denotes a unified graph that compatibly crosses multiple
views, {O‘v}uV=1 discriminate multiple feature projections and similarity
graphs simultaneously, and the single-view graphs { S"}L’=1 can be
previously generated by [35].

Consequently, a novel multi-view semi-supervised classification
model via the adaptive collaborative fusion of feature projections and
similarity graphs is achieved by incorporating the above two parts into
label propagation, mathematically formulated as:

2
—”f —Za wx

| +4 Z W |3 + BTr(FT LgF)
2

+ y”S - Z @, S°
v=1 F

st. S1=1,5>0, a>0,a’1=1, ¢g>0,9g"1=n,

,st. S1=1,8>0, a4

min
FSw, aq

+Tr((F-Y)'U,(F -Y))

(15)

where Lg € R™" denotes the Laplacian matrix of S, and U, € R™"
is a predetermined diagonal matrix. Lg = Dg — S, where Dg is
the diagonal degree matrix with its the ith diagonal element being
Z;z 1 8ij- 4 v and f are the parameters to balance different terms. Dif-
ferent from existing methods that merely consider the fusion of feature
projections or similarity graphs, CFMSC can achieve a comprehensive
representation of multi-view data relying on the collaborative fusion on
both projections and graphs. Moreover, this fusion manner is effective
and parameter-free, balancing different views in an adaptive-weighting
manner. Besides, by integrating the projection learning in Eq. (13)
as well as the graph fusion and learning in Eq. (14) into a unified
framework, the label information can be accurately propagated on the
fused graph S so that the learned feature projections will be more
discriminative for tackling new samples.

3.2. Alternate optimization

Noting that the objective function in (15) is difficult to be directly
solved since it is not jointly convex concerning all variables. To achieve
the optimal solution, the strategy that alternately optimizes each vari-
able by fixing other variables is adopted to solve (15). Specifically, four
relatively simple subproblems are separately solved to find the optimal
W, F, S, a and q.

Update W, and F: When other variables are fixed except W, and
F, the view weight a, can be merged into W, as a,W , = W, in which
WNIU denotes the weighted feature projection of the vth view. With fixed
{av}lu/:l’ solving { U}V is equlvalent to solving the joint weighted
feature projection W = [W,,...,W 1T € R¥*¢. Accordingly, we should
solve the following subproblem:
min Tr(XTW — F)T QXTW — F)) + ATt (W' A™'W)

W.F

+ pTe(FTLgF) + Tr ((F = V) U (F - Y)), (16)
where Q is a diagonal matrix with the ith diagonal element being ql,

and A = diag(a]z,.. a2 a%,...,a%,...,af,,...,af,) with each o? (v =
1,2,...,V) repeating d, times. According to the proof in Appendix B,

the objective function in Eq. (16) is jointly convex w.r.t. W and F.
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To obtain the optimal solution, we first take the derivative of Eq. (16)
w.r.t. W and set it to zero:

XOX"W — XQF + AA™'W = 0=W = BF, a7

where B = (XQX” + AA7))"'XQ if d < n and B = AX(XTAX +
401! otherwise according to the matrix identity.! Based on the joint
weighted feature projection W, the vth view feature projection W, can
be decoupled as alfl;u. Substituting W of Eq. (17) into Eq. (16), we
have the following” subproblem:

min Tr((X"BF - F)TQ(X" BF - F)) + ATr(FT BT A™' BF)

+ PTe(FTLgF) + Tr((F - Y) U (F - Y)). 1s)

By setting the derivative of Eq. (18) w.r.t. F to zero, F is solved as
follows:

F=(Q-B"XQ+pLs+U,)'U,Y. 19)

With the optimal solution of F, the class of unlabeled samples can be
determined by arg max, ;<. Fj; ~i=I1+1,...,n).

Update S: By fixing other variables, the optimization problem for
S is:

S1= 1s>02”s - Zabs' ” *ts5 Z ”f “ ij>

where s; and s! are the zth rows of S and SY, respectively. Noting that
the optimization in Eq. (20) is independent for each row, thus we solve
S by rows:

(20)

2
‘ 5
2

where d; is a row vector with d;; =2 ||f -1 ||2 -y ZU | aus . Eq. (21)
can be eff1c1ently solved with a closed form solutlon [35].
Update a: By fixing other variables, we have the following problem:

Hs‘- + id[

3 (21)

min
si1=1,5;;20

min
a>0,al1=1

) (22)

v 2 v 2
F —Zavﬁv” +y”S—Zal,SU
v=1 F v=1 F

where F = Q%F and ﬁv = Q%XIWU. Converting F, s, 15,,, and
SV into the vector forms, i.e., v,=vec(F) € R**!, v, =vec(S) € R,
vec(P,) e R™*!, and vec(S") € R"*!, then the optimization problem for
a can be transformed into:

a'Ma - aTh, (23)

min
a>0,aT1=1
where M = PTP + ySTS,, h = 2(PTv, + ySTvy), P=[vec(P)),
-~,Vec(PV)] and Sb=[vec(Sl), -.,vec(SY)]. Due to the semi-definite
M, Eq. (23) is a quadratic convex programming problem and can be
directly solved. The detailed derivation is given in Appendix C.

Update q: By fixing the other variables, the optimization for g is:

ne
min Z—,

4;20.9"1=n =] 4;

(24)

where ¢; = |/f; — 22;1 a,Wrx? Lz. With simple algebraic manipulations,
the optimal solution of ¢; can be derived as follows:

he; ) (25)

Z:’:l el

Thus, the value of ¢; can be automatically determined according to
the ratio of the regression loss on sample x; to the sum of regression
losses on all samples. Obviously, a smaller regressmn loss e; means a
smaller g¢;, corresponding to a larger divisor welght . In other words,
the samples with larger regression losses will contrlbute less to the
objective function and have smaller divisor weights, thereby enabling
the proposed model to reduce the effect of potential noises.

q; =

L (P'+B"R'B)"'B"R™! = PB"(BPB” + R)"".
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Algorithm 1 Optimization Algorithm for CFMSC

Input: Data X = [X,, -, X, ]", labels Y, of labeled data, graphs {s5*}"_,
and parameters 4, # and y.
1: Initialize a, = %, and =Y, s°/V;
2: repeat
3: Update W by Eq. (17), and calculate each W, as ”lﬁ/;;
:  Update F by Eq. (19) or Eq. (34) for large-scale data;

4
5. Update each row of S by solving Eq. (21);
6: Update a by solving Eq. (23) ;
7:  Update g; by Eq. (25) ;
8: until Convergence
Output: The prediction label F, the feature projections {W,}"_, and
the view weight factor a.

With solving the subproblems of {W, }L’:] , F,S,aand qinEq. (15)
separately, we further summarize the whole optimization steps in
Algorithm 1. Here, we further analyze the computational complexity
of CFMSC. Firstly, calculating W and F involve the inverse operation
of matrices, taking O(nd * min(n,d)) and O(»®) respectively in each
iteration. For the optimization of a, it usually takes poly(V) to solve
Eq. (23), which is neglectable since V' is usually small in practice.
For S, it first needs to compute d;, then updates the similarities by
Eq. (21), taking O(n*d + n®logn). Besides, updating q also requires
O(ndc). Due to ¢ < n and V < n, CFMSC approximately costs O(n® +
n?logn + n?d + nd * min(n, d)) in each iteration. Generally, CFMSC is
comparable to the state-of-the-art methods [8,26,27,30,31] in terms of
computational complexity. From Algorithm 1, we can see that W relies
on F due to W = BF, which means that the similarity structures of
data can be delivered into the feature projection W. Therefore, CFMSC
can directly make accurate predictions for out-of-sample data without
rebuilding similarity graphs and retraining models. Specifically, for a
newly coming sample % € R, let e = [e,,....e,]” = W %, then its
prediction label y; will be determined by y; = argmax, ;.. e;.

3.3. Accelerating CFMSC with the anchor-based bipartite graph

In CFMSC, computing the inverse of an nxn dense matrix and learn-
ing the similarity graph requires high computation and storage costs,
making it unbearable for large-scale data. Inspired by the anchor-based
bipartite graph learning [36,37], an accelerated strategy is further
designed to enhance the computation efficiency of CFMSC. Concretely,
we first use the k-means to generate m (m < n) clustering centers of
data as the anchor points, then construct the n x m bipartite graphs to
depict the similarity relations between training samples and anchors,
taking the computational complexity of O(nmd) and O(nmlogm + nmd),
respectively. Let V € R?™ denote the generated anchors that can be re-
garded as the unlabeled data, and G € R™* denotes the corresponding
prediction label of V, which is an auxiliary variable. With the generated
m anchors, the n x n full graphs (i.e., {SU}UV=1 and ) turn into the
n X m bipartite graphs, focusing on the similarities between X and V.
Accordingly, we can define the augmented graph of bipartite graph §
as follows:

B [ 0 s

S ST 0 c R(n+m)><(n+m) . (26)

With augmented graph S, the objective function of CFMSC is reformu-
lated as:

_min Te(XTW - FTQXTW — F)) + ATe(W' A™'W)

W.F.S.a.q

2

|4
+ ﬂTr(HTLSH)+yHS— > a, 8¢ +Te((H -V UH -T))
v=1 F

st. S1=1,5§>0, a>0,a’1=1,¢>0,¢"1=1, @27
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where H = [5] e R(n+m)><c’ Y = [l(;] = R(n+m)><c’ U = [L:)ng] =
RO+mxt+m) and Lo e RO+m*0+m - According to the definition of §

in Eq. (26), we have:

L._|Ps 0]_[0 s|_[1, -S
STlo Al ST o] |-ST A’
where A € R™" js a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are

column sums of the bipartite graph .S. With Eq. (27), the optimization
for .S becomes:

n 14 2 ﬁ n o m
i v —_— —_— . 2 L.
Slg}{gzogl, Is- ;aus 2 + Z,; IIf; — &;1135:;»

where g denotes the jth row of G. In Eq. (29), constructing each
bipartite graph SY takes O(nmlogm + nmd,), and solving S by rows
takes O(nm), making the graph learning scalable well with the data size.
In Eq. (27), the optimization problems of W, « and q are unchanged,
which means that they can be directly solved via the corresponding
steps in Algorithm 1. As for F, the optimization problem is transformed
into:

(28)

(29)

minTr (X" BF - F)'Q(X" BF - F)) + ATt (F" B" A™' BF)

. FI'[1, -S|[F T F-Y|'[U, o][F-Y
G| |-sT Al|G G 0 o G ’
(30)
Firstly, taking the derivative of Eq. (30) w.r.t. G to zero, we obtain:

AG - STF =0=G = A"'STF, (31)

Then, substituting G = A~' ST F into Eq. (30) and setting its derivative
w.r.t. F to zero, we can obtain the solution of F:

F= (Q+ﬁI,,+U,,—QXT(XQXT+/1A‘1)‘1XQ—ﬁSA‘lsT)_lU,,Y. (32)

Eq. (32) also involves the inverse operation of an n X n matrix, limiting
its application for large-scale data. To make Eq. (32) adapt to large-
scale problems, the quadratic form in Eq. (32) can be reformulated as
follows:

oXT(xX0XT + 1A ' x0 +psA7'sT =cDCT, (33)

where C = [0XT S| € R and D = (XQXT+1A- 1)1 ] e

RUm+dXm+d) - According to the Woodbury matrix identity,? Eq. (32) can
be simplified as:

-1
F=v-'u,y+v-c(p-cTv-ic) cvu,y, (34)

where V = Q + I, + U,. Eq. (34) substitutes the inverse operation
of an n X n dense matrix in Eq. (32) with the inverse of a diagonal
matrix, the inverse of an (m + d) X (m + d) matrix, as well as several
matrix multiplications. Specifically, the first term of Eq. (34) takes
O(nc) since V and U, are both diagonal matrices, and the second term
is computed one by one from right to left, taking O(nc(m + d) + n(m +
d)? + c(m + d)* + (m + d)*). Due to m + d < n for large-scale data,
our accelerated strategy can reduce the main computational complexity
from O(n® + n?logn + n?d + nd?) to O(nmlogm + n(m + d)* + (m + d)3),
which is approximately linear to the number of training samples n.

4. Experiments

In this section, extensive experiments are conducted to verify the
effectiveness and superiority of the proposed CFMSC. Specifically,
we first use synthetic data to visually demonstrate what capacities
our multi-view fusion model exactly possesses. Secondly, we compare
CFMSC with other state-of-the-art methods to further evaluate its

2 (J+KRK"Y ' =J I KR+ KTIT KT KT
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(a) The first view (view 1)

(b) The second view (view 2)

(c) The third view (view 3)

Fig. 1. The data distributions of Three-Ring.
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(a) The graph matrix on view 1 (b) The graph matrix on view 2 (C) The graph matrix on view 3

Fig. 2. The visualization results of the initialized graph matrices on Three-Ring data.

classification performance and efficiency on real multi-view datasets
with different data sizes. Finally, we analyze the parameter sensitivity
and convergence of CFMSC. All experiments are implemented in Matlab
R2016a and run on a Windows 10 computer with a 3.00 GHz Intel Core
i7-9700 CPU and 16 GB RAM.

4.1. Experiments on synthetic data

Since the features of different views have diverse data distributions,
the single-view graphs constructed from different views reflect multiple
structures of data. To verify the capability of CFMSC in learning the uni-
fied graph across multiple views as well as the discriminability against
noisy views, we followed [38] to randomly generate synthetic data
(i.e., Three-Ring), consisting of three views from three different classes.
The first two views have a relatively clear shape, shown in Figs. 1(a)
and 1(b), and the features of the third view are all noises, shown in
Fig. 1(c). Fig. 2 shows the visualization results of the initialized graph
matrices on three views.

From the results in Fig. 1, it can be seen that the data distributions
of the first two views and the third view vary obviously. Although the
graph matrices of views 1 and 2 shown in Fig. 2 can roughly reflect
the structure of the original data, there still exist several connections
between different classes. Furthermore, the graph matrix of view 3
seems to be randomly filled without any similarity structures, which
indicates that the noisy view makes the samples belonging to different
classes difficult to be separated. By using the proposed model, the
learned unified graph is shown in Fig. 3(a). From this figure, we observe
that there are much fewer inter-class connections, demonstrating that
the unified graph S is more effective for label propagation and classi-
fication than the single-view graphs of Fig. 1. Accordingly, Fig. 3(b)
shows the weights assigned to three views after each iteration. We
finally conclude that CFMSC not only utilizes the similarity structures
across multiple views to learn a unified graph but also adaptively
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assigns appropriate weights to different views such that the noisy views
associated with small weights cannot degrade the performance.

4.2. Experiments on multi-view datasets

4.2.1. Datasets and experimental settings

Towards the evaluation of the proposed CFMSC, several real multi-
view datasets are used in this part, including MSRC-v1, Handwritten
(HW), Caltech101-7 (Cal-7), ORL, COIL20, Leaves, Hdigit, and MNIST.
Specifically, MSRC-v1 is an object recognition dataset and includes
7 different categories, with each category having 30 images. HW is
generated from the UCI machine learning repository and contains 2000
samples, in which each sample is represented by six different view
features. Cal-7 is the frequently used subset of the object recognition
dataset Caltech101, containing 1474 samples from 7 classes. ORL is
comprised of the face images of 40 different subjects with 10 images for
each subject. COIL20 consists of 1440 images with 72 samples per class,
in which each sample has four different views. The Leaves dataset is
comprised of the leaf images from 100 different plants with 16 images
for each plant. Hdigit and MNIST are two relatively large-scale datasets,
in which Hdigit is collected from two sources and consists of 10000
samples, and MNIST has 70000 samples. The detailed information of
each dataset is summarized in Table 2.

We first compare CFMSC with a representative single-view method
(i.e., FME) [18] that treats different views equally to examine whether
the proposed multi-view collaborative fusion scheme can enhance
learning performance. Then, CFMSC is compared with seven state-of-
the-art multi-view methods, including multi-view adaptive regression
(MVAR) [30], joint consensus and diversity (JCD) [31], multi-view
learning with adaptive neighbors (MLAN) [26], flexible multi-view
semi-supervised learning (FMSEL) [8], sparse multiple graph inte-
gration (SMGI) [23], accelerated manifold embedding for multi-view
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Fig. 3. The graph matrix and the view weights learned by our multi-view fusion model.

Table 2

The detailed description of multi-view datasets.
View MSRC-v1 HW Cal-7 ORL COIL20 Leaves Hdigit MNIST
#1 1302 240 48 512 512 64 784 256
#2 48 76 40 59 420 64 256 144
#3 512 216 254 864 1239 64 - 59
#4 100 47 1984 254 630 - - -
#5 256 64 512 - - - - -
#6 200 6 928 - - - - -
Feature size 2418 649 3766 1689 2801 192 1040 459
Classes 7 10 7 40 20 100 10 10
Data size 210 2000 1474 400 1440 1600 10000 70000

semi-supervised classification (AMEMC) [25], and robust adaptive-
weighting multi-view classification (RAMC) [39]. RAMC is a supervised
method, which is employed to validate if using unlabeled data can
improve the effectiveness of multi-view semi-supervised classification.

For each dataset except MNIST, 70% of samples are randomly
selected for training, and the rest of the 30% of samples are used for
testing. On the MNIST dataset, we randomly select 20000 samples
to make up the training set, and the remaining samples are testing
data. To mimic the real situation, each training set is also randomly
divided into the labeled subset and unlabeled subset by varying the
labeled ratio from 10% to 30% except Hdigit and MNIST. On the Hdigit
and MNIST datasets, only 1% to 3% of training samples are randomly
selected to assign class labels. To ensure a fair comparison, we tune
the parameters of all compared methods in the same way as described
in their respective literature, in which the regularization parameter is
tuned from {1073, 1072, ..., 10°}, and the weight-related parameter is
tuned from {1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0}. In CFMSC, the 4, # and y are also tuned
from {1073,1072,...,10%}. To reduce the computational complexity of
CFMSC on the Hdigit and MNIST datasets, the acceleration strategy pro-
posed in Section 3.3 is applied to construct the anchor-based bipartite
graph to replace the nx n entire graph. The number of anchors m is set
according to the number of samples » in different datasets. Specifically,
k-means is used to generate 200 anchor points on the Hdigit dataset
and 500 anchor points on the MNIST dataset. To reduce the statistical
variability, all methods are independently run 20 times on different
training and testing sets, and the means and variances of classification
results on labeled and unlabeled data are recorded.

4.2.2. Experimental results on multi-view datasets

Comparison to Single-view Method. To demonstrate the superi-
ority of CFMSC over the representative single-view method, we first
compare the performance of CFMSC and FME with different percent-
ages of labeled data. The classification results are shown in Figs. 4 and
5, where S-FME and C-FME denote the best results of FME on each view
and the results by using the concatenated features, respectively.

From these figures, we observe that CFMSC consistently outper-
forms the single-view methods (i.e., S-FME and C-FME) on all datasets,
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which indicates that feature representations of different views are
distinct and CFMSC can obtain more informative knowledge from
multiple views. Meanwhile, CFMSC is superior to C-FME that directly
concatenates multiple views, and C-FME achieves better performance
than S-FME on all datasets except for Cal-7 and ORL, showing that
the effective fusion of feature information from different views can
greatly enhance the classification performance, whereas the improper
feature concatenation might degrade the performance. Consequently,
compared to S-FME which uses the single-view features, and C-FME
which indiscriminately uses multiple feature representations, CFMSC
can effectively utilize the correlations and distinctions among views as
well as coordinate different views via adaptively assigning appropriate
weights to them, such that the excellent views are emphasized while the
poor views are weakened, achieving better representation and fusion of
multi-view data.

Comparison to Multi-view Methods. To further validate the ef-
fectiveness of CFMSC, we compare it to the state-of-the-art multi-view
methods. The classification accuracies of CFMSC and other competitors
on unlabeled samples and testing samples are respectively recorded
in Tables 3 and 4, in which “OM" denotes an out-of-memory error
while running the experiment. The running time of multi-view semi-
supervised methods on eight datasets is provided in Table 5. The
proposed CFMSC shows better or highly competitive performance in
comparison with the state-of-the-art competitors on all datasets and
also achieves different levels of improvement on unlabeled and testing
samples. Specifically, CFMSC is considerably superior to the multi-
view supervised classification method (i.e., RAMC). Taking the Leaves
dataset as an example, CFMSC respectively achieves 11.75%, 10.65%
and 7.49% average improvements for the testing samples compared
with RAMC with varying the ratio of labeled samples from 10% to
30%, fully validating that mining the similarity structure of unlabeled
samples can enhance the performance. Compared with the multi-view
semi-supervised methods that focus on the similarity graph fusion
(i.e., MLAN, FMSEL, SMGI and AMEMC) or the feature projection
fusion (i.e., MVAR and JCD), CFMSC gains the competitive performance
on most datasets, showing its powerful effectiveness in multi-view
classification. On the MSRC-v1 dataset with 10% to 30% labeled sam-
ples, CFMSC respectively achieves 2.31%, 2.74% and 1.26% average
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Fig. 5. Classification accuracy comparison of FME and CFMSC on testing data.

improvements for the unlabeled samples compared with the best results
of graph-based fusion methods, and it respectively achieves 2.09%,
2.50%, 1.48% and 1.47% average improvements for the testing samples
compared with the best results of projection-based fusion methods. Due
to the limited memory space of the computer, some graph-based fusion
methods encounter the out-of-memory error on the MNIST dataset,
such as MLAN, FMSEL and SMGI. Although another graph fusion
method (i.e., AMEMC) and two projection fusion methods (i.e., MVAR
and JCD) can be run on MNIST, these methods have poor classification
performance in dealing with this large-scale dataset. Moreover, on
the Hdigit and MNIST datasets, CFMSC not only achieves comparable
classification performance but also consumes less running time than the
graph-based fusion method and the projection-based fusion methods
except JCD, demonstrating that the anchor-based acceleration strategy
greatly reduces the computational complexity of CFMSC and thereby
make it scalable to relatively large-scale data. In summary, the superior
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classification accuracy and less time cost of CFMSC validate the effec-
tiveness and superiority of the proposed collaborative fusion of both
feature projections and similarity graphs.

Different from existing methods, CFMSC can simultaneously coa-
lesce multiple graphs and projection subspaces in an adaptive-weight-
ing manner. Benefiting from this fusion scheme, the view weights can
be adaptively optimized. The adaptive weights learned on all views
are reported in Table 6, from which we observe that different views
contribute variously to CFMSC. For example, on the Cal-7 dataset, the
sum of weights for view #1, view #2 and view #4 is greater than 0.95,
which means that the rest three views have much less contribution
for data fusion. The results in Table 6 demonstrate that CFMSC can
effectively discriminate different views, even though there exist the
low-quality views, such that the excellent views are emphasized while
the low-quality views are weakened. It is this mechanism that enables
CFMSC to make full use of the comprehensive information of multiple
views to achieve a complete fusion of multi-view data, facilitating
performance improvement.
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Table 3
Classification results (ACC% + STDx10?) of different methods on unlabeled data with various ratios of labeled data. The best results are in bold, and those not significantly worse
than the best are marked with * using the paired t-test at the 95% confidence level.

Datasets Ratio RAMC MVAR JCD MLAN FMSEL SMGI AMEMC CFMSC
10% 68.67 + 5.32 89.90 + 2.85* 89.45 + 3.22* 87.95 + 2.97 85.55 + 2.80 85.65 + 3.10 88.31 + 2.56 90.62 + 2.83
MSRC-v1 20% 79.85 + 3.12 92.95 + 2.16 92.59 + 2.20 92.22 + 2.34 90.19 + 2.72 90.92 + 2.69 90.15 + 2.14 94.96 + 1.58
30% 82.31 + 2.27 95.04 + 2.47 94.58 + 2.30 94.16 + 1.80 95.21 + 2.39 93.18 + 2.39 91.51 + 1.51 96.47 + 1.82
10% 94.73 + 0.59 96.16 + 0.35 96.90 + 0.43 96.60 + 0.91 96.99 + 0.62 97.33 + 0.64* 95.09 + 1.08 97.73 + 0.38
HW 20% 96.16 + 0.32 96.93 + 0.46 97.28 + 0.52 97.81 + 0.41 97.93 + 0.48* 97.70 + 0.56 97.27 + 0.25 98.30 + 0.34
30% 96.96 + 0.24 97.26 + 0.34 97.48 + 0.42 98.38 + 0.29* 98.52 + 0.25% 97.99 + 0.33 97.44 + 0.31 98.57 + 0.32
10% 79.58 + 3.25 95.73 + 2.15*% 95.52 + 0.56 93.51 + 0.98 96.43 + 0.74 93.75 + 0.88 94.01 + 1.50 96.38 + 1.02*
Cal-7 20% 92.64 + 2.05 97.23 + 0.42* 95.58 + 0.59 94.54 + 0.66 97.13 + 0.54* 95.66 + 0.78 96.14 + 0.53 97.49 + 0.52
30% 9293 + 1.57 97.43 + 0.45* 97.34 + 0.94 96.83 + 0.68 97.32 + 0.39* 96.66 + 0.68 96.88 + 0.37 97.69 + 0.49
10% 69.39 + 3.91 85.18 + 2.10 81.11 + 2.09 85.73 + 2.17 88.68 + 1.33 87.21 + 1.88 88.82 + 2.99* 90.88 + 1.68
ORL 20% 86.29 + 3.39 93.13 + 2.48 91.40 + 1.97 95.29 + 2.38 95.10 + 2.24 95.67 + 2.28* 94.94 + 1.64 96.13 + 1.97
30% 92.20 + 3.13 97.10 = 1.71 95.63 + 3.56 97.57 + 1.90 98.00 + 1.82* 97.30 + 1.64 96.65 + 1.60 98.10 + 1.46
10% 95.15 + 1.18 97.63 + 1.49 96.83 + 1.13 98.05 + 1.01* 97.33 + 0.72 97.17 + 1.28 94.16 + 1.27 98.32 + 0.98
COIL20 20% 96.63 + 0.90 98.75 + 0.71 98.53 + 0.93 99.16 + 0.94* 99.35 + 0.51 98.95 + 0.76* 97.01 + 0.96 99.25 + 0.55*
30% 97.65 + 0.68 99.30 + 0.37 99.22 + 0.38 99.51 + 0.52* 99.61 + 0.43* 99.04 + 0.37 98.92 + 0.55 99.62 + 0.39
10% 72.58 + 2.11 77.67 + 1.65 79.70 + 1.79 83.25 + 2.70 84.82 + 1.52* 84.41 + 2.19 80.38 + 1.43 85.34 + 1.34
Leaves 20% 81.55 + 1.67 89.74 + 1.55 90.22 + 1.18 90.30 + 1.87 93.82 + 1.01 94.00 + 0.89 91.28 + 0.99 94.96 + 0.69
30% 85.34 + 1.23 90.81 + 1.33 92.27 + 1.07 92.43 + 1.29 93.86 + 1.24 95.66 + 0.78 92.99 + 0.87 96.84 + 0.87
1% 82.65 + 0.76 92.77 + 0.47 90.76 + 0.99 97.78 + 0.73 97.53 + 0.71* 97.11 + 0.92* 93.16 + 1.24 97.56 + 0.64*
Hdigit 2% 89.28 + 0.55 93.02 + 0.42 92.46 + 0.85 98.90 + 0.55 98.81 + 0.44* 98.68 + 0.27* 95.33 + 0.49 98.59 + 0.43*
3% 91.08 + 0.39 93.61 + 0.27 93.83 + 0.56 99.55 + 0.24 99.34 + 0.18* 99.34 + 0.12 97.34 + 0.40 99.51 + 0.28*
1% 67.31 + 1.89 78.43 + 1.30 73.43 + 1.24 oM oM oM 77.19 + 1.72 80.20 + 1.12
MNIST 2% 70.47 + 1.35 80.09 + 0.50 79.06 + 1.11 OM OM OM 79.01 + 1.20 81.77 + 0.72
3% 70.93 + 1.28 80.54 + 0.40 80.71 + 0.70 OM oM OM 80.45 + 0.91 82.47 + 0.58
Table 4

Classification results (ACC% + STDx10? ) of different methods on testing data with various ratios of labeled data. The best results are in bold, and those not significantly worse
than the best are marked with * using the paired t-test at the 95% confidence level.

Datasets Ratio RAMC MVAR JCD FMSEL CFMSC
10% 68.81 + 6.37 90.48 + 2.79 88.69 + 4.43 89.36 + 4.63 92.98 + 4.47
MSRC-v1 20% 80.12 + 6.00 94.17 + 3.04 95.31 + 2.38* 95.07 + 3.56* 96.79 + 2.59
30% 81.79 + 6.05 95.29 + 3.03 96.86 + 1.53 97.71 + 1.75*% 98.33 + 1.56
10% 94.31 + 1.53 96.13 + 1.19 96.49 + 1.27 97.07 + 0.78 98.08 + 0.69
HW 20% 95.20 + 0.88 96.61 + 0.90 96.86 + 1.02 97.52 + 0.66 98.33 + 0.61
30% 96.75 + 0.89 96.80 + 0.72 97.23 + 0.98 98.36 + 0.46* 98.48 + 0.60
10% 79.92 + 4.16 96.81 + 1.75 94.76 + 1.72 96.63 + 1.67 97.56 + 1.06
Cal-7 20% 92.17 + 2.49 97.08 + 1.17* 95.22 + 1.51 96.14 + 1.11 97.62 + 1.12
30% 92.73 + 1.92 97.22 + 1.01 97.27 + 1.21 97.71 + 1.15*% 98.14 + 1.05
10% 67.00 + 5.60 85.94 + 4.80 85.81 + 5.40 87.13 + 3.91 91.13 + 4.07
ORL 20% 86.12 + 5.56 94.75 + 3.21 92.00 + 3.13 95.06 + 3.18 96.50 + 2.21
30% 93.94 + 3.98 98.00 + 1.59* 97.44 + 1.79 98.38 + 1.47* 98.75 + 1.57
10% 94.86 + 1.65 95.76 + 1.68 96.51 + 0.95 97.36 + 1.01 98.51 + 1.09
COIL20 20% 96.63 + 1.30 98.99 + 0.49 98.66 + 0.49 99.27 + 0.48* 99.13 + 0.52
30% 97.65 + 0.48 99.14 + 0.35* 99.27 + 0.41* 99.55 + 0.39* 99.65 + 0.46
10% 71.09 + 2.11 77.59 + 2.66 79.31 + 1.89 79.66 + 2.56 82.84 + 2.69
Leaves 20% 80.66 + 1.54 88.94 + 2.03 90.03 + 1.80 87.72 + 1.60 91.31 + 1.28
30% 85.13 + 1.41 91.19 + 1.37 92.31 + 1.38* 90.51 + 1.12 92.62 + 1.09
1% 83.69 + 0.76 91.57 + 0.89 90.00 + 1.95 95.07 + 1.31 97.65 + 0.36
Hdigit 2% 90.39 + 0.61 91.97 + 0.75 92.67 + 0.71 95.74 + 0.55 98.26 + 0.19
3% 91.18 + 0.55 92.31 + 0.64 94.16 + 0.62 96.90 + 0.53 98.70 + 0.18
1% 67.68 + 1.86 80.13 + 0.41 73.82 + 1.18 oM 81.38 + 0.72
MNIST 2% 70.79 + 2.20 81.00 + 0.25 80.18 + 0.75 oM 83.29 + 0.21
3% 71.13 + 1.22 81.47 + 0.23 81.44 + 0.56 OM 83.44 + 0.16
Table 5

The average running time (seconds) of the multi-view semi-supervised methods on all datasets with 20% or 2% labeled data. OM denotes the
out-of-memory error.

Dataset MVAR JCD MLAN FMSEL SMGI AMEMC CFMSC
MSRC-v1 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.40 0.15 0.12 0.20
HW 4.10 0.48 10.85 20.51 2.36 1.65 4.77
Cal-7 6.02 2.15 12.47 16.59 5.29 1.16 6.47
ORL 0.40 0.61 0.62 1.02 0.13 0.14 0.28
COIL20 2.22 2.16 3.92 5.39 2.59 0.72 1.70
Leaves 1.51 0.51 4.54 5.31 2.97 0.69 1.04
Hdigit 29.26 15.02 393.63 85.66 64.50 36.17 5.68
MNIST 86.65 38.57 OM oM oM 205.23 41.93
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Table 6
The learned average weight for each view using the proposed method.
View MSRC-v1 HW Cal-7 ORL COIL20 Leaves Hdigit MNIST
#1 0.187 0.355 0.378 0.238 0.415 0.390 0.525 0.394
#2 0.067 0.051 0.338 0.449 0.005 0.316 0.475 0.323
#3 0.201 0.315 0.035 0.238 0.454 0.294 - 0.283
#4 0.067 0.026 0.235 0.075 0.126 - - -
#5 0.194 0.248 0.009 - - - - -
#6 0.284 0.005 0.005 - - - - -

Effect of Anchor Points’ Number. From Section 3.3, we note that
the number of anchor points (i.e., m) has a direct effect on the com-
putation complexity of the acceleration strategy designed for CFMSC.
To quantitatively analyze the effect of anchors on the performance of
CFMSC, we conduct experiments with different numbers of anchors.
On the Hdigit and MNIST datasets, the numbers of anchors vary from
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the ranges of {50,100, ---,500} and {100,200, ---,1000}, respectively.
For each number of anchors, CFMSC is independently run 20 times
with 2% labeled samples, and the parameters are set as same as that in
Table 3. The classification accuracy on unlabeled data and testing data
as well as the running time are shown in Fig. 6. From the results, we
observe that there exist different variation trends in the accuracy and
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Fig. 9. Variation curves of objective function values.

time as the number of anchors increases. Specifically, the classification
accuracy of CFMSC grows smoothly and then reaches a stable value as
depicted in Figs. 6(a) and (c). However, the running time significantly
increases along with the number of anchors as depicted in Figs. 6 (b)
and (d), which demonstrates that it is not suitable for CFMSC to use too
many anchor points. Consequently, to maintain comparable accuracy
and acceptable running time, we need to generate a proper number of
anchors in which the number of anchors should be much smaller than
the data size (i.e., m < n), and set a threshold for the number of anchors
on different datasets. Taking both the difference in data sizes and the
balance of classification ability and time cost into consideration, how
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to determine the optimal number of anchor points on each dataset is
worthy of further research.

Ablation study. To further analyze the influence of the adap-
tive collaborative fusion of both feature projections and similarity
graphs, we conduct an ablation study in this subsection. Specifically, we
first remove the feature projection fusion part from CFMSC, and thus
get a simplified multi-view model (named CFMSC,) that treats each
projection subspace equally. CFMSC,, performs the multi-view fusion
from the aspect of similarity graphs. Accordingly, we can remove the
adaptive graph fusion part from CFMSC, thereby getting another multi-
view variant of CFMSC (named CFMSC,). CFMSC, uses a fixed graph
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(ie, S = Zz‘)/=1 SY/V) and merely considers the feature projection-
level fusion. Finally, we entirely remove the collaborative fusion part
and thus get a single-view variant of CFMSC (named CFMSC,). The
classification results on testing data with 20% or 2% of labeled samples
are depicted in Fig. 7. From the results, we observe that CFMSC is
consistently superior to its two multi-view variants (i.e., CFMSC, and
CFMSC,) which merely consider the multi-view data fusion in the level
of graph or projection. This indicates that the adaptive collaborative
fusion of feature projections and similarity graphs is indeed helpful
to boost the performance of multi-view classification. Benefiting from
this simultaneous fusion manner, CFMSC can obtain more informative
knowledge from multi-view data, not only improving the reliability of
label propagation but also making CFMSC learn a more discriminative
projection subspace. Meanwhile, the multi-view CFMSC, and CFMSC,
also outperforms the single-view variant of CFMSC (i.e., CFMSC,)
which sets the view weights a, (v=1,...,V) to be 1/V, demonstrating
that it is inappropriate to treat each view equally and simply con-
catenate multiple views (i.e., projections and graphs) for classification.
This further verifies that our proposed fusion manner can discriminate
different views and simultaneously assign appropriate weights to them
such that the effects of low-quality views can be largely weakened. As a
result, it is effective and necessary to adaptively integrate both feature
projections and similarity graphs within a unified framework.

4.3. Parameter sensitivity and convergence analysis

In the proposed CFMSC, there are three parameters 4, #, and y that
need to be tuned, in which A adjusts the over-fitting problem of the
feature projection fusion, # controls the smoothness of label propaga-
tion, and y balances the importance of the graph fusion and learning.
To investigate the influence of these parameters on performance, we
conduct experiments on the Cal-7 and Hdigit datasets. Specifically,
we change two parameters in the range of {10~3,1072, .., 10°} and
fix the other parameter as 1. The classification results on testing data
with 20% or 2% of labeled samples are depicted in Fig. 8. It can be
seen that CFMSC is not very sensitive to f, and is somewhat sensitive
to 4 and y. CFMSC achieves relatively good results with varying 4,
p, and y in the range of {10~',10°,10'}, whereas CFMSC performs
worse when 1 and y are too small or large (e.g., 10~3), demonstrating
that the terms corresponding to A and y are particularly important
for CFMSC. Considering that the graph fusion and learning guarantees
that the fused graph can accurately propagate label information, and
the feature projection fusion facilitates learning a discriminative joint
feature projection, A and y should be appropriately set to balance
the importance of their corresponding terms in the proposed CFMSC.
According to the above analysis, we can first use a fixed § and then
tune A and y by the grid search to achieve better performance.

The objective function of CFMSC is iteratively solved in Algorithm
1. In this part, we experimentally illustrate the convergence of CFMSC
on all multi-view datasets. Here, the ratio of labeled samples is also set
to 20% or 2%, and parameters y, 4, and g are set to 1. Fig. 9 shows
the variations of the objective function with the number of iterations.
We find that the objective function monotonically decreases at each
iteration and quickly converges within 15 iterations, demonstrating
that the adopted optimization solution is effective.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, we present an adaptive collaborative fusion method
for semi-supervised multi-view classification problem. Different from
existing methods that perform the multi-view fusion from the level
of graphs or projections independently, our formulation can adap-
tively discriminate different views and fuse multiple graphs as well
as projections within a unified framework simultaneously, obtaining
more informative knowledge from multi-view data. Benefiting from this
collaborative fusion scheme, the proposed CFMSC can learn a joint
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feature projection and a unified similarity graph compatible across
different views, in which the correlation and diversity among views are
fully considered and effectively utilized. Moreover, CFMSC coalesces
different views in an adaptive-weighting manner without extra weight-
related parameters. Inspired by the anchor-based bipartite graph, an
acceleration strategy is designed to reduce the computational complex-
ity of CFMSC by using a small size of anchor points. Experimental
results on different datasets have validated the superiority of CFMSC
compared to the state-of-the-art competitors over the classification
performance and time cost.

Although CFMSC achieves its objectives, some interesting directions
are worthwhile in future research. First, we will extend CFMSC to
be a more general multi-view learning framework that can work in
unsupervised scenarios. Second, it is possible to use kernel tricks to
further enhance performance. Additionally, how to extend CFMSC to
effectively tackle the task that selects a minimal or optimal view subset
from multiple views will be studied in the future.
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Appendix A. Proof of Eq. (13)

Proof. Since ), g; = n, thus the first term of Eq. (13) can be rewritten
by the Cauchy inequality:

n 14 2 n 14
Sl -Xawlx| 22T - T awx| )’ 35)
=1 i o=l o , TS =1 o 2
According to Eq. (35), we have:
1 n 14 ) n 2
T : T
- Zawis] = o 3l Z“ wi - o
Therefore, we can further infer that:
mm - Z “f a, WT ” & mm - 2 Hf - ZaUWT v
2
e min Z ZaUWT v 37

W, uq>01Tq n; q;

v=1

Hence we prove that Eq. (12) can be equ1valent to Eq. (13).
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Appendix B. Proof of Eq. (16)

Proof. We first denote the objective function in Eq. (16) as g(IT’, F),
then the constant term Tr(Y” U,Y) can be removed from g(W, F). Thus
g(W, F) can be rewritten in matrix form as:

T T
— F F F| [U,y
gW,F)=Tr [W] Z[ﬁ;] ~Tr [W] [ K ] , (38)
where
_|9+BLs+U, -ox" (n+d)x(n+d)
z ‘[ -X0 xox” 44| €F : (39)

To prove that g(W, F) is jointly convex w.r.t. W and F, we only need
to prove that the matrix Z € RO+®X(+d) jg positive semi-definite. For
an arbitrary vector v = [vlT,vg]T € RO+X1 where v; € R™! and
v, € R¥1, we have

v Zv = vlT(ﬂLS +U, v+ AUZTA_lvz +@, = XTv)T O, - XTv,). (40)

Since U,, A and Q are all the nonnegative diagonal matrices, and the
Laplacian matrix Lg is positive semi-definite [40], we have vI'Zv >0,
proving that Z is positive semi-definite. Therefore, Eq. (16) is jointly
convex w.r.t. W and F.

Appendix C. Optimization of Eq. (23)

According to [41], Eq. (23) can be solved by tackling its counter-
part:

2
min 5 41)

a’Mz—a"h+ E”a—z+ z|
a>0,al1=1,z 2 U

where z € RV*! denotes a slack variable, u > 0 is a penalty parameter,
and 7 € RY*! is a Lagrangian multiplier. Eq. (41) can be iteratively op-
timized by the augmented Lagrangian multiplier method. Specifically,
u is gradually increased with step 6 (1 < 6 < 2) during each iteration,
making a and z closer, then 7 is updated by 7 « 7+ u(a —z). When the
updated a and z are sufficiently close to each other, Eq. (41) converges,
and finally the optimal @ can be obtained. The solution steps are as
follows:

Step 1. Update z: When « is fixed, Eq. (41) is an unconstrained
optimization problem. By setting the derivative of Eq. (41) w.r.t. z to
zero, we update z by:

z=a—l(Ma—r). (42)
u

Step 2. Update a: When z is fixed with its current value of z (i.e., z*),

a can be updated by minimizing the following problem:
min (43)

i Ha — 4 %(r Mz — h)”z,

which can be solved with a closed-form solution [35]. In this way, « is
adaptively updated according to the aforementioned steps.
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