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Abstract

Multi-view crowd counting can effectively mitigate occlu-
sion issues that commonly arise in single-image crowd
counting. Existing deep-learning multi-view crowd count-
ing methods project different camera view images onto a
common space to obtain ground-plane density maps, re-
quiring abundant and costly crowd annotations and cam-
era calibrations. Hence, calibration-free methods are pro-
posed that do not require camera calibrations and scene-
level crowd annotations. However, existing calibration-free
methods still require expensive image-level crowd annota-
tions for training the single-view counting module. Thus,
in this paper, we propose a weakly-supervised calibration-
free multi-view crowd counting method (WSCF-MVCC), di-
rectly using crowd count as supervision for the single-view
counting module rather than density maps constructed from
crowd annotations. Instead, a self-supervised ranking loss
that leverages multi-scale priors is utilized to enhance the
model’s perceptual ability without additional annotation
costs. What’s more, the proposed model leverages seman-
tic information to achieve a more accurate view match-
ing and, consequently, a more precise scene-level crowd
count estimation. The proposed method outperforms the
state-of-the-art methods on three widely used multi-view
counting datasets under weakly supervised settings, indi-
cating that it is more suitable for practical deployment
compared with calibrated methods. Code is released in
https://github.com/zqyq/Weakly—-MVCC.

1. Introduction

Single-image counting methods [5, 6, 10] have exhibited
promising effectiveness in counting objects. However,
when the scene becomes larger and the scene shape is ir-
regular, the inherent limitations of existing single-image
counting approaches hinder their practical application. For
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these wide-area scenes, recent researches use multiple cam-
era views to estimate the crowd count of the whole scene,
i.e., multi-view crowd counting (MVCC).

Generally, MVCC methods [24, 27-29] make use of a
common platform assumption to project image-level fea-
tures onto the ground plane or a plane at a specific height.
In the projection process, these methods rely on the camera
calibration information (including intrinsic and extrinsic pa-
rameters). In addition, during the training phase, the model
requires a large number of accurate human location anno-
tations for supervision, as shown in Fig. 1 top. All these
factors limit the real application scenarios of MVCC.

Thus, to extend and apply MVCC to a more practical
scene, a calibration-free multi-view counting (CF-MVCC)
method [26] has been proposed, which aims to reduce the
demand for camera calibration parameters and other an-
notated data, and achieves effective crowd count predic-
tion results. It predicts a homography transformation ma-
trix for aligning features from different camera views by
using the same person’s image coordinates in each view.
To fuse image-level features from different perspectives,
calibration-free MVCC methods directly predict the match-
ing weight map for each camera view, rather than project-
ing features onto a common ground plane together. Finally,
the scene-level crowd count can be calculated as a weighted
sum over the predicted density maps, as shown in Fig. |
middle. However, the calibration-free MVCC method [26]
still relies on single-image crowd location annotations to
train the single-view counting module, limiting its applica-
tion scenarios. And it overly relies on the prediction ac-
curacy of the homography matrix. When the homography
matrix is inaccurately predicted, it leads to misalignment of
features between the two camera views, making it difficult
for the model to learn matching weight maps. Besides, the
existing method ignores the critical semantic features be-
tween different camera pairs.

To address the issues mentioned above, we propose
a weakly-supervised calibration-free multi-view crowd
counting (WSCF-MVCC) method (see Fig. 1 bottom). We
directly use crowd count as a single-view module supervi-
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Figure 1. Calibrated methods (top) require both camera calibration information to project image features and utilize annotations of image-
level and scene-level people’s locations. Calibration-free methods (middle) eliminate the need for camera calibration information and
require the annotations of image-level people’s locations. Based on calibration-free methods, weakly-supervised calibration-free methods
(bottom, ours) use annotations of image-level people counts rather than locations, significantly reducing annotation costs.

sion rather than density maps constructed from crowd loca-
tions, reducing the annotation costs. Moreover, we utilize
a self-supervised ranking loss to alleviate the influence of
weakly supervised training. Furthermore, multi-view priors
and semantic information are used to enhance the model’s
view-matching abilities for more accurate view matching.
Specifically, the proposed method estimates the total crowd
count in the scene via 3 modules: 1) The single-view crowd
counting module (SVCC) consists of feature extraction and
density map prediction submodules. Note that we also
directly replace this module by using the existing single-
image counting method as a fixed module, further reducing
the model’s demand for crowd annotation information. 2)
The matching weight estimation module (MWE) first esti-
mates the homography between pairs of camera views. For
each camera pair, the features from one camera view are
then projected to the other view, concatenated, and used to
estimate a matching probability map between the two cam-
era views. Then, a weight map is calculated for each view
using all the matching probability maps. Additionally, im-
age content and distance information are used when calcu-
lating the weight maps to adjust for the confidence from
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each camera view. 3) The multi-view counting estimation
module (MVCE) calculates the total count as a weighted
sum of the predicted single-view density maps using the es-
timated weight maps. In summary, the paper’s contributions
are as follows.

* We propose a weakly-supervised calibration-free multi-
view crowd counting model, which significantly reduces
annotation requirements compared with existing meth-
ods.

* A self-supervised ranking loss leveraging multi-scale pri-
ors is proposed to enhance the model’s perceptual abil-
ity without additional annotation costs. Moreover, multi-
view priors and semantic information are utilized to con-
struct a view matching loss, achieving better view match-
ing accuracy and model performance.

» The proposed weakly-supervised method achieves better
counting performance in three different datasets, indicat-
ing that the proposed method is more suitable for practical
deployment.



2. Related Work

Single-image crowd counting. Traditional single-image
counting methods can be divided into three categories:
detection-based [19, 22], regression-based [8] or density
map based methods [9].

Moreover, recent works [1, 3, 12, 14, 18, 23] based on
deep neural networks (DNNs) have gradually become main-
stream, focusing on density map estimation. [32] intro-
duced a multi-column CNN structure consisting of three
columns of different receptive field sizes, which can enrich
the features of people at different scales. [7] proposed to
use the patch pyramid as input to extract multi-scale fea-
tures. Besides, recent research has explored various forms
of supervision, including regression methods and loss func-
tions. Although these methods have significantly improved
counting performance, they still rely on accurate annota-
tions. However, this process is laborious and ambiguous
due to heavy occlusion and scale variation. To extend the
application scenarios of crowd counting, some researchers
proposed the weakly supervised [16, 33] or semi-supervised
methods [20] . L2R [15] introduced a crop ranking loss by
learning containment relationships to supervise unlabeled
images. Lin et al [13] proposed a new agency-guided semi-
supervised counting approach, which associates the dense
crowd areas of different images for obtaining reliable su-
pervised signals. However, a single camera view is insuffi-
cient to cover a large or extensive scene, and it is difficult to
solve problems such as occlusion and scale transformation
that exist in the image. Therefore, multi-view crowd count-
ing methods have been proposed to solve these problems
mentioned above.

Multi-view crowd counting. Previous calibrated multi-
view crowd counting methods aim to predict the crowd
count in a scene through images captured simultaneously
by multiple different camera devices. Recently, [24] pro-
posed the first DNN-based multi-view counting method,
which transforms each camera view’s image-level features
to the scene’s ground plane and then fuses these features
to estimate the scene-level density map. [29] proposed
a cross-view cross-scene multi-view counting model by
camera selection and noise injection training. [30] de-
signed a view-contribution weight mechanism utilizing ex-
tra view-level supervision for better multi-view people de-
tection under large scenes. MVOT [31] proposed a point-
supervised multi-view optimal transport loss for more ac-
curate multi-view crowd localization. However, previous
multi-view crowd counting methods primarily project the
camera views’ features onto a common platform and require
camera parameters for fusion and prediction. In this pro-
cess, camera calibrations are needed in the testing stage,
which limits their applicability in new scenarios where
camera calibrations are unavailable. Hence, to reduce the
model’s demand for annotation data, [26] proposes the first

calibration-free counting methods. This method creates a
matching weight map between each view by considering
the number of cameras visible to a given pixel and the con-
fidence level of each pixel. It calculates the total number of
people in the scene with the matching weight maps and the
predicted single-image density maps. Although [26] effec-
tively solves the dependence problem of multi-view crowd
counting methods on camera calibration parameters, the fu-
sion module’s blending weights are largely determined by
the predicted homography matrix and need all the people’s
locations to generate the single-view density map, ignoring
the critical semantic features and resulting in expensive an-
notation costs.

3. Weakly-supervised Calibration-free MVCC

The existing method [26] effectively solves the dependence
problem of multi-view crowd counting methods on cam-
era calibration parameters. However, the fusion module’s
blending weights are largely determined by the predicted
homography matrix and require all people’s locations to
generate single-view density maps, thereby ignoring the
critical semantic features and resulting in expensive annota-
tion costs.

To address the problems above, this section proposes
a weakly-supervised calibration-free multi-view crowd
counting method. We utilize the matching relationships
between different views, require less crowd annotation in-
formation, and achieve good performance in multi-view
crowd counting tasks. By exploring and effectively utiliz-
ing the matching relationship of viewpoints, the method can
achieve counting performance comparable to those methods
using more scene annotation information (including camera
calibration information and more crowd head label infor-
mation). Moreover, we utilize the number of all people as
the ground truth (GT) of the single-view counting module
to reduce annotation costs through weak supervision, and
utilize multi-view prior and image semantic information to
enhance the capabilities of view matching.

Specifically, our proposed model consists of the follow-
ing three modules: single-view crowd counting, matching
weight estimation, and multi-view counting estimation. The
pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 2.

3.1. Single-view Crowd Counting Module (SVCC)

The SVCC module extracts the crowd feature from each
camera view ¢ using a single-view feature extractor and
predicts the crowd density map D; corresponding to that
view through the feature decoder. To make a fair com-
parison with existing supervised crowd counting methods,
we follow CVCS and use the first 7 layers of VGG-net as
the feature extraction subnet, and the remaining layers of
CSR-net as the decoder for predicting the density map D;.
The design of the loss function during the model training
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Figure 2. The pipeline of the proposed WSCF-MVCC, including single-view crowd counting (SVCC), matching weight estimation (MWE),
and multi-view crowd estimation (MVCE). Compared with CF-MVCC methods, we utilize the annotations of image-level people’s counts

to supervise the SVCC module rather than their locations.

process is I, = .1, || Di — Dgt , where D; and DY"
are the predicted and ground- truth density maps respec-
tively, and V is the number of camera views. For weakly-
supervised SVCC, since the function of the SVCC mod-
ule is the same as that of the single-view crowd counting
methods, we simultaneously explore the experimental re-
sults of using existing single-view crowd counting methods
to directly replace the SVCC module. Specifically, we use
CLTR [11] trained on the NWPU-Crowd dataset to replace
the SVCC module for crowd prediction. Moreover, the pre-
dicted density map also focuses on the position information
of the crowd in the scene, which can provide correspond-
ing matching keypoints for the subsequent calculation of
the perspective matching score. It is worth noting that we
don’t require additional scene crowd annotation data for re-
training, which can further reduce the model’s annotation
demand.

Hence, in the SVCC module with weak supervision, we

use CLTR and use the same feature extractor and trans-
former subnet as the feature extractor. Unlike CLTR, which

directly predicts the number of crowd counting based on
an extracted feature map, we use the layers of CSR-net as
the decoder for predicting the crowd density map for each
camera view. The sum of the predicted crowd density map
can represent the number of people counted. Additionally,
compared with [26], we only use the number of crowds
as supervision rather than density maps constructed from
crowd locations, which significantly reduces the annotation
costs. Furthermore, through utilizing multi-scale priors, we
adopt the common regional ranking loss to conduct weakly-
supervised learning on the model during the fine-tuning pro-
cess. The principle of the loss function is shown in Fig. 3.

According to common sense, it is known that the number of
people contained in a certain area of the same image must be
greater than or equal to the number of people contained in
any sub-area within that area. Therefore, there exists a con-
straint relationship that the prediction result on the sub-area
must occur within the area. By adopting the regional loss
function, the prediction results for local regions in different
scenarios will be more reliable. In addition to supervising
the prediction results of local areas, we also design a ded-
icated loss function to improve the performance of crowd
counting. As in weakly-supervised crowd counting meth-
ods, we use the total count annotation information of the
image to constrain the prediction result. In conclusion, the
loss function can be written as:
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where V represents the number of camera view, N indicates
the number of sub-area on the same image, ¢; is the num-
ber of people prediction, c is the actual total number of
people, C'(4;;) and C(ALk) represent the number of peo-
ple within subarea A;; and A;, in i-th view, and the visible
area of A;; is more than A;j, as shown in Fig. 2. In the
experiment, we set N = 3 and randomly select A;; from
i-th view, then select A;5 from A;;, and finally select A;3
from A;o for maintaining the effectiveness of the ranking
loss (See Fig. 3).

3.2. Matching Weight Estimation Module (MWE)

The core idea of the MWE module is to estimate the ho-
mography transformation matrix H;; between any 2 cam-
era views ¢ and j. The corresponding relationship between



Figure 3. Illustration of the ranking loss mechanism. The number of people contained in a certain area of the same image must be greater
than or equal to the number of people contained in any sub-area within that area.

camera pairs can be established using a homography ma-
trix, and the matching score of different perspectives can
be predicted based on the corresponding relationship, de-
noted as M;;. After that, based on M;;, we are to calculate
the matching contribution weight of each pixel in a certain
camera view toward the total number of people in the scene.
Specifically, we first use a CNN to estimate the homography
transformation matrix from camera view ¢ to j. This CNN
extracts the feature maps F* and th from the two camera
views. Secondly, the correlation map between F* and F" is
computed, and a decoder is utilized to predict H;;. For su-
pervision, the ground-truth homography matrix H igjt is cal-
culated based on the corresponding people’s head locations
in the two camera views. In particular, when the camera
view pair has no overlapping field of view, a dummy ho-
mography matrix is used as the GT to indicate that the two
camera views are non-overlapping. The loss function for
training the homography estimation CNN is defined as:
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After that, we can align the features of any two perspec-
tives through the homography transformation matrix and
learn the correlations between the features. We use a sub-
network to predict the matching score map M;;, whose ele-
ments indicate the probability of whether the given pixel in
view ¢ has a match anywhere in view j. The input into the
subnet is the concatenation of features F)° extracted from
view 4, and the aligned features from view j, P(ch7 H;j),
where P is the projection layer adopted from STN [4]. Note
that, in a multiple camera-view scenario, the corresponding
people’s head locations contain extremely rich and crucial
semantic information. In the set of corresponding head lo-
cations, any pair of position points can indicate that the cor-
responding positions in different views have a direct map-
ping relationship in space. Moreover, when counting the
number of people in the scene across different views, the
matching weight of the corresponding positions in differ-
ent views should sum up to one. By leveraging the above-

mentioned prior information, the model can be effectively
assisted in better allocating the weight matching score be-
tween camera views. Therefore, we use the correspond-
ing people’s head labels to generate the ground truth ijt
for supervising the prediction of the view matching weight
map. The loss used to train the matching score map estima-
tion CNN is
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where Migjt is a binarized graph. The purpose of binariza-
tion is to enable the model to allocate weights reasonably
only for the match of people’s semantic information in the
scene, and the weight values of the remaining areas will be
learned by the network.

Finally, the confidence score map C; for camera view ¢ is
generated from the image features and pixel-wise distance
information. The camera view weight maps are computed

as:
14

Wi = Ci/(Cs + Z C; © M) 4
J#i
where  is element-wise multiplication, and C’; =
P(C;, H;j) is the projection of confidence map C; to cam-
era view ¢. Note that the views with higher confidence will
have a higher contribution to the count of the corresponding
pixel.

The confidence map C; is predicted by a CNN whose
inputs are the image feature map F* and distance feature
map T;. Generally, 7; is computed by feeding a distance
map [26], where each pixel represents the distance to the
camera in the 3D scene, into a small CNN.

3.3. Multi-view Counting Estimation Module
(MVCE)

Through the computed weight map W; for each view i, the
total crowd count S is the weighted sum of the density map



Table 1. Scene-level counting performance on the synthetic multi-scene dataset CVCS.

Supervision Method MAE| NAE|

CVCS_backbone [29] 14.13 0.115

Calibrated Fully-supervised gzgg(g[;;MS) [24, 29] 2;3 8828
CountFormer [17] 4.79 0.039

Dmap_weightedH [26] 28.28 0.239

Dmap_weightedA [26] 19.85 0.165

Calibration-free | Fully-supervised Total_count [26] 18.89 0.157
CF-MVCC [26] 1390  0.118

WSCF-MVCC (Ours) 1299  0.111

Calibration-free | Weakly-supervised SVFS-gIF\-II\C/IS/-CS C[?S(? ]( Ours) igéz 81%47'

predictions D;. The calculation formula of S is as follows:

v
S = Z sum(W; ® D;) )]
i=1
where sum is the summation over the map. During train-
ing, the total count loss is the MSE of the count prediction:
ls = ||S — 59|, where S9' is the GT. Finally, the loss for
training the whole model can be written as:

Loss =1s+ AMg; + Blg + vln (6)

where )\, 3, and y are hyperparameters to control the weight
of these loss items.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experiment Settings

Ground-truth. We use the single-view density map, the
homography transformation matrix, and the scene crowd
count as ground-truth for training. In the SVCC module,
we also explore using a single-view crowd count to re-
place the single-view density map for training the model.
The GT for the single-view density maps is constructed in
a manner similar to typical single-image counting meth-
ods. The ground-truth homography transformation matrix
of a camera-view pair is calculated with the correspond-
ing people’s head coordinates (normalized to [-1, 1]). If
there are no common people in the two camera views, we
define H = [0,0,—10;0,0,—10;0,0,1] as a ‘dummy’ ho-
mography matrix that represents the situation of no over-
lapped region. As for the ground-truth single-view crowd
count or the ground-truth people count, we only require the
number of the single-view level or the total scene-level, re-
spectively. Compared with the previous multi-view crowd
counting methods [26], our approach reduces the reliance
on camera calibration information, image-level crowd an-
notations, and scene-level crowd annotations.

Training and evaluation. The training process of this
method is carried out in stages. First, we train the SVCC

and the homography estimation module respectively. Then
fix both of them and train the remaining MWE and MVCE
modules. On the large synthetic dataset, we use learning
rates of 10~2. On the real scene datasets, the learning rate
is 10~%. Mean absolute error (MAE) and mean normalized
absolute error (NAE) of the predicted counts are used as the
evaluation metrics.

Datasets. We validate the proposed calibration-free
multi-view counting on both a synthetic dataset, CVCS
[29], and real datasets, CityStreet [24] and PETS2009 [2].
CVCS is a cross-scene synthetic dataset for the multi-view
counting task. Each scene contains 100 frames (with an
input image resolution of 640x360) and about 100 cam-
era views (280k total images). CityStreet, PETS2009
are two real single-scene datasets for multi-view count-
ing. CityStreet contains 3 camera views and 300 multi-
view frames (676x380) for training and 200 for testing.
PETS2009 contains 3 camera views and 1105 multi-view
frames (384x288) for training and 794 for testing.

4.2. Experiment Results

4.2.1. Weakly-supervised counting performance.

We compare the scene-level counting performance of the
existing methods on CVCS [29], CityStreet [24], and
PETS2009 [2]. In Table 1, we show the experiment
results on the CVCS dataset, and the proposed WSCF-
MVCC method achieves the best performance among the
calibration-free methods. Compared with comparisons
Dmap_weightedH and Dmap_weighteddA, which only con-
sider the geometric constraints of the camera or the image
content, the performance of these methods is worse than
that of CF-MVCC [26].

Total_count replaces the supervision of the crowd density
map in CVCS with total count loss, so the prediction results
will be disturbed by the changes in the scene.

‘-S’ represents using the annotations of the crowd num-
ber for training the SVCC rather than the density map
constructed from crowd locations. Compared with CF-



Table 2. Scene-level counting performance on real single-scene datasets.

Supervision Method CityStreet PETS2009
P MAE| NAE| | MAE| NAE]
MVMS [24] 8.01 0.096 349 0.124
. . 3D_counting [25] 7.54 0.091 3.15 0.113
Calibrated Fully-supervised CVE [34] 708 ) 3.08 i
CountFormer [17] 4.72 0.058 0.74 0.030

Calibration-free | Fully-supervised

Dmap_weightedH [26] 9.84 0.107 4.23 0.136
Dmap_weightedA [26] 9.40 0.123 6.25 0.252
Total_count [26] 11.28 0.152 6.95 0.265
CF-MVCC [26]
WSCF-MVCC (Ours) 7.28 0.093 2.92 0.103

8.06 0.102 3.46 0.116

Calibration-free

Weakly-supervised

CF-MVCC-S [26] 7.74 0.110 3.49 0.116
WSCF-MVCC-S (Ours) 7.40 0.102 3.26 0.110

Table 3. Ablation study on whether using distance and semantic
information in the matching weight map estimation.

Method MAE| NAE]
Base 16.13 0.139
Base+Dist. 13.90 0.118
Base+Dist.+Seg. | 12.99 0.111

MVCC(-S), WSCF-MVCC(-S) can further enhance the
model’s performance after supervised learning of the view
matching score map, which shows the same advantages in
Table 2. Finally, the performance of WSCF-MVCC is in-
ferior to that of the calibration methods; however, it still
narrows the gap with the calibrated methods and is superior
to the CVCS backbone method. It can be demonstrated that
the method proposed in this study can be used for scene-
level crowd count prediction without using any calibration
parameters.

In Table 2, we evaluate all the calibration-free methods
on two real single-scene datasets. According to the experi-
ment results on real datasets, our proposed method achieves
better performance than the other calibration-free methods.

Additionally, the performance of WSCF-MVCC is com-
parable to the calibrated multi-view crowd counting meth-
ods MVMS [24] and 3DCount [25], and slightly worse than
CVF [34]. The reason for this result might lie in the fact
that calibration-free methods can implicitly learn specific
camera geometric parameters during the fusion step.

Compared with the experimental results on the CVCS
dataset, the experimental results on the two real-world
datasets are closer to those of calibrated multi-view crowd
counting methods.

As a cross-scene dataset, CVCS has a test set cover-
ing diverse scene types and complex camera distributions,
which significantly increases the difficulty of predicting
transformation relationships between different camera per-
spectives in new scenes. However, the experimental results
in Table 1 demonstrate that WSCF-MVCC can effectively

Table 4. Ablation study on single-view counting networks for
SVCC module.

SVCC Method | MAE| NAE |
CSRNet 15.29 0.128
Weakly-supervised DM-Count 16.49 0.139
CLTR 13.66 0.114

predict transformation relationships in different scenes and
estimate the number of people in the scene based on these
relationships.

4.3. Visualization Results

We show the visualization results of weight maps W and
density maps D in Fig. 4. The red boxes indicate regions
with a more reliable match weight, showing that the pro-
posed WSCF-MVCC possesses enhanced view-matching
capabilities. Additionally, we present the experiment results
on CityStreet and PETS2009 datasets. In Fig. 5, the results
of WSCF-MVCC are closer to the ground-truth.

4.4. Ablation Studies

In this section, we conduct various ablation studies on the
CVCS dataset.

Ablation study on matching weight map. We conduct
an ablation study to show which information can help the
model to predict a more reliable matching weight map.
First, we conduct a basic method that utilizes only image
features to estimate a matching map without any other addi-
tional information, i.e., ‘Base’. Next, we add distance infor-
mation, denoted as ‘Base+Dist.’. Finally, we add both dis-
tance and semantic information as ‘Base+Dist.+Seg.’, i.e.,
WSCFE-MVCC. The results are shown in Table 3. Com-
pared with not using additional information, using distance
information can improve prediction performance. Further-
more, using both distance and semantic information can fur-
ther enhance model performance. This demonstrates that
with effective information supervision, matching weight
maps can effectively predict the weight relationships be-
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Table 5. Ablation study on the variable testing camera number (3,
5, 7, 9) of the proposed method on the CVCS dataset, which is
trained on 5 camera views.

Number]  CEMVCC [ WSCF-MVCC
MAE | NAE || MAE | NAE |

3 11.01 0.107 | 1443 0.137
5 13.90 0.118 | 12.99 0.111
7 18.45 0.147 | 1577 0.128
9 2223 0.174| 21.89 0.173

tween different perspectives.

Ablation study on single-view counting network. We ex-
plore using a weakly supervised approach to train the ex-
isting single-view counting network as the SVCC module,
thereby reducing the model’s demand for single-view an-
notation data. In Table 4, we consider 3 commonly used
single-view counting modules [10, 11, 21] as the SVCC

module and evaluate it on the CVCS dataset. The re-
sults demonstrate that CLTR [11] achieves better perfor-
mance than using other single-view counting networks in
the SVCC module. Thus, we use it in all experiments.

Ablation study on the view number. The third ablation
study is conducted on the variable camera views during the
testing stage. To show the influence of the number of cam-
era views, we test WSCF-MVCC with different numbers
of input cameras, where the model is trained on the CVCS
dataset using 5 camera views as input. The results are pre-
sented in Table 5. WSCF-MVCC achieves a more robust
performance than the calibration-free method CF-MVCC.
When the number of test camera views equals or exceeds
the number of training views, as in the CF-MVCC method,
the results decrease as the number of cameras increases.
The reason is that the error in weight map prediction might
increase when the number of camera views changes, but this
increase can be constrained by the supervision of useful se-
mantic information. In addition, when the number of test



cameras is fewer than the training views, the performance
also degrades. The possible reason is that there is less effec-
tive matching information provided between perspectives.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we focus on the weakly-supervised
calibration-free multi-view crowd counting task (WSCF-
MVCC). Existing calibration-free methods overlook criti-
cal semantic features and require expensive annotation costs
to construct supervision for training the single-view mod-
ule. Thus, we directly use crowd count as supervision
for the single-view module, significantly reducing annota-
tion costs. With multi-scale priors, we adopt a weakly-
supervised ranking loss to enhance the model’s perception
ability without extra annotation costs, mitigating the limi-
tations of weak supervision. Moreover, we design a view
matching loss that uses multi-view priors and semantic in-
formation, enabling the model to achieve better view match-
ing ability and performance. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that the proposed WSCF-MVCC is more suitable
for practical deployment compared with calibrated MVCC
methods and CF-MVCC methods. Additionally, the pro-
posed losses possess good generalization abilities and can
be applied to existing calibration-free single-view or multi-
view methods to enhance the model’s performance.
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