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Abstract

Recently, contrastive learning (CL) plays an important role
in exploring complementary information for multi-view clus-
tering (MVC) and has attracted increasing attention. Never-
theless, real-world multi-view data suffer from data incom-
pleteness or noise, resulting in rare-paired samples or mis-
paired samples which significantly challenges the effective-
ness of CL-based MVC. That is, rare-paired issue prevents
MVC from extracting sufficient multi-view complementary
information, and mis-paired issue causes contrastive learn-
ing to optimize the model in the wrong direction. To address
these issues, we propose a unified CL-based MVC frame-
work for enhancing clustering effectiveness on incomplete
and noise multi-view data. First, to overcome the rare-paired
issue, we design a global-graph guided contrastive learn-
ing, where all view samples construct a global-view affinity
graph to form new sample pairs for fully exploring comple-
mentary information. Second, to mitigate the mis-paired
issue, we propose a local-graph weighted contrastive learn-
ing, which leverages local neighbors to generate pair-wise
weights to adaptively strength or weaken the pair-wise con-
trastive learning. Our method is imputation-free and can
be integrated into a unified global-local graph-guided con-
trastive learning framework. Extensive experiments on both
incomplete and noise settings of multi-view data demonstrate
that our method achieves superior performance compared
with state-of-the-art approaches.

1. Introduction
Multi-view data refers to the paired data with semantic as-
sociation and widely exists in practical applications in vari-
ous forms, such as industry multi-sensor data [28], medical
multi-omics data [13, 24], and intent multi-modal data [43],
which can observe the same sample from different views for
providing comprehensive understanding for the world. To
utilize multi-view data, multi-view clustering (MVC) [5, 12]
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aims to explore the association information between paired
data to produce well-clustered representations, and has been
fully investigated over the past two decades [1, 3, 19, 38].
Among them, contrastive learning (CL) based MVC has be-
come one of the mainstream deep MVC methods in recent
years [4, 35, 37], because CL inherently conforms to the
learning objectives of MVC.

However, practical multi-view data usually suffer from
data incompleteness and data noise, and thus nowadays re-
searchers’ focus has shifted to studying incomplete MVC
and noise-robust MVC. To address data incompleteness,
many methods usually recover missing data and then perform
complete MVC tasks. For example, COMPLETER [14]
combines the idea of CL with data imputation to solve the
incomplete MVC problem. DSIMVC [25] extends CL to
the incomplete MVC domain and alleviates the interference
caused by missing-view data through a safe multi-view learn-
ing mechanism. DCG [45] employs the diffusion model to
generate missing data for incomplete MVC. To address data
noise, existing methods leverage inter-view weighting strate-
gies to balance the optimization across multiple views. For
instance, Wang et al. [29] reduces the impact of unreliable or
noise views on learning representations by assigning adap-
tive weights to each view and projecting the data into a low
dimensional subspace. Xu et al. [40] quantifies the infor-
mation contribution of each view by learning view specific
weights, thereby reducing the interference of noise views
and enhancing the impact of valuable views.

Despite important advances, previous MVC approaches
are still limited by two issues. 1) Rare-paired issue: This
arises because most existing CL-based MVC methods [10,
30] are developed under the complete part of multi-view data,
neglecting the fact that incomplete part still contain a por-
tion of paired samples whose semantic associations remain
under-exploited. Although several works [32, 34] attempt to
construct pseudo pairs through data imputation, the imputed
data are often unreliable and may introduce additional noise,
thereby leading to inaccurate optimization. Consequently,
the rare-paired issue hinders incomplete MVC methods from
effectively extracting sufficient complementary information
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Figure 1. Framework Overview of GLC. Our method consists of two stages: View-Specific Feature Learning and Global-Local
Graph-Guided Contrastive Learning. In the first stage, view-specific autoencoders are trained with the reconstruction loss Lrec to extract
view-specific latent features {Zv}Vv=1, without imputing the missing data. In the second stage, we introduce (a) Global-Graph Guided
Contrastive Learning with loss Lggc, where all view samples are integrated to build a global-view affinity graph for establishing new sample
pairs with semantic association hidden in all views; and (b) Local-Graph Weighted Contrastive Learning with loss Llwc, which adaptively
re-weights cross-view sample pairs based on local feature similarity to suppress the negative effect from noise or unreliable sample pairs.

across multiple views. 2) Mis-paired issue: Due to the real-
world multi-view data usually contains noise or outliers, the
pair between a normal view and the noise view lead to the
mis-paired samples. These mis-paired samples introduce
misleading information and prevent the model from learning
true semantic relationships. Although some works [20, 39]
have adopted view-grained weighting strategies to mitigate
the impact of noise views, they are limited to adaptively
distinguish fine-grained mis-paired samples. As a result, the
mis-paired issue prompts contrastive learning to optimize
the model in the wrong direction, ultimately reducing the
quality of learned representations.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose a
Global-Local graph based Contrastive learning (namely GLC
as shown in Figure 1) for achieving unified clustering on in-
complete and noise multi-view data. Specifically, we design
a global-graph guided contrastive learning module, in which
samples from all views collaboratively construct a global-
view affinity graph to discover indirect semantic correlations
and generate additional positive pairs. This mechanism en-
ables the model to fully exploit complementary information
across all views. Then, we introduce a local-graph weighted
contrastive learning module, which captures local neighbor-
hood relationships and assigns adaptive pair-wise weights

based on feature similarity. This adaptive weighting con-
trastive learning effectively strengthens reliable pairs while
suppressing noise or unreliable ones, guiding the model to-
ward more robust representation learning. In this way, this
global-local graph-based contrastive learning can provide
a unified solution for clustering on incomplete and noise
multi-view data.

Compared to previous CL-based MVC methods, the con-
tributions of this work can be summarized as:
• We propose a novel global-graph guided contrastive learn-

ing module, which can construct potential positive and
negative sample pairs across all views, enabling the model
to fully exploit the complementary information with se-
mantic association in incomplete multi-view data.

• We further design a local-graph weighted contrastive learn-
ing module that can assign pair-wise weights based on lo-
cal neighborhood similarity, which adaptively strengthens
reliable positive sample pairs while suppressing noise or
unreliable ones.

• The propose two modules form a unified contrastive learn-
ing framework which is imputation-free and can simulta-
neously address the rare-paired and mis-paired issues in
multi-view learning. Extensive experiments on both in-
complete and noise settings of multi-view datasets demon-
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strate our method’s effectiveness.

2. Related Work

2.1. Deep Incomplete Multi-View Clustering
Incomplete multi-view clustering aims to address the prob-
lem of missing views that commonly exist in real-world
multi-view data. Inspired by the expressive power of deep
learning, many deep incomplete MVC methods [23, 33]
have been developed. The previous work in the literature can
be roughly divided into two categories: imputation-based
methods and imputation-free methods. (i) Imputation-based
methods employ various strategies to impute missing view
data, and then cluster the completed multi-view dataset. For
example, Wang et al. [31] trains Generative Adversarial Net-
works to recover missing views and then learns the common
representations for all views. CPSPAN [10] completes the
representations of missing samples through the transfer of
cross-view structural relationships. GHICMC [2] implicitly
completes missing view information in the representation
layer through global graph propagation and hierarchical in-
formation transmission. (ii) Imputation-free methods typi-
cally fully utilize the existing view representations and avoid
the inaccurate data recovery in clustering processes. For
instance, Xu et al. [37] proposes imputation-free incomplete
MVC which independently learns features of each view and
mines views’ complementarity in a high-dimensional space.
Some work [36] proposes an imputation-free Product-of-
Experts fusion method, from which the view-shared repre-
sentation and clustering assignment are derived. Considering
the view diversity, previous methods usually leverage weight-
ing strategies to achieve the balance optimization across
multiple views [18, 20, 37]. In this work, we follow the
imputation-free idea and propose a novel global-local graph-
guided contrastive learning method for achieving incomplete
and noise-robust MVC.

2.2. Multi-View Contrastive Learning
Multi-view contrastive learning [26] has emerged as a power-
ful paradigm for learning representations, by treating differ-
ent views of the same sample as positive pairs and the views
of different samples as negative pairs. Its remarkable success
in multi-view clustering [27, 38, 41] stems from the ability
to maximize the mutual information between views, and re-
searchers have also combined it with incomplete MVC tasks.
For example, Lin et al. [14] propose to optimize the mutual
information loss between two views and perform contrastive
prediction tasks for incomplete data. Tang and Liu [25] first
recover the missing data’ representation by identifying its
neighbors and then optimize a spectral contrastive loss to
align representations across views. Jin et al. [10] employs
contrastive learning at both the instance and the prototype
levels to train the model for incomplete MVC. Despite the

progress, existing methods have overlooked the rare-paired
and mis-paired issues, which hinder the effectiveness of con-
trastive learning in incomplete multi-view scenarios. In this
work, we argue for addressing these two issues to enable
contrastive learning applicable for broader applications.

3. Method
Notations. We let {Xv ∈ RN×Dv}Vv=1 denote a multi-view
dataset, where V represents the view number and N denotes
the sample number. People usually leverage an indicator
matrix M ∈ {0, 1}N×V to mark the missing data, where
Miv = 0 means the v-th view of the i-th sample is missing
or noise, otherwise Miv = 1. For each sample with multiple
views, e.g., {x1

i ,x
1
i , . . . ,x

V
i }, we have no idea about the

data quality of each view or what is noise. The number of
classes among the dataset are assumed to K.

3.1. Preliminaries and Motivation
For deep incomplete multi-view clustering, autoencoder
model [9] is widely adopted to learning data representations,
by optimizing the following reconstruction loss:

Lrec =

V∑
v=1

Lv
rec =

V∑
v=1

Nv∑
i=1

∥∥xv
i − gvϕv

(
fv
θv (x

v
i )
)∥∥2

2
, (1)

where Nv is the number of available data in the v-th view, fv
θv

and gvϕv
denote the encoder and decoder, θv and ϕv are model

parameters. The latent representations are Zv = fv
θv
(Xv) ∈

RNv×dz , and the reconstructed data are X̂v = gvϕv
(Zv) ∈

RNv×Dv . Furthermore, a contrastive head with multi-layer
perceptron (MLP) is stacked on the latent representation to
obtain the contrastive feature Hv = MLP(Zv) ∈ RNv×dh

for the v-th view, which are further combined with any other
view (e.g., Hu) to form the contrastive loss as follows:

Lv,u
con = −

∑
Pii∈P

[
log

ePii/τ∑
Pij∈N ePij/τ

]
, (2)

where P/N denotes the set of positive/negative sample pair
on {Hv,Hu}. That is, {hv

i ,h
u
i } ∈ P and {hv

i ,h
l
j}

l=v,u
j ̸=i ∈

N , Pii and Pij denote the cosine distance between two
representations. τ is a temperature parameter. In previous
methods, multi-view contrastive learning (MVCL) [4, 15,
38] is conducted by minimizing the sum of reconstruction
loss and contrastive loss:

LMVCL =
∑
v

Lv
rec +

∑
v,u

Lv,u. (3)

Our motivation. As shown in the above paradigm, MVCL
usually considers only non-missing views as positive pairs,
while ignoring incomplete views that are unable to be paired
due to missing views. It will introduce the rare-paired issue
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Figure 2. Illustration of the global-graph sample pair construction.

when the missing rate is heavy. Moreover, MVCL typically
treats all sample pairs equally as shown in Eq. (2), which
have overlooked the mis-paired issue that real-world noise
data form incorrect pairs, thereby easily training the model
in the wrong direction.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel global-
local graph-guided contrastive learning framework (as shown
in Figure 1) for unified clustering on incomplete and noise
multi-view data. Specifically, to overcome the rare-paired
issue, we design a global-graph guided contrastive learning
(Section 3.2), where all view samples construct a global-view
affinity graph to form new sample pairs for fully exploring
complementary information. Meanwhile, to mitigate the mis-
paired issue, we propose a local-graph weighted contrastive
learning (Section 3.3), which leverages local neighbors to
generate pair-wise weights to adaptively strength or weaken
the pair-wise contrastive learning. Their details are intro-
duced as following sections.

3.2. Global-Graph Guided Contrastive Learning
To alleviate the rare-paired issue arising from incomplete
multi-view data, we introduce a global-graph guided con-
trastive learning module as illustrated in Figure 1(a).

Specifically, we construct a global-view affinity graph
G ∈ RNc×Nc on the contrastive features of all views. In G,
each edge weight Gij is computed by the cosine similarity
between any two features, e.g., hi,hj ∈ {Hv}Vv=1:

Gij =
⟨hi,hj⟩

∥hi∥ · ∥hj∥
∈ G. (4)

Based on the affinity graph G, we further adaptively de-
termine positive and negative sample pairs. For each node
feature hi, the most likely correlated nodes in G are selected
to form positive sample pairs, while the weakly correlated
nodes are selected to form negative sample pairs:{hi,hj} ∈ Pggc, if Gij > top-pos% values of row i,

{hi,hj} ∈ Nggc, if Gij < bottom-neg% values of row i,

(5)

where pos and neg are two thresholds to control the pro-
portion of selected samples to all samples. The sample pair
construction is illustrated in Figure 2. This global graph
enables the discovery of potential semantic associations be-
yond directly paired samples, thereby enriching the set of
positive pairs to address the rare-paired issue. Then, our
global-graph guided contrastive (GGC) loss is defined as:

Lggc = −
∑

Pii∈Pggc

[
log

ePii/τ∑
Pij∈Nggc

ePij/τ

]
, (6)

Compared with Eq. (2), optimizing our Lggc is helpful to
discover more complementary information across all views.
Moreover, our method can establish pair associations for
the incomplete multi-view data, as thus to alleviate the rare-
paired issue in incomplete MVC tasks.

3.3. Local-Graph Weighted Contrastive Learning
To mitigate the mis-paired issue arising from noise multi-
view data, we introduce a local-graph weighted contrastive
learning module as illustrated in Figure 1(b).

Specifically, we construct a local-view affinity graph
W(u,v) ∈ Rn×n on each two features {Hu,Hv}:

W
(u,v)
ij = exp

(
−

∥hu
i − hv

j∥2

σ

)
∈ W(u,v), (7)

where σ controls the scaling of the distance metric. The
local-view affinity graph W(u,v) reflects the geometric affini-
ties between two views. To further capture indirect semantic
associations, we build a high-order local-view graph by prop-
agating similarity through intermediate nodes:

Ŵ(u,v) = W(u,v)(W(v,v))T . (8)

This high-order graph enriches the structural context of lo-
cal relationships, enhancing the model’s ability to discover
reliable semantic correspondences.

Based on Eq. (2), we construct the set of positive and
negative pairs Plwc,Nlwc, and leverage the local-view graph
Ŵ(u,v) to adaptively re-weight each sample pair according
to its semantic correspondences. For the u, v-th views, we
formulate local-graph weighted contrastive (LWC) loss as:

Lu,v
lwc = −

∑
Pii∈Plwc

[
log

Ŵ
(u,v)
ii ePii/τ∑

Pij∈Nlwc
ePij/τ

]
, (9)

where Ŵ
(u,v)
ii ∈ Ŵ(u,v), and the total LWC loss over all

views is:

Llwc =

V∑
u=1

V∑
v=u+1

L(u,v)
lwc . (10)

Minimizing our Llwc enables the model to adaptively
strengthen reliable positive sample pairs while suppressing
noise or unreliable ones, thus improving the model robust-
ness against the mis-paired issue.
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Algorithm 1 : The training steps of GLC framework

1: Input: Multi-view dataset {Xv}Vv=1, indicator matrix M
2: Setting: GGC parameters pos and neg, LWC parameter σ,

batch size |B|, learning rate η, trade-off parameters α and β
3: Pre-train {Zv}Vv=1 by minimizing Eq. (1)
4: while not reaching the maximal iterations do
5: Choose a random mini-batch B from {Zv}Vv=1

6: Infer {X̂v,Hv}Vv=1 using autoencoder, contrastive head
7: Compute G, Pggc and Nggc by Eqs. (4) and (5)
8: Compute Ŵ(u,v), Plwc and Nlwc by Eqs. (8) and (9)
9: Compute the loss function LGLC by Eqs. (1), (6), and (9)

10: Minimize LGLC to update the model with learning rate η
11: end while
12: Output: The mean representations by Eq. (12)

3.4. Loss Function and Clustering
The final objective function of our proposed Global-Local
Graph-guided Contrastive Learning framework (GLC) also
integrates the view-specific feature learning, aiming to obtain
discriminative and robust representations for clustering. The
overall loss function is defined as:

LGLC = Lrec + αLggc + βLlwc, (11)

where α and β are trade-off parameters that balance different
learning objectives. To test the clustering performance, we
average the learned features of all available samples:

ĥi =
1∑

v Miv

∑
v

hv
i , s.t. Miv = 1. (12)

Then, we can leverage traditional clustering method such as
K-means [21] to obtain clustering results on {ĥi}Ni=1.
Complexity analysis. The training steps of our GLC frame-
work is shown in Algorithm 1. Let E denote the number of
training epochs, V the number of views, N the total num-
ber of samples, and |B| the batch size. The view-specific
autoencoders perform feature extraction and reconstruction
with a cost of O(V |B|). For Global-Graph Guided Con-
trastive Learning and Local-Graph Weighted Contrastive
Learning, computing pairwise similarities and construct-
ing high-order affinity graphs across all view pairs require
O(V 2|B|2) operations per batch. The clustering step adds
O(NC), where C is the number of clusters. Thus, the to-
tal computational complexity for E epochs approximates to
O(N) + (EN/|B|)O(V 2|B|2), which scales linearly with
the sample size N .

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup
Datasets. Our experiments employ four open-source multi-
view datasets. Their information is shown in Table 1, where

Table 1. Details of multi-view datasets in our experiments.

Datasets #Samples #Views #Classes
DHA 483 2 23

LandUse-21 2,100 2 21
ProteinFold 694 12 27

ALOI 10,800 4 100

DHA [16] is a depth-included human action dataset where
each action has RGB and depth features; LandUse-21 [42]
consists of aerial images cropped from various regions across
the United States, where each sample is represented by two
views, i.e., PHOG and LBP features; ProteinFold [7] is a
bioinformatics dataset in which each sample is represented
by 12 different feature views, including physicochemical
properties, sequence information, secondary structure, vol-
ume, polarity, and substitution matrix features. ALOI [8]
is an image dataset that extracts HSB, RGB, Colorsim, and
Haralick features from images to construct multi-view data.

To ensure a fair and consistent evaluation across these
datasets, we adopt the same experimental protocols as in [25,
37]. Specifically, we construct three experimental settings.
In the Incomplete Setting, incomplete multi-view samples are
generated by randomly removing views while ensuring that
each sample retains at least one available view. In the Noise
Setting, Gaussian noise with mean 0 and standard deviation
0.4 is randomly added to each view, following the same
random perturbation strategy used in the incomplete setting.
For the combined Incomplete and Noise Setting, we first
randomly inject Gaussian noise as in the noise setting, and
then apply view-missing perturbations in the same manner
as in the incomplete setting.
Comparison methods. The comparison methods include
DSIMVC [25], CPSPAN [10], RPCIC [44], SCGL [17],
DCG [45], GHICMC [2] and FreeCSL [6]. We leverage
two metrics for evaluation, i.e., clustering accuracy (ACC),
normalized mutual information (NMI), and report the mean
results with standard deviation of 5 runs.
Implementation details. All experiments are conducted on
a single GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPUs (12 GB cache) using
PyTorch [22] v1.12.0 with CUDA 10.2. For our GLC, the
encoder network is configured as Xv → 500 → 500 →
2000 → Zv, the decoder network as Zv → 500 → 500 →
2000 → X̂v, the feature MLP as Zv → Hv with ReLU
adopted as the activation function. For all views, the dimen-
sions of Zv and Hv are set to 512 and 128, respectively.
Across all datasets, we consistently use a batch size of 256,
and set the temperature coefficients τ to 0.5 in contrastive
learning. The model is optimized by Adam [11].

4.2. Comparison Experiments.

Tables 2, 3, 4 respectively show the effectiveness of our GLC
and comparison methods on clustering in incomplete, noise,
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Table 2. Clustering Performance Comparison on Incomplete Setting. We test four datasets with missing rates of [0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0].
Bold and underline denote the best and the second-best results. “n/a” signifies that the method could not be executed in that case.

ACC NMI

rat
e

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

D
H

A

0.1 50.1 65.0 57.2 75.2 71.6 71.2 77.4 84.6 64.6 77.8 68.6 82.0 80.2 76.9 85.6 85.9
0.3 45.0 56.9 47.8 66.2 66.8 68.2 73.3 78.7 61.3 72.7 58.4 78.6 77.2 73.6 80.5 81.7
0.5 40.3 51.8 34.3 56.9 63.6 59.7 67.2 75.5 57.4 68.5 45.6 73.3 75.2 67.6 75.5 78.9
0.7 40.6 44.6 23.3 46.2 58.5 51.1 55.0 62.4 55.0 62.4 33.7 65.2 69.9 61.8 63.9 70.3
1.0 n/a 32.3 17.0 38.9 23.9 35.9 32.0 39.4 n/a 50.0 23.8 54.6 33.8 51.0 45.1 56.8

L
an

dU
se

-2
1 0.1 19.6 22.8 23.2 25.9 26.0 27.2 25.9 27.5 20.7 30.6 29.4 28.2 29.5 32.0 29.3 31.0

0.3 18.1 21.5 18.5 24.9 25.1 27.6 24.8 26.7 19.7 28.9 23.0 24.9 28.6 31.3 27.7 29.8
0.5 18.5 21.8 18.0 23.1 24.6 25.6 23.7 26.9 20.0 28.3 22.1 23.3 26.7 29.0 26.7 29.8
0.7 17.9 21.4 16.7 22.1 24.1 23.6 23.3 26.5 17.7 25.8 19.4 21.3 26.3 26.6 24.3 29.3
1.0 n/a 16.6 17.5 17.9 12.9 17.7 16.1 19.1 n/a 19.2 18.7 15.9 10.6 19.9 15.4 21.8

Pr
ot

ei
nF

ol
d 0.1 23.5 25.6 23.2 31.6 25.2 27.7 24.7 32.0 32.1 32.4 32.1 38.8 33.8 36.1 34.2 42.7

0.3 22.6 24.8 20.9 28.4 23.8 25.6 25.4 30.2 27.9 34.1 28.0 35.9 31.3 34.8 32.3 41.6
0.5 21.3 27.8 19.9 27.3 22.0 26.3 24.1 30.6 25.7 36.8 29.3 34.4 28.2 34.6 30.7 40.8
0.7 18.2 25.8 20.4 26.6 20.8 22.9 20.8 28.7 21.5 34.6 27.3 33.5 27.5 30.8 27.1 38.3
1.0 n/a 25.5 17.4 24.5 12.9 22.1 19.7 26.7 n/a 32.8 21.7 29.7 13.0 28.1 25.7 35.2

A
L

O
I

0.1 41.6 67.3 76.3 55.9 60.5 69.1 87.1 89.2 68.6 84.0 88.1 72.1 85.3 81.5 93.0 93.8
0.3 39.7 67.7 68.4 42.4 58.1 63.8 84.0 88.5 65.6 84.5 84.6 62.0 83.9 76.6 90.8 93.0
0.5 39.0 65.6 56.9 32.4 52.1 58.8 81.7 87.6 64.2 83.0 80.0 54.9 80.2 71.6 88.4 91.9
0.7 35.2 67.7 59.8 27.6 43.9 55.1 75.5 85.4 60.6 83.6 80.8 51.4 74.1 67.2 84.5 90.5
1.0 n/a 66.7 45.5 27.2 8.9 44.7 48.1 82.8 n/a 83.3 69.0 50.6 23.3 57.9 67.9 87.7

Table 3. Clustering Performance Comparison on Noise Setting. We test four datasets with the noise rates of [0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0].

ACC NMI

rat
e

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

D
H

A

0.1 60.3 60.4 60.3 64.9 68.3 71.1 74.6 83.9 72.4 77.8 74.6 74.9 79.1 76.9 85.2 85.2
0.3 59.4 40.9 47.7 75.5 67.3 58.5 73.8 81.3 70.9 66.1 67.2 82.5 78.6 66.6 83.0 83.6
0.5 56.9 37.2 38.2 73.6 66.6 52.6 74.7 80.5 69.4 61.1 59.9 81.6 77.2 64.6 81.2 82.7
0.7 53.0 36.6 40.7 72.0 65.2 46.7 73.3 78.0 66.1 53.1 59.4 80.4 76.2 59.4 80.1 81.4
1.0 45.5 34.3 43.4 70.2 63.4 38.3 61.3 72.2 59.7 49.8 58.6 76.2 74.5 51.6 73.0 77.9

L
an

dU
se

-2
1 0.1 19.8 18.4 19.6 26.1 26.2 25.9 26.8 27.3 20.7 24.2 25.8 26.9 29.5 30.6 29.7 31.6

0.3 18.9 16.2 16.1 24.7 24.9 25.4 26.3 27.8 19.8 18.9 18.4 25.8 27.9 27.7 28.7 31.6
0.5 19.2 14.0 13.7 22.8 24.8 25.0 22.8 27.4 20.3 12.3 12.9 21.5 27.3 26.7 24.7 30.9
0.7 17.6 12.4 13.1 23.1 25.1 24.8 21.0 26.1 18.1 10.4 10.6 23.5 27.7 25.6 21.7 30.2
1.0 17.3 11.4 13.7 21.9 21.1 22.5 14.6 24.7 16.9 7.1 11.1 21.2 24.1 22.3 12.6 27.4

Pr
ot

ei
nF

ol
d 0.1 19.8 18.9 19.8 29.9 22.0 25.5 22.3 31.8 20.7 16.0 17.5 38.2 30.6 35.8 31.8 43.7

0.3 18.9 13.3 14.6 27.8 21.6 25.7 21.1 31.7 19.8 8.8 10.6 34.7 27.5 33.6 27.8 42.9
0.5 19.2 13.0 13.0 27.4 20.7 24.7 18.5 31.5 20.3 9.2 9.5 32.8 25.7 33.1 24.6 42.0
0.7 17.6 13.0 12.8 24.9 20.9 23.1 17.5 30.5 18.1 8.2 8.3 30.1 27.7 31.8 22.5 40.9
1.0 17.3 12.9 12.7 20.8 19.7 22.6 13.7 29.5 16.9 10.6 10.0 26.2 27.3 30.3 18.5 40.3

A
L

O
I

0.1 39.7 49.1 50.2 46.4 58.2 69.1 89.4 88.5 67.3 70.7 73.8 67.5 82.4 81.5 94.2 93.2
0.3 39.4 24.5 25.1 43.7 51.0 63.8 88.7 90.2 65.9 49.9 53.0 59.9 73.5 76.6 92.9 93.3
0.5 38.8 13.6 14.1 35.3 40.2 58.8 66.9 88.6 63.8 35.4 37.1 52.4 64.4 71.6 75.6 91.5
0.7 34.8 10.1 11.1 22.1 36.6 55.1 44.6 86.1 60.5 28.2 32.5 38.3 59.8 67.2 57.2 89.0
1.0 23.7 6.9 10.1 5.7 32.3 44.7 21.5 79.9 52.6 20.1 29.3 15.7 56.0 57.9 34.5 83.6

and incomplete + noise settings.

Clustering performance on incomplete setting. We first
evaluate the proposed GLC framework on incomplete multi-
view clustering tasks, and the results are reported in Ta-
ble 2. It can be observed that GLC consistently outper-
forms all comparison methods under different missing rates.

For instance, on the ALOI dataset, GLC achieves an aver-
age improvement of 11.7% in ACC compared to the recent
contrastive-based incomplete MVC method FreeCSL. No-
tably, when the missing rate reaches 1.0, GLC still surpasses
FreeCSL by 34.7%. This demonstrates that the proposed
GGC alleviates rare pairing problems by constructing global
semantic associations between views, ensuring the effective-
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Table 4. Clustering Performance Comparison on Incomplete + Noise Setting. We test four datasets with rates of [0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0].

ACC NMI

rat
e

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

DSIM
VC

CPSPA
N

RPCIC

SCSL
DCG

GHIC
M

C

Free
CSL

GLC
(ou

rs)

D
H

A

0.1 60.0 60.0 51.4 72.3 60.9 68.6 74.3 77.5 70.6 77.1 66.1 81.4 79.5 74.1 82.4 82.7
0.3 55.1 46.1 35.9 60.9 56.0 50.4 68.1 76.2 65.6 68.4 49.5 74.4 75.5 59.2 75.8 79.8
0.5 48.2 45.6 26.0 47.6 50.2 42.1 57.4 65.2 61.4 64.2 37.4 63.3 67.1 50.4 64.3 71.4
0.7 41.3 40.4 17.2 34.4 49.4 28.8 41.3 54.2 54.4 63.9 25.8 51.2 63.1 37.5 48.5 62.8
1.0 n/a 28.8 18.1 31.9 18.9 17.8 26.2 34.3 n/a 41.1 26.2 43.0 23.7 34.2 23.9 47.8

L
an

dU
se

-2
1 0.1 19.3 18.8 19.9 26.2 26.1 25.8 25.5 27.7 20.7 24.5 24.3 27.6 28.8 30.0 28.7 31.1

0.3 18.2 14.3 13.3 24.7 25.2 24.5 24.3 26.8 19.0 14.7 12.0 24.3 27.8 25.5 25.0 29.8
0.5 18.1 12.0 11.6 23.8 24.0 22.5 21.3 25.9 18.9 9.7 8.0 22.0 25.1 22.0 19.0 28.6
0.7 16.2 11.4 11.2 20.1 21.9 18.6 16.7 24.3 15.4 7.3 7.2 18.0 22.2 16.2 14.2 25.7
1.0 n/a 11.1 11.7 17.1 11.9 15.3 12.1 17.1 n/a 5.5 7.3 15.9 9.0 11.6 7.8 17.3

Pr
ot

ei
nF

ol
d 0.1 22.5 16.6 16.5 30.4 21.6 21.8 24.2 31.3 30.5 12.3 13.8 38.5 29.4 24.8 33.4 42.2

0.3 21.8 13.6 13.5 28.2 19.7 21.5 20.4 29.7 27.2 8.6 9.3 36.5 25.1 23.3 24.8 39.7
0.5 18.9 13.0 12.8 26.8 18.7 20.8 17.2 29.3 24.2 8.0 7.9 33.0 24.0 20.8 21.2 38.4
0.7 16.7 13.0 12.6 26.7 18.0 20.5 15.5 26.1 22.7 8.6 7.8 33.1 22.9 20.1 18.9 35.7
1.0 n/a 12.4 12.6 24.1 12.3 18.2 13.5 24.2 n/a 10.1 10.1 30.2 12.5 18.4 16.2 31.8

A
L

O
I

0.1 42.2 48.5 51.0 49.9 46.7 65.4 88.1 87.4 69.2 69.8 72.8 67.2 74.9 79.2 93.0 92.4
0.3 36.6 27.2 27.7 32.5 39.6 56.2 72.2 86.1 63.8 51.1 53.9 51.3 64.6 71.0 80.0 89.3
0.5 29.1 14.1 15.0 16.8 31.3 48.1 39.5 79.4 57.8 35.2 38.6 37.1 54.7 61.1 53.2 82.9
0.7 22.8 10.1 11.5 13.1 22.8 39.0 21.3 69.8 49.1 26.8 32.9 31.6 43.5 50.6 37.0 74.7
1.0 n/a 7.3 12.2 7.8 3.6 26.2 12.1 48.5 n/a 18.8 32.4 21.4 8.6 36.7 27.7 55.1

Table 5. Ablation Studies on Loss Components across four
datasets. I: incomplete, N: noise, I+N: incomplete and noise.

Loss DHA Landuse-21 ProteinFold ALOI
Lrec Lggc Llwc ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI ACC NMI

I

✓ 31.7 47.2 15.1 16.0 17.0 18.3 29.7 49.5
✓ ✓ 35.9 52.9 23.3 24.7 17.1 20.6 32.9 54.1
✓ ✓ ✓ 75.5 78.9 26.9 29.8 30.6 40.8 87.6 92.0

N

✓ 44.5 54.9 22.0 24.9 17.4 25.2 27.5 42.8
✓ ✓ 46.8 58.8 25.6 27.3 19.7 28.2 33.4 48.2
✓ ✓ ✓ 80.5 82.7 27.4 30.9 31.5 42.0 88.6 91.5

I+
N

✓ 31.1 44.1 15.4 15.5 14.6 15.7 13.9 29.7
✓ ✓ 34.9 49.1 20.8 21.7 16.5 19.0 17.6 36.1
✓ ✓ ✓ 65.2 71.4 25.9 28.6 29.3 38.4 79.4 82.9

ness of GLC in severely incomplete situations.

Clustering performance on noise setting. To further exam-
ine the influence of noise, we conduct experiments on noise
multi-view datasets, as summarized in Table 3. When noise
corruption exists, most previous incomplete MVC methods
exhibit noticeable performance degradation. In contrast,
our proposed GLC demonstrates remarkable robustness and
achieves the best performance across all datasets. For exam-
ple, on the ProteinFold dataset, as the noise rate increases
from 0.1 to 1.0, the ACC of the second-best method drops by
9.1%, while our GLC experiences only a 2.3% decline. This
superior robustness stems from the LWC module, which
employs a local-graph weighting mechanism to suppress
the influence of noise samples and enhance representation
reliability.

Clustering performance on incomplete + noise setting.

To comprehensively assess the robustness of our approach,
we further conduct experiments on noise incomplete multi-
view datasets, with the results summarized in Table 4. As
shown in the results, most existing incomplete MVC meth-
ods suffer severe performance degradation under such dual
perturbations. In contrast, our proposed GLC consistently
maintains superior performance across all datasets. For in-
stance, on the DHA dataset, when both the missing rate
and noise rate are set to 0.5, GLC surpasses the second-best
method by 7.6% in ACC. These results demonstrate the ro-
bustness of our framework, where the joint design of GGC
and LWC enables effective learning of complementary and
noise-resistant representations, leading to stable clustering
under incomplete and noise conditions.

4.3. Ablation Study.

Ablation study on loss components. From the perspective
of optimization loss, our framework consists of three key
components: reconstruction loss Lrec, global-graph guided
contrastive loss Lggc, and local-graph weighted contrastive
loss Llwc. As shown in Table 5, adding Lggc significantly
improves clustering accuracy under the Incomplete setting,
where the ACC on LandUse-21 increases by 8.2%. In
the Noise setting, introducing Llwc further enhances robust-
ness, leading to a 4.9% improvement in ACC on Protein-
Fold. When all components are combined under the Noise-
Incomplete condition, GLC achieves the best overall perfor-
mance across all datasets, demonstrating the complementary
and essential roles of Lggc and Llwc in learning robust and
discriminative representations.
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(a) Incomplete setting (b) Noise setting

Figure 3. Ablation of with/without weight W on four datasets.

(a) Incomplete setting (b) Noise setting

Figure 4. Loss vs. Clustering performance on ALOI.

Ablation study on weighting mechanism. Figure 3 com-
pares the clustering accuracy of variants with and without
the proposed weighting mechanism. In both scenarios, vari-
ant w/ W achieved the best performance, confirming its
effectiveness in enhancing representation reliability. For in-
stance, in the Incomplete setting, the DHA dataset shows an
ACC increase from 64.2% to 75.5%, while in the Noise set-
ting, the ProteinFold dataset improves from 26.8% to 31.5%.
These results demonstrate that the adaptive weighting strat-
egy effectively suppresses unreliable correspondences and
strengthens the learning of stable cross-view semantics.

5. Model Analysis.
Training loss and performance. In Figure 4, we visualize
the curves of loss as well as clustering performance dur-
ing the model training process of GLC. Here, we use three
clustering metrics, i.e., ACC, NMI, and Adjusted Rand In-
dex (ARI) to measure the performance stability. It can be
observed that the loss curve exhibits a smooth and contin-
uous downward trend, demonstrating that GLC maintains
stable optimization behavior throughout the training pro-
cess. Meanwhile, the steadily increasing curves of clustering
metrics indicate that the model progressively learns more
discriminative and consistent cluster structures. This clearly
verifies the effectiveness and robustness of our optimization
strategy, showing that GLC achieves reliable convergence
even under incomplete and noise multi-view conditions.
Parameter analysis. In the proposed GLC framework,

(a) Incomplete setting (b) Noise setting

Figure 5. ACC vs. Parameters {α, β} on ALOI.

(a) Incomplete setting (b) Noise setting

Figure 6. ACC vs. Ratios {pos,neg} on ALOI.

two hyperparameters, the loss balance weights α and β in
Eq. (11), are introduced to control the relative contributions
of different objectives. Their sensitivity analysis is presented
in Figure 5. As shown, the clustering performance remains
stable within a broad range of α and β, indicating that GLC
is not sensitive to their variations. For generality, we set
α = 0.1 and β = 1.0 for all experiments across datasets.
Furthermore, Figure 6 shows the influence of the positive
and negative sample ratio parameters (pos, neg). The results
reveal that varying these ratios has little impact on perfor-
mance, confirming the robustness of our contrastive learning
mechanism under different configurations.

6. Conclusion
Existing studies often handle multi-view clustering on in-
complete and noise settings separately, limiting their ability
to jointly exploit complementary information. To overcome
this limitation, we propose an imputation-free framework
named GLC, which unifies robust dual contrastive learning
to handle both incomplete and noise multi-view clustering
tasks. By modeling global-view semantic correlations and
local-view semantic non-correlations, GLC effectively alle-
viates the rare-paired and mis-paired issues, leading to more
reliable and noise-resilient representations. Extensive experi-
ments on multiple benchmark datasets demonstrate that GLC
achieves robust and superior clustering performance under
both incomplete and noise conditions, providing a unified
solution for real-world multi-view data analysis.

8



References
[1] Steffen Bickel and Tobias Scheffer. Multi-view clustering.

In International Conference on Data Mining, pages 19–26,
2004. 1

[2] Guoqing Chao, Kaixin Xu, Xijiong Xie, and Yongyong Chen.
Global graph propagation with hierarchical information trans-
fer for incomplete contrastive multi-view clustering. In AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 15713–15721,
2025. 3, 5

[3] Kamalika Chaudhuri, Sham M Kakade, Karen Livescu, and
Karthik Sridharan. Multi-view clustering via canonical cor-
relation analysis. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 129–136, 2009. 1

[4] Jie Chen, Hua Mao, Wai Lok Woo, and Xi Peng. Deep
multiview clustering by contrasting cluster assignments. In
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 16752–16761, 2023. 1, 3

[5] Jinrong Cui, Yuting Li, Han Huang, and Jie Wen. Dual
contrast-driven deep multi-view clustering. IEEE Transac-
tions on Image Processing, 2024. 1

[6] Yuzhuo Dai, Jiaqi Jin, Zhibin Dong, Siwei Wang, Xinwang
Liu, En Zhu, Xihong Yang, Xinbiao Gan, and Yu Feng.
Imputation-free and alignment-free: Incomplete multi-view
clustering driven by consensus semantic learning. In Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, pages 5071–
5081, 2025. 5

[7] Theodoros Damoulas and Mark A Girolami. Probabilistic
multi-class multi-kernel learning: on protein fold recognition
and remote homology detection. Bioinformatics, 24(10):1264–
1270, 2008. 5

[8] Guowang Du, Lihua Zhou, Yudi Yang, Kevin Lü, and Lizhen
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