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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 Ly to extract
view-specific latent features {Z"}¥_,, 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 Ly, 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-



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 € RV*D}V_ 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}¥*V to mark the missing data, where
M;,, = 0 means the v-th view of the ¢-th sample is missing
or noise, otherwise M;,, = 1. For each sample with multiple
views, e.g., {x},x},...,x}, 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:

14 V N, 5
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where IV, is the number of available data in the v-th view, f;’v
and g denote the encoder and decoder, 6, and ¢,, are model
parameters. The latent representations are Z” = f; (X") €
RNv*d: and the reconstructed data are X = 9%, (Z¥) €
RNv*Dv Furthermore, a contrastive head with multi-layer
perceptron (MLP) is stacked on the latent representation to
obtain the contrastive feature H” = MLP(Z") € RNv*dn
for the v-th view, which are further combined with any other
view (e.g., H") to form the contrastive loss as follows:

Lo — Z logL )
con ZP77 GN eplj /T )

Py, eP

where P/N denotes the set of positive/negative sam? e pair
on {H",H"}. Thatis, {h},h{'} € P and {hy,h}} ~7" €
N, P;; and P;; denote the cosine distance between two
representations. 7 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:

LyveL = Y Lo+ Y LY 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 € RNe*Ne on the contrastive features of all views. In G,
each edge weight G;; is computed by the cosine similarity
between any two features, e.g., h;, h; € {H"}Y_;:

<hiv hj>
= T gl < @
Based on the affinity graph G, we further adaptively de-
termine positive and negative sample pairs. For each node
feature h;, 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,h;} € P, if Gij > top-pos% values of row 1,

{h;,h;} € Ny, if G;; < bottom-neg% values of row i,
(6))

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:

eP”/T
Loge = — Z log Dy P/ | (6)
Py € Py Pyj €N ©

ggc

Compared with Eq. (2), optimizing our L 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 (v) € R"*™ on each two features {H*, H"}:

hY — hy||2
Wi(;w) _ exp( _ b — by
g

where o controls the scaling of the distance metric. The
local-view affinity graph W (4-*) 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:

W(u,v) — W(u,v)(w(v,w))T_ (8)

) eww) (7

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 Piyc, Mwe, and leverage the local-view graph
W) o 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:

VAV,(,u’v)ePii/T
Lid ==Y [log =t
‘ Py €Piye ZPM EMe efi/

where Wi(iu’v) S W("’”), and the total LWC loss over all

views is:

vV oV

Le =Y > L. (10)
u=1v=u+1

Minimizing our L. 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.



Algorithm 1 : The training steps of GLC framework

1: Input: Multi-view dataset {X"}Y_,, indicator matrix M
2: Setting: GGC parameters pos and neg, LWC parameter o,
batch size | B[, learning rate 7, trade-off parameters « and (3

3: Pre-train {Z"}Y_, by minimizing Eq. (1)

4: while not reaching the maximal iterations do

5. Choose a random mini-batch B from {Z"}\_,

6:  Infer {X”, H"}Y_, using autoencoder, contrastive head

7:  Compute G, Pgge and Ny by Egs. (4) and (5)

8:  Compute W) Py and Ny by Egs. (8) and (9)

9:  Compute the loss function Lgic by Egs. (1), (6), and (9)
10:  Minimize Lgic to update the model with learning rate n
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:

Lerc = Lree + Oéﬁggc + BLwe, (11)

where « and (3 are trade-off parameters that balance different
learning objectives. To test the clustering performance, we

average the learned features of all available samples:
h ! S hy, st Mg, =1 (12)
P = i S.T. ww — 1.
Zv Miu

v

Then, we can leverage traditional clustering method such as
K-means [21] to obtain clustering results on {h;}~ .
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(V2|B|?) 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?|B|?), 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 X — 500 — 500 —
2000 — Z", the decoder network as Z¥ — 500 — 500 —
2000 — X“, the feature MLP as Z* — H" with ReLU
adopted as the activation function. For all views, the dimen-
sions of Z” and H" are set to 512 and 128, respectively.
Across all datasets, we consistently use a batch size of 256,
and set the temperature coefficients 7 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,



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
> S
& > & > o"é L 3 & N &
dd F oo F8 s &F&epe &

Fl¥ & & & FF Y &S Y FF ¢ 8

0.1 50.1 650 572 752 716 712 774 84.6 64.6 778 686 820 802 769 85.6 85.9
«|03] 450 569 478 662 668 68.2 73.3 78.7 61.3 727 584 786 712 73.6 80.5 81.7
E 0.5| 403 51.8 343 569 63.6 597 67.2 75.5 57.4 685 456 733 752 676 75.5 78.9

0.7| 40.6 446 233 462 585 511 55.0 62.4 55.0 624 337 652 699 618 63.9 70.3

1.0| n/a 323 170 389 239 359 32.0 394 n/a 500 238 546 338 510 45.1 56.8
<101} 19.6 228 232 259 260 272 259 27.5 20.7 306 294 282 295 @ 320 29.3 31.0
9(03| 18.1 21.5 185 249 251 27.6 24.8 26.7 19.7 289 230 249 286 313 27.7 29.8
=105 185 21.8 18.0 231 246 256 23.7 26.9 20.0 28.3 22,1 233 267 290 26.7 29.8
£10.7| 179 21.4 16.7 221 241 236 233 26.5 17.7 25.8 194 213 263 266 24.3 29.3
~11.0| n/a 16.6 175 179 129 17.7 16.1 19.1 n/a 19.2 187 159 106 199 15.4 21.8
= |01 235 256 232 316 252 277 24.7 32.0 32.1 324 321 388 338 36.1 342 42.7
£103] 226 248 209 284 238 256 254 30.2 27.9 34.1 280 359 313 34.8 323 41.6
'g 05| 213 278 199 273 220 263 24.1 30.6 25.7 36.8 293 344 282 346 30.7 40.8
S10.7] 182 258 204 266 208 229 20.8 28.7 21.5 346 273 335 275 30.8 27.1 38.3
10| n/a 255 174 245 129 221 19.7 26.7 n/a 328 217 297 130 281 25.7 35.2

0.1 41.6 673 763 559 605 69.1 87.1 89.2 68.6 84.0 881 721 853 81.5 93.0 93.8
5 03| 39.7 67.7 684 424 58.1 63.8 84.0 88.5 65.6 84.5 84.6 620 839 76.6 90.8 93.0
=10.5| 39.0 65.6 569 324 521 58.8 81.7 87.6 64.2 83.0 80.0 549 802 716 88.4 91.9
<lo7| 352 67.7 598 27.6 439 55.1 75.5 854 60.6 83.6 80.8 514 741 67.2 84.5 90.5

10| n/a 66.7 455 272 89 44.7 48.1 82.8 n/a 833 690 506 233 579 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 T

S S

Y KN < N o&% < KN ¢ N &
o F F oo @6\ S¢S F T «2@\ £

8 S & &K FF ¢ ¢ ¥ & & FE &

01| 603 604 603 649 683 71 746 839 | 724 718 746 749 100 769 852 852
<|03] 94 409 477 755 673 85 738 813 | 709 66l 612 $25 786 666 830 836
Zlos| 569 372 382 736 666 26 747 805 | 694 611 90 816 772 646 812 827
07| 530 366 407 720 652 467 133 780 | 661 Sl 504 804 762 94 801 8L
10| 455 343 434 702 634 383 613 722 | 597 498 586 162 745 516 730 719
—[01] 198 184 196 261 262 259 268 273 | 207 242 258 269 295 306 297 316
303| 189 162 161 247 249 254 263 278 | 198 189 184 258 279 277 287 316
Sl05| 192 140 137 228 248 250 228 274 | 203 123 129 215 213 267 247 309
2l07| 176 124 131 231 251 248 210 261 | 181 104 106 235 270 256 217 302
Slio| 173 114 137 219 211 25 146 247 | 169 71 1Ll 212 241 23 126 274
S[01] 198 189 198 299 220 255 223 318 | 207 160 175 382 306 358 318 437
£103| 189 13.3 146 278 21.6 25.7 21.1 31.7 19.8 8.8 10.6 347 275 33.6 27.8 429
'E 0.5] 19.2 13.0 13.0 274 207 24.7 18.5 31.5 20.3 9.2 9.5 328 257 33.1 24.6 42.0
§ 0.7] 17.6 13.0 128 249 209 23.1 17.5 30.5 18.1 8.2 8.3 30.1 277 31.8 22.5 40.9
~l10] 173 12.9 127 208 19.7 22.6 13.7 29.5 16.9 10.6 100 262 273 30.3 18.5 40.3
0] 397 491 502 464 582 9.1 894 885 | 673 707 738 615 8§24 8Ls 942 932
5|03 394 245 250 437 510 638 887 02 | 659 499 530 599 735 766 929 933
Slo5| 388 136 141 353 402 588 669 886 | 638 354 371 524 644 716 756 915
<l07) 348 100 111 221 366 S50 446 861 | 605 282 325 383 598 612 572 890
10| 237 69 101 57 323 447 215 799 | 526 200 293 157 560 519 345 83

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-



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
N Q
< S & & < S < &
R V) ) v
¢ & QOQ & & ®§ & \)°® s & S & «2@\ & ve@
Flo& & & & 9 F K ¢ AR S R M R S
0.1] 60.0 60.0 514 723 609 68.6 74.3 7.5 70.6 77.1 66.1 814 795 74.1 82.4 82.7
«|03] 551 46.1 359 609 56.0 50.4 68.1 76.2 65.6 684 495 744 I55 59.2 75.8 79.8
E 0.5] 482 45.6 26.0 47.6 502 42.1 57.4 65.2 61.4 64.2 374 633 671 504 64.3 714
0.7] 413 40.4 172 344 494 288 41.3 54.2 54.4 63.9 25.8 512 63.1 37.5 48.5 62.8
1.0| n/a 28.8 18.1 319 189 17.8 26.2 34.3 n/a 41.1 26.2 430 237 342 23.9 47.8
= 0.1] 19.3 18.8 199 262 26.1 25.8 25.5 27.7 20.7 24.5 243 276 288 30.0 28.7 31.1
9(03] 182 14.3 133 247 252 245 24.3 26.8 19.0 14.7 120 243 278 255 25.0 29.8
% 0.5] 18.1 12.0 11.6 238 240 225 21.3 25.9 18.9 9.7 80 220 251 220 19.0 28.6
510.7| 16.2 11.4 112 20.1 219 18.6 16.7 24.3 15.4 7.3 7.2 18.0 222 16.2 14.2 25.7
~11.0| n/a 11.1 11.7 171 119 15.3 12.1 17.1 n/a 5.5 73 159 9.0 11.6 7.8 17.3
= |01 225 16.6 16.5 304 21.6 21.8 24.2 31.3 30.5 12.3 13.8 385 294 24.8 334 42.2
£103| 21.8 13.6 135 282 197 21.5 20.4 29.7 27.2 8.6 9.3 365 251 23.3 24.8 39.7
% 0.5] 189 13.0 12.8 268 187 20.8 17.2 29.3 24.2 8.0 79 33.0 240 20.8 21.2 384
210.7| 16.7 13.0 126  26.7 18.0 20.5 15.5 26.1 22.7 8.6 7.8 331 229 20.1 18.9 35.7
10| n/a 124 126 241 123 182 135 24.2 n/a 101 101 302 125 184 162  31.8
0.1] 422 48.5 51.0 499 46.7 65.4 88.1 87.4 69.2 69.8 728 672 749 79.2 93.0 924
5 03] 36.6 27.2 277 325 396 56.2 722 86.1 63.8 51.1 539 513 64.6 71.0 80.0 89.3
= 10.5] 29.1 14.1 150 168 313 48.1 39.5 79.4 57.8 35.2 38.6  37.1 547 61.1 53.2 82.9
< 0.7] 228 10.1 11.5 131 228 39.0 21.3 69.8 49.1 26.8 329 316 435 50.6 37.0 74.7
1.0| n/a 7.3 122 78 3.6 26.2 12.1 48.5 n/a 18.8 324 214 86 36.7 27.7 55.1
Table 5. Ablation Studies on Loss Components across four To comprehensively assess the robustness of our approach,
datasets. I: incomplete, N: noise, I+N: incomplete and noise. we further conduct experiments on noise incomplete multi-
Loss DHA |Landuse-21|ProteinFold| ALOI view datasets, with the results summarized in Table 4. As
Lree Loge Liwe |ACC NMI|ACC NMI |ACC NMI | ACC NMI shown in the results, most existing incomplete MVC meth-
j , ; é ; ‘5‘35 gi ;2(7) i;(l) ;gz §g; ;‘Z? ods suffer severe performance degradation under such dual
v v v |755 789|269 208|306 408 |87.6 92.0 perFurbgUons. Ir'1 contr:st, our proposed 1(1}5C conm;tenﬂy
7 145 5491200 249174 252275 428 maintains superior performance across a atasc?ts: or in-
zl v v 46.8 58.8125.6 2731197 2821334 482 stance, on the DHA dataset, when both the missing rate
v v v |805 827|274 309|315 42.0|88.6 915 and noise rate are set to 0.5, GLC surpasses the second-best
- j , 3L1 4411154 1551146 157 | 13.9 227 method by 7.6% in ACC. These results demonstrate the ro-
+ 349 49.1|20.8 21.7 165 19.0 |17.6 36.1 . .
= bustness of our framework, where the joint design of
v v v 652 714|259 286|293 384 |79.4 829 ’ J gn of GGC

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.

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 L., global-graph guided
contrastive loss Lyac, and local-graph weighted contrastive
loss Liwc. As shown in Table 5, adding L, significantly
improves clustering accuracy under the Incomplete setting,
where the ACC on LandUse-21 increases by 8.2%. In
the Noise setting, introducing Ly, 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 L4 and Ly, in learning robust and
discriminative representations.
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Figure 3. Ablation of with/without weight WV on four datasets.
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Figure 4. Loss vs. Clustering performance on ALOL.

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 {«, 3} on ALOL

(a) Incomplete setting

(b) Noise setting

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

two hyperparameters, the loss balance weights o and 3 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 « and 3, indicating that GLC
is not sensitive to their variations. For generality, we set
a = 0.1 and 5 = 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.
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