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Abstract

View 1
Several people
walking past a food
cart on a city street.

Visual Semantic Embedding (VSE) is a dominant method for vision-language retrieval. Its purpose
is to learn an embedding space so that visual data
can be embedded in a position close to the corresponding text description. However, there are large
intra-class variations in the vision-language data.
For example, multiple texts describing the same
image may be described from different views, and
the descriptions of different views are often dissimilar. The mainstream VSE method embeds samples from the same class in similar positions, which
will suppress intra-class variations and lead to inferior generalization performance. This paper proposes a Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding
(MV-VSE) framework, which learns multiple embeddings for one visual data and explicitly models intra-class variations. To optimize MV-VSE, a
multi-view upper bound loss is proposed, and the
multi-view embeddings are jointly optimized while
retaining intra-class variations. MV-VSE is plugand-play and can be applied to various VSE models and loss functions without excessively increasing model complexity. Experimental results on the
Flickr30K and MS-COCO datasets demonstrate the
superior performance of our framework.

1

View 2
A man is working a
hotdog stand.

Figure 1: Multi-view descriptions for a given image in Flickr30K.

Introduction

Cross-modal vision-language retrieval task is formulated as
retrieving relevant samples across different visual and textual
modalities, which has a variety of applications such as imagetext retrieval [Faghri et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2022], videotext retrieval [Feng et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020], etc.
Visual Semantic Embedding (VSE) is a dominant method
for vision-language retrieval. Its purpose is to learn an embedding space so that visual data can be embedded in a position close to the corresponding text description. Following
[Chen et al., 2021], we divide VSE into three steps:
Step 1. Use feature extractors to extract a set (or sequence)
∗
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of features from visual (or textual) data.
Step 2. Aggregate the extracted feature set into a feature vector and project it into the joint embedding space using feature
aggregators.
Step 3. Calculate the matching score between the embeddings with a similarity metric.
The embedding space learned by mainstream VSE methods is
usually highly discriminative, which encourages small intraclass variations, that is, the embeddings of an image and its
corresponding text description will be very close, and large
inter-class variations, that is, unpaired images and texts embeddings are mapped to locations that are farther away.
However, there are large intra-class variations in the data used for vision-language retrieval. In vision-language
datasets, a same image usually has multiple text descriptions,
and these text descriptions may be described from different
views. As shown in Figure 1, the two text descriptions of the
same image have different concerns. View 1 pays more attention to people on the street, and view 2 only describes the
man working a hotdog stand.
The intra-class variations of vision-language data are mainly caused by multi-view text descriptions. Therefore, we
quantitatively analyze the intra-class variations of text descriptions on the two image-text retrieval benchmark datasets. We use Sentence-BERT [Reimers and Gurevych, 2019] to
calculate the semantic similarities between different text descriptions of the same image and count the data distribution
of the similarities. Sentence-BERT has nearly reached human
performance on the sentence similarity task, and the statistical results are reliable. Figure 2 shows the data distribution of
intra-class text similarities on Flickr30K [Young et al., 2014]
and MS-COCO [Lin et al., 2014]. It can be seen that the sim-
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modify the existing losses so that the learned multiple
embedding spaces maintain intra-class variations and is
not easy to fall into local minima.
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• We conduct extensive experiments on image-text retrieval. Experimental results demonstrate that MV-VSE
yields compelling performance on the two widely used
benchmark datasets: Flickr30K and MS-COCO, reflecting the successful modeling of intra-class variations and
the improvement of the generalization of MV-VSE.
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(b) MS-COCO.

Figure 2: The distribution of intra-class text similarity on Flickr30K
and MS-COCO.

ilarities are concentrated in 0.4 ∼ 0.8, and even a small part
of similarities are less than 0. The intra-class variations of
vision-language data are widespread, but most of the existing
work ignores this problem.
Most VSE methods learn an embedding for each visual
or textual data and map each visual data and corresponding text descriptions to similar locations, which will suppress intra-class variations and lead to inferior generalization performance. Several recent works [Xuan et al., 2020;
Zheng et al., 2021a] have verified that even samples from the
same class may show different patterns and characteristics.
Suppressing the intraclass variations will undermine the ability of the learned model to generalize to unseen classes. In
recent VSE works, [Qu et al., 2020] propose context-aware
multi-view summarization (CAMERA) network pays attention to multi-view issues. However, CAMERA only designs
a multi-view summarization network structure for bottom-up
attention features [Anderson et al., 2018], and it is not easy
to extend to other VSE models. In addition, the loss function
of CAMERA only selects the view with the largest matching
score for optimization, and a large number of view branches
may not be optimized, and its optimization goal is easy to fall
into the local minima.
To explicitly model intra-class variations and improve the
generalization of the model, this paper proposes a Multi-View
Visual Semantic Embedding (MV-VSE) framework, which
uses multiple aggregators to learn multi-view embeddings for
one visual data. MV-VSE shares the feature extractor, only a few additional feature aggregators need to be trained,
which will not increase the complexity of the model excessively. To optimize multiple views at the same time and keep
intra-class variations, a multi-view upper bound loss is proposed. MV-VSE is an extension of the existing VSE model
and only requires additional training of multiple feature aggregators. Existing loss functions can also be rewritten into
a multi-view upper bound version by our method. Therefore,
MV-VSE is plug-and-play and can be applied to various VSE
models and loss functions. The major contributions of this
paper are summarized as follows:
• A novel Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding (MVVSE) framework is proposed to explicitly model intraclass variations and improve the generalization ability of
the model, which can be applied to various mainstream
VSE models.
• A multi-view upper bound loss is proposed, which can
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2

Related Works

Cross-modal vision-language retrieval has a variety of applications, such as image-text retrieval [Faghri et al., 2018;
Zhang et al., 2022], video-text retrieval [Feng et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2020], etc. The existing vision-language retrieval
methods can be divided into two categories according to the
cross-modal matching method, the Visual Semantic Embedding (VSE) method [Faghri et al., 2018; Li et al., 2019] and
the cross-attention method [Lee et al., 2018].
Visual Semantic Embedding. VSE method embeds the whole visual samples and text into a joint embedding space,
and the matching score between samples can be calculated
by a simple similarity metric (e.g. cosine similarity). [Frome
et al., 2013] propose the first VSE model DeViSE, which employs the CNN and Skip-Gram to project images and texts into a joint embedding space, and adopts a hinge-based triplet
loss to optimize the model. [Faghri et al., 2018] introduce
online hard-negative mining in the triplet loss, which yields
significant gains in retrieval performance. [Chen et al., 2021]
propose a Generalized Pooling Operator (GPO), which learns to automatically adapt itself to the best pooling strategy for
different features. Although the VSE methods learn the interclass variations well and achieve promising performance, the
intra-class variations in the data are also not negligible.
Cross-Attention. The cross-attention method obtains the
matching score by calculating the cross-attention between
visual local features (e.g. bottom-up attention region features [Anderson et al., 2018]) and text local features (e.g.
word embeddings). [Lee et al., 2018] propose a stacked
cross attention network, which measures the image-text similarity by aligning image regions and words. Recently,
a number of transformer-based methods [Lu et al., 2019;
Chen et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2021] use cross-modal attention
to learn rich cross-modal interactions. The cross-attention
method can preserve intra-class variations to a certain extent.
However, in the inference stage, the cross-attention method
needs to calculate cross-attention on all visual and textual data. The inference efficiency is several orders of magnitude
lower than that of the VSE method, and it is not suitable for
large-scale vision-language retrieval. MV-VSE proposed in
this paper is an extension of existing VSE methods and has
similar inference efficiency to VSE.
Intra-Class Variations Modeling. There are a number of
works [Sanakoyeu et al., 2019; Zheng et al., 2021a; Zheng et
al., 2021b] to model intra-class variations through ensemble
learning. Ensemble learning improves the generalization ability of the model by learning a set of sub-embeddings. But
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Figure 3: Illustration of the proposed Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding (MV-VSE) Framework.

these works are concentrated in the field of unimodal image
retrieval. In cross-modal retrieval, the modalities of query
and candidate are different. Text is a local description with
a subjective view, while visual data contain global information. The information between two modalities is asymmetry,
and the ensemble learning method in unimodal retrieval cannot be used directly. In the field cross-modal retrieval, [Qu
et al., 2020] propose CAMERA network pays attention to
multi-view issues. But CAMERA is not universal enough to
be easily extended to other VSE models. In addition, the loss
function of CAMERA does not make a targeted design for
the multi-view problem, and its optimization goal is easy to
fall into the local minima. This paper proposes a plug-andplay MV-VSE framework and specially designs a multi-view
upper bound loss for the optimization of multi-view learning.

3
3.1

Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding
Visual Semantic Embedding

We first briefly review the core steps of the VSE. A VSE model uses a visual feature extractor Φ(·) such as convolutional
neural networks (e.g. ResNet [He et al., 2016], Faster RCNN [Ren et al., 2015]) to extract a set of visual features
from a visual data V , and a text feature extractor Ψ(·) such
as sequence models (e.g. GRU, Transformer [Vaswani et al.,
2017]) to extract a sequence of text features from a text T ,
respectively:
M
{φn }N
n=1 = Φ(V ), {ψm }m=1 = Ψ(T ),

(1)

visual feature set {φn }N
n=1 has N
representations with φn ∈ Rd1 ,

where the
elements of visual local
and {ψm }M
m=1
denotes a sequence of M contextualized word token features
out of a sequence model where M is the number of words and
ψm ∈ Rd2 . Here d1 and d2 are the feature dimensions.
Then a visual aggregator fv (·) and a text aggregator ft (·)
such as GPO [Chen et al., 2021], aggregate {φn }N
n=1 and
{ψm }M
into
visual
and
text
embedding
v,
t
∈
Rd3 , rem=1
spectively:


M
v = fv {φn }N
(2)
n=1 , t = ft {ψm }m=1 .
d3 is the embedding dimensions.
Finally, the matching score between embeddings is calculated, usually using cosine similarity:
s(V, T ) = s(v, t) =

v> t
.
kvk · ktk

(3)
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In the inference stage, s(V, T ) is used to rank the candidates to get the retrieval results. VSE method has high inference efficiency, but it embeds the visual data and corresponding text descriptions in a similar position, which will suppress
intra-class variations and lead to inferior generalization performance.

3.2

Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding
Framework

To explicitly model intra-class variations, we propose a
Multi-View Visual Semantic Embedding (MV-VSE) framework, as shown in Figure 3. MV-VSE is an extension of the
VSE. Its textual embeddings and visual feature extractors are
common to VSE, so MV-VSE can be easily applied to existing VSE models. The special feature of MV-VSE is that
it learns multiple embeddings for each visual data, thereby
explicitly modeling intra-class variations.
After obtaining a visual feature set {φn }N
n=1 , a set of feaN
ture aggregators {fvk (·)}K
k=1 are used to aggregate {φn }n=1
into a set of visual embeddings {vk }K
:
k=1

k
N
vk = fv {φn }n=1 ,
(4)
where vk ∈ Rd3 . Each vk represents a view. K is the number of views. Each feature aggregator learns an embedding
subspace for a visual data. MV-VSE learns K subspaces in
total.
Then calculate the matching scores between the visual embeddings {vk }K
k=1 of the K views and the text embedding t:
vk> t
,
(5)
kvk k · ktk
and take the largest score among the K views as the final
matching score:
s(vk , t) =

K

s∗ (V, T ) = max s(vk , t).
k=1

(6)

During the inference, s∗ (V, T ) is used to rank the candidates to get the retrieval results. MV-VSE learns multiple
embeddings for each visual data, retains intra-class variations, and also has the efficiency of VSE method inference. Compared with VSE, MV-VSE only needs to train K −1 additional feature aggregators. Both the text embedding network and
the visual feature extractor are multiplexed, which will only increase the number of negligible parameters. Taking the
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latest VSE model GPO [Chen et al., 2021] as an example,
the parameter amount of the feature aggregator is only 0.1 M,
which is less than 1% of the entire model.

3.3

Multi-View Upper Bound Loss

Existing losses used in VSE models are designed for a single
visual embedding, and these losses directly used in MV-VSE
will suppress intra-class variations.
Take the most commonly used hinge-based triplet ranking
loss with online hard negative mining [Faghri et al., 2018] as
an example. To learn a VSE model, the concrete optimization
objective is defined by:
LTri =[α − s(V, T ) + s(V, T̂ )]+

(7)
+[α − s(V, T ) + s(V̂ , T )]+ ,
where α is a fixed margin, (V, T ) is a positive image-text pair.
T̂ = arg maxT 0 6=T s(V, T 0 ) and V̂ = arg maxV 0 6=V s(V 0 , T )
denote as the hardest negative text and image samples measured by the VSE model within a mini-batch.
The triplet loss can be directly used for the optimization of
K views:
K
1 X
LMV-Avg-Tri =
{[α − s(vk , t) + s(vk , t̂)]+
K
(8)
k=1
+ [α − s(vk , t) + s(v̂k , t)]+ },
where (vk , t) is a positive image-text pair in k th view. t̂ =
arg maxt0 6=t s(vk , t0 ) and v̂k = arg maxvk0 6=vk s(vk0 , t) denote as the hardest negative text and image samples measured by the MV-VSE model within a mini-batch in K th
view. However, LMV-Avg-Tri will bring all visual embeddings
{vk }K
k=1 closer to t, suppressing intra-class variations. In
addition, each view is the same optimization goal, which will
make the learned multiple visual embeddings lack diversity.
In order to optimize multi-view visual embeddings, [Qu
et al., 2020] directly substitute the maximum matching score
s∗ (V, T ) in K views into the triplet loss:
LMV-Max-Tri =[α − s∗ (V, T ) + s∗ (V, T̂ )]+

(9)
+[α − s∗ (V, T ) + s∗ (V̂ , T )]+ .
LMV-Max-Tri is consistent with the design of MV-VSE. However, taking LMV-Max-Tri as the optimization target of MV-VSE,
for a visual data V , only one feature aggregator will be optimized for each backpropagation, which is easy to fall into the
local minima. Figure 4 (c) in Section 4 will verify this.
To simultaneously optimize all view branches and retain
intra-class variations, we propose a multi-view upper bound
loss. The specific definition of the loss is:
K
1 Xn
[α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V, T̂ )]+ · 1(V, T̂ )
LMV-Up-Tri =
K
k=1
o
+ [α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V̂ , T )]+ · 1(V̂ , T ) ,
(10)
where

1, ∀vk , [α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V, T̂ )] > 0,
1(V, T̂ ) =
0, otherwise,
(11)
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∀vk , [α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V̂ , T )] > 0,
otherwise.
(12)
LMV-Up-Tri is a strict upper bound of LMV-Max-Tri . In order to
facilitate understanding, we introduce a rough upper bound
of LMV-Max-Tri :
1(V̂ , T ) =


1,
0,

K
1 Xn
[α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V, T̂ )]+
K
k=1
o
+ [α − s(vk , t) + s∗ (V̂ , T )]+ .
(13)
Since s∗ (V, T ) ≥ s(vk , t), it’s easy to get LMV-Max-Tri ≤
LMV-Up-Rough-Tri .
LMV-Up-Rough-Tri can optimize all view
branches, but it still brings all visual embeddings {vk }K
k=1
closer to t, suppressing intra-class variations. Therefore, we
introduce indicator functions 1(V, T̂ ) and 1(V̂ , T ). When
1(V, T̂ ) = 1, all visual embeddings do not meet the constraint of triplet loss, and all view branches will be optimized.
1(V, T̂ ) = 0 means that at least one visual embedding satisfies the constraint of triplet loss, and the other branches no
longer bring vk and t closer, keeping the intra-class variations.
When [α − s∗ (V, T ) + s∗ (V, T̂ )] > 0, 1(V, T̂ ) = 1. Similarly, when [α − s∗ (V, T ) + s∗ (V̂ , T )] > 0, 1(V̂ , T ) = 1.
Therefore, we can get:

LMV-Up-Rough-Tri =

LMV-Max-Tri ≤ LMV-Up-Tri ≤ LMV-Up-Rough-Tri .

(14)

LMV-Up-Tri is the tighter upper bound of LMV-Max-Tri , which can
simultaneously optimize all view branches and retain intraclass variations.
Diversity of views is essential to improve the generalization ability of the model. Optimizing MV-VSE using only
LMV-Up-Tri will make multiple views too similar, so we optimize LMV-Max-Tri and LMV-Up-Tri jointly. When optimizing
LMV-Max-Tri , only one view branch is optimized at a time,
which naturally introduces the diversity between views. The
overall objective of the MV-VSE can be formulated as follows:
LMV-VSE-Tri = λLMV-Max-Tri + (1 − λ)LMV-Up-Tri ,

(15)

where λ is a parameter to balance balance the contributions
of the two losses, which can control the diversity of views.
Note that other losses (e.g. normalized softmax loss [Zhai
and Wu, 2019]) can also be converted to a multi-view version
using our method.

4
4.1

Experiments
Datasets and Evaluation Metric

We evaluate our method on two standard benchmarks: Flickr30K [Young et al., 2014] and MS-COCO [Lin et al., 2014].
Flickr30K dataset contains 31,000 images, each image is annotated with 5 sentences. Following the data split of [Faghri
et al., 2018], we use 1,000 images for validation, 1,000 images for testing, and the remaining for training. MS-COCO
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Data Split
Flickr30K 1K Test
Eval Task
Image-to-Text
Text-to-Image
Method
R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10
ResNet-152 + RNN
VSE++ [Faghri et al., 2018] 52.9 80.5 87.2 39.6 70.1 79.5
SCO [Huang et al., 2018]
55.5 82.0 89.3 41.1 70.5 80.1
ResNet-101 Faster R-CNN + RNN
LIWE [Wehrmann et al., 2019] 69.6 90.3 95.6 51.2 80.4 87.2
VSRN* [Li et al., 2019]
71.3 90.6 96.0 54.7 81.8 88.2
CVSE [Wang et al., 2020]
73.5 92.1 95.8 52.9 80.4 87.8
GPO [Chen et al., 2021]
76.5 94.2 97.7 56.4 83.4 89.9
GPO (MV-VSE)
79.0 94.9 97.7 59.1 84.6 90.6
ResNet-101 Faster R-CNN + BERT
CAMERA* [Qu et al., 2020] 78.0 95.1 97.9 60.3 85.9 91.7
GPO [Chen et al., 2021]
81.7 95.4 97.6 61.4 85.9 91.5
GPO (MV-VSE)
82.1 95.8 97.9 63.1 86.7 92.3

RSUM

COCO 5-fold 1K Test
Image-to-Text
Text-to-Image
RSUM
R@1 R@5 R@10 R@1 R@5 R@10

409.8
418.5

64.6
69.9

90.0
92.9

95.7
97.5

52.0
56.7

84.3
87.5

92.0
94.8

478.6
499.3

474.3
482.6
482.5
498.1
505.8

73.2
76.2
74.8
78.5
78.7

95.5
94.8
95.1
96.0
95.7

98.2
98.2
98.3
98.7
98.7

57.9
62.8
59.9
61.7
62.7

88.3
89.7
89.4
90.3
90.4

94.5
95.1
95.2
95.6
95.7

507.6
516.8
512.7
520.8
521.9

508.9
513.5
517.5

77.5
79.7
80.4

96.3
96.4
96.6

98.8
98.9
99.0

63.4
64.8
64.9

90.9
91.4
91.2

95.8
96.3
96.0

522.7
527.5
528.1

Table 1: Experimental results (%) on Flickr30K and MS-COCO 1K. *: Ensemble results of two models.

dataset contains 123,287 images, and each image comes with
5 sentences. We mirror the data split setting of [Faghri et al.,
2018]. More specifically, we use 113,287 images for training,
5,000 images for validation, and 5,000 images for testing. We
report results on both 1,000 test images (averaged over 5 folds) and the full 5,000 test images.
For the evaluation of image-text retrieval, following the
[Faghri et al., 2018], we use the Recall@K (R@K), with
K = {1, 5, 10} as the evaluation metric for the task. R@K
indicates the percentage of queries for which the model returns the correct item in its top K results. We follow [Chen et
al., 2021] to use RSUM, which is defined as the sum of recall
metrics at K = {1, 5, 10} of both text-to-image and imageto-text retrievals, as a summarizing metric to gauge retrieval
model’s overall performances.

4.2

Text-to-Image
RSUM
R@1 R@5 R@10
30.3 59.4
33.1 62.9

72.4
75.5

355.7
369.6

40.5 70.6
39.3 69.9
40.3 70.6

81.1
81.1
81.6

415.7
421.9
424.6

40.5 71.7
42.4 72.7
42.5 72.8

82.5
83.2
83.1

423.9
434.3
436.3

Table 2: Experimental results (%) on MS-COCO 5K. *: Ensemble
results of two models

Implementation Details

We apply the proposed MV-VSE framework to the GPO
[Chen et al., 2021], denote as GPO (MV-VSE). We implement multiple generalized pooling operators to aggregate visual features into multi-view visual embeddings. The
loss function is the multi-view version of the triplet loss
LMV-VSE-Tri . GPO is the current state-of-the-art VSE model without extra training data. For GPO, image features are
bottom-up attention [Anderson et al., 2018] region features
extracted by a pretrained Faster R-CNN [Ren et al., 2015] in
conjunction with ResNet-101 [He et al., 2016], and we use
either BiGRU or BERT-base [Devlin et al., 2019] as the text
feature extractor. Parameters are set as K = 3, λ = 0.7, for
both Flickr30K and MS-COCO.

4.3

Eval Task
Image-to-Text
Method
R@1 R@5 R@10
ResNet-152 + RNN
VSE++
41.3 71.1 81.2
SCO
42.8 72.3 83.0
ResNet-101 Faster R-CNN + RNN
VSRN*
53.0 81.1 89.4
GPO
56.6 83.6 91.4
GPO (MV-VSE) 56.7 84.1 91.4
ResNet-101 Faster R-CNN + BERT
CAMERA*
55.1 82.9 91.2
GPO
58.3 85.3 92.3
GPO (MV-VSE) 59.1 86.3 92.5

Quantitative Results and Analysis

Table 1 compares MV-VSE with VSE baselines over different feature extractors on Flickr30K and MS-COCO 1K test set.
VSE++ [Faghri et al., 2018], SCO [Huang et al., 2018], LIWE [Wehrmann et al., 2019], VSRN [Li et al., 2019], CVSE
[Wang et al., 2020] and GPO [Chen et al., 2021] are stateof-the-art VSE methods proposed in recent years. CAMERA
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[Qu et al., 2020] is the only multi-view VSE method currently. For a fair comparison, we divide the text feature extractor
into RNN-based (e.g. GRU, LSTM) and BERT-based methods for comparison. Over all feature extractors, MV-VSE
outperforms the baselines. The improvement of MV-VSE on
Flickr30K is more obvious than that on MS-COCO. Since
Flickr30K has larger intra-class variations. This is consistent
with our statistics on the similarity within the two datasets as
shown in Figure 2. Table 2 shows the experimental results
on MS-COCO 5K test set. MV-VSE is also superior to other
methods. The improvement of MV-VSE on the MS-COCO
5K test set is more obvious than that on the MS-COCO 1K
test set, which reflects the better generalization ability of MVVSE in large-scale retrieval.
Ablation Study. We conducted an ablation study on the
major components of our MV-VSE framework as showed in
Table 3. LTri (K = 1) represents a common single-view
VSE model. It can be seen that the multi-view model is always better than the single-view model. The performance of
the proposed LMV-Up-Tri is better than that of LMV-Max-Tri and
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Eval Task
Method
LTri (K = 1)
LMV-Max-Tri (K = 3)
LMV-Avg-Tri (K = 3)
LMV-Up-Tri (K = 3)
LMV-VSE-Tri (K = 3)

Image-to-Text
R@1 R@5 R@10
76.5 94.2 97.7
77.2 94.2 96.6
77.2 94.3 97.7
77.8 95.3 97.9
79.0 94.9 97.7

Text-to-Image
R@1 R@5 R@10
56.4 83.4 89.9
57.6 84.4 90.1
57.9 83.7 90.5
58.0 84.0 90.0
59.1 84.6 90.6

(a)

A child walking and leaving a trail
behind them.

A child in a striped shirt walks by some
red chairs.

(b)

People are gathered around the table
filled with food.

A happy family at thanksgiving.

Table 3: Ablation experimental results on Flickr30K.
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Figure 5: Visualization of MV-VSE on Flickr30K. For each group,
we respectively showed the raw image and two attention maps of
different views with the matched sentences from left to right.
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trieval performance is improved. However, when λ = 1, the
optimization goal of the model is LMV-Max-Tri , only one feature aggregator will be optimized for each backpropagation,
which is easy to fall into the local minima and results in bad
performance. Figure 4 (c) shows the ratio of each view selected when λ = 1. It can be seen that the model almost always
selects a certain view. Since this view branch is always optimized, and other branches cannot be trained, the entire model
falls into local minima. When the proposed multi-view upper
bound loss is added, as shown in Figure 4 (d), each view can
be optimized, and each view may be selected.
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ed, when λ = 0.7.
Figure 4: Effects of different configurations of hyper-parameters on
Flickr30K.

LMV-Avg-Tri , thanks to the fact that LMV-Up-Tri can can simultaneously optimize all view branches and retain intra-class variations. LMV-VSE-Tri achieved the best performance, indicating
that the introduction of LMV-Max-Tri joint optimization increase
the diversity of perspectives and improved the generalization
ability of the model.
Effects of the Numbers of Views. Figure 4 (a) shows the
effect of the number of views K on the performance of MVVSE. We test the effect of K by fixing λ = 0.7. As K increases, the retrieval performance increases first and then decreases slightly. When K = 3, MV-VSE reaches the best
performance. Since there are 5 text descriptions for an image
in Flickr30K, there are not many views. If it is applied to data with larger intra-class variations, K can be appropriately
increased.
Effects of the Diversity of Views. Figure 4 (b) shows the
effects of the hyper-parameter λ on the retrieval performance
and the similarities between different views of MV-VSE. We
test the effect of λ by fixing K = 3. With the increase of λ,
the contribution of LMV-Max-Tri becomes larger, and the similarities between different views are smaller. The increase of
λ increases the diversity of views, and the corresponding re-
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Visualization of MV-VSE

To intuitively see the difference between the learned multiple views, we visualize the MV-VSE. We calculate the cosine
similarity between the bottom-up attention regional features
and the final visual embeddings. The similarity is used as the
attention score to visualize the heatmap. Several visualization
results are shown in Figure 5. It can be seen that MV-VSE
learns embeddings from different views. For example, in Figure 5 (a), the second sentence focuses on the child’s clothes
and the “red chair” on the left side, and the corresponding
visualization results also pay more attention to these regions. In Figure 5 (b), The first sentence pays more attention to
“the table filled with food”, while the second sentence pays
more attention to the “family”. The visualization results also
give the corresponding attention to the regions. The visualization of MV-VSE demonstrates the successful modeling of
intra-class variations.

5

Conclusion

This paper proposes a plug-and-play multi-view visualsemantic embedding (MV-VSE) framework, which can be
used for image-text and video-text retrieval without excessively increasing model complexity. To optimize MV-VSE, a
multi-view upper bound loss is proposed to jointly optimize
the multi-view embedding while retaining intra-class variations between different views. Comprehensive experiments
show that MV-VSE can improve the performance of existing
VSE methods. In the future, the idea of multi-view will be
applied to more retrieval tasks.
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