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Abstract. Semi-supervised multi-label learning (SSMLL) is a powerful
framework for leveraging unlabeled data to reduce the expensive cost of
collecting precise multi-label annotations. Unlike semi-supervised learn-
ing, one cannot select the most probable label as the pseudo-label in
SSMLL due to multiple semantics contained in an instance. To solve
this problem, the mainstream method developed an effective thresh-
olding strategy to generate accurate pseudo-labels. Unfortunately, the
method neglected the quality of model predictions and its potential im-
pact on pseudo-labeling performance. In this paper, we propose a dual-
perspective method to generate high-quality pseudo-labels. To improve
the quality of model predictions, we perform dual-decoupling to boost
the learning of correlative and discriminative features, while refining the
generation and utilization of pseudo-labels. To obtain proper class-wise
thresholds, we propose the metric-adaptive thresholding strategy to es-
timate the thresholds, which maximize the pseudo-label performance
for a given metric on labeled data. Experiments on multiple bench-
mark datasets show the proposed method can achieve the state-of-the-art
performance and outperform the comparative methods with a signifi-
cant margin. The implementation is available at JiahaoXxX/SSMLL-
D2L_MAT.

Keywords: Multi-label learning · Semi-supervised learning

1 Introduction

Multi-label learning (MLL) is a mainstream and practical framework for dealing
with the problem where each object is associated with multiple class labels [55].
For example, a seascape image may be annotated with labels sea, sunset and
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beach. MLL has achieved great successes in many research areas, e.g ., music
emotion recognition [51], text categorization [29] and image annotation [5].

However, in real-world scenarios, obtaining precise annotations for every in-
stance can be time-consuming and expensive. This challenge becomes signifi-
cantly more daunting, especially when dealing with a vast output space, lead-
ing to exponential increases in complexity. Semi-supervised multi-label learning
(SSMLL) has gained increased attention in recent years as it demands fewer
annotations for training, making it increasingly appealing for various applica-
tions [27,36,40,44]. In SSMLL, only a limited portion of the training data is fully
annotated, while the majority of the training data remains entirely unlabeled.
The goal is to boost the model performance by exploiting the information of
unlabeled examples.

To harness the potential of unlabeled examples, the most prevalent method is
pseudo-labeling, which generates the pseudo-labels for unlabeled examples based
on the model trained with labeled ones. The effectiveness of pseudo-labeling
has been demonstrated by many excellent methods in both single-label learn-
ing scenario, i.e., semi-supervised learning (SSL) [16, 35, 42, 50], and MLL sce-
nario [27, 40, 44]. Unlike SSL that often selects the largest probable label as the
pseudo-label, the variability of unknown label count for each unlabeled instance
in SSMLL presents a significant challenge on obtaining accurate pseudo-labels.
To address this problem, the recently proposed method class-aware pseudo-
labeling [44] performs pseudo-labeling in a class-wise manner, which generates
pseudo-labels for unlabeled instances on a class-by-class basis. This method
transforms a hard problem of estimating the label count of each unlabeled in-
stance into a far easier problem of estimating the class proportions of unlabeled
data. The transformation ultimately improves the pseudo-labeling performance.
Although the method has made progress in SSMLL, it merely focuses on captur-
ing the true class proportions, while neglecting the quality of model predictions,
which is also an essential factor of achieving favorable pseudo-labeling perfor-
mance.

In this paper, we propose a novel approach to solve the SSMLL problem,
which aims to generate high-quality pseudo-labels from dual perspectives. To im-
prove the quality of model predictions, we propose the Dual Decoupling Learning
(D2L) method to respectively decouple correlative/discriminative features and
the generation/utilization of pseudo-labels. The former exploits co-occurrence
relationships among different labels in a whole image and captures distinctive
patterns for each individual object in different patches; the later uses two clas-
sification heads to generate and utilize pseudo-labels independently, which pre-
vents the accumulation of incorrect pseudo-labels. To achieve proper separations
between positive and negative labels, we develop the Metric-Adaptive Thresh-
olding (MAT) strategy, to estimate the thresholds, which achieves the optimal
pseudo-label performance in terms of an evaluation metric based on the labeled
data. Extensive experiments on benchmark datasets validate that the proposed
method can achieve the state-of-the-art performance.

To sum up, the contributions of this work are as follows:
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– The proposed D2L approach performs dual decoupling to enhance the learn-
ing of correlative and discriminative features, while simultaneously refines
the generation and utilization of pseudo-labels.

– The proposed MAT strategy estimates the threshold per class in a metric-
adaptive manner, with the goal of achieving the optimal pseudo-labeling
performance in terms of a given measurement.

– The proposed method obtains the state-of-the-art results with a significant
margin across multiple datasets and labeled proportions. For example, on the
benchmark multi-label dataset COCO [30], our method improves upon the
state-of-the-art performance by 4.2% – 6.9% mAP score on different labeled
proportions.

2 Related Works

In this section, we introduce related works, including MLL, multi-label learning
with missing labels (MLLML), and SSMLL.

2.1 Multi-Label Learning

In MLL, each instance is associated with multiple class labels. The mainstream
research direction in this field is modeling correlations between labels [21,45,53,
57]. Graph convolution networks (GCN) are usually utilized to capture the co-
occurrence among labels, e.g ., ML-GCN [5] and ADD-GCN [48]. Besides, recur-
rent models [39,47] and transformer encoder structures [12,32,37] have also been
used to construct complementary relationships in MLL. Another research direc-
tion is to deal with the imbalance issue, including inter-class (long-tail) [15] and
intra-class (positive-negative) [34] imbalance. [15] developed a two-branch net-
work for collaborative learning on both uniform and re-balanced samplings. [34]
proposed that asymmetric loss (ASL) which is a representative method that
dynamically down-weights and hard-thresholds easy negative examples. More-
over, considering that an image often contains multiple objects, the methods
designed to locate areas of interest related to semantic labels by using attention
technique arose [4, 56]. All the aforementioned methods are based on the fully
supervised setting. However, acquiring fully labeled data is far more challenging
and time-consuming compared to obtaining partially labeled or unlabeled data
in the current context of rapidly growing big data. Thus, some weakly-supervised
multi-label learning settings have emerged recent years, i.e., to train the model
with incomplete, inexact or inaccurate data, like semi-supervised multi-label
learning [40,44], multi-label learning with missing labels [1,13,22], partial multi-
label learning [43,52], multi-label learning with noisy labels [20,28] and so on.

2.2 Multi-Label Learning with Missing Labels

In practice, the high cost of collecting precise multi-label annotations is always
a trouble, which turns the research attention to train with limited labeled in-
formation. Multi-label learning with missing labels (MLLML) [1, 13, 22] is a
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research direction that effectively reduces annotation costs, where each example
is partially annotated. There are many large-scale datasets resorting to partial
annotations [31], e.g ., OpenImages [24] and LVIS [18], where only a small frac-
tion of labels are annotated. Moreover, many excellent methods have already
been proposed to address this issue. [13] proposed the partial Binary Cross-
Entropy (BCE) that normalizes the loss by the proportion of known labels. [1]
individually addressed each unannotated label by considering two probabilistic
measures: label likelihood and label prior. Even in an extreme MLLML scenario
where each example has only one annotated positive label, there have also been
many outstanding works emerging in recent years. [8] treated all unobserved
labels as negatives and employed regularization to mitigate the adverse effects
of false negative labels. [23] empirically observed the memorization effect, then
proposed to reject or correct the large loss examples.

2.3 Semi-Supervised Multi-Label Learning

Despite the existence of numerous approaches to address SSMLL, most of them
are based on training linear models [3, 17, 36, 38, 49, 54]. With deep learning
models demonstrating formidable learning capabilities, the integration of deep
learning has become a trend. However, SSMLL has been relatively underexplored
in the field of deep learning in recent years. [40] firstly introduced the deep
model into SSMLL, and proposed a novel approach which jointly explores the
feature distribution and the label relation simultaneously. [44] proposed class-
aware thresholds to effectively control the assignment of positive and negative
pseudo-labels for each class. Thanks to the similarity in problem setups, methods
for handling unlabeled data in SSL can, to some extent, be adapted to SSMLL.
Pseudo-labeling has been extensively developed and employed for harnessing
unlabeled data, as a mainstream approach in SSL. [16] proposed an adaptive
thresholding strategy for different classes under class-imbalanced distributions,
which only required a fixed threshold for the most majority category, while the
thresholds for other categories were determined based on the selection proportion
of the most majority category. [42] adopted both global and local self-adaptive
thresholds computed from the exponential moving average (EMA) of prediction
statistics from unlabeled examples. The previous methods always tried to design
effective pseudo-label selection strategies, but overlooked the potential influence
of model outputs on pseudo-labels. Both factors should jointly determine the
quality of pseudo-labels.

3 The Method

In this section, we first present some preliminary concepts, such as symbol
representation and loss functions; subsequently, we will elaborate on our pro-
posed dual-decoupling learning (D2L) framework and metric-adaptive thresh-
olding (MAT) strategy.
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3.1 Preliminaries

Let x ∈ X be a feature vector and y ∈ Y be a label vector, where X ∈ Rd is
an input space and Y = {0, 1}K is a target space with K possible class labels.
Here, yk = 1 indicates the k-th label is relevant to x; yk = 0, otherwise. In
SSMLL, we are given a labeled dataset DL = {(xi,yi)}Ni=1 and an unlabeled
dataset DU = {xj}Mj=1, where N and M are the numbers of labeled and unla-
beled training examples, which satisfy M ≫ N . Let pi and qi be the predicted
probabilities on strongly-augmented instance Augs(xi) and weakly-augmented
instance Augw(xi), where Augw(·) and Augs(·) represent stochastic weak and
strong augmentations. We will discuss how to obtain these predicted probabili-
ties latter.

Regarding the labeled training examples, the most commonly used strategy
is to aggregate a binary loss between model predictions and true labels over K
classes

LL =

N∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

ℓ(pik, yik). (1)

Here, we use the ASL [34] for ℓ(·, ·), since it often achieves better performance
than the commonly used BCE loss.

Regarding the unlabeled training examples, we aggregate the ASL between
model predictions and pseudo-labels over K classes

LU =

M∑
j=1

K∑
k=1

ℓ(pjk, ŷjk), (2)

where ŷjk = I(qjk ≥ τk) represents the pseudo-label of an unlabeled instance xj

and τk is the threshold for the class k. The overall objective function is defined
as

L = LL + LU . (3)

Obviously, high-quality pseudo-labels often lead to favorable model performance.
As mentioned before, the pseudo-labeling performance depends on two elements,
the thresholds τk and model predictions qj . Below, we will improve the quality
of pseudo-labels from two perspectives: 1) develop the dual-decoupling learning
framework to obtain accurate model predictions; 2) design the metric-adaptive
thresholding method to acquire proper thresholds.

3.2 Dual-Decoupling Learning

Correlative and Discriminative Features Decoupling Many existing works [5,25]
focus on exploiting the label correlations, which have been regarded as an essen-
tial information for MLL. Unfortunately, excessively focusing on label correla-
tions, e.g ., co-occurrence, often leads to overlooking discriminative information
for individual objects, making it hard for the model to recognize indistinguish-
able targets, e.g ., tiny objects. Therefore, there exists a trade-off between consid-
ering co-occurrence relationships and capturing discriminative information. To
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address this problem, we propose to decouple feature learning into two sub-tasks,
correlative feature learning, which exploits co-occurrence patterns among differ-
ent objects, and discriminative feature learning, which captures the distinctive
pattern of each individual object. These two types of information complement
each other, collectively enhancing the model’s recognition capabilities and con-
sequently improving pseudo-labeling performance significantly.

Specifically, for each training instance, we first crop it into n patches, i.e.,{
z
(i)
o

}n

o=1
= Crop(xi) of equal size, where Crop(·) is the cropping operation; by

applying strong augmentation to the instance and patches and feeding them into
the backbone f(·), e.g ., ResNet [19], we obtain the correlative features gi = f(xi)

and discriminative features l(i)o = f(z
(i)
o ) for each patch. Importantly, gi encodes

the correlative information of a whole image, while l
(i)
o captures the discrimina-

tive information of each patch. Then, we use a dual-head classifier consisting
of a correlative classification head hg(·) and a discriminative classification head
hl(·) to obtain the predicted probabilities pg

i = hg(gi) and p
(i)
o = hl(l

(i)
o ).

To merge the information from different patches, we aggregate the probabil-
ities p

(i)
o into the local probability pl

i in a spatially-weighted manner as

pl
i =

n∑
o=1

exp(p
(i)
o /α)∑n

o=1 exp(p
(i)
o /α)

· p(i)
o , (4)

where α is a temperature parameter that controls the extent of focusing on a spe-
cific location. For any instance xi, we obtain the final prediction by averaging the
correlative and discriminative probabilities pi = (pg

i + pl
i)/2. Moreover, we can

obtain the predicted probabilities qg
i , q

l
i, and qi by applying weak augmentation

to the instance and patches.

Generation and Utilization of Pseudo-Labels Decoupling One potential limitation
of the previous work [44] is that it trains the model using pseudo-labels generated
by the same model. Although the method employs the teacher-student training
strategy and consistency regularization to alleviate over-fitting, it often leads
the model to accumulate error once incorrect pseudo-labels are generated. To
address this issue, inspired by the previous work [2], we propose to decouple the
generation and utilization of pseudo-labels, which aims to avoid the risk of ac-
cumulating pseudo-labeling errors. Similar to [26,41], which introduce auxiliary
classifiers to divert different data streams and alleviate confirmation bias, we use
two dual-head classifiers {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} and {hg(·), hl(·)} to generate and utilize
pseudo-labels independently. On one hand, we train the classifiers {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)}
in an unbiased manner by inducing them on the clean labeled examples. Since the
classifiers are trained on fully clean examples, we expect them to generate high-
quality pseudo-labels. On the other hand, we train the classifiers {hg(·), hl(·)}
on pseudo-labels, which aim to boost feature learning by making full use of
unlabeled examples and alleviate over-fitting to labeled ones.

To generate pseudo-labels, for each unlabeled instance xj , we define q̂j =

(q̂g
j + q̂l

j)/2 as the probabilities predicted by {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)}. Then, we obtain the



D2L and MAT for SSMLL 7

Dual-Head 

Classifier
Weak & Strong 

Augment

Unlabeled Set

MAT

Correlative

Discriminative

Spatially-Weighted Sum

Stop-gradient 

Pseudo-labels

Weak Augment

Strong Augment

Backbone

Probabilities

Labeled Set

Dual-Head 

Classifier True labels

Backbone

Labeled Training Unlabeled Training

Fig. 1: An illustration of the proposed learning framework. Blue and yellow colors
represent correlative-wise and discriminative-wise components, while solid and dashed
lines denote the strong and weak data augmentation streams, respectively. ‘Spatially-
Weighted Sum’ indicates the aggregation of probabilities from patches (see Equa-
tion (4)). The pseudo-label generation process is gradient-free.

pseudo-label as
∀k ∈ [K], ŷjk = I(q̂jk ≥ τk), (5)

where τk is the threshold for class k. Then, we train the classifiers {hg(·), hl(·)}
based on the unlabeled data with Equation (2). Figure 1 provides an illustration
of the dual-decoupling learning framework. In Section 3.3, we will introduce how
to obtain proper thresholds.

3.3 Metric-Adaptive Thresholding

As mentioned before, in SSMLL, we cannot directly select the most probable
label as the pseudo-label for each unlabeled instance as commonly done in SSL.
The recent method CAP [44] solved this problem by generating pseudo-labels in
a class-wise manner and using the empirical class proportions of labeled exam-
ples as approximate estimates of the true ones of unlabeled examples. Although
CAP can precisely capture the true class proportions, it may not achieve opti-
mal pseudo-labeling performance due to imperfect predictions. If the predicted
probabilities are not entirely precise, meaning that a part of negative labels have
greater probabilities than positive ones, it will introduce incorrect pseudo-labels.
In other words, higher-ranked negative labels will be mislabeled as positive, while
lower-ranked positive labels will be mislabeled as negative. The phenomenon will
occur especially when the number of labeled examples is small and the model
performance is limited.

To address this problem, instead of estimating the class proportions of un-
labeled data, we propose the metric-adaptive thresholding (MAT) strategy to
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Algorithm 1 Pseudo code of the proposed algorithm.
Input: Labeled data DL = {(xi)

N
i=1, Y }, Unlabeled data DU = {xj}Mj=1, backbone

f(·), two dual-head classifiers {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} and {hg(·), hl(·)}, metric function M(·, ·),
class number K, small step t.
1: Warm up the backbone f(·) and one classifier {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} on DL with Eq. (1).
2: for each epoch do
3: Input labeled data {xi}Ni=1 into f(·) and {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} to get outputs {q̂i}Ni=1.
4: for ∀k ∈ [K], τk = 0 to 1 by t do
5: Pseudo-label DL in class k by τk, Ŷk = {ŷik}Ni=1 = {I(q̂ik ≥ τk)}Ni=1.
6: Select the τk which achieves the highest M(Ŷk, Yk) as τ⋆

k (Eq. (6)).
7: end for
8: Pseudo-label DU with Eq. (5), then train f(·), {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} and {hg(·), hl(·)}

on DL and DU together using the D2L framework as shown in Fig. 1.
9: end for

directly estimate the optimal threshold for every class. Specifically, we first de-
fine M(Ŷk, Yk) as the metric function for evaluating class-wise pseudo-labeling
performance, where Ŷk and Yk represent the pseudo-labels and true labels for the
k-th class. The intuition behind MAT is that given the metric M, the optimal
threshold is the one that maximizes the metric for every class. Unfortunately,
without the access to true labels, it is difficult to directly obtain the optimal
thresholds on the unlabeled data. Alternatively, a feasible solution is to estimate
the thresholds on labeled data. Then, we can obtain thresholds based on the
following thresholding strategy:

∀k ∈ [K], τ⋆k = argmaxτk∈[0,1]M(Ŷk, Yk), (6)

where Ŷk = {ŷik}Ni=1 and Yk = {yik}Ni=1 represent the pseudo-labels and true
labels over all labeled examples for class k. There are many choices for the metric
function, such as Fβ score, precision and recall [6]. Since [0, 1] is a continuous
interval, it is impossible to iterate through every real value within this range. A
feasible solution is to discretize this interval with a small step size. When the
step size is small enough, it can be approximated that all real values with the
interval have thoroughly explored. In Appendix A, we provide an illustration of
MAT to describe its complete flow.

Thus, our comprehensive approach combines the D2L framework and the
MAT strategy, effectively enhancing the quality of pseudo-labels. For ease of
understanding, we provide the algorithmic process in Algorithm 1.

4 Experiment

In this section, we first perform experiments to show the effectiveness of the
proposed method; then, we conduct ablation studies to validate each component.
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4.1 Setup

Datasets. We conduct experiments on three benchmark datasets for multi-
label classification, including PASCAL VOC 2012 (VOC) [14], MS-COCO 2014
(COCO) [30] and NUS-WIDE (NUS) [7]. The detail characteristics of three
benchmark datasets are reported in Appendix B. For the convenience and fair-
ness of comparison, we reproduce the consistent setting with the code shared
by [44]. For each dataset, we randomly sample a proportion p of examples from
the training set that are fully annotated, and the others are unlabeled. In our
experiments, we set p = {0.01, 0.05, 0.10, 0.15, 0.20}.

Implementation Details. Following [44], we use a ResNet-50 [19] pre-trained on
ImageNet [10] as the backbone and warm up the model with labeled examples
for 12 epochs before training. Every input image is resized into the resolution of
224 × 224, and then is processed not only in its original form but also cropped
into uniformly sized patches. In our experiments, we crop an image into a grid-
like pattern with 2× 2, 3× 3, or 4× 4 patches, and if not specifically indicated,
each image is cropped into 2 × 2 patches by default. Both the uncropped im-
ages and the cropped patches are performed two types of data augmentation: a
weak augmentation (only containing random horizontal flipping) and a strong
augmentation (containing Cutout [11] and RandAugment [9]). In training stage,
for labeled data, the predictions on strongly-augmented data and true labels
are used to calculate losses, and predictions on weakly-augmented data are used
to update the threshold for every class; for unlabeled data, the predictions on
weakly-augmented data are used to generate pseudo-labels. In experiments, the
model is trained for 40 epochs with the early stopping. We use the AdamW
optimizer [33] with the weight decay of 1e-4, and the one cycle scheduler [11]
to adjust the learning rate at the maximum of 1e-4. The batch size is set as
32 for VOC, and 64 for COCO and NUS. For MAT strategy, we use Fβ score
as the evaluation metric, where β = 0.5. In ablation experiments, we study the
influence of different evaluation metrics on the performance. Generally, we apply
exponential moving average (EMA) to the model parameters θ with a decay of
0.9997. For all methods, we use ASL [34] as the base loss function, since it shows
superiority to BCE loss, and the parameters for ASL are kept consistent with the
original paper. We perform all experiments on GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs and set
the random seed to 1 (the results with standard deviations can be found in Ap-
pendix D). Similar to the previous works [8, 44], we use mean average precision
(mAP) as the evaluation and report mAP on the test set.

Compared Methods. In this paper, the proposed method is compared against
many well-established approaches, which are roughly categorized into five groups:

– Two baseline methods: BCE and ASL [34]. We train these two methods on
labeled data.

– Four MLLML methods: LL-R, LL-Ct, LL-Cp [23] and PLC [46]. We use
LL-* to denote the method with the highest mAP among LL-R, LL-Ct
and LL-Cp.
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Table 1: Mean average precision (mAP %) of each compared method on three datasets.
Bold represents the highest mAP. LL-* and Top-* select the best-performing method
from their respective categories. The detailed method descriptions can be found in 4.1.

Results on VOC.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 16.71 34.81 36.01 43.91 38.61 34.39 45.06 44.98 38.90 41.28 49.09
p = 0.05 67.95 71.46 75.79 74.49 75.77 73.24 75.37 75.11 61.77 76.16 79.26
p = 0.10 75.35 78.00 81.04 80.35 80.78 80.27 80.34 80.66 71.01 82.16 84.06
p = 0.15 78.19 79.69 82.36 82.35 82.65 82.39 82.80 82.63 72.98 83.48 86.25
p = 0.20 79.38 80.77 83.68 83.39 83.72 83.55 83.93 83.60 74.49 84.41 87.16

Results on COCO.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 44.11 44.87 45.36 48.95 48.40 46.41 47.93 47.10 39.12 52.40 56.59
p = 0.05 58.90 59.12 59.33 59.85 58.25 60.34 60.75 59.94 53.60 62.43 69.30
p = 0.10 63.75 63.82 64.25 65.03 63.52 65.54 65.37 64.46 57.06 67.36 73.06
p = 0.15 65.91 66.10 66.69 67.62 66.11 67.88 67.70 66.79 58.53 69.11 74.63
p = 0.20 67.33 67.51 68.12 69.14 67.49 69.25 69.01 68.04 59.24 70.41 75.70

Results on NUS.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 29.58 30.51 20.70 33.59 26.84 26.28 33.13 32.10 17.40 24.75 38.09
p = 0.05 41.09 42.87 40.20 43.55 40.99 42.58 43.94 43.12 30.61 44.82 46.86
p = 0.10 45.39 46.50 44.95 47.51 45.07 46.60 47.28 46.65 35.09 48.24 50.25
p = 0.15 47.30 48.42 47.32 49.75 47.43 48.76 49.22 48.74 37.91 49.90 51.61
p = 0.20 48.36 49.65 48.31 50.71 48.49 49.62 49.93 49.59 39.98 51.06 52.64

– Three instance-aware pseudo-labeling methods: Top-1, Top-k and IAT [44].
We use Top-* to denote the method with the highest mAP among Top-1
and Top-k.

– Two SSL methods: ADSH [16] and FM [42]. Both of the aforementioned
methods utilize the dynamic threshold, and we replace the softmax(·) acti-
vation function in them with sigmoid(·) to fit into multi-label datasets.

– Two SSMLL methods: DRML [40] and CAP [44]. They currently repre-
sent the state-of-the-art SSMLL methods based on deep models. To ensure
fairness, all the methods mentioned above use the same training setting as
our method.

4.2 Comparison Results

In Table 1, we report comparison results in terms of mAP on three datasets,
VOC, COCO and NUS. To ensure fairness, all the methods mentioned above
use the same training setting as our method. The results show that: 1) Our
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Fig. 2: The performance of pseudo-labeling during training stage on COCO.

approach outperforms the comparative methods on all datasets with signifi-
cant improvements, particularly on the COCO dataset. Specifically, in terms
of mAP, the proposed method improves upon the state-of-the-art performance
by 4.19% – 6.87% on COCO, 1.58% – 4.50% on NUS and 1.90% – 4.03% on VOC.
These results demonstrate the effectiveness of our method. 2) The performance
of DRML is not satisfactory, even lower than the baseline. One possible reason
is that DRML only utilizes the deep model to extract image features, and during
training, it only fine-tunes the linear classifier layers, without training the entire
deep model end-to-end. 3) CAP generally outperforms other methods except
for our approach. However, it fails at p = 0.01 on NUS dataset. This indicates
that merely estimating the class proportions is insufficient, making it challeng-
ing to achieve favorable pseudo-labeling performance when the quality of model
prediction is low. 4) Compared to methods that focus solely on threshold strate-
gies, our approach demonstrates a clear advantage, affirming the importance of
model output in pseudo-labeling performance. In addition to the results shown
in Table 1, we present the results of additional metrics in Appendix F, including
evaluation metrics: average per-Class F1 (CF1) score and Overall F1 (OF1)
score.

4.3 Pseudo-Labeling Performance

We perform experiments to examine the quality of pseudo-labels generated by
different methods. We use CF1 score as the evaluation metric (detailed informa-
tion can be found in Appendix F), and report results in Figure 2. Due to the
page limit, the results on VOC and NUS can be found in Appendix C. All results
were recorded after the warm-up phase. From the figures, we can see: 1) The
pseudo-labeling performance of our method is always better than other methods,
even compared to CAP, the state-of-the-art method in SSMLL. 2) IAT keeps a
decreasing trend since introducing unlabeled examples for training, which con-
firms that the fixed thresholds are not proper for SSMLL. 3) ADSH consistently
remains lower than the other methods. This is not surprising, given that its de-
sign is tailored for single-label scenarios. 4) From the beginning, our method has
outperformed CAP because the proposed D2L framework significantly enhances
the quality of model predictions. These results validate that our method can
achieve better pseudo-labeling performance than the comparative methods.
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Table 2: Mean average precision (mAP %) of the baseline incorporated with different
components, on datasets VOC and COCO. The baseline here indicates the method
CAP (the results of the first row, without any components).

MAT D2L VOC COCO

CDD GUD p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.15 p=0.20 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.15 p=0.20

76.16 82.16 83.48 84.41 62.43 67.36 69.11 70.41

✓ 76.87 82.59 84.29 85.16 65.03 68.87 70.54 71.54
✓ ✓ 77.11 83.48 85.72 86.55 66.07 70.72 72.92 74.26
✓ ✓ ✓ 79.26 84.06 86.25 87.16 69.30 73.06 74.63 75.70

4.4 Ablation Studies

The Study on D2L and MAT. To further investigate how the proposed method
improves the performance of SSMLL, we conduct a series of ablation experi-
ments on VOC and COCO datasets at four different labeled proportions p =
{0.05, 0.10, 0.15, 0.20}. Since our method consists of two main components, D2L
(including CDD and GUD, which indicate ‘Correlative and Discriminative fea-
tures Decoupling’ and ‘Generation and Utilization of pseudo-labels Decoupling’,
respectively) and MAT, we incrementally introduce these components to demon-
strate the improvement of each part. The results are reported in Table 2. It is
noteworthy that the method in the first row, which does not contain any of these
components, is CAP (mentioned in Section 4.1). This method adopt a standard
classifier and use the class-distribution-aware thresholding method. We consider
it as the baseline in ablation experiments. Firstly, we abandon the CAP in favor
of the MAT, which resulted in a 0.43% – 0.81% improvement on VOC and a
1.13% – 2.60% improvement on COCO. The MAT strategy shows more signifi-
cant improvements as the number of labeled examples decreases, which indirectly
indicates that MAT can make better use of unlabeled data compared to CAP
strategy, even in scenarios where labeled data is scarce. Secondly, we replace the
standard classifier with a dual-head classifier {hg(·), hl(·)} and then crop images
into patches for training. Note that during this period the classifier is shared by
both labeled and unlabeled data, and the strategy of pseudo-labeling is MAT.
It can be observed that the performance has improved by 0.24% – 1.43% on
VOC and 1.04% – 2.72% on COCO. This validates the effectiveness of dual-head
classifier on decoupling the learning of correlative and discriminative features.
Finally, to mitigate the influence of unlabeled data on the true distribution learn-
ing, we introduce another dual-head classifier {ĥg(·), ĥl(·)} dedicated to serving
the learning of labeled data, and {hg(·), hl(·)} is responsible only for learning
from unlabeled data. After doing that, the performance has improved by 0.53%
– 2.15% on VOC and 1.44% – 3.23% on COCO, demonstrating the importance
of segregating the learning of generation and utilization of pseudo-labels. All
these results convincingly validate that each component of the proposed method
makes positive contribution to the final performance.
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Fig. 3: The analyses of parameters in D2L and MAT: (a-b) The results of various
metric functions M(·, ·) used in MAT and different β values used in metric Fβ , at
p = {0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2} on COCO; (c-d) The analyses of two parameters, number of
patches n and temperature α in D2L framework, at p = 0.05 on three datasets. The
parameter analyses under other settings will be presented in Appendix E.

The Study on Metric Function. We study the influence of different metric func-
tions on the final performance. Figure 3a illustrates the performance as the
metric function M changes in {Fβ , P recision,Recall}, where β = 0.5. More-
over, we conduct the further research on the choice of β values in Figure 3b. We
observe that Fβ metric performs better than the other two metrics on COCO.
This is because Fβ = ((1 + β2) ∗ P ∗ R)/(β ∗ P + R) combines the other two
metrics Precision (P ) and Recall (R) to provide a more comprehensive perfor-
mance evaluation. For different values of β, we find that MAT is insensitive to
this parameter. So, we can set this value safely in practice.

Parameter Sensitivity Analyses. In Figures 3c and 3d, we show that the perfor-
mance changes as parameters n and α are varied within the range {2×2, 3×3, 4×
4} and {0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0}. As shown in Figure 3c, the performance degrades
with the increase of n. This is mainly because when an image is cropped into too
many small patches, most of these patches contain semantically irrelevant back-
grounds, and a complete semantic object may also be distributed across different
patches. The phenomenon makes the model hard to recognize interest objects,
thus leading to performance degradation. Taking both computational cost and
model performance into consideration, we uniformly adopt n = 2 × 2 in our
experiments. Regarding the temperature α shown in Figure 3d, the performance
of our method is generally insensitive to α on COCO and NUS, while on VOC,
we generally find that choosing a too large or small temperature value would
degrade the model performance. Considering both universality and simplicity,
we choose α = 1.0 for all experiments.

4.5 Case Study

To disclose the mechanism behind the effectiveness of D2L for producing high-
quality predictions, Figure 4 visualizes some attention maps on COCO. For every
original image (left) and cropped patch (right), we show the attention map of a
given class label. From these figures, we observe that the model typically makes
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Fig. 4: Visualization of attention maps on COCO. Each patch is cropped from the
original image starting from the beginning of a row. The class label attached in front
of every original image or cropped patch is activated in the attention map.

mistakes when identifying indistinguishable objects in the whole image, e.g .,
ambiguous objects or tiny objects, while it is able to correct these mistakes by
precisely identifying these objects in the patches. For example, in the first image,
the model mislabels a square painting as a clock in the original image, while it
corrects this error by precisely identifying the object in the corresponding patch.
These results convincingly verify that our proposed D2L framework can signif-
icantly enhance the ability of model for identifying indistinguishable targets,
leading to high-quality pseudo-labels.

5 Conclusion

This paper studies the problem of semi-supervised multi-label learning (SSMLL).
We propose a dual-perspective method to boost the pseudo-labeling perfor-
mance. To improve the quality of model predictions, we develop the D2L method
to perform correlative/discriminative features decoupling, which enhances the
feature learning, and generation/utilization of pseudo-labels decoupling, which
avoids the accumulation of incorrect pseudo-labels. To achieve proper threshold-
ing, we propose to estimate the thresholds in a metric-adaptive manner, with the
goal of maximizing the pseudo-labeling measurement on labeled data. Extensive
experimental results on multiple benchmark datasets validate that the proposed
method can achieve the state-of-the-art performance. In the future, we will im-
prove the performance of SSMLL by incorporating the knowledge of pre-trained
vision-language models.
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Fig. 5: An illustration of MAT. By feeding instances into the model f(·) ◦ ĥ(·), we
obtain the predictions. By adjusting τk, we can achieve the optimal pseudo-labeling
performance M(Ŷk, Yk).

Table 3: The detailed characteristics of three benchmark datasets.

Dataset # Class. # Train. # Val. # Avg.

VOC 20 5,717 5,823 1.5
COCO 80 82,081 40,137 2.9
NUS 81 150,000 60,260 1.9

B Details of Datasets

The detail characteristics of three benchmark datasets, including PASCAL VOC
2012 (VOC) [14], MS-COCO 2014 (COCO) [30] and NUS-WIDE (NUS), [7] are
reported in Table 3. Specifically, VOC contains 5,717 training images and 5,823
validation images for 20 classes. The average number of labels per image in VOC
is 1.5. For COCO, there are 82,081 training images and 40,137 validation images
for 80 classes, and the average number of labels per image is 2.9. Following
[44], we split NUS as 150,000 training images and 60,260 validation images,
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Fig. 6: The performance of pseudo-labeling on VOC (a-d) and NUS (e-h).

containing 81 classes, where the average number of labels per image is 1.9. In
our experiments, we report results on the above validation sets of three datasets.

C More Results of Pseudo-Labeling Performance

In Figure 6, we also perform experiments to examine the quality of pseudo-labels
generated by different methods on VOC and NUS in terms of CF1 score. We
can observe phenomena similar to those described in the main text on COCO.
For the relatively simpler VOC dataset among the three datasets, the first three
methods perform comparably across most proportions, and our method outper-
forms the other two. Even on the challenging NUS dataset, our method exhibits
commendable performance compared to the SOTA.

D Reproducibility and Resource Consumption

To verify the reproducibility of our method, we conduct five runs using dif-
ferent random seeds (seed = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}) and record the mean and standard
deviation of our method’s performance. In addition, we compare the results of
the second-best method, CAP [44], after the same five runs. Table 4 presents a
comparison between our method and CAP in terms of the mAP metric (with
mean and standard deviation) across three datasets, showing that our method
is not only reproducible but also superior to CAP. Furthermore, we compare
the resource consumption of our method and CAP (also depicted in Table 4).
Although our method slightly exceeds CAP in terms of memory and time usage,
this additional resource investment is acceptable given the significant perfor-
mance improvement.
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Table 4: Mean and standard deviation of mAP(%) in CAP and our method, on
three datasets, along with the time/memory comparison. ‘Time’ is the training time
per epoch, including the process of threshold updating, ‘GPU’ is the max memory
allocated during training phase.

Methods CAP Ours

Datasets VOC COCO NUS VOC COCO NUS

p = 0.05 77.15±0.58 63.11±0.35 45.30±0.30 81.45±1.50 70.15±0.48 47.42±1.00
p = 0.10 82.54±0.20 67.96±0.32 48.89±0.37 85.65±0.92 73.65±0.34 51.01±0.43
p = 0.15 83.95±0.24 69.92±0.41 50.53±0.54 87.02±0.67 75.18±0.31 52.15±0.46
p = 0.20 85.04±0.32 71.23±0.42 51.82±0.43 87.83±0.38 76.21±0.30 53.37±0.43

Time 0.9min 10.3min 12.2min 1.7min 21.8min 38.9min

GPU 11.1G 14.2G

Table 5: Mean average precision (mAP %) of the baseline incorporated with different
components, on the dataset NUS. The baseline here indicates the method CAP.

MAT D2L NUS

CDD GUD p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.15 p=0.20

44.82 48.24 49.90 51.06

✓ 45.26 48.88 50.23 51.20
✓ ✓ 45.74 49.30 50.83 52.04
✓ ✓ ✓ 46.86 50.25 51.61 52.64

E More Ablation Studies

The Study on D2L and MAT. In Table 5, we report the results of ablation ex-
periments on NUS, where the effectiveness of each component in our method is
separately validated. Based on the baseline, we gradually introduce these compo-
nents: metric-adaptive thresholding (MAT, in Section 3.3), correlative/discriminative
features decoupling (CDD, in Section 3.2) and generation/utilization of pseudo-
labels decoupling (GUD, in Section 3.2). At four different labeled proportions,
each component exhibits positive effects.

The Study on Metric Function. Figures 7 and 8 present the analyses of param-
eters, including the metric function M(·, ·) and the value β in metric Fβ , across
three datasets. For VOC, the three metric functions perform comparably across
the four labeled proportions and the insensitivity of β in Fβ remains consistent
with COCO. For NUS, choosing Fβ appears to be a more suitable metric. How-
ever, in cases of low labeled proportions, a higher value of β needs to be selected
as performance tends to increase with the increase in β.
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Table 6: Average per-class F1 (CF1 %) score of each compared method. Bold repre-
sents the highest CF1. LL-* and Top-* select the best-performing method from their
respective categories. The detailed method descriptions can be found in 4.1.

CF1 score (%) on VOC.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 19.29 36.42 37.78 40.62 36.93 38.91 45.60 44.20 36.15 44.54 41.15
p = 0.05 54.00 59.76 62.00 62.20 63.33 60.18 60.80 61.18 52.99 69.86 68.50
p = 0.10 62.86 62.70 65.75 66.81 67.24 65.18 64.58 65.93 62.41 75.63 75.94
p = 0.15 64.14 66.17 67.40 67.37 67.68 66.04 66.38 66.72 63.10 77.09 77.14
p = 0.20 63.96 64.47 67.45 66.80 67.71 66.97 66.34 67.56 63.35 77.88 79.37

CF1 score (%) on COCO.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 41.19 41.08 42.80 44.36 47.19 42.03 44.42 43.28 33.53 52.70 55.32
p = 0.05 51.52 51.05 53.38 53.20 51.69 51.67 53.20 51.49 46.81 60.66 65.65
p = 0.10 54.11 53.46 56.59 55.92 54.97 55.40 56.17 54.17 48.71 64.11 68.70
p = 0.15 55.48 55.01 57.75 57.99 56.60 56.55 57.65 55.66 49.89 65.40 69.83
p = 0.20 56.44 55.78 58.72 59.07 57.63 57.51 58.40 56.72 51.08 66.30 70.74

CF1 score (%) on NUS.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 23.68 23.22 20.30 23.42 22.39 22.78 30.19 26.80 16.36 28.81 42.17
p = 0.05 33.57 32.83 31.70 31.75 34.57 32.10 36.29 33.24 25.48 47.14 47.47
p = 0.10 36.75 34.35 35.17 34.96 37.24 34.84 38.20 36.15 28.05 49.94 50.77
p = 0.15 38.33 35.38 35.81 36.61 38.55 35.94 37.79 37.34 28.95 51.14 51.35
p = 0.20 39.59 36.47 37.21 38.27 39.70 37.16 38.68 38.65 30.31 52.37 52.31

Parameter Sensitivity Analyses. In Figures 9 and 10, we demonstrate the per-
formance variation with the parameters n and α within the range {2 × 2, 3 ×
3, 4 × 4} and {0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0}, respectively. For the sake of presentation,
we include figures from the main text where p = 0.05 alongside figures with
p = {0.1, 0.15, 0.2} that were not previously displayed. For parameter n, consid-
ering all three datasets, we recommend using n = 2× 2 for cropping since it not
only saves some computational costs but also achieves decent performance. For
parameter α, our method is generally insensitive to it. So, we use α = 1.0 in all
experiments for simplicity.

F More Results of Additional Evaluation Metrics

In Tables 6 and 7, we present additional comparative experimental results that
were not reported in the main text. This includes the results of two newly in-
troduced metrics, average per-class F1 score (CF1) and overall F1 score (OF1),
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Table 7: Overall F1 (OF1 %) score of each compared method. Bold represents the
highest OF1. LL-* and Top-* select the best-performing method from their respective
categories. The detailed method descriptions can be found in 4.1.

OF1 score (%) on VOC.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 31.55 43.63 42.33 41.93 43.21 45.48 52.79 49.93 46.12 33.57 35.63
p = 0.05 60.63 63.47 65.17 64.46 65.16 63.95 64.69 64.99 56.40 73.98 72.23
p = 0.10 65.36 66.11 68.11 67.73 68.00 67.63 67.54 67.92 61.01 78.39 79.38
p = 0.15 66.34 66.83 69.07 68.95 68.94 68.55 68.84 68.77 62.25 79.83 80.54
p = 0.20 66.95 67.25 69.37 69.04 69.22 69.12 69.13 69.42 63.55 80.80 82.44

OF1 score (%) on COCO.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 49.72 50.28 51.20 51.91 53.64 51.55 51.76 52.00 45.76 59.99 62.67
p = 0.05 57.47 57.37 58.96 58.46 57.68 58.37 58.16 57.88 52.88 66.09 70.88
p = 0.10 59.68 59.67 60.87 60.82 60.12 60.90 60.47 60.14 54.59 68.85 73.50
p = 0.15 60.76 60.98 61.84 62.22 61.33 62.12 61.64 61.33 55.66 69.94 74.33
p = 0.20 61.48 61.58 62.51 63.01 62.17 62.73 62.32 62.01 55.89 70.71 75.10

OF1 score (%) on NUS.

Method BCE ASL LL-* PLC Top-* IAT ADSH FM DRML CAP Ours

p = 0.01 47.30 46.89 36.14 48.24 39.03 44.95 47.84 48.47 42.38 35.26 40.65
p = 0.05 50.05 50.45 50.50 51.28 50.77 50.46 50.94 50.72 46.93 66.92 66.23
p = 0.10 50.99 51.36 51.48 52.17 51.75 51.45 51.86 51.68 48.07 68.09 68.50
p = 0.15 51.58 51.95 51.99 52.59 52.17 52.01 52.37 52.06 48.72 68.62 68.74
p = 0.20 51.72 52.22 52.30 52.91 52.37 52.36 52.67 52.40 49.06 69.23 69.15

across three datasets and five annotation ratios. Specifically, these two metrics
can be computed as follow:

CF1 =
2× CP × CR

CP + CR
, OF1 =

2× OP × OR
OP + OR

,

and

CP =
1

K

∑
k

NTP
k

NTP
k +NFP

k

, OP =

∑
k N

TP
k∑

k(N
TP
k +NFP

k )
,

CR =
1

K

∑
k

NTP
k

NTP
k +NFN

k

, OR =

∑
k N

TP
k∑

k(N
TP
k +NFN

k )
,

where CP, CR are average per-class precision, recall, and OP, OR are overall
precision, recall. According to the confusion matrix, {NTP

k , NFP
k , NTN

k , NFN
k }

indicate the number of true positive, false positive, true negative, false nega-
tive for the k-th class. The superiority of our approach is validated by these
experimental results.
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Fig. 7: The analyses of metric function M(·, ·) in MAT on three datasets.
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Fig. 8: The analyses of value β in metric function Fβ on three datasets.
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Fig. 9: The analyses of number of patches n on three datasets.
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Fig. 10: The analyses of temperature α on three datasets.
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