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Abstract—We investigate the problem of multimodal search of
target modality, where the task involves enhancing a query in a
specific target modality by integrating information from auxiliary
modalities. The goal is to retrieve relevant objects whose contents
in the target modality match the specified multimodal query.
The paper first introduces two baseline approaches that inte-
grate techniques from the Database, Information Retrieval, and
Computer Vision communities. These baselines either merge the
results of separate vector searches for each modality or perform
a single-channel vector search by fusing all modalities. However,
both baselines have limitations in terms of efficiency and accuracy
as they fail to adequately consider the varying importance of
fusing information across modalities. To overcome these limita-
tions, the paper proposes a novel framework, Multimodal Search
of Target Modality, called MUST. Our framework employs
a hybrid fusion mechanism, combining different modalities at
multiple stages. Notably, we leverage vector weight learning to
determine the importance of each modality, thereby enhancing
the accuracy of joint similarity measurement. Additionally, the
proposed framework utilizes a fused proximity graph index,
enabling efficient joint search for multimodal queries. MUST
offers several other advantageous properties, including pluggable
design to integrate any advanced embedding techniques, user
flexibility to customize weight preferences, and modularized
index construction. Extensive experiments on real-world datasets
demonstrate the superiority of MUST over the baselines in terms
of both search accuracy and efficiency. Our framework achieves
over 10× faster search times while attaining an average of
93% higher accuracy. Furthermore, MUST exhibits scalability
to datasets containing more than 10 million data elements.

Index Terms—multimodal search, high-dimensional vector,
weight learning, proximity graph

I. INTRODUCTION

Multimodal search [1], [2], [3], [4] represents a cutting-
edge approach to information retrieval that revolutionizes how
we interact with vast and diverse data sources. Traditional
search engines have relied predominantly on textual queries
to deliver results [5]. However, with the proliferation of
the even expressive multimedia contents, such as images,
videos, and audio [2], [6], the need for a more comprehensive
search paradigm emerged [7], [8]. Multimodal search aims
to address this challenge by integrating information from
multiple modalities, unlocking the potential to provide richer
and more contextually relevant search results, surpassing tra-
ditional search paradigms in various retrieval tasks [4], [9],
[10]. By leveraging advanced techniques in natural language
processing [11], computer vision [12], and data fusion [13],
multimodal search systems have the capacity to revolutionize
user experiences and enable applications that span industries,

(a) Traditional search paradigm (b) Multimodal search paradigm
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Fig. 1: An example of image search based on two different paradigms. The
queries consist of two reference images and a description text. The goal is to
search for images that not only resemble the input images, but also modify
certain aspects according to the description text.

from e-commerce and healthcare to smart home systems and
autonomous vehicles [14], [15], [16], [17], [18].

We investigate a targeted variant of multimodal search,
known as Multimodal Search of Target Modality (MSTM),
which enhances data in a specific target modality by integrat-
ing information from other modalities. In MSTM, the query
input includes multiple modalities: one target modality and
several auxiliary modality inputs. The target modality offers
implicit context, while the auxiliary modalities introduce new
traits to the target modality input. The goal is to retrieve
relevant objects whose contents in the target modality align
with the specified multimodal query. A key feature of MSTM
is its ability to iteratively use a returned target modality
example, like an image, as a reference and express differences
through auxiliary modalities like text or additional images,
allowing users to precisely define search criteria and obtain
more tailored results based on preferences and needs.

Example 1. In image search tasks, using a single modality as
a query may not fully capture users’ intentions [19]. Fig. 1(a)
illustrates an image search using two reference images and a
simple text description as queries. Each single modal query
yields distinct outputs, highlighting the limitations of relying
solely on one modality.

In contrast, the right-hand side of Fig. 1 shows that different
combinations of query inputs result in diverse outputs, each
conveying a wealth of information. Additionally, when setting
image 1 as the target modality in query ④, the emphasis is
on the horse, while in query ⑤, the auxiliary information in
the text guides the focus on the human-horse pairing while
preserving all elements in the images. This exemplifies the
power of utilizing MSTM queries to precisely express user
preferences and obtain more comprehensive search results.

Other Applications. Apart from its direct use in image search
for e-commerce, MSTM finds diverse applications across vari-
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ous domains. In healthcare, MSTM enhances decision-making
by augmenting medical images with patient electronic health
records and symptom descriptions. This enables searching for
past medical images with known decision labels, providing
medical professionals with a comprehensive view of a patient’s
condition and facilitating more informed decision-making.
Smart home systems benefit from targeted multimodal fusion,
as it allows for tailored responses to users’ voice commands,
contextual information from sensors, and user profiles and
configuration histories. This integration results in more per-
sonalized and efficient interactions with smart home devices.
In each scenario, MSTM empowers these applications to
deliver more sophisticated, relevant, and personalized outputs,
significantly enhancing the user experience in the digital era.
Possible Solutions and Limitations. To tackle the MSTM
problem, we propose two baselines: Multi-streamed Retrieval
(MR) from the Database (DB) and Information Retrieval (IR)
communities, and Joint Embedding (JE) from the Computer
Vision (CV) community. Both baselines utilize advanced em-
bedding techniques to transform multimodal inputs into high-
dimensional vectors and subsequently perform vector searches
to retrieve results. The main difference between the two lies
in how they handle the embedding of a query, leading to
distinct implementations of vector search in the context of
MSTM. In MR, the query is divided into smaller subqueries
and separate solutions are applied for each modality [1].
The results from all candidate sets are merged to obtain the
final query result. While this approach can use established
single-modal search methods, it still suffers from accuracy
and efficiency issues: The candidate sets may be too large or
irrelevant due to incomplete, noisy, or ambiguous information
in the target modality or auxiliary modalities [20], [21], [22].
The evaluation on million-scale data shows that it requires
more than 104 candidates per modality to achieve the best top-
100 results, yet the recall rate remains low, being less than 0.2
(Fig. 6). On the other hand, JE addresses the problem through
multimodal learning. This approach embeds the features of all
modality inputs into a single vector, allowing for vector search
[23], [24], [25] on a corpus of vectors for the target modality.
However, JE faces challenges in synergistically understanding
multimodal information. The modality gap introduces ambi-
guity in determining what information is essential and what
can be disregarded [26], making joint embedding still an open
problem [3], [27]. Notably, even with the best joint embedding
approach, the top-1 recall rate barely surpasses 0.4 (§VIII-B).
Our Solution. We present a novel framework for Multimodal
Search of Target Modality, named MUST. This framework uti-
lizes a hybrid fusion mechanism to combine various modalities
at multiple stages, enhancing search accuracy by minimizing
similarity measurement errors. Additionally, it constructs a
fused proximity graph index encompassing all modal informa-
tion and performs an efficient joint search. Indeed, MUST dis-
tinguishes itself from the two baselines in three main aspects.
First, MUST enables the fusion of multiple modalities through
a composition vector generated using multimodal learning
models like CLIP [28]. Meanwhile, MUST still supports the

separate embedding of different modalities. Note that the em-
bedding component in MUST is pluggable, allowing seamless
integration of any newly-devised encoder into the system.
Second, MUST provides a vector weight learning model to ob-
tain the relative weights of different modalities, which projects
an object to a unified high-dimensional vector space by
concatenating different modal vectors with these weights. The
loss function pulls the anchor closer to the positive example
and pushes it away from the negative examples, based on the
joint similarity in the unified space. Importantly, the learned
weights capture the significance of different modalities, not
their specific contents, leading to improved generalization
across various query workloads. Despite the learned weights,
MUST still allows users to customize their weight preferences
if desired. Third, MUST builds a fused index for all modal
information (not a separate index for each modality). Based
on this index, it implements a joint search strategy for the
multimodal query to obtain results efficiently. Notably, MUST
employs a general pipeline to construct the fused index by
amalgamating fined-grained components, enabling flexibility to
seamlessly integrate these components from current proximity
graphs. Furthermore, MUST enhances indexing and search
performance by re-assembling index components and optimiz-
ing the multi-vector computations.

Contributions. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first work that systematically explores the MSTM problem
in data embedding, importance mining, indexing, and search
strategies. The main contributions are:

• We explore the MSTM problem, which enhances a query in
a specific target modality by combining information from
auxiliary modalities (§II). We embed objects using various
encoders and build two baselines for MSTM by integrating
the techniques from DB, IR, and CV communities (§III).

• We present MUST, a new framework that uses a hybrid
fusion mechanism to improve search accuracy and efficiency
for any modality combination of MSTM (§IV). MUST
supports pluggable unimodal and multimodal embedding
methods (§VIII-B) and various graph indexes (§VIII-G).

• We provide a multi-vector representation method for multi-
modal objects and queries (§V). Each modality of an object
or query is transformed into a high-dimensional vector
via unimodal or multimodal encoders. This way, we can
describe an object or query more fully with multiple vectors.

• We present a lightweight and effective vector weight learn-
ing model, to get the relative weights of different modalities
(§VI). The learned weights capture the importance of dif-
ferent modalities and adapt to various query workloads.

• We provide a component-based index construction pipeline
to build a fused index for all modal information and execute
a joint search of the multimodal query (§VII). Our pipeline
achieves better performance by re-assembling existing com-
ponents and optimizing multi-vector computations.

• We implement MUST and evaluate it on five real-world
datasets and four extended datasets to verify its accuracy,



TABLE I: Frequently used notations
Notations Descriptions
S, o A set of multimodal objects, an object in S
q A multimodal query input
oi, qi The data part of o, q in the i-th modality
m The number of modalities in o (o ∈ S)
t The number of modalities in q (t ≤ m, usually t = m)
ϕi(·) The encoder for the i-th modality
Φ(·, ·, · · · ) A multimodal encoder
IP (·, ·) The inner product (IP) of two vectors
SME The similarity measure error (Eq. 4)
ωi The vector weight in the i-th modality
q̂, ô The concatenated vectors of q, o

efficiency, and scalability (§VIII). We show that search ac-
curacy can be improved significantly by multi-stage fusion
(§VIII-B) or combining more modalities (§VIII-E).

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present the essential terminology and
formally define the MSTM problem. The frequently-used
notations are summarized in Table I.
Object Set. The object set S consists of n objects, each
o ∈ S possessing m modalities (m ≥ 1), represented as oi

(0 ≤ i ≤ m − 1). In our focus, m > 1, indicates that each
object in the set has multiple modalities. The versatility of
an object set allows it to represent various types of data. For
example, in the context of movies, each object may comprise
three modalities—video, image, and text—corresponding to
the movie itself, its poster, and introduction, respectively.
Query. A query q consists of t modalities, each represented
by qi (0 ≤ i ≤ t−1, 1 ≤ t ≤ m). We focus on the case where
t > 1 indicates a multimodal query input. In this context, we
specify one of the query modalities as the target, which is used
for rendering the search results1. For simplicity, throughout the
following discussion, we assume that q0 represents the target
modality. However, it is important to note that users may not
always provide a multimodal query input. Our solution for
solving MSTM is designed to accommodate such cases when
certain modalities, including the targeted modality, might be
absent. Further details are provided in §IX.
Problem Statement. Given an object set S, a query input q,
and a positive integer k, the goal of Multimodal Search of
the Target Modality (MSTM) problem is to find k objects
from S that best match the query. Specifically, the target
modality part of each object in the result set R should closely
resemble q0, while also adhering to certain aspects specified
by the set {qi|1 ≤ i ≤ t− 1}, which comprises the auxiliary
modalities of the query. In the image search example of Fig.
1, the output image of query ⑤ contains all elements present
in two reference images and also matches the provided text
description. This exemplifies a successful search result that
accurately captures the user’s query intent.
Performance Metric. To measure the accuracy of the search
results, we use the recall rate as the evaluation metric. Suppose

1We can also fuse other modalities into the target modality to form a
composition vector, i.e., Option 2 in Fig. 4(f) and discussion in §IV.
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Fig. 2: Overview of two possible baselines for the MSTM problem.

there are k′ ground-truth objects of q (denoted by G) in the
object set S. The recall rate at k is formally defined as below:

Recall@k(k′) =
|R ∩ G|

k′
. (1)

III. BASELINES

To tackle the MSTM problem, we propose two baselines,
namely MR and JE, leveraging current advancements.
Basic Idea. Given an object set S and a query q, we transform
the different modalities into high-dimensional feature vectors
through embedding2. These vectors capture the essence of each
modality and allow for efficient comparison and retrieval [7],
[13]. To solve MSTM, we conduct a vector search procedure
using one or more vector indexes constructed from the feature
vectors of objects in S. The similarity between the query
vector and potential result vectors from S is evaluated using
the inner product (IP). As such, we can find objects in S whose
target modality parts closely match the multimodal query.
Similarity Measurement Error. Unless stated otherwise, we
compute the similarity between vectors using the IP metric,
and all vectors are normalized. For a given object o in S and a
query input q, we calculate the IP between their corresponding
vector representations ϕi(q

i) and ϕi(o
i) as follows:

IP (ϕi(q
i), ϕi(o

i)) = ϕi(q
i)⊙ ϕi(o

i) , (2)

where ⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication. The value of
IP (ϕi(q

i), ϕi(o
i)) ∈ [0, 1] indicates the similarity between o

and q in the i-th modality. A higher value signifies a greater
similarity. For the composition vector Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1), we
compute the IP w.r.t the target modality by

IP (Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1), ϕ0(o
0)) = Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1)⊙ ϕ0(o

0) .
(3)

Current embedding methods can ensure that Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1)
and ϕ0(o

0) share the same vector space [7], [28]. Eq. 3
illustrates the similarity between the query q and the target
modality content of object o. The query result is the object
whose target modality content exhibits the highest similarity
to q. In our assumption of exact vector search, which entails
no errors in the similarity computation, the query accuracy is
solely dependent on the similarity measurement error (SME).
For a result object r and the ground-truth result a w.r.t q, the
SME is computed as follows:

SME(a, r) = 1− IP (ϕ0(a
0), ϕ0(r

0)) . (4)

2We apply state-of-the-art embedding techniques for each modality (please
refer to Appendix B for the specific encoders used in this paper).



The SME reflects the encoder loss and how well the exact
vector search can retrieve the ground-truth object.

Baseline 1: Multi-streamed Retrieval (MR). As depicted in
Fig. 2 (upper left), MR divides the MSTM into t separate
sub-queries, each focusing on a different modality. These
individual sub-queries are processed independently to obtain
candidate sets of potential results for each modality. To achieve
this, MR uses a unimodal encoder ϕi(·) to embed each query
element qi into a vector space, resulting in the feature vector
ϕi(q

i) [29]. Subsequently, it builds m vector indexes on S for
all modalities and performs t separate vector search procedures
[1]. Finally, it merges all candidates from individual sub-
queries and returns the final results [20]. This framework is a
common practice in research related to DB and IR [30], [21],
[31], and it efficiently handles hybrid queries by effectively
merging multiple constraints with known importance, making
it a possible baseline to address MSTM.

In hybrid queries for vector similarity search with attribute
constraints [30], [21], the attribute holds higher importance
than the feature vector. This allows for straightforward can-
didate merging by identifying objects that (1) match the
attribute of the query and (2) are more similar to the feature
vector of the query. However, in MSTM, the importance of
each modality is unknown, making it challenging to directly
merge candidates based on their importance. We take the
intersection of all candidates as the final results in MSTM,
and further optimize this framework by replacing ϕ0(q

0) with
Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1) obtained from the joint embedding.

Baseline 2: Joint Embedding (JE). JE leverages the ad-
vancements in multimodal representation learning [7], [13]
to address the MSTM problem. It processes the multimodal
query by fusing the target modality and auxiliary modality
inputs into a single query vector. In Fig. 2 (upper right),
both the target modality and auxiliary modality inputs are
jointly embedded to create a unified vector representation
Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1). Once the composition vector is obtained,
vector search is performed on the vector index constructed
from the target modality vectors {ϕ0(o

0)|o ∈ S}. Recently, the
CV community has extensively explored multimodal encoders,
leading to the design of various joint embedding networks
that aim to enhance the quality of embeddings. For instance,
TIRG (Text-Image Residual Gating) [7] employs a gating-
residual mechanism to fuse multiple modalities effectively.
Another notable work [28] introduces a combiner network
that combines features from multiple modalities, derived from
the OpenAI CLIP network [13]. However, these existing
multimodal encoders also fail to capture the importance of
different modalities, which is crucial in solving MSTM.

Summary. Both baselines employ vector search to efficiently
retrieve query results, as depicted in Fig. 2. However, they dif-
fer in how they process the embedding of the query q, resulting
in distinct implementations of the vector search procedure in
the context of MSTM. For detailed explanations of the high-
dimensional vector search, please refer to Appendix C.
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Fig. 3: A face retrieval example on CelebA with image and text modalities
[32]. a–f are the returned objects by different methods, only the target
modality is shown. The table shows the IP between different query vectors
and the upper face vectors. Three query vectors are ϕ0(q0), ϕ1(q1), and
Φ(q0, q1), corresponding to the yellow, blue, and red rows, respectively.

IV. PROPOSED MUST FRAMEWORK: AN OVERVIEW

In the following, we discuss the limitations of the two
baselines, MR and JE, in addressing MSTM. These baselines,
while effective in other contexts, face challenges when it
comes to handling the importance of different modalities in
the multimodal query. We will highlight their shortcomings
and propose a new framework, Multimodal Search of Target
Modality (MUST), that overcomes these issues. Our new
approach aims to adapt to the varying significance of different
modalities, enabling more accurate and context-aware multi-
modal search results in MSTM.

Example 2. In Fig. 3, we illustrate an example on a real-
world face dataset, CelebA [32]. The query input q consists
of a reference face q0 and a textual constraint q1. The image
a0 is the ground-truth face that perfectly matches q, and b0–f0

are other candidate images3. These images are displayed
in SME-descending order from right to left, indicating the
increasing similarity with a0. Additionally, the table in Fig.
3 presents the IP values between different query vectors and
the face vectors. For example, the first column of the table
provides the IP values between ϕ0(q

0) and ϕ0(a
0), ϕ1(q

1)
and ϕ1(a

1), and Φ(q0, q1) and ϕ0(a
0), from top to bottom.

The two baselines, MR and JE, differ primarily in how they
encode and utilize the multimodal query q and the object set
S—employing early or late fusion, respectively. In MR, q0 and
q1 are separately encoded. Fig. 3 shows that it returns two top-
1 faces, e and f , by searching for the most similar vectors con-
cerning image and text vectors, respectively. However, these
images are dissimilar to the ground-truth a0 due to incomplete
query intent. Even considering the intersection of the top-3
candidate sets {e, a, d} for images and {f, b, d} for text, it
still returns image d instead of a, indicating the limitation of
late fusion. For JE, q0 and q1 are combined into a composition
vector Φ(q0, q1). By searching for the most similar vector to
Φ(q0, q1) on {o0|o ∈ S}, it erroneously returns the face c,
despite using the most advanced joint embedding technique
[28]. Even trying to obtain two top-3 candidate sets {c, a, b}
and {f, b, d} by searching for the closest vectors to Φ(q0, q1)
on {o0|o ∈ S} and ϕ1(q

1) on {o1|o ∈ S}, respectively, and
then merging them leads to suboptimal results (please refer

3We use the ResNet [12] to encode these images and calculate their SME
w.r.t. a0. We also transform the textual constraint and image-text pair into
vectors using the Encoding [33] and CLIP [28], respectively.
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to §VIII-B for evaluation). This approach combines different
fusion stages from the two baselines but still fails to account
for the importance of different modalities, limiting accuracy
and efficiency due to the merging operation. This motivates
us to explore more sophisticated and comprehensive ways to
fuse multiple modalities, considering the varying importance
of different modalities in the multimodal query.

MUST is a novel framework tailored for addressing the
MSTM, offering high accuracy, efficiency, and scalability.
Unlike the two baselines discussed earlier, MUST adopts a
more comprehensive approach by incorporating three plug-
gable components that fuse multiple modalities at different
levels. This allows MUST to leverage all available modality
information, taking advantage of the complementary benefits
offered by different fusion levels. By doing so, MUST accu-
rately captures the importance of different modalities while
efficiently executing joint search operations on a fused index.
Fig. 4 provides a high-level overview of the MUST framework,
showcasing its key components, as elaborated below:
Embedding. As depicted in Fig. 4 (left), the MUST frame-
work offers remarkable flexibility in representing objects or
queries using multiple high-dimensional vectors obtained from
various unimodal or multimodal encoders. It can seamlessly
accommodate any encoder for any combination of modalities,
such as using LSTM [34] for text, ResNet [12] for images,
CLIP [28] for text-image pairs, and more. For an object set
S, MUST transforms each object o into m vectors from m
different modalities, and each query q into t query vectors.
Notably, MUST allows for flexible encoding of the target
modality input. It can be encoded independently (Option 1 in
Fig. 4(f)), or fused with other modalities using a multimodal
encoder (Option 2 in Fig. 4(f)). By default, Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1)
is represented in the same vector space as ϕ0(q

0) [7], ensur-
ing compatibility and coherence within the framework. This
adaptability empowers MUST to effectively handle diverse
multimodal scenarios, making it a powerful and versatile
solution for addressing the MSTM.
Vector Weight Learning. Innovatively, MUST introduces a
vector weight learning model that discerns the importance
of different modalities for similarity measurement between
objects. Considering a pair of objects p and o, MUST assigns
specific weights to the vector spaces of each modality, effec-

tively adjusting the influence of each vector. As illustrated in
Fig. 4(c), MUST incorporates the weight ωi into ϕi(p

i) to cre-
ate a virtual anchor (colored green). This virtual anchor is rep-
resented by a concatenated vector p̂ = [ω0·ϕ0(p

0), · · · , ωm−1·
ϕm−1(p

m−1)]. Similarly, MUST generates the virtual point for
object o by ô = [ω0 · ϕ0(o

0), · · · , ωm−1 · ϕm−1(o
m−1)]. The

joint similarity between p and o is then computed by the IP
between p̂ and ô. To achieve the learning of vector weights,
MUST utilizes vector search to identify negative examples
that share a high joint similarity with p. By employing a
contrastive loss function, MUST moves the virtual anchor
away from the virtual points of negative examples and closer to
the virtual point of the positive example. Through this process,
the weights are adaptively adjusted to reflect the relative im-
portance of different modalities in the similarity measurement.
Ultimately, MUST outputs the learned weights, which can be
effectively used for indexing and search operations
Indexing and Searching. MUST constructs a fused proximity
graph index based on the joint similarity between objects in
the object set S. The weights of different modalities, acquired
from the model shown in Fig. 4(c), are utilized in this process.
For a query input q with t query vectors, MUST employs a
merging-free joint search procedure to find the ground-truth
object on the fused index. In the fused index G = (V,E)
(Fig. 4(d)), the objects in S correspond to vertices in V , and
edges in E represent similar object pairs in terms of their joint
similarity. When processing a query input q, MUST’s search
procedure initiates from either a random or fixed vertex (e.g.,
g in Fig. 4(h)) and explores neighboring vertices in G that
are closer to q (e.g., e, c, a). The procedure continues until
it reaches a vertex that has no neighbors closer to q than
itself (e.g., a). Throughout this procedure, MUST calculates
the distance of vertices from q using joint similarity. Regarding
the weight options, MUST provides two choices: (1) learned
weights obtained from the offline model (Option 1 in Fig.
4(g)), and (2) user-defined weights (Option 2 in Fig. 4(g)).
This flexibility allows users to either leverage weights learned
from the vector weight learning model or manually specify
their own weights for a more customized search experience.

Example 3. In the face retrieval example shown in Fig. 3,
our vector weight learning model outputs the weights ω0 =
0.80 and ω1 = 0.33 for the two modalities. Leveraging these



learned weights, we compute the joint similarity between the
query q and the candidate objects. The concatenated vector
representation of q is computed as q̂ = [ω0 · Φ(q0, q1), ω1 ·
ϕ1(q

1)]. By using this joint similarity computation, we find
that object a has the highest joint similarity to the query q
compared to the other candidates. According to Lemma 1, we
calculate IP (q̂, â)=0.6622. As a result, MUST achieves a
significantly improved query result by effectively capturing the
importance of different modalities and accurately evaluating
the joint similarity between objects.

V. EMBEDDING

Deep representation learning has revolutionized the use
of various encoders to transform information into high-
dimensional vectors, benefiting different downstream tasks
[30]. Traditional encoders represent objects using single vec-
tors from individual modalities. For example, ResNet [12]
encodes face images into vectors. However, recent progress
in multimodal learning has introduced encoders that can fuse
multiple modalities, such as the CLIP model, which can embed
both face and text as a unified vector [3]. Despite these ad-
vancements, research indicates that a single-vector representa-
tion may be inadequate for unimodal encoders, capturing only
partial object information [30], and may introduce significant
encoder errors for multimodal encoders [27]. Our experiments
confirm that relying on a single-vector representation leads to
notably low search accuracy (see Tab. III–VI).

In MUST, we introduce a novel multi-vector representation
method for multimodal objects and queries (refer to Fig. 4(b)
and (f)). This approach generates distinct vector representa-
tions for different modalities of an object or query. Impor-
tantly, MUST offers flexibility in encoding the target modality
input. It can either be independently encoded (Option 1 in
Fig. 4(f)) or fused with other modalities using a multimodal
encoder (Option 2 in Fig. 4(f)). By default, Φ(q0, · · · , qt−1) is
represented in the same vector space as ϕ0(q

0) [7], ensuring
compatibility and coherence within the framework.

This approach enables us to describe an object or query
comprehensively using multiple vectors, resulting in strong
generalization capabilities for MUST. In scenarios where
multimodal query input is unavailable, users can still perform
conventional single-modal search initially and then achieve
improved results through MSTM. Additionally, the embedding
component in MUST is pluggable, allowing seamless integra-
tion of any newly-devised encoders into the system. Further
details about the encoders are provided in Appendix B.

VI. VECTOR WEIGHT LEARNING

In MUST, we combine all vectors of an object using a
set of weights to form a concatenated vector. These weights
serve as indicators of the importance of different modalities
in representing the object. By doing so, we achieve the
mapping of each object into a unified high-dimensional vector
space, facilitating similarity computation between object pairs
through the Inner Product (IP) of their concatenated vectors.
To determine these weights, we introduce a lightweight vector

weight learning model based on contrastive learning. To
begin, given an anchor object, we acquire its positive and
negative examples. Subsequently, we construct a contrastive
loss function and minimize it to learn the relative weights.
The training pipeline of the model is depicted in Fig. 4(c).

A. Positive and Negative Examples

The training data consists of two parts: the anchor set Q
(i.e., queries) and a set of their true resultant objects T . For
each anchor p ∈ Q, there is a corresponding true object in T .
Positive and negative examples for p are created as follows.
Positive Example. In T , the true object corresponding to the
anchor p is directly assigned as a positive example p+.
Negative Examples. We focus on identifying hard negative
examples that are easily confused with the true object of p.
Using a weight combination ω0, ω1, · · · , ωm−1, we map p and
objects in T into a unified vector space (shadow region in Fig.
4(c)). In this space, we generate virtual anchor and object
points based on their concatenated vectors. Then, through
vector search, we obtain the top-k result objects denoted by a
set R with the highest similarity to p. R is defined as follows:

R = arg max
R⊂T∧|R|=k

∑
r∈R

IP (r̂, p̂) , (5)

where r̂ = [ω0 · ϕ0(r
0), · · · , ωm−1 · ϕm−1(r

m−1)] and p̂ =
[ω0 · ϕ0(p

0), · · · , ωm−1 · ϕm−1(p
m−1)] are the concatenated

vectors of r and p, respectively. We designate false objects in
R as negative examples, denoted by N− = R \ {p+}.

B. Loss Function

Our training objective is to push the virtual anchor away
from the virtual points of objects in N− and pull it closer to
the virtual point of the object p+. To achieve this, we devise a
loss function L based on the well-known contrastive loss [35].
Let Q be a training minibatch of M anchors, and we define
the loss function as follows:

L =
1

M

∑
p∈Q

− log
eIP (p̂,p̂+)

eIP (p̂,p̂+) +
∑

p−∈N− eIP (p̂,p̂−)
. (6)

We aim to minimize L to learn the relative weights, starting
with a random initialization of weights ω0, ω1, · · · , ωm−1.
These weights are used to compute concatenated vectors of
an anchor p and its positive and negative examples, with
negative examples obtained through vector search under the
current weights. The top-k result objects R are obtained
using Eq. 5. If the positive example p+ is not in R, and
for all p− ∈ N−, it holds that IP (p̂, p̂−) > IP (p̂, p̂+),
the loss L is significant. To minimize this loss, we update
the weights using gradient descent in a way that increases
eIP (p̂,p̂+) while decreasing

∑
p−∈N− eIP (p̂,p̂−). This weight

update encourages the positive example to have a higher IP
w.r.t. p, while pushing the negatives to have a lower IP.
Subsequently, we can obtain new negatives using the updated
weights and continue the weight optimization process. We
eventually arrive at a set of learned weights, under which the



true object is more likely to be retrieved as the top result in
the search process. We have the following lemma:

Lemma 1. The joint similarity of an object pair is the
weighted sum of the similarity of each modality.

Proof. For two objects a and b, their concatenated vectors are
â and b̂. The IP between â and b̂ can be computed by

IP (â, b̂)) = â⊙ b̂ =

m−1∑
i=0

ω2
i · IP (ϕi(a

i), ϕi(b
i)) , (7)

where IP (ϕi(a
i), ϕi(b

i)) indicates the similarity between a
and b in the i-th modality.

The weight learning process described above plays a crucial
role in capturing the significance of different modalities for
representing objects. By learning the relative weights, we can
effectively incorporate information from multiple modalities
into the similarity computation. The search process then bene-
fits from a holistic view of object representations, considering
the diverse user intentions captured by different modalities.
In the face retrieval case (Example 3) and our experimental
studies (e.g., Fig. 5), this more comprehensive representation
of objects leads to more meaningful and precise search results.

C. Generalization Analysis of Weight

The weight-learning component in our approach eliminates
the need for specific weights for each query input. This is
achieved by learning query-independent weights that are as-
sociated with the modalities themselves, rather than the specific
content within each modality. As a result, we can employ a
fixed set of weights to compute the joint similarity between
any query and object in the dataset. Consider two extreme
query cases on a dataset containing image and text modalities.
In Case 1, the text describes what is already present in the
given image, while in Case 2, the text describes something
not depicted in the given image. In both scenarios, our system,
MUST, consistently embeds the image with the text semantics
using Option 2 in Fig. 4(f), while also separately embedding
the text semantics using a unimodal encoder. For any object
o, MUST computes the joint similarity between o and both
types of queries using the same weights (refer to the Learned
Weights section in §VIII-F). The similarity value is determined
by the inner product (IP) between the modalities, as stated in
Lemma 1. Indeed, capturing the differences between image
and text contents can be effectively achieved using specific
vectors rather than weights, allowing us to represent the
unique characteristics of each modality while avoiding the
impracticality of assigning individual weights to each object
in large-scale scenarios. By employing weights to capture the
importance of different modalities instead of contents, we
achieve better generalization across various query workloads.

In MUST, users have the option to use custom weights
for specific purposes, such as giving more weight to the text
modality. In this case, the learned weights can be replaced by
user-defined weights, which would prioritize objects that are
more similar to the emphasized modality. The evaluation of

this option is provided in Tab. IX. Note that assigning proper
weights manually can be challenging in practice. Based on
our experiments (§ VIII-G), we observe that different weights
significantly affect the recall rate of MSTM (Fig. 9).

VII. INDEXING AND SEARCHING

To address the efficiency and scalability challenges associ-
ated with enumerating potential objects, MUST adopts an ap-
proximate method that balances accuracy and efficiency. This
involves constructing a fused index based on the similarity
of concatenated vectors. Specifically, we utilize a proximity
graph index [23], which is a sota method in the vector search
domain4. In the fused index, G = (V,E), each vertex v ∈ V
represents an object v ∈ S5, and each edge (v, u) ∈ E captures
a closely related object pair (v, u) via joint similarity. The
index can reduce the search space and navigate us to a true
object by visiting only a few objects in S, leading to better ef-
ficiency. We further improve indexing and search performance
by re-assembling index components and optimizing the multi-
vector computations, respectively. This ensures that our system
remains efficient in handling large-scale datasets.

A. Index Construction

We present a general pipeline (Algorithm 1) for constructing
fine-grained proximity graphs on CGraph6. The pipeline is
composed of five flexible components (①–⑤). By decompos-
ing any current proximity graph [23] into these components,
we can seamlessly integrate them into our pipeline7. Further-
more, to enhance the capabilities of our pipeline, we amal-
gamate components from several state-of-the-art algorithms in
the context of concatenated vectors, culminating in the creation
of a new indexing algorithm.
① Initialization. This component is responsible for generating
the initial neighbors for each object in S. We start with
randomly selecting a set of objects as neighbors N(o) for
any given object o ∈ S (Lines 2-3). The neighbor set N(o)
is then updated iteratively by visiting the neighbors N(v) of
each object v in N(o) (Lines 4-8). During the update process,
for each object u in N(v) where u /∈ N(o), we find the
object z that minimizes IP (ô, ẑ). If IP (ô, û) ≥ IP (ô, ẑ), we
replace z with u in N(o). This iterative process is performed
for all objects in S to create a high-quality initial graph. The
evaluation conducted indicates that only three iterations are
sufficient to achieve a graph quality of over 90% (for detailed
evaluation, refer to Appendix H).
② Candidate Acquisition. This component obtains some
candidate neighbors C(o) for each vertex o in V from the
initial graph. These candidates will serve as the potential final
neighbors. For each vertex o in V , we get C(o) by combining
o’s initial neighbors and their neighbors (Lines 9-10).

4Please refer to Appendix D for detailed related work discussion about
vector search.

5We use the same symbol for an object and its corresponding vertex.
6CGraph refers to the Directed Acyclic Graph framework [36].
7In our evaluations, we implemented some representative proximity graph

algorithms, which are detailed in §VIII-G.



Algorithm 1: CONSTRUCT FUSED INDEX

Input: Object set S, maximum number of neighbors
γ, maximum iterations ε

Output: Fused Index G = (V,E) and seed vertex g
1 V ← S; E ← ∅
2 forall o ∈ V do /* ① */
3 N(o)← γ random objects ▷ Neighbor set

4 while iterations ≤ ε do ▷ NNDescent
5 forall o∈V and v∈N(o) and u∈ N(v) \N(o) do
6 z ← argminz∈N(o) IP (ô, ẑ)
7 if IP (ô, û) > IP (ô, ẑ) then
8 N(o)← N(o) \ {z} ∪ {u}

9 forall o ∈ V and v ∈ N(o) do /* ② */
10 C(o)← N(o) ∪N(v) ▷ Candidate neighbor

11 forall o ∈ V do /* ③ */
12 v←argmaxv∈C(o) IP (ô, v̂); N(o)←N(o) ∪ {v}
13 while C(o) ̸= ∅ and |N(o)| < γ do
14 v←argmaxv∈C(o) IP (ô, v̂); C(o)←C(o)\{v}
15 forall u ∈ N(o) do ▷ MRNG strategy[25]
16 if IP (ô, v̂) > IP (û, v̂) then
17 N(o)← N(o) ∪ {v}

18 g ← nearest vertex to 1
|V |

∑
o∈V ô /* ④ */

19 Ensure connectivity by BFS from g /* ⑤ */
20 return G = (V,E) and g ▷ E =

⋃
o∈V N(o)

③ Neighbor Selection. In this component, we apply a filtering
process to the candidate neighbors C(o) and carefully select
the final neighbors N(o) for each vertex o in V . The primary
objective is to diversify the distribution of neighbors, which
is essential for ensuring search efficiency. To achieve this,
we employ the MRNG strategy [25] (Lines 11-17). For each
vertex o in V , we first clear its set of final neighbors N(o),
then extract the vertex v that is closest to o from the candidate
set C(o) and include it in N(o). Subsequently, we iteratively
select vertices from C(o) that are closest to o and satisfy the
condition IP (ô, v̂) > IP (û, v̂) for all u in the current set
N(o). If this condition is met for a vertex v, we add it to
N(o). This selection process ensures a diversified distribution
of neighbors (as demonstrated in Lemma 2). Notably, this
approach has been widely acknowledged in the literature [24],
[25], [37], and our experiments further corroborate its effec-
tiveness in the context of MSTM (§VIII-D). The parameter
γ is carefully evaluated, and additional details regarding its
assessment can be found in Appendix H.

Lemma 2. For any two neighbors u and v in N(o), the angle
̸ uov (denoted by θ(u, o, v)) is at least 60◦.

Proof. (Sketch.) Assuming θ(u, o, v) < 60◦ for two neighbors
u and v in N(o), we find that the sum of the angles θ(o, v, u)
and θ(o, u, v) exceeds 120◦ in the triangle △uov. Here, the
inner product (IP) of two vertices is used to measure the
side length between them, and smaller IP values imply longer

Algorithm 2: JOINT SEARCH

Input: Fused index G = (V,E), multimodal query q,
seed vertex g, number of results k, result set
size l (> k)

Output: approximate top-k results of q
1 R←{g}; H←∅
2 C ← l − 1 random vertices
3 R ← R ∪ C ▷ sorted by IP to q
4 while (R \ H) ̸= ∅ do ▷ unvisited vertices
5 v ← unvisited nearest vertex to q in R ▷ v /∈ H
6 H ← H ∪ {v} ▷ mark v as visited
7 forall u ∈ N(v) and u /∈ H do
8 z ← argminz∈R IP (q̂, ẑ)
9 if IP (q̂, ẑ) < IP (q̂, û) then

10 R← R \ {z} ∪ {u} ▷ update R

11 return top-k nearest vertices in R

sides. By comparing the IP, either θ(o, v, u) > θ(o, u, v) (i.e.,
θ(o, v, u) > 60◦) or θ(o, u, v) > θ(o, v, u) (i.e., θ(o, u, v) >
60◦). Case 1: if θ(o, v, u) > θ(o, u, v), it implies IP (ô, v̂) >
IP (ô, û), resulting in vertex v being added to N(o) before
u. Consider the assumption, we have IP (û, v̂) > IP (ô, û).
Therefore, vertex u cannot be added to N(o). Case 2: If
θ(o, u, v) > θ(o, v, u), we can swap the positions of u and
v in △uov and arrive at the same conclusion as in Case 1.
We put the detailed proof in Appendix A.

④ Seed Preprocessing. We select a fixed seed as a start
vertex for searching of different queries. We first compute the
centroid of all vertices in V with their concatenated vectors.
We then compute the IP between each vertex and centroid to
find the vertex closest to the centroid as the seed (Line 18).
⑤ Connectivity. We perform a breadth-first search (BFS) from
the seed. In case the BFS cannot reach all vertices in V
from the seed, a connection is established between a visited
vertex and an unvisited vertex. This connection bridges the
gap between previously unexplored regions of the graph and
the BFS is continued until all vertices are reachable from the
seed (Line 19), thereby enhancing the search accuracy.

B. Joint Search

Upon receiving a multimodal query input q, MUST con-
ducts a joint search across all modalities using the fused index.
Initially, q is transformed into t query vectors (Fig. 4(f)) and
concatenated with a set of weights to be a virtual query point
(Fig. 4(g)). When t = m, q is mapped into the same vector
space as the objects in S, enabling the computation of the inner
product (IP) between q and the objects in S based on Lemma
1. However, if t ̸= m, the concatenated vectors compute the
IP by setting ωi = 0 for t ≤ i ≤ m − 1. Next, the search
process begins at the seed and employs greedy routing within
the fused index to obtain approximate top-k results (Fig. 4(h)).

Algorithm 2 presents the joint search procedure of MUST.
During the greedy routing, two key data structures, R and H ,
are utilized (Line 1). R represents the result set with a fixed



size of l and is initialized with the seed vertex g and l − 1
randomly chosen vertices. On the other hand, H is a set that
keeps track of visited vertices, effectively avoiding redundant
vector computations. The iterative greedy routing (Lines 4-10)
selects unvisited vertices from R closest to the query point q.
It calculates the IP between each neighbor of v and q, updating
R accordingly. The process continues until all vertices in R
are visited, yielding the top-k nearest vertices. In practice,
users have the flexibility to balance accuracy and efficiency by
tuning the parameter l. The value of l determines the size of the
result set R and influences the trade-off between accuracy and
efficiency. We conduct evaluations of l in Appendix I. Given
the number of iterations η, we have the following lemma to
ensure the joint similarity is non-decreasing during searching:

Lemma 3. The sum of the IP between the query q and the
vertices in R is a monotonically non-decreasing function of η,
denoted by f(η).

Proof. In the joint search process of MUST, let’s consider
any two consecutive iterations η = i and η = j (i < j).
We denote Ri and Rj as the R sets after the i-th and j-th
iterations, respectively. Additionally, let z be the vertex farthest
from q in Ri. During the j-th iteration, we encounter two
cases for any neighbor u of the current visited vertex. Case 1:
If IP (q̂, ẑ) ≥ IP (q̂, û), Ri remains unchanged, resulting in
f(i) = f(j). Case 2: If IP (q̂, ẑ) < IP (q̂, û), z is replaced by
u in Rj , leading to f(j) = f(i)−IP (q̂, ẑ)+IP (q̂, û), which
implies f(i) < f(j). Thus, we can deduce that i < j implies
f(i) ≤ f(j), demonstrating that f(η) is a monotonically non-
decreasing function of η.

Optimizing Multi-vector Computation. In our approach,
the joint search, particularly the multi-vector computation,
constitutes the most time-consuming part. For each object pair,
we must compute m similarities between high-dimensional
vectors. It is well-documented in the literature [38], [39] that
vector computation can consume up to 90% of the total search
time in many real-world datasets. When processing an object
u (Line 7 in Algorithm 2), we need to compute the inner
product of û and q̂. The resulting inner product value is then
used for the similarity comparison (Line 9 in Algorithm 2)
with the most dissimilar object z in R. If u is more similar
to q than z, we update R with u based on this inner product
value. However, if u is less similar to q than z, we can simply
discard u. In this case, there is no need to compute the exact
value of IP (q̂, û). Since the vectors are normalized, we have

IP (q̂, û) = 1− 1

2
· ||q̂, û||2 , (8)

where ||q̂, û|| is the Euclidean distance between q̂ and û. As
the ||q̂, û||2 increases, IP (q̂, û) decreases. Therefore, we scan
the vectors of û incrementally and compute the partial square
Euclidean distance based on the scanned x vectors as

˜||q̂, û||2 =

x−1∑
i=0

ω2
i · ||ϕi(u

i), ϕi(q
i)||2 , (9)

TABLE II: Dataset statistics (⋆ marks the target modality).
Dataset # Modality # Object # Query Type Source
CelebA [32] 2 191,549 34,326 Image⋆ ,Text real-world
MIT-States [40] 2 53,743 72,732 Image⋆ ,Text real-world
Shopping [41] 2 96,009 47,658 Image⋆ ,Text real-world
MS-COCO [42] 3 19,711 1237 Image⋆ ×2,Text real-world
CelebA+ [32] 4 191,549 34,326 Image⋆ ×3,Text real-world
ImageText1M [43] 2 1,000,000 10,000 Image⋆ ,Text semi-synthetic
AudioText1M [44] 2 992,272 200 Audio⋆ ,Text semi-synthetic
VideoText1M [45] 2 1,000,000 10,000 Video⋆ ,Text semi-synthetic
ImageText16M [46] 2 16,000,000 10,000 Image⋆ ,Text semi-synthetic

where ||ϕi(u
i), ϕi(q

i)|| is the Euclidean distance between
the vectors in the i-th modality. Then, we can compute the
partial IP ˜IP (q̂, û) by applying Eq. 9 to Eq. 8. We check
whether IP (q̂, ẑ) ≥ ˜IP (q̂, û), if it holds, we can discard
u immediately, otherwise, we continue to consider the next
vector until scanning all vectors (i.e., x = m) or ˜IP (q̂, û)
is not more than IP (q̂, ẑ). As we will demonstrate in our
experiment, this optimization significantly improves the search
efficiency without incurring any accuracy loss (Lemma 4).

Lemma 4. By utilizing the multi-vector computation opti-
mization, we can safely discard the object u that satisfies
IP (q̂, ẑ) ≥ IP (q̂, û) by the partial IP ˜IP (q̂, û). Further-
more, when IP (q̂, ẑ) < IP (q̂, û), we can obtain the exact
value of IP (q̂, û).

Proof. According to Eq. 8, a larger value of ||q̂, û||2 corre-
sponds to a smaller value of IP (q̂, û). As we incrementally

scan the vectors, ˜||q̂, û||2 gradually increases while ˜IP (q̂, û)
gradually decreases. Let x be the number of scanned vectors.
Once IP (q̂, ẑ) ≥ ˜IP (q̂, û) is true for the first time, it remains
true for larger values of x. Therefore, we can safely terminate
the multi-vector computation when IP (q̂, ẑ) ≥ ˜IP (q̂, û). In
the case where IP (q̂, ẑ) < IP (q̂, û), we have IP (q̂, ẑ) <˜IP (q̂, û) for any value of x. Hence, in this case, we scan all
m vectors and obtain the exact value of IP (q̂, û).

VIII. EXPERIMENTS

We thoroughly evaluate MUST across six key aspects: (1)
accuracy, (2) case study, (3) efficiency, (4) scalability, (5)
query workloads, and (6) ablation studies. Kindly refer to our
GitHub repository: https://github.com/ZJU-DAILY/MUST for
our source code, datasets, and additional evaluations.
A. Experimental Setting

Datasets. We use nine datasets obtained from public sources,
each with varying modalities and cardinalities, as shown in
Tab. II. Unless specified otherwise, the queries consist of the
same number of modalities as the objects in each dataset (i.e.,
t = m). For more details, kindly refer to Appendix J.
Compared Methods. We compare our proposed MUST with
two baselines: Multi-streamed Retrieval (abbr. MR) and Joint
Embedding (abbr. JE). To ensure a fair comparison, we use the
same encoders and proximity graph index in all competitors.
Metrics. We measure search accuracy for a batch of queries
by mean recall rate (Recall@k(k′), Eq. 1) and mean similarity
measure error (SME, Eq. 4). We use queries per second (QPS)
to measure search efficiency. QPS is the number of queries
(#q) divided by the total response time (τ ), i.e., #q/τ .



TABLE III: Search accuracy on MIT-States.
Framework Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1) SME

JE
TIRG 0.1181 0.3027 0.4175 0.1574
CLIP 0.2236 0.4979 0.6187 0.1382

MR

ResNet17+LSTM 0.3998 0.6336 0.7106 0.1222
ResNet50+LSTM 0.5401 0.7104 0.7639 0.1012
ResNet17+Transformer 0.2435 0.4110 0.4931 0.1381
ResNet50+Transformer 0.3112 0.4475 0.5142 0.1404
TIRG+LSTM 0.3768 0.6574 0.7691 0.1283
TIRG+Transformer 0.2830 0.4918 0.5834 0.1395
CLIP+LSTM 0.4911 0.7619 0.8436 0.1108
CLIP+Transformer 0.3707 0.5912 0.6751 0.1285

MUST
(ours)

ResNet17+LSTM 0.5275 0.7897 0.8780 0.0915
ResNet50+LSTM 0.6655(↑23.2%) 0.8558(↑12.3%) 0.9127(↑8.2%) 0.0738
ResNet17+Transformer 0.3325 0.4828 0.5548 0.1272
ResNet50+Transformer 0.3743 0.4866 0.5367 0.1344
TIRG+LSTM 0.4202 0.7012 0.8137 0.1184
TIRG+Transformer 0.3131 0.4800 0.5543 0.1333
CLIP+LSTM 0.5376 0.7859 0.8678 0.1006
CLIP+Transformer 0.4190 0.5262 0.5731 0.1229

TABLE IV: Search accuracy on CelebA.
Framework Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1) SME

JE
TIRG 0.2725 0.5258 0.6220 0.1896
CLIP 0.3644 0.7006 0.7789 0.1453

MR

ResNet17+Encoding 0.3337 0.5477 0.6233 0.1724
ResNet50+Encoding 0.3098 0.5029 0.5717 0.2047
TIRG+Encoding 0.3275 0.5707 0.6622 0.1875
CLIP+Encoding 0.4578 0.7319 0.7990 0.1416

MUST
(ours)

ResNet17+Encoding 0.5701 0.7888 0.8446 0.1087
ResNet50+Encoding 0.5423 0.7539 0.8106 0.1293
TIRG+Encoding 0.4932 0.7377 0.8099 0.1433
CLIP+Encoding 0.6388(↑39.5%) 0.8583(↑17.3%) 0.9024(↑12.9%) 0.0952

TABLE V: Search accuracy on Shopping (T-shirt).
Framework Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1) SME

JE TIRG 0.1320 0.4005 0.5162 0.0964

MR
ResNet17+Encoding 0.0027 0.0190 0.0399 0.1379
TIRG+Encoding 0.1320 0.4015 0.5206 0.0964

MUST
(ours)

ResNet17+Encoding 0.4208 0.6931 0.7973 0.0743
TIRG+Encoding 0.4669(↑253.7%) 0.7585(↑88.9%) 0.8507(↑63.4%) 0.0651

TABLE VI: Search accuracy on MS-COCO.
Framework Encoder Recall@10(1) Recall@50(1) Recall@100(1)

JE MPC 0.0202 0.0865 0.1512

MR
MPC+GRU+ResNet50 0.0647 0.1827 0.2741
ResNet50+GRU+ResNet50 0.0493 0.1633 0.2425

MUST
(ours)

MPC+GRU+ResNet50 0.0825 0.2272 0.3363
ResNet50+GRU+ResNet50 0.0914(↑41.3%) 0.2498(↑36.7%) 0.3711(↑35.4%)

Setup and Parameters. All experiments are conducted on a
Linux server equipped with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6248R
CPU running at 3.00GHz and 755G memory. We perform
three repeated trials and report the average results for all
evaluation metrics. Due to the space limitation, we put the
detailed settings in Appendix F.

B. Accuracy Evaluation

In our evaluation of all methods, we employ various en-
coders on four real-world datasets (cf. Appendix B). For JE,
we utilize multimodal encoders such as TIRG [7], CLIP [13],
and MPC [42] to embed all modalities into the vector space of
the target modality. In the case of MR and MUST, we employ
unimodal encoders, such as ResNet [12] and Transformer [11],
to individually embed each modality. Additionally, we obtain a
composition vector using a multimodal encoder (such as CLIP
[13]), which is then used to replace the vector representation
of the target modality.

Tab. III–VI show the search accuracy and SME of the three
frameworks. We have three major observations as summarized
below: First, MUST significantly outperforms its competitors
on all experimental datasets. Notably, MUST achieves at least
198% and 23% improvement over JE and MR respectively for
their best Recall@1(1) on MIT-States. MUST also reduces

(a) MUST

(b) MR

change state 

to moldy
Modality 1:

Modality 0:

Query input

(c) JE

Fig. 5: Top-5 examples of different frameworks on MIT-States. The green box
marks the ground-truth objects.

the SME on all datasets. Second, different encoders yield
varying recall rates, e.g., CLIP, being a state-of-the-art multi-
modal encoder, achieves the highest accuracy in single-vector
representation. This underscores the importance of encoder
selection in achieving optimal performance. An advantage of
MUST is its pluggable embedding component, which allows
seamless integration of newly-devised encoders. Third, multi-
vector representation exhibits higher recall rates. For example,
MR (CLIP+LSTM) and MUST (CLIP+LSTM) are better
than JE (CLIP) on MIT-States. Even with the same multi-
vector representation, MUST consistently achieves larger im-
provements compared to MR. On the most challenging MS-
COCO dataset, both MR and MUST demonstrate impressive
performance compared to JE, which struggles due to fusing
three modalities, leading to larger embedding errors.

C. Case Study

Fig. 5 shows some case studies of the MSTM problem
on MIT-States. We use the best encoder for each framework
based on Table III (CLIP for JE, ResNet50+LSTM for MR
and MUST). We give a query input with an image of fresh
cheese and a text description of “change state to moldy”,
and show the top-5 search results from different frameworks.
The results show that MUST outperforms its competitors.
The objects returned by MUST all satisfy the multimodal
constraints, while most objects from MR and JE only match
some of the requirements. We provide more recall examples
of other queries and datasets in Appendix O.

D. Efficiency Evaluation

We evaluate the performance of MUST’s fused index and
joint search strategy on three million-scale datasets. We con-
duct comparisons with MR8, which applies the same index and
search strategy to each vector set. Additionally, we implement
brute-force versions for vector search of both MUST and MR,
labeled as MUST-- and MR--, respectively.

Fig. 6 presents the QPS vs Recall comparison, where we
adjust the parameter l in Algorithm 2 to achieve different
recall rates. For clarity, we exclude MUST-- and MR-- on Au-
dioText1M and VideoText1M due to their slow performance.
The results yield the following observations: First, MUST is
10× faster than MR with the same recall rate, which can be
attributed to the time-consuming merging operation employed

8For fairness, we exclude JE as it only utilizes a single-vector representation
and exhibits much lower accuracy.
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Fig. 6: Efficiency evaluation of different methods.

TABLE VII: Response time comparison (in seconds) of MUST-- and MUST
when Recall@10(10) > 0.99 under different data volumes. The value in
parentheses shows the percentage of response time decrease by using MUST.

Scale 1M 2M 4M 8M 16M
MUST-- 15.4 32.8 67.5 129.9 266.9
MUST 2.7 (↓82.5%) 2.7 (↓91.8%) 3.4 (↓95.0%) 3.4 (↓97.4%) 4.4 (↓98.4%)
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Fig. 7: Effect of different data volumes.

TABLE VIII: Recall rates with dif-
ferent numbers of modalities on
CelebA+.

# Modality (m) 2 3 4
MR (Recall@1(1)) 0.4578 0.4613 0.4599
MUST (Recall@1(1)) 0.6388 0.6771 0.6956
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Fig. 8: Effect of different k.

by MR. Second, the recall rate of MR is less than 0.4. We
find that the merging operation causes the accuracy of MR to
become non-increasing with increasing l. Initially, the recall
rate of MR increases as l grows, owing to the increased
chances of finding the target when intersecting results from
each modality. However, as l further increases, the size of
the intersection often exceeds k, making it challenging to
identify the top-k results. Note that the importance of different
modalities in MSTM is unknown, which may necessitate
additional optimization for selecting the top-k objects from
a large set. Third, both MUST and MR are more than 10×
faster than their brute-force counterparts, which indicates the
effectiveness of our indexing and searching strategies.

E. Scalability

Data Volume (n). Tab. VII shows the response time of MUST
and MUST-- with varying n. We find that the response time of
MUST-- increases linearly with the growth of n. In contrast,
MUST exhibits only a slight increase in response time even
with large n and reduces the response time by up to 98.4%
when n is 16 million. Fig. 7 illustrates that MUST’s build time
and index size are significantly lower than MR, affirming its
efficiency and scalability in large-scale scenarios.
Number of Modalities (m). Tab. VIII reports the recall rates
of MUST and MR with different m. Overall, the recall rate
increases with m for both methods, as more information leads
to more accurate results. However, the challenge of merging
becomes more pronounced in MR as the number of modalities
increases. As a result, the recall rate of m = 4 in MR is even
lower than that of m = 3. This highlights MUST’s capability
to effectively handle multiple modalities.

F. Query Workloads

Number of Results (k). In Fig. 8, we compare the search per-
formance of MUST and MR with different k on ImageText1M.
The results show that MUST consistently outperforms MR for
any k. Moreover, MUST brings more improvements on larger
k while MR has a limited recall rate and QPS (cf. §VIII-D).
This is because MR requires more candidates from each
modality when k is larger, which makes merging even more
challenging, e.g., the number of candidates is 1,300 for the
best Recall@1(1), and 10,500 for the best Recall@100(100).
Learned Weights. We investigate the impact of different
queries with fixed learned weights on MIT-States. In Fig. 5,

the original text describes something not present in the given
image. To create a new query input, we retain the reference im-
age while modifying the text description to “remove the fresh
state”. This query now describes what is already present in the
given image. Both queries are executed with the same learned
weights on MUST, and we observe that they yield identical
query results. This compelling result verifies the generalization
capability of the fixed learned weights, highlighting that the
learned weights reflect the importance of different modalities,
independent of their specific content.
User-defined Weights. Tab. IX shows the effect of MUST
with different user-defined weights on MIT-States. We cal-
culate the mean similarity over one modality for a batch
of query inputs and returned objects. For example, when
ω2
0 = ω2

1 = 0.5, the mean IP between modality 0 of query
inputs and returned objects is 0.6915 and between modality 1
is 0.9999. To get an object whose modality 0 is more similar
to the query input, users can increase the weight of modality 0.
When ω2

0 = 0.9 and ω2
1 = 0.1, the returned object has higher

similarity to the query input in modality 0. Thus, we can get
customized results by adjusting the weight configuration.
Number of Query Modalities (t). We study how different t
values in the queries affect the search accuracy on MIT-States.
Tab. X shows the search accuracy when only one modality is
used in the queries (i.e., t = 1). Compared with multimodal
queries (t = 2, cf. Tab. III), the single-modal queries have
lower search accuracy. Thus, using more query modalities is
crucial for the quality of query results.

G. Ablation Study

Vector Weight Learning Model. We compare the proposed
hard negative acquisition strategy and the random selection.
Fig. 9 shows the loss and recall rate w.r.t. the epoch on
ImageText1M. We can observe that the model using the
hard negatives converges faster compared to the model using
the random ones. Additionally, the learned weights from the
hard negatives lead to a higher recall rate, demonstrating the
effectiveness of our strategy. It is important to highlight that
the weight learning model is remarkably efficient, as it takes
less than 200 seconds to train on all datasets. In contrast,
the embedding models used in the process require over 12
hours to train. As a result, the vector weight learning model
is lightweight and imposes minimal additional training cost.



TABLE IX: Effect of different user-defined weights.
q is the query input and r is the returned result.

Weights ω2
0 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

ω2
1 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

IP (ϕ0(q
0), ϕ0(r

0)) 0.6915 0.7009 0.7440 0.8286 0.9301
IP (ϕ1(q

1), ϕ1(r
1)) 0.9999 0.9960 0.9748 0.9242 0.8525

TABLE X: Effect of single query modality
on MIT-States.

Modality Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1)

Target ResNet17 0.0268 0.1103
ResNet50 0.0363 0.1393

Auxiliary LSTM 0.2747 0.4343
Transformer 0.2601 0.2641
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Proximity Graph. We implement six proximity graphs in
MUST: KGraph [47], NSG [25], NSSG [48], HNSW [24],
Vamana [49], and HCNNG [50]. We also re-assemble KGraph,
NSG, and NSSG according to §VII-A to form our fused
index. We evaluate their indexing and search performance
on ImageText1M. Fig. 10(b) shows that our method is more
efficient than the competitors. Fig. 10(a) shows the index
construction time of different methods. Our optimized one
is faster than the others. Therefore, our pipeline facilitates
the design of proximity graph algorithms and can improve
performance even without new optimization. Fig. 11 shows
the visualization of three neighbors for an object on CelebA.
The vertex and its neighbors in MUST’s index balance the
importance of different modalities and have a better joint
similarity. The vertex and its neighbors in MR’s indexes only
consider the similarity in one modality.
Multi-vector Computation Optimization. Fig. 10(c) shows
the effect of multi-vector computation optimization on Im-
ageText1M. This optimization improves the search efficiency
without affecting the search accuracy. This is because we can
skip some vector computations without losing accuracy by
scanning the vectors of each object and query incrementally
(cf. Lemma 4). This optimization is more significant in high-
accuracy regions than in low-accuracy regions.

IX. DISCUSSION

Single Modality Inputs. In scenarios where users provide
single-modal query inputs but seek more personalized results,
MUST adapts by refining the query iteratively using a returned
target modality example. For instance, in image retrieval, users
may only provide text input. MUST can then generate an
output image based on the given text, serving as a reference
for users to enhance their query by adding additional text.
This interactive process enables users to create more complete
multimodal query inputs and obtain the desired results using
MUST, even if the initial inputs are incomplete or imprecise.
Index Updates. The index in MUST relies on a proximity
graph algorithm, and the efficacy of dynamic updates depends
on the specific proximity graph employed. While certain
algorithms, like KGraph [47] and NSG [25], do not support
dynamic updates, others, such as HNSW [24] and Vamana

[49], adeptly handle dynamic updates by incrementally insert-
ing data points. For instance, upon the arrival of a new object,
its embedding vector can be used to search for neighbors in
the index, updating them accordingly. However, it is crucial
to note that all existing proximity graph algorithms necessitate
periodic reconstruction to maintain optimal performance [21].
For example, a deleted data point is not immediately removed
from the index, and it can be marked with a data-status bitset.
This is because the data point may be essential to ensure
the connectivity of the proximity graph. The actual deletion
takes place during the reconstruction process. However, this
process is time-consuming for proximity graph algorithms,
which affects the scalability of MUST in dynamic data update
scenarios. Therefore, supporting efficient index updates in
MUST remains an ongoing concern.

X. CONCLUSION

In this study, we thoroughly investigate the MSTM problem
and proposed a novel and effective framework called MUST.
Our framework introduces a hybrid fusion mechanism that
intelligently combines different modalities at multiple stages,
capturing their relative importance and accurately measuring
the joint similarity between objects. Additionally, we have
developed a fused proximity graph index and an efficient
joint search strategy tailored for multimodal queries. MUST
exhibits the capability to handle interactive multimodal search
scenarios, wherein users may lack query inputs for certain
modalities. The comprehensive experimental results demon-
strate the superior performance of MUST compared to the
baselines, showcasing its advantages in terms of accuracy,
efficiency, and scalability. For more in-depth discussions and
analysis, we refer readers to Appendix N.

Looking ahead, we plan to further enrich MUST by incor-
porating additional encoders such as the OpenAI embeddings
[51] and Hugging Face embeddings [52].
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. We consider the scenario where there exist two vertices
u and v in the set of final neighbors N(o) for a given vertex
o, such that the angle between them, denoted as θ(u, o, v),
is less than 60◦. In the triangle △uov, the sum of the
angles θ(o, v, u) and θ(o, u, v) exceeds 120◦. Here, the inner
product (IP) of two vertices is used to measure the side length
between them, and smaller IP values imply longer sides in the
triangle. Therefore, we can conclude that either θ(o, v, u) >
θ(o, u, v) (i.e., θ(o, v, u) > 60◦) or θ(o, u, v) > θ(o, v, u) (i.e.,
θ(o, u, v) > 60◦).

Case 1: If θ(o, v, u) > θ(o, u, v), it follows that IP (ô, v̂) >
IP (ô, û), indicating that the vertex v will be added to N(o)
before u (Line 14 in Algorithm 1). Since θ(u, o, v) < 60◦ <
θ(o, v, u), we have IP (û, v̂) > IP (ô, û). As a result, ac-
cording to Line 16 in Algorithm 1, vertex u cannot be added
to N(o), which contradicts the initial assumption that u is in
N(o).

Case 2: If θ(o, u, v) > θ(o, v, u), we can swap the positions
of u and v in the triangle △uov and arrive at the same
conclusion as in Case 1.

These cases demonstrate that the assumption of having
two neighbors with an angle less than 60◦ in N(o) is not
feasible, and thus, it is ensured that the selected neighbors
in N(o) maintain an angle of at least 60◦ between each
other, as described in Algorithm 1. This property ensures the
effectiveness and correctness of the pipeline in constructing
the final neighbor sets.

B. Encoders Used in Our Experiments

ResNet. ResNet is a type of deep neural network that utilizes
residual blocks and skip connections to facilitate the training
of deep networks and mitigate the issue of vanishing or ex-
ploding gradients. It was proposed by researchers at Microsoft
Research in 2015 [12] and achieved success in the ImageNet
classification task with a 152-layer network. ResNet can also
be applied to other visual recognition tasks, including object
detection and segmentation. In our experiments, we employed
ResNet17 and ResNet50 as encoders for the image modality.
These are variations of ResNet with different numbers of
layers. ResNet17 consists of 17 layers, while ResNet50 con-
sists of 50 layers. Additionally, ResNet50 adopts a bottleneck
design for its residual blocks, which reduces the parameter
count and accelerates the training process. Both ResNet17 and
ResNet50 can serve as feature extractors for tasks such as
object detection or segmentation.
LSTM. LSTM stands for Long Short-Term Memory, which
is a type of recurrent neural network (RNN) designed for
processing sequential data, including speech and video [34].
LSTM incorporates feedback connections and a specialized
structure called a cell, enabling it to store and update infor-
mation over long time intervals. It also employs three gates
(input, output, and forget) to regulate the flow of information
into and out of the cell. LSTM finds applications in various

tasks such as speech recognition, machine translation, and
handwriting recognition. Furthermore, LSTM can be com-
bined with convolutional neural networks (CNNs) to form a
convolutional LSTM network, which proves useful for tasks
like video prediction or object tracking. In our experiments,
we utilized LSTM as the encoder for the text modality.
Transformer. The Transformer is a deep learning model
introduced in 2017 for natural language processing tasks, such
as machine translation and text summarization [11]. Unlike
recurrent neural networks, the Transformer does not process
sequential data in a sequential manner. Instead, it employs
attention mechanisms to capture dependencies between words
or tokens. The Transformer comprises two main components:
an encoder and a decoder. The encoder takes an input sentence
and converts it into a sequence of vectors known as encodings.
The decoder takes these encodings and generates an output
sentence. Both the encoder and decoder consist of multiple
layers, each containing a multi-head self-attention module
and a feed-forward neural network module. Additionally,
the Transformer utilizes positional encodings to incorporate
positional information for each word in the sentence. In our
experiments, we also employed the Transformer to encode the
text modality.
GRU. A Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) encoder is a type
of recurrent neural network (RNN) that can encode input
sequences of varying lengths into fixed-length feature vectors
[53]. It selectively updates and resets its hidden state based
on the input and previous state, allowing it to capture both
short-term and long-term dependencies within the sequence.
This concise representation generated by the GRU encoder
can be utilized for various tasks, including machine translation,
speech recognition, and natural language understanding. In our
experiments, we employed the GRU encoder to encode the text
modality.
Encoding. In our experiments, we utilized ordinal encoding
[33] to encode the structured text description. This technique
transforms categorical data into numerical data by assigning
integer values to categories based on their rank or order. For
instance, if a feature has three categories: “low”, “medium”,
and “high”, they can be encoded as 1, 2, and 3 respectively.
Ordinal encoding is appropriate for categorical features that
possess a natural ordering, such as grades, sizes, ratings, and
so on. The original categories can be restored by reversing the
ordinal encoding process, which involves mapping the integer
values back to their respective categories.
TIRG. TIRG, which stands for Text-Image Residual Gating,
is a method used to merge image and text features for image
retrieval tasks [7]. It involves modifying the features of the
query image using text, while maintaining the resulting feature
vector within the same space as the target image. This is
accomplished through a gated residual connection, which
enhances the encoding and learning of representations. In our
experiments, we utilized TIRG to encode image-text pairs as
composition vectors.
CLIP. CLIP, which stands for Contrastive Language-Image



Fig. 12: An example of indexing and search based on proximity graph [23].

Pre-Training, is a neural network model developed by Ope-
nAI that has demonstrated remarkable achievements in multi-
modal zero-shot learning [13]. It is trained on a large dataset of
image-text pairs collected from the web and learns to associate
images with their corresponding textual descriptions. CLIP
exhibits impressive generalization capabilities and has been
successfully applied to various tasks, including fine-grained
art classification, image generation, zero-shot video retrieval,
event classification, and visual commonsense reasoning. In our
experiments, we also employed CLIP to encode image-text
pairs as composition vectors.
MPC. MPC, which stands for Multimodal Probabilistic Com-
poser, is a model designed to encode multiple modalities from
diverse visual and textual sources [42]. It utilizes a probabilis-
tic rule to combine probabilistic embeddings and employs a
probabilistic similarity metric to measure the distance between
them. The functioning of MPC is as follows: given informa-
tion from various visual or textual modalities, it first learns
probabilistic embeddings for each modality. These embeddings
are then merged using a probabilistic composer, resulting in
a probabilistic compositional embedding. This embedding is
subsequently matched with the probabilistic embedding of the
desired image by minimizing a probabilistic distance metric.
MPC is capable of processing more than two queries by
applying the probabilistic composer to a set of probabilistic
embeddings. In our experiments, we employed MPC to encode
image-text-image triples as composition vectors.

C. High-dimensional Vector Search

Vector search is a fundamental task with applications across
various domains [37], [54], and it has received significant
attention in recent years due to advancements in representation
learning methods [24], [55]. However, exact vector search
can be computationally expensive, prompting researchers to
focus on developing approximate techniques that strike a
balance between accuracy and efficiency using vector indexes
[56], [57], [58], [59]. Current vector search methods can
be categorized into four types based on how the index is
constructed: tree-based methods [60], [61], [62], quantization-
based methods [57], [63], [64], hashing-based methods [65],
[66], [67], and proximity graph-based methods [24], [25],
[48]. Recent works [37], [48], [68] have demonstrated that
proximity graph-based methods achieve a favorable trade-off
between accuracy and efficiency, making them well-suited for
handling large-scale vector search tasks.

D. Proximity Graph-Based Index Algorithm

Proximity graph-based algorithms have gained popularity
for vector similarity search, particularly in high-dimensional
spaces, due to their ability to strike a balance between

efficiency and accuracy by capturing neighbor relationships
between vectors [25]. Major high-tech companies like Mi-
crosoft [49] and Alibaba [25] utilize these algorithms. To
enable online query serving, an offline proximity graph index
needs to be built on the dataset of feature vectors. This graph
consists of vertices representing the vector data points and
edges representing pairwise similarities or distances between
vectors. Different algorithms, such as NSG [25] or KGraph
[47], employ various graph construction methods.

In a recent survey [23], a comprehensive analysis of prox-
imity graph-based index algorithms is provided, including
their performance, strengths, and potential pitfalls. Fig. 12
illustrates an example of finding the nearest vertex to a query
vector q using a proximity graph index. The process begins
with a seed vertex (the black vertex), which can be randomly
selected or fixed [23]. It then visits its neighbors and computes
their distances to q. Vertex 4 is chosen as the next visiting
vertex because it is the closest among the seed’s neighbors.
This process continues until it reaches the green vertex, which
has no neighbors closer to q than itself. The search process
relies on various factors, such as the seed acquisition strategy
[58] and the routing technique [54].

It is worth noting the following remarks:
(1) Lack of Theoretical Guarantee. Although state-of-the-art
proximity graph index algorithms lack theoretical guarantees
[23], [24], their superiority in real-world scenarios has been
validated by numerous research works [23], [24], [25], [37],
[58], [48], [49] and industrial applications [69], [70].
(2) Flexibility and Customization in MUST. In MUST, we
have designed a general pipeline that allows components from
existing proximity graph algorithms to be easily integrated.
Moreover, our pipeline supports custom-optimized compo-
nents, which can inspire further research and experimentation.

Overall, proximity graph-based indexes provide an effective
solution for vector similarity search, and their practical per-
formance has been well-established in real-world scenarios.

E. Motivation for Vector Weight Learning

In our framework, we aim to combine m vectors of an
object with m modalities by assigning weights to each vector,
resulting in a concatenated vector. This concept is inspired
by similar cases, such as calculating multi-metric distance in
multi-metric spaces [71]. However, determining the impor-
tance or relevance of different vectors is a challenging task.
Current methods often rely on user-defined weights [71], [72],
which has two limitations.
(1) Lack of User-friendliness. Assigning proper weights to
different vectors is not user-friendly since users may not
have the necessary knowledge or understanding to determine
appropriate weights. This manual weight assignment process
can be subjective and may not reflect the true importance of
each vector. Based on our experiments, we have observed that
different weights significantly affect the recall rate of MSTM,
as shown in Fig. 9 of the main text.
(2) Inapplicability for Offline Index Construction. To build
a fused index, as proposed in our paper, the weights for
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Fig. 13: Effect of different number of negatives in vector weight learning.

measuring the similarity between objects need to be known in
advance during the offline index construction phase. However,
relying on user-defined weights obtained online is not suitable
for this purpose. Online weight assignment may introduce in-
consistency and hinder the offline index construction process,
which requires a consistent set of weights.

To address these limitations, there is a need for an auto-
mated approach to learn the vector weights that overcomes
the user-defined weight assignment challenge and enables
efficient offline index construction. By automatically learning
the weights, we can ensure that the similarity computation
process captures the true relevance and contribution of each
vector, making it more objective and reliable.

F. More Details of Setup and Parameters

We adopt the same training hyperparameters as the original
papers of the encoders to obtain the embedding vectors.
The encoder configuration remains consistent across all three
frameworks. Our training pipeline is implemented in PyTorch
for the vector weight learning model, and we utilize the Pybind
library to invoke the vector similarity search kernel written in
C++. The learning rate was set to 0.002, and the training was
conducted for 700 iterations by default.

The indexing components and search codes were imple-
mented in C++ using CGraph [36] and compiled with g++6.5.
We built all indexes in parallel using 64 threads and executed
the search procedure using a single thread, following the
common setting in related work [23], [25].

All experiments were conducted on a Linux server equipped
with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6248R CPU running at
3.00GHz and 755G memory. We performed three repeated tri-
als and reported the average results for all evaluation metrics.
The learned weights can be found in Appendix K.

10 20 30 40 500

100

200

In
de

x
Si

ze
(M

B)

(a) ImageText1M

10 20 30 40 500

100

200

300

400

Bu
ild

Ti
m

e
(s

) 340.41 343.28 343.29 345.47 349.80

(b) ImageText1M

Fig. 14: Index size and index build time under different values of γ.

10 20 30 40 50
0.94

0.96

0.98

Re
ca

ll@
10

(1
0)

(a) ImageText1M (l=4000)

10 20 30 40 50

20

30

40

50

Re
sp

on
se

Ti
m

e
(m

s)

(b) ImageText1M (l=4000)

Fig. 15: Search performance under different values of γ.

G. Study of the Number of Negative Examples

In our study, we investigate the impact of the number of
negative examples (e.g., |N−|) on model training. We evaluate
this effect by examining the loss and recall rate curves on
the hard negatives using the ImageText1M dataset. As shown
in Fig. 13, we observe that increasing the number of nega-
tive examples generally leads to better training results. This
means that including more negative examples during training
helps improve the model’s performance in identifying positive
examples and distinguishing them from hard negatives.

However, it is important to consider the trade-off between
training quality and training efficiency. As the number of
negative examples increases, the training time also tends to
increase. Therefore, it is necessary to find a proper balance
between the training quality and efficiency by selecting an
appropriate value for |N−|.

By analyzing the loss and recall rate curves for different
values of |N−|, we can determine the optimal number of
negative examples that achieves a satisfactory training effect
without excessively increasing the training time. This ensures
that the model is trained effectively while taking into account
practical considerations.

H. Parameters for Fused Index

The construction of the fused index relies on two important
parameters: the maximum number of neighbors (γ) and the
maximum iterations (ε). These parameters have an impact on
the index size, index build time, and search performance. In
this section, we evaluate these parameters in more detail.
Maximum Number of Neighbors (γ). Fig. 14 illustrates the
relationship between γ and the index size as well as the index
build time. As γ increases, both the index size and the index
build time also increase. This is because a larger γ requires
handling more vertices in the Initialization, Candidate acqui-
sition, and Neighbor selection components, which increases
the complexity of index construction.

In Fig. 15, we maintain the other parameters unchanged
(including the search parameters k and l) and analyze the
search performance for different values of γ. The result shows



TABLE XI: Graph quality under different number of iterations.
# Iterations (ε) ↓ ImageText1M AudioText1M VideoText1M
1 0.0094 0.0088 0.0096
2 0.7795 0.7945 0.7842
3 0.9900 0.9900 0.9900

TABLE XII: Search performance under different values of l (γ = 30).
l → 700 1000 1500 2000 4000
Recall@10(10) 0.506100 0.637260 0.766190 0.856250 0.973310
Response Time (ms) 5 7 11 15 35

that the recall rate improves as γ increases. This is because a
larger γ allows for visiting more neighbors of a vertex during
the search process, leading to improved search accuracy. How-
ever, when γ becomes very large, the computation of vector
distances increases, resulting in lower efficiency. Therefore, it
is crucial to strike a balance between accuracy and efficiency
by adjusting γ in practical scenarios. In our experiments, we
set γ to a default value of 30.
Maximum iterations (ε). The graph quality is defined as the
mean ratio of γ neighbors of a vertex over the top-γ nearest
neighbors based on joint similarity [23]. Tab. XI presents the
changes in graph quality with different numbers of iterations
(ε). The results demonstrate that graph quality increases with
ε and reaches a value close to 1 when ε is set to 3. Therefore,
we set ε to a default value of 3 in all our experiments.

By evaluating these parameters, we gain insights into their
impact on the fused index construction. The findings suggest
that selecting appropriate values for γ and ε can optimize index
size, build time, and search performance, striking a balance
between accuracy and efficiency in practice.

I. Parameter for Joint Search

The parameter that affects the accuracy and efficiency of the
search process in the joint search algorithm (please refer to
Algorithm 2 of the main text) is the result set size, denoted as
l. In this section, we evaluate how the recall rate and response
time change with different values of l.

Tab. XII presents the results of the evaluation, showing the
recall rate and response time for different l values. It can be
observed that both the recall rate and response time increase
as l becomes larger. The increase in recall rate is expected
because a larger l allows for visiting more vertices and
considering more potential results during the search process.
This leads to a higher likelihood of retrieving relevant objects,
resulting in an improved recall rate. However, the response
time also increases with larger l values. This is because a larger
result set size requires visiting more vertices and performing
more vector calculations, which adds computational overhead
and increases the overall response time. Therefore, selecting
an appropriate value for l involves a trade-off between recall
rate and response time. A larger l can improve recall but at the
cost of increased response time. Researchers and practitioners
need to consider the specific requirements of their application
and strike a balance between accuracy and efficiency when
choosing the value of l.

J. Datasets

We utilize nine datasets with varying modalities and car-
dinalities obtained from public sources, as presented in Tab.

II of the main text. CelebA [32], MIT-States [40], Shopping
[41], and MS-COCO [42] are four real-world multimodal
datasets [3], [7]. For instance, CelebA comprises two modal-
ities for each object: a facial image and a corresponding text
description. In these datasets, we employ the original query
samples, and each query contains one or more ground-truth
objects. Since there are no publicly available datasets with up
to four modalities, we simulated two additional modalities for
CelebA using different encoders. This led to the creation of the
CelebA+ dataset, with four vectors for each object, simulating
four modalities. To evaluate performance at a large scale, we
added the text modality to four single-modal datasets (DEEP
and SIFT for images [73], [43], MSONG for audio [44],
and UQ-V for video [45]) using the same method described
in [30]. As a result, we formed four large-scale multimodal
datasets: ImageText16M, ImageText1M, AudioText1M, and
VideoText1M.

CelebA. CelebFaces Attributes Dataset (CelebA) [32] is a
comprehensive dataset of celebrity images, consisting of over
200,000 images. Each image is annotated with 40 attributes, 5
landmark locations, and a face identity. The dataset covers a
wide range of poses and backgrounds, offering rich diversity,
quantity, and annotations. CelebA can be utilized for various
computer vision tasks, including face attribute recognition,
face recognition, face detection, landmark localization, and
face editing & synthesis.

MIT-States. MIT-States [40] is a dataset comprising approx-
imately 60,000 images, each labeled with an object/noun and
a state/adjective (e.g., “red tomato” or “new camera”). The
dataset includes 245 nouns and 115 adjectives, with an average
of around 9 adjectives per noun. MIT-States is commonly
employed to evaluate image retrieval and image classification
tasks in the field of computer vision.

Shopping. The Shopping100k dataset [41] consists of 101,021
images of clothing items extracted from various e-commerce
providers for fashion studies. It was developed to address
limitations in existing fashion-related datasets, which often
feature posed images with occlusion issues. Each image in
the dataset is represented with general and special attributes,
with the special attributes being more suitable for attribute
manipulation and fashion searches. Shopping encompasses
various categories, such as T-shirts and bottoms.

MS-COCO. The MS-COCO dataset [42] is a widely used
dataset in computer vision research, standing for Microsoft
Common Objects in Context. It comprises over 330,000 im-
ages with more than 2.5 million labeled object instances, anno-
tated with object bounding boxes and belonging to 80 object
categories. The dataset is designed to facilitate research on
object detection, segmentation, captioning, and other related
tasks, serving as a challenging benchmark for evaluating com-
puter vision models due to its scale, diversity, and complexity.

ImageText1M. ImageText1M is a semi-synthetic dataset that
combines real-world images with text. It consists of 1 million
SIFT vectors with a dimension of 128 [43]. Each vector



TABLE XIII: Output weights of module for MIT-States dataset.
Encoder ↓ ω2

0 (modality 0) ω2
1 (modality 1)

ResNet17+LSTM 0.3000 0.7000
ResNet50+LSTM 0.0012 1.4291
ResNet17+Transformer 0.1172 0.2669
ResNet50+Transformer 0.5000 0.5000
TIRG+LSTM 0.5000 0.5000
TIRG+Transformer 0.0295 0.0224
CLIP+LSTM 0.5000 0.5000
CLIP+Transformer 0.0670 0.0432

TABLE XIV: Output weights of module for CelebA dataset.
Encoder ↓ ω2

0 (modality 0) ω2
1 (modality 1)

ResNet17+Encoding 0.0007 0.9526
ResNet50+Encoding 0.0848 1.1855
TIRG+Encoding 0.1064 0.6414
CLIP+Encoding 0.1089 0.8551

TABLE XV: Output weights of module for Shopping dataset.
Encoder ↓ ω2

0 (modality 0) ω2
1 (modality 1)

ResNet17+Encoding 0.0262 1.2124
TIRG+Encoding 0.0092 1.2042

TABLE XVI: Output weights of module for MS-COCO dataset.
Encoder ↓ ω2

0 ω2
1 ω2

2
MPC+GRU+ResNet50 0.0083 0.0342 0.0123
ResNet50+GRU+ResNet50 0.0091 0.0233 0.0144

TABLE XVII: Output weights of module for CelebA+ dataset.
Encoder ↓ ω2

0 ω2
1 ω2

2 ω2
3

CLIP+Encoding+ResNet17+ResNet50 0.4092 3.1363 0.0721 0.0290

TABLE XVIII: Output weights of module for ImageText1M, AudioText1M,
VideoText1M, and ImageText16M datasets.

Dataset ↓ ω2
0 (modality 0) ω2

1 (modality 1)
ImageText1M 0.1199 0.5572
AudioText1M 0.0453 0.8589
VideoText1M 0.3106 0.4440
ImageText16M 0.1123 0.8742

represents an image and is augmented with a text modality
to form a multimodal dataset.

AudioText1M. AudioText1M is a semi-synthetic dataset that
combines real-world audio with text. It comprises 1 million
contemporary popular music tracks, each represented by 420
dimensions of audio features and metadata [44]. Similar to
ImageText1M, each audio vector is paired with a text modality
to create a multimodal dataset.

VideoText1M. VideoText1M is a semi-synthetic dataset that
combines real-world videos with text. It extracts 256 dimen-
sions of local features from keyframes of each video [45].
These video vectors are then combined with a text modality,
resulting in a multimodal dataset.

ImageText16M. ImageText16M is a semi-synthetic dataset
that merges real-world images with text. It encompasses 16
million data points, with each point represented by 96 dimen-
sions of deep neural codes derived from a convolutional neural
network [73]. Similar to the other multimodal datasets, a text
modality is added to each image vector.

K. Weights Setting

In MUST, we employ a vector weight learning module to
capture the significance of various modalities. The specific
weights utilized for constructing indexes and performing query
processing on different datasets and encoders are presented in
Tab. XIII to XVIII.

TABLE XIX: Search accuracy with target modality input only.
Dataset Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1)

MIT-States ResNet17 0.0268 0.1103 0.1822
ResNet50 0.0363 0.1393 0.2257

CelebA ResNet17 0.1499 0.4055 0.4913
ResNet50 0.1475 0.3785 0.4519

Shopping (T-shirt) ResNet17 0 0.0192 0.0399

TABLE XX: Search accuracy with auxiliary modality only.
Dataset Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1)

MIT-States LSTM 0.2747 0.4343 0.4844
Transformer 0.2601 0.2641 0.2824

CelebA Encoding 0.0377 0.0936 0.1291
Shopping (T-shirt) Encoding 0.0964 0.4126 0.5362

TABLE XXI: Search accuracy on Shopping (Bottoms).
Framework Encoder Recall@1(1) Recall@5(1) Recall@10(1)

JE TIRG 0.0905 0.2715 0.3924

MR ResNet17+Encoding 0.0107 0.0551 0.0995
TIRG+Encoding 0.0596 0.2552 0.3850

MUST
(ours)

ResNet17+Encoding 0.4840(↑434.8%) 0.7960 0.8887
TIRG+Encoding 0.4784 0.8162(↑200.6%) 0.8999(↑129.3%)

L. Search Accuracy Using a Single Modality

In this section, we analyze the search accuracy achieved
when using only the target modality input or the auxiliary
modality input. Tab. XIX presents the search accuracy us-
ing only the target modality input, while Tab. XX displays
the search accuracy using only the auxiliary modality input,
both evaluated on three real-world datasets. Generally, these
unimodal approaches exhibit lower performance compared to
methods that combine multiple modalities. However, in certain
cases, they outperform the JE framework, which combines
the features of all modality inputs into a joint embedding.
One possible explanation for this observation is that the JE
framework introduces a significant encoder error, while the
auxiliary modality can accurately describe an object in some
datasets. This finding further emphasizes the necessity of
utilizing multiple vectors from different encoders to effectively
represent an object.

M. Search Accuracy on Shopping (Bottoms)

In this section, we present the search accuracy specifically
for the “bottoms” category of the Shopping dataset, as shown
in Tab. XXI. It is worth noting that different categories within
the Shopping dataset share the same output weights. This
observation highlights the generalization capability of the
vector weight learning module employed in our framework.

N. Discussion of Accuracy, Efficiency, and Scalability

Accuracy. In the context of MSTM, unimodal search results
tend to be inaccurate. Two baseline methods, namely Joint
Embedding (JE) and Multi-streamed Retrieval (MR), aim to
improve accuracy by incorporating multimodal information.
JE creates a composition vector by combining different modal-
ities, while MR merges the results of multiple unimodal
searches. One way to optimize these baselines is to use JE
as one of the separate search methods within MR. However,
this optimization is still limited by MR’s inability to capture
the importance of different modalities. MUST addresses this
limitation by employing a hybrid fusion mechanism that
combines modalities at multiple levels. By utilizing a weight-
learning module, it effectively captures the importance of
different modalities and achieves the highest accuracy.



Efficiency. Performing MSTM involves computationally in-
tensive tasks such as building an index and performing ap-
proximate queries. MR builds an index for each modality
and searches them separately, which can be slow in large-
scale scenarios, especially when the number of query results
increases. MUST achieves higher efficiency and recall rate
by constructing a fused index for different modal vectors and
performing joint searches. The main reason for the efficiency
difference lies in the quality of the graph index. In the main
text, Fig. 11 provides a visualization of three neighbors for an
object in the CelebA dataset. In MUST’s index, the vertex and
its neighbors balance the importance of different modalities
and exhibit better joint similarity. On the other hand, in MR’s
indexes, the vertex and its neighbors only consider similarity
within a single modality.
Scalability. As the number of modalities and the data scale
increase, MR requires more and larger indexes, resulting in
high storage costs and low indexing efficiency. In contrast, the
size of MUST’s index and its construction time grow slightly
(almost logarithmically) with the data size and remain the
same regardless of the number of modalities. It is important
to note that as more data is added, the merging operation in
MR becomes more complex, limiting its search efficiency and
accuracy. MUST proves to be more efficient and accurate in
large-scale scenarios and does not require a merging opera-
tion. Additionally, MUST handles multiple modalities more
effectively than MR.
Highlight. We introduce the concept of modality importance
mining in the context of MSTM, thereby opening up new
research avenues in multimodal search. We anticipate that
this will drive advancements in representation learning, vector
indexing, and search algorithms.

O. Result Examples on Real-world Datasets

Fig. 16 shows the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a clock
image and the text description “change state to melted”. The
results demonstrate that MUST successfully retrieves all the
ground-truth objects. However, MR and JE returns many unre-
lated objects. This discrepancy occurs because MR combines
dissimilar objects with low ranks from each candidate set, and
the high encoding error of JE leads to a larger inner product
(IP) between the query input’s composition vector and the
vectors of dissimilar objects in the target modality.

Fig. 17 displays the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a fresh
cheese image and the text description “change state to moldy”.
The results indicate that MUST successfully recalls all the
ground-truth objects, whereas MR and JE only retrieve a few
ground-truth objects, and many of the results only match the
text description.

Fig. 18 showcases the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a male
face image and the text description “change state to bags under
eyes, high cheekbones, mouth slightly open, and smiling”. It
is important to note that in addition to matching the query

input face and text description, we also require that the result
face and the query input face belong to the same identity. The
results demonstrate that MUST retrieves more ground-truth
faces compared to other frameworks.

Fig. 18 presents the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a female
face image and the text description “change state to arched
eyebrows and pointy nose”. Similar to the previous example,
we require that the result face and the query input face
belong to the same identity. This requirement makes it more
challenging to obtain the target face. Nevertheless, the results
demonstrate that MUST retrieves more ground-truth faces
compared to other frameworks.

Fig. 20 illustrates the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a T-
shirt image and the text description “replace gray color with
white color and replace sweat fabric with jersey fabric”. The
results indicate that MUST retrieves more ground-truth T-
shirts compared to other frameworks.

Fig. 21 displays the top-10 search results obtained using
different frameworks for a query input consisting of a T-
shirt image and the text description “replace sweat fabric with
jersey fabric and replace striped pattern with print pattern”.
The results demonstrate that MUST retrieves more ground-
truth T-shirts compared to other frameworks.



Fig. 16: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on MIT-States dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR,
and JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.

Fig. 17: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on MIT-States dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR,
and JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.

Fig. 18: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on CelebA dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR, and
JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.



Fig. 19: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on CelebA dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR, and
JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.

Fig. 20: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on Shopping dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR,
and JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.

Fig. 21: Some result examples of different frameworks with optimal encoders on Shopping dataset. (a), (b), and (c) are the top-10 results of MUST, MR,
and JE, respectively. The green box marks the target objects.
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