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Abstract—Hyperspectral image (HSI) clustering is a
challenging task due to its high complexity. Despite subspace
clustering shows impressive performance for HSI, traditional
methods tend to ignore the global-local interaction in HSI
data. In this study, we proposed a multi-level graph subspace
contrastive learning (MLGSC) for HSI clustering. The model
is divided into the following main parts. Graph convolution
subspace construction: utilizing HSI’s spectral and texture
feautures to construct two graph convolution views. Local-global
graph representation: local graph representations were obtained
by step-by-step convolutions and a more representative global
graph representation was obtained using an attention-based
pooling strategy. Multi-level graph subspace contrastive learning:
multi-level contrastive learning was conducted to obtain local-
global joint graph representations, to improve the consistency of
the positive samples between views, and to obtain more robust
graph embeddings. Specifically, graph-level contrastive learning
is used to better learn global representations of HSI data. Node-
level intra-view and inter-view contrastive learning is designed to
learn joint representations of local regions of HSI. The proposed
model is evaluated on four popular HSI datasets: Indian Pines,
Pavia University, Houston, and Xu Zhou. The overall accuracies
are 97.75%, 99.96%, 92.28%, and 95.73%, which significantly
outperforms the current state-of-the-art clustering methods.

Index Terms—Hyperspectral image, graph contrastive learn-
ing, subspace clustering

I. INTRODUCTION

Owing to the unique imaging mechanism of hyperspectral
imagery (HSI), which contains a large amount of spatial and
spectral information [1], it has been widely used in various
fields such as thematic mapping of vegetation [2], geological
exploration [3], medical imaging, resource management [4],
[5], etc. The clustering task is one of the applications of HSI,
which aims to group similar pixels into the same group to
discover potential patterns or structures in the data without
the need for pre-defined category labels [6], [7]. Although HSI
clustering has been extensively studied by many scholars, it
is still a challenging task due to the high dimensionality and
complex spatial distribution of land cover types [8], [9].

In recent years, it has been found that subspace clustering
methods excel at the task of dealing with high-dimensional
data, showing very reliable performance [10], [11], [12], [13],
[14]. The better-performing methods, such as sparse subspace
clustering (SSC) [15], [16], utilize the sparsity of the data
representation to discover the subspace structure in the data
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by representing the data points as linear combinations of
other data points. Zhai et al [17] proposed a new effective
l2-paradigm regularized SSC algorithm, which adds a four-
neighbourhood l2-paradigm regularizer to the classical SSC
model to enhance the segmental smoothness of sparse coef-
ficient matrices and the homogeneity of the final clustering
results. However, due to the nonlinear structure of HSI data,
traditional subspace clustering methods tend to ignore the
potential multiscale structure in the HSI data, which results in
the loss of some critical information [18], [19], [20]. Cai et al
[21] proposed a new subspace clustering framework (GCSC)
for robust HSI clustering, which reconverts the self-expression
properties of the data to non-Euclidean domains to produce a
more robust graph embedding dictionary [22], [23], [24], [25],
[26].

While subspace clustering excels in exploring the underly-
ing structural relationships of the data, to further mine and
exploit the complex topology of the data, graph convolu-
tional neural networks (GCNs) [27], [28] provide an effec-
tive framework for learning deeper node representations by
operating directly on graph structures. Realizing that existing
methods fail to exploit higher-order relationships and long-
term interdependencies, Zhang et al. [12] propose hypergraph
convolutional subspace clustering (HGCSC), which converts
the classical self-representation into a hypergraph convolu-
tional self-representation model. Realising that existing sub-
space clustering methods often neglect higher-order feature
extraction, Cai et al [29] proposed a graph regularised residual
subspace clustering network (GR-RSCNet) that jointly learns
deep spectral space representations and robust nonlinear affini-
ties via deep neural networks. Liu et al. [30] propose a novel
model defined on graph convolution (GCOT) for HSI spectral
clustering to capture the intrinsic geometric structure of HSI
[31], [32].

However, GCN still has some limitations in capturing the
global structure of graphs and processing large-scale data,
so graph contrastive learning has received a lot of attention
from scholars. Guan et al. [33] proposed a pixel-superpixel
level contrastive learning and pseudo-label correction method
(PSCPC) to efficiently identify and extract fine-grained fea-
tures in HSI by performing contrastive learning within super-
pixels. Cai et al. [34] proposed a new neighborhood contrastive
regularization method (NCSC) to maximize the consistency
between positive samples in the subspace and strengthen the

ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

05
21

1v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 8

 A
pr

 2
02

4



subspace representation at the superpixel level. In order to
fully utilize the role of intra-view and inter-view contrastive
learning in learning joint representations of local regions
of HSI, multi-view clustering methods have attracted great
interest and achieved remarkable results [35].

Benefiting from the complementary information of multiple
views at multi-view clustering methods have achieved con-
siderable success in various fields. Guan et al. [36] proposed
a graph convolutional network-based HSI contrastive multi-
view subspace clustering method (CMSCGC) that adequately
realizes interactions between different views. Liu et al. [37]
proposed a general and effective self-encoder framework for
multi-level graph clustering that utilizes a contrastive fusion
module to capture the consistency information between differ-
ent levels. Li et al [38] proposed a Deep Mutual Information
Subspace Clustering (DMISC) network that reduces the clus-
tering overlap problem by maximising the mutual information
between the samples to extend inter-class dispersion and intra-
class tightness. However, existing contrastive learning cluster-
ing methods often overlook the use of HSI global information,
which may lead to the neglect of the internal structure of the
data [39], [40], [41].

To overcome the above difficulties, a HSI subspace cluster-
ing framework based on multi-level graph contrastive learn-
ing (MLGSC) is proposed in this article, which introduces
an attention pooling module after multi-feature correlation
extraction to obtain a more representative global graph rep-
resentation. In addition, a contrastive learning mechanism
is introduced into the node-level graph representation and
global graph representation, respectively, to fully utilize the
local information of HSI features, global information, and
complementary information among different views to obtain
more robust graph embeddings. Finally, we perform spectral
clustering on the constructed affinity matrices to obtain clus-
tering results for HSI. Figure 1 visualizes the motivation of
MLGSC. In summary, the main contributions of this work are
as follows.

1) A subspace clustering framework MLGSC based on
multi-level graph contrastive learning is proposed, which
introduces a contrastive learning mechanism in the node-
level representation and global graph-level representa-
tion, respectively, to efficiently extract the key features
and utilize the complementary information between dif-
ferent views by obtaining a joint local-global graph
representation.

2) An attention pooling module is proposed to measure the
node representations of views and emphasizes the contri-
bution of each node to the global graph representation in
order to obtain a more representative global graph-level
representation.

3) Our experimental results on four widely recognized
HSI datasets show that the proposed subspace cluster-
ing model is more effective than many existing HSI
clustering methods. The successful attempt of MLGSC
provides ideas for unsupervised clustering of HSI.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in Section II,
we first briefly review related work on multi-level subspace
clustering, contrastive learning strategies, and graph-level rep-
resentation learning. Section III presents the details of our pro-
posed MLGSC method. In Section IV, we give experimental
results and empirical analysis. Finally, we summarize the work
in Section V.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Multi-view Subspace Clustering

Single view clustering is often limited by the expressive
ability of a single data view when dealing with complex data,
which is difficult to cope with the diversity and complexity
of HSI data and may lead to skewed or inaccurate clustering
results. For HSI data with noisy or incomplete information,
multi-view clustering can effectively resist fluctuations in data
quality and improve the accuracy and robustness of clustering
by combining information from multiple data views. However,
multi-view clustering also faces challenges in data integration,
feature alignment, and algorithm design, and requires more
complex processing flow and algorithm design.

Let X = [x1, x2, . . . , xN ] ∈ RM×N be a collection of N
data points extracted from an M -dimensional space, belonging
to k distinct sets of clusters and lying in the concatenation
of linear subspaces R1 ∪ R2 ∪ . . . ∪ Rk in which the self-
representation assumes that each xi can be represented by
a linear combination of data points belonging to the same
subspace, describing the subspace self-representation model
as

X = XC + E (1)

where X is the matrix representation of the data points, C
is the self-representation matrix, E is the error matrix, and
C = [c1, c2, . . . , cw] ∈ RN×N , w represents the dimension of
the self-representation matrix C, matrix C will be obtained by
the following criterion:

min
C

∥C∥1 s.t. X = XC + E, diag(C) = 0 (2)

Among them, ∥·∥1 is the number of l1-paradigm numbers,
diag(C) = 0 is used to avoid mundane solutions. Formally,
multi-view subspace clustering is described as:

argmin
Cp

∥Xp −XpCp∥2F + λf (Cp)

s.t. diag(Cp) ≥ 0, Cp⊤1 = 1,
(3)

where λ is the regularization factor, and ∥Cp∥ is the represen-
tation of the p-th subspace, which is determined by different
forms of matrix paradigms, e.g., the kernel paradigm is used
for subspace clustering of low-rank representations (LRR),
and the sparse subspace clustering uses the l1-norm. A large
number of multi-view clustering methods have been proposed
by many scholars, Kopriva et al [42] obtain a joint subspace
representation of all views by learning affinity matrices subject
to sparsity and low-rank constraints [43], [44], [45], [46], [47].
These methods are designed for feature matrices and attempt
to learn graphs from data. To directly cluster multiple graphs,



self-weighted multi-view clustering (SwMC) methods learn
shared graphs from multiple graphs by using a new weighting
strategy [48].

B. Contrastive Learning

Contrastive learning aims to learn discriminative representa-
tions by comparing positive and negative samples, relying on
the establishment of such samples [49], [50], [51], [52], [53].
In computer vision, pairs of positive and negative samples can
be generated using multi-level enhancement channels. In re-
cent years, contrastive learning has been introduced to remote
sensing image processing tasks [54]. Inspired by SimCLR, we
use contrastive learning to train an encoder for hyperspectral
following semantic segmentation network.

Contrastive Loss. Contrastive loss expects positive sample
pairs to be similar and negative sample pairs to be dissimilar.
Specifically, a sample of number N is expanded to 2N
samples, a pair of samples expanded from the same sample
constitutes a positive pair, and the other 2(N − 1) samples
are negative samples. Therefore, the contrastive loss LCon is
defined as:

LC =
1

2N
ΣN

k=1(ℓ(x̃i, x̂i) + ℓ(x̂i, x̃i)) (4)

ℓ(x̃i, x̂i) = −log
exp (sin (z̃i, ẑi) /τ)∑

x∈Λ− exp (sin (z̃i, g(f(x))) /τ)
(5)

where τ denotes the temperature parameter, and sin(·) is the
similarity function, which represents the similarity measure
between two feature vectors. Λ− denotes 2(N − 1) negative
samples in addition to the positive samples.

III. METHOD

As shown in Figure 1, our proposed framework consists
of five key components: a multi-view graph construction
module, a multi-level graph contrastive learning module, an
attention pooling module, a graph convolution module, and
a self-expression module. First, we introduce the multi-view
construction module and then address the specific implemen-
tations of the other modules.

A. Multi-view Graph Construction Module

The primary objective of the multi-view construction mod-
ule is to extract texture features and spectral features, and then
construct multi-views based on these two features. First, since
high-dimensional HSIs contain a large number of redundant
bands, we use principal component analysis (PCA) [55] to
downscale the HSI bands. Then, we erode the image using
morphological algorithms (open/closed operations) while pre-
serving texture features. In another branch, we extract the pixel
and its neighboring pixel information using a sliding window
segmentation algorithm to obtain the spatial information of
the image. Since then, we can obtain the multi-view features
{X ′

k}2k=1, where X ′
k ∈ Rw×w×dk×n, and the multi-view

structure can be defined as Gk = (Vk, Ek, Xk), where Vk

and Ek represent the corresponding node sets and edge sets,
respectively.

Considering that GCN can only work directly on graph
structures, we capture the nearest k neighbors of each data and
transform the processed data into topological graph structures.
In each view, an adjacency matrix is constructed by computing
the Euclidean distance between different samples denoted as
Ak. The elements in the adjacency matrix can be described
as:

Ap
ij =

{
1, xpj ∈ Nk (x

p
i )

0, otherwise
, (6)

where xki
and xkj

are the columns of Akij
. The columns

of Nk(xki) denote the k-th view that includes xi in the
neighborhood set sum. Akij contains the values of xki and
xkj

, indicating whether they are similar or not. Considering
that multiple positive and negative samples are required for
subsequent multi-level contrastive learning, we perform data
augmentation on the two feature views by randomly deleting
edges. Specifically, we define the enhanced adjacency matrix
as Ãk, which is obtained by the following way:

Ãkij
= Akij

× (1− δij), (7)

where δ(i,j) is a probability parameter. By this method, we
can obtain two spectral views and two texture views after
enhancement, updating the multi-view set as {Xk}4k=1.

B. Graph Convolution Module

In HSI clustering tasks, topological relationships among
learned objects are often overlooked. Traditional convolutional
neural networks can only capture the direct near-neighbor
relationships while ignoring the deeper dependencies between
graph nodes. Unlike convolutional neural networks, graph
convolutional neural networks can make full use of the feature
information of each neighboring node and the dependencies
between nodes through graph convolution operations. In math-
ematics, graph convolution is usually defined as:

H = f(XT , Ã;W )

= σ
(
D̃−1/2ÃD̃−1/2XTW

) (8)

where Ã = IN + A is a self-cycling adjacency matrix, and
IN is the identity matrix. D̃ and W are the node degree
matrix and weight matrix of each view, respectively. σ is
the ReLU nonlinear activation function, and H denotes the
generative graph embedding. In this model, we have the node
feature matrices of the data-enhanced feature views X and
the adjacency matrix A as inputs to the GCN. There are two
encoders in this model, and the two views from the same
feature after data enhancement share the same GCN encoder,
i.e., they share a common weight matrix W .

C. Attention Pooling to Get Global Graph Representation
Module

One of the key steps in the preparatory phase of multi-level
contrastive learning is to distill the global graph representation
from each view. This study employs an attention pooling layer,
which computes the overall graph representation by weighting
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Fig. 1. Motivation of the MLGSC. First, the spectral-spatial feature views (A1) and texture feature views (A2) are constructed based on the input HSI data,
and the data augmentation is performed on the dual views to obtain the node representations of the dual views using GCN and the global representations of
the views through attention pooling. Then, based on the node representations and global representation of the two feature views, multi-level graph contrastive
Learning is performed to obtain the joint local-global graph representation. Finally, spectral clustering is applied to the affinity matrix.

the node representations of each view. This process employs
an attention mechanism to weight the node representations,
emphasizing each node’s contribution to the global graph
representation.

Specifically, for the set of node features of the k-th view
[zk,1, . . . , zk,N ], we first transform the features through a linear
transformation layer to obtain an attention score for each
node. Subsequently, these scores are computed via the softmax
normalization process, which are transformed into the node’s
attention weights.

Mathematically, this process can be expressed as follows:
the attentional weights of the nodes αP by multiplying the set
of node features with the weight matrix M , applying the tanh
function and softmax function is obtained after normalization.
Then, we apply these attention weights to the corresponding
node features and compute the global graph representation by
weighted summation Sk. The specific mathematical expres-
sions are as follows:

αP = softmax (tanh([zk,1, ..., zk,N ] ·M)) (9)

Sk =

N∑
i=1

αP
i · zk,i (10)

The attention pooling process ensures that the global graph
representation Sk not only captures the overall nature of the
graph structure but also reflects the relative importance of
each node in the graph, providing a detailed and informative
representation for subsequent graph-level contrastive learning.

D. Multi-level contrastive learning modules

How to effectively and comprehensively utilize multi-view
information is a major challenge for multi-view clustering.
That is, we need to learn consistent information from different
views to facilitate more robust clustering. With the above
GCN, we have extracted the multi-view depth features, and
for ease of representation, we denote the feature of a node as
Z and the graph-level representation of a view as S.

In recent years, contrastive learning has shown excellent
performance in unsupervised classification tasks because it can
maintain consistency across views by constraining the distribu-
tion of similarities and dissimilarities. The idea of contrastive
learning is mainly to construct positive and negative samples,
minimize the distance between the positive samples, and at
the same time, maximize the distance between the positive
and negative samples.

However, some recent contrastive learning methods only
focus on node-level contrastive learning, disregarding the
utilization of global graph information. Furthermore, certain
approaches solely concentrate on intra-view contrastive learn-
ing, overlooking the potential contributions of inter-view graph
contrastive learning effects. Therefore, in this model, we
fully consider node-level contrastive learning and graph-level
contrastive learning, and at the same time, we make full use
of the variability between views from different features.

For any node i on the graph, we treat the node representation
in one of the views, denoted as zi as an anchor point, and
the corresponding node representation in the other views z′i
is denoted as positive samples. The other nodes in the same
view are denoted as zj (i ̸= j), and the corresponding nodes
in the other views are denoted as z′j . The zj and z′j are all
denoted as negative samples. Thus, the node-level contrastive
loss can be denoted as:

ℓ(zi, z
′
i) = − log

e(sin(zi,z
′
i)/τ)∑N

k=1 e
(sin(zi,z′

i)/τ) +
∑N

k=1 e
(sin(zi,zk)/τ)

,

(11)
where τ denotes the temperature parameter and it is fixed to
0.05 in this paper, sin(·) denotes the similarity function. The
overall objective of minimization is the average of Eq. (11) for
all given positive samples, which has the following expression:

LCon =
1

2N

N∑
i=1

[ℓ(zi, z
′
i) + ℓ(z′i, zi)]. (12)

Node-level intra-view and inter-view contrastive loss are
defined as LCnode and LDnode respectively. Similar to the prin-
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Fig. 2. Multi-level Contrastive Learning Framework.

ciple of the node-level contrastive loss function, we define the
graph-level contrastive loss function as:

LGraph (si, sj) =

− log
exp

((
sTi sj

)
/τ

)∑
s̃i
exp

((
sTi s̃i

)
/τ

)
+
∑

s̃j
exp

((
sTi s̃j

)
/τ

) . (13)

E. Weighted Feature Fusion Module

After processing through the GCN and the multi-level
contrastive learning module, we obtain multi-view represen-
tations. Effectively fusing these representations is essential
for maximizing their potential. Our objective is to derive a
discriminative fusion feature representation, denoted as Xs,
which captures the comprehensive essence of all views. To
achieve this, we employ a strategy of weighted feature fusion,
ensuring optimal integration of these diverse features.

Given the set of computed feature representations I , we first
construct the weight mapping matrix mk. It is expected that
feature representations extracted from different features have
different fusion weights at the graph node level. Therefore, we
introduce a modal-level and node-level softmax function from
I generating the weight mapping matrix. In this context, for
the i-th node of the graph, z′k and mk are denoted as zik and
mi

k; the weight mapping matrix mk can be defined as:

mi
k =

ez
i
k∑

j∈K ez
i
j

(14)

By multiplying the input feature maps element by element
Xk with the corresponding weight matrix mk and then sum-
ming over all the features, we can obtain a fused feature map:

Fs =
∑
k∈K

Xk ·mk (15)

Since the sum of mi
1, . . . ,m

i
|K| sums to 1, the fusion feature

representation Fs of the range is stabilized to improve stability
against variable modal inputs.

F. Self-Expression Module

Inspired by the graph convolutional subspace clustering
method [21], we improve the traditional self-expression coeffi-
cient matrix to obtain more robust information, and reconstruct
the feature expression as follows:

X = XĀC, s.t. diag (C) = 0 (16)

where C denotes the matrix of self-expression coefficients for
each view, Ā denotes the normalized adjacency matrix, and X
is the initial value of the feature after attention feature fusion
Xs. The final graph self-expression can be defined as:

argmin
C

1

2
∥XAC −X∥2F +

λ

2
∥C∥2F s.t. diag (C) = 0 (17)

where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm, and λ is the equilib-
rium coefficient. Since the self-expression dictionary matrix
Z = XĀ contains global structural information, a clearer
dictionary can be obtained to generate robust affinity matrices.
Thus, the graph convolution self-expression is often utilized
to reconstruct the original data using the self-expression dic-
tionary matrix Z. The self-expression loss function is defined
as follows:

LSE =
1

2
(∥ZC −X∥F + λ∥C∥F )

=
1

2
tr

[
(ZC −X)T (ZC −X) + λCTC

] (18)

We base the multi-view self-expression coefficient matrix
C to construct the affinity matrix W for the subsequent im-
plementation of spectral clustering with the following affinity
matrix expression:

W =
1

2
(|C|+ |C|T) (19)

G. Total Loss Parameter Optimization Module

Considering that there are multiple loss functions in this
model, how to weigh the weights between the losses will have
a direct impact on the final clustering results of the model.

According to the content of each module described earlier,
we can get two node-level contrastive losses and one graph-
level contrastive loss, respectively, multiply them by the cor-
responding weights, sum up, we can get the total loss L for:

L =
1

2σ2
1

LCnode +
1

2σ2
2

LDnode +
1

2σ2
3

LGraph+

1

2σ2
4

LSE + log(

4∏
i=1

σi),

(20)

where {σi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4} denotes the trainable variance of
each task. The larger the σi, the greater uncertainty of the
task, and the corresponding task weights decrease propor-
tionally. Our model co-optimizes the model parameters and
these variances in an end-to-end manner using an adaptive
moment estimation optimizer. To improve the stability of the
model parameter range, we include the regularization term
log

(∏4
i=1 σi

)
.



TABLE I
CLUSTERING RESULTS (OA/NMI/KAPPA) OF VARIOUS METHODS ON FOUR BENCHMARK DATASETS. THE BEST AND SUBOPTIMAL RESULTS ARE

SHOWN IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Dateset Metric k-means SSC l2-SSC RMMF NMFAML EGCSC GCOT HGCSC GR-RSCNet DMISC MLGSC

InP.
OA 0.5962 0.6562 0.6641 0.7125 0.8512 0.8486 0.8451 0.9246 0.9315 0.932 0.9775

NMI 0.4478 0.6106 0.5381 0.4984 0.7261 0.6441 0.7654 0.8921 0.8347 0.839 0.9288
Kappa 0.4412 0.5527 0.5269 0.5607 0.7863 0.6422 0.6385 0.8312 0.9013 0.902 0.9677

PaU.
OA 0.6025 0.6542 0.6912 0.7712 0.8964 0.8421 0.9103 0.9531 0.9775 0.961 0.9996

NMI 0.5306 0.6408 0.6257 0.7384 0.9231 0.8405 0.8804 0.9384 0.9685 0.958 0.9997
Kappa 0.6791 0.5734 0.6883 0.6805 0.8521 0.7968 0.9236 0.9441 0.971 0.948 0.9984

Hou.
OA 0.3928 0.4582 0.5110 0.7310 0.6347 0.6236 - 0.7314 0.8389 0.893 0.9228

NMI 0.4123 0.4963 0.5613 0.7789 0.7965 0.7745 - 0.7014 0.8729 0.877 0.9259
Kappa 0.3287 0.4015 0.4813 0.6213 0.5921 0.5931 - 0.8307 0.8231 0.885 0.9142

XuZ.
OA 0.5589 0.6631 0.6836 0.6145 0.8145 0.7925 - 0.9154 0.9193 - 0.9573

NMI 0.4123 0.5352 0.5967 0.6251 0.7919 0.6958 - 0.8863 0.8741 - 0.9086
Kappa 0.4172 0.4762 0.6593 0.4362 0.7459 0.6482 - 0.8476 0.8642 - 0.9423

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the clustering performance of
MLGSC on four benchmark datasets and compare it with
several state-of-the-art clustering models.

A. Experiment Setup

Datasets. We conduct experiments on four commonly used
HSI datasets, including the Indian Pines dataset, the Pavia
University dataset, the Houston-2013 dataset, and the Xu Zhou
dataset, to ensure that our models are fairly evaluated across
scenarios. The Indian Pines dataset is acquired by the AVIRIS
sensor in Indian Pines in northwestern Indiana, containing
16 land cover types with a spatial resolution of 20 m. The
experimentally selected sub-scene is located at [30-115, 24-
94]. The Pavia University dataset is acquired by the German
ROSIS sensor, containing 9 land cover types with a spatial
resolution of 1.3 m. The experimentally select sub-scenes are
located at [50-350, 100-200]. Houston-2013 dataset is acquired
by ITRES CASI-1500 sensor and contains 12 land cover types.
The size of the dataset is 349*1905, and the experimentally
selected sub-scenes are located at [0-349,0-680]. The Xu Zhou
dataset is acquired by the high-resolution 0.73 m airborne
HySpex imaging spectrometer and contains 5 land cover types.
The dataset contains 436 bands with a spectral range of
415-2508 nm, and the experimentally selected sub-scenes are
located at [0-100,0-260].

Baseline Methods. We compare MLGSC with ten repre-
sentative clustering methods, including traditional clustering
algorithms as well as several excellent clustering algorithms
developed in recent years: K-means [56], SSC [57], SSC with
the introduction of l2-paradigm number (l2-SSC) [17], Ro-
bust Matrix Decomposition of Flows (RMMF) based method
[58], Graph Convolutional Subspace Clustering Algorithm
(EGCSC) [21], GCOT, HGCSC, Graph Regularized Residual
Subspace Clustering Network (GR-RSCNet) [29], and Deep
Mutual Information Subspace Clustering Network (DMISC)
[38]. We follow the settings suggested in the corresponding
articles.

Evaluation Metrics. In order to quantitatively evaluate
the performance of MLGSC and comparison methods, we
use three commonly used evaluation metrics, overall accu-
racy (OA), normalized mutual information (NMI), and Kappa
coefficient (Kappa), to evaluate the models proposed in this
paper. These metrics range from [0,1] (OA and NMI) or [-
1,1] (Kappa), with higher scores indicating more accurate
clustering results.

B. Quantitative Results

Table I shows the clustering performance of MLGSC and
other models for these four datasets. Our model achieves the
best clustering performance for most of the three evaluation
metrics, OA, NMI, and Kappa, significantly outperforming the
other methods. Specifically, for the Indian Pines, Houston, and
Xu Zhou datasets, the OA of the method improves by 4.5-6.5%
compared to the sub-optimal methods. In addition, we observe
the following trends:

(1) Obtaining a global graph representation through atten-
tion pooling can lead to a significant improvement in the
global perception of features. This enhancement is primarily
due to the attention mechanism’s ability to weigh different
parts of the graph according to their relevance, allowing the
model to focus on more informative regions while disregarding
less important ones. Attention pooling dynamically aggregates
node features by considering their contextual importance,
leading to a more comprehensive and nuanced global graph
representation.

(2) Combined consideration of multi-view node-level con-
trastive learning and graph-level contrastive learning can effec-
tively improve the clustering accuracy. Node-level contrastive
learning can utilize the structural information within each
view, while graph-level contrastive learning can fully consider
the variability among views from different features. Our model
fully utilizes the structural information within each view
and the complementary information among multi-views, and
achieves 97.75%, 99.96%, 92.28%, and 95.73% accuracy on
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Fig. 3. Clustering visualization on Indian Pines dataset: (a) original image,
(b) ground truth, (c) k-means, (d) SSC, (e) 12-SSC, (f) EGCSC, (g) HGCSC,
(h) GR-RSCNet, (i) our proposed MLGSC.

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i)

Fig. 4. Clustering visualization of Pavia University dataset: (a) original
image, (b) ground truth, (c) k-means, (d) SSC, (e) 12-SSC, (f) EGCSC, (g)
HGCSC, (h) GR-RSCNet, (i) our proposed MLGSC.

Indian Pines, Pavia University, Houston-2013, and Xu Zhou
datasets, respectively.

(3) Our model outperforms other methods in terms of
experimental accuracy on all four datasets. Specifically, our
model improves 12.52%, 14.96%, 26.14%, and 15.66% on all
datasets, respectively. This suggests that the introduction of
an attention pooling module and the simultaneous use of view
internal structure information and complementary information
among global multi-views can effectively improve the cluster-
ing accuracy, and our model provides a novel solution for HSI
clustering.

C. Comparison With State-of-the-Art Methods

To make a fair comparison between the different methods,
we reproduce the baseline under the same data preprocessing
as MLGSC. We conclude that MLGSC significantly outper-

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i)

Fig. 5. Clustering visualization of Houston2013 dataset: (a) original image,
(b) ground truth, (c) k-means, (d) SSC, (e) 12-SSC, (f) EGCSC, (g) HGCSC,
(h) GR-RSCNet, (i) our proposed MLGSC.

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i)

Fig. 6. Clustering visualization of Xuzhou dataset: (a) original image, (b)
ground truth, (c) k-means, (d) SSC, (e) 12-SSC, (f) EGCSC, (g) HGCSC, (h)
GR-RSCNet, (i) our proposed MLGSC.

  (a)                                                                  (b)

  (c)                                                                  (d)

Fig. 7. On four datasets λ and k: (a) Indian Pines, (b) Pavia University, (c)
Houston2013, (d) Xu Zhou.

forms all other baseline methods on all datasets. For example,
MLGSC improved over baseline on the Indian Pines (OA =
97.75%), Pavia University (OA = 99.96%), Houston2013 (OA
= 92.28%), and Xu Zhou (OA = 95.73%) datasets by at least
4.75, 14.56, and 5.68%. This demonstrates the effectiveness
of the MLGSC method.

Figure 3-6 show the visualization results of different cluster-
ing methods on Indian Pines, Pavia University, Houston2013,
and Xuzhou datasets, respectively. Each image of (a) repre-
sents the original image of the HSI, and (b) shows the ground
truth of the corresponding dataset after removing the irrelevant
background. SSC can extract low-dimensional information
from high-dimensional data structures but does not consider
spatial constraints. In addition, traditional subspace clustering
methods have difficulty in accurately modeling the structure
of HSI, which makes them inferior to deep learning-based
methods. Our model achieves the best visualization results on
all datasets. MLGSC has smaller pretzel noise in clustered
images due to the adaptive aggregation of texture information.
Also, since the GCN model can aggregate neighboring node
information, better homogeneity is maintained within the same
class of regions and the image boundaries remain relatively
intact.

D. Parameter Analysis

In this study, we investigated the effects of the three most
important hyperparameters on the MLGSC framework.

Regularization coefficients λ sensitivity. We choose λ
from [0.01, 0.1, 1, 10, 100, 1000], and through a series of
experiments, we find that smaller values of λ resulted in
lower OA, NMI, and Kappa values. This indicates that the
smaller the value of λ, the less the model is penalized and
the easier it is to overfit the training data. This means that the
model is more inclined to over-rely on the details and noise
of the training data rather than a more generalized clustering



TABLE II
ABLATION STUDIES (OA) FOR DIFFERENT VIEWS, CONTRASTIVE LEARNING, AND ATTENTION POOLING MODULE FOR MLGSC.

No. Attention Pooling
Contrastive Learning Contrastive Learning

Texture Features Space-spectral Features InP PaU Hou XuZ
(Node-level) (Graph-level)

1 × ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9567 0.9431 0.8725 0.9264
2 ✓ × ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.8815 0.8747 0.8066 0.8421
3 ✓ ✓ × ✓ ✓ 0.9236 0.9151 0.8517 0.9133
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ × ✓ 0.8319 0.7964 0.7537 0.8233
5 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ × 0.9281 0.9188 0.7942 0.8029
6 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9775 0.9996 0.9228 0.9573

Fig. 8. The performance comparison of the four datasets with different patch
window sizes w.

Fig. 9. Evolution of loss weights over training epochs on the Indian Pines
dataset, where the loss weight is indicated as exp(−αi) with αi = log(σi).
(a) Weight of LCnode . (b) Weight of LDnode . (c) Weight of LGraph. (d) Weight
of LSE.

structure. As a result, this situation may lead to poorer gener-
alization performance of the model. On the Pavia University
dataset, MLGSC still obtains near-optimal OA, NMI, and
Kappa metrics when varying the value of λ, which suggests
that our method is robust to regularization coefficients.

Sensitivity of nearest neighbor k. Smaller values of k may
lead to a model that is sensitive to noise, while larger values of
k may lead to a model that is too smooth and ignores the local
clustering structure, so it is crucial to choose the appropriate k
value. We chose the effect of k in the range of values between
20 and 40 while keeping other parameters constant. Through a
series of experiments we find that larger values of k resulted in

lower OA, NMI and Kappa, which suggests that larger values
of k may cause the model to over-average the overall structure
and ignore local clustering features in the data. Considering
all kinds of situations, we set the k-values of the four datasets
to 25, 35, 30, and 35, respectively.

Sensitivity to patch window size w. w is the size of the
spatial window used to extract spatial information, which has
a certain degree of influence on the data for local information
capture and model performance tuning. In the experimental
process, we set the interval of the value of w to [5,13] and
gradually increase 2. The experimental results are shown in
Figure 8. We find that if the window size is chosen to be
too small, it may contain more redundant spatial information,
which leads to a loss of accuracy. This indicates that the
model fails to fully consider the overall structure of the data
during the clustering process and focuses too much on the
detailed information of local neighborhoods. This may lead
to instability and inaccuracy of the clustering results, making
the model susceptible to noise and overfitting. MLGSC works
best on these four datasets when the parameter w is 11, 11,
13, and 5, respectively.

Convergence analysis. In Figure 9, we observe the con-
vergence of the MLGSC model by visualizing the clustering
metric on the loss values of 200 training cycles. In the
initialization phase, we use a matrix with all 1s to initialize
the self-expressiveness layer, at which time the model does
not represent the data accurately enough, so the initial clus-
tering of the model is poor. However, as the training period
increases, we can observe that the clustering metrics increase
significantly and then stabilize, while the loss values tend
to converge. Eventually, the four metrics converge at 0.352,
0.468, 0.153, and 0.038, respectively. This indicates that as
training proceeds, the model gradually adjusts the parameters
and learns a more effective representation, thus improving the
clustering performance.

E. Ablation Study

We performed various ablation experiments on each module
in MLGSC to consider the contribution of each module to the
structural soundness of the model. The quantitative results of
the model on the Indian Pines, Pavia University, Houston-2013
and Xu Zhou datasets are given in Table II, and the results are
averaged over 10 experiments.



Ablation experiments on attention pooling module. Table
II compares the clustering accuracies with and without the
attention pooling module. We observe that the model with the
attentional pooling module outperforms the simplified model
without the attentional pooling module on all datasets and
achieves higher OA, NMI, and Kappa. The addition of the
attention pooling module improves the models for the four
datasets by 2.9%, 3.76%, 4.51%, and 6.09%, respectively,
which demonstrates that the attention pooling module signifi-
cantly improves the clustering performance.

Ablation experiments on multi-level contrastive learning.
We consider three contrastive patterns, including contrastive
between the same feature view nodes, contrastive between
different feature view nodes, and graph-level contrastive be-
tween different feature views, which are important components
of the proposed contrastive patterns. Table II compares the
clustering effects of only the comparison between the same
feature view nodes, only the graph-level comparison between
different feature views, and the multi-level comparison mode.
The comparison results show that the multi-level comparison
mode proposed in this paper outperforms its component com-
parison mode, further indicating that better performance can be
achieved synergistically by considering both local and global
comparison modes together.

Ablation experiments on multi-views. We have utilized a
combination of texture features and spectral-spatial features of
HSI data to confirm the superiority of constructing texture fea-
ture views and spectral-spatial feature views at the same time.
Table II compares the experimental results in three cases, i.e.,
constructing only the texture feature views, constructing only
spectral-spatial feature views, and constructing both the texture
view and spectral-spatial feature views at the same time. We
observe that the experimental performance of simultaneously
constructing texture views and spectral-spatial feature views is
significantly better than the other two cases on all datasets, and
this result strongly demonstrates the importance of considering
both texture features and spectral-spatial features.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we introduce the MLGSC model, an advanced
multi-level graph contrastive learning subspace clustering net-
work for HSI clustering. The MLGSC model deeply mines
the potential features of the HSI data through the multi-
view building module and cleverly applies attention pooling
to obtain the global graph representation, an innovative means
that significantly enhances the global perception of features.
Meanwhile, we propose a multi-level graph contrastive learn-
ing strategy that integrates node-level contrastive learning
and graph-level contrastive learning, which further promotes
the effective fusion of information between different feature
views and enhances the consistency and complementarity of
model learning. After testing on several standard HSI datasets,
MLGSC achieves a new level of clustering accuracy, proving
the effectiveness of the proposed method. In the future, we
plan to optimize the model for larger datasets to expand its
potential and coverage in practical applications.
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