
1

Superpixelwise Low-rank Approximation based
Partial Label Learning for Hyperspectral Image
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Abstract—Insufficient prior knowledge of a captured hyper-
spectral image (HSI) scene may lead the experts or the automatic
labeling systems to offer incorrect labels or ambiguous labels
(i.e., assigning each training sample to a group of candidate
labels, among which only one of them is valid; this is also
known as partial label learning) during the labeling process.
Accordingly, how to learn from such data with ambiguous labels
is a problem of great practical importance. In this paper, we
propose a novel superpixelwise low-rank approximation (LRA)-
based partial label learning method, namely SLAP, which is the
first to take into account partial label learning in HSI classifica-
tion. SLAP is mainly composed of two phases: disambiguating the
training labels and acquiring the predictive model. Specifically,
in the first phase, we propose a superpixelwise LRA-based model,
preparing the affinity graph for the subsequent label propagation
process while extracting the discriminative representation to
enhance the following classification task of the second phase.
Then to disambiguate the training labels, label propagation
propagates the labeling information via the affinity graph of
training pixels. In the second phase, we take advantage of the
resulting disambiguated training labels and the discriminative
representations to enhance the classification performance. The
extensive experiments validate the advantage of the proposed
SLAP method over state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—Low-rank, superpixelwise, hyperspectral image
classification, partial label learning

I. INTRODUCTION

The hyperspectral image (HSI) data inevitably contains
two categories of ambiguity: feature ambiguity and label
ambiguity. The feature ambiguity (or called the spectral vari-
ations) always exists in the acquired HSIs, i.e., pixels of the
same material may change greatly, which will degrade the
performance of the succeeding HSI classification task. To deal
with the feature ambiguity arising from the noise related to
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complicated environmental circumstances, many low-rank ap-
proximation (LRA)-based methods [1], [2], [3], [4] and other
feature extraction methods [5], [6], [7] have been proposed to
relieve its impact and accordingly improve the classification
performance. On the other hand, most of the existing HSI
classification methods often assume that the training samples
are correctly labeled. However, such an assumption may not
always be true due to the requirement of extensive knowledge
while labeling a captured scene. Label ambiguity always
exists, resulting from incorrect labeling or ambiguous labeling
in the labeling process. In recent years, incorrect labeling
(or called noisy label learning) has already gained attention
in the HSI classification task [8], [9]. However, ambiguous
labeling (or called partial label learning [10], [11]) has never
been considered in HSI classification, which indicates that
each training instance is associated with a candidate label set,
among which only one label is valid. Such a problem has been
quite popular in many real-world scenarios [11], e.g., computer
vision and natural language processing, etc. In these fields,
many partial label learning approaches have been proposed,
in which the major strategy is trying to solve the learning
task by disambiguating the candidate label set, such as graph-
based disambiguation [10], [11], [12], and semi-supervised
disambiguation [10], etc. Partial label learning should be as
pervasive as noisy label learning in HSI classification due to
the following reasons:

1) The land cover is very complex, e.g., low interclass
discriminability and high intraclass variations, and the infor-
mation offered to the expert or the automatic labeling system
is very limited. They may find it challenging to tell the ground-
truth labels of some confusing pixels whose class labels seem
ambiguous, i.e., several classes all seem likely to be the
ground-truth class associated with such a confusing pixel.
Hence, a natural way to address such a case is to provide
a candidate label set instead of one ground-truth label.

2) If multiple experts are invited to label the pixels of the
same land cover at the same time, the labeling results for
the same pixel may be inconsistent among different experts,
accordingly collecting all candidate labels marked by them
for an identical pixel seems a commonly used way in such a
labeling system.

However, the previous HSI classification methods never
considered the above partial label learning problem [10],
[11], which has been well studied. Moreover, existing partial
label learning methods are insufficient to capture the data
characteristics of an HSI, such as the local spatial structure
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[13], [14], i.e., the pixels within a small local region often
come from the same class. Accordingly, we propose a novel
superpixelwise LRA-based partial label learning method, in
which the data characteristics inherited in an HSI and partial
label learning are combined into one unified framework. Pre-
cisely, such a framework mainly consists of two phases, i.e.,
disambiguating the training labels and acquiring the predictive
model. In the first phase, we build a superpixelwise LRA-
based model, which generates the local affinity graph for
the subsequent label propagation process and extracts the
discriminative representation alleviating the feature ambiguity.
After that, the resulting affinity graph is then used to assist
the label propagation process, which can disambiguate the
training labels. After that, in the second phase, the resulting
disambiguated labels of training data and the discriminative
representations of all pixels are then input into a typical classi-
fier. Experiments demonstrate that the proposed SLAP method
outperforms state-of-the-art methods significantly.

II. METHODOLOGY

Let Y = [y1, y2, . . . , yc] be the label space concerning c
class labels. Partial label learning targets to acquire a predictive
model from the given training data D = {(xi, Ci)|1 ≤ i ≤ p},
where xi ∈ Rd×1 denotes the feature representation of the i-th
training pixel, i.e., a d-dimensional feature vector; and Ci ⊆ Y
denotes its candidate label set.

The proposed SLAP method consists of two phases: dis-
ambiguating the training labels and acquiring the predictive
model. In the first phase, we propose a Laplacian regularized
local LRA-based model and conduct it on each homogeneous
region, i.e., superpixel. Such a strategy is capable of generating
the local affinity graph for the succeeding label propagation
process while extracting the discriminative representation to
enhance the subsequent classification process (see more details
in Section II-A). After that, to disambiguate the training label,
we build the similarity graph corresponding to the training
data and perform the label propagation (see more details in
Section II-B). In the second phase, the resulting discriminative
representation combined with the disambiguated train labels
are input into a specific classifier, such as SVM (see more
details in Section II-C). In the following, we introduce the
proposed SLAP in detail.

A. Local Affinity Graph and Discriminative Representation

After performing the superpixel segmentation (i.e., the en-
tropy rate superpixel method [15]) on an HSI, the HSI image
X is segmented into K superpixels, i.e., [X1, X2, . . . , XK],
where Xi ∈ Rd×ni is the i-th superpixel containing ni pixels.
For each superpixel, we formulate a Laplacian regularized
local LRA-based model as follows, which can output the
discriminative feature representation that removes the noises
(i.e., XiZi in problem (1)), and the local affinity graph (i.e.,
the coefficient matrix Zi) for the succeeding label propagation
process (see more details in the succeeding Section II-B).

1) The Model:

min
Zi,Ei

∥Zi∥∗ + λ∥Ei∥2,1 + γTr(XiZiGi(XiZi)
T)

s.t.Xi = XiZi +Ei,Zi ≥ 0,
(1)

where ∥ · ∥2,1 and ∥ · ∥∗ are the ℓ2,1 norm and nuclear norm
operations, respectively, λ and γ are the trade-off parameters,
Ei, Zi, and Gi are the noisy part, the coefficient matrix,
and the Laplacian matrix corresponding to Xi, respectively.
Precisely, we follow the suggestions in [16] to build the
superpixel-guided Laplacian matrix Gi as a prior.

2) Optimization: To solve problem (1), we adopt two
auxiliary variables Wi and Ji to reformulate it as

min
Wi,Zi,Ei,Ji

∥Wi∥∗ + λ∥Ei∥2,1 + γTr(XiJiGiJ
T
i X

T
i )

s.t. Xi = XiZi +Ei,Zi ≥ 0,Zi = Ji,Wi = Zi.
(2)

The inexact augmented Lagrangian multiplier (IALM) [17] is
employed to solve problem (2), which alternatively updates
the variables Wi, Zi, Ei, and Ji. The augmented Lagrangian
of problem (2) can be written as

min
Wi,Zi,Ei,Ji

∥Wi∥∗ + λ∥Ei∥2,1 + γTr(XiJiGiJ
T
i X

T
i )

+
µ

2
∥Xi −XiZi −Ei +

Γ1,i

µ
∥2F (3)

+
µ

2
∥Zi − Ji +

Γ2,i

µ
∥2F +

µ

2
∥Zi −Wi +

Γ3,i

µ
∥2F

s.t. Zi ≥ 0,

where Γ1,i,Γ2,i,Γ3,i are three Lagrange multipliers, ∥ · ∥F
denotes the Frobenius norm, and µ is a positive scalar. In the
following part, we show how to update the four subproblems.

a) By keeping other variables fixed, the Wi subproblem
becomes

min
Wi

∥Wi∥∗ +
µ

2
∥Pi −Wi∥2F , (4)

where Pi = Zi +
Γ3,i

µ . Let UiΣiV
T
i be the singular value

decomposition (SVD) of Pi, the closed-form solution of
problem (4) is obtained as

Wi = UiTµ−1 (Σi)V
T
i , (5)

where Tε(w) is a shrinkage operator, i.e., Tε(w) :=
sgn(w)(|w| − ε)+, and sgn(·) represents the signum function
indicating the sign of a number.

b) By keeping other variables fixed, the Zi subproblem
becomes

min
Zi≥0

µ

2
∥Xi −XiZi −Ei +

Γ1,i

µ
∥2F

+
µ

2
∥Zi − Ji +

Γ2,i

µ
∥2F +

µ

2
∥Zi −Wi +

Γ3,i

µ
∥2F .

(6)

Problem (6) has a closed-form solution as

Zi = max
(
Ẑi, 0

)
, (7)

where Ẑi is formulated as

Ẑi =
(
XT

i Xi + 2I
)−1

(
XT

i Xi −XT
i Ei +

XT
i Γ1,i

µ

+ Ji −
Γ2,i

µ
+Wi −

Γ3,i

µ

)
,

(8)

where I is an identity matrix.
c) By keeping other variables fixed, the Ei subproblem

becomes

min
Ei

λ∥Ei∥2,1 +
µ

2
∥Xi −XiZi −Ei +

Γ1,i

µ
∥2F . (9)
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Problem (9) has a closed-form solution [18] as

Ei(:, j) =

{
∥Di(:,j)∥−λ

µ

∥Di(:,j)∥
Di(:, j), if λ

µ
< ∥Di(:, j)∥,

0, otherwise,
j = 1, 2, . . . , ni.

(10)

where Di = Xi−XiZi+
Γ1,i

µ , Ei(:, j) and Di(:, j) represent
the jth column of Ei and Di, respectively.

d) By keeping other variables fixed, the Ji subproblem
becomes

min
Ji

γTr
(
XiJiGiJ

T
i X

T
i

)
+

µ

2
∥Zi − Ji +

Γ2,i

µ
∥2F. (11)

By taking the derivative of problem (11) with respect to Ji

and setting it to zero, we have

2γXT
i XiJi + µJiG

†
i = µ

(
Zi +

Γ2,i

µ

)
G†

i , (12)

where G†
i denotes the pseudoinverse matrix of Gi. Problem

(12) is a Sylvester equation, which can be addressed by using
the MATLAB function sylvester ().

e) The Lagrange multipliers Γ1,i, Γ2,i, Γ3,i and the positive
scalar µ are updated as

Γiter+1
1,i = Γiter

1,i + µ (Xi −XiZi −Ei) ,

Γiter+1
2,i = Γiter

2,i + µ (Zi − Ji) , (13)

Γiter+1
3,i = Γiter

3,i + µ (Zi −Wi) ,

µiter+1 = min
(
µmax, ρµ

iter
)
,

where iter indicates the iteration index, and the parameter ρ >
1 increases the speed of convergence.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the IALM-based optimization al-
gorithm for solving the LRA-based model of the proposed
SLAP method in problem (1).

Algorithm 1 Algorithm for solving problem (1).
Input: Xi, Gi, and regularization parameters λ, γ.
Output: Zi, Ei.

1: Initialize: Wi ← 0, Zi ← 0, Ei ← 0, Ji ← 0, Γ1,i ← 0,
Γ2,i ← 0, Γ3,i ← 0, µ = 10−4, µmax = 1012, ϵ = 10−3,
ρ = 1.1;

2: while not converged do
3: Update Wi via the closed-form (5);
4: Update Zi via the closed-form (7);
5: Update Ei via the closed-form (10);
6: Update Ji by solving (12);
7: Update Γ1,i, Γ2,i, Γ3,i, and µ by using (13);
8: Check the convergence condition: ∥Xi −XiZi −Ei∥∞ ≤ ϵ,

∥Zi − Ji∥∞ ≤ ϵ, and ∥Zi −Wi∥∞ ≤ ϵ.
9: end while

B. Label Propagation for Disambiguation

In partial label learning, label propagation has been proven
to be effective [10] in disambiguating the training labels, which
propagates the labeling information via the affinity graph and
thus leads to the connection between the feature and label
spaces.

Concretely, with the resulting affinity graphs (i.e., the coef-
ficient matrices Z = {Z1,Z2, . . . ,ZK}) that output in Section

II-A, we first denote Z̃tr as the affinity matrix corresponding
to the training data D, which is defined as

Z̃i,j
tr =

{
Z

vi,vj
Di

, if Di = Dj ,
0, otherwise,

(14)

where Di and Dj respectively denote the indices of super-
pixels corresponding to the i-th and j-th training pixel; vi
and vj are the indices in ZDi that the i-th and j-th train-
ing pixel located in, respectively. To promote the following
label propagation process, we normalize Z̃tr by column, i.e.,
z̃itr =

z̃i
tr

∥z̃i
tr∥2

, where z̃itr is the i-th column of Z̃tr. Then,
the affinity graph of the training data can be expressed as
G̃tr =

Z̃tr+Z̃T
tr

2 .
For the subsequent label propagation, we then denote Q =

[qi,j ]p×c as the labeling confidence matrix, where qi,b ≥ 0
that represents the probability of the label yb being the ground-
truth label of xi. As each training pixel owns several candidate
labels in partial label learning, we equally treat each candidate
label and initialize the labeling confidence matrix Q as

1 ≤ i ≤ p : Q
(0)
i,b =

{
1

|Ci|
, if yb ∈ Ci,

0, if yb /∈ Ci.
(15)

Generally, to update the labeling confidence matrix, we
propagate the labeling information in conjunction with the
affinity graph G̃tr, which can be described as

Q̃(t) = (1− α) ·Q(0) + α · G̃tr ·Q(t−1), (16)

where Q̃(t) denotes the labeling confidence matrix of the t-
th iteration, and α ∈ (0, 1) makes a trade-off between the
initial labeling confidence matrix (i.e., Q(0)) and the outcome
inheriting from the previous iteration (i.e., G̃tr ·Q(t−1)). We
thereafter rescale Q̃(t) into Q(t) as follows:

1 ≤ i ≤ p : Q
(t)
i,b =


Q̃

(t)
i,b∑

yl∈Ci
Q̃

(t)
i,l

, if yb ∈ Ci,

0, if yb /∈ Ci.
(17)

C. Predictive Model

After learning Q (see more details in Section II-B), the
disambiguated labels R of training data can be defined as

Ri = arg max
yl∈Ci

Qi,l. (18)

These resulting disambiguated labels R and the discriminative
representations (or called the denoised feature representations)
for all K homogeneous regions (see more details in Section
II-A), i.e., [X1Z1,X2Z2, . . . ,XKZK ], are then input into a
typical classifier (e.g., SVM).

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Datasets and Settings

In this section, the experiments are conducted on two
commonly used benchmark datasets1, i.e., Indian Pines and
Salinas Valley. The Indian Pines dataset contains an image of
size 145×145 with 16 classes, where each pixel is represented
in a 200-dimensional spectral band. The Salinas Valley dataset

1http://www.ehu.eus/ccwintco/index.php/Hyperspectral Remote Sensing Scenes

http://www.ehu.eus/ccwintco/index.php/Hyperspectral_Remote_Sensing_Scenes
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Fig. 1. Illustration about how λ and γ affect the OA of SLAP. Here we set
r = 1 and the training percentage of each class as 5% and 1% for Indian
Pines (a) and Salinas Valley (b), respectively.

contains an image of size 512 × 217 with 16 classes, where
each pixel is represented in a 204-dimensional spectral band.

Three common evaluation criteria are selected to assess the
performance, i.e., overall accuracy (OA), average accuracy
(AA), and Kappa coefficient (κ). Concretely, following the
widely used controlling protocol [10], [11] in the partial label
setting, the candidate label set of each training pixel comprises
the ground-truth label and r randomly selected false labels
from Y (i.e., |Ci| = r+1). Moreover, our experiments set the
candidate values of r as 1 or 2.

Following the suggestion in [16], we empirically set the
number of superpixels as 64 and 150 for Indian Pines and
Salinas Valley, respectively.

B. Parameter Analysis

Here we conduct the parameter analysis on the parameters
λ, γ, and α of the proposed SLAP method. Specifically,
the values of λ and γ are selected from {0.01, 0.1, 1} and
{0, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 70, 100} respectively.

As shown in Fig. 1, with a fixed value of α, i.e., 0.9, we
first study how the performance of SLAP changes with values
of λ and γ changing. We can find that the highest OAs differ
greatly with different values of λ, e.g., the value increases
from 89.31 % to 92.85 % with λ increasing from 0.01 to 1
on Indian Pines. Furthermore, with a specified value of λ, the
value of OA often first increases and then decreases with the
increasing γ. Moreover, the proposed SLAP method achieves
the highest OA with λ = 1 and γ = 20 for Indian Pines, and
λ = 0.01 and γ = 0.1 for Salinas Valley.

Furthermore, we also investigate the effect of the parameter
α. Fig. 2 shows how the parameter α affects the performance
on both datasets.

Consequently, in the succeeding experiments, we set the
parameters λ and γ to the optimal values according to Fig. 1.
Furthermore, the parameter α is set as 0.96 for both datasets.

C. Comparison of Classification Performance

We validate the advantage of the proposed SLAP method
by comparing it with several state-of-the-art HSI classification
methods, and one partial label learning method [11] which
is not for HSI; including a) four LRA-based methods, i.e.,
S3LRR [1], LSSTRPCA [2], LPGTRPCA [3], and OLRT [4],
b) two spatial-spectral feature extraction methods, i.e., LCMR
[19] and SVM-CK [20], and c) one partial label learning
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Fig. 2. Illustration about how α affects the OA of SLAP. Here we set r = 1
and the training percentage of each class as 5% and 1% for Indian Pines (a)
and Salinas Valley (b), respectively.
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Fig. 3. The performance comparisons concerning OA, AA, and κ under
various training percentages of each class with r = 1 or 2 on Indian Pines.
Specifically, (a)-(b) for OA with r = 1 and 2, (c)-(d) for AA with r = 1 and
2, and (e)-(f) for κ with r = 1 and 2.

method, i.e., PL-AGGD [11]. Along with the recovered repre-
sentation, all the LRA-based methods use the SVM with the
RBF kernel as the classifier. In addition, the compared HSI
classification methods regard each training pixel as the positive
instance for all the class labels contained in its candidate label
set, as the previous HSI classification methods have never
considered the partial label setting.

We use the recommended settings for all the compared
methods in their papers. All the experiments are performed
ten times with the random selection of the training pixels and
the candidate labels, and the average results are presented.

Figs. 3 and 4 show the performance comparison between the
proposed method and the compared methods under different
training percentages per class with r=1 or 2 on Indian Pines
and Salinas Valley, respectively. As illustrated by them, the
proposed SLAP method shows a remarkable superiority over
all the compared methods with various training percentages.
Such an advantage of the proposed SLAP method comes
from the lack of previous methods to combine the partial
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Fig. 4. The performance comparisons concerning OA, AA, and κ under
various training percentages of each class with r = 1 or 2 on Salinas Valley.
Specifically, (a)-(b) for OA with r = 1 and 2, (c)-(d) for AA with r = 1 and
2, and (e)-(f) for κ with r = 1 and 2.

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

(f) (g) (h) (i)

Fig. 5. The classification maps of all the methods on Indian Pines with
5% training pixels per class and r = 1. (a) Ground-truth; (b) Proposed
(OA=93.69%); (c) S3LRR (OA=85.37%); (d) LSSTRPCA (OA=74.14%);
(e) LPGTRPCA (OA=85.65%); (f) OLRT (OA=74.27%); (g) LCMR
(OA=89.51%); (h) SVM-CK (OA=76.74%); (i) PL-AGGD (OA=65.52%).

label setting and the data characteristics of an HSI. We can
also observe that the performances of all methods gradually
increase with the increasing training percentage. Furthermore,
they almost decrease with r increasing from 1 to 2 in most
cases, indicating that more false labels (i.e., the bigger value
of r) bring more classification difficulties. In addition, Fig.
5 shows the classification maps of all the methods with 5%
training pixels per class and r = 1 on Indian Pines, further
demonstrating the superiority of the proposed method.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this letter, we propose the SLAP method, the first
concerning partial label learning problem in HSI classification.
Owing to the exploration of discriminative representations and
disambiguated training labels, our SLAP method can alleviate
both the feature ambiguity (i.e., spectral variations) and the

label ambiguity (i.e., partial label learning). The experiments
demonstrate the advantage of the proposed SLAP method
compared with the state-of-the-art methods.
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