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ABSTRACT

Hyperspectral imaging (HSI) analysis faces computational bottlenecks due to
massive data volumes that exceed available memory. While foundation mod-
els pre-trained on large remote sensing datasets show promise, their learned
representations often fail to transfer to domain-specific applications like close-
range agricultural monitoring where spectral signatures, spatial scales, and se-
mantic targets differ fundamentally. This report presents Deep Global Clus-
tering (DGC), a conceptual framework for memory-efficient HSI segmentation
that learns global clustering structure from local patch observations without pre-
training. DGC operates on small patches with overlapping regions to enforce
consistency, enabling training in under 30 minutes on consumer hardware while
maintaining constant memory usage. On a leaf disease dataset, DGC achieves
background-tissue separation (mean IoU 0.925) and demonstrates unsupervised
disease detection through navigable semantic granularity. However, the frame-
work suffers from optimization instability rooted in multi-objective loss bal-
ancing—meaningful representations emerge rapidly but degrade due to cluster
over-merging in feature space. We position this work as intellectual scaffold-
ing: the design philosophy has merit, but stable implementation requires prin-
cipled approaches to dynamic loss balancing. Code and data are available at
https://github.com/b05611038/HSI_global_clustering.

1 INTRODUCTION

Hyperspectral imaging (HSI) captures hundreds of narrow spectral bands per pixel, adding spectral
detail to spatial information and enabling field monitoring and crop assessment in precision agri-
culture (Khan et al., 2022). Unlike RGB images with three channels, HSI extends to hundreds of
wavelength-specific channels (e.g., 400 nm, 402 nm, ..., 1000 nm). Critically, HSI channels reflect
chemical compositions sensed naturally by the camera (Wang & Zhao, [2016), providing physically
meaningful features rather than learned abstractions from convolutional layers. While HSI data may
pass through the same computational operations as deep learning features, the practical bottleneck
lies elsewhere: data transfer between disk, RAM, and VRAM. A single HSI cube (1000 x 1000
pixels, 301 bands) occupies over 1 GB, creating difficulties at every processing stage. For datasets
containing tens or hundreds of cubes, loading entire datasets into memory becomes impractical.
This technical report extends our conference paper presented at ACPA 2025 (Chang et al., [2025)),
focusing on efficient feature extraction methods for HSI datasets containing millions to billions of
pixels.

To prevent misunderstanding the nature of HSI spectral channels, we must clarify an important dis-
tinction. The wavelength ranges captured by HSI cameras (e.g., 400-1000 nm, or up to 1900 nm
in some systems) do not directly reveal the molecular composition of samples—that would require
mid-infrared bands (Flores Rangel et al.| 2024), which are strongly affected by water vapor in prac-
tical settings. However, this does not diminish the value of visible and near-infrared HSI. On the
contrary, many objects are readily distinguishable in spectral space even without spatial informa-
tion. For instance, crops in agricultural HSI data can often be separated from backgrounds (tables,
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conveyors) using spectral signatures alone. This unique property has profound implications for HSI
modeling: treating spectral channels as simply scaled versions of learned features—analogous to
treating depth maps as auxiliary features—oversimplifies what HSI represents. Because entities
can sometimes be detected from spectral information alone, any architecture for HSI analysis must
carefully balance spectral and spatial features rather than defaulting to spatial-dominant designs
inherited from RGB computer vision.

This study focuses on learning representations that balance spectral and spatial information effi-
ciently. In deep learning (DL), “representation” refers to the output at any stage of a neural network,
typically the vectors from later layers. These numerical vectors must connect back to real entities for
practical use. When networks receive explicit signals to guide entity recognition, this is supervised
learning; when they discover structure without such guidance, this is unsupervised learning—the
focus of this work. How can we realize unsupervised learning for HSI in practice? Foundation
models with self-supervised pre-training offer one promising direction, recently exemplified by Hy-
persigma, HyperSL, and Spectralearth (Braham et al., [2025; [Kong et al., 2025} Wang et al., 2025).
By scaling transformer pre-training—following successful patterns in other domains—these mod-
els outperform methods developed on single datasets. However, this approach faces limitations
when dealing with unknown sources and entities absent from pre-training data. Not every research
group can afford the computational cost of large model pre-training or fine-tuning, nor navigate the
complexities of hyperparameter tuning at scale. Moreover, publicly available HSI datasets are domi-
nated by remote sensing applications, leaving gaps in other domains such as food quality assessment
and close-range agricultural monitoring where HSI is also widely used but data remains scarce and
domain-specific.

This study deeply examines how differences manifest in HSI data and proposes an efficient al-
gorithm for capturing meaningful representations. The core concept—Deep Global Clustering
(DGC)—dynamically approximates dataset-level clustering through a representation function that
accesses only local patches from individual HSI cubes. While DGC exhibits complex learning dy-
namics that prevent robust convergence, its efficiency enables rapid exploration: successful cases
complete training in under 30 minutes on a single GPU with approximately 10 GB VRAM. We do
not claim DGC as a production-ready solution applicable across contexts. Rather, we position the
conceptual framework—Iearning global semantic structure from local observations while respect-
ing HST’s spectral-spatial duality—as the durable contribution. Both successful and failed cases are
reported with diagnostic analysis of instability sources. Our hope is that this honest documentation
aids researchers developing more robust, generalizable, and efficient methods for HSI representation
learning, whether by resolving DGC’s optimization challenges or by adopting its design principles
in alternative architectures.

2 DESIGN PHILOSOPHY

Revisiting the meaning of numerical vector representations: how do we distinguish them as differ-
ent? The answer is straightforward—vectors have different values. Given any mapping function, the
basic unit (pixels in HSI) can be distinguished when spectra differ, ideally while also considering
neighboring context. This intuition resembles RGB image processing, but what distinguishes HSI
at a more abstract level? In conventional images, a pixel appears different primarily when it con-
trasts with its neighbors. Classical methods like SuperPixels and Histogram of Oriented Gradients
(HOG) operationalize this concept by grouping spatially coherent regions or capturing local gradient
patterns (Petrou & Petrou), 2010). While DL has largely superseded these hand-crafted features in
performance, the underlying principles—spatial coherence and local contrast—remain encoded in
learned convolutional filters (Zeiler & Fergus| 2014)).

In HSI, spectral features must play a more critical role in representation learning. Even when pix-
els appear similar in pseudo-RGB visualization, their spectral signatures naturally distinguish them
if they belong to different entities. However, spectral features cannot be used directly—like RGB
images, HSI data suffers from illumination variation across acquisitions. Here lies the critical in-
sight: a group of pixels appears different from neighbors because they are genuinely different in
their learned representations. Humans perceive a darker region with specific boundaries; in vec-
tor space, these manifest as distinct numerical values. Extending this concept to the global level
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Figure 1: Representation of leaf dataset. (a) Global entites shares across two HSI cube. (b) Con-
struction of HSI-DGC.

(dataset-level): representations of the same entity type should inherit local distinctions while being
recognized as a consistent global category (Fig. [Th).

To construct this shared feature space, we need “memory”—anchors that convey differences be-
tween grouped pixels. Anchors are necessary because human visual cognition does not operate at
the pixel level (too noisy and detailed); instead, we perceive clusters of similar objects. Clustering
thus becomes the natural mechanism for realizing memory in feature space. More cluster centers
enable finer-grained abstraction of entity types. If every local clustering function can approximate
the global one, unsupervised learning from this abstraction produces representations that align with
natural human perception. Formally, this requires finding a global clustering function f, such that
fq(HSI) = {fi(x),x € HSI; fa(x),x € HSIy;...}, where each local function f; operates on
individual HSI cubes (Fig. [Ip). This resembles classical clustering mechanically (assign pixels to
nearest centroid), but with an important property: not all K clusters need to be active in every scene.
A dataset with only healthy leaves may only activate background and tissue clusters, leaving the le-
sion cluster unused until infected samples appear. While this may seem impractical mathematically,
DGC attempts to realize this concept efficiently through patch-based approximation.

3 DEEP GLOBAL CLUSTERING (DGC)

3.1 ARCHITECTURE AND LATENT SPACE REFINEMENT

DGC consists of two parametric components: a CNN feature encoder and memorized cluster cen-
troids (Fig. [Zh). The encoder uses a hybrid 1D/2D architecture to balance spectral compression
and spatial context. Three 1D convolutional layers (kernel size 9) compress the spectral dimension
from 301 bands to 32-dimensional embeddings, followed by two 2D convolutional layers (kernel
size 3 x 3) that incorporate local spatial information. All layers use ReLU activation and maintain
32 output channels throughout. After mapping HSI pixels to this 32-dimensional feature space,
an unrolled mean-shift module with five iterations refines the pixel clustering (Comaniciu & Meer,
2002). Mean-shift aggregates nearby pixels in feature space while separating distant ones, effec-
tively smoothing the cluster assignments. Pixels are then labeled by their nearest memorized cen-
troid (using L2 distance), producing pseudo-segmentation maps. The learned clusters function as
abstract entity types that can be manually aggregated for downstream applications. For instance, if
DGC learns K=16 clusters and visual inspection reveals clusters O and 1 both represent background,
they can be merged into a single semantic category. While automatic aggregation through neigh-
bor analysis is theoretically possible, this study focuses on manual semantic assignment as a more
interpretable and controllable workflow.

3.2 LEARNING STRATEGY

DGC training proceeds in two stages: grid preparation and two-stage optimization (Fig. [2b).

Grid Preparation. DGC’s core principle is learning global abstractions from local differences. To
operationalize this, two partially overlapping grids (G, G2) are sampled from the same HSI cube
at each training step. This overlap creates three pixel subsets with distinct roles:

* Overlapping pixels (G; N G2): Must receive consistent cluster assignments despite being
processed through different spatial contexts, enforcing global consistency.
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Figure 2: Deep Global Clustering (DGC) architecture and training workflow. (a) Architecture: hy-
brid 1D/2D CNN encoder compresses HSI to 32-dimensional feature space, followed by unrolled
mean-shift clustering using memorized centroids. (b) Training procedure: overlapping patches en-
able learning global cluster structure from local observations through four-term loss optimization
and EMA centroid updates.

* Non-overlapping pixels (G; \ G2 and G2\ G1): Provide independent samples for learning
cluster structure within each grid.

This differs fundamentally from self-supervised learning approaches that apply different transfor-
mations to the same image (Gui et al.| 2024). SSL seeks invariance to augmentations; DGC seeks
consistency across spatial regions. The overlapping pixels serve as “anchors” connecting local clus-
tering results—if G; and G5 assign overlapping pixels to consistent clusters despite seeing different
spatial neighborhoods, the learned representation captures global structure. While three or more
overlapping grids could strengthen this constraint, two grids provide the minimum configuration
needed: one pair of overlapping regions to enforce consistency, plus non-overlapping regions to pre-
vent the model from simply memorizing fixed assignments. This balances computational efficiency
with the conceptual requirement of linking local observations to global clustering.

DGC Learning: Gradient Descent for Feature Encoding and Exponential Moving Average for
Centroids DGC learns the CNN feature encoder and cluster centroids through two alternating
phases: (I) gradient descent updates the encoder to construct a better embedding space given fixed
centroids, and (II) exponential moving average (EMA) repositions centroids based on the current
embedding space. These phases are mutually dependent: phase (I) produces better clustering geom-
etry given current centroids, while phase (I) moves centroids to positions that better represent pixel
groupings in the learned space.

This learning strategy optimistically assumes the feature space can be constructed into a good ge-
ometry from random initialization. In practice, this does not occur without intervention. Therefore,
phase (I) includes an unconventional regularization term in the loss function to handle poor initial-
ization. We acknowledge this term affects convergence and likely contributes to instability in some
scenarios. However, without this adjustment, DGC fails to learn any semantic structure regardless
of training duration. We view this as an inevitable tradeoff between initialization robustness and
optimization stability.



In phase (I), DGC optimizes four complementary objectives on overlapping patch pairs (G1, G2):

(1) Compactness: Pulls pixels toward their assigned cluster centers in embedding space:

1 k
Ecomp = ﬁ Z pl(n)(l - COS(Zbia Ck))
b,i,k
where péf) is the soft assignment probability and cos(-, -) denotes cosine similarity between normal-
ized embeddings.

(2) Orthogonality: Encourages cluster centroids to be diverse by penalizing their pairwise correla-

tions:
Eorth = Z(CiTCj)2 = ||C’C(T - IH%‘
i#j

(3) Balance + Uniform Assignment: Two complementary terms prevent cluster collapse. The
balance term maximizes entropy of marginal cluster usage:

K
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The uniform assignment term addresses cluster imbalance by encouraging a uniform distribution of
pixels across all K clusters. It constructs pseudo-labels targeting exactly | M /K | pixels per cluster
and minimizes cross-entropy against the model’s soft predictions:

1 ZM )
— Yi
[-:um'f - _M ra logpi

where yf € {1, ..., K'} are pseudo-labels designed to enforce balanced cluster usage. This provides
strong redistribution pressure to escape initialization collapse where all pixels are assigned to a single
cluster. The practical implementation of pseudo-label construction involves sampling strategies that
approximate uniform target distributions while remaining computationally efficient.

(4) Consistency: Enforces similar cluster distributions across overlapping patches via symmetric
KL divergence:
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The total loss combines these terms:
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comp comp

where superscripts denote the two crops.

This integration enforces pixel-level features to group with local neighbors while maintaining repul-
sion between memorized centroids, mimicking the cognitive process of glimpsing complex patterns
for simple visual grouping. By operating directly on pixel-level features with limited spatial con-
text, DGC constructs a feature space fundamentally different from foundation models. We note
that transformer-based architectures are poorly suited for this conceptual framework due to exten-
sive pixel interactions in self-attention mechanisms. The structural inductive bias of CNNs—Iocal
receptive fields and limited spatial mixing—better aligns with the principle of learning global struc-
ture from local observations.

Centroid Updates: After each gradient step, cluster centers are updated via exponential moving
average (EMA) based on the weighted mean of assigned pixel embeddings:
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Dead clusters (those with assignment mass below threshold) receive small random perturbations to
encourage reactivation. All centers are then L2-normalized to maintain unit norm.



This second stage serves as position refinement for cluster centroids. While stage I (gradient descent)
optimizes the feature space geometry, it provides no guarantee that the memorized centroids occupy
their true geometric centers in that space. Stage II prevents centroids from drifting away from
appropriate regions—ensuring they remain close to their assigned pixel clusters in feature space,
even if not at the exact mathematical centroid. This refinement is essential to the DGC framework:
centroids must accurately represent their clusters to enable consistent global clustering across local
patch observations.

3.3 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

For specific hyperparameter configurations, please refer to the GitHub repository where default
settings correspond to those used in this report.

Efficiency through patch-based learning. DGC achieves memory efficiency by operating on small
patches rather than full HSI cubes. Each training step samples two 64 x 64 patches from a single
1000 x 1000 cube (=~ 250x reduction in pixels per iteration), with partial overlap to enforce global
consistency via Lgos. Once a cube is loaded, multiple patch pairs are sampled before advancing to
the next cube, increasing effective iteration counts by 10x to 100x without additional disk I/O. This
reuse strategy addresses the primary I/O bottleneck: loading a 1GB cube from disk requires several
seconds even with SSDs, but each loaded cube yields dozens of training iterations.

Furthermore, asynchronous I/O with dual memory buffers—one for training while another handles
loading, then switching when I/O completes—can push iteration throughput to GPU computational
limits. We do not provide comprehensive comparison between synchronous and asynchronous DGC
variants, as the speedup is self-evident. However, our experiments with asynchronous DGC reveal
significant stability issues affecting convergence, which we discuss in §5]

On a consumer GPU (NVIDIA RTX 4080) with batch size 4, successful synchronous training com-
pletes in under 30 minutes for the 86-cube leaf dataset, using approximately 10GB VRAM. The
asynchronous implementation is included in the GitHub repository as a reference for readers at-
tempting to improve stability or seeking deeper understanding of the conceptual framework.

4 APPLICATION: LEAF DISEASE HSI DATASET

4.1 DATASET DESCRIPTION

HSI data were collected using a Hyperspec MV.X hyperspectral camera (Headwall Photonics Inc.;
Bolton, MA, USA). Each cube contains 1000 x 1000 pixels across 301 spectral bands spanning
400-1000 nm with 2 nm resolution. Scenes were captured on a black conveyor belt and contain
three entity types: background (conveyor surface), healthy leaf tissue, and diseased tissue affected
by brown blight. The dataset comprises 86 samples total: 22 healthy leaves and 64 infected leaves
exhibiting visible lesions.

To evaluate DGC'’s ability to extract abstract entity-level features, we manually annotated pixel-
level masks for leaf area and background regions, providing ground truth for background-tissue
(B-T) binary separation (Fig. E}a). The primary evaluation metric is Intersection over Union (IoU),
computed separately for background (B) and tissue (T) classes, with mean IoU reported as the overall
performance measure. This metric assesses whether DGC’s unsupervised clustering captures the
fundamental spectral distinction between background and biological tissue without supervision.

4.2 SYNCHRONOUS DGC RESULTS

We report results for two configurations: DGC-2 (two clusters) and DGC-4 (four clusters). Regard-
less of whether DGC learns semantically meaningful abstractions, human judgment remains neces-
sary to interpret the discovered clusters (Fig.[3b). Through visual inspection of predicted classes, we
assigned semantic labels: for DGC-2, one cluster corresponds to background and the other to leaf
tissue. DGC-4 presents greater complexity—one learned cluster appears sparsely across the dataset
and, upon inspection, represents diseased tissue regions.
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Figure 3: DGC clustering results on leaf dataset. (a) Background-tissue (B—T) IoU scores for DGC-2
and DGC-4 evaluated against manual annotations. (b) Representative pseudo-segmentation outputs
on healthy and infected leaves.

DGC-2 produces clean background-tissue separation, though some lesion pixels near leaf boundaries
and shadows are misclassified as background. In the pseudo-RGB visualization, these lesions appear
nearly black with spectra similar to the conveyor background, making spectral-based confusion
understandable for an unsupervised model. DGC-4 provides finer granularity: background separates
into flat surface versus textured regions, while tissue splits into healthy and lesion-affected areas.
Using manual annotations to evaluate B-T separation, DGC-2 achieves IoU 0.972 (background),
0.878 (tissue), and 0.925 mean; DGC-4 achieves IoU 0.944 (background), 0.780 (tissue), and 0.862

mean (Fig. Bh).

These results demonstrate the navigable granularity principle: DGC-2 provides coarse entity-level
separation with higher accuracy, while DGC-4 reveals finer semantic structure at the cost of lower
B-T scores. Notably, disease areas form coherent clusters without any supervision or prior knowl-
edge of lesion locations, demonstrating unsupervised disease detection capability. The degradation
in B-T IoU for DGC-4 reflects the model’s allocation of representational capacity toward finer dis-
tinctions rather than failure—the semantic information is richer, though the binary B-T metric does
not capture this added value.

4.3 ASYNCHRONOUS DGC RESULTS

Asynchronous DGC exhibits severe hyperparameter sensitivity, making stable training difficult to
achieve. We therefore do not report quantitative B—T separation performance for this variant. How-
ever, the training dynamics reveal important insights into DGC’s learning process. Under certain
hyperparameter configurations, semantic patterns do emerge, but they fade rapidly—typically per-
sisting for fewer than 1000 iterations before collapsing (Fig.[d} Async-DGC-4). The appearance of
meaningful clustering resembles fireworks: a long ignition period followed by a brief moment of
clarity before fading. We label five observable stages: Inactive (all pixels collapsed to one cluster),
Ignite (semantic patterns suddenly emerge—the desired state), Afterglow (cluster mixing begins
in feature space), Smoldering (over-merging becomes severe), and Aftermath (complete collapse
to noise). The ignite phase represents the brief moment when DGC achieves what we want, but it
degrades too quickly to be useful.

This visualization is not self-deprecation but rather diagnostic evidence of DGC’s learning phases:
from biased initialization (pixels near one centroid) to over-merging of abstract clusters in feature
space. Without the uniform assignment term, DGC remains stuck in the inactive phase indefi-
nitely—patterns never emerge. However, this same mechanism that breaks cluster collapse even-
tually destroys cluster boundaries entirely, leading to the final noise-like pseudo-segmentation. The
evolutionary pattern suggests DGC’s failure lies not in the conceptual framework itself, but in de-
termining the proper optimization endpoint. The model briefly achieves meaningful representations
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Figure 4: Training evolution of Asynchronous DGC-4. Sequential pseudo-segmentation outputs
show five phases: inactive, ignite, afterglow, smoldering, aftermath.

but lacks a mechanism to recognize and preserve this state. Further discussion of this optimization
challenge appears in Section[3}

5 DISCUSSION

DGC is not a successful algorithm in the conventional sense, but rather a well-explored conceptual
framework. We identify three potential failure modes: loss function design, grid sampling strategy,
and termination mechanism.

Loss Function Design. Conventionally, loss functions in deep learning serve as surrogates for
measuring target achievement. Readers might attribute DGC'’s failure to excessive complexity (too
many terms), but we believe the core problem is not multi-objective learning per se. Rather, it
stems from lacking a principled mechanism to balance contradictory objectives—particularly intra-
cluster coherence versus uniform assignment. DGC’s learning dynamics resemble an evolutionary
system seeking equilibrium, analogous to atomic structure: protons and neutrons bind through strong
interaction while electrons orbit due to electromagnetic repulsion. A stable equilibrium form may
exist, but we have not found it in our experiments. Exhaustive hyperparameter tuning is clearly
inadequate; what is needed is a more sophisticated yet natural integration scheme that balances all
terms dynamically rather than through fixed scalar weights.

Grid Sampling Strategy. The synchronous version tolerates a wider hyperparameter range than
the asynchronous variant. We speculate this occurs because limited data access implicitly creates a
beneficial sampling strategy that maintains stable dynamics in the evolutionary system. In async-
DGC, the model repeatedly accesses the same cube (despite random patch locations) while the
memory buffer loads the next batch. This repetition may introduce data-level bias that skews cluster
representations, breaking equilibrium when switching to newly loaded data. Given DGC’s efficiency
objectives, we did not extensively explore spatial sampling uniformity across the 2D image plane.
However, we believe a low-cost algorithm ensuring quasi-random spatial sampling could stabilize
DGC learning without sacrificing computational efficiency.

Termination Mechanism. Human-in-the-loop evaluation is essential to DGC because semantic
standards vary across applications. We originally envisioned DGC’s evolution producing a sequence
of valid clusterings from which users could select. The merging strategy for learned clusters remains
an important direction for future exploration. Regarding the optimization endpoint, we believe it is
inappropriate to define a universal stopping criterion based on internal metrics. We tested various
measures—entropy and variance of segmentations, mutual information between consecutive itera-
tions—but none reliably indicated when to terminate. A more promising direction may be ensuring
DGC traverses a better optimization trajectory where all intermediate states represent valid cluster-
ing solutions, rather than seeking a single “correct” endpoint.

Sparse Cluster Activation. A final reminder: DGC does not aim to find K-means-like global
clustering in the traditional sense. The core principle is that spectrally similar pixels should group
together upon first inspection (mapping to feature space). A commonly overlooked aspect of this



process is the existence of a sparse selection mechanism to activate only relevant clusters (con-
cepts). Although not explicitly defined in the computation, we expect DGC to learn feature groups
bottom-up, entirely from data without priors—analogous to how humans form concepts when en-
countering novel objects. Not all K clusters need activate simultaneously; rather, only those repre-
senting entities present in a given scene should engage.

6 CONCLUSION

This report presents Deep Global Clustering (DGC), a conceptual framework for memory-efficient
HSI analysis that learns global semantic structure from local patch observations. While the syn-
chronous implementation demonstrates rapid semantic emergence—achieving background-tissue
separation (mean IoU 0.925) and unsupervised disease detection within 30 minutes on consumer
hardware—the framework suffers from optimization instability rooted in multi-objective loss bal-
ancing. The asynchronous variant’s “firework™ behavior reveals that meaningful representations
emerge briefly during training but degrade due to over-merging in feature space, lacking a mech-
anism to recognize and preserve stable states. We position this work as intellectual scaffolding:
the design philosophy of navigable semantic granularity and sparse cluster activation has merit, but
realizing stable implementations requires advances in principled loss balancing and trajectory opti-
mization. By honestly documenting both successful cases and failure modes, we hope to accelerate
development of robust methods for unsupervised HSI analysis in domain-specific applications where
foundation models remain inaccessible.
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