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Abstract— Using single-source remote sensing (RS) data for
classification of ground objects has certain limitations; however,
multimodal RS data contain different types of features, such
as spectral features and spatial features of hyperspectral image
(HSI) and elevation information of light detection and ranging
(LiDAR) data, which can be used to extract and fuse high-quality
features to improve the classification accuracy. Nevertheless, the
existing fusion techniques are mostly limited by the number
of labeled samples due to the difficulty of label collection in
the multimodal RS data. In this article, a fusion method of
collaborative contrastive learning (CCL) is proposed to tackle
the abovementioned issues for HSI and LiDAR data classification.
The proposed CCL approach includes two stages of pretraining
(CCL-PT) and fine-tuning (CCL-FT). In the CCL-PT stage,
a collaborative strategy is introduced into contrastive learning
(CL), which can extract features from HSI and LiDAR data
separately and achieve the coordinated feature representation
and matching between the two-modal RS data without labeled
samples. In the CCL-FT stage, a multilevel fusion network is
designed to optimize and fuse the unsupervised collaborative
features, which are extracted in the CCL-PT stage for the
classification tasks. Experimental results on three real-world
datasets show that the developed CCL approach can perform
excellently on the small sample classification tasks, and CL is
feasible for the fusion of multimodal RS data.

Index Terms— Contrastive learning (CL), hyperspectral image
(HSI), light detection and ranging (LiDAR).

NOMENCLATURE

Symbol Meaning
Xh , X l HSI and LiDAR data.
H , W , B Height, width, and channels of the HSI or

LiDAR data.
xh , xl Patch cubes for HSI and patches for LiDAR

data.
P Neighborhood size.
fh , fl , fmlf Encoders for HSI, LiDAR data, and multilevel

fusion.
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g Projector.
h Predictor.
N Number of stacked residual blocks.
ph , pl Output vector of hyperspectral and LiDAR

data through h.
zh , zl Output vector of hyperspectral and LiDAR

data through g.
stopgrad Branches of the network without gradient

back-propagation.
Ch , Cl Output constants for stopgrad(zh) and

stopgrad(zl).
q Convolution blocks.
ah , al Features of different depths from

hyperspectral and LiDAR data.
ahl Concatenated features of ah and al .
mhl Features of different depths extracted by the

fusion network.
rhl Output vector through q.
θ Parameters of convolution layer.
ŷ, y Predicted values and ground truth for pixels.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE hyperspectral image (HSI) acquired by combining
imaging technology and spectral technology contains rich

features both in the spatial and spectral aspects [1], which have
unique advantages in ground object recognition [2]. HSI has
a higher spectral resolution than other remote sensing (RS)
data and has been widely used for classification of ground
objects. In the previous studies, researchers have proposed a
large number of classification approaches for HSI [3], which
are mainly based on the spectral features of pixels [4], [5],
the neighborhood features of space [6], and the joint features
of spectral and spatial features [7], [8], [9], [10]. However,
there are some disadvantages if HSIs are only adopted for
classification. On the one hand, the process of HSI acquisition
is easily affected by factors, such as the atmosphere, which can
result in the phenomenon of the same objects with different
spectral response curves and the different objects with similar
spectral response curves. On the other hand, the mixed pixels
in HSI with the relatively low spatial resolution may make
it difficult to achieve the goal of fine-grained classification.
In order to overcome these shortcomings, several researchers
try to take advantage of multimodal RS data to improve
the HSI classification accuracy [11], [12]. In particular, light
detection and ranging (LiDAR) data, as a common RS data,
can provide high-precision digital elevation models [13] and
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elevation information, which can provide useful features as
complementary information for HSI to satisfy the different
application requirements, such as complex area classifica-
tion [14] and vegetation coverage analysis [15]. Also, the
LiDAR data are not affected by the cloud, so that it can offer
supplementary information to compensate for the details of
cloudy areas in HSI.

The fusion of HSI and LiDAR data has received much atten-
tion. In general, the fusion techniques of the two-modal RS
data can be divided into three levels according to the different
image information processing methods, which are pixel-level
fusion, feature-level fusion, and decision-level fusion [16].
Also, there are some studies combining the abovementioned
fusion techniques for HSI and LiDAR data [17], [18], [19].
Pixel-level fusion is performed directly on raw HSI and
LiDAR data. Feature-level fusion is to fuse the feature infor-
mation, which is extracted from raw RS data. Decision-
level fusion is a fusion process based on decision rules
after a series of image processing, such as feature extraction,
feature recognition, and decision classification. In particular,
due to the obvious heterogeneity of HSI and LiDAR data,
feature-level fusion is more common in the existing research
works [20].

Pedergnana et al. [21] proposed a fusion method by super-
imposing features of raw spectral information and morpholog-
ically extended attribute profiles (EAPs) from HSI and LiDAR
data. The way of directly stacking features has the problem
of high feature dimension, and the “Hughes phenomenon”
can be prone to occur in the training process [22]. Therefore,
researchers have proposed different approaches to reduce the
feature dimension for HSI and LiDAR data fusion [23],
[24], [25]. Ghamisi et al. [26] performed principal component
analysis (PCA) on HSI before fusion to extract the top n
principal components. Total variational component analysis
(TVCA) is used to map features from a high-dimensional
space to a low-dimensional space for the fusion and classi-
fication [27]. Similarly, Rasti et al. [28] proposed a sparse
low-rank component analysis (SLRCA) method to fuse the
extracted features. Although the above studies reduce the
redundancy of spectral information of HSI, there is the pos-
sibility of losing some effective information for classifica-
tion [29]. Moreover, these methods depend on the handcrafted
features, and the deep features are excavated insufficiently,
which may not well fit the complex nonlinear relationship of
ground object features in HSI and LiDAR data [30].

Deep learning (DL) methods, to some extent, can make
up for the shortcomings of traditional fusion methods, which
can automatically extract features and learn rich semantic
information from multimodal RS data. Currently, scholars have
carried out many DL-based studies on the fusion of HSI
and LiDAR data for the purpose of classification. The DL-
based methods can be roughly divided into two branches,
including the supervised classification and the unsupervised
classification. The supervised classification refers to the use
of the feature prior knowledge obtained from a large number
of labeled samples to fuse and classify for specific tasks, which
is susceptible to human subjective factors and time-consuming

for sample labeling. In contrast, the unsupervised classification
provides some advantages for HSI and LiDAR data, since
it does not require labeled samples for model training and
learning the potential features from the given data.

Several supervised classification methods have been devel-
oped. Chen et al. [31] proposed a two-branch convolutional
neural network (CNN) model to separately extract the deep
features of HSI and LiDAR data for the fusion and classifica-
tion. They considered the information in the spatial neighbors
of a given pixel, while the spectral information of HSI is not
fully utilized in the CNN. Xu et al. [32] changed the HSI
branch CNN to a two-tunnel CNN framework extracting both
the spectral and spatial features on the basis of two-branch
CNNs model. Hang et al. [33] adopted a parameter-sharing
strategy and determined the classification accuracy of each
output through adaptive weights to assess the contribution of
different feature information for classification. Li et al. [34]
applied a three-branch CNNs model to extract spectral fea-
tures, spatial features, and elevation features and transformed
these features into a kernel space for HSI and LiDAR data
fusion.

The unsupervised methods have also been proposed.
Zhang et al. [35] proposed an unsupervised patch-to-patch
CNN (PToP CNN) to extract the features of HSI and LiDAR
data for classification. Hong et al. [36] designed a deep
encoder–decoder network architecture (EndNet) by enforcing
the fusion features of HSI and LiDAR data, which can
better activate the multimodel features in the case of insuf-
ficient labeled samples. Mohla et al. [37] presented a feature
fusion and extraction framework (FusAtNet), which extracted
modality-specific features and ensemble features through the
self-attention mechanism and cross-attention mechanism to
generate attention maps for HSI and LiDAR data classification.
Jia et al. [38] proposed a multiple feature-based superpixel-
level decision fusion (MFSuDF) from the perspective of the
impact of compression noise and achieved superior accuracy
for classification task.

Contrastive learning (CL) emerging in the field of natural
images has relatively low requirements for data annotation,
which can directly learn general feature representations from
unlabeled data with positive and negative samples constructed
by data augmentation methods. In this article, cross-modal
input consisting of HSI and LiDAR data is used as a pair of
positive samples without data augmentation, because different
RS data contain similar parts and heterogeneous parts for
the same ground object. Then, inspired by SimSiam frame-
work [39], we propose a collaborative CL (CCL) approach
for HSI and LiDAR data fusion and classification, which
includes the pretraining (CCL-PT) for collaborative feature
representation and matching and the fine-tuning (CCL-FT) for
multilevel fusion of the two-modal RS features.

The main contributions of this article are summarized as
follows.

1) First, in the CCL-PT stage, we introduce a collaborative
strategy into CL framework for the coordinated feature
learning and matching of HSI and LiDAR data without
labeled samples. More specifically, we design a novel

Authorized licensed use limited to: SHENZHEN UNIVERSITY. Downloaded on October 16,2023 at 04:15:27 UTC from IEEE Xplore.  Restrictions apply. 



JIA et al.: COLLABORATIVE CONTRASTIVE LEARNING FOR HYPERSPECTRAL AND LiDAR CLASSIFICATION 5507714

CCL network based on ResNet to capture the dis-
criminative collaborative features from HSI and LiDAR
data separately with no shared weights. After that, the
collaborative features are projected into a shared abstract
space where the potential complementary information of
the two-modal RS data can be excavated deeply. Finally,
the feature matching is achieved by prediction pretext
task under the constraint of the similarity measure of
CL method.

2) Second, in the CCL-FT stage, we design a multi-
level fusion network to accurately construct a mapping
relationship and hierarchically fuse the collaborative
features of HSI and LiDAR data for classification.
In particular, we first fine-tune the collaborative features
with a small number of labeled samples to fully explore
the semantic correlations between the two-modal RS
data. Then, the two-modal features of different depths
are interacted and fused based on cross channel via the
multilevel fusion network instead of a simple concate-
nation strategy.

3) Third, our CCL approach reduces the reliance on data
augmentation and eliminates the need to construct addi-
tional negative samples in the CL-based methods. The
high robustness for training results is achieved with
a large number of unlabeled samples by unsupervised
CCL-PT. Extensive experiments on three real-world HSI
and LiDAR datasets demonstrate that the proposed CCL
approach is effective in solving the classification prob-
lems of single-source RS data and limited labeled sam-
ples and outperforms other state-of-the-art approaches,
such as FusAtNet and CoupledCNNs.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section II
provides a brief overview of related work on self-supervised
CL and CL-based methods for HSI classification. The pro-
posed CCL approach is presented with two stages of CCL-PT
and CCL-FT in Section III. The experimental description and
the result analysis on three real-world datasets are provided in
Section IV. Finally, Section V summarizes the conclusions of
this article.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Self-Supervised CL

CL, a type of self-supervised learning without labeled
samples, usually refers to using the pretext task to discrimi-
nate positive samples and negative samples and automatically
extracts the features of samples for training models. The
core idea is to make the distance between positive samples
closer and the distance between negative samples farther in
the sample feature space. In general, the CL methods include
two stages: the pretraining stage and the fine-tuning stage. The
input data are used to construct positive samples and negative
samples as supervised information by data augmentation to
learn features in the pretraining stage, and the high-quality
feature extraction modules learned in the pretraining stage
are transferred to downstream tasks for fine-tuning. With the
development of CL, researchers have proposed many meaning-
ful CL-based methods mainly from two aspects of increasing

the number of negative samples and constructing the diversity
of samples by different strategies of data augmentation.

The traditional CL-based methods generally store negative
samples in memory banks to increase the number of negative
samples, which has a disadvantage of inconsistency between
old and new encoders. To solve that problem, He et al. [40]
proposed a MoCo model that retained the memory banks,
but they used queues and momentum encoders to ensure the
consistency of the old and new encoders. Chen et al. [41]
replaced the memory bank by adding nonlinear layers and
enlarging batch size to increase the number of negative
samples in the proposed SimCLR model. Furthermore, they
experimented with a series of data augmentation strategies,
such as flipping, scaling, and so on, to explore which strategy
could extract high-quality features for representations in the
learning process. After that, the MoCo model was optimized
by adding a nonlinear layer to the network and improving the
data augmentation method based on the SimCLR model [42],
whereas the SimCLR model was modified via using a deeper
network and a memory bank referenced to [43].

Another disadvantage of CL methods is that it requires
many negative samples for contrast, which is time-consuming
and memory-consuming. To overcome this problem,
Caron et al. [44] proposed an SwAV model based on the prior
information of cluster centers instead of constructing negative
samples to distinguish the clusters of each classification.
Grill et al. [45] also proposed a BYOL model without
using negative samples for contrast, and they applied the
representation of a view to predict other views of the same
image. Moreover, in order to avoid the possibility of model
collapse due to the missing negative samples, the BYOL
model used a sliding average to update the parameters of
another branch after the gradient return of one branch.
Continuing the prediction idea of BYOL, Chen and He [39]
designed a simple Siamese network, named SimSiam,
to directly maximize the similarity of two views generated
by a picture without the need for negative samples, cluster
centers, and momentum encoders, and they found that stop
gradient was the key operation to avoid model collapse.

B. CL for HSI Classification

In recent years, self-supervised CL methods have been
applied to HSI classification. Hou et al. [46] proposed a two-
stage training strategy based on self-supervised CL to use
the information of a large number of unlabeled samples to
tackle the problem of insufficient labeled information in HSI.
Zhao et al. [47] also introduced a self-supervised method to
solve the HSI classification problem with only a few labeled
samples. These studies show that self-supervised CL methods
can learn effective feature representations of RS data and make
great achievements in the RS image domain. Therefore, other
researchers have conducted in-depth study on this method for
hyperspectral data.

One way is to use the valuable information in HSI to
construct various types of inputs for learning cross-domain
representations in CL. Lee and Kwon [48] proposed a cross-
domain CNN by using different HSIs with multiple spectral
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characteristics for learning representations, which can merge
different HSIs to learn rich multidimensional features for
classification. In order to make use of the semantic information
in the spectral and spatial domains of HSI, Guan and Lam [49]
developed an XDCL method to construct effective signals
for cross-domain contrast by utilizing the spectral and spatial
domains, respectively. Another way is to introduce new feature
extraction modules in the existing CL framework to improve
the effectiveness of the model. Zhu et al. [50] designed
a lightweight feature extraction network, including multiple
plug-and-play efficient asymmetric dilated convolution blocks,
which can reduce the high-computational cost and solve the
underutilization of pixel-level multiscale context information
for feature learning. To take full advantage of the multi-
scale semantic representation of images, Huang et al. [51]
added a 3-D-SwinT-based multiscale local CL module for
hierarchical learning, and their method can extract pixel-level
representations. In addition, some research works have inves-
tigated the possibility of combining deep subspace clustering
methods with CL. For example, Cai et al. [52] presented a
neighborhood contrastive subspace clustering network that can
greatly improve the consistency between positive samples in
the subspace, and it proved to be a scalable and robust method
for HSI unsupervised classification.

C. Cross-Modal CL for HSI Classification

With the rapid development of CL methods, some
researchers have extended the idea of CL methods to process
the multimodal RS data, and the cross-modal CL methods may
have great potential in the application of HSI classification.
Hang et al. [53] designed a cross-modal contrastive loss to
explore the semantic and structural information between HSI
and LiDAR data, and they utilized a dual fine-tuning strategy
to transfer the features of small samples into the reused branch
of HSI for classification. Except for the abovementioned study,
we have not found any other studies of cross-modal CL-based
methods for the fusion of HSI and LiDAR data.

In this article, we also develop a cross-modal CL-based
approach for HSI and LiDAR data classification. However,
there are some differences between our work and the study
by Hang et al. as follows. First, the pretext task is dif-
ferent in the cross-modal CL-based method. The study by
Hang et al. is based on the contrast task of positive samples
and negative samples to directly maximize the attribution
relationship between representations of HSI and LiDAR data,
which ignores the local details. Our approach adopts the
prediction task to transform and match the two-modal features
and focuses on the local feature matching. Second, our method
removes the need for a large number of negative samples, since
the negative samples constructed from RS data with the high
similarity of spatial textures of adjacent regions may interfere
with the feature learning of positive samples. Meanwhile,
the collaborative strategy combined with stop-gradient oper-
ation is adopted to avoid model collapse by complementary
feature learning and adjusting network parameters between
HSI and LiDAR data. Third, our feature extraction module
is independent and works by collaboratively processing the

information of HSI and LiDAR data, which can preserve
the intermodel and intramodal similarity structures. In [53],
the PCA technique was applied for the HSI dimensionality
reduction process to ensure the same dimension as the LiDAR
data, but the operation of PCA may lead to the loss of useful
information. At last, our fine-tuning strategy is different from
that of [53]. We design a cross-channel-based multilevel net-
work that can further fuse multimodal features and strengthen
the correlation of composite information between HSI and
LiDAR data, while the study by Hang et al. only focuses on
the potential information in hyperspectral data.

III. METHODOLOGY

In this section, our proposed CCL approach will be intro-
duced, which takes full advantage of CCL in the pretraining
(CCL-PT) stage and the fine-tuning (CCL-FT) stage for HSI
and LiDAR data fusion and classification. For the clarity
and readability, all the abbreviations of the CCL approach
are explained in the Nomenclature. The framework of CCL
method is shown in Fig. 1.

A. Pretraining for Collaborative Features

CL can learn some features of data without labeled samples,
which is beneficial to solve the classification problem of
insufficient labeled samples in the RS data. In this article, HSI
and LiDAR data covering the same area of the Earth’s surface
(the paired data) are used to directly construct positive sample
pairs as the training samples for feature learning in CL, instead
of the way of data augmentation. Then, a collaborative strategy
is introduced into CL for the two-modal RS data, which can
more effectively learn the features than the shared weights
in the feature extraction module. Specifically, CCL-PT maps
HSI and LiDAR data to different vector representation space
by independent feature extraction network to learn coordinated
representations and adopts the constraint of similarity measure
to collaborate the correlation of the two-modal RS data in the
CCL-PT stage. Therefore, the information of independence
and complementarity between the features of HSI and LiDAR
data can be coordinated in the feature space, and the learned
feature extraction module can be transferred for subsequent
multilevel fusion in the CCL-FT stage.

Here is a paired HSI Xh ∈ RH×W×B and LiDAR image
X l ∈ RH×W , where H and W represent the height and width
of the two images in the spatial dimension and B represents
the number of spectral bands of HSI. We perform CCL-PT
based on the prediction pretext task for the paired HSI and
LiDAR data (see Fig. 1). First, the positive sample pairs are
constructed based on the target pixels. Taking each target
pixel as the center, several adjacent pixels are selected to
form the HSI patch cube xh ∈ RP×P×B and LiDAR patch
xl ∈ RP×P , respectively, where P represents the neighborhood
size. In our experiments, P is set to 9, which can retain
enough spatial context information of the data and reduce the
amount of calculation. Then, the constructed positive sample
pairs {(x(i)

h , x(i)
l )|i = 1, 2, 3, . . . , T }, where i refers to the

selected patch according to the i th target pixel and T refers to
the number of training samples, are processed by two encoders
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Fig. 1. Flowchart of the proposed CCL method.

of the feature extraction module, a projector of the projection
module and a predictor of the prediction module. It is worth
noting that we use the collaborative strategy to make the
feature extraction module no longer share weights to better
learn the features of HSI and LiDAR data.

According to our previous experience, using complex net-
works to train HSI and LiDAR data easily leads to overfitting
due to the strong correlation between pixels of HSI. So, our
encoder adopts a relatively simple network structure to extract
discriminative features. The two encoders, denoted as fh

and fl for HSI and LiDAR data, have the same network
structure that consists of one convolutional layer, a stack
of N = 2 residual blocks, and one average pooling layer.
In detail, the inputs of HSI patch cube xh and LiDAR patch
xl are first preprocessed by the convolutional layer to obtain
initial feature representations with the same dimensions. High-
quality features are extracted from initial feature representa-
tions in the residual blocks, and the redundant information
is removed through the average pooling layer to reduce the
amount of parameters. Each residual block consists of two
cascaded convolutions, and the number of channels is 64.
The cascaded convolutions use skip connections for identity
mapping and obtain nonlinear outputs by activation function
ReLU, which can effectively train network parameters via deep
gradient propagation to upper layers. The module structures
of projector and predictor are both composed of multilayer
perceptron (MLP), denoted as g and h, respectively. The pro-
jector includes FC-BN-ReLU and FC-BN, and it recompresses
collaborative features into another potential feature space to
enhance the invariance of data transformation and learn higher-
order features. The predictor consists of FC-BN and FC, which
is adopted for feature matching of HSI and LiDAR data.
The final two output vectors are denoted as ph and zl and
represented as follows:

ph ≜ h(g( fh(xh))) (1)

zl ≜ g( fl(xl)). (2)

The loss function of CCL-PT is calculated by minimizing the
negative value of the cosine similarity and can be expressed
by the following equation:

D
(

ph, zl
)

= −
ph

∥ ph∥2
·

zl

∥zl∥2
(3)

where ∥·∥2 is the l2-norm and a distance metric function, which
is equivalent to the mean-squared error of the vector elements.

To balance the respective influences of two-modal RS data,
we define a symmetric loss for the patches generated by target
pixels of HSI and LiDAR data

Lcl =
1
2

D
(

ph, zl
)
+

1
2

D
(

pl , zh
)
. (4)

In addition, we also adopt stop-gradient operation to avoid
model collapse without negative samples and to efficiently
learn eigenfeatures of two-modal RS data in CCL-PT. When
features of HSI are used to predict LiDAR data features,
the gradient backpropagation is not executed on the network
branch of LiDAR data, and the output vector stopgrad (zl)

can be denoted as a constant Cl . Similarly, when features
of LiDAR data predict HSI features, the network branch of
HSI does not perform gradient backpropagation either, and
the output vector stopgrad(zh) is denoted as a constant Ch .
The formula for calculating the contrastive loss of each patch
is as (5). The total loss is the sum of the losses of all patches
generated by target pixels of HSI and LiDAR data in the
pretraining stage

Lstopgrad =
1
2

D
(

ph, Cl
)
+

1
2

D
(

pl , Ch
)
. (5)

B. Fine-Tuning for Multilevel Fusion

In the CCL-FT stage, we design a multilevel fusion network
structure and select a small proportion of labeled samples
(ten for each class) as the training set for supervised learn-
ing to perform multilevel concatenation and cross-channel
fusion on the existing unsupervised features extracted in the
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Fig. 2. Structure of the multilevel fusion network in the CCL-FT stage.

CCL-PT stage. CCL-FT can make full use of complementar-
ity information of ground objects contained in multiattribute
features of HSI and LiDAR data and combine those details
with information of labeled samples for final classification.
The network framework of multilevel fusion is denoted as fmlf
and shown in Fig. 2.

First, the feature extraction module learned in the CCL-PT
stage is transferred to the multilevel fusion network for feature
extraction of labeled samples in the CCL-FT stage. The
network branches of HSI and LiDAR data can learn four
features of different depths from the stack of N = 2 residual
blocks fh and fl in the transferred feature extraction module,
respectively, including two shallow features and two deep
features, which preserve independence and complementarity
of the two-modal RS data. Then, multilevel concatenation
is carried out to generate four new fused features based
on the abovementioned features. The formula of the new
concatenated feature is as follows:

a( j)
hl = a( j)

h ⊕ a( j)
l , j = 1, 2, 3, 4 (6)

where ⊕ represents the concatenation along the channel axis
and j represents the feature learned from the j th depth.

Second, we fine-tune these new concatenated features based
on cross channel via the multilevel fusion network to deepen
the semantic correlation between new features. Therefore,
we insert three new convolution blocks Conv-BN-ReLu in
the fusion network on the basis of the feature extraction
module in the CCL-PT stage, which can change the dimension
of the concatenated features of HSI and LiDAR data to
adapt the number of channels of the following convolution
layers. The new convolution blocks are denoted as q and
shown in Fig. 3. The output vector rhl can be expressed as
follows:

r( j)
hl = q

(
m( j−1)

hl ⊕ a( j)
hl

)
, j = 2, 3, 4 (7)

where ⊕ represents the concatenation along the channel axis, j
represents the feature learned from the j th depth, and mhl here
represents the features of different depths extracted by the
fusion network.

Specifically, the multilevel fusion process is realized via
a three-step cross-channel fusion, which can fuse and map

Fig. 3. Structure of convolution block.

the collaborative features of HSI and LiDAR data to the
hidden feature space relevant to the classification task. First,
the new concatenated feature a(1)

hl is used as the initial input of
the multilevel fusion network, and the feature representation
m(1)

hl is obtained after the first depth convolution layer. Then,
in the three new convolution blocks, the feature representation
obtained by the previous depth convolution layer and the new
concatenated feature of the current depth convolution layer,
such as m(1)

hl and a(2)
hl in the second depth layer, are reduced

dimensionally and fused in the hidden feature space to obtain
the current depth feature representation, which is used for the
input of the next depth convolution layer. The output vectors
of different depth convolution layers in the multilevel fusion
network based on cross channel are expressed by the following
formula:

m( j)
hl =


fmlf

(
θ j , a( j)

hl

)
, j = 1

fmlf

(
θ j , r( j)

hl

)
, j = 2, 3, 4

(8)

where θ refers to the parameters of convolution layer at
different depths in the multilevel fusion network.

In order to speed up the training process of the multilevel
fusion network, skip connections are applied to assist gradient
backpropagation. After the three-step cross-channel fusion, the
obtained feature representations are compressed through an
average pooling layer to integrate global information. Finally,
the integrated features of HSI and LiDAR data are output to
a fully connected layer for classification. The loss function of
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TABLE I
NUMBER OF SAMPLES FOR TRAINING AND TEST OF EACH

CLASS ON THE TRENTO DATASET

the classification process is as follows:

Lmlf = −log

(
exp
(

ŷ
[
y
])∑

i exp
(

ŷ[i]
)) (9)

where ŷ is the predicted value and y is the ground truth.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset Description

In this article, three widely used HSI and LiDAR datasets
are adopted to conduct a large number of experiments to
demonstrate the effectiveness and robustness of our proposed
CCL approach. The three datasets are described below.

1) Trento Data: The first dataset is collected in the area of
southern Trento, Italy. There are six land cover classes and
a total of 30 414 labeled samples. The HSI data consist of
63 spectral bands ranging from 400 to 980 nm. Each band
is 600 × 166 pixels with a spatial resolution of 1.0 m [54].
Likewise, the LiDAR data have the same spatial size but only
one band. The detailed information is given in Table I and
Fig. 4.

2) Houston2013 Data: The second dataset is collected over
the University of Houston campus and its neighboring areas.
There are 15 land cover classes with a total of 15 029 labeled
samples. The HSI data contain 144 spectral bands that range
from 380 to 1050 nm. Each band is 349 × 1905 pixels
with a spatial resolution of 2.5 m [55]. Similarly, the size
of corresponding LiDAR data is also 349 × 1905, including
the height information of the surface material. The details are
described in Table II and Fig. 5.

3) MUUFL Gulfport Data: The third dataset is collected
at the Gulf Park Campus of the University of Southern
Mississippi. There are 11 land cover classes and 53 687 labeled
samples. The original HSI data suffer from severe noise and
contain a region of invalid data. Therefore, eight spectral
bands are removed, and the original HSI is cropped in the
spatial extent as a new dataset. The new HSI data consist of
64 spectral bands ranging from 380 to 1080 nm. Each band is
325 × 220 pixels with a spatial resolution of 1.0 m [56], [57].
Meanwhile, the LiDAR data have the same spatial size and
resolution. The details are presented in Table III and Fig. 6.

B. Experimental Setup

To demonstrate the superiority of our proposed CCL
approach for classification of HSI and LiDAR data, we carry

Fig. 4. Visualization of the Trento dataset. (a) Pseudo-color image of HSI.
(b) Gray-scale image of LiDAR data. (c) Ground-truth map. (d) Legend.

TABLE II
NUMBER OF SAMPLES FOR TRAINING AND TEST OF EACH

CLASS ON THE HOUSTON2013 DATASET

out a series of compared experiments, including two single-
modal models of CNN-HSI [58] and 3DVSCNN [59], three
state-of-the-art fusion networks of CoupledCNNs [33], End-
Net [36], and FusAtNet [37], and three models fused at
different times of Early-Fusion, Middle-Fusion, and Late-
Fusion. To ensure the fairness for all experiments, we use
the LiDAR images with the same band. So, the attribute
profiles are not applied to expand the number of bands of
LiDAR images in EndNet, Early-Fusion, Middle-Fusion, and
Late-Fusion models as described in the original papers. The
comparison methods are described below.

1) CNN-HSI: The 2-D convolution network was adopted
to jointly extract spectral and spatial features to avoid
information loss after the use of 3-D convolution and
PCA [58].
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Fig. 5. Visualization of the Houston2013 dataset. (a) Pseudo-color image of
HSI. (b) Gray-scale image of LiDAR data. (c) Ground-truth map. (d) Legend.

TABLE III
NUMBER OF SAMPLES FOR TRAINING AND TEST OF EACH

CLASS ON THE MUUFL GULFPORT DATASET

2) 3DVSCNN: The 3-D convolutional network was
designed based on the idea of active learning to extract
spatial–spectral features for HSI classification [59].

3) CoupledCNNs: The coupled dual-branch CNN was
developed to fully integrate the heterogeneous features
of HSI and LiDAR data for classification [33].

4) EndNet: The deep encoder–decoder architecture was
applied to reconstruct the multimodal inputs and
fuse the multimodal features for HSI and LiDAR
classification [36].

5) FusAtNet: The LiDAR-derived attention map was used
to emphasize the spatial features of HSI, and the
spatial–spectral information was extracted for classifi-
cation task by the attention mechanism [37].

6) Early-Fusion, Middle-Fusion, and Late-Fusion: The
output multimodal features were concatenated and fused
at the different stage of the early, middle, and late stages
in the networks for classification [60].

We also investigate the contribution of four innovative
modules in our CCL approach to the classification accuracy,

Fig. 6. Visualization of the MUUFL Gulfport dataset. (a) Pseudo-color image
of HSI. (b) Gray-scale image of LiDAR. (c) Ground-truth map. (d) Legend.

which includes Single-Encoder-HSI, Single-Encoder-LiDAR,
CCL-FT, and CCL-PT. Three ablation experiments are per-
formed on the real-world datasets, and the detailed description
is as follows.

1) Single-Encoder-HSI and Single-Encoder-LiDAR: The
single-modal encoder is adopted based on ResNet with
a shallow network depth to extract features of HSI
and LiDAR data, respectively. This experiment does not
include the modules of CCL-FT and CCL-PT.

2) CCL-FT: The modules of Single-Encoder-HSI and
Single-Encoder-LiDAR are used for feature extraction,
and our designed network of the cross-channel-based
multilevel fusion is added for fusion and classifica-
tion. This experiment does not include the module of
CCL-FT.

3) CCL: Our proposed CCL method includes two stages of
the CCL-PT and the CCL-FT, which is used to compare
with CCL-FT to evaluate the contribution of the CCL-PT
module.

The aim of this article is to address the problem of insuf-
ficient labeled samples for HSI and LiDAR data classifica-
tion. In the proposed CCL approach, 80% of the unlabeled
samples in each dataset are used for collaborative feature
extraction in the pretraining (CCL-PT) stage, and ten labeled
samples are randomly selected from each class as the training
set for multilevel fusion in the fine-tuning (CCL-FT) stage.
Specifically, there are 60, 150, and 110 labeled samples
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TABLE IV
CLASSIFICATION PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE TRENTO DATASET. ALL THE BEST ACCURACIES ARE IN BOLD

TABLE V
CLASSIFICATION PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE HOUSTON2013 DATASET. ALL THE BEST ACCURACIES ARE IN BOLD

selected for Trento, Houston2013, and MUUFL Gulfport
datasets, respectively. With regard to parameter settings,
we refer to the SimSiam framework to set the CCL-PT
parameters. The stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is adopted
for pretraining, and the batch size is 512. An Adam optimizer
is employed for optimization in the CCL-FT stage. Three
common metrics of overall accuracy (OA), average accuracy
(AA), and Kappa coefficient are calculated to evaluate the
performance of different approaches for classification. More-
over, to avoid the influence of accidental factors, training
samples are randomly selected ten times from each dataset,
and the classification accuracy is obtained by the average of
ten experimental results. All experiments are implemented on
NVIDIA Tesla P100, 16-GB memory, and four GPUs.

C. Experimental Results and Analysis

1) Classification Results of Compared Methods: The clas-
sification accuracy of different methods is summarized in
Tables IV–VI, and the classification maps are shown in
Figs. 7–9. The detailed analysis of the compared results is
as follows.

a) Trento Dataset: Table IV shows the classification
results of different methods on the Trento dataset, and it
can be noticed that all methods achieve good classification
results, because the classes of ground objects in the Trento
dataset are highly different and discriminative, and whether it
is a single-modal method or a multimodal method that can
extract features containing rich information of ground objects.

The best classification result obtained by the single-modal
methods is CNN-HSI, and the accuracy can reach 94.74%.
Except for EndNet, the classification accuracy of the multi-
modal methods is above 97.7%, which is 2.96% higher than
that of CNN-HSI. This demonstrates that the complementary
information contained in multiattribute features contributes to
the improvement of the classification performance in most
cases. The reason why EndNet does not perform as well
as CNN-HSI on this dataset may be that EndNet cannot
adequately fuse the features reconstructed from HSI to LiDAR
data with few labeled samples. Overall, the classification
accuracy of our proposed CCL approach is higher than that
of all other methods, especially on Wood (class 4), which
can achieve a stable accuracy of 100%, and the OA, AA,
and Kappa coefficient of our model are 99.17%, 98.41%, and
0.989, respectively.

b) Houston2013 Dataset: Table V displays the clas-
sification results of different methods on the Houston2013
dataset. In general, as performed on the Trento dataset, the
classification accuracies of the methods with the multimodal
input are higher than those with the single-modal input on
the Houston2013 dataset, i.e., the OA and AA of 85.76% and
87.58% by Middle-Fusion and the corresponding accuracies
of 81.23% and 83.09% by CNN-HSI. Our proposed CCL
approach can learn the most discriminative features for almost
every class, with the accuracies varying from 83.47% for class
9 to 99.58% for class 5. The OA, AA, and Kappa coefficient of
our method can achieve 92.15%, 93.06%, and 0.9151, which
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TABLE VI
CLASSIFICATION PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE MUUFL GULFPORT DATASET. ALL THE BEST ACCURACIES ARE IN BOLD

Fig. 7. Classification maps of different methods on the Trento dataset. (a) CNN-HSI (94.74%). (b) 3DVSCNN (85.39%). (c) CoupledCNNs (98.41%).
(d) EndNet (86.94%). (e) FusAtNet (97.70%). (f) Early-Fusion (98.09%). (g) Middle-Fusion (98.73%). (h) Late-Fusion (98.36%). (i) Single-Encoder-HSI
(96.93%). (j) Single-Encoder-LiDAR (93.00%). (k) CCL-FT (99.02%). (l) CCL (99.17%).

Fig. 8. Classification maps of different methods on the Houston2013 dataset. (a) CNN-HSI (81.23%). (b) 3DVSCNN (80.02%). (c) CoupledCNNs (88.35%).
(d) EndNet (80.98%). (e) FusAtNet (76.93%). (f) Early-Fusion (85.42%). (g) Middle-Fusion (85.76%). (h) Late-Fusion (84.57%). (i) Single-Encoder-HSI
(85.66%). (j) Single-Encoder-LiDAR (50.97%). (k) CCL-FT (88.61%). (l) CCL (92.15%).

are improved by 3.80%, 3.17%, and 0.041 compared with
those of the typical and widely used method of CoupledCNNs
(the OA, AA, and Kappa coefficient of 88.35%, 89.89%, and

0.8741, respectively). Therefore, the multiattribute features
extracted by CL can reduce the loss of information of HSI
and LiDAR data, and the fused features by CCL contain richer
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Fig. 9. Classification maps of different methods on the MUUFL Gulfport dataset. (a) CNN-HSI (73.84%). (b) 3DVSCNN (65.37%). (c) CoupledCNNs
(77.43%). (d) EndNet (79.15%). (e) FusAtNet (70.76%). (f) Early-Fusion (77.77%). (g) Middle-Fusion (78.06%). (h) Late-Fusion (76.65%). (i) Single-En-
coder-HSI (77.83%). (j) Single-Encoder-LiDAR (56.27%). (k) CCL-FT (79.00%). (l) CCL (81.11%).

and more accurate details of ground objects than other fusion
results.

c) MUUFL Gulfport Dataset: Table VI lists the clas-
sification accuracies of different methods on the MUUFL
Gulfport dataset. Due to the unbalanced distribution of sample
classes in the MUUFL Gulfport dataset, the methods used
for comparison in our experiments cannot well construct
the nonlinear distribution of ground objects in the multiat-
tribute feature space with limited labeled samples, resulting
in poor classification accuracies. However, our proposed CCL
approach can learn certain multiattribute features of nonlinear
transformations through an MLP in the pretraining stage, and
the multilevel fusion network can continuously optimize the
learned feature representations and map them to the sample
space effectively. The OA and Kappa coefficient of our method
are 81.11% and 0.7562, which are achieved by an improve-
ment of 1.96% and 0.0196 compared with EndNet. EndNet
can also learn more discriminative features, such as on the
mixed ground (class 3) and roads (class 5) in the MUUFL
Gulfport dataset, and has a relatively high AA of 78.52%.
In addition, from the results in Tables IV–VI, the classification
accuracies of Middle-Fusion on the three real-world datasets
are slightly higher than those of Early-Fusion and Late-Fusion.
For example, the OA and AA of Middle-Fusion are 78.06%
and 76.97% and the corresponding accuracies of 77.77% and
75.64% by Early-Fusion and 76.65% and 75.10% by Late-
Fusion on the MUUFL Gulfport dataset. It may be because the
features extracted by Early-Fusion tend to capture the spatial
texture information, and the features in the Late-Fusion are too
abstract in the case of insufficient labeled samples, while the
Middle-Fusion can better balance the heterogeneity between
features of HSI and LiDAR data.

Figs. 7–9 show the final classification results of different
methods on three datasets. Compared with the false-color
images of HSI, gray-scale images of LiDAR and ground-truth
maps in Figs. 4–6, we can clearly find that our proposed CCL
approach achieves better performance than the other methods,
and the classification maps obtained by CCL are the most
realistic. Taking the classification results of the Houston2013
dataset as an example, the methods, such as 3DVSCNN and
EndNet, have produced many abnormal classification results,
which do not correctly distinguish the boundaries of ground
objects due to the impact factors, such as noise. As a result, the
classification results are inconsistent with the real scenes. Our
CCL approach can handle details more robustly to classify
ground objects with the adaptive features learned in the
pretraining stage, and the classification map can present a
smoother visual effect.

2) Classification Results of Ablation Experiments: The clas-
sification accuracy of the ablation experiments is shown in
Table VII, and the result analysis is detailed as follows.

The comparison results between Single-Encoder-HSI and
Single-Encoder-LiDAR show that the Single-Encoder-HSI
method can achieve better classification performance, i.e., the
OA and AA of 96.93% and 94.77% on the Trento dataset
and the corresponding accuracies of 93.00% and 87.25%
by Single-Encoder-LiDAR, which indicates that rich spatial
and spectral features from HSI are more beneficial to the
classification of ground objects than the information from
LiDAR data. However, compared with CCL-FT and CCL
methods, the Single-Encoder-HSI method obtains a relatively
low accuracy. Taking the Houston2013 dataset as an example,
the OA of Single-Encoder-HSI is 85.66%, while the OAs
of CCL-FT and CCL are 88.61% and 92.15%, respectively.
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TABLE VII
ABLATION STUDIES ON DIFFERENT DATASETS. ALL THE

BEST ACCURACIES ARE IN BOLD

The results demonstrate that the features of LiDAR data,
such as elevation, can be used as complementary information
of HSI to improve HSI classification accuracy after fusion.
CCL-FT has higher classification accuracies on the three
datasets than Single-Encoder-HSI and Single-Encoder-LiDAR,
i.e., the OAs of 79.00% and 56.27% of CCL-FT and Single-
Encoder-LiDAR on the MUUFL Gulfport dataset. This shows
that our multilevel fusion network based on cross channel can
fully fuse the features provided by HSI and LiDAR data and
reflect the effectiveness for classification tasks. After further
adding CCL-PT on the basis of CCL-FT, our CCL method
can learn more implicit and effective information of HSI and
LiDAR data and achieves the best classification performance,
especially on the Houseton2013 dataset with an improvement
of OA by 3.54%.

In addition, the results can also verify the effectiveness
of our designed feature extraction module by comparing the
accuracies between Single-Encoder-HSI in Table VII and
two single-modal methods of CHH-HSI and 3DVSCNN in
Tables IV–VI. The OAs of Single-Encoder-HSI are 96.93%,
85.66%, and 77.83% on the Trento, Houseton2013, and
MUUFL Gulfport datasets, and the corresponding accuracies
are 94.74%, 81.23%, and 73.84% of the CHH-HSI method
and 85.39%, 80.02%, and 65.37% of the 3DVSCNN method,
respectively.

3) Visualization Maps of Extracted Features From HSI:
We use t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) to
visualize the feature distribution and investigate the divisibility
between classes of ground objects by using the extracted
features before and after the collaborative pretraining from
HSI of the three datasets. Fig. 10 presents the feature
distribution in the 2-D space. Specifically, the features in
Fig. 10(a), (c), and (e) are generated by t-SNE from the orig-
inal HSI high-dimensional features before the collaborative
pretraining, while the features in Fig. 10(b), (d), and (f) are
produced by t-SNE from features learned by the feature extrac-
tion module of the pretrained HSI branch. It can be clearly
seen that the feature distribution in Fig. 10(a), (c), and (e) is
more concentrated. However, the learned features after CCL in
Fig. 10(b), (d), and (f) can improve the similarity of samples

Fig. 10. Feature visualization results of encoders for HSI on three real-world
datasets. On the Trento dataset (a) before pretraining and (b) after pretraining.
On the Houston2013 dataset (c) before pretraining and (d) after pretraining.
On the MUUFL Gulfport dataset (e) before pretraining and (f) after
pretraining.

within a class and increase the difference of samples between
classes. The results illustrate that the proposed CCL approach
has a strong ability of feature extraction for HSI images,
and the extracted features with large differences are more
beneficial to downstream classification tasks.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, our proposed CCL approach can efficiently
improve the classification accuracy of HSI and LiDAR data
under limited labeled samples. In the pretraining (CCL-PT)
stage, a collaborative strategy is introduced into CL to learn
discriminative features from two-modal RS data without
labeled samples. Then, we adopt the prediction pretext task to
match the learned features to improve the complementarity of
features and acquire the collaborative feature representations.
Finally, these collaborative features are fused based on cross
channel via our designed multilevel fusion network to obtain
the integrated multiattribute fusion features in the fine-tuning
(CCL-FT) stage. Also, a small number of labeled samples
are used for the supervised training to enhance the semantic
relevance of fusion features for classification. Extensive exper-
imental results and visualized classification maps consistently
demonstrate that our proposed CCL approach has excellent
performance on the fusion of HSI and LiDAR data and can
improve the classification accuracy on the three real-world
datasets, especially on the dataset of Houston2013.
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