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Abstract—Nonnegative matrix factorization (NMF) is a pow- problem consists of extracting the endmembers (recorded
erful class of feature extraction techniques that has beenus- jn the first low-rank matrix), and estimating the abundance
cessfully applied in many fields, namely in signal and image 4t ea5ch endmember at every pixel (recorded in the second
processing. Current NMF techniques have been limited to a . L .
single-objective problem in either its linear or nonlinear kernel- one). ObV_'QUSIy’ the above physical interpretation rezgithe
based formulation. In this paper, we propose to revisit the Nnonnegativity on both abundances and endmember spectrums.
NMF as a multi-objective problem, in particular a bi-objective The NMF is a linear model, since it can be viewed in
one, where the objective functions defined in both input and a way that each input spectral is approximated by a linear
feature spaces are taken into account. By taking the advang® of .o mpination of some basis spectrums. To estimate the decom-

the sum-weighted method from the literature of multi-objedive iti the obiective function f inimization is defihi
optimization, the proposed bi-objective NMF determines a st position, the objective function Tor minimization 1S defthe

of nondominated, Pareto optimal, solutions instead of a sgle an Euclidean space — the 80-calie¢l{t spaceX —, where
optimal decomposition. Moreover, the corresponding Parat front  the difference between the input matrix and the product ef th

is Sltlédied and taPIP.VOXimated- fEXPet"ri]mer]:ft.a! feSU“Sf ?hn Unmiiﬂ% estimated ones is usually measured either by the Frobenius
rea ers ; ; ; .
e e e L e efe= o or by generalzed Kullback-Leiler vergence[10]
These objective functions are often augmented by including
_ Index Terms—Kernel machines, nonnegative matrix factoriza- (ijfferent regularization terms, such as the Fisher coimitra
tion, Pareto optimal, hyperspectral image, unmixing probem. 4 |earming local feature$ [L1], the sparseness constfam
intuitive and easily interpretable decompositions]|[12je t
|. INTRODUCTION temporal smoothness and spatial decorrelation regutamza
[13], and the minimum dispersion regularization for unmgi
accuracy([14]. Other objective functions are also raiseanfr
ONNEGATIVE MATRIX FACTORIZATION (NMF) practical standpointse.g., the ¢;-norm for the robustness
provides a parts-based representation for the nonnegatiginst outliers and missing dafa[15] and the Bregman di-
data entries, and has becoming a versatile technique wittrgence with fast computational performarice [16].
plenty of applications[[1]. As opposed to other dimension- Many studies have shown the limits of a linear decompo-
ality reduction approaches,g.,principal component analysis, sition, as opposed to a nonlinear onel[17],1[18].][19]. While
vector quantization and linear discriminant analysis,NiMF most research activities have been concentrated on thar line
is based on the additivity of the contributions of the bas®MF, a few works have considered the nonlinear case. In
to approximate the original data. Such decomposition modei attempt to extent the linear NMF models to the nonlinear
often yields a tractable physical interpretation thanksh® scope, several kernel-based NMF have been proposed within
sparse and nonnegative obtained representation of the inge framework offered by the kernel machines [20]. Emplgyin
data. Many real world applications benefit from these vstuea nonlinear function, the kernel-based methods mainly eap t
including hyperspectral unmixing_[2]/[3], face and faciatiata into a higher dimensional space, where the existirgtin
expression recognition [4],[5], gene expression datalfidd techniques are performed on the transformed data. Thelkerne
source separation|[7], and spectral clustering [8], [9lhd&me trick enables the estimation of the inner product betwegn an
a few. pair of mapped data in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space
The NMF approximates a high-rank nonnegative input ma- the so-calledfeature spaceX —, without the need of
trix by two nonnegative low-rank ones. As a consequence kitowing explicitly neither the nonlinear map function nor
provides a decomposition suitable for many signal proogssithe resulting space. For example, n][20], the linear NMF
and data analysis problems, and in particular the hypetsppectechnique is performed on the kernel matrix, whose entries
unmixing problem. Indeed, a hyperspectral image is a cubensist of the inner products between input data calculated
that consists of a set of images of the scene under scrutimjth some kernel function. Other kernel-based NMF tech-
each corresponding to a ground scene from which the light witjues presented in [21], [22]. [23] follow a similar scheme
certain wavelength is reflected. Namely, a reflectance sgecbut share an additive assumption originated from the convex
over a wavelength range is available for each pixel. It SMF approach proposed in_[21], that is, the basis matrix is
assumed that each spectral is a mixture of a few “puredpresented as the convex combination of the mapped input
materials, called endmembers. The hyperspectral unmixidgta in the feature spa@gé. It is worth noting that the objective
F. Zhu and P. Honeine are with the Institut Charles Delaur@{RS) function is .the Fr.Obenius .nor_m of the residual bet_Ween the
Universite de Te‘chnologie de Troyes, France. " kernel matrix and its factorization, for all the above-meng¢d
Email : fei.zhu@utt.fr and paul.honeine@utt.fr kernel-based NMF methods. However, although the input data
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matrix is nonnegative, the nonnegativity of the mapped dataThe remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We
is not guaranteed. A more severe disadvantage is that flst revisit the conventional and kernel-based NMF. The dif
obtained bases lie in the feature space (often of infiniferences between the input and the feature space optionzati
dimension), where a reverse mapping to the input spaceai® discussed in Sectidn]lll. In Sectién] IV, we present the
difficult. Indeed, one needs to solve the pre-image probéem, proposed bi-objective NMF framework. Sectiéd V demon-
obstacle inherited from the kernel machines [24].[In [3gsth strates the efficiency of the proposed method for unmixing
difficulties are circumvented by defining a model in the featutwo real hyperspectral images. Conclusions and future svork
space that can be optimized directly in the input space.ifn thare reported in Sectidn VI.
paper, we revisit this framework to discover the nonlingari
of the input matrix. See Secti¢n I[}B for more details. II. A PRIMER ON THE LINEAR AND NONLINEARNMF

In either its linear conventional formulation or its nordar
kernel-based formulation, as well as all of their variasi¢gand
regularizations), the NMF has been tackling a single-dhjec
optimization problem. In essence, the underlying asswonpti
is that it is known in prior that the linear model dominates th
nonlinear one, or vice versa, for the input data under study. Conventional NMF
To obtain s_uch _prior information about_ thg given input_ data Gjen a nonnegative data matiX € RL*7, the conven-
is not p_ractlcal in mo_st real-worlql applications. _Moreovﬂar tional NMF aims to approximate it by the product of two
is possible that a fu§|0n of the linear and nonlinear model, _rank nonnegative matriceE € R*N and A € RV*T,
reveals the latent variables closer to the ground truth éae namely
single model considered alone. Independently from the NMF X ~ EA 1)
framework, such combination of the linear model with a non- ’
linear fluctuation was recently studied by Chen, Richard anghder the constraint®& > 0 and A > 0, where the non-
Honeine in [18] and [25] where, in the former, the nonlingari negativity is element-wise. An equivalent vector-wise m@lod
depends only on the spectral content, while it is defined byisigiven by considering separately each column of the matrix

In this section, we present the two NMF variants, with the
linear and the nonlinear models, as well as the correspgndin
optimization problems.

post-nonlinear model in the latter. A multiple-kernel l@iag X, namelyx, for t = 1,...,T, with
approach was studied in_[26] and a Bayesian approach was N
investigated in [[27] with the so-called residual component @y Zant e,
analysis. All these methods share one major drawback: they —~ ’

only consist in estimating the abundances, with a nonlinear ) . .

model, while the endmembers need to be extracted in a p 1ere eache, is represented as a linear co_mblnatlon of the
processing stage using any conventional linear technityue °IUMNS ofE, denotede, forn =1,..., N, with the scalars
Findr, vertex component analysis, .. [28]). As opposeditths 9nt for n= l,...,N andt = 1,...,T being the entries of
separation in the optimization problems, the NMF provides 4N€ MatrixA. The subspace spanned by the vectgrsas well

elegant framework for solving jointly the unmixing problemalS the veptorszn IS denotgd the input spack.
namely estimating the endmembers and the abundances. T&° €sStimate both matrice®’ and A, one concentrates on
the best of our knowledge, there have been no previous studfé® minimization of the Frobenius squared error neyf —

9 : ; .
that combine the linear and nonlinear models within the NMEAllF» subject toE > 0 and A > 0. In its vector-wise
formulation, the objective function to minimize is

framework.

In this paper, we study the bi-objective optimization prob- 1T N
lem that performs simultaneously the NMF in both input Jx(E,A) = 52 |e: — Zant enl?, 2)
and feature spaces, by combining the linear and kernellbase t=1 n=1

models. The first objective function to optimize stems fréw@ t \yhere the residual error is measured between each inputrvect
conventional linear NMF, while the second objective fuaeti ., and its approximationy Lansen in the input space

. . . . n=
defined in the feature space, is derived from a kernel-basgd The optimization is operated with a two-block coordinate

there exists rather a set of nondominated, noninferior cetBa of 4, while keeping the elements in the other matrix fixed.

optimal solutions, as opposed to the unique decomposition

when dealing exclusively with one objective function. Ider )

to acquire the Pareto optimal solutions, we investigate the Nonlinear — kernel-based — NMF

sum-weighed method from the literature of multi-objective A straightforward generalization to the nonlinear form is
optimization, due to its ease for being integrated to th@woposed within the framework offered by the kernel ma-
proposed framework. Moreover, propose to approximate thkines. In the following, we present the kernel-based NM# th
corresponding Pareto front. The multiplicative updateswdre we have recently proposed inl [3]. It is worth noting that othe
derived for the resulting sub-optimization problem in tlase variants can also be investigated, including the ones etiudi
where the feature space is induced by the Gaussian kermel[20], [21], [22], [23]. However, these variants suffepin
The convergence of the algorithm is discussed, as well @#® pre-image problem, making the derivations and the study
initialization and stopping criteria. more difficult; see[[29] for more details.



Consider a nonlinear functiob(-) that maps the columns of
the matrix X, as well as the columns of the matr®, from
the input spacet to some feature spacH. Its associated
norm is denoted - ||, and the corresponding inner product
in the feature space is of the fort®(x;), ®(x+ ))3, which

Uy =350 an Blen)

= D(e,
can be evaluated using the so-called kernel functi@ , =) en ®(g1) /‘e@()e.ﬂ{’(%
in kernel machines. Examples of kernel functions are th H o
Gaussian and the polynomial kernels. P(a2)
Applying the model[{l1) in the feature space, we get th_ ®)
following matrix factorization model Fig. 1: In the linear NMF, each sampig is approximated by

[®(z1) D(x2) - (zr)] ~ [P(er) Dles) --- len)]A x; in the input spaceY, while in the kernel-based NMF, the
_ _ _ " mapped sampl®(x;) is approximated byl in the feature
or equivalently in the vector-wise form, for all=1,...,T,  gpace?{. The proposed bi-objective NMF solves simultane-

N ously the two optimization problems.
D(xt) ~ Z ant P(en).
n=1

Under the nonnegativity of alky and entries ofA, the B. Onaugmenting the linear model with a nonlinearity
optimization problem consists in minimizing the sum of the Recently, several works have been investigating the com-
residual errors in the feature spagg between eacl(xz;) bination of a linear model, often advocated by a physical
and its approximatio ", a,.; ®(e,,), namely model, with an additive nonlinear fluctuation, determinethw

a kernel-based term. The model takes the form

2
®

1 T N
In(E,A) =3 Hfb(:ct) — 3"t d(en)

By analogy to the linear case, a two-block coordinate descen
scheme can be investigated to solve this optimization prabl where ¥, belongs to some nonlinear feature space. Several
models have been proposed to define this nonlinearity, as
lIl. INPUT VERSUS FEATURE SPACE OPTIMIZATION outlined here. In[[18], the nonlinearity depends exclugive
The difference between the linear and the nonlinear casesthe endmembess,. In [26], the above additive fluctuation
is illustrated in Fig[Il. With the linear NMF, each sample is relaxed by considering a convex combination with the so-
is approximated with a linear combination of thé elements called multiple kernel learning. More recently, the abumzts
e, hamely by minimizing the Euclidean distance in the inpuwdre incorporated in the nonlinear model, with a post-n@ain
space between each, and z; = Zﬁ;l ant €,. With the model as studied ir_[25] and a Bayesian approach is used in
nonlinear case, using the kernel-based formalism, the od27] with the so-called residual component analysis. Apoth
mization is considered in the feature space, by minimizireg t model is proposed in [19] in the context of supervised leagni
distance irH between®(x;) and¥; = 27]:[:1 ant ®(ey,). The All these approaches consider that the endmembgrare
two models, and the corresponding optimization problemes, already known, or estimated using some linear techniquets su

N
Ty = § anten+\llta
n=1

distinct (except for the trivial linear kernel). as the vertex component analysis (VCA)|[28]. The nonlirtgari
is only investigated within the abundances;. As opposed
A. The pre-image problem to these approaches, the method considered in this paper

An attempt to bridge this gap is to provide a representatidfvestigates also the estimation of the endmembgrsvith a
of ¥, in the input space, namely estimating the element 8Pnlinear relation with respect to it.
X whose image with the mapping functi@b(-) is as close
as possible tal,. This is the pre-image problem, which is an 1V. BI-OBJECTIVE OPTIMIZATION IN BOTH INPUT AND
ill-posed nonlinear optimization problem; see [[24] for mor FEATURE SPACES

details. As shown in the literature investigating the prage In this section, we propose to solve simultaneously the two

problem, and demonstratedNrecentIy in][30, Theorem 1], tB@timization problems, in the input and the feature spases.

pre-image takes the form_, _, a;,, e,, for some unknown gig g for an illustration.
coefficientsa! ,. These coefficients depend on tbg, making
the model implicitly nonlinear.

It is worth noting that this difference, between the linead a
the nonlinear case, is inherited from the framework of kkrne Optimizing simultaneously the objective functions
machines; see_[31]. This drawback spans also the multiple (E, A) and Jy(E,A), namely in both the input
kernel learning models, of the for@jﬁlvzl ant k(en,-) where and the feature space, is in a sense an ill-defined problem.
the kernelk is a (convex) combination of several kernéls|[32]indeed, it is not possible in general to find a common solution
While we focus in this paper on the NMF, our work extendthat is optimal for both objective functions. As opposedtte t
to the wide class of kernel methods, by providing a framewosingle-objective optimization problems where the mainufoc
to optimize in both input and feature spaces, as shown nextould be on the decision solution space, namely the space of

A. Problem formulation



all entries(E, A) (of dimensionLN + NT), the bi-objective optimization. To this end, we transform the bi-objectivelpr

optimization problem brings the focus on the objectiviem into an aggregated objective function which is a convex

space, namely the space to which the objective vectmombination of the two original objective functions. Let

[Jx(E,A) Jy(E,A)] belongs. Beyond such bi-objective B

optimization problem, multi-objective optimization hasem J(E,A) = alx(E,A) + (1 -a)Ju(E,A)

widely studied in the literature. Before taking advantage ®e the aggregated objective functiéie{ sum-weighted objec-

this literature study and solving our bi-objective optiation tive function, also called scalarization value) for someghe

problem, we revisit the following definitions in our context ,, < [0,1] that represents the relative importance between
« Pareto dominance The solution (E;, A;) is said to oObjectivesJx and.Jy. The optimization problem becomes

dominate (E2, As) if and only if Jx(Ei, A1) < min aJx(E, A) + (1 — a)Ju(E, A)
Jx(Eg,Ag) and JH(El,Al) < J’H(EQ,AQ), where at E.A (4)
least one inequality is strict. subjectto E>0andA >0

- Pareto thlmal. A given SOIU“.On(E. A7) is a glqbal For a fixed value of the weight, the above problem is
(respectively local) Pareto optimal if and only if it is not oo :

: L s called the suboptimization problem. The solution to thevabo
dominated by any other solution in the decision space oo . . o
Suboptimization problem is a Pareto optimal for the origina

(respectively in its neighborhood). That is, the ObJeCt'VEi—objective problem, as proven in [34] for the general case

vector[JX(E ’A*) *JH(E , A )]. correqundmg o a By solving the above suboptimization problem with a spread
Pareto optimal E*, A™) cannot be improved in any space . . N
. . -2 b of values of the weighty, we obtain an approximation of the
(input or feature space) without any degradation in t

areto front. It is obvious that the model breaks down to the
other space.

« Pareto front: The set of the objective vectors correspondts-lngle_ObJeCtlve conyentmnal NMF iLl(2) with = 1, vyh|le
. . ) e extreme case withh = 0 leads to the kernel NMF iri {3).
ing to the Pareto optimal solutions forms the Pareto fron

in the objective space _ The optimizatio_n prc_)blem[[4) ha_s no _closed—form so_lu—
' tion, a drawback inherited from optimization problems with
Various multi-objective optimization techniques have eenonnegativity constraints. Moreover, the objective fiortiis
proposed and successfully applied into engineering fields, nonconvex and nonlinear, making the optimization problem
the evolutionary algorithms_[33], sum-weighted algorimgifficult to solve. In the following, we propose iterative
[34], [35], e-constraint method [36], [37], normal boundarytechniques for this purpose. It is noteworthy to mentiors thi
intersection method [38], to name a few. See the survey [39]elds an approximate optimal solution, whose objectivetme
[40] and the references therein on the methods for mulfipproximates a point on the Pareto front. Substituting the

objective optimization. Among the existing methods, theisu expressions given ifi{2) and (3) fdk and.J,, the aggregated
weighted or scalarization method has been always the mgpjective function becomes

popular one, since it is straightforward and easily to imple . N . N
ment. A sum-weighted technique converts a multi-objective_ 3~ Hmt =S ane e”H2 y1l-e 3 Hq)(mt) =S ane @(en)HQ .
problem into a single-objective problem by combining the 2 i= n=1 2 = n=1 H

multiple objectives. Under some conditions, the objective ®)
vector corresponding to latter’s optimal solution belotmthe This objective function takes the form

convex part of multi-objective problem’s Pareto front. Shu T N N N

by changing the weights among the objectives appropriatelymin ay’ (— > anteg @i+ % S>> antamte;rem>

the Pareto front of the original problem is approximatede Th"""'™"  t=1 nzjlv nzlm:Nl N

drawbacks of the sum-weighted method reside in that the 1

nonconvex part of the Pareto front is unattainable, and even'' a)g; (- nzla"m(en’mt) "2 ,;7,; aniamin(en em)).
on the convex part of the front, a uniform spread of weights (6)

does not frequently result in a uniform spread of Paretotpoiryfter expanding the expressions of the distanceglin (5), and
on the Pareto front, as pointed out in [34]. Nevertheless, themoving the constant terms, «; and x(x,, z;), since they
sum-weighted method is the most practical one, in view @ke independent of,,; ande,.

the complexity of the NMF problem, which is nonconvex, ill- - Although the NMF is nonconvex, its subproblem with one
posed and NP-hard. matrix fixed is convex. Similar to most NMF algorithms,
we apply the two-block coordinate descent scheme, namely,
alternating over the elements i or in A, while keeping the
elements in the other matrix fixed. The derivative[df (6) with

Following the formulation introduced in the previougespect toa,, is

B. Bi-objective optimization with the sum-weighted method

section, we propose to minimize the bi-objective function N

[Jx(E,A) Ju(E,A)], under the nonnegativity of the Va,,J = a( —elx + Z it eIem)

matricesE and A. The decision solution, of sizN + NT, m=1 )
corresponds to the entries in the unknown matriEeand A. N

In the following, we use the sum-weighted method, which +(1- a)( — k(en, o) + Z it n(en,em)),
is the most widely-used approach to tackle multi-objective m=1



and the gradient of{6) with respect &, is TABLE |: Some common kernels and their gradients with
respect toe,,

T N
Ve, ] =a Z ant( —x + Z amtem) Kernel r(en, 2) Ve, k(€n, 2)
t=1 m=1 Gaussian exp({g—é”en - z|?) —J—Bn(en, z)(en — 2)
T N Polynomial (zTen +0)? d(zTe, +0)d Dz
A=) an (—Vem(en, T)+ Y ami Ve, klen, em))- Exponential | exp(5=kllen — 2l) | —sizk(en, 2)sgn(en — =)
t=1 m=1 (®) Sigmoid tanh(yz " e, + C) vysech?(yz T e, + €)z

Here, Ve, k(en, -) represents the gradient of the kernel with ) ) . )
respect to its argument,, and can be determined for mos€XPression of the gradienf](8) into the subtraction of two

valid kernels, as shown in TABLE . nonnegative te_rmsi,.e., _VenJ = _P — @, where P and Q_
Based on the gradient descent scheme, a simple addif\@/€ nonnegative entries. To this end, we set the stepgize
update rule can be written as corresponding t(_)en in (10) as [0 _(g|_ven_ on top of next
page), and obtain the following multiplicative update for
ant = Ant — Nt Va,. J (9) in (@) (given on top of next page), where the division and
for a,,;, and multiplication are element-wise.
e, =ep,— Ve, J (20)

_ On the convergence, initialization and stopping criteria
for e,,. The stepsize parameterys; andn, balance the rate Th 4 aloorithm tolerates th ¢ rictl
of convergence with the accuracy of optimization, and can be € proposed aigorithm tolerates the Use ot any strictly pos

set differently depending on and. After each iteration, the Itive matrices as initial matrices. A simple uniform distition
: ' on the positive quadrant is shown to be a good initialization

rectificationa,,; = max(an,0) should follow to guarantee the. . .
nonnegativity of alla,,; and the entries in ak,,. In—our expenments._ It IS an advar_1t_age over some NMF
algorithms where stricter initial conditions are requir&ar
instance, proposed for the hyperspectral unmixing proplem
both constrained NMHF_[2] and minimum volume constrained
The additive update rule is easy to implement but theMF [42] initialize the columns of the endmember mat#ix
convergence can be slow and very sensitive to the stepsigéh randomly chosen pixels from the image under study.
value, as pointed out by Lee and Seund_in [10]. Following the For each given weight, the stopping criterion is two-fold,
spirit of the latter paper, we provide multiplicative upelatiles either a stationary point is attained, or the preset maximum

for the proposed bi-objective NMF. Without loss of gendyali number of iterations is reached. Therefore, the algorittopss
we restrict the presentation to the case of the Gaussiaekers then-th iteration if

for the second objective functiafy. For most valid kernels,

the corresponding multiplicative update rules can be édriv

using a similar procedure. or
The Gaussian kernel is defined by(z;,z;) = N = Nmaxs

exp(525 ||zi — z;]|?) for any z;, z; € X, whereo denotes the (n) , ) o

tunable bandwidth parameter. In this case, its gradiert wiihereJ'"’ denotes the evaluation of the aggregation objective

C. Multiplicative update rules for the Gaussian kernel

J™ < min{J=Y gty

respect toe,, is function J at the n-th iteration andn,., is a predefined
1 threshold.
Ve, ki(€n, z) = ——k(en, 2)(en — 2). (11) On the convergence of the proposed algorithm, it is notewor-
) g

thy to mention that the quotients in the multiplicative ugda
To derive the multiplicative update rule fay,;, we choose the ryles [12) and[{15) are unity if and only if

stepsize parameter in the additive update rule (9) as
Va,,J =0 and Vg, J =0,

Ant
It =N N ’ respectively. Therefore, the above multiplicative updaies
o Z amie, €m + (1 — a) Z At K(€n, €m) imply a part of the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions.
m=1 m=1 However, the KKT conditions state only the necessary condi-
which yields tions for a local minimum. Concerning the nonconvex problem
aelz, + (1 —a)klen, ) as_the studied one, or any proble_m_ with _non—unique KKT-
Gpt = Qg X . points (stationary points), a local minimum is not guaradte

NMF, the proposed algorithm lacks guaranteed optimality
(12) property, since the convergence to a stationary point does n
Incorporating the above expressi®d, (e, z) of the Gaus- always correspond to a local minimum. See also the discus-
sian kernel in[(B), the gradient of the objective functionhwi sions around the convergence of the conventional NMEih [43]
respect toe,, becomes[(13) (given on top of next page). ThEt4]. Independently from these theoretical lack of conesicg,
multiplicative update rule foe,, is elaborated using the so-we show next that the proposed algorithm provides relevant
called split gradient method [41]. This trick decomposes thesults, and also outperforms all state-of-the-art method

N N L. .. . .
o Z ameel em + (1 — ) Z ot 5(€n, €m) Similar to other multiplicative-type update rules propibse
m=1 m

=1



T N T N
Ve, J=a) ant( —mt Yy amtem) +1 IS e (Fé(en, i) (en — ) = > amikilen, em)(en — 6m)) (13)
t=1 m=1 t=1 m=1

o
en
M = T N T N (14)
o2 ant Y. amtem + (1 —a) > ant (n(en, Tr)en, + Y. amik(en, em)em)
t=1 m=1 t=1 m=1
T T N
ao® S apas + (1—a) Y an (H(en, )T+ S amik(en, em)en)
e, = e, ® = t=1 - t=1 = m=1 - (15)
ac? Y ant Y. amem + (1 —a) . an: (ﬁ(en, zi)e, + Y. amek(en, em)em)
t=1 m=1 t=1 m=1

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, the performance of the proposed algorithm
for bi-objective NMF is demonstrated on the unmixing of two
well-known hyperspectral images. An approximation of the
Pareto front is proposed and a comparison with state-of-the
art unmixing methods is conducted.

A. Dataset and settings

The first image, depicted in Figl 2, is the Urban inﬂage
acquired by the Hyperspectral Digital Imagery Collection
Experiment (HYDICE) sensor. The top left part wigh x 50
pixels is taken from the originall07 x 307 pixels’ image. The
raw data consists of 210 channels covering the bandwidth fro
0.4um to 2.5um. _As recommendeq in_[45], only. = 162 g Approximation of the Pareto front
clean bands of high-SNR are of interest. According to the ) ) o
ground truth provided i [45]]26], the studied area is rhain Since to determine the whole Pareto front is unrealistic for
composed by grass tree. bdilbling and road. a nonlinear multi-objective optimization problem, onegtatris

The second image is a sub-image wiih x 50 pixels to approximate the Pareto front by a set of discrete points on
selected from the well-known Cuprite image, which was af[39]- The concept of the Pareto optimal and the Paretotfron
quired by the Airborne Visible/Infrared Imaging Spectrdare &€ notstrictin the proposed algorithm, due to the solvenef
(AVIRIS) in 1997. The data is collected over 244 contiguou®!Poptimization problem not guaranteeing a local minimum,
spectral bands, with the wavelength ranging fromum to not to mention the global minimum. These obstacles are
9.5um. After the removal of the noisy bands,— 189 spectral inherited from the nonconvexity and the nonlinearity of the
bands remain. As investigated [ [47], [48], this area isino kernel-based NMF problem. In this case, the Pareto optimal

to be dominated by three materials: muscovite, alunite afgd the Pareto front refer actually tandidate Pareto optimal
cuprite. andan approximation of Pareto frontespectively[[39].

Experiments are conducted employing the weightcsat To approximate the Pareto front with a discrete set of ppints
{0,0.02, ...,0.98, 1}, which implies the model varying grad-We operate as follows: For each value of the weightwe
ually from the nonlinear Gaussian NMF (= 0) to the obtain a solution (endmember and abundance matrices) from
conventional linear NMFd — 1). For eachy from the weight the algorithm proposed in Sectién IV-C; by evaluating the
set, multiplicative update rules given i {12) ard](15) ar@Pjective functions/x and Jy at this solution, we get a
applied, with the maximum iteration numbeg,.. = 300. single point in the objective space._Th_e approximated Bargt
The initial matrices ofE and A are generated using a [0,TONt for the Urban and the Cuprite images are shown in
1] uniform distribution. To choose an appropriate bandwidf19-3(@) and Fid. 3(b). The evolution of objectivés, ./ and
o in the Gaussian kernel, we first apply the single objectifB¢ 29gregated objective functioh evaluated at the solution
Gaussian NMF on both images, using the same candidate ¥¥gined for each weight, are shown in Figl 4(n) for the
{0.2,0.3,...,9.9,10,15,20,...,50} for o. Considering the Urban image and in Fig. 4(p) for the Cuprite image.
reconstruction error in both input and feature space (sesbe e observe the following:
for definitions), we fixoc = 3.0 for the Urban image, and 1) For both images under study, solutions generated with
o = 2.5 for the Cuprite image as investigated [n[29]. a =1 anda = 0 are dominated, since all the solutions

on the Pareto front outperform them, with respect to both
1The Urban image is available: http://www.erdc.usace.amifMedia/--FactSheetoBjetivasAritiyitemaBis AAaicReiTa 68 ihgneenve BN aidim

Fig. 2: The ground truth of the Urban image
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Regarding the sum-weighted approach, the minimizer of
the suboptimization problem is proven to be a Pareto
optimal for the original multi-objective problem.e., the
corresponding objective vector belongs to the Pareto front
in the objective space [34]. In practice, we obtain 9 and
23 (out of 51) dominated solutions for the Urban and the
Cuprite images, respectively. Such phenomenon, however,
is not surprising, sincéhere exist multiple Pareto optimal
solutions in a problem only if the objectives are conflict-
ing to each other as claimed in[[49] Other possible
explanation could be the applied numerical optimization
scheme, due to the weak convergence of the method or
to the failure of the solver in finding a global minimum
[40]. For the Urban image as shown in Fig. 3(a) and
Fig. [4(a), all the obtained solutions are Pareto optimal
within the objectives-conflicting interval € [0.18,0.94].
Regarding the Cuprite image, as observed in Fig.]3(b)
and Fig.[4(H), the objectives-conflicting interval ds €
[0.14,0.72], while the Pareto optimal solutions are found
using a € {0.04} U {0.26,0.28,...,0.72}. In fact, the
obtained solutions witlx € {0.14,0.16, ...,0.24} are only
local Pareto optimal, and they are dominated by a global
Pareto optimal withae = 0.04. It is pointed out in [[40]
that, in the nonconvex problem, the global (local) solver
generates global (local) Pareto optimal, and local Pareto
optimal is not of interest in front of global Pareto optimal.
As illustrated in both Fig[ 3(h) and Fi§. 3(b), an even
distribution of weighta between [0, 1] do not lead to an
even spread of the solutions on the approximated Pareto
front. Moreover, the nonconvex part of the Pareto front
cannot be attained using any weight. It is exactly the case
in Fig.[3(b); in Fig[3(d), a trivial nonconvex part between
a = 0.3 anda = 0.5 on the approximated Pareto front
is probably resulted from the nonoptimal solution of the
suboptimization problem. These are two main drawbacks
of the sum-weighted method.

b) Cuprite image . . . .
(b) Cup 9 Nevertheless, the obtained approximation of Pareto front i

) ) ) ) of high value. On one hand, it provides a set of Pareto optimal
Fig. 3: lllustration of the approximated Pareto front in th@qytions for the DM, instead of a single decomposition. On
objective space for Urban and Cuprite images. The objectifg, iher hand, an insight of the trade-off between objestiv

vectors of the non-dominated solutions (42 for the Urbap, 4nq 7., reveals the underlying linearity/nonlinearity of the
image, 28 for the Cuprite image), marked in red, approxiréat@yata ynder study, as illustrated in the following section.
part of the Pareto front; the objective vectors of the doeida

solutions (9 for the Urban image, 23 for the Cuprite image)
are marked in blue. C. Performance

In this section, we study the performance of the method on
. _ . _the unmixing problem in hyperspectral imagery. The unngxin
NMF nor the nonlinear Gaussian NMF best fits the studigskrformance is evaluated by two metrics introduced in [29].

images. On the contrary, the Pareto optimal solutiomghe first one is the reconstruction error in the input spadg) (R
which result the points on the Pareto front, provide a set géfined by

feasible and nondominated decompositions for the decision
maker (DM),i.e., the user. It is worth noting that we apply
the sum-weighted method aspasteriori method, where
different Pareto optimal solutions are generated, and the
DM makes the final comprise among optimal solutions.
Alternatively, in apriori method, the DM specifies the
weight « in advance to generate a solution. See [40] f
more details.

1 T N
I _ 2
RE— TL;Hwt nzlantetﬂ .

2For example, the Pareto optimal solutions for the well-kndBchaffer’s
function, defined byJ(z) = [z2,(x — 2)2]T, are found only within the
Ghterval [0,2], where a tradeoff between two objectives exists. See [38] fo
more details.



The second one is the reconstruction error in the featureespa VABLE II: Unmixing performance for the Urban image

(RE®), which is similarly defined as RE x10-2 | RE® x10-2
FCLS 1.44 3.89
R _ | L i Hq) ) — i o )H2 GBM-sNMF 6.50 4.11
“\TL & (t o] ant®(er W K-Hype 5.99 4.67
MinDisCo 3.12 4.60
where ConvexNMF 2.96 5.84
N 2 N N KconvexNMF - 43.94
H(IJ(:I:t) — Z amg@(et)HH = Z Z ntamik(€n, €m) KsNMF - 4.33
n=1 n=1m=1 MercerNMF - 2.96
N _ | LinearNMF a=1 1.48 3.96
-2 Z antk(€n, ) + k(T T4), % GaussianNMF a=0 3.49 1.39
n=1 o a=0.18 2.70 1.27
and (-, -) denotes the Gaussian kernel. It is worth to note || Pareto Optimal| a =0.50 2.38 2.04
that RE” can always be evaluated for any given matrid@s a =094 1.40 3.78

and A, regardless of the optimization problem and the solving

procedure that led to these matrices. TABLE Ill: Unmixing performance for the Cuprite image

RE x10-2 | RE®x10—2
State-of-the-art unmixing methods FCLS 0.95 0.59
An unmixing problem comprises the estimation of endmem- GBM-SNMF 1.06 0.62
. . K-Hype 2.12 0.93
bers and the corresponding abundance maps. Some existing —
. . MinDisCo 1.62 4.54
techniques either extract the endmembers (such as VCA) or
. ConvexNMF 1.61 2.51
estimate the abundances (such as FBLSther methods en- KomvexNVE . 1953
able the simultaneous estimatioesy.,NMF and its variants. KSNME - 1 '38
We brlefly_present all the unmixing algorithms that are used MercerNME - %7
In comparison. . . . _ | LinearNMF a=1 0.89 2.28
The most-known endmember extraction technique is the |& .
. . o | GaussianNMF| «a =0 1.05 0.50
vertex component analysis (VCA) [28]. It is based on the g a—00d 092 02
. ) . " } . )
linear mixture model and presumes the existence of end- |2/ pyeooptimall o =050 084 058
members within the image under analysis. It seeks to inflate a=072 077 073

the simplex enclosing all the spectra. The endmembers are
the vertices of the largest simplex. This technique is &obpli
for endmember extraction, jointly with three abundance es- convex combination of certain data points. The kernel
timation techniques: FCLS, K-Hype and GBM-sNMF. Theonvex-NMF (KconvexNMF) and the kernel semi-NMF based
fully constrained least squares algorithm (FCLS)|[51] is an the nonnegative least squares (KsNMF) are essentially
least square approach using the linear mixture model, whehe kernelized variants of the ConvexNMF in_[21] and the
the abundances are estimated considering the nonnegatisiternating nonnegativity constrainted least squares thad
and sum-to-one constraints. A nonlinear unmixing modattive set method in [53], respectively, as discussed_iij. [22
for abundance estimation is considered [in|[18], where tiE&xperiments are also conducted with these two kernel meth-
nonlinear term is described as a kernel-based model, wilis, adopting the Gaussian kernel. Nonlinear NMF based on
the so-called linear-mixture/nonlinear-fluctuation mo@€- constructing Mercer kernels (MercerNMF), introduced id][5
Hype). In [52], a generalized bilinear model is formulatedaddresses the nonlinear NMF problem using a self-constluct
with parameters optimized using the semi-nonnegativeimatGaussian kernel, where the nonnegativity of the embedded
factorization (GBM-sNMF). bases and coefficients is preserved. The embedded data are
We further consider five NMF-based techniques that af@ally factorized with conventional NMF. Of particular m@ot
capable to estimate the endmembers and abundances joimglyhat only the reconstruction error in the feature spacebea
The minimum dispersion constrained NMF (MinDisCD) |[14talculated for the aforementioned kernel-based methause s
includes the dispersion regularization to the conventionthe pre-images of the mapped endmember, which are required
NMF, by integrating the sum-to-one constraint for each fsxe in the computing of reconstruction error in the input space,
abundance fractions and the minimization of variance withtannot be exploited.
each endmember. The problem is solved by exploiting an
alternate projected gradient scheme. In the convex NoRNegamixing performance
tive matrix factorization (ConvexNMF) [21], the basic matr
(endmember matrix in our context) is restricted to the sp
of the input data, that is, each sample can be viewed

The unmixing performance, with respect to the reconstruc-
n errors in the input and the feature spaces, is compaitad w
R the input and the feature sp paitad
aforementioned unmixing approaches, as demonstmated i
e af tioned g approach d trated
3See [[50] for connections between the endmember extractionigues TABLE m‘.’md TABLE m As can pe observed, the proposed
and the abundances estimation techniques. method with Pareto optimal solution outperforms not only th
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Fig. 4. Visualization of the trade-off between the two objedFig. 5: Urban image: Endmembers and corresponding abun-
tives Jx andJy, and the change of the aggregated objectiéance maps, estimated using = 1 (conventional linear
function J, along with the increment of weight, for the NMF); o = 0.3 (a Pareto optimal of the bi-objective NMF);
Urban image and the Cuprite image. a = 0 (nonlinear Gaussian NMF).

VI. CONCLUSION
existing linear NMF & = 1) and Gaussian NMFo( = 0), but

also all the state-of-the-art methods. This paper presented a novel bi-objective nonnegative ma-

trix factorization by exploiting the kernel machines, wiaéne

The estimated endmembers and the corresponding abgBcomposition was performed simultaneously in the inpdt an
dance maps with the proposed method are shown in[Figi feature space. The multiplicative update rules werigeir
and Fig.[6. For the Urban image, different areas (the road e performance of the method was demonstrated for un-
particular) are better recognized with the Pareto optinta#n mixing well-known hyperspectral images. The resultingear
compared with solutions of the linear and of the Gaussigfnts were analyzed. As for future work, we are extendirig th
NMF. Regarding the Cuprite image, the linear NMEe{ approach to include other NMF objective functions, defined
o = 1) recognizes two out of three regions; whereas boff the input or the feature space. Considering simultarigous
the Pareto optimali., o = 0.72) and the Gaussian NMF geyeral kernels, and as a consequence several featuresspace
(i.,e, a = 0) are able to distinguish three regions. Howeveys z1so under investigation.
the abundance maps of Gaussian NMF appear to be overly
sparse, compared with its counterpart of the Pareto optimal
solution. It is also noticed that the endmembers extraciéd w
the linear NMF are spiky, and even with some zero-parts, thusThis work was supported by the French ANR, grant
meeting poorly the real situation. HYPANEMA: ANR-12BS03-0033.
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