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Abstract

When applying nonnegative matrix factorization (NMF), generally the rank parameter is unknown. Such
rank in NMF, called the nonnegative rank, is usually estimated heuristically since computing the exact value
of it is NP-hard. In this work, we propose an approximation method to estimate such rank while solving NMF
on-the-fly. We use sum-of-norm (SON), a group-lasso structure that encourages pairwise similarity, to reduce
the rank of a factor matrix where the rank is overestimated at the beginning. On various datasets, SON-NMF
is able to reveal the correct nonnegative rank of the data without any prior knowledge nor tuning.

SON-NMF is a nonconvx nonsmmoth non-separable non-proximable problem, solving it is nontrivial. First,
as rank estimation in NMF is NP-hard, the proposed approach does not enjoy a lower computational complexity.
Using a graph-theoretic argument, we prove that the complexity of the SON-NMF is almost irreducible. Second,
the per-iteration cost of any algorithm solving SON-NMF is possibly high, which motivated us to propose a
first-order BCD algorithm to approximately solve SON-NMF with a low per-iteration cost, in which we do so
by the proximal average operator. Lastly, we propose a simple greedy method for post-processing.

SON-NMF exhibits favourable features for applications. Beside the ability to automatically estimate the
rank from data, SON-NMF can deal with rank-deficient data matrix, can detect weak component with small
energy. Furthermore, on the application of hyperspectral imaging, SON-NMF handle the issue of spectral
variability naturally.

Keywords: nonnegative matrix factorization, rank, regularization, sum-of-norms, nonsmooth nonconvex opti-
mization, algorithm, proximal gradient, proximal average, complete graph

1 Introduction

Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF) We denote NMF(M , r) [1, 2] the following problem: given a matrix
M ∈ Rm×n

+ , find two factor matrices W ∈ Rm×r
+ and H ∈ Rr×n+ such that M = WH. NMF describes a cone:

M is a point cloud (of n points) in Rm+ , contained in a polyhedral cone generated by the r columns of W with
nonnegative weights encoded in H, where Hij represents the contribution of column wi in representing the data
column mj , e.g., see [3, Fig.1].

Nonnegative rank Let r = rank+(M) denotes the nonnegative-rank of a matrix, where r represents the
minimal number of nonnegative rank-1 components required to represent M [4, Section 4], [2, Section 3], i.e.,

NMF(M , r) : M = WH =
[
w1 . . .wr

] h
1

...
hr

 = w1h
1 + · · ·+wrh

r =

r∑
ℓ=1

wℓh
ℓ, wℓ ≥ 0,hℓ ≥ 0, (1)

where wj is the jth column of W , and hj is the jth row of H. Here wjh
j is the jth rank-1 factor in WH.

r is important Parameter r controls the model complexity of NMF and plays a critical role in data analysis.
In signal processing [5], r represents the number of sources in a audio. If r is over-estimated, over-fitting occurs
where the over-estimated component in the models the noise (e.g. piano mechanical noise [6, Section 4.2])
instead of meaningful information.
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r is unknown Generally r is unknown, finding r in NMF(M , r) for rank+(M) ≥ 3 is NP-hard [7]1. In many
cases rank(M) and/or rank+(M) are small since M is approximately low rank [8] and/or low nonnegative-rank
[2, Section 9.2]. Many heuristics have been proposed to find r in the literature: beside trial-and-error, the two
main groups of methods for finding r are stochastic/information-theoretic and algebraic/deterministic. The first
group includes Bayesian method [9], cophenetic correlation coefficient [10] and minimum description length [11].
The second group includes fooling set [12] and f -vector in combinatorics [13]. See [2, Section 3] for a summary
on the algebra of rank+.

In this work, we focus on approximately solving NMF(M , r), without tuning nor knowing r in advance. This
is achieved by imposing a “rank penalty” on NMF. Instead of using the nuclear norm nor the rank itself as a
penalty term, we consider a clustering regularizer called Sum-of-norms (SON): we propose SON-NMF to “relax”
the assumption of knowing r. Before we introduce SON-NMF, we first review the SON term.

Matrix ℓp,q-norm The ℓp,q-norm of a matrix X ∈ Rm×n is defined as

∥X∥p,q :=

 n∑
j=1

(
p

√√√√ m∑
i=1

Xp
ij

)q
1
q

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∥x1∥p

...
∥xn∥p


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
q

,

where in the last equality we take the p-norm on columns followed by taking q-norm on the resulting vector. A
popular choice of the ℓp,q-norm is ℓ2,1-norm, used in multiple measurement vector problem [14], sparse coding
[15] and robust NMF [16].

Sum-of-norms (SON) We define the SON of a matrix X as the ℓ2,1-norm of P (X), where X 7→ P (X) is all

the pairwise difference xi − xj . As ∥xi − xj∥2 = ∥xj − xi∥2, there are n2−n
2 terms in SON of X. In this work

we propose to use SON2,1(W ) as a regularizer for the NMF, to be presented in the next section. Below we give
remarks on SON2,q(W ) with other choices of q.

• SON2,0(W ) with q = 0: it is trivial that rank(W ) ≤ SON2,0(W ) because the set of linearly independent vec-
tors is a subset of the set of unequal pair of vectors. Next, by the combinatorial nature of ℓ0-norm, minimizing
SON2,0(W ) is NP-hard and its complexity scales with r, so SON2,0(W ) is computationally unfavourable to
NMF for applications with a large r ≈ (m,n), which is the case in this work.

• SON2,2(W ) with q = 2: it is the Frobenius norm of P (W ) by definition. This SON has been used in
graph-regularized NMF [17], which is different from (SON-NMF) for two reasons: 1. the graph regularizer is a
weighted-squared-SON2,2 norm which is everywhere differentiable, which is not the case for SON2,1(W ), and
2. SON2,2(W ) does not induce sparsity while SON2,1(W ) does.

• SON2,∞(W ) with q → ∞: this term focuses on the pair (wi,wj) that is mutually furthest away from each
other, and ignoring the rest. This is unfavourable for removing the redundant wj in NMF for this work.

We are now ready to introduce SON-NMF.

SON-NMF In this work we propose to regularize NMF by SON2,1(W ) = ∥P (W )∥2,1 =
∑
i ̸=j
∥wi −wj∥2:

argmin
W ,H

F (W ,H) :=
1

2
∥WH−M∥2F +λ

∑
i ̸=j
∥wi−wj∥2+γ

∑
i

∥max{−wi,0}∥1+ ι∆r(H), (SON-NMF)

where 1
2∥M −WH∥2F : Rm×n × Rm×r × Rr×n → R is a smooth nonconvex data fitting term, the constants

λ > 0 and γ > 0 are parameters, the functions
∑

i ∥max{−wi,0}∥1 and ι∆r(H) =
∑

j ι∆r(hj) are nonsmooth
lower-semicontinuous proper convex that represent model constraints: respectively the nonnegativity of wj (i.e.,
W ≥ 0) and hj is inside r-dimensional unit simplex (i.e., H is element-wise nonnegative and H⊤1r ≤ 1n where
1r ∈ Rr denotes vector of ones). Note that in (SON-NMF) we use the penalty

∑
i ∥max{−wi,0}∥1, which is

equivalent to the nonnegativity constraint W ≥ 0 for sufficiently large λ, to be explained in section 4. We defer
to the end of this section for the definition of symbols used in (SON-NMF).

1Note that rank+(M) is not the same as rank(M), which can be computed by eigendecomposition or singular value decomposition.
See [2] on solving the problem NMF(M , r) for the case rank+(M) ≤ 2.
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Interpretation of SON: encouraging multicollinearity and rank-deficiency for NMF The SON term en-
courages the pairwise difference in ∥wi−wj∥2 to be small, possibly resulting in multicollinearity in the matrix W .
Note that in traditional regression models, multicollinearity is strongly discouraged due to its negative statistical
effect on the variables [18]. In this work, we intentionally encourage the multicollinearity of W , for the sake of
encouraging rank deficiency in W in order to reduce an overestimated rank for rank-estimation. I.e., SON-NMF
can be seen as the ordinary NMF model under a multicollinearity regularizer where the rank of W at the first
iteration is overestimated and then it is the job of the regularizer to reduce the overestimated rank of W to the
correct value in the algorithmic process.

There is a “price to pay” for such multicollinearity. If W is near-multicollinear, the conditional number of
W is large so W⊤W is ill-conditioned, negatively impacting the process of updating H. See the discussion in
Section 3.

Contributions We introduce a new problem (SON-NMF) with the following contributions.

• Empirically rank-revealing. On synthetic and real-world datasets, we empirically show that model (SON-NMF),
free from tuning the rank r, will itself find the correct r in the data automatically when r is overestimated.
This is due to the sparsity-inducing property of the ℓ2,1 norm in SON2,1.

– Rank-deficient compatibility. SON-NMF can work with rank-deficient problem, i.e., on data matrix with
the true rank smaller than the over overestimated parameter r. This has two advantages. First, it means
the model prevents over-fitting. Second, compared with existing NMF models such as the minimum-volume
NMF [19, 5] (see below) which was shown to exhibit [3] rank-finding ability, SON-NMF is applicable to
rank-deficient matrix.

• Irreducible computational complexity. As computing rank+ is NP-hard, the SON approach, as a “work-
around” approach to estimate rank+, cannot enjoy a lower complexity. We prove that (Theorem 1) the
complexity of the SON term is almost irreducible. Precisely, we show that in the best case, to recover the
r∗ columns of the true W ∗ using W obtained from SON-NMF with a rank r > r∗, we cannot reduce the
complexity of the SON term from r(r − 1)/2 to below r(r − ⌈r/r∗⌉)/2.

• Fast algorithm by proximal-average. Solving (SON-NMF) is not trivial: the W -subproblem is nonsmooth
non-separable and non-proximable, meaning that proximal-based methods [20, 21, 22, 23, 24] cannot efficiently
solve the problem. When dealing with non-proximal problem, dual approach like Lagrange multiplier and
ADMM are usually used, however SON-NMF has O(r2) pairs of non-proximal terms and such complexity is
irreducible (Theorem 1), the dual methods and second-order methods are inefficient since they have a very
high per-iteration cost. We propose a low-cost proximal average [25] based on the Moreau-Yosida envelop
[26].

We review the literature in the next paragraphs, on the background and the motivation of this work.

Review of NMF: minimum-volume and rank-deficiency SON-NMF has linkage to minvol NMF [19, 27].
Recently it has been observed in [3] that when using volume regularization in the form of log det(W⊤W + δIr),
minvol NMF on rank deficient matrix M (i.e., overestimating the r parameter) has the ability to zeroing out
extra components in W ,H. This has also been observed in audio blind source separation [5], where a rank-7
factorization is used on a dataset with 3 sources, the minvol NMF is able to set the redundant components to
zero. I.e., minvol NMF can automatically select the model order r. However minvol NMF is not suitable for
rank-deficient W : we have log det(W⊤W ) = log 0 = −∞ if δ = 0. Even if δ ̸= 0, the rank-deficient W provide
no information in the logdet term. Furthermore, in the work [5] on using an overestimated rank in minvol NMF,
it is the redundant components in matrix H set to zero instead of W . We remark that it is the rank-revealing
observation of minvol NMF motivated the first author to propose SON-NMF.

Review of clustering SON was proposed in [28, 29] on clustering. Due to the interpretation that minimizing
SON(W ) will force the pairwise difference wi −wj to be small, SON is also called “fusion penalty” [30]. Later
[31] considered SON with 0 < p < 1, and recently [32] showed that SON clustering can provably recover the
Gaussian mixture under some assumptions. SON2,0 is also used in graph trend filtering [33]. We remark that
these works are different from SON-NMF: they are single-variable problem, and NMF is a bi-variate nonconvex
problem with nonnegativity constraints.
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SON solution approaches The approach we proposed to solve the SON problem is different from the existing
approaches such as quadratic programming with convex hull [28], active-set [30], interior-point method [29],
trust-region with smoothing [31], Lagrange multiplier [34, 12.3.8] and semi-smooth Newton’s method [35]. These
approaches are all proposed for single-variable clustering (i.e., W only) with no nonnegativity constraint. What
we proposed is to makes use of proximal average [26, 25] which is computationally cheap to compute (with a
per-iteration cost O(m) where m is the dimension of wj) for SON and thus lowering the per-iteration cost. All
the method mentioned above are either unable to solve the SON problem on W with nonnegativity, or having a
higher per-iteration cost. See details in section 4.

History: the geometric median and the Fermat-Torricelli-Weber problem and Although SON is proposed
in 2000s [28, 30, 29], it is closely related to an old problem known as the Fermat-Torricelli-Weber problem [36, 37],
[34, Example 3.66], also known as the geometric median. We note that the analysis of geometric median does
not apply to SON-NMF, but it provides a geometric interpretation: SON-NMF produces a r∗-cluster of points
with the smallest geometric median to the dataset.

Rank estimation in NMF Existing works on rank estimation for NMF is not applicable in the setting of this
paper. The algebraic methods like fooling sets [12] and f -vector [13] only give a loose bound on rank+(M) and
are being expensive to implement. The statistical approaches [9, 11, 10] assume W and H follows some pre-
defined distributions, or require on heavy post-processing. SON-NMF has none of these assumptions, restrictions
nor post-processing.

A “drawback” of SON-NMF Finding the rank+ in NMF is NP-hard, the search space of r in NMF is the
set of natural number N, which has a cardinality of countably infinite. In SON-NMF we do not need to estimate
the rank r, but we are required to provide a regularization parameter λ, in which its search space is the set of
nonnegative real R+. By Cantor’s diagonal argument [38], the cardinality of real number is uncountably infinite.
Hence, it seems in SON-NMF we are moving from NMF with a search space N to SON-NMF with much larger
search space R+, and thus SON-NMF is even more difficult to solve than the already NP-hard NMF. We remark
that this is true theoretically, however it is not a problem practically because many datasets are hierarchically
clustered in the latent space, and thus a simple tuning of λ can be used on SON-NMF to find the true rank.

Paper organization We provide theory of SON-NMF in section 2. We present how to solve SON-NMF in
section 3 and section 4. We give experimental results in section 5. We conclude in section 6.

Notation The notation “{x, y} denotes {X,Y }” means that we denote the object X by the symbol x and
the object Y by the symbol y respectively (resp.). We use the symbols {R,R+,R,Rm,Rm×n} to denote {reals,
nonnegative reals, extended reals, m-dimensional reals, m-by-n reals}, we use {lowercase italic, bold lowercase
italic, bold uppercase letters} to represent {scalar, vector, matrix}. Given a matrix M , we denote {mi,mj}
the {ith row, jth column} of M . Given a convex set C ⊂ Rn, the indicator function of C at x is defined as
ιC(x) = 0 if x ∈ C and ιC = +∞ if x /∈ C, and projC(x) denotes the projection of a point x onto C. The
projection of {v ∈ Rn,V ∈ Rm×n} onto the nonnegative orthant {Rn+,Rm×n

+ } is denoted by the element-wise
max operator {[v]+, [V ]+}. Lastly ∆r ∈ Rr denotes the unit simplex and 1r ∈ Rr is the vector of 1s.

Remark. Note that the constraint on H removes the scaling ambiguity of the factorization. That is, there do
not exists a diagonal matrix D that M = W1H1 = (W1D)(D−1H1) =: W2H2 such that W1 ̸= W2 and
H1 ̸= H2.

2 Theory of SON-NMF

In this section we provide theories of SON2,1-NMF. First we give a closer look at SON2,1, then we give the
motivation why one would like to reduce the complexity of SON2,1, next we give a bound showing that such
complexity is irreducible. Lastly we discuss a greedy method utilising the property of SON2,1.
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2.1 SON2,1 has r2 terms and its minimum occurs at maximal cluster-imbalance

Let X = [x1,x2, · · · ] has five columns. Let vec denotes vectorization. The pair-wise difference P in SON can
be expressed as

P (X) = Avec(X) =

I −I · · ·
I −I · · ·
...

...
...

. . .


x1

x2
...

 =

x1 − x2

x1 − x3
...

 ,
which has 52 − 5 = 20 pairs of (xi,xj). In general, suppose X has r columns, then the term P (X) contains
r(r − 1) pairs of (xi,xj). By symmetry ∥xi − xj∥2 = ∥xj − xi∥2, we drop the repeated terms so SON
effectively has r(r − 1)/2 distinct pairs. We now switch to the language of graph theory. Denote G(V,E) a
simple undirected unweighted graph of |V | nodes and |E| edges. Let Kr be complete graph of r nodes. Then
SON2,1(X) =

∑
∥xi − xj∥2 for (i, j) ∈ Kr. As |E(Kr)| = r(r − 1)/2, so SON2,1 has O(r2) terms.

Back to the example of X with five columns. Let X be a rank-3 matrix with three clusters with centers
c1, c2, c3 asX = [x1 | x2 | x3 x4 x5] = [c1 | c2 | c3 c3 c3] so SON2,1(X) = ∥c1−c2∥2+3∥c1−c3∥2+3∥c2−c3∥2.
We show the graph K5 and the pair-wise difference below.

1

2

34

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 0 c1 − c2 c1 − c3 c1 − c3 c1 − c3
2 0 c2 − c3 c2 − c3 c2 − c3
3 0 0 0
4 0 0
5 0

Now we generalize: let X with r columns has r∗ ≤ r clusters C1, · · · , Cr∗ with centers c1, · · · , cr∗ . Let |Ci|
denotes the cluster size of Ci. By |C1|+ · · ·+ |Cr∗ | = r we have

SON2,1(X) =
∑

(i,j)∈Kr

|Ci||Cj |
∥∥ci − cj

∥∥
2

≤
(
max
i∈[r]
|Ci|
)(

max
i,j

∥∥ci − cj
∥∥
2

) ∑
(i,j)∈Kr

|Cj | ≤
(
max
i∈[r]
|Ci|
)(

max
i,j

∥∥ci − cj
∥∥
2

)
r,

giving a stopping criterion for the algorithm: we know r as an input, so we just need to track the product(
max
i∈[r]
|Ci|
)(

max
i,j

∥∥ci− cj
∥∥
2

)
for convergence. Furthermore, from the inequality we can focus on the cluster size

instead of the norm ∥ci − cj∥2, and arrive at the following Lemma that characterizes the theoretical minimum
of SON2,0 as a proxy of SON2,1.

Lemma 1 (Maximal cluster-imbalance gives the minimum of SON-2-0). For a n-column matrix X with K
clusters C1, . . . , CK where xi ∈ Ci all takes the centroid ci, then SON2,0(X) =

∑
i,j |Ci||Cj | achieves the

lowest value if a cluster takes n−K + 1 columns in X and the other K − 1 clusters have a unit cluster size.

Proof. Trivial by using the fact |C1|+ ...+ |CK | = K with some inequality manipulations.

Remarks of Lemma 1

1. As ℓ1-norm is a tight convex relaxation of the ℓ0-norm (over the unit ball), then Lemma 1 on the SON2,0 term
gives a theoretical minimum for the SON2,1 term (if the input matrix is in a unit ball).

2. For any cluster Ci the smallest cluster size is 1 and it is impossible for the SON2,0 term (similarly for the SON2,1

term) to “miss” a weak component in the data, if exist. This is observed in the experiment, see Fig. 7 and
Fig. 5 in Section 5. Furthermore, if the centers ci have similar distance to each other: ∥ci−cj∥2 ≈ ∥cj−ck∥2,
then maximal cluster-imbalance will occur in the application. See Fig. 3, Fig. 4, Fig. 6, Fig. 7 in Section 5

2.2 SON complexity is irreducible

We now see that SON has O(r2) terms. In the application, we are using a large input rank r (possibly as large
as the data-size m,n) in the SON-NMF to estimate the true rank r∗ of the data. This means the SON term has
a high computational complexity and thus is impractical. So it natural to ask whether it is possible to reduce
the complexity of the SON term by removing some edges in Kr, so that we can cut the per-iteration cost of

5



running SON-NMF, while retaining some recovery performance of SON-NMF. We gives a negative result to this
idea (Theorem 1). That is, the complexity of SON term is almost irreducible.

Remark. There are works on the literature with a similar idea. For example, [35, page 2] mentioned approaches
using k-nearest neighbors. We remark that these are data-dependent approaches that use the data to learn a
graph structure for reducing the complexity of the SON term. Our focus here is different. We are focusing on the
possibility of reducing the complexity of the SON term purely from the graph perspective, independent of data.
I.e., we are interested in finding the possible sparsest subgraph that such a reduced-SON is the “functionally the
same” as the full-SON, and Theorem 1 below is saying that such sparsest subgraph basically does not exist.

We first give notation. Let r∗ be the true NMF rank of W . For a graph G(V,E), let u, v be two nodes in
V of G that there is an edge between them, i.e., (u, v) ∈ E. The notation G \ (u, v) denotes the subgraph of
G removing the edge (u, v). The notion of graph partition of G is the set of subgraphs S1, S2, · · · of G where
V (Si) are the partition of V (G) that V (Si) are mutually exclusive sets. Now, we have a trivial fact.

Lemma 2. Let W has the true NMF rank r∗. Then the graph generated by the columns of W must have the
following property. For every possible partitioning of the nodes of the graph into r∗ subgraphs, each subgraph
needs to be connected.

This lemma can be proved easily by contradiction. Now we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3. The only graph that satisfies the condition of Lemma 2 is the complete graph.

Proof. Let G be a graph whose nodes correspond to columns of W . Suppose that some particular edge (u, v) is
omitted from G. Then it is possible that the ‘true’ partition is: (u, v) is one partition, while the remaining nodes
of G \ (u, v) are divided arbitrarily among the other r∗− 1 partitions. In this case, u and v are not connected by
edges except through G \ (u, v). Since u, v were arbitrary, the conclusion is that no edge can be omitted from
G.

The lemma means that apart from the complete graph, we cannot consider other graph structure. The
following theorem quantify the amount of edge we can remove from the complete graph.

Theorem 1. Let (W ∗,H∗) = NMF(M , r∗) be the true solution, and let (W ,H) = SON-NMF(M , r) with r ≥ r∗
be another solution. If we want to recover W ∗ using r∗ clusters of the r columns of W , we cannot reduce the
number of pairwise difference term ∥wi −wj∥2 in SON below r(r − ⌈r/r∗⌉)/2.

Proof. We construct a simple undirected unweighted graph G(V,E) with |V | = r nodes where each node v ∈ V
represents a vector wi of W produced by SON-NMF(M , r). Here an edge e(u, v) denotes the pairwise difference
∥wi −wj∥2. Now, recovering W ∗ by W with fewer terms in the SON regularizer can be translated as:

we can identify r∗ disjoint clusters in G with |V | = r using a subgraph of Kr with fewer edges. (2)

We are going to show that the statement (2) is true, and at best such an improvement is from r(r − 1)/2 to
r(r − ⌈r/r∗⌉)/2.

Assuming, in the best case that, each of these r∗ columns of W ∗ is associated with exactly ⌈r/r∗⌉ nodes in
W , represented by the nodes in the graph G. Consider a node v ∈ V , denote S(v) ⊂ V be the set of nodes that
are disconnected to v (i.e., there is no path between u ∈ S(v) and v), and let T be a nonempty subset of S(v).
Then the recovery of the r∗ clusters in G is impossible if a cluster in G is of the form {v} ∪ T . The negation of
this very last statement gives:

To recover the r∗ clusters for all subset of nodes of size at least r/r∗, we need |T | < r/r∗ for any such T .

The inequality |T | < r/r∗ has to hold for any subset T of S(v), this implies |S(v)| < r/r∗. I.e., v has to connect
to at least r − ⌈r/r∗⌉ other nodes u /∈ S(v) in the graph G. This connectivity holds for every node v ∈ V ,

meaning that at best the graph has
r

2

(
r −

⌈ r
r∗

⌉)
number of edges.

Theorem 1 tells that not much improvement can be made on reducing the number of edges from r(r− 1)/2
of Kr for the SON. We can also look at this from another angle. First, we define the reduction factor R(r∗, r) as

R(r; r∗) :=
full number of terms− reduced number of terms

full number of terms
=

r
2(r − 1)− r

2

(
r −

⌈
r
r∗

⌉)
r
2(r − 1)

.

The following lemma tells that the reduction factor is small.
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Lemma 4. For fix r∗, the value R(r∗, r) approaches to 1/r∗ for increasing r. I.e., lim
r→∞

R(r; r∗) = 1/r∗.

Proof. Take the limit of R(r; r∗) gives lim
r→∞

R(r; r∗) = lim
r→∞

⌈
r/r∗

⌉
− 1

r − 1
= lim

r→∞

⌈
r/r∗

⌉
r − 1

. Using r ≤ ⌈r⌉ ≤ r+1,

we have lim
r→∞

r/⌈r∗⌉
r − 1

≤ lim
r→∞

R(r; r∗) ≤ lim
r→∞

(r + 1)/⌈r∗⌉
r − 1

. By squeeze theorem, lim
r→∞

R(r; r∗) =
1

⌈r∗⌉
≤ 1

r∗
.

By the fact that ceiling function is lower semicontinuous, the limit touches the upper bound 1/r∗.

The lemma shows that we can only reduce the complexity of the SON term by a small amount. For r∗ ≥ 3
(NMF is trivial for r∗ ≤ 2 [2]), we achieve a reduction of 33%. The reduction decreases quickly to zero
as r and/or r∗ increases. For example, with (r, r∗) = (1000, 25), i.e., using 1000 nodes to find 25 clusters,
we can at best reducing the number of edges of K1000 only by 5%, i.e., from |K1000| = 499500 edges to
500(1000− ⌈1000/25⌉) = 480000.

3 BCD algorithm and the H-subproblem

We now discuss how to solve the nonsmooth nonconvex nonseparable non-proximable minimization problem
(SON-NMF) by block coordinate descent (BCD) [39, 40]. Let k denotes the iteration counter. Starting with an ini-
tial guess (W1,H1), we perform alternating update asHk+1 ← update(Hk;Wk),Wk+1 ← update(Wk;Hk+1),
where update() is performed by approximately solving a subproblem. Here we discuss the BCD framework and
how we update H. We discuss how we handle the subproblem on W in the next section.

Algorithm 1 shows the pseudo-code of the BCD method for solving SON-NMF.

Algorithm 1: (Inexact) BCD for solving SON-NMF

Input: M ,W1,H1, λ, γ
1 for k = 1, 2, . . . do

2 Hk+1 = proj∆r

(
QHk +R

)
with Q = In −W⊤

k Wk/∥W⊤
k Wk∥2 and R = W⊤

k M/∥W⊤
k Wk∥2

3 for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , ℓmax, (e.g., 10) do
4 Wk+1 = update(Wk;Hk+1,M , λ, γ), see section 4.

We now explain Step 2 in Algorithm 1.

H-subproblem: projection onto unit simplex The step update(Hk;Wk) is performed by solving the sub-
problem on H, which contains n parallel problems as

argmin
h1,...,hn

1

2

n∑
j=1

∥Wkhj −mj∥22 s.t. hj ∈ ∆r :=
{
x ∈ Rr+ :

∑
i

xi ≤ 1
}
for j = 1, 2, . . . , n. (3)

The subproblem on each column hj is a constrained least squares in the form

argmin
x∈∆r

f(x) =
1

2
∥Ax− b∥22 =

1

2
⟨A⊤Ax,x⟩ − ⟨A⊤b,x⟩, (4)

where x is the variable hj , and we have A = W⊤W with b = W⊤mj . We use proximal gradient method
(details in the next section) to update x in (4) iteratively as

xℓ+1
k = proj∆r

(
xℓk −

A⊤Axℓk −A⊤b

∥A⊤A∥2

)
= proj∆r

((
I − A⊤A

∥A⊤A∥2

)
xℓk +

A⊤b

∥A⊤A∥2

)
, (5)

where xℓk is the variable at iteration-k and inner-iteration-ℓ. In short, for each column hj in H, running (5)
several times over the counter ℓ will solve (4) at iteration k. We take ℓ = 1 to achieve an update scheme with
low per-iteration cost.

Projection proj∆r(x) projects a vector x ∈ Rr onto ∆r with a cost O(r log r) [41] comes from the sorting
procedure for finding the Lagrangian multiplier when solving the projection subproblem.
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The overall update The aforementioned column-wise update can be combined into a matrix update as

Hk+1 = proj∆r

(
Hk −

W⊤
k WkHk −W⊤

k M

∥W⊤
k Wk∥2

)
,

where proj∆r is implemented in parallel for the n columns. The total cost of proj∆r(H) is O(nr log r), or
O(n2 log n) if r ≈ n. This high cost partly explains why we do not consider 2nd-order method for updating H.
Below we give another reason for not considering 2nd-order method for updating H: the W is multicollinear.

On the price to pay for the multicollinearity of W We now give an important remark regarding the matrix
W⊤

k Wk. As stated in the introduction, the SON terms encourage the multicollinearity of W , hence possibly W
is ill-conditioned, and W⊤W has a huge condition number. The has negative effects on Problem (3):

1. Now Problem (3) is not a strongly-convex, leading to the possibility of having multiple global minima.

2. When applying Nesterov’s acceleration [42] in the update of H, the optimal scheme became less effective
since the acceleration slow down for a huge conditional number of W⊤

k Wk.

3. We cannot use 2nd-order method for updating H because (W⊤
k Wk)

−1 may not even exists.

4. Tools from duality cannot be efficiently utilized on Problem (3). E.g., to design a stopping criterion.

4 Proximal averaging on the W-subproblem

In this section we focus on solving the W -subproblem, the line update(W ;H,M , λ, γ) in Algorithm 1:

argmin
W

F (W ) :=
1

2
∥WH −M∥2F + λ

∑
i ̸=j
∥wi −wj∥2 + γ

r∑
j=1

∥∥max{−wj ,0}
∥∥
1
. (6)

We remark that F (W ) in (6) is convex, nonsmooth, Lipschitz-continuous, non-separable and non-proximable.

• F (W ) is convex and continuous: the terms in F are norms under some convex-preserving maps, hence F is
convex. Furthermore, norms are continuous, and ∥wi −wj∥2, ∥max{−wj ,0}∥1 are 1-Lipschitz.

• F (W ) is nonsmooth: ∥wi−wj∥2 is not differentiable at wi = wj and ∥max{−wj ,0}∥1 is not differentiable
when any component of w is negative.

• F (W ) is non-separable: wi,wj are lumped together in the SON term, the function F (W ) cannot be separated
into component-wise F (wj) that solely contains one column wj .

• F (W ) is non-proximable: the prox operator (see details below) for λ
∑
∥wi −wj∥2 + γ

∑
∥max{−wj ,0}∥1

has no closed-form solution nor can be solved efficiently.

• F (W ) is “not-dualizable”: the value r, the number of columns in W , is possibly as large as m,n. If we
introduce dual variable / Lagrangian multiplier in F and apply dual methods (e.g., augmented Lagrangian,
ADMM), the number of vector variables will explode from r (∼ O(m)) to r2 (∼ O(m2)).

• F (W ) is “not 2nd-order friendly”: based on the same reason stated above, we do not consider 2nd-order
method here as the per-iteration cost of updating W is high, between O(m4) to O(m5).

As F (W ) is non-separable and non-proximable, proximal gradient methods [20, 21, 22, 23, 24] can not be applied
to efficiently solve (6). We solve (6) by a technique of Moreau-Yosida envelop called proximal averaging [25],
which is more efficient than inexact proximal step [43] and smoothing [44] that both requires parameter tuning.

Remark. The penalty
∑
i

∥max{−wi,0}∥1 guarantees W ≥ 0 if γ > 0 is sufficiently large.
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Column-wise update We solve (6) column-by-column. Consider the jth component of the rank-1 factor in
(1), i.e., wjh

j . Let Mj = M −W−jH
−j where W−j is W without the column wj and H−j is H without

the row hj . After some algebra the subproblem (6) on one column wj becomes

w∗
j := argmin

w

∥hj∥22
2
∥w∥22 − ⟨Mjh

j⊤,w⟩+ λ
∑
i ̸=j
∥w −wi∥2 + γ∥max{−w,0}∥1. (7)

which is in the form

argmin
x

ϕ(x) + ψ(x), where ψ(x) :=
N∑
i=1

αiψi(x), (8)

where ϕ : Rm → R is a closed proper convex smooth function, all ψi : Rm → R are convex closed proper
functions that are (possibly) nonsmooth, and αi ≥ 0,

∑
αi = 1 are normalized averaging coefficients, i.e., we

normalize λ and γ to obtain αi. Note that ψi are non-separable, i.e., they share the same global variable x.

Proximal gradient method A popular approach to solve minimization (8) is the proximal gradient method
[45, 46, 47], in which the update under a stepsize µ > 0 is x+ = Pµψ

(
x − µ∇ϕ(x)

)
, where Pµψ denotes the

proximal operator associated with ψ, see (9) for the expression. By the fact that ψ(x) :=
∑N

i=1 αiψi(x) in (8),
we have Pµψ = Pµ∑αiψi

in which currently there is no efficient way to compute, and this is what we mean that

ψ is “non-proximable”. To handle this we make use of the idea of proximal average [26, 25]. Below we give the
background of proximal average for solving (8) and then we discuss how to apply proximal average to solve (7).

4.1 Proximal average

Given a point v ∈ Rn, a convex closed proper function f : Rn → R∪{+∞} and a parameter µ > 0, the proximal
operator of f at v, denoted as Pµf (v), and the Moreau-Yosida envelope, or in short Moreau envelope, of f at v,

denoted as Mµ
f (v), are defined as

Pµf (v) := argmin
ξ

f(ξ) +
1

2µ
∥ξ − v∥22,

Mµ
f (v) := min

ξ
f(ξ) +

1

2µ
∥ξ − v∥22.

(9)

Algorithm 2: Proximal averaging for solving (8)

1 for k = 1, 2, . . . do
2 x̄ = xk − µ∇ϕ(xk) gradient step

3 xk+1 =
N∑
i=1

αiP
µ
ψi
(x̄) proximal average

The idea of proximal average is that Pµψ = Pµ∑αiψi
is hard to compute but Pµψi

for each i is easy to compute,

so we replace Pµψ by
∑N

i=1 αiP
µ
ψi
. Algorithm 2 shows the proximal averaging approach for solving (8). On the

convergence, under the assumptions that ϕ is L-smooth and ψi are all Mi-Lipschitz, then the sequence {xk}k∈N
produced by Algorithm 2 converges to the solution of

argmin
x

ϕ(x) +A(x), where Mµ
A =

∑
i

αiM
µ
ψi
, (#)

i.e., A with Moreau envelope equals to the average of the Moreau envelope of ψi is called the proximal average
of {ψ1, . . . , ψn} [25]. Furthermore, we have 0 ≤ ψ −A ≤ µ

2

∑
i αiM

2
i < +∞ and that an ϵ−solution for (#) is

an 2ϵ-solution for (8).

4.2 Update on w

Now we discus how to use proximal average (Algorithm 2) to solve the W-subproblem. First the subproblem
satisfies the assumptions of the theory of proximal average. Then, let σ = (r−1)λ+γ be a normalization factor.
Rewrite (7) as

argmin
w

∥hj∥22
2
∥w∥22 − ⟨Mjh

j⊤,w⟩+ σ
( r∑

1≤i ̸=j≤r

λ

σ
∥w −wi∥2 +

γ

σ
∥max{−w,0}∥1

)
. (10)
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Since argmin is invariant to scaling, i.e., argmin F = argmin αF for all α > 0, we rewrite (10) as

argmin
w

∥hj∥22
2σ
∥w∥22 −

〈Mjh
j⊤

σ
,w
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
ϕ

+

r∑
1≤i ̸=j≤r

λ

σ
∥w −wi∥2 +

γ

σ
∥max{−w,0}∥1. (11)

The reason we scale (10) to get (11) is to make sure the assumption of proximal average for solving problems
in the form of (8) is satisfied in (11). Then we have the gradient ∇ϕ(w) = ∥hj∥22w/σ −Mjh

j⊤/σ and it is
(∥hj∥22/σ)-Lipschitz. The gradient descent step (line 2 of Algorithm 2) is thus

w = w − 1

L
∇ϕ(w) = w − 1

∥hj∥22/σ

(∥hj∥22
σ

w −Mjh
j⊤

σ

)
=

Mjh
j⊤

∥hj∥22
.

Next we recall three useful lemmas for computing the prox of each nondifferentiable terms:

Lemma 5 (Scaling). If ν > 0, µ > 0 then Pµνψ = Pνµψ .

Lemma 6. The proximal operator of ∥x− c∥2 with parameter µ is Pµ∥x−c∥2(v) = v − v − c

max
{
1,
∥∥v−c

µ

∥∥
2

} .
Lemma 7. Let 1 be the vector of ones, the proximal operator of µ∥max{−x,0}∥1 has the closed-form expression
median

(
v + µ1,0,v

)
, i.e.,

[
P1
µ∥max{−·,0}∥1(v)

]
i
=


vi + µ vi + µ < 0,

0 vi ≤ 0 ≤ vi + µ,

vi vi > 0.

Based on the three lemmas, the proximal step for the SON terms is

P
1
Lj

λ
σ

∥·−wi∥2(w̄) = P

λ

∥hj∥22
∥·−wi∥2(w̄) = w̄ − w̄ −wi

max
{
1,
∥∥∥ w̄−wi

λ/∥hj∥22

∥∥∥
2

} ,
and the proximal step for the penalty term is

P1
1
Lj

γ
σ
∥max{−·,0}∥1

(w̄) = median
(
w̄ +

1

Lj

γ

σ
1,0, w̄

)
= median

(
w̄ +

γ

∥hj∥22
1,0, w̄

)
.

Algorithm 3 uses the proximal average as one iteration of update(Wk;Hk+1) in the BCD framework. Re-
peating this steps in Algorithm 3 will eventually solve the W-subproblem (6). In terms of per-iteration cost, one
complete for-loop in Algorithm 3 has the cost O(r2m), or O(m3) if r ≊ m.

Algorithm 3: One iteration of update(Wk;Hk+1,M , λ, γ) as a proximal averaging step

1 for j = 1, 2, ..., r do
2 Compute ∥hj∥22, Mj = M −WH +wjh

j

3 Update wj by solving (7) using one iteration of proximal-average as follows:

4 Compute w̄ = Mjh
j⊤/∥hj∥22

5 For i ̸= j, compute P
1
Lj

λ
σ

∥·−wi∥2(w̄) = P

λ

∥hj∥22
∥·−wi∥2(w̄) = w̄ − w̄ −wi

max
{
1,
∥∥∥ w̄−wi

λ/∥hj∥22

∥∥∥
2

}
6 Compute P1

1
Lj

γ
σ
∥max{−·,0}∥1

(w̄) = median
(
w̄ + γ

∥hj∥22
1,0, w̄

)
7 w =

r∑
i ̸=j

λ

σ
P

1
Lj

λ
σ

∥ ·−wi∥2(w̄) +
γ

σ
P1

1
Lj

γ
σ
∥max{−·,0}∥1

(w̄)

Remark. Existing approaches like quadratic programming with convex hull [28], active-set [30], interior-point
method [29], trust-region with smoothing [31] and semi-smooth Newton’s method [35] are solving SON-clustering,
not SON-NMF. Modifying these approaches for SON-NMF is out of the scope of this work.
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Remark (Why not using hard constraints for W ≥ 0?). In NMF, the nonnegativity constraint W ≥ 0 is normally
enforced by adding an indicator function ι+(W ) into the objective, where ι+ is applied on W element-wise that
ι+(Wij) = 0 if Wij ≥ 0 and ι+(Wij) = +∞ if Wij < 0. If we consider SON-NMF with the hard constraints
W ≥ 0, it is possible that the output of the proximal average step is not strictly feasible, and thus making the
objective function value at that iteration go to +∞, and destroy the convergence of the whole method.

Post-processing to extract columns ofW Once the SON2,1 norm ofW with overestimated rank is minimized,
we pick the columns of W in each cluster to form the final rank-reduced solution matrix W . We do so on the
rows on H.

5 Experiment

In this section we present numerical results to

• support the effectiveness of the algorithm for solving SON-NMF.

• showcase the ability of the SON-NMF in identifying the rank without prior knowledge.

Section organization. In section 5.1 we showcase the ability of SON-NMF in identifying the rank parameter
without prior knowledge. In section 5.2 we showcase that the proposed algorithm is much faster than ADMM
approach and Nesterov’s smoothing.

All the experiments were conducted on a Apple MacBook Air (M2 chipset, 8 CPU cores, 8 GPU cores) with
a 3.5GHz CPU and 8 GB RAM. A Python library is available2.

5.1 SON-NMF identifies the rank parameter without prior knowledge

Here we solve SON-NMF on a datasets that we know the true NMF factorization rank r∗. In the experiment we
intentionally set the rank parameter r higher than r∗, to show that SON-NMF is able to identify r∗.

5.1.1 Synthetic data

First we use a synthetic data [3] that the data matrix Z =


1 1 0 0
0 0 1 1
0 1 1 0
1 0 0 1

 with rank(Z) = 3 < 4 = rank+(Z).

Dataset generation We follows [3]. In the experiment, we use Z as the ground truth W , denoted as Wtrue, we
generate the ground truth H, denoted as Htrue, by sampling from a Dirichlet distribution with distribution param-
eter α = 0.05 for each element in a column vector. Then we generate the data matrixM = WtrueHtrue+N where
N ∼ N (0, 1) is random noise generated by sampling from normal distribution using numpy.random.randn3.

Experiment We solve (SON-NMF) using the inexact-BCD (Algorithm 1) with proximal average (Algorithm (3))
with the following setting

• We initialize W ,H randomly under uniform distribution over interval [0, 1) by numpy.random.rand4

• We run 1 update iteration on H and 10 iterations on W . I.e., we repeat Algorithm (3) 10 times before
switching to updating H.

• We stop the algorithm when the relative error between iterations, defined as (Fk − Fk−1)/Fk−1, is less than
10−6, or the iteration counter reaches the maximum number of iteration.

• Table 1 shows the parameters used in the experiments.

2https://github.com/waqasbinhamed/sonnmf
3https://numpy.org/doc/stable/reference/random/generated/numpy.random.randn.html
4https://numpy.org/doc/stable/reference/random/generated/numpy.random.rand.html
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Table 1: Parameters used in the algorithm in the experiments
r λ γ max iteration

synthetic data experiment 1 4 10−6 10 1000
synthetic data experiment 2 8 10−6 1.5 1000
swimmer 50 0.5 10 1000
Jasper experiment 1 64 40000 10000 2000
Jasper experiment 2 100 1000 0.001 1000
Jasper experiment 3 20 1000000 1000000 1000
Urban 20 1000000 1000000 1000

Result Fig. 1 shows the result of the reconstruction. The reconstruction provided by SON-NMF fits better than
the one provided by NMF. Fig. 2 shows the convergence speed of solving the problem using BCD with proximal
averaging on solving W-subproblem, compared with the BCD with ADMM and BCD with Nesterov’s smoothing.
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Figure 1: The reconstructed columns of W (cross) by NMF and SON-NMF together with the ground truth
columns of W (red dots). Left: W given by NMF; middle: W given by NMF, with column normalized to 1.
Right: W from SON-NMF. In both cases r = 4 and r = 8, the crosses given by SON-NMF fit numerically with
the red dots.

5.1.2 The swimmer dataset

Now we use the swimmer dataset5 introduced by [48]. The dataset consists of 256 figures with each 20-by-11
pixel of a skeleton body “swimming”, see the top row of Fig. 3. By inspection, the dataset consists of a rank-17
NMF: 1 for the torso, 16 for the 4 limbs with each limb corresponding to 4 different movement. A rank-50 (with
r = 50 > 17 = r∗) SON-NMF is used in this dataset and we successfully recover all the 17 components. The
redundant components are all captured as noise with small energy. Furthermore, if we perform a simple greedy
search to determine the columns of W to be extracted, the right figure of Fig. 2 shows the score with a cut-off
point exactly at r = 17.

5We use the version available at https://gitlab.com/ngillis/nmfbook/
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Figure 2: Righ: The convergence plot of SON-NMF cost function on synthetic data in experiment 2. Here we
compare the convergence of three BCD algorithms with different method on solving the W-subproblem: proximal
average (this work), ADMM and Nesterov’s smoothing. In the plot we also shows the computation time in
second. The result here shows that compared with ADMM and smoothing, proximal average has the fastest
convergence. Right: The score (the SON term) of selecting columns in W on the swimmer dataset, based on
simple greedy search. The red line r = 17 indicates a cut-off point, which is exactly the number of component
in the dataset.
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Figure 3: Top row, left: first 5 images (m1,m2, . . . ,m5) in the swimmer dataset, showing a swimmer “swim-
ming”. Top row, right: 3 hjO obtained from rank-50 vanilla NMF, where the subscript in hjO denotes the standard

NMF. We can see that hjO contains mixed result. Bottom rows: The decomposition result of rank-50 SON-NMF.
Here h1 captures the torso, h2,h3, . . . ,h17 capture the four limbs, and hother, which denotes the sum of all the
other components, represent the noise, with a clear illustration that hother is complementary to all h1, . . . ,h17.
We remark that the w corresponding to hother has a very small energy (not plotted here). For the full decompo-
sition result of the vanilla NMF, see appendix.

5.1.3 Jasper ridge hyperspectral dataset

In this section we conduct experiment on the Jasper Ridge dataset6, which is a 100-by-100-by-198 dataset with
pixel dimensions 100 × 100 (number of pixels in each row and each column) and wavelength dimension of 198
(the dataset consists of 198 bandwidth of wavelengths). We refer to [2, Section 1.3.2] for the background of
applying NMF on hyperspectral image. Fig.4 shows the photo of the Jasper Ridge and the three regions used in
experiments. We remark that, due to the large numerical value of the entries of the dataset, we have to scale λ

6FromMATLAB https://uk.mathworks.com/help/images/explore-hyperspectral-data-in-the-hyperspectral-viewer.

html
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(the SON regularization parameter) to a large value (as shown in Table 1).
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Figure 4: Left: The photo of the Jasper Ridge dataset, with the three regions of the dataset used in three
experiments labeled in red. Right: Result for Jasper experiment 1. SON-NMF identifies the two material: soil
(w1) and vegetation (wother, refers to all the columns in W except w1).

Jasper experiment 1 We run a rank-64 SON-NMF on a 8-by-8 region consists of vegetation and soil. Gere
we use r = 64 = mn in SON-NMF, where r is as large as the size of the dataset. Fig.4 shows the matrix W
obtained from the SON-NMF. By inspection, region 1 consists of two end-member material: soil and vegetation.
SON-NMF identified the two material, see Fig.4. This experiment showcases the ability of SON-NMF to correctly
identify the correct number of components in the data without knowing the factorization rank.

Jasper experiment 2 We run a rank-100 SON-NMF on a 10-by-10 water region. This region contains only
water so it expected there is only one component in the decomposition. SON-NMF successfully identify the water
component from the data and reduced a rank−100 NMF to a rank-1 NMF.

We remark that, by Perron-Frobenius theorem, the rank-1 solution here can also be obtained algebraically
by the leading component in the eigendecomposition of the covariance matrix of the data. I.e., we have exact
solution for rank-1 NMF by eigendecomposition, see the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Given a data matrix M ∈ Rm×n
+ and assume M = WH is the NMF of M . Assume the

columns of W , denoted by wj , is ordered according to the norm of wjh
j contributing to M . Then, for the

case r = 1 (the data has a rank-1 NMF), the vector w1 (the leading column of W ) can be given by the leading
eigenvector of the eigendecomposition of MM⊤.

Proof. By M = WH we have MM⊤ = WHH⊤W⊤ = WGW⊤ where G := HH⊤. Let the eigendecom-
position of G and MM⊤ as G = V ΣV ⊤ and MM⊤ = UΛU⊤. Then

WV ΣV ⊤W⊤ = UΛU⊤ =⇒ WV = U =⇒ (WV ):,1 = U:,1 ⇐⇒ Wv1 = u1.

Both G = HH⊤ and MM⊤ are nonnegative square matrices, by Perron-Frobenius theorem, both u1 and v1
are nonnegative vectors. Thus Wv1 = u1 means u1 ∈ cone(W ). Lastly u1 = w1 if rank(W ) = 1.

Fig.5 shows that the result obtained from SON-NMF agree with the exact solution provided by eigendecom-
position, and has a relative error of 0.006.

Jasper experiment 3 In this experiment, we run a rank-20 SON-NMF on the whole Jasper Ridge dataset. Four
material are extracted, see Fig.6. The materials extracted agree with the results obtained from other methods.

5.1.4 The Urban hyperspectral dataset

In this section we conduct experiment on big data with 1.5× 107 data points. We use a dataset named Urban7

that is a 307-by-307-by-162 data cube with pixel dimensions 307-by-307 (number of pixels in each row and each
column) and wavelength dimension of 162 (the dataset consists of 162 bandwidth of wavelengths). We run a
rank-20 SON-NMF with the following parameters: λ = γ = 106. We run at most 1000 iterations. SON-NMF
successfully identified 5 clusters of material, see Fig.7.

7Available at https://gitlab.com/ngillis/nmfbook/
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Figure 5: Result for Jasper experiment 2. The rank-100 SON-NMF (with r = 100 that is much larger than the
ground truth r∗) identifies the water spectrum in the decomposition. Left: the plotting of all the 100 columns
in w share the same waveform. The middle two figures: the W obtained by eigendecomposition and rank-1
vanilla NMF. Right: the plot of overlapping all the W , showing that SON-NMF is producing result agreeing
with vanilla NMF. For clarification we have normalized all the w here to unit ℓ∞-norm.
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Figure 6: Result for Jasper experiment 3. Four material are extracted: (from left to right) water, vegetation, soil
and road.
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Figure 7: The reconstruction of a rank-20 SON-NMF on the Urban dataset. Here SON-NMF identified 5 clusters
of material: (from left to right) roof, asphalt, soil, tree, and grass. Bottom left: the photo of the Urban dataset.
We remark that the weak component asphalt in the dataset, is extracted by the SON-NMF. This is not the case
by the classical NMF or with other rank estimation appraoch.

5.2 Speed of the algorithm

In Fig. 2 we showed the convergence of the BCD (Algorithm 1) with proximal average on solving the W-subproblem
(Algorithm 3) compared with BCD with ADMM to solve the W-subproblem and BCD with Nesterov’s smoothing
to solve the W-subproblem. The result shown in Fig. 2 tells that proximal average has the best performance. We
refer the reader to [25] for the discussion why proximal average preforms better than smoothing. In the following
we discuss why proximal average perform much better than ADMM.

Why ADMM is not suitable for SON-NMF: expensive per-iteration cost Problem (8) with problem size
n×1 can be solved by multi-block ADMM, which introduces N auxiliary variables and N Lagrangian multipliers,
and the augmented Lagrangian has a problem size of n × (1 + 2N). Such explosion of size makes the ADMM
expensive for designing fast algorithm. To be exact, W 7→ P (W ) is a m-by-r to m-by-r(r − 1)/2 mapping,
i.e., there are many nonsmooth terms ∥wi − wj∥2 in SON. For each wi, the number of non-smooth terms in
the optimization subproblem is r, and thus for the multi-block ADMM, the per-iteration complexity for each
subproblem is m(1+ 2r), and for all the r columns in W , the multi-block ADMM has a per-iteration complexity
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of O(2mr2 + mr). In contrast, proximal-average has a per-iteration complexity of O(mr). In this work r is
possibly as large as m, hence a per-iteration complexity of O(2mr2 +mr)

∣∣
r=m

= O(2m3 +m2) for ADMM is

very expensive for solving the W -subproblem, compared to a O(mr)
∣∣
r=m

= O(m2) cost for proximal-average.
Furthermore, it is well known that ADMM has a slow convergence and therefore it may take even more iterations
to solve SON-NMF.

5.3 Discussion: favourable features of SON-NMF for applications

Lastly we discuss favourable features of SON-NMF for applications that we have shown or observed.

Is empirically rank-revealing All the seven experiments in section 5 shows that SON-NMF can effectively
learn the rank of the NMF without prior knowledge.

Can deal with rank deficiency SON-NMF is especially good at dealing with dataset with rank deficiency. This
ability is not presented in othe regularized NMF model such as minvol NMF [3], which also have an empirically
rank-revealing ability.

Can detect weak component in the dataset Due to the clustering nature of the SON term, SON-NMF is
better at detecting weak component in the dataset than the vanilla NMF.

• In the Jasper dataset in section 5, the water component has small energy relative to other components: it only
contribute to ∥wwaterh

water∥F /∥M∥F = 9% energy in the dataset, compared with 54% for the vegetation
(tree/grass) component.

• The squared-F-norm in the expression ∥M −WH∥2F will raise the importance of the large energy component
in NMF, and thus making the algorithm emphasizing large component in the iteration and ignoring the weak
component.

Thus, with r = 4, the vanilla NMF failed to extract the water component (see the full result in the Appendix).
However, for SON-NMF, as the cost function contains the term ∥wother −wwater∥2, SON-NMF will extract the
water component.

The ability of SON-NMF to extract weak component is also supported by Lemma 1 that the smallest possible
cluster size of any cluster identified in the SON term is bounded below by 1.

Can handle spectral variability Note that the solutions of SON-NMF hyperspectral images (i.e., the W plots
in both Fig.4, Fig.5, Fig.6, Fig.7) exhibit the phenomenon of spectral variability [49], and hence we argue that
SON-NMF can be potentially useful in hyperspectral imaging: instead of using a sophisticated data processing
pipeline as described in [49], SON alone is enough to deal with the spectral variability.

Is a hierarchically clustering In the case of SON clustering, different values of the regularization parameter λ
yield different numbers of clusters. This is beneficial for dataset that is hierarchically clustered, so that one value
of λ yields the coarse clustering while another yields the finer clustering. In the experiments on hyperspectral
images, different values of λ give different but useful results.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we proposed a sum-of-norm regularized NMF model, aimed at estimating the rank in NMF on-
the-fly. The proposed SON-NMF is a nonconvex nonsmooth non-separable non-proximal optimization problem,
and we develope a BCD algorithm with proximal-average for solving SON-NMF. Theoretically we show that the
complexity of the SON term in SON-NMF is irreducible, meaning that the complexity of solving SON-NMF is
possibly very high. This is expected since rank estimation is an NP-hard problem in NMF. Lastly we empirically
show that SON-NMF is capable to detect the correct factorization rank in NMF, and potentially applicable to
imaging applications with some favourable features.
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Figure 8: The full decomposition map of SON-NMF (r = 20) on Jasper dataset (with r∗ expected to be around
4). Here the road endmember consists of 17 components.
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Additional experimental results

Vanilla NMF on the swimmer dataset Fig. 10 shows the decomposition result of swimmer dataset by rank-50
vanilla NMF.

Figure 10: The decomposition result of the swimmer dataset by rank-50 vanilla NMF. We can see that the
result do not produce component-wise decomposition, the limbs and torsos are mixed. Furthermore, each limb is
represented by several component. For example, h17 and h21 represent the same left leg.
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Vanilla NMF on the Jasper dataset Fig. 11 shows the decomposition result of the full Jasper dataset by
rank-20 vanilla NMF.

Figure 11: The decomposition result of the full Jasper dataset by rank-20 vanilla NMF. We can see that the
result do not produce naturally-looking spectrum for W for many components. Compared with SON-NMF, the
water component is not separated from other components, meaning that vanilla NMF failed to separate water
component from other material.

Vanilla NMF on the Urban dataset Fig. 12 shows the decomposition result of the full Urban dataset by
rank-20 vanilla NMF.

Figure 12: The decomposition result of the full Urban dataset by rank-20 vanilla NMF. We can see that the
result do not produce naturally-looking spectrum for W for many components.
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