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Abstract

In this paper, we present several descent methods that can be ap-
plied to nonnegative matrix factorization and we introduce a new fast
block coordinate method. We also give a comparison of these different
methods and show that the method we introduce has better properties
in terms of approximation error and complexity. By interpreting our
method as a rank-one approximation of the residue matrix, we also
extend it to the nonnegative tensor factorization.

1 Introduction

Linear algebra has become a key tool in almost all modern techniques for
data analysis. Most of these techniques make use of linear subspaces repre-
sented by eigenvectors of a particular matrix. In this paper, we consider a
set of n data points a1, as,...,a,, where each point is a real vector of size
m, a; € R™. We then approximate these data points by linear combinations
of r basis vectors u; € R™:

T
a; ~ E ViU, vi; € R, u; € R™.
Jj=1

This can be rewritten in matrix form as A ~ UVT, where a; and u; are
respectively the columns of A and U and the v;;’s are the elements of V.
Optimal solutions of this approximation in terms of the Euclidean (or Frobe-
nius) norm can be obtained by the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) [6].

In many cases, data points are constrained to a subset of R". For example,
light intensities, concentrations of substances, absolute temperatures are,
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by their nature, nonnegative (or even positive) and lie in the nonnegative
orthant R". The input matrix A then becomes elementwise nonnegative
and it is then natural to constrain the basis vectors v; and the coefficients
v;; to be nonnegative as well. In order to satisfy this constraint, we need to
approximate the columns of A by the following additive model:

T
a; ~ E ViU, vij € Ry, u; € R
j=1

where the v;; coefficients and u; vectors are nonnegative, v;; € Ry, u; € R

Many algorithms have been proposed to find such a representation, which
is referred to as a Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF). The earliest
algorithms were introduced by Paatero [14} [I5]. But the topic became quite
popular with the publication of the algorithm of Lee and Seung in 1999
[10] where multiplicative rules were introduced to solve the problem. This
algorithm is very simple and elegant but it lacks a complete convergence
analysis. Other methods and variants can be found in [12], [11], [8].

The quality of the approximation is often measured by a distance. Two
popular choices are the Euclidean (Frobenius) norm and the generalized
Kullback-Leibler divergence. In this paper, we focus on the Euclidean dis-
tance and we investigate descent methods for this measure. One charac-
teristic of descent methods is their monotonic decrease until they reach a
stationary point. This point maybe located in the interior of the nonnega-
tive orthant or on its boundary. In the second case, the constraints become
active and may prohibit any further decrease of the distance measure. This
is a key issue to be analyzed for any descent method.

In this paper, R} denotes the set of nonnegative real vectors (elementwise)
and [v]4 the projection of the vector v on R7'. We use v > 0 and A > 0
to denote nonnegative vectors and matrices and v > 0 and A > 0 to denote
positive vectors and matrices. Ao B and % are respectively the Hadamard

(elementwise) product and quotient. A.; and A;. are the it" column and "
row of A.

We first give a short introduction of low rank approximations, both uncon-
strained and constrained. In Section [3] we discuss error bounds of various
approximations and in Section F] we give a number of descent methods for
Nonnegative Matrix Factorizations. In Section [f] we describe a new method
based on successive rank one approximations. This method is then also ex-
tended to approximate higher order tensor and to take into account other
constraints than nonnegativity. In Section [6] we present numerical experi-
ments comparing the different methods and we end with some concluding
remarks.



2 Low-rank matrix approximation

Low rank approximation is a special case of matrix nearness problem [7].
When only a rank constraint is imposed, the optimal approximation can be
obtained from the singular value decomposition. We first investigate the
problem without the nonnegativity constraint on the low-rank approxima-
tion. This is useful for understanding properties of the approximation when
the nonnegativity constraints are imposed but inactive. We begin with the
well-known Eckart-Young Theorem.

Theorem 1 (Eckart-Young). Let A € R™™ (m > n) have the singular
value decomposition

01 0 0

0 o9 0

A=PQ, 2= | 0 U
n

0 0 ... 0

where o1 > 09 > ... > o, are the singular values of A and where P € R™M*™
and Q € R™"™ are orthogonal matrices. Then for 1 <r <mn, the matriz
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1 a global minimizer of the problem
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and its error s
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Moreover, if 0, > o.11 then A, is the unique global minimizer.
The proof and other implications can be found for instance in [6].
Let us now look at the following modified problem

. 1
min —

A—XYT|? 2
PR 1 S 2H %, (2)
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where the rank constraint is implicit in the product XY 7 since the dimen-
sions of X and Y guarantee that rank(XY7) < r. Conversely, every matrix
of rank less than r can be trivially rewritten as a product XY 7T, where
X € R"™*" and Y € R™*". Therefore the optimization problems (Il) and (2)
appear to be equivalent. But even when the product A, = XY7 is unique,
there are infinitely many pairs (X R?, Y R™!) with a R invertible that yield
the same product XY 7. In order to fix this, we can always choose X and
Y such that . )

X =PD2 and Y =Q@QD2, (3)

where PTP = I,y,, QTQ = I,, and D is r x r nonnegative diagonal matrix.
Doing this is equivalent to computing a compact SVD decomposition of the
product 4, = XYT = PDQT.

As usual for optimization problems, we calculate the gradient with respect
to X and Y and set them equal to 0

Vx=XYTY —AY =0 Vy=YXTX - ATX =0. (4)

to find the critcal points of Problem Pl If we then premultiply AT and A
with Vx and Vy respectively, we obtain

(AADHX = x(vTyxTx) (ATA)Y =y (XTxyTy). (5)
Replacing @) into (@) yields
(AATYPD? = PDQTQDPTPD? and (AAT)QD? = QDPTPDQTQD:.
When D is invertible, this finally yields
(AAT)P = PD? and (AAT)Q = QD2

This shows that the columns of P and () are singular vectors and the di-
agonal elements of D are nonzero singular values of A. Notice that if D is
singular, one can throw away the corresponding columns of P and @ and
reduce the problem to a smaller rank approximation with the same proper-
ties. Without loss of generality, we can therefore focus on approximations
of Problem (2) which are of exact rank 7. We can summarize the above
arguments in the following well-known theorem.

Theorem 2. Let A € R™ " (m > n and rank(A) =t). If A, (1 <r <t)is
a rank v critical point of Problem[3, then there exists two orthogonal matrices
P e R™™ gnd Q € R™™™ such that:

A=P3Q" and A, = P3,Q7



where

61 0 ... 0 64 0 ... 0 ... 0
0 69 ... 0 0 69 ... 0 ... 0
=1 0 o 6, | =19 o 6, 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

and the s are unsorted singular values of A. Moreover, the approzimation

error 1s:
1 1<
§HA — AF = 3 > 6t
i=r+1

This result shows that if the singular values are all different, there are #lr),
possible stationary points A,.. When there are multiple singular values, there
are infinitely many stationary points A, since there are infinitely many sin-
gular subspaces. The next result identifies the minima among all stationary
points. This is also a known result but we rederive it here for the sake of

completeness.

Theorem 3. The only stable stationary points of Problem [2 are given by
Theorem [l and are global minima. All other stationary points are saddle
points.

Proof. Let us assume that A, is a stationary point given by Theorem 2l but
not by Theorem[Il Then there always exists a permutation of the columns of
P and @, and of the diagonal elements of 3 and ¥, such that Ory1 > 6, We
then construct two points in the e-neighborhood of A, that yield an increase
and a decrease, respectively, of the distance measure. They are obtained by
taking:

1+€¢ ... 0 ... 0
(e) = 0 oy 0], Al =P (e)Q7
0 0 0



and

01 0 0 0
DO B A N ROES MO
o, €
0O O 0 ... 0

Clearly A.(e) and A,(e) are of rank r. Evaluating the distance measure
yields

t
A=A @F = 26, + (6,41 - )P+ Y 67

i=r+2
= € =261 -0+ Y 67
i=r+1
t
< Y a=lA-AlR
i=r+1
for all € € (0,/2(6741 — J,)) and
t t
A=A (e)F =+ Y 67> D 6f=llA-AlE
i=r+1 i=r+1

for all ¢ > 0. Hence, for an arbitrarily small positive €, we obtain
1A= A ()F < 1A= AF < 1A= A(o)F

which shows that A, is a saddle point of the distance measure. ]

When we add a nonnegativity constraint in the next section, the results of
this section will help to identify stationary points at which all the nonneg-
ativity constraints are inactive.

3 Nonnegativity constraint

In this section, we investigate the problem of Nonnegative Matrix Factor-
ization. This problem differs Problem [2] in the previous section because of
the additional nonnegativity constraints on the factors. We first discuss the
effects of adding such a constraint. By doing so, the problem is no longer



easy because of the existence of local minima at the boundary of the non-
negative orthant. Determining the lowest minimum among these minima is
not easy. On the other hand, a minimum that coincides with a minimum
of the unconstrained problem (i.e. Problem [2]) may be easily reached by
standard descent methods, as we will see.

We now list some of the standard methods for NMF and some general gra-
dient schemes that can be applied to NMF. A discussion of the stopping
conditions for those methods is then carried out. We first describe the NMF
problem.

Problem (Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF)). Given a m xn non-
negative matriz A and an integer r, find

min F(A,UVT)
UeR*" VeRy™"

where F(A,UVT) = 3|A—UVT|2%, and r is called the reduced rank.

The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions [4] for this NMF problem, ex-
pressed in terms of the variables U and V', are given by

U>0 , V>0, (6)
VFEy=UVIV AV >0 , VF =VU'U-ATU>0, (7)
Uo(UVTV —AV)=0 , Vo (VUTU-ATU)=0. (8)

where the corresponding Lagrange multipliers for U and V are also the
gradient of F' with respect to U and V.

Definition (NMF Solution). We call (U, V') a stationary point of the NMF
Problem iff U and V' satisfy the KKT conditions of the NMF optimization
problem.

There are two values of reduced rank r for which we can trivially identify
the global solution which are » =1 and r» = min(m,n). For r = 1, a pair of
dominant singular vectors are a global minimizer. And for r = min(m,n),
(U = A,V = 1) is a global minimizer. Since in this paper, we will focus
on descent algorithms for the NMF problem, we should pay attention to all
local minimizers. For the rank-one case, they can be easily pointed out.

3.1 Rank one approximation
The rank-one NMF problem of a nonnegative matrix A can be rewritten as

1
' —||A — uoT|)? 9
ueR%“?em 2|| uv || (9)



and a complete analysis can be carried out. It is well known that any pair
of nonnegative Perron vectors of AAT and AT A yields a global minimizer of
this problem, but we can also show that the only stationary point of (@) is
given by such vectors. The following theorem excludes the case where u = 0
and/or v = 0.

Theorem 4. The pair (u,v) is a local minimizer of () if and only if u and v
are nonnegative eigenvectors of AAT and AT A respectively of the eigenvalue
o = [lull3]|v]l3.

Proof. The if part easily follows from Theorem [2 For the only if part we
proceed as follows. Without loss of generality, we can permute the rows and
columns of A such that the corresponding vectors u and v are partitioned
as (uy 0)T and (vy 0)T respectively, where uy, vy > 0. Partition the
corresponding matrix A conformably as follows

A A >
A= ,
< Aoy A
then from () we obtain Asjvy < 0 and Ar{2u+ < 0. Since A9y , A1 >0

and u4, vy > 0, we can conclude that Ajo = 0 and Ag; = 0. Then from (8]
we have:

uy o (lug|3uy — Anoy) = 0 and vy o (|Jug 3o — Afjuy) =0.
Since u4, vy > 0, we have:
[o43uy = Anvy and Jluy[3oy = Afjuy
or
lusl3llor3us = An AT uy and [Juy |3]log 3o = Af; Aoy

Setting o = ||uy ||3/|v, |2 and using the block diagonal structure of A yields
the desired result. O

Theorem (] guarantees that all stationary points of the rank-one case are
nonnegative singular vectors of a submatrix of A. These results imply that
a global minimizer of the rank-one NMF can be calculated correctly based on
the largest singular value and corresponding singular vectors of the matrix

A.



3.2 Solution Characteristics

The KKT conditions (§) help to characterize the NMF solutions. Summing
up all the elements of one of the conditions (8], we get:

0 = > (Uo@VTV—AV))
ij
= (U,UVTV — AV)
= (uvT,uvt - A). (10)

ij

From that, we have some simple characteristics of the NMF solutions:

Theorem 5. Let (U, V) be a NMF solution, then UVT € B(%, sIAlF),

the ball centered at 4 and with radius = 3| Al|p.

Proof. From (I0) it immediately follows that
A r A r\_ A A
(z-vng-0v)=(33)

A1
uvt enB ( \|A||F> .

which implies

272
O
Theorem 6. Let (U, V) be a NMF solution, then
1 T2 _ 1 2 T2
SIA=UVE = S(AlE — IUV[F)
Proof. From ([I0)), we have <UVT,A> = <UVT, UVT>. Therefore,
1 1
S (A-UVTA-UVT) = (A} - 2(UV7, 4) + [UVT)3)
1
= S(IAIE = [UVTE).
O

Theorem [6] also suggests that at a solution (U, V') of the NMF problem, we
should have ||A]|% > [|[UVT||%. This norm inequality can be also found in [4]
for less general cases where we have VFy = 0 and VFy = 0 at a stationary
point. For this particular class of NMF solutions, the two factors U and V
are positive. And all such stationary points are also stationary points of the
unconstrained problem, characterized by Theorem [2



We have seen in Theorem 2 that, for the unconstrained least-square problem
the only stable stationary points are in fact global minima. Therefore, if
the stationary points of the constrained problem are inside the nonnegative
orthant (i.e. all constraints are inactive), we can then probably reach the
global minimum of the NMF problem. This can be expected because the
constraints may no longer prohibit the descent of the update.

Let A, be the optimal rank-r approximation of a nonnegative matrix A,
which we obtain from the singular value decomposition, as indicated in The-
orem 2. Then we can easily construct its nonnegative part [A,];, which is
obtained from A, by just setting all its negative elements equal to zero.
This is in fact the closest matrix in the cone of nonnegative matrices to the
matrix A,, in the Frobenius norm (in that sense, it is its projection on that
cone). We now derive some bounds for the error ||A — [A,]+ | F.

Theorem 7. Let A, be the best rank r approximation of a nonnegative
matriz A, and let [A,]+ be its nonnegative part, then

[A = [A]4llp < A= Arlp.

Proof. This follows easily from the convexity of the cone of nonnegative
matrices. Since both A and [A,]; are nonnegative and since [A,]y is the
closest matrix in that cone to A, we immediately obtain the inequality

1A= ArllE > A = (A E + [14r = [Ad] 1 > 1A = [A]+DF

from which the result readily follows. U

If we now compare this bound with the nonnegative approximations then
we obtain the following inequalities. Let U,V,] be an optimal nonnegative
rank r approximation of A and let UV7T be any stationary point of the KKT
conditions for a nonnegative rank r approximation, then we have :

A=Al 7 < A=A = D of <A-UVI|E < [[A-UVT|}.
i=r+1

4 Existing descent algorithms

We focus on descent algorithms that guarantee a non increasing update at
each iteration. Based on the search space, we have two categories: Full-space
search and (Block) Coordinate search.

Algorithms in the former category try to find updates for both U and V at
the same time. This requires a search for a descent direction in the (m+mn)r-
dimensional space. Note also that the NMF problem in this full space is not
convex but the optimality conditions may be easier to achieve.

10



Algorithms in the latter category, on the other hand, find updates for each
(block) coordinate in order to guarantee the descent of the objective func-
tion. Usually, search subspaces are chosen to make the objective function
convex so that efficient methods can be applied. Such a simplification might
lead to the loss of some convergence properties. Most of the algorithms use
the following column partitioning:

1 1 <
§||A ~UVT|% = 2 Z A — UWVi) |3, (11)
=1

which shows that one can minimize with respect to each of the rows of V'
independently. The problem thus decouples into smaller convex problems.
This leads to the solution of quadratic problems of the form

1 )
min 2 fla = Uvlz. (12)

Updates for the rows of V are then alternated with updates for the rows of
U in a similar manner by transposing A and UV”.

Independent on the search space, most of algorithms use the Projected Gra-
dient scheme for which three basic steps are carried out in each iteration:

e Calculating the gradient VF(z*),

e Choosing the step size o,

e Projecting the update on the nonnegative orthant

xk+1 — [.%'k o Oék:VF(I'k)]_i_,

where z* is the variable in the selected search space. The last two steps can
be merged in one iterative process and must guarantee a sufficient decrease
of the objective function as well as the nonnegativity of the new point.

4.1 Multiplicative rules (Mult)

Multiplicative rules were introduced in [I0]. The algorithm applies a block
coordinate type search and uses the above column partition to formulate the
updates. A special feature of this method is that the step size is calculated
for each element of the vector. For the elementary problem (I2) it is given
by
P = of — ok o VF(0FT) =0k o 7[UTCL]
[UTU vk

11



where [oF]; = Applying this to all rows of V and U gives the

Vg
[TTU; "

updating rule of Algorithm [ to compute

(U*,V*) = argmin |A - UVT|3.
U>0 V>0

Algorithm 1 (Mult)
1: Initialize U°, VY and k = 0
2: repeat

[Av]
[UR(vE)T(VE)]

[ATUk+1]
[Vk(Uk+1)T(Uk+l)]

3: Ul{“‘Jrl = Uk o)

Vk:+1 — Vk o

k=k+1
until Stopping condition

o

These updates guarantee automatically the nonnegativity of the factors but
may fail to give a sufficient decrease of the objective function. It may also get
stuck in a non-stationary point and hence suffer from a poor convergence.
Variants can be found in [I1], [13].

4.2 Line search using Armijo criterion (Line)

In order to ensure a sufficient descent, the following projected gradient
scheme with Armijo criterion [I2] can be applied to minimize

x* = argmin F'(z).
x

Algorithm Pl needs two parameters o and § that may affect its convergence.
It requires only the gradient information, and is applied in [12] for two
different strategies : for the whole space (U, V') (Algorithm FLine) and for
U and V separately in an alternating fashion (Algorithm CLine). With a
good choice of parameters (o = 0.01 and 8 = 0.1) and a good strategy of
alternating between variables, it was reported in [I12] to be the faster than
the multiplicative rules.

4.3 Projected gradient with first-order approximation (FO)
In order to find the solution to

x* = argmin F'(z)
x

12



Algorithm 2 (Line)
1: Initialize 2°, 0, B, ap =1 and k=1
2: repeat

3: ap = 01

4 y=[2F — V@),

5. if F(y) — F(z%) > 0 (VF(2*),y — 2*) then
6: repeat

T ar=ay -0

8: y = [2F — ap VF ("))

9: until F(y) — F(z*) < 0 (VF(a¥),y — 2*)
10: else
11: repeat

12: lasty =y

13: O = Oék/ﬁ

14: y = [2F — ap VF ("))

15: until F(y) — F(z*) > o (VF(2"),y — 2*)
16: y = lasty

17:  end if

18 zhFftl=y

190 k=k+1

20: until Stopping condition

we can also approximate at each iteration the function F'(X) using:
L
F(z) = F(a*) + (Vo F(ab), —a*) + 22" — 2|3,

where L is a Lipshitz constant satisfying F(x) < F(z), V. Because of this
inequality, the solution of the following problem

Tpy1 = argmin F(x)
x>0

also is a point of descent for the function F'(z) since
F(zp41) < F(agga) < Flag) = F(ay).

Since the constant L is not known a priori, an inner loop is needed. Algo-
rithm B presents an iterative way to carry out this scheme. As in the previous
algorithm this also requires only the gradient information and can therefore
can be applied to two different strategies: to the whole space (U, V') (Algo-
rithm FFO) and to U and V separately in an alternating fashion (Algorithm
CFO).

A main difference with the previous algorithm is its stopping criterion for
the inner loop. This algorithm requires also a parameter § for which the
practical choice is 2.

13



Algorithm 3 (FO)
1: Initialize 2°, Ly and k = 0

2: repeat

3 y=[zF - —VF(ﬂfk)]

4. while F(y) — F(z%) > (VF(a%),y — %) + Lt ||y — 2*|% do
5: Lk = Lk/ﬂ

6: Y = [zF — —VF( )4

7. end while

8: $k+1 =y

9 Lpyi=Lg-p

10 k=k+1

11: until Stopping condition

4.4 Scaling and Stopping criterion

For descent methods, several stopping conditions are used in the litera-
ture. We now discuss some problems when implementing these conditions
for NMF.

The very first condition is the decrease of the objective function. The algo-
rithm should stop when it fails to make the objective function decrease with
a certain amount :

F(UkJrl, VkJrl) _ F(Uk, Vk:)

F{UF, VF) =

FUMLVHY - PU* VP <e or

This is not a good choice for all cases since the algorithm may stop at a
point very far from a stationary point. Time and iteration bounds can also
be imposed for very slowly converging algorithms. But here again this may
not be good for the optimality conditions. A better choice is probably the
norm of the projected gradient as suggested in [12]. For the NMF problem
it is defined as follows :

VP, = [V xlij if Xi5 >0
X1 min(O, [VX]U) if Xij =0

where X stands for U or V. The proposed condition then becomes

()], =l )L

We should also take into account the scaling invariance between U and V.
Putting U =~U and V = %V does not change the approximation UV but

(13)

F

14



the above projected gradient norm is affected:

(5

2

1
= vaH%JrHVgH%Z?HV%;H%JF’YQHVI\;H% (14)

P
£ (%)

Two approximate factorizations UV? = UV resulting in the same approx-
imation should be considered equivalent in terms of precision. One could
choose v = |VH||p/||V¥ | F, which minimizes (I4) and forces HVgHF =
HVI‘;H r, but this may not be a good choice when only one of the gradients

2
F

IVENF and [V F is nearly zero.

Vu
Vv
any stopping criterion that uses gradient information is affected by this
scaling. To limit that effect, we suggest the following scaling after each
iteration:

In fact, the gradient < > is scale dependent in the NMF problem and

Up « UpDy, Vi« ViD,*!

where Dy, is a positive diagonal matrix:

[Vaill2
Dilii = :
P =TT,
This ensures that |U]|% = ||V||% and hopefully reduces also the difference

between HV[];H% and ||V€||§7 Moreover, it may help to avoid some numeri-
cally unstable situations.

5 Rank-one Residue Iteration

In the previous section, we have seen that it is very appealing to decouple
the problem into convex subproblems. But this may “converge” to solutions
that are far from the global minimizers of the problem.

In this section, we propose to decouple the problem based on rank one
approximations. This also allows us to formulate a very simple basic sub-
problem. This new scheme has several advantages : the subproblems can
be solved in closed form, they seem to have useful convergence results and
they can be extended to more general types of factorizations such as for
nonnegative tensors. Moreover, the experiments in Section [0 suggest that
this new method outperforms the other ones in most cases.

15



5.1 New partition of variables

Let u;’s and v;’s be respectively the columns of U and V. Then the NMF
problem can be rewritten as follows :

Problem (Nonnegative Matrix Factorization). Given a m X n nonnegative
matriz A, solve

1 T

i —||A — vl |%.

. | E 1 uv; ||
1=

Let us fix all the variables, except for a single vector v; and consider the
following least squares problem:

1 T2
min o || B — uw” [k, (15)

where Ry = A—>", uvl . We have:

| Ry — uthH% = trace [(Rt — uth)T(Rt — uth)] (16)
= ||Rell7 — 20" Ry + |Jue3]|v]]3- (17)

From this formulation, one now derives the following lemma.

T
Lemma 1. If [R] w], # 0, then v, := Uﬁ’;f”ti* is the unique global minimizer
2
T 2
of (I3) and the function value equals || R¢||% — %
2
Proof. Let us permute the elements of the vectors x := R} wu; and v such

that

Pz = ( 1 >, Pv = < v1 >, with 21 >0, xz2<0
T2 ()
and P is the permutation matrix. Then
1R — w3 = | RellF — 20 21 — 203 @2 + ugl[3 (0] 01 + 03 v2).

Since x5 < 0 and vz > 0, it is obvious that || R; —u;vT ||% can only be minimal
if vo = 0. Our assumption implies that z1 is nonempty and x1 > 0. One can
then find the optimal v; by minimizing the remaining quadratic function

IR — 20f w1 + uel|3o] v1

which yields the solution v; = ﬁ Putting the two components together
2
yields the result
RTu Rl w4 |12
A e LA
e I3 e I3

16



Remark 1: In the case where [Rfus, = 0, we have a trivial solution
for v = 0 that is not covered by Lemma [II This will result in a rank-
deficient approximation. To avoid that, one can replace utvtT by any rank
one approximation that reduces the norm of the error matrix, such as

Ut = €4* Vy = [R?ut]+

where i* = argmax; ||[R} e;]. || and ¢; = (00 ... 1 )
i—th position
Remark 2: The above lemma has of course a dual form, where one fixes vy
but solves for the optimal u to minimize || R; — uv{ ||%. These lemmas would
yield the updating rules
(R e+

vp = ———— and w
[[uell3

[Ryve) ¢
[[ve I3

(18)

which can be used to recursively update approximations » ;_, uiviT by mod-
ifying each rank-one matrix uzv] in a cyclic manner. This problem is dif-
ferent from the NMF, since the error matrices Ry = A — ), £t uiviT are no
longer nonnegative. We will therefore call this method the Rank-one Residue
Iteration (RRI).

Algorithm 4 (RRI)
1: Initialize wu;’s, v;’s, for ¢ =1 to r
2: repeat
3: fori=1tordo
4: Ri:A—ZﬁéiujU]T

(R} wi]+
5: U —
! [llui”]%
Riv;
6: u; — St
! l[v:ll3

7. end for
8: until Stopping condition

Remark 3: Notice that the norm of the new rank one update is bounded

since ||ugvl||r = vlus = ([uf Re]yus)/||lu¢||? < ||R¢||r. One can moreover

scale the vector pairs (u;, v;) at each stage as explained in Section [ without
affecting the local optimality of Lemmal[ll Since the optimality of Lemma [II
implies that R; can not increase, it then follows that the rank one products

uw'f and their scaled vectors remain bounded.

5.2 Convergence

In the previous section, we have established the partial updates for each of
the variable u; or v;. And for a NMF problem where the reduced rank is

17



r, we have in total 2r vector variables (the w;’s and v;’s). The described
algorithm can be also considered as a projected gradient method since the
update (I8 can be rewritten as:

[Rive] s [(A = 3z wiv] v+ _ A= wv] + uvd vy 1
lvell3 lvell3 lvell3

A=Y weD v Fuof vy 1
- . — lus = ——v,,
llvgll5 llvgll5 n

Ut

Similarly, the update for v; can be rewritten as

Vg — [vt - %VW] .
Juellz ~ 1
Therefore, the new method follows the projected gradient scheme described
in the previous section. But it produces the optimal solution in closed form.
Because at each step of the 2r basic steps of Algorithm [ we compute an
optimal rank-one nonnegative correction to the corresponding error matrix
R; the Frobenius norm of the error can not increase. This is a reassuring
property but it does not imply convergence of the algorithm.

Each vector u; or v; lies in a convex set U; C R or V; C R’}. Moreover,
because of the possibility to include scaling we can set an upper bound for
|U|| and [|V]|, in such a way that all the set U;’s and V;’s can be considered
as closed convex. Then, we can use the following Theorem [, to prove a
stronger convergence result for Algorithm Ml

Theorem 8. Fvery limit point generated by Algorithm [J] is a stationary
point.

Proof. Clearly 1||A — 37 u;v]||% is continuously differentiable over the
set Uy X ... x U, xV; x...xV,, and the U;’s and V,’s are closed convex.
Moreover, the unique global solution for each of the elementary problem is
attained. Applying Proposition 2.7.1 in [2] gives the desired result. O

5.3 Variants of the RRI method

We now extend the Reduced Rank-one Iteration by using a facorization of
the type XDY T where D is diagonal and nonnegative and the columns of
the nonnegative matrices X and Y are normalized. The NMF formulation
then becomes

1 T
i — A_E dizuL |12
miegi?l;e&(i QH ‘ il HF7
di€R4 i=1

where X;’s and Y;’s are sets of normed vectors. First note that our
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The variants that we present here depend on the choice of X;’s and Y,’s.
A generalized Reduced Rank-one Iteration method for low-rank approxima-
tion is given in Algorithm [l This algorithm needs to solve a sequence of
elementary problems of the type :
maxy’ s (19)
seS
where y € R™ and S C R" is a set of normed vectors. We first introduce
a permutation vector I, = (i1 iz ... iy) which reorders the elements of y
in non-increasing order : y;, > y;.,, K =1...(n —1). The function p(y)
returns the number of positive entries of y.

Algorithm 5 GRRI
1: Initialize x;’s, y;’s and d;’s
2: repeat
3: fori=1tordo
4 R; :A_Zj;éidjxjylf
5 Yi < argmaxcy, (ﬂ:;pris)
6: T; < argmax,ex, (yiTRiTc)
7
8
9

di = 2T Ryy;
end for
: until Stopping condition

Let us first point out that for the set of normed nonnegative vectors the so-
lution of problem (I9) is given by s* = ;:HQ . It then follows that Algorithm
is essentially the same as Algorithm [ﬁ since the solutions v; and u; of each
step of Algorithm [B] given by (I8]), correspond exactly to those of problem
(@) via the relations y; = u;/||wi||2, yi = vi/||vill2 and d; = ||u;||2]|vi]|2-

Below we list the sets for which the solution s* of (I9) can be easily com-
puted.

e Set of normed nonnegative vectors : s = R

e Set of normed binary vectors {s} : where s = ﬁ and b € {0,1}". The

optimal solution of (I9) is given by:

{ = i<k i1 Vi

where k* = argmax

0 otherwise k Vk

57 =

e Set of normed sparse nonnegative vectors: all normed nonnegative
vectors having at most K nonzero entries. The optimal solution for
(I9) is given by norming the following vector p*

0 otherwise
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e Set of normed fized-sparsity nonnegative vectors: all nonnegative vec-
tors s a fixed sparsity g

sparsity(s) = v _\/%8[1{“8“2 = q.

The optimal solution for (I9]) is given by using the projection scheme
in [§].

One can also imagine other variants, for instance by combining the above
ones. Depending on how data need to be approximated, one can cre-
ate new algorithms provided it is relatively simple to solve problem (I9).
There have been some particular ideas in the literatures such as NMF with
sparseness constraint [8], Semi discrete Matrix Decomposition [9] and Semi-
Nonnegative Matrix Factorization [5] for which variants of the above scheme
can offer an alternative choice of algorithm.

Remark: Not all the above sets are the normed version of a closed con-
vex set, as required by Theorem [§ Therefore the algorithms might not
converge to a local minimum. However, the algorithm always guarantees a
non-increasing update even in those cases and can therefore be expected to
return a good approximation.

5.4 Nonnegative Tensor Factorization

If we refer to the problem of finding the nearest nonnegative vector to a given
vector a as the nonnegative approximation in one dimension, the NMF is
its generalization in two dimensions and naturally, it can be extended to
even higher-order tensor approximation problems. Algorithms described in
the previous section use the closed form solution of the one dimensional
problem to solve the two dimensional problem. We now generalize this to
higher orders. Since in one dimension such an approximation is easy to
construct, we continue to use this approach to build the solutions for higher
order problems.

For a low-rank tensor, there are two popular kinds of factored tensors,
namely those of Tucker and Kruskal [1I]. We only give only an algorithm for
finding approximations of Kruskal type. It is easy to extend this to tensors
of Tucker type, but this is omitted here.

Given a d dimensional tensor T', we will derive an algorithm for approxi-
mating a nonnegative tensor by a rank-r nonnegative Kruskal tensor S €
RMxm2x.-XNd represented as a sum of r rank-one tensors:

r
S = E O;U 5 % UG K ... K Ug;
i=1
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where 0; € Ry is a scaling factor, u;; € R’ is a normed vector (i.e. ||ugll2 =
1) and a * b stands for the outer product between two vectors or tensors a

and b.

The following update rules are the generalization of the matrix case to the
higher order tensor:

Yy = ( .. (( .. (Rkulk) e u(t—l)k)u(t—l—l)k) .. .)udk (20)
Yl+
on = Il =22, (21)
Ok
where R, =T — )", 2k TiULG % Ui % ook Ugs is the residue tensor calculated
without the k™ component of S and Ryu;; is the ordinary tensor/vector

product in the corresponding dimension.

We can then produce an algorithm which updates in a cyclic fashion all
vectors uj;. Since each of these updates computes a unique optimal solution
for u;; of a constrained minimization problem over a closed convex set,
Theorem [ guarantees that each limit point of this algorithm is a local
minimizer of the objective function.

Again, as we have seen in the previous section, we can extend the proce-
dure to take into account different constraints on the vectors u;; such as
discreteness, sparseness, etc.

6 Experiments

Here we present several experiments to compare the different descent algo-
rithms presented in this paper. For all the algorithms, the scaling scheme
proposed in section [£.4] was applied.

6.1 Random matrices

We generated 100 random nonnegative matrices of different sizes. We used
six different algorithms to approximate each matrix:

e the multiplicative rule (Mult),
e a full space search using line search and Armijo criterion (FLine),

e a coordinate search alternating on U and V', and using line search and
Armijo criterion (CLine),

e a full space search using first-order approximation (FFO),
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(m,n,r) Mult FLine CLine FFO CFO | RRI
(30,20,2)
e=10"2 (95) 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 | 0.01
e=10"3 (75) 0.07 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.04 | 0.03
e=10"4 (73) 0.17 0.21 0.15 0.09 0.07 | 0.04
e=10"5 (73) 0.17 0.29 0.20 0.13 0.10 | 0.06
e=10"6 (66) 0.27 0.44 0.32 0.21 0.15 | 0.10
e=10"" (70) 0.46 0.51 0.38 0.24 0.18 | 0.11
(100,50,5)
e=10"2 (0) 45% 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.04 | 0.03
e=10"3 (0) 45% 0.90 0.64 0.84 0.26 | 0.16
e=10"4 (0) 45% 3.40 2.25 3.22 0.88 | 0.54
e=10"5 (0) 45% 5.10 3.26 5.50 1.39 | 0.92
e=10"6 (0) 45% 7.23 4.91 8.02 1.89 | 1.23
e=10"" (0) 45% | (96) 8.38 6.73 | (99) 9.47 2.23 | 1.69
(100,50,10)
e=10"2 (0) 45% 0.34 0.27 0.22 0.10 | 0.06
e=10"3 (0) 45% 2.53 1.95 1.63 0.76 | 0.36
=104 (0) 45% 7.96 5.28 5.31 2.35 | 1.04
e=10"5 (0) 45x% 12.37 9.29 8.98 4.04 | 1.60
e=10—6 (0) 45% | (99) 15.12 | (99) 10.86 10.81 431 | 211
e=10"" (0) 45% | (79) 17.10 12.98 | (97) 12.10 | (99) 5.61 | 2.63
(100,50,15)
e=10"2 (0) 45% 0.69 0.63 0.39 0.21 | 0.09
e=10"3 (0) 45x% 4.84 4.38 3.10 1.55 | 0.64
=104 (0) 45% | (98) 14.37 11.02 10.88 4.79 | 1.65
e=10"5 (0) 45% | (94) 20.98 | (94) 16.21 | (98) 15.36 6.95 | 2.79
e=10—6 (0) 45% | (86) 25.67 | (88) 21.00 | (97) 17.07 8.92 | 3.38
e=10"" (0) 45% | (53) 28.03 | (83) 22.46 | (90) 22.43 | (99) 10.95 | 3.83
(100,100,20)
e=10"2 (0) 45% 1.17 0.73 0.98 0.43 | 0.16
e=10"3 (0) 45% 9.03 6.41 9.63 3.78 | 1.25
=104 (0) 45% | (70) 25.87 | (94) 21.52 | (81) 27.37 | (98) 13.17 | 4.21
e=10"5 (0) 45% | (48) 32.78 | (70) 28.67 | (32) 34.56 | (95) 19.67 | 6.07
e=10—6 (0) 45% | (27) 37.10 | (61) 31.60 | (10) 37.52 | (90) 24.30 | 8.08
e=10"" (0) 45% | (3) 38.07 | (45) 33.77 | (4) 42.20 | (78) 25.56 | 9.45

Table 1: Comparison of algorithms: Time limit is 45 seconds. The given
figures are the average successful running time over 100 random matrices.
The figure (95) 0.02 means that the algorithm returns a result with the
required precision € within 45 seconds for only 95 (of 100) test matrices of
which the average running time is 0.02 seconds. (0) 45% means that the
algorithm fails in all 100 matrices.
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e a coordinate search alternating on U and V, and using first-order
approximation (CFO)

e an iterative rank-one residue approximation (RRI).

For each matrix, the same starting point is used for every algorithm. We
create a starting point by randomly generating two matrices U and V and
then rescaling them to yield a first approximation of the original matrix A:

__(auvn)

a:—W, U:U\/a, V:V\/a,

where the scaling factor « is in fact the optimal solution of the problem:

min ||A — aUVT|3.

The algorithms are all stopped when the projected gradient norm is lower
than € times the gradient norm at the starting point or when it takes more
than 45 seconds. The relative precisions € are chosen equal to 1072, 1073,
1074, 107°, 1075, 10~7. No limit was imposed on the number of iterations.

For alternative gradient algorithms CLine and CFO, we use different pre-
cisions ey and ey for each of the inner iteration for U and for V' as suggested
in [12] where ey and ey are initialized by 1073. And when the inner loop
for U or V needs no iteration to reach the precision €y or €y, one more digit
of precision will be added into e;; or ey (i.e. ey = ey/10 or ey = ey /10).

Table [0 shows that for all sizes and ranks, Algorithm RRI is the fastest
to reach the required precision. Even though it is widely used in practice,
algorithm Mult fails to provide solutions to the NMF problem within the
allocated time. A further investigation shows that the algorithm gets easily
trapped in boundary points where some U;; and/or V;; is zero while Vu,
and/or Vy;, is negative, hence violating one of the KKT conditions (7). The
multiplicative rules then fail to move and do not return to a local minimizer.
A slightly modified version of this algorithm was given in [11], but it needs
to wait to get sufficiently close to such points before attempting an escape,
and is therefore also not efficient.

6.2 Image data

The following experiments use the Cambridge ORL face database as the
input data. The database contains 400 images of 40 persons (10 images per
person). The size of each image is 112 x 92 with 256 gray levels per pixel
representing a front view of the face of a person. Since it was used in [10],
this data has become the standard benchmark for NMF algorithms.
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Figure 1: NMF: Error vs. Iterations

In the first experiment, we run six NMF algorithms described above on this
data for the reduced rank of 49. The original matrix A is constituted by
transforming each image into one of its column. Figure [I shows for the
six algorithms the evolution of the error versus the number of iterations.
Because the minimization process is different in each algorithm, we will
say that one iteration corresponds to all elements of both U and V being
updated. Figure [2] shows the evolution of the error versus time. Since the
work of one iteration varies from one algorithm to another, it is crucial to
plot the error versus time to get a fair comparison between the different
algorithms. In the two figures, we can see that the RRI algorithm behaves
very well on this dataset. And since its computation load of each iteration
is small and constant (without inner loop), this algorithm converges faster
than the others.

T
Frobenius Error

Time (seconds)

1
0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Figure 2: NMF: Error vs. Time

In the second experiment, we construct a third-order nonnegative tensor
approximation. We first build a tensor by stacking all 400 images to have a
112 x 92 x 400 nonnegative tensor. Using the proposed algorithm, a rank —
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Figure 3: Tensor Factorization vs. Matrix Factorization on facial data. Six
randomly chosen images from 400 of ORL dataset. From top to bottom:
original images, their rank — 8 truncated SVD approximation, their rank —
142 nonnegative tensor approximation and their rank—8 nonnegative matrix
approximation.

142 nonnegative tensor is calculated to approximate this tensor. Figure
shows the result for six images chosen randomly from the 400 images. Their
approximations given by the rank-142 nonnegative tensor are much better
than that given by the rank-8 nonnegative matrix, even though they require
similar storage space: 8 x (112 % 92 4 400) = 85632 and 142 % (112 + 92 +
400) = 85768. The rank-8 truncated SVD approximation (i.e. [Ag]y+) is also
included for reference.

7 Conclusion

This paper presented the Rank-one Residue Iteration algorithm for comput-
ing an approximate Nonnegative Matrix Factorization. It uses recursively
nonnegative rank one approximations of a residual matrix that is not neces-
sarily nonnegative. This algorithm requires no parameter tuning, has nice
properties and typically converges quite fast. It also has many potential
extensions and we presented in particular one that computes low rank non-
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negative tensor approximations.

Acknowledgments

This paper presents research results of the Concerted Research Action(ARC)
”Large Graphs and Networks” of the French Community of Belgium and the
Belgian Network DYSCO (Dynamical Systems, Control, and Optimization),
funded by the Interuniversity Attraction Poles Programme, initiated by the
Belgian State, Science Policy Office. The scientific responsibility rests with
its authors. Ngoc-Diep Ho is a FRIA fellow.

References

[1]

B.W. Bader and T.G. Kolda. Efficient MATLAB computations with
sparse and factored tensors. Technical Report SAND2006-7592, San-
dia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, NM and Livermore, CA, Dec.
2006.

D.P. Bertsekas. Nonlinear programming. Athena Scientific Belmont,
Mass, 1999.

M. Biggs, A. Ghodsi and S. Vavasis. Nonnegative matrix factorization
via rank-one downdate. University of Waterloo, Preprint, 2007.

M. Catral, L. Han, M. Neumann, and R.J. Plemmons. On reduced rank
nonnegative matrix factorization for symmetric nonnegative matrices.
Linear Algebra and Its Applications, 393:107-126, 2004.

C. Ding, T. Li, and M.I. Jordan. Convex and Semi-Nonnegative Matrix
Factorizations. Technical report, LBNL Tech Report 60428, 2006.

G. Golub and C.F. Van Loan. Matrix computations.3rd ed. Baltimore,
The Johns Hopkins Univ. Press. xxvii, 694 p. , 1996.

N.J. Higham, M.J.C. Gover and S. Barnett. Matrix Nearness Problems
and Applications. Applications of Matriz Theory, 1-27, 1989.

P.O. Hoyer. Non-negative matrix factorization with sparseness con-
straints. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 5:1457-1469, 2004.

T.G. Kolda and D.P. O’Leary. A semidiscrete matrix decomposition
for latent semantic indexing information retrieval. ACM Transactions
on Information Systems (TOIS), 16(4):322-346, 1998.

26



[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

D.D. Lee and H.S. Seung. Learning the parts of objects by non-negative
matrix factorization. Nature, 401:788-791, 1999.

C.-J. Lin. On the convergence of multiplicative update algorithms for
non-negative matrix factorization. IEEFE Transactions on Neural Net-
works, 2007. To appear.

C.-J. Lin. Projected gradient methods for non-negative matrix factor-
ization. Neural Computation, 2007. To appear.

M. Merritt and Y. Zhang. Interior-Point Gradient Method for Large-
Scale Totally Nonnegative Least Squares Problems. Journal of Opti-
mization Theory and Applications, 126(1):191-202, 2005.

P. Paatero. Least squares formulation of robust non-negative factor
analysis. Chemometrics and Intelligent Laboratory Systems, 37:23-35,
1997.

P. Paatero. A weighted non-negative least squares algorithm for three-
way 'parafac’ factor analysis. Chemometrics and Intelligent Laboratory
Systems, 38(2):223-242, 1997.

27



	Introduction
	Low-rank matrix approximation
	Nonnegativity constraint
	Rank one approximation
	Solution Characteristics

	Existing descent algorithms
	Multiplicative rules (Mult)
	Line search using Armijo criterion (Line)
	Projected gradient with first-order approximation (FO)
	Scaling and Stopping criterion

	Rank-one Residue Iteration
	New partition of variables
	Convergence
	Variants of the RRI method
	Nonnegative Tensor Factorization

	Experiments
	Random matrices
	Image data

	Conclusion

