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ABSTRACT

Hyperspectral target detection is good at finding dim and
small objects based on spectral characteristics. However,
existing representation-based methods are hindered by the
problem of the unknown background dictionary and insuf-
ficient utilization of spatial information. To address these
issues, this paper proposes an efficient optimizing approach
based on low-rank representation (LRR) and graph Lapla-
cian regularization (GLR). Firstly, to obtain a complete
and pure background dictionary, we propose a LRR-based
background subspace learning method by jointly mining
the low-dimensional structure of all pixels. Secondly, to
fully exploit local spatial relationships and capture the un-
derlying geometric structure, a local region-based GLR
is employed to estimate the coefficients. Finally, the de-
sired detection map is generated by computing the ratio of
representation errors from binary hypothesis testing. The
experiments conducted on two benchmark datasets val-
idate the effectiveness and superiority of the approach.
For reproduction, the accompanying code is available at
https://github.com/shendb2022/LRBSL-GLR.

Index Terms— Hyperspectral image, target detection,
low-rank representation, graph Laplacian regularization.

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the integration of spatial and spectral information, hy-
perspectral images (HSIs) facilitate the detection of dim and
small targets, which have a wide range of applications in mil-
itary and civilian fields [1]. The objective of hyperspectral
target detection (HTD) is to achieve a comprehensive sepa-
ration between target and background information by promi-
nently highlighting targets while effectively suppressing the
background. However, the limited prior knowledge, namely
an HSI and a target spectrum, makes this task challenging.

To achieve this task, various detection methods have been
proposed. Euclidean distance and cosine similarity are sim-
ple techniques commonly used for direct spectral matching.
However, in practical scenarios, their performance is often
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below expectations due to the inherent diversity and variabil-
ity of spectra. Statistical assumption-based methods [2] oper-
ate under the hypothesis that the background follows a multi-
variate Gaussian distribution, allowing the estimation of pixel
probabilities belonging to targets using statistical techniques.
However, these methods often experience a decline in per-
formance because the actual distribution of the background
is typically complex and does not align with the underlying
assumption. The representation-based methods model HTD
as an optimization problem by combining spectral unmixing
and some common properties such as sparsity, low rank, and
smoothness, which have achieved success in detection perfor-
mance and physical interpretability. Nevertheless, there are
still two problems. First, a background dictionary with com-
pleteness and purity is difficult to obtain. Researchers usu-
ally use pre-detection [3], clustering [4], or orthogonal pro-
jection [5] methods to select typical background samples to
form a background dictionary, in which the atoms still come
from pixel samples, carry noise, and may have mixed redun-
dancy. Second, spatial information is rarely employed in most
representation-based methods, which limits the detection per-
formance. Some researchers [6,7] exploit the total variation to
promote the spatial smoothness of coefficients but only con-
sider the spatial similarity between a pixel and its four neigh-
bors.

To tackle the aforementioned issues, an efficient optimiz-
ing approach using low-rank representation (LRR) and graph
Laplace regularization (GLR) is proposed. To overcome the
problem of obtaining a complete and pure background dic-
tionary, we propose a low-rank background subspace learn-
ing (LRBSL) method by jointly mining the low-dimensional
structure of all pixels. This strategy not only learns the un-
derlying background atoms but also alleviates the contamina-
tion of target spectra to them. Moreover, in order to mine
the spatial context features and capture the underlying ge-
ometric structure, a local region-based GLR (LRB-GLR) is
employed to estimate the coefficients. Combining this regu-
larization and sparse representation, the spatial-spectral fea-
tures can be effectively extracted for detection. Finally, the
desired detection map can be obtained by computing the ratio
of representation errors from binary hypothesis testing. The
least squares and proposed LRB-GLR are responsible for the
hypothesis of modeling background and target, respectively.
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Experiments are conducted on two benchmark datasets and
illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed method in terms of
quantitative metrics and visualizations.

2. PROPOSED METHOD

2.1. LRBSL

Given an HSI X ∈ RL×N and a target spectrum t ∈ RL×1,
where L and N denote the number of bands and pixels, re-
spectively, the linear mixing model is

X = AS1 + tS2 +E, (1)

where A ∈ RL×K is the background subspace with K bases,
S1 ∈ RK×N and S2 ∈ R1×N are the encoding coeffi-
cients of background and target components, respectively,
and E ∈ RL×N is the representation error. To separate the
background and target components, the unknown background
subspace needs to be estimated. Here, we propose a two-step
optimization method based on sparse representation and LRR.

In the first step, we fix the joint subspace and estimate the
coefficients by incorporating the sparse prior:

min
S

1

2
∥X−BS∥2F + λ1∥S∥1, (2)

where ∥ · ∥F and ∥ · ∥1 denote the Frobenius norm and L1-
norm, respectively, B = [A, t] is the joint subspace, S =
[ST

1 ,S
T
2 ]

T is the joint coefficients, and λ1 is a trade-off pa-
rameter. To ensure the independencies of background atoms,
A is initially generated by truncated singular value decompo-
sition (SVD):

A,Σ,UT = svd(X,K), (3)

where svd is the truncated SVD function keeping the top K
largest singular values, and Σ ∈ RK×K and U ∈ RN×K are
diagonal and semiunitary matrices, respectively.

In the second step, we divide the estimated coefficients S
into S1 = S(: K) and S2 = S(K :), and employ the low-
rank property to learn the background subspace:

min
A

1

2
∥X−AS1 − tS2∥2F + λ2∥A∥∗, (4)

where ∥ · ∥∗ is the nuclear norm to characterize the low-rank
constraint, and λ2 is a trade-off parameter.

Models (2) and (4) can be efficiently solved using the al-
ternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM). By in-
troducing Z = S and D = A, the augmented Lagrangian
function can be respectively expressed as

L1 =
1

2
∥X−BS∥2F + λ1∥Z∥1 +

µ1

2
∥S− Z+

G1

µ1
∥2F ,

L2 =
1

2
∥X−AS1 − tS2∥2F + λ2∥D∥∗

+
µ2

2
∥A−D+

G2

µ2
∥2F ,

(5)

Algorithm 1 Optimization procedure of LRBSL
1: Input: X, t, B, λ1, λ2, K.
2: Initialize: S(0) = Z(0) = G

(0)
1 = 0, A(0) = D(0) =

G
(0)
2 = 0, µ1 = µ2 = 10−3, µmax = 1010, γ = 1.2,

ϵ = 10−6, k = 0, kmax = 200.
3: while ∥S− Z∥F ≥ ϵ and k < kmax do
4: Z(k+1) = soft(S(k) +G

(k)
1 /µ1, λ1/µ1);

5: S(k+1) = (BTB+ µ1I1)
−1

(BTX+ µ1Z
(k+1) −G

(k)
1 );

6: G
(k+1)
1 = G

(k)
1 + µ1(S

(k+1) − Z(k+1));
7: µ1 = min(µmax, µ1 × γ);
8: k = k + 1;
9: end while

10: S1 = S(k)(: K), S2 = S(k)(K :), k = 0;
11: while ∥A−D∥F ≥ ϵ and k < kmax do
12: D(k+1) = svt(A(k) +G

(k)
2 /µ2, λ2/µ2);

13: A(k+1) = ((X− tS2)S
T
1 + µ2D

(k+1) −G
(k)
2 )

(SST + µ2I2)
−1;

14: G
(k+1)
2 = G

(k)
2 + µ2(A

(k+1) −D(k+1));
15: µ2 = min(µmax, µ2 × γ);
16: k = k + 1;
17: end while
18: Output: A(k).

where G1 and G2 are two Lagrangian multipliers, and µ1

and µ2 are two regularization parameters. The models can be
decomposed into the alternated optimization of subproblems.
The process of optimization is summarized in Algorithm 1,
where soft denotes the soft thresholding function, svt denotes
the singular value thresholding function, and Ij is an identity
matrix numbered j.

2.2. LRB-GLR

To depict the spatial similarity between neighboring pixels, a
weighted graph G = {V,R,W} is adopted, where V, R,
and W represent the vertex set, edge set, and weight matrix,
respectively. To preserve similarity while ignoring dissimi-
larity, we simply define W as the normalized distance using

a threshold: Wi,j =

{
1, ∥xi − xj∥22 < σ,

0, otherwise
where xi and xj

are two pixels in a given region, and σ is the threshold.
The similarity in the original image space can be trans-

ferred to the feature space, so the similarity between two co-
efficients can be expressed as

nl∑
l=1

Tr(SlLlS
T
l ) =

1

2

nl∑
l=1

∑
(i,j)∈Ωl

Wli,j∥si − sj∥22, (6)

where the whole image is divided into nl local regions via
ω×ω grid for efficient computation, Ωl denotes the lth region,



Algorithm 2 Optimization procedure of LRB-GLR
1: Input: X, t, A, L, λ3, λ4.
2: Initialize: B = [A, t], S(0) = V

(0)
1 = V

(0)
2 = H

(0)
1 =

H
(0)
2 = 0, µ3 = 10−3, µmax = 1010, γ = 1.2, ϵ =

10−6, k = 0, kmax = 200.
3: while ∥S−V1∥F + ∥S−V2∥F ≥ ϵ and k < kmax do
4: S(k+1) = (BTB+ 2µ3I3)

−1

(BTX+µ3V
(k)
1 −H

(k)
1 +µ3V

(k)
2 −H

(k)
2 );

5: for l = 1 to nl do
6: V

(k+1)
1l

= (µ3S
(k+1)
l +H

(k)
1l

)(2λ3Ll +µ3I4)
−1;

7: end for
8: V

(k+1)
2 = soft(S(k+1) +H

(k)
2 /µ3, λ4/µ3);

9: H
(k+1)
1 = H

(k)
1 + µ3(S

(k+1) −V
(k+1)
1 );

10: H
(k+1)
2 = H

(k)
2 + µ3(S

(k+1) −V
(k+1)
2 );

11: µ3 = min(µmax, µ3 × γ);
12: k = k + 1;
13: end while
14: Output: S(k).

Wl is the weight matrix of Ωl, si and sj are the encoding co-
efficients of xi and xj in Ωl, Tr(·) is the trace of a matrix, and
Ll is the graph Laplacian matrix of Ωl, which is calculated by
Ll = Dl −Wl where Dl is a diagonal matrix formed by the
sum of each row of Wl.

Combining the local spatial similarity and sparse prior of
S, we can get

min
S

1

2
∥X−BS∥2F + λ3

nl∑
l=1

Tr(SlLlS
T
l ) + λ4∥S∥1, (7)

where the three terms model representation error, local spatial
similarity, and sparsity, respectively, and λ3 and λ4 are two
trade-off parameters.

The model (7) can be efficiently solved by ADMM. The
companying augmented Lagrangian function is

L3 =
1

2
∥X−BS∥2F + λ3

nl∑
l=1

Tr(V1lLlV
T
1l
) + λ4∥V2∥1

+
µ3

2
(∥S−V1 +

H1

µ2
∥2F + ∥S−V2 +

H2

µ2
∥2F ),

(8)

where H1 and H2 are two Lagrangian multipliers, and µ3 is
a regularization parameter. The solver of the model is sum-
marized in Algorithm 2.

2.3. Detection

For binary hypothesis testing, if the target is absent, the pixel
can be represented by the background subspace alone (H0),
otherwise by the joint subspace (H1). Therefore, the detec-
tion result can be obtained by computing the ratio of repre-

Table 1. Quantitative results and running time (in seconds)
of competing methods. Bold highlights the best result while
underlined the second.

SAM OSP CSCR DM-BDL DSC Ours

San Diego I
AUC 0.9944 0.9964 0.9986 0.9954 0.9994 0.9983

Time 0.01 0.07 21.01 4.83 40.90 5.71

San Diego II
AUC 0.9945 0.9821 0.9943 0.9855 0.9952 0.9971

Time 0.02 0.12 53.12 2.43 176.69 5.46

Fig. 1. Effect of parameter K on the detection performance.

sentation errors:

di =
∥(X−AS1):,i∥22
∥(X−BS):,i∥22

, (9)

where di denotes the detection score of the i-th pixel in the
image, and ∥·∥2 is the L2-norm of vectors. For simplicity, H0

is modeled using least squares and the closed-form solution is
S1 = (ATA)−1ATX while H1 is modeled using LRB-GLR.

3. EXPERIMENTS

Two benchmark datasets, San Diego I and San Diego II, are
used to evaluate the proposed approach. They were collected
using the Airborne Visible/Infrared Imaging Spectrometer
and consist of 100 × 100 pixels. After removing water-
absorption bands, the datasets contain 189 bands. The targets
to be detected are three airplanes, with 58 target pixels and
134 target pixels in each dataset. For simplicity, the average
spectrum of all target pixels in each dataset is selected as the
target spectrum.

The receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve and
area under the curve (AUC) are used to evaluate the detection
performance. In our experiments, we empirically set σ = 0.3,
λ1 = λ2 = 10−4, and λ3 = λ4 = 1 for the two datasets. By
analyzing the impact of parameter K in Fig. 1, we set K as
12 and 10 for the two datasets, respectively.

For comparison, five competing methods are selected, in-
cluding SAM, OSP [2], CSCR [8], DM-BDL [7], and DSC
[9]. Table 1 presents the quantitative results, including AUC
and time. Combining detection effectiveness and efficiency,



Fig. 2. ROC curves of competing methods. Left: San Diego
I. Right: San Diego II.

Fig. 3. Detection maps of competing methods. First two
rows: San Diego I. Last two rows: San Diego II. From
left(top) to right (bottom): false-color image, SAM, OSP,
CSCR, DM-BDL, DSC, Ours, ground truth.

it is observed that our method can achieve satisfactory and ro-
bust performance on both datasets. In addition, Figures 2 and
3 display the ROC curves and the final detection maps. It can
be found that our method can effectively separate the back-
ground and targets and exhibits a promising performance in
background suppression.

4. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a fully optimization-based approach for
HTD. The proposed approach encompasses a background
subspace learning model based on sparse and low-rank rep-
resentation, enabling the acquisition of a complete and pure
background dictionary. Additionally, a model leveraging
GLR is introduced to capture the local spatial similarity

of coefficients, enabling the employment of spatial-spectral
features. By computing representation error ratios through
binary hypothesis testing, the desired detection results are
obtained. The experimental evaluation of two benchmark
datasets validates the effectiveness and superiority of the
proposed approach.
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