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Abstract 
Through spectral unmixing, hyperspectral imaging (HSI) in fluorescence-guided brain tumor 
surgery has enabled detec>on and classifica>on of tumor regions invisible to the human eye. 
Prior unmixing work has focused on determining a minimal set of viable fluorophore spectra 
known to be present in the brain and effec>vely reconstruc>ng human data without overfiGng. 
With these endmembers, non-nega>ve least squares regression (NNLS) was commonly used to 
compute the abundances. However, HSI images are heterogeneous, so one small set of 
endmember spectra may not fit all pixels well. Addi>onally, NNLS is the maximum likelihood 
es>mator only if the measurement is normally distributed, and it does not enforce sparsity, which 
leads to overfiGng and unphysical results. Here, we analyzed 555666 HSI fluorescence spectra 
from 891 ex vivo measurements of pa>ents with various brain tumors to show that a Poisson 
distribu>on indeed models the measured data 82% beUer than a Gaussian in terms of the 
Kullback-Leibler divergence and that the endmember abundance vectors are sparse. With this 
knowledge, we introduce (1) a library of 9 endmember spectra, including PpIX (620 nm and 634 
nm photostates), NADH, FAD, flavins, lipofuscin, melanin, elas>n, and collagen, (2) a sparse, non-
nega>ve Poisson regression algorithm to perform physics-informed unmixing with this library 
without overfiGng, and (3) a highly realis>c spectral measurement simula>on with known 
endmember abundances. The new unmixing method was then tested on the human and 
simulated data and compared to four other candidate methods. It outperforms previous methods 
with 25% lower error in the computed abundances on the simulated data than NNLS, lower 
reconstruc>on error on human data, beUer sparsity, and 31 >mes faster run>me than state-of-
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the-art Poisson regression. This method and library of endmember spectra can enable more 
accurate spectral unmixing to beUer aid the surgeon during brain tumor resec>on. 
 
Introduc@on 
Delinea>ng glioma margins during brain surgery is very difficult since the tumor is infiltra>ve and 
hard to dis>nguish from healthy >ssue. However, fluorescence guidance can improve pa>ent 
outcomes by increasing resec>on rates1,2. In fluorescence-guided resec>on (FGR) of brain tumors, 
the pa>ent is given 20 mg/kg b.w. of 5-aminolevulinic acid (5-ALA) preopera>vely. This gathers 
preferen>ally in tumor cells where it is metabolized to protoporphyrin IX (PpIX), a precursor on 
the heme synthesis pathway3. When excited with violet light at 405 nm, PpIX fluoresces red, with 
a double peak at 634 and 700 nm. The difference in wavelength between the excita>on and 
emission is called the Stokes shib and allows the fluorescence to be isolated from the bright 
excita>on light using op>cal filters1,4. Thus, tumors that are otherwise difficult to dis>nguish from 
healthy >ssue can oben be iden>fied by their red glow. This leads to more complete resec>on 
and consequently beUer progression and overall survival2,5. However, in lower-grade glioma or 
infiltra>ng tumor margins, fluorescence is oben not visible to humans. Using sensi>ve cameras 
does not improve the problem since the PpIX fluorescence is masked by other endogenous 
fluorophores known collec>vely as autofluorescence, which emit at similar wavelengths and 
intensi>es. 
 
Hyperspectral imaging (HSI) allows the PpIX content to be isolated from autofluorescence by 
examining the emission spectrum. HSI devices capture three-dimensional data cubes containing 
all the scene's spectral and spa>al informa>on. Like an RGB image, which has three channels, 
data cubes can have hundreds of channels, each at a different wavelength. Each pixel, therefore, 
contains the full emission and reflectance spectrum of that point. Thus, the fluorescence spectra 
of every visible point in the image can be captured6. Each measured spectrum contains a 
combina>on of fluorescing molecules, or fluorophores, including PpIX and the aforemen>oned 
autofluorescence. A linear model is commonly assumed, in which the measured fluorescence 
spectrum (𝐬) is a linear combina>on of the emission spectra of the present fluorophores (𝐛!), 
also called endmember spectra7:  
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where 𝐵 = [𝒃$ ⋯ 𝒃"] is the endmember matrix. With prior knowledge of the endmember 
spectra, the rela>ve abundances (𝑐!) of the endmembers can be es>mated using linear regression 
techniques8. During 5-ALA-mediated fluorescence-guided surgery for malignant gliomas, the 
endmembers likely include the two photostates of PpIX3,9, called PpIX620 and PpIX634, as well as 
autofluorescence from flavins, lipofuscin, NADH, FAD, melanin, collagen, and elas>n8,10. However, 
only 3 or 4 endmembers are usually present in any given spectrum. This laUer fact is called 
sparsity – the abundance vectors are sparsely populated with non-zero values. 
 
The linear model neglects mul>ple scaUering11 and other nonlinear effects but gives a convenient, 
dimensionally-reduced representa>on of the spectra. It has been shown that almost all of the 
informa>on of a given spectrum is contained in up to five endmember abundances8,12. As a result, 



recent work in HSI for fluorescence-guided surgery has shown great promise for detec>ng tumor 
regions6,13 and classifying >ssue types using the endmember abundances12,14. The abundances 
have also been used to study 5-ALA administra>on >ming15 and dosage16 and to improve the 
image acquisi>on process itself17–19. However, these computa>ons are very sensi>ve to the 
chosen endmember spectra and the unmixing method. 
Many spectral unmixing methods have been proposed based on various regression7,20–22, 
geometric20, and deep learning23–28 algorithms29. Nonlinear methods have also been explored30–

32.  Previous work in neurosurgery, however, has typically used non-nega>ve least squares (NNLS) 
regression3,8,12,13,33,34. This is simple, fast, and enforces the physical constraint of abundance non-
nega>vity. However, least squares is only the maximum likelihood es>mate if the data is normally 
distributed. In fact, photon emission is theore>cally Poisson-distributed35. Thus, others have 
proposed Poisson regression36 methods. Without sparsity constraints, however, both of these 
methods overfit and thus improve in accuracy with the number of endmember spectra used; in 
reality, few fluorophores are present in a given pixel7. In this case, the output may fit the 
measurement extremely well, but it does not accurately describe the system's physical state. Not 
only is this undesirable, but it may also affect the accuracy of subsequent classifica>on tasks 
performed with the abundances. Furthermore, it may aUribute non-zero abundances to key 
fluorophores such as PpIX, poten>ally leading to false-posi>ve tumor iden>fica>on. Thus, various 
sparse methods have also been explored7,20 through different norm regulariza>ons, low-rank non-
nega>ve matrix factoriza>on37, and par>al least squares21,32,33.  
 
To circumvent unmixing by obtaining seman>c segmenta>ons of >ssue type directly from the raw 
data cube, various deep learning methods have been proposed38–40. For brain tumor resec>on, in 
par>cular, the technique is promising41. Studies have used random forests, support vector 
machines (SVMs), and convolu>onal neural networks (CNNs), or vo>ng-based combina>ons of k-
nearest neighbors (KNN), hierarchical k-means clustering, and data-driven dimensionality 
reduc>on techniques to perform segmenta>on of >ssues in vivo42–46. Though promising and 
exci>ng, these papers obtained accuracies of around 70-80% 47, which is currently too low for 
clinical applica>on, and were trained on rela>vely small datasets48,49. With commercial 
development41 and further research, these values may increase, but the generalizability of such 
methods is ques>onable, especially across different devices or centers. Furthermore, they are 
fixed to performing a specific task, and their outputs are neither explainable nor guaranteed to 
fulfill any criteria of accuracy or robustness. 
 
Therefore, a modular implementa>on of spectral correc>on followed by unmixing and further 
processing of the abundance vectors remains a flexible, generalizable, and robust methodology. 
For example, by adop>ng a modular approach, the output endmember abundances may be used 
to dis>nguish tumor from healthy >ssue, classify the type of tumor, or analyze biomarkers such 
as isocitrate dehydrogenase (IDH) muta>on, which is clinically highly relevant. Ini>al explora>on 
of such processing has had promising results12,14. This classifica>on module can be used on any 
device in any hospital, as long as the relevant endmember abundances are first computed. 
Similarly, since most pa>ents should have predominantly the same fluorophores present, the 
unmixing can be completely general for any device. Only the preprocessing step is necessarily at 
least partly device-specific. 



 
This paper, therefore, describes a prac>cal, general, high-performance unmixing method and an 
associated library of endmember spectra for HSI in fluorescence-guided brain tumor resec>on. 
The method is fast, accurate, physics-informed, applicable to any device with requisite pre-
processing, and is the maximum likelihood es>mator for the unmixing. We first show that human 
brain HSI data is indeed Poisson distributed and sparse using a large and broadly diverse dataset 
including 184 pa>ents and 891 fluorescence HSI data cubes. A method is then presented using 
this fact to produce highly realis>c simulated data with known fluorophore abundances. Finally, 
the new unmixing method and four other candidate methods are applied to the real and 
simulated data in mul>ple experiments to compare their effec>veness. This paper thus elucidates 
the sta>s>cal nature of brain tumor HSI data and how to take advantage of its inherent structure 
through a complete unmixing method and library.  
 
Methods 
 
Imaging System 
The HSI device used in this paper has previously been described6,8,12,13,15,16 and is shown in Fig. 1. 
Ex vivo >ssue samples were illuminated in turn with blue light from a 405 nm LED, white light 
from an LED, and no light to capture fluorescence, white, and dark spectra respec>vely. During 
each illumina>on phase, the reflected light and emiUed fluorescence were captured in a ZEISS 
Opmi Pico microscope (Carl Zeiss Meditec AG, Oberkochen, Germany) and passed through a liquid 
crystal tunable filter (Meadowlark Op>cs, Longmont, CO, USA) to a scien>fic metal oxide 
semiconductor (sCMOS) camera (PCO.Edge, Excelitas Technologies, Waltham, MA, USA). 
Hyperspectral data cubes were captured by sweeping the filter from 420 to 730 nm and capturing 
a 2048 x 2048 pixel grayscale image at every sampling wavelength. Each image had a 100 or 500 
ms exposure >me to ensure a good signal-to-noise ra>o. Regions of 10 x 10 pixels were averaged 
to further increase the signal-to-noise ra>o, and non-overlapping regions were extracted from 
each biopsy to ensure independent samples. The dark images were used to subtract the dark 
noise of the camera sensor. Next, the white reflectance spectra were used to correct the 
fluorescence spectra for geometric effects and inhomogeneous scaUering and absorp>on across 
the surface using dual-band normaliza>on50,51. Finally, the spectra were corrected for the filter 
transmission curves and wavelength-dependent sensi>vity of the camera. 



 
Figure 1. Hyperspectral imaging device, with output data cube illustra:on. 

 
Brain Tumor Data 
This HSI device has been used at the University Hospital of Münster, Münster, Germany, to 
examine ex vivo brain tumor samples removed during surgery and, as a result, obtain 
hyperspectral data cubes. A standard dose of 20 mg/kg of 5-ALA was administered orally to 
pa>ents undergoing surgery for various brain tumors four hours before induc>on of anesthesia. 
Tissue resected by the surgeons was taken to the HSI system and imaged ex vivo before being 
passed on to pathology. Informed consent was obtained from each individual in this pa>ent 
collec>ve. All procedures performed in studies were in accordance with the ethical standards of 
the ins>tu>onal and/or na>onal research commiUee and with the 1964 Helsinki declara>on and 
its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. Data collec>on and scien>fic use of 
biopsies had previously been approved by the ethics commiUee of the University of Münster. 
 

Class # Samples Class # Samples 
Tissue Type 

 
632 Margin Type (Gliomas) 288 

Pilocytic Astrocytoma 5 Reactive brain tissue 100 
Diffuse Astrocytoma 57 Infiltrating zone 57 

Anaplastic Astrocytoma 51 Solid tumor 131 
Glioblastoma 410   

Grade II Oligodendroglioma 24 WHO Grade (Gliomas) 571 
Ganglioglioma 4 I 9 

Medulloblastoma 6 II 84 
Anaplastic Ependymoma 8 III 57 

Anaplastic Oligodendroglioma 4 IV 421 
Meningioma 37   
Metastasis 6 IDH Classification 411 

Radiation Necrosis 20 Mutant 126 
  Wildtype 285 

Table 1. Overview of the evaluated dataset. In total, 891 hyperspectral data cubes were measured of ex 
vivo tissue from FGR of 184 patients. 

 



In total, data cubes of 891 biopsies from 184 pa>ents were measured, resul>ng in 555666 
human brain tumor spectra, described in Table 1. This large and diverse dataset was previously 
analyzed with reference to known fluorophores to determine the endmember spectra present 
in the data8. These included PpIX634 and PpIX620, the two fluorescing photostates of PpIX, as well 
as lipofuscin, flavins, and NADH. Fürtjes et al. similarly characterized five fluorophores, arriving 
at similar PpIX and lipofuscin spectra in addi>on to collagen, elas>n, melanin, and FAD10. We 
combine these spectra into a single library of 9 endmembers, shown in Fig. 2. These are also 
available to download (see Supplementary Material). 
 

 
Figure 2. Library of nine endmember spectra to represent any brain tumor fluorescence HSI 

measurement. These include two PpIX and seven autofluorescence spectra. 
 
While the measured spectra are assumed to be linear combina>ons of these endmembers, they 
addi>onally contain noise. Several measured spectra are shown in later figures. Assuming the 
measurements are normally distributed, the maximum likelihood es>mate for the unmixing is the 
least squares solu>on52. However, in theory, the photon emission governing the measured 
spectra is Poisson distributed35. While normal distribu>ons are described by their mean, µ, and 
variance, 𝜎%, Poisson distribu>ons have a single parameter, 𝜆, which equals both the mean and 
variance. Thus, regions of spectra with larger magnitude should also have more variance in the 
noise. If this is true, the maximum likelihood es>mate for the unmixing would no longer be linear 
least squares. Therefore, we analyzed the data to determine its distribu>on.  
 
To isolate the noise, it was not possible to unmix the spectra and then subtract the fiUed spectrum 
from the measured one since the unmixing is imperfect. This leads to bias and strong ar>facts 
and fails to isolate the noise. Instead, a high pass filter with rela>ve frequency cut-off of 0.1 was 
used to remove the rela>vely low-frequency signal and keep only the noise. The cut-off frequency 
was chosen experimentally, as shown in Fig. 3. 
 



 
Figure 3. Typical measured spectrum with high pass filters of various cut-off frequencies applied. A cut-

off, 𝜔 = 0.1 effec:vely isolates the noise by removing the main signal. 
This produces a distribu>on of 555666 noise magnitude values at each of the 310 sampling 
wavelengths. The mean and variance of these distribu>ons were analyzed and correlated with 
the average magnitudes of the measured spectra at the corresponding wavelengths. Addi>onally, 
the parameter of a Poisson distribu>on describes the frequency of an event occurring. In this 
case, the event is the emission of photons, which occurs with an extremely high frequency even 
at rela>vely low light intensity, because each photon delivers such a small quantum of energy. 
Hence, 𝜆 is very large, so the Poisson distribu>on is very closely approximated by a Gaussian with 
𝜇 = 𝜎% = 𝜆, where 𝜇 is the average magnitude of the measured spectra at the given wavelength. 
On the other hand, if the data is normally distributed, the variance should be independent of 𝜇. 
Hence, two Gaussian probability density func>ons (PDFs) were generated at each wavelength, 
both with mean 𝜇: one with variance 𝜎% = 𝜇, and one with constant variance 𝜎% = 𝑣. The 
constant 𝑣 was chosen as the average variance of all the measurement distribu>ons. Each 
generated distribu>on was compared to the empirical distribu>on using the Kullback-Leibler (KL) 
divergence53, which gives the level of difference between two distribu>ons. The empirical 
distribu>on is not con>nuous, so the generated distribu>on was binned accordingly, and the 
discrete KL Divergence was used: 

𝐷&'(𝑝(𝑥)|8𝑞(𝑥): = 	&𝑝(𝑥) ln
𝑝(𝑥)
𝑞(𝑥)

(∈*

 

Simula4on 
When evalua>ng an unmixing algorithm, simply comparing reconstruc>on error does not 
guarantee the underlying abundances are correct since many similarly effec>ve unmixing 
solu>ons exist. Therefore, to assess the unmixing fully, it is necessary to have realis>c data with 
known endmember abundances. With access to the noise model determined above, as well as 
the endmember spectra and sta>s>cs on their abundance distribu>ons across 555666 human 
spectra, we can generate simulated spectra for this purpose that closely match real human data.  
 
Assume the spectra are represented as 𝑚 × 1 vectors, I.E. they are sampled at 𝑚 wavelengths. 
Also, let 𝐵 ∈ ℝ+×" be the endmember matrix whose columns are the 𝑘 individual endmember 
spectra, 𝒃! ∈ ℝ+. The simulated spectra were created as follows (the code is available in the 
Supplementary Materials): 



1. The mean and variance of the distribu>ons of the k endmember abundances were 
extracted from the human data. 

2. A set of 𝑛 ar>ficial abundance vectors were sampled independently from normal 
distribu>ons with these means and variances. The abundances form an abundance 
matrix 𝐶- ∈ ℝ"×.. 

3. All abundances less than a threshold, 𝑡, were set to 0. In our arbitrary units, 𝑡 = 0.15. 
This enforces the sparsity that is observed in human data. 

4. The endmember matrix was mul>plied by the abundance matrix to create a matrix of 
simulated spectra, 𝑆 ∈ ℝ+×.:		𝑆 = 𝐵𝐶-. 

5. For each 𝑚 × 1 simulated spectrum, 𝒔, a corresponding noise vector, 𝒛, was generated 
such that each element 𝑧!  was independently sampled randomly from a normal 
distribu>on with mean and variance equal to 𝑠!. 

6. The noise was added to the simulated spectrum, and the result was slightly smoothed 
using a Savitsky-Golay filter to simulate the smoothing from the image acquisi>on and 
interpola>on process. 

A set of n = 1000 resul>ng spectra is shown in Fig. 4 in comparison to a set of 1000 human 
measurement spectra. The two are virtually indis>nguishable. 
 

 

 
Figure 4. 1000 real (lee) and simulated (right) spectra, showing strong PpIX spectra (top), and zoomed-in 
weaker spectra containing predominantly autofluorescence (bogom). The real and simulated spectra of 

both sets are effec:vely indis:nguishable. 
 
 
 



Unmixing Methods 
For this paper, one new unmixing algorithm was developed, and several others were 
implemented for comparison. All implementa>ons are found in the Supplementary Material, as 
are rigorous deriva>ons of the algorithms. In this sec>on, only the algorithms are outlined. 
 
Two families of unmixing algorithms were tested, one using a least squares approach, in which 
the magnitude of the reconstruc>on error between the unmixing and the measured signal is 
minimized, and one using Poisson regression, in which the likelihood of the measurement given 
the abundance vector is maximized. The laUer is maximum likelihood es>ma>on (MLE), assuming 
Poisson-distributed measurements. Furthermore, in each algorithm except nonnega>ve least 
squares (NNLS, the baseline legacy method), the sparsity of the endmember abundances is 
enforced. The sparsity of a vector is given by its L0 norm, the number of non-zero elements in the 
vector. However, this is non-convex, so we use a relaxa>on in the form of the L1 norm: ‖𝒙‖$ =
∑|𝑥!|, which is known as a Lasso model. In each case, we define a loss func>on 𝐿(𝒄): ℝ/

" → ℝ 
and solve the following general op>miza>on problem to obtain the es>mate, 𝒄T. 
 
 𝒄T = argmin

𝒄1-
𝐿(𝒄) (2) 

NonnegaNve Least Squares (NNLS) 
This is the method that has been previously used in brain tumor measurements. The objec>ve is 
to minimize the L2 reconstruc>on error, and no regulariza>on is used. The loss func>on is shown 
in Equa>on 3. 
 L(𝒄) = 	

1
2
‖𝒔 − 𝐵𝒄‖% (3) 

The analy>cal solu>on to the unconstrained problem is the well-known least squares solu>on, 
𝒄T = (𝐵2𝐵)3$𝐵2𝒔. However, this does not account for the nonnega>vity constraint. The 
constrained problem, however, is also solved very efficiently and exists as a built-in func>on in 
MATLAB (lsqnonneg.m), based on the algorithm by Lawson and Hanson54. 
 
Sparse NonnegaNve Least Squares (SNNLS) 
This simply extends NNLS with a sparsity constraint using L1 regulariza>on, shown in Equa>on 4. 
 L(𝒄) = 	

1
2
‖𝒔 − 𝐵𝒄‖% + 𝜆‖𝒄‖$ (4) 

As the L1 norm is non-differen>able at 0 and the problem is constrained, an analy>cal solu>on 
does not exist. However, due to the nonnega>vity of 𝒄, the L1 norm becomes 𝟏2𝒄, so we can use 
projected gradient descent. The projec>on onto the feasible set is trivial: replace all nega>ve 
elements with 0. We addi>onally use heavy-ball momentum55, and an adap>ve step size to 
improve the convergence. Hence, the problem is simply and efficiently solved using Algorithm 1. 
 



 
 
IteraNve SoQ Thresholding Algorithm (ISTA) 
ISTA is a proximal gradient descent method to account for the non-smoothness of part of the 
objec>ve func>on, as described by Beck and Teboulle56 and shown in Algorithm 2. We use the 
same objec>ve shown in Equa>on 4, which has a smooth and a non-smooth term. Due to this 
structure, the algorithm is much faster than subgradient methods. Accelerated versions of this, 
called fast ISTA (FISTA) exist56, and were tested cursorily, but were excluded due to poor 
performance (see Discussion sec>on). 

 
 
Sparse Low-rank Poisson Regression (SLPR) 
This method and the next follow a completely different approach to the previous two methods, 
using Poisson regression through MLE, as described above. SLPRU was described by Wang et al.36, 
and we used their MATLAB code. This method enforces not only sparsity in the abundance vector, 
but also low-rankness in the spa>al distribu>on of the abundances. The laUer decreases noise 
and creates a smoother overlay map of abundances. However, our preprocessing involves pixel 
averaging across a region of interest, so this is poten>ally redundant. Analysis of the necessity 
and comparison of the different methods for achieving spa>al smoothness is leb for future work. 
 
Sparse NonnegaNve Poisson Regression (SNPR) 
This method is developed here as a much-simplified version of SLPR, which is more efficient and 
does not make the low-rank assump>on. The objec>ve func>on is shown in Equa>on 5, but the 
algorithm is derived in detail in the Supplementary Material. 
 



 L(𝒄) = 	𝟏+2 𝐵𝒄 − 𝒔2 log 𝐵𝒄 + 𝜆𝟏"2𝒄 (5) 
 
To solve this, we adopt a similar approach to the Algorithm 1, using projected gradient descent 
with heavy-ball momentum and adap>ve step size. The projec>on operator is, again, trivial. 
 

 
 
Tests 
Several tests were performed to evaluate the unmixing methods. First, all the human data was 
unmixed using NNLS with different numbers of endmembers to examine how it overfits. Next, 
1000 simulated spectra were unmixed using the different methods, and the reconstruc>on error, 
endmember abundance error, spectral angle error, run>me, and false posi>ve rate were analyzed. 
The false posi>ve rate is the number of individual endmember abundances that were assigned 
non-zero values when they were known to be zero. This is clinically relevant since, for example, 
PpIX abundance is used as a marker for malignancy. Having a false posi>ve value could lead to 
unnecessary and harmful resec>on. 
The same was repeated with all the human data, but the sparsity was evaluated instead of 
abundance error and false posi>ve rate, which require ground truth values. For this, the sparsity 
of a vector was defined as the L0 norm, the number of non-zero elements in the vector. The 
sparsity of an unmixing was thus taken to be the mean L0 norm of all the computed abundance 
vectors. The false posi>ve rate was defined as the number of individual endmember abundances 
that were assigned non-zero values when they should have been zero. The unmixing run>me per 
spectrum was measured as the total run>me for all 555666 spectra, divided by 555666. The 
run>me is very relevant for unmixing high-resolu>on data cubes in real >me. The spectral angle 
error (SAM) measures the similarity of two spectra, akin to the cosine similarity57. The measured 
and reconstructed spectra are treated as high-dimensional vectors, and the cosine of the angle 
between them is computed using cos 𝜃 = 𝒔𝒊	∙	(8𝒄9")

‖𝒔𝒊‖	‖8𝒄9"‖
 where 𝒔𝒊 is the measured spectrum, and 𝐵𝒄T!  

the fiUed one. Since this compares the cosine of the angle, values close to 1 mean the spectra are 
similar. The abundance error is the mean square error (MSE) between the computed and 
expected abundance vectors: 𝑒=> =

$
.
∑ d𝒄T! − 𝒄-,!d

%.
!#$ . Similarly, the reconstruc>on error is the 

MSE of the measured and fiUed spectra: 𝑒@A =
$
.
∑ ‖𝐵𝒄T! − 𝒔!‖%.
!#$ . 

 



Finally, to assess the value of the 9 chosen endmember spectra in the spectral library, the best 
unmixing technique was chosen, which gave accurate and sparse results, and the distribu>on of 
each endmember abundance across all the human data was determined. The code and spectral 
library are available in the Supplementary Materials. 
 
Results 
First, the human data was unmixed with the five endmember spectra from8 and with all 9 
endmember spectra using NNLS. Two examples with varying PpIX content are shown in Fig. 5. It 
is qualita>vely apparent that the unmixing with 9 basis spectra assigns non-zero abundances to 
many endmembers without truly improving the fit quality. 

 
Figure 5. Two typical unmixings using NNLS with 9 spectra (lee) and 5 spectra (right). We see that with 9 
spectra, many of the endmembers are given non-zero abundances without visibly improving the quality 
of the fit, though the MSE does decrease. Below is the reconstruc:on error with increasing number of 



endmembers. PpIX634, PpIX620, lipofuscin, collagen, NADH, melanin, elas:n, flavin, and FAD were added in 
that order. Aeer 4 basis spectra, the error no longer improves significantly, but the addi:onal spectra are 

oeen assigned non-zero abundance nonetheless. 
 
The same result is shown looking at the reconstruc>on error in Fig. 5, where adding more 
spectra beyond 4 does not significantly improve performance despite the complexity of the 
reconstruc>ons increasing. This suggests that it should be possible to simultaneously represent 
the human spectra with only 4 endmembers, using a sparse reconstruc>on algorithm. 
 
Data Distribu4on 
From the noise distribu>ons of the measured data, the variance was obtained at every 
wavelength and ploUed versus the average magnitude of the spectra at each wavelength. The 
result is shown in Fig. 6. The variance is linearly related to the mean, with a coefficient of 
determina>on of 𝑅% = 0.81 and a correla>on coefficient of 0.90. The slope is 1.37, showing that 
the mean and variance are approximately equal. The reason why most of the points are near zero 
mean is that the PpIX spectrum is near zero for most wavelengths. This rela>on between the 
mean and variance suggests a Poisson distribu>on. 
 

       
Figure 6. (Lee) Signal mean versus noise variance of measured hyperspectral human data. The two are 
approximately linearly related with a slope of 1.37. (Right) Kullback-Leibler divergence of the measured 

data with modeled normal and Poisson distribu:ons. The data is clearly much closer to the Poisson 
model. 

 
Next, the Kullback-Leibler divergence of the data distribu>ons was analyzed at each wavelength 
with the two model distribu>ons, Gaussian and Poisson, as described in the Methods sec>on. 
The data distribu>on is far more nearly Poisson distributed than Gaussian, as shown in Fig. 6. The 
mean KL divergence for the Poisson distribu>ons is 2120, while for the Gaussians, it is 3850, an 
increase of 82%. This is the ra>onale for pursuing a Poisson regression-based unmixing. 
 
Unmixing Tests 
As described in the Methods sec>on, tests were performed on the six different unmixing 
algorithms, once with human data and once with simulated data. The run>mes of the methods 
are shown in Table 2. These depended on the regulariza>on parameter, 𝜆. Aber NNLS, which is a 



highly op>mized MATLAB built-in func>on, SNPR is the fastest. The rate of ISTA and SNNLS are 
similar, while SLPR is an order of magnitude slower. 
 

Algorithm Regularization (𝝀) Runtime per spectrum (ms) 
 

ISTA 
 

1.2 0.3828 
1.4 0.179 
1.6 0.196 

SNNLS 
 

0.3 0.2347 
0.4 0.173 

 
SNPR 

 

0.25 0.162 
0.35 0.2311 
0.45 0.269 

NNLS - 0.143 
 

SLPR 
 

1 4.8 
0.1 4.3 

0.01 4.4 
Table 2. Run:mes of unmixing algorithms at relevant values of 𝜆. The fastest is bolded, and the second 

best is underlined. 
 
The results on the simulated Data (1000 spectra) are shown in Table 3. SNPR equals the 
reconstruc>on error of NNLS, which is op>mal in terms of MSE. Furthermore, SNPR with  𝜆 =
0.35 is second-best regarding false posi>ves and abundance error. However, ISTA far outperforms 
all other methods in terms of false posi>ves and clearly computes the most accurate abundance 
vectors. We see that despite its abundances matching the ground truth much beUer than any 
other algorithm, which is ul>mately all that maUers, the reconstruc>on error of ISTA is rela>vely 
large. This shows that reconstruc>on error is a flawed metric for the unmixing performance. 
 
The number of false posi>ves appears rela>vely large for all the algorithms except ISTA, but many 
false posi>ve values are very small. Furthermore, there were far fewer false posi>ve PpIX634 
values. For example, using ISTA with 𝜆 = 1.4, there are only 27 false posi>ve PpIX634 values or 
0.27%. This is relevant because PpIX is oben used as a malignant >ssue marker. 
 

Simulated Data 
Algorithm Regularization 

(𝝀) 
Reconstruction MSE 

× 103B 
False Positives Abundance MSE 

× 𝟏𝟎3𝟐 
 

ISTA 
 

1.2 6.34 ±	5.17 767 6.17 ±	9.07 
1.4 8.09 ±	6.00 697 6.01 ±	0.86 
1.6 11.0 ±	7.55 687 6.07 ±	8.12 

SNNLS 0.3 3.54 ±	4.66 2081 7.87 ±	10.78 
0.4 30.0 ±	51.0 1790 14.17 ±	16.09 

 
SNPR 

0.25 3.52 ±	4.66 2143 7.90 ±	10.81 
0.35 3.79 ±	5.25 1621 7.81 ±	10.76 



 0.45 25.0 ±	29.0 2064 8.44 ±	16.51 
NNLSQ - 3.52 ± 4.64 2222 8.05 ± 10.89 

 
SLPR 

 

1 4.16 ±  5.12 2664 8.42 ± 10.14 
0.1 4.23 ± 5.14 2574 8.64 ± 10.32 

0.01 4.24 ± 5.14 2568 8.67 ± 10.35 
Human Data 

Algorithm Regularization 
(𝝀) 

Reconstruction MSE 
× 103% 

Abundance L0 
Norm 

Reconstruction SAM 

NNLS (5 Spectra) 12.7 ±	5.60 4.50 0.216 ±	0.105 
 (9 Spectra) 5.54 ±	9.60 5.53 0.120 ±	0.044 

SLPR 1.5 5.94 ±	10.2 7.61 0.128 ±	0.053 
SNPR 0.35 5.55 ±	9.60 5.25 0.120 ±	0.044 
ISTA 1.4 6.60 ±	9.19 3.89 0.175 ±	0.089 

Table 3. Unmixing performance on 1000 simulated spectra with ground truth abundance values and 
human data. The false posi:ve column is the total number of abundances (out of 9000) that were 

incorrectly assigned nonzero values. Values are mean ± standard devia:on when appropriate. The best 
values are bolded, and the second best are underlined. NNLS is the baseline and MSE-op:mal, so it is not 

considered. 
 
The results on human data are also shown in Table 3. It is not possible to evaluate abundance 
accuracy or false posi>ve rate as there is no ground truth data. Instead, SAM and L0 norm are 
used. NNLS achieves the best reconstruc>on error, but again, SNPR is extremely close to op>mal. 
Furthermore, SNPR gives the best SAM and second-highest sparsity. Again, ISTA achieves the best 
sparsity, at approximately 4 endmembers per measured spectrum, without greatly sacrificing the 
reconstruc>on error. The results from ISTA are, in fact, sparser than when only the 5 endmembers 
from Black et al.8 are used, despite the reconstruc>on error also being half. The reconstruc>on 
error and SAM of SLPR are low, but this is likely due to substan>al overfiGng, with, on average, 
7.6 of the 9 endmembers used in every unmixing. 
It should be noted that a difference of 0.28 in the average L0 norm (Between SNPR and NNLS) 
equates to 155,586 fewer endmembers assigned non-zero values, or more than 1 in 4 spectra 
having one fewer endmember assigned. Thus, it is a substan>al difference. 
 
Endmember Library 
Using ISTA with 𝜆 = 1.4, which gave the best results on the simulated spectra and the sparsest 
human data unmixing, the human data was again unmixed, and the distribu>ons of the 
endmembers were analyzed, as shown in Table 4. PpIX634, PpIX620, lipofuscin, and collagen are by 
far the most common, followed by NADH and melanin. Elas>n and flavins are some>mes needed, 
and FAD rarely.  Overall, however, all spectra are used rela>vely frequently. In par>cular, the 
mean, median, and standard devia>on values are shown in Table 4. Clearly, all spectra are 
important. Some are frequently present and in high abundance; others, like NADH, are less 
frequently present but important when they are, and s>ll, others are oben there but only in small 
quan>>es. However, all are essen>al for a complete and accurate dataset descrip>on. 
 



 PpIX634 PpIX620 Lipof. Flavin NADH FAD Collagen Elastin Melanin 
Mean 0.422 0.099 0.234 0.011 0.010 0.001 0.186 0.018 0.019 

Median 0.477 0.063 0.122 0 0 0 0.128 0 0 
Std Dev 0.328 0.105 0.251 0.027 0.055 0.008 0.143 0.062 0.050 

% 84.1 66.3 70.1 21.9 7.3 16.5 96.4 14.0 29.0 
Table 4. StaNsNcs of fracNonal endmember abundances in human data using ISTA unmixing with 
regularizaNon 𝜆 = 1.4. The last row indicates the percentage of the measurements that contain 

non-zero amounts of that endmember. 
 
Discussion 
This paper has shown, using a large and diverse dataset of human brain tumor HSI images, that 
the measurements in HSI for fluorescence-guided resec>on of brain tumors are (1) Poisson 
distributed, (2) sparse in terms of endmember abundances, and (3) diverse in their fluorophore 
content. The consequence of the third point is that while each individual spectrum contains, on 
average, around 4 fluorophores to describe a whole dataset, a broader library of endmembers is 
needed. Therefore, this ar>cle has, for the first >me in neurosurgery, compiled a library of 9 
endmember spectra and paired them with sparse unmixing algorithms to represent the diversity 
of brain tumors without overfiGng individual spectra. To do so, a simula>on algorithm for human 
brain tumor HSI measurements was developed. A novel, simplified sparse Poisson regression 
method was also implemented, and five algorithms were tested, both on human and simulated 
data.  
 
Overall, the SNPR and ISTA algorithms substan>ally outperformed all others. The outstanding 
performance of ISTA was a surprise as it ul>mately solved the same op>miza>on as SNNLS. 
However, it produced by far the most accurate endmember abundance vectors, while all other 
methods overfit to varying degrees. The second-best method in this respect was SNPR, which was 
slightly faster and produced beUer reconstruc>ons, both in terms of SAM and L2 norm. Both 
results applied equally to simulated and human data. Therefore, depending on the applica>on, 
SNPR (𝜆 = 0.35) or ISTA (𝜆 = 1.4) should be used: the former if reconstruc>on and/or speed are 
paramount, and the laUer if endmember abundances and sparsity are more important. 
 
This is not a detailed mathema>cal explora>on of the unmixing problem in the context of 
neurosurgery, and various aspects, such as convergence rates or theore>cal accuracy limits given 
by the Cramér-Rao lower bound of the es>mator58, are yet to be determined. In addi>on, further 
algorithms could be tested, for example ones making use of the Hessian, which is known, or using 
alterna>ng direc>on method of mul>pliers (ADMM)59. Alterna>vely, FISTA is an improved version 
of ISTA, also from Beck and Teboulle56. There are many other adapta>ons of this algorithm, for 
example by Wei et al. and those reviewed in their introduc>on60. FISTA is shown in the 
Supplementary Material and was tested but performed much worse than all other methods and 
was thus excluded. This family of algorithms, as well as others, deserve a closer look. 
 
Future work should also explore deep learning for spectral unmixing in brain tumor surgery. Much 
research in deep learning for general HSI unmixing exists and was reviewed briefly in the 



Introduc>on sec>on. However, neurosurgery has its own par>cular challenges. Addi>onally, it is 
crucial for this applica>on and others that the unmixing results are explainable. Deep learning 
provides no guarantees for the output endmember abundances, which makes it difficult to trust 
them to guide the resec>on of brain tumors. Hence, classical methods with mathema>cal 
guarantees of op>mality under closely studied condi>ons, as described in this paper, are valuable. 
Future work in explainable AI for HSI unmixing in neurosurgery may, however, improve 
performance. 
 
With the spectral library and beUer unmixing method, it will also be interes>ng to see if the 
performance of machine learning classifiers that use the abundances improves. Previous work 
used 5 endmember abundances to classify tumor type, tumor margins, IDH muta>on, and WHO 
grade with a rela>vely high degree of accuracy12. With 9 endmembers and more accurate values, 
these results will likely improve. Similarly, future work should revisit analyses of what 
endmembers are present in higher quan>>es or in different ra>os in what types of >ssues3,9, to 
see if more concrete results can be discovered. Through this future work, this paper can gain 
direct clinical relevance. In addi>on, the improved accuracy, decreased false-posi>ve PpIX 
abundances, and increased computa>onal efficiency of the unmixing are all very useful for 
intraopera>ve guidance. 
 
Conclusion 
This paper has shown that HSI fluorescence measurements of human brain data are Poisson 
distributed and have sparse abundance vectors, and are thus par>al to sparse Poisson regression 
techniques for unmixing. In par>cular, a maximum likelihood algorithm was derived based on 
projected gradient descent with heavy-ball momentum and was shown to be both faster and 
more accurate for spectral unmixing than previous methods. Furthermore, an ISTA-based least 
squares algorithm outperformed all others in enforcing sparsity and accurately determining the 
fluorophore abundances underlying the noisy signal. It was also shown that, while sparse, the 
fluorophore content is diverse, so the presented spectral library of 9 fluorophores is essen>al. 
Together, the unmixing algorithms and spectral library compiled in this ar>cle will hopefully 
enable more accurate analysis of hyperspectral brain tumor data for intraopera>ve fluorescence 
guidance. 
 
Data Availability 
The pa>ent data used in this study is not available publicly. However, the endmember spectra 
are available in the supplementary material, as is MATLAB code for the unmixing algorithms and 
for crea>ng the simulated spectra.  
 
Supplementary Material 
Please see appendices, code, and endmember spectra at  github.com/dgblack/hsibrain  
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