HALEE S
20194 5 A

RVENEE S -

Geomatics and Information Science of Wuhan University

Vol.44 No.5
May 2019

DOI: 10.13203/j.whugis20170174  ELpE3ME

R
e
MUk

CE G 1671-8860(2019)05-0737-08

T 7 43 55 T SR 20 e 92 B e 6 s e %

oWt AT ORER]

1 TORAE S 2 ] 5 B BOR & WL 7%, 315211
2 BB I 220 A 5 T [ A e 2, W IE I, 430079

M OB SAEUREAERS AMARR, FHOIEBECETALTAZTER. RETToBERERS
g 77 ok R R IH R E BRI BT R ERIE S R R N B E, R kRIS ES IR
WBEEGERT Bk st R 4o ML W B EFHBRATrBEEREE S B AAL, R A%
RILH T ik RAR KL IAE 95 4 R &bk Rk AR B R Atk B, R Rk b R R B AN T & ki A
SWILAY Eh ik R A Z RN Ao o R EIRAF R G S IFN T RGN AT T ZHAR, FRERLNA,
T B GIEES BT E s ERWER TRAA T &, m A LA RHLE 2, B AREEGRETEN

B e R R E R

KB : S HAR; T o B SRR R REY

HE S %S . P237; TP751 NXHERAREED A

1o G 1 1R BRI BT A Dl BeOoR 4R L R s )
AT D' 28 30 21 A0 1 56 3 e AR S L BE % A HT 43
F X o BT QIO ISR IR 22 S ) 4y 28 2
SO0 R B B i T P R IR R W A N T B e
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A Ab 2% 25 0 i O I I B e R R A T
Z 07 AL EE TR SR 7Y B KT 22 MRy
#Hr (maximum variance principal component analy-
sis, MVPCA)" 55 BR il i 42t 55 /1 14 BR o 9 B 38 ¢
Tk BT R R R AL 5
R DL B B T AR W Y M U 4 Rk
SR RER A KL AR . UG M TR g
AT T AR D v DG e B R R) L, 32y 7 I
v O T HCHE 00 0 A 2 A CAn M e I Bk AR B
S5 I B TR R B 4 Ry S B 43 il 1 H AR AR A 7]
U SK . B ETA 22 & AR 1% 007 kAT 175, a0
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Fii 15 IE 47 %0 B4 43 f#% (sparse nonnegative matrix fac-
torization, SNMF ) ¥ = 00 115 U B 56 [ 43 itk o F
B T 2R B B R SR 26 i & B A1) ) i
of 1 5 5 AE e BE S B B SRR T L T
{8 53 25 #4545 21 45 > Wl B X R 1) A 2R 850, 1 AL
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1.1 SXREXGENASBIERERSFIER
s m IS I BBy Y=[ y, L € RN, I
D AR FEAE N ULy, AR — 0 B
N s | i £ 3 o R o
Y=WH (1)
2B OGRS U BEAR P Y 4y i R AR
AW e R MAER REHEHEHCR Y H
Fe A, LA T 5 b 1 AR BE O oo Sl WD
HE# , Hr<N<D. i ESMEATFZL
FEME, R 26 R RV S L SR WORIH R A
SR )R D T RS 2 4R B A
AT 43 B R PR R 8 M o R R A Y, T
Oy B AR E U RN AE — AN SR 1 4
B YWMREINFELBREY =Y ,k)H ALY
SEr Ay ESN . Horh 7R v R rp B 2] 4
TEE LY (2, k) HACEHES % 5] T4 £ 0 465 U
BOERE Y 09 F4E Ve €[1,2-N JH| k|, =r.
BT o B R B Y R W=Y (. ,4),
T G B AT 4 B AR B B ) B R AT Gk
Y= WH,\Vk €[1,2:--N ],
| k|, =7 r < min(D,N) (2)

A, e BB RS TR HEGE o T 5 B AR
P RE 95 O7 UF = 6 3% 0 B BE Y Al A5 21— A
WBTFHEY (2 k), AR M B REEY Y (2, 4)
PEATHE SRR Ak o AT 43 B I 0 A oK i fie B
SRy Ak A T EL X 1 e A R s o A R )
Ui S 2
1.2 Ao BIEfERS RER A KR
A (2) B an B & o 1 Dk B B Y /Y R —
B EAT VA — AL b B, 0 T LA F)
Y=WH=YD,'=WD,'(D,HD,") (3)
£,
X R i =j.x ., # 0
(D) =1, Wi=;, X, =0
0, HAth
X=Wi Y
WTLLEH Dy M WDy BE— 3T R ol 1,
[vi] B, Fl AT 0 5 R TR O T A D B B T
PLSE 3 A HEF 48 45 115 30 43 3065 B T W B
MY =WH=WI[I,H] ,Hh 18Kk i
AR, H € RN RBUR B oA — 5 T Ay

TTEMNFHEF 1, ZEARERE BRZY =
Y + E, o EOIR 22T, Y W 2 T 4 B R LA
—FIITCE M N 1.

SCHk [ 24 JIERT, SRR 5145 Y2 L) W2
%A argmax || Y'(: i) |2,)r1‘J7?7£j€M§§?% W(:.j)

T A2«
mem—wmﬁn<oﬂ4%iﬂ,
2 too (W)
I<isN, 1<j<r (4)

Ao, ML o500 BRE = |||, B 2 RO A
v I SR LW RG] - |, B2 R e/ ME R £(0)=
05 WIRZEITH B EEE B E (0] < e
o, (W) RHEFE WS r D2 A0, O () R FfdE
S SEORL L — DB A SCR AR
AL S ms e 5 Ak AR YT Bk 25 0 IE
RO=[WQH+ E", H Q€ R” ", 1] 4
25 AR AR B S i R A 2 (2) AT 5 A S A )
B(5):

i*:argmaX”R“)(:,i)”Z,O<z‘<r (5)

ATLUA L FESS Rk kAR argmax || R (2 ,0)]|

REAS TRUEHR B j € ool (LIS, AR SCR
FH 3 AR B B8 1R SR B AR A A T AL, 15X
(5) o ZF M RY =Y K] 4 1k 5k 22 5 b5
RYRIW (2, 0)=Y'(: i) REF P B T4, IF
R(:,i")R(:,i")"

Wk R =(1— —— ——— )Rk %A

|RC:.i7) ,
T T — P MR M, R =r5, 7]
R G E MM TR W=Y(:, k), \ili ik
— A K A B Ar ek B (6) Ok Al 1115 3 & 5L

WL H -

H= argmin||Y — WH||| (6)
H>0

1.3 SepNMF LI BRI AR R

FIFH AT 43 85 AR 9756 [ 43 i 5 1 SepNMEF 52
PGS B B AR M LR B E LR
R

1) ¥ = 4 & 60k s AR S Oy IR R 4 o — YR
MY, b D Ry YRR RSB, Nl YRR B
1T

2) R 3K (2) 4 2 i G35 5 A5 0 AT 4y 85
i 1 R B o3 f B AU, O =X (2) e 4 oy 54k e R
PR3k 22 56 B4 (1 B FR AL A 1), BR X (5) o

3) M JH 3% AR 852 B8 1k AR B 5% 25 A B
RUTVRIW (2 ,t). TEEMRUE = r it AliiH15 2]
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BHEWBLTFEW=Y'(: k).
4) 3R i H b ek KX (6) 1 21 5 K08 B 7Y B
et H .

i T e

Bl 5 i

| PR G IR Y |

i )
| mBEamT ot | | s mERGta)]

'
| Kok r1 4 B3R SRR 0B 2 R (R )]
i

WO TR IR ZH MRS B fn it
i) &5 (If(5))
PRI RIE R IR TR Z H PR R
FIWC0)

¥
| =i S, BEERETEY |

FOLBES

Wi rE

P11 SepNMFE JH 35 Bk 5 i i A2
Fig. 1 Process of SepNMF for Band Selection

2 HEREFRIBERSN

2.1 XIHIERIE A IE

2 [ P AE 2 g IR BB T s A0k A 25 I
R 238 SN S0 = o AR 38 L A g S
552 AGOETEA T 19924 6 H 12 HREMH], =8
[F] 43 B R 20 m, S5 3 BE% R 10 nm, S5 X [A]
k1 200~2 400 nm, Fi4b BEIS 3 BEECH 2004, [ 2
Sk 78 5 55 [ DS 22 g N TG Bk i b X P 8 km
(IR BT ) g — /N X, 405 145 X 14514 % .
P2 rp 3 f & 16 2 £ 5y, W) o A O RE AR
fHEWEL,

K2 ENERZ2 g IR T AR
Fig. 2 Image of Indian Pines Data

F1 NMERPRBHFTHEAOMERIERER
Tab. 1 Ground Truth of All Classes of Ground Objects

on Indian Pines Dataset

K5 K4 FEAZL
1 EE 46
2 EHERL K 1428
3 E SN} 830
4 ok 237
5 L/ 483
6 L/ R 730
7 e V7] 28
8 LR T 5 478
9 ek 20
10 Bl P NIFA 972
11 KE i 2455
12 IERGL PN 593
13 N 205
14 LRI 1265
15 B A -l AR By 386
16 A ERIE 93

FEA B 10 249

2 [ B 0 T i O 1 S AR S A S5 [ i 42 b 2
23] P AR U HYDICE 1% . 2% % %E T
19954F 10 J , 23 [ 43 BE R 2 m, Gk 4 B
10 nm. A8 K/ K 307 X 307 18 K, B 55 55 [ 1
e B 0T P AR A 7 3 X8 (R A AR ), Al 3 BT
TN o X R B 210 A U B B SE AT A B R R
IR L P B, A 162 ik B, Al 7 22 28 %M
Yy, 45 s i B S A AR AR AR BANER 2 R o

K3 R AR
Fig.3 Image of Urban Data

2.2 SepNMF i Bk Z#2R 5

H 2% I w8 D6 52 A5 CEN 2 22 94 IR 8L 38 i A
BEIRTT) BETT I B R B SepNMF I B 36 5 (19 44
o SEE SR S #F 1] & ML (support vector ma-
chine, SVM) 43 25 2% Fll -3 2 (£-nearest neigh-
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bor, ANN) 732 5 K 73 26 P B 1 5, AT B Ak 73
2K & (overall classification accuracy, OCA) 2k
PN 3 200 . SVM SR AR 1) A% ok B, Ly 22
FAE 31 DA 38 3 28 SIS IR 3R 15, ANN 432 i 1 48
WOR/N 1o X7 R MVPCA W 5 T Hi
i Y 9% B 3k 8 7% (sparse based band selection, Sp-
aBS) ™ | SNMF" " R HE T Pl o 25 JiE 06 {f 3¢ 2 1%
(fast density-peak based clustering, FDPC)"*",
2.2.1 RERBEF G E T FIRM AT

AR 523 o AN [R] 8 B 3k 5 T 1 A 3 Y IR B
TR E RS R . S HMOCHR6], 525 % 1
- ¥ {5 B 4% (average information entropy, AIE)
KERIFM B FEMEREOLEFEREMWFE
W R, R T Y40 ¢ & 4l (average correlation
coefficient, ACC) 3 i€ & P 25 I B 1y Af ¢ ¢
# . ok FOF ¥ 40 X5 R (average relative entropy,
ARE) K € it PP 25 > i By 22 5 SO T2
AL Ay PE . ER AR 22 g IRk B T R A I s L &
[ /NG5 i) 3 B 30 140, SpaBS 9 1% 48 Yk 5 i
HO SR EPEE 4 g IR B i B s, SNMF 1y
TE A T 23 5 B sE R 3.0 0.1 5 5 3 T diE
H, SNMF J5 3% wh dE WAk 5 20 591 82 5E 3.5
F10.05,

B 3R L T AN ] I B 7 vk 0 E B PE A 45
SepNMF il Bt 4 19 ATE e i, ACC IR I, 36 W
P Befs B i K AR/ . SepNMF () ARE
IS, TR B A 2 0 R 8 S vl HHE b AR T
FDPC, fHAL T JAth 4 1 J7 % . SNMF il FDPC

7 1 B 5E BTN 45 R SR BN $E 3 , MVPCA R
SpaBS J5 ik B 7E 7 VU 45 AR T H A 3 R 7 ik
TE 5 R 7k R B

F2 EHWHEMNGEMIERER
Tab.2 Samples of Ground Objects in Each Class for
Urban Dataset

1 ROV 85
2 e URTIRTY 58
3 IREET 01 124
4 Hk 236
5 3l 127
6 A 01 263
7 + 401 113
8 1502 53
9 T8 103 59
10 BT E T 01 118
11 & 15 02A 91
12 J& T 028 39
13 KR T 03 35
14 TR LI 2 T 04 84
15 Hag R T 05A 85
16 AR T 06 64
17 W52 R T 07 72
18 WLk R T 08 45
19 W BR 7 96
20 I3 5% #t 4 40
21 93 52 M THI 64
22 A 02 261
FEAS S8 2212

R3 FREREFEFENEETNER

Tab.3 Results of Quantitative Evaluations from Different Methods on Two Datasets

ol B MVPCA SpaBS SNMFE FDPC SepNMF

AIE 10.635 10.434 10.584 10.993 11.478

ERES 22 4 R J8 i v ACC 0.606 0.576 0.226 0.320 0.201
ARE 14.828 18.161 19.552 32.184 30.810

AIE 7.702 7.521 7.438 7.296 7.997

HE3k ACC 0.841 0.904 0.664 0.738 0.562

ARE 1.007 1.422 16.356 16.217 17.606

222 ARKEHZTTFTH,ELRTR FEAAE Jp AR A

DO = VTR NI = S S NIV SR (O
SepNMF F1 H Ay JURb J7 v 76 BN 5% 22 91 Ik BT T
IR 3 T B0 4R 1 o MR BE . SR B EDAR Al
VR SR T 52 A it BB 3k B X E] O 2~44, 25
Ky 2 I T S AR I BB Y R R X Dy 2~
50,2 K 2, SEE ik E 2R 2000 1Y B
TREAANE RN SR A R AT 43 2 S5, oA b )

& 4 Ry AE AN ] 15 RN SR AE T & B i Be ik
$E 7 AR BV AR 2 IR BT T AN AL Il T S AR AR A
FNOCA ML B . wTLLE Bl I B 55 i 11 4
Jn, B TR OCA B 4K 7. SepNMF J5 4%
FN ) OCA M2 S5 A, 53 2RS4 T I Ath
JURP . AHELT 35, SpaBS B9 OCA il £ 2 (R (1%
T MVPCA F1 H Ath JLF J5 ¥ (SNMF . FDPC
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SepNMF ). FDPC ) OCA #i4k 5 SNMF # b %
T B I , E 8 T MVPCA 1 SpaBS 7. K5
FIE 6 JB 7R T LA i 7 o i I B 7 48 i 2 1
TR SVM 432 g5 5 . Mo B8 22 g R S M it
BN 0 3 T O U B AR R RN A
30 F140, 7] LA H, SepNMF [ 432 K 45 A T
oAb, it — P RUE T R4 M85t . Wik, EAR
W] 9% BE & 45 7F F , SepNMF 19 OCA fie &, 6 F
Al JL P B Ry i

~FDPC

| ~SpaBS

. ‘ ~SepNMF - SNMF

10 20 30 40 10 20 30 40
MBI RS

(@) EVER LR A BT (b) N 2e IR U
SVM OCA ik kNN OCAHhiZk

OCA/%

10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50

WBHRr BB
©FHTISYM OCA &k (d) Bk ENN OCA HhZk
4 TR OCA £k
Fig.4 OCA Curves of Different Band Selection Methods

on Two Datasets

(f) SepNMF /732545 Jt
| Ef  EEUEIERN  ERSAN B S KR

(d) SNMFZ3 &5 (e) FDPC/r J345 R

BB W Bt T A T AL e
AL KL -mmﬂ’JA (N2 R
| Jes/RoniRipNDeE  REETS

5 A [l 0 B o 45 5 12 1 IR S 407 71 40 1Y
SVM 724551
Fig. 5 SVM Classification Maps of Different Band

Selection Methods on Indian Pines Dataset

2.2.3 RRMNLHRKTag KL R
S 56 X EE A3 A AS TR I R R AR RN T

SepNMF F1H Al 4 Foxf b 55 (MVPCA | SpaBS .
SNMF FIFDPC) By 4345 5 . Hodr NS &2 90k
T30 o R R T R AR 0 U1 R AR A B LR A T b T
Ho ) RE AR AR R AR LR Ik B E A ol 10.05,
0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3, 0.35, 0.4, 0.45, 0.5},

SR 2 9 IR T T S AR, i BB R ki E T 305
ST AR B BB R BE 40,

() WIEIREAR (b)) MVPCAZYK4EH () SpaBS/r2R4h i)

(d) SNMF/32REEGE (e) FDPC/Y HEE YL (f) SepNMF /) 4] 1

s ey Rl e

[ L= -M'?km o1 1302
U 13503 BT R T501 J&TH02A R TH02B
A RTI03 I A% = 5060 I+ 1507 IR

| EZira e - [GEATT [
FUR )2 THOSA OS2 1504

6 AN [ml i Bt £ 77 ik 9 BE 3 Tl R a9 SVML 73 6 45
Fig. 6 SVM Classification Maps of Different Band
Selection Methods on Urban Dataset

K7 R A8 AN 5] W) DI 25 R AR RN 68T
SepNMF Fl H Al JUAh J7 vk 76 BR 55 22 40 IR 0T T
IS 42 h 528 OCA B IK . ATLAE
Wit 5 B — b ) 1] R AS SO A 3 I, A ] I8 B
PR OCAW 27, Hrh,SepNMF J5 k4%
N OCA M &t , 75 BN 2R 22 4R Ik B30T i i 2 Ik
His B 0L T HAb 751 OCA T4k . SNMF
M EDPC 1 OCA i 2 45 A 3T 5 I kA
BRI, SNMF ) OCA 25 R4 F FDPC. MVP-
CA ) OCA H£ AL F SNMF .FDPC #l SepNMF,
{H B & 48 F SpaBS. i, SepNMF 7£ A [] Y1l £k
FEARZ M A3 A9 OCA 45 54 T HoAth JLAh ok B
WEEITE
2.2.4 R EEAEG R At

IE 5256 % b SepNMEF Al H:Ath 4 Ff 7 25 48 AS [
RS G Ll N R O & S S P NI M 328
AR, 5 I B e B 5 1 A B AR 4 A IR B
AR IR T 5 15 4 LA BT ), S50 IR0
FER Winl0 5 3151, £ 2 % 4 Inter Core
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(TM) i7-6700 CPU 3.40 GHz 1 32 GB N %, FF
A % H T ¥ AR P T B85 O Matlab 2016a, 7]
DLE 1, bl % U Be B0t 938, 45 o7 s i ik 58
AL TR # . 5 SNMF Ml SpaBS 4 , FD-
PC .SepNMF Al MVPCA #4352 i (7] it 35 B 5 =
(R 368 b T R AN . X S A T vk R, SpaBS i
BB FAR T B Fe K . SNMF 93 5 o i
T SpaBS AHAK T HAth Jr % . FDPC #9355
JE MK T SepNMFE Fl MVPCA , MVPCA Hy it 5 i
JE . B, SR r it B RCRHES R
MVPCA™>SepNMF >FDPC>SNMF >SpaBS.

3 &KiE

A SCHRE A SepNMEF Jr 125 2k figk e iy D 3%
e Bk 5 ) AL i B AR 5 HAT AT o B A R R

80f
< 56 /

g “SNMF | 5 60 % - SNMF
e “ ~MVPCA ~FDPC 55 ~MVPCA - FDPC

~SpaBS - SepNMF

020 30 40 50 010 20 30 40 30

5 RATIRRE A AR
Kbt H 4

43 H/% ﬂr H L%
(2) BN BB 4R B T (b)ENEE 2R BT
SVM OCA £ kNN OCA i1
95}t 95
_ 1oot ~MVPCA | ¢
% 95¢7 ‘SpaBS %90 /
9 9ol SSNMF | QY - SNMF
© mre | © 851/ / ~MvPCcA - FDPC
&5 A + SepNMF
, .~ SepNMF e SpaBS - Sep
070 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
f— U SR AT KL I GAE A
KAE T 43 /% KFEEH 43 /%
(c) FEILTHSVM OCA Hh£k (d) FE3ETITANN OCA i 2k

PEL 7 ASTRI Y A A /N T 11 25 i g B 42 07 15 19 OC A il 48
Fig. 7 OCA Curves of Different Band Selection Methods

with Different Sizes of Training Samples per Class

x4 ARKBRIEEFETER B XL
Tab.4 Contrast in Computational Time of Different Methods on Two Hyperspectral Datasets

Ba . A ] /s
MVPCA SpaB$S SNMF FDPC SepNMF
10 0.062 90.72 2.28 3.45 0.07
20 0.062 97.24 3.09 3.56 0.12
E[ER 22 9 IR T 3 T 30 0.063 101.13 5.78 3.64 0.19
40 0.063 106.89 6.56 3.76 0.28
50 0.063 112.19 15.24 3.84 0.41
10 0.161 742.32 12.579 3.37 0.16
20 0.171 1013.57 21.35 3.37 0.28
Ky 30 0.182 1377.42 51.77 3.41 0.43
40 0.187 1423.55 135.06 3.51 0.61
50 0.194 1513.20 291.75 3.75 0.84

e Bk FFE A Ry TP AR 4 R Rk LA i B AR
T, R B Ty ok s UGS & B P BT 4R .
YR W, SepNMF Ty ik 75 A 7] 37 B 5 Al A 7]
WILRREA S0 F 19 OCA M F oAb 4 B0 7 1, B 4%
TRV Lr i o3 R A5 o [R5 ROR B 72 5
b B e £ J7 vk SN A 20 SR, AR SO E
JE I B 18] 1) 40 9 22 S 1T BE X 45 2R LR I R L AE
Ja SERWT ST R B R I B2 R B AR [, Al
HOo Hr M R M S (R D0 BE R 1 R

S & ik
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Hyperspectral Imagery
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Abstract: Strong intra-band correlations along with numerous bands seriously hinder the processing and
applications of hyperspectral remote sensing images in realistic applications. A separable non -negative
matrix factorization (SepNMF) method is presented to explore the band selection problem on hyperspectral
imagery (HSI). The method investigates the separability structure in the band set of the HSI data to
improve the regular non-negative matrix factorization model, and it formulates the band selection problem
into the problem of finding representative columns that represent other bands with non-negative and linear
combinations in the SepNMF model. The method adopts the recursive projection method to iteratively
select the representative bands to constitute the proper band subset. Three groups of experiments on two
open HSI data sets are designed to carefully testify the performance of the SepNMF in band selection.
Several popular methods are utilized to compare against the proposed SepNMF method. Experimental
results show that the SepNMF obtains the best overall classification accuracies of all while taking shorter
computational times ranking second among all the comparison methods. Therefore, the SepNMF method
can be an alternative choice for selecting proper bands in hyperspectral image classification.
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