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Abstract—Nonnegative matrix factorization (NMF) plays a
crucial role in machine learning and data mining, especially
for dimension reduction and component analysis. It is employed
widely in different fields such as information retrieval, image pro-
cessing, etc. After a decade of fast development, severe limitations
still remained in NMFs methods including high complexity in
instance inference, hard to control sparsity or to interpret the role
of latent components. To deal with these limitations, this paper
proposes a new formulation by adding simplicial constraints for
NMF. Experimental results in comparison to other state-of-the-
art approaches are highly competitive.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many algorithms in data mining cannot deal with large
datasets because of their rawness, high dimension and complex
distribution. To deal with this situation, two fundamental
purposes have been raised in data processing: Transforming
the data into a lower dimension space and extracting latent
components and variables inside the datasets to represent data
[1]. Nonnegative matrix factorization (NMF) is one of the
most popular effective methods to pursue these two purposes.
Many datasets in various fields have been formed as matrices
with nonnegative values. NMF aims to factorize such a matrix
X into a product of two matrices, X ⇡ FG, where G
contains basic vectors in the new space and F contains new
corresponding coefficients of data instances in X . In other
words, this factorization transforms data instances into new
space of basic vectors.

Many NMF methods have been developed in the last
decade by using divergence functions, constraints and regular-
izations. Initially, basic NMF [2] only allows approximating
the original nonnegative data by a product of two matrices.
By this approximation, each object is represented as a non-
subtractive combinations of nonnegative parts or basic vectors.
Following [2] many algorithms were proposed for different
divergence functions [3]. Currently, by adapting requirements
for data analysis problems and data types, many variants
of NMF are being developed. Also, various new divergence
functions are employed [4], and local constraints are added to
improve the quality of matrix decompositions, which preserve
the local features [5]. Sparse representation can be achieved by
adding sparseness constraints [6], [7]. In addition, some work
has implicitly or explicitly added orthogonality constraints
[8], [9].

Usually, NMF is solved by iterative multiplicative updating
algorithms. However, minimizing object functions does not
guarantee a unique solution. The existence of many local min-
ima solutions makes the algorithms suffering from rotational
ambiguities. If no prior information is known, the normaliza-
tion of rows in G or latent components will help to reduce
the effects of these ambiguities [10]. Particularly, if X ⇡ FG

is a solution, X ⇡ F [D
G

G0
] = [FD

G

]G0 is also a solution;
where D

G

= diag(||G1•||�1
p

, ..., G
K•||�1

p

), p 2 [0,1) and
G = D

G

G0. As a result, the latent components are normalized
as basic vectors. Although this technique is advantageous to
optimize the objective functions, the role of basic vectors is
not easy to interpret directly via their coefficients.

In this work, we propose a new NMF formulation by
adding new prior information into NMF, in which each data
instance is a convex combination of the latent components.
In other words, each instance is a probabilistic distribution
over the latent components. By this way, we associate a
probabilistic model with the NMF problem. As a result, we
obtain more advantages than the previous formulations such as
easy interpretability, low complexity, convexity, sparsity, and
distributability and parallelability. We also develop effective
algorithms for the two most popular divergence functions:
squared Euclidean distance and KL-divergence [4].

II. NEW FORMULATION

Mathematically, we can define the NMF problem as fol-
lows:

Definition 1 [NMF]: Given a dataset consisting of M N-
dimension vectors X = [X1, X2, ..., XM

] 2 RM⇥N

+ , where
each vector presents a data instance. NMF seeks to de-
compose X into a product of two nonnegative factorizing
matrices F and G, where F = [F1, ..., FM

] 2 RM⇥K

+ and
G = [G1, ..., GK

] 2 RK⇥N

+ are coefficient matrix and latent
component matrix, respectively, X ⇡ FG.

We assume that each instance is a convex combination of
the latent components obtained by adding a new simplicial
constraint into NMF. Hence, we have:

Definition 2 [Simplicial NMF]: Simplicial NMF is NMF
where each instance X

m

is a convex combination of the latent

components X
m

⇡
KP

k=1
F
mk

G
k

and
KP

k=1
F
mk

= 1 for all m.

By adding this new constraint, we have associated a
probabilistic model with NMF problem, in which each instance
is a probabilistic distribution over the latent components and
represented as a convex combination of latent components. In
other words, this convex combination provides explicitly the
extent of contribution of each latent component, while other
formulations of NMF do not have. Moreover, regarding to
geometry meaning, each instance is projected as a point on the
simplex of latent components. This projection is called instance
inference. As a result, we obtained significant properties:

• Sparsity: Instance inference is casted as a convex
problem over the simplex of latent components by
adding the simplicial condition. Furthermore, we can



easily control the solution sparsity via greedy ap-
proximation algorithms such as Frank-Wolfe algo-
rithm [11].

• Convexity: Obviously, inferring an instance is to find
an approximation of the convex combination that is a
convex optimization problem [11], [12], [13].

• Computation: The instance representation can be
considered as a projection on the simplex of the
latent components. Hence, the inference based on this
projection can be much faster than other formulations
because of the simplicial constraint added[11], [12].
In comparison to other formulations, this one has
significant computing advantages in the inference of
instances, while the learning step is the same with
the previous basic formulations because they solve the
same optimization problem.

• Interpretability: The new formulation gives a more
comprehensible interpretation of the important role
of coefficients. Particularly, each data instance is a
convex combination of the latent components, in
which the sum of coefficients always equals to 1
through NMF. Hence, the important role of the latent
components on instances can be concisely represented
via values of coefficients. Otherwise, for other formu-
lations, evaluating the contribution of components is
forceful because of the lack of constraints between
coefficients. Alternatively, a post-processing can be
employed to find out the role of the latent compo-
nents. However, it is independent and inconsistent with
learning NMF model.

• Distributability and parallelizability: NMF problem
contains two sub-problems: inference and learning, see
section IV. The learning problem is the same with
other formulations and can be solved by distributed
algorithms [14]. Meanwhile, the inference one of our
formulation can be solved by a much faster algorithm
comparing to the others’, and it can be parallelized
[12]. This favor is hard to be reached in other formu-
lations.

The cost function is specially determined on the used
divergence function. In this paper, we focus on solving this
problem with the two most popular divergence functions with
squared Euclidean distance and KL-divergence.

III. DIVERGENCE FUNCTIONS AND PROBLEMS

To control the quality of NMF, various cost functions are
employed. The cost functions f(X||FG) often contain two
parts: The first part is a divergence function that measures the
distance between original coordinates (X) and inverted coor-
dinates (FG); and the second one is possibly regularizations
and constraints to control sparsity or orthogonality.

A. Divergence Functions

Recently, there are numerous divergence functions, includ-
ing squared Euclidean distance, KL-divergence, ↵-divergence,
�-divergence, IS divergence, and Bregman divergence, etc. A
chosen divergence mainly depends on the data type and its

properties. The two most popular divergences are widely used
in numerous applications:

• Squared Euclidean distance: D(x||y) = ||x � y||22 =P
i

(x
i

� y
i

)

2

• KL-divergence: D(x||y) =

P
i

x
i

.log xi
yi

� x
i

+ y
i

,
where x and y are positive vectors.

B. sNMF Problems

With these divergence functions, we have two basic prob-
lems of simplicial NMF (sNMF):

• sNMF with squared Euclidean distance

J(X||FG) =

MP
m=1

D(X
m

||F
m

G)

where D(X
m

||F
m

G) = ||X
m

� F
m

G||22
• sNMF with KL-divergence

J(X||FG) =

MP
m=1

D(X
m

||F
m

G)

where D(X
m

||F
m

G) =

NP
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(X
mn

.log Xmn
[FmG]n

�

X
mn

+ [F
m

G]

n

); X,F,G � 0;
KP

k=1
F
mk

= 1 for all
m.

IV. ALGORITHMS

For solving sNMF, we employ iterative multiplicative up-
dates like EM algorithm, which is presented in Algorithm 1.
This algorithm contains two main steps: one for finding F
when fixing G and the other for finding G when fixing F .
In the first step, we find a set F = {f

m

}M
m=1, each of f

m

is a probabilistic representation of data instances {x
m

}M
m=1.

Hence, this step can be seen as inference step and the process
is called as inference. In the other step called learning step,
the latent components are acquired by minimizing D(X||FG)

when fixing F .

Algorithm 1 Nonnegative Matrix Factorization
Input: Data matrix X = {x

m

}M
m=1 2 RM⇥N

+ and K.
Output: Coefficients F = {f

m

}M
m=1 and latent components

G = {g
k

}K
k=1

1: Select randomly K components from M data instances
2: repeat
3: Inference step: Fix G to find F by minimizing

f(F ) = J(X||FG) ;
4: Learning step: Fix F to find G by minimizing

f(G) = J(X||FG) ;
5: if (convergence condition is satisfied) then
6: break;
7: end if
8: until False

A. Algorithms for sNMF with Squared Euclidean Distance

1. Inference Algorithm:

Remark 1. The inference of data instances F in a new space of
latent components by minimizing J(X||FG) can be conducted
independently.



In this step, we need to minimize

J(X||FG) =

MP
m=1

D(X
m

||F
m

G) =

MP
m=1

||X
m

� F
m

G||22

Hence, since X and G are fixed in this step, minimizing
J(X||FG) is equivalent to minimizing ||X

m

� F
m

G||22 for
each data instance m, which is performed independently by
Algorithm 2.

Remark 2. Inferring each data instance is equivalent to solv-
ing a convex optimization problem or a least square problem
with simplicial condition.

When set x = X
m

and f = F
m

, the inference will become
minimizing:

J(x||fG) =

NP
i=1

(x
j

�
KP

k=1
f
k

G
kj

)

2 where
KP

k=1
f
k

= 1

This is a least square problem adding a simplicial constraint.

Moreover, adding the convex constraints leads to the exis-
tence of sparse solutions and it can avoid over-fitting problems.
Specially, the convex constraints enable greedy algorithms,
which is derived from Frank-Wolfe algorithm [11], in order
to control directly and effectively sparsity of solutions, see
more details in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Inference for data instance x

Input: Data instance x and latent components G = {g
k

}K
k=1

Output: New coefficient f minimizing h = ||x� fG||22
1: Choose component g

k

closest to x
2: Set f = 0; f

k

= 1; and r = x� g
k

3: repeat
4: Select k = argmin

k2{1..K}[
@h

@f

]

k

5: Select ↵ = r(g
k

� x)T /||g
k

� x||22
6: ↵ = max(min(1,↵),�1)

7: ↵ = max(↵,�(1� ↵)f
k

)

8: if (↵ == 0) then
9: break;

10: end if
11: Set r = x� ↵g

k

� (1� ↵)(x� r)
12: Set f = (1� ↵)f and f

k

= f
k

+ ↵
13: until False

2. Learning Algorithm

Remark 3. Learning components G by minimizing J(X||FG)

can be conducted independently in each column.

We also have J(X||FG) =

P
N

n=1 ||X•n � FG•n||22.
Hence, minimizing J(X||FG) is equivalent to minimizing
||X•n � FG•n||22 independently in each column n since X
and F are fixed. Therefore, we can independently learn column
coordinates of the latent components by solving nonnegative
least-squares constraints problem [15].

B. Algorithms for sNMF with KL-divergence

1. Inference Algorithm

In the inference step, we need to find new coordinates

{f
m

}M
m=1. Equivalent to the case for Euclidean distance, the

inference in this divergence can be conducted independently
for each data instance X

m

. Moreover, inferring each data
instance in KL-divergence is also solving a convex optimiza-
tion problem with simplicial constraints and sparse properties
like for Euclidean distance. In comparison to Algorithm 2,
Algorithm 3 is more complicated because we cannot estimate
directly the value ↵. Hence, ↵ is seeked by binary search
because h(↵) is a continuous quadratic function.

Algorithm 3 Inference for data instance x

Input: Data instance x and latent components G = {g
k

}K
k=1

Output: New coefficient f minimizing

h(f) =

NX

n=1

(x
n

log
x
n

[fG]

n

� x
n

+ [fG]

n

)

1: Choose component g
k

closest to x
2: Set f

i

= 0; f
k

= 1

3: repeat
4: Select k = argmin

i2{1..K}[
@h

@f

]

k

5: Select ↵ = argmin
↵2[0,1]h(↵gk + (1� ↵)fG)

6: Set f = (1� ↵)f and f
k

= f
k

+ ↵
7: until Convergence condition satisfied

2. Learning Algorithm

Equivalent to Euclidean distance, learning components can
be conducted separately in each column because J(X||FG) =P

N

n=1 D(X•n||FG•n), and X and F are fixed.

In this step, to approximate the solution G•n, we have
D(X•n||FG•n) =

P
M

m=1 Xmn

log Xmn
Fm•G•n

�X
mn

+F
m•G•n.

Hence, minimizing D(X•n||FG•n) is equivalent to mini-
mizing

h(G1n, ..., Gkn

) = F
m•G•n �

MX

m=1

X
mn

logF
m•G•n (1)

Moreover, based on Josen’s inequality for the concave
function log and non-negative coefficients F

m1, ..., Fmk

withP
K

k=1 Fmk

= 1, we have

logF
m•G•n = log

P
k=1
K

F
mk

G
kn


P

K

k=1 Fmk

log(G
kn

)

Then: h(G1n, ..., Gkn

)  h0
(G1n, ..., Gkn

)

=

P
M

m=1

P
K

k=1 Fmk

g
kn

�
P

M

m=1 Xmn

P
K

k=1 Fmk

log(G
kn

).

G
k

n is approximated by minimizing h0
(G1n, ..., Gkn

):

@h0

@G
kn

= 0 , G
kn

=

P
M

m=1 XmnP
M

m=1 Fmk

(2)

Fortunately, in the learning step for KL-divergence, we can
directly approximate the solution. Although this is only an ap-
proximate solution, it is really effective for KL-divergence and
this technique has been employed in numerous applications.



V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

As discussed above, the main difference between our
algorithms and the others is in the inference step because we
need to solve the same optimization problem in the learning
step. Hence, we will only consider the complexity of inference,
sparsity, and distributability and parallelizability.

A. Complexity

1. Complexity for sNMF with Squared Euclidean Distance

Theorem 1. Consider Algorithm 2 to infer a data instance hav-
ing N -dimension by K latent components with L iterations.
Then its complexity is O(L[K.S(N) + N ]), where S(N) is
a function estimate the number of non-zero elements in latent
components and S(N)  N .

Proof: In the Algorithm 2, for each iteration, we have:

@h

@f

= 2(fG�X)GT

Hence: [@h
@f

]

k

= 2(fG�X)gT
k

= 2rgT
k

Therefore, the complexity of finding out the best coeffi-
cient k: O(K.S(N)). In addition, the complexity of estimat-
ing a is O(N). Overall, the complexity for L iterations is
O(L[K.S(N) +N ])

2. Complexity for sNMF with KL-divergence

Theorem 2. Consider Algorithm 3 to infer a data instance hav-
ing N -dimension by K latent components with L iterations.
Then, its complexity is O(L[K.S(N) +N. log 1

✏

]).

Proof: In the Algorithm 3, for each iteration, we have:

@h

@f

= (1 � x./(fG))GT

where 1 = (1, ..., 1) and x./y = (

x1
y1
, ..., xN

yN
) 2 RN .

Hence: [@h
@f

]

k

= (1 � x./fG)gT
k

, and therefore, the com-
plexity of finding out the best coefficient k is O(K.S(N)). In
addition, the complexity of estimating a 2 [0, 1] is O(N log

1
✏

)

where ✏ is a small positive quantity for the required precision,
because we use binary search algorithm. Overall, the complex-
ity for L iterations is O(L[K.S(N) +N log

1
✏

])

The inference complexities are competitive with NMF
using Euclidean distance having O(M.N2

) [13] and much
better than other formulations with KL-divergence because we
can not estimate directly solutions of inference and gradient
methods does not work on this divergence [16].

In addition, for the learning step with KL-divergence, we
employ an approximate algorithm with low complexity:

Theorem 3. Let consider to learn new latent components after
inferring coefficients of data instances. Then, its complexity is
O(M [S(N) + S(K)]).

Proof: This theorem is implied from formula 2

2. Convergence Guarantee of Inference

Based on [11], we have

Theorem 4. Let f be a twice differentiable convex function
over simplex 4 and denote C

f

= sup
y,z24;ỹ2[y,z](y �

z).52f(ỹ).(y � z)T . After l iterations, the Frank-Wolfe algo-
rithm will find an approximate solution x

l

with at most (l+1)

non-zeros coefficients which satisfy

max
x24f(x

l

)� f(x)  Cf

l+1

From this theorem, we have the following remarks:

• Convergence rate of inference is linear and the good-
ness of solutions is bounded, which are crucial in
applications.

• Inference depends mostly on complexity of f and 5f .

• We can tradeoff easily between sparsity and quality
of solutions by stop finding new latent components
to optimize the cost function. This property is valid
for real applications, which the number of non-zero
coefficients is limited.

B. Sparsity

Recently, sparse solutions receive much interests in ma-
chine learning by its abilities of improving accuracy and saving
storage with low complexity. To obtain sparse solutions, most
previous works employed different regularizations such as l1
and l2 ones. However, they are limited in controlling sparsity
level of solutions. In other words, the number of non-zero
coefficients in solutions is unpredictable.

Unlike previous approaches, we have imposed a greedy
algorithm, e.g., Frank-Wolfe algorithm, which can control
severely the solution’s sparsity. From Algorithms 2 and 3,
the number of non-zero coefficients can be restricted by do
not employing new latent components to optimize the cost
function, when the number of non-zeros ones reaches to
the limitation. Moreover, the preference of selecting the best
latent components to optimize allows our algorithm to achieve
more sparse solutions than other algorithms while keeping the
optimality of solution.

C. Distributability and Parallelizability

From Algorithms 2 and 3, we have several remarks:

• Inference of data instances can be distributed undoubt-
edly over machines. This is important for designing
distributed algorithms.

• Running time of inference depends mostly on finding
the best latent component. Furthermore, computing
the partial derivative for each latent component is
separated totally. As a result, this computation can
be paralleled. Hence, we can reduce effectively the
responding time in real applications.



(a) Basic NMF (b) Simplicial NMF

Fig. 1. Latent components with K = 25 for digit database

Moreover, regarding to learning algorithms, the learning
algorithm for KL-divergence is absolutely fast and can be dis-
tributed easily. For Euclidean distance, distributed algorithms
in [14] can be employed.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

This section investigates the effectiveness of our approach
and algorithms for two divergence functions with Euclidean
distance and KL-divergence by four criteria: interpretabil-
ity, sparsity of solutions, performance in classification tasks
and loss information measure. More particularly, our al-
gorithm for Euclidean distance is compared to NMF [3],
spNMF [17], oNMF[8], and cNMF [18], while the other
one with KL-divergence is compared to kl-NMF[3], local
non-negative matrix factorization (locNMF)[5], convolutional
NMF(conNMF) [19], and Nonsmooth Nonnegative Matrix
Factorization (nsNMF)[7]. The implemented codes are at
http://www.ee.columbia.edu/ grindlay/code.html.

In this investigation, we use two typical databases of
images and text. The digit dataset has 4000 random-
selected samples from http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/, and
4327 labeled spam emails are all downloaded from
http://csmining.org/index.php/spam-email-datasets-.html. For
the email dataset, after normalizing data such as numbers
turning into number term and plural noun into single noun, we
compute tf-idf (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tf-idf) for 32906

distinct terms as convenient features for data instances. We
have compared our approach with other related approaches
using Euclidean distance for the image dataset and KL-
divergence for the text dataset. The obtained results are highly
competitive.

A. Interpretation

In conducting experiments for the digit dataset, we have
run with different parameters K 2 {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40}.
We realize that approaches begin finding out part-based repre-
sentation of data instances from K = 25. Figure VI-A shows
latent components of NMF [2] and sNMF with K = 25 for the
digit dataset. Obviously, latent components of sNMF are small
part curves of digits, while ones of Lee 2001’s NMF VI-A also
gives a part-based representation but they are bigger curves.
The result leads to conclusion that our approach found out a
better part-based representation for data instances. Moreover,
when factorizing matrices is comleted, sNMF’s coefficients are
in [0, 1] with sum equal to 1, so they can represent the role
of latent components in instances, while coefficients in other
formulations does not. They are nonnegative numbers, which
only represent the measure of basic vectors.

NMF oNMF spNMF cNMF sNMF
10 14.1 15.79 2.04 57.98 34.08
15 17.73 20.91 2.57 60.72 38.63
20 20.86 27.31 3.9 59.62 45.34
25 20.91 29.31 4.53 59.89 43.77
30 22.89 32.08 3.73 58.56 49.18
35 20.91 29.31 4.53 59.89 43.77
40 26.35 35.81 5.76 58.08 52.38

03

103

203

303

403

503

603

103 153 203 253 303 353 403

Sparsity(%),

K,

NMF3

oNMF3

spNMF3

cNMF3

sNMF3

Fig. 2. Sparsity of new coefficients for Euclidean distance with K = 30

NMF $conNMF locNMF nsNMF sNMF
5 0 0 0 18.46 71.74
10 0 0 0 33.65 83.45
15 0 0 0 46.23 89.68
20 0.06 0.01 0 51.74 92.57
25 0.03 0.07 0 58.25 94.09
30 0.07 0.04 0 63.79 95.18
35 0.11 0.05 0 67.88 95.91
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Fig. 3. Sparsity of new coefficients for KL-divergence with K = 30

B. Sparse Representation

In order to compare the sparsity of solutions, we compute
the percentage of zero coefficients

number of zero coefficients

number of coefficients

⇥ 100

The results are highly competitive with other methods.
For Euclidean distance, although our algorithm’s sparsity is
only less than cNMF [18] (Figure 2), it has lower information
loss and higher performance in classification. In addition,
especially for KL-divergence, our approach retains the best
sparse solutions (Figure 3), while it still has the best result
for the other measures.

C. Performance for classification

Classification quality is one of measures that evaluates
our method’s effectiveness as NMF is often considered as a
dimension redution technique used widely in classification. In
this experiment, we use Random Forest1, a robust algorithm for
classification. Observing Figures 4 and 5, our method is one
of methods with the lowest errors in testing. For Euclidean
distance and the digit dataset, the result of our method is
very close to the best method oNMF [8]. Meanwhile, for KL-
divergence and spam dataset, our approach obtains the lowest
misclassification with K = 15 and K = 35.

NMF oNMF spNMF cNMF sNMF
10 15.83 14.78 19.73 22.96 19.13
15 13.80 12.75 17.25 16.35 12.68
20 11.33 10.20 17.25 13.73 11.25
25 9.90 9.45 15.68 14.85 9.30
30 9.60 8.18 14.55 13.43 8.55
35 8.93 7.43 13.88 10.65 8.48
40 9.38 7.50 14.25 12.90 8.18
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K(

NMF3

oNMF3

spNMF3
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Fig. 4. Inaccuracy for Digit Classification



kl#NMF conNMF locNMF nsNMF sNMF
5 21.57 21.78 23.09 21.71 30.79
10 22.12 22.26 18.31 21.01 29.13
15 17.13 21.5 16.3 18.79 12.62
20 17.96 19.35 14.63 20.11 17.61
25 19.63 17.41 13.25 19.83 18.93
30 19.07 16.92 14.91 16.71 14.91
35 16.02 19.49 16.09 19.76 12.34
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Fig. 5. Inaccuracy for Spam Classification

NMF spNMF oNMF cNMF sNMF
1 13022674609 14511283130 13024735232 23871313901 10042699766
5 12764643850 14565107509 12796669932 13871313901 5909128928
10 11110468368 14548839075 11206029641 12531434366 5583947747
15 8589899680 14490126747 8712832164 12104948501 5477725749
20 7364341299 14339331389 7440607373 11506701790 5419958023
25 6744467838 14015742669 6703211107 10855111344 5378680936
30 6382886793 13557466871 6275968697 10268360937 5347147714
35 6149592950 13130582360 6023377524 9781185608 5328175197
40 5987924879 12783628693 5869474109 9388509899 5309998890
45 5871346292 12507964301 5765248184 9073045706 5290409471
50 5785068933 12288230279 5684848543 8815984165 5272685081
55 5718527525 12111414576 5620721245 8602313657 5261008564
60 5665420668 11965899670 5568861357 8421856625 5254312502
65 5621879241 11843765308 5525784864 8268070639 5249372646
70 5585326271 11740752243 5488145796 8136429385 5245684879
75 5553745632 11654591026 5455588884 8023312744 5244780704
80 5526033046 11583334492 5427442966 7925582718 5244780704
85 5501464055 11525073292 5402627382 7840551064 5244780704
90 5479230824 11477861788 5381334620 7766019011 5244780704
95 5458688321 11439737164 5363891206 7700259407 5244780704
100 5439580080 11408930829 5350275575 7641938979 5244780704
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Fig. 6. Information Loss for Squared Euclidean Distance with K = 30

D. Information Loss and Convergence Speed

For dimension reduction, information loss criterion is one
of the most important measure. From observing Figures 5
and 6, our approach has the lowest information loss.

In addition, convergence speed is a significant measure to
evaluate updating algorithms because algorithms having more
iterations require more computation and also time for loading
data. We can realize easily from Figures 5 and 6 that our
algorithm has the fast convergence speed while it gains the
best optimized solutions with at the least number of iterations.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a new formulation for
NMF, simplicial nonnegative matrix factorization (sNMF).
This formulation considers NMF as component analysis, in
which each data instance is modeled as a convex combination
of latent components. Two algorithms derived from Frank-
Wolfe algorithm are designed for the two most popular diver-
gence functions with Euclidean and KL-divergence, to control
directly and effectively sparsity of solutions. We theoretically
proved that our algorithms have low complexity in inference,
sparsity, and distributability and parallelizability. Our exper-
imental evaluation showed the effectiveness of our approach
via significant criteria such as interpretability, sparsity, perfor-
mance in classification task and information loss. Our obtained
results are highly competitive with state-of-the-art approaches.
In future research, we will deeper analyze our algorithms,
apply them to other divergence functions and also conduct
testing on other datasets to compare with other formualtions.
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kl#NMF conNMF locNMF nsNMF sNMF
1 2650374.23 2653162.89 2934149.42 2656284.11 2183097.16
2 2564279.94 2576341.03 2914386.20 2581400.52 1988997.94
3 2417925.90 2435024.58 2894933.53 2437822.10 1871516.54
4 2230996.82 2244851.62 2867026.30 2249206.47 1820718.47
5 2066309.80 2074674.34 2828129.11 2081479.53 1790034.19
6 1952650.75 1954816.92 2781031.07 1962498.54 1773852.41
7 1879260.19 1877485.32 2731351.60 1886561.77 1762897.90
8 1831154.04 1827015.32 2684276.82 1836709.07 1756512.51
9 1798550.96 1794022.52 2643410.28 1801039.77 1751088.30
10 1776827.36 1772896.49 2609290.30 1774436.22 1747957.58
11 1761875.26 1758053.39 2581002.63 1756890.40 1743984.36
12 1751098.12 1747372.48 2557705.17 1746140.74 1739762.68
13 1743144.92 1739210.73 2538671.69 1738612.77 1735146.38
14 1737282.32 1732643.55 2523123.14 1732796.81 1732260.79
15 1732791.67 1727698.96 2510361.04 1728100.13 1730864.76
16 1729161.99 1723991.04 2499886.93 1724181.40 1729264.38
17 1726263.48 1720953.42 2491313.69 1721040.09 1727057.21
18 1723909.56 1718402.91 2484300.58 1718535.40 1725323.32
19 1722001.91 1716188.28 2478538.18 1716465.45 1724569.58
20 1720349.81 1714253.58 2473725.00 1714733.86 1723645.43
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Fig. 7. Information Loss for KL�divergence with K = 30
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