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Bounded Projection Matrix Approximation with
Applications to Community Detection

Zheng Zhai, Hengchao Chen, and Qiang Sun

Abstract—Community detection is an important problem in
unsupervised learning. This paper proposes to solve a projection
matrix approximation problem with an additional entrywise
bounded constraint. Algorithmically, we introduce a new dif-
ferentiable convex penalty and derive an alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm. Theoretically, we
establish the convergence properties of the proposed algorithm.
Numerical experiments demonstrate the superiority of our algo-
rithm over its competitors, such as the semi-definite relaxation
method and spectral clustering.

Index Terms—Projection matrix approximation, boundedness,
convex relaxation, ADMM, community detection.

I. INTRODUCTION

COMMUNITY detection is an important problem in un-
supervised learning that has attracted the attention of

researchers from various fields, such as mathematics, statistics,
applied mathematics, physics, and social sciences. The goal of
this problem is to partition n data points into K groups based
on their pairwise similarities, which can be represented as a
similarity matrix A ∈ Rn×n. A common approach to solve this
problem is to first derive a lower-dimensional representation
[1], [2], [3], [4] of the data from A and then apply a clustering
algorithm such as k-means [5] or EM algorithm [6] to identify
the clusters. The efficacy of this method is contingent on the
quality of the data representation.

A popular choice for the data representation is to use the top
K eigenvectors of A as in spectral clustering [7]. Finding these
eigenvectors is equivalent, up to rotations, to determining the
subspace spanned by these vectors. The latter is also equivalent
to the following projection matrix approximation problem:

X = argmin
X∈PK

‖A−X‖2F, (1)

where PK ⊆ Rn×n is the set of rank-K projection matrices.
Thus, the effectiveness of spectral clustering is highly depen-
dent on the quality of the projection matrix approximation.

The unconstrained projection matrix approximation (1)
may be less effective when extra information is available.
In community detection, for instance, an intermediate step
is to estimate the projection matrix X associated with the
assignment matrix Θ ∈ {0, 1}n×K , where Θik = 1 if and
only if node i belongs to group k; see Section IV for details.
Such a projection matrix has certain structures:
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1) X has non-negative elements.
2) X has elements upper bounded by maxk

1
nk

, where nk
is the size of the k-th group.

Hence, it may be beneficial to seek projection matrices with
these desired structures enforced. Inspired by this example,
we propose to study the following bounded projection matrix
approximation (BPMA) problem:

X = argmin
X∈PK

Xij∈[α,β]

‖A−X‖2F, (2)

where α, β ∈ R are lower and upper bounds set a priori. In
the above example, we simply set α = 0 and β = maxk

1
nk

.
Due to the projection matrix and boundedness constraints, it

is challenging to solve (2) directly. To address this difficulty,
this paper proposes a new differentiable convex penalty to
relax the boundedness constraint. We employ the alternating
direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [8], [9] to solve this
relaxed problem. Moreover, we show that any limiting point
of the solution sequence is a stationary point of the relaxed
problem. Finally, we apply the proposed method to community
detection and demonstrate its superiority over its competitors
in both synthetic and real world datasets.

A. Related Work

Low-rank matrix optimization with additional structural
constraints is a common problem in machine learning and
signal processing [10], [11]. The problem aims to find the
best low-rank matrix approximation that also satisfies cer-
tain structural constraints, such as non-negativity, symmetry,
boundedness, and sparsity. One line of research studies the
matrix factorization approach, such as non-negative matrix
factorization [12], semi-nonnegative matrix factorization [13],
bounded low-rank matrix approximation [14]. Another line of
research studies simultaneously low-rank and sparse matrix ap-
proximation [15], [16], [17]. These works, however, only seek
a low-rank matrix, which is not necessarily a projection matrix.
In contrast, motivated by the problem of community detection,
our paper studies the projection matrix approximation problem
with additional boundedness constraints. We then propose an
ADMM algorithm, and prove the convergence properties.

II. BOUNDED PROJECTION MATRIX APPROXIMATION

In this section, we study how to solve (2). First, we relax
the BPMA problem (2) using a differentiable convex penalty.
Then we derive the ADMM algorithm that can efficiently solve
the relaxed BPMA problem.
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A. Differentiable Convex Penalty

To start with, we define the following indicator function:

Iα,β(x) =

 +∞, x < α
0, α ≤ x ≤ β
+∞, x > β.

Then we can rewrite the BPMA problem (2) as the following
optimization problem:

X = argmin
X∈PK

‖A−X‖2F +
∑
ij

Iα,β(Xij). (3)

It is challenging to solve problem (3) due to the discontinuity
of the penalty function Iα,β(·). To alleviate this issue, we
propose to replace Iα,β(·) by λgα,β(·) and solve

X = argmin
X∈PK

‖A−X‖2F + λ
∑
ij

gα,β(Xij), (4)

where λ > 0 is a tuning parameter and gα,β(·) is a differen-
tiable convex penalty function given by

gα,β(x) = (min{x− α, 0})2 + (min{β − x, 0})2. (5)

Since gα,β(·) is non-negative and gα,β(x) = 0 if and only if
x ∈ [α, β], problem (4) reduces to problem (3) when λ→∞.
We shall refer to problem (4) as the relaxed bounded projection
matrix approximation (RBPMA) problem.

B. Algorithm

In this subsection, we develop an ADMM algorithm to
solve the RBPMA problem. First, we define the augmented
Lagrangian Lρ(X,Y,Λ) as

Lρ(X,Y,Λ) =‖A−X‖2F + λ
∑
ij

gα,β(Yij) +
ρ

2
‖X − Y ‖2F

+ 〈Λ, X − Y 〉, ∀X,Y,Λ ∈ Rn×n.

Starting from initialization points {X0, Y 0,Λ0}, our algorithm
updates {Xk, Y k,Λk} alternatively as:

Xk+1 = argmin
X∈PK

Lρ(X,Y k,Λk), (6)

Y k+1 = argmin
Y

Lρ(Xk+1, Y,Λk), (7)

Λk+1 = Λk + ρ(Xk+1 − Y k+1). (8)

These updates have closed-form solutions and thus can be
implemented efficiently. Specifically, problem (6) is equivalent
to the following problem:

Xk+1 = argmax
X∈PK

〈X,W k〉, W k = 2A+ ρY k − Λk,

and Xk+1 is given by the projection matrix associated with
the leading K eigenvectors of W k. Problem (7) is equivalent
to:

Y k+1 = argmin
Y

‖Y − V k+1‖2F + τ
∑
ij

gα,β(Yij),

where V k+1 = Xk+1 + Λk/ρ and τ = 2λ/ρ. This is a
separable problem, and each entry Y k+1

ij can be solved by

Y k+1
ij = argmin

Yij

(
Yij − V k+1

ij

)2
+ τgα,β(Yij).

In a compact form, the solution Y k+1 can be written as

Y k+1 =
V k+1 + τPα,β(V k+1)

1 + τ
,

where Pα,β(·) is an entrywise projection operator given by

Pα,β(V ) = min{max{V, α}, β}.

Here min and max are defined entrywise.

III. CONVERGENCE THEORY

This section provides convergence properties of the pro-
posed ADMM algorithm. We show that any limiting point of
the solution sequence is a stationary point of problem (4).
Our proof consists of three components. First, we show in
Lemma 1 that the successive change of the dual variable Λ is
controlled by that of Y .

Lemma 1. ‖Λk+1 − Λk‖F ≤ 2λ‖Y k+1 − Y k‖F.

Proof. By definition (8) of Λk+1, we have

Λk+1
ij = Λkij + ρ(Xk+1

ij − Y k+1
ij ) = λg′α,β(Y k+1

ij ), (9)

where the second equality uses the fact that Y k+1 is a
stationary point of Lρ(Xk+1, Y,Λk). By (5), we can compute

g′α,β(x) = 2 min{x− α, 0} − 2 min{β − x, 0}.

This is a Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant
2. Hence, we have

|Λk+1
ij −Λkij | = λ|g′α,β(Y k+1

ij )−g′α,β(Y kij)| ≤ 2λ|Y k+1
ij −Y kij |.

Summing over all i, j, we prove the lemma.

Next, we show that Lρ(Xk, Y k,Λk) is decreasing in k and
the difference is lower bounded by λ‖Y k+1−Y k‖2F when we
set ρ = 4λ.

Lemma 2. Let ρ = 4λ. The following inequality holds:

D := Lρ(Xk, Y k,Λk)− Lρ(Xk+1, Y k+1,Λk+1)

≥ λ‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F.

Proof. First, we write D = D1 +D2, where

D1 := Lρ(Xk, Y k,Λk)− Lρ(Xk+1, Y k,Λk),

D2 := Lρ(Xk+1, Y k,Λk)− Lρ(Xk+1, Y k+1,Λk+1).

The term D1 is non-negative because of (6). For the term D2,
we have

D2 = E1 + E2 + E3,

where

E1 =
ρ

2

(
‖Xk+1 − Y k‖2F − ‖Xk+1 − Y k+1‖2F

)
,

E2 = 〈Λk, Xk+1 − Y k〉 − 〈Λk+1, Xk+1 − Y k+1〉,

E3 = λ
∑
ij

(gα,β(Y kij)− gα,β(Y k+1
ij )).
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The term E1 can be rewritten as

E1 =
ρ

2
‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F + ρ〈Xk+1 − Y k+1, Y k+1 − Y k〉

=
ρ

2
‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F + 〈Λk+1 − Λk, Y k+1 − Y k〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

E4

.

The term E2 can be rewritten as

E2 = 〈Λk − Λk+1, Xk+1 − Y k+1〉+ 〈Λk, Y k+1 − Y k〉

= −1

ρ
‖Λk+1 − Λk‖2F + 〈Λk, Y k+1 − Y k〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

E5

,

where the last equality uses (8). Since Λk+1
ij = λg′α,β(Y k+1

ij )
by (9) and gα,β(·) is a convex function, we have

E3 + E4 + E5

= λ
∑
ij

[
gα,β(Y kij)− gα,β(Y k+1

ij )− g′α,β(Y k+1
ij )(Y kij − Y k+1

ij )
]

≥ 0.

Combining the above analysis, we have

D ≥ ρ

2
‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F −

1

ρ
‖Λk − Λk+1‖2F

≥ λ‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F,

where we use Lemma 1 and ρ = 4λ.

Finally, we show that any limiting point of {Xk, Y k,Λk}
is a stationary point of problem (4).

Theorem 1. Let ρ = 4λ and {X∗, Y ∗,Λ∗} be a limiting
point of {Xk, Y k,Λk}. Then the KKT conditions of problem
(4) hold:

X∗ = Y ∗, X∗ is the projection matrix associated
with the top K eigenvectors of W ∗,

Λ∗ij + ρ(Y ∗ij −X∗ij) = λg′α,β(Y ∗ij), ∀i, j,
(10)

where W ∗ = 2A+ ρY ∗ − Λ∗.

Proof. Since Λk+1
ij = λg′α,β(Y k+1

ij ) by (9) and gα,β(·) is a
convex function, we have

λ
∑
ij

gα,β(Y k+1
ij )+〈Λk+1, Xk+1−Y k+1〉 ≥ λ

∑
ij

gα,β(Xk+1
ij ).

Substituting this into Lρ(Xk+1, Y k+1,Λk+1), we obtain

Lρ(Xk+1, Y k+1,Λk+1)

≥ ‖A−Xk+1‖2F +
ρ

2
‖Xk+1 − Y k+1‖2F + λ

∑
ij

gα,β(Xk+1
ij )

≥ 0 (11)

Then by Lemma 2,

λ

s∑
k=0

‖Y k+1 − Y k‖2F

≤
s∑

k=0

Lρ(Xk, Y k,Λk)− Lρ(Xk+1, Y k+1,Λk+1)

= Lρ(X0, Y 0,Λ0)− Lρ(Xs+1, Y s+1,Λs+1)

≤ Lρ(X0, Y 0,Λ0), (12)

where the last inequality uses (11). (12) implies that ‖Y k+1−
Y k‖F converges to zero, and by Lemma 1, ‖Λk+1 −Λk‖F ≤
2λ‖Y k+1−Y k‖F also converges to zero. By (8), Xk+1−Y k+1

also converges to zero.
Suppose {ku}∞u=1 is a sequence satisfying

lim
u→∞

(Xku , Y ku ,Λku) = (X∗, Y ∗,Λ∗).

The convergence of Xku−Y ku to zero implies that X∗ = Y ∗.
Also, Y ku−1−Y ∗ and Λku−1−Λ∗ converge to zero because
Y ku−Y ku−1 and Λku−Λku−1 converge to zero. By (6), Xku

is the projection matrix associated with the top eigenvectors of
W ku−1 = 2A+ρY ku−1−Λku−1. Since W ku−1 converges to
W ∗, Xku converges to the projection matrix associated with
the top K eigenvectors of W ∗. This proves the first condition
in (10). By (7), we have

Λku−1ij + ρ(Y kuij −X
ku
ij ) = λg′α,β(Y kuij ), ∀i, j.

Letting u tend to infinity, we conclude the proof of (10).

IV. COMMUNITY DETECTION

In this section, we apply the proposed algorithm to commu-
nity detection. Specifically, we shall consider stochastic block
models (SBM) [18]. Suppose there are n data points and K
groups. Let Sk ⊆ {1, . . . , n} be the index set of all data points
in the k-th group. Let Ψ ∈ [0, 1]K×K be a symmetric matrix
with Ψk` representing the connectivity probability between
the k-th group and the `-th group. The SBM assumes that
the similarity matrix A ∈ {0, 1}n×n is a symmetric matrix.
Moreover, Aij ∼ Bernoulli(Ψk`) when i ≤ j, i ∈ Sk and
j ∈ S`. The goal is to infer the group information based on
the similarity matrix A.

The group information is contained in the expectation of
the similarity matrix A. Specifically,

EA = ΘΨΘ>,

where Θ ∈ {0, 1}n×K is the assignment matrix with Θik = 1
if and only if i ∈ Sk. Notice that Θ spans the top K eigenspace
of EA, and Θi· = Θj· if and only if i, j belong to the
same group. Hence, the top K eigenvectors U∗ ∈ Rn×K
of EA satisfies that U∗i· = U∗j· if and only if i, j share the
same group. Utilizing this observation, the spectral clustering
algorithm [7] computes the top K eigenvectors U ∈ Rn×K of
A and then performs k-means clustering on the rows of U . It is
worth noting that the k-means clustering results using the rows
of UO remain invariant no matter which orthogonal matrix
O ∈ RK×K is used. Therefore, the efficacy of the spectral
clustering algorithm depends on the subspace spanned by U ,
or equivalently, the associated projection matrix.

Ideally, the projection matrix X should also be associated
with the assignment matrix Θ for the observed affinity A. The
entries of such projection matrix X are within [0,maxk

1
nk

],
where nk is the size of the k-th group. Therefore, instead of
solving problem (1), we propose to solve the BPMA problem
(2) with α = 0 and β = maxk

1
nk

. In practice, β can be
set as K/n when the clusters are balanced, and it can be set
as β = cK

n with some constant c > 1 when the clusters are
unbalanced.
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Fig. 1. The comparison between the similarity matrix A and the solved projection matrix X using SDP-1, SDP-2, spectral clustering, and our method. Here
A is generated by Aij ∼ Bernoulli(Ψk`) if i ∈ Sk and j ∈ S`. We set Ψk` = 0.20, ∀k 6= ` and Ψkk = 0.58, ∀k.

TABLE I
THE OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS FOR RELATED ALGORITHMS

SDP-1 SDP-2 Spectral Method BPMA
Objectives maxX 〈A,X〉 maxX 〈A,X〉 maxX 〈A,X〉 maxX 〈A,X〉

Constraints
X1n = n/K1n, X � 0,

diag(X) = 1n, X ≥ 0

〈X,En〉 = n2/K, X � 0,

trace(X) = n, 0 ≤ X ≤ 1
X ∈ PK

X ∈ PK

Xi,j ∈ [α, β]

V. EXPERIMENTS

We compare the proposed RBPMA approach with other
community detection methods, including SDP-1 [19], SDP-
2 [20], and spectral clustering [7], on both synthetic and real-
world datasets. The details of these algorithms are listed in
Table I. We use the solution of problem (1) as the initial
point X0 for RBPMA and set the hyper-parameter λ as a large
enough constant such as 108. After solving X , we apply eigen-
decomposition to compute its top K eigenvectors U ∈ Rn×K .
Then we normalize each row of U to get Ũ ∈ Rn×K . Finally,
we perform k-means clustering on the rows of Ũ . We evaluate
the clustering results using two standard criteria: accuracy
(ACC) and normalized mutual information (NMI).

A. Synthetic Data

For synthetic data, we set n = 80 and K = 3. The sizes of
the three groups are 30, 20, 30 respectively. Let Ψ ∈ R3×3 be
the connectivity probability matrix with Ψk` = 0.2, ∀k 6= `,
and Ψkk = 0.49, ∀k 6= `. In other four settings, we simply
change Ψkk to each of {0.46, 0.43, 0.40, 0.37}. We generate
the similarity matrix A such that Aij ∼ Bernoulli(Ψk`) if
i ∈ Sk and j ∈ S`, where Sk denotes the index set of the k-th
group.

TABLE II
THE COMPARISONS BETWEEN FOUR COMMUNITY DETECTION

ALGORITHMS USING THE SYNTHETIC DATA

ACC NMI
Ψkk SDP-1 SDP-2 Spectral RBPMA SDP-1 SDP-2 Spectral RBPMA
0.49 0.974 0.712 0.948 0.977 0.911 0.497 0.830 0.916
0.46 0.951 0.681 0.926 0.955 0.835 0.405 0.767 0.840
0.43 0.864 0.618 0.813 0.873 0.626 0.308 0.534 0.638
0.40 0.781 0.582 0.725 0.786 0.478 0.237 0.386 0.481
0.37 0.666 0.512 0.650 0.687 0.303 0.139 0.282 0.305

We apply all four community detection algorithms to A and
compute the corresponding ACC and NMI. In our RBPMA
algorithm, we set α = 0 and β = 1/20. This experiment
is repeated 20 times for each Ψ, and the average ACC and
NMI are reported in Table II. The results show that our model

outperforms its competitors uniformly. This agrees with the
intuition that the quality of the rank-K projection matrix is
improved by using the extra boundedness constraint.

B. Real Data

TABLE III
THE ACC AND NMI COMPARISON FOR THE FOUR DIFFERENT METHODS

ON FOUR DATASETS.

ACC NMI
Data SDP-1 SDP-2 Spectral RBPMA SDP-1 SDP-2 Spectral RBPMA

COIL-10 0.554 0.550 0.550 0.570 0.606 0.603 0.605 0.616
COIL-20 0.558 0.551 0.550 0.564 0.610 0.606 0.604 0.613
DIGIT-5 0.927 0.912 0.929 0.936 0.834 0.826 0.830 0.842
DIGIT-10 0.707 0.696 0.697 0.716 0.659 0.655 0.653 0.669

This subsection compares RBPMA with SDP-1, SDP-2, and
spectral clustering on the Coil10, Coil20, and handwritten digit
datasets. [21]. Digit5 consists of 1000 images with the shape
15×16 from five groups, and Digit 10 consists of 2000 images
from 10 groups. Since all groups of Coil and Digit datasets
share the same size, we set α = 0 and β = K/n in this
experiment. The similarity matrix A is constructed using the
Gaussian kernel: Aij = exp(−‖xi − xj‖22/σ2), where xi is
the i-th data vector and σ2 = 2

n(n−1)
∑
i<j ‖xi − xj‖22 is the

average of squared pairwise distances. Table III shows that
RBPMA outperforms its competitors in terms of ACC and
NMI on all Coil and Digit datasets.
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