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Assessing the similarity of matrices is valuable for analyzing the extent to which data sets exhibit common features in
tasks such as data clustering, dimensionality reduction, pattern recognition, group comparison, and graph analysis.
Methods proposed for comparing vectors, such as cosine similarity, can be readily generalized to matrices. However,
this approach usually neglects the inherent two-dimensional structure of matrices. Here, we propose singular angle
similarity (SAS), a measure for evaluating the structural similarity between two arbitrary, real matrices of the same
shape based on singular value decomposition. After introducing the measure, we compare SAS with standard measures
for matrix comparison and show that only SAS captures the two-dimensional structure of matrices. Further, we
characterize the behavior of SAS in the presence of noise and as a function of matrix dimensionality. Finally, we apply
SAS to two use cases: square non-symmetric matrices of probabilistic network connectivity, and non-square matrices
representing neural brain activity. For synthetic data of network connectivity, SAS matches intuitive expectations and
allows for a robust assessment of similarities and differences. For experimental data of brain activity, SAS captures
differences in the structure of high-dimensional responses to different stimuli. We conclude that SAS is a suitable
measure for quantifying the shared structure of matrices with arbitrary shape.
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1 Introduction

Social groups, transportation systems, chemical reactions,
brains - many complex systems are governed and com-
monly characterized by the pairwise interactions of their
constituent elements. Typically, these interactions are
described by matrices that can represent covariance struc-
tures, spatio-temporal dependencies, or the connections
and interactions in a network, forming the foundation for
the mathematical treatment of such complex systems [1].
Common examples include genetic variance [2], ecological
food chains [3], or stock markets [4]. Additionally, many
other types of structured data can be represented in ma-
trix form, ranging from test scores for groups of subjects
to parallel time series data. Quantifying the similarity
between such matrices is important for distinguishing
features of the underlying systems.

Conventional measures of the similarity between two
matrices A and B are often based on the Frobenius scalar
product ⟨A,B⟩F = tr(ABT ), leading to the Frobenius
norm ||A−B||2F = ⟨A−B,A−B⟩F , or the cosine simi-
larity ⟨A,B⟩F where ||A||F = ||B||F = 1 [5, 6]. However,
the Frobenius norm and cosine similarity only take into
account the numerical values of corresponding entries of
the matrices and ignore their two-dimensional structure.

Another more involved approach reformulates ideas
borrowed from canonical correlation analysis (CCA)[7]

in the context of the comparison of two matrices [8].
It relies on the canonical angles between the subspaces
spanned by the columns of the matrices. Here, problems
may arise if the embedding space (the number of rows)
is of similar size as the number of columns and, at the
same time, the subspaces spanned by these columns
are high-dimensional (relative to the dimension of the
embedding space). In this case, the canonical angles
cannot meaningfully distinguish the subspaces, limiting
the applicability of this approach.

Previous work addresses the comparison of symmetric
matrices using eigenangles—the angles between eigenvec-
tors of the compared matrices [9]. Small eigenangles
indicate a good alignment of the respective eigenspaces,
enabling the definition of a similarity score. The authors
employ an analytical description of the similarity score
based on random matrix theory to devise a statistical test
for the comparison of such matrices. Asymmetric matri-
ces usually have complex eigenvectors and eigenvalues,
making their ordering ambiguous. Thus, an extension of
the eigenangle test to asymmetric matrices is not straight-
forward. Furthermore, the eigenangle test is by definition
not applicable to non-square matrices. In this study, we
overcome both limitations by proposing a refined matrix
similarity measure that naturally extends to the compari-
son of any two real matrices with identical shapes. Using
singular value decomposition (SVD) instead of eigende-
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composition, we derive SAS from the respective left and
right singular vectors and singular values.

In Section 2, we formally define SAS and derive basic
properties. Further, three types of matrices are intro-
duced that we use in the following for the evaluation
of SAS and comparison to other similarity measures:
random matrices with continuously distributed entries
(Section 2.2), adjacency matrices of random graphs (Sec-
tion 2.3), and massively parallel neural activity recordings
(Section 2.4).

We start our analysis (Section 3) by providing a ge-
ometric interpretation of SAS. Next, we compare SAS
with standard similarity measures for matrices: on the
basis of generic random matrices we show that only SAS
captures certain salient two-dimensional correlation struc-
tures. Third, we characterize the behavior of SAS under
changes in dimensionality and perturbation of entries.
Fourth, we evaluate the similarity across instances of six
probabilistic graph models that are commonly used to
describe network architecture. With this use case, we
demonstrate that SAS is able to differentiate between
the connectivity in network graphs by means of their
adjacency matrices. Finally, we apply SAS on experi-
mental data, evaluating the similarity of brain activity in
the visual cortex of macaques in response to four differ-
ent visual stimuli. This application shows that SAS can
identify underlying features in the presence of realistic
noise.

In conclusion (Section 4), we show that SAS is a
well-behaved measure for structural similarity in matri-
ces that is applicable in different scientific domains. It
highlights shared variability between matrices and allows
for a distinction of models or processes underlying their
generation.

2 Methods

2.1 Singular angle similarity

To assess the similarity of two arbitrary, real, m × n
matrices Ma,Mb, we devise a measure based on singular
value decomposition (SVD) [10]. Without loss of gener-
ality, we assume m ≤ n. SVD guarantees the existence
of orthogonal matrices Ui ∈ Rm×m and Vi ∈ Rn×n, and
diagonal matrices Σi = diag(σ1

i , ..., σ
m
i ) ∈ Rm×n where

σj
i ≥ σl

i ≥ 0 for l > j ≥ 1 such that

Mi = UiΣiV
T
i . (1)

Here, i ∈ {a, b}. SVD is schematically presented for a
2 × 2 case in Figure 1. The columns of Vi, denoted by
v1i , ..., v

n
i , are the right singular vectors, and the columns

of Ui, denoted by u1
i , ..., u

m
i , are the left singular vectors.

With this, the SVD can also be written in the form

Mi =

m∑
j=1

σj
i u

j
i ⊗ vji . (2)

Here, ⊗ denotes the outer product of two vectors. Thus,
under the action of Mi the vectors vji are transformed

into the vectors σj
i u

j
i . The singular values σ1

i , ..., σ
m
i are

unique—they are the square root of the eigenvalues of
MiM

T
i ∈ Rm×m. Left and right singular vectors that cor-

respond to non-degenerate singular values are uniquely
determined up to a joint multiplication by −1. Thus,
the vector pairs (uj

i , v
j
i ) and (−uj

i ,−vji ) both are equally
valid singular vectors to a non-degenerate singular value
σj
i ≥ 0. Singular vectors associated with degenerate sin-

gular values are unique up to an action of an orthogonal
transformation on the subspace spanned by these sin-
gular vectors. In the following, we assume that there
are no degenerate singular values except zero. For the
overwhelming majority of higher-dimensional matrices
encountered in practice, this assumption is satisfied.
We note that if both Mi are symmetric positive-definite
matrices (e.g., covariance matrices), then Ui = Vi, and
the singular values become the eigenvalues.
If min{σj

a, σ
j
b} ≠ 0 we define the left singular angle αj(U)

and the right singular angle αj(V ) of the first kind as

αj(U) = ∢(uj
a, u

j
b) = arccos

(
⟨uj

a, u
j
b⟩
)
,

αj(V ) = ∢(vja, v
j
b) = arccos

(
⟨vja, v

j
b⟩
)
. (3)

Due to the ambiguity in vector pairs of left and right
singular vectors we additionally define left singular angles
of the second kind as αj(U−) = ∢(−uj

1, u
j
2) = ∢(uj

1,−uj
2)

and mutatis mutandis for right singular angles of the
second kind αj(V −). The singular angles of the first and
second kinds are visualized in Figure 1.

From Figure 1 we have

αj(U) + αj(U−) = π = αj(V ) + αj(V −) . (4)

Due to the ambiguity in the sign, one has to consider ei-
ther

(
αj(U), αj(V )

)
or

(
αj(U−), αj(V −)

)
together. We

define the singular angle as the smaller average of the
two choices

αj = min

{
αj(U) + αj(V )

2
,
αj(U−) + αj(V −)

2

}
= min{ᾱj , π − ᾱj} (5)

where ᾱj = (αj(U) + αj(V ))/2. Using the angular simi-
larity

∆j = 1− αj

π/2
∈ [0, 1] (6)

and defining the singular value score as wj = w(σj
a, σ

j
b)

where w(x, y) ≥ 0 denotes a weight function, we calculate
SAS as the weighted average of the angular similarities:

SAS =

∑k
j w

j∆j∑k
j w

j
∈ [0, 1] . (7)

Here, k is the largest natural number less than or equal
to m such that min{σk

a , σ
k
b } ≠ 0. In the following, we

choose
w(x, y) = (x+ y)/2 . (8)

Another possible choice is w(x, y) =
√
(x2 + y2)/2

(c.f. [9]). One can substitute other vector-based sim-
ilarity measures for the angular similarity defined in

2



SVD

Figure 1: Singular value decomposition. Schematic
representation of the transformations applied on the basis
vectors e (yellow) by the components of SVD for two
2 × 2 matrices Ma (red) and Mb (blue). Small graphs
next to the green arrows illustrate the isolated action of
the corresponding transformations V T , Σ, and U on e.
Below, the singular angles of the first (αj(V ) and αj(U))
and second (αj(V −) and αj(U−)) kinds are shown as the
angles between the column vectors of Va and Vb, and Ua

and Ub, respectively, as defined in Equation 3.

Equation 6. For example, substituting cosine similarity
yields ∆j = cos(αj).

According to our definition of SAS in Equation 7, sin-
gular angles stemming from singular vectors of which at
least one has a corresponding singular value of zero do not
contribute to SAS. In the rare case that a singular value
is degenerate, the canonical angles between the subspaces
spanned by the corresponding singular vectors can be
used in the calculation of SAS. Further, when calculating
SAS, αj(V ) for j > m are not used even though they
are well-defined. This is because the corresponding right
singular vectors do not contribute to the transformation
given by Mi. Indeed, writing ej for the j-th standard
unit vector, we have

Miv
j
i = UiΣiV

T
i vji = UiΣe

j .

As Σej = 0 if j > m, right singular vectors vji satisfying

this constraint are discarded since vji ∈ kerMi.
In SAS, singular vectors of different matrices are com-

pared based on the ordering of the singular values. If two
singular values are close, small perturbations can lead to a
change in their order and therefore change which vectors
are compared, potentially leading to different SAS values.

Alternatively, other criteria could be used for pairing
the singular vectors between which the singular angles
are calculated. For example, one could sequentially pair
vectors that enclose the smallest angle, thereby calculat-
ing the difference in alignment between the subspaces
spanned by the singular vectors. See Section S1.1 for a
derivation and discussion of this alternative measure.

2.2 Random matrices

To compare SAS to standard measures of matrix similar-
ity, we define the following classes of random matrices
with shape N × N where each entry is drawn from a
continuous probability distribution. Numerical values for
the corresponding model parameters are summarized in
Table 1.

Uncorrelated normal matrix (UC) For random
matrices of this class, each entry is drawn independently
from a normal distribution with the same mean µ and
variance σ2. Collections of these matrices are also referred
to as real Ginibre Ensembles.

Cross-correlated normal matrix (CC) We first
independently sample N random vectors from an N -
dimensional normal distribution with mean µ and covari-
ance matrix C where

Cij =
a

N
· exp

(
−b

|i− j|
N

)
.

Thus, the entries of the correlation matrix decay expo-
nentially with distance from the diagonal. The sampled
vectors are the columns of an N × N matrix K1. We
repeat the process to obtain an independent matrix K2

to finally define K = (K1 +K2T )/2. Since each entry
of the Ki is normally distributed, so is each entry of
their sum K, and the covariance between entries Kkl

and Kmn is (Ckl + Cmn)/4. Normalization by N in the
argument of the exponential ensures that the strength of
the correlation scales with the size of the matrix.

Cross-correlated block matrix (CB) Again, uncor-
related normal (UC) matrices B are sampled. Then, the
entries Bkl where klower ≤ k ≤ kupper and llower ≤ l ≤
lupper are replaced by a correlated normal structure as
defined above.

Shuffled, cross-correlated block matrix (SB) Ma-
trices are sampled according to CB. Then, the rows are
permuted randomly while the columns remain untouched.

2.3 Random graphs

We compare the adjacency matrices of six well-known
network models with SAS. For all graphs, we derive the
parameters such that the mean total number of connec-
tions Nc in the graph is conserved. Table 2 summarizes
the numerical values chosen for the corresponding model
parameters.

3



Parameter Model(s) Meaning Value

N all dimensionality 300
µ all mean of distribution 0
σ2 UC variance of distribution 1/N
a CC peak covariance 10
b CC inverse characteristic length 100
klower CB block coordinate 10
kupper CB block coordinate 90
llower CB block coordinate 10
lupper CB block coordinate 90

Table 1: Parameters of random matrices: uncorrelated
normal matrix (UC), cross-correlated normal matrix
(CC), cross-correlated block matrix (CB), and shuffled,
cross-correlated block matrix (SB).

Erdős-Rényi (ER) In this network model [11], every
connection has the same probability of being realized:
p = Nc

Ne
, where Ne is the total number of possible

connections in the graph. Note that this network model
maximizes the entropy under the constraint that the
mean number of connections is fixed [12].

Directed configuration model (DCM) In a directed
configuration model [13], a two-step probabilistic process
is applied. First, random indegrees and outdegrees are
drawn for each node such that the total number of con-
nections across nodes is preserved (we fix these numbers
for all graph instances). Second, connections are estab-
lished by randomly matching each outgoing connection
with an incoming connection. Thus, two nodes can have
more than one connection, and the resulting adjacency
matrix is not strictly binary.

One-cluster Erdős-Rényi (OC) Based on an Erdős-
Rényi (ER) graph, we introduce a single cluster by in-
creasing p between a certain subset of nodes of the net-
work, while uniformly decreasing p for all other connec-
tions such that Nc is conserved. The relative increase
of p denoted by r, the cluster size denoted by s, and
the location of the cluster defined by klower, kupper and
llower, lupper are free parameters of this model.

Two-cluster Erdős-Rényi (TC) For the two-cluster
ER network, we create two non-overlapping clusters using
the same method as in the OC model. Apart from the
cluster sizes s1 and s2, the same parameters are used.
The nodes that form the clusters are chosen such that
there is maximal overlap with the single cluster of the
OC model.

Watts-Strogatz (WS) We create a small-world net-
work following [14]. Here, Nn nodes initially form a ring,
where each node is connected to k = Nc

Ne
(Nn − 1) of its

nearest neighbors. Afterwards, all connections are uni-
formly redistributed with probability pWS . Note that
this model is undirected.

Barabási-Albert (BA) As an example of a scale-free
network, we create Barabási-Albert networks as intro-

duced in [15]. Here, from an initial star graph with
m = Nc

Ne
(Nn − 1)/2 nodes, new nodes are added subse-

quently until the desired number of nodes Nn is reached.
Each added node is connected to m existing nodes, where
the probability of each existing node being selected for a
new connection is proportional to the number of connec-
tions it already has. Note that this model is undirected.

Param. Model(s) Meaning Value

Nn all number of nodes 300
Ne all number of possible connections 90000
Nc all mean number of connections 9000
r OC relative increase of p in cluster 10
s OC cluster size 50
klower OC cluster coordinate 50
kupper OC cluster coordinate 100
llower OC cluster coordinate 50
lupper OC cluster coordinate 100
s1 TC size of cluster 1 40
s2 TC size of cluster 2 10
pWS WS reconnection probability 0.3

Table 2: Parameters of random graphs: Erdős-Rényi
(ER), directed configuration model (DCM), one clus-
ter (OC), two clusters (TC), Watts-Strogatz (WS), and
Barabási-Albert (BA).

2.4 Brain data

We apply SAS to compare non-square matrices of brain
activity in response to visual stimuli. We use an openly
available data set, which has an extensive description of
the task and recording apparatus [16]. In the experiments,
the activity of neurons in the primary visual cortex (V1)
of one macaque monkey (Macaca mulatta) was recorded
using several extracellular electrode arrays (Utah arrays,
8× 8 electrodes). The quality of the signals was assessed
based on the signal-to-noise ratio and channel impedance.
For details of the data recording and processing we refer
to [16]. Here, we focus on a single array (ID = 11) during
a receptive field mapping task. In this task, for each trial
the macaque had to fixate its gaze to the center of the
screen for 200 ms. Subsequently, one bright bar moved
across the screen for 1000 ms in one of four directions:
rightward (R), leftward (L), upward (U), or downward
(D). The different task modalities are in the following
referred to as trial types. For each trial type, there are
N = 120 repetitions.

The activity time series recorded from the electrodes
was processed to obtain the multi-unit activity envelope
(MUAe) with a sampling rate of 1 kHz, a commonly used
signal as a proxy for neuronal firing rates [17], see [18]
for specific details of the processing. We align the trials
to the peak response, defined as the maximum response
from the average MUAe across electrodes, and cut data
in a window ±200 ms around the alignment trigger. This
yields one 64× 400 matrix per trial: 64 electrodes during
400 ms at 1 kHz; see examples in Figure 6B. We then
group the matrices by trial type for comparison by SAS.
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3 Results

We present a measure for assessing the structural similar-
ity between two arbitrary, real m× n matrices Ma,Mb

named singular angle similarity (SAS). The measure is
based on singular value decomposition (SVD), which
introduces the left and right singular vectors with corre-
sponding singular values (Equation 1). SAS exhibits the
following properties:

• SAS attains values between 0 and 1 where higher
values imply greater similarity.

• SAS is invariant under actions of identical orthogo-
nal maps from the left or the right on the compared
matrices; this includes the consistent permutation
of rows and columns as a special case (Section S1.2).

• SAS is invariant under transposition of both matri-
ces (Section S1.2).

• SAS is invariant under scaling with a positive factor;
in particular, SAS = 1 for Mb = c1Ma, c1 ∈ R+

(Section S1.3).

• SAS is zero if the two compared matrices are equal
up to a negative factor: SAS = 0 for Mb =
c2Ma, c2 ∈ R− (Section S1.3).

Thus, SAS predominantly highlights structural differ-
ences between the matrices. The derivation of this mea-
sure is presented in Section 2.1.

3.1 Geometric interpretation of SAS

Singular angle similarity has a geometric interpretation.
The left and right singular vectors of Mi (i ∈ {a, b}) are
the respective eigenvectors of the square matrices MiM

T
i

and MT
i Mi. Further, MiM

T
i and MT

i Mi have the same
eigenvalues (the squared singular values of Mi). Consider
for each of these symmetric positive-definite matrices
a hyperellipsoid spanned by the respective eigenvectors
scaled by their eigenvalues (Figure 2). The hyperellipsoid
collapses in most dimensions as matrices Mi typically
have only a small number of large singular values (c.f.
[19]). Dimensions associated with the largest singular
values dominate its shape, and the angle between the
corresponding left and right singular vectors of the ma-
trices Ma and Mb are of main relevance for SAS. Thus,
a high SAS indicates that the hyperellipsoids are aligned,
whereas a low SAS indicates misalignment or different
shapes. If two matrices share two-dimensional structural
features, their hyperellipsoids will be similarly shaped
and point into similar directions, producing a high SAS.
MiM

T
i and MT

i Mi are the correlation matrices up to
a normalization by the number of rows and columns,
respectively, and the subtraction of the mean. Therefore,
SAS takes into account the correlation structure along
both axes of the matrices. This distinguishes the measure
from common methods such as cosine similarity and the
Frobenius norm.

Figure 2: Geometric interpretation of SAS. Matri-
ces Ma (red) and Mb (blue) as in Figure 1. The eigen-
vectors of MiM

T
i and MT

i Mi (same colors) scaled by the
square root of their eigenvalues span the main axes of
ellipsoids. These square matrices capture the correla-
tion structure of Mi along the horizontal and vertical
axis, respectively (double-headed colored arrows). SAS
compares the angles between the corresponding ellipsoids
(dashed colored arrows).

3.2 Comparison with standard measures
for random matrices

By its very definition, SAS captures two-dimensional
structures that are invisible to traditional measures of
matrix similarity. Figure 3 shows the ability of different
measures to discriminate between classes of random ma-
trices with such structure. Concretely, we compare SAS
with cosine similarity,

⟨Ma,Mb⟩F = tr(MaM
T
b ) , (9)

and Frobenius distance,

||Ma −Mb||F =
√
⟨Ma −Mb,Ma −Mb⟩F , (10)

where we normalize the matrices such that

||Ma||F = ||Mb||F = 1 .

Figure 3A–D show single instances of the four matrix
classes defined in Section 2.2. We first calculate the self-
similarity, the pairwise similarity between instances of the
same random matrix class, and the cross-similarity, which
refers to the similarity between instances of different
classes (Figure 3a–d). We analogously define self- and
cross-distance for the Frobenius distance. Subsequently,
we investigate whether the different measures distinguish
the random matrix classes from each other based on
realizations of their particular structures. Fundamentally,
this only works if the structure quantified by a measure
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Figure 3: Comparison of SAS with standard mea-
sures. A–D Single instances of the different random
matrix classes. For visibility, negative values are shown as
white. a–d Histograms of SAS, cosine similarity, and the
Frobenius norm between instances of the random matrix
classes (n = 100, all pairs compared). Filled distributions
indicate self-similarities (self-distances), non-filled ones
indicate cross-similarities (cross-distances). Legends show
effect sizes θ for the comparison between distributions.

is more similar between instances of the same class than
across classes. Thus, for SAS and cosine similarity, the
self-similarity must be meaningfully greater than the
cross-similarities. Conversely, since the Frobenius norm
measures a distance rather than a similarity, the self-
distance must be smaller than the cross-distance. We
call a difference meaningful if the effect size θ between
pairs of distributions is greater than one. Assuming
an underlying Gaussian model for the distributions, we
employ the definition

θ =
µself − µcross√

σ2
self+σ2

cross

2

(11)

of the ”Cohen’s D” effect size [20] underlying the common
Student’s and Welch’s t-statistics [21, 22], where µ and
σ are the mean and standard deviation of the self- and
cross-similarity distributions. Thus, two distributions
are meaningfully different if the distance of their means
is greater than the quadratic mean of their standard
deviations.

Figure 3a shows that UC matrices cannot be distin-
guished from the other matrix classes by any measure.
This is expected: since the entries are independent, there
is no detectable structure. In particular, this means that
no structure is shared between different UC matrices or
between UC matrices and matrices of other classes. Geo-
metrically, this corresponds to ellipsoids that are oriented
in random directions for each instance.

By definition, CC matrices exhibit such fluctuations.
However, cosine similarity and the Frobenius norm fail
to identify the common correlation structure (Figure 3b).
Only SAS separates the self- and cross-similarity mean-
ingfully and can thereby distinguish this matrix class
from the others.

A similar conclusion holds true for CB matrices, where
the correlated structure is embedded into an otherwise un-
correlated matrix (Figure 3c): again, only SAS separates
the self- and cross-similarities meaningfully.

Finally, we consider SB matrices. By construction,
these are CB matrices with permuted rows. Between SB
matrices, the CB correlation structure along the hori-
zontal axis (quantified by MMT ) is destroyed while the
correlation structure along the vertical axis (quantified
by MTM) stays the same. Since SAS takes into account
both, it detects similarity between SB and CB matrices
despite the permutation of the rows. This leads to a
higher cross-similarity between CB and SB matrices than
between CB and the other matrix classes (Figure 3c).
Since the block structure exhibited by CB matrices can
be viewed as one specific permutation of the rows, the
self-similarity of SB and the cross-similarity between SB
and CB follow the same distribution (Figure 3d) while SB
matrices are separable from UC and CC matrices. The
cosine similarity and the Frobenius norm fail to separate
SB matrices from the other classes. The choice of the
axis along which we permute is arbitrary; the results are
identical if we permute columns instead of rows.

Why are these examples relevant? They show that
SAS captures certain two-dimensional correlation struc-
tures between instances. In contrast, the traditional
measures cannot identify them. Additionally, SAS retains
similarity even after permutation along one axis—including
shifts as a special case. This is relevant in practical ap-
plications, for example in the analysis of highly parallel
time series: even if the time series are not aligned, SAS
exposes structural similarities.

3.3 Characterization of scale dependence
and robustness

To assess the dependence of SAS on matrix size, we cal-
culate the self-similarity for increasing dimensionality
N and observe a decreasing SAS for all random matrix
classes (Figure 4A). Since the probability distribution
for an angle between two random vectors increasingly
centers around π/2 with increasing dimensionality [23],
the resulting SAS between UC matrices decreases with
increasing matrix dimensionality. This intuition gener-
alizes to the other matrix classes. Hence, a quantitative

6
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Figure 4: Characterization of singular angle simi-
larity. In all panels, solid lines indicate the mean, the
shading the standard deviation over 10 realizations. A
SAS between instances of the same matrix class for vary-
ing dimensionality N . B SAS between identical matrix
instances under varying variance of an additive pertur-
bation with σ2

pert = fσ2. Matrices are of dimensionality
N = 300. C SAS between matrices when increasing the
degree of putative structural similarity quantified by λ.
D SAS between instances of the same network model
for varying network size N . E SAS between identical
network model instances where the number of individ-
ual connections that are changed is gradually increased.
Networks are of size N = 300. F SAS between network
model instances when increasing the degree of putative
structural similarity quantified by λ.

comparison of SAS values is only reasonable for matrices
of the same dimensionality.

Next, we investigate how SAS decreases between two
identical copies of a matrix when gradually perturbing
one of them. We analytically study SAS between a ma-
trix M and a perturbed version of itself, M+

√
ϵW , using

Rayleigh-Schrödinger perturbation theory [24]. Here,
√
ϵ

is chosen as a perturbation parameter since this ensures
a linear scaling of the variance of the perturbation matrix
with ϵ. We find that, for a large class of perturbations,
SAS follows 1− arccos (1−O(ϵ)) /π

2 (see Section S1.4).

This implies that small differences are identified as dissim-

ilarities arbitrarily fast (d arccos(1−x)
dx → ∞ for x → 0).

Thus, SAS is sensitive to small differences in the com-
pared matrices. For an empirical analysis, we study
the sensitivity of SAS under perturbations of the form
M̃ = M +W where W is a matrix of the UC class with
zero mean and variance σ2

pert = fσ2, 0 ≤ f ≤ 1. As pre-
dicted analytically, Figure 4B shows a rapid fall-off for
small perturbations that continues as a gradual decrease
for each of the considered classes.

Finally, we numerically study SAS while adding struc-
ture to a noise matrix. In particular, we calculate SAS
between a matrix M and the convex combination of the
same matrix with a UC matrix N :

(1− λ)N + λM for λ ∈ [0, 1] . (12)

Figure 4C shows that SAS is well-behaved also for small
values of λ: it increases smoothly when adding structure
for all matrix classes.

We perform an analogous analysis for network ad-
jacency matrices of six different graph models: Erdős-
Rényi (ER), directed configuration model (DCM), one
cluster (OC), two clusters (TC), Watts-Strogatz (WS),
and Barabási-Albert (BA), as defined in Section 2.3. The
results are qualitatively similar to those obtained for the
four classes of random matrices: SAS decreases with
increasing network size N (Figure 4D), SAS rapidly de-
creases for small perturbations (Figure 4E), and SAS
gradually increases when adding structure (Figure 4F).
A notable exception is that for WS networks, SAS does
not decrease when increasing N . In this network model
the number of nearest neighbors each node is connected
to scales with N . Therefore the correlation in the adja-
cency matrix also scales with N , rendering the similarity
measured by SAS independent of N . For investigating
the effect of a perturbation on identical network ma-
trices (Figure 4E), we define the gradual change such
that an increasing fraction g of matrix elements is al-
tered. Specifically, for each of the gN2 randomly selected
matrix elements, existing connections are removed and
missing connections are established with a multiplicity of
one. For the binary adjacency matrices this corresponds
to bit-flipping the corresponding entries. In the case of
adding structure (Figure 4F), we choose the ER adja-
cency matrices as the noise component N . Note that
while the sum over all entries stay the same on aver-
age under the convex combination, the entries are not
confined to natural numbers anymore.

3.4 Categorization of random graphs

We apply SAS to the adjacency matrices that describe the
network architecture in various directed and undirected
probabilistic graphs as defined in Section 2.3. Example
adjacency matrices of network instances are shown in
Figure 5A–F. Since these matrices Mi only contain non-
negative entries, so do MiM

T
i and MT

i Mi. The Perron-
Frobenius theorem [25] guarantees that the left and right
singular vectors corresponding to the largest singular
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Figure 5: Self- and cross-similarity of different network models. A–F Single instances of the different
network models. Colored matrix elements indicate a connection between nodes. For the DCM model, connections
with a multiplicity higher than one are shown with the same color intensity as single connections. a–f Histograms
of SAS between instances of the network models (n = 100, all pairs compared). Filled distributions indicates
self-similarities, non-filled ones indicate cross-similarities. Legends show effect sizes θ for the comparison between self-
and cross-similarities.

value have only non-negative or only non-positive entries
(cf. Section S1.5). As such, these singular vectors are
confined to a single orthant of the N -dimensional vector
space. Even if these vectors are random, they cannot be
assumed to be orthogonal. Indeed, for the ER network,
for which all other singular vectors are of random ori-
entation, the first left and right singular vectors scatter

around the vector
(
1/
√
N, ..., 1/

√
N
)T

across instances.

Therefore, the first singular vectors necessarily enclose
smaller angles across models compared to the other pairs
of singular vectors. Consequently, information regarding
the difference between models—which is encoded most
strongly in the first singular vectors—is reduced. Thus,
it is a priori not clear whether SAS reliably distinguishes
between network models.

Self-similarity of network models First, we exam-
ine the self-similarity of the network models (Figure 5a–
f). We find that ER networks exhibit the lowest self-
similarity compared to all other network models. This is
consistent with the ER network model maximizing the
entropy under the constraint that the average number

of connections is constant: ER networks have the least
structure that is shared across instances. This can be
also understood from their definition inasmuch as each
connection is realized independently with the same prob-
ability. In this sense, ER networks are analogous to the
UC random matrices. The other network models instead
feature structural properties that are consistent across
instances, stemming from shared variations in the con-
nection probability. This is most obvious for the OC
and TC network models (analogous to the CB random
matrix class), where certain subgroups of nodes have a
higher connection probability p among themselves com-
pared to the rest of the network. Further, we expect WS
networks to have reliably detectable structure, i.e., high
self-similarity, as every node has dominant local connec-
tivity. SAS confirms these expectations, as seen when
comparing the respective self-similarity distributions in
Figure 5a–f.

Self-similarity vs. cross-similarity Second, we study
whether SAS can differentiate between the particular
structures present in the adjacency matrices of the net-
work models. Using the effect size defined in Equation 11,
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Figure 5a–f confirm that the self-similarity is meaning-
fully higher than the cross-similarity except for special
cases.

First, ER networks do not exhibit θ > 1 for all cases.
As for the UC matrices, this is expected as all matrix
elements are uncorrelated. As a matter of fact, the cross-
similarity with WS networks yields even higher SAS val-
ues than the self-similarity of ER. Why is this the case?
The first left and right singular vectors of both ER and

WS networks scatter around
(
1/
√
N, ..., 1/

√
N
)T

. The

deviation between singular vectors of ER networks, how-
ever, is larger than that between those of WS networks
across instances. This leads to a better alignment, i.e., a
higher angular similarity, of the singular vectors, result-
ing in a higher SAS between ER and WS as compared
to ER and ER networks.

Second, we note that SAS distinguishes between the
OC and TC networks despite overlapping clusters. Fig-
ure 5c–d show that the respective self-similarities are
closer to the cross-similarity of OC and TC than to the
other cross-similarities. Thus, SAS identifies the clus-
tered networks to be more similar among each other than
compared to the remaining networks.

We conclude that SAS is sensitive to the structure
present in matrices, enabling it to distinguish between
model classes. The same conclusion also holds true for
non-square matrices of network connectivity where a full
graph is instantiated, but only subsamples are analyzed
with SAS (see Section S1.6).

3.5 Separation of brain states

We investigate brain activity originating from different
experimental trials as a use case for SAS with non-square
matrices of experimental data. The publicly available
data set from [16] is based on extracellular recordings
from the visual cortex of a macaque monkey. In the
experiment, bright bars move across a screen in one
of four directions (rightward (R), leftward (L), upward
(U) or downward (D)), evoking a strong neural response
(Figure 6A). The data consists of the multi-unit activity
envelope (see Section 2) yielding one 64× 400 matrix per
trial; sample matrices are shown in Figure 6B.

Neurons in the primary visual cortex (V1) respond
according to their feature selectivity, primarily stimulus
location [26] and orientation [27], but also movement di-
rection [28]. Beyond these well-known response properties
of single neurons, the population activity—represented
as a two-dimensional spatio-temporal matrix—may re-
veal additional information about brain dynamics. By
applying SAS, we investigate shared variability across
both time and neurons.

In the data set at hand, SAS reveals that neural
activity of all trial types exhibits higher self- than cross-
similarity with effect sizes θ > 1 (Figure 6C). Trials with
stimulus movement along the same axis (L-R or U-D)
are more similar to each other than to ones with orthog-
onal stimulus movement. This is a desirable outcome of
SAS: in L-R (resp. U-D) trials, neurons that share an

orientation tuning aligned with the stimulus are expected
to have a higher probability of a strong response. The
consideration implies that the shared orientation of the
bar stimulus in L and R (resp. U and D) trials leads to
more similar responses in these trial pairs.

In this use case, SAS outperforms common measures
of matrix similarity. Both cosine similarity and the Frobe-
nius norm can distinguish trial types—albeit with lower
|θ| than SAS—but fail to identify the shared variability
along the same axis (L-R or U-D) (Figure S3). Therefore,
the use case highlights the ability of SAS to identify the
two-dimensional structure of matrices in experimental
data.

4 Discussion

Here, we present singular angle similarity (SAS): a
method for comparing the similarity of real matrices
of identical shape based on singular value decomposition.
SAS is invariant under transposition and consistent re-
labeling of coordinates, and reliably detects structural
similarities in the compared matrices. It generalizes
the angular similarity (Section S1.7) for vectors and the
eigenangle score for symmetric positive definite matrices
by Gutzen et al. [9]. For a particular choice of weight
function and vector similarity measure, SAS and the
eigenangle score are equivalent for positive-definite sym-
metric matrices. Gutzen et al. introduce an extension of
the eigenangle score for asymmetric adjacency matrices
of certain network types by choosing a specific analytical
mapping of the complex-valued eigenvalues and vectors:
shift the real part of the eigenvalues by the spectral radius
of the matrix, and calculate the Euclidean angle between
the complex eigenvectors [29]. However, this choice is not
unique—other mappings are also possible. In addition,
the resulting similarity measure is not invariant under
joint transposition of the compared matrices. In SAS, the
singular vectors are real-valued, the singular values are
non-negative, and the measure is transposition invariant.
Thereby, it circumvents these limitations and admits a
more natural generalization to non-symmetric and non-
square matrices. We here choose angular similarity as the
vector similarity measure, and a specific weight function
for the resulting angles (Equation 8). Other choices are
possible, such as cosine similarity for the former, making
SAS easily adaptable.

Since SAS is sensitive to matrix size (Section 3.3) it
can only be interpreted in relative terms. A quantitative
reference can be obtained by choosing a use-case-specific
null model (e.g. Erdős-Rényi for network models) for
which the corresponding distribution of SAS can be de-
termined numerically. Similarity as indicated by SAS
can then be interpreted in terms of this baseline. Since
realizations of single matrices exhibit fluctuations, evalu-
ating SAS from a single observation may be misleading.
Instead, one should consider the SAS distribution of an
ensemble of realizations when possible. Such a distribu-
tion can then be interpreted with respect to the reference
distribution obtained with the null model by means of
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an effect size (Equation 11) or a statistical two-sample
test of choice.

While SAS generally highlights structural features in
matrices stemming from their correlations along rows
and columns, it also suffers from shortcomings in certain
situations. In the presence of sufficiently strong noise, the
order of singular values may change even if two matrices
encode the same underlying information. This leads to
a different pairing of singular vectors when computing
SAS, resulting in a low score even though the matrices
result from a common construction process. An alterna-
tive method for pairing singular vectors is discussed in
Section S1.1. Furthermore, if two matrices have identical
pairs of left and right singular vectors that are ordered
identically (as defined by their singular values) but the
singular values themselves exhibit a different spectrum,
SAS indicates perfect similarity. While desirable in some
situations, this property may lead to unexpected results
in some contexts.

Beyond network connectivity or brain activity matri-
ces, potential applications include the analysis of matrices
obtained with asymmetric measures for the flow of infor-
mation, like Granger Causality [30], or Transfer Entropy
[31]. Additionally, SAS can help assess similarity in more
classical settings, e.g., when studying cross-covariances.

In conclusion, SAS can be used to analyze the struc-
tural similarity of any real-valued data that can be repre-
sented in matrix form. Such data can come from any field
of research. Coupled with domain knowledge, SAS may
reveal hidden structures in the data, supporting existing
methodologies and enabling new insights.

Code and data availability

Code to calculate singular angle similarity (SAS) is openly
available on GitHub (https://github.com/INM-6/SAS)
and Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10680478),
and in the validation test library NetworkUnit1 [32]. The
data and code to reproduce the results from this paper
can be found on Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.10680810).
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S1 Supplementary materials

S1.1 Singular angle similarity based on optimal subspace alignment

As an alternative to pairing singular vectors based on the order given by the singular values, they may instead be
paired such that they are optimally aligned, i.e., such that the angle between them is minimized. We define an
analogous measure called SAS-VEC that uses this pairing strategy in the following. First, we introduce the generalized
left and right singular angles of the first kind as

αjk(U) = ∢(uj
a, u

k
b ) = arccos

(
⟨uj

a, u
k
b ⟩
)
,

αjk(V ) = ∢(vja, v
k
b ) = arccos

(
⟨vja, vkb ⟩

)
. (13)

and mutatis mutandis the generalized left and right singular angles of the second kind, αjk(U−), αjk(V −). With this,
the generalized singular angles are

αjk = min

{
αjk(U) + αjk(V )

2
,
αjk(U−) + αjk(V −)

2

}
.

The sorting scheme first selects the smallest angle αj1k1 . This angle corresponds to the pairs of left and right singular
vectors (uj1

a , vj1a ) and (uk1

b , vk1

b ) that are most jointly aligned. Next, the algorithm calculates the corresponding angular

similarity ∆j1k1 weighted by w̄j1k1 = w̄(σj1
a , σk1

b ). Here, we want to capture the overlap of the aligned pairs of left and
right singular vectors scaled by the singular values. Using the arithmetic mean as a weight function for the singular
values is thus not suitable: if one singular value is large while the other is close to zero, the mean stays on the order of
the larger value. This is not desirable since the total overlap should approach zero. Instead, we choose as a weight
function

w̄(σa, σb) =
√
σaσb . (14)

Finally the algorithm removes the column and the row of the angle matrix αjk corresponding to the pair of first left
and right singular vectors to determine αj2k2 of the next iteration step. If multiple pairings of vectors produce the
same minimal angle, the algorithm chooses one of them at random for this iteration. This procedure continues until
the angle matrix is of dimension zero. After completion, SAS-VEC results as∑

m w̄jmkm∆jmkm∑
m w̄jmkm

. (15)

In contrast to SAS, SAS-VEC does not prioritize the vectors with the largest singular values. Instead, the measure
matches those left and right singular vectors of the matrices that are most similar. Thereby, SAS-VEC assesses the
alignment of the high-dimensional orthonormal bases of the data as calculated by SVD. While this avoids the issue of
pairing vectors when singular values are close, SAS-VEC may overestimate similarity for noisy data, especially when
the matrix dimensionality is low. For this reason, the authors suggest additional care when applying SAS-VEC. See
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Figure S1: Example random matrices of dimension N = 100 containing multiple blocks with correlated noise of size
30× 30. Between samples, new matrices are generated and the rows are shuffled randomly. The precise definition of
the matrices is available in the published code (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10680810).

Figure S1 for a comparison between SAS, SAS-VEC, cosine similarity, and the Frobenius norm on an example for
which SAS-VEC yields a higher effect size than SAS.
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S1.2 Invariance properties of SAS

Let Ma,Mb ∈ Rm×n with SVDs
Mi = UiΣiV

T
i (16)

for i ∈ {a, b}. Noting that the transposition of an orthogonal transformation is again orthogonal, the SVDs of MT
i are

MT
i = ViΣ

T
i U

T
i . (17)

Thus, by its definition, the SAS between Ma and Mb is invariant under transposition of both matrices. If working
with the eigendecomposition instead of the SVD, one obtains, in the general case,

Mi = PiΛiP
−1
i (18)

where Λi is a diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues, and the columns of Pi are the eigenvectors. Here, the
eigenvectors are not guaranteed to be orthogonal. Thus,

(P−1
i )T ̸= Pi (19)

in general. Consequently, any measure comparing the eigenvectors is not invariant under transposition of the compared
matrices. Specifically, this includes the eigenangle score [9].

Additionally, SAS is invariant under actions of identical orthogonal matrices from the left or right onto Mi. We
denote the orthogonal matrices as O1 and OT

2 . The action of the matrices from the left and from the rights yields

M̃i = O1MiO
T
2 , (20)

and the corresponding SVD is

M̃i = ŨiΣiṼ
T
i =

(
O1Ui

)
Σi

(
O2Vi

)T
. (21)

Note that the singular values remain identical. Since the left and right singular vectors of the matrices M̃i are
ũj
i = Ũie

j and ṽji = Ṽie
j , we compute the left and right singular angles as

αj(Ũ) = arccos
(
⟨Ũae

j , Ũbe
j⟩
)
= arccos

(
⟨O1Uae

j , O1Ube
j⟩
)
= arccos

(
⟨Uae

j , Ube
j⟩
)
= αj(U) (22)

and mutatis mutandis for αj(Ṽ ), resp. αj(Ũ−), αj(Ṽ −). We here used the orthogonality of the matrices Oi. Thus, the
singular angles, the singular values, and consequently the similarity score, are invariant under the action of orthogonal
matrices from the left and the right.

S1.3 Change of SAS under scaling

Consider a matrix M with SVD
M = UΣV T (23)

and scalars c1 > 0 as well as c2 < 0. In the following, our aim is to determine the SAS between M and ciM for
j = 1, 2.

Positive scaling We note that the SVD of c1M is

c1M = U(c1Σ)V
T . (24)

Hence, only the singular values are scaled while the left and right singular vectors remain constant. This implies
αj = 0 ∀j, and thus an angular similarity of ∆j = 1 ∀j. Therefore, SAS between M and c1M equals 1.

Negative scaling We write c2 = −1 · |c2| and determine the SVD of c2M as

c2M = (−1 · U)|c2|ΣV T = U |c2|Σ(−1 · V T ) . (25)

In the following, we focus on the first of the two representations. The second one can be treated analogously. We first
calculate

αj(U) = arccos
(
⟨uj ,−uj⟩

)
= arccos(−1) = π, αj(V ) = 0 . (26)

Thus, we obtain ᾱj = π/2 and consequently αj = π/2 ∀j. Therefore, the angular similarity ∆j = 1− αj/π
2 = 0, and

the SAS between M and c2M equals 0.
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S1.4 Change of SAS under small perturbations

Consider a matrix M with SVD
M = UΣV T . (27)

For simplicity, we assume that M ∈ Rn×n is a random matrix with non-degenerate singular values. First, we relate the
singular values as well as the left and right singular vectors to the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of certain symmetric
matrices. We calculate

MMT = UΣ2UT , MTM = V Σ2V T (28)

and observe that MMT and MTM are symmetric, the squared singular values are the eigenvalues of the matrices, and
since U and V are orthogonal matrices, the left and right singular vectors are the eigenvectors. We perturb M by a
random

√
ϵW , thus considering M+

√
ϵW . This induces a perturbation up to first order (in

√
ϵ) of

√
ϵ
(
MWT +WMT

)
in MMT and

√
ϵ
(
MTW +WTM

)
in MTM . Following Rayleigh-Schrödinger perturbation theory [24] , the perturbed

left singular vectors ũj read

ũj = uj +
√
ϵ
∑
k ̸=j

⟨uk,
(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩

σj2 − σk2
uk + ϵ · terms orthogonal to uj . (29)

while the perturbed eigenvalues are

σ̃j2 = σj2 +
√
ϵ⟨uj ,

(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩+ ϵ

∑
k ̸=j

⟨uk,
(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩2

σj2 − σk2
. (30)

To investigate how the eigenvalues change under perturbation, we calculate:

⟨uj ,
(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩

=⟨uj ,MWTuj⟩+ ⟨uj ,WMTuj⟩
=⟨WMTuj , uj⟩+ ⟨uj ,WMTuj⟩
=2⟨WMTuj , uj⟩
=2σj⟨Wvj , uj⟩ . (31)

Similarly,
⟨uk,

(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩ = σk⟨Wvk, uj⟩+ σj⟨uk,Wvj⟩ . (32)

Writing the perturbation matrix W as an expansion of the left and right singular vectors, we get

W =
∑
j,k

w̄jku
j(vk)T (33)

where w̄ij ∈ R are the corresponding coefficients. Thus

σ̃j2 = σj2 +
√
ϵ2σjw̄jj + ϵ

∑
k ̸=j

(
σkw̄jk + σjw̄kj

)2
σj2 − σk2

. (34)

Consequently, it is easy to construct perturbations that leave certain singular values unchanged. For a random
perturbation, however, this is unlikely: even when the perturbation changes a single entry of M , since the left and
right singular vectors generally have no resemblance to the standard normal basis of Rn, most of the w̄ij differ from
zero. Neglecting the special case in which the first and second order exactly cancel, we can assume that all eigenvalues
change under perturbation.

Writing

ckj =
⟨uk,

(
MWT +WMT

)
uj⟩

σj2 − σk2
, (35)

normalizing the eigenvectors yields

ũj =

(
1− ϵ

2

∑
k ̸=j

c2kj

)
uj +

√
ϵ · terms orthogonal to uj (36)
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and mutatis mutandis for the perturbed right singular vectors ṽj . This implies for the angles between the left singular
vectors of the unperturbed and perturbed matrix

αj(U) = arccos
(
⟨uj , ũj⟩

)
= arccos

⟨uj ,

(
1− ϵ

2

∑
k ̸=j

c2kj

)
uj +

√
ϵ · terms orthogonal to uj⟩


= arccos

(
1− ϵ

2

∑
k ̸=j

c2kj

)
(37)

where we used the orthonormality of the ui.
By a similar argument as for the eigenvalues, we can also assume that for a generic perturbation, the eigenvectors

change. Thus,
∑

k ̸=j c
2
kj > 0 since ⟨uj , ũj⟩ < 1, and we denote by C(M,W,U) the smallest of those terms. Hence, we

obtain
αj(U) ≤ arccos(1− ϵC(M,W,U)) (38)

where the constant also absorbs the factor 1
2 . Since the same relations hold for the right singular vectors, we have

αj ≤ arccos(1− ϵ2C(M,W )) where C(M,W ) = min{C(M,W,U), C(M,W,V )}. And as this holds true for all angles
αj , it implies that SAS between the matrices M and M +

√
ϵW is 1− arccos(1− ϵC(M,W ))/π

2 up to first order in ϵ.

S1.5 The Perron-Frobenius Theorem and the Perron vector

The Perron-Frobenius theorem [25] for non-negative square matrices asserts that if a matrix N has only non-negative
entries, then

• there is a real eigenvalue λP ≥ 0 of N such that, for all other eigenvalues λ of N , |λ| ≤ λP, and

• the eigenvector corresponding to the eigenvalue λP has only non-negative entries. This eigenvector is called the
Perron vector.

For the random graphs in this work, SAS considers N = MiM
T
i and N = MT

i Mi where Mi is an adjacency matrix
with non-negative entries. In both cases, N is a symmetric positive-definite matrix. Both N share all non-zero
eigenvalues (the squares of the singular values of Mi), and the eigenvectors of N are the right and left singular vectors
(up to a potential multiplication with −1.) Since by assumption non-trivial singular values are unique, and under the
assumption that at least one non-trivial singular value exists, the above inequalities become strict, and the eigenvector
to λP becomes unique.

S1.6 Non-square matrices from subsampled networks

We define subsampled graphs as graphs where the connectivity is only known for a random subset of source nodes.
Thus, the adjacency matrices are non-square. We keep the number of possible connections in the network the same
by instantiating a full graph of size N> = 1

fNN where f < 1, and then subsample N< = fNN source nodes. For

all networks we here choose f = 2/3 and for the comparison between subsampled graphs in this work, the list of
source nodes for which information is available is shared across network instance and models. We use SAS to test
how similar the structures of subsampled networks are. Instances of these subsampled graphs, their respective self-
and cross-similarities, and the corresponding effect sizes are shown in Figure S2. In subsampled graphs, some of the
original structure is inevitably invisible, and we therefore expect SAS to find less distinguishable structure. This is
especially apparent for the directed configuration model (DCM) network, which does not have enough structure to be
reliably distinguished from the other network models. All other subsampled network graphs retain enough structure
such that SAS can distinguish between them.

S1.7 SAS for 1× n matrices

Let vi ∈ R1×n where i ∈ {a, b}. In this case, the SVD reads

vi = 1 · diag(∥vi∥, 0, ..., 0) ·
[

vi
∥vi∥ 2

∣∣ ∗
∣∣ . . .

∣∣ ∗
]
. (39)

Thus, there is only one non-zero singular value, resulting in the weighted sum used in the definitions of SAS to consist
of one summand, with weight one. Thus, SAS is the angular similarity between va and vb in this case.
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Figure S2: Self- and cross-similarity of subsampled network models. A–F Single instances of the different
network models. Colored matrix elements indicate a connection between nodes. a–f Histograms of SAS between
instances of the network models (n = 100, all pairs compared). Filled distributions indicate self-similarities, non-filled
ones indicate cross-similarities. Effect sizes θ between self- and cross-similarities also shown.

S1.8 Comparison of SAS with common measures on brain data

We here compare how similarity is assessed by SAS, cosine similarity, and the Frobenius norm between the different
trial types of brain activity data (Section 2.4). Figure S3 shows that only SAS identifies that the recorded activity is
more similar between trials where the stimulus has the same orientation (U-D and L-R).
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Figure S3: Comparing non-square matrices of brain activity with SAS, cosine similarity, and the
Frobenius norm. A Brain activity of all recorded electrodes for one example trial of each type (different trials as
shown in Figure 6). B Histograms of SAS, cosine similarity and the Frobenius norm between all individual trials.
Filled distributions indicate self-similarities, non-filled ones indicate cross-similarities. Effect sizes θ for the comparison
between self- and cross-similarities also shown.
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