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Abstract. The classification of different patterns of network evolution, for example in brain connectomes or
social networks, is a key problem in network inference and modern data science. Building on the
notion of a network’s Euclidean mirror, which captures its evolution as a curve in Euclidean space,
we develop the Dynamic Network Clustering through Mirror Distance (DNCMD), an algorithm
for clustering dynamic networks based on a distance measure between their associated mirrors. We
provide theoretical guarantees for DNCMD to achieve exact recovery of distinct evolutionary patterns
for latent position random networks both when underlying vertex features change deterministically
and when they follow a stochastic process. We validate our theoretical results through numerical
simulations and demonstrate the application of DNCMD to understand edge functions in Drosophila
larval connectome data, as well as to analyze temporal patterns in dynamic trade networks.
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1. Introduction. A network is a powerful way to represent the relationships or connections
among a collection of objects, and a dynamic network can further describe how the structure
of these relationships or connections evolves over time, with important applications in many
fields, including social network analysis [60, 53, 33, 41], neuroscience [19, 27, 21], and finance
[18, 31, 51]. For example, [49, 13] study changepoint detection in a dynamic network whose
evolution is governed by an underlying random walk process; [57, 2, 38] explore anomaly
detection in single dynamic networks; [10, 9, 56] investigate community discovery in dynamic
networks; and in [43, 50], the authors focus on clustering and online changepoint detection
in diverse multilayer networks. In this paper, we also study dynamic networks, and explore
the relationships among multiple dynamic networks, aiming to cluster them based on their
evolutionary patterns.

Brain neural networks provide a motivating example for the dynamic networks clustering
problem: a practical problem in neuroscience is to identify synaptic connections that have sig-
nificant influence during specific neural processes [32, 45]. For instance, during processes such
as learning associations between stimuli and rewards or punishments, the evolution of brain
neural networks can be studied through real experiments or simulations [19]. In [19], neuro-
scientists exploit techniques to simulate the time-varying behavior of brain neural networks
by the removal of specific edges between specific pairs of neurons. For each edge, replicate
simulations are conducted, resulting in multiple dynamic networks corresponding to the initial
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removal of a specific edge. We wish to analyze how dynamic networks evolve, and in particular
whether the associated removed edge significantly impacts subsequent network development.
If clustering reveals that the dynamic networks associated with a particular removed edge are
highly similar to each other but significantly different from those of other edges, it suggests
that this edge is important and has a potentially unique function in this process. Discerning
patterns in network evolution is not restricted to neural networks. Related important infer-
ence questions arise in various domains, including the evolution of distinct subcommunities
in social networks [41], interaction patterns in organizational networks [60], temporal changes
in transportation networks [3], and anomalies in trade networks [50, 16, 12]. In all of these
scenarios, a principled methodology for clustering networks based on evolutionary patterns
would help address key application questions of interest.

Due to the high dimensionality and sparsity common in network data, traditional cluster-
ing methods like k-means [4] are typically ineffective for accurately clustering dynamic net-
works by their distinct patterns of evolution. To address this challenge, we develop a dynamic
network clustering method based on the Euclidean mirrors proposed in [8]. These mirrors
constructed for individual dynamic networks are constructed using spectral decompositions of
observed networks and provide a low-dimensional representation of network evolution. Spec-
tral embedding methods are widely used and have proven effective for multi-sample network
inference; see [34, 30, 6, 22, 29, 42, 3] for recent advancements. In [8], the authors assume
that each node in the network has an associated time-varying low-dimensional latent vector of
feature data, referred to as a latent position process, with the probabilities of the connections
between any two nodes determined by their corresponding vectors, and the time-varying evo-
lution of the latent vectors exhibiting a low-dimensional manifold structure. For a dynamic
network, the differences between the latent position matrices at observed time points are mea-
sured pairwise, and then classical multidimensional scaling (CMDS) [11, 54, 35] is applied to
obtain a configuration in a low-dimensional space that approximately preserves the dissimi-
larity. This results in a curve in low-dimensional Euclidean space that mirrors the evolution
of the network dynamics over time, and is called the mirror of the dynamic network. Given
the observed adjacency matrices of the network time series, the latent position matrices can
be estimated using spectral embeddings [48, 47], with CMDS then providing an estimate of
the mirror. The mirror method captures important features of the network evolution and has
been demonstrated to be effective for visualizing a dynamic network and conducting inference
tasks related to dynamic networks, including changepoint detection [8, 14, 13].

For the problem of clustering evolutionary patterns of multiple dynamic networks, we
consider the case where the differences in the evolution of the clusters can be reflected by the
mirrors, and propose the Dynamic Network Clustering through Mirror Distance (DNCMD).
The configuration obtained by CMDS is centered at the origin but has an inherent issue of
identifiability concerning orthogonal transformations. Therefore, we construct a measure of
the differences between estimated mirrors by solving an orthogonal Procrustes problem [44].
After obtaining the distances between the estimated mirrors of all pairs of dynamic networks,
hierarchical clustering [39, 52] is applied to produce a dendrogram and the clustering of these
associated mirrors based on the computed distances. We consider sufficiently distinct clusters
evidence of distinct evolutionary patterns.

For theoretical analysis, for a dynamic network, the evolution of the latent position matrix
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can be considered deterministic, as is the case when the features of the nodes in a network
follow some predictable time-dependent pattern; it can also be random, as is the case when
the actors in a network have underlying preferences that are subject to random shocks. [8]
considers the latent position matrix to be random and assumes that all its rows, representing
the latent positions of individual nodes, are generated from a stochastic process, and proves
that the mirror of the dynamic network can be consistently estimated. In this paper, we prove
the consistency result for the estimate of the mirror in the case where the latent position
matrix is deterministic, allowing for flexibility in its evolution. Furthermore, for both cases,
deterministic and random latent positions, we provide theoretical guarantees for DNCMD.
We prove that DNCMD achieves exact recovery under mild conditions, where the term exact
recovery means the clusters are correctly recovered with high probability.

The structure of our paper is as follows. In section 2, we introduce the model for multiple
dynamic networks, where the clustering structure can be distinguished by the mirror, and in
this section, we first consider the case where the latent position matrices are deterministic. In
section 3, we propose DNCMD to obtain the clustering result from the adjacency matrices at
observed time points for multiple dynamic networks. In section 4, we first provide the theo-
retical guarantee for DNCMD for deterministic latent positions, and then in subsection 4.1,
we briefly discuss the case where random latent positions are generated from stochastic pro-
cesses, as considered in [8], and we build the model for multiple dynamic networks with a
clustering structure and provide the theoretical guarantee for DNCMD in this scenario as
well. Numerical simulations to demonstrate our theoretical results and show the clustering
performance of DNCMD are presented in section 5. section 6 provides real data experiments
for trade dynamic networks and the analysis of synaptic functions based on the evolution of
brain neural networks. Detailed proofs of all stated results are presented in the supplementary
material.

1.1. Notations. We summarize some notations used in this paper. For any positive in-
teger n, we denote by [n] the set {1, 2, . . . , n}. For two non-negative sequences {an}n≥1 and
{bn}n≥1, we write an ≲ bn (an ≳ bn, resp.) if there exists some constant C > 0 such that
an ≤ Cbn (an ≥ Cbn, resp.) for all n ≥ 1, and we write an ≍ bn if an ≲ bn and an ≳ bn.
The notation an ≪ bn (an ≫ bn, resp.) means that there exists some sufficiently small (large,
resp.) constant C > 0 such that an ≤ Cbn (an ≥ Cbn, resp.). If an/bn stays bounded away
from +∞, we write an = O(bn) and bn = Ω(an), and we use the notation an = Θ(bn) to
indicate that an = O(bn) and an = Ω(bn). If an/bn → 0, we write an = o(bn) and bn = ω(an).
We say a sequence of events An holds with high probability if for any c > 0 there exists a
finite constant n0 depending only on c such that P(An) ≥ 1 − n−c for all n ≥ n0. We write
an = Op(bn) (resp. an = op(bn)) to denote that an = O(bn) (resp. an = o(bn)) holds with
high probability. We denote by Od the set of d× d orthogonal matrices. Given a matrix M,
we denote its spectral, Frobenius, infinity norms, and the maximum entry (in modulus) by
∥M∥, ∥M∥F , ∥M∥∞, and ∥M∥max, respectively.

2. Model. In this section, we introduce our model for multiple dynamic networks with

a clustering structure. Suppose we have total m dynamic networks {G(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ] of n

common vertices for T time points. We build the model for multiple dynamic networks
on the framework for the single dynamic network detailed in [8]. Based on Random Dot
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Product Graph (RDPG), for each dynamic network i ∈ [m], each vertex s ∈ [n] at time
t ∈ [T ] is associated with a latent position in Rd, and edges between any two vertices arise
independently with connection probability equal to the inner product of their respective latent

position vectors. Therefore given latent position matrices {X(i)
t ∈ Rn×d}i∈[m],t∈[T ], we have

G
(i)
t ∼ RDPG(X

(i)
t ) for all i ∈ [m], t ∈ [T ].

Definition 2.1 (Random dot product graph [7]). We say that the undirected random graph
G with adjacency matrix A ∈ Rn×n is a random dot product graph with latent position matrix
X = [x1, . . . ,xn]

⊤ ∈ Rn×d where each xs denotes the latent position for vertex s satisfying
⟨xs,xt⟩ = x⊤

s xt ∈ [0, 1] for all s, t ∈ [n], and write G ∼ RDPG(X), if

P[A|X] =
∏
s<t

⟨xs,xt⟩As,t · (1− ⟨xs,xt⟩)1−As,t .

We call P = XX⊤ the connection probability matrix. In this case, each As,t is marginally
distributed as Bernoulli(Ps,t) where Ps,t = ⟨xs,xt⟩.

RDPGs are a special case of latent position graphs or graphons [25, 17, 37]. In the general
latent position graph model, each vertex s is associated with a latent or unobserved vector
xs ∈ X where X is some latent space such as Rd, and given the collection of latent vectors
{xs}, the edges are conditionally independent Bernoulli random variables with probability
Ps,t = κ(xs,xt) for some kernel function κ : X × X → [0, 1]. For RDPGs, κ is the inner
product.

Remark 2.2 (Orthogonal nonidentifiability in RDPGs). Note that if X ∈ Rn×d is a latent
position matrix, then for any W ∈ Od, X and XW give rise to RDPGs with the same prob-
ability matrix P = XX⊤ = (XW)(XW)⊤. Thus, the RDPG model has a nonidentifiability
up to orthogonal transformation.

We first consider latent position matrices {X(i)
t } as fixed to construct the model for sim-

plicity and flexibility. We are also interested in the setting with randomly generated {X(i)
t }

as described in [8]. For example, the latent position of each vertex can be generated from

a random process [13]. The model and theoretical results extended for random {X(i)
t } are

discussed in subsection 4.1.
The key idea of [8] is to find a Euclidean analogue, called a mirror, which is a finite-

dimensional curve that retains important signal of the evolution patterns in dynamic networks.
More specifically, a mirror of a dynamic network of RDPG model with latent position matrix
{Xt}t is a dynamic vector {mt}t in a low-dimensional space, and the mirror keeps the overall
trend of the dynamic network with that for any time points t1 and t2, the distance between
mt1 and mt2 in the low-dimensional space is close to the “distance” between Xt1 and Xt2 .

With the above idea, for each dynamic network i for T time points, we formally con-
struct the distance matrix D(i) ∈ RT×T to capture the change of latent position matri-
ces across the T time points, and have the corresponding mirror in r-dimensional space

M(i) = [m
(i)
1 , . . . ,m

(i)
T ]⊤ ∈ RT×r as following.

For each fixed i ∈ [m], consider the dynamic network {G(i)
t }t∈[T ] of n vertices for T time

points and G
(i)
t ∼ RDPG(X

(i)
t ) for all t ∈ [T ]. Considering the orthogonal nonidentifiability
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of RDPGs as mentioned in Remark 2.2, for any pair of time points t1 and t2 in [T ], we define

a distance to measure the dissimilarity between the two latent position matrices X
(i)
t1

and X
(i)
t2

as

(2.1) D
(i)
t1,t2

:=
1√
n

min
O∈Od

∥X(i)
t1
O−X

(i)
t2
∥F ,

where n−1/2 is used to compute the dissimilarity for the row/vertex average. We then obtain
the distance matrix D(i) ∈ RT×T .

Then we find the configuration in a low-dimensional space to approximately preserve

the dissimilarity across {X(i)
t } based on the distance matrix D(i). That is, we seek M(i) =

[m
(i)
1 , . . . ,m

(i)
T ]⊤ ∈ RT×r where the rows {m(i)

t }t∈[T ] represent coordinates of points in Rr for
some integer r ≥ 1 such that their pairwise distances are “as close as possible” to the distances
given by D(i), i.e.

∥m(i)
t1

−m
(i)
t2
∥ ≈ D

(i)
t1,t2

for all t1, t2 ∈ [T ]. Such low-rank configuration can be derived by classical multidimensional
scaling (CMDS) [11, 54, 35] using the rank r eigendecomposition of a matrix B(i), which is
obtained from D(i) by double centering.

Definition 2.3 (CMDS embedding to dimension r). Given a distance matrix D ∈ RT×T and
an embedding dimension r. We first apply double centering to compute

B := −1

2
JD◦2J,

where D◦2 is D matrix entry-wise squared, and J := I− 11⊤

T is the centering matrix. Then the

CMDS embedding to dimension r is M = UΛ1/2, where U ∈ RT×r and the diagonal matrix
Λ(i) ∈ Rr×r contains the r leading eigenvectors and eigenvalues of B, respectively.

Remark 2.4 (Orthogonal nonidentifiability in CMDS embeddings). Note that the resulting
configuration M obtained by CMDS centers all points {mt}t∈[T ] around the origin, resulting
in an inherent issue of identifiability: M is unique only up to an orthogonal transformation.

For the multiple dynamic networks clustering problem of interest, we suppose the total
m dynamic networks belong to K cluster, and denote their cluster labels by {Yi}i∈[m] where
each label Yi ∈ [K]. For the dynamic networks in the same cluster, we suppose they share
the same distance matrix, i.e. for any i, j ∈ [m] such that Yi = Yj we have D(i) = D(j), which
means that they have similar change patterns of latent positions of the vertices across the time
points. A special case is that the two dynamic networks share all the probability matrices
across the time points and Theorem 2.5 shows that in this case the distance matrices for the
latent positions are always identical. Notice that our model is flexible to describe situations
as long as the latent positions of the vertices exhibit similar patterns of variation across the
time points, and the case in Theorem 2.5 is just a special case.

Theorem 2.5. If two dynamic networks i, j ∈ [m] share the same probability matrices, i.e.

P
(i)
t = P

(j)
t for all t ∈ [T ], they then have the same distance matrix D(i) = D(j).
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As we mentioned in Remark 2.4, the mirror is unique only up to an orthogonal transfor-
mation. We have Theorem 2.6 to describe the relationship between the mirrors of dynamic
networks in the same clusters with the same distance matrix.

Theorem 2.6. If two dynamic networks i, j ∈ [m] have the same distance matrix D(i) =
D(j), and we further suppose λr(B

(i)) > λr+1(B
(i)), then their mirror matrices in Rr are the

same up to an r × r orthogonal matrix, i.e. there exists W
(i,j)
M ∈ Or such that M(i)W

(i,j)
M =

M(j).

Theorem 2.6 shows that in the same cluster, the dynamic networks have the same mirror
up to orthogonal matrices. On the other hand, since CMDS, as a dimensionality reduction
method, inevitably compresses some signals, it is theoretically possible to have the same mirror
from different distance matrices. We are more interested in the situation where mirrors can
differentiate between the evolution patterns corresponding to different clusters. We suppose
there exists a distinct parameter c > 0 such that for any two dynamic networks i, j ∈ [m] with
Yi ̸= Yj , we have

(2.2)
1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F ≥ c.

3. Algorithm. Our algorithm for clustering the evolution patterns of dynamic networks
is based on the dissimilarities between mirrors. To measure the dissimilarity of mirrors for
these m dynamic networks, for any pair i, j ∈ [m], we define the distance between two mirrors
M(i) and M(j) as

D⋆
i,j =

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F ,

and then obtain the pairwise mirror distance matrix D⋆ ∈ Rm×m. By Theorem 2.6 and
Eq. (2.2), D⋆ exhibits a distinct block structure corresponding to the cluster assignments, i.e.,

(3.1) D⋆
i,j

{
= 0 if Yi = Yj ,

≥ c if Yi ̸= Yj

for some c > 0.
From the observed dynamic adjacency matrices {A(i)

t }i∈[m],t∈[T ], we can get an estimate

of D⋆, and this estimate D̂⋆ also has the similar block structure. Then the hierarchical
clustering algorithm [39, 52] can be applied to the distance matrix D̂⋆ to restore the clusters of
dynamic networks. To obtain the estimated pairwise mirror distance matrix D̂⋆ from observed

{A(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ], we first compute the consistent estimates for the underlying unknown latent

position matrices {X(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ] by the rank-d eigendecomposition of the adjacency matrices

[48, 47]. More specifically, each X̂
(i)
t is the adjacency spectral embedding obtained from its

respective adjacency matrix A
(i)
t .

Definition 3.1 (Adjacency spectral embedding). Given an observed adjacency matrix A ∈
Rn×n, we define the adjacency spectral embedding with dimension d as X̂ = Û|Λ̂|1/2, where
Λ̂ ∈ Rd×d is the diagonal matrix containing the d largest eigenvalues of A and the columns of
Û ∈ Rn×d are the corresponding eigenvectors. X̂ is the estimated latent position matrix.
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Based on the estimated latent position matrices {X̂(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ], with the similar proce-

dure to have D⋆ based on {X(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ], the estimated pairwise mirror distance matrix D̂⋆

is obtained. See Algorithm 3.1 for details.

Algorithm 3.1 Dynamic Network Clustering through Mirror Distance (DNCMD)

Input: m dynamic networks for T time points {A(i)
t ∈ Rn×n}i∈[m],t∈[T ]; an embedding di-

mension d for networks; a dimension r for mirror/low-rank configuration for the distance
matrices; a cluster number K.

Step 1 Constructing the mirror for each dynamic network i ∈ [m]:

1. For each time point t ∈ [T ], compute estimated vertex latent position matrix X̂
(i)
t =

Û
(i)
t |Λ̂(i)

t |1/2 ∈ Rn×d, where the diagonal matrix Λ̂
(i)
t ∈ Rd×d contains the d leading

eigenvalues of A
(i)
t and Û

(i)
t ∈ Rn×d contains the corresponding eigenvectors;

2. Construct the estimated distance matrix D̂(i) ∈ RT×T for the T time points with

entries D̂
(i)
t1,t2

= 1√
n
minO∈Od

∥X̂(i)
t1
O− X̂

(i)
t2
∥F for all t1, t2 ∈ [T ].

3. Apply CMDS to compute the estimated mirror matrix M̂(i) ∈ RT×r based on D̂(i).

Step 2 Clustering dynamic networks according to pairwise mirror distance:

1. Construct the estimated pairwise mirror distance matrix D̂⋆ ∈ Rm×m for the m
dynamic networks with D̂⋆

i,j =
1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M̂(i)O− M̂(j)∥F for all i, j ∈ [m].

2. Apply hierarchical clustering algorithm to D̂⋆ with cluster number K to obtain
estimated cluster labels {Ŷi}i∈[M ].

Output: The estimated cluster labels {Ŷi}i∈[M ].

In practice, we can choose the dimensions d and r by looking at the eigenvalues of {A(i)
t }

and {D(i)}. A ubiquitous and principled method is to examine the so-called scree plot and look
for “elbow” and “knees” defining the cut-off between the top (signal) d or r dimensions and
the noise dimensions. [59] provides an automatic dimensionality selection procedure to look
for the “elbow” by maximizing a profile likelihood function. [23] suggests another universal
approach to rank inference via residual subsampling for estimating the rank. We can also the
determine by eigenvalue ratio test [5] or by empirical distribution of eigenvalues [40]. Note
that the hierarchical clustering algorithm does not require a predefined number of clusters
and can provide a dendrogram, a tree-like chart that illustrates the sequences of merges or
splits of clusters. When two clusters are merged, the dendrogram connects them with a line,
and the height of the connection represents the distance between those clusters. The optimal
number of clusters K can be chosen based on hierarchical structure of the dendrogram, and
then be used to obtain clustering result {Ŷi}.

Note that Algorithm 3.1 is inherently a distributed algorithm and can benefit from the

advantages of distributed algorithms [20, 24, 15]. The network {A(i)
t } can be stored on separate

local machines. Each local node can perform Step 1 in Algorithm 3.1 to obtain the n ×
d estimated latent position matrix X̂

(i)
t and send it to a central node. The central node

collects {X̂(i)} and then proceeds with the subsequent steps. With this distributed procedure,
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the central node does not need the capability to store enormous amounts of data, which
is especially important considering that real-world networks may contain a vast number of
vertices. And between nodes, only relatively small-scale matrices need to be transferred
instead of the raw data, so that the communication cost has been significantly reduced, and
the privacy of the raw information has been protected.

4. Theoretical Results. We now investigate the theoretical properties of our proposed
clustering algorithm for m dynamic networks {G(i)}i∈[m],t∈[T ], each with n common vertices
over T time points and cluster structures as described in section 2. Our main result, presented
in Theorem 4.3, establishes the error rate of the estimated pairwise mirror distance matrix
D̂⋆, demonstrating that D̂⋆ closely resembles D⋆ and thus also captures the block structure
corresponding to the clustering assignments, thereby validating the effectiveness of DNCMD.
Theorem 4.3 is derived based on the estimation error results for the estimated distance matrix
D̂(i) and the corresponding estimated mirror matrix M̂(i) in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2
for each dynamic network i ∈ [m].

Theorem 4.1. For a fixed i ∈ [m], consider a dynamic network {G(i)
t }t∈[T ] as defined in

section 2. Suppose that 1) nρn ≫ log n, where ρn ∈ (0, 1] is a sparsity factor depending on n

such that for each i ∈ [m] and each t ∈ [T ], ∥P(i)
t ∥ = Θ(nρn); 2) {P(i)

t } have bounded condition

number, i.e. there exists a finite constant M > 0 such that maxi∈[m],t∈[T ]
λ1(P

(i)
t )

λd(P
(i)
t )

≤ M, where

λ1(P
(i)
t ) (resp. λd(P

(i)
t )) denotes the largest (resp. smallest) eigenvalue of P

(i)
t . We then have

∥D̂(i) −D(i)∥max ≲ n−1/2

with high probability.

Condition (1) in the statement of Theorem 4.1 is on the sparsity of the graph. We can

interpret nρn as the growth rate for the average degrees of the graphs {A(i)
t } generated from

{P(i)
t }, and Condition (1) requires that the graphs are not too sparse. Condition (2) pertains

to the homogeneity of P(i) and, consequently, also to the homogeneity of the latent positions.
This condition can be relaxed; the bound M does not necessarily have to be constant and
can depend on n. In this case, the error bound for D̂(i) will involve M . We further establish
results for the estimated mirror matrix M̂(i), based on Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.1 and further suppose that λr(B
(i)) =

ω(Tn−1(nρn)
1/2) and λr+1(B

(i)) = O(Tn−1(nρn)
1/2). We then have

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O−M(i)∥F ≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2λ
1/2
1 (B(i))

nλr(B(i))

(
1 +

T (nρn)
1/2λ

1/2
1 (B(i))

nλ
3/2
r (B(i))

)
with high probability. If we further assume B(i) has bounded condition number, i.e. there

exists a finite constant M ′ > 0 such that λ1(B(i))

λr(B(i))
≤ M ′, we then have

(4.1)
1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O−M(i)∥F ≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

with high probability.
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The condition about the eigenvalues of the doubly centered distance matrix B(i) in The-
orem 4.2 implies that its largest r eigenvalues and their corresponding eigenvectors contain
the primary signal. This further indicates that the r-dimensional configuration of these latent
position matrices preserves the primary signal.

We then analyze the error of the estimated pairwise mirror distance matrix D̂⋆ in Theo-
rem 4.3 and the resulting clustering performance based on its structure. Theorem 4.3 shows
that the clustering result of DNCMD achieves exact recovery and provides a lower bound for
the distinct parameter c. Here we use the terminology exact recovery when the partition is
recovered correctly with high probability.

Theorem 4.3. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.2 for all i ∈ [m]. We suppose that there
exists a parameter λ such that λr(B

(i)) ≍ λ for all i ∈ [m]. We then have

∥D̂⋆ −D⋆∥max ≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

nλ1/2

with high probability. We further suppose that the distinct parameter c > 0 defined in Eq. (2.2),

which distinguishes the mirrors for different clusters, satisfies c = ω(T
1/2(nρn)1/2

nλ1/2 ). We then
have

(4.2) D̂⋆
i,j

{
< c/2 if Yi = Yj ,

> c/2 if Yi ̸= Yj

with high probability, and hierarchical clustering for D̂⋆ achieves exact recovery.

The error bounds in Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3 depend on the eigenvalues of {B(i)},
and the scales of {B(i)} may increase with T as {B(i)} are of size T × T . Actually the
relationship λr(B

(i)) ≍ Tρnρ̃ can be derived under a general case as described in following
Proposition 4.4. Recall that ρn is the parameter indicating the sparsity of the networks or
the magnitude of the latent positions, and here we further use a parameter ρ̃ to describe the
magnitude of D(i) or the change of latent positions across time points.

Proposition 4.4 and the subsequent Proposition 4.5 discuss a general case, providing an
intuitive understanding of the conditions under which M̂(i) converges to the true M(i), D̂⋆

converges to the true D⋆, and the requirements for DNCMD to achieve exact recovery.

Proposition 4.4. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.2. Notice ∥X(i)
t ∥2F ≍ nρn, and we fur-

ther suppose there exists a factor ρ̃ > 0 to describe the magnitude of the change of {X(i)
t }t∈[T ]

such that minO∈Od
∥X(i)

t1
O −X

(i)
t2
∥2F ≍ nρnρ̃ for t1 ̸= t2. We then have λr(B

(i)) ≍ Tρnρ̃ and
thus

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O−M(i)∥F ≲
1

(nρ̃)1/2

with high probability. We also have 1√
T
∥M(i)∥F ≍ (ρnρ̃)

1/2. Then, under the assumptions

nρnρ̃
2 = ω(1) and T = O(nℓ) for some ℓ > 0, there exists W

(i)
M ∈ Or such that

M̂(i)W
(i)
M

w.h.p.−−−→ M(i)

as n → ∞, where
w.h.p.−−−→ denotes convergence with high probability.
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In Proposition 4.4 we suppose minO∈Od
∥X(i)

t1
O−X

(i)
t2
∥2F ≍ nρnρ̃ for all pairs t1 ̸= t2 just

for ease of exposition. The proof can be adapted to allow minO∈Od
∥X(i)

t1
O −X

(i)
t2
∥2F = 0 for

a certain percentage of pairs, thereby handling the more general case.
Proposition 4.4 shows that the estimated mirror M̂(i) converges to the true mirror M(i)

with high probability when the average degree of graphs nρn or the change magnitude ρ̃ is
large enough, i.e., (nρn)ρ̃

2 = ω(1), and the number of time points does not grow too fast,
i.e. there exists ℓ > 0 such that T = O(nℓ). The discussion in Proposition 4.4 intuitively
demonstrates under which conditions our estimator of the mirror matrix is asymptotically
convergent.

Proposition 4.5. Consider the setting of Proposition 4.4 for all i ∈ [m]. We then have

∥D̂⋆ −D⋆∥max ≲
1

(nρ̃)1/2

with high probability. We further suppose the distinct parameter c satisfies c = ω((nρ̃)−1/2).
Then Eq. (4.2) for D̂⋆ holds, and hierarchical clustering for D̂⋆ achieves exact recovery.

Proposition 4.5 shows the exact recovery of DNCMD requires c = ω((nρ̃)−1/2). Recall that
in this setting, for individual mirror matrices, we obtain 1√

T
∥M(i)∥F ≍ (ρnρ̃)

1/2, and for pairs

of mirrors from two different clusters with Yi ̸= Yj , we have
1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F ≥ c.

It follows that, the block structure of D̂⋆ in Eq. (4.2) and the resulting exact recovery of
DNCMD require that the ratio of the dissimilarity between clusters to the strength of mirrors
satisfies

1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F

1√
T
∥M(i)∥F

≳
c

(ρnρ̃)1/2
= ω((nρn)

−1/2ρ̃−1).

It means a larger average degree of graphs nρn or a larger change magnitude ρ̃ allows smaller
relative dissimilarity between clusters.

Remark 4.6. In the discussion about Proposition 4.5, we do not see that a larger number
of time points is beneficial to the error rate. The same phenomenon also appears in Proposi-
tion 4.4 for the estimation error for mirrors. It does not mean that we do not need to collect
the dynamic networks for more time points. Too inadequate data collection can result in a
loss of capture of signals. We consider the example in (a) of Figure 1. If we just collect the
data for time points 1, 2, . . . , 5, the difference between dynamic network 1 and 2 cannot be
captured. Adequate data collection is necessary for detecting discrepancies between dynamic
networks, i.e. a large enough T is necessary for accurate 1√

T
minO∈Or ∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F . On

the other side, if T is large enough to sufficiently detect the discrepancies between dynamic
networks, by the theoretical analysis, we do not need to collect too much data. The example
in (b) of Figure 1 is periodic and the data for one cycle can contain enough signals.

4.1. Theoretical results for random latent positions. The model in section 2 and the

analysis in section 4 are for deterministic latent positions {X(i)
t }. Actually, the theoretical

guarantees can also be provided for a case where {X(i)
t } are randomly generated from latent

position stochastic processes as described in [8].
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(a) (b)

Figure 1. Examples for different dynamic networks

In particular, for a dynamic network {Gt}t generated from RDPG models with a dynamic
latent position matrix {Xt}t, for each vertex s ∈ [n], the sth row of {Xt}t is the corresponding
dynamic latent position of this vertex. Suppose the latent positions for all vertices are i.i.d.
samples of a multivariate stochastic process X defined on a probability space (Ω,F , P ); we
refer to this as a latent position stochastic process. For a particular sample point ω ∈ Ω,
X(t, ω) ∈ Rd is the realization of the associated latent position for this vertex at time t. On
the one hand, for a fixed ω, {X(t, ω)}t is the realized trajectory of a d-dimensional stochastic
process. On the other hand, for a given time t, {X(t, ω)}ω∈Ω represents all possible latent
positions at this time. In order for the inner product to be a well-defined link function, we
require that the distribution of X(t, ·) follows an inner-product distribution for all t. For
notational simplicity, we will use X(t, ·) and Xt interchangeably.

Definition 4.7 (Inner product distribution). Let F be a probability distribution on Rd. We
say that F is a inner product distribution, if x⊤x′ ∈ [0, 1] for all x,x′ ∈ supp(F ).

For multiple dynamic networks {G(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ], we denote the corresponding latent po-

sition stochastic processes by {X(i)}. For each fixed i ∈ [m], as in the case of deterministic

latent positions, we define the distance between any two latent position matrices X
(i)
t1

and X
(i)
t2

in Eq. (2.1) for different time points, here we also define a distance to quantify the difference
between two latent position distributions Xt1 and Xt2 . For any pair of time points t1 and t2

in [T ], we define a distance between the two latent position distributions X
(i)
t1

and X
(i)
t2

as

(4.3) D̆
(i)
t1,t2

:= min
O∈Od

∥E[(OX
(i)
t1

−X
(i)
t2
)(OX

(i)
t1

−X
(i)
t2
)⊤]∥1/2,

and therefore we obtain the distance matrix D̆(i) ∈ RT×T . In this case, to measure the sparsity

of networks or the magnitude of latent position matrices, we define P̆
(i)
t := E[X(i)

t X
(i)⊤
t ], and

suppose that P̆
(i)
t has rank d and ∥P̆(i)

t ∥ ≍ ρ̆n, where ρ̆n is a sparsity factor. Based on
the distance matrix D̆(i), we have the associated mirror matrix M̆(i), which is the CMDS
embedding to dimension r obtained from the distance matrix D̆(i) with the corresponding
doubly centered matrix B̆(i) := −1

2J((D̆
(i))◦2)J⊤.

For the multiple dynamic networks clustering problem of interest, them dynamic networks
are divided into K clusters with cluster labels {Yi}i∈[m]. We suppose the dynamic networks in
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the same cluster generated from the same latent position stochastic process. That is, for any
i, j ∈ [m] such that Yi = Yj , X

(i) and X(j) follow the same distribution. Then with Eq. (4.3)

we have D̆(i) = D̆(j), and further according to Theorem 2.6, if λr(B̆
(i)) > λr+1(B̆

(i)), the
mirrors M̆(i) and M̆(j) are the same up to an r × r orthogonal matrix. Recall that we are
more interested in the situation where mirrors of different clusters can be distinguished. We
suppose there exists a distinct parameter c̆ > 0 such that for any two dynamic networks
i, j ∈ [m] with Yi ̸= Yj , we have 1√

T
minO∈Or ∥M̆(i)O − M̆(j)∥F ≥ c̆. We define the distance

between mirrors as D̆⋆
i,j =

1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M̆(i)O− M̆(j)∥F , and then have the pairwise mirror

distance matrix D̆⋆ with the clear block structure as shown in Eq. (3.1).
We now analyze the theoretical results of DNCMD under this model with randomly gen-

erated latent positions. The error bounds for M̂(i) and D̂⋆ as the estimates of M̆(i) and D̆⋆ is
given in Theorem 4.8 and Theorem 4.9, respectively. We want to emphasize that, under the
assumption that for each dynamic network, the latent positions of all vertices are i.i.d. sam-
ples of a stochastic process, it is natural to allow different dynamic networks to have different
numbers of vertices. Specifically, we can suppose dynamic network i has ni vertices for all
i ∈ [m], and Algorithm 3.1 can be extended to such a scenario. For the following theoretical
results, we let n = mini∈[m]{ni}.

Theorem 4.8. Consider a dynamic network {G(i)
t }t∈[T ] for a fixed i ∈ [m] as defined in sub-

section 4.1. We suppose that λr(B̆
(i)) = ω(Tn−1(nρ̆n)

1/2 log n) and λr+1(B̆
(i)) = O(Tn−1(nρ̆n)

1/2 log n).
We then have

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O−M(i)∥F ≲
T 1/2(nρ̆n)

1/2(log n)λ
1/2
1 (B̆(i))

nλr(B̆(i))

(
1+

T (nρ̆n)
1/2(log n)λ

1/2
1 (B̆(i))

nλ
3/2
r (B̆(i))

)
with high probability. If we further assume B̆(i) has bounded condition number, i.e. there

exists a finite constant M̆ ′ > 0 such that λ1(B̆(i))

λr(B̆(i))
≤ M̆ ′, we then have

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O− M̆(i)∥F ≲
T 1/2(nρ̆n)

1/2 log n

nλ
1/2
r (B̆(i))

with high probability.

Theorem 4.9. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.8. We suppose there exists a parameter

λ̆ such that λr(B̆
(i)) ≍ λ̆ for all i ∈ [m]. We then have ∥D̂⋆ − D̆⋆∥max ≲ T 1/2(nρ̆n)1/2 logn

nλ̆1/2
with

high probability. We further suppose the distinct parameter c̆ satisfies

c̆ = ω

(
T 1/2(nρ̆n)

1/2 log n

nλ̆1/2

)
.

Then Eq. (4.2) for D̂⋆ holds, and hierarchical clustering for D̂⋆ achieves exact recovery.

Recall that we suppose ∥E[X(i)
t X

(i)⊤
t ]∥ ≍ ρ̆n with some sparsity parameter ρ̆. If we further

suppose there exists a factor ˘̃ρ > 0 to describe the magnitude of the change of {X(i)
t }t∈[T ] such

that minO∈Od
∥E[(OX

(i)
t1

−X
(i)
t2
)(OX

(i)
t1

−X
(i)
t2
)⊤]∥ ≍ ρ̆n ˘̃ρ for t1 ̸= t2, the similar analysis as

Proposition 4.4 and Proposition 4.5 can be derived.
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5. Simulation Results. In this section, we perform numerical experiments to demonstrate
the theoretical results from section 4 in subsection 5.1, and show the clustering performance
of DNCMD in subsection 5.2.

5.1. Error in mirror estimate. We demonstrate the theoretical results for the estimated
mirror in Theorem 4.2 with numerical simulation. Theorem 4.2 states a result for any fixed
dynamic network i ∈ [m]. For ease of exposition, in this section we will fix a value of i ∈ [m]
and thereby drop the index i from our matrices. We generate the true latent positions {Xt}
with the following random walk process. Recall that the true latent position of vertex s ∈ [n]
in time point t ∈ [T ] is the sth row of Xt. Let d = 1 and denote the track of the latent
position of vertex s ∈ [n] as {X<s>

t ∈ R}t∈[T ]. Let c̃ ≥ 0, δT > 0 be two constants satisfying
c̃ + δTT ≤ 1. For a fixed p ∈ (0, 1), for all s ∈ [n], we generate {X<s>

t ∈ R}t∈[T ] as follows
independently.

(5.1) X<s>
0 = c̃, and for t ∈ [T ], X<s>

t =

{
X<s>

t−1 + δT with probability p,

X<s>
t−1 with probability 1− p.

When we set δT = (1 − c̃)/T , an observation is that, the dynamic network with the latent
positions generated from this model has B with λ1(B) ≍ T and λk(B) ≲ 1 for k = 2, . . . , T ;
see [13] for more details, and then we know r = 1. We demonstrate the error rate of M̂ in The-
orem 4.2 under this setting. More specifically, we fix c̃ = 0.1, p = 0.4, and either fix n = 100
and vary T ∈ {20, 30, 40, 50, 70, 100} or fix T = 10 and vary n ∈ {50, 100, 200, 400, 800}.
The estimation error of M̂ is evaluated using 1√

T
minO∈Or ∥M̂O−M∥F , and the results are

summarized in Figure 2. For this setting, according to Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.4, if
we only vary T , we have 1√

T
minO∈Or ∥M̂O − M∥F ≲ 1, and if we only vary n, we have

1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M̂O−M∥F ≲ n−1/2. We see the changes of 1√

T
minO∈Or ∥M̂O−M∥F in Fig-

ure 2 comply with the theoretical error rates obtained from Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.4.

Figure 2. Empirical estimate rates for 1√
T
minO∈Or ∥M̂O − M∥F as T or n changes. Left panel: vary

T ∈ {20, 30, 40, 50, 70, 100} while fixing n = 100. Right panel: vary n ∈ {50, 100, 200, 400, 800} while fixing
T = 10. The results are averaged over 100 independent Monte Carlo replicates.

5.2. Clustering performance. We perform a numerical experiment to show the clustering
performance of DNCMD. We consider K = 2 clusters of the dynamic networks generated with
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Eq. (5.1). These two clusters each have 20 dynamic networks, and thus we need to cluster
m = 2 × 20 = 40 dynamic networks. For the dynamic networks, we fix the number of time
points T = 50, and the middle time point t = 25 is a change point of the probability of
random walk p. More specifically, for cluster 1, we set p = 0.45 for t = 1, . . . , 25 and set
p = 0.55 for t = 26, . . . , 50. And for cluster 2, we set p = 0.55 for t = 1, . . . , 25 and set
p = 0.45 for t = 26, . . . , 50. According to Theorem 4.3, Proposition 4.5, and Theorem 4.9, we
know DNCMD achieves exact recovery, and it means that for n large enough DNCMD can
recover the true clusters with high probability. We vary n ∈ {20, 30, 40, 80, 120, 200} to see
the clustering performance of DNCMD.

To measure the clustering accuracy, we compute the adjusted rank index (ARI) for the
similarity between the estimated cluster labels and the true labels. The higher the ARI value,
the closer the empirical clustering result and the true label assignment are to each other. ARI
ranges from −1 to 1, where 1 indicates perfect agreement between the empirical clustering
result and the true label assignment, and 0 indicates a random agreement. Since there is
no existing clustering algorithm specifically designed for such dynamic network clustering
problems, we compare the results of DNCMD with those of the classical clustering algorithm,
k-means. More specifically, we consider using k-means to directly cluster the original adjacency
matrices {A(i)}, or using k-means to cluster the estimated low-rank latent position matrices
{X̂(i)}. We run 100 independent Monte Carlo replicates and summarize the result in Figure 3.
Figure 3 shows that, when n is large enough (in this example, n only needs to exceed about
100), DNCMD always has the ARI very close to 1 and can recover the true clusters perfectly.
And the k-means algorithm applied to the original adjacency matrices or the latent position
matrices is not very effective and stable for this problem.

Figure 3. Sample means and 90% empirical confidence intervals of adjusted Rand index for DNCMD and
the k-means algorithm based on 100 independent Monte Carlo replicates. We tune n ∈ {20, 30, 40, 80, 120, 200}.
Other detailed settings can be found in subsection 5.2.

6. Real Data Experiments. In this section, we cluster the trade dynamic networks to
analyze the similarities and differences in trade evolution across different food products in
subsection 6.1, and demonstrate the use of DNCMD on Drosophila larval connectome data to
analyze edge functions in subsection 6.2.
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6.1. Trade dynamic networks. We use the trade dynamic networks between countries for
different food and agriculture products during the year from 2005 to 2022. The data is collected
by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and is available at https://
www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/TM. We construct a collection of dynamic networks for T =
2022− 2005 + 1 = 18 time points, one dynamic network for each food or agriculture product,
where vertices represent countries and edges in each network represent trade relationships
between countries. For each product i and each time point t, we obtain the adjacency matrix

A
(i)
t by (1) we set (A

(i)
t )r,s = (A

(i)
t )s,r = 1 if there is product i trade between countries r

and s; (2) we ignore the links between countries r and s in A
(i)
t if their total trade amount

for the product i at the time point t is less than two hundred thousands US dollars; (3)

finally we extract the intersection of the largest connected components of {A(i)
t } to get the

networks for the common involved countries. The resulting adjacency matrices {A(i)
t }i∈[m],t∈[T ]

corresponding to m = 18 dynamic networks for T = 18 time points on a set of n = 58 vertices.
To analyze the relationships between trade patterns of these m = 18 products, we apply

Algorithm 3.1 to obtain the hierarchical clustering result for the m = 18 dynamic networks
with the embedding dimensions d and r chosen to be 2. The left panel of Figure 4 presents the
dendrogram of the hierarchical clustering result and we use CMDS to visualize the distance
relationships between products in D⋆; see the right panel of Figure 4. From Figure 4 we see
there is a high degree of correlation between the trade pattern relationships and the types

(a) Hierarchical clustering result (b) Embeddings based on D⋆

Figure 4. Clustering results for product trading patterns

https://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/TM
https://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/TM
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of products. More specifically, beer and spirits both are alcoholic beverages produced from
grain-based materials with similar consumer bases, and they show very similar trade patterns
in the figure. Crude organic material n.e.c. and food preparations n.e.c. both have a certain
ambiguity in their classification, and their trade trends are also be more challenging to match
with other clearly classified products. Except the above four products, there appears to be
two main clusters formed by raw/unprocessed products (top cluster) and processed products
(bottom cluster), and it suggests discernable differences in the trading patterns for these types
of products.

6.2. Drosophila larval connectome data. The complete synaptic-resolution connectome
of the Drosophila larval brain was recently completed [55], enabling the generation of bio-
logically realistic models of its neural circuit based on known anatomical connectivity [19].
Training such realistic models in simulations provides significant computational power and
flexibility, enabling us to study and enhance our understanding of how real animal brains
operate. This approach has been applied in recent papers [1] to investigate the operational
mechanisms of the Drosophila larval brain.

The connectivity-constrained model proposed in [19, 28] can be used to generate a re-
current network of the larval mushroom body with feedback neurons, where the connectome
can be constrained, and in this process, a series of stimuli can be delivered to the network;
see [19, 28] for more details. Therefore, by analyzing the dynamic networks generated by
this model after the removal of particular edges between neurons, we can indirectly study the
function of these edges.

In this experiment, we consider the process of learning a new association between a con-
ditioned stimulus (CS) (for example, an odor) and rewards or punishments (unconditioned
stimuli, US), which serve as reinforcement. We simulate the activity of the dynamic neuron
network for a total of T = 160 time points, and at t = 16, a random odor is delivered to the
neurons in the mushroom body (CS1), followed by a reward delivered at t = 20. We set all
stimuli to last for 3 time points. After this initial CS of odor with the reward, the odor is
also delivered again without the reward at t = 80 (CS2) and t = 140 (CS3). The association
may be weakened by exposure to the same CS without reinforcement during CS2, so we may
observe a decrease in network attraction from CS2 to CS3. Here, we define network attraction
as the ratio of the strength of activity in neurons responsible for attraction to the strength
of activity in neurons responsible for aversion. Thus, this process includes the learning of the
association and its extinction. A schematic of this process can be seen in Figure 5.

We study the edges that may have a significant and specific impact on the aforementioned
process. We consider 13 edges that may have an impact. To study their specific impacts,
for each one removed, we generate the corresponding dynamic network of neurons for the
aforementioned process using the connectivity-constrained model. For removal of each single
edge, we obtain 11 replications using different randomization seeds, resulting in a total of
m = 13×11 = 143 dynamic networks, where each network has n = 140 nodes. We can expect
that if most replicates resulting from the removal of a particular edge are highly similar to
each other and distinctly different from the dynamic networks generated by removing other
edges, forming a distinct cluster, it would indicate that this edge plays a critical role in the
process of building associations and has a highly specific impact.
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Figure 5. Schematic of the process including the learning of a association and its extinction.

We applied the DNCMD algorithm to obtain the dendrogram shown in Figure 6, with the
embedding dimension for vertex latent positions set to d = 5 and the dimension for mirror
set to r = 3. In Figure 6, we can clearly see that most of the dynamic networks resulting
from the removal of edge 6 form a distinct cluster, indicating that edge 6 plays a critical and
unique role in this process.

Figure 6. Dendrogram of dynamic networks of neurons for the removal of each single edge, obtained using
the DNCMD algorithm. The labels represent the index of the removed edge (from 1 to 13) and are shown in
different colors, as indicated in the legend on the right, and for each removed edge we have 11 replicates.

Based on the dendrogram in Figure 6, we develop a numerical measure to quantify the
degree of concentration of replicates for each label. Given a number of clusters K, we can
obtain a clustering result from the dendrogram and use a contingency table to display the
frequency distribution of the clusters across the labels; see Panel (a) of Figure 7 for the
contingency table when K = 3 is set. We denote the frequencies in the contingency table for

K clusters by {C(K)
i,k }i∈[13],k∈[K], where i is the index over the 13 labels, k is the index over

the total K clusters. Since each label has 11 observations, we compute the frequency rate

among all dynamic networks with label i as R
(K)
i,k := C

(K)
i,k /11; see Panel (b) of Figure 7 for

an example table of the corresponding frequency rates. For any fixed K, if a label i has a

high maximum frequency rate maxk∈[K]{R
(K)
i,k }, it suggests that the dynamic networks for this

label are concentrated in one of the clusters. Instead of using the maximum frequency rates
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for a specific K, we consider integrating them over a reasonable range of K. For example,
we tune K from 1 to Kmax = 10 to obtain the curve of the maximum frequency rate for each
label, as shown in Panel (a) of Figure 8. Then, we compute the area under the curve (AUC)
for each label, and normalize it by dividing the AUC by (Kmax − 1), scaling it between 0 and
1; see Panel (b) of Figure 8 for the normalized AUCs for all labels. Based on the normalized
AUCs, we also see that the replicates for edge 6 are the most concentrated. Figures 7 and 8
quantitatively support our claim that edge 6 is special.

(a) Contingency table (b) Frequency rates

Figure 7. Panel (a) shows the contingency table for the case of K = 3 clusters. Panel (b) shows the
corresponding frequency rates, and the maximum frequency rate for each label is highlighted in yellow.

(a) Maximum frequency rates (b) Normalized AUCs

Figure 8. Panel (a) shows the maximum frequency rates for all labels when we tune K from 1 to Kmax = 10.
In panel (a), the two dashed curves respectively describe the maximum value, 1, and the minimum value, 1/K,
that the maximum frequency rate can achieve. Panel (b) shows the normalized AUCs for all labels, and the two
dashed lines respectively describe the maximum value and the minimum value that the normalized AUC can
achieve.

One more question we are also concerned with is which edges might have similar functions.
To address this, we measure the similarity between the distributions of replicates across clus-
ters for each pair of edges. Given a number of clusters K, for each pair of labels, we construct
a measure of similarity using the Jaccard distance between their distributions across the clus-
ters. The Jaccard distance ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates that the two distributions are
exactly the same. Thus, a small Jaccard distance suggests that the dynamic networks for these
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two labels have similar distributions across the clusters. Figure 9 shows the Jaccard distances
for all pairs of labels when K = 3. We also consider integrating the Jaccard distances over a
range of K. We show the Jaccard distances for all pairs of labels when we tune K from 1 to
Kmax = 10 in Panel (a) of Figure 10. We then obtain their AUCs and also normalize it by
dividing the AUC by /(Kmax−1) in Panel (b) of Figure 10. A pair of labels (i, j) with a small
normalized AUC of the Jaccard distance suggests that this pair of labels always has similar
distributions across the clusters, further implying that the dynamic networks corresponding
to these two edges have similar distributions. From Panel (b) of Figure 10, we observe that
edges 1 and 7, as well as edges 5 and 9, exhibit the most similar functions, whereas edge 6 is
distinct from all other edges.

Figure 9. Jaccard distances between the distributions across the clusters for all pair of labels for K = 3.

(a) Jaccard distance for all pairs of labels when we
have K clusters

(b) Normalized AUC for pairs of labels

Figure 10. Panel (a) shows the Jaccard distances for all pairs of labels when we tune K from 1 to Kmax =
10. The dashed line represents the maximum value, 1, that the Jaccard distance can achieve. We have total(
13
2

)
= 78 lines in Panel (a) to represent all pairs of these 13 labels in different colors. Panel (b) shows the

normalized AUCs for all pairs of labels.

Neuroscientifically, it is established (post facto) that edge 6, which does form its own
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cluster, is in fact the edge that should be distinct – it is the only edge associated with a
feedback neuron (FBN). (Dopaminergic neuron DAN-f1 makes weak but reliable downstream
connections onto FBN-1.) This result provides a compelling proof of principle for the utility
of DNCMD, and motivates a follow-on analysis to provide predictions that can be tested
experimentally in live animals.

7. Conclusion and Discussion. In summary, this paper presents DNCMD for clustering
dynamic networks according to their evolution patterns. Our algorithm is based on the mirror
method, which captures the important features of the evolution of dynamic networks by curves
in low-dimensional Euclidean space, and uses orthogonal Procrustes analysis to eliminate the
non-identifiability of the mirrors, with the resulting pairwise distances used for hierarchical
clustering to produce a dendrogram and the final clustering outcome. Under mild assumptions,
we establish theoretical guarantees for the exact recovery of our algorithm in two general
scenarios: when vertex latent positions are deterministic and when vertex latent positions
are randomly generated from stochastic processes. The simulation experiments validate our
theoretical results and demonstrate that our algorithm generally provides highly accurate
clustering results. We finally demonstrate the applications of our algorithm on real-world
data. We cluster trade dynamic networks to analyze the relationships in the evolution of food
products. For the Drosophila larval connectome data, we show how to classify the dynamic
neural networks obtained after removing each specific edge and leverage this result to indirectly
analyze the function of edges in specific neural processes, such as learning a new association
between an odor stimulus and a reward.

We now mention potential directions for future work. Our clustering approach is based
on mirrors, and the mirror idea can be extended to other network models beyond RDPG. For
instance, when the common subspace independent edge (COSIE) model [6] is applied to a dy-
namic network, the probability matrix at time point t can be written as Pt = URtU

⊤, where
U represents the invariant latent structure, while the possibly time-varying connectivity pat-
tern is modeled by {Rt}t. Following the mirror idea, we can measure the pairwise differences
between {Rt}t, which represent the evolving underlying structure, to find the corresponding
curve of the dynamic network in low-dimensional space under this model. A feasible mea-
sure for the difference between R̂t1 and R̂t2 for any t1 and t2 can be found in Theorem 6 of
[58]. Finally, the mirror approach, which finds low-dimensional configurations to extract main
signals, along with the corresponding clustering method based on distances between mirrors,
can be applied to problems beyond dynamic networks, as long as the problem involves similar
grouped structures.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 2.5. Because the dynamic networks i, j are the same,

for any t ∈ [T ] we have X
(i)
t X

(i)⊤
t = P

(i)
t = P

(j)
t = X

(j)
t X

(j)⊤
t , so there exists W(i,j;t) ∈ Od

such that X
(i)
t W(i,j;t) = X

(j)
t .

For any t1, t2 ∈ T , we first prove D
(j)
t1,t2

≥ D
(j)
t1,t2

. Let W̃(j;t1,t2) := argmin
O∈Od

∥X(j)
t1

O−X
(j)
t2

∥F .

Then we have

D
(j)
t1,t2

= n−1/2∥X(j)
t1

W̃(j;t1,t2) −X
(j)
t2

∥F
= n−1/2∥X(i)

t1
W(i,j;t1)W̃(j;t1,t2) −X

(i)
t2
W(i,j;t2)∥F

= n−1/2∥X(i)
t1
W(i,j;t1)W̃(j;t1,t2)W(i,j;t2)⊤ −X

(i)
t2
∥F ≥ n−1/2 min

O∈Od

∥X(i)
t1
O−X

(i)
t2
∥F = D

(i)
t1,t2

becauseW(i,j;t1)W̃(j;t1,t2)W(i,j;t2)⊤ ∈ Od. With the identical analysis, byX
(i)
t = X

(j)
t W(i,j;t)⊤

we also have D
(j)
t1,t2

≤ D
(j)
t1,t2

. So finally we have D
(j)
t1,t2

= D
(j)
t1,t2

for any t1, t2 ∈ T , and therefore

we have D(i) = D(j). □

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 2.6. Because D(i) = D(j), we have B(i) = B(j). Consider
two eigen-decompositions of B(i) that may be different

B(i) = U(i)Λ(i)U(i)⊤ +U
(i)
⊥ Λ

(i)
⊥ U

(i)⊤
⊥ = Ũ(i)Λ(i)Ũ(i)⊤ + Ũ

(i)
⊥ Λ

(i)
⊥ Ũ

(i)⊤
⊥ ,

and let M(i) = U(i)(Λ(i))1/2, M(j) = Ũ(i)(Λ(i))1/2. Because λr(B
(i)) > λr+1(B

(i)), Λ(i)

contains different eigenvalues with Λ
(i)
⊥ . Therefore span(U(i)) and span(Ũ(i)) are the direct

sum of the eigenspaces for all eigenvalues in Λ(i), where span(U) denote the span of columns
of U. It means that span(U(i)) and span(Ũ(i)) must be the same, so their projection matrices
are the same, i.e.

U(i)(U(i)⊤U(i))−1U(i)⊤ = Ũ(i)(Ũ(i)⊤Ũ(i))−1Ũ(i)⊤.

It follows that

U(i)Λ(i)U(i)⊤ = U(i)(U(i)⊤U(i))−1U(i)⊤B(i) = Ũ(i)(Ũ(i)⊤Ũ(i))−1Ũ(i)⊤B(i) = Ũ(i)Λ(i)Ũ(i)⊤.

Therefore M(i)M(i)⊤ = M(j)M(j)⊤ and there exists W
(i,j)
M ∈ Or such that M(i)W

(i,j)
M = M(j).

□

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 4.1. For ease of exposition we will fix a value of i ∈ [m]
and thereby drop the index i from our matrices.

For any fixed t1, t2 ∈ [T ], for the latent positionXt1 , Xt2 and their corresponding estimates
X̂t1 , X̂t2 we define the following orthogonal matrices

W := argmin
O∈Od

∥Xt1O−Xt2∥F , Ŵ := argmin
O∈Od

∥X̂t1O− X̂t2∥F ,

W(t1) := argmin
O∈Od

∥X̂t1O−Xt1∥F , W(t2) := argmin
O∈Od

∥X̂t2O−Xt2∥F .
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Then for |D̂t1,t2 −Dt1,t2 | we have
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(t2)−Xt2 , according to Theorem 2.1 in [48] under the assumption
nρn = Ω(log n) we have
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We therefore have, by perturbation bounds for polar decompositions, that
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2, Eq. (C.4) holds trivially. By Eq. (C.2) and Eq. (C.3) we have
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with high probability. Notice we have λk(Pt1) ≍ nρn and λk(Pt2) ≍ nρn for any k ∈ [d], it
follows that σk(X

⊤
t1Xt2) ≍ nρn for any k ∈ [d]. Then by Eq. (C.4) we have

(C.5) ∥W −W(t1)⊤ŴW(t2)∥ ≲
(nρn)

1/2

nρn
≲ (nρn)

−1/2

with high probability. Combining Eq. (C.1), Eq. (C.2), Eq. (C.3) and Eq. (C.5) we have

n1/2|D̂t1,t2 −Dt1,t2 | ≲ 1 + 1 + (nρn)
1/2 · (nρn)−1/2 ≲ 1

with high probability. Therefore the desired result for ∥D̂−D∥max is obtained. □

Appendix D. Proof of Theorem 4.2. For ease of exposition we will fix a value of i ∈ [m]
and thereby drop the index i from our matrices.

For any orthogonal matrix W we have

M̂W −M = ÛΛ̂1/2W −UΛ1/2

= UW⊤(Λ̂1/2W −WΛ1/2) + (ÛW −U)W⊤Λ̂1/2W.

Then by Lemma D.1 there exists orthogonal matrix W such that
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≲
T (nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

(
1 +

T (nρn)
1/2λ1(B)

nλ2
r(B

(i))

)
+

T (nρn)
1/2

nλr(B(i))
· λ1/2

1 (B)

≲
T (nρn)

1/2λ
1/2
1 (B(i))

nλr(B(i))

(
1 +

T (nρn)
1/2λ

1/2
1 (B)

nλ
3/2
r (B(i))

)
with high probability, and the desired result of M̂ is obtained. □

Lemma D.1. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.2. Then for B̂(i) we have

(D.1)
λk(B̂

(i)) ≍ λk(B
(i)) for k = 1, . . . , r,

λk(B̂
(i)) ≲ Tn−1(nρn)

1/2 for k = r + 1, . . . , T

with high probability, and for Λ̂(i) and Û(i) there exists orthogonal matrix W such that

∥Û(i)W −U(i)∥ ≲
T (nρn)

1/2

nλr(B(i))
,

∥(Λ̂(i))1/2W −W(Λ(i))1/2∥ ≲
T (nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

(
1 +

T (nρn)
1/2λ1(B)

nλ2
r(B

(i))

)
with high probability.

Proof. For ease of exposition we will fix a value of i ∈ [m] and thereby drop the index i
from our matrices.



DYNAMIC NETWORKS CLUSTERING VIA MIRROR DISTANCE 27

Let EB := B̂−B and δ = Tn−1(nρn)
1/2. Then according to Lemma D.2 we have ∥EB∥ ≤ δ

with high probability. Then by perturbation theorem for singular values (see Problem III.6.13
in [26]) we have

|λk(B̂)− λk(B)| ≤ ∥EB∥ ≲ δ

with high probability for all k ∈ [T ]. Therefore under the assumption λr(B) = ω(δ) and
λr+1(B) = O(δ) we have the desired result of the eigenvalues of B̂(i).

By Eq. (D.1) and Wedin’s sinΘ Theorem (see e.g., Theorem 4.4 in Chapter 4 of [46]) we
have

∥ sinΘ(Û,U)∥ ≤ ∥EB∥
λr(B̂)− λr+1(B)

≲
δ

λr(B)

with high probability. Therefore there exists orthogonal matrix W such that

(D.2)

∥U⊤Û−W⊤∥ ≤ ∥ sinΘ(Û,U)∥2 ≲ δ2

λ2
r(B)

,

∥ÛW −U∥ ≤ ∥ sinΘ(Û,U)∥+ ∥U⊤Û−W⊤∥ ≲
δ

λr(B)

with high probability.
For ΛU⊤Û−U⊤ÛΛ̂, we have

(D.3) ∥ΛU⊤Û−U⊤ÛΛ̂∥ = ∥ −U⊤EBÛ∥ ≤ ∥EB∥ ≲ δ

with high probability. By Eq. (D.1), Eq. (D.2) and Eq. (D.3) we have

(D.4)

∥ΛW⊤ −W⊤Λ̂∥ = ∥Λ(W⊤ −U⊤Û) + (ΛU⊤Û−U⊤ÛΛ̂) + (U⊤Û−W⊤)Λ̂∥
≤ ∥ΛU⊤Û−U⊤ÛΛ̂∥+ ∥U⊤Û−W⊤∥ · (∥Λ∥+ ∥Λ̂∥)

≲ δ +
δ2

λ2
r(B)

· λ1(B) ≲ δ +
δ2λ1(B)

λ2
r(B)

with high probability. Then for Λ̂1/2W −WΛ1/2, because

Λ̂1/2W −WΛ1/2 = (Λ̂W −WΛ) ◦H,

where we define H as an r×r matrix with entries Hk,ℓ = (

√
λℓ(B̂)+

√
λk(B))−1 for k, ℓ ∈ [r],

and thus ∥H∥max ≲ λ
−1/2
r (B) with high probability. Therefore by Eq. (D.4) we have

∥Λ̂1/2W −WΛ1/2∥ ≤ r1/2∥Λ̂W −WΛ∥ · ∥H∥max ≲
δ

λ
1/2
r (B)

+
δ2λ1(B)

λ
5/2
r (B)

with high probability.

Lemma D.2. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.2. For the error between B̂(i) and B(i) we
have

∥B̂(i) −B(i)∥max ≲ n−1(nρn)
1/2,

∥B̂(i) −B(i)∥ ≲ Tn−1(nρn)
1/2

with high probability.
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Proof. For ease of exposition we will fix a value of i ∈ [m] and thereby drop the index i
from our matrices.

Let ED◦2 := D̂◦2 −D◦2. For any t1, t2 ∈ [T ], we have

(D.5) |(ED◦2)t1,t2 | = |D̂2
t1,t2 −D2

t1,t2 | ≤ |D̂t1,t2 −Dt1,t2 | · |D̂t1,t2 +Dt1,t2 |.

By Theorem 4.1 we have

(D.6) |D̂t1,t2 −Dt1,t2 | ≲ n−1/2

with high probability. For Dt1,t2 , because |Dt1,t2 | = n−1/2∥Xt1W−Xt2∥F for some W ∈ Od,
by Eq. (C.3) we have

(D.7) |Dt1,t2 | ≤ n−1/2(∥Xt1∥F + ∥Xt2∥F ) ≲ n−1/2(nρn)
1/2 ≲ ρ1/2n .

For D̂t1,t2 , by Eq. (D.6) and Eq. (D.7) we have

(D.8) |D̂t1,t2 | ≤ |Dt1,t2 |+ |D̂t1,t2 −Dt1,t2 | ≲ ρ1/2n + n−1/2 ≲ ρ1/2n

with high probability under the assumption nρn = Ω(log n). Combining Eq. (D.5), Eq. (D.6),
Eq. (D.7) and Eq. (D.8) we have

|(ED◦2)t1,t2 | ≲ n−1/2 · ρ1/2n ≲ n−1(nρn)
1/2

with high probability. Therefore we have

(D.9) ∥ED◦2∥max ≲ n−1(nρn)
1/2

with high probability. For the centering matrix J, it is easy to know ∥J∥1 ≲ 1 and ∥J∥∞ ≲ 1.

∥B̂−B∥max =
1

2
∥JED◦2J∥max ≤ 1

2
∥J∥1 · ∥ED◦2∥max · ∥J∥∞ ≲ 1 · n−1(nρn)

1/2 · 1 ≲ n−1(nρn)
1/2

with high probability. It follows that ∥B̂−B∥ ≲ Tn−1(nρn)
1/2 with high probability.

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 4.3. For any dynamic networks i, j ∈ [m], by Theorem 4.2

there exist W
(i)
M and W

(j)
M ∈ Or such that

(E.1)

1√
T
∥M̂(i)W

(i)
M −M(i)∥F ≲

T 1/2(nρn)
1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

,
1√
T
∥M̂(j)W

(j)
M −M(j)∥F ≲

T 1/2(nρn)
1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(j))

with high probability.
We now bound the error for D̂⋆

i,j as an estimator ofD⋆
i,j . We define the following orthogonal

matrices

W
(i,j)
M := argmin

O∈Or

∥M(i)O−M(j)∥F , Ŵ
(i,j)
M := argmin

O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O− M̂(j)∥F .
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Then for |D̂⋆
i,j −D⋆

i,j |, with the identical analysis of Eq. (C.1) we have

(E.2)

|D̂⋆
i,j −D⋆

i,j | ≤
1√
T
∥M̂(i)W

(i)
M −M(i)∥F +

1√
T
∥M̂(j)W

(j)
M −M(j)∥F

+
1√
T
min{∥M(i)∥F , ∥M(j)∥F } · ∥W(i,j)

M −W
(i)⊤
M Ŵ

(i,j)
M W

(j)
M ∥.

Furthermore, with the identical analysis of Eq. (C.5) and by Eq. (E.1) we have
(E.3)

∥W(i,j)
M −W

(i)⊤
M Ŵ

(i,j)
M W

(j)
M ∥ ≲

[
∥M̂(i)W

(i)
M −M(i)∥F · ∥M̂(j)W

(j)
M −M(j)∥F + ∥M̂(i)W

(i)
M −M(i)∥F · ∥M(j)∥F

+ ∥M(i)∥F · ∥M̂(j)W
(j)
M −M(j)∥F

]
/[σr−1(M

(i)⊤M(j)) + σr(M
(i)⊤M(j))]

≲
[ T (nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

· T (nρn)
1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(j))

+
T (nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

· λ1/2
r (B(j))

+ λ1/2
r (B(i)) · T (nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(j))

]
· [λ1/2

r (B(i))λ1/2
r (B(j))]−1

≲
T (nρn)

1/2

nλ

with high probability under the assumption T (nρn)1/2

nλr
= O(1). Therefore by Eq. (E.1),

Eq. (E.2) and Eq. (E.3) we have

|D̂⋆
i,j −D⋆

i,j | ≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(i))

+
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

nλ
1/2
r (B(j))

+
1√
T

·min{λ1/2
r (B(i)), λ1/2

r (B(j))} · T (nρn)
1/2

nλ

≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

nλ1/2

with high probability. The desired result of D̂⋆ follows. □

Appendix F. Proof of Proposition 4.4. Recall that {m(i)
t }t∈[T ] approximate the change

of {X(i)
t }t∈[T ] we have

∥m(i)
t1

−m
(i)
t2
∥2 ≍ (D

(i)
t1,t2

)2 =
1

n
min
O∈Od

∥X(i)
t1
O−X

(i)
t2
∥2F ≍ ρnρ̃ for t1 ̸= t2.

It follows that

∥m(i)
t ∥2 =

∥∥∥m(i)
t − 1

T

∑
t′∈[T ]

m
(i)
t′

∥∥∥2 ≤ 1

T

∑
t′∈[T ]

∥m(i)
t −m

(i)
t′ ∥

2 ≍ ρnρ̃ for each t ∈ [T ],

because {m(i)
t }t∈[T ] are centered, i.e.

∑
t′∈[T ]m

(i)
t′ = 0. Under the setting of Theorem 4.2, top

r eigenvalues have higher order compared with remaining eigenvalues so we have

(F.1)
r∑

k=1

λk(B
(i)) = ∥M(i)∥2F =

T∑
t=1

∥m(i)
t ∥2 ≍ Tρnρ̃.
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Therefore when r is bounded and B(i) has bounded condition number, we have λr(B
(i)) ≍

Tρnρ̃ and Eq. (4.1) in Theorem 4.2 becomes

1√
T

min
O∈Or

∥M̂(i)O−M(i)∥F ≲
T 1/2(nρn)

1/2

n(Tρnρ̃)1/2
≲

1

(nρ̃)1/2

with high probability. Notice by Eq. (F.1) we have 1√
T
∥M(i)∥F ≍ (ρnρ̃)

1/2, and therefore

there exists orthogonal matrix W
(i)
M such that M̂(i)W

(i)
M

w.h.p.−−−→ M(i) under the assumptions
nρnρ̃

2 = ω(1) and T = O(nℓ) for some ℓ > 0. □

Appendix G. Proof of Proposition 4.5. By Theorem 4.3 and the result λr(B
(i)) ≍ Tρnρ̃

derived in Proposition 4.4, the desired result of D̂⋆ follows. □

Appendix H. Proof of Theorem 4.8 and Theorem 4.9. For any t1, t2 ∈ [T ], according to
the proof of Theorem 6 in [8] we have

(H.1) |(D̂(i))◦2 − (D̆(i))◦2|max ≲ n−1(nρ̆n)
1/2 log n

with high probability. Based on Eq. (H.1), with almost identical analysis of Theorem 4.2 and
Theorem 4.3, the desired results are derived. □
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