
A Potts model approach to unsupervised graph clustering with
Graph Neural Networks

Co Tran
SailPoint Technologies, Austin

cotran2utexas.edu

Mo Badawy
SailPoint Technologies, Austin
m.cohomologygmail.com

Tyler McDonnell
SailPoint Technologies, Austin
tyler.mcdonnellgmail.com

Abstract

Numerous approaches have been explored for graph clustering, including those
which optimize a global criteria such as modularity. More recently, Graph Neural
Networks (GNNs), which have produced state-of-the-art results in graph analysis
tasks such as node classification and link prediction, have been applied for unsuper-
vised graph clustering using these modularity-based metrics. Modularity, though
robust for many practical applications, suffers from the resolution limit problem,
in which optimization may fail to identify clusters smaller than a certain scale
that is dependent on properties of the network. In this paper, we propose a new
GNN framework which draws from the Potts model in physics to overcome this
limitation. Experiments on a variety of real world datasets show that this model
achieves state-of-the-art clustering results.

1 Introduction
Graph clustering, also referred to as community detection, has been utilized in a multitude of practical
applications in biology [25], social networks [8], neuroscience [33]. According to [43], generally
speaking, there are three identifiable themes to graph clustering, also sometimes referred to as
community detection.

One approach utilizes classical, greedy algorithms, e.g. hierarchical clustering, see [17]. Second
class of methods incorporates a properly selected global function or criteria, the communities are
then identified via an optimization process of such function over the set of all possible partitions of
the network graph, e.g. graph cuts [31], [39], spectral clustering [21], [2], modularity-based methods
[19], [18], etc. The third approach makes use of probabilistic modeling of the network, where a
probabilistic model is learned or approximated to maximize the likelihood for specific graph labeling
configurations that yield the desirable clustering results. An example of the this would be stochastic
block methods [22], along with the degree-corrected version [10], and random cluster models [9].

Modularity-based methods, e.g. Louvain, see [3], have gained popularity due to relative simplicity of
the algorithm, ease of scalability for large graphs, and robustness of results. The Newman-Girvan
modularity is easy to define for a given graph labeling, measuring how likely the labeling would
have occurred by chance. Identifying an optimal labeling (node partition) that maximizes modularity
typically yields good clustering results. Modularity approaches suffer from some drawbacks, most
notably the resolution limit issue, see [6]. The resolution limit issue makes it harder harder to identify
relatively small clusters in larger graphs.

In this paper, we present two main contributions. The first is achieving new SoTA results compared
to [36]. Our approach utilizes a GNN network that is used to optimize a criteria derived from a
Potts model of the given graph. Potts models have been already used as random graph models for
graph clustering purposes, see [16]. Moreover, previous work, [27], shows that they are not prone to
the resolution-limit issues that affect the traditional Girvan-Newman modularity-based approaches.
The second contribution is a by-product of utilizing the Potts model approach in that it allows us to
manipulate, and potentially optimize, certain model parameters, e.g. temperature as in [16] to control
the level of granularity or resolution of the resulting clustering. Such parameters lend themselves in
a natural way to the clustering problem enabling the researcher to identify "reasonable" values and
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thus allows a completely unsupervised solution to the clustering problem. This can be useful in many
applications where knowing the number of clusters, a priori, is not feasible.

This paper is structured as follows, in section one ...

2 Motivation
In recent years, graph neural networks have been utilized to perform various tasks on graph data
structures, e.g. node classification, link/edge prediction. The Message passing framework for GNNs,
see for example [1], has been successful in generalizing earlier architectures such as Convolutional and
Attention GNNs. This message-passing paradigm allows the node and edge properties to be locally
pooled within the localized node neighborhoods, thus enabling the GNN to learn representations of
the local and higher-order structure of the graph. Intuitively, one would think that pooling could be
enough to generate adequate representations to solve graph clustering problems, but that has been
shown to be false in the recent paper [36], where the DMoN GNN was introduced as a (partially)
unsupervised approach to solve graph clustering problems, where the number of total clusters is
known. The DMoN approach has been shown to achieve SoTA results on standardized graph
clustering datasets where the ground truth is known or easily inferred.

Our work in this paper has been motivated so as to contribute two improvements to the previous
results achieved in [36]. More specifically:

• The loss function utilized in [36] was derived from a Girvan-Newman modularity criteria. This
could potentially result in issues regarding modularity maximization, e.g. resolution-limit
problems (see [6]), where relatively smaller clusters could become harder to identify via a
modularity-optimization approach.

• The unsupervised approach proposed in [36] still requires the knowledge of the number of
clusters a priori. This can prove to be a challenge in certain practical applications where there is
lack of problem-intrinsic or heuristic knowledge to hint towards a reasonable level of cluster
granularity.

Our research into other possible approaches led us to [26] where the Potts model was discussed.
In [26] the authors show that the Girvan-Newman modularity occurs naturally as a global criteria
corresponding to a particular intuitive choice of a Hamiltonian (energy) function of the system (node
labels/configurations). It turns out that minimizing the Hamiltonian function (which is equivalent to
maximizing the corresponding global criteria) over the set of all node labels (configurations) of the
graph yields optimal clustering results.

The Potts model has been used in Physics (Statistical mechanics) for a while, see [24], [4]. It is a spin
glass model that generalizes the Ising model which has been used to model ferromagnetic material,
where molecules of the magnetic material are modeled as nodes with 2 possible spin values {−1, 1}.
The Potts model generalizes that to a finite number, q ≥ 2, of spin states. The Potts model has been
generalized further by K. Fortuin and P. Kasteleyn in 1969 when they introduced the random cluster
model, see [9] for more history and details. The Potts model has been studied for its own peculiar
and interesting dynamics, for instance the abrupt phase transitions that are observed for large values
of q, contrasting the smooth transitions exhibited by the Ising model.

The Potts model can be used, as other similar energy based approaches, to identify optimal graph
clustering, see [16]. Furthermore, and what makes the Potts model more appealing, [27] shows that
the absolute Potts model does not suffer from the dreaded resolution-limit issue that is associated
with the Girvan-Newman modularity approaches.

Finally, and according to experiments conducted by the authors of [16], which showed that by
tweaking the temperature parameter of the Potts model, one can control the level of granularity of the
clustering results and achieve accurate approximations of the true labels. This provides the researcher
with a natural/intrinsic tool to help identify the optimal number of cluster for a given application.
Further work could explore potential avenues to identify optimal values for such parameters.

3 Preliminaries
First, we lay out the notation for the graph clustering problem. The graph is represented as a tuple of
vertices and edges, G = (V,E) and number of nodes, edges being n = |V |,m = |E| respectively.
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The ajacency is a square matrix A ∈ Rn×n with Aij = 1 if there is a link between node i, j and 0
otherwise. The node features matrix is described as X ∈ Rn×l with l be the number of features.

4 Potts Model
Following the works of FK [ref], random cluster models were established as a generalization of
percolation, Ising, and Potts models, all of which have been introduced earlier. The Ising model was
introduced in statistical mechanics to model ferromagnetic materials, featuring two spin states per
node. The Potts model generalizes that to a number of q spin states per node. These models were
utilized to model different materials, and studied further for their own interesting characteristics, e.g.
the abrupt phase transitions exhibited by the Potts model for large values of q contrasting the smooth
transitions of the Ising model.

The Hamiltonian, to be minimized, for the Potts model is defined by penalizing two connected nodes
if they do not belong to the same cluster. More precisely, see [ref]:

H({zki}) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

q∑
k=1

n∑
j=1

zki(1− zkj)kijαij =
∑

(i,j) neighbors

kij(1− δij),

where the {zki} represents a given label assignment, zki = 1 if the i-th node belongs to the k-th
cluster, and zero otherwise, δij =

∑
k zkizkj . kij = k(xi, xj) = k(xi − xj), a kernel function, and

αij = 1 if i! = j and i-th and j-th nodes are connected, and zero, otherwise.

. Equivalently, see [ref], let q be an integer satisfying q ≥ 2, and take as sample space the set of
vectors Σ = 1, 2, ..., qV , V is the set of nodes of the graph G. So, each vertex of G may be in any of q
states. For an edge e = ⟨x, y⟩ and a configuration σ = (σx : x ∈ V ) ∈ Σ, we write δe(σ) = δσx,σy ,
where δi,j is the Kronecker delta. The relevant probability measure is given by:

πβ,q(σ) =
1

Zp
exp(−βH ′(σ)),

for σ ∈ Σ, where ZP = ZP (β, q) is the appropriate normalizing constant and the Hamiltonian H ′ is
given by:

H ′(σ) = −Σe=⟨x,y⟩δe(σ)

4.1 Adaptation as a graph clustering quality measuring function

Communities or clusters [5] generally accepted as groups of close distance or densely interconnected
nodes and far distance or sparsely connected with other communities. Hence, as a quality measuring
function, it should satisfy

• reward internal links within the same community and non-links between different communities
(in the same spin state)

• vice versa, penalize non-links between nodes in the same community and links between commu-
nities

Connecting the analogy of spin state and cluster, with δij being the Kronecker delta, the Potts Model
quality function is derived naturally as (negative sign was added for conventional minimizing loss
function)

H({σ}) = −
∑
i ̸=j

aij Aijδ(σi, σj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
internal links

+
∑
i̸=j

bij (1−Aij)δ(σi, σj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
internal non-links

+
∑
i ̸=j

cij Aij(1− δ(σi, σj))︸ ︷︷ ︸
external links

−
∑
i ̸=j

dij (1−Aij)(1− δ(σi, σj))︸ ︷︷ ︸
external non-links

with σi ∈ {1, 2, ..., q} denotes the spin state (or group index) of node i in the graph G(V,E).
With the general assumption that links and non-links are each weighted equally, regardless whether
they are external or internal aij = cij and bij = dij , we can rewrite H({σ}) as the Hamiltonian

H({σ}) = −
∑
i ̸=j

{aijAij − bij(1−Aij)}δ(σi, σj) (1)
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A choice of weights aij , bij will make the adjustment of contribution of links and non-links easier by
a change of parameter and help formulate the null model such that the partition is compared with. A
common choice is a random null configuration model [9] with a non-negative resolution parameter γ
by [26] aij = 1− γpij and bij = γpij , where pij denotes the probability that a link exists between
node i and j, normalized, such that

∑
i ̸=j pij = 2m. In the case of γ = 1, which means the total

amount of energy that can possibly be contributed by links and non-links is equal then the equation 1
can be reduced to

H({σ}) = −
∑
i ̸=j

{Aij − γpij}δ(σi, σj)

= −
∑
c

∑
i ̸=j

{Aij − γpij}δ(σi, c)δ(σj , c)

Rewrite the Hamiltonian given the expected number of edges {ec}pij =
∑

i ̸=j pij and probability

pij =
kikj

2m of the null configuration model [20] [23]

H({σ}) = 1

2m

∑
c

[ec − γ
k2c
2m

] (2)

=
1

2m

∑
i ̸=j

{Aij − γ
kikj
2m

}δ(σi, σj) (3)

Minimizing Hamiltonian corresponds to a partition of desirable characteristics. However, a minimum
is not necessarily unique and better in general sense to a non minimum. Additionally, the choice of γ
has definite impact on community structure in which has to be chosen carefully. The degree di of
node i is the number of connections from V to i, the vector d = [d]i contains the degrees of all the
nodes in the graph.

4.2 Spectral Form Optimization

In the discussion of complexity in the task of optimizing the spectral form of modularity in [18] and
[36], the problem is proven to be NP-hard and a relaxation version is empirically shown to be solved
efficiently with a soft cluster matrix C ∈ Rn×k be the cluster assignment matrix and d be the degree
vector. Then, with matrix P defined as

P = A− γ
ddT

2m
(4)

Px = Ax− γ
dxdT

2m
(5)

Then Hamiltonian can be reformulated in matrix form

H =
1

2m
Tr(CTPC) (6)

5 GNNs for graph clustering
5.1 Previous work

Recently, several architecture settings have been proposed in the literature

• Adaptive Graph Convolution (AGC), Deep Attentional Embedded Graph Clustering (DAEGC)
[38, 42]: learn the embedding of node features based on convolutional and attentional GNN
structure respectively.

• Deep Graph Infomax (DGI) [37]: learn the embedding by maximizing mutual information
• Neural Overlapping Community Detection (NOCD) [29]: combine the power of GNNs and the

Bernoulli–Poisson probabilistic model under reconstruction loss.
• Differential Pooling (DiffPool) [41] : is one of the first attempts developing a pooling layer that

use message passing to learn and end-end unsupervised cluster matrix that relies on minimizing
the entropy of the assignment and link prediction loss.
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• MinCutPool[2]: utilizes K-way normalized min cut problem as a optimize measuring function
to find the interest partitions

• DMoN [36]: learns the cluster assignment by optimizing modularity function
• Top-k [7]: learns an embedding vector to obtain a score from each node. The nodes with k

highest scores are kept and the rest are dropped from the graph.

We can divide the recent GNN clustering algorithms into 2 classes. The first are algorithms that
generate embeddings based on node feature and adjacency matrix. Afterwards, the embeddings are
clustered with k-means algorithm. The candidates for this class are AGC, DAEGC, DGI. The second
learns the assignment matrix from end-end either by gate keeping strategy (Top-k) or optimizing for
a global function (DMoN, MinCutPool, DiffPool).
Additionally, there have been efforts developing unsupervised algorithm for community detection
that optimize Potts model loss function or modularity commonly, in a greedy fashion

• Louvain [3]: optimizing modularity in theoretical sense will results in the best possible parition.
But going through all the combination to find the best modularity is expensive and impractical.
Louvain is a heuristic approach to solve that problem.

• Leiden [35]: an recent attempt to solve the issue of finding disconnected community. Leiden
introduces one more phase into the system, refinement of partition. Communities detected
from the first modularity optimizing phase may split into smaller partitions in the second phase,
inheritly solving the problem of finding small communities (resolution limit)

• Constant Potts Model [34]: the layout of the algorithm is same as Louvain and optimizing
constant Potts Model function instead of modularity. All the above methods are extremely
efficient and well studied. However, they are limited only with the graph structured and do not
take the node features into the account for partitioning.

5.2 Graph Neural Networks

The recent advance of adapting neural networks onto graph structured data is built on the message
passing paradigm that extract the feature information of the local neighborhood. The feature aggre-
gated is passed through a nonlinear transformation. In particular, the message passing architecture is
described as

Xt+1 = MP(A,X) (7)
with Xt+1,Xt being the output and input node features of t message passing layer respectively.
There are several modification in the realm on GNN. A popular variant is Graph Convolutional
Networks (GCN) [11] uses implements the message passing function with a combination of linear
transformations and ReLU function for normalized adjacency matrix Ā = D−1/2AD−1/2

Xt+1 = ReLU(ĀXtW) (8)

In this work, we employ the GCN layer [11] as the setting for feature embedding encoder with
skip layer going through selu [12] activation function for better convergent and identitical to DMoN
settings

Xt+1 = SeLU(ĀXtW +Wskip) (9)

6 Potts Model Networks (PMN)
In this section, we discuss the Potts Model Networks (PMN) inspired by the modularity optimization
from [36] and the analysis and effort to overcome resolution limit [34]. Moreover, the introduction
of resolution parameter in the pooling layer and loss function provided a competitive advantage
of flexibility in adapting the Potts Model loss function 6 onto the graph structure inherited by the
training data.

Potts Model Networks (PMN) is a GNN layer that takes the normalized adjacency matrix Ā =
D−1/2AD−1/2 and obtains the soft cluster matrix C with k being the max number of clusters

C = softmax(MP (Ā,X),C ∈ Rn×k (10)

The choice of message passing paradigm can be any kind of differentiable suitable function, the use
of GCN (possibly multi-layers) in this work is a set up to compare directly with DMoN to analyze
the difference of optimizing Potts Model function versus modularity.
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6.1 Loss function

The proposed loss function is an aggregation of the Hamiltonian 1 LH, the collapse regularization
[36] Lc, and the resolution parameter normalization Lγ

LPMN = LH + Lc + Lγ

LH =
1

2m
Tr(CTPC)

Lc =
k√
n

∥∥∥∥∥∑
i

CT
i

∥∥∥∥∥
F

− 1

Lγ = ∥γ − γmax∥
The introduction of γ as a trained parameter is to motivate the PMN to learn the best resolution given
the null configuration model. As discussed in [35], the influence γ is interpreted as a threshold for
detected communities. The inner-cluster density is filtered to be at least γ while intra-cluster density
should be lower than γ. The higher the resolution parameter is, the larger number of communities
would be detected [26]. The resolution parameter γ is first introduced in [13] to address a major
problem with using Modularity as a global optimization function called resolution limit [6].

6.2 Resolution-limit

[6] shows that modularity as quality measuring function inheritly has a filter scale that depends on the
size of the network. Communities that are smaller than this filter scale may not be detected even if
they are complete and fully connected. The reason lies on the use of modularity as a sum of modules
to be a global metric for optimization. Finding the best modularity is a trade-off between the number
of communities and the modular value of each term. An increase in number of communities doesn’t
necessarily yield an increase in the global modularity because modular value for each community
will be smaller.

6.3 Optimizing resolution

A limit of the framework that coarsen node features and edge link into a cluster assignment matrix is
the number of maximum clusters have to be defined before the training process. There is no indication
information for the task of choosing the suitable k number of clusters. Modularity, as described
above, does suffer from resolution limit and not necessarily a good indication to tune the number of
clusters. For Potts Model, the resolution parameter γ plays the role as an indication of granularity of
communities in a heuristic greedy approach. Applying Potts Model as a loss function and involving
γ as a training parameter provide two competitive edges:

• Indication to tune parameter k - number of clusters
• Adaptation of the loss function onto the graph sparsity and structure

As shown in 1, the PMN γ variable stabilized its training process first leading the convergence of
the optimal Potts loss convergence. This demonstrates the ability to adapt the loss function onto the
graph structure of each dataset.

7 Experiments & results
Benchmark datasets: we borrow the benchmark results from [36] on 10 real-world datasets
from citation networks Cora, CiteSeer, and PubMed [28], coauthors networks based on Microsoft
Academic Graph (CS, Physics, Med, Chem, Engineering) [29, 30, 32], to Amazon co-purchase graph
(Photo, Computers) [15]. The features of nodes are bag-of-word for abstract, paper keywords, or
reviews. The corresponding labels shows topic of papers, fields of study, or product category.
Metrics: we use the standard metrics to measure quality of cluster. On the graph side, we employ
conductance (C)[40] which measures the edge volume that points outside the cluster, and modularity
(Q)[19] against existing benchmark. For the correlation with ground truth label, we use normalized
mutual information score (NMI) and F1 score [14]. Conductance is ranked the lower the better, while
the rest of the metrics, the higher the better. We will scale all metric to the range of 100 for better
aesthetic and comparison.
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Figure 1: The convergence of potts loss and gamma in the process of optimization, the gamma
converges into a stable value leads to the stable convergence of Potts loss

Dataset |V| |E| |X| |Y|
Cora 2708 5278 1433 7
CiteSeer 3327 4614 3703 6
Pubmed 19717 44325 500 3
Amazon Computers 13752 143604 767 10
Amazon Photo 7650 71831 745 8
Coauthor Eng 14927 49305 4839 16
Coauthor CS 18333 81894 6805 15
Coauthor Phys 34493 247962 8415 5
Coauthor Chem 35409 157358 4877 14
Coauthor Med 63282 810314 5538 17

Table 1: Detail information of the benchmark datasets:
number of nodes |V |, number of edges |E|, dimension
of the node features |X|, and number of labels |Y |.

Model configurations: in our experiments,
the GNN model used for PMN is built on
top of the DMoN architecture, and all param-
eters are kept the same for direct compari-
son.The baseline results that we compared
with are from [36] results. The encoder in-
cludes 1 layer with 64 units and the max
number of clusters k equals to 16. Dropout
is kept at 0.5 and the maximum γ is fixed at
5. The initialization of weight matrices are
N (0, 1) and γinit = 1. The collapse and γ
regularization are 1, 0.01 respectively. We
run the experiments for 4 models MinCut,
MinCut with Orthogonal loss [2], DMoN
[36], and PMN. All the parameters of Min-
Cut and DMoN are the same as described
above, we also borrow the results from [36]
to demonstrate the comprehensive comparison between all methods. The results are averaged over 10
runs of random seeds.
Results: the performance of Potts and our runs of DMoN, Ortho, MinCut are shown in table 4,2,3.
The results display strong and consistent performance of PMN over 10 datasets. PMN consistently
perform worse in Modularity (Q) while better in other metrics comparing to DMoN with same
configuration. Notably, PMN performs extremely well on coauthorship dataset [30]. PMN achieves
state-of-the-art conductance, F1, NMI on Cora, PubMed, and all Coauthor datasets. The lack of
performance in modularity measure expected because PMN is not optimizing for modularity directly,
it finds the best resolution for the graph data as well as minimizing the Potts loss function 6. Because
of that, we achieve significantly better results in F1, NMI, conductance score in Coauthor Phys with
a 200% increasing from the second best of 42.9(F1), 23.5(C) to 88.2, 5.5 respectively. In general,
DMoN is better at maximizing modularity, 10 − 30% better than PMN consistantly. In our runs,
there is difficulty to reproduce all the results from DMoN [36] when following the configuration of
parameter settings. Even so, PMN still show better result most of the time except for the citation
datasets. Overall, PMN performs dominantly better than its counter part DMoN except modularity
measurement.

8 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced a generalized framework to address important limitations of modularity
optimization and proposed a new trainable measurement of clustering quality. The Potts Model Net-
work approach relies on the existing Potts model application in statistical mechanics for community
detection. Moreover, we explore the performance of PMN model on 10 real life datasets and achieve
desirable results comparing to existing pooling framework.
Future research direction could be developing an approach to utilize the trained gamma to tune

7



A1

Coauthor Phys Coauthor Chem Coauthor Med
Graph Labels Graph Labels Graph LabelsMethods
C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1

k-m(feat) 57.0 19.4 30.6 42.9 42.9 18.2 13.9 35.l 54.7 19.3 11.8 31.7
SBM 25.9 66.9 45.4 30.4 18.4 74.6 25.4 25.0 21.1 72.0 36.l 31.1
DeepWalk 44.7 47.0 43.5 24.3 14.0 74.8 36.5 33.8 16.6 72.1 43.l 39.4
SDCN 32.l 52.8 50.4 39.9 29.9 58.7 33.3 32.8 34.8 54.2 25.2 26.5
DGI 38.6 51.2 51.0 30.6 31.6 60.6 40.8 32.9 35.7 56.5 34.8 27.7
NOCD 25.7 65.5 51.9 28.7 19.2 73.l 43.1 40.l 22.0 69.7 42.5 37.6
MinCut 29.7 63.1 42.3 32.4 21.4 70.1 41.5 33.5 24.2 70.1 43.1 33.4
Ortho 31.1 63.5 46.4 35.8 21.6 69.2 39.1 29.3 21.5 68.3 39.5 31.5
DMoN 23.5 66.3 53.8 37.8 21.8 71.2 46.3 44.9 22.2 72.2 51.5 50.9
Potts 5.5 49.5 72.2 88.2 11.3 75.7 58.1 57.1 14.9 72.6 60.4 59.7

Table 2: Performance of benchmark models on medium size graph datasets

Cora Citeseer PubmedMethods graph labels graph labels graph labels
Metrics C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1
k-m(feat) 61.7 19.8 18.5 27.0 60.5 30.3 24.5 29.2 55.8 33.4 19.4 24.4
SBM 15.4 77.3 36.2 30.2 14.2 78.1 15.3 19.1 39.0 53.5 16.4 16.7
DeepWalk 62.1 30.7 24.3 24.8 68.1 24.3 27.6 24.8 16.6 75.3 22.9 17.2
AGC 48.9 43.2 34.1 28.9 41.9 50.0 25.5 27.5 44.9 46.8 18.2 18.4
SDCN 37.5 50.8 27.9 29.9 20.0 62.3 31.4 41.9 22.4 50.3 19.5 29.9
DAEGC 56.8 33.5 8.3 13.6 47.6 36.4 4.3 18.0 53.6 37.5 4.4 11.6
DGI 28.0 64.0 52.7 40.1 17.5 73.7 40.4 39.4 82.9 9.6 22.0 26.4
NOCD 14.7 78.3 46.3 36.7 6.8 84.4 20.0 24.1 21.7 69.6 25.5 20.8
DiffPool 26.1 66.3 32.9 34.4 26.0 63.4 20.0 23.5 32.9 56.8 20.2 26.3
MinCut 29.3 71.5 30.1 25.0 14.1 82.2 25.9 20.1 22.3 64.5 24.1 28.5
Ortho 19.2 65.6 29.4 26.6 15.4 79.2 30.1 19.2 47.7 38.2 21.0 18.4
DMoN 11.8 75.8 45.6 35.9 6.9 83.2 27.9 31.4 17.2 68.3 30.2 40.1
Potts 5.5 57.8 49.7 54.7 6.0 81.2 29.2 36.9 7.4 59.4 32.4 56.3

Table 3: Citation network dataset performance

Table 4: Large graph dataset performance
Amazon PC Amazon Photo Coauthor CS Coauthor EngMethods Graph Label Graph Label Graph Label Graph Label
C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1 C Q NMI F1

k-m (feat) 84.5 5.4 21.1 19.2 79.6 10.5 28.8 19.5 49.1 23.1 35.7 39.4 42.7 27.1 24.5 32.5
SBM 31.0 60.8 48.4 34.6 18.6 72.7 59.3 47.4 20.3 72.7 58.0 47.7 15.8 77.0 33.3 27.5
DeepWalk 67.6 11.8 38.2 22.7 60.6 22.9 49.4 33.8 33.1 59.4 72.7 61.2 5.7 67.4 47.7 50.0
AGC 43.2 42.8 51.3 35.3 33.8 55.9 59.0 44.2 41.5 40.1 43.3 31.9 32.3 46.4 30.8 31.2
DAEGC 39.0 43.3 42.5 37.3 19.3 58.0 47.6 45.0 39.4 49.1 36.3 32.4 31.9 50.9 12.5 26.1
SDCN 25.1 45.6 24.9 45.2 19.7 53.3 41.7 45.1 33.0 55.7 59.3 54.7 21.8 64.6 45.3 45.9
DGI 61.9 22.8 22.6 15.0 51.5 35.1 33.4 23.6 35.1 57.8 64.6 51.9 29.3 60.4 49.7 37.2
NOCD 26.4 59.0 44.8 37.8 13.7 70.1 62.3 60.2 20.9 72.2 70.5 56.4 16.0 75.6 50.7 35.4
DiffPool 35.6 30.4 22.1 38.3 26.5 46.8 35.9 41.8 33.6 59.3 41.6 34.4 34.9 55.0 22.0 21.8
MinCut did not converge 20.1 70.5 63.2 49.5 25.3 73.2 45.2 34.2
Ortho did not converge 26.7 65.7 58.2 45.3 24.5 75.4 46.1 32.2
DMoN 18.0 59.0 49.3 45.4 21.1 68.7 58.9 47.8 17.9 73.3 69.5 59.2 14.4 77.2 57.8 48.3
Potts 15.4 53.8 44.4 49.8 6.5 59.0 62.6 59.2 12.6 72.9 75.2 78.7 5.2 72.2 63.1 69.5

the number of clusters. Investigating on the effect of sparsity on the performance of Potts Model is
promising based on the empirical results from our experiments.
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