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Abstract

In this paper, we explore the capability of both the Adjacency Spectral Embed-
ding (ASE) and the Graph Encoder Embedding (GEE) for capturing an embedded
pseudo-clique structure in the random dot product graph setting. In both theory
and experiments, we demonstrate that this pairing of model and methods can yield
worse results than the best existing spectral clique detection methods, demonstrating
at once the methods’ potential inability to capture even modestly sized pseudo-cliques
and the methods’ robustness to the model contamination giving rise to the pseudo-
clique structure. To further enrich our analysis, we also consider the Variational Graph
Auto-Encoder (VGAE) model in our simulation and real data experiments.

1 Introduction

Research in the field of graph-structured data is experiencing significant growth due to the
ability of graphs to effectively represent complex real-world data and capture intricate rela-
tionships among entities. Indeed, across various domains including social network analysis,
brain tumor analysis, text corpora analysis (e.g., clustering multilingual Wikipedia net-
works), and citation network analysis, graphs have proven to be a versatile and expressive
tool for representing data [14, 16, 23, 29]. Within the broad field of network analysis, a
classical inference task is that of detecting a planted clique/dense subgraph [3] in a larger
background network. There is a vast theoretical and applied literature on detecting planted
cliques in networks (see, for example, [7, 15, 2, 32, 13]), and there are numerous proposed
approaches for tackling this problem across a wide variety of problem settings.

In this paper, we explore the planted (pseudo) clique detection problem within the context
of spectral methods applied in the setting of random dot product graphs (see Def. 1). The
Random Dot Product Graph (RDPG) [49, 6] is a well-studied network model in the class
of latent-position random graphs [17]. It is of particular note here due to the ease in which
pseudo-clique structures can be embedded into the RDPG model via augmenting the latent
positions of the graph with extra (structured) signal dimensions; see Section 2 for detail.
Estimation and inference in the RDPG framework often proceeds via first embedding the
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network into a suitably low-dimensional space to estimate the underlying latent structure of
the network.

Herein, we consider a trio of graph embedding procedures applied to an RDPG model—
the Adjacency Spectral Embedding [40], the Graph Encoder Embedding [39], and the Varia-
tional Graph AutoEncoder [22]— with the ultimate goal of better understanding how these
methods capture planted clique-like structures in the RDPG model. The Adjacency Spec-
tral Embedding (ASE) has proven to be a potent modeling/estimation tool for teasing out
low-rank structure in complex network data [6], with numerous applications and extensions
in the literature. ASE computes a low-rank eigen-decomposition of the adjacency matrix to
estimate the latent structure of the RDPG, with this estimated latent structure then forming
the foundation on which subsequent inference tasks can be pursued. The Graph Encoder
Embedding (GEE), on the other hand, leverages vertex class labels and edge weight infor-
mation to specify the vertex embedding via a combination of the adjacency matrix and the
column-normalized one-hot encoding of the label vector. Like ASE, GEE has proven to be
an effective tool across a host of inference tasks, e.g., vertex classification, vertex clustering,
cluster size estimation, etc. [39, 38]. ASE and GEE can both be seen as spectral embedding
tools, and our main results give threshold values for the planted pseudo-clique size under
which these methods produce embeddings for the graph with/without the planted pseudo-
clique that are effectively indistinguishable. These thresholds are larger than the best known
threshold for spectral detection of a planted clique [1, 28].

This pairing of model and methods is (to the best of our knowledge) novel, and provides
insights into spectral methods useful for both practitioners and researchers (for example,
these results could be cast as providing robustness conditions for ASE and GEE under a par-
ticular latent position contamination model). Moreover, recognizing the growing importance
of modern graph neural networks, we also incorporate a graph convolutional network-based
unsupervised learning approach known as Variational Graph Auto-Encoders (VGAE)[22]
into all our experiments to further enrich our findings. All relevant Python and R code are
available on Github 1.

Notation: For an integer n > 0, we will use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, 3, . . . , n}. For a
matrix M ∈ Rn×n, we will also routinely use the following matrix norms: the Frobenius

norm ∥M∥F=
√∑

ij M
2
ij; the spectral norm ∥M∥=

√
λ1(M⊤M) where λ1 denotes the

largest eigenvalue of the matrix; and the 2 7→ ∞ norm popularized in [8]

∥M∥2 7→∞= sup{∥Mx∥∞ s.t. ∥x∥2= 1} = max
i

∥Mi∥2.

2 Pseudo-clique detection in RDPGs

In this section, we analyze the statistical performance of ASE and GEE to identify an injected
(pseudo)clique utilizing the Random Dot Product Graph (RDPG) model defined as follows.

Definition 1. Random Dot Product Graph [49]. Let X = (X1, ..., Xn)
T ∈ Rn×d be a matrix

such that the inner product of any two rows satisfies 0 ≤ XT
u Xv ≤ 1. We say that a random

1https://github.com/tong-qii/Clique_detection
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adjacency matrix A is distributed as a random dot product graph with latent positions X,
and write A ∼ RDPG(X), if the conditional distribution of A given X is

P [A |X ] =
∏
u>v

(XT
u Xv)

Auv (1−XT
u Xv)

1−Auv (1)

RDPGs are a well-studied class of random graph models in the network inference literature,
and a large literature is devoted to estimating the RDPG parameters, X, in the service
of subsequent inference tasks such as clustering [26, 40, 35], classification [45], testing [42,
41, 12], and information retrieval [52], to name a few; see the survey paper [6] for more
applications and exposition of the model in the literature. We note here that all of our
subsequent results follow with minor modifications in the generalized random dot product
graph setting of [37] as well, though this is not pursued further here. We opt here for the
conceptually simpler (and yet still illustrative) RDPG model in our theory, simulations and
experiments.

The edge probability matrix of our RDPG is P = XX⊤. We next augment the latent
position X matrix with an additional column V(c) to maximally increase the probability
of connections between vertices in a set C, so that the set of vertices in C form a denser
pseudo-clique in the augmented graph as opposed to their behavior in the original A. Note
this idea of a rank-1 perturbation introducing a clique/planted structure is not novel, and
similar ideas were explored before in various settings; see, for example, [30, 31]. Formally,

V
(c)
i =

{
0 if i /∈ C√
1−

∑d
j=1 X

2
i,j if i ∈ C

The augmented edge probability matrix then becomes

P(c) = X(c)(X(c))⊤ = XX⊤ +V(c)(V(c))⊤

In the sequel, we define
α(n) := |C|= ∥V(c)∥0.

Remark 2.1. Note that if the underlying graph A is a positive semidefinite stochastic
blockmodel [18, 21] (realized here by having the latent position matrix X have exactly K
distinct rows), then as long as the vertices in C are in the same block (i.e., have the same
latent position), the above augmentation will a.s. yield a true clique between the vertices in
C.

2.1 Pseudo-clique detection via Adjacency Spectral Embedding

One of the most popular methods for estimating the latent positions/parameters of an RDPG
is the Adjacency spectral embedding (ASE). The utility of the ASE estimator is anchored in
the fact that the classical statistical estimation properties of consistency [6, 27] and asymp-
totic normality [5, 43] have been established for the ASE estimator.
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Definition 2. Adjacency spectral embedding (ASE) [4, 40]. Given a positive integer d ≥ 1,
the adjacency spectral embedding (ASE) of an adjacency matrix A into Rd is given by

X̂ = UAS
1/2
A where

|A|= [UA|U⊥
A][SA ⊕ S⊥

A][UA|U⊥
A]

⊤

is the spectral decomposition of |A|= (A⊤A)1/2 and SA is the diagonal matrix containing the
d largest eigenvalues of |A| and UA is the n×d matrix whose columns are the corresponding

eigenvectors. We write then that X̂ = ASE(A, d)

The ASE has proven to be a valuable piece of many inferential pipelines including graph
matching [33, 51, 25], vertex classification [27, 45] and anomaly/change-point detection
[11, 20, 10], to name a few. In the context of clique detection—in the Erdős-Rényi(n,1/2)
model—spectral methods have proven to be effective for detecting planted cliques down to
the (hypothesized) hardness-threshold of clique size Ω(n1/2) [1, 28]. Our main pair of theo-

retical results demonstrate the inability of X̂(c) =ASE(A(c), d) and Z(c) =GEE(A(c),Y) (see
Section 2.2) to capture the planted pseudo-clique structure in C at this threshold level. The
theory for ASE below (proven in Appendix A.1) will adapt the ∥·∥27→∞ consistency bound
of [6] for the residual errors when ASE is used to estimate X. Note that the rotations W·
appearing in Theorem 1 are a necessary consequence of the rotational nonidentifiability in-
herent to the RDPG model; i.e., if A ∼RDPG(X) and B ∼RDPG(XW) for orthogonal

matrix W, then A
d
= B are equal in law.

Theorem 1. Let (An ∼ RDPG(Xn))
∞
n=2be a sequence of random dot product graphs with

An being the n× n adjacency matrix. Assume that

i. Xn is of rank d for all n sufficiently large;

ii. There exists constant a > 0 such that for all n sufficiently large,

δ(Pn) := max
i

n∑
j=1

(Pn)ij ≥ log4+a(n)

iii. There exists constant c0 > 0 such that for all n sufficiently large,

γ(Pn) :=
λd(Pn)

δ(Pn)
≥ c0

where λd(Pn) is the d-th largest eigenvalue of Pn;

iv. (Delocalization assumption) There exists constants c1, c2 > 0 and a sequence of or-

thogonal matrices W̃n such that for all i, j and n sufficiently large,

c1√
n
≤ |(UPnW̃n)i,j|≤

c2√
n

With A(c) the augmentation of A as above with α(n) = o(δ3/4(Pn)), let X̂
(c) = ASE(A(c), d)

and X̂ = ASE(A, d). For all n sufficiently large, it holds with probability at least 1 − n−2

that there exists orthogonal transformations Wn,1,Wn,2 ∈ Rd×d such that

∥X̂(c)Wn,1 − X̂nWn,2∥2 7→∞= O

(
log2 n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)

δ1/2(P)
√
n
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
.
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While it is suspected that detecting planted cliques is hard for the clique size of o(n1/2−ϵ)
[28], this result shows that this pairing of RDPG and ASE cannot detect a planted pseudo-
clique at the threshold order of Ω(n1/2) if the perturbed graph is embedded into Rd. Indeed,
the above result shows that, for all practical purposes, the embedding of A(c) obtained by
ASE into too low of a dimension (here d rather than d + 1) will be indistinguishable from

the embedding X̂ = ASE(A, d); and the pseudo-clique’s signal is not captured in these
estimated top d latent space dimensions.

With α(n) = o(δ3/4(P)), elbow analysis/thresholding of the scree plot (adapting the work
of [53] and [9]) for dimension selection in ASE may yield an estimated embedding dimension
for A(c) of d—rather than the true model dimension of d + 1—as the (d + 1)st dimension
may appear as a second elbow in the SCREE plot and could be cut by more draconian
dimension selection. In the dense case with α(n) >> n1/2, USVT from [9] would likely
detect this noise dimension as the USVT threshold is order

√
n, but even this analysis may

be complicated in more nuanced data regimes. For example, in settings where the pseudo-
clique is emerging temporally (e.g., G1, · · · , Gm ∼ RDPG(X), Gm+1 ∼ RDPG(X(c))), care is
needed for embedding the graph sequence into a suitable dimension as choosing the dimension
of the embedding of Gm+1 as that estimated for G1 will effectively mask the pseudo-clique’s
signal.

Another way to view the result of Theorem 1 is that ASE is robust to the type of spectral
noise introduced by the additional latent space dimension. In high-noise setting (when we
view V(c) as a structured noise dimension), low-rank spectral smoothing via ASE [46] can
still capture the signal with high fidelity.

Remark 2.2. An analogous result to Theorem 1 will hold if we augmentX with η(n) disjoint
pseudo-cliques each of size at most α(n), and with each pseudo-clique corresponding to the
addendum of another additional latent space dimension to X. The analogue would then hold
(i.e., that the 2 7→ ∞ norm of the residuals would o(1) as long as η(n)α(n) grows sufficiently
slowly; i.e., of order o(δ3/4(Pn)).

Remark 2.3. The result of Theorem 1 may seem to follow immediately from a 2 7→ ∞
bounds on X̃(c) = ASE(A(c), d+ 1), as this could yield concentration of the form

∥X̃(c) −X(c)W∥2 7→∞= O

(
log2 n

δ1/2(P(c))

)
.

However, the small (as we assume α(n) = o(δ3/4(Pn))) eigengap provided by the (d + 1)st
eigenvalue of P(c) complicates direct concentration of the full eigenspace of A(c) to that of
P(c). Moreover, even if such a result held, the other issue would be that the d× d principle
submatrix of W (acting on X̂(c)) need not be orthogonal as required in Theorem 1. As such,
we provide the proof of Theorem 1 in Appendix A.1, and note here that it is a relatively
straightforward adaptation of the analogous 2 7→ ∞ concentration proof in [6].

2.2 Detection via the GEE algorithm

Our next results seek to understand how well-competing methods, here the Graph Encoder
Embedding (GEE) theoretically and VGAE later empirically, are able to detect the implanted
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pseudo-clique. While we do not have a corresponding theory yet for VGAE (see Section 3
for extensive simulations using VGAE), below we derive the analogous theory for GEE.

Definition 3. Graph Encoder Embedding (GEE) [39]. Consider a graph A and a corre-
spondingK-class label vector for the vertices ofA, denotedY ∈ {0, . . . , K}n. The number of
vertices in each class is denoted by nk, and W ∈ Rn×K represents the transformation matrix
where W is the one-hot encoding of the label vector column-normalized by the appropriate
nk. The graph encoder embedding is denoted by Z ∈ Rn×K where

Z = AW

and its i-th row Zi is the embedding of the i-th vertex. We will write Z =GEE(A,Y).

In order to make use of the theory for the encoder embedding, we need to consider a slightly
modified characterization of the base graph A ∼RDPG(X) from Section 2.1. As the GEE
requires class labels, we will assume that the rows of the latent positions X matrix have an
additional class-label feature Y. This could be achieved, for example, by conditioning on

latent positions drawn i.i.d. from a K-component mixture distribution, i.e., (Xi, Yi)
i.i.d.∼ FXY

where FXY is a distribution on Rd × [K] and Yi denotes the mixture component of Xi; note
that our results below consider fixed, and not random, latent positions in the RDPG.

Assuming the class labels are identical for A and A(c), we have the following result
(proven in Appendix A.2).

Theorem 2. Let (An ∼ RDPG(Xn))
∞
n=2 be a sequence of random dot product graphs with

An being the n × n adjacency matrix, and assume the corresponding vertex class vector
being provided by Y. Assume that K = Θ(1) and

i. for each k ∈ [K], nk =
∑n

i=1 1{Yi = k} = Θ(n);

ii. ξ(n) := mini,k

∑n
j=1:Yj=k(Pn)ij = ω(

√
n log(n))

then with A(c) the augmentation of A as above with α(n) = o(ξ(n)), let Z = GEE(A,Y)
and Z(c) = GEE(A(c),Y). Then with probability at least 1 − n−2 there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

∥Z(c) − Z∥27→∞≤ C

(√
K log n

n
+

α(n)

n

)
.

Note that under the assumptions of Theorem 2, a simple application of Hoeffding’s in-
equality yields that the norms of the rows of both GEE embeddings are of order at least
ξ(n)/n with high probability, and hence the relative error of the difference between the GEE

embeddings of A(c) and A are o(1). As in the X̂(c) =ASE(A(c), d) setting, in the embedded
space GEE is unable to capture the implanted pseudo-clique structure (or clique in the SBM
case). Indeed, the GEEs of A and A(c) are asymptotically indistinguishable. It is of note
that the GEE result requires significantly stronger density assumptions than the analogous
ASE results, though we suspect this is an artifact of our proof technique. Weaker bounds
(e.g., on ∥Z(c)

i − Zi∥2 for a fixed i) are available under much broader sparsity assumptions.
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(a) nc =
√
n (b) nc =

√
n, normalized (c) Singular values

(d) nc = n3/4 (e) nc = n3/4, normalized (f) Singular values

(g) nc = 0.2 ∗ n (h) nc = 0.2 ∗ n, normalized (i) Singular values

Figure 1: The results of unlabeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted pseudo-
clique (option ii). The average graph-level distances (± 2 s.d.) are displayed in (a), (d) and (g)
resulting from nMC = 50 repetitions, and in (b), (e) and (h) we plot the normalized distances. In
(c), (f) and (i), we plot the top 10 singular values of the Adjacency matrices of A from G and A(c)

from G(c) respectively. The plots for the case where nc = log n, and nc = log2(n) are found in the
appendix (Figures 9 and 10).

3 Experiments and simulations

In the experiments and simulations to follow, we also incorporate a graph convolutional
network-based unsupervised learning approach known as Variational Graph Auto-Encoders
(VGAE) [22] into all our experiments to further enrich our findings. The relationship be-
tween ASE and VGAE was recently explored in [34], and this work motivates our current
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comparison of the two methods.
Our VGAE framework here, again motivated by [34], is as follows. Consider a graph

G=(V,E) with the number of vertices n = |V |, adjacency matrix A, and degree matrix

denoted by D. The VGAE estimates latent positions X̂ via the variational model

p(X̂|X,A) =
n∏

i=1

p(X̂i|X,A)

where (here, we have no latent features so X = I)

p(X̂i|X = I,A) = Norm(X̂i|µi, diag(σ
2
i ))

and (here Ã = D−1/2(A+ I)D−1/2)

µ⃗ = GCNµ(I,A) = ÃReLU(ÃW0)W
µ
1

log(σ) = GCNσ(I,A) = ÃReLU(ÃW0)W
σ
1

Note that the convolutional networks learn a common first layer of weight and independently
learn the second layers. To train the VGAE, we aim to optimally reconstructA in the RDPG
framework by optimizing the variational lower bound with respect to the weight layers

Ep(X̂|I,A)

[
logP(A|X̂)−KL[p(X̂|I,A)||q(X̂)]

]
and where we assume a Gaussian prior q(X̂) =

∏
i Norm(X̂i|0, I), and KL[q(·)||p(·)] is the

Kullback-Leibler divergence between q(·) and p(·). We will denote the VGAE embeddings

via X̂V GAE for A and X̂
(c)
V GAE for A(c).

3.1 Simulations

We employ simulations to evaluate the strength of the embedded clique-signal when the
graph is embedded using three different methods: ASE (Adjacency Spectral Embedding),
GEE (Graph Encoder Embedding), and VGAE (Variational Graph Auto-Encoder model).
To conduct this assessment, we generate pairs of random graphs, labeled as (G,G(c)). Specif-
ically, G is directly sampled from a specified n× 2 latent position matrix X with i.i.d. rows
generated as follows:

i. In the unlabeled case, each row is the projection map onto the first two coordinates of
an i.i.d. Dirichlet(1, 1, 1) random variable.

ii. In the labeled case, we consider the projection onto the first two coordinates of i.i.d.
draws from a 3-component mixture of Dirichlet random variables in R3.

G(c) is derived from X(c) as follows:

i. (true clique) A true clique is added between randomly chosen vertices in the RDPG
graph in one of the following sizes: log(n), log2(n),

√
n, n3/4 or 0.2 ∗ n vertices; or
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(a) nc =
√
n (b) nc = n3/4 (c) nc = 0.2 ∗ n

(d) nc =
√
n, normalized (e) nc = n3/4 normalized (f) nc = 0.2 ∗ n, normalized

Figure 2: The results of unlabeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted true clique
(option i). The average graph-level distances (± 2 s.d.) are displayed in (a) to (c) resulting from
nMC = 50 repetitions, and in (d) to (d) we plot the normalized distances. The plots for the case
where nc = log n, and nc = log2(n) (see Figures 9 and 10).

ii. (pseudo-clique) the additional column V(c) is appended to X (yielding an n×3 matrix)
to form a stochastic pseudo-clique in the sampled RDPG (again, we use

√
1−X2

i1 −X2
i2

to fill the entries); again this is done in one of these sizes log(n), log2(n),
√
n, n3/4 or

0.2 ∗ n vertices.

The total number of vertices in these graphs varies within the range of n = [100, 300, 500,
. . . , 1500]. For each pair (G,G(c)), we apply ASE, GEE, and VGAE, followed by computing
relevant distances between the resulting graph embeddings. Specifically, we compute the
following. For ASE we calculate the graph-wise (here DProc(X̂

(c), X̂) = minW∈Od
∥X̂(c) −

X̂W∥F ) and vertex-wise Procrustes distance (see Eq. 2) accounting for the nonidentifiability
of the ASE estimator. For the GEE, we compute the Procrustes distances (again at the graph
and vertex levels) of the embedding minW∈Od

∥Z(c) − ZW∥F to account for the possible
differences in cluster labelings across the GEE embeddings. For the VGAE, we compute the
Frobenius norm distances (again at the graph and vertex levels) of the embedding directly

∥X̂(c)
V GAE − X̂V GAE∥F . This entire process is repeated nMC = 50 times for each pair of

graphs, and the average distances are recorded with error bands representing ±2s.d.
We note here that we are not running a clique-detection algorithm on the planted-clique

embedding. We are rather comparing the embeddings (at the graph-level and at the vertex-
level) before and after the clique is implanted. If the before and after graph embeddings are

9



(a) nc =
√
n,K = 3 (b) nc =

√
n,K = 3

(c) nc = 0.2 ∗ n,K = 3 (d) nc = 0.2 ∗ n,K = 3

Figure 3: The results for the clustered RDPG design with K = 3 for the planted true clique
(option i) are presented in this figure. The experimental configurations remain consistent with
those detailed in Figure 2; i.e., with the planted true clique in the setting where no latent clusters
are present.

relatively indistinguishable, then this is evidence that the clique structure is not captured
well in the embedding space. Even in the event that the graph-level embeddings of the before
and after graphs are sufficiently different, if the distances across the two embeddings for the
clique vertices (versus the non-clique vertices) at the vertex-level are not localized (i.e., large
values are not concentrated on the clique vertices) then the signal in the clique may be
present, but the clique vertices are difficult to accurately identify. As we will demonstrate
below, different methods (ASE, GEE, and VGAE) exhibit markedly different performances
across the experimental conditions.

We conducted two sets of experiments. The results of the first experiment are visualized
in Figure 1 (and Figures 2, 4–6). Therein, we sampled data from an RDPG latent position
matrix without any predefined cluster structure. Within this set, we employed two variants
of the Leiden algorithm [47] to identify node clusters in order to apply GEE. Note that A
and A(c) are clustered separately, and hence the cluster labels/assignments may differ across

10



Figure 4: The results of unlabeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted pseudo-
clique (column 1) and the planted true clique (column 2) all of size

√
n. The vertex-level distances

are displayed in row 1 embedding the graphs in to R2 (for ASE and VGAE) and in row 2 embedding
the graphs in to R3 (for ASE and VGAE). Results are averaged over nMC = 50 repetitions. Note
that GEE is embedded into the dimension equal to the number of clusters fed into the algorithm,
and GEE is included in all panels of this figure for reference.

graphs, and the Procrustes distance is used to ameliorate this. The first approach, known as
the modularity vertex partition employs modularity optimization and often yields a smaller
number of clusters. Consequently, the distances between graph embeddings are also often
smaller, as indicated by the GEE dist (or GEE1) values shown in Figure 1. The second
approach, referred to as the CPM vertex partition, implements the Constant Potts Model
and often yields a larger number of clusters. This results in relatively larger across-graph
distances (due to variability in label/cluster assignment and not necessarily the clique signal
strength), as represented by the GEE dist2 (or GEE2) values in Figure 1. In the second batch
of experiments (see, for example, Figure 3) we sampled the RDPG with a fixed number of
clusters (K = 3). In this scenario, as the number of clusters is predetermined (we still use
Leiden to identify the clusters), only one GEE distance measurement is recorded.

In Figure 1, panel (a) demonstrates that ASE struggles to capture the gross pseudo-
clique signal when the pseudo-clique size is relatively small, here

√
n. That said, in this

small pseudo-clique setting, ASE is better able to capture the clique signal (locally and
globally) if the graph is embedded into R3 as opposed to R2 (see Figure 4). Even in the rela-
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Figure 5: The results of unlabeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted pseudo-
clique (column 1) and the planted true clique (column 2) all of size n3/4. The vertex-level distances
are displayed in row 1 embedding the graphs into R2 (for ASE and VGAE) and in row 2 embedding
the graphs into R3 (for ASE and VGAE). Results are averaged over nMC = 50 repetitions. Note
that GEE is embedded into the dimension equal to the number of clusters fed into the algorithm,
and GEE is included in all panels of this figure for reference.

tively larger pseudo-clique settings where ASE is better able to differentiate the embeddings
pre/post planted pseudo-clique (panels d and g), the relative strength (distances divided by

∥X̂∥F )) of the signal of the pseudo-clique in the embedding is rapidly diminishing (panels
e and h). As the graph size increases, GEE with a greater number of clusters (GEE dist2)
consistently shows larger distances on average and better captures the gross pseudo-clique
signal compared to VGAE and GEE with fewer clusters; however this is at the expense
of relatively poor pseudo-clique localization in the embedding as the differences across the
embeddings are more spread among all the vertices in the graph (see Figures 4–6). VGAE
performs well in capturing the gross pseudo-clique signal, but again does not localize the
clique signal well in the small to modest pseudo-clique size settings (see Figures 4–5). In the
relatively larger clique setting (≥ n3/4) ASE and GEE dist (GEE1) appear to best balance
capturing gross pseudo-clique structure and localizing the clique signal in the embedding.

Our findings for the planted true clique are depicted in Figure 2 and align closely with
those depicted in Figure 1. Moreover, in the context of a three-cluster RDPG design (K = 3),
the findings depicted in Figure 3 (a) indicate that VGAE and ASE yield the largest distances
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Figure 6: The results of unlabeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted pseudo-
clique (column 1) and the planted true clique (column 2) all of size 0.2∗n. The vertex-level distances
are displayed in row 1 embedding the graphs into R2 (for ASE and VGAE) and in row 2 embedding
the graphs into R3 (for ASE and VGAE). Results are averaged over nMC = 50 repetitions. Note
that GEE is embedded into the dimension equal to the number of clusters fed into the algorithm,
and GEE is included in all panels of this figure for reference.

among the methods; i.e., they capture the gross true-clique structure best in the embedding
space, and both also localize the clique vertices well (see Figure 7). Notably, GEE consistently
produces the smallest distances when the number of clusters is fixed (this is similar to the
GEE1 case), and it demonstrates lower variance when compared to the no-cluster RDPG
design.

In addition to calculating the distances before and after pseudo-clique planting, we also
explore the top 10 singular values of the adjacency matrices A and A(c). For illustration, we
focus on graphs with a size of n = 1500 as an example, and we depict the top 10 singular
values across nMC = 50 simulations in Figure 1 (c),(f) and (i). The results reiterate that
when the clique size is small (here

√
n), the top singular values of A1 and A2 are nearly

identical, though interestingly, in this small clique setting ASE is better able to capture the
clique signal if the graphs are embedded into R3 here (though dimension selection via elbow
analysis of the singular value scree plot would likely yield d = 2). In contrast, with the
introduction of a bigger-sized clique, the top three singular values of A2 surpass those of A1.
In these larger clique settings ASE seems to localize the clique signal equally well in R3 and in

13



Figure 7: The results of labeled RDPG design are shown in this figure for the planted pseudo-
clique (column 1) and the planted true clique (column 2) size

√
n in row 1 and 0.2 ∗ n in row

2. The vertex-level distances are displayed in row 1 embedding the graphs into R2 (for ASE and
VGAE) and in row 2 embedding the graphs into R3 (for ASE and VGAE). Results are averaged
over nMC = 50 repetitions. Note that GEE is embedded into the dimension equal to the number
of clusters fed into the algorithm, and GEE is included in all panels of this figure for reference.

R2 (see Figures 5–6), indicating the clique’s signal has bled into the higher eigen-dimensions.
For a more detailed examination of the precise distance between the estimated latent

positions of individual vertices, we compute the sum of squared distances for each row
between the embeddings of G and G(c), which is represented as (where W is the Procrustes
alignment in the ASE and GEE cases)

d
(ASE)
i = |X̂i −W(X̂(c))i|2 (2)

d
(V GAE)
i = |(X̂V GAE)i − (X̂

(c)
V GAE)i|2 (3)

d
(GEE)
i = |Zi −WZ

(c)
i |2 (4)

Results are displayed in Figures 4–7. In each figure, we plot the performance with the
planted true clique (column 1) and the planted pseudo-clique (column 2). In Figures 4–6,
these vertex-level distances are displayed in row 1 embedding the graphs in to R2 and in row
2 embedding the graphs in to R3 for ASE and VGAE; note that GEE is embedded into the
dimension equal to the number of clusters fed into the algorithm (here deduced via a Leiden
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clustering), and GEE is included in all panels of this figure for ease-of-reference. From Figure
4, we see that GEE1 seems to do the best job of localizing the signal in the clique structure
when the clique is relatively small in size; indeed, for GEE1 the row differences for the embed-
ded clique vertices are more sharply larger than those of the non-clique vertices compared to
the other methods. That said, the level of the global signal in the GEE1 embedding is weak
(relative to other methods) and the noise across the embeddings still greatly inhibits the
discovery of these clique vertices in a single embedding. ASE localizes the clique well, but
the clique signal is quite weak (see the inset plots for a zoom in of the structure). VGAE
and GEE2 seem to struggle localizing the clique structure, though these methods do exhibit
a large global change in the graph pre/post clique implantation. This figure indicates the
global change may be a result of variance in the method rather than entirely from the clique
signal. Another trend to note is that the performance of VGAE is relatively insensitive to
embedding the data into d = 2 dimensions or the true d = 3 dimensions.

From Figure 5, we see that ASE and GEE, here GEE1 (denoted GEE_dist in Figures 1,
2) seem to do the best job of both capturing a global structural change and localizing the
signal in the clique structure when the clique is modestly sized (n3/4). While ASE and GEE1

localize well in the large clique setting (0.2n; Figure 6), VGAE’s performance is of particular
note here. VGAE exhibits a threshold at 200 in the true clique setting (faintly visible also in
the n3/4 setting), where there is a notable jump from the non-clique-vertex distances to the
clique-vertex distances. Of note is that this jump is not as prominent in the model-based
planted pseudo-clique setting. In the K = 3 class RDPG setting, ASE and VGAE (and not
GEE) were able to capture the global structural change caused by the clique (see Figure 3),
and we see that in the localized distances as well; see Figure 7. Again, in the larger true-
clique case, VGAE exhibits an interesting threshold at 200 evincing its ability to balance
the preservation of local and global structure. That said, in the smaller clique-size case, the
clique signal in the VGAE embedding is less localized than in that of ASE (and even GEE
in cases).

3.2 EUemail

The EUemail dataset is a network created from email data obtained from a prominent Eu-
ropean research institution. It is comprised of 1005 nodes, representing members of the
institution. An edge {u, v} exists between two individuals if either person u has sent at
least one email to person v or vice versa. Each individual belongs to one of the 42 depart-
ments within the research institution. The dataset also includes the ground-truth community
membership information for the nodes [48]; note that in GEE we use these 42 ground-
truth communities in both the original and clique-implanted embeddings, and so here the
Procrustes step is not needed to ameliorate the different community labels. Applying a
methodology akin to our experimental approach, we randomly select a subset of vertices
to form a true clique in the original graph. The number of vertices in the clique varies as
nc = [log(n),

√
n, log(n)2, 0.1n, n3/4, 0.2n]. Subsequently, we compute the distances between

the original graph embedding (d in ASE estimated using elbow analysis of the SCREE plot)
and the embedding of the graph containing the clique using ASE (with the same d), GEE
and VGAE methods. The entire process is repeated nMC = 50 times with error bands
±2s.d., and we plot the average distances in Figure 8. The outcomes are also summarized
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in Table 1.

nc ASE GEE VGAE
log(n) 0.0434 0.3923 37.2258√

n 1.0743 2.2252 34.1321
log(n)2 8.3648 3.3992 32.3718
0.1n 11.1573 9.1703 35.7826
n3/4 13.8667 19.5171 40.7796
0.2n 14.5977 23.0077 43.1421

Table 1: Distances between embeddings

Figure 8: Using the EUemail graph dataset, we randomly select a set of vertices to form a clique,
the size of it varies as nc = [log(n),

√
n, log(n)2, 0.1n, n3/4, 0.2n]. We compute the distances between

the original graph and the graph with clique using methods ASE, GEE and VGAE. This figure
shows the record of the mean distance (± 2 s.d.) after doing nMC = 50 simulations.

When the clique size is small, ASE’s inability to distinguish between two graph embed-
dings aligns with both theoretical expectations and empirical observations. As the clique size
increases, ASE progressively discerns disparities between the embeddings. Meanwhile, GEE
consistently produces increased distances with a fixed 42 clusters. Remarkably, VGAE seems
to extract a wealth of information from the complex data within the real graph dataset,
resulting in significantly larger distances across embeddings when compared to the other
methods. However, it also exhibits a noteworthy degree of variability, particularly when
contrasted with the more stable outcomes of GEE and ASE.

4 Conclusion

Graph embedding techniques are widely used to create lower-dimensional representations of
graph structures, which can be used for multiple downstream inference tasks such as commu-
nity detection and graph testing. In this paper, we theoretically investigate the capabilities
of ASE and GEE for use in capturing the signal contained in pseudo-cliques planted into
RDPG latent position graphs. Our experimental findings support and augment these theoret-
ical insights: namely that ASE (embedded into too low a dimension) and GEE (with a fixed
cluster structure) poorly capture—both locally and globally—the pseudo-clique signal when
the pseudo-clique is small. Both do exhibit better performance capturing the pseudo-clique
signal when the clique size grows larger, though the influence of clique size is not the sole
factor at play. We note that community membership information and the number of com-
munities noticeably affect the performance of GEE. A higher degree of clustering variability
(often in the case of a larger number of clusters) accentuates the global distinguishability
between the graphs A and A(c), often at the expense of the distances across embeddings not
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localizing on the clique vertices. The VGAE, while unexplored theoretically, experimentally
exhibits its own performance quirks. The method is best able to detect large planted true
cliques, though struggles to balance global signal capture and local signal concentration in
the smaller clique and model-based planted clique settings.

Beyond deriving the analogous theoretical results to Theorems 1 and 2 in the VGAE
setting and for related embedding methods (e.g., the Laplacian Spectral Embedding [35, 44]),
it is natural to also consider planting (and detecting) pseudo-cliques in more general random
graph models. Moreover, as mentioned previously, the results contained herein could also
be cast as a type of robustness of ASE and GEE to a particular noise model. Furthering
these results to understand the robustness/detection ability of ASE and GEE to additional
structures that can be embedded into the graph model (e.g., higher degree of transitivity
[36]) is a natural next step.
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A Proofs

Herein we collect the proofs of the major results in the manuscript. In the sequel, we write
that a sequence of events (En) holds with high probability (abbreviated whp) if P(En) ≥
1− n−2 for all n sufficiently large.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

In the proof of Theorem 1, we will assume the following for our base (non-augmented) RDPG
sequence throughout.

Assumption 1. [4] Let (An ∼ RDPG(Xn))
∞
n=2 be a sequence of random dot product graphs

with An being the n× n adjacency matrix. We will assume that

i. Xn is of rank d for all n sufficiently large;

ii. There exists constant a > 0 such that for all n sufficiently large,

δ(Pn) := max
i

n∑
j=1

(Pn)ij ≥ log4+a(n)

iii. There exists constant c0 > 0 such that for all n sufficiently large,

γ(Pn) :=
λd(Pn)

δ(Pn)
≥ c0

where λd(Pn) is the d-th largest eigenvalue of Pn.

iv. There exists constants c1, c2 > 0 and a sequence of orthogonal matrices W̃n such that
for all i, j and n sufficiently large,

c1√
n
≤ |(UPnW̃n)i,j|≤

c2√
n

We now consider (An ∼ RDPG(Xn))
∞
n=2 to be a sequence of random dot product graphs

satisfying the conditions of Assumption 1. Suppressing the implicit dependence of the pa-
rameters on n, we have that the edge probability matrix for A is given by P = XX⊤.
Similarly, for the augmented RDPG graph A(c), we have A(c) ∼ RDPG (X(c)) and the edge
probability matrix is given by

P(c) = X(c)(X(c))⊤ = XX⊤ +V(c)(V(c))⊤ = P+V(c)(V(c))⊤

where we augment the X matrix with an additional column V(c) to maximally increase
the probability of connections between vertices in a set C (i.e., to maximally increase the
probability of an edge forming between every pair of vertices in C). In the following proof,
we will assume that α(n) = ∥V(c)∥0= o(δ3/4(P)).
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Note that α(n) = ∥V(c)∥0 count the number of non-zero entries in V(c). We have that

entrywise 0 ≤ V(c) ≤ 1 so that for each i ∈ [n], 0 ≤ (V
(c)
i )2 ≤ V

(c)
i ≤ 1, and

∥V(c)(V(c))⊤∥ = ∥V(c)∥2∥V(c)∥2= ∥V(c)∥22=
n∑

i=1

(V
(c)
i )2 ≤ α(n)

Next note that A(c) −XX⊤ = A(c) −X(c)(X(c))⊤ +X(c)(X(c))⊤ −XX⊤, so that

∥A(c) −XX⊤∥≤ ∥A(c) −X(c)(X(c))⊤∥+∥V(c)(V(c))⊤∥.

Theorem 21 in [4] (refined spectral norm control of A−P, adapted there from the analogous
result in [24]) then yields that w.h.p., we have ∥A(c) −X(c)(X(c))⊤∥ is of order O(

√
δ(P(c))).

Note that δ(P(c)) ≤ δ(P)+α(n) = O(δ(P)) so that ∥A(c)−X(c)(X(c))⊤∥ is of order O(
√
δ(P))

w.h.p., implying that ∥A(c) −XX⊤∥= O(
√
δ(P) + α(n)) w.h.p..

In what follows, we will adapt the proof of [6, Theorem 26] to the present setting, ac-
counting for α(n) at each stage as appropriate.

By the Davis-Kahan Theorem (see, for example, [50]), letting UP (resp., UA(c) , , with
ordered eigenvalues in SA(c)) be the matrix with columns composed of the d-largest eigen-
vectors of P (resp., A(c)), we have that there exists a constant C > 0 (that can change
line–to–line) such that (where θi are the principal angles between the subspaces spanned by
UA(c) and UP)

∥UA(c)U⊤
A(c) −UPU

⊤
P∥= max

i
∥sin θi∥ ≤

√
d
C∥A(c) −P∥

λd(P)

≤ C
√
d

(
1

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)

δ(P)

)
The variant of the Davis-Kahan theorem given in [35] yields also that there is a constant C
and an orthonormal matrix W ∈ Rd×d such that

∥UPW −UA(c)∥F≤ C
√
d
∥A(c) −P∥

λd(P)
≤ C

√
d

(
1

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)

δ(P)

)
(5)

Letting W1ΣW⊤
2 be the singular value decomposition of U⊤

PUA(c) (with singular values
denoted σi), we have that w.h.p.

∥U⊤
PUA(c) −W1W

⊤
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=W∗

∥ = ∥Σ− I∥= max
i

|1− σi|≤ max
i

(1− σ2
i )

= max
i

sin2(θi) = ∥UA(c)U⊤
A(c) −UPU

⊤
P∥2

= O

(
δ(P) + α(n)2

δ2(P)

)
We next establish the analogue of Lemma 49 in [6], and adopt the notation used therein.

Let R = UA(c) − UPU
⊤
PUA(c) , and note that by Eq 5, (as R denotes the residual after

projection of UA(c) onto the column space of UP)

∥UA(c) −UPU
⊤
PUA(c)∥F≤ min

W∈Od

∥UA(c) −UPW∥F= O

(
δ1/2(P) + α(n)

δ(P)

)
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Next, we note that

W∗SA(c)

= (W∗ −U⊤
PUA(c))SA(c) +U⊤

PUA(c)SA(c)

= (W∗ −U⊤
PUA(c))SA(c) +U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)UA(c) +U⊤

PPUA(c)

= (W∗ −U⊤
PUA(c))SA(c) +U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)R+U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)UPU

⊤
PUA(c) +U⊤

PPUA(c)

= (W∗ −U⊤
PUA(c))SA(c) +U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)R+U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)UPU

⊤
PUA(c) + SPU

⊤
PUA(c)

Write SPU
⊤
PUA(c) = SP(U

⊤
PUA(c) −W∗) + SPW

∗; we then rearrange terms above to get

W∗SA(c) − SPW
∗ = (W∗ −U⊤

PUA(c))SA(c) +U⊤
P(A

(c) −P)R+U⊤
P(A

(c) −P)UPU
⊤
PUA(c)

+ SP(U
⊤
PUA(c) −W∗).

Note that by Weyl’s Theorem [19], we have that for any i ∈ [n],

|λi(A
(c))− λi(P)| ≤ ∥A(c) −P∥= O(

√
δ(P) + α(n)) = o(δ3/4(P)).

and hence both ∥SP∥ and ∥SA(c)∥ are O(δ(P)). Then we can obtain

∥W∗SA(c) − SPW
∗∥F≤ ∥W∗ −U⊤

PUA(c)∥F (∥SA(c)∥+∥SP∥) + ∥(A(c) −P)∥·∥R∥F
+ ∥U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)UPU

⊤
PUA(c)∥F

≤ O

(
1 +

α(n)2

δ(P)

)
+ ∥U⊤

P(A
(c) −P)UP∥F∥U⊤

PUA(c)∥

≤ O

(
1 +

α(n)2

δ(P)

)
+ ∥U⊤

P(A
(c) −P(c) +P(c) −P)UP∥F∥U⊤

PUA(c)∥

≤ O

(
1 +

α(n)2

δ(P)

)
+

[
∥U⊤

P(A
(c) −P(c))UP∥F+∥U⊤

P(P
(c) −P)UP∥F

]
∥U⊤

PUA(c)∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1

Now, the localization assumption gives us that

∥U⊤
P(P

(c) −P)UP∥F = ∥W̃⊤U⊤
P(P

(c) −P)UPW̃∥F

=

√√√√∑
ij

(∑
kl

(W̃⊤U⊤
P)ik(P

(c) −P)kl(UPW̃)lj

)2

≤

√√√√∑
ij

(∑
kl

c2
n
(P(c) −P)kl

)2

≤
√∑

ij

c22α(n)
4

n2

= O

(
α(n)2

n

)
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As in the argument in the proof of Lemma 49 in [4], we know U⊤
P(A

(c) −P(c))UP is a d× d
matrix. By utilizing Hoeffding’s inequality, we get that each entry of U⊤

P(A
(c) −P(c))UP is

of order O(log n) with high probability. As a consequence,

∥U⊤
P(A

(c) −P(c))UP∥F= O(log(n))

with high probability, and hence w.h.p. (recalling the assumption that α(n) = o(δ3/4(P)))

∥W∗SA(c) − SPW
∗∥F= O

(
log(n) +

α(n)2

δ(P)

)
(6)

To establish that

∥W∗S
1/2

A(c) − S
1/2
P W∗∥F= O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
, (7)

we note that the ij−th entry of W∗S
1/2

A(c) − S
1/2
P W∗ can be written as (noting i, j ∈ [d])

W∗
ij(λ

1/2
i (A(c))− λ

1/2
j (P)) = W∗

ij

λi(A
(c))− λj(P)

λ
1/2
i (A(c)) + λ

1/2
j (P)

where λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λn are the ordered eigenvalues of the matrix, and we recall that
Weyl’s theorem gives the denominator is of order δ1/2(P).

We next establish the analogue of Theorem 50 in [4]. Adopting the notation used therein,

let R1 = UPU
⊤
PUA(c) −UPW

∗ and R2 = W∗S
1/2

A(c) − S
1/2
P W∗. We deduce that

X̂(c) −UPS
1/2
P W∗ = UA(c)S

1/2

A(c) −UPW
∗S

1/2

A(c) +UP(W
∗S

1/2

A(c) − S
1/2
P W∗)

= UA(c)S
1/2

A(c) −UPU
⊤
PUA(c)S

1/2

A(c) +R1S
1/2

A(c) +UPR2

= (A(c) −P)UA(c)S
−1/2

A(c) −UPU
⊤
P(A

(c) −P)UA(c)S
−1/2

A(c) +R1S
1/2

A(c) +UPR2

since UPU
⊤
PP = P and UA(c)S

1/2

A(c) = A(c)UA(c)S
−1/2

A(c) . Let

R3 = UA(c) −UPW
∗ = UA(c) −UPU

⊤
PUA(c) +R1,

we can write

X̂(c) −UPS
1/2
P W∗ = (A(c) −P)UPW

∗S
−1/2

A(c) −UPU
⊤
P(A

(c) −P)UPW
∗S

−1/2

A(c)

+ (I−UPU
⊤
P)(A

(c) −P)R3S
−1/2

A(c) +R1S
1/2

A(c) +UPR2

Now, combining the above bounds we have that w.h.p. (again using the assumption that
α(n) = o(δ3/4(P)))

∥R1∥F = O

(
δ(P) + α(n)2

δ2(P)

)
⇒ ∥R1S

1/2

A(c)∥F= O

(
δ(P) + α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
∥R2∥F = O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
∥R3∥F = O

(
δ1/2(P) + α(n)

δ(P)

)
⇒ ∥(I−UPU

⊤
P)(A

(c) −P)R3S
−1/2

A(c) ∥F= O

(
δ(P) + α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
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Again applying Hoeffding’s inequality, the delocalization assumption, and Weyl’s Theorem,
we have that

∥UPU
⊤
P(A

(c) −P)UPW
∗S

−1/2

A(c) ∥F= ∥UPU
⊤
P(A

(c) −P(c) +P(c) −P)UPW
∗S

−1/2

A(c) ∥F
≤ (∥U⊤

P(A
(c) −P(c))UP∥F+∥U⊤

P(P
(c) −P)UP∥F )∥S−1/2

A(c) ∥F

= O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

nδ1/2(P)

)
Therefore, with high probability, we have

∥X̂(c) −UPS
1/2
P W∗∥F = ∥(A(c) −P)UPW

∗S
−1/2

A(c) ∥F+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
= ∥(A(c) −P)UPS

−1/2
P W∗ − (A(c) −P)UP(S

−1/2
P W∗ −W∗S

−1/2

A(c) )∥F

+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
As in the argument used to prove Eq. 7, we derive that w.h.p.

∥W∗S
−1/2

A(c) − S
−1/2
P W∗∥F= O

(
log n

δ3/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ5/2(P)

)
Combining the above, we arrive at

∥X̂(c) −UPS
1/2
P W∗∥F= ∥(A(c) −P)UPS

−1/2
P W∗∥F+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
= ∥(A(c) −P)UPS

−1/2
P ∥F+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
= O

(
d1/2

δ1/2(P)

)
∥(A(c) −P(c) +P(c) −P)UPW̃∥F+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)

This then gives us that (where W is such that XW = UPS
1/2
P W∗)

max
i

∥X̂(c)
i −WXi∥

≤ O

(
d1/2

δ1/2(P)

)
max

i
∥((A(c) −P(c) +P(c) −P)UPW̃)i∥+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
≤ O

(
d

δ1/2(P)

)
max

j
∥(A(c) −P(c) +P(c) −P)(UPW̃).j∥∞+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
≤ O

(
d

δ1/2(P)

)(
max

j
∥(A(c) −P(c))(UPW̃).j∥∞+max

j
∥(P(c) −P)(UPW̃).j∥∞

)
+O

(
log n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
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where (UPW̃).j denotes the j−th column of UPW̃. For a given j and a given index i, we
can use Hoeffding’s inequality to show that the i−th element of the vector(

(A(c) −P(c))(UPW̃).j

)
i
=
∑
k

(A
(c)
i,k −P

(c)
i,k)(UPW̃)kj (8)

is O(log n) w.h.p.. The delocalization assumption yields that for a given j and a given index
i, (where C > 0 is a constant that can change line–to–line)

∣∣∣((P(c) −P)(UPW̃).j

)
i

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

(P
(c)
ik −Pik)(UPW̃)kj

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
k

∣∣∣(P(c)
ik −Pik)(UPW̃)kj

∣∣∣
≤ α(n)√

n

Combining the above with a union bound over i and j (for Eq. 8), we have that w.h.p.

max
i

∥X̂(c)
i −WXi∥ = O

(
log2 n

δ1/2(P)
+

α(n)

δ1/2(P)
√
n
+

α(n)2

δ3/2(P)

)
as desired. The result then follows by combining the above inequality with the analogous
(significantly tighter) concentration bound for the ASE of A into Rd as found in [6, Theorem
26].

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

In the proof of Theorem 2, we will assume the following for our base (non-augmented) RDPG
sequence throughout.

Assumption 2. Let (An ∼ RDPG(Xn))
∞
n=2 be a sequence of random dot product graphs

with An being the n×n adjacency matrix, and assume the corresponding vertex class vector
being provided by Y. We will assume that

i. For each k ∈ [K], nk =
∑n

i=1 1{Yi = k} = Θ(n);

ii. We require ξ(n) := mini,k

∑n
j=1:Yj=k(Pn)ij = ω(

√
n log(n))

From the definition of the encoder embedding,

Z
(c)
ik =

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k A

(c)
ij

nk

=

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}̸⊂C
A

(c)
ij

nk

+

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}⊂C
A

(c)
ij

nk︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤α(n)/nk
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Note that if {i, j} ̸⊂ C, then A
(c)
ij and Aij are identically distributed, and that

E(Z(c)
ik ) =

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}̸⊂C
X⊤

i Xj

nk

+

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}⊂C
X⊤

i Xj +V
(c)
i V

(c)
j

nk

= E(Zik) +

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}⊂C
V

(c)
i V

(c)
j

nk

Note that term ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑n

j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,
{i,j}⊂C

V
(c)
i V

(c)
j

nk

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ α(n)/nk

for all i. Note that if α(n) = o(ξ(n)), then

|{j s.t. j ̸= i, Yj = k, {i, j} ̸⊂ C}| = nk − 1{Yi = k} − |{j s.t. j ̸= i, Yj = k, {i, j} ⊂ C}|
= nk(1− o(1)).

From Hoeffding’s inequality, we then have that Tik :=
∑n

j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,
{i,j}̸⊂C

A
(c)
ij satisfies

P(|Tik − ETik|≥
√

2nk log n) ≤ 2exp

{
−4nk log n

nk

}
=

2

n4

We then have that with probability at least 1− 2/n4,

∥Z(c)
i − E(Zi)∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
Tik

nk

+

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}⊂C
A

(c)
ij

nk

− ETik

nk

−

∑n
j=1:j ̸=i,Yj=k,

{i,j}⊂C
X⊤

i Xj

nk

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√
2nk log n+ 2α(n)

nk

An analogous result for ∥Zi − E(Zi)∥2 yields that with probability at least 1− 2/n4

∥Zi − E(Zi)∥2 ≤
√
2nk log n

nk

Taking the intersection over i ∈ [n] and summing over k ∈ [K] (a union bound over the
complements) yields then that w.h.p.

max
i

∥Z(c)
i − Zi∥2 ≤ max

i
∥Z(c)

i − E(Zi)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
=O

(
K(

√
2n logn+α(n))

n

)
+max

i
∥Zi − E(Zi)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

=O
(

K
√
2n logn
n

)
as desired.
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B extra figures

(a) nc = log(n) (b) nc = log(n)

(c) nc = log(n),K = 3 (d) nc = log(n),K = 3

Figure 9: For each set of vertices ranges from n = [100, 300, . . . , 1500], we generate a pair of graphs
(G,G(c)). G is directly sampled from a specified latent position matrix, while G(c) is derived from
G by introducing a clique with a size of nc = log(n) for the planted pseudo-clique (option ii). The
average distances (± 2 s.d.) are displayed in this Figure resulting from nMC = 50 repetitions.
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(a) nc = log2(n) (b) nc = log2(n)

(c) nc = log2(n),K = 3 (d) nc = log2(n),K = 3

Figure 10: For each set of vertices ranges from n = [100, 300, . . . , 1500], we generate a pair of graphs
(G,G(c)). G is directly sampled from a specified latent position matrix, while G(c) is derived from
G by introducing a clique with a size of nc = log2(n) for the planted true-clique (option i). The
average distances (± 2 s.d.) are displayed in this Figure resulting from nMC = 50 repetitions.
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