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Abstract
Graph layouts and node embeddings are two dis-
tinct paradigms for non-parametric graph repre-
sentation learning. In the former, nodes are em-
bedded into 2D space for visualization purposes.
In the latter, nodes are embedded into a high-
dimensional vector space for downstream pro-
cessing. State-of-the-art algorithms for these two
paradigms, force-directed layouts and random-
walk-based contrastive learning (such as Deep-
Walk and node2vec), have little in common. In
this work, we show that both paradigms can be
approached with a single coherent framework
based on established neighbor embedding meth-
ods. Specifically, we introduce graph t-SNE, a
neighbor embedding method for two-dimensional
graph layouts, and graph CNE, a contrastive
neighbor embedding method that produces high-
dimensional node representations by optimizing
the InfoNCE objective. We show that both graph
t-SNE and graph CNE strongly outperform state-
of-the-art algorithms in terms of local structure
preservation, while being conceptually simpler.

1. Introduction
Many real-world datasets, ranging from molecule structures
to citation networks, come in the form of graphs. Graphs
are abstract objects consisting of a set of nodes V and a
set of edges E which do not inherently belong to any spe-
cific metric space. Therefore, the field of graph represen-
tation learning has emerged with the goal of embedding
the nodes into a metric space Rd so that neighborhoods
are well-preserved. Traditionally, a distinction has been
made between (i) graph layout (or graph drawing) methods
which embed nodes into R2 for visualization purposes and
(ii) node embedding methods like DeepWalk (Perozzi et al.,
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2014) and node2vec (Grover & Leskovec, 2016) which em-
bed nodes into higher-dimensional spaces more suitable for
downstream analysis, such as classification or clustering.
Graph layout methods typically obtain the embeddings by
pulling together connected nodes, whereas node embedding
methods are typically based on contrastive learning and
random-walk notions of node similarity. Both approaches
are non-parametric and do not require any node features.

Recent work has revealed connections between graph lay-
outs and dimensionality reduction techniques like t-SNE
(van der Maaten & Hinton, 2008), leading to improved
graph layout algorithms (Kruiger et al., 2017; Pitsianis et al.,
2019; Zhu et al., 2020a; Zhong et al., 2023). Concurrently,
researchers have unified various dimensionality reduction al-
gorithms based on the idea of embedding high-dimensional
neighbors near each other (Damrich & Hamprecht, 2021;
Böhm et al., 2022) and established connections between
neighbor embeddings and contrastive learning (Damrich
et al., 2023; Böhm et al., 2023; Hu et al., 2023). This
led to implementations that allow optimizing neighbor em-
beddings in high-dimensional embedding spaces (McInnes
et al., 2018; Damrich et al., 2023). Despite these links
between graph layouts, data visualization, and contrastive
learning, state-of-the-art 2D and high-D graph representa-
tion methods remain fundamentally distinct, overlooking
the potential of these theoretical connections. This raises
a natural question: is there a single, principled approach
which unifies these seemingly disparate methods while also
achieving competitive performance across both domains,
2D graph layouts and high-D node embeddings?

In this work, we show that such an approach indeed exists.
First, we introduce a neighbor-embedding-based graph lay-
out algorithm, graph t-SNE (Figure 1), and show that it
performs better than existing methods. Second, we intro-
duce a contrastive neighbor embedding algorithm for node
embeddings, graph CNE (Figure 1), and show that it outper-
forms DeepWalk and node2vec while being conceptually
simpler and without requiring costly hyperparameter tun-
ing. Importantly, both of our proposed techniques emerge
naturally from the same underlying principle of neighbor
embeddings, demonstrating that a single set of core ideas
can yield state-of-the-art performance across these tradition-
ally separate domains.
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R2

graph t-SNE
KL divergence

`ij = − log
(1 + ‖yi − yj‖2)−1

∑
kl(1 + ‖yk − yl‖2)−1

G = (V, E)

i
j

graph CNE

InfoNCE

`ij = − log
exp(y>i yj/τ)∑
k exp(y>i yk/τ)

graph
layout

node
embedding

S127

Figure 1. Abstract graph G gets embedded into R2 with graph t-SNE or into S127 with graph CNE.

2. Related Work
Graph layouts Graph layout algorithms have traditionally
been based on spring models, where every connected pair
of nodes feels a distance-dependent attractive force Fa and
all pairs of nodes feel a distance-dependent repulsive force
Fr (force-directed graph layouts). Many algorithms can be
written as Fa = daij and Fr = drij (Noack, 2007), where
daij (resp. drij) is the embedding distance between nodes i
and j raised to the a-th (resp. r-th) power. For example,
the Fruchterman–Reingold algorithm uses a = 2, r = −1
(Fruchterman & Reingold, 1991); ForceAtlas2 uses a = 1,
r = −1 (Jacomy et al., 2014); LinLog uses a = 0, r = −1
(Noack, 2007). Efficient implementations can be based
on Barnes–Hut approximation of the repulsive forces, as
in SFDP (Hu, 2005). The relationship of ForceAtlas2 to
neighbor embeddings was discussed by Böhm et al. (2022).

Several recent graph layout algorithms have been inspired
by neighbor embeddings. tsNET (Kruiger et al., 2017) ap-
plied a modified version of t-SNE to the pairwise shortest
path distances between all nodes. DRGraph (Zhu et al.,
2020a) made tsNET faster by using negative sampling
(Mikolov et al., 2013). t-FDP (Zhong et al., 2023) suggested
custom Fa and Fr forces inspired by t-SNE and adopted
the interpolation-based approximation of Linderman et al.
(2019). In Section 7.1 we will show that our graph t-SNE
outperforms both DRGraph and t-FDP.

SGtSNEpi (Pitsianis et al., 2019) is the closest method to
our proposed graph t-SNE algorithm. It applies t-SNE
optimization to affinities derived from the graph G, but
derives these affinities in a more complex way than we do,
and with additional hyperparameters (Section 4.2). In our
experiments, our graph t-SNE outperformed SGtSNEpi.

Node embeddings The popular DeepWalk (Perozzi et al.,
2014) and node2vec (Grover & Leskovec, 2016) algorithms
optimize node placement in a high-dimensional target space
based on random walks on graph G. These walks treat
nodes as analogous to words and random walk paths as

sentences, enabling the application of word embedding tech-
niques to learn the representation. Specifically, DeepWalk
achieves this by performing random walks from each start-
ing node and then using the word2vec algorithm (Mikolov
et al., 2013) to ensure that nodes which co-occur often in
these random walks are represented near one another in
the embedding space. The node2vec algorithm similarly
obtains node embeddings by giving graph traversals to the
word2vec algorithm, but it differs from DeepWalk by defin-
ing two parameters which control the depth-first vs. breadth-
first nature of the random walk. These parameters (p and q)
provide an additional level of control over the community
structure uncovered by the walks, with DeepWalk being a
specific instantiation of node2vec when these parameters
are both set to 1.

Both DeepWalk and node2vec have been widely adopted
for graph-based machine learning applications, including
classification and link-prediction tasks (Khosla et al., 2019).
Although connections have been drawn between Word2vec
and contrastive learning (Arora et al., 2019), we empha-
size that the DeepWalk and node2vec algorithms are often
regarded as separate from standard contrastive techniques
(Grohe, 2020).

Parametric embeddings and node-level graph contras-
tive learning Our paper is about non-parametric embed-
dings that only use the structure of the graph G = (V, E).
In contrast, parametric graph contrastive learning (GCL)
methods use node feature vectors and employ a neural net-
work, usually a graph convolutional network (GCN; Kipf
& Welling, 2017), to transform features into embedding
vectors.

The basic principle behind contrastive learning is to learn
data representation by contrasting pairs of observations that
are similar to each other (positive pairs) with those that
are dissimilar to each other (negative pairs). In computer
vision, positive pairs are generated via data augmentation,
e.g. in SimCLR (Chen et al., 2020). GCL can be graph-
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level or node-level, depending on whether representations
are obtained for a set of graphs or for the set of nodes of
a single graph. Many graph-level (e.g. You et al., 2020)
and node-level GCL algorithms (Velickovic et al., 2019;
Zhu et al., 2020b; Hassani & Khasahmadi, 2020; Thakoor
et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2021) are also
based on graph augmentations, such as node dropping or
edge perturbation. A general problem with domain-agnostic
graph augmentations is that they can have unpredictable
effects on graph semantics (Trivedi et al., 2022). This mo-
tivated development of augmentation-free node-level GCL
methods, where positive pairs are pairs of nodes that are
located close to each other in terms of graph distance (Lee
et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022). Recent work
argued that GCL methods effectively pull connected nodes
together, sometimes explicitly through their loss function,
but also implicitly through the GCN architecture (Trivedi
et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023; Guo et al., 2023).

Note that Leow et al. (2019) also suggested an algorithm
called ‘graph t-SNE’, that uses a GCN to build a parametric
mapping optimizing a combination of t-SNE losses on node
features and on shortest graph distances; it has almost no
relation to our proposed graph t-SNE algorithm, which is
non-parametric, and does not use node features or GCNs.

3. Background: Neighbor Embedding
Framework

3.1. Neighbor Embeddings

Neighbor embeddings are a family of dimensionality reduc-
tion methods aiming to embed n observations from some
high-dimensional metric space X into a lower-dimensional
(usually two-dimensional) Euclidean space Rd, such that
neighborhood relationships between observations are pre-
served in the embedding space. Typically, X is another
real-valued space Rp, with d ≪ p. We denote the original
vectors as xi ∈ Rp and the embedding vectors as yi ∈ Rd.

One of the most popular neighbor embedding methods, t-
distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE; van der
Maaten & Hinton, 2008) is an extension of the earlier SNE
(Hinton & Roweis, 2002). t-SNE minimizes the Kullback–
Leibler divergence between the high-dimensional and low-
dimensional affinities pij and qij :

L =
∑

ij

pij log
pij
qij

= const−
∑

ij

pij log qij . (1)

Both affinity matrices are defined to be symmetric, posi-
tive, and to sum to 1. The high-dimensional affinities P are
computed using adaptive Gaussian kernels such that the dis-
tribution of pij values for any fixed i has a given perplexity
(a hyperparameter controlling the effective neighborhood
size). Low-dimensional affinities Q are defined in t-SNE

using a t-distribution kernel with one degree of freedom,
also known as the Cauchy kernel:

qij =
(1 + ∥yi − yj∥2)−1

∑
k ̸=l(1 + ∥yl − yk∥2)−1

. (2)

In practice, t-SNE optimization can be accelerated by an ap-
proximation of the repulsive force field based on the Barnes–
Hut algorithm (van der Maaten, 2014; Yang et al., 2013), on
interpolation (Linderman et al., 2019), or on sampling (Arte-
menkov & Panov, 2020; Damrich et al., 2023; Draganov
et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2023).

3.2. Contrastive Neighbor Embeddings

The contrastive neighbor embedding (CNE) algorithm
(Damrich et al., 2023) is a flexible dimensionality reduction
framework that replaces t-SNE’s Kullback–Leibler diver-
gence loss with contrastive losses. It considers three dif-
ferent loss functions: NCE (noise-contrastive estimation)
(Gutmann & Hyvärinen, 2010), InfoNCE (Jozefowicz et al.,
2016; Oord et al., 2018), and negative sampling (Mikolov
et al., 2013). These loss functions are called contrastive
because they are based on contrasting pairs of k-nearest
neighbors and non-neighbors in the same mini-batch, and
do not require a global normalization like in Equation 2.
Using NCE and InfoNCE in CNE approximates t-SNE.

In this work we will only use the InfoNCE loss function.
The InfoNCE loss is defined for one pair of k-nearest neigh-
bors ij (positive pair) with affinity pij as

ℓ(i, j) = −pij log
wij

wij +
∑m

k=1 wik
, (3)

where wij are non-normalized low-dimensional affinities
and the sum in the denominator is over m negative pairs
ik where k can be drawn from all points in the same mini-
batch apart from i and j. One mini-batch consists of b pairs
of neighbors, and hence contains 2b points. Therefore, for
a given batch size b, the maximal value of m is 2b − 2.
The larger the number of negative samples m, the better is
the approximation to t-SNE (Damrich et al., 2023). The
InfoNCE loss aims to make wij large, i.e. place embeddings
yi and yj nearby, if ij is a positive pair, and small if it is a
negative one.

The wij affinities do not need to be normalized. When
embedding into R2, they can be defined simply as

wij = (1 + ∥yi − yj∥2)−1. (4)

When using a high-dimensional embedding space, e.g.
d = 128 instead of d = 2, embedding vectors are usu-
ally projected to lie on the unit sphere. For points on the
unit sphere, the cosine distance and the squared Euclidean
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distance differ only by a constant, making the following
definitions of wij equivalent:

wij = exp
(
y⊤
i yj/(∥yi∥ · ∥yj∥)/τ

)
(5)

= const · exp
(
−
∥∥∥ yi

∥yi∥
− yj

∥yj∥
∥∥∥
2/

(2τ)
)
, (6)

where τ is called the temperature (by default, τ = 0.5).
Together with Equation 3, this gives the same loss function
as in SimCLR (Chen et al., 2020), a popular contrastive
learning algorithm in computer vision. Note that instead of
nearest neighbors, SimCLR uses pairs of augmented images
as positive pairs.

4. Applying the Neighbor Embedding
Framework to Graphs

4.1. General Approach

Standard t-SNE employs Gaussian high-dimensional affini-
ties with most pij ≈ 0. This can be seen as a generalization
of discrete nearest neighbors: if pij is close to 0, then the
points are effectively dissimilar. However, almost the same
visualizations can be obtained using hard nearest neighbors,
i.e. simply by normalizing and symmetrizing the kNN graph
adjacency matrix A directly (Böhm et al., 2022):

P =
A/k +A⊤/k

2n
. (7)

Here A has element aij = 1 if xj is within the k near-
est neighbors of xi. Reasonable values of k typically lie
between 10 and 100, corresponding to the effective neigh-
borhood size for typical perplexity values.

Similarly, contrastive neighbor embeddings often directly
choose the edges of the kNN graph as high-dimensional
affinities, P = A/

∑
ij Aij (Artemenkov & Panov, 2020;

Damrich et al., 2023). This is equivalent to simply leaving
out pij from Equation (3).

Thus, even though neither t-SNE nor CNE are usually pre-
sented as such, they can be thought of as graph layout al-
gorithms, specifically applied to kNN graphs. During op-
timization, neighboring nodes (sharing a kNN edge) feel
attraction, whereas all nodes feel repulsion, arising through
the normalization in Equations 2 and 3.

This suggests a simple strategy for applying the neighbor
embedding framework to a general graph G: obtain affinities
directly from G instead of a kNN graph of some data, and
then run the t-SNE or CNE embedding optimization on
these affinities (Figure 1).

4.2. Graph Layouts via Graph t-SNE

Given an unweighted graph G = (V, E), its adjacency ma-
trix A has elements Aij = 1 if (i, j) ∈ E and Aij = 0

otherwise. Since all graphs considered in this study are
undirected, the adjacency matrix is a binary, symmetric
square n× n matrix. In order to convert it into an affinity
matrix suitable for t-SNE, we followed the strategy of Böhm
et al. (2022) in Eq. 7: divide each row by the sum of its ele-
ments, symmetrize the resulting matrix, and then normalize
to sum to 1:

P =
Ã+ Ã⊤

2n
, where Ãij = Aij

/ n∑

k=1

Aik. (8)

For optimization, we used openTSNE (Poličar et al., 2019)
with default parameters. It uses Laplacian Eigenmaps
(Belkin & Niyogi, 2003) for initialization (Kobak & Lin-
derman, 2021), sets the learning rate to n to achieve good
convergence (Linderman & Steinerberger, 2019; Belkina
et al., 2019), and employs the FIt-SNE algorithm that has
linear O(n) runtime (Linderman et al., 2019).

We have also experimented with an alternative way to con-
vert the adjacency matrix into the affinity matrix: namely,
to divide A by the sum of its elements: P = A/

∑
ij Aij .

This approach resulted in lower neighbor recall and kNN
accuracy values, and gave visually unpleasing embeddings,
with low-degree nodes pushed out to the periphery (Fig-
ure S2c,f). Furthermore, we experimented with various
initialization schemes and found that on our graphs, random
initialization performed very similar to the default Laplacian
Eigenmaps initialization (Figure S2b,e).

SGtSNEpi (Pitsianis et al., 2019) derives the affinity ma-
trix P from the adjacency matrix A in a more complicated
way (Pitsianis et al., 2024, Supplementary). Non-zero ele-
ments Aij are first weighted by the Jaccard similarity of the
sets of neighbors of nodes i and j, then power-transformed
to match a pre-specified row sum λ, and finally divided by
λ to yield Ã. By default, λ = 10.

Table 1. Benchmark datasets. Columns: number of nodes in the
largest connected component, number of undirected edges, number
of node classes, and the average number of edges per node.

Dataset Nodes Edges Classes E/N

Citeseer 2 120 7 358 6 3.5
Cora 2 485 10 138 7 4.1
PubMed 19 717 88 648 3 4.5
Photo 7 487 238 086 8 31.8
Computer 13 381 491 556 10 36.7
MNIST kNN 70 000 1 501 392 10 21.4
arXiv 169 343 2 315 598 40 13.7
MAG 726 664 10 778 888 349 14.8
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4.3. Node Embeddings via Graph CNE

As in graph t-SNE, graph CNE directly obtains the affini-
ties from a graph G, instead of a kNN graph. Following
CNE, we compute them as P = A/

∑
ij Aij . Then, graph

CNE optimizes the embedding using a contrastive loss func-
tion such as InfoNCE to make neighbors be close in the
embedding (Section 3.2).

For all experiments with CNE we used the output dimen-
sionality d = 128 and the InfoNCE loss with the cosine
distance. We set the batch size to min{8192, |V|/10} (in
pilot experiments we noticed that small graphs required
smaller batch sizes for good convergence) and used full-
batch repulsion (m = 2b− 2). The number of epochs was
set to 100. We used the Adam optimizer (Kingma & Ba,
2015) with learning rate 0.001. Graph CNE was initial-
ized with 128-dimensional Laplacian Eigenmaps as well,
although, again, there was almost no difference when using
random initialization.

Note that our method is conceptually much simpler than
DeepWalk and node2vec. In both of these algorithms, ran-
dom walks are used to implicitly estimate node similarity by
their co-occurence, and then word2vec is employed to train
the embedding. Furthermore, node2vec requires per-graph
hyperparameter tuning so that its random walk distributions
appropriately model the input graph (Grover & Leskovec,
2016). In our graph CNE method, all nodes connected by
an edge attract each other, exactly as in graph t-SNE, and
no random walks are needed. The main difference between
graph t-SNE & CNE is the contrastive loss for efficient
optimization in 128 dimensions.

5. Experimental Setup
Datasets We used eight publicly available graph datasets
(Table 1). The first five datasets were retrieved from the
Deep Graph Library (Wang et al., 2019). The arXiv and
MAG dataset were retrieved from the Open Graph Bench-
mark (Hu et al., 2020). The MNIST kNN dataset was
obtained by computing the kNN graph with k = 15 on
top of the 50 principal components of the MNIST digit
dataset (Lecun et al., 1998). Each dataset was treated as
an unweighted and undirected graph, where each node has
a class label, used only for evaluation. We restricted our-
selves to graphs with labeled nodes in order to use classifi-
cation accuracy as one of the performance metrics. In all
datasets we used only the largest connected component and
excluded all self-loops if present, using NetworkX (Hag-
berg et al., 2008) functions connected components
and selfloop edges.

Performance metrics We evaluated the performance us-
ing three metrics: neighbor recall, kNN classification accu-

a b

0 10
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 τ = 0.05
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b

 τ = 0.5d e

c

d e

Figure 2. Learning dynamics of the 128-dimensional CNE embed-
dings of nodes in a stochastic block model graph with 10 blocks.
(a, b) t-SNE visualizations of the CNE embeddings with τ = 0.05,
in the middle of the first epoch and after ten epochs. (c) The neigh-
bor recall as a function of the training epoch, for τ = 0.05 and for
τ = 0.5. Points correspond to t-SNE visualizations above/below.
(d, e) Same as (a, b), but for τ = 0.5.

racy, and linear classification accuracy.

The neighbor recall quantifies how well local node neigh-
borhoods are preserved in the embedding. We defined it as
the average fraction of each node’s graph neighbors that are
among the node’s nearest neighbors in the embedding:

Recall =
1

|V|

|V|∑

i=1

∣∣NG[i] ∩NE,ki [i]
∣∣

ki
, (9)

where |V| is the number of nodes in the graph, NG[i] is the
set of node i’s graph neighbors, NE,k[i] denotes the set of
node i’s k Euclidean nearest neighbors in the embedding
space, and ki = |NG[i]| is the number of node i’s graph
neighbors. This metric does not require ground truth classes
and is similar to what is commonly used in the literature to
benchmark graph layout algorithms (Kruiger et al., 2017;
Zhu et al., 2020a; Zhong et al., 2023). Therefore, we use this
as our primary metric for measuring graph layout quality.

The kNN classification accuracy quantifies local class sepa-
ration in the embedding. To calculate kNN accuracy, we ran-
domly split all nodes into a training (90% of all nodes) and a
test set (10%), and used the KNeighborsClassifier
from scikit-learn with k = 10 (Pedregosa et al., 2011).

We used the Euclidean distance to calculate all kNN evalua-
tions (recall and accuracy) in d = 2, and the cosine similar-
ity for evaluations in d = 128. CNE uses the cosine metric
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Figure 3. Performance metrics for graph layouts: (a) neighbor recall, (b) kNN accuracy, and (c) linear accuracy. Datasets are ordered by
the number of edges. See Figures 5 and S4 for the corresponding layouts.
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Figure 4. Performance metrics for node embeddings: (a) neighbor recall, (b) kNN accuracy, (c) linear accuracy. Datasets are ordered by
the number of edges. For node2vec we did a grid search over p, q ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 1, 2, 4} and show results with the highest neighbor recall.

in its loss function (Equation 6), so only cosine neighbors
make sense for evaluation. DeepWalk and node2vec rely
on word2vec which uses dot product similarity in the loss
function, and the original papers also used cosine metric
for evaluation (in our experiments cosine evaluation led to
better results on average).

For linear accuracy we used LogisticRegression
from scikit-learn with no regularization (penalty=None),
SAGA solver (Defazio et al., 2014) with tol=0.01, and
the same train/test split. We standardized all features based
on the training set.

6. Graph CNE Requires Low Temperature
In pilot experiments, we noticed that the performance of
graph CNE was strongly affected by the temperature pa-
rameter τ . To investigate it further, we synthesized a graph
following the stochastic block model (SBM; Holland et al.,
1983). The generated graph had 80 000 nodes in 10 clusters,
with any two nodes from the same cluster having probability
2.5 · 10−3 to be connected by an edge, and any two nodes
from two different clusters having probability 5 · 10−6 to
be connected. The resulting graph has a clear community
structure that should be easy to recover.

CNE with the default temperature τ = 0.5 achieved near-
perfect class separation but failed to retain the neighborhood
structure. The neighbor recall, after reaching 13% within
the first training epoch, collapsed to below 1% over the next
several epochs (Figure 2c, orange line). The t-SNE visual-
ization of the high-dimensional embedding at the point of
maximum neighbor recall showed ten compact clusters (Fig-
ure 2d), but after convergence it showed nine subclusters
for each of the ten classes (Figure 2e). These smaller sub-
clusters corresponded to nodes with an inter-cluster edge to
a specific other class. During the optimization, these nodes
got ‘pulled out’ of their class, destroying the local structure
of the embedding and leading to near-zero neighbor recall.

In contrast, CNE with a lower temperature τ = 0.05 did
not show this behavior. The neighbor recall was almost
monotonically increasing during training, reaching 78% af-
ter 10 epochs (Figure 2c, blue line). The t-SNE visualization
showed ten compact clusters (Figure 2b), without any visi-
ble subclusters. Our interpretation is that the InfoNCE loss
with low temperature could effectively ignore the noise in
form of rare inter-class edges.

In the following experiments, we set the temperature of
graph CNE to τ = 0.05 for all datasets. We have also
implemented learnable temperature, making τ an additional
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Table 2. Neighbor recall for all methods and datasets (in %). All values are mean ± standard deviation across three training runs. The top
performing method for each dimensionality is highlighted in bold. Methods in blue are ours.

d Method Citeseer Cora PubMed Photo Computer MNIST arXiv MAG

2

graph t-SNE 71.7 ± 2.2 66.7 ± 0.5 25.0 ± 0.2 46.9 ± 0.2 41.8 ± 0.1 40.2 ± 0.2 36.3 ± 0.3 32.3 ± 0.7
SGtSNEpi 59.1 ± 0.3 57.4 ± 0.8 23.3 ± 0.3 44.5 ± 0.4 39.0 ± 0.3 29.1 ± 0.1 23.6 ± 0.3 8.1 ± 0.4
DRGraph 42.8 ± 1.0 31.0 ± 0.5 7.5 ± 1.1 20.5 ± 0.1 12.8 ± 0.4 10.0 ± 0.1 4.7 ± 0.2 3.2 ± 0.3
ForceAtlas2 38.8 ± 0.3 24.4 ± 0.3 3.2 ± 0.1 20.6 ± 0.1 11.1 ± 0.1 7.0 ± 0.0 2.9 ± 0.3 1.7 ± 0.2
t-FDP 24.4 ± 1.2 15.2 ± 0.7 1.3 ± 0.1 21.6 ± 0.1 10.2 ± 0.2 13.9 ± 0.1 0.7 ± 0.2 0.3 ± 0.1
Laplacian E. 26.2 ± 0.1 17.9 ± 0.0 2.0 ± 0.1 16.0 ± 0.0 6.4 ± 0.0 5.0 ± 0.0 1.6 ± 0.3 0.8 ± 0.1

128

graph CNE 81.0 ± 0.1 83.8 ± 0.0 44.3 ± 0.2 70.3 ± 0.1 64.8 ± 0.0 96.0 ± 0.0 72.3 ± 0.6 89.0 ± 0.5
DeepWalk 60.5 ± 0.9 67.1 ± 0.4 32.9 ± 0.6 50.0 ± 0.5 47.7 ± 0.3 70.8 ± 0.2 51.4 ± 0.6 60.0 ± 0.7
node2vec 70.7 ± 0.6 72.1 ± 1.0 70.1 ± 0.3 50.9 ± 0.5 41.3 ± 0.2 43.2 ± 0.2 42.9 ± 0.6 29.3 ± 0.4
Laplacian E. 53.4 ± 0.0 56.7 ± 0.0 18.3 ± 0.1 39.7 ± 0.0 32.4 ± 0.0 38.5 ± 0.0 32.1 ± 0.1 40.6 ± 0.3

trainable parameter. We found that on all our benchmark
datasets, this the temperature converged towards a value in a
range of [0.04, 0.08]. The evaluation results were also close
to the results with fixed τ = 0.05 (Tables S1 to S3).

7. Benchmarking graph t-SNE and CNE
7.1. Graph t-SNE Outperforms Other Graph Layouts

We compared graph t-SNE with five existing graph layout
algorithms: SGtSNEpi (Pitsianis et al., 2019), ForceAt-
las2 (FA2; Jacomy et al., 2014), Laplacian Eigenmaps (LE;
Belkin & Niyogi, 2003), DRGraph (Zhu et al., 2020a), and
t-FDP (Zhong et al., 2023). We did not include tsNET
(Kruiger et al., 2017), because it cannot embed large graphs
and is outperformed by its successor DRGraph. Unless spec-
ified otherwise, we used the original implementation of the
algorithms and ran them with the default parameters. For
FA2 we used the Barnes–Hut implementation by Chippada
(2017). For LE we used scikit-learn, which in turn uses
LOBPCG (Knyazev et al., 2007) for solving the generalized
eigenproblem. Both t-SNE and t-FDP are implemented in
Cython, DRGraph and SGtSNEpi are implemented in C++
and offer wrappers in Python and Julia, respectively. For
consistency, we used LE initialization for all algorithms
unless not possible (SGtSNEpi and DRGraph).

Graph t-SNE showed outstanding performance on all our
benchmark datasets. The neighbor recall of graph t-SNE
was always the highest, with SGtSNEpi only sometimes
coming close (Figure 3a, Table 2). In terms of kNN accu-
racy, graph t-SNE was either the top performing method or
within 1% of the top performing method for all datasets (Fig-
ure 3b, Table S2). In terms of linear accuracy the same was
true for six out of the eight datasets (Figure 3c, Table S3).
Qualitatively, graph t-SNE layouts did well in terms of sep-
arating clusters from each other and bringing out sub-cluster
details within individual clusters (Figure 5).

7.2. Graph CNE Outperforms Other Node Embeddings

We compared graph CNE with the popular non-parametric
node embedding algorithms DeepWalk (Perozzi et al.,
2014) and node2vec (Grover & Leskovec, 2016) (all op-
timizing 128-dimensional embeddings), as well as with
128-dimensional Laplacian Eigenmaps (LE). We used
node2vec’s implementation from PyTorch Geometric (Fey
& Lenssen, 2019) and the DeepWalk implementation from
DGL (Wang et al., 2019). We ran both methods with the
default parameters for 100 epochs (as we did for CNE, see
Figure S1 for runtimes). For node2vec, we ran a sweep over
the parameters p, q ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 1, 2, 4}, as in the original
paper, and report the results with the highest neighbor recall
(for all results, see Figure S3).

We found that graph CNE outperformed the other algorithms
in terms of neighbor recall on seven datasets out of eight;
on the PubMed dataset, it was the runner-up (Figure 4a,
Table 2). Across all datasets, the average gap in neighbor
recall between graph CNE and the best other method was
13.4 percentage points.

In terms of the classification accuracies, the results on most
datasets were very similar across all methods including LE.
Graph CNE had slightly lower kNN accuracy on the two
smallest datasets (Citeseer and Cora), and was the best or
within 1% of the best on all other datasets (Figure 4b, Ta-
ble S2). In terms of linear accuracy, graph CNE yielded
competitive results and lagged only slightly behind other
methods for some datasets (Figure 4c, Table S3). Curiously,
graph CNE with τ = 0.5 was the best or within 1% of the
best on all datasets apart from Cora and MAG, where it was
slightly behind (Table S3); but this temperature led to sub-
stantially worse neighbor recall (Table S1). This suggests a
trade-off between linear classification and neighbor quality.

In summary, results in terms of classification accuracies
were all similar, but neighbor recall showed large and pro-
nounced differences with graph CNE performing the best.
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Figure 5. Embeddings of the Computer and Photo dataset obtained using our graph t-SNE, DRGraph, ForceAtlas2, and t-FDP. Embeddings
were aligned using Procrustes rotation. See Figure S4 for all datasets and methods.

8. Discussion
Our paper makes three contributions, two practical and one
conceptual. First, we suggested a novel graph layout algo-
rithm, graph t-SNE, and showed that it outperforms existing
competitors in terms of preserving local graph structure.
Second, we suggested a novel node embedding algorithm,
graph CNE, and showed that it outperforms existing com-
petitors (DeepWalk and node2vec) in terms of preserving
local graph structure, while being conceptually simpler and
not requiring random walks. Third, we established a concep-
tual connection between 2D graph layouts and high-D node
embeddings, and showed that both can be efficiently imple-
mented using existing neighbor embedding frameworks.

Both graph t-SNE and graph CNE are remarkably simple,
because they use existing t-SNE and CNE machinery out
of the box. This is in stark contrast with competing algo-
rithms. For example, many existing graph layout algorithms
inspired by t-SNE, such as tsNET (Kruiger et al., 2017),
DRGraph (Zhu et al., 2020a), and t-FDP (Zhong et al.,
2023), all develop their own machinery, implementation,
and approximations, and deviate from t-SNE in many dif-
ferent nontrivial ways (see Section 2). SGtSNEpi (Pitsianis
et al., 2019) is one exception: it also runs t-SNE optimiza-
tion on graph-derived affinities, however its affinities are
more complicated than ours, and our results suggest that
this is not needed and is often even detrimental. As we
demonstrated, simply applying t-SNE optimization to the
normalized graph adjacency matrix (i.e. graph t-SNE) leads
to the best layout quality.

Similarly, graph CNE outperformed both DeepWalk and

node2vec without using any random walks, by simply
pulling together connected nodes via contrastive InfoNCE
loss function, which is ubiquitous in self-supervised learning
in computer vision (Chen et al., 2020) and other domains.

Limitations and future work In this work, we focused
on complex real-world graphs and have purposefully not
tested our graph t-SNE on simple planar graphs or 3D mesh
graphs that are often used for benchmarking graph layout
algorithms. Such simple graphs are arguably not an interest-
ing case for high-dimensional embeddings, and we aimed
to use the same graphs for 2D and high-D benchmarks.

Our work opens up several directions for future work. First,
CNE allows to train parametric embeddings (Damrich et al.,
2023), which we have not explored here. How would para-
metric CNE with a GCN mapping compare to existing GCL
methods, in particular augmentation-free methods? Second,
we only used t-SNE here, but a similar approach could be
implemented using other neighbor embedding algorithms,
e.g. UMAP (McInnes et al., 2018). How would graph
UMAP (2D and high-D) perform for graph layouts and
node embeddings, especially in contrast to DRgraph and
DeepWalk/node2vec, which, like UMAP, use negative sam-
pling for optimization? Third, our results pointed to a non-
trivial effect that temperature can have on InfoNCE-based
embeddings. Further investigation of this phenomenon and
its potential relevance for contrastive learning in computer
vision and other domains also remains for future work.
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E. L., Munos, R., Veličković, P., and Valko, M. Large-
scale representation learning on graphs via bootstrapping.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.06514, 2021.

Trivedi, P., Lubana, E. S., Yan, Y., Yang, Y., and Koutra,
D. Augmentations in graph contrastive learning: Cur-
rent methodological flaws & towards better practices. In
Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2022, pp. 1538–
1549, 2022.

van der Maaten, L. Accelerating t-SNE using tree-based
algorithms. The Journal of Machine Learning Research,
15(1):3221–3245, 2014.

van der Maaten, L. and Hinton, G. Visualizing data using
t-SNE. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 9(11),
2008.

Velickovic, P., Fedus, W., Hamilton, W. L., Liò, P., Bengio,
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Table S1. Neighbor recall for all methods and datasets (in %). All values are mean ± standard deviation across three training runs and
random training/test splits. The top performing method for each dimensionality (and all methods within 1%) is highlighted in bold.
Methods in blue are ours. “Graph CNEτ” means that the temperature τ was learned as a parameter during training, see Section 6.

d Method Citeseer Cora PubMed Photo Computer MNIST arXiv MAG

2

graph t-SNE 71.7 ± 1.8 66.7 ± 0.4 25.0 ± 0.1 46.9 ± 0.1 41.8 ± 0.1 40.2 ± 0.2 36.3 ± 0.3 32.3 ± 0.6
SGtSNEpi 59.1 ± 0.3 57.4 ± 0.6 23.3 ± 0.2 44.5 ± 0.3 39.0 ± 0.2 29.1 ± 0.1 23.6 ± 0.2 8.1 ± 0.3
DRGraph 42.8 ± 0.8 31.0 ± 0.4 7.5 ± 0.9 20.5 ± 0.1 12.8 ± 0.3 10.0 ± 0.1 4.7 ± 0.1 3.2 ± 0.2
ForceAtlas2 38.8 ± 0.3 24.4 ± 0.3 3.2 ± 0.1 20.6 ± 0.1 11.1 ± 0.1 7.0 ± 0.0 2.9 ± 0.3 1.7 ± 0.1
t-FDP 24.4 ± 0.9 15.2 ± 0.6 1.3 ± 0.1 21.6 ± 0.1 10.2 ± 0.2 13.9 ± 0.1 0.7 ± 0.1 0.3 ± 0.1
Laplacian E. 26.2 ± 0.1 17.9 ± 0.0 2.0 ± 0.1 16.0 ± 0.0 6.4 ± 0.0 5.0 ± 0.0 1.6 ± 0.2 0.8 ± 0.1

128

graph CNE 81.0 ± 0.1 83.8 ± 0.0 44.3 ± 0.2 70.3 ± 0.1 64.8 ± 0.0 96.0 ± 0.0 72.3 ± 0.5 89.0 ± 0.4
graph CNEτ 80.3 ± 0.0 82.8 ± 0.1 42.3 ± 0.1 69.5 ± 0.0 64.0 ± 0.1 96.0 ± 0.0 72.5 ± 0.7 91.0 ± 0.1
CNE, τ = 0.5 55.9 ± 0.1 58.1 ± 0.0 21.9 ± 0.3 35.7 ± 0.1 31.9 ± 0.0 39.2 ± 0.0 34.4 ± 0.2 33.2 ± 0.2
DeepWalk 60.5 ± 0.7 67.1 ± 0.3 32.9 ± 0.5 50.0 ± 0.4 47.7 ± 0.3 70.8 ± 0.2 51.4 ± 0.5 60.0 ± 0.6
node2vec 70.7 ± 0.5 72.1 ± 1.0 70.1 ± 0.3 50.9 ± 0.5 41.3 ± 0.2 43.2 ± 0.2 42.9 ± 0.6 29.3 ± 0.3
Laplacian E. 53.4 ± 0.0 56.7 ± 0.0 18.3 ± 0.1 39.7 ± 0.0 32.4 ± 0.0 38.5 ± 0.0 32.1 ± 0.1 40.6 ± 0.2

Table S2. kNN classification accuracy for all methods and datasets (in %). The same setup as in Table S1 applies.

d Method Citeseer Cora PubMed Photo Computer MNIST arXiv MAG

2

graph t-SNE 70.3 ± 0.4 83.1 ± 1.5 82.9 ± 0.5 92.6 ± 0.5 91.0 ± 0.0 96.8 ± 0.1 69.4 ± 0.2 35.3 ± 0.0
SGtSNEpi 70.6 ± 0.6 80.5 ± 1.3 82.4 ± 0.9 92.8 ± 0.4 90.6 ± 0.3 96.9 ± 0.1 65.9 ± 0.3 23.5 ± 0.3
DRGraph 70.3 ± 0.7 79.8 ± 2.9 80.4 ± 0.6 89.8 ± 0.2 80.1 ± 0.9 95.2 ± 0.3 54.7 ± 0.7 23.3 ± 0.1
ForceAtlas2 69.3 ± 0.4 80.6 ± 0.3 77.6 ± 0.2 88.6 ± 0.2 77.2 ± 0.4 81.4 ± 0.0 50.6 ± 0.6 20.0 ± 0.2
t-FDP 66.0 ± 1.0 76.6 ± 0.6 64.2 ± 0.5 84.5 ± 0.4 71.6 ± 0.5 83.9 ± 0.0 26.1 ± 0.4 7.5 ± 0.6
Laplacian E. 65.6 ± 0.0 71.8 ± 0.0 72.4 ± 0.2 84.8 ± 0.2 73.2 ± 0.2 75.3 ± 0.1 27.8 ± 0.8 9.4 ± 1.2

128

graph CNE 72.0 ± 0.4 82.7 ± 0.0 84.1 ± 0.1 94.3 ± 0.1 92.4 ± 0.1 97.2 ± 0.0 71.3 ± 0.1 41.6 ± 0.1
graph CNEτ 72.2 ± 0.4 83.1 ± 0.3 83.8 ± 0.3 94.3 ± 0.1 92.4 ± 0.2 97.1 ± 0.0 71.7 ± 0.1 41.7 ± 0.1
CNE, τ = 0.5 72.8 ± 0.2 83.3 ± 0.2 83.1 ± 0.0 92.6 ± 0.0 91.4 ± 0.0 96.9 ± 0.0 71.1 ± 0.1 36.5 ± 0.1
DeepWalk 73.6 ± 1.0 84.7 ± 0.6 83.7 ± 0.2 93.3 ± 0.1 91.1 ± 0.2 97.0 ± 0.1 71.2 ± 0.1 40.5 ± 0.0
node2vec 73.1 ± 0.4 82.8 ± 0.5 83.6 ± 0.4 93.1 ± 0.2 90.5 ± 0.2 96.8 ± 0.0 70.1 ± 0.0 34.4 ± 0.1
Laplacian E. 74.5 ± 0.0 83.1 ± 0.0 82.6 ± 0.0 93.0 ± 0.0 90.3 ± 0.0 96.7 ± 0.0 67.2 ± 0.1 36.5 ± 0.0

Table S3. Linear classification accuracy for all methods and datasets (in %). The same setup as in Table S1 applies.

d Method Citeseer Cora PubMed Photo Computer MNIST arXiv MAG

2

graph t-SNE 63.2 ± 2.7 66.9 ± 1.2 62.8 ± 2.0 72.5 ± 4.8 70.9 ± 0.7 96.0 ± 0.1 48.4 ± 0.3 18.9 ± 0.6
SGtSNEpi 52.7 ± 5.2 64.0 ± 4.2 64.1 ± 0.5 79.2 ± 5.8 68.3 ± 2.8 93.3 ± 0.7 42.6 ± 1.4 10.2 ± 1.9
DRGraph 59.1 ± 1.8 64.8 ± 2.8 67.4 ± 0.2 72.5 ± 5.2 68.8 ± 1.5 94.2 ± 0.1 47.6 ± 0.6 18.5 ± 0.3
ForceAtlas2 62.4 ± 0.2 67.3 ± 0.0 71.6 ± 0.0 71.4 ± 0.4 67.3 ± 0.2 73.1 ± 0.0 45.4 ± 0.8 18.2 ± 0.3
t-FDP 50.5 ± 1.7 60.3 ± 0.2 57.5 ± 0.8 66.0 ± 0.4 60.6 ± 0.5 69.1 ± 0.2 26.5 ± 0.5 8.0 ± 1.1
Laplacian E. 47.6 ± 0.0 47.2 ± 0.0 57.1 ± 0.0 60.4 ± 0.0 47.3 ± 0.0 69.4 ± 0.0 15.6 ± 0.0 7.1 ± 1.4

128

graph CNE 71.5 ± 1.2 84.3 ± 1.0 80.9 ± 0.2 93.0 ± 0.2 89.7 ± 0.2 95.3 ± 0.0 62.6 ± 0.2 26.1 ± 0.1
graph CNEτ 71.9 ± 1.4 83.6 ± 0.7 80.2 ± 0.7 93.4 ± 0.4 89.5 ± 0.4 90.8 ± 0.3 63.6 ± 0.1 27.6 ± 0.1
CNE, τ = 0.5 72.8 ± 0.8 84.3 ± 0.7 83.6 ± 0.3 92.7 ± 0.2 89.4 ± 0.2 97.1 ± 0.0 67.9 ± 0.2 32.2 ± 0.0
DeepWalk 70.3 ± 0.0 83.3 ± 0.7 81.9 ± 0.3 92.5 ± 0.4 88.5 ± 0.2 96.7 ± 0.1 68.1 ± 0.0 34.2 ± 0.1
node2vec 66.4 ± 1.4 81.0 ± 1.4 77.0 ± 0.5 93.0 ± 0.5 88.5 ± 0.1 96.1 ± 0.1 64.6 ± 0.0 29.9 ± 0.2
Laplacian E. 73.6 ± 0.0 86.7 ± 0.0 81.4 ± 0.0 92.8 ± 0.0 85.5 ± 0.0 97.0 ± 0.0 40.0 ± 0.1 21.3 ± 0.1
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Node Embeddings via Neighbor Embeddings
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Figure S4. Embeddings of all considered datasets obtained using our graph t-SNE, SGtSNEpi (Pitsianis et al., 2019), DRGraph (Zhu et al.,
2020a), ForceAtlas2 (Jacomy et al., 2014), t-FDP (Zhong et al., 2023), and Laplacian Eigenmaps (Belkin & Niyogi, 2003). Embeddings
in each row were aligned using orthogonal Procrustes rotation (Schönemann, 1966).
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