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Attributed Network Alignment: Statistical Limits and Efficient
Algorithm

Dong Huang, Chenyang Tian and Pengkun Yang*

Abstract

This paper studies the problem of recovering a hidden vertex correspondence between two
correlated graphs when both edge weights and node features are observed. While most existing
work on graph alignment relies primarily on edge information, many real-world applications
provide informative node features in addition to graph topology. To capture this setting, we in-
troduce the featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model, where two graphs are coupled through
an unknown vertex permutation, and the node features are correlated under the same permuta-
tion. We characterize the optimal information-theoretic thresholds for exact recovery and partial
recovery of the latent mapping. On the algorithmic side, we propose QPAlign, an algorithm
based on a quadratic programming relaxation, and demonstrate its strong empirical perfor-
mance on both synthetic and real datasets. Moreover, we also derive theoretical guarantees for
the proposed procedure, supporting its reliability and providing convergence guarantees.
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1 Introduction

Graph alignment is a fundamental problem in network science and machine learning, with appli-
cations in many areas. For example, in computer vision, 3-D shapes can be represented as graphs
and a significant problem for pattern recognition and image processing is determining whether two
graphs represent the same object under rotations [BBM05, MHK T 08]; in natural language process-
ing, each sentence can be represented as a graph and the ontology problem refers to uncovering
the correlation between different knowledge graphs that are in different languages [HNMO5]; in
computational biology, proteins can be regarded as vertices and the interactions between them can
be formulated as weighted edges [SXB08, VCL*15].

Since real-world scenarios often present challenges due to the noise in real data, many studies
focused on random graph models to serve as a pivotal step, including graph alignment problem
in Erdds-Rényi model [WXY22, DD23b, HSY25|, Gaussian Wigner model [FMWX23a, ABT24,
DL24], stochastic block model [OGE16, Lyz18, CR24], and graphon model [Zhal8]. However,
previous works on random graph alignment mainly focus on models that rely solely on topological
information. In real scenarios, however, feature information often plays a crucial role. For instance,
in the ACM-DBLP dataset, node features such as paper titles or author names are essential for
identifying corresponding entities across the two graphs [TZL*23, BVS*24]. This motivates the



study of alignment models that incorporate both structural and feature information, beyond purely
topology-based settings.

While existing work on attributed graph alignment mostly builds on correlated Erdés-Rényi or
community-based model with binary edges and node attributes [ZWWW24, Y(C24, YC25], many
real-world networks are both weighted and attributed. For example, in gene co-expression net-
works [ZHO05], edge weights encode co-expression strength while genes carry functional annotations,
and in social networks [LHK10], edges record rating or interaction strengths while nodes have profile
or content features. To bridge this gap, we investigate the following featured correlated Gaussian
Wigner model, in which the random graphs are generated from Gaussian distributions.

Definition 1 (Featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model). Let G7 and G2 be two weighted
random graphs with vertex sets V(G1), V(G2) such that |V(G1)| = |[V(G2)| = n. Let 7* denote
a latent bijective mapping from V(G1) to V(Gsz). We say that a pair of graphs (G1,G2) follows
featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model G(n,d, p,r) if

1. each pair of weighted edges Bu,(G1) and Brs(yyr(v)(G2) for any u,v € V(G1) are correlated
standard normals with correlation p € (0,1);

2. each pair of features (@, Yr+(y)) for any u € V(G1) follows multivariate normal distribution
Id Y’Id
’I“Id Id
Moreover, we assume that the features are independent with the weighted edges.

N(0,%y) with 3y = , where the dimension d € N and the correlation r € (0, 1).

We assume features are standardized so that each coordinate has unit variance and is indepen-
dent, which justifies the identity matrices in ¥;. Edge weights are likewise centered and variance-
normalized, with correlations p and r capturing structural and feature dependence, respectively.
Furthermore, we assume p,r € (0,1) without loss of generality, since the model is invariant un-
der flipping the signs of all edge weights or node features in G2, and hence negative correlations
can be reduced to positive ones. Indeed, this model bridges two significant extremes, it reduces
to correlated Gaussian Wigner model [DMWX21] when r = 0 and correlated Gaussian database
model [DCK19] when p = 0. Given G; and G2 under G(n,d,p,r), our goal is to recover the
latent vertex mapping 7*. Specifically, given two permutations 7*,7 : V(G1) — V(G3), denote
the fraction of their overlap by overlap(r*,#) = 2| {v € V(G1) : 7*(v) = #(v)}|. To quantify the
performance of an estimator 7, we say 7(G1, G2) achieves

o partial recovery, if overlap(#, 7*) > § for 6 € (0,1);

o exact recovery, if overlap(7, 7*) = 1.

1.1 Main Results

In this subsection, we present our main results on information-theoretic thresholds. Let S, denote
the set of bijective mappings 7 : V(G1) — V(Gz). Our goal is to determine the correlation required
for successful recovery of 7*. Next, we introduce our main theorems.

Theorem 1 (Partial Recovery). Under featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model, if d = w(logn)
and nlog(ﬁ)+2d log(ﬁ) > (4+¢)logn for some constant € > 0, then there exists an estimator
o such that, for any fized constant 0 < § < 1 and 7 € S, we have

P [overlap(7, 7*) > 6] =1 — o(1).



Conwversely, for any constant 0 < § < 1, ifnlog(ﬁ) +2d log(ﬁ) < clogn for some constant c,

then for any estimator 7,
c

Ploverlap(7,7*) < ] > 1 — 5

*

where ™ is uniformly distributed over Sy,.

The upper bound holds uniformly over all 7* € §,,, while the lower bound is obtained by
analyzing the Bayes risk under the uniform prior on 7*, which is least favorable in our permutation-
symmetric model and therefore leads to the same threshold for the minimax risk. Consequently,
the threshold is valid for both minimax and Bayesian risks. As for the assumption d = w(logn),
it is standard in Gaussian database alignment: identifying a vertex among n candidates requires
©(logn) bits, while each feature coordinate contributes only O(1) bits of discriminative information,
so the total feature dimension must eventually dominate logn (see, e.g., [DCK19]). Indeed, this
assumption is commonly adopted in prior work on attributed graph alignment; see, e.g., [DCK23,
YC25]. Even without this assumption, we can still derive the optimal rate up to universal constants.
Theorem 1 characterizes the optimal rate for the information-theoretic threshold in the partial
recovery regime. In particular, the special case § = 1 corresponds to exact recovery. For obtaining
a sharper constant in this regime, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Exact Recovery). Under featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model, if d = w(logn)
and nlog(ﬁ) —i—dlog(ﬁ) > (4+4€)logn for some constant € > 0, then there exists an estimator
T such that, for any " € S,, we have

P [overlap(w,7*) = 1] =1 — o(1).

1
1—p2

Conversely, if r> > % and nlog( )+ dlog(ﬁ) +4logd < (4 — €)logn for some constant

€ > 0, then for any estimator 7,
P [overlap(7,7*) # 1] = 1 — o(1),
where ™ is uniformly distributed over S,.

The technical condition r? > 40/d is only imposed to sharpen the leading constant in this
regime: Theorem 1 already yields the optimal rate without this assumption under the special case
§ = 1, while under d = n°" and d = w(logn) such a lower bound on the feature signal ensures that
our exact recovery threshold attains the optimal constant. In comparison with the special case § = 1
in Theorem 1, Theorem 2 establishes a sharper information-theoretic threshold for exact recovery
under certain conditions on d. Indeed, the difference between the 2d-term in partial recovery and
the d-term in exact recovery arises because exact recovery requires distinguishing much smaller
distances between candidate alignments, which in turn necessitates stronger correlation and thus a
stronger condition.

For the special case r = 0, [WXY22] showed that in the correlated Gaussian Wigner model,

there is a phase transition from possible exact recovery to impossible recovery as the quantity

nlog(1/(1—p*))
logn

that in the Gaussian database model exact recovery is possible when dlog(1/(1—7?%)) > (4+¢)logn,
and impossible when dlog(1/(1 — %)) < (4 — €)logn, under the same condition on the feature
dimension d. In our new model G(n,d, p,r), we show that the optimal threshold is determined by
the two components of the model: structure and features. Specifically, the term nlog(1/(1 — p?))
captures the contribution of structural information, while dlog(1/(1—7r2)) captures the contribution
of feature information. Indeed, when nlog(1/(1 — p?)) = Cylogn and dlog(1/(1 —72)) = Cylogn

changes from 4 + € to 4 — e. For another special case p = 0, [DCK19] demonstrated



with C1, Cy < 4, and C1+Cy > 4, there exists an estimator 7 that achieves exact recovery only when
both edge and feature information are available. This demonstrates that our approach goes beyond
the performance attainable by relying on either structural or feature information alone. Indeed,
balancing the edge and feature information requires a careful choice of weighting coefficients in our
estimator design, instead of simply adding the two parts together. See Section 2.1 for details.

1.2 Related Work

Attributed graph alignment In the information-theoretic perspective, [ZWWW24] proposed
the attributed Erdés-Rényi pair model, where the edges and the features follows Bernoulli distri-
bution under a latent bijective mapping, and it derived the information-theoretic thresholds for
recovering the latent mappings in both possibility and impossibility regimes. [YC24] proposed the
correlated Gaussian-attributed Erdés-Rényi model and derived the optimal information-theoretic
thresholds for exact recovery by analyzing the k-core estimator. Both work proposed random graph
model with additional feature and found that the graph matching becomes feasible in a wider regime
through the information of attributed nodes. There are also many algorithms for attributed graph
alignment, including methods based on subgraph counting [DZCT17, LDT19, WWW25], spectral
methods [ZT16], optimal transport [TZL"23], and neighborhood statistics [WZWW24].

Other graph models Many information-theoretic properties of the correlated Gaussian Wigner
model and correlated Erd6s-Rényi model have been extensively investigated [CK16, CK17, GML21,
WXY22, WXY23, DD23b, DD23a, HM23, HSY25, Du25, HY25|, along with a rich line of algo-
rithmic developments [BES80, Bol82, BCLT19, DCKG19, GM20, DMWX21, MRT21, PSSZ22,
MRT23, MWXY23, FMWX23a, FMWX23b, D123, DL24, ABT24, GMS24, MS24, DGH25]. How-
ever, the marginal distributions inherent in these models makes it different from graph models
in practical applications. Therefore, it is crucial to explore more general graph models, such as
graphon model [WO13, GLZ15], inhomogeneous graph model [RS23, SPT23, DFW25], geometric
random graph model [WWXY22, BB24, GL24, SNL."25], planted cycle model [MWZ23, MWZ24],
and multiple graph model [AH24, AH25].

1.3 Our Contribution

We study the graph alignment problem under a featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model, where
both weighted edges and node features are correlated through an unknown vertex permutation. Our
contributions advance both the theoretical understanding and the algorithmic practice of attributed
graph alignment.

We derive optimal information-theoretic thresholds for both partial and exact recovery. In con-
trast to most existing theoretical work on attributed graph alignment, which focus on unweighted
Erdés-Rényi or stochastic block models [YML13, YC24], our results apply to graphs with contin-
uous edge weights, revealing the gap between partial recovery and exact recovery in the featured
correlated Gaussian Wigner model. Moreover, unlike prior works on Gaussian-attributed mod-
els [YC24, Y(C25] that require two-step algorithms to achieve optimality, our characterization is
directly derived from maximum likelihood objective and does not rely on regime-specific estima-
tors. This makes the theoretical conditions directly interpretable and more amenable to algorithmic
realization.

Algorithmically, we propose QPAlign (see Section 3) to achieve efficient recovery for attributed
graphs. While existing methods for attributed graph alignment [BVS™24, ZZXT23] typically lack



theoretical guarantees, QPAlign has provable convergence guarantees and admits the oracle per-
mutation as a feasible optimum of the relaxed objective. Extensive experiments on synthetic data
and real datasets indicate that QPAlign performs effectively in regimes predicted by our theory
and aligns well with the information-theoretic recovery limits.

2 Information-theoretic Thresholds

2.1 Possibility Results

We first introduce our estimator. Given two graphs (G1,G2) ~ G(n,d, p,r) under the featured
correlated Gaussian Wigner model, our goal is design an estimator 7(G1,G2) to recover the la-
tent bijective mapping 7* : V(G1) — V(G2). Let P denote the joint distribution of (Gi,G3),
P(-,-) denote the distribution of two correlated standard normals with correlation p, and f(-,-)
Id TId
rly Iy
Sr(G1,G2) = @(p) Xeer(cr) Be(G1)Br(e)(G2) +0(r) Xpev(cy) ToYr(v)- Then the likelihood function
PGy Go|r X exp (Sz+(G1,G2)) . Consequently, our estimator takes the form

denote the multivariate normal distribution A/ (0,3,) with ¥; = ] . Let o(z) = =% and

7 € argmax S (G, G2). (1)
71'6871

Indeed, S;(G1,G2) represents the similarity score under 7w between G and Gy. Then the
estimator is equivalent to # € argmax, S;(G1,G2). For any two bijections 7, 7' : V(G1) — V(Ga),
let d(7,7") = n(1 — overlap(m, 7)). To prove the recovery guarantee of #, it suffices to show that

Sp+(G1,G2) >  max  S;(G1,G2) =max max S;(G1,G2)

m:d(m,m*)>do k>do m:d(mw,m*)=k

with high probability, where the thresholds dy = 1 and dy = (1 — §)m correspond to the exact and
partial recoveries, respectively. Let Ty denote the set of bijective mappings such that d(w, 7*) = k.
Then the failure event satisfies

{d(ﬁ',ﬂ'*) = k?} - {371'/ S 77€ : Sﬁ*(Gl,GQ) < Sﬂ-/(Gl,GQ)} .

Accordingly we bound P [d(7, 7*) = k| separately for large and small values of k. The next two
propositions provide those bounds.

Proposition 1. Ifd = w(logn) and nlog (1—1,;2) +2dlog (ﬁ) > (4+€)logn with some constant

0 < e <1, then for any constant 0 < § < 1 and k > dn, there exists T such that

P[d(#,7*) = k] < exp (—nh (S)) 1gkcn_1) + exp (—210gn) Lgpepy + exp (_ ek logn> 7

32
where h(z) = —xlogz — (1 — x)log(1 — z) is the binary entropy function.

In view of Proposition 1, an upper bound is established for any d(#,7*) = k with k& > dn.
Summing over all & > dn yields an error estimate for IP [overlap(#, 7*) > §] in the partial recovery
regime. However, the proposition only controls the error probability when & > dn. To derive
an error bound in the exact recovery regime, it remains necessary to handle the case k < dn.
Specifically, we establish the following proposition.



Proposition 2. If nlog (ﬁ) + dlog (ﬁ) > (4 4 €)logn with some constant 0 < € < 1, then
for any k < {5n, the estimator 7t in (1) satisfies

Pld(#, %) = k] < exp (—;klogn> .

The proofs of Propositions 1 and 2 are deferred to Appendices C.1 and C.2, respectively. By
combining these two propositions, we obtain the possibility results stated in Theorems 1 and 2,
through summing over & > dn and k > 1, respectively. The main task behind Propositions 1
and 2 is to control the MLE score difference Z; = S;(G1,G2) — Sz« (G1, G2) uniformly over all per-
mutations under a mixed Gaussian channel (continuous edges and high-dimensional features). For
permutations with macroscopic Hamming distance, we adapt the cycle decomposition and Gaus-
sian moment-generating-function computation from [WXY22] to this structural-feature setting,
obtaining sharp bounds with exponent nlog(1/(1 — p?)) + 2dlog(1/(1 — 72)). For permutations
very close to m*, we represent Sy« — S as a quadratic form in a jointly Gaussian vector (edges and
features together), decorrelate the coordinates, and apply the Hanson-Wright inequality [HW71] to
get uniform bounds and the sharp constant in the exact recovery threshold.

Remark 1. When two attributed graphs are only partially correlated through a latent injective
mapping 7 : S C V(Gy) = T C V(G3), the estimator in (1) can be naturally extended by optimizing
over the set of injective mappings rather than bijections. Similar techniques have been used to
establish information-theoretically optimal rates for partially overlapping graph alignment [HSY25].
We leave this extension to future work.

2.2 Impossibility Results

In this subsection, we present information-theoretic impossibility results. For the converse argu-
ments, we adopt a Bayesian formulation by endowing the ground-truth permutation 7* with the
uniform prior on Sy; under this prior, the MLE & minimizes the error probability among all es-
timators. For impossibility results, it suffices to prove the failure of MLE, which corresponds to
show the existence of a permutation 7’ that achieves a higher likelihood than the true permutation
7*. However, such strategy only proves impossibility results for exact recovery regime (See Propo-
sition 4). We will show the impossibility results for the partial recovery regime by Fano’s method
(see, e.g. [CTO6, Section 2.10]).

Let Mj be a packing set of S,, such that two distinct elements w, 7' € M; differs from a
certain threshold. Specifically, we choose min, e d(m,7’) > (1 — §)n in partial recovery regime
and M; = S,. The cardinality of Ms measures the complexity of the parameter space under
the corresponding metric. Let P denote the joint distribution of (G1,G2), Q be any distribution
over (G1,G2), and Dxy, denote the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence. We then bound the mutual
information I(7*; G, G2) by maxres, DKL(Pa,,qalxllQc1,62)-

By Fano’s inequality, with 7* being the discrete uniform prior in the packing set Mg, for any
estimator 7, we have

I(r*; G1,G2) + log 2

P [overlap(@, ") < ] > 1 — . 2
overlap(, ) < L @)

Specifically, we have the following proposition.



Proposition 3 (Impossibility result, partial recovery). For any 0 < 6 < 1, if nlog (ﬁ) +
2d log ( ) < clogn for some constant c, then
Ploverlap(7,7*) < 6] > 1 — B
Proposition 3 provides an impossibility result for partial recovery, highlighting the relationship
between the recovery probability and the threshold. This result also extends to the exact recovery
regime when 6 = 1. The following proposition strengthens this conclusion under an assumption for
the exact recovery regime, achieving both vanishing error and a sharp constant in the threshold.

Proposition 4 (Impossibility result, exact recovery). If nlog( ) +d log( ) + 4logd <

(4 — €)logn for some constant € > 0 under the assumption r> > 49 then for any estzmator T,

Pl # 7] =1—-o0(1).

By Propositions 2 and 4, we derive sharp thresholds for exact recovery with a gap of 4logd.
When logn < d = n°) the threshold is tight at the constant level.

3 QPAlign: Quadratic Programming relaxation for attributed graph
Alignment

In Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we have shown that the MLE in (1) achieves the optimal information-
theoretic thresholds. However, this estimator requires an exhaustive search over all possible map-
pings in S,,, which has a runtime of order n!. To address this computational bottleneck, we propose
QPAlign, an approximation algorithm for attributed graph alignment.

Let [n] £ {1,2,--- ,n}. Without loss of generality, we assume V(G1) = V(G3) = [n], 7 : [n]
[n] and E(G1) = E(G2) = {(i,7): 1 <i < j<n}. Let II be the permutation matrix of = with
Iij = Liz(i)=jy for any 1 <4,j < n, and define A = = % Then the MLE # in (1) is equivalent
to minimizing

2
A (5ij(G1) - 57r(i)7r(j)(G2)) (=N D i =y I (3)
1<i<j<n 1<i<n
Denote A, Ay as the adjacent matrices of G1,Gs. Let Bi = diag {x1;, 2, - ,%ni} and By =
diag {y1i,Y2i, -+ ,Yni} for any ¢ € [d], where xy; corresponds to the i—component of vector xy.

Then minimizing (3) is equivalent to minimize the following function

F(IT) & XA = TA2 || % + (1 - Z 1B — TLBS ||,
=1
where IT € P* £ {P c{0,1}"" P1=1,P"1 = 1}. Indeed, this is an instance of the quadratic
assignment problem (QAP) [PRW94, BCPP98], which is NP-hard to solve or to approximate [MMS10].

To obtain a computationally efficient algorithm for estimating 7, we employ a relaxation approach.
Relaxing the set of permutations to Birkhoff polytope (the set of doubly stochastic matrices)

W2 (W e [0,1]"": W1=1,W'1=1,0<W,;; <1foralli,j},

we derive the quadratic programming (QP) relaxation mingewn f(II). We solve the above quadratic
programming by projected gradient descent. Specifically, we project the matrix to W,, by Euclidean
projection: ITF+1 = Projyy,, (ITF —nV f(I1%)), where 7 is the step size. We have the following Theorem
on the convergence guarantee for the gradient descent method.



Proposition 5. For any two graphs G1, G2, there exists a constant L such that for any step size
n< LY forany0<é<1,ifd>32log %, then with probability at least 1 — 0,

| < \/(1 —A)(1 =r)dnK

for any K > 1, where I' € arg mingcyn f(I1), and I1° is the initial state.

Relative to [FMWX23a], the node-feature term in our objective plays an important role to
their regularization: it ensures the convergence rate remains bounded whenever A # 1 and r <
1. Consequently, incorporating node features renders our algorithm stable without introducing
any extra regularization term. Indeed, relaxing to Birkhoff polytope is widely adopted in graph
matching [VCLT15, BVST24], and has been proved tight in random graph models [FMWX23a,
FMWX23b]. In practice, we often regard A as a tuning parameter and adapt model selection
technique for picking A. By Proposition 5, we obtain a standard O(1/K) convergence guarantee for
the projected gradient descent scheme with exact Euclidean projections onto W,,. However, in our
implementation, we replace these exact projections by a few iterations of Sinkhorn scaling [Sin64]
as a fast approximate projection onto W,,. In practice, since Sinkhorn requires nonnegative entries,
we apply it to the truncated matrix (H(t+1)>+, obtained by setting all negative entries of II*+1) to
Zero.

Define D € R™" as Dy; = ||z —y;||3. We note that Y%, || B{TI-TIB||% = > k. Dij H%j. Note
that 37 ;i Ilj;(1 — Ily;) = O for permutation matrix II. We turn this constraint into a regularizer
with parameter p and derive the following program:

Jnin {/\HAJ[ —TAz[|F + (1= A) Y Dy I+ Tiy(1 -~ ij)} : (4)
" ¥ ¥

We solve the problem in (4) by QPAlign in Algorithm 1. In the following, we outline a general
recipe for QPAlign.

e Gradient descent. We update II*t1) = T1() — nG®) with step size n > 0, where the gradient
is given by

GO = 20(A] E - EAJ) +2(1 = \) (Do 1) 4 (e — 20,

() J

7,]77,

where F = A 1I® — 11 45 and (Do H(t))ij = DIl ; = 1 for any 1, j.
e Sinkhorn normalization. After each gradient step, update II*t1) on the set of doubly stochas-
tic matrices W™ using K iterations of the Sinkhorn normalization procedure [Sin64].

e Rounding via Hungarian algorithm. Once convergence is reached, the final doubly stochastic
matrix is converted into a permutation matrix by solving the problem argmax, g >_; HE?F(Z.)

using the Hungarian algorithm [Kuh55, Mun57].

Time complexity The construction of the feature-distance matrix D requires O(dn?) time.
Each gradient step has a complexity of O(n?), and the Sinkhorn algorithm with K iterations
takes O(Kn?). Consequently, performing 7T iterations of gradient descent and Sinkhorn projection
costs O(T(K + n)n?). The final rounding via the Hungarian algorithm requires O(n3) [Mun57].
Overall, the time complexity of QPAlign is O((d + T'(K + n))n?). We have conducted experiments



Algorithm 1 QPAlign: Quadratic Programming relaxation for attributed graph Alignment

1: Input: Adjacency matrices A1, Ay € R™*™; node features x;,y;, 1 < i < n; weights A, u > 0;
step size 1 > 0; Sinkhorn iters K; max iters T'; tolerance tol.

2: Qutput: Estimated permutation 7.

3: Construct feature-distance matrix D € R™" with D;; = ||z; — ;3.

4: Initialize 10,

5. fort=0,...,7T —1do

6: B+ ATIO —TIWA,,

SO S MBI+ (=0 Ty Dy ()2 4 0 X, 1) (1 - TI0).

8 GO« 2MA[E - EA]) +2(1 = A) (Dol®) 4 p (Jyxn — 210).

9:  Gradient step: It « 1) — pG®),

10:  Truncate negative entries: ITI(H) « (D), | (1)1 : elementwise max{-,0}.
11:  Update TI**1) on the Birkhoff polytope via Sinkhorn: IT¢**Y) «— Sinkhorn((IT*+1), | K).
12 if t > 0and [f® — f¢=D| < tol then

13: break

14:  end if

15: end for

16: Round to a permutation via Hungarian algorithm: 7 <— argmaxres, > _; Hl(.i(i).

17: Return: 7.

in Section 4 on graphs with up to 3,000 nodes. For larger graphs, one possible direction is to first
prune the candidate matches for each node using features or local structural signatures, then solve
the alignment problem on a compressed graph, and finally replace dense matrix scaling with sparse,
approximate, or distributed Sinkhorn updates.

In practice, when solving the quadratic program in (4), the parameter A is typically difficult
to estimate from the observations G; and G, since the correlation structure between the two
graphs (and hence the relative reliability of topology versus features) is usually unknown. In the
following, we establish recovery guarantees that hold uniformly over all A € (4,1 —§), for any fixed
constant 6 € (0,1/2). Define Edge = nlog ﬁ and Vertex = dlog ﬁ, which quantify the mutual
information contributed by edges and vertices, respectively.

Assumption 1. We assume that there exists a universal constant I', such that % < \Z‘itg:)( <T.

This assumption is reasonable in many practical settings. If it is known a priori that either the
topological information or the feature information is unreliable, one may instead employ algorithms
that rely solely on the reliable component to achieve the recovery objective. Therefore, we focus
here exclusively on the balanced regime, in which neither the topological nor the feature information
is extremely unreliable, and both provide comparably informative signals. For any 0 < A < 1, we
consider the estimator

7y = argmax {A D Be(G)Bre)(G2) + (1 =) Y mjyﬂ(v)} :

TESn c€B(G1) veV(G1)
The following proposition provides theoretical guarantee on 7 for any A € (4,1 — §).

Proposition 6. Under Assumption 1, for any constant 6 € (0,1/2), ifd = w(logn) and nlog #4—

dlogﬁ > Cplogn for some constant Cy = Cy(4,1"), then there exists an estimator 7ty only

depending on \,G1,Go such that, for all X € (6,1 —9),
P 7\ # 7] = o(1).
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Proposition 6 bridges the gap between the information-theoretic results and the theoretical
guarantee for the algorithm, demonstrating the achievability of the oracle solution 7y for A.

Remark 2 (Regularization term). We add a regularization term - ; Iy;(1 — Il ) in (4). This
term encourages the entries of Il to approach 0 or 1. While some previous works employ a penalty
of the form ||[II]|% to obtain an explicit solution (see, e.g. [FMWX20]), our relaxation directly
pushes the solution toward the boundary of the Birkhoff polytope. As a result, the intermediate
matrix II(") becomes more concentrated near the vertices of the Birkhoff polytope, which allows
the final rounding via the Hungarian algorithm to be more precise. Therefore, the inclusion of this
regularization term helps to improve the overall accuracy of the estimated permutation 7.

4 Numerical Results

4.1 Simulation Studies

In this subsection, we provide numerical results for QPAlign in Algorithm 1 on synthetic data.
One related model is the correlated Gaussian-attributed Erdés-Rényi model [YC24], where the
correlated pairs of edges follow a multivariate Bernoulli distribution with connection probability p
and correlation p. Fixing n = 3000 and d = 512 (with p = 0.5 in the Erdés-Rényi case), we run the
algorithm and report the value of overlap(#, 7*) for varying correlations p € [0,1] and r € [0, 1].
We evaluate our method with step size n = 1074, T = 400, K = 80, A = 0.1 and p = 0.1 for the
experiments reported here.

Our results are summarized in Figure 1. Figure la displays the heatmap of the overlap under the
featured correlated Gaussian Wigner model. We observe that the overlap increases smoothly with
both p and r, starting from nearly zero when both correlations vanish and approaching one when
both correlations are close to unity. This indicates that the estimator 7 gradually aligns with the
ground truth 7* as the signal in either edges or features becomes stronger. For the low-dimensional
setting with n = 100 and d = 16, we present additional results in Figure 4 in Appendix A.1, which
exhibit the same qualitative trend, confirming the effectiveness of our method in both regimes.

1.0 4 1.0 1.0
0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6 E‘ 0.6 E‘
o 5 ~ ]
3 >
0.4 1 04 ° 04 °
02 0.2 0.2
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
p p
(a) Gaussian Wigner model: n = 3000 and d = 512. (b) Erdds-Rényi model: n = 3000 and d = 512.

Figure 1: Overlap between the estimator 7 in Algorithm 1 and the ground truth #* in two models
with n = 3000 and d = 512, evaluated across varying correlations p € [0,1] and r € [0, 1].

Importantly, these numerical results are consistent with the information-theoretic exact recov-
ery thresholds given in Theorem 2. We also note that in certain intermediate regimes, there exists
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a statistic-computation gap: while exact recovery is theoretically possible, computationally achiev-
ing it may require stronger correlations. See Figure 2 for a more detailed comparison between
the information-theoretic thresholds and the empirical phase-transition boundaries of QPAlign.
The numerical behavior aligns with the theoretical thresholds established in Theorem 2, while also
highlighting the presence of a statistical-computational gap in certain intermediate regimes. In par-
ticular, Figure 2 illustrates how the empirical phase-transition boundaries of QPAlign, for different
choices of A € {0.1,0.2,...,1.0}, closely track the information-theoretic limit, thereby providing a
direct connection between the algorithm’s empirical success and our derived thresholds.

Transition Boundaries

— A=0.1

A=0.2
— =03
— A=04
- A=0.5
— A=0.6

A=0.7
— A=0.8

2=0.9
— A=10
=== IT limit

0.8 1

Figure 2: Phase-transition boundaries of QPAlign under different regularization parameters A,
together with the information-theoretic exact recovery limit.

Figure 1b shows the corresponding result under the featured correlated Erd6s-Rényi model
with p = 0.5. A qualitatively similar pattern is observed: the algorithm achieves high overlap
once either p or r is sufficiently large. Together, these experiments confirm that our algorithm
behaves stably across different correlation regimes and successfully interpolates between weak and
strong signal cases, with overlap(#, 7*) ranging from 0 to 1 as (p,r) varies from (0,0) to (1,1).
The results show that our approach is effective for both weighted and unweighted graphs, which
broadens the applicability relative to prior methods. See more comparisons with the benchmarks in
Appendix A.1. We also conduct ablation studies on synthetic data with n = 100 and d = 16 to verify
the effectiveness of regularization. In the Gaussian Wigner model, using a positive regularization
weight 1 = 0.1 (instead of p = 0) improves the overlap on 86.57% of the parameter grid points,
while in the Erdés-Rényi model the corresponding proportion is 60.74%, where p is the weight on
the regularization term introduced in equation (4).

4.2 Real Data Analysis

ACM-DBLP dataset The ACM-DBLP dataset [TZY 08] is a widely used benchmark for at-
tributed graph alignment, containing 2,224 ground-truth matched pairs. In our construction, each
node represents a paper from either the ACM or DBLP source, and edges are weighted by co-
authorship relations. The ground-truth alignment is given by the set of papers appearing in both
sources. We implemented the experiments with hyperparameters p = 0.01, 7' = 1000, K = 200,
step size n = 1075, and \ € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}.

Douban (Online-Offline) dataset The Douban Online-Offline dataset [TZY"08] is another
widely used benchmark for attributed graph alignment, consisting of two graphs that share 1,118
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ground-truth matched pairs. Each node represents a user, with edges in the online graph encoding
platform interactions (e.g., replying to a post) and edges in the offline graph capturing co-attendance
at social events. Node features are given by user locations. The online graph strictly contains all
users from the offline graph, and the ground-truth alignment is defined by the users present in
both. We implemented the experiments with hyperparameters 4 = 0, T = 1000, K = 200, step
size n =5x 1073, and A € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}.

Indeed, the ACM-DBLP dataset corresponds to a featured Gaussian-Wigner graph, while the
Douban dataset is treated as a featured Erd6s-Rényi graph, each representing different structural
settings for graph alignment. We compare our method with three types of baselines: 1) based solely
on edge structure (Grampa [FMWX23a], IsoRank [SXB08], Umeyama [Ume88], GW [PCS16]); 2)
based solely on node features (MAP [DCK19], kNN); and 3) exploiting both edge structure and node
features (FGW [TCTF19], REGAL [HSSK18], PARROT [ZZXT23]). To ensure a fair comparison,
we follow the official implementations and parameter choices recommended in the original papers.
Since the baselines are designed for different settings (edge-only, feature-only, or joint), the results
should be viewed within their respective information settings rather than as direct head-to-head
comparisons. The results are reported in Figure 3 and Table 1.

1.0
—— ACM-DBLP
Douban

0.8

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 3: Overlap vs. A on ACM-DBLP and Douban datasets.

We report the experimental results averaged over 5 random seeds. The faint curves represent
the results of individual runs, while the bold curves show their average. To fairly compare with
baselines using the corresponding information source in Table 1, we conducted two ablated versions:
A = 0, which corresponds to using only feature information, and A = 1, which corresponds to using
only edge information. The results in Figure 3 and Table 1 both demonstrate that combining the
two sources of information yields performance that surpasses relying on either source alone. See
more details in Appendix A.2. We also conduct experiments on spatial transcriptomic data; see
Appendix A.3 for details.

5 Discussions and Future Directions

In this paper, we studied the graph alignment problem where both weighted edges and node features
are jointly observed under an unknown vertex permutation. We established sharp information-
theoretic thresholds for both partial and exact recovery in the featured correlated Gaussian Wigner
model, revealing how structural and feature correlations together govern the fundamental limits of
alignment. Our theoretical analysis establishes the optimal rates for both partial and exact recovery
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ACM-DBLP Douban

QPAlign (max) 0.3445 0.8370
FGW 0.0018 0.2773
REGAL 0.0301 0.1118
PARROT 0.0441 0.8462
QPAlign (A =0) 0.0004 0.0767
MAP 0.0004 0.0411

kNN 0.0004 0.0725
QPAlign (A =1) 0.2896 0.1118
Grampa 0.0746 0.0027
IsoRank 0.0018 0.0000
Umeyama 0.0346 0.0089
GW 0.0202 0.0000

Table 1: Alignment accuracy in ACM-DBLP and Douban datasets.

regimes. These results primarily depend on the analysis of the maximum likelihood estimator,
where careful weighting of edge and feature information is selected to achieve optimal results. This
provides a unified theoretical understanding of several previously studied alignment models and
highlights the benefits of jointly leveraging both topology and attributes.

From an algorithmic perspective, we proposed QPAlign, which efficiently combines edge and
feature information to achieve recovery with theoretical guarantees, confirming the achievability
of the oracle solution and convergence. Empirical results on synthetic data and real datasets
demonstrate that QPAlign performs effectively, achieving high-quality alignments and comparing
favorably with existing baselines. There are also several promising directions for future work.

o FExtension to partially overlap. Our framework can be extended to the setting where only a
pair of subgraphs of the original graphs are correlated through a latent injective mapping. The
optimal rate under this partially overlapping featured correlation model remains unknown.

o Statistical-computational gap. The computational limits of this model remain unknown. A
possible direction is to study this question via the low-degree framework [HKP*17, Hop18].

e Non-Gaussian and heavy-tailed distributions. An interesting direction is to investigate whether
our results under the Gaussian assumption can be extended to more general non-Gaussian
settings, including heavy-tailed distributions.

A Experimental Details

A.1 Synthetic Data

Figure 4 reports the results for the low-dimensional setting with n = 100 and d = 16. We again
observe that the overlap increases monotonically with both p and r, starting near zero when both
correlations vanish and approaching one when either correlation becomes large. These results
mirror the high-dimensional case in Figure 1, thereby confirming that our method remains effective
in both low-dimensional and high-dimensional regimes.

To facilitate a comprehensive comparison, we evaluate our approach against FGW with vari-
ous fixed values of r, as well as against purely topology-based methods, including GW, Grampa,
IsoRank, and Umeyama. All evaluations are conducted on synthetic featured Gaussian—Wigner
graphs with n = 100 vertices and d = 16 dimensions. For the correlation parameter, we report
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(a) Featured correlated Gaussian Wigner (b) Featured correlated Erdds-Rényi model
model with n = 100 and d = 16. with n = 100, d = 16, and p = 0.5.

Figure 4: Overlap between the estimator # in Algorithm 1 and the ground truth 7* in two models
with n = 100 and d = 16, evaluated across varying correlations p € [0,1] and r € [0, 1].

results in terms of o = /(1 — p?)/p? € [0,0.5], which serves as a noise-to-signal ratio relative to
the original graph, as showed in Figure 5. We adopt o instead of p since several algorithms exhibit
sharp performance transitions when p ~ 1 (i.e., 0 ~ 0), making results easier to interpret under this
reparametrization. In addition, we compare with FGW at fixed p and with MAP across different
values of r € [0,1] in Figure 6. Because MAP degenerates and becomes numerically unstable at
r = 1, we replace the endpoint with r = 0.999 for all methods to ensure consistent and stable
evaluation. In the synthetic data experiments presented here, our method is evaluated with step
size n = 1074, T'= 400, K = 80, A = 0.1, and ;= 0.1.

Figure 5 reports the alignment accuracy as a function of o = /(1 — p?)/p? with A = 0.05,0.1,
and 0.15, respectively, where smaller o corresponds to stronger graph correlation. Our method
consistently outperforms the purely edge-based baselines (GW, Grampa, IsoRank, Umeyama) and
the joint edge—feature baseline FGW across different feature correlations r. Notably, even when r
is small (e.g., » = 0.1), our approach achieves higher overlap than FGW under the same setting,
indicating robustness to weak feature correlation. By contrast, classical spectral and matching-
based methods (Grampa, IsoRank, Umeyama, GW) quickly degrade as noise increases.

1.0 1.0 1.0
—e— QPAlign r=0 —e— QPAlign r=0 —e— QPAlign r=0
0.81 % —a— QPAlign r=0.1 0.8 —=— QPAlign r=0.1 0.8 —=— QPAlign r=0.1
—e— QPAlign r=0.3 —e— QPAlign r=0.3 —e— QPAlign r=0.3
206 —— FGW r=0 g06 —— FGW r=0 £06 —— FGW r=0
E —— FGW r=0.1 ] —— FGW r=0.1 ] —— FGW r=0.1
S —— Grampa 8 04q et —— Grampa S —— Grampa
—#— Isorank —#— Isorank —e— Tsorank
0.2 —— Umeyama 0.2 —— Umeyama 0.2 —— Umeyama
—— Gw —— Gw —— Gw
00 | P ——e 0.0 F==t=—— — 00
00 01 02 03 04 05 00 01 02 03 04 05 00 01 02 03 04 05
o=V (1-p%p? o=V (1-p%p? o=V (1-p%p?
(a) A = 0.05. (b) A =0.1. (¢) A =0.15.

Figure 5: Overlap between the estimator 7 in Algorithm 1 and the ground truth 7* evaluated by
different algorithms across varying correlations o € [0,0.5] with different \.

Figure 6 shows the overlap as a function of feature correlation r with A = 0.05,0.1, and 0.15,
respectively, under different edge correlations p. Our method again demonstrates superior per-
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formance, achieving near-perfect alignment at much smaller » compared to FGW and MAP. For
example, with p = 0.8, our method reaches almost perfect overlap already at r = 0.2, whereas
FGW and MAP require significantly larger = to attain comparable accuracy. Overall, except for
the degenerate case r = 0 or p = 0, our method consistently achieves higher overlap than existing
baselines under the same r or p.

1.0 1.0 1.0
0.8 —e— QPAlign p=0 0.8 —e— QPAlign p=0 0.8 —e— QPAlign p=0
—5- QPAlign p=0.4 —5- QPAlign p=0.4 —5- QPAlign p=0.4
% 0.6 —— QPAlign p=0.8 % 0.6 —4— QPAlign p=0.8 % 0.6 —4— QPAlign p=0.8
E] —¥— FGW p=0 E] —¥— FGW p=0 E] —¥— FGW p=0
3 o4 - FGW p=0.4 804 - FGW p=0.4 3 04 - FGW p=0.4
—— FGW p=0.8 —— FGW p=0.8 —— FGW p=0.8
02 —o— MAP 02 o MAP 0.2 e
0.0 ; 0.0 0.0 I
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
r r r
() A = 0.05. (b) A=0.1. () A = 0.15.

Figure 6: Overlap between the estimator & in Algorithm 1 and the ground truth 7* evaluated by
different algorithms across varying correlations r € [0, 1] with different A.

To investigate the effect of non-Gaussianity and heavy tails, we also conduct experiments under
a Student-t model. Specifically, we consider the setting n = 100 and d = 16, and generate the edge
weights and node features from Student-t distributions with degrees of freedom v € {3,5,10}. The
results in Figure 7 show that QPAlign remains effective across all three choices of v: the overlap
increases steadily as either p or r becomes larger, and the overall phase transition pattern is broadly
consistent with that observed in the Gaussian case.

1.0 1.0 1.0

(b) v =5.

Figure 7: Overlap between the estimator © and the ground truth 7* under Student-t¢ distributions
with degrees of freedom v € {3,5,10}, for n = 100 and d = 16.

To initialize for synthetic datasets, we leverage both feature and degree information to construct
a mixed similarity matrix. Specifically, given node feature matrices X = [x], -, 2] € R"*¢ and
Y = [yf, -,y ] € R™4 we first compute a feature similarity matrix as St = max(XY'T,0),
i.e., the inner product similarity clamped elementwise at zero. We then compute a degree similarity
matrix by setting di = A;1 and dy = A»1, and defining Sqeg = (1 + |dy 17 —1dg|)~'. These two
components are combined into a mixed similarity matrix, S = Sfeat +1/S4eg, Which balances feature
and structural signals. We empirically set » = 0.1. The initial transport plan II9) is then obtained
by applying the Sinkhorn algorithm with K iterations to S. Across all datasets, we further employ
the Barzilai-Borwein (BB) step-size rule [BB88] to adaptively determine the learning rate for the
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gradient descent updates.

A.2 ACM-DBLP and Douban Datasets

We introduce the construction of edges and features in the ACM-DBLP dataset as follows:

o Features. Features are constructed from authors and venues only, while paper titles are
discarded. Author strings are lowercased, split on commas or semicolons, and tokenized by
collapsing spaces into underscores. Venue names are tokenized into words, and merged phrase
tokens are created. We use a pretrained RoOBERTa model [LLSZ21] to obtain embeddings
of the corpus, and all representations are reduced to d = 256 dimensions via PCA before
whitening to zero mean and unit variance.

e FEdges. The graph is constructed by treating papers as nodes with edges defined by co-
authorship and same-venue co-occurrence. We assign weights «; = 1.0 for shared authors
and ap = 0.5 for shared venues, the weight edge 3;;(G) is given by

3 Bii(G) — E | Bi;(G)
Bij(G) = oy CE™O" 4y CF™0, B5(G) = — P }

Var (,Blj (G))

where C’%‘“hor and C’i‘;?’nue denote co-occurrence counts.

We employ the same Douban dataset used in PARROT and other prior works, without any addi-
tional processing.

Baseline comparison. For completeness, we note two method-specific adjustments. First, RE-
GAL assumes non-negative adjacency, which does not strictly match our setting; we therefore follow
the standard workaround of omitting nodes with negative degree when running REGAL. Second,
PARROT is designed as an anchor-based semi-supervised method, while our experiments do not
assume anchor nodes; in this case, we adopt the ablated variant without anchors described in the
original paper.

For ACM-DBLP and Douban datasets, we adopt a random initialization followed by a pro-
jection step. In practice, we initialize I with a random matrix (using fixed seeds to ensure
reproducibility), and then project it onto the Birkhoff polytope using the Sinkhorn algorithm. This
initialization avoids numerical instabilities that may arise from directly relying on feature or degree
similarities in high-dimensional sparse settings.

Sensitivity analysis. In Figure 3, we report the experimental results over five random seeds
for A € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}. The results indicate that the performance is stable with respect to
both A and the initialization. We further provide a sensitivity analysis with respect to 4 and K in
Table 2. The results again show that the performance remains stable across different choices of
and K.

A.3 Spatial Transcriptomic Data

Spatial transcriptomic (ST) data [SSV ' 16] consists of gene expression profiles measured at spatially
localized spots on a tissue slice, where each feature corresponds to a gene and the spatial coordinates
represent the physical locations of the spots. We use an ST slice containing 255 spots with 7,998 gene
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ACM-DBLP Douban

[ 0 1075 107% 1073 102 0 1075 1074 1073 1072
overlap | 0.3230 0.3219 0.3205 0.3166 0.3249 | 0.8220 0.8216 0.8229 0.8188 0.7919
K 20 50 100 200 400 20 50 100 200 400

overlap | 0.3253 0.3237 0.3246 0.3249 0.3251 | 0.8220 0.8220 0.8220 0.8220 0.8220

Table 2: Sensitivity analysis of y and K on ACM-DBLP and Douban.

features as the base dataset. To enable quantitative evaluation with ground-truth correspondences,
we generate simulated slices by rotating the spot coordinates and resampling expression counts after
adding a pseudocount ¢ to each gene in each spot. We consider five noise levels (6 € 0,1,2,3,4,5)
to model increasing experimental variability.

In the experiment, we further examined the sensitivity of our method with respect to A. Re-
call that A = 0 corresponds to using only the feature information, while A = 1 corresponds to
relying solely on the structural information. Across the entire range of A, our method consistently
achieved strong alignment performance, indicating remarkable robustness to the choice of A. In
comparison with widely adopted baselines for spatial transcriptomics data alignment, including
BBKNN [PYM*20] and Harmony [KMF'19], our approach yields consistently superior results.
We implemented the experiments with parameters 7' = 400, K = 80, u = 0.1, n = 107°.

1.0
=== Max accuracy (baseline 5=0)
P A S R QPAlign: A = 0 Gene-only
QPAlign: A = 1 Spatial-only
QPAlign: A = 0.01 Mixed
.§- 06 7 QPAlign: A = 0.1 Mixed
g QPAlign: A = 0.2 Mixed
04 QPAlign: A = 0.5 Mixed
QPAlign: A = 0.9 Mixed
0.2 - ——&— BBKNN
Harmony
0.0 -7 T T T T T

0 1 2 3 4 5
Pseudocount &

Figure 8: Alignment accuracy across different A in ST data.

In this following, we describe the experimental setup on simulated spatial transcriptomic data.
Synthetic slices were generated by perturbing both spatial coordinates and transcript counts. Let
(X, Z) denote a transcript count matrix X € NP*" and spot coordinates Z € R2*". To model
sectioning variability, each coordinate was rotated by

;. A _ |cosf —sinf
5 =Rz, k()= [Sin@ cosf ] ’

where 6 was sampled uniformly from [0,27). Spots mapped outside the array were discarded to
mimic tissue loss. Pairwise distances d;; = ||z; — zx||2 were used to ensure invariance to global
translation and rotation.

Transcript counts were perturbed in two stages. First, spot-level UMI counts N; were sampled
from a negative binomial distribution N; ~ NB(r, p) with mean x and variance o, modeling over-
dispersion. Second, given N;, gene-level counts were drawn from a multinomial distribution with
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probabilities
T+ )

lzi +6]11”
where the pseudocount § controls smoothing: small § preserves heterogeneity, while large J yields
more uniform profiles. After rotation, duplicate grid positions were resolved by keeping one spot
per location, preserving a one-to-one mapping. Besides, Z-score transformation was applied to both
edge and feature information, and L? normalization was performed on the feature vectors to better
align with our theoretical settings.

This perturbation procedure—combining rigid-body rotation, spot loss, and controlled count
noise—produces slices that retain biological structure while reflecting realistic variability. It ensures
that slices retain key biological structures while reflecting realistic experimental variability such as
tissue dropout and technical noise. For example, [ZLSR22] used a similar framework to study align-
ment robustness under geometric perturbations. We evaluated our method across different values
of A\, where A = 0 and A = 1 correspond to feature-only and structure-only settings, respectively.
The results show that our approach consistently balances edge and feature information, achieving
robust performance superior to BBKNN [PYM*20] and Harmony [KMF*19].

Finally, we introduce our intialization steps. We exploit domain-specific structure for initializa-
tion. Similar to synthetic datasets, we construct Steat and Sqeg, combine them with v = 0.1, and
apply the Sinkhorn algorithm with K iterations to obtain II(?0).

T

B Proof of Theorems

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The impossibility result directly follows from Proposition 3. We then show the possibility result.
By Proposition 1,

k eklogn
Pld(7,7") = k] < —nh|{—]]1 -21 1g.— - .
[d(7, 7%) ] < exp( n (n)) {k<n—1} T exp (=2logn) 1y —i—exp( 16 )
Summing over k£ > (1 — §)n, we have
n—1 n—1
k k
Z exp (—nh ()) < Z exp (—nh ())
k=(1-6)n n k=1 n
2y v k1
< exp (— og k)
1<k<n/2
10logn n
<2 > exp(—klog E) +2 > 2~k
k=1 10logn<k<n/2

S 26_ logn . 1010gn + 4 . 2—1010gn — n—1+0(1)’

where (a) follows from h(z) = h(1 — z) and h(z) > zlog 1. Since

Z exp <—1ek: log n) < &b (75(1 7f)n10gn) = n*Q(n)’
K> )n 32 1 — exp (—35 logn)
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we obtain that

k=(1-0)n
" k eklogn
< — — — _ —
< E [exp ( nh (n)) 1fp<n—1y +exp(—2logn) 1, + exp ( 39 )]

< n—1+o(1) +n—2 +n—Q(n) (5)

Since P [overlap (7, 7*) > 0] > 1 — Zzz(lﬂs)n P[d(#, 7*) = k], we finish the proof of Theorem 1.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The impossibility results directly follows from Proposition 4. When nlog (1_1p2) + dlog (ﬁ) >

(4 + €) logn, we have

1 1
nlog (1_,02> + 2dlog (1 r2> > (4+¢€)logn,

and thus (5) holds for 6 = 1 — {%. It remains to upper bound Zznz/llﬁ P[d(7,7*) = k|. By Proposi-
tion 2,

en/16 en/16

. € exp (—elogn/8)
E P|d =k] < g ——kl <
= [d(,77) = k] < = exp( 8 ogn) ~ 1—exp(—elogn/8)

Combining this with (5), we finish the proof of Theorem 2.

C Proof of Propositions

C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

It is shown in [WXY22] and [DCK19] that when nlog(1/(1—p?)) > (4+¢€)logn or dlog(1/(1—r2)) >
(4 + €)logn there exists an estimator 7 such that P[7 = 7] = 1 — o(1). In this paper, we focus
on the remaining regime, where nlog(1/(1 — p?)) Vv dlog(1/(1 — r?)) < Cylogn for some universal
constant Cp > 4, where a V b = max(a,b) for any a,b € R. Recall that we assume d = w(logn),
which implies that p,r = o(1).

For any bijective mappings 7’ : V(G1) — V(Gs), let Frv = {v € V(Gy) : 7*(v) = 7/(v)} be the
set of fixed points. Recall that T = {m € S, : d(7,7*) = k} and

{d(ﬁ',ﬂ'*) = k:} C {E|7T, S 77g : Sﬂ-*(Gl,Gg) < Sﬂ/(Gl,Gg)},

where Sr(G1,G2) = ©(p) Xeercy) Be(G1)Bre) (G2) + ¢(7) Xvev(Gy) TvYn(v)- Let G[F] denote the
induced subgraph of G over a vertex set F. Then for any 7 € R, we have that
{d(%, 7%) = k}
{37T/ € 77€ . SW* (Gl,Gg) < Sﬂl(Gl, Gg)}
= {37 € T : [Sx+(G1, G2) = Sa=(G1[Fr], Ga[F])] < [Sx (G, G2) — Sw (Gh[Frw], Go[ F])]}
- {37‘(" €Ty : Sﬂ*(Gl,GQ) — Sﬂ*(Gl[Fﬂ/],GQ[Fﬂ/]) < 7’}
U {37‘(’ € T : Sx(G1,G2) — Sy (G1[Fr], Ga[Frr]) > 7’} .

N

We then bound the two events separately.
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C.1.1 Bad Event of Weak Signal

We first upper bound P [3n’ € Ty, : Sp+(G1, G2) — S+ (G1[Fr], Go[Fr]) < 7). We write F = Fy
when 7 is given. Let N = (3) — ("gk) Without loss of generality, we define E(Gl)\(g) =

{e1,e2,--- ,en, } and V(G1)\F = {v1,v2,--- ,vx}. Let X, Y € RWetdk)x1 1o defined as
T
X £ (Bm(Gl),ﬂeQ(Gl)a'” 756NR(G1)7mI1,m3—2"" ,x;rk) )

T
Y £ (ﬁﬂ'*(81)(G2)7ﬁﬂ*(ez)(G2)7 T 7Bw*(eNk)(G2)7y;rr*(yl)ay;lr—*(w)v te 7y7—|r—*(vk)> .

Let W = S:+(G1,G2) — Sp«(G1][F],G2[F]). Then, we have that W = XTAY, where A =
diag {¢(p)In,, p(r) e} with |A]|% = @(p)® Nk + ¢(r)?dk and ||A]l2 = ¢(p) V ¢(r). The follow-
ing Lemma provides concentration for W.

Lemma 1. There exists a universal constant C, such that with probability at least 1 — oy,

[ 1 1
W — (po(p) Ny + ro(r)kd)| < C (HAHF log % + [|A[|2 log 50) :

Pick 7 = (pp(p)Ni + ro(r)kd) — a, where

o 3C\/(02Ni, + r2kd)2nh(E), k <n—1,
‘ 3C/(np? + dr?)nlogn, k=n,

and h(x) = —zlogx — (1 — z)log(1l — x) is the binary entropy function.

Case 1: k=n. We choose §y) = exp (—2logn) in Lemma 1. Recall that p,r = o(1). Then, with
probability at least 1 — dg,

(W — (pp(p) Ny, + r(r)dk)| < C {\/w(p)QNk + ¢(r)?dky/2logn + ((¢(p) V ¢(r))2logn)
< (Z’\/élnlogn(dr2 +np?) + C\/n log n(np? + dr?)
= 30\/(71/)2 + dr?)nlogn = ay,
where the last inequality follows from

(p(p) Vo(r))2logn < y/np? + dr?logn < C\/nlogn(np2 + dr?).

Consequently, we have P [W < 7] < exp (—2logn).

Case 2: on <k <n—1. We choose Jy = exp (—th (%)) in Lemma 1. Then, with probability
1 — 4y, we have

W — (pe(p) Ny + ro(r)kd)|

(\/SO(P)sz + @(T)zdkm) + ((s@(p) v w(r))Znh(iO]

<c ((¢4<p2zvk o2k anh(5)) + ((olo) v ¢(r>>2nh<k>))

n n

<C

< 30\/ (0N + r2dk)2nh(5),

n
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where the last inequality follows from

(¢(p) v @(T))th(%) < \/(PZNk + T2kd)2nh(%) m
< \/(pZNk - T%d)th(%) m’

and
8n(p? +r?) < 16n 16n

< <1
k(p?n+12d) = dn(p?n+r2d) — on(4+¢€/2)logn —

where the last inequality is because p,r = o(1) and nlog(ﬁ) +dlog(1==2) > (4+ €) logn implies
np? 4+ dr? > (4 + ¢/2)logn. Consequently, P[W < 7] < exp (—2nh (%)) when & < n — 1. By the

union bound, we obtain

P (37" € Tj, : Spx(G1, Ga) — e (Gh[Fw), Ga[F]) < 7

<P [ U {Sx+(G1,G2) — Sx- (GL[F], Go[F]) < 7}
FCV(Gy):|Fl=n—k

IN

( ) Gl,Gg) STF*(Gl[F],GQ[F])<7‘]

> W<7‘ 1{k:<n 1}+P[W<T]1{k n}

IA

exp ( nh ( )) 1{k§n—1} + exp (_2 log n) l{k:n}a (7)
. . . n E
where the last inequality is because ( k) < exp (nh (n>)

C.1.2 Bad Event of Strong Noise

We then upper bound P [3n’ € Ty, : S (Gi,G2) — S (Gi[Fr], Go[Fr]) > 7). Given 7', we define
Z 2 S.(G1,G2) — Sp(G1[Fr], Go[Fy]). We also write F' = F,, when 7' is given. By Chernoff’s
inequality, for any ¢ > 0,

P1Z>r] <e™"E [¢7].
In order to compute the moment generating function E [etz } , we introduce the definition of orbits.

Cycle decomposition For any o € S,, it induces a permutation o on the edge set (V(gﬁ)) with
of((u,v)) £ (o(u),o(v)) for u,v € V(Gy). We refer to o and ¢F as a node permutation and edge
permutation. Each permutation can be decomposed as disjoint cycles known as orbits. Orbits of o
(resp. oF) are referred as node orbits (resp. edge orbits). For example, a node orbit (u1, us, - - - ,ug)
indicates that u; 11 = o(u;) for 1 <i <k—1and u; = o(ug). Let ng (resp. Ni) denote the number
of k-node (resp. k-edge) orbits in o (resp. oF).

For any 7/ € Ty, let 0 £ (7*)7! o 7'. Define C and CF the set of node orbits and edge
orbits of length i induced by o, respectively. Denote CV = U;>1C) and CE = U;>1CE. Then,
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V(Gl) = U;i>1 {U RS CZV} ,E(Gl) = Ui>1 {6 e € CZE}, and C}/ = F. Let

ZE - SO(P) Z ﬁe(Gl>B7r/(e) (G2>7 ZV - ()O(T) Z LoYr!(v)- (8)

e€B(G)\(}) veEV(G1)\F
Then Z = ZV + ZF. Since ZV and ZF are independent, we obtain that

E '] = E '] E '] (9)

We then derive the upper bounds for E {etzv} and E {etZE}, respectively. For any edge cycle

C= {61,62, e ,e|C‘} with e;41 = oF(e;) forall 1 < i < |C| —1 and e = UE(em), we define the
cumulant generating function as

)

’ﬂEC\ (t) =logE

IC]
exp (ts@(p) Z ﬁei (Gl)ﬂﬂ'/(ei) (G2))
i=1

where we define (u|c|41,v|c|+1) = (u1,v1). Similarly, for any node cycle C' = {vl, ‘e ,U‘C|}, we
define vjc|41 = v1 and

IC|
n‘\a(t) =logE [exp (tgo(r) waywl(vi))] .
i=1

The lower-order cumulants can be calculated directly:
KE(1) = — 5 108(1 — 21pp(p) ~ P2 (p)(1 - 7))
WY (1) = — 3 log(1 — 2trp(r) — 62(r)(1 ~ %),
WE(1) = 3 los(1 — 202 (p) (1 + ) + 64 ()(1 — 77)?),
Ky () = —g log(1 — 2t20%(r) (1 4 %) + tp? (r) (1 — r2)?).

Let Ny = (5) — (”;k) The following Lemma provides an upper bound on the cumulant function
log E [exp(tZ)].

Lemma 2. Ifd(r*,7') =k, for any 0 <t < (p~1 —2) A (r~! — 2), we have

log E [exp(t2)] < - k5(0) + 5 (wE(0) = 5e5(0) + 5 (1))

Recall that 7 = (pp(p) Nk, + re(r)kd) — ay, where

L 3C/(p*Ni + r2kd)2nh(E), k<n—1
: 3C/(np? + dr?)nlogn, k=n

and h(z) = —zlogz — (1 — x) log(1l — ) is the binary entropy function. We then show that
€
(1 - 16) (0e(p) Nk + rp(r)kd) <7 < pp(p) Ny, + reo(r)kd.
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Recall that p,r = o(1). For any dn < k < n — 1, since nlog (

2d log (1_1T2> > (4+¢€)logn,
we have np? + dr? > (2 + ¢/4)logn. Therefore, we obtain o) < 212202 (np? + dr?) for

sufficiently large n. When k < n — 1, we have

€2

STic? (np? +dr?)k

ay = 30\/(p2Nk + 7“2k:d)2nh(%) < 40\/( 2Ny, + r2kd) =

—~

a) ¢

€
<
- 32

VPN + k)42 Ny + 12kd) = 5= (0 Ni+17kd) < T (pp(p)Ni + rip(r) k),

where (a) is because nk < 4Ny. For k = n, since nlog(;1 )+ 2dlog(113) > (4 + €)logn and

p%, 12 = o(1), we conclude that np? + dr? > 2(np + 2dr?) 2 2logn holds for sufficiently large n.

Therefore,

2 4 g2
ap = 30\/(np2 + dr?)nlogn < 30\/(np2 + er)W

€

(pp(p)n* + rp(r)nd) < T=(pp(p) Ni + 1o (r)kd).

IN
Ells

Therefore, we conclude

(1 - 1€6> (po(p)Ni, + rep(r)kd) < 7 < p(p) Nie + ro(r)kd.

We then upper bound P [Z > 7]. We note that

N, k 1 1
P[Z>71]<e"E [etz} < exp ( i+ 719&5(15) t3 (&f(t) 5 K5 (1) + 2/<52( )))
Pick t = 1. Since p,r = o(1), we have p?, 12 . Recall that ¢(p) =
1 e 1o 1=202%%(p) (1 + p?) + t*p*(p) (1 — p*)°

4 (1 =2tpp(p) — t20*(p)(1 = p?))?
1 4tp? p?
= -1 1+— )| < —=<2
1 °g< * 1—p2(1—|—t)2) =142 ="
where the last inequality is because log(1+z) < z and p < 1. We then bound x5 (#). We note that

KE 2
P;E?) T 12p2p log(1 — 2t%p%(p) (1 + p*) + t*p* (p) (1 — p*)?)

1—p? PP(2+p%)\ @ ( 6>
_ — < < —
5,2 log (1 1= 22 1+ 4p? +64 )

where the inequality (a) is from Lemma 8. Hence, we have x5(¢) < (1 + 51) pe(p). Similarly, we
have

RY(0) = 5 log(L = 272 () L+ 1%) + () (1 22 < (1+ ) dro(r)
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Therefore, for t = 1,

N k
—t7+7m5(t)+§ < £

< - (1 - 1€6> (pp(p) Nk + rep(r)kd) + (; + 1;8) (pp(p) Ny, + kdro(r)) + k
<= (5 33) PoO)Nu + rep(rkd) + &

1 € €
< - == — —
< (2 32> (2+ 4) klogn + k,

where the last inequality is because Nj, = (3) — ("gk) > 1 (1 - %) kn and

—1 1 1
PPN+ rp(rkd = b (" log(——) + dlog(— ) ) = k(2 + §) logn.

1—p 1— 72
Consequently, by the union bound and |T;| = (})k! < n*,
P [37‘1’, cTr: Sﬂ/(Gl,Gg) — Sﬁ/(Gl[Fﬁ/],GQ[Fﬁ/]) > 7‘]
< nfP[Z > 7]

1
< exp (k‘logn— (2—362> <2+i> k‘logn+k‘> < exp (—?;k:logn).

Combining this with (7), we obtain that
Pld(7,7") = k] <P [3n" € Ty : Sx+(G1, G2) — Spe(G1[Frr], Go[Fr]) < 7]
+P [HTF, € Tr: Sy (Gl, Gg) — Sﬂ/(Gl[Fﬂ/], GQ[FT(/]) > 7’]

k
< exp (—nh (n)> Lip<n—1y +exp(—2logn) 1y, + exp (—

ek log n)
32 ’

C.2 Proof of Proposition 2

For any 7’ € Ty, let

Yo 200) > (BelG1)Brie)(Ga) = BelG1)Br0)(G2))
e€E(G1)\CE
+ SO(T) Z (m;)ryﬂ’(v) - mq—)l—yw* (v)) ’
veV(Gr\CY
where CE and CY denote the edge orbit and vertex orbit of length 1 induced by o = (7*)~! o .
For notational simplicity, we write Y = Y,» when 7’ is given. Then for any ¢ > 0, {d(#,7*) = k} C
{37 € T, : Y >0} and

a b
Pd(#,7") =kl <P[E3n € Tp: Y > 0] (g) |TP[Y > 0] (§) n*E [exp (tY)], (11)

where (a) uses union bound and (b) follows from Chernoff’s inequality and |7y = (})k! < nF. Let

YE20(0) 3 (BelG1)Br)(Ga) = Be(G1)Brr0)(G2))

eEE(G’l)\C'f

YV £ 90(7") Z (mq—zryﬂ’(v) - mq—)ryw* (v)) .
veV(G1)\CY
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Then Y = YE + YV and Elexp(tY)] = E [exp(tYE)] E [exp (tYV)}. We then derive the upper
bounds for E {exp (tYV)} and E {exp (tYE)} , respectively. For any edge cycle C' = {61, €, - ,e|c|}

with e;11 = oF(e;) forall 1 <4 < |C] —1 and e; = JE(e|C|), we define the cumulant generating
function as

9

|C] tef
pie) (t) = log E [GXP (tSO Zﬁel (G1)Brr(e) (G2) — to(p Zﬁel (G1)Br(es) (Gz))

where we define (u|c|41,v|0)+1) = (u1,v1). Similarly, for any node cycle C = {Ul, e ,U‘C|}, we
define vjc|41 = v1 and

pey(t) = log E

C] C]
exp | to(r meyﬁ (s vatyw w) | |-

The lower-order cumulants can be calculated directly:

2

1 d r?

E 2 \Y 2
=—-1 + At — 4 =——1 1+ 4t — 4 )
ps (t) 5 0g< 12 5 (4t — 4t )) ps (1) 5 0g< Tg( -4t ))

1—

Recall that Nj, = (3) — ("5 . The following Lemma provides an upper bound on the cumulant
function log E [exp (tY)].

Lemma 3. Ifd(7*,7") = k, for any 0 <t < 1, we have

o8 E [exp (1Y) < 5 (M — 3 ) i (0) + 5 (0)

Pick ¢ = 5. By Lemma 3,

nk k42 1 kd 1
< (T = o (—— ).
log E [exp (tY)] < 1 (1 o™ ) log ( p2> log ( )

Combining this with (11), we have

P[d(#,7*) = k] < n"E [exp (tY)]

k+2 1 kd 1
<e _ _ _ M
< exp (klogn = (1 2n >1°g<1—p2) (=)
k+2 1 1
<e A T
< (k:logn <1 o )(nlog(l_p2)+dlog<1_r2)>)
9 ex

k+2 (b)
( (6 - i (1 + 6)) klogn) < exp (—Eklogn> ,
4 8
where (a) is because nlog ( ) + dlog ( ) > (4 + ¢€)logn; (b) follows from k < {&n.

C.3 Proof of Proposition 3

We first introduce the following lemma.
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Lemma 4. For any 0 < § <1, we have

5 on
Mol = () (12)
. 1(n 1 nd 1

The proof of Lemma 4 is deferred to Appendix D.4. We directly apply Fano’s inequality in (2).
For any 0 < § < 1, by Lemma 4,

I(m*;G1,G2) +log 2

Ploverlap(7, 7*) < 6] > 1 —

log | M|
>1— (g)%bg(l—lp?) + %5 log(1=) + log 2 >1- 5
B dnlog(dn/e) = 46’

where the last inequality follows from n log ( 1_1p2) + 2dlog (ﬁ) < clogn.

C.4 Proof of Proposition 4

In this subsection, we provide the proof on Proposition 4. Recall that

Se(G1,G2) = 0(p) D Be(G1)Br(e)(G2) +0(r) D @Yr(u).
e€E(G1) veV(Gh)

Define

8(71'*,71'/) é {(Gl)GZ) : Sﬂ*(leGQ) S Sﬂ"(Gl)GZ)}a
ME{T €S, 7' #7%(G1,Ge) € E(n*, 7))}

Since the true permutation 7* is uniformly distributed, the MLE 7y, minimizes the error prob-
ability among all estimators. Therefore, to prove the impossibility result, it suffices to prove the
failure of MLE. We note that 7 in (1) achieves exact recovery is equivalent to M = ). To prove
the impossibility of exact recovery, it suffices to show P [|[ M| = 0] = o(1).

Let I = |IMNTz| with To = {n’ € S, : d(7*,7") = 2}. Then I < |M]|. By Chebyshev’s inequality,
we have

Var [1]
(E[1])*

PM| =0 <P[I=0] <P[(I ~E[I])* > E[1))*] < (14)

Given 7, let e = P[(G1,G2) € E(7*,7')]. Since |T2| = (5), the expectation E [I] is then given by

E[I] = Y P[(G1,Gs) € E(n*,n)] = <Z>61.

7' €T

We then compute the second moment E [I2]. Note that

2
12 = ( Z 1{(G17G2)65(7r*,7r’)})

' €T

= Y 1y eaeem ay + > L{(G1,Go)es(r m )} L{(G1,Ga) s (% m0)} - (15)

€T3 w1, €T F#2
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It remains to compute >° . . 7, P[(G1,G2) € E(7*, m) NE(n*, m2)]. Indeed, we have d(my,m2) €
{3,4} for any 71 # m2 € T2. The number of pairs (71, m2) with 7 # mo € T3 with d(7y,m2) = 3
and d(m,m) = 4 are 6(3) and 6(}}), respectively. For m # m € Tp with d(my,m2) = 4, since
Sr+(G1,G2) — Sr, (G1,G2) and Sz«(G1,G2) — Sz, (G1,G2) are independent, we have

P((G1, Ga) € £, m) N ", )] = P(G1, Ga) € E(x*, m)|B[(G1, Gi) € E(r*,m2)] = &

For m; # ma € Ty with d(m,m2) = 3, we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 5. For any m # ma € To with d(m1,m2) = 3, we have

3(n—2) 3d

P[(G1,Go) € E(n*,m) NET* ,m)] < (1—p*) "7 (1—rH)7%.

Next we prove a lower bound of €¢;. For any 7’ € T, we assume that 7*(v) = #'(v) for any
v € V(Gy)\ {v1,v2}, 7*(v1) = 7' (v2), and 7*(ve) = 7'(v1). Consequently,

e =P [(G1,G2) € 5(77*77/)]

=Ple(p) D Be(G1) (Brie)(G2) = Bre(o) (o))
e€E(G1)
+ SD(T) Z iBI (yw’(v) — Yrx (v)) >0
veV(Gr)
=P (P(p) Z (51)111 (Gl) - 51)112 (Gl))(ﬁw*(vm)(G?) - BW*(UUQ)(GQ))
veV(G1)\{v1,v2}
+ o(r)(@o, = Tuy) " (Yrr (01) — Y () <0
>P > (Buoy (G1) = Bowa (G1)) (Bre (wur) (G2) = Brr(wez) (G2)) < 0]
veV(G1)\{v1,v2}

P [(fﬂvl — @) (Y (01) — Yo (vg)) < 0} :
We then bound the probability of two events separately. We note that

XU A ﬁvvl (Gl) - ﬁvvg (Gl) N 0 1 p
[Yv] B lﬁw*(vvl)(G2) - ﬁw*(vvg)(GQ)‘| N (lO] 2 [P 11) .

Let &, Lid N(0,1) for any v € V(G1)\ {v1,v2}. We note that

P > XoYy 20
LveV(G1)\{v1,v2}

=E (P Z XY, > 0‘ {veV(Gy)\ {’01,’02}}]
[veV(G1)\{v1,v2}

©E|p S X220 - )Xt < 0| {v e V(G {Ul,vg}}”

LveV (G1)\{v1,v2}

p\/EvEV(Gl)\{vl,vg} X3
2(1—-p?)

2 E|P|N(0,1) >

[{ve V(G {v1,v2}}” ,
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where (a) is because Y,| X, ~ N (pXy, 2(1—p?)) and {Y,|X,,v € V(G1)\ {v1,v2}} are independent;
(b) is because

Y X

veV(G1)\{v1,v2}

{Xy:veV(Gy)\{v1,v2}} ~ N (0,2(1 - > Xg) :

veV (G1)\{v1,v2}

By Lemma 9, since > cv (@ )\ {v1,02} $X2 ~ x%(n — 2), we have

IP[ > X3§2(n+\/nlogn)] =1-o0(1).

veV (G1)\{v1,v2}

Consequently,
P Y XY, >0

LveV(G1)\{v1,v2}

[ 2(n 4+ +y/nlogn
>E |(1-o(1))P |N(0,1) > a 57

2(1-p?)

(;) 1—0(1)e p( 1p2(n—|—\/nlogn)> 2
— X - a

v2r 2 1=/ pVnivilogn | [y o pAnty/nTogn)
(b) 1 1
S L 2 im-2)(te(1))
- 16\/10gn( P ’

where (a) is because P[Z > t] > t+¢i2ﬁ¢% exp (_%ﬂ) for Z ~ N(0,1) [Bir42]; (b) is because

1 ; : 2 1-o(1) 2 1
nlog (l_pQ) < (4—e€)logn implies lfpg (n++/nlogn) < 4logn, \/027 VN TS ey > TV

and 152,)2 =(14+o0(1))log (ﬁ) It follows from [KNW22, Proposition 4.3] that when 72 > 20,
1 d
T d
P [(wvl - $U2) (yﬂ*(vl) - yﬂ'*(’v2)) < O} > m(l - 72)2'
Consequently,

1
> -
1= 16000+/dTog n

By Lemma 5, for any m # mo € T3 with d(71, m2) = 3, we have

(1 o p2)”T_2(1+0(1))(1 o 7,2)%.

3(n—2)

€ 2 P[(G1,Gs) € E(n*,m)NE(T*,m)]| < (1—p>) " 7 (1—1?)

By (14) and (15),

21 _ 2 ) e n) e 2 _(m 262 .
P[IM|=0] < E[I(]E I%Eé[l]) _ (5)er +6(3) 23;222(4) 1— ()7 < n;lel +i€2%'
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Since n log (1—1,)2) + dlog (ﬁ) +4logd < (4 —€)logn , we obtain

1
2

> -

"= 96000/Tog n

1 n—2 1 d 1
- exp <2logn— ilogd— T(l +o(1)) log (1 _pg) - §log (M))

1 €
> exp(fa
= 16000/logn 7 (4 o8 ”)

and

ne? 1
€a 256 -106logn

n—2 1 d 1
- exp <logn—logd— T(l +0(1)) log (1 — pQ) - ZIOg (1—7’2>>

> 1 e (610 n)
———— €X — .
= 9256 106logn P \8 %%

Therefore, we obtain P [|[M| = 0] < n24 + 2% = o(1), we finish the proof.
1

€1 ne

C.5 Proof of Proposition 5

Recall f:
d

FOD) & A AT = TAz (|3 + (1= ) D || BT — 1B |[3.
=1
To prove Proposition 5, we need the following proposition to establish the convergence of function

f.

Proposition 7. For any two graphs G1,Ga, there exists a universal constant L = L(G1,G2) such
that for any n < L™', we have
n

1
ey — fI1)| < —||I° — 1712 < —
|fT) — f( )!_2nK|| HF—nK

for any integer K > 1, where II' € arg minyiewn f(I1) and 11V is the initial state.

The proof of Proposition 5 is deferred to Appendix C.7. Without loss of generality, in the
following analysis, we suppose n* = id for simplicity. To obtain the convergence guarantee of
|TIX —IT'||, we need the following lemma:

Lemma 6. For the distance matriz D € R™" defined as D;; = ||x; — y;||3, for any 0 <6 < 1, if
d > 32log \%, then with probability at least 1 — &, min, ; D; ; > (1 —r)d.

Proof of Lemma 6. Since 7* = id, for correlated pair x;,y;, we have x; — y; ~ N(0,2(1 — r)1y),
which implies Dj; = ||z;—y;||* ~ 2(1—r)x3. For independent pair @y, y;, k # j, xx—y; ~ N(0,21,),
Dyj = &k — yjl* ~ 2x7-

By Lemma 9, we have

1 1
P[D; < (1 —7r)d] <exp <_16d) , P[Dy; <d] <exp <_16d> .
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Taking union bound, we obtain

P |min D;; < (1 — r)d] < n?exp <_16d> 0.
17‘7

The Hessian of f has matrix expression

Vif=22MI®A —A; ®I)T(I® A — Ay ®I)+2(1 — \)diag({Dj; }1<ij<n)
=2(1—=X) 1517;‘%71(1)”)[’

where A > B means that for symmetric matrices A and B, A — B is positive semidefinite. Denote

£ 2(1—A) min; ;(D;;). Since I minimizes f on W,,, it satisfies (V f(II'), II—II') > 0. Therefore,
for any 11 € W (1) > F(IF) 4+ (VF(IT). TT— 10 + 21— TV > F(F) 4 211 — T2,
Following Lemma 6, for any 0 < § < 1, if d > 32log %, then with probability at least 1 — ¢,
min; j D; ; > (1 — r)d, which implies

2|5y — p(m)) <

n

o —1r')% <
| I < (1-MN(1—r)dnK’

where the second inequality follows from Proposition 7.

C.6 Proof of Proposition 6

We consider the following estimator:
7\ = argmax {)\ Z Be Gl)ﬁw e)(GQ) ( >‘) Z x;ryﬂ(v)} .
TESn e€E(G1) veV(G1)

Note that for any 7 € R we have
{d(ﬁ)\, 7T) = k} - {3 T € 77€7 s.t., AZB@(Gl)ﬂﬂ(e)(GQ) + (1 - )‘) Zw;ryﬂ'(v)
_AZ/BC Gl /871' e)(GQ Zx Yr!(v) SO}

= {3 e E,St A (Zﬁe Gl ﬁﬂ' e) GZ Zﬁe Gl 571’/(6 (G2))

e¢& e¢&

- )‘) (Z m;ryﬂ(v) - Z m;)ryﬂ’(v)) < O}

v¢F vé¢F

- {HW € Tg,s.t., )\Zﬁe (G1)Br(ey(G2) + Zm Y )<7‘} (16)

e¢& vgF

U {El S Tk, s.L., )\Z Be(Gl)ﬂw’(e)(G2) + (1 - )‘) Z wq—)l—yﬂ"(v) > 7—} : (17)

e¢& vgF

We then upper bound the error probability for (16) and (17), respectively. We first consider (16).
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Let X = (Xl"“ 7XNk7X17'“ 7Xk)T and Y = (Ylv"' 7YN1€7}~/17"' affk)—rv where (XhY?;) Z}\’d
O |1 p o oiid |0l [ Ia g
N( [O] ) [p 1]), and (X;,Y;) N( [0] , [ Id]).

rlg
WEN S Bu(G1)Br(e)(G2) + (1= N) Y @]y £ X AY,
e¢(5) ofF

where A = diag {\n,, (1 — A\)Ig} with [[A]|% = A2Ng + (1 — X)?dk and ||Al2 = AV (1 = )). By
Lemma 1, there exists a universal constant C, such that with probability at least 1 — g,

1 1
(W = (pAN) +r(1 = Nkd)| < C (HAHF\/Q“‘ [[All21og 50) :

Let 7 = (pANg, + (1 — N)kd) — C(||A||p+/log % V|| Al|2 log %) with 09 = exp(—2klogn):

T = (pPANk +r(1 — N)kd) — C(||A||rv2klogn + ||Al|2 - 2k logn). (18)
We obtain
[ U {/\Zﬁe Gl ﬁﬂ' e)(GQ Z Ty Yr(v) < T}] ( >6O <n- 7 (19)
€T, e¢f vgF

where the last inequality is because 6 = exp(—2klogn) and (}) < n*.
We then focus on (17). We first introduce the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Under Assumption 1, if d = w(logn) and nlog ——= 1 7 + dlog —— 1 > Cylogn for some
Co > W, then for T in (18) and any X € (4,1 — 5), we have

P |: U {AZ 56(G1)ﬁﬁ/(e)(G2) +(1-=X) Z :Bz;yﬂf(v) > T}] <n~2k (20)

' €Ty, e¢& vEF

By (16), (17), (19), and (20), we obtain

Pay #7"] < Z (n_k + n_%) =o(1).

k>1

Proof of Lemma 7. Let Z) & A Dege Be(G1)Brr(e)(G2) + (L= A) Xpgp @ Yy (y)- Following a similar
argument with Appendix C.2, we have

N, k 1 k
P[Zy>7]<e 'E {etz] = exp ( tr + 7’%5 At) + 5(/@5”\@) — 5&5”\(0) + 2@’*@)) )

where
1
Ry (1) £ — 5 log(1 = 22N%(1+ p°) + X4 (1 = p?)%),

RYA(D) 2 D log(1— 22(1 — NP(1+1) + 41— N1 —17)2),
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and

1
m (1) £ =5 log(1 = 2tpA — 2A%(1 = p*),

RO —g log(1 — 2tr(1 — \) — t2(1 — N)2(1 — r2)).

When t < & (1+£p)?, (1£7)? <4, and thus 42 < 1/64. Since —log(1 — z) < % < 2z holds
for all z < 1/2, we have

ks (t) = —% log(1 — t2A\%(1 + p)?) — élog(l —2X2(1 - p)?)
<EN2(14p)2 +£202(1 — p)? < 41222,
where the last inequality follows from (1 + z)? + (1 — 2)? < 4 for 0 < z < 1. Similarly,
Ry M(t) < 4dP(1— N2, kD < 2tph + 1202,
Recall that
7 = (pANi + (1 — \)kd) — C(| Al py/FTog 7 + | All> - 2 log )

= (PANy, + (1 — Nkd) — C ((\/A2Nk + (1= A)kdy/2kTogn) + ((AV (1= X)) 2k:logn)) .
(21)

Note that Ny = nk(1 — 5EL) > B2 Tet P = pA(N), — k) + (1 — Akd, Q@ = NNy, + (1 — A)?kd. We
have

N k
—tr 4+ SRR + 5 (550

E\ kE v
5 5 RAD) + Gy ()

1 k
2 2
(a) k
< — 17+ 2NRtAA? + ktp) + 5752)\2 + 2kdt*(1 — \)?

< —t7+ 32 (N2 Ny, + (1 — N)2kd) + ktpA

=

< —t(pA(Ng — k) +7(1 — Nkd) 4+ 3t2(\2 Ny, + (1 — X\)%kd)
+ 10/ 2k log n(A2Nj, + (1 — N)2kd) + tC2k log n
= —tP+3t2Q + tC'/2Qklog n + tC2k log n, (22)

where (a) is because ry(t) < 462A2, kTAN(t) — 1652 (1) < Ky NE) < 2tpA + 222, and wy(t) <

4dt%(1 — N)?; (b) follows from (21) and AV (1 — ) < 1.
Pick tg = %6 (1/2“% A 1). Then 3t3Q < %klog n, toCv/2klogn@Q < % logn, and tgC2k logn <

# > (Cylogn, we have

1 Cologn 1 Cologn
1 > dl > .
”°g<1—p2)— 1+T Og(l—r2>_ 1+T

% logn. Under Assumption 1, since nlog # + dlog

Since n = w(logn) and d = w(logn), we have p = o(1) and r = o(1). Hence log(1/(1 — p?)) =
(14 0(1))p? and log(1/(1 — 72)) = (1 + o(1))r%. Therefore,
2 Cologn

> dr? > .
"Esayrny Y T oy

Cologn
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Note that Ny — k = kn(1 — thlg) > %” for sufficiently large n. Consequently, if tg = %, since
A1 — A >4, then
6  pkn

ok
toP > — (P8 4 rkd > — d

> Jn 1Cplogn v 1Cplogn _\/ 00k logn
64 2 14T 2 14T 128 V14T

If to ——1/%1&?" then

V2kTogn 2 ApNy, + (1 — A)rkd
32 /NNy + (1= N2%kd

@ 6y2Togn (§y/Ne A rvED(AVE + (1 - )Vid)

toP >

32 MWN; + (1= NVEd
B 5\/2k10gn p 8v/2klog nVk 2 3
= 39 \/ w ArVkd) > 198 ————(\/np? A Vdr?)
s 9 0 +C klogn
— 128 14T

where (a) is because A\, 1 — A > § and /AZNy + (1 — A\)2kd < \/Ni, + (1 — \)Vkd. Therefore, by
Chernoff’s bound,

P[Z\ > 7] < exp(—toT)E [exp(toZ))]
= exp (—tr + SEREA0) + 5 (550 - 5e510) + 54 0))

2
(a)
< exp (—toP +3t2Q + t0C/2kQ log n + toC2k log n)

(b) 57/ Co
€
P\ T sV 1

where (a) follows from (22); (b) is because 3t3Q < §klogn, toCv/2kTogn@ < % logn, toC2klogn <
¢ g logn, and toP > 8 VCoklogn Applying union bound yields

1
kl n+ +T0klog n) < exp(—3klogn),

28" It
Pl {/\Z Be(G1)Brr(e)(G2) + (L= X) Y @l Yy = T}
7' €Ty e¢& vgF

< < k) K exp (mf {_tT + %Hg’/\(t) + g(/ﬁf’)‘(t) _ %Hgm)) + S%%)})

< n"exp (—3klogn)
< ex (k:logn—?)klogn)—n 2k,

C.7 Proof of Proposition 7

Let L & 2{A(HA1||2+ | A2]12)2 + (1 =X)L (|1 B2 + HB§H2)2}. We first show that Vf is L-
Lipschitz. Define the linear operator

T(X) 2 (VA(ALX = X A5), VT = X(BIX = XBY), -+ ,VI— A(B{X - XBY)),
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then f(IT) = | T(I)||% = (IL, T*TTI) and Vf(Il) = 27*T(II), where T* denotes the adjoint of T
with respect to the Frobenius inner product (X,Y)p = tr(X 'Y). Therefore,
IV(X) = V) r < 2TIPIX =Y p- (23)

For each component of T(X), ||[A1X — X As||r < (JJA1]l2 + | A2|l2)[| X || 7, and similarly, ||BiX —
XBs|lr < (IIBill2 + [ Ball2) [ X[, which implies

d
ITI* < AL + [[42]1%) + (1 = 2) D _(IBillz + [ B3 ]l2)*.
i=1

Combining this with (23), we conclude that V f is L-Lipschitz.
Recall that IT¥+1 = Projyy. (ITF — nV f(IT¥)). Let Y* = IT¥ — nV f(IT*). Since
IX = Y*|[7 = X — 1% + v F(I1°) [
= [|X = ¥ + 20(V f(ITF), X — 10%) + ||V £ (1) | 7,

we have

1 1
k 1k L k2. — & vkg2 N kypi2
(VAT X =T 4 51X =T = 51X = YA = SV AT

Therefore, the Euclidean projection

Projyys (ITF — nV f(IT%)) = arg min || X — Y*||%
Xewn

1
= arg min {<Vf(Hk),X —TF) + —[|X — Hk||%} .
Xewn 2n

Since W™ is convex, we have that TT*+! 4+ ¢(IT — IT¥*1) € W for any ¢ € (—1,1) and IT € W™. Since

IT*+! minimizes g(X) £ || X — Y*||%, we have &g(II*1 4 ¢(IT — Hk“))‘ . > 0, which implies
=0+

(Hk+1 _ Yk:’ I — Hk+1> >0 (24)

for any IT € W”. Consequently, take IT = IT’ yields that
,,]:/<Hk+1 o Hk’ Hk—‘rl o H/>

1
= g (I = T — I T — et — T ) (25)

(Vf(IIF), mi* — 1) <

We then establish the upper bound for |f(I1%) — f(II')|. For L—Lipschitz function f, we have
FOV) < OO+ (VAX)Y = X)+ SV = X[p, VXY €W,
which implies
FOTE) < AT 4 (W (), T 104 4 2t it (26)

We decompose the second term as

(V) I — 1) = (Vf(IF), IV — 10) 4 (Vf(IT%), 1T — 7).
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Since f is convex, f(II') > f(II¥) + (V f(IT¥),1I' — TI¥). Combining this with (25) and (26), we
obtain that

1 L
FATED) = FOT) < g (I = T — I = T — U = 109 ) 4 et — 1
_ 1 k 2 k+1 2 Ln—1 —p k2
= gy (I =T — I — I ) o =5t — 1
1 k 112 k+1 112
< 5 (I =T — It T ).

where the last inequality follows from n < 1/L.
Take IT = II* in (24), we obtain that

1
(Vf(F), I —11%) < —HIIH"C+1 — 11| 3.

Combining this with (26), we obtain

L

n—2
FOT) - () < ZEE < o

Taking sum for k = 0,1,--- , K — 1, since f(II%) < f(I1%) for any k =0,1,--- K — 1,

K-1

E|f(I%) — f(I1)| = K(f(IT%) = f(I)) < > f(IF) = Kf(IT') < ;nHHO — 1'%
k=0

The Birkhoff-von Neumann theorem (see, e.g. [HJ12, Theorem 8.7.2]) states that a doubly stochas-
tic matrix is a convex combination of permutation matrices, which implies W” is the convex hull of
n X n permutation matrices. For any P,Q € W", (P,Q) ~ ||P — Q||% is convex for each variable,
hence the maximum admits on the extreme points of W", i.e., P, () are permutation matrices. For
permutation matrices P, Q, Tr(PTP) = Tr(Q ' Q) = n. Therefore,

I° — 103 < 1P — QI = T(PTP) + Tr(QTQ) — 2Tx(PT Q) < 2n.

Consequently,

FIE) — fAT)] < 0 - I <

n
2nK nkK’

D Proof of Lemmas

D.1 Proof of Lemma 1
Note that W =XTAY = 1(X +Y)TAX +Y) - 1(X —Y)TA(X - Y) and

E[(X +Y) AX +Y)| = 2+ 20)0(p) Ni + (2 + 2r)p(r)dk
E[(X - Y)TAX = Y)| = (2 = 2p)¢(p) Nk + (2 — 2r)¢p(r) dk,
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By Hanson-Wright inequality [HW71], there exists some universal constant C' such that

PHi(X V) TAX +Y)—E H(X FY)TAX + Y)”

C 1 1
>
= (HAHF log (5 ) v 4] 1os 50))

IP’H}I(X ~-Y)TAX -Y)-E H(X ~-Y)TAX - Y)”

% (HAHF\/mV I4llz10g (510)>

for any dp > 0. Consequently,

P[4 ot -] € (1t o (5) 1o () )|

<P u(X+Y)TA(X +Y)-E [i(X+Y)TA(X +Y)H
> ¢ (HAHF log (5 ) v 4] Jog (;))]
+ P u(x ~YV)TAX -Y)-E [i(X —Y)TAX —Y)H

c 1 1
> A A < .
Z 5 (II IF log(5>vll ||210g<50>>]_5o

We finish the proof of Lemma 1.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 2

By (9), the cumulant generating function is given by

log E [exp (tZ)] = logE [exp (tZV)} +logE [exp (tZE)} .

We first calculate E [exp (tZE)}. Define the moment generating function (MGF) as mE

exp( ) for any k > 1. For any edge cycle C = {e1,eq, - ,ex} with e;41 = oF(e;) for all
1<i<k—1ande = UE(ek), let Ai_1 = B, (G1) and B; = Bﬂ/(ei)(Gg) for any 1 < i < k,
and we set Ay = Ag for notational simplicity. Since 7*(e;11) = 7'(e;), each pair (A4;, B;) follows

1

1
bivariate normal distribution N (0, LO ’O] )), and thus the conditional distribution is given by

A;|B; ~ N(pB;, 1 — p?). Consequently, the MGF is given by
mk = [ lHeXp tgo z 1Bi)‘Bl,-"Bk]]

=E [H exp (t,o‘P(P)BilBi + %tzsﬂ(p)QB?(l — pg))] ,
1=1
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where the last equality is because E [exp (tX)] = exp (tu + %t202) for X ~ N (p,0?).

Let A1, A2 denote the roots of the quadratic function 22— [1 — t2p(p)?(1 — p?)] z+t2p(p)?p? = 0.
Since ¢ < % —2, we have A + Ag > 0 and the discriminant [1 — t2p(p)2(1 — p?)]* — 4t2p(p)%p? > 0.
Since A1 A2 > 0, we have A\; > Ay > 0. Define the matrix

TA2 A2 0 0]
0 A2 N2 o
.21 o 0 A2 .0 | eRP*E
: : o o
A2 0 0 00 A2

Denote By = [B1, Bo, - - ,Bk]T. Then we have

b 1
mi =E lH exp (tp@(P)Bi—lBi + 5t%e(p)*BI (1~ pQ))]
=1
1 k 1 k 2 2 2 2\ R2
= // (\/ﬂ> exp (—2i:1 (B2 — (2tpe(p) Bi1Bi + t(p)*(1 — p )Bi>)>
dB; ---dBy
k

= // (E)kexp (—;Z: (M?Bi1 - Aé/QBif) dB; - dBy

=) e (5l BRb
(Y e (ST JkBk> dB; -+ dBy = [det(@p)] ! = 75
[~/ 2 kK A =8

We then calculate E {exp (tZV)] Define the moment generating function (MGF) as m) =
exp ("52;/) for any k > 1. For any vertex cycle C = {vy,- - , v} with v;41 = o(v;) for any 1 < i <
k—1and v; = o(vg), let A= x,, and B, = Yr/(v;)> and we set Ay, = Ay for notational simplicity.

I, rly

Since 7*(viz1) = 7' (v;), each pair (4;, B;) ~ N(0,
TId Id

] ). Similarly,

~ ~ 1 O
exp (tw(r)BLBi + 5t%e(r)* B} Bi(1 - 72))]

d k
= H E [H exp <t7“g0(r)BiT_17jBi,j + %t%@(r)gBZjBi’j(l - 7"2))] ,
i=1

where Bz}j denotes the j—th element of vector Bi and the last equality is because Bi,j and Bi’,j’
are independent for any (i,7) # (i',j'). Let pu1 > po denote two roots of the quadratic equation
22 — [1—t2p(r)2(1 —r?)] . + t%p(r)*r* = 0. Since t < 2 — 2, we have p1 + p2 > 0 and the
discriminant [1 — t%¢p(r)%(1 — 7"2)]2 — 4t2p(r)%r? > 0. Since pipz > 0, we have 1 > s > 0. By a
similar argument with calculation for the edge cycle, we have

d
k/2 k/2 | -
M1/ _/~L2/
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For any k > 2, we have )\k/2 )\k/2 > (A1 — \2)*/2, and thus mE < (m5)*/2 for any k > 2. Similarly,
my < (my )k/2 for any k > 2. Recall ZF and ZV defined in (8). We have

logE [exp(tZ)] = logE [exp(tZE)} +logE {exp(tZV)}

= > Kot X A

cect\(%) CeCV\F

_ZZ'C’E<>+ POREAC +ZZ’
i22 Ceck cech\(5) i22 cecy

- ¥ \(23! POEEDY (Kf(t) ; E >+ > =
CECE\(g) CEcE\( ) CeCV\F

(b) N, k 1 1

< 7/‘”5@) +t3 ("”vf 5"05@) + 2@/(75)) ;

where (a) is because £ () < ExE(t) and k) () < kY (¢) for any k > 2; (b) is because ZCecE\(F) |C| =
2

(3) — ("3 M =N, docec\F |C'| =n— (n—k) = k. It remains to show |C'15\(§)| < %. Indeed, for

any e = uv € C € CF\(}), we have 7/(uv) = 7*(uv). Since e ¢ (§), we have 7/(u) = 7*(v) and

7/(v) = 7*(u), which contribute two mismatched vertices in the reconstruction of the underlying

mapping. Since the total number of mismatched vertices for 7 € T equals k, we have |Cf\(§)\ < %
Therefore, we finish the proof of Lemma 2.

D.3 Proof of Lemma 3

The cumulant generating function is given by
logE [exp (tY)] = log E {exp (tYV)} + logE [exp (tYE)} .

We first calculate E {exp (tYE)}. Define the moment generating function (MGF) as mE =

exp( ) for any k& > 1. For any edge cycle C = {e1,ea,--- ,ex} with e;11 = 05(e;) for all
1 <i<k-—1and e = oF(ep), let 41 = Be,(G1) and B; = Bri(en)(Ga) for any 1 < i < k,
and we set Ay = Ay for notational simplicity. Since 7*(e;4+1) = 7'(e;), each pair (4;, B;) follows

1
bivariate normal distribution A (O, [p ﬂ )), and thus the conditional distribution is given by

A;|Bi ~ N(pBi, 1 — p?). Consequently, the MGF is given by

r k
mE:E [H tQD( )(AZ 1B Az 1Bz 1 |Bla -B ‘|‘|

=FE Hexp (tpgo B;_ 1 B Bi_ 1) + ;tQ (p)Q(BZ - Bi_l)Q(l - p2))1
Li=1

=E H exp ( tpp(p) — t*p(p)*(1 — p*))(Bi-1B;i — Bf))] ;
Li=1

where the second equality is because E [exp (tX)] = exp (t,u + %t202> for X ~ N(u,o?).
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Let A1, Ao denote the roots of the quadratic function

22 = [1=2(p(p)2(1 = p?) = tpp(p))| = + (Pp(p)2(1 = p?) — tpp(p))* = 0.

Since 0 < t < 1, we have

2

F(t.0) & BP0 =) = tpolp) = (= 77— € (—5.0).

Therefore, we have A\ + Ao = 1 — 2f(¢,p) > 0, AMAa = f(t,p)> > 0 and the discriminant (1 —
2f(t,p))? —4f(t,p)> =1—4f(t,p) >0, and thus A\; > Ao > 0. Define the matrix

TA2 N2 0 0]
0 A2 N2 o
J.21 0 0 A2 o 0 | erkR
: : S VA
A2 00 0 00 AR

Denote B, = [B1, Ba, - - - ,Bk]T. Then we have

k
mE =K [H exp ((tpp(p) = 2(p)2(1 = p?))(Bi1Bi — Bf))]

i=1

@
o]
ko]
oY
=
—
~
)
5
)
S~—
|
~
[\
5
)
S~—
[\V)
—~~
—
|
R~
\ED
=
S
L
Sy
|
&
e
—,
~
Q.
o)
Pt
o,
&
>

I 1 1/2 1/2 5\ 2
) exp —§Z(A1 Bii—\/*Bi)" ) dBy---dBy
=1

1 \* 1
:// () exp <—B2J,IJ,§B,€> dBy ---dBy,
2 2

1

A2 z\k

We then calculate E [exp (tYV)}. Define the moment generating function (MGF) as m)g =
exp (pX) for any £ > 1. For any vertex cycle C' = {vy,--+ , v} with v;41 = o(v;) for any 1 < i <
k—1and v; = o(vg), let fl,;_l =x,, and B,- = Y/ (v7) and we set flk = flo for notational simplicity.

Id TId

Since 7*(viy1) = 7' (v;), each pair (4;, B;) ~ N(0,
rly Iy

] ). Similarly,

k
mX =E [IE lH exp (tso(r)(fliT 1Bi — A, 1BZ_1)) ]Bh BkH
. =1 ~ N 1 N N ~ ~
—E lH exp (tW(’“)Bz—l(Bz = Bia) + 5t%(r)*(Bi = Bi1) T (Bi — Bi)(1 - 7«2)”
=1

d k
~IIE [H exp ((tro(r) — 2p(r)2(1 = 1)) (Bi-1,;By; - Bﬁj))] :

=1
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where Bi,j denotes the j—th element of vector B; and the last equality is because Bi,j and BZ-/J-/
/

are independent for any (i,7) # (¢,

2 — [1=2(P(r) (L —1%) — trp(n)] = + (P(r) (L =1%) — trp(r))* = 0.

Since 0 < t < 1, we have

4"). Let uy > ps denote two roots of the quadratic equation

,,,2
Fltr) 2 (21— 1) — trplr) = (2~ ) <—1 o).

Therefore, we have A\ + Ay = 1 — 2f(t,7) > 0, AMAa = f(t,7)? > 0 and the discriminant (1 —
2f(t,r))? —4f(t,r)?> = 1 — 4f(t,r) > 0, and thus p; > pz > 0. By a similar argument with
calculation for the edge cycle, we have

k= k/2 k/2 :
Ml/ —Mz/

For any k > 2, we have )\k/2 )\k/Q > (A1 —A2)*/2, and thus mE < (m5)*/? for any k > 2. Similarly,
my < (m2)’“/2 for any k > 2.
Then, we upper bound logE [exp (tY)]. We have

log E [exp(tY)] = logE [exp(tYE)] +logE {exp(tYV)}

= > Mot X Ko

CeCE\CE CECV\F

IC\ ICI WYt
<
< ) Sm+ D
CeCE\CE OecV\F

where the inequality is because pE(t) < %,u (t) and pY(t) < % Y(t) for any k > 2. We note that

1 2
pE(t) = —ilog (1 + T P 2(4t—4t2)> <0, for any 0 < t < 1.
—p

Consequently,

log E [exp(tY)] < Z ‘C )+ Z ;/

CeCE\CE CeCV\F
1 k k oy
< _r
<5 (x 2) 5t) + ¥ 0)
where the inequality is because ZCECE\(F) IC] = (3) — (”gk) = Nk, Zceen\p |ICl =n—(n—k) =k,
2
and |CF\(%)| < &. We finish the proof of Lemma 3.

D.4 Proof of Lemma 4

We first lower bound the packing number |[M;|. For any 0 < § < 1 and w € S,,, let B(m,r) =
{n" : d(m,7’") < r} denote the ball of radius r centered at 7. By a standard volume argument [PW25,
Theorem 27.3], we have

Mol 2 e TB(m, (L= 0)m)] ~ maxs [Br, (1= 0)m)]

41



To upper bound |B(m, (1 —d)n)|, we first choose dn elements from the domain of 7 and map to the
same value as 7, and the remaining domain and range of size n — dn and the mapping are selected
arbitrarily. We get B(m, (1 — d)n) < (;)(n — dn)!. Consequently,

n! > n! = (on)! > (5">5n
max, |B(r, (1= 0)n)| = (f)(n—dn)! T \e ’
We then upper bound the mutual information. Recall that the likelihood function is given by

PGl,Gzlﬂ'* = H P(ﬂe(G1)¢Bﬂ*(e) (GQ)) H f(mm yﬂ*(v))'

e€E(Gh) veV(Gh)

|Ms| >

Next, we introduce an auxiliary distribution Q under which G; and G are independent, while

maintaining the same marginals as under P. Denote Q(-,-) as the distribution of two independent
I
standard normals and g(x,y) as the multivariate normal distribution N (O, [ Od IO] ) Then
d

QG1,G2: H Q(ﬁe(Gl)aBW*(e)(GQ)) H g(wvvyw(v))'

e€E(G1) veV(G)

The KL-divergence between the product measures Pg, g, |-+ and Qg ¢, is given by

DKL(PG1,G2|W*HQG1,G2) = (;L) DKL(PHQ) + nDKL(ng)

We note that
P(a,b
D (PIQ) = [ Plabyiog (G5
B 1 1 pab p%(a? +b?)
_//P(a,b) [21og(1_p2>+1_p2 Si= g | dadd
1 1 P 202 1 1
_210g<1p2>+1,02 2(1p2)_210g<1p2>'

Similarly, Dxkr(fllg) = glog( L ) Consequently,

1-r2

> dadb

I(n*;G1,G2) = B [ Dk1(Pa, ol 1Py 62)]

1 )+nd1 ( 1
1—p2/ T g BT

n\l
< }}é%}i DKL(PG1,G2\WHQG1,G2) = <2> 5102,'( )

D.5 Proof of Lemma 5

In this subsection, without loss of generality, we assume V(G1) = V(G2) = [n]. Define adjacent
matrices A,B € R™"™ with Az’j = 5”(G1) and Bz’j = ﬂ”(GQ) for any 1 < i < j < n. Let
X,Y € R™! with X; = «; and Y; = y; with 1 < i < n. For any m € S,,, define A™ € R™*" with
AT = Ariyn) forany 1 <@ <j <mn, X" € R™! with X7 = Xy for any 1 <4 < n. For two
matrices A and B, define the inner product as (A, B) = 37 ;< Aij Bij. Then,

Sfr(le GQ) = 90(p) Z Be(Gl)ﬁw(e) (GQ) + SO(T) Z LoyYr(v)
e€E(G1) veEV(G1)

= @(p)(A, B") + ¢(r)(X,YT).

42



For any 7 # w9 € T3 with d(my,m2) = 3,
P[(G1,G2) € E(n*,m) NE(T™, m2)]
:1{5,,*(01@2)35”1 (GhGQ)}l{s,,* (GhGQ)gs,rQ(Gl,Gz)ﬂ
< E |exp (5 (S (G1,Gi) — 50-(G1,G2)) ) exp (5 (51(61.Ga) = 51-(G1,G) ) |
= E[e (o) (504.57) + 54,7 — (4.57)) )
E {exp (4,0(7“) <;<X, Y™ 4 %(X, Y™) — (X, Yﬂ*>)ﬂ .

For simplicity, we denote dAdB = dAj2dAi3---dA,_1,dB12dBi3---dB,_1,. For the first
term, we note that

E [exp (so(p) (;M’ B+ %<A’ B =4, BW*>)>}

NG
- (%W)
[ Jew (B2 a4, - sz (141 + 1B]}) ) d4as.

Let vec(A) = (A12, A13, -+, A1, -~ Ap—1 ) for any adjacent matrix A. For any m # ma € Ta,
define permutation matrices IIf and IIE € {0, 1}(3)X(g) as

vec(B™) = IEvec(B), vec(B™) = II5vec(B).

Then,
P AB™) + (A B™) - 5 (1415 +181%)
= ﬁVeC(A)T(HE + 115 ) vec(B) — M(HVGC(A)Hg + [[vee(B)|[3)
R [VGC(A)]TE [VeC(A)]
2(1 — p?) |vec(B) vec(B) |’
Iin " —B(HE—FHE)
where ¥ £ ()x() 2 ? . erefore
B LS R CRU
{eXp <so(p)< (A,B™) + (A, B™) — (A,B™) >)]

E
(1 (’5)// B 1 VeC(A) > vec(A) dAdB
-\ 2ny/1=p2 P 2(1 — p2) |vec(B) vec(DB)
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Let ¢ 2 1 o ;! Recall that CF and CY denote the set of edge orbits and node orbits with
length 7 induced by o. It follows from [DCK19, Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3] that

/o ) by )
a1 (11 (15 (100 ()
> (1 )8 TL (1 - )82 = (1= )3 (31,

k=2

where the inequality follows from Lemma 10 and the last equality is because Yj_; k|CE| = (3).
Therefore,

E [exp ((0) (504, B™) + 5 (4. B™) ~ (4,57)) )| < (1 )30,

Similarly,

d(n—cY))

E {exp <g0(7“) G(X, Yy 4 %(X, Y™y - (X, Y’”)))} <(1-r)"S

For any 7 # my € To with d(my,m) = 3. Let FF = {i € [n] : m1(i) = ma(i)}. Then there exists
1 <i,5,k <n with ¢ # j # k such that,

m1(1) = m2(5), m1(j) = ma(k), m1(k) = m2(i), and m1(€) = m(¢) for any € € [n]\ {i,j, k} .
Then,
CY[=1{tem: ¢ {ijk}}|=n-3,

WE:K&Jﬁ:1§&<db§njh@¢{yﬁm|:(n;3>
Consequently,
P[(G1,Go) € E(n*,m) NE(n*, m)]
< &[exp (100 (314, B™) + 5(4,B™) — (4,7) ) )
-E:Fxp(wug(;QX;Y“w-+;<nyww<—<xyyww)>}

e T

E Auxiliary Results

Lemma 8. For 0 < p? < %0, we have

L9, <1p2(2+02)

<1+ 4p%
2p? (1—p%)? )
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Proof. Let z £ p* € (0, 15) and define

té(l( 0<t<1).

\/

Since x < i, we have

Lt (1—-2)2—z(2+)

1—4x
(=P —ap "
For any 0 <t < 1,
> tF >, ¢k N, t2
_1og(1—t):gzzt+£ggt+2’§t :t+2(1_t).
Consequently, we have

T 2
(1—35)2) —(14+4x) < 12x <t+2(1t_t)) — (14 4x)

3w (—212? + 20z — 2)
T 4422 -5+ 1)

. 2
11—z log<1 _z(2+ 1)
2z

For 0 <z < j, we have 42° — 52 +1 > 0. The numerator factor f(z) = —21x° + 202 — 2 is strictly
increasing on [0, ] (since f'(z) = —42z 420 > 0), and f (%) = —0.21 < 0. Thus f(x) < 0 for all
O0<zx < 10, making the whole fraction nonpositive. Therefore, for any 0 < p* < 15,

1—p? P*(2+p?) >
log(1— 22PN <1 g2 O
2p? Og< Q-2 )= "

Lemma 9 (Chernoff’s inequality for Chi-squared distribution). Suppose & follows the chi-squared
distribution with n degrees of freedom. Then, for any § > 0

P[> (14 d)n] <exp (—Z (0 —log (14 (5))) ,

(27)
52
Pl < (1—=6)n] <exp <—4n> . (28)
Proof. The result follows from (author?) [Gho21, Theorems 1 and 2] O
Lemma 10. For any integer k > 1 and any 0 < p < 1, we have

Proof. We note that

so the product equals



For any a,t € [0, 1], we have 1 — at > (1 — a)!, which follows from concavity of g(t) = In(1 — at) —
tIn(1 — a) and g(0) = g(1) = 0. Applying this with a = p? and t = cos?(rj/k) yields

1 p2 COSQ(%) > (1 _ p2)cos2(7rj/k).

Multiplying over j = 1,...,k gives

P> (1 )T i),

Since Y5, cos?(mj/k) = 3% M = £ we conclude that

Jj=1

P:ﬁ 1—'0—2 —ﬁcos@ > (1— p?)/2.
11 2) 27 k)T
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