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ABSTRACT

SimRank is a similarity measure for graph nodes that has raume
applications in practice. Scalable SimRank computatianbeen
the subject of extensive research for more than a decadeyeand
none of the existing solutions can efficiently derive SimRscores

on large graphs with provable accuracy guarantees. Incpéatj
the state-of-the-art solution requires up to a few secamdsrpute

a SimRank score in million-node graphs, and does not offgr an
worst-case assurance in terms of the query error.

This paper presenSLING an efficient index structure for Sim-
Rank computation. SLING guarantees that each SimRank score
returned has at most additive error, and it answers any single-
pair and single-source SimRank queriestiil/¢) and O(n/e)
time, respectively. These time complexities agar-optimal and
are significantly better than the asymptotic bounds of thetms
cent approach. Furthermor8LING requires onlyO(n/e) space
(which is also near-optimal in an asymptotic sense)@(h /e +
nlog %/52) pre-computation time, wher& is the failure proba-
bility of the preprocessing algorithm. We experimentaleate
SLINGwith a variety of real-world graphs with up to several mil-
lions of nodes. Our results demonstrate tBRINGis up to10000
times (resp110 times) faster than competing methods for single-
pair (resp. single-source) SimRank queries, at the cosigbfen
space overheads.

1. INTRODUCTION

Assessing the similarity of nodes based on graph topology is
an important problem with numerous applications, inclgdincial
network analysis[21], web minin@[1L6], collaborative fiitey [5],
natural language processimg[26], and spam detec¢tidn f2@lim-
ber of similarity measures have been proposed, among v@iioh
Rank[14] is one of the most well-adopted. The formulation of
SimRank is based on two intuitive arguments:

e A node should have the maximum similarity to itself;

e The similarity between two different nodes can be measured
by the average similarity between the two nodes’ neighbors.

Formally, the SimRank score of two nodgsandv; is defined as:
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whereI(v) denotes the set of in-neighbors of a nadeandc €
(0, 1) is a decay factor typically set to6 or 0.8 [14[23]. Previous
work [BL[8[16[ 2122, 26, 2[7. 82,134] has applied SimRank (tnd
variants) to various problem domains, and has demonsttiastdt
often provides high-quality measurements of node sintylari

1.1 Motivation

Despite of the effectiveness of SimRank, computing SimRank
scores efficiently on large graphs is a challenging taskhasdeen
the subject of extensive research for more than a decadearin p
ticular, Jeh and Widoni [14] propose the first SimRank alganit
which returns the SimRank scores of all pairs of nodes intthe i
put graphG. The algorithm incurs prohibitive costs: it requires
O(n”) space and)(m”log 1) time, wheren andm denote the
numbers of nodes and edgesGnrespectively, and is the maxi-
mum additive error allowed in any SimRank score. Subsetuent
Lizorkin et al. [23] improve the time complexity of the algtm
to O(log £ - min{nm,n?®/logn}), which is further improved to
O(log X - min{nm,n“}) by Yu et al. [33], wherev ~ 2.373.
However, the space complexity of the algorithm rem@{sﬂ), as
isinherent in any algorithm that computaé pair SimRank scores.

Fogaras and RacZ][8] present the first study simgle-pair
SimRank computation, and propose a Monte-Carlo method that
requires O (nlog 4 /%) pre-computation time and space. The
method returns the SimRank score of any node pair(lvg 3 /c7)
time, where is the failure probability of the Monte-Carlo method.
Subsequently, Li et al20] propose a deterministic altbani for
single-pair SimRank queries; it has the same time compiexih
Jeh and Widom’s solution [14], but provides much better fprac
cal efficiency. However, existing work [24] show that neitlhé
et al.’s [20] nor Fogaras and Racz’s solutibn [8] is able tndia
million-node graphs in reasonable time and space. Therding a
of research[[10, 13,710, P9-31] that attempts to mitigate eiffii-
ciency issue based on an alternative formulation of SimRbak
the formulation is shown to bimcorrect [17], in that it does not
return the same SimRank scores as defined in Equéfion (1).

The most recent approach to SimRank computation idithe
earizationtechnique [[24] by Maehara et al., which is shown to
considerably outperform existing solutions in terms ofcédficy
and scalability. Nevertheless, it still requires up to a fseonds
to answer a single-pair SimRank query on sizable graphschwhi
is inadequate for large-scale applications. More impalgathe
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Table 1. Comparison of SimRank computation methodswith at most € additiveerror and at least 1 — & success probability.

Ti
Algorithm Query Time Space Over head Preprocessing Time
Single Pair Single Source
Fogaras and Racz|[8] O(log % log %/52) O(n log % log %/52) O(n log % log %/52) O(n log % log %/52)
Maehara et al[]24] 1 21
(under heuristic assumptiong) O(mleg 2) O(mlog™ ) Oln+m) no formal result
O Algorithm
this paper 0(1/) (n/) (Algorithm(3) O(n/e) O(m/e +nlog 2 /e?)
O(mlog® 1) (Algorithm[6)
lower bound Q1) Q(n) Q(n) -

technique is unable to provide any worst-case guaranteeriinst
of query accuracy. In particular, the technique has a posssing
step that requires solving a systdinof linear equations; assum-
ing that the solution td. is exact Maehara et al[]24] show that
the technique can ensusavorst-case query error, and can answer
any single-pair and single-source SimRank queries (mlog 1)
and O(mlog” 1) time, respectively. (A single-source SimRank
query from a node; asks for the SimRank score betwegnand
every other node.) Unfortunately, as we discuss in SeCi@nt3e
linearization technique cannot precisely solvgnor can it offer
non-trivial guarantees in terms of the query errors inalitng the
imprecision of L’s solution. Consequently, the technique [in][24]
only provides heuristic solutions to SimRank computatiorsum-
mary, after more than tens years of research on SimRanle ther
still no solution for efficient SimRank computation on lagyaphs
with provable accuracy guarantees.

1.2 Contributions and Organization

This paper presentSLING ($mRank via_local Updates and
Sampling, an efficient index structure for SimRank computation.
SLINGguarantees that each SimRank score returned has aEmost
additive error, and answers any single-pair and singleeso8im-
Rank queries inD(1/e) and O(n/e) time, respectively. These
time complexities areear-optima) since any SimRank method re-
quires(1) (resp.Q2(n)) time to output the result of any single-
pair (resp. single-source) query. In addition, they areificantly
better than the asymptotic bounds of the states of the afu@n
ing Maehara et al.’s technique_[24] under their heuristisuasp-
tions), as we show in Tablg 1. Furthermos,INGrequires only
O(n/e) space (which is also near-optimal in an asymptotic sense)
andO(m/e+nlog %) pre-computation time, whetgis the failure
probability of the preprocessing algorithm.

Apart from its superior asymptotic bound.INGalso incorpo-
rates several optimization techniques to enhance itsipahgter-
formance. In particular, we show that its preprocessingrétym
can be improved with a technique that estimates the exjpattat
of a Bernoulli variable using aasymptotically optimahumber of
samples. Additionally, its space consumption can be higeally
reduced without affecting its theoretical guarantees |enité em-
pirical efficiency for single-source SimRank queries cacdmsid-
erably improved, at the cost of a slight increase in its queng
complexity. Last but not least, its construction algorithoan be
easily parallelized, and it can efficiently process quegiesn when
its index structure does not fit in the main memory.

We experimentally evaluat8LINGwith a variety of real-world
graphs with up to several millions of nodes, and show thagit s
nificantly outperforms the the states of the art in terms argu
efficiency. SpecificallySLINGrequires at mos2.3 milliseconds
to process a single-pair SimRank query on our datasets,sama i
to 10000 times faster than the linearization methodl[24]. To our

knowledge, this is the first result in the literature that destrates
millisecond-scale query time for single-pair SimRank caoitap
tion on million-node graphs. For single-source SimRankrigse
SLING s up to 110 times more efficient than the linearization
method. As a tradeoffSLINGincurs larger space overheads than
the linearization method, but it is a still much more favdeathoice

in the common scenario where query time and accuracy (ihstea
space consumption) are the main concern.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. SeElion 2
defines the problem that we study. Secfidn 3 discusses tha maj
existing methods for SimRank computation. Sedfibn 4 prtsste
SLINGindex, with a focus on single-pair queries. Secfidn 5 pro-
poses techniques to optimize the practical performan& t\IG
Sectior 6 details hoLINGsupports single-source queries. Sec-
tion[d experimentally evaluatedl INGagainst the stats of the art

2. PRELIMINARIES

Let G be a directed and unweighted graph wittnodes andn
edges. We aim to construct an index structure(®mo support
single-pairandsingle-sourceSimRank queries, which are defined
as follows:

e A single-pair SimRank query takes as input two nodesnd
v in G, and returns their SimRank scoséu, v) (see Equa-
tion[d).

e A single-source SimRank query takes as input a nedend
returnss(u, v) for each node in G.

Following previous work[[H, 23, 24, 32], we allow an additige
ror of at moste € (0, 1) in each SimRank score returned for any
SimRank query.

For ease of exposition, we focus on single-pair SimRankigser
in Section§ B-b, and then discuss single-source queriescino®[6.
Table[2 shows the notations frequently used in the paperedsnl
otherwise specified, all logarithms in this paper are to lbase

3. ANALYSISOF EXISTING METHODS

This section revisits the three major approaches to SimRank
computation: thgpower method14], theMonte Carlo method8],
and thelinearization method17,[24[2% 32]. The asymptotic per-
formance of the Monte Carlo method and the linearizatiorhoet
has been studied in literature, but to our knowledge, theneoi
formal analysis regarding their space and time complexitiben
ensuringe worst-case errors. We remedy this issue with detailed
discussions on each method’s asymptotic bounds and lioritat

3.1 ThePower Method

The power method [14] is an iterative method for computirey th
SimRank scores of all pairs of nodes in an input graph. Thaoaet



Table 2; Table of notations.

Notation Description

G the input graph

n,m the numbers of nodes and edgeg4n

v; thei-th node inG

I(v) the set of in-neighbors of a noden G

s(vi, v5) the SimRank score of two nodes andv; in G

c the decay factor in the definition of SimRank

e the maximum additive error allowed in a SimRank score

1) the failure probability of a Monte-Carlo algorithm

M(i,7) the entry on the-th row andj-th column of a matrix\/

dy, the correction factor for nodey,

h¥(v;,vj) | the hitting probability (HP) from node; to nodev; at
step? (see Section 412)

uses an X m matrix S, where the element (i, j) on thei-th row
andj-th column ¢, 5 € [1,n]) denotes the SimRank score of the
i-th nodew; andj-th nodew;. Initially, the method sets

S@ﬁ={L'“:J

0, otherwise

After that, in thet-th (¢ > 1) iteration, the method updatéshased
on the following equation:

1, ifi=y

S(i,5) = c 3

T T S(k, o),
I(vi)||1 (v
| (U )H (vJ)l v €1(v4),vp€1(vy)

otherwise

Let S denote the version of right after thet-th iteration. Li-
zorkin et al. [238] establish the following connection be¢ne and
the errors in the SimRank scoresSf):

LEMMA 1 ([23]). If t > log.(e - (1 — ¢)) — 1, then for any
1,7 € [1,n], we haV%S(t)(iyj)—s('Ui7Uj) <e. O

Based on Equation[12), the Monte Carlo method [8] pre-
computes a seYV; of reverse random walks from each node
in G, such that (i) each s&V; has the same numbey, of walks,
and (ii) each walk inV; is truncated at step i.e., the nodes after
the t-th step are omitted. (This truncation is necessary to ensur
that the walk is computed efficiently.) Then, given two nodes
andv;, the method estimates their SimRank score as

) R
5(vi,v5) = - Zc ‘,
£=0
wherer, denotes the step at which theh walk inV; first meets
with the ¢-th walk inV;. Fogaras and RaczlI[8] show that, with at
leastl — 2 exp(—£n.,c”) probability,

|8(vi, v;) — E[3(vi, )] | < e

®)

However, we note thdk [5(vs,v;)] # s(vi,v;), due to the trun-
cation imposed on the reverse random walk$lin and W;. To
address this issue, we present the following inequality:

E [s(vi, v)] — 8(vi,v5)| = ’E[CT} —Prfr <t] - E[c" |7 < tH
=|Prir >t]-E[c" | T > ]|
<™ @)

By Equations[(B) and4) and the union bound, it can be verified
that whent > log,. 5 andn., > % (log% + 2log n),

|§(vi,vj) - s(vi,vj)| <e

holds for all pairs ofv; andwv; with at leastl — § probability. In

that case, the space and preprocessing time complexitiéiseof
Monte Carlo method are botf(n., - t) = O(% log 2 log %).

In addition, the method take8 (= log < log %) time to answer a
single-pair SimRank query, art@( % log < log %) time to process

a single-source SimRank query. These space and time complex
ities are rather unfavorable under typical settings @fi practice
(e.g.,e = 0.01). Fogaras and R&cZ]|[8] alleviate this issue with
a coupling techniquewhich improves the practical performance
of the Monte Carlo method in terms of pre-computation timé an

Based on Lemmig 1 and the fact that each iteration of the power space consumption. Nevertheless, the method still indgrsfs

method take<D (m?) time, we conclude that the power method
runs inO(m?log 1) time when ensuring worst-case error. In
addition, it require®) (n2) space (caused by). These large com-
plexities in time and space make the power method only agipkc
on small graphs.

3.2 TheMonte Carlo Method

The Monte Carlo method [8] is motivated by an alternative def
inition of SimRank score$ [14] that utilizes the concepteferse
random walks Given a nodeu, in G, a reverse random walk from
wy is a sequence of nodé§ = (wo, w1, w2,...), such thatv;41
(i > 0) is selected uniformly at random from the in-neighbors of
w;. \We refer tow; as thei-th stepof V.

Suppose that we have two reverse random wHlksindW; that
start from two nodes; andv;, respectively, and thefirst meetat
the 7-th step. That is, the-th steps ofi¥’; andW; are identical,
but for any/ € [0, 7), the¢-th step ofV; differs from thel-th step
of W;. Jeh and Widoni[14] establishes the following connection
betweenr and the SimRank score of andv;:

E[c™], @)

s(vi,v5) =

whereE[-] denotes the expectation of a random variable.

icant overheads, due to which it is unable to handle graplis wi
over one million nodes, as we show in Secfidn 7.

3.3 Thelinearization Method

Let S andP be twon x n matrices, withS (4, j) = s(vs, v;) and

P@ﬁ:{ﬂﬂmﬂ7”weﬂw)

0, otherwise

(©)

Yu et al. [33] show that Equatiof](1) (i.e., the definition oS
Rank) can be rewritten as

S=(cPTSP)VI, (6)

where I is an n x n identity matrix, PT is the trans-
pose of P, and V is the element-wise maximuroperator, i.e.,
(AV B)(i,7) = max{A(s,j), B(¢,j)} for any two matricesA

and B and anyi, j.

Maehara et al[]24] point out that solving Equatibh (6) ididifit
since it is anon-linearproblem due to the& operator. To circum-
vent this difficulty, they prove that there existsiax n diagonal
matrix D (referred to as thdiagonal correction matrik such that

S =cP'SP+D. (7)



Furthermore, onc® is given, one can uniquely derivgbased on
the following lemma by Maehara et &l [24]:

LEMMA 2 ([24]). Given the diagonal correction matrik,

+oo T
s=3"¢ (P[) DP’, ®)
£=0
where P¢ denotes thé-th power ofP. O

Given LemmdR, Maehara et al._|24] propose the linearization
method, which pre-compute® and then uses it to answer Sim-
Rank queries based on Equatigi (8). In particular, for any tw
nodesv; andv;, Equation[(8) leads to

+o0o T
s(vi,v5) = ch (Pl . 52-) D (P‘Z . e}) ,
£=0
wheree;, denotes ar-element column vector where tlieth ele-
ment equalsl and all other elements equal To avoid the infi-
nite series in Equatiori9), the linearization method agipnates
s(vsi,v5) with

st =3 (P6) D (P 6).

£=0

9)

(10

which can be computed i@ (m - ) time. It can be shown that iD
is precise and > log.(¢ - (1 — ¢)) — 1, then

|3(vi, v5) — s(vi,v;)| < e. (11)

Therefore, given an exad?, the linearization method answers any
single-pair SimRank query i@ (m log 1) time. With a slight mod-
ification of Equatior 1D, the method can also process anyesing
source SimRank query i@ (m log? 1) time.

Unfortunately, the linearization method do not precisedyive
D, due to which the above time complexities does not hold ir gen
eral. Specifically, Maehara et al._[24] formulateas the solution
to a linear system, and propose to solveagproximateversion of
the system to derive an estimatidh of D. However, there is no
formal analysis on the errors ib and their effects on the accuracy
of SimRank computation. In addition, the technique usedtees
the approximate linear system does not guaranteerteergei.e.,
it may not returnD in bounded time. Furthermore, even if the
technique does converge, its time complexity relies on amar
ter that is unknown in advance, and may even dominate, and
1/e. This makes it rather difficult to analyze the pre-compotati
time of the linearization method. We refer interested resde
AppendixA for detailed discussions on these issues.

In summary, the linearization method by Maehara efal. [24}d
not guarantee worst-case error in each SimRank score returned,
and there is no non-trivial bound on its preprocessing tiffileis
problem is partially addressed in recent wdrkI[32] by Yu anct M
Cann, who propose a variant of the linearization methoddbas
not pre-compute the diagonal correction matkix but implicitly
derives D during query processing. Yu and McCann'’s technique
is able to ensure worst-case error in SimRank computation, but
as atrade-off, it require@(mn log %) time to answer a single-pair
SimRank query, which renders it inapplicable on any sizghdgh.

4. OUR SOLUTION

This section presents oBLING index for SimRank queries.

SLINGis based on a new interpretation of SimRank scores, which

we clarify in Sectioi.Z]1. After that, Sectiohs H.314.5 pdevde-
tails of SLINGand analyze its theoretical guarantees.

4.1 New Interpretation of SimRank

Letc be the decay factor in the definition of SimRank (see Equa-
tion (@)). Suppose that we perform a reverse random walk &oyn
nodew in GG, such that

e At each step of the walk, we stop with— /c probability;

e With the other,/c probability, we inspect the in-neighbors of
the node at the current step, and select one of them uniformly
at random as the next step.

We refer to such a reverse random walk agi@walk from u. In
addition, we say that twq/c-walks meet if for a certain¢ > 0,
the ¢-th steps of the two walks are identical. (Note thh step

of a/c-walk is its starting node.) The following lemma shows an
interesting connection betwegr-walks and SimRank.

LEMMA 3. Let W; and W; be two./c-walks from two nodes
v; andwv;, respectively. Thers(v;, v;) equals the probability that
W; andW; meet. O

The above formulation of SimRank is similar in spirit to theeo
used in the Monte Carlo method| [8] (see Secliod 3.2), buewiff
in one crucial aspect: eaglfc-walk in our formulation has an ex-
pected length of#, whereas each reverse random walk in the
previous formulation is infinite. As a consequence, if wetares-
timate s(v;, v;) using a sample set af/c-walks fromv; andv,,
we do not need to truncate a¥c-walk for efficiency; in contrast,
the Monte Carlo method[8] must trim each reverse random tealk
trade estimation accuracy for bounded computation timeadh
if we incorporate,/c-walks into the Monte Carlo method, then its
query time complexities are immediately improved by a facto
log % Nonetheless, the space and time overheads of this revised
method still leave much room for improvement, since it reggli
O(log % /%) \/c-walks for each node, whepeis the upper bound
on the method’s failure probability. This motivates us tealep
the SLINGmethod for more efficient SimRank computation, which
we elaborate in the following sections.

4.2 Keyldeaof SLING

Let 2 (vq,v,) denote the probability that @c-walk from v,
arrives atv, in its ¢-th step. We refer t&.“) (v,, v,) as thehitting
probability (HP) from v, to v, at stepl. Observe that, for any two
Ve-walks W; andW; from two nodesy; andw;, respectively, the
probability that they meet af;, at the/-th step is

h(l) (Ui, Uk) . h(l) (’Uj7 Uk).

Sinces(vi, v;) equals the probability thal’; and 1W; meet, one
may attempt to comput€(v;, v;) by taking the the probability that
W; andW; meet over all combinations of meeting nodes and meet-
ing steps, i.e.,

+oo n

s (vi,v5) = ZZ (h(z)(vi,vk) . h(l)(vj7vk)) .

=0 k=1

However, this formulation is incorrect, because the evidwas T,
andW; meet at node, at stepl” and “W; andW; meet at node
vy at stepd’ > ¢" are notmutually exclusive. For example, assume
thatv; = v;, andv; has only in-neighbowy. In that caseV;
andW; have1l00% probability to meet av; at the0-th step, and
a non-zero probability to meet at at the first step. This leads to
s*(vi,v5) > 1, whereass(v;, v;) = 1 by definition.

Interestingly, Equation[{12) can be fixed if we substitute
RO (vs,v1) - K9 (v;,v) with the probability of the event that
“W; andWW; meet at, at step?, but never meet again afterwards

(12)



To explain this, observe that the above event indicatesithaind Algorithm 1: A sampling method for estimatinig
W; last meettwvy, at stepl. If we changevy, (resp.?) in the event,
thenW; and W; should last meet at a different node (resp. step),

Input: a nodevy,, an error bound 4, and a failure probability;
Output: an estimation versiod,, of d;, with at mostz; error, with at

in which case the changed event and the original one are fyutua leastl — &, probability
exclusive. Based on this observation, the following lemmesents 962
X c“4+c-eq 2

a remedy to Equaitoifi (12). 1 Letn, = —Q log 5

d d

LEMMA 4. Letd; be the probability that twg/c-walks from 2 Letent = 0;
nodew;, do not meet each other after tideth step. Then, for any sforz=1,2,---,n,do )
4 Select two nodes; andv; from I(wvy,) uniformly at random;

two nodesy; and v,

5 if v; # v; then
6 Generate twa/c-walks fromv; andv;, respectively;
s(vi,v5) ZZ (h“) vi, vg) - di - B9 (v;, vk)) (23) 7 if the two,/c-walks meethen
=0 k=1 8 Lcnt:cnt—i—l;
In what follows, we refer tal;, as thecorrection factorfor vy. c ent
Based on Lemmfl4, we propose to pre-compute approximate © réturn =1~ )] e
versions ofd;, and HPsh¥) (v;, vy, ), and then use them to estimate - .
SimRank scores based on Equatibh (4). The immediate problem
here is that there exists an infinite number of HPS (v;, vx) to Sectiorf 4B, enables us to devise a simple and rigorousithligoio
approximate, since we need to consider/alt 0. However, we estimated;, to any desired precision. In contrast, the only existing
observe that if we allow an additive error in the approximaie method for approximatingdD [24] fails to provide any non-trivial
ues, then most of the HPs can be estimated as zero and becbomitte guarantees in terms of accuracy and efficiency, as we disouss
In particular, we have the following observation: Sectiof3:B.
OBSER}/ATION 1. For any nodezéi and ¢ > 0, there exist at 4.3 Estimation of dj,
most(y/c)" /e, nodesu such thath ) (v;, vx) > e, - Let W andW’ be two./c-walks fromuy,. By definition,1 — dy
To understand this, recall that eagtc-walk has only(y/c)* is the probability that any of the following events occurs:

probability tonot stop before thé-th step, i.e., 1. W andWW’ meet at the first step.

n

Z RO (v;,v) = (V)" 2. In the first stepJ¥ and W’ arrive at two different nodes;
Pt andvj;, respectively; but sometime after the first stép,and
W' meet.

Therefore, at mosty/c)¢ /e, of the HPs at stepcan be larger than )
1. Even if we take into account all> 0, the total number of HPs ~ Note that the above two events are mutually exclusive, aadirtst

aboves), is only event occurs wit% probability. For the second event, if we
too fix a pair of v; andwv;, then the probability thatV’ and W’ meet
Z(\/E)Z/Eh = 0(1/en). after the first step equals the probability that/a-walk from v;

meets a/c-walk fromv;; by Lemmd3B, this probability is exactly

(=

0 ) s(vs, v5). Therefore, we have
In other words, we only need to retain a constant number of HPs . B
for each node, if we permit a constant additive error in eah H dip=1-— 7 BRTICATE] Z s(vi, vy). 14)

Based on the above analysis, we proposeSth&lGindex, which HCOIHCH] viwi€l(vy)
pre-computes an approximate versidn of each correction fac- viFV;
tor dx, as well as a constant-size s€{v;) of approximate HPs  Equation [T#) indicates that, if we are to estimdgeit suffices to
for each nodev;. To derive the SimRank score of two nodes derive an estimation of
andv;, SLINGfirst retrievesdy, H(v;), andH (v;), and then esti- 1
matess(v;, v;) in constant time based on an approximate version of W= W Z s(vi,vj) (15)
k

Equation[[IB). The challenge in the designsfiNGis threefold.
First, how can we derive an accurate estimation/g? Second,
how can we efficiently construdi (v;) without iterating over all
HPs? Third, how do we ensure that djJ and H (v;) can jointly
guarantee worst-case error in each SimRank score computed? In
Section$ 4.18-4]5, we elaborate how we address these ajedlen
Before we proceed, we note that there is an interesting @enne

tion between Lemmds 2 ahdl 4:

v, v €1 (v ) Av Fv;

by samplingy/c-walks fromv; andv;. In particular, as long ag is
estimated with an error no more thagp/c, the resulting estimation
of dj, would have at most, error. Motivated by this, we propose a
sampling method for approximatint},, as shown in Algorithrit]1.

In a nutshell, Algorithnill generates. pairs of./c-walks, such
that each walk starts from a randomly selected nod&in ); after
that, the algorithm counts the numbert of pairs that meet at or

LEMMA 5. Let P and D be as in Lemm&]2, and, and after the first step; finally, it returng, = 1 — TG — € S as
R (v, v ) be asin Lemm@4. For anyk € [1,n), b9 (v;, vy,) = an estimation ofl;,. By the Chernoff bound (see Appendm D) and
(\/E)‘Z - P(k, i), anddy, equals thek-th diagonal element if. [] the properties of/c-walks, we have the following lemma on the

theoretical guarantees of AlgoritHrh 1.
In other words (¥ (vi, v) (resp.di) can be regarded as a random-
walk-based interpretation of the entries h(resp. diagonal ele- LEMMA 6. Algorithm[d runs inO (6% log i) expected time,
ments inD). Therefore, Lemmds] 2 afid 4 are different interpreta- ’
tions of the same result. The main advantage of our new irgtrp
tion is that it gives a physical meaningdg which, as we show in

and returnsdy, such thatld,, — d| < e, holds with at least — d4
probability. O



Algorithm 2: A local update method for constructid@(v;)

Input: G and a threshold
Output: A setH(v;) of approximate HPs for each nodein G

1 Initialize H(v;) = () for each node;;
2 for each nodey, in G do

3 Initialize a setR), = ) for storing approximate HPs;
4 Inserth(® (vy,, v,) = 1into Ry;
5 forZ:O,L%...do
6 for eachh(®) (v, vy,) € Ry, do
7 if h(©) (va,vg) < 0 then
8 removeh (9 (v, vi,) from Ry,;
9 | continug;
10 for eagh out-neighbop; of v, do
11 if h(©) (’l)i,’l)k) ¢ Ry, then
~ 7(e)
12 Inserth(“+1) (v, vy,) = /e - W into
Ry;
13 else
- PO (o
14 L Increasen (1) (v;, vy, ) by /c - W
15 if_Rk does not contain any HP at stépt 1 then
16 | break;
17 for eachh(*) (v;, vi) € Ry, do
18 | Inserth(®) (v;, vy,) into H (v;);

4.4 Construction of H (v;)

As mentioned in Section 4.2, we aim to construct a constant-

size setH (v;) for each nodey;, such thatH (v;) contains an ap-
proximate versiorh*) (v;, v, ) of each HPh?) (v;, v,) that is suf-
ficiently large. Towards this end, a relatively straightfard solu-
tion is to sample a setV; of \/c-walks from eachv;, and then use
W; to derive approximate HPs. This solution, however, reguire
O(1/e,?) walks inW; to ensure that the additive error in each
h® (vi,v,) is at moste;,, which leads to considerable computa-
tion costs whem}, is small.

Instead of sampling/c-walks, we devise a deterministic method
for constructing alle (v;) in O(m/e5) time while allowing at most
e, additive error in each approximate HP. The key idea of our
method is to utilize the following equation on HPs:

Z h(z)(vwvvk)v

vo€1(v;)

(16)

for any ¢ > 0. Intuitively, Equation [(IB) indicates that once we
have derived the HPs tg, at step¢, then we can compute the HPs
to vy, at stepl + 1. Based on this intuition, our method generates
approximate HPs toy, by processing the stesn ascending order
of £. We note that our method is similar in spirit to tleeal update
algorithm [2.9,15] for estimatingersonalized PageRaniE], and
we refer interested readers to Appendix B for a discussiothen
connections between our method and thosElin[4.]9, 15].

Algorithm [2 shows the pseudo-code of our method. Gigen
and a threshold, the algorithm first initialized7 (v;) = @ for each
nodew; (Line 1). After that, for each node,, the algorithm per-
forms a graph traversal from. to generates approximate HPs from
other nodes te;,. Specifically, for eachy, it first initializes a set
Ry, = 0, and then inserts an HE® (vx, v;,) = 1 into Ry, which
captures the fact that evexyc-walk from v, has100% probabil-
ity to hit vy, itself at the0-th step (Lines 3-4). Then, the algorithm
enters an iterative process, such thatétik iteration ¢ > 0) pro-
cesses the HPs tg, at stepl that have been inserted inf)..

Algorithm 3: An algorithm for single-pair SimRank queries

Input: dj, H(vy,), and two nodes; andv;
Output: An approximate SimRank sco&v;, v;)
1 Let 5(1)2',1)]‘) =0
2 for eachh(¥) (v;, vy) € H(v;) do
3 if there exist:() (v;,vy,) € H(v;) then
4 | 5(viv5) = 8(vi, v5) + hO (05, vg) - dje - BO (v, vp);
5 return 5(vg, vj);

In particular, in the/-the iteration, the algorithm first identifies
the approximate HP5") (v, v;) in Ry, that are at step, and pro-
cesses each of them in turn (Lines 6-16)&f (v.., vx) < 6, then
it is removed fromRy, i.e., the algorithm omits an approximate
HP if it is sufficiently small. Meanwhile, ih) (v,, vx) > 6, then
the algorithm inspects each out-neighlpiof v, , and updates the
approximate HP fromy; to vy, at step? + 1, according to Equa-
tion (18). After all approximate HPs at sté@re processed, the al-
gorithm terminates the iterative processfofrinally, the algorithm
inserts eacth”) (v;,v;) € R into H(v;), after which it proceeds
to the next nodey,; 1.

The following lemma states the guarantees of Algorifim 2.

LEMMA 7. Algorithm[2 runs inO(m/6) time, and constructs
a set H(v;) of approximate HPs for each node, such that
|H(v;)| = O(1/6). In addition, for eachh”) (v;,vx) € H(vi),
we have

- 1— ¢
0> b (vs,v) — b9 (vs,v1) > _1—(7\/\/55) -0
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Given an approximate correction factdr and a setd (vg) of
approximate HPs for each nodg, we estimate the SimRank score
between any two nodes andwv; according to a revised version of

Equation [(TIB):
5(1)7;, 'Uj) = i En: (fz(l)(vi, 'Uk) . d~k . B(l)(vj, 'Uk)) . (17)
=0 k=1

Algorithm[3 shows the details of our query processing method

To analyze the accuracy guarantee of Algorithin 3, we first
present a lemma that quantifies the errog(n;, v;) based on the
errors ind;, and H (vy,).

LEMMA 8. Suppose tha\ld} — dk‘ < g4 foranyk, and

)

0> 9 (vg, v2) — B9 (vg, v2) > —€,7,

foranyk, z, ¢. Then, we havés(vi, v;) — s(vs,v5)| < eif
—+oo

€d e ) <

1_c+2;((¢5) e ) <e.

Combining LemmaiIE]7, and 8, we have the following theorem.

THEOREM 1. Suppose that we derive each using Algo-
rithm[d with inpute4 and 64, and we construct eacH (v) using
Algorithm[2 with inpu®). If §; < §/n and

NG
Ve -a ="

then AlgorithnB incurs an additive error at mastn each Sim-
Rank score returned, with at leakt- § probability. O

&d
1—c




By Theorenfd, we can ensuteworst-case error in each Sim-
Rank score by settings = O(e), 0 = O(¢), anddg = J§/n.
In that case, ouSLING index requiresO(m/e + nlog %) pre-
computation time and(n/c) space, and it answers any single-
pair SimRank query i (1/¢) time. The space (resp. query time)
complexity of SLINGis only O(1/¢) times larger than the optimal
value, since any SimRank method (that ensare®rst-case error)
requiresf2(n) space for storing the information about all nodes,
and takes at leas®(1) time to output the result of a single-pair
SimRank query.

5. OPTIMIZATIONS

This section presents optimization techniques to (i) inaprihe
efficiency of estimating each correction factehs (Section5.11),
(i) reduce the space consumptionSifING (Sectiof 5.R), (iii) en-
hance the accuracy @LING (Section5.B), and (iv) incorporate
parallel and out-of-core computation irfBe.INGs index construc-
tion algorithm (Section 514).

5.1 Improved Estimation of d,

As discussed in Sectidn 4.3, Algoritdth 1 generates an approx
mate correction factaf, in O (e;2 log 5;1) expected time, where
¢4 is the maximum error allowed i, ands, is the failure proba-
bility. As the algorithm’s time complexity is quadratic tge, it is
not particularly efficient when, is small. This relative inefficiency
is caused by the fact the algorithm requitege ;> log 5, ') pairs
of y/c-walks to estimate the value (in Equation1b) withe,/c
worst-case error.

However, we observe that we can often use a much smaller

number of \/c-walk pairs to derive an estimation @f with at
mosteq/c error. Specifically, by the Chernoff bound (see Ap-
pendixD), we only nee® ((u + q4) - £, log d; ') pairs of \/c-
walks to estimate.. Apparently, this number is much smaller than
O (e7%logé; ") wheny < 1 (which is often the case in prac-
tice). For example, ift < €4, then the number of/c-walk pairs
required is onlyO(e; ' log 6, '). The main issue here is that we

do not knowy in advance. Nevertheless, if we can derive an up- leads to significantly improved efficiency.

Algorithm 4: An improved method for estimatiig

Input: a nodevy,, an error bound 4, and a failure probability;
Output: an estimation versiod,, of d;, with at mostz; error, with at
leastl — §,; probability

Let l4c 1 4
€tn, = 3ey Ogéd’
Letent = 0;
forx=1,2,--- ,n,do
Select two nodes; andv; from I(vy,) uniformly at random;
if v; #* vj then
Generate twa/c-walks fromv; andv;, respectively;
if the two./c-walks meethen
|_ ent = ent + 1;

i

® N o aNwN

9 Letji = ent/ny;
10 if i < e4then

~ c
11 returndy, =1 — —— —c- [i;
L [ (v3)]

2 Lletp* =a+ i eq;
202-p*+%c-€d 4

13 Letn) = T log a;

1 forx=1,2,--- ,nf —n,do

15 Select two nodes; andv; from I (v, ) uniformly at random;
16 if v; # v; then

17 Generate twa,/c-walks fromv; andv;, respectively;

18 if the two./c-walks meethen

19 |_ cnt = ent + 1;

20 fi = cnt/nk;

2returndy =1 — — < ;
L =1— —c [

[1(vi)

LEMMA 10. Algorithm@ generateé)(“j% log %) V/e-walks

in expectation, and runs i@(“j% log %) expected time. [
d

By Lemma[®, Algorithm# uses a number gfc-walks that
is roughly max{u, eq4} times the number in Algorithral 1, which
In addition, wete

per bound ofu, and we use it to decide an appropriate number of that Algorithm[4 can be easily revised into a general metthad t

V/c-walks needed.

estimates the expectatign. of a Bernoulli distribution by taking

Based on the above observation, we propose an improved aIgo-O(“;—,js log ) samples, while ensuring at masestimation error

rithm for computingd;., as shown in Algorithri}4. The algorithm
first generates,. = O(e; ' logd; ") pairs of \/c-walks from ran-
domly selected nodes if(vx ), and counts the numbent of pairs
that meet (Lines 1-8). Then, it computgs= cnt/n, as an es-
timation of u. If i < e4, then the algorithm determines that
pairs of/c-walks are sufficient for an accurate estimation:pfn
that case, it terminates and returns an estimatiafy,dfased on
(Lines 9-11).

On the other hand, ifi > ¢4, then the algorithm proceeds to
generate a larger number gfc-walks to derive a more accurate
estimation ofy. Towards this end, it first computes” = i +
Vv -€ as an upper bound qf, and useg.* to decide the total
numbern; = O(u*e, *log d; ") of \/c-walk pairs that are needed
(Lines 12-13). After that, it increases the total numbey/@fwalk
pairs ton;., and recounts the numbent of pairs that meet (Lines
14-19). Finally, it derivesi = cnt/n, as an improved estimation
of 1, and returns an approximate correction faaiprcomputed
based oni (Lines 20-21).

The following lemmas establish the asymptotic guarantéat o
gorithm[4.

_LEMMA 9. With at leastl —d, probability, Algorithni4 returns
dy, such thafdy, — d| < g4 holds. O

with at leastl — ¢ success probability. In particular, the only major
change needed is to replace egéhwalk pair in Algorithn4 with
a sample from the Bernoulli distribution. In this contexie wan
prove that the number of samples used by Algorifhmasignptot-
ically optimal

Specifically, letzq, zo, . . . be a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli ran-
dom variables, anghz = E[z;]. Let A be an algorithm that in-
spectsz; in ascending order af, and stops at a certaitry before
returning an estimatiopz of pz. In addition, for any possible
sequence of;, A runs in finite expected time, and ensures that
|z — pz| < e with at leastl — ¢ probability. It can be verified
that the revised Algorithril4 is an instance .4f The following
lemma shows that no other instance.éfcan be asymptotically
more efficient than Algorithrl4.

LEMMA 11. Any instance ofd has Q(224==t jog 1) ex-
pected time complexity when < 0.5. O

Our proof of Lemmd 1 utilizes an important result by Dagum
et al. [7] that establishes a lower bound of the expected tiome-
plexity of A, when it provides a worst-case guarantee in terms of
the relative error (instead of absolute error)iin Dagum et al.[Ii7]
also provide a sampling algorithm whose time complexityahes



Algorithm 5: An algorithm for constructing?’ (v;)

Input: a nodev;

Output: A set H' (v;) of precise HPs from; at stepsl and2

Initialize H' (v;) = 0;

Inserth(?) (v;, v;) = 1 into H' (v);

for each node, € I(v;) do

Inserth(M) (v;, vy ) = T

for each nodey, € I(v;) do
if h(2)(v;,vy) ¢ H' (v;) then

7 L Inserth(?) (v;, vy) = /c -

8 else

9 L Increaseh(?) (v;, vy) by /¢ - % in H' (v;);

into H' (v);

o g b W N P

h(l)(ui,vx) . .
sy into H'(v;);

10 return H' (v;)

their lower bound, but the algorithm is inapplicable in oantext,
since it requires as input a relative error bound, which otule
translated into an absolute error bound unjesss known.

5.2 Reduction of Space Consumption

Recall that ourSLING index pre-computes a séf(v;) of ap-
proximate HPs for each node, such that eacth'” (v, vy) €
H(v;) is no smaller than a thresholtl = O(e). The total size
of all H(v;) is O(n/e), which is asymptotically near-optimal, but
may still be costly from a practical perspective (espegiathens
is small). To address this issue, we aim to reduce the siZ&(of)
without affecting the time complexity SLING

We observe that, in eacH (v;), a significant portion of the ap-
proximate HPs are in the form &V (v;, vi) or R (vs, v1.), i.e.,
they concern the HPs fromy to the nodes within two hops away

fromv;. On the other hand, such HPs can be easily computed using

a two-hop traversal from;, as we will show shortly. This leads to
the following idea for space reduction: we remove fréhiv;) all
approximate HPs that are at stdpand2, and we recompute those

HPson the flyduring query processing. The re-computation may

lead to slightly increased query cost, but as long as it takdg'c)
time, it would not affect the asymptotic performanceSafiNG In
the following, we clarify how we implement this idea.

First, we present a simple afecisealgorithm for computing
the setH’(v;) of HPs from node; to other nodes at stefgsand
2, as shown in Algorithnf]5. The algorithm first initializes & se
H'(v;) = 0 for storing HPs, and then insertd® (v;,v;) = 1
into H'(v). After that, for each in-neighboo, of v;, it sets

Y (v, 0,) = % which is the exact probability that g/c-

walk from v; would hitv, at stepl. In turn, for each in-neighbor

IR ) (g, v
v, of v, the algorithm initializes:® (vi, v,) = /c - ’L‘II((’T‘“

in H'(v;), if it is not yet inserted intaH’ (v;); otherwise, the al-
gorithm increasea® (v;, v, ) by /¢ - % in H'(v;). This
reason is that if a/c-walk from v; hits v, at stepl, then it has
% probability to hitv, at step2. After all of v;’s in-neighbors
are processed, the algorithm terminates and rettri(s; ).

Algorithm[H runs in time linear to the total numbefwv;) of in-
coming edges of; and its in-neighbors, i.e.,

n(w) = T+ Y [T(va)l.
va €1(v;)

If n(vi) = O(1/e), then we can omit all step-and step2 approx-
imate HPs inH (v;), and compute them with Algorithfd 5 during
query processing without degrading the time complexitglofNG

otherwise, we need to retain all approximate HP#ifv;). In our
implementation ofSLING we set a constant = 10, and we ex-
clude stept and ste@ HPs from H (v;) whenevem(v;) < ~/0,
whered = Q(¢) is the HP threshold used in the construction of
H(v;) (see Algorithni®2). Notice that eaef{v;) can be computed
in O(|I(vs)]) time by inspectingv; and all of its in-neighbors;
therefore, the total computation cost of allv;) is O(m), which
does not affecELINGs preprocessing time complexity. Further-
more, the on-the-fly computation of stépand ste HPs does
not degrad&LINGs accuracy guarantee, since all HPs returned by
Algorithm[H are precise.

5.3 Enhancement of Accuracy

The approximation error of eadt (v;) arises from the fact that
it omits the HPs fromw; that are smaller than a threshald A
straightforward solution to reduce this error is to deceggsbut
it would degrade the space overheadfbfv;). Instead, we pro-
pose to generatadditional HPs in H (v;) on-the-flyduring query
processing, to increase the accuracy of query results.

Specifically, for each node;, after H (v;) is constructed (with
the space reduction procedure in Secfion 5.2 applied), sgeit
the set of approximate HPs) (v;,v;) in H(v;) such thatv;
has no more thai/+/c in-neighbors, and themark the 1/,/=
largest HPs in the set. After that, whenever a SimRank query
requires utilizingH (v;), we substituteH (v;) with an enhanced
version H*(v;) constructed on-the-fly. In particular, we first set
H*(v;) = H(wv:). Then, for every marked HR) (v;,v;) in
H (v;), we process each in-neighbay of v; as follows:

o If there existsh“*Y (v, vy,) in H(v;), then we omity;
o If BV (v;, ) is notin H (v;) and has not been inserted into

H*(v;), then we set!“™ (v;, v;,) = lIE{]E)lh“)(vi7vj),
i

and insert it intoH * (v;);

e Otherwise, we updaté“*" (v;, vy,) in H*(v;) as follows:

LD (o) = BEHD (0 Ve L

h (vi,vk) =h (vi,vk) + |I('Uj)|h (
In other words, ifH (v;) does not contain an approximate HP from

v; to vy, then we generate V) (v, vi) in H* (v;).

It can be verified thad < A+ (v;, vy) < R+ (v, vx), and
hence,H " (v;) provides higher accuracy thdii(v;). In addition,
the construction off *(v;) requires onlyO(1/¢) time, and hence,
it does not affect the(1/¢) query time complexity oSLING Fur-
thermore, marking HPs in alf (v;) requires onlyO(n/+/€) space
andO(nlog(1/e)/e) preprocessing time, which does not degrade
the O(n/e) space and) (m/e + nlog % /e*) preprocessing time
complexity of SLING

5.4 Parallel and Out-of-Core Constructions

The preprocessing algorithms 8LING (i.e., AlgorithmsA[ 2,
and[4) areembarrassingly parallelizable In particular, Algo-
rithm[d (and Algorithni#) can be simultaneously applied tdtmu
ple node, to compute the corresponding approximate correction
factorsd,. Meanwhile, the main loop of Algorithi 2 (i.e., Lines
2-16) can be parallelized to construct the “reverse” HP Bet$or
multiple nodes;, at the same time.

FurthermoreSLING does not require the complete index struc-
ture to fit in the main memory. Instead, we only need to keep all
approximate correction factorg (k € [1,n]) in the memory, but
can store the approximate HP d9é{v,) for each nodes, on the
disk. To process a single-pair SimRank query on two nedesd

U’ivvj)'



v;, we retrieveH (v;) and H (v;) from the disk and combine them

with 4, to derive the query result, which incurs a constant 1/0 cost,

sinceH (v;) and H (v;) takes onlyO(1/¢) space. In addition, the
index construction process 8LINGdoes not require maintaining
all HP setsH (v,) simultaneously in the memory. Specifically, in
Algorithm[2, we can construct each “reverse” HP &t in turn
and write them to the disk; after that, we can construct graxy-
imate HP setd7 (v;) in a batch, by using an external sorting al-
gorithm to sort all HP“) (v,, vi) by v.. This process requires
only O(Z log Z) I/O accesses, since the total size of dl{v.) is
O(n/e).

6. EXTENSION TO SINGLE-SOURCE
QUERIES

Given theSLINGindex introduced in Sectioi$ 4, we can easily
answer any single-source SimRank query from a nedédy in-
voking Algorithm[3n times to compute(v;, v;) for each node;.
This leads to a total query cost 6f(n/¢), which is near-optimal
since any single-source SimRank method requii¢s) time to
output the results. This straightforward algorithm, hoareean be
improved in terms of practical efficiency. To explain thist us
consider two nodes; andv;, such thatH (v;) and H (v;) do not
contain any HPs to the same node at the same step, i.e.,

For, ¢, fz“)(vi,vk) € H(vi) A il([)(vj77_)k;) € H(vj).

Then,SLINGwould returns(v;, v;) = 0. We say thatH (v;) and
H (v;) do notintersectin this case. Intuitively, if we can avoid
accessing those HP setf(v;) that do not intersect withf (v;),
then we can improve the efficiency of the single-source SimkRa
query fromwv;. For this purpose, a straightforward approach is to
maintain, for each combination of, and¢, aninverted listL (v, £)
that records the approximate HRS) (v.., v ) from any nodey, to
v. Then, to process a single-source SimRank query from ngde
we first examine each approximate HP (v;,v,) € H(v;) and
retrieve L(vg, £), based on which we compu&uv;,v;) for any
nodew; with §(v;, v;) > 0.

Although the inverted list approach improves efficiency for
single-source SimRank queries, it doubles the space cqitgm

of SLING since the inverted lists have the same total size as the

approximate HP setH (v;). Furthermore, the approach cannot be
combined with the space reduction technique in Sedfioh le?2,
cause the former requires storing all approximate HPs inrthe
verted lists, whereas the latter aims to omit certain HPsate@ s
space. To address this issue, we propose a single-sourézasim
algorithm for SLING that finds a middle ground between the in-
verted list approach and the straightforward approach. besic
idea is that, given node;, we first retrieve all approximate HPs
R (vi,v) € H(v;), and then apply a variant of Algorithfd 2 to
compute the HPs from other nodes to eaghafter that, we com-
bine all HPs obtained to derive the query results. In otherdgo
we construct the inverted lists relevant for the singlersewuery
on the fly instead of pre-computing them in advance.

Algorithm[@ shows the details of our method. It takes as irgput
query nodev; and the threshold used in constructing/ (v;) (see
Algorithm[Z), and returns an approximate SimRank ségtg, v;)
for each node ;. The algorithm starts by initializing(v;, v;) = 0
for all v; (Line 1). Then, itidentifies the stegsuch that there is at
least one steg-approximate HP ind (v;); after that, it processes
each of those steps in turn (Lines 2-10). The general ideamf p
cessing is as follows. By Equatién]13,:if has a positive HP to
a nodev;, at step?, then for any other node; with a positive HP
to v, at stepl, we haves(v;, v;) > 0. To identify such nodes;

Algorithm 6: An algorithm for single-source SimRank queries

Input: query nodev; and threshold
Output: an approximate SimRank sco¥év;, v;) for each node;

1 Initialize 5(v;, v;) = 0 for all vj;

2 for each? such thatH (v;) contgins some approximate HP at stego
3 for each node;, such thath(“) (v;, v, ) € H(v;) do

4 | Initialize p(® (vy,) = RO (v;, vg) - di;

5 for t =1to¢do

6 for each nodey,, such thatp® =1 (v,) > (1/c)¢ - 6 do

7 for each out-neighbot,, of v, do

8 if p® (v,) does not existhen

° L P (vy) = \1(\1/_;;)7 P (vg);

10 else

. | P Ow) = o () + il - o4 (va);
22 | for eachw; such thatp(®) (v;) > 0 do

13 L 8(vi,v) = 3(vi, v5) + pt9 (v));

14 return 5(v;, v;) for each node;;

and their SimRank scores with, we can apply the local update
approach in Algorithnil2 to traverdesteps fromwy; however, the
local update procedure needs to be slightly modified to déél w
the fact that we may need to traverse from multiplesimultane-
ously, i.e., wherv; have positive HPs to multiple nodes at step
Specifically, for each particula#, Algorithm[@ first identifies
each node, such thatr'”) (v;, vy) € H(v;), and initializes a tem-
porary scorep'® (vy) = h') (v;,vx) for vy (Line 3). After that,
it traversed steps from all, simultaneously (Lines 5-8). In the
t-th step ¢ € [1, £]), itinspects the temporary scores created in the
(t—1)-th step, and omit those scores that are no larger(ta’ -0
(Line 6). This omission is similar to the pruning of HPs apgli
in Algorithm[2, except that the threshold used herg\i&)* times
smaller than the thresholdused in Algorithni 2. The reason is that
the local update procedure in Algoritiith 2 starts from a notese
approximate HP equalk, whereas the procedure in AlgoritHmh 6
begins from a node whose temporary sgaf®(vi) < (1/¢)*, due
to which we need to scale down the threshold to ensure agcurac
For each temporary scopé’ ™" (v,) that is above the thresh-
old, Algorithm[2 examines each out-neighhgrof v.,, and checks
whether the temporary score of at stept (denoted assn(t)(vy))
exists. If it does not exist, then the algorithm initializésas

pM(vy) = u(\f)‘ - p'~Y(v,); otherwise, the algorithm increases
Y

it by \I(ﬁ)\ -p=V(v,) (Lines 7-11). (Observe that this update rule
is identical to that in Algorithril2.) Finally, after thiestep traver-
sal is finished, the algorithm adds each temporary sgbtév; ) at
step? into 5(vs, v;), and then proceeds to consider the rigktines
12-14). Once all step&are processed, the algorithm returns each
5(vs,v5) as the final result.

We have the following lemma regarding the theoretical guara

tees of Algorithni b.

LEMMA 12. Algorithm[8 runs inO (mlog”® 1) time, and en-
sures that each SimRank score returned ha®rst-case error. [J

The time complexity of Algorithrfi]6 is not as attractive assbo
of the inverted list approach and the straightforward appino but
is roughly comparable to the latter when = O(n/¢) (as is of-
ten the case in practice). In addition, we note that the tiora-c
plexity of Algorithm[@ matches that of the more recent metfard
single-source SimRank queriés]24], even though the lattiess on
heuristic assumptions that do not hold in general (see G¢8iB).
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Table 3; Datasets.

Dataset Type n m

GrQc undirected 5,242 14,496
AS undirected 6,474 13,895
Wiki-Vote directed 7,155 103,689
HepTh undirected 9,877 25,998
Enron undirected 36,692 183,831
Slashdot directed 77,360 905,468
EuAll directed 265,214 400,045
NotreDame | directed 325,728 1,497,134
Google directed 875,713 5,105,049
In-2004 directed 1,382,908 17,917,053
LiveJournal | directed 4,847,571 68,993,773
Indochina directed 7,414,866| 194,109,311

7. EXPERIMENTS

This section experimentally evaluat8tING Sectiorl 7.1 clari-
fies the experimental settings, and Secfiof 7.2 presentxfrei-

mental results.

7.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets and Environment. We use twelve graph datasets that
are publicly available from]1]2] and are commonly used ia th
literature. Tabl€13 shows the statistics of each graph. Vet

all of experiments on a Linux machine with a 2.6GHz CPU and
64GB memory. All methods tested are implemented in C++. (Our
code is available af3].)

M ethods and Parameters. We compareSLINGagainst two state-
of-the-art methods for SimRank computation: the linediuzra
method [24,25] (referred to asinearize and the Monte Carlo
method [[8] (referred to adIC). Linearize has three parameters
T, R, and L. Following the recommendations ih_|24], we set

T =11, R = 100, andL = 3.

In addition, we set the decay

factor ¢ in the SimRank model t0.6, as suggested in previous
work [23[24130=32]. Under this settinginearizeensures a worst-
case erroe = ¢’ /(1 — ¢) ~ 0.01 in each SimRank scord, it is

able to derive an exact diagonal correction matfix However, as

we discuss in Sectidn 3.Binearizeutilizes an approximate version

of D that provides no quality assurance, due to which the abeve er
ror bound does not hold.

For SLING we set its maximum erra¢ = 0.025, which is
roughly comparable to the quality assurance of the linatidm
method given a precis®. Towards this end, we set; = 0.005
andd = 0.000725, which ensures < 0.025 by Theoreni L. In ad-
dition, we set; = 1/n?, which guarantees that the preprocessing
algorithm of SLINGsucceeds with at least- 1 /n probability. For
MC, we sete = 0.025, as inSLING

7.2 Experimental Results

In the first set of experiments, we randomly gener&de0
single-pair SimRank queries on each dataset, and evahmtavt
erage computation time of each method in answering the egieri
Figure[d shows the results. We oM on all but the four small-
est datasets, since its index size exceeds 64GB on the lapglesy
Observe that the query time S8LINGis at mos®.2ms in all cases,
and is often several orders of magnitude smaller than thatref
earize In particular, orLiveJourna) SLINGis around1 0000 times
faster tharLinearize This is consistent with the fact th&LING
and LinearizehasO(1/¢) and O(mlog ) query time complex-
ities, respectively. Meanwhild,inearizeincurs a smaller query
cost thanMC on the four smallest datasets, which is also observed
in previous work[[24].

Our second set of experiments evaluates the average cdinputa
cost of each method in answerifg0 random single-source Sim-
Rank queries. FOBLING we consider two different methods: one
that directly uses Algorithia] 6, and another one that invokige-
rithm[3 once for each node. Figurk 2 illustrates the resbltgice
that the method that applies Algorittih 3 is significantlygo than
Algorithm[8, even though the former (resp. latter) runim/<)
time (resp.O(m log® %) time). This is in accordance with our
analysis in Sectiopl6, which shows that adopting Algorifffio3
single-source queries would incur unnecessary overheatikead
to inferior query time. Since the method that employs Altori[3
is not competitive, we omit it on all but the four smallestatzts.

Among all methods for single-source SimRank querdsING
(with Algorithm[B) achieves the best performance, but itpriove-
ment overLinearizeis less pronounced when compared with the
case of single-pair queries. This, as we mention in Se€fids 6
because the local update procedure in Algorifim 6 incurgrsup
linear overheads, due to which the algorihtm’s time comiples
the same akinearizes. NonethelessSLINGis still at leas® times
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Figure5: Maximum SimRank error of each method measured in 10 different runs.
faster tharLinearizeon 7 out of the12 datasets, and is10 times scores. We do not repeat this experiment on larger graplestadu
more efficient orSlashdat Meanwhile,MC is consistently outper- the tremendous overheads in computing all-pair SimRanktees
formed byLinearize Figure[® illustrates the maximum query error incurred byheac
Next, we plot the the preprocessing cost (resp. space cgnsum method in all-pair SimRank computation oveb different runs,
tion) of each method in Figufd 3 (resp. Figlie Wnearizeincurs where each run rebuilds the index of each method from scratch
a smaller pre-computation cost th@hINGdoes; in turnSLINGis Observe that the maximum error8EINGis always below).0025,

more efficient thamC in terms of pre-computation. The index size  which is considerably smaller than the stipulated erromidoti=
of SLINGis considerably larger thdrinearize sinceSLINGhas an 0.025. MC’s maximum error is also below = 0.025, but is con-

O(n/e) space complexity, whileinearizeonly incursO(n + m) sistently larger than that SLING and is ovel0.01 on Wiki-Vote
space overhead. NevertheleS&]NGoutperformsMC in terms of In contrast, the maximum error bfnearizeis above).025 in most
space efficiency. OveralELINGis inferior to Linearizein terms runs onGrQc, AS andHepth which is consistent with our analysis
of space overheads and preprocessing costs, but thisifgegisty thatLinearizedoes not offer any worst-case guarantee in terms of
the fact thatSLING offers superior query efficiency and rigorous query accuracy.

accuracy guarantee, whereasearizeincurs significantly larger To further assess each method’s query accuracy, we divae th
query costs and does not offer non-trivial bounds on itsyjeer ground-truth SimRank scores into three grouis S2, and Ss,
rors. Furthermore, the pre-computation algorithn®bfNGcan be such thatS; (resp.S2) contains SimRank scores in the range
easily parallelized, as we discuss in Secfion 5.4 and detnadesn of [0.1, 1] (resp.[0.01, 0.1]), while S5 concerns SimRank scores
Appendix Q. smaller than0.01. Intuitively, the scores i5; and S2 are more

Our last three experiments focus on the query accuracy ¢f eac important than those 53, since the former correspond to node
method. We first apply the power method (see Sedfich 3.1) on pairs that are highly similar. Figufé 6 shows the averageygee
each of the four smallest graphs to compute the SimRank scorerors of each method fof;, S2, and.S;. Observe that, compared
of each node pair, setting the number of iterations in théoteto with Linearize SLINGincurs much smaller (resp. slightly smaller)
50 (which results in a worst-case error belo®''). We take the errors onS; (resp.S2). This indicates thaBLINGis more effective
SimRank scores thus obtained as the ground truth, and use the thanLinearizein measuring the similarity of important node pairs.
to gauge the error of each method computing all-pair SimRank Meanwhile,MC is less accurate tha®LINGon S1, and is consid-

erably outperformed by botBLINGandLinearizeon Wiki-Vote



SLING —A— Linearize -3~ MC —&—
_o average error _o average error _3 average error _o average error
102 g 102 g 1623 g 102 g
3 [ I 4 301
10 . 107K 10
; 10° y
10* . 10° 10*
N 10_4 A Y N N
10° S 5 10° L 10°
1
10° 10° 107 10°
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3
SimRank group SimRank group SimRank group SimRank group
(a) GrQc (b) AS (c) Wiki-Vote (d) HepTh
Figure 6: Average SimRank error vs. SimRank group.
SLING 1 Linearize | MmC
precision precision precision precision
I ‘ 1 b ‘ 1 [ g ‘ 1 b ‘
0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
0.97 0.97 0.97 E} 0.97
0.96 0.96 0.96 § 0.96 %
0.95 X K & % S 0.95 K K 3 K K 0.95 & K o K 0.95 K KES it 23] K&
400 800 1200 1600 2000 400 800 1200 1600 2000 400 800 1200 1600 200 400 800 1200 1600 2000
k k k k
(a) GrQc (b) AS (c) Wiki-Vote (d) HepTh

Figure7: Precision of thetop-k SimRank pairsreturned by each method.

Finally, we use the all-pair SimRank scores computed by eac
method to identify thek node pairs with the highest SimRank
scoreE, and we measure thgrecisionof thosek pairs, i.e., the
fraction of them among the ground-truth téppairs. Figurdl7 il-
lustrates the results whénvaries from400 to 2000. The precision
of SLINGis never worse than that dfinearize and is up to4%
higher than the latter in many cases. This is consistent atith
results in Figur€le that, for node pairs with large SimRankes,
SLINGprovides much higher accuracy thaimearizedoes. Mean-
while, MC yields lower accuracy thaBLINGdoes, and is signif-
icantly outperformed by botSLING and Linearizeon Wiki-Vote
These results are also in agreement with those in Fidure 6.

8. OTHER RELATED WORK

The previous sections have discussed the existing tecbsiitat
are most relevant to ours. In what follows, we survey other re
lated work on SimRank computation. First, there is a lineesf r
search([[10, 13,18, 20-3B1] on SimRank queries based on toevfol
ing formulation of SimRank:

S=cP 'SP+ (1-¢)l,

whereS, P, andT" aren x n matrices such tha(z, j) = s(vi, v;)
for any i, j, P is as defined in Equatiddl 5, andis an identity
matrix. However, as point out by Kusumoto et al.][17], theabo
formulation isincorrect since it assumes thél — ¢)I equals the
diagonal correction matri® (see Equatiofl7), which does not hold
in general. As a consequence, the methods if [10, 13.191P€aiB
to offer any guarantees in terms of the accuracy of SimRamiesc
due to which we do not consider them in this paper.

Second, several varianis [5.8]22[32, 34] of SimRank haee be
proposed to enhance the quality of similarity measure artd mi
gate certain limitations of SimRank. Antonellis et al. [5epent

!Note that we ignore any node pair containing two nodes that ar
identical.

h SimRank++ which extends SimRank by taking into account the

weights of edges and prior knowledge of node similaritiés.ed
al. [18] introduceRoleSimwhich guarantees to recognize automor-
phically or structurally equivalent nodes. Fogaras andzA&jqro-
posePSimRankwhich improves the quality of SimRank by allow-
ing random walks that are close to each other to have a highbf p
ability to meet. Yu and McCann [32] prese8tmRanK, which
defines the similarity between two nodes based ortmsine sim-
ilarity of their neighbors. Zhao et al.[34] introduBeRank which
consider both in-neighbors and out-neighbors of two nodesnw
measuring their similarity.

Finally, there is existing work 10, 17.118.125] 28] 35] thatces
top-k SimRank querieandSimRank similarity joinsin particular,
a top« SimRank queries takes as input a nadeand asks for the
k nodesv; with the largest SimRank scoev;, v;). Meanwhile,
a SimRank similarity join asks for all pairs of nodes whosmSi
Rank scores are among the largestr are larger than a predefined
threshold. Techniques designed for these two types of epiare
generally inapplicable for single-pair and single-sougi®Rank
queries.

9. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents th8LING index for answering single-
pair and single-source SimRank queries withworst-case er-
ror in each SimRank scoreSLING requiresO(n/e) space and
O(m/e +nlog % /%) pre-computation time, and it handles any
single-pair (resp. single-source) query@{1/c) (resp.O(n/e))
time. The space and query time complexitiesSeiNGare near-
optimal, and are significantly better than those of the @gsso-
lutions. In addition SLINGincorporates several optimization tech-
niques that considerably improves its practical perfortearOur
experiments show tha&LING provides superior query efficiency
against the states of the art. For future work, we plan to(gsti-
gate techniques to reduce the index siz&bNG and (ii) extend
SLINGto handle other similarity measures for graphs.
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APPENDIX

A. LIMITATIONS OF THE LINEARIZA-
TION METHOD

Recall that the linearization methdd [24] requires pre-poting
the diagonal correction matrik). Maehara et al[[24] prove that
the diagonal elements iP satisfy the following linear system:

S (60) iy =1, a8)

£=0 i=1

forall k € [1,n],

wherep“) is the probability that; is the ¢-th step of a reverse
random walk fromw,. Based on this, the linearization method es-
tlmateSp“) with a set of reverse random walks, and then incorpo-
rates the estimated values into a truncated version of Equ@a):

S () i =1, a9)

£=0 i=1

forall k € [1,n],

wherepk denotes the estimated versmnpéf) After that, it ap-
plies the Gauss-Seidel techmq@l[ll] to solve Equafiol, @red
obtains am x n diagonal matrixD that approximate®.

The above approach for deriviriﬁ is interesting, but it fails to
provide any worst-case guarantee in terms of the pre-catipat
time and the accuracy of SimRank queries, due to the follgwin
reasons. First, because of the sampling err@fﬁhand the trunca-

tion applied in Equatiori {29)) could differ considerably fronD,
which may in turn lead to significant errors in SimRank coraput
tion. There is no formal result on how large the errofircould be.
Instead, Maehara et al. [24] only show that the errq“ﬁﬁfrj can be
bounded by using a sufficiently large sample set of reversgora
walks; however, it does not translate into any accuracyaniae
onD.

Second, even .} = p{) and Equation[{19) is not truncated,
the Gauss-Seidel technlqlE[ll] used by the linearizatiethou
to solve Equatior{19) may not converge. In particular, ifdedine
ann x n matrix M as

HICHE
£=0 i=1
then the linearization method requires thdtshould be diagonally
dominant, i.e., for any, [M(i,4)| > -, [M(i,j)|. However,
this requirement is not always satisfied. For example, cdenghe
graph in Figur€B. The linear system corresponding to thehgis
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It can be verified the matri¢ x 4 matrix M on the left hand side
is not diagonally dominant when= 0.6.

Finally, the number of iterations required by the Gaussi€ei
method isO(loge™/log p), wheree™ is the maximum error al-
lowed in the solution to the linear system, apds the spectral
radius of the iteration matrix used by the methiod| [11]. Thieia
of p depends on the input graph, and might be very closk io
which casdog e* / log p can be an extremely large number.

B. HITTING PROBABILITIES VS. PER-
SONALIZED PAGERANKS

Suppose that we start a random walk from a noedéollowing
the outgoing edges of each node, with- ¢, probability to stop
at each step. The probability that the walk stops at a ngdis
referred to as th@ersonalized PageRank (PPRB] from v; to
vj. PPR is well-adopted as a metric for measuringrédevance
of nodes with respect to the input nodg and it has important
applications in web search [15] and social network analiist

Our notion of hitting probabilities (HP) bears similarity PPR,
but differs in the following aspect:

1. HP concerns the probability that the random walk reaches

nodewv; at a particular step, but disregards whether the ran-
dom walk stops at;;

2. PPR only concerns the endpointof the random walk, and
disregards all nodes before it.

Our Algorithm[2 for computing approximate HPs is inspired by

the local updatealgorithm [2[9[15] proposed for computing ap-
proximate PPRs. Specifically, given a nageand an error bound

¢, the local update algorithm returns an approximate versfdhe
PPRs from other nodes tg;, with ¢ worst-case errors. The al-
gorithm starts by assigningrasidual 1 to v;, and0 to any other
node. Subsequently, the algorithm iteratively propagttesesid-
ual of each node to its in-neighbors, during which it compute
approximate PPR from each nodewtp When the largest resid-
ual in all nodes is smaller thas the algorithm terminates. This
algorithm is similar in spirit to our Algorithri]2, but it canhbe
directly applied in our context, due to the inherent differes be-
tween PPRs and HPs.

C. ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the parallel and out-of-cogp-al
rithms for constructing the index structuresSIfING (presented in
Sectiod5.4), using the four largest datasets in Table 3t,Fie im-
plement a multi-threaded version 8LINGs pre-computation al-
gorithm, and measure its running time when the number oatlse
varies froml to 16 and all 64GB main memory on our machine is
available. (The total number of CPU cores on our machineis
Figurel® illustrates the results. Observe that the algoréichieves
a near-linear speed-up as the number of threads increabet) w
is consistent with our analysis (in Section]5.4) tBa&{NGprepro-
cessing algorithm is embarrassingly parallelizable.

Next, we implement an 1/O-efficient version 8£INGs prepro-
cessing algorithm, based on our discussions in SeCtidnThdn,
we measure the running time of the algorithm when it uses one
CPU core along with a memory buffer of a pre-defined size. (We
assume that the input graph is memory-resident, and weadxdu
when calculating the memory buffer size.) Figuré 10 showsptho-
cessing time of the algorithm as the buffer size varies. Geshat
the algorithm can efficiently process all tested graphs eviean
the buffer size is as small &6MB. In addition, the overhead of
the algorithm does not increase significantly when the e
decreases, since the algorithm is CPU-bound. In partiatsanly
I/O cost is incurred by (i) writing each entry in the index erto
the disk, and (ii) performing an external sort on the entries



D. CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES

This section introduces the concentration inequalitiesius our
proofs. We start from the classic Chernoff bound.

LEMMA 13 (CHERNOFFBOUND [6]). Forany set{z;} (i €
[1, nz]) of i.i.d. random variables with megmandz; € [0, 1],
=1

2
Pr > nge p < exp (— an ° ) .
P gE +2/,L

Our proofs also use a concentration boundneartingales as
detailed in the following.

DEFINITION 1 (MARTINGALE). A sequence of random vari-
ablesy1, y2, ys, - - - is amartingale if and only iE[y;] < 400 and
Elyit+1ly1, v, - -+ ,y:i] = y; for anyi.

LEMMA 14 ([6]). Letyi,y2,ys3,--- be a martingale, such
that|y1| < a, |yj+1 — y;| < aforanyj € [1,: — 1], and

Varfy:] + > Varly; |y, 2,y — 1] < by,
=2

where Vaf-] denotes the variance of a random variable. Then, for

any\ > 0,
)\2
Pr{y; — Ely:] > A} < A —
=Bl 2 ) < o (- o)

E. PROOFS

Proof of Lenmaf@ Let s’ (v;,v;) be the probability thatV; and
W; meet. Ifv; = v;, thens’(vi, v;) = 1, sinceW; andW; always
meet at the first step. Suppose that# v;. Then,s’(v;,v;) is
the probability thati?; and W; meet at or after the second step.
Assume without loss of generality that the second step¥’ond
W, arev, andv,, respectively. By definitions’ (v, ve) equals the
probability thatl?/; andWW; meet at or aftep;, andv,. Taking into
account all possible second stepd®Bf andWW;, we have

Ve o e

s (vi,v;) = Z : : - 8" (vg, )
ok Lo e I(uy) [T(vi)| |1 (vy)]
C /
= S (Vk,V¢).
T T 2 (ve, ve)

v €I(vq),vp€1(vy)

As such,s’(v;, v;) have the same definition agv;, v;) (see Equa-
tion (T)), which indicates that (v, v;) = s(vs, v;). O
Proof of Lemmaldl First, we define the following events:
e E(vi,v;) : Two /c-walks starting fromw; andv;, respec-
tively, meet each other.
o L(vi,v;,vx,¢) : Two /c-walks starting fromw; andv;, re-
spectivelylast meeeach other at thé-th step at.

As we discuss in Sectidn 4.2, two different eveh(;, v;, vy, £)
and L(v;, v;, vy, £") are mutually exclusive whenevey, # vj, or
¢ # ¢'. Therefore,

+oo n

Pr{E(vi,v;)} = > > Pr{L(vi,v;,vx,0)}

£=0 k=1
Observe that the probability df(v;, v;, v, £) can be computed
by multiplying the following two probabilities:

1. The probability that twg/c-walks W; and W; from v; and
vj, respectively, meet at, at step.

2. Given thatW; andW; meet atv;, step?, the probability that
they do not meet at stegst 1,4+ 2, . . ..

The first probability equala® (v;, v ) - b (v, vx ). Meanwhile,
since the(z + 1)-th step of any/c-walk depends only on its-th

step, the second probability should equal the probabitit two
vc-walks fromwvg, never meet after thé-th step, which in turn
equalsd. Hence, we have

+oco n

s(vi,05) = Pr{E(vi,v5)} = > > " Pr{L(v, v5, v8,0)}
£=0 k=1
400 n
=33 (WO i) - di - O (w5, 00)),
=0 k=1
which completes the proof. O
Proof of Lemma[E Let R = \/c - P, and R’ be thel-th power of
R. We have
1 ifi=k
R°(k,i) = :
(k. 9) {0 otherwise

Hence,R° (k, i) = h(¥) (v;, v;,) for all v; andvy,. Assume that for a
certain/, we haveRr’(k, i) = h'“) (v;, vy,) for all v; andvy. Then,

R (k, ) = (\/E P Rf) (k,4)

=3 (Ve P(k.d) - R'G.1)

j=1

= < I\/E . h(e) (Ui,’l)j)>
each out-neighbow ; of vy, | ('U] )|

= h(ul)(vi, ’Uk).

Therefore,R¢(k,i) = h'”) (v;, vy, for all v;, vi, and’.
Let D be then x n diagonal matrix whosg-th diagonal element
is di.. Then, Equatior{13) can be written as:

S = :i:: ((R[)T DRZ)

By multiplying RT and R on the left and right, respectively, on
both side of the equation, we have

S=R'SR+D=cP"SP+D.

This indicates thatD is a diagonal correction matrix. Since the
diagonal correction matrix is uniquie [24], we habbe= D. O

Proof of Lemmald By the Chernoff Bound in Lemniall3,
2
Pr{ an(e/c) )
zefc+2pu
2e/c+2 2
=92 _ 377 " og =
o (- e 7)
= 6d

cnt

- u’ > s/c} < 2exp (—

Ny

Therefore,|d, — di| = c- |2 — u| < e with at leastl — 4,
probability. O

Proof of Lemma [  According to Algorithm[2, for all
RO (v;,v;) € H(vi), we have

0 < 19 (vi,v5) < B (vi,v5).



Then, for each node; and each step,

S B ) < 3 WO 0) = V&

v €V v €V
Therefore, there are at mogt/c)‘/6 nodes v; such that
R4 (v;,v;) € H(vi). Therefore, the size dff (v;) is

+oo Y4
) < 3 YL~ o)

£=0

Let d be the average out-degree of the Since a local update is
performed on each enti/*) (v;, v;) € H(v;), the running time of
the algorithm isO(dn/6) = O(m/6).

Lete, be the upper bound ¢h (v, v;) — h® (vl, v;)| for all

nodesy; andv; at stepd. When? = 0, we havesg < (‘/\/__)
4
Assume that, < 1-W9 (vVe) 0 holds for a certaid. Then,
1—ye
_ 041
crr1 <Ve-e+0= %9.
Thus, the lemma is proved. O

Proof of Lemma Given that ‘Jk—dk‘ < g4 and

—&{ < B (vg, v2) — W (vg, v2) < 0 for anyk, z, ¢, we have

RO (i, 0p) - d - R (u o) = b0 (i, k) - dic - b (v, 04)
< B (v, 0x) - die - B9 (05, 08) — B (vi,v1) - d, - B (v, 0k
< hO(vi,vp) - ea- h( (v, vk).
Therefore,
+oco n
§(viyv5) = s(viyv;) < DD R (visvr) - ea - B (v5,00)
0=0 k=1
= ¢ 0 Ed
§Z€d'(\/5) (We) = 1—¢
£=0
Meanwhile,

W (vi, vk) - di - B (v, 00) — RO (i, 00) - d - B (05, 08)
< h(l)(vi, vg) - dp - h(l)(vj V)

- (h(z)(vi,vk) — EEL)) (dy —€a) - (h(z)("’jvvk) - 5%))
= (h(‘z)(vi7 V) — ng)) €d- (h(l) (v, 0k) — £ ))

el di (KO ) = o) +ea- el O (i)

Hence,

S(vivvj) _§(Ui7vj)

= ZZ < (h( ) (vi, V&) — Ez(f)) "E€d - (h(l)(%vk) —Ez(f))
=0 k=1

n sgf) d, - (h(l)(vjﬂ}k) _ 5%)) teg- ng) . h(é)(vi7vk)>

<z( (V) 206 (Ve))

~ cl e
> (Ve =)

This completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[dl By Lemmd, for allk, x, [,

RS VO ICY

T h(l)(vkwm) <0.

Uk, V) —

Then,

+oo
BRG)
> (Vo)

S (e L)
H(m 1_\59)
€d 2\/5

—c T aou-vo"

By Lemmd},’cik — dk‘ < g4 holds with at least — §, probability.
Sincedy < §/n, with at leastl — ¢ probability,

‘Jk —dk’ < eq,forallk

Therefore, By LemmBl§5(v;, v;) — s(vs, v;)| < e holds with at

leastl — ¢ probability. O
s » 14 4
Proof of Lemmal@ Lete* = eq4/c. Thenn, = glog 5
d
2ut + 2
ny = Lf’s log ; andu™ = i+ +/fie*. In the second part
e* d
of the sampling procedure, if* > u, then by Lemm&4,
* _*2
* n,.&
Pr{|g — p| > <2 -
i =l > e < 20 (-5 )
* 2
:2exp<— K +23E 4) S(S_d.
2u+ 3¢ 0d 2

We differentiate two casegi > 2™ andyu < 2¢*. Assume that

u > 2e*. Then,

. ne (p1/2)? nrp
Pr{j < p/2} < EELLAVLTL N _
r{ufu/},exp< 2+ 2o P ~5573
Uiog L .2 5
3e 54 d
< 2 2% ) _ ¢
—eXp< 28/3 4

Then, givery > 2 andj > /2 > ¢,
Pr{p > i+ +/fie*}
nyj1e” nyfie
S exp <_7A> S exp <_f>
2+ % fle* 4+ %u
* 14 10 i . E*
=exp | — fire = exp _3em 85 F < 5—d
14/3 14/3 -4
Therefore, ;i is estimated with at most™ error with at least

1— (3424 2)=1- 4 probability.
Now consider thats < 2¢*. We have

nr€*2
21+ %5*

14 4
= log — -
= 2exp <_%

Pr{lu— | > "} < 2exp (—

nrg*Z
4e* 4 %6*

< 2exp (—



If i < e, theny is estimated with at most" error with at least
1 — d4/2 probability. On the other hand, ji > ¢* ,then with at
leastl — §4/2 probability,

p< p+et <4/ fie*.
Therefore, p is estimated with at most™ error with at least
1— (% + %) = 1— &y probability.
In summary, with at least — 64 probability, i is estimated with
atmost™ = e4/c error, in which casé), is estimated with at most

€4 €ITOr. 0
i . 14 4
Proof of Lemmal[l0 Lete* = g4/c. Then,n, = glog 5
d
2 * 2 %
ny = L23Elog ; andp™ = i+ +/pe*. By LemmaT#,
e* d
foranyk > 1,

Pr{k~(u+s*)§ﬂ— S(k+1)-(u+e*)}

o F o (ute)n
p( 20+ 3 (u+6))
(p+e")

2 *\2 k
Kelpre ) —on(—klog =) < (2
Sk (ue) 5.) = \a

S exp <— 8

Then, we have the following upper bound on the expectatigit of

<Pr{i—p>k(p+e)}<e

E[i] < (2u+e) - Pr{g < 2u+e” }+Zw

4k
k=1
(k * 2 16e*
<op+et +Z + )4(5-6—8) _ 5#—; 6e

k=1

Hence, we have the following upper bound on the the expected

number of,/c-walk pairs needed:

2-E[p*] + 2¢&*
;{bg;—k%log%
o 1ogi 2-E[ﬂ+(ﬂ+6*)]+§s*logi
- 3e* 04 g*2 04
Ed

O<M+ logi>
Ed 5d

Let ¢; be the length of the shorter one of théh pair of \/c-walks.
Thent; is identically geometrically distributed with successlmeo

Thelower bound theorerm [[7] shows that the expected number of
samples taken byl is

max{p. (1 — pz), Ap=}t, 1
Q( N2 log 5 )

Observe that i\ = ¢/u., then A" ensures at most additive
error. In that case, ift < 0.5, the expected number of samples

taken by A* is
o (maxlpe( o) Misy 1Y ) (maxfpeec}y 1
2 1) g? 0

222

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemmal12 For given/ andt, consider two random walks
W, andWs, such thai¥ starts fromw; at time0, while W5 starts
atv; attimel —t. Consider the probability th&; and1¥> meet at

time ¢ and do not meet again, denoted/ﬁﬁf(vj). Then, we have
o 5 (v) = hO (v, vy) - dy, and

ﬁ5t+1)( J) |IE/_)| Zukel(u]) pét)( )

Observe that, in Algorithil6, if we ignore the thresholdimgpeox-
imation and the errors ih*) (v;, v ), then the algorithm exactly
corresponds to the iterative process defined by the abowatiens.
Moreover, ﬁy)( ;) is the probability that two random walké’;
andWW, starting at; andv; together meet each other aftesteps,
for the last time, which exactly equals.y_, h*) (v;, vg) - di -
h® (vj,vy). Therefore,

Z 50 (o

Now, we consider the error in eagéfl;\t) (v5)- Lete[) be the error
at thet-th step. Then,

s(vs, vj)

0
16” (ox) -
° EEHU <. - Ey) + \/Eeﬂ
By solving the inequality, we get

22f
\[

o Fort=0,¢" =

0
0 ¢ 1—4/c
P < eea+ 0

0
e <ceqgt+ ———

bility 1 — v/c. Then the upper bound on the expected running time Therefore, the total error of the algorlthm is

of the algorithm is given by
o . W+ €ea 1
E 4] = E[ny] -El4;] = 2T 2 0e —
(3 ¢] =Bin?] -Eft] 0(53 %@)

O

Proof of Lemma[Ill The .4* be the algorithmA defined in the
end of Section 5.1, except that it returns an estimatiomwith a
relative error guarantee, i.e., with at lesat ¢ probability,

(I=XN)puz < iz <(A+N)-p

+o0o %4
¢ 2 -2/c €d 2,/¢
ceqgt+——0 )| = + 0 <e
;( 1—/e T—c (1-00-0

For eacly andt, the calculation oﬁfﬁl) requires at mosp(m)
times (i.e., scanning all the edges in the worst case). Sithen-
tries in H (v;) are greater thaf, ¢ is at mostlog % Therefore, the
total running time of the algorithm if bounded by

=0 <mlog2 %) .

log(1/6)

of > ¢m
£=0
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