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Theory and PracticeofTriangleProblems

in Very Large(Sparse(Power-Law))Graphs

M atthieu Latapy�

A bstract

Finding, counting and/or listing triangles (three vertices with three edges) in large graphs are

naturalfundam entalproblem s,which received recently m uch attention becauseoftheirim portancein

com plex network analysis.W e provideherea detailed stateofthe arton these problem s,in a uni�ed

way. W e note that,untilnow,authorspaid surprisingly little attention to space com plexity,despite

itsboth fundam entaland practicalinterest.W e givethe spacecom plexitiesofknown algorithm sand

discuss their im plications. Then we propose im provem ents ofa known algorithm ,as wellas a new

algorithm ,which aretim e optim alfortrianglelisting and beatspreviousalgorithm sconcerning space

com plexity.They havethe additionaladvantageofperform ing betteron power-law graphs,which we

also study. W e �nally show with an experim entalstudy thatthese two algorithm sperform very well

in practice,allowing to handlecasesthatwerepreviously outofreach.

1 Introduction.

A triangle in an undirected graph isa setofthree verticessuch thateach possibleedge between them is

presentin thegraph.Following classicalconventions,wecall�nding,countingand listingtheproblem sof

deciding ifa given graph containsany triangle,counting thenum beroftrianglesin thegraph,and listing

allofthem ,respectively. W e m oreover callpseudo-listing the problem ofcounting for each vertex the

num beroftrianglesto which itbelongs.W e referto allthese problem sasa wholeby triangle problem s.

Triangleproblem sm ay beconsidered asclassical,naturaland fundam entalalgorithm icquestions,and

have been studied assuch [23,14,2,3,32,33].

M oreover,they gained recently m uch practicalim portancesincethey arecentralin so-called com plex

network analysis,seeforinstance[35,13,1,19].First,they areinvolved in thecom putation ofoneofthe

m ain statisticalproperty used to describelarge graphsm etin practice,nam ely the clustering coe� cient

[35].Theclusteringcoe� cientofavertex v (ofdegreeatleast2)istheprobability thatany tworandom ly

chosen neighborsofv arelinked together.Itiscom puted by dividingthenum beroftrianglescontaining v

by thenum berofpossibleedgesbetween itsneighbors,i.e.
�
d(v)

2

�
ifd(v)denotesthenum berofneighbors

ofv. O ne m ay then de� ne the clustering coe� cient ofthe whole graph asthe average ofthisvalue for

allthe vertices (ofdegree atleast2). Likewise,the transitivity ratio1 [21,20]isde� ned as
3� N�
N
_

where

N � denotesthe num beroftriangles in the graph and N _ denotesthe num berofconnected triples,i.e.

setsofthree verticeswith atleasttwo edges,in thegraph.

In the context of com plex network analysis, triangles also play a key role in the study of m otif

occurrences,i.e.thepresenceofspecial(sm all)subgraphsin given (large)graphs.Thishasbeen studied

in particularin protein interaction networks,wheresom e m otifsm ay correspond to biologicalfunctions,

see forinstance [28,36].Trianglesoften arebuilding blocksofthese m otifs.

�

LIAFA,CNRS and Universit�e Paris7,2 place Jussieu,75005 Paris,France.latapy@ liafa.jussieu.fr
1
Even though som e authors m ake no distinction between the two notions,they are di�erent,see for instance [12,31].

Both have theirown advantagesand drawbacks,butdiscussing thisisoutofthe scope ofthiscontribution.
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Finally, triangle � nding,counting, pseudo-listing and/or listing appear as key issues both from a

fundam entalpoint of view and for practicalpurpose. The aim of this contribution is to review the

algorithm sproposed untilnow forsolvingtheseproblem swith both afundam entalperspective(wediscuss

asym ptoticcom plexitiesand givedetailed proofs)and a practicalone(wediscussspacerequirem entsand

graph encoding,and we evaluate algorithm swith som e experim ents).

W e note that, untilnow,authors paid surprisingly little attention to space requirem ents oftheir

algorithm sfortriangleproblem s;thishoweverisan im portantlim itation in practice,and thisalsoinduces

interesting theoreticalquestions.W ewillthereforediscussthis(allspacecom plexity resultsstated in this

paperare new,though very sim plein m ostcases),and we willproposespace-e� cientalgorithm s.

The paper is organised as follows. After a few prelim inaries (Section 2),we begin with results on

� nding,counting and pseudo-listing problem s,between which basically no di� erence in com plexity is

known (Section 3). Then we turn to the harder problem of triangle listing, in Section 4. In these

partsofthepaper,wedealwith both thegeneralcase(no assum ption ism adeon thegraph)and on the

im portantcasewherethegraph issparse.M any very largegraphsm etin practicealsohaveheterogeneous

degrees;wefocuson thiscasein Section 5.Finally,wepresentexperim entalevaluationsin Section 6.W e

sum m arisethecurrentstate oftheartand we pointoutthem ain perspectivesin Section 7.

2 Prelim inaries.

Throughoutthepaper,weconsideran undirected2 graph G = (V;E )with n = jV jverticesand m = jE j

edges.W e supposethatG issim ple((v;v)62 E forallv,and thereisno m ultipleedge).W e also assum e

thatm 2 
 (n);thisisa classicalconvention which playsno rolein ouralgorithm sbutm akescom plexity

form ulae sim pler. W e denote by N (v) = fu 2 V; (v;u) 2 E g the neighborhood ofv 2 V and by

d(v)= jN (v)jitsdegree.W e also denote by dm ax them axim aldegree in G :dm ax = m axvfd(v)g.

Before entering in thecore ofthispaper,we need to discussa few issuesthatwillplay an im portant

rolein thefollowing.They arenecessary to m akethediscussion allalong thepaperpreciseand rigorous.

G raph encodings.

Firstnote thatwe willalwayssupposethatthe graph isstored in centralm em ory3.Thereare basically

two waysto do this:

� G m ay be encoded by itsadjacency m atrix A de� ned by Aij = 1 if(i;j)2 E ,A ij = 0 else. This

hasa � (n2)space cost. Since m m ay be up to � (n2),thisrepresentation isspace optim alin this

case (butitisnotassoon asthegraph issparse,i.e.m 2 o(n2)),and m akesitpossibleto testthe

presenceofany edgein � (1).Notehoweverthatonecannotrun through N (v)in O (d(v))tim ewith

such a representation: one needs� (n)tim e. Since d(v)m ay be up to � (n),thisisnota problem

in the generalcase.

� G m ay be encoded by a sim ple com pact representation: for each vertex v we can access the set

ofits neighbors N (v) and its degree d(v) in � (1) tim e and space cost. The set N (v) usually is

encoded using a linked listoran array,in orderto be able to run through itin � (d(v))tim e and

� (1) space. It m ay m oreover be sorted (an order on the vertices is supposed to be given). This

representation has the advantage ofbeing space e� cient: it needs only � (m ) space. However,

testing the presence ofthe edge (u;v)isin � (d(v)) tim e (O (log(d(v))) ifN (v)isa sorted array).

W e callany representation having thesepropertiesa sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG .

2
i.e.we m ake no di�erence between (u;v)and (v;u)in V � V .

3
Approachesnotrequiring this,based on stream ing algorithm s for instance [22,4,24],orvarious m ethodsto com press

the graph [8,9],also exist.Thisishoweveroutofthe scope ofthispaper.
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Since the basic operations ofsuch representations do nothave the sam e com plexity,they m ay play

a key role in algorithm s using them . W e willsee that this is indeed the case in our context. W e

notem oreoverthat,in thecontextoflargegraph m anipulation,theadjacency m atrix often isuntractable

becauseofitsspacerequirem ents.Thisiswhy onegenerally uses(sorted)sim plecom pactrepresentations

in practice.

O ne m ay easily convertany sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG into itsadjacency array representa-

tion,in tim e � (m ) using � (n) additionalspace (it su� ces to transform iteratively each set N (v) and

to free the m em ory used by the previous representation at each step). M oreover,once the adjacency

array representation ofG isavailable,one m ay com pute itssorted version in � (
P

vd(v)� log(d(v))) �

O (
P

vd(v)� log(n)) = O (m � log(n)) tim e and � (1) additionalspace. O ne m ay therefore intuitively

m ake no di� erence between any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG and itssorted adjacency array rep-

resentation,aslong asthe overallalgorithm com plexity isin 
 (m � log(n))tim e and 
 (n)space.

O ne m ay also obtain a sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG from itsadjacency m atrix in tim e � (n2)

and additionalspace � (n) (provided that one does not need the m atrix anym ore,else it costs � (m )).

Thiscost is notneglectible in m ost cases,and thuswe willsuppose that algorithm s thatneed the two

representationsreceive them both asinputs.

Finally,note that one m ay use m ore subtle structures to encode the sets N (v) for allv. Balanced

treesand hashtablesare them ostclassicalones.Since wefocuson worstcase analysis(see below),such

encodings have no im pact on our results,and so we m ake no di� erence between them and any other

sim plecom pactrepresentation.

(A dditional) Space com plexity.

Asexplained above,storingthegraph itselfgenerally isin � (n2)or� (m )spacecom plexity.M oreover,the

spacerequirem entsofthealgorithm swewillstudy are,in m ostcases,lowerthan thespacerequirem ents

ofthe graph storing. Therefore,their space com plexity is the one ofthe chosen graph representation,

which m akeslittle sense.

However,lim iting thespaceneeded by thealgorithm in addition to theoneneeded to storethegraph

often is a key issue in practice: current m ain lim itation in triangle problem s on real-world com plex

networksisspace requirem ents.W e illustrate thisin Section 6.

For these reasons, the space com plexities we discuss concern the additionalspace needed by the

algorithm ,i.e.notincluding thegraph storage.Aswewillsee,thisnotion m akesa signi� cantdi� erence

between variousalgorithm s,and thereforealso hasa fundam entalinterest.

Likewise,and following classicalconventions,we do not include the size ofthe outputin ourspace

com plexities. O therwise,triangle listing would need 
 (n3) space in the worst case,and pseudo-listing

would need 
 (n)space,which bringslittle inform ation,ifany.

W orst case com plexity,and graph fam ilies.

Allthe com plexities we discuss in this paper are worst case com plexities, in the sense that they are

boundsforthe tim e and space needsofthe algorithm s,on any input. In m ostcases,these boundsare

tight(leading to theuseofthe� ()notation,seeforinstance[17]forde� nitions).In otherwords,wesay

thatan algorithm isin � (f(n))ifthereexistsan instanceoftheinputsuch thatthealgorithm runswith

this com plexity (even ifsom e instances induce lower com plexity). In severalcase,however,the worst

case com plexity actually isthe com plexity forany input(in the case ofTheorem 4,forinstance,and for

m ostspace com plexities).

Itwould also beofhigh interestto study theexpected behavioroftrianglealgorithm s,in addition to

theworstcaseone.Thishasbeen donein som ecases;forinstance,itisproved in [23]thatvertex-iterator

(see Section 4.1)hasexpected tim e com plexity in O (n
5

3). O btaining such resultshowever often isvery

di� cult,and theirrelevanceforpracticalpurposeisnotalwaysclear:thechoiceofam odelfortheaverage

3



inputisa di� culttask (in ourcontext,random graphswould bean unsatisfactory choice[13,1,35]).W e

therefore focuson worstcase analysis,which hasthe advantage ofgiving guaranteeson the behaviorsof

algorithm s,on any input.

Anotherinteresting approach isto study (worstcase)com plexitieson given graph fam ilies.Thishas

already been doneon variouscases,them ostim portantonesprobablybeingthesparsegraphs,i.e.graphs

in which m is in o(n2). This is m otivated by the fact that m ost real-world com plex networks lead to

such graphs,seeforinstance[13,1,35].In general,itiseven assum ed thatm isin O (n).Recentstudies

howevershow that,despitethefactthatm issm allcom pared to n2,itm ay bein !(n)[27,30,26].O ther

classesofgraphshave been considered,like forinstance planargraphs:itisshown in [23]thatone m ay

decide ifany planargraph containsa triangle in O (n)tim e.

W e do not detailallthese results here. Since we are particularily interested in real-world com plex

networks,wepresentin detailtheresultsconcerning sparsegraphsallalong thepaper.W ealso introduce

new results on power-law graphs(Section 5),which capture an im portantproperty m etin practice. A

survey on availableresultson speci� cclassesofgraphsrem ainsto bedone,and isoutofthescopeofthis

paper.

3 T he fastest algorithm s for �nding,counting,and pseudo-listing.

Thefastestalgorithm known forpseudo-listing relieson fastm atrix product[23,2,3,16].Indeed,ifone

considerstheadjacency m atrix A ofG then thevalueA 3
vv on thediagonalofA

3 isnothing buttwicethe

num beroftrianglesto which v belongs,forany v.Finding,counting and pseudo-listing triangleproblem s

can therefore be solved in O (n!)tim e,where ! < 2:376 isthe fastm atrix productexponent[16]. This

was� rstnoticed in 1978 [23],and currently no fasteralgorithm isknown forany oftheseproblem sin the

generalcase,even fortriangle� nding (butthisisno longertruewhen thegraph issparse,seeTheorem 2

below).

Thisapproach naturallyneedsthegraph tobegiven byitsadjacencym atrixrepresentation.M oreover,

itm akesitnecessary tocom puteand storethem atrix A 2,leadingtoa� (n2)spacecom plexity in addition

to the adjacency m atrix storage.

T heorem 1 ([23,16]) Given the adjacency m atrix representation ofG ,itis possible to solve triangle

�nding,counting and pseudo-listing in O (n!)� O (n2:376)tim e and � (n2)space on G using fastm atrix

product.

Thistim e com plexity isthe currentstate ofourknowledge,aslong asone m akesno assum ption on

G .Note thatno lowerbound isknown forthiscom plexity;thereforefasteralgorithm sm ay bedesigned.

Aswewillsee,thereexists(slower)algorithm swith lowerspacecom plexity fortheseproblem s.Som e

of these algorithm s only need a sim ple com pact representation of G . They are derived from listing

algorithm s,which wepresentin Section 4.

O ne can design faster algorithm s ifG is sparse. In [23],it was � rst proved that triangle � nding,

counting,pseudo-listing and listing4 can be solved in � (m
3

2) tim e and � (m ) space. This result has

been im proved in [14]using a property ofthe graph (nam ely arboricity)butthe worstcase com plexites

were unchanged. No better result was known until1995 [3,2],where the authors prove Theorem 2

below 5,which constitutes a signi� cant im provem ent although itrelies on very sim ple ideas. W e detail

theproofand givea slightly di� erentversion,which willbeusefulin thefollowing (sim ilarideasareused

in Section 4.3,and thisproofperm itsa straightforward extension ofthistheorem in Section 5).

4
The originalresults actually concern triangle �nding but they can easily be extended to counting,pseudo-listing and

listing atno cost;we presentsuch an extension in Section 4,Algorithm 4 (tree-listing).
5
Again,the originalresults concerned triangle �nding,but m ay easily be extended to pseudo-listing,see Algorithm 1
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Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,itsadjacency m atrix A,and an integerK

Output: T such thatT[v]isthe num beroftrianglesin G containing v

1.initialise T[v]to 0 forallv

2.foreach vertex v with d(v)� K :

2a.foreach pairfu;wg ofneighborsofv:

2aa.ifA[u;w]then:

2aaa.increm entT[v]

2aab.ifd(u)> K and d(w)> K then increm entT[u]and T[w]

2aac.else ifd(u)> K and u > v then increm entT[u]

2aad.else ifd(w)> K and w > v then increm entT[w]

3.letG 0bethe subgraph ofG induced by fv; d(v)> K g

4.constructtheadjacency m atrix A 0ofG 0

5.com pute A 03 using fastm atrix product

6.foreach vertex v with d(v)> K :

6a.add to T[v]halfthe value in A 03
vv

Algorithm 1:{ ayz-pseudo-listing.Countsfor allv the trianglesin G containing v [3,2].

T heorem 2 ([3,2]) Given any sim ple com pact representation of G and its adjacency m atrix, it is

possible to solve triangle �nding, counting and pseudo-listing on G in O (m
2�!

! + 1) � O (m 1:41) tim e and

�

�

m
4

! + 1

�

� O (m 1:185)space;Algorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing) achievesthisifone takesK 2 � (m
! �1

! + 1).

Proof: Letus� rstshow thatAlgorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing)solvespseudo-listing (and thuscounting

and � nding).Considera trianglein G thatcontainsa vertex with degreeatm ostK ;then itisdiscovered

in lines2a and 2aa.Lines2aaa to 2aad ensurethatitiscounted exactly onceforeach vertex itcountains.

Considernow the trianglesin which allthe verticeshave degree largerthan K .Each ofthem inducesa

triangle in G 0,and G 0containsno othertriangle. These trianglesare counted using the m atrix product

approach (lines5,6 and 6a),and � nally allthe trianglesin G are counted foreach vertex.

Letusnow study thetim ecom plexity ofAlgorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing)in function ofK .Foreach

vertex v with d(v) � K ,one counts the num ber oftriangles containing v in � (d(v)2) � O (d(v)� K )

thanksto thesim plecom pactrepresentation ofG .Ifwesum overalltheverticesin thegraph thisleads

to a tim e com plexity in O (m :K ) for lines 2 to 2aad. Now notice that there cannot be m ore than 2� m

K

vertices v with d(v) > K . Line 4 constructs (in O
�
m + (m

K
)2
�
tim e,which plays no role in the global

com plexity)the adjacency m atrix ofthe subgraph G 0ofG induced by these vertices. Using fastm atrix

product,line 5 com putes the num ber oftriangles for each vertex in G 0 in tim e O
��

m

K

�!�
. Finally,we

obtain theoveralltim e com plexity ofthealgorithm :O
�
m :K +

�
m

K

�!�
.

In orderto m inim ize this,onehasto search fora value ofK such thatm � K 2 � ((m
K
)!).Thisleads

to K 2 � (m
! �1

! + 1),which givestheannounced tim e com plexity.

Concerning spacecom plexity,thekey pointisthatonehasto constructA 0,A 02 and A 03.Them atrix

A 0 m ay contain 2� m

K
vertices,leading to a �

��
m

K

�2
�

= �

�

m
2�(1� ! �1

! + 1
)
�

= �

�

m
4

! + 1

�

space com plexity.

�

Note that one m ay also use sparse m atrix product algorithm s,see for instance [38]. However,the

m atrix A 2 m ay not be sparse (in particular ifthere are vertices with large degrees,which is often the

(ayz-pseudo-listing),and listing,see Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing). This was �rst proposed in [32,33]. These algorithm s have

also been generalized to longercyclesin [37]butthisisoutofthe scope ofthispaper.
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casein practiceasdiscussed in Section 5).Butalgorithm sm ay takebene� tfrom thefactthatoneofthe

two m atricesinvolved in a productissparse,and there also existsalgorithm sforproductsofm ore than

two sparsem atrices.Theseapproacheslead to algorithm swhosee� ciency dependson theexactrelation

between m and n:itdependson therelation between n and m which algorithm isthefastest.Discussing

thisfurthertherefore isquitecom plex,and itisoutofthescope ofthispaper.

In conclusion,despite the factthatthe algorithm spresented in thissection are asym ptotically very

fast,they have two im portantlim itations. First,they have a prohibitive space cost,since the m atrices

involved in thecom putation (in addition to theadjacency m atrix,butitisconsidered astheencoding of

G itself)m ay need � (n2)space.M oreover,thefastm atrix productalgorithm sarequiteintricate,which

leads to di� cultim plem entations with high risksoferrors. Thisalso leads to large constant factors in

the com plexities,which have no im portance at the asym ptotic lim it but m ay play a signi� cant role in

practice.

Forthesereasons,and despitethefactthatthey clearly areofprim etheoreticalim portance,theseal-

gorithm shavelim ited practicalim pact.Instead,onegenerally usesoneofthelistingalgorithm s(adapted

accordingly)thatwe detailnow.

4 T im e-optim allisting algorithm s.

Firstnoticethattherem ay be
�
n

3

�
2 � (n3)trianglesin G .Likewise,therem ay be� (m

3

2)triangles,since

G m ay be a clique of
p
m vertices (thuscontaining

�p
m

3

�
2 � (m

3

2)triangles). Thisgives the following

lowerboundsforthetim e com plexity ofany triangle listing algorithm .

Lem m a 3 ([23,32,33]) Listing alltrianglesin G isin 
 (n3)and 
 (m
3

2)tim e.

In thissection,we � rstobserve thatthe tim e com plexity � (n3)can easily be reached (Section 4.1).

However,� (m
3

2) is m uch better in the case ofsparse graphs. W e presentm ore subtle algorithm s that

reach this bound (Section 4.2). Again,space com plexity is a key issue,and we discuss this for each

algorithm . W e willsee thatalgorithm sproposed untilnow eitherrely on the use ofadjacency m atrices

and/or have a 
 (m ) space com plexity. W e im prove this by proposing algorithm s that reach a � (n)

space com plexity,while needing only a sim ple com pact representation ofG ,and stillin � (m
3

2) tim e

(Section 4.3).

4.1 B asic algorithm s.

O ne m ay trivially obtain a listing algorithm in � (n3)(optim al) tim e with the m atrix representation of

G by testing in � (1)tim eany possibletripleofvertices.M oreover,thisalgorithm hastheoptim alspace

com plexity � (1).

T heorem 4 ([32,33]and folklore) Given the adjacency m atrix representation ofG ,itis possible to

solve triangle listing in � (n3)tim e and � (1)space using the directtesting ofevery triple ofvertices.

Thisapproach howeverhasseveredrawbacks.First,itneedstheadjacency m atrix ofG .M oreim por-

tantly,itscom plexity doesnotdepend on theactualpropertiesofG ;italwaysneeds� (n3)com putation

steps even ifthe graph contains very few edges. It m usthowever be clear that,ifalm ost alltriples of

verticesform a triangle,no betterasym ptoticbound can beattained,and thesim plicity ofthisalgorithm

m akesitvery e� cientin these cases.

In orderto obtain fasteralgorithm son sparsegraphs,whilekeeping theim plem entation very sim ple,

one often uses the following algorithm s. The � rst one,introduced in [23]and called vertex-iterator in

6



[32,33],consistsin iteratingAlgorithm 2(vertex-listing)on each vertex ofG .Thesecond one,which seem s

to bethem ostwidely used algorithm 6,consistsin iterating Algorithm 3 (edge-listing)overeach edgein

G .Itwasalso � rstintroduced in [23],and discussed in [32,33]wherethe authorscallitedge-iterator.

Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,itsadjacency m atrix A,and a vertex v

Output: allthe trianglesto which v belongs

1.foreach pairfu;wg ofneighborsofv:

1a.ifA uw = 1 then outputtriangle fu;v;wg

Algorithm 2:{ vertex-listing. Listsallthe trianglescontaining a given vertex [23].

Input: any sorted sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,and an edge (u;v)ofG

Output: allthe trianglesin G containing (u;v)

1.foreach w in N (u)\ N (v):

1a.outputtriangle fu;v;wg

Algorithm 3:{ edge-listing. Listsallthe triangles containing a given edge [23].

T heorem 5 ([23,32,33]) Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG and its adjacency m atrix,it

ispossible to listallitstrianglesin �
�P

vd(v)
2
�
,� (m � dm ax),� (m � n),and � (n3)tim e and � (1)space;

vertex-iterator achievesthis.

Proof: The fact that Algorithm 2 (vertex-listing) list allthe triangles to which a vertex v belongs is

straightforward.Then,iteratingoverallverticesgivesthreetim eseach triangle;ifonewantseach triangle

only once itissu� cientto restrictthe outputoftrianglesto the onesforwhich �(w)> �(v)> �(u),for

any injective num bering �()ofthe vertices.

Thanks to the sim ple com pact representation ofG ,the pairs ofneighbors ofv m ay be com puted

in � (d(v)2) tim e and � (1) space (this would be im possible with the adjacency m atrix only). Thanks

to the adjacency m atrix,the test in line 1a m ay be processed in � (1) tim e and space (this would be

im possible with the sim ple com pact representaton only). The tim e com plexity ofAlgorithm 2 (vertex-

listing)therefore isin � (d(v)2)tim e and � (1)space.The� (
P

v
d(v)2)tim e and � (1)space com plexity

ofthe overallalgorithm follows. M oreover,we have � (
P

v
d(v)2)� O (

P

v
d(v)� dm ax)= O (m � dm ax)�

O (m � n)� O (n3),and allthesecom plexity m ay beattained in theworstcase(cliqueofn vertices),hence

the results. �

T heorem 6 ([23,32,33]and folklore) Given any sorted sim ple com pact representation ofG , it is

possible to listallitstrianglesin � (m � dm ax),� (m � n)and � (n3)tim e and � (1)space;Theedge-iterator

algorithm achievesthis.

Proof: Thecorrectnessofthealgorithm isim m ediate.O nem ay proceed like in theproofofTheorem 5

to obtain each triangle only once.

Each edge(u;v)istreated in tim e� (d(u)+ d(v))(becauseN (u)and N (v)aresorted)and � (1)space.

W e have d(u)+ d(v)2 � (dm ax),therefore the overallcom plexity isin O (m � dm ax)� O (m � n)� O (n3).

In theworstcase (clique ofn vertices)allthese com plexity are tight. �

6
Itisforinstance im plem ented in the widely used com plex network analysissoftware Pajek [7,6,5].
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Firstnote7 thatthesealgorithm sareoptim alin theworstcase,justlikethedirectm ethod (Lem m a 3

and Theorem 4).However,there are m uch m ore e� cienton sparse graphs,in particularifthe m axim al

degree islow [7],since they both are in � (m � dm ax)tim e. Ifthe m axim aldegree isa constant,vertex-

iterator even isin � (n)tim e.M oreover,both algorithm sonly need � (1)space,which m akesthem very

interesting from this perspective (we willsee that there is no known faster algorithm with this space

requirem ent).

However,vertex-iterator has a severe drawback: it needs the adjacency m atrix ofG and a sim ple

com pactrepresentation.Instead,edge-iteratoronly needsa sorted sim plecom pactrepresentation,which

isoften available in practice8.M oreover,edge-iteratorrunsin � (1)space,which m akesitvery com pact.

Because ofthese two reasons,and because ofitssim plicity,itiswidely used in practice.

Theperform anceofthesealgorithm showeverarequitepoorwhen them axim aldegreeisunbounded,

and in particularifitgrowsliken.They m ay even beasym ptotically sub-optim alon sparsegraphsand/or

on graphswith som e vertices ofhigh degree,which often appearin practice (we discussthisfurtherin

Section 5). Itishowever possible to design tim e-optim allisting algorithm sforsparse graphs,which we

detailnow.

4.2 T im e-optim allisting algorithm s for sparse graphs.

Severalalgorithm s have been proposed that reach the � (m
3

2) bound ofLem m a 3,and thus are tim e

optim alon sparsegraphs(notethatthisisalso optim alfordensegraphs,butwehaveseen in Section 4.1

m uch sim pleralgorithm sforthese cases).Back in 1978,an algorithm wasproposed to �nd a triangle in

� (m
3

2)tim eand � (m )space[23].Thereforeitisslowerthan theonesdiscussed in Section 3 for� nding,

but it m ay be extended to obtain a listing algorithm with the sam e com plexity. W e � rst present this

below. Then,we detailtwo sim pler solutions with this com plexity,proposed recently in [32,33]. The

� rstoneconsistsin a sim pleextension ofAlgorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing);theotherone,nam ed forward,

hasthe advantage ofbeing very e� cientin practice [32,33]. M oreoever,we show in Section 4.3 thatit

m ay beslightly m odi� ed to reach a � (n)space cost.

A n approach based on covering trees [23].

W e use here the classicalnotions ofcovering trees and connected com ponents,as de� ned for instance

in [17]. Since they are very classical,we do notrecallthem . W e justnote thata covering tree ofeach

connected com ponentofany graph m ay becom puted in tim elinearin thenum berofedgesofthisgraph,

and spacelinearin itsnum berofvertices(typically using a breadth-� rstsearch).O nethen hasaccessto

the fatherofany vertex in � (1)tim e and space.

In [23],theauthorsproposea triangle�nding algorithm in � (m
3

2)tim eand � (m )space.W epresent

here a sim ple extension ofthisalgorithm to solve triangle listing with the sam e com plexity. To achieve

this,weneed the following lem m a,which isa sim ple extension ofLem m a 4 in [23].

Lem m a 7 ([23]) Letusconsidera covering tree foreach connected com ponentofG ,and a triangle tin

G having an edge in one ofthese trees. Then there existsan edge (u;v)in E butin none ofthese trees,

such thatt= fu;v;father(v)g.

Proof: Lett= fx;y;zg be a triangle in G ,and let T be the tree thatcontains an edge oft. W e can

supposewithoutlossofgenerality thatthisedge is(x;y = father(x)).Two caseshave to be considered.

First,if(x;z)62 T then itisin noneofthetrees,and taking v = x and u = z satis� estheclaim .Second,

7
W e also note that another O (m � n) tim e algorithm was proposed in [29]for a m ore generalproblem . In the case of

triangles,itdoesnotim prove vertex-iterator and edge-iterator,which are m uch sim pler,therefore we do notdetailithere.
8
Recallthatone m ay sortthe sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG in �(m log(n))tim e and �(n)space,ifneeded.
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if(x;z)2 T then wehave father(z)= x (becausefather(x)= y 6= z).M oreover,(y;z)62 T (else T would

contain a cycle,nam ely t).Thereforetaking v = z and u = y satis� estheclaim . �

Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,and itsadjacency m atrix A

Output: allthe trianglesin G

1.whilethere rem ainsan edge in E :

1a.com pute a covering tree foreach connected com ponentofG

1b.foreach edge (u;v)in noneofthesetrees:

1ba.if(father(u);v)2 E then outputtriangle fu;v;father(u)g

1bb.else if(father(v);u)2 E then outputtriangle fu;v;father(v)g

1c.rem ove from E alltheedgesin these trees

Algorithm 4:{ tree-listing.Listsallthe trianglesin a graph [23].

Thislem m ashowsthat,given acoveringtreeofeach connected com ponentofG ,onem ay� nd triangles

by checking foreach edge(u;v)thatbelongsto noneofthesetreesiffu;v;father(v)g isa triangle.Then,

allthe trianglescontaining (v;father(v))are discovered. Thisleadsto Algorithm 4 (tree-listing),and to

thefollowing result(which isa directextension oftheoneconcerning triangle�ndingdescribed in [23]).

T heorem 8 ([23]) Given any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG and itsadjacency m atrix,itispossible

to listallitstriangles in � (m
3

2)tim e and � (n)space;Algorithm 4 (tree-listing) achievesthis.

Proof: Letus� rstprove thatthe algorithm iscorrect. Itisclearthatthe algorithm m ay only output

triangles. Suppose that one is m issing. But allits edges have been rem oved when the com putation

stops,and so (at least) one ofits edges was in a tree at som e step. Letusconsider the � rstsuch step

(thereforethethreeedgesofthetrianglearepresent).Lem m a 7 saysthatthereexistsan edgesatisfying

the condition tested in lines1b and 1ba,and thusthe triangle was discovered atthisstep. Finally,we

reach a contradiction,and thusalltriangleshave been discovered.

Now let us focus on the tim e com plexity. Following [23], let c denote the num ber of connected

com ponentsatthecurrentstep ofthealgorithm .Thevalue ofcincreasesduring thecom putation,until

itreachesc= n.Two caseshave to be considered.Firstsuppose thatc� n �
p
m .During thisstep of

the algorithm ,n � c � n � (n �
p
m )=

p
m edges are rem oved. And thusthere can be no m ore than

mp
m
=
p
m such steps. Considernow the othercase,c> n �

p
m . The m axim aldegree then isatm ost

n � c< n � (n �
p
m )=

p
m ,and,sincethedegreeofeach vertex (ofnon-nulldegree)decreasesateach

step,therecan beno m orethan
p
m such steps.Finally,thetotalnum berofstepsisbounded by 2�

p
m .

M oreover,each step costsO (m )tim e:thetestin line1ba isin � (1)tim ethanksto theadjacency m atrix,

and line 1b � ndsthe O (m )edgeson which itisran in O (m )tim e thanksto the father()relation which

isin � (1)tim e.Thisleadsto theO (m
3

2)tim e com plexity,and,from Lem m a 3,thisbound istight.

Finally,letusfocuson thespacecom plexity.Supposethatrem oving an edge(u;v)isdoneby setting

A uv and A vu to 0,butwithoutchanging the sim ple com pactrepresentation. Then,the actualpresence

ofan edge in the sim ple com pact representation can be tested with only a constant additionalcost by

checking thatthecorresponding entry in them atrix isequalto 1.Therefore,thisway ofrem oving edges

inducesno signi� cantadditionaltim e cost,while allowing a com putation in � (n)space (needed forthe

trees). �

Thespacecom plexity obtained hereisvery good (and wewillseethatweareunableto obtain better

ones),butit relies on the fact thatthe graph is given both in its adjacency m atrix representation and

a sim ple com pact one. This reduces signi� cantly the practicalrelevance ofthis approach concerning
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reduced spacecom plexity.W e willseein thenextsection algorithm sthathave thesam etim e and space

com plexitiesbutneeding only a sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG .

A n extension ofA lgorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing) [3,2,32,33].

Thefastestknown algorithm for� nding,counting,and pseudo-listingtriangles,nam ely Algorithm 1(ayz-

pseudo-listing),wasproposed in [3,2]and we detailed itin Section 3.Asproposed � rstin [32,33],itis

easy to m odify itto obtain a listing algorithm ,nam ely Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing).

Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,itsadjacency m atrix A,and an integerK

Output: allthe trianglesin G

1.foreach vertex v with d(v)� K :

1a.outputalltrianglescontaining v with Algorithm 2 (vertex-listing),withoutduplicates

2.letG 0bethe subgraph ofG induced by fv; d(v)> K g

3.com pute a sorted sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG 0

4.listalltrianglesin G 0using Algorithm 3 (edge-listing)

Algorithm 5:{ ayz-listing.Listsallthe trianglesin a graph [3,2,32,33].

T heorem 9 [32,33,3,2]Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG and itsadjacency m atrix,itis

possible to listallitstriangles in � (m
3

2)tim e and � (m )space;Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing) achievesthisif

one takesK 2 � (
p
m ).

Proof: Firstrecallthatonem ay sortthesim plecom pactrepresentation ofG in O (m � log(n))tim e and

� (1)space.Thishasno im pacton the overallcom plexity ofAlgorithm 5 (ayz-listing),thuswe suppose

in thisproofthattherepresentation issorted.

In a way sim ilarto the proofofTheorem 2 let us� rstexpressthe com plexity ofAlgorithm 5 (ayz-

listing) in term s ofK . Using the � (d(v)2) com plexity ofAlgorithm 2 (vertex-listing) we obtain that

lines 1 and 1a have a costin O (
P

v;d(v)� K
d(v)2)� O (

P

v;d(v)� K
d(v)� K � O (m � K )tim e. M oreover,

they have a � (1)space cost(Theorem 5).

Since we m ay supposethatthe sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG issorted,line 3 can be achieved

in O (m )tim e. The num berofvertices in G 0 isin � (m
K
)and itm ay be a clique,thusthe space needed

forG isin � ((m
K
)2).

Finally,theoveralltim ecom plexity isin O
�
m :K + m �m

K

�
.Theoptim alisattained with K in � (

p
m ),

leading to theannounced tim ecom plexity (which istightfrom Lem m a 3).Thespacecom plexity then is

� ((m
K
)2)= � (m ). �

Again,thisresulthasa signi� cantspace cost:itneedsthe adjacency m atrix ofG ,and,even then,it

needs� (m )additionalspace.M oreover,itrelieson theuseofa param eter,K ,which m ay bedi� cultto

choose in practice: though Theorem 9 saysthatitm ustbe in � (
p
m ),thism akeslittle sense when one

considersa given graph.W e discussfurtherthisissuein Section 6.

T he forward fast algorithm [32,33].

In [32,33],theauthorsproposeanotheralgorithm with optim altim ecom plexity and a � (m )cost,while

needing only a sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG .W enow presentitin detail.W e give a new proofof

thecorrectnessand com plexity ofthisalgorithm ,in orderto beableto extend itin thenextsections(in

particularin Section 5).
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Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG

Output: allthe trianglesin G

1.num berthe verticeswith an injective function �()

such thatd(u)> d(v)im plies�(u)< �(v)forallu and v

2.letA bean array ofn setsinitially equalto ;

3.foreach vertex v taken in increasing orderof�():

3a.foreach u 2 N (v)with �(u)> �(v):

3aa.foreach w in A[u]\ A[v]:outputtriangle fu;v;wg

3ab.add v to A[u]

Algorithm 6:{ forward.Listsallthe triangles in a graph [32,33].

T heorem 10 [32,33]Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG ,itispossible to listallitstriangles

in � (m
3

2)tim e and � (m )space;Algorithm 6 (forward)achievesthis.

Proof: For allvertices x,let us denote by A(x) = fy 2 N (x); �(y) < �(x)g the set ofneighbors y

ofx with num ber�(y)sm allerthan the one ofx itself. Forany triangle t = fa;b;cg one can suppose

withoutlossofgenerality that�(c)< �(b)< �(a). O ne m ay then discover tby discovering thatc isin

A(a)\ A(b).

This is what Algorithm 6 (forward) does. To show this it su� ces to show that A[u]\ A[v] =

A(u)\ A(v)when com puted in line 3aa.

Firstnoticethatwhen oneentersin them ain loop (line3),then thesetA[v]containsallthevertices

in A(v). Indeed,u was previously treated by the m ain loop since �(u)< �(v),and during this lines 3

and 3ab ensure that it has been added to A[v](just replace u by v and v by u in the pseudocode).

M oreover,A[v]containsno otherelem ent,and thusitisexactly A(v)when oneentersthe m ain loop.

Likewise, when entering the m ain loop for v, A[u] is not equal to A(u), but it contains all the

vertices w such that �(w) < �(v) and that belong to A(u). Therefore, the intersections are equal:

A[u]\ A[v] = A(u)\ A(v),and thusthe algorithm iscorrect.

Ifwe turn to the tim e com plexity,� rstnotice thatline 1 can be achieved in � (n � log(n))(and even

in � (n))tim e and � (n)space.Thisplaysno role in thefollowing.

Now,note thatlines3 and 3a are nothing buta loop overalledges,thusin � (m ). Inside the loop,

theexpensive operation istheintersection com putation.To obtain the claim ed com plexity,itsu� cesto

show that both A[u]and A[v]contain O (
p
m ) vertices (since each structure A[x]is trivially sorted by

construction,thisissu� cientto ensurethatthe intersection com putation isin O (
p
m )).

For any vertex x,by de� nition ofA(x) and �(),A(x) is included in the set ofneighbors ofx with

degreeatleastd(x).Supposex has!(
p
m )such neighbors:jA(x)j2 !(

p
m ).Butalltheseverticeshave

degree atleast equalto the one ofx,with d(x)� jA(x)j,and thus they have alltogether !(m )edges,

which is im possible. Therefore one m usthave jA(x)j2 O (
p
m ),and since A[x]� A(x) thisproves the

O (m
3

2)tim e com plexity.Thisbound istightfrom Lem m a 3.

Thespacecom plexity isobtained when onenoticesthateach edgeinducesa � (1)spacein A,leading

to a globalspacein � (m ). �

Com pared to Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing),this algorithm has severaladvantages (although it has the

sam e asym ptotic tim e and space com plexities). It is very sim ple and easy to im plem ent,which also

im plies,asshown in [32,33],thatitisvery e� cientin practice.M oreover,itdoesnothavethedrawback

ofdependingon aparam eterK ,centralin Algorithm 5(ayz-listing).Finally,weshow in thenextsections

thatitm ay be slightly m odi� ed to obtain a � (n)space com plexity (Section4.3),and thateven better

perform ancescan beproved ifone considerspower-law graphs(Section 6).
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4.3 T im e-optim alcom pactalgorithm s for sparse graphs.

Thissection isdevoted to listing algorithm sthathave very low spacerequirem ents,both in term softhe

given representation ofG and in term s ofthe additionalspace needed. W e willobtain two algorithm s

reaching a � (n) space cost while needing only a sim ple com pact representation ofG ,and in optim al

� (m
3

2)tim e.

A com pact version ofA lgorithm 6 (forward).

Thanksto the proofwe gave ofTheorem 10,itisnow easy to m odify Algorithm 6 (forward)in orderto

im prove signi� cantly itsspacecom plexity.Thisleadsto thefollowing result.

Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG

Output: allthe trianglesin G

1.num berthe verticeswith an injective function �()

such thatd(u)> d(v)im plies�(v)> �(u)forallu and v

2.sortthesim ple com pactrepresentation according to �()

3.foreach vertex v taken in increasing orderof�():

3a.foreach u 2 N (v)with �(u)> �(v):

3aa.letu0bethe� rstneighborofu,and v0theone ofv

3ab.while thererem ainsuntreated neighborsofu and v and �(u0)< �(v)and �(v0)< �(v):

3aba.if�(u0)< �(v0)then setu0to the nextneighborofu

3abb.else if�(u0)> �(v0)then setv0to thenextneighborofv

3abc.else:

3abca.outputtriangle fu;v;u0g

3abcb.setu0to thenextneighborofu

3abcc.setv0to thenextneighborofv

Algorithm 7:{ com pact-forward.Listsallthe trianglesin a graph.

T heorem 11 Given any sim ple com pact representation of G , it is possible to list allits triangles in

� (m
3

2)tim e and � (n)space;Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward) achievesthis.

Proof: Recallthat,asexplained in theproofofTheorem 10,when onecom putestheintersection ofA[v]

and A[u](line3aaofAlgorithm 6(forward)),A[v]isthesetofneighborsofvwith num berlowerthan �(v),

and A[u]isthe setofneighborsofu with num berlowerthan �(v).Ifthe adjacency structuresencoding

the neighborhoodsare sorted according to �(),we then have thatA[v]isnothing butthe beginning of

N (v),truncated when we reach a vertex v0 with �(v0) > �(v). Likewise,A[u]is N (u) truncated at u0

such that�(u0)> �(v).

Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward)usesthis.Indeed,lines3ab to 3abccarenothing butthecom putation

ofthe intersection ofA[v]and A[u],which are supposed to be stored atthe beginning ofthe adjacency

structures,which isdone in line 2. Allthishasno im pacton the asym ptotic tim e cost,and now the A

structuredoesnothave to beexplicitly stored.

Notice now that line 1 has a O (n � log(n)) tim e and � (n)space cost. M oreover,sorting the sim ple

com pactrepresentation ofG (line 2)isin O (m � log(n))tim e and � (1)space. These tim e com plexities

play no rolein theoverallcom plexity,butthespacecom plexitiesinducea � (n)spacecostfortheoverall

algorithm .

Finally,thetim e costisthesam eastheoneofAlgorithm 6 (forward),and thespacecostisin � (n).

�
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In practice,thisresultm eansthatone m ay encode vertices by integers,with the property thatthis

num bering goes from highest degree vertices to lowest ones,then store the graph in a sim ple com pact

representation,sortit,and com putethetrianglesusing Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward).In such a fram e-

work,it is im portant to notice that the algorithm runsin � (1) space,since line 1,responsible for the

� (n)cost,isunnecessary.O n theotherhand,ifonewantsto keep theoriginalnum beringofthevertices,

then one has to store the function �() and renum ber the vertices back after the triangle com putation.

This has a � (n) space cost (and no signi� cant tim e cost). G oing further,ifone wants to restore the

initialorderinside the sim ple sorted representation,then one hasto sortitback ifitwassorted before

the com putation,and even to store a copy ofit(then in � (m )space)ifitwasunsorted.

A new algorithm .

The algorithm s discussed untilnow basically rely on the fact that they avoid considering each pair of

neighborsofhigh degreevertices,which would haveaprohibitivecost.Theydosobym anaginglow degree

vertices � rst,which has the consequence that m ost edges involved in the highest degrees have already

been treated when the algorithm com esto these vertices.Here we take a quite di� erentapproach.First

we design an algorithm able to e� ciently list the triangles ofhigh degree vertices. Then,we use it in

an algorithm sim ilarto Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing),butthatboth avoidsadjacency m atrix representation,

and reachesa � (n)space cost.

First note that we already have an algorithm listing allthe triangles containing a given vertex v,

nam ely Algorithm 2 (vertex-listing) [23]. This algorithm is in � (1) space,butit is une� cient on high

degree vertices,since itneeds� (d(v)2)tim e. O urim proved listing algorithm relieson an equivalentto

Algorithm 2 (vertex-listing)thatavoidsthis.

Input: any sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,and a vertex v

Output: allthe trianglesto which v belongs

1.create an array A ofn booleansand setthem to false

2.foreach vertex u in N (v),setA[u]to true

3.foreach vertex u in N (v):

3a.foreach vertex w in N (u):

3aa.ifA[w]then outputfv;u;wg

Algorithm 8:{ new-vertex-listing. Listsallthe trianglescontaining a given vertex.

Lem m a 12 Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG ,itisposible to listallitstrianglescontaining

a given vertex v in � (m )(optim al) tim e and � (n)space;Algorithm 8 (new-vertex-listing) achievesthis.

Proof: O nem ay seeAlgorithm 8 (new-vertex-listing)asa way to usetheadjacency m atrix ofG without

explicitely storing it:the array A isnothing butthe v-th line ofthe adjacency-m atrix.Itisconstructed

in � (n)tim e and space (lines 1 and 2). Then one can testforany edge (v;u) in � (1)tim e and space.

Theloop starting atline3 takesany edgecontaining oneneighboru ofv and testsifitsotherend (w in

thepseudo-code)islinked to v using A,in � (1)tim eand space.Thisissu� cientto � nd allthetriangles

containing v. Since this num ber ofedges is bounded by 2� m (one m ay actually obtain an equivalent

algorithm by replacing lines3a and 3aa by a loop overalltheedges),we obtain thatthe algorithm isin

O (m )tim e and � (n)space.

Theobtained tim e com plexity isoptim alsincev m ay belong to � (m )triangles. �
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Input: any sorted sim plecom pactrepresentation ofG ,and an integerK

Output: allthe trianglesin G

1.foreach vertex v in V :

1a.ifd(v)> K then,using Algorithm 8 (new-vertex-listing):

1aa.outputalltrianglesfv;u;wg such thatd(u)> K ,d(w)> K and v > u > w

1ab.outputalltrianglesfv;u;wg such thatd(u)> K ,d(w)� K and v > u

1ac.outputalltrianglesfv;u;wg such thatd(u)� K ,d(w)> K and v > w

2.foreach edge (v;u)in E :

2a.ifd(v)� K and d(u)� K then:

2aa.ifu < v then outputalltrianglescontaining (u;v)using Algorithm 3 (edge-listing)

Algorithm 9:{ new-listing. Listsallthe trianglesin a graph.

T heorem 13 Given any sorted sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG ,itispossible to listallitstriangles

in � (m
3

2)tim e and � (n)space;Algorithm 9 (new-listing) achievesthis ifone takesK 2 � (
p
m ).

Proof: Sim ilarily to the proofwe gave ofTheorem 9,let us� rststudy the com plexity ofAlgorithm 9

(new-listing) as a function ofK . For each vertex v with d(v) > K ,one lists the num ber oftriangles

containing v in � (m )tim eand � (n)space(Lem m a12)(theconditionsin lines1aa to 1ac,aswellasthe

onein line2aa,only serveto ensurethateach triangleislisted exactly once).Then,oneliststhetriangles

containing edgeswhoseextrem itiesareofdegreeatm ostK ;thisisdoneby Algorithm 3 (edge-listing)in

� (K )tim e and � (1)space foreach edge,thusa totalin O (m � K )tim e and � (1)space.

Finally,thespacecom plexity ofthewholealgorithm isindependentofK and isin � (n),and itstim e

com plexity is in O (m
K
� m + m � K ) tim e,since there are O (m

K
) vertices with degree larger than K . In

orderto m inim ize this,we now take K in � (
p
m ),which leadsto the announced tim e com plexity. �

Theorem s 11 and 13 im prove Theorem s 9 and 10 since they show that the sam e (optim al) tim e-

com plexity m ay beachieved in space� (n)ratherthan � (m ).M oreover,thisisspace-optim alforpseudo-

listing ifonewantsto keep theresultin m em ory (theresultitselfisin � (n)),which isgenerally thecase

(forclustering coe� cientcom putations,forinstance).

Note howeverthatitisstillunknown wetherthere existalgorithm swith tim e com plexity in � (m
3

2)

butwith o(n)space requirem ents.W e saw thatedge-iterator achieves� (m � dm ax)� O (m � n)tim e and

� (1)space com plexities (Theorem 6),while needing only a sorted sim ple com pactrepresentation ofG .

Ifwe suppose that the representation uses adjacency arrays,we obtain now the following stronger (if

dm ax 2 
 (
p
m � log(n)))result.

C orollary 14 Given the adjacency array representation of G , it is possible to list all its triangles

in O (m
3

2

p
log(n)) tim e and � (1) space; Algorithm 9 (new-listing) achieves this if one takes K 2

� (
p
m � log(n)).

Proof: Letus� rstsortthe arraysin O (m � log(n))tim e and � (1)space.Then,we change Algorithm8

(new-vertex-listing)by rem oving theuseofA and replaceline3aa by a dichotom icsearch forw in N (u),

which hasa costin O (log(n))tim e and � (1)space.Now ifAlgorithm 9 (new-listing)usesthism odi� ed

version ofAlgorithm 8 (new-vertex-listing),then itisin � (1)space and O (m
K
� m � log(n)+ m � K )tim e.

Theoptim alvalue forK isthen in � (
p
m � log(n)),leading to the announced com plexity. �
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5 T he case ofpower-law graphs.

Untilnow,severalresults (including ours) took advantage ofthe fact that m ost large graphs m et in

practice are sparse;designing algorithm s with com plexities expressed in term ofm rather than n then

leadsto signi� cantim provem ents.

G oing further,it has been observed since severalyears that m ost large graphs m et in pratice also

have anotherim portantcharacteristic in com m on:theirdegreesare very heterogeneous.M ore precisely,

in m ostcases,the vastm ajority ofverticeshave a very low degree while som e have a huge degree.This

is often captured by the fact that the degree distribution,i.e.the proportion pk for each k ofvertices

ofdegree k,iswell� tted by a power-law: pk � k� � foran exponent� generally between 2 and 3. See

[35,13,1,28,36,19]forextensive listsofcasesin which thisproperty wasobserved 9.

W e willsee thatseveralalgorithm s proposed in previoussection have provable betterperform ances

on such graphsthan on general(sparse)graphs.

Let us � rst note that there are severalways to m odelreal-world power-law distributions; see for

insance [18,15]. W e use here one ofthe m ostsim ple and classicalones,nam ely continuous power-laws;

choosing one ofthe otherswould lead to sim ilarresults. In such a distribution,pk istaken to be equal

to
Rk+ 1
k

C x� �dx,where C isthe norm alization constant10. Thisensuresthatpk isproportionalto k
� �

in the lim itwherek islarge.W e m ustm oreoverensurethatthesum ofthepk isequalto 1:
P 1

k= 1
pk =

R1
1
C x� �dx = C 1

�� 1
= 1.W eobtain C = �� 1,and � nallypk =

1

�� 1
�
Rk+ 1
k

x� �dx = k� �+ 1� (k+ 1)� �+ 1.

Finally,when we willtalk aboutpower-law graphsin the following,we willreferto graphsin which

the proportion ofverticesofdegree k ispk = k� �+ 1 � (k+ 1)� �+ 1.

T heorem 15 Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofa power-law graph G with exponent�,itis

possible to listallitstrianglesin O (m � n
1

� )tim e and � (n)space;Algorithm 9 (new-listing)achievesthis

ifone takesK 2 � (n
1

� ),and Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward) achievesthis too.

Proof: Letusdenote by nK thenum berofverticesofdegree largerthan orequalto K .In a power-law

graph with exponent�,thisnum berisgiven by:
nK
n

=
P 1

k= K
pk. W e have

P 1

k= K
pk = 1�

P K � 1

k= 1
pk =

1� (1� K � �+ 1)= K � �+ 1.ThereforenK = n � K� �+ 1.

Letus� rstprove theresultconcerning Algorithm 9 (new-listing).Asalready noticed in theproofof

Theorem 13,itsspace com plexity doesnotdepend on K ,and itis� (n).M oreover,itstim e com plexity

isin O (nK � m + m � K ).ThevalueofK thatm inim izesthisisin � (n
1

� ),and theresultforAlgorithm 9

(new-listing)follows.

Letusnow consider the case ofAlgorithm 7 (com pact-forward). The space com plexity was already

proved forTheorem 11. The tim e com plexity isthe sam e asthe one forAlgorithm 6 (forward),and we

use here the sam e notations as in the proofofTheorem 10. Recallthat the vertices are num bered by

decreasing orderoftheirdegrees.

Letusstudy thecom plexity oftheintersection com putation (line3aa in Algorithm 6 (forward)).Itis

in � (jA[u]j+ jA[v]j).Recallthat,atthispointofthealgorithm ,A[v]isnothing butthesetofneighbors

ofv with num berlower than the one ofv (and thusofdegree atleastequalto d(v)). Therefore,jA[v]j

is bounded both by d(v) and the num berofvertices ofdegree at least d(v),i.e.nd(v). Likewise,jA[u]j

is bounded by d(u) and by nd(v),since A[u]is the set ofneighbors ofu with degree at least equalto

d(v). M oreover,we have �(u)> �(v) (line 3a ofAlgorithm 6 (forward)),and so jA[u]j� d(u)� d(v).

Finally,both jA[u]jand jA[v]jare bounded by both d(v)and nd(v),and the intersection com putation is

in O (d(v)+ nd(v)).

9
Note thatif� isa constantthen m isin �(n).Itm ay howeverdepend on n,and should be denoted by �(n).In order

to keep the notationssim ple,we do notuse thisnotation,butone m ustkeep thisin m ind.

10
O ne m ay also choose pk proportionalto

Rk+
1

2

k�
1

2

x
��

dx. Choosing any ofthis kind ofsolutions has little im pact on the

obtained results,see [15]and the proofswe presentin thissection.
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Like above,let us com pute the value K ofd(v) such that these two bounds are equal. W e obtain

K = n
1

� . Then,the com putation ofthe intersection isin O (K + nK )= O (n
1

� ),and since the num ber

ofsuch com putationsisbounded by the num berofedges(lines3 and 3a ofAlgorithm 6 (forward)),we

obtain theannounced com plexity. �

This result im proves signi� cantly the known bounds,as soon as � is large enough. This holds in

particular for typicalcases m et in practice,where � often is between 2 and 3 [13,1]. It m ay be seen

as an explanation ofthe fact that Algorithm 6 (forward) has very good perform ances on graphs with

heterogeneousdegree distributions,asshown experim entally in [32,33].

O ne m ay also use thisapproach to im prove Algorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing) and Algorithm 5 (ayz-

listing)in the case ofpower-law graphsasfollows.

C orollary 16 Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofa power-law graph G with exponent� and its

adjacency m atrix,itis possible to solve pseudo-listing,counting and �nding on G in O (n
! �� + !

! �� �! + 2) tim e

and � (n
2�� + 2

! �� �! + 2 )space;Algorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing) achievesthis ifone takesK in � (n
! �1

! �� �! + 2 ).

Proof: W ith the sam e reasoning asthe one in the proofofTheorem 2,one obtainsthatthe algorithm

runsin O (n� K2+ (nK )
!)wherenK denotesthenum berofverticesofdegreelargerthan K .Asexplained

in the proofofTheorem 15,this is nK = n � K� �+ 1. Therefore,the best K is such that n � K2 is in

� (n! � K!� (1� �)). Finally,K m ustbe in n
1�!

! �(1�� )�2 . O ne then obtains the announced tim e com plexity.

The space com plexity is bounded by the space needed to construct the adjacency m atrix between the

verticesofdegree atm ostK ,thusitis(nK )
2,and the resultfollows. �

Ifthedegreedistribution ofG followsa powerlaw with exponent� = 2:5 (typicalforinternetgraphs

[13,1])then this resultsays that Algorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing) reaches a O (n1:5) tim e and O (n1:26)

space com plexity. Ifthe exponentislarger,then the com plexity iseven better.Note thatone m ay also

obtain tighter boundsin term s ofm and n,for instance using the fact that Algorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-

listing)hasrunningtim ein � (m � K + (nK )
!)ratherthan � (n� K2+ (nK )

!)(seetheproofsofTheorem 2

and Corollary 16).W edo notdetailthisherebecausetheobtained resultsarequitetechnicaland follow

im m ediately from theoneswe detailed.

C orollary 17 Given any sim ple com pactrepresentation ofa power-law graph G with exponent� and its

adjacency m atrix,itis possible to listallits triangles in � (m � n
1

� )tim e and � (n
2

� )space;Algorithm 5

(ayz-listing) achievesthisifone takesK in � (n
1

� ).

Proof: Thetim ecom plexity ofAlgorithm 5 (ayz-listing)isin � (m � K + m � nK ).TheK m inim izing this

issuch thatK 2 � (nK ),which isthesam econdition astheonein theproofofTheorem 15;thereforewe

reach the sam e tim e com plexity. The space com plexity isbounded by the size ofthe adjacency m atrix,

i.e.� ((nK )
2).Thisleadsto the announced com plexity. �

Notice that this result im plies that, for som e reasonable values of � (nam ely � > 2) the space

com plexity is in o(n). This however is of theoreticalinterest only: it relies on the use of both the

adjacency m atrix and a sim ple com pact representation ofG ,which is unfeasable in practice for large

graphs.

Finally,the resultspresented in thissection show thatone m ay use propertiesofm ostlarge graphs

m etin practice (here,theirheterogeneousdegree distribution),to im prove resultsknown on the general

case(oron thesparsegraph case).Aswediscussfurtherin Section 7,using such propertiesin thedesign

ofalgorithm sisa prom ising direction foralgorithm ic research on very large graphsm etin practice.
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W enotehoweverthatwehaveno lowerbound forthecom plexity oftrianglelisting with theassum p-

tion that the graph is a power-law one (which we had for generaland sparse graphs);actually,we do

noteven have a proofofthe factthatthe given bound istightforthe presented algorithm s. O ne m ay

thereforeprovethatthey haveeven betterperform ance(orthatthebound istight),and algorithm sfaster

than the onespresented herem ay exist(forpower-law graphs).

6 Experim entalevaluation.

In [32,33],the authors present a wide set ofexperim ents on both real-world com plex networks and

som e generated using variousm odels,to evaluate experim entally the known algorithm s. They focuson

vertex-iterator,edge-iterator,Algorithm 6 (forward),and Algorithm 5 (ayz-listing),together with their

counting and pseudo-listing variants(they com pute clustering coe� cients). They also study variantsof

these algorithm s using forinstance hashtables and balanced trees. These variants have the sam e worst

caseasym ptoticcom plexitiesbutonem ay guessthatthey would run fasterthan theoriginalalgorithm s,

forseveralreasonswedo notdetailhere.M atrix approachesareconsidered astoo intricateto beused in

practice.

The overallconclusion oftheir extensive experim ents is that Algorithm 6 (forward) perform s best

on real-world (sparse and power-law)graphs:itsasym ptotic tim e isoptim aland the constantsinvolved

in its im plem entation are very sm all. Variants,which need m ore subtle data structure,actually failin

perform ingbetterin m ostcases(becauseoftheoverhead induced by them anagem entofthesestructures).

In orderto integrate ourcontribution in thiscontextand have a precise idea ofthe behaviorofthe

discussed algorithm s in practice, we also perform ed a wide set ofexperim ents11. They con� rm that

Algorithm 6 (forward) is very fast and outperform s classicalapproaches signi� cantly. They also show

that,even in the cases where available m em ory is su� cient for this algorithm ,it is outperform ed by

Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward)because itavoidsm anagem entofadditionaldata structures.

NotethatAlgorithm 9 (new-listing),justlikeAlgorithm 1 (ayz-pseudo-listing)and Algorithm 5 (ayz-

listing),su� ersfrom a serious drawback: itrelies on the choice ofa relevant value forK ,the m axim al

degreeabovewhich verticesareconsidered ashavingahigh degree.Thoughin theorythisisnotaproblem ,

in practice itm ay be quite di� cultto determ ine the bestvalue for K ,i.e.the one thatm inim izes the

execution tim e.Itdependsboth on the m achine running the program and on the graph underconcern.

O nem ay evaluate thebestK in a preprocessing step atrunning tim e,by m easuring thetim e needed to

perform thekey stepsofthealgorithm forvariousK .Thiscan bedonewithoutchanging theasym ptotic

com plexity. However,there is a m uch sim pler way to choose K ,with neglectible loss in perform ance,

which we discussbelow.Untilthen,we supposethatwe wereable to determ inethe bestvalueforK .

W ith thisbestvalue given,the perform ancesofAlgorithm 9 (new-listing)are sim ilarto the onesof

Algorithm 6 (forward);its space requirem ents are m uch lower,as predicted by Theorem 13. Likewise,

Algorithm 9 (new-listing)speed iscloseto theoneofAlgorithm 7 (com pact-forward)and ithasthesam e

space requirem ents.

Itisim portantto notice thatthe useofcom pactalgorithm s,nam ely Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward)

and Algorithm 9 (new-listing),m akes it possible to m anage graphs that were previously out ofreach

because ofspace requirem ents.To illustrate this,we presentnow an experim enton a huge graph which

previousalgorithm swere unable to m anage in our8 G igaBytesm em ory m achine.Thisexperim entalso

hasthe advantage ofbeing representative ofwhatweobserved on a widevariety ofinstances.

Thegraph weconsiderhereisa webgraph provided by theW ebGraph project[10].Itcontainsallthe

web pagesin the.uk dom ain discovered during a crawlconducted from the11-th ofjuly,2005,at00:51,

11
O ptim ized im plem entationsare provided at[25].
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to the30-th at10:56 using UbiCrawler[11].Ithasn = 39;459;925 verticesand m = 783;027;125 (undi-

rected)edges,leading to m ore than 6 G igaBytes ofm em ory usage ifstored in (sorted)(uncom pressed)

adjacency arrays,each vertex being encoded in 4 bytes as an integer between 0 and n � 1. Its degree

distribution isplotted in Figure 1,showing thatthe degreesare very heterogeneousand reasonably well

� tted by a power-law ofexponent� = 2:5.Itcontains304;529;576 triangles.

Letusinsiston thefactthatAlgorithm 6 (forward),aswellastheonesbased on adjacency m atrices,

areunableto m anagethisgraph on our8 G igaBytesm em ory m achine.Instead,and despitethefactthat

itisquite slow,edge-iterator,with its� (1)space com plexity,can handle this.Ittook approxim ately 41

hoursto solve pseudo-listing on thisgraph with thisalgorithm on ourm achine.

Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward)achievesm uch betterresults:ittook approxim ately 20 m inutes.Like-

wise,Algorithm 9 (new-listing)took around 45 m inutes(depending on thevalueofK ).Thisisprobably

close to whatAlgorithm 6 (forward)would achieve in 16 G igaBytesofcentralm em ory.
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Figure1:Left:thedegreedistribution ofourgraph.Right:theexecution tim e(in m inutes)asa function

ofthenum berofverticesconsidered ashigh degree ones.

W e plotin Figure 1 (right)the running tim e ofAlgorithm 8 (new-vertex-listing)asa function ofthe

num ber ofvertices with degree larger than K ,for varying values ofK . Surprisingly enough,this plot

shows clearly that the tim e perform ance increases drastically as soon as a few vertices are considered

as high degree ones. This m ay be seen as a consequence ofthe fact that edge-iterator is very e� cient

when the m axim aldegree isbounded;m anaging high degree verticese� ciently with Algorithm 8 (new-

vertex-listing)and then the low degree oneswith edge-iterator therefore leadsto good perform ances.In

otherwords,the few high degree vertices (which m ay be observed on the degree distribution plotted in

Figure 1)are responsibleforthe low perform anceofedge-iterator.

W hen K decreases,thenum berofverticeswith degreelargerthan K increases,and theperform ances

continue to bebetterand betterfora while.They reach a m inim alrunning tim e,and then the running

tim e growsagain.The otherim portantpointhere isthatthisgrowth isvery slow,and thusthe perfor-

m anceofthealgorithm rem ainsclose to itsbestfora widerangeofvaluesofK .Thisim pliesthat,with

any reasonable guessforK ,thealgorithm perform swell.

7 C onclusion.

In thiscontribution,wegavea detailed survey ofexisting resultson triangleproblem s,and wecom pleted

them in two directions.First,wegavethespacecom plexity ofeach previously known algorithm .Second,

we proposed new algorithm s that achieve both optim altim e com plexity and low space needs. Taking

space requirem ents into account is a key issue in this context, since this currently is the bottleneck
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for triangle problem s when the considered graphs are very large. This is discussed on a practicalcase

in Section 6,where we show that our com pact algorithm s m ake it possible to handle cases that were

previously outofreach.

Anothersigni� cantcontribution ofthispaperistheanalysisofalgorithm perform anceson power-law

graphs (Section 5),which m odela wide variety ofvery large graphs m et in practice. W e were able to

show that,on such graphs,severalalgorithm shavebetterperform ancethan in thegeneral(sparse)case.

Finally,the current state ofthe art concerning triangle problem s,including our new results,m ay be

sum m arized asfollows:

� exceptthe factthatpseudo-listing m ay have a � (n)space overhead (depending on the underlying

algorithm ),thereisno known di� erence in tim e and spacecom plexitiesbetween � nding,counting,

and pseudo-listing;

� the fastestknown algorithm sforthese threeproblem srely on m atrix productand are in O (n2:376)

tim eand � (n2)space(Theorem 1),orin O (m 1:41)tim eand O (m 1:185)space(Theorem 2);however,

nolowerbound betterthan thetrivial
 (m )oneisknown forthetim ecom plexity oftheseproblem s;

� theotherknown algorithm srely on solutionstothelistingproblem and havethesam eperform ances

ason thisproblem ;they are slowerthan m atrix approachesbutneed lessspace;

� listing can be solved in � (n3)or � (n � m )(optim alin the generalcase) tim e and � (1)(optim al)

space (Theorem s4,5 and 6);thiscan beachieved from a sorted sim ple com pactrepresentation of

the graph;

� listing m ay also besolved in � (m
3

2)(optim alin thegeneraland sparsecases)tim eand � (n)space

(Theorem s13 and 11),stillfrom a sim plecom pactrepresentation ofthegraph;thisism uch better

forsparsegraphs;

� in the case ofpower-law graphs,it is possible to prove better com plexities,leading to O (m � n
1

� )

tim e and � (n)space solutions,where� isthe exponentofthe power-law (Theorem 15);

� in practice,itispossibleto obtain very good perform ances(both concerning tim eand spaceneeds)

using Algorithm 9 (new-listing)and Algorithm 7 (com pact-forward).

W e detailed severalotherresults,butthey are weaker(they need the adjacency m atrix ofthe graph in

inputand/orhave highercom plexities)than these ones.

Thiscontribution also opensa setofquestionsforfurtherresearch,m ostofthem related to thetradeo�

between space and tim e e� ciency.Letuscite forinstance:

� can m atrix approachesbem odi� ed in orderto inducelessspace com plexity?

� islisting feasable in o(n)space,while stillin optim altim e � (m
3

2)?

� is it possible to design a listing algorithm with com plexity o(m � n
1

� ) tim e and o(n) space for

power-law graphswith exponent�? whatistheoptim altim e com plexity in thiscase?

Itisalsoim portanttonoticethatotherapproachesexist,based forinstanceon stream ingalgorithm ics

(avoiding to store the graph in centralm em ory)[22,4,24]and/orapproxim ate algorithm s[31,24,34],

and/or various m ethodsto com press the graph [8,9]. These approaches are very prom ising for graphs

even largerthan the onesconsidered here,in particulartheonesthatdo not� tin centralm em ory.

Anotherinteresting approach would be to expressthe com plexity oftriangle algorithm s in term sof

thenum beroftrianglesin thegraph (and ofitssize).Indeed,itm ay bepossibleto achieve m uch better

perform anceforlisting algorithm sifthegraph containsfew triangles.Likewise,itisreasonableto expect

thattrianglelisting,butalso pseudo-listing and counting,m ay perform poorly iftherearem any triangles

in the graph.The� nding problem ,on the contrary,m ay beeasieron graphshaving m any triangles.To

ourknowledge,thisdirection hasnotyetbeen explored.

Finally,the results we present in Section 5 take advantage ofthe fact that m ost very large graphs

considered in practice m ay be approxim ed by power-law graphs.Itisnotthe � rsttim e thatalgorithm s
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fortriangleproblem suseunderlying graph propertiesto getim proved perform ance.Forinstance,results

on planargraphsare provided in [23],and resultsusing arboricity in [14,3]. Ithoweverappeared quite

recently thatm any largegraphsm etin practicehavesom enontrivial(statistical)propertiesin com m on,

and using these propertiesin thedesign ofe� cientalgorithm sstillisatitsvery beginning.W e consider

thisasa key direction forfurtherresearch.
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