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T heory and P ractice of Triangk P rdblam s
In Very Large (Spare Powerlaw)) G raphs

M atthieu Latapy

A bstract

F inding, counting and/or listing triangles (three vertices w ith three edges) In large graphs are
natural fundam ental problem s, which received recently m uch attention because of their in portance in
com plex network analysis. W e provide here a detailed state of the art on these problem s, in a uni ed
way. W e note that, until now , authors paid surprisingly little attention to space com plexity, despie
itsboth findam ental and practical interest. W e give the space com plexities of known algorithm s and
discuss their in plications. Then we propose In provem ents of a known algorithm , as well as a new
algorithm , which are tin e optin al for triangle listing and beats previous algorithm s conceming space
com plexity. T hey have the additional advantage of perform ing better on power-Jaw graphs, which we
also study. W e nally show with an experin ental study that these two algorithm s perform very well
In practice, allow Ing to handle cases that were previously out of reach.

1 Introduction.

A triangk in an undirected graph is a set of three vertices such that each possblk edge between them is
present in the graph . Follow ing classical conventions, we call nding, counting and listing the problem s of
deciding ifa given graph contains any triangle, counting the num ber of triangles in the graph, and listing
all of them , respectively. W e m oreover call pseudo-listing the problem of counting for each vertex the
num ber of triangles to which it belongs. W e refer to all these problem s as a whole by triangk probkm s.

T rangle problem sm ay be considered as classical, naturaland fundam ental algorithm ic questions, and
have been studied as such [, L, B, 0, B, ).

M oreover, they gained recently m uch practical im portance since they are central in so-called com pkx
network analysis, see for nstance [, B0, I, E2]. F irst, they are involved In the com putation of one ofthe
m ain statistical property used to describe large graphsm et In practice, nam ely the clustering coe cient

]. The clustering coe cient ofa vertex v (ofdegree at least 2) isthe probabiliy that any two random Iy
chosen neighbors of v are linked together. It is com puted by dividing the num ber of triangles containing v
by the num ber of possible edges between its neighbors, ie. d(zv) ifd (v) denotes the num ber of neighbors
ofv. Onem ay then de ne the clustering coe cient of the whole graph as the average of this value for
all the vertices (of degree at least 2). Likew ise, the transitivity ratio?! |, ]] isde ned as3NN where
N denotes the num ber of trdangles in the graph and N denotes the num ber of connected triples, ie.
sets of three vertices w ith at least two edges, in the graph.

In the context of com plex network analysis, triangles also play a key role in the study of m otif
occurrences, ie. the presence of special (sn all) subgraphs In given (large) graphs. T his hasbeen studied
In particular in proteln interaction netw orks, where som e m otifs m ay correspond to biological functions,
see for instance [, [1]]. Trangles often are building blocks of these m otifs.
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http://arxiv.org/abs/cs/0609116v1

Fially, triangle nding, counting, pseudo-listing and/or listing appear as key issues both from a
fundam ental point of view and for practical purpose. The ain of this contrbution is to review the
algorithm sproposed untilnow for solving these problem sw ith both a findam entalperspective we discuss
asym ptotic com plexities and give detailed proofs) and a practical one (we discuss space requirem ents and
graph encoding, and we evaliate algorithm s w ith som e experin ents).

W e note that, until now, authors paid surprisingly little attention to space requirem ents of their
algorithm s for triangle problam s; thishowever isan In portant lm itation in practice, and this also induces
Interesting theoretical questions. W e w ill therefore discuss this (@1l space com plexity results stated in this
paper are new , though very sin ple In m ost cases), and we w ill propose spacee cient algorithm s.

The paper is organised as Hllows. A fter a fow prelin naries (Section M), we begin w ith resuls on

nding, counting and pseudo-listing problam s, between which basically no di erence in com plexiy is
known (Section ). Then we tum to the harder problem of triangk listing, in Section ll. In these
parts of the paper, we dealw ith both the general case (no assum ption ism ade on the graph) and on the
In portant case w here the graph is sparse. M any very large graphsm et in practice also have heterogeneous
degrees; we focus on this case in Section M. F inally, we present experin ental evaluations in Sectionll. W e
sum m arise the current state of the art and we point out the m ain perspectives in Section M.

2 P relim inaries.

T hroughout the paper, we consider an undirected? graph G = (V;E) withn = ¥ jverticesandm = £ J
edges. W e suppose that G issinpl ((v;v) B E Prallv, and there isnomultiple edge). W e also assum e
thatm 2 (n); this is a classical convention which plays no role In our algorithm s but m akes com plexity
formulae smplr. We denoteby N (v) = fu 2 V; (v;u) 2 E g the neighborhood of v 2 V and by
dv)= N (v)jisdegree. W e also denote by dy ax them axin aldegree In G : dy ax = M ax,fd (v)g.

Before entering in the core of this paper, we need to discuss a few issues that willplay an in portant
role In the follow ing. T hey are necessary to m ake the discussion all along the paper precise and rigorous.

G raph encodings.

F irst note that we w illalways suppose that the graph is stored in centralm em ory 3. T here are basically
two ways to do this:

G may be encoded by its adpcency matrix A de nedby A5 = 1if (;J) 2 E, A3 = 0 else. This
hasa (%) space cost. Sihcem may beup to  (n?), this representation is space optin al in this
case (put it isnot as soon as the graph is sparse, ie.m 2 o(nz)), and m akes it possible to test the
presence ofany edge in (1) . N ote however that one cannot run through N (v) in O d)) tin ew ith
such a representation: one needs (n) tine. Slnced®) may beup to @), this isnot a problem
in the general case.

G may be encoded by a sim plk com pact representation: for each vertex v we can access the set
of its neighbors N (v) and is degree d(v) In (1) tm e and space cost. The set N (v) usually is
encoded using a linked list or an array, in order to be abl to run through t in (d(v)) tine and

(1) space. It may m oreover be sorted (an order on the vertices is supposed to be given). This
representation has the advantage of being space e cient: it needs only (m ) space. However,
testing the presence of the edge (u;v) is in d)) tine © (logd&))) ifN (v) is a sorted array).
W e call any representation having these properties a sim ple com pact representation of G .

2ie.wem ake no di erence betw een (u;v) and (v;u) mV. V.
3A pproaches not requiring this, based on stream ing algorithm s for instance [, [, I1], or various m ethods to com press
the graph [, [1]], also exist. This is however out of the scope of this paper.



Since the basic operations of such representations do not have the sam e com plexiy, they m ay play
a key role In algorithm s using them . W e will see that this is ndeed the case in our context. W e
notem oreover that, in the context of large graph m anipulation, the ad -pcency m atrix often isuntractable
because of its space requirem ents. T his isw hy one generally uses (sorted) sin ple com pact representations
In practice.

Onem ay easily convert any sin ple com pact representation of G into is ad-pcency array representa—
tion, In tine @ ) using () additional space (i su oes to transfom ieratively each set N (v) and
to free the m em oxry used by the previous representation at each step). M oreover, once the adpcency
armgy representation of G is available, one m ay com pute is sorted version in ( ,d) logdm™))

O ( ,dtv) Iogmm)) = OfMm Ibgmn)) tine and (1) additional space. One m ay therefore intuitively
m ake no di erence between any sin ple com pact representation of G and its sorted ad poency array rep—
resentation, as long as the overall algorithm com plexiy isin (@ logn)) tine and () space.

Onemay also cbtain a sin ple com pact representation of G from its adfcency matrix n tine  @®?)
and additional space (@) (provided that one does not need the m atrix anym ore, else i costs @ )).
T his cost is not neglectibble In m ost cases, and thus we w ill suppose that algorithm s that need the two
representations receive them both as inputs.

Finally, note that one m ay use m ore subtle structures to encode the sets N (v) for all v. Balanced
trees and hashtables are the m ost classical ones. Since we focus on worst case analysis (see below ), such
encodings have no im pact on our resuls, and so we m ake no di erence between them and any other
sin ple com pact representation.

(A dditional) Space com plexity.

A sexplained above, storing the graph itselfgenerally isin  (n?) or (n ) space com plexity. M oreover, the
space requirem ents of the algorithm s we w ill study are, In m ost cases, lower than the space requirem ents
of the graph storing. T herefore, their space com plexity is the one of the chosen graph representation,
w hich m akes little sense.

H owever, lim iting the space needed by the algorithm in addition to the one needed to store the graph
often is a key issue In practice: current m ain lm itation In triangle problem s on realworld com plex
netw orks is space requirem ents. W e illustrate this in Section M.

For these reasons, the space com plexities we discuss concem the additional space needed by the
algorithm , ie. not including the graph storage. A swe w ill see, this notion m akes a signi cant di erence
between various algorithm s, and therefore also has a fundam ental Interest.

Likew ise, and follow Ing classical conventions, we do not inclide the size of the output In our space
com plexities. O therw ise, triangle listihg would need (°) space in the worst case, and pseudo-listing
would need (n) space, which brings little inform ation, if any.

W orst case com plexity, and graph fam ilies.

A 1l the com plexities we discuss in this paper are worst case com plexities, in the sense that they are
bounds for the tin e and space needs of the algorithm s, on any input. In m ost cases, these bounds are
tight (leading to the use ofthe () notation, see for Instance [[]] orde nitions). In other words, we say
that an algorithm isin (f (n)) if there exists an instance of the input such that the algorithm runsw ith
this com plexity (even if som e instances induce lower com plexiy). In several case, however, the worst
case com plexity actually is the com plexity for any input (in the case of Theorem M, or instance, and for
m ost space com plexities).

Tt would also be ofhigh interest to study the expected behavior of triangl algorithm s, In addition to
the worst case one. Thishasbeen done in som e cases; for Instance, it isproved In 1] that vertex—iterator
(see Section M) has expected tin e com plexity in O (ng ). Obtaining such results however often is very
di cult, and their relevance for practical purpose isnot alw ays clear: the choice ofa m odel for the average



Input isa di cultask (in our context, random graphswould be an unsatisfactory choice 0,0, 0] . W e
therefore focus on worst case analysis, which has the advantage of giving guarantees on the behaviors of
algorithm s, on any input.

A nother interesting approach is to study (worst case) com plexities on given graph fam ilies. T his has
already been done on various cases, them ost In portant ones probably being the sparse graphs, ie.graphs
in which m is n o@?). This is m otivated by the fact that m ost realworld com plex networks lead to
such graphs, see for instance [, 1, 1], In general, it iseven assum ed thatm isin O (n). Recent studies
however show that, despite the fact thatm is am allcom pared ton?, tmay ben ! @) B, B8, B¥]. O ther
classes of graphs have been considered, lke for nstance planar graphs: it is shown in ] that one m ay
decide if any planar graph contains a trdangle in O (n) tin e.

W e do not detail all these results here. Since we are particularily interested in realworld com plx
netw orks, we present In detail the results conceming soarse graphs allalong the paper. W e also introduce
new results on powerJaw graphs (Section M), which capture an in portant property m et in practice. A
survey on available results on speci c classes of graphs ram ains to be done, and is out of the scope ofthis
paper.

3 The fastest algorithm s for nding, counting, and pseudo-listing.

T he fastest algorithm know n for pseudo-listing relies on fast m atrix product [, 1, B, ], Indeed, if one
considers the ad pcency m atrix A ofG then the value Af}v on the diagonalofA 3 is nothing but tw ice the
num ber of triangles to w hich v belongs, for any v. F inding, counting and pseudo-listing triangle problem s
can thereore be solved n O (') tine, where | < 2:3376 is the fast m atrix product exponent [[1]. This
was rstnoticed in 197811, and currently no faster algorithm is known for any ofthese problem s in the
general case, even Prtriangle nding (out this is no lJonger true when the graph is sparse, see T heorem [l
below).

T hisapproach naturally needsthe graph to be given by itsad poency m atrix representation . M oreover,
itm akes it necessary to com pute and store them atrix A2, lradhgtoa {n?) space com plexity in addition
to the adpcency m atrix storage.

Theorem 1 (L, 1) G iven the adpcency m atrix representation of G, it is possiblke to solve triangk
nding, counting and pseudo-listing in O o) 0 n%37%) timne and @©?) Space on G using fast m atrix
product.

This tin e com plexiy is the current state of our know ledge, as long as one m akes no assum ption on
G . Note that no Iower bound is known for this com plexiy; therefore faster algorithm sm ay be designed.

A swew ill see, there exists (slower) algorithm s w ith lower space com plexity for these problem s. Som e
of these algorithm s only need a sin pl com pact representation of G. They are derived from listing
algorithm s, which we present in Section l.

One can design faster algorithm s if G is sparse. In ], i was st proved that triangle nding,
counting, pseudo-listing and listing? can be solved in (mg) tine and () space. This result has
been in proved in []] using a property of the graph (nam ely arboricity) but the worst case com plexites
were unchanged. No better result was known until 1995 [, Il], where the authors prove T heorem [ |
below °, which constitutes a signi cant in provem ent although it relies on very simple ideas. W e detail
the proofand give a slightly di erent version, which w illbe usefiil in the Hllow Ing (sin ilar ideas are used
in Section M, and this proof pem its a straightforw ard extension of this theorem in Section ).

“The original results actually concem triangle nding but they can easily be extended to counting, pseudo-listing and
listing at no cost; we present such an extension in Section [ll, A lgorithm M (tree-listing).
°Again, the origihal results concemed triangle nding, but m ay easily be extended to pseudo-listing, see A gorithm M



Input: any sin pl com pact representation of G, its adpcency m atrix A , and an integer K

Output: T such that T [] is the num ber of triangles in G containing v

1. nitlalise T W] to 0 Porallv

2. oreach vertex vwih d®) K :

2a. for each pair fu;wg of neighbors ofv:

2aa. ifA fu;w] then:

2aaa. hcrement T ]
2aab. ifd@u) > K anddWw) > K then lncrement T u]and T W ]
2aac. else ifd@) > K and u > v then lncrament T u]
2aad. ele ifdw) > K andw > v then ncrement T W ]

. ket G °be the subgraph of G induced by fv; d&) > K g

. construct the adpcency m atrix A° of G ©

. com pute A ® ushg fast m atrix product

. foreach vertex vwih d() > K :

6a. add to T [v] halfthe valie in A%

o U1 b W

A Igorithm 1: { ayz-pseudo-listing. Counts for allv the triangks in G containing v [, I1].

Theorem 2 (,1]) Given any sinplk compact representation of G and Jrs adpcency matrix, it is
possib]e to solve triangke nding, counting and pseudo-listing on G in O @m '+l) O m'*) tine and

1

m '+ 1 O (m L 185) space; A gorithm [ ¢ (ayzpseudo-listing) achieves this if one takes K 2 mt+1).

Proof: Letus rst show that A lgorithm Ml (ayzpseudo-listing) solves pseudo-listing (and thus counting
and nding). Consider a triangle In G that contains a vertex w ith degree at m ost K ; then it is discovered
In lines 2a and 2aa. Lines 2aaa to 2aad ensure that it is counted exactly once for each vertex it countains.
Consider now the triangles in which all the vertices have degree Jarger than K . Each of them induces a
triangle 1 G % and G ° contains no other triangk. T hese triangles are counted using the m atrix product
approach (lines 5, 6 and 6a), and nally allthe trdangles In G are counted for each vertex.

Let usnow study the tin e com plexity of A gorithm M (ayzpseudo-listing) in function ofK . For each
vertex v with d () K , one counts the number of triangles containing v in d&)?) O d) K)
thanks to the sin ple com pact representation of G . Ifwe sum over all the vertices In the graph this leads
toatimne complxiy In O m K ) for lines 2 to 2aad. Now notice that there cannot be m ore than ZK—m
vertices v with d ) > . Line 4 constructs (n O m + (2—)2 tin e, which plays no role In the global
com plexiy) the ad:aoency m atrix of the subgraph G ° of G induced by these vertices. U smg fast m atrix
product, line 5 com putes the num ber of triangles for each vertex JI'l G%°i tine O 1;{1_ : . Finally, we
obtain the overall tin e com plexity of the algorithm : 0 m K + I;(‘— ' .

In order to m inin ize this, one has to search for a value of K such thatm K 2 %)’ ). This leads

1
toK 2 (m7+1), which gives the announced tin e com plexity.
C onceming space com plexity, the key point is that one has to construct A% A% and A ®. The m atrix
2 2 (l [ ) 4

I vertices, leading to a X = m 1l = m '+1  space com plexity.

0 L2
A" may contam F—

N ote that one m ay also use sparse m atrix product algorithm s, see for nstance [l]. However, the
matrix A% m ay not be sparse (in particular if there are vertices w ith large degrees, which is often the

(ayzpseudo-listing), and listing, see A lgorithm M (ayz-listing). This was rst proposed in [, B¥]. T hese algorithm s have
also been generalized to longer cycles in []] but this is out of the scope of this paper.



case In practice as discussed in Section M) . But algorithm sm ay take bene t from the fact that one ofthe
tw o m atrices Involved in a product is sparse, and there also exists algorithm s for products of m ore than

two sparse m atrices. T hese approaches kad to algorithm swhose e ciency depends on the exact relation

between m and n: it dependson the relation between n and m which algorithm is the fastest. D iscussing

this further therefore is quite com plex, and it is out of the scope of this paper.

In conclusion, despite the fact that the algorithm s presented in this section are asym ptotically very
fast, they have two in portant lim itations. F irst, they have a prohbitive space cost, since the m atrices
nvolved in the com putation (in addition to the ad-poency m atrix, but it is considered as the encoding of
G iself) may need (@?) space. M oreover, the fast m atrix product aljorithm s are quite intricate, which
leads to di cul in plem entations w ith high risks of errors. This also leads to large constant factors in
the com plexities, which have no in portance at the asym ptotic lin it but m ay play a signi cant role in
practice.

For these reasons, and degpite the fact that they clearly are of prin e theoretical In portance, these al-
gorithm s have lim ited practical in pact. Instead, one generally uses one ofthe listing algorithm s (adapted
accordingly) that we detailnow .

4 T im eoptim al listing algorithm s.

F irst notice that therem ay be r31 2 ®n3) triangles in G . Likew ise, theremay be @ %) triangles, since
— p—

G may be a clique ofp m vertices (thus containing 3m 2 m %) triangles). This gives the follow ing

low er bounds for the tim e com plexity of any triangle listing algorithm .

Lemm a 3 (M, MM, M) Listing alltriangks in G isin @) and @3) time.

In this section, we rst observe that the tine complkexity () can easily be reached (Section Il .
However, m %) ismuch better in the case of sparse graphs. W e present m ore subtle algorithm s that
reach this bound (Section lll). A gain, space com plexity is a key issue, and we discuss this for each
algorithm . W e w ill see that algorithm s proposed untilnow either rely on the use of adpcency m atrices
and/or have a () space com plexity. W e inprove this by proposing algorithm s that reach a (@)
space com plexiy, whik needing only a sinple com pact representation of G, and still In (m%) tin e
(Section ) .

4.1 Basic algorithm s.

Onem ay trivially obtahn a listing algorithm in  (n®) (optin al) tin e w ith the m atrix representation of
G by testingin (1) tim e any possibl triple of vertices. M oreover, this algorithm has the optin al space
complkexiy (1).

Theorem 4 (L, ] and folklore) G iven the adjpcency m atrix representation of G, it is possibk to
sole triangke listing in  @>) tine and (1) space using the direct testing of every tripk of vertices.

T his approach how ever has severe draw backs. F irst, it needs the ad pcency m atrix ofG . M ore in por—
tantly, its com plexity does not depend on the actual properties of G ; it always needs @®>) com putation
steps even if the graph contains very few edges. It m ust however be clear that, if aln ost all triples of
vertices form a triangle, no better asym ptotic bound can be attained, and the sin plicity of this algorithm
m akes it very e cient In these cases.

In order to obtain faster algorithm s on sparse graphs, whike kesping the In plem entation very sim ple,
one often uses the follow ing algorithm s. The rst one, Introduced in I[]] and called vertex—iterator in



], consists in iterating A lgorithm M (vertex-listing) on each vertex ofG . T he second one, w hich seem s
to be the m ost w idely used algorithm °, consists in iterating A jorithm M (edge-listing) over each edge i
G.Lkwasalso st introduced inl ], and discussed in [, 0] w here the authors call it edge—iterator.

Input: any sim pl com pact representation of G, its adpcency m atrix A, and a vertex v
Output: allthe triangles to which v belongs
1. for each pair fu;wg of neighbors of v:

la. ifA,, = 1 then output triangl fu;v;wg

A Igorithm 2: { vertex-listing. Lists all the triangks containing a given vertex 1].

Input: any sorted sin ple com pact representation of G, and an edge (u;v) ofG
Output: allthe triangles in G containing U;v)
l.breachw mN @)\ N @):

la. output triangle fu;v;wg

A Igorithm 3: { edge-listing. Lists all the trianglks containing a given edge [1].

Theorem 5 ([, , 1) G iven any sin pe com pact representation of G and its adjpcency m atrix, it
is possibke to list all its triangks in dw)?, m dux), @ n),and @) tineand (@) space;
vertex-iterator achieves this.

v

Proof: The fact that A Igorithm B (vertex-listing) list all the triangles to which a vertex v belongs is
straightforw ard. T hen, iterating over all vertices gives three tin es each triangle; ifone w ants each trianglke
only once it is su cient to restrict the output of triangles to the ones orwhich W) > () > @), for
any ingctive num bering () of the vertices.

Thanks to the sin ple com pact representation of G, the pairs of neighbors of v m ay be com puted
n  d@)?) tine and (1) space (this would be in possbl with the adjcency m atrix only). Thanks
to the ad-pcency m atrix, the test In line la may be processed in = (1) tin e and space (this would be
In possble with the sin ple com pact representaton only). Thﬁ tin e com plexity of A gorithm M ertex—
listing) therefore isin  (dw)?) tine and (1) space. The ( Vd(v)Z)Ptjm eand (1) space com plkxity
of the overall algorithm follow s. M oreover, we have  ( vd(v)z) O( ,dv) dax)=0fm Aax)
O@m n) O @)),and allthese com plexity m ay be attained in the worst case (clique ofn vertices), hence
the resuls.

Theorem 6 ([, , ] and folklore) G iven any sorted simplk com pact representation of G, it is
possibk to listallitstriangkesin M @ax), @ n)and @) tine and (1) space; T he edge-iterator
algorithm achieves this.

Proof: T he correctness of the algorithm is inm ediate. O nem ay proceed like in the proof of T heorem Ml
to obtain each triangl only once.

Each edge (U;Vv) istreated ntine (d@u)+ d(v)) becauseN @) andN (v) are sorted) and (1) space.
Wehaved@u)+ d&) 2 (Gn ax ) s therefore the overall com plexiy is in O M Aax) O m n) 0 @).
In the worst case (clique of n vertices) all these com plexity are tight.

6ItjsJ‘E)J:jnstanceinp]anentedjnthewide]y used com plex network analysis software Pagk o, 1, ].



F irst note’ that these algorithm s are optin alin the worst case, jist like the direct m ethod C.emm all
and Theorem M) . However, there aremuch more e client on sparse graphs, in particular if the m axim al
degree is low [ ], since they both are In (m dax) tin e. If the m axin al degree is a constant, vertex—
iterator even isin  (n) tim e. M oreover, both algorithm s onl need (1) space, which m akes them very
Interesting from this perspective we w ill see that there is no known faster algorithm w ith this space
requirem ent).

H owever, vertex—iterator has a severe drawbadk: it needs the adpcency matrix of G and a sinplk
com pact representation. Instead, edge—iterator only needs a sorted sin ple com pact representation, which
is often available in practice®. M oreover, edge—iterator runs in (1) space, which m akes it very com pact.
Because of these two reasons, and because of its sim plicity, it is w idely used in practice.

T he perform ance of these algorithm s how ever are quite poor w hen the m axin al degree is unbounded,
and in particular if it grow s lkke n . T hey m ay even be asym ptotically sub-optin alon sparse graphsand/or
on graphs w ith som e vertices of high degree, which often appear in practice (we discuss this further in
Section l). Tt is however possble to design tin e-optin al listing algorithm s for sparse graphs, which we
detailnow .

42 Tin e-optim al listing algorithm s for sparse graphs.

Several algorithm s have been proposed that reach the (@ %) bound of Lenm a M, and thus are tine
optin alon sparse graphs (note that this is also optin al for dense graphs, but we have seen in Section Il
much sin pler algorithm s for these cases). Back in 1978, an algorithm was proposed to nd a triangle in

(mg) tineand (m) space M]. T herefore it is slower than the ones discussed in Section ll ©r nding,
but it m ay be extended to cbtain a listing algorithm w ith the sam e com plexity. W e rst present this
below . Then, we detail two sin pler solutions w ith this com plexiy, proposed recently in [0, B]. The

rst one consists n a sin ple extension of A lgorithm M (ayz-pseudo-listing); the other one, nam ed Hrward,
has the advantage of being very e cient in practice [, Bl]. M oreoever, we show in Section [l that it
may be slightly modi ed to reach a () space cost.

A n approach based on covering trees [1].

W e use here the classical notions of covering trees and connected com ponents, as de ned for instance
in 0]. Since they are very classical, we do not recall them . W e just note that a covering tree of each
connected com ponent of any graph m ay be com puted in tin e linear in the num ber of edges of this graph,
and space linear in its num ber of vertices (typically using a breadth— st search). O ne then has acoess to
the father of any vertex in (1) tin e and space.

In ], the authors propose a trdiangle nding algorithm in  (m %) tineand (n) space. W e present
here a sin pl extension of this algorithm to solve triangle listing w ith the sam e com plexity. To achieve
this, we need the follow ing lemm a, which is a sin ple extension of Lemma 4 in 1].

Lemma 7 (1]) Letus consider a covering tree for each connected com ponent of G, and a triangk t in
G having an edge in one of these trees. Then there exists an edge (U;v) in E but in none of these trees,
such that t= fu;v;father v)g.

Proof: Lett= fx;y;zg be a trdangle in G, and ket T be the tree that contains an edge of t. W e can
suppose w ithout loss of generality that this edge is x;y = father(x)). Two cases have to be considered.
First, if x;z) 8 T then it is In none of the trees, and taking v= x and u = z satis esthe clain . Second,

"W e also note that another O (m n) tin e algorithm was proposed ini ] for a m ore general problem . In the case of
triangles, it does not im prove vertex-iterator and edge-iterator, which are m uch sin pler, therefore we do not detail it here.
® R ecall that onem ay sort the sin ple com pact representation ofG In M log®)) tin e and (n) space, if needed.



if ®;z) 2 T then we have father(z) = x (pecause fatherx) = y6 z).M oreover, (v;z) B T (€lse T would
contain a cyclk, nam ely t). T herefore taking v= z and u = y satis esthe clain .

Input: any sin ple com pact representation of G, and its adjpoency m atrix A
Output: allthe trdangls n G
1. while there rem ainsan edge n E :
la. com pute a covering tree for each connected com ponent of G
1b. reach edge (u;v) In none of these trees:
1ba. if (father();v) 2 E then output triangle fu;v;father(u)g
1bb. else if (father(v);u) 2 E then output tranglk fu;v;father)g
lc. rem ove from E allthe edges In these trees

A Igorithm 4: { tree-listing. Lists all the triangks in a gaph [1].

T his Jem m a show sthat, given a covering tree ofeach connected com ponent ofG ,onem ay nd triangles
by checking for each edge (u;v) that belongs to none of these trees if fu;v; father v)g is a trdangle. T hen,
all the triangles containing (v; father(v)) are discovered. T his leads to A lgorithm M (tree-listing), and to
the ollow Ing result (which isa direct extension of the one conceming triangle nding described in [1]).

Theorem 8 ([ ]) G iven any sim pk com pact representation of G and its adpcency m atrix, it ispossibke
to list all its trdiangles In =~ %) time and () space; A orithm . (tree-listing) achieves this.

Proof: Letus st prove that the algorithm is correct. It is clear that the algorithm m ay only output
triangles. Suppose that one is m issing. But all its edges have been rem oved when the com putation
stops, and so (at least) one of is edges was In a tree at som e step. Let us consider the rst such step
(therefore the three edges of the triangle are present) . Lem m a ll says that there exists an edge satisfying
the condition tested In lines 1b and lba, and thus the triangl was discovered at this step. Fially, we
reach a contradiction, and thus all triangles have been discovered.

Now lt us focus on the tine com plxiy. Follow ing [], ket c denote the number of connected
com ponents at the current step of the algorithm . T he value of ¢ increases during the com putation, until
it reaches c= n. Two cases have to be considered. First suppose that ¢ n m . During this step of

the algorithm , n ¢ n n m)= Hedgesarerenoved.Andthustherecanbenomorethan
me = " m such steps. Consider now the other case, ¢> n m . The m axin al degree then is at m ost
n c<n O pH) = pE, and, since the degree of each vertex (of non-null degree) decreases at each

step, there can benom orethan = m such steps. F inally, the totalnum ber of steps is bounded by 2 P,
M oreover, each step costsO fm ) tin e: the test in line 1ba isin (1) tin e thanks to the ad pcency m atrix,
and line 1b ndsthe O (m ) edges on which i isran in O fn ) tin e thanks to the father() relhtion which
isin () tine. This lkrads to the O (m%) tin e com plexity, and, from Lemm all, this bound is tight.

F nally, ket us focus on the space com plexiyy. Suppose that rem oving an edge (u;v) is done by setting
A v and Ay to 0, but w ithout changing the sin ple com pact representation. T hen, the actual presence
of an edge In the sin ple com pact representation can be tested with only a constant additional cost by
checking that the corresponding entry in them atrix isequalto 1. T herefore, thisway of rem oving edges
Induces no signi cant additional tin e cost, whik allow ing a com putation In () space (nheeded for the
trees).

T he space com plexity obtained here is very good (and we w ill see that we are unable to cbtain better
ones), but it relies on the fact that the graph is given both in its adpcency m atrix representation and
a sinple com pact one. This reduces signi cantly the practical relevance of this approach conceming



reduced space com plexity. W e w ill see in the next section algorithm s that have the sam e tin e and space
com plexities but needing only a sin ple com pact representation of G .

A n extension of A Igorithm M (ayz—pseudo-listing)

= 4 4 ]‘

T he fastest known algorithm ©r nding, counting, and pseudo-listing triangles, nam ely A lgorithm ll @yz—
pseudo-listing), was proposed in [, M] and we detailed it in Section M. A s proposed  rst in [, B, it is
easy to m odify i to obtain a listing algorithm , nam ely A gorithm M (@yz-listing) .

Input: any sin ple com pact representation of G, is adpcency m atrix A, and an integer K
Output: allthe triangles in G
1. oreach vertex vwith d) K :

la. output all trdangles containing v w ith A lgorithm M (vertex-listing), w thout duplicates
2. kt G °be the subgraph of G induced by fv; dv) > K g
3. com pute a sorted sin ple com pact representation of G °
4. list all triangles in G ° using A Igorithm M (edge-listing)

A Igorithm 5: { ayz-listing. Lists all the triangles in a graph [, &, 0, E].

Theorem 9 [, 00, 1, 1] G iven any sin p com pact representation of G and its ad pcency m atrix, it is
possbke to list all its triangles in = %) time and () space; A orithm M (ayz-listing) achieves this if
one takes K 2 m).

P roof: First recall that onem ay sort the sim ple com pact representation of G N O m  logn)) tin e and
(1) space. This has no in pact on the overall com plexiy of A Igorithm M (ayz-listing), thus we suppose
In this proof that the representation is sorted.

Tn a way sin ilar to the proof of Theoram M Jet us st express the com plexity of A Igorithm Bl @yz-
listing) In tetm s of K . Using tl%e d&)*) com p]exjt% of A lgorithm M ertex-listing) we cbtain that
Jnes 1 and la have a cost in O ( vid@) K d(v)2) O ( vid@) K d&) K O fm K ) tin e. M oreover,
they havea (1) space cost (T heorem W).

Since we m ay suppose that the sim ple com pact representation of G is sorted, line 3 can be achieved
in O n) tin e. The number of vertices in G % is in (E—) and it m ay be a clique, thus the space needed
orG isin  (&)%).

Finally, theoveralltin ecom plexity isinO m X + m I;{‘— . Theoptim alisattained with K in Fa),
leading to the announced tin e com plexity @ hich is tight from Lemm alll). T he space com plexity then is

()= ).

A gain, this resul has a signi cant space cost: it needs the ad pcency m atrix of G, and, even then, it
needs (m ) additional space. M oreover, it relies on the use of a param eter, K , which m ay bedi cul to
choose In practice: though Theorem M says that it must be in m ), this m akes little sense when one
considers a given graph. W e discuss fiirther this issue in Section l.

The forward fast algorithm [, ].

In 0, 00], the authors propose another algorithm w ith optim altin e com plexity and a (m ) cost, while
needing only a sin ple com pact representation of G . W e now present it in detail. W e give a new proofof
the correctness and com plexity of this algorithm , in order to be able to extend it In the next sections (in
particular in Section l).
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Input: any sin ple com pact representation of G
Output: allthe triangles in G
1. num ber the vertices w ith an in fctive function ()
such thatd(@u) > d(v) Inplies @) < () forallu and v
2.t A be an array ofn sets Initially equalto ;
3. for each vertex v taken in increasing order of ():
3a. oreach u2 N (v) with @) > &):
3aa. breach w n A u]\ A ¥]: output triangle fu;v;wg
3ab. add v to A [u]

A Igorithm 6: { forward. Lists all the trdangles in a graph [, E].

Theorem 10 [,111] G iven any sim pk com pact representation ofG , it is possibk to list all its triangks
n @?)timeand @) space; Alorithm M (Brward) achieves this.

Proof: For allvertices x, et usdenote by A x) = £fy 2 N (x); () < (x)g the set of neighborsy
of x with number (y) analler than the one of x itself. For any trianglke t = fa;b;og one can suppose
w ithout loss of generality that () < () < (@). Onem ay then discover t by discovering that c is in
A@\A D).

This is what A lgorithm M (®rward) does. To show this i su ces to show that A u]\ A ] =
A @)\ A (v) when com puted in line 3aa.

F irst notice that w hen one enters in them ain loop (line 3), then the set A [v] contains all the vertices
In A (v). Indeed, u was previously treated by the main loop shce (U) < (v), and during this lnes 3
and 3ab ensure that it has been added to A ] (just replace u by v and v by u In the pssudocode).
M oreover, A [v] contains no other elem ent, and thus it is exactly A (v) when one enters the m ain loop.

Likew ise, when entering the main loop for v, A fu] is not equal to A @), but i contains all the
vertices w such that W) < (v) and that belong to A (u). Therefore, the intersections are equal:
ARI\AWF = A @u)\ A ), and thus the algorithm is correct.

Ifwe tum to the tim e com plexity, rst notice that line 1l can beachieved in © lognh)) (@nd even
In @)) tineand @) space. Thisplaysno roke In the follow ing.

N ow , note that lines 3 and 3a are nothing but a loop over alledges, thusin (m ). Inside the loop,
the expensive operation is the intersection com putation. To obtain the clain ed com plexiy, it su cesto
show that both A u] and A ] contain O (pﬁ) vertices (since each structure A k] is trivially sorted by
construction, this is su cient to ensure that the intersection com putation is in O m)).

For any vertex x, by de nition ofA (x) and (), A x) is Included in the set of neighbors of x w ith
degree at least d (x). Suppose x has ! ( m ) such neighbors: A x)j2 ! (p m ). But all these vertices have
degree at least equal to the one of x, wih dx) A (%)3j and thus they have all together ! m ) edges,
which is in possble. T herefore one must have A &®)j2 O ( m ), and since A k] A (x) this proves the
0 m %) tin e com plexity. T hisbound is tight from Lemm all.

T he space com plexity is obtained when one notices that each edge nducesa (1) space in A, kading
toaglbalgpacein ().

Com pared to A lgorithm B (ayz-listing), this algorithm has several advantages (although i has the
sam e asym ptotic tin e and space com plexities). It is very simpl and easy to Inplem ent, which also
In plies, as shown In [, 0], that it isvery e cient in practice. M oreover, it does not have the draw back
ofdepending on a param eterK , centralin A gorithm M (ayz-listing) . F inally, we show in the next sections
that i m ay be slightly modi ed to obtain a () space com plexity (Sectionllll), and that even better
perfom ances can be proved if one considers power-law graphs (Section ).
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4.3 Tin eoptim al com pact algorithm s for sparse graphs.

T his section is devoted to listing algorithm s that have very low space requirem ents, both In tem s of the
given representation of G and in tem s of the additional space needed. W e w ill cbtain two algorithm s
reaching a @) gpace cost whik needing only a sinple com pact representation of G, and In optim al
3
m2) tin e.

A com pact version of A lgorithm M (forward).

T hanks to the proofwe gave of T heorem M, it is now easy to m odify A lgorithm Ml (orward) in order to
In prove signi cantly its space com plexity. T his leads to the follow ing result.

Input: any sin ple com pact representation of G
Output: allthe trangls n G
1. num ber the vertices w ith an inpctive function ()
such thatd@u) > dw) Inplies ) > (@) forallu andv
2. sort the sin ple com pact representation according to ()
3. Pr each vertex v taken In increasing order of ():
3a. oreach u2 N (v) with @) > ):
3aa. kt u’be the rst neighbor ofu, and ¥ the one of v
3ab. whik there rem ains untreated neighborsofu and vand @% < &) and %< (v):
3aba. if % < &% then set u® to the next neighbor ofu
3abb. else if @% > % then set v° to the next neighbor of v
3abc. else:
3abca. output trianglke fu;v;u’y
3abcb. set u to the next neighbor ofu
3abce. set vP to the next neighbor of v

A Igorithm 7: { com pact—forw ard. Lists all the triangks in a graph.

Theorem 11 Given any sinplk com pact representation of G, it is possibk to list all its triangles in
3
fm2) time and ) space; A Igorithm . (com pact—forw ard) achieves this.

P roof: Recallthat, as explained in the proofof T heorem M, when one com putes the intersection ofA ]
and A u] (line 3aa ofA Igorithm M (orward)), A [v] is the set of neighbors of v w ith num ber lowerthan ),
and A fu] is the set of neighbors of u w ith num ber lower than (v). Ifthe ad poency structures encoding
the neighborhoods are sorted according to (), we then have that A ] is nothing but the beginning of
N (v), truncated when we reach a vertex v with % > (). Likewise, A 1] isN @) truncated at u’
such that @% > ).

A gorithm M (com pact-orward) uses this. Indeed, lines 3ab to 3abcc are nothing but the com putation
of the intersection of A ] and A u], which are supposed to be stored at the beginning of the ad-pcency
structures, which is done in line 2. A 1l this has no in pact on the asym ptotic tin e cost, and now the A
structure does not have to be explicitly stored.

Notice now that Ine 1 hasa O h logn)) tine and () space cost. M oreover, sorting the sin ple
com pact representation of G (line 2) isin O m logmn)) tine and (1) space. These tin e com plexities
ply no rok in the overall com plexity, but the space com plexities inducea () space cost for the overall
algorithm .

F inally, the tin e cost is the sam e as the one of A lgorithm M (orward), and the space cost isin =~ (n).

12



In practice, this resut m eans that one m ay encode vertices by integers, w ith the property that this
num bering goes from highest degree vertices to lowest ones, then store the graph in a sin ple com pact
representation, sort it, and com pute the triangles using A lgorithm M (com pact=Hrward). In such a fram e-
work, it is In portant to notice that the algorithm runs in (1) space, since line 1, responsble for the

(n) cost, isunnecessary. O n the other hand, if one wants to keep the original num bering of the vertices,
then one has to store the function () and renum ber the vertices badk after the triangl com putation.
This has a (n) space cost (and no signi cant tine cost). G oing further, if one wants to restore the
initial order inside the sin ple sorted representation, then one has to sort it back if it was sorted before
the com putation, and even to store a copy of £ (then in  (m ) space) if it was unsorted.

A new algorithm .

T he algorithm s discussed until now basically rely on the fact that they avoid considering each pair of
neighborsofhigh degree vertices, which would have a prohibitive cost. T hey do so by m anaging low degree
vertices rst, which has the consequence that m ost edges Involved in the highest degrees have already
been treated when the algorithm com es to these vertices. Here we take a quite di erent approach. First
we design an algorithm abl to e ciently list the triangles of high degree vertices. Then, we use it in
an algorithm sim ilar to A lgorithm M (ayz-listing), but that both avoids adacency m atrix representation,
and reachesa () space cost.

F irst note that we already have an algorithm listing all the triangles containing a given vertex v,
nam ely A lgorithm M (vertex-listing) BM]. This algorithm is in (1) space, but it is une cient on high
degree vertices, since it needs  (d()?) tine. O ur in proved listing algorithm relies on an equivalent to
A gorithm M (vertex-listing) that avoids this.

Input: any sin pl com pact representation of G, and a vertex v
Output: allthe triangles to which v belongs
1. create an array A ofn boolans and set them to false
2. foreach vertex u N N (v), set A u] to true
3. Preach vertex u n N (v):
3a. oreach vertex w m N (u):
3aa. if A W] then output fv;u;wg

A gorithm 8: { new —vertex-listing. Lists all the triangks containing a given vertex.

Lemm a 12 G iven any sin pk com pact representation of G, it isposibl to list all its triangks containing
agiven vertex vin (n) (optinal) time and @) space; A Yorithm M (ew ~vertex-listing) achieves this.

Proof: Onem ay see A lgorithm M (hew-vertex-listing) as a way to use the adpoency m atrix of G w ithout
explicitely storing it: the array A is nothing but the v-th line of the ad pcency-m atrix. It is constructed
in (n) tin e and space (Ines 1 and 2). Then one can test or any edge (v;u) in (1) tin e and space.
T he loop starting at line 3 takes any edge containing one neighbor u of v and tests if its other end W in
the pseudo-code) is Inked tovusihgA,n (1) tine and space. Thisissu cientto nd allthe triangls
containing v. Since this num ber of edges is bounded by 2 m (one m ay actually obtain an equivalent
algorithm by replacing lines 3a and 3aa by a loop over all the edges), we obtain that the algorithm is in
Ofm)timeand ) space.
T he obtained tim e com plexity is optim al since v m ay belong to () trangles.

13



Input: any sorted sin ple com pact representation of G, and an integer K
Output: allthe triangles in G
1. oreach vertex vin V :
la. ifd(v) > K then, using A gorithm M (ew<ertex-listing) :
laa. output all triangles fv;u;wg such thatd@u) > K ,dw)> K andv> u> w
lab. output all triangles fv;u;wg such that d@u) > K ,dw) K andv> u
lac. output all trdangles fv;u;wg such thatd@u) K ,dw)> K andv> w
2. foreach edge (v;u) M E :
2a. ifd) K andd@) K then:
2aa. ifu < v then output all triangles containing @;v) using A Igorithm M (edge-listing)

A Igorithm 9: { new —listing. Lists all the trdanglks in a graph.

Theorem 13 G iven any sorted sin pk com pact representation of G, it is possibk to list all its trianglkes
3 R
in Mm2)tmeand @) space; A gorithm M (hew disting) achieves this if one takes K 2 m).

Proof: Sin ilarily to the proof we gave of Theorem M, ket us rst study the com plexity of A Igorithm Ml
(new-listing) as a function of K . For each vertex v with d) > K , one lists the num ber of triangles
containingvin () tineand (@) space Lemm alll) (the conditions in lines laa to lac, aswellas the
one in line 2aa, only serve to ensure that each triangle is listed exactly once). T hen, one lists the trdangles
containing edges w hose extrem ities are of degree at m ost K ; this is done by A Igorithm M (edge-listing) in
K )tmeand (1) space Poreach edge, thusa totalin O m K)tineand (1) space.

F inally, the space com plexiy ofthe whole algorithm is independent of K and isin (n),and itstine
complexity sin O (- m +m K) tine, since there are G-( vertices w ith degree larger than K . In
order to m inim ize this, we now take K in m ), which Jeads to the announced tin e com plexiy.

T heorem s [l and Il in prove Theorem s @l and M since they show that the same (optin al) tine-
com plexity m ay be achieved In space () ratherthan @ ).M oreover, this is space-optin al for pseudo—
listing if one wants to keep the resul in m em ory (the resul tselfisin  )), which is generally the case
(for clustering coe cient com putations, for instance).

N ote how ever that it is still unknown wether there exist algorithm swith tine complexity In @ 3 )
but wih o) space requirem ents. W e saw that edge-iterator achieves m dax) O M@ n) tin e and

(1) space com plexities (T heorem M), while needing only a sorted sin ple com pact representation of G .
Ifwe suppose that the representation uses ad-jpoency arrays, we cbtain now the follow ing stronger (if
dnax 2 (m log@))) resulk.

C oro]larlg 14 G iven the adpcency army representation of G, it is possibke to list all its triangls
3
:iné) mz logn)) tine and (1) space; Alorithm M (new-listing) achieves this if one takes K 2
(m Jogn)).

Proof: Letus rstsort the arraysin O fm Iogn)) tineand (1) space. Then, we change A Igorithill
(new ~vertex-listing) by rem oving the use of A and replace line 3aa by a dichotom ic search forw in N @),
which hasa cost n O (logm)) tine and (1) space. Now ifA lgorithm M (hew-listing) uses thism odi ed
version of A Igorithm M (new—vertex—]istpj;ng), then tisin (1) spaceand O (;2— m ognh)+ m K ) time.
The optimalvalie forK isthenin ( m log (n)), leading to the announced com plexity.
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5 The case of power-law graphs.

Until now, several results (including ours) took advantage of the fact that m ost lJarge graphs m et In
practice are sparse; designing algorithm s w ith com plexities expressed In term ofm rather than n then
Jleads to signi cant im provem ents.

G olng further, i has been observed since several years that m ost Jarge graphs m et in pratice also
have another im portant characteristic in com m on: their degrees are very heterogeneous. M ore precisly,
In m ost cases, the vast m a prity of vertices have a very low degree whilke som e have a huge degree. This
is often captured by the fact that the degree distribution, ie. the proportion p, for each k of vertices
ofdegree k, iswell tted by a powerdaw: g k for an exponent generally between 2 and 3. See
o B B, B for extensive lists of cases iIn which this property was cbserved ?.

W e w ill see that several algorithm s proposed in previous section have provable better perform ances
on such graphs than on general (sparse) graphs.

Let us rst note that there are several ways to m odel realworld powerdaw distrdbutions; see for
Insance [, [1]. W e use here one of the m ost sin ple and classical ones, nam ely continuous power-law s;
d’lqg}iinlg one of the others would lead to sim ilar results. In such a distribution, py is taken to be equal
to , "Cx dx,whereC isthe nom alization constant!®. This ensures that py is propoxtjojl_;alto k
11'3{1 the lim it where k is Jarge. W e m ust m oreover ensure that the sum ofthep, isequalto 1: i:lpk =

S Cx dx=C 2;=1.WecbtalC = l,and nalyp = -7 'x dx=%k *! &+1) *I.
Finally, when we willtalk about power-law graphs in the follow Ing, we w ill refer to graphs In which

the proportion of vertices of degree k ispy, = k1 &+ 1) *1l.

Theorem 15 G iven any sim pk com pact representation of a power-aw graph G with exponent , it is
1

possible to listallitstriangkes in O m n ) tineand ) space; A gorithm M ew isting) achieves this

if one takes K 2 (ni ), and A orithm . (com pact—forw ard) achieves this too.

Proof: Let usdenote by ng the num ber of vertices ofdlgx_:jree larger than orlgqualto K.In %power—]aw
1 K

graph w ih exponent , this number is given by: nsz }lFka.Wehave g Px =1 k=llpk=
1 @ K ')=K Tl .ThewPrengx =n K *1l.

Letus rstprove the result conceming A lgorithm Ml (new-listing) . A s already noticed in the proof of
T heoram M, its space com plexity does not depend on K , and it is (n). M oreover, its tin e com plexiy
ismO Mg m+m K).Thevaluie ofK thatm inin izes this is in _1(r), and the resul for A lgorithm W
(new—listing) follow s.

Let us now consider the case of A lgorithm M (com pact—rward). The space com plexity was already
proved for Theorem M. T he tin e com plexity is the sam e as the one for A Igorithm W (®rward), and we
use here the sam e notations as in the proof of Theorem M. Recall that the vertices are num bered by
decreasing order of their degrees.

Let us study the com plexity of the intersection com putation (line 3aa in A Igorithm M (rward)). It is
n (A uli+ A V]). Recallthat, at this point of the algorithm , A ] is nothing but the set of neighbors
of v w ith num ber Iower than the one of v (and thus of degree at least equalto d)). Therefore, A V1j
is bounded both by d(v) and the number of vertices of degree at least d(v), ie. ng). Likewiss, A ulj
is bounded by d() and by ng,), since A fu] is the set of neighbors of u w ith degree at least equal to
d&). M oreover, we have @) > (v) (line 3a of A gorithm M (orward)), and so A ]l d@) dw).
Finally, both A u]ljand A ]jare bounded by both d(v) and ngy,), and the Intersection com putation is
n O d)+ ngw))-

°Note that if isa constant thenm is in ). It m ay however depend on n, and should be denoted by (). In order

to keep the notations sin ple, we do not use this notation, but one m ust keep this in m ind.
1
®0nem ay also choose px proportional to . 2 x dx. Choosing any of this kind of solutions has little im pact on the
k =

2
obtained resuls, see ] and the proofs we present in this section.
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Like above, ket us com pute the value K of d(v) such that these two bounds are equal. W e obtain
K = ni . Then, the com putation of the Intersection isin O K + ng ) = O (ni), and since the num ber
of such com putations is bounded by the num ber of edges (lines 3 and 3a of A lgorithm M (brward)), we
obtain the announced com plexiy.

This result Im proves signi cantly the known bounds, as soon as is large enough. This holds in
particular for typical cases m et In practice, where often isbetween 2 and 3 [, fl]. Tt m ay be seen
as an explanation of the fact that A Igorithm M (orward) has very good perform ances on graphs w ith
heterogeneous degree distrbutions, as show n experin entally in [0, ]

Onem ay also use this approach to in prove A Igorithm M (ayzpseudo-listing) and A gorithm M @yz-
listing) in the case of power-daw graphs as ollow s.

C orollary 16 G iven any sin pk com pact representation of a power-law graph G with exponent and its
adpcency m atrix, it is possibke to solve pseudo-listing, counting and ndingon G in O (n! !'*2) time
+2 [

2
and '+2) space; A yorithm M (ayzpseudo-listing) achieves this ifone takes K in (1’ t+2),

Proof: W ith the sam e reasoning as the one in the proof of T heorem M, one obtains that the algorithm
runsihhO @ K+ 190% y') where nk denotes the num ber of vertices of degree larger than K . A sexplained
in the proof of Theorem M, thisisng = n K *!. Therefore, the best K is such thatn K is i

1!

@' K % ). Fhally, K mustbein n® @ )2 ., One then cbtais the announced tin e com plexity.
The space com plexity is bounded by the space needed to construct the adpcency m atrix between the
vertices of degree at m ost K , thus it is (g )2, and the resul follow s.

If the degree distribbution of G ollow s a power law w ith exponent = 25 (typical for intemet graphs
2, M) then this result says that A gorithm M (ayz-pseudo-listing) reaches a O M'®) tine and 0 n'?°)
space com plexiy. If the exponent is larger, then the com plexiy is even better. N ote that one m ay also
obtain tighter bounds in term s of m and n, for instance usihg the fact that A gorithm M (@yzpseudo-
listing) hasrunningtinein M K + @& )') ratherthan @®© K+ (nk ") (see the proofs of T heorem Ml
and C orollary ) . W e do not detail this here because the cbtained resuls are quite technical and follow
Inm ediately from the ones we detailkd.

Corollary 17 G iven any sin pk com pact representation of a power-law graph G with exponent and its
1 2

adjpcency m atrix, it is possibke to listallits trdangkesin  m n) tineand ®©~ ) space; A orithm M

(ayz-listing) achieves this if one takes K in (nl ).

Proof: The tin e com plexity of A gorithm M (@yz-listing) isin M K +m xn.TheK m inin izing this
issuch thatK 2 (g ), which is the sam e condition as the one in the proof of T heorem lll; therefore we
reach the sam e tim e com plexity. The space com plexity is bounded by the size of the adpoency m atrix,
ie. (g )2). This keads to the announced com plxiy.

Notice that this result inplies that, for som e reasonablk valies of (amely > 2) the space
com plexity is in o). This however is of theoretical interest only: it relies on the use of both the
adpoency m atrix and a sin ple com pact representation of G, which is unfeasable In practice for large
graphs.

Finally, the resuls presented in this section show that one m ay use properties of m ost large graphs
m et in practice (here, their heterogeneous degree distrdbution), to In prove results known on the general
case (oron the sparse graph case). A swe discuss firther in Section ll, using such properties in the design
of algorithm s is a prom ising direction for algorithm ic research on very large graphsm et In practice.
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W e note how ever that we have no lower bound for the com plexiy of triangle listing w ith the assum p—
tion that the graph is a powerdJaw one Which we had for general and sparse graphs); actually, we do
not even have a proof of the fact that the given bound is tight for the presented algorithm s. O ne m ay
therefore prove that they have even better perform ance (or that the bound is tight), and algorithm s faster
than the ones presented here m ay exist (for power-Jaw graphs).

6 Expermm entalevaluation.

n o, ], the authors present a wide set of experin ents on both realworld com plx networks and
som e generated using various m odels, to evaluate experim entally the known algorithm s. They focus on
vertex—iterator, edge—iterator, A lgorithm M (orward), and A Igorithm M (ayz-listing), together w ith their
counting and pseudo-listing variants (they com pute clustering coe cients). They also study variants of
these algorithm s using for instance hashtables and balanced trees. T hese variants have the sam e worst
case asym ptotic com plexiies but onem ay guess that they would run faster than the original algorithm s,
for several reasons we do not detailhere. M atrix approaches are considered as too intricate to be used In
practice.

The overall conclision of their extensive experim ents is that A lgorithm M (®rward) perfom s best
on realworld (sparse and power-law ) graphs: is asym ptotic tin e is optin al and the constants involved
In is in plem entation are very am all. Variants, which need m ore subtle data structure, actually 2il in
perform ing better in m ost cases (because ofthe overhead induced by them anagem ent ofthese structures).

In order to Integrate our contribution in this context and have a precise idea of the behavior of the
discussed algorithm s In practice, we also perform ed a wide set of experin ents'!. They con m that
A lgorithm M (brward) is very fast and outperform s classical approaches signi cantly. They also show
that, even In the cases where available m em ory is su cient for this algorithm , it is outperfom ed by
A lgorithm M (com pact-forward) because it avoids m anagem ent of additional data structures.

N ote that A Igorithm M (new-listing), jast like A Igorithm M (ayzpseudo-listing) and A lgorithm M (ayz-
listing), su ers from a serious drawback: it relies on the choice of a relevant value for K , the m axin al
degree above w hich vertices are considered ashaving a high degree. T hough In theory thisisnota problem ,
In practice it m ay be quite di cul to determ ine the best value for K , ie. the one that m Inin izes the
execution tin e. It depends both on the m achine running the program and on the graph under concem.
Onem ay evaluate thebest K in a preprocessing step at running tim e, by m easuring the tin e needed to
perform the key steps of the algorithm for variousK . T his can be done w thout changing the asym ptotic
com plexity. However, there is a much simpler way to choose K , w ith neglectible loss in perfom ance,
which we discuss below . Until then, we suppose that we were abl to determ Ine the best value forK .

W ith this best value given, the perform ances of A lgorithm M (hew-listing) are sin ilar to the ones of
A lgorithm M (rward); its space requirem ents are much lower, as predicted by Theoram M. Likew ise,
A lgorithm M (hew-listing) speed is close to the one of A gorithm M (com pact—forward) and it has the sam e
space requirem ents.

It is in portant to notice that the use of com pact algorithm s, nam ely A lgorithm M (com pact—forward)
and A Igorithm M (hew-listing), m akes it possible to m anage graphs that were previously out of reach
because of space requirem ents. To illustrate this, we present now an experim ent on a huge graph which
previous algorithm s were unable to m anage In our 8 G igaB ytes m em ory m achine. T his experim ent also
has the advantage of being representative of what we observed on a w ide variety of lnstances.

T he graph we consider here is a web graph provided by the W €oG raph progct []. It contains allthe
web pages In the .uk dom ain discovered during a craw 1 conducted from the 11-th of july, 2005, at 0051,

110 ptin ized in plem entations are provided at Jl].

17



to the 30-th at 1056 using UbiC raw ker []. Tthasn = 39;459; 925 vertices and m = 783;027;125 (undi-

rected) edges, lrading to m ore than 6 G igaBytes of m em ory usage if stored in (sorted) (uncom pressed)

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

distrbution is plotted in F igurell, show ing that the degrees are very heterogeneous and reasonably well
tted by a powerJdaw of exponent = 2:5. It contains 304;529;576 triangles.

Let us nsist on the fact that A lgorithm M (brward), as well as the ones based on ad-pcency m atrices,
are unable to m anage this graph on our 8 G igaB ytesm em ory m achine. Instead, and despite the fact that
it is quite slow , edge—iterator, with its (1) space com plexity, can handl this. It took approxin ately 41
hours to solve pseudo-listing on this graph w ith this algorithm on ourm achine.

A gorithm M (com pact-Prward) achieves m uch better resuls: it took approxin ately 20 m inutes. Like—
w ise, A Igorithm M (hew-listing) took around 45 m inutes (depending on the value ofK ). This is probably
close to what A Igorithm Bl (brward) would achieve in 16 G igaB ytes of centralm em ory.
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Figure 1: Left: the degree distrdbution of our graph. R ight: the execution tin e (In m inutes) as a finction
of the num ber of vertices considered as high degree ones.

W e plot n Figurel (right) the running tin e of A orithm M Mew vertex-listing) as a fiinction of the
num ber of vertices w ith degree larger than K , for varying values of K . Surprisingly enough, this plot
show s clearly that the tin e perform ance Increases drastically as soon as a few vertices are considered
as high degree ones. Thism ay be ssen as a consequence of the fact that edge—iterator is very e cient
when the m axin al degree is bounded; m anaging high degree vertices e ciently with A lgorithm Ml ew-
vertex-listing) and then the low degree ones w ith edge—iterator therefore leads to good perfom ances. In
other words, the few high degree vertices which m ay be observed on the degree distribution plotted in
Figurel) are responsible for the low perform ance of edge—iterator.

W hen K decreases, the num ber of vertices w ith degree larger than K increases, and the perform ances
continue to be better and better for a whilk. They reach a m Inin al running tin e, and then the running
tim e grow s again. T he other im portant point here is that this grow th is very slow , and thus the perfor-
m ance of the algorithm rem ains close to itsbest for a w ide range of values ofK . This In plies that, w ith
any reasonable guess for K , the algorithm perform swell.

7 Conclusion.

In this contrbution, we gave a detailed survey of existing results on triangle problm s, and we com pleted
them In two directions. F irst, we gave the space com plexiy ofeach previously known algorithm . Second,
we proposed new algorithm s that achieve both optin al tin e com plexiy 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 practical case
in Section M, where we show that our com pact algorithm s m ake it possble to handle cases that were
previously out of reach.

Another signi cant contribbution of this paper is the analysis of algorithm perform ances on pow er-law
graphs (Section M), which m odel a w ide variety of very large graphs m et in practice. W e were abk to
show that, on such graphs, several algorithm s have better perform ance than in the general (sparse) case.
Finally, the current state of the art conceming trianglke problem s, lncluiding our new results, m ay be
sum m arized as ollow s:

exoept the fact that pseudo-listingm ay have a () space overhead (depending on the underlying
algorithm ), there isno known di erence in tim e and space com plxiies between nding, counting,
and pseudo-listing;

the fastest known algorithm s for these three problem s rely on m atrix product and are n O (£37°)
tineand (n?) space (Theorem W), orin O m'*') tineand O (m %) space (T heorem M); however,
no lowerbound better than the trivial m ) one isknown forthe tim e com plexity ofthese problem s;
the other know n algorithm s rely on solutions to the listing problem and have the sam e perform ances
as on this problam ; they are slower than m atrix approaches but need less space;

listing can be solved In @)or (O m) (optin al in the generalcase) tine and (1) (optin al
space (T heorem sll, Ml and l); this can be achieved from a sorted sim ple com pact representation of
the graph;

listing m ay also be solved In (mg ) (Optin aln the generaland sparse cases) tineand () space
(T heorem s/l and @), still from a sin ple com pact representation of the graph; this ism uch better
for sparse graphs;

In the case of power-law graphs, it is possble to prove better com plexities, leading to O m %1)
tineand (n) space solutions, where is the exponent of the powerdaw (T heorem Hl);

in practice, i ispossbl to obtain very good perform ances (poth conceming tin e and space needs)
using A Igorithm [l mew-listing) and A lgorithm M (com pact-orward).

W e detailed several other resuls, but they are weaker (they need the ad-pcency m atrix of the graph in
nput and/or have higher com plexities) than these ones.

T his contribution also opens a set of questions for fiirther research, m ost of them related to the tradeo
between space and tin e e ciency. Let us cite for Instance:

can m atrix approachesbem odi ed in order to induce lss space com plexiy?

is listing feasable in o) space, whil still In optimaltin e (mg )?

is it possble to design a listing algorithm with com plexity o %1) tin e and o) space for
powerdaw graphsw ith exponent ? what is the optin altin e com plexity in this case?

Tt isalso In portant to notice that other approaches exist, based for instance on stream ing algorithm ics
(avoiding to store the graph in centralm em ory) [0, [, B8] and/or approxin ate algorithm s [0, B0, 2],
and/or various m ethods to com press the graph [, fl]. These approaches are very prom ising for graphs
even larger than the ones considered here, In particular the ones that do not t in centralm em ory.

A nother Interesting approach would be to express the com plexity of triangl algorithm s in tem s of
the num ber of triangles in the graph (and of is size) . Indeed, £ m ay be possible to achieve m uch better
perfom ance for listing algorithm s if the graph contains few triangles. Likew ise, it is reasonable to expect
that trangle listing, but also pseudo-listing and counting, m ay perform poorly ifthere arem any triangles
In the graph. The nding problem , on the contrary, m ay be easier on graphs having m any triangles. To
our know ledge, this direction has not yet been explored.

Finally, the results we present in Section Ml take advantage of the fact that m ost very large graphs
considered In practice m ay be approxin ed by powerJdaw graphs. It isnot the st tin e that algorithm s
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for trdangle problem s use underlying graph properties to get In proved perform ance. For lnstance, results
on planar graphs are provided in ], and results using arboricity In [, [l]. It how ever appeared quite
recently that m any large graphsm et in practice have som e nontrivial (statistical) properties in com m on,
and using these properties n the design ofe cient algorithm s still is at its very beginning. W e consider
this as a key direction for fiirther research.
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