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Fast counting of medium-sized rooted subgraphs
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University College London*

Abstract

We prove that counting copies of any graph F' in another graph G can
be achieved using basic matrix operations on the adjacency matrix of G.
Moreover, the resulting algorithm is competitive for medium-sized F': our
algorithm recovers the best known complexity for rooted 6-clique counting
and improves on the best known for 9-cycle counting. Underpinning our
proofs is the new result that, for a general class of graph operators, matrix
operations are homomorphisms for operations on rooted graphs.

1 Introduction

Counting the subgraphs that compose a graph—the number of triangles (&),
squares (33), trees, and so on—is a key primitive of network data analysis. For
this reason, many algorithms have been proposed to tackle the subgraph counting
problem (a problem also known as graphlet, motif or shape counting or census);
see , to cite but a few. Driving these works is the realization that larger
subgraphs are harder to count, but crucial to the analysis of network data .

Here we present the surprising result that despite the complexity of the
subgraph counting problem, rooted subgraph counting—i.e., tabulating not only
the number of subgraphs but also where they are in the graph—may be efficiently
achieved using basic matrix operations. Specifically, we first show that basic
matrix operations are primitives of the subgraph counting problem:

Theorem 1. Counting copies of any subgraph around any location in a graph
may be achieved using basic matrix operations on the graph’s adjacency matrix.

Then, we show that this reduction of subgraph counting to matrix operations
yields an efficient counting algorithm for medium-sized subgraphs:
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Theorem 2. Let G be a simple graph with n vertices, m edges and [ paths of
length 2. Let wi(p,q) be the complexity of computing the product of k square
matrices each of size p with q entries. Then, the complexity of counting all edge-
rooted subgraphs of order k for k <6 in G is O(w4(2m, 2l)), and the complezity
of counting all k-cycles for k <9 in G is O(w6(2m, 2l)).

Using naive sparse matrix product [18], we obtain that if m,! = O(n)—as in
real-world graphs [19}/20]—then the complexity of medium-sized rooted subgraph
counting is O(n?). More generally, the complexity is O(min{lm,m*}), with w
the complexity exponent of the fast matrix product.

In effect, the larger the counted subgraph is, the more matrix based counting
becomes competitive. Thus, although graph specific methods outperform matrix
based algorithms for small subgraphs, it appears that for medium-sized subgraphs,
matrix based algorithms may be more efficient. Specifically, already for order 6
subgraphs, our algorithm recovers the best known complexity for rooted 6-clique
counting [2], while no algorithm matches ours for 9-cycle counting [21].

2 Rooted graph counting

We define bi-rooted graphs and connection matrices. The algebraic properties
of these objects will be our main tools to prove Theorem [I] and [2] in the next
section. Bi-rooted graphs generalize rooted graphs, graphlet orbits [22] and
partially labelled graphs [23]. We use them to count the copies of a subgraph
connecting pairs of sets of vertices. Then, we define a connection matrix as the
arrays tabulating how many copies of a bi-rooted graph connect pairs of sets of
vertices. We find that connection matrices generalize most used graph operators.

Classically, rooted graphs are used to count copies around a given vertex; say
the number of & containing a given vertex. Formally, this is done by counting
the number of A where one vertex (in grey) is pinned-down at one vertex in the
graph. A vertex’s degree is a rooted subgraph count: it is the number of edges
attached to this vertex. The local clustering coefficient is also computed using
rooted subgraph counts: it is the ratio of the number of closed (4A) over open
(2) triangles attached to a vertex. More generally, counting rooted subgraphs is
recognized as a fundamental tool from both theoretical [24L[25] and applied |16
171|22L[26] viewpoints.

To count copies connecting groups of vertices, we define bi-rooted graphs as
having two roots. Therefore, we write:

Definition 1 (Bi-rooted graph). A bi-rooted graph is an ordered triple [F,r,s],
where F = (V(F), E(F)) is a graph and r, s are two tuples of V(F).

For example, denoting K3 = ({1, 2,3}, {12,23,31}) the triangle, we have

1& = [K3a]~a®]; 1/2% = [Kg,].?,m

With this notation, for F' a graph and v one of its vertices, [F, v, §}] recovers the
most common notion of rooted graphs, or graphlet orbits [22]. Partially labelled
graphs [23] are recovered by [F,r, (] for r any tuple of vertices in F'.



Figure 1: Examples of rooted subgraph
counts. The vertex labeled “u” has a A @
count of 2 while the vertex labeled “v” has
a A count of 4. The pair of vertices labeled

[}

v’ and “w” has a 4 count of 2.

o ®

We can now count the number of copies of a subgraph F' connecting groups of
vertices using bi-rooted graphs. In Fig. [I] we give examples of bi-rooted subgraph
counting of A and 4. Given a graph G and two roots i, j (tuples of V(G)), it
consists in counting the number of ways [F),r, s] can be embedded in G while
mapping the roots r and s onto i and j respectively; i.e., the number of isomorphic
copies of [F,r,s] in [G, 1, j].

Tabulating all such counts in matrix we obtain a connection matriz:
Definition 2 (Connection matrix). Fiz a graph G and a bi-rooted graph F =
[F,r,s]. We call connection matriz of F in G, and denote x(F,G), the matriz
indexed by the |r| and |s|-tuples of V(G) such that

K(F,G)ij = #{[F',i,j] C [G,i,5] : [F',i,j] = [F.rs]},

where [F',i,7] C [G,i,7] if V(F') C V(G) and E(F") C E(GQ), while [F',i,j] =
[F,r,s] if there exists a bijective map ¢ : V(F) — V(F’) such that ¢(r) = ¢(i),
¢(s) = ¢(j) and ¢(u)¢(v) € E(F') & wv € E(F).

With r = s = (), this definition of counting copies recovers that of counting the
not necessarily induced copies of F' in G. Deducing the number of induced copies
from the not necessarily induced copies is a classical transformation; see |64[7,/13]
for some examples. Furthermore, Definitions [1] and [2] are such that for v and
v" two non-automorphic nodes in F, then [F,v,{] # [F,v’,0]. Therefore, as in
counting graphlet orbits, the location of the root in F' cannot be ignored [22].

Crucially, connection matrices generalize most used graph operators. For
instance: with A the adjacency matrix of G and K, := ({1, 2}, {12}), we have
A = k([K2,1,2],G); with I the positive part of the incidence matrix of G, we
have I = k([K2,2,12], G); with B the non-backtracking or Hashimoto matrix of
G [27) and P$® = [({1,2,3}, {12,23}), 12,23], we have B = k(P$3,G).

Although general, our definitions provide sufficient structure for our proofs.
As we will see, by using the algebraic properties of connection matrices and
bi-rooted graphs, we build formulas using either the adjacency matrix and the
non-backtracking matrix to compute any bi-rooted count.

3 Main Results

We now formally state our two theorems and present a summary of their proofs.
Before we begin, observe that the subgraph counting problem is equivalent to



computing any «(F,G), as the (F,G);; are exactly the number of copies of F
in G connecting the tuples of vertices ¢ and j. Then, to prove Theorem [I} we
express any k(F,G) using classical matrix operation on the adjacency matrix.
Formally:

Theorem Let § be the set of all formulas that take a matriz as sole ar-
gument and are built using only: operator, entry-wise and Kronecker products,
vectorizations, transposes and constants. Then, with A(G) the adjacency matriz
of a graph G, we have

VF, 3fp €§, st., VG, w(F,G) = fr(A(G)). (1)

Key to the generality and simplicity of our proof is the observation that
operations on connection matrices act as homomorphisms over rooted graphs.
Let F be the set of rooted graphs that verify , and for each F' € F call fr the
associated formula. Then, for [F,r, ], [F’,r,s] € F, we for instance have that
(see Lemma 1 in the Appendix):

f[—lr?,ns] = f[F,s,r]v Vec(f[F,r,s]) = f[F,rs,(D]; (2)
and if r Us = V(F), denoting “-” the entry-wise product,
JiFrs) - J1Fr rs) = fIPUF? 8- (3)

Such properties allow us to prove the following proposition in the Appendix:
Proposition 1. Set F = [F,r,s], F' = [F',r,s] and F" = [F",s,t] in I . Then:
1. V', s CsUr, [Fr' s €eF,
2.rUs=V(F)=[FUF',rs|€F,
3. rUs=V(F), sUt=V(F")=[FUF",rtl€F.

In the proof of Theorem [1| we use Proposition [1| to iteratively build formulas
for larger and larger F', ultimately allowing us to show that any rooted graph F' is
in F . Specifically, the proof proceeds by recurrence on the order of F', paralleling
the proofs of [1}{71/2830], where the induction variable is instead the independent
set or the tree-width.

We initialize with order 2 graphs. First, observe that with K5 := ({1, 2}, {12}),
we have A(G) = k([K?2,1,2],G) and therefore [K3,1,2] € F with fix, 19 being
the identity. Then, by Proposition 1, [K2,1,2] € F implies that all other order
two rooted graphs are also in F, and the initialization is complete.

For the induction step, we assume that all order at most k rooted graphs are
in /, and fix a rooted graph F' = [F,r, s] of order k + 1. To show that F' is in |
we select one of its vertices, say t, and use Proposition [1| to successively:

— Set F' the subgraph of F' obtained by removing all the edges attached to
t, but having the same vertex set as F', and show that [F',V(F),t] € F.

— Set F” the subgraph of F' obtained by keeping only all the edges attached
to t, but having the same vertex set as F', and show that [F", V(F),t] € F.



— Show that [F" U F”,V(F),t] is in F, which yields that F is in F.
We present a complete proof in the Appendix.

Theorem [l yields formulas to compute the connection matrix of any rooted
graph. However, we can control the complexity of evaluating such formulas by
choosing the operations involved carefully. We find that using operations on the
non-backtracking matrix [27] B(-) = k(P$3, ), where P$3 = [({1, 2,3}, {12,23}),
12,23] = @ ®®, we have:

Theorem EI* Call edge-rooted graph a rooted graph having for root a pair of
connected vertices and the empty set. Then, with F2§ the set of order at most 6
edge-rooted simple graphs, we have B

VF € F2, fp €3, st. VG, &(F,G) = fr(B(G)).

Our proof consist in presenting one such formula for each F' € FZ3. These can
be found in the Appendix. Then, scrutiny of the formulas shows first that none
involve Kronecker products or vectorization, and then that they at most involve
the operator product of 4 matrices at least as sparse as B(G). In the Appendix
we also present the formula to compute the total 9-cycle count using B(G), which
involves the 6th power of B. Together, these yield the theorem as stated in the
introduction.

To give an intuition as to how these formulas were produced, we present as
an example how to build the formula for the edge rooted 6-clique Kg°. In the
following, to simplify notation, we drop the dependence in the underlying graph
G, so that B = B(G) and k(F) = k(F,G). We also write [F,r,s]" = [F,s,r].
Then, as long as the union of the roots is the vertex set, using and we have
K(FT) = k(F)" and if furthermore V(F) = V(F'), k(F)-x(F") = k(F U F").

To build x(Kg*), our first step is to evaluate x(C$%), where
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Then, we will iteratively use identities of the type of to build Kg* from
several instances of C$3. To do so, we first consider B2. Writing

C’g" :[{172,3},{12,23,31},12,31] 09\97
Py =1[{1,2,3,4},{12,23,34},12,34] = ©©-©O,

%3 = [{1,2,3,4},{12,23,34,41},12,34] = [C4, 12, 34] =

direct computation shows that B2 = x(C$%) + k(P$3). We now recover x(C$3)
using the entry-wise product with B2T. Indeed, using and , we have that

B2-B2T = (k(C8)+k(P)) - (k(CE)+r(P3E))

Eq. (2) oo (o oo (o (o oo oo e
LB (8 () +n(CF) k(PR )+ 5 (PFR) w(CET) +(PER) - k(PET)

"B (P U PRT) = w(CH),

observing that the first three terms of the second line are equal to 0 because the
structure of the root sets do not match. Set C$3 = [Cy, 12,43], and notice that



we can compute x(C#8) through a simple reordering of the columns of x(C$8).
Then, we have x(C$3) - k(C$3) = x(C$ U C$) = x(K$?), where

K38 = ({1,2,3,4}, {12,13,14,23,24,34},12,34) = x :

To conclude, we use that a 6-clique can be partitioned into three 4-cliques, each
pair of which share an edge disconnected from the third. First we observe that for
each pair of edges, the number of copies of H—where H%3 is a pair of 4-cliques
connected by an edge—verifies (as G is simple, 2y € E(G) = yx € E(G))

(K:(KZI.:)K‘(KF))”,M = QZ H(Kf)ijvxyﬁ([(g)wyakl = QH(H)iLkl’
<y
with H83 =[{1,2,...,6},{pg : 1 <p < q<4}U{pg:3 < p < q < 6},12,56].
Then, by , we have that

R(H®R) - k(K$R) = w(H3 U K$) = n(KE),

where K8 = ({1,2,...,6},{pg : 1 < p < q < 6},12,56). To summarize, we
obtained that with 1 the vector of all 1 in the appropriate dimension,

R(EG®) = ((R(EF)r(K$)) - w(KE))1/41,
since there are 4! partitions of a 6-clique into three 4-cliques (one for every pair
of disconnected directed edges other than the root).

4 Conclusion

The underlying heuristic of powerful methods to count small rooted subgraphs
is to enumerate copies in the neighborhood of each vertex or edge [10}/16}17}/22].
However, the power-law degrees of real-world graphs makes the average distance
between vertices so small [31], that at least one vertex neighborhood is very likely
to span a positive fraction of the whole graph [32]. Therefore, the neighborhood
approach ceases to become efficient to count medium-sized subgraphs.

Unfortunately, as is becoming increasingly obvious when considering for
instance applications in biology, counting larger rooted subgraphs is needed to
produce finer classifications of network data [16L|17]. Furthermore, the need for
counts of larger subgraphs aligns with results from random graph theory and
statistics: for a general class of random graph models (termed inhomogeneous
random graphs), larger subgraphs present smaller variances, and therefore are
more powerful statistics to classify graphs [33]. This suggests that counts of
larger and larger subgraphs will be needed, and that a general understanding of
medium-sized subgraph counting must be achieved.

To address this issue, and count medium-sized subgraphs efficiently, we first
generalize it by introducing connection matrices. Connection matrices generalize
most operators used alongside graphs: the adjacency matrix, the incidence matrix,
the non-backtracking matrix, etc. For a rooted graph F and a graph G, the



connection matrix k(F, G) counts the number of copies of F which connects any
pair of possible locations for the roots of F'in G.

Then, we prove the surprising result that despite their generality, any connec-
tion matrices can be computed using basic matrix operations on the adjacency
matrix. More precisely, with A(:) the map that associates to a graph its adja-
cency matrix, we show that the span of A(-) under classical matrix operations
(operator, entry-wise and Kronecker products, transpose and vectorization) con-
tains all connection matrices; i.e., A(-) is a generator of the set of connection
matrices under classical matrix operations.

The surprising part of this result is not that all rooted counts can be retrieved
from the adjacency matrix—this is expected. Rather, it is that in all generality,
basic matrix operations are sufficient to count copies of any rooted graph in any
graph. It proves that the algorithmic challenges raised by the subgraph counting
problem are subsumed by the ones raised by the product or large matrices.

Finally, this reduction of the subgraph counting problems yields powerful al-
gorithms. Indeed, the key advantage of using matrix products over neighborhood
search is that taking one additional matrix product does not significantly increase
the complexity. We leverage this by providing algorithms recovering the complex-
ity, or indeed improving on, best known methods to count medium-sized rooted
graphs. These algorithms substantiate our claim that using A(-) and classical
matrix operations to compute any connection matrix becomes algorithmically
efficient for large enough subgraphs.

5 Appendix

We use the following notations:

— For two matrices A and B, we write: AB for the product of A and B, A- B
for the entry-wise (or Hadamard) product, A x B for the Kronecker product,
vec(A) for the vectorization of A and AT for the transpose of A;

— We write [k] = {1,2,...,k} and for a set X we write | X| for the cardinality
of X and X% for the set of ordered k-tuples of elements of X. For a tuple r
we write |r| for the length of r;

— We denote 1j the column vector of all 1 of dimension k.

5.1 Proof of Theorem [1

Before we proceed to prove Proposition [l we introduce the following definition
and lemma.

Definition 3 (Sub-tuple). Set r =ry---7), an ordered tuple and | < |r|. Then,
for each k = ky - k; € [|r|]' without repetition—i.c., such thati # j = k; # kj—
we Write | = Tgy =Tk -

Lemma 1. Fix a graph G of order n and a rooted graph F = [F,r,s]. Then:
In all cases, K([F,s,7],G) = k(F,G)", &([F,rs,0],G) = vec(r(F,Q)),



Ift = Tlk» Ii([F,L 5]7 G) = (]I{Z = jlk})ie[n]\f\,je[n]\”’\H(F7 G),

If s = Tlks K(Fv G) = (H{Z = j\k})ie{n]w,je[n]\s\ : (1I\SI X K([Fa T, @]’G))

Proof. Recall from Definition [2f that [F’, j,i] = [F, s, r] if there exists a bijective

map ¢ : V(F) - V(F’) such that 6(r) = (i), 6(s) = 6(j) and (u)(v) €

E(F') & wv € E(F). In the following, we need to repeatedly manipulate ¢.

Therefore, to simplify notation, we will write within this proof [F”, j,i] =4 [F, s, 7].

We now prove each claim in succession.

— We show that x([F,s,7],G) = x(F,G)". Fix i € [n]"l and j € [n]/*]. First, we
directly observe that [F',j,i] =4 [F,s,r] < [F',i,j] =4 [F,r,s]. Now, from
Definition [2, we therefore have

k([F,s,7],G)ji = #{[F',j,i| C |G, 4,4 : [F',j,i] = [F,s,r|}
= #A{[F',i,5] C [G,i,4] : [F',i,5] = [F,r,s]}
= k([F,s,7], G)ij,

which yields the claim.

— We show that x([F, s, 0], G) = vec(k(F,G)). Fix i € [n]l"l and j € [n]!*]. First,
from Deﬁnition we directly observe that [F' i, j| =, [F, 7, s] < [F',ij,0] =4
[F,rs,0]. Now, from Definition [2| we therefore have

VGC(FL(F, G))l] = #{[F/’iaj] c [G,Z,]] : [Flviaj] = [F7T7 s]}
= #{[F,ij,0) C [G,ij,0] : [F',ij,0] = [F,rs, 0]}
= K([F,rs, (Z)]v G)ij’

which yields the claim.

— Set t = 75 We show that w([F,t,s],G) = (I{i = wix})icm)in wepmir &(F, G).
Fix i € [n]l! and j € [n]/*!. There we observe that if [F", i, j] =, [F,t, s], then i)
for any tuple w in V(F), [F, i¢(w), j] =4 [F, tw, s]; ii) for any tuple w of length
at most [t| in [|¢|]] without repetition, we have that [F' i, j] =4 [F),tw,s].
Together, this shows by inclusion exclusion, that

k([F,t,s],G)ij = #{[F',i,5] C [G,i,5] : [F',i,j] = [F,t,s]}
= Z #{[F',w,j] C [G,w,j] : [F',w,j] =[F,rs]}

wen]I"lw =i

= > H(FGu,

wen]I"hw =i

Therefore,
(i = wiDiempie wemin 5(F, G)) ;; = > i = wp}s(F, G)u;
we[n]l"l
= Z KZ(F, G)wj

weln]l"lw) =i



= R([F, t, 8]7 G)ij,
which yields the claim.

— Set s = ). We show that x(F,G) = (I{p = qu.})pq - (1., x 6([F,7,0],G)),
for p in [n]"l and ¢ in [n]!*!. Fix i € [n]l"l and j € [n]l*|. First, we observe
that,

((H{p = qlk}):ﬂq : (1Z\SI X K([Fv T @],G)))” = H{i = j\k}’i([Fa T ®]7G)i'

Then, we have the following two implications:

i) If [F',i,j] =4 [F,r,s] then [F',4,0] =4 [F,r,0],

i) If [F",i,0] =4 [F,7,0] then [F',i,i,] =¢ [F,r, 7).
Therefore, by inclusion exclusion, x([F,r,0], G); = &([F, 7, 7], G, and re-
calling that s = ry;, we obtain

I{i = jje}e([F,r, 0], G)s = I{i = jip }e([F, 7, r|k],G)ii‘k = k([F,r,s],G)ij,
which yields the claim. O
We can now prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition[]. We prove each item in succession.

1. Fix r',;s’ C rUs. We show that [F,r’,s'] € F using Lemma [1] First, by
Lemmal, [F,rs,0] € I, with fip,s9 = vec(fr). Then, by Lemma 37
[F,rs,s'| € [ since there exists a k such that s’ = (rs);. Finally, by
Lemma 2, [F,r',s'] € I since there exists a k' such that v = (7s)).

2. Assume that r Us = V(F). Fix a graph G and i,j in [|G[]I"l and [|G]]!*!
respectively. We first show that x(F,G);; € {0,1}. Assume that there exist
[F1,1, 7] and [F3, i, j], two copies of F'in G at 4, j. Let ¢1 and ¢ be the associ-
ated adjacency preserving bijections mapping F onto F; and Fj respectively.
Then—following Definition for all p= (rUs), ¢1(p) = ¢2(p) = (rUs)i
and therefore ¢1(p) = ¢a(p) for all p € r Us = V(F), which directly yields
that Fy = F,. Hence, each entry of x(F,G) is at most 1.

Therefore, if k(F,G) # 0, we can call F;; the copy of F' in G at 4, j, and let
F;; be the empty graph otherwise. Then, using that rs € V(F) NV (F’), we
have that

(k(F.G) - K(F',G)),; = H{K(F,G)ij # 0}s(F', G)s
= H{H(Fv G)Z] # 0}#{[-?177/7]] - [levj] : [Fa%]] = [F/,T, s]}
=Ha(F, Q) #0} > HIFij]=[F,rs}.

[F,i,4]C[G,i.4]

Now we use twice the unicity of Fj; to simplify the summation as follows:

[F,i,5]CIG 3,5



#{[F,i,j) € [G,i,j) + [Fri, 4] = [F'UFyr, ]}
= ([FUF/,T,S],G)ij.
Therefore k([F U F',r,s],G) = k(F,G) - c(F',G), so that [F U F',r,s] € F
with fipup: rs) = fr - fr-

3. Assume that r Us = V(F) and s Ut = V(F"). Fix a graph G and 4,j in
[|G)]I"l and [|G|]I*l respectively. Then, as above, we have that each entry of
k(F,G) and k(F",G) are in {0, 1}. Furthermore,

(k(F,G)k(F",G)),. = Z K(F, G)iwk(F", G)w;

¥
wel|G[]l¢!

[F,i,w] = [F,r,s]
= Y > > H{[F",w,j]z[F,s,t]}'

we([|G|)s! [F,i,w]C[G,i,w] [F" w,j]C[G,w,j]

There we observe that for each [F,iw,j] = [F U F", rs,t], there is a finite
number of F, F" such that [F,i,w] = [F,r,s] and [F", w,j] = [F,s,t] and
F = F U F". This number is independent of w and G and only depends on
F and F”; we call it ¢p pr. Resuming, we obtain:

=cp Z Z H{[F,iw,j]E[FuF”,rs,t]}

we(|G]e [F iw,f]C[G,iw, 5]

=cprr Y. 1 {[F,m] = [FUF",r, t}}
[,1,5]C[Gi.4]
= prp//h:([F U F”, T, t], G)lj
Therefore k([FUF",r,t],G) = c;}F,,fi(F, G)k(F",Q),so that [FUF" r,t] € F
with firupr vy = C;‘}FHfFfF’“ 0

With Proposition [I] now proved, we may now turn to the proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem[]l As explained in the main body of this document, the proof
consists in first deconstructing F and then reconstructing it using Proposition [T}
Resuming from p4:

(i) — Let ¢ be any vertex in V(F) and call F/ the subgraph of F' obtained after
removing ¢. Then, for any s € V(F)\ {t}, both [F',V(F’), s] and [({s,t},0), s, ]
are in f by the induction assumption. Thus, by Proposition [I]2,

[F"U ({s,},0), V(F),t] = [(V(F), E(F")), V(F'),t] € F,

and by Proposition [[]1, [(V/(F), E(F")), V(F),t] € F.

(ii) — Now call F" the subgraph of I with the same vertex set of I but containing
only the edges connected to ¢t. Then, by the induction assumption, both F” =
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[(V(F)\{s}, E(F") \ {st, ts}), V(F) \ {s},t] and [({t, s}, E(F") N {st, ts}),, s]
are in /. Thus, by Proposition [I}2,

[F" U ({t, s}, E(F")N {st,ts}),V(F)\ {s},s] = [F",V(F)\ {s},s] € F.
Now, by Proposition[1}1, [F”,V(F),t] € F and by Proposition [i}3,
(V(F),E(F)UF" V(F)t=[FV(F),ter.
By Proposition [1]3 we then have F' € F, which completes the proof. O

5.2 Proof of Theorem [2|

We now list the formulas. See Figures 2] B [ ] and [6] for the rooted subgraphs’
names. Code implementing the formulas in R [34] is available from the author on
request. Each formula was verified to recover the true total count on a range of
random graphs of varied sizes. Our benchmark was the LAD graph isomorphism
counting algorithm [35] as implemented in the R igraph package [36].

We use the following notations:

o We write F° the set of edge-rooted simple graphs over k vertices. We
write Fj the set of vertex-rooted simple graphs over k vertices.

e For e an edge in G we write € for the reversed edge; i.e., if e = ij,then
€ = ji.

e For M a matrix indexed by the directed edges of GG, we write M and M
for the columns and row reversal of M respectively; i.e., Meer = Mz,

—T
M., = Mz and M = MT . Both operations can be performed linearly
with the number of edges in G.

e For M a matrix, we write (1\12[) for the matrix of the same size as M such

that for each p, q, (],:[)pq = (M/fq)

e For z a vector indexed by the directed edges of G, we write y(x) the vector
indexed by the vertices of G such that

jijEE(G) eV (@)
e Weset B> =pB?-B', B"=B>-B* B° =pB?.(B%)", B¥=B0. B0,
B<=B?.B2, BW =B%.(1-B")-(1-B)-(1 - B) and B* = B*B*.

F3*:
sz.H :B— Bl
Jl({(1,2,3},{12,23}),21) : B — B1
foss 1 B B%1

3

11
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Figure 2: F;*, where each subgraph is rooted at the colored directed edge 12.
In the following formulas, we add “**” as exponent to distinguish with vertex
rooted subgraphs.

F3:
frs : B (fpee(B))
fl{1.2.3).(12,.23}),2) : B— %’Y (fiqr.2.3}. 12,231,211 (B))
fey: B %’Y (fc;'(B))
Fit:

lel"‘ :B— BD]_

fX21u :B— Bml
Ixozee : B fx21(B)

B1
fx31H:B’—><2)

fxs2ee : B = fx31(B)

Fxares : B B<1/2

[xazes : B fxa1(B)

fxazes : B~ 1B™

fxaaee : B (B*)1-(B1-1)
[xasee : B fxu5(B)

12
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Figure 3: F}, where each subgraph is rooted at the colored vertex. In the
following formulas, we add “°®” as exponent to distinguish with edge rooted
subgraphs.

B%1
Ixs10e 1B’—>( 9 )

fX52H : B —> (BD ?)1
[xs3ee : B fxs52(B)

fXﬁl” :B— 3&1/2

fxi1e : B %V(fxnﬂ(B))

fxo1e : By (fx210+(B))
[xa2e : By (fxo2ee(B))

[xa1e 1 B -y (fxs1ee(B))

[xaze 1 B>y (fxsz2es(B))
Ixa1e : By (fxares(B))
[xaze 1 B>y (fxazes(B))
[xaze : B>y (fxazes(B))
fxsie : By (fxsiee(B))

fxs2e : B = =y (fxs2ee(B))

fxe1e : B g’)’(fxmﬂ(B))

13



]: .
Eoe

e

fXOll”

fXOlQ“

fX021"’

fX022“
fX023"'
fX024”
fXO25

fX026"

fXO31“
fX032"

fXOSS"

fX034“

fXOZ,LlH

fXO42"

fX043“

fX044"'

fX045

fXO46"
fXOSl"'
fX052"
fXO53“

fXO54“

fX055"’

fXO61"

Bl
:B— ( 3 )
: B — fxo11(B)
:Bw (B")-(B1-1)-B™1
SBHongl(B)
B (321> (B1) - (B®1) - (B1— 1)

:B— ongg(B)

:B— B<B1> -B™1

: B — fxo2s5(B)

B+~ BW1

: B fx031(B)

:Bw (B")-B1-B"1-B™1
: B fxo33(B)

: B — (BY -B?)1/2

B fxou(B)
B~ (B"1)-(B1-1)—(B"-B*)1
B fxoa3(B)

: B — 1(BY - B2)
)

B+ fxoa5(B

B> (1B™) - (B1 —2)/2

B — fxos2(B

fxo052(B)
B~ (B*1) (Bl )
B — fxo53(B)

: B (BB —2B~)1/2

: B~ (B*-B*T)1

14
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Figure 4: F;°, where each subgraph is rooted at the colored and directed edge

12. In the following formulas, we ad

rooted subgraphs.

dLLH??
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fX()71H :B— (B‘Zl BM)l/G

[xos1ee : B (BE -(B™B))1/2
fxosaes : B> 1(B¥ . (B7B))/2
Fxoszes : B fxos2(B)

fxoores : B (B¥B® —2B%)1/2
[x092ee : B+ ((BgBD) -B)1
fxo03ee : B fxo92(B)

fxooses : B = (B¥1) - (B*1-2)/2
fxoosee : B (1(B¥B*) —2B%1) /2
fxo96ee : B = fxo95(B)

leOl“ :B— (BD . BM)]_
B2B%).-BT
leOQ" :B— <( 72) >1

[x103ee : B fx102(B)

Fxii1es : B (B¥1) - (B1—2)/2
[xi12e : B fx111(B)

fx1130e : B~ 1(B¥B —2B%)/6
[x114ee : B = fx113(B)

fx115ee : B (B¥B)1 — 21B%

[x1210¢ : B 1((33 —-1)-(B*B%) 'BT)
fx1200 1 B fx121(B)

fxi2ses : B 1((B"B*) - B?)/2
fx124es : B~ 1(BY - (B™B))/2

fx125ee : B fxi124(B)

fxisiee : B (BYBY) - B")1

fx1320¢ : B fxi131(B)

fxisses : B ((BY-B%)1) - (B*1-1) - B¥1
fx134ee : B fx133(B)

16



fxisses : B ((BY- B%)B* — BY . B> — B)1
fx136ee : B fX135(B)
fxigres : B ((B®-B?-B")(B* —1) — B¥)1

B*1
fX141":B*_>< 3 >

B*1 -1
fX142“ B — BA< 9 )

[x1a3e : B fx142(B)

fxis1ee : B—=1((B™B*)-(1-B)-(1-B))/2
[x1520 1 B fx151(B)
fxisges : B= ((B™B*)-(1-B)-(1-DB))1/2

fxig1es : B 1((BY - B%)B — B® - B© - B?)/2
fx162ee : B fx161(B)

fxieses : B ((BY-B*)1) - (B1—1) — Bg)l
fx16aee : B fxi163(B)

fxieses - B ((BY-B?)B) - (1 - B) - Bg)l
[x166ee : B> M

Fxigres : B> (B21—1)-(B™1) — B¥1

B*1 —
fX171M BHB( 9 ) *(BDBz)].

[x172ee : B = fx171(B)

fxizzee : B ((BY - B?)1) - (B1-2)

[x1740¢ : B— fx173(B)

fxirses : B = (((B- ﬁ)B) -(1-B)-(1- BT))l
Ix176ee : B [x175(B)

[x177ee : B (BQ 1) (B1-2)

fxi7ses : B = fx177(B)

fxisiee : B—= ((B*B")-(1-B)-(1-B))1
[x1s2ee 1 B fx181(B)

17



fX183"'
fX184"'

fX185"’

fX186“

fX191”

fx192¢¢(B) = fx191(B)

fX201“
fX202"‘

fX204"

fX205“
fX206"‘

fX207“

— (1B7).

fXOll'

fXOlQ‘

fX021'

fX022'
fXO23‘
fX024'

fX031'

fxo32e

fX033'

fX041'
fXO42‘

fXO43‘

:Bw~ ((B*>-B")B*)-(1-B) - B".B*1
: B — fx1s3(B)

:B— 1((B*BY) -
: B+ (B*1)- (BP1) — (BP - (B2 + B%))1

B3-BT
:B»—}l( 9 )

(1-B)-(1-B))

:B—1(BB)-(1-B)-(1-B)-(1-B)-(1- B"))/2
: B — fx201(B)
[x203ee : B (
: B fx203(B)
: B+ (B*1)-(B™) - (B™ - B"-B2)1
: B — fxa05(B)

:B— ((B™B)-(1

B1/2) — (B - BH)1

~B)-(1-B)-(1-B)-(1-B")1

:B— i’)’(fXOll“(B))
: By (fxo12e(B))

: B — 1’7 (fx0220+ (B))

2

: B v (fxo210 (B))
: B v (fxo023e (B))
: B = v (fxo2se (B))

: By (fxos1e+(B))
: By (fxo32e (B))

: B — 1’7 (fx0340+(B))

2

: B v (fxoa1es (B))

: B — 1’)’(fX043" (B))

2

: By (fxoaae (B))
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Figure 5: F3, where each subgraph is rooted at the colored vertex. In the
following formulas, we add “°®” as exponent to distinguish with edge rooted
subgraphs.



fX044‘

fXO51'
fX052'

fX053'

fXOGl'

fXO?l'

fXOSl‘

fXOSQ'

fxo91e
[x092

fX093'

leOl‘

leOZ‘

lell'

fX112'

fX113°

fX121'
fX122‘

fX123‘

:Bw— %’Y(fxmsﬂ (B))

: B v (fxos2e (B))

: B — 17 (fx0510+(B))

2

: B =y (fxos3e(B))

1

: B -7 (fxos1e+(B))

2

: B — 1’7 (fxo71e=(B))

4

:B— 1W’(fxoglﬂ(B))

2

: B — 1’7 (fxo0s3e+(B))

3

: By (fxo91e(B))
: B =y (fxo96e+ (B))

: B — 17 (fx095+=(B))

2

:B— 1’)’(le(n"(B))

2

:B— 1W’(fxmzﬂ(B))

4

: B — éV (fx1110+(B))

: B =y (fx1120+(B))
: B =y (fx114e+(B))

: B — 1’>’(fX121"(B))

2

:B— 1’)’(lezzn(B))

2

: B — 1’)’(fX125" (B))

2
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leBl‘

fX132‘

fX133'

fX141'

fX142'

fX151'

fX152'

fX161‘
fX162'

fX163'

fX164‘

le’?l'
fX172'

fX173'

fX174‘

leSl'

fX182'

fX183'

fX191'

fX192'

fX201'
fX202'
fX203'
fX204'

: B =y (fx202ee (
: By (fxz01e (B
By (fx203ee (
: By (fx205ee (

:Bw— %’Y(f)ﬂsl"(B))

: By (fxis2e+(B))
: B v (fx13ae (B))

: By (fx1a10+(B))

B 2y (fxrazee(B))

2

: B v (fxis1e+(B))

: B — 1’7 (fx1520+(B))

4

: By (fxi620 (B))
: B v (fxie10+(B))
: B =y (fxie3e(B))

: B — 1W’(fxms'* (B))

2

: By (fxiries(B))
: By (fxirzes (B))
: B =y (fxi750(B))

:B— 1’)’(fxms" (B))

2

: B — %7 (fx1820+(B))

: By (fxis1e+(B))
: B v (fxisaes (B))

: B — 17(fX191“ (B))

3

:Bw— 1’)’(]")(192" (B))

2

B

B

)
)
)
B))

)
)
)
)
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F¢*: In this section, we do not list all formulas as above: there are too many
of them. Instead, we provide one general formula for all of them.

Fix [F,a1az] € Fg°. Let {b1,b2},{c1, ca} be a partition of V(F)\ {a1, a2}, so
that V(F) = {a1, a2, b1,b2,¢1,ca}. Then, let F,, be the subgraph of F' induced by
{a1,a2,b1,b2}; ie., Fy = ({a1,a2,b1,b2}, V(F) N {a1, az,b1,b2}?). In the same
fashion, let F}, be the subgraph of F' induced by {b1,bs,c1,c2} and F, be the
subgraph of F induced by {c1, ¢a, a1, a2}

Then, following Lemma [1} we have that for any simple graph G

H(Fv G) = ((K'([FCM aijaz, b1b2]7 G)K/([Fb, b1b27 0102]7 G)) : K/([ch ajaz, 0102]7 G)) 17
and

fF : B = (f[Fa,alag,lnbz](B)f[Fb,blbz,clcz](B)) : f[FC,alag,clcz](B)' (4)

Since F,, Fy and F, are order 4 rooted graphs, we expressed their connection
matrix above, and yields a formula for any edge-rooted order six simple
graph.

Wo: We now turn to computing the total count of the k-cycles for £ < 9. We
use the exact same approach as in [21}[37,/38], but instead of using the adjacency
matrix A, we use the non-backtracking matrix B. Therefore, where their method
requires to compute the number of copies of subgraphs that can be induced by
all walks of length k, we need only compute the number of copies of subgraphs
that can be induced by all closed walk of length k such that visiting the walk
twice in succession does not involve traversing the same edge twice in succession
(walks that do not backtrack at any step, not event the first or the last). We list
and name all these subgraphs in Fig. [6]

That each subgraph is induced by a walk allows to automate the production
of the formulas, as for instance seen in [21}[38] to count cycles with the adjacency
matrix. The correction terms in the following formulas—of the form — fr(B)—
are obtained automatically by counting the number of walks of the same length
inducing F' (which we implemented very inefficiently by enumerating all possible
closed walks of length k£ in F and keeping only those visiting all edges and
vertices).

We write diag(A) for the column vector containing the main diagonal of A
and XA for the sum of the elements of A. To avoid too many repetitions in the
formula below, and confusion with the previous set of formulas, we introduce
the following matrices: By, = B+ By , Bsy = B?B%", By, = B?> - B3, By =
diag(Bg) diag(BS)Ta Bsqtr = diag(Bg) diag(B4)T; Bsql = Bsq 'ﬁza Bsqr = Bsq '
§27 Bsqtt = Esq . B37 Bsqd = (B;lé)eeE(G)]-Tv Bpnt = Bpn 'EQ 'Ez-

fr1: B 17 diag(B?%)/6

diag(B3)) P

fFQZB}—>]_T< 9
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Figure 6: All subgraphs that can be induced by closed walks of length k (k < 9)
and that do not backtrack at any step.



frs:

fra
frs
fF6¢
frr:
sti
fro:

fFlO :

fFll

fF12 :

fFlB :

fF14:

fris:

fF16 :

frir:

fris:

fFlQ :

fFZO :

B~ [S(B - Biyty)
— 12fF2(B) - 6fF1(B)]/8

. B+ [S(diag(B?) - diag(BY))

—8fr2(B)]/2

Bis1T <diag(33)>/2

3
B [2(B - Begir)

—6fra(B) — 24fr5(B) — 16fra2(B)]/4
B—1"B®1/6
B ¥B,,/8
B+ X(Bggr - B)/2
B Y Bog/12

:B— {IT (diag(B4))

2
~2fro(B) ~ 12fr10(B) ~ 12fr7(B)] /2

Borx <Bsq - (i)) /24
pos{o ()

B+ [Y(diag(B?) - diag(B®))
—4fra(B) = 2froe(B)]/2

B [X(B - Biir)
— 8frs(B) — 48fr10(B) — 48 fr12(B)
—12fp11(B) — 16 fr13(B) — 20 fro(B)
—72fr7(B)]/8

B~ [2((1—BT)-B?- Byu)
—12fp2(B) — 24fp7(B) — 16 fp3(B)
—6fro(B)]/8

B+ [X(B - (diag(B?) diag(B®) "))
—6fr14(B) — 8fra(B) — 10 fry(B)
— 16 fr13(B)]/4

B+ ©Bpnt/4

B X(Byn: - B2T) /4

B (B (B;TD /2
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fF21

fraz:

fF23 :

fF24 :

fF25 :

fF26 :

fF27 :

fF28 :

fF29 :

fF30 :

fF31

fF32 :

: B+ [E(Bsgr - Bsqa)

—8fra2(B) — 4 -
B [X(Bsq - qud) .
—48fr1(B) — _
b B4)F7< ) —4fro(B) — 8fr19(B)]/4
— 24 fpr(B) — 2fro(B) —
B [S(bsqtt - B;)W i
—4fr1s8(B)]/2
B+ [S(bsg - B? - (diag(B*)17"))
—2fro(B) — 8fr19(B)]/6
B+ [Y(diag(B?) - diag(B°))
—6fr1(B) — 20fr2(B) — 24fr3(B) — 12fps(B
— 48 fp7(B) — 12fpo(B) — 4fr14(B) — 8f§;9((3))
— 8fr21(B) — 4fr22(B) — 2fr23(B)]/2
B+ [Y(diag(B*) - diag(B®))
—6fpa(B) — 8fr20(B) — 8fr1s(B) — 4
— 2fra3(B) — 4fr24(B)]/2 e e
B [2((1-B")-B%- Byr)
—12fr2(B) — 8fpa(B) — 36fr5(B) — 8fre(B)
—24fp7(B) = 6fro(B) — 12fp18(B) — 4fr19(B)
— 4fpo1(B) — 3fpas(B) — 4fr2a(B)]/4
B~ [S(B-B*-B*. B
—8fr2(B) — 16fp3(B) — 24 frs(B) — 24
14 fpo(B) — 28 fio1(B)] /48F )

o [o((*757) et

—4fr18(B) — 8fr19(B) — 2fr23(B) — 6fF25(B)]/2

B [z ((diagQ(B4> -diag(Bs))>

—12fp5(B) — 24fp7(B) — 2fro(B)
—8fr18(B) — 10fr19(B) — 2fr23(B)
— 2fr21(B) — 6fr25(B) | /2

B — [2(32 : B3 . Btrtr)
—4fpa(B) — 12fp5(B) — 72fp7(B)
—14fpo(B) — 24 fr19(B) — 8 fr21(B)
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fras:

fF34 :

fF35 :

fe,
feu
fes
fce
fe,

fes

feq

B — |X(B - (diag(B

—6fp1(B) — 36fr2(B) — 48fr3(B) — 36 fr5(B)

— 144 fp7(B) — 44fro(B) — 8fr14(B) — 48 fr19(B)

— 48 fpo1(B) — 16 fraa(B) — 10 fra3(B) — 6 fra26(B)

— 48 frog(B) — 16 fr3o(B) — 8fr31(B) — 16 fr32(B)
(B)

—60fr2s(B)|/4
B |3(B - (diag(B*) diag(B®)"))

—10fra(B) — 16 fra0(B) — 24 fr15(B) — 28 fr19(B)
—10fp23(B) — 20 fp24(B) — 6 fr27(B) — 8fr30(B)

— 16fr31(B) = 24fras(B) = 36fra5(B) ] /4

: B~ fr1(B)

: B — Y(diag(B*))/8
: B — Y(diag(B®))/10
: B — [X(diag(B®))

—6fr1(B) — 12fpa(B) — 24fr3(B)]/12

: B [X(B%-BT)

— 28fr2(B) — 14fpa(B) — 84fp5(B) — 28fre(B)]/14

: B [B(B°.-B?T)

— 144 fp7(B) — 8fps(B) — 16 fra(B) — 64 fro(B)
—48fr10(B) — 16 fr11(B) — 96 fr12(B) — 96 fr13(B)
— 16fF14(B) — 32fF15(B) — 32fF16(B) — 32fF17(B>]/16

:B [B(B°-B3T)

—6fr1(B) — 36 fr2(B) — 72fr3(B) — 18 fra(B)
—36fr5(B) — 288 fp7(B) —90frg(B) — 18 fr14(B)
— 108 fr15(B) — 180 fF19(B) — 36 frao(B)

— 108 fr21(B) — 36 fr22(B) — 72fr23(B)

— 72fr24(B) — 288 fra5(B) — 18 fra6(B)

— 18 fpo7(B) — 36 frag(B) — 144 frag(B)

— 108 fp30(B) — 108 fF31(B) — 72 fr32(B)

— 108 fp33(B) — 36 fr3a(B) — 36 fr3s(B)]/18
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