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ABSTRACT

We study the problem of approximately counting cliques and near

cliques in a graph, where the access to the graph is only available
through crawling its vertices; thus typically seeing only a small
portion of it. This model, known as the random walk model or
the neighborhood query model has been introduced recently and
captures real-life scenarios in which the entire graph is too massive
to be stored as a whole or be scanned entirely and sampling vertices
independently is non-trivial in it.

We introduce DeMEtRIS: Dense Motif Estimation through Ran-
dom Incident Sampling. This method provides a scalable algorithm
for clique and near clique counting in the random walk model. We
prove the correctness of our algorithm through rigorous mathemat-
ical analysis and extensive experiments. Both our theoretical results
and our experiments show that DeMEtRIS obtains a high precision
estimation by only crawling a sub-linear portion on vertices, thus
we demonstrate a significant improvement over previous known
results.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The subgraph counting problem (a.k.a the motif counting problem)
asks for the number of copies of a small fixed subgraph (a.k.a motif)
in a given large input graph. It has numerous applications in a wide
variety of domains, such as, bioinformatics [3, 39, 46, 53], cyber
security [37, 43, 55], and network analysis [18, 31, 32]. Naturally,
this problem has been studied extensively by both the theoretical
community [11, 23, 24, 36] and the practitioners [4, 7, 12, 22, 35, 36,
42, 49, 51, 58]. The clique counting and the near-clique counting
are arguably the most studied variations of the subgraph counting
problem [11, 20, 25, 28, 33, 36, 53].

Typically, most of these works’ underlying model of computa-
tions assumes full access to the graph. Even for popular restricted-
access models, such as distributed and streaming models, the under-
lying algorithms process information from the entire graph. Many
works have also assumed the possibility of collecting independent
samples from the set of vertices or edges, or querying an arbitrary
edge or vertex (see section 1.3). However, in many real-world sce-
narios, these assumptions do not hold. The only tool available to
the practitioners in such cases is crawling the graph through public
APIs; some examples include accessing Facebook or Twitter graph
via user access APIs [1, 2]. In these scenarios, basic statistics about
the graph, such as the number of vertices or number of edges itself,
is non-trivial to estimate [9, 17], let alone more complicated global
properties such as clique or near clique counts. Our work takes up
the challenging task of computing these global properties of the
graph while looking at a tiny fraction of the graph via crawling.

To formalize the access through crawling notion, Chierichetti et
al [16] introduced the random walk access model. This model is
further explored in [8, 13, 17, 21].

The random walk (access) model. In this model, an algorithm
has access to the input graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) through a neighborhood
query oracle O. For any 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , O(𝑣) returns the set of pointers to
the neighbors of 𝑣 in𝐺 . A typical crawling pattern for an algorithm
starts from an arbitrary seed vertex 𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 ; then usingO(𝑠) it obtains
the neighborhood pointers and selects one of them uniformly at
random to make further queries to O; thus, effectively simulating a
random walk in 𝐺 starting at 𝑠 .

Each query to the neighborhood oracle is expensive. The main
challenge is to design algorithms with as few queries as possible.

ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

03
95

7v
1 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  7
 D

ec
 2

02
2

https://orcid.org/
https://orcid.org/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3539597.3570438
https://doi.org/10.1145/3539597.3570438
https://doi.org/10.1145/3539597.3570438


WSDM ’23, February 27–March 3, 2023, Singapore, Singapore. Bera, Choudhari, Haddadan, and Ahmadian.

While some basic operations such as generating a uniform random
vertex sample are proven to be costly in this model [17], there has
been a few promising results in estimating simple statistics such as
average degree [21], triangle counts [13] etc (see section 1.3). In our
work, we continue the algorithmic exploration by considering a
more complex global statistics estimation problem: counting copies
of higher-order cliques and near-cliques. Formally, we provide a
solution to the following problem.

Problem 1. For a fixed clique or near clique 𝜁 , design an algorithm
in the random walk model to estimate the number of copies of 𝜁 in a

given input graph while optimizing the (sub-linear) number of queries

made to the neighborhood oracle O.

1.1 Summary of Challenges

There are several fundamental challenges in tackling Problem 1.
Some arise from the nature of the model, such as only local neigh-
borhood access, lack of independent samples, etc. Others come
from the nature of the problem: non-uniform distribution of the
higher-order subgraphs in the graph leading to high variance in
estimators. We summarize these challenges below.

(Challenge 1.) In the random walk model, sampling edges are
cheaper than sampling vertices [17]. One can run a random walk
to collect almost uniform random samples from 𝐸. However, the
main challenge in obtaining theoretical guarantees for the usages
of random walks (Markov chains) is that the samples generated
by them are NOT independent. Thus it is essential to bound the
co-variance of samples. In section 2.1.1 we present the necessary
definitions and techniques required from the theory of Markov
chains. An interested reader can find the complete discussion in
[41].

(Challenge 2.) In order to count the number of copies of a motif
𝜁 in a graph, some methods sample edges, and for each edge 𝑒 ,
they count the copies of 𝜁 which contain 𝑒 . By using a unique
assignment rule which maps each copy of 𝜁 uniquely to one of
its edges they avoid counting duplicates. This strategy leads to
high query complexity in our model due to two main factors: (1)
in order to find copies of 𝜁 which contain 𝑒 , we need to query
all the neighborhood of both endpoints of 𝑒 , (2) some edges in 𝐸
may be contained in no copy of 𝜁 and some in a large number, say
polynomial in |𝑉 | of them. Thus, the variance of the estimator will
be large resulting in the need for a very large (potentially more
than linear) number of queries. To circumvent this issue we use
a technique known as hierarchical sampling which was initially
proposed for the task of clique counting [26] in Goldreich model
(see related work for a brief description of Goldriech model). In
section 2.1.2 we explain this technique, and in section 3 we show
how we adopt this technique to work for general motifs.

(Challenge 3.) The hierarchical sampling technique in [26] ex-
ploits the connection between the count of cliques in a graph with
its arboricity (see Section 2.1.3). However, no such connections are
known for the count of other motifs, making it more challenging
to apply hierarchical sampling techniques directly. We overcome
this by proving new combinatorial results for a family of dense
subgraphs that we formalize as c-dense. This enables us to design
provably efficient counting algorithms for c-dense in the random
walk access model.

1.2 Summary of Our Contribution

The main contribution of our paper is a scalable algorithm in the
random walk model to count cliques and near-cliques :DeMEtRIS-
Dense Motif count EsTimation through Random Incident Sampling.
DeMEtRIS comes with theoretical guarantees, and it is the first
method whose query complexity is provably only sub-linear in the
number of vertices and edges of the network. In practice, DeMEtRIS
exhibits excellent accuracy while crawling a tiny part of the graph
and significantly improves prior works.

Theoretical Results. We present our main theoretical result in
theorem 1.1. To show the correctness of our methods we formalize
c-dense graphs. For any c-dense motif we show the number of
copies of it in a graph in terms of the graph’s arboricity (lemma 2.4).
This result can serve independent interests beyond its application
here.

Definition 1.1 (c-dense motif). Consider motif 𝜁 of size 𝑘 . We

say 𝜁 is c-dense iff there is a way to divide it to induced connected sub-

motifs 𝜁𝑘−1, 𝜁𝑘−2, . . . , 𝜁2 such that, letting 𝜁𝑘 = 𝜁 , for each 2 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘
the minimum degree of 𝜁𝑖 is at least 𝑖 − 1 − 𝑐 1

Note that a 𝑐𝑙𝑖𝑞𝑢𝑒 is a (0)-dense graph, any clique missing an
edge is a (1)-dense graph, an example for a (2)-dense graph with 5
vertices and 6 edges is presented in fig. 2.

Theorem 1.1. Given 𝜖 , and c-dense motif 𝜁 of size 𝑘 , and let 𝑇 be

the number of copies of 𝜁 in 𝐺 . Setting 𝑙𝑖 s as in lemma 3.5 we have

P
(
𝑇 ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘 ·𝑇

)
≥ 1 − 𝑜 (1) ,

where 𝑇 is the output of DeMEtRIS.

Furthermore, DeMEtRIS only queries a number of vertices:

O
(

log𝑛3

𝜖3 (1 − 𝜖)𝑘
·
(
𝑚𝐹max
𝑇

𝜏rel +
𝑚𝐹max
𝑇

·
𝑘−1∑︁
𝑖=3

𝑛𝑐 ((𝑐 + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(𝑐+1)

+ 𝑚
𝑇
𝑛𝑐 ((𝑐 + 1)𝛼)𝑘−(𝑐+1)

)
+ log𝑛

𝜖2
√
𝑚𝜏mix

)
.

(1)

𝐹max is defined as in table 1, and roughly speaking it is the
maximum over edges the number of copies of 𝜁 assigned to it.
Thus, we often have 𝐹max ≪ 𝑇 . The parameters 𝜏rel, 𝜏mix and 𝛼 are
defined later and known to be Θ(log𝑛) in social networks [10, 40].
Thus, for small 𝑐 , DeMEtRIS queries a sub-linear number of edges
to output a precise approximation for 𝑇 .

Empirical Results. Empirically, we show that DeMEtRIS has
excellent accuracy for a wide range of cliques and near-cliques
across many large datasets ( Figure 1). Compared to baselines,
DeMEtRIS has superior accuracy with cheaper query cost ( Fig-
ure 5).

1Alternatively we may say 𝜁𝑖 s are (𝑐 + 1)-plexes .
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Figure 1: Accuracy of DeMEtRIS on real datasets: soc-orkut (3M

vertices, 213M edges), soc-sinaweibo (59M vertices, 523M edges),

socfb-konect(59M vertices, 185M edges) soc-twitter-higgs(457K
vertices, 12.5M edges), soc-livejournal(5M vertices, 85M edges).We

observe at most 4% of the edges and repeat the experiments for 100

times. For 100 independent runs, DeMEtRIS achieves remarkable

median relative error of less than 5% for most of the cases.

1.3 Related Work

Prior work on counting the number of motifs are numerous (see
survey [57] and references therein, e.g., [7, 12, 35, 36, 42, 49, 58]).
A large subset of these works concentrates on counting cliques
[11, 20, 25, 28, 33, 36, 53, 56]; in practice counting quasi-cliques is
equally important (a motif in which all vertices are connected to all
other by only 𝑐 vertices) and has been the focus of study of some
works [34, 45, 47, 50]. Among all of these works we focus on those
whose objective is to query a sub-linear number of edges or vertices
in the graph; thus they do not require to query all of 𝐺 . There are
two main models which fall into this category:

Goldriech model [30]. In this model the algorithm has access to
the graph by uniformly at random sampling 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 and performing
one of the following operations (1) degree queries: at each point of
time the algorithm query the degree of 𝑣 ; 𝑑 (𝑣), (2) Neighborhood
query: for 𝑣 and 𝑖 ≤ 𝑑 (𝑣), the algorithm obtains the 𝑖th neighbor
of 𝑣 (3) the algorithm can query if two u.a.r samples 𝑣 and 𝑢 are
adjacent.

In this model Eden et al obtained an algorithm for counting tri-
angles [23] and cliques [25]. Later they showed a more efficient
algorithm for clique counting, in sparse graphs (exploiting the
graph’ arboricity ordering) [26]. Other works concentrated on ap-
proximating the degree distribution [22, 24].

Edge query model. In this model, in addition to the queries al-
lowed by the Goldreich model, the algorithm is allowed to also use
(4) sample a uniformly at random edge from the graph.

In this model, the problem of motif counting was studied by
Assadi et al [6] who proposed an algorithm based on a decomposi-
tion of the motif the stars and odd cycles. This work is designed
on counting arbitrary motifs with general structure and does not
concentrate on dense motifs. And [5] showed how to count stars.

Other works studied similar access models [27, 59].
While the above works have set up a beautiful theoretical frame-

work; leading to the development of elegant results, they are not
directly applicable in the random walk model.

Random walk model. The random walk model was initially in-
troduced and studied by [16]. Some works studied preliminary
problems such as finding global parameters of a graph e.g., number
of vertices or edges [9, 17, 38, 59], clustering coefficient [38] or
generating uniformly at random vertices [8, 17].

For counting three vertex motifs, Rahman et al [52] proposed a
huristic, and Bera et al [13] showed a rigorous method for approxi-
mating the number of triangles.

The problem of motif counting in the random walk model be-

yond three nodes has been explored in a few works, but yet it does
not have an efficient solution. The first attempt for estimation of
high-order motifs using random walks was the work of [14], a.k.a.
GUISE, who proposed a Metropolis-Hastings-based algorithm. The
performance of GUISE suffers from high rate of rejecting samples
which makes the algorithm non-scalable in massive graphs [29, 54].
Wang et al [60] proposed an algorithm based on running a Markov
chain on the space of all motifs of size 𝑘 − 1 in-order to, approxi-
mately, sample and count motifs of size 𝑘 . A major improvement
was the work of Chen et al [15] who designed an algorithm based
on running a random walk on motifs of size 𝑑 ≪ 𝑘 in-order to,
approximate, the frequencies of motifs of size 𝑘 . In particular letting
𝜁 (1) , 𝜁 (2) . . . 𝜁 (𝑚) be all the distinct (up to isomorphism) 𝑘-node
motifs, and 𝐶 (𝑖) the count of the 𝜁 (𝑖) they estimate 𝜌𝑖 = 𝐶 (𝑖 )∑𝑚

𝑗=1 𝐶
( 𝑗 ) .

Chen et al [15] bound the query complexity of estimating 𝜌𝑖s by

𝑂

(
𝑊

Λ
𝜏mix

1
𝜖2 log

(
1
𝛿

))
; 𝑊 = max

𝑋
𝜋 (𝑋 )−1,

where𝑋 denotes a state of a so call extendedMarkov chain and 𝜋 (𝑋 )
refers to the probability density of 𝑋 at stationary distribution, and
Λ is a function of 𝐶 (𝑖) s. Note that 𝑊Λ can be exponential in terms
of number of edges of the original graph. Furthermore because
the above bound is proven for estimation of 𝜌𝑖 , the complexity of
estimating 𝐶 (𝑖) requires a multiplicative factor of

∑𝑚
𝑗=1𝐶

( 𝑗) .
In this paper, we provide the first algorithm in the random walk

model to count cliques and near-cliques whose query complexity is
sub-linear in the number of network’s edges. The query complexity
of our method, shown in eq. (1), may be compared to the query
complexity of Bera et al’s sub-linear triangle counting algorithm
which bounded the query complexity in terms of the mixing time of
the chain 𝜏mix, total number of triangles 𝑇 , arboricity of the graph
𝛼 and total number of edges𝑚 as:

𝑂

(
log𝑛
𝜖2 ·

(
𝑚𝜏mix ·𝑇max

𝑇
+ 𝑚𝛼
𝑇
+
√
𝑚𝜏mix

))
.

In terms of techniques, our work is most similar to, and comple-
ments the work on clique counting in the Goldreich model ([26]).
Similar to their work, we use an assignment rule and hierarchical
sampling to cleverly bound the variance of our estimator. Our work
builds on these works and extends them to resolve various issues
highlighted in section 1.1.

2 NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

Consider a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) with |𝑉 | = 𝑛 and |𝐸 | = 𝑚. For any
vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 we denote the neighborhood of 𝑣 in 𝐺 by N(𝑣) and
its degree by 𝑑 (𝑣). We further generalize these definitions for a
subset 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 as:N(𝑆) = ⋃

𝑣∈𝑆 N(𝑣) and 𝑑 (𝑆) = |N (𝑆) |. We define
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the neighborhood oracle O𝐺 : 𝑉 → 2𝑉 be an oracle which given
any vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 returns a set of pointers to 𝑣 ’s neighborhood, i.e.,
N(𝑣) ⊆ 𝑉 . Throughout the paper, we fix some lexicographic order
≺
𝑉
on 𝑉 for breaking ties.
Our focus in this paper is counting c-dense motifs. We fix the

notation and use 𝜁 to denote the graphlet (motif) of interest with
𝑘 vertices (𝑘 being a constant). An induced subgraph 𝑔 is a copy
of 𝜁 if 𝑔 and 𝜁 are isomorphic, denoted mathematically 𝑔 ≡ 𝜁 . We
denote the set of all copies of 𝜁 in 𝐺 by G𝐺 (𝜁 ), simplified to G(𝜁 )
when𝐺 is clear from the context. Throughout the paper, to refer to
motifs, we use Greek letters like 𝜁 , 𝜎 , etc, and we refer to motifs’
copies in 𝐺 using lowercase English letters 𝑔, ℎ, etc. For example
let 𝜁 be a triangle, we may write 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ), which means vertices
of 𝑔 forms a triangle in 𝐺 .

Consider two induced subgraphs 𝑔 and ℎ in 𝐺 , we say 𝑔 is a
sub-motif of ℎ if 𝑔 is an induced subgraph of ℎ, denoted by 𝑔 ⊆ ℎ;
we use the same notation and terminology for graphlets. We may
add or remove a vertex from or to a subgraph (of 𝐺) to obtain a
new subgraph. To denote these operations, we use + and \, e.g.,
𝑔′ = 𝑔 \ 𝑣 means 𝑔′ is an induced subgraph of 𝑔 which is obtained
by removing 𝑣 from 𝑔, and equivalently 𝑔 = 𝑔′+𝑣 which is obtained
by adding 𝑣 to 𝑔 along with edges between 𝑣 and 𝑔.

We would like to be able to uniquely assign each 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 )
to a sequence of its sub-motifs, through an assignment rule. The
following definition for segmentation of a graphlet 𝜁 is key to our
assignment rule:

Definition 2.1 (Segmentation& c-dense segmentation). Given
a graphlet 𝜁 with 𝑘 vertices, let 𝜎2, 𝜎3, . . . , 𝜎𝑘−1, 𝜎𝑘 be a sequence of

submotifs of 𝜁 where each 𝜎𝑖 has 𝑖 vertices, 𝜎𝑖 ⊆ 𝜎𝑖+1 for 𝑖 = 2 . . . 𝑘−1,
and 𝜎𝑖 is connected. We call such a sequence a segmentation of 𝜁 and

we denote it by 𝜎 (𝜁 ) = ⟨𝜎2, 𝜎3, . . . , 𝜎𝑘−1⟩, simplified to 𝜎 when 𝜁 is

clear from the context.

A segmentation 𝜎 is called c-dense if each vertex of 𝜎𝑖 has degree

at least 𝑖 − 1 − 𝑐 .
Example 2.1. Figure 2 shows a segmentation of a diamond shape

motif of size five. This segmentation is 2-dense as each newly added

vertex is not connected to at most 2 vertices.

𝜎2 𝜎3 𝜎4 𝜎5 = 𝜁

Figure 2: Example of a segmentation.

To estimate |G(𝜁 ) |, a hierarchical sampling procedure extends
any sampled copy of 𝜎𝑖 in 𝐺 to a copy of 𝜎𝑖+1 in 𝐺 by adding
one more vertex from the neighborhood of 𝜎𝑖 in 𝐺 (defined in
definition 2.2).

Given 𝜁 , a segmentation of it 𝜎 and 𝑖 ∈ {2, 3, . . . , 𝑘 − 1}, consider
the set of all copies of 𝜎𝑖 in 𝐺 , i.e., G(𝜎𝑖 ). For any 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 ), we
define its neighborhood and degree with respect to 𝜎 as follows:

Definition 2.2 (Neighborhood/Degree of a motif w.r.t. a
segmentation). Given 𝜁 , its c-dense segmentation 𝜎 (𝜁 ), and a sub-
graph 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 ), let the representative of 𝑔, denoted by R(𝑔), be a

set of c + 1 vertices in 𝑔 with smallest neighborhood (using ≺
𝑉
to break

ties in favor of the lexicographically smallest subset). We define the

neighborhood with respect to 𝜎𝑖 of a subgraph 𝑔, denoted by N𝜎 (𝑔),
to be the neighborhood of the subgraph R(𝑔). More formally,

N𝜎 (𝑔) � N(R(𝑔)) , where R(𝑔) � argmin
𝑆⊂𝑔: |𝑆 |=c+1

|N (𝑆) | .

The degree with respect to 𝜎𝑖 of a subgraph 𝑔 is defined as D(𝑔) �
|N𝜎 (𝑔) |.

Note that because the segmentation is c-dense, we are always
able to obtain a vertex 𝑣 in N𝜎 (𝑔𝑖−1) to obtain 𝑔𝑖 . We are now
ready to present our hierarchical assignment rule which assigns a
subgraph 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ) to a sequence of its sub-motifs 𝑔𝑘−1, 𝑔𝑘−2, . . . 𝑔2
so that each 𝑔𝑖 ≡ 𝜎𝑖 .

Definition 2.3 (Assignment function). Assume a motif 𝜁 and

its segmentation 𝜎 = ⟨𝜎2, 𝜎3, . . . , 𝜎𝑘−1⟩. For 2 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 − 1 an as-
signment function A𝑖 : G(𝜎𝑖+1) → G(𝜎𝑖 ) satisfies the following
conditions for every 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜎𝑖+1):

(1) A𝑖 (𝑔) = 𝑔 \ v ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 )
(2) v is the minimum vertex w.r.t ≺

𝑉
that satisfies (1).

Definition 2.4 (Count function). We define the count function
based on the inverse of a given assignment function (for a graph).

More precisely, for each 𝑖 = 2, 3, · · · , 𝑘 , let C𝑖 : G(𝜎𝑖 ) → R to be

defined as C𝑖 (𝑔) = |A−1
𝑖
(𝑔) |, i.e., the number of motifs in G(𝜎𝑖+1)

assigned to 𝑔.

Let Cmax
𝑖

be defined as the maximum value that this function takes

given the assignment function, i.e., Cmax
𝑖

= max𝑔∈G(𝜎𝑖 ) C𝑖 (𝑔).

2.1 Main Tools and Techniques

2.1.1 Random walk sampling and an unbiased estimator. A simple
random walk on 𝐺 starts crawling its vertices at a seed vertex, at
any point of time, being at 𝑣 ∈ 𝐺 , it obtainsN(𝑣) by calling O𝐺 (𝑣),
samples𝑢 ∼ N(𝑣) uniformly at random, and repeats the same steps
for 𝑢. Let 𝜋𝑡 be the distribution of the random walk after taking
𝑡 steps. It is known that, under some simple conditions known as
ergodicity, a simple random walk converges to a stationary distri-

bution 𝜋 on 𝑉 defined as 𝜋 (𝑣) � 𝑑 (𝑣)
2 |𝐸 | regardless of the starting

distribution i.e., lim𝑡→∞ 𝜋𝑡 = 𝜋 . Let dtv denote the total variation
distance, the mixing time 𝜏mix of the chain is the minimum 𝜏 satis-
fying ∀𝑡 ≥ 𝜏 ; dtv (𝜋t, 𝜋) ≤ 1/4 regardless of the starting point. Note
that since 𝜋 (𝑣) ∝ 𝑑 (𝑣) it is equivalent to the uniform distribution
on 𝐸 which we denote by𝑈 (𝑒) = 1/|𝐸 |, and for simplicity just𝑈 (𝐸).

Assume having a function 𝑓 : 𝑉 → R and we have obtained
𝑟 edges {𝑒𝑖 }𝑟𝑖=1 from 𝐸 by running a random walk on it. We are
interested to estimate E(𝑓 ) by its empirical average

∑𝑟
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑒𝑖 )/𝑟 .

Note that since the samples are not independent, the classic i.i.d
bounds are not applicable. Thus, we use concentration bound which
hold in MCMC settings e.g., [19, 48], these bounds depend on the
chain’s mixing time 𝜏mix (defined before) or relaxation 𝜏rel defined
as follows.

Definition 2.5 (relaxation time and the second largest
absolute eigen-value). Let 𝑇 be the transition matrix of a Markov

chain, and 𝜆 its second largest eigen-value, the relaxation time of the

Markov chain is denoted by 𝜏rel and it is defined as: 𝜏rel �
1

1−𝜆 .
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It is well known that mixing and relaxation times are related as
(𝜏rel − 1) log(1/8) ≤ 𝜏mix ≤ 𝜏rel log 1

4 min𝑣∈𝑉 𝜋 (𝑣) ; See e.g., [41].
The following result hold for the co-variance of Markov chain

generated samples; for full discussion see e.g., [41]:

Theorem 2.2 (Co-variance of MCMC samples). Let 𝜆 be the
second largest eigen-value of a Markov chain. Let 𝑋1, 𝑋2, . . . 𝑋𝑛 be 𝑛

consecutive steps of the Markov chain, for any 𝑖, 𝑗 the covariance of

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) and 𝑓 (𝑋 𝑗 ) follows:

| 𝑗 − 𝑖 | ≥ 𝑘 =⇒ C(𝑓 (𝑋 𝑗 ), 𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 )) ≤ 𝜆𝑘V(𝑓 ) ,

where V(𝑓 ) is variance of 𝑓 and C denotes the covariance of two

random variables

2.1.2 Hierarchical sampling andmotif segmentation. An assignment

rule is a function A : G(𝜁 ) → 𝐸 which assigns to each 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 )
one of its edges.

The key idea behind hierarchical sampling is to design a hierar-
chical assignment rule A which is defined to be a composition of
𝑘 −2 functionsA𝑘−1,A𝑘−2, . . . ,A2, i.e.,A = A2 ◦A3 ◦ · · · ◦A𝑘−1
(as in definition 2.3). In hierarchical sampling we initially sample a
collection of edges. The edges in the collection are then extended
to graphlets with 3, 4 and eventually 𝑘 vertices, and by checking
𝑔𝑖−1 = A𝑖−1 (𝑔𝑖 ) we ensure each intermediate subgraph 𝑔′ eventu-
ally gets counted once and only if 𝑔′ ⊆ 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ). In simple words,
by using hierarchical sampling, as we inductively add vertices to
the graphlets, we trim the sample space thus we manage to reduce
the effective required sample size.

2.1.3 Graph’s Arboricity. The arboricity of an undirected graph
is the minimum number of forests into which its edges can be
partitioned. Arboricity is tightly connected to the density of a graph
and it is known to be small for real-life networks. More precisely,
for a given clique 𝑐𝑘 , let the degree of 𝑐𝑘 , denoted by D(𝑐𝑘 ), be
the the degree of minimal-degree vertex (breaking ties by ≺

𝑉
). Eden

et al. [26] has established a connection between the total degree of
cliques in a graph and its arboricity as:

Lemma 2.3 ([26]). Let 𝛼 be 𝐺 ’s arboricity, and 𝑐𝑘 a clique of size

𝑘 , we have:

D(G(𝑐𝑘 )) ≤ 2𝑚 · 𝛼𝑘−1 ,

where D(G(𝑐𝑘 )) =
∑
𝑔∈G(𝑐𝑘 ) D(𝑔).

Using the extended definition of degree with respect to a seg-
mentation, we extend the above result for dense motifs (the proof
will be presented in the extended version):

Lemma 2.4. Let 𝛼 be𝐺 ’s arboricity and 𝜁 be a motif of size 𝑘 with

segmentation 𝜎 (𝜁 ) = ⟨𝜎2, 𝜎3, . . . , 𝜎𝑘−1, 𝜎𝑘 (= 𝜁 )⟩ (see definition 2.1)

that is c-dense, i.e., the minimum degree of 𝜎𝑖 is 𝛿 (𝜎𝑖 ) = 𝑖 − 1 − c.

Then for an arbitrary 2 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 ,

D(G(𝜎𝑖 )) ≤ 2𝑚 · ((c + 1) · 𝛼)𝑖−1−c · 𝑛c ,

where D(G(𝜎𝑖 )) =
∑
𝑔∈G(𝜎𝑖 ) D(𝑔).

Note that for a clique, a segmentation is a sequence of smaller
cliques with c = 0 so our result is a generalization of lemma 2.3.

3 DEMETRIS

In this section, we present DeMEtRIS, our suggested algorithm for
Dense Motif count EsTimation through Random Incident Sampling,
and we analyse its correctness and efficiency. A key component is
the hierarchical sampling procedure presented in algorithm 1.

Given a c-dense motif 𝜁 along with its segmentation 𝜎 (𝜁 ), an ini-
tial set of edges E ⊆ 𝐸 and numbers 𝑙3, . . . , 𝑙𝑘 , ConstructLayers
extends the edges to higher order sub-graphs until reaching sub-
graphs isomorphic to 𝜁 . In this process, it constructs layersL2,L3, . . . ,L𝑘
such that each L𝑖 is a collections of sub-graphs isomorphic to 𝜎𝑖 (𝜁 ).
The construction of layers is an inductive procedure: we let L2 = E,
and calculate D(L2) �

∑
𝑔∈L2 D(𝑔) (lines 1-2 of algorithm 1).

For 𝑖 = 2, 3, 4, . . . , 𝑘 − 1, we construct L𝑖+1 by sampling 𝑔 ∈ L𝑖
from distribution 𝑝𝑖 which is defined to satisfy 𝑝𝑖 (𝑔) ∝ D(𝑔). Using
O𝐺 we sample 𝑢 u.a.r. from N𝜎 (𝑔). We let 𝑔′ = 𝑔 + 𝑢, and check if
𝑔′ ≡ 𝜎𝑖 and 𝑔 = A𝑖 (𝑔′). If both of these conditions are satisfied, 𝑔′
will be added to collection L𝑖+1 (lines 7-14 in algorithm 1).

The output of ConstructLayers is L𝑘 which is a collection of
sub-graphs in G(𝜁 ). Furthermore each 𝑔 ∈ L𝑘 is assigned uniquely
through A = A2 ◦ A3 ◦ · · · ◦ A𝑘−1 to an edge 𝑒 ∈ E.

In order to prove the correctness of our method, we ensure that
all layers are “nice” which means they are large enough to carry
enough information to the next layer (see section 3.1).

Remark 3.1 (EstimateEdgeCount). The number of edges of the

graph can be approximated, w.p. 1 − 𝑜 (1) and within error 𝜖 , in the

random walk model by running
log𝑛
𝜖2
√
𝑚 independent random walks

and estimating𝑚 by counting collisions; see e.g., [9, 13].

Algorithm 1 ConstructLayers(E, 𝜎, 𝑙3, . . . , 𝑙𝑘 )
Input: E, 𝜎, 𝑙3, 𝑙4 . . . , 𝑙𝑘
1: L2 = E
2: Calculate D(L2) as D(L2) =

∑
𝑒∈E D(𝑒)

3: for 𝑖 = 3 to 𝑘 do

4: L𝑖 ← ∅, D(L𝑖 ) ← 0
5: // {Construct L𝑖 by sampling 𝑔 ∈ L𝑖−1 and extending to 𝑔′ ∈

G(𝜎𝑖 ) .}
6: for 𝑗 = 1 to 𝑙𝑖 do
7: Sample 𝑔 from L𝑖−1 w.p. D(𝑔)/D(L𝑖−1) .
8: For each vertex 𝑣 in 𝑔 invoke O𝐺 (𝑣) to obtain N𝜎 (𝑔) .
9: Sample 𝑢 ∼ N𝜎 (𝑔) u.a.r.
10: 𝑔′ ← 𝑔 +𝑢.
11: if 𝑔′ ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 ) and 𝑔 = A𝑖 (𝑔′) then
12: 𝑌𝑖,𝑗 = 1
13: L𝑖 = L𝑖 ∪ 𝑔′
14: D(L𝑖 ) = D(L𝑖 ) + D(𝑔′) .
15: 𝑌𝑖 =

∑𝑙𝑖
𝑗=1 𝑌𝑖,𝑗

16: return ⟨L𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 ,D(L2),D(L3), . . .D(L𝑘 )⟩

3.1 Theoretical Analysis of DeMEtRIS

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1. Let 𝑌 be the second output
parameter of ConstructLayers called in line 4 of Algorithm 2.
For any 𝑖 ≥ 3 we define 𝑐𝑖 � 𝑚

𝑟
·∏𝑖−1

𝑗=3
D𝑗−1
𝑙 𝑗
· D𝑖−1. Therefore, the

output of DeMEtRIS is 𝑇 = 𝑌 · 𝑐𝑘
𝑙𝑘

. We show in Lemma 3.2, whose
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Algorithm 2 DeMEtRIS

Input: 𝐺 = ⟨𝑉 , 𝐸⟩, 𝜁 , 𝜎 (𝜁 ), 𝑟 , 𝜏mix, 𝜀, 𝑙3, · · · , 𝑙𝑘
Output: 𝑠

1: 𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 ← an arbitrary start point for random walk.
2: 𝑟 ← 𝑟 · 𝜏mix
3: E ← multi-set of edges on random 𝑟 -walk from 𝑠 .
4: ⟨L𝑘 , 𝑌 ,D2, . . . ,D𝑘 ⟩ = ConstructLayers(E, 𝜎, 𝑙3, 𝑙4, . . . , 𝑙𝑘 )
5: 𝑚 = EstimateEdgeCount(E, 𝜏mix)
6: 𝑇 = 𝑌 · 𝑚

𝑟

∏𝑘
𝑖=3 D𝑖−1/∏𝑘

𝑖=3 𝑙𝑖

7: return 𝑇

Symbol Definition

𝜎 (𝜁 )/𝜎 c-dense segmentation of 𝜁 , 𝜎 = 𝜎2, · · · , 𝜎𝑘 (= 𝜁 ) .
G(𝜁 ) Set of occurrences of an arbitrary motif 𝜁 .
𝑇 Size of G(𝜁 ) , i.e., |G (𝜁 ) |.
𝑇𝑖 Size of G(𝜎𝑖 ) , i.e., |G (𝜎𝑖 ) |.

𝑑 (𝑆) Size of neighborhood of 𝑆 , i.e., |N (𝑆) |.
R(𝑔) Representative of 𝑔 w.r.t. 𝜎 ; 𝑐 + 1 nodes in 𝑔 w min neighbors.
D(𝑔) Degree of representative of 𝑔 w.r.t. 𝜎 , i.e., D(R(𝑔)) .
D𝑖 Degree of layer L𝑖 returned by the algorithm.
A𝑖 (𝑔) Assignment function mapping G(𝜎𝑖 ) to G(𝜎𝑖−1) .
C𝑖 (𝑔𝑖 ) Number of copies of G(𝜁 ) that are assigned to 𝑔𝑖 ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 ) .
Cmax
𝑖

Max number of copies of G(𝜁 ) assigned to a graph G(𝜎𝑖 ) .
𝐹max max𝑖 Cmax

𝑖
.

Table 1: Table of definitions

proof will be presented in an extended version of the paper, that
this is an unbiased estimator.

Lemma 3.2. Let 𝑇 be the outcome of DeMEtRIS, then E[𝑇 ] = 𝑇 .

To show that 𝑇 is concentrated around its mean with high prob-
ability we first show that with high probability we have

𝑌 ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑙𝑘 ·
C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1)

D𝑘−1
. (2)

Here C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1) =
∑
𝑔∈L𝑘−1 C𝑘−1 (𝑔), thus it is the total number

of copies of 𝜁 that are assigned to some sub-motif in layer 𝑘 − 1.
The reader may wonder how eq. (2) helps in counting copies of 𝜁 .
lemma 3.3 shows that by maintaining niceness properties in the
layers, which we define later (in eq. (Nice-Range)), from Equation (2)
we can conclude that with high probability 𝑌 · 𝑐𝑘

𝑙𝑘
≃ 𝑇 .

Lemma 3.3. If C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1) ∈ (1±𝜖)𝑘−1 · 𝑇
𝑐𝑘−1

(see Equation (Nice-
Range)), and Equation (2) holds, then

𝑇 =
𝑐𝑘

𝑙𝑘
· 𝑌 ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘𝑇 .

Lemma 3.3 will be proven in the extend version of this paper. As
a result of them, we conclude that it is sufficient to generate layers
such that L𝑘−1 is nice. We now proceed to prove eq. (2)

3.1.1 High Probability Concentration . In this section, we prove
eq. (2). Intuitively, we would like all the layers to inductively acquire
nice properties; thus we define two main properties for each layer
L𝑖 : (i) value of C𝑖 should be concentrated around its mean, and
(ii) each layer to be rich enough to carry the information we need

to the next layer (needed for inductive step). Formally, we phrase
these requirements as follows.

Definition 3.1 (a nice layer). For 𝑖 ∈ {2, 3, . . . 𝑘}, we say L𝑖 ⊑
G(𝜎𝑖 ) is nice if

C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑖 ·
𝑙𝑖

𝑐𝑖
·𝑇 , (Nice-Range)

C𝑖 (L𝑖 )
D𝑖

≥ (1 − 𝜖)𝑖 · 𝜖

log𝑛
· 𝑇

D(G(𝜎𝑖 ))
(Nice-Ratio)

, where 𝑐𝑖 �
𝑚
𝑟
·∏𝑖−1

𝑗=3
D𝑗−1
𝑙 𝑗
· D𝑖−1.

The proof of the following lemmas are presented in the appendix.
The analysis of 𝑅 requires bounding the co-variance of consecutive
samples (employing theorem 2.2) as they are generated by running
a random walk. The analysis of the other layers is similar to the
work of [26] and tailored to c-dense motifs.

Lemma 3.4. If 𝑟 ≥ 𝜏mix + 𝜏rel ·
log𝑛
𝜖2 ·

Cmax
2 ·𝑚
𝑇

then L2 = 𝑅 is nice.

Lemma 3.5. Let 3 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 . If L𝑖−1 is nice and 𝑙𝑖 ≥ log𝑛
𝜖2 ·

Cmax
𝑖
(L𝑖 ) · D𝑖−1

C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1) , then L𝑖 is also nice .
Before we can prove the concentration for random variable 𝑌 ,

we need the following lemma:
Lemma 3.6. Given a layer L𝑘−1 constructed in ConstructLayers

we have

E [𝑌 | L𝑘−1] = 𝑙𝑘 ·
C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1)

D𝑘−1
.

Now we have all the required ingredients for proving eq. (2).

Proof of eq. (2). Employing the Chernoff bound for i.i.d. ran-
dom variables and using lemma 3.6 , we have:

P ( |𝑌 − E[𝑌 ] | ≥ 𝜖E[𝑌 ]) ≤ 2 exp
(
−𝜖

2

3
· 𝑙𝑘 ·

C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1)
D𝑘−1

)
By the choice of 𝑙𝑖 ’s in the statement of the lemma and applying
lemma 3.5 and lemma 3.4, we have that all layers are nice. Thus by
by applying eq. (Nice-Range), we obtain

P ( |𝑌 − E[𝑌 ] | ≥ 𝜖E[𝑌 ]) ≤ 2 exp

(
−𝜖

3 (1 − 𝜖)𝑘−1

3 log𝑛
· 𝑙𝑘 ·

𝑇

D(G(𝜎𝑘−1))

)
Thus P ( |𝑌 − E[𝑌 ] | ≥ 𝜖E[𝑌 ]) ≤ 2 exp (−𝑂 (log(𝑛))) if 𝑙𝑘 ≥

3 log2 𝑛

𝜖3 (1−𝜖)𝑘−1 ·
D(G(𝜎𝑘−1))

𝑇
. □

Proof of theorem 1.1. Note that by employing lemma 2.4 and
the fact that 𝜁 is c-dense we have: for all 𝑖 , D(G(𝜎𝑖 )) ≤ 2𝑚 ·
𝑛𝑐 ((𝑐 + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(𝑐+1) . Note all 𝑙𝑖s are taken large enough to ensure
the layers are nice. In particular from the niceness of L𝑘−1 and
eq. (Nice-Range) we conclude that C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘−1 · 𝑇

𝑐𝑘−1
.

From lemma 3.3 we conclude that𝑇 =
𝑐𝑘
𝑙𝑘
·𝑌 ∈ (1± 𝜖)𝑘𝑇 . Plugging

in the values in eq. (Nice-Ratio) the minimum required size for each
𝑙𝑖 will be:

𝑙𝑖 ≥
log𝑛3

𝜖3 (1 − 𝜖)𝑖
· Cmax

𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ·
2𝑚 · 𝑛𝑐 · ((𝑐 + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(𝑐+1)

𝑇

, and 𝑙𝑘 ≥
(3 log2 𝑛)
𝜖3 (1 − 𝜖)𝑘

· 2𝑚 · 𝑛𝑐 · ((𝑐 + 1)𝛼)𝑘−(𝑐+1)
𝑇

.

□
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Figure 3: Plot of median relative error estimates for DeMEtRIS on

various datasets and variousmotifs for 100 runs.We show the effect

of varying the random walk length. We have median relative error

percentage on y-axis, and percentage of the edges visited on x-axis.

4 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATIONS

In this section, we discuss the empirical performances of DeMEtRIS.
Our implementation is in C++. We ran all the experiments on a
workstation with 128GB DDR4 memory and Intel Xeon 2.20GHz
processor running Ubuntu 20. We will make our code publicly avail-
able with the full version of the paper. 2 We evaluate DeMEtRIS on
the datasets given in Table 2. We consider simple graphs by remov-
ing duplicate edges and self-loops.

Table 2: Description of our dataset with the key parameters,

#vertices(𝑛), #edges(𝑚), #triangles(𝑔3,3), #4-Cliques(𝑔4,6), #4-Chord
Cycles(𝑔4,5), #5-Cliques(𝑔5,10), and #Almost 5-Cliques(𝑔5,9).

Graph Name n m #g3,3 #g4,6 #g4,5 #g5,10 #g5,9
soc-orkut 3M 213M 525M 2.4B 33B 10.8B 84B
soc-
sinaweibo 59M 523M 213M 0.7B 27B 3.3B 47B

socfb-
konect 59M 185M 6.3M 0.5M 329M 36K 27M

soc-
livejournal 5M 85M 285M 9.9B 17B 467B 631B

soc-twitter-
higgs 0.5M 12.5M 83M 0.4B 24B 2.2B 37.2B

In our empirical evaluations, we seek to answer the following
questions.
• Is DeMEtRIS accurate for a suite of important motifs across
multiple datasets?
We demonstrate in Figure 3 that the accuracy of DeMEtRIS is
remarkably high across multiple datasets for many different size
cliques and near-cliques. This is even more impressive consid-
ering the distributions of these cliques and near-cliques vary
significantly across datasets. For almost all the datasets, with less
than 5% of the edges, median error for DeMEtRIS is less than 5%.
• Does DeMEtRIS converge to the true motif count given sufficient
budget for the neighborhood samples? How much is the variance
in the outcome?

2The code repository is available here.

We demonstrate the convergence of DeMEtRIS in Figure 4. As
our theory suggests, DeMEtRIS converges to the true count with
increases in the number of queries.
• Compared to existing algorithms for motif counting in the ran-
dom walk model, how does DeMEtRIS fare?
We show in Figure 5 that DeMEtRIS consistently outperforms
the baseline algorithms almost across all the datasets, and al-
most across all the different motifs. While observing only a tiny
fraction of graph (around 2 − 3%), the accuracy achieved by
DeMEtRIS is remarkable, where as the baseline performs at least
twice worse than that of DeMEtRIS in most of the cases.

Implementation Details. The performance of DeMEtRIS is eval-
uated based on three different parameters: Accuracy, Convergence,
and its Comparison with the Baseline (SRW2). To analyze the robust-
ness of the estimation of DeMEtRIS we evaluate its performance
in estimating the counts for different motifs: Triangle (3-Clique),
4-Clique, Almost 4-Clique (4-chord cycle), 5-Clique, Almost 5-Clique.
We use relative error percentage, defined as (ExactCount−AlgoEstimate)∗100

ExactCount ,
as a metric to analyze the performance of DeMEtRIS. For analyzing
the accuracy and the comparison with the baseline we use the me-
dian of the relative error percentage of 100 estimates, and to analyze
the convergence we represent the relative error percentage of all
the 100 estimates. For each of the 100 estimates the starting node
of the random walk is chosen uniformly at random. DeMEtRIS re-
quires number of edges𝑚 as a parameter along with the length of
the random walk. Note that,𝑚 can be estimated from the random
walk edges as similar to that in [13]. In addition to the random walk
length, the baseline SRW2 [15] requires the sum of degree of edges∑
𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸 𝑑𝑢 +𝑑𝑣 as a parameter. We compute this separately and

pass it as a parameter to SRW2.

Accuracy. DeMEtRIS is eminently accurate across all the graphs
with just at most 5% of the edges of the graphs. In Figure 3 we plot
the median relative error percentage of DeMEtRIS over 100 runs
for different motifs for each dataset while increasing the length of
the random walk. With the increase in the length of the random
walk or the percentage of queries to around 5%, we observe that
the median relative error percentage suddenly drops below 5% for
almost all the graphs and all different motifs.

Convergence. In Figure 4 we demonstrate the convergence of
DeMEtRIS for orkut, and sinaweibo for different motifs. We plot
the relative error percentage of DeMEtRIS for 100 runs for a fixed
length of the random walk. As we increase the percentage of edges
visited, the relative error spread for DeMEtRIS is around or less
than 5% for almost all the motifs when we explore around 5% of
edges and tightly concentrates towards the 0% relative error line
which indicates the concentration towards the exact count.

Comparison with Baseline. We compare the performance of
DeMEtRIS with SRW2 [15]. Chen et al. [15] propose a general
framework to estimate statistics of graphlet of any size. This frame-
work is based on collecting samples through consecutive steps of
random walks. SRW2 also requires the sum of the degree of edges
(
∑
𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸 𝑑𝑢 + 𝑑𝑣 ) as a parameter, and is computed separately.
In Figure 5we compare the performance of DeMEtRIS and SRW2

with respect to the median relative error percentage. Here we show
the results for only a subset of graphs and motifs, for other graphs

https://github.com/jayeshchoudhari/GraphletCountingUsingRW
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Figure 5: Comparison against baseline. For each dataset, for each motif, and for a fixed length of random walk, we run both the algorithms

100 times. We compare the median relative error in estimation vs the percentage of edges visited.

and motifs the performances are consistent and we defer the plots
to the full version of the paper. DeMEtRIS is consistently accurate
across all the datasets and all different motifs. We observe that in
estimating the count of 5-Cliques for socfb-konect dataset the
estimation error for SRW2 is high. And this is because the number
of 5-Cliques present in the socfb-konect dataset is very low (36𝐾 ),
which affects the performance of SRW2 even after exploring the
around 5−7% of the graph. SRW2 performs equivalent to or slightly
better than DeMEtRIS on the soc-livejournal dataset across all
the motifs and on the soc-orkut dataset for 4-Chord cycle and 4-

Clique. In all the other cases, DeMEtRIS significantly outperforms
SRW2 in terms of the median relative percentage error. Across
all the graphs and all the different motifs, after exploring only
around 2% of the graph, the median relative error percentage for
DeMEtRIS is around 5% or less. Whereas, for SRW2, for most of
the cases, the median relative percentage error is more than 10%.

5 CONCLUSION

We study the problem of counting (near) cliques in a novel practical
setting known as randomwalk model. We build upon prior work on
theoretical study of sub-linear algorithms and develop new theory

to address new challenges arising in our more realistic setting. We
believe that the study of algorithms in the random walk setting is
essential in the development of robust and practical algorithms.
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A MISSING PROOFS

In this section we present all missing proofs from the main sections.

A.1 Missing proofs from Section 2.1

Lemma 2.4 presented an upper bound for the number of occurrences
of a c-dense motif in a graph 𝐺 w.r.t. 𝐺 ’s arboricity and 𝑐 thus
extending a result of [26]. Here we present a proof:

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let ≺arb be the acyclic ordering on ver-
tices of𝐺 where the cout-degree of each vertex is𝛼 (this ordering ex-
ists by the definition of arboricity [44]). For any 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜎 𝑗 ), let 𝑆 (𝑔)
be the first c+ 1 vertices in 𝑔 w.r.t. ≺arb. Note that since each vertex
in𝑔 is not connected to at most c other vertices, any vertex in𝑔\𝑆 (𝑔)
is connected to at least one vertex in 𝑆 (𝑔). Moreover, let N≺arb (𝑆)
be the neighborhood of 𝑆 by outgoing edges, then since each vertex
in 𝑆 has out-degree at most 𝛼 , |N≺arb (𝑆) | ≤ (𝑐 +1)𝛼 . For a set 𝑆 ⊂ 𝑉
with c+1 vertices, define Γ𝜎 𝑗

(𝑆) = {𝑔 ∈ G(𝜎 𝑗 ) : 𝑆 (𝑔) = 𝑆}, then we
have |Γ𝜎 𝑗

(𝑆) | ≤ |N≺arb (𝑆) | 𝑗−(c+1) ≤ ((c + 1) · 𝛼) 𝑗−(c+1) .Where
the first inequality follows from the fact that 𝑆 needs to add 𝑗−(𝑐+1)
to construct 𝜎 𝑗 and for each vertex there are |N≺arb (𝑆) | possible
choices.

Therefore we have:

D (G(𝜎𝑖 )) =
∑︁

𝑔∈G(𝜎𝑖 )
D(𝑔) =

∑︁
𝑔∈G(𝜎𝑖 )

D(R(𝑔)) ≤
∑︁

𝑔∈G(𝜎𝑖 )
D(𝑆 (𝑔))

=
∑︁
𝑆⊂𝑉 ;
|𝑆 |=c+1

∑︁
𝑔∈Γ𝜎𝑖 (𝑆)

|N (𝑆) |

≤
∑︁
𝑆⊂𝑉 ;
|𝑆 |=c+1

|N (𝑆) | · ((c + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(c+1)

≤ ((c + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(c+1)
∑︁
𝑆 ;

|𝑆 |=c+1

∑︁
𝑣∈𝑆

𝑑 (𝑣)

≤ ((c + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(c+1)
∑︁
𝑣∈𝑉

𝑑 (𝑣) · |{𝑆 ⊂ 𝑉 : |𝑆 | = c + 1, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆}|

≤ ((c + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(c+1)
∑︁
𝑣∈𝑉

𝑑 (𝑣) · 𝑛c

≤ ((c + 1)𝛼)𝑖−(c+1) · 2𝑚 · 𝑛c □

A.2 Missing proofs from Section 3.1

In this section, we present all the missing proofs that lead to the
proof of Theorem 1.1. In the first subsection, we present all the
proofs which lead to the proof of Lemma 3.2, which states that our

estimator is unbiased. In the second subsection we show that our
estimator is concentrated around its mean, in this proof we need to
use that all layers are “nice”. In the last subsection we show using
an inductive proof that all the layers are nice.

A.2.1 Unbiased Estimator. Lemma 3.2 shows that the output of
DeMEtRIS, 𝑇 , is an unbiased estimator for 𝑇 . To prove it, we first
show the following lemma:

Lemma A.1. Let 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ), after running ConstructLayers, the
probability that 𝑔 is sampled at any iteration of the final loop and

added to L𝑘 is equal to 1/𝑐𝑘 .

Proof. Let 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ) and 𝑔2, 𝑔3, . . . , 𝑔𝑘 be such that for 𝑖 =

2, 3, . . . , 𝑘 − 1 we have 𝑔𝑖 = A𝑖+1 (𝑔′). Note that given 𝜎 (𝜁 ) and ≺
𝑉
,

for each 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ) the sequence of 𝑔2, 𝑔3, . . . , 𝑔𝑘 will be determined
uniquely, furthermore we have 𝑔𝑖 ∈ G(𝜎𝑖 (𝜁 )). Let𝐴𝑖,𝜅 be the event
that at iteration 𝜅, 𝑔𝑖 is sampled and added to L𝑖 and let 𝐴𝑖 be the
total number of copies of 𝑔𝑖 in L𝑖 . Using induction, we prove a
more general statement that P(𝐴𝑖,𝜅 ) = 1/𝑐𝑖 for any 𝜅 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑙𝑖 .

Assume the inductive hypothesis for 𝑖 − 1 and arbitrary 𝑘 ′ = 1 :
𝑙𝑖−1.

P
(
𝐴𝑖,𝜅

)
=

(
D(𝑔𝑖−1)

D𝑖−1
· 1

D(𝑔 𝑗−1)

)
· 𝐴𝑖−1

=
1

D𝑖−1
·
𝑙𝑖−1∑︁
𝜅′=1
P

(
𝐴𝑖−1,𝜅′

)
=

1
D𝑖−1

· 𝑙𝑖−1 ·
𝑟

𝑚
·
𝑖−2∏
𝑗=3

𝑙 𝑗

D𝑗−1
· 1

D𝑖−2

=
𝑟

𝑚
· 1

D𝑖−1
·
𝑖−1∏
𝑗=3

𝑙 𝑗

D𝑗−1
=

1
𝑐𝑖

where the fourth equality follows from enforcing the induction
hypothesis and the fact that the rounds are independent. □

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Note that we have𝑇 = 𝑌 · 𝑐𝑘
𝑙𝑘
, so it suffices

to show E[𝑌 ] = 𝑇 𝑙𝑘
𝑐𝑘
. Consider the loop in which we collect the last

layer. Let 𝑌 (𝑖, 𝑔) denote the random variable indicating whether
some 𝑔 ∈ G(𝜁 ) has been sampled at iteration 𝑖

E[𝑌 ] =
∑︁

𝑔∈G(𝜁 )

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝜅=1
E[𝑌 (𝑖, 𝑔)] = |G(𝜁 ) |

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝜅=1

1/𝑐𝑘 = 𝑇 · 𝑙𝑘
𝑐𝑘

□

A.2.2 High Probability Concentration. In this subsection we prove
that if the last layer is nice then we have high probability concen-
tration for 𝑇 . In other words we prove lemma 3.3 which states:

If C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘−1 · 𝑇
𝑐𝑘−1

(see Equation (Nice-Range)),
and Equation (2) holds, then

𝑇 =
𝑐𝑘

𝑙𝑘
· 𝑌 ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘𝑇 .

Proof of lemma 3.3. Note that 𝑐𝑘 = 𝑐𝑘−1 · D𝑘−1
𝑙𝑘−1

, thus,

𝑇 = 𝑌 · 𝑐𝑘
𝑙𝑘
∈ (1 ± 𝜖) · 𝑐𝑘

𝑙𝑘
· 𝑙𝑘

D(L𝑘−1)
· C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1)

∈ (1 ± 𝜖) · (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘−𝑐𝑘 · 1
D𝑘−1

· 𝑙𝑘−1
𝑐𝑘−1

·𝑇 ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑘𝑇 .
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□

A.2.3 Niceness of Layers. Wenowprove Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.4,
and a more general version of Lemma 3.6. In order to prove these
lemmas we first establish bounds on the expected value of degree of
different layers and the expected value of total motif count of differ-
ent layers. Consider 𝜁 and a segmentation of it 𝜎 = 𝜎2, 𝜎3, . . . , 𝜎𝑘 .

Lemma A.2. We have E [D2] = 𝑟
𝑚 · D(𝐸), and for 𝑖 = 3, 4, . . . , 𝑘

E [D𝑖 ] = 𝑙𝑖
𝑐𝑖
· D(G(𝜎𝑖 )).

Proof. Using linearity of expectation we conclude:

E [D(𝑅)] =
∑︁
𝑒∈𝐸
P (𝑒 ∈ 𝑅) D(𝑒) = 𝑟

𝑚

∑︁
𝑒∈𝐸

D(𝑒) = 𝑟

𝑚
D(𝐸) .

Similarly employing lemma A.1 we have:

E [D(L𝑖 )] =
∑︁

𝑔𝑖 ∈G(𝜎𝑖 )

𝑙𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1
P (𝑔𝑖 is sampled) D(𝑔𝑖 )

=
1
𝑐𝑖

𝑙𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1
·

∑︁
𝑔𝑖 ∈G(𝜎𝑖 )

D(𝑔𝑖 )

=
𝑙𝑖

𝑐𝑖
· D (G(𝜎𝑖 )) .

□

The proof of Lemma 3.4 is a direct application of the following
lemma:

Lemma A.3. We have E [C2 (L2)] = 𝑟
𝑚 · 𝑇 and V [C2 (𝑅)] ≤

𝜏rel
2 · C

max
2 · 𝑟𝑚 ·𝑇 .

Proof. Let L2 = {𝑒1, 𝑒2, . . . , 𝑒𝑟 } we have

E [C2 (L2)] =
∑︁
𝑒∈𝐸

∑︁
𝑔∈A−1 (𝑔)

P(𝑒 is sampled)

=
∑︁
𝑒∈𝐸

∑︁
𝑔∈A−1 (𝑔)

𝑟

𝑚

=
𝑟

𝑚
·𝑇 .

Using theorem 2.2 we bound the variance as

V [C2 (L2)] ≤
𝑟∑︁

𝑖, 𝑗=1
C

[
C2 (𝑒𝑖 ),C2 (𝑒 𝑗 )

]
≤ 2

𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑟∑︁
𝑗=𝑖

C
[
C2 (𝑒𝑖 ),C2 (𝑒 𝑗 )

]
≤ 2

𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑟∑︁
𝑗=𝑖

𝜆 𝑗V [C2 (𝑒𝑖 )] ≤
1
2

𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

1
1 − 𝜆V [C2 (𝑒𝑖 )]

≤ 2
𝑟∑︁
𝑖=1

1
1 − 𝜆Cmax

2 · E [C2 (𝑒𝑖 )] ≤ 2𝜏rel · Cmax
2 · 𝑟

𝑚
· |G(𝜁 ) |

□

Now having these lemmas for the expected degree of layers and
also concentration of number ofmotifs assigned to the starting layer,
it remains to bound the expected value of motif counts of higher
level which can be achieved by the following inductive lemma on
layers.

The following lemma generalized and extends Lemma 3.6:

LemmaA.4. Assume we ConstructLayers has reached the 𝑖−1-th
iteration thus L𝑖−1 is sampled. For the next iteration we have:

E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) | L𝑖−1] = 𝑙𝑖 ·
C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1)

D(L𝑖−1)
(3)

Furthermore we have

V [C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) | L𝑖−1] ≤ Cmax
𝑖 E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) | L𝑖−1] . (4)

Proof. We first prove eq. (3). For an iteration 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑙𝑖 , let 𝑔 𝑗
denote the graph picked in line 7 and let 𝑔′

𝑗
be the graph picked in

line 10. So we have Note that

E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) | L𝑖−1]

=

𝑙𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖−1,𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔) :

𝑔=A𝑖 (𝑔+𝑢)

P
(
𝑔 = 𝑔 𝑗

)
· P

(
𝑢 = 𝑔 𝑗 \ 𝑔′𝑗

)
· C𝑖 (𝑔 + 𝑢)

=

𝑙𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖−1,𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔) :

𝑔=A𝑖 (𝑔+𝑢)

D(𝑔)
D𝑖−1

· 1
D(𝑔) · C𝑖 (𝑔 + 𝑢)

=

𝑙𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖−1,𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔) :

𝑔=A𝑖 (𝑔+𝑢)

C𝑖 (𝑔 + 𝑢)
D𝑖−1

= 𝑙𝑖 ·
C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1)

D𝑖−1
.

where the last inequality follows from the fact that C𝑖−1 (𝑔) is ag-
gregation of C𝑖 (𝑔′) over 𝑔′ which gets assigned to 𝑔 and can be
obtained from 𝑔 by adding some vertex in 𝑢 ∈ N𝜎 (𝑔).

To see eq. (4) note that samples form L𝑖 are collected indepen-
dently. Thus we have:

V
[
C𝑖 (L𝑖 )

�� L𝑖−1
]
≤ E

[
C𝑖 (L𝑖 )2

�� L𝑖−1
]

=
∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖

E
[
C𝑖 (𝑔)2 | L𝑖−1

]
≤ Cmax

𝑖 ·
∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖

E
[
C𝑖 (𝑔)

�� L𝑖−1
]

= Cmax
𝑖 · E

[
C𝑖 (L𝑖 )

�� L𝑖−1
]
.

□

Now we have the ingredients for proving the main lemma.

Proof of lemma 3.5. AssumeL𝑖 is sampled.We nowuse Cheby-
shev’s inequality to show concentration of C𝑖 (L𝑖 ).

P ( |C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) − E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )] | ≥ 𝜖 · E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]) ≤
V [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]

𝜖2E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]2

≤
Cmax
𝑖
· E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]

𝜖2 · E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]2
≤

Cmax
𝑖

𝜖2 · E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )]
≤

Cmax
𝑖

𝜖2 · 𝑙𝑖 · C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1)
D𝑖−1

Taking 𝑙𝑖 ≥ log𝑛
𝜖2 · Cmax

𝑖
· D𝑖−1

C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1) we bound the above proba-
bility by 1

log𝑛 . Plugging in the value of E [C𝑖 (L𝑖 )] we have:

P

(
C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)

𝑙𝑖

D𝑖−1
· C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1)

)
≥ 1 − 1

log𝑛
.

We now use the assumption that L𝑖−1 is nice. Using eq. (Nice-
Range) we have C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑖−1 · 𝑙𝑖−1

𝑐𝑖−1
· 𝑇 . Thus, w.p. at

least 1 − 1
log𝑛 :
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C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)
𝑙𝑖

D(L𝑖−1)
· C𝑖−1 (L𝑖−1)

=⇒ C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)
𝑙𝑖

D(L𝑖−1)
· (1 ± 𝜖)𝑖−1 · 𝑇

𝑐𝑖−1/𝑙𝑖−1

=⇒ C𝑖 (L𝑖 ) ∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑖 ·
𝑙𝑖

𝑐𝑖
·𝑇 .

Thus we conclude that eq. (Nice-Range) holds w.p. 1 − 1
log𝑛 . Now

for proving eq. (Nice-Range), we divide both sides by 𝐷𝑖 , so we get
C𝑖 (L𝑖 )

D𝑖
∈ (1 ± 𝜖)𝑖 · 𝑇

D𝑖 · 𝑐𝑖/𝑙𝑖
Since by lemma A.2, E [D𝑖 ] = 𝑙𝑖

𝑐𝑖
· D(G(𝜎𝑖 )), by Markov inequality,

P

(
D𝑖 ≥ log(𝑛) · D(G(𝜎𝑖 ))

𝑐𝑖/𝑙𝑖

)
≤ log(𝑛)−1

, so we get that C𝑖 (L𝑖 )
D𝑖

≥ (1 − 𝜖)𝑖 · 𝑇
log(𝑛)D(G(𝜎𝑖 )) holds with

probability at least 1 − log(𝑛)−1.
□

Proof of lemma 3.6. For an iteration 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑙𝑖 , let 𝑔 𝑗 denote
the motif picked in line 7 and let 𝑔′

𝑗
be the motif picked in line 10 in

iteration 𝑗 of constructing L𝑖 . 𝑌𝑖, 𝑗 is an indicator random variable
where 𝑌𝑖, 𝑗 = 1 iff 𝑔 𝑗 = A𝑖 (𝑔′𝑗 ) and 𝑌𝑖, 𝑗 = 0 otherwise. By linearity
of expectation, we have:

E [𝑌 | L𝑘−1] =
𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝑗=1
P

(
𝑌𝑖, 𝑗 = 1

�� L𝑘−1
)

=

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖−1,
𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔)

P
(
𝑔 = 𝑔 𝑗 , 𝑢 = 𝑔′𝑗 \ 𝑔 𝑗 , and 𝑔 𝑗 = A𝑖 (𝑔′𝑗 )

)

=

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑔∈L𝑖−1,
𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔)

D(𝑔)
D𝑘−1

· 1
D(𝑔) ·

C𝑘−1 (𝑔)
D(𝑔)

=

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝑗=1

1
D𝑘−1

·
∑︁

𝑔∈L𝑖−1,𝑢∈N𝜎 (𝑔)

C𝑘−1 (𝑔)
D(𝑔)

=

𝑙𝑘∑︁
𝑗=1

1
D𝑘−1

·
∑︁

𝑔∈L𝑖−1

|N𝜎 (𝑔) | ·
C𝑘−1 (𝑔)

D(𝑔) = 𝑙𝑘 ·
C𝑘−1 (L𝑘−1)

D𝑘−1
.

□

B ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

Figure 6 is the extension of Figure fig. 5 comparing the performances
of DeMEtRIS and SRW2. For each dataset, for each motif type, and
for a fixed length of random walk, we run both the algorithms
100 times and then plot median relative error in estimation vs
the percentage of edges visited. As mentioned before, except for
soc-livejournal DeMEtRIS beats SRW2 significantly in terms of
the median relative error percentage.
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Figure 6: Comparison against baseline.
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