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LSketch: A Label-Enabled Graph Stream Sketch
Toward Time-Sensitive Queries

Yiling Zeng, Chunyao Song, Yuhan Li, and Tingjian Ge

Abstract—Graph streams represent data interactions in real applications. The mining of graph streams plays an important role in
network security, social network analysis, and traffic control, among others. However, the sheer volume and high dynamics cause great
challenges for efficient storage and subsequent query analysis on them. Current studies apply sketches to summarize graph streams.
We propose LSketch that works for heterogeneous graph streams, which effectively preserves the label information carried by the
streams in real scenes, thereby enriching the expressive ability of sketches. In addition, as graph streams continue to evolve over time,
edges too old may lose their practical significance. Therefore, we introduce the sliding window model into LSketch to eliminate the
expired edges automatically. LSketch uses sub-linear storage space and can support structure based queries and time-sensitive
queries with high accuracy. We perform extensive experiments over four real datasets, demonstrating the superiority of the proposed
method over state-of-the-art methods, in aspects of query accuracy and time efficiency.

Index Terms—heterogeneous graph stream, graph sketch, sliding window, approximate query.
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1 INTRODUCTION

IN this big data era, data is generated in real-world net-
works at ever-increasing high rates. As of 1st quarter

2022, Facebook has 2.91 billion monthly active users and
79% of monthly users are active daily 1. These active users
generate huge amounts of data on the platform. On this
basis, a wide variety of real-world applications which can
be modeled with graphs have been extensively investigated
[1], [2], [3]. However, most of the past studies concentrated
more on static graphs. In more recent years, streams on
large-scale graph infrastructures have been proposed due to
different scenario requirements of variant applications [4],
[5], [6], [7], [8]. They are used to model graphs that are
sequentially updated in the form of edges as an extension
of static graphs, which simulate the continuous evolution
of the networks in real scenarios. Similar to static graph
mining, the analytics of large-scale graph streams is of great
practical significance. For social networks, exploring the
connections between nodes helps predict a user’s potential
friends or detect the source of fake news, for example. For
transportation networks, congested road section prediction
and route planning also benefit from such analyses.

It is usually impossible to accurately compute the fre-
quency of edges or nodes over enormous graph streams due
to its sheer amount and excessive change rate. Accordingly,
approximate queries serve to solve the problem and are
receiving increasing attention. In past studies, a series of
data structures which work for approximate processing
have been proposed, including Bloom filters [9] and its
variances [1], [2], [8], and sketches [10], [11], [12], [13], [14],
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[15]. Such data structures, which can markedly reduce
the storage space and get extremely fast answering speed
with a limited loss of accuracy, are effective methods for
big data applications, especially in streaming scenarios. At
present, they are widely used for finding top-k items [16],
[17]; finding heavy-hitters [18], [19]; approximate weight
estimation [20], [21]; and triangle counting [22], [23].

In addition, rich information is carried by nodes and
edges in heterogeneous graphs. Ignoring such information
can result in serious knowledge loss. For example, in so-
cial networks, users can be treated as nodes, and edges
represent the communications/interactions between them.
Users can be assigned to different communities according to
their interests and thus have various personal tags—labels
on nodes. The communication between users can also be
classified according to the communication intensity, such
as frequent, medium, and infrequent ones. However, most
current sketch techniques only consider nodes and edges
without labels, while the data in real applications are often
labeled on nodes and edges. The few existing studies suffer
from poor query accuracy and cannot meet the needs of
realistic scenarios.

Furthermore, most current sketch techniques do not
consider the influence of insertion rates, nor differentiate
items arriving at different timestamps when maintaining
the sketches. On one hand, the update frequency of graph
streams represents the active status of the network, so the
sketch should be able to carry time related information. On
the other hand, items arriving at different timestamps are of
different importance in practical applications. The closer to
the current time, the more valuable an item is.

In summary, both labels and timestamps are impor-
tant features for real-world graph streams, thus we should
construct a time-sensitive sketch that can work well for
heterogeneous graph streams.
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1.1 Related Work

Due to the rapid growth of data, the graph stream model
has been explored for data analytics and query processing.
McGregor gives an excellent survey [24] of mostly theo-
retical work on graph streams. The problem of synopsis
construction has been widely studied for data streams in
general. The early graph stream summary techniques apply
linear projections of the data items with multiple hash
functions into lower dimensional spaces to store each item
independently, but ignore the connections between items.
However, such sketches are not applicable to the case of
graph data. Instead of considering the potential relevance
of edges in the graph stream, they modeled edges as a
series of independent items, which cannot preserve the
underlying structure of the graph stream. Therefore, they
can only support edge queries rather than any topology
based queries. This line of work includes Count Sketch [25],
CountMin Sketch [26], gSketch [27], AMS [10], Ada-sketch
[28] and so on.

To overcome the shortcomings of these early studies,
graph sketches are proposed to improve the above classical
sketches for graph streams. TCM [29], gMatrix [30] and
LGS [31] use three-dimensional sketches to support graph
structure based queries. They apply a hash function to map
the vertex set of the graph into an integer within the size of
the matrix width, thus the item (an edge) can be located into
the matrix using hash values of its two endpoints. Although
they are able to support graph topology based queries, they
still suffer from poor accuracy. To address this problem, GSS
[32], [33] introduces a series of techniques, such as square
hashing and multiple rooms, to take care of the uneven
distribution of the vertex degrees, thereby increasing the
capacity of the matrix and achieving the highest query
accuracy thus far.

However, most of the methods introduced above are
studied over homogeneous graph streams. By contrast, data
in real applications often carry a lot of labeled informa-
tion. Furthermore, those sketches are not time-sensitive and
cannot tell the active status of the network. The edges
that are too old cannot be removed in time, which will
affect subsequent queries. In recent years, Hung et al. [34]
study the problem of identifying items with heavy weights
in the sliding window of a weighted data stream. ECM-
sketch [35] allows effective summarization of streaming data
over both time-based and count-based sliding windows to
answer potentially complex queries with probabilistic accu-
racy guarantees. SBG-Sketch [36] summarizes labeled-graph
streams and automatically balances sketch load with un-
predictable and highly imbalanced edge-label frequencies.
Extending TCM, LGS [31] preserves the timestamps of items
by introducing the sliding window model and automatically
handles edge expiration. Moreover, it stores vertex labels
and edge labels efficiently, but its query accuracy is not high
enough for practical usage.

In summary, we choose GSS, the sketch with the highest
accuracy working for homogeneous graph streams, and
LGS, the sketch with the highest accuracy working for
heterogeneous graph streams, as the competitive methods
to demonstrate the superiority of our sketch in retaining
labeled and temporal information.

1.2 Our Contributions

To solve the problems mentioned above, it is of great prac-
tical significance to construct a graph sketch with sliding
windows over heterogeneous graph streams, which can
support graph topology related queries and achieve high
efficiency and accuracy as well.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
1) We propose LSketch for heterogeneous graph streams,

which stores vertex labels and edge labels using the idea of
Storage Blocks Division and Dual Counters without occu-
pying much extra storage space.

2) We introduce a sliding window model consisting of
k subwindows into an LSketch. By tracking the start time
of the latest subwindow, we can automatically handle edge
expirations in an efficient way, so that the sketch effectively
stores the temporal information of the items.

3) Specifically, we design two strategies for the encoding
of vertex labels, named uniform blocking and skewed block-
ing. Particularly, the skewed blocking strategy can adapt
to the extreme unbalanced distribution of vertex labels and
achieve similar high efficiency.

4) We show some sample implementations of the struc-
ture based queries on LSketch, and conduct extensive exper-
iments on four real-world datasets. The results demonstrate
that under the theoretical guarantees, LSketch outperforms
LGS in terms of query accuracy by 1 to 3 orders of mag-
nitude, and still retain comparable query efficiency with it.
Furthermore, it supports more types of queries than GSS.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Heterogeneous Graph Stream
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Fig. 1. A heterogeneous graph stream in social networks

A heterogeneous graph stream is a real-time updated
graph that is constituted by edges arriving in the form
of item e = (A,B; lA, lB , le;w; t), which means that the
edge (A,B) comes at time t with weight w. In addition,
lA and lB denote the label attributes of nodes A and B,
respectively, and le denotes the edge label. As time goes
on, items may appear multiple times with different weights.
We take Figure 1 as an example. In social networks, the
interaction between users can be modeled as an edge, so
the evolution among users’ different interactions forms a
graph stream, in which the user’s community can act as
its vertex label, such as musician or painter. Also, the edge
label can stand for the urgency level selected by the user
when sending the message. It implies that it is possible that
edges with different labels appear between the same pair
of nodes A and B, with labels lA and lB , respectively. A
message corresponds to an item/edge in the graph stream,
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TABLE 1
List of symbols used in the paper

Symbol Definition
e The arriving item of the graph stream
A/B The starting/ending node of item e
lA/lB The vertex label of node A/B
le The edge label of item e
w The weight of item e
t The timestamp of item e
d Width of the storage matrix
b Width of the storage blocks
m The index of block of a certain vertex label
H(v) The calculated hash value of node v
f(v) The calculated fingerprint of node v
s(v) The calculated address of node v
r Length of the sampling sequence
s Length of the sampled cells
li(v) The address candidate list of node v
C Counter C works for queries without label restrictions
P Counter P works for queries with label restrictions
c The length of a predefined list of prime numbers
W Time units of the whole sliding window
Ws Time units of one subwindow
k The size of subwindows

with its weight being the length of the message. The symbols
frequently used in this paper are listed in Table 1.

Given the stream, we can define its underlying structural
graph G = (V,E), which is a dynamic directed graph that is
continuously updated as each edge item arrives. Here, V is
the vertex set, and E is the edge set. For any vertex vi ∈ V ,
there is an attached vertex label lV (vi). Similarly, for any edge
ei ∈ E, there is an attached edge label lE(ei). As mentioned
earlier, edges may appear several times with either the same
or different weights and labels in the stream; thus we allow
multi-edges between the same pair of nodes.

Due to its sheer amount and high dynamicity, the stor-
age and processing of graph streams are usually difficult
to resolve. Traditional data structures, such as adjacency
matrices, cannot be directly applied either. Therefore, we
need to construct a real-time graph summarization model,
the graph sketch, to process graph streams with less storage
space and faster response speed.

A graph sketch of the underlying structural graph G =
(V,E) is represented as Gs = (Vs, Es), where Vs is the
vertex set and Es is the edge set. Ideally, Vs should be
significantly smaller than V , and so is Es than E. In order to
achieve the goal of reducing storage space and supporting
structure based queries, a well-designed data structure is
required to map edges in the graph stream to the sketch.

2.2 GSS: A Novel Sketch Supporting Homogeneous
Graph Streams with High Accuracy

We first introduce the basic sketch GSS [33] that can store
homogeneous graph streams in a much compressed way.

GSS defines the generated sketch as Gs = (Vs, Es), and
a matrix of width d forms the underlying data structure.
When an item e = (A,B;w) arrives in the data stream, it
applies a hash function H(·) and maps the nodes into a
value range [0, D) (the value of D will affect the accuracy of
the sketch). Then we get the hash values H(A) and H(B)
corresponding to the two vertices, respectively.
Fingerprint Technique. GSS splits the hash value H(v)

Storage Matrix

< f(A) ,  f(B) >
0->W

< f(A) ,  f(B) >
0->W1

s(A) 

< f(A) ,  f(B) >
0->W

< f(X) ,  f(Y) >
W2

s(C) 

s(B) s(D) 

   (A,B)  insert empty cell successfully

   (C,D) matches the occupied cell, the
insertion fails

Fig. 2. A running example of the Storage Matrix. Item (A,B) inserts into
an empty cell successfully, while item (C,D) reaches an occupied cell,
and the insertion fails.

of vertex v into an address s(v)(0 ≤ s(v) ≤ d) and a
fingerprint f(v)(0 ≤ f(v) ≤ F ), where s(v) = bH(v)

F c,
f(v) = H(v)%F , and F denotes the size of the fingerprint
(e.g., F = 1024 implies a 10-bit fingerprint). At the same
time, it sets D to d ∗ F , which is the largest hash range
that a matrix of width d can accurately express. Through the
address pair (s(A), s(B)), GSS can locate the cell where the
item should be stored in the matrix. Besides the weight w,
it also stores the fingerprint pair (f(A), f(B)) as a unique
identifier to prevent the item from being overwritten due to
hash conflicts in subsequent updates.

Figure 2 shows an example of the actual operations
when items are processed. If the cell is not empty or the
two fingerprint pairs do not match, then the edge cannot
be stored in the storage matrix. GSS adds another data
structure called Buffer for such edges, as detailed below.

Buffer

...H(src) H(dst1) w

H(src) H(dst1) w

H(dst2) w

......

Fig. 3. The structure of Buffer

Buffer. Since the buffer is designed to store the left-over
edges, GSS simply uses an adjacency list. It is illustrated as
in Figure 3, in which the hash valueH(v) of a vertex v serves
as its identifier. In summary, GSS consists of an optimized
storage matrix and an adjacency list serves as the buffer.
Twin Cells. As mentioned before, a matrix cell only stores
edges with the same fingerprints. When a fingerprint mis-
match occurs during insertion, the edge will be put in the
buffer. In order to improve the insertion success rate of
the storage matrix, GSS introduces Twin Cells to double its
capacity without increasing the storage of the matrix.

C2 C1

16-bit 16-bit

An Integer to represent f(A)

Storage Matrix

E
 f(A) f(B)

C2 C1 C2 C1

List of Counters C

C2 C1 C2 C1...
1 k

time start time tn

List of Counters P

C2 C1 C2 C1...
1 k

time start time tn

Fig. 4. Illustrating twin cells in GSS

Specifically, it divides all the configurations (including
a fingerprint pair and the corresponding weight) in a cell
into two twin segments, C1 and C2 (i.e., two children). For
example, we can use 16 bits to represent the fingerprints
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of C1 and C2, respectively, and concatenate them in one
32-bit word. Therefore, each of the twin segments C1 and
C2 is able to store a unique item, as illustrated in Figure 4.
When an edge locates a certain cell based on hashing and
fingerprints, GSS checks the status of the lower segment C1

and the higher segment C2 for the insertion in turns. Once
C1 is occupied and C2 is available, it needs to combine the
lower segment C1 with the newly inserted higher segment
C2 using bit operations, and then update the corresponding
weights. In this way, GSS is able to reduce the memory
accesses to finding the bucket without increasing storage,
thus improving the efficiency of insertion and query of the
entire sketch.
Square Hashing And Sampling. To further alleviate the
matrix congestion caused by node degree skewness, GSS no
longer insists on mapping a vertex to a fixed row/column.
Rather, it generates a series of mapped cells for each edge
to make insertion attempts, and thus realizing decentralized
distribution in the storage matrix by extending the mapping
selections of vertices. To achieve the two properties of
Independent [26], [30] and Reversible, GSS accomplishes
the generation of square hashing by means of linear congru-
ence method [37]. GSS sets f(v) as the seed to generate
a sequence of random values of length r, which can be
expressed as{

l1(v) = (T × f(v) + I)%M
li(v) = (T × li−1(v) + I)%M (2 ≤ i ≤ r) (1)

where the multiplier T , the increment I , and the modulusM
are integer constants that specify the generator. Appropriate
parameters can result in a sequence without duplicate val-
ues with a period much greater than r. Based on the random
value sequence, GSS arrives at the address candidate list as:

{si(v)|si(v) = (s(v) + li(v))%d, 1 ≤ i ≤ r} (2)

The length r of the sequence is mainly set based on the
skewness of datasets. It is time-consuming if all r × r cells
are checked, while most edges do not need to traverse all of
these in an ideal situation. Hence, GSS does not check all the
mapped cells. Instead, it use the linear congruence method
again to select s buckets among them as sampled cells. It
calculates the sum of the fingerprints of the two endpoints
of an edge to represent it, and use the summation as a seed
to generate the following sequence:{

Sp1(e) = (T × (f(A) + f(B)) + I)%M
Spi(e) = (T × Spi−1(e) + I)%M (2 ≤ i ≤ s) (3)

Each value in sequence Sp is then transformed into the
address subscripts of the two endpoints using the same
method as the fingerprint technique, thus Ai = bSpi(e)

r c%r
Bi = Spi(e)%r (1 ≤ i ≤ s)
Sampled celli = (sAi

(A), sBi
(B))

(4)

where Ai denotes the selected subscript of the address
candidate list of the starting vertex, while Bi denotes the
same of the ending vertex.

3 THE CONSTRUCTION OF LSKETCH

Although GSS works well on homogeneous graph streams,
it is not able to support heterogeneous graph stream based
queries, which are more needed in real scenarios. Therefore,
we propose to build on GSS to construct sketches that can
adapt to heterogeneous graph streams. In this section, we
will show how to build an LSketch (i.e., Label-enabled
graph stream Sketch) step by step. We start by introducing
how to store labeled information and how to apply sliding
windows to strike an emphasis on preserving time sensitive
information. Then we will show pseudocode and running
examples to better illustrate how LSketch works in practice,
and complete the section by providing the improvement
methods of LSketch to accommodate the needs of different
types of datasets.

3.1 Labels Enabled Matrix
As mentioned in Section 1, the labels of nodes and edges
play important roles in analyzing graph based applications.
We now discuss how to accommodate labels on top of GSS.
For a heterogeneous graph stream, let an edge be in the form
of e = (A,B; lA, lB , le;w), where lA and lB are the labels of
nodes A and B, respectively, and le represents the edge label.
Storage Blocks Division. The design of sketches focuses
on query efficiency and low storage space costs. Our key
idea is to cluster nodes with the same vertex labels together,
so that the vertex labels can be encoded without taking up
additional space. Therefore, we divide the storage matrix
into n×n blocks (n = d/b), where d represents the width of
the whole matrix as in GSS, and each block is a submatrix of
width b. For an incoming item e, we first use a hash function
H(·) to map the two vertex labels lA and lB into a value
range [0, n) to locate a storage block. Then, we use H(·)
again to map A and B into values in [0, b) to locate a cell E
inside the selected block for storing e.

Through the above two-level hashing technique, we can
not only complete the encoding of vertex labels without
increasing the storage cost, but also ensure that the sketch
can support subsequent aggregation queries based on vertex
labels very efficiently. Figure 5 illustrates the idea of Storage
Blocks.
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[                        1    ...   d                        ]

Storage Block

Fig. 5. The illustration of Storage Blocks

Dual Counters. As described in Section 2.1, an edge may
appear multiple times between the same pair of nodes,
possibly with different weights or labels at different times.
The total weight of an edge in graph G is the sum of
all item weights sharing the same pair of endpoints. In
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order to effectively retain heterogeneous information, our
sketch must be able to differentiate edge labels and store the
respective weights of different edge labels.

We propose the Dual Counters mechanism to accurately
record the edge weights of different types by maintaining
two different counters in a matrix cell E. The content
recorded by the first counter C is the number of edges
hitting the target cell. This counter is used for answering
queries without label restrictions effectively. The second
counter P records the product of prime numbers to ef-
ficiently encode different types and different numbers of
edges in one number. To achieve this, we give a list of prime
numbers of length c and map each distinct edge label to
a unique prime number. For an incoming item e with edge
label le, we use H(·) to map le into a value range [0, c) to get
a prime number representation for this particular edge label.
Then the selected prime number is multiplied into counter
P , so that the weights are superimposed. Due to the unique-
ness of factorization of the product of prime numbers, we
can easily get the weights corresponding to each edge label
through the counter P . Thus, the sketch can handle multi-
edges in a very space-efficient manner. Note that when
the sliding window is not introduced, we will process the
counter P into a list of great numbers by setting a threshold.
In the application of practical scenarios, the storage of the
counter P is usually done by a great number under a
reasonable window size. The Dual Counters mechanism
applies to both unweighted and weighted graph streams
(weights must be integers). For weighted graph streams, we
only need to repeat the above operations according to the
weights, which is illustrated later in Example 2.

3.2 Timestamp Incorporated Matrix

In real applications, graph streams are updated at a high
speed. With the continuous evolution of graph streams, the
existence of old edges can have a detrimental effect on
data analysis of the current moment. Sliding windows are
a common technique [38], [39], [40]. Therefore, we devise a
sliding window scheme to automatically handle edge dele-
tions, ensuring the timeliness of graph streams to support
the subsequent time-sensitive queries.
Sliding Windows. Assuming that the size of a sliding
window is W time units, our sketch only maintains items
that arrive after t−W , where t is the current time, and items
too old will be automatically removed. Real-world queries
are mostly related to time periods rather than specific time
points. Therefore, we subdivide the sliding window into k
subwindows according to the granularity demand of the
analysis of the graph stream. Knowing W and k, we can
easily compute the size of each subwindow as W

k . In order
to store required information in a storage-efficient manner,
there is no need to store every item’s timestamp. Instead,
we propose to store a ”lastT” timestamp, which represents
the start time of the most recent subwindow. Although only
one timestamp is recorded in the entire sketch, we have
the ability to reason about the overall time region based on
the size of the subwindows and the whole window. Let the
start time of the most recent subwindow be tn. Whenever
the current time t ≥ tn + W

k , we start a new subwindow
with time t and remove the oldest one. In this way, we

can succinctly and effectively support sliding windows with
a predefined granularity. Figure 6 illustrates the sliding
process.

lastT= tn

1 2 k
...

time  tn

lastT= t

1 2 k
...

time  t

after sliding

Fig. 6. The sliding process of the storage matrix

E

List of Counter C

0 0 ...

time

0

1 2 k

List of Counter P

1 1 ... 1

1 2 k

start time t

E
List of Counters C

time  tn

0

List of Counters P

 t

...

1 2 k
... 1

1 kk-1

Fig. 7. The data structure of a matrix cell after introducing sliding
windows

From Figure 7, we can see that the Dual Counters mech-
anism can be easily integrated with sliding windows. For
each subwindow, we assign two counters to record the total
weight of the cell and the respective weights of different
edge labels. Consequently, two counter lists of length k are
maintained in each matrix cell.

3.3 The Additional Pool

In addition to the storage matrix, we need a structure,
named the additional pool, to accommodate the conflicting
items in the matrix. Similar as the adjacency list buffer used
in GSS, the additional pool should be a “catch-all” structure.
Specifically, we redesign the structure of the additional pool
as illustrated in Figure 8, in which the hash value H(v) of
a vertex v serves as its identifier. We use an adjacency list
to store the pointing relationship between vertices, while
the weights between them are maintained using an array
and a double-ended queue by storing the indexes (idx). This
allows for fast sliding of subwindows and also ensures that
the pool can slide synchronously with the storage matrix.

Additional Pool
...H(src) H(dst1) idx

H(src) H(dst1) idx

H(dst2) idx

...

...

Weights 

...

C1
P1

idx=0 ...C2
P2

Ck
Pk

C1 P1

idx=0 ...C2
P2

Ck
Pk

Fig. 8. The structure of Additional Pool
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3.4 LSkecth: the Full Framework.

With various key components of LSketch in place, we are
ready to see how they holistically work together. Inspired
by GSS, we adapt the Twin Cells and Square Hashing
techniques into LSketch to further increase the capacity of
the storage matrix to cope with uneven space consumption
due to node degree skewness. If the success rate of item
insertions in the matrix increases, the overall update and
query efficiency of LSketch will be significantly improved,
as going through the additional pool would be less efficient
due to the list search cost. Introducing the twin cells strategy
is relatively simple. We just need to make sure that the
fingerprint pair and the corresponding counter lists in a cell
are divided into two twin segments, as illustrated in Figure
9. Next, we will talk about how to apply the square hashing
strategy.

C2 C1

16-bit 16-bit

An Integer to represent f(A)

Storage Matrix

E
 f(A) f(B)

C2 C1 C2 C1

List of Counters C

C2 C1 C2 C1...
1 k

time start time tn

List of Counters P

C2 C1 C2 C1...
1 k

time start time tn

Fig. 9. Illustrating twin cells in the matrix

When an item arrives, we first use the same method as
described in Section 3.1 to locate a certain storage block
through the vertex labels of the two endpoints. All subse-
quent analyses are limited within this storage block.

In a nutshell, for a vertex v, we get its hash rep-
resentation H(v) = (s(v), f(v)) using a hash function
H(·). Then, referring to the idea of GSS, we use linear
congruence method [37] to generate an address candidate
list {s1(v), s2(v), ..., sr(v)} for v, where 0 ≤ si(v) < b.
Thus, edge (A,B) has r × r candidate cells to be inserted
into in the selected storage block according to the candi-
date lists of its two endpoints, which can be expressed
as {(si(A), sj(B))|1 ≤ i ≤ r, 1 ≤ j ≤ r}, where si(A)
indicates a row coordinate and si(B) indicates a column
coordinate. Once the attempt is successful, the edge will be
stored in the first valid cell; otherwise it needs to be placed
in the additional pool.

Obviously, to perform the item identity matching and
subsequent queries successfully, the matrix cell needs to
record the selection of the address candidate list, and we
define it as an index pair (ir, ic). This means that for the
from/to vertexA/B, the ir-th/ic-th address is selected, thus
the item is stored in the (sir (A), sic(B)) position of the
storage block.

We need to note that with enabling of the twin cells
strategy, the inspection of each cell involves the matching
attempts of two sets of index pairs and fingerprint pairs. We
use Figure 10 to illustrate the model with candidate Lists.
For the sake of clarity, we omit the twin cells strategy and
the sliding windows model here. The selected storage block
is shown in the right plot of Figure 10, in which r is set to 2,
resulting in a total of 4 candidate cells.

After getting familiar with all constituent parts, we are
ready to show the whole algorithm. Algorithm 1 shows the

Storage Matrix

[      1   ...   b    ]
[               1     ...     d            ]

The Selected Storage Block

candidate candidate

candidate candidate

E

Occupied Valid

s1(B) s2(B)

s1(A)

s2(A)

0->W
< f(A) ,  f(B) >

W

< ir ,  ic >

Fig. 10. The illustration of the Candidate Lists

Algorithm 1: Precompute
Input: a vertex A and its corresponding label lA
Output: the hash value H(A), the initial address s(A),

the fingerprint f(A), and the candidate list
li(A)(1 ≤ i ≤ r)

1 Initialize the width of the storage matrix d, the width of
the storage block b, the fingerprint length F , the
candidate list length r, and hash function H(·)

2 mA = H(lA)%
d
b

3 s(A) = bH(A)
F
c

4 f(A) = H(A)%F
5 l1(A) = (T × f(A) + I)%M
6 for i← 2 . . . r do
7 li(A) = (T × li−1(A) + I)%M

8 return H(A), s(A), f(A), and li(A)(1 ≤ i ≤ r)

process of calculating the address candidate list using vertex
identifiers and labels. We first calculate the index of the
storage block in a certain dimension according to the vertex
label (line 2), and then calculate the initial address and the
fingerprint of the vertex (lines 3-4). The address candidate
list of the given vertex is generated using Equations 1 and 2
(lines 5-7).

Algorithm 2 illustrates the complete process of how to
insert items into LSketch. We mainly show the process of
items inserting into the storage matrix, while the additional
pool related insertion is similar but simpler. We first initial-
ize the LSketch (lines 1-4). Then we handle the item insertion
upon each item’s arriving. At the beginning, according to
the timestamp carried by the incoming item, we first check if
we need to start a new subwindow and perform the window
sliding (lines 6-9). Then, we use other information to find
possible insertion positions of the item. Calling Algorithm
1 on vertices A and B, we can get their fingerprints and
candidate lists (line 10).

After that, we generate the sampling sequences accord-
ing to the strategy described earlier in Section 2.2 (lines 11-
15). Finally, we check the s cells in turn. If an empty cell
is encountered, insert it directly; otherwise, we will update
the values if the index pair and the fingerprint pair of the
cell completely match the inserted ones (lines 16-23). Once
the insertion or update is complete, this round is finished.
Otherwise, we place the item into the additional pool if all
the above attempts fail (lines 24-25).

Next, we show some examples of LSketch to better
illustrate how the algorithms work.
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Algorithm 2: LSketch: Labeled Graph Stream
Sketch

Input: a graph stream G
Output: LSketch Sk, with the storage matrix S and an

addtional pool AP
1 Initialize the width of the storage matrix d, the width of

the storage block b, the fingerprint length F , the
candidate list length r and its sampling length s, along
with window size W and subwindow size Ws. Also
set the start time of the latest subwindow tn to current
time t.

2 S ← an empty sketch
3 Pr ← a predefined list of prime numbers of length c
4 k ←W/Ws, the number of subwindows
5 for each arriving item e = (A,B; lA, lB , le;w; t) do
6 if tn +Ws ≤ t then
7 for i← 2 . . . k do
8 S[i− 1]← S[i]

9 tn = t
10 Precompute(A, lA), Precompute(B, lB)
11 Sp0(e) = f(A) + f(B)
12 for i← 1 . . . s do
13 Spi(e) = (T × Spi−1(e) + I)%M

14 Ai = bSpi(e)
r
c%r, Bi = Spi(e)%r

15 p1 = (s(A)+ lAi(A))%b, p2 = (s(B)+ lBi(B))%b
16 E = S[mA × b+ p1][mB × b+ p2]
17 Traverse the twin cells in turn
18 if the stored index pair and fingerprint pair match

the ones to be inserted or the cell is empty then
19 Pe = Pr[H(le)%c]
20 for i← 1 . . . w do
21 E[k].C = E[k].C + 1
22 E[k].P = E[k].P × Pe

23 S[mA × b+ p1][mB × b+ p2] = E

24 if all insertion attempts in the storage matrix fail then
25 Insert e into the additional pool AP

26 return S

Example 1. Suppose a graph stream is composed of the
following items: (a, b; l2, l1, le1; 3; t1), (a, c; l2, l1, le1; 1; t2),
(b, d; l1, l2, le2; 2; t3), (b, e; l1, l1, le1; 1; t4),
(c, b; l1, l1, le2; 2; t5), and (e, c; l1, l1, le1; 1; t6). We set d =
6, b = 3, F = 8, r = 2, and s = 2 at this point.

First, we compute the corresponding hash values and calculate
the final candidate addresses of each vertex, which is shown in
the left part of Figure 11 (we omit the process of calculating
address candidate list here for clarity). Based on the hash values
of the corresponding vertex labels, we can know which block each
item should be stored in. For example, items (b, e), (c, b) and
(e, c) should be placed in the upper left storage block. Next,
we update the sketch with the insertion of each item. For item
(a, b; l2, l1, le1; 3; t1), it is placed in the 0-th/1-st cell of the lower
left storage block with index pair (1, 1) and fingerprint pair (1,4).
For item (a, c; l2, l1, le1; 1; t2), we first check the 0-th/1-st cell
of the lower left storage block according to the two endpoints’
candidate address list. Note that we omit the twin cells strategy
here to better illustrate how to deal with cell conflicts and to search
through the address list. Since the cell is occupied by other items
(as the fingerprints do not match), we check the 0-th/2-nd cell
of the lower left storage block and insert it with the index pair
(1, 2) successfully (note that in practice, it could certainly succeed
during the first insertion attempt when there is no conflict). The

insertion of other items is similar, and the final result is shown in
the right plot of Figure 11. Since this example focuses on showing
how to locate items, we omit the operations of how weights change
in it.

Mapping results:

Node a b c d e

H(v) 9 12 5 2 29

<s(v),f(v)> <1,1> <1,4> <0,5> <0,2> <3,5>

label H(label)

l1 0

l2 1
le1 0
le2 1

(1,1)
(5,4)

(1,1)
(4,5)

(1,1)
(4,2)

(1.1)
(5,5)
(1,1)
(1,4)

(1,2)
(1,5)

The generated sampled address:
Node a b c

address list {0,2} {1,2} {1,2}

Node d e

address list {0,1} {2,0}

Storage Matrix

< ir ,  ic >
< f(A), f(B) >

Fig. 11. The first example of LSketch

(2,6)(0,1)(1,3)(1,2)

t=8

(0,1)(1,3)(1,2)(2,4)

t=9

(0,1)(1,3)(1,2)(3,12)

t=10

( C[1], P[1] ) , ... , ( C[k], P[k] )

Fig. 12. The second example of LSketch

Example 2. Next, we focus on showing how to handle the weights
variation with the sliding window model in LSketch.

We set W = 8 and Ws = 2, and thus each cell maintains
two counter lists of length 4. Also, we give the predefined prime
number list as Pr = [2, 3] with c = 2. Suppose we have located
the item with the vertex pair (a, b) to the 0-th/1-st position of
the lower left storage block (the same setting as in the previous
example), and the current state of time 8 is shown in Figure 12.

Now we continue to process items of vertex pair (a, b). At
time 9, suppose item (a, b; l2, l1, le1; 2; 9) arrives. Since the first
subwindow expires, we slide it and start a new one. Given the
hash results, where edge label le1 corresponds to the prime number
Pr[0] = 2, we update the new subwindow from (0, 1) to (0 +
1 + 1, 1 ∗ 2 ∗ 2). At time 10, suppose item (a, b; l2, l1, le2; 1; 10)
arrives, so the latest subwindow is updated to (2+1, 4∗3), given
the prime number representation Pr[1] = 3.

3.5 Further Improvements

So far, LSketch is able to cope well with the heterogeneous
graph streams that are updated at high speed in real-world
scenarios. However, it is observed that there are some cir-
cumstances where the labels of the vertices are not evenly
distributed. That is, most vertices in the graph stream are
of the same label. If we continue to apply the previous
idea of Storage Blocks Division, it will lead to a situation
where a certain block is severely congested while other
blocks are stored sparsely. Therefore, we propose another
strategy, called ”Skewed Blocking”, for such extreme cases
to improve the defects of the previous uniform blocking.
Skewed Blocking. In order to efficiently encode vertex
labels into sketches and support subsequent queries, we still
use the idea of blocking. However, the size of each matrix
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blocks should be set upon demand. In short, instead of
dividing the matrix evenly, we set the proportional distri-
bution of labels according to a predefined scenario.

Given a dataset containing two vertex labels, Figure 13
gives a sample illustration of candidate lists when inserting
an edge under both uniform and skewed blocking strate-
gies, where the ratio of the two vertex labels is set to 3:7
under the skewed blocking strategy. It can be seen that
when faced with extreme unbalanced datasets, the strategy
of skewed blocking can well improve the success rate of
edge insertion into the matrix. In order to get the distribu-
tion characteristics of the graph stream, we can collect the
data for a short period of time and choose from uniform
blocking or skewed blocking according to the distribution
characteristics of the data.

ty
pe

2
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pe
1

candidate candidate candidate

candidate candidate candidate

candidate candidate candidate

the lower right block

the lower right block

Occupied Validtype1 type2

ty
pe

2
ty

pe
1

type1 type2
Occupied Valid

(a) The uniform blocking
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candidate candidate candidate
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the lower right block
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pe

2
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type1 type2
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(b) The skewed blocking

Fig. 13. Illustrating the comparison of uniform and skewed blocking

3.6 Storage and time complexity analysis

In practice, we implement the storage matrix by pointers,
so only existing edges occupy the storage space. Along with
the additional pool, LSketch stores multiple edges (where
edges have the same endpoints but may have different
edge types, and may arrive at different timestamps) in
one storage cell, so the storage space needed is at most
k × |Es|, where |Es| is the number of distinct edges (edges
with the same endpoints are counted only once) within
the sliding window, and k is the number of subwindows.
This is expected to be much less than the actual edge
number |E|. Thus LSketch is very efficient in the aspect of
storage, especially for graph stream with a high incoming
rate and many duplicate edges. As for time consumption,
LSketch takes O(1) time to locate the storage block, and
we check at most s sample cells when inserting edges into
the storage block, which consumes O(s) time. Although the
additional pool takes linear time to insert, the chance of
actually needed to insert into it is almost negligible, with
our various techniques to avoid doing so. Since s is usually
a small constant, the insertion time complexity is O(1).

Algorithm 3: GetWeightsInM
Input: the selected matrix cell E and its child option

shifter, an edge label le (optional)
Output: w: the total weight of edges in one child

segment of E, wl: the weight of edges with
label le in one child segment of E

1 Pe = Pr[H(le)%c] //get the prime number
representation of le if provided

2 w = 0, wl = 0
3 for i← 1 . . . k do
4 w = w + E[shifter][i].C
5 tempp = E[shifter][i].P
6 while tempp%Pe = 0 do
7 wl = wl + 1
8 tempp = tempp/Pe

9 return w,wl

4 LSKETCH POWERED GRAPH QUERIES

Since LSketch keeps the connections between nodes, it is
able to take care of all graph structure based queries. In
this section, we will show some of them to illustrate how
LSketch using the uniform blocking strategy supports var-
ious queries, including structure based queries and time-
sensitive queries. The query methods on LSketch using the
skewed blocking strategy can be easily extended, so we
omit them for space saving. First, we introduce a basic algo-
rithm GETWEIGHTSINM, which is the basis for subsequent
queries.

The algorithm GETWEIGHTSINM is used to compute the
total weight and the weight with a specific edge label, given
a particular child segment in a designated storage cell. In
practice, we use bit operations to obtain the weights of a
certain child segment in a cell. But for convenience, we treat
it as a list in the pseudocode. Therefore, by traversing k
subwindows and processing the counters in turn (lines 3-8),
we can easily obtain the required weights.

To facilitate the accuracy analysis of the following
queries in this section, we first discuss the probability that
an edge e suffers from edge collision.

Theorem 1. The probability that an edge encounters an edge

collision P̃ is 1−e−
(q1+Lq2+L2q3)(|E|−dv)+(DLh1+DL2h2)dv

D2L2 , where
|E| is the number of edges and dv is the out-degree of vertex v (the
meanings of other parameters will be demonstrated in the proof,
and followed by an explanatory example.).

Proof. According to the construction method of LSketch, we
know that edge collisions may only occur in the initial hash-
ing stage, since all subsequent index pairs and fingerprint
pairs ensure that edges with different hash values cannot
occupy the same storage space. As stated before, the hash
range is [0, D) for vertices and [0, L) for vertex labels.

Locating an edge includes the hashing of vertex iden-
tifiers and vertex labels. For an edge that has no common
endpoints with a given edge e, it will only collide with e
when the starting vertex, ending vertex and the two vertex
labels all collide with the corresponding ones of e. There
are three cases for the collision of vertex labels. a) The
corresponding starting vertex labels and the ending vertex
labels are both different while their hash values are the
same. b) The vertex labels corresponding to the starting
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vertices or the ending vertices are different while their hash
values are the same. c) The corresponding vertex labels of
the starting and the ending vertices are the same. Thus the
probability of collision can be expressed as:

p1 =
1

D2
× (

1

L2
× q1 +

1

L
× q2 + q3) (5)

, where q1, q2, and q3 are the probability of the above three
cases respectively and q1 + q2 + q3 = 1. And the probability
that none of the other |E| − dv edges collides with e is:

P1 = (1− p1)|E|−dv (6)

As for the dv edges sharing one common endpoint
with e, there are two cases for the vertex label to collide
with another vertex. a) The vertex labels of the non-shared
vertices are different while their hash values are the same.
b) The vertex labels of the non-shared vertices are indeed
the same. Therefore, the probability that those edges collide
with e is:

p2 =
1

D
× (

1

L
× h1 + h2) (7)

, where h1 and h2 are the probability of the above two cases
respectively and h1 + h2 = 1.

And the probability that none of the dv edges collides
with e is:

P2 = (1− p2)dv (8)

In summary, the probability that none of the |E| edges
collides with e is:

P =P1 × P2 = (1− p1)|E|−dv × (1− p2)dv

= e−p1×(|E|−dv) × e−p2×dv

= e−
q1+Lq2+L2q3

D2L2 ×(|E|−dv) × e−
h1+Lh2

DL ×dv

= e−
(q1+Lq2+L2q3)(|E|−dv)+(DLh1+DL2h2)dv

D2L2 (9)

and the probability P̃ that an edge encounters an edge
collision is 1− P .

For the sake of analysis, we assume that the node labels
obey a uniform distribution, which leads to

q1 = (l−1)2
l2

q2 = 2(l−1)
l2

q3 = 1
l2

h1 = l−1
l

h2 = 1
l

(10)

, where l is the number of node labels. Thus,

P = e−(
L+l−1
DLl )2(|E|−dv)−L+l−1

DLl dv (11)

In LSketch, supppose we haveD = d×F , and L = t×F ,
where d is the width of the matrix and F is the range
of fingerprints. Suppose we set F = 256 (with 8-bit fin-
gerprints), and d = 1000. When working with a dataset
with |E| = 5 × 105 and t = 2, we can get the probability
P = 0.9996 with dv = 200. In another word, the probability
that an edge encounters an edge collision is only 0.0004,
which well meets the accuracy requirement in real applica-
tions.

4.1 Vertex Queries
Vertex queries include outgoing edge weight queries and
incoming edge weight queries of a vertex v, which are to
estimate its outgoing weight or incoming weight (this is
equivalent to out-degree and in-degree queries when we
set all weights to 1). Additionally, the vertex queries can be
restricted by an edge label le, thus the query result indicates
the weight with a certain edge label sent/received by vertex
v. Here we only discuss the outgoing edge weight queries
of a vertex v since the incoming edge weight queries are
similar.

Algorithm 4: AggregateVertexQueries
Input: a vertex A, a vertex label lA, an edge label le

(optional)
Output: w: the outgoing weight of vertex A, wl: the

outgoing weight with label le of vertex A;
sum: the outgoing weight of all vertices with
label lA, suml: the outgoing weight with label
le of all vertices with label lA

1 w = 0, wl = 0, sum = 0, suml = 0
2 Precompute(A, lA)
3 for i← 1 . . . r do
4 p1 = (s(A) + li(A))%b
5 for j ← 1 . . . d do
6 for shifter ← 1 . . . 2 do
7 if the stored index equals i and the stored

fingerprint matches f(A) then
8 w+ = GetWeightsInM(S[m × b + p1][j], shifter)

9 wl+ = GetWeightsInM(S[m× b+p1][j], shifter, le)

10 for i← m× b . . .m× b+ b do
11 for j ← 1 . . . d do
12 for shifter ← 1 . . . 2 do
13 sum+ = GetWeightsInM(S[i][j], shifter)

14 suml+ = GetWeightsInM(S[i][j], shifter, le)

15 w = w + weight gained in additional pool
16 wl = wl + weight gained in additional pool
17 sum = sum+ weight gained in additional pool
18 suml = suml + weight gained in additional pool
19 return w,wl, sum, suml

The detailed algorithm is shown in Algorithm 4. For
the storage matrix, we first calculate the possible rows of
vertex v (lines 2-4) and then traverse all the columns. If
the index and the fingerprint match successfully, we use
GETWEIGHTSINM to obtain the weights of all cells that meet
the conditions (lines 5-9). We also traverse the additional
pool to find the leftovers. Recall the data structure described
in Figure 8—the elements in the additional pool are linked
by source nodes, and hence we need to examine the source
nodes list. If the hash value of a linked-list head is the
same as that of the queried vertex, then we have found
a matched source node, and the total weight in that list
should be added to w. The weight with label restriction is
also obtained and added to wl (lines 15-16).

Furthermore, we can do the weight queries on a certain
type of vertex since our sketch places vertices with the same
vertex label (type) together. We use the vertex label to get
the starting row m×b (line 2) of the storage block, and thus
the storage location of vertices with a certain label is [m ×
b,m× b+ b). For these b rows, we traverse all the columns
and use GETWEIGHTSINM to sum the weights (lines 10-14).
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Similarly, we traverse the additional pool to get the final
result (lines 17-18).

Based on Theorem 1, for vertex queries, the accuracy
of outgoing edge weight queries without label restriction
is ensured by P |V |−dv , where |V | denotes the number of
vertices in G and dv is the out-degree of the queried vertex.
The outgoing edge weight queries with label restriction
involves the hashing of edge labels of range [0, c), and thus
its accuracy is ensured by P |V |−dv × (1 − 1

c )
l−1, where l is

the number of edge labels.
As for the query time, we need to traverse the possible

r rows of the queried vertex, sum up the weights from the
k subwindows of all matching cells, and finally supplement
the weights in the additional pool. So the time complexity is
O(d× r × k + |AP |).

4.2 Edge Queries
Given an edge e with endpoints A, B, and the correspond-
ing vertex labels lA and lB , an edge query estimates the edge
weight of e. Particularly, the edge queries can be restricted
by an edge label le, aiming to obtain the weight of edges
of type le between endpoints A and B. Similar to vertex
queries, LSketch can handle the case where vertices are
of certain types, e.g., edge queries between a vertex and
vertices of a particular type, or between two particular types
of vertices.

Algorithm 5: AggregateEdgeQueries
Input: an edge e = (A,B) with corresponding vertex

labels lA and lB , an edge label le (optional)
Output: wvg : the weight between vertices A and

vertices of label lB , wvg l: the weight with label
le between vertices A and vertices of label lB

1 wvg = 0, wvg l = 0
2 Precompute(A, lA), Precompute(B, lB)
3 for i← 1 . . . r do
4 p1 = (s(A) + li(A))%b
5 for j ← mB × b . . .mB × b+ b do
6 for shifter ← 1 . . . 2 do
7 E = S[m× b+ p1][j]
8 if the stored index equals i and the stored

fingerprint matches f(A) then
9 wvg+ = GetWeightsInM(E, shifter)

10 wvg l+ = GetWeightsInM(E, shifter, le)

11 wvg = wvg + weight gained in additional pool
12 wvg l = wvg l + weight gained in additional pool
13 return wvg, wvg l

The detailed algorithm is shown in Algorithm 5. The
edge queries of a specific edge are similar to the insertion
process; thus we only show the edge queries between a
vertex and a particular type of vertices. When performing
edge queries between vertex A and vertices with label
lB , we first traverse the r rows of A’s possible locations
generated by the candidate list technique. Then we calculate
the starting column in the storage block of label lB , and
traverse columns from mB × b to mB × b + b. If the index
and the fingerprint are both matched, we sum the weights
(lines 7-9). At last, we traverse the additional pool to get the
final result (lines 10-11).

The accuracy of the edge queries without label restriction
is ensured by exactly P as calculated in Theorem 1, and

the accuracy of the edge queries with edge label restriction
is bounded by P × (1 − 1

c )
l−1, where l is the number of

edge labels and c is the hash range of them. Also, the
time complexity of edge queries is the same as that of the
insertion into LSketch, which is O(1).

4.3 Path Queries
Given two vertices A and B, a path query is to determine
whether there is a reachable path from A to B. Particularly,
the path queries can be restricted by a specified edge label
to find the existence of paths of certain types from A to B.

Based on the structural information maintained by LS-
ketch, our algorithm can be applied as a black box to any
existing path reachability algorithm (or any other structure-
based graph queries). We use BFS to illustrate the query as
an example, and the detailed algorithm without edge label
restriction is shown in Algorithm 6.

Algorithm 6: PathReachability
Input: vertices A and B, and its corresponding vertex

labels lA and lB
Output: whether there is a path from A to B

1 q = {A} // queue
2 checked = {A}
3 while q is not empty do
4 src = q.head
5 Precompute(src, lsrc), Precompute(B, lB)
6 for i← 1 . . . r do
7 p1 = (s(src) + li(src))%b
8 for j ← 1 . . . r do
9 p2 = (s(B) + lBj (B))%b

10 E = S[msrc × b+ p1][mB × b+ p2]
11 for shifter ← 1 . . . 2 do
12 if the stored index pair and fingerprint pair

match the ones of query vertices then
13 if GetWeightsInM(E, shifter) > 0

then
14 return true

15 Add all successors of src in additional pool to q and checked

16 for i← 1 . . . r do
17 p1 = (s(src) + li(src))%b
18 for j ← 1 . . . d do
19 E = S[msrc × b+ p1][j]
20 for shifter ← 1 . . . 2 do
21 if the stored index equals i and the stored

fingerprint matches f(src) then
22 H(temp) = s(temp)× F + f(temp)
23 q.push(H−1(temp))
24 checked.add(H−1(temp))

We define a queue q and a checked list checked to
implement BFS. After adding A to q and checked (lines 1-2),
we start to traverse q. The loop stops when q is empty, and
we return false. If the reachable path is found in advance,
we return true.

In each loop, we first calculate the possible r
rows/columns for the extracted temporary starting vertex
src and B, respectively (lines 4-5). Then, we traverse the
possible twin segments in turn to check whether the index
pairs and the fingerprint pairs are both matched (lines 6-11).
If so, we already find a reachable path from A to B and



11

return true (lines 12-14); otherwise, we add all successors
of the src from the additional pool and the main matrix to
q and checked (lines 15-24). Note that we need to allocate
storage space to store the initial address s(v) of each node
v. And the function H−1 receives a hash value and returns
its corresponding vertex identifier.

The accuracy of the path queries without label restriction
is ensured by P |V |−da , where P is calculated in Theorem 1,
and |V | and da denote the total number and the average out-
degree of vertices inG respectively. The accuracy of the path
queries with edge label restriction is bounded by P |V |−da ×
(1 − 1

c )
l−1, where l is the number of edge labels and c is

the hash range of them. In addition, the time complexity of
the queries is determined by the adopted path reachability
algorithm.

4.4 Approximate Subgraph Queries

LSketch preserves the graph connectivity, so the aggregated
results of edges can actually represent the graph connectiv-
ity. Therefore, in order to improve the query efficiency, we
use an approximate subgraph query to represent the sub-
graph query results with a certain degree of accuracy. Given
a subgraph composed of a set of edges Gq = {e1, ..., en}, a
subgraph query estimates the number of subgraph patterns
that match. In our schema, an edge ei is expressed as
(xi, lxi

, yi, lyi
), which corresponds to its two vertices and

related vertex labels. Simply put, we only need to perform
an edge query on each edge to get its matching weight,
and then take the minimum of all weights as the number
of matches. The detailed algorithm is shown in Algorithm
6. Besides, the subgraph queries can be easily extended to
the case with edge label constraints.

Algorithm 7: ApproximateSubgraphQueries
Input: a subgraph Gq composed of a group of edges

{e1, ..., ev}, where ei = (xi, lxi , yi, lyi)
Output: the number of matches of the queried

subgraph Gq

1 res = MAX
2 for i← 1 . . . v do
3 wi = AggregateEdgeQueries(xi, lxi , yi, lyi)
4 if wi = 0 then
5 return 0
6 if wi < res then
7 res = wi

8 return res

The accuracy of the approximate subgraph queries is
similar to the edge queries, which is ensured by P v and
P v×(1− 1

c )
l−1 for cases without/with edge label restriction,

where l is the number of edge labels, c is the hash range of
them, and v denotes the size of the queried subgraph. Also,
the time complexity of subgraph queries is O(v).

5 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

5.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets. We use four real world datasets shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2
Statistics of the datasets

Dataset Phone Road Enron com-FS
# of edges 60,765 870,757 2,064,442 1,806,067,135

# of vertex labels 2 – 11 20
# of edge labels 4 6 35455 100

window size 1 week 1 day 1 week 1 day
subwindow size 1 h 5 min 1 h 10 min

1) Phone data: the MIT Reality dataset2. The project
recorded the communication, proximity, location, and ac-
tivity information of 94 subjects from 2004 to 2005. Each
item in the graph stream includes calling ID, receiving ID,
call time, call type and call duration. We preprocess the
graph stream, classify the vertices into two groups: research
objects and others, and assign nine edge labels according
to the type and duration of the call. The dataset has a total
of 60,765 edges. 2) Road data: the real-time traffic speed
map of the roads in Hong Kong3. We extract the IDs of the
two endpoints, region, road type, road saturation and traffic
speed of the road of each observation from the downloaded
XML file, and model them as a graph stream according to
the timestamps. Among them, we do not consider vertex
labels and only assign six edge labels to describe the road
situation according to its type and saturation. The dataset
has a total of 870,757 edges. 3) Email network data: an
email interaction dataset with 2,064,442 edges4. We use the
employee’s position as the vertex label, resulting in a total of
eleven types. The edge label of each item is the subject of the
email, which is hashed and represented by a unique num-
ber. 4) Social network data: the Friendster social network
from SNAP [41]. The dataset is a static network containing
1,806,067,135 edges. We generate a set of vertex labels with
size 20 and a set of edge labels with size 100, and randomly
allocate labels and timestamps to each item. The final size
of the dataset is 32.9 GB. We use this semi-synthetic dataset
to examine the scalability of the proposed method.
Competitive Methods. We choose GSS [33] and LGS [31] as
our competitive methods. Although GSS cannot handle het-
erogeneous graphs or differentiate items arriving at different
timestamps, it is the latest method that most relevant to ours
with high accuracy. LGS is capable of processing labels and
timestamps and is the state-of-the-art method working for
heterogeneous graph streams. We experimentally evaluate
the efficiency and accuracy of LSketch against GSS and LGS.
Among them, we compare LSketch with both of GSS and
LGS in queries without label restrictions, and with LGS only
in queries with label restrictions.
Parameter Settings. For a fair comparison, we set the item
weight of all datasets to 1 to facilitate GSS and LGS to
process these graph streams, and do not consider labels and
timestamps in GSS. As for LGS, we use 6 copies of graph
sketches to improve its accuracy. For the three methods, d
is set to be the same, so LGS will use six times the storage
space to compare with GSS and LSketch. Specifically, we
will discuss how to set the size of d for different datasets
later. In addition, the size of b (for LGS and LSketch) are

2. https://crawdad.org/mit/reality/20050701
3. https://data.gov.hk/sc-data/dataset/hk-td-sm 1-traffic-speed-

map
4. http://www.ahschulz.de/enron-email-data
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(a) Phone (b) Road (c) Enron

Fig. 14. Vertex queries varying d of the matrix

set according to d and the number of vertex labels of the
datasets, and the fingerprint sizes differ from 8-16 bits. We
set the length of the candidate list to 16 and the sampled
list length s to 16. According to the real applications of the
graph streams and its overall time span, the window size
and the subwindow size of each dataset is shown in Table 2.
Metrics. We use average relative error (ARE) to describe
the accuracy of vertex queries, edge queries and subgraph
queries. Denote the estimation and the true results of a
query as ress and res, respectively, and the relative error is
computed as ress−res

res since ress will be no less than res due
to the possible hash collisions. For each type of query, we
randomly select the query set and obtain the ARE from 500
repeated runs. For path queries, the error only occurs when
the real result is false and the sketch returns true. Therefore,
we use accuracy (the number of false positives/the number
of queries) to measure the performance.
Setup. We perform all our experiments on a desktop with
16GB memory, Intel Core i7 processor and 3.40GHz fre-
quency. All algorithms including LSketch, GSS and LGS are
implemented in C++.

5.2 Evaluation on matrix width d

In this section, we will discuss how to set the most im-
portant parameter, d–the width of the matrix, by showing
the evaluation results varying d. After determining d, we
can simply calculate the size of the block based on the
number of vertex labels in the dataset (when using the
uniform blocking strategy). Time related prameters, such as
subwindow and window size, are set according to actual
application requirements. For other parameters, we follow
the suggestions of GSS.

In general, the matrix is the main part that holds the
edges and its capacity is d ∗ d ∗ 2. Therefore, this capacity
should be comparable to the number of distinct edges of the
dataset. Taking the Phone dataset as an example, there are
4952 distinct edges, so the most suitable d should be around
50. However, since our method involves the block division
caused by the encoding of vertex labels, it is usually nec-
essary to set a larger d in order to obtain a higher accuracy.
Following the above guidance, we set different d to generate
sketches and measure their performance using the results of
vertex queries without/with edge label constraints, which
is shown in Figure 14(a). Note that in order to show the
performance difference of sketches more clearly, we set a
small fingerprint length. It can be seen that with the growth

of d, the ARE of the query decreases. When d reaches 60,
there are no errors.

Similarly, it is calculated that the recommended d for
Road and Enron is 40 and 600, respectively. The experimen-
tal results are shown in Figure 14(b) and Figure 14(c). The
variation trend of ARE is in line with our inference, and
the error around the recommended width is acceptable. For
GSS and LGS, the authors also discuss the matrix width d in
their papers respectively, and their experimental results are
consistent with our conclusions. For all sketches, the ARE
of the queries decreases as the matrix width increases and
eventually reaches saturation.

In practice, for streaming enabled scenarios, d can be set
according to the edge incoming rate within one window.
In subsequent experiments, we use the recommended d for
each dataset to construct sketches.

5.3 System Throughput

In this section, we examine the scalability of the sketches
by investigating their system throughput. Since GSS is not
able to handle timestamps, we use LGS and LSketch without
sliding windows to show the overall comparison results.
Table 3 shows the average time each method takes to insert
an item and the overall insertion time for each dataset. It can
be seen that on the first three datasets, the average insertion
time of all methods is within the µs level. Among them,
LSketch preserves much more information than GSS, and
achieves much higher accuracy than LGS (shown in Section
5.4), thus may take a little longer loading time. On very
large datasets, all three methods take the ms level average
time to complete one insertion. This is because even if only
around 1% of the edges are stored in the additional pool,
inserting and updating these edges is still costly due to the
inefficiency of adjacency list.

Furthermore, to compare LSketch and LGS in more
detail, we also performed the same experiments on Phone
and Road datasets with sliding windows. The results in
Table 4 show that LSketch is better suited for handling
heterogeneous graph streams compared with LGS in aspect
of time efficiency. The average insertion time of LSketch is
an order of magnitude smaller than that of LGS.

Our approach is a universal storage structure that sup-
ports a wide range of graph queries. Therefore, it has more
powerful features compared to those structures for specific
graph queries optimization. In particular, with the introduc-
tion of sliding windows, we are able to support various
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TABLE 3
Average insertion time (us/edge) and total insertion time (ms)

Time Methods
Datasets

Phone Road Enron com-FS

Average
(us/edge)

GSS 1.22 1.01 2.77 5.89 ms

LGS 1.56 1.22 11.43 6.77 ms

LSketch 2.73 1.83 7.27 8.82 ms

Total
(ms)

GSS 74.3 875.3 5724.5 3210000 s

LGS 94.9 1062.6 23593.5 3670000 s

LSketch 166.1 1591.2 14998.5 4780000 s

TABLE 4
Insertion time (ms per edge/overall) with sliding windows

Time Methods
Datasets

Phone Road

Average
(ms/edge)

LGS 1.36 0.03

LSketch 0.43 2.45 us

Total
(ms)

LGS 82739.40 23468.90

LSketch 26429.70 2137.80

types of structured queries under time region constraints,
which is of great practical significance.

5.4 Evaluation on Query Answering

1) Time Efficiency. Sketches show a significant advantage
in supporting queries in terms of time efficiency, which is
several orders of magnitude times faster than querying on
raw data. The results of vertex queries and edge queries
are shown in Table 5 for an illustration. During the query
process, LSketch needs to further deal with two vertex
labels, and thus the time consumption is slightly higher than
that of GSS. However, such disparity is almost negligible,
since all queries can be finished within the µs level when
using sketches. The time consumption of other types of
queries is similar, and thus we omit them for clarity.

TABLE 5
The response time of the vertex queries and edge queries

Queries Methods
Datasets

Phone Road Enron

Vertex
queries

Raw data 73.90 ms 934.58 ms 8388.80 ms

GSS 4.18 us 5.47 us 72.87 us

LGS 2.21 us 3.98 us 68.88 us

LSketch 4.67 us 5.13 us 76.87 us

Edge
queries

Raw data 332.59 ms 3611.56 ms 32208.23 ms

GSS 1.07 us 1.19 us 6.30 us

LGS 1.60 us 1.38 us 6.43 us

LSketch 3.04 us 1.05 us 10.77 us

2) The Accuracy of Queries When Ignoring Timestamps.
Vertex queries. Given the queried vertices, we perform

out-degree queries on three sketches of all datasets, and the
results are shown in Figure 15(a). It can be seen that our

method is much better than LGS on all datasets. Since we
preserve more information of the graph streams with no
extra storage space, the accuracy is slightly worse than GSS
on the Phone dataset. On other datasets, LSketch achieves
the same accuracy as GSS, and this demonstrates that our
method is efficient and accurate in vertex label preservation.

We also calculate the error rate guarantees of all datasets.
The probability P of the Phone dataset is 0.999352, and the
error rate of vertex queries is guaranteed to be less than
0.219, which is much higher than the actual running value.
On other datasets, the results are similar. The probability
that edges do not collide is around 0.9, and the calculated
error rate is guaranteed to be very small.

In addition, to demonstrate the superiority of LSketch
in maintaining heterogeneous information, we perform the
vertex queries with edge label restrictions, which is shown
in Figure 15(b). We only show the results of LSketch and
LGS, since GSS does not preserve label information, and
hence is not able to support label constrained queries. The
performance is good because we set a larger c for all
datasets, where c is the length of the predefined list of
prime numbers. The larger the c, the smaller the probability
of edge label collisions, contributing to a lower error rate.
We can see that LSketch outperforms LGS quite a bit under
the same parameter settings. Moreover, there’s no need for
LSketch to use multiple sketches to improve query accuracy,
demonstraing LSketch’s abilities of information preserva-
tion, space saving, and query answering efficiency.

Edge queries. Next, we show the results of edge queries
over the three sketches. From Figure 15(c), we can see
that the three methods all perform well on edge queries.
Particularly, LSketch and GSS are both nearly 100% accurate
on all datasets. LGS does not have the ability to distinguish
different items stored in the same location, thus its error
rate is slightly higher. The error rate guarantee equals 1−P ,
which is the probability that an edge collides with other
edges, and can be maintained below 0.1 on all datasets.
The results of edge queries with edge label restrictions are
similar and are shown in Figure 15(d).

Path queries. Now we evaluate the performance of
LSketch in supporting reachability queries in Figures 15(e)
and 15(f). The accuracy of the Road dataset is always 1 since
it is a connected graph. For other datasets, the accuracy of
LSketch is comparable to GSS and is much better than LGS.
The accuracy guarantee of the path queries is the same as
that of vertex queries as analyzed above.

Approximate Subgraph queries. Since the basic version
of GSS does not support subgraph queries, we only compare
the results with LGS. The approximate matching query that
we implement is a repeated execution of the edge query;
hence the results of the subgraph queries are quite similar
to those of the edge queries, as shown in Figures 15(g) and
15(h).
3) The Accuracy of Queries After Introducing the Sliding
Window. Figure 16 shows the results of vertex queries and
edge queries on LSketch and LGS, where ’lc’ means that the
query is under label constraints. It can be seen that with
the introduction of the sliding window, the ARE of LSketch
is further reduced, far superior to LGS. Other results are
omitted due to space constraints.
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(a) Vertex queries (b) Vertex queries (lc) (c) Edge queries (d) Edge queries (lc)

(e) Path queries (f) Path queries (lc) (g) Subgraph queries (h) Subgraph queries (lc)

Fig. 15. The performances of the queries for three sketches without sliding windows

(a) Vertex queries (b) Edge queries

Fig. 16. The performances for three sketches with sliding windows

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel structure LSketch for
graph stream summarization. It employs a sliding window
mechanism and works for heterogeneous graph streams,
which is more in line with the needs of real applications. LS-
ketch only takes a sub-linear storage space and O(1) update
cost. It preserves the underlying structure and the label in-
formation of graph streams, enabling it to support multiple
types of structure based queries. The experimental results
show that LSketch enjoys a great improvement in query
accuracy and response speed compared to LGS. In addition,
compared to the state-of-the-art method GSS, which works
for homogeneous graph streams, our proposed method
further maintains the storage of labels and timestamps with
a slightly more time cost. The above experimental results
and theoretical analyses fully demonstrate the superiority
of LSketch.
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