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In the realm of distributed systems tasked with managing and processing large-scale graph-structured data,

optimizing graph partitioning stands as a pivotal challenge. The primary goal is to minimize communication

overhead and runtime cost. However, alongside the computational complexity associated with optimal graph

partitioning, a critical factor to consider is memory overhead. Real-world graphs often reach colossal sizes,

making it impractical and economically unviable to load the entire graph into memory for partitioning.

This is also a fundamental premise in distributed graph processing, where accommodating a graph with

non-distributed systems is unattainable. Currently, existing streaming partitioning algorithms exhibit a skew-

oblivious nature, yielding satisfactory partitioning results exclusively for specific graph types. In this paper, we

propose a novel streaming partitioning algorithm, the Skewness-aware Vertex-cut Partitioner (S5P), designed
to leverage the skewness characteristics of real graphs for achieving high-quality partitioning. S5P offers

high partitioning quality by segregating the graph’s edge set into two subsets, head and tail sets. Following
processing by a skewness-aware clustering algorithm, these two subsets subsequently undergo a Stackelberg

graph game. Our extensive evaluations conducted on substantial real-world and synthetic graphs demonstrate

that, in all instances, the partitioning quality of S5P surpasses that of existing streaming partitioning algorithms,

operating within the same load balance constraints. For example, S5P can bring up to a 51% improvement

in partitioning quality compared to the top partitioner among the baselines. Lastly, we showcase that the

implementation of S5P results in up to an 81% reduction in communication cost and a 130% increase in runtime

efficiency for distributed graph processing tasks on PowerGraph.
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Fig. 1. Distributions about Graph Skewness

1 INTRODUCTION
Graph partitioning is a crucial technique for managing large-scale graph analytics in a distributed

manner. In this process, an input graph is partitioned across a cluster of machines. This en-

ables the handling of graphs that are too large for a single machine while accelerating com-

putation through parallelization. This trend is evident in the rise of distributed graph systems,

e.g., Blogel[53], PowerGraph[21], GraphX[22], PowerLyra[8], TopoX[58], EASE[42], ScaleG[51],

HCPD[46], Pregel[37], AGP[17], G-thinker[54], and GridGraph[60]. Recent advances in graph

neural networks further underscore the significance of graph partitioning, e.g., BNS-GCN[50],

AliGraph[59], Betty[56], and DistGNN[41].

Using the GAS (Gather-Apply-Scatter) model
1
as an example in the context of distributed graph

processing, vertices in a distributed system iteratively gather information from their neighbors,

apply computation to the data, and then scatter the results back to their neighbors. At each iteration,

a vertex collects messages sent by its replicas maintained in other machines (or partitions) and

organizes them for synchronization. The primary objective of graph partitioning is to minimize

the number of vertices (or edges) that are cut and replicated among different partitions. This

minimization helps significantly reduce the communication and synchronization overhead in

distributed graph tasks, as each cut results in message transfers between different partitions.

The evolution of graph partitioning algorithms has unfolded across two pivotal dimensions: the

transition from edge-cut to vertex-cut partitioning strategies, and the shift from offline to streaming
methodologies.

Basically, edge-cut partitioning involves cutting edges to distribute vertices across partitions,

minimizing cross-partition edges, while vertex-cut partitioning achieves the same by cutting

vertices into multiple replicas. Traditional edge-cut algorithms, effective in non-skewed graph

scenarios, confront challenges in dealing with real-world power-law graphs [1, 6, 18, 21], where

vertex degrees follow a long-tail distribution, yielding a large number of low-degree vertices in the

tail and a small number of very high-degree vertices in the head [35], as depicted in Figure 1. The

skewness challenge drove the adoption of vertex-cut techniques, which excel in addressing skewed

distributions by selectively replicating high-degree vertices [57].

Simultaneously, scaling partitioning algorithms to massive graphs prompts a shift from offline

methods that preload the entire graph, to streaming methods that access and process edges in a

sequence. However, early streaming partitioning algorithms, e.g., [52] [45], despite the advantage

of scalability, tend to be agnostic to skewness, treating all parts of a graph uniformly. This leads to

inferior partitioning quality on skewed graphs. Recent research trends as seen in [40] and [31] share

a common improvement theme, which unconsciously addresses the underutilization of skewness

through graph clustering and improves the performance. However, this implicit addressing of

1
Other programming models in distributed graph processing, such as BSP [37] and asynchronous model [36], consist

of computation, communication, and synchronization phases, which can be viewed as different orders of API calls of GAS.
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skewness is only marginal and not substantial, leaving room for further performance enhancement

over skewed graphs. In fact, a low-degree vertex in the tail has a marginal effect on the partitioning

quality, whereas a high-degree vertex in the head exerts a substantial influence (cf. Figure 1).

Therefore, it is crucial to strike a balance between the two sets and their mutual impact on the

partitioning quality.

In this paper, we study a skewness-aware vertex-cut streaming partitioning approach, which

employs a Stackelberg game for addressing the mutual effect of high- and low-degree vertices in

partitioning quality. Considering the partitioning process as a game of allocation, where players

represent graph entities, e.g., vertices, edges, or subgraphs, to a predetermined set of partitions, we

posit that the Stackelberg game effectively encapsulates the skewness characteristics. In general,

the Stackelberg game embodies the hierarchical interaction among players taking different roles,

akin to the hierarchical structure seen in an ant colony, with its queen and worker ants. Following

a similar line of thought, we can also assign different roles to graph entities, e.g., vertices, fostering

interactions through game-theoretic dynamics. High-degree vertices assume leadership roles much

like queen ants, while low-degree vertices take on follower roles reminiscent of worker ants. Real-

world graphs often exhibit a significant preponderance of low-degree vertices, analogous to the

higher number of worker ants in an ant colony than queen ants. Modeling the dynamic interplay

between the two groups through the lens of a Stackelberg game effectively captures the asymmetric

influence of high-degree leader vertices on their low-degree follower counterparts.

Still, in the context of streaming partitioning, efficiently extracting skewness-related information

for each vertex to address graph skewness presents technical challenges that demand both low

memory consumption and high-speed processing.

To address the challenge, our techniques are three-fold. First, we investigate a skewness-aware

clustering algorithm, seamlessly integrated with the Stackelberg game to constitute a clustering-
refinement framework for graph partitioning, aligning with the cutting-edge framework of stream

partitioners. Second, we use the count-min sketch for summarizing graph information to construct

compact strategy sets for different players with high time and space efficiency yet without compro-

mising the quality. Third, we exploit parallelization for accelerating the game process, enabling

the concurrent operations among graph entities participated in the partitioning process, akin to a

colony of ants working towards a common goal.

Our contributions can be listed as follows.

• We have spearheaded the examination of the profound connection between skewness and

the graph partitioning quality, based on which we propose the first Stackelberg game-based

approach to tackle the challenges of streaming graph partitioning.

• Taking graph skewness into consideration, we first propose skewness-aware graph clustering.

Oriented at vertex-cut partitioning, this approach brings in over 16× space efficiency and

over 8× time efficiency (Section 6.3). Furthermore, it offers excellent versatility and can

be seamlessly integrated into other partitioning algorithms, conforming to the clustering-

refinement framework.

• We are the first to introduce the Stackelberg game from the perspective of graph skewness

into the solution of vertex-cut partitioning problem. We offer relevant theoretical analysis,

specifically in the context of graph partitioning. Additionally, we have incorporated sketching

and parallelization techniques to streamline and optimize the time and space complexities

associated with the game process.

• Extensive experiments are conducted on 11 real and 6 synthetic graphs, varying in scales and

types. The experimental results show that S5P outperforms state-of-the-art solutions in terms

of quality, especially for social and web graphs. Moreover, the deployment of partitioning
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algorithms to real distributed graph systems, e.g., Powergraph, showcases an enhancement

in executing graph tasks, e.g., PageRank, with up to an 81% reduction in communication cost

and 130% increase in runtime efficiency.

The subsequent sections of this paper are structured as follows. In Section 2, we commence by

formalizing and delving into the vertex-cut partitioning problem, and present preliminaries of

the two-stage Stackelberg game and graph skewness. Section 3 engages in a discussion of related

works. Section 4 is dedicated to introducing the S5P framework, encompassing the innovative

streaming skewness-aware graph clustering algorithm, the two-stage Stackelberg-based partitioning

algorithm, and the optimization strategy. In Section 5, we present a comprehensive theoretical

analysis. Section 6 evaluates the performance of S5P against 8 robust baselines under 11 real-world

graphs and 6 synthetic graphs. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2 PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Vertex-Cut Streaming Partitioning
Vertex-Cut Graph Partitioning. Give a directed or undirected graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), where 𝑉 is the set

of vertices and 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑉 × 𝑉 is the set of edges, and given a number of 𝑘 partitions 𝑃 = {𝑝𝑖 }𝑖≤𝑘 ,
the vertex-cut partitioning algorithm exclusively assigns each edge 𝑒𝑖 ∈ 𝐺 to a partition 𝑝𝑖 ∈ 𝑃 ,
satisfying ∪𝑖≤𝑘𝑝𝑖 = 𝐸 and 𝑝𝑖 ∩ 𝑝 𝑗 = ∅(𝑖 ≠ 𝑗).

Vertex-Cut Streaming Partitioning. The stream edge model 𝑆𝐺 = {𝑒1, 𝑒2, ..., 𝑒 |𝐸 | } assumes the edges of

an input graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) arrive in a sequence. Then, the vertex-cut (edge) streaming partitioning

performs single or multiple passes over the graph stream and makes partitioning decisions.

Quality of Vertex-cut Partitioning. The primary goal of the partitioning algorithm is to optimize

the efficiency of upper-level distributed graph systems. So, the replication factor (RF ) serves as the
standard metric for evaluating partitioning quality, as shown in Equation (1).

RF =

∑
𝑣∈𝑉 |𝑃 (𝑣) |
|𝑉 |︸          ︷︷          ︸

Vertex Replication Form

=

∑
𝑑𝑖 𝑔(𝑑𝑖 ) 𝑓 (𝑑𝑖 )
|𝑉 |︸             ︷︷             ︸

Degree Distribution Form

(1)

, where 𝑃 (𝑣) represents the set of partitions holding vertex 𝑣 , and |𝑃 (𝑣) | signifies the number of

partitions holding 𝑣 , a.k.a., the number of replications of 𝑣 .

We can also rewrite the equation of replication factor from the vertex replication form into the

degree distribution form, as shown in Equation (1), where 𝑔(𝑑𝑖 ) =
∑

𝑑 (𝑣)=𝑑𝑖 |𝑃 (𝑣) | represents the
average replication of all the vertices with degree 𝑑𝑖 , and 𝑓 (𝑑𝑖 ) represents the frequency of degree 𝑑𝑖 .
Thus, RF can be viewed as the result of integrating𝑔(𝑑𝑖 ) across various degrees. So, the development

of partitioning strategies that take into account the skewness in distributions holds the promise of

effectively reducing RFs.

With Equation (1), the vertex-cut partitioning problem can be formalized as an optimization

problem [21], which is known to be NP-hard [19, 26], as follows.

𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑧𝑒 RF 𝑠 .𝑡 .
𝑘 max𝑖=1,...𝑘 |𝑃𝑖 |

|𝐸 | ≤ 𝜏 (2)

Here, 𝜏 is the threshold of imbalance.

2.2 Stackelberg Game
The Stackelberg game can be categorized into single-stage and multi-stage versions. In a single-stage

scenario, leaders and followers make decisions simultaneously and adopt a unique optimization
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function. In contrast, the multi-stage Stackelberg game unfolds over multiple stages. The leaders

and followers are divided into different stages to make decisions. In this paper, we adopt the

simplest variant of the multi-stage Stackelberg game, known as the two-stage Stackelberg game, to

maximally reduce the time overhead incurred in-between multiple subsequent stages. In a two-stage

Stackelberg game, all leaders make the initial move (Stage 1), and then all followers choose an action

after being informed of the leaders’ choice (Stage 2). The cost function of the leaders can be defined

as Ω(𝜃, 𝜆), where 𝜃 is one of the leader’s strategies and 𝜆 is one of the follower’s strategies. Also,

the cost function of the follower can be defined as Φ(𝜃, 𝜆). In this paper, we consider a two-stage

Stackelberg game.

Disincentive Strategy Modeling. Determining the optimal disincentive strategy ⟨𝜃 ∗, 𝜆∗⟩ is modeled

as a two-stage Stackelberg game. Each of the players tries to minimize its own cost by determining

an optimal parameter in the disincentive strategy, which can be manipulated by itself (called its

optimal strategy hereafter, for simplicity), satisfying:

Stage 1 [Leaders’ Side]: 𝜃 ∗ = 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑚𝑖𝑛𝜃Ω(𝜃, 𝜆)
Stage 2 [followers’ Side]: 𝜆∗ = 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑚𝑖𝑛𝜆Φ(𝜃, 𝜆)

(3)

In the above game, the objective is to find an optimal disincentive strategy ⟨𝜃 ∗, 𝜆∗⟩, by which each
participant can minimize its own cost. Meanwhile, the optimal solution must satisfy the Stackelberg
Equilibrium (SE), so that no one is willing to adopt other strategies. The SE is defined as follows:

Stackelberg Equilibrium, SE. An optimal disincentive strategy ⟨𝜃 ∗, 𝜆∗⟩ constitutes a SE iff the

following set of inequalities is satisfied:

Ω(𝜃 ∗, 𝜆∗) ≤ Ω(𝜃, 𝜆∗)
Φ(𝜃 ∗, 𝜆∗) ≤ Φ(𝜃 ∗, 𝜆) (4)

2.3 Graph Skewness
The significance of graph skewness has long been recognized in many fields, referring to the

measurement of uneven distributions of graph entities (e.g., vertices or edges) or statistics (e.g.,

structural characteristics), each attributed to varying definitions.

Regression-based Graph Skewness [43]. Given a specific vertex degree 𝑑 , the number of vertices

follows a power-law distribution, 𝑓 (𝑑) ∝ 𝑑−𝜌 . Most natural graphs typically have a power-law

constant 2 < 𝜌 < 3 [9, 14]. A smaller 𝜌 (𝐺) indicates a more skewed graph. Since regression-based

skewness incurs low precision due to the inability of logarithmic transformation to handle zero

values, two other metrics are more often used [42].

Pearson’s Graph Skewness [13]. Pearson’s first skewness of a graph𝐺 is 𝜌1 (𝐺) = 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 (𝑑 )−𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒 (𝑑 )
𝜎

,

with 𝑑 being the degree of vertices in𝐺 and 𝜎 being the standard deviation of the degree. Pearson’s

second skewness of𝐺 can be obtained by replacing the calculation of mode with that of the median,

𝜌2 (𝐺) = 3(𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 (𝑑 )−𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛 (𝑑 ) )
𝜎

. Both 𝜌1 (𝐺) and 𝜌2 (𝐺) are based on degree perspectives, with bigger

values indicating more skewed graphs.

Planarization Graph Skewness [10]. The skewness of a graph𝐺 can also be defined from the topology

perspective, as the minimum number of edges, whose removal results in a planar graph. Since such

determination is NP-hard, an alternative indicator 𝜌3 (𝐺) = |𝐸 | − (3|𝑉 | − 6) is proposed. It implies

that the graph is more skewed as the increase of 𝜌3 (𝐺).

Proc. ACM Manag. Data, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: June 2024.
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3 RELATEDWORK
Edge- vs. Vertex-cut Partitioning. There are two major graph partitioning strategies, namely edge-
and vertex-cut partitioning, based on whether edges or vertices are cut. The vertex-cut partition-

ing strategy evenly distributes graph edges across distributed nodes while minimizing vertex

replications. Empirical and theoretical evidence, as shown in [1, 6, 18, 21], consistently highlights

the superior effectiveness of the vertex-cut partitioning over the edge-cut counterpart, especially

when dealing with large graphs. This superiority is particularly pronounced in real-world graphs

characterized by a skewed distribution [35], where vertex degrees follow a power-law pattern,

yielding a large number of low-degree vertices and a small number of very high-degree vertices, as

depicted in Figure 1.

Stream vs. Offline Vertex-cut Partitioning. Despite advances in the field of vertex-cut partitioning

over the past decade, the challenge of effective vertex-cut partitioning remains unsolved. Existing

approaches to address the vertex-cut partitioning problem can be broadly classified into two

categories: streaming methods [21, 27, 31, 38, 38, 40, 45, 46, 48, 52, 61] and offline methods [24, 30,

39, 57]. The offline algorithms necessitate the preloading of the partial or entire graph into the

main memory before partitioning, while streaming algorithms process the graph incrementally as

a continuous stream of edges. This allows streaming methods to operate with big graphs under

lower memory constraints.

Stream Partitioning . Streaming partitioning is deemed practical for managing large-scale graphs.

Methods like DBH [52] and Grid [28], which solely rely on hash-based partitioning, often exhibit

poor partitioning quality. Greedy [21], ADWISE [38], and HDRF [45] improve the partitioning

quality by designing different scoring functions. However, their algorithmic time complexity is

dependent on the number of partitions, thus limiting the system scalability. To improve the perfor-

mance, cutting-edge streaming partitioning algorithms follow a common clustering-refinement

framework [40] [31]. In particular, 2PS-L [40] adopts a two-stage graph traversal strategy, whereas

the first phase refers to vertex clustering, i.e., Holl [25], and the second phase utilizes existing

heuristic methods, i.e., HDRF, for graph partitioning. Concurrently, CLUGP [31] improves the per-

formance by revising clustering algorithm, i.e., Holl [25], specifically for optimizing the replication

factor, and accelerates the refinement process by employing a post-clustering game. However,

CLUGP and S5P differ significantly, because 1) game processes differ theoretically, leading to

divergent downstream techniques. CLUGP is with static game theories, while S5P is with sequential

game theories; 2) targets differ. CLUGP targets web graphs but struggles with skewed graphs. In

contrast, S5P recognizes the skewness in general graphs.

Other Game-based Partitioning. There exist edge-cut partitioning algorithms that employ a Nash

game. MDSGP [47] takes𝑂 (𝑟 (𝑚𝑖𝑛(2𝑚𝑘𝑚, 𝑘𝑚𝐺𝑚𝑎𝑥 ))) time, where𝑚 is the size of the strategy space,

which is combinatorially high, and 𝑟 is the number of windows. The game function of RMGP [2]

is derived based on graphical distances and semantic similarities, which incurs significant time

cost (𝑂 ( |𝑉 |3)) and space cost (𝑂 ( |𝑉 |2)). What is more, RMGP’s optimization relies on heavy offline

graph coloring, which takes 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |2) time and 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) space. Its game process takes 𝑂 ( |𝑉 | + |𝐸 |)
time for each iteration, and the number of iterations is not bounded. Besides, the game has been

studied in other research problems, such as vertex separator, which aims to find a set of vertices

that split a graph into equally-sized components. CVSP [16] proposes a Stackelbeg game-based

method to solve this problem. There exist significant distinctions between CVSP and S5P. First,

their problem settings differ. S5P is on stream partitioning, requiring access to edges in a sequence,

a prerequisite not met by CVSP. This dissimilarity gives rise to markedly different downstream

techniques and strategies. Second, the application of game theories diverges entirely. In CVSP,

Proc. ACM Manag. Data, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: June 2024.
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the leader extracts a subgraph, and the follower identifies the maximum connected component,

whereas, in S5P, leaders and followers are represented by head and tail clusters. Theoretically,

in CVSP, each game iteration requires 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) time and 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |2), and the number of iterations is

unbounded. In contrast, S5P’s total time and space complexity is 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) and 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) (cf. Section 5).

Empirically, S5P shows an efficiency advantage of up to 2 orders of magnitude over CVSP (Table 4).

So, it is technically challenging to apply game theories to graph partitioning.

Streaming Graph Clustering. Streaming graph clustering is used to efficiently and effectively analyze

large-scale dynamic graphs [23, 29, 49]. In the field of graph partitioning, representative graph

clustering algorithms include Holl [25], CLUGP-Clustering[31], and 2PS-L-Clustering [40]. These

algorithms can be generalized into an allocation-migration framework for graph clustering. For the

migration step, the Holl algorithm calculates cluster volume based on local vertex degrees. The

2PS-L-Clustering precomputes the global degrees for the alternative of local degrees to improve the

clustering performance. Differently, the CLUGP-Clustering algorithm adopts local degrees to save

the precomputation cost, while enhancing the clustering performance by introducing a splitting
operation in the migration step. The characteristics of various streaming clustering algorithms are

shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Streaming Graph Clustering Algorithms

Algorithm Allocation Migration Skewness-aware

Holl ! local X
CLUGP-Clustering ! local X
2PS-L-Clustering ! global X
S5P-Clustering ! local/global !

4 SKEWNESS-AWARE VERTEX-CUT PARTITIONER
4.1 Approach Overview

Clustering Refinement

Tail
Clusters

Conditions

Count-Min Sketch
Update Estimate

S5P

Parallelism

E2PGraph

Edge List

Head
Clusters

Fig. 2. Skewness-aware Vertex-cut Partitioner Framework

The architecture of our proposed skewness-aware vertex-cut partitioner follows clustering-
refinement framework [31, 40], where streaming graph edges are processed in a biphasic manner,
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as shown in Figure 2. First, we study skewness-aware graph clustering to generate fine-grained

head and tail clusters (Section 3.2). Second, we delve into a Stackelberg game to allocate head

and tail clusters to a predefined set of partitions (Section 3.3). This allocation minimizes the

number of vertices crossing partitions while ensuring an evenly distributed storage load. At last,

we present a series of optimization techniques to enhance the time and space efficiency in meeting

the requirements of stream partitioning (Section 3.4).

4.2 Skewness-aware Streaming Graph Clustering
Definition 1 (Head and Tail Vertices/Edges/Clusters). Given a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 of a graph

𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), if the degree of 𝑣 (𝑑 (𝑣)) is higher than a predefined threshold
2 𝜉 , i.e., 𝑑 (𝑣) > 𝜉 , then 𝑣 is

a head vertex; otherwise, it is a tail vertex. Accordingly, an edge 𝑒 (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) is a head edge, if 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗
are both head vertices; otherwise, 𝑒 is a tail edge.

It is worth highlighting that tail vertices exclusively appear within tail edges, whereas some

head vertices may be associated with two distinct edges: one as a head edge and another as a tail

edge. This occurs because a head vertex can be present in both head and tail edges, according to

Definition 1. We showcase an example in Figure 3, where head vertices and edges are in blue, and

tail vertices and edges are in orange. The number of an edge represents the order of its arrival in a

stream.

𝑣0𝑣1 𝑣2

𝑣6𝑣3𝑣4 𝑣5 𝑣8 𝑣7 𝑣9 𝑣11𝑣10

e5

e12

e6

e14

e13e7 e8
e9

e10

e4
e3 e2

e1

e11

Fig. 3. A Toy Graph with 12 Vertices and 14 Edges

Based on the definition of head/tail vertices/edges, we can define head/tail clusters. For a cluster

produced by head edges/vertices, the cluster is a head cluster named 𝐶𝐻 ; otherwise, it is a tail

cluster named 𝐶𝑇 . Next, we formalize the problem of streaming graph clustering as follows.

Definition 2 (Streaming Graph Clustering). Consider a graph of streaming edges, denoted

as 𝐺𝑆 = {𝑒1, 𝑒2, · · · , 𝑒 |𝐸 | }, along with a maximum cluster volume represented by 𝜅2 the objective

of streaming graph clustering is to assign each vertex 𝑣 to head or tail clusters, such that the

edge-cutting is minimized. The clustering output can be presented as a table that maps a vertex to

multiple specific (head/tail) clusters, i.e., {⟨𝑣𝑖 , 𝑐 𝑗 ⟩}.

Clustering is widely acknowledged as a method for data summarization. In the context of

graphs, clustering functions as a method for graph summarization[29]. Graph clustering can be

classified into two categories: vertex- and edge-centric clustering. Vertex-centric clustering offers the
advantage of being more space- and time-efficient (𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) vs. 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |)), since the number of vertices

is significantly smaller than the number of edges [31]. Conversely, edge-centric clustering preserves

more connection information but at the expense of high space cost, i.e., 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |). To strike a balance

2
In our implementation, we adopt consistent parameter settings for all datasets, with 𝜉 and 𝜅 following [25, 31, 40]. In

particular, we set 𝜉 = 𝛽
2|𝐸 |
|𝑉 | , which is the product of coefficient 𝛽 and the average degree of the graph. Here, 𝛽 equals 1,

which is a constant (as discussed in Section 6.5) and |𝐸 | and |𝑉 | are fixed for a given dataset. We set 𝜅 =
2|𝐸 |
𝑘

, where 𝑘 is

the number of partitions, and |𝐸 | is fixed for a given dataset.
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Algorithm 1 Skewness-aware Graph Clustering

Input Streaming Graph Edge Set 𝐸𝑆 , Cluster constrains 𝜅

Output 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 , 𝑉2𝐶𝑇

1: for 𝑒 (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸𝑆 do
2: if 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸𝐻 then
3: if 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑢] 𝑜𝑟 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑣] 𝑖𝑠 𝑁𝑈𝐿𝐿 thenssign a new ID

4: Update 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (·) by 𝑑 (𝑢) and 𝑑 (𝑣)
5: if 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑢]) 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑣]) < 𝜅 then
6: 𝑖 ← argmin𝑧∈{𝑢,𝑣} (𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑧]) − 𝑑 (𝑧))
7: 𝑗 ← 𝑧 ∈ {𝑢, 𝑣} : 𝑧 ≠ 𝑖

8: if 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [ 𝑗]) + 𝑑 (𝑖) < 𝜅 then
9: 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [ 𝑗]) ← 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [ 𝑗]) + 𝑑 (𝑖)
10: 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑖]) ← 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑖]) − 𝑑 (𝑖)
11: 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [𝑖] ← 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 [ 𝑗]
12: if 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸𝑇 then
13: if 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑢] 𝑜𝑟 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑣] 𝑖𝑠 𝑁𝑈𝐿𝐿 thenssign a new ID

14: Update 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (·) by 1

15: Update 𝑙𝑑 (·) by 1

16: if 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑢]) 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑣]) < 𝜅 then
17: 𝑖 ← argmin𝑧∈{𝑢,𝑣} (𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑧]))
18: 𝑗 ← 𝑧 ∈ {𝑢, 𝑣} : 𝑧 ≠ 𝑖

19: 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [ 𝑗]) ← 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [ 𝑗]) + 𝑙𝑑 (𝑖)
20: 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑖]) ← 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑖]) − 𝑙𝑑 (𝑖)
21: 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [𝑖] ← 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 [ 𝑗]

between the two, we represent edge-centric clusters in the form of vertex clusters, employing two

tables, denoted as 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 (Vertex-to-Head-Cluster) and 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 (Vertex-to-Tail-Cluster).

Algorithm 1 processes graph edges in a one-pass manner. For each upcoming edge, we first deter-

mine its type (head or tail) and subsequently execute an allocation operation in the corresponding

Vertex-to-Cluster table (𝑉2𝐶). This involves assigning a unique ID to vertices without cluster labels.

In our experiments, we employed natural numbers as IDs, commencing from 0 and incrementing by

1 for each new allocation. Following this, we update the corresponding cluster size, denoted as vol
in Algorithm 1. In the case of a head edge, a “splitting” operation is performed independently for

both clusters associated with the two vertices of the edge, provided their sizes exceed the specified

cluster capacity 𝜅 . Regarding the “Update 𝑣𝑜𝑙 (·)” operation, for tail clusters, when a vertex is added

to a cluster , we increase the volume of the cluster by 1. This process is equivalent to updating

based on local degree (𝑙𝑑) information. For head clusters, when a vertex joins a cluster, we increase

the volume of the cluster by the degree of the vertex, reflecting an update that incorporates global

degree information.

For head edges, we execute a global degree-aware operation (lines 5 − 11). In contrast, for tail

edges, we employ a local degree-aware operation (lines 13 − 21). This distinction arises from the

fact that the vertices in head edges possess higher degrees, making it necessary to use a global

degree approach to accurately represent their degrees. Conversely, the nodes in tail edges have

relatively smaller degrees, and employing local degree measures is adequate for reflecting their

true degrees.
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Taking the toy graph in Figure 3 as an example (𝑘 = 3), we can compute 𝜅 = 2×14
3
≈ 9.3. When

considering the initial head edge 𝑒5 (𝑣1, 𝑣2), which arrives first, both vertices 𝑣1 and 𝑣2 are assigned

to newly created head clusters, 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 (cf. line 3). Following this, we proceed to update the

volumes of 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 to 5 and 6, respectively (cf line 4). After that, due to the combined volume of

𝑐1 and 𝑑 (𝑣2) exceeding 𝜅 (11 > 9.3), we abstain from executing migration operations (lines 8-11).

Similarly, when the subsequent edge 𝑒6 (𝑣0, 𝑣1) arrives, 𝑣0 is assigned to a new head cluster and

migrated to 𝑐1. For tail edges, we apply a comparable operation, with the primary distinction being

the substitution of the global degree with a real-time updated local degree.

Once the clustering process is completed, we can obtain the clustering results, as shown in

Figure 4. Here, 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 are head clusters, while 𝑐4, 𝑐5, and 𝑐6 are tail clusters. From the outcome

presented, we can observe that skewness-aware clustering effectively captures information from

both head and tail nodes, resulting in the formulation of different cluster types, including head and

tail clusters, as well as leaders and followers. This underscores a capacity that eludes the clustering

methods described in Section 3..

𝑣0𝑣1 𝑣2

𝑣6𝑣3𝑣4 𝑣5 𝑣8 𝑣7 𝑣9 𝑣11𝑣10

𝒄𝟏
𝒄𝟐

𝒄𝟑𝒄𝟒 𝒄𝟓

Fig. 4. Skewness-aware Streaming Graph Clustering (𝑘=3)

4.3 Stackelberg Game-based Partitioning
Using the clusters generated by Algorithm 1 as input, we can transform the graph partitioning

problem into cluster-to-partition assignment process. In the process, each cluster is allocated to

one of the predefined partitions. Once clusters are assigned, the edges within each cluster can be

mapped to their respective partitions.

In the cluster-to-partition assignment process, every (head/tail) cluster takes on the role of a

player. These players engage in both competitive and collaborative actions concurrently, all geared

toward minimizing the replication factor during the partition assignment process. To portray this

dynamic, each player is equipped with a distinct optimization objective encapsulated within their

cost function. In the context of a Stackelberg game involving both head and tail clusters, these cost

functions stand as the measure of their objectives. The process continues until the attainment of

the Nash equilibrium within the Stackelberg game, signifying that all clusters have fine-tuned their

cost functions, and no player can improve the cost by unilaterally changing their strategy.

In the sequel, we investigate the player modeling, cost functions, Stackelberg game Nash equilib-

rium, as well as the best response dynamics and postprocessing.

Clusters as Players. As aforementioned, each head or tail cluster is taken as a player of a two-stage

Stackelberg game. The decision not to directly operate at the level of individual graph edges is

driven by two primary factors. First, the time complexity of using edges is 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2) and that of

using clusters is only 𝑂 ( |𝐶 |2) (cf. Section 5.1), and |𝐸 | is much greater than |𝐶 | (cf. Section 5.1), so

conducting the game at the granularity of edges would be expensive and using clusters as players can

avoid computational bottlenecks, i.e., from 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2) to 𝑂 ( |𝐶 |2). Second, clustering offers a means to
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summarize the graphical structural information and connectivity patterns through cluster sizes and

intersections[29]. With this streamlined representation, modeling interactions between head and

tail clusters via a Stackelberg game becomes a practical undertaking. The distinct leader-follower

roles align with the varying influence of head and tail edges. The cluster-level representatives are

generated through our skewness-aware clustering method. It can preserve skewness properties

because the graph clustering is regarded as a summarization of graph information[29].

Cost Function. In a Stackelberg game, cost functions are vital mathematical constructs, which quan-

tify the objectives and modeling the actions of all players, i.e., head and tail clusters, by assigning

numerical values to their strategies based on utility or cost. These functions are instrumental in

modeling the decision-making process within this hierarchical framework, where head clusters’

initial actions influence subsequent tail clusters’ responses. Essentially, cost functions guide players

in optimizing their strategies, considering both their objectives and the expected reactions of others,

thus shaping the equilibrium dynamics of a Stackelberg game. Hereby, we define a new social

welfare function as follows.

𝑆 (Λ) = 𝛿

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 |𝑝𝑖 |2
𝑘︸       ︷︷       ︸

𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 𝑏𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

+
∑𝑘

𝑖=1 Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 )
𝑘︸           ︷︷           ︸

𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

(5)

where 𝛿 is the normalization factor and Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 − 𝑝𝑖 ) is the total number of edges in |𝐸 | that span
across partition 𝑝𝑖 and all other partitions. Thus, Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 ) = Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 − 𝑝𝑖 ) + |𝑝𝑖 |. Subsequently, we
establish the unique cost function for every player (cluster) using the social welfare metric 𝑆 (Λ) as
the basis.

For each cluster, 𝑐𝑖 ∈ 𝐶𝐻 or 𝐶𝑇 , the cost associated with the selection of partition 𝑝𝑖 for the

cluster is expressed as follows.

𝑆𝑐𝑖 (𝑝𝑖 ) =
𝛿

𝑘
|𝑐𝑖 | · |𝑝𝑖 | +

𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |
𝑘

, where (6)

𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) =
∑︁

𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

Θ(𝑐𝑖 , 𝑐 𝑗 )I(𝑖, 𝑗) (7)

Here, Θ(𝑐𝑖 , 𝑐 𝑗 ) is the total number of edges in |𝐸 | that span across cluster 𝑐𝑖 and 𝑐 𝑗 . I(𝑖, 𝑗) serves as
an indicator function that yields 1 if 𝑃 (𝑐𝑖 ) ≠ 𝑃 (𝑐 𝑗 ), and 0 otherwise. According to Theorem 4, it

holds that the social welfare 𝑆 (Λ) corresponds to the summation of all individual cost incurred by

clusters.

Stackelberg Game Nash Equilibrium. Given established cost functions, the Stackelberg game Nash
equilibrium occurs when all head and tail clusters simultaneously achieve their optimization

objectives while accounting for the strategic choices made by the other clusters, in relevance to

graph partitioning.

A strategy decision profile, denoted as Λ∗ = Λ∗
𝐻
+ Φ∗

𝑇
, constitutes a Nash equilibrium, where

Λ∗
𝐻
and Λ∗

𝑇
represent the set of strategies employed by head and tail clusters, respectively. In this

equilibrium state, when both head and tail clusters achieve their respective local optimization

targets, there exists no cluster with a motivation to unilaterally deviate from its strategy to obtain a

lower cost. Leaders in the Stackelberg game have the advantage of the first move [15], making the

equilibrium of game in favor of optimization towards leaders, which is consistent with the strategies

in skewness-aware graph partitioning. For example, as seen in Figure 8, S5P has a significant

advantage over CLUGP in terms of average RF for vertices with high degrees, which is based on
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simultaneous-move game theories. We empirically examine the performance of Stackelberg game

in comparison to other game variants in Table 4.

Algorithm 2 Stackelberg Game

Input 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 , 𝑉2𝐶𝑇
Output 𝐶2𝑃𝐻 , 𝐶2𝑃𝑇

1: Initialization(𝑉2𝐶𝐻 , 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 )

2: repeat
3: LeaderDesisionProcess

4: FollowerDesisionProcess

5: until No clusters change their current strategies

6: procedure Leader/FollowerDesisionProcess

7: for each high/tail cluster 𝑐𝑖 ∈ 𝐶𝐻 /𝐶𝑇 do
8: Find 𝐶𝑖 ’s best response 𝜃 which is based on Eq.(6)

9: if 𝜃 ≠ 𝜃𝑐𝑖 then
10: 𝜃𝑐𝑖 ← 𝜃

Algorithm 3 Postprocessing

Input 𝐶2𝑃𝐻 , 𝐶2𝑃𝑇 , 𝐿 =
𝜏 |𝐸 |
𝑘

Output Edge Partition Results

1: for 𝑒 (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 do
2: if 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸𝐻 then
3: 𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑢 = 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 (𝑢),𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑣 = 𝑉2𝐶𝐻 (𝑣)
4: if 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸𝐿 then
5: 𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑢 = 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 (𝑢),𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑣 = 𝑉2𝐶𝑇 (𝑣)
6: 𝑃𝑢 = 𝐶2𝑃 (𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑢 ), 𝑃𝑣 = 𝐶2𝑃 (𝐶𝑙𝑢𝑣)
7: if 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 (𝑃𝑢 ) > 𝐿 and 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 (𝑃𝑣) > 𝐿 then
8: Place 𝑒 in a partition with available space.

9: else if 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 (𝑃𝑢 ) > 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 (𝑃𝑣) then Place 𝑒 into 𝑃𝑣
10: else Place 𝑒 into 𝑃𝑢
11: update 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑

Best Response Dynamics. The Nash equilibrium of a game can be either pure Nash equilibrium or

mixed Nash equilibrium. The decision form corresponding to the mixed strategy Nash equilibrium

is expressed in probabilities. As a result, the game is with randomness and poses challenges in

convergence [20]. Therefore, in this work, we consider pure Nash equilibrium, which offers more

intuitive and stable solutions. A pure Nash equilibrium in a Stackelberg game can be achieved

through the application of Best Response Dynamics, as discussed in [27]. The core of the Best Re-

sponse Dynamics algorithm lies in the design of the response function, as shown in Algorithm 2 (line

8). The design of the response function needs to satisfy two requirements. First, it should optimize

the global software function (Equation 5) through local best response (Equation 6), guaranteed

by Theorem 4. Second, the computation cost of the response function should not be very high, as

ensured by the optimized sketch-based methods discussed in Section 4.4.

Figures 5 (a) and (b) depict the operation of the Stackelberg game. Assuming the initial partitioning

as 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 in 𝑝1, 𝑐3 in 𝑝2, and 𝑐4 and 𝑐5 in 𝑝3, we first calculate 𝛿 ≈ 0.65 based on Equation (12).
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Fig. 5. Stackelberg Game-based Partitioning (𝑘=3)

In Stage 1, head clusters, starting with 𝑐1, compute their partition cost (cf. Equation 6) and migrate

to the partition with the minimum cost. In this case, 𝑐1 stays in 𝑝1 and 𝑐2 is mitigated to 𝑝3. Then,

tail clusters initiate their decision making process in Stage 2. For example, 𝑐3 calculates its cost and

moves to the appropriate partition. Stage 2 terminates once all tail clusters have been processed,

making the end of this game round. Another round of the game commences, and continues until

Nash equilibrium is reached, where decisions of all clusters remain unchanged (Figure 5(c)).

Postprocessing. Following the Stackelberg game phase, we can get a cluster-level balancing because

of the load balance part of Equation (5). Then, the transitioning from a broader cluster-level

balancing to a more refined edge-level one is expected. Leveraging the previously obtained graph

information, we can make efficient use of existing clusters during the final allocation of edges.

Similarly, in the allocation process outlined in Algorithm 3, we adopt a strategy that takes into

account the skewness of the distribution. For a given edge 𝑒 (𝑢, 𝑣), we query the current partitions

to which vertices 𝑢 and 𝑣 belong to. If both vertices belong to partitions whose sizes have already

exceeded the capacity threshold 𝐿, we execute the operation described in line 8 of the algorithm. For

head edges, we traverse from the first partition to the last, adding these edges to the first partition

that satisfies the condition |𝑝𝑖 | < 𝐿. Conversely, for tail edges, we perform the same operation in

reverse order. The objective of this operation is to minimize the number of partitions an edge can

be assigned to, thereby reducing the replication factor. If each of them belongs to partitions whose

sizes are already less than 𝐿, add this edge to the partition with a larger size. Upon completing

the postprocessing phase, all edges have been successfully assigned to partitions, and no partition

contains more than ⌈𝜏 |𝐸 |
𝑘
⌉ edges3. In Figure 5(c), for 𝑒6 (𝑣0, 𝑣1), since the head clusters corresponding

to 𝑣0 and 𝑣1 are both in partition 𝑝2, the edge is added to 𝑝2. Similarly, 𝑒14 (𝑣3, 𝑣6) is added to 𝑝1,

and 𝑒4 (𝑣2, 𝑣7) is added to 𝑝3. After processing, we obtain the edge partitioning results, as shown in

Figure 5 (d).

4.4 Optimization Strategy
Sketch. As a player of the game, a partition necessitates the calculation the cost function for

strategy tuning, which requires the calculation of the number of inter-cluster edges (i.e., Θ(𝑐𝑖 , 𝑐 𝑗 ) in
Equation 7). The most straightforward approach would be to design a red-black tree data structure

for mapping incident vertices of an edge to its count, which is incrementally updated during the

edge traversal. However, such a design would incur significant cost in terms of both query and

insertion operations. To address this issue, we adopt the Count-Min Sketch [12] (CMS) method to

achieve the same functionality. It uses multiple hash functions and maintains a two-dimensional

array of𝑤 columns and 𝑟 rows. One of the key features of CMS is its efficient utilization of space

in summarizing large-scale data, making it particularly suitable for applications where memory

3
In our implementation, we set 𝜏 to 1.0 to meet the requirement of load balancing.
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usage is of utmost concern. As a trade-off, it provides approximate results with guaranteed errors

stemming from hash collisions. The parameters 𝑤 and 𝑑 are chosen by setting 𝑤 = ⌈ 𝑒
𝜖
⌉ and

𝑑 = ⌈𝑙𝑛 1

𝜈
⌉, where the error in answering a query is within an additive factor of 𝜖 with probability

1 − 𝜈 and 𝑒 is Euler’s number
4
. In our specific problem context, we set the elements to be hashed as

the concatenation of two cluster ID strings. The concatenated string can be posted to a CMS during

the edge traversal, and the corresponding count can be approximately retrieved for the calculation

of Equation 7. If we do not use a CMS, we would need to allocate space of size |𝐶 |2 to store the

intersection sizes of different clusters. By using CMS, we only need a two-dimensional array of size

𝑤 × 𝑑 for insertion and querying. The accuracy of the queries is guaranteed by the principles of

CMS [12]. For instance, with our configuration, we only need 27 × 4.6 units of space to ensure that

the probability of the query result differing from the true result by no more than 10% is greater

than 99%. We can reduce 𝜖 and 𝜈 to make the probability of errors in the CMS smaller; however,

this will result in an increase in the space of the two-dimensional array (i.e., larger values of w and

d), leading to higher memory usage.

Parallelism. The primary advantage of the game theory in graph partitioning is its ability to enable

parallel acceleration [27, 31]. In S5P, parallelization is facilitated through clustering, which preserves

the graph’s locality, ensuring that clusters with closely aligned cluster IDs are often adjacent in the

graph structure. This feature makes our Stackelberg game method well-suited for the parallelization

implementation. On the other hand, given that clustering algorithms effectively extract graph

information and reduce the scale of game players, the number of the game players is still significant.

Besides, we employ a batch-wise parallel approach to accelerate the gaming process. The parallelism

between different batches is managed through a thread pool, with each batch running independently.

To enhance the convergence speed and the quality of the game, we can also impose restrictions on

the number of rounds in the game. There also exists potential enhancement of partitioning efficiency

through more sophisticated parallelization techniques. We assert that a significant contribution of

the Stackelberg game lies in its facilitation of parallelization. It is essential to highlight that the

current implementation’s efficiency suffices for enhancing downstream distributed graph processing

performance. The partitioning runtime overhead constitutes only a small fraction of the overall

distributed graph processing. For example, in Figure 11 (c), the runtime cost of partitioning on S5P

is merely 19.7% of that of the overall processing. Further optimization efforts in parallelization are

orthogonal to the scope of this paper.

5 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS
5.1 Time Cost Analysis
We analyze each phase of S5P separately. Phase 1, specified in Algorithm 1, performs a fixed number

of passes through the edge set. In each pass, a constant number of operations is performed on each

edge. Hence, the time complexity of the first phase is in𝑂 ( |𝐸 |). Phase 2, the time cost for each round

of Stackeberg graph game is 𝑂 ( |𝐶 |2 + 𝑘 |𝐶 |) and the round complexity can be bound by 𝑂 (𝑘 |𝑉 |).
With parallelization, the average time complexity can be approximated as 𝑂 ( |𝐶𝑎𝑣𝑔 |2 |𝐶 |

𝑏𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒×𝑡 ),
where |𝐶𝑎𝑣𝑔 | is the average number of clusters in each batch. In summary, the second phase of

S5P has a time complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |), as |𝐸 | ≫ |𝑉 | ≫ |𝐶 |. Phase 3, edges are partitioned with a

constant number of operations resulting in 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) time complexity. The total time complexity of

S5P is, hence, in 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |), i.e., linear in the number of edges.

4
In our implementation, we set 𝜖 to 0.1 and 𝜈 to 0.01 and we can get 𝑤 = 27 and 𝑑 = 4.6.
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5.2 Memory Cost Analysis
In our analysis of the S5P algorithm’s data structures, we employ various arrays as illustrated

in Algorithm 1. These arrays are utilized to store information such as vertex local and global

degrees, cluster volumes, vertex-to-cluster mappings, and cluster details. It’s worth noting that

each of these arrays has a space complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |). In Algorithm 2, we introduce additional

arrays for mapping clusters to partitions and maintaining cluster-related information. Similar to the

previous case, these arrays also exhibit a space complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |). In Algorithm 3, we employ

a vertex-to-partition replication matrix, which, despite its seemingly larger size, boasts a space

complexity of 𝑂 (𝑘 |𝑉 |). Notably, this space complexity remains unaffected by the number of edges

present in the graph.

5.3 Metric Analysis
Theorem 1. The relative load balance 𝜏 can be bounded by 𝑘𝐿

|𝐸 | . If we want to ensure that the upper

limit for relative load balance is 𝑡 , we can set𝑚𝑎𝑥𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 to 𝑡 |𝐸 |
𝑘
.

Bounds on Replication Factor. To the best of our knowledge, most of the streaming vertex-cut

algorithms do not have bounds. In the line of research on stream partitioning, RF bounds are

commonly employed to quantify the gap with optimal solutions [45, 52]. The Grid [28] and HDRF

[45] have a well-defined bound, and the DBH algorithm [52] only bounds the average RF value. The

typical approach for bounding vertex-cut partitioning algorithms is to limit the maximum number

of partitions each edge can be assigned to. However, such constraints often lead to improved Load

Balance. Striking a trade-off between RF and load balance is a challenging task. Based on this, we

modified S5P to create S5P w/ bound (S5P-B), which is a bounded version of the streaming vertex-cut

algorithm with an RF bound.

S5P-B has two key modifications compared to S5P. Firstly, it entirely relies on global degrees in

place of all local degrees in its processing. Secondly, We have removed the cluster constraints 𝜅

Algorithm 1 and𝑚𝑎𝑥𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑 in Algorithm 3 to better formalize the RF bound of our skewness-aware

design.

Theorem 2. Algorithm S5P-B achieves a replication factor, when applied to partition a graph with
|𝐸 | edges on 𝑘 partitions, that can be bounded by:

RF ≤ 𝜒𝐻 · 𝑘︸︷︷︸
ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

+
𝜒𝑇 |𝑉 |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑑𝑚 (( 𝑘−1𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌 + 𝑖−1

|𝑉 | )
−1

𝜒𝑇 · |𝑉 |
+ 1︸                                    ︷︷                                    ︸

𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑙 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

(8)

where 𝜒𝑇 (or 𝜒𝐻 ) represents the fraction of low-degree (or high-degree) vertices and 𝑑𝑚 is the global
minimum vertex degree.

Proof. The RF bound comprises two components: the head part and the tail part. The head part

accounts for the fraction 𝜒𝐻 of high-degree vertices in the graph. In the worst case, head vertices

are replicated across all partitions, resulting in the head part of RF as 𝜒𝐻 ·𝑘 . Here, 𝜒𝑇 (or 𝜒𝐻 ) can be

expressed as

∑𝜉

𝑗=1
𝑗−𝜌

|𝑉 | (or 1 −
∑𝜉

𝑗=1
𝑗−𝜌

|𝑉 | ), because the vertex degrees in the graph follow a power-law

distribution (Section 2.3).

The tail part considers the contribution to the RF from tail vertices. Firstly, only allocation in

Algorithm 1 (lines 3 and 13) replicates a tail vertex connecting head vertices and produces at

most 1 replica. Secondly, the replication of a tail vertex connecting to tail vertices can be bound

by its degree. Rescaling based on the combination of the tail vertex degree bound from [11, 45]
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and the range of 𝜌 in real-world graphs in [9, 14], the degree of a tail vertex connecting tail

vertices can thus be bounded by 𝑑𝑚 (( 𝑘−1𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌 + 𝑖−1

|𝑉 | )
−1
. So, the tail part RF can be bounded by∑𝜒𝑇 |𝑉 |

𝑖=1

1+𝑑𝑚 ( ( 𝑘−1𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌+ 𝑖−1|𝑉 | )

−1

𝜒𝑇 |𝑉 | =
∑𝜒𝑇 |𝑉 |

𝑖=1

𝑑𝑚 ( ( 𝑘−1𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌+ 𝑖−1|𝑉 | )

−1

𝜒𝑇 |𝑉 | + 1. □

Given that RF of an optimal solution is known to be no less than 1, Equation (8) provides an

upper bound for the approximation ratio.

Theorem 3. The bound of RF will decrease as the decrease of 𝜌 .

Proof. For the head part, as 𝜌 decreases, the head part decreases due to the decrease of 1-

∑𝜉

𝑗=1
𝑗−𝜌

|𝑉 | .

The tail part can be regarded as the average of Γ(𝜌) = 𝑑𝑚 (( 𝑘−1𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌 + 𝑖−1

|𝑉 | )
−1
. Since Γ(𝜌) decreases

monotonically with respect to 𝜌 , the tail part also deceases monotonically. Therefore, the theorem

is proven. □

S5P-B can be regarded as the approximation of S5P. Firstly, for tail edges, the local degree can be

a good estimate for the global degree [45]. Secondly, adding load balance constraints during the

clustering process and the postpartitioning process can better serve downstream tasks. Overall,

S5P is expected to achieve a replication factor similar to S5P-B. Since the 𝜌 serves as an indicator of

graph skewness, Theorem 3 theoretically guarantees a tighter RF bound of S5P on a more skewed

graph.

5.4 Stackelberg Game Analysis
Theorem 4. The stackelberg game social welfare is the sum of all individual cost of clusters.

Proof. ∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

𝛿

𝑘
|𝑐𝑖 | · |𝑝𝑖 | +

∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 )
𝑘
+

∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

|𝑐𝑖 |
𝑘

(9)

=
𝛿

𝑘

|𝐶 |∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑐𝑖 | · |𝐶2𝑃 (𝑖) | +
1

𝑘

|𝐶 |∑︁
𝑖=1, 𝑗=1

Θ(𝑐𝑖 , 𝑐 𝑗 )I(𝑖, 𝑗) +
1

𝑘

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑝𝑖
|𝑐 𝑗 |

=
𝛿

𝑘

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑝𝑖
|𝑐 𝑗 | · |𝑝𝑖 | +

1

𝑘

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑐 𝑗 ∈𝑝𝑖

Θ(𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑉 −𝐶2𝑃 (𝑐 𝑗 )) +
𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑝𝑖 |
𝑘

= 𝛿

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 |𝑝𝑖 |2
𝑘

+ 1

𝑘

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

(Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 − 𝑝𝑖 ) + |𝑝𝑖 |)

= 𝛿

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 |𝑝𝑖 |2
𝑘

+
∑𝑘

𝑖=1 Θ(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑉 )
𝑘

(10)

□

Normalization. We demonstrate the process of selecting the normalization factor 𝛿 . The numerical

values of the two components of the social welfare function exhibit significant disparities. As a

result, we present a strategy for establishing the value of 𝛿 . We can assume the two components in

Equation (5) are of importance to calculate 𝛿 =
∑𝑘

𝑖=1 Θ(𝑃𝑖 ,𝑉 )∑𝑘
𝑖=1 |𝑃𝑖 |2

[31]. Then, we have:

1∑
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

|𝑐𝑖 |
≤ 𝛿 ≤

𝑘
∑

𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿
(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |)

(∑𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿
|𝑐𝑖 |)2

(11)
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Proof. We can employ the method of extreme assumptions to demonstrate the above formula.

When all clusters are assigned to the same partition, we can get:

𝛿𝑚𝑖𝑛 =

∑
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

|𝑐𝑖 |
(∑𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

|𝑐𝑖 |)2
=

1∑
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

|𝑐𝑖 |
If all clusters are evenly distributed to all partitions, we have:

𝛿𝑚𝑎𝑥 =

∑
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿

(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |)

𝑘 (
∑

𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻 ∪𝐶𝐿
|𝑐𝑖 |

𝑘
)2

=
𝑘
∑

𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿
(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |)

(∑𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶𝐻∪𝐶𝐿
|𝑐𝑖 |)2

(12)

Setting 𝛿 to a value within the range of Equation (11) can help ensure that the two components

are treated as equally as possible. In the experiment, we set 𝛿 to the maximum value within its

range. □

Theorem 5. The PoA of the stackelberg game is bounded by k + 1

Price of Anarchy. PoA (Price of Anarchy) is the worse ratio of social welfare 𝑆 (Λ) when the strategy

profile is a Nash Equilibrium over the optimum value of 𝑆 (Λ). It is an important metric to measure

the quality of Nash Equilibriums. To minimize cost social welfare objective, it is formally defined

as:

PoA =
𝑚𝑎𝑥Λ∗∈PNE𝑆 (Λ∗)

OPT

(13)

where PNE is the set of pure Nash equilibrium and OPT is the global minimum value of social

welfare in the case of cost minimization problem.

Proof. When all clusters are in one partition, the load balance part is maximized. It is easy to see

from the mean inequality that the load balance part is minimized when the sizes in each partition

are equal. If the load balancing and cutting factors get their maximum values simultaneously, the

upper bound of 𝑆 (Λ) is:

𝑆 (Λ∗) ≤ 𝛿

𝑘
(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑐𝑖 |)2 +
1

𝑘

∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶
(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |) ≤

𝑘 + 1
𝑘

∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶
(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |) (14)

Similarly, if the two factors simultaneously get their minimum values, the lower bound of 𝑆 (Λ) can
be computed as:

OPT ≥ 𝛿 (
∑𝑚

𝑖=1 |𝑐𝑖 |
𝑘

)2 +
∑𝑚

𝑖=1 |𝑐𝑖 |
𝑘

≥ 1

𝑘

∑︁
𝑐𝑖 ∈𝐶
(𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) + |𝑐𝑖 |) (15)

PoA must be no larger than the quotient of the upper bound of 𝑆 (Λ∗) (Equation (14)) and the lower

bound of OPT (Equation (15)). Thus we have PoA =
𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑆 (Λ∗ ) ∈PNE𝑆 (Λ)

OPT
=

𝑆 (Λ∗ )
OPT
≤ 𝑘 + 1. □

Round Complexity.

Theorem 6. The rounds (RD) required until Stackelberg game converges to a Nash equilibrium can
be bounded by:

RD ≤ 2(
𝜏∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑑𝑚 ((
𝑘 − 1
𝑑𝑚
)1−𝜌 + 𝑖 − 1|𝑉 | )

−1

︸                                 ︷︷                                 ︸
𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑙 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

+ |𝑉 | (1 −
𝜉∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑖−𝜌 )𝑑𝑀︸                  ︷︷                  ︸
ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡

+|𝑉 |) (16)

where 𝜏 = |𝑉 | − |𝑉 | (𝑑𝑀 − 𝜉)𝑑−𝜌𝑀
is the bound of the tail vertices’ number and 𝑑𝑚 (or 𝑑𝑀 ) is the global

minimum (or maximum) degree.
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Proof. Based on Equation (11), the upper bound of the load balance part is
1

𝑘

∑
𝑣∈𝑉 𝑑 (𝑣) + |𝑉 |

𝑘

. The number of tail vertex can be calculated as |𝑉 | − |𝑉 |∑𝑑𝑀
𝑖=𝜉+1 𝑖

−𝜌 < 𝜏 . So, the sum of tail

vertices’ degrees can be bounded by the head part. The number of head vertex can be calculated

as |𝑉 | (1 −∑𝜉

𝑖=1
𝑖−𝜌 ). So we can get the sum of head vertices’ degrees as the head part. The upper

bound of communication part is the same as the load balance part. Since 𝛿
∑𝑘

𝑖=1 |𝑃𝑖 |2 +
∑𝑘

𝑖=1 Θ(𝑃𝑖 ,𝑉 )
is in the integer domain, it implies that if a cluster changes its current strategy in the game, the

reduction of 𝑆 (Λ) is at least 1

𝑘
. So, the therom is proven. □

It can theoretically guarantee a tighter RD bound of S5P on a more skewed graph, because both

the tail part and the head part monotonically decrease as 𝜌 decreases.

6 EXPERIMENTS
We conducted experiments with S5P on real-world graphs of varying types and sizes to assess its

effectiveness and scalability, aiming at answering the following six key questions.

• 𝑄1. Can S5P outperform other state-of-the-art partitioning methods, including streaming,

in-memory, and hybrid vertex-cut partitioners?

• 𝑄2. How does each component of S5P, such as clustering and stackelberg gaming, affect the

partitioner’s performance?

• 𝑄3.What is the effect of proposed optimization techniques, such as sketching and paralleliza-

tion, particularly concerning time and space efficiency?

• 𝑄4. What is the influence of S5P’s parameters on its overall performance and effectiveness?

• 𝑄5. How much improvement does the deployment of S5P bring to real distributed graph

systems, e.g., PowerGraph?

• 𝑄6.What is the relationship between the skewness of graph and the performance improvement

achieved by S5P.

6.1 Experimental Setup
Evaluation Platform. We perform all experiments on a server with 2 × 32 Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum
8358 CPU @ 2.60GHz, 377 GiB of main memory. We use Ubuntu 20.04.6 LTS as our operating

system. To test the partitioning quality on a real distributed environment, we use docker to simulate

32 computing nodes equipped with PowerGraph [21], and allocate one CPU for each computing

node. Each reported value is the average of 10 runs.

Table 2. Details of Graphs

Graphs |𝑉 | |𝐸 | Size Type (𝜌 , 𝜌1 , 𝜌2 , 𝜌3)

OK(com-orkut) 3.1M 117M 1.7GiB Social (2.13, 0.49, 0.61, 108M)

TW(twitter-2010) 42M 1.5B 25.0GiB Social (1.43, 0.03, 0.07, 1.3B)

FR(com-friendster) 66M 1.8B 31.0GiB Social (2.56, 0.39, 1.00, 1.6B)

LJ(com-livejournal) 4M 35M 479MiB Social (2.40, 0.38, 0.79, 227M )

IT(it-2004) 41M 1.2B 19.0GiB Web (1.74, 0.06, 0.13, 1B)

UK7(uk-2007-05) 106M 3.7B 63.0GiB Web (1.31, 0.10, 0.20, 3.4B)

IN(in-2004) 1M 16M 231MiB Web (1.36, 0.15, 0.31, 12M)

SK(sk-2005) 51M 1.9B 32.0GiB Web (1.11, 0.04, 0.07, 1.8B)

UK2(uk-2002) 18M 298M 4.7GiB Web (2.06, 0.21, 0.38, 243M)

AR(arabic-2005) 23M 639M 11.0GiB Web (1.62, 0.10, 0.19, 572M)

WB(webbase-2001) 118M 1B 17.2GiB Web (2.21, 0.11, 0.23, 665M)

R-MAT-𝐺1 1.04M 314M 3.0GiB Synthetic (0.89, 0.15, 0.44, 102M)

R-MAT-𝐺2 1.04M 629M 5.5GiB Synthetic (0.87, 0.17, 0.48, 626M)

R-MAT-𝐺3 1.04M 1.04B 8.6GiB Synthetic (0.84, 0.19, 0.52, 1B)

R-MAT-𝐺4 67.1M 671M 10.1GiB Synthetic (1.16, 0.048, 0.145, 469M)

R-MAT-𝐺5 67.1M 2.01B 30.1GiB Synthetic (1.11, 0.051, 0.152, 1B)

R-MAT-𝐺6 67.1M 3.36B 49.8GiB Synthetic (1.07, 0.053, 0.157, 3B)
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Graph Datasets. We employ 11 distinct graphs characterized by varying sizes, originating from

diverse web repositories, and obtained through independent web crawling efforts by distinct orga-

nizations. These are social network graphs (OK [34, 55], TW [32, 34], FR [34, 55], and LJ [34, 55]), as

well as web graphs (IT [3–5], UK7 [3–5], IN [3–5], SK [3–5], UK2 [3–5], AR [3–5], and WB [3–5]).

We select the real-world graphs for comprehensively evaluating the partitioning strategies, which

provide: 1) standardized test cases, 2) scalability challenges of big data, and 3) diversity in graph

topology and partitioning difficulty. First, many of the graphs are established benchmarks com-

monly used to assess partitioning algorithms in academic literature. Using widely adopted datasets

enables fair comparison to prior works. Second, most graphs are massive in scale, comprising

billions of edges. Processing networks of this size poses considerable memory and computational

challenges. Our experiments show that not all partitioning techniques scale effectively to such

large graphs on our test platform. Third, the graphs exhibit diversity in structure and complexity.

This heterogeneity stringently evaluates partitioning methods. For certain datasets, even the most

proficient partitioning algorithms result in relatively elevated replication factors. We also use

R-MAT (TrillionG) [7, 44] to generate 6 big graphs with varying amounts of skewness to get deeper

insights into the performance of skewness-aware partitioners.

Competitors. We compare S5P to 8 of the most recent and best streaming and offline partitioners.
From the line of streaming partitioners, we compare S5P to HDRF [45], Greedy [21], DBH [52], 2PS-

L [40], and CLUGP [31]. From the line of offline partitioners, we compare to NE [57], METIS [30],

and HEP [39]. Additionally, we compare S5P with 3 game-based approaches, denoted as RMGP [2],

MDSGP [47], and CVSP [16], which are related to the streaming vertex-cut partitioning.

Implementation5. When possible, we utilize the official reference implementations provided by the

authors of [21, 24, 27, 30, 31, 39, 40, 52, 57]. For HDRF, we employ the improved version in [40],

since the original version [45] does not perform well on large graphs. DBH, RMGP, and MDSGP

have no public reference implementation, so we use the re-implementation of DBH [40] and re-

implement RMGP, MDSGP, and CVSP. We adopt the C++ versions in our experiments and also

provide the Java ports in our open-source repository. We configure all algorithm parameters based

on recommendations from the respective papers.

6.2 Performance (𝑄1)

Table 3. Replication Factor of Different Graphs

Graph
Partitioner CLUGP 2PS-L HDRF S5P

𝑘 :64 𝑘 :128 𝑘 :256 𝑘 :64 𝑘 :128 𝑘 :256 𝑘 :64 𝑘 :128 𝑘 :256 𝑘 :64 𝑘 :128 𝑘 :256

OK 14.288 17.522 20.636 15.112 18.915 23.200 17.860 22.617 27.023 11.614 15.391 19.055
TW 8.808 10.817 11.861 10.642 13.074 15.577 9.520 11.789 14.408 7.583 9.068 10.526
FR 10.311 13.432 17.011 11.241 14.359 17.457 11.324 14.757 18.122 7.870 11.244 14.995
LJ 4.913 5.471 5.945 5.036 5.593 6.045 6.778 7.763 8.545 4.549 5.112 5.636
IT 1.908 1.973 2.041 3.680 4.110 4.420 12.538 14.500 16.469 1.273 1.232 1.210
UK7 1.754 1.876 1.839 3.338 3.760 4.077 14.190 16.700 19.181 1.265 1.213 1.196
IN 1.415 1.542 1.621 1.895 2.241 2.887 6.884 8.028 8.890 1.229 1.207 1.225
SK 2.299 2.584 2.566 4.001 5.466 7.029 16.561 19.413 21.766 1.337 1.310 1.293
UK2 1.561 1.698 1.692 2.644 2.752 2.921 9.414 10.673 11.791 1.371 1.227 1.238
AR 2.015 1.929 2.005 3.409 3.803 4.119 12.599 14.768 16.762 1.131 1.213 1.233
WB 1.446 1.493 1.485 1.829 1.836 1.822 5.951 6.646 7.283 1.296 1.178 1.188

Figures 6 (a-f) report the performance under the metrics of replication factor, runtime cost, and

space cost, for all 12 partitioners, on UK7 and FR. Three key observations can be drawn.

5
Our source code and links to all datasets are available online (https://github.com/BearBiscuit05/S5P).
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Fig. 6. Performance on Real-world Graphs

Table 4. Game-based Methods (Time/sec | Memory/GB | Hour(s): h | 𝑘 = 32)

G.
Par. RMGP MDSGP CVSP CLUGP S5P

RF Time Mem. RF Time Mem. RF Time Mem. RF Time Mem. RF Time Mem.

OK 16.7 535 4.01 9.9 324 8.95 17.4 141 2.25 10.7 91 1.02 8.5 60 0.38
TW - >24h 48.70 6.8 5189 99.08 - >24h 56.01 7.6 1333 11.65 6.0 808 4.64
FR 10.9 4553 70.20 7.6 4934 144.96 11.2 2078 80.69 7.2 3045 14.12 7.0 1466 7.22
LJ 5.4 65 2.08 4.5 184 3.83 5.7 32 2.25 4.2 111 1.11 3.9 28 0.48
WB 4.2 1871 61.10 6.2 6320 119.45 4.8 822 79.46 1.5 1101 25.11 1.1 696 12.90
𝐺6 - >24h 115.5 4.9 11915 231.87 - >24h 110.8 4.8 4847 18.01 4.4 2620 8.06

Table 5. Optimality (Opt.)

𝐺𝛼/𝛽/𝛾 (|V|, |E|) [Opt.]
Partitioner CLUGP 2PS-L S5P

RF 𝛼 RF 𝛼 RF 𝛼

𝐺𝛼 (7, 12) [1.43] 1.86 1.30 2.00 1.41 1.71 1.20
𝐺𝛽 (8, 15) [1.63] 2.38 1.46 2.38 1.46 2.12 1.30
𝐺𝛾 (10, 12) [1.30] 1.90 1.46 2.00 1.54 1.80 1.38

(1) Under the same constraints of load balancing, S5P achieves lower replication factors than all

other streaming partitioners, like HDRF, 2PS-L, DBH, and CLUGP. On average, CLUGP’s replication

factor is 10% higher, 2PS-L’s is 72% higher, and HDRF’s is 3× higher, than S5P. Although offline

partitioners and hybrid method yields slightly better RF, their time and space overheads are much

higher.

(2) We compare the time cost of different methods, including its scalability w.r.t. the number of

partitions, in Figures 6 (c) and (d). It shows that the time cost of HDRF increases significantly as

the increase of the number of partitions. In contrast, results of S5P and others are not sensitive

to the number of partitions. For example, when the number of partitions varies from 4 to 32, the
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runtime cost of S5P merely increases about 2%, i.e., from 1230 to 1254 seconds (in UK7). The result

also shows that DBH is faster than S5P, but its quality is much lower (cf. Figure 6).

(3) We measure S5P’s memory consumption and its scalability w.r.t. the number of partitions

in Figure 6 (e) and (f). It shows that offline methods consume the largest amount of memory. The

widely-recognized benchmark METIS, for instance, utilizes roughly 50× more memory than S5P.

On UK7, METIS runs out of memory (OOM). For the hybrid method HEP, the memory cost is more

than 2 times higher than that of S5P.
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From now on, we focus exclusively on assessing the RF of the top 4 streaming partitioning

methods, including 2PS-L, CLUGP, HDRF, and S5P, which is the category to which our method

belongs. In Table 3, it shows that the partitioning quality of S5P dominates those of other baselines,

in all test cases. For social graphs, S5P yields up to a 12% improvement compared to the second-

ranked partitioner, and up to 30% improvement compared to the fourth-ranked method. For web

graphs, S5P can achieve a maximum improvement of 51% compared to the second-ranked partitioner

and up to 91% improvement compared to the fourth-ranked method.

What is more, we calculate the approximation ration using small-scale datasets RMAT-𝐺𝛼/𝛽/𝛾
generated by R-MAT. We obtained the optimality for each graph using the enumeration (i.e.,

the algorithmic time complexity is 𝑘 |𝐸 | ). As shown in Table 5, We have verified S5P reduces the

approximation 𝛼 in comparison to HDRF, CLUGP, and 2PS-L under 𝑘 = 4.

We compare game-based methods in Table 4. It shows that S5P has significant advantages in

terms of RF, time, and memory. Compared with others, S5P introduces a differentiation between

head and tail clusters considering the skewness, where actions of head clusters influence the moves

of tail clusters, aligning with sequential game theories. Compared to other game-based methods, S5P

achieves up to a 6-fold improvement in RF, and orders of magnitude acceleration and compression.

In summary, S5P, as a streaming vertex-cut partitioner with skewness awareness, outperforms

existing streaming edge partitioning methods. It can effectively reduce replication factors and

run efficiently in low-memory environments. The novelty of S5P is underscored by its innovative

approach, while adapting clusters as players in a Stackelberg game poses unique challenges: (1)

The clustering process is intricate, especially in streaming scenarios. Current streaming clustering

algorithms lack skewness awareness, as highlighted in Table 1. Therefore, the partition quality they

ultimately produce is not good (cf. Table 3). (2) Transferring skewness information from clustering

to game tasks is a non-trivial task. S5P adeptly utilizes skewness information from clustering for

both leaders and followers. In contrast, other games often treat different cluster types unequally,

limiting their ability to fully leverage this information. Experimental results further substantiate

the significant advantages of our game (cf. Table 4). Hence, S5P represents an appealing new option

for streaming graph partitioning when partitioning quality, execution time, and memory usage are

crucial factors to consider.

6.3 Component Analysis (𝑄2)
Hereby, we study the effectiveness of the two major components of S5P, skewness-aware clustering

and gaming.

Skewness-aware Clustering. We investigate the effectiveness of our proposed skewness-aware

clustering (S5P-Clustering) in LJ. As our approach employs vertex clusters to represent edge clusters,

two questions need addressing: 1) what are the advantages of this representation? 2) whether

it compromises the partitioning quality? Then, we investigate the effect of S5P-Clustering by

comparing it with Edge-Clustering. In Figure 7 (a), we compare the runtime cost of S5P-Clustering

and Edge-Clustering. Compared to Edge-Clustering, using S5P-Clustering achieves a speedup of

8×. In Figure 7 (b), we compare the memory consumption of S5P-Clustering and Edge-Clustering.

The memory consumption of S5P-Clustering is only 6% of Edge-Clustering’s.

Stackelberg Graph Game. The experiment in Figure 7 (c) compares the result of Stackelberg gaming

on cluster levels (w/ clustering) and ordinary gaming on edge levels (w/o clustering) in LJ. The

results show that cluster-level Stackelberg gaming adeptly captures the skewness of distributions,

resulting in a reduced replication factor. Particularly noteworthy is the increasing advantage

observed as the number of partitions grows. In particular, with the presence of 256 partitions, the

replication factor of w/ clustering is merely 40% of that of w/o clustering, which underscores the
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effectiveness of Stackelberg game. We further test the effectiveness of gaming on cluster levels

in SK. Specifically, the experiment presented in Figure 7 (d) evaluates the efficacy of the one-

stage game, where head and tail clusters are not differentiated, against the two-stage Stackelberg

game introduced in Section 4. The results emphasize the substantial advantage of the two-stage

Stackelberg game in terms of replication factor reduction. In the majority of tests, the two-stage

Stackelberg game achieves a RF that is approximately 50% lower than that of the one-stage game.

6.4 Optimization (𝑄3)
Parallelization. We investigated the impact of different amounts of parallelism (thread counts) on

the runtime cost during the game process (cf. Figure 10). It shows that the runtime cost significantly

reduces as the increase of the number of threads. On the other hand, the acceleration becomes

less significant, if the benefits of parallelism are counteracted by the cost of CPU switching and

memory accessing when given a large number of threads. Based on comprehensive experimental

results, we set the thread count 𝑡 to 16 in our implementation.

Sketch. We consider three strategies for updating and estimating the intersection size between

different clusters: red-black trees (RBT), red-black trees with thread parallelism, and CMS. Exper-

imental results revealed that using CMS not only achieves significant optimizations in terms of

time and space but also demonstrates comparable performance with other strategies in RF outputs.

As shown in Figure 9 (a), using CMS in the OK dataset achieves an acceleration of over 4 times. In

Figures 9 (b) and (c), we compare the memory usage and RF of CMS and the vanilla data structure

(i.e., RBT). When 𝑘 = 256, RBT-based implementation requires a total of 4.5GB of memory to

achieve an RF of 19.046. In contrast, CMS-based implementation only takes 60MB of memory yet

reaches an RF of 19.055. In other words, we trade less than 0.01% RF loss for more than a 70-fold

memory cost reduction. Figure 9 (d) examines the effect of sketch parameter settings, i.e., 𝜖 and

𝜈 . It shows that, as 𝜖 and 𝜈 decrease, the estimation error of CMS is also decreased, so that the

corresponding RF shows a slight downward trend. On the other hand, the memory usage is quite

stable, because the space cost of CMS is dominated by other parts of Algorithm 1 (i.e., 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |)).

6.5 Parameter Sensitivity (𝑄4)
The variation of 𝛽 affects the distribution changes in the head and tail parts of the graph components.

As shown in Figure 12 (a), we observed that as 𝛽 increases, the RF decreases rapidly at first, then

gradually rises, showing an elbow-shaped trend. The runtime decreases initially and then increases

with the increase of 𝛽 . This phenomenon occurs because when 𝛽 is too small or too large, either

the head part or the tail part dominates the algorithm execution process, weakening the skewness-

aware property of the algorithm. It can be observed from the graph that S5P is not sensitive to 𝛽 .

For simplicity, we recommend setting 𝛽 to 1. Consequently, this leads to a decline in both partition

quality and efficiency. Therefore, it is evident that skewness-aware algorithms not only enhance

partition quality but also optimize efficiency.

With the increase in batch size, the runtime gradually increases and then stabilizes within a

relatively small range, which is shown in Figure 12 (b). It is because even a larger batch size results

in more time spent on each game iteration, the total number of game iterations decreases due to

the reduction in the number of batches. When the batch size increases, gradually RF declines. This

occurs because as the batch size increases, the algorithm incorporates more game information,

leading to an overall downward trend.
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6.6 Deployment on Real Systems (𝑄5)
We evaluate the performance of partitioning algorithms on real distributed graph systems, specifi-

cally PowerGraph. Figure 11 (a) and (b) present the graph processing time and communication cost

for the PageRank algorithm. Across all tests, S5P consistently exhibits the shortest computation and

communication times. Compared to the second fastest algorithm, S5P achieves a maximum speedup

of 1.5 × and a 49% reduction in communication cost. Compared to the fourth fastest algorithm,

S5P achieves a maximum speedup of 2.3 × and an 81% reduction in communication cost. This

outstanding performance can be attributed to S5P’s high partitioning quality, which includes load

balancing and a low replication factor. There exists a trade-off between RF and partitioning runtime.

In addition, the RF value has a significant impact on the efficiency of downstream distributed

graph tasks. In Figure 11 (a), we can find that S5P excels in the total processing time, consisting of

time cost of graph partitioning and downstream distributed tasks. Moreover, the cost incurred in

graph partitioning serves as an upfront investment that, when reused across multiple distributed

graph tasks, yields escalating benefits by consistently reducing communication cost and enhancing

overall computational efficiency. In general, hashing-based methods perform the worst, and the

performance gap widens as data volumes increase. To assess latency, we utilize PUMBA [33] to

manipulate the Round-Trip Time (RTT ) from 10ms to 100ms in IT. Figure 11 (c) illustrates the

running time of PageRank under various network latency conditions. As the latency increases, the

proportion of time spent on graph computing becomes larger. Once again, S5P proves to be the

most efficient and stable method in all scenarios.

6.7 Skewness Analysis (𝑄6)
We evaluate the performance of the top four streaming partitioners on a series of synthetic graphs

(𝐺1 to 𝐺6), representing different levels of skewness, generated by R-MAT. These graphs can be

divided into two groups: {𝐺1,𝐺2,𝐺3} and {𝐺4,𝐺5,𝐺6}, with bigger subscripts indicating more

skewed graphs within each group. In Figure 13 (a), it shows that partitioners other than S5P exhibit

a substantial increase in RF as the graphs are more skewed. In contrast, S5P excels in coping with

skewed graphs, showing the smallest RF increments as the graphs are more skewed. Remarkably,

from 𝐺2 to 𝐺3, where the graph skewness changes from (0.87, 0.17, 0.48, 626M) to (0.84, 0.19, 0.52,

1B), the resulting RF of S5P even decreases from 16.460 to 12.011. Figures 13 (b) and (c) show the

performance of S5P on runtime and memory overhead under different skewness settings, which is

consistent with the results on real graphs.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we propose a new skewness-aware vertex-cut streaming partitioner, S5P, for large

graphs. S5P follows a biphasic clustering-refinement framework, wherein we propose a skewness-

aware clustering algorithm for retrieving find-grained head and tail clusters, and further propose a

Stackelberg gaming approach to allocate the clusters into predefined partitions. Alongside this,

we investigate a series of techniques, including sketching and parallelization, for optimizing the

performance of the partitioner. Theoretically, we provide a detailed analysis of S5P. Experimentally,

we conduct extensive experiments on real-world and synthetic graphs to showcase the effectiveness

and efficiency of our approach. In the future, we plan to extend the skewness-aware partitioning

paradigm to traditional graph computing systems and graph learning systems.
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