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ABSTRACT

The concept of:-defective clique, a relaxation of clique by allowing

up-to : missing edges, has been receiving increasing interests re-

cently. Although the problem of finding the maximum :-defective

clique is NP-hard, several practical algorithms have been recently

proposed in the literature, with kDC being the state of the art. kDC

not only runs the fastest in practice, but also achieves the best

time complexity. Specifically, it runs in O∗(W=
:
) time when ignor-

ing polynomial factors; here, W: is a constant that is smaller than

two and only depends on : , and = is the number of vertices in the

input graph � . In this paper, we propose the kDC-two algorithm

to improve the time complexity as well as practical performance.

kDC-two runs in O∗((UΔ):+2WU
:−1) time when the maximum :-

defective clique size l: (�) is at least : + 2, and in O∗(W=
:−1) time

otherwise, where U and Δ are the degeneracy and maximum de-

gree of� , respectively. Note that, most real graphs satisfyl: (�) ≥
: + 2, and for these graphs, we not only improve the base (i.e.,

W:−1 < W: ), but also the exponent, of the exponential time com-

plexity. In addition, with slight modification, kDC-two also runs

in O∗((UΔ):+2 (: + 1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time by using the degener-

acy gap U + : + 1 − l: (�) parameterization; this is better than

O∗((UΔ):+2WU
:−1) when l: (�) is close to the degeneracy-based

upper bound U + : + 1. Finally, to further improve the practical

performance, we propose a new degree-sequence-based reduction

rule that can be efficiently applied, and theoretically demonstrate

its effectiveness compared with those proposed in the literature.

Extensive empirical studies on three benchmark graph collections,

containing 290 graphs in total, show that our kDC-two algorithm

outperforms the existing fastest algorithm kDC by several orders

of magnitude.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Graphs have been widely used to capture the relationship between

entities in applications such as social media, communication net-

work, e-commerce, and cybersecurity. Identifying dense subgraphs

from those real-world graphs, which are usually globally sparse

(e.g., have a small average degree), is a fundamental problem and

has received a lot of attention [9, 24]. Dense subgraphs may corre-

spond to communities in social networks [4], protein complexes in

biological networks [40], and anomalies in financial networks [2].

The clique model, requiring every pair of vertices to be directly

connected by an edge, represents the densest structure that a sub-

graph can be. As a result, clique related problems have been exten-

sively studied, e.g., theoretical aspect of maximum clique compu-

tation [22, 33, 34, 41], practical aspect of maximum clique compu-

tation [6, 7, 25, 26, 30, 31, 35, 37, 42, 43, 45], maximal clique enu-

meration [11, 13], and :-clique counting and enumeration [20, 27].

Requiring every pair of vertices to be explicitly connected by an

edge however is often too restrictive in practice, by noticing that

data may be noisy or incomplete and/or the data collection process

may introduce errors [32]. In view of this, various clique relaxation

models have been formulated and studied in the literature, such

as quasi-clique [1], plex [3], club [5], and defective clique [47]. In

this paper, we focus on the defective clique model, where defec-

tive cliques have been used for predicting missing interactions be-

tween proteins in biological networks [47], cluster detection [12,

39], transportation science [38], and social network analysis [17,

21]. A subgraph with 0 vertices is a :-defective clique if it has at

least
(0
2

)

− : edges, i.e., it misses at most : edges from being a

clique. A :-defective clique is usually referred to by its vertices,

since maximal :-defective cliques are vertex-induced subgraphs.

Consider the graph in Figure 1, {E1, . . . , E4} is a maximum clique,

{E1, . . . , E4, E7} is a maximal 2-defective clique, and {E1, . . . , E6} is
a maximum 2-defective clique that maximizes the number of ver-

tices.

E1

E2 E3 E6

E5E4

E7

Figure 1: Defective clique

The state-of-the-art time complexity for maximum :-defective

computation is achieved by the kDC algorithm proposed in [8],

which runs in O∗(W=
:
) time where W: < 2 is the largest real root
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of the equation G:+3 − 2G:+2 + 1 = 0 and = is the number of ver-

tices in the input graph. The main ideas of achieving the time com-

plexity are 1 deterministically processing vertices that have up-to

one non-neighbor (by reduction rule RR2 of [8]), and 2 greed-

ily ordering vertices (by branching rule BR of [8]) such that the

length-(: + 2) prefix of the ordering induces more than : missing

edges. 2 ensures the time complexity since we only need to con-

sider up-to:+2 prefixes when enumerating the prefixes that can be

added to the solution, while 1 makes 2 possible. Observing that
2 is impossible when each vertex has exactly one non-neighbor, it

is natural to wonder whether the time complexity will be reduced

if there are techniques to make each vertex have more (than two)

non-neighbors. Unfortunately, the answer is negative. An alterna-

tive way is to design a different strategy (i.e., branching rule) for

finding a subset of : + 1 or fewer vertices that induce more than :

missing edges. However, this most likely cannot be conducted ef-

ficiently. Details of these negative results will be discussed in Sec-

tion 3.3.

In this paper, we propose the kDC-two algorithm to improve

both the time complexity and the practical performance for exact

maximum :-defective clique computation. Firstly, kDC-two uses

the same branching rule BR and reduction rules RR1 and RR2 as

kDC, but we prove a reduced base (i.e., W:−1) for the time complex-

ity by using different analysis techniques for different backtrack-

ing instances. Specifically, let T be the backtracking search tree

(see Figure 3) where each node represents a backtracking instance

(6, () with 6 being a subgraph of the input graph � and ( ⊆ + (6)
a :-defective clique, it is sufficient to bound the number of leaf

nodes of T . Our general idea is that if at least one branching ver-

tex (i.e., previously selected by BR) has been added to ( , then BR

computes an ordering of + (6) \ ( such that the union of ( and a

length-(: + 1) prefix of the ordering induce more than : missing

edges (Lemma 4.3); consequently, the number of leaf nodes of T
rooted at (6, () can be shown by induction to be at most W

|+ (6)\( |
:−1

(Lemma 4.4). Otherwise, we prove non-inductively that the number

of leaf nodes is at most 2 · W |+ (6)\( |
:−1 by introducing the coefficient

2 (Lemma 4.5).

Secondly, kDC-two also makes use of the diameter-two prop-

erty of large :-defective cliques (i.e., any :-defective clique of size

≥ : + 2 has a diameter at most two) to reduce the exponent of the

time complexity when l: (�) ≥ : + 2. That is, once a vertex D is

added to ( , we can remove from6 those vertices whose shortest dis-

tances (computed in 6) to D are larger than two. Let (E1, E2, . . . , E=)
be a degeneracy ordering of+ (�). We process each vertex E8 by as-

suming that it is the first vertex of the degeneracy ordering that is

in the maximum :-defective clique; note that, at least one of these

= assumptions will be true, and thus we can find the maximum :-

defective clique. The search tree of processing E8 has at most 2·WUΔ
:−1

leaf nodes since we only need to consider E8 ’s neighbors and two-

hop neighbors that come later than E8 in the degeneracy ordering;

here U and Δ are the degeneracy andmaximum degree of� , respec-

tively. Through a more refined analysis, we show that the num-

ber of leaf nodes is also bounded by O((UΔ):WU
:−1). Consequently,

kDC-two runs in O(=× (UΔ):+2×WU
:−1) time when l: (�) ≥ : +2;

note that, U ≤
√
< and is small in practice [13], where < is the

number of edges in � . Furthermore, we show that kDC-two, with

slight modification, runs inO∗((UΔ):+2×(:+1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time

when using the degeneracy gap U + : + 1 − l: (�) parameteriza-

tion; this is better than O∗(WU
:−1) when l: (�) is close to its upper

bound U + : + 1.
Thirdly, we propose a new reduction rule RR3 to further im-

prove the practical performance of kDC-two.RR3 is designed based

on the degree-sequence-based upper bound UB proposed in [16].

However, instead of using UB to prune instances after generating

them as done in the existing works [8, 16], we propose to remove

vertexD ∈ + (6)\( from6 if an upper bound of (6, (∪D) is no larger
than ;1. Note that, rather than computing the exact upper bound

for (6, ( ∪D), we test whether the upper bound is larger than ;1 or

not. The latter can be conducted more efficiently and without gen-

erating (6, ( ∪ D); moreover, computation can be shared between

the testing for different vertices of + (6) \ ( . We show that with

linear time preprocessing, the upper bound testing for all vertices

D ∈ + (6) \ ( can be conducted in totally linear time. In addition,

we theoretically demonstrate the effectiveness of RR3 compared

with the existing reduction rules, e.g., the degree-sequence-based

reduction rule and second-order reduction rule proposed in [8].

Contributions. Our main contributions are as follows.

• We propose the kDC-two algorithm for exact maximum

:-defective clique computation, and prove that it runs in

O∗((UΔ):+2 × WU
:−1) time on graphs with l: (�) ≥ : + 2

and in O∗(W=
:−1) time otherwise. This improves the state-

of-the-art time complexity O∗(W=
:
) by noting that W:−1 <

W: .

• We prove that kDC-two, with slight modification, runs in

O∗((UΔ):+2 × (: + 1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time when using the

degeneracy gap U + : + 1 − l: (�) parameterization.

• We propose a new degree-sequence-based reduction rule

RR3 that can be conducted in linear time, and theoretically

demonstrate its effectiveness compared with the existing

reduction rules.

We conduct extensive empirical studies on three benchmark col-

lections with 290 graphs in total to evaluate our techniques. The

results show that (1) our algorithm kDC-two solves 16, 11 and 7

more graph instances than the fastest existing algorithm kDC on

the three graph collections, respectively, for a time limit of 3 hours

and : = 15; (2) our algorithm kDC-two solves all 114 Facebook

graphs with a time limit of 30 seconds for : = 1, 3 and 5; (3) on the

39 Facebook graphs that have more than 15, 000 vertices, kDC-two

is on average two orders of magnitude faster than kDC for : = 15.

Organizations. The remainder of the paper is organized as fol-

lows. Section 2 defines the problem, and Section 3 reviews the

state-of-the-art algorithm kDC and its time complexity analysis.

We present our algorithm kDC-two and its time complexity analy-

sis in Section 4, and our new reduction rule RR3 in Section 5. Ex-

perimental results are discussed in Section 6, followed by related

works in Section 7. Finally, Section 8 concludes the paper.

2 PROBLEM DEFINITION

We consider a large unweighted, undirected and simple graph � =

(+ , �) and refer to it simply as a graph; here, + is the vertex set

and � is the edge set. The numbers of vertices and edges of � are
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denoted by = = |+ | and< = |� |, respectively. An undirected edge

betweenD and E is denoted by (D, E) and (E, D). The set of edges that
are missing from� is called the set of non-edges (ormissing edges)

of � and denoted by �, i.e., (D, E) ∈ � if D ≠ E and (D, E) ∉ �. The

set of D’s neighbors in � is denoted #� (D) = {E ∈ + | (D, E) ∈ �},
and the degree of D in � is 3� (D) = |#� (D) |; similarly, the set of

D’s non-neighbors in � is denoted #� (D) = {E ∈ + | (D, E) ∈ �}.
Note that a vertex is neither a neighbor nor a non-neighbor of

itself. Given a vertex subset ( ⊆ + , the set of edges induced by ( is

�� (() = {(D, E) ∈ � | D, E ∈ (}, the set of non-edges induced by ( is
�� (() = {(D, E) ∈ � | D, E ∈ (}, and the subgraph of� induced by

( is� [(] = ((, � (()). We denote the union of a set ( and a vertex D

by ( ∪D , and the subtraction of D from ( by ( \D . For presentation
simplicity, we omit the subscript � from the notations when the

context is clear, and abbreviate #� [(∪D ] (D) = # (D) ∩ ( as #( (D)
and #� [(∪D ] (D) = # (D) ∩ ( as #( (D). For an arbitrary graph 6,

we denote its sets of vertices, edges and non-edges by + (6), � (6)
and � (6), respectively.

Definition 2.1 (:-Defective Clique). A graph 6 is a :-defective

clique if it misses at most : edges from being a clique, i.e., |� (6) | ≥
|+ (6) | ( |+ (6) |−1)

2 − : or equivalently, |� (6) | ≤ : .

Obviously, if a subgraph 6 of� is a :-defective clique, then the

subgraph of� induced by vertices+ (6) is also a :-defective clique.
Thus, we refer to a :-defective clique simply by its set of vertices,

and measure the size of a :-defective clique ( ⊆ + by its number

of vertices, i.e., |( |. The property of :-defective clique is heredi-

tary, i.e., any subset of a :-defective clique is also a :-defective

clique. A :-defective clique ( of� is amaximal :-defective clique if

every proper superset of ( in � is not a :-defective clique, and

is a maximum :-defective clique if its size is the largest among

all :-defective cliques of � ; denote the size of the maximum :-

defective clique of � by l: (�). Consider the graph in Figure 2,

both {E1, E7, . . . , E8} and {E2, E11, . . . , E14} aremaximum 2-defective

cliques with l2 (�) = 5; that is, the maximum :-defective clique is

not unique.

E1 E2

E3 E4

E5 E6

E7 E8

E9 E10

E11 E12

E13 E14

Figure 2: An example graph

Problem Statement. Given a graph � = (+ , �) and an integer

: ≥ 1, we study the problem of maximum :-defective clique com-

putation, which aims to find the largest :-defective clique in� .

Frequently used notations are summarized in Table 1.

3 THE STATE-OF-THE-ART TIME
COMPLEXITY

In this section, we first review the state-of-the-art algorithm kDC [8]

in Section 3.1, then briefly describe its time complexity analysis in

Section 3.2, and finally discuss challenges of improving the time

complexity in Section 3.3.

Table 1: Frequently used notations

Notation Meaning

� = (+ , � ) an unweighted, undirected and simple graph with

vertex set+ and edge set �

l: (� ) the size of the maximum :-defective clique of �

6 = (+ (6), � (6) ) a subgraph of �

( ⊆ + a :-defective clique

(6, ( ) a backtracking instance with ( ⊆ + (6)
#( (D ) the set of D’s neighbors that are in (

#( (D ) the set of D’s non-neighbors that are in (

3( (D ) the number of D’s neighbors that are in (

� (( ) the set of edges induced by (

� (( ) the set of non-edges induced by (

T, T′ search tree of backtracking algorithms

�, � ′, �0, �1, . . . nodes of the search tree T or T′
|� | the size of � , i.e., |+ (� .6) \ � .( |

ℓT (� ) number of leaf nodes in the subtree of T rooted at �

3.1 The Existing Algorithm kDC

The problem of maximum :-defective clique computation is NP-

hard [46]. The existing exact algorithms compute the maximum

:-defective clique via branch-and-bound search (aka. backtracking).

Let (6, () denote a backtracking instance, where 6 is a (sub-)graph

(of the input graph�) and ( ⊆ + (6) is a :-defective clique in6. The
goal of solving the instance (6, () is to find the largest :-defective

clique in the instance (i.e., in 6 and containing (); thus, solving the

instance (�, ∅) finds themaximum:-defective clique in� . To solve

an instance (6, (), a backtracking algorithm selects a branching ver-

tex 1 ∈ + (6) \ ( , and then recursively solves two newly generated

instances: one includes 1 into ( , and the other removes 1 from 6.

For the base case that ( = + (6), ( is the maximum :-defective

clique in the instance. For example, Figure 3 shows a snippet of

the backtracking search tree T , where each node corresponds to

a backtracking instance (6, (). The two newly generated instances
are represented as the two children of the node, and the branching

vertex is illustrated on the edge; for the sake of simplicity, Figure 3

only shows the branching vertices for the first two levels.

+ − + −

+ −

+ − + − + −

+ −

+ − 4

(g1, S1) (g2, S2)

+ −

+ −

+ −

+ −

1

3

2

+v1 −v1

+v2 −v2 +v′ −v′

(G, ∅)

Figure 3: A snippet of the (binary) search tree T of a back-

tracking algorithm

The state-of-the-art time complexity is achieved by kDC [8]

which proposes a new branching rule and two reduction rules to

achieve the time complexity. Specifically, kDC proposes the non-

fully-adjacent-first branching rule BR preferring branching on a

vertex that is not fully adjacent to ( , and the excess-removal re-

duction rule RR1 and the high-degree reduction rule RR2.
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BR [8]. Given an instance (6, (), the branching vertex is se-

lected as the vertex of + (6) \ ( that has at least one non-

neighbor in ( ; if no such vertices exist, an arbitrary vertex

of+ (6) \ ( is chosen as the branching vertex.

RR1 [8]. Given an instance (6, (), if a vertex D ∈ + (6) \ (
satisfies |� (( ∪ D) | > : , we can remove D from 6.

RR2 [8]. Given an instance (6, (), if a vertex D ∈ + (6) \ (
satisfies |� (( ∪ D) | ≤ : and 36 (D) ≥ |+ (6) | − 2, we can

greedily add D to ( .

3.2 Time Complexity Analysis of kDC

The general idea of time complexity analysis is as follows. As poly-

nomial factors are usually ignored in the time complexity analysis

of exponential time algorithms, it is sufficient to bound the number

of leaf nodes of the search tree (in Figure 3) inductively in a bottom-

up fashion [15]. One way of bounding the number of leaf nodes of

the subtree rooted at the node corresponding to instance (6, () is to
order+ (6) \( in such a way that the longest prefix of the ordering

that can be added to ( without violating the :-defective clique def-

inition is short and bounded. Specifically, let (E1, . . . , E; , E;+1, . . .)
be an ordering of + (6) \ ( such that the longest prefix that can

be added to ( without violating the :-defective clique definition is

(E1, . . . , E; ); that is, {E1, . . . , E; , E;+1} ∪ ( induces more than : non-

edges. Then, we only need to generate ;+1 new instances/branches,

corresponding to the first ; + 1 prefixes, as shown in Figure 4: for

the 8-th (starting from 0) branch, we include (E1, . . . , E8 ) to ( and

remove E8+1 from6. Denote the 8-th branch by (68 , (8 ). It holds that
• |+ (68 ) \ (8 | ≤ |+ (6) \ ( | − (8 + 1),∀0 ≤ 8 ≤ ; .

It can be shown by the techniques of [15] that the number of leaf

nodes of the search tree is at most W= where W < 2 is the largest

real root of the equation G;max+2 − 2G;max+1 + 1 = 0 and ;max is the

largest ; among all non-leaf nodes. Thus, the smaller the value of

;max, the better the time complexity.

(gl, Sl)

(g, S)

+(v1, . . . , vi),−vi+1

· · · · · ·
+(v1, . . . , vl),−vl+1−v1

(g0, S0) (gi, Si)

Figure 4: General idea of time complexity analysis

For kDC, ;max = : + 1 and thus its time complexity is O∗(W=
:
)

where W: < 2 is the largest real root of the equation G:+3 − 2G:+2 +
1 = 0 [8]; here, the O∗ notation hides polynomial factors. Specifi-

cally, kDC orders+ (6) \( by iteratively applying BR. That is, each
time it appends to the ordering a vertex that has at least one non-

neighbor in either ( or the vertices already in the ordering; if no

such vertices exist, an arbitrary vertex of+ (6) \( is appended. It is
proved in [8] that after exhaustively applying reduction rulesRR1

and RR2, the resulting instance (6, () satisfies the condition:
• |� (( ∪ D) | ≤ : and 36 (D) < |+ (6) | − 2, ∀D ∈ + (6) \ ( .

i.e., every vertex of + (6) \ ( has at least two non-neighbors

in 6. Then, the worst-case scenario (for time complexity) is that

the non-edges of 6[+ (6) \ (] form a set of vertex-disjoint cycles; a

length-(: + 1) prefix of the ordering induces exactly : non-edges,

and a length-(: + 2) prefix induces more than : non-edges.

One may notice that Figure 3 illustrates a binary search tree

while Figure 4 shows a multi-way search tree. Nevertheless, the

above techniques can be used to analyze Figure 3 since a binary

search tree can be (virtually) converted into an equivalent multi-

way search tree, which is the way the time complexity of kDC

was analyzed in [8]. That is, we could collapse a length-; path in

Figure 3 to make it have ;+1 children. This will be more clear when

we conduct our time complexity analysis in Lemma 4.4.

3.3 Challenges of Improving the Time
Complexity

As discussed in Section 3.2, the smaller the value of ;max, the better

the time complexity. kDC [8] proves that ;max ≤ : + 1 by making

all vertices of+ (6) \( have at least two non-neighbors in 6, which

is achieved by RR2. In contrast, if all vertices of + (6) \ ( have

exactly one non-neighbor in 6, then ;max becomes 2: + 1 and the

time complexity is O∗(W=
2:
), which is the case of MADEC+ [10].

It is natural to wonder whether the value of ;max can be reduced

if we have techniques to make each vertex of + (6) \ ( have more

(than two) non-neighbors in 6. Specifically, let’s consider the com-

plement graph6 of6: each edge of6 corresponds to a non-edge of6.

The question is whether theBR of kDC can guarantee ;max < : +1
when 6[+ (6) \(] has a minimum degree larger than two. Unfortu-

nately, the answer is negative. It is shown in [36] that for any A ≥ 2

and B ≥ 3, there exists a graph in which each vertex has exactly A

neighbors and the shortest cycle has length exactly B ; these graphs

are called (A, B)-graphs. Thus, when 6[+ (6) \ (] is an (A, B)-graph
for B ≥ : + 2, iteratively applying the branching rule BRmay first

identify vertices of the shortest cycle and it then needs a prefix of

length : + 2 to cover : + 1 edges of 6[+ (6) \ (] (corresponding
to : + 1 non-edges of 6). Alternatively, one may tempt to design a

different branching rule than BR for finding a subset of : + 1 or

fewer vertices � ⊆ + (6) \ ( such that 6[�] has at least : + 1 edges.
This most likely cannot be conducted efficiently, by noting that it

is NP-hard to find a densest :-subgraph (i.e., a subgraph with ex-

actly : vertices and the most number of edges) when : is a part of

the input [14].

4 OUR ALGORITHM WITH IMPROVED TIME
COMPLEXITY

Despite the challenges and negative resultsmentioned in Section 3.3,

we in this section show that we can reduce both the base and the

exponent of the time complexity. In the following, we first present

our algorithm in Section 4.1, then analyze its time complexity in

Section 4.2, and finally analyze the time complexity again but using

the degeneracy gap parameterization in Section 4.3.

4.1 Our Algorithm kDC-two

Our algorithm uses the same branching rule BR and reduction

rules RR1 and RR2 as kDC. But we will show in Section 4.2 that

the base of the time complexity is reduced by using different anal-

ysis techniques for different nodes of the search tree. Furthermore,

we make use of the diameter-two property of large :-defective

4



cliques to reduce the exponent of the time complexity, by observ-

ing that most real graphs have l: (�) ≥ : + 2.

Lemma 4.1 (Diameter-two Property of Large :-Defective

Cliqe [10]). For any :-defective clique, if it contains at least : + 2
vertices, its diameter is at most two (i.e., any two non-adjacent ver-

tices must have common neighbors in the defective clique).

Following Lemma 4.1, if we know that l: (�) ≥ : + 2, then for

a backtracking instance (6, () with ( ≠ ∅, we can remove from 6

the vertices whose shortest distance (computed in 6) to any vertex

of ( is greater than two. This could significantly reduce the search

space, as real graphs usually have a small average degree. However,

it is difficult to utilize the diameter-two property reliably, since we

do not know before-hand whether l: (�) ≥ : + 2 or not and a

:-defective clique of size smaller than : + 2 may have a diameter

larger than two. To resolve this, we propose to compute the max-

imum :-defective clique in two stages, where Stage-I utilizes the

diameter-two property for pruning by assuming l: (�) ≥ : + 2.
If Stage-I fails (to find a :-defective clique of size at least : + 2),
then we go to Stage-II searching the graph again without utilizing

the diameter-two property. This guarantees that the maximum :-

defective clique is found regardless of its size.

Algorithm 1: kDC-two(�,:)
Input: A graph � and an integer :

Output: A maximum :-defective clique in�

1 �∗ ← ∅;
2 Let (E1, . . . , E= ) be a degeneracy ordering of the vertices of � ;

3 for each E8 ∈ + (� ) do
4 �← # (E8 ) ∩ {E8 , . . . , E= };
5 Let 6E8 be the subgraph of � induced by # [�] ∩ {E8 , . . . , E= };
6 Branch&Bound(6E8 , {E8 }) ;
7 if |�∗ | < : + 1 then Branch&Bound(�, ∅) ;
8 return �∗ ;

Procedure Branch&Bound(6, ( )
9 (6′, ( ′) ← apply reduction rules RR1 and RR2 to (6, ( ) ;
10 if 6′ is a :-defective clique then update �∗ by + (6′ ) and return;

11 1 ← choose a branching vertex from+ (6′ ) \ ( ′ based on BR;

12 Branch&Bound(6′, ( ′ ∪ 1 ) ; /* Left branch includes 1 */;

13 Branch&Bound(6′ \ 1, ( ′ ) ; /* Right branch excludes 1 */;

The pseudocode of our algorithm kDC-two is shown in Algo-

rithm 1 which takes a graph � and an integer : as input and out-

puts a maximum :-defective clique of � ; here, two refers to both

“two”-stage and diameter-“two”. Let �∗ store the currently found

largest :-defective clique, which is initialized as ∅ (Line 1). We first

compute a degeneracy ordering of the vertices of� (Line 2). With-

out loss of generality, let (E1, . . . , E=) be the degeneracy ordering,

i.e., for each 1 ≤ 8 ≤ =, E8 is the vertex with the smallest degree in

the subgraph of� induced by {E8 , . . . , E=}; the degeneracy ordering
can be computed inO(<) time by the peeling algorithm [28]. Then,

for each vertex E8 ∈ + (�), we compute the largest diameter-two :-

defective clique in which the first vertex, according to the degener-

acy ordering, is E8 , by invoking the procedureBranch&Boundwith

input (6E8 , {E8 }) (Lines 4–6); that is, the diameter-two :-defective

clique contains E8 and is a subset of (E8 , E8+1, . . . , E=). Here, 6E8 is
the subgraph of � induced by E8 and its neighbors and two-hop

neighbors that come later than E8 according to the degeneracy or-

dering. After that, we check whether the currently found largest

:-defective clique �∗ is of size at least : + 1: if |�∗ | ≥ : + 1, then
�∗ is guaranteed to be a maximum :-defective clique of � ; oth-

erwise, l: (�) ≤ : + 1 and the maximum :-defective clique of

� may have a diameter larger than two. For the latter, we invoke

Branch&Bound again with input (�, ∅) (Line 7). Note that, we do
not make use of the diameter-two property for pruning within the

procedure Branch&Bound, and thus ensure the correctness of our

algorithm.

The pseudocode of the procedure Branch&Bound is shown at

Lines 9–13 of Algorithm 1. Given an input (6, (), we first apply

reduction rules RR1 and RR2 to reduce the instance (6, () to a

potentially smaller instance (6′, (′) such that + (6′) \ (′ ⊆ + (6) \
( (Line 9). If 6′ itself is a :-defective clique, then we update �∗

by + (6′) and backtrack (Line 10). Otherwise, we pick a branching

vertex 1 based on the branching rule BR (Line 11), and generate

two Branch&Bound instances and go into recursion (Lines 12–13).

Apply reduction rules

Apply reduction rules

v1 v3, v7, v8, v9, v10

v1, v7, v8 v3, v9, v10

v1, v7, v8, v10 v3

v1, v7, v8, v10

v1, v7, v8 v3

v1, v7, v8, v3

v1, v7, v8 v3, v10v1, v7, v8, v9 v3, v10

v1, v7, v8, v9, v10

I ′
0

I2

I4

I ′
3

I ′
1

I1

I0

I3

+v9 −v9

−v10+v10

I ′
4

Figure 5: Running example

Example 4.2. Consider the graph� in Figure 2. (E1, E2, . . . , E14) is
a degeneracy ordering of� ; for example, E1 has the smallest degree

in� , and after removing E1, E2 then has the smallest degree, so on

so forth. When processing E1, we only need to consider its neigh-

bors {E7, E8} and two-hop neighbors {E3, E9, E10}; that is, we only
need to consider the subgraph6E1 that is induced by {E1, E3, E7, . . . , E10}.
The backtracking search tree forBranch&Bound(6E1 , {E1}) is shown
in Figure 5, where vertices of ( for each instance (6, () are in the

shaded area. For the root node �0, applying reduction rule RR2

adds E7 and E8 into ( since each of them has at most one non-

neighbor in the subgraph; this results into the instance � ′0. Suppose
the branching rule BR selects E9 for � ′0 as E9 is not adjacent to E1.

Then, two new instances �1 and �2 are generated as the two children

of � ′0. For �1, applying the reduction rule RR1 removes E3 from the

graph and then applying RR2 adds E10 into ( ; consequently we

reach a leaf node. Similarly, E10 is selected as the branching vertex

for �2, which then generates two leaf nodes � ′3 and �
′
4.

4.2 Time Complexity Analysis of kDC-two

To analyze the time complexity of kDC-two, we use the same ter-

minologies and notations as [8] and consider the search tree T of

(recursively) invoking Branch&Bound at either Line 6 or Line 7 of

Algorithm 1, as shown in Figure 3. To avoid confusion, nodes of
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the search tree are referred to by nodes, and vertices of a graph by

vertices. Nodes of T are denoted by � , � ′, �0, �1, . . ., and the graph 6

and the partial solution ( of the Branch&Bound instance to which

� corresponds are, respectively, denoted by � .6 and � .( . Note that � .6

and � .( denote the ones obtained after applying the reduction rules at

Lines 9–10 of Algorithm 1, where Line 10 is regarded as applying

the reduction rule that if 6′ is a :-defective clique, then all vertices

of + (6′) \ (′ are added to (′; that is, �0, �1, �3, �4 in Figure 5 are in-

stances before applying the reduction rules and could be discarded

from the search tree. The size of � is measured by the number of ver-

tices of � .6 that are not in � .( , i.e., |� | = |+ (� .6) |−|� .( | = |+ (� .6)\� .( |.
It is worth mentioning that

• |� ′ | ≤ |� | − 1 whenever � ′ is a child of � , e.g., the branching
vertex 1 of � is in + (� .6) \ � .( but not in + (� ′.6) \ � ′ .( .

• |� | = 0 whenever � is a leaf node

For a non-leaf node �0, we consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �@) that
starts from �0, always visits the left child, and stops at �@ once @ ≥ 1

and |+ (6@) | < |+ (6@−1) |; see Figure 6 for an example. Note that,

the path is well defined since �0 is a non-leaf node and thus �0.6 is

not a :-defective clique. For presentation simplicity, we abbreviate

�8 .6 and �8 .( as 68 and (8 , respectively, and denote the branching

vertex selected for �8 by18 . LetD be an arbitrary vertex of+ (6@−1)\
+ (6@). Then, (10, . . . , 1@−1, D, . . .) is an ordering of+ (60) \ (0 such
that adding (10, . . . , 1@−1, D) to (0 violates the :-defective clique

definition. In the lemma below, we prove that @ ≤ : if �0 has at

least one branching vertex being added.

−b0

Iq

I2

I1

Iq−1

I0

Iq+3

I2q

Iq+2

Iq+1

+b0

+b1

· · ·

+bq−1 −bq−1

−b2

−b1

Figure 6: A left-deepwalk in the search tree T starting from

�0; �@ is the first node such that @ ≥ 1 and |+ (6@) | < |+ (6@−1) |

Lemma 4.3. If the non-leaf node �0 has at least one branching ver-

tex being added, then @ ≤ : .

Proof. Let �G be the last node, on the path (�0, �1, . . . , �G , . . . , �@−1),
satisfying the condition that all vertices of+ (6G ) \ (G are adjacent

to all vertices of (G , i.e., the branching vertex 1G selected for �G has

no non-neighbors in (G . If such an �G does not exist, then we have

|� ((8+1) | ≥ |� ((8) | + 1 for all 0 ≤ 8 < @ (because the branching ver-

tex added to (8+1 must bring at least one non-edge to � ((8+1)), and
consequently @ ≤ |� ((@) | ≤ : . In the following, we assume that

such an �G exists, and prove that |� ((G ) | > G by considering two

cases. Note that, each of the branching vertices 18 ∈ {10, . . . , 1G−1}
that are added to (G must have at least two non-neighbors in68 (be-

cause of RR2) and all these non-neighbors are in (G (according to

the definitions of �G and �@).

• Case-I: |� ((0) | ≠ 0. Then, the number of unique non-edges

associated with {10, . . . , 1G−1} is at least G , and |� ((G ) | ≥
|� ((0) | + G > G .

• Case-II: |� ((0) | = 0. Let1−1 be the branching vertex added
to (0 from its parent (which exists according to the lemma

statement). Then, 1−1 has at least two non-neighbors in 60;
note that these non-neighbors will not be removed from60
by RR1 since |� ((0) | = 0 and all vertices of+ (60) \ (0 are
fully adjacent to vertices of (0 \ 1−1. Thus, the number of

non-edges between {1−1, 10, . . . , 1G−1} is at least G +1, and
hence |� ((G ) | > G .

Then, according to the definition of �G and our branching rule, for

each 8 with G + 1 ≤ 8 < @, the branching vertex 18 selected for �8
has at least one non-neighbor in (8 , and consequently,

|� ((@) | ≥ |� ((G ) | + (@ − G − 1) > @ − 1

Thus, the lemma follows from the fact that |� ((@) | ≤ : . �

Let ℓT (� ) denote the number of leaf nodes in the subtree of T
rooted at � . We prove in the lemma below that ℓT (� ) ≤ V

|� |
:

when

at least one branching vertex has been added to � . Note that V: =

W:−1.

Lemma 4.4. For any node � of T that has at least one branching

vertex being added, it holds that ℓT (� ) ≤ V
|� |
:

where 1 < V: < 2 is

the largest real root of the equation G:+2 − 2G:+1 + 1 = 0.

Proof. Weprove the lemma by induction. For the base case that

� is a leaf node, it is trivial that ℓT (� ) = 1 ≤ V
|� |
:

since V: > 1 and

|� | = 0. For a non-leaf node �0, let’s consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �@′ )
that starts from �0, always visits the left child in the search tree T ,
and stops at �@′ once @′ ≥ 1 and |�@′ | ≤ |�@′−1 | − 2. Note that

(�0, . . . , �@′ ) is a prefix of (�0, . . . , �@) since �@ satisfies the condition

that @ ≥ 1 and |�@ | ≤ |�@−1 | − 2. It is trivial that
ℓT (�0) = ℓT (�@′ ) + ℓT (�@′+1) + ℓT (�@′+2) + · · · + ℓT (�2@′ )

where �@′+1, �@′+2, . . . , �2@′ are the right child of �0, �1, . . . , �@′−1, re-
spectively, as illustrated in Figure 6 (by replacing @ with @′); this is
equivalent to converting a binary search tree to a multi-way search

tree by collapsing the path (�0, . . . , �@′−1) into a super-node that has
�@′ , �@′+1, . . . , �2@′ as its children. To bound ℓT (�0), we need to bound
@′ and |�8 | for @′ ≤ 8 ≤ 2@′. Following from Lemma 4.3, we have

Fact 1. @′ ≤ @ ≤ : .

Also, according to the definition of the path, it holds that

∀8 ∈ [1, @′ − 1], (8 = (8−1 ∪ 18−1, + (68 ) = + (68−1) (1)

That is, the reduction rules at Line 9 of Algorithm 1 have no effect

on �8 for 1 ≤ 8 < @′. Then, the following two facts hold.
Fact 2. ∀8 ∈ [@′ + 1, 2@′], |�8 | ≤ |�8−@′−1 | − 1 ≤ |�0 | + @′ − 8 .
Fact 3. |�@′ | ≤ |�@′−1 | − 2 ≤ |�0 | − @′ − 1.

Based on Facts 1, 2 and 3, we have

ℓT (�0) = ℓT (�@′+1) + ℓT (�@′+2) + · · · + ℓT (�2@′ ) + ℓT (�@′ )

≤ V
|�@′+1 |
:

+ V |�@′+2 |
:

+ · · · + V |�2@′ |
:

+ V |�@′ |
:

≤ V
|�0 |−1
:

+ V |�0 |−2
:

+ · · · + V |�0 |−@
′

:
+ V |�0 |−@

′−1
:

≤ V
|�0 |−1
:

+ V |�0 |−2
:

+ · · · + V |�0 |−:
:

+ V |�0 |−:−1
:

where V
|�0 |−1
:

+ V |�0 |−2
:

+ · · · + V |�0 |−:
:

+ V |�0 |−:−1
:

≤ V
|�0 |
:

if V: is no

smaller than the largest real root of the equationG:+1−G:−· · ·−G−
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1 = 0 which is equivalent to the equation G:+2 − 2G:+1 + 1 = 0 [15].

The first few solutions to the equation are V1 = 1.619, V2 = 1.840,

V3 = 1.928, V4 = 1.966, and V5 = 1.984. �

Ih−1

I2

I1

I0

· · ·

Ih+1

Ih+2

Ih+3

I2h Ih

−bh−1+bh−1

+b2

−b1+b1

+b0 −b0

Figure 7: A right-deep walk in the search tree T starting

from �0 and stopping at a leaf node �ℎ

In Lemma 4.4, we cannot bound ℓT (� ) by V
|� |
:

if no branching

vertices have been added to � . Nevertheless, we prove in the lemma

below that ℓT (� ) < 2 · V |� |
:

holds for every node � of T , by using a

non-inductive proving technique.

Lemma 4.5. For any node � of T , it holds that ℓT (� ) < 2 · V |� |
:

.

Proof. If � is a leaf node, the lemma is trivial. For a non-leaf

node �0, let’s consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �ℎ) that starts from �0,

always visits the right child in the search tree T , and stops at a

leaf node �ℎ ; see Figure 7 for an example. Then, it holds that

∀8 ∈ [ℎ + 1, 2ℎ], |�8 | ≤ |�8−ℎ−1 | − 1 ≤ |�0 | + ℎ − 8
and |�ℎ | = 0. Moreover, for each 8 ∈ [ℎ + 1, 2ℎ], �8 has at least one
branching vertex (e.g., 18−ℎ−1) being added, and thus according to
Lemma 4.4, it satisfies ℓT (�8) ≤ V

|�8 |
:

. Consequently,

ℓT (�0) = ℓT (�ℎ+1) + ℓT (�ℎ+2) + · · · + ℓT (�2ℎ) + ℓT (�ℎ)

≤ V
|�ℎ+1 |
:

+ V |�ℎ+2 |
:

+ · · · + V |�2ℎ |
:
+ V |�ℎ |

:

≤ V
|�0 |−1
:

+ V |�0 |−2
:

+ · · · + V |�0 |−ℎ
:

+ 1

≤ V
|�0 |
:
−1

V:−1 + 1 < 2 · V |�0 |
:

The last inequality follows from the fact that V: > 1.5,∀: ≥ 1. �

Following Lemma 4.5, Line 7 of Algorithm 1 runs in O∗(V=
:
)

time. What remains is to bound |� | for Line 6 of Algorithm 1. Let 5

denote the vertex obtained at Line 3 of Algorithm 1, 6 be the sub-

graph extracted at Line 5, and C be the number of 5 ’s non-neighbors

in 6. It holds that 36 ( 5 ) = |�| ≤ U since a degeneracy ordering is

used for extracting 6, C ≤ U (Δ − 1), and |+ (6) | ≤ 36 ( 5 ) + C + 1 ≤
UΔ+1; here, U is the degeneracy of� and Δ is themaximum degree

of� . We prove the time complexity of kDC-two in the theorem be-

low.

Theorem 4.6. Given a graph� and an integer : , kDC-two runs

in O(=× (UΔ)2× VUΔ
:
) time when l: (�) ≥ : +2, and in O(<× V=

:
)

time otherwise.

Proof. Each invocation of Branch&Bound at Line 6 of Algo-

rithm 1 takes O((UΔ)2 × VUΔ
:
) time, since the root node � of the

search tree satisfies |� | ≤ UΔ and each node of the search tree

(i.e., Lines 9–11 of Algorithm 1) takes O(|� (6) |) = O((UΔ)2) time.

When l: (�) ≥ : + 2, the condition of Line 7 is not satisfied and

thus Algorithm 1 runs in O(= × (UΔ)2 × VUΔ
:
) time. Otherwise,

Line 7 takes O(<×V=
:
) time and Algorithm 1 runs in O(=×(UΔ)2×

VUΔ
:
+< × V=

:
); for simplicity, we abbreviate this time complexity

as O(< × V=
:
) since it is usually the dominating term. �

4.2.1 Further Reduce the Exponent. In the following, we show that

when l: (�) ≥ : + 2, the exponent of the time complexity can

be further reduced by a more refined analysis. Let �0 = (60, (0)
be the root of T for Line 6 of Algorithm 1; recall that, 5 ∈ (0,

360 ( 5 ) ≤ 36 ( 5 ) ≤ U and |�0 | ≤ U +C , where 5 is the vertex obtained
at Line 3 ofAlgorithm1 and C is number of 5 ’s non-neighbors in the

subgraph 6 extracted for 5 . Let’s consider the subtree of T formed

by starting a depth-first-search from �0 and backtracking once the

path from �0 to it has either C total edges or : positive edges (i.e.,

labeled as “+”); see the shaded subtree in Figure 3 for an illustration

of C = 4 and : = 2. Let L be the set of leaf nodes of this subtree.

Then, the number of leaf nodes of T satisfies

ℓT (�0) ≤
∑

� ∈L
ℓT (� )

We bound |L| and ℓT (� ) for � ∈ L in the following two lemmas.

Lemma4.7. |L| = O(C: ) where C is the number of 5 ’s non-neighbors

in 6.

Proof. To bound |L|, we observe that the search treeT is a full

binary tree with each node having a positive edge to its left child

and a negative edge to its right child. Thus, we can label every edge

by its level in the tree (see Figure 3), and for each node � ∈ L, we
associate with it a set of numbers corresponding to the levels of

the positive edges from �0 to � . Then, it is easy to see that each

node of L is associated with a distinct subset, of size at most : , of

{1, 2, . . . , C}. Consequently, |L| ≤ ∑:
8=0

(C
8

)

= O(C: ) [29]. �

Lemma 4.8. For all � ∈ L, it holds that |� | ≤ U and |+ (� .6) | ≤
U + : + 1.

Proof. Let’s consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �?−1, �? = � ) from �0
to � . If there are : positive edges on the path, then all vertices of

+ (6? ) \ (? must be adjacent to 5 , and thus |�? | ≤ U and |+ (6? ) | ≤
U + : + 1. The latter holds since all of 5 ’s non-neighbors in 6 are

in ( and thus of quantity at most : . The former can be shown by

contradiction. Suppose + (6? ) \ (? contains a non-neighbor of 5 ,

then adding each of the : branching vertices (on the positive edges

of the path) must bring at least one non-edge to (? , due to the

branching rule BR; then RR1 will remove all non-neighbors of 5

from+ (6? ) \ (? , contradiction.
Otherwise, there are at most : − 1 positive edges on the path

and ? = C . Then, |�? | ≤ |�0 | − C ≤ U . Also, there are at least C −: + 1
negative edges on the path and thus |+ (6? ) | ≤ |+ (60) |−(C−:+1) ≤
C + U + 1 − (C − : + 1) = U + : . �

Consequently, the number of leaf nodes of T is O((UΔ):VU
:
)

and the time complexity of kDC-two follows.

Theorem 4.9. Given a graph� and an integer : , kDC-two runs

in O(= × (UΔ):+2 × VU
:
) time when l: (�) ≥ : + 2.
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4.2.2 Compared with kDC. Our algorithm kDC-two improves the

time complexity of kDC [8] from two aspects. Firstly, we improve

the base of the exponential time complexity from W: to V: = W:−1.
This is achieved by using different analysis techniques for the nodes

that already have branching vertices being added (i.e., Lemma 4.4)

and for those that do not (i.e., Lemma 4.5). Without this separation,

we can only bound the length @ of the path (�0, . . . , �@) by : + 1 in-
stead of : that is proved in Lemma 4.3. Also note that, Lemma 4.5

is non-inductive and has a coefficient 2 in the bound; if we use

induction in the proof of Lemma 4.5, then the coefficient will be-

come bigger and bigger and become exponential when going up

the tree. Secondly, we improve the exponent of the time complex-

ity from = to U when l: (�) ≥ : + 2; note that, most real graphs

have l: (�) ≥ : + 2. This is achieved by our two-stage algorithm

that utilizes the diameter-two property for pruning in Stage-I, as

well as our refined analysis in Section 4.2.1.

4.3 Parameterize by the Degeneracy Gap

In this subsection, we prove that kDC-two, with slight modifica-

tion, runs in O∗((UΔ):+2 (: + 1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time by using the

degeneracy gap U + : + 1 − l: (�) parameterization; this is bet-

ter than O∗((UΔ):+2VU
:
) when l: (�) is close to U + : + 1, the

degeneracy-based upper bound of l: (�). Specifically, let’s con-

sider the problem of testing whether � has a :-defective clique

of size g . To do so, we truncate the search tree T by cutting the en-

tire subtree rooted at node � if |+ (� .6) | ≤ g ; that is, we terminate

Branch&Bound once |+ (6′) | ≤ g after Line 10 of Algorithm 1. Let

T ′ be the truncated version of T . We first bound the number of

leaf nodes of T ′ in the following two lemmas, in a similar fashion

as Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5.

Lemma 4.10. For any node � of T ′ that has at least one branching
vertex being added, it holds that ℓT′ (� ) ≤ (: + 1) |+ (� .6) |−g .

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction. For the base case

that � is a leaf node, we have |+ (� .6) | = g and thus ℓT′ (� ) = (: +
1)0 = (: + 1) |+ (� .6) |−g . For a non-leaf node �0 that has at least one
branching vertex being added, let’s consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �@)
that starts from �0, always visits the left child in the search tree T ′ ,
and stops at �@ once @ ≥ 1 and |+ (6@) | < |+ (6@−1) |; this is the
same one as studied at the beginning of Section 4.2, see Figure 6.

According to Lemma 4.3, we have @ ≤ : . It is trivial that

∀8 ∈ [@, 2@], |+ (68 ) | < |+ (60) |

where �@+1, �@+2, . . . , �2@ are the right child of �0, �1, . . . , �@−1, respec-
tively, as illustrated in Figure 6. Thus,

ℓT′ (�0) = ℓT′ (�@) + ℓT′ (�@+1) + ℓT′ (�@+2) + · · · + ℓT′ (�2@)

≤ (@ + 1) · (: + 1) |+ (60 ) |−1−g ≤ (: + 1) |+ (60 ) |−g

�

Lemma 4.11. For any node � of T ′, it holds that ℓT′ (� ) < 2 · (: +
1) |+ (� .6) |−g .

Proof. If � is a leaf node, the lemma is trivial. For a non-leaf

node �0, let’s consider the path (�0, �1, . . . , �ℎ) that starts from �0,

always visits the right child in the search tree T ′ , and stops at a

leaf node �ℎ ; see Figure 7 for an example. Then, it holds that

∀8 ∈ [ℎ + 1, 2ℎ], |+ (68) | ≤ |+ (68−ℎ−1) | ≤ |+ (60) | + ℎ + 1 − 8
and |+ (6ℎ) | ≤ |+ (60) | − ℎ ≤ g . Moreover, for each 8 ∈ [ℎ + 1, 2ℎ],
�8 has at least one branching vertex (e.g., 18−ℎ−1) being added, and
thus according to Lemma 4.10, it satisfies ℓT′ (�8) ≤ (:+1) |+ (68 ) |−g ≤
(: + 1) |+ (60 ) |+ℎ+1−8−g . Consequently,
ℓT′ (�0) = ℓT′ (�ℎ+1) + ℓT′ (�ℎ+2) + · · · + ℓT′ (�2ℎ) + ℓT′ (�ℎ)

≤ (: + 1) |+ (60 ) |−g + (: + 1) |+ (60 ) |−1−g + · · · + (: + 1)1 + 1

≤ (:+1)
|+ (60 ) |+1−g−1
:+1−1 < 2 · (: + 1) |+ (60 ) |−g

The last inequality follows from the fact that : ≥ 1. �

Then, the following time complexity can be proved in a similar

way to Theorem 4.9 but using Lemma 4.11 and Lemma 4.8.

Lemma 4.12. Testing whether � has a :-defective clique of size g

for g ≥ : + 2 takes O(= × (UΔ):+2 × (: + 1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time.

Finally, we can find the maximum :-defective clique by iter-

atively testing whether � has a :-defective clique of size g for

g = {U + : + 1, U + :, . . .}. This will find the maximum :-defective

clique and terminate after testing g = l: (�). Consequently, the
following time complexity follows.

Theorem4.13. Themaximum:-defective clique in� can be found

in O((U +: +2−l: (�)) ×=× (UΔ):+2× (: +1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time

when l: (�) ≥ : + 2.

5 A NEW REDUCTION RULE

In this section, we propose a new reduction rule based on the degree-

sequence-based upper bound UB that is proposed in [16], to fur-

ther improve the practical performance of kDC-two.

UB [16]. Given an instance (6, (), let E1, E2, . . . be an ordering
of + (6) \ ( in non-decreasing order regarding their num-

bers of non-neighbors in ( , i.e.|# ( (·) |. The maximum :-

defective clique in the instance (6, () is of size at most |( |
plus the largest 8 such that

∑8
9=1 |#( (E 9 ) | ≤ : − |� (() |.

Note that, different tie-breaking techniques for ordering the ver-

tices lead to the same upper bound. Thus, an arbitrary tie-breaking

technique can be used in UB.

Let ;1 be the size of the currently found best solution. If an up-

per bound computed by UB for an instance (6, () is no larger than
;1, then we can prune the instance. However, this way of first gen-

erating an instance and then try to prune it based on a computed

upper bound is inefficient. To improve efficiency, we propose to re-

moveD ∈ + (6) \( from6 if an upper bound of (6, (∪D) is no larger
than ;1. Note that, rather than computing the exact upper bound

for (6, ( ∪ D), we only need to test whether the upper bound is

larger than ;1 or not. The latter can be conducted more efficiently

and without generating (6, ( ∪ D); moreover, computation can be

shared between the testing for different vertices of+ (6) \ ( .
Let E1, E2, . . . be an ordering of+ (6) \ (( ∪D) in non-decreasing

order regarding |# ( (·) |, and � be the set of vertices that have the

same number of non-neighbors in ( as E;1−|( | , i.e., � = {E8 ∈
+ (6) \ (( ∪ D) | |#( (E8 ) | = |#( (E;1−|( | ) |}. Let �1 and �2 be a
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partitioning of � according to their positions in the ordering, i.e.,

�1 = � ∩ {E1, . . . , E;1−|( | } and �2 = � \ �1. Note that, both �1

and �2 contain consecutive vertices in the ordering, and �2 could

be empty. A visualization of the ordering and vertex sets is shown

below, where ( ∪ D and ;1 − |( | are denoted by ' and A for brevity.

(,D
︸︷︷︸

'

, E1, . . . , EA−|�1 |
︸           ︷︷           ︸

�

,

� = {E8 ∈ + (6) \ ' | |# ( (E8 ) | = |# ( (EA ) | }
︷                                    ︸︸                                    ︷

EA−|�1 |+1, . . . , EA
︸              ︷︷              ︸

�1

, EA+1, . . . EA+|�2 |
︸             ︷︷             ︸

�2

, . . .

We prove in the lemma below that the upper bound computed by

UB for the instance (6, ( ∪ D) is at most ;1 if and only if

|� (() |+
A∑

9=1

|#( (E 9 ) |+|# (∪� (D) |+max{|#�1 (D) |−|#�2 (D) |, 0} > :

(2)

Lemma 5.1. The upper bound computed by UB for the instance

(6, ( ∪ D) is at most ;1 if and only if Equation (2) is satisfied.

Proof. Let’s firstly simply the left-hand side (LHS) of Equa-

tion (2). Note that, |#(∪� (D) | = |#( (D) |+|#� (D) |, |� (() |+|# ( (D) | =
|� (') |, and ∑A−|�1 |

9=1 |#( (E 9 ) | + |#� (D) | =
∑A−|�1 |

9=1 |#' (E 9 ) |. Let
0 = |#�1 (D) | and 1 = |#�2 (D) |. Then, Equation (2) is equivalent to

|� (') | +
A−|�1 |∑

9=1

|#' (E 9 ) | +
∑

E9 ∈�1

|#( (E 9 ) | +max{0 − 1, 0} > : (3)

Let F1,F2, . . . be an ordering of + (6) \ ' in non-decreasing order

regarding |#' (·) |. Then, the upper bound computed byUB for the

instance (6, ') is at most ;1 if and only if

|� (') | +
A∑

9=1

|#' (F 9 ) | > : (4)

For every E ∈ + (6) \ ', if (D, E) ∈ �, then |#' (E) | = |# ( (E) |; oth-
erwise, |#' (E) | = |# ( (E) | + 1. According to the definition of � ,

for every E ∈ � , it holds that |# ( (E) | < |#( (EA−|�1 |+1) | and thus

|#' (E) | ≤ |#( (EA−|�1 |+1) | ≤ |#' (FA−|�1 |+1) |. Consequently, we
can assume {F1, . . . ,FA−|�1 | } = �; note however that, the order-

ingmay be different. Similarly, we can assume {FA−|�1 |+1, . . . ,FA } ⊆
�1 ∪�2. Then, we have

LHS of Equation (3) − LHS of Equation (4)

=

A∑

9=A−|�1 |+1
|#( (E 9 ) | +max{0 − 1, 0} −

A∑

9=A−|�1 |+1
|#' (F 9 ) |

=|�1 | · |#( (EA ) | +max{0 − 1, 0} −
A∑

9=A−|�1 |+1
|#' (F 9 ) |

There are exactly |�1 |−0+1 vertices of�1∪�2 satisfying |#' (·) | =
|# ( (EA ) |. Thus, if 0 ≤ 1, then there are |�1 |−0+1 ≥ |�1 | vertices of
�1∪�2 with |#' (·) | = |# ( (EA ) | and

∑A
9=A−|�1 |+1 |#' (F 9 ) | = |�1 | ·

|# ( (EA ) |; otherwise,
∑A

9=A−|�1 |+1 |#' (F 9 ) | = |�1 | · |#( (EA ) | +0−1.
Therefore, the lemma holds. �

Based on the above discussions, we propose the following degree-

sequence-based reduction rule RR3.

RR3 (degree-sequence-based reduction rule). Given an in-

stance (6, () with |( | < ;1 < |+ (6) | and a vertex D ∈
+ (6) \ ( , we remove D from 6 if Equation (2) is satisfied.

Algorithm 2: ApplyRR3(6, (, ;1)
1 Obtain |� (( ) | and |#( (E) | for each E ∈ + (6) \ ( ;
2 Let D1, D2, . . . be an ordering of+ (6) \ ( in non-decreasing order

regarding |#( ( · ) | ;
3 - ← ∅;
4 for 8 ← 1 to |+ (6) \ ( | do
5 if |- | + |+ (6) \ ( | − 8 < ;1 − |( | then return (6[( ], ( ) ;
6 Let E1, E2, . . . be the vertices of - ∪ {D8+1, D8+2, . . .} in

non-decreasing order regarding |#( ( · ) | ;
7 Obtain |#� (D8 ) | , |#�1 (D8 ) | and |#�2 (D8 ) | ;
8 if Equation (2) is not satisfied then Append D8 to the end of - ;

9 return (6[- ], ( ) ;

Given an instance (6, (), our pseudocode of efficiently applying

RR3 for all vertices of+ (6) \ ( is shown in Algorithm 2, which re-

turns a reduced instance at either Line 5 or Line 9. We first obtain

|� (() | and |#( (E) | for each E ∈ + (6)\( (Line 1), and then order ver-
tices of+ (6) \( in non-decreasing order regarding |#( (·) | (Line 2).
Let D1, D2, . . . be the ordered vertices. We then process the vertices

of+ (6)\( one-by-one according to the sorted order (Line 4). When

processing D8 , the vertices that we need to consider are the ver-

tices that have not been processed yet (i.e., {D8+1, D8+2, . . .}) and
the subset of {D1, D2, . . . , D8−1} that passed (i.e., not pruned) by

the reduction rule; denote the latter subset by - . This means that

{D1, . . . , D8−1} \- have already been removed from 6 by the reduc-

tion rule. If the number of remaining vertices (i.e., |- |+|+ (6)\( |−8)
is less than A = ;1− |( |, then we remove all vertices of+ (6) \( from
6 by returning (6[(], () (Line 5). Otherwise, let E1, E2, . . . , EA , . . . be
the vertices of - ∪ {D8+1, D8+2, . . .} in non-decreasing order regard-

ing |#( (·) | (Line 6). We obtain |#� (D8) |, |#�1 (D8) | and |#�2 (D8) |
(Line 7), and removeD8 from6 if Equation (2) is satisfied; otherwise,

D8 is not pruned and is appended to the end of - (Line 8). Finally,

Line 9 returns the reduced instance (6[- ], ().
Lemma 5.2. Algorithm 2 runs in O(|� (6) | + :) time.

Proof. Firstly, Lines 1–2 run in O(|� (6) | + :) time, where the

sorting is conducted by counting sort. Secondly, Line 6 does not

do anything; it is just a syntax sugar for relabeling the vertices.

Thirdly, Line 7 can be conducted inO(|#6 (D8) |) time since |#� (D8) | =
|� | − |#� (D8) | and |#�1 (D8) | = |�1 | − |#�1 (D8) |; note that, as each
of�,�1,�2 spans at most two arrays (i.e.,- and {D8+1, . . .}), we can
easily get its size and boundary. Lastly, Line 8 can be checked in

constant time by noting that
∑A

9=1 |# ( (E 9 ) | can be obtained in con-
stant time after storing the suffix sums of |#( (D1) |, |# ( (D2) |, . . .,
|#( (D8+1) |, |#( (D8+2) |, . . .. �

Example 5.3. Consider the instance (6, () in Figure 8 for : = 3

and ;1 = 5, where 6 is the entire graph and ( = {B1, B2, B3}; thus A =
2. The values of |# ( (·) | for the vertices of + (6) \ ( = {D1, . . . , D5}
are {D1 : 0, D2 : 0, D3 : 1, D4 : 1, D5 : 1}. As |� (() | = 2, the up-

per bound of (6, () computed by UB is 6; thus, the instance is not

pruned.
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B1

B2

B3

D1
D2

D3

D4

D5

Figure 8: Example instance for applying reduction rule RR3

Let’s apply RR3 for D1. As - = ∅, we have E8 = D8+1 for 1 ≤
8 ≤ 4. Then � = {D2},�1 = {D3},�2 = {D4, D5},

∑A
9=1 |# ( (E 9 ) | = 1,

|# (∪� (D1) | = 0, |#�1 (D1) | = 1 and |#�2 (D1) | = 1. Thus, Equa-

tion (2) is not satisfied; D1 is not pruned and is appended to - .

Now let’s apply RR3 for D2. As - = {D1}, we have E1 = D1
and E8 = D8+1 for 2 ≤ 8 ≤ 4. Then � = {D1},�1 = {D3},�2 =

{D4, D5},
∑A

9=1 |# ( (E 9 ) | = 1, |#(∪� (D2) | = 0, |#�1 (D2) | = 1 and

|#�2 (D2) | = 0. Consequently, Equation (2) is satisfied and D2 is re-

moved from 6. It can be verified thatD3, D4, D5 will all subsequently

be removed.

Effectiveness of RR3. kDC [8] also proposed a reduction rule

based on UB; let’s denote it as RR3’. We remark that our RR3

is more effective (i.e., prunes more vertices) than RR3’ since the

latter ignores the non-edges between D and+ (6) \ (( ∪D) that are
considered by RR3; specifically,RR3’ removes D from 6 if |� (() | +
∑A

9=1 |#( (E 9 ) | + |#( (D) | > : . More generally, the effectiveness of

our RR3 is characterized by the lemma below.

Lemma 5.4. RR3 is more effective than any other reduction rule

that is designed based on an upper bound of (6, ( ∪ D) that ignores
all the non-edges between vertices of + (6) \ (( ∪ D).

Proof. Firstly, we have proved in Lemma 5.1 that applyingRR3

is equivalent to computing UB for (6, ( ∪ D). Secondly, it can be

shown that UB computes the tightest upper bound for (6, ( ∪ D)
among all upper bounds that ignore all the non-edges between ver-

tices of + (6) \ (( ∪ D). Thus, the lemma holds. �

In particular, the second-order reduction rule proposed in [8]

is designed based on an upper bound of (6, ( ∪ D) that does not
consider the non-edges between vertices of + (6) \ (( ∪ D). Thus,
RR3 is more effective than the second-order reduction rule of [8].

6 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the practical performance of kDC-two,

by comparing it against the following two existing algorithms.

• kDC: the state-of-the-art algorithm proposed in [8].

• KDBB: the existing algorithm proposed in [16].

We implemented our algorithm kDC-two based on the code-base

of kDC that is downloaded fromhttps://lijunchang.github.io/Maximum-kDC/;

thus, all optimizations/techniques that are implemented in kDC,

except the second-order reduction rule, are used in kDC-two. In

addition, we also implemented the following variant of kDC-two

to evaluate the effectiveness of our new reduction rule RR3.

• -RR3: kDC-two without the reduction rule RR3.

All algorithms are implemented in C++ and compiled with the -O3

flag. All experiments are conducted in single-thread modes on a

machine with an Intel Core i7-8700 CPU and 64GB main memory.

We run the algorithms on the following three graph collections,

which are the same ones tested in [8, 16].

• The real-world graphs collection 1 contains 139 real-world

graphs from theNetworkData Repositorywith up to 5.87×
107 vertices and 1.06 × 108 edges.
• The Facebook graphs collection 2 contains 114 Facebook

social networks from the Network Data Repository with

up to 5.92 × 107 vertices and 9.25 × 107 edges.
• TheDIMACS10&SNAPgraphs collection contains 37 graphs

with up to 1.04 × 106 vertices and 6.89 × 106 edges. 27

of them are from DIMACS10 3 and 10 graphs are from

SNAP 4.

Same as [8, 16], we choose : from {1, 3, 5, 10, 15, 20}, and set a

time limit of 3 hours for each testing (i.e., running a particular al-

gorithm on a specific graph with a chosen : value).

6.1 Against the Existing Algorithms

In this subsection, we evaluate the efficiency of our algorithm kDC-two

against the existing algorithms kDC and KDBB. Note that, (1) kDC

is the fastest existing algorithm, and (2) as the code of KDBB is not

available, the results of KDBB reported in this subsection are ob-

tained from the original paper of KDBB [16].

Table 2: Number of instances solved by the algorithms

kDC-two, kDC and KDBB with a time limit of 3 hours (best

performers are highlighted in bold)

Real-world graphs Facebook graphs DIMACS10&SNAP
kDC-two kDC KDBB kDC-two kDC KDBB kDC-two kDC KDBB

: = 1 137 133 117 114 114 110 37 37 36
: = 3 136 130 107 114 114 110 37 37 35
: = 5 136 127 104 114 114 108 37 37 34
: = 10 128 119 85 112 111 109 36 36 30
: = 15 126 110 68 112 101 103 36 29 25
: = 20 113 104 56 111 88 80 34 27 22

We first report in Table 2 the total number of graph instances

that are solved by each algorithm with a time limit of 3 hours. We

can see that for all three algorithms, the number of solved instances

decreases when : increases; this indicates that when : increases,

the problem becomes more difficult to solve. Nevertheless, our al-

gorithm kDC-two consistently outperforms the two existing algo-

rithms by solving more instances within the time limit. The im-

provement is more profound when : becomes large. For example,

for : = 15, kDC-two solves 16, 11 and 7 more instances than the

fastest existing algorithm kDC on the three graph collections, re-

spectively; for : = 20, the numbers are 9, 23, and 7.

Secondly, we compare the number of instances solved by the

algorithms when varying the time limit from 1 second to 3 hours.

The results on the real-world graphs and Facebook graphs for dif-

ferent : values are shown in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. We

can see that our algorithm kDC-two consistently outperformskDC

across all the time limits. Also notice that, on the real-world graphs

1http://lcs.ios.ac.cn/~caisw/Resource/realworld%20graphs.tar.gz
2https://networkrepository.com/socfb.php
3https://www.cc.gatech.edu/dimacs10/downloads.shtml
4http://snap.stanford.edu/data/
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Figure 9: Number of solved instances by varying time limit

for real-world graphs (best viewed in color)
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Figure 10: Number of solved instances by varying time limit

for Facebook graphs (best viewed in color)

collection, our algorithm kDC-two with a time limit of 1 second

solves even more instances than KDBBwith a time limit of 3 hours.

We also remark that our algorithm kDC-two solves all 114 Face-

book graphs with a time limit of 30 seconds for : = 1, 3 and 5,

while the time limits needed by kDC are 125, 393 and 1353 sec-

onds, respectively; on the other hand, KDBB is not able to solve all

instances with a time limit of 3 hours.

Thirdly, we report the actual processing time of kDC-two, kDC

and KDBB on a subset of Facebook graphs that have more than

15, 000 vertices for : = 10 and 15 in Table 3, where ‘−’ indicates
that the processing time is longer than the 3-hour limit. There are

totally 41 such graphs. But none of the tested algorithms can fin-

ish within the time limit of 3 hours on graphs konect and uci-uni;

thus, these two graphs are omitted from Table 3. Also, the results

of KDBB for : = 15 are omitted, as they are not available. The

number of vertices and edges for each graph are illustrated in the

second and third columns of Table 3, respectively. From Table 3, we

can observe that our algorithm kDC-two consistently and signif-

icantly outperforms kDC, which in turn runs significantly faster

than KDBB, across all these graphs. In particular, kDC-two is on

average 45× and 102× faster than kDC for : = 10 and 15, respec-

tively.

In summary, our algorithm kDC-two consistently solves more

graph instances than the fastest existing algorithm kDCwhen vary-

ing the time limit from 1 second to 3 hours, and also consistently

runs faster than kDC across the different graphs with an average

speed up up-to two orders of magnitude.

6.2 Ablation Studies

In this subsection, we first evaluate the effectiveness of our new

reduction rule RR3 by comparing kDC-two with -RR3 which is

the variant of kDC-two without RR3. The results of -RR3 are also

shown in Figures 9 and 10 and Table 3. We can observe from Fig-

ures 9 and 10 that the reduction rule RR3 enables kDC-two to

solve more graph instances across the different time limits. In par-

ticular, kDC-two solves 3, 5 and 3 more instances than -RR3 for

: = 10, 15 and 20, respectively, on the real-world graphs collec-

tion with the time limit of 3 hours. From Table 3, we can see that

kDC-two consistently runs faster than -RR3 across the different

Facebook graphs with an average speed up of 2 times for : = 15.

This demonstrates the practical effectiveness of our new reduction

rule RR3.

Secondly, we compare -RR3 with kDC. Note that, -RR3 uses

the same branching rule, reduction rules, and upper bounds as

kDC; the only difference between them is that -RR3 conducts the
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Table 3: Processing time (in seconds) of -RR3, kDC-two, kDC,

and KDBB on the 39 Facebook graphs with more than 15, 000

vertices. Best performers are highlighted in bold: specifi-

cally, if the running time is slower than the fastest running

time by only less than 10%, it is considered as the best.

: = 10 : = 15
= < -RR3 kDC-two kDC KDBB -RR3 kDC-two kDC

A-anon 3M 23M 66 31 73 - 627 239 1062
Auburn71 18K 973K 4.7 2.7 956 1195 148 53 -
B-anon 2M 20M 79 51 44 - 2780 1447 2129

Berkeley13 22K 852K 0.24 0.22 0.34 630 0.77 0.54 70
BU10 19K 637K 0.66 0.34 4.0 370 3.6 1.8 156

Cornell5 18K 790K 0.98 0.76 17 2636 7.4 2.7 228
FSU53 27K 1M 1.4 1.0 248 1400 54 34 -

Harvard1 15K 824K 2.3 1.6 11 1354 13 4.0 341
Indiana 29K 1M 1.9 1.1 19 1421 16 6.5 861
Indiana69 29K 1M 1.9 1.1 19 1321 16 6.5 858
Maryland58 20K 744K 0.25 0.13 0.60 239 0.24 0.15 0.98
Michigan23 30K 1M 0.88 0.79 2.2 1384 5.9 2.2 211
MSU24 32K 1M 0.41 0.38 0.47 879 0.84 0.56 4.8
MU78 15K 649K 1.5 0.63 67 306 7.5 3.4 2437
NYU9 21K 715K 0.11 0.10 0.12 466 0.14 0.13 0.58

Oklahoma97 17K 892K 1.9 1.5 379 6926 76 50 -
OR 63K 816K 4.1 1.3 55 1486 31 10.0 400

Penn94 41K 1M 0.26 0.25 0.29 1972 0.39 0.35 0.61
Rutgers89 24K 784K 0.11 0.10 0.20 386 0.23 0.13 4.2

Tennessee95 16K 770K 0.99 0.94 1.8 554 1.5 1.1 20
Texas80 31K 1M 3.0 2.0 80 753 13 6.7 912
Texas84 36K 1M 12 3.6 1321 10253 364 85 -
UC33 16K 522K 0.09 0.08 0.14 263 0.21 0.17 1.1
UCLA 20K 747K 0.11 0.11 0.14 290 0.20 0.17 0.58
UCLA26 20K 747K 0.11 0.11 0.14 288 0.20 0.17 0.55
UConn 17K 604K 0.09 0.08 0.13 194 0.34 0.20 2.1
UConn91 17K 604K 0.09 0.08 0.13 208 0.34 0.20 2.2

UF 35K 1M 1.6 1.3 27 2579 34 16 10778
UF21 35K 1M 1.6 1.3 27 2571 34 16 10765
UGA50 24K 1M 49 26 3318 6794 1874 671 -
UIllinois 30K 1M 2.0 1.5 3.6 1245 6.5 3.5 85
UIllinois20 30K 1M 2.0 1.6 3.6 1217 6.5 3.5 86
UMass92 16K 519K 0.21 0.19 0.30 318 0.65 0.43 5.1
UNC28 18K 766K 1.1 0.67 2.1 380 4.8 2.1 12
USC35 17K 801K 0.41 0.38 0.52 409 1.3 0.89 10
UVA16 17K 789K 2.4 1.4 14 552 25 10 394

Virginia63 21K 698K 0.30 0.27 1.1 215 0.46 0.39 5.6
Wisconsin87 23K 835K 2.0 1.0 47 924 21 8.3 1604
wosn-friends 63K 817K 4.1 1.3 54 1260 31 10.0 401

Table 4: Number of graphs with small maximum :-defective

clique (i.e., l: (�) ≤ : + 1) and number of graphs with large

maximum :-defective clique (i.e., l: (�) ≥ : + 2)

Real-world graphs Facebook graphs DIMACS10&SNAP

#small #large #small #large #small #large

: = 1 2 137 0 114 0 37

: = 3 13 126 0 114 0 37

: = 5 22 117 1 113 1 36

: = 10 40 98 1 111 8 29

: = 15 47 91 1 111 12 25

: = 20 53 83 1 111 16 21

computation in two stages and exploits the diameter-two prop-

erty for pruning in Stage-I. From Figures 9 and 10 and Table 3,

we can see that -RR3 consistently outperforms kDC. This demon-

strates the practical effectiveness of diameter-two-based pruning.

To gain more insights, we report in Table 4 the number of graphs

with small maximum :-defective clique (i.e., l: (�) ≤ : + 1) and
the number of graphs with large maximum :-defective clique (i.e.,

l: (�) ≥ : + 2) for each graph collection and : value. We can

see that when : increases, the proportion of graphs with l: (�) ≥

: + 2 decreases. Nevertheless, even for : = 20, there are still a

lot of graphs with l: (�) ≥ : + 2 such that kDC-two runs in

O∗((UΔ):+2WU
:−1) time; this is especially true for Facebook graphs.

7 RELATED WORK

The concept of defective clique was firstly studied in [47] for pre-

dictingmissing interactions between proteins in biological networks.

Since then, designing exact algorithms for efficiently finding the

maximum defective clique has been investigated due to its impor-

tance, despite being an NP-hard problem. Early algorithms, such

as those proposed in [17, 18, 44], are inefficient and can only deal

with small graphs. The MADEC+ algorithm proposed by Chen et

al. [10] is the first algorithm that can handle large graphs, due

to the incorporating of a graph coloring-based upper bound and

other pruning techniques. The KDBB algorithm proposed by Gao

et al. [16] improves the practical performance by proposing prepro-

cessing aswell as multiple pruning techniques. The kDC algorithm

proposed by Chang [8] is the state-of-the-art algorithm which in-

corporates an improved graph-coloring-based upper bound, a bet-

ter initialization method, as well as multiple new reduction rules.

From the theoretical perspective, among the existing algorithms,

only MADEC+ [10] and kDC [8] beats the trivial time complex-

ity of O∗(2=). Specifically, MADEC+ runs in O∗(W=
2:
) time while

kDC improves the time complexity to O∗(W=
:
), where W: < 2 is the

largest real root of the equation G:+3 − 2G:+2 + 1 = 0 and : is the

number of allowed missing edges. In this paper, we proposed the

kDC-two algorithm to further improve both the time complexity

and practical performance for maximum defective clique computa-

tion.

The problem of enumerating all maximal :-defective cliques

was also studied recently where the Pivot+ algorithm proposed

in [12] runs in O∗(W=
:
) time, the same as the time complexity of

kDC. However, we remark that (1) Pivot+ is inefficient for finding

the maximum :-defective clique in practice due to lack of prun-

ing techniques; (2) Pivot+ achieves the time complexity via us-

ing a different branching technique from kDC and it is unclear

how to improve the base of its time complexity without chang-

ing the branching rule. The problem of approximately counting

:-defective cliques of a particular size, for the special case of : = 1

and 2, was studied in [21]; however, the techniques of [21] can-

not be used for finding the maximum :-defective clique and for a

general : .

Another related problem is maximum clique computation, as

clique is a special case of :-defective clique for : = 0. The maxi-

mum clique is not only NP-hard to compute exactly [23], but also

NP-hard to approximate within a factor of =1−n for any constant

0 < n < 1 [19]. Nevertheless, extensive efforts have been spent on

reducing the time complexity from the trivialO∗(2=) toO∗(1.4422=),
O∗(1.2599=) [41], O∗(1.2346=) [22], and O∗(1.2108=) [33], with
the state of the art being O∗(1.1888=) [34]. On the other hand, ex-

tensive efforts have also been spent on improving the practical ef-

ficiency, while ignoring theoretical time complexity, e.g., [6, 7, 25,

26, 30, 31, 35, 37, 42, 43, 45]. However, it is non-trivial to extend

these techniques to :-defective computation for a general : .
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8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed the kDC-two algorithm for exact max-

imum :-defective clique computation that runs in O∗((UΔ):+2 ×
WU
:−1) time for graphs with l: (�) ≥ : + 2, and in O∗(W=

:−1) time

otherwise. This improves the state-of-the-art time complexityO∗(W=
:
).

We also proved that kDC-two, with slight modification, runs in

O∗((UΔ):+2 × (: + 1)U+:+1−l: (� ) ) time when using the degen-

eracy gap U + : + 1 − l: (�) parameterization. In addition, from

the practical side, we designed a new degree-sequence-based re-

duction rule that can be conducted in linear time, and theoreti-

cally demonstrated its effectiveness compared with other reduc-

tion rules. Extensive empirical studies on three benchmark collec-

tions with 290 graphs in total showed that kDC-two outperforms

the existing fastest algorithm by several orders of magnitude in

practice.
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