arXiv:2406.00344v1 [cs.SI] 1 Jun 2024

Efficient Historical Butterfly Counting in Large Temporal
Bipartite Networks via Graph Structure-aware Index

Qiuyang Mang"
qiuyangmang@link.cuhk.edu.cn
School of Data Science, The Chinese
University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen

Jingbang Chen’
j293chen@uwaterloo.ca
David R. Cheriton School of
Computer Science, University of

Hangrui Zhou"
zhouhr23@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn
Institute for Interdisciplinary
Information Sciences (IIIS), Tsinghua

Waterloo University
Yu Gao Yingli Zhou Richard Peng
ygao2606@gmail.com yinglizhou@link.cuhk.edu.cn yangp@cs.cmu.edu

School of Data Science, The Chinese
University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen

Yixiang Fang
fangyixiang@cuhk.edu.cn
School of Data Science, The Chinese
University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen

ABSTRACT

Bipartite graphs are ubiquitous in many domains, e.g., e-commerce
platforms, social networks, and academia, by modeling interactions
between distinct entity sets. Within these graphs, the butterfly mo-
tif, a complete 2Xx2 biclique, represents the simplest yet significant
subgraph structure, crucial for analyzing complex network patterns.
Counting the butterflies offers significant benefits across various
applications, including community analysis and recommender sys-
tems. Additionally, the temporal dimension of bipartite graphs,
where edges activate within specific time frames, introduces the
concept of historical butterfly counting, i.e., counting butterflies
within a given time interval. This temporal analysis sheds light on
the dynamics and evolution of network interactions, offering new
insights into their mechanisms. Despite its importance, no exist-
ing algorithm can efficiently solve the historical butterfly counting
task. To address this, we design two novel indices whose memory
footprints are dependent on #butterflies and #wedges, respectively.
Combining these indices, we propose a graph structure-aware in-
dexing approach that significantly reduces memory usage while
preserving exceptional query speed. We theoretically prove that
our approach is particularly advantageous on power-law graphs, a
common characteristic of real-world bipartite graphs, by surpass-
ing traditional complexity barriers for general graphs. Extensive
experiments reveal that our query algorithms outperform existing
methods by up to five magnitudes, effectively balancing speed with
manageable memory requirements.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Due to its ability to model relationships between two distinct sets
of entities, the bipartite graph, or network, holds significant im-
portance across various fields, including disease control on people-
location networks [10, 34], fraud detection on user-page networks
[26, 44] and recommendation on customer-product networks [17,
18, 42, 45, 49]. To analyze the structure and dynamics of the net-
work, counting motifs is one of the most popular methods [11, 12,
19, 30, 45] since motifs are considered the basic construction block
of the network. The butterfly motif (2 X 2 biclique) represents fun-
damental interaction patterns within the graph, and counting it has
wide applications, ranging from biological ecosystems [36, 43, 44],
where it helps in identifying mutual relationships between species,
to social networks [45, 55], where it uncovers patterns of collabora-
tions and affiliations. On the other hand, temporal bipartite graphs,
in which edges are active in a certain range of time, are often being
considered [5, 8, 11, 34] since the real-world interactions (modeled
as edges) are usually active on certain time windows. Recently, Cai
et.al [5] first considers counting butterflies on temporal bipartite
graphs, which extends the analytical depth of traditional bipartite
graph analyses by incorporating the dimension of time, making it a
powerful tool for uncovering dynamic patterns in complex systems.

However, merely counting butterflies across the entire timeline,
as suggested by [5], may not accurately reflect the dynamic nature
of relationships, failing to capture evolving trends. For example,
in academics, a known scientist may change frequent collabora-
tors and research interests over time. She/he might shift her/his
research interest and community over time. Consequently, an aggre-
gate count of butterflies across all publications and collaborations
might not accurately represent the scientist’s research focus or
capability during specific periods. To address this, it is essential
to consider the temporal dimension of interactions. By focusing
on the occurrence of motifs within specified time frames, we in-
troduce the concept of historical butterfly counting. This approach,
which involves analyzing butterflies within discrete time windows
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Figure 1: Jim Gray’s Activeness in database community (a)
and astronomy (b) community.

on a temporal bipartite graph, offers enhanced insights into the
timing and progression of interactions. It provides an in-depth
understanding of network dynamics, uncovering the mechanisms
behind network evolution and revealing opportunities for precise
interventions across various domains. For instance, examining two
series of two-year historical bipartite clustering coefficients (de-
rived from historical butterfly counts) within the research domains
of Jim Gray in Figure 1, specifically the database and astronomy
communities, reveals a gradual shift in his research interests from
databases to astronomy around the 1990s.

Counting butterflies in such a historical setting is challenging.
One main reason is that the algorithm should be able to answer
historical queries multiple times to analyze the changing trend.
When the graph is large, running previous algorithms from scratch
whenever we have a query is inefficient. Thus, we need to design al-
gorithms that support efficient multiple queries after preprocessing,
which no algorithm can effectively solve this problem in existing
works. This paper fills this hole by proposing a new index algo-
rithm with consistently high performance in large-scale graphs.
The proposed algorithm GSI can take advantage of graph structures
and balance between query time and memory usage, enabling it to
outperform previous butterfly counting algorithms in this setting
on both real-world data and synthetic data with certain distribu-
tions. Our algorithm can also be parallelized, providing faster query
efficiency. To summarize, we have made the following contributions
to this work.

(1) We introduce the novel historical butterfly counting problem
and provide its hardness, enabling in-depth trend and dynam-
ics analysis over temporal graphs and setting the stage for
understanding how temporal variations influence network
structures and interactions over time.

(2) A graph structure-aware index (GSI) is designed to support
efficient counting query evaluation with a controllable bal-
ance between query time and memory usage.

(3) Theoretically, we prove that our GSI approach transcends
conventional computational complexity barriers associated
with general graphs when applied to power-law graphs, a
common characteristic of many real-world graphs.

(4) Extensive experiments demonstrate that our query algo-
rithm! achieves up to five orders of magnitude speedup

1Codes are available at https://github.com/joyemang33/HBC
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over the state-of-the-art solutions with manageable memory
footprints.

Overview. We discuss related work in Section 2. In Section 3, we
formally introduce the historical butterfly counting problem, along
with useful notations and necessary tools. The proposed index GSI
is introduced and analyzed in Section 4.

In Section 5, we analyze GSI on the known power-log model.
Experimental results are provided and discussed in Section 6. In
Section 7, we provide a case study on the author-publication dataset,
demonstrating the usage of historical butterfly counting. Section 8
concludes the paper.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we review the related works, including the butterfly
counting on static bipartite graphs, motif counting on temporal
graphs, and other historical queries on temporal graphs.

¢ Butterfly counting on static Bipartite Graphs. Butterfly
is the most fundamental sub-structure in bipartite graphs. Signifi-
cant research efforts have been dedicated to the study of counting
and enumerating butterflies on static bipartite Graphs [36, 43, 44].
Wang et al. [43] first proposed the butterfly counting problem and
designed an algorithm by enumerating wedges from a randomly
selected layer. Sanei-Mehri et al. [36] further developed a strat-
egy for choosing the layer to obtain better performance. Recently,
Wang et al. [44] utilized the vertex priority and cache optimiza-
tion to achieve state-of-the-art efficiency. Additionally, the parallel
algorithms [36, 40], I/O efficient algorithm [47], sampling-based
algorithms [22, 36, 39], GPU-based algorithm [39], and batch up-
date algorithm [46] have also been developed for the butterfly
counting problem. In addition, the butterfly counting problems in
steam, uncertain, and temporal bipartite graphs have also been
studied [5, 37, 39, 54].

e Motif Counting on Temporal Graphs. The problem of
temporal motif counting has been extensively studied recently
[3, 16, 20, 23, 28]. Kovanen et al. [20] introduced the concept of
A-adjacency, which pertains to two temporal edges sharing a ver-
tex and having a timestamp difference of at most A, and consider
the temporal ordering aspect. The §-temporal motif counting with
[33, 35] and without temporal ordering [32] are also been stud-
ied. Furthermore, there are numerous approximation algorithms
available for solving counting problems [27, 38]. When it comes
to enumeration problems, isomorphism-based algorithms are the
most commonly used [24, 29].

¢ Other historical queries on temporal graphs. The histor-
ical queries on the temporal graphs aim to compute the specific
structure in the snapshot of an arbitrary time window. The his-
torical reachability [48], k-core [52], structural diversity [7], and
connected components [50] of temporal graphs have been defined,
and index-based solutions have also been proposed.

Note that our work is significantly different with [5], as our work
is focused on more generalized scenarios of temporal graph mining,
i.e,, analyzing the relationship between vertices in a small time
interval and without any temporal ordering limitations.
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(a) a temporal bipartite graph  (b) a projected graph [13],  (¢) a projected graph 2],
with duplicated edges. whose butterfly countis 1. whose butterfly count is 3.

Figure 2: A temporal bipartite graph and its projected graphs
in two time-windows, associated with their butterfly counts.

3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 Notations

Throughout the paper, we use the big-O notation to express the
upper bounds of the absolute values of functions. For example,
O(%) includes functions between —+ and £ for some constant c
and sufficient large n. We say f(n) > g(n) + O(h(n)) if f(n) >
g(n) — c|h(n)| for some constant ¢ and sufficient large n.

We use [n] to denote the set {1,...,n}.

For an undirected graph, we denote every vertex u’s degree as
degy. The concept of degeneracy is vital to our algorithm analysis.
The formal definition is as follows:

DEFINITION 3.1 (DEGENERACY). Given an undirected graph G =

(V,E), its degeneracy 6(G) is denoted as % 2 (u,0)eE min(degy, degy).

3.2 Problem Definitions

On bipartite graphs, there are two common motifs being widely
studied: wedges and butterflies. We give their formal definition as
follows:

DEFINITION 3.2 (WEDGE [44]). Given a bipartite graph G = (V =
(U,L),E), a wedge (x ~ y ~ z) is a 2-hop path consisting of edges
(x,y) and (y, z).

DEFINITION 3.3 (BUTTERFLY [44]). Given a bipartite graph G =
(V= (U,L),E), and the four vertices x,y,z,w € V wherex,z € U
andy,w € L, b : (x,y,z, w) is a butterfly iff the subgraph induced by
x,y,z,w is a (2, 2)-bicliqgue of G; that is, x and z are all connected to
y and w, respectively.

Throughout the paper, we study the temporal bipartite graphs. A
temporal bipartite graph is an undirected graph G = (V = (U, L), E),
where each edge e € Eisatriple (u, v, t) with two verticesu € U,v €
L and a timestamp ¢. Our major focus is the historical type query on
temporal bipartite graphs; that is, we query on an extracted graph
from G with respect to a certain time window. We denote it as the
projected graph and its formal definition is as follows:

DEFINITION 3.4 (PROJECTED GRAPH [12]). Given a temporal bi-
partite graph G = (V,E) and a time-window [ts, te](ts < t¢), the
projected graph G, ;.1 of G is an undirected bipartite graph without
timestamps, where its vertex set V[; ;.| is V and the edge set E[; ;|
is {(u,0) | A(u,v,t) €E A t € [ts, te]}.

Now, we are ready to state the major problem formally:

PROBLEM 1 (HISTORICAL BUTTERFLY COUNTING). Given a tempo-
ral bipartite graph G and a time-window [ts, t¢], find the number of
butterflies in the projected graph G, ;.-
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In Figure 2, we are given a temporal bipartite graph G in (a),
in which the number represents the timestamp of each edge. We
consider two time-windows [1, 3] and [2, 6]. The corresponding pro-
jected graphs Gy 3] and G| 4] are shown in (b) and (c), respectively.
The historical butterfly counting query associated with these two-
time windows is, in fact, counting on these two projected graphs.
Therefore, the answer is 1 ((1,3,4,5)) for [1,3] and 3 ({1, 2,4,5),
(1,3,4,5), (2,3,4,5)) for [2,6].

3.3 Tools

Our proposed algorithms widely use two important techniques: the
Vertex Priority method and the Chazelle’s structure.

Vertex Priority. The vertex priority method reduces the number
of wedges we need to consider. To begin with, we define the vertex
priority as follows:

DEFINITION 3.5 (VERTEX PRIORITY [44]). For any pair vertices
X,y in a temporal bipartite graph G, we define x is prior toy (pr(x) <
pr(y)) if and only if

o deg, -deg, andid(x) < id(y),

where @u denotes the degree of u when only considering unique
edges in G, and id(u) denotes the unique ID of u.

By [44], we only need to consider the wedges (x ~ y ~ z) that
satisfy pr(x) < pr(y) A pr(x) < pr(z) in order to count the butter-
flies without repetition or missing. Each butterfly (x, y, z, w) is con-
structed from two such wedges (x ~ y ~ z) and (x ~ w ~ z).

2D-range Counting. Our algorithm will transform counting but-
terflies into counting points on a 2-dimensional plane, known as the
2D-range counting problem. Specifically, let P be a set of n points
in 2-d space R?. The 2D-range counting problem is: Given an or-
thogonal rectangle Q of the form [x1, x2] X [y1, y2], find the size of
QNP

For an instance of the 2D-range counting problem, we use a
classic data structure known as Chazelle’s structure [6] to handle
all 2D-range counting queries after preprocessing:

THEOREM 3.1 (CHAZELLE’S STRUCTURE [6]). A Chazelle’s structure
CS is a data structure that can answer each 2D-range counting in
nlogn

O(log n) time and O(=—_—) memory usage, where o is the word size.

The preprocessing time is O(nlogn).

In practice, 2 significantly exceeds the number of points in-
volved in our method’s 2D-range counting task. Therefore, we
assume that log n is O(w) for Chazelle’s structures used and sim-
plify the memory usage into O(n) for brevity. In later sections, we
use CS to denote such a data structure.

3.4 Baselines

We compare our methods against the states-of-the-arts online meth-
ods for exact butterfly counting (i.e., BFC-VP++ [44]) and approxi-
mate butterfly counting (i.e., Weighted Pair Sampling (WPS) [53]).
® BFC-VP++: The BFC-VP++ algorithm sorts vertices by their pro-
posed vertex priority (Definition 3.5) and efficiently identifies
almost all minimally redundant wedges that can form a butterfly,
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offering a practical, efficient, and cache-friendly solution. In addi-
tion, BFC-VP++ can be highly parallelized. We will also compare
our methods with its parallel version in the following.

o WPS: The basic idea behind WPS is to estimate the total butterfly
count with the number of butterflies containing two randomly
sampled vertices from the same side of the two vertex sets. The
method has been proven as unbiased and theoretically efficient
in power-law graph models.

4 INDEX-BASED ALGORITHMS

In this section, we consider solving Problem 1 exactly by index-
based solutions. To begin with, in Section 4.1, we give a hardness
result showing that O(m?/2?) space is needed to answer queries
exactly in O(A) time, where m denotes the number of edges in
the given temporal bipartite graph G. Correspondingly, we pro-
vide an algorithm that meets such bound in Section 4.2, named as
Enumeration-based Index (EBI). EBI achieves 5(1) query time but it
needs expensive memory usage for large graph data. In Section 4.3,
we introduce a different algorithm named Combination-based Index
(€BI) that can be constructed under practical memory constraints.

To bridge the gap between theory and practice, we propose a
new algorithm in Section 4.4 that effectively combines EBI and
CBI, demonstrating strong performance on real-world graph data.
This algorithm, named Graph Structure-aware Index (GSI), intelli-
gently allocates graph data to the two indices which allows it to
take advantage of the underlying graph structure. In addition, with-
out compromising the performance, GSI can also handle duplicate
edges with proper modification. We discuss the technical details in
Section 4.5.

4.1 Problem Hardness

Our result is motivated by the hardness result in [9] where they
reduce the SET DisjoINTNESS problem (Definition 4.1) into Prob-
lem 1. While [9] considers timestamps on vertices, we construct a
separate hardness proof for the setting where timestamps are on

edges.

DEFINITION 4.1 (SET Di1sJOINTNESS). Given a collection of s > 2
sets S1, So, .. .,Ss, a query (a,b) € [s]? asks for whether Sq N Sy, is
empty.

The strong set disjointness conjecture [13, 14] is as follows:

THEOREM 4.1. For the set disjointness problem, any data structure
with query time A must use Q(n®/A2) space where n is the sum of the
sizes of S1, .. ., Ss.

Specifically, we prove the following result for Problem 1:

THEOREM 4.2. Consider Problem 1. Let m denote the number of
edges inG. Fixany A € [1,m] and § > 0. Suppose that we have a data
structure for Problem 1 using O(m?*=%/2%) space and exactly answers
each query in O(A) time. Then, for any set disjointness problem with
251 1Ss| = N, we have a data structure that uses O(N?279/22) time
and that +answers each query in O(2) time.

PRrROOF. Suppose that we have a data structure for Problem 1
using O(m2~9 /%) space and exactly answers each query in O(1)

Qiuyang Mang, Jingbang Chen, Hangrui Zhou, Yu Gao, Yingli Zhou, Richard Peng, Yixiang Fang, and Chenhao Ma

Figure 3: An example for reducing the set disjointness prob-
lem into exact historical butterfly counting in temporal bi-
partite graphs.

time. We can utilize the data structure for a set disjointness instance
as follows:

Let there be s sets Sy, . .., Ss. Without loss of generality, we let
1,...,t denote all distinct elements in Sy, ..., Ss, ie., Uls.=1 Si = [t].
We construct a graph G = (V = (U, L), E) such that U = [s] and
L = [t +1]. An edge (i, j) exists if j € S; or j = ¢ + 1. We assign
timestamp i to the edge (i, j).

We build the data structure for the graph G defined above. For
two integers a < b € [s], we can query the data structure for the
number of butterflies in the time window [a, b]. Since the timestamp
on edge (i, j) is equal to i, such butterflies are exactly those with
the form (u, v, w, x) such that u,w € [a,b]. The number of such
butterflies is

b b
R L)

i=a j=i+1

Notice that Q(a, b) is the two-dimensional prefix sum of (IS“ ng” ‘H).

In other words, we can calculate (lS“ng” |+1) by Q(a,b)—Q(a+1,b)—
Q(a,b—1)+Q(a+1,b—1), where we define Q(x,y) = 0 for x > y.
We can answer whether |S; N S| = 0 by checking whether this
value is equal to zero.

o

For example, in the Figure 3, we reduce the set disjointness prob-
lem for three sets {1, 2}, {2,3} and {3, 4} to a historical butterfly
counting problem on the graph we constructed. For determining
whether S; N Sy is empty, we count the number of butterflies of
the form (1,0, 2, x), Q(1, 2), which is equal to (|Sm§2|+1)' For de-

termining whether S; N S3 is empty, we calculate (|51 m§3|+1) =

0(1,3) = 0(2.3) = 0(1,2) +0(2,2) =2-1-1+0=0.

This hardness result shows that to achieve efficient query run-
time (e.g., o(1)), large memory space is necessary (e.g., O(m?/22)).
Even though we can design theoretically optimal algorithms that
reach the lower bound, they might not be practical when the input
graph is large. One possible way to overcome such a challenge from
a practical perspective is to develop algorithms that take advantage
of real-world graphs’ properties.

4.2 Enumeration-based Index

Since the structure of a temporal graph changes over time, each
subgraph has its own life cycle, i.e., the only interval of time in
which it exists. We denote such an interval as the active timestamp
of this subgraph. We give a formal definition as follows:

DEFINITION 4.2 (ACTIVE TIMESTAMP). For any subgraph P of a
bipartite temporal graph G, we define the active timestamp T (P)
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Figure 4: An illustrative example for active timestamps of
wedges and the butterfly constructed from them.

as a pair of ordered timestamp [1,r](l < r), such that P exist in the
projected graph G|, ;,| if and only ifts <l andr < te.

In Figure 4, there are two wedges w; and w;. For wj, since it
contains two edges (1,3, 1) and (1, 4, 3), it only exists in a projected
graph G|, ;. satisfying t; < 1 and te > 3. The active timestamp
T (w;) is [1, 3]. Similarly, for wj, its active timestamp is [2, 4].

The proposed Enumeration-based Index (EBI ) algorithm is shown
in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. For brevity, we assume that no
duplicate edge exists. We will discuss how to handle duplicate edges
without compromising the performance in Section 4.5.

Construction. The goal is to enumerate every butterfly and com-
pute its active timestamp. After initializing a 2D-range counting
data structure T by all butterflies’ timestamps, we can answer ev-
ery historical butterfly counting query through a single query on
Tg. We initialize it to be empty in the beginning (Line 1).

To find all the butterflies in G, we enumerate all the wedges.
We consider two wedges w;, w; of G with shared endpoints but
different middle vertices, denoted as w; : {(x ~ y; ~ z) and w; :
(x ~ yj z). Let 7 (w;) = [li,r;] and 7 (wj) = [}, r;]. The tem-
poral butterfly constructed from them is denoted as b;; = w; o wyj,
where 7 (b;;) = [min(l;, [;), max(ry, rj)].

In Figure 4, we demonstrate how to construct a butterfly b;; with
two wedges w; and w;. Since b;; contains edges (1,3,1), (1,4, 3),
(2,3,4), and (2,4, 2), its active timestamp can be computed by [ =
min{t| Je = (u,0,t) € edges(bij)} = 1, and r = max{t| Je =
(u,0,t) € bjj} = 4. By the definition of the o operation, it can also
be computed from 7 (w;) and 7 (w;). This also indicates that a
butterfly b;; = w; o w; exists in a given time-window, if and only if
the active timestamp of w; and w; are both included in the window.
Such observation helps us develop an alternative index approach
in the later section.

We follow the method in [44] to enumerate every wedge w; :
(x ~ y~> z) [l;,r;] in G without repetition or missing (Line 3).
The complexity is bounded by the total number of wedges in G.
Let W{[(x,z)] be a set of wedges whose endpoints are x,z. W is
the family of sets W[ (x,z)]. W is initialized to be empty in the
beginning (Line 2). For the current wedge w;, we first check if its
endpoints (x, z) exists in W (Line 4) (by a hash table, for example).
If not, we initialize the corresponding set W{[(x,z)] to be empty
(Line 4).

Since any two different wedges with the same pair of endpoints
(x, z) construct a unique butterfly, we enumerate every w; in
W{(x,z)] (Line 5) and construct a butterfly b;; = w; o w; with
T (bij) = (t,t;) (Line 6). Correspondingly, we insert a single
2D point (#;,¢,) into Tg. After enumeration, we need to update
W (x, z)] by inserting w; in it (Line 8). After finding all the butter-
flies, we run the preprocessing for Tg and return it (Line 10).

Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

In Figure 5, we provide an example of our construction pro-
cess. There are three wedges wy : (1~ 4~ 2), wp : (1~ 5~ 2),
wg : {(I~4~3), wg : (1~5~3), w5 : (2~ 4~ 3), wg :
(2~ 5~ 3) where T (wy) = [4,6], T (w2) = [2,5], T (w3) =
[4,4], 7 (wa) = [2,4], T (ws) = [4,6], T (we) = [4,5]. We group
them by (x, z). There will be three groups (sets) of wedges: W[(1,2)] =
{wi, wah, WI(L3)] = {ws,wa}, W[(23)] = {ws,we}. For each
group, we construct a butterfly b;; from each pair of different
wedges w;, wj from the group. We have by = wy o wa, by = w3 0wy,
bz = ws o wg. We compute their active timestamp through simple
calculation: 7 (by) = [2,4], T (b2) = [2,6], T (b3) = [4,6]. In the
end, we insert (2, 4), (2, 6), (4, 6) into Tg. Note that in this showcase,
for demonstrating the group dividing, we do not follow the vertex
priority in Definition 3.5. Otherwise, we only consider three wedges
and they are all in the group W[(4,5)].

Answering Query. Since each butterfly with active timestamp
[, r] is represented by a point ([,r) in Tg, a historical butterfly
counting of time-window [fs, te] can be interpreted as a 2D-range
query counting the number of points in the rectangle [t5, o] X
[—oo, te]. We query Tg, for it and return the answer directly (Line 1).

In Figure 5, after the preprocessing of Tg, we can answer any
2D-range counting query concerning those three points, which rep-
resent the three butterflies. When we want to query the number of
butterflies in time-window [1, 5], we are asking how many butter-
flies’ active timestamps are in the range of [1,5]. We interpret this
as querying the number of points in the rectangle [1, co] X [—o0, 5].
There is only one point (2,4) in the rectangle. Therefore, there
is only one butterfly in the projected graph of the queried time-
window. The calculation is done by a single query on Tg. It is a
typical 2D-range counting query.

Time and Space Complexity. The time and space complexity of
EBI is summarized as follows:

THEOREM 4.3. Denote B as the number of butterflies and § as the
degeneracy of the input graph G. EBI’s construction (Algorithm 1)
runs in O(md+ Blog m) and takes O(B) space. After the construction,
each query (Algorithm 2) takes O(log m) to answer.

Proor. The construction process requires enumerating all wedges.
By [44], this takes O(md). For each wedge w; : (x ~ y -~ z),
it is inserted in W[(x,z)]. By enumerating every existing w; in
W{(x,z2)], every butterfly b;; = w; o w; is enumerated exactly
once. Since the o operation takes O(1) and the insertion to T takes
O(log m) by Theorem 3.1, the total preprocess time for all butterflies
takes O(Blog m). Therefore, the total runtime for Algorithm 1 is
O(md+Blogm) as desired. Every wedge will be stored in W [(x, z)]
where x, z are its endpoints. All the wedges take O(md) space in
total. Tg contains O(B) points in total. By Theorem 3.1, it takes
O(B) space. The total memory usage sum up to O(B + md). Each
query on EBI is a range query on Tg. By Theorem 3.1, this takes
O(log m) time and no additional space. O

The EBI algorithm reaches the bound mentioned in Section 4.1:
Since § is bounded by O(y/m) and B is bounded by O(m?), the
memory usage is bounded by O(m?). Therefore, EBI answers each
query in O(1) time and take O(m?) space. This indicates that EBI’s
asymptotic memory usage cannot be further improved without



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

r
o O
@ T[] butterfly count of [ jis
) o
© x7[, 1] o ([ o] x[=e0 )
O 7[, 1]

Figure 5: An example for transforming historical butterfly
counting into 2D-range counting.

Algorithm 1: EBI-CONSTRUCTION

Input: a bipartite temporal graph: G = (V, E);

Output: a CS (Theorem 3.1) for indexing (EB-index): Tg;
1 Initialize T with an empty CS;
2 W « an empty hashmap mapping pairs of vertices to sets;
3 for each wedge w; : (x ~ y~ z) [li,ri] € Gdo
4 if (x,z) ¢ W.keys() then W[(x,2)] < 0 ;
5 for w; € W[(x,2)] do
6 bij « wj o wj;
7 Tg.insert(t;, ty);

8 | Wix2)] « W(x,2)] Uws

/7 (ty, tr) = T(bij)

9 Preprocess Tg (Theorem 3.1);
10 return Tg;

Algorithm 2: EBI-QUERYING

Input: a time-window: [#s, t. |; a EB-index: Tg;
Output: temporal butterfly counting: num|;, s, 1;
1 return num(; ;| < Tg.query([ts, 0] X [—oo,t.]);

affecting the 0(1) query time. On the other hand, though reaching
theoretical optimality, EBI’s performance on large-scale data is not
ideal because enumerating and storing all butterflies are challenging
for these graphs. For example, in the Wiktionary dataset?, the
butterfly count exceeds 101¢ where the graph contains about 4 x 107
edges>.

4.3 Combination-based Index

If the graph is large, it is not realistic to pre-compute and store all
butterflies to handle historical queries, as this requires too much
space. On the other hand, we are only interested in the number of
butterflies, so it is not necessary to construct them explicitly.
Recall that a butterfly exists in a given time window if and only
if the active timestamp of the two wedges are both included in the
window. Consider a group of wedges S = {{(x ~ y ~ z)} where x, z
are fixed. Any two wedges from S form a butterfly. Therefore, the
total number of butterflies that comes from S is (lgl). This idea leads
us to a different index algorithm, named Combination-based Index
(€BI). The implementation details are provided in Algorithm 3 and

Algorithm 4. Similarly, we assume no duplicate edge for brevity.

Resolving them is deferred to Section 4.5.

Construction. In EBI, we use one 2D-counting data structure
to store butterflies. Instead, in CBI, we map every type of wedge
to a separate data structure. We initialize a hashmap T¢ in the

http://konect.cc/
3Here, #butterflies is larger than the square of #edges due to duplicate edges, which
will be handled in Section 4.5.
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beginning (Line 1). We still need to enumerate every wedge w; :

(x ~ y~> z) [l;,r;] in G (Line 2). A wedge with endpoints x, z is

maintained by the 2D-counting data structure T [(x, 2)|. If Te [ (x, 2) ]
does not exist(Line 3), we initialize an empty CS ((Theorem 3.1)

for Te[(x, z)] (Line 4). Unlike in EBI, where we compute every but-
terfly that is constructed from the new wedges w; and a previous

wedge w; € W[(x,z)], we directly insert a point [l;, r;] (w;’s ac-
tive timestamp) into the corresponding T [(x,z)] (Line 5). After

the enumeration, we preprocess all data structures Te [ (x, z)] and

return T¢ (Line 7).

Answering Query. To answer a historical butterfly counting of
time-window [fs, te], for every type of wedges, we first need to
compute the number of wedges that exist in the time-window, then
compute the number of butterflies by a simple binomial coefficient.
We set a counter num(;_, | to be 0 initially (Line 1). We enumerate
every existing data structure in T¢ (Line 2). Similar to what we do
in EBI, we query on the corresponding 2D-counting data structure
Te[(x,2z)] with a query [ts, 0] X [—0oo,tc] to get the number of
wedges that are active in the time-window (Line 3). Denoting the
query answer as count, we add (co'zmt) to numy;_; |, which is the
number of butterflies that are constructed from these wedges. After
enumerating all the data structures, we return num(; ;| as the
total number of butterflies (Line 7).

Time and Space Complexity. The time and space complexity of
CBI is summarized as follows:

THEOREM 4.4. Denote w as the number of wedge groups and § as
the degeneracy of the input graph G. CBI’s construction (Algorithm 3)
runs in O(mdlog n) and takes O(md) space. After the construction,
CBI answers each query (Algorithm 4) in O(wlogn) time.

Proor. The construction process (Algorithm 3) also requires
enumerating all wedges, which takes O(md) by [44]. For each group
of wedges with the same endpoints, a CS will need to be initialized
with all wedges from this group. Since the number of wedges is
bounded by O(md) and each group contains at most O(n) wedges,
the total time for preprocessing all the data structures is O(md log n)
by Theorem 3.1. Similar to Theorem 4.3, it takes O(md) memory in
total. When answering a query (Algorithm 4), all groups of wedges
need to be enumerated, and their corresponding CS will be queried
exactly once. The total query time will be O(w log n) = wxO(logn)
by Theorem 3.1. The memory usage is dominated by 2D-range
counting data structures of each group of wedges. O

As a result, CBI manages to resolve the memory issue of EBI
when there are too many butterflies. Although w is bounded by the
number of wedges (i.e., md), in practice, it is significantly smaller
(i.e, w < md). For example, in the Wiktionary dataset, there is
about m§ ~ 1.3 x 10° wedges but only w ~ 5 x 10”7 wedge groups
with different (x, z).

By further observing the distribution of wedges on real-world
data, we see a concentration phenomenon that our algorithm has
not addressed: Most wedges are grouped in a few groups, while the
rest contain only a very small number of wedges. Therefore, build-
ing a separate data structure for every wedge group might be too ex-
pensive and unnecessary, especially for groups that only contribute
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Algorithm 3: CBI-CONSTRUCTION

Input: a bipartite temporal graph: G = (V, E);
Output: a hashmap mapping pairs of vertices to multiple CSs: Tc;
1 Tc « an empty hashmap mapping pairs of vertices to CSs;
2 for each wedge w; : (x ~ y~> z) [l;,r;] € G do
if (x,z) ¢ Tc.keys() then
4 L Initialize T [ (x, z) | with an empty CS;

w

)

Tel(x,z)].insert(l;, ri);

o

Preprocess each data structure in Tc (Theorem 3.1);
7 return Tg;

Algorithm 4: CBI-QuEryING
Input: a time-window: s, t¢ ]; a CB-index: Tc;
Output: temporal butterfly counting: num|, s, 1;

1 numggs,] < 0;

2 for (x,z) € Tc.keys() do

3 count — Tc[(x,z)].query([ts, 0] X [—o0, fe]);
UM 4o 1] < MUM [ 1.] + (C012Hlt)

5 return numip; ;,1;

a small amount of butterflies. For example, in the Wiktionary (WT)
dataset, more than 81.3% wedge groups contain less than 10 wedges.

4.4 Graph Structure-aware Index

Recall that the number of butterflies dominates the memory usage
of EBI, and the number of wedge groups greatly affects the query
time of CBI. They fail to take into account the actual structure
of the input graph. If we assume that most wedge groups only
contain a very small amount of wedges, we might be able to take
advantage of both EBI and CBI by distributing each wedge group
into one of EBI and CBI by its size. As the main result of our paper,
we propose a new index algorithm named Graph Structure-aware
Index (GSI) with such an idea. Besides its promising performance
on real-world data, it can also be parallelized to reach an even
better performance. The implementation details are provided in
Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6.

Construction. The important assumption we make here is that a
small number of groups contain most of the wedges. Our key idea is
to store them in the same way as CBI, building a 2D-range counting
data structure for each index, maintained by a hashmap T¢. For
the rest of the wedges, we precompute all butterflies constructed
from them and store them in one data structure T like EBI. In the
beginning, in addition to Tg (Line 1) and T¢ (Line 2), we also initial-
ize a hashmap W to group wedges directly (Line 3). We enumerate
all w; : (x ~ y~> z) [l;,ri] in G (Line 4) and store them into the
corresponding set mapped by W[(x,z)] (Line 6) . If the key does
not exist in W, we need to initialize the set to be empty (Line 5).
After grouping wedges, we sort the sets in W with decreasing order
of sizes. We also need to compute the total number of butterflies
and store it in num and numB (Line 8 to Line 10).

We introduce a parameter « to control the cutoff between the
two methods. More specifically, we will build a data structure for
some sets in W such that the total number of butterflies constructed
from them does not exceed « fraction of all the butterflies in G. The
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butterflies constructed from the other sets in W are maintained by
one data structure per set.

We enumerate the sets in W by decreasing order of sizes (Line 11).
num represents the number of butterflies we processed. If we have
not processed the majority of butterflies, i.e., when num is no less
than a-numB (Line 12), we build a CS for every wedge in W[ (x, z)],
inserting points representing their active timestamps (Line 13 to
Line 15). num will be subtracted by (‘W[(g’z )”), indicating that
these of butterflies are recorded by T [(x, z)] (Line 21).

When num is smaller than « - numB, we have already handled
the majority of butterflies. Now, we need to process butterflies built
from the rest of the wedges groups. Though each of these groups
only contains a relatively small amount of wedges, the number of
groups might be large. Here we apply the idea of EBI. We enumerate
every possible wedge pair in the current enumerated W|(x, z)]
(Line 17 to Line 18), compute the butterfly b;;[t;, t;] « w;i o w;
(Line 19) and insert a point (#;, t,) into the global data structure Tg
(Line 20). In the end, after preprocessing every CS in T and T,
we return them and finish the construction (Line 23).

An example of construction is shown in Figure 6. In the input
graph, there are 100 wedges with endpoints (1, 2) and 50 wedges
with endpoints (3,4), while there are only 97 wedges in other
groups. We treat these two groups with the CBI method and build
Te[(1,2)] (a), Tc[(3,4)] (b) correspondingly. We compute all 50
butterflies for the remaining wedges and store them in Tg (c).

Answering Query. For a historical butterfly counting of time-
window |[fs, te], we need to accumulate answers from both T¢ and
Tg. As in EBI, we directly query the 2D range [f5, 00] X [—00, .| on
Tg (Line 1). Then, as in CBI, we enumerate all groups of wedges from
Tc (Line 2). We query T [(x, z)] with the same 2D range (Line 3)
and add up the number of butterflies constructed from each group
of wedges (Line 4). We return the answer as the sum of these two
parts (Line 5). In the fig. 6 showcase, we query from all three CSs:
Te[(1,2)], Te[(3,4)], Tg and sum up the answer.

Time and Space Complexity. The time and space complexity of
GSI is summarized as follows:

THEOREM 4.5. Denote § as the degeneracy of the input graph G and
B as the number of CS building for wedge groups. GSI’s construction
(Algorithm 5) runs in O(mSlogn + aBlogm) and takes O(md +
aB) space. After the construction, each query (Algorithm 6) takes
O(pBlogn +logm) to answer.

Proor. The construction process (Algorithm 5) requires enu-
merating all wedges, which takes O(md) by [44]. The rest of the
algorithm can be divided into two parts: a CBI instance of f wedges
group containing (1 — «)B butterflies and an EBI instance contain-
ing aB butterflies. By Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 4.4, the total time
complexity is O(mdlogn + aBlog m) and the corresponding query
complexity (Algorithm 6) is O(flog n + log m). The memory usage
is O(md + aB). O

Note that f is determined by « and bounded by the number
of wedge groups w. In real-world datasets with practical memory
constraints, f§ is significantly smaller than w (i.e, § < w). For
example, in the WT dataset and under a 500 GB memory constraint,
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Figure 6: An illustrative example for demonstrating GSI.

Algorithm 5: GSI-ConsTRUCTION

Algorithm 6: GSI-QuErvING

Input: a bipartite temporal graph: G = (V, E); a parameter for
space using: a;
Output: a CS for indexing (EB-index): Tg; a hashmap of CS for
indexing: Tc;
Initialize T with an empty CS;

-

2 Tc « an empty hashmap mapping pairs of vertices to CSs;
3 W « an empty hashmap mapping pairs of vertices to sets;
for each wedge w; : (x ~ y~ z) [l;,r;] € G do
if (x,z) ¢ W.keys() then W[(x,2z)] « 0 ;
L Wlx2)] e Wl(x2)] U ws

T

=

Sort sets in W with decreasing order of sizes;

8 num « 0;

©

B

for (x,z) € W.keys() do num « num + (lw[<;’z)]|) ;

10 numB «— num;

for (x,z) € W.keys() do

1

oy

12 if num > a - numB then

13 Initialize T [ (x, z) | with an empty CS;

14 for w; : [l;,ri] € W[(x,z)] do

15 L Tel(x,z)].insert(l;, ri);

16 else

17 for w; : [l;,ri] € W[(x,z)] do

18 for wj : [lj,rj] e W[(x,2)] A (j > i) do

19 bij S W 0 Wy

20 Tg.insert(t], tr); /7 (ty, tr) = T(bij)
21 num < num — (‘W[(;’z)”);

22 Preprocess Tg and each data structure in T (Theorem 3.1);
23 return Tg, T¢;

the f of GSI is 6986 when setting the optimal « that maximize the
memory utilization, while the w is 3, 925, 064.

As a result, GSI manages to address the concentration phenome-
non of the wedges distribution on real-world graphs, taking advan-
tage of both EBI (for scattered wedges) and CBI (for concentrated
wedges). It also has flexibility regarding the different limitations of
memory. In addition, under the well-known power-law model [1],

Input: a time-window: [ ts, . |; GSI-indexes: Tg, Tc;
Output: temporal butterfly counting: num| s,

1 numy | < Te.query([ts, o] X [—oo, te]);

2 for (x,z) € Tc.keys() do

3 L count «— Tc[(x,z)].query([ts,oo] X [—oo,te]);

count
4 UM [tg,10] < MUM[151,] +( 2 )

5 return num s 4, 1;

GSI has a non-trivial complexity. The related analysis is provided
in Section 5.

4.4.1 Automatically Determining . The parameter « reflects a
trade-off between query time and memory usage. Therefore, select-
ing a proper a based on the input graph and the memory limit is
important. We introduce an easy method to automatically select
an efficient o before executing GSI. In the beginning, we set & = 0,
which means that all wedge groups will be maintained separately
with a CS data structure. We sort wedge groups by size from small
to large and enumerate them one by one. For each enumerated
wedge group i with w; wedges, we increase a by () /B, where B
is the number of butterflies, precomputed in Line 8 to Line 9. We
can estimate the memory usage by simple calculation as Chazelle’s
structure’s memory usage can be precomputed based on the number
of inserted points in O(1). We stop and determine « if the estimated
memory exceeds the limit with the next wedge group. This deter-
mination process takes O(md) time and avoids actually building
indexes.

4.4.2 Parallelized Querying. After the construction process, when
answering a query (Algorithm 6), we are, in fact, summing up the
answer from several independent CS data structures, which mo-
tivates us to utilize parallelization to speed up. Assume we have
multiple threads, and these threads can handle different CSs si-
multaneously. Since no conflict occurs when these threads read
the indexes simultaneously, we consider Algorithm 6 is highly par-
allelizable when the number of CSs greater than the number of
threads. To demonstrate, we implement and evaluate a parallel
version of GSI in Section 6.2.3.
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4.5 Handling Duplicate Edges

The key challenge when the graph has duplicate edges is that the
life cycle of a wedge or a butterfly is no longer an active timestamp
as defined in Definition 4.2. As we will see in Appendix A, the life
cycle can be decomposed into several redefined active timestamps
(Definition 4.3) for graphs with duplicate edges. We will prove
that the decomposition does not increase the time complexity or
memory usage of GSI (Lemma 4.6 and Theorem 4.7).

DEFINITION 4.3 (ACTIVE INTERVALS FOR GRAPHS WITH DUPLI-
cATE EDGES). Given a bipartite temporal graph G with duplicate
edges, a subgraph P, we define the active intervals 7 (P) as a tuple of
timestamps of the form [I,r1,r2](I < r1 < r2) such that P is active
in the query time-window [t te] if and only if for exactly one of the
timestamps [I,r1,r2], ts < landry <te <rp.

For applying GSI to a graph with duplicate edges, we first modify
CS such that it can answer 2D-range queries on timestamps of
the form [/, r1, r2], i.e., counting the number of [I, r1, r2] such that
ts <landry <t. < rp given the query time-window [fs, t.]. This
can be done by applying the inclusive-exclusive principle on 2D
ranges. Then we generate the active intervals (tuple of timestamps
[1,r1,r2]) for each wedge. We feed each [, 1, r2] to GSI (with the
modified CS). A detailed explanation can be found in Appendix A.

Lastly, we prove that if the size (number of [/, r1, r2] in the tuple)
of the active intervals of each wedge is bounded (Lemma 4.6), both
EBI and CBI’s time complexity will not be compromised.

LEMMA 4.6. For any two vertices u,v € V(G), we denote cnty , as
the number of edges (u,v,t) € E(G). There exists an algorithm (Algo-
rithm 7 in Appendix A) that returns its active intervals (Definition 4.3)
of size O(min(cnty,y, cnty,z)) for any wedge (x ~ y ~ z).

Proof of 4.6 can be found in Appendix A. With this lemma, we
are ready to prove that the time complexity for our algorithms will
not be compromised by duplicate edges:

THEOREM 4.7 (TIME COMPLEXITY WITH DUPLICATE EDGES). (i)
There exists a modification for EBI that can run in O(log m) time
and O(m?) memory usage for bipartite temporal graphs with dupli-
cate edges; (ii) There exists a modification for CBI that can run in
O(wlogm) time and O(m8) memory usage for bipartite temporal
graphs with duplicate edges.

ProoF. (i): Considering a butterfly consisting of two wedges
(x ~ y1 ~ z) and (x ~ yz ~> z), the size of its active intervals is
O(min(centy, y,, cnty, z) Xmin(cnty, y,, cnty, »)) by Lemma 4.6. Since

min(cnty,y,, cnty, z) X min(cnty, y,, cnty, z)
each butterfly (x,y1,2,y2)€G

< Z Chty,y, CNty, z < m?.
each butterfly (x,y1,2,y2)€G

, the bound of the number of points in CSs O(m?) for EBI still
holds.

(ii): Considering a wedge (x ~ y ~ z), the the size of its ac-
tive intervals in its active timestamp is O(min(cnty,y, cnty,z)) by
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Lemma 4.6. The total number of tuples for all wedges’ active times-

Yoy Y

yeV(G) xeN(y), zeN(y),
pr(x)<pr(y) pr(x)<pr(z)

min(cnty, y, chty,z)

< Z Z cnty,ydegx
yeV(G) xeN(y).
pr(x)<pr(y)
< Z min(degx, degy) = mé.
(x,y)€E(G)
Therefore, the bound of the number of points in CSs for CBI, O(m§),
also holds. ]

5 ANALYSIS ON POWER-LAW GRAPHS
5.1 Power-law Bipartite Graphs

Previous research [15, 41] shows that many real-world bipartite
graphs follow the power-law distribution with y generally between
2 to 3, similar to the scale-free graphs model for unipartite graphs.
By leveraging the properties of the power-law degree distribution,
there are many studies on analyzing algorithms based on such
settings [4, 21, 51, 53]. In this section, we prove that GSI runs in
O(2) time and O(m2~%/22) memory for some § > 0 with high
probability on power-law bipartite graphs [1] with y € (2,3), in
contrast to the hardness result in Section 4.1 for the general case.
We use the following model for G.

DEFINITION 5.1. Let ny be the number of vertices in U. Let np be
the number of vertices in L. Let y;, A; (i = 1,2) be the exponents and
max degrees of two power-law distributions. A power-law bipartite
graph is obtained by the following process:

o For each vertex x in U, sample dy € [1,A1] such that

P [dx = k] oc k771,

e For each vertexy in L, sample dy € [1, Az] such that

P [dy = k] oc k772,

o Letm=E [Y, ey dx] =E [ZyeL dy] be the expected number of

edges in G.
o For each pair of vertices x € U, y € L, sample the existence of the

ded,
ey

edge (x,y) such that P [(x,y)exists] =

For Definition 5.1 to be well-defined, we need to choose parame-
ters such thatE [} ey dx] = E [ZyEL dy], i.e., the expected sums

of degrees for vertices in U and L are equal. We note that the sam-
pled dx and dy values are intermediate variables of the sampling
process. They are not necessarily the same as the degrees deg,. and
degy of vertex x and y. We can interpret dy as the expected degree
of x.

Based on Definition 5.1, there are two following two types of
power-law bipartite graphs to model the real-world networks com-
prehensively.

DEFINITION 5.2 (DOUBLE-SIDED POWER-LAW BIPARTITE GRAPH).
A double-sided power-law bipartite graph is a power-law bipartite
graph (Definition 5.1) satisfying y1 € (2,3), and yz € (2,3).

DEFINITION 5.3 (SINGLE-SIDED POWER-LAW BIPARTITE GRAPH).
A single-sided power-law bipartite graph is a power-law bipartite
graph (Definition 5.1) satisfying y1 € (2,3), y2 =0, and A1 > Aj.



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

Twitter exemplifies a single-sided power-law bipartite graph,
where the distribution of followers per user varies significantly,
often displaying a vast disparity. In contrast, the number of accounts
each user follows tends to be more uniform and comparatively
narrow in range. In contrast, movie-actor networks exhibit a double-
sided power-law distribution. Most actors appear in just a few films,
and the majority of films feature only a small number of actors.
However, a select group of highly connected actors mirrors the
highly-followed users on social media platforms, while films with
large casts resemble “super-connected” nodes.

5.2 Time and Space Complexity

We calculate the expected time and space complexity of GSI for
each type of power-law bipartite graph.

THEOREM 5.1 (GSI ON DOUBLE-SIDED POWER-LAW BIPARTITE
GRAPHS). Let G be a single-sided power-law bipartite graph. We can
set a in Algorithm 5, such that the expected space usage of GSI is
O(AS2Y), and that the query time is O(1). We can also set a such
that the expected space usage is O (nA3~Y), and that the expected
query time is O(n? min(A1, Az)2~%).

We note that for both settings of Theorem 5.1, the time and
space complexities surpass the lower bound in Theorem 4.2. This
shows that the historical butterfly counting problem on power-law
graphs are not as hard as the general case, and that GSI success-
fully exploits the features of the power-law graphs to reduce the
computation cost. The first setting has O(1) time complexity and
o(n?) space complexity since A < n and y < 3. The second setting
has O(1) = O(n? min(A1, A2)2~ %) time complexity and o(n?/A?)

37y

3 3y
space complexity when k > n4r-4 A4r-4,

THEOREM 5.2 (GSI ON SINGLE-SIDED POWER-LAW BIPARTITE
GRAPHS). Let G be a single-sided power-law bipartite graph.

We can set a in Algorithm 5, such that the expected space usage of
6-11

GSIisO (Az + (AIAS )) and that the expected query time is O (1) .
2

Similar to the double-sided case, Theorem 5.2 solves the historical
butterfly counting problem with a better trade-off than Theorem 4.2.

PROOF SKETCH FOR THEOREM 5.1 AND THEOREM 5.2. By
Theorem 4.5, we know that the query time for GSI is nearly linear in
the number of keys (x, z) in Tc. The space usage for GSIis bounded
by the number of butterflies not maintained by T [(x, )], plus the
total number of wedges in each W|[(x, z)] for (x, z) € Tc.keys().

To bound the query time and space usage, let k be a parameter
between 1 and A = max(A1, Az). Let Psj be the set of unordered
pairs (x, z) such that x, z are on the same side of the bipartite graph
G, and that dy,d; > k. Let # X5 be the number of butterflies B
such that 3{x, z} € Psg, {x,z} C B. Here we abuse notation and
use B to mean the vertices of a butterfly B.

InLine 11 of Algorithm 5, we construct Te [ (x, z)]s for pairs (x, z)
with the largest W[(x, z)]s until the total number of butterflies
in these largest W[(x, z)]s exceeds (1 — a)numB. The rest of the
butterflies will be maintained by Tg.

Intuitively, for proving the efficiency of GSI, we would like to
show that a small number of {x,z} (those in P5) covers a large
fraction (# M /numB) of the total number of butterflies. Formally,
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Table 1: The summary of datasets, including the size of ver-
tices (i.e, |U| and |L|) and edges (i.e., |E|), butterfly counts
(i.e., B), and the y value of power-law exponent assuming the
graph’s degree follows a power-law distribution (i.e., ). For
synthetic datasets, we provide the y value for each side (i.e.,
y1 and y3).

‘ Real-world dataset ‘ U] |L| |E| B v ‘
Wikiquote (WQ) 961 640,482 776,458 5e9 4.281
Wikinews (WN) 2,200 35,979 907,499 3ell 2.654

StackOverflow (SO) 545,196 96,680 1,301,942 le7 2.797
CiteULike (CU) 153,277 731,769 2,411,819 6e8 2.325
Bibsonomy (BS) 204,673 767,447 2,555,080 8e8 2.209

Twitter (TW) 175,214 530,418 4,664,605 1el2 2.460
Amazon (AM) 2,146,057 1,230,915 5,838,041 3e7 2.957
Edit-ru (ER) 7,816 1,266,349 8,349,235 1el3 5.301
Edit-vi (EV) 72,931 3,512,721 25,286,492 3el4 2.017
Wiktionary (WT) 66,140 5,826,113 44,788,448 1el6 1.826

‘ Synthetic dataset ‘ U] |L| |E| 21 Y2 ‘

DoublePower-law (DPW) | 25,599,878 25,599,878 100,000,000 2.1 2.1
SinglePower-law (SPW) | 21,020,985 199,802 100,000,000 2.1 0

we can prove that for some k, GSI has query complexity 5(|P2 )
and expected space complexity.

o (# Mg —#Myp + Y (xzyeps, 1 Tel(x z)]l). To show this, let’s
consider an algorithm similar to Algorithm 5. The modified algo-
rithm changes the condition on Line 12 from “num > « - numB”
to “{x,z} € P51”. Then T¢ contains |P5 | elements (one for each
(x,z) € Psg), and Tg contains # M1 —# Xy butterflies. The
time complexity of the modified algorithm is 5(|P2 x|) and that the
expected space usage of it is

O (# 251 —# Mg + T (xzpep, [Tel(x 2)]1).

In the original GSI (Algorithm 5), for a fixed choice of k, we can
choose a properly such that the condition on Line 12 evaluates to
true for the first | P | iterations, i.e., after the first |P5 | iterations
of the loop, num is no more than & - numB. The query time of GSI is
bounded by 5(|P2k |). The space usage of GSI is bounded above by
that of the modified algorithm, because the sets in W are sorted with
decreasing order of sizes. Each set W[ (x, z)] costs |W[(x, z)]| space
if it is maintained in T and (IW[(;C 2)] ‘) space if it is maintained
in Tg. GSI costs less space because it maintains larger sets in T¢,
compared to the modified algorithm. In Appendix B, we will prove
time and space complexities for the modified algorithm. These will
automatically translate to the same bounds for GSI. O

6 EXPERIMENTS

6.1 Experimental Setting

Datasets. We use 10 large-scale real-world datasets to evaluate
our algorithm. All real-world dataset sources and more detailed
statistics are available at KONECT*. In addition, we randomly gen-
erate 2 power-law bipartite graphs with billion edges according to
the models in Section 5, where their timestamps are also uniformly
sampled from [1, |E|]. The dataset statistics are presented in Table 2.

“from http://konect.cc/, where the j of ER only considers the tail degrees (i.e., yz)
because the global value missed in the website.
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Figure 7: Time cost of 5,000 random queries for historical
butterfly counting on datasets, where all algorithms use se-
quential versions.

Algorithms. Our algorithms are implemented in C++ with STL
used. The implementation of BFC-VP++ is obtained from their au-
thors. As WPS is an approximation method, the reported running
time for WPS represents the time required first to reach a relative
error of 10%.

Hyperparameter Settings. The only hyperparameter for our meth-
ods is @. In our study of space-query trade-offs (Section 6.3), we
determine the appropriate  using the algorithm described in Sec-
tion 4.4.1 to constrain memory usage. For all other experiments,
we employ the same algorithm to optimize o for maximal memory
utilization.

All experiments are conducted on a Ubuntu 22.04 LTS worksta-
tion, equipped with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6338R 2.0GHz CPU
and 512GB of memory.

6.2 Efficiency

6.2.1 Query Processing. Shown in fig. 7, the efficiency of GSI, as
well as the two baseline algorithms BFC-VP++, WPS, is compared on
various datasets, with 5000 random queries.

On real-world datasets, GSI demonstrates a significant speedup
ranging from 100X to 10000x comparing to BFC-VP++, 100X to
1000x comparing to WPS. In most datasets, GSI needs less than 1
seconds to answer all 5000 queries online, even when the dataset
has around 4 x 10 vertices (AM). In general, the query time is pro-
portional to the number of edges. For the largest dataset WT, which
has around 6 x 10° vertices and 4.5 x 108 edges, all queries can
be answered within 102 seconds, which means less than 0.1 sec-
onds for each query in average. This shows the consistency and
efficiency of our algorithms under very large real-world datasets.

On the synthetic dataset, we generated, our algorithm shows an
extremely large speedup greater than 100000X. Especially on SPW,
while both BFC-VP++ and WPS cannot process all queries within 10°
seconds, our algorithms produce answers within 10! seconds.

6.2.2 Index Construction. The reported time for index construction
is reported in Table 2. For most datasets, even considering the
time of index construction, GSI’s performance outperforms the two
baselines, indicating that the index construction performance of
GSI is both reasonable and practical.

6.2.3 Parallelization. In addition, we compare GSI’s parallelized
querying with BFC-VP++’s parallelized version. In Figure 8, we test
the running time for 5,000 queries with various numbers of threads
from 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, and 32. In two large-scale datasets EV and WT,
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Table 2: Index construction time for GSI in experiments
shown in Figure 7.

Dataset | WQ WN SO CU BS ™
time (s) | 74 6 9 129 207 217
Dataset | AM  ER EV WT DPW SPW
time (s) | 39 3,654 3,842 3,964 2,566 341
10* 10*
© GSI 5 BFC-VP++ © GSI £ BFC-VP++
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Figure 8: Evaluating the parallelization: time cost for 5,000
random queries against the number of threads.

our algorithm obtains higher parallelism compared to the baseline,
which has spent efforts in optimizing for higher parallelism. On
the other hand, in two other two large-scale datasets TW and ER,
despite its fast runtime, our algorithm’s performance does not al-
ways improve as the number of threads increases, which is not
surprising and is under our expectations. This is because every
historical query is essentially querying on multiple CSs and sum-
ming up the answer. In the parallel version, we allocate threads
to these data structures to increase efficiency. However, given a
fixed memory limitation, GSI may create less CSs if the number
of motifs is relatively small. In such a circumstance, if the number
of threads approaches or exceeds the number of data structures
we built in construction, the runtime may increase. In general, our
parallelized GST still obtains a faster runtime and, most likely, better
parallelism on very large-scale datasets.

6.3 Space-Time Trade-Offs

Since GSI is a flexible algorithm that strikes to balance the trade-off
between space and time, we further study its performance under
different memory limitations. Shown in Figure 9, the query time
can be efficiently reduced if provided more memory space: When
the applicable memory is enlarged to 10x, the query time is de-
creased to %X to 1_(1)0X' Furthermore, it is shown that even when
the memory space is very limited, GSI can still obtain a good query
efficiency. For example, on WT, only given 40 Gigabytes memory,
both the index-construction time and query time are less than 600
seconds. Compared to our baseline in fig. 7, it still holds a significant
advantage.
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Figure 9: Space-query trade-offs study
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Figure 10: Time cost of 5,000 random queries for historical
butterfly counting on different power-law bipartite graphs,
where all algorithms use sequential versions.

In all, this study further reveals GSI’s flexibility on the trade-off
between space and time. In practice, it can fit different circum-
stances while providing consistent high-efficiency performance.

6.4 Empirical Study on Power-law Graphs

In this section, we further analyze the performance of GSI and base-
lines on the power-law graphs. In addition to two synthetic graphs
in Table 2, we generate power-law graphs with various y; and y»
between (2,3) and uniformly sampled timestamps. Specifically, to
ensure that baselines can finish in practical time (i.e., less than < 10°
seconds), we reduce the number of edges in these graphs to 107
instead of 108. in DPW and SPW. Shown in Figure 10, both BFC-VP++
and WPS require at least 10> seconds in all synthetic data we gener-
ate while our algorithm can process all 5,000 queries within 107!
seconds. This gap is even more significant compared to results on
real-world data. Combined with the theoretical analysis in section 5,
GSI has outstanding performance both theoretically and practically
on Power-law graphs. This further reveals the advantage that GSI
admits and makes full use of additional properties on graphs.

Qiuyang Mang, Jingbang Chen, Hangrui Zhou, Yu Gao, Yingli Zhou, Richard Peng, Yixiang Fang, and Chenhao Ma

7 CASE STUDY

To begin with, we acquired the author-publication datasets >, which
contains 10,419,221 author-publication records before 2016. Based
on that, we build an author-publication bipartite temporal graph
containing 14,223,972 vertices and 10,419,216 edges.

In this section, we study two interesting tasks based on the bipar-
tite clustering coefficient [2, 25, 31], a traditional cohesiveness mea-
sure for bipartite graphs whose computing bottleneck is counting

butterflies. For historical query, we define historical bipartite cluster-
XPts te]

ing coefficient (HBCC) as : < lrete]
count in the projected graph G[;, ;.| and [, ¢,] is the number of
3-paths in G|;, |- Specifically, in the given time-window, a higher
HBCC suggests a stronger trend of cohesive collaboration within
the research community. This coefficient positively correlates with
the number of author pairs publishing multiple publications within
a given time-window and inversely correlates with the number of
author pairs collaborating only once.

, where >[4 ;] is the butterfly

The Trend of Closeness in Global Research Collaboration. In this
study, we investigate the trend of the HBCC over various two-year
time windows. To achieve that, we need to efficiently query several
historical butterfly counts by GSI. The result is shown in Figure 11
(a), where we set the length of the time windows as two years (e.g.,
1995 - 1996).

Surprisingly, the value of HBCCs doesn’t consistently rise along-
side the research community’s overall trend toward collaboration.
This implies that the research community might not always achieve
greater cohesiveness through collaboration. In contrast, in Figure 11
(a), HBCCs exhibit an initial general increase (1985 - 2000) followed
by a decrease (2000 - 2015).

We delve deeper into the underlying reasons for these trends
and analyze the changing pattern of (1) the average number of
publications per author within each time-window and (2) the average
number of unique collaborators per author within each time-window,
shown in Figure 11 (b). As the average number of publications
generally rises from 1985 to 2015, it suggests a higher probability
of collaboration, consequently increasing the butterfly counts in
the author-publication bipartite temporal graph. Nevertheless, a
greater likelihood of collaboration does not necessarily equate to
more cohesive collaboration. As depicted in Figure 11 (b), there is
a notable increase in the average number of unique collaborators
after 2000, indicating a rise in 3-paths counts within the graph,
which may be an important factor causing HBCCs decreases again
from 2000 to 2010. Entering 2010, HBCCs come across another
rising trend. There are many possible reasons, one of which could
be the significant increase in total publications.

Finding the time-window of close collaboration. Another direct ap-
plication of HBCC is identifying time-windows during which close
collaborations exist within a specific research community. However,
this requires a large number of queries of historical butterfly counts
by enumerating both ends of the candidate time windows. There-
fore, we adapt GSI to find them efficiently. For instance, within
Kaiming He’s 2-hop ego network, we find that the time-window
with the highest HBCC is 2010 - 2011 by GSI, with the corresponding

Shttps://github.com/THUDM/citation-prediction
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Figure 11: Case study (1): the trend of closeness in global
research collaboration
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Figure 12: Case study (2): finding the time-window of the
closest collaboration.

research records detailed in Figure 12. During this period, Kaiming
He, Jian Sun, Xiaoou Tang, Carsten Rother, and Christoph Rhemann
established a series of cohesive research collaborations, resulting
in the publication of three papers. Notably, 2010 and 2011 mark the
final two years of Kaiming’s Ph.D. study, with Xiaoou serving as
his supervisor, further supporting the indication that this period
witnessed Kaiming’s most cohesive collaborations with others.

8 CONCLUSIONS

This paper introduces the historical butterfly counting problem on
temporal bipartite graphs. We propose a graph structure-aware
indexing approach to facilitate efficient query processing with a
tunable balance between query time and memory cost. We further
theoretically prove that our approach is especially advantageous
on power-law graphs, by breaking the conventional complexity
barrier associated with general graphs. Extensive empirical tests
show that our algorithm is up to five orders of magnitude faster
than existing algorithms with controllable memory costs.

Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA
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A TECHNICAL DETAILS FOR HANDLING
DUPLICATE EDGES

In this section, we discuss the intuition and detailed analysis of
Algorithm 7.

Given a butterfly or wedge P, we consider a subgraph S con-
structed by choosing exactly one edge (u, v, t) for each (u,v) € E(P).
We denote the set of all possible Ss by S. Due to duplicate edges,
|S| > 1. For each S € S, its active timestamp is [Ig,rs] where
Is = ming,,pyest and rs = max(, 4 )es t- For a time-window
[ts;tel, P € G|y, ¢, if and only if there exists an S € S satisfying
ts < Is < rs < te. Therefore, for S1,S5; € S, iflg, <[5, <rs, <rg,,
then S; is not necessary to be considered for any query time-
window. In this way, we manage to reduce the number of Ss to be
stored to answer historical queries concerning P.

We still need to resolve the issue of overcounting. For a time-
window [, te], if there are multiple Ss such that their timestamps
are all included in [#g, ¢, ], we should not count P as multiple wedges
or butterflies (Definition 3.4). This is the reason we consider the
redefined active timestamp in Definition 4.3. Let the reduced set
of Ssbe {[l1,r1], Iz, r2],- - -, [k, ric] } satistying [; < Liy1,1ri < riq1
for each 1 < i < k. We create a redefined timestamp [l;, r;, ri+1] for
each 1 < i < k and a redefined timestamp [Ii, rg, o] for the last
timestamp [lj, ri]. We can see that exactly one of the redefined
timestamps becomes active when P € G|, ;| : If there exists 1 <
i <k suchthatr; < t, < ritq, only [I;, rj, ris1] is active. Otherwise,
we have t, > rg. In such case, [I,rg, o] is active. In addition,
if P ¢ Gy, 4,1, no redefined timestamps becomes active. For any
timestamp [I;, r;], [fs, te] does not include [I;, r;]. This implies that
the redefined timestamp [l;, rj, riy1] (or [Ig, rg, 0] when i = k) is
not active.

Algorithm 7 computes the active intervals for a wedge (x ~ y ~ z).

Given the two timestamp sets Ly, and Ly ;, we will produce all
necessary S € S and store the redefined timestamps in A. We
can safely assume that there is no duplicate timestamp in either
Ly,y or Ly .. To begin with, we initialize S to be 0 (Line 3). We
sort Ly,y and Ly , from small to large (Line 2). We also insert an
oo timestamp to both timestamp sets (Line 1) to avoid boundary
cases. We will enumerate every element in these sets, and we de-
note them as Ly y[i](1 < i < |Lyxyl and Ly [j](1 < j < |Lyg|
Consider a pair (i, j). When Ly, y[i] < Ly.[j], we will adjust i to
i’ such that Ly, [i + 1] > Ly, [j]. That is to say, we will adjust the
smaller side as much as possible without breaking the inequality
Ly y[i] < Lyz[j] (Line 5, Line 14, Line 7, and Line 17). We do the
same for the case which Ly y[i] > Ly.[/] (adjusting j instead).
For the current enumerated pair (i, j), the corresponding redefined
timestamp of the wedge formed by (x, y, Ly, 4 [i]) and (y, z, Ly, [j])
is [I,r,max(Ly,y[i], Ly,z[j])], where [ and r are the minima and
maxima of the two timestamps Ly, y[i]s and Ly [ j]s in the previ-
ous iteration (Line 10 and Line 11). We insert it into A (Line 11).
After inserting, we move to the next pair by increasing one of the
indices i or j. When Ly y[i] < Ly.[j], by setting i to i + 1, we
will have Ly, [i] > Ly.[/j] (Line 12 to Line 14). Then we adjust
Jj again to the largest possible value satisfying Ly, [j] < Lx,yli]
(Line 14). If Ly y[i] > Lyz[j], we increase j and adjust i instead
(Line 13 and Line 17). The whole process will terminate when no
more feasible pair needs to be enumerated (Line 9). Then, all the
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Algorithm 7: CoMPUTING (x ~» y ~ z)’s ACTIVE TIMESTAMPS

Input: A list of unique timestamps on the duplicate edges between
x and y: Ly, ; A list of unique timestamps on the duplicate
edges between yand z: Ly z;

Output: The active intervals A = {[l;, r14, 72 ]} for (x ~ y~ z)

L,y ¢ Ly,y U {0}, Lyz ¢ Ly, U {oo};

Sort Ly,y and Ly in ascending order;

-

N

38— 0,i—1j«1;
if Ly y[1] < Ly (1] then
L i « the maximum k such that Ly, ,[k] < Ly -[1];

LIS

else
L Jj « the maximum k such that Ly . [k] < Ly, y[1];

I

8 | « 00,7 « oo

9 while i < |Ly 4| and j < |Ly.| do

10 I e« min(Ly, y[i], Lyz[j]), " « max(Lyx,y[il, Ly.z[j]);
11 if r #cothen A=AU{[Lr ]} ;

12 if Ly y[i] < Ly-[j] then

13 ie—i+1;

14 Jj < the maximum k such that Ly . [k] < Ly y[i];
15 else

16 je—j+1

17 i « the maximum k such that Ly [k] < Ly [j];

18 l—1U,rer;

19 if r # co then
20 | A=AU{[Lr o]}

21 return S;

redefined timestamps are stored in A. We return A as the output
(Line 21).

Lastly, we prove that counting the number of activated redefined
timestamps can be converted to computing the difference between
two 2D-range counting queries.

Previously, we regarded the active timestamp as a single point
in the 2-D plane and inserted it into the 2D-counting data structure.
For any time-window, the answer is computed by a single query
on the data structure. Under the current definition of the active
timestamp, we can still efficiently answer the query using two 2D-
range counting data structures T and T instead. That is to say, after
construction, we will be able to answer the number of redefined
timestamps [/, r1, ro] satisfying ts < I and r; < t, < ry. Specifically,
for [I, r1, 2], we insert (I, r1) and (I, 2) into T and T respectively.
To count the number of active timestamps of a time-window [, t.],
we first query [ts, o] X [—oo, te] on both T and T, denoted as num
and num respectively. Then, we return num — num as the answer.
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The formal proof is as follows.

22

PEG [1;ry4,r0:1€T(P)

{li 2 ts Ate € [ryirei)} =

> > L{l > tg Ate > g} — L{li > b5 Ate > roi} =

PEG [1;ry1,r0:1€T(P)

>y w

PEG [1,r,1€7(P)

> % W

PEG [I,ry;]1€T(P)

v

ts Nte > rl,i} -

v

ts Ate 212} |=

T.query([ts, o] X [—00, t.]) —T.query([ts, 00] X [—o0, te])

Proor oF LEMMA 4.6. WLOG, we assume cnty,y < cniy . Itis
easy to see the time complexity of Algorithm 7 is O(|S| log m), and
we will then show [S| < 3cnty, 4.

For each wedge (x ~ y ~> z) [I;,r1,,72,i] € S, we have at least
one of /; or r1; comes from a timestamp of Ly, . In other words,
for each pair ([, r) in lines 9 to 18 of Algorithm 7, there exists an
i € [1, cnty,y] such that at least one of [ or r equals to Ly, 4[i]. We
consider these cases as follows:

o [ =Ly ylil,r # Lx,y[i]: We move i < i + 1 in the next iteration,
which implies this case will only occur for at most cnty, ; times.

o [ # Ly yli],r = Ly,y[i]: let [ and # be the values of I and r in the
next iteration, respectively. We have 7 > [ > r, which implies
this case will only occur for at most cnty,y times.

o | = Lyylil,r = Ly y[i]: let [ and # be the value of [ and r in
the next iteration, respectively. We have either r’ > [>ror

# > 1> r, which implies this case will only occur for at most

cnty y times.

Since each wedge belongs to one of the three cases above, we prove
that |S| < 3cnty, y.
]

B OMITTED PROOF FOR POWER-LAW
GRAPHS

PROOF FOR THEOREM 5.1 AND THEOREM 5.2. For completeness, we

include the proof sketch.

By Theorem 4.5, we know that the query time for GSI is nearly
linear in the number of keys (x, z) in Tc. The space usage for GSIis
bounded by the number of butterflies not maintained by T [(x, z)],
plus the total number of wedges in each W[(x,z)] for (x,z) €
Te keys().

To bound the query time and space usage, let k be a parameter
between 1 and A = max(A1, Az). Let Psj be the set of unordered
pairs (x, z) such that x, z are on the same side of the bipartite graph
G, and that dy,d; > k. Let # X be the number of butterflies B
such that 3{x, z} € Psg, {x,z} C B. Here we abuse notation and
use B to mean the vertices of a butterfly B.

In Line 11 of Algorithm 5, we construct T [ (x, z)]s for pairs (x, z)
with the largest W[(x, z)]s until the total number of butterflies
in these largest W[(x, z)]s exceeds (1 — a)numB. The rest of the
butterflies will be maintained by Tg.
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Intuitively, for proving the efficiency of GSI, we would like to
show that a small number of {x,z} (those in P5) covers a large
fraction (# M5 /numB) of the total number of butterflies. Formally,
we can prove that for some k, GSI has query complexity 5(|P2 )
and expected space complexity.

0] (# Mg —#Myp + X (xzyeps, 1 Tel(x z)]l). To show this, let’s
consider an algorithm similar to Algorithm 5. The modified algo-
rithm changes the condition on Line 12 from “num > « - numB”
to “{x,z} € P51”. Then T¢ contains |P5| elements (one for each
(x,z) € Psg), and Tg contains # M1 —# Xy butterflies. The
time complexity of the modified algorithm is 5(|P2 x|) and that the
expected space usage of it is

O (# 251 —# Mg + Z(xzep, [Tel(x 2)]1).

In the original GSI (Algorithm 5), for a fixed choice of k, we can
choose a properly such that the condition on Line 12 evaluates to
true for the first | P | iterations, i.e., after the first |P5 | iterations
of the loop, num is no more than « - numB. The query time of
GSI is bounded by 5(|P2k|). The space usage of GSI is bounded
above by that of the modified algorithm, because the sets in W
are sorted with decreasing order of sizes. Each set W[ (x, z)] costs
[W[(x,2)]| space if it is maintained in T and (lw[(;’z)]l) space
if it is maintained in Tg. GSI costs less space because it maintains
larger sets in T, compared to the modified algorithm. These will
automatically translates to the same bounds for GSI.

For simplicity, we use Vi, V, to denote U, L. We first calculate the
expected number of edges, m, of G. m can be calculated by A, y;, n;
for either i = 1 or i = 2. For the model to be consistent, we require
that the m’s calculated by i = 1 and i = 2 are equal.

LemmA B.1. Foranyi € {1,2}, ify; € (2,3),

m=(e0 (a7

Proor. Let x be a fixed vertex in V;.

m =n;E [degx] (by linearity of expectation)

=n;E [dx]
A;
1
=n;— v
Siio
=(1+0(a)7)) s
i si(yi—2)

Next, we estimate the expectation of |P5| for bounding the
query time.

n,s

2.2 2.2
Lemma B.2. E [|Pol] = (1+O (l + l)) (nls—lk + -2 z"‘).

n n 2 2
1 2 2s7 2s5

Proor. Recall that for any pair of vertices x, z, (x,z) € Py if
x,z € V; and dy, d; > k. The expected number of such pairs for a
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fixed i € {1,2} is

Summing over i = {1, 2} gives

E[|Poil] =

(ol
1+0|—+ —
ny  ng 2s?

Lastly, we calculate E [# Nzk] ,and E [# M>1]

of these two numbers will bound the space usage.

LEmMA B.3.

E [#Xyp]
2.2

nin
> 1+o(AV1‘3+A“‘3))—1 2
( 1 2 4m4

(A?_YI _ k3—y1) (AS_YZ _ k.3—)/2)

. The difference

5152(3 = y1) (3 — y2)

Proor. To get alower bound for E [# M k] , we use the quantity
# Mposp>k be the number of butterflies B = (x,y, z, w) such that

both (x, z) and (y, w) are from Ps.

# Mposh>k 1S no more than # X5 which is the number of but-
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We sum up the probability that x,y,z, w form a butterfly for
x,z€ Vi,y,w e V.

E [# Mporhsk]

_[n1)(n2
LI, s
di.ds€[k,A1],dz.ds€[k,Az ]

dxdy dydy, dzdy d d,,
m m m m

P [dy = di] P [dy = dy]

[dx = d1] P [dy = do]

Pld, = d3] P [dw = d4]

2J\z di.ds€lk,A1],dz.ds€[k,Az ]

d2d2d2d?
P [d; = ds] P [dy = dy] ~— 2"
m
ni\(n2\ 1
:( 21)( 22)% P [dx = d]] P [dz = d3] d)zcdg

P [dy = da] d5d3,
%sg,k) 2

=d]d2

dre[k,Az]

)( )_Ez [ld >kd01] [1duzzkd52]

where v1 (v2) is an arbitrary vertex from V;j (V3). We next calculate
the expectations in the equation above. For any i € {1, 2},

( P [dy = dy] d} 2
{;

E [1d .zkdzz),-]

A;
Z [do; = d] d

A
:l d2vi
S ok
A3_Yi _ k3‘Yi

=(1 +O(Aiyi_3)) W

Thus, we have

E [# Nboth>k]

n n
:(21)(22)_E2 (10 20 | B2 14, 218
3-vi K3vi

(o) ooy ) 2565
(1+O (A)lfl AYz )) nzng
(

4m*
A:;_Yl _ k3*)/1) (Ag_YZ _ kS*Yz)
5152(3 - y1)(3 - y2)

terflies such that at least one of (x,z) and (y, w) are from P . ]
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Similar to Lemma B.3, we can estimate the expectation of numB =
# N> k-

LEmMMA B.4.
E [# Mxq]
2.2
_ y1i-3 r2-3\\ M1
=(1+o (Al A7) 23
3-y1A3-)2
AT A,

51523 =y1)(3-y2)

ProorF. The proof is identical to that of Lemma B.3 with k = 1.
We may replace the > to = because when k = 1, # Mp,;5> is equal
to # Nzk . (]

Double-sided power-law bipartite graphs. In the double-sided
power-law model, both y; and y; are in the range (2,3). In this
case, we have that s; is a constant for i = 1, 2. We also have that
m = O(n).

We define n = max(ny, n2), A = max(A1, Az),andy = min(y1,y2).

We may calculate
E [# Mg —# Mzk] by Lemma B.4 and Lemma B.3.

E [# Xxq —# Xyp]

Yi=3 | Ay2—3 ning o 4 3=y, 13 3y,

_ 1~ 2~ - )2 - e

=0 (Al +a) )F(k Ay kA
2.2 3-n 3-12

((Aﬁ) e (2 kk))
m 1 2

=0 (a%=2)

for k < A. When k is no more than the smaller of A; and Aj, we
have a sharper bound.

E[#Xsy —# Xy ]

n?n?
=0|-L2 (Ag-w AT P +k3‘V2)) (k < Ark < A)
m
4
—o | p3-
o {57
=0 (a%)
for k < min(A1, A2). By Lemma B.2,
E [IPskl]
o (sir-2r).

Note that the two bounds above on space usage do not depend on
k. Thus, we may choose the largest possible k to reduce the query
time in each case.

e We may choose k = A so that all butterflies are maintained
by Tg. The query time is O(1) and the expected space usage is
E [# Mx1] = O(A2Y).

e We may also choose k = min(A1, Az) so that the expected query
time is O(E [|P2k|]) = O(n® min(A1, Ap)%~2) and the expected
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space usage for Ty is O(A37Y). Note that we need to consider
the space usage of T¢. This can be bounded by

where x; € V; for i = 1,2. The total expected space usage is
O (nA37Y).

Single-sided power-law bipartite graphs. In the single-sided power-
law model, we have y; € (2,3), y2 =0, and A; > Ay. In this case, s1
is a constant and sp = Ap. We also have that m = ©(n1) = ©(naAz).

We define n = max(ny, nz), A = max(A1, A2).We choose Ay <
k < A1. We may calculate E [# Msq —# Nzk] by Lemma B.4 and
Lemma B.3.

E [# M2 —# Myt ] (1)

2.2
_ y— nn _ _
:o((A{l S 3) —rlnf (k3—V1Aj e Y‘)) )

2,2 3-y 3-yy
ol () )
m 1 2

®3)
2 6-y1
N R A 3
=0 (W ( Ag + AZ

A?_Yl

n; 1
:O(A2+( 5 )) Gi=o(%)
Note that the bound above does not depend on k. Thus, it is an upper

bound of E [# Xx1]. We may set « > 1 so that GSI maintain all
butterflies in Tg. This results in an expected query time of O(1). O

(k < Al,Al > Ag)
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