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ABSTRACT
Counting the number of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques (complete bipartite sub-

graphs) in a bipartite graph is a fundamental problem which plays

a crucial role in numerous bipartite graph analysis applications.

However, existing algorithms for counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques often
face significant computational challenges, particularly on large

real-world networks. In this paper, we propose a general biclique

counting framework, called NPivoter, based on a novel concept

of node-pivot. We show that previous methods can be viewed as

specific implementations of this general framework. More impor-

tantly, we propose a novel implementation of NPivoter based on

a carefully-designed minimum non-neighbor candidate partition

strategy. We prove that our new implementation of NPivoter has
lower worst-case time complexity than the state-of-the-art meth-

ods. Beyond basic biclique counting, a nice feature of NPivoter is
that it also supports local counting (computing bicliques per node)

and range counting (simultaneously counting bicliques within a

size range). Extensive experiments on 12 real-world large datasets

demonstrate that our proposed NPivoter substantially outperforms

state-of-the-art algorithms by up to two orders of magnitude.
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1 INTRODUCTION
A bipartite graph is a special type of graph where the node set can

be divided into two disjoint sets, typically denoted as𝑈 and𝑉 , such

that every edge in the graph connects a node from 𝑈 to a node

from𝑉 , with no edges within𝑈 or𝑉 . If 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑈 and 𝑌 ⊆ 𝑉 , the pair

(𝑋,𝑌 ) forms a (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique if |𝑋 | = 𝑝 , |𝑌 | = 𝑞, and every node in

𝑋 is connected to every node in 𝑌 .

The count of (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique is a key structural measure in bipar-

tite graphs. In graph database query optimization, this count helps

predict query processing costs by estimating the result set size in

join operations, improving query planning and execution efficiency

[1, 29]. In graph neural networks (GNNs), counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques
for each node captures higher-order graph structural properties,

which are crucial for improving model performance [3, 6, 35, 49, 54].
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(𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counts are also essential in various real-life applica-

tions, such as social network analysis [5, 17, 41] and bioinformatics

[34], where they help identify dense substructures representing

highly connected clusters of users, entities, or data items.

The state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods for (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counting
are BCList++ [50] and EPivoter [52]. BCList++ is a listing-based

algorithm that works by enumerating all 𝑝-node subsets of𝑈 (de-

noted as 𝐿) and finding their common neighbors in𝑉 , represented as

𝑅. The count of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques is then calculated as
( |𝑅 |
𝑞

)
, where the

pruning techniques in BCList++ help avoid unnecessary searches.

EPivoter, on the other hand, observes that (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques are of-
ten subsets of larger bicliques. It uses edge enumeration to build

a tree-like data structure, where each node in the tree represents

an edge, and each root-to-leaf path corresponds to a large biclique.

This search tree ensures that each (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique appears in ex-

actly one large biclique, allowing EPivoter to count (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques
by enumerating the larger ones. Both BCList++ and EPivoter split
the bipartite graph into smaller subgraphs before counting the bi-

cliques, but they employ different graph-split strategies. BCList++,
focusing on node enumeration, splits the graph based on the neigh-

bors of nodes (namely node-split), whereas EPivoter, through edge
enumeration, splits the graph based on edge neighbors (namely

edge-split). This difference in strategy leads to varying efficiencies

in counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques depending on the graph structure and

parameter values of 𝑝 and 𝑞.

Despite the success, existing algorithms for (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique count-
ing still have several significant limitations. For example, BCList++
performs well only when 𝑝 and 𝑞 are small, but its efficiency dimin-

ishes sharply as these values increase [50, 52]. On the other hand,

EPivoter is more suited for larger 𝑝 and 𝑞 and can handle range
counting, i.e., counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques for different 𝑝 and 𝑞 in a

range simultaneously. However, EPivoter suffers from high con-

stant factors in its time complexity, primarily due to its edge-based

enumeration approach. This method leads to more frequent set in-

tersection operations, which increases computational overhead and

makes it less efficient for smaller values of 𝑝 and𝑞 [52]. Additionally,

both BCList++ and EPivoter are limited by their high time complex-

ity and reliance on a single graph-split strategy, which restricts their

flexibility and scalability across various graph structures. More-

over, many applications, such as graph neural networks and graph

clustering, require local counting, which involves computing the

count of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques for individual nodes as an important prop-

erty. Unfortunately, neither BCList++ nor EPivoter is well-suited
for efficient local counting, further limiting their applicability in

real-world scenarios.

To overcome the above limitations, we propose NPivoter, a ver-
satile and general framework for biclique counting, which provides

a theoretically and practically efficient algorithm. The NPivoter
framework is general in two ways. First, it offers a unified perspec-

tive on biclique counting, where both BCList++ and EPivoter can be
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regarded as specific implementations within this framework. This

not only establishes NPivoter as a significant advancement over

existing methods but also highlights its flexibility in addressing a

wider range of cases. Second, NPivoter extends beyond traditional

(𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counting to support both local counting and range

counting. These extensions make NPivoter applicable to numer-

ous real-world applications while ensuring greater efficiency and

adaptability.

The core idea of the NPivoter framework is the concept of node-

pivot. A set of nodes are called node-pivots if they connect to all the

nodes on the opposite side. In NPivoter, these node-pivots simplify

the enumeration process by eliminating the need for further explo-

ration and building a unique representation for all bicliques. This

unique representation allowsNPivoter to efficiently count bicliques

in a combinatoric way. On top of that, we develop an advanced

implementation of the NPivoter framework by the candidate set

partition strategy called theminimum non-neighbor candidate parti-
tion. This candidate partition makes the search tree of the NPivoter
as small as possible. With this candidate partition strategy, we

prove that our implementation achieves lower worst-case time

complexity than the previous SOTA algorithms. For example, the

time complexity of BCList++ depends on the result size, whereas

EPivoter has a time complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |3 |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 |/3), which is inde-

pendent of the result size. In contrast, our new implementation

of NPivoter has a result-size-free time complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2𝑛′/2),
where 2

1/2 < 3
1/3

and 𝑛′ < |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 |, making it more efficient in

the worst case. Furthermore, we enhance the efficiency of NPivoter
with a carefully-designed cost estimator, which dynamically se-

lects the node-split and edge-split strategies. This hybrid approach

adapts to the specific structure of the graph, taking advantage of

both node-split and edge-split to reduce computational overhead

and improve scalability. In a nutshell, our main contributions are

briefly summarized as follows:

A General Counting Framework: We propose NPivoter, a versa-
tile and general framework for (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counting, built upon
the novel node-pivot technique. This framework not only unifies

existing algorithms like BCList++ and EPivoter as special cases but
also extends beyond them by supporting local and range biclique

counting.

A Powerful Candidate Partition Strategy: We develop a pow-

erful candidate partitioning technique—minimum non-neighbor

candidate partition—which optimizes the search tree and achieves

lower worst-case time complexity than SOTA approaches.

An Adaptive Splitting Technique: Our framework integrates a

cost estimator that dynamically switches between node-split and

edge-split strategies. This adaptive approach tailors the biclique

counting process to the graph’s structure, reducing computational

overhead and improving practical performance.

Extensive Experimental Evaluation: Through comprehensive

experiments on 12 real-world datasets, we demonstrate that the pro-

posed NPivoter outperforms SOTA algorithms by up to two orders

of magnitude in both basic and extended biclique counting tasks,

underscoring the high efficiency and scalability of our solutions.

𝒖𝟎 𝒖𝟏 𝒖𝟐 𝒖𝟑 𝒖𝟒

𝒗𝟎 𝒗𝟏 𝒗𝟐 𝒗𝟑 𝒗𝟒

Figure 1: An example graph

2 PRELIMINARIES
Let 𝐺 = (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸) be a bipartite graph, where 𝑈 and 𝑉 are disjoint

sets of nodes, and 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑈 × 𝑉 is the set of edges. For each node

𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 , its neighbor set in𝑉 is 𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 ) = {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 | (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸}. For a
set of vertices 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑈 , the common neighbors of 𝑆 in 𝑉 are defined

as 𝑁 (𝑆,𝑉 ) = ⋂
𝑢∈𝑆 𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 ). The degree of a node 𝑢 in 𝑉 , denoted

by 𝑑 (𝑢,𝑉 ), is the size of its neighbor set: 𝑑 (𝑢,𝑉 ) = |𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 ) |. When

the context is clear, we abbreviate 𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 ), 𝑁 (𝑆,𝑉 ), and 𝑑 (𝑢,𝑉 ) as
𝑁 (𝑢), 𝑁 (𝑆), and 𝑑 (𝑢), respectively. The 2-hop neighbors of a node

𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 are given by ∪𝑣∈𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 )𝑁 (𝑣,𝑈 ). For all the above concepts,
we have symmetrical definitions for vertices in 𝑉 . A rank 𝑅 of a

set of nodes 𝑆 is a vector that assigns each node in 𝑆 a distinct

number from the range [1, |𝑆 |]. Below, we give the definition of

(𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique.

Definition 2.1. Given a bipartite graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸), a (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique
in𝐺 is a complete subgraph with a pair of vertex sets (𝑋,𝑌 ) where
|𝑋 | = 𝑝, |𝑌 | = 𝑞.

Problem Definition. Given a bipartite graph 𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸) and two

integers 𝑝 and 𝑞, the task is to compute the number of (𝑝, 𝑞)-
bicliques in 𝐺 .

The (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counting problem is NP-hard [50], which

implies that no known polynomial-time algorithm can efficiently

solve all instances of the problem.

Example 2.2. Figure 1 is a synthetic graphwith 10 (3, 3)-bicliques.
For example, ({𝑢0, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}3, {𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3}) is a (3, 3)-biclique, where
{𝑢0, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}3 indicates choose arbitrary 3 nodes from {𝑢0, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}.
The rest of (3, 3)-bicliques are ({𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}3, {𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣4}),
({𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}, {𝑣1, 𝑣3, 𝑣4}), and ({𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}, {𝑣2, 𝑣3, 𝑣4}).

3 EXISTING SOLUTIONS AND THEIR DEFECTS
3.1 BCList++ [50]
BCList++ is a listing-based algorithm, which lists the 𝑝-node com-

plete subgraphs in a data structure called the “2-hop graph”. Specif-

ically, given a bipartite graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸), the 2-hop graph 𝐻 (𝑈 , 𝐸′)
is a directed acyclic graph (DAG) with the node set 𝑈 , where two

nodes are connected by an edge if they have at least 𝑞 common

neighbors in 𝑉 . Namely, for all (𝑢0, 𝑢1) ∈ 𝐸′, |𝑁 ({𝑢0, 𝑢1},𝑉 ) | ≥ 𝑞.

Thus, for any (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique (𝑋,𝑌 ), the set 𝑋 must form a com-

plete subgraph in 𝐻 (𝑈 , 𝐸′), as each pair of nodes in 𝑋 has at least 𝑞

common neighbors in𝑌 ⊆ 𝑉 .BCList++ counts the number of (𝑝, 𝑞)-
bicliques by listing all 𝑝-node complete subgraphs in 𝐻 (𝑈 , 𝐸′). For
each complete subgraph 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑈 where |𝑋 | = 𝑝 , the number of

(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques is
( |𝑁 (𝑋,𝑉 ) |

𝑞

)
.
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The first search layer of BCList++ divides the network into

smaller subgraphs based on a ranking of nodes and then counts

(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques in these subgraphs. Specifically, for each node𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 ,

BCList++ counts the (𝑝 − 1, 𝑞)-bicliques in the subgraph induced

by the neighbors and higher-ranked 2-hop neighbors of 𝑢. We refer

to this method as the node-split strategy.
Given the bipartite graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸) and its 2-hop graph𝐻 (𝑈 , 𝐸′),

the time complexity of BCList++ is𝑂 (𝛼 (𝐻 )𝑝−2 |𝐸′ |𝑑max+△), where
𝛼 (𝐻 ) is the arboricity of 𝐻 [12], 𝑑max is the maximum degree in

𝑈 (𝐺) and △ is the size of result. BCList++ can also construct a

2-hop graph on 𝑉 and enumerate 𝑞-cliques. Additionally, BCList++
employs an estimation model to determine which side of the graph

(either𝑈 or 𝑉 ) is more efficient for enumeration.

BCList++ is efficient for large, sparse bipartite graphs when 𝑝

or 𝑞 is small. However, its performance degrades as 𝑝 , 𝑞, or the

graph size increases. For instance, on the Twitter dataset (|𝑈 | =
175, 214, |𝑉 | = 530, 418, |𝐸 | = 1, 890, 661), the count of (5, 5)-biclique
reaches 10

13
, thereby the listing-based algorithms are doomed to

fail. Another limitation is that BCList++ requires 𝑝 and 𝑞 as input

parameters, meaning that it can only count (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques for a
specific pair of values. To count bicliques across a range of sizes,

the algorithm must run multiple times for each pair of (𝑝, 𝑞), which
is inefficient. A third drawback is that BCList++ does not support

local counting per node, which is essential for certain applications,

such as graph neural networks and higher-order graph clustering,

where local biclique counts serve as important node properties

[3, 6, 35, 49, 54].

3.2 EPivoter [52]
Unlike BCList++, which counts (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques by listing, EPivoter
counts them using a combinatorial approach. A straightforward

combinatorial method would first enumerate maximal bicliques

and then count the (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques within them. However, due to

significantly overlapping maximal bicliques, a (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique might

be counted multiple times. To address this, EPivoter introduces an
edge-pivot technique that encodes large bicliques into a unique

representation for each (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique. Specifically, EPivoter con-
structs a search tree where each tree vertex represents an edge, and

each path from the root to a leaf corresponds to a large biclique.

Each large biclique encodes a set of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, and each (𝑝, 𝑞)-
biclique is uniquely represented by one large biclique. With this

unique encoding, EPivoter can count (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques combinatori-

ally without listing them one by one.

As discussed above, BCList++ counts the (𝑝−1, 𝑞)-bicliques with
the node-split strategy. Differently, for each edge (𝑢, 𝑣), EPivoter
counts the (𝑝 − 1, 𝑞 − 1)-bicliques in the subgraphs induced by the

higher-ranked neighbors of both 𝑢 and 𝑣 . This method is termed

the edge-split strategy. Deciding which strategy is more efficient is

complex and depends on both the algorithm and the graph struc-

ture. Different algorithms and graph structures are better suited

to different strategies, and even different parts of a single graph

may benefit from various approaches. In this paper, we will pro-

pose a novel cost estimator to leverage the advantages of both the

node-split and edge-split strategies (Section 4.3).

Given the bipartite graph 𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸), the time complexity of

EPivoter is𝑂 ( |𝐸 |3 |𝐸max |/3), where |𝐸max |=max(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸 |𝐸 ∩ (𝑁 (𝑢) ×

𝑁 (𝑣)) |. Unlike BCList++, EPivoter has a time complexity free from

the result size (the (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique counts). EPivoter is more effi-

cient than BCList++ when 𝑝 and 𝑞 are relatively large (e.g., 𝑝 ≥
6, 𝑞 ≥ 6), and can count bicliques across a range of sizes simul-

taneously, thanks for the edge-pivot based unique encoding [52].

However, EPivoter is less efficient when 𝑝 and 𝑞 are very small (e.g.,

𝑝 < 6, 𝑞 < 6). The key difference is in the enumeration process:

BCList++ enumerates nodes from one side (i.e., selecting a node

from a fixed side during backtracking), while EPivoter enumerates

edges (each search tree vertex represents an edge), selecting two

nodes—one from each side—during backtracking. This approach

leads to higher constant factors in its time complexity for EPivoter,
as edge enumeration requires more set intersection operations,

which are computationally intensive. As a result, EPivoter is not as
efficient when 𝑝 and 𝑞 are very small. Moreover, the time complex-

ity of EPivoter can be high, as it depends on the parameter |𝐸max |,
which can significantly affect performance.

4 NOVEL NODE-PIVOT BASED FRAMEWORK
As previously discussed, the BCList++ algorithm enumerates nodes

on only one side, which constitutes a straightforward and light-

weight approach. On the other hand, EPivoter constructs a unique
representation for all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, proving more efficient for

relatively larger 𝑝 and 𝑞. However, EPivoter is hindered by a high

time complexity, with an exponential component that is contingent

upon |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 |. On top of that, EPivoter incurs high constant factors

due to its edge enumeration process. A pertinent question arises: is

it possible to devise an algorithm that (1) maintains simplicity and

lightweightness, (2) is efficient for counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique whether
𝑝 and 𝑞 is large or small, (3) facilitates both local counting and range

counting, and (4) exhibits an improved worst-case time complexity?

To achieve these goals, we propose a novel node-pivot based

framework NPivoter. Firstly, NPivoter employs the proposed pow-

erful node-pivot technique to build a unique representation for

all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, while the previous work EPivoter utilizes edge-
pivot. Our node-pivot differs significantly from edge-pivot. Our

node–pivot is a set of nodes which connect to all the opposite nodes,

while edge-pivot is an edgewith themaximumnumber of neighbors.

Secondly, since NPivoter can construct a unique representation for

all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, we can use a combinatorial counting approach

to significantly reduce redundant calculations. Thirdly, NPivoter is
a general framework for counting bicliques. We show that both the

previous methods BCList++ and EPivoter are special implementa-

tions of our framework. Further, we propose a specific candidate

partition strategy to boost the efficiency and achieve a lower worst-

case time complexity (details in Section 4.2). At last, in Section 4.3,

we develop a novel cost estimator to judge whether node-split or

edge-split is more efficient under different graph structures.

4.1 The Proposed NPivoter Framework
The key idea of theNPivoter framework is the following node-pivot.

Definition 4.1 (node-pivot). For any 𝐶𝑈 ⊆ 𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ⊆ 𝑉 , let 𝑃𝑈 =

{𝑢 |𝑢 ∈ 𝐶𝑈 , 𝑁 (𝑢,𝐶𝑉 ) = 𝐶𝑉 } and 𝑃𝑉 = {𝑣 |𝑣 ∈ 𝐶𝑉 , 𝑁 (𝑣,𝐶𝑈 ) = 𝐶𝑈 }.
We refer to the nodes in 𝑃𝑈 and 𝑃𝑉 as node-pivots.
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Algorithm 1: NPivoter: Node-pivot based framework

Input: The graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸 ) , two integers 𝑝 and 𝑞

Output: The count of (𝑝,𝑞)-biclique in𝐺
1 Denote 𝑅 by the rank of nodes in the sorted node set of𝑈 ∪𝑉 ;

2 𝑐𝑛𝑡 ← 0;

3 foreach 𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 do
4 if /* the cost estimator*/ then /*edge split*/
5 foreach 𝑣 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢 ) do
6 𝐶𝑈 ← {𝑢′ |𝑢′ ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), 𝑅 (𝑢′ ) > 𝑅 (𝑢 ) };
7 𝐶𝑉 ← {𝑣′ |𝑣′ ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢 ), 𝑅 (𝑣′ ) > 𝑅 (𝑣) };
8 NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , ∅, ∅, {𝑢}, {𝑣});

9 else /*node split*/
10 𝐶𝑈 ← ∪𝑣∈𝑁 (𝑢) {𝑢′ |𝑢′ ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), 𝑅 (𝑢′ ) > 𝑅 (𝑢 ) };
11 NPC (𝐶𝑈 , 𝑁 (𝑢 ), ∅, ∅, {𝑢}, ∅);

12 return 𝑐𝑛𝑡 ;
13 Procedure NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )
14 if (𝐶𝑈 × 𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 = ∅ or |𝐻𝑈 | = 𝑝 or |𝐻𝑉 | = 𝑞 then
15 count( |𝐶𝑈 |, |𝐶𝑉 |, |𝑃𝑈 |, |𝑃𝑉 |, |𝐻𝑈 |, |𝐻𝑉 | ) ; return;
16 Move nodes that connect to all nodes in𝐶𝑉 from𝐶𝑈 to 𝑃𝑈 ;

17 Move nodes that connect to all nodes in𝐶𝑈 from𝐶𝑉 to 𝑃𝑉 ;

18 Choose 𝐿𝑈 , 𝐿𝑉 from𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ;

19 for 𝑢 ∈ 𝐿𝑈 do /*enumerate 𝐿𝑈 */
20 𝐶𝑈 ← 𝐶𝑈 \𝑢;
21 NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ∩ 𝑁 (𝑢 ), 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 ∪ {𝑢}, 𝐻𝑉 );

22 /*enumerate 𝐿𝑉 like lines 19-21*/ ;
23 NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )

24 Procedure count(𝑐0, 𝑐1, 𝑝0, 𝑝1, ℎ0, ℎ1 )
25 if 𝑐0 = 0 or 𝑐1 == 0 then 𝑐𝑛𝑡 ← 𝑐𝑛𝑡 +

(𝑝0+𝑐0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
, return;

26 𝑐𝑛𝑡 ← 𝑐𝑛𝑡 +
(𝑝0+𝑐0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
+

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
−

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
;

An In-depth Observation. Given that 𝐶′
𝑈

= 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑃𝑈 and 𝐶′
𝑉

=

𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑃𝑉 , any biclique extended by a node-pivot preserves its bi-

clique structure since node-pivots are connected to all nodes in

the opposite set. For instance, an (𝑥,𝑦)-biclique in (𝐶′
𝑈
,𝐶′

𝑉
) be-

comes an (𝑥 + 1, 𝑦)-biclique if extended by a node in 𝑃𝑈 and an

(𝑥,𝑦 + 1)-biclique if extended by a node in 𝑃𝑉 . Furthermore, an

(𝑥,𝑦)-biclique can evolve into an (𝑥 + 𝑎,𝑦 + 𝑏)-biclique by extend-

ing it with 𝑎 nodes from 𝑃𝑈 and 𝑏 nodes from 𝑃𝑉 . This important

characteristic of node-pivots enables the NPivoter framework to

significantly reduce the size of the candidate sets by shrinking 𝐶𝑈
and 𝐶𝑉 to 𝐶′

𝑈
and 𝐶′

𝑉
, respectively. If there are 𝑐 (𝑥,𝑦)-bicliques

in (𝐶′
𝑈
,𝐶′

𝑉
), the total number of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques in (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ) can

be computed by 𝑐
( |𝑃𝑈 |
𝑝−𝑥

) ( |𝑃𝑉 |
𝑞−𝑦

)
, in a combinatorial way. To calculate

the bicliques in (𝐶′
𝑈
,𝐶′

𝑉
), NPivoter divides (𝐶′

𝑈
,𝐶′

𝑉
) into multiple

smaller subsets. Each of these small subsets has its own node-pivots,

and the NPivoter framework recursively processes them to build

down the problem. Through this recursive approach, NPivoter effi-

ciently represents and counts all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques combinatorially.

The process of dividing (𝐶′
𝑈
,𝐶′

𝑉
) into smaller subsets, referred

to as the candidate partition problem, has a significant impact on

the performance of the NPivoter framework. Given four node sets

𝐿𝑈 ⊆ 𝐶𝑈 ⊆ 𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 ⊆ 𝐶𝑉 ⊆ 𝑉 , the bicliques in the bipartite

graph 𝐺 (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ) can be classified into two main categories: those

that include nodes from 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 , and those that do not. The

NPivoter framework enumerates 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 to break the candidate

sets into multiple subsets. Each subset counts the bicliques that

include nodes from 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 . The final subset,𝐶𝑈 \𝐿𝑈 and𝐶𝑉 \𝐿𝑉 ,
is used to count the bicliques that do not include nodes from either

𝐿𝑈 or 𝐿𝑉 . We propose a specific candidate partition strategy that

ensures NPivoter operates within a worst-case time complexity

(details in Section 4.3).

Remark. We will show later that both BCList++ and EPivoter can
be viewed as specific implementations of the broader NPivoter
framework, each with distinct strategies for selecting node-pivots.

BCList++ processes the graph without leveraging node-pivot based

pruning. On the other hand, EPivoter prunes an edge (𝑢, 𝑣) where
𝑢 ∈ 𝑃𝑈 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝑃𝑉 . In contrast, the NPivoter framework prunes

all node-pivots, which enables it to prune a greater number of can-

didate sets compared to BCList++ and EPivoter. As demonstrated

in the experiments discussed in Section 6, over 85% of (10, 10)-
bicliques across the tested graphs are counted using this combinato-

rial method, showcasing the effectiveness of theNPivoter approach.

Implementation Details. Algorithms 1 shows the pseudo-code

of NPivoter. NPivoter inputs𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸), 𝑝, 𝑞 and outputs the count

of (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique in𝐺 . Let 𝑅 be the rank of nodes (line 1). NPivoter
splits the bipartite graph into smaller subgraphs and counts the

(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques within them. There are two splitting strategies. The

first is the edge-split, where an edge (𝑢, 𝑣) is chosen, and the al-

gorithm counts (𝑝 − 1, 𝑞 − 1)-bicliques in the subgraph induced

by nodes of higher rank (lines 5-8 of Algorithm 1). The second

is the node-split, where a node 𝑢 is chosen, and the algorithm

counts (𝑝 − 1, 𝑞)-bicliques in the subgraph induced by 𝑁 (𝑢) and
higher-ranked 2-hop nodes (lines 10-11 of Algorithm 1). To deter-

mine which strategy is more efficient (line 4), we provide a cost

estimation technique, detailed in Section 4.3.

TheNPC procedure is central to theNPivoter framework (line 13).

It takes six parameters:𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , and 𝐻𝑉 . Here,𝐶𝑈 and

𝐶𝑉 represent the candidate sets, where the nodes are common

neighbors of 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 and 𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , respectively. The sets 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ,

𝐻𝑈 , and 𝐻𝑉 form a partial biclique, where (𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 ) is
already a biclique, and |𝐻𝑈 | < 𝑝 and |𝐻𝑉 | < 𝑞. The goal of NPC
is to count the (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques that contain all of 𝐻𝑈 and 𝐻𝑉 , and

partially include nodes from 𝐶𝑈 , 𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , and 𝑃𝑉 . Importantly, 𝑃𝑈
and 𝑃𝑉 serve as the node-pivots. Since node-pivots connect to all

candidate nodes, any biclique extended by node-pivots remains a

biclique. Therefore, after moving node-pivots from 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐶𝑉 to

𝑃𝑈 and 𝑃𝑉 (lines 16-17), the task reduces to counting bicliques in

the remaining 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐶𝑉 . For example, if a node 𝑢 is moved from

𝐶𝑈 to 𝑃𝑈 as a node-pivot and there are 𝑥 (𝑝 − 1, 𝑞)-bicliques in the

remaining candidate sets, there will be 𝑥 (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques directly.
Thus, the algorithm focuses on counting bicliques in the remaining

candidate sets (lines 18-23).

After removing node-pivots,NPC processes the remaining candi-

date sets. Instead of enumerating one node at a time, NPC splits the

sets into 𝐿𝑈 , 𝐿𝑉 and their complements𝐶𝑈 \𝐿𝑈 and𝐶𝑉 \𝐿𝑉 (line 18).

The bicliques in (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 ) are categorized based on whether they

include nodes from 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 . For each node in 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 , NPC
recursively counts bicliques that include the node and exclude the

nodes preceding it (lines 19-22). The nodes are removed from the
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candidate sets to avoid double-counting (line 20), and the nodes that

must be included are placed in 𝐻𝑈 and 𝐻𝑉 (line 21). For instance,

if 𝑢0, 𝑢1, and 𝑢2 are three nodes considered in line 19, the recursive

call in line 21 counts bicliques that must include𝑢0 and may include

𝑢1 and 𝑢2. The next recursive call counts bicliques that exclude 𝑢0,

must include 𝑢1, and may include 𝑢2. Finally, after removing 𝐿𝑈
and 𝐿𝑉 from 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐶𝑉 (lines 20 and 22), NPC recursively counts

the bicliques in the remaining candidate sets (line 23).

Thanks to the node-pivots, the large biclique (𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 )
encodes a unique representation of the set of bicliques {(𝑃 ′

𝑈
∪

𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃
′
𝑉
∪ 𝐻𝑉 ) | 𝑃 ′𝑈 ⊆ 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃

′
𝑉
⊆ 𝑃𝑉 }. In this framework, 𝐻𝑈 and

𝐻𝑉 are required to be chosen, while 𝑃𝑈 and 𝑃𝑉 are optional. This

leads to the derivation of Theorem 4.2.

Theorem 4.2. There are
( |𝑃𝑈 |
𝑝−|𝐻𝑈 |

)
×

( |𝑃𝑉 |
𝑞−|𝐻𝑉 |

)
(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques en-

coded in a large biclique (𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ).

The NPC procedure terminates when either there is no edge left

or the number of required nodes reaches the maximum size (lines

14-15). The following four cases, based on Theorem 4.2, describe

the scenarios of the count procedure (lines 14-15 and 24-26).

Case 1: (𝐶𝑈 × 𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 = ∅, with 𝐶𝑈 ≠ ∅ and 𝐶𝑉 ≠ ∅. Here, 𝐶𝑈
represents the common neighbors of 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 , so all nodes

in 𝐶𝑈 can be moved into 𝑃𝑈 . The (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique in ((𝑃𝑈 ∪
𝐶𝑈 ) ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ) is counted as

(𝑝0+𝑐0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
(line 26).

Similarly,𝐶𝑉 , being the common neighbors of 𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , gives

the item

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
. However, directly adding 𝐶𝑉 to 𝑃𝑉

would result in double-counting the pair (𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 ),
so we subtract

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
.

Case 2: (𝐶𝑈 ×𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 = ∅, with 𝐶𝑈 = ∅. In this case, all nodes in

𝐶𝑉 are moved to 𝑃𝑉 , and the (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique in ((𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐶𝑈 ) ∪
𝐻𝑈 , (𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐶𝑉 ) ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ) is counted (line 25).

Case 3: (𝐶𝑈 ×𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 = ∅, with 𝐶𝑉 = ∅. This case mirrors Case 2.

Case 4: |𝐻𝑈 | = 𝑝 or |𝐻𝑉 | = 𝑞. When |𝐻𝑈 | = 𝑝 or |𝐻𝑉 | = 𝑞, we have

𝑝 − ℎ0 = 0 or 𝑞 − ℎ1 = 0, and the counts on lines 25-26 are

correct, as they account for the completed bicliques.

Theorem 4.3. NPivoter can count (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques correctly.

Proof. To prove Theorem 4.3, it is sufficient to show that each

(𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique is counted exactly once. Consider the recursive search
process of the NPC procedure as a search tree. At each search tree

vertex, every biclique is counted in exactly one root to leaf path.

At each vertex in the search tree, if a biclique contains nodes from

𝐿𝑈 ∪ 𝐿𝑉 , it will be counted in lines 21 or 22. Since the nodes in

𝐿𝑈 ∪ 𝐿𝑉 are removed from the candidate sets (line 20), no repeated

counting occurs for those nodes. If a biclique does not contain nodes

from 𝐿𝑈 ∪ 𝐿𝑉 , it will be counted in the child tree vertex generated

from line 23. Thus, each biclique belongs to only one path in the

search tree and is counted exactly once. This ensures that the algo-

rithm correctly counts all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques without duplication. □

BCList++ as a Special Implementation of NPivoter. BCList++
can be viewed as a specialized implementation of the NPivoter
framework. While BCList++ processes the entire graph, its initial

layer mirrors the node-split strategy [50]. The enumeration process

in BCList++ is a simplified version of the NPC procedure. Specifi-

cally, BCList++ does not utilize node-pivots, as seen in lines 16-17

Algorithm 2: Local counting
1 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑢 ← 0, ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 ∪𝑉 ;

2 Procedure localcount(𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )
3 𝑐0, 𝑐1, 𝑝0, 𝑝1, ℎ0, ℎ1 ← |𝐶𝑈 |, |𝐶𝑉 |, |𝑃𝑈 |, |𝑃𝑉 |, |𝐻𝑈 |, |𝐻𝑉 |;
4 if 𝑐0 > 0 and 𝑐1 > 0 then
5 localcount(∅, ∅,𝐶𝑈 ∪ 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 ) ;
6 𝑃𝑉 ← 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐶𝑉 ;

7 for 𝑣 ∈ 𝐶𝑉 do
8 𝑃𝑉 ← 𝑃𝑉 \ {𝑣};
9 localcount(∅, ∅, 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 ∪ {𝑣}) ;

10 else
11 𝑝0 ← 𝑝0 + 𝑐0, 𝑝1 ← 𝑝1 + 𝑐1;
12 for 𝑢 ∈ 𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐶𝑈 do 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑢 ← 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑢 +

( 𝑝0−1
𝑝−ℎ0−1

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
;

13 for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐶𝑉 do 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑣 ← 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑣 +
( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1−1
𝑞−ℎ1−1

)
;

14 for 𝑢 ∈ 𝐻𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑉 do 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑢 ← 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑢 +
( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
;

Algorithm 3: Range counting for 𝑝 ∈ [𝑝𝑙 , 𝑝𝑢 ], 𝑞 ∈ [𝑞𝑙 , 𝑞𝑢 ]
1 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 ← 0, ∀𝑝 ∈ [𝑝𝑙 , 𝑝𝑢 ], 𝑞 ∈ [𝑞𝑙 , 𝑞𝑢 ];
2 Procedure rangecount(𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )
3 𝑐0, 𝑐1, 𝑝0, 𝑝1, ℎ0, ℎ1 ← |𝐶𝑈 |, |𝐶𝑉 |, |𝑃𝑈 |, |𝑃𝑉 |, |𝐻𝑈 |, |𝐻𝑉 |;
4 𝑙0 = max(ℎ0, 𝑝𝑙 ), 𝑙1 = max(ℎ1, 𝑞𝑙 ) ;
5 if 𝑐0 = 0 or 𝑐1 = 0 then
6 for 𝑝 ∈ [𝑙0,min(𝑝0 + 𝑐0 + ℎ0, 𝑝𝑢 ) ] do
7 for 𝑞 ∈ [𝑙1,min(𝑝1 + 𝑐1 + ℎ1, 𝑞𝑢 ) ] do
8 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 ← 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 +

(𝑝0+𝑐0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
;

9 else
10 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 ← 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 +

(𝑝0+𝑐0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
, ∀𝑝 ∈

[𝑙0,min(𝑝0 + 𝑐0 + ℎ0, 𝑝𝑢 ) ], 𝑞 ∈ [𝑙1,min(𝑝1 + ℎ1, 𝑞𝑢 ) ];
11 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 ← 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 +

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
, ∀𝑝 ∈

[𝑙0,min(𝑝0 + ℎ0, 𝑝𝑢 ) ], 𝑞 ∈ 𝑙1,min(𝑝1 + 𝑐1 + ℎ1, 𝑞𝑢 ) ];
12 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 ← 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑝,𝑞 −

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
, ∀𝑝 ∈

[𝑙0,min(𝑝0 + ℎ0, 𝑝𝑢 ) ], 𝑞 ∈ [𝑙1,min(𝑝1 + ℎ1, 𝑞𝑢 ) ];

of Algorithm 1. It sets 𝐿𝑈 = 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 = ∅ in line 18, and there

are no remaining candidate sets in line 23 for further enumeration.

BCList++ only terminates when |𝐻𝑈 | = 𝑝 (line 14). During the

count procedure (line 24), BCList++ simplifies the process with

𝑐0 = 𝑝0 = 𝑝1 = ℎ1 = 0, ℎ0 = 𝑝 , and 𝑐1 = |𝐶𝑉 |.
EPivoter as a Special Implementation of NPivoter. EPivoter
follows a different approach by using the edge-split strategy (lines

5-8 of Algorithm 1). Its enumeration process is also a variant of the

NPC procedure. EPivoter selects the edge (𝑢, 𝑣) with the maximum

number of neighbors and sets 𝐿𝑈 = 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑣) \ {𝑢} and 𝐿𝑉 =

𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑢) \ {𝑣}. The edge (𝑢, 𝑣) will be moved into 𝑃𝑈 and 𝑃𝑉 as

an edge-pivot in the next recursive search layer (line 23). In the

count procedure,NPivoter uses a constant-time inclusion-exclusion

principle to avoid duplicate-counting (line 26), whereas EPivoter
uses an enumeration method with linear time complexity [52].

Local Counting. Theorem 4.2 can be extended to perform local

counting. Each node in𝐻𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑉 is involved in

( |𝑃𝑈 |
𝑝−|𝐻𝑈 |

)
×

( |𝑃𝑉 |
𝑞−|𝐻𝑉 |

)
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Algorithm 4: Minimum non-neighbor candidate partition

1 Procedure NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )
2 lines 14-17 of Algorithm 1;

3 𝑤 ← argmin𝑢∈𝐶𝑈 ∪𝐶𝑉
(min( |𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑢 ) |, |𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑢 ) | ) ) ;

4 𝐿𝑈 ← 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤 ) ;𝐿𝑉 ← 𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤 ) ;
5 if |𝐿𝑈 | < |𝐿𝑉 | then 𝐿𝑉 ← ∅; else 𝐿𝑈 ← ∅;
6 lines 19-22 of Algorithm 1;

7 NPC (𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 , 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 , 𝐻𝑈 , 𝐻𝑉 )

(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques. A node in 𝑃𝑈 contributes to

( |𝑃𝑈 |−1
𝑝−|𝐻𝑈 |−1

)
×

( |𝑃𝑉 |
𝑞−|𝐻𝑉 |

)
(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, while a node in 𝑃𝑉 contributes to

( |𝑃𝑈 |
𝑝−|𝐻𝑈 |

)
×
( |𝑃𝑉 |−1
𝑞−|𝐻𝑉 |−1

)
(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques. By modifying the count procedure to perform local

counting, NPivoter can efficiently handle this task. Algorithm 2

is the pseudo-code for local counting. When 𝑐0 > 0 and 𝑐1 > 0

(line 4), localcount firstly insert 𝐶𝑈 into 𝑃𝑈 to count the bicliques

in (𝐶𝑈 ∪ 𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ), i.e. the bicliques without nodes in
𝐶𝑉 (line 5), and then count the bicliques containing nodes in 𝐶𝑉
(lines 6-9). When 𝑐0 = 0 or 𝑐1 = 0, insert the cadidate sets into the

node-pivots (line 11), and count the bicliques for each kind of nodes

(lines 12-14).

Range Counting. Given a large biclique (𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 ), The-
orem 4.2 applies to all 𝑝 ∈ [|𝐻𝑈 |, |𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 |] and 𝑞 ∈ [|𝐻𝑉 |, |𝑃𝑉 ∪
𝐻𝑉 |]. The current count procedure in NPivoter only counts bi-

cliques for a specific pair of 𝑝 and 𝑞. To handle range counting

with specified ranges [𝑝𝑙 , 𝑝𝑢 ] and [𝑞𝑙 , 𝑞𝑢 ], NPivoter can execute

the count procedure (𝑝𝑢 − 𝑝𝑙 ) (𝑞𝑢 − 𝑞𝑙 ) times, enabling it to count

bicliques within the given size range simultaneously. Algorithm 3

is the pseudo-code. 𝑙0 and 𝑙1 are the minimum number of nodes to

contain, which is the lower bound of 𝑝 and 𝑞 (line 4). When 𝑐0 = 0

or 𝑐1 = 0, min(𝑝0 + 𝑐0 + ℎ0, 𝑝𝑢 ) and min(𝑝1 + 𝑐1 + ℎ1, 𝑞𝑢 ) are the
upper bound of 𝑝 and 𝑞 (line 6 and 7). When 𝑐0 > 0 and 𝑐1 > 0,

lines 10 counts the bicliques in ((𝐶𝑈 ∪𝑃𝑈 ) ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 ), line 11
counts the bicliques in (𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , (𝐶𝑉 ∪ 𝑃𝑉 ) ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ), and line 12

subtract the double-counting part (𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 ).

4.2 A Novel Minimum Non-neighbor Candidate
Partition Strategy

As a general framework, NPivoter does not inherently possess a

specific time complexity. The time complexity depends on the spe-

cific design of the candidate partition strategy, i.e. how to choose 𝐿𝑈
and 𝐿𝑉 (line 18 of Algorithm 1). In this subsection, we propose the

minimum non-neighbor candidate partition strategy, with which

NPivoter can achieve a lower worst-case time complexity than the

previous SOTA works, as proven in Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 4.7.

We start with the definition of the minimum non-neighbor can-

didate partition. The minimum non-neighbor candidate partition

selects 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 based on the non-neighbors of the node with

the fewest non-neighbors. The core idea behind the minimum non-

neighbor candidate partition is to minimize the sizes of the sets

𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 during the recursive calls in the NPC procedure. Each

recursive node in the NPC search tree has |𝐿𝑈 | + |𝐿𝑉 | + 1 child

nodes, so reducing the sizes of 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 leads to a smaller overall

search tree and more efficient computation.

Definition 4.4 (Minimum non-neighbor candidate partition). For
the sets 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐶𝑉 , the node with minimum non-neighbor is

𝑤 ← arg min

𝑢∈𝐶𝑈 ∪𝐶𝑉

(min( |𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑢) |, |𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑢) |)).

The partitioning is done as follows:{
𝐿𝑈 ← 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤), 𝐿𝑉 ← ∅, |𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) | ≤ |𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) |
𝐿𝑈 ← ∅, 𝐿𝑉 ← 𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤), |𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) | > |𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) |

In Definition 4.4, 𝑤 may be in 𝐶𝑈 or 𝐶𝑉 . We mainly discuss

the cases when𝑤 ∈ 𝐶𝑈 , and the following result also holds when

𝑤 ∈ 𝐶𝑉 . When 𝑤 ∈ 𝐶𝑈 , it is true that 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) = 𝐶𝑈 because

𝑁 (𝑤) refers to the set of nodes on the opposite side of the bipartite

graph connected to𝑤 . If |𝐶𝑈 | = |𝐶𝑈 \𝑁 (𝑤) | ≤ |𝐶𝑉 \𝑁 (𝑤) |, we can
conclude that 𝐿𝑈 = 𝐶𝑈 , meaning that we can enumerate the nodes

on the 𝑈 -side directly. This condition suggests that when the size

of 𝐶𝑈 is small enough, it becomes efficient to enumerate the nodes

in 𝐶𝑈 . On the other hand, if |𝐶𝑈 | = |𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) | ≥ |𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤) |,
the more efficient strategy is to enumerate the non-neighbors of𝑤

on the 𝑉 -side, meaning 𝐿𝑉 = 𝐶𝑉 \ 𝑁 (𝑤). The partition optimizes

the process by leveraging the smaller subset of nodes, ensuring

that either side of the bipartite graph is efficiently handled depend-

ing on their relative sizes. Algorithm 4 is the pseudo-code of the

implementation with the minimum non-neighbor candidate parti-

tion strategy. The following example illustrates how our algorithm

works.

Example 4.5. Figure 2 illustrates the process of NPivoter for count-
ing (3, 3)-biclique. The example graph and the associated icon descrip-
tion are presented in Figure 2(a). Figure 2(b), (c), and (d) are running
processes of the NPC procedure, with the node-split strategy. For clar-
ity, edges connected to the already selected nodes 𝑃𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ,𝐻𝑈 , and𝐻𝑉

(within the blue and green boxes) are omitted, as (𝑃𝑈 ∪𝐻𝑈 , 𝑃𝑉 ∪𝐻𝑉 )
already forms a biclique, and𝐶𝑈 and𝐶𝑉 represent the sets of common
neighbors of 𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 and 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 , respectively. The upper nodes
are labeled from 𝑢0 to 𝑢4, and the lower nodes are labeled from 𝑣0 to
𝑣4. In Figure 2(b), NPivoter counts the (3, 3)-bicliques that contain
𝑢0. So 𝑢0 is in 𝐻𝑈 . The candidate sets are now 𝐶𝑈 = {𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}
and 𝐶𝑉 = {𝑣0, 𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3}. Since 𝑣1 and 𝑣2 connect to all nodes in 𝐶𝑈 ,
they are moved into the node-pivots (represented by dotted cycles,
moving from the red box to the blue box, as indicated in lines 16-17 of
Algorithm 1). In the remaining candidate sets 𝐶𝑈 = {𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4}
and 𝐶𝑉 = {𝑣0, 𝑣3}, 𝑢1 has the minimum number of non-neighbors,
and let 𝐿𝑈 = ∅, 𝐿𝑉 = {𝑣3} (lines 3-5 of Algorithm 4). Put 𝑣3 into
𝐻𝑉 and recursively call NPC to count the bicliques containing 𝑣3
(line 23 of Algorithm 1). There is no edge between the candidate sets
𝐶𝑈 = {𝑢2, 𝑢3, 𝑢4} and 𝐶𝑉 = {𝑣0} (line 14 of Algorithm 1) and the
count procedure will add three (3, 3)-bicliques. Then backtrack to
the previous layer and recursively call the NPC procedure (line 23 of
Algorithm 1). After moving 𝑢1 into 𝑃𝑈 , there is no edge between the
candidate sets. In this case, there is no 𝐿𝑈 and 𝐿𝑉 , and just recursively
call the NPC procedure to count the result (line 23 and 14 of Algo-
rithm 1). Figure 2(c) is running process of counting the (3, 3)-bicliques
that contain 𝑢1, which has 3 (3, 3)-bicliques. Figure 2(d) is running
process of counting the (3, 3)-bicliques that contain 𝑢2, which has 4
(3, 3)-bicliques.
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Figure 2: A running example of our proposed NPivoter

Time Complexity of NPC and NPivoter. The time complexity

of the NPC procedure and the entire NPivoter framework, when

equipped with theminimum non-neighbor candidate partition strat-

egy, is detailed in Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.6. With the minimum non-neighbor candidate par-

tition strategy, the NPC procedure has time complexity of 𝑂 (2
𝑛′
2 )

where 𝑛′ = |𝐶𝑈 | + |𝐶𝑉 |.

Proof. The time complexity of finding the node-pivot in each

recursive search vertex ofNPC is𝑂 (𝑛′2), which is equal to compute

the degree of each node. For simplicity, we use 𝑛 instead of 𝑛′ in
the following context.

Let 𝑇 (𝑛) be the time complexity of NPC with input 𝐶𝑈 ,𝐶𝑉 . Let

𝑘 be the number of the minimum non-neighbors and 𝑐3 be constant.

We can derive that

𝑇 (𝑛) ≤
𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑇 (𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑖) +𝑇 (𝑛 − 𝑘 − 1) + 𝑐3𝑛2, (1)

where

∑𝑘
𝑖=1𝑇 (𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑖) is the time complexity of lines 19-22 of

Algorithm 1, 𝑇 (𝑛 − 𝑘 − 1) is the time complexity of line 23 of

Algorithm 1 and 𝑐3𝑛
2
is the time complexity of finding the node-

pivots. Define constant numbers 𝑐1, 𝑐2, 𝑐3 that satisfy 𝑐1 ≥ 4.5(𝑐2 +
𝑐3). We can prove that

𝑇 (𝑛) ≤ 𝑐12
𝑛/2 − 𝑐2𝑛2 . (2)

When 𝑛 = 1, we have 𝑇 (1) ≤ 𝑐1
√
2 − 𝑐2 from inequality (2)

and 𝑇 (1) ≤ 𝑐3 from inequality (1). inequality (2) holds because

𝑐1 ≥ 4.5(𝑐2 + 𝑐3) > 𝑐2+𝑐3√
2

.

Let 𝑁 be a positive integer. We assume that inequality (2) holds

for all integers 𝑛 ∈ [1, 𝑁 − 1], and prove that it also holds for 𝑛 = 𝑁 .

Case𝑘 = 2. inequality (1) becomes𝑇 (𝑛) ≤ 2𝑇 (𝑛−3)+𝑇 (𝑛−4)+𝑐3𝑛2.
According to the assumption, we have

𝑇 (𝑛) ≤ 2𝑇 (𝑛 − 3) +𝑇 (𝑛 − 4) + 𝑐3𝑛2

≤ 2𝑐12
𝑛−3
2 − 𝑐2 (𝑛 − 3)2 + 𝑐12

𝑛−4
2 − 𝑐2 (𝑛 − 4)2 + 𝑐3𝑛2

≤ (2−
1

2 + 2−2)𝑐12
𝑛
2 + 𝑐3𝑛2

≤ 𝑐12
𝑛
2 − 𝑐2𝑛2 .

(3)

The last inequality equals to prove

𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 ≤

(1 − 2−
1

2 − 2−2)𝑐1
𝑐2 + 𝑐3

≤ 𝑐1

𝑐2 + 𝑐3
(4)

Table 1: Time complexity comparison (2
1

2 ≈ 1.414, 3
1

3 ≈ 1.442)

NPivoter (Our) EPivoter [52] BCList++ [50]

𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 /2) 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |3 |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 |/3) 𝑂 (𝛼 (𝐻 )𝑝−2 |𝐸′ |𝑑𝑚𝑎𝑥 + △)

holds for all 𝑛. Since 𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 ≤ 4.5 (

𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 = 4.5 when 𝑛 = 6) and

𝑐1
𝑐2+𝑐3 ≥ 4.5, the mathematical induction is proved.

Case 𝑘 ≠ 2. A scaled inequality (1) is

𝑇 (𝑛) ≤ (𝑘 + 1)𝑇 (𝑛 − (𝑘 + 1)) + 𝑐3𝑛2, (5)

from which we have

𝑇 (𝑛) ≤ (𝑘 + 1)𝑐12(𝑛−(𝑘+1) )/2 − 𝑐2 (𝑘 + 1) (𝑛 − (𝑘 + 1))2 + 𝑐3𝑛2

≤ (𝑘 + 1)2−
𝑘+1
2 · 𝑐12𝑛/2 + 𝑐3𝑛2

≤ 𝑐12
𝑛
2 − 𝑐2𝑛2 .

(6)

The last inequality comes from (1) (𝑘 + 1)2−
𝑘+1
2 is always no

larger than 1; (2) the following inequality is always true

𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 ≤

(1 − (𝑘 + 1)2−
𝑘+1
2 )𝑐1

𝑐2 + 𝑐3
≤ 𝑐1

𝑐2 + 𝑐3
(7)

Since
𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 ≤ 4.5 (

𝑛2

2
𝑛/2 = 4.5 when 𝑛 = 6) and

𝑐1
𝑐2+𝑐3 ≥ 4.5, the

mathematical induction is proved.

As a result, the time complexity of NPC is 𝑂 (2𝑛′/2). □

Theorem 4.7. With the minimum non-neighbor candidate parti-
tion strategy, the time complexity of Algorithm 1 is 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 /2),
where 𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 = max𝑢∈𝑈 |𝑁 (𝑢,𝑉 ) | +max𝑣∈𝑉 |𝑁 (𝑣,𝑈 ) |.

Proof. The number of calling NPC is bounded by |𝐸 |, and the

size of |𝐶𝑈 | + |𝐶𝑉 | is bounded by 𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 . Thus, according to Theo-

rem 4.6, the time complexity of Algorithm 1 is 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |2𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 /2). □

The Superiority of NPivoter on the Time Complexity. Table 1
summarizes the time complexity of the proposed NPivoter and
SOTAmethods. The time complexity of EPivoter is𝑂 ( |𝐸 |3 |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 |/3),
where |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 | is bounded by the maximum number of edge among

all candidate sets of edge-split strategy. Since 2

1

2 ≈ 1.414, 3
1

3 ≈ 1.442

and |𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑥 | > 𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 , ourNPivoter has a lower worst-case time com-

plexity. The time complexity of BCList++ is 𝑂 (𝛼 (𝐻 )𝑝−2 |𝐸′ |𝑑max +
△), as outlined in Section 3.1. Here, 𝛼 (𝐻 ) represents the arboricity
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Algorithm 5: Cost estimator (line 4 of Algorithm 1)

Input: The graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸 ) , a node 𝑢, two integers 𝑥, 𝑦

Output: True if edge-split, False if node-split
1 Procedure costEs(𝑙, 𝑟 , 𝑒 )
2 if 𝑙 < 𝑥 or 𝑟 < 𝑦 then return 0;

3 return ( ( 𝑒
min(𝑙,𝑟 ) )

𝑚𝑖𝑛 (𝑙,𝑟 ) , 2
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

2 ) ;

4 Denote 𝑅 by the rank of nodes;

5 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 ← 0;𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 ← 0; 𝑙 ← 0; 𝑟 ← 0;𝑒 ← 0;

6 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 ← 0, ∀𝑤 ∈ ∪𝑣∈𝑁 (𝑢)𝑁 (𝑣) ;
7 for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢 ) do
8 for 𝑤 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) s.t. 𝑅 (𝑤 ) > 𝑅 (𝑢 ) do
9 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 ← 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 + 1;

10 if 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 = 𝑦 then 𝑙 ← 𝑙 + 1;

11 Label 𝑁 (𝑢 ) by {𝑣1, 𝑣1, 𝑣2, ...𝑣𝑑 (𝑢) } with 𝑅 (𝑣𝑖 ) < 𝑅 (𝑣𝑖+1 ) ;
12 𝑠𝑠 ← {0, 0, ...0}; /*suffix sum vector with length 𝑑 (𝑢 ) */
13 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑑 (𝑢 ) do
14 𝑙 ′𝑤 ← 0;

15 for 𝑤 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣𝑖 ) s.t. 𝑅 (𝑤 ) > 𝑅 (𝑢 ) do
16 if 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 ≥ 𝑦 then {𝑙 ′𝑤 = 𝑙 ′𝑤 + 1;𝑒 ← 𝑒 + 1};
17 if 𝑙 ′𝑤 ≥ 𝑥 − 1 then {𝑟 ← 𝑟 + 1; 𝑠𝑠𝑖 ← 1};
18 for 𝑖 = 𝑑 (𝑢 ) to 2 do 𝑠𝑠𝑖−1 ← 𝑠𝑠𝑖−1 + 𝑠𝑠𝑖 ;
19 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑑 (𝑢 ) do
20 𝑙 ′ ← 0; 𝑟 ′ ← 𝑠𝑠𝑖 ; 𝑒

′ ← 0;

21 for 𝑤 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣𝑖 ) s.t. 𝑅 (𝑤 ) > 𝑅 (𝑢 ) do
22 if 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 ≥ 𝑦 then {𝑙 ′ = 𝑙 ′ + 1;𝑒′ ← 𝑒′ + 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 };
23 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 ← 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 − 1;

24 if 𝑙 ′ ≥ 𝑥 − 1 then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 ← 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 + costEs(𝑙 ′, 𝑟 ′, 𝑒′ ) ;
25 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 ← costEs(𝑙, 𝑟 , 𝑒 ) ;
26 if 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 < 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 then return False; else return True;

in the 2-hop graph 𝐻 , and in the worst case, 𝛼 (𝐻 ) is on the order of

𝑛max [30, 32, 50]. |𝐸′ | is in the order of 𝑑𝑚𝑎𝑥 |𝐸 |. △ is the result size,

which can be quite large for large real-world networks. Therefore,

NPivoter also outperforms BCList++.

4.3 The Proposed Cost Estimator
TheBCList++ algorithm employs a node-split strategy, while EPivoter
uses an edge-split strategy (Section 3). Intuitively, the node-split

strategy tends to be more efficient for dense graphs with more

connections. In such graphs, the subgraphs generated from edge-

splitting can be nearly as large as the entire graph, resulting in

minimal reduction in problem size and inefficiency. Conversely,

in sparse graphs, the edge-split strategy becomes more efficient.

In this case, the subgraphs created by splitting edges are much

smaller, allowing EPivoter to perform faster due to the reduced

search space. Thus, node-split excels in handling dense structures,

whereas edge-split is more suited for sparse graph scenarios.

To leverage the advantages of both the node-split and edge-split

strategies, we propose a novel cost estimator that helps determine

when to use the node-split (lines 10-11) or edge-split (lines 5-8)

strategy in line 4 of Algorithm 1. The goal of this estimator is to

predict which graph-split strategywill bemore efficient. Specifically,

let the variables 𝑙 , 𝑟 , and 𝑒 be the sizes of the candidate sets and

the number of edges as follows: 𝑙 = |𝐶𝑈 | (the size of the candidate

set 𝐶𝑈 ), 𝑟 = |𝐶𝑉 | (the size of the candidate set 𝐶𝑉 ), 𝑒 = | (𝐶𝑈 ×
𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 | (the number of edges between 𝐶𝑈 and 𝐶𝑉 ). Theorem 4.6

initially suggests using 2

𝑙+𝑟
2 as a measure of the running cost for the

recursive process. However, this measure has two main drawbacks:

1. Imbalance Between 𝑙 and 𝑟 : When the sizes of 𝑙 and 𝑟 differ

significantly, the smaller value dominates the computation cost,

rather than their sum. To account for this, we replace 2

𝑙+𝑟
2 with

2

min(𝑙,𝑟 )
2 , focusing on the smaller of the two sets. 2. Edge Density

Consideration: The initial measure only accounts for the number

of nodes and ignores the number of edges, which can significantly

impact the algorithm’s performance. When the number of edges 𝑒

is small, the algorithm can still run efficiently even if the combined

size of 𝑙 and 𝑟 is large.

To address these limitations, we propose a new metric that in-

corporates both the number of nodes and edges. This new metric

is based on the observation that the complexity of the algorithm in-

creases as we process more edges between𝐶𝑈 and𝐶𝑉 . The refined

metric is defined as follows:(
𝑒

min(𝑙, 𝑟 )

)
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

. (8)

This term reflects the idea that if a set contains 𝑎 items, the num-

ber of subsets of size 𝑏 is proportional to

(𝑎
𝑏

)
, which is bounded by

𝑎𝑏 . In this case, 𝑎 = 𝑒
min(𝑙,𝑟 ) and 𝑏 = min(𝑙, 𝑟 ). Here, 𝑒

min(𝑙,𝑟 ) repre-
sents the average number of neighbors for a node in the smaller of

the two sets, while

(
𝑒

min(𝑙,𝑟 )

)
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

estimates the complexity of

processing all possible subsets of neighbors of size min(𝑙, 𝑟 ). The
final running cost estimation of the NPC procedure combines both

node and edge considerations:

min

((
𝑒

min(𝑙, 𝑟 )

)
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

, 2
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

2

)
(9)

This metric balances the trade-offs between node size and edge

density, effectively estimating the computational cost. As demon-

strated in our experiments, this cost estimation provides reliable

guidance for choosing the most efficient graph-split strategy.

The cost estimator computes two values 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 and 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 ,

which represent the computation cost of the two strategies re-

spectively. For 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 , we compute the value of 𝑙, 𝑟 , 𝑒 and let

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 = min(( 𝑒
min(𝑙,𝑟 ) )

min(𝑙,𝑟 ) , 2
min(𝑙,𝑟 )

2 ). The computation of

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 is more complex. In Algorithm 1, the edge-split has mul-

tiple calls of NPC (line 8). Hence, we compute cost estimation for

each edge and sum them together as the final value of 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 .

Algorithm 5 outlines the pseudo-code of the cost estimator.

Algorithm 5 inputs a node 𝑢 and two integers 𝑥,𝑦, and returns

whether node-split or edge-split is more efficient to count (𝑝, 𝑞)-
biclique with 𝑝 ≥ 𝑥, 𝑞 ≥ 𝑦. The costEs procedure (lines 1-3 of

Algorithm 5) returns the cost estimation of a NPC procedure with

input 𝑙 = |𝐶𝑈 |, 𝑟 = |𝐶𝑉 |, 𝑒 = | (𝐶𝑈 ×𝐶𝑉 ) ∩ 𝐸 |. For approximating

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 , Algorithm 5 maintains 𝑙, 𝑟 , 𝑒 (line 5). 𝑙 is the number of

nodes in𝑈 that have larger rank than 𝑢 and has more than 𝑦 neigh-

bors in 𝑁 (𝑢) (lines 7-10). 𝑟 is the number of nodes in 𝑁 (𝑢) that
have more than 𝑥 −1 neighbors in the previous 𝑙 nodes (lines 13-17).

𝑒 is the number of edges between the 𝑙 and 𝑟 nodes (lines 13-16).
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At last, 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 = min(( 𝑒
min(𝑙,𝑟 ) )

min(𝑙,𝑟 ) , 2
𝑙+𝑟
2 ) (line 25). For ap-

proximating 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 , Algorithm 5 approximates 𝑙 ′, 𝑟 ′, 𝑒′ for each
edge (line 19-24). Consider an edge (𝑢, 𝑣𝑖 ). 𝑙 ′ is the number of

nodes in 𝑈 that has larger rank than 𝑢 and has more than 𝑦 neigh-

bors in 𝑆𝑢,𝑣𝑖 = {𝑣 |𝑣 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢), 𝑅(𝑣) > 𝑅(𝑣𝑖 )} (lines 19-22). 𝑟 ′ is
the number of nodes in 𝑆𝑢,𝑣𝑖 that has more than 𝑥 − 1 neighbors
(line , 17, 18, 20). Label the nodes in 𝑁 (𝑢) by {𝑣1, 𝑣1, 𝑣2, ...𝑣𝑑 (𝑢 ) }
(line 11). Instead of computing 𝑟 ′ for each edge, Algorithm 5 records

a suffix summary vector 𝑠𝑠 where 𝑠𝑠𝑖 is the number of nodes in

{𝑣 |𝑣 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢), 𝑅(𝑣) > 𝑅(𝑣𝑖 )} that has more than 𝑥 − 1 neighbors

(lines 17-18). Thus, we can use 𝑠𝑠𝑖 to approximate 𝑟 ′ directly (line 20).
Due to the edges before 𝑣𝑖 being removed already (line 23), 𝑐𝑛𝑡𝑤 is

the number of neighbors of𝑤 with rank larger than 𝑣𝑖 . Thus, sum

all the 𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑤 together is the number of edges 𝑒′ (line 22). At last,

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 = min(( 𝑒′

min(𝑙 ′,𝑟 ′ ) )
min(𝑙 ′,𝑟 ′ ) , 2

𝑙 ′+𝑟 ′
2 ) (line 24).

Theorem 4.8. Given a bipartite graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸), in Algorithm 1
(line 4), the total time complexity of Algorithm 5 is𝑂 (𝛼 (𝐺) |𝐸 |), where
𝛼 (𝐺) is the arboricity of 𝐺 .

Proof. For each node 𝑢 (i.e., line 3 of Algorithm 1), lines 7,

13 and 19 of Algorithm 5 scan the neighbors of 𝑢, which has

complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |). Each line of lines 8, 15, and 21 of Algo-

rithm 5 scan the neighbors of a neighbor of 𝑢, which has a to-

tal time complexity of 𝑂 (∑(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸 𝑑 (𝑣)). According to the defini-

tion of 𝛼 (𝐺) [12], 𝐸 can be partitioned into 𝛼 (𝐺) edge-disjoint
spanning forests, and let these trees be 𝐹𝑖 , 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝛼 (𝐺), where
|𝐹𝑖 | ≤ |𝑉 |. We have

∑
(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸 𝑑 (𝑣) =

∑𝛼 (𝐺 )
𝑖

∑
(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐹𝑖 𝑑 (𝑣) ≤∑𝛼 (𝐺 )

𝑖

∑
𝑣∈𝑉 𝑑 (𝑣) = 2𝛼 (𝐺) |𝐸 |. Thus, the complexity of Algorithm 5

is 𝑂 (𝛼 (𝐺) |𝐸 |). □

Theorem 4.8 demonstrates that the cost estimator has a polyno-

mial time complexity, which is significantly smaller compared to

the complexity of the biclique counting algorithm. By efficiently

estimating the cost of various candidate sets, the cost estimator

allows the algorithm to choose the most optimal strategy dynami-

cally. Our empirical results confirm that the proposed algorithm,

when equipped with the cost estimator, outperforms approaches

relying on a single fixed graph-split strategy (Section 6).

Cost Estimator based Index.When counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, the
parameters 𝑥 and 𝑦 should not exceed 𝑝 and 𝑞. To optimize this

process, we can build an index for 𝑥 and 𝑦. Specifically, the index is

a vector of length |𝑈 |, storing the results of Algorithm 5 for each

node in 𝑈 . Equipped with the pre-computed index, when 𝑝 ≥ 𝑥

and 𝑞 ≥ 𝑦, Algorithm 1 can determine whether a node-split or

edge-split is more efficient in constant time complexity for each

node. The time complexity of building the index is Theorem 4.8.

5 FURTHER OPTIMIZATIONS
In this section, we devise several optimization tricks to further

improve the efficiency of our proposed algorithm.

(𝛼, 𝛽)-core Based Graph Reduction [50]. For the bipartite graph
𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸) and any (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique (𝑋,𝑌 ), every node 𝑢 ∈ 𝑋 must

have at least 𝑞 neighbors in 𝑉 , and every node 𝑣 ∈ 𝑌 must have

at least 𝑝 neighbors in 𝑈 . This allows us to simplify the graph

by reducing it to its (𝑝, 𝑞)-core, which retains only the nodes and

edges that are essential for potential (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques [50]. The most

efficient algorithm for computing the (𝑝, 𝑞)-core of a bipartite graph
𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸) operates in linear time with a complexity of𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) [14].

Definition 5.1 ((𝑝, 𝑞)-core [14, 28]). For a bipartite graph𝐺 (𝑈 ,𝑉 , 𝐸)
and two integers 𝑝 and 𝑞, the (𝑝, 𝑞)-core of𝐺 is a maximal subgraph

𝐺𝑐 (𝑈𝑐 ,𝑉𝑐 , 𝐸𝑐 ) where every node in 𝑈𝑐 has at least 𝑞 neighbors in

𝑉𝑐 , and every node in 𝑉𝑐 has at least 𝑝 neighbors in𝑈𝑐 .

Core Value-Based Node Ranking. The core ordering method [4]

is a commonly used strategy in graph mining tasks to enhance the

algorithm efficiency [16, 22, 39, 50]. The core value of a node 𝑢 is

defined as the highest degree that𝑢 holds in a subgraph where𝑢 has

the smallest degree within that subgraph [11]. In this optimization,

nodes are ranked according to their core values, where higher-

ranked nodes correspond to those with larger core values. For any

node, the number of the nodes with larger core values is bounded

by the degeneracy of the graph [11], which is often a small number

for real-world networks [27]. This ranking ensures that only nodes

with larger core values are included in the candidate sets during key

steps of theNPC procedure (lines 6, 7, 10 of Algorithm 1), optimizing

the search space and improving computational performance.

Early Termination. The NPC procedure can be terminated early

under the following conditions:

(1) Lower bounds on biclique size: If |𝐻𝑈 | > 𝑝 or |𝐻𝑉 | > 𝑞, the

biclique is guaranteed to exceed the desired (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique size, as
the nodes in 𝐻𝑈 and 𝐻𝑉 must be part of the solution (Theorem 4.2).

(2) Upper bounds on biclique size: If |𝐶𝑈 ∪ 𝑃𝑈 ∪ 𝐻𝑈 | < 𝑝 or

|𝐶𝑉 ∪ 𝑃𝑉 ∪ 𝐻𝑉 | < 𝑞, the search can be terminated since these

sets represent the upper bounds on the biclique size, making it

impossible to reach a valid (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique.
(3) Single node in𝐶𝑈 : When |𝐶𝑈 | = 1, meaning that𝐶𝑈 contains

only one node 𝑢, instead of branching into further recursive calls,

the biclique count can be computed directly as

( 𝑝0
𝑝−ℎ0

) (𝑝1+𝑐1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
+( 𝑝0

𝑝−ℎ0−1
) (𝑝1+𝑛𝑢

𝑞−ℎ1

)
, where 𝑛𝑢 = |𝑁 (𝑢)∩𝐶𝑉 |. The first term represents

the bicliques that do not include 𝑢, while the second term counts

bicliques containing 𝑢.

(4) Single node in 𝐶𝑉 : Similarly, when |𝐶𝑉 | = 1 (i.e., 𝐶𝑉 con-

tains only one node 𝑣), the biclique count is

(𝑝0+𝑛𝑣

𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1−1

)
+(𝑝0+𝑐0

𝑝−ℎ0

) ( 𝑝1
𝑞−ℎ1

)
. The first term corresponds to bicliques that include

𝑣 , and the second term counts bicliques that do not include 𝑣 .

Efficient Maintenance of the Non-neighbor Count. During
the NPC procedure in Algorithm 1, instead of recalculating the

non-neighbor count from scratch at each recursive step, the al-

gorithm reuses the non-neighbor counts from the parent search

vertex. Specifically, for a node𝑤 ∈ 𝐶𝑈 , let𝐶′
𝑈

= 𝐶𝑈 \ {𝑤}. The non-
neighbor set of any neighbor 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑤,𝐶𝑉 ) remains unchanged,

i.e.,𝐶𝑈 \𝑁 (𝑢) = 𝐶′
𝑈
\𝑁 (𝑢). For non-neighbors 𝑢 ∈ 𝐶𝑉 \𝑁 (𝑤), the

non-neighbor set decreases by exactly one, i.e., 𝐶𝑈 \ 𝑁 (𝑢) \ {𝑤} =
𝐶′
𝑈
\𝑁 (𝑢). Leveraging this observation, the optimization effectively

manages and updates non-neighbor counts without redundant re-

calculations.

6 EXPERIMENTS
We conduct extensive experiments to answer the following Re-

search Questions. RQ1: How fast our algorithm runs? RQ2: What
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Table 2: Datasets. 𝒅𝑼 and 𝒅𝑽 are the average degrees for𝑈 and 𝑉 , respectively.

Datasets Abbr |𝑼 | 𝑼 Type |𝑽 | 𝑽 Type |𝑬 | 𝑬 Type 𝒅𝑼 𝒅𝑽

Youtube You 94,238 User 30,087 Group 293,360 Membership 3.11 9.75

DailyKos Kos 3,430 Document 6,906 Word 353,160 Occurrence 102.96 51.14

Bookcrossing Book 77,802 User 185,955 Book 433,652 Rating 5.57 2.33

Github Git 56,519 User 120,867 Project 440,237 Membership 7.79 3.64

Citeseer Cite 105,353 Author 181,395 Publication 512,267 Authorship 4.86 2.82

Stackoverflow Stac 545,195 User 96,678 Post 1,301,942 Favorite 2.39 13.47

Twitter Twit 175,214 User 530,418 Hashtag 1,890,661 Usage 10.79 3.56

IMDB IMDB 685,568 Person 186,414 Work 2,715,604 Association 3.96 14.57

DiscogsGenre Genre 1,754,823 Artist 15 Genre 3,142,059 Feature 1.79 209470.60

Actor2 Act 303,617 Movie 896,302 Actor 3,782,463 Appearance 12.46 4.22

Amazon Ama 2,146,057 User 1,230,915 Item 5,743,258 Rating 2.68 4.67

DBLP DBLP 1,953,085 Author 5,624,219 Publication 12,282,059 Authorship 6.29 2.18

is the effectiveness of the proposed cost estimator? RQ3: What

is the effect of the graph density, 𝑝 and 𝑞 on the efficiency of our

NPivoter? RQ4: How fast the running time of local counting and

range counting?

6.1 Experimental Setup
We evaluate all algorithms on a server with an AMD 3990X CPU

and 256GB memory running Linux CentOS 7 operating system. We

run algorithms against a single core. We terminate an algorithm if

the running time is more than 10
6
mile-seconds (ms).

Datasets.We evaluate our algorithms on 12 real-world bipartite

networks drawn from various domains, covering a wide range of

applications and structural characteristics. These datasets, listed in

Table 2, are downloaded from the KONECT project (http://konect.

cc/networks/), which compiles diverse network datasets for re-

search purposes. These datasets vary widely in terms of size and

density, with node counts ranging from thousands to millions, and

edge counts reflecting the number of connections between the two

sets of entities. The average degrees for both sets of nodes, denoted

as𝑑𝑈 and𝑑𝑉 , provide insight into the density of graph, highlighting

the diversity in structure across different domains. These charac-

teristics make the datasets an excellent test bed for evaluating the

performance of biclique counting algorithms [50, 52].

Algorithms. We compare BCList++ [50] and EPivoter [52] with
ourNPivoter. Both EPivoter andNPivoter apply to the range count-
ing problem. NPivoter can also locally count the (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique
for each node. All the algorithms are implemented in C++. The

code of BCList++ and EPivoter are from the open-source reposi-

tory [50, 52]. In default,NPivoter uses the cost estimator index with

𝑥 = 𝑦 = min(𝑝, 𝑞). The index building time is not included in our

NPivoter because the computation time of the cost estimator index

is negligible (compared to the biclique counting time) as shown

in Exp-5, and the index creation can be treated as a preprocessing

step. To be more reliable, we report the average running time and

quality of 10 runs per algorithm.

Table 3: The percentage of bicliques counted combinatorially

Datasets (4, 4) (6, 6) (8, 8) (10, 10)

You 74% 96% 100% 100%

Kos 100% 100% 100% 100%

Book 94% 100% 100% 100%

Git 56% 75% 94% 100%

Cite 100% 100% 100% 100%

Stac 70% 97% 100% 100%

Twit 91% 96% 94% 100%

IMDB 95% 100% 100% 100%

Genre 49% 51% 37% 85%

Act 90% 100% 100% 100%

Ama 73% 79% 93% 100%

DBLP 100% 100% 100% 100%

6.2 Empirical Results

Exp-1: Running Time of Various Algorithms. Figure 3 shows
the running time of BCList++, EPivoter, and NPivoter with vary-

ing 𝑝 and 𝑞 on 12 real-world networks. Across almost all cases,

NPivoter consistently demonstrates superior performance, signif-

icantly outperforming both BCList++ and EPivoter. For instance,
on the Twit network for (10, 10)-biclique counting, NPivoter is two
orders of magnitude faster than EPivoter. Similarly, on the Stac

network for (10, 10)-biclique counting, NPivoter is two orders of

magnitude faster than BCList++. These results highlight the high
efficiency of NPivoter compared to other methods.

A notable and somewhat counter-intuitive observation is that the

running time ofNPivoter decreases as the values of 𝑝 and𝑞 increase.

For example, on the Kos network, the running time decreases when

moving from (6, 6) to (6, 12)-biclique counting. Likewise, counting
(12, 12)-bicliques takes less time than counting (9, 9)-bicliques or
(6, 6)-bicliques. This phenomenon is primarily due to two reasons:

(1) larger values of (𝑝, 𝑞) enable more aggressive pruning of small-

degree nodes according to the (𝛼, 𝛽)-core optimization (Section 5),

reducing the search space; (2) the impact of 𝑝 and 𝑞 on the search

tree’s size is minimal. Observe the NPC procedure in Algorithm 1,

and we can find that 𝑝 and 𝑞 almost do not affect the search process

except line 14. In effect, line 14 of Algorithm 1 often terminates

http://konect.cc/networks/
http://konect.cc/networks/
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Figure 3: Running time of various algorithms

due to empty edges instead of 𝐻𝑈 or 𝐻𝑉 reaching the maximum

value, as shown in the following experiments. At last, this behavior

demonstrates that NPivoter is well-suited for efficiently counting

(𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques, even for large values of 𝑝 and 𝑞.

Exp-2: Effectiveness of the Proposed Node-pivot Technique.
Table 3 presents the percentage of bicliques counting combinatori-

ally across all datasets. A biclique is not counted combinatorially

when it is handled in line 15 of Algorithm 1 due to the condition

|𝐻𝑢 | = 𝑝 or |𝐻𝑣 | = 𝑞 in line 14. As shown in Table 3, the majority

of bicliques are counted in a combinatorial way. Furthermore, as

the values of 𝑝 and 𝑞 increase, the percentage of combinatorially

counted bicliques also increases. This is because larger values of

𝑝 and 𝑞 make it less likely to satisfy the condition |𝐻𝑢 | = 𝑝 or

|𝐻𝑣 | = 𝑞 in line 14, demonstrating the growing effectiveness of

the node-pivot technique with increasing biclique size. The results
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Figure 4: Memory overhead of all algorithms

underscore the efficiency of the node-pivot method in reducing

enumeration overhead and facilitating more efficient counting.
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Figure 5: Effect of the cost estimator

Exp-3: Memory Overhead. Figure 4 depicts the memory over-

heads of the evaluated algorithms:NPivoter, EPivoter, andBCList++.
The memory consumption was tracked using the “ps -aux” com-

mand on the Linux system. As can be seen, we can observe that

the three algorithms exhibit similar magnitudes of memory usage

across the datasets. For instance, on the Amazon (Ama) dataset,

NPivoter consumes 1,048MB ofmemory, while EPivoter andBCList++
consume 546 MB and 1,578 MB, respectively. Across all datasets,

NPivoter demonstrates memory efficiency, never using more than

twice thememory of EPivoter. In many cases, the difference inmem-

ory usage between the algorithms is even smaller. This indicates

that although NPivoter achieves significant performance improve-

ments in terms of speed, it does not incur a significant increase in

memory consumption. The results highlight that NPivoter strikes a
balanced trade-off between computational efficiency and memory

overhead, making it well-suited for large-scale applications where

both memory and time are critical factors.

Exp-4: Effect of the Cost Estimator. Figure 5 shows the impact

of the cost estimator on the performance of NPivoter. To analyze
this, we compare NPivoter with two versions that exclusively em-

ploy either the node-split or the edge-split strategy: NPivoter-N
(node-split only) and NPivoter-E (edge-split only). We conducted

experiments on two representative datasets, the Stac and Genre

datasets, though the results were consistent across other networks

as well. Specifically, on the Stac dataset,NPivoter-E—using only the
edge-split strategy—proves to be more efficient than NPivoter-N,
which exclusively applies the node-split strategy. This suggests that

in sparser networks like Stac, edge-split is generally more effec-

tive due to the structure of the graph. Conversely, on the Genre

network, NPivoter-N performs significantly better than NPivoter-
E. This is due to the graph’s smaller size and denser connections,

where node-split is better suited to handle dense subgraphs. Despite

the differences in performance between NPivoter-N and NPivoter-
E across these graphs, NPivoter, which uses the cost estimator to

Table 4: The time of building cost estimation index (ms) and
the percentage of the nodes using the node-split strategy

Datasets (𝒙, 𝒚 )

(4, 4) (6, 6) (8, 8) (10, 10)

You 28 / 3.3% 23 / 0.7% 20 / 0.2% 17 / 0.1%

Kos 217 / 6.3% 213 / 5.3% 203 / 5.2% 193 / 5.0%

Book 24 / 0.3% 20 / 0.0% 18 / 0.0% 17 / 0.0%

Git 148 / 6.4% 123 / 2.0% 107 / 0.6% 95 / 0.1%

Cite 17 / 1.1% 14 / 0.0% 13 / 0.0% 12 / 0.0%

Stac 209 / 2.2% 180 / 0.4% 164 / 0.1% 149 / 0.0%

Twit 2618 / 13.9% 2065 / 3.1% 1681 / 1.0% 1310 / 0.3%

IMDB 287 / 3.8% 259 / 0.6% 240 / 0.1% 220 / 0.0%

Genre 100 / 80.0% 61 / 66.7% 43 / 53.3% 27 / 40.0%

Act 503 / 3.5% 451 / 0.5% 404 / 0.1% 360 / 0.0%

Ama 1058 / 0.5% 797 / 0.1% 655 / 0.0% 564 / 0.0%

DBLP 761 / 1.4% 642 / 0.0% 555 / 0.0% 510 / 0.0%

dynamically choose between the two strategies, consistently out-

performs both. This clearly demonstrates the effectiveness of our

cost estimator, which intelligently selects the more efficient split

strategy based on the graph structure, leading to improved overall

performance.

Exp-5: The Performance of Cost Estimator Index. Table 4

shows two key aspects: the time required to build the cost estima-

tor index and the proportion of nodes that employ the node-split

strategy. The results show that building the index consumes quite

less time than counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique, ensuring that building the
index is not a major bottleneck in the algorithm. For instance, on

the You dataset, counting takes 1989 ms, while building the index

only takes 20 ms. First, the results indicate that the time taken to

build the index is not significantly affected by the parameter values

(𝑥,𝑦). As (𝑥,𝑦) increases, the variation in index construction time

is minimal. For example, on the You dataset, the index construc-

tion for (10, 10) is only 1.6 times faster than that for (4, 4). This
indicates that the index construction time remains stable across

different parameter settings.

Second, the results show that in most real-world datasets, a

relatively small proportion of nodes use the node-split strategy.

This is because real-world networks typically follow a power-law

distribution, where a small subset of nodes (the “dense part”) have

a disproportionately high degree, while the majority of nodes (the

“sparse part”) have fewer connections. Consequently, the denser

nodes tend to benefit from the node-split strategy, whereas the

sparser nodes are better suited for the edge-split strategy. The

exception is the Genre network, where most of the nodes employ

the node-split strategy. This is due to the fact that Genre has only

15 nodes on one side of the bipartite graph, most of which are

densely connected (as shown in Table 2). Therefore, in this case,

the node-split strategy dominates.

These findings reinforce the practical utility of the cost estima-

tor, which adapts well to varying network structures by efficiently

deciding whether to use node-split or edge-split based on the lo-

cal graph characteristics. This flexibility contributes to the strong

performance of NPivoter across diverse real-world datasets.
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Table 5: The time cost of local counting for each node (ms)

Datasets (4, 4) (6, 6) (8, 8)

Local Global Local Global Local Global

You 2195 1989 1448 1325 745 704

Kos 378266 349997 324288 303924 198834 194317

Book 66 62 24 22 20 18

Git 61772 55600 50100 46091 28096 27441

Cite 22 20 16 15 14 13

Stac 3262 2994 1524 1437 557 539

Twit 14591 13478 6395 5821 3516 3138

IMDB 1122 1025 603 541 440 401

Genre 2240 2013 1641 1493 960 841

Act 2551 2310 1330 1206 914 812

Ama 6975 6418 3126 2948 1532 1410

DBLP 1553 1465 1265 1050 1113 930

Exp-6: Local Counting. Table 5 reports the time taken for lo-

cal counting of (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques for each node, alongside the time

required for global counting in the entire network. The columns

labeled ‘Local’ correspond to the time spent in performing local

counting, i.e., counting (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques that involve each individ-

ual node. In contrast, the ‘Global’ columns show the time taken

for counting all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques across the entire graph. As demon-

strated in Table 5, local counting proves to be highly efficient, as it

requires only marginally more time than global counting—at most

1.2× longer. This is an important observation, as one might expect

local counting to be significantly slower, given that it isolates the

counting process for each node individually. However, the results

indicate that our NPivoter algorithm handles local counting with

minimal overhead, even when compared to the time needed for

global counting over the entire graph.

The high efficiency of local counting is crucial in applications

where the focus is on understanding the role or influence of specific

nodes within the graph. For example, in social networks, it may be

important to locally analyze the influence of certain users or groups.

In recommendation systems, local counting allows for examining

how particular items or users contribute to specific biclique patterns.

Similarly, in citation networks, local counting helps analyze the

impact of individual authors or papers on collaboration patterns.

Deleted in the full version.

Exp-7: Range Counting. Table 6 provides a comparative analysis

of the time required for two different counting scenarios: count-

ing only (4, 4)-bicliques versus counting all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques where
𝑝 ∈ [4, 10] and 𝑞 ∈ [4, 10] simultaneously. In Table 6 , we observe

that range counting with NPivoter takes an order of magnitude

longer than counting a single (4, 4)-biclique. For instance, on the

You network, NPivoter requires 298 ms to count (4, 4)-bicliques
but takes 2244 ms to perform range counting. This increase in

computation time is expected due to the additional complexity

involved in managing multiple parameters across a range of val-

ues, which inherently requires more extensive processing. Despite

this, NPivoter’s performance in range counting remains signifi-

cantly superior to that of the state-of-the-art algorithm EPivoter.
On the IMDB network, for example, NPivoter is 14.6 times faster

than EPivoter for range counting tasks. This substantial efficiency

Table 6: Comparing the running time of only counting (4, 4)-
biclique to counting all (𝑝, 𝑞)-bicliques with 𝑝 ∈ [4, 10], 𝑞 ∈
[4, 10] simultaneously (ms)

Datasets NPivoter EPivoter
(4, 4) all (4, 4) all

You 298 2244 13939 16338

Kos 104967 403350 > 10
6 > 10

6

Book 16 64 1437 > 10
6

Git 12780 64558 447438 495141

Cite 12 21 180 > 10
6

Stac 221 3206 51735 > 10
6

Twit 1851 14157 > 10
6 > 10

6

IMDB 313 1110 12361 16180

Genre 369 2501 > 10
6 > 10

6

Act 631 2467 30917 38346

Ama 854 6801 103109 115257

DBLP 838 1813 10700 17848
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Figure 6: Scalability test

advantage highlightsNPivoter’s effectiveness and scalability in han-
dling complex counting scenarios where multiple (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique
sizes need to be evaluated simultaneously.

Exp-8: Scalability Test. In Figure 6, we evaluate the scalability

of NPivoter by adjusting the size of datasets. We sample either

the edges or nodes, varying the percentage from 50% to 100%. In

this experiment, we use the DBLP dataset, which has the highest

number of edges among the tested datasets. We set 𝑝 = 6, 𝑞 =

6. The results obtained on the other datasets and with other 𝑝, 𝑞

values show similar trends. From Figure 6, we can see that all

three algorithms—NPivoter, BCList++, and EPivoter — exhibit a

good scalability with respect to graph size. Furthermore, NPivoter
outperforms both BCList++ and EPivoter significantly, showcasing
its superior efficiency and capacity to handle large-scale datasets.

Exp-9: The Effect of the Optimization Tricks. Table 7 reports
the impact of four key optimizations (presented in Section 5) applied

to the NPivoter algorithm on several datasets: You, Kos, DBLP, and

Ama. The results on the other datasets are similar. The optimizations

include: (𝛼, 𝛽)-core based graph reduction (𝑂1), core value-based

node ranking (𝑂2), early termination (𝑂3), and non-neighbor count

maintenance (𝑂4). With each additional optimization, the running

time consistently decreases. For instance, on the Ama dataset, the

running time reduces by 57.3% when applying 𝑂1, followed by
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Table 7: The effect of further optimizations (ms); 𝑂1: (𝛼, 𝛽)-
core based graph reduction; 𝑂2: core value-based node rank-
ing, 𝑂3: early termination, 𝑂4: maintenance of non-neighbor
count

Datasets You Kos DBLP Ama

No Optimization 13181 1138038 92856 4622

𝑂1 10851 1130167 15823 1971

𝑂1 +𝑂2 1793 392365 4195 1157

𝑂1 +𝑂2 +𝑂3 1341 319504 3043 1127

𝑂1 +𝑂2 +𝑂3 +𝑂4 1325 303924 2948 1050
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Figure 7: The impact of graph density (ms)

a further 41.6% decrease when adding 𝑂2, a 2.6% reduction with

𝑂3, and an additional 6.8% improvement with 𝑂4. The full set of

optimizations (𝑂1 +𝑂2 +𝑂3 +𝑂4) yields the best performance, with

the runtime for all datasets minimized, indicating the effectiveness

of these optimizations in enhancing algorithm efficiency.

Exp-10: The Impact of GraphDensity. To evaluate the scalability
of NPivoter, we generate a set of random graphs under varying

density. Specifically, we fix the number of edges at |𝐸 | = 8000 and

generate random bipartite graphs with varying average degrees.

For each combination of 𝑑𝑈 ∈ [20, 70] and 𝑑𝑉 ∈ [20, 70], we create
20 random graphs, leading to a total of 50,000 experiments. The

goal is to assess how NPivoter behaves as the density of the graph

changes.

Each color grid in Figure 7 represents the average running time

for the 20 random graphs corresponding to a particular combi-

nation of 𝑑𝑈 and 𝑑𝑉 . Notably, the running time remains under

1000 ms when 𝑑𝑈 < 60 or 𝑑𝑉 < 60. This pattern indicates that

NPivoter scales well with the sparsity of the graph, making it a

highly effective solution for real-world networks that tend to ex-

hibit a power-law distribution with a majority of nodes having

low degrees. As 𝑑𝑈 and 𝑑𝑉 increase, the computational complexity

naturally rises due to the increase in possible connections between

the two sets. However, the results show that NPivoter handles this
increase in density in a controlled manner. Even at the higher end

of the degree spectrum, where both 𝑑𝑈 and 𝑑𝑉 approach 70, the

algorithm still performs efficiently, although the running time does

begin to rise sharply. These findings show the high scalability of

NPivoter, particularly for handling sparse networks. Since real-

world networks are often sparse, these results further validate the

practical applicability of NPivoter in real-world scenarios.

7 RELATEDWORK

Subgraph Counting. Biclique counting is a specific case of the

broader problem of subgraph counting, which has been extensively

studied in graph theory and its applications. The subgraph count-

ing problem can be categorized based on several dimensions: Exact

subgraph counting aims to compute the precise number of oc-

currences of a specific subgraph within a graph [19, 31, 33, 36],

while approximate methods trade accuracy for scalability in large

networks [7, 24, 42, 44]. Learning-based approaches also exist as

approximate methods [20, 54]. Exact counting problems are closely

related to enumeration problems, and algorithms that performs

exact counting can often be used for enumeration. Global counting

involves determining the number of subgraphs across the entire

graph [19, 33], while local counting focuses on computing sub-

graph counts for specific nodes or edges [25]. In this work, biclique

counting falls under both categories, as applications may require

global counts or local counts per node, as seen in social networks

or graph neural networks. While some algorithms are designed for

counting specific subgraph patterns like cliques, cycles, or bicliques

[15, 18, 22, 50, 52], others focus on counting a wide variety of sub-

graph types [2, 8, 33, 54]. Biclique counting is a prominent problem

in specific subgraph counting, where general counting algorithms

are often not as efficient as specific methods. When 𝑝 = 2 and 𝑞 = 2,

the (𝑝, 𝑞)-biclique is referred to as a butterfly. As a special case

of general biclique counting, efficient butterfly counting plays a

critical role in the development of advanced algorithms that can

handle larger graphs and subgraph patterns. Various algorithms

have been introduced to efficiently count butterflies in large bipar-

tite graphs, taking advantage of the bipartite structure to reduce

computational complexity [37, 43]. Recent research has focused on

optimizing both memory and time complexity by employing paral-

lel computing techniques [46–48], as well as I/O-efficient methods

[45] and approximation strategies [38]. Other efforts have been

made to extend butterfly counting to uncertain graphs [55, 56] and

temporal graphs [10].

𝑘-Clique Counting. Our work is closely related to the 𝑘-clique

counting problem in traditional graphs. The first exact algorithm

for 𝑘-clique counting, introduced by Chiba and Nishizeki [12], relies

on a backtracking enumeration method. More recent advances have

refined this technique using ordering-based optimizations, such as

degeneracy ordering by Danisch et al. [13], and color ordering by

Li et al. [26]. These algorithms efficiently list 𝑘-cliques for small

values of 𝑘 , but their performance degrades as 𝑘 increases due to the

exhaustive enumeration process. To address the inefficiencies for

larger 𝑘 , Jain and Seshadhri [22] proposed PIVOTER, an algorithm

that leverages pivoting techniques for maximal clique enumera-

tion [9, 40]. Instead of enumerating all possible 𝑘-cliques, PIVOTER
counts them combinatorially, offering significant performance gains

over enumeration-based methods. However, the algorithm may still

struggle when applied to large, dense graphs [22]. To address this,

several sampling-based methods have been developed to improve

scalability, including the TuranShadow algorithm and its optimized



Fast Biclique Counting on Bipartite Graphs: A Node Pivot-based Approach Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

version [21, 23], as well as color-based sampling techniques by Ye

et al. [51, 53]. Despite these efforts, sampling methods tend to be-

come inefficient for larger values of 𝑘 . Our approach fundamentally

differs from these 𝑘-clique counting studies as we focus on count-

ing bicliques in bipartite graphs, a problem that cannot be directly

tackled by the existing 𝑘-clique counting techniques.

8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we propose NPivoter, a novel and general frame-

work for biclique counting. The NPivoter framework not only uni-

fies existing approaches like BCList++ and EPivoter but also ex-

tends their capabilities by supporting both local and range counting.

Our implementation of NPivoter leverages a novel minimum non-

neighbor candidate partition strategy, which significantly improves

the worst-case time complexity compared to previous methods.

Furthermore, the inclusion of a novel cost estimator enables the

framework to adaptively switch between node-split and edge-split

strategies, further enhancing its performance and scalability across

different graph structures. Extensive experiments conducted on real-

world datasets have demonstrated the efficiency and versatility of

NPivoter, achieving up to two orders of magnitude improvements

over state-of-the-art algorithms.
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