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Abstract. Counts of small subgraphs, or graphlet counts, are widely applicable to mea-
sure graph similarity. Computing graphlet counts can be computationally expensive and
may pose obstacles in network analysis. We study the role of cliques in graphlet counts as
a method for graph similarity in social networks. Higher-order clustering coefficients and
the Pivoter algorithm for exact clique counts are employed.

1. Introduction

Graph similarity is a central topic in the ever-expanding, interdisciplinary field of com-
plex networks. Quantifying similarity between networks is crucial for revealing their latent
structures and in model selection. On the applied side, graph similarity is widely used in
many areas, such as in recommender systems in social network analysis, accelerating drug
discovery, and understanding the structural similarity of biological molecules.

One approach to graph similarity is to use counts of small subgraphs as a measure of
similarity. Small subgraphs are also called graphlets or motifs. Graphlets have found wide
application in many fields, such as the biological sciences, social network analysis, and
character networks, often coupled with machine learning paradigms; see, for example, [1,
2, 7, 8, 11, 15, 19, 22, 23, 26, 28]. A challenge with graphlet counts is that they are often
computationally expensive to compute exactly, especially for large networks.

We consider graph similarity via counts of cliques in networks. The present work also
emphasizes the roles of cliques in complex networks and uses their counts as a measure
of similarity. Cliques are simplified representations of highly interconnected structures in
networks. For example, a clique in the Instagram social network consists of accounts linked
via friendship or mutual interests. A recent model considered an evolving network model
defined by growing cliques; the model simulated many properties found in social networks,
such as densification power laws and the small world property; see [4]. Another recent model
[9] proposed a new distribution-free model for social networks based on cliques. Cliques have
also been studied from the point of view of their densification in evolving networks; see [18].

While cliques are pervasive in networks, we expect to find fewer of them in sparse networks.
As such, our work is only broadly applicable to real-world networks with many cliques.
In studies such as [13], social networks were found to densify and have rich community
structure. One consequence is that social networks have dense subgraphs (cliques or cliques
missing a small number of edges) corresponding to small communities.

Our main goal in the present paper is to show that clique counts perform as reliably
as other, more sophisticated graph similarity measures in certain networks, such as social
networks. Recent work by Jain and Seshadhri [10] proposed the Pivoter algorithm for
exact clique count, which is well-suited for our empirical study. Studies such as [18] have
continued this work. As referenced earlier, an advantage of using clique counts is that they
are computationally inexpensive.
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The paper is organized as follows. We define clique profiles in Section 2, providing def-
initions and relevant notation. We also consider a higher-order version of the clustering
coefficient, which is another feature of our graph similarity approach. Section 3 focuses on
our methods using clique profiles as measures of graph similarity. We analyze data sets
from various domains and show that clique profiles perform as well as existing graph simi-
larity methods in several cases. We conclude with a summary of the work and various open
problems.

All graphs we consider are undirected. The clique (or complete graph) of order n is
denoted Kn. If S is a set of nodes in a graph G, then we write G[S] for the subgraph
induced by S. For a node v, the neighborhood of v is N(v) and deg(v) = |N(v)| is the degree
of v. For further background on complex networks, see [3]; for more background on graph
theory, see [25].

2. Clique Profiles

The clique profile of a graph (defined precisely below) is a normalized vector that consists
of clique counts of various orders. We will use graph datasets with labels, compute their
clique profiles, and examine the classification ability of clique profiles to separate labels.
We also observe the change of the k-clustering coefficient, first defined in [27], on various
growing networks.

We start by defining notation. Let Gk be the set of all non-isomorphic graphs of order k,
where the graphs are arbitrarily indexed. The count of Gi ∈ Gk is the number of subsets
S ⊆ V so that G[S] is isomorphic to Gi. The graph k-profile of a graph G is the set of
the relative frequency among the counts of isomorphism-types of graphs of order k that
are subgraphs of G; it may be viewed as the embedding of G into vector space, where the
i-th coordinate is gi/(

∑
Gj∈G gj). For example, the space is 4-dimensional if k = 3 and

11-dimensional if k = 4.
Graph profiles have appeared in many works; see, for example, [11, 22, 26]. In [2], Bonato

et al. applied the graph profiles to select which random graph model best fits character
networks from novels. In [6], graph profiles are applied to determine the dimensionality of
networks from certain random graph models. Computing the counts of all graphlets remains
expensive, and only inexact counts of a small percentage of a graph are feasible; see [20].

For integers 3 ≤ j ≤ k, let Cj(G) denote the number of j-cliques in G and let Ck(G)
be the corresponding (k− 2)-dimensional vector, where the (j − 2)-th component is Cj(G).
The k-clique profile of G, denoted Ck(G), is the normalized vector with each j-th component
being

Cj(G)

||Ck(G)||
,

where || · || denotes the 2-norm. For triangle-free graphs, we define its k-clique profile as the
zero vector.

The clustering coefficient is a fundamental measurement in network analysis, defined in
[24]; see [3] for further background. Fix v ∈ V , and let Ev be the edge set of the induced
subgraph G[N(v)]. The local clustering coefficient of v is defined as

c(v) = cG(v) =
2|Ev|

deg(v)(deg(v)− 1)
=

|Ev|(
deg(v)

2

) .
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Figure 1. The change of the k-clustering coefficients of five networks retrieved from SNAP
[14], where each edge is associated with a time-stamp. We sort the edges and treat each
large network as a sequence of 120 evolving networks with equal-size edge increments; every
network has a fixed amount of edge growth from the previous network. We record their k-
clustering coefficients up to k = 25. The vertical axis indicates the k-clustering coefficient,
the horizontal axis corresponds to the i-th network in the sequence, and the label indicates
the size increment.

The average clustering of a graph G is

acc(G) =
1

n

∑
v∈V

c(v).

The global clustering coefficient of a graph G is

cc(G) =
number of triangles in G

number of paths of length 2 in G
=

∑
v∈V |Ev|∑

v∈V
(
deg(v)

2

) .
The clustering coefficient of a node may be viewed as the probability of two neighbors of
a node such that they are adjacent, and the clustering coefficient of a graph is the ratio
between the number of triangles and the number of all triplets. An alternative way to
describe cG(v) is the proportion of 2-cliques (or edges) that involve v that form a 3-clique.

Yin et al. [27] generalized this idea of clustering coefficients to cliques, which we describe
next; see also [12]. Let Ck(G; v) denote the number of k-cliques that involve node v. Consider
the case where G = Kn, the complete graph of order n > k, and fix a node v ∈ V (Kn).
Note that the subgraph Kn[V (K)∪ {v′}] forms a k-clique, for every (k− 1)-cliques K of G
that includes v and some v′ ∈ N(v) \ V (K). There are k− 1 ways to form K; we then have
that

Ck(Kn; v) = Ck−1(Kn; v)(deg(v)− ((k − 1)− 1))/(k − 1).
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We also can observe that for a graph G that

Ck(G; v) ≤ Ck−1(G; v)(deg(v)− k + 2)

k − 1
.

Hence, we have the ratio

µk(G; v) =
Ck(G; v)(k − 1)

Ck−1(G; v)(deg(v)− k + 2)
≤ 1.

If Ck−1(G; v) = 0, then we simply define µk(G; v) = 0. For convenience, we refer to µk(G; v)
as the k-clustering coefficient of the node v. Analogously, we can define the k-clustering
coefficient of G as

µk(G) =
(k − 1)

∑
v∈V Ck(G; v)∑

v∈V Ck−1(G; v)(deg(v)− k + 2)
.

We observe that µ3(G; v) = cG(v), µ3(G) = cc(G), and µ2(G; v) = 1.
In [27], they analyzed µk(G) for two network models: the Erdős-Rényi binomial random

graph and the small-world graphs in [24]. They reported statistics such as the joint distri-
butions of (µ2(G), µ3(G)) and the ratio of the nodes that are involved in 2-, 3-, and 4-cliques
for real-world networks and graphs generated by complex network models. We consider the
change of k-clustering coefficients in several large networks. See Figure 1. Surprisingly,
we observed different patterns. For example, there is no clear sign such as all k-clustering
coefficients would converge to zero or any other ratio; it is also not necessarily that µk(G) is
lower bounded by µk+1(G), or vice versa, such as in the soc-redditHyperlinks-body dataset.

3. Experimental Design and Methods

Our experiments aim to show that clique profiles are useful for graph similarity in certain
networks. Our results will not surpass state-of-the-art results but closely match various
benchmarks in the literature. Note that parameters used in clique profiles are obtainable
by computing node-wise clique counts; we use Pivoter [10] for this task. We compute clique
counts up to order ten and use the k-clique profile to embed each graph for 4 ≤ k ≤ 10. As
a separate case, we also concatenate the global clustering coefficients to these clique profiles
as inputs.

We investigate the clique profiles on the following datasets, obtained from [5] and [16]. The
networks in the dataset in [16] are known as ego-networks; that is, networks of reasonable
order sampled from a larger network. Sampling such networks usually follows the following
two steps. First, sample a node in a network with some criteria (such as a label); it is usually
more meaningful to sample one with a high degree number. Second, find the neighbor set of
the sampled node that meets the criteria. We then have that every network is an induced
subgraph comprising the sampled node and its neighbors. We briefly summarize statistics
for the datasets in Table 1.

We next describe the datasets that we used.

(1) COLLAB [16]. Networks in this dataset are extracted from scientific collaboration
networks. Each node represents an author of a paper, and two authors are adjacent
if they coauthored a paper. The networks are sampled from papers in High Energy
Physics, Condensed Matter Physics, and Astro Physics, and these form the labels.

(2) IMDB-BINARY and IMDB-MULTI [16]. Each node is an actor, and two nodes are
joined if they appear in the same movie. The label of a network is the genre of
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Dataset Name Labels
# of
Labels

# of Networks
(per label)

COLLAB Subjects 3 2600/775/1625
IMDB-BINARY Movie Genres 2 500/500
IMDB-MULTI Movie Genres 3 500/500/500

Github Stargazers Developer Communities 2 5917/6808
Deezer Ego Nets User Genders 2 5470/4159

Survivor and Big Brother TV Series 2 21/37

Table 1. Statistics of the datasets.

the action movie. IMDB-BINARY dataset includes Action and Romance movies;
IMDB-MULTI dataset includes Comedy, Romance, and Science Fiction movies.

(3) Github Stargazers [21]. This is a network extracted from GitHub, where each node
is a user, and two users are adjacent if they follow the same project. Networks are
labeled as belonging to web development or machine learning projects.

(4) Deezer Ego network [21]. The networks are extracted from European Deezer users,
where two users are adjacent if they follow the same artist. Each graph is sampled
from users of the same gender; male and female are selected in their sampling and
form labels.

(5) Survivor and Big Brother [5]. We consider datasets from two social game television
shows: Survivor and Big Brother. This dataset is derived from the episodes of the
shows, where the players will vote to remove each other at the end of each episode.
The player with the highest number of votes is removed. The co-voting network of
each season for the shows forms a directed network, with nodes representing players
and directed edges corresponding to votes. We simplify these networks by taking
unweighted and undirected edges between players whenever there is a voting between
them. Each graph has one of the two labels that indicates the shows, either Survivor
or Big Brother.

To compute the classification accuracy fairly, we use 10-fold cross-validation. For each
dataset, we split into 10-folds using the stratified shuffle split strategy; that is, each par-
tition preserves the percentage of samples of each class. We repeat the experiments ten
times and report the mean and the standard deviation of the accuracy of the resulting 100
classifiers. We follow a similar setup of evaluation method to experiment in [16]. Primarily,
we experiment using C-SVM with a linear kernel and ℓ2-penalty, and optimize the results
from C ∈ {10−3, 10−2, . . . , 103}. We use the term ℓ2-penalty to keep consistency as in [17];
some literature uses the term ℓi-regularization, which is the same. For the feature vectors of
each graph data, we compare the classification ability between using the clique profile with
or without appending the global clustering coefficient of the graphs.

We report the accuracy score using linear C-SVM with ℓ2-penalty in Table 2. We use
Ck and Dk to indicate the input feature vector using Ck(G) and Dk(G), respectively, where
Dk(G) denotes the concatenation of the global clustering coefficient to Ck(G).

For additional corroboration of our results, see Table 3. We also run our experiments
using linear C-SVM with ℓ1-penalty, C-SVM with an RBF kernel, and 2-layer multi-layer
perceptron neural networks with the number of neurons optimized from {⌊r · k⌋ : 4 ≤ k ≤
10, r ∈ {0.7, 1, 1.3}}, where k corresponds to the k-clique profile and r stands for a ratio.
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COLLAB
IMDB-
BINARY

IMDB-
MULTI

Github-
Stargaers

Deezer Ego
Nets

Survivor &
Big Brother

acc 59.98±1.57 58.03±4.20 38.67±2.88 51.48±1.13 53.59±1.48 74.29±7.69

cc 63.63±1.92 60.55±4.91 39.09±2.77 55.58±1.06 50.07±1.56 73.28±6.48

C4 69.66±1.76 70.06±4.57 44.53±3.01 54.37±0.86 51.59±1.60 53.64±11.64

C5 64.90±1.87 70.37±4.11 46.97±3.61 54.67±0.94 50.96±1.45 52.82±10.52

C6 67.35±2.11 69.91±4.68 47.44±3.32 54.66±0.88 52.38±1.30 52.89±12.31

C7 69.11±1.69 70.76±4.23 46.83±3.45 54.64±1.19 51.49±1.73 50.09±11.75

C8 68.05±1.88 70.50±4.02 48.22±3.50 54.67±0.95 51.40±1.50 52.30±12.09

C9 67.74±2.03 71.10±4.05 48.83±3.26 54.72±1.02 51.30±1.56 51.19±11.92

C10 68.13±1.91 70.68±4.26 49.41±3.77 54.77±0.91 51.40±1.43 51.11±11.60

D4 67.23±2.09 69.16±4.34 45.13±3.85 58.23±1.25 51.16±1.29 86.08±6.68

D5 68.97±1.90 70.75±4.02 46.71±4.31 58.44±1.12 50.64±1.37 83.98±7.80

D6 68.82±1.93 70.46±4.17 47.39±3.81 58.42±1.56 51.39±1.38 83.50±6.76

D7 68.60±1.77 71.53±4.69 47.39±3.40 58.51±1.38 50.98±1.75 83.41±6.79

D8 68.08±2.10 71.10±4.06 48.33±3.79 58.46±1.32 50.94±1.41 83.71±7.00

D9 68.26±1.95 71.41±3.92 49.02±4.06 58.44±1.51 51.11±1.28 84.25±7.33

D10 68.91±2.15 71.51±4.80 49.20±3.51 58.49±1.01 51.05±1.90 84.49±6.60

[16] N/A 59.8 ± 1.1 39.5± 0.7 N/A N/A N/A

Table 2. The prediction accuracy percentage of linear C-SVM with ℓ2-penalty. Each row
with Ck indicates the results with Ck(G) as an input for each network G, and each row with
Dk indicates Dk(G) as the input. The last row reports the classification results using graphlet
kernel from [16], where N/A stands for not available, as they are not recorded in the paper.
Due to the small size of the Survivor & Big Brother dataset, the standard deviations of the
results tend to be larger. The bold numbers indicate examples that make Ck non-unimodal.

We use Scikit-Learn 1.3.0 for all classifiers mentioned above; see [17] for details of these
algorithms.

We observe better accuracy in the IMDB-BINARY and IMDB-MULTI datasets than in
the benchmark. Though some results show that clique counting cannot classify the labels
in the dataset, results of some datasets still verify our hypothesis that clique profiles possess
a strong classification ability. For the COLLAB dataset, we did not find a graphlet-based
approach to compare as a benchmark following the same experiment routine. In [22], they
reported the accuracy on the COLLAB dataset after randomly flipping 10/20/40% of edges
as a simulation of noise with an accuracy of 72.84±0.28%.

We observed that increasing k in the k-clique profile does not necessarily improve accuracy,
yet the accuracy results do not appear unimodal. This situation holds for both Ck’s and
Dk’s. We may expect that appending the global clustering coefficient necessarily increases
classification accuracy; however, observe that there are a few cases where the accuracy using
Dk is lower than Ck. For instance, k ∈ {4, 7} in COLLAB dataset, k = 6 in Deezer Ego
Nets dataset, and some other cases have only a minor difference.

4. Discussion and Future Work

We introduced clique profiles as a fast, elementary measure of graph similarity. We
compared clique profiles in various social networks and found them to be accurate separators
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COLLAB
IMDB-

BINARY

IMDB-

MULTI

SVM-ℓ1 SVM-RBF MLP SVM-ℓ1 SVM-RBF MLP SVM-ℓ1 SVM-RBF MLP

C4 67.64±1.8 64.85±2.3 70.38±2.0 70.24±4.9 70.47±4.4 62.89±7.8 44.34±3.0 48.11±3.2 38.95±2.5

C5 63.13±2.0 66.45±2.3 70.85±2.4 70.22±4.6 70.40±4.3 64.99±5.2 45.64±3.1 49.79±3.3 40.44±6.1
C6 63.83±1.8 67.00±2.2 70.96±2.0 69.75±4.2 71.45±4.7 66.45±6.3 46.48±3.2 50.28±3.7 42.90±6.2
C7 67.20±2.0 66.90±2.0 70.96±1.8 70.84±4.0 72.47±4.3 67.21±4.6 46.32±2.6 50.19±4.0 43.67±5.5

C8 67.75±1.9 67.03±1.8 70.87±1.7 70.57±4.0 71.76±4.5 67.53±4.7 46.01±2.8 50.44±3.4 45.22±5.2
C9 67.52±2.1 66.74±1.8 70.67±2.1 70.41±4.4 71.60±4.1 67.50±4.3 47.75±3.1 50.18±3.5 45.45±5.1
C10 67.56±1.9 66.70±2.0 70.71±1.9 70.21±4.3 71.36±4.1 67.37±4.7 47.77±2.9 49.96±3.6 47.06±5.4

D4 65.15±1.9 66.85±2.0 69.51±3.2 69.11±4.0 70.57±4.0 62.28±8.3 45.16±3.3 49.15±3.4 38.96±4.2

D5 65.73±1.8 67.29±1.9 70.87±2.4 69.25±5.1 70.61±4.2 65.16±6.3 46.21±3.6 49.67±3.7 41.80±5.9
D6 67.09±2.1 67.57±2.0 71.25±2.2 70.07±4.4 72.16±4.4 66.41±5.2 47.61±3.3 50.00±3.9 42.83±5.2

D7 68.20±2.2 67.74±2.0 71.69±1.8 71.58±4.6 71.67±4.2 67.05±5.4 47.19±3.7 49.89±3.7 44.34±5.3

D8 67.66±2.0 67.78±1.8 71.61±2.0 71.36±4.1 71.80±4.3 67.39±4.2 46.19±3.9 49.37±4.0 45.59±5.9
D9 67.73±2.1 67.94±1.7 71.74±2.0 70.72±4.4 71.82±4.0 67.26±4.7 48.69±3.7 50.72±3.8 47.13±6.0

D10 67.89±1.9 67.65±2.1 71.84±2.1 70.89±4.6 72.10±4.2 67.42±4.7 48.85±3.7 50.32±3.7 48.13±5.6

Table 3. Additional corroboration of results in Table 2. For each dataset, the second row
indicates the machine for the classification, where SVM-ℓ1, SVM-RBF, and MLP correspond
to the classification results from linear C-SVM with ℓ1-penalty, C-SVM with an RBF kernel,
and multilayer perceptron neural networks.

in many labeled networked datasets. The advantage of using cliques versus full graph profiles
or deep learning methods is that they are computationally less expensive.

Applying our approach to more social network datasets would be interesting in future
work. While our methods are less applicable to sparse networks with few cliques, one
direction would be to consider profiles of sparse subgraphs such as trees to measure graph
similarity. Another direction would be to extend clique profiles to hypergraphs, which
are useful models for higher-order structures in networks. Implementing Pivoter makes
computing the node-wise (k-)clustering coefficients more feasible. Another direction is to
investigate the effects of clustering coefficients on the node classification problems.
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