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Abstract

In this paper we present improved results on the problem whitog triangles in
edge streamed graphs. For graphs witkdges and at leagttriangles, we show
that an extra look over the stream yields a two-pass strepaigorithm that uses
0(64_?ﬁ) space and outputs(@ + ¢) approximation of the number of triangles

in the graph. This improves upon the two-pass streamingrte$tBraverman,
Ostrovsky and Vilenchik, ICALP 2013, which distinguishetween triangle-free
graphs and graphs with at ledSttriangle usingO (=) space. Also, in terms

of dependence oft, we show that more passes would not lead to a better space
bound. In other words, we prove there is no constant pasasing algorithm that
distinguishes between triangle-free graphs from graplis atileastl’ triangles

usingO (s, ) space for any constapt> 0.

1. Introduction

Many applications produce output in form of graphs, definededge at a
time. These include social networks that produce edgegsponding to new
friendships or other connections between entities in tieord; communication
networks, where each edge represents a communication€padin email, text
message) between a pair of participants; and web graphsewheh edge repre-
sents a link between pages. Over such graphs, we wish to ageestions about
the induced graph, relating to the structure and properties

One of the most basic structures that can be present in a ggaghrian-
gle: an embedded clique on three nodes. Questions aroumtirepthe number
of triangles in a graph have been widely studied, due to theremt interest in
the problem, and because it is a necessary stepping stonsw@rang questions
around more complex structures in graphs. Triangles anetefast within social
networks, as they indicate common friendships: two frieoidan individual are
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themselves friends. Counting the number of friendshipkiwia graph is there-
fore a measure of the closeness of friendship activitiesotier application for
triangle counting is as a parameter for large graph mod@&&[I08&].

For these reasons, and for the fundamental nature of théepnokhere have
been numerous studies of the problem of counting or enumgriatangles in var-
ious models of data access: external memory [LWZW10, HTQthap-reduce [SV11,
PT12) TKMFQ9]; and RAM model [SWO05, Tso08]. Indeed, it se¢hat triangle
counting and enumeration is becomindesfactobenchmark for testing “big data”
systems and their ability to process complex queries. Tasoreis that the prob-
lem captures an essentially hard problem within big datauately measuring
the degree of correlation. In this paper, we study the proldétriangle counting
over (massive) streams of edges. In this case, lower bouowisdommunication
complexity can be applied to show that exactly counting tinalper of triangles
essentially requires storing the full input, so instead aaklfor methods which
can approximate the number of triangles. In this directtbere has been series
of works that have attempted to capture the right space eoatpifor algorithms
that approximate the number of triangles. However most ed¢hworks have fo-
cused on one pass algorithms and thus, due to the hard natbegmoblem, their
space bounds have become complicated, suffering from deperes on multiple
graph parameters such maximum degree, number of pathsgthl2nnumber of
cycles of length 4, and etc.

In a recent work by Bravermaet al. [BOV13], it has been shown that at the
expense of an extra pass over stream, a straightforwardlisgnsrategy gives
a sublinear bound that depends only an(hnumber of edges) an@ (a lower
bound on the number of triangles). More precisely [BOV13}éhahown that
one extra pass Yyields an algorithm that distinguishes letwgangle-free graphs
from graphs with at least triangles using) (=7 ) word of space. Although their
algorithm does not give an estimate of the number of triagsgtel more important
is not clearly superior to th@(mTA) one pass algorithm by [PT12, PTTW13]
(especially for graphs with small maximum dege®g it creates some hope that
perhaps with the expense of extra passes one could get iethanw cleaner space
bounds that beat the one pass bound for a wider range of grispbarticular one
might ask is there & (%) multi-pass algorithm? In this paper, while we refute
such a possibility, we show that a more modest bound is pess@&pecifically
here we show modifications to the sampling strategy of [BOW8ng with a
different analysis results in a 2-paSs+ ¢) approximation algorithm that uses
only 0(64;”\/7) space. We also observe that this bound is attainable in cs®e-pa
if we can make the string assumption that the order of edgeatsris random.
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Additionally, via a reduction to a hard communication coaxity problem, we
demonstrate that this bound is optimal in terms of its depeoé onl'. In other
words there is no constant pass algorithm that distingsibbeveen triangle-free
graphs from graphs with at lea$t triangles using)(=7,) for any constant
p > 0. We also give a similar two pass algorithm that has betteedépnce o
but sacrifices the optimal dependencelorOur results are summarized in Figure
in terms of the problem addressed, bound provided, and euailpasses.

Algorithms for Triangle Counting in Graph Streams. The triangle counting
problem has attracted particular attention in the modekaply streams: there is
now a substantial body of study in this setting. Algorithmes avaluated on the
amount of space that they require, the number of passeshw/ardut stream that
they take, and the time taken to process each update. Diffeaeiations arise de-
pending on whether deletions of edges are permitted, otithas is ‘insert-only’;
and whether arrivals are ordered in a particular way, soatadges incident on
one node arrive together, or the edges are randomly orderadversarially or-
dered.

The work of Jowhari and Ghodsi [JGO05] first studies the mopugar of these
combinations: insert-only, adversarial ordering. Theggahapproach, common
to many streaming algorithms, is to build a randomized esttimfor the desired
guantity, and then repeat this sufficiently many times tos/jgf® a guaranteed ac-
curacy. Their approach begins by sampling an edge unifofroiyg the stream of
m arriving edges om vertices. Their estimator then counts the number of trian-
gles incident on a sampled edge. Since the ordering is aah@isthe estimator
has to keep track of all edges incident on the sampled edgehwinthe worst
case is bounded by, the maximum degree. The sampling process is repeated
O(}/”TA) times (using the assumed bound on the number of triangleseading

to a total space requirement proportial® }QmTAQ) to give ane relative error es-
timation of¢, the number of triangles in the graph. The parametemsures that
the error in the count is at most (with constant probability, since the algorithm
is randomized). The process can be completed with a singe @&er the input.
Jowhari and Ghodsi also consider the case where edges majdbed] in which
case a randomized estimator using “sketch” techniquegrisduced, improving
over a previous sketch algorithm due to Bar-Yosstedl. [BYKSO0Z].

The work of Buriolet al. [BELT06] also adopted a sampling approach, and
built a one-pass estimator with smaller working space. AZo@hm is proposed
which samples uniformly an edge from the stream, then pidksrd node, and
scans the remainder of the stream to see if the triangle e tthgee nodes is



present. Recall that is the number of nodes in the graph,is number of edges,
andT" < tis lower bound on the (true) number of triangles. To obtaiaegurate
estimate of number of triangles in the graph, this procedtrepeated indepen-
dentlyO(%7%) times to achieve relative error.

Recent work by Pavaet al. [PTTW13] extends the sampling approach of
Buriol et al:: instead of picking a random node to complete the triangth @i
sampled edge, their estimator samples a second edge thatdsnt on the first
sampled edge. This estimator is repea&@%) times, whereA represents the
maximum degree of any node. That is, this improves the bo@if8liool et al.
by a factor ofn/A. In the worst case) = n, but in general we expec to be
substantially smaller tham.

Bravermaret al. [BOV13] take a different approach to sampling. Instead of
building a single estimator and repeating, their algorglsample a set of edges,
and then look for triangles induced by the sampled edgescifgdly, an al-
gorithm which takes two passes over the input stream disishgs triangle-free
graphs from those witff’ triangles in spac® (m/T"/3).

For graphs with? > m whereW is the number of wedges (paths of length
2), Jhaet al.[JSP13] have shown a single pﬁ%m/ﬁ) space algorithm that
returns an additive error estimation of the number of triesg

Pagh and Tsourakakis [PT12] propose an algorithm in the MdpBe model
of computation. However, it can naturally be adapted to theaming setting.
We conceptually “color” each vertex randomly frof colors (this can be ac-
complished, for example, with a suitable hash function). #&n store each
monochromatic edge, i.e. each edge from the input such tthtvertices have
the same color. Counting the number of triangles in this @edigraph, and scal-
ing up by a factor ofC? gives an estimator fot. The space used i8(m/C)
in expectation. Setting' appropriately yields a one-pass algorithm with space
O(%J + %), where.J denotes the maximum number of triangles incident on a
single edge.

Lower bounds for triangle counting. A lower bound in the streaming model is
presented by Bar-Yossef al.[BYKSO0Z2]. They argue that there are (dense) fami-
lies of graphs over nodes such that any algorithm to approximate the number of
triangles must us@(n?) space. The construction essentially encades®) bits

of information, and uses the presence or absence of a simylgle to recover a
single bit. Bravermaret al. [BOV13] show a lower bound of2(m) by demon-
strating a family of graphs witm chosen between andn?. Their construction
encodesn bits in a graph, then addsedges such that there are eitli&triangles



number of vertices
number of edges
number of triangles in grapfd
lower bound ort(G)
relative error
probability of error
maximum degree
maximum number of triangles incident on an edge
maximum number of triangles incident on a vertex
Dist(T") Distinguish graphs witll” triangles from triangle-free graphs
Estimate(T, ¢) | ¢ approximate the number of triangles when there are at Teast
Disj,, Determine if two lengthp bitstrings of weight- intersect

~—

e e N

Figure 1: Table of notation

or O triangles, which reveal the value of an encoded bit.

For algorithms which take a constant number of passes ogenphut stream,
Jowhari and Ghodsi [JGO5] show that sfil(n/t) space is needed to approxi-
mate the number of triangles up to a constant factor, basedsomilar encoding
and testing argument. Specifically, they create a graphetheddes two binary
strings, so that the resulting graph Hagriangles if the strings are disjoint, and
2T if they have an intersection. In a similar way, Braverneaml. [BOV13] en-
code binary strings into a graph, so that it either has nagies (disjoint strings)
or at least!” triangles (intersecting strings). This implies tl&t»/T") space is
required to distinguish the two cases. In both cases, ttdnkas follows from the
communication complexity of determining the disjointnegbinary strings.

2. Preliminaries and Results

In this section, we define additional notation and define tioblpms that we
study.

As mentioned above, we ugg~) to denote the number of triangles in graph
G = (V,E). Let J(G) denote the maximum number of triangles that share an
edge inG, and K (G) the maximum number incident on any vertex. We tisé¢
and K whend is clear from the context.

Problems Studied. We define some problems related to counting the number
of triangles in a graph stream. These all depend on a parafmdteat gives a
promise on the number of triangles in the graph.

5



Problem Passes Bound Reference
Dist(T) 1 Q(m) [BOV13]
Dist(T") o) | Qm/T) [BOV13]
Dist(7) 2 O(2) [BOV13]
Estimate(T,¢) | 1 O(512) [PTTW13]
Estimate(T,¢) | 1 O(% (% + Z5)) [PT12]
Estimate(T,¢) | 2 O(45 \éplf/gf) Theorem 1L
Estimate(7,¢) | 2 O(azp72) Theorem B
Dist(T') O(1) | Qzm) Theoren 6
Dist(T") O(1) | Q(F) form = ©(ny/T) | Theoreni¥

Figure 2: Summary of results

Dist(7"): Given a stream of edges, distinguish graphs with at [Edstangles
from triangle-free graphs.

Estimate(7,¢): Given the edge stream of a graph with at leAdfriangles,
outputs where(1 — €)t(G) < s < (1 +¢€) - t(G).

Observe that any algorithm which promises to approximagenthmber of
triangles fore < 1 must at least be able to distinguish the case of O triangles or
T triangles. Consequently, we provide lower bounds for e (7") problem,
and upper bounds for thestimate(7', €) problem. Our lower bounds rely on the
hardness of well-known problems from communication coxipjeln particular,
we make use of the hardnessiugj; :

Problem 1 TheDisj, probleminvolves two players, Alice and Bob, who each have
binary vectors of length. Each vector has Hamming weighti.e. r entries set

to one. The players want to distinguish non-intersectimuta from inputs that

do intersect.

This problem is “hard” in the (randomized) communicatiomgexity set-
ting: it requires a large amount of communication betweenplayers in order
to provide a correct answer with sufficient probability [KN9Specifically,Disj;,
requiresQ2(r) bits of communication for any < p/2, over multiple rounds of
interaction between Alice and Bob.

Our Results. We summarize the results for this problem discussed in Ged;
and include our new results, in Figure 2. We observe thagrims$ of dependence
onT', we achieve tight bounds for 2 passes: Thedrem 3 shows theamvebtain

a dependence dfi-'/2, and Theorerfl7 shows that no improvement for constant
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passes as a function @f can be obtained. It is useful to contrast to the results of
[PT12], where a one pass algorithm achieves a dependeme¢of?, but has an
additional term ofmn.J/T. This extra term can be large: as bigrasn the case
that all triangles are incident on the same edge; here, we gt this term can

be avoided at the cost of an additional pass.

Our results improve over the 2-pass bounds given in [BOVY&}.show that
the Estimate(7’, ¢) can be solved with dependenceBn'/? (not just the decision
problemDist (7)), and that the dependence Brcan be improved td—'/2, at the
expense of higher dependenceeon

Comparing with the additive estimator of [JSP13], while sampling strategy
is somewhat similar, using an extra pass over the streamtwenra relative error
estimation of the number of triangles. Moreover our biasheator (Algorithm
I) has enabled us to obtain an unconditional result, althdbig is achieved at the
expense of higher dependenceeon

3. Upper bounds

In this section, we provide our two upper bounds. The firsvioles a simple
sampling-based unbiased estimator, which has a low depeadme, but scales
with 7-1/3. The second uses a similar sampling procedure, and proaidiesed

estimator, whose dependence is improve@td/2, but with higher cost based on
€.

Algorithm | (unbiased estimator).

Letp € (0, 1]. The value op will be determined later.

In the first pass, the algorithm stores each edge indepdpdgmandom
with probabilityp. Let G’ = (V, E’) be the sampled subgraph.

In the second pass, the algorithm, upon reading the edgeF’, counts
the number of new triangles {i, £'U{e; } ) and adds it to a global countg
s. At the end of the second pass, the algorithm outputs as
the estimate fot(G).

D
=

s
3p2(1-p)

Theorem 1 Algorithm | is a 2-pass randomized streaming algorithmBstimate(7’, )

that use<D (22 *%81) space.

PROOF. Let 7 represent the set of triangles in the graph. For the analss
partition7” into several groups through the following process. Fixlag [1, 1]
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(determined below). Pick an arbitrary edge E with at leastL triangles on it.
We notionally assign the triangles erio the edge. Let this be the seT. C T.
Continue this process until all the remaining edges pauie in fewer than.
unassigned triangles. L&t be the unassigned triangles.

Let X; be the indicator random variable associated withitttetriangle in7.
We haveX; = 1 with probability3p*(1 — p). For each edge, lets. = >, . X;
and defines;» = >, X;. We haves = ) _. s. + s7 and the expectation of
isE(s) = 3p*(1 — p)t.

First we analyse the concentrationsgf. We haveE (s7) = 3p(1 — p)|T7|.
We also compute

Var(s7) = E(s3) — E*(s7)
<> EXD) 4+ Y E(XX)) — EX(sp)

€T’ €T/ #5ET
< 3p*(1—p)|T'|+ (4p*(1 — p)* + p* (1 — p))|T'| L.

ecE

The final term derives from considering pairs of triangles We break these
into those which share an edge, and those which are disfa@nthose sharing an
edge, both are sampled if either (a) the shared edge andye@naetother edge in
each triangle is sampled, with total probabiliy? (1—p)? or (b) if all edges except
the shared edge are sampled, which occurs with probapflity— p). There are
at most|7’|L such triangle pairs. For pairs of triangles which do not sleary
edge, their contribution to the sum is outweighted by thentelE (s )?.

Since(l1 — p) < 1 andp < 1 we simplify this expression t&¥ar(s7) <
3p*|T'| + 5p*|T’| L. By the Chebyshev inequality,

Var(sy) _ 3T 5|T'|L

P , — E(s+)| > ep’t] <
THST (57’)| Z €p ] = Tepiz = 2pg2 2pt?

(1)

To bound the deviation of each, we use the Chernoff bound. L&t be
the event corresponding to¢ E’. Since the edges are sampled independently,
conditioned orZ,, the random variablegX; },c7. are independent. Moreover we
haveE(X;|Z.) = p*. From the Chernoff bound, we get

_P2‘7E‘€2 P2L52
2

Prilse — E(se)| > €E(se) | Ze] <e” 72 <e "z (2)

SimilarJy, conditioned or¥,, the random variable§X; } ;7. are independent
andE(X;|Z.) = 2p(1 — p).



Pr(|s. — E(s.)| > €E(s.) | Z] < o—P(1-p)[Te|€? < o—P(1-p)Le? (3)

From (2) and[(B), for each € F, we get

Pr(|s, — E(s,)| > eE(s.)] < e " 5" (4)

Therefore using the union bound and the fact that the numibedges with
non-empty7. is bounded by /L, we get

Pr [ Zse — ZE(se)

Sincet > T and settingl = (et)** andp = Q(5 {Flfﬁ) with large enough
constants, the probabilities in (1) and (5) will be boundgd small constant. The
expected number of edges in the sampled gr@fk pm, and can be shown to be
tightly concentrated around its expectation. so the spaageaiis as stated above.

This proves our theorem

> ez E(se)] < %6_1722“2 (5)

We now modify this algorithm to work in the random order stné@g model,
where all permutations of the input are equally likely [GMI09

Corollary 2 Assuming the data arrives in random order, there is a onespas-

domized streaming algorithm fdstimate(7', ¢) that usesO( 77 VTI?;%”) space.

PROOF. The one-pass algorithm collapses the two passes of Atgoiiinto one.
That is, the algorithm stores each edge into gr@plvith probability p, and also
counts the number of triangles completedsihby each edge from the streai

The analysis follows the same outline as the main theoreth, s@me modi-
fication. First, we now haver[X; = 1] = p*(1 — p), since the unsampled edge
must be the last in the stream order, &fd) is correspondingly lower by a factor
of 3. ThenE(X;|Z;) = p?/3, since to count trianglg we must have that the first
two edges are seen before edgethe stream. Likewisé&(X;|Z;) = 2p(1—p)/3,
since we must have the unsampled edge appear after the tvpbeshedges. This
causes us to rescagldy a constant, which does not change the asymptotic cost of
the algorithm [

Note that the requirement of random order is important ferahe-pass result.
Because we split the analysis based on the particular etlgesrder in which
these edges appear can affect the outcome. If the edgee to always appear



after the two other edges in trianglehenE(X;| Z.) would be 0. Hence, we need
the edges to appear in random order to ensure this one-paysiarnolds.

Our next algorithm builds a similar estimator, but diffenssome important
ways.

Algorithm Il (biased estimator).
Repeat the following > 16/¢ times independently in parallel and output
the minimum of the outcomes.

In the first pass, pick every edge with probabilitithe value ofp will be
determined later.)

In the second pass, count the number of triangles deteciindr ¢hose
where all three edges were sampled in the first pass, or twesedgre
sampled in the first pass, and the completing edge obsenthd gecond
pass. Let be the total number of triangles detected. Ouga%—g.

I8
p*(1—p)+p

Theorem 3 Algorithm Il is a 2-pass randomized streaming algorithmHEstimate (7, €)

that use@(ﬁ) space.

PROOF Let R be the output of the Algorithm Il. As in the previous prooft le
T represent the set of triangles in the graph. Consider onanos of the ba-
sic estimator, and leX be the outcome of this instance. L&t denote the
indicator random variable associated with thie triangle in7 being detected.
By simple calculation, we havBr[X; = 1] = 3p*(1 — p) + p*® andE(X) =
WM >ier Xi = t. By the Markov inequalityPr[X < (1 + €)E(X)] > .
Theregore we can conclude,

Pr[R < (1+e)f] > Pr[X < (1+€)f] > 7/8.

However, proving a lower bound aR is more complex, and requires a more
involved analysis. First, we show that most triangles sharedge with a limited
number of triangles. More precisely, IBtC E denote the set of edges where each
e € L belongs to at moS‘i\/t/ie triangles. We calll the set oflight edges and
H = E\ Ltheheavyedges. We claim there exis$sC 7 such thatS| > (1 —e¢)t
and every triangle ir5' has at least two light edges. This is true because there
can be at mos?f% = /et heavy edges, and moreover every two distinct edges

Ve

belong to at most one triangle.
For each triangle € S, fix two of its light edges. Let; denote the indicator
random variable for the event where the algorithm picksitite kdges of € S'in
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the first pass. We haugY;) = p* and always; < X;. Therefore, finding a lower
bound onY” will give a lower bound onX. We will argue that the probability of
Y being less thaiil — ¢)|S| is small, even after taking the minimum of multiple
repetitions. Lety = I% > ..o Yi. We have

€S
E(Y)=1|5] > (1—e).
We also have

Var(Y') = E(v*) — EX(¥) < 18|+ ~[S|/e.

The first term comes from _, I%E(Yf), and the second term arises from pairs

of triangles which share a light edge, of which there are astit)/t/e (since
the edge is light), and which are both sampled with probigbjff. Using the
Chebyshev inequality and assuming % we have

PrlY < (1 — €)%t

IA

PrlY < (1 —¢)]S]]
Var(Y)
|32

11 Vi
&\ 7181 s

_ 1<2+ 2)
e \p*t  pJet)

SinceT < t, settingp > 53?’52\0/7, allows the above probability to be bounded
by +5- Now the probability that the minimum df /e independent trials is below
the designated threshold is at mq—%% = 1/10. Therefore with probability at
leastl — (1/8 4+ 1/10) the output of the algorithm is within the intervgll —

2¢e)t, (1 + €)t]. This proves the statement of our theorém.

IN

IN

Corollary 4 Assuming the data arrives in random order, there is a onespas-
domized streaming algorithm fdistimate (7", ¢) that uses)(7*~) space.

PROOF. Under random order, we can combine the first and second pafse
algorithm II. We count all triangles formed aseither those with all three edges
sampled, or those with two edges sampled and the third obdsnbsequently in
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the stream. The estimator is now, since the probability of counting any triangle
is p* (for all three edges sampled) plp$(1 — p) (for the first two edges in the
stream sampled, and the third unsampled). The same analy/fis Theoreml|3
then follows: we partition the edges in to light and heavyssand bound the
probability of sampling a subset of triangles. A triangléhniwo light edges is
counted if both light edges are sampled, and the heavy ediyestast. This
happens with probability? /3. We can nevertheless argue that we are unlikely to
undercount such triangles, following the same Chebyshalysis as above. This
allows us to conclude that the estimator is goad.

Again, random order is critical to make this algorithm womnkane pass: an
adversarial order could arrange the heavy edges to alwags tast (increasing
the probability of counting a triangle under this analysisplways first (giving
zero probability of counting a triangle under this analysid remains an open
guestion to understand whether these bounds can be obtaireedingle pass
without the random order assumption.

4. Lower bounds

We now show lower bounds for the problddist(7"), to distinguish between
the case = 0 and¢ > T'. Our first result builds upon a lower bound from prior
work, and amplifies the hardness. We formally state the pusviesult:

Lemma5 [BOV13] Every constant pass streaming algorithm foist(7") re-
quiresQ(7) space.

Theorem 6 Any constant pass streaming algorithm fist(7") requiresQ(~z7)
space.

PROOF Given a graphz = (V, E') with m edges we can create a gragh =

(V' E") with mT? edges and(G’) = T3t(G). We do so by replacing each vertex

v € V with T vertices{vy, ..., vy} and replacing the edge:, v) € E with the
edge sefuy,...,ur} x {vy,...,vr}. Clearly any triangle irGG will be replaced

by 7% triangles inG’ and every triangle inG’ corresponds to a triangle i@.
Moreover this reduction can be peformed in a streaming desisingO (1) space.
Therefore a streaming algorithm fBist(7") usingo(=s7) (applied toG") would
imply ano(m) streaming algorithm fobist(1). But from Lemmab, we have that
Dist(1) requires2(m) space for constant pass algorithms. This is a contradiction
and as a result our claim is proved.
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Our next lower bound more directly shows the hardness by wctiuh to the
hard communication problem &fisj; .

Theorem 7 For anyp > 0 andT < n?, there is no constant pass streaming
algorithm forDist(7") that takesO(—75+;) space.

PROOF. We show that there are families of graphs wilin\/T) edges and”
triangles such that distinguishing them from triangleefgraphs in a constant
number of passes requir@¢n) space. This is enough to prove our theorem.

We use a reduction from the standard set intersection prgldlere denoted
by Disj™/2. Giveny € {0, 1}", Bob constructs a bibpartite gragh= (A U B, E)
whereA = {ay,...,a,} andB = {b,...,b }. He connects; to all vertices
in B iff y[i] = 1. On the other hand, Alice adds vertic€s= {ci,...,c s}
to G. She adds the edge s€tx B. Also for eachi € [\/T] andj € [n], she
adds the edgé;, a;) iff z[j] = 1. We observe that if andy (uniquely) intersect
there will be preciselyi” triangles passing through each vertexCofSince there
is no edge between the vertices@h in total we will haveT triangles. On the
other hand, ifr andy represent disjoint sets, there will be no triangleg-inin
both cases, the number of edges is betweeyiT and3n\/T, overO(n) vertices
(using the bound™ < n). Considering the lower bound for tidsj ) (Sectiori2),
our claim is proved following a standard argument: an sp#ftdent streaming
algorithm would imply an efficient communication protocdh@se messages are
the memory state of the algorithiil

Acknowledgments We thank Andrew McGregor, Srikanta Tirthapura and Vladimir
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