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~ Abstract—Finding the number of triangles in a network is an  (e.g., transportation networks, telephone networks) and b
important problem in the analysis of complex networks. The |ogical networks[[10]. In the present world of technologica
number of triangles also has important applications in datamin- advancement, we are deluged with data from a wide range of

ing. Existing distributed memory parallel algorithms for c ounting . . . . h
triangles are either Map-Reduce based or message passing®€as such as business and finance [11], computationaggiolo

interface (MPI) based and work with overlapping partitions of [L2] and social science. Many social networks have millions
the given network. These algorithms are designed for very swse  to billions of users[[2],[[1B]. This motivates the need foasp
networks and do not work well when the degrees of the nodes are efficient parallel algorithms.

relatively larger. For networks with larger degrees, Map-Reduce Counting triangles and related problems such as computing

based algorithm generates prohibitively large intermedige data, . LS . .
and in MPI based algorithms with overlapping partitions, each clustering coefficients has a rich history [13]5[17]. Mudtifee

partition can grow as large as the original network, wiping cut ~ €arlier algorithms are mainly based on matrix multiplioati

the benefit of partitioning the network. and adjacency matrix representation of the network. Matrix
In this paper, we present two efficient MPI-based parallel pased algorithm$14] are not useful in the analysis of neassi

algorithms for counting triangles in massive networks withlarge  atworks for their prohibitively large memory requiremrin

degrees. The first algorithm is a space-efficient algorithm dr :
networks that do not fit in the main memory of a single compute the last decade many algorithnis [15]. [16]. [[18] have been

node. This algorithm divides the network into non-overlappng developed using adjacency list representations. Deshie t
partitions. The second algorithm is for the case where the mia  fairly large volume of work addressing this problem, only
memory of each node is large enough to contain the entire recently has attention been given to the problems assdciate
network. We observe that for such a case, computation load @& ity massive networks. Several techniques can be employed

be balanced dynamically and present a dynamic load balancm . . ] . .
scheme which improves the performance significantly. Bothfaur to deal with such massive graphs: streaming algorithms [19]

algorithms scale well to large networks and to a large number [20], sparsification based algorithm5 [13], [18], external

of processors. memory algorithms[]2], and parallel algorithnis [17]. [20]—
Index Terms—triangle-counting, parallel algorithms, massive [22]. The streaming and sparsification based algorithms are
networks, social networks, graph mining. approximation algorithms. External memory algorithms ban

very I/O intensive leading to a large runtime. Efficient piata
algorithms can solve such a problem of a large running time by
Counting triangles in a network is a fundamental andistributing computing tasks to multiple processors. Qher
important algorithmic problem in the analysis of complelast couple of years, several parallel algorithms, eitthered
networks, and its solution can be used in solving many oth@emory or distributed memory (MapReduce or MPI) based,
problems such as the computation of clustering coefficiefiave been proposed.
transitivity, and triangular connectivity [1][][2]. Exitice of A shared memory parallel algorithm is proposed [in] [20]
triangles and the resulting high clustering coefficient soaial for counting triangles in a streaming setting, which is an
network reflect some common theories of social science, eapproximation algorithm. In[17], two parallel algorithms
homophilywhere people become friends with those similgfior exact triangle counting using the MapReduce framework
to themselves andriadic closure where people who have are presented. The first algorithm generates huge volumes
common friends tend to be friends themselies [3]. Furthef intermediate data, which are all possible 2-paths cen-
triangle counting has important applications in graph mgni tered at each node. Shuffling and regrouping these 2-paths
such as detecting spamming activity and assessing contesgjuire a significantly large amount of time and memory.
quality [4], uncovering the thematic structure of the weh [5The second algorithm suffers from redundant counting of
and query planning optimization in databadés [6]. triangles. An improvement of the second algorithm is given
Network is a powerful abstraction for representing underlyn a very recent papef [23]. Although this algorithm reduces
ing relations in large unstructured datasets. Exampldadec the redundant counting to some extent, the redundancy is not
the web graph[]7], various social networks, e.g., Facebodqtirely eliminated. A MapReduce based parallelizatioraof
Twitter [8], collaboration networks$ [9], infrastructuretworks wedge-based sampling technique][18] is proposed_in [22],
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which is an approximation algorithm. MapReduce framework TABLE |

provides several advantages such as fault toleranceaatistr DATASET USED IN OUR EXPERIMENTS

of .paraIIeI computing mechanisms, and ease of developiqg a Network Nodes | Edges | Source

quick prototype or program. However, the overhead for doing web-Google | 0.88M | 5.1M | SNAP

so results in a larger runtime. On the other hand, MPI based web-BerkStan| 0.69M | 13M | SNAP
systems provide the advantages of defining and controllin Miami 2.IM 100M | [26]

Y S P ges o 9 ntrolling Cvedournal | 4.8M | 86M | SNAP [25]
parallelism from a granular level, implementing applioati Twitter oM 548

specific optimizations such as load balancing, memory and PA(n, d) n tnd | Pref. Attachment

message optimization.

A recent paper[[21] proposes an MPI based parallel algo-
rithm for counting theexactnumber of triangles in massiveZ». Notice that the number of triangles containing nades
networks. The algorithm employs an overlapping partitigni Same as the number of edges among the neighbarsic.,
scheme and a novel load balancing scheme. Although this Ty = [{(u,w) € E[u,w € Ny} .

algorithm works very well on very sparse networks, it is We use K, M and B to denote thousands, millions and
not suitable for networks with large degrees. The size of theijs respectively: e.g., 1B stands for one billion.

partitions grows quadratically with the increase of therde§  paiagets\we used both real world and artificially generated
of the nodes. As a result, for a network with large degre€gayyorks. A summary of all the networks is provided in Table
the partitions can grow as large as the whole network, WIPIRg Tyitter data set is available af [24], and web-BerkStan,

out the benefit of par.tit.ioning the network. , LiveJournal and web-Google networks are at SNAP library
We present two efficient MPI-based parallel algorithms f . Miami [26] is a synthetic, but realistic, social coata

finding the exact number of triangles in networks with larg etwork for Miami city. Note that the web-BerkStan, web-

degrees. The first algorithm is a space efficient algorith@lo,qie | iveJournal and Twitter networks have very skewed
for massive networks that do not fit in the memory of o400 distribution, i.e, some nodes have very large degree
;mgle computing machlne_. ,Th's algorithm lel_des the_nEM(_)Artificial network PA(n,d) is generated using preferential

into non-overlapping partitions. Not only this algorithm | attachment (PA) model [27] with nodes and average degree
suitable for networks with large degrees, even for networ S PA(n, d) has power-law degree distribution, which is a very
with smaller degrees, it can work on larger networks than thg o\veq distribution. Networks having some nodes with high
of the algorithm in [21] as the non-overlapping partitioin yoqrees create difficulty in partitioning and balancingdoa

scheme leads to significantly smaller partitions. The sécognd thus give us a chance to measure the performance of our
algorithm is for the case where the memory of each maChiHE;orithms in some of the worst case scenarios

is large enough to contain the entire network. For such a, CaseComputation Model. We develop parallel algorithms for

we present a pa_rallel algorithm with a dynam|_c I(_)"?‘d bala@c"?nessage passing interface (MPI) based distributed-memory
scheme, which improves the performance significantly. BOH}:lraIIeI systems, where each processor has its own local
of our algorithms scale well to large networks and to a Iarqﬁemory The processors do not have any shared memory:
number of processors. one processor cannot access the local memory of another

The rest of the paper Is organized as foIIovys. The prgll rocessor, and the processors communicate via exchanging
nary concepts, notations and datasets are briefly desaribe essages using MPI

Sectiorll). In SectiofLTll, we discuss some background Work \ye nerform our experiments using a computing cluster (Dell

on c_ounting triangles. We prese_nt our_parallel algorithms bGlOO) with 30 computing nodes and 12 processors (Intel
Sectiorll¥ and.¥ and conclude in Sectipnl V!. Xeon X5670, 2.93GHz) per node. The memory per processor
[1. PRELIMINARIES is 4GB, and the operating system is SLES 11.1.

Below are the notations, definitions, datasets, and experi- ||| A B ACKGROUND ON COUNTING TRIANGLES

mental setup used in this paper. Our parallel algorithms are based on the state-of-the-art

Basic definitions. The given network is denoted bysequential algorithm for counting triangles. In this sextiwe
G(V,E), whereV and E are the sets of vertices and edgesiescribe the sequential algorithm and some backgroundrof ou
respectively, withm = |E| edges andn = |V| vertices parallel algorithms.
labeled a$), 1,2, ...,n—1. We use the wordsodeandvertex o . ]
interchangeably. We assume that the input graph is undilect®- Efficient Sequential Algorithm
If (uv,v) € E, we sayu andv are neighbors of each other. A naive approach to count triangles in a grap(V/, E) is to
The set of all neighbors of € V is denoted byV,, i.e., check, for all possible triplegu, v, w), u,v,w € V, whether
N, = {u € V|(u,v) € E}. The degree of is d, = |N,|. (u,v,w) forms a triangle; i.e., check {fu, v), (v, w), (u,w) €

A triangle is a set of three nodesv,w € V such that E. There are(’g) such triples, and thus this algorithm takes
there is an edge between each pair of these three nodes, 2én?) time. A simple but efficient algorithm for counting
(u,v), (v,w), (w,u) € E. The number of triangles containingtriangles is: for each node € V, find the number of edges
nodew (in other words, triangles incident ar) is denoted by among its neighbors, i.e., the number of pairs of neighbors



1: for each edgéu, v) do network, the algorithm in[[21] has a space requirement of
2. if u<wv, storevin N, Q(nd/P) for storing disjoint portion of the partition. The

3. else storeu in N, space needed for storing the whole partition€igend/P)

4 for v € V do wherel < z < d which can be very large. In many real world

5. sort N, in ascending order networks average degrees are large, e.g., Facebook users ha
6: T« 0  {T is the count of triangles an average 0190 friends [28].

7 for v €V do We observe that even for a sparse network with small
8. for ue N, do average degree, if there are few nodes with large degrees, sa
9: S« N,NN, O(n), some partitions can be very large. For example, consider
10: T+« T+1S| a nodev with degreen—1, wheren is the number nodes in the

network, the partition containing nodewill be equal to the
whole network. Some real networks have very skewed degree
distributions where some nodes have very large degrees.
that complete a triangle with vertex In this method, each In the first algorithm presented in this paper, we divide the
triangle (u, v, w) is counted six times — all six permutationsnput networks into non-overlapping partitions. Each piart
of u,v, andw. The algorithms presented ih_|15], [16] usess almost equal and has approximatety P edges, which can
a total ordering=< of the nodes to avoid duplicate counts obe significantly smaller (in some cases, as muchi dsnes
the same triangle. Any arbitrary ordering of the nodes,, e.gmaller) than the overlapping partition [n]21]. As a resalir
ordering the nodes based on their IDs, makes sure eachl&iarggorithm can work with networks with large degrees. Since
is counted exactly once — counts only one permutation amoihg partitions are significantly smaller, even for a netwwitk
the six possible permutations. However, algorithmslinl [15maller degree the algorithm can work on larger networks tha
[16] incorporate an interesting node ordering based on t#&E]. Table[Il shows the space requirement (in MB) of our
degrees of the nodes, with ties broken by node IDs, as defirgigorithm and the algorithm ii_[21].
as follows:u < v < d, <d, or (d, = d, andu < v).

These algorithms are further improved in a recent papér [21] TABLE Il
by a Simple modification. The a|gor|thm21] def|ny§ g Nm MEMORY USAGE OF OUR ALGOIRTHM AND[I?;II] FOR STORING THE
as the set of neighbors (Tf having a hlgher order< than . LARGEST PARTITION. NUMBER OF PARTITIONS USED IS100.

Fig. 1. The state-of-the-art sequential algorithm for ¢mgntriangles.

For an edge(u, v), the allgonthm stores in N, if u < v, Networks s I\I/Iemorxl(MB) | Avg. Degree
andu in N,, otherwise, i.e.N, = {u: (u,v) € E,v < u}. __ ur algo. [ Algo. in [21]
Th the tri | taini deand N Miami 10.63 36.56 47.6

en the triangles containing nodeand anyu € N, can web-Google | T.49 565 116
be found by set intersectiov,, N N,. Now let, d, = |N,| Civedournal | 9.41 22.15 18
be the effective degree of node The cost for computing Twitter 265.82 6876.25 57.14
N,NN, requires0(d,+d,,) time whenN,, andN,, are sorted. PA(1OM, 100) | 121.11 2120.94 100

The above state-of-the-art sequential algorithm is prteskim

Fig. . Our parallel algorithms are based on this sequentiaIN.OW c9n5|der the case that the size of an overlapping
algorithm. partition is equal (or almost equal) to the whole network

and each computing machine has enough space available for
B. Related Parallel Algorithms storing the partition, and consequently the whole network.

In Section[ll we discussed a few parallel algorithimsl [17¥Or such a case, we observe that a dynamic load balancing

[21], [22] which deal with massive networks. The mos Che”?e. can make the computation even faster and present
. . an efficient parallel algorithm with dynamic load balanging
relevant to our work is the parallel algorithm presented in

[21]. The algorithm[[21] divides the input graph into a set o\thiCh Is significantly fast.er thap the aIgoriFhm ‘m?l]- we
overlapping partitions. LeP be the number of processors useBresent our parallel algorithms in the following sections.

in the computation. A partition (subgrapf) is constructed as IV. A SPACE EFFICIENT PARALLEL ALGORITHM
follows. Set of noded/ is partitioned'intoP disjoint subsets | this section, we present our space-efficient paralled-alg
Vi, Vi, - Vis_y, such that, for any andk, VSN Vie =0 rithm for counting triangles. At first, we present the ovewi

andlJ,, Vi’ = V. Then, a seV is constructed containing all of the algorithm. The detailed description of the algorithm
nodes inV® and (J, .- N,. The partitionG; is a subgraph fqjiows thereafter.

of G induced byV;. Each processarworks on partitionG;.

The node set© and N, for v € V¢ constitute the disjoint A- Overview of the Algorithm

(non-overlapping) portion of the partitio&;. The node set Let P be the number of processors used in the computation.

Vi — V¢ and N, for u € V; — V¢ constitute the overlapping The algorithm partitions the input netwok(V, E) into a set

portion of the partitionG,. of P subgraphg~;. Informally, the subgraphty; is constructed
This scheme works very well for sparse networks; howeves follows: set of noded” is partitioned intoP mutually

when the average degrees of networks increase, eachguartitlisjoint subsetd/;s, for0 < k < P—1, such that| J, Vi, = V.

can be very large. Assuming an average degfeef the Node setV;, along with N, for all v € V;, constitutes the



subgraphG; (Definition[d). Each processor is assigned onehich f(v) = ZueNU (d} + dAu) is shown experimentally as
such subgraph (partitiordy;. Now, to count triangles incident the best. Since our algorithm employs a different communica
onv € V;, processor needsN, for all u € N,. If u € V;, tion scheme for counting triangles, none of those estimatio
processor counts triangles incident ofv,«) by computing corresponds to the cost of our algorithm. Thus, we compute a
N, N N,. However, ifu € V;, j # i, then N, resides different functionf(v) to estimate the computational cost of
in processorj. In such a case, processbrand j exchange our algorithm more precisely (in Sectign IV-F). We use this
message(s) to count triangles adjacent to €dge). There are function to compute balanced partitions. Oncefalpartitions
several non-trivial issues involving this exchange of rages, are computed, each processor is assigned one such partition
which can crumal_ly_ affect the pgrfo_rmance of the algonthn%' Counting Triangles with An Efficient Communication
We devise an efficient communication scheme to reduce thg

L . cheme
communication overhead and improve the performance of the . . )
algorithm. Once all processors complete the computatien asAS We discussed in Sectign VA, processatoresn,, for

sociated to respective partitions, the counts from all gssors &l v € Vi. However, to compute triangles incident ore V;,
are aggregated. N, for all v € N, are also required. Now, ifi € V;, j # i,

o ) - ) then N, resides in processgt A simple approach to resolve
Definition 1. A non-overlapping partition: Given a graph the issue is as follows.

G(V, E) and an integer” > 1 denoting the number of parti-  (The Direct Approach) Processori requests processof
tions, a non-overlapping partition for our algorithm, deed for v, . Upon receiving the request, processosendsN,, to
by G;(V/, E}), is a subgraph ofG' which is constructed as processori. Processor counts triangles incident on the edge
follows. (v,u) by computingV, N N,,.
» V is partitioned intoP disjoint subsetd/;s of consecutive  The direct approach has a high communication overhead
nodes, such that, for any and k, V; NV, = 0 and due to exchanging redundant messages. AssummeV, and

UV =V u € N, for v,w € V;. Then processoi sends two separate
e V/=V,U{v:ve N,uecV} requests forN, to processor; while computing triangles
o El={(u,v):ueV,veN,} incident onv and w, respectively. In response to the above

The subgraphs (partitions);s are non-overlapping— eachrequests, processgrsends same ”_"essa% to processor
edge(u, v) € E resides in one and only one partition. For antwme. Such redundant messages increases the communicatio

jandk, E; N E; = 0 and{J, E}, = E. The sum of space Bverhead leading to poor performance of the algorithm.

. I . One way to eliminate redundant messages is that instead
required to store all partitions equals to the space reduoe ’ ) . ) )
store the whole network of requestingN,;s multiple times, processarstores them in

our algorithm exchaﬁges two types of messages— qpgmory after fetching them for the first time. Before sending
message and completion notifier. A message is denoted {g?sugf}{]psrogeﬁz\?vrﬁzgﬁggtsf;ifooil;urga'lgteoézfyzwﬁ:gﬁ/tztﬁgfd
ﬁig@awehzgifméd;é&;f gﬂ;ﬁé\etalsogo}ci:astet(;“\jvittz F’Eﬁeor;etzsea already fetched. However, the space requirement for gt@din
For a gata message £ data), X refers to a neighbor list gﬁ;s along withG,; is same as that of storing an overlapping
ge ¢ . g ' partition. This diminishes our original goal of a spaceeifint
whereas for a completion notifiet £ completion), the value

of X is disregarded. We describe the details of our algorith%gor'thm' _ .
in the following subsections. Another way to eliminate message redundancy is as follows.

When a neighbor listV,, is fetched, processarscans through
B. Computing Partitions G; to find all nodesv € V; such thatu € N,. Processot,

While constructing partitiongs;, set of nodesV” is par- then, performs all computations relatedtg (i.e., N,y N Ny).
titioned into P disjoint subsets;s (Definition[1). How the Once these computations are done, the neighborNistis
nodes inV” are distributed among the sdtsfor all processors Never needed again and can be discarded. However, scanning
i crucially affect the performance of the algorithm. Ideallyfhrough the whole partitiod/; for each fetched listV,, might
the setV should be partitioned in such a way that the co®€ Very expensive, which is even more expensive than the
for counting triangles is almost equal for all partitionset). direct approach with redundant messages.

f(v) be the cost for counting triangles incident on a node Since all of the above techniques compromise either run-
v € V(cost for executing Line 7-10 in Figl 1). We need tdime or space efficiency, we introduce another communinatio
computeP disjoint partitions of node sdt such that for each Scheme for counting triangles involving nodesc V; and

partition V;, u € Vj, such thatu € N,.
1 (The Surrogate Approach) Processori sendsN, to pro-
Z f(v)~ = Z f(v). cessorj. Processor;j scansN, to find all nodes: € N, such
vev; P vev thatu € V;. For all such nodes:, processorj counts triangles

We realize that the parallel algorithm for computing bakhc incident on edgéu, v) by performing the operatiotV, N V..

partitions of V' proposed in[[211] is applicable to our problem. The surrogate approach eliminates the exchange of redun-
The paper([[211] proposed several estimationsffar), among dant messages: while counting triangles incident on a node



v € V;, processor may find multiple nodes: € N, such
thatw € V;. Processoi sendsN, to processoy when such
a nodeu is encountered for the first time. Since procesgor
counts triangles incident on edge, v) for all such nodes,
processor does not sendV, again to processoj.

To implement the above strategy for eliminating redundant
messages, processorneeds to keep record of which pro-

cessors it has already seM, to, for a nodev € V;. This 8 Send (data, N,,) to proc.j if not sent already
is done using a single variableastProc which records the | o

last processor a neighbor lis{, is sent to. The variable is| 10. Check for incoming message§, X ):
initialized to a negative value. When process@ncounters a | 11: if t = data then

nodeu € N, such that, € Vj, it checks the value dfastProc 12: T; < T;+ SURROGATECOUNT(X, 1)
If LastProc+# j, processoti sendsN, to processor and set | 13  else

LastProc= j. Otherwise, the node is ignored, meaning it | 14 Increment completion counter
would be redundant to send,,. Once all nodes: € N,, are 15:

checked, the variabléastProcis again reset to a negative 16: Broadcast (completion, X)

value. It is easy to see that sing is a set of consecutive| 17. while completion countex P-1do
nodes, and all neighbor list§,, are sorted, all nodes € N, 18:  Check for incoming message&, X ):
such thatu € V; reside inV, in consecutive positions. Thus,| 19: if ¢ = data then

using the variabld.astProcredundant messages are detectedo. T; + T;+ SURROGATECOUNT(X, i)
correctly and eliminated without compromising any of execll 21:  else

tion and space efficiency. This capability of surrogate apph 22 Increment completion counter

is crucial in the runtime performance of the algorithm, gs 23

shown experimentally in Sectidn TViH.
The pesudocode for counting triangles for an incomir
messag€data, X) is given in Fig[2.

1
2

3. forue N, do

4: if u eV then
5: S+ N, NN,
6: T; < T; + |S|

7.

24: MPIBARRIER
925: Find Sum T' « . T; using MPIREDUCE
26: return T

. T; <+ 0 /IT; is processoi’s count of triangles
: forveV; do

else ifu € V; then

. Procedure BRROGATECOUNT(X, 1) :
: T+ 0 [/IT is the count of triangles
: for all w € X such thatu € V; do
S+ N,NX

Fig. 3. An algorithm for counting triangles using surrogaggproach. Each
processor; executes Line 1-22. After that, they are synchronized amd th
aggregation is performed (Line 24-26).

T+ T+|9]
return T

Proof. Consider a triangle(z, 22, z3) in G, and without
the loss of generality, assume that < x5 < z3. By the
constructions ofV, (Line 1-3in Fig[1), we haves, z3 € N,,

Fig. 2. A procedure executed by processdo count triangles for incoming andxs € N,,.

messag€data, X).

D. Termination

Once a processoi completes the computation associ-
ated with allv € V;, it broadcasts a completion notifier
(completion, X). However, it cannot terminate its execution
since other processors might send it data messalyes, X )
for counting triangles (as in Fifl 2). When processmceives
completion notifiers from all other processors, aggregatib
counts from all processors is performed using MPI aggregati
function, and the execution terminates.

The complete pseudocode of our space efficient parallel
algorithm for counting triangles using surrogate approich
presented in Fid.]3.

E. Correctness of The Algorithm

The correctness of our space efficient parallel algorithm is
formally presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Given a graphG = (V, E), our space efficient

Now, there might be two cases as shown below.
1.

Casexy, o € V;:

Nodesz; andz, are in the same partition Processos
executes the loop in Line 2-6 (Figl 3) with= z; and
u = x9, and noders appears inS = N,, N N,,, and
the triangle(z1, 22, 2:3) is counted once. But this triangle
cannot be counted for any other values @ndu because
xr1 ¢ NI2 andxl,a:Q ¢ Nm.g

. Casex; € Vj,x0 € V},i # j:

Nodesz; and x5 are in two different partitions; and

7, respectively, without the loss of generality. Procegsor
attempts to count the triangle executing the loop in Line
2-6 with v = x; andu = z5. However, sincers ¢ V;,
processol sendsN,, to processoy (Line 8). Processor

j counts the triangle while executing the loop in Line 10-
12 with X = N,,, and noders appears inS = N,, N
N, (Line 2 in Fig.[2). This triangle can never be counted
again in any processor, singg ¢ N,, andzy,xo ¢ N,,.

parallel algorithm correctly counts exact number of triaeg Thus, in both cases, each triangleGhis counted once and

in G.

only once. This completes our proof.

O



F. Computing An Estimation fof (v) Space ComplexityThe space complexity of our algo-
rgithm depends on the size of the partitions and messages
exchanged among processors. The size of the partition is

X /! / H
incident on node). We compute a new function for estimatingO_(mlaxﬁ{lv;'| + |Eil}). tNO.W our aIgorlthr;n sttc_)res Ong’ a h
f(v) which captures the computing cost of our algorithm mo%ntge incoming ort ou gm_?ﬁ metisage at a time, an i feac
precisely, as follows. ata message contaig,. Thus, the space requirement for

Set of neighborsV, and N, are defined in Section]ll and srt]orlng messages '@(maX”EV [Nu]) IT O(dmaz)- Talkmg .
I respectively, as\, = {u : (u,v) € E} and N, — {u : those two /mto /account, the overall space complexity is
(u,v) € E,v < u}.Itis easy to seey € N\, - N, & v € N,,. O(maxi{|V/] + Ei} + dmaa).

To estimate the cost for counting triangles incident on nod¢ Performance

v € Vi, we consider the cost for counting triangles incident | i section, we present the experimental evaluation of
on edgegv, u) such thatu € \V,,. There might be two cases: e performance our space-efficient parallel algorithm.
1. Caseu € N, — Ny: Strong Scaling: Strong scaling of a parallel algorithm

This case implies € N,,.. There might be two sub-casesshows how much speedup a parallel algorithm gains as the
—If w € V; for j # i, processorj sends N, number of processors increases. [Eig. 4 shows strong scaling

to processor, and processotf counts triangle by Of our algorithm on Miami, LiveJournal, and web-BerkStan
computingN, N N,, (Fig.2). networks with both direct and surrogate approaches. Speedu

— If uw € V;, processot counts triangle by computing factors with the surrogate approach are significantly highe

N, NN, while executing the loop in Line 2-6 in Fig. than that of the direct approach. The high communication
for nodeu. overhead of direct approach due to redundant messages leads

to poor speedup whereas the surrogate approach eliminates
message redundancy without introducing any computational
overhead leading to better performance.

As discussed in Sectién TV}B, computing balanced partitio
requires an estimation of the coftv) for counting triangles

Thus for both sub-cases processoromputes triangles
incident on (v, «). All such nodesu impose a compu-

tation cost of d, + d,,) on processot for RO
nodew. Louew, -, ( ) P Effect of Estimation for f(v):We show the performance

2. Caseu € N, of our algorithm with new estimation function (computed in

This case implies € N, — N, which is same as casese‘_:tion.m)* f(_”) = Duen, N, (dv +du), and the best
1 with « and v interchanged. By a similar argument ofstimation functionf(v) = 3 .y (dy +d.) of [21]. As

case 1, the imposed computation cost for steh:) is  Fig- [B shows, our algorithm with new estimation function
attributed to nodeu. provides better speedup than that withl1[21]. Miami network

has a comparable performance with both functions since it

ing triangles on all edgegv,u), such thatu € A, is has a relatively even degree distribution and both funstion

Zg 9 (c[ d ) Tr?is i’ves’ us the intended fa'nctionprovide almost the same estimation. However, for networks

f(“)eNvivv Y ?d td )gwhich we use in our partition with skewness in degrees (LiveJournal and web-BerkStam), o
v) = ueEN, —N, \"v u -

: . . . new function estimates the computational cost more prigcise
ing step. We present an experimental evaluation compahiig

bind provides significantly better speedup.
best estimation function presented(inl[21] with ours in Bect gcaling witr? Processyors and l\?etworlrz Siae show how
V-H]

our algorithm scales with increasing network size and numbe
of processors, and compare the results with the algorithm in
[27]. Our algorithm scales to a higher number of processors
The runtime and space complexity of our algorithm ar&hen networks grow larger, as shown in Higl 14. This is, in
presented below. fact, a highly desirable behavior of our parallel algorithimce
Runtime ComplexityThe runtime complexity of our al- we need a large number of processors when the network size is
gorithm is the sum of costs for computing partitions, congti large and computation time is high. Now as comparedto [21],
triangles, exchangingv,s, and aggregating counts from althe speedup and scaling of our algorithm are a little smaller
processors. Computing balanced partition tak&sn/P + since our algorithm has a higher communication overhead.
Plog P) time using the scheme presented [in][21]. For thdowever, this difference in scaling is very small and both
algorithm given in Fig.[B, the worst case cost for counglgorithms perform comparably.
ing triangles iSO(>_ ey, D uen, N, (dy + dy)). Further, the Memory Scaling:We compare the space requirement of
communication cost incurred on a processaP{sn/P) in the our algorithm and[[21] with networks with increasing averag
worst case. The aggregation of counts requif@og P) time degrees. For this experiment, we uBel(10M, d) networks
using MPI aggregation function. Thus, the time complexity avith average degreé varying from 10 to 100. As shown in

Thus the estimated cost attributed to nogdéor count-

G. Runtime and Space Complexity

our parallel algorithm is, Fig.[d, our algorithm shows a very linear (and slow) increase
R R of space requirement whereas for][21] the space requirement
O(m/P + Plog P + max S (dutdy) increases very rapidly. Our algorithm divides the netwaitio i

veV; ueNy—N, non-overlapping partitions and hence has a much smalleespa
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Fig. 4. Speedup factors of our algorithm with boffig. 5. Speedup factors of our algorithm with neftig. 6. Improved scalability of our algorithm with
direct and surrogate approaches. estimation function and the best function bf[21]increasing network size.

requirement as discussed in Secfion Ill. For the same reasttie computation assigned to and performed by a processor as
space requirement of our algorithm for storing a partitioa task. For the convenience of future discussion, we present
reduces rapidly with additional processors, as shown in Fitpe following definitions related to computing tasks.

B. _— .
Comparison of Runtime with Previous Algorithmfe Definition 2. Task: Given a graplt: = (V, E), a task denoted
present a comparison of runtime of our algorithm with th?y (v,t), refers to counting triangles incident on nodese
algorithm in [21] in TableTll. Since our algorithm excharge? ¥ © 1+ v +1—1} € V. The task referring to counting
messages for counting triangles, it has a higher runtime thaandles in the whole network ig0, 7).
[21]. Runtime with the direct approach is relatively higledo  Definition 3. An atomic task: A task (v,1) referring to
message redundancy. However, our algorithm with surrogaiunting triangles incident on a single nodeis an atomic
approach improves the runtime quite significantly, and thask. An atomic task can not be further divided.

performance is quite comparable fo][21]. o _ .
Definition 4. Task size: Let, f : V — R be a cost function
such thatf(v) denotes some measure of the cost for counting

TABLE Il
RUNTIME PERFORMANCE OF OUR ALGORITHM AND THE ALGORITHMIN  triangles on node. We define the siz&(v, t) of a task(v, t)
[21]. WE USED200PROCESSORS FOR THIS EXPERIMENT as follows.
Runtime : t—1
Networks 1] Direct Suiogate Triangles S(v t) _ Z f(v n z)
web-BerkStan| 0.10s | 3.8s 0.14s 65M ’ . '
Miami 0.6s | 4.79s | 0.79s 332M =0
LiveJournal | 0.85 | 5.12s | 1.24s | 286M We consider the cost functiong(v) = 1 and f(v) = d,
Twitter 9.4m 35.49m | 12.33m 34.8B . .
PA(IB, 20) TEEm 1 78.96m 207 m 1 0.403M since those are known for alle V' and have no computational

overhead. Using a computationally expensive function for
Weak Scaling: Weak scaling of a parallel algorithmrepresenting the cost for counting triangles might leaddorp
measures its ability to maintain constant computation tinperformance of the algorithm.
when the problem size grows proportionally with the number Now in a static load balancing scheme, each processor
of processors. The weak scaling of our algorithm is shown Works on a pre-computed partition. Since the partitionigg i
Fig.[d. Although the problem size per processor remains samb@sed on estimated computing cost which might not equal to
the addition of processors causes the overhead for exat@nghe actual computing cost, some processors will remain idle
messages to increase. Thus with increasing number of pafter finishing computation ahead of others. Our algorithm
cessors, runtime of our algorithm increases slowly. Sihee temploys a dynamic load balancing scheme to reduce idle
change in runtime is not very drastic, rather slow, the weakne of processors leading to improved performance. The
scaling of the algorithm is good. algorithm divides the total computation into several taakd
assign them dynamically. How and when to assign a task
BALANCING require communication among processors. The scheme for
: . : ommunication and decision about task granularity areiaruc
In this section, we present our parallel algorithm for ceunf .
o the performance of our algorithm.

ing triangles with an efficient dynamic load balancing sceem In the following subsection, we describe an efficient algo-
First, we provide an overview of the algorithm, and then a . g
rithm for dynamic load balancing.

detailed description follows.
A. Overview of the Algorithm B. An Efficient Dynamic Load Balancing Scheme

V. A FAST PARALLEL ALGORITHM WITH DYNAMIC LOAD

We assume that each computing node has enough memorWe design a dynamic load balancing scheme with a ded-
to store the whole network. The computation of countingitriaicated processor for coordinating balancing decisions. We
gles in the network is distributed among processors. We reféistinguish this processor as ttmordinator and the rest
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Fig. 7. Increase of space requirement of our algéig. 8. Memory scalability of our algorithm withFig. 9. Weak scaling of our algorithm. The experi-
rithm and algorithm[[21] with increasing averagecreasing number of processors for Miami amdent is performed on PA{/10+1M, 50) networks
degree of networks. LiveJournal networks. where P is the number of processors used.

as workers The coordinator assigns tasks, receives notificadetermined, the tas{o, ') is divided into(P — 1) tasks(v, t),
tions and re-assigns tasks to idle workers, avatkersare one for each worker, in almost equal sizes.

responsible for actually performingasks At the beginning, o1
each worker is assigned an initial task. Once any wotker S(v,t) = 1 Z f(v). 1)
completes its current task, it sends a requestdordinator P—1 p=rd

for an additional task. From the available un-assignedstas

. b e dii : B
coordinatorassigns a new task to worker Iﬁ'hat is, set of node$0,1,...,t' — 1} is divided into (P

h q divide th . 1) subsets such that for each subgetv + 1,...,¢ — 1},

The coordinate may divide the computation into tasks ght—1 N1 -1 . .

equal size and assign them dynamically. However, the sigg"=" J(v+10) ~ =3 2uep J(v). This computation can also
q ) SI9 ' dy Y- ' done using the parallel algorithin [21] mentioned above.

of tasks is a crucial determinant of the performance of the Ngie that all P processors work in parallel to determine

algorithm. Assume time required by some worker (o CompUfgia| tasks. Since the initial assignment is determinjst

the l"’,‘St qompleted task ig. The amount of time a V‘{Orkerworkers pick their respective tasks, t) without involving the
remains idle, denoted by a continuous random variable coordinator.

can be assumed to be uniformly distributed over the intervalDynamic Re-assignmentOnce any worker completes its

[0,q], i.8., X ~ U(0,q). SinceE[X] = q/2, a worker remains ¢, rrent task and becomes idle, t@ordinatorassigns it a new

idle for ¢/2 amount of time on average. If the si%v,?) of 35K dynamically. This re-assignment is done in the folfayi
tasks(v, t) is large, timeg required to complete the last taSksteps.

becomes large, a_nd consequently, |dle_t|q*/@_ als_o 9rowS ' The coordinator divides the un-assigned computations
large. In contrast, if (v, t) decreases, the idle time is expected (t,n — t') into several tasks and stores them in a queue

:0 (il(ecl;ease. Holwever, i(vht) is very small, tota_l nij_mb;:fh W. How the coordinator decides on the sig¢v,t) of
asks becomes large, which increases communication aagtrhe - task(v, £) will be described shortly.

for task requests and re-assignments. o When any workei finishes its current task and becomes

Therefore, instead of keeping the size of tasks, ¢) con- idle, it sends a task requesh to the coordinator.
stant throughout the execution, our algorithm adjusts, t) o If W +# 0, the coordinator picks a tas,t) € W, and
dynamically, initially assigning large tasks and then grad assigns it to worket.

ally decreasing them. In particular, initially half of thetal Our algorithm decreases the sisv, t) of each dynami-
computation(0, ») is assigned among the workers in tasks qfy)y assigned tasks gradually for the reasons discusse at
almost equal sizes. That is, a total @f, ¢') task, such that peginning of this subsection. Let;’ be the set of nodes re-
S(0,t') = 35(0,n), is assigned initially, and the remainingmaining to be assigned as tasks. Since at every new assignmen
computations(t’,n — ¢') are assigned dynamically with they’ jecreases our algorithm useéto dynamically adjust task
granularity of tasks decreasing gradually. Next, we desCrigi;os This is done using the following equation.
the steps of our dynamic load balancing scheme in detail. 1

Initial Assignment. The set of(P — 1) initial tasks corre- S(,t) = 53— > f). (2)
sponds to counting triangles on nodes {0,1,...,¢' — 1} veV’
such thatS(0,t") ~ S(t',n —t'). Thus we need to find node Note that the size& (v, t) of a dynamically assigned tagk, ¢)
t" which divides the set of nodés into two disjoint subsets decreases at every new assignment. By the definition of atomi
in such a way thaEsz_Ol flv) =~ Zj;tl, f(v), given f(v) for task (in definitior B) we have a finite number of tasks. When
eachv € V. Now if we compute sequentially, it také3(n) the coordinator has no more unassigned tasks, e+ 0,
time to perform the above computations. However, we obsentesends a special termination messagerminate) to the
that a parallel algorithm for computing balanced partisiorrequesting worker. Once the coordinator completes sending
of V proposed in[[2ll] can be used to perform the abowermination messages to all workers, it aggregates counts o
computation which take®(n/P + log P) time. Oncet’ is triangles from all workers, and the algorithm terminates.



C. Counting Triangles is never counted again sinag ¢ N,, andxi,x2 ¢ N,, by

Once a processarhas an assigned tagk, t), it uses the the construction ofV;, (Line 1-3 in Fig.L1).

algorithm presented in Fig. 110 to count the triangles intideg  pgerformance

on nodesv € {v, 1,..., t—1}. . . . .
{v,o+ v } In this section, we present the experimental evaluation of

our parallel algorithm for counting triangles with dynartoed

1: Procedure OUNTTRIANGLES((v,1)) : balancing.
2: T« 0 /T is the count of triangles o
3 forve{v,o+1,....,04+t—1} do 5| LLY&;“J}?;?:;:@;&?&*
iami, f(v)=
4. for ue N, do . ‘3‘: e haisatmiv(ff((v))g{ 77777777 /
= r web-Berl an, 1(\v)=g —— 4
5: S Nv n Nu § 30 Web-B(—:‘rkSt(s\n,f(v)f |
[
7: return T g2 20 /
15
Fig. 10. A procedure executed by processtar count triangles corresponding 0}
to the task(v, t). 51
_ . Sl
The complete pseudocode of our algorithm for counting 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
. . .. . . . Number of Pi
triangles with an efficient dynamic load balancing scheme is pmperorfiocessers
presented in Fidﬂl Fig. 12. Speedup factors of our algorithm on Miami, LiveJmirand web-

BerkStan networks with botlf(v) = 1 and f(v) = d, cost functions.

Strong Scaling: We present the strong scaling of our

1: All processors initially do the following: ) P

_ L . : algorithm on Miami, LiveJournal, and web-BerkStan netveork

2: Determine initial tasks (see discussion of Edun. 1) with both cost functionsf(v) = 1 and f(v) = d, in Fig.
4 The coordinator does the following: [12. Speedup factor_s are significantly hlgher_ with the fuorcti

5 W () fw) = d, than with f(v) = 1..The function f(v) = 1

6: for all remaining tasksu, ¢) do refers to gqual cost of counting triangles for all nodes whsr

7 ENQUEUE (W, (v, 1) )’ the fun_cuopf(v) = d, relates the cost to the degree of

g while W is not(Z), do’ v. Distributing tasks based on the sum of degrees of nodes
o Receivetaskrequests(i) (Egn.[1 andR) reduces the effect _of skew_ness of degrees and
10: (0,t) « DEQUEUE (W) makes tasks more _balanced leading to hlghgr speedups. Our
1 Sén dmessagéo, £) to workeri next gxperlments Wl|r|] t|>3e based :In coit fgx/ctyb(m) =d,. )

_ ! ; . ) omparison with Previous AlgorithmaMe compare the
igj Send (terminate) to proc.i for requests(i) runtime of our parallel algorithm with the algorithm in]21]

' ) — on a number of real and artificial networks. As shown in Table
i: iai] E/)vorker i does the following: V] our algorithm is is more than 2 _times fa_lster thanl[21] fo_r
16: T; < T; + COUNTTRIANGLES(v, £) /ffor initial task all these networks. The algorithm ih_[21] is based on static

partitioning whereas our algorithm employs a dynamic load
balancing scheme to reduce idle time of processors leading t

17: while worker i is idle do :
improved performance.

18:  Sendmessag€i) to coordinator
19:  ReceivemessageV/ from coordinator

L - . TABLE IV
20: If M 1S <termz?1ate> then RUNTIME PERFORMANCE OF OUR ALGORITHM AND ALGORITHM[@].
21: Stop execution
22: else if M is atask(v,t) then Networks - Runtime | Triangles
. ) } 21 Our algo.
23: TieTit COUNTTRIANGLES(U’ t) web-BerkStan| 0.10s 0.041s 65M
24: LiveJournal 0.8s 0.384s 286M
25: MPIBARRIER Miami 0.6s 0.301s 332M
26: Find Sum7 « >, T; using MPIREDUCE PA(20M, 50) | 11.85s | 5.241s | 0.028M
27: return T

Effect of Dynamic Adjustment of Task Granularitye
show how the granularity of tasks affects idle time of worker
processors for Miami and LiveJournal networks. As [Figl 13
shows, with tasks of static size, some processors have very

We establish the correctness of our algorithm as followkrge idle times. However, when task granularity is dynam-
Consider a triangléxy, 2, z3) with x; < x2 < x3, without ically adjusted, idle times of processors become very small
the loss of generality. Now, the triangle is counted only whdeading to balanced load among processors. This consdyguent
x1 € {v,v+1,...,v+t—1} for some taskv, ). The triangle improves the runtime performance of the algorithm.

Fig. 11. An algorithm for counting triangles with dynamictb balancing.

D. Correctness of the Algorithm
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Fig. 13. Idle time of processors with both stati€ig. 14. Improved scalability of our algorithm wittFig. 15. Weak scaling of our algorithm. A very
and dynamic task granularity. When task granimcreasing network size. Further, our algorithslowly increasing runtime suggests a good weak
larity is adjusted dynamically idle times decreasehieves higher speedups thanl[21]. scaling of the algorithm.

significantly leading to smaller runtime.

Scaling with Processors and Network Sizaur algorithm  [6] z. Bar-Yosseff, R. Kumar, and D. Sivakumar, “Reductidnsstreaming

scales to a higher number of processors with increasing size algorithms, with an application to counting triangles imygns,” inProc.
. . . N of SODA 2002.
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However, our algorithm achieves significantly higher spged 8] H. Kuak, C. Lee, H. Park and S. Moon, “What is twitier, ack
factors than[ml]' network or a news media?” iRroc. of WWW 2010.
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