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ABSTRACT

The pseudo-inverse of a graph Laplacian matrix, denoted as L
finds extensive application in various graph analysis tasks. Notable
examples include the calculation of electrical closeness centrality,
determination of Kemeny’s constant, and evaluation of resistance
distance. However, existing algorithms for computing L are often
computationally expensive when dealing with large graphs. To over-
come this challenge, we propose novel solutions for approximating
LT by establishing a connection with the inverse of a Laplacian sub-
matrix Ly. This submatrix is obtained by removing the v-th row and
column from the original Laplacian matrix L. The key advantage
of this connection is that L, ! exhibits various interesting combina-
torial interpretations. We present two innovative interpretations of
L, ! based on spanning trees and loop-erased random walks, which
allow us to develop efficient sampling algorithms. Building upon
these new theoretical insights, we propose two novel algorithms for
efficiently approximating both electrical closeness centrality and
Kemeny’s constant. We extensively evaluate the performance of our
algorithms on five real-life datasets. The results demonstrate that
our novel approaches significantly outperform the state-of-the-art
methods by several orders of magnitude in terms of both running
time and estimation errors for these two graph analysis tasks. To
further illustrate the effectiveness of electrical closeness centrality
and Kemeny’s constant, we present two case studies that showcase
the practical applications of these metrics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Given an n node graph G = (V, E) with an adjacency matrix A
and a diagonal degree matrix D (each diagonal element is a degree
of a node), two types of widely-used Laplacians are defined: the
combinatorial Laplacian L = D — A and the normalized Laplacian

1 1
L =1-D"2AD" 2. Since the inverses of L and £ do not exist, pre-
vious studies often employ the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverses L

and £ [3, 11, 48] as alternatives. These Laplacian pseudo-inverses
have proven to be crucial in various graph analysis applications,
enabling the computation of important quantities such as electrical
closeness centrality [11], Kemeny’s constant [8], Kirchhoff index
[58], resistance distance [33, 55], hitting time [14, 15, 44], and gen-
eralized graph spectral distance [49]. In the database community,
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these random walk-based quantities are also widely used in de-
signing graph embedding system [45, 57], clustering in geo-social
networks [46], long tail recommendation [56] and anomalous de-
tection in time varying graphs [47].

Among the various applications of Laplacian pseudo-inverses,
we mainly focus on two typical applications: graph centrality and
graph invariants. Graph centrality is used to quantify the impor-
tance of nodes within a network. Noteworthy centrality measures
include PageRank [23, 28], eigenvector centrality [10], closeness
centrality [40] and electrical closeness centrality [12, 21]. Among
these centrality metrics, computing electrical closeness centrality is
equivalent to computing the diagonal elements of the combinatorial

Laplacian pseudo-inverse LT [12, 20]. Unlike centrality measures
based on shortest path distance (e.g., closeness centrality), electrical
closeness centrality incorporates resistance distance between nodes
[12, 20]. Since it considers all paths between nodes, the resulting
centrality metric is often more robust. Its effectiveness has been
demonstrated in diverse applications such as power grid vulner-
ability [51] and recommendation systems [22]. It has also been
employed to measure the graph variance and graph curvature from
a geometric perspective [17, 18]. Graph invariant, on the other
hand, characterizes global properties of the entire graph. A notable
graph invariant is Kemeny’s constant [8], which corresponds to the

trace of the pseudo-inverse of the normalized Laplacian matrix £,
Kemeny’s constant captures the extent of inter-connectivity among
nodes in a graph. It finds broad applications in domains including
robot surveillance [19] and web search [30].

However, the computation of Laplacian pseudo-inverse poses
significant challenges when dealing with large graphs. The di-
rect method involves eigen-decomposition, which has a time com-

plexity of O(n®). Previous studies have formulated LT as LT =
(L+ #)_1 - % [11, 48]. However, L + % becomes dense, mak-
ing the computation of its inverse challenging. Additionally, for
each column of L, the state-of-the-art (SOTA) method [48] have
proved that the s-th column of LT is the solution of the Laplacian

linear system Lx = es — %, where eg is the unit vector with a value

of 1 in the s-th position and zeros elsewhere, and 1 denotes an
all-one vector. However, solving this Laplacian system remains
computationally expensive for large networks. Moreover, comput-
ing electrical closeness centrality and Kemeny’s constant requires
solving n Laplacian systems, which is extremely expensive for large
graphs.

In this paper, we address the challenge of computing Laplacian
pseudo-inverse by establishing a connection with L3 !, the inverse
of a submatrix obtained by removing the v-th row and column
from the Laplacian matrix L. The formulation of L, offers three
advantages: (i) L, preserves the sparsity of L, enabling efficient
computation of its inverse; (ii) While there is a lack of intuitive
combinatorial interpretations for the elements of L™ or £T in the
existing literature, several intriguing combinatorial interpretations
exist for the elements of L;l [6, 13, 33]; (iii) As both LT and £ re-
main invariants when varying the choice of v, we can heuristically
select an optimal landmark node v to further enhance the efficiency
of the computation. Specifically, we present new formulas to ex-

press the elements of the Laplacian pseudo-inverse, LT and £, in
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terms of L;!. Additionally, we propose two novel combinatorial

interpretations for the elements of L ! based on spanning trees
and loop-erased walks. Since spanning trees can be sampled using

loop-erased walks, these new interpretations of L, ! enable the es-

timation of the elements of L and £ within the time required to
sample a set of loop-erased walks.

We apply our newly-developed techniques to tackle two graph
analysis tasks: electrical closeness centrality computation, specifi-
cally targeting the approximation of the diagonal elements of the

pseudo-inverse of the combinatorial Laplacian matrix (L), for
each node u € V, and Kemeny’s constant computation, specifi-
cally aiming to approximate the trace of the pseudo-inverse of the

normalized Laplacian matrix, denoted as Tr(£L"). For both compu-
tational tasks, we propose two novel algorithms based on spanning
tree sampling and loop-erased walk sampling. These algorithms
demonstrate superior efficiency when compared to the SOTA ap-
proaches for approximating both electrical closeness centrality and
Kemeny’s constant.

We conduct extensive experiments on five real-world networks
to evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms for the two
computational tasks. The experimental results demonstrate that
our algorithms outperform the SOTA approaches in terms of both
running time and estimation error. Regarding the approximation of
electrical closeness centrality, our spanning tree sampling algorithm
exhibits competitive and slightly better performance compared to
the SOTA methods, while our loop-erased walk sampling algorithm
achieves much lower execution times with similar estimation error.
For the computation of Kemeny’s constant, our loop-erased walk
based algorithms demonstrate significant improvements. They are
around two orders of magnitude faster than the SOTA algorithms,
while maintaining a comparable level of estimation error. Addition-
ally, we conduct case studies to demonstrate the effectiveness of
employing Laplacian pseudo-inverse in graph centrality and graph
invariant measures. Our contributions are summarized as follows:

New theoretical results. We present new formulas that express L
and £ in terms of Ly 1 Additionally, we introduce two novel com-
binatorial interpretations of L;! based on spanning trees and loop-
erased walks. These theoretical results provide valuable insights
and can be of independent interests to the research community.

Novel algorithms. We propose two innovative algorithms for
electrical closeness centrality approximation, employing spanning
tree sampling and loop-erased walk sampling techniques. Similarly,
we develop two novel algorithms for approximating Kemeny’s
constant, utilizing spanning tree and loop-erased walk sampling
approaches. Notably, the time complexity of drawing a sample in all
the proposed algorithms is Tr((I — P,)~1), where P, is the matrix
obtained by removing the v-th row and column of the probability
transition matrix P = D' A. As verified in our experiments, T ((I—
P,)~1) is O(n) for real-world graphs, thus our sampling approaches
are very efficient. Furthermore, we provide rigorous analysis of
these algorithms to demonstrate their efficiency and effectiveness.

Extensive experiments. We conduct extensive experiments using
five real-life datasets to evaluate the performance of our algorithms.
The results show that our algorithms significantly outperform the
SOTA approaches in terms of both running time and estimation
error. For example, for computing Kemeny’s constant on a million-
node graph Youtube, to achieve a relative error 1074, the SOTA
method requires 34, 637 seconds, while our algorithm LEWalk takes
only 1,615 seconds, resulting in a 22X speed improvement. Addi-
tionally, we present two case studies to showcase the effectiveness
of electrical closeness centrality and Kemeny’s constant. The re-
sults demonstrate that electrical closeness centrality serves as a

reliable and robust centrality metric. Furthermore, Kemeny’s con-
stant proves to be capable of distinguishing different types of graphs
and offering insights for network structure design. For reproducibil-
ity purpose, we make the source code of our work available at
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/KC-vldb-2223.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Consider an unweighted, undirected connected graph denoted as
G = (V,E), where |V| = n denotes the number of nodes and |E| = m
represents the number of edges. Let A be the adjacency matrix of
G, where (A);; = 1 if there exists an edge between nodes i and j.
Additionally, we define the degree matrix D as a diagonal matrix
with (D);; = d;, representing the degree of node i. To define a
simple random walk on G, we use the probability transition matrix
P = D7!A. In each step, the random surfer jumps to a neighbor
of the current node u with a probability of dl’ where d,, is the

degree of node u. It is well-known that the stationary distribution
of such a random walk can be represented by the vector s, where

N
”(l) - Zuev du
properties of a probability distribution, namely, },,cy 7(u) = 1.
Furthermore, it satisfies the equation 7P = 7.

In our analysis, we consider two types of Laplacian matrices:
the combinatorial Laplacian L = D — A and the normalized Lapla-

= ZdT;z This stationary distribution satisfies the

cian £ = I — D"2AD"%. Both Laplacian matrices are singular
matrices of rank n — 1. By employing eigen-decomposition, we
can express Las L = 37, /Iiu,-ul.T, where Ay < --- < Ap,and L as
L= Z;’zl O'izliﬁiT, where 01 < .-+ < op. It is important to note
that both matrices have A; = o1 = 0. Consequently, the inverses
of the Laplacian matrices do not exist, and instead, we can alter-
natively use Laplacian pseudo-inverses. Among various Laplacian
pseudo-inverses, the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse is of significant
importance, as it is unique for a given Laplacian matrix. Specifically,
it is defined as LT = >, Ailu,ulT for L, and £7 = ¥ iiﬁillT
for L. For convenience, in the rest of this paper, we refer to the
Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of Laplacian as Laplacian pseudo-
inverse. The Laplacian pseudo-inverses find wide applications. In
this paper, we mainly focus on two applications: electrical closeness
centrality computation and Kemeny’s constant computation, while
other Laplacian pseudo-inverse related quantities (e.g., Kirchhoff
index [58], normalized random walk betweenness centrality [38])
can also be directly approximated by the proposed techniques (See
discussions at the end of Section 5).

Electrical closeness centrality (ECC). Resistance distance mea-
sures the distance between nodes in a network by treating it as an
electrical system. The resistance distance between node s and t is
defined as r(s, t) = (L1)s + (L) s — 2(L1)ss. Tt is a distance metric
on graphs. Compared to the shortest path distance, resistance dis-
tance takes into account all paths between nodes, making it more
robust. The electrical closeness centrality c(u), then, is defined as

Zve:;}u’()) = Tr(LT)n+7n1(LT)uu [11]. The term Tr(L") is the same

for all nodes u € V. Consequently, the larger the value of (LT)uu,
the smaller the value of c¢(u). Therefore, computing the diagonal

elements (L), is a key problem in determining the electrical
closeness centrality.

Kemeny’s constant (KC). The hitting time h(s, u) between node s
and u is the expected length for a random walk starts from s to hit
u. Kemeny’s constant, denoted as x(G), is then defined as k(G) =
Yuev h(s,u)m(u). In other words, Kemeny’s constant represents
the expected length of a random walk from a source node to a
randomly-chosen target node in a graph [8]. It is well-known that
the Kemeny’s constant is a constant for every source node s and
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can be computed as Tr(L%) = i ;l =xr, - )L [31]. Kemeny’s

constant provides important insights into the connectivity of a
graph. A smaller Kemeny’s constant implies closer connectivity
between nodes in the graph.

3 NEW THEORETICAL RESULTS

In this section, we propose a series of new theoretical results. First,
we give new formulas of L™ and £ by relating them to L;!. The
results show that in order to compute L™ and £7, it suffices to
compute L', Thus, we focus on studying L. We review two
existing theoretical interpretations of L ! in terms of v-absorbed
walk and electrical network. However, it is very costly to sample
v-absorbed walks and compute an electrical system. To overcome
this challenge, we propose two novel combinatorial interpretations
of L; ! in terms of spanning trees and loop-erased walks, which are
easier to sample. The new point view of L, ! is utilized to design
efficient algorithms for approximating ECC and KC in Section 4
and Section 5 respectively.

3.1 Relating Laplacian pseudo-inverses to L '
Since the inverse of L does not exist, the analysis of a Moore-Penrose
pseudo-inverse is much harder than a normal matrix inverse. Previ-
e —r
ous studies are often based on the formula Lt = (L + L)_1 - L

[11]. However, L + 11— " bhecomes a dense matrix that it is hard to
obtain its inverse, and there is no obvious physical meaning of

(L+ %)_1. To address this issue, we consider another important
matrix L, to study the properties of the Laplacian pseudo-inverse.
Specifically, L, is a submatrix of L obtained by removing the v-th
row and column from L, which preserves the sparsity of L. It is im-
portant to note that unlike L, the inverse of L, exists. Moreover, we
find that L7 ! has several interesting combinatorial interpretations,
and LT can also be formulated by L. Since LT is independent
of the choice of v, we can heuristically choose v as an easy-to-hit
landmark node (e.g., the highest-degree node) to accelerate the
computation of LT. Due to the space limit, all the missing proofs
can be found in the full version of the paper [4].

THEOREM 3.1. Let 1 be an (n — 1) X 1 all-one vector, we have:

- L1777\ _ - -
LTz( N )Lvl(I—%llT -11).
n

n

Based on Theorem 3.1, we can further obtain the element-wise
representation of LT, There are four situations:

(LT)StzeSTL;Iet——esL 11——etTL 11+—1TL 5 st#o
. (1)
(LT)SszesTLgles—Z esL 11+ TL 1, st#0 (2
(L*)sv:— L, 11+ TL 1, s#0 3)
(L)oo = —21TL;11 (4)

n

These formulas show that we can represent all elements of LT by
L1 It is worth stressing that the node v can be chosen arbitrarily,

while the elements of LT maintain as invariants. Thus, in practice,
we can select a "good" landmark node to speed up the computation.

In addition, we can also represent £ in terms of L; . The nor-
malized Laplacian £ is only different from L in terms of degree
normalized terms. Thus, similar theorem can also be obtained for

L'

THEOREM 3.2. Let iy be an (n — 1) X 1 vector obtained by delet-
ing the v-th element of the stationary distribution vector 7, \[7, is
the vector obtained by applying square root on each elements of 7,

7o (u) = \/my(u). Ly is the submatrix of L obtained by deleting

the v-th row and column. We have:

Pl LRV Vol (N NN 2 )
( W \/”—U Ty Ty 7 (0) V1o
According to Theorem 3.2, £ can be represented by L1, Sup-
pose dy is the degree vector that deleting the v-th element and
&U(u) =d,. Since £
results for element-wise representation of £ in terms of Lt

1 1
=DZL;'DZ, we can further obtain similar

LJr)st =) (t)(2mel L le; — e L ldz,—e Ly ldz,
s v S t
1= ©)
+ %dngjldv), s, t#0v
S 1 - -
(LT)ss = m(s)(2mel L es — 2¢T L, 'd, + %dZszldu), s,t#0v
(6)

(LMo = Vr(s)m(v) (—el

(L)oo = 7(0)(——dTL71d,), ®)
2m

- 1 5p 4=
Luldv+%d£Lvldv), s#0  (7)

Discussion. From these equations, the elements of both combinato-
rial Laplacian pseudo-inverse L' and normalized Laplacian pseudo-
inverse £ can be represented by the elements of L. There are
three quantities of special interest: (i) the elements of L 1 (Ly 1) ijs
(ii) the sum (weighted sum) of a column of L; !, L, 17 (L, 130); (iii)
the sum (weighted sum) of all elements of L; !, 7L 1T (df L;1d,).
Once we have computed these three quantities, the computation
of Laplacian pseudo-inverse can be completed simply by adding
or subtracting these quantities. Next, we discuss the theoretical

interpretations of L; !, which implies that both L and £ can also
have similar interesting explanations.

3.2 Existing interpretations of L,

In this subsection, we review two existing interpretations of L !
in terms of v-absorbed Walk and electrical network. Since LT and
LT can be formulated by L, they can also be interpreted by these
objects. First, v-absorbed walk is a type of random walk that stops
when hitting the node v. L;! can be intuitively interpreted by o-
absorbed walks.

LEMMA 3.3. ("v-absorbed walk" interpretation of L' [33]) Let
To[s, u] denote the expected number of walk steps that passes u in a

v-absorbed walk starts froms, Ty[s,u] = T”Ei;uj We have: (L; V) =

Tols, u].

The v-absorbed random walk interpretation of L ! is very use-
ful for computing resistance distance [33]. For resistance distance
r(s, t), sampling two v-absorbed walks separately from s and ¢ con-
sumes (h(s,v) + h(t,0)) time, where h(s,v) is the hitting time from
s to v. It is fast for real-life large graphs since there often exists
anode v (e.g. the highest-degree node) that is easy to hit so that
h(s,v) and h(t,v) are small [33]. However, for L™ and £7, we need
to compute 17 L; T (or dL; 'd,), which requires the value of all
elements of L, 1. In this case, we need to sample v-absorbed walks
from all nodes, which takes };,cy h(u, v) for each sample. Clearly,

the time cost is expensive for large graphs even when we choose v
as an easy-to-hit node.



Additionally, L ! is also related to electrical networks. When
considering the graph G as an electrical network, where each node
is a junction and each edge is a unit resistor, based on the classic
physical laws (details can be found in [4]), when sending flows into
the electrical network, the voltages, currents, effective resistances
as well as the energy of the electrical system can all be represented

by L1 [9, 48].

LEMMA 3.4. ("electrical network" interpretation of L' [9]) Con-
sider an electrical network that unit flow comes in through node s,
and unit flow comes out through node v. Then (L, )s, is the voltage
at node u € V. Specifically, (L 1)ss is the effective resistance between
node s and v. According to the Ohm’s law, (L;l)se1 - (szl)se2 is the
current flow through edge (e1, e2). As a by-product, the energy of the

electrical network is also (L;l)ss.

Computing the corresponding quantities in an electrical system
requires solving a linear system [48], which is costly when applied

for large graphs. In practice, all diagonal elements of L, ! are often
required. This usually involves solving n linear systems, which is
much more expensive.

In the following, we propose two novel interpretations of L, ! in
terms of spanning trees and loop-erased walks. The two interesting
combinatorial interpretations allow us to develop efficient sampling
algorithms.

3.3 Spanning tree interpretation of L'

There exist many studies that relating L, ! to spanning trees [3, 13,
25, 33]. However, the SOTA results [33] only work for the diagonal
elements (L 1)y, it is still unknown whether we can represent
arbitrary elements of L ! in terms of spanning trees. In this subsec-

tion, we overcome this problem by considering paths in spanning
trees.

LEMMA 3.5. ("spanning tree" interpretation of ;') Let 7 denote
the set of spanning trees. Let ‘7;?:32 denote the set of spanning trees
where the unique path from s tov passes edge e = (e, ez). Let P

be an arbitrary path fromu toov in graph G. Then we have: (L; )s, =
|Teries | =1 Tegie; |
D(ere)ePue — T

Lemma 3.5 represents L, ! in terms of the number of spanning
trees. To our knowledge, this is the first time that matrix tree theo-

rems for an arbitrary element of L; ! is given. Based on Lemma 3.5,
we can sample a number of spanning trees, examine whether the
path from s to v passes through the edges (e1, e2) € P*°, then we

can build an unbiased estimator of (L, !)s,. For an estimator of Lt
we can further combine the number of spanning trees to estimate

the elements of L; ! to build an unbiased estimator of L. In such

cases, we are not only interesting in a single element of L, !. By
combining the results of Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 3.5, we can obtain
the following corollary:

COROLLARY 1. Suppose thatf € R™ is the flow in an electrical
network, b is the demand of the flow (b(u) represents the flow comes
out through node u) that satisfying 1Th = 0. Let fT denote aﬂow ona
spanning tree T with the same demand b, we have: f Sreq 2 7] fT

The corollary indicates that if we can represent the desired quan-
tities (e,g. L") as voltages or flows in an electrical system, then
we can sample a number of spanning trees and sending flows on
them. By performing some operations on the spanning trees, we
can obtain an estimation of the electrical system, as well as the

desired quantities. These ideas will be utilized in our algorithms in
Section 4 and Section 5.

For real-world graphs, the Wilson algorithm [52] is the best
algorithm for sampling a spanning tree. The time complexity of
the Wilson algorithm is Tr((I — P,) 1) [37]. To quantify how large
Tr((I-Py)~1) is, notice that Tr((I-P,) 1) = YueV, ngo I — PU),;I}.
According to Lemma 3.3, the element (I — Py);;! = (L; 1)y dy can
be interpreted as the expected number of steps in a v-absorbed walk
starts from u. Specifically, (I — P,);;} is the expected number of
passes to the node u itself. If we select v as an easy-to-hit landmark
node (e.g. the highest-degree node), the probability that a node u
passes itself twice is very small. As a result, Tr((I — P,)~!) is close
to O(n). This is also verified in our experiments on real-life large
graphs (see Section 6.1).

3.4 Loop-erased walk interpretation of L'

Loop-erased walk is a type of random walk where we obtain a
loop-erased trajectory by erasing all the loops in the random walk
trajectory. The Wilson algorithm [52] is a famous algorithm for
sampling a spanning tree that utilizing the loop-erased walk. Given
a graph G and a root node v, the Wilson algorithm maintains its
loop-erased trajectory to construct a spanning tree 7. It starts
with only the root node v in 7, 7 = {v}. By fixing an arbitrary
ordering of V' \ {v}, random walks are simulated from a node u ¢ 7~
(following the ordering) until it hits 7. Each time a random walk
stops, the loop-erased trajectory of the random walk is added into
7. This process terminates when all nodes of G are added into 7.
In this paper, we denote such a process by LE,, which is a complete
execution of a loop-erased walk with root node v. It is well-known
that 7" is a uniformly sampled spanning tree independent of the
node ordering we fixed [52].

Although loop-erased walks are mainly used to generate span-
ning trees and spanning forests [7, 25, 43], we find that the distri-
bution of loop-erased walks are less studied with little applications.
Recently, Liao et al. [33] proves that (L 'Dy)uy = ((I = Pp) ™ Vuu
is the expected number of passes of node u in LE,. Their analysis
only work for the diagonal elements (L 1), for u € V, u # o, thus
cannot be utilized for approximating Laplacian pseudo-inverse. To
tackle this limitation, we derive several novel results based on the
stack representation of LE,.

The basic proof technique in [52] to show why the Wilson algo-
rithm produces a uniform spanning tree is a stack representation of
LE,. Wilson et al. [52] proved that the following process is identical
to LE,: Given a graph G and a node v, in the stack representation
of LE,, each node u € V maintains a stack S[u]. All the stacks are
initialized empty and marked white. Then, we operate on the stacks
following an ordering of V' \ {v} which is fixed before. Specifically,
S[o] is marked gray first. When a stack S[u] is met, we (i) randomly
select a node w from the neighbors of u, and (ii) push w on the
top of S[u]. Finally, we (iii) switch to the stack S[w]. The opera-
tion continues until we switch to a stack that is marked gray. Each
time there is a loop on top of the stacks, the loop will be popped.
When a stack marked gray is met, we mark all stacks that are not
empty as gray and continue the operations from a stack S[u] that
has not been marked gray. This process terminates until all nodes
are marked gray. Wilson proved that the resulting stacks are inde-
pendent of the node ordering we fixed. Denote Top(S[u]) the top
element of S[u], then the edges (u, Top(S[u])) foru € Vandu # v
form a uniformly sampled spanning tree with root v.

In this paper, we go one step further. When there is a loop on top
of the stacks, instead of popping the nodes of the loop out of the
stacks, we keep them in the stack. We discover that such a stack rep-
resentation of LE,, capture all information of L !. Fig. 1 illustrates
a running example. Fig. 1(a) is an example graph and Fig. 1(b) is the
stack representation of a sample of LE,,. It can be seen that the stack
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Figure 1: A loop-erased walk LE, with v = v and its stack repre-
sentation. (a) an example graph; (b) the stack representation of LE,.
When operating the stacks by the ordering v;, v;, v3, the loop-erased
walk trajectory is vy, vg, 01, 03, U4, U2, v4. When the ordering is vy, vs, 0y,
the trajectory is vy, v1, vg, v4, U3, V4, v1, 03; (c) The resulting spanning
tree is independent of the node ordering; (d) the loop-included path
PLe, [u] for u = vy, vy, vs.

representation is independent of the fixed node ordering. When the
fixed node ordering of V'\ {v4} is v1, v, v3, the loop-erased walk tra-
jectory (the stack process ordering) is v1, v2, v1, 03, V4, U2, v4. When
the ordering is vy, v3, v1, the trajectory is vy, v1, v2, v4, 3, 4, 01, 3.
Although the ordering is different, we can obtain a same stack
representation of these loop-erased walks. The resulting spanning
tree is also the same, as illustrated in Fig. 1(c). This implies that
when we have sampled a loop-erased walk LE,, we can obtain n!
samples from the stack representation of LE, by using different
node orderings to traverse the stack representation of LE,.

We have seen above that the spanning tree maintained at the top
of the stacks can interpret L, !. Here, we can exploit more informa-
tion from the stacks. Specifically, we define a loop-included path
PLE, [s] from the stack representation of LE,, which is constructed
as follows: The start node of P g, [s] is u = s, following the stack
representation of LE,, u jumps to the node at the bottom of S[u],
until the root node v is reached. Each time the path leaves a node u,
the node at the bottom of S[u] is removed from S[u]. As illustrated
in Fig. 1(d), there is a sample of P g, [u] from all nodes u = vy, v2, v3.
We state that the defined loop-included path #| g, can interpret

arbitrary element of L;!.

LEMMA 3.6. ("Loop-erased walk" interpretation of L;1) Given a
loop-erased walk LEy, let 7 g, [s, u] be the expected number of exis-

tences of nodeu in P g, [u], g, [s, u] = ﬁE”d—[su] We have: (L V)gy, =
TLE, [, u]. Specifically, let T g, [s, s] be the normalized expected num-
ber of existences of node s in LE,, we have: (L;')ss = 7LE, [s, s].

Lemma 3.6 suggests that the distribution of P g [u] is the same
as an v-absorbed walk trajectory from u. Thus, the expected length
of P, [u] is the hitting time h(u,v), the expected number of
nodes in the stacks is Tr((I — P,)~!). The advantage of the "loop-
erased walk" interpretation for sampling is apparently. In order to
approximate all elements of L, !, we need to sample v-absorbed
walks from all nodes u € V, which consumes Y, cy h(u,0) =
17(1 - P,)~'1 time. For loop-erased walk sampling, we only need
to sample one loop-erased walk with node v in expected running
time Tr((I = P,)~!), which is much lower than 17 (I — P,)~!1.

Similar to spanning tree sampling, the loop-erased walk sampling
also requires a landmark node v as input. When v is an easy-to-hit
node, Tr((I-P,)~1) is small, which makes the sampling techniques
more efficient. For convenience, we set v as the highest-degree node
in graph. We observe that such a choice is near optimal for real-life
graphs, as evidenced in our experiments (see Section 6.2).

4 ALGORITHMS FOR ECC COMPUTATION

In this section, we study the problem of approximating electrical
closeness centrality (ECC). Recall that in order to compute ECC, it

suffices to compute (L’L)uu for u € V. Then, based on the formula

c(u) = Wilﬂ@) the ECC c(u) for allu € V can be computed

in linear time if we have known (L"), for all u € V. According
to Equation (1) and Equation (4), (Lpu = (Ly YDuu — ZeZLng +
#TTLJG foru € Vandu # o; and (LV),y = #TTLJQ. The
computation of (LT, foru € V canbe decomposed into two stages:
(i) computation of (L, 1)y, forallu € V and u # v; (i) computation
ofel ;11 foru € Vandu # 0. Then, 17L; 11 = 2ueV, uto el 171,
the whole diagonal of LT can be obtained. In the following, we first
review existing algorithms for computing ECC. Then, we propose

two novel algorithms for approximating (L"), for u € V based on
sampling spanning trees and sampling loop-erased walks. We give
comprehensive analysis on the proposed algorithms.

4.1 Existing solutions

As we discussed before, the problem of computing ECC is identical
to computing (L7)yy. A straightforward approach is to apply eigen-
decomposition on L which costs O(n?) time. Bozzo and Franceschet
[11] computes LT by the formula Lt = (L+ %)_1 - % However,
the all-one matrix makes the first part a dense matrix, and it is
hard to compute the inverse of a dense matrix, thus the method
is not scalable to large real-life graphs. Recently, Angriman et al.
approximate (L1),,, for u € V by spanning tree sampling [3]. They

first solve a linear system Lx = es— % to obtain the s-th column of LY.
Then they use spanning tree sampling to approximate single-source
resistance distance (s, u) for all u € V. Finally, (L"), foru e v
is obtained by (LNww = r(s,u) + 2(LT)sy = (LT)ss. This algorithm
is the state-of-the-art algorithm to compute ECC. However, the
cost of accurately solving a Laplacian system is still hard for large
graphs. Compared to their work, we show that there is no need to
solve the linear system as it can also be approximated via spanning
tree sampling. Our algorithm directly approximates the elements of
LT, thus gives a "pure” spanning tree sampling algorithm. Moreover,
our loop-erased walk sampling algorithm further improves the
efficiency of ECC approximation.

4.2 A spanning tree sampling algorithm

In this subsection, we propose a novel Monte Carlo algorithm for
approximating ECC based on spanning tree sampling. Firstly, ac-
cording to the "electrical system" interpretation of L; !, (L 1),y
for u € V and u # v is the single-source resistance distance r(v, u)
from node o to all nodes u in graph. We can use the spanning tree
sampling algorithms proposed in [3, 33] to approximate (L 1),y
for u € V. However, it is not enough to approximate the diago-
nal elements of L3 ! (el L1 for u € V and u # v should also be
approximated). To tackle this problem, we first interpret the v-th
column of LT, the (LT)yy, for u € V in terms of electrical voltages of
a certain electrical system. From the “spanning tree" interpretation
of L1, sending current flows on the graph is identical to sending
current flows on all spanning trees of the graph and take the av-
erage. Then, we approximate the electrical voltages by sampling a
number of spanning trees. After that, we can approximate egL; 11
foru € Vand u # v from (L"), for u € V based on Equation (3)
and Equation (4). Thus, we give a "pure" spanning tree sampling
algorithm for approximating (L")yy for u € V by combining the
two stages. Finally, we give analysis on the proposed algorithm.

Interpreting L' by electrical voltages. In Section 3.2, (L; !)sy
for u € V and u # v is the voltage at node u in an electrical system
where a unit current flow comes in through node s and a unit
current flow comes out through node v. Based on Equation (3) and
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Figure 2: llustration of approximating LT by spanning trees. (a) A
graph G and an electrical network flow where % current flow comes
in through every node u € V and a unit current flow comes out
through v,; (b) There are 8 spanning trees. The current flows along
an edge (u,v) in G equals the average current flows through (u, v)
on all spanning trees.

Equation (4), due to the fact that electrical systems are linear objects,

we can combine n such electrical systems to interpret (L7)y, for
ueVv:

LEMMA 4.1. Consider an electrical system that % current flow
comes in through every nodeu € V, and % current flow comes out
through nodev in graph G. Then, in such an electrical system, —(LT) 4y,
is the voltage at node u € V. According to the Ohm’s law, (LT)U82 -
(L")ge, is the current flow through edge (ey, e2). As a by-product, the
energy of the electrical network is also (L") .

To better understand the result, we give an illustrative exam-
ple. In Fig. 2(a), there is an electrical system where % (%) cur-
rent flow comes in through every node in G and 1 current flow
comes out through v3. The current flow on each edge is also de-
picted in Fig. 2(a). As we can see, the energy of the system is
(3)2+ ()% +(55)2+(55)% = % = (LM)2; —(L7)23 is the voltage
at node v3 which is %. Thus, (L")23 = —%. We can obtain the volt-

ages by solving a Laplacian linear system Lx = e, — % [48]. However,
deterministically solving such a system, even equipped with the
fastest Laplacian solver [27], is still very costly. To overcome this

problem, we design an approximate algorithm for a column of L
based on sampling spanning trees.

Approximate the electrical flow via sampling spanning trees.
According to the "spanning tree" interpretation of L, !, the current
flows on graph G are the average of the current flows on all span-
ning trees of G. Based on Lemma 4.1, in order to compute the v-th
column of LT, we need to send % current flow in through node
every node u € V, and 1 current flow out through node v in the
graph. Here, we can also send such flows on all spanning trees.
Then, the current flows on the original graph is expected to be the
average of the flows on spanning trees. Fig. 2 illustrates an example.
There are 8 spanning trees of G. In each spanning tree, we send %
current flow in through each node in G, and send 1 current flow
out through v;. The current flow on each spanning tree is depicted
in Fig, 2(b). It is easy to verify that the current flows on G is exactly
the average of the current flows on all spanning trees. This gives
us an interesting Monte Carlo algorithm: we can sample a small
number of spanning trees, send flows on these spanning trees and
take the average. Then, we get an approximate current flow of the
desired electrical system.

As we have discussed, we can utilize the Wilson algorithm [52]
to efficiently sample a spanning tree. Notice that computing the
current flow on a spanning tree is relatively easy. We only need to
traverse the paths from all nodes u to a node root v in the spanning
tree, and add the current that injects node u to each edge in the path.

Algorithm 1: SpanTree (ECC)

Input: Graph G, a landmark node v, sample size w

Output: (LT)yy, as an unbiased estimation of (LT)uu forueV
1 Pre-compute a BFS tree s with root o, PTBFS [u] is the path from u to v in TRFs;
2 fori=1:wdo

3 x1(u) « 0,x3(u) «— OforueV;

1 Uniformly sample a spanning tree 7 using the Wilson algorithm, 7~ stores in a
vector next where next[u] records the endpoint of the edge (u, -) in 7, Py-[u]
is the path from u to v in T

5 for eachu € V do

for each edge e = (e1,e2) € Py[u] do

7 L psle1] « ps[er] + %; // Compute path support ps in 77;

8 Perform DFS on 7 from node o, compute the visit time vis[u] and the finish time
fin[u] for all nodes u € V;

9 for eachu € V do

10 for each edge e = (e1,e3) € P’@FS [u] do

11 if next[e; ] = ey and [vis|e; ], fin[e1]] C [vis[u],fin[u]] then

12 L x1 (1) e« x1(u) + &, x2 () — xp(u) + L[jl ;

13 if next[ez] = ey and [vis[ez], fin[ez]] C [vis[u], fin[u]] then

1 | 3@ ex@ - 30w e xw - 2l

15 for eachu € V do
6 | Cuw = xi) = 2% ) + L Syey %2 (w);

17 return (LT)yy foru € V;

Since every node is only the endpoint of one edge in a spanning
tree, we denote ps[u] the path support of edge (u,-), which is
the total current through the edge out-edge of u in the spanning
tree. This can be processed in at most nAg time, where Ag is the
diameter of graph G. This process is often very efficient in practice,
as real-world graphs typically exhibit a small-world property [39].

Algorithm details. Algorithm 1 illustrates the pseudo-code of
our spanning tree sampling algorithm for approximating ECC. The
algorithm takes a landmark node v as input, which is the "0" voltage
node. We need to compute the electrical flows in the electrical
system in Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.1. According to the Kirchhoff’s
law, in order to compute the voltage of node u, we should compute
the current flow along a path from u to the "0" voltage node v.
Thus, we fix a BFS tree with root v at first, which stores a path
Pars[u] from each node u to the root v (Line 1). Then we sample
a number of spanning trees using the Wilson algorithm (Line 4).
The results of the spanning tree will be stored in a vector "next"
where next[u] records the out-edge of u in the spanning tree [52].
For each spanning tree, we first compute the current flow on that
spanning tree. Specifically, we traverse all the paths from each node
u € V to the root node v, add the current flows injects each node u
on every edge in that path. The total path support ps[e;] on each
edge (ey, ) is the current flow on that edge (Line 5-7). Note that the
current flow for estimating (L 1)y, for u € V (unit current flows
in through u, unit current flows out through v) is 1 on each edge,
so we do not need to compute the path support. Then, we compute
the voltage of all nodes by traversing the paths stored in 7gfs. A
question here is: how can we update all the voltages in linear time?
To solve this problem, we perform a DFS traversal on the sampled
spanning tree 7~ with root v (Line 8). By computing the visit time
"vis" and finish time "fin" in the DFS procedure, we can answer
whether a node is the ancestor of another node in a tree in constant
time [16]. Thus, we can also determine whether an edge is sampled
in 7 in constant time. Next, for each node u € V, we traverse
the path Pz [u] from u to v in the pre-computed BFS tree. For
each edge (eq, e2) in the path, we examine whether the spanning
tree path from u to v by comparing the visit time and finish time.
If [vis[e1], fin[e1]] C [vis[u], fin[u]], then e; is the ancestor of u,
thus the spanning tree path from u to v contains the edge (ey, 2).
We update the two voltages x1 (u) and x2 (u) accordingly (Line 9-14),



where x1(u) is the voltage of node u in an electrical network that
unit current comes in through u and comes out through v, we have
E[x1(u)] = (L; Vuu; x2(u) is the voltage on node u in an electrical
network where % current comes in through each node u € V and

comes out through node v. We have E[x2(u)] = %egL;q. Finally,

we approximate (LNyu foru e o by the formula (L1),,, = x1(u) -
2xo(u) + % > uev X2(u) (Line 15-16). According to Equation (3) and

Equation (4), (L), is an unbiased estimator of (LN

Algorithm analysis. We first analyze the time complexity of Al-
gorithm 1.

LEMMA 4.2. Let Ag denote the diameter of graph G. The time
complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(Tr(I — P,)~! + nAg) per sample,
with an O(m + n) pre-processing cost.

In practice, as we have discussed in Section 3.3, O(Tr(I — Pv)_l)
can be as small as O(n). Since real-world graphs often has an
O(log n) diameter (small world [39]), the complexity can be simpli-
fied to O(nlogn). As a result, the time complexity of the algorithm
is O(nlogn) on real-life large graphs.

Next, we utilize the classical Hoeffding’s inequality to show that
Algorithm 1 achieves an absolute error with a probability at least
1 - py, where py is a small failure probability.

LEmMMA 4.3. (Hoeffding’s inequality) Let X1, - - - , Xy, be indepen-
dent random variables in [a, b], where —co < a < b < oo, for any
0 <€ <1, we have

2

2¢°w
|—Zx, X1l 2 €] < 2exp(-—03)-

320% log(22)
S—Pf Algorithm 1

outputs (E)uu that satisfies |(E)uu — (LNl < € forallu € V with
a probability at least 1 — py.

THEOREM 4.4. If the sample size » >

4.3 A loop-erased walk sampling algorithm

In this subsection, we propose a novel algorithm for approximating
ECC based on loop-erased walk sampling. According to Lemma 3.6,

(L;l)uu foru € V and u # v is the expected normalized num-
ber of passes to u in a loop-erased walk LE,. We also need to

approximate el L; Tforu € Vandu # o. We first state that
eZL;lf = YieV, ito (Ly )y is the expected normalized length of
the loop-included path P g, [u]:

LEMMA 4.5. Let |PLg, [u]ln denote the normalized length of the
loop-included path P\ g, [u], defined as the sum ofd for each node u
the path has passed (a node may exist for many times), then we have:

E[|PLg, [u]ln] = ef L5 1.

As a result, we can obtain an estimation of el L7 Huev by
traversing all the loop-included paths #| g, [u] and compute the nor-
malized length || g, [u] |, for an estimation of ell; HforallueV.
Recall that after we have sampled a loop-erased walk LE,, we can
traverse a loop-included path P [u] in time h(s,0) = esTL; 14, if
we store the stack representation of LE,. However, traversing all
the paths still requires time 17 (I — P,) 11 which is much larger
than the spanning tree sampling cost Tr(I — P,) 1. In practice, we
can sample from the whole set of the loop-included paths.

Sample from the paths. First, we give a new result about el L, 17
forueV:

Algorithm 2: LEWalk (ECC)

Input: Graph G, a landmark node v, sample size w
Output: (LT)yy, as an unbiased estimation of (LT)uu forueV
Fix an arbitrary ordering (01, - - -, v—1) of V'\ {0};
yi(u) « 0,y2(u) « Oforu € V;
fori=1:wdo
InTree[u] « false, next[u] «
InTree[o] « true;
for j=1:ndo

u — vj;

while !InTree[u] do

L y1(u) H}’1(14)4'ﬁ;

—1foru € V;

R R T N N

-
5

next[u] « RandomNeighbor(u);
u « next[u];

-
=

-
)

U < vj;
while !InTree[u] do
| InTree[u] « true, u « next[u];

U
g

15 fori=1:wdo

16 Uniformly sample anode s € V;

17 u—s;

18 while u /= v do

19 L y2(u) < y2(u) + —7—, u « RandomNeighbor(u);

20 for eachu € V do
v | @ uw = yi )~ 2y2(0) + Lllyz

™

22 return (L), foru e V;

LEMMA 4.6. For a loop-erased walk LE,, let 7, LE [u] denote the

expected normalized number of passes of node u in a loop-included
path P, [s] from a node s sampled uniformly from V. We have:

~ _ 1. Tr-17
TlilEU [u] = e,y 1.

According to Lemma 4.6, we can sample a small number of nodes
uniformly from V, and traverse a small fraction of loop-included
paths from those nodes. By Lemma 4.6, it is easy to check that the
average normalized passes to a node u is an unbiased estimator of

elL; 11, On real-life graphs, since we only sample a small fraction
of nodes, we do not need to store the whole stack representation of
loop-erased walks. Instead, we can sample v-absorbed walks online,
since the loop-included path P g, [u] has the same distribution as
v-absorbed path $; [u]. When choosing the node v as an easy-to-hit
node, the cost of sampling v-absorbed walks is very small compared
to sampling loop-erased walks, as verified in our experiments.

Algorithm details. The resulting algorithm is illustrated in Algo-
rithm 2. It takes a landmark node v and sample size w as inputs.
Following the Wilson’s implementation of sampling loop-erased
walks, Algorithm 2 first fixes an ordering of V' \ {v} (Line 1), then
it samples w loop-erased walks with root v (Line 3-14). Specifically,
for each loop-erased walk, it initializes two vectors InTree, which
records the nodes that have been added into the loop-erased tra-
jectory, and next, which records the next node in the loop-erased
trajectory (Line 4). First, node v is added into the trajectory (Line 5).
Then, a random walk starts from nodes that have not been added
into the trajectory until it hits nodes that are already in the trajec-
tory (Line 6-11). After that, we retrace the random walk trajectory
to erase loops, and add it into the loop-erased trajectory (Line 12-

14). For each node u passed, it adds yi1(u) by — (Line 9). We
have E[y;(u)] = (L;1)yy. After sampling the loop erased walk, it

samples w v-absorbed walks from a uniformly sampled source node
s (Line 15-19). For each time it passes a node u, we add y; (u) by

—L_ (Line 19). Finally, we obtain an estimation of (L"), based on
the formula (L"), = (Ly Y — 2eL Ly 174 —lTL 17 (Line 21).



Algorithm analysis. The complexity of Algorithm 1 is similar to
that of Algorithm 2, while it avoids the complicated operations on
trees. Thus, it is more efficient in practice.

LEMMA 4.7. The time complexity of Algorithm 2 is O(Tr(I —
Py 4+ v %h(u,o)) for each sample.

In real-life graphs, there often exists an easy-to-hit node v (e.g.,
the highest-degree node). For such v, 3} ,cv %h(u, 0) is much smaller
than Tr(I — P,)~L. As a result, the time complexity of LEWalk is
O(Tr(I - P,)~ 1) for each sample, which is often O(n) in practice.

Since the normalized number of passes of a loop-erased walk
cannot be bounded, concentration inequalities cannot be applied to
analyze Algorithm 2. However, we find that Algorithm 2 performs
better than Algorithm 1 in practice (see Section 6.2). This is perhaps
because when the landmark node v is chosen as an easy-to-hit node,
the probability that a node is passed twice in a loop-included path
is very small, which makes the variance of the algorithm also small.
As it is very hard to characterize the distribution of the number
of passes to a node in a loop-erased walk, we leave the variance
analysis of the loop-erased walk sampling algorithm as an open
question.

5 ALGORITHMS FOR KC COMPUTATION

In this section, we focus on the problem of Kemeny’s constant com-
putation. Recall that Kemeny’s constant is the trace of the pseudo-

inverse of the normalized Laplacian Tr(£L"). Based on Equation (6)
and Equation (8), we have the following formula:

LemMa 5.1. Tr(LT) = Tr((I-Py)™Y) - %

According to this formula, we can also divide the task of comput-
ing Kemeny’s constant into two stages: (i) computing the sum of
(Ly Y uudy (also (I — Py);)) for all u € V and u # o; (i) computing
(£LDow

7 (v)
ily obtained. In the following, we first review existing algorithms
for computing the Kemeny’s constant. Then, we develop two effi-
cient algorithms based on sampling spanning trees and loop-erased
walks. We also give analysis on the proposed algorithms.

(also ﬁ&ﬂ;lﬁv). Then, the Kemeny’s constant can be eas-

5.1 Existing solutions

The direct method to compute Kemeny’s constant is to apply eigen-
decomposition on L. This costs O(n?) time which is prohibitive.
Zhang et. al. proposes a method ApproxKemeny [54] based on solv-
ing Laplacian linear systems. Specifically, they utilize the Hutchin-
son’s estimator that Tr(.CT) = i 2y xiT.CTxi, where x; is a ran-
dom vector with the probability distribution Pr[x(i) + 1] = % it is
known that E[XITLTXI'] = Tr(L") [26]. Then, by arithmetic oper-
ation, tkiey prove thlat % 21;‘;1 x?L*xi = % P ||BLTy,~||2, where
yi = D2(I - ﬁDiTl)TDf)xi. Here, instead of directly comput-
ing LT, they compute L'y; by solving » Laplacian linear system
Lz; =y;. For solving the Laplacian systems, they choose the state-
of-the-art fastest Laplacian solver proposed in [27]. However, al-
though the Laplacian solver is highly optimized, solving a number
of Laplacian systems is still costly in large graphs. Recently, Li et.
al. proposes a Monte Carlo algorithm RW [31] for approximating
Kemeny constant. Their algorithm is based on the observation that
Tr( L =n-1+ Yo (Tr(P¥) — 1). Then, they simulate random
walks from each node u with length [ for an estimation of the diag-
onal elements of PX. If k < I, then (Pk )uu is the probability that a

random walk from u returns back to u at the k-th step. After that,
the Kemeny’s constant can be approximated by adding up all the

2110 810 8 50 3/10 B
@

@

(a) G, network flow (b) flows on spanning trees

Figure 3: Illustration of approximating £ by spanning trees. (a)
A graph G and an electrical network flow where g—;;l current flow
comes in through every node u € V and a unit current flow comes
out through uv;; (b) There are 8 spanning trees. The current flows
along an edge (u, v) in G equals the average current flows through

(u,v) on all spanning trees.

(Pk )uu terms. However, to achieve a small estimation error, [ is
supposed to be very large (in [31], ] = 25791 in their experiments).
The time complexity of RW is O(In) per sample, which is costly
with such a large I. In the following, we show that Kemeny’s con-
stant can also be approximated by sampling spanning trees and
sampling loop-erased walks. The cost of sampling a spanning tree
and sampling loop-erased walk with a root chosen as the landmark
node v is much lower than that of sampling simple random walks.

5.2 A spanning tree sampling algorithm
In this subsection, we propose a novel Monte Carlo algorithm to
approximate Kemeny’s constant based on spanning tree sampling.

As mentioned in Section 4.2, (L, 1)y for u € V and u # v can be
estimated using the spanning tree sampling algorithms proposed

in [3, 33]. We can estimate Tr((I — P,)~!) = DV, uso (Ly Huudy
by simply adding these elements. The problem remained is to ap-
proximate ﬁaZszlaU. For ﬁ&{L;IHU, as it is a weighted sum
of L1, we can estimate it in a similar way as estimating TTL; 11
based on the "spanning tree" interpretation of L !. First, we find

that we can represent ﬁéﬁ; 1<_iv in terms of electrical systems:

CoroLLARY 2. Consider an electrical network that g—r';l current flow
comes in through every node u € V, and unit current flow comes out

through node v. Let x(u) be the voltage at node u. Then (f(?)ﬁ’" is the

weighted sum of voltage 3, cy x(u)dy,.

Based on the electrical system interpretation of ﬁ&’ﬁ; 130, we
can also approximate ﬁdgL; 1d, by sampling spanning trees as

directly solving these linear systems is hard. For example, as il-

(f()zz)z = 1.48 is exactly the weighted sum of

all voltages in the electrical network, which is % + % + %.

And the electrical network flow is the average of the network flow
on each spanning trees, as illustrated in Fig. 3(b). It suggests that
we can also sample spanning trees, send flows, and take the aver-
age (weighted sum of) voltages as an approximation of Kemeny’s
constant. The resulting algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 3. This
algorithm is very similar to Algorithm 1. The difference is that
the current flows we send on spanning trees are different (Line
5-7), and in the case of approximating Kemeny’s constant, we only
need the (weighted) sum of the voltages instead of each one (Line
9-14). Finally, the two terms x; and x; are simply combined (Line

15). Since E[x1] = Tr(I = Py)~ L, E[x2] = ﬁ&{L;lﬁv, we have
E[x1 — x2] = k(G). Similar to the analysis of Algorithm 1, the time
complexity of Algorithm 3 is also O(Tr(I-P,) ~!1+nAg) per sample.

lustrated in Fig. 3(a),




Algorithm 3: SpanTree (KC)

Algorithm 4: LEWalk (KC)

Input: Graph G, a landmark node v, sample size
Output: K(G) as an unbiased estimation of k (G)

1 Pre-compute a BFS tree 7gfg with root v;
2 fori=1:wdo
3 x1 < 0,x2 « 0;
4 Uniformly sample a spanning tree 7 (using the Wilson algorithm);
5 for eachu € V do
6 for each edge e = (e1,e2) € Pylu] do
7 L psler] « psle1] + g—,’:l; // Compute path support ps in 7
8 Do DFS on 7 from node v, compute the visit time vis[u] and the finish time
fin[u] for all nodes u € V;
9 for eachu € V do
10 for each edge e = (e1,€2) € P F§[ u] do
11 if (e1,e3) € T and [ws[e]J fin[e1]] € [vis[u],fin[u]] then
dy psle;ldu
12 x1<—x1+7,x2<—x +T
13 if (ez,e1) € 7 and [vis|ez ], fin[ez]] C [vis[u].fin[u]] then
14 X1 X1 — %‘,xz —x3 — L[?,]du;

15 K(G) « x1 — x2;
16 return K(G) as an estimation of x(G);

We can also give an absolute error guarantee by properly setting
the sample size .

8m2A2 log( )

THEOREM 5.2. If the sample size » > —Z Algorithm 3
outputs K(G) that satisfies |kK(G) — k(G)| < € with a probability at
least1-py.

5.3 A loop-erased walk sampling algorithm

In this subsection, we propose the second novel Monte Carlo algo-
rithm for approximating Kemeny’s constant based on loop-erased
walk sampling. By the "loop-erased walk" interpretation of L1,
Tr((I — P,)~!) is exactly the expected number of walk lengths of a
loop-erased walk LE, with root o. Thus, Tr((I — P,)~!) can be ap-
proximated by sampling a number of loop-erased walks and take the
L )UU j—

average of the random walk lengths. On the other hand, (ﬂ(v) =

—dTL ldv can also be interpreted by loop-erased walks. Since

—dTL Wy = Suev, uro #WelL31dy = Syey m(w)h(u,0), it
can be represented as the expected length of a loop-included path
PLe, [u] with node u sampled from the stationary distribution 7. To

approximate 5 dTL 1dv, we can traverse the stack representation
of the loop- erased walks sampled for approximating Tr((I—P,)~}).
Again, such an algorithm requires to store the stack representation
of the loop-erased walks, which consumes Tr((I — P,)~!) space
per sample. In order to save memory consumption, we can approxi-
mate %dgL; 1d, by sampling v-absorbed walks online (with little
additional cost) since the loop-included path #| g, [u] has the same
distribution as the v-absorbed walk path P, [u].

The resulting algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 4. For each
sample, it first simulates a loop-erased walk with root v and record
the walk length y; (Line 2). We have E[y;] = Tr((I—P,)~!). Then,
it simulates a v-absorbed walk from a node sampled from the sta-
tionary distribution, record the walk length y, (Line 3). We have
Elys] = —dTL 1d,,. After that, we can update the approximated
Kemeny’s constant K(G) accordingly (Line 4). Since Tr(LY) =
Tr((I-Py)™1) = 55-dTL; dy, we have E[y; —y2] = Tr(L7).

The running time of Algorithm 4 consists two parts: (i) the time
of sampling loop-erased walks (Tr((I — P,)~!)) and (ii) the time
of sampling v-absorbed walks (3.,,cy 7r(u)h(u, v)). For real-world

Input: Graph G, a landmark node v, sample size w
Output: K(G) as an unbiased estimation of ¥ (G)
1 fori=1:wdo

2 Run a loop-erased random walk with root v, record the walk length yy;

3 Sample a node s from the stationary distribution sz, run a v-absorbed walk from s,
record the walk length yo;

n R(G) — k(G)+ 4 - &2,

w’
5 return K(G);

Table 1: Datasets (d: average degree; Ag: diameter of the graph)

i A Tr((f—fm*l)

Type Dataset n m

Small Astro—ph 17,903 196,972 22 14 1.33

graphs Email-enron 33,696 180,811 10.73 13 1.43
Youtube 1,134,890 2,987,624 5.27 24 1.55

Large Pokec 1,632,803 22,301,964 27.32 14 1.07

graphs Orkut 3,072,441 117,184,899 76.28 10 1.02

graphs, there often exists a high-degree node which is easy-to-hit.
The value of ¥,y 7 (1) h(u, v) is much smaller than Tr((I-P,)~1).
Thus, the expected running time of Algorithm 4 is O(Tr((I-P,) 1))
per sample. Similar to Algorithm 2, concentration inequality such
as Hoeffding’s inequality cannot be applied to analyze Algorithm 4,
because the random walk length of a loop-erased walk cannot be
bounded. Nevertheless, the empirical performance of Algorithm 4
in real-life graphs is very good (even much better than Algorithm 3),
as evidenced in our experiments.

Discussions. Although our main focus in this study is on approxi-
mating the electrical closeness centrality and Kemeny’s constant, it
is worth noting our approaches can also be applied to approximate
other graph metrics, such as the Kirchhoff index [58] and random
walk betweenness centrality [38]. Specifically, the Kirchhoff index

[58] is defined as Tr(L"). In Section 4, we have already estimated

the diagonal elements (L") for u € V. To obtain an estimation of
the Kirchhoff index, we simply need to sum up all these diagonal
elements. The random walk betweenness centrality c;, [38] is de-

Tr(L")
(n 1) (Tr(LY)+n (L"),
to approximate thlS quantity, we can sum up the diagonal elements
(LT)yy for u € V using the proposed techniques.

6 EXPERIMENTS
6.1 Experimental settings

fined as ¢ (u) = L for u € V [3]. Similarly,

Datasets. We use 5 real-life datasets: 2 small graphs and 3 large

graphs. All datasets can be obtained from [29] and the detailed sta-

Tr((I-P,)™!)
n

for each dataset by simulating 10% loop-erased walks with root v as

the highest-degree node and take the average steps. We can observe

that real-life datasets often have a small value of w. This
confirms our analysis that sampling a loop-erased walk has an O(n)
time complexity on real-life datasets. For ECC approximation, the
result is a vector ¢ with c¢(u) represents the ECC of node u for all
u € V. For KC approximation, the result is a constant x(G). On two
small graphs, we apply eigen-decomposition to compute the exact
value of ECC and KC. On three large graphs, it is hard to derive
the exact values. Thus, we use our best algorithm LEWalk with
© = 10° for both ECC approximation and KC approximation to ob-
tain "ground-truths". As verified in the experiments (see Section 6.2),
the variance of our algorithm is very small with that setting of w,
therefore we can expect that the estimated "ground-truth" values
are very close to their true values.

tistics is shown in Table 1. Note that we also estimate

Parameters. For ECC approximation, we implement two algo-
rithms, SpanTree and LEWalk. There is one parameter w which
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controls the sample size. We compare the proposed algorithms with
the state-of-the-art (SOTA) method Diagonal [3]. There are two
parameters €, k in Diagonal which controls the accuracy of the
algorithm. We set k = 0.3 as default and vary e following [3]. We
do not include other algorithms because they are all outperformed
by Diagonal [3]. For ECC approximation, we also implement two
our algorithms SpanTree and LEWalk. There is also one parameter
w that controls the sample size. We compare the two proposed algo-
rithms with two SOTA methods, RW [31] and ApproxKemeny [54].
RW has one parameter o to control the sample size. ApproxKemeny
has one parameter € to control the accuracy. For all the proposed
algorithms, there is also a landmark node v that we take as input.
We set v as the highest-degree node by default, and we will evaluate
the other choices of v in Section 6.2.

Experimental environment. All our algorithms are implemented
in C++. All experiments are run on a Linux 20.04 server with In-
tel 2.0 GHz CPU and 128GB memory. All algorithms used in our
experiments are complied using GCC9.3.0 with -O3 optimization.

6.2 Performance studies

Results of ECC computation. In this experiment, we evaluate
the performance of algorithms for approximating ECC. We plot the
error v.s. time results for the two proposed algorithms SpanTree and
LEWalk, as well as the SOTA method Diagonal. For SpanTree and

LEWalk, we vary the sample size o from 10° to 10°. For Diagonal,
we vary € from 0.9 to 0.3 following the settings in [3]. We evaluate
the error of ECC vector by the maximum relative error defined

as maxyecy W We also evaluate the error by the L1-error

which is defined as ), cy |€(u) — c(u)|. We run each algorithm for
100 times and report the average results. The results are shown in
Fig. 4 and Fig. 5. For the L1-error metric, we only show the results
on Youtube and Orkut, and the results on the other datasets are
consistent (details can be found in [4]). As can be seen, SpanTree
can achieve comparable and slightly better relative error and L1-
error compared to Diagonal within similar time. For example, on
Pokec, when taking 4000 seconds to compute the ECC, Diagonal
can achieve a max relative error 0.01 while SpanTree can achieve
a max relative error as small as 0.006. Note that SpanTree avoids
the calling of highly-optimized Laplacian solvers as invoked in
Diagonal. It is a "pure" spanning tree sampling algorithm which is
much easier to implement. LEWalk can achieve a certain accuracy in
terms of both relative error and L1-error in much less time compared
to SpanTree and Diagonal. For example, on Orkut, LEWalk takes
774 seconds while SpanTree takes 12, 540 seconds to achieve a max
relative error 0.01. These results demonstrate the high efficiency of
our loop-erased walk sampling approach.

Results of KC computation. In this experiment, we study the
performance of algorithms for approximating KC. We also plot the
error v.s. time results for two proposed algorithms SpanTree and
LEWalk, as well as two SOTA methods RW [31] and ApproxKemeny
[54]. For SpanTree, LEWalk, and RW, we vary the sample size w

from 10° to 10, following a similar experimental setting in [31].
For ApproxKemeny, we vary the accuracy parameter e from 0.9
to 0.3 following [54]. We measure the quality of results by the

relative error defined as W, as well as the absolute error

defined as |kK(G) — k(G)|. We run each algorithm for 100 times and
report the average results. We omit the results when the running
time of an experiment exceeds 24 hours. The results are shown
in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7. For the absolute error metric, we show the
results of Youtube and Orkut, and the results on other datasets are
consistent (details can be found in [4]). As can be seen, the running
time of our algorithms are orders of magnitude faster than the
SOTA algorithms. For example, on Youtube, to achieve a relative

error 10™4, RW takes 34, 637 seconds, ApproxKemeny takes 45, 609
seconds, while the proposed algorithm LEWalk takes only 1,615
seconds, which is 22X faster than the SOTA algorithms. For the
proposed algorithms, LEWalk is slightly faster than SpanTree. On
large datasets Youtube and Orkut, LEWalk can achieve an absolute
error as small as 10! in hundreds of seconds, and its relative error
is also extremely small (10~%). These results demonstrate that our
loop-erased walk sampling based algorithms are very efficient in
computing Kemeny’s constant.

Variance analysis of our algorithms. The standard deviation
of Monte Carlo algorithms is an important metric to evaluate the
stability, thus the quality of the results. In former experiments,
we only report the average results. Here we evaluate the standard
deviation of the proposed algorithms for both ECC approximation
and KC approximation. We conduct the experiments following
the former experimental settings. Since the running time of the
algorithms is quite consistent (the standard deviation is very small),
we plot the standard deviation of error (maximum relative error and
L1-error for ECC approximation; relative error and absolute error
for KC approximation) v.s. average runtime of all the experiments.
Fig. 8 shows the results on Youtube. Similar results can also be
observed on the other datasets. We can see that as the time grows,
the standard deviation becomes smaller together with the average
error. In similar running time, our algorithms have smaller standard
deviation compared to the SOTA algorithms.

The effect of different landmark selection methods. In former
experiments, we select the landmark node v as the highest-degree
node by default. In this experiment, we investigate the effect of vari-
ous landmark selection strategies. We conduct experiments on both
small graphs and large graphs. For small graphs, we run LEWalk
and SpanTree for ECC approximation and KC approximation with
all nodes in graph chosen as the landmark node v. For large graphs,
we sample 10* nodes uniformly, and run LEWalk and SpanTree
with those nodes chosen as landmarks. We run all algorithms for
100 times and report the average results. We first plot the distri-
bution of Tr((I — P,)~1), since it is the expected running time of
sampling a loop-erased walk LE,, which is used in all proposed
algorithms. The results are shown in Fig. 9. We show the results
of a small graph Email-enron and a large graph Youtube, and the
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results on the other datasets are consistent. It can be seen that
Tr((I — Py)~!) varies when o changes, the highest-degree node
has (nearly) smallest Tr((I — P,)~!) value. Then, we plot the run-
time and error (relative error) distribution with different v. The
results of KC computation are shown Fig. 10, and the results of
ECC computation are similar (details can be found in [4]). Again,
we can clearly see that the highest-degree node is almost the best
choice for achieving short time and low error. The reason is that
the highest-degree node is often easy-to-hit, thus the length of the
loop-included path in LE, may be short, leading to both low traver-
sal cost and small variance. These results confirm our theoretical
analysis in Section 3.

6.3 Case studies

In this subsection, we conduct case studies to show the applications
of ECC as a graph centrality metric, and KC as a graph invariant.

Comparison of different centrality measures on DBLP. We
first compare different centrality measures on one real-life dataset
DBLP. DBLP is a collaboration network for researchers in database
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Figure 11: Kemeny’s constant for various networks

and data mining with 37, 177 nodes and 131, 715 edges, where each
node represents an author, each edge represents a collaboration
relationship. We compare four commonly used centrality measures,
degree centrality, PageRank centrality, betweenness centrality (BC)
[36] and closeness centrality (CC) [40] with the electrical closeness
centrality (ECC). For PageRank centrality, we set & = 0.15, which
is the commonly-used choice [23]. The top-10 centrality nodes in
DBLP measured by these centralities are shown in Table 2. As can
be seen, all the top-10 results are well-known authors. The results
of ECC are close to that of other widely-used centrality measures.
This result verifies that ECC is indeed a useful centrality metric.
Furthermore, we also rank the centrality values after randomly
removing 30% edges from the original graphs. The results are also
shown in Table 2. As discussed before, ECC considers all paths
between nodes, while both CC and BC only consider the shortest
paths. Thus, ECC is often more robust with respect to edge pertur-
bations. We can observe in Table 2 that after removing a fraction of
edges, there are more drastic changes in the rankings of BC and CC
compared to ECC. These results suggest that ECC is an effective
and robust metric for detecting the important nodes in real-life
networks. We also conduct a case study on another real-life dataset
WordNet, and the results are consistent. The details can be found
in the full version of this paper [4].

Kemeny’s constant for real-life networks. We compute KC
for 7 real-life networks. All the datasets are available at [29]. In
summary, they can be divided into 3 categories: social networks,



Table 2: Top-10 centrality results on DBLP (the original graph and the graph obtained by removing 30% edges)

the graph obtained by removing 30% edges

the original graph
BC

Gerhard Weikum
Michael
Raghu Ramakrishnan

Beng Chin Ooi
Hector Garcia-Molina

Michael Stonebraker
Hector G fol
Michael J. Franklin
Beng Chin Ooi
Haixun Wang

Michael J. Franklin
H. V. Jagadish
Divesh Srivastava
Kenneth A. Ross
Raghu Ramakrishnan

Jian Pei
Michael J. Franklin
Raghu Ramakrishnan
Haixun Wang
H. V. Jagadish

Jian Pei
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>

Rank Degree PageRank cC ECC Degree PageRank BC cC ECC
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Philip S. Yu Philip S. Yu Jiawei Han Philip S. Yu Philip S. Yu Jiawei Han Philip S. Yu Philip S. Yu Beng Chin Ooi Jiawei Han
Christos Faloutsos Christos Faloutsos Christos Faloutsos Beng Chin Ooi Christos Faloutsos Philip S. Yu Jiawei Han Jiawei Han Michael J. Franklin Philip S. Yu
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Jeffrey F. Naughton
Michael Stonebraker

Michael Stonebraker
W. Bruce Croft
Michael . Franklin
Elke A. Rundensteiner
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Michael J. Franklin
ChengXiang Zhai

Raghu Ramakrishnan
H. V. Jagadish
Kenneth A. Ross
AnHai Doan
Jian Pei

Jian Pei
Gerhard Weikum
Beng Chin Ooi
Surajit Chaudhuri
Michael S

Jian Pei
Michael Stonebraker
Raghu Ramakrishnan
Beng Chin Ooi
Hector Garcia-Molina

Beng Chin Ooi
Raghu Ramakrishnan
Charu C. Aggarwal

collaboration networks and co-purchasing networks. We plot the
k(G)
n

results with node number n on the x axis, and on the y axis.
The results are shown in Fig. 11(a). We can clearly see that the
social network Pokec, LiveJournal, Orkut has k(G) very close to
the node number n, while the 3 citation networks DBLP, Hep-th and
Astro-ph have relatively larger x(G). The co-purchasing network

Amazon has the largest K(f ) value. It suggests that social network

connects more closely compared to collaboration networks and
co-purchasing networks. However, all these real-life networks have
O(n) Kemeny constants. In [31], the authors show that real-world
power-law graphs often has a KC value close to the optimal value

1+ ("_—1)2 which is also the KC value for complete graphs. This
result implies that Kemeny’s constant can reveal the connectivity
property of a network, and real-life networks often have a small
and near-optimal Kemeny’s constant.

Kemeny’s constant for synthetic networks. We also compute
KC for synthetic networks. There are many models to generate
networks that are similar to real-world graphs. We select three
popular models: the Barabasi-Albert graph (BA), the Erdos-Renyi
graph (ER) and the hyperbolic random graph (HY). Specifically, BA
model generates networks based on a small network with mg > m
edges. For each new coming node, it add m new edges based on
the degree of the current nodes. BA model generates graphs with
a power-law distribution. ER model generates the famous G(n, p)
Erdos-Renyi graphs with n nodes and p is the probability that there
exists an edge between any pair of nodes. The HY model generates
points in hyperbolic space and add edges between them according to
the distance between them. The generated graphs have power-law
degree distribution, small diameter and high clustering coefficient
which is similar to real-world graphs [24]. There is one parameter
to control the power-law degree y, and the other parameter average
degree d, which we set as 40 by default. We generate 100 networks
with 10° nodes, and vary min BA asm = {2,3,4,5,6}; p in ER as
p=1{246810}x10 % and y as y = {2.2,2.4,2.6,2.8.3.0}. The
results are shown in Fig. 11(b)-(d). We plot the parameter on the
x(G) ;
—— on the y-axis. As can be seen, as m grows larger

k(G)
n

x-axis, and

(as p becomes smaller), decreases. Also, as y becomes larger,

@ becomes larger. However, the KC value is always very close to

the node number n. These findings can help us design and generate
networks, which can be applied in robot surveillance [19] and web
search [30] where networks with low Kemeny’s constants (with low
communication / navigation cost) are desired. This result further
confirms that real-world graphs often have a near optimal KC value.

7 FURTHER RELATED WORK

Spanning tree sampling. Spanning tree sampling is a powerful
tool for efficient approximation of graph-related quantities. It is
first used by Hayashi et al. [25] for approximating spanning edge
centrality, which is (es — e) LY (es — ;) (also (LyY)s) if there is
an edge between s and t. Angriman et al. [3, 33] generalized the
technique to approximate resistance distance (es — er) LT (es — er)
(also (Lg 1)) for arbitrary s and t. However, how to use spanning

tree sampling to approximate L' or the arbitrary elements of Lt
still remains unresolved. Yusuf et al. [7, 42, 43] used spanning forests
sampling for graph signal processing tasks. Their objective is to
approximate (L+qI)~!ql and Tr((L+qI)~!ql). Recently, Liao et al.
[34] applied spanning forests sampling to approximate personalized
PageRank, which is (L + 8D) ™! 8D. These studies can be regarded
as a special case of our techniques for L; !, because the matrix L +qI
and L + BD are submatrix of the Laplacian of an extended graph
with an additional dummy node.

Loop-erased walk sampling. Compared to spanning tree sam-
pling, loop-erased walk sampling itself is less studied. Wilson et
al. [52] proved that the expected running time of the Wilson algo-
rithm with root v is Y, cy (s (u)h(u, v) + h(v, u)w(u)). Marchal et
al. [37] further proved that the time complexity can be formulated
as Tr((I — P,)~1). Recently, Liao et al. [33] utilized loop-erased
walk to approximating single source resistance distance, which is
(LyYuy for u € V and u # v. However, it is still unknown how

to approximate all elements of L; ! and LT using loop-erased walk
sampling.

Other random walk related quantities computation. In addi-
tion to Laplacian pseudo-inverse, there also exist some other ran-
dom walk based quantities, such as personalized PageRank (PPR)
and resistance distance. Push-based methods [1, 2, 33] and random
walk sampling based methods [5, 33, 41, 55] were developed to
compute PPR and resistance distance. The advantage of such meth-
ods is that they are local, meaning that they often only need to
visit a small portion of the graph instead of the entire graph. In
comparison, Laplacian pseudo-inverse is a global quantity which
cannot be approximated locally. Random walk sampling and push
were combined to further improve the efficiency of PPR computa-
tion [32, 35, 50, 53] and resistance distance computation [33, 55].
However, when it comes to deriving the Laplacian pseudo-inverse,
it is necessary to compute the entire diagonal of L !. This requires
to invoke the random walk sampling and push algorithms for n
times, which is clearly very expensive for large graphs.

8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we study the problem of efficient computation of
two kinds of Laplacian pseudo-inverse, with applications to elec-
trical closeness centrality approximation and Kemeny’s constant
approximation. We first give new formulas to express the pseudo-
inverses of two types of Laplacians, including the combinatorial
Laplacian and the normalized Laplacian, by L;!. Then, we pro-
pose two new combinatorial interpretations of L, ! in terms of two
interesting objects: spanning trees and loop-erased walks. Based
on these theoretical results, we develop two novel Monte Carlo
algorithms for both electrical closeness centrality and Kemeny’s
constant computations. The results of extensive experiments on 5
real-life datasets demonstrate that our proposed algorithms sub-
stantially outperform the state-of-the-art algorithms in terms of
both runtime and accuracy. We also conduct two case studies to
demonstrate the effectiveness of electrical closeness centrality and
Kemeny’s constant.
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