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Abstract

Performance Analysis of Pregel+ Programs

Mamoru TERAGUCHI

There are several implementations of big graph processing frameworks, such as
Giraph and Pregel+. It is iportant to make an effective use of such frameworks.

In this sudy, perform performance analysis on Pregel+ framework. Specifically, we
rewrite seven Giraph programs used in the performance analysis of the Fregel compiler
by Emoto et al. to Pregel+ programs. I measured the processing time of the rewritten
seven programs. From those results, we found that an increase in message transmission
amount has a slight overhead as with Giraph. We also compared the processing time
of Giraph programs and Pregel+ programs. As a result, We found that Pregel+ had
faster calculation time than Giraph.

From these results, we confirmed that there is overhead when the message trans-
mission amount increases in the Pregel+ program. We also found Pregel+ is faster to

compute than Giraph.
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