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The programming paradigm Map-Reducé [3] and its main opemes implementation, Hadoop! [1],
have had an enormous impact on large scale data processimggo@ in this expository writeup is two-
fold: first, we want to present some complexity measuresaif@t/ us to talk about Map-Reduce algorithms
formally, and second, we want to point out why this model tsialty different from other models of parallel
programming, most notably the PRAM (Parallel Random Acddssnory) model. We are looking for
complexity measures that are detailed enough to make faiaegt distinction between different algorithms,
but which also abstract away many of the implementationildeta

1 An Overview of Map-Reduce

Map-Reduce is commonly used to refer to both a programmindeifor Bulk Synchronous Parallel Pro-
cessind7], as well as a computational infrastructure for impletenthis programming model. From the
infrastructure point of view, a Map-Reduce job has threesphdisted below.

While many good descriptions of Map-Reduce exist |3, 5], tlewgould like to present a description
since one of the phases (shuffle) is typically given lessititie, and this phase is going to be crucial in our
complexity measures and in the distinction that we draw WRAM.

Map: In this phase, a User Defined Function (UDF), also calfiegh, is executed on each record in a given
file. The file is typically striped across many computers, ar@hy processes (called Mappers) work
on the file in parallel. The output of each call to Map is a listiOEY, VALUE) pairs.

Shuffle: This is a phase that is hidden from the programmer. All K€y, VALUE) pairs are sent to
another group of computers, such that @ley, VALUE) pairs with the same Ky go to the same
computer, chosen uniformly at random from this group, ardependently of all other keys. At
each destination computefKey, VALUE) pairs with the same Ky are aggregated together. So
if (z,y1),(x,92),...,{x,yx) are all the key-value pairs produced by the Mappers with #mes
key z, at the destination computer for key these get aggregated into a lardg€ey, VALUE) pair
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discussing the performance of Map-Reduce algorithms withineers and fellow researchers, and (b) Whenever we tatiore
theoretical students, the question of whether Map-Reduest parallel programming in another guise always comes up
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(x,{y1,y2,...,yK }); observe that there is no ordering guarantee. The aggregtey, VALUE)
pair is typically called &Reduce Recorand its key is referred to as tieduce Key

Reduce: In this phase, a UDF, also call&kduceis applied to each Reduce Record, often by many parallel
processes. Each process is calldeglucer For each invocation of Reduce, one or more records may
get written into a local output file.

The reduce phase starts after all the Mappers have finisinedhence, this model is an example of
Bulk Synchronous ProcessifBSP). The shuffle phase is typically implemented by writafighe data that
comes to a destination computer to disk. The task of sepgratit the data into different Reduce Records
on each destination computer is also done off of disk. We airygo assume that the total amount of work
done in the shuffle phase is proportional only to the size efdéta being shuffled, both overall as well as
for any one destination computer.

2 Complexity Measures

A good characterization of the class of problems for whighMap-Reduce computation model can give a
performance advantage over a single machine already §jstdowever, our goal here is to provide com-
plexity measures that are sufficient to make a fine-grainstihdiion between the performance of different
Map-Reduce algorithms. There are many different operatibat happen in Map-Reduce, and an exhaus-
tive list of complexity measures such as the one in [4] do¢dezal to easy algorithmic analysis. We will
focus on a smaller set of measures that we believe captueatedgperformance bottlenecks. In particular,
we keep track of the aggregate work done by the entire systeththe work done at the finest granularity
(i.e. Mappers and Reducers) separately. Our measures are:

Key Complexity: This itself consists of three parts:

1. The maximum size of &EY, VALUE) pair input to or output by a Mapper/Reducer,

2. The maximum running time for a Mapper/Reducer f¢K&y, VALUE) pair.

3. The maximum memory used by a Mapper/Reducer to procé§s¥g VALUE) pair, and

Sequential Complexity: This time, we sum over all Mappers and Reducers as opposedkmg at the

worst.

1. The size of alfKEY, VALUE) pairs input and output by the Mappers and the Reducers,

2. The total running time for all Mappers and Reducers.
Notice that we omit the total memory from our sequential claxipy measure, since that depends on

the number of Reducers operating at any given time and isgepsoof the Map-Reduce deployment
as opposed to the algorithm.

For some problems, the key complexity can depend on whetkeassume streaming Reducers (as in
Hadoop streams$ [2] which read a Reduce Record one valueraéaérially from disk or batched Reducers
which take the entire Reduce Record as input and store it mane



2.1 Two lllustrative Examples and Discussion

We will discuss two simple and oft-used examples, Word Camdta single PageRank iteration, assuming
the trivial Map-Reduce algorithms in each cése [3]:

Word Count: AssumeN documents) words, total document siz&, and word frequencies, fo, ..., fu.
We get the following complexity (assuming batched Redycers

e Key complexity: The size, time, and memory are@llfys ax) wherefir4x = max; f;.
e Sequential complexity: The total size and running time ath 9(.5).

With streaming Reducers, the key complexity beco®égy, 4 x) (size and time), an@(1) (mem-
ory), whereas the sequential complexity remains the same.

PageRank: Given a directed grapty¥ = (V, E') with M edges,N nodes, and maximum in- or out-degree
dyrax, each iteration of PageRank (assuming each edge is alreadyaded with the out-degree of
its source node) for batched Reducers is:

e Key complexity: The size, time, and memory are@lkly; 4 x).
e Sequential complexity: The total size and running time arth ©(1/).

With streaming Reducers, the key complexity becoi®ég,, 4 x) (size and time), an@(1) (mem-
ory), whereas the sequential complexity remains the same.

In each of the two cases, the complexity measures are siample;apture natural properties of the algo-
rithms while avoiding implementation and deployment detdn order to be broadly useful, any complexity
measure must capture essential aspects of the problem. s&&tdeseveral such aspects:

1. Our key complexity measures capture the performance afemtized Map-Reduce system with in-
finitely many Mappers and Reducers, each of which can execsitggle map or reduce operation on
a separate machine, with no coordination overheads. I @thels, a feasible Map-Reduce algo-
rithm will have key complexity within the typical specifigans of a physical machine. Furthermore,
a small key complexity guarantees that a Map-Reduce atgoritill not suffer from “the curse of the
last Reducer”[[6], a phenomenon where the average work dpaét Reducer may be small, but due
to variation in the size of Reduce Records, the total walticiime may be extremely large, or even
worse, some Reducers may run out of memory.

2. The sequential complexity measures capture the totdlfive’ of data generated each phase, and
hence the total system resources consumed. In other wairslsyduld be the amount of effort spent
if the entire Map-Reduce installation had a single Mappet arsingle Reducer. If the sequential
complexity of a Map-Reduce algorithm is small (eg. if it nfas the best known PRAM or mes-
sage passing algorithm, or even better, the best known sgglualgorithm for a problem), and the
key complexity is small as well, then we can immediately ¢ode that we have an optimum or
near-optimum Map-Reduce algorithm. Note that the totad Biput/output by all Mappers/Reducers
captures the total filesystem I/O done by the algorithm, araften of the order of the shuffle size.

3. Our complexity measures depend only on the algorithmpnatbdn details of the Map-Reduce instal-
lation such as the number of machines, the number of Mappers/Radeite, which is a desirable
property for the analysis of algorithms. For the sake of @mtt the measures inl[5] characterize a
Map-Reduce algorithm as “good” if it uses sub-linear (inunpize) number of processors each with
sub-linear memory - for a graph problem, this often forceth mmmber of processors and memory



to beQ2(n), wheren is the number of vertices. In contrast, our measures allownfoech smaller key
complexity (and hence memory requirement) by tying thegrarance measure to the complexity of
a single key, as opposed to the complexity of work assignadstngle Mapper or Reducer. This leads
the algorithm designer to make more informed trade-offethas the hardware available.

In our experience at Twitter, the above measures have priovbd a valuable guide in the design of
efficient Map-Reduce algorithms; while subjective, thianguably the ultimate test of any set of complexity
measures.

3 PRAM vs Map-Reduce: Exploiting the Power of the Shuffle Phaes

Let us consider the simple PageRank example in the PRAM muatielre the input edges reside on shared
disk (to make it similar to Map-Reduce and avoid penalizingg PRAM model for storing thé/ edges).

If we have K machines, then the total I/O and the total running time ate By /), which are matched

by Map-Reduce. However, the total memory needed by all theNPRiachines isO(N) whereN is the
number of nodes, and the memory needed by each PRAM machineNgK). In Map-Reduce withiK’
Reducers, by contrast, the total memory needed by all Reslf@ssuming streaming ReducersyigK)

and the memory needed by each Reducél(is), assuming the Reducer processes values for one key after
it is completely done processing values for another key.il&irdifferences exist in the even simpler Word
Count example.

This seems surprising, and on first glance, might appear ta Bhaw in our modeling. However,
we believe this gets exactly to one of the reasons why Map&eds so successful as a computational
paradigm (beyond the obvious ease-of-use reasons). InRdapice, the shuffle phase aggregates all the
(KEY, VALUE) pairs into Reduce Records, and the cost for this step is niog lbharged to the algorithm
by our complexity measures. This accurately captures thetipal design of Map-Reduce platforms: the
shuffle phase first writes everything onto disk at each dattin machine, and then aggregates the received
(KEY, VALUE) pairs into Reduce Records. The writing on disk is sometHiag meeds to happen anyway
because of the BSP model, and dominates the cost of the afjgrephase. Hence, by using the disk as
temporary memory, Map-Reduce isolates the cost of agdoegibm system performarée

The difference in memory usage can be substantial (eg. fatl g&), and hence, designing efficient
Map-Reduce algorithms is an interesting research questidts own right, distinct from the design of
efficient PRAM algorithmsMany of the algorithms that we are currently working on (&j) exploit the
fact that we get the aggregation step for free as part of dlshuf

Another point of difference with a PRAM is that we are segatpbut the number of phases and the re-
duce key complexity. The latter quantity could involve sefial computation, but as long as the magnitude
of this computation is bounded and reasonable to executaerplysical processor, we separate it from
the number of phases. In other words, this model allows a1ddidof the form: O(y/n) key complexity,
andO(logn) phases to process input of size The PRAM model only captures the extreme case where
all computation is parallel, where it would appear that theaflel running time for the above example is
O(y/nlogn). Itis therefore conceivable that the Map-Reduce modelieffity solves problems that do not
have efficient parallel algorithms in the traditional sense

While not germane to this article, we would like to point onbther important reason behind the success
of Map-Reduce. In modern systems, the network is much faisger disk, but the network is a shared
resource. By having many Mappers and Reducers, the sanmedsheativork bandwidth drives many disks
during the shuffle phase. Just like writing to disk in the fieyfhase hides the cost of aggregation, using a

10f course, if we were to take disk usage into account, a MagaBe algorithm would use more memory than the PRAM
model.



shared network hides the cost of disk accesses. It wouldiyanteresting to see how large-scale adoption
of faster solid state disks changes this equation.

4 The Aggregation Exception

It is also important to point out that there are several aspettypical Map-Reduce systems that we do
not model, most notably thEombineoperation, which is like running a Reducer locally at eachppta.
The combine operation is the most beneficial for aggregatmrations, where we need to apply a simple
operator such as sum, max, or average to all Map Records.pioreghe benefit of Combination, we need
to introduce the number of Mappels, into our complexity measures. This gives the following pbewity

for sum/max/average and many similar aggregation funstiovhere/N is the number of Map Records
(assuming batched Reducers):

e Key complexity: The size, time, and memory are@(lK).
e Sequential complexity: The total size and running time ath O(NV).

With streaming Reducers, the key complexity becor@¢#’) (size and time), and (1) (memory). In
practical installations) ( K) is typically negligible compared to the coordination oweati in a Map-Reduce
phase. Hence, we recommend just treating the key complas®(1) for these operations.

For researchers who disagree with our recommendation (ereme distinction is important in the
problem), usingk explicitly in the complexity measures is a reasonable wadtéve.
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