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Abstract. PageRank is a graph centrality metric that gives the impor-
tance of each node in a given graph. The PageRank algorithm provides
important insights to understand the behavior of nodes through the con-
nections they form with other nodes. It is an iterative algorithm that
ranks the nodes in each iteration until all the node values converge.
The PageRank algorithm is implemented using sparse storage format,
which results in irregular memory accesses in the code. This key feature
inhibits optimizations to improve its performance, and makes optimizing
the PageRank algorithm a non-trivial problem. In this work we improve
the performance of PageRank algorithm by reducing its irregular memory
accesses.
In this paper, we propose FusEd-PageRank algorithm, a compiler op-
timization oriented approximate technique that reduces the number of
irregular memory accesses in the PageRank algorithm, improving its lo-
cality while making the convergence of the algorithm faster with better
accuracy in results. In particular, we propose an approximate PageRank
algorithm using Loop-Fusion.
We believe that ours is the first work that formally applies traditional
compiler optimization techniques for irregular memory access in the
PageRank algorithm. We have verified our method by performing ex-
periments on a variety of datasets: LAW graphs, SNAP datasets and
synthesized datasets. On these benchmarks, we have achieved a maxi-
mum speedup (vs. -O3 optimization) of 2.05×, 2.23×, 1.74× with se-
quential version, and 4.4×, 2.61×, 4.22× with parallel version of
FusEd-PageRank algorithm in comparison with Edge-centric version
of PageRank algorithm [20].

Keywords: Loop-Fusion · PageRank · Gauss-Seidel · Locality · Irregular-
Memory-Access.

1 Introduction

Real-world Networks like social networks, road networks, collaboration networks,
etc., represented as graphs, conveyed many features in various scientific and en-
gineering applications. In the current era, graphs are becoming more prominent,
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with complex and irregular structures. Extracting those significant properties
necessitates a standard benchmark to overcome the irrelevant information found
in the graphs.

Processing large graphs and finding properties between the nodes is compute-
intensive. Centrality metrics help in analyzing large graphs based on the proper-
ties of the nodes. Various centrality metrics [4] have been proposed in the liter-
ature that focus on various properties of the graphs. Some important metrics are
PageRank-centrality [19], Betweenness-centrality [12], Closeness-centrality [5][21],
Degree-centrality [8], EigenVector-centrality [19][8], etc.

In this work, we focus on Google’s PageRank centrality metric [19] to address
the primary concerns related to faster convergence, storage efficiency, and data
locality when computing on a shared-memory architecture.

PageRank is a standard benchmark that derives the importance of nodes in a
graph from neighbor nodes. This fundamental graph algorithm ranks the relative
importance of each of the nodes iteratively based on the formula mentioned in
Eqn. 1.

pru =
1−d
n

+ d ∗
∑

v∈inlink(u)

prv
do(v)

(1)

The node u’s PageRank pru in (i+1)th iteration is computed from the PageRank
values of its inlink vertices inlink(u) from ith iteration divided by its out degree
do(v). A dampening factor d assigns a uniform probability in jumping to any
page, thus ensuring strong connectedness.

In the PageRank algorithm, each node of a graph is initialized with some
random value. As the algorithm proceeds iteratively, the difference between the
current PageRank value and the previous PageRank value decreases. The de-
crease in the error value of each node follows the convergence property. When
the difference between the PageRank values from two consecutive iterations be-
comes less than the threshold value, the change in the PageRank value becomes
negligible.

The storage of graphs plays an essential role in how we process the data in
the PageRank algorithm. Two available storage formats for graphs are adjacency
matrix and adjacency list [10]. An adjacency matrix storage format is not rec-
ommended in shared-memory architectures with large graphs because of its size
limitations and data sparsity.

Consequently, we focus only on sparse-matrix based adjacency list storage
format. The storage formats for sparse-matrices are broadly categorized as two
types. 1) Vertex-centric, and 2) Edge-centric.

In the Vertex-centric PageRank computation [17][16][26][18] the max size
of the data structure used is O(V ), where V is the total number of vertices.
Similarly, in Edge-centric versions [20][27], the max size of the data structure
used is O(V + E), where E is the total number of edges. The Edge-centric
versions show the improvement in performance by overcoming the poor locality
of vertex-centric PageRank computational model. We consider the edge-centric
algorithm proposed by Panyala et al. [20] as our baseline and apply loop-fusion
compiler optimization, along with reordering of the statements.
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In a memory-efficient storage format, accessing the neighboring nodes involve
what are termed as irregular memory accesses, ones like a[b[i]]. Traditional
compilers disable loop-fusion on the loops having irregular memory accesses.
In this work, we propose a loop-fusion technique for the loops with irregular
memory accesses.

Loop-fusion [24] is a compiler optimization that works by merging two or
more loops into one. Loops are suitable candidates for fusion if they share
the same iteration space with no data dependences. It avoids the overhead of
loop control structure and may increase the instruction-level parallelism and
improve locality, ultimately improving overall performance. Standard compilers
like LLVM [14], GCC [25], ICC [1] disable loop-fusion on loops when the memory
accesses are irregular to preserve semantic correctness.

We propose FusEd-PageRank (loop Fusion based Edge-Centric PageR-
ank) an approximate PageRank algorithm with loop-fusion optimization by
statement-reordering that improves locality and leads to faster convergence. Our
proposed loop-fusion technique follows the principles of the Gauss-Seidel method.
Gauss-Seidel method is an improved version of the Jacobi method for solving
systems of linear equations iteratively. Jacobi method uses the values from the
preceding iteration. In contrast, the Gauss-Seidel method uses the preceding
iteration’s values, and the recently updated values from the current iteration.

Table 1: In (a) and (b), we show the Jacobi and Gauss-Seidel examples for a simple
linear recurrence equation. In (c) and (d) we show Jacobi and Gauss-Seidel examples
for Edge-Centric Pagerank equation

(a) Jacobi[7] (b) Gauss-Seidel[3]

for u = 1 to n :
for v ∈ inlink(u) :

xk
u+= d ∗ xk−1

v

for u = 1 to n :
for v ∈ inlink(u) :

i f u ≤ v

xk
u+= d ∗ xk−1

v
else

xk
u+= d ∗ xk

v

(c) Edge-centric (Jacobi) [20] (d) FusEd-PageRank(Gauss-Seidel)

for u = 1 to n :

contrib = d ∗
xk−1
v

do(v)

for v ∈ outlink(u) :
CL(outlink(v)) = contrib

for u = 1 to n :
for v ∈ inlink(u) :

xk
u+= CL(v)

for u = 1 to n :
for v ∈ inlink(u) :

i f u ≤ v

xk
u+= CL(v)k−1

else

xk
u+= CL(v)k

contrib = d ∗
xk−1
u

do(u)

for v ∈ outlink(u) :
CL(outlink(v)) = contrib

In Table 1, we demonstrate the difference between the (a) Jacobi and (b)
Gauss-Seidel method using a simple loop that computes a linear recurrence equa-
tion; and the loops from our baseline (c) and proposed algorithms (d).

In first row, (a) corresponds to Jacobi updates, where we access xv values
from (k − 1)th iteration. In the corresponding Gauss-Seidel version in (b), if
u > v, we access the xv values from kth iteration, else from (k − 1)th iteration.

Similarly, in the second row, on the left side, the contributions are pre-
computed and stored in CL array in the first loop and later used in the second
loop for PageRank computation, hence this algorithm follows Jacobi approach.
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These two loops executed in phases will restrict users to have a working/correct
version of the Gauss-Seidel version. The right side of the second row represents
a fused version (Gauss-Seidel) of the Edge-centric (Jacobi). Here, we compute
the PageRank value and immediately write the contribution values to the CL
array. Writing to the CL array will allow us to use the updated contribution
values in the later computations. If u > v, we use the updated CL values from
kth iteration, else, we access the CL values from (k − 1)th iteration.

Although the applicability of the Gauss-seidel technique on PageRank com-
putation is a proven technique [3], [22]. We are the first one to propose fusing the
loops when memory accesses are irregular, which enables the latent Gauss-Seidel
approximation.

We discuss the complete details of the baseline algorithm in Section 3, and the
proposed algorithm FusEd-PageRank in Section 4 of our paper respectively.

The following are the major contributions of our work:

1. We apply the Loop-Fusion optimization technique to the edge-centric PageR-
ank algorithm, resulting in a new FusEd-PageRank algorithm, that has
better data re-use and locality characteristics.

2. Our FusEd-PageRank algorithm effectively uses the Gauss-Seidel style for
updating PageRank values, (instead of the Jacobi style), resulting in a faster
convergence.

3. We prove that the termination properties of our proposed approximate FusEd-
PageRank algorithm are similar to the termination properties of standard
PageRank algorithm.

4. We present experimental results on a large variety of input graphs and prove
the scalability of our proposed technique.

We organize the rest of the paper as follows. In Sec. 2, we discuss some rel-
evant previous works on PageRank algorithm. In Sec. 3, we discuss about the
edge-centric PageRank algorithm. Sec. 4 presents our proposed algorithm, and
its convergence properties. In Sec. 5, we discuss the proofs for the correctness and
termination conditions of our proposed algorithm. In Sec. 6 we discuss experi-
ments and analysis of the results. In Sec. 7, we conclude our work and discusses
future directions.

2 Related Work

Google’s first algorithm to search for relevant web pages is the PageRank al-
gorithm proposed by Page et al. [19]. This standard benchmark is an iterative
algorithm that computes the rank of a webpage from the ranks obtained by its
neighbour pages linking to it. A page connected with high ranked pages will
possess higher PageRank value. Each page is rendered as a vertex in a graph
and the links between them are represented as the edges.

The Jacobi [7] is a simple stationary iterative method that is best suited to
solve linear system of equations when compared with the Gaussian elimination
method. The PageRank values are computed in the current iteration by accessing
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the neighbouring nodes PageRank values from the previous iteration, and this
process continues until the convergence results.

The Gauss-seidel method is an improved version of the Jacobi iterative
method, where the PageRank values are computed from taking the recent values
updated in the current iteration. Arasu A. et al., [3] applied Gauss-seidel iterative
method on the PageRank algorithm and proved a significant speed improvement
and faster convergence when compared with Jacobi iterative method.

Real-world graphs have different structural properties that impact the com-
putation of an algorithm. Addressing these challenges, Garg et al. [13] proposed
STIC-D, i.e., four algorithmic pre-processing techniques to optimize the parallel
vertex-centric PageRank computation on real-world graphs. Computing Strongly
Connected Components and traversing them in a Topological order leads to
faster processing on PageRank computation. Identifying the nodes (Identical
nodes) with similar properties eliminates the redundant PageRank computation
is the second optimization technique. Bypassing the PageRank computations of
the nodes that form Chains in a directed path and eliminating the Dead Nodes
that do not make contributions are the other two optimization techniques the
authors proposed to accelerate the PageRank computations. These optimization
techniques show improvements with real-world datasets; however, they do not
take benefits of data locality because of the limitations in the vertex-centric
PageRank computational model.

The two primary ways to implement a parallel PageRank algorithm on shared
memory architecture are the Blocking mechanism and the Non-Blocking mech-
anism. The Blocking mechanism deals with blocking techniques like barriers,
locks etc. to prevent simultaneous access by multiple threads in writing and
reading the PageRank values of a node. The Non-Blocking mechanism allows
updating the PageRank values atomically using hardware instructions such as
compare-and-swap etc. This Non-Blocking mechanism leads to the approximate
behavior of the PageRank algorithm. Eedi et al. [11], proposed a Non-Blocking
implementation of the PageRank algorithm to eliminate barriers and compared
their results with the Blocking implementation of Garg et al. [13] work. Their
method proved the correctness of the algorithm under concurrent data access.
The authors also proved the correctness with proper termination conditions.

With the increase in the demand for computational performance, there is
a massive demand for approximate computing techniques to process large-scale
graphs with complex structures. Panyala et al. [20] present approximate comput-
ing techniques on graph iterative algorithms - PageRank Algorithm and Com-
munity Detection. A Loop Perforation technique is applied for computing the
PageRank value of nodes by gradually skipping some portion of operations on
the neighbor nodes with minor importance from computations. These strategies
reduces the number of memory writes and thereby reduces irregular memory
access count.

In an iterative graph algorithm, convergence is an essential factor that di-
rectly affects the overall computation cost. Silvestre et al. [22] proposed the
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PageRank algorithm based on asynchronous Gauss-Seidel iterations that yield
faster convergence when compared with the conventional power iterative method.

The amount of time taken to access the required data from memory plays
a major role in processing massive graph datasets with irregular structures and
with varied data sizes and cache sizes. Beamer et al. [6] presented an optimization
technique called propagation blocking to reduce memory communication thereby
improving locality in computing the PageRank algorithm.

3 Baseline Algorithm

This section mainly focuses on two storage formats of the PageRank algorithm:
1) Vertex-Centric, and 2) Edge-Centric. In Table 2, we do a comparison of the
two storage formats.

Table 2: Comparison of two storage formats
Property Vertex-Centric Edge-Centric

Redundant computations Yes No

Poor locality Yes No

Storage space complexity O(V ) O(V + E)

Let G(V,E) be a directed graph, where input tuple (u, v) ∈ E represents the
edge corresponding to the given graph. For any pair of nodes, a link from node
u to node v i.e., u→ v is termed as an outlink from u and inlink to v.

In the Vertex-centric PageRank algorithm, for computing the PageRank of
each node, we access its respective inlink neighbour’s PageRank value and com-
pute the contribution value.

Fig. 1: Relation between offsetList and contributionList

The Edge-centric PageRank algorithm, proposed by Panyala et al. [20], di-
vides the PageRank algorithm in two phases. In the first phase, for each node, the
contribution value is computed and stored them in the contributionList array.
In the second phase, contributionList array is used for computing the PageR-
ank of each node, where we access the contribution values contiguously from
contributionList array. The algorithm uses extra memory to store the contribu-
tion value of each node to its respective out-linking neighbours. Pre-computing
the contribution values in first phase results in elimination of redundant com-
putations as compared with Vertex-centric model. Also, the contribution values
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are accessed contiguously while computing the PageRank of each node, which
results in improved locality. Algorithm 1, is our baseline Edge-centric PageRank
algorithm, which uses extra memory for storing contribution values, eliminates
redundant computations and improves locality by accessing the contribution
values contiguously.

In Fig 1 we illustrate the contributionList and offsetList data-structures
using the example graph. Here, inlinks of vertex 3 are {0, 1, 2}, and we store their
contributions in contributionList at index 3, 4, 5 respectively. Vertex 3 becomes
outlink to nodes {0, 1, 2}; and we store the indices 3, 4, 5 at index 2, 3, 5 of
offsetList array. In contributionList we store the contributions of node inlinks
contiguously and in offsetList we store the indices of node outlinks which are
mapped to contributionList contiguously.

Algorithm 1 Baseline Algorithm [20]

1: Input: Graph G ← (V, E)
2: procedure PageRank(G = (V,E))
3: error ← 1
4: threshold← 10−15

5: for all nodes ui |i ∈ {1, ...,n} do . parallel
6: pr(ui)← 1

n

7: end for
8: while error > threshold do
9: error ← 0
10: for all u ∈ allV ertices do . parallel

11: contribution←
pr(u)

outDeg(u)

12: for all v ∈ outList(u) do
13: contributionList(offsetList(v)) = contribution
14: end for
15: end for
16: for all u ∈ allV ertices do . parallel
17: prev ← pr(u)
18: sum← 0
19: for all v ∈ inList(u) do
20: sum = sum + contributionList(v)
21: end for

22: pr(u) =
(1− d)

n
+ (d ∗ sum)

23: error = max(error, |prev − pr(u)|)
24: end for
25: end while
26: end procedure

Algorithm 1 iterates over while loop till the termination condition becomes
true. When the error value of the algorithm is less than the threshold value, the
algorithm terminates. In the while loop, the kernel has split into two phases. The
first phase computes the contribution values for each node and assigns them to
their respective out-going nodes and in the second phase the PageRank of the
nodes is computed by fetching the pre-computed contribution values during each
iteration.

In Algorithm 1, inlist and outlist are stored in AOS (Array of structures)
format which consists of start and end positions of the contiguous buffers from
contributionList and offsetList arrays, respectively. contributionList is an ar-
ray, which stores contribution values of inlinks contiguously for each vertex of the
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graph. The contribution of a vertex is the value computed by dividing PageRank
by its outdegree. offsetList is an array, which stores the index values corre-
sponding to contributionList when we iterate over the outlinks of each vertex.

Current compiler heuristics for loop-fusion is generic enough to handle the
loops with regular memory accesses. Loops with irregular memory access are
considered bad candidates for loop fusion. In Algorithm 1, both the outer for
loops (line 10 and line 16) share the same iteration space (iterates over all vertices
of the graph), but irregular memory access to the contributionList inside the
inner loop (line 13) prevents both the loops from being fused.

We consider the Edge-centric PageRank algorithm as our baseline algorithm
and apply loop-fusion manually on the loops with irregular memory access. The
modified algorithm results in Gauss-Seidel approximate version of PageRank
algortihm.

In the later sections, we explain the details of our proposed technique, FusEd-
PageRank algorithm and its correctness property.

4 FusEd-PageRank Algorithm

4.1 Edge-centric + Loop-Fusion

We propose Algorithm 2, which is a new version of the PageRank algorithm. In
this version, we fuse the loops manually, which are considered “bad candidates”
by the state-of-the-art compiler-heuristics because of their irregular structures.
We show that our fusion technique results in faster convergence with improved
data locality.

In the first phase of the baseline algorithm, we first compute the contribution
values and populate them to the contributionList array and only then we enter
the next phase. Whereas, in Algorithm 2, after computing the PageRank of a
node u, we immediately populate the newly computed contribution value to u’s
out-neighbours. Updating the contributions right after computing the PageRank
will result in erasing the older contribution values. In the later stage of the
computation, if node u wants to access the contribution value of a neighbour v
whose PageRank value is computed in the current iteration, then u will access
the contribution value updated in the current iteration. This property allows a
node to access the incoming neighbours PageRank contribution from its previous
iteration or the current iteration.

In Algorithm1, “read-from” and “write-to” PageRank array (Line11 and
Line22) are from two different loops, so we do not preserve locality. While, in
Algorithm2, “write-to” and “read-from” PageRank array (Line22 and Line23)
are from two consecutive statements, with same array indices. This implies that
the PageRank value is readily available in the register for computing the contri-
bution value, which improves the temporal locality of our fused algorithm.

The difference between the PageRank value from the previous iteration and
the current iteration is the node’s error. As the algorithm proceeds iteratively,
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Algorithm 2 FusEd-PageRank Algorithm

1: Input: Graph G ← (V, E)
2: procedure PageRank(G = (V,E))
3: error ← 1
4: threshold← 10−15

5: for all nodes ui |i ∈ {1, ...,n} do . parallel
6: pr(ui)← 1

n

7: end for
8: for all u ∈ allV ertices do . parallel

9: contribution←
pr(u)

outDeg(u)

10: for all v ∈ outList(u) do
11: contributionList(offsetList(v)) = contribution
12: end for
13: end for
14: while error > threshold do
15: error ← 0
16: for all u ∈ allV ertices do . parallel
17: prev ← pr(u)
18: sum← 0
19: for all v ∈ inList(u) do
20: sum = sum + contributionList(v)
21: end for

22: pr(u) =
(1− d)

n
+ (d ∗ sum)

23: contribution←
pr(u)

outDeg(u)

24: for all v ∈ outList(u) do
25: contributionList(offsetList(v)) = contribution
26: end for
27: error = max(error, |prev − pr(u)|)
28: end for
29: end while
30: end procedure

the error of each node decreases. Every node in the algorithm exhibits conver-
gence property. We took advantage of this behaviour to apply the loop-fusion
technique. Lemma 1 gives the proof for the proposed technique.

4.2 Faster Convergence on PageRank

When compared with baseline, our proposed algorithm takes fewer iterations for
attaining convergence which makes it approximate. In this section, we explain
the approximation with an example.

For example, in Figure 2 the order of execution is, pr(1)→ pr(2)→ pr(3)→
· · · . After computing pr(1) in kth iteration, the pr(2) computation needs to
access the PageRank values of nodes {pr(1), pr(3)}. Here, prk−1(3) is the value
computed from the (k − 1)th iteration, while pr(1) is already computed in the
kth iteration. Though we use updated prk(1) in each iteration, at the end pr(2)
converges with the same result as that of baseline.

The convergence of a node depends on the convergence of its neighbouring
nodes. In the example shown in Figure 2, as we already discussed that pr(2)
accesses prk(1) (updated value) and prk−1(3) (old value). prk(1) implies the
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Fig. 2: Subgraph showing computation order for FusEd-PageRank

node is advanced in the convergence step. Convergence of pr(2) with prk(1) is
slightly better than with prk−1(1).

In an iterative algorithm, accessing the previous iteration values and the val-
ues updated in the present iteration is termed as approximate technique. Gauss-
Seidel method is the first technique that shows the power of this approximation.
Our proposed approach is motivated by the Gauss-Seidel method’s fundamental
principle to use the latest updated values for PageRank computation.

4.3 Race Conditions in FusEd-PageRank

In Algorithm 2 there is a read-from contributionList in line 20 and write-to con-
tributionList in line 25, which may lead to data races. In such a scenario, a thread
can read the previous contribution value (or the one updated in the current iter-
ation). We use C++ vector data structure to store contributions and PageRank
values which guarantee thread safety property when multiple threads try to
perform operations in parallel. The thread-safety property of the C + + vector
template is given in this link, https://en.cppreference.com/w/cpp/container.

Although C++ vector template guarantees thread safety, we can not achieve
Sequential-consistency here as our FusEd-PageRank may change order of exe-
cution when compared with our baseline algorithm execution order. As our pro-
posed algorithm is approximate and may use the updated values from current
iteration to compute PageRank of a node, hence we may guarantee algorithm
termination and correctness even after violating Sequential-consistency property.

As the data is not properly distributed across the threads, the cache miss rate
of our parallel code is high, we are considering improving our current algorithm
by reducing the communication cost between the threads and making use of
cache effectively

5 Proofs

In this section, using Lemma 1, we explain the characteristics of Loop-Fusion
and statement reordering techniques when applied on loops with irregular mem-
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ory accesses in the PageRank algorithm. We prove that our proposed FusEd-
PageRank algorithm will lead to a similar termination property as that of the
baseline algorithm.

The basic notations for our proof are given below:
n← Total number of nodes
d← Dampening factor (0.85)
δ ← Threshold value (10−15)

inlink(i)← List of Inlinking neighbors to node i
do(j)← Our-degree of node j

xi(k+1)← PageRank of node i in (k+1)
th

iteration

Lemma 1. The algorithm eventually terminates with exact results when applied
loop-fusion that yields faster convergence.

Proof. Eqn. 2 represents the Edge-centric PageRank computation of node i in
(k + 1)th iteration and its termination condition is given by Eqn. 3. When the
difference between the PageRank values of each node from two consecutive iter-
ations becomes less than the given threshold (δ), then the algorithm terminates.

xi(k+1) =
1−d
n

+ d ∗
∑

j∈inlink(i)

xj(k)

do(j)
(2)

max(|xi(k+1)− xi(k)|) ≤ δ (3)

In-order to satisfy the termination condition in Eqn. 3, each node should follow
Eqn. 4. When all the nodes satisfy Eqn. 4, only then the algorithm terminates.

|xi(k+1)− xi(k)| ≤ δ (4)

Now, we analyse the termination property for one node. When we expand Eqn. 4
by substituting the values from Eqn. 2, the resultant equation becomes,∣∣∣∣ ∑

j∈inlink(i)

xj(k)

do(j)
∗ d−

∑
j∈inlink(i)

xj(k−1)

do(j)
∗ d
∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ (5)

After expanding the summation from Eqn. 5, the resultant becomes Eqn. 6.
Re-arranging the terms from Eqn. 6 will give us the following Eqn. 7.∣∣∣∣d ∗ (xj1(k)

do(j1)
+ · · ·

)
− d ∗

(
xj1(k−1)

do(j1)
+ · · ·

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ (6)

d ∗ |xj1(k)−xj1(k−1)|
do(j1)

+ d ∗ |xj2(k)−xj2(k−1)|
do(j2)

+ · · · ≤ δ (7)

Here, d, do(j1), do(j2), do(j3), . . . , do(jn) are constants and the difference between
the PageRank values from two consecutive iterations is the variable part. In-order
to satisfy the summation in Eqn. 7, each entity in the summation should also be
less than threshold (δ).

d ∗ |xj1(k)− xj1(k−1)|
do(j1)

≤ δ (8)
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In Eqn. 8, d and do(j1) are constants, while |xj1(k)−xj1(k−1)| varies. For the
above inequality to be true, the difference between the PageRank values from
two consecutive iterations (|xj1(k)−xj1(k−1)|) should decrease iteratively. The
decrease in the error value iteratively implies the convergence of each node.

The primary condition that we derive is that each node should exhibit a con-
vergence property. Now, to prove the validity of our proposed FusEd-PageRank
algorithm, we should prove the node convergence property for the modified
PageRank Eqn. 9.

xi(k+1) =
1−d
n

+ d ∗
( ∑

j∈inlink(i)
i<=j

xj(k)

do(j)
+

∑
j∈inlink(i)

i>j

xj(k+1)

do(j)

)
(9)

Eqn. 9 represents our proposed Gauss-Seidel version of PageRank equation. The
termination condition of proposed algorithm given by Eqn. 10 is derived by
substituting Eqn. 9 in Eqn. 4.∣∣∣∣1−dn + d ∗

( ∑
j∈inlink(i)

i<=j

xj(k)

do(j)
+

∑
j∈inlink(i)

i>j

xj(k+1)

do(j)

)
−
(

1−d
n

+

d ∗
( ∑

j∈inlink(i)
i<=j

xj(k−1)

do(j)
+

∑
j∈inlink(i)

i>j

xj(k)

do(j)

))∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ (10)

After re-arranging the terms in Eqn. 10, the resultant equation is given by
Eqn. 11.

d ∗
∣∣∣∣ ∑
j∈inlink(i)

i<=j

xj(k)−xj(k−1)

do(j)

∣∣∣∣+ d ∗
∣∣∣∣ ∑
j∈inlink(i)

i>j

xj(k+1)−xj(k)

do(j)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ (11)

In Eqn. 11, the first term d ∗
∣∣∣∣∑j∈inlink(i)

i<=j

xj(k)−xj(k−1)
do(j)

∣∣∣∣, is similar to that of

Eqn. 5 for kth iteration. Similarly, second term d ∗
∣∣∣∣∑j∈inlink(i)

i>j

xj(k+1)−xj(k)
do(j)

∣∣∣∣ is

similar to Eqn. 5 for the (k + 1)th iteration. As Eqn. 5 results in Eqn. 8, we
can conclude that Eqn. 11 also results in Eqn. 8, which implies our proposed
Gauss-Seidel version algorithm with Eqn. 9 will ultimately results in Eqn. 8.

We prove that the termination property of our proposed algorithm FusEd-
PageRank is similar to that of the standard algorithm. With our modified
equation, we consider nodes that are one step ahead in convergence for error
computation, which results in faster convergence of the overall PageRank algo-
rithm. Our experiments also prove that our technique results in the same results
and takes fewer iterations to converge than the baseline PageRank algorithm.
Hence, we conclude that our proposed technique is correct. And, with experi-
ments, we prove that our technique results in a faster convergence.
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6 Experimentation

6.1 System model/ Platform

We ran all our experiments on an Intel-Xeon X5678 machine with 24 CPU
cores running at a frequency of 3.07 GHz and 157GB of RAM with 32K, 256K
and 12288K of L1, L2 and L3 cache sizes, respectively. We have written all
our programs in C++ and compiled them using g++-10 compiler and POSIX
multithreaded library by enabling O3 compiler optimization flag in ubuntu 20.04.

Table 3: List of benchmarks with num. of vertices (|V |) and num. of Edges (|E|)
Standard Graphs [2][15] Synthetic Graphs [9]

Web Networks [2][15] Social Networks [2][15] -

Input |V | |E| Input |V | |E| Input |V | |E|
enwiki-2013 4.2M 101.3M hollywood-2011 2.1M 228.9M RMAT-21 2M 41.9M

indochina-2004 7.4M 194.1M twitter-2010-nat 41.6M 1468M RMAT-22 4.1M 83.8M

uk-2002-nat 18.5M 298.1M soc-LiveJournal1 4.8M 68.9M RMAT-23 8.3M 167.7M

arabic-2005-nat 22.7M 639.9M soc-Epinions1 0.07M 0.5M D10 0.49M 1M

webbase-2001-nat 118.1M 1019.9M Slashdot0811 0.07M 0.9 D20 0.9M 2M

it-2004-nat 41.2M 1150.7M Slashdot0902 0.08M 0.9M D30 1.4M 3M

sk-2005-nat 50.6M 1949.4M Road Networks[2][15] D40 1.8M 4M

web-Stanford 0.2M 2.3M road-italy osm 6.6M 7M D50 2.3M 5M

web-Notre 0.3M 1.4M great-britain osm 7.7M 8.2M D60 2.7M 6M

web-BerkStan 0.6M 7.6M asia osm 12M 12.7M D70 3.2M 7M

web-Google 0.8M 5.1M germany osm 11.5M 12.4M - - -

6.2 Dataset

We verified our proposed algorithm with standard (LAW [2] and SNAP [15])
and synthetic [9] benchmarks. We collected graph datasets from reliable sources
and categorized into three types, 1) Web Networks, 2) Social Networks, 3) Road
Networks. Also, we manually generated the datasets and ran our experiments on
synthetic graphs dataset generated from Graph500 R-MAT data generator [9].
We present the details of the datasets in Table 3.

6.3 Results

In this section, we discuss the experimental results with various metrics for
FusEd-PageRank algorithm wrt Edge-centric algorithm [20]. We name sequen-
tial and parallel versions of the Edge-centric algorithm as Seq-EC and Par-EC.
Similarly, we name our sequential and parallel versions of FusEd-PageRank
algorithm as Seq-FusEd and Par-FusEd.

Figure 3 shows our proposed algorithm’s effectiveness and approximate be-
haviour in terms of speedup, iterations, and L1-Norm metrics. We show the
performance variations by executing the sequential, parallel versions of baseline
and FusEd-PageRank algorithms on the medium-sized benchmarks enwiki-
2013 [2], indochina-2004 [2] from web-networks and hollywood-2011 [2] from
social-networks with the varying threshold ranging in

[
10−15, 10−06

]
.
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Figure 3a, 3b and 3c show the speedup obtained by Par-EC, Seq-FusEd and
Par-FusEd algorithms wrt Seq-EC algorithm. The plots indicate that the Par-
FusEd algorithm always performs better than the other versions.

Fig. 3: Detailed analysis of enwiki-2013, indochina-2004 and hollywood-2011 benchmark
for speedup, number of iterations and L1-Norm with varying threshold ranging from
10−15 to 10−6 and number of threads fixed to 10 for parallel versions

In the Seq-FusEd algorithm, nodes follow strict index ordering in comput-
ing the PageRank values. Suppose if u and v are two consecutive nodes with
index values i, j respectively, and i < j, then node u’s PageRank computation
happens first, followed by node v. This property restricts the edge-centric PageR-
ank algorithm to take the advantage of Gauss-Seidel approximation fully. In the
Par-FusEd algorithm, we do not preserve the order for PageRank computations.
This property will lead to asynchronicity within each iteration of PageRank
computations. This behaviour is already studied in [23], where they term it as
an asynchronous Gauss-Seidel approximation. This technique results in faster
convergence and improves speed-up over other versions.

Figure 3d, 3e and 3f show the number of iterations taken by each program
to terminate. With the lower threshold value, we obtain the higher precision
PageRank values. With the decrease in the threshold value, the precision of
each node PageRank value improves, which increases the number of iterations
to terminate. We observe that Seq-FusEd and Par-FusEd algorithms take fewer
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iterations to converge on all the benchmarks as both algorithms exhibit approx-
imate behaviour.

Figure 3g, 3h and 3i show the variation in L1-Norm with the change in
threshold. Higher threshold value results in higher L1-Norm for Seq-FusEd and
Par-FusEd algorithms. With the increase in the threshold value, the L1-Norm
value increases. After the threshold goes below 10−8, the error value becomes
negligible for all three benchmarks. We compute the L1-Norm by calculating
the Manhattan distance between Seq-EC and our proposed FusEd-PageRank
algorithm. We conclude that fusing the two loops from Algorithm-1 will lead to
better performance with lower threshold values. Also, this technique is helpful
when we have higher precision requirements.

Fig. 4: Detailed analysis of LAW, SNAP and Synthetic datasets for speedup and itera-
tions with threshold value fixed to 10−15 and number of threads fixed to 10 for parallel
versions.

For the rest of the experiments, we fix the threshold value to 10−15. Fig-
ure 4a, 4b and 4c show the speedup obtained by Par-EC, Seq-FusEd and Par-
FusEd algorithms wrt Seq-EC algorithm on LAW [2], SNAP [15] and Synthetic
datasets [9] respectively. We observe that FusEd-PageRank algorithm per-
forms better when compared with baseline algorithm for synthetic benchmarks.
The results also show some performance decrease of our proposed fusion tech-
nique on specific benchmarks due to improper scheduling of the thread compu-
tations, which we will address in our future work.

Figure 4d, 4e and 4f corresponds to the number of iterations taken by each
version to converge. In LAW [2] and Synthetic benchmarks [9], Seq-FusEd and
Par-FusEd take fewer iterations to converge than the Par-EC algorithm for all
datasets. Since Seq-EC and Par-EC will always take the same number of iter-
ations to converge, we did not include Seq-EC results to simplify the plots. In
web-networks and social-networks from the SNAP [15] benchmark, iterations
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variation is similar to LAW/Synthetic. Seq-FusEd takes the same number of it-
erations as the Par-EC algorithm for road-networks, and Par-FusEd takes fewer
iterations to converge.

Fig. 5: Detailed analysis of enwiki-2013, indochina-2004 and hollywood-2011 benchmark
for Error variation with threshold value fixed to 10−15 and number of threads fixed to
10 for parallel versions

Figure 5a, 5b and 5c show the decrease in error value with the increase in
iteration number on enwiki-2013 [2], indochina-2004 [2] and hollywood-2011 [2]
benchmarks, respectively. The Gauss-Seidel property for our proposed FusEd-
PageRank increases convergence rate of the algorithm. Especially for Par-
FusEd, the asynchronicity of Gauss-Seidel approximation in each iteration will
allow more number of nodes to access the contribution values computed from
current iteration, resulting in better convergence than Seq-FusEd. We conclude
that our proposed FusEd-PageRank algorithm convergence rate is high and
converges faster.

Fig. 6: Detailed analysis of LAW, SNAP and Synthetic graphs for speedup on Par-
FusEd wrt Par-EC with threshold value fixed to 10−15 and number of threads varying
from {2, 4, 8, 12, 16, 20}
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The improvement in speedup on Par-FusEd wrt Par-EC for various thread
numbers is shown in Figure 6. For all the thread numbers varying from {2, 4, 8, 12,
16, 20}, we see that FusEd-PageRank algorithm always performs better than
the Edge-Centric baseline algorithm for LAW, SNAP and Synthetic graphs
shown in Figure 6a, 6b and 6c respectively. In LAW and Synthetic Graphs,
varying the thread number will always leads to performance improvement. For
SNAP datasets, except for soc-Livejournal1, all other datasets are showing signif-
icant speed-up with varying threads. The performance improvement with varying
thread number is not uniform because of inefficient scheduling of data to each
thread. We consider the scheduling problem as our future work.

7 Conclusion and Future work

This paper proposes the compiler-optimization based approximate technique,
FusEd-PageRank algorithm that improves locality and reduces irregular mem-
ory accesses. Applying Loop-Fusion on Edge-centric PageRank algorithm with
irregular memory accesses leads to faster convergence in significantly less time
with negligible error in L1-norm on both standard and synthetic benchmarks.

Our future work focuses on data scheduling for proper load-balancing and
applying other compiler optimization techniques like loop-perforation to im-
prove our proposed FusEd-PageRank algorithm on varied graph structures
and storage formats. Although FusEd-PageRank is limited to shared memory
architecture, it can be extended to the distributed environment with minimalist
algorithmic changes. Further, we plan to develop non-blocking PageRank variant
while incorporating these techniques.
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