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Abstract

Dynamic random walks are fundamental to various graph
analysis applications, offering advantages by adapting to
evolving graph properties. Their runtime-dependent transi-
tion probabilities break down the pre-computation strategy
that underpins most existing CPU and GPU static random
walk optimizations. This leaves practitioners suffering from
suboptimal frameworks and having to write hand-tuned
kernels that do not adapt to workload diversity. To handle
this issue, we present FLEXIWALKER, the first GPU framework
that delivers efficient, workload-generic support for dynamic
random walks. Our design-space study shows that rejection
sampling and reservoir sampling are more suitable than other
sampling techniques under massive parallelism. Thus, we
devise (i) new high-performance kernels for them that elim-
inate global reductions, redundant memory accesses, and
random-number generation. Given the necessity of choosing
the best-fitting sampling strategy at runtime, we adopt (ii)
a lightweight first-order cost model that selects the faster
kernel per node at runtime. To enhance usability, we in-
troduce (iii) a compile-time component that automatically
specializes user-supplied walk logic into optimized building
blocks. On various dynamic random walk workloads with
real-world graphs, FLEXIWALKER outperforms the best pub-
lished CPU/GPU baselines by geometric means of 73.44x
and 5.91X, respectively, while successfully executing work-
loads that prior systems cannot support. We open-source
FLEXIWALKER in https://github.com/AIS-SNU/FlexiWalker.

CCS Concepts: - Computing methodologies — Paral-
lel algorithms; « Mathematics of computing — Graph
algorithms.

ooee

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-

NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.
EUROSYS 26, Edinburgh, Scotland Uk

© 2026 Copyright held by the owner/author(s).

ACM ISBN 979-8-4007-2212-7/26/04
https://doi.org/10.1145/3767295.3769358

Jaeyong Song
jaeyong.song@snu.ac.kr
Seoul National University
Seoul, South Korea

Junguk Hong
jungukl6@snu.ac.kr
Seoul National University
Seoul, South Korea

Changmin Shin
scm8432@snu.ac.kr
Seoul National University
Seoul, South Korea

Jinho Lee
leejinho@snu.ac.kr
Seoul National University
Seoul, South Korea

Keywords: Dynamic Random Walks, GPU Optimization

ACM Reference Format:

Seongyeon Park, Jaeyong Song, Changmin Shin, Sukjin Kim, Junguk
Hong, and Jinho Lee. 2026. FlexiWalker: Extensible GPU Framework
for Efficient Dynamic Random Walks with Runtime Adaptation. In
21st European Conference on Computer Systems (EUROSYS °26), April
27-30, 2026, Edinburgh, Scotland Uk. ACM, New York, NY, USA,
16 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3767295.3769358

1 Introduction

Random walks [6, 8, 10, 12, 36, 39, 42, 58] are pivotal for
uncovering structural properties and patterns that drive a
broad array of graph-based applications [2, 5, 13-15, 21, 40,
52, 63, 64]. They are particularly effective at distilling core
information from large graphs by working on significantly
reduced substructures. Among the many variants, dynamic
random walks [6, 8, 12, 42, 58] have become especially popu-
lar because they capture high-order patterns and temporal
interactions that static walks miss.

Although numerous graph-processing frameworks ex-
ist [11, 24, 30, 46] and span diverse platforms [20, 26, 29,
44, 45, 57], random walks map suboptimally onto them. In
contrast to message-passing workloads, a random walk must
track a walker and repeatedly compute a probability distri-
bution over the current node’s neighbors. This fundamental
difference demands a distinct set of optimizations.

A variety of CPU- and GPU-based systems address random
walks [17, 23, 31, 37, 43, 48, 53, 55, 56, 61, 62], but the vast
majority target static walks. For static walks, it is profitable to
pre-compute and cache per-node transition probabilities—an
approach that amortizes the dominant cost of constructing
such probability distributions [37, 48, 53].

Unfortunately, such reuse techniques do not extend well
to dynamic walks. Here, transition probabilities depend on
the walker’s history and are revealed only at runtime, forcing
each instance to regenerate distributions on demand. This
regeneration incurs repetitive preprocessing or auxiliary
data structure construction costs. Consequently, a framework
dedicated to dynamic random walks is needed.
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To build such a framework, we first surveyed existing
sampling strategies [35, 49-51] used in prior CPU/GPU sys-
tems and assessed their relative compatibility for dynamic
walks and massive GPU parallelism. Among them, we iden-
tify rejection sampling and reservoir sampling as the most
practical choices for dynamic walks.

A closer examination reveals optimization opportuni-
ties in the state-of-the-art (SOTA) GPU implementation of
both sampling methods. The leading rejection sampling de-
sign [17] pays a heavy price for global reductions to compute
the maximum transition weight—unnecessary work that we
eliminate by computing a bound that does not harm the
functionality of sampling. The SOTA reservoir sampling ker-
nel [31] suffers from redundant memory traffic and random-
number generation. To mitigate these overheads and boost
throughput, we adopt an alternative statistical method and
a jumping technique for random number generation [9, 16].

However, neither of the optimized kernels is a univer-
sal winner. Performance depends on runtime conditions—
especially the edge weight distribution, which can shift even
within a single walk and can be significantly skewed. We
therefore devise a lightweight first-order cost model that
selects the faster method per node at runtime.

Combining these pieces, we build FLEXIWALKER, a GPU
framework that delivers efficient dynamic random walks
across diverse workloads. Users write only lightweight
workload-specific functions; FLEX1-COMPILER statically an-
alyzes them to generate specialized building blocks, FLEx1-
RUNTIME chooses the best sampling strategy on the fly, and
FLEx1-KERNEL supplies highly optimized kernels. To the best
of our knowledge, FLEXIWALKER is the first framework to
explore how the optimal sampling strategy varies per sam-
pling instance during dynamic random walk execution. Such
a design is enabled with the tight integration of the compiler
component, selection strategy, and kernel optimizations.

We evaluate FLEXIWALKER on five widely used dynamic
random walk workloads and compare it with representa-
tive CPU and GPU baselines. FLEXIWALKER consistently pro-
vides optimized solutions where others cannot and achieves
geometric mean speedup of 73.44X and 5.91X over the
best-performing CPU and GPU baseline cases, respectively.
We release FLEXIWALKER in https://github.com/AIS-SNU/
FlexiWalker to facilitate its use.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

e We analyze GPU sampling techniques for dynamic ran-
dom walks and find rejection and reservoir sampling more
suitable compared to other techniques when accounting
for runtime dynamics and massive parallelism.

e We optimize both techniques to significantly improve per-
formance by removing global reductions, redundant mem-
ory traffic, and random number generation.

o Alightweight first-order cost model selects, at runtime and
on a per-node basis, the faster sampling method. The cost
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Figure 1. Single step of static and dynamic random walks.

model ensures robust performance under highly skewed
and time-varying edge-weight distributions.

e By combining compile-time specialization, adaptive run-
time selection, and optimized kernels, FLEXTWALKER re-
quires users to supply only workload-specific logic while
automatically delivering state-of-the-art performance.

o FLEXTWALKER surpasses the best-performing cases of CPU
and GPU baselines by geometric means of 73.44x and
5.91%, respectively, and successfully runs workloads that
prior systems could not support efficiently.

2 Background and Analysis
2.1 Dynamic Random Walks

Let G = (V, E) be a directed graph with node set V and edge
set E. For v € V, let N(v) denote the neighbors of v, and let
d(v) denote its degree. For (v,u) € E, h(v,u) € R denotes
the corresponding edge property weight (i.e., intrinsic edge
weight in the graph dataset).

In a random walk, a walker repeatedly selects one of its
neighbors (referred to as a step) until the predetermined walk
length is reached. To determine the next node at each step, a
probability distribution over the neighbors is required. This
distribution is constructed from both property weights h
and workload-specific weights w assigned according to the
target walk algorithm. The resulting edge transition weight
w and the transition probability of moving from node v to u
is defined as:

w(v,u) =w(o,u) - h(v,u),
w(v, u)

W foru € N(U) (1)

p(u) =
Unless specified as property or workload-specific, we use
the term weight to refer to the final transition weight w.
Random walk algorithms are classified as static random
walks or dynamic random walks. If the raw edge property val-
ues are used directly to build the distribution, i.e., w(ov, u) = 1,
the process is referred to as a static random walk. In contrast,
if the edge property weights are transformed or adjusted to
compute new transition weights based on runtime-specific
traits, the process is called a dynamic random walk.
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Figure 2. An example of a random walk step and how different sampling methods select the next target node.

Fig. 1a shows a step of a static random walk. The transi-
tion probabilities are identical for walkers that moved from
03 to vy and from vy to vy, indicating that the probabilities
remain fixed. However, in the dynamic random walk illus-
trated in Fig. 1b, the probability distribution for the next
step differs even though the current node is the same (v4) for
both paths A and B; the difference arises from their distinct
previously visited nodes.

Because the goal of random walks is to extract meaningful
node sequences that reflect graph structure and semantics,
dynamic random walks are generally more expressive. Rep-
resentative dynamic walks such as Node2Vec, MetaPath, and
Second-Order PageRank incorporate graph topology, user
inputs, or task-specific functions into the weighting process.

Node2Vec [12] considers the last visited node and updates
the transition probability accordingly. It modifies h(v, u) by
multiplying it with tunable parameters a and b. Given the cur-
rent node v and the previously visited node v’, the workload-
specific weight w(v, u) is determined by dist(v’, u), the dis-
tance between v” and u:

%, if dist(v’,u) =0,
w(o,u) =31, ifdist(v’,u) =1, 2)
%, if dist(v’,u) = 2.

MetaPath [8] operates on graphs with edge labels. Given
an input schema—an ordered set of labels—the walk must
follow this schema while traversing the graph. For example,
if the schema is (0, 1), the first step must follow an edge la-
beled 0 and the second step an edge labeled 1. This effectively
sets the values of w to 0 or 1 in accordance with the schema.

Second-Order PageRank (2" PR) [58], like Node2Vec, ad-
justs neighbor weights based on their connection to the
previously visited node and also incorporates the degree
of said node. Given max; = max(d(v),d(v’)) and a tunable
parameter y, the workload-specific weight w (v, u) is:

w(o,u) = {E((i -y)/d() +y/d(©")) - maxq, ifdl'st(lf/, u) =1, 3)
—y)/d(v)) - maxg, otherwise.

2.2  Analysis of Sampling Strategies

Random walks incur highly irregular memory accesses, and
transforming transition weights into a probability distribu-
tion demands non-trivial computation. The procedure for
choosing the next neighbor, including this conversion, is
referred to as sampling. Existing GPU-based implementa-
tions [17, 31, 37, 53] typically adopt a specific base sampling
method (e.g., alias sampling [51], inverse transformation
sampling [35], rejection sampling [50], or reservoir sam-
pling [49]) and parallelize it to maximize GPU utilization.

Fig. 2 illustrates four commonly used sampling methods
on the example graph in Fig. 2a. In this example, the current
node v has four neighbors v;_4 with edge weights w(vy, -) =
{3,2,4,1}, yielding p(vo,-) = {0.3,0.2,0.4,0.1} for a static
random walk. Suppose the walker randomly selects v5 as the
next node (vy) — v3).

Figure 2b depicts alias sampling [51] (ALS), used in Sky-
WALKER [53]. It constructs an auxiliary structure, the alias
table, to mitigate random access overhead in weighted sam-
pling. ALS distributes weight values across the table as evenly
as possible and stores their positions, allowing the next node
to be chosen by generating two random numbers that form
a 2D lookup coordinate. Building the table requires a mean
reduction over the edge weights, followed by splitting and
redistributing blocks that exceed the mean to other indices.

Similarly, inverse transform sampling [35] (ITS) in C-
SAW [37] selects the next node with a single random number
as shown in Fig. 2c. C-SAW’s ITS constructs a cumulative
sum distribution by prefix-sum calculation and normaliza-
tion. Given a random number in (0, 1), I'TS requires a binary
search to find the node that the random number indexes.

In contrast, the sampling techniques in Fig. 2d and Fig. 2e
do not build any auxiliary data structures. Figure 2d shows
rejection sampling [50] (RJS), as used in NEXTDOOR [17].
Using repetitive trials with (x,y) 2D random coordinates, a
node is accepted only if the y-value falls within its weight
range; otherwise, the trial is rejected. Like ALS, RJS needs a
reduction to find the maximum weight, but it merely uses it
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Figure 3. Performance comparison across various sampling
methods. Execution time for (a) unweighted Node2Vec and
(b) weighted Node2Vec is normalized to ITS (C-SAW).

as the upper bound for generating y instead of constructing
a table.

Finally, Fig. 2e illustrates reservoir sampling [49] (RVS),
employed by FLOWWALKER [31], the state-of-the-art GPU
framework for dynamic walks. RVS visits neighbors sequen-
tially while maintaining a single candidate node: neigh-
bor i replaces the current candidate if u < T ‘?”wk with
u ~ Uniform(0, 1); otherwise, the candidate is uﬁchanged.
FLowWALKER parallelizes RVS by noting that each compari-
son is independent once the prefix sums W; = 22:1 Wy are
available, and uses a max reduction to obtain the final tar-
get node. Computing the prefix sum and reduction requires
inter-thread communication. Although generating one ran-
dom number per neighbor incurs some cost, the absence of
intermediate dependencies allows efficient parallelization on
GPUs. For details on the parallelization of RVS, please refer

o [31].

3 Kernel Designs for Efficient Dynamic
Random Walks

3.1 Performance Comparison on Existing Sampling
Methods

Choosing the right sampling method is the critical first
step in building an efficient framework for dynamic random
walks. We believe RJS and RVS are preferable because they do
not have the overhead of repetitive auxiliary data structure
construction associated with ALS and ITS. To demonstrate,
we measured the runtime of GPU-based random walks that
use each sampling method in Fig. 3 on four datasets [3, 4, 27].
We used Node2Vec [12], introduced in Section 2.1, as a rep-
resentative dynamic random walk workload for comparison.

Figure 3a shows the performance for unweighted
Node2Vec, where the edge properties are uniform (i.e., h = 1),
and Fig. 3b shows the weighted counterpart. As expected, the
current baseline implementations of ITS and ALS exhibit sig-
nificantly longer execution times than the best-performing
method, primarily due to the repeated overhead of building
auxiliary data structures. This confirms that RJS and RVS
are preferable for dynamic random walks. However, we also
observe that the optimal sampling method depends on the
environment (i.e., traits of the random walk workload). In
unweighted Node2Vec (Fig. 3a), NExTDOOR with RJS overall
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Figure 4. Proposed optimizations of eRVS.

performs the best, whereas in weighted Node2Vec (Fig. 3b),
FLowWALKER with RVS outperforms the others, and RJS
runs much more slowly.

These observations led us to select RJS and RVS as the most
promising candidates for GPU-based sampling in dynamic
random walks. In the remainder of this section, we present
novel optimizations for each of these methods, which are
the first contributions of this paper.

3.2 Reservoir Sampling Optimization

Despite the advantages of the RVS approach, the current
state-of-the-art GPU-based RVS kernel implementation [31]
(hereafter called the baseline RVS kernel) suffers from two is-
sues: excessive memory access (due to prefix sums) and high
computational cost. First, the baseline RVS kernel requires
the sum of the preceding edge weights for each neighbor
visited. This necessitates full access to the weights and the
computation of a prefix sum before sampling. Second, the
number of random number generations grows exactly in
proportion to the current node’s degree, whereas other sam-
plings require far fewer random numbers. To tackle these two
bottlenecks simultaneously, we propose eRVS, an enhanced
RVS kernel that greatly reduces both memory accesses and
random number generations.

To reduce memory accesses, eRVS first eliminates the
prefix sum by adopting a statistically equivalent reservoir-
sampling method [9, 16]. We illustrate this method in Algo-
rithm 1 and its parallel version in Fig. 4a. Algorithm 1 con-
verts the sampling step into an argmax problem by assigning
each neighbor i a key k; = uil/wi, where u; ~ Uniform(0, 1).
After the keys are generated, the neighbor with the globally
largest key (k9) is selected as the next target of the walk. In-
tuitively, each key comprises two factors that determine its
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Algorithm 1 RVS with Reduced Memory Access

Inputs: v, the current walk vertex (target);
N (vcur): the neighbor sequence of vy,;
\7\1(.): the dynamic weights of N (v¢,,,) in walk step j;

1: k9 «— —00; Upexr < None
2: fori < 1to |N(veyr)| do
u; < Uniform(0, 1)

1/w/

w

kl‘ — Y
if k; > k9 then k9 «— k;; 0pexr < v; end if
: end for

: return vyex;

magnitude: u; supplies the randomness of the walk, and 1/w;
acts as a fixed regulator of that randomness. This strategy
removes the need for a prefix sum over the weights, roughly
halving the costly memory accesses to the weights.

eRVS further reduces the computation by cutting the
number of random number generations with the jump tech-
nique [7, 9, 16]. Rather than simulating every event with
a random key, we exploit the distribution that governs the
number of neighbor evaluations required before a candidate
update occurs. By sampling from this distribution once, we
can directly “jump” to the neighbor that triggers the update.

According to [9], the update to vnext Occurs at neighbor
sm for which

ms, < m@/nke) < YW, (4)

where {s1, s2, ... } is the set of assessed neighbors.

Figure 4b illustrates the overall parallel jump process. To
initialize, in the first iteration, each thread first computes a
key for one neighbor, as shown in Algorithm 1. The resulting
keys are reduced to obtain the initial shared global maximum
k9. With this global maximum in hand, each thread gener-
ates a threshold T = In(u)/In(k?) and scans its assigned
neighbors until the condition in Eq. (4) is satisfied. For ex-
ample, in thread A’s second iteration in Fig. 4, the local cu-
mulative weight ¥ does not satisfy Eq. (4). Therefore, it can
skip the random number generation and corresponding key
generation—in other words, it jumps this iteration. However,
in the third iteration, Eq. (4) is satisfied. Therefore, the thread
computes both the key for the current neighbor and a new
threshold for the following iterations. This overall process is
repeated until all neighbors have been scanned and the local
max keys are reduced to obtain the next target node.

3.3 Rejection Sampling Optimization

We propose eRJS, a random walk kernel that uses rejec-
tion sampling and greatly reduces the memory access bot-
tleneck of the current baseline rejection sampling method.
Typically, the bottleneck of RJS is similar to that of RVS—
full access to the entire transition weight list. To minimize
the number of retries for each random number generation,
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RJS sets the range of the generated random numbers to be
[0, max(w(v, u))] for u € N(v). For example, in Fig. 2d, the
range should be [0, 4]. However, this procedure requires a
max reduction over all transition weights of the neighbors,
which entails full access to the list. Fortunately, an inter-
esting optimization exists. When the maximum transition
weight is already known, the max reduction is unnecessary,
and sampling involves only iterative random number gener-
ation; memory is accessed only for the edge weights selected
by the x-dimension of the random number.

Node2Vec [12] in an unweighted setting (h = 1) is one
such example. If a = 1 and b = 0.5 in Eq. (2), the maximum
is automatically 2 and the range is [0, 2]. For other scenarios
(e.g., weighted Node2Vec or 2" PR), however, it is infeasible
to precompute the maximum without calculating all edge
transition weights.

Instead of obtaining the actual maximum value, eRJS uses
a theoretical upper bound computed on the fly. The key
insight is that exact knowledge of the maximum edge weight
is unnecessary; an upper bound that is equal to or larger than
the maximum weight suffices. This allows us to eliminate the
max reduction at the cost of potentially more failed sampling
attempts caused by additional empty space in the 2D table,
while maintaining the functionality of the sampling itself.

We first prove that using an upper bound that is equal
to or larger than the maximum weight does not harm the
functionality of RJS. In other words, a neighboring node is
sampled with the same probability distribution when using
the exact max weight and an upper bound larger than said
weight. Intuitively, given the ith neighbor’s sample probabil-
ity p(v;) and an upper bound c, the relative probability of v;

: s : (p()/e) _ p(wi)
being sampled over v; is kept since (o) fe) = ploy)

Next, we provide a more formal proof for using an upper
bound by emulating a random walk sampling instance for the
target node u. We use N and deg instead of N(u) and d(u)
for readability. Given the definition of RJS [41], we define
the following probability mass functions (PMFs) on N:

p: N — (0,1] : target PMF, where ),y p(v) =1
q: N — (0,1] : proposal uniform PMF,
where q(v) = 1/deg for allv e N ®)
¢ : any constant such that ¢ > max,e N‘ZE—Z;.
Using these definitions, the upper bound in eR]JS is ﬁ,
since p(v)<cq(v) = ﬁg. Moreover, the definition of ¢ guar-

pl)
cq(v) =
uniform PMF for g to simulate the implementation of RJS.

Using the above, we represent a random walk step as:

antees that 1 holds for every v. Note that we chose a

1. Propose X: Draw X ~ q (i.e., uniformly from N)

2. DrawU: Draw U ~ Uniform(0,1)

3. Accept/Reject: Accept if U < C’;((—))(()) = m(s 1). Oth-
erwise reject and return to 1. The accepted value is the
sample.
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We can now define the probability of accepting a certain
node v:

Pr[sample = v] = Pr[X = v & accept]

— — p(v)
=Pr[X =v]-Pr(U < cq(v)] (6)
_ 1 pe)deg _ p(v)

deg c c

and the overall acceptance probability as:

Prlaccept] = Y, 5 Pr[sample = v] )
7
= % ZUENP(U) =
Thus, the conditional distribution of acceptance is:
Pr[sample = v|accept] = %ﬁj&?ﬂ ®

SR

Hence, the probability distribution of the accepted node is
the same as p, independent of the constant c. Therefore, using
our insight to optimize RJS is not an approximate solution
and does not harm the generality of sampling.

The remaining challenge is how to find a sufficient upper
bound. Ideally, the estimate should satisfy two conditions.
First, the bound must be close to the actual maximum weight;
a bound far from this value enlarges the empty space in the
2D table and increases the expected number of trials before a
successful sample. To achieve this, we estimate the maximum
per sampling step rather than using a fixed value for all nodes,
because the maximum depends heavily on node- and step-
specific factors (e.g., the weight distribution of the current
node and the degree of the previously visited node). Second,
each estimation must be as lightweight as possible, since it
will be performed repeatedly.

eRJS proposes to estimate the maximum value by follow-
ing the variables and features used in the workload’s edge
weight computation function. Fig. 5a illustrates the baseline
process of obtaining the boundary value using weighted
Node2Vec. While the baseline can obtain the exact bound-
ary value, it requires memory and weight computation per
neighbor. Fig. 5b demonstrates how eR]S provides the esti-
mated boundary with only a single memory access and three
computations in the case of Node2Vec. We need to obtain
the max(w(v,u)) = max(w(ov,u) - h(v,u)), where we com-
pute its upper bound as max(w(v,u)) - max(h(v,u)). The
former, max(w(v,u)) is obtained from the walk algorithm
(e.g., max(1/a,1/b,1))), and the latter, max(h(v,u)) can be
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Figure 6. Overview of FLEXIWALKER framework.

preprocessed from the input graph dataset. By finding the
max value of both variables, we can obtain the theoretically
possible largest boundary per node.

We note that the aforementioned scheme has two poten-
tial pitfalls that hinder the general and efficient usage of
eR]JS. First, if the upper bound is still too far from the ac-
tual max weight, its overhead from the increased number
of trials can outweigh the benefit of the eliminated max
reduction. We avoid such cases by using a cost model to
select the sampling strategy between rejection and reservoir
during runtime, as explained in Section 4.1. Second, the es-
timation process highly depends on the individual random
walk algorithm. This prohibits the use of a fixed estimation
function for all workloads. One naive alternative would be
to offload the implementation of the estimation function to
the users. However, this would become a tedious process as
users have to consider the constants/variables, whether to
get the min/max value per variable, and also additional code
to generate such values. We thus propose to automate the
process of completing the max estimation pipeline with code
analysis and generation in Section 4.2.

4 FLEXIWALKER Framework

FLEXTWALKER is a flexible framework that automatically runs
the user-provided dynamic random walk logic with SOTA
performance, using two optimized kernels in Section 3. To
achieve this, the overall workflow consists of two compo-
nents: compile-time and runtime workflow. Fig. 6 provides
an overview of those components.

At compile time, FLEX1-COMPILER analyzes the user’s
workload implementation using LLVM/Clang [25] (Sec-
tion 4.2). Specifically, FLEx1-CoMPILER sweeps through the
user code to detect the code structure and features that af-
fect the neighbor sampling probability (e.g., max weight
boundary). Based on the analysis, FLEx1-COMPILER gener-
ates human-readable parameters and code blocks, which are
plugged into FLEXIWALKER’s base framework code.

At runtime, FLEXIWALKER utilizes the code blocks and
parameters from the compile-time workflow. Optionally, if
some parameters (e.g., sampling cost per edge, max/sum of
edge property weights) cannot be inferred statically since
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they are runtime specific, FLEXIWALKER deploys a light-
weight profiling and preprocessing phase to gather them.
With these, FLEXI-RUNTIME concurrently fetches multiple
walk queries from the query queue and relevant inputs to
sample the next node for each query. For every walk step of
each query, FLEXI-RUNTIME selects the most efficient sam-
pling strategy using a generalizable cost model, informed by
profiled data (parameters) and additional runtime-specific
characteristics (Section 4.1). The selected strategy is executed
via the eRJS and eRVS kernels (Section 3), which provide
highly optimized kernels tailored to the dynamic nature of
the workload.

4.1 FLEXI-RUNTIME

Performance Sensitivity to Weight Distribution. In Sec-
tion 3.1, we observed that the best-performing sampling
method depends on the environment. For a more in-depth
analysis of the proposed optimized kernels, we compare the
performance of eRVS and eRJS on weighted Node2Vec over
the EU dataset in Fig. 7a. We artificially vary the skewness of
the edge property weights h with a power-law distribution.

As shown in the results, eRVS shows consistent perfor-
mance regardless of the distribution, as it always performs
a single full scan over the entire transition weights. On the
other hand, the performance of eRJS heavily depends on the
skewness, because a single outlier can increase the maximum
value, leading to many failed rejection sampling trials.

Additionally, we report the dynamic changes in transition
weight distributions during runtime with 2°¢ PR in Fig. 7b.
We aggregate the sum of edge weights for each node across
multiple sampling steps. For these values, we calculate the
coeflicient of variation (CV = std/mean X 100) for each node
to quantify the relative variability of edge weights during
runtime. The CVs across all nodes are then used to generate
the histogram shown in the figure.

The x-axis indicates the upper bound of each histogram
bin (i.e., CV range), and the y-axis denotes the number of
nodes that fall into each bin. The CV metric enables fair
comparison across nodes with different mean edge weights;
higher CVs indicate greater fluctuations in edge weight sums
across steps, highlighting nodes with more dynamic sam-
pling behavior during runtime. As shown in the figure, a
significant number of nodes exhibit high CV values (toward
the right end of the histogram), highlighting substantial run-
time variation. Together, the analysis suggests that selecting
an appropriate kernel at runtime is crucial for optimal per-
formance.

FLEXI-RUNTIME Design. Based on the above observa-
tion, we present FLEXI-RUNTIME, a runtime layer to choose
the best-fitting sampling strategy for each step. To achieve
the best performance, we opt to dynamically choose an ade-
quate kernel for each individual step. For this purpose, we
estimate the overhead of each sampling method by creating
a lightweight first-order cost model.
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Since both kernels are memory-dominated, our cost model
takes into account the number of memory accesses in each
method. From the procedures of eRJS and eRVS, we can
develop a cost model for the number of edge weight accesses
for the current target node. For eRVS, the memory cost is
simply the degree of the current node v,

Costrys = EdgeCostrys - degree, 9)

where EdgeCostrys is a sequential memory access cost per
edge. For eR]JS, the model is slightly complicated as we con-
sider the expectation of the sampling trials.

Costrys = EdgeCostgjs - degree - max(w;) /Ew;. (10)
1 1

In this equation, EdgeCostgjs is the random memory access

cost per edge. The average number of accesses is estimated

with the area of the 2D table (degree - max(w;)) divided
1

by the success space area (2w;). Comparing the two yields

the condition below for preferring eRJS over eRVS for the
current node.

(EdgeCostgys/EdgeCostgys) - max(w;) < Zw;. (11)
1 1

The system parameter EdgeCostg;s/EdgeCostgys is pro-
filed, as detailed in Section 5. Instead of max(w;), we use its
1

estimated upper bound due to the eRJS optimization. Simi-
larly, we use an estimation of ) ;w; because it dynamically
changes, and exact computation is costly. From Eq. (1), and
applying the linearity of expectation under the assumption
that w and h are approximately independent, we estimate:
X\X)i = E_wl—h,- = Z‘JWL' . E[h] (12)
1 1 1
Both values are obtained through compiler-assisted analysis,
as described in Section 4.2.
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4.2 FLEXx1-COMPILER

We introduce FLEx1-COMPILER, a compile-time component
for analyzing input functions and generating code blocks
to provide an automated pipeline for optimizing dynamic
random walk workloads. To realize this, FLEX1-COMPILER
analyzes the given workload to determine which optimiza-
tion techniques are applicable with the relevant parame-
ters, specifically for rejection sampling. With the analysis
results, FLEX1-COMPILER generates code building blocks that
integrate into the end-to-end optimized framework. In the
following, we explain the workflow of FLEXI-COMPILER.

We follow the popular gather-move-update programming
model [48], where the core behavior is described in the
get_weight() function as part of the gather phase. Specifi-
cally, for a random walk workload, FLEx1-COMPILER requires
implementing the init, get_weight, update functions us-
ing the CUDA C++ API with the following contents:

e init: initializing workload-specific hyperparameters,

e get_weight: computing the current edge’s weight,

e update: updating query-specific parameters after each
walk step.

In particular, get_weight() receives the graph data, work-
load class, query-specific parameters, and an index of get
_weight()’s target edge, and should return the target edge’s
weight. We present an example user code of weighted
Node2Vec in Fig. 9a. Given fixed hyperparameters (a, b),
the current neighbor being explored (post) and its edge
property weight (h), weighted Node2Vec checks a number of
conditions (green) to compute the final edge weight (purple).

With the input code, we deploy FLEx1-COMPILER’s code
analyzer, which consists of multiple components for code
analysis. These include (i) Clang [25] LibTooling-based fron-
tends for source-level abstract syntax tree (AST) analysis, and
(ii) LLVM [25] IR-based backends for intermediate represen-
tation (IR) analysis. We integrate both components to enable
the analysis of (potentially complex) input code (e.g., control
flow checking, data-flow tracking, pointer chasing, alias anal-
ysis). Additionally, we illustrate how FLEX1-COMPILER views
the given input code using a simplified syntax tree in Fig. 9b.
Starting from the hyperparameters and initial get_weight ()
code snippets, each branch represents a possible control flow
path, and leaves represent the corresponding return values.

We demonstrate how FLEXI-COMPILER’s code analyzer op-
erates in Fig. 9¢, which comprises a dependency checker and
a flag allocator. The dependency checker tracks expressions
that both influence the return value and are necessary for
the code generator to function properly. Examples include
assignment statements or arithmetic operations of the vari-
ables that affect the return value. The flag allocator detects
whether the upper bound estimation for eR]S is applica-
ble to each return variable, and to the entire get_weight ()
function. Specifically, each flag represents the granularity
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Figure 9. Overall procedure of FLEXI-COMPILER.

of weight upper bound estimations needed during runtime,
which includes:

e PER_KERNEL: Only a single estimation is required (e.g.,
unweighted Node2Vec).

e PER_STEP: A boundary estimation per step is required (e.g.,
weighted Node2Vec).

For instance, if the return value uses indexed variables (e.g.,
h, the property weights), the flag allocator sets the flag to
PER_STEP as the return value can change per step.

We demonstrate FLEXIWALKER processing an example re-
turn value h_e/a (Eq. (2)) as follows:

(D The dependency checker traverses the syntax tree and en-
counters a condition/assignment expression for the post
variable. These are skipped as they do not influence the
return value.

(@ With additional tree traversal, the checker encounters
relevant assignment statements for h_e and a. While we
mark h_e to store it in the result table, a is skipped as it is
a workload-specific fixed hyperparameter (i.e., the expres-
sion is not necessary for the code generation process).

® In a similar manner, the flag allocator sets the flag for
dependent values. Since h_e is assigned using an indexed
value (h), the expression is flagged with PER_STEP.

The code analyzer repeats a similar process for each return
branch. The results are then stored in an analysis result table,
which is used in the next code generation step. It is worth
mentioning that the code analyzer analyzes the code in a
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fine-grained recursive manner in more detail: it recursively
identifies all variables per relevant expression and launches
different search processes for each variable (e.g., separate
analysis processes for h_e and a).

As illustrated in Fig. 9d, FLEx1-COMPILER’S generator first
outputs code snippets for preprocessing the identified rele-
vant indexed values (preprocess()) with the analysis result
table. The generated preprocessing code allocates and com-
putes the max/sum of the relevant values using templates
to create pointers (h_MAX). This is done by attaching pre-
defined labels (_MAX) to the original indexed array (h). Next,
code blocks are generated to call lightweight GPU reduction
kernels for each new pointer.

Additionally, FLEx1-COMPILER’s generator outputs helper
functions such as get_weight_max()/_sum() in Fig. 9d.
These functions are called before each step to choose the
sampling strategy in FLEXI-RUNTIME.

e The max helper function is generated by adding the de-
pendent code snippets stored in the result table, and using
dummy variables (e.g., max_val) to perform reduction op-
erations for each return value.

o The sum helper function estimates the sum of weights with
the average of all possible return values following Eq. (12).
We start by replacing index variables with their new sum
pointers (e.g., h_SUM). We accumulate all possible return
values and divide them by the number of unique return
values. For cases when PER_KERNEL is set, we multiply the
final average by the degree to emulate the weight sum.

The resulting codes from the generator are integrated into
FLEXIWALKER, completing the full deployable code base. We
further discuss the generality of FLEx1-CoMPILER by identi-
fying scenarios where it cannot generate helper functions,
and how such cases are addressed in Section 7.1.

5 Implementation
5.1 FLEXI-RUNTIME Profiling Kernels.

To improve the sampling method selection in FLEXI-RUNTIME,
FLEXIWALKER deploys a lightweight profiling kernel to esti-
mate the ratio of the overhead per edge weight computation.
Before sampling, we run two kernels, where each kernel
computes the weight value for a fixed ratio of the total nodes
and a fixed number of their neighbors using eRJS and eRVS,
respectively. By running the two lightweight kernels, the
profiled ratio can indirectly incorporate hardware-specific
features, such as cache hit and capacity. We design the kernel
to only compute weights with a limited number of steps and
queries, both of which minimize the profiling time as much
as possible. Moreover, we also observed that limiting the
number of computed edge weights allowed estimating the
parameters in Eq. (11) with better performance, compared to
simulating the sampling process for each query. We report
the overhead of the profiling kernel in Section 6.5.
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5.2 Concurrent Rejection and Reservoir Sampling,.

FLEXI-RUNTIME maintains a random walk query for each
thread, as rejection sampling requires only a single GPU
thread for sampling. In contrast, reservoir sampling requires
multiple coalesced memory accesses; it is more efficient to
use at least 32 threads (i.e., CUDA warp). To address this gap
in the optimal processing unit for each sampling method, we
design a runtime kernel that works as follows:

1. Each thread within a warp fetches a query job and deter-
mines the sampling method with FLEXI-RUNTIME.

2. RJS mode: After a fixed number of independent rejection
sampling trials, threads check whether a thread that re-
quires reservoir sampling exists in the warp with CUDA
warp intrinsics (e.g., __ballot_sync()).

a. RVS mode: If at least a single thread uses reservoir
sampling, the warp synchronizes to share the target
query hyperparameters (e.g., target node, step num-
ber) through additional warp intrinsics (e.g., __shfl
_sync()). The entire warp then concurrently executes
reservoir sampling.

b. If no thread uses reservoir sampling, we continue the
process by returning to RJS mode.

3. We continue until all queries in the batch are processed.
Using this kernel design, we can switch between rejection

and reservoir sampling with low overhead and deploy differ-

ent thread granularities to each sampling method. Note that
due to the implementation choice of switching between eRVS
and eRJS, FLEx1-COMPILER returns warnings when inter-
thread communication is detected in the user’s input code.

Examples include warp intrinsics (e.g., __ballot_sync())

and synchronization functions (e.g., __syncwarp()).

5.3 Dynamic Query Scheduling.

FLEXIWALKER dynamically retrieves random walk queries
from a global queue as individual processing units (i.e., GPU
threads) complete their current query. We found that simply
using a global counter representing the number of completed
queries and an array of initial nodes was sufficient. Specifi-
cally, we use the global counter as an index to retrieve the
initial node of the next target query from the array. The
global counter is incremented atomically to avoid processing
units accessing the same query.

6 Evaluation
6.1 Experimental Setup

To evaluate the performance of FLEXIWALKER, we conducted
experiments on single- and multi-GPU computing environ-
ments with optimized software configurations. Our hard-
ware setup consists of an AMD EPYC 9124P processor with 16
cores and 32 threads. The system is equipped with 512GB of
DDR5 ECC memory. For GPU(s), we used up to four NVIDIA
A6000 GPUs, each featuring 48GB of VRAM. On the software
side, the experiments were conducted on Ubuntu 22.04.4 LTS.
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Table 1. Real-World Graph Datasets.

Graph #Vertices #Edges
com-youtube (YT) 1.1M 6M
cit-patents (CP) 3.8M 33M
Livejournal (LJ) 4.8M 86M
Orkut (OK) 3.1M 234M
EU-2015 (EU) 11IM 522M
Arabic-2005 (AB) 23M 1.1B
UK-2005 (UK) 39M 1.6B
Twitter (TW) 42M 2.4B
SK-2005 (SK) 51M 3.6B
Friendster (FS) 66M 3.6B

We utilized CUDA 12.1.1 (driver version 550.54.15) for GPU
computations and cuRAND 10.3.2.106 for efficient random
number generation.

We evaluate FLEXIWALKER using diverse real-world graph
datasets from various domains, including social networks,
citation networks, and web graphs. The detailed statistics
of these datasets are presented in Table 1. These datasets
vary significantly in size, ensuring a comprehensive evalu-
ation across different scales. Datasets YT, CP, L], OK, and
FS are obtained from Stanford SNAP [27], while EU, AB,
UK, TW, and SK are from the Laboratory for Web Algorith-
mics (LAW) [3, 4]. This diverse dataset selection allows us
to assess the scalability and effectiveness of FLEXTWALKER
across various graph structures and domains. Following prior
works [31, 48, 62], we generated random real numbers from
[1,5) and random integers from [0, 4] for datasets without
edge property weights and edge labels, respectively.

We chose six baselines [17, 31, 37, 48, 53, 59], which are
widely known CPU- or GPU-based random walk accelera-
tions. Two baselines [48, 59] accelerate random walks using
CPUs, while the other four baselines [17, 31, 37, 53] employ
GPUs for random walk acceleration.

e SOWALKER [59]: state-of-the-art out-of-core CPU-based
dynamic random walk framework utilizing RJS and ITS.

e THUNDERRW [48]: state-of-the-art CPU random walk
framework supporting RJS (for unweighted Node2Vec)
and ITS for dynamic random walks.

e C-SAW [37]: dynamic-extended version of ITS-based ran-
dom walk GPU framework.

e NExTDOOR [17]: RJS-based GPU random walk frame-
work. It partially supports dynamic random walk (for un-
weighted Node2Vec).

® SKYWALKER [53]: dynamic-extended ALS-based GPU ran-
dom walk framework.

o FLOWWALKER [31]: state-of-the-art GPU-based dynamic
random walk framework with RVS.

e FLEXIWALKER (Proposed): our proposed framework.

If a baseline does not support a dynamic random walk
workload, we faithfully extended it to support it by using the
sampling methods employed in the baseline. For C-SAW, as it
frequently faces out-of-memory issues and its original open-
sourced implementation ignores high-degree nodes with
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over 90,000 neighbors, we scaled the runtime according to
the number of neighbors that it should have considered. Thus,
the actual functionality of C-SAW is not exact when facing
high-degree nodes, but we included the runtime results of
C-SAW following the previous work [53].

We tested three famous dynamic random walk workloads,
Node2Vec [12], MetaPath [8], and Second-Order PageRank
(2" PR) [58]. The method by which each workload ob-
tains dynamic weights is described in Section 2.1. In the
weighted version of a workload, the property weights h affect
the transition weights, while the unweighted version uses
only the workload-specific weights w to compute the tran-
sition weights. Unless specified otherwise, we use weighted
Node2Vec as the main experiment target. Additionally, we
report out-of-memory and out-of-time (i.e., execution time
is longer than 12 hours) with OOM and OOT, respectively.
We use the main random walk execution time for evaluation,
and report FLEXIWALKER’s preprocessing/profiling time in
Section 6.5. Following the prior GPU-based SOTA [31] on
dynamic random walks, we set the number of walk steps
to 80 for all workloads except MetaPath. For Node2Vec, we
set a = 2.0 and b = 0.5. For MetaPath, we set the schema to
(0,1,2,3,4) and the depth to 5. For 214 PR we used y =0.2.
We created walk queries for every node in the graph.

6.2 Performance Comparison

Uniform Property Weight Distribution. To benchmark
the general dynamic random walk throughput of FLExI-
WALKER compared with previous frameworks, we tested the
uniform edge property weight distribution, which is widely
adopted in the evaluation of previous approaches. Table 2
shows the execution time of FLEXIWALKER and baselines in
such weight settings. We reported results from a total of five
dynamic random walk workloads: (un)weighted Node2Vec,
(un)weighted MetaPath, and 2" PR.

FLEXIWALKER generally outperforms other baselines with
kernel optimizations and dynamic runtime adaptation for
intermediate weight distribution change. The speedups are
significant, providing 4246.71X maximum and 73.44X geo-
metric mean speedup over the best-performing cases of CPU
baselines and 1040.54X maximum and 5.91X geometric mean
speedup over the best-performing cases of GPU baselines.
FLEXIWALKER achieves more speedup on weighted cases
because weighted workloads typically suffer from exces-
sive memory access to obtain max transition weights (i.e.,
NextDoor) or obtaining weight prefix sum (i.e., FlowWalker).
For instance, in Node2Vec with AB, FLEXIWALKER shows
much more speedup in the weighted cases than in the un-
weighted cases.

Many baselines with inverse transformation sampling and
alias sampling often face out-of-time (OOT) on weighted
Node2Vec and 2™ PR due to the significant overhead of
their sampling methods. NExTDOOR with rejection sampling
also suffers from the same issue, since it requires heavy
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Table 2. Execution time (ms) comparison with uniform property weight distribution on dynamic random walk workloads.

OOM: out-of-memory OOT: out-of-time (>12h)

Method YT CP Lj OK EU AB UK FS ™ SK
SOWALKER 2,099.58 6,753.56  10,929.20 8,068.65 29,798.90 61,960.30 151,586.00  2,978,360.00  1,339,820.00 542,455.00

T THUNDERRW 665.70 1,902.51 3,367.81 2,845.76 8,941.26 19,176.84 28,581.79 63,662.66 42,954.87 53,670.29
:éb C-SAW 28,310.38 4,913.03  35,323.08 39,010.11 1,288,951.02  4,046,140.56 ooT 457,827.27 00T 00T
‘s SKYWALKER 110,435.38 6,113.56 137,496.40  124,032.00 6,805,476.68 8,164,498.55 00T OOM 00T Oo0T

E FLOWWALKER 1,030.22 482.45 1,993.93 2,820.21 56,236.60 213,115.43  2,241,584.07 69,780.21  8,141,405.89  5,175,859.79

§ = NextDooR 196.59 625.73 964.36 738.86 2,987.51 3,574.76 5,742.08 OOM 12,881.26 OOM

E FLEXIWALKER 127.18 477.91 522.80 373.74 1,354.21 1,725.79 3,086.15 7,974.53 6,310.56 4,974.23

=]

Z SOWALKER 124,674.00  29,629.00 260,760.00  472,876.00 8,051,390.00 35,137,900.00 OOT 13,135,400.00 00T 00T
o THUNDERRW  33,579.50  20,023.04 152,158.13  330,548.73 3,320,409.43  8,062,093.25 OOT 14,678,644.89 00T Oo0T
ﬁ C-SAW 28,961.81 4,884.82  36,792.42 42,882.00 1,320,782.22  3,903,073.23 00T 525,605.82 Oo0T Oo0T
80 SKYWALKER 5,583.29 1,963.64 13,975.75 19,956.82  371,165.81 1,177,678.10 ooT OOM 00T 00T
§ FLOWWALKER 1,114.12 520.10 2,143.03 3,036.36 62,627.75 234,367.61  2,454,958.59 75,460.18  8,943,632.52  5,659,740.15

NEXTDOOR 8,062.29 2,552.00  32,963.51 76,708.57 1,028,338.67  5,774,621.92 ooT OOM O0T OOM
FLEXTWALKER 171.87 684.05 818.29 628.74 2,151.03 2,903.77 5,213.16 13,533.60 11,052.47 8,603.42
SOWALKER 265.93 1,116.85 1,643.64 2,422.68 5,573.99 13,692.90 26,722.80 108,808.00 51,601.00 71,366.80
T THUNDERRW 57.28 237.21 216.27 408.19 10,880.45 61,283.82 833,716.23 7,071.52  2,748,979.35  1,826,622.68
%b C-SAW 234.45 252.11 1,363.60 2,536.96 36,345.29 141,196.29  3,057,522.79 14,040.36  7,948,156.03  3,631,413.87
‘s SKYWALKER 64.20 35.93 250.07 651.93 15,594.10 37,407.81 497,203.88 16,496.93  5,914,917.63 627,954.02
E FLOWWALKER 38.94 51.28 74.44 98.53 959.22 4,372.14 68,511.64 1,237.04 239,655.81 119,643.58

ﬁw =  NextDOOR 7.39 12.24 79.50 22.53 68.80 96.15 155.57 324.28 213.74 386.35

i.-'g FLEXTWALKER 4.57 17.27 20.20 20.52 44.16 88.01 151.21 320.25 210.56 22791

Q

= SOWALKER 504.45 1,215.42 2,128.03 3,527.36 38,938.30 168,703.00 1,726,310.00 97,038.80  5,730,460.00  4,121,600.00
- THUNDERRW 89.30 253.47 336.72 1,158.42 15,849.39 83,312.79  1,056,136.86 11,299.45  1,422,630.00  2,352,756.81
_;:3 C-SAW 677.30 292.04 1,567.10 3,812.07 44,996.85 178,323.34  3,477,489.88 27,197.63  7,955,410.18  3,836,027.37
b SKYWALKER 75.96 42.09 302.60 786.33 13,864.43 63,707.60 832,796.04 20,815.26  7,673,433.84  4,297,459.35
g FLOWWALKER 39.33 53.23 83.20 135.59 1,367.38 8,594.29 142,880.65 1,710.89 493,637.27 260,334.52

NEXTDOOR 11.90 14.87 29.64 60.02 201.63 541.65 4,371.89 927.33 13,789.51 10,418.03
FLEXIWALKER 4.50 15.61 35.28 53.54 93.47 240.57 437.35 791.52 476.69 554.02
SOWALKER 753,675.00 104,357.00 898,852.00 1,464,480.00 O0T 00T OOT 35,616,800.00 ooT Oo0T
THUNDERRW  35,234.79  18,467.97 150,269.48  330,437.24 3,583,335.52  9,079,893.14 OOT 14,337,824.58 Oo0T Oo0T

g C-SAW 36,200.17  11,657.34  47,228.58 55,622.71 1,689,041.36  4,760,768.13 00T 528,260.39 Oo0T Oo0T

) SKYWALKER 6,081.96 2,227.76  10,754.80 16,314.03  358,016.67  1,266,910.14 Oo0oT OOM 00T 00T

%\1 FLOWWALKER 4,815.52 2,192.92 7,376.96 9,898.32  260,019.95 918,767.99 10,715,787.35 236,947.34 33,322,595.72 21,577,315.76

NExTDOOR 7,965.82 2,234.03  33,063.51 76,072.33 1,143,994.88  6,451,071.85 ooT OOM 00T OOM
FLEXIWALKER 455.44 412.54 634.65 490.10 23,923.95 28,552.45 291,228.69 10,440.54 1,596,040.01 896,175.64

weight max reduction. On the other hand, FLEXIWALKER
adopts lightweight and high-throughput eRJS and eRVS. As
eRJS eliminates weight max reduce and eRVS minimizes the
compute and memory access, FLEXIWALKER does not cause
OOT in any cases and shows superior throughput in other
baselines” OOT cases. In unweighted Node2Vec with SK, C-
SAW and SkYwALKER suffer from OOT, but FLEXIWALKER
does not, and provides 10.79% and 1040.54X speedup over
the fastest CPU and GPU baselines, respectively.
FLEXIWALKER shows slight slowdowns on some cases with
a relatively light workload (i.e., MetaPath). However, these
cases are only confined to small datasets. For instance, in
weighted MetaPath with CP, FLEXIWALKER faces 0.05% slow-
down compared to NEXTDOOR, but this slowdown does not
persist on the larger datasets (e.g., FLEXIWALKER provides
1.12x speedup over NEXTDOOR for OK). MetaPath has a rela-
tively small number of sampling steps (in this case, five), and

hence, the running time is too short on small datasets. Due
to the extremely short running time, the slight overhead of
FLEXIWALKER causes some slowdowns.

Power-Law Property Weight Distribution. To further
test the flexibility of FLEXTWALKER on various types of weight
distributions, we initialized the edge property weight distri-
bution of graphs to a power-law distribution and bench-
marked the dynamic random walk throughput of FLEXI-
WALKER and baselines. For the initialization, we utilized
np.random.pareto function in numpy library. To emulate
the various power-law distributions, we used the Pareto
distribution shape value () from 1.0 to 4.0. Fig. 10 shows
the dynamic random walk execution time of NEXTDOOR,
FLOWWALKER, and FLEXIWALKER for graphs with power-law
weight distribution. We plotted the bars with a log scale, since
NexTDOOR takes too much time compared to FLEXTWALKER.
We included the results of NExTDooR and FLOWWALKER
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Figure 10. Performance comparison with power-law and
degree-based edge property weight distribution.
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Figure 11. Performance of FLEXIWALKER’s runtime compo-
nent with uniform and power-law weight distribution. Other
than FLOWWALKER, all three results are from FLEXIWALKER.

as they are representative GPU-based rejection sampling
and reservoir sampling accelerations and typically showed
the highest throughput compared to other baselines in Ta-
ble 2. Overall, FLEXIWALKER provides 26.60X, 4.37X geomet-
ric mean speedup over NEXTDoOR and FLOWWALKER, re-
spectively. FLEXIWALKER is more robust on skewed distribu-
tions (with lower «), thereby showing stable execution time
when « is changed. NExTDoOR suffers from the GPU out-
of-memory (OOM) issue in the largest SK dataset because it
internally uses sorting to exploit memory locality, and thus
this sorting requires additional memory usage compared to
FLEXIWALKER and FLOWWALKER.

Degree-Based Property Weight Distribution. Lastly,
we tested FLEXIWALKER and baselines with edge property
weights generated with the neighboring node’s degree in
Fig. 10. Due to the nodes with larger degrees having larger
edge weights, we observed all baselines taking longer com-
pared to the execution time with uniform and power-law
weight distributions. Nevertheless, FLEXIWALKER outper-
formed NExTDOOR and FLOWWALKER up to 10.24X and 3.29%
speedup, respectively. Moreover, FLEXTWALKER was able to
compute all queries in the SK dataset, while both baselines
failed either due to OOM or out-of-time (OOT) issues.

6.3 Ablation Studies

We conducted ablation studies to verify the effect of FLEx1-
WALKER’s runtime component, which adaptively selects the
sampling kernel and kernel optimizations.

Runtime Component. To check the advantage of the
runtime component of FLEXIWALKER, we compared FLEXI-
WALKER’s runtime component with eRJS-only and eRVS-only
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Figure 12. Ablation study of optimization techniques for
(a) reservoir sampling and (b) rejection sampling kernels for
uniform and skewed (¢ = 1) weight distributions.

versions of FLEXIWALKER in Fig. 11. Such single-method ver-
sions do not change the sampling kernel during the entire
walk procedure. We additionally included FLOWWALKER as a
reference, as it is the fastest baseline in weighted Node2Vec.
We tested both graphs with uniform weight distribution
(leftmost) and power-law weight distribution (right). We can
observe that eRVS shows stable performance across vary-
ing weight skews, while eRJS’s performance degrades as the
weight distribution becomes more skewed. Moreover, for
both weight distributions, since the eRJS and eRVS of FLEx1-
WALKER fail to adapt to node characteristics, FLEXTIWALKER
with the runtime sampling method selection provides up to
3.37% and 421.56% speedup over the eR]JS and eRVS versions,
respectively. Note that there are cases where eRVS/eR]JS out-
performs the runtime component (e.g., « =1 and @ = 1.5 in
SK). This is due to the runtime component selecting the less
optimal sampling strategy for certain instances. Nevertheless,
the runtime component can prevent slowdown when using
only either eRJS or eRVS (e.g., in highly skewed distributions
(a = 1), eR]JS is significantly slower than eRVS). Overall, this
shows the importance of capturing node-specific features
during execution in dynamic random walks with the runtime
component in FLEXIWALKER.

Kernel Optimizations. We further micro-benchmarked
the sole effect of kernel optimizations, eR]S and eRVS, in
Fig. 12 with uniform and skewed weight distributions (@ = 1).
In Fig. 12a, we compared eRVS with the SOTA reservoir sam-
pling (i.e., FLOWWALKER). eRVS’s advantages compared to
FLOoWWALKER are twofold: reduced memory access (EXP) and
computation (JUMP). With only the former, it provides 1.30-
1.60x and 1.27-1.55X% speedup over FLOWWALKER, and by
adding the latter, FLEXTWALKER provides 1.44-1.82x and 1.47-
1.81X speedup over FLOWWALKER with uniform and skewed
weight distribution, respectively. In Fig. 12b, we tested eRJS
compared to state-of-the-art rejection sampling, NEXTDOOR.
As eRJS bypasses redundant max reductions with bound esti-
mation, it significantly outperforms NExTDOOR from 54.49%
to 1698.35% in uniform weight distribution. Similarly, with
skewed weight distributions, eRJS outperforms NExTDOOR
by up to 7.27x. We believe the relatively lower speedup
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Figure 13. Sensitivity study on sampling method selection
strategy (random, degree-based, and FLEXIWALKER’s cost
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Figure 14. The ratio of chosen sampling method in various
power-law weight distributions.

stems from the skewed distribution, where a large number
of candidates are rejected during the sampling process.

6.4 Analyses of Sampling Algorithm Selection
Strategy

Sensitivity on Selection Strategy. To verify whether the
sampling algorithm selection engine of FLEXTIWALKER is ade-
quate, we compared FLEXTWALKER with the other two selec-
tion strategies, random and degree-based selection in Fig. 13.
We report the speedup normalized against degree-based se-
lection. Random selection randomly picks the sampling al-
gorithm between rejection and reservoir sampling. Degree-
based selection employs reservoir sampling when the degree
of a node is less than 1K and adopts rejection sampling other-
wise, since rejection sampling is more robust for processing
high-degree nodes. FLExIWALKER achieves speedup over ran-
dom selection and degree-based selection, providing 15.86X
and 2.66X geometric mean speedup over them.

Ratio of Selected Algorithms. As FLEXIWALKER adap-
tively selects the sampling algorithm during the walk pro-
cedure, it is worth profiling the actual ratio of selection be-
tween the two base algorithms, rejection and reservoir sam-
plings. In Fig. 14, we profiled the ratio of the chosen sampling
method with YT, EU, and SK. To extract further insight, we
tested various power-law Pareto distribution shape values
() ranging from 1.0 to 4.0 (lower values indicate a more
skewed distribution). Since rejection sampling is less robust
to skewed distributions than reservoir sampling, rejection
sampling is far less selected in skewed distributions with
lower a. This shows that FLExIWALKER adequately selects the
proper sampling algorithms based on the edge probability
distribution.
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Table 3. Profile and Preprocessing Time (ms).

Time(ms) YT CP 1L1J OK EU AB UK FS TW SK

Profile 631 6.78 7.68 7.13 11.03 16.72 27.76 12.13 9.76 10.70
Preproc. 0.54 1.65 231 2.62 7.77 17.11 25.08 5840 40.70 67.34
Total 6.85 843 999 9.75 1880 33.83 52.84 70.53 50.46 78.04
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Figure 15. Multi-GPU scalability.
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Figure 16. Energy efficiency comparison.

6.5 Analysis on Overheads

To verify that FLEXTWALKER incurs small additional overhead
compared to workload running time, we show the profiling
and preprocessing time of FLEXIWALKER on all datasets in Ta-
ble 3. Compared to the execution time of weighted Node2Vec,
the profiling and preprocessing time are extremely small, re-
quiring only 0.46%-3.98% of the total running time. Also, it
is worth noting that those profiled and preprocessed results
are reusable per workload and/or graph.

6.6 Multi-GPU Scalability

We also benchmarked whether FLEXTWALKER is scalable with
multiple GPUs. Fig. 15 illustrates the scalability of FLExI-
WALKER as the number of GPUs increases from one to four.
We distributed the queries into GPUs with hash-based index
mapping of the starting nodes because naive range-based in-
dex mapping showed lower scalability. The input graph was
duplicated on all GPUs. Since this query parallelism is highly
efficient, FLEXIWALKER achieves stable scalability with mul-
tiple GPUs, showing 3.23X geometric mean speedup over
the single GPU case using four GPUs. In AB, FLEXIWALKER
scales less efficiently due to the remaining workload imbal-
ance among GPUs, but still provides 2.35X speedup over the
single GPU case when utilizing four GPUs.

6.7 Energy Efficiency

Lastly, we compared the energy efficiency of FLEXTWALKER
against CPU and GPU baselines. In addition to THUNDERRW
(CPU) and FLowWALKER (GPU), we included another estab-
lished CPU baseline, KNIGHTKING [62]. We report both the
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energy efficiency in joules per query and the maximum re-
ported watts of each baseline across all datasets in Fig. 16.
We observed KNIGHTKING requiring less energy compared
to both THUNDERRW and FLOWWALKER, except for FS. How-
ever, FLEXIWALKER was able to achieve the highest energy
efficiency with up to 10.15x less joules per query compared to
Kn1GHTKING. Moreover, while FLEXTWALKER required higher
max watts compared to the CPU baselines, it used 1.18X less
maximum power (watts) than FLowWALKER (GPU).

7 Discussion
7.1 Limitations

We discuss the limitations of FLEXIWALKER, focusing on two
scenarios where FLEx1-COMPILER is unable to derive an ap-
propriate upper bound for eRJS. One scenario is when graph
topology-related values are updated during runtime (e.g.,
updates on edge property weights in dynamic graphs). Such
updates can compromise the accuracy of preprocessed values
(e.g., maximum edge property weight), thereby impacting
the functionality of eRJS. Another case stems from complex
user input code, where FLEx1-COMPILER can generate incor-
rect code for get_weight_max()/sum(). FLExI-COMPILER
thus checks the user code for convoluted loops such as re-
cursive function calls, loops with data-dependent exits, and
deeply nested structures. When FLEx1-COMPILER detects such
scenarios, it focuses on soundness by safely falling back to
eRVS-only mode. Nevertheless, FLEXIWALKER was able to
generate code for all five random walk workloads and utilize
eR]JS in Section 6. We believe FLEXIWALKER will be applicable
to most dynamic random walk workloads.

7.2 Future Extensions

Despite already providing a flexible GPU framework for var-
ious dynamic random walk applications, FLEXIWALKER has
the potential to support additional scenarios. First, we can
target larger graphs by allocating graph partitions to differ-
ent GPUs, similar to distributed GNN frameworks [38, 47].
While possible with graph partitioners [19] and inter-GPU
communication libraries [33, 34], we expect considerable
communication overhead due to the I/O-bound nature of
random walks. Second, FLEXTIWALKER can be extended to
support dynamic graphs with modules that update the pre-
processed values and graph topology. FLEXTWALKER's design
could potentially provide performance benefits for dynamic
graphs, especially FLEX1-RUNTIME, since it can choose dif-
ferent sampling methods per sampling step. Finally, FLEX1-
WALKER can support low-precision edge weights to reduce
memory bandwidth usage. To demonstrate, we compared
the performance of FLEXIWALKER against FLOWWALKER with
weighted Node2Vec using INT8 to store edge property weights
(generated with uniform weight distribution). FLEXIWALKER
still outperformed FLOWWALKER by 27.59X geometric mean
speedup, demonstrating the applicability of FLEXIWALKER.

Park et al.

8 Related Work
8.1 CPU-Based Acceleration of Random Walks

Extending static and dynamic random walks to large graphs
[1, 22, 24] can be challenging, primarily due to the sheer
volume of data and the inherent workload imbalance. To
address such issues, various works target CPUs to optimize
random walks [18, 23, 28, 32, 43, 55, 56, 59, 62]. DrunkardMob
and GraphWalker extend GraphChi for out-of-core simula-
tion [23, 24, 55]. KnightKing distributes walks with load bal-
ancing, using alias sampling for static and rejection sampling
for dynamic cases [62]. A memory-aware framework [43]
analytically selects between different sampling methods but
approximates transition weights. NosWalker decouples disk
I/O from computation for higher throughput [56], while
GraSorw and SOWalker further optimize out-of-core pro-
cessing [28, 59]. Nonetheless, most schemes still favor static
walks or remain bounded by CPU resources.

8.2 GPU-Based Acceleration of Random Walks

Several works [17, 31, 37, 53, 54, 60] have accelerated ran-
dom walks using GPUs. C-SAW [37] utilizes the inverse
transform sampling algorithm with warp-centric parallelism.
NextDoor [17] performs graph sampling based on rejection
sampling by gathering workloads with the same target using
transit parallelism. SkyWalker [53, 54] and CoWalker [60]
employ alias sampling on GPUs. FlowWalker [31] is the
current state-of-the-art GPU framework for dynamic ran-
dom walks. The aforementioned solutions either target static
random walks or are burdened by additional performance
bottlenecks arising from dynamic random walk traits. FLEX1-
WALKER efficiently alleviates such issues using efficient ker-
nels and generalizable optimization techniques.

9 Conclusion

We propose FLEXIWALKER, an extensible framework for dy-
namic random walks. FLEXIWALKER proposes efficient re-
jection and reservoir sampling kernels, a lightweight cost
model for runtime sampling method selection, and compile-
time automatic workload optimization and specialization.
FLEXIWALKER achieves 73.44X and 5.91X geometric mean
speedup over CPU and GPU baselines’ best performing cases,
respectively.
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