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Abstract: A P2P network is a network that relies on computing power of its clients rather 

than in the network itself. One fundamental way to find and aggregate information 
distributed over a large network is to sample the network. If individual computers and 
their data can be sampled from the network, a picture of the state of the network can be 
built, and particular results found or computed. This enables useful services like search 
and aggregation to be built on top of what, at first, appears to be little more than a loose 
association of computers on a network. Hence, in this paper we considered the concept 
of common data mechanism in terms of putting forward the foreword cluster flow 
algorithm in order to rectify the e computational traffic in network making them to reliable 
and faster and less traffic in the network. Since e consider the node mechanism flow 
putting forward to the level of highest cluster. 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
In peer-peer network the clients (peers) will do the 
necessary operations to keep the network going rather 
than a central server. Of course, there are different levels 
of peer-to-peer networking: 
  

• Hybrid P2P: There is a central server which keeps 

information about the network. The peers are responsible 

for storing the information. If they want to contact another 

peer, they query the server for the address. 

• Pure P2P: There is absolutely no central server or router. 

Each peer acts as client and server at the same time. This 

is also sometimes referred to as “server less” P2P. 

• Mixed P2P: Between “hybrid” and “pure” P2P networks. 
An example of such a network is Gnutella which has no 
central server but clusters its nodes around so-called 
supernodes” 
 
 
 
To  our  knowledge  there  is  no  previous  work  on  load  
 
 
 

 
Fig.1.1 Showing the peer-peer network 
 
Structured peer-to-peer networks organize their link 

structures around metric-spaces, often the metric-space of 

a class of data that is to be searched over. Topologies of 

structured networks are typically designed to divide the 

metric-space in such a way as to balance the complexity of 

search and the size of the link-table. This is typically 

accomplished by dividing the metric-space near-uniformly 

over all members of the network, with each peer taking  
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Responsibility for data located in its share of the metric-

space. Unstructured networks, based on random 

connections are limited in the performance and node reach 

ability they can offer to applications. In contrast, structured 

networks impose predetermined connectivity relationships 

between nodes in order to offer a guarantee on the 

diameter among nodes. 

In pure P2P networks, there is no centralized server to 
keep track of the data stored in peers, we do not know 
which peer contains the information we want. Therefore, 
when a peer wants to search for some information, it 
needs to broadcast the query to all his connecting peers 

 
 

2. RELATED WORK 

The general trend which makes the sense of a peer-to-

peer network defines a specific method of organizing peers 

into a topology, upon which one or more algorithms may 

run. The word topology is meant to invoke the notion of a 

class of graphs, such that any specific network graph 

produced by a particular peer-to-peer network has similar 

graph-theoretic properties to other graphs that are 

produced by the same network. There is often a strong 

relation between a peer-to-peer topology and the 

distributed algorithms that can be run efficiently on it. It is 

very common to see a particular pairing of topology and 

algorithm inclusively referred to as a peer-to-peer network. 

For example, an algorithm that assumes the existence of 

peers with special roles is clearly limited to the subset of 

topologies that contain such special peers. The goal of the 

work in this dissertation is the opposite. We desire to find 

algorithms that can run on the largest set of topologies as 

possible. 

 

Fig.2.1 Showing the Modeling Factor how can Query 

clustered. 

In the fig. 2.1, Overlay constructions are typically sub-

optimal when compared with what could be achieved if the 

same service was implemented directly in coordination 

with the network layer. In return for this inefficiency, 

developers gain design flexibility and ease of deployment. 

It also separates design concerns. Indeed, while overlays 

are positioned at the application layer, it is more fitting to 

think of them as a distinct layer implementing higher-lever 

routing and transport services. This separation of concerns 

partially decouples design, implementation, and 

optimization from the network and transport layer. 

As of time delay and other points we consider, hence in 

terms of network overlays, a brokered P2P architecture 

doesn’t provide any flexibility in allowing different overlays 

since it requires every peer to connect to the centralized 

directory service. In contrast, in the other three types of 

P2P architectures, peers have some freedom in choosing 

their neighbors, and different relations between connected 

peers regarding their contents (or other attributes) lead to 

different network overlays. Below we focus on network 

overlays with content-based locality or small-world 

properties. Hence, the packet delay or loss gives unreliable 

to user and in order to avoid such context we need high 

end delivery data mechanism. 

3. METHODLOGY 

Clustering strategy makes use of an extra layer of 

connections, to group similar peers together based on two 

peers' similarity within their neighborhood. With these 

added network topology constraints, we propose a content-

based Clustering routing strategy, the Clustering Query 

Model, which can perform searching efficiently by directing 

queries to their target cluster according to the query 

content. Therefore, our algorithm manages to be scalable 

when network grows. To make use of our clustered P2P 

network, we propose a content-based query routing 

strategy called Clustering query Model. In this model, a 

query message is routed selectively according to the 

content of the query. The query message first walks 

around the network through random connections. Once it 

reaches its designated cluster, the query message is 

broadcasted through the attractive connections inside the 
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cluster much like an exploding network as shown in our 
strategy aims to: 
 

1. Minimize the number of messages passing through the 

network, 

2. Avoid irrelevant computers to handle the query and 

reduce the workload of each computer, 

3. Maximize the ability of retrieving relevant data from the 
peer-to-peer network. 
 
Since it is difficult to obtain a partition of the content space 

beforehand for digital libraries of unstructured text 

documents in open domains, the content area covered by 

each hub cannot be predetermined. Instead, it can only be 

determined implicitly by the contents of the providers 

already connecting to the hub. As the hub accepts into its 

content-based cluster more providers whose contents are 

similar to what it already covers, its content area may be 

updated dynamically to integrate the contents of these new 

members. Therefore, in contrast to an explicit fixed 

clustering policy, each hub uses an implicit adaptive 

clustering criterion, which is more autonomous and self-

adjusting. 

Algorithm  

Algorithm for the Clustering query Model 

1. Clustering query-routing (peer a, Query b) 

2. for all siga 2 SIG a do 

3. if Db(siga; b) > θ(threshold) then 

4. if rand() > CTS then 

5. bttl = bttl - 1 

6. end if 

7. if  pvv > k ^ CURRENTTIME()- tv > tk then . Check 

self-loop threshold 

8. else if st > 1 then . Check if relaxation is possible 

9. r  (st -1.0) 

10. end if 

11. else if st < 1 ^ lv _ 0 then . Perform normal self-

loop update 

12. pvv =  pvv +(1st ) 

13. end if 

14. if bttl > 0 then 

15. propagate b to all ea(a; b; c; d) where a = a; c = 

siga or b = a; d = siga 

16. end if 

17. end if 

18. end for 

19. if Not forwarding to attractive link then 

20. bttl = bttl - 1 

21. if bTTL > 0 then 

22. forward b to all er(a; b) where a = a or b = a 

(random link) 

23. end if 

In particular, we wanted to minimize the assumptions that 

the algorithm made about the underlying peer-to-peer 

network. Previous work has made one or more 

assumptions that seem, to us, both undesirable and 

unnecessary. First, previous biasing algorithms have all 

assumed that every link in the underlying peer-to-peer 

network is bidirectional (i.e., the graph is undirected). This 

is unrealistic in at least two respects. Peers are often 

hosted on networks that use so-called middle-boxes. Both 

network address translation and firewalls can create 

situations in which a peer can send data to a neighbor, and 

yet is itself unable to receive data from the same neighbor. 

Most peer-to-peer networks assume some form of network 

address-traversal is available and that peers can try and 

establish symmetric connections. 

3.1 Performance Evaluation 

In the phase analysis we consider the topologies for each 

generative model and network size, and plot the median 

value of r and d. Figure 3.2.1 shows the statistical distance 

for all four combinations of feedback and normalization 

over 10000 vertex graphs: differential normalization with 

asymptotic feedback (standard normalization with 

asymptotic feedback differential normalization with optimal 

feedback (diff/opt), and standard normalization with optimal 

feedback (std/opt). For now we set the exponential 

dampening factor to 0.6, which we will later see is the best 

value of those tested, and look at topologies that are either 

slightly directed. Standard normalization with optimal 

feedback setting biased topologies such that the sparse 

eigen decomposition algorithm that we used could not 

successfully decompose them within a reasonable time.. 
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Therefore, the line for standard normalization with optimal 
feedback is missing for the Pastry and Kleinberg 
topologies. The clustering shows the highest peak to the 
best of know data node 

 
Fig.3.2.1 Showing the flow peak of node with time 

 
In the fig. 3.2.1, Analysis of performance, the reasoning 

behind this is that under the ideal random bootstrapping, 

nodes that emerged as preferred nodes were not 

necessarily the “oldest” in the system, since no caching is 

implemented. On the other hand, caching neighbor’s 

connections on client nodes changes the system by 

improving the chances of malicious nodes since they are 

staying in the system for a prolonged period of time and a 

returning node is more likely to connect to one of them 

than to a legitimate node. This adds to the effect of the 

simultaneous disappearance of malicious nodes helping 

them create a noticeable void in the overall presence of 

preferred nodes in the network, thus increasing the 

diameter. In addressing this void of preferred nodes, the 

remaining nodes are able to recover to a power-law 

distribution after one update of their list of neighbors, 

promoting existing nodes into a preferred status. 

 
4. CONCLUSION 

 The field and technology in software is a changing 
environment. As of networking is a daily changing 
mechanism in terms of effective and efficient service. The 
algorithms described attempt to address several issues in 

peer-to-peer networks including topologies, throughput, 
and network metrics. We then propose a set of strategies 
for the client and serving nodes designed to maximize their 
respective utilities, while at the same time offering 
incentives for nodes to be truthful. Since peer-to-peer 
networks lack a central point of authority by definition, end-
nodes have to rely on local information based on their 
partial view of the network. However, in order to create 
reliable connections to their peer nodes, it is often quite a 
complex problem, for nodes, to decide which subset of 
existing nodes meets their requirements for reliability. 
Since networks are quite complex, we argue that 
estimating any metric related to them, such as hop 
numbers or latency, cannot be carried on with a 
deterministic approach. Thus, we propose a learning 
approach for scalable profiling and predicting node metrics. 
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