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Abstract
Journaling is a commonly used technique in file systems to provide data reliability for applications. Full-data journaling, which stores all file system (data and metadata) updates in a journal
before they are applied to their home locations, provides the strongest data reliability, reduces
application developers’ efforts on application-level crash consistency, and helps to remove most
crash-consistency vulnerabilities. However, file system users usually hesitate to use it as it doubles the write volume to the disk, leading to compromised performance. While fast SSDs have
the potential to make full-data journaling affordable, its doubled writes threaten the devices’
durability, which is their Achilles heel.
While data deduplication technique can be used to remove the second writes to the home
locations, it can be too expensive to be a practical solution due to its high computation and
space overheads as it has to compute and cache collision-resistant hashing values (fingerprints).
The issue is especially serious for SSDs, which are becoming increasingly large and fast, but
less tolerant of additional overhead in the I/O stack. Leveraging the fact that with data journal
mode all writes to the home locations in a file system are preceded by corresponding writes to
the journal, we propose Write-Once data Journaling (WOJ), which uses a weak-hashing-based
deduplication dedicated for removing the second writes in data journaling. WOJ can reduce
regular deduplication’s computation and space overheads significantly without compromising
the correctness. To further reduce metadata persistency cost, WOJ is integrated with SSD’s FTL
within the device. Experiment results show that the ext3 file system with data journaling on WOJenabled SSDs can deliver up to 2.7X higher throughput than that with regular deduplication,
while both remove about half of the writes to the SSD.
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1. Introduction
Journaling is a commonly used technique in today’s file systems (e.g., ext3 [1] and ext4 [2])
to ensure data consistency in the face of a system failure. In a journaling file system, updates
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are first recorded in the journal (in the commit phase) and later applied to their home locations
in the file system (in the checkpoint phase). In case of a system crash, all completed records
(transactions) in the journal are replayed and applied, while uncompleted ones are discarded, to
ensure the file system’s consistency.
File system journaling can be in one of the two modes, data or metadata journaling, based on
the contents written to the journal. In the data journaling mode, all file system (data and metadata)
updates are written to the journal before being checkpointed to the files later on. In contrast, in
the metadata journaling mode, only the updated metadata of the file system, such as inode and
free block bitmap, are first written to and protected by the journal, while data are written directly
to their home locations in the files. Due to the double write of both data and metadata in the data
journaling mode, file system users are usually reluctant to use it and resort to metadata journaling
for its fast speed. However, they have to tolerate compromised data reliability.
1.1. Data Journaling is Necessary
Metadata journaling has several limitations. First, as data are written directly to a file, without
explicit synchronization control, updated data blocks can be mixed with un-updated ones in any
order even with sequential write pattern if the system crashes during the file’s overwriting [3].
Second, metadata journaling cannot guarantee even the consistency of metadata. For example,
with the metadata journaling in the ordered mode in ext3 and ext4, the modify time (“mtime”) of
a file may remain unchanged after the file is updated. The anomaly is due to a critical rule, which
is to write data before committing metadata to the journal in the ordered mode. This metadata inconsistency can raise an issue with applications relying on the mtime attribute to decide their next
actions, including GNU make [4, 5] and file integrity checks using signatures [6, 7]. Last but not
least, recent research has revealed that metadata journaling is prone to introduce vulnerabilities
to user-level applications as it reorders applications’ write operations for performance [8, 9, 10].
To avoid the vulnerabilities, application developers have to be aware of write re-ordering in file
systems and eliminate their side effects with extra efforts in their programming, such as inserting
extra flushes between file system operations to enforce the right order. However, it is not easy
to avoid the vulnerabilities at the application level even for expert programmers. These vulnerabilities are found in widely-used applications [9], including Google’s LevelDB [11] and Linus
Torvalds’s Git [12].
As Linus Torvalds stated ”Filesystem people should aim to make ’badly written’ code ’just
work’” [13], use of data journaling adheres to the belief. With data journaling, the file system
maintains a total write order and preserves application order for both metadata and data updates,
which provides the strongest data consistency support for applications. As shown in existing
studies, most crash-consistency vulnerabilities in commonly-used applications can be avoided
with the use of data journaling, and the remaining ones have minor consequences and are ready
to be masked or fixed [8, 9]. With the clear advantages in providing data reliability and stronger
file system consistency support for upper-level applications, application developers will prefer
to use data journaling if the performance is not a concern. With the extensive use of SSDs and
their ever-improving I/O performance, data journaling’s higher demand on write bandwidth is
likely to be accommodated, and the once-thought expensive journaling approach may become
affordable.
1.2. SSD’s Endurance is now a Barrier
While SSD can provide much higher write throughput to potentially support data journaling
well, its endurance becomes a new barrier to the practical use of data journaling, which doubles
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Table 1: Throughput of different hash functions under different CPU frequencies
Hash functions
MD5
SHA-1
SHA-256
SHA-512
CRC32C
xxHash

MiB/s (3.0GHz CPU)
526.1
470.1
204.1
327.5
7631.3
5715.4

MiB/s (1.2GHz CPU)
215.3
172.5
79.2
130.5
3050.7
2285.2

write traffic to the disk. For most flash-based SSD devices, each flash memory cell can only be
written several thousand times in its lifespan [14, 15, 16, 17]. While high-end SSDs can deliver
GB/s-level throughput and TB-level capacity, their lifetime is not improved accordingly [18].
Actually, due to the adoption of MLC (multi-level cells) and TLC (triple-level cells) for larger
capacity, SSDs’ lifetime is worsening [14, 17]. For example, Intel 750 Series NVMe 400GB
SSDs can provide up to 2.2GB/s and 900MB/s throughput for sequential read and write accesses,
respectively, while the endurance is rated for up to a maximum of 127TB written (70GB per day)
over the course of its 5-year limited warranty [19]. That is, even if the cells of the device are
written evenly (an ideal scenario), it cannot surely admit new writes successfully after each flash
cell is written about 317 times (127TB/400GB) on average. In other words, if the device keeps
admitting writes at its full write speed, the total write time of the device can be only about 37
hours (127TB/900MB seconds). While these numbers may be derived from highly conservative
estimates on SSD’s lifetime, endurance of SSDs is indisputably a major concern. If the writetwice issue could be addressed by efficiently removing the second write (for checkpointing) that
follows the corresponding first one to the journal, data journaling would not be a concern to
the SSD’s endurance. As contents of the two writes are the same, block-level deduplication
technique [20] is a potentially viable solution.
1.3. Regular Deduplication is too Expensive
Though deduplication can be a promising solution, it is too expensive to be effective for
fast SSDs in terms of its computation, space, and synchronization overheads. Existing deduplication techniques rely on fingerprints, which are hash values computed on individual blocks’
contents with a collision-resistant hash function, to identify duplicate data. Example collisionresistant hash functions include SHA-1 [21] and MD5 [22]. As write of every block requires
computation of its fingerprint, the impact of the computation can be substantial. Table 1 shows
throughput of computing hash values of 4KB blocks on a Dell server with Xeon E5-2680v3
CPUs (1.2GHz∼3.0GHz with DVFS technique) and 30MB LLC when different hash functions
are used. As we can see, the collision-resistant hash functions, such as MD5, SHA-1, SHA-256,
and SHA-512, have throughput higher than or comparable to that of hard disks or slow SSDs.
These functions are affordable when the slow devices are used. However, the time of fingerprint
computation can be larger than the access time of fast SSDs. For example, Intel 750 NVMe SSD
has 900MB/s sequential write throughput [19], much higher than that for computing SHA-1 fingerprints (470MB/s). When the fingerprint computation becomes the performance bottleneck on
the I/O path, deduplication is unlikely to be applied. Though non-collision-resistant hash functions, such as CRC32C and xxHash[23], have throughput higher by more than ten times (even
on less powerful embedded CPUs [24], as illustrated in Table 1 showing throughput under lower
CPU frequency), their use can compromise correctness. As we will show, deduplication is preferred to be implemented within a disk [25]. High-performance multi-core processors are less
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likely to be used inside an SSD. Furthermore, today’s high-performance SSDs, such as Intel Optane SSDs [26], have throughput as high as more than 2GB/s and demand any computation on
their I/O paths to be very light.
To make matters even worse, regular deduplication techniques consume a large amount of
memory for caching its metadata, including fingerprints, block address mappings, and reference
counts, for its efficient operations. The space demand can be substantial. For example, assuming
a disk of 4TB (1G 4KB blocks) and a fingerprint of 20B (a SHA-1 value) and each physical block
is mapped to two logical blocks on average, the space demand for block address mapping and
fingerprints can be 28GB (4B*1G*2+20B*1G). While fingerprints usually have weak locality,
almost all of them have to be in the memory to achieve an optimal deduplication ratio.
Finally, deduplication requires periodical synchronization of its metadata, in particular, the
block address mappings, onto the disk on a timely manner for data reliability and short response
time. Additionally, different types of metadata should be persisted onto the disk in a particular order. All these require frequent use of expensive flush operations [27]. For deduplication
not implemented in the disk, metadata synchronization operations can significantly degrade I/O
throughput and offset deduplication’s potential performance advantage.
1.4. A Lightweight Built-in Solution
In this work we propose a solution that is built in the SSD to transparently support WriteOnce data Journaling, named WOJ. While it still uses fingerprints to detect duplicate blocks and
leverages deduplication technique to remove the second writes, it addresses all three issues with
the regular deduplication technique. First, WOJ can use ultra-lightweight non-collision-resistant
hashing to identify second writes of duplicated blocks without compromising correctness. Second, WOJ only needs to maintain a small amount of metadata, which is thousand times smaller
than that for regular deduplication and can be fit in the SSD’s internal memory. Third, WOJ
integrates its block mapping with SSD’s FTL and does not require frequent flushes from the host
to the device.
Our contributions in the paper are threefold: (1) We investigate potential benefits and challenges of enabling data journaling in SSDs. We address the challenges with a design with little
compromise on I/O performance even for high-end SSDs that are sensitive to even small overheads added into their I/O stack. Also, it protects SSDs’ durability as well as regular deduplication does; (2) We prototype WOJ as a device mapper target supporting real file systems (ext3 and
ext4) and perform I/O on real SSDs, instead of SSD simulators, to demonstrate its practicality
and efficacy; (3) We extensively evaluate WOJ with micro-benchmarks, widely-used file system benchmarks, database workload, and workloads with real-world data. The results show that
WOJ removes about half of the writes in data journaling and provides significant performance
improvement over full deduplication schemes.
2. The Design of WOJ
The design goal of WOJ is to address challenges on minimizing time and space costs that
are required by the deduplication technique and are usually too high to fit in the I/O stack of
high-performance SSDs. As we have mentioned, deduplication on the host needs to periodically
and often frequently flush its metadata to the disk for their persistency and consistency [27]. This
excessive overhead is unlikely to be removed on most of today’s general-purpose computers as
long as the deduplication is performed at the host side. In contrast, WOJ is situated within the
4

SSD to leverage the non-volatile memory that is often found in today’s SSDs in the form of
DRAM protected by battery or super capacitor. An additional benefit of performing deduplication in the SSD is that its address mapping table overlaps with the SSD’s existing mapping table
(as part of the SSD’s FTL), and additional space and maintenance costs for the table required by
the deduplication can be avoided.
However, the resources available for deduplication, including computing power and memory,
are highly constrained in the SSD. Accordingly, objectives of WOJ’s design include (1) use of
ultra-lightweight fingerprints without compromising correctness, and (2) very small demand on
metadata space with its size decoupled from the SSD’s capacity. WOJ achieves the design goals
by taking advantage of a priori knowledge on the source of data duplication (checkpointing data
that have been in the journal) and of very limited amount and lifetime of the data in the journal.
2.1. SSD with File-system-level Knowledge
To be simple and effective, WOJ performs deduplication at the block level. That is, it identifies and removes writes of duplicate data at the unit of blocks defined by the SSD’s interface.
WOJ is designed to remove the second writes in a journaling file system in the data journaling
mode. It requires that the whole blocks (not only the updated portions) where (data or metadata)
modifications take place are recorded in the journal and later written to the file system. This
requirement is met by any file systems using physical journal [28, 29] (including ext3 and ext4),
in which file system updates are logged in their original blocks of data and written to the journal.
We are aware that file systems with logical journal (like XFS [30]) only record the deltas (the
changes) made by the writes in the journal to reduce the amount of logged data. This is at the expense of increased complexity. While WOJ can remove all the cost of second writes and enable
a physical journal that is more efficient than logical journal, we believe that the simpler physical
journal will become the preferred journaling approach and take the place of logical journal.
A unique feature of WOJ, as a block-level deduplication design, is to leverage knowledge that
is only available at the upper level, i.e., file system level, to distinguish whether a block is written
to the journal or not. With this knowledge WOJ can use non-collision-resistant fingerprints
and maintain a very small set of metadata for lightweight deduplication without compromising
correctness (details in the next subsection). As WOJ is implemented in the SSD, a journaling
file system must inform WOJ that data journaling and WOJ functionality be enabled when the
file system is mounted. In a journaling file system, such as ext3, ext4, and ReiserFS, a special
file with contiguous space allocation at a fixed disk address and of fixed size is designated as
the file system’s journal to store records (transactions), which are then periodically checkpointed
into the file system. The journal is used as a circular buffer, where space holding records that
have been checkpointed can be reused. As long as the journal’s address space, possibly in the
form of its starting disk address and length, is disclosed by the file system to the disk, WOJ
knows which of the writes to the disk are commit ones (the first writes) to the journal and which
are checkpoint ones (the second writes) to the home locations. When there are more than one
partition on the SSD, a file system needs to specify the address space the partition occupies, and
WOJ distinguishes the two types of writes and performs its deduplication operations separately
for individual WOJ-enabled partitions. WOJ can be enabled at the time of mounting a file system
(with a mount system call). The journal’s address space can be passed to the SSD via an SSD
primitive similar to the ptrim and exists commands proposed by FusionIO [31]. When the WOJ
functionality is not enabled or is turned off after being enabled, the SSD functions as a normal
SSD device without deduplication.
5

2.2. Deduplication with Non-collision-resistant Fingerprints
WOJ does not pursue full deduplication, where all duplicate blocks are detected and only one
copy of the duplicate blocks is physically stored in the disk. Instead, WOJ uses non-collisionresistant fingerprints to deduplicate the second writes (writes in the checkpoint phase) in a datajournaling file system with very low overheads. In the process it is required that (1) the correctness is not compromised; and (2) the collision rate is low so that deduplication ratio is negligibly
affected. The key difference in its use of fingerprints from regular deduplication is that WOJ
does not rely on fingerprints to determine the existence of duplication between a given block
in the checkpoint phase and those that are recently committed to the journal and have not been
checkpointed yet, as in the data journaling mode “all new data is written to the journal first, and
then to its final location” [32] and the duplication is guaranteed. Instead, a block’s fingerprint is
used only to identify which block in the journal has identical contents as the block under consideration in the checkpoint phase. As long as a fingerprint is not shared by more than one block in
the journal, it can be used to identify the corresponding block in the checkpoint phase (even if
non-collision-resistant fingerprints are used) and avoid writing it to the disk.
To facilitate the identification, WOJ maintains a fingerprint pool. A fingerprint will be inserted in the pool and used for detecting duplicate blocks in the checkpoint phase only when
two conditions are satisfied. First, the fingerprint is computed over the contents of a block in the
commit phase. Second, the fingerprint is unique in the pool. For each fingerprint in the pool,
it is associated with a unique physical page address (PPA) indicating where the corresponding
block of data is stored. We assume the block size exposed by the SSD’s interface is identical to
the flash memory page size inside SSD. If not, an adaptation is straightforward [33]. To this end,
when a block is written into the journal (in the commit phase), its fingerprint is computed (Step
1.1 in Figure 1) and used as the key to search in the pool. If it is not found, the fingerprint is
added into the pool (Step 1.3 in Figure 1). Otherwise, a collision occurs (Step 1.2 in Figure 1). A
straightforward solution is to mark the fingerprint as invalid and abort the deduplication attempt
on the blocks of this fingerprint. Note that when a fingerprint is designated as invalid, it is not
immediately removed from the pool. Otherwise it can cause correctness issue as there can be
further collisions on the fingerprint. An alternative is to introduce secondary fingerprints for the
blocks in collision and enable a second chance after a collision. We do not take this option in
the design as the probability of the collision is small. As disclosed in a recent study [34], the
collision rate of CRC32 (and CRC32C) for typical storage workloads is lower than 8X10−5 , and
for xxh64 (64-bit version of xxhash) 4 billion hashes have a 50% chance of getting one collision [35]. Additionally, the fingerprint pool is small, whose size is capped by number of blocks
in a journal, whose size is usually configured as a few hundreds of megabytes to several gigabytes. Further, WOJ removes a fingerprint from the pool right after it is used for a successful
removal of a second write. Otherwise, it will be removed when the space for its corresponding
block is reclaimed in the journal. In either case the lifetime of a fingerprint in the pool is short
and the collision is expected to be rare. It is noted that, no blocks in the commit phase will be
deduplicated regardless of the uniqueness of their fingerprints.
For a block in the second write (in the checkpoint phase), its fingerprint is computed and
searched in the fingerprint pool (Step 2.1 in Figure 1) for a match. Note that there always exists
such a match. If it matches a valid fingerprint (one that has not experienced any collision), the
block is deduplicated (Step 2.2 in Figure 1). Instead of actually writing the data again to the disk,
only an entry in the FTL’s address mapping table (from a block’s logical page address (LPA) to
its logical page address (PPA)) is updated to reflect that the block’s LPA is mapped to the PPA
of the block with the matching fingerprint. Note that WOJ does not need to maintain a separate
6

1 Commit Phase
1.1 compute WFP (weak fingerprint) for each block to write;
1.2 if the WFP is in the WFP pool:
mark the WFP as invalid;
1.3 else:
insert the WFP to the WFP pool;
1.4 write the block to the journal area;
2 Checkpoint Phase
2.1 compute WFP for each block to write;
2.2 if the WFP is in the WFP pool and it is valid:
add new LPA->PPA entry to the address mapping table;
add new PPA->LPA to the reverse mapping table;
remove the matched WFP from the WFP pool;
2.3 else:
write the block to its home location;

Running Transaction
A
B
C
M
2.1

Fa, Fb, Fc, Fm

Memory
1.1

2.2

Fa, Fb, Fc, Fm

1.2
WFP Pool

2.3

1.4

1.3

Journal

Home locations

A

B

C

…

…

M

A

B

C

M

Layout of journaling file system on the SSD

Figure 1: Sequence of operations in WOJ for committing and checkpointing blocks. In the figure, Fa , Fb , Fc , and Fm
refer to weak fingerprints of blocks A, B, C, and M, respectively.

address mapping table. If the block matches an invalid fingerprint (Step 2.3 in Figure 1), it is
written to the disk as usual, instead of being deduplicated.
2.3. Metadata Supporting Movements of Physical Blocks
As mentioned above, to serve writes and reads from users WOJ only needs to use FTL’s
address mapping table and maintains a very small fingerprint pool (tens of KB for a journal of a
few hundreds of MB) due to the small number of much shorter fingerprints (8B for xxhash vs.
20B for SHA-1). The pool can be easily held in the SSD’s memory.
However, WOJ needs to maintain a reverse address mapping table (from PPA to LPA) to
support SSD’s internal operations such as garbage collection and static wear leveling. When a
physical block at a PPA is migrated during the operations, one has to know the LPA(s) that are
mapped to the PPA, so that the address mapping table (LPA → PPA) can be properly updated.
When a block in the checkpoint phase is deduplicated, and its logical page address (LPA2 ) is
mapped to the PPA of a matching block in the journal, whose logical page address is (LPA1 ), the
PPA is mapped to two LPAs (PPA → LPA1 and PPA → LPA2 ). The first one is automatically
recorded in the physical page’s OOB (out-of-band) area when the page is written. The second
one is recorded into a reverse mapping table. Note that a PPA is mapped to no more than two
LPAs in WOJ, and a reference count maintained for each PPA in the regular deduplication is not
necessary. To reclaim a physical block, both block’s OOB area and the reverse table are checked
to ensure no LPAs are still mapped to its PPA .
Most of the reverse mapping table will be stored on the flash. The organization of the table
can be similar to the directory-based one for the address mapping table in DFTL [36]. As updates
of the table have strong spatial locality due to usually sequential writes to PPAs in the journal,
they can be done efficiently in batches. Though lookups into the table can be expensive by
involving flash reads, they may not be on the critical path of servicing user requests. More
7

Table 2: SSDs used in the experiments
Type
Disk Size
Model Family
Device Model
Sequential Read
Sequential Write
Interface
Endurance Rating

Fast SSD
400GB
Intel 750 Series [19]
INTEL SSDPEDMW400G4
2200MB/s
900MB/s
PCI-Express 3.0 X4
70GB/day for 5 years

Moderate SSD
240GB
Intel 520 Series [38]
INTEL SSDSC2CW240A3
550MB/s
520MB/s
SATA 3.0, 6.0GB/s
20GB/day for 5 years

Slow SSD
80GB
Intel X18-M/X25-M/X25-V G2 [39]
INTEL SSDSA2M080G2GC
250MB/s
70MB/s
SATA 2.6, 3.0Gb/s
100GB/day for 5 years

importantly, they are often followed by erase operations, which can be hundreds of times more
expensive than the lookups and make their impact negligible.
3. Evaluation
We extensively evaluate WOJ with a variety of workloads on a WOJ prototype to reveal its
performance insights. In particular, we will answer the following questions: 1) can WOJ retain
data journaling’s performance on fast SSDs, and to what extent can WOJ reduce the performance
overheads introduced by deduplication? 2) in terms of reducing writes to the disks, can WOJ
address the write-twice issue in data journaling by removing the duplicate writes to the disk?
3.1. Experiment Methodology
As an SSD with built-in WOJ is not available yet, we prototyped a virtual SSD with WOJ
functionality enabled. In the virtual SSD, the WOJ functionality is implemented in Dmdedup [37],
an open-source deduplication framework, as a device mapper target at the generic operating system block device layer in Linux kernel 4.12.4. All the data written to the virtual disk are first
processed in the target and those to be persisted are directed to a real SSD. Block size of the
device is set to be the file system’s default page size, which is 4KB. Since WOJ is to be implemented inside SSDs, where the metadata can be cached in the NVM space (e.g., battery-backed
RAM) to avoid frequent data persistence, we choose the INRAM backend of Dmdedup to manage the deduplication metadata. With the INRAM backend, the deduplication metadata is only
stored in DRAM, rather than writing to the disk. In the prototype, WOJ can be enabled/disabled
by using the “dmsetup message” command. An the ext3 file system is installed on the virtual
SSD, and data journaling mode (data = journal) is enabled with a 256MB journal. In the prototype we implemented the deduplication operations as well as their supporting data structures
including an address mapping table, a reverse mapping table, and a fingerprint pool. It is noted
that, using Dmdedup framework adds additional overheads (compared to an in-SSD implementations) to WOJ and its counterparts, which are described in the below. Because WOJ itself is
more lightweight than its counterparts, the overhead represents a larger percentage of its service
time, and accordingly WOJ’s reported relative performance advantages are conservative.
The experiments are conducted on a Dell R630 server with two Xeon E5-2680v3 2.50GHz
CPUs, each with twelve cores and 30MB last-level cache. The server is equipped with 128GB
DDR4 memory. Three SSDs with different performance (as listed in Table 2) are used in the
experiments to create different evaluation scenarios.
In the evaluation, the file system is configured with one of following three configurations:
8

• WOJ X: data journaling mode with WOJ enabled. ”X” indicates the hash function for
fingerprinting. In the experiments, we use xxHash [23], a fast non-cryptographic hash algorithm, to generate weak fingerprints as a representative of non-collision-resistant hash
functions1 . Specifically, we applied the xxHash function over the first 64 bytes of a 4KB
block to generate a 64-bit fingerprint for the block. Accordingly this WOJ is named
WOJ xxh64. In addition, to show the impact of hash functions, we also use collisionresistant hash function, namely, SHA-1 and MD5, in WOJ (WOJ sha1 and WOJ md5,
respectively.)
• No Dedup DJ: data journaling mode without using any deduplication. For a fair comparison, the I/O requests are also directed to the Dmdedup framework, and then sent to the
device without deduplication.
• Dmdedup sha1: data journaling mode with Dmdedup enabled for full deduplication using
SHA-1 values as fingerprints, where any blocks with identical fingerprints are detected and
deduplicated.
We use four types of workloads to evaluate WOJ:
• Running write-only micro benchmarks. We continuously write 4KB data to a file. Both
sequential and random writes are tested.
• Running Filebench benchmarks. We conduct experiments on write-intensive benchmarks
in Filebench [40], a widely-used file system and storage benchmark suite, which includes
common file operations, such as create, open, close, delete, read, and write. We fill the
data blocks in the write operations with randomly-generated contents.
• Hosting database workloads. In the above two workloads, each user file access had been
aligned to 4KB blocks before being sent to the disk. In the database workloads, we choose
a popular KV store (LevelDB [11]) and run the off-the-shelf benchmark (db bench) on it.
In the tests, users’ data are usually re-organized before they are written to the disk, which
may have implication on WOJ’s deduplication ratio.
• Serving workloads with real-world data. In this experiment we conduct some common file
system operations (file creations, reads, and writes) on real-world data.
3.2. Results with Write-only Micro Benchmarks
In these workloads write requests of 4KB data are issued continuously to a file, and a flush
operation (issued with the fsync system call) is issued after a given number of writes for data
persistency. We name this number the flush window size. Using a smaller flush window reduces
chance of losing data during a system crash but may suffer a higher performance penalty.
We first perform sequential writes to a new file until it grows to 8GB. Because of use of
journaling and file system operations, the actual amount of data written to the disk is larger than
the amount of data requested by user programs for writing. The ratio between these two amounts
is named write amplification, or WA. Figure 2 shows the throughput and WA of the sequential
1 Using crc32c for fingerprinting can provide even better performance (see Table 1) and reduce space overhead, but
its high speed depends on special Intel instructions that are not available in most embedded processors.
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Figure 2: Throughput and write amplification for sequential write accesses with different window sizes on the three
SSDs.

writes with different flush window sizes on different SSDs. The results reveal a number of insights. First, WOJ xxh64 achieves the highest throughput among the three configurations as
shown in Figures 2a, 2b and 2c. Second, throughput difference among the three configurations
varies on different SSDs. For the fast SSD, Dmdedup sha1 shows much lower throughput than
No Dedup DJ. For example, its throughput is only about 60% of No Dedup DJ’s throughput
when the window size is 1000. Although applying deduplication removes almost half of the
writes to the disk in data journaling as shown in Figure 2d, it introduces fingerprinting overheads, which is too expensive for the fast SSD as indicated in Tables 1 and 2. These results
confirm our belief that regular deduplication schemes are too expensive for high-performance
SSDs. For moderate and slow SSDs, since their I/O performance is much lower (as shown in Table 2), their overhead of fingerprinting becomes less significant, making Dmdedup sha1 provide
comparable (as shown in Figure 2b) or higher (as shown in Figure 2c) throughput than that with
No Dedup DJ. Third, there is an anomaly in the performance difference between No Dedup DJ
and Dmdedup sha1 in Figure 2b when the window size is 1000. Although the throughput of
fingerprinting with SHA-1 (470MB/s) is a little lower than the write throughput of the moderate
SSD (550MB/s) as shown in Tables 1 and 2, Dmdedup sha1 achieves higher throughput when
the window size is small as the frequently issued flush operations add extra cost to the I/O operations. However, when the window size becomes larger, No Dedup DJ has higher performance
than Dmdedup sha1. This is because the overhead of the expensive flush operations is amortized
by more write operations, which improves the I/O performance and makes the overhead of fingerprinting more significant. In general, WOJ improves the throughput by about 1.85X to 2.03X
compared to Dmdedup sha1 for the the fast SSD.
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Figure 3: Throughput and write amplification of WOJ for sequential write accesses with different hash functions for
different window sizes.

As shown in Figure 2d, WOJ xxh64 removes about half of the data written to the disk as
Dmdedup sha1 does. The results show that hash collisions due to the use of weak fingerprint are
rare in WOJ. We also see that WA is lower when the window size is larger. For example, WA
for No Dedup DJ is about 2 when the window size is 1000, while it increases to 2.6 when the
window becomes 10. There are two reasons for this. First, with a larger window size file system
metadata updates to the same metadata blocks in the same window can be merged and thus fewer
metadata blocks are written to the disk. Second, with larger window size flush operations are
less frequently issued, the file system can fit more file system updates into a single transaction,
which will improve file system efficiency and reduce the journal metadata blocks (e.g., descriptor
blocks and commit blocks).
To understand the contribution of the use of a weak hash function in WOJ to its performance
improvement, we replace the hash function with collision-resistant ones for generating fingerprints in WOJ. The results for WOJ xxh64, WOJ md5, and WOJ sha1 are shown in Figure 3.
There are several observations. First, WOJ xxh64 provides much better performance than the
other two, as xxhash is much more lightweight than the other two as shown in Table 1. Second,
the throughput difference between the three is more significant on the fast SSD, where a larger
proportion of run time is spent on computing fingerprints. Third, WOJ sha1 has a little lower performance than Dmdedup sha1. This is because WOJ sha1 detects and removes duplicates only
in the checkpoint phase, while Dmdedup sha1 achieves full deduplication, which may reduce a
little more writes to the disk as shown in Figure 3d. Last, comparing Figures 3a and 3b, we can
find that with strong hash functions, the throughput of WOJ on the fast SSD and moderate SSD
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Figure 4: Sequential write latency with different window sizes on the three SSDs.

does not show significant difference for large window size even though the raw performance of
the SSDs is quite different. The reason is that the computation of strong fingerprints becomes
performance bottleneck for fast SSDs and offsets the performance advantage of the fast SSD.
In general, with faster hash functions, such as xxHash, WOJ provides up to 2.24X throughput
improvement over that using slow hash functions such as SHA-1.
For file system users, I/O request latency is also a critical performance metric. Figure 4 shows
the CDF curves of write latencies of the three schemes on the three SSDs with different window
sizes. The latency increases when the window grows for all the three schemes as a request is
acknowledged only when the flush operation at the end of the window completes, which ensures
all data blocks in the window are persisted on the flash. On the fast SSD, the latency with
WOJ xxh64 is similar to that with No Dedup DJ, and much lower than that with Dmdeup sha1
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Figure 5: Throughput and write amplification for random write accesses with different window sizes on the fast SSD.

for all window sizes. For the fast SSD with high bandwidth, the doubled amount of writes
poses a modest impact on the write latency for No Dedup DJ. For WOJ xxh64, although half
of the writes are removed, it has write latency similar to that of No Dedup DJ. On the moderate
SSD, the benefit of reducing half of the write traffic outweighs the overhead of computing weak
fingerprints. Accordingly, WOJ xxh64 provides lower latency than No Dedup DJ. In contrast,
computing strong fingerprint is still too expensive. Thus, the latency of Dmdedup sha1 is the
highest. On the slow SSD with low bandwidth, the doubled write traffic in No Dedup DJ poses
a significant overhead, causing No Dedup DJ to have the highest latency. For the fast SSD, the
90th percentile latency of WOJ xxh64 can be reduced to around 50% of that with Dmdedup sha1.
To understand impact of different access patterns, we also conduct experiments with 4KB
writes at random locations in a 8GB file. The experiments demonstrate similar performance
trends, though random access has lower performance than sequential access. Figure 5 shows
experiment results on the fast SSD. Compared to Figure 2, we see two significant differences.
First, the throughput is much lower than that with sequential access. For example, for a window
size of 1000 writes, the throughput of WOJ xxh64 is about 165MB/s for random writes, while
it is about 290MB/s for sequential writes. Second, the WA is higher for random access, which
contributes to its throughput degradation. For random writes, the metadata updated in a flush
window are less likely to be merged as they usually scatter in different metadata blocks, which
causes more metadata blocks to be written to the disk.
Results with sequential and random writes show that WOJ reduces almost the same amount
of duplicated data as that in full deduplication schemes with strong fingerprints. Meanwhile,
WOJ reduces the performance overhead to significantly improve both throughput and latency.
3.3. Results with Filebench Benchmarks
The Filebench benchmarks include commonly-used file system operations, such as create,
open, read, append, overwrite, close, and delete. Figure 6 shows the throughput and amount of
data written to the disk for selected benchmarks on the three SSDs. For almost all the benchmarks, WOJ xxh64 provides the highest performance. On the fast SSD, WOJ xxh64 achieves
much higher throughput than Dmdedup sha1 for benchmarks with large flush window sizes, such
as cp L, cr L, ws w1000 and ws pa w1000. The improvement can be up to 2.44X. For the benchmarks varmail and fileserver, WOJ xxh64 achieves high throughput improvement for a different
reason. These two benchmarks generate about the same amount of read and write operations and
the I/O time dominates their execution time. In such workloads, read and write requests compete
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Figure 6: Throughput and normalized number of writes on the three SSDs with filebench benchmarks. Meaning
of the abbreviations: cp=copy; cr=create; L=Large file (1GB); S=Small file (64KB); W=Write; ws=Write with sync;
pa=Preallocate file.

for the disk’s bandwidth. While WOJ removes about half of the writes and makes the corresponding disk bandwidth available, read throughput also increases. Although Dmdedup sha1
can remove about the same amount of writes, its high fingerprinting overhead largely offsets this
benefit.
In a case with varmail shown in Figure 6c, the throughput of Dmdedup sha1 is a little higher
than WOJ xxh64 on the slow SSD. In varmail about 10% more data written to the disk are
removed by Dmdedup sha1 than WOJ xxh64 (shown in Figure 6d). WOJ only removes duplicate
data in the checkpoint phase, while Dmdedup implements full deduplication. WOJ misses some
deduplication opportunities hidden within the journal area and takes more I/O time.
The results with Filebench workloads also show that in most cases WOJ can perform as well
as full deduplication schemes in reducing redundant data, as shown in Figure 6d. Except for
varmail and ws-w1, where many blocks are journal metadata and less likely to be deduplicated
even by full deduplication schemes, WOJ can remove about 38% to 50% blocks written to the
disk, which will substantially help to improve the disk’s lifetime.
3.4. Results with Database Workload
User applications usually rely on the database for data storage and retrieval, and expect it to
be highly reliable as a crash in a database can affect all upper-layer applications that use its service. As databases, like LevelDB [11], are usually built on top of file systems and store their data
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Figure 7: Throughput for PUT operations with different value sizes in LevelDB on fast SSD. The key size is 16 bytes.

in files, the development of database programs can be much easier if the underlying file systems
provide stronger data consistency support and preserve write orders by using data journaling [8].
In this experiment we mount the ext3 file system with the data journaling mode enabled. We
then extensively conduct experiments on PUT workloads with different access patterns on LevelDB. We use all the default configurations of LevelDB during the experiments. In particular, the
SSTable’s size is 2MB. We run db bench released with the LevelDB code [41]. Due to space constraint, we only show experiment results on the fast SSD, which poses significant performance
challenges to existing deduplication schemes.
Figure 7 shows the throughput for LevelDB benchmarks on the fast SSD. For all the benchmarks, WOJ xxh64 provides better performance than Dmdedup sha1. The improvement is about
1.38X to 2.7X, and higher improvements are achieved with larger value sizes. Given a fixed number of requests, requests of larger value sizes will generate more blocks for writing and more I/O
operations. On the contrary, with smaller value sizes more requests’ data (key-value items) can
fit in a single block and written to the disk together, leading to reduced I/O operations, and the
advantage of using WOJ to reduce write traffic is weakened.
3.5. Results with Workloads Using Real-world data
In this section, we evaluate WOJ with workloads with real-world data, rather than randomly
generated data, in the I/O operations. In the first experiment (Copy-DVD-Image), we copy a
Debian DVD image [7] (about 3.7GB) from the tmpfs (/tmp) to the tested file system. In the
second experiment ( Copy-GCC-Code), we copy a compressed gcc source code [42], which
includes more than 4000 files and has a size of about 3.1GB, from the tmpfs (/tmp) to the tested
file system. In the third experiment (Git-Clone-GCC), we use git clone to clone a gcc repository
to the tested file system. The results are shown in Figure 8.
Consistent with observations on other workloads, WOJ shows substantial performance advantages in the three experiments on the three SSDs. Compared to Dmdedup sha1, WOJ xxh64
reduces the execution time by about 55.6%, 56.3%, and 54.5% in the three experiments on the
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Figure 8: Run time and number of writes of workloads with real-world data on the three SSDs. The number of writes is
normalized based on the number of blocks written with No Dedup DJ.

fast SSD, respectively. As expected, the improvements are less significant on the slow SSD,
which are about 8.3%, 5.4%, and 9.3%, respectively. As shown in Figure 8d, WOJ xxh64 performs almost as well as Dmdedup sha1 in terms of write reduction due to deduplication. In all
the experiments, WOJ removes about 50% of data blocks being written to the disk, demonstrating that use of non-collision-resistant hash function has negligible impact on the deduplication
effectiveness.
3.6. Memory Space Overheads
Reducing memory space overhead is critical to effectively enable WOJ inside SSDs. In WOJ,
three main data structures are maintained in memory: an address mapping table, a fingerprint
pool, and a reverse mapping table. For the address mapping table WOJ does not require any
extra space beyond that currently available in the SSD’s FTL.
The size of the fingerprint pool is proportional to the journal size. In our evaluation, we have
configured the ext3 file system with journals of different sizes (from 32MB to 1GB). The performance results show little difference. So we choose a moderate journal size, which is 256MB.
With this journal size, the signature pool size is capped at 768KB2 . For the reverse mapping table,
only the segment where the PPAs mapped by current journal blocks needs to stay in memory, and
2 Each item in the pool is 12B, including an 8B fingerprint (an xxh64 hash value) and a 4B PPA. There are at most
256MB/4KB items.
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has a size of 512KB (256MB/4KB ∗ 8). Therefore, WOJ requires only about 1.28MB memory
in the SSD for its operations.
In contrast, if a full deduplication scheme with collision-resistant hashing is deployed in an
SSD, a few gigabytes of metadata have to be maintained assuming a 400GB SSD [25], like the
400GB fast disk listed in Table 2. In the scheme even a fingerprint pool can be larger than 1GB.
Specifically, in the pool each item can be of 24 bytes (a 20-byte SHA-1 value and a 4-byte PPA)
and total size can be 2.4GB (400GB/4KB ∗ 24B). For efficient and effective deduplication, it is
often expected that its metadata are mostly cached in the memory. Otherwise, additional flash
reads for cache miss and writes for metadata persistency are required, which compromises its
performance. In the aforementioned experiment, we conservatively assume a sufficiently large
non-volatile memory for it to hold all the metadata.
4. Related Work
The importance of removing duplicate writes to SSDs for better performance and extended
device lifetime is well recognized and many efforts have been made. Existing studies include
efforts on reusing existing data on SSD devices and on the improvement of performance of
journaling file system without compromising data reliability.
4.1. Efforts on Reusing Data on SSDs.
WOJ reuses data in a file-system journal to avoid re-writing duplicate ones to their home
locations. Data deduplication has been widely used to remove redundant writes to flash-based
SSDs for longer device lifetime and better performance [43, 25, 44]. All existing deduplication approaches rely on collision-resistant (strong) hash functions to detect duplicate data, which
makes them too expensive to be used on fast SSDs. CAFTL is a deduplication scheme designed
to be in the SSDs [25]. To find a duplicate block to remove a write, it has to apply expensive
strong hash function on the block. It does attempt to use weak hash function in its detection of
duplicate blocks. However, a strong hash still has to be used to ascertain its duplication. Furthermore, it adds a second pool of weak fingerprints in addition to the pool of strong fingerprints. It
also needs to maintain all the other metadata required by regular deduplication schemes. Though
CAFTL may use DRAM in the SSD as a cache for the metadata, the concern on the metadata
access speed and persistency may not be well addressed. First, some metadata, such as fingerprints, usually do not exhibit strong locality. Second, the DRAM, especially battery-backed
one, in the SSD can be too small to hold the working set of the large metadata set. In contrast,
WOJ only needs to compute a weak fingerprint to recognize duplicate blocks, which minimizes
fingerprinting overhead, and keeps metadata small without compromising deduplication ratio.
JFTL[45] was proposed to remove duplicate writes introduced by journaling. It is different
from WOJ on its approach of detecting the second writes in the checkpoint phase to remove
them. A physical journal consists of two types of blocks, among which data blocks are copies
of file system blocks, and journal metadata blocks contain home addresses of the data blocks in
the file system. Format of journal metadata blocks is defined by individual file systems. JFTL
needs to understand the format for its analysis of the journal metadata blocks and know home
addresses of the data blocks. It compares addresses of non-journal writes and the home addresses
to detect the second writes. As there is no such well-accepted protocol describing the format,
it is unlikely to pass the information from the file system into the SSD as WOJ does to know
the journal’s address space. Consequently, JFTL customizes its implementation to a particular
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journal format, making this approach less likely to be accepted into SSD. Any approaches based
on XCopy interface [46, 47] suffer from the same issue as JFTL.In contrast, WOJ only needs
to know the journal’s location in its disk partition, which can be easily obtained from the file
system.
4.2. Efforts on Improving Journaling File System Performance.
Being a commonly used approach for data consistency in a file system, journaling introduces
write amplification and degrades the I/O performance. CCFS [8] conducts a detailed analysis
on how file system behaviours affect the user-level crash consistency, and identifies a few performance issues in journaling file systems. To address the performance issues, its major effort
is to use a stream-based abstraction to reduce the flush cost on the critical I/O path in a file system with data journaling mode enabled. In contrast, WOJ complementarily removes the second
writes in the checkpoint phase of journaling operations for further performance improvement.
More importantly, WOJ has its unique advantage with SSDs – the reduction of writes can extend
SSDs’ lifetime. This is especially critical to high-performance and high-price SSDs. Rocha et al.
analyzed performance of the ext3 file system using an external journal stored on a separate hard
drive, and reported that the I/O throughput can be improved by about 40% [48]. However, the approach requires an extra disk, which is preferred to be a high-performance SSD if the main disk
is an SSD. In addition to extra cost, still doubled writes would reduce SSD’s lifetime. Furthermore, to recover a crash failure both disks have to be available to form a complete and consistent
image, making it impossible to just move one disk from a failed server to a replacement one.
WOJ does not use extra hardware. Instead, it removes duplicate data within SSD in a manner
almost transparent to file system and its users.
5. Conclusion
In this paper we describe WOJ, a weak-hashing-based deduplication scheme for deployment
inside SSDs to address the write-twice issue of data journaling with negligible performance and
space overheads. With a prototype implemented as a device mapper target, we extensively conducted experiments with a variety of workloads, and the results show that the ext3 file system
with data journaling on WOJ-enabled SSDs can achieve up to 2.7X higher throughput than that
with regular deduplication, and it also removes about half of the writes to the SSD.
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