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To detect all parallelism in the functional program increases the overhead for the functional languages have
parallelism and prevent the efficient parallel execution. In this paper We extend flow graph analysis and
try to maximize useful parallelism in the functional program. P.Hertel applied the flow graph analysis used
to analysis the imperative language to the functional language. To use flow graph analysis enables to treat

the variety of analysis( strictness analysis , boxes analysis and so on).
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