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PARALLEL DNA IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST MATRIX MULTIPLICATION
TECHNIQUES BASED ON AN n-MODULI SET

ARAN NAYEBI

ABSTRACT. On distributed memory computers, the implementation and association of fast parallel matrix
multiplication algorithms has yielded astounding results and insights. In this discourse, we use the tools
of molecular biology to demonstrate the feasibility of performing Strassen’s fast matrix multiplication al-
gorithm with DNA based on an n-moduli set in the residue number system, thereby demonstrating the
viability of computational mathematics with DNA. As a result, a general scalable implementation of this
model in the DNA computing paradigm is presented and can be generalized to the application of all fast
matrix multiplication algorithms on a DNA computer. Fast methods of matrix computations with DNA
are important because they also allow for the efficient implementation of other algorithms (i.e. inversion,
computing determinants, and graph theory) on a DNA computer.

1. INTRODUCTION

The multiplication of matrices is a fundamental operation applicable to a diverse range of algorithms
from computing determinants, inverting matrices, and solving linear systems to graph theory. Indeed,
Bunch and Hopcroft [Bunch et al. (1974)] successfully proved that given an algorithm for multiplying two
n X n matrices in O(n®) operations where 2 < a < 3, then the triangular factorization of a permutation
of any m x m nonsingular matrix as well as its inverse can be found in O(n®) operations. The standard
method of square matrix multiplication requires 2n3 operations. Let w be the smallest number such that
O(n“*¢) multiplications suffice for all ¢ > 0. Strassen [Strassen (1969)] presented a divide-and-conquer
algorithm using noncommutative multiplication to compute the product of two matrices (of order m2*) by
m37F multiplications and (5 + m)m?27¥ — 6m?22* additions. Thus, by recursive application of Strassen’s
algorithm, the product of two matrices can be computed by at most (4.7)n!°827 operations. Following
Strassen’s work, Coppersmith and Winograd |Coppersmith et al. (1990)] were able to improve the exponent
to 2.38. Their approaches and those of subsequent researchers rely on the same framework: For some k, they
devise a method to multiply matrices of order k with m < k® multiplications and recursively apply this
technique to show that w < log;,, m. Only until recently, it was long supposed that w could take on the value
of 2 without much evidence. Using a group-theoretic construction, Cohn, Kleinberg, Szegedy, and Umans
[Cohn et al. (2005)] rederived the Coppersmith-Winograd algorithm to describe several families of wreath
product groups that yield nontrivial upper bounds on w, the best asymptotic result being 2.41. They also
presented two conjectures in which either one would imply an exponent of 2.

Unfortunately, although these improvements to Strassen’s algorithm are theoretically optimal, they lack
pragmatic value. In practice, only the Strassen algorithm is fully implemented and utilized as such:

For even integers m, n, and k, let X € R™** and Y € R¥*" be matrices with product Q € R™*", and

Xoo Xo1 Yoo You Qoo Q01>
X == Y = =
(XIO X11> ’ <Y10 Y11> @ (Qlo Qu)’
where X;; € R™/2xF/2 Y, ¢ RF/2xn/2 and Q;; € R™/2%"/2. Then perform the following to compute
Q= XY,

set

My := (Xoo + X11)(Yoo + Y11),
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M := (X10 + X11)Yo0,
My == Xoo(Yo1 — Y11),
M3 := X11(—Yoo + Y10),
My = (Xoo + Xo1)Y11,
Ms = (—Xoo + X10) (Yoo + Yo1),
M = (Xo1 — X11)(Y10 + Y11),
Qoo = Mo + M3 — My + M,
Qo1 = My + M,
Q10 = Mz + My,
Q11 = Mo + My — My + Ms.
Even if the dimension of the matrices is not even or if the matrices are not square, it is easy to pad the
matrices with zeros and perform the aforementioned algorithm.

Typically, computations such as this one are performed using electronic components on a silicon substrate.
In fact, it is a commonly held notion that most computers should follow this model. In the last decade how-
ever, a newer and more revolutionary form of computing has come about, known as DNA computing. DNA’s
key advantage is that it can make computers much smaller than before, while at the same time maintaining
the capacity to store prodigious amounts of data. Since Adleman’s |[Adleman (1994)] pioneering paper, DNA
computing has become a rapidly evolving field with its primary focus on developing DNA algorithms for
NP-complete problems. However, unlike quantum computing, the viability of computational mathematics
on a DNA computer has not yet been fully demonstrated. In fact, only recently have the primitive op-
erations in mathematics (i.e. addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division) been fully implemented
and optimized. Thus, one of the goals in this paper is to show that computational mathematics is feasible
with DNA. Fujiwara, Matsumoto, and Chen [Fujiwara et al. (2004)] proved a DNA representation of binary
integers using single strands and presented procedures for primitive mathematical operations through simple
manipulations in DNA. It is important to note that the work of Fujiwara et al. |[Fujiwara et al. (2004)] and
those of subsequent researchers have relied upon a fixed-base number system. The fixed-base number system
is a bottleneck for many algorithms as it restricts the speed at which arithmetic operations can be performed
and increases the complexity of the algorithm. In fact, parallel arithmetic operations are simply not feasible
in the fixed-base number system because of the effect of a carry propagation. Recently, Zheng, Xu, and
Li |[Zheng et al. (2009)] have presented an improved DNA representation of an integer based on the residue
number system (RNS) and give algorithms of arithmetic operations in Zy; = {0,1,--- , M — 1} where Z); is
the ring of integers with respect to modulo M. Their results exploit the massive parallelism in DNA mainly
because of the carry-free property of all arithmetic operations (except division, of course) in RNS.

In this paper we present a parallelization method for performing Strassen’s fast matrix multiplication
methods on a DNA computer, thereby demonstrating the practicality of this paradigm in the mathematics
of computation. Divide-and-conquer algorithms particularly benefit from the parallelism of the DNA com-
puting paradigm because distinct sub-processes can be executed on different processors. Our approach uses
the Cannon algorithm at the bottom level (within a tube containing a memory strand) and the Strassen al-
gorithm at the top level (between memory strands). We show that the Strassen-Cannon algorithm decreases
in complexity as the recursion level r increases [Nguyen et al. (2005)]. If the Cannon algorithm is replaced
by other parallel matrix multiplication algorithms at the bottom level (such as the Fox algorithm), our result
still holds. The difficulty that arises is that in order to use the Strassen algorithm at the top level, we must
determine the sub-matrices after the recursive execution of the Strassen formula 7 times and then to find
the resultant matrix. On a sequential machine, this problem is trivial; however, on a parallel machine this
situation becomes much more arduous. Nguyen, Lavallée, and Bui [Nguyen et al. (2005)] present a method
for electronic computers to determine all the nodes at the unspecified level r in the execution tree of the
Strassen algorithm, thereby allowing for the direct calculation of the resultant matrix from the sub-matrices
calculated by parallel matrix multiplication algorithms at the bottom level. Thus, we show that this re-
sult can be obtained using DNA, and combined with a storage map of sub-matrices to DNA strands and
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with the usage of the Cannon algorithm at the bottom level, we have a general scalable implementation
of the Strassen algorithm on Adleman’s DNA computer. The reason why we concentrate on the Strassen
algorithm is that it offers superior performance than the traditional algorithm for practical matrix sizes less
than 10?2 [Nguyen et al. (2005)]. However, our methods are also applicable to all fast matrix multiplication
algorithms on a DNA computer, as these algorithms are always in recursive form [Pan (1984)]. In addition,
our results can be used to implement other algorithms such as inversion and computing determinants on a
DNA computer since matrix multiplication is almost ubiquitous in application.

2. PRELIMINARY THEORY

2.1. The Residue Number System. The residue number system is defined by a set of pairwise, coprime
moduli P = {gn—1," - ,qo}. Furthermore, an integer in RNS is represented as a vector of residues with respect
to the moduli set P. As a consequence of the Chinese remainder theorem, for any integer « € [0, M — 1] where
M = H;:Ol gi, each RNS representation is unique. As stated by Zheng, Xu, and Li |[Zheng et al. (2009)],

the vector (2,1, -+ ,2o) denotes the residue representation of x.

It has been previously mentioned that one of the important characteristic of RNS is that all arithmetic
operations except for division are carry-free. Thus, for any two integers x — (2,—1, - ,20) € Zp and
Y = (Yn—1,"* ,Y0) € Zy we obtain the following from [Paun et al. (1998)]

(211) |.’II o y|M — (lxn—l o yn—1|qn,17 Tty |:E0 o yOlqo) )

in which o is any operation of addition, subtraction, or multiplication.

2.2. The Adleman-Lipton Model. In this section we present a theoretical and practical basis for our al-
gorithms. By the Adleman-Lipton model, we define a test tube 7" as a multi-set of (oriented) DNA sequences
over the nucleotide alphabet {A, G, C,T}. The following operations can be performed as follows:

o Merge(Ty,Ts): merge the contents in tube Tj and tube T5, and store the results in tube T7;

o Copy(T1,T>): make a copy of the contents in tube 77 and store the result in tube Tb;

e Detect(T): for a given tube T, this operation returns “True” if tube T' contains at least one DNA
strand, else it returns “False”;

o Separation(Ty, X,T): from all the DNA strands in tube T}, take out only those containing the
sequences of X over the alphabet {4, G,C, T} and place them in tube Tb;

o Selection(Th,1,Ty): remove all strands of length [ from tube T} into tube Ty;

e Cleavage(T,opo1): given a tube T and a sequence ogo1, for every strand containing {@

0001
o150
Gip]’
where the overhead bar denotes the complementary strand.
e Annealing(T): produce all feasible double strands in tube T' and store the results in tube T (the
assumption here is that ligation is executed after annealing);
e Denaturation(T): disassociate every double strand in tube T into two single strands and store the
results in tube T
o Empty(T): empty tube T

] , then

the cleavage operation can be performed as such:

Oéoaoo'lﬂo Cleavage(T,0001) [e7sYel)
_ _— _
1500131 100 |’

According to [Paun et al. (1998)], the complexity of each of the aforementioned operations is O(1).

3. DNA MATRIX OPERATIONS IN RNS

3.1. DNA Representation of a Matrix in RNS. We extend the DNA representation of integers in RNS
presented in |[Zheng et al. (2009)] to representing an entire matrix ¥ in RNS by way of single DNA strands.
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Let matrix Y be a t x ¢ matrix with:

Y11 Y12 o Y1t

Y21 Y22 Y2
Y =

Yt1 Y2 o Yt

The key here is the RNS representation of each element y,, in the hypothetical matrix ¥ with 1 < ¢ <t
and 1 <r <t by way of DNA strands.
We first utilize the improved DNA representation of n binary numbers with m binary bits as described
in [Zheng et al. (2009)| for the alphabet }:

> ={Ai,B;,C0,C1, Eo, E1, Do, D1,1,0,#|0 < i < M —1,0 < j < m}.

Here, A; indicates the address of M integers in RNS; B; denotes the binary bit position; Cy, Ci, Ep, E1,
Dy, and D; are used in the Cleavage operation; # is used in the Separation operation; and 0 and 1 are
binary numbers. Thus, in the residue digit position, the value of the bit y,, with a bit address of ¢ and a bit

position of j can be represented by a single DNA strand (.S; ;)yqr:

(3.1.1) (Si,5)qr = (D1BjEoE1A;CoC1V Do)yqr,
for V€ {0,1}. Hence, the matrix ¥ can be represented as such:
(D1B; EoE1A;CoC1V Do)yy,  (D1BjEoE1A;CoC1V Do)y, -+ (D1BjEoE1A;CoCiV Do)y,
(D1B; EoE1A;CoC1V Do)yy,  (D1BjEoE1A;CoC1VDg)ysy -+ (D1BjEoE1A;CoCiV Do)ys,
Y = ) . , . ;
(DlBjE()ElA,‘C()Cl‘/D())yﬂ (DlBjE()ElAiC'oCl‘/'D())yt2 S (DlBjE()ElA,‘C()CﬁVD())y“

where each strand-element is not necessarily distinct. The reader must keep in mind that M integers in
RNS defined by the n-moduli set P can be represented by 2M (m + 1) different memory strands, whereas in

the binary system, the respresentation of M integers requires 2M (1 + Z;:Ol mi) different memory strands.

3.2. Binary Addition using DNA. In order to properly add matrices using DNA, we must devise a
method of adding their individual elements together. Let a = (as—1, - ,a0) and b = (bs_1, -+ ,bg) be
binary numbers such that as_1 = bs_1 = 0 and a;,b; € {0,1} for j =0,---,s—2 [Zheng et al. (2009)]. The
process of addition proceeds as follows:

(3.2.1) a+b=a®b+ Leftshift(a xb),

for the arithmetic operations @ and * over GF(2). We do not define the procedure Leftshift here (nor
ValueAssignment, which will be used later), as it is explained in great depth by |[Zheng et al. (2009)]. Note
that subtraction is merely the two’s complement of addition and that multiplication can be obtained through
serial operations of addition according to

(3.2.2) axb= > ax 2.
0<j<s—1,b;=1
Thus, we show here only the procedure of addition.

We define the procedure BinaryAdd which takes in three tubes, namely, (71), containing the memory
strands for the binary number a, (7%); containing the memory strands for the binary number b, and (Tsum )a,b
to store the memory strands for the result of addition. From [B21), we can construct auxiliary tubes as
presented in [Fujiwara et al. (2004)| to realize the operations & and * over GF(2),

_ [ 0#D0S1,;(0)S2,;(0)D104, 13#D0S1,;(0)S2,;(1)D10#, }
J 1#D0S1,j(1)S2,5(0)D10#, 04DoS1,;(1)S2,;(1)D11# 1’
where j =0,---,5s — 1. Now, let T = Uj;é T; and let T3, Ty, and T}epmp be used as temporary tubes. We
further use other auxiliary tubes as defined in |Zheng et al. (2009)]:
T. = {0#Do, 1#Do, D10#, D114},  T.; = {0#Do51,;(0),0#DoS1,; (1)},

T2 ; = {1#DoS1,;(1), 1#DoS1,;(0)}, T2 ; = {S5,;(0)D10%, Sa,; (1) D10#},

s—1 s—1 s—1 s—1
T ; ={S2,;(1)D11#}, where j =0,---,s—1, T!=J71};, 12=J712%;, 712=J71%, T1'=7
j=0 j=0 j=0 j=0
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As a result, we proceed as follows |Zheng et al. (2009)]:
Algorithm 3.1: BINARYADD((T1)a, (T2)b, (Tsum)a,b)

Copy((T2)p, T3);

Separation(T3, {1}, Ttemp);

Empty(73);

while Detect(Ttemp) = True

Empty (Tremp);

Merge((T1)a, (12)s);

{= (T1)a = {51,j,52,;/0<j <s—1}
Empty((T2)p);

Merge((T1)a,T);

Annealing((T1)aq);

51,52, .
— 5 ’ . . < <
{=> (T1)a = { |a#DoS1,;S2.; D1 5# ,0#DoS1,jS2, ;D18#/0 <j <s—1,a,8 € {0, 1}}

Cleavage((T1)a, DoD1);

{=> (1) ={ 1, ] { 52,5 } a#DoS1, 8  Dif#0<j<s—1a,B¢€{0 1}}

“ la#DoS1,5] " |Se,;D18#]’ 9 -0 T ’

Merge((T1)a, Te);

Annealing((T1)aq);

{: (T1)a :{ _Q#DOSLJ} {Sz,leﬁ#} a# Do D1 B#
la#DoS1,5| | S2,;D18#] a#DoS1,;S2 ;D184

Denaturation((771)a);

{=> (T1)a = {a#DoS1,5, ot Do St 5, S2,7 D184, S2,j D18#, a# Do, D184, a#DoS1,;S2,; D1 6#]

0<j<s—1,a0,8€{0,1}}

Separation((T1)a, {CoC1}, Ttemp);

{= Tremp = {a#D0oS1,j,52,;D1B#[0 < j<s—1,a,8 € {0,1}}

Empty((T1)a);

Copy (Ttemp; (T1)a);

{= (T1)a = {a#D0S1,;,52,;D18#[0 < j < s—1,a, 8 € {0,1}}

Empty(Ttemp);

Separation((71)a, {A1}, T3);

{= T3 ={a#D0S51,;[0<j<s—1,0,8€{0,1}}

Separation((71)a, {A2},T4);

{(= Tu={S2,;D1B#[0<j<s—1,0,8€{0,1}}

Empty((T1)a);

Separation(T3, {1#}, (T1)a);

{= (T1)a = {1#D051,;10 < j < s —1},Ts = {0#DoS1 ;{0 < j < s — 1}

Separation (T4, {1#}, (T2)p);

{= (T2)y = {S2,; D11#]0 < j < s — 1}, Ty = {S2 ; D10#|0 < j < s — 1}

forr < 1to 4

do in parallel

Merge (T, T¢);

Annealing(77);

{=> 1 = { [%igg‘;iﬂ 0<j<s—1,Ve{01}}or Tp = ng;gi“ﬁﬂ 0<j<s—1,Ve{o1}}

Cleavage(Tr, {DoD1});

Denaturation(T7);

Separation(T, {#, #, CoC1}, Ttemp);

{=T ={8:;0<j<s—1,i=1,2}

Empty (Ttemp);

ValueAssignment((T1)a, Ty (1)); = (T1)a = {51,;(1)|0 < j < s —1}

ValueAssignment((T2)y, Ty (1)); = (T2)p = {s2,;(1)[0 <j < s—1}

ValueAssignment (T3, Ty (g)); = T3 = {s51,;(0)|0 < j < s — 1}

ValueAssignment (T4, Ty (0y); = Ta = {s2,;(0)[0 <j <s—1}

Merge((T1)a,T3);

Empty(T3);

Merge((T2)p, T1);

Empty (T4);

LeftShift((T2)s);

Copy ((T2)p, T5);

Separation(T3, {1}, Tremp);

Empty(T3);

COPY((Tl)av (Tsum)a,b)§

0<j<s—1La,e{01}}
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3.3. Residue Number Arithmetic with Matrices. From (211, it is apparent that the operation o is
carry-free, thereby allowing for the employment of parallel procedures in all residue digits. In [Zheng et al. (2009)|
two properties are given for the modular operation involving two integers © — (2,1, - ,2p) and y —
(Yn—1, "+ ,yo0) in RNS defined by the set P = {2mn-1 2™Mn-2 — ] ... 2m0 — 1},

Lemma 3.3.1. ForVj, m,_1 €N, if j < m,_1 then |27|gmu._1 = 27 else |27]|ymn_1 = 0.

Lemma 3.3.2. Forl =0,---,n—2, let x; +y = 2z where 21 = (Zy(m;), """ ,210). If z1 > 2™ — 1, then
|Zl|2m171 =1 —+ Z;‘rzo_l ZIJZJ

Next, the procedures RNSAdd and RNSDiff add and subtract two integers in RNS defined by the moduli
set P, respectively [Zheng et al. (2009)]. The inputs are 2n tubes 7,"*" and T} (for [ = 0,---,n — 1)
containing the memory strands representing the elements x4, and yg, of ¢ x ¢t matrices X and Y, respectively.
Once either operation is complete, it returns n tubes TlRS“m and Tleif ! containing the result of residue
addition or subtraction. We also use the following n temporary tubes for RNSAdd, namely, Ttlemp7 T ms
and Tslum,. Similarly for RNSDiff, the n temporary tubes, Ttlemp7 Téiff, and Tfh-ff, are used.

Thus, based on Lemma [333.1] and Lemma 332 we introduce the following two algorithms for matrix
addition and subtraction in RNS which will be used when dealing with the block matrices in Strassen’s
algorithm. For the sake of example, we are adding (and subtracting) the hypothetical ¢ x ¢ matrices X and
Y.
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3.3.3. Matrixz Addition. The procedure RNSMatrizAdd is defined as:
Algorithm 3.2: RNSMATRIXADD(Tx, Ty )

for g+ 0Otot

do
forr< Otot
do
RNSAAA(T 4, - T % T, T

for [+ 0ton—2

do in parallel

BinaryAdd(T;:T1 , Tgfl ot );
= T, = {D1B;EoE144,.CoC1VDol0 < j < mp_1,V € {0,1}}
Ty, = {D1B; EgE1Ay,, CoC1V Do|0 < j <mp—1,V €{0,1}}
T4 = {DlBjE()EleqTC()Cl‘/’D()‘O <j<mp_1,V' €{0,1}}

Separation (Tl , {Bim,, _; }» Tgi;llp);

{= Tt = {D1Bm,,_ EoE1A

temp

CoC1V'Do|V' € {0,1}},

Tgr
ValueAssignment (T;;Llp Ty 0));
{= Tiins, = {D1Bun,,_ EoF1As,, CoC10Do},
Merge(TRim, th;llp);
{:> Ts’tj,ﬁ = {DleTHIEoEleqTC()CloD(),DlBonEleqTCocl‘//Do‘O <j<mp_1,V'e {0,1}},
Empty (T}%,.);
BinaryAdd(Tlm‘"7 le‘" , Tslum);

= T = {D1B;EoE144,.CoC1VDol0 < j < my,V € {0,1}},

T = {D1B; EoE1Ay,, CoC1V Dol0 < j <my,V € {0,1}}

Tum = {DlBjE()EleqTC()Cl‘//D()‘O <j<m,V'e{0,1}}
Copy (Thums Tt )
{= 1T, ={D1B;EoE1As,, CoC1V'Do|0 < j <my, V' € {0,1}}
Separation(T!, ., {D1Bm, EoE14z,,.CoCi1Do}, Tlepp);

= T}ornp = {D1Bm; EoE144,,CoC11Do} or T}
if Detect(T},,,,) = True
then — Ttemp = {Dlel EOElAach CoC11Dg}
Empty(T!,m);
ValueAssignment(Ttlemp7 Ty (0));

Tqr emp —

{= T}, = {D1Bm, EoE144,,CoC11Do}
Merge(Tﬁum/ , Ttlemp);

BinaryAdd(T?, /. Tv 1y, Teum);

else — Ttlemp =

Separation(Téum,7 {D1Bm,Eo}, Ttlemp)
= Ttlem = {DleLEOElA COC1OD0}
Empty(Ttemp)§
= Ttlemp =
Separation(Téum, , {0}, Ttlemp)?
= {D1B; EoE1Au,, CoC10Do|j € {0, ,my — 1}} or Ty, = {}
) = False

Tqr

{:> Ttlemp
if Detect (T}

temp

then = T}

emp —
ValueAssignment(T%,,,,, Ty )

s

{:> {DlBonEleqTC()CloD(ﬂO <ji<m}
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3.3.4. Matrixz Subtraction. The procedure RNSMatrizDiff is defined as:
Algorithm 3.3: RNSMATRIXDIFF(Tx, Ty )

for g+ O0tot

do
forr< 0Otot
do
RNSDIff(T 2, -+, T ", T4, - T

for [+ 0ton—2

do in parallel

BinarySubtract(7 %, Y, TIZ;} );
= T, = {D1B;EoE144,.CoC1VDol0 < j < mp_1,V € {0,1}}
Y7 = {D1B; EoE1Ay,, CoC1V Dol0 < j < mp_1,V € {0,1}}
T3S = {D1BjEgE1 Az, CoC1V'Dol0 < j < mp_1,V’ € {0,1}}

Separation (T(Z;} ABm, 1} T;;Llp );

{=> T L = {D1Bm, , EoE1Aqs,, CoC1V' DoV’ € {0,1}},

temp
ValueAssignment (th;llp ;Tyr(0));
{= Tt = {D1Bu,,_ BoE1 A

temp
Merge(TCZ;} , T,Z;llp);
{= 157} ={D1Bm,_, EoErA
Empty (Tt’z;lp );
BinarySubtract(leqT , leqr , Téiff);
= T, = {D1B; EgE1Az,, CoC1VDo|0 < j < my,V € {0,1}},
TY"", = {D1B; EoE1Ay,, CoC1V Dol0 < j < my,V € {0,1}}

T = (D1 BjEoE1 Ay, CoC1V'Dol0 < j < my, V' € {0,1}}

CoC10Dg},

T gr

quCOC10D0,D1BjE0E1AquCOC1V’D0‘0 <j<mp-1,V' € {0, 1}},

Tqr

COPY(TéiffvTéiff/);

{=> Tl 41 = {D1B; EoB1 Az, CoC1V'Dol0 < j < my, V' € {0,1}}
Separation(T}, ; ¢, {D1Bm, EoE1Az,, CoC11D0}, T ey )i

{= Ty = {D1Buny EoE1As,, CoCi1D0} or Ty, = { }

if Detect(T},,,,) = True

then — Ttemp = {Dlel EOElAach CoC11Dg}
Empty (T}, ;)

ValueAssignment(Ttlemp, Ty (0));

{=T}.,., = {D1Bm, EoE1 A
1\/‘[431"ge(Téiff,7 Ttlemp);
BinarySubtract (Tclliff' sTvr(ay, Téiff)5

CoC11Do}

Tqr

else — Ttlemp = {}

Separation(Tfliff,, {D1Bm,Eo}, Ttlemp)

= T}omp = {D1Bm,; EoE1As,, CoC10Do}
Empty(Tie,,p);
= Ttlemp =

Separation(Tclliff,, {0}, Ttlemp)?
{= Ty = {D1B; EoF1 Az, CoC10D0]j € {0, -+ my = 1}} or T, = { }
if Detect(T},,, ) = False

temp

then — T =

temp —
ValueAssignment(Téiff s Ty (0));
{= {D1BjEoE1A4,,CoC10Dg|0 < j < my}

T qr
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4. STRASSEN’S ALGORITHM REVISITED

4.1. Bottom-Level Matrix Multiplication. Although a vast repository of traditional matrix multiplica-
tion algorithms can be used between processors (test tubes containing memory strands; however for the sake
of brevity, we shall just use the term “memory strand” or “strand”), we will employ the Cannon algorithm
[Cannon (1969)] since it can be used on matrices of any dimensions. We will only discuss square strand
arrangments and square matrices for simplicity’s sake. Assume that we have p? memory strands, organized
in a logical sequence in a p x p mesh. For i > 0 and j < p — 1, the strand in the i*" row and j* column has
coordinates (i, j). The matrices X, Y, and their matrix product Q are of size ¢ x t, and again as a simplifying
assumption, let ¢ be a multiple of p. All matrices will be partitioned into p x p blocks of s X s sub-matrices
where s = t/p. As described in |[Nguyen et al. (2005)], the mesh can be percieved as an amalgamation of
rings of memory strands in both the horizontal and vertical directions (opposite sides of the mesh are linked
with a torus interconnection). A successful DNA implementation of Cannon’s algorithm requires communi-
cation between the strands of each ring in the mesh where the blocks of matrix X are passed in parallel to
the left along the horizontal rings and the blocks of the matrix Y are passed to the top along the vertical
rings. Let X;;, Y;;, and Q;; denote the blocks of X, Y, and @ stored in the strand with coordinates (i, 7).
The Cannon algorithm on a DNA computer can be described as such:

Algorithm 4.1: CANNON(Tx,;, Ty; ;)

for i*" column < 0 to i
do
{LeftShift(Tx, ;)
for j** column «+ 0 to j
do
{UpShift(Tyij )
V strands (4, 7)
do
{ValueAssignment (TXij i 1Qs; )

do (p— 1) times
LeftShift(Tx, )
UpShift(Ty;; )

ValueAssignment (TRNSMatrixAdd(TQij Tx, ;i) TqQ,, )

Note that the procedure UpShift can be derived from Zheng et al.’s [Zheng et al. (2009)] LeftShift. Now we
examine the run-time of the Cannon algorithm. The run time can be componentized into the communication
time and the computation time, and the total communication time is

2Bjt?
(4.1.1) 2pa + b ,
p
and the computation time is
263 com
(4.1.2) 7217,
p

where tcomp is the execution time for one arithmetic operation, a is the latency, 3 is the sequence-transfer
rate, the total latency is 2pa, and the total sequence-transfer time is 2pSB(m/p)? with B as the number of
sequences to store one entry of the matrices. According to [Nguyen et al. (2005)|, the running time is

263 comp
p2

2Bpt?
+ 2pa + pﬁ .

(4.1.3) T(t) =
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4.2. Matrix Storage Pattern. The primary difficulty is to be able to store the different sub-matrices of
the Strassen algorithm in different strands, and these sub-matrices must be copied or moved to appropriate
strands if tasks are spawned. Hence, we present here a storage map of sub-matrices to strands based on the
result of Luo and Drake [Luo et al. (1995)] for electronic computers. Essentially, if we allow each strand
to have a portion of each sub-matrix at each resursion level, then we can make it possible for all strands
to act as one strand. As a result, the addition and subtraction of the block matrices performed in the
Strassen algorithm at all recursion levels can be performed in parallel without any inter-strand communica-
tion [Nguyen et al. (2005)]. Each strand performs its local sub-matrix additions and subtractions in RNS
(via RNSMatrizAdd and RNSMatrizDiff described in §3). At the final recursion level, the block matrix
multiplications are calculated using the Cannon algorithm in §4.1.

For instance, if we suppose that the recursion level in the Strassen-algorithm is r, and let n = ¢/p, to = t/2,
and ng = to/p for n,tg,no € N, then the run-time of the Strassen-Canon algorithm is:

(42.1) T(t) = 18Taa <%> +7T (%) ,

where Ty 44 (%) is the run-time to add or subtract block matrices of order ¢/2.

Additionally, according to (9) of [Nguyen et al. (2005)],

2(%)Tt3tcomp 5(£)thomp 7 "
(4.2.2) T = e + 2 + 1 2par.

Since the asymptotically significant term 2(%)1# decreases as the recursion level r increases, then for
t significantly large, the Strassen-Cannon algorithm should be faster than the Cannon algorithm. Even if
the Cannon algorithm is replaced at the bottom level by other parallel matrix multiplication algorithms, the
same result holds.

4.3. Recursion Removal. As has been previously discussed, in order to use the Strassen algorithm between
strands (at the top level), we must determine the sub-matrices after r times recursive execution and then
to determine the resultant matrix from these sub-matrices. Nguyen et al. [Nguyen et al. (2005)] recently
presented a method on electronic computers to ascertain all of the nodes in the execution tree of the Strassen
algorithm at the unspecified recursion level r and to determine the relation between the sub-matrices and the
resultant matrix at level r. We extend it to the DNA computing paradigm. At each step, the algorithm will
execute a multiplication between 2 factors, namely the linear combinations of the elements of the matrices
X and Y, respectively. Since we can consider that each factor is the sum of all elements from each matrix,
with coefficient of 0, -1, or 1 [Nguyen et al. (2005)], then we can represent these coefficients with the RNS
representation of numbers with DNA strands described in §3.1 as such:

({DlBlEoElA()CQClODo, DlBoEoElA()CQClODo}, {DlBlEoEl A()C()Cl()Do, DlBoEoElA()CQClODo},
{DlBlEoElecocloDo, DlBoEoElecocloDo}),

({DlBlEoElA_lCoCl 1Dy, D1BoEyE1A_1CyCh 1D0}, {DlBlEoElA_lcocl 1Dy, D1ByEyE1A_1CyCh 1D0},
{DlBlEoElA_lcocl 1Dy, D1BoEyE1A_1CyCh 1D0}),
or
({D1B1EyE1A1CyC10Dy, D1 BoEgE1A1CoC11Dg}, {D1B1 EgE1A1CyC10Dg, D1 ByEgE1 A1 CoC11Dy},
{DlBlEQElAlCOClODQ, D1BoEyE1A1CyCy 1D0}),

respectively. For the sake of brevity, we shall denote the latter three equations as (0)rns, (—1)rns, and
(1)rns, respectively. This coefficient is obtained for each element in each recursive call and is dependent
upon both the index of the call and the location of an element in the division of the matrix by 4 sub-
matrices [Nguyen et al. (2005)]. If we view the Strassen-Cannon algorithm’s execution as an execution tree
[Nguyen et al. (2005)], then each scalar multiplication is correlated on a leaf of the execution tree and the
path from the root to the leaf represents the recursive calls leading to the corresponding multiplication.
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Furthermore, at the leaf, the coefficient of each element (either (0)rns, (—1)rns, or (1)rng) can be deter-
mined by the combination of all computations in the path from the root. The reason is that since all of the
computations are linear, they can be combined in the leaf (which we will denote by ¢;).

Utilizing the nomenclature of [Nguyen et al. (2005)], Strassen’s formula can be depicted as such:
Fori=0---6,

(4.3.1) =Y @y SX(LiJ)x Y. yiSY (i),
i,j=0,1 i,j=0,1
and
6
(4.3.2) i =Y tSQ(L,i, ),
1=0
in which
l\ij 00 01 10 11
0 ()rns | (0)rns | (0)rns || (0)rns
1 (0)rns | Wrns | (0)rns || (0)rns
gy |2 (0)rns | (0)rns | (Wens || (1)rNs
3 (=Drns | (0)rns | (Drns || (1)rys
4 (Drns | (0)rns | (=1)rns || (0)rns
5 (0)rns | (0)rns | (1)rns || ()rNs
6 (0)rns | (0)rns | (0)rns || (1)rNs
1\1J 00 01 10 11
0 (Drns | (0)rns | (0)rns (0)rNs
1 (0)rns | (0)rns | (1)rNs (0)rNs
gy — 2 (—Dens | (Wrns | (0)rNs (0)rNs
|3 (Drns | (=)rns | (0)rns (1)rns
4 (0)rns | (=1)rns | (0)rns (1)rns
5 (0)rns | (rns | (O)rns (1)rns
6 (=Drns | ()rns | (1)rns || (=1)rNs
l\ij 00 01 10 11
0 Mrns | WMrns | Drns || (1)rys
1 (Drns | (0)rys | (0)rns || (0)rns
SO = 2 (0)rns | (1)rns | (0)rns || (0)rns
3 (0)rns | (1)rns | (1)rns || (1)eNs
4 (0)rns | (0)rns | (0)rns || (1)rNs
5 (0)rns | (1)rns | (0)rns || (0)rNs
6 (0)rns | (0)rys | (0)rns || (1)eNs
At recursion level r, ¢; can be represented as such:
Forl=0---75 -1,
(4.3.3) =Y @i SXe(li,5) x> 4 SVe(l,i, ),
4j=n—1 4,j=0,n—1
and
7R —1
(4.3.4) gi; = Y tSQx(l,4,j).
=0

It is easy to see that SX = SX;, SY = SY7, and SQ = SQ;; however, the difficulty that arises is to
determine the values of matrices SXg, SYj, and SQy in order to have a general algorithm. The following
relations were proved in [Nguyen et al. (2006)], and we shall prove that these results hold with DNA:
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k

(4.3.5) SXi(ld,5) = [[ SX (Ui, jr),
r=1
k
(4.3.6) SYi(l,i,5) = [[ SY (s ir, dr),
r=1
k
(4.3.7) SQk(l,i,5) = ] SQrir, jr)-
r=1

First we shall extend the definition of the tensor product for arrays of arbitrary dimensions [Nguyen et al. (2006)]
by representing the tensor product in RNS by way of single DNA strands.

Proposition 4.3.1. Let A and B be arrays of the same dimension | and of size m1 X mg X --+ X my and
niXngX---xny, respectively. The elements of A and B are represented using RNA by way of DNA strands as
presented in detail in §3.1. The tensor product can thus be described as an array of the same dimension and
of size miny X mang X - - - Xmyny in which each element of A is replaced with the product of the element and B.
This product can be computed with the algorithm RNSMult which is recognized by a serial of operations of the
RNSAdd algorithm detailed in §3.3 of this paper and §4.4 of Zheng et al. |Zheng et al. (2009)]. P = A® B
where P[il,ig, e ,il] = A[kl,kQ, tee ,kl]B[hl,hQ, s ,hl]. 1 S Vj S l, ij = kjnj + h,j (kjnj and h,j will be
added with RNSAdd).

If welet P =" ,A4; = (- (A1 ® A2) ® A3)--- ® A,) where A; is an array of dimension [ and of size

mi1 X Mg X -+ X myy, the following theorem allows us to directly compute the elements of P. All products
and sums of elements can be computed with RNSMult and RNSAdd, respectively.

Theorem 4.3.2. If we let jr = > (hsk H?:SH mTk), then Pj1, ja, -, jil = [Ty Ailhit, hag, - hall.

s=1
Proof. We give a proof by induction. For n = 1 and n = 2, the statement is true. Assume it is true with n,
then we shall prove that it is true with n + 1.

n+1
Poiilvr, v, -+, u] = [L;2y Ailhat, hiz, - - -, hi] where
n+1 n+1
vk =Y | hae [T mer ],
s=1 r=s+1

for 1 <VEk <. Hence, P41 = P, ® Apt1.
Furthermore, by definition,

n+1
Poyiljn, jor - 5 5il = Palprsp2, - s plAnsa [Pty hagng1), - higngy] = H Ai[hir, iz, -+, hall,
=1
where
n n+1 n+1 n+1
jk = Z <h5k H mrk) + hk(nJrl) = Z <hsk: H mrk:) .
s=1 r=s+1 s=1 r=s+1

Theorem 4.3.3. SX; = ®F_,5X, SY;, = ®@F_,9Y, and SQ;, = ®%_,5Q.

Proof. We give a proof by induction. For k = 1, the statement is true. Assume it is true with k, then we
shall prove that it is true with k£ + 1.
According to (E33) and [@33), at level k + 1 of the execution tree, for 0 <[ < 78+ —1

T = Y X SXen(4,5) | x > Y14 SV (L4, )

i>0,j<2k 11 i>0,j<2kH+1 1
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It follows from ([E3.0) and (@3.2) that at level k + 2, for 0 <1 < 75! — 1 and 0 <1’ <6,

ni = > S Xpprylis 715Xk (L, HSX W7, §) | %
i/ >0,5'<1 \i>0,j<2k+1 -1

(4.3.8)
> Yo Yyl 1Y (L, H)SY (W75 |

i>0,5/<1 \i>0,j<2k+1-1

where Xj1.45[1',7'] and Yii1,45[i', 5] are 2842 x 2842 matrices obtained by partitioning the matrices Xy 1,i;
and Yj41,4; into 4 sub-matrices (we use ¢ and j’ to denote the sub-matrix’s quarter).

We represent [,1’ in base 7 RNS, and 4, j,4', 7’ in base 2 RNS. Since Xy11,45[¢', 7] = Xk+2,i [@,]Té], then
for 0 < WU) < TR+l _ 1,

Ml (7)) = Z Xiera (it (2), 75" (2)) S X (1,4, 7)SX (I, 7, §') | %
iZ—”(z)Zoyﬁ(z)§2k+l—1

(4.3.9)

> Viera[it (2), 75" (2)) S Y1 (1,4, ) SY (I, ' 5")

W (2) 20,577 2y <2611

Moreover, it directly follows from (4.3.3]) and (£3.4]) that for 0 < WU) < TRl 1,

M[W(,?)] = Z Xk+2 [W(g),ﬁ(Q)]SX]vFQ (W('?)vﬁ(Q)?F(Q)) X
W (2) 20,757 (2) <2811

(4.3.10)

Z Vier2[it (2), 57" (2)] S Yir2 (WU) i (2), 37(2))

“_"(2)2077(2)§2k+1—1

From (4.3.12) and (4.3.10), we have

S Xtz (W, i05, 775 ) = SXura(L,i, ))SX (W),

and
SYiers (I, 175,773 ) = SYera (i, ))SY (U, 7'7).
Thus,
SXjio = SXp1 ®SX = @MZSX,
SYjia = SV ® SY = @25y,
and

SQrra = SQr11 ® SQ = ®M25Q.

From Theorem and Theorem {33l ([@3H), ([E3.0), and (E37) follow.
As a consequence of (33)-{@3.7), we can form the following sub-matrices:

(4.3.11) Ti= > Xy (H SX(lu,iu,ju)> x oYYy <f[ SX(lu,iu,ju)> .

i,j=0,2r—1 u=1 i,j=0,2"—1 u=1
1=0---7"—1
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As a result of the storage map of sub matrices to strands presented in §4.2, the following sub-matrices
can be locally determined within each strand, and their product 7; can be computed by parallel matrix
multiplication algorithms (such as the DNA implementation of the Cannon algorithm in §4.1):

> Xz-j(HSX(zu,iu,ju)) :
i=0,2"—1 u=1
j=0,2"—1

and

Z Y;j (H Sy(lmiuaju)>

i=0,2"—1
j=0,2"—1

All of the sub-matrices are added with the RNSMatrizAdd algorithm presented in §3.3.3.

Lastly, it is important to note that due to (£33)-([@37), we have derived a method to directly compute the
sub-matrix elements of the resultant matrix via the application of matrix additions (using the RNSMatrizAdd
algorithm of §3.3.3) instead of backtracking manually down the recursive execution tree to compute:

7"—1 7" —1 T
(4.3.12) Qij = > TSQr(li,j)=> T < SQ(lu,iu,ju)> :
=0 u=1

=0
5. CONCLUSIONS

Unlike sequential machines, DNA computers perform calculations parallel to other calculations, and it is
parallel computing that allows DNA to solve complex mathematical problems in hours, whereas it might take
electronic computers hundreds of years to complete them. Our general scalable implementation can be used
for all of the matrix multiplication algorithms that use fast matrix multiplication algorithms at the top level
(between strands) on a DNA computer. Moreover, since the computational complexity of these algorithms
decreases when the recursion level r increases, we can now find optimal algorithms for all particular cases.
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