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Abstract—Frigo et al. proposed an ideal cache model and a re-
cursive technique to design sequential cache-efficient algorithms
in a cache-oblivious fashion. Ballard et al. pointed out that it
is a fundamental open problem to extend the technique to an
arbitrary architecture. Ballard et al. raised another open question
on how to parallelize Strassen’s algorithm exactly and efficiently
on an arbitrary number of processors.

We propose a novel way of partitioning a cache-oblivious
algorithm to achieve perfect strong scaling on an arbitrary num-
ber, even a prime number, of processors within a certain range
in a shared-memory setting. Our approach is Processor-Aware
but Cache-Oblivious (PACO). We demonstrate our approach on
several important cache-oblivious algorithms, including LCS, 1D,
GAP, classic rectangular matrix multiplication on a semiring, and
Strassen’s algorithm. We discuss how to extend our approach
to a distributed-memory architecture, or even a heterogeneous
computing system. Hence, our work may provide a new per-
spective on the fundamental open problem of extending the
recursive cache-oblivious technique to an arbitrary architecture.
We provide an almost exact solution to the open problem on
parallelizing Strassen. All our algorithms demonstrate better
scalability or better overall parallel cache complexities than
the best known algorithms. Preliminary experiments justify our
theoretical prediction that the PACO algorithms can outper-
form significantly state-of-the-art Processor-Oblivious (PO) and
Processor-Aware (PA) counterparts.

I. INTRODUCTION

Frigo et al. proposed an ideal cache model and a recursive
technique to design sequential cache-efficient algorithm on a
hierarchical architecture of caches in a cache-oblivious fashion
[L1]. That is, an algorithm does not specify any parameters on
cache architecture such as number of cache levels, cache size
of each level, or block transfer sizes between each pair of
consecutive levels, but still can attain asymptotically optimal
cache complexity on all levels of cache. Ballard et al. (Sect.
6.2 of [12]) pointed out that it is a fundamental open problem
to extend the technique to an arbitrary architecture.

In the literature, there are two classes of extension. One
is processor-oblivious (PO) and the other is processor-aware
(PA). A PO approach does not use the knowledge of processor
number, cache architecture [10], [13], [14]], [15], [16], [17],
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[[18]], [19], [20], or network architecture [20]. An algorithm
just exploits maximal parallelism and bounds its sequential
cache complexity to be optimal, then relies on a runtime
scheduler or folding mechanism [20] to yield a provably
efficient solution on either a shared-memory or a distributed-
memory architecture. The main benefits of the PO approach
are easy-of-programming, simple and scalable to an arbitrary
number of processors within a certain range. However, Frigo
and Strumpen [1] pointed out that the communication com-
plexity (cache miss in a shared-memory setting, and message
bandwidth and latency in a distributed-memory setting) of
a PO algorithm may not be as good as its PA counterpart.
Though Blelloch et al. [15] show that if a PO algorithm has a
poly-logarithmic depth, i.e. low-depth, it will have low cache
complexity on a shared-memory architecture, we can see from
Table [[] that a PA counterpart can still be better.

On the other hand, a PA approach [3], [8], [21], [22], [Z]
utilizes the knowledge of processor number, sometimes even
the knowledge of cache / memory architecture, to provide
a strong scaling [23]], [24] algorithm in terms of both com-
putation and communication. However, classic PA algorithms
may not utilize all processors effectively unless the processor
number matches well the structure of algorithm. For exam-
ple, a straightforward implementation of the Communication-
Avoiding Parallel Strassen (CAPS) algorithm by Ballard et
al. [8] requires processor number p to be an exact power of
7. Lipshitz et al. [9] later improved the required processor
number to a multiple of 7 with no large prime factors, i.e.
p=m-7% where 1 <m < 7 and 1 < x are integer numbers,
by a hybrid of Strassen and classic matrix multiplication (MM)
algorithms. This hybrid algorithm may still lose up to 1/7 of
the available processors, which can nullify the performance
advantage of Strassen in practice. So Ballard et al. (Sect. 6.5
of [8]) raised an open question if it is possible to run Strassen’s
algorithm concurrently on an arbitrary number of processors,
while still attaining the computation lower bound exactly and
attaining the communication lower bound up to a constant
factor.

Contributions (Table [[): We propose a novel way of
partitioning a cache-oblivious algorithm to achieve perfect
strong scaling in a shared-memory setting based on a pruned
BFS traversal of the algorithm’s divide-and-conquer tree. Our



Algo. Time (T or T;"%¥) Overall Parallel Cache (Qp or sz)
PO LCS [, 2] O(n?/p + nlog23) O(n2/(LZ) + +/pn3-58 4 pnl-58)
PA LCS [3] 2n?/p + o(n?/p) O(n?/(LZ) + pn/L)
PACO LCS (Theorem n2/p + o(n?/p) O(min{n2/(LZ) + (pnlog(pZ))/L, (pnlogn)/L})
PO 1D [@] O(n?/p+n) O(n?/(LZ) + (pnZ)/L)
sublinear 1D [3] O(n?/p + +/nlogn) O(n?/L + (p(v/nlogn)Z)/L)
PACO 1D (TheorernEI) O(n?/p) O(min{n?/(LZ) + (pZlog Z)/L, (/pnlogn)/L})
PO GAP [4] O(n3 /p + nlos23) O(£5 + (n? - min{*EL" log, VZ}) /L + L2122
sublinear GAP [3] O(n*/p + +/nlogn) O(n*/L + (p(v/nlogn)Z)/L)
PACO GAP (Theorem O(n3/p) O(min{n3/(LZ) + (n?log Z)/L, (n?logn)/L})

PO MM [6] O(n3/p +log? n)
PA MM [7]
PACO MM O(nmk/p+n+m+ k)

Q1+ O((plogp)*/3 - n2/L + plogp)

same bounds as PACO, except p can not have large prime factors

Q1 + O(min{pmk, \/pnmk?, p'/3(nmk)2/3} /L)

PO Strassen [6]
PA Strassen [8], [9]
PACO Strassen (Theorem

O(n*0 /p + log® n)

O(n*°/p)

O(n®0 /(LZ*0/271) 4 (plogp)*/3 - n?/L + plogp)

same bounds as PACO, except p = m - 7%, where 1 < m < 7 and 1 < k are integers

O(n0 /(LZ#0/2~1) + n? (Lp?/“0~1))

deterministic PO Sorting [10]], [6]
PACO Sort (Theorem

O((n/p)logn + log nloglogn)
O((1 + €)(n/p) - logn)

O((n/L)logz n + pso&lis - L)

O((n/L)logz(n/p))

TABLE I: Main results of this paper, comparing with typical prior works. “PO” : processor-oblivious; “PA” : processor-aware;

“PACO” : processor-aware but cache-oblivious. “Q1” :

algorithms; “T;‘ax, QPZ” : notations for PA and PACO algorithms; “Z” : cache size; “L” : cache line size; “e

“wo = logy 775

TABLE II: Acronyms & Notations

General Acronyms

LCS Longest Common Subsequence
MM Matrix Multiplication
RWS Randomized Work-Stealing
w.h.p. with high probability
PO Processor-Oblivious
PA Processor-Aware
PACO Processor-Aware Cache-Oblivious
Parameters
n,m,k Input sizes
€ small constant
p Number of processors
Z cache size
L cache line size
Complexity Notations for PO Alg.
T total work
Too work along critical path (time, span, depth)
Tp parallel running time on p processors
Q1 sequential cache complexity
Qp overall cache complexity over p processors
Complexity Notations for PACO Alg.
P> overall work over p processors
e work along critical path
sz overall cache complexity over p processors
Q™ cache complexity along critical path

approach uses processor number p, but no knowledge on cache
architecture, hence is Processor-Aware but Cache-Oblivious
(PACO). Our PACO approach does not assume any special
property of p, e.g. factorizable into two or three roughly
equal numbers or does not contain large prime factors, etc.
so that it works for an arbitrary p within a certain range.

optimal sequential cache complexity; “T},, Q)" :

notations for PO
“e” : small constant;

We demonstrate our approach on several important cache-
oblivious algorithms, including longest common subsequence
(LCS) (Sect. =B, which is Dynamic Programming (DP)
with constant dependency, 1D problem (Sect. [[lI-C) and GAP
problem (Sect. [II-D), both of which are DP with more-than-
constant dependencies, classic rectangular Matrix Multiplica-
tion on a semiring and Strassen’s algorithm (Sect. [[II-F), as
well as comparison based sorting. In particular, our PACO
STRASSEN’s algorithm attains both the computation and com-
munication lower bounds on an arbitrary number of processors
in a shared-memory setting. If translated to a distributed-
memory setting, our PACO STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES algo-
rithm attains the computation lower bound up to an arbitrarily
small constant factor, attains the bandwidth lower bound up
to a constant factor, and has an O(logp) latency bound. We
also conjecture that this latency bound is tight up to a constant
factor. Hence we provide an almost exact solution to the open
problem [8] on parallelizing Strassen.

Compared with classic PA approaches, our algorithms
achieve perfect strong scaling on an arbitrary number, even
a prime number, of processors within a certain range. So
we argue that our approach is as scalable as classic PO ap-
proaches. We discuss how to possibly extend our approach to a
distributed-memory setting, or even a heterogeneous comput-
ing system. Hence, our work may provide a new perspective on
the fundamental open problem [12] on extending the recursive
cache-oblivious [11] technique to an arbitrary architecture.
Compared with classic PO approaches, our algorithms usually
attain a better communication complexity, no matter the best
PO counterpart has a poly-logarithmic (low-depth) [15] or
super-linear [25], [26]], [27] critical-path length. Our work may
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Fig. 1: ideal distributed cache model

not only initiate new ideas on designing provably efficient
runtime scheduler, but also provide a new perspective on the
fundamental open problem of extending a sequential cache-
oblivious algorithm to an arbitrary architecture. Preliminary
experiments show that our new algorithms outperform state-
of-the-art PO and PA counterparts significantly in practice.

1I. MODELS

We view a parallel computation as a Directed Acyclic Graph
(DAG). Each vertex stands for a piece of computation with
no parallel construct and each directed edge represents some
data dependency between a pair of vertices. For simplicity,
we count each arithmetic operation such as multiplication,
addition, and comparison uniformly as an O(1) operation.
Our DAG considers only data dependency because any extra
control dependency is artificial dependency, which can only
hurt potential parallelism [28]], [29]. Our computation DAG is
slightly different from the CDAG of [12]. In a CDAG, each
vertex stands for an input / intermediate / output argument,
and each edge stands for a direct dependency. The difference
is due to that CDAG counts the number of edges to bound
communication cost, while our DAG calculates the computa-
tion and communication complexity of each task, i.e. a subset
of vertices and edges of DAG, independently.

We adopt the ideal distributed cache model (Fig. [T) pro-
posed by Frigo and Strumpen [1]] as our machine model. It is
a two-level memory model. There are p dedicated processors
with identical computing power, each of which is equipped
with a private ideal cache. An ideal cache is fully associative
and is managed by an omniscient, i.e. off-line optimal, cache
replacement policy that replaces the cache line whose next
access is the farthest in future [30]]. The papers of [L1]], [31]
justify the ideal cache assumption. Each private cache is of
size Z. All caches are connected by an arbitrarily large shared
memory. Private caches exchange data with shared memory
atomically in cache line of size L. A processor can only
access data in its private cache. If a value is not present in
the cache, the processor incurs a cache miss to bring the
data from shared memory to its cache. We do not consider
cache-coherence protocols because all algorithms considered
in this paper do not have data race B nor do we consider
false sharing. All private caches are non-interfering, i.e. the
number of cache misses incurred by one processor can be
analyzed independently of the actions of other processors in

IData race means that there are at least two processors accessing the same
location of shared memory simultaneously, at least one of which are “write”.
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Fig. 2: Pruned BFS Traversal of a Binary Tree (p = 3); Labels
indicate assigned (pruned) order.

the system. This assumption is valid under the DAG-consistent
memory model maintained by the Backer protocol [32]] or the
HSMS model [33].

III. PACO ALGORITHM DESIGN AND ANALYSIS

General PACO algorithm: Based on the observation that the
maximal speedup attainable on a p-processor system is usually
p-fold so that excessive parallelism may not be necessary, we
have a general PACO algorithm as follows. The algorithm
traverses a c-way divide-and-conquer tree of a cache-oblivious
algorithm in a pruned breadth-first (BFS) fashion, where c
is a small algorithm-specific constant. That is, it unfolds the
tree depth by depth in a breadth-first fashion. As soon as it
figures out that some depth has equal or more than p nodes
that have all inputs ready and have no data dependency among
each other, it cuts off (prunes) up to (¢ — 1) - p of them and
assigns to p processors in a round-robin fashion. The rest of
nodes will stay in the tree and go to more rounds of “pruned
BFS” traversal. This procedure repeats until either all nodes
are pruned, i.e. assigned to processors, or all nodes are of base-
case (constant) size, in which case they will be assigned to
all processors in a round-robin fashion. Fig. [2] shows a pruned
BFS traversal of a binary tree, assuming p = 3. Labels indicate
assigned (pruned) order.

Invariant: Assuming that each parent node is at least a
constant factor larger than each of its child node in terms of
computation and communication overheads (volume, surface
area, or perimeter in geometry), we can see that the set of
nodes assigned to each processor forms an (almost) geo-
metrically decreasing sequence and that the top-level node(s)
dominate.

Comparison with classic PO approaches: Classic PO
approach usually recursively divides each and every node to
base-case size to increase the “slackness” of an algorithm so
that it has better processor utilization for a wider range of
processor counts. This more slackness increases the potential
deviations from its sequential execution order [33], [34],
hence usually incurs more communication and synchronization
overheads than a PA counterpart [1]].



Comparison with classic PA approaches: Classic PA ap-
proach, on the other hand, may not fully utilize all processors
from beginning to end unless the processor number matches
well the structure of algorithm. For example, the CAPS
algorithm for Strassen [8]], [9] requires processor number p
to be an exact power of 7 or at least be a multiple of 7 with
no large prime factors.

A. Complexity counting:

We count the complexity bounds of a PACO algorithm
as follows. If there is an independent partitioning procedure
ahead of real execution as in the case of LCS (Sect. [[II-B),
we will count them separately. We assume that any processor
starts a task, i.e. a set of nodes of the divide-and-conquer
tree, with an empty cache and flushes all data to lower-level
memory when task finishes. We use notation Q; to denote
all data movements (cache misses) between upper-level private
caches and lower-level shared memory summed up over all p
processors in cache line of size L, and notation @;,"** to denote
the maximal data movements on any single processor, or along
a critical path. Similarly, we have notations sz and 7,*** for
the amount of computation summed up over all p processors
and the maximal on any single processor, or along a critical
path, respectively.

Perfect Strong Scaling Property: We give out a more formal
and more strict definition of “Perfect Strong Scaling Property”,
which was initiated by Ballard et al. [23], [24]], as follows.

1) Optimal balanced computation: Firstly, the overall

computation complexity (77~) should be asymptotically
optimal or match that of the best sequential algorithm of
the same problem. Secondly, the computation complexity
on any single processor (7,;"**) should be O((1/ p)TpZ ).
We make one more restriction that the amount of com-
putation assigned to different processors can differ by no
more than an asymptotically smaller term, rather than a
larger-than-1 multiplicative factor.

By the restriction, we make any imbalance of workloads,
if any, among different processors diminishing when
increasing problem size.

2) Optimal balanced communication: Firstly, the cache
misses summed up over all processors (sz) throughout
execution should be asymptotically optimal or match that
of the best sequential algorithm of the same problem. Sec-
ondly, the maximal cache misses on any single processor
(Qu=) should be O((1/p)Q3").

Discussions: The initial notion of “perfect strong scaling” in
[23], [24] requires that an algorithm attains running time on
p processors which is linear in 1/p, including all communi-
cation costs. Our definition is more formal and more strict in
three senses: Firstly, it requires that the overall computation
and communication overheads of algorithm be asymptotically
optimal or match that of the best sequential algorithm of the
same problem; Secondly, it requires that any load imbalance
among different processors, if any, can not be more than
an asymptotically smaller term, rather than a larger-than-1

multiplicative factor; Thirdly, we require that the property
be valid for an arbitrary number, even a prime number, of
processors within a certain range. For example, Galil and Park
[S] designed a sublinear T*** = O(y/nlogn) time (critical-
path length) and sz = O(n*) overall work algorithm for the
GAP problem [35]. Due to the sublinear time, the algorithm
is perfect strong scaling according to [23[], [24]. Due to the
asymptotically more work than the optimal [[13]], [26], it is not
according to our definition.

For computation and communication overheads, we count
both overall and along a critical path to compare with both PO
and PA counterparts. By convention, a PO algorithm usually
counts its sequential communication complexity and critical-
path length, then relies on a runtime scheduler, e.g. [33],
[36l], or a folding mechanism, e.g. [20], to yield an overall
parallel computation and communication complexity; On the
other hand, a PA algorithm, e.g. [8], [9], [211, [22], [7], usually
calculates overheads along a critical path.

B. PACO LCS algorithm

Given two sequences S = (s1,82, " ,8m,) and T =
(t1,ta,- -+ ,ty), the LCS problem asks to compute the length
of longest common subsequence E] of the two inputs by the
recurrence of [25]] E]:

0 ifi=0vji=0
Xifl’jfl—i-l if 1,7 >0As; :tj
max{Xi,j_l,Xi_ljj} if 1,7 >0As; #t_]

(1)

For simplicity, we assume that the two input sequences are of
the same length, i.e. n = m.

Lemma 1 ([26]]): There is a sequential algorithm CO-LCS
that computes the LCS recurrences of (1)) in optimal O(n?)
work, using no temporary space, and O(n?/(LZ) + n/L)
cache misses in a cache-oblivious fashion.

Referring to Fig. 3] we design a two-phase PACO LCS
algorithm as follows. Firstly, a partitioning phase divide-and-
assigns regions to p processors evenly as follows. Initially,
the entire 2D square region is marked as “unassigned”. It
then repeatedly makes a 2-way division on all unassigned sub-
regions. As soon as it finds some anti-diagonal, i.e. all sub-
regions on the same anti-diagonal have their center coordinates
(i, ) satisfying that i+ are equal, contains equal or more than
p sub-regions, it assigns p of them to p processors in a round-
robin fashion and stops any further division on them. If the
sub-regions on an anti-diagonal are of constant size, it assigns
all of them to p processors in a round-robin fashion. Figure 3]is
an illustrative diagram , assuming p = 4; Labels of sub-regions
denote the order they get assigned. For example, label-1 sub-
regions are the firstly assigned sub-regions after two rounds of
2-way division; label-2 sub-regions require one more round of
2-way division, and so on. Secondly, the algorithm executes

Xij =

2The subsequence does not have to be contiguous in the input sequences.

3A similar recurrence applies to the “pairwise sequence alignment with
affine gap cost” problem [37]]. A more complicated case may further ask to
compute the subsequence besides the length.
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gt&' 29192 3 cop-1Da(A11) ;
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12,21 4 cop-1Dn(A, B, {P})
2 t?i %oo"’ // Update A from disjoint B
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% > 1 if [{P}|==1 // seq. exec.
2 pi € {P}
Fig. 3: PACO LCS (p — 4) 3 exec(p;, cO-1Dn(4, B))
—ra 4 return
(0.0~ "7 ©.1) WP == [{P}I/2]
1 7 1P| == T1{P}]/2]
! ! 5 (P} {P2}) = split({P})
:’ ””” 6 if cut on x // horizontal
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Fig. 4: PACO 1D (p = 3) 11 if cut on y // vertical
12 (By,Bs) = split(B)
13 A’ = alloc(sizeof (A))
14 spawn
coP-1Dp(A, By, {I1})
15 CcopP-1Dg(4’, B2, {P2})
16 sync
17 parallel for ({P})
// merge results by
L 18 A = min(A4, A")
h !
SN e
01 [0
(0,m) (0,0)

Fig. 5: The work of GAP

Fig. 6: PACO 1D code. co-1D
is sequential, and coOP-1Dg is
parallel.

sub-regions anti-diagonal by anti-diagonal along a time line.
All sub-regions on the same anti-diagonal run simultaneously.
Each sub-region is executed sequentially by the best sequential
cache-oblivious algorithm [26] (Lemma E]) Since each sub-
region only depends on two of its neighboring regions, there is
no need of global synchronization between consecutive anti-
diagonals. In semantics, the data dependency between sub-
regions can be specified by a dataflow operator like the ~-
operator in the Nested Dataflow Model [29].

Theorem 2: The PACO LCS algorithm computes the
LCS recurrences of l) in optimal T} O(n?) work,
T = O(n?/p) time, using no temporary space, Qp
O(min{n?/(LZ) + (pnlog(pZ))/L,(pnlogn)/L})

and

Qux = O(min{n?/(pLZ) + (nlog(pZ))/ L, (nlogn)/L}) ,
assuming p = o(n) if does not count partitioning overheads.
Proof:

Our performance analyses consider only the execution
phase, with partitioning overheads calculated separately in
Corollary 3] The work and space complexities come from
the fact that this algorithm calls the sequential algorithm
(Lemma [I) to compute each assigned sub-region.

Optimal balanced computation: Clear from the partitioning
phase because in each assignment the difference in work loads
among processors can not be more than an asymptotically
smaller term (normal assignment) or a small constant (base-
case assignment).

Optimal balanced communication:

Outline: We firstly prove that the sub-regions assigned to each
processor form an almost geometrically decreasing sequence
in terms of area. Since we apply the sequential cache-oblivious
algorithm (Lemma [I) to compute each sub-region and the
sequential cache complexity is proportional to area, top-level
sub-regions thus dominate. Summing up over all sub-regions
on each and every processors then yields the bounds.

More details: We prove by induction that the sub-regions
assigned to each processor form an almost geometrically
decreasing sequence in terms of area. Referring to Fig. [3] the
labels 1, 2, and 3 denote the order a sub-region gets assigned.
To simplify analysis, we assume without loss of generality that
the the first step of partitioning makes a p-way division on the
entire region. Then by a recursive 2-way divide-and-assign,
except the top-level label-1 sub-regions, if each processor has
q label-j sub-regions, there will be 2¢ label-(j+1) sub-regions
on the same processor. The total area of all label-; and label-
(j+1) sub-regions on each processor sum up to g(n/27)? and
2q(n/27*1)2, respectively. In conclusion, the sum of label-
j areas is a factor of 2 larger than that of label-(j + 1)’s,
which then forms a geometrically decreasing sequence for all
j € [1,1ogn]. On the other hand, we can see that the sums of
half-perimeter, which stands for the space requirement of sub-
regions, of consecutively labelled sub-regions are identical.

Applying the sequential algorithm of Lemma [I] to com-
pute each assigned sub-region, assuming that n/p > €Z,
where € € (0,1) is some small constant, the maximal cache
misses on any single processor sums up to Q1 co-rcs(n/p) +

1227 (1) Qi cones (n/ (2 P) AL 27 (01
Ql,CO—LCS(n/(2i_1p)) = O(nQ/(pLZ) +(n lOg(pZ))/L) Note
that Q1.cores(n) = O(n?/(LZ)) if 2n > €Z and O(n/L)
if 2n < ¢Z by Lemma |1| [26] El, which explains the first
equation. The switching point j comes when 2n/(2/p) < e¢Z
, i.e. when the input array size is less than or equal €Z, which
solves to j > log,(2n/(pZ)). We make j = logy(2n/(pZ))
to get the final bound. To complete the calculation, if we
consider the case of n/p < eZ, Equation (??) will reduce
to @ = O(n/(pL) + (nlogn)/L) = O((nlogn)/L), for
p > 1 and n > 2, because the sums of half-perimeters of

4The input array of LCS are stored in align with anti-diagonal, so its total
input size is 2n.



sub-regions of consecutive labels are identical. Note that in
this case we have logn = O(log(pZ)) so that we must take a
min, rather than a max, over the two cases to yield an overall
bound. Since this is the analysis for any single processor, it is
then clear Qz; = pQ,**. This finalizes the proof for optimal
balanced communication. ]

Corollary 3: The partitioning overheads of PACO LCS al-
gorithm are O(p?n). The overheads are asymptotically smaller
than the computational loads assigned to any single processor
if p = o(n'/?).

Proof: The partitioning overheads are proportional to the
number of leaves of the pruned binary tree of algorithm.
According to the proof of optimal balanced communication
of Theorem [2] except the top-level label-1 regions, if each
processor has ¢ label-j regions, there will be 2¢ label-(j + 1)
regions on the same processor. So we can bound the number of
total leaves by p[1+ 316" 21 (p—1)] = O(p*n). Compared
with the computational loads assigned to any processor, which
is O(n?/p), it is asymptotically smaller if p = o(n'/?). ®

A Nested Parallel, which has a series-parallel DAG, al-
gorithm scheduled by a Randomized Work-Stealing (RWS)
scheduler such as Cilk will yield O(pT,) steals [33] with
high probability, which are its partitioning overheads. The PO
LCS algorithm [1]] will then have a partitioning overheads of
O(pTs) = O(pnl°823), which is asymptotically larger than
ours if p = o(n'°82371) ~ o(n®%®). Compared with the
PA LCS [3] that has an O(p?) overheads, our overheads are
larger due to more sub-regions generated. We leave an efficient
parallelization of PACO LCS algorithm’s partitioning phase to
future research.

Corollary 4: The PACO LCS algorithm can achieve perfect
strong scaling if n/p = Q(Zlog(pZ)), if does not count
partitioning overheads.

Proof: The PACO LCS algorithm has memory-dependent
bound of sz =O0n?/(LZ)+ (pnlog(pZ))/L) if n/p > €Z
and memory-independent bound of Q5 = O((pnlogn)/L)
if n/p < eZ. Tt is then clear that perfect strong scaling comes
when the memory dependent bound holds and its second term
be subsumed by the first term. [ |
Discussions: The classic PO and cache-efficient LCS algo-
rithm [1]], [23] has a critical-path length of O(n!°823), which
induces a parallel cache complexity of Q, = O(n?/(LZ) +
(pn'°823Z7) /L) with high probability when scheduled by an
RWS scheduler [33], [36], [38]. This bound is asymptoti-
cally larger than ours. Moreover, our bound is determinis-
tic. Later Frigo and Strumpen [1] improved the bound to
Qp = O(n?/(LZ) + /pn?58) by using a concave function
and Jensen’s Inequality. We can see that if p°-®log(pZ) =
o(n%™®), which is usually true on any given machine whose p
and Z are constants with respect to problem size n, our bound
can still be asymptotically smaller. Cole and Ramachandran [2]]
later pointed out that Frigo and Strumpen’s method may omit
the overheads of usurpation, i.e. synchronization at the join
point of a fork-join (also known as nested parallel) algorithm.
They gave a refined overall cache bound of O(n?/(LZ) +
\/pn3-58 + pn'-58) for finding LCS sequence, more than just

the length, if approximating log, 3 =~ 1.58. On the other hand,
Chowdhury and Ramachandran [3] designed cache-efficient
LCS algorithms for several different models, including D-
CMP, S-CMP, and Multicore. Their D-CMP model is exactly
the ideal distributed cache model [1] adopted by our paper.
Their LCS algorithm on the D-CMP model makes a p-way
divide-and-assign at the top level of recursion then switches
to the sequential 2-way divide and conquer (Lemma [I)) for
the rest of computation. The bound claimed in their paper
considers only the case when n/p > e¢Z. If we consider both
branches, their bound will then be Q3> = O(n*/(pLZ)) and

> = 0(n?/(LZ)) if n/p > Z; and Qp** = O(n/L) and
Qg: = O(pn/L) if n/p < eZ. If eZ < n/p < eZlog(pZ)
or if n/p < eZ, their bound will be a logarithmic factor
smaller than ours in either case; otherwise, the two bounds are
identical. The difference is because their algorithm derives less
number of independent sub-regions. Their algorithm’s critical-
path length is (2p — 1)n?/p? + o(n?/p) = 2n?/p + o(n?/p),
which is larger than our n?/p + o(n?/p) by a small constant
factor of 2. In practice, constant factor matters. Our prelim-
inary experimental results (see our online full version) show
that their algorithm’s real performance is not as good as ours.

C. PACO 1D algorithm

Given a real-valued function W(-, -), which can be computed
with no memory access in O(1) time, and initial value D[0],
compute

Dlj] = min {D[i] +w(i, j)}

for1<j< 2
s orl<j<n (2)

This problem was called the least weight subsequence (LWS)
problem by Hirschberg and Larmore [39]. We will call it 1D
problem following the convention of Galil and Park [5] since
it is a 1D simplication of the more complicated GAP problem
(Sect. [I-D). Its applications include, but is not limited to, the
optimum paragraph formation and finding a minimum height
B-tree.

Lemma 5 ([26]): There is a sequential external-updating
function CO-1Dg that computes a rectangular quadrant of 1D
problem in optimal O(n?) work, using no temporary space,
and O(n?/(LZ) + n/L) cache misses in a cache-oblivious
fashion.

Referring to Fig. il we can see that the geometric shape
of total work of computing 1D problem is an equilateral right
triangle (triangle in short). The output of algorithm overlaps
the input and is marked by the top shaded row. The sequential
algorithm [26], as well as a straightforward cache-oblivious
parallelization (COP), recursively divides the work into three
or four quadrants depending on shape and schedules their
execution according to the data dependencies in granularity
of quadrants. For convenience, we mark the top-left quad-
rant of each recursion by (0,0), top-right (0, 1), bottom-left
(1,0), and bottom-right (1,1). A triangular quadrant is a 1D
computation by only cells within the same quadrant, i.e. a self-
updating function, while a squared quadrant denotes an update



of region by cells from a disjoint quadrant, i.e. an external-
updating function. The cache-oblivious (both sequential and
parallel) algorithm [26] firstly invokes itself recursively on the
(0,0) quadrant, then updates the output of (0, 1) by the results
of (0,0), finally recursively computes the (1, 1), whose output
overlaps that of (0, 1).

Our PACO 1D algorithm only changes the partitioning
and parallelization of the squared (0,1) quadrant of each
recursion as follows. Initially the top-level square is associatd
with a list of all p processors. It then divides the square
along a longer dimension into two halves by the ratio of
p/2] : [p/2]. In the mean time, it splits the processor list
by the same ratio and hands down the resulting two lists to
the two halves respectively. If a rectangle has two equal-sized
dimensions, division can be on an arbitrary one to break tie. If
a division is on the y axis (Fig. f), the algorithm will allocate
temporary space to break dependency since the two resulting
rectangles update the same output region. In this case, the two
resulting rectangles will merge the results concurrently after
both of them have finished local computation. The divide-and-
conquer procedure of each squared (0,1) quadrant of each
recursion repeats until each derived rectangle is associated
with a list of only one (1) processor, specifying on which
the computation of rectangle will be executed sequentially.
The partitioning and parallelelization of squared quadrant will
apply recursively to the triangular (0, 0) and (1, 1) quadrants of
every recursions until base cases. A base case will be executed
sequentially on an arbitrary processor. Fig. ] shows a diagram
assuming p = 3 and Fig. [] is the pseudo-code. In Fig. [6]
copr-1Dx denotes the self-updating function, COP-1Dg the
parallel external-updating function, and CO-1Dg the sequen-
tial external-updating function.

Theorem 6: The PACO 1D  algorithm
the 1D recurrence of in optimal sz = 0(n?)
work, T = O(n2/p) time, using O(p'/?nlogn)
temporary  space, Qp = O(min{n?/(LZ) +
(pZlog Z)/ L, (p*/?>nlogn)/L}) and  Qp =
O(min{n?/(pLZ) + (Zlog Z)/L. (nlogn)/(p/*L)}),
assuming p = o(n). The perfect strong scaling range is

= Q(Z+/plog 2).

Proof: The work and time complexity bounds follow from
that the algorithm always evenly partitions the square of each
and every recursions among p processors until base cases.
Chowdhury and Ramachandran [26] (Lemma E]) showed that
the sequential external-updating function incurs O(n?/(LZ)+
n/L) cache misses on a square of dimensions n-by-n, which
indicates that the cache complexity is proportional to the
area, i.e. O(n?), if its space requirement 2n is larger than
cache size Z, otherwise proportional to the half-perimeter, i.e.
O(n). Note that the space requirement of an external-updating
function is the half-perimeter of square. The width along x
axis (Fig. @) stands for the output region and the length along
y axis for the input. So we just need to count the areas and
half-perimeters of the rectangles assigned to each processor
to bound the sz and Q)**. Since the partitioning always

computes

divides a rectangle with p’ processors into two halves by the
ratio of |p'/2] : [p’/2], the area ratio of any final rectangle
derived from an initial squared (0, 1) quadrant is clearly 1/p.
Applying the conclusion recursively to all triangles of every
recursions yields an O(n?/p) total area on each processor. We
take two steps to bound the half-perimeter of each rectangle
as follows. Firstly, we prove the bound by assuming that p is
a power of two. Secondly, we prove that the resulting cache
complexity will not differ by a small constant factor when
removing the assumption. The initial half-perimeter of an n-
by-n square is 2n, and we use notation S;r to denote the
overall increase of half-perimeters after [log, p] rounds of 2-
way division.

1) If p is a power of two: In this case, the algorithm cuts

the initial square alternatively on the two dimensions into
two equal-sized halves. So the division doubles the initial
half-perimeter of 2n every two rounds. That is, S; =
S P (2n - 21) < dp!/2n = O(pV/2n).
The overall half-perimeter is then 2n + S,f = O(p'/?n)
and the half-perimeter of each rectangle will be
O(n/p'/?) because all final rectangles are of the same
shape and size.

2) If p is not a power of two: This time the algorithm may
cut a rectangle into two slightly unequal-sized halves.
For simplicity of analysis, we assume that it follows the
same partitioning order on every dimensions as in the
case of rounding p up to the next power of two. We
can then bound any dimension of any final rectangle
to be no more than a small constant factor away from
that in the case of rounding p to the next power of
two. We take an arbitrary dimension of length n as
an example. In the worst case, the dimension gets cut
through a series of uneven right-halves (uneven left-
halves are similar and symmetric) and will have size

n. /21 [AUp/21)/21)/2] Hzﬂogzﬂ 220+
p [([p/21)/2] 227 211
O(n/p'/?), which is asymptotlcally the same as cut-

ting through a series of even divisions. The number
%ﬂogQ p] is because the algorithm cuts alternatively on
the two dimensions and total rounds of cutting is [log, p].

2°4+1 _ —z
The equation holds Eecause | 2L+1+1 = 1@(2 )
2%t 2% 41 2% 141
and Vj S [0,33], 277 F2 1 = zjFipl o 225741 SO
22941

Hac/2 22i+1 11 _ HI/Z

j=0 227i+2471 j=0 227 F1471
= [logy p|.

Combining the above two cases, we conclude that the area
and half-perimeter of each final rectangle of the top recursion
is O(n?/p) and O(n/p*/?) respectively. Applying Lemma
will yield a cache complexity of O(n?/(pLZ) + n/(p'/?L))
for each top-level rectangle assigned to each processor. Note
that when the algorithm cuts a rectangle on the y axis into
two halves, it will merge the results after the two halves
have finished their local computation. Since the merge is just
one row of a rectangle and can be fully parallelized among
the processor list of the parent rectangle as shown by lines
18] in Fig. [f] we can charge its overheads to the two

= O(27%/?), where



halves without affecting asymptotically on either computation
or communication bounds. From the algorithm, we can see
that going down one more level of recursion will double the
number of rectangles assigned to each processor, shrinks the
corresponding total area by a factor of 2, and keeps the same
total half-perimeter. So if n > €Z, where € is some small
constant, Q'™ = O((n/2)?/(pLZ) +2 - ((n/4)?/(pLZ)) +
o+ ZIL+ Z/L+ ) = On?/(pLZ) + (Zlog Z)/L).
If n < eZ, Q)™ = O(n/(2p1/2L) +2- (n/(4p1/2L)) +

) = O((nlogn)/(p"/2L)). QF = pQp> =
O(min{n?/(LZ) + (pZlogZ)/L, (p"/*nlogn)/L}). The
overall temporary space is the sum of half-perimeters over
all derived rectangles, which is O(p'/?nlogn).

The perfect strong scaling range comes when n > €Z and
the second term of Qg:, ie. O(pZlog Z/L) is subsumed by
the first term, i.e. O(n?/(LZ)). [ |

Note that the partitioning overheads of PACO 1D algorithm
is proportional to the number of rectangles assigned to each
and every processors, so is charged to computational loads.
Discussion: The PO 1D algorithm developed by Chowdhury
and Ramachandran [26] has a sequential cache complexity
of O(n?/(LZ) + n/L) with a depth of O(nlogn). So a
straightforward scheduling by a Randomized Work-Stealing
(RWS) scheduler will yield a parallel cache complexity of
O(n?/(LZ)+ (pnlognZ)/L), which is asymptotically larger
than our bound. Blelloch and Gu [4] improved the depth to
O(n) by allocating O(p'/?n) total temporary space from an ar-
bitrarily large system’s stack. Their algorithm’s parallel cache
complexity, assuming an RWS scheduler, is O(n?/(LZ) +
(pnZ)/L), which is still asymptotically larger than ours in
both the case n > e¢Z and n < eZ. Galil and Park [5]
developed a sublinear O(y/n log n)-depth 1D algorithm, which
requires a sub-optimal O(p'/3n/2) total space and O(n?/L)
sequential cache complexity. This bound is the largest of all
above algorithms.

D. PACO GAP algorithm

Given w, w’, s;5, which can be computed in O(1) time with
no memory access, and Dy g = 0, compute
D11+ sij
ming<q<;j{Diq +w(q,j)} 3
mino<p<i{Dp,; +w'(p, i)}

Di,j = min

for 0 <¢ < m and 0 < j < n. We assume that m and n are
equal to simplify discussion. This is the problem of computing
edit distance when allowing gaps of insertions and deletions
[35]. We will call it GAP problem following the convention of
Galil and Park [3]. Its applications include, but is not limited
to, molecular biology, geology, and speech recognition.

GAP problem is actually a 2D version of 1D problem
(Sect. [[II-C). Similarly, the cache-oblivious algorithms, both
sequential and a straightforward parallel version, designed by
Chowdhury and Ramachandran [13], [26] follow a similar
recursive divide-and-conquer pattern to their 1D algorithm
and separate the updates to any quadrant to one self-updating
function and one external-updating function. The geometric

shape of the work of a self-updating function is a 3D triangular
analogue, while that of an external-updating function is a 3D
cube. The right part of Fig. [5] shows such a 3D triangular
analogue on the top and a 3D cube at bottom.

Similar to the case in 1D, our PACO GAP algorithm
only changes the partitioning of external-updating function as
follows. It always partitions the work of a 3D cube of dimen-
sions n-by-n-by-n into p n-by-n-by-n/p cuboids, so that each
function updates a disjoint output region independently and
simultaneously. The same partitioning and parallelizing pattern
then applies recursively to every self-updating functions of
every recursion, i.e. 3D triangular analogues, until base cases.
A base case is assigned to an arbitrary processor.

Theorem 7: The PACO GAP algorithm computes
the GAP recurrences of in optimal O(n3) work,
O(n®/p) time, using no temporary space, Q,; =
O(min{n®/(LZ)+(n*log Z)/L, (n?logn)/L}) and Qp** =
O(min{n®/(pLZ) + (n?log Z)/(pL), (n*logn)/(pL)}),
assuming p = o(n). The perfect strong scaling range is
n=Q(ZlogZ).

Proof: Similar to that of Theorem [6] hence omitted. M
Discussion: The PO GAP algorithm designed by Chowdhury
and Ramachandran [26] has a sequential cache complexity
of O(n®/(LVZ) +n?/L) and a depth of O(n'°®23), using
no temporary space. So scheduling by a Randomized Work-
Stealing (RWS) scheduler will yield a parallel cache com-
plexity of O(n?/(L\VZ) + pn'°823Z/L), which is asymp-
totically larger than ours. Blelloch and Gu [4] improved
the sequential cache complexity to O(n3/(LZ) + n?/L -
min{log, n/v/Z,log, vVZ}) with the same O(n'°%23) depth
by observing that one GAP algorithm’s external-updating
function of dimension n can be decomposed into n indepen-
dent invocations of 1D algorithm’s external-updating function,
i.e. a 3D cube can be decomposed into a set of independent
2D squares, and by allocating O(p'/?n?) total temporary
space from an arbitrarily large system’s stack. Their algo-
rithm’s parallel cache complexity, assuming an RWS sched-
uler, is then O(n?/(LZ)+n?/L-min{log, n/v/'Z,logy vV Z } +
(pn'°8237) /L), which can be slightly smaller than ours if
p = o((n®*logy VZ)/Z), where 0.415 ~ 2 — log, 3. This
is because our algorithm always partitions a 3D cube evenly
and recursively until base cases so incurs deviations from the
sequential execution order until base cases, while Blelloch
and Gu’s counts the sequential cache misses so there is no
deviation when the sum of input and output of a quadrant fits in
cache. Galil and Park [5]] developed a sublinear O(y/nlogn)-
depth GAP algorithm, which has a sub-optimal O(n*) work,
O(p*/3n?) temporary space, and O(n*/L) sequential cache
miss complexity. This bound is the largest of all above
algorithms.

E. PACO MM algorithm

This section considers the general rectangular MM of mul-
tiplying an n-by-k matrix A with an k-by-m matrix B, i.e.
C = A® B, on a closed semi-ring SR = (5,8,®,0,1),
where n, m, k are arbitrary positive integers.



PACO-MM(C, A, B,{P}, res_p, base)

14
15

16

17
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24
25
26
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28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37
38

// Compute C' = A x B on processor list { P}

// initial n_rounds = [logy np], res_p = 2n-rounds _
// np is the number of real processors

// initial {P} = {po,pl, <-Dnp—15- - .pgn_munds}

// for proc. p;,0 < i < np, are real, ¢ > np are virtual
if (|{P}|==1 and p; € P < np) or base)

// exec seq. MM on p;

exec(p;, CO-MM(C, A, B))

// return free processor(s) list to scheduler

return {p;}
if | {P}] ==

// Adjust the processor list

n_rounds = [logy(np/res_p)]|

// get the index of first processor of {P}
1 = P.start

start; = (i — np) - 2n-rounds

6’/Ld7; _ (’L 4 1— ’pr) . 2n_'rounds

// re-compute res_p and {P}

{P} = {psta'rti . -pendi}’

res_p = res_p - 2"-Tounds _ pp

// split { P} evenly. Note that |P| = 2%

({1}, {P2}) = split({P})
if cut on X // X is the length

// split matrices A and C' evenly
(A17A2) = Spht(A) N (Cl,CQ) = Spht(C) 3

base = base_size(C1, A1, B) or base_size(Cs, Az, B)

// {P;} and {P}} are real
spawn

{P;} = PACO-MM(C4, Ay, B,{P1}, res_p, base)

{P}} = PACO-MM(Cy, Ag, B, {P2}, res_p, base)
sync
{P'} = merge({P1},{P5})

if cutonY // Y is the width

(B, Bz) = split(B) ; (C1,Cy) = split(C) ;

base = base_size(C1, A, By) or base_size(C2, A, Bs)

spawn

{P;} = PACO-MM(C1, A, B1,{P1}, res_p, base)

{P}} = PACO-MM(C4, A, By, { P}, res_p, base)
sync
{P'} = merge({P1}, {P3})

if cut on Z // Z is the height

base = base_size(C1, A, By) or base_size(Cy, A, Ba)

D = alloc(sizeof(C))
spawn

{P{} = PACO-MM(C, A1, B1,{P1}, res_p, base)

{P}} = PACO-MM(D, Ay, Bo,{ P>}, res_p, base)

sync

{P'} = merge({P{}, {P4})

parallel for ({P’'}) // Exec parallel adds on {P'}
C=C+D

free(D)

return { P’}

Fig. 7: Pseudo-Code of PACO MM algorithm

PACO-MM-1-PIECE(C, A, B, {P})
// Compute C' = A x B on processor list { P}

1 if [{P}==1
// exec seq. MM on processor p; € {P}
2 pi € {P}
3 exec(p;, CO-MM(C, A, B))
4 return

/P == [{P}/2], {P2} == [{P}]/2]
({Pi},{P2}) = split({P})
if cut on X // X is the length

// split matrices A and C according to

// the ratio of |{P1}]: |[{P2}]

(A1, As) = split(A) ; (C1,Cs) = split(C) ;

spawn PACO-MM-1-PI1ECE(C1, A1, B,{P1})

PACO-MM-1-PIECE(Cq, A, B, {P2})

sync
if cton Y // Y is the width

// split matrices B and C' according to

// the ratio of [{P1}] : |{P2}|
12 (B1, B2) = split(B) ; (C1,Cq) = split(C) ;
13 spawn PACO-MM-1-PIECE(Cy, A, By, Py)
14 PACO-MM-1-PIECE(Cy, A, Bs, P,)
15 sync
16 if cuton Z // Z is the height

// split matrices A and B according to
// the ratio of [{P1}] : |[{ P2}

17 (Al,AQ) = Spllt(A) ) (Bl,BQ) = Spht(B) )
18 D = alloc(sizeof (C))
19 spawn PACO-MM-1-PIECE(C, Ay, By, P1)
20 PACO-MM-1-PIECE(D, Ay, Bo, P»)
21 sync
22 parallel for ({P}) // Exec parallel adds on {P}
23 C=C+D
24 free (D)
25 return

A W

—_
— O O 0

Fig. 8: Pseudo-code of PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm

We can view the computation DAG of a general MM as
a rectangular cuboid of size n x m X k, where the two side
faces stand for the input matrices A and B, and the bottom
face stands for the output matrix C, respectively. To perform a
given multiplication, a processor must access to the entries of
A, B, and C, corresponding to the projections onto the n x k,
k x m, and n x m faces of the initial cuboid, respectively.

Frigo et al. [11]] proposed a sequential cache-oblivious MM
algorithm by making a recursive 2-way divide-and-conquer on
the longest dimension of the cuboid until base cases. So the
inital cuboid is computed by a depth-first (DFS) traversal of
the recursion tree.

Lemma 8 ([11)]): There is a sequential algorithm CO-MM
that multiplies an n-by-k matrix with an k-by-m matrix in
optimal O(nmk) work, with Q1 = O(1+(nm-+nk+mk)/L+
nmk/(L\/Z)) cache misses in a cache-oblivious fashion.



By contrast, we reduce a parallel MM algorithm to a pruned
breadth-first (BFS) partitioning of the initial cuboid among
p processors as follows. The initial cuboid is marked as
“unassigned” and has output matrix C' as its bottom face.
Then it repeatedly makes an even 2-way division on the
longest dimension of all unassigned cuboids to derive twice
the number of smaller cuboids depth by depth. That is, depth-0
has only one unassigned cuboid, depth-1 will have two, depth-
2 will have four, and so on. If a division is on the height of
a cuboid, the algorithm will allocate a temporary space of the
same size as its bottom face for output of the upper cuboid.
The corresponding lower cuboid reuses their parent’s bottom
face for output. By allocating temporary space, all derived
cuboids of the same depth can run concurrently. This stands
by the observation that all multiplications are independent of
each other, serialization is only necessary when combining
the intermediate results by addition. As soon as some depth
contains equal or more than p unassigned cuboids, exact p
of them will be assigned to p processors in a round-robin
fashion. The rest of cuboids, if any, will go to the next round
of division. This procedure repeats until all cuboids on the
same depth are of base (constant) sizes, in which case all of
them will be assigned in a round-robin fashion.

Figure [/] is the pseudo-code of algorithm. In the pseudo-
code, we use notation {P} to denote a processor list, p; to
denote an individual processor, and np to denote the processor
number. The procedure has a processor list which rounds up
the np real processors to the next power of two so that p;
stands for a real processor if its index ¢ < np and for a
virtual processor if ¢ > np. n_rounds and res_p stand for the
number of BFS steps to the next assignment and number of
leftover processors after the assignment, respectively. Lines[T}-
[3]executes the MM sequentially if the processor list reduces to
just one processor. Lines @HTT] adjust the processor list for the
next n_rounds if the only leftover processor is virtual. Lines
is a straightforward parallelization of the cutting-on-X
branch of SEQ-CO-MM. Note that {new_P1} and {new_Ps}
returned from recursive procedure calls contain only real
processors and will be merged with redundant processors
eliminated. Lines show that the parallel additions to
combine intermediate results will be executed on the returned
real processor list {new_P}.

Figure[2is an illustration of the algorithm when p = 3. After
two rounds of 2-way division, we have four (4 > p = 3) depth-
2 unassigned cuboids, three of which will then be assigned to
p = 3 processors in a round-robin fashion. The algorithm
then repeats the divide-and-assign on the remaining one (1)
unassigned cuboid until all unassigned cuboids are of base
(constant) sizes, in which case all of them will be assigned in
a round-robin fashion. The following Theorem [9] bounds the
algorithm’s performance.

Theorem 9: The PACO MM algorithm multiplies an n-
by-k matrix A with an k-by-m matrix B in optimal
sz = O(nmk) work, optimal T*** = O(nmk/p)
time, using O(min{pmk,/pnmk2,p'/?(nmk)?/3}) tem-

porary space, Q3 = O(nmk/(LVZ) + (nm + nk +
mk —|—Hlln{p’l’)’7,k;7 pnka’p1/3(nmk)2/3})/L) and Q;}nax _
(1/19)@172, assuming n > m > k and p = o(n + m + k).

Proof: Optimal balanced computation: A cuboid gets
assigned either because the number of unassigned cuboids
of the same depth are equal or more than p, in which case
exact p of them will be assigned, or because all cuboids
are of base (constant) size, in which case there will be no
more than 2p of them and all of them will be assigned to
p processors in a round-robin fashion. In the first case, the
difference between assigned cuboids will be no more than
one face, i.e. an asymptotically smaller term, due to an even 2-
way division; while in the second case, the difference between
assignments will be no more than a constant.

Optimal balanced communication:

Outline: From the proof of Lemma [8| (Theorem 2.1 of [11])),
the sequential cache-oblivious MM algorithm CO-MM incurs
O(nmk/(L\/Z)) cache misses, i.e. proportional to the volume
of cuboid, if its surface area nm + mk + nk > €Z, and
O((nm + mk + nk)/L) cache misses, i.e. proportional to
the surface area, otherwise, where ¢ € (0,1) is some small
constant. We prove that Vi € [1,p], the cuboids assigned to
processor-¢ form a geometrically decreasing sequence in terms
of both volume and surface area. It is then clear that the top-
level, i.e. largest, cuboid on each processor dominates in either
cases. Since the reduction of a pair of upper and lower cuboids
derived from a cut on height by addition is asymptotically
cheaper than the corresponding upper and lower cuboids’
multiplications, i.e. one face of a cuboid versus its volume,
plus that the reduction by addition can be fully parallelized,
we can charge all reduction overheads (work, time, caching)
to all real processors that are involved in computing the upper
and lower cuboid’s multiplication without affecting overall
complexities asymptotically. It then boils down to bound
the volume and surface area of the largest cuboid on each
processor to yield the final bounds. To be convenient, we
denote that the initial cuboid has volume V = nmk and
surface area S = (nm + mk + nk) and assume without loss
of generality that n > m > k in the rest of proof.

More details: We prove that the cuboids assigned to any
single processor form a geometrically decreasing sequence in
terms of both volume and surface area as follows. By the 2-
way divide-and-assign, as soon as some depth contains equal
or more than p cuboids, exactly p of them will be assigned in
a round-robin fashion. The number of rest unassigned cuboids,
if any, will be less than p, and will go to more rounds of 2-
way division before they can be assigned. It is clear that no
processor will have more than one cuboid of the same depth,
i.e. the same non-constant volume. This finalizes the proof of
geometrical decrease in volume. Since the algorithm always
cut a cuboid on the longest dimension into two equally sized
halves, we can see that the surface area of a child cuboid
is no more than (2/3) of that of its parent but larger than
(1/2) fraction. That is, without loss of generality if we assume
that a parent cuboid is n’ X k' x m’ and has surface area



S'=(n'm'+n'k' +m'k’), assuming n’ > m’ > k', we have
(1/2)S" < ((n'/2)-m'+(n'/2)-K' +m’- k') <(2/3)S’. This
finalizes the proof of geometrical decrease in surface area.
We then bound the volume and surface area of the largest
cuboid on each processor as follows. Each processor has
its largest cuboid assigned after [log, p] rounds of 2-way
division. Since each round decreases the volume of a cuboid
by a factor of 2, it is then clear that the volume of largest
cuboid on each processor is V/(2/1°271) ¢ (V/(2p),V/p),
where V' is the volume of initial cuboid. To bound the surface
area, we adapt the proof on communication cost of CARMA
(Communication-Avoiding Recursive MAtrix Multiplication)
algorithm by Demmel et al. (Sect. I C of [7]). The main
difference is that their proof assumes that processor number
p is an exact power of 2 and their algorithm is efficient by
the proof if all prime factors of p can be bounded by a
small constant. By contrast, we adapt their proof to bound
the surface area of the largest cuboid on each processor so
that our algorithm and proof work for an arbitrary number of
processors, even when p by itself is a large prime number. We
use notation S to denote the overall increase of surface area
after [log, p| rounds of 2-way division.
1) If p < n/m, the 2-way division cuts only on dimension
n (recall we assume n > m > k), the smallest face m x k
gets doubled on every cut.

log, p—1

Sf= > (mk-2')=O(pmk) )

i=0

2) If n/m < p < nm/k?, the division has two phases. The
first phase of log,(n/m) rounds cut only on dimension 7
and increase the total surface area by Ziofg(n/ m)—1 (mk-

2") = O(nk) and increase the number of cuboids to n/m.

After the first phase, the sizes of dimension n and m

of any cuboid are within a factor 2 of each other. So

the second phase of log, p — log,(n/m) = logy(pm/n)

rounds cut into all n/m cuboids’ dimensions n and m

alternatively and doubles the smallest face m x k every

two rounds.
(1/2) logy (pm/m) _
St = O(nk) + > ((n/m)(mk)-2°) (5)

=0
= O(nk) + O(v/pnmk?) = O(\/pnmk?) (6)

In (@) the second term dominates because p > n/m in
this case.

3) If nm/ k2 < p, the division has three phases. The first
phase cuts only on dimension n for log,(n/m) rounds
and increase the surface area by O(nk), as well as
increasing the total number of cuboids to n/m. The
second phase cuts on n/m cuboids’s dimension n and m
alternatively for 2 log,(m/k) rounds and increase the sur-
face area by S22 ("/K) (n/m)(mk) - 21) = O(nm), as
well as increasing the total number of cuboids to nm/k?.
After the second phase, all cuboids’ three dimensions are
within a factor of 2 of each other. So the third phase

of log, p — logy(nm/k?) = logy(pk?/(nm)) rounds cut
into all nm/k? cuboids’ three dimensions alternatively
and double the smallest face k x k every three rounds.

(1/3) logy (pk? /(nm))

S; = O(nm) + ((nm/kQ)(kQ) . 21')
= )
= O(nm) + O(p*/3(nmk)*?) = O(p*/3 (nmk)*?)
(8)

In , the second term dominates because p > nm/k>

in this case.

Combining the three cases by taking a min, a single largest
cuboid’s surface area is then O((1/p)- (S +S,5) = O((1/p) -
(nm+nk+mk4min{pmk, \/pnmk2, p'/3(nmk)?/3})) The
temporary space complexity is then at most Sz‘f . This finalizes
the bound on largest cuboid’s surface area. The bounds of
theorem then follow. [ ]

Though PACO MM algorithm of Theorem [9]is optimal in a
shared-memory setting, it can have up to O(log(nmk) cuboids
on each processor so that its latency bound in a distributed-
memory setting can be large. So we simplify the algorithm
to PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm as follows. The algorithm
is almost identical to PACO MM algorithm except that each
time it cuts a cuboid on its longest dimension into two slightly
unequal-sized halves as shown in Fig. 8] That is, if a cuboid
is associated with a list of p processors, the algorithm will
partition the cuboid on its longest dimension into two halves
by the ratio of [p/2] : [p/2]. In the mean time, it splits the
processor list by the same ratio. The algorithm then repeats on
the left and right halves concurrently and recursively until each
cuboid is associated with a list of only one (1) processor, which
specifies its assignment. To simplify analyses, we assume that
the partitioning on each dimension follows exactly the same
order as in PACO MM algorithm. This assumption can be
realized by associating the initial real cuboid with a same-sized
virtual cuboid. Each time the virtual cuboid employs PACO
MM algorithm to pick a dimension to cut and the real cuboid
will then cut on the same dimension but into two unequal-sized
halves. Corollary [10|then bounds the algorithm’s performance.

Corollary 10: The PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm multi-
plies an n-by-k matrix A with an k-by-m matrix L, by having
only one cuboid on each processor, in optimal TpZ = O(nmk)
work, optimal 7" = O(nmk/p) time, using O(min{pmk,

pnmk?2, p'/3(nmk)?/3}) temporary space, with an sz =
O(nmk/(INZ) + (nm + nk + mk + min{pmk, /pnmk?,
p/3(nmk)?/3})/L) and Qp™ = (1/p)QpZ, assuming n >
m >k and p=o(n+m+k).

Proof: Since a real and virtual cuboid always cut on the
same dimension at each and every division points and the
partitioning of virtual cuboid follows the same partitioning
order of PACO MM algorithm for the first [log, p] rounds,
we just need to bound any dimension of any final real cuboid
to be no more than a small constant factor away from that
of corresponding virtual cuboid. The volume and surface area



of any final real cuboid will then also be within a constant
factor of those of corresponding virtual cuboid, i.e. the largest
cuboid of PACO MM algorithm. Without loss of generality,
we take dimension n as an example. In the worst case, the
dimension gets cut through a series of right halves and will
have size n - ([p/2]/p) - ([([p/21)/21/([p/21))---(2/3) =
n - [I8P1((20 4+ 1)/(21+! + 1)) = ©O(n/p). which is
asymptotically the same as cutting through a series of equal-
sized halves. Similarly, we can bound the size of a dimension
that gets cut through a series of left halves. If the cuts on
dimension n interleaves with two other dimensions, since the
real cuboid follows exactly the same division order as the
virtual cuboid, the difference on any dimension after x cuts,
where 0 < x < [logyp], will not be larger than a small
constant factor. This completes the proof. ]

Corollary 11: The PACO MM algorithm and PACO MM-
1-PIECE algorithm achieve perfect strong scaling if p =
O((nmk)/Z>3/?).

Proof: The perfect strong scaling range comes when the
memory-independent bound of sz = O((nm + nk + mk +
min{pmk, /pnmk2, p'/3(nmk)?/3})/L) is subsumed by the
memory-dependent bound of Q}; = O(nmk/(LVZ)). [ |
Discussions: A straightforward depth-O(n) MM [25] has
overall parallel cache misses of O(n?/(L\VZ) + pn(Z/L))
with high probability when scheduled by a Randomized
Work-Stealing (RWS) scheduler [33]], [36], [38]. Frigo and
Strumpen [] refined it to O(n® /(L Z) + p'/3n7/3 /L 4 pn)
by using concave function and Jensen’s Inequality. They also
pointed out that a static scheduling, i.e. PA scheduling, of
a square MM can yield asymptotically less cache misses.
Blumofe et al. [32] designed a PO MM with an O(log®n)
critical-path length, and bounded [38] its sequential cache
misses to be asymptotically optimal on DAG-consistent dis-
tributed shared memory maintained by the Backer coher-
ence protocol. Cole and Ramachandran [2], [6] proved an
On?/(LVZ) + (plogp)*/3 - n?/L + plogp) overall parallel
cache complexity for a resource-oblivious algorithm scheduled
by a centralized scheduler. Chowdhury et al. [17] proposed a
Multicore-Oblivious (MO) algorithm on a hierarchical multi-
level caching multicore (HM) model and a network-oblivious
(NO) algorithm on the D-BSP model with similar bounds.
Assuming n = m = k, our bounds are asymptotically tighter
than all above PO bounds because all PO bounds include a
non-constant critical-path length in their second term, which
is eliminated by our PA approach.

Classic PA algorithms include 2D [3], [40], 3D [41], or 2.5D
[21]. These algorithms assume a square MM and require that
processor number p be factorizable into two or three roughly
equal numbers. Aggarwal et al. [42] proved a lower bound as
well as a matching 3D square MM algorithm on their shared-
memory LPRAM model. Irony et al. [43] proved a lower
bound for 2D and 3D square MM algorithms on a distributed-
memory model. McColl and Tiskin [44] provided a similar 3D
square MM algorithm on their BSPRAM model. Solomonik
and Demmel [21]] coined a 2.5D square MM algorithm, which

can change its partitioning of computational DAG as well
as processor grid according to the availability of memory to
achieve optimal communication complexity on a distributed-
memory model. Demmel et al. [7] proved the lower bound
as well as the first communication-optimal algorithm for all
dimensions of rectangular MM. Their proof assumes that
processor number p is an exact power of 2 and their algorithm
is efficient by the proof if all prime factors of p can be bounded
by a small constant. By contrast, our algorithm and proof work
for an arbitrary number of processors, even when p per se is a
large prime number. Our algorithm matches the lower bound
proved in [7].

1) Extension to a Distributed-Memory Computing System:
One of the reasons that we choose a PA approach is that
PA algorithms are more portable to both shared-memory
and distributed-memory computing systems. Though Network-
Oblivious (NO) algorithms by Bilardi et al. [20] and Chowd-
hury et al. [[17] are efficient on the D-BSP model, provided
there is a provably efficient folding mechanism. Such a folding
mechanism is not available in practice. There are at least
two ways to port a PACO algorithm to a distributed-memory
computing system as follows.

1) If assuming that each processor has an arbitrarily large
local disk besides a local memory of size Z El a PACO
algorithm’s communication can be separated into two
phases.

The first phase will be an inter-processor message pass-
ing, the bandwidth of which will be the memory-
independent communication bound proved for a PACO
algorithm. In the case of PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm,
the latency bound will be O(logp). For each cuboid,
the read of two side faces, i.e. sub-matrices of A and
B requires only O(1) messages by a proper packing
/ unpacking. The O(logp) latency comes from writing
intermediate results back to C' because in the worst case
all cuts are on the height of initial cuboid, hence requires
O(log p) rounds for reduction.

The second phase will be a local sequential computation,
which will incur only sequential cache misses between lo-
cal memory / disk pair. The local bandwidth of this phase
will be the memory-dependent or memory-independent
bound of each PACO algorithm, depending on the relative
size of surface area of cuboid with respect to the local
memory size Z.

2) If assuming a distributed-memory model as in [7], i.e.
each processor has only one local memory of size Z
with no local disk, then the bandwidth bound will still
be the same as the communication bound proved for
each PACO algorithm. Take the PACO MM-1-PIECE
algorithm as an example, the latency bound will be a

5This assumption can be valid by the virtual memory (VM) system (Chap.
9 of [45])). A user’s program can only access VM, which usually resides on a
local disk. VM system will bring data to physical memory when user accesses
it. A 32-bit system usually has a 232-byte VM, while a 64-bit system usually
has a VM of size 264 or 248 bytes, all of which are usually much larger than
corresponding physical memory size.



factor of Z lower than the bandwidth bound as follows.
The number of messages to compute a cuboid will be
min(V’/Vy) - logp, where V' is the volume of cuboid,
which is O(nmk/p), and Vz is the largest volume of a
cuboid that has an O(Z) surface area, which stands for
the largest amount of multiplications that can be done by
having O(Z) elements. So min(V"’/Vy) accounts for the
minimal number of messages for reading sub-matrices of
A and B, and log p is for writing back to C'. According to
Loomis-Whitney Inequality [7], [46], the largest volume
that a cuboid with surface area of O(Z) can have is
O(Z3/?), i.e. when the cuboid is a cube. So the number
of messages reduce to O(nmk/(pZ3/?) - logp). The
latency bound of CARMA [7]] is different from this bound
because they assume matrices A, B, and C are stored
distributedly among p processors’ memory, hence not
every intermediate results have to be written back to C.

2) Extension to Heterogeneous Computing System: The
heterogeneous computing system considered in this section
makes following modifications to the ideal distributed cache
model. It has p processors, each of which can have a different
but fixed throughput. In the case of MM, it means that if we
execute the same-sized MM sequentially on every computing
cores, the throughput, say FLOPS (Floating Point Operations
Per Second), of all cores can be normalized to ¢1 : g : - -+ : ¢,
For simplicity, we assume that this thoughput ratio is fixed
and does not change on different problem sizes. Without
loss of generality, we assume that the throughput ratio is
in a monotonically non-decreasing order. That is, t; = 1,
Vi,j € [1,p], we have ¢; < ¢; if i < j, where ¢;,t; > 1
are arbitrary real numbers.

We construct our PACO HETERO-MM algorithm based
on the 2-way divide-and-conquer procedure of PACO MM
algorithm as follows. The intuition is to assign cuboids to
processors proportional to their throughput ratio, plus that all
cuboids assigned to any processor still keep a geometrically
decreasing sequence in terms of both volume and surface
area. Firstly, we normalize the throughput ratio to fraction
ratio of fi : fo 1 .- ¢ fp, where f; = t;/>%_, t;. Bach
fraction number f;, where ¢ € [1,p], indicates the fraction
of total computational loads to be assigned to processor-i.
Secondly, we still perform a similar recursive 2-way divide-
and-conquer procedure to that of PACO MM algorithm. In
addition, we associate each cuboid with a real number to
indicate its fraction of total computational loads. For example,
the initial cuboid of n x m x k will have a fraction number
1, a cuboid of n’ x m/ x k' will have a fraction number of
= %, and so on. Thirdly, in the recursive 2-way divide-
and-conquer, whenever a cuboid’s fraction number f’ is less
than or equal some processor’s remaining ratio f;, we make
an assignment and adjust the processor’s remaining ratio by
f',ie. fi = fi— f'. This recursive procedure repeats until all
remaining cuboids are of constant sizes, in which case they
will be assigned to all processors in a round-robin fashion.

By the modification, it’s not hard to check that the amount of
computation and communication assigned to every processors

should be proportional to their throughput ratio, hence the run-
ning time on every processors are identical. As a consequence,
the algorithm will reach an ideal speedup.

Corollary 12: The PACO HETERO-MM algorithm multi-
plies an n-by-k matrix A with an k-by-m matrix B on a het-
erogeneous computing system with p processors of throughput
ratioty :tg :--- : tp, where t; = 1 and ¢; > ¢, for 1 <14 < p,
in optimal TpZ = O(nmk) work, with an O(tZ) speedup
with respect to a sequential execution on processor-1, where
12 =30t
Discussions: Our model for heterogeneous computing sys-
tems is simpler than that in Ballard et al. [47]. Their model
considers four parameters, i.e. (3; (inverse bandwidth), «;
(latency), M; (local memory size), and ~; (flops per second),
for 1 <4 < p. We simplify it to just throughput ratio because
we feel that the parameters «;, 3;, and ~y; are closely related in
any real system and are usually proportional to each other in an
algorithm’s complexity bound. They develop a heterogenous
algorithm for square MM, and our PACO HETERO-MM
algorithm works for a rectangular MM of all dimensions. The
same scheme extends to heterogeneous Strassen as well.

Beaumont et al. [48]], [49] proposed 2D and 3D approximate
algorithms for partitioning square MM on a heterogeneous
computing system, with a proof that an exact partitioning is
NP-Complete. Their method is Non-Rectangular Partitioning
and has a better approximate ratio than the Rectangular
Partitioning proposed by Nagamochi and Abe [50].

F. PACO STRASSEN's algorithm

Assuming the existence of an inverse operation of addition,
Strassen’s algorithm [51] is a 2-way divide-and-conquer algo-
rithm that recursively reduces 1 multiplication of two n-by-n
matrices to 7 multiplications of two n/2-by-n/2 matrices plus
a constant number of matrix additions and subtractions on a
ring as follows.

- [Coo 001] _ [Aoo Am} _ [Boo Bm}
Cio Cul’ A A’ By Bu
S1=A0p®An Se=A10® A1 Sz = A
Sa = A Ss = Ago D Ag1 Se = A10 © Ago
Sr=A0n©An Ti=DBow®Bi1 1>= By
T3 =By © By Ty=DBy© By Ts5=Dn
Ts = Boo ® Bor 17 = B1o ® B11
MT:ST®Tra 1§T§7
Coo=M &My MsdM; Co = Msd Mg
Cro= M@ M, Ci1 =M @ M3 © My @ Mg

We can view the computation of Strassen’s algorithm as a
cube of dimensions n-by-n-by-n, where the two side faces
stand for the input matrices A and B, and the bottom face
stands for the output matrix C, respectively. Our PACO
STRASSEN’s algorithm is then a pruned BFS traversal of a
7-way divide-and-conquer tree as follows. Each node of tree
stands for a matrix multiplication, which is also called a cube
in our description, and the seven children nodes of it are
the seven (7) derived smaller-scale cubes. All intermediate
matrices, i.e. S, T, and M, are held in temporary space so that



all derived nodes of the same depth can run concurrently. As
soon as some depth contains equal or more than p unassigned
nodes, exact p of them will be pruned and assigned to p
processors in a round-robin fashion. The rest of nodes, if any,
will go to the next round of division. This procedure repeats
until all nodes on the same depth are of base (constant) sizes,
in which case all of them will be pruned and assigned in
a round-robin fashion. An assigned node stops any further
parallel divide-and-conquer and will be executed by the cache-
oblivious sequential Strassen’s algorithm [[L1]] on the assigned
processor. The entire procedure is similiar to that shown in
Fig. 2| except that it is now a a 7-ry tree.

Theorem 13: The PACO STRASSEN’s algorithm multiplies
two n-by-n matrices in optimal 7; pz = O(n*°) work, optimal
T = O(n*° /p) time, using O(p®*?n?) temporary space,
QF = O(n=0 /(LZ+/1) 4 n?/(Lp*“0~1)), and Qo =
(l/p)Qg:, where wy = log, 7 and 0.29 ~ 1—log; 4, assuming
p = o(n). The perfect strong scaling range is n = Q(Z).

Proof: The conclusion of optimal balanced computation
is clear from the algorithm, and the property of optimal
balanced communication follows by showing that the sequence
of cubes, i.e. multiplications, assigned to each processor forms
an almost geometrically decreasing sequence in terms of
volume, i.e. O(n“?), and surface area, i.e. O(n?), up to a
constant factor of 6, and that the cache complexity of cache-
oblivious sequential Strassen’s algorithm [11] is proportional
to the volume when the sizes of input and output, i.e. 3n?, is
larger than the cache size Z, and proportional to the surface
area otherwise. So the overheads of top-level nodes dominate
on each processor. The overheads of constant number of matrix
additions and subtractions of each node can be charged to
corresponding multiplications. The temporary space before the
first assignment of p nodes is 3 - 7 - n? - 218771 (7/92)i =
O(p'&7("/9n2) =~ O(p°?*n?), where 3-7-n? is the temporary
space for top-level recursion (to hold S, T, and M), and
the > is to accumulate over [log, p] recursion levels before
the first assignment. Since it is pruned BFS traversal, later
space requirement after the first assignment will be dominated.
The perfect strong scaling range comes when the memory-
dependent bound dominates. [ |

From PACO STRASSEN’s algorithm, we can see that after
first i, = [log, p] rounds of 7-way branching, each processor
will be assigned up to 6 same-sized cubes, and will get the next
assignment after another iy —i; = [log,(p/(7/°87P1 — p))]
rounds of 7-way branching, and so on. If we denote the
number of rounds that yields the j-th assignment by ij,
which we call j-th super-round, we make the following
changes. The new algorithm will stop parallel divide-and-
conquer after 7 super-rounds, where ~ is some constant to
be determined later. If there are still unassigned cubes, the
algorithm assigns all of them to p processors in a round-robin
fashion. Ignoring constant, the maximal possible difference in
computational loads among different processors is feomp =

> j—1(n/2%)%0 n/2'1)«o
b 11 (n/2% )90+ (n/2%7)w0 s 1= (n/2’i1()“/0+()n/2i7)“’0 <

-1 . . .
1-— 231741 The last inequality is because each super-round

contains at least one round of 7-way branching. We can see
that feomp can be made arbitrarily close to 0 with the increase
of ~. A similar conclusion applies to differnce in cache
complexity as well. Note that v depends on processor number
p, but is independent of problem size n. These changes make
our improved PACO STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES algorithm

(Corollary [T4).

Corollary 14: The PACO STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES algo-
rithm multiplies two n-by-n matrices, by having only constant
pieces of cubes on each processor, in optimal O(n“°?) work,
optimal O(n“°/p) time, using O(p®2?n?) temporary space,
QF = O(n=[(LZ=0/>~1) 4 n2/p2/*0~1), and Qex =
(l/p)Q,;, where wy = log, 7 and 0.29 ~ 1—log; 4, assuming
p = o(n).

In practice, we can make y a tuning parameter. For example,
if v = 8, the load imbalance among different processors, if
any, will be less than 1%.

Discussions:

The load imbalance of PACO STRASSEN’s algorithm among
different processors is an asymptotically smaller term, if
any, so is optimal in a shared-memory setting; However, if
translated to a distributed-memory setting, they may have
an O(logn) latency bound; By contrast, PACO STRASSEN-
CONST-PIECES algorithm may have an arbitrarily small
constant-factor difference, but reduces latency to O(logp) in
a distributed-memory setting. The partitioning overheads of
both our new Strassen’s algoritms can be fully parallelized
and charged to each and every derived cubes as in the
case of PACO 1D algorithm (see Fig. [6] for an analogue).
Open Problem on Parallelizing Strassen: Ballard et al.
[8] developed a CAPS ( Communication-Avoiding Parallel
Strassen) algorithm based on interleaving of BFS/DFS steps
on a distributed-memory model. Their algorithm assumes that
processor number p is an exact power of 7. Lipshitz et al. [9]
later improved it to a multiple of 7 with no large prime factors,
ie.p=m- 7k where 1 < m < 7 and 1 < k are integers,
by a hybrid of Strassen and classic O(n®) MM algorithm.
They raised an open question in their paper (Sect. 6.5 of [8])
whether a parallel Strassen’s algorithm can run on an arbitrary
number of processors, attains the computational lower bound
exactly, and attains the communicational lower bound up to a
constant factor.

If translated to a distributed-memory model, our PACO
STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES algorithm is an almost exact so-
lution to their open question, i.e. it runs concurrently on an
arbitrary number of processors within a certain range, attains
computational lower bound up to an arbitrarily small constant
factor, attains bandwidth lower bound up to a constant factor,
and attains the same O(logp) latency bound as the CAPS
algorithm. Moreover, our PACO STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES
algorithm is pure Strassen. We further conjecture that this
O(log p) latency bound is tight up to a constant factor. Because
in Strassen, each internal node of the 7-ry tree requires
additional matrix additions and subtractions to construct new



input matrices to the next level of recursion so that an (1)
message(s) per node along a critical path seems inevitable. A
parallel Strassen requires at least an Q2(log p) depth to derive
Q(p) cubes of multiplications . So the O(log p) latency bound
should be tight up to a constant factor.

More Related Works on Parallel Strassen: McColl and
Tiskin [44] developed a similar algorithm to the CAPS [S]],
[9] on their BSPRAM model. McColl and Tiskin’s algorithm
is pure theoretical and ignores certain practical considerations
such as what if p is not a power of 7. Cole and Ramachandran
[2]], [6] bounded the overall parallel cache complexity of a
resource-oblivious Strassen, which belongs to the PO class,
to be O(n*°/(LZ*/*>~) + (plogp)"/* - n*/L + plogp),
which is asymptotically larger than all PA (including PACO)
counterparts. Benson and Ballard [52] developed a code gener-
ation tool to automatically implement multiple sequential and
shared-memory parallel variants of fast MM algorithms.

G. PACO SORT algorithm

This section considers comparison-based sorting (sorting in
short) algorithm.

Lemma 15 ([11)]): There is a SEQ-SAMPLE-SORT algo-
rithm that sorts n elements by comparison in optimal
O(nlogn) work, and O(1+(n/L)(14+log, n)) cache misses.

Based on the sequential sameple sort [11] and the observa-
tion that the maximal speedup a parallel algorithm can attain
on a p-processor system is p-fold if does not count the caching
effect, we have a PACO SORT algorithm operating on an array
A (stored in contiguous locations) of length n as follows. We
discuss the differences of our algorithms from classic ones by
the end of section.

1) Picking p — 1 pivots (p1,pe,- -

random from the array as follows.

,Pp—1) uniformly at

a) Pick kp samples uniformly at random from the array,
where k is an over-sampling ratio to be determined
later.

b) Sort the kp samples with the SEQ-SAMPLE-SORT
(Lemma [T3)).
c) Pick every k-th sample as the final pivots.

2) Redistributing elements of array A by the p — 1 pivots as
follows.

a) Each processor works simultaneously on a sub-array
of length n/p+1 of A and partitions it into p partially
ordered chunks by the p — 1 pivots. That is, after the
partitioning, all elements of the i-th chunk on any
processor must be between the (i — 1)-th and the i-
th pivots in sorted order, Vi € [1, p]. The 0-th and p-th
pivots are defined to be —oco and +oo respectively,
This step can actually be performed by using a partial
sequential quicksort [S3] as follows. Any processor-¢
firstly partitions the i-th sub-array by the [p/2]-th pivot
into two chunks such that all elements in the first chunk
are less than or equal all elements in the second chunk.
Then, each processor uses the [p/4]-th and [3p/4]-th

pivots on the first and second chunk, respectively, and
so on for up to [log, p] levels of recursion.

b) Calculating the exact position of every chunk for re-
distribution as follows. After the first step, we have
a p-by-p matrix [N], where each entry n;; stands
for the number of elements of the j-th chunk on
processor-i, which will be re-distributed to processor-
j. By invoking a sequential prefix sum algorithm on
every column of the matrix [N] simultaneously, we get
each chunk’s destined position for re-distribution.

¢) Performing a parallel matrix transposition like the one
in Blelloch et al. [[13]], [54] to redistribute every chunk.
That is, every processor will send (p — 1) chunks to
other (p—1) processors by an all-to-all communication.

3) Sorting locally, i.e. sequentially, on each processor by the

SEQ-SAMPLE-SORT (Lemma [T3).

Theorem 16: The PACO SORT algorithm sorts an array
of n elements by comparison in optimal sz = O(nlogn)
work, T3 = O((1 + €)n/p - logn) time for an arbitrarily
small € € (0,1) with high probability, using O(p?) temporary
space. Q3= = O((n/L)log;(n/p)). and Q™ = (1/p) Q3 =
O((n/pL)log,(n/p)), assuming p € O(y/n/Inn).

Proof: Optimal balanced computation: By choosing
an appropriate oversampling ratio k > 2((16161)) Inn, where
c>1and 0 < € < 1 are some small constants, we can
prove that the number of elements on each processor after
re-distribution is no more than (1 + €)n/p with probability
1—n7¢, i.e. with high probability. The following proof adapts
mostly from that of Theorem B.4. of [54]. If we look at any
particular element ¢ and its distance I to the next pivot in
sorted order. If I > (1 + €)n/p elements, where 0 < € < 1
is some small constant, there must be fewer than k& samples
selected from these (1 + €)n/p elements in sorted order. That
is, Pr[I > (1 + ¢)n/p] < Pr[Y; < k], where Pr denotes
the probability of some event and Y; denotes the number of
samples picked from these (1 + €)n/p elements. Since the
algorithm samples uniformly at random, each element has the
same probability of (kp/n) to be chosen. By the lower-tail
Chernoff bound, Pr[Y; < k] = Pr[Y; < (1 —8)u] < e #9°/2,
where = (1 + €)k is the expected number of samples from
(1+¢)n/p elements and 6 € (¢/(e+1),1) is a small variable
to make the first equation of Pr[Y; < k] = Pr[Y7 < (1—4)u]
holds. Since this is the upper bound for any single element to
be within a balanced chunk. For all elements to be within a
balanced chunk, the probability is then no more than ne=H9*/2,
To have a high probability bound, we make ne—h9*/2 <n~¢
where ¢ > 1 is some constant. Solving the inequality, we have
the oversampling ratio of k& > 2(c + 1)Inn/((1 + €)§?) >
2((16;1)) Inn. Since ¢ > 1 and 0 < ¢ < 1 are some small
constants, we conclude that k£ € O(Inn).

The overall work of this algorithm sums up to the optimal
O(kplog kp)+O(nlogp) +0(p*) +0(n) +O(nlog(n/p)) =
O(nlogn), where k = O(logn) and assuming p € O(y/n).
In the equation, O(kp log kp) is the work for sorting samples,
O(nlogp) is the work of using (p — 1) pivots to partition the




array, O(p?) is the work of prefix sum on [N], O(n) is the
work for redistribution, and O(nlog(n/p)) is the overall work
of final sequential sorting on every processors.

The time complexity is O(kplogkp) + O(n/plogp) +
O(p) + O((1 +€)n/p-logn) = O((1 + ¢)n/plogn) for any
arbitrarily small constant 0 < ¢ < 1 with high probability.
The O(p?) temporary space is used for storing matrix [N]
and computing the prefix sums.

Optimal balanced communication:

1) The parallel cache complexity of selecting
pivots and wusing the pivots to partition each
sub-array of n/p elements into p chunks is
O((kp/L)logy (kp) + (n/(pL))logy(p)) along the

critical path and O((kp/L)log,,(kp) + (n/L)log,(p))
in summation.

2) The parallel cache complexity of prefix sum and redis-
tribution is O(n/(pL) + p) along the crticial path and
O(n/L) + O(p) in summation.

3) The parallel cache complexity of the final sequential
sorting on each processor is O((n/pL)log,(n/p)) along
the critical path and O((n/L)log,,;(n/p)) in summation.

Summing up over all above overheads, we have the final
parallel cache complexity of Q' = O((n/(pL))log,(n/p))
along the critical path and Q; = O((n/L)log,(n/p)) in
summation , assuming p € O(y/n/Inn). |

Note that the overall parallel cache complexity (Q;) of

PACO SoORT algorithm is actually smaller than the best
sequential cache bound of SEQ-SAMPLE-SORT (Lemma [15)
because we have p caches in the parallel setting and all
procedures of sampling, partitioning and sequential sorting
after re-distribution are concurrent on p caches.
Discussions: Our algorithm is a variant of parallel sample
sorting algorithm. Parallel sample sorting algorithm has been
studied in both PA [54]] and PO fashions [15]. Cole and
Ramachandran [10] developed a resource-oblivious, which
also belongs to the PO class, sorting which interleaves the
partitioning of a sample sort with merging, hence has only an
O(lognloglogn) critical-path length.

There are several key differences of our algorithm from the
PO algorithm in [15]]. Firstly, we use (p — 1) pivots instead of
O(4/n) pivots. Secondly, we call the sequential sample sort
(Lemma @ to sort on each processor after re-distribution,
rather than a recursive low-depth one. As a consequence, all
PO algorithms [10], [[15] incur more cache misses than the
best sequential cache bound, though they all have a poly-
logarithmic, i.e. low-depth critical-path length. By contrast,
our PACO SORT algorithm incurs less. As we can see from the
experimental data in Sect. [[V] our algorithm does outperform
the PO counterpart implemented in PBBS [55] significantly.

The main difference of our algorithm from the PA version
in [54] is that the early distributed-memory version calls
a standard sequential radix sort after re-distribution for an
empirical efficiency, while we call the sequential sample sort
(Lemma [T5) for an emphasis on optimal balanced communi-
cation. Putze et al. [56]’s MCSTL utilizes atomic operations

for an in-place parallel quicksort with dynamic load-balance.

IV. PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We implement our PACO algorithms and compare them on
a 72-core machine and a 24-core machine (Table [II).

TABLE III: Experimental Machines

Name 72-core machine 24-core machine
-9 __ L CentOS 7.1 x86_64  CentOS 7 x86_64 _
__ _Compiler | _ _ ICC1502 ICC 1503 _

Intel Xeon Intel Xeon

L R E7-8890v3 ES2670v3
© _ Clock Freq” “ [~ ~ 250GHz -~ 7 C 230 GHz_ _
D Tdsockes ~ T[T T 4 TTTTTTC z O
_ ftcores fsocket | 18 _ 12 __ .

Dual Precision

FLOPs / cycle 16 16
" L1 dcache /core | ~ ~ 32KB T 32KB =
" L2cache/core | =~ 256KB =~~~ 7 256 KB~
" L3 cache (shared) | ~ = 45MB ~ 30 MB
"7 T memory | T T 128GB -~~~ T 132GB

Overview of Performance Comparison: Since the focus
of this paper is to provide a new partitioning and scheduling
method of cache-oblivious algorithm, we request that all algo-
rithms of the same problem call the same kernel function(s) to
compute sequentially base cases. For example, when compar-
ing PACO MM algorithm with Intel MKL or PO counterpart,
we call MKL’s sequential dgemm and daxpy subroutines for
base-case matrix multiplications and additions, respectively
E} By this way, the only difference between peer algorithms
is how they partition and schedule tasks. We include all
partitioning and scheduling overheads in final running time.
To avoid averaging noise, we measure “‘running time” as a
min of at least three independent runs. We calculate speedup
by “(running_time /running_timepsco — 1) x 100%”.

peer alg.
A. MM
Rmaz/Rpeak  PACO  MKL co2
Mean 82.6% 75.1% 37.8%
Median 84.0% 78.4%  39.3%

TABLE IV: Rmaz/Rpeak of MM algorithms. “CO2” is
the PO depth-n MM algorithm based on 2-way divide-and-
conquer with a base-case size of 64 [1]. “Mean” and “Median”
is the mean and median Rmaz/Rpeak of all data.

We firstly compare PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm (Corol-
lary with Intel MKL’s parallel dgemm on the 72-core
machine. Figure Qa shows speedup distribution along problem
sizes. Problem size is calculated as n x m X k for an n-by-k
matrix multiplying an k-by-m matrix, where n, m, k iterate
independently from 8,000 to 44,000 with a step size 4, 000.
So there are multiple points of the same z-value. From the

Intel MKL actually does not have any subroutine for matrix addition
and daxpy is for vector addition. So we call daxpy multiple times for our
purpose.
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Fig. 10: Performance of PACO MM-1-

figures, though PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm outperforms
MKL in majority of cases, the mean and median of speedup
is just 3.4% and 3.5%, respectively. Figure ?? shows that this
72-core machine has 4 sockets, each of which has 18 cores.
Profiling shows that the 18 cores on 0-th socket are actually 3
times faster than the other 54 cores on other 3 sockets, though
all these cores have the same clock frequency and cache
parameters. By 3 times faster, we mean that the 18 cores on
0-th socket takes only 1/3 of time of other 54 cores when we
compute same-sized MM sequentially on every core. Because
the focus of this paper is algorithm, rather than systems or
computer architecture, instead of figuring out the reason of
machine’s heterogeneity, we simply switch to a heterogeneous
version with the new results shown in Fig. 0b] Now we can
see that the mean and median of speedup ratio raises to 48.6%
and 48.8%, respectively. To reduce the overheads of reduction
of intermediate results, our heterogeneous MM is slightly
different from PACO HETERO-MM algorithm in Sect. ??, but

Percentage of PACO MM’s (Rmax / Rpeak) (N cores = 24)
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(b) PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm’s Rmazx/ Rpeak

PIECE algorithm on 24-core machine.

is similar to the rectangular partitioning by Nagamochi and
Abe [50]. The algorithm structure is similar to PACO MM-
1-PIECE algorithm and has following changes. We view the
recursive divide-and-assign procedure as a binary tree, where
each leaf stands for a processor’s throughput and each internal
node stands for the summation of its left and right child’s
throughput. We divide the initial cuboid starting from the root
of tree by a recursive procedure until each derived cuboid
reaches a leaf. At each internal node, we cut a cuboid on
its longest dimension by the ratio of the node’s left and right
child’s throughput. By the change, each processor will get only
one cuboid instead of a sequence.

Figure [T0a] shows the performance comparison of PACO
MM-1-PIECE algorithm with MKL’s parallel dgemm on the
24-core system, with a mean speedup of 11.1% and median
of 6.4%. Problem size is calculated as n x m x k for an n-by-
k matrix multiplying an k-by-m matrix, where n, m, k iterate
independently from 8, 000 to 44, 000 with a step size of 4, 000.
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Fig. 11: Performance of PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm on the 24-core machine. “CO2” is the PO depth-n MM algorithm
based on 2-way divide-and-conquer with a base-case size of 64 [1].

So there are multiple points of the same xz-value. Figure [TT]
show the frequencies of PACO MM-1-PIECE algorithm’s
speedup over MKL and PO counterparts. “CO2” in the figure
stands for the PO depth-n MM algorithm based on 2-way
divide-and-conquer [1]], [14]] with a base-case size of 64 ﬂ
We select this base-case size by several manual trials to
give the CO2 algorithm a reasonably good performance on
the machine, though we do not attempt to make a thorough
searching because tuning is not the focus of this paper.
Recent research by Leiserson et al. [57] actually justifies our
conclusion by showing that a well-tuned PO MM algorithm
achieves about 40% of machine’s peak performance. Actually
one concern on the PO approach is that its implementation
may require to choose a proper base-case size, i.e. when to
stop partitioning and parallelizing the algorithm, to balance
communication, synchronization and processor utilization. If
a base-case size is too small, it increases “slackness” of
algorithm and allows better processor utilization for a wider
range of processor counts, but at the cost of more deviations
from its sequential execution order [33], [34], hence more
communication and synchronization overheads. On the other
hand, if a base-case size is too large, a base-case task may not
fit in some upper-level cache(s) of each processor, hence it
may not be cache-efficient, and the load imbalance among
processors may be larger, in other words, some processor
may be under-utilized. By contrast, our approach does not
need to tune. Figure [T0b] shows the percentages of theoretical
peak performance (Rmazx/Rpeak) that PACO MM-1-PIECE
algorithm has attained. Table [[V] lists different algorithm’s
mean and median of Rmaz/Rpeak side-by-side. The Rmazx
is calculated by “2 x n X m X k/time_in_second” because
we are computing C C 4+ A x B so there are nmk

7A 64 base-case size means that the algorithm stops cutting a dimension
when it is less than or equal 64 and a cuboid will be a base case when none
of its three dimensions can be cut.

multiplications and nmk additions. The Rpeak is calculated
by “24 x (2.3-10%) x 16” because this machine has 24 cores,
each of which is 2.3 GHz, which means 2.3 - 10° cycles per
second, and each core can perform 16 dual precision floating
point operations ﬂ per cycle.

B. LCS and Sorting

We experiment PACO LCS algorithm and PACO SORT
algorithm with PO and PA counterparts on the 24-core ma-
chine as shown in Fig. [I2] The PO LCS counterpart is the
classic 2-way divide-and-conquer algorithm [25]] with a base-
case size of 256 elements EL while the PA is the p-way divide-
and-conquer by Chowdhury and Ramachandran [3]]. We select
this base-case size by several manual trials to give the PO
algorithm a reasonably good performance on the machine,
though we do not attempt to make a thorough searching
because tuning is not the focus of this paper.

The mean and median speedups of PACO LCS algorithm
over the PO is 71.2% and 54.4%, respectively, and over the PA
is 86.3% and 88.3%, respectively. The PO Sorting counterpart
is the low-depth sorting algorithm [15] implemented in the
Problem Based Benchmark Suite (PBBS) [55]. We directly
use the default oversampling ratio and other parameters im-
plemented in PBBS without any tuning. The mean and median
speedup of PACO SORT algorithm over it is 9.3% and 9.1%,
respectively.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

More Related Works: Andreev and Ricke [58] partitions a
graph into several equal-sized components while minimizing
the capacity of edges between different components. They
did not consider minimizing computation and communication

8By Fused Multiply Add FMA3 instruction

9A 256 base-case size means that the algorithm stops cutting a dimension
when it is less than or equal 16 = /256 and a square will be a base case
when none of its two dimensions can be cut.
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Fig. 12: Experiments on LCS and Sorting algorithms on the 24-core machine.

along a critical path so that their solution may not be a perfect
strong scaling one.

Conclusions: This paper proposes a general PACO algorithm
based on the observation that the maximal speedup attainable
on a p-processor system is usually p-folds so that excessive
parallelism may not be necessary. Our methodology is to par-
tition computation and communication evenly and recursively
among p processors by a pruned BFS traversal of a cache-
oblivious algorithm’s divide-and-conquer tree. Each processor
will have balanced computational and communicational over-
heads, usually forming in a geometrically decreasing sequence.
We apply the idea to several important cache-oblivious algo-
rithms, including LCS, which is Dynamic Programming (DP)
with constant dependencies, 1D and GAP, both of which are
DP with more-than-constant dependencies, classic rectangular
MM on a semiring and Strassen’s algorithm, as well as
comparison based sorting. Compared with classic PA coun-
terparts, our algorithms achieve perfect strong scaling on an
arbitrary number, even a prime number, of processors within
a certain range. Compared with classic PO counterparts, our
algorithms usually have better communication complexities.
Our PACO STRASSEN-CONST-PIECES algorithm provides an
almost exact solution to the open question on parallelizing
Strassen’s algorithm efficiently and exactly on an arbitrary
number of processors. Our preliminary experimental results
confirm the theoretical predictions. Our methodology may
provide a new perspective on the fundamental open problem
of extending a sequential cache-oblivious algorithm to an
arbitrary architecture. We leave an efficient parallelization of
PACO LCS algorithm’s partitioning phase to future research.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Frigo and V. Strumpen, “The cache complexity of multithreaded
cache oblivious algorithms,” Theory Comput. Syst., vol. 45, no. 2, pp.
203-233, 20009.

R. Cole and V. Ramachandran, “Revisiting the cache miss analysis of
multithreaded algorithms,” in LATIN 2012: Theoretical Informatics -
10th Latin American Symposium, Arequipa, Peru, April 16-20, 2012.
Proceedings, 2012, pp. 172-183.

[2]

[3] R. Chowdhury and V. Ramachandran, “Cache-efficient Dynamic Pro-
gramming Algorithms for Multicores,” in Proceedings of ACM Sympo-
sium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures (SPAA), 2008,

pp. 207-216.

[4] G. Blelloch and Y. Gu, “Improved parallel cache-oblivious
algorithms for dynamic programming and linear algebra,”
CoRR, vol. abs/1809.09330, 2018. [Online]. Available: |http:

/larxiv.org/abs/1809.09330

Z. Galil and K. Park, “Parallel algorithms for dynamic programming
recurrences with more than O(1) dependency,” Journal of Parallel and
Distributed Computing, vol. 21, pp. 213-222, 1994.

R. Cole and V. Ramachandran, “Efficient resource oblivious algorithms
for multicores with false sharing,” in 26th IEEE International Parallel
and Distributed Processing Symposium, IPDPS 2012, Shanghai,
China, May 21-25, 2012, 2012, pp. 201-214.

J. Demmel, D. Eliahu, A. Fox, S. Kamil, B. Lipshitz, O. Schwartz, and
O. Spillinger, “Communication-optimal parallel recursive rectangular
matrix multiplication,” in 27th IEEE International Symposium on
Parallel and Distributed Processing, IPDPS 2013, Cambridge, MA,
USA, May 20-24, 2013, 2013, pp. 261-272.

G. Ballard, J. Demmel, O. Holtz, B. Lipshitz, and O. Schwartz,
“Communication-optimal parallel algorithm for strassen’s matrix multi-
plication,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-fourth Annual ACM Sympo-
sium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, ser. SPAA 12.
New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2012, pp. 193-204.

B. Lipshitz, G. Ballard, J. Demmel, and O. Schwartz, “Communication-
avoiding parallel strassen: implementation and performance,” in SC
Conference on High Performance Computing Networking, Storage
and Analysis, SC ’12, Salt Lake City, UT, USA - November 11 - 15,
2012, 2012, p. 101.

R. Cole and V. Ramachandran, “Resource oblivious sorting on multi-
cores,” ACM Trans. Parallel Comput., vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 23:1-23:31,
Mar. 2017.

M. Frigo, C. E. Leiserson, H. Prokop, and S. Ramachandran, “Cache-
oblivious algorithms,” ACM Trans. Algorithms, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 4:1-
4:22, Jan. 2012.

G. Ballard, J. Demmel, O. Holtz, and O. Schwartz, “Graph expansion
and communication costs of fast matrix multiplication,” J. ACM, vol. 59,
no. 6, Jan. 2013.

R. Chowdhury, “Cache-efficient algorithms and data structures: Theory
and experimental evaluation,” Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Com-
puter Sciences, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas, 2007.
G. E. Blelloch, R. A. Chowdhury, P. B. Gibbons, V. Ramachandran,
S. Chen, and M. Kozuch, “Provably good multicore cache performance
for divide-and-conquer algorithms,” in Proceedings of the Nineteenth
Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2008,
San Francisco, California, USA, January 20-22, 2008, 2008, pp. 501—
510.

G. E. Blelloch, P. B. Gibbons, and H. V. Simhadri, “Low depth cache-

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

(12]

[13]

[14]

[15]


http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.09330
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.09330

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]
[28]

[29]

[30]
[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[37]

oblivious algorithms,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-second Annual
ACM Symposium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures,
ser. SPAA ’10. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2010, pp. 189-199.

G. E. Blelloch, J. T. Fineman, P. B. Gibbons, and H. V. Simhadri,
“Scheduling irregular parallel computations on hierarchical caches,” in
SPAA 2011: Proceedings of the 23rd Annual ACM Symposium on
Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, San Jose, CA, USA,
June 4-6, 2011 (Co-located with FCRC 2011), 2011, pp. 355-366.

R. A. Chowdhury, V. Ramachandran, F. Silvestri, and B. Blakeley,
“Oblivious algorithms for multicores and networks of processors,” J.
Parallel Distrib. Comput., vol. 73, no. 7, pp. 911-925, 2013.

R. Cole and V. Ramachandran, “Efficient resource oblivious algorithms
for multicores,” CoRR, vol. abs/1103.4071, 2011.

R. A. Chowdhury, F. Silvestri, B. Blakeley, and V. Ramachandran,
“Oblivious algorithms for multicores and network of processors,” in
Proceedings of the 24th IEEE International Parallel & Distributed
Processing Symposium, April 2010, pp. 1-12.

G. Bilardi, A. Pietracaprina, G. Pucci, M. Scquizzato, and F. Silvestri,
“Network-oblivious algorithms,” J. ACM, vol. 63, no. 1, pp. 3:1-3:36,
2016.

E. Solomonik and J. Demmel, “Communication-optimal parallel 2.5d
matrix multiplication and lu factorization algorithms,” in Proceedings
of the 17th International Conference on Parallel Processing - Volume
Part II, ser. Euro-Par’11. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag, 2011,
pp. 90-109.

G. Ballard, J. Demmel, O. Holtz, and O. Schwartz, “Minimizing
communication in numerical linear algebra,” SIAM J. Matrix Analysis
Applications, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 866-901, 2011.

G. Ballard, J. Demmel, O. Holtz, B. Lipshitz, and O. Schwartz, “Brief
announcement: strong scaling of matrix multiplication algorithms and
memory-independent communication lower bounds,” in 24th ACM
Symposium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, SPAA
’12, Pittsburgh, PA, USA, June 25-27, 2012, 2012, pp. 77-79.

, “Strong scaling of matrix multiplication algorithms and memory-
independent communication lower bounds,” CoRR, vol. abs/1202.3177,
2012.

T. H. Cormen, C. E. Leiserson, R. L. Rivest, and C. Stein, Introduction
to Algorithms, 3rd ed. The MIT Press, 2009.

R. A. Chowdhury and V. Ramachandran, “Cache-oblivious dynamic
programming,” in In Proc. of the Seventeenth Annual ACM-SIAM
Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA ’06, 2006, pp. 591-600.
C. E. Leiserson, “Performance Engineering of Software Systems.”

Y. Tang, R. You, H. Kan, J. J. Tithi, P. Ganapathi, and R. A. Chowdhury,
“Cache-oblivious wavefront: Improving parallelism of recursive dynamic
programming algorithms without losing cache-efficiency,” in PPoPP’15,
San Francisco, CA, USA, Feb.7 — 11 2015.

D. Dinh, H. V. Simhadri, and Y. Tang, “Extending the nested parallel
model to the nested dataflow model with provably efficient schedulers,”
in SPAA’16, Pacific Grove, CA, USA, Jul.11 — 13 2016.

L. A. Belady, “A study of replacement algorithms for virtual-storage
computer,” IBM Systems Journal, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 78-101, 1966.

D. D. Sleator and R. E. Tarjan, “Amortized efficiency of list update and
paging rules,” Commun. ACM, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 202-208, 1985.

R. D. Blumofe, M. Frigo, C. F. Joerg, C. E. Leiserson, and K. H. Randall,
“Dag-consistent distributed shared memory,” in IPPS10, Honolulu,
Hawaii, Apr. 1996, pp. 132-141.

U. A. Acar, G. E. Blelloch, and R. D. Blumofe, “The data locality of
work stealing,” in Proc. of the 12th ACM Annual Symp. on Parallel
Algorithms and Architectures (SPAA 2000). New York, NY, USA:
ACM, 2000, pp. 1-12.

D. Spoonhower, G. E. Blelloch, P. B. Gibbons, and R. Harper, “Beyond
nested parallelism: Tight bounds on work-stealing overheads for parallel
futures,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-first Annual Symposium on
Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, ser. SPAA *09. New
York, NY, USA: ACM, 2009, pp. 91-100.

Z. Galil and R. Giancarlo, “Speeding up dynamic programming with
applications to molecular biology,” Theoretical Computer Science,
vol. 64, pp. 107-118, 1989.

0. Gotoh, “An improved algorithm for matching biological sequences,”
Journal of Molecular Biology, vol. 162, pp. 705-708, 1982.

[36]

[38]

[39]
[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]
[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

(571

[58]

R. D. Blumofe and C. E. Leiserson, “Scheduling multithreaded com-
putations by work stealing,” JACM, vol. 46, no. 5, pp. 720-748, Sep.
1999.

R. D. Blumofe, M. Frigo, C. F. Joerg, C. E. Leiserson, and K. H. Randall,
“An analysis of dag-consistent distributed shared-memory algorithms,”
in SPAA ’96, Jun. 1996, pp. 297-308.

D. Hirschberg and L. Larmore, “The least weight subsequence problem,”
SIAM Journal on Computing, vol. 16, pp. 628-638, 1987.

L. E. Cannon, “A cellular computer to implement the kalman filter
algorithm,” Ph.D. dissertation, Bozeman, MT, USA, 1969, aAI7010025.
R. C. Agarwal, S. M. Balle, F. G. Gustavson, M. Joshi, and P. Palkar,
“A three-dimensional approach to parallel matrix multiplication,” IBM
Journal of Research and Development, vol. 39, pp. 575-582, Sep. 1995.
A. Aggarwal, A. K. Chandra, and M. Snir, “Communication complexity
of prams,” Theor. Comput. Sci., vol. 71, no. 1, pp. 3-28, Mar. 1990.
D. Irony, S. Toledo, and A. Tiskin, “Communication lower bounds for
distributed-memory matrix multiplication,” J. Parallel Distrib. Comput.,
vol. 64, no. 9, pp. 1017-1026, Sep. 2004.

F. W. McColl and A. Tiskin, “Memory-efficient matrix multiplication in
the bsp model,” Algorithmica, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 287-297, 1999.

R. E. Bryant and D. R. O’Hallaron, Computer Systems: A Program-
mer’s Perspective, 3rd ed. USA: Pearson Eduction, 2015.

L. H. Loomis and H. Whitney, “An inequality related to the isoperimetric
inequality,” Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., vol. 55, no. 10, pp. 961-962, 10
1949.

G. Ballard, J. Demmel, and A. Gearhart, “Brief announcement: com-
munication bounds for heterogeneous architectures,” in SPAA 2011:
Proceedings of the 23rd Annual ACM Symposium on Parallelism
in Algorithms and Architectures, San Jose, CA, USA, June 4-6, 2011
(Co-located with FCRC 2011), 2011, pp. 257-258.

O. Beaumont, B. A. Becker, A. M. DeFlumere, L. Eyraud-Dubois,
T. Lambert, and A. L. Lastovetsky, “Recent advances in matrix partition-
ing for parallel computing on heterogeneous platforms,” IEEE Trans.
Parallel Distrib. Syst., vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 218-229, 2019.

O. Beaumont, L. Eyraud-Dubois, and T. Lambert, “Cuboid partitioning
for parallel matrix multiplication on heterogeneous platforms,” in Euro-
Par 2016: Parallel Processing - 22nd International Conference on
Parallel and Distributed Computing, Grenoble, France, August 24-26,
2016, Proceedings. ACM, 2016, pp. 171-182.

H. Nagamochi and Y. Abe, “An approximation algorithm for dissecting
a rectangle into rectangles with specified areas,” Discrete Applied
Mathematics, vol. 155, no. 4, pp. 523-537, 2007.

V. Strassen, “Gaussian elimination is not optimal,” Numerische Math-
ematik, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 354-356, 1969.

A. R. Benson and G. Ballard, “A framework for practical parallel fast
matrix multiplication,” in Proceedings of the 20th ACM SIGPLAN
Symposium on Principles and Practice of Parallel Programming, ser.
PPoPP 2015. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2015, pp. 42-53.

C. A. Hoare, “Quicksort,” The Computer Journal, vol. 5, no. 1, pp.
10-16, 1962.

G. E. Blelloch, C. E. Leiserson, B. M. Maggs, C. G. Plaxton, S. J. Smith,
and M. Zagha, “An experimental analysis of parallel sorting algorithms,”
Theory Comput. Syst., vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 135-167, 1998.

J. Shun, G. E. Blelloch, J. T. Fineman, P. B. Gibbons, A. Kyrola,
H. V. Simhadri, and K. Tangwongsan, “Brief announcement: the problem
based benchmark suite,” in 24th ACM Symposium on Parallelism in
Algorithms and Architectures, SPAA ’12, Pittsburgh, PA, USA, June
25-27, 2012, 2012, pp. 68-70.

F. Putze, P. Sanders, and J. Singler, “Mcstl: The multi-core standard
template library,” in Proceedings of the 12th ACM SIGPLAN Sympo-
sium on Principles and Practice of Parallel Programming, ser. PPoPP
’07. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2007, pp. 144-145.

C. E. Leiserson, N. C. Thompson, J. S. Emer, B. C. Kuszmaul, B. W.
Lampson, D. Sanchez, and T. B. Schardl, “There’s plenty of room at the
top: What will drive computer performance after moore’s law,” Science,
vol. 368, June 2020.

K. Andreev and H. Ricke, “Balanced graph partitioning,
Comput. Syst., vol. 39, no. 6, pp. 929-939, 2006.

”

Theory



	I Introduction
	II Models
	III PACO algorithm Design and Analysis
	III-A Complexity counting: 
	III-B PACO LCS algorithm
	III-C PACO 1D algorithm
	III-D PACO GAP algorithm
	III-E PACO MM algorithm
	III-E1 Extension to a Distributed-Memory Computing System
	III-E2 Extension to Heterogeneous Computing System

	III-F PACO Strassen's algorithm
	III-G PACO Sort algorithm

	IV Preliminary Experimental Results
	IV-A MM
	IV-B LCS and Sorting

	V Concluding Remarks
	References

