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Abstract

After Strassen presented the first sub-cubic matrix multiplication algorithm, many Strassen-
like algorithms are presented. Most of them with low asymptotic cost have large hidden leading
coefficient which are thus impractical. To reduce the leading coefficient, Cenk and Hasan give a
general approach reducing the leading coefficient of< 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm to 5 but increasing IO
complexity. In 2017, Karstadt and Schwartz also reduce the leading coefficient of < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-
algorithm to 5 by the Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method. Meanwhile, their method
reduces the IO complexity and low-order monomials in arithmetic complexity. In 2019, Beni-
amini and Schwartz generalize Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method reducing leading
coefficient in arithmetic complexity but increasing IO complexity.

In this paper, we propose a new matrix multiplication algorithm which reduces leading coef-
ficient both in arithmetic complexity and IO complexity. We apply our method to Strassen-like
algorithms improving arithmetic complexity and IO complexity(the comparison with previous
results are shown in Tables 1 and 2). Surprisingly, our IO complexity of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-

algorithm is 14nlog3 23M− 1
2 + o(nlog3 23) which breaks Ballard’s IO complexity low bound(

Ω(nlog3 23M1− log3 23
2 )) for recursive Strassen-like algorithms.

Keywords: Mathematic of computing, Computation on matrices, Computing methodolo-
gies, Linear algebra algorithms.

1 Introduction

Matrix Multiplication is a fundamental computation problem used in many fields. Strassen[17]
presented the first non-trivial algorithm with time complexity O(nlog2 7) which breaks the trivial
time complexity O(n3). Since then, the matrix multiplication algorithm including the design and
analysis of the algorithm has attracted more and more great attention in the last five decades[17, 5,
8, 10, 12, 11, 2]. In those researches, researchers mainly improve and analyze the time complexity
in two parts, arithmetic complexity and IO complexity(e.g. the costs of transferring data between
the CPU and memory devices, between memory devices and disks or between parallel processors).

For arithmetic complexity, we focus on deriving asymptotic and hidden constants which are
improved by reducing the exponent of the arithmetic complexity and the number of additions
respectively. Many Strassen-like algorithms are presented to reduce the exponent of the arithmetic
complexity [15, 13, 5, 7, 8, 18]. Recently, researchers also use computer-aided techniques[1, 4, 16]
to discover new matrix multiplication algorithms with less exponent. But in practice, Srassen-
Winograd’s algorithm often performs better than some asymptotically faster algorithms[4] due to
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these smaller hidden constants. This shows the importance of the second research direction in
arithmetic complexity, reducing the hidden constants inside the O-notation.

For IO complexity, it often costs significant more time than its arithmetic[9], which is the
reason why we are interested to analyze and reduce the IO complexity. Clearly, if we run the
recursion in the Strassen-like algorithm and put the matrices into the fast memory until the ma-
trices are sufficiently small, we can get an IO complexity of the Strassen-like algorithm which
is O(( n√

M
)logn0

tM)[2]. Furthermore, this bound has been proved to be tight[2] for Strassen-like

algorithms which means the IO complexity can not be improved by changing implementation.

1.1 Previous Research

For recursive Strassen-like algorithms, the hidden constant of arithmetic complexity is depended
on the number of linear operations in the bilinear function. So, one way of reducing the hidden
constant is to find the bilinear function with less linear operations. But this way is limited. Probert
proved that 15 additions are necessary for any < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm[14] which means that there
is no bilinear function making the hidden constant less than 6 for recursive < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm.
Surprisingly, this bound can be broken by doing some modification in the Strassen-like algorithm[6,
11].

Cenk and Hasan[6] split the Strassen-like algorithm to three linear divided-and-conquer algo-
rithms where two of them transform the inputs into two vectors, followed by vector multiplication
of their results, and last of three linear divided-and-conquer algorithms calculates the output.
They reduce the hidden constant in arithmetic complexity of < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm to 5, whose
arithmetic complexity is 5nlog2 7 + 0.5nlog2 6 + 2nlog2 5 − 6.5n2 in detail. Their method can also
apply in other Strassen-like algorithms, such as < 2, 3, 4; 20 >-algorithm, < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithm,
and < 6, 3, 3; 40 >-algorithm. However, it increases the IO cost and memory footprint, whose IO
complexity of < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm is O(nlog2 7) in detail.

Karstadt and Schwartz[11] present the Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method which
uses the basis transformation to pre-compute, followed by applying recursive Strassen-like algorithm
on their results, and uses the basis transformation to calculate the output. They reduce the hidden
constants both in arithmetic complexity and IO complexity of < 2, 2, 2; 7 >-algorithm from 6,5 to
5,4 respectively, whose arithmetic complexity and IO complexity are 5nlog2 7 − 4n2 + 3n2 log2 n[11]

and 4(
√
3n√
M

)log2 7M − 12n2 + 3n2 log2(
√

2 n√
M

) + 5M [11] respectively in detail.

Beniamini and Schwartz[3] present the Sparse Decomposition method by generalizing the Al-
ternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method with using large basis. It gets less arithmetic com-
plexity than Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method in some Strassen-like algorithms, for
example, the arithmetic complexity of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithm obtained by Sparse Decomposi-
tion is 2nlog3 23 + 3nlog3 20 + 2nlog3 14 + 2nlog3 12 + 2nlog3 11 + 33nlog3 10 − 43n2[3] which is less than
6.57nlog3 23 + 20

9 n
2 log3 n − 5.57n2 obtained by Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication[11]. How-

ever, it increases the IO complexity and memory footprint of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithm, whose IO
complexity is 12.64nlog3 23M1−log20 23 +O(nlog3 20)[11, 3] in detail.

1.2 Our Contribution

We present a new method called Algebra Decomposition method which improves both arith-
metic complexity and IO complexity in some Strassen-like algorithms. For example, we im-
prove the arithmetic complexity and IO complexity of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithm to 2nlog3 23 +

4.56nlog27(23
3−4) − 5.56n2 + 0.77n2 log3 n and 14nlog3 23M−0.5− 6n

log27(23
3−4)

3 M−0.5+ 2M − 16.69n2
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Table 1: < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithms

Algorithm Complexity Results

Original[4]

Arithmetic 7.93nlog3 23 − 6.93n2

IO 47.62nlog3 23M−0.42 − 20.79n2

Cenk-Hasan[6]

Arithmetic 2nlog3 23 + 6.75nlog3 21 − 7.75n2

IO nlog3 23 − 1.85nlog3 20M0.02 + 10.42nlog3 21M−0.27 − 7.75n2

Karstadt-Schwartz[11]

Arithmetic 6.58nlog3 23 + 0.33n2 log3 n− 5.58n2

IO 31.5nlog3 23M−0.42 − 14.71n2 + 2n2 log2
√
2 n√

M
+ 2M

Beniamini-Schwartz[3]

Arithmetic 2nlog3 23 + 3nlog3 20 + 2nlog3 14 + 2nlog3 12 + 2nlog3 11 + 33nlog3 10 − 43n2

IO
6.32nlog323M−0.04 + nlog320(13.03M−0.11 − 1)+

nlog314(18.75M−0.05 − 10)− 129n2 + nlog3 12(24.59M−0.03 − 16)+

nlog3 11(30.84M−0.03 − 22) + nlog3 10(133.16M−0.04 − 29)

Algorithm 5(Ours)

Arithmetic 2nlog3 23 + 4.56nlog27(233−4) − 5.56n2 + 0.33n2 log3 n

IO 14nlog3 23M−0.5 − 6n
log27(233−4)

3 M−0.5+

28.07n
log27 233−0.77

3 M−0.42 − 16.69n2 + 2n2 log3
√
2 n√

M
+ 2M

Table 2: Algebra Decomposition Algorithms

Algorithm Complexity Leading Monomial
Leading Coefficient

Original Previous Algorithm 6(Ours)

< 3, 2, 3; 15 >

Arithmetic n3 log18 15 15.06[4] 7.94[11] 5.62+1.73M−0.01−3.23M−0.405

IO n3 log18 15M
1− 3 log18 15

2 70.52[4] 37.19[11] 32.04

< 2, 3, 4; 20 >

Arithmetic n3 log24 20 9.96[4] 7.46[11] 3.66+3.37M−0.011−7.88M−0.413

IO n3 log24 20M
1− 3 log24 20

2 47.08[4] 35.27[11] 26.32

< 6, 3, 3; 40 >

Arithmetic n3 log54 40 55.63[16] 9.39[11] 6.42+2.68M−0.01−5.08M−0.387

IO n3 log54 40M
1− 3 log54 40

2 255.35[16] 43.11[11] 36.58

+2.33n2 log3
√

2 n√
M

+ 28.07n
log27 233−0.77

3 M−0.42 respectively. Notice that our IO complexity seem-

ingly contradicts Ballard’s lower bound(Theorem 1)[2]. But actually, Ballard’s lower bound is
based on recursive Strassen-like algorithm, and our algorithm is obtained by doing modification on
Strassen-like algorithm.

Theorem 1. [2] The IO complexity IO(n) of a recursive Strassen-like fast matrix multiplication
algorithm with O(nω0) arithmetic operations, on a machine with fast memory of size M is

IO(n) = Ω((
n√
M

)ω0M)

Comparing results of Alternative Basis Matrix Multiplication method, our result improves both
arithmetic complexity and IO complexity. And our result improves IO complexity but increases
arithmetic complexity in low-order monomials comparing with Sparse Decomposition method.
Based on our main ideal, we will present two algorithms where Algorithm 5 improves leading
coefficient both in arithmetic complexity and IO complexity and Algorithm 6 is better than Al-
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gorithm 5 in some cases but worst in other cases. We show the results of them in Tables 1 and
2.

1.3 Organization

In Section 2, we will show some useful algebra results which are mathematical foundations of our
algorithms. In Section 3, we will describe our main algorithms, Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6. In
Section 4, we will analyze their complexity. Specifically, we present the arithmetic complexity in
Section 4.2, and IO complexity in Section 4.3. In Section 5, we give an example, < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-
algorithm, of Algorithms 5,6 and we also show the format of Appendix. In Appendix, we give the
decompositions of the fast matrix multiplication algorithms showed in the Tables 1 and 2.

2 Preliminary

Let R be a ring. Once we define a linear map ϕ : Rp0×q0 → Rp1×q1 , we correspondingly define
ϕ(A) : Rr1p0×r2q0 → Rr1p1×r2q1 for any A ∈ Rr1p0×r2q0 as ϕ(A) := ϕ(B) where B = (bij)p0×q0 and
bij is the i-th, j-th r1 × r2 size submatrix of A.

Definition 1. Let a = (ai)1×p, b = (bi)1×q. Define a
⊕
b = (a1, a2, . . . , ap, b1, b2, . . . , bq),

t⊕
i=1

ci =

c1
⊕

(
t⊕
i=2

ci).

Definition 2. Let ϕ : R1×p0 → R1×q0 be a linear map. We recursively define a linear map
ϕk+1 : R1×p → R1×q (where p = pk+1

0 , q = qk+1
0 ) by ϕk+1(A) = ϕ(ϕk(A1,1), . . . , ϕ

k(A1,p0)), where
A = (A1,1, . . . , A1,p0) and A1,j are 1× p

p0
subvectors.

Definition 3. For a linear map ` : `(a) = (ai1 , ai2 , . . . , ait) where a = (a1, a2, . . . , ak), 1 ≤ i1 <
i2 < . . . < it ≤ k, we call ` a interception map. Denote `j(a) = aij , identity map(I(a) = a) as I.

Definition 4. Let ϕ : R1×p1 × R1×p2 × . . . × R1×pk → R1×q be a linear map, ai = (ai,j)1×rpi for
1 ≤ i ≤ k, ai1,i2,...,it = (ai1,i2,...,it,j)

1×
t∏

j=1
pij

for 1 ≤ i1 ≤ k, . . . , 1 ≤ it ≤ k.

Denote
k∑
i=1

ϕ

ai = (ϕ(b1,1, . . . , bk,1), ϕ(b1,2, . . . , bk,2), . . . , ϕ(b1,r, . . . , bk,r))

where bi,j = (ai,(j−1)∗pi+1, ai,(j−1)∗pi+2, . . . , ai,(j−1)∗pi+pi),

k∑
i1=1

ϕ k∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
k∑

it=1

ϕ

ai1,i2,...,it =
k∑

i1=1

ϕ

(
k∑

i2=1

ϕ

(. . .
k∑

it=1

ϕ

ai1,i2,...,it)) . . .).

Observation 1. Let ϕ : R1×p1×R1×p2×. . .×R1×pk → R1×q be a linear map, ai,j = (ai,j,z)1×rjpi , bi,j =
(bi,j,z)1×rpi and λj be real number where 1 ≤ i ≤ k, 1 ≤ j ≤ t. Then,

k∑
i=1

ϕ t⊕
j=1

ai,j =

t⊕
j=1

k∑
i=1

ϕ

ai,j and
k∑
i=1

ϕ t∑
j=1

λjbi,j =
t∑

j=1

λj

k∑
i=1

ϕ

bi,j .
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Definition 5. Let a = (ai)1×pt , ϕi : R1×pi → R1×qi be a linear map and `i : Rp → Rpi be an
interception map where 1 ≤ i ≤ t. Denote

ϕ1`1 ◦ ϕ2`2 . . . ◦ ϕt`t(a) = ϕ1(

p1⊕
i=1

ϕ2`2 ◦ . . . ◦ ϕt`t(`i1(a′)))

where a′ = (bj)1×p and bj is 1×pt−1 subvector of a. Denote ϕI as ϕ, I` as ` and ϕ1 ◦ϕ2 ◦ . . .◦ϕt(A)

as
t∏

j=1

◦
ϕj(A) shortly.

Observation 2. Following the definition 5, we have

ϕ1`1 ◦ ϕ2`2 . . . ◦ ϕt`t(a) = ϕ1 ◦ ϕ2 . . . ◦ ϕk(`1 ◦ `2 ◦ . . . ◦ `t(a)).

Lemma 1. Let a = (ai)1×p, b = (bi)1×pk , ψ : R1×p → Rn×m, ϕi : R1×pi → R1×qi , ϕ : R1×p1 ×
R1×p2 × . . .×R1×pt → Rn×m be linear maps and `i : R1×p → R1×pi be an interception map, where
1 ≤ i ≤ t. If ψ(a) = ϕ(ϕ1`1(a), ϕ2`2(a), . . . , ϕt`t(a)), then

ψk(b) =
t∑

i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ k∏
j=1

◦

ϕij`ij (b).

Proof. We will prove this by induction on t. First, this lemma holds when t = 1. Assume that it
holds on t− 1.

Let ci = (b(i−1)∗pk−1+j)1×pk−1 , c = (ci)1×p, di = ψk−1(ci), ei =
t∑

i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ

ϕi2`i2◦. . .◦ϕik`ik(ci).

W.l.o.g, we assume that ϕi1`i1(A) =
qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,iAi where A = (Ai)1×p. Therefore,

t∑
i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ k∏
j=1

◦

ϕij`ij (b)

=

t∑
i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .

t∑
ik=1

ϕ

ϕi1(

pi1⊕
z=1

k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (`
z
i1(c)))

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ

ϕi1`i1(
k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (c1),
k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (c2), . . . ,
k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (cp))

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,i

k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (ci).

By Observation 1,
t∑

i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .

t∑
ik=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,i

k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (ci)

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,i

t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ k∏
j=2

◦

ϕij`ij (ci)

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,iei.
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By the induction hypothesis, we have di = ei. Then, we get

t∑
i1=1

ϕ t∑
i2=1

ϕ

. . .
t∑

ik=1

ϕ k∏
j=1

◦

ϕij`ij (b)

=

t∑
i1=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,iei

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ qi1⊕
j=1

p∑
i=1

λi1j,idi

=
t∑

i1=1

ϕ

ϕi1`i1((d1, d2, ..., dp))

=ψk(b).

Definition 6. Let ϕi : Rmi×ni → R1×qi be a linear map where 1 ≤ i ≤ t, A ∈ R
r1

t∏
k=1

mk×r2
t∏

k=1
nk

and Ai,j be r1
t−1∏
k=1

mk × r2
t−1∏
k=1

nk submatrix of A. Define
t∏

j=1

∗
ϕj(A) = ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕt(A) =

qt⊕
i=1

ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕt−1(bi) where (bi)1×qt = ϕt(A).

Observation 3. ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕt(
∑t

i=1 λiAi) =
∑t

i=1 λiϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕt(Ai).

Lemma 2. Let `i : R1×ui → R1×vi be an interception map, ϕi : Rpi×qi → R1×ui be a linear map

where 1 ≤ i ≤ k and A ∈ R
r1

k∏
i=1

pi×r2
k∏

i=1
qi

. We have

`1 ◦ `2 ◦ . . . ◦ `k(ϕk ∗ ϕk−1 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕ1(A)) = `kϕk ∗ `k−1ϕk−1 ∗ . . . ∗ `1ϕ1(A).

Proof. We prove this by induction on k. First, this lemma holds when k = 1. Assume this lemma
holds on k − 1. W.l.o.g, we assume ϕ1(A) = (b1, b2, ..., bu1). Thus,

k∏
i=1

◦

`i(

1∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(A)) =

k∏
i=1

◦

`i(

u1⊕
t=1

2∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(bt))

=

v1⊕
h=1

k∏
i=2

◦

`i(`
h
1(

u1⊕
t=1

(
2∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(bt))))

=

v1⊕
h=1

k∏
i=2

◦

`i(
2∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(`
h
1(b1, b2, ..., bu1))).
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By the induction hypothesis, we have

k∏
i=1

◦

`i(

1∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(A)) =

v1⊕
h=1

k∏
i=2

◦

`i(

2∏
j=k

∗

ϕj(`
h
1(b1, b2, ..., bu1)))

=

v1⊕
h=1

2∏
j=k

∗

`jϕj(`
h
1(b1, b2, ..., bu1))

=

v1⊕
h=1

2∏
j=k

∗

`jϕj(`
h
1(ϕ1(A)))

=
1∏
j=k

∗

`jϕj(A).

Lemma 3. Let ϕi : Rmi×ni → R1×qi , φi : Rmi×ni → R1×pi and ψi : R1×pi → R1×qi be linear maps

for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, A ∈ R
r1

k∏
i=1

mi×r2
k∏

i=1
ni

. If ψiφi = ϕi for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, then

ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕk(A) = ψ1 ∗ ψ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ψk(φ1 ∗ φ2 ∗ . . . ∗ φk(A)).

Proof. We prove this by induction on k. First, this lemma holds when k = 1. Assume this

lemma holds on k − 1. W.l.o.g, we assume ϕk(A) =
qk⊕
r=1

∑
i,j
λrijAij where A = (Aij)mk×nk

, ψk(B) =

qk⊕
r=1

pk∑
z=1

νrzBz where B = (Bz)1×pk , and φk(A) =
qk⊕
z=1

∑
i,j
µzijAij where A = (Aij)mk×nk

. Since ϕk =

ψkφk, we have
∑
i,j
λrijAij =

pk∑
z=1

νrz
∑
i,j
µzijAij . By the induction hypothesis, we have

ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕk(A) =

qi⊕
r=1

ϕ1 ∗ ϕ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ϕk−1(
∑
i,j

λrijAij)

=

qi⊕
r=1

ψ1 ∗ ψ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ψk−1(φ1 ∗ φ2 ∗ . . . ∗ φk−1(
pk∑
z=1

νrz
∑
i,j

µzijAij))

=

qi⊕
r=1

ψ1 ∗ ψ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ψk−1(
pk∑
z=1

νrzφ1 ∗ φ2 ∗ . . . ∗ φk−1(
∑
i,j

µzijAij))

= ψ1 ∗ ψ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ψk(
pk⊕
z=1

φ1 ∗ φ2 ∗ . . . ∗ φk−1(
∑
i,j

µzijAij))

= ψ1 ∗ ψ2 ∗ . . . ∗ ψk(φ1 ∗ φ2 ∗ . . . ∗ φk(A)).

3 The Design Of Algorithm

We refer to the < Ut×n0m0 , Vt×m0k0 ,Wt×n0k0 > of a < n0,m0, k0; t >-algorithm as its encod-
ing/decoding matrices[4] (where U, V are encoding matrices and W is the decoding matrix). An
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encoding/decoding matrix is corresponding to a bilinear function f : R1×n0m0×R1×m0k0 → R1×n0k0

with
f(x, y) = W T ((U · x)� (V · y))

where x ∈ R1×n0m0 , y ∈ R1×m0k0 and � is element-wise vector product(Hadamard product). Let
ψ(A) = U · x, φ(B) = V · y, ϕ(C) = W TC where A = (aij)n0×m0 , B = (bij)m0×k0 , C = (cij)1×t, x =
(aij)1×n0m0 , y = (bij)1×m0k0 .

Now, we will decompose the linear maps ϕ,ψ, φ to get the faster algorithm. Let ϕi : R1×pi →
R1×qi , ψi : Rn0×m0 → R1×pi , ψi,1 : Rn0×m0 → R1×pi,1 , ψi,2 : R1×pi,1 → R1×pi , φi : Rm0×k0 →
R1×pi , φi,1 : Rm0×k0 → R1×p′i,1 , φi,2 : R1×p′i,1 → R1×pi be linear maps and `i be interception maps

which satisfy that ϕ =
h∑
i=1

ϕ0

ϕi`i, ψi = `iψ, φi = `iφ and ψi = ψi,2ψi,1, φi = φi,2φi,1, where

1 ≤ i ≤ h.
In this paper, we consider the situation that ϕi = ψi,2 = φi,2 = I, pi = qi = pi,1 = p′i,1 = 1 for

2 ≤ i ≤ h, p1,1 ≥ 2, p′1,1 ≥ 2, q1 ≥ 2, t− p1 > max{m0n0,m0k0, n0k0} and h = t− p1 + 1.

Let A ∈ Rn
q
0×m

q
0 , B ∈ Rm

q
0×k

q
0 be the input of < m0, n0, k0; t >-algorithm and C be the output.

Then, we have[6, 11, 3]

C = ϕq(

q∏
i=1

∗

ψ(A)�
q∏
i=1

∗

φ(B)).

Further more, by Lemma 1, and Observation 2, we have

C =
h∑

i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
j=1

◦

ϕij`ij (

q∏
i=1

∗

ψ(A)�
q∏
i=1

∗

φ(B))

=

h∑
i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .

h∑
iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
j=1

◦

ϕij (

q∏
z=1

◦

`iz(

q∏
i=1

∗

ψ(A)�
q∏
i=1

∗

φ(B)))

=
h∑

i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
j=1

◦

ϕij (

q∏
z=1

◦

`iz(

q∏
i=1

∗

ψ(A))�
q∏
j=1

◦

`iz(

q∏
i=1

∗

φ(B))).

By Lemma 2, we have

C =
h∑

i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
z=1

◦

ϕiz((
1∏
j=q

∗

`ijψ(A))� (
1∏
j=q

∗

`ijφ(B)))

=

h∑
i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .

h∑
iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
z=1

◦

ϕiz((

1∏
j=q

∗

ψij (A))� (

1∏
j=q

∗

φij (B)))

=
h∑

i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
z=1

◦

ϕiz((
1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,2ψij ,1(A))� (

1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,2φij ,1(B))).

By Lemma 3, we have

C =
h∑

i1=1

ϕ0 h∑
i2=1

ϕ0

. . .
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
z=1

◦

ϕiz(
1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,2(
1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,1(A))� (
1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,2(
1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,1(B)))). (1)
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Let S = (s1, s2, ..., su), T = (t1, t2, ..., tv) where si, tj are matrices for 1 ≤ i ≤ u, 1 ≤ j ≤ v. When
u = 1, v = 1, t = 1, Equation 1 is equivalent following formula:

h∑
it=1

ϕ0 h∑
it+1=1

ϕ0

. . .

h∑
iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
k=1

◦

ϕik(

1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,2(

u⊕
z=1

t∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,1(sz))�
1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,2(

v⊕
z=1

t∏
j=q

∗

φij ,1(tz))) (2)

where i1, i2, . . . , it−1 are specified numbers with 1 ≤ ij ≤ h for 1 ≤ j ≤ t − 1. Then, we compute
Formula 2.

First, we compute the situation that t− 1 = q, i.e., compute the following formula:

q∏
k=1

◦

ϕik(
1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,2(S)�
1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,2(T )). (3)

Let x be the number of j with ij = 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ q. Since ϕi = ψi,2 = φi,2 = I for 2 ≤ i ≤ t−p1,
it equals to compute the following equation:

x∏
k=1

◦

ϕ1(

x∏
j=1

∗

ψ1,2(S)�
x∏
j=1

∗

φ1,2(T )).

Let ψ1,2(S) = (s′1, s
′
2, ..., s

′
p1), φ1,2(T ) = (t′1, t

′
2, ..., t

′
p1). Then,

x∏
k=1

◦

ϕ1(
x∏
j=1

∗

ψ1,2(S)�
x∏
j=1

∗

φ1,2(T )) =
x∏
k=1

◦

ϕ1(

p1⊕
z=1

x−1∏
j=1

∗

ψ1,2(s
′
z)�

x−1∏
j=1

∗

φ1,2(t
′
z))

=ϕ1(

p1⊕
z=1

x−1∏
k=1

◦

ϕ1(
x−1∏
j=1

∗

ψ1,2(s
′
z)�

x−1∏
j=1

∗

φ1,2(t
′
z))).

(4)

The Algorithm 1 is designed to compute Formula 3 by Equation 4.

ALGORITHM 1: AC
Input: S,T

1 if length of S and T equal one then
2 return S � T
3 else
4 Let (s′1, s

′
2, ..., s

′
p1) be ψ1,2(S);

5 Let (t′1, t
′
2, ..., t

′
p1) be φ1,2(T );

6 for i = 1 to p1 do
7 Compute s′i, t

′
i;

8 zi = AC(s′i, t
′
i);

9 Add zi to re as re = ϕ1(z1, z2, ..., zp1)*;

10 return re

*: Add zi to re as re = ϕ1(z1, z2, ..., zp1 ) means that renew re as re = re+ ϕ1(z1, z2, ..., zp1 ) with setting z1 = z2 = ... =

zi−1 = zi+1 = ... = zp1 = 0.

Now, we show how to compute Formula 2. First, for a specified it and 1 ≤ z ≤ u, let

ψit,1(sz) = (sit,(z−1)∗pit,1+1, sit,(z−1)∗pit,1+2, ..., sit,(z−1)∗pit,1+pit,1)
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and
φit,1(tz) = (tit,(z−1)∗p′it,1+1, tit,(z−1)∗p′it,1+2, ..., tit,(z−1)∗pit,1+p

′
it,1

).

Then, for a specified it, we have

u⊕
z=1

t∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,1(sz) =

upit,1⊕
z=1

t+1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,1(sit,z)

and
v⊕
z=1

t∏
j=q

∗

φij ,1(tz) =

vp′it,1⊕
z=1

t+1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,1(tit,z).

Let Ait be

h∑
it+1=1

ϕ0

...
h∑

iq=1

ϕ0 q∏
k=1

◦

ϕik(
1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,2(

upit,1⊕
z=1

t+1∏
j=q

∗

ψij ,1(sit,z))�
1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,2(

vp′it,1⊕
z=1

t+1∏
j=q

∗

φij ,1(tit,z))).

Then,
h∑

it=1

ϕ0

Ait equals Formula 2.

Definition 7. Let ξ1, ξ2 be two maps with two inputs, S = (si)1×u, T = (ti)1×v, ai =
u⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =

v⊕
j=1

φi,1(tj) for 1 ≤ i ≤ h, and c1 = ξ1(a1, b1), ci = ξ2(ai, bi) for 2 ≤ i ≤ h. Define F(ξ1, ξ2, S, T ) =

h∑
i=1

ϕ0

ci.

Let BC(
upit,1⊕
z=1

(sit,z),
vp′it,1⊕
z=1

(tit,z)) := Ait . Notice that
h∑

it=1

ϕ0

Ait equals F(BC,BC, S, T ).

Let ϕ1(ψ1,2�φ1,2)(A′, B′) be the map ϕ1(ψ1,2(A
′)�φ1,2(B′)) where A′ ∈ Rm0×n0 , B′ ∈ Rn0×k0 ,

A be an algorithm computing F(ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2),�, A′, B′). Let FA(ξ1, ξ2, S, T ) be an algorithm

obtained by replacing a′i = ψi,1(A
′), b′i = φi,1(B

′) with ai =
u⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =
v⊕
j=1

φi,1(tj) 1 ≤ i ≤ h,

c′i = ψi,1(A
′) � φi,1(B

′) with ci = ξ2(ai, bi) for 2 ≤ i ≤ h, c′1 = ϕ1(ψ1,2(a
′
1) � φ1,2(b

′
1)) with

c1 = ξ1(a1, b1), and
h∑
i=1

c′i with
h∑
i=1

ci.

We present the Algorithm 2 to compute Formula 2.
We will present another algorithms(Algorithm 3,4), where Algorithm 3 is obtained from Algo-

rithm 2 by modifying the recursive exit and Algorithm 4 is similar with Algorithm 1. In Algorithm
3, we call Algorithm 4 when BC(s1, t1) can be computed within memory M . In next section, we
will give the needed memory size of BC(S, T ).
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ALGORITHM 2: BC
Input: S,T

1 if s1 of S is a number
instead of a matrix then

2 re = AC(S, T );
3 else
4 re = FA(BC,BC, S, T )
5 return re

ALGORITHM 3: CC
Input: S,T

1 if BC(s1, t1) can be
computed within memory
M then

2 re = DC(S, T );
3 else
4 re = FA(CC,CC, S, T )
5 return re

ALGORITHM 4: DC
Input: S,T

1 if length of S and T equal
one then

2 return BC((S), (T ));
3 else
4 Let (s′1, s

′
2, ..., s

′
p1) be

ψ1,2(S);
5 Let (t′1, t

′
2, ..., t

′
p1) be

φ1,2(T );
6 for i = 1 to p1 do
7 Computing s′i, t

′
i;

8 zi = DC(s′i, t
′
i);

9 Add zi to re as re =
ϕ1(z1, z2, ..., zp1);

10 return re

3.1 Combine with alternative basis

It is clear that our method can be combined with Karstadt-Schwartz’s method[11]. Let γ1, γ2, γ3
be the basis transformation functions. We give the combined algorithms as following:

ALGORITHM 5: BC*
Input: A ∈ Rn×m, B ∈

Rm×k

1 Ã = γ1(A);

2 B̃ = γ2(B);

3 C̃ = BC((Ã), (B̃));

4 C = γ−13 (C̃);
5 return re

ALGORITHM 6: CC*
Input: A ∈ Rn×m, B ∈

Rm×k

1 Ã = γ1(A);

2 B̃ = γ2(B);

3 C̃ = CC((Ã), (B̃));

4 C = γ−13 (C̃);
5 return re

4 complexity

Recall that ϕi = ψi,2 = φi,2 = I, pi = qi = pi,1 = p′i,1 = 1 for 2 ≤ i ≤ h, h = t − p1 + 1, and

A ∈ Rn
q
0×m

q
0 , B ∈ Rm

q
0×k

q
0 , C ∈ Rn

q
0×k

q
0 .

For convenient, we assume that there are `1,1, `2,1, `3,1 linear operations in ψ1,2, φ1,2 and ϕ1

respectively. Let `1,3 = p1,1, `2,3 = p′1,1, `3,3 = q1, `1,4 = m0n0, `2,4 = n0k0, `3,4 = m0k0, u0 =
max{m0n0, n0k0,m0k0}, r = max{p1,1, p′1,1, q1}.

Let A be an algorithm to compute F(ψ1,2�φ1,2,�, A′, B′) where A′ ∈ Rm0×n0 , B′ ∈ Rn0×k0 and
C ′ = F(ψ1,2�φ1,2,�, A′, B′). And let `1,2 be total linear operations of A in computing a′i = ψi,1(A

′)
for 1 ≤ i ≤ h, `2,2 be total linear operations of A in computing b′i = φi,1(B

′) for 1 ≤ i ≤ h and

`3,2 be linear operations of A in computing
h∑
i=1

ϕ0

c′i where c′1 = ψ1,2(a
′
1) � φ1,2(b′1), c′2 = a′i � b′i for

2 ≤ i ≤ h. We assume that A needs additional α1z1 + α2z2 + α3z3 size of memory to compute
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F(ψ1,2 � φ1,2,�, A′, B′) where z1, z2, z3 are the size of elements in A′, B′ and C ′ respectively.

Observation 4. The arithmetic complexity of Algorithm 5(Algorithm 6) is the sum of arith-
metic complexity in Algorithm 2(Algorithm 3) and basis transformations. The IO complexity of
Algorithm 5(Algorithm 6) is the sum of IO complexity in Algorithm 2(Algorithm 3) and basis
transformations.

Lemma 4. [11] Let A ∈ Rn×n and ψ : Rn0×n0 → Rn0×n0 be a basis transformation. The arithmetic
complexity and IO complexity of ψ on A are q

n2
0
n2 logn0

n and 3q
n2
0
n2 logn0

(
√

2 n√
M

)+2M respectively

where q is the number of linear operations of ψ.

By Observation 4 and Lemma 4, we will only study the arithmetic complexity and IO complexity
of Algorithms 2, 3.

For convenient, define a (h, x)-instance as (S = (si)1×`x1,3 , T = (ti)1×`x2,3) where si ∈ Rn
h
0×mh

0 for

1 ≤ i ≤ `x1,3, ti ∈ Rm
h
0×kh0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ `x2,3. Specially, we call a (0, x)-instance as x-instance.

4.1 Preliminary Of Complexity

In this subsection, we discuss how much memory size it needs to compute Algorithm 1 and Algo-
rithm 2.

Lemma 5. Algorithm 1 can compute an x-instance within memory M =
3∑
i=1

`x+1
i,3

`i,3−1 .

Proof. We prove this by induction on x. When x = 1, since
`2i,3
`i,3−1 ≥ `i,3 + 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, there

are space storing s′i for 1 ≤ i ≤ p1 where (s′1, s
′
2, ..., s

′
p1) = ψ1,2(S). Similarly, there is space storing

t′i and s′i� t′i for 1 ≤ i ≤ p1. By Algorithm 1, it holds when x = 1. With assuming that it holds on
x− 1, we prove that it holds on x. By Algorithm 1, we need to compute s′i, t

′
i, zi = AC(s′i, t

′
i) and

add zi to re as re = ϕ1(z1, z2, ..., zp1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ p1. Since length of S is `x1,3, length of T is `x2,3

and length of AC(S, T ) is `x3,3, there is
3∑
i=1

`xi,3
`i,3−1 memory size after storing S, T,AC(S, T ). By the

induction hypothesis, it is enough for computing AC(si, ti) for 1 ≤ i ≤ p1. So it holds on x. This
lemma holds.

Let βi = max{ αi
`i,4−`i,3 ,

1
`i,3−1}, β =

3∑
i=1

(1 + βi).

Lemma 6. Algorithm 2 can compute a (h, x)-instance within memory M =
3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 +βi`

h
i,4`

x
i,3).

Proof. We also prove this by induction on h. When h = 0, Algorithm 2 calls Algorithm 1. Since
3∑
i=1

(`xi,3+βi`
x
i,3) ≥

3∑
i=1

`xi,3
`i,3
`i,3−1 , it holds by Lemma 5. With assuming that it holds on h−1, we prove

that it holds on h. Recall that FA(ξ1, ξ2, S, T ) is obtained from A by replacing ai = ψi,1(A
′), bi =

φi,1(B
′) with ai =

u⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =
v⊕
j=1

φi,1(tj) for 1 ≤ i ≤ t−p1+1, c1 = ϕ1(ψ1,2�φ1,2)(a1, b1) with

c1 = ξ1(a1, b1), and ci = ai � bi with ci = ξ2(ai, bi) for 2 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1. Since A needs additional
α1z1 +α2z2 +α3z3 memory size to compute F(ψ1,2 � φ1,2,�, A′, B′) where z1, z2, z3 are the size of

elements in A′, B′ and C ′ respectively, FA(ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2),�, S, T ) needs additional
3∑
i=1

αi`
h−1
i,4 `xi,3

12



memory size. Since S, T and FA(ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2),�, S, T ) can be stored within
3∑
i=1

`hi,4`
x
i,3 memory

size, FA(ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2),�, S, T ) can be computed within
3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 + αi`

h−1
i,4 `xi,3) memory size.

Comparing FA(ϕ1(ψ1,2�φ1,2),�, S, T ) and FA(BC,BC, S, T ), FA(BC,BC, S, T ) replaces ϕ1(ψ1,2�
φ1,2),� operations with BC operation. Notice that ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2)(a1, b1), a1 � b1 need at least
3∑
i=1

`h−1i,4 `x+1
i,3 memory size and ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2)(aj , bj), aj � bj need at least

3∑
i=1

`h−1i,4 `xi,3 memory size

for 2 ≤ j ≤ t − p1 + 1. Since BC(a1, b1) can be computed within
3∑
i=1

(`h−1i,4 `x+1
i,3 + βi`

h−1
i,4 `x+1

i,3 )

memory size and BC(aj , bj) can be computed within
3∑
i=1

(`h−1i,4 `xi,3 + βi`
h−1
i,4 `xi,3) memory size for

2 ≤ j ≤ t−p1 +1 by induction hypothesis, FA(BC,BC, S, T ) can be computed within
3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 +

αi`
h−1
i,4 `xi,3)−

3∑
i=1

`h−1i,4 `x+1
i,3 +

3∑
i=1

(`h−1i,4 `xi,3 + βi`
h−1
i,4 `xi,3) memory size. Since

3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 + αi`

h−1
i,4 `xi,3)−

3∑
i=1

`h−1i,4 `x+1
i,3 +

3∑
i=1

(`h−1i,4 `x+1
i,3 + βi`

h−1
i,4 `x+1

i,3 ) ≤
3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 + βi`

h
i,4`

x
i,3), this lemma holds.

Let h′ = lnM−lnβ
lnu0

. Notice that Algorithm 2 can be compute a (h, 0)-instance within memory
M when h ≤ h′.

4.2 Arithmetic Complexity

Lemma 7. The arithmetic complexity of computing a x-instance by Algorithm 1 is T (x) = px1 +
3∑
i=1

`i,1
x−1∑
j=0

`x−1−ji,3 pj1.

Proof. We prove this by induction on x. When x = 0, we have T (x) = 1. This lemma holds.
With assuming it holds on x − 1, we prove that it holds on x. By Algorithm 1, we have T (x) =

p1T (x− 1) +
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x−1
i,3 . It deduces that T (x) = px1 +

3∑
i=1

`i,1
x−1∑
j=0

`x−i−1i,3 pi1. This lemma holds.

Now, denote following equations:

P1,h,x = thT (x)

P2,h,x =

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

h−1∑
j=0

tj(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−j

P3,h,x =
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3

h−1∑
j=0

`ji,4(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−j

Theorem 1. The arithmetic complexity of computing a (h, x)-instance by Algorithm 2 is T (h, x) =
P1,h,x + P2,h,x + P3,h,x.
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Proof. We prove this by induction on h. Since Algorithm 2 calls Algorithm 1 when h = 0, this
lemma holds when h = 0.

With assuming it holds on h − 1, we prove that it holds on h. Notice that FA(BC,BC, S, T )

will compute ai =
`x1,3⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =
`x2,3⊕
j=1

φi,1(tj), ci = BC(ai, bi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ t−p1 + 1 and
t−p1+1∑
i=1

ϕ0

ci.

Since the length of a1, b1 are `x+1
1,3 , `

x+1
2,3 respectively and the length of ai, bi are `x1,3, `

x
2,3 respectively

for 2 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1, the arithmetic complexity of computing BC(ai, bi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1 is

(t− p1)T (h− 1, x) + T (h− 1, x+ 1). And the arithmetic complexity of computing ai, bi,
t−p1+1∑
i=1

ci

are `1,2`
x
1,3`

h−1
1,4 , `2,2`

x
2,3`

h−1
2,4 , `3,2`

x
3,3`

h−1
3,4 respectively. Then,

T (h, x) = (t− p1)T (h− 1, x) + T (h− 1, x+ 1) +

3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

First, we have

(t− p1)P1,h−1,x + P1,h−1,x+1

=(t− p1)th−1T (x) + th−1T (x+ 1)

=(t− p1)th−1T (x) + p1t
h−1T (x) + th−1

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

=thT (x) + th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

=P1,h,x + th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

Second, we have

(t− p1)P2,h−1,x + P2,h−1,x+1 + th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

=

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

h−2∑
j=0

tj(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−j + th−1

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

=P2,h,x

Last, we have

(t− p1)P3,h−1,x + P3,h−1,x+1 +

3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

=
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3

h−2∑
j=0

`ji,4(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−2−j +

3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

=P3,h,x
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Then, we have

T (h, x) = (t− p1)T (h− 1, x) + T (h− 1, x+ 1) +
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

= (t− p1)
3∑
i=1

Pi,h−1,x +
3∑
i=1

Pi,h−1,x+1 +
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

= P1,h,x + th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3 + (t− p1)

3∑
i=2

Pi,h−1,x +

3∑
i=2

Pi,h−1,x+1 +

3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

= P1,h,x + P2,h,x + (t− p1)P3,h−1,x + P3,h−1,x+1 +

3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4

= P1,h,x + P2,h,x + P3,h,x

Thus, this lemma holds.

Corollary 1. The leading coefficient of arithmetic complexity for Algorithm 2 with a (h, 0)-instance

is
3∑
i=1

`i,1
p1−`i,3 + 1 only depended on ϕ1, φ1,1, ψ1,1.

Lemma 8. The arithmetic complexity of computing a (h, x)-instance by Algorithm 4 is B(h, x) =
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
h
i,4

x−1∑
j=0

`x−1−ji,3 pj1 + px1T (h, 0).

Proof. We prove this by induction on x. Since Algorithm 4 calls Algorithm 2 when x = 0,
this lemma holds when x = 0. With assuming it holds on x − 1, we prove that it holds on x.

By Algorithm 4, we have B(h, x) = p1B(h, x − 1) +
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
h
i,4`

x−1
i,3 . It deduces that B(h, x) =

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
h
i,4

x−1∑
j=0

`x−j−1i,3 pj1 + px1T (h, 0). This lemma holds.

Let P ′1,h+h′,x = thB(h′, x), P ′2,h+h′,x = `h
′
i,4P2,h,x.P

′
3,h+h′,x = `h

′
i,4P3,h,x.

Theorem 2. The arithmetic complexity of computing a (h, x)-instance by Algorithm 3 is C(h, x) =
P ′1,h,x + P ′2,h,x + P ′3,h,x.

Proof. The proof is similar with the proof of Theorem 1.

Corollary 2. The leading coefficient of arithmetic complexity for Algorithm 3 with input A ∈

Rm
h
0×nh

0 , B ∈ Rnh
0×kh0 is 1 +

P3,h′,0
th′

+
3∑
i=1

(1− (
t−p1+`i,3

t )
h′

+ (
`i,4
t )

h′

)
`i,1

p1−`i,3 .

4.3 IO Complexity

Let x′ = lnM(r−1)−ln 3r
ln r . Notice that Algorithm 1 can compute an x-instance within M memory

when x ≤ x′ by Lemma 5.

Lemma 9. The IO complexity of computing a x-instance with x ≥ x′ by Algorithm 1 is M(x) =

px−x
′

1 M + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x′
i,3

px−x′
1 −`x−x′

i,3

p1−`i,3 .
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Proof. For an x-instance with x < x′, it can be computed within memory M by Lemma 5. Then,

when x ≤ x′, the IO complexity is
3∑
i=1

`xi,3 less than M . When x > x′, M(x) = p1M(x − 1) +

3
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x−1
i,3 . Thus M(x) = px−x

′

1 M + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,1
x−1∑
j=x′

px−1−j1 `ji,3 = px−x
′

1 M + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x′
i,3

px−x′
1 −`x−x′

i,3

p1−`i,3 .

For convenient, we denote

M(x) =


px−x

′

1 M + 3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x′
i,3

px−x
′

1 − `x−x′i,3

p1 − `i,3
, x ≥ x′

px−x
′

1 M, x < x′

Note that M(x) is not the IO complexity of Algorithm 1 when x < x′.

Lemma 10. The IO complexity of computing a (h′, x)-instance by Algorithm 4 is M ′(x) =

px1
3∑
i=1

`h
′
i,4 + 3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
h′
i,4

x−1∑
j=0

`ji,3p
x−1−j
1 .

Proof. By Lemma 6, M ′(0) =
3∑
i=1

`h
′
i,4 ≤ M , since Algorithm 4 calls Algorithm 2 when x =

0. And M ′(x) = p1M
′(x − 1) + 3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x−1
i,3 `h

′
i,4 when x > 0. Then M ′(x) = px1

3∑
i=1

`h
′
i,4 +

3
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
h′
i,4

x−1∑
j=0

`ji,2p
x−1−j
1 .

Theorem 3. The IO complexity of computing a (h, x)-instance by Algorithm 3 is M ′(h, x) =

th−h
′
M ′(x) + 3

3∑
i=1

`xi,3`
h′
i,4

h−1−h′∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−h′−1−j(`i,1t

j + `i,2`
j
i,4).

Proof. When h ≤ h′, Algorithm 3 calls Algorithm 4, then the IO complexity is M ′(x). When h > h′,

M ′(h, x) = (t − p1)M ′(h − 1, x) + M ′(h − 1, x + 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 . Similarly with the proof of

Theorem 1, M ′(h, x) = th−h
′
M ′(x) + 3

3∑
i=1

`xi,3`
h′
i,4

h−1−h′∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−h′−1−j(`i,1t

j + `i,2`
j
i,4).
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Let

Z(h, x) =
3∑
i=1

(`hi,4`
x
i,3 + βi`

x
i,3`

h
i,4),

M1(h, x) = 3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3

h−1∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−jtj ,

M2(h, x) = 3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3(

`i,3
p1

)x
′−x

h−1∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−jtj ,

Tx(h, j) ≤


3

3∑
i=1

`i,2

(
h

x− j

)
(t− p1)h−x+j

t− p1 + `i,3 − `i,4
`xi,3, Z(0, x) ≥M

3

3∑
i=1

`i,2

(
h

x− j

)
(
`i,4
t− p1

)
h′− ln r

lnu0
x (t− p1)h−x+j

t− p1 + `i,3 − `i,4
`xi,3, Z(0, x) < M

,

M3(h, x) =
h+x∑
i=x

Ti(h, x)− 3
3∑
i=1

`xi,3`i,2
`hi,4

t− p1 + `i,3 − `i,4
,

R(h, x) =

{
thM(x) +M1(h, x) +M3(h, x), x ≥ x′

thM(x) +M2(h, x) +M3(h, x), x < x′
.

Observation 5. R(h, x) ≥ (t− p1)R(h− 1, x) +R(h− 1, x+ 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 .

Proof. It is clear to check that Ti(h − 1, x + 1) + (t − p1)Ti(h − 1, x) = Ti(h, x) for 1 + x ≤

i ≤ h + x − 1. Then, (t − p1)
h+x−1∑
i=x

Ti(h − 1, x) +
h+x∑
i=x+1

Ti(h − 1, x + 1) =
h+x∑
i=x

Ti(h, x). Since

(t − p1)
3∑
i=1

`xi,3`i,2
`h−1
i,4

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 +
3∑
i=1

`x+1
i,3 `i,2

`h−1
i,4

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4−
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 =

3∑
i=1

`xi,3`i,2
`hi,4

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 ,

(t− p1)M3(h− 1, x) +M3(h− 1, x+ 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 = M3(h, x).

Case 1: x ≥ x′.

First, we have (t − p1)th−1M(x) + th−1M(x + 1) = thM(x) + 3th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x−1
i,3 . Second, we have

(t − p1)M1(h − 1, x) + M1(h − 1, x + 1) + 3th−1
3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x−1
i,3 = M1(h, x). Then, we have R(h, x) =

(t− p1)R(h− 1, x) +R(h− 1, x+ 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 .

Case 2: x < x′.
First, p1M(x) = M(x + 1) for x ≤ x′ − 1. Then, (t − p1)t

h−1M(x) + th−1M(x + 1) = (t −
p1)t

h−1M(x) + p1t
h−1M(x) = thM(x) for x ≤ x′ − 1. Second,
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(t− p1)M2(h− 1, x) +M2(h− 1, x+ 1)

≤3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3(

`i,3
p1

)x
′−x−1((t− p1)

`i,3
p1

+ `i,3)

h−2∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−2−jtj

≤3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3(

`i,3
p1

)x
′−x−1((t− p1)

`i,3
p1

+ `i,3
`i,3
p1

+ `i,3
p1 − `i,3
p1

)

h−2∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−2−jtj

≤3

3∑
i=1

`i,1`
x
i,3(

`i,3
p1

)x
′−x−1(

`i,3
p1

h−2∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−jtj + `i,3

p1 − `i,3
p1

h−2∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−2−jtj)

≤3

3∑
i=1

(`i,1`
x
i,3(

`i,3
p1

)x
′−x−1(

`i,3
p1

h−2∑
j=0

(t− p1 + `i,3)
h−1−jtj +

`i,3
p1
th−1)

=M2(h, x)

Then, (t−p1)R(h−1, x)+R(h−1, x+1)+3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 ≤ R(h, x) for x ≤ x′−1. It is clear to

check that th−1M(x+1)+M1(h−1, x+1)+(t−p1)(th−1M(x)+M2(h−1, x)) ≤ thM(x)+M2(h, x)

for x′ > x > x′ − 1. Then, R(h, x) ≥ (t − p1)R(h − 1, x) + R(h − 1, x + 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 for

x < x′. So this observation holds.

Theorem 4. The IO complexity of computing a (h, x)-instance which can not computed within
memory M by Algorithm 2 is M(h, x) ≤ R(h, x).

Proof. We prove this by induction on h. First, we show that it holds in the base case for each x.
• For x with Z(0, x) ≥M , the IO complexity is the IO complexity of Algorithm 1 when h = 0,

since Algorithm 2 calls Algorithm 1 when h = 0. If x ≥ x′, the base case is the (0, x)-instance.
By Lemma 9, IO complexity of Algorithm 1 is M(x). It holds, since R(0, x) ≥ M(x). If x < x′,
the (0, x)-instance can be computed within memory M by Lemma 5. Then, the base case is the

(1, x)-instance. Let S = (si)1×`x1,3 , T = (ti)1×`x2,3 be this (1, x)-instance and ai =
`x1,3⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =

`x2,3⊕
j=1

φi,1(sj) 1 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1. Then, IO complexity of BC(ai, bi) is 0 for 2 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1, since

(ai, bi) is (0, x)-instance for 2 ≤ i ≤ t − p1 + 1 and it can be within memory M . If x + 1 < x′,
BC(a1, b1) can be computed within memory M by Lemma 5. Then, either the IO complexity
of BC(a1, b1) is less than R(0, x + 1)(when x + 1 ≥ x′), or it is 0(when x + 1 < x′). Thus,

M(1, x) ≤ (t − p1)R(0, x) + R(0, x + 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 , since R(0, x) ≥ 0, R(0, x + 1) ≥ 0 for x

with Z(0, x) ≥M . What’s more, M(1, x) ≤ R(1, x) by observation 5.
• For x with Z(0, x) < M , let h satisfy that Z(h, x) = M . The base case is the (h+1, x)-instance.

Let S = (si)1×`x1,3 , T = (ti)1×`x2,3 be this (h+1, x)-instance and ai =
`x1,3⊕
j=1

ψi,1(sj), bi =
`x2,3⊕
j=1

φi,1(sj) 1 ≤

i ≤ t−p1+1. Since Z(h, x) = M , BC(ai, bi) can be computed within memoryM for 2 ≤ i ≤ t−p1+1
by Lemma 6. Then, IO complexity of BC(ai, bi) is 0 for 2 ≤ i ≤ t−p1+1. Since Z(h, x+1) > M , the
IO complexity ofBC(a1, b1) is less thanR(h, x+1) by the induction hypothesis. Then, M(h+1, x) ≤
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R(h, x+1)+3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h
i,4. Since Z(h, x) = M , (3+

3∑
i=1

βi)u
h
0r
x ≥ Z(h, x) = M , e.q, h ≥ h′− ln r

lnu0
x.

Since t − p1 > `i,4 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, Tx(h, x) ≥ 3
3∑
i=1

`xi,3`i,2
`hi,4

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 . Then, M3(h, x) ≥ 0. Thus,

R(h, x) ≥ 0. Therefore, M(h+1, x) ≤ (t−p1)R(h, x)+R(h, x+1)+3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h
i,4. By observation

5, M(h+ 1, x) ≤ R(h+ 1, x).
Then it holds in the base case. In other cases, by Algorithm 2, M(h, x) ≤ (t− p1)M(h− 1, x) +

M(h − 1, x + 1) + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2`
x
i,3`

h−1
i,4 . Since (h, x)-instance is not the base case, Z(h − 1, x) ≥ M .

Then, M(h − 1, x) ≤ R(h − 1, x),M(h − 1, x + 1) ≤ R(h − 1, x + 1) by the induction hypothesis.
By Observation 5, M(h, x) ≤ R(h, x).

Corollary 3. Let m0 = n0 = k0 = t0. The IO complexity of Algorithm 2 with input A,B ∈ Rn×n
is no more than O(nlogt0 tM1−logr p1).

Proof. By Theorem 4, we have M(h, 0) ≤ thM(0) + M2(h, 0) + M3(h, 0). Since M3(h, 0) =
h∑
i=0

Ti(h, 0) − 3
3∑
i=1

`xi,3`i,2
`hi,4

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 and Tx(h, 0) ≤ 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2
(
h
x

) (t−p1)h−x

t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 `
x
i,3 for 0 ≤ x ≤ h.

We have M3(h, 0) ≤ 3
3∑
i=1

(t−p1+`i,3)h−`hi,4
t−p1+`i,3−`i,4 . It is clear that thM(0)+M2(h, 0) = O(nlogt0 tM1−logr p1).

Then, it holds.

Corollary 4. Let m0 = n0 = k0 = t0. The IO complexity of Algorithm 2 with input A,B ∈ Rn×n
is no more than

(
r − 1

3r
)−

ln p1
ln r nlogt0 tM1− ln p1

ln r + 3
3∑
i=1

`i,1(n
logt0 t − nlogt0 t−p1+`i,3)

p1 − `i,3
(
r − 1

3r
)
ln `i,3−ln p1

ln r M
ln `i,3−ln p1

ln r

+3
3∑
i=1

`i,2
t− p1 + `i,3 − t20

((
M

β
)
1− ln t−p1

2 ln t0
n
logt0 (t−p1+`i,3(

t20
t−p1

)
− ln r

2 ln t0 ) − n2)

Proof. By Theorem 4, we have M(h, 0) ≤ thM(0) +M2(h, 0) +M3(h, 0). First, we have

thM(0) ≤ (
r − 1

3r
)−

ln p1
ln r nlogt0 tM1− ln p1

ln r

and

M2(h, 0) ≤ 3
3∑
i=1

`i,1(n
logt0 t − nlogt0 t−p1+`i,3)

p1 − `i,3
(
r − 1

3r
)
ln

`i,3
p1

ln r M
ln `i,3−ln p1

ln r

For Z(0, x) < M , we have

Tx(h, 0) = 3
3∑
i=1

`i,2

(
h

x

)
(

t20
t− p1

)h
′ (t− p1)h−x

t− p1 + `i,3 − t20
(`i,3(

t20
t− p1

)
− ln r

2 ln t0 )x,

For Z(0, x) ≥M , we have

Tx(h, 0) ≤ 3

3∑
i=1

`i,2

(
h

x

)
(

t20
t− p1

)h
′ (t− p1)h−x

t− p1 + `i,3 − t20
(`i,3(

t20
t− p1

)
− ln r

2 ln t0 )x,
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Then, we have

M3(h, 0) ≤ 3

3∑
i=1

`i,2
t− p1 + `i,3 − t20

((
M

β
)
1− ln t−p1

2 ln t0
n
logt0 (t−p1+`i,3(

t20
t−p1

)
− ln r

2 ln t0 ) − n2)

Then, it holds.

5 Example

Lemma 11. [10] Let < Un0×m0 , Vm0×k0 ,Wn0×k0 > be an encoding/decoding matrix. Then, <
U ⊗V ⊗W,V ⊗W ⊗U,W ⊗U ⊗V > is an encoding-decoding matrix(⊗ is the kronecker product).

Thus, we only need to give the basis transformations and algebra decomposition for< U, V,W >.
Now, we give an example of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >-algorithm.

Basis Transformations: In Appendix I, we give basis transformation matrices η1, η2, η3 of
the encoding/deconding matrices < U23×9, V23×9,W23×9 >.

Algebra Decomposition: Let U ′ = Uη−11 , V ′ = V η−12 ,W ′ = Wη3
−1, ψ′1(A) = U ′x, ψ′2(B) =

V ′y, ψ′3(C) = W ′z, φ′1(B) = V ′y, φ′2(C) = W ′z, φ′3(A) = U ′x, ϕ′1(z) = W ′T z, ϕ′2(x) = U ′Tx, ϕ′3(y) =
V ′T y where A = (ai,j)3×3, B = (ai,j)3×3, C = (ci,j)3×3, x = (ai,j)1×9, y = (bi,j)1×9, z = (ci,j)1×9.

In Appendix I, we give the corresponding matrices of linear maps ϕ′j,0 and `′j,i, φ
′
j,i,1, φ

′
j,i,2,

ψ′j,i,1, ψ
′
j,i,2, ϕ

′
j,i for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 ≤ i ≤ 22 which satisfy that ϕ′j =

22∑
i=1

ϕ′j,0

ϕ′j,i`
′
j,i and ψ′j,i,2ψ

′
j,i,1 =

`′j,iψ
′
j , φ

′
j,i,2φ

′
j,i,1 = `′j,iφ

′
j , for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 ≤ i ≤ 22, and specially, φ′j,i,2 = ψ′j,i,2 = ϕ′j,i = I for

1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 2 ≤ i ≤ 22. Denote ψ′j,i = `′j,iψ
′
j , φ
′
j,i = `′j,iφ

′
j for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 ≤ i ≤ 22.

Combine Algebra Decomposition: We get an algebra decomposition of < U ′⊗V ′⊗W ′, V ′⊗
W ′ ⊗ U ′,W ′ ⊗ U ′ ⊗ V ′ > by combining ϕ′j,0 and `′j,i, φ

′
j,i,1, φ

′
j,i,2, ψ

′
j,i,1, ψ

′
j,i,2, ϕ

′
j,i for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 ≤

i ≤ 22.
Let ψ = ψ′3 ∗ ψ′2 ∗ ψ′1, φ = φ′3 ∗ φ′2 ∗ φ′1, ϕ = ϕ′1 ◦ ϕ′2 ◦ ϕ′3, ψi,2 = φi,2 = ϕi = I for 2 ≤ i ≤ 12160,

`1 = `3,1 ∗ `2,1 ∗ `1,1, ψ1,i = ψ′3,1,i ∗ψ′2,1,i ∗ψ′1,1,i, φ1,i = φ′3,1,i ∗φ′2,1,i ∗φ′1,1,i for 1 ≤ i ≤ 2, and ψi,1, φi,1
be other components of ψ, φ for 2 ≤ i ≤ 12160 respectively, ϕ0, `i be the corresponding linear maps
for 2 ≤ i ≤ 12160. We give them as following in detail:

Let Ei be an interception map with returning the i-th element, `4j+i−7 = Ei∗`2,1∗`1,1, ψ4j+i−7,1 =
Eiψ′3,j∗ψ′2,1∗ψ′1,1, φi,1 = φ′3,i∗φ′2,1∗φ′1,1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 4, 2 ≤ j ≤ 22, `46j+i−7 = Ei∗`2,j∗`1,1, ψ46j+i−7,1 =
Eiψ′3 ∗ ψ′2,j ∗ ψ′1,1, φ23j+i−24,1 = Eiφ′3 ∗ φ′2,j ∗ φ′1,1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 46, 2 ≤ j ≤ 22, `529j+i−7 = Ei ∗
`1,j , ψ529j+i−7,1 = Eiψ′3 ∗ ψ′2 ∗ ψ′1,j , φ529j+i+505,1 = Eiφ′3 ∗ φ′2,j ∗ φ′1,1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 529, 2 ≤ j ≤ 22, and

c1 = d1, ci = ϕ′1 ◦ ϕ′2(
4⊕
j=1

di∗4+j−7) for 2 ≤ i ≤ 22, b1 =
22∑
i=1

ϕ3,0

ci, bi = ϕ′1,1(
2⊕
j=1

ϕ′3(
−7+23j+46i⊕

k=−29+23j+46i

dk))

for 2 ≤ i ≤ 22, a1 =
22∑
i=1

ϕ′2,0

bi, ai = ϕ′2 ◦ ϕ′3(
522+529∗i⊕
j=−6+529∗i

dj) for 2 ≤ i ≤ 22,
12160∑
i=1

ϕ0

di =
22∑
i=1

ϕ′1,0

ai.

Note that ϕ =
12160∑
i=1

ϕ0

ϕi`i and ψi,2ψi,1 = `iψ, φi,2φi,1 = `iφ for 1 ≤ i ≤ 12160(This is the assump-

tion when we design the algorithm). Notice that giving ϕ′j,0 and `′j,i, φ
′
j,i,1, φ

′
j,i,2, ψ

′
j,i,1, ψ

′
j,i,2, ϕ

′
j,i for

1 ≤ j ≤ 3 is enough. Then, in Appendix II, we present the ϕ′j,0 and `′j,i, φ
′
j,i,1, φ

′
j,i,2, ψ

′
j,i,1, ψ

′
j,i,2, ϕ

′
j,i

matrices with 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 ≤ i ≤ t− p1 + 1 for other < n,m, k; t >-algorithms.
Algorithm A: We give Algorithm A(Algorithm 7) to compute F(ϕ1(ψ1,2 � φ1,2),�, A′, B′)

where A((A′), (B′), 0) equals F(ϕ1(ψ1,2�φ1,2),�, A′, B′). Notice that A depends on ψ′i, φ
′
i, ϕ
′
i, ϕ
′
i,0,
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ALGORITHM 7: A
Input: S,T,level

1 if level == 3 then

2 return
3∏
i=1

◦
ϕ′i,1(

1∏
j=3

∗
ψ′j,1,2(S)�

1∏
j=3

∗
φ′j,1,2(T ))

3 else
4 Let R = 0;
5 for i = 2 to 22 do
6 Compute s′ = ψ′level+1,i,1(s) for s ∈ S;

7 Compute t′ = ψ′level+1,i,1(t) for t ∈ T ;

8 Denote S′ = (s′), T ′ = (t′);
9 if level ≥ 1 then

10 Compute S′ =
1∏

j=level

∗
ψ′j,1,2(S

′), T ′ =
1∏

j=level

∗
ψ′j,1,2(T

′);

11 if level ≤ 1 then

12 Compute c′ =
3∏

k=level+2

◦
ϕ′k(

level∏
j=3

∗

ψ′j(s
′)�

level∏
j=3

∗

φ′j(t
′));

13 else
14 c′ = s′ � t′;
15 Denote C ′ = (c′);
16 if level ≥ 1 then

17 C ′ =
level∏
j=1

◦

ϕ′j,1(C);

18 Compute C ′ and add it to R as ϕ′level+1,0;

19 Compute s′ = ψ′level+1,1,1(s) for s ∈ S;

20 Compute t′ = ψ′level+1,1,1(t) for t ∈ T ;

21 Denote S′ = (s′), T ′ = (t′);
22 Compute A(S′, T ′, level + 1) and add it to R as ϕlevel+1,0;

23 return R

ψ′i,1,j , φ
′
i,1,j for q ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 ≤ j ≤ 2 and ψ′i,j,1, φ

′
i,j,1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 ≤ j ≤ t − p1 + 1. Then, we

don’t provide A in Appendix II for other < n,m, k; t >-algorithms.
Needed Memory of Algorithm A: Assume that ψ′i,1,1(x), φ′i,1,1(x), ϕ′i,1,1 gets λi,1, λi,2, λi,3

length vector for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 respectively. Let u1 = n0m0, u2 = m0k0, u3 = n0k0. Notice that lines

4-22 can be computed in
3∑
i=1

(u1u2u2zi + u1u2u3
ui

zi + zi) + u3z1 + u1z2 + u2z3 memory size when

level = 0, Line 24 needs additional λ1,1u2u3z1 memory size when level = 0. Since S will not
be used after Line 24, line 25 needs additional max{0, λ1,2u1u3z2 − u1u2u3z1} memory size when
level = 0. Similarly with this, we can get the needed memory size. We give it in detail as following:

Let λ0,i = 1, e1,i = u1u2u3
ui

zi, e3,z = zi for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1+
i−1∑
x=1

2∏
y=0

λy,x ≤ z ≤
i∑

x=1

2∏
y=0

λy,x, µi,z = λi,j

for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, 1 +
j−1∑
x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x ≤ z ≤
j∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x, e0,j = u1u2u3zj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3,

e2,z = u3z1 for 1 ≤ z ≤ λ1,1, e2,z = u1z2 for 1 + λ1,1 ≤ z ≤ λ1,2, e2,z = u2z3 for 1 + λ1,2 ≤ z ≤

21



λ1,3, δ1,0 =
3∑
i=1

u1u2u3zi,∆1,0 = u1u2u3zi, δi,j = δi,j−1 + max{0, µi,j−1ei,j − δi,j−1 + ∆i,j−1} for

1 ≤ j ≤
3∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, ∆i,j = ∆i,j−1 + µi,jei,j − ei−1,j for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 ≤ j ≤
2∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x,

∆i,j = ∆i,j + µi,jei,j for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, 1 +
2∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x ≤ j ≤
3∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x, δi,0 = δi−1,j ,∆i,0 = ∆i−1,j

for 2 ≤ i ≤ 4 where j =
3∑

x=1

i−1∏
y=0

λy,x, δ4 = δ4,0 + max{0,
3∑
i=1

(λ2,iλ3,izi + λ3,izi + zi) − δ4,0 + ∆4,0},

δ3 = max{δ4,0, δ4,
3∑
i=1

zi +
3∑
i=1

λ2,izi +
3∑
i=1

λ1,iλ2,izi − δ3,0 + ∆3,0}, δ2 = max{δ3,0, δ3, (u3z1 + u1z2 +

u2z3) + λ1,1u3z1 + λ1,2u1z2 + λ1,3u2z3 +
3∑
i=1

zi − δ2,0 + ∆2,0}, δ1 = max{δ2,0, δ2,
3∑
i=1

(u1u2u2zi +

u1u2u3
ui

zi + zi) + u3z1 + u1z2 + u2z3}. Then Algorithm A can be computed within memory δ1. Let

δ1 =
3∑
i=1

βizi, δ
′
1 be the value with setting z1 = z2 = z3 = 1 in δ1. Then, δ′1 ≥

3∑
i=1

βi.

IO complexity: By Corollary 4, Observation 4, and Lemma 4, the IO complexity of Algorithm

5 is 14nlog3 23M−0.5−6n
log27(23

3−4)
3 M−0.5+28.07n

log27 233−0.77
3 M−0.42−16.69n2+2.33n2 log3

√
2 n√

M
+

2M . And by Theorem 3, Observation 4, and Lemma 4, the IO complexity of Algorithm 6 is
10.08nlog3 23M−0.42 + 23.02nlog27(23

3−4)M−0.42 − 16.69n2 + 2.33n2 log3
√

2 n√
M

+ 2M .

Arithmetic complexity: By Theorem 1, Observation 4, and Lemma 4, the arithmetic com-
plexity of Algorithm 5 is 2nlog3 23 + 4.56nlog27(23

3−4) − 5.56n2 + 0.77n2 log3 n. By Theorem 2, Ob-

servation 4, and Lemma 4, the arithmetic complexity of Algorithm 6 is (2 + 4.56M
ln (233−4)−ln 233

6 ln 3 −
4.58M

2 ln 3−ln 23
2 ln 3 )nlog3 23 + 5.56n2+ 0.77n2 log3 n+ (9.35M1− ln(233−4)

6 ln 3 − M
ln (233−4)−3 ln 23

6 ln 3 )nlog27(23
3−4).
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7 Appendix

Appendix I:
η1 = η2 = I.

Figure 1: Algebra Decomposition of < 3, 3, 3; 23 >. Note :ϕ′2,0(z1, z2, ..., z22) := AT
22⊕
i=1

zi. The

definitions of other linear maps are similar.

All the data of Appendix I and Append II can be found at https://github.com/wp-hhh/Algebra-
decomposition-Algorithm.
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