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ABSTRACT

The shortest paths problem is a fundamental challenge in

graph theory, with a broad range of potential applications.
The algorithms based on matrix multiplication exhibits ex-
cellent parallelism and scalability, but is constrained by high

memory consumption and algorithmic complexity. Tradi-
tional shortest paths algorithms are limited by priority queues,
such as BFS and Dijkstra algorithm, making the improve-
ment of their parallelism a focal issue. We propose a ma-
trix operation-optimized algorithm, which offers improved

parallelism, reduced time complexity, and lower memory

consumption. The novel algorithm requires O(E,.(i)) and

O(Svee * Evee) times for single-source and all-pairs shortest

paths problems, respectively, where Sy, and E,,.. denote the

number of nodes and edges included in the largest weakly

connected component in graph. To evaluate the effectiveness

of the novel algorithm, we tested it using graphs from SuiteS-
parse Matrix Collection and Gunrock benchmark dataset.
Our algorithm outperformed the BFS implementations from

Gunrock and GAP (the previous state-of-the-art solution),
achieving an average speedup of 3.769x and 9.410X, respec-
tively.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The shortest paths problem, a fundamental problem in graph
theory and network science, has garnered interest from re-
searchers across various disciplines such as transportation
planning, computer science, network science, and applied
mathematics [6, 7, 20, 46, 48]. As the scale of the graph in-
creases, serial algorithms struggle to adapt to changes, and
prompting researchers to explore parallel computing as a
solution to the shortest paths problem.

The state-of-the-art solution for SSSP (Single-Source Short-
est Paths) problem is the BFS algorithm on unweighted graph
and A-stepping Dijkstra’s algorithm on weighted graph [28],
which have garnered significant attention [10, 11, 15, 43, 49].
Currently, there are several solutions available in the indus-
try for rapidly computing the APSP (All-Pairs Shortest Paths)
problem on large-scale clusters [35, 36].

Timothy M et al. proposed two novel APSP algorithms
based on the BFS algorithm, which require O(%2%) (m >

logn
2 mnloglogn | n?log?logn, .
nlog”n) and O( ogn T Togn ) times for all graphs

[11], where m and n respectively represents the number of
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nodes and edges in graph. The APSP algorithms based on
matrix multiplication, such as Seidel’s algorithm [37], Galil
and Margalit’s algorithm [23], reduces the time complexity
by divide-and-conquer strategy, these approaches require
significant memory resources for maintaining intermediate
matrices.

We introduce a novel algorithm named DAWN (Distance
Assessment algorithm With matrix operations on Networks),
which is based on matrix operation-optimizing. DAWN re-
quires O(m) space and O(E . (i)) time on unweighted graphs
for SSSP tasks. It is also capable of processing APSP tasks
and requires O(Syycc * Ewee) time. Here, Syyec and E,,c. denote
the number of nodes and edges included in the largest WCC
(Weakly Connected Component) in the graphs, and i is the
source node of the SSSP task.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

(1) We propose a matrix operation-optimized algorithm,
which requires O(m) space and O(E,,.(i)) times on
the unweighted graphs for SSSP problem, respectively.
In contrast to the prevalent optimization of state-of-
the-art BFS implementation, which commonly rely on
priority queues, our approach leverages matrix opera-
tions to endow DAWN with enhanced parallelism.

(2) We propose BOVM (Boolean Vector-Matrix Operation)
method, which make DAWN to require O( #m) time
for SSSP tasks on unweighted graphs, where €(i) is the
eccentricity of node i. Further, we propose an SOVM
(Sparse Optimized Boolean Vector-Matrix Operation)
method to significantly improve the performance of
DAWN on sparse graphs, reducing the time require-
ments to O(E,,c.(i)) for SSSP tasks and O(S,,cc - Evvec)
for APSP tasks.

(3) DAWN achieves superior performance compared to
Gunrock while utilizing fewer GPU memory resources.
It successfully completes the SSSP task on graphs with
214 million nodes and 936 million edges using an RTX
3080TI, a task unattainable by Gunrock. Prior to DAWN,
algorithms based on matrix multiplication used a divide-
and-conquer strategy, such as Seidel’s algorithm [37],
which generated numerous intermediate matrices and
required excessive memory.

In Section 2, we present an overview of the typical short-
est paths algorithms. In Section 3, we describe the design
of the DAWN and propose optimization methods to make it
more widely applicable to various graphs. In Section 4, we
conducted comparative experiments of several implementa-
tions across various platforms, which demonstrates the high
efficiency of DAWN. In Section 5, we summarize the work
in this paper and outline future research directions. Table 1
lists the notations used throughout the paper.
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Table 1: Definition of notations

Notation Definition
A Adjacency matrix of unweighted graphs
E.vce Maximum edge count of the largest WCC
Svee Maximum node count of the largest WCC
Evee(i) Edge count of the largest WCC of node i
Savee (1) Node count of the largest WCC of node i
(i) Eccentricity of node i
€max Maximal eccentricity of the graph
n,m Number of nodes and edges in graph
p Average connected probability
CSR Compressed Sparse Row format
csc Compressed Sparse Column format

2 RELATED WORKS

The shortest paths problem is a classic problem in graph
theory and network science. In this section, we introduce the
typical algorithms for solving the SSSP and APSP problems.
In addition, we will introduce several APSP algorithms based
on matrix multiplication.

2.1 SSSP algorithm

Dijkstra’s algorithm is a common SSSP algorithm [19], and
the main optimization methods are priority queue of binary
heap and Fibonacci heap [12, 22, 27, 29, 33, 47].

Meyer et al. proposed an optimized Dijkstra’s algorithm,
which is a parallel version for a large class of graphs [28]. The
best parallel version of the A-stepping Dijkstra’s algorithm
takes O(D - L -log n+log® n) time and O(n+m+D - L -logn)
work on average, where L denotes the maximum shortest
paths weight from the source node (s) to any node reachable
from s, and D represents the maximum node degree [28].

2.2 BFS Algorithm

Scott Beamer et al. proposed a hybrid BFS algorithm that
combines a conventional top-down approach with a novel
bottom-up approach [3]. In the top-down approach, nodes
within the active frontier seek unvisited child nodes, whereas
in the bottom-up approach, unvisited nodes seek parents
within the active frontier. Scott Beamer et al. further opti-
mized the performance of direction-optimized BFS in vari-
ous application scenarios [5, 9], ultimately integrating it into
GAP (Graph Algorithm Platform benchmark Suite). GAP is
a portable high-performance baseline which includes repre-
sentative implementations of state-of-the-art performance,
and is intended to help graph processing research by stan-
dardizing evaluations[4].

Julian Shun and Laxman Dhulipala et al. inspired by the
direction-optimized BFS algorithm, achieve close to the same
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efficiency (time and space) as the optimized BFS of Beamer et.
al. and using a much simpler implementation code [39, 40].
Further, they promoted widespread applications of this op-
timization approach and constructed a high-performance
computing framework called GBBS (Graph Based Bench-
mark Suite) which based on the Ligra/Ligra+/Julienne graph
processing frameworks [17, 18, 38, 41], including between-
ness centrality, graph radius estimation, graph connectivity,
PageRank and single-source shortest paths etc..

2.3 Matrix algorithm

The shortest paths algorithm based on matrix squaring mul-
tiplication has received extensive attention [21, 30, 44]. The
matrix squaring multiplication algorithm reduces the num-
ber of matrix multiplications from n to log n, but it requires
storing many intermediate matrices. When the graph is large,
the algorithm needs to consume a significant amount of
space.

Seidel’s algorithm is the APSP algorithm based on ma-
trix multiplication [37], which is suitable for unweighted
undirected graphs and time complexity is O(logn - n). The
Seidel’s algorithm requires numerous memory to maintain
intermediate matrices, due to reduce the time complexity of
GEMM (General Matrix-Matrix multiplication) via divide-
and-conquer strategy [14, 42, 52].

Arlazarov et al. proposed the APSP algorithm based on the
boolean matrix multiplication on the unweighted graphs [2],
which has alleviated the issue of excessive memory require-
ments associated with matrix multiplication-based APSP
algorithms to a limited extent.

3 METHODS

In this section, we will introduce the DAWN and the tech-
nical details of BOVM and SOVM. In Section 3.1, we will
illustrate the principle of DAWN. We will then discuss the op-
timization of boolean vector-matrix operation (BOVM) that
enables DAWN’s efficiency in Section 3.2. Furthermore, we
will expand on BOVM and introduce its extension to sparse
matrices, known as sparse optimized boolean vector-matrix
operation (SOVM), in Section 3.3. In Section 3.5, we use an
example to demonstrate difference between BFS and DAWN.

3.1 Principle

DAWN relies on the result of matrix multiplication to assist
in determining which edge visits can be skipped. However,
matrix multiplication is a costly operation, requiring O(n?)
time and O(n?) space.

Our main contribution is the simplification of matrix mul-
tiplication, which does not mean that we can compute matrix
multiplication faster, but rather that we focus on only a por-
tion of the results of matrix multiplication for the shortest
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path problem. Specifically, our new approach is able to deter-
mine which rows and columns of the matrix multiplication
result have an impact on the shortest path problem.

Figure 1 illustrates the correspondence between Boolean
matrix operations and shortest path discovery in a graph.
The blue markers indicate the result vector, while the red
markers indicate a particular row of the adjacency matrix.
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Figure 1: Example for the Shortest Paths Discovery in
the Boolean Matrix

LEMMA 3.1. [26] In the matrix AF = (a(k) the element

i,j )n><n’
(k)
aij

Uj.

represents the number of paths with length k from v; to

THEOREM 3.2. In unweighted graphs, the length of the short-
est path from v; tov; is kpn, if and only ifag;"”") #O0ANi#

. kmin— k
JN Zk:1 ' ai(,j) =0.

Fact 1. In unweighted graphs, any shortest paths of length

k can be expressed as the connection of two shortest paths with
lengths k — 1 and 1, where k > 2.

Obviously, we can obtain an expression for all paths,

e(i) Kmin—1 (i)
PR k k kmin k
P(l,])min = Z at{j) e Z al(,j) + al{j ) —+ Z al(,j)’
k=1 k=1 k=kmin+1

1)
where 1 < ki < €e(i). It is evident that the sum of ar-
ray is minimized when the first non-zero value of ag;) is
encountered.

Theorem 3.2 and Fact 1 state the sufficient condition for
breaking the loop and ending it:
(1) DAWN already found the shortest paths between all
pairs of nodes in the graph;
(2) The distance vector does not change when a loop ends,
which means no new paths were found in the loop.
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3.2 BOVM
We describe the vector-vector multiplication as follows,

(@) _
a;; = i1ayj + iy j - - + Ainln,j, (2)

which denotes the collection of path combinations from i to
Jj through any node. Thus, it is unnecessary to consider all
possible combinations when determining the presence of a
path from i to j; only cases wherea;; > 0 A a;; > 0 can affect

the value of a' ]) If o' ]) represents any value greater than
0, it signifies the existence of a shortest path from node i to
Jj. Consequently, we can simplify this formula by utilizing a
Boolean data type.

We converted the Formula 2 to a Boolean-type as follows,

(2) Z a 3)

1=0
which requires O(n) time. Since only the non-zero elements
in a and f affect the multiplication result, we can compress
the vectors by retaining only their non-zero elements, and
get Formula 4 as follows,

leny—1

o) = > alylll, @)
1=0
where len, represents the length of y and y is a compressed
version of 5, containing only the indices of non-zero ele-
ments.

In Formula 4, if the value of a[y[!]] is 1, the result a(i
will be 1. Once the first element of true is obtained, the sum
will always yield a value of true and indicates that the path
exists from i to j. Hence, we let the loop end at the time.
We can ensure that the path we first discover is the shortest
path by Theorem 3.2, and skip the computation of any paths
ended with j in next operations.

We can extend this vector operation to the CSC format
matrix to assist DAWN in reducing neighbor node access
and discovering the shortest path. We get the BOVM as
the Algorithm 1, where « and f are the dense vector, step
represents the steps of the shortest paths in the iteration.
Line 4 of Algorithm 1 implements the Formula 4, while lines
7-8 implement the stopping criterion provided by Fact 1.

Next, we discuss the time complexity of DAWN based on
the BOVM, and the formula as follows,

)

e(i)—1 n-len[ax]

Tm= > | Dexir (1,)], 5)
x=1 i=0

T(n) < 6%1 [1 - 1,_p x] -m < 1+pe(i)m. (6)
g e(i)—1

where D,y (i, x) represents the index value of element in
Ali] when DAWN exits the loop x, len[ay] is the length of &
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Algorithm 1: Boolean Vector-Matrix Operation

Input: CSC, a, 5, distance, step, is_converged
Output: distance, is_converged

1 while step < n do

2 step < step + 1 ;

3 for i€ [0,n-1] & afi] = false do

4

start < CSC.columns_ptr[i] ;
5 end < CSC.columns_ptr[i + 1] ;
6 while (j € [start, end-1]) & (a[CSC.row[j]] =
true) & (CSC.row[k] != i) do

7 Bli] & true;

8 distance[i] < step ;

9 if is_converged = true then

10 ‘ is_converged < false;

11 end

12 break;

13 end

// The vector « and f are mandatory
and cannot be replaced by search
vector distance.

14 a & merge(a, f) ;

15 B.swap(NULL);
16 end
17 if is_converged = true then

18 ‘ break ;
19 end
20 end

21 return distance;

in the loop x (Refer to Algorithm 1 Line 1 to 5), p represents
the average connection probability of graph.
DAWN requires O(HTpemax - nm) and O(HTPe(i)m) time

for APSP and SSSP problem, respectively.

3.3 Sparse Optimized Operation

The performance of BOVM on sparse graphs, especially those
with large diameters, is often limited by the expensive cost
of vector-matrix multiplication, making it difficult to outper-
form BFS. Reducing the number of vector multiplications
has become a critical issue in enabling DAWN to be widely
used.

We propose the method of SOVM to optimized DAWN
on the sparse graphs, which combines graph traversal algo-
rithms with vector-matrix multiplication, limiting the opera-
tion to nodes and their neighboring nodes. Specifically, we
first obtain the set of neighboring nodes, exclude nodes that
have already appeared in the result vector, then calculate the
vector multiplication values of these nodes, obtaining paths
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of length step with target nodes in the neighboring nodes
set, and finally update the shortest paths in the result vector.

Although the process is complex, we can simplify it by
utilizing the properties of Boolean matrix operations. It is
important to note that SOVM operates on CSR matrices,
while BOVM operates on CSC matrices. The boolean vector-
matrix multiplication is as follows,

n

vlil = > all] A AL, )

1=0

If we use matrix A = {fo, f1, - * - Pu—2, Pn-1}, We can simplify
the boolean vector-matrix multiplication as follows,

lenﬁr—l

r=11 By ©)

k=0

where ' is the compress version of . Formula 8 indicates
that the BOVM can be achieved by computing multiple inner
products of vectors in succession.

If we transpose the matrix A to a CSR matrix A_CSR =
{ao, a1, - - @p—2, Ap—1}, Formula 8 can be simplified as fol-
lows,

leng -1

B= U aAp (ks ©)

k=0

and it means that we can use leng times of array merges
to replace boolean vector-matrix multiplication in the SSSP
tasks. We get the optimized method as the Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 utilizes a simpler method to merge vectors,
and is particularly interested in the newly added elements
of B after merging these arrays. We aim to skip any dupli-
cate elements since these shortest paths have already been
discovered. We only visit the edges and update the shortest
path when the element is missing in the f array.

Specifically, SOVM starts from the set of neighbor nodes,
skips all nodes that have already appeared in the result vector
(line 1), finds the target nodes in neighboring nodes set that
have not yet appeared in the result vector (line 4), and then
updates their shortest paths. Formula 9 provides theoretical
support for such operations, and SOVM can automatically
exclude the cycles without additional judgment.

Hence, we get the time complexity of DAWN based on
SOVM to solve SSSP task of node i is as follows,

SWL‘C(i)

T(n) = ) d*(j) = Ewee(d), (10)

=0

where d* (j) is the out-degree of node j. Syyec (i) and Eyec (i)
denotes the number of nodes and edges included in the
largest WCC (Weakly Connected Component) to which node
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Algorithm 2: Sparse Optimized Boolean Vector-
Matrix Operation

Input: CSR, a, S, step, distance
Output: distance
1 while step < n do

2 step < step + 1 ;
3 while i € [0, n-1] & (a[i] = true) do
4 start & CSR.row_ptr[i];
5 end & CSR.row_ptrl[i + 1];
6 while (j € [start, end-1]) &
(distance[CSR.col[j]] = 0) do
7 BICSR.col[j]]« true;
8 distance[CSR.col[j]] < step;
9 if is_converged = true then
10 ‘ is_converged < false;
11 end
12 end
13 end
14 a.swap(NULL);
// Reset the vector by swap
15 if is_converged = true then
16 ‘ break ;
17 end
18 end

19 return distance;

i belongs. The time complexity of DAWN for APSP is deter-
mined by the largest WCC in the graph,

n—1 n—1-S.ycc

T(n) = Z Ewcc(i) = Swee * Evvee + Z Ewcc(i)’ (11)
i=0 i=0

T(n) < 2'chc : Ewcc, (12)

where S,,cc and E,,¢ denote the number of nodes and edges
included in the largest WCC in graph. The time complexity
of DAWN based on the SOVM is O(S,cc - Evpec) for APSP
tasks.

In summary, DAWN based on SOVM achieves better time
complexity, requiring O(Sycc - Ewee) and O(Eyc(i)) time
for APSP and SSSP tasks on the unweighted graphs, com-
pared to BFS which requires O(nm) and O(m), respectively.
It is important to note that this complexity improvement
only occurs in non-connected graphs, whereas in connected
graphs, DAWN and BSF both require O(nm) and O(m) time
for APSP and SSSP tasks.
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3.4 Memory

In this section, we elaborate on how DAWN achieves reduced
memory usage compared to BFS. Typically, the memory re-
quirements of the BFS algorithm can be divided into three
components: CSR matrix, the distance vector, and the pri-
ority queue. This implies that BFS cannot operate with less
than 4m + 8n bytes of memory.

DAWN’s memory requirements also consist of three com-
ponents: the CSR matrix, the distance vector, and two boolean
arrays. The two boolean arrays are utilized to store the paths
updated in the previous and current iterations (details in Al-
gorithm 2). As DAWN is a backward BFS algorithm, we can
maintain a boolean array on the GPU instead of distance vec-
tor, with path length updates occurring in memory. The GPU
memory is byte-addressable, and even boolean variables are
allocated a byte of space.

Therefore, DAWN necessitates a minimum of 4m+3n bytes
of memory. We can get the formula as follows,

dm+3n 4D +3
dm+8n 4D +8’
where D represents the average degree of the graph.
For instance, when considering the theoretical minimum
memory usage, DAWN requires only 91.58% of the memory
used by Gunrock on the graph uk-2005. While the theoret-
ical difference is approximately 8.4%, in experiments con-
ducted under constrained GPU memory conditions, DAWN
can solve the BFS task on uk-2005, whereas Gunrock fails to
allocate sufficient GPU memory. It is noteworthy that as the
sparsity of the graph increases, the memory advantage of
DAWN becomes more pronounced.

n= (13)

3.5 Difference

To further examine the differences between DAWN and BFS,
we present the technical details used in these two algorithms.
Algorithm 3 describes the general BFS algorithm, and the
benchmark implementations from GAP and Gunrock both
employed more sophisticated optimization techniques in
the experiment, where pq represents the priority queue and
source is the source node of the SSSP task.

For Line 15 of Algorithm 2, if no new shortest paths are
found in this loop, then exit, according to Fact 1. We utilize
step to mark the current node being visited as a neighbor
node of the source node at the layer step in DAWN. Lines
4-6 of Algorithm 2 indicate that some edge visitations can be
skipped. This means that the nodes that have already been
visited in the previous layer do not need to be visited again, as
the shortest path has already been determined. The theorem
supporting this decision is referred to as Theorem 3.2, which
states that the first discovered path from the source node to
a reachable node is the shortest path. The processing steps
of DAWN is as follows,
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Algorithm 3: General BFS
Input: CSR, pq, source, distance
Output: distance

1 pq.push({source,distance}) ;

2 while pg.empty() do

3 | i< pq.top; pg.pop();

4 start & CSR.row_ptr[i];

5 end & CSR.row_ptrl[i + 1];

6 while j € [start, end-1] do

7 index < CSR.col[j];

8 if distance[index] = 0 then

9 new_dist & distance + 1;
10 distance[index] < new_dist;
11 pq.push({index,new_dist}) ;
12 end
13 end
14 end

15 return distance;

(1) Firstly, DAWN reads the input vector and identifies
the single-step reachable nodes from the source node
S,

(2) Then, searching for the single-step reachable nodes
from the updated nodes which updating in the previ-
ous step, while skipping nodes that have already been
discovered to have a path from the source node s and
reachable nodes with an out-degree of 0,

(3) Next, DAWN repeats the second step until output vec-
tor stabilizes.

(4) Finally, exit loop and output the result vector.

On the other hand, in BFS, the operations of accessing
nodes and edges, and checking whether the path needs to
be updated are necessary for every node and edge, refer to
Line 6-10 in Algorithm 3.

We illustrate the difference between the BFS algorithm
and DAWN through a example in Figure 2. The red color
indicates the nodes and edges that are visited in the current
step, the blue nodes and edges represent that have already
been visited, and the green edges represent that have not
yet been visited. The input represents the paths updated in
the previous iteration, while the output indicates the paths
updated in the current iteration. The result signifies the
outcome of the algorithm, specifically denoting the shortest
path lengths from the source node to other nodes in the
graph.

In the third step of Figure 2, node 5 has four outbound
edges to node 1, 4, 6, 10. BFS must traverse these edges, and
then BFS would note that the destination vertex of these
edges had already been visited and the destination vertex
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(DAWN)

input:[1,1,1,0,0,0,1,0,0,0]
l result:[1,1,1,0,0,0,1,0,0,0]

©) ©)
@)
input:[1,1,1,0,0,0,1,0,0,0]
output:[0,0,0,1,1,1,0,0,1,0]
result:[1,1,1,2,2,2,1,0,2,0]
® ' ® '
D), @)

input:[0,0,0,1,1,1,0,0,1,0]
output:[0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,0,1]
result:[1,1,1,2,2,2,1,3,2,3]

Figure 2: Example for the BFS and DAWN Processing,
Left is the BFS and Right is the DAWN

would not be in the output frontier. However, DAWN does
not traverse these edges. The compressed vector for node
51is {1,2,3,6,10}, and result is {1,1,1,0,0,0,1,0,0,0}. The
values of result[1], result[2], result[3], and result[6] are
all 1, indicating that DAWN will skip these edges, because
the shortest paths of them were already found.

In the SSSP task for node s, the BFS algorithm visited a
total of 10 nodes and 17 edges, while DAWN visited only 8
nodes and 12 edges, resulting in 2 fewer nodes and 5 fewer
edges being visited by DAWN.

Overall, the fundamental difference between DAWN and
BFS lies in whether the algorithm relies on a priority queue
to prevent revisiting nodes and edges.

4 RESULTS

In this section, we will outline the experimental setup and
present initial experimental data. Following this, we proceed
to show the performance of DAWN with regard to scalability
and its effect in accelerating the SSSP task.
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4.1 Experiment Introduction

In our experimental trials, we leverage a set of 66 general
graphs sourced from the SuiteSparse Matrix Collection and
the Gunrock benchmark datasets [16, 50].

In scenarios where a node is not part of the largest WCC
of the graph, but instead resides in a smaller connected com-
ponent, DAWN has the potential to accomplish the task in
constant time, while BFS requires the construction of a pri-
ority queue.

Therefore, we have established a randomly generated set
comprising 500 nodes, where each node executes the SSSP
task 64 times. All computations are conducted within this
node-set. It is noteworthy that these nodes are not exclusively
part of the largest connected component, and our dataset
includes non-connected graphs. We underscore our focus
on evaluating the performance of the BFS algorithm across
diverse graph types, including connected and non-connected
graphs, as well as both generated and real-world graphs.

Performing the task consecutively serves to minimize the
influence of external factors on experimental results, such
as interference from background processes. We adopted the
arithmetic mean as the anticipated value and subjected the
sample distribution to a t-distribution test. After eliminat-
ing samples that deviated from the assumptions of the t-
distribution, and computing the mean of the remaining sam-
ples, we get the final result.

Table 2: Parameters of the Test Machine

Machinel Machine2
CPU Intel Core i5-13600KF AMD EPYC Milan 7T83

Hardware

RAM 32GB 128GB
GPU NVIDIA RTX 3080TI -
Compiler NVCC and GCC 9.4.0 GCC 9.4.0
0s Ubuntu 20.04 Ubuntu 20.04
Toolkit CUDA 12.1 -

Table 3: Parameters of the Algorithms

Abbreviation  Solution

Gunrock The BFS algorithm running on RXT3080TI,
from the Gunrock [31, 51]

GAP Direction-optimizing BFS algorithm, from
the GAP [3], running on I5-13600KF
DAWN with RTX 3080TI

DAWN with I5-13600KF

DAWN
DAWN(20)
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Table 4: Parameters of the Experimental Graphs (Nodes
and Edges)

Nodes
< 100K 100K ~ 500K 500K ~5M 5M ~ 100M > 100M
14 24 14 13 1
Edges
<1M 1M ~ 5M 5M ~ 20M 20M ~ 500M > 500M
16 16 23 8 3

Yelai Feng and Huaixi Wang, et al.

and N is the number of threads. In Table 5 and 6, the multi-
threading efficiency for DAWN based on SOVM and BFS
API from GAP on the I5-13600KF and EPYC Milan 7T83 are
depicted, respectively.

Table 5: The multi-threading efficiency of DAWN and
GAP on I5-13600KF

| Thread | 1 | 3 | 6 | 12 | 20 |
DAWN(20) | 100% | 99.72% | 98.35% | 77.96% | 37.54%
GAP | 100% | 96.84% | 89.51% | 66.28% | 23.43%

The parameters of the test machine are detailed in Table
2. Our comparison includes various versions of the BFS algo-
rithm, and the results are presented in Table 3. We provide
accessible links to graphs: [Dataset]. The number of nodes
in these graphs ranges up to 139M, with edges extending
up to 921M. The parameters of the experimental graphs are
detailed in Table 4.

Specifically, the results for DAWN running on GPUs were
obtained using a thread block size of 1024, a configuration
viable on GPUs since the Pascal architecture introduced in
2016. Although the optimal block partitioning scheme de-
pends on several factors (e.g., matrix density, shared memory
size, bandwidth, etc.), we adopt a fixed block size to enhance
result reproducibility.

Gunrock is a CUDA library for graph-processing designed
specifically for the GPU, which achieves a better balance
between performance and expressiveness via coupling high-
performance GPU computing primitives and optimization
strategies, particularly in the area of fine-grained load bal-
ancing. [31, 32, 50, 51].

We strongly encourage readers to delve into the provided
codebase and verify the reported results. The code and more
information for our algorithm are available on [GitHub]. In
the repository, we offer additional insights into the actual
running times and graph details for each proposed solution,
accompanied by a description of artifacts and evaluation
methodologies. These details are provided to enhance the
reproducibility of any results presented in this paper.

4.2 Scalability

It is important to validate DAWN’s feature of high paral-
lelism and scalability. We measure the scalability of DAWN
using multi-threading efficiency as follows, simplified from
Gustafson-Barsis’s law[25],

= L’ (14)

T XN

where Tp represents the baseline execution time, Ty repre-
sents the execution time of the program with N threads,

N

Table 6: The multi-threading efficiency of DAWN and
GAP on EPYC Milan 7T83

| Thread | 4 | 8 | 16 | 32 | 64 |
DAWN(20) | 100% | 99.45% | 97.73% | 84.10% | 58.97%
GAP | 100% | 95.69% | 88.12% | 71.49% | 40.16%

When utilizing up to 32 threads on the EPYC processor,
the core frequency remains constant at 3.5 GHz. However,
when scaling up to 64 threads, the frequency of all cores
diminishes to 2.54 GHz. In contrast, the I5 processor does not
experience any reduction in core frequency. It is important
to note that the exact performance gains are contingent
upon the particular hardware configuration utilized, and
considerations such as power and thermal constraints impose
limitations on the maximum achievable performance.

The I5 processor integrates a combination of performance
and efficiency cores, where the former delivers higher clock
speeds, and the latter excels in power efficiency. Hence,
DAWN achieves a linear speedup when scaling from 1 thread
to 6 threads, but the performance improvement slows down
when scaling from 6 to 12 threads due to the performance
gap between the two types of cores. Additionally, the I5
processor does not have enough physical cores to achieve
significant performance gains beyond 14 threads.

Across diverse hardware configurations, DAWN demon-
strates better multi-threading efficiency compared to GAP.
Futhurmore, the scalability of the algorithm is influenced by
a considerable number of factors, among which the charac-
teristic of the graph is a significant factor.

Figure 3 and 4 illustrate DAWN’s capability for speedup
across different thread counts on some of the graphs. Specifi-
cally, on the mycielskian16, which is a dense graph with a low-
diameter of 2, DAWN exhibits lower thread efficiency com-
pared to other sparse graphs. This phenomenon underscores
the impact of multiple factors on the increase or decrease
in algorithm performance. For instance, Graph mouse_gene
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is denser than mycielskian16, and with a diameter of 12, yet
DAWN exhibits superior thread efficiency on mouse_gene.
Therefore, we emphasize the comprehensive performance of
the algorithm across a wider variety of graphs.

3 threads B 6 threads B 12 threads 20 threads

soc-Slashdot0902

soc-sign-Slashdot090221

soc-sign-Slashdot090216

soc-sign-Slashdot081106

p2p-Gnutella3l

mycielskianlé

mouse_gene

loc-Brightkite

Speedup

Figure 3: Speedup for DAWN based on SOVM in various
threads (baseline 1 thread), with Intel Core i5-13600KF
baseline of 1 thread

8 threads B 16 threads B 32 threads 64 threads

soc-Slashdot0902

soc-sign-Slashdot090221

soc-sign-Slashdot090216

soc-sign-Slashdot081106

p2p-Gnutella31

mycielskianlé

mouse_gene

loc-Brightkite

Speedup

Figure 4: Speedup for DAWN based on SOVM in various
threads (baseline 4 threads), with AMD EPYC Milan
7183
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4.3 Performance Comparison with GAP

In the experiment, DAWN based on SOVM demonstrated
remarkable performance and also exhibits high scalability
and parallelism. We have included a figure illustrating the
distribution of the speedup of DAWN over GAP across all
graphs in the test dataset.

Table 7: The speedup of DAWN over GAP

| Speedup | <1x | 1x ~2x | 2X ~4X | 4% ~ 16X | >16X |
DAWN(20) | 4 15 24 17 6

DAWN 12 20 11 9 14

In Table 7, the speedup for DAWN based on SOVM over
BFS API from GAP on an 15-13600KF is depicted, with the
values derived from the mean of repeated experiments, fol-
lowing the methodology outlined in Section 4.1. The first row
shows the speedup of DAWN(20) over BFS API from GAP,
both on I5-13600KF, and the next row shows the speedup
of DAWN on RTX3080TI over BFS API from GAP on I5-
13600KF. Due to the significant increase in scalability and
parallelism, DAWN based on the SOVM outperformed GAP
in most graphs (62 out of 66), achieving an impressive aver-
age speedup of 3.769x.

However, the DAWN algorithm demonstrates compara-
tively lower performance in four specific graphs (coPapers-
DBLP, com-DBLP, coAuthorsDBLP, coPapersCiteseer), all rep-
resenting citation and collaboration networks. These graph
types are characterized by high clustering coefficients and
relatively short average shortest paths. Despite the deploy-
ment of a more potent processor, BFS API from Gunrock
falls short of surpassing the performance of GAP on these
graphs. Nevertheless, in other scale-free graphs such as so-
cial networks and the internet, the DAWN algorithm exhibits
superior performance.

Numerous well-established studies have presented evi-
dence that the eccentricity of the real graphs is log n [1, 8, 13,
24, 34, 45]. Therefore, we get the small-world graphs (23 out
of 66) which the average shortest path in the graph is less
than log n, includes the citation and collaboration networks
mentioned before.

The Direction-Optimizing BFS algorithm will achieve the
speedups when the active frontier is a substantial fraction
of the total graph, which commonly occurs in small-world
graphs [3]. However, DAWN outperforms GAP on the most
small-world graphs (19 out of 23) and achieves an average
speedup of 2.332x. Furthermore, in other real graph with
a high-diameter such as road networks, DAWN achieves an
average speedup of 4.483x over GAP.

Figure 5 shows the running time for DAWN(20) and GAP.
The y-axis represents the average running time, with each
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Figure 5: Running time for the DAWN based on the SOVM and BFS API from GAP with an 15-13600KF
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Figure 6: Running time for the DAWN based on the SOVM and BFS API from Gunrock with an RXT3080TI
marker representing the running time on a graph. GAP 4.4 Performance Comparison with
instances are indicated by blue markers, while DAWN in- Gunrock
stances are represented by black markers. In Table 8, the first row shows the speedup of DAWN(20) on

an I5-13600KF over BFS API from Gunrock on RTX3080TL.
The next rows shows the speedup of DAWN over BFS API
from Gunrock, both on RTX3080TI. Figure 6 illustrates the
running time for DAWN and BFS API from Gunrock. Red
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markers correspond to DAWN, while green markers repre-
sent Gunrock. Impressively, DAWN outperformed Gunrock
in the majority of graphs (63 out of 66), achieving an average
speedup of 9.410%. On the Graphs uk-2005 and arabic-2005,
Gunrock encountered an out-of-memory error, thus prevent-
ing the acquisition of runtime data for these two graphs. The
testing machine equipped with 12GB of physical GPU mem-
ory, with 9.7GB available. The available GPU memory for
both DAWN and Gunrock is identical, indicating that when
executing similar tasks, DAWN requires less GPU memory
compared to Gunrock.

Table 8: The speedup of DAWN over Gunrock

| Speedup | <IxX | 1x ~2X | 2X ~4X | 4% ~ 16X | >16X |

DAWN(20) | 5 5 23 21
DAWN 3 16 6 19

10
22

Apart from the aforementioned two graphs, DAWN demon-
strates performance inferior to that of Gunrock on the Graph
web-BerkStan, and also falls short compared to DAWN(20)
and GAP running on CPU. This phenomenon may be attrib-
uted to the scale-free nature of web-BerkStan, leading to load
imbalance during computation and significantly impacting
algorithm performance. Gunrock, possessing robust load bal-
ancing capabilities, holds an advantage in such scenarios. It
is crucial to note that DAWN does not prioritize load balanc-
ing as the primary focus of our investigation. Nonetheless,
despite these challenges, DAWN outperforms Gunrock on
the majority of graphs due to algorithmic optimizations.

4.5 Performance on Different Platforms

The differences in the speedup distribution of DAWN com-
pared to different algorithms are attributed to the nature of
the graphs, such as the number of nodes and the average
shortest path length. Therefore, we will proceed to compare
the performance of DAWN on the different platforms. Figure
7 illustrates the performance gap of DAWN between CPU
and GPU. Light purple bars indicate cases where DAWN’s
performance on CPU is inferior to that on GPU, while dark
purple bars represent the opposite scenario.

In more than half of the graphs (37 out of 66), DAWN(20)
exhibits superior performance compared to DAWN. For in-
stance, on web graphs, DAWN(20) and the GAP algorithm
achieved enhanced performance, which demonstrates that
the powerful single-core performance of CPUs provide better
acceleration for algorithms.

However, this single-core performance acceleration has its
limitations. Once the graph size exceeds one million nodes,
the advantage of single-core performance can no longer com-
pensate for the performance disparity induced by a greater
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Figure 7: The speedup of DAWN(20) over DAWN

number of cores. Furthermore, on graphs with a smaller num-
ber of nodes, the communication overhead between the CPU
and GPU appears more costly than computational expenses,
leading to inferior performance compared to algorithms run-
ning on CPU.

DAWN(20) achieved performance superiority on graphs
with an average of 0.209 million nodes and 5.854 million
edges (considering undirected edges as two directed edges).
On the other hand, DAWN demonstrated performance su-
periority on graphs with an average of 13.820 million nodes
and 146.592 million edges.

In summary, DAWN is more efficient and yielding a higher
speedup when compared to Gunrock and GAP.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose an enhanced BFS algorithm, which
requires O(Ecc(i)) and O(Swec - Evee) time for solving SSSP
and APSP problems on the unweighted graph, respectively.

Our research involved a performance evaluation of DAWN,
GAP, and Gunrock across various platforms, using graphs
from SuiteSparse Matrix Collection and Gunrock benchmark
dataset. DAWN achieves average speedup of 3.769x and
9.410%, over GAP and Gunrock respectively.

The experiment underscores that DAWN based on the
SOVM, exhibits remarkable scalability and efficiency in ad-
dressing the shortest paths problem on modern processors.
The efficient utilization of computational resources is a sig-
nificant factor contributing to its exceptional performance.
These results highlight the potential of DAWN as a power-
ful tool for graph analytics, particularly in applications that
require high processing speed and efficiency.

Our future research will focus on addressing the balance
between optimizing matrix operations and managing the
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consumption of (min,+) operations. This focus is aimed to
expand the applicability of DAWN on weighted graphs, trans-
forming it from a promising proof-of-concept to a practical
tool that can be used in various real-world graph analysis
applications in the future.
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