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Abstract
Graph convolutional networks (GCNs) have demonstrated
superiority in graph-based learning tasks. However, train-
ing GCNs on full graphs is particularly challenging, due
to the following two challenges: (1) the associated feature
tensors can easily explode the memory and block the com-
munication bandwidth of modern accelerators, and (2) the
computation workflow in training GCNs alternates between
sparse and dense matrix operations, complicating the effi-
cient utilization of computational resources. Existing solu-
tions for scalable distributed full-graph GCN training mostly
adopt partition parallelism, which is unsatisfactory as they
only partially address the first challenge while incurring
scaled-out communication volume. To this end, we propose
MixGCN aiming to simultaneously address both the afore-
mentioned challenges towards GCN training. To tackle the
first challenge, MixGCN integrates mixture of parallelism.
Both theoretical and empirical analysis verify its constant
communication volumes and enhanced balanced workload;
For handling the second challenge, we consider mixture of
accelerators (i.e., sparse and dense accelerators) with a dedi-
cated accelerator for GCN training and a fine-grain pipeline.
Extensive experiments show thatMixGCN achieves boosted
training efficiency and scalability.

1 Introduction
Graphs have served as a natural representation of real-world
data thanks to its ability of depicting dependent relationship.
Learning over graphs has been a popular research topic for
the past decades [5, 26, 28, 72, 73], and one recent emerging
method is graph convolutional networks (GCNs) [33], which
enjoys powerful expressive capabilities [71, 74] and has been
adopted to various real-world applications [18, 22, 65, 79].
Specifically, the computation of a GCN follows a two-step
process: neighbor aggregation and node update. For a given
node, to calculate its features in the next layer, a GCN first
leverages a permutation-invariant function (e.g., average
pooling) for aggregating all features from its incoming neigh-
bor set, and then utilizes an update function (e.g., a multilayer

perceptron) to combine the aggregated features and the em-
bedding vector in the previous layer to calculate the new
vector representation of the target node. Such a two-step pro-
cess allows GCNs to capture the structure of input graphs
and further retain the powerful expressive capabilities of
neural networks.
Despite GCNs’ great potential, designing scalable GCN

training systems is particularly challenging and still under-
explored, due to the associated giant feature tensors. For
example, ogbn-papers100M [21], a popular dataset for GCN
research, contains more than 100 million nodes, requiring
124GB for storing merely the features and labels, let alone
the storage requirement for storing the intermediate fea-
tures to support backward propagation, which cannot be
fit in a single modern accelerator. As such, to handle large-
graph training, many recent works follow the direction of
partition parallelism [12, 14, 23, 27, 43, 45, 48, 52, 59, 60, 62–
64, 66, 69, 70, 85, 89, 91], as depicted in Figure 1b. The key
idea is to separate a giant graph into multiple partitions, and
assign each partition to one single accelerator. This straight-
forward approach, however, only distributes the storage of
feature tensors, while incurring a significant memory and
communication overhead for duplicating the remote neigh-
bors from other accelerators (i.e., the red nodes in Figure 1b)
[63]. This has restricted the scalability of GCN training due
to the scaled-out number of remote neighbors. Furthermore,
as we will show in Section 3.1.1, balancing workload via
partition parallelism is NP-Hard, leading to a nontrivial syn-
chronization overhead.
In parallel, the existing systems for scalable deep neural

networks (DNNs) training can not be adopted for scalable
GCN training. This is because these systems do not con-
sider and thus are not optimized for handling the unique
GCN training workflow which consists of hybrid sparse-
dense operations. In particular, training GCNs alternatively
performs sparse matrix operations for neighbor aggregation
and dense matrix operations for node update. While the in-
volved sparse-dense operations strengthen the capability of
GCNs, they do not suit the underlying design of modern dis-
tributed systems for DNN training, of which the workflow is
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(c) Overview of the proposed MixGCN.

Figure 1. An illustrative comparison between partition parallelism and the proposedMixGCN, whereMixGCN avoids the
scaled-out communication volume needed for duplicated remote neighbor features (highlighted in red in (b)) as required by
partition parallelism.

composed of dependent dense operations [1, 6, 38]. Conse-
quently, a straightforward deployment of GCN training into
a distributed DNN system would suffer from low hardware
utilization and inefficiency.

In summary, there exist two unique challenges associated
with GCN training on large-scale graphs: giant feature tensors
and hybrid sparse-dense operations, severely challenging the
design of efficient and scalable GCN training systems. We
propose MixGCN to handle these challenges.

Contribution 1: On the system level, we proposeMix-
ture of Parallelism (MoP). For addressing the training
inefficiency caused by giant feature tensors, we develop Mix-
ture of Parallelism (MoP), a hybrid feature- and node-level
parallelism to improve the scalability of training GCNs. As
demonstrated in Figure 1c, MixGCN leverages feature-level
parallelism for neighbor aggregation and node-level paral-
lelism for node update. Compared with partition parallelism
that induces scaled-out communication volume, MoP avoids
the necessity of duplicating remote neighbors and thus re-
quires constant communication volumes. We describe our
MoP technique and detailed analysis in Section 3.1.
Contribution 2: On the architecture level, we pro-

poseMixture of Accelerators (MoA). Thanks to our MoP
technique, the second unique challenge associated with GCN
training, i.e., hybrid sparse-dense operations can be naturally
assigned to different sets of accelerators. We thus design a
novel distributed training system, Mixture of Accelerators
(MoA), where the sparse accelerators (i.e., the blue parts in
Figure 1c) tackle sparse matrix operations (i.e., neighbor ag-
gregation) while the dense accelerators (i.e., the grey parts in
Figure 1c) are responsible for handling the dense matrix oper-
ations (i.e., node update). We further identify a unique sparse
operation named S-SpMM in GNN training, which fuses two
consecutive sparse operations, and devise a dedicated accel-
erator for efficient computation. A fine-grain pipeline with
node reordering is adopted to further enhance scalability.
Section 3.2 provides more details.

Contribution 3: By combining the two proposed tech-
niques above, we validate the performance of MixGCN.
Extensive experiments over 5 large-scale datasets verify that
MixGCN offers multiple advantages simultaneously, as de-
tailed in Section 4.
• End-to-end empirical evaluations demonstrate that Mix-

GCN enjoys the highest end-to-end throughput, outper-
forming state-of-the-art baselines by 10.4× on a 4-node
GPU cluster. Simulation results indicate that this per-
formance gain can be further increased to 17.2× when
utilizing our dedicated sparse accelerator (Section 4.2).
• Profiling results confirm that the proposed MoP main-

tains a constant communication volume and featuremem-
ory usage, while ensuring a fully balanced workload (Sec-
tion 4.3).
• Detailed ablation studies show that our dedicated accel-

erator surpasses existing GCN accelerators, delivering up
to a 3.4× speedup. In parallel, a fine-grain pipeline with
node reordering leads to a speedup of 1.18×. (Section 4.4).

2 Background and Related Work
2.1 Graph Convolutional Networks
GCNs are popular for graph-based learning tasks. Each layer
of a GCN uses a two-step process to calculate the new feature
embedding of each node, which can be represented as:

𝑧
(𝑙 )
𝑣 = 𝜁 (𝑙 )

({
ℎ
(𝑙−1)
𝑢 | 𝑢 ∈ 𝒩 (𝑣)

})
(1)

ℎ
(𝑙 )
𝑣 = 𝜙 (𝑙 )

(
𝑧
(𝑙 )
𝑣 , ℎ

(𝑙−1)
𝑣

)
(2)

where 𝒩 (𝑣) represents the neighbor set of node 𝑣 , ℎ (𝑙 )𝑣 is
the feature vector of node 𝑣 calculated by the 𝑙-th layer, 𝜁 (𝑙 )
denotes an aggregation function for calculating the inter-
mediate result 𝑧 (𝑙 )𝑣 , and 𝜙 (𝑙 ) denotes an update function for
updating the features of each node. We call the process of
Equation 1 as neighbor aggregation, and regard Equation 2
as node update. The original GCN [33] uses weighted sum-
mation for 𝜁 (𝑙 ) and a single layer perceptron 𝜎

(
𝑊 (𝑙 )𝑧 (𝑙 )

)
for 𝜙 (𝑙 ) where 𝜎 is a non-linear activation function. Each
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layer in GCNs can be presented in a matrix form. For a given
graph 𝒢 = (𝒱, ℰ) with an adjacency matrix 𝐴, we define the
propagation matrix 𝐴 as 𝐴 = �̃�−1/2�̃��̃�−1/2, where �̃� = 𝐴 + 𝐼
and �̃�𝑢,𝑢 =

∑
𝑣 �̃�𝑢,𝑣 . We can write a GCN layer as:

[
𝐻 (𝑙+1)

]⊤
= 𝜎

(
𝐴

[
𝐻 (𝑙 )

]⊤ [
𝑊 (𝑙 )

]⊤)
(3)

2.2 Partition Parallelism for GCN Training
To improve the scalability of GCN training, many recent
works follow the paradigm of partition parallelism [86],
which is depicted in Figure 1b. They either develop a sched-
uling algorithm towards balanced workload or optimized
communication [23, 27, 43, 45, 66, 69, 91] or adjust training
algorithm to reduce or hide its communication overhead
[48, 52, 59, 62–64, 85]. However, as we will point out in Sec-
tion 3.1.1, although partition-parallel training distributes the
storage of giant feature tensors, it suffers from scaled-out
memory overhead and communication volume due to the
duplicated remote neighbors (i.e., the red nodes in Figure 1b).
Furthermore, since a real-world graph is often highly irregu-
lar, finding a balanced-workload partition is NP-hard.

In parallel, CAGNET [60] and 𝑃3 [14] explore the benefits
of feature-level parallelism, but still lack either practicality
or scalability. Specifically, CAGNET [60] splits node features
along the feature dimension which are broadcasted to all
devices during training, resulting in significantly redundant
communication; 𝑃3 [14] targets scalable distributed GCN
training, but is still limited because it impractically assumes
that the dimension of intermediate features is remarkably
smaller than that of the input features [23].

2.3 Tensor Parallel Computing
Scalable training has been extensively studied for DNN mod-
els. For example, Horovod [55], PyTorchDDP [38], AutoDist
[83], BytePS [29], ZeRO [51], and PyTorch-FSDP [88] lever-
age data parallelism for distributing independent input fea-
ture storage and the associated computation by duplicat-
ing the model parameters. In parallel, ColocRL [46], Mesh-
Tensorflow [56], GPipe [24], PipeDream [20, 47], Tofu [67],
GSPMD [75], TeraPipe [39], and GraphPipe [25] develop
model parallelism for storing model parameters distributedly,
while depending on inter-model communication; FlexFlow
[42],Megatron-LM [57], DeepSpeed [53], Alpa [90], and Path-
ways [3] combine both the above two parallelism to marry
the best of both worlds. However, although these systems
have shown promising performance for scalable DNN train-
ing and even provided automated scheduling toolboxes, they
are only applicable to dense tensor operations and thus do
not work well for the scalable computing of GCNs (see Equa-
tion 3).

Table 1. Summary of contribution in MixGCN.

Challenge Innovation

1. Giant Feature Tensors Mixture of Parallelism (§3.1)

2. Hybrid Sparse-Dense
Operations

Mixture of Accelerators
(§3.2)

2.1 A Unique Sparse
Operation: S-SpMM

An Accelerator for
Operator Fusion (§3.2.1)

2.2 Unscalable Fine
-grain Pipeline

A Pipeline Scheduler with
Node Reordering (§3.2.2)

2.4 GCN Accelerators
To achieve aggressive efficiency improvement, dedicated ac-
celerators for GCNs are highly desired. HyGCN [76], GRIP
[32], G-CoS [87], DyGNN [4], GCoD [80], OMEGA [15],
Auten et al. [2], and Zhang et al. [82] develop heterogeneous
accelerators to leverage the advantages of both dense and
sparse accelerators. EnGN [40], GCNAX [37], AWB-GCN
[16], and I-GCN [17] follow a parallel direction by proposing
reconfigurable architectures to optimize the computation of
GCNs’ hybrid operations. Although these works have devel-
oped promising GCN inference accelerators, they cannot be
directly utilized as our MoA system’s sparse accelerator due
to their lack of support for both the output sparsities and
scalable fine-grain pipeline (see Section 3.2 for details). In
parallel, GraphACT [81] and Rubik [7] are the pioneering
works for accelerating GCN training. Different from these
training accelerators which mainly focus on architecture-
level optimization, MixGCN targets efficient and scalable
GCN training by simultaneously integrating system- and
architecture-level innovations.

3 The Proposed Framework
To address the two key bottlenecks in scalable GCN training
– giant feature tensors and hybrid sparse-dense operations –we
proposeMixGCN, which integrates MoP and MoA. During
the implementation of MoA, we identify that sparse opera-
tions in neighbor aggregation, coupled with an unscalable
fine-grain pipeline, pose significant challenges to scalability.
To overcome these challenges, we develop a dedicated accel-
erator that utilizes operator fusion and introduce a pipeline
scheduler with node reordering to enhance efficiency. A sum-
mary of the innovations in MixGCN is shown in Table 1.

3.1 Mixture of Parallelism (MoP)
3.1.1 Partition Parallelism
An overview of partition parallelism is shown in Figure 1b,
and its detailed workflow is illustrated in Algorithm 1. Specif-
ically, each worker maintains a unique subgraph of the orig-
inal graph by storing both the sub-adjacency matrix 𝐴𝑖 as
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Figure 2. Illustrating the workflow of our proposed mixture of parallelism (MoP) where we adopt 3 pairs of aggregation and
update accelerators for visual clarity.

Algorithm 1: Partition parallelism for GCN training.

Input: adjacency matrix 𝐴𝑖 , node feature 𝑋𝑖 , label 𝑌𝑖 , initial
model weight𝑊0

Output: trained model weight𝑊𝑇 after 𝑇 iterations
1 𝐻

(0)
𝑖𝑛
← 𝑋𝑖 ;

2 for 𝑡 ← 0 : 𝑇 − 1 do
3 for 𝑙 ← 0 : 𝐿 − 1 do
4 Receiving remote features 𝐻 (𝑙 )

𝑏𝑑
;

5

[
𝐻
(𝑙+1)
𝑖𝑛

]⊤
← 𝜎

(
𝐴𝑖

[
𝐻
(𝑙 )
𝑖𝑛

𝐻 (𝑙 )
𝑏𝑑

]⊤ [
𝑊
(𝑙 )
𝑡

]⊤)
;

6 end
7 Estimate label 𝑌𝑖 from 𝐻

(𝐿)
𝑖

and calculate 𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠 (𝑌𝑖 , 𝑌𝑖 );
8 Perform backward prop and Update weight𝑊𝑡+1;
9 end

10 return𝑊𝑇

defined in Equation 3 and the input feature matrix𝑋𝑖 of each
node; For the computation of the 𝑙-th layer, each worker first
collects dependent remote node features 𝐻 (𝑙 )

𝑏𝑑
from remote

workers (line 4), and then calculates the features of inner
nodes 𝐻 (𝑙+1)

𝑖𝑛
for the next layer (line 5). The backward propa-

gation (line 8) follows a similar paradigm by transferring the
feature gradients of remote nodes. The model weights are
synchronized via AllReduce (line 8). Although many recent
works on GCN training follow this paradigm as introduced
in Section 2.2, partition parallelism suffers from imbalanced
computation according to the proposition below (see full
proof in the supplementary material).

Proposition 3.1. Balancing the computation workload of
GCN training with partition parallelism is NP-Hard.

In addition, [63] shows that the communication volume
and feature memory requirement are linearly related to the
total number of remote neighbors:

Proposition 3.2. Communication volume and feature mem-
ory usage for partition parallelism are𝒪( |ℛ|), whereℛ is the
set of remote neighbors.

3.1.2 The Proposed Mixture of Parallelism (MoP)
The detailed workflow of MoP is illustrated in Figure 2 and
described in Algorithm 2. For a given input feature matrix
𝐻 (0) , MoP first splits 𝐻 (0) along its feature dimension, and
distributes each split to different accelerators for neighbor
aggregation (see the left part of Figure 2), each of which
computes the corresponding features (rows) of𝐴

[
𝐻 (0)

]⊤ by
multiplying𝐴 and the assigned inputs (line 8 of Algorithm 2).
Next, MoP performs all-to-all communication so that each
accelerator for node update gets the access to the entire fea-
tures of assigned nodes, and updates them by the stored
model weights (line 12). Finally, all-to-all communication
is performed again, enabling all the aggregation accelera-
tors to perform computation for the next layer. MoP repeats
this process until the last layer. The backward pass of MoP
follows a similar workflow (line 16). It is worth noting that
in Algorithm 2, line 15 is also completed in a distributed
manner but not shown.

Contrary to partiton parallelism, balancing the workload
of the aggregation accelerators or update accelerators is
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Algorithm 2: Mixture of parallelism for GCN training.

Input: adjacency matrix 𝐴, node feature 𝑋 , label 𝑌 , initial
model weight𝑊0

Output: trained model weight𝑊𝑇 after 𝑇 iterations
1 𝐻 (0) ← 𝑋 ;
2 Set 𝑑 (𝑙 ) as the dimension of 𝑙-th layer;
3 Set 𝑘 as the number of nodes;
4 for 𝑡 ← 0 : 𝑇 − 1 do
5 for 𝑙 ← 0 : 𝐿 − 1 do
6 forall workeraggr 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] do ⊲ aggregation in parallel

7 𝑝 ←
⌊
𝑑 (𝑙 ) 𝑖
𝑚

⌋
, 𝑞 ←

⌊
𝑑 (𝑙 ) (𝑖+1)

𝑚

⌋
; ⊲ start/end index

8

[
𝑍
(𝑙 )
𝑝 :𝑞−1,:

]⊤
← 𝐴𝑖

[
𝐻
(𝑙 )
𝑝 :𝑞−1,:

]⊤
;

9 end
10 forall workerupd 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] do ⊲ update in parallel

11 𝑝 ←
⌊
𝑘𝑖
𝑚

⌋
, 𝑞 ←

⌊
𝑘 (𝑖+1)
𝑚

⌋
; ⊲ start/end index

12 𝐻
(𝑙+1)
:,𝑝 :𝑞−1 ← 𝜎

(
𝑊
(𝑙 )
𝑡 𝑍

(𝑙 )
:,𝑝 :𝑞−1

)
;

13 end
14 end
15 Estimate label 𝑌 from 𝐻 (𝐿) and calculate 𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠 (𝑌,𝑌 );
16 Perform backward prop and Update weight𝑊𝑡+1;
17 end
18 return𝑊𝑇

trivial with MoP , because uniformly splitting the feature
tensor naturally guarantees a fully balanced workload across
both the aggregation or update accelerators. Therefore, we
have the following statements.

Proposition 3.3. Balancing the computation of GCN training
with MoP can be solved in 𝒪(1) time.

Furthermore, the node features are never replicated during
the process of data transfer in MoP , which ensures constant
communication volume and feature memory consumption.

Proposition 3.4. Both the communication volume and fea-
ture memory requirement are 𝒪(𝒩 ) for GCN training with
MoP, where 𝒩 is the size of node set.

Remark. Based on the above discussion of partition paral-
lelism and MoP , we summarize their differences below:
• Computation Workload. According to Proposition 3.1
and Proposition 3.3, since balancing computation work-
load for partition parallelism is impossible, MoP enjoys
better scalability for its strictly balanced workload.
• Communication Volume and Feature Memory Re-
quirement. With the increasing number of accelera-
tors, the remote neighbor set is growing. As a result,
partition parallelism suffers from scaled-out communica-
tion volume and feature memory requirement according
to Proposition 3.2. On the other hand, Proposition 3.4
ensures constant communication volume and feature

Aggregation Accelerator

Aggregate

Output Sparsity Mask

Dropout (forward)

ReLU (backward)

fe
at

ur
e

node

Figure 3. An illustration of S-SpMM in the accelerator for
neighbor aggregation.

memory usage, regardless of the number of accelerators.
Therefore, MoP offers better scalability.
• All-to-All Communication. Both partition parallelism

and MoP employ all-to-all communication. Nevertheless,
in addition to the required constant communication vol-
ume as mentioned above, MoP enjoys a more regular
communication pattern, securing balanced communica-
tion workload and better scalability.

3.1.3 Scalability of All-to-All Communication
One potential concern for adopting MoP is that it relies on
all-to-all communication which may restrict its scalability.
Despite that all-to-all communication also exists in partition
parallelism and requires a more irregular communication
pattern than MoP , we justify that under a proper design,
all-to-all communication is not costly. For example, [44, 78]
leverage a butterfly topology to implement all-to-all commu-
nication by assuming that arbitrary lengths of wires are ac-
ceptable, which only requires𝒪(𝑛 log𝑛) wires and𝒪(log𝑛)
stages for non-blocking data transfer where 𝑛 is the num-
ber of accelerators. In practice, all-to-all communication has
been widely adopted in large-scale Transformer training and
inference [11, 36, 50] for connecting up to 2048 devices. Our
experiments also verify its scalability (see Figure 8).

3.2 Mixture of Accelerators (MoA)
Benefiting from the proposed MoP , the second challenge,
hybrid sparse-dense operations, can be naturally resolved by
assigning the sparse and dense operations to two different
groups of accelerators (outlined in Figure 4a). We propose
mixture of accelerators (MoA) on top of our MoP to leverage
(a group of identical) sparse accelerators to accelerate the
sparse matrix operations (i.e., neighbor aggregation) and (an-
other group of identical) dense accelerators to accelerate the
dense matrix operations (i.e., node update).

3.2.1 An Accelerator for Operator Fusion
Motivation. As discussed in Section 2.4, existing GCN in-
ference accelerators are not optimal for accelerating GCN
training. This stems from the unique sparse operation – S-
SpMM – an operation that has yet to be thoroughly studied.
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Figure 4. An illustration of the proposed mixture of accelerators (MoA), which integrates a dedicated accelerator for computing
S-SpMM (Sampled Sparse Matrix-Matrix Multiplication).

Specifically, as shown in Figure 3, the forward and backward
passes of the aggregation computation in GCN training can
be formulated as follows:

𝑍 = 𝐴𝐻 ⊙ 𝑀 (4)

where 𝐻 is the feature matrix, ⊙ denotes element-wise prod-
uct, 𝐴 represents the propagation matrix, and𝑀 is a sparse
mask matrix. In most GCN training tasks, the mask matrix
𝑀 drops about 50% of the outputs after neighbor aggregation
due to either dropout (forward) or ReLU (backward). This
mask presents an opportunity to reduce both computation
and data movement during training, motivating us to design
an accelerator by fusing these two sparse operations.
We define the fused operation in Equation 4 as S-SpMM

(Sampled Sparse Matrix-Matrix Multiplication), which ex-
tends two traditional sparse operations: SpMM and SDDMM.
Architecture Overview. Figure 4b illustrates the overall
architecture to compute S-SpMM, consisting of buffers (top),
a hybrid sparse index module with a distribution network
(middle), and a reduction engine with a reduction network
(bottom). To coordinate the graph sparsity and the unique
output sparsities, we introduce (1) an adjacency matrix index
buffer and an output mask buffer (Figure 4b (top)) to store the
corresponding sparsity indexes using proper index formats,
e.g., CSR (compressed sparse row) format for representing
the adjacency matrix of the graph and bitmap format for the
output sparsities [10] besides the node buffer to store the
input nodes from the corresponding dense accelerators; (2)
the hybrid sparse index module (Figure 4b (middle)) which
takes the adjacency matrix index and the node feature masks
from the corresponding two buffers and then use them to se-
lect the required neighbors’ features from the node buffer to

avoid the unnecessary computation of the reduction engine;
and (3) the reduction engine (Figure 4b (bottom)) for sparse
neighbor aggregation operations. We provide more details
about the key module, i.e., the hybrid sparse index module,
in the following.
The Hybrid Index Module. Figure 4c shows the proposed
hybrid index module, where the two steps of selections and
decoders are involved to enable a two-step data selection:
a node-wise selection based on the graph sparsity by using
the distribution network and a feature-wise selection based
on the output sparsities by using the multiplexers (MUXs).
In particular, at the first step, the adjacency matrix index
decoder takes the index from both the adjacency matrix
index buffer and the node IDs from the controller to identify
each node’s neighbor nodes and then uses the fat tree-based
distribution network [35] to feed the neighbor nodes to the
local double buffers, e.g., selecting both node 2 and node 6
for aggregating the neighbors of node 1 in Figure 4c and
feeding them to the local double buffers.
In the second step, the output mask decoder selects the

required neighbors’ features from the local double buffers
to save the data movements to the reduction engine and the
computations. The required neighbors’ feature selection is
achieved by simply performing “AND” between the features
and the corresponding feature masks in the MUXs. Thanks to
this proposed hybrid sparse index module, only the required
neighbor node features need to be selected from the node
buffer to be executed in the reduction engine for neighbor
aggregation operations. In addition, the two steps of selection
and the following reduction can be pipelined by adopting
the local double buffers and properly designing the sparsities
and the distribution network bandwidth.
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Figure 5. An example that illustrates the comparison of the temporal execution flow among different pipeline designs between
the sparse and dense accelerators. We assume that the training graph is identical to the graph in Figure 1a.

3.2.2 A Pipeline Scheduler with Node Reordering
Motivation. As shown in Figure 5a, the naive workflow
of MoA suffers from low hardware utilization. A common
approach to alleviate this is adopting a fine-grain pipeline
[16], as depicted in Figure 5b. However, this can still result
in frequent idle periods, because the sparse accelerator can-
not start processing the next operations until all dependent
dense operations are complete. For example, in the graph
shown in Figure 1a, node 1 depends on node 6, leading to
idle time before node 1 can be processed. This idleness is
further exacerbated in scalable training scenarios, where
the workload per accelerator decreases, but the minimum
granularity required for full hardware utilization remains
unchanged (see Figure 5c).

This idle time can be reduced by leveraging node reorder-
ing. As illustrated in Figure 6a, the first processing batch in
the original schedule depends on 5 out of 6 nodes. In con-
trast, with node reordering in the optimized schedule (see
Figure 6b), the first processing batch only require the first
4 nodes (i.e., the first two processing batches), enabling the
pipeline to eliminate idle periods, as shown in Figure 5d.
Method. Building upon this motivation, the core strategy to
reduce idleness inMoA is to eliminate dependencies between
the first and last processing batches. Our goal is to determine
an optimized node ordering that accomplishes this.
Formally, let the position of node 𝑣 in the processing se-

quence be denoted as 𝑝𝑣 . We define 𝑏 ≜ max
(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ℰ

{𝑝𝑣 − 𝑝𝑢},
where ℰ represents the edge set. This ensures that for any
node𝑢, each of its dependent neighbors 𝑣 satisfies 𝑝𝑣−𝑝𝑢 ≤ 𝑏.
By optimizing the value of 𝑏, we minimize the maximum
latency for gathering all neighbor features.

In graph theory, the value 𝑏, as defined above, corresponds
to the graph bandwidth [8], which can be optimized using
the reverse Cuthill–McKee algorithm in 𝒪( |ℰ |) time [9].
This complexity is identical to that of METIS [31], a widely-
used algorithm for graph partitioning in partition parallelism.
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(b) The workflow with node reordering.

Figure 6. An illustrative comparison between the existing
pipeline and our optimized approach, using the example of
processing/receiving two nodes per pipeline step.We assume
the training graph is the same as the one shown in Figure 1a.

Since the input graph of a GCN is always symmetric [33], we
emphasize that the optimal node ordering can also be reused
for backward propagation, thereby amortizing preprocessing
overhead.
Remark. We offer a method to quantify the scalability of a
pipeline schedule. For a graph with 𝑛 nodes and bandwidth
𝑏, when the processing nodes are divided into 𝑠 batches, idle-
ness can be eliminated if all nodes in the first batch depend
only on nodes within the first 𝑠 − 1 batches. Mathematically,
this condition can be expressed as (𝑠−1)𝑛

𝑠
− 𝑛

𝑠
≤ 𝑏. Based on

this, we present the following proposition:
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Figure 7. Speedup comparison betweenMixGCN and baselines against DistDGL on 4 nodes.

Table 2. Details of the five large-scale graph datasets.

Dataset # Nodes # Edges # Feats # Classes

Reddit 233K 115M 602 41
Orkut 3.07M 117M 320 20
Twitter 41.7M 1.47B 52 16

Friendster 65.6M 1.81B 128 64
ogbn-papers100M 111M 1.62B 128 172

Proposition 3.5. The idleness in a fine-grain pipeline can be
eliminated when 𝑛−𝑏

2𝑛 ≥
1
𝑠
.

As such, we define the minimum granularity of a pipeline
as 𝑛−𝑏

2𝑛 , which measures the scalability of a pipeline schedule.
According to this claim, a moderately large 𝑏 (e.g., 0.8𝑛) is
sufficient for scalable GCN training, and a smaller𝑏 has better
scalability by allowing more accelerators with a smaller 𝑠 .

4 Experiments
4.1 Experimental Setting
The Model and Datasets. We evaluate the performance of
MixGCN on three popular architectures: GCN [33], Graph-
SAGE [19], and GIN [74]. Eachmodel consists of 3 layers with
128 hidden units and is trained on five large-scale datasets:
Reddit [19], Orkut [77], Twitter [34], Friendster [77], and
ogbn-papers100M [21]. The details of these datasets are pro-
vided in Table 2.
Implementation.MixGCN is implemented in DGL [68] and
PyTorch [38]. We set the default communication backend
as NCCL and conduct the experiments on a 4-node cluster.
Each computation node is equiped with 8 H100 GPUs and
a 64-core Intel Xeon Platinum 8462Y+ CPU. The nodes are
connected with InfiniBand.
The Underlying Sparse Accelerators. Because concurrent
distributed systems do not support our proposed MoA, we
consider two variants of MixGCN with different underly-
ing sparse accelerators. (1) To implement MixGCN in a real
system, we run node update in GPUs while computing neigh-
bor aggregation in CPUs. Each worker under this setting is
assigned 1 GPU and 8 cores of CPU for performing node
update and neighbor aggregation, respectively. The system

Reddit Orkut Twitter Friendster ogbn-papers100M
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Figure 8. The time breakdown of MixGCN-CPU without
fine-grain pipeline.

under this setting is dubbed as MixGCN-CPU. (2) We also
evaluate the performance of MoA with the proposed sparse
accelerator through simulation. The dedicated accelerator
is implemented with a commercial 28nm CMOS technol-
ogy using Synopsys’s Design Compiler for gate-level netlist
[58] and the Memory Compilers from the foundry. The ac-
celerator has 16,384 floating-point 32-bit adders and 100MB
on-chip SRAM, including a 32MB node feature buffer, a 32MB
distributed output buffer, a 32MB adjacency matrix index
buffer, and a 4MB output sparsity mask buffer, resulting in an
area of 283.35𝑚𝑚2 and a power of 38.96W at 500MHz clock
frequency. Since the adjacency matrix is binary, no multiplier
is needed in the proposed sparse accelerator. The accelerator
area is constrained by on-chip SRAM (i.e., 77.6% of the overall
area) which can be reduced by using advanced memories like
e-DRAM in HyGCN [76]. For the HBM settings, we choose
1024 GB/s following the existing dense accelerator design
(e.g., TPU [30] and GPU [41]). We nameMixGCN with the
proposed sparse processing units as MixGCN-SPU.
The Baseline Methods. To understand the end-to-end ad-
vantages of MixGCN, we compareMixGCN with DistDGL
[89], CAGNET [60], PipeGCN [64], and Sancus [48], which
represent different variants of partition parallelism. We dis-
cuss their design differences in Section 5.1.

4.2 Comprehensive Performance
Overall Throughput Comparison. Figure 7 presents a
comparison of the throughput speedup between MixGCN
and various baseline systems, all measured against DistDGL
in a 4-node setup. In particular,MixGCN-CPU demonstrates
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Figure 9. Normalized memory for GCN training between MixGCN and baseline methods against DistDGL on a single node.
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Figure 10. Normalized communication volume for GCN between MixGCN and baselines against DistDGL on a single node.
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Figure 11. Workload balance comparison betweenMixGCN and baselines.

significant performance gains, achieving up to 4.2×, 10.4×,
1.9×, and 5.5× higher throughput compared to DistDGL,
CAGNET, PipeGCN, and Sancus, respectively. Additionally,
MixGCN-SPU further enhances the efficiency of MixGCN-
CPU, delivering an additional speedup of up to 3.8×. These
results highlight the substantial improvements in both ver-
sions of MixGCN over existing GCN systems.
Time Breakdown. Figure 8 shows the time breakdown of
MixGCN-CPU. We disable the pipeline introduced in Sec-
tion 3.2.2 to analyze the exact time cost for each operation.
We observe that neighbor aggregation is the main bottleneck
in Reddit, which is the cause of substantial improvement
of MixGCN-SPU over MixGCN-CPU. Both communication
and computation incur less overhead with increased workers
because they are distributed across workers.

4.3 The Performance of MoP
Memory Usage. Figure 9 presents a normalized memory
usage comparison for GCN training betweenMixGCN and

baseline methods against DistDGL on a single node. The
results indicate that MixGCN consistently utilizes less mem-
ory than baseline methods during GCN training. Notably,
MixGCN exhibits linear memory scaling with an increas-
ing number of computation nodes, underscoring its strong
scalability. In contrast, baseline methods display poor scal-
ability, with only minimal memory savings as the number
of workers increases. This experiment provides empirical
evidence supporting Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 3.4 by
highlighting the superior scalability of MixGCN.
Constant Communication Volume. Figure 10 presents
a comparison of the normalized communication volume
for GCN training betweenMixGCN and baseline methods
against DistDGL on a single node. The results demonstrate
that MixGCN maintains a constant communication volume,
unaffected by the increase in computation nodes. In contrast,
baseline models incur significantly heavier communication
overhead as the number of computation nodes grows, leading
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Figure 12. Speedup over CPU of the proposed sparse acceler-
ator and the baseline accelerators: HyGCN and AWB-GCN.

Table 3. Energy consumption comparison of our proposed
accelerator and baselines (units: J)

Dataset Reddit Orkut Twitter Friendster papers100M

CPU 146.9k 164.1k 3291k 3843k 4322k
HyGCN 19.3 43.9 533.9 1031 1547

AWB-GCN 6.9 33.6 2326 6250 6810
Ours 7.6 9.5 605.5 1135 1269

to poor scalability. This stark difference in communication ef-
ficiency further validates Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 3.4,
underscoring the scalability advantages of MixGCN.
Balanced Workload. To verify the benefits of the balanced
workload of MixGCN, we measure the ratio between the
maximum FLOPs and average FLOPs of all workers, and
report the results in Figure 11. DistDGL and PipeGCN suffer
from imbalanced workloads when the computational nodes
are increased because more partitions create more diverse
subgraphs. CAGNET and Sancus have balanced computation
because it adopts random partition, but incurs overwhelming
communication overhead as shown in Figure 10.MixGCN
creates a fully balanced workload, enabling scaling-up bene-
fits.

4.4 The Performance of MoA
4.4.1 The Dedicated Accelerator
Speedup of MixGCN-SPU. Figure 12 illustrates the perfor-
mance gains of our proposed sparse accelerator compared
to CPU, HyGCN [76], and AWB-GCN [16] when executing
neighbor aggregations on the evaluated datasets. To ensure
a fair comparison, we configured HyGCN and AWB-GCN
with identical computational resources (16,384 units) and
on-chip SRAM size (100MB), while setting a uniform HBM
bandwidth of 1024GB/s for all three sparse accelerators. We
maintained the original clock frequencies of the baseline
accelerators: 1GHz for HyGCN and 330MHz for AWB-GCN.
Our proposed sparse accelerator demonstrates significant
performance improvements, achieving speedups of 3.77× to
21.6× over CPU, 1.32× to 1.80× over HyGCN, and 1.05× to
1.66× over AWB-GCN across the evaluated datasets.

Table 4. Speedup of node reordering in fine-grain pipelines
for GCN training across four nodes.

Dataset Reddit Orkut Twitter Friendster papers100M

Stages 11 11 19 6 4
Speedup 1.01× 1.07× 1.02× 1.13× 1.18×

Table 5. Comparison of preprocessing overhead for METIS
and RCM (Units: second).

Dataset Reddit Orkut Twitter Friendster papers100M

METIS 342 1009 23473 32490 13660
RCM 4.25 9.39 175 209 201

Power Consumption. We compared the energy consump-
tion of our proposed accelerator against HyGCN and AWB-
GCN, as well as CPU. The results are summarized in Table 3.
In our experiments, the accelerator demonstrate up to 3.5×
and 5.5× improvement over HyGCN and AWB-GCN, respec-
tively. These results highlight the effectiveness of our accel-
erator in reducing energy consumption while maintaining
performance across various graph datasets.

4.4.2 The Fine-grain Pipeline
The Impact of Node Reordering. We investigate the per-
formance benefits of node reordering in fine-grain pipelines
for GCN training, as presented in Table 4. According to
Proposition 3.5, the number of pipeline stages is determined
by ⌈ 2𝑛

𝑛−𝑏 ⌉. Our evaluation on a four-node setup reveals that
node reordering yields a throughput improvement of up to
1.18× compared to pipelines without node reordering, con-
firming its effectiveness. However, for datasets like Reddit,
where GCN training is hindered by significant latency imbal-
ances between neighbor aggregation and node update, the
benefits of node reordering are minimal, as evidenced by a
modest 1.01× speedup.
Preprocessing Overhead.We compare the preprocessing
overhead of RCM adopted inMixGCN for node reordering
with METIS, a widely used algorithm in partition parallelism
as adopted in DistDGL and PipeGCN. Table 5 presents the
results. Although both METIS and RCM have the same time
complexity𝒪(ℰ) and are implemented in C++, METIS incurs
significant I/O overhead due to its hierarchical partitioning
approach, which requires storing intermediate results to disk.
In contrast, RCM is a straightforward variant of Breadth-First
Search (BFS), resulting in substantially lower preprocessing
overhead. As shown in Table 5, RCM outperforms METIS by
a considerable margin, with preprocessing times reduced by
up to two orders of magnitude.
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5 Discussion
5.1 Comparison with Related Works
Systems with Partition Parallelism. As introduced in Sec-
tion 2.2, partition parallelism is the predominant strategy
employed in distributed GCN training. Beyond the standard
algorithm outlined in Algorithm 1, several variants exist.
For instance, DistDGL [89], in full-graph training, collects
all 𝐿-hop neighbors (where 𝐿 is the layer number) before
each training iteration, thereby avoiding inter-layer com-
munication. PipeGCN [64] is a representative approach that
leverages historical node features to facilitate asynchronous
communication. Sancus [48] further optimizes communica-
tion by adopting intermittent data transfer and replacing
peer-to-peer communication with broadcast, resulting in a
more regular communication pattern.

However, as discussed in Section 3.1 and evaluated in Sec-
tion 4, systems based on partition parallelism face challenges
such as scaling out total communication volume and feature
memory, as well as suffering from imbalanced workloads.
This work identifies MoP as a promising approach due to its
ability to maintain constant communication volume, scalable
memory usage, and balanced workload.
Systems with Feature-level Parallelism. Building upon
partition parallelism, CAGNET [60] and 𝑃3 [14] incorporate
feature-level parallelism to reduce memory usage. CAGNET
explores hybrid partitioning for the input feature tensor and
adjacency matrix of a GCN layer. However, its communi-
cation strategy relies on broadcast communication, which
incurs redundant communication due to not considering the
sparse pattern of the adjacencymatrix. In contrast, 𝑃3 applies
feature-level parallelism to the node update process of the
first layer, assuming the hidden dimension is significantly
smaller than the input dimension. This approach distributes
the prohibitive memory consumption for the input across
workers. Unlike these methods,MixGCN proposes a novel
approach to integrate feature-level parallelism with node-
level parallelism, achieving both scalability and practicality.
Furthermore, we note that feature-level parallelism has

been widely adopted in GPU kernels [13, 49, 84] for GCN
acceleration, as it helps avoid branch divergence and enhance
data locality [86]. However, these kernels focus solely on the
neighbor aggregation process and neglect the node update
process, making it non-trivial to extend them to end-to-end
distributed GCN training.
GCN Accelerators. As discussed in Section 2.4, GCN ac-
celeration has been extensively explored in the architecture
community [86]. However, we observe that the design of
scalable training architectures for GCNs remains underin-
vestigated. MixGCN highlights two distinct challenges in
this regard: accelerating S-SpMM and addressing the scal-
ability limitations of fine-grain pipelines. To address these
challenges, we propose a dedicated accelerator design and a

node reordering technique, respectively, which collectively
enable efficient and scalable GCN training.

5.2 Limitations and Future Work
5.2.1 MoP with a Giant Adjacency Matrix
One limitation of our proposed MoP is that it requires du-
plicating the propagation matrix 𝐴 across all accelerators
for neighbor aggregation, which could potentially lead to
memory bottlenecks. We clarify that 𝐴 is in general not the
memory bottleneck. For example, training a 3-layer GCN
with 128 hidden units for ogbn-papers100M [21] requires
301GB for storing intermediate embeddings and output log-
its, but only needs 24GB for storing the adjacency matrix
𝐴, which is affordable to modern accelerators. Nevertheless,
for extremely giant graphs where 𝐴 cannot fit into a sin-
gle accelerator, alternative solutions are needed. One poten-
tial approach is to combine partition parallelism with MoP ,
leveraging MoP to accelerate intra-partition computations.
Another direction for handling a giant 𝐴 is to distribute its
storage across multiple accelerators where each accelerator
maintains a portion of 𝐴 and fetch the remaining portions
sequentially from other accelerators during its computation,
thereby distributing the memory overhead of 𝐴. Exploring
these designs and developing efficient methods for handling
giant adjacency matrices remains an area for future research.
No Support for Sophisticated GNN Models. Another
limitation of our proposed MoP is that it is constrained to
handling element-wise reduction due to the inherent restric-
tions of feature-level parallelism. This limitation prevents
MoP from supporting more complex aggregation methods,
such as those employed in graph attention networks [61].
However, it is worth noting that GCNs relying on element-
wise aggregation remain the state-of-the-art for large-scale
graph training tasks [21], makingMoP a suitable solution for
the majority of large-scale GCN workloads. Future research
directions could involve extending MoP to accommodate
more sophisticated aggregation methods, enabling its appli-
cation to a broader range of GNN architectures.
Imbalanced Latency. As illustrated in Figure 8, we observe
that the processing latency for neighbor aggregation and
node update can be significantly imbalanced, which limits
the achievable performance of fine-grain pipelines, as demon-
strated in Table 4. One potential solution to mitigate this
issue is to allocate different numbers of accelerators for each
task, allowing for more efficient resource utilization. In our
future work, we plan to explore dynamic resource allocation
strategies and task-specific accelerator configurations.

6 Conclusion
Large-scale GCN training presents two significant challenges:
managing giant feature tensors and efficiently handling hy-
brid sparse-dense operations.MixGCN addresses these chal-
lenges by seamlessly integrating MoP and MoA, respectively.
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This novel approach achieves remarkable scalability through
constant communication volume and feature memory usage,
balanced workload distribution, and enhanced hardware ef-
ficiency. Both our theoretical analysis and empirical results
validate the superior scalability of MixGCN, positioning it
as a promising solution for large-scale GCN training.
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7 Proof of Proposition 3.1
We reduce a well-known NP-Hard problem identical-machines scheduling [54] to balancing workload of partition parallelism
to conclude the proof.

Proof. Suppose that we have a total of𝑚 workers. Partition parallelism distributes the computation of all nodes across𝑚
workers. Denote the assigned subgraph of worker 𝑖 as 𝒢𝑖 = (𝒱𝑖 , ℰ𝑖 ), then the total floating point operations (FLOPs) for the
𝑙-th layer is: ∑︁

𝑣∈𝒱𝑖

(
𝑑𝑒𝑔(𝑣)𝑑 (𝑙 ) + 𝑑 (𝑙 )𝑑 (𝑙+1)

)
where 𝑑𝑒𝑔(𝑣) represents the degree of node 𝑣 and 𝑑 (𝑙 ) denotes the dimension of the 𝑙-th layer’s input. The first term 𝑑𝑒𝑔(𝑣)𝑑 (𝑙 )
is the operations for aggregating the features of 𝑣 ’s neighbors, and we need extra 𝑑 (𝑙 )𝑑 (𝑙+1) operations for updating its feature.
We now define 𝐶𝑣 ≜ 𝑑 (𝑙 ) (𝑑 (𝑙+1) + 𝑑𝑒𝑔(𝑣)). For balancing the workload of partition parallelism, the partitioned node set
{𝒱1, · · · ,𝒱𝑚} should minimize the following objective:

max
𝑖∈[𝑚]

∑︁
𝑣∈𝒱𝑖

𝐶𝑣

which is a standard identical-machines scheduling problem and well-known to be NP-Hard [54]. Hence, balancing the
computation workload of partition parallelism is NP-Hard. □
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