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ABSTRACT
This paper introduces CFP, a system that search intra-operator
parallelism configurations by leveraging runtime profiles of actual
parallel programs. The key idea is to profile a limited space by iden-
tifying a new structure named ParallelBlock, which is a group of
operators with the property of communication-free tensor partition
propagation: the partition of its input tensor can propagate through
all operators to its output tensor without introducing communica-
tion or synchronization. Based on this property, an optimal tensor
partition of operators within a ParallelBlock should be inferred
from the partition of input tensor through partition propagation
to prevent the avoidable communication. Thus, the search space
can be reduced by only profiling each ParallelBlock with differ-
ent input tensor partitions at its entry, instead of enumerating all
combinations among operators within the ParallelBlock. Moreover,
the search space is further reduced by identifying ParallelBlock
sequences (segments) with similar parallel behavior. CFP computes
the overall performance of the model based on the profiles of all
segments. On GPT, LLAMA, and MoE models, CFP achieves up to a
1.51x, 1.31x, and 3.43x speedup over the state-of-the-art framework,
Alpa.

1 INTRODUCTION
Recent advances in large-scale models have propelled remarkable
progress in diverse fields [10, 31, 45]. These models, characterized
by their extensive parameter sizes and computational requirements,
necessitate the collaborative processing power of hundreds or even
thousands of GPUs over extended periods. Recent efforts have
extended the training of large models to over 10K GPUs [1, 8]. The
training has widely adopted a spectrum of parallelismwith different
communication and computation trade-offs: from coarse-grained
or inter-operator parallelism [7, 24, 33] with lower communication
intensity between nodes, to tensor or intra-operator parallelism
with more intensive communication but also higher computation
efficiency within each node. This paper focuses on searching for
efficient intra-operator parallelism configurations, which is crucial
for the end-to-end performance of large model training [15].

An intra-operator parallelism configuration specifies the parti-
tion of each operator across different devices in the computation
graph [39], which is ultimately compiled into a single program
multiple data (SPMD) form to reduce memory consumption and
improve training throughput [43, 47]. However, partitioning every
operator in computation graph for achieving optimal parallel effi-
ciency is a NP-hard problem [9]. For intra-operator parallelism, the
search space grows exponentially as the number of operators in-
creases [21], making the evaluation of all parallelism configurations

Figure 1: Communication volume and communication kernel
overhead of 4 intra-operator parallelism configurations in 2
LLAMA-7B layers on 4 NVIDIA A100-PCIe GPUs, batchsize
64. DP: Data Parallelism, TP: Tensor Parallelism.

in the search space a significant challenge. Despite the promising
performance achieved, manually choosing various parallelism set-
tings [14, 25, 49], such as tensor parallelism, data parallelism, or
fully sharded data parallelism (FSDP), requires substantial develop-
ment effort [12].

In the realm of automatic intra-operator parallel frameworks,
recent works have introduced many tensor sharding abstractions
for operators [29, 38, 43], leading to the construction of compre-
hensive intra-operator parallel spaces [21, 39, 50]. To tackle the
vast search space of intra-operator parallelism, these approaches
typically employ efficient search algorithms, such as dynamic pro-
gramming and integer linear programming to find optimal paral-
lelism configurations within reasonable time [3, 50]. To estimate
the performance of the instances in the search space, most ap-
proaches [3, 6, 32, 37, 39, 50] leverage the symbolic cost models
based on the static information of the computation graph, con-
sidering the communication data volume and the FLOPs (Floating
Operations) of operations required by the parallelism configuration.

However, this approach suffers from a fundamental drawback:
it cannot capture the change of performance characteristics due
to downstream compilation and optimizations. One contributing
factor is the complex relationship between communication volume
and the performance. Fig. 1 highlights the differences in commu-
nication volume and per-step training performance among four
parallelism configurations for training two hidden layers of the
LLAMA2-7B model using XLA framework [28].

We can clearly see that minimizing data communication volume
does not necessarily lead to the lowest communication overhead or
the best training performance. For a cost model that primarily con-
siders communication volume, such as Alpa [50]’s intra-operator
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parallelization cost model, this clearly poses a key challenge. In ad-
dition to downstream compilation and optimization, the dynamic se-
lection of communication algorithms and their architecture-dependent
implementations also increase performance uncertainty. While it
is theoretically possible to include these factors in a symbolic cost
model, such a model would be overly complex and impractical.

The approaches based on machine learning [21–23, 30, 40, 52]
may capture the complex impacts of performance through establish-
ing the relations among various factors better. However, they suffer
from the inadequate modeling of the parallel space and prohibitive
search overhead for large models [6].

Methods based on profiling is another option to alleviate the mis-
match between estimated performance from cost model and actual
performance. Although it has been widely used for searching inter-
operator parallel configurations [24, 34, 48], where the entire model
or pipeline stage is profiled to determine pipeline partition, applying
the profile based methods to the search of intra-operator parallelism
configurations is impractical due to the unacceptable overhead of
compiling and running each configurations [15]. Aceso [19] built
cost models for intra-operator parallelism configurations by sep-
arately profiling different types of operators and communication
primitives. This method incurs less profiling overhead and can be
completed in a reasonable amount of time. However, it still fails
to address the mismatch due to downstream compilation and opti-
mization in automatic parallelism involving graph optimizations,
such as graph rewriting [36] and kernel fusion [51].

Intuitively, the mismatch is due to certain structures that may
be altered through optimizations and the unpredictable communi-
cation efficiency. Thus, it is sensible to fix the proper parallelism
configurations for certain structures that are known to perform
well in the computation graph to reduce such effects. On the other
hand, this can also reduce the search space. This paper makes the
first attempt to explore this approach that “kill two birds with one
stone”.

This paper introduces an automatic intra-operator parallel sys-
tem that selects parallelism configurations using a model segment
profile-based cost model. The key idea is to profile a limited space by
identifying a new structure named ParallelBlock, which is a group of
operators enjoying communication-free tensor partition propagation
property: the partition of its input tensor can propagate through all
operators to its output tensor without introducing communication
or synchronization. ParallelBlocks can be identified by fine-grained
data dependencies between tensors in computation graph. Based
on this property, an optimal tensor partition of operators within a
ParallelBlock should be inferred from the partition of input tensor
through partition propagation to avoid additional communication.
It is because any divergence from the inferred parallelism configu-
rations would incur additional communication. Thus, it is sufficient
to profile each ParallelBlock with different input tensor partitions at
its entry, instead of considering all combinations among operators
within the ParallelBlock. Essentially, this idea prunes the subopti-
mal configurations from the intrinsic relation between the model’s
sub-structure and intra-operator parallelism configurations, while
also reducing profile overhead.

The search space can be further reduced by extracting a set of
unique model segments, such as multiple identical hidden layers.
The segments can be extracted by matching ParallelBlocks sequences

and applying fine-grained data dependency graph of tensor con-
traction operators, ensuring uniform parallel behavior for segments
of the same type. The profiles of all model segments are combined
to estimate the overall performance, capturing all parallelism con-
figurations within the reduced search space.

Based on ParallelBlock, we develop CFP (Communication-Free
Preserve), an automatic parallelization system based on the widely-
used XLA compiler. CFP has been extensively evaluated across
four models in various configurations on two target platforms.
It outperforms state-of-the-art automatic intra-operator parallel
frameworks, TensorFlow-Alpa, achieving up to 1.51x, 1.31x, and
3.43x speedup on GPT, LLAMA, and MoE models, respectively. The
search overhead of CFP is independent of the model depth. It can
identify optimal parallel configuration for each model in less than
15 minutes.

2 BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION
2.1 Intra-operator Parallel Space Search
Intra-operator parallelism aims to distribute tensors and compu-
tations of each operator in the Data Flow Graph(DFG) across dif-
ferent devices to reduce the memory and computation per device,
ultimately generating a SPMD program for the DFG. This paral-
lelization process may incur communication between devices. For
instance, when a tensor is partitioned on a dimension that will be
reduced, inter-device communication must be conducted to ensure
that each device has all necessary data to perform the following
computation.

The intra-operator parallel space can be formed by combining
parallel templates and parallelism configuration, such as using a
combination of data and tensor parallelism for a transformer layer
to obtain a intra-operator parallel configuration. Jointly, selecting
a partition for each operator leads to a comprehensive but huge
intra-operator parallelism search space. For each operator, the parti-
tion can be performed in multiple possible dimensions, e.g., matrix
multiplication can be split across two different devices in three
dimensions, as illustrated in Fig.2(a).

To reduce the variety of operators to be considered, automatic
parallel frameworks designate a set of parallel strategies for each
type of primitive. The parallel strategies of each fine-grained op-
erator in the compiler intermediate representation (IR) are then
combined to construct a search space. The state-of-the-art search al-
gorithms, such as symbolic cost model based dynamic programming
and linear programming, produce decent results with reasonable
time. Communication overhead, typically measured by the number
of communicated bytes derived from the shape and datatype of
the communicated data, plays a crucial role in affecting distributed
training performance.

2.2 Theoretical vs. Actual Overheads
In practice, there is a substantial gap between the theoretical cost
estimated by the cost model and the actual performance produced
during actual execution. It is because: (1) multiple layers of code
lowering during optimizations when translating parallel config-
urations into final SPMD parallel programs with communication
kernels; and (2) the dynamic selection of communication algorithms:
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Figure 2: Parallel strategies for MatMul and two parallelism configurations for a Transformer layer. After code lowering and
optimizations, there is a noticeable mismatch between the actual communication workloads and the theoretical cost.

their intricate implementations create a complex non-linear rela-
tionship between transferred data size and communication time. It
is impractical to consider all factors into the code model since it
will make the model over-complex and further prolong the search
time.

Consider data and tensor parallelism fromMegatron-LM [25] for
the transformer layer in Fig.2(b). We calculate the communication
volume assuming hidden_size is 5120, seq_len is 1024, and batch_size
is 16. For data parallelism, each parameter requires All-Reduce
on all devices after updates, thus the communication volume is
4 ∗ 4 ∗ hidden_size ∗ hidden_size = 400𝑀𝐵. For tensor parallelism,
the output of the SelfAttn must be reduced before it can be used by
the secondmatrixmultiplication operator. Therefore, the theoretical
communication volume for tensor parallelism is 4 ∗ batch_size ∗
seq_len ∗ hidden_size = 312.5𝑀𝐵.

The actual communication overhead diverges significantly from
the theoretical communication volume. For tensor parallelism, even
with a smaller theoretical communication volume, the actual com-
munication overhead of the parallel program doubles after being
compiled by the XLA compiler backend. It is due to the compiler’s
restriction that allows RNG operators to run on only one GPU,
leading to an All-Reduce operation to distribute random data for
dropout operator to other GPUs. For data parallelism, in contrast,
the communication efficiency is improved: multiple parameters are
synchronized and aggregated to a single large tensor, which can be
communicated using a single All-Reduce kernel with higher effi-
ciency. The impact on actual communication overhead is confirmed
on 4 A100-PCIe GPUs: the communication time of data parallelism
is only 60% of that of tensor parallelism.

2.3 Challenges of Profile-based Approaches
Compiling all parallelism configurations in the intra-operator par-
allel space and profiling them can alleviate this discrepancy, but it
incurs unacceptable time overheads for two reasons:

Exponential growth of the parallel space. For generality,
automatic parallel frameworks must construct parallel spaces and
perform configuration searches at the compiler IR level. It involves
combining multiple parallel strategies for every fine-grained primi-
tive in the computation graph, leading to an exponential growth of
the parallel space with the model depth. Considering just two GPT
hidden layers, they are translated by the XLA compiler into over
1k fine-grained operators, each with multiple parallel strategies.
However, such generality is likely overkill: intuitively, designing
parallel tensor configurations for a model only requires focusing

on a few key operators. For example, in Megatron-LM [25], parallel
strategies are selected for several matrix multiplication operators
in the Transformer and reused across all layers. Thus, a practical
approach should be able to distinguish the key operators.

Significant profiling overhead. Profiling a candidate configu-
ration involves compiling it into a parallel program and executing
it multiple times. The compilation time depends on the complex-
ity of the model structure, with deeper models requiring longer
compilation times. The execution time depends on the number of
model executions and the computational workloads, which is influ-
enced by factors such as training settings and the efficiency of the
configuration.

2.4 Motivation: Profiling Local Structures
To overcome the two challenges, we ask: is it possible to accurately
evaluate the parallel strategy combinations for a few key opera-
tors (or model blocks) and reuse the evaluation results across each
homogeneous model layer? The paper proposes ParallelBlock as
the novel local structure to achieve this goal. Specifically, Parallel-
Block reduces the profiling overhead from once per combination of
partition strategies of all operators in a ParallelBlock, to once per
partition strategy of the ParallelBlock’s input tensor.

Fig.3 shows the system overview of CFP. It uses data depen-
dency analysis to identify inherent coarser-grained parallel tasks
in computation graph, and groups these fine-grained operators into
ParallelBlocks. It then constructs the parallel space by combining
the parallel strategies of these ParallelBlocks instead of fine-grained
primitives inside ParallelBlocks. To capture larger structure and
further reduce profiling overhead, it uses sequence matching on
ParallelBlocks to identify model segments with same parallel spaces
and communication behaviors in the computation graph. It then
profiles the sub-parallel space of these segments, which is built
by combining the parallel strategies of several ParallelBlock inside
them. To ensure accuracy, it also profiles the tensor resharding costs
between segments. These profiles are reused for each segment in
the computation graph and tensor synchronization between seg-
ments, and combined to determine the overall execution cost of
each instance of the global parallel search space. Finally, the system
searches for the most cost-effective parallelism configuration under
memory usage limit.

3 PARALLELBLOCK CONSTRUCTION
CFP groups fine-grained operators in the computation graph into
multiple ParallelBlocks. All operations within a ParallelBlock need
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Figure 3: System Overview

to maintain consistent parallel dimensions determined by the parti-
tion of its input tensor.

3.1 ParallelBlock: Definition and Property
Existing models inherently contains many coarse-grained struc-
tures, where the parallelism of input tensors can be propagated
seamlessly to output tensors, e.g., continuous elemental-wise opera-
tors. These structures, when translated into fine-grained operators,
form parallelism-preserving subgraphs on the computation graph.
A typical example is the self-attention block in the Transformer,
as illustrated in Fig.4(a). Since two BatchedMatMul operators only
perform partial reduction on the input tensors, each element in the
output tensor 𝑌 depends on corresponding block regions of the
input tensors𝑄 , 𝐾 , and𝑉 , as shown in Fig.4(b). As long as 𝐵 and 𝐻
can be evenly divide by the parallelism degree of the target plat-
form, the parallelism of each data dimension on the input tensors
can be propagated to the output tensor seamlessly. This makes
it possible to treat a subgraph as a whole operator with only two
candidate partition dimensions, as shown in Fig.4(c).

Definition. A ParallelBlock is formed by grouping parallelism-
preserving subgraphs into tensor contraction operators, considered
as the basic unit for building parallel space in CFP. All operators
partition dimension within this subgraph should be inferred from
the partition dimension of the first tensor contraction operator of
the ParallelBlock.

Property: Preserving Communication-Free Structures. For
a ParallelBlock, the partition of the input tensor can always propa-
gate seamlessly to the output tensors of the ParallelBlock without
triggering any data synchronization or communication. It implies
that the optimal parallelism configurations should be selected from
the smaller space of the inferred parallelism configuration for all op-
erators inside the ParallelBlock. Moreover, maintaining consistent
partitions across all operators within the ParallelBlock also forms
a closure, which does not introduce any side effects in the global
parallelization. By sticking to the consistent configurations, we can
avoid exploring suboptimal combinations of partition strategies

Figure 4: The simplified computation graph of the Self-
Attention structure in Transformer is parallelism-preserving.
𝐵, 𝑆 , 𝐻 , and 𝐷 represent batchsize, seq_len, head_num, and
the hidden_size of each head, respectively. BMM refers to
Batched Matrix Multiplication.

for operators within the ParallelBlock, significantly reducing the
parallel space, as many of these strategies would lead to redundant
data synchronization.

3.2 Dependency Propagation
To precisely identify the parallelism-preserving subgraphs of prim-
itive operators, we model the fine-grained data dependencies be-
tween tensors using affine expressions. The data dependency from
a tensor 𝑌 [𝐴0, 𝐴1, ..., 𝐴𝑁 ] to an another tensor 𝑋 [𝐵0, 𝐵1, ..., 𝐵𝑁 ]
can be represented as:

𝑌 (𝑎0, 𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛−1) → 𝑋 (𝑏0, 𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝑚−1),

𝑏𝑖 =

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑗=0

𝑘 𝑗𝑎 𝑗 +𝐶, 0 < 𝑖 < 𝑚 − 1 (1)

where 𝑘 𝑗 is the coefficient of the affine mapping on 𝑗th dimension.
In other words, the indices of the dependent element in 𝑋 can be
computed through an affine transformation of the indices of the
element in 𝑌 .

A subgraph can be regarded as a parallelism-preserving subgraph
if there exists a set of positive integers (𝑑0, 𝑑1, ..., 𝑑𝑁 ), such that the
affine mapping between any input tensor 𝑋 and any output tensor
𝑌 in the subgraph satisfy:

𝑏𝑖 = ⌊𝑎𝑖
𝑑𝑖
⌋𝑑𝑖 + 𝑘, 0 ≤ 𝑘 < 𝑑𝑖 ,

𝐴𝑖

𝑑𝑖
mod 𝑃 = 0 (2)

where 𝑃 represents the parallelism degree of target devices, 𝐴𝑖
represents the 𝑖th dimension size of tensor Y. This dependency
implies that parallelism-preserving subgraphs can be evenly dis-
tributed along any input tensor data dimension across P devices
and executed independently.

Constructing and Propagating Dependency CFP constructs
fine-grained dependency by first building an identity transforma-
tion expression for an initial tensor. It then builds affine expressions
for subsequent operators, composing each operator’s affine expres-
sion with the previous ones to propagate data dependencies.

The element-wise operator dependency between output and
input tensor can be simply expressed as an identity affine trans-
formation. While other operators may add or reduce tensor di-
mensions, we construct their affine transformations based on their
dimension specifications. Table.1 presents the affine transformation
expressions constructed by CFP for different type of operators. For
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Table 1: Affine expressions for different type of operators.
Where K represents the interval for splitting dimensions in
Reshape operations, and “*” denotes any data point along
the dimension. Tensor prefixes and irrelevant dimensions
are omitted for simplicity in affine expressions.

Type of Op Dimension Specifications Affine Expression

Elem-wise / (𝑎0, 𝑎1, ..., 𝑎𝑛) → (𝑎0, 𝑎1, ..., 𝑎𝑛)
Reshape Split dimension 𝑖 to 𝑗, 𝑘 . (..., 𝑎 𝑗 , 𝑎𝑘 , ...) → (.., 𝐾𝑎 𝑗 + 𝑎𝑘 , ...)
Reshape Merge dimensions 𝑖, 𝑗 to 𝑘 . (.., 𝑎𝑘 , ...) → (..., ⌊𝑎𝑘/𝐾⌋, 𝑎𝑘%𝐾, ...)
Transpose Target dimensions: 𝑖0, 𝑖1, ..., 𝑖𝑛 (𝑎0, 𝑎1, ..., 𝑎𝑛) → (𝑎𝑖0, 𝑎𝑖1, ..., 𝑎𝑖𝑛)
Broadcast Add dimensions 𝑖 (..., 𝑎𝑖 , ...) → (..., ∗, ...)
Contraction Contraction dimension 𝑖 (..., 𝑎𝑖−1, 𝑎𝑖+1, ...) → (..., 𝑎𝑖−1, ∗, 𝑎𝑖+1, ...)

example, the fine-grained data dependency from tensor 𝑌 to tensor
𝑉 in Fig.4

𝑌 (𝑖0, 𝑖1) → 𝑉 (⌊ 𝑖0
𝑆
⌋𝑆 + 𝑠, 𝑖1) : 0 ≤ 𝑠 < 𝑆 (3)

can be derived by composing the following affine expressions.

𝐼𝑅 (𝑖0, 𝑖1, 𝑖2, 𝑖3) → 𝑉 (𝑆𝑖0 + 𝑖2, 𝐷𝑖1 + 𝑖3) (4)

𝐼𝑀 (𝑖0, 𝑖1, 𝑖2, 𝑖3) → 𝐼𝑅 (𝑖0, 𝑖1, ∗, 𝑖3) (5)

𝑌 (𝑖0, 𝑖1) → 𝐼𝑀 (⌊𝑖0/𝑆⌋, ⌊𝑖1/𝐷⌋, 𝑖0%𝑆, 𝑖1%𝐷) (6)
where S and D represent the sequence length and hidden size.

Grouping Operators into ParallelBlocks Starting from the
output tensors of each tensor contraction operator, CFP employs a
depth-first search approach to group as many operators as possible,
as illustrated in Algorithm 1. For each tensor contraction operator,
DFSAndGroup starts searching from their output tensors to find the
largest parallelism-preserving subgraph and groups them with the
tensor contraction operator into ParallelBlocks. Tensor contraction
operators are first sorted based on the depth in computation graph.
This allows some of them to be grouped into previous ParallelBlock
early, thereby avoiding revisiting paths that have already been
traversed. The DFSAndGroup function checks whether the user’s
output tensor satisfies the criteria outlined in Eq.2, and recursively
traverses the user’s users on the DFG (GetAllUsers()) in a depth-
first manner. The traversal process terminates when there are no
subsequent operators, or when the data dependencies along the
traversal path do not satisfy the parallel-preserving conditions.

Moreover, we group backward operators into the same Parallel-
Blocks as their corresponding forward operators. This is because
they share the same partitioned tensors, such as intermediate results
stored in memory. Keeping consistent parallel data dimensions with
the forward operators can avoid redundant data synchronization.

3.3 Configuration Construction
To generate a intra-operator parallelism configuration, each opera-
tor should be assigned a parallel strategy. CFP first selects parallel
strategies for the first tensor contraction operator of each Paral-
lelBlock, and then automatically infers the partition dimensions
for the other operators. For operators within the ParallelBlocks,
their parallel dimensions only need to be consistent with the first
tensor contraction operator. As shown in Fig.5(a) to 5(b), the paral-
lel dimensions of the operators within the two ParallelBlocks can

Algorithm 1: DFS for Constructing ParallelBlock.
Input :Computation Graph𝐺
Output :ParallelBlocks 𝑃𝐵𝑆 : Lists of operators

1 Function BuildParallelBlocks(𝐺):
2 𝑃𝐵𝑆 = {} ;
3 𝑆 = SortTensorContractionOpSet(𝐺);
4 for each 𝑠 in 𝑆 do
5 𝑃𝐵 = {} ;
6 if IsGrouped(𝑠) then
7 continue;

8 else
9 Add 𝑠 to 𝑃𝐵;

10 DFSAndGroup(𝑠, 𝑃𝐵);
11 SetGrouped(𝑃𝐵);

12 Add 𝑃𝐵 to 𝑃𝐵𝑆 ;

13 return 𝑃𝐵𝑆 ;

14 Function DFSAndGroup(𝑜𝑝, 𝑃𝐵):
15 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠 = GetAllUsers(𝑜𝑝);
16 for each 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 in 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠 do
17 if IsGrouped(𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟) then
18 continue;

19 else
20 if Check 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟, 𝑃𝐵 with Eq.(2) then
21 Add 𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 to 𝑃𝐵;
22 return DFSAndGroup(𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟, 𝑃𝐵);

23 return;

ParallelBlock Partitioned Replicated

(a) Propagate parallel dimension 
within ParallelBlock

(b) Propagate parallel dimension 
back to input branches (c) Inference compatible partition

Figure 5: Inferring parallelism configuration for a given par-
allel dimension for each ParallelBlock.

be derived by propagating the parallel dimensions of the tensor
contraction operator.

Some operators are not grouped into ParallelBlocks because they
are not on the dominant path of tensor contraction operators. Most
of them appear on input branches caused by model parameters. CFP
finds the operator within the ParallelBlock that receives this input
branch and propagates the operator’s parallel dimensions back to
the input branch. In Fig.5(b), the parallel dimensions of the right
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side parameter are determined based on the parallel dimensions of
the first operator in the second ParallelBlock.

In addition, some operators may generate tensors used by mul-
tiple ParallelBlocks, and the parallel dimension requirements of
different ParallelBlocks for these operators may conflict. This makes
their parallel strategies cannot be easily inferred from a single Par-
allelBlock. CFP identifies the data dependency paths from these
operators to all related ParallelBlocks and determines compatible
parallel strategies for them, as shown in Fig. 5(c).

CFP builds the intra-operator parallel space by combining the
parallel strategies of the first tensor contraction operator in all
ParallelBlocks and constructs a parallel configuration for each in-
stance within it. The intra-operator parallel space is reduced to a
combination of parallel strategies for a few key operators instead
of all fine-grained primitives. The size of parallel space depends on
the number of ParallelBlocks and the number of partition strategies
for the first tensor contraction operator in each ParallelBlock. For a
part of the model with 𝑁 ParallelBlocks and 𝐷𝑖 partition strategies
for the i-th ParallelBlock, the size of the parallelism configuration
search space is 𝑆 =

∏𝑁
𝑖=1 𝐷𝑖 .

4 PROFILING MODEL SEGMENTS
By constructing a coarser-grained parallel unit, ParallelBlock, we
create a parallel space that depends on the number of ParallelBlocks
and the parallel data dimensions of each ParallelBlock. Using pro-
filing to evaluate the parallel space of a model segment, such as
one hidden layer, is feasible because it typically has only a few key
tensor contraction operators. However, as the number of layers
increases, there will still be a considerable number of ParallelBlocks,
leading to a expansion of the search space and significant profiling
strength. Additionally, since profiling requires multiple runs of the
parallel program, the increased model depth also results in longer
run times for every profiling step, further increasing the profiling
strength. To further reduce profile-based search overhead, this sec-
tion introduces the notion of model segments that can generate
larger unit for profiling. CFP leverages similarities in model struc-
ture to extract a set of unique segments, profiles them separately,
and combines the profiles to get the overall cost of a configuration.

4.1 Segment Generation
CFP identify segments in the computation graph that share the same
parallel space and exhibit similar parallel execution behaviors under
a uniform parallel configuration. These segments are classified as a
unique model segments, and their profiles can be reused. The entire
model can be reconstructed with the extracted unique segments
with compactness: the system can generate as few segments as
possible, and perform profiling on the more feasible parallel space
for each segment.

A straightforward method to identify segments is to use con-
sistent layers defined at the compiler front-end. However, these
layer definitions may not always produce identical dataflow graphs
during compilation. Variations in data dependencies can prevent
them from achieving the same communication behaviors under
the same configuration. Another approach is to directly search for
identical dataflow subgraphs in the computation graph. However,
this method not only incurs significant search overhead but may

Figure 6: Identify unique model segments based on Paral-
lelBlock subsequences using fine-grained dependencies of
tensor contraction operators as fingerprints.

also fail to match segments with the same parallel behavior due to
minor differences in trivial operators such as data reorganization.

Thanks to the ParallelBlock-based modeling of parallel space,
the computation graph can be represented as a sequence of Paral-
lelBlocks in terms of intra-operator parallelization. Any two model
segments must have aligned ParallelBlock sequences to have the
same parallel space and similar parallel execution behavior. We thus
transforms the extraction of unique segments into a pattern match-
ing problem on the sequence of ParallelBlocks. CFP uses a simple
greedy search algorithm to find a set of subsequences that can
cover the original ParallelBlock sequence, while keep the number
of unique subsequences as low as possible.

Comparing ParallelBlock sequences is complex because it is
essentially a computation subgraph with fine-grained operators.
Moreover, the consistency of operators in two ParallelBlock se-
quences does not reflect whether they have similar parallel exe-
cution behavior under same configurations. CFP extracts the fine-
grained data dependency graph of tensor contraction operators
from ParallelBlock subsequences as fingerprints, which can signifi-
cantly reduce matching complexity while ensuring the similarity of
parallel execution behavior in matched ParallelBlock subsequences.

Fig.6 shows a simple ParallelBlock sequence containing three
subsequences, each with two ParallelBlocks. The fine-grained data
dependency graph of tensor contraction operators in each subse-
quence is extracted to serve as a fingerprint for comparison. The
first two subsequences do not match because, despite having the
same operators within the ParallelBlocks, differences in depen-
dencies between tensor contraction operators cause inconsistent
communication behavior when both subsequences use the same
parallel configuration, such as extra communication to reshard the
intermediate tensor.

However, the last two subsequences share the same fingerprints,
ensuring that they have consistent parallel space and similar com-
munication behavior under same parallel strategies. The finger-
printing method does not require the data flow graphs of segments
to be exactly the same. This is because the fingerprint ensures
the consistency of tensor contraction operators between segments,
while the computational overhead of other types of operators is
negligible.
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4.2 Profiling Mechanism
CFP first combines all ParallelBlocks’ strategies to construct a sub-
search space for a unique segment. It then profiles the communica-
tion and computation overhead for each parallel configuration in
the sub-search space. Profiling communication overhead is essential
because the intensity of communication varies significantly under
different parallel configurations. Computation overhead is profiled
for two reasons: (1) different communication patterns can lead to
extra data movement, such as data splitting and concatenation;
and (2) different ways of partitioning operators can affect compila-
tion, memory optimization, and device utilization of computation
kernels in accelerate libraries such as CUBLAS.

Directly combining the profiled overhead of all segments does
not accurately reflect the total overhead of global parallel con-
figuration, because the mismatched tensor partitioning between
segments can lead to additional tensor resharding costs. Therefore,
we also profile the tensor resharding overhead between unique
segments with dependent tensors. For example, if a model contains
two unique segments A and B, we need to combine the parallel con-
figuration for A and B and profile the tensor resharding overhead
for up to four combinations: A-A, A-B, B-A, and B-B.

Instead of exhaustively enumerating and profiling every depen-
dent segment pair under different parallel configurations, we pin-
point the source and destination of cross-segment dependencies
to specific ParallelBlocks. In this way, we can profile the tensor re-
sharding overhead by combining the different parallel strategies of
only two ParallelBlocks. Meanwhile, cross-segment dependencies
usually only involve the input tensor of the second segment and the
output tensor of the first segment. Therefore, the profiling overhead
for tensor resharding overhead between segments is much lower
than that for individual segments.

Overall, CFP construct two parts of profiles for all unique seg-
ment: (1) communication kernel time 𝑇𝐶 , computational kernel
time 𝑇𝑃 , and peak memory consumption𝑀 under different parallel
configurations of every unique segment; (2) communication kernel
time for tensor resharding between connected unique segments,𝑇𝑅 ,
generated under the combinations of their parallel configurations.

4.3 Profiling Overhead Analysis
The complexity of the proposed profiling method depends on the
similarity between different segments and the extent of parallelism-
preserving subgraphs within each segment. Assume that a model
has M ParallelBlocks and N unique segments, the 𝑖-th unique seg-
ment contains 𝐾𝑖 ParallelBlocks, and the 𝑗-th ParallelBlock has 𝑆𝑖, 𝑗
parallel strategies. We model the number of parallel programs that
need to be compiled and profiled as follows:

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

(
𝐾𝑖∏
𝑗=1

𝑆𝑖, 𝑗 +
∑︁

(𝑙,𝑘 ) ∈𝐷𝑖,𝑗

𝑆𝑖, 𝑗 ∗ 𝑆𝑙,𝑘 ) (7)

where 𝐷𝑖, 𝑗 is a list containing pairs of index of ParallelBlocks that
have cross-segment tensor dependencies with ParallelBlock 𝑖, 𝑗 .
The left side of the summation represents the number of parallel
configuration combinations for all ParallelBlocks within a segment,
while the right side represents the number of parallel strategy com-
binations for ParallelBlock pairs with tensor dependencies across
segments.

In the worst case, where the entire model acts as a single unique
segment, the number of programs that need to be compiled and
profiled is

∏𝑀
𝑖=1 𝑆𝑖 , which is the simple combination of the parallel

strategies of 𝑀 ParallelBlocks, as explained in Section 3.3. In the
best case, where the model consists of a single unique segment
repeated, and the cross-segment tensor dependencies only occur
between the first and last ParallelBlock within it, the number of
programs requiring compilation and profiling is

∏𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑆𝑖 + 𝑆1 ∗ 𝑆𝐾 ,

i.e., profiling overhead is the sum of all parallel strategies for the
K ParallelBlocks within a single segment, plus the resharding cost
from the last ParallelBlock to the first ParallelBlock.

Thanks to the extensive use of repeated model structures and
wide range of parallelism-preserving subgraphs in existing models,
the number of unique segments and the ParallelBlocks in each
segment are kept within a reasonable range. For example, after
combining two batched matrix multiplications into a ParallelBlock,
a transformer layer has only four matrix multiplication operators,
corresponding to 4 ParallelBlocks. As a result, our profile-based
approach can combine the costs of each parallel configurations by
profiling just a few hundred short parallel programs.

CFP leverage the compiler backend to generate SPMD programs
for all parallel configurations of each unique segment and all inter-
segment resharding. Subsequently, it profiles these programs by
running multiple times. Running these programs multiple times
incurs a significant time overhead, which depends on the training
workload and the efficiency of the parallel configurations. While
the backend compilation time for parallel programs can also be
substantial, especially when the computation graph is long but the
model’s training workload is small. To reduce the search overhead,
CFP adopts a dynamic profiling time limit, which is updated based
on the best results from existing profiles to avoid excessive profiling
of inefficient or stalled parallel configurations. It further compiles
programs in the profiling space in parallel and overlaps the backend
compilation process with the profiling process.

4.4 Cost Model
The overall cost of a global parallel configuration is generated
by reusing the profiles of unique segments. Given a model con-
tains 𝑁 model segments, the 𝑛-th segment selects the 𝑖𝑛-th parallel
configuration in it’s sub-search space. The cost of overall parallel
configuration can be represented as 𝐶𝑇 (𝑖1, 𝑖2, ..., 𝑖𝑛, ..., 𝑖𝑁 ). We use
𝑇𝐶 [𝑛] [𝑖] represent the communication overhead of 𝑛-th unique
segments with it’s 𝑖-th parallel configuration. The representation
of computational cost𝑇𝑃 and memory consumption𝐶𝑀 are similar.
For tensor resharding overhead between 𝑛-th and its subsequent
segment, we represent it with𝑇𝑅 [𝑛] [𝑖] [ 𝑗] for the 𝑖-th configuration
of first segment and the 𝑗-th configuration of the second. We define
the cost 𝐶𝑇 of parallel configuration (𝑖0, 𝑖1, ..., 𝑖𝑁−1) and memory
consumption as:

𝐶𝑇 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

(𝑇𝐶 [𝑛] [𝑖𝑛] +𝑇𝑃 [𝑛] [𝑖𝑛]) +
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=2

𝑇𝑅 [𝑛] [𝑖𝑛−1] [𝑖𝑛] (8)

𝐶𝑀 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

(𝑀 [𝑛] [𝑖𝑛]) (9)
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The first part of the cost is the sum of the computation and com-
munication cost for all model segments, and the second is the sum
of the tensor resharding cost between all model segments. Each
part of the cost calculation is extracted from the profile of unique
segments, ultimately combining to represent the overall cost of a
particular global parallel configuration.

After modeling the parallelization cost for every parallelism con-
figuration in the overall parallel space with segments profiles, CFP
then searches theminimal cost𝐶𝑇 under the constraint of maximum
memory usage. Note that this segment-based cost combination
method not only allows reusing segment costs to reduce profiling
strength but also enables flexible use of different configurations
for the same type of segments. For multiple fingerprint-matched
segments, some of them may use a high-throughput but memory-
intensive configuration, while others may use a low-throughput
but memory-efficient configuration, maximizing model throughput
while staying as close as possible to the memory usage limit.

5 EVALUATION
CFP is an optimization system based on the Alpa compiler. We
implemented an optimization pass of the XLA compiler to group
primitive operators to ParallelBlocks and extract unique model
segments. We also used the XLA compiler backend and runtime for
generating and profiling SPMD programs. Our experiment aimed
to answer the following questions:

(1) Does CFP’s reduction for parallel space limit its optimiza-
tion opportunities, i.e., preventing it from achieving competitive
performance?

(2) Can CFP’s profile-based cost model predict actual parallel
performance more accurately than symbolic cost model?

(3) How different are the predictions from the symbolic cost
model and actual performance, and the causes?

(4) How much profiling workload is required in CFP, and how
long does the searching process take?

To answer these questions, we compared CFP with three paral-
lel training frameworks: PyTorch (PT), DeepSpeed-Megatron (DS-
M), and Tensorflow-Alpa (Alpa). The popular PyTorch employs
data parallelism, which can be considered as intra-operator paral-
lelism configurations that split batch dimension for all operators.
DeepSpeed-Megatron provides a manually designed parallel frame-
work, which includes both data and tensor parallelism. The tensor
parallelism is also a type of intra-operator parallelism configuration,
which splits the reduce dimensions for matrix multiplication and
uses All-Reduce collectives to synchronize intermediate results.

Alpa is one of the state-of-the-art automatic parallel frameworks
that comprehensively considers inter-operator and intra-operator
parallelism. Its intra-operator parallel search space contains paral-
lelism configurations equivalent to both data parallelism and tensor
parallelism. As Alpa’s optimal solution for multi-level parallelism
relies on the optimal intra-operator parallelism configuration for
each model stage, we extracted its intra-operator parallel frame-
work to compare with CFP. We believe that comparing with Alpa
is appropriate, as its intra-operator search process has been widely
adopted by newer parallel search frameworks, such as nnScaler [18],
while also supporting more recent models than other automatic
intra-operator parallel frameworks like FlexFlow [21].

5.1 Evaluation Setup
We used four models in the evaluation: BERT [5], GPT [2], GShard
MoE [13] and LLAMA-2 [35]. We set the micro batch size from 2 to
32 per GPU and report the average floating-point operations per
second (FLOPS). Note that CFP can handle other models besides the
evaluated because ParallelBlock construction is based on compiler
IR (HLO in XLA).

During the profiling of each parallelism configuration for each
unique segment, we began by running the SPMD program 5 times
for warm-up, followed by 10 additional runs to collect the desired
profile items. For the performance evaluation of the selected paral-
lelism configuration, we ran the test program 100 times and report
the average. We evaluated CFP on two GPU nodes, each with 8
NVIDIA A100 40GB GPUs connected via PCIe. We also evaluated it
on a node with 4 NVIDIA V100 16GB GPUs connected via NVLink
to validate its optimization in target platform with higher com-
munication bandwidth. On the A100-PCIe platform, all model are
trained with TF32 precision, while on the V100-NVLink platform,
we use FP16 precision due to memory constraints.

5.2 Training Performance
In all tests, we observed that even though CFP significantly reduces
the search space of intra-operator parallel configurations, the search
space still includes the data parallel configurations used by PyTorch,
the tensor parallel configurations used by DeepSpeed-Megatron,
and the communication volume-optimal configurations searched
by Alpa. However, CFP may not select theses configurations as
they might not achieve the best profile-based cost. Fig. 7 shows
the average throughput achieved by four parallel frameworks on
two platforms. PyTorch and DeepSpeed-Megatron use fixed parallel
templates, making it difficult to achieve optimal throughput across
all experimental settings. This limitation is even more significant
for models that require more flexible parallel configurations, such
as LLAMA and MoE models, leading to larger performance gaps
between fixed parallel templates and optimized configurations.

Single A100-PCIe Node. CFP achieved an average performance
speedup of 1.17x over Alpa with 4 GPUs and 1.63x with 8 GPUs.
We observed that CFP consistently selected better configurations
through actual runtime profiling, while Alpa’s communication
volume-based cost model lacks awareness of downstream com-
pilation and the efficiency of communication primitives, leading to
inaccurate predictions of communication workload and efficiency
in many experimental settings and often resulting in suboptimal
configurations.

For GPT and LLAMA models, Alpa tends to split intermediate
result tensors and use tensor parallelism to minimize communi-
cation volume for small batch sizes. This introduces unexpected
communication workloads during downstream compilation, offset-
ting the benefits of minimizing communication volume in many
experimental settings. CFP selects to split batch dimensions for
each operator in these settings, achieving higher communication
efficiency after All-Reduce kernel fusion and up to 1.51x and 1.31x
speedup over Alpa on GPT and LLAMA, respectively.

For GShard MoE, CFP achieved an average performance speedup
of 2.13x over Alpa. Although Alpa’s parallel configuration has the
optimal communication volume, it relies on multiple inefficient
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Figure 7: The average training throughput achieved by four parallel frameworks on two platforms.

ncclKernelRecv kernels on PCIe platforms. In contrast, CFP uses
a hybrid parallel configuration: it splits data dimensions for most
operations but splits different dimensions for operators in the expert
network, depending on the batch size. These configuration relies on
more efficient collective communication primitives like All-Gather
and Reduce-Scatter.

Multiple A100-PCIeNode. In experiments withmultiple nodes,
the parallel configuration can be hierarchical, where one dimension
is split onmultiple nodes, and another dimension is split onmultiple
GPUs within each node. We set up the 16 GPUs as 1D and 2D device
meshes (1x16, 2x8, 4x4). In this case, the parallel configuration
space is greatly expanded, as each operator can either choose to
split a single data dimension across 16 GPUs or distribute two data
dimensions over the 2D device mesh. We let Alpa search the full
space, while CFP enforces the batch data dimension be mapped to
the outermost level of the device mesh to keep the search space
within a reasonable size.

A more complex communication topology makes it harder for
Alpa’s cost model to accurately evaluate the performance of differ-
ent parallel configurations. It struggles to evaluate communication
spanning multiple device levels, such as an collective communica-
tion involving both inter-node and intra-node. As a result, even
though its search space includes both 1D and 2D intra-operator par-
allel configurations, it overlooks 1D configurations in many cases,
even when those could provide better communication efficiency.

Another observation is that multi-level communication provides
the compiler with more optimization opportunities, making the
actual communication workload differ even more from the theoret-
ical cost. For example, in the MoE model, CFP splits the reduction
dimension for two matrix multiplication operators in the expert net-
work. This requires using All-Gather and All-Reduce to aggregate
data before and after the expert network. In practice, this paral-
lel configuration results in less communication time because the
compiler’s downstream optimization rewrites All-Reduce into a
more efficient ReduceScatter with smaller communication volume.
However, Alpa overlooked this parallel configuration because its es-
timation of the resharding communication cost was 8 times higher
than the actual communication workload. CFP avoids these issues
by profiling real-world communication costs, achieving an average
speedup of 1.51x over Alpa, with maximum speedups of 2.01x on
BERT, 1.43x on GPT, 3.06x on MoE, and 1.67x on LLAMA.

Single V100-NVLink Node. With higher GPU communication
bandwidth, communication time during training is reduced, result-
ing in smaller performance differences between configurations. As
shown in Fig.7, compared to PyTorch, Deepspeed-Megatron, and
Alpa, CFP achieved average speedups of 1.73x, 1.61x, and 1.05x. For

Figure 8: Overhead and achieved bandwidths of communica-
tion kernels for four models with batchsizes of 8, 8, 32, and
80, respectively. A logarithmic scale was used for communi-
cation overhead.

MoE, both CFP and Alpa found parallel configurations that reduced
communication time to about 1/20 of the total training time, leading
to no significant performance differences. For other models, Alpa
still struggles to accurately predict actual communication costs,
making the same decisions as on the PCIe platform and failing to
achieve optimal performance. In contrast, CFP identified optimal
configurations based on the profiles from the NVLink platform.

5.3 Communication Overhead Analysis
We observed that most parallel configurations evenly distribute
heavy operators across multiple GPUs, making communication
overhead the main factor causing significant differences in final
throughput, especially on the A100-PCIe platforms. Fig.8 shows the
communication overhead and utilized communication bandwidth
by the four frameworks on 4xA100-PCIe GPUs. PyTorch data par-
allel relied on many reduce and scatter operations for parameter
updates, which resulted in low utilized communication bandwidth
and high communication overhead. Although Deepspeed-Megatron
achieved higher utilized communication bandwidth, it relied on pre-
defined parallel templates and failed to optimize communication
data volume, leading to suboptimal communication overhead. In
contrast, while Alpa always chooses the parallel configuration with
the smallest theoretical communication volume, it is not aware of
the actual communication load and efficiency, resulting in lower
utilized communication bandwidth and higher communication over-
head. CFP balanced communication volume and efficiency, achiev-
ing the smallest communication overhead across the four models.

We further investigated the discrepancy between theoretical
cost based on communication volume and real performance on
target platform. The theoretical cost was calculated using the same
method as Alpa. Fig.9 illustrates the computation and communi-
cation kernel overhead for the top 20 parallelism configurations
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Figure 9: Time of computation and communication kernels
for configurations in CFP’s intra-operator parallel space.
Sorted in ascending order of Alpa’s communication volume-
based cost, with only the top 20 selected for clarity.

Figure 10: Average training time per iteration and cost pre-
dictions by CFP for GPT-6.7B with a batchsize of 16.

with minimal theoretical cost in CFP’s parallel space. While com-
munication kernel overhead indeed increases with theoretical cost,
configurations with similar theoretical cost can have significantly
different communication overheads. For instance, in BERT, the 6th
to 8th configurations had similar theoretical cost, but their actual
overheads differed by a factor of two. Moreover, configurations with
optimal communication overhead can have substantially higher
theoretical costs, e.g., the configuration (the 14th) with the high-
est efficiency in MoE had a theoretical cost 1.45 times that of the
smallest cost.

We believe two main reasons contribute to such significant dis-
crepancy between cost estimation based on communication volume
and actual performance: (1) the unpredictable effects of code low-
ering and optimization: compiler may generate unexpected com-
munication kernels for certain communication patterns, or it may
optimize the communication bandwidth through compiler optimiza-
tion techniques; and (2) the complex relationship between com-
munication efficiency, target platform, communication algorithms,
and tensor shapes: even with similar communication workloads,
these factors can significantly affect the communication efficiency,
leading to highly variable communication overhead.

CFP’s profile-based cost model predicted the performance by
combining real-world training profiles. It limited performance un-
predictability of parallelism configurations to a small range within
the computation graph, i.e., at the connections between model seg-
ments. Fig. 10 shows the performance prediction results of CFP

Figure 11: Training performance of LLAMA-7Bwith different
hidden layer numbers and batch sizes. Left: Fixed hidden
layer number to 6, increasing batch size. Right: Fixed batch
size to 128, increasing hidden layer number.

for the GPT-6.7B model with different configurations on two tar-
get platforms. To limit the number of parallel programs, model
segments with the same fingerprint were assigned consistent con-
figurations. On the A100-PCIe platform, the root mean square error
(RMSE) between the predicted costs and actual training time is
0.03286. On the V100-NVLink platform, the higher utilized com-
munication bandwidth compared to the PCIe platform results in a
smaller proportion of cross-segment communication time to total
training time, leading to more accurate performance predictions
with an RMSE of 0.007885.

5.4 Performance Under Memory Constraints
We evaluated the parallel training throughput of CFP under memory
constraints on four A100-40GB GPUs. Fig. 11 shows the throughput
of different parallel frameworks for training the LLAMA2 model
with varying numbers of hidden layers and batch sizes. Alpa chose
parallelism configurations without integrating memory constraints
into the search process, quickly leading to out-of-memory prob-
lems as batchsizes and the number of hidden layers increases. ZeRO
stage-1 distributed all optimizer states across each GPU, minimiz-
ing memory usage but suffering from high communication costs,
resulting in lower throughput.

CFP balanced throughput and memory usage by selecting differ-
ent configurations for segments, enabling the training of deeper
models than Alpa while achieving higher throughput than ZeRO
stage-1. Note that CFP inevitably pruned many memory-efficient
configurations, such as fully sharding all tensors, which results in
its memory optimization having a lower upper limit compared to
ZeRO.

5.5 Profile Space and Search Overhead
The profile space depends on the constructed ParallelBlocks and
unique model segments, as discussed in Sec.3.3 and Sec.4.2. Besides
the embedding and output layers, CFP extracted two unique seg-
ments from BERT, GPT, and LLAMA: one for the first hidden layer
and another for each subsequent hidden layer. Despite having the
same structure and tensor shapes, they have different fingerprints
due to inconsistent fine-grained dependencies between tensor con-
traction operators after code lowering. For each segment, it con-
structed 4 ParallelBlocks, with the first tensor contraction operator
(matrix multiplication) in each ParallelBlock having 3 candidate
partition dimensions, resulting in 34 = 81 parallel configurations
per segment. Tensor resharding across the boundary between the
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two segments, from the last ParallelBlock of the first to the first Par-
allelBlock of the second, requires compiling and profiling 3 ∗ 3 = 9
groups of communication primitives. Similarly, since the second
segment is repeated multiple times, resharding between its first and
last ParallelBlock also requires profiling 9 groups of communication
primitives. Overall, the profiling space includes 2 ∗ 81 + 2 ∗ 9 = 180
programs to be compiled and profiled.

For MoE, CFP treats the alternating MoE blocks and Transformer
blocks as separate segments, constructing 4 ParallelBlocks for each.
In MoE blocks, one ParallelBlock’s first tensor contraction oper-
ator is a batched matrix multiplication, with the additional batch
dimension corresponding to the experts. This adds an extra candi-
date parallel dimension to this ParallelBlock compared to others,
resulting in a slightly larger profile space for the MoE model than
other models.

For the profiling space of 2D parallel configurations, we enforces
mapping the batch dimension of each ParallelBlock to the node
dimension, while GPUs within a single node can parallelize along
any data dimension. This restricts the profiling space of 2D parallel
configurations to the same size as that of 1D parallel configurations.

CFP’s search overhead can be divided into four parts. Analysis-
Passes, refers to constructing ParallelBlocks and segmenting model.
ExecCompiling, represents the overhead of compile and generates
all executable programs that need to be profiled. MetricsProfiling,
refers to the overhead involved in running these programs multi-
ple times to collect profiles. ComposeSearch, represents the cost of
combining the profiling results of unique segments to search for
the globally optimal parallelism configuration.

The magnitude of ExecCompiling depends solely on the number
of unique segments and the length of each segment. Meanwhile,
MetricsProfiling is influenced by training workload of each config-
uration. Fig. 12 shows these two overhead details for GPT-2.6B,
MoE-7.1B, and LLAMA-7B with different batch sizes. As the batch
size increases, the ExecCompiling remains relatively stable, while
the cost of MetricsProfiling increases. By parallelizing the compila-
tion, overlapping it with the profiling process, and using a dynamic
profiling time limit, CFP significantly reduced the overall compiling
and profiling overhead, as shown by OptimizedOverall in Fig. 12.

The overhead of AnalysisPasses and ComposeSearch is not af-
fected by the training workload but increases as the model depth
grows. We evaluated the overhead of them with different numbers
of hidden layers on three models, as shown in Fig. 13. In most
intra-operator parallelism exploration scenarios (e.g., searching for
parallelism configurations inside a pipeline stage), their overhead
is much smaller than ExecCompiling and MetricsProfiling.

5.6 Scalability Analysis
For larger systems with more GPUs, there are two typical cases
where CFP can be used with no increase of analysis and profiling
complexity. (1) Combine CFP with data parallelism to exploit multi-
dimension intra-operator parallelism. Suppose the model is trained
using data parallelism across multiple GPU nodes. CFP can be ap-
plied in each node using its original workflow, and its profiles can
be reused across nodes. (2) Combine CFP with pipeline parallelism.
CFP can explore intra-operator parallelism within each potential

Figure 12: Compiling and profiling time for unique segments
in three models on a platform with a 24-core processor and 4
A100-PCIe GPUs.

Figure 13: Analyzing and searching time for different num-
ber of layers of three models on a platform with a 24-core
processor.

pipeline stage, where the profile results of model segments (smaller
than a stage) can also be reused for stage profiling.

For larger models, CFP’s profiling space will not increase unless
there are new unique segments. The increase in the number of layers
may raise CFP ’s analysis overhead (building ParallelBlocks and
unique segments), and increasing configuration settings like hidden
size may raise the profiling overhead for unique segments. However,
these overheads remain negligible compared to the training time.

5.7 Case Study
GShard MoE on A100-PCIe. Fig.??(a)(b) shows the parallel con-
figurations searched by Alpa and CFP for a single MoE layer on a
single GPU node. Alpa splits the data dimension of each operator
and adopts “expert parallelism” for the expert network, assigning
different experts to different devices. This requires All-to-All com-
munication to reshard intermediate results before and after the
expert network and All-Reduce to aggregate gradients. CFP selects
different parallel configurations based on the batch size: when the
batch size is smaller than 96, it uses tensor parallelism to split the pa-
rameters of the expert network. This requires All-Gather to reshard
tensors before the expert network and All-Reduce to aggregate
results after the expert network, where the All-Reduce operation is
rewritten by the compiler into a more efficient Reduce-Scatter with
lower communication volume, as shown in Fig.??(b). For larger
batch sizes, CFP splits the batch data dimension for all operators.

Alpa overlooked this parallel configuration because it failed to
foresee the rewriting of communication primitives by the down-
stream compiler to reduce the communication workload. As a result,
it overestimated the communication cost of the tensor resharding
after expert network by 8 times compared to the actual commu-
nication volume in 16 GPUs training. It also failed to foresee that
All-to-All operations would be dispatched to ncclSendRecv kernels,
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Figure 14: Parallelism configurations searched by Alpa and
CFP for MoE-7.1B batchsize 16 on A100-PCIe and LLAMA-7B
batchsize 80 on V100-NVLink. GATE, ATTN, and RNG stand
for gated network, attention block, and random number gen-
erator operator, respectively.

which are highly inefficient on PCIe platforms. We observed that
the parallel configurations searched by Alpa incurred twice the
communication overhead of CFP for batch sizes smaller than 96 and
over three times the overhead for larger batch sizes.

LLAMA on V100-NVLink. Fig.??(c)(d) shows the parallel con-
figurations searched by Alpa and CFP for LLAMA-7B with a batch
size of 80. Alpa splits the batch dimension of input data in the self-
attention part and then splits parameters for the remaining opera-
tors to minimize communication volume. However, this causes each
GPU to call the random number generator operator independently,
leading the compiler backend to insert extra AllReduce for random
data synchronization. In contrast, CFP splits all operators along the
batch dimension, merges all parameter gradient synchronizations
into a single communication kernel for better efficiency, and avoids
extra communication. Moreover, due to the higher interconnect
bandwidth between GPUs on the NVLink platform, computation
overhead has a more critical impact on overall training time. We
observed that frequent communication in Alpa’s parallel configura-
tion introduced more data movement operators (concat and split),
making its computation overhead about 10% higher than CFP.

6 RELATEDWORKS
Modeling the Intra-operator Parallel Space.Many works [27,
43, 46] offer concise yet comprehensive methods to express tensor
partitioning, accommodating various parallel paradigms. Parallel
strategies that partition temporal dimension for operators have
been adopted by recent parallel systems [11, 38, 42, 44] to expand
the intra-operator parallel spaces. Some works [4, 16, 26, 41] dis-
cussed the scheduling space of after tensor partitioning, which
favored overlapping communication and computation to hide com-
munication overhead.

Automatic Search for Intra-operator Parallel Space. To ef-
ficiently search for parallelism configurations in the vast intra-
operator parallel space, most works, including ToFu [39], Ten-
sorOpt [3], PaSE [6],AccPar [32], HAP [47], and PrimPar [38], have
employed various symbolic cost models and dynamic programming-
based search algorithms. FlexFlow [21] and Automap [30] used
Monte Carlo-based search algorithm and employed ML-based ap-
proach to evaluate the performance of parallelism configurations.
Colossal-Auto [20] uses ILP solver to find the parallelism configu-
ration with lowest communication volume, consistent with Alpa’s
intra-operator parallel search method [50]. Aceso [19] builds a cost
model for intra-operator parallelism configurations, relying on pre-
profiling of each fine-grained operator and communication primi-
tive. It optimize pipeline stage partition with an iterative heuristic
strategy, but still relying on parallel configuration templates of
Megatron[25] for intra-operator parallelism.

These efforts have designed suitable cost models to closely ap-
proximate actual parallel performance, yet there’s still a challenge
in avoiding discrepancies between theoretical costs and real-world
performance. Our work demonstrates that the tensor parallel space
can be reduced to considering only a few ParallelBlocks, thus en-
abling the use of real runtime metrics as the cost model for selecting
parallel configurations.

Combine Intra-operator Parallelism and Pipeline Paral-
lelism.Many frameworks use limited parallelism configurations
within each pipeline stagewithout fully exploring the intra-operator
parallel space [7, 24, 34]. Alpa [50] explores intra-operator paral-
lelism and pipeline parallelism in two separate stages and maps
them to device layers based on communication characteristics.
Aceso [19] combines the exploration of intra-operator parallelism
and pipeline parallelism by using reconfiguration mechanisms to
alleviate performance bottlenecks. nnScaler [18] provides a set of
parallel scheduling abstractions, allowing domain experts to con-
struct flexible search spaces for parallelization plans in any DNN
model. Based on the constraints provided by experts, it leverages
existing search strategies to explore the reduced search space and
generate parallelization plans, i.e., Alpa for intra-operator paral-
lelism and Tessel [17] for pipeline parallelism.

7 LIMITATIONS AND DISCUSSION
Currently, CFP has the following limitation:

(1) It does not consider additional levels of parallelism, such as
pipeline parallelism. However, as discussed in Sec.5.6, its segment
sub-search space building and profiling method can be easily ex-
tended to pipeline parallel frameworks, providing more accurate
stage profiles for pipeline partitioning.

(2) It does not account for multi-granularity overlapping between
communication and computation, which increases uncertainty in
downstream optimizations and widens the gap between symbolic
cost and actual performance. We believe CFP remains unaffected as
it is based on runtime profiles.

8 CONCLUSION
This paper introduces CFP, a system that search intra-operator
parallelism configurations by leveraging runtime profiles of actual
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parallel programs. The key idea is to profile a limited space by iden-
tifying a new structure named ParallelBlock, which is a group of
operators enjoying communication-free tensor partition propaga-
tion. An optimal tensor partition of operators within a ParallelBlock
should be inferred from the partition of input tensor through par-
tition propagation to avoid additional communication. Thus, it is
sufficient to profile each ParallelBlock with different input tensor
partitions. On GPT, LLAMA, and MoE models, CFP achieves up
to a 1.51x, 1.31x, and 3.43x performance improvement over the
state-of-the-art framework, Alpa.
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