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Lossy Bulk Synchronous Parallel Processing Model
for Very Large Scale Grids
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Abstract— The performance of a parallel algorithm in a very message passing can be efficiently parallelized but prablem
large scale grid is significantly influenced by the underlyiy that require significant communication present challenigés
Internet protocols and inter-connectivity. Many grid program- -y 4rtant to understand how these problems can be effigient
ming platforms use TCP due to its reliability, usually with lelized. Th h ider in thi is t
some optimizations to reduce its costs. However, TCP does tho parallelized. € approach we consider ',n IS paper ,'S_ 0
perform well in a high bandwidth and high delay network understand the effect of the WAN connections by examining
environment. On the other hand, UDP is the fastest protocoleail- the relationship of network bandwidth, delay, and loss of
able because it omits connection setup process, acknowledents packets with speedup.

and retransmissions sacrificing reliable transfer. Many nev bulk Transmission Control Protocol (TCF)I[2] and User Data-
data transfer schemes using UDP for data transmission suchsa :

RBUDP, Tsunami, and SABUL have been introduced and shown gram Protocol (UDP)L[3] are currently.the_ predominant pro-
to have better performance compared to TCP. In this paper, we tocols used for end-to-end communication. TCP provides
consider the use of UDP and examine the relationship between useful services such as connection-oriented, streaminlg, f
packet loss and speedup with respect to the number of grid nab.  duplex, reliable, and end-to-end semantic to its appbosti
Our measurement suggests that packet loss rates betweéff- Thege services provide reliability at a cost, causing delay

15% on average are not uncommon between PlanetLab nodes. ¢ . S f 1h . b ificed
that are widely distributed over the Internet. We show that In transmission. some 0 €se services can be sacrilice

transmitting multiple copies of same packet produces highe depending on the types of applications executed over WAN.
speedup. We show the minimum number of packet duplication Typical grid programming platforms use TCP or TCP with
required to maximize the possible speedup for a given numbesf  some optimization, but TCP does not perform well in a high
nodes using a BSP based model. Our work demonstrates that by 5 gyidth and high delay network environmérit [4], [5].
using an approprlate number of packet coples, we can Increa&s As network bandwidth increases rapldly togéther with
performance of parallel program. ) o - ;
the advent of new routing/switching technology like Multi-
protocol Label Switching (MPLS), the load on end systems
and the data transfer protocols are becoming bottlenecks
in many cases[[6]. This indicates performance of parallel
programs (mainly constrained by communication phase) on
. INTRODUCTION WAN is no longer hardware constrained. Thus we emphasize
ARALLEL computing has become increasingly populapur study on the bottleneck caused by the data transferqobto
due to widespread availability of cost effective compuwith assumption that end systems with manageable load are
tational resources, such as commodity SMPs, PCs and higlsed in computing on WAN.
performance cluster platforms. The size of individual us ~ TCPs congestion control algorithm (exponential back-off)
has also continued to grow as evidenced by data collecterlises packet transfer throughput to collapse even when the
from the top 500 supercomputers [1]. This has benefited Jardgndwidth is still plentiful. It is important to realize thpacket
scale application research that was once accessible ordy t@sses do not necessarily happen just because of network
relatively small number of researchers. congestion. It is well known that TCP was originally desidne
However, as the size of computational grids continues tor reliable data communication on low bandwidth and high
grow, to become very large scale grids (VLSG), the numberror rate networks [2]. A packet is retransmitted when tsge
of wide area network (WAN) connections between islands eébrrupted or lost. The reliability provided by TCP reduces
clusters and other high performance computing (HPC) centéetwork throughput, increases average delay and worsens
grows quadratically to the number of nodes. These WAN cogelay jitter [7], [8]. While reliable transmission is quitéten
nections put limits on the granularity of parallel applioas critical for the proper execution of a parallel process, ase
that could otherwise benefit from the available computingCP is not the only means of attaining reliability and it is
power, i.e. computation to communication ratio needs to @t clear whether TCP algorithms in general are the correct
significantly large in order for the communication comptgxi approach with respect to communication patterns of paralle
to not dominate the run-time. Embarrassingly paralleladaprocesses. It is generally accepted that TCP is not suitable
parallel and parametric problems that do not require sicaniti  for delay constrained applications that emphasize peiooa
issues.
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other packets. However, unlike TCP, packet losses can ocpairs were run one at a time. Average packet losses between
and a mechanism has to be provided to take necessary measird 5% are registered on this platform, plotted in Fif. 1. It is
to detect and assure successful delivery of packéts [3].  also interesting to note that the percentage of packet less a
Many high performance data transfer protocols have bemdependent of packet size for up 10 k/bytes, with loss of
developed using UDP recently. The Tsunami[9] reliable filess thanl0% and increases slightly to abou$% for larger
transfer protocol was developed for high-bandwidth dedita packet sizes. There are cases when packet losses eXé&éds
research networks that never experience significant cengdss is probably due to high load and physical links on end
tion. It contains two user-space applications (a client andsystems. Bandwidth and round-trip-time was also measured
server) and uses UDP for data transfer and TCP for sendiiog UDP on PlanetLab as depicted in Hig. 2 and Eig. 3 respec-
controls information (such as retransmission requestanestively. We observed that bandwidth 8OMbytes per second
request, error report and completion report). This prdtocto 50Mbytes per second on average can be achieved using
uses inter-packet delay as means of flow control as opposedaP. Round-trip-time betweef05s and0.1s on average are
sliding-window mechanism in TCP. Another protocol knowmecorded for packet sizes of up @hKbytes. Using these
as Reliable Blast UDP (RBUDP)[10] is an aggressive bulk daitaformation we analyzed the best speedup that can be achieve
transfer scheme. It is intended for extremely high bandwidtfor differing packet loss probability. The extent to whidtese
dedicated or Quality-of-Service enabled networks suchpéis 0 measurements are indicative of the Internet in general Ieto
cally switched networks. This scheme sends the entire pdyldurther investigated, though it is reasonable to suggest ah
at a user-specified sending rate using UDP datagrams and Ti@@ge scale, shared grid system will exhibit similar bebavi
is used to send signal indicating the end of transmissiom fro In section 2, we introduce stochastic models to analyze the
sender and acknowledgment from receiver consisting bitmappact of packet loss on speedup; section 3 explains how we
tally of the received packets. This work also demonstratas t derived the number of packet copies to use for maximizing the
the load factor of receiving node contributes to packettats speedup; section 4 analyzes speedup of parallel computatio
Simple Available Bandwidth Utilization Library (SABUL) when only lost packets are re-transmitted; section 5 dsscus
[6] is another high performance data transfer protocol feome related work on traditional systems and on WAN sys-
data intensive application over high bandwidth networkisThtems; and in section 6 we summarize our conclusions and
reliable and lightweight application protocol uses UDPdata future work.
transfer and TCP for feedback control messages. It also uses
rate based congestion control mechanism that tunes the inte Il. THE APPROACH
packet time as in Tsunami. All this work shows that the use of This section introduces a couple of approach used to evalu-
UDP with some reliability can enhance performance for WANte performance of parallel algorithms that use UDP prdtoco
based application that require immense data movements, THar communication purposes. We begin with a conceptual
we investigate the performance of UDP for parallel commutirapproach and later to a more realistic BSP| [12] based model
over WAN. that reflects the effect of packet loss. In our analysis, veslus
Our work considers the possibility of achieving good pathe notion of sending multiple copies of the same packet such
allel processing speedup using UDP on a WAN with sontbat the probability of packet loss approaches zero.
reliability via acknowledgment packet. We investigate the Consider sending a packet of data betw@enodes with
effect of packet loss on speedup and present a varianteaofixed loss probability op. We assume probability of data
the Bulk Synchronous Parallel (BSP) processing model thzacket loss and acknowledgment packet loss are identical.
considers packet loss as a fundamental parameter. ThisTere are three scenarios that could happen as depicted in
because we believe packet loss is the main contributor in pEig.[4: i) The data packet sent by sender is successfully
formance of UDP based transmission since it is an unrelialsiceived by the receiving node, and an acknowledgment packe
protocol. To counter the unreliability of UDP we introducesent by the receiver is successfully received by the seffities.
an acknowledgment packet from the receiver. Thus the packeppens with a probability ofl — p)2. ii) The data packet
sending nodes involved in the communication phase knowssint by sender is successfully received by the receiverhieut t
a packet is lost (i.e. a packet is not received by a receiviagknowledgment packet sent by the receiver is lost, with a
node). probability of (1 — p)p. iii) The data packet sent by the sender
is lost, with probability ofp.
The probability of successful delivery is thus given by
(1—p)2. Letc(n) be the total number of packets transmitted for
To obtain a realistic view of packet loss, bandwidth and particular communication primitive involving processors.
round-trip-time on a very large scale grid, we measured UDFhe probability of successful delivery afn) data packets
behavior for different sizes of packets, between randomiyd successfully receiving the acknowledgment packets is
selected nodes from the top level domain ending with “.edw’(n,p) = (1 — p)>**™ and the probability of at least one
within PlanetLab[[111]. We used utility programs and scriptgacket loss i9f(n,p) = 1—ps(n, p). Ideally, asn — oo, we
that we developed to select pairs of nodes randomly from &lave maximum capacity for speedup in computing, however
most160 “.edu” nodes. These nodes are then used to measpyé¢n, p) — 1 and thus the system fails to operate. As such,
end to end packet loss, round-trip-time and bandwidth usimge consider the best to use for a particular communication
UDP. 100 pairs of nodes were used in the experiment and eacbmplexity ofc(n).

A. UDP measurements on PlanetLab



IEEE TRANSACTION ON PARALLEL AND DISTRIBUTED SYSTEMS , VOL-,NO.. -, MONTH -

std dev
Average packet loss
40 T .=

30 o = -

20} T o FotF

10

Packet loss (%)

_20 1 1 1 Lo
100 1000 10000 10000(¢

Size of packets(bytes)

Fig. 1
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Sender X Receiver I?rg)nbs%t"n)fggo%f (1 — ps(n,p))ips(n,p) is the probability thati attempts fail
) (1-p) and the(: + 1)-th attempt succeeds, we have:
[ )2
(1 _/p)‘/‘_//" (1 p) A o0 . i1 1
- p=) ips(n,p)" "ps(n,p) = 1)

an o
i) (I1-p)p p gives the expected number of times all the packets are

transmitted. Therefore, expected time takenroprocessor
with packet loss probability, T'(n, p), is given by T'(n,p) =

X
K]
hS] SN
- \\‘

wpr = #;p) to represent the total time taken to complete
) p the computation om processors. Hence, expected speedup
of Sp = T:;(Ll;))) = nps(n,p) can be achieved. Using this
expected speédup for different communicatign), we can
. Data sent and received deftermme the optimal number of nodes,by solving <5
—» Ack sent and received 0 for n. _ _
_.? Data sent but not received If & > 2 copies of the same packets are sent in each round,
.7 Ack sent but not received the probability of success increases and is givepidy, p) =
(1 —p*)2¢(") This approach will requiréc(n) packets to be
Fig. 4 transmitted from the sending nodes and it is better than when
DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS SCENARIO FOR DATA PACKET AND k= 1’ with 0 < p< 1, and can be shown as below:
ACKNOWLEDGMENT PACKET. &
pP=p,
— (1-p)<(1-p",
1w (1= p)* < (1= phy2et),
cn) C—p———_ ______X¥_
5 ps(n,p) < pi(n,p). 2

i | Transmission of copies of the same packet produces higher
} } } } probability of transmission success. Techniques used &y hi
| | | } performance data transfer protocols mentioned in the puosvi
cln) ——I—— section can be applied to reduce congestion. Their effect on

r the model is not considered here. FEig.7 shows that, when
o(n) ———— communication is a constant e.g(n) = 1, the speedup

increases linearly (note the complexity of spee(]){p), e.g.a

Fig. 5 . ; . o
COMPUTATION, w AND COMMUNICATION, ¢(n) ARE PERFORMEDr single point to _pomt_ communicationin a roun_d)’ Whﬁn? =
ROUNDS. loga(n) (e.g. binomial tree, Bruck and recursive doubling[13]

algorithm for broadcast), the speedup is monotonicallygas-

ing with n, O(n('~2r")). However, whenc(n) = log3(n),

c(n) = n (e.g. Van de Geijin[13] algorithm for broadcast and
A. The conceptual approach ring method for all-gather collective communicationjp) =

T ) oy :
In this section we introduce a simplified conceptual notioh(©92(n) andc(n) = n* (e.g. naive all-to-all algorithm) the
that communication between computing nodes are zero edup function is not monotonic and there exists an optima

ideal environment for parallel computing). This approash ivalue ofn for a givenp. The optimal value gives an indication

similar to that of PRAM model that provided the impetu@n POSsible number of nodesto use when communication
for the existence of better parallel computing models. OGPSt i zero. Furthermore, it also shows the scalability rof a
approach here is not suitable for practical purposes, biit wflgorithm with dlffe_r_ent type O_f commumcatlon and varying
be useful to help understand the theoretical approach. Ticket loss probability as dep|cted_|n Hb? _ .
computation and communication are performed:fapunds, 1N conceptual approach used in this section can be sim-
(see Figb). The sending node only knows if a round h&dfied further by using :

failed (i.e. at least one packet is lost in the round). When 2\°
a round has failed, computatian (w is measured in seconds e’ = blggo <1 + 3)
of work on a processor) is performed again affd) packets

are retransmitted. Here computation is performed agairssoRiobability of succesg”(n,p) = (1 — p¥)?<("), can be ap-

to provide some penalty for the packet losses. The conceptpeoximated ag’(n, p) ~ e~2P"¢(m) When communication is
approach is used to predict the best number of computing:) = logz(n), c(n) = log3(n), c(n) = n, c(n) = nloga(n),
nodes to use when communication is assumed to be neglidc(n) = n? the expected speedup can be approximated as
gible. Let T(1) = wr represent the time taken to performSg = ne=2p"e(n) when p is small. There exists an optimal
computation on a single node, thi¥n) = %~ is the time value n for given p when communication:(n) is not 1 or
taken to perform the same computationroprocessors. Since loga(n). For c¢(n) = log3(n), ¢(n) = n, andc(n) = n?
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GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP ACHIEVED FOR COMMUNICATION(TL) AT DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS PROBABILITIES/S NUMBER OF PROCESSING NODES
WITH k = 2 FOR THE CONCEPTUAL APPROACH

—<--——- acknowledgment packet
——= data packet

Fig. 6
RETRANSMISSION OF PACKETS USINGJDP IN BSPTYPE PARALLEL
PROGRAM IN A SUPERSTEP

n? 2
optimal number of processors to use |is " |,[ 54| and

{ L J respectively. Where(n) = nloga(n), no analytical
2/p*

solution exists but a numerical solution can be found.

I1l. THELOSSYBSP (L-BSP)MODEL

the Lossy BSP (L-BSP), includes important characteristics
of the internet such as average end-to-end round-trip time
and average end-to-end bandwidth. We fix value2ef as

the timeout period for sending data packets to and receiving
acknowledgment packets from its destination respectively
refer Fig[6.7 is defined as:

T:@Oé—i-ﬁ.
n

wherea = Bickel sizc gnq 3 the delay is the round trip time
(includes cost for sending data and receiving acknowledgme
packet).T'(1) = wr is the time taken for computation in
one processor, with- as the number of times computation

is repeated (known as supersteps in BSP model). Whereas,
Tr = % + 2p7 refers to the expected time thatprocessors

will take to complete a single round as shown in Elg. 6. With

zero packet loss (i.e = 1), time T'(n,7) = % + 2r7 for
computation and communication ennodes can be achieved.
Ideally, we expect speeduf; = TT(SZ) = n, assuming

zero communication cost (i.er = 0). However, with an
expected average number of transmissjpnr= % (all

. . . . . . s (n,p
In this section a model to better reflect the behavior gfackets are re-transmitted if a packet is Iostf, the expecte
parallel programs on VLSG is introduced. This model, calleime taken for computation and communication is given by
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T(n,p,7) = @ + % Hence, the expected speedup IV. OPTIMAL PACKET COPIES
achievable is: The conceptual approach revealed that speedup can be
Sy — wr _ w _ nGps(n,p) increased by transmitting multiple copies of the same packe
% pf(:f_p) L+ % 1+ Gps(n,p)’ It is easy to verify that a& — oo, we havep, — 1, however,

i _ ) .. Itis unrealistic to send that many packet copies. Thus, ffigndi
where granularity (ratio of computation and communlcat|06|ptima| value fork is necessary for a given value pf n, w

costs) isG = 5. andc(n).

) ndc(n
If only lost packets are re-transmitted, data packets th. YWe consider this scenario in the L-BSP modelk IEopies

have been successfully sent will not be re-transmittedragaj ¢4 me packets are senf] (4), can be re-written as:
Therefore, the sequence of packet transmission is given by G
nGy

c(n), pc(n), p?c(n), p3c(n),---. That is, in the first transmis- Sp = _ ’ (5)
sion c(n) packets are sent, in the second transmission only G1 + pF(ph, c(n))

packets that are lost (i.ec(n)) are re-transmitted and S0 ONyyith pk = (1 — pk)2, pF(pk, c(n)) the average number of
The notion used in[{1) can also be applied in this model. §fansmissions wheh packet copies are used, a6 = .
ps = (1 —p)? is the probability of successful delivery of here, is defined as, = k<o + 3 and 27 represZr?ts
single packet and(n) is the number of packets transmittea%e timeout value for sendinlgc?n) packets.

then the probability that a communication terminates in the Equation [5) can be simplified to:

i-th re-transmission i1 — p,)(~Yp, for a single packet. '

Thus,Z;l(l — ps)U=Dp, is the probability that a commu- Sp = n = %%(:;a B
nication terminates byth re-transmission and > = (1 = 1+ % <k@a +B) 14 =022+ =08
ps)(ﬂ'*”ps]c(n) is the probability that all communications (6)
terminate byi-th re-transmission. It follows that, the averag@ssuming communicatior:(n) = n?, it is clear that the
number of re-transmission can be obtained from: second term in the denominat%fi*?:’li, grows quadratically
o0 i _ c(n) asn increases in[{]6). Using the numerically solved value for
p(ps, c(n)) = ZZ<[Z(1 - ps)(Jl)ps} - p* we find the optimal value of, by minimizing the product
i=1 j=1 of kp*. TableD shows the dominating term that effects the
i-1 . e(n) speedup as — oo for different communication:(n). For
[Z(l —Ps)(J_l)Ps} ) lower communication complexity, such ag:) = 1,log2(n)
=1 andlog(n), the dominating term as increases isz%ﬁk.
_ = 2([1 . )l} o) B [1 . )i_l} C(")) As the time to transmit the packet, approaches zero (i.e.
P Ps Ps transmission cost approaches zeild) (6) can be reduced to:
&) lim Sp = 5——.
o 2041

The value of p(ps,c(n)) depends on packet logs and
communicationc(n). We use numerical approach to obtairdere, ¥ — 1, as number of packet copies, transmitted
values ofj(ps, c(n)) for different number of nodes. Thus theincreases. It indicates that work performed on each node
expected speedup obtained using the L-BSP model can sh@uld be large enough compared to the average delay between

simplified as: nodes to achieve good speedup.
S, — Gn ) Fig.[10 shows how speedup is effected by the number of
E G + p(ps, c(n)) packet copies transmitted for work af = 10 hours. It is
with granularity, G = 5%. Clearly, speedup approache§|ear from the figure that for communicatiotm) = n, ¢(n) =

linearity when G > j(ps.c(n)). Fig[8 shows the effect ?/0g2(n) andc(n) = n* speedup deteriorates as the number

of granularity for different communication(n). For higher Of packet copies used increases. This observation concurs
communication complexity such agn) = nloga(n) and with the expected decrease in speedup, because of higher
c(n) = n2, Fig[8(e) and Fid-B(f) respectively, speedup gdverhead caused by more packets and higher communication

teriorates at a faster rate. complexity. ) . . .
Fig[9 depicts the limits of speedup for different probapili ~ F1911 and Fid. 12 shows predicted speedup with different

of packet losses when different number of nodes are us¥yprk loads, for different packet loss probabilities. _These
It shows that when packet loss is lower, higher speedup c3@Phs are fom = 2 andn = 131072 nodes respectively

be achieved. Number of optimal nodes to use depend Whenk = 1. As the size of work increases on each processor,
different operating conditions such as computational ad-c SP€edup approaches the total number of processor used for
munication complexity. When packet loss is higher, speed{}jgher granularity.

deteriorates at a faster rate. On the other hand, it denasestr

the important effect of granularity on speedup. Linear épge V- ADAPTING FUNDAMENTAL PARALLEL ALGORITHM

is possible with higher granularity and correct number of In this section, we analyze some fundamental algorithms
nodes, this is true even for higher degree of communicatiosing the L-BSP model, that provides the number of packet
complexity and packet loss. (e.g.= 2) copies ., number of nodes;, amount of work loadsy, to use
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GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP ACHIEVED FOR DIFFERENT NUMBER OF NODES WORK W = 4 HOURS, COMMUNICATION ¢(n) AT DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS
PROBABILITYWITH k = 1 FOR THEL-BSPMODEL.

TABLE |
DOMINATING TERM FOR SPEEDUP USING DIFFERENT TYPE OF COMMUNKTIONS.

Case| Communicatiore(n) | Dominating term as — oo
I n2 2kpF c(n)a
w
Il nloga(n) W#
i n Qkﬁk;(n)a + 2115}/3’c
~k
v log3(n) %
\Y loga(n) %
VI 1 2n5p°
w

depending on packet loss probabilify, and communication This values are extrapolated from our experiment using 1Pv4
complexity,c(n). on PlanetLab.

The L-BSP model in this paper considers sending data
that fits into a single packet. However, the maximum pack(&t
size in the Internet Protocol Version 4(IPv4) is ord§KB, '
to accommodate large data we can: a) assume the usage &fonsider the product of two matrice4 and B of size
Internet Protocol version 6 (IPv6) that provides maximunVxNV, producing matrixC' of size NXxN, where N € 2™

Matrix multiplication (Direct implementation)

packet size of up tolGB. b) Use multiple communicationandm € Z*. Each processok, with k € 1,2,..., P where
supersteps, wherey = [%] P is the total number of processor, has two submatrices of size

Since it was not possible for us to obtain values for packetsX 75 One from each matrix (i.e4 and B) and are indexed

loss probability, round-trip time and bandwidth using IPvéas 4, ; and B; ;, wherei, j € 1,2,...,v/P denote rows and
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L-BSPMODEL.

TABLE Il

Packet loss probability

() c(n) =n?

GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP FOR DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS PROBABILESR GIVENT NODES, WORK W = 10 HOURS, AND COMMUNICATION c(n) FOR THE

APPROXIMATE SPEEDUP OF PARALLEL ALGORITHMS FOR DIFFERENT RMAMETER VALUES USINGL-BSPMODEL.

Algorithm Matrix multiplication, Bitonic 2D-FFT | Laplace Equation
size (NxN) Merge sort size (NxN)
Size, N 215 231 234 218
No. of processors; 216 217 215 217
Size of message (bytes) 216 216 28 24
Packet sizep,. 216 216 28 24
Packet copiesk 7 6 3 )
Bandwidth,(MBytes/s) 17.5 17.5 17.07 24
Packet loss probability, 0.045 0.045 0.0005 0.0005
e — 0.0037 0.0037 | 0.000015 0.000001
Delay, 8 0.069 0.069 0.05 0.05
Average No. of transmissiom 1.025 1.002 1.24 1.0
Sequential compute time (seconds), 140765.34 133.14 5841.15 23364.44
Communication cost (seconds) 27.54 28.18 7.35 1.7
Total time in parallel (seconds) 29.69 28.194 7.55 1.8783
Communication complexity;(n) 0(n?) 0(n) 0(n?) 0(n)
Average processor performance, (GFLORS) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
SpeedupSg 4740.89 4.72 773.4 12439.43
Efficiency 0.072 0.000036 0.02 0.095
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GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP FOR DIFFERENT PACKET COPIES GIVENNODES, WORK W = 10 HOURS, COMMUNICATION ¢(n) AT DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS
PROBABILITY FOR THEL-BSPMODEL.
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Fig. 13
PARALLEL MATRIX MULTIPLICATIONON P = 16 NODES.

processor has a portion of submate€ixin its possession. On

a single processor the cost of computin@i$® — N2. Using

P processor the cost of sending submatrices from different
processor to compute submati®% ; as shown in Fig. 13 is
27p*(2(v/P—1)ka+ j3) seconds. The cost of computation is:

2N7f — NTf FLOPs with the L-BSP model. Thus the expected

speedup is:
Ws
Sg = -
wy + 2vpF(2(VP — 1)ka + B)
with,
NI N2 oN®_ N2

_ — P P
Ws = Average FLOPS and Wp = Average FLOPS'*

Using this model, we analyzed achievable speedup for
different node sizesP = 2° wheres = 1,2,3,...,17
and for different matrix dimensionsNxN where N =
211 912 913 914 915 A pest speedup 0f740.89 is obtained

columns respectively. Each submatrix contai-‘égs elements. when N = 2'5 and P = 2!7, Table[Tl shows the algorithm
We assume each processor in the system have a submagerameters for this speedup. The analysis shows that matrix
of A and B in them. Squares with same numbers in Eig. 1&wltiplication algorithm is very well suited for paralletition
denotes submatrix’; ; that can be computed concurrentlyon VLSG with our approach. Although the efficiency is low
During the communication phase,P) = 2(P? — P) packets at 0.072, it is interesting to note that the problem is solvable
are injected into the network. At the end of computation eactt almost4741 times faster usin@'® nodes compared to on
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GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP FOR DIFFERENT WORK SIZESOR7 = 2, COMMUNICATION C(n) AT DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS PROBABILITIES FOR THE

a single processor.

B. Sorting (Bitonic mergesort)

Here, we analyze the complexity of Batcher’s bitonic sort S —
algorithm [14]. Assuming each processor in the systemMas
unsorted keys, rearrange them so that every key in process%
C . ) with,
1 is less than or equal to every key in processer1l where N
1 < i < P. First, each processor sorts i% keys locally F'°92

. . . .. : A
(either ascending or descending order, for obtaining Bton jith this

L-BSPMODEL.

communication cost is/(logs(P)(loga(P) + 1)) (ko + B)p*
seconds. The expected speedup can be calculated using the

L-BSP model as:

Wy

Ws

wp + yloga(P)(log2(P) + 1) (ke + B)p*

Nloga N
Average FLOPS

and  w,

(%) +loga (P)(loga (P)+1) (3~ 1)

verage FLOPS ) i .
model, achievable speedup for different sizes of

sequence). Then this algorithm ddeg. () merge stages asgata, N = 220,224 228 929 930 931 and different number
shown in FiglIb, where stagé (1 < S < log:(P)) has of nodesP = 2° wheres = 1,2,3,...,17 were analyzed.
5 merge steps. In merge stgp(l < j < ) of stages, The best speedup af722 was obtained wher = 2'7 and
each processor sends the list of5 keys in its possession xy — 231 Taple[T] shows the algorithm parameters for this

to the processog (x is obtained by complementing thih

speedup. Although, efficiency is very low for this algorithm

bit of 7). Thereafter, every processor does the merging apdis interesting to observe that some speedup can still be
keeps either the first half or the second half of the merge@tained on VLSG with our approach.
list. At the end of sorting, each processowill have %

sorted keys that are less or equal to every key in processor )
i+ 1. [15] A total of log2 (P)(loga(P)+1) steps are required C. 2D Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) transpose method (FFT-
) 2

in this algorithm. In each step, a total ofP) = P, UDP

M)

packets are transmitted. The computational cost of soging Fourier transform plays an important role in many scientific
unsorted sequence of siZé and merging them in parallel isand technical applications. A fast Fourier transform (FFT)

%logg(%) 4 w(% _

1) FLOPs, and the total has a RAM complexity ofO(NlogN). The FFT can be
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GRAPH DEPICTS SPEEDUP FOR DIFFERENT WORK SIZEBOR7T = 131072, COMMUNICATION c(n) AT DIFFERENT PACKET LOSS PROBABILITIES FOR THE
L-BSPMODEL.

received data (complex numbers with datum sizé ®bytes)

is then re-arranged to complete the transpose process. We
assume the cost of rearranging the data to be insignificant. |
our analysis, all the processor h%sdata in their node initially

and only one UDP data packet is required to sééoportion

of its data to another node. A total ofP) = P(P —1) UDP

data packets of sizé,%’, whereb is the data size, are trans-
=~ mitted during the all-to-all data distribution. The totarpllel

! : : computation cost for this algorithm is given by =X iog(%)

TPl g g O -0 OO 0 OO - iesee - FLOPs and the communication costdisp® (ka(P — 1) + 3)
~—

! ~— = P
0 N seconds. Following, the expected speedup can be calculated
E\]\; Q\P ‘ Q\p Q\P Tt using L-BSP model as:
Fig. 14 Sp = Ws

wy, + 4yp* (ka(P — 1) + f)

: __ 5Nlog(N) _ 10%t0g(%)
Wlth’ -U)S ~ Average FLOPS andwp . Average FLOPS'®
Using this model, speedup for different node siZzes- 2°

parallelized using the 2D FFT-TM algorithm. The 2D FFT-TMvheres = 1,2, 3, ..., 15 and for different data size$y where
algorithm can be viewed as computing multiple 1D FFTs iV = 230,232 9234 236 938 were analyzed. A best speedup of
each direction using a fast FFT library (e.g. FFTW) and it ha&'3.4 with efficiency at0.02 is obtained whenV = 234 and

a couple of all-to-all communication for inter-processatal P = 2!5. Table[Il shows the algorithm parameters for this
distribution. During this communication, each node wilhde speedup. The analysis shows that 2D-FFT algorithm maybe
a portion of its% data (i.e.% data) toP — 1 processors. The suitable for parallelization on VLSG with our approach for

PARALLEL BITONIC MERGESORT FORP NODES.
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very large data size. in the matrix ¢ = 5 for a pentadiagonal system). The total
communication time i2log, Pp* (ak@ + B) seconds.
D. Partial differential equation: The Laplace’s Equation ~ Following, the expected speedup can be calculated using L-

Partial differential equation is used in many differentdiel BSP model as:
of computational science to model real world phenomena. One Sp = Wa 5P
of the fundamental partial differential equation is the laag’s wy, + 2pFloga P (ka=—F%— + )
equation: (192
. _ 2dlog2 P( _1)2 - 2dloggp(—)
0%f  0°f with, wy = Aveizzge rrors andw, = Average FLOPE -
_ - = 0’
ox? = 0y?
f(Ovy) =U; (y)a f(la y) = UQ(y)v (m — 1)2
f(:U,O):U3(x),f(x,l) :U4(l'), , FR - T ——— === === = —
O<z<l,0<y<lL. ngts |
3 i A . i - mﬂ ————————— —DExchange
The solution f(z,y), for this equation with given boundary (m—1)2
conditions can be found using the finite difference method. Y- —'Z’—.ﬁ,— —————— —:)Excnange
First the Laplace equation must be discretized and thetiegul VRN
system of linear equation is then solved. In matrix-veabont, SPILTAN
this system of linear equation has a sparse matrix with ~ ~ , AT R T _:)E“ha”ge
(nonzgro elements) diagonals. |Ijl this paper, we analyze the 7 4| _,:: L —Dgxchange
Jacobi method used to solve this system. We can represent,,_.,z ':' -
the functionf (z,vy) by its values at discrete set of uniformly- ~ © ¥ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ AR
spaced network of mesh points; = iAz andy; = jAy Fia. 15
. . . 0 d Fig.
fori=0,1,...,mandj = 0,1,...,¢ with Az = - an EACH NODE coMPUTES 1" pOINTS AND EXCHANGES AT MOST3

_1 id si di i _di -
Ay T q The grld sizeh of z-dimension an@ dimension are NEWLY COMPUTED VALUES IN A PENTADIAGONAL SYSTEM.

chosen to be equak = Ax = Ay to simplify our analysis.
The function f(z,y) at any point(z;,y;) is represented by
fi.;- The finite difference representation for Laplace equatidiith this model, achievable speedup for different dimensio

is, mxm, wherem = 214,215 216 217 918 gnd different number
fivrg —2fi;+ fic1y . figer —2fig+ fij— of nodesP = 2° wheres = 1,2,3,...,.17 were analyzed.
e hQJ = hQJ =L = 0. The best speedup df2439.43 was obtained whe? = 217

andm = 2'® Table[dl shows the algorithm parameters for

this speedup. Although, efficiency is low at095 for this

fhHt 1[ TR L L) algorithm, it is interesting to observe that reasonabledpp
by iy Al T eyl can still be obtained on VLSG with our approach.

and can be rearranged as,

2,7 4
where f5*+1 is the value obtained frorh+ 1th iteration andf*
is the value obtained from thieth iteration. The(i, j)th point  E. Broadcast
is computed from theéjth (product ofi andj) equation. This
results in a system of linear equation with. — 1)? equations
and (m — 1)? unknowns. Jacobi method can be used to sol
this equation and is described as:

The broadcast operation is a fundamental primitive in many
\Parallel applications. A broadcast is a communicationgpatt
Where a source node sends messages to all other processors in
the system. Two commonly used algorithms are the binomial
1 [bi —Zai,jfﬂf*l] tre(_e_ fqr lshort messages and the one prc_)posed by \_/an de
@i por Geijn [16] for long messages. In the binomial tree algorithm

) the root nodel’, sends data to nodg,, ». These nodes then

For a pentadiagonal system wiﬂW;—l) > 5, (P is the act as the new roots within their own subtrees and recuysivel
number of processors used) each node is required to exchadig&ributes the messages. This communication takes adbtal
at most3 newly calculated values of unknowns betweeflogP] steps, in the following analysis, we consider messages
neighboring nodes. Thug(P) = 2(P — 1) packets of size thatfit into a single packet. In stépg P, c(P) = logP packets
3b bytes, whereb, is the data size in bytes, are injecteédire communicated. Thus, the total cost of communication in
into the network at any one communication. For a diagonallyBSP model can be simplified as:
dominant matrix, which is the case for Laplace equation, the ko
Jacobi method will converge to “a good solution” fog, P theast = | — (1 — 2[1°9P1=1) L Bl10g P]| pF
steps, however this depends on the initial value used and the P
convergence rate. In our analysis, we takg P as the number
of rounds required for convergence. F. All-gather

The total parallel computation cost for this algorithm is The all-gather is an operation where data from different
2dloggP(@) FLOPs, wherel is the number of diagonals processors are gathered on all processors. Three different

k _
T, =
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algorithms can be used for this operation: the ring methoitl,becomes even harder as there are many more factors that
recursive doubling and Bruck algorithm. In the ring methomhfluence the behavior of computing resources and network.
each processar sends its portion of data to processor 1 Experiments that run parallel programs on PlanetLab in-
and receives data from processor 1 (with a wrap around). dicates that the communication phase between nodes on a
In the next step, each processdorwards to processar+ 1 WAN is the main bottleneck effecting performance of patalle
the data it received fromi — 1 in the previous step. Theseprograms, even when computing resources are not highly
steps are repeated fd? — 1 times, whereP is the number loaded by other jobs. Thus, it is very necessary to utiliz th
of processor. IfN is the total number of data to be gatherethstest available protocol (UDP) to execute parallel paogs

on each processor, then at every step each processor semdgrids. The weakness of UDP can be remedied by using a
% data fromP — 1 other processors.[13] Here we consideiight-weight mechanism for reliability to enhance achigiea
data size that fit into a single packet. Thus, the total cospeedup.

of communication for ring method in the L-BSP model is, In this paper, a new model based on the BSP model that

taligather = [k:a + [3] (P —1)pF. considers packet loss probability as a fundamental pasxmet
is introduced. We measured average packet loss, round trip
VI. RELATED WORK time, and bandwidth for UDP between pairs of nodes within

. PlanetLab to better understand the dynamics of WAN. This
Many computational models have been developed for par; o . . .
. information is then used in our model to derive the optimal
allel architecture, each of them try to reflect the behavior g : . C
) . : number of packet copies to use in order to maximize the
parallel algorithms running on parallel architecture. Aastexd
. speedup of parallel programs. The effect of packet loss on
by Maggs et all[1/7], models should balance between simgplici .
. ; . L . performance of parallel programs is shown.
with accuracy, abstraction with practicality, and destbrity . .
: A X We also analyzed a few fundamental algorithms using the L-
with prescriptivity. Early models such as PRAM [18] andBSP model. Although the efficiency is very low in some cases
its variants that emphasize on PRAMs weakness (e.g. Ph i g Y y '

se o : )
PRAM [19], APRAM [20], LPRAM [21], and BPRAM22]) the result shows that it is possible to obtain some speedup

have been developed for parallel architectures. Other tsodve\)’hen large number of nodes are used. It is also important to

such as Postal model [23], BSP [12] and LogP! [24] th%Ote that the result do not incorporate the effect of memory

. S ierarchy.
considers communication costs such as network latency an L
n future work, other features such as replication of patall

bandwidth were developed to better reflect behavior of mralp_rogram for fault tolerance and reliability are being con-

algorithms. Variants of BSP such as D-BSP|[25].1[26], Etsidered We intend to evaluate the performance of parallel
BSP [21] and CGMI128], [[29],[130], L[31] and models tha [pgram based on L-BSP model and detailed packet loss

take memory hierarchy into consideration such as Paralfé -
) . - model [37] for TCP.

Hierarchical Memory model (P-HMM)[[32], LogP-HMM -

and LogP-UMH [[33] have also been developed. However,

there is no single model that has become a standard choice ACKNOWLEDGMENT
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